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COST EFFECTIVENESS OF RESIDENTIAL CONHUNITY CORRECTIONS: 

AN ANALYTICAL PROTOTYPE 

A. INTRODUCTION 

1. Purpose 

The purpose of this paper is to demonstrate a technique for 

determining whether residential community corrections is a costNeffective 

alternative to two traditional methods of dealing with adult and juvenile 

offenders: probation and institutionalization. In particular, the question 

addressed is whether residential community corrections generally is more 

cost-effective than either traditional method both in the long run and in 

the short run. In this study, three basic classes of residential community 

corrections facilities are used: halfway houses, PoOoR.T. (probationed 

offenders rehabilitation and training) projects and juvenile residences. 

ior each major class of residential facilities, comparisons arp made between 

residential community corrections projects and probation (or parole) and in-

stitutionalization. 

The preliminary evaluation of residential community corrections did 

not tteropt a detailed analysis of the relative costs of residential com-
1 

munity corrections compared to institutionalization or probation. Nost 

comparisons that have been done have focused on the average daily cost of 

treatment in community corrections versus institutions, and the Virtually 

lResidential Community Correctio~ ~rograms: ~ Preliminary Evaluation, 
Evaluation Unit, Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control, April, 
1975. This is a characteristic common to most studies of community correc­
tions to this date. 



unanimous conc;.usion of all these studies (including, the preliminary evalu­

ation) has hc(m that community corrections is generally cheaper than institu~ 

tionalization. The consensus among these studies is that community corr(~c-

Hons ,'.1100 docs no worse than institutionalization in terms of preventing 

rc·ddivimn, so it thc>r(!fore follows that community corrections is a more 

,.'O[;!:-t'f'fective ;11 tcrnativ(' to illsti tutiona1i~~ation (1. e., the same amount 

of bmtnfl. t~-rcduced recidivism--can be achieved at a cheaper cost). This 

CllllclllSion i~J, hmvcvcr, prcmaturn. This report is designed to provide de ... 

tailed information on the cost-effoctivencss of connllunity corrections using 

;1 ruetllOdology c()nsidcrab1.y more l'cfincd than other cost studies dan(! to date. 

In this analysis, it is assumed that a major purpose.of the. criminal 

jUflUCl: system (CJS) is to minimize the social costs of crime. This assump-

1 
HOll is inh..::rcnt in the economic approach to crime and the CJS. Crime 

impO!3CS ::mbstantial costs upon society. Vir;tims lose something aE value, 

including sometimes life itself; potential victimcs suf:[cr the disutility 

of fear ami apprdwnsion; and society bears the costs of operating the CJS. 

In the last tPI1 years, economists have begun to l,'cspond to increased con-

cpxn ahout crime and have nmV' produced a substantial body of theoretical and 
') 

t'mpirieal r(~sl'arch r('sults. ~ This study drmvs l.e.av·ily upon these pri,or con-

tributioml. \,rithin the criminll justiCE.) system, the corrections subsystem is 

I For example, see Hilrold L. Votey and Llad Phillips, nSocial Goals and 
Appropriate Policy [or Corrections: An :Economic Appraisal," Jaurn3.l of 
Crimilhll ~hlHtit:(~, 1 (1973), pp. 2.19-240. 

.) 

"The piom~erillg work is that by Gary Becker, "Crime and Punishment: An 
Ikl)nomic Approach," Journal .2! !:9}itical Econom~:, 76 (Harch/April, 1968), 
pp. 16CJ-217. See also R~ F. Sullivan, "The Economics of Crime: A11 introduc­
tion to the Literature," Crime and Delinqucnc-,r, 19 (April, 1973), pp. 138-149. 
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assumed to have three major purposes above and beyond mere punismncnt of 

offenders: (a) deterrence of crime by potential offenders; (b) deterrence 

of further crime by past offenders; and (c) prevention of further crime by 

cu ... ·rent offenders. 

vlhethcr one uses either the "treatmcnt1! or. "P'ltl1isluunnt" paradigm, tho 

m[ljor focus of correctional programs is to alter the behavior of those who 

are p1ac~d in such programs so that they no longer commit criminal acts (or, 

at minimum, connnit fewer or less severe criminal acts than they would have 

had they not been put in the program). If the system is efficient, the 

benefits of correctional programs will outweigh the costs. That is, from 

an efficiency standpoint, it would not be wise to spend $3,000 to rehabili-

tate itTl offender who WOUld only have caused $500 in social costs due to 

crimes he would have committed in the absence of treatment. This report 

~V':i.11 not address the broader issue of whether tho system itself is effi-

c:L<mt. The focus will be on determining which correctional programs can 

attain a particular goal (reduction of recidivism) at the lowest cost. No 

efforts will be .n.:tde to determine whether the benefits obtained from a 

particular reduction in recidivism outweigh the costs of achieving the re-

d 
. 1 

uct~on. The term "corrections department" is used throughout to identify 

the CJS component which carries out the corrections function. 

The analysis will be performed from the perspective of society as a 

~vholc rather than just the state of Ninnesota. That is, if federal funds 

help subsidize the Hinnesota correctional system (which they do), these 

expenditures will still be treated as costs even though Hinnesota c:ttizens 

lC1early, this is an important question, and numerous recent studies 
have contributed substantially to the knowledge required to conduct such 
studies. See, for example, Neil H. Singer, "The Value of Inmate Nanpower," 
Journal ot Research in Crime and DelinQuency, 13, 1 (January, 1976), pp. 3-12 • 
.;;...;;;....0.-____ - - ~ 
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th01TWclVGS might regard these expenditures as being cost ... frec to their state 

Both money and llotnnoney costs will be included in an attempt to measure the 

overall social cost of correctional altcrnative~ in the. state of Hil1l~csota. 

B • NETHODOWGY: 

1. Levol of Hcasu""t!Hmt 

Auy correctional program is made up of thrc~~ major c.omponcnts. First, 

thnr(! ar(~ ,tc:tfSks or ,g,ctivitics pCrfOl"IllCd on a day .. to .. day basis t·lithiu tho pro-

ronult frQTU tIl(' (Ldly activity in the program. Final1y~ thcr(1 art' outcomes, 

or L:i.nal 12!'0ductr; or J3!):1.1."~ which rcpresunt what i,l prog::am seek~3 tl) achi()vc. 

In a pris011, ':or example; the major day-to-day activity is tukillp; caro of in~ 

mates. An output or int(~rmcdiate product is "treatmcnt,1l which bcgin~ ,·;bon 

eltl irull'lLl' lmte:rs the facility and is regarded as complctcti wh(.m the imnate 

loav(ls. But troCltment is not an ond in itself. Treatment is providl,d in 

order to achieve i.! goal or outcome, which in this section is assumod to bo 

reduced recidivism. Thus, onc final product or outcome of a prison system is 

redncod l'(~cidivis,n. Table 1 outlines alternative ways of: conceptualizing th(\ 

distinction bctw,wn inputs, outputb, and ... utcomcs. 

AI,TERNATlVg 
COW.:!-:l'Tt!,\I,~ 

IZA'l'10N:, : 

COST ~m.ASURc.: 

.------------.---~ 

TABLE 1 

Foel'S () " A 11 A L Y S 1 ~.~ __ ~ ,- ._...., 
H 0 \1 

Activity 
Task 

Inputs 

i-1 nAT 

OLjectiv(·" 
SuDgc.:lls 

IntermcJiate Products 
Outputs 

HHY 

Goals 
Fin:tl Goals 

I~in.:ll Products 
Outcomes 

Group Counst'linf, IlTrcatmcntlt 

FN)d !llld Clothhlg --;::.. or Rl'tiuceu --> Recidivism Recrea tion "Rdl:.lbi 11 ta Lion" 

Input Cost Output Cost 

Cost per Day Cost. per Ca!w 
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<.t. ):nput Costs 

Hany cost studies to date have f'acus(\d all iuput Gl)Btf; of con'"c,-

tional alternatives. Thus, for example, in tho 1975 Residontial COllunun:!.tv -. - ----~ 

92rrec~ Pro£;,rams report, it was n,portcd that the average cost pc!:' day 

of institutionalization was generally higher for adults them the avm:agc 

(,~(wt pm: day -.>£ commurli ty corrections programs if: conmmni ty cotTcc.tiol1s 

1 programs run <It {)Q% capacity. In a report on residential juv{'llile corrcc-

t.i.ons ~ :i. t ~v.1S reported tha t ovcri'J 11 average COE;ts per orf(~nder"Yf'tt'r for 

cCIU1l1mnity-based programs are substantially leBs~-40.0Zw .. th(ln thOS(l, incurred 

fot' l.nf;t{tutiolHilizcd dclinQ11cnts.2 And a report t11l institutional .. based 

progrmUG and parole compared the "ilV(Jl:ag(~ cost per inmatn~yC'm:t1 for val·iou~.; 

. . . 1 1 i 3 lnst1tut10na a tcrnat ves. But tht: eost per day or cost per year dOl~s 

not accurately reflect output costs. If one treaL1~letlt altc'rnCttivo has a 

length of stay th.lt is t\licC! as long as anoth(lr.' treatment prilgrmu, then the 

east of tr.eatmcnt will be t,vice iH~ grcat~ IWt:!i if bocl1 program:.; hav(~ idcnt ... 

ien 1 costs 'per c1icnt~day. 

In addition, the studies just cited dld not take into accm ,t si~nificant 

external costs cot1ncct(~d with residential community corrections. A recent 

report on community-based facilities in thl~ Twin Cities "n:ea has idtmtificd 

l~esidenti,ill, ,£gmmutlit;y Corrections £!:.g.g.rams: 
p. 198. 

A Preliminary Evaluati()n, - ~~- ' 

2Robcrt D. Vinter, George Downs and John Hall, .::!ily!-;!,!!i.lt;, £.2EE.9,ill~.!E. 
!h£ ~~: ~idential Pro8~a~ ~~ pcinsti~u~ionali~at~qn-~ ~r~lim~na:y 
EEEort (National Assessment of Juven~le correct:ons, 1~:t~;ute of ?ontiIm1n~ 
Legal Education, School of Social \'lork, Univers:.t.ty of lJl.ch:.t.gan, 1976), p. 45 

3Neil M. Singer and Virginia B. \Iright; ~ ~\l1aly~ili 2"f .9..2EEct:ton~!l 
Sta;-,"lards: Institutiona1 .. Basej. !:..1;".9.B.ra:ns ~ Par~!.£, .Y.21~:3.1. (Correctional 
Economics Center of the American Bar Association, December, 1975), p. 16. 
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this failurG to take into account social service support as ern iml'0rtal~c 

shortcoming of crude comparisons of per diem rate.s at institutions cOl'apared 

to residzntial facilities. 1 H01;vever, this problem has been1c?rly eral.4i-

cat~d in an exhaustive study of haJ fway houses which deta:i 1,~d th~ VlSt: of 

provlc~-I..'6 outsi1e social services? such as drug rehabilitution, :::lcohol 

therapy, mental health services and education and training costs. In add-

ition, the study even took into account the opportunity costs of clients in 

halfway houses and costs incurred by the neighborhood in which halfway 

houses are lecated. However, here again, the emphasis was on cost of inputs, 

2 
while output costs and outcome c.:osts were ignored altogether. 

b. 9utEut Costs 

Studies do exist which calcu1c..te output costs. For example, the 

Silverlake study showed that the cost per offender treated was about $2,000 

less in an experimental treatment than in an alternative treamlcnt. 3 In this 

case, the recidivism rates of the experimental and control groups were not 

significaptly different. Hence, it was reasonable to conclude that Silver-

lake was more cost-effective since it achieved the Same outcome for less cost. 

Had there been differences in recidivism, however, the focus on output costs 

(cost per case) would have been inappropriate since the tre,atment method 

vJith the lowest cost per client treated may have had a hirhe! cost per unit 

of reduced recidivism. An evaluation of halfway houses in Ohi0 4 also devel-

lAlan S. Friedlob and Thomas L. Anding, .9..2!.!EE-:!lnitY-~$.-i Residentj.al 
Facilitios in ~ ~ Cities ~etr9PolitaE ~(Minneapolis, Center for 
Urban and Regional Affairs, University of Minnesota, December, 1975). 

2Donald J. Thalheimer, ~ Analysis of Correctiop'~l ~andards: Halfway 
Houses, Volume II (Correctional Economics Center, Amer:lcan Bar Association, 
October,--f975),-P. 103. 

3LaMar T. Empey and Steven G. Lubeck, ~ lliverlat.£ ~~£~: :r.estin~ 
Delinquency :rheory ~ Community Intervention (Chicago: Aldine Pub. Co., 1971). 

4Richard P. S8iter, Joan R. Petersilia, and HarryE. Allen, Evaluation of 
Adult ,!Ialfway Houses in .9.hi2" ~~ 11. (Columbus: Ohio State University Pro­
gram for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, 1975). 
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oped a cost methodology which took into account length of stay. Of equal 

importance was the fact that the study isolated variable costs from fixed 

~osts in making predictions of changes in costs that would occur with 

changes in the number of offenders in different correctional altcrnatives-~ 

a fc::.ture that. L; absent from many cost studies in corrections. 

c. Outcome Costs n __ .. _ 

this rl"t".:-:::"t "'11 1, present information on input and output costs 

for each typ(:' 0:J: correGt iona.l a.1 ternative to allOt-l comparison with cost 

analyses of resident!a]' ,::onmur:c ty corrections programs. However, this type 

of analysis docs nct'l~::''\o';'r \l1~Gtion..; of cost-effectiveness. A detailed 

deSign has hc.r.m developed r.:nd t:E'stwl f ~)r measuring the cost ... cffectiveness 

of correctional a1ter.ndtiVF.:S for jwveniles. The results of this effort are 

also presented in this report. In uddition to the presentation of the 

results, a proposed framework for utilization of these results relative to 

a '-1.1.tmber of policy options for juvenile corrections is presented. If this 

approach provc>:s useful to policy decision-makers, outcome costs may be 

analyzed fOl: othe' correctional systems. 

The analysis of outcome costs assumes that the desired outcorr.a, or final 

goal, of the corrections subsystem is to reduce recidivism of offenders 

1 and delinquents placed in correct.i.,";H.ll programs. Consequently, outcome 

costs will be analyzed in terms or t.ne cost per unit of reduced recidivism. 

For example, if recidivism among delinquents is measured in terms of sUSM 

tained offenses, the follOWing example demonstrates how an outcome cost 

can be calculated: Suppose a gl:0Up of delinquents is treated at a cost of 

$50,000 and has 50 fewer sustained offenses (as a group) than a set of 

lTh1s is treated more fully in Appendix B • 
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delinquents who did not receive that treatment. Then the cost per reduced 

sustained offense is ($50,000 divided by 50) or $1,000. If an alternative 

treatment also cost $50,000 and produced 100 fewer sustained offenses than 

the number for the group that did not receive treatment, then the cost per 

reduced sustained offense would be only $500. II reduction in the number of 

sustained of[on3es is assumed to be an important goal or the corrections sub-

system, then the latter treatment is twice as cost-effective as the former 

treatment program, because outcome is doubled without increasing costs. 

2. Faeili ties U sed in the C0:::t-Effectivcncss Evaluation 

This analysi5 is restricted to reside,nUal cOtmlmnity corrnct.ions 

facil:i.ties "hich have been funded by the Governor's Commission on Crime 

Prevention and Control, and to state correctional institutions. All projects 

included in this analysis were sti11 operational as of January 1, 1976. The 

hn1fw'ay houses used in the cost-effectiveness study include Alpha House, 

Anishinabe Longhouse, Retreat !louse, 180 Degrees, Reshape SHN, and Freedom 

House. The P.O.R.T. projects included in tIlia study are Bremer House, 

P.O.R.T. of Crow \-ling County, Nexus, Portland House, Pr.oject Elan, and Hill-

crest House. The juvenile residences included here arc Duluth Indian Group 

Home, Project MORAD, the Northwestern Uinnesota Regional Juvenile Training 

Cf"!nter, Huench Boys t Ranch, Hi110na County Group HOlUC, an:i the Zion Northside 

Group Home. 

The adult correctional institutions used in this study include the 

Hinnesota State Prison, the State Reformatory for Hen, and the Minnesota 

Correctional Institution for Women. All these facilities are maximum/ 

medhnn security institutions. Also included is the Hinnesota Hctropolitan 

Training Center, which during 1975 was making a transition from a juvenile 
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institution to a medium/minimum security facility for adults. Two other 

juvenile correctional facilities are also included: Minnesota Home School 

and the State Training School. 

3. Sources of Cost Data 

For the residential community corrections projects, there were two 

basic sources of information. First, a survey instrument was used to collect 

basic project cost data for calendar year 1975, including estimates of serv-

1 ices received by project clients from outside social sel:vice agencies • 

Th'"'se figures were supplemented with fairly detailed cost figures that are 

required as part of a budget justification in each grant application to 

the Commission for funding. Since all projects included in this study are or 

have been funded by the Commission, this grant application budget information 

,vas available for all projects, although some proposed project budgets 

~vere considerably more detailed than others. Howe,Ver, all cost information 

was compiled and then sent back to each proje.ct for revie" to ensure that 

the estimates were a fair reflection of actual calendar year operating costs. 

There were also t,vo basic sources of information for each large-scale 

correctional facility included in this study. First, there were the actual 

operating budgets for FY 1975 and for FY 1976 (through January 31, 1976). The 

FY 1975 budgets were detailed line-item budgets that permitted estimates to 

be made of costs in seven major areas: food, personal, medical, education, 

travel, incidental, and security/c(Junseling. The FY 1976 budget 'VIaS an 

acitivity budget which categorized expenditures into eight major areas: 

residential care, security, personal supplies, food service, plant operations, 

education, medical and general support. In addition, the Hinnesota Depart­

ment of Corrections issues an annual spending plan which is based on projected 

IThis instrument is attached in Appendix C. 
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population levels; the FY 1976 spending plan was also constructed in an 

activity budget format. As with the residential facilities, each business 

manager at the correctional institutions was eiven an opportunity to review 

and criticize the final estimates to ensure that they accurately reflected 

actual operating costs. 

Probation costs were estimated from salary and cascioad information 

obtaincd from the Hinnesota Department of Corrections. In addition, in­

direct cost of probation were estimated from a study of probationers done 

1 in IV'lnona County. Finally, since no information was available on services 

provided to probationers or parolees by outside social service agencies, 

it was asstnUed that these outside costs would be the same for probationers 

as they >\Tere for residential clients (since information on outside social 

service agency costs had been collected for residential clients). 

One reason that corrnnunity-based facilities frequently appear to be so 

much cheaper than institutions is that they do not have to internalize a 

number of costs, including education, some medical services, drug or 

alcohol rehabilitation, employment counseling and other serviccs.
2 

Since 

the agencies which provide these services incur costs that are directly 

related to the presence of a corrnnunity-based facility in a neighborhood, 

it would have been inappropriate to exclude their costs from the analysis. 

Accordingly, both project and outside costs were assessed for residential 

corrnnunity corrections projccts.
3 

1 
James Reynolds and James Bedtke, "The Relative Effectiveness of Selected 

Trea tment Al tcrnatives for Juvenile Offenders in Winona County: The Group 
Home Versus Probation." 

2 It should be pointed out that some portion of the costs of residential 
trcatment are borne by the institutions. That is, without the availability 
of the institutions as a repository of treatment "failures," operating 
costs of the residential centers would quite likely be higher. This report 
does not provide for an adjustment to internalize such costs. 

3This accounts for some 
this report and those found 
Programs in Hinnesota. 

of the differences between cost figures used in 
in Chapter 4 of Residential Corrnnunity Corrections 
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Three time dimensions are used in this study, since at least three 

differ8nt types of decisions are possible on the part of the corrections 

authority. One would be the recurring question of where to place an addi­

tional offender; another would be whether, given a change in population, to 

change staffing; and third, whether to construct new facilities. If a 

correctIons department is to make efficient allocations of resources in 

the long run, it must consider the replacement cost of capital used in 

whatevt:>r program is being operated. So in addition to determining the 

actual daily outlays made on projects and institutions, this analysis makes 

estimates of the average daily amount per client or inmate that would 

have to be invested now if the state wished to replace an existing correc­

tional program once the lifetime of capital used in that program was 

1 completed. 

C. EHPIRICAL FINDINGS 

1. Input Costs 

Table 2 surrnnarizes the method used to determine costs of probation. 

The figures obtained in table 2 were averaged for metropolitan and rural 

counties in order to reach the mean cost per day reported in table 3. 

Table 2 also summarizes the estimated social costs of alternative 

corrections programs for both adults and juveniles. Each residential 

program is paired with the treatment alternative that is thought to be most 

likely to have been used in the event that the corrnnunity-based treatment 

option ,'las not available. Thus, halfway houses arc assumed to be an alter-

native to further maximum/medium security institutionalization; P.O.R.T. 

lThe amortization of long-run costs over the expected lifetime of 
capital used in a program accounts for further differences between the 
figures presented in this report and those in Chapter 4 of Residential 
Corrnnunity Corrections Programs 1!! ~nnesota: ~ Evaluation'"Rij}ort. The 
time dimensions are discussed more fully in Appendix B. 
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projects are assumed to be an alternative to institutionalization 2E to 

probation; and juvenile projects are assumed to be an alternative to 

either institutionalization or probation. Iu addition, the P.O.R.T. 

projects serving only females are assumed to be an alternative to insti-

tutioT13.1izution at the Minnesota Correctional Institution [or Women or 

to probation. 

T/d3LE 2 

E,'Tr'~A,Tn COST OF .1ITV!::NILE M:n ADUl.T PRORATIO:; OR PAROl.E 

Avcrilne AVt~ragc 

Ann\l,ll Iwcr.Jce OutfJ1d~ Daily 
(;orrt!c" D ... i1y AVl~raf~a Sodal Indirect Toc"l 
tiol;"l C.,s.,lodd COtiC p~r Servic.e C05t~ DClily 
~\~I.-,:nt (it. work Horkload A£l!nc~r per eact pcr 

~ units)a Unit D3.Y Costs" C,lS"C Client 

~', ~! , .... : ," r:" 

l,;:?_:: .. 2 .. :J'1 t 1:' \r(':l 

.\(:'! It. proLatiun/ 
1)..1, t',.,ll~ $lb,JutJ ... 50 $ 0.90 + $1.l,2 + $ 0.00 $2.32 X 

.Ttlv! t,ile pr,)l:,J. ... 
t i '1",/rl<lrolt 13,105 ... 30 1.65 + 1.68 + 0.00 3.'33 X 

2.::':-:E':':~; " 11 t l ;1 ~ 
.\(Llt 1 r\'h~~i'):!1 

r',iI'~'j 1 t~ $17 ,043 .;. 90 $ 0.52 + $1.42 + $ 0.00 $1. 9{, X 
.iH·i!'~li le rn:()b.1-

ti!)n/p,1l·"11~ 17,043 .;. 1+5 LOt, + l.l>b -I' ll.OO 2. '72 X 

t~1::(~ n!t~; 

l.1.!.1r..:..L:l i ~, t \t't'.:1 

:.' h~l t. $16,3('6 .;. ~() $ 0.90 + $2.27 + $ 0.06 $3.2:1 X 
.Juvl'\:lL~ lU,105 .,. 30 1.65 + 2.35 + 0.06 4.26 X 

N;)T':""l'tr~1r~,,1 it in Arl'<l 
,\j\l1 t $17 ,Of,] ... 90 $ 0.52 + $2.27 + $ 0.06 $2.tl5 X 
Jnv,'nil" 17,0:.:\ ... ,.5 1.04 + 2.55 + 0.06 :':! 3.65 X 

"1 r,'r\ll.:ir prolr (ltio:;"r /pClro1cc 1 work uni t (contact,·ll u5udlly (,lIC') ;; month). 
'i \C,L,i(,,.,,, l 1l!,.,rvLion ca5""~' 1 w"rl~ unit (contact phased out gr"dualty t:rl.T.ll onco a month). 
1[: ;",,JithJ \J,.role cac;,;,i ., 1 work unit (contacteJ usually onc" pcr ycar). 
1 int~nsiv~ pdrolu ; 2 work units (contdctuJ usually ollce a week). 

\\ "11";(',, t!,at n\lt~id" ~,od,ll a~~"n,y C."StS [rem probationer!; are idr.nticll to 
Cl~t~ii\h"l '('~lt5 Jot rt.,:.idcmtial Pt"vj~'Ct5, 1'\:)1,- aJult5, out~,iclC' CO&Vol a:..;.!)th!l(,J to 
t'l''' ttlt" 5.;...!T.t! .:.lG dt P .O.R:l.'. projt'..;t::;. For juvt.:nilc!l, outside CO!,ts utiL»tIr\lcd 
to ~,t.\ t:lt' ;d,;h' o.lS dot rcsiut"cti,il ftlc11itie::;. 

~\->':"~-:'·"lt('J t.r~~;n Jfll:l'-.~S R .. Rcyrl.QIJ~ and Jdr.h~~ H. l'cdtl~c, "The Rt.!latf-vc Et't('ctivc .. 
tll"', t,f ~lple .. :tu.l 'l'rC.ltmt'nt Alterndtivc$ for J1.l'h~I.lill! Ofiel.dcrg i11 W1nol.~ 
Cl..1tl'lty: 'It.t'' Gr;;,>up 1i1..1!;t~ Versus Prouation." In~1rcct CObt5 include support staff, 
utiliti~'.it tr.:lv~ll nupplicb, ~tc. 1'h~ cstir'~tcd rcnt",l valuo ()t space us~d 
by I'rob~tion oi!icl's is ~ includ~d in the fiGureS shown. 

dr.,.n~;th of btay l"(,cimat<!J for adults. Juvenile estimates based on Reynolds 
~t.J llt..:dtk",') op. cit. 

Average 
kn,;th 

of 
• Sta··d 

365 

167 

365 

107 

365 
1li7 

365 
167 

Cost 
per 
~ 

847 

556 

$ 70a 

454 

$1,179 
711 

$1,040 
610 

As is shown in table 3, probation .£E. parole consistently entails ~ 

lowest ~ per day among the corrections alternatives. Costs per day for 
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adult treatment forms in the very short run range from $2.13 per client .. 

day for probation or parole to $6.92 for adult halfway houses. Probation 

or parole for juveniles has a very short-run cost of $3.02 per client-day, 

whereas juvenile institutions cost $3.27 and juvenile residences cost $5.96. 

Consequently, ~ ~ very short~, institutions ~lso ~ ~onsistently 

cheaper than community-bas~ residential alternatives,--with some instituN 

tions being only half as expensive in very short~run costs per client-day • 

TABLE 3 

COST PER CLIENT-DAY OF CORRECTIONAL ALTERNATIVES: 
PROBATION/PAROLE, INSTlTUTIO~lALIZATIO:{ 
AND RESIDENTBL CmtllfNITY CORRECTIOl;S 

~--------====================~---------.-AVER<\GE COST PER CLIE::T-nA Y 
I 
Vor:t. Short Run Short Run 

Ad\llt Parole $ 2.13 $ 2.13 
Halfway Houses 6.92 12.01 
Hediwn-Minimum Security 

lnstitutiona 3.4/1 14.03 
Haximwn Security Institu-

tion (Hale)b 3.65 7.22 

Adult Probation $ 2.13 $ 2.13 
P.D.R.T. Proj~cts (Hale) 4.07 !i.68 
H('ditl:a-~riTlimum ScC'uri ty 

Institutiona 3.4!f lli. OJ 
Haximwn Sc>curity Institu-

tion (Halc)b 3.65 7.22 

Adult Probation $ 2.11 $ 2.13 
P.O.R.T. Projects (Female) 5.t+2 8.14 
Hedium-Hinimum Sec,uri ty 

lnsti tutiona 3. (,4 14.03 
Haxim\un Security Institu-

tion (Fcmalc)C 3.91 10.56 

Juveni10 p,1ro1c/Probation $ 3.02 $ 3.02 
Juvenile Residcncps d 

5.96 6.71" 
Juvenile Institutions 3.27 13.67 

nCos t :; for HinTll~sota HetropoHta~ Training Ccntt>r. 

bCosts uvcrur,ed for lHnncsota State Pri:;on 
and St,H,~ Rt>(ormatory [or Hen. 

CCost~; [~)r HillllC'SOt£l Correctional Institution for 
Wom~n. 

d Costs averaged for Hinnesota Home School 
nnd St,lt(' 1'rainillg School. 

Lm1P Pll11 

$ 3.0!1 
33.63 

66.5B 

55.12 

$ 3. OIl 
2(\.86 

6(,.58 

55.12 

$ :3. Ol, 
29.76 

66.58 

66.79 

$ 3.96 
29.43 
66.51 

Although probation or parole is the least costly alternative, £E the 

short ~ E~ P.O.~ili projectl! (for either men or women) and juveniLe 
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residences ~ low'er costs ReE, client-day ~ thei:r: corresponding insti-

tutional alternatives. Adult ha1f~la7l houses have hi)7he,! short-run costs 

than ma~~ security institutions, ~ lower short-run 'costs than ~ 

!!l~i~jmaximum security institution. 

~ ~.ensive ~ placen~ i!: .residential ~ci1ities. Long-run costs per 

client-day ranged from $28.86 per day for F.O.R.T. projects for men to 

$33.63 per day for adult halfway houses. In contrast, the long-run costs 

per c1ient"day for institutions ranged from $55.12 for maximum security 

institutions for men to $66.58 for the maximum security institution for 

women. Again, the long-run costs for probation or parole were lowest, 

with $3.04 per client-day for adults and $3.96 per client-day for juveniles. 

2. Output Costs 

Table 4 presents infonnation on costs per client treated, or cost 

per case, for various correctional alternatives. Unlike the figure? on 

cost per client-day (input costs), the cost per case figures (output costs) 

do not reveal a treatment mode that is consistently less expensive than are 

other modes of treatment. Because the cost per case of a particular mode 

of treatment is dependent upon the average length of stay in that mode, 

differences in costs per case among treatment modes may change dramatically 

if there should be changes in the length of time individuals remain in a 

treatment program. 

On ~ ~ per ~ E.£:.~-g, probat~ ~ parole rema:l.nfl ~ 1ea~ costly 

alternative .!!l .!:b.£ short ~ and lon~~. HO'Vlever, this is not the case 

in the very short run. Because the average length of stay is relatively 

short at the Hetropc,litan Training Center, the medium/l1l.inimum ~u:dty 
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l11.oroas probation 2.! parole .b~ the lowest ~ short~run ~ per ~ .f2E 

.ll!xcmiles. In addition, for adult males, very short-run costs per case show 

that community-based residential facilities arc more expensive than proba-

tion or parole but less expensive than placement in a maximum security 

:Institution. In contrast, the cost per case figures [or alternatives for 

adnl t tlomcn show that placement in a P .O.R.T. project [or women is less 

expensive than either confinement in a maximum security institution or 

placement on probation or parole. K2! juveniles, ~ per ~ f2! ~ 

.Y5'£.Y ,Bhort E.:!f!l ~! ~ placement £l! probation .£E. parole ~ placement in 

~ :i.nstittltiOl} ~ less costly ~ placement iB communitx-based residential 

facHi ties. _u_ 
.11!..!:h£ sholl E.1m .m:E. ~ long Bill, maxi.mUl'!! secnri t,l inst! tutions 12.1' 

§2ul.E.§ and state institutions !2! juvenile"!, ~ J:.h.s ~ expensiv,£ treat .. 

~!U~.2.'!2 ~ ~ per ~ ~.2.' Although the medium/minimum security 

institution is less expensive than halfway houses in the short run, in the 

long run it is more expensive than halfway houses on a cost per case basis. 

P.O.R.T. projects, [or men and for women, have lower costs per case than 

any of the adult state institutions in both the short run and the long run. 

In contrast to the very short-run figures, juvenile residences have lower 

costs per case than do institutions in both the short run and long run. 

3. Outcome Costs 

Once costs per client treated have been calculated, the next step 

is to tie these cost data to recidivism data, In this section, an analysis 

of outcome costs-Musing cost data and recidivism data--is presented to show 

how outcome costs may be used as a basis for policy decision-making. Table 

5 illustrates the methodology used for estimating cost per reduction in 
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recidivism in juvenile correctional programs. 

Costs per reduction in recidivism are calculated [or [ive measures of 

recidivism by juveniles: offenses [:L1ed, nOllstatus offenses sustained, 

seriousness of offenses sustained, and severity of offenses sustained. 1 

The results in table 5 show that, .f£! clients .!!!!2 ~ ~ ~ ~ .. 

..:.~lli.t:l,onalized, undc.r ill .f!.y£ me:::tsures .£f rec,idivi~, probation appear.s 

_t::.2 !H1 ~ cost ... effec~.i.,!~ ~ community ... based residential tr.eatment. This 

conclusion holds [or the very short run, the short run, and the long run. 

The results also show that) without exception, .institutiona1 placement of 

juveniles g ~ cost-effective ~ resiq~ntia1 community: corrections 

Eroj ccts ~ the very short~. In corltrast, with the sole exception in 

which recidivism is measured in terms of nonstatus offenses sustained, 

residential cOtmnunitl corrections projects ~ ~ ,fost-effective ~ 

E!.£ insti tutions H! ~ ~ ~~ ~ and 10n,U !£!!. 

These results cast some doubt 011 a policy of using community corrt.,!ctions 

to deal with clients who otherwise would have been placed on probation. 

They also raise serious questions about the derirability of new construction 

of juvenile fucili ties. However, there are policy opti{'\n~ ~:hat fall short 

of excluding certain juveniles from residential projects or not building 

nt~W juvenile institutions. These are outlined in table 6 using offenses 

sustained as the recidivism measure. 

One simple option. is to ('perate facilities at 90% capacity. Currently, 

the occupancy rates at juvenile residential facilities arc, i)pproximate1y 

83% and those at juvenile institutions arc about 7510. Needless to say, 

lFor further clarification of these measures of recidivism, see the 
discussion of juvenile recidivism in Residential Communitv COl:rections 
Prog,rams 1E ~llnesota and Appendix A to this report. -

18 

-
• 
III 
III I. 
III 

• -I 

--• . 1 .. 
• 
III 
... , - . 

• , 

.j 
o 
co 

19 

N 
0-
Il") .. 
II") 

.j 
It) 
.-l 

j 



however, the occupancy rates depend in part on decisions of people outside 

the facilities themselves. Thus, changes in occupancy rates uepend on 

decision-makers who are not program managers. 

Another possibility is to assume that treatment effects last 5 years. 

Most studies, however, show that the effects of residential treatment wear 

out after 2 to 3 years, so there would have to be empirical justification 

for such an assumption before it could be made. 

Another option is to substantially reduce the length of stay in the less 

cost-effective alternatives. However, such a policy would need to be but-

tressed with solid evidence that decreasing length of stay would not ad-

versely affect recidivism in the follow-up period. 

Finally, policy-makers could double client:staff ratios in the more 

expensive facilities. Here again, preliminary research would have to be 

done i~ Jrder to determine the probable impact of such a policy on recidivism 

rates. However 1 at the present time, the ratio of counseling staff to 

clients ranges between 1:2.3 to 1:3.2 at juvenile institutions and the ratio 

of all, staff (including secretaries, etc.) to clL .. LtS ranges from l: I to 

1:2.4 at residential projects. So there seems to be considerable leeway 

in terms of how roany staff appear to be necessary to handle juvenile clients • 

Such a policy may be infeasible, however, in small residential projects. 

For example, the Department of Corrections estimates that it takes 5.5 full-

time staff members to provide 24-hour coverage in a residential facility, 

once vacation time and sick time are taken into account. For a project 

with a capacity of 6, it seems inevitable that the staff:client ratio ,,'-,uld 

be high. 

Under each of these policy options, placement on probation of a juvenile 
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with no prior institutionalization w'ould be more costneffcctivc in the long 

run than would be placement in il reddential facility. Also under each 

option, it would be more cost-effective in the long run to place a juvenile 

with prior institutitionalization in a community residence than in a state 

institution. An additional policy option would be to implement all four 

options simultaneously. As can he seen from table 6, when all policy 

options are implemented together, probation continues to be most cost­

effective in the long run. But, under this alternative, the cost estimates 

also indicate that, for juveniles with prior institutionalization, institu­

tionalization would be more effective in the long run than would be place­

ment in community residences. 

This analysis of outcome costs illustrates the utility of combin:i.-.lg 

cost information with recidivism results in order to make cost-effective 

policy decisions. Further use of this type of analysis, of course, would 

require extensive involvement of policy decision .. makers, so that policies 

under consideration are certain to be evaluated. finally, it should also 

be noted that the utilization of cost-effectiveness analyses ultimately 

depends upon the extent to which policy decisions will be based on the re-

sul~s of these analyses. 

D. CONCLUSIONS 

Economics is the study of the principles of constrained choice. 

Choices are constrained because resources are scarce; that is, when re-

sour.ces are put to one use, other possible uses are foregone. This is a 

lesson of which public policy-makers are becoming painfully aware as the 

choices among pressing public policy options become more and more difficult. 

This is particularly the c~se in the area of criminal justice, which is an 

extremely emotiLma1 topic for the average citizen in our major cities and 
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towns and, unfortunately, increasingly so for the rural citizemy as well. 

Moreover, since substantial public investments are made in this sector, 

attention to the most efficient and effective means to allocate such re-

sources is imperative. 

This report has attempted to demonstrate that economic reasoning can 

btl a useful tool in clarifying the issues pertaining to correctional altcrn-

ativcs. This type of analysis takes the various treatment programs as 

given and assesses only their relative costs and outputs. Several assump-

tions made this analysis more managable; those assumptions pertaining to 

the effects of alternative institutional arrangements on subsequent client 

performance are critical. If these assumptions arc changed and/or adjusted 

(c. g., client: staff ratio, occupancy, post-treatment benefit period, long 

run, short run, etc.), the results may lead one to very different conclu-

sions. 

Perhaps most important, however, is that this genre of analysis high-

lights factors which are :msceptible to manipulation by po1icy~makers, rather 

than factors inherent to the clients themselves which are either difficult, 

or perhaps even impossible to change or are perhaps not socially desirable 

as alternatives. In short, economic reasoning offers considerable promise 

to policy-makers by focusing on the central objectives of the criminal 

justice system, and then empirically defining these objectives so as to 

increase the overall productivity of the system. 
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HETHODOLOGY 

FOR 

JUVENILE RECIDIVISH EVALUATION1 

For the present report, as well as a more comprehensive evaluation, it 

was decided that two comparison groups would be necessary in analyzing juve­

nile residences, because some juveniles are put into such residences as an 

alternative to probation while others would have been committed to state 

juvenile institutions had they not been placed in residential facilities. 

Since data had to be ~011ccted from court and probation files for the compar­

ison groups, the decision was made to collect information on the residential 

cHents as well (even though information on juvenile clients had already been 

collected by project staff on intake, termination and follow-up forms). The 

advantage of this approach was that it allowed new measures of recidivism to 

be included in this evaluation and also guaranteed that data collection would 

be uniform for each type of "treatment" (residential treatment, probation, 

institutionalization). Accordingly, all data collected for the recidivism 

evaluation utilized the same sources of information and same measures of i.e-

cidivism for all juveniles included in the larger evaluation. 

A. CHARACTERISTICS OF EXPERIHENTAL AND COlYlPARISON GROUPS 

1. £Lesidential Treatment GrouQ 

Seven juvenile residences were evaluated in the recidivism study 

lTh' , ~s append~x appears, with minor editorial changes~ as Appendix E of 
ResidentiaZ Community Corrections Programs in Minnesota: An EvaZuation Report~ 
Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control~ November~ 1976. 
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because they were the only projects which had a substantial number of cHents 

with at least a one-year follow-up period. These residences included three 

metropolitan area projects: The Community Continuum (The Hansion, which closed 

in December, 1974), Turnabout (which closed in January, 1975)~l and Zion 

Northside; and four nonmetropolitan area projects: Winona County Group Home, 

Project HORAD, Renville/Redwood Counties Group Home and Northwestern Ninnesota 

Regional Juvenile Training Center. These projects took clients of both sexes 

and a variety of ethnic backgrounds. Nearly 90% of the clients in these proj­

ects "ith one-year follow-up data came from nine counties: Beltrami, Cass, 

Clearwater, Hennepin, Harrison, Ramsey, Redwood, Renville and ~Hnona. The 

final sample included ill clients with one-year follow-ups from the seven proj­

ects and nine counties just mentioned; the sample excluded those who were in 

residential treatment for less than two weeks and those who moved out of state 

within the follow~up period or who otherwise lacked complete data from the 

major sources of data used. Clients used in this evaluation were in juvenile 

residences sometime in the period between Dec~nber, 1972, and December 31, 

1974, so all had a minimum of oneQyear follow-up information. 

2. Probationer ~omparison Group 

The probationer comparison group was randomly selected from all cases 

of fOLlmal county court probation placements made by the nine counties in which 

the residential treatment clients lived (see above). Informal, supervisory 

probation cases were not included in the sample. The sample was selected from 

a group of all probation placements made during the period January 1, 1973, 

through September 15, 1974, to allow a minimum of a one-year follow-up (see 

1 Although the Hansion and Turnabout have closed, they are included in 
the recidivism analysiS because both were open through the time period of 
residence covered in this analysiS, i.e., December, 1974. 
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Section C, 1, of this appendix for an explanation of the date follow-up began). 

The only restriction on the selection of the sample was to exclude any cases 

of homicide or manslaughter (there were none in the sample chosen anyway). 

\-lithin each county, the size of the probationer sample was determined by the 

size of the group of residential treatment clients who had no prior history 

of institutionalization, because that group would most likely have been placed 

on probation had the residential treatment alternative not been available. 

Beyond those restrictions, the sample may be regarded as a random sample from 

the counties used in this evaluation. 

'3. Inosti t.utional Comparison Group 

The parolee comparison group was r:andomly selected from a group of 

all juveniles released froo. Lino Lakes, Red Wing and Sauk Centre during the 

period January 1, 1973, to December 15, 1974.
1 

This group was restricted to 

residents of the nine counties included in this evaluation. For outstate 

counties, the entire population of juvenile parolees in this period was used. 

For metropolitan counties, a random sample was drawn that equalled approxi-

nlately one .. half of the total population of metropolitan area juveniles placed 

on parole in the two-year period. 

Table A-I shows the number of cases in each sample selected for this 

evaluation. The original samples are larger than the final samples due 

chiefly to cases dropped because of incomplete information and to attrition 

due to death or due to juveniles who moved out of state within the follow-up 

period and who, therefore, did not have complete information. Care was taken 

to avoid duplication, so no juvenile appears in more than one treatment group. 

1 Although releases were restricted to these three institutions, there 
were numerous juveniles included in the sample who were transferred to This­
tlcdew Forestry Camp or Willow River Camp to serve part of their commitment. 
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TABLE A-I 

EXPERIHENTAL AND TREATtlt:NT S.\NPLES FOR EVAUJATION ot' 
,H1VENlLE REf;T11I;:;;TTAL FACILITIES 

RESIDENTIAL l'ROBATIm:ER INf;T IT{;T IONAL 
TREAU!ENT COHPARlS0N Cotll'MU EON 

GROUP GROllP GROPP , i i i r 
Original Final Ori bina1 Final Original Final 

COUNTY OF RESIDENCE SamEle S1'mpl(' Sample S;Jmpic Sanl!">1£, S;unpl t' 

Hennepin 73 48 30 30 l.5 29 
namsey 53 40 30 30 23 14 
Beltrami 6 6 12 11 10 9 
Cass 5 3 12 12 16 14 
Clearwater i. 4 12 12 6 6 
Horrison 11 9 10 10 6 {. 

Redwood 4 i. 10 10 3 3 
Renville 4 3 10 10 3 3 
Winon:l 20 17 20 19 6 5 
Outstate Counties a 13 12 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL: 190 146 146 1M. 118 87 

aHubbard, Koochiching, Lake Ot the Woods, Pennington and 
Roseau Counties. 

B. SCURCES OF DATA uSED IN JUVENILE RECIDIVISM EVAWATION 

1. Data Sources 

As mentioned in the beginning of this appendix, all information for 

this evaluation was collected from identical data sources for both the ex-

perimental and comparison groups. Basic information regarding demographics 

and petitions filed, sustained and dismissed was obtained primarily from man-

ual case files used by county probation departments. In certain cases where 

information was missing, or a file incomplete, the regular court files were 

utilized as , .. ell. The only county in which manual case files were not used 

was Hennepin County, where, instead, a computer printout was used to obtain 

the necessary information on each group. This printout (lilbeled the "Alpha" 

printout) was often difficult to use accurately, inasmuch as the printout 

format often did not allow a particular disposition to be tied directly back 

to a referral originally made for a particular offense. In many cases, edu-

cated guesses were the only means available for dl,termining exactly which 

referrals, in fact, resulted in court hearings and which were dismissed. In 
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addition, it is impossible to determine which offenses actually appeared on 

petitions filed in juvenile court. As a result, the final figures obtained 

from the printout undoubtedly overstate the number of petitions sustained for 

each juvenile from Hennepin County, but this bias was distributed across all 

p,roups and acros:;, time periods so that the overall distortion due to this 

data collection problem should not have been severe. 

For all juveniles who were ever corrnnitted to the Department of Correc-

tions, an additional source of information was utilized to obtain accurate 

information on offenses which occurred subsequent to corrnnitmcnt. In many 

cases, probation files simply ended once a connnitment had been made, ilnd there 

,\ii1S no VJaY of telling from that source exactly what had happelled to a juvenile 

in the institution. Accordingly, the manual files kept by the Department of 

Corrections for each juvenile connnitted to an institution were used to obtain 

this information. 

An additional deficiency with the county files was that they usually 

ended once a juvenile turned age eighteen. Therefore, to ensure that accurate 

data on offenses after age eighteen were obtained, a search was made of BCA 

(Bureau of Criminal Apprehension) records. All told 9 the data collection pro-

ccdure employed for this evaluation rendered a fairly complete profile on the 

delinquent activities of juveniles in each group and this profile is far more 

accurate and complete than the information on juveniles used in the PreZimi-

narru EvaZuaUon. 

2. The Problem of Confidentiality in Data Collection on Juven:i.les 

The Evaluation Unit was fortunate in that it .ceceiveJ excellent co-

operation from county court judges, probation officers and records clerks in 

obtaining information for the evaluation. For all projects except one (N.U. 

Regional Training Center), the Evaluation Unit already had the names of ju-

veniles in residential facilities since these were routinely reported as part 

1 of the regular data collection procedures. Furthermore, the Department of 

Corrections had provided the Evaluation Unit with a list of juveniles released 

from juvenile institutions in order to obtain a sample of juvenile parolees. 

To safeguard the confidentiality of information collected on probationers, it 

waS decided to collect information without using names. (This procedure was 

~ employed in Hennepin and Ramsey counties due to the large number of pro­

bationers sampled.) In each county, the probation officer or records clerk 

drew a random sample of probationers and each juvenile was given a unique 

identification number. Then a member of the Evaluation Unit went to each 

county and collected the information by asking the probation officer for cer-

tain information from files. Thus, it was not necessary for members of the 

Evalua~ion Unit to know the names of juveniles involved in the probationer 

sample. IDe only case in which names of probationers were obtained occurred 

when a juvenile had been committed to the Department of Corrections; in cases 

where the juvenile had turned eighteen during the treatment or follow-up pe-

riod, the probation department checked BCA records and relayed information on 

adult arrests to the Evaluation Unit. All data on juveniles whose names were 

knmm were collected directly by Evaluation Uni t staff, using manual case 

files. 

The only exception to this general data collection procedure ,-JaS for 

N.W. Regional Training Center. In that case, a member of the Regional 

Training Center staff collected all information on juveniles in 5 Qutstate 

~nder changes in security and privacy regulations on juveniles, this 
procedure of collecting names is no longer followed. 
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countios
l 

amI 11 member of the Evaluation Unit collected the information on 

N.H. R()~ional c1itmts from Beltrami, Cass and Clearw::tter counties. All in 

1111., th(~ procedures used to ensure anonymity within the probationer sample 

and the group of N.H. Regional clients included in the study made data col-

l(~ctinn nomowhat more complicated than if names were knmvn to the Evaluation 

Fnit, but with cooperation from all purtius involved, those procedures worked 

out fairly smoothly Ilnd all data were collected as needed. 

r!.:..-.lf~~~RES USED IN .TITVENILE REC1D1YISM EVALUATION 

1. T}mo Poriods Used in .Juvenile Recidivism Evaluat:i.on 

Thrce periods of time wet"c uscd in this analysis. First, the prc-

troatUlPnt period was the three-year period inuncdiately preceding a juvenile t s 

bcinr.~ placed in 11 residential facility, on probation or in an institution. 

The treatment period itself depended on the type of "treatment." For those 

in residential racili tics, the treatment period included ~~ the days a c11-

ont vTaS in rc;;idencc at a residential facility. In som(~ cases, clients wert' 

no longer in residence but were still c~nsidercd by project staff as part of 

the tr('atment prof'jram. However, only the period oL residence was regarded 

as a trc;:J.tment period in this evaluation because it is in that phase that 

('.0t.ll1seling, supervision and other elements of treatment arc concentrated. 

The "troatmcnt" period for all prob'ltion cases was set at 90 days for every-

one, regardless of the actual amount of time spent on probation. The ra ... 

tiona Ie [or using a period of this length (rather than waiting for probation 

supervision to be formally ended on the date of discharge fra:n probation) was 

that many juveniles are on probation for periods that often are quite long 

(t\vO to three years, in some cases); also, many probation d:l.schar(;es occur 

1 
-'These counties are Hubbard, Koochiching, Lake of the Woods, Pennington 

and Roseau. 

30 

• -• 
Iii 
1'1 
... .-

I .. 
I .,. 

.. 

• 
,II 

1'1 ,. 
• 
+ 

----- ---------------

because a juvenile has turned eighteen, ~ becausC' the juvenile has "suc­

cessfully" completed probation and is no longer thought to b(~ a probl(~tn to 

the community. One example of dIstortions that this could cause involves the 

recidivism rates of those released at age eighteen. Theoretically, these 

might look significantly lower than the rates of those released at age seven-

teen or younger simply because status offenses would no longer be adjudicated 

for those over eighteen. That is, in terms of grosG number of offenses of 

,11 types, those over eighteen would appear to have lower recidivism rates • 

To the degree that release from probation consistently camo at or ncar age 

eighteen, this bias in apparent rec.idivism could have been severo. Also, it 

'\1aS assumed that if a juvenile was not influenced by probation c:.ounscling 

within the first three months of "treatment," the likelihood of probation 

counseling becoming effective ,after that period woulJ be very small. Hence, 

the decision was made to begin the follow-up immediately follO'tV'ing the first 

90 clays on probation,l and the final date of placement on probation for in-

elusion in the comparison group ~vas set at Septmnbcr 15, 1974. 

For the institutional comparison group, the treatment period begins on 

the day a juvenile first arrived at the institution after having been com-

mitted by court to the Department of Corrections. Treatment ends on the day 

that a juvenile is first released on general (as opposed to limited) parole • 

This means that in cases where regular parole is eventually revoked, a portion 

of the follow-up period consists of more treatment. This is a problrnn that 

1 Such a procedure is not without precedent. The Center for Criminal 
Justice at the Harvard La1y School has been running a longitudinal evaluation 
of community corrections in Massachusetts and has also chosen to usc a 3-
month cutoff period for nonresidential programs such as p;:oobation, and the 
follow-up period is measured frem that cutoff date. Sec Robert E. Coates, 
Alden D. Miller and Lloyd E. Ohlin, "Exploratory Analysis of Rec:t<1ivism and 
Cohort Data on the Massachusetts Youth Correctional Systera," (Conter for 
Criminal Justice, Harvard Law School, July, 1975), p. 2u. 
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is true [or all forms of treatmmlt. In many cases in this study the juveniles 

'Here introduced to more trt~atment wi thin a year of having been released from -
treatment. It 'VlOuld have Reverely biased the results to simply select that 

~;UhHct of juveniles who were ~ returned to institutions or juvenile res!-

d(~nccs ,'lithin the follow-up period and to have restricted analysis to that 

group, since such a procedure would have severely understated the amount of 

recid:!,vism among all groups in the fo:1low~up period. Instead, it was decided 

to [limply tlSe a follow ... up period of a uniform length [or all cases and to 

ro~(')gni7.c that the effects of "treatment" in the treatment period aloe 5,llevi .. 

tably and inextricably ticd up with the effects of r~.n·thcr "treatment" that 

occurs ,lithiu the follow-up poriod itself. This is a knotty problem of expcr-

imeutal design that dO<1s not seem resolvable in the C4l"ea of recidivism studies. 

Presumably, if subsequent treatment within the follow-up period is an inter-

vening variilb1e that is randomly distributed across different treatment groups, 

tilC'n this would not be a problem. Unfortunately, this assumption is almost 

(',nrtainly not valid. A priori, one would suspect the residential treatment 

c.lients and institutionalized offenders would have a far highc1: likelihood of 

finding their way into residential facilities or institutions in the follow-

ttl' period than ,olQuld, for example, the probationer c.ompariso'i1, group. 

2. Volume of Recidivism Measures U sed in Juvenile Rnci.d:!.vism Evaluat:i.on 
... - - -
The juvenile justice system is substantially different [rom the 

adult court system, and for that reason dif:£C1:ent measures of recid:l.vism had 

to be employed. When charges are made against a juvenile, they are made in 

the form of a petition filed in juvenile court. That petition may either be 

stlstained (if the judge finds the facts of t,ili~ case to be true or if the juve~ 

nile admits to the charges on the petition) or tjismissed. On any given peti-

tion, a number of separate charges may be brour;ht, even if they occurred on a 
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number of different datos. In seme cases) a judge wil1. "continuel! a petition 

until he has learned more about the juvenile [rom a probation ofHcet' or 

social w.)rker, and if subsequent delinquent acts arc connni ttcd by that juve, .. 

nile, these may appear on an amended petition that is f.inally susi;<lincd by 

the judge. In any case, t'VlO juveniles may both havl: th(~ same numupr ot E!'d ... 

E..~ filed and sustained, but one juvenilu may luvc committed fa:;: fewer 

actual delinquent acts than tho othor. So, l'a t.her than using the petition 

itself as a basic unit of analYSiS, the decision 'Nil:; m3ue to look at individ-

In addition to offenses on petitions filed, t,t-10 other indicators of 

of[(lnses offiCially rocognizod as do1inqUl,mt Wl'l~(~ (~mp1.oyed. For anyolw on 

probation (regardless of vlhich samp10 group he ,.;as in), a probation violation 

report filed by a probation officer was trcatf.Hl as 11 petHion filed (since in 

most cases the judge merely makes a recommendation based on that report rather 

than requiring that a formal petition be filed). 1l0~'mv()r, because many vio­

lation reports listed a large number of minor status offenses ~.;hich collcc .. 

tivcly constituted a probation violation, it was decided to simply count all 

thes(~ offenscs ,,',s one single technical v:i.olation and this ~vas scored as the 

equiV'.;:lcnt of one offense filed on a petition. In cases "here the violation 

report mentioned specific nonstatus 0[[e1150s, only the mont serious of these 

'VTas coded, so once again, that rcport--evon if it contained many offcnses-.. 

,'ras counted as the equivalent of one potition fi leu. ror juveniles in insti­

tutions, any warrant issued for a runaway was counted as tlw equivalent of a 

( ) . t' fi1 d llow"v'"',r. l.r a V.l.' Olt'it·lon :report single offense ,runaway on a pet~ ~on ' c. v ~. ~ • 

\Vas subsequently issued by the il1Gtitution and that report deted.led specific 

nonstatus offenses committed during the course o=:: t.ht: runaway, then these, 

too, were individually treated as the equivalent of offenses filcu on 
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petitions. Double counting was avoided. For exampl~ if a warrant was issued 

for a runaway ~ a violation report was filed, the runaway was scored only 

as a single offense. 

3. Definitions .. - --
a. Offenses on Peti.tions Filed refers to the total number of indi-

.... tll.-...... 

vidual offenses that appeared either on petitions filed in juvenile court or 

on probation violation reports, or on institutional violation reports. Each 

runaway from an institution also counted as one offense. 

b. Nonstatus Offenses on Petitions Filed refers to the total num .. ,. _ .. 

ber of individual nonstatus offenses that appeared on petitions filed in 

juvenile court, probation violation reports and institutional violation re .. 

ports. Each runaway from an institution counted as one nonstatus offense. 

Any technical probation or parole violation counted as a status offense unless 

the offense constituting the violation was a nonstatus offense. 

c. ~tioned_Offenses Sustained refers to the total number of 1n-

dividual offenses which both appearsd on petitions filed ~ were actually 

sustained in juvenile court. Each probation violation report was assumed to 

contain only offenses for which the facts were true ~1~ a subsequent court 

hearing dismissed offenses filed in that report. Similarly, all runaways 

from institutions were automatically counted as offenses sustained, as was 

each offense listed in institutional violation report:>. 

d. Petitioned }~0nstatus Offen~es S,}lstain.~ is similar to Petitioned 

Offenses Sustained except thc.l.t it :Lefers only to nonstatus offenses which 

were listed in petitions filed, probation violatio'u reports and institutional 

violation reports. Each runaway from an institution ~J'tl.s counted as a 
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nonstatus offense sustained. 

p. SERlCUSNESS OF RECIDIVIS):'1 }!EASU,RE USED IN JUVENILE BECT1)IVISU EVAllJAJ,ION 

Some crude measure of seriousness can be obtained simply by seeing how 

many times a juvenile is either committed by court to the Department of Cor­

rections or the number of times he is ::eturned to an institution due to 

either a parole violation or having run away [rom the institution. A more 

refined measure may be obtained by looking at the total m.nnbcr C'f weeks that 

a juvenile spends in juvenile correctional fa~ilities, since presumably this 

will have same relation to how seriously his offenses are regarded by society. 

Both of these measures fail, however, to give a very accurate picture of just 

how serious an offender really is overall. A measure that could give such 

an accurate picture \-1ould have to be abl,... to g1.·v" off.e· nses' . h ~ ~ ser1.ousness WC1.g ts 

relative to each other and would have to be able to take into account the 

overall volume of offenses multiplied by the seriousness of each offense. 

Two such measures were used in order to obtain a more refined picture of seri-

ousness. 

Comparisons of the sheer volume of recidivism between different groups 

may mask the fact that one group is engaged in substantially more serious 

delinquent behavior. Thus, even if there are no diffe:i:cnces in the 2!plumc of 

offenses committed by each group in the follow~up period, it is possible that 

there are Significant differences in the seriOUsness of delinquent offenses 

between groups due to the effectiveness of a particula:i: 1dn:1 of treatment in 

deterring juveniles from more serious offenses. To obtain weights necessary 

to measure this possible effect of treatment, two seriousness scales were 

employed. 
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L Seriousness Scale 

The first scale is the result of ranldngs done by a statewide sample 

of probation and parole officers as well as counselors at L~no Lakes. A 

total of M rankings by these individuals were used to construct the final 

scale. Each lIjudgell was given a list of 41 offenses anu. was told to rate them 

as "high," "medium" or "lowll seriousness. The mean scores of these ratings 

wore then taken for each offense and the results were l'alll<: ordered. "Homi-

eide," for example, received a mean rating of 1. 02, meaning that. nearly every-

one ranked it as a "high" seriousness offense. IICurfmvl1 and !lLoi tering" were 

given nlean ratings of 3.00, meaning that all raters regarded those status 

offenses as of low seriousness. The result of this survey Wt1::5 a rank ord(~ring 

or major juvenile offenses, ranging from 1.02 to 3.00 in seriousness. 

Using this ordinal scale as a base, the Evaluation Unit then transformed 

it into an interval scale ranging [rom 0 to 100-uwhere each additional grada-

tion rcprestmtcd an increase in seriousness. Under this transformation, 

"homicide" received a seriousness weight of 94.1, while a curfew offense was 

'Vmighted as 3.7. Table A-2 shows the origi11al ordinal scale and the trans~ 

formed scale used in this evaluation. A note of caution is in order regarding 

ehe use of the scale. The ordin::!!. rankings can be assumed to reflect the 

gonuine rank orderings that were made by probation and parole officers and 

institutional staff from juvenile institutions. However, in the transformed 

scale, it is ~ correct to regard the ratios between off~nses as a reflection 

of the opinions of pt'obation/parole officers and institutional staff. That 

is, since "vandalism" is scored as 10.0 in the transformed scale and "auto 

theft" is scored as 19.3, it is not appropriate to say that the raters whose 

judgments ~.,.ere used to construct the ordinal scales really believe that auto 

theft is about twice as serious as vandalism. All that can be said is that 
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for those readers who do agree that the transformed scale reflects a reason-

able judgment, then the seriousness index in this report will adequately 

capture changes in seriousness levels between groups. If the relative ranl<:-

ings do ~ appear reasonable to the reader, then the differences between 

groups on seriousness lose their meaning inasmuch as they could be caused by 

a relative overweighting of one offense relative to the others (e.g., if a 

reader believes that "auto theft" ought to be scored only 5.0 in seriousness, 

then a high average seriousness score for one group of juveniles may merely 

reflect the fact that they are engaged in many auto thefts, and if the scores 

were recomputed using a weight of 5.0 instead of 19.3 for auto thefts, their 

mean sCore could drop as much as 75 percent). 

2. p~veri~y-Index 

There will be Some who read this report who are dissatisfied with 

the transformation of an ordinal variable into an interval variable and who 

disagree with the relative scores between offenses that resulted in table A-2. 

Therefore, a second, more "objective" seriousness scale was constructed, and 

is referred to as the "severity index" in this report. This index also more 

closely approximates what may be termed a "social welfare" indicator. l The 

severity index was obtained by taking the maximum adult prison sentence for 

offenses (measured in years) and recoding it into a scale running from 1 

to 100. This recoding was achieved by taking the average expected lifetime 

of a u.s. citizen (71.3 years) and determining the proportion of that life-

time that would be consumed were a person to be sent to prison for the maxi-

mum length of stay for a certain crime. Thus, since the maximum sentence for 

homicide is life imprisonment, it was scored as 100. The maximum sentence 

for simple robbery is 10 years, which is 14% of 71.3 years, so it received a 

severity score of 14. This scale can be said to roughly reflect the judgment 

of the legislature regarding the relative seriousness of offenses committed 

1 
See Hilliam J. Baumol, Welfare Economics and the Theory of the State, 

2nd ed., (Cambridge: Harvard--Ulliversity Press, 1967). 
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(not just the ordinal rankings bet"tveen offenses). It can be interpreted as 

the maximum percentage of a person's life that the legislature believes should 

be spent in institutions as penalty for offenses committed against society. 

There are two criticisms that may be leveled at the severity index. 

First, it measures maximum sentences rather than actual sentences served. If 

all offenders actually served only a small proportion of the maximum sentence 

and that proportion were the same for everyone (for example, 25 percent), 

there would be no problem, si.nce the relative amount of time served would 

still be the same (e.g., a simple robber would still only serve 14 percent of 

the amount of time served by a murderer). But the proportion is ~ the 

same. First degree murderers spend an average of 240 months in prison in 

Minnesota which is 28 percent of their expected total lifetime. But man-

slaughter convicts serve, on average, 39 months out of a maximum sentence of 

15 years~-which is only 21 percent of that maximum sentence. Unfortunately, 

figures were not available on tha average prison sentence for all offenses 

coded in this study, so the statutory maximum was all that could be used. 

A second criticism of the severity index is that the statutory maximums 

in certain cases do not reflect Sl.trre.n.!: norms. For example, in this eval-

uation, possession of less than 1.5 ounces of marijuana was punishable with 

up to one year in prison and therefore was coded as 1.4. Yet the new law 

regarding marijuana possession now makes first-tfme possession only a petty 

misdemeanor, punishable by fine with no prison sentence. Thus, its serious-

ness is overstated in this analysiS. Table A-2 summarizes the severity 

weights attached to each offense sustained for each offender. These weights 

were then added for each offender to get an overall estimate of the severity 

of offenses sustained. Status offenses were all arbitrarily assigned a weight 
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of 0.1 in the severity index to avoid their being ignored altogethC1:. 

3. Refini tions 

a. Cpurt Commitments and Noncourt Referrals to Department of Cor-
:1 ... = _to, f't t .... 0_ 

rections include all court commitments to Department of Corrections. A 

"stayedlf commitment counted as one-half of a full commitment and a commitment 

for diagnostic and evaluation tests counted as four-fifths of a full comm1t-

ment. If a diagnostic and evaluation commitment led directly to a full court 

commitment (Within a month of release from a diagnostic and evaluation com-

mitment), then only the full commitment was scored (which counted as 1). Any 

return from runaway from an institution was also scored as 1 (i.e., the cquiv-

alent of a full court commitment), as were any rettl,t"ns to the institution for 

parole revocation hearings. A return for replacement only (i.eo, a tern'" cary 

return to the institution until <t ne~., placement can be found) was not scored 

as a return. 

b. Number of Weeks in Juvenile C01:rcctional Fadlit:i.cs refers to - .. -
the total number of weeks (rounded to the nearest full week) that a juvenile 

was in a state juvenile institution or adult institution (including jails and 

workhouses, if such information was available). 

c. Seriousness Index of Offenses Sustained. Each offense sustained 
- I __ -.I ... f 

was givl:.n a weighting (see table A-2) and these weights were added for each 

period to give each juvenile an overall score for each period. Wcightings 

were derived as explained earlier in this section. A probation or parole 

violation automatically received a score of 6.9~ unless the seriousness of 

the offense constituting the violation had a higher seriousness score, in 

which case that score was used. 
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'"---
TABLE A"2 

SERIWSNF.1;S AND SEVERITY SCALES USED 
1N ,TUVFNILE RECIDIVISt·1 EV,\U!ATION ----_._--------

SERIOUSNESS SCALE SEVERITY SCALE 
I ( I 

Mean Converted 
Seriousness Seriousness Severity 

OFFENSES Ri\TED Ratinasa \.,rcinhtsb Hci~htsC 

---Homicide> 1.02 94.1 100 
ct:J 
ct:J Aggravated Rape 1.08'1< 79.4 42.1 
r.r.< Rape> 1.08 79.4 14.0 ~.7' 
t~-~ 

(I) Acgrava tl'd Ar Gon } { 35.1 
i-l Simple Arson over $100 1.10 75.1 7.0 0 
H Simple Arf·on ullIh'r $100 0.4 
~ 
r:LI Aggt'ava t('d Assau1 t ) 1.15 65.8 { 7.0 
ct:J Simple Assault 0.4 
::r:: Kidnapping 1.15* 65.8 28.0 
C!) Aggravated Robbery 28.0 
H 
::r:: Simple Robbery 1.32 43.4 14.0 

------Auto Theft 1.73 19.3 7.0 
Unauthorizeu Use of }lotor 

Vehicle 1. 73* 19.3 4.2 
Burglary (occupied 

} { dwelling) 1.76 18.3 14.0 
Burglary 7.0 
Burglary (intent to steal) 1.4 
J.ookout for Burglary 1.76* 18.3 0.7 
Attempted Burglary 1. 76'~ 18.3 0.7 
Posse.ssion Burglary Tools 1. 76* 18.3 4.2 
Sex Offenses (except rape) 1.80 17.1 

Indecent Liberties 1.80'': 1"/.1 7.0 
ct:J Imrnora 1 Conduct 1. 80{: 17.1 7.0 
tl) 
r:LI Soliciting Prostitute 1 .• 80-" 17.1 7.0 
,.". Attempted Rape 1.80'~ 17 .1 .-.. 7.0 
ct:J 
:::> Prosti tution 1.80-.\' 17.1 7.0 
0 Indecent Exposure 1.80'>': 17.1 0.4 
H 
M Aggravated Forge~y 

} { 14.0 
r:LI Simple Forgery 4.2 
ct:J 1.82 16.5 
~ 

Uttering a Forged Instru" 
C!) ment 4.2 
1-1 Drug I.a\~s (except alcohol 
::r:: and glue) 1.84 16.0 

~ Possession Narcotics 1.84'~ 16.0 7.0 
r::l Possession with Intent 
(-I to Sell Marijuana 1.84* 16.0 2.1 
(J Possession Marijuana 1.84,': 16.0 1.4 
r:LI Possession or Sale ConM 

~ trolled Substance 1.84* 16.0 1.4 
Posscst;ion Hypodermics 1.84~: 16.0 1.4 

Larceny (theft over $100, 
under $2,500) 1.84 16.0 7.0 

Theft (under $100) 1.97 13.1 0.4 
Aggravated Criminal Damage } { to Property 1.97 13.1 7.0 
Criminal Damage to Property 0.4 
Dangerous Use of Fireal1.nS 1.97* 13.1 0.4 
Escape (rom Correctional 

Institution 2.00 12.5 0.4 
Runaway from Correctional 

Inst! tu tion 2.00* 12.5 0.4 
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TABLE A~2 _M continued 

SEHlOUSNESS SCALE SEVERITY SC,\LE 

OFFENSES RATED 

Purse Snatching 
Receiving Stolen Property } 

(over $100, under 
$2,500) 

Receiving Stolen Property 
under $100 

Possession Concealed 
Weapons 

Possession Burglary Tools 
Vandalism 
Breaking and Entering 
Riding Stolen Vehicle 
Glue Sniffing 
Beyond Control of Parents** 
Parole Violation 
Probation Violation 
Deportment Injurious to 

Self"'" 
Att~~pted Suicide 
Resi3ting Arrest 
Rioting 
False Fi~e Alarm 

---ShoplHting 
Opening Scaled Letters 
Cash Check with Insuffi­

cient Funds 
Traffic Offense (except 

parking) 
Tampering 
Game Law Violations 
Incorrigibi1ity'~-I' 
Obscene Phone Calls 
Liquor Law Violations 
Disorderly Conduct 
Disobedient"'-''r 
Contempt of Court 
Trespassing 
Absenting1'* 
Ru na \/a y",-;: 
Truancy1d: 

Wayward'·~''r 

CurfeW'b~ and Loitering 
Lurking 

Hean 
Seriousness 

Pil t:i n[: sa 

2.10 

2.15 

2.15* 
2.l5'~ 

2.15 
2.15',': 
2.151< 

2.15 
2.43 
2.43 
2.43": 

2.43'" 
2.43": 
2.43": 
2.43-:' 
2.50 

2.52 
2.521: 

2.52 

2.52 
2.58 
2.65 
2.67 
2.67'/: 
2.69 
2.69 
2.78 
2.78'/: 
2.82 
2.87 
2.91 
2.91 
2.91 
3.00 
3.00'>~ 

I r 
Converted 

Seriousness Severity 
~htsb \'/C"irht"c 

10.8 0.4 

10.0 { 7.0 

0.4 

10.0 0.4 
10.0 4.2 
10.0 OJ. 
10.0 2.1 
10.0 2.1 
10.0 1.4 
6.9 0.1*<\,-1' 
6.9 o • 2 ,',,~.:, 
6.9 0.2-1.-};;, 

6.9 0.1**# 
6.9 10.5 
6.9 1.4 
6.9 1.4 
6.4 0.4 

6.2 0.4 
6.2 0.4 

6.2 0.4 

6.2 0.4 
5.8 2.1 
5.3 0.4 
5.3 0.1-1..,''-;, 
5.3 0.4 
5.1 0.4 
5.1 0.4 
4.7 0.1-:""* 
4.7 0.4 
4.5 0.4 
4.2 0.1-"""* 
4.1 O.l-~-:d: 

4.1 O.l'~'* 
4.1 O.l"<*,k 
3.7 O.l-!;--A-k 

3.7 0.4 

a 
Ratings by 25 probation/parole officers and 23 staff members of Hinne-

I 

s.ota Reception and Diagnostic Center. Sec Clyde H. Hudson, "An Expe~iw 
mental Study of the Effects of DiHercntial Exposure to Parole Super­
vision of a Group of Male and Female Juvenile Parolees." Unpub 1.ished 
Ph.D: dissertation, Univers~ty of Hinnesota, 1972. The rating nu::lbcrs 
are ~ntended to reflect ordLnal rankings, not relative weights. 

b Weights derived by the following formula: 

Seriousness Weight == 
____ .;:;1 ____ X 100 

(Seriousness Rating)3 

c Severity weights derived by taking maximum statutory sentence for each 
offense and dividing by 71.3, which is tl,e average life expectancy of 
a United States Citizen, and multiplying by 100. 

* No rating was actually given to these offenses by the 43 raters since 

** 

they were not included in the list of offenses to be rated. It is 
assumed that they would have received the indicated rating had they 
been included in the list. 

Status Offenses. 
-;,*>~ 

No statutory maximtlln exists for these offenses, so they were given 
weights intended to reflect their seriousness relative to other 
offenses. 
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d. Severity Index of...Qf,f.enses Sustained. Each oHense sustained 

was given a weighting (see table A~2) and these weights were added for each 

period to give each juvenile an overall score for each period. Weightings 

were derived as explained earlier in this section. A probation or parole 

violation automatically received a score of 0.2 unless the seriousness of the 

offense constituting the violation had a higher seriousness score, in which 

case that score was used. 

E. EXTENT OF RECIDIVISH HEASURES USED IN JUVENILE RECIDIVISt! EVALUATION 
~,. 

Even if treatments have no impact on long-run recidivism of juveniles, 

it is possible that different treatments can postpone the recurrence of de M 

linquent behavior, and this is an impact that should not be ignored. 

The variable "Weeks to First Petition Filed in Follow-Up Period" indi .. 

cates the number of weeks (rounded to the nearest full week) between the time 

a juvenile ended his treatment period to the time that either a petition was 

sustained against him, or the individual cotnmitted an offense for which a 

probation violation report was written, or he had been returned to the insti-

tution [or a parole violation. 

F. ADJUSTMENT FOR RISK TIl-IE 
........-.-" ... '="" • 

An important problem in analyzing recidivi~n rates for juveniles is the 

fact that different opportunities [or delinquent behavior mdst for different 

juv(miles. In particular, when a juvcnil(~ is placed in a juvenile correc .. 

tional institution and is under constant supervision, his opportunities for 

subsequent recidivism are sharply curtailed. As explained earlier) many ju-

venilos in this evaluation were placed into institutiona at some point during 

their follow-up period. To have excluded this group fr~ the recidivism study 

on the grounds that the treatment effect had been "muddied" by their having 

--....... 

.-. -II) 

" 

.-----

'I 
II 
I,.,.. 

received subsequent treatment in follow-up (i.e.) institutionalization) would 

have severely biased the results, for in the real world this constant inter-

mingling of treatment effects is widespread. Accordingly, to adjust for the 

fact that a juvenile had much less opportunity to commit delinquent offenses 

while in institutions, an adjustment was made for days spent in juvenile cor­

rectional institutions. For each period, the number of days spent in juvenile 

institutions was determined for each juvenile. The proportion of institutional 

time to total time within a l'eriod 'tvas then derived. By dividing the number 

of offenses actually committed in that period by the proportion of that period 

not spent in an institution, the number of offenses per unit of "risk time" 

was obtained. For example~ if in a three-year pre-treatment period (P) a ju­

venile spent one-quarter of his time in an institution (I) and had committed 

9 offenses, then a measure of the rate of offenses he committed per year of 

risk time would be: 

9 offenses 
3 years 

P 
Xp_T· 

In this example, I "" 39 weeks and P ::: 156 weeks, so the number of offenses 

per year was: 

9 156 
~ X--l~5~6~-~39--::: 4 offenses per year of risk time. 

The implicit assumption underlying this type of adjustment is that the 

juvenile offender would have continued to commit offenses at the same rate had 

he not been placed in an institution. Such an assumption is inherently un-

testable using the data available for this evaluation. However, it seemed a 

mo~e reasonable assumption to make than to assume that ~ offenses would have 

occurred in the absence of institutionalization, and the latter assumption 

would have been required llad the analysis proceeded without the above adjust-

ment for risk time. 
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The procedure of putting offenses into an annualized rate could have 

produced bizarre results in some cases, so conventions were adopted to avoid 

this prospect. For example, if a person had committed his very first offense 

in the pre-treatment period and was immediately placed in a residential 

facility, then the procedure of dividing the ntnnber of offenses by the number 

of years in each period would produce the result that this individual could 

be assumed to commit only 1/3 of one offense per year in the absence of 

treatment, (i.e., one offense divided by three years). In most cases, this 

would probably underestimate the actual amount that this individual would 

have committed if not placed in treatment. Accordingly, the following con­

ventions were used. If the individual were adjudicated delinquent prior to 

the beginning of the pre-treatment period, all measures of recidivism were 

divided by 3 in order to obtain the rate of offenses committed per year. The 

same procedure was used if the individual's first petition filed occurred 

within 1 year of the beginning of the pre-treatment period. However, if the 

first petition filed came after 1 year but before 2 years of the pre-treatment 

period were completed, then all recidivism was divided by only 2 to obtain 

the number of offenses per year. If the first petition filed did not occur 

until after 2 years of pre~treatment were over, then the number of offenses 

committed was assumed to represent the annual rate of offenses, ~.nles~ the 

first offense did not occur until within six months of treatment, in which 

case each recidivism measure was doubled to obtain an estimate of annual of .. 

fenses per year. 

Another adjustment was used to correct for juveniles who spent an inor­

dinately large proportion of time in juvenile correctional institutions in 

any given period. Under the normal procedure of comf(.arting offenses committed 

into offenses committed per year of risk time, an individual who spent 48 out 
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of 52 weeks of a follow-up period in an institution and who committed 1 of~ 

fense in that period would be scored as having committed 13 offenses per year 

of risk time (since 52/4 :::: 13). This probably OVC2'states the actual amount 

of offenses that would have been corrumtttcd by that indiVidual had hG not been 

institutionalized. To adjust for this, the r{~cidiv1r5m t\"lCPS in a period wore 

divided by 4 for any individual that spent more than 75 perGCLlt of his time 

during that period in juvenile correctional faciLi.tics. F(\z .1ny individual 

who spent between 50 and 75 percent of his time :in i;;!f;t,ltUti,'>HS 9 tho recidi .. 

'lTism scores in that period were d:i.v!ded by '::!o In the abolJo oitcunplt', this 

adjustment proeedurcwould mt,im that the juv(;ldit:! "Jll, , t..l lh:' f')(:or('u a~, having 

committed offonsos at tho rate of :3.25 per year. or c.ourse, there is no way 

of determining t1l('. accuracy of this adjtwtment procodurn (that is, thorn is 

no tvay of telling what an offcnd(~r tvould have done had he not been in an in­

stitution). The best that ca.n be o:aid i~3 that it appearr; to be a more rea ... 

sonable estimate of offenses comrnittod thrin simple c.,xtl:apol.ation based on a 

very short period of risk time. It also SC'£'.lUS more reasonable than to aSStmle 

that .B2 offenses would have occurred had the juvenile not been in Un insti ... 

tution. 
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THE ECONOMIC PERSPECTIVE 

A. The Supply of Offenses 

Economists have for the most part viewed offenders as behaving ration-

1 ally. That is, offenders engage in a rational calculation of the expected 

benefits and costs of a 7a:ciety of alternative behaviors; sometimes the optimum 

choice is one which is deemed illegal by society. The factors which impinge 

upon an individual's decision-making include policy variables amenable to ma-

nipulation, such as the offender's estimate of the probability of apprehension 

or severity of punishment. Additional relevant variables are age, income 

level, and other possible determinants of behavior. 

The likelihood of any person's committing an offense depends upon the 

values of these variables. The relationship among the actual number of offenses 

and the variables is referred to as the "supply of offenses function," which 

takes the following form: 

where OJ is the number of offenses committed by the jth person in a given time 

period, and the Xi are the appropriate variables. This supply function exists 

in time, as depicted in Figure 1. where the vertical distance measures the 

number of offenses per time period and the horizontal distance is time. That 

portion of time from to-n to to represents a period prior to coming within the 

jurisdiction of a "corrections department." The line labeled .Q. indicates 

actual offenses committed by the individual during this pre-treatment period. 

The "economic" model suggests that the corrections department seeks to 

alter the values of the rel~vant policy variables to achieve a reduction in 

1 
Becker, op, cit.; Isaac Ehrlich, '~articipation in Illegitimate Act-

ivities: An Economic Analysis," Journal of Political Economy, 81 (May/June, 
1973), pp. 521-565. 
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the number of offenses per time period, that is, to reduce O. During the treat­

ment period, the actual number of offenses might be represented by 0*. In the 

'" post-treatment benefit period, offenses are measured by O. From to to t1+m' 0 

is the predicted, rather than the actual, number of offenses. 

OFFENSE 
LEVEL 

Actual offenseb 

o 

to-n 

Expected offenses 

I I 

: o/. 
~I 

I~ actual offenses I 
I," ~I I 
I , 

FIGURE Bl ... Actual and Predicted Offense Levels: Impact of Treatment. 

2. Output Determination 

TIME 

Now it is possible to identify a potential output measure for the ~or-

rections department. Specifically, recidivism prevented is the measure. More 

formally, output can be indicated by: 

(2) 
tl t1+m" 

R = f (Ot - 0t)dt + f (Ot - 0t)dt~ 
to tl 

that is, the total difference between predicted and actual recidivism beginning 

with the initiation of treatment. 

Each treatment mode--i.e., prisons, community corrections, parole--consists 
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of a unique process or series of techniques designed to reduce recidivis~ for 

each offender. This can be represented by a "production function," 

whieh simply indicates that, given the budget, a treatment mode i can treat P'i 

1 offenders to achieve an output of Ri' The total output for the Corrections 

Department in this case is the sum of the outputs of all treatment modes. 

c. Cost Determination 

A major constraint operating upon the corrections department is itl:> 

budget. In a given time period, usually a fil:>cal year, this is relatively 

fixed, sny at B. TileD the total costs of trenting offenders in all treatment 

modes c.annot e.xceed B. The costs at each treatment mode depend on the trent-

ment population: 

(4) 

The ('i are the treatment mode cost functions. It follows, then, that in this 

case, 

(5) B :;:: " (". 
(j "'l.· 

1. Definition of Costs 

(a) Fixed and Variable Costs,. A fixed cost is any cost that 

will remain the :same even though the client population within a correctional 

alternative is changing. For example, a project director's salary would remain 

fixed even though the number of clients in the project goes up or down during 

the course of the year. Any cost which fluctuates in response to changes in 

lA production function is more typically of the form R = R(X1 , X2 , ••• , xn) 
where the X.i are productive factors such as labor and capital. The assumption 
implicit in the function used here is that the productive factors are themselves 
functions of the offender popUlation. That is, if R = F(L, K) and L = L(P) , 
K = K(P), then R = R(P). 
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the client population is considered a variable cost. Food costs are t'onsidered 

variable, since if one client is added to a program or project, he must be fed, 

and therefore food costs will rise. 

(b) Very Short.:Run Costs. If project or program expenditures 

are viewed on a short-term basis (for example, week-to-week), the only costs 

which will be variable are the direct costs of maintaining each client. Food, 

clothing, medical care and other expenditures that are directly attributable 

to a particular client would all be variable ill the very short run. 

(c) ,Short-Run Costs. If a 10nger-tei'11l. perspective is used (for 

example, month-to-month), then other costs are considered variable. For example, 

ill the very short run, all staff costs can be considered fixed, since no in-

crease or decrease in staff can be expected to result from even a large tempo-

rary deviation from the average daily number of clients in the project. In 

the short run, however, if the deviation persists, new staff might be hired in 

order to handle the additional load. Thus, ~ salary costs will be consid­

ered variable in the short run, but not all (e.g., the project director's 

salary will still be fixed), 

(d) Long-Run Costs. In the long run (year-to-year, or longer), 

all costs are considered variable by definition. For example, even rental 

costs may move up or down if a project is relocated in a different area. Simi-

1arly, all staff costs are variable since drastic increases or decreases in 

staff size may occur as the result of a change in program philosophy or tech-

niques. The long run also takes into account the replacement cost of capital 

used in a project once it has worn out. For example, in the very short run or 

short run, the cost of acquiring a vehicle would have to be considered fixed 

since it will not change later on as a result of increasing or decreaSing the 
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client population. However, in the long run one must take into account the 

fact that the vehicle must be replaced after its usable lifetime is over. 

In the long rULl, a discount rate is used to reflect the "opportunity cost" 

of funds spent (or rental earnings foregone) on capital used in correctional 

programs. For example, if the state purchases a house to be used as a residen-

tial facility for adult offenders, then the "opportunity cost" of the house is 

the purchase cost plus an amount equal to the earnings which could have been 

obtained by investing the funds in some other activity (e.g., long-term Federal 

Treasury bonds). Even if the house is donated, this opportunity cost still 

exists, for in the absence of using the facility for corrections, the house 

could have been earning rent for its former owner or for the state, so the 

IICOSt" remains even though the state did not formally pay for the building. 

The discount rate may be viewed either as the income that could have been 

earned by using the house for something besides a correctional facility ~ as 

the amount of interest the state must pay over the lifetime of the facility if 

funds were borrowed to purchase it. 

(e) Social Costs. Social costs refer to all money and nonmoney 

costs of undertaking an activity, including the "opportunity costs" of all pro-

ductive factors. Opportunity cost is the valuation of a factor in its best 

alternative use. A social cost is incuTred whenever there is a net transfer 

of goods or services between nonfamily members. For example, if individual A 

donates an hour of his time to help individual B, then the opportunity cost, 

and h~nce a portion of social cost, of that action is equivalent to whatever A 

could have earned in the same amount of time. If A could have worked overtime 

for $5.00 an hour, then the opportunity cost of his one hour of donated time 

is $5.00 since that is what he could have earned had he not helped B. However, 

52 

if individual A donates 1 hour of time to B in exchange for a $5.00 piece of 

jewelry, no social cost is incurred since A and B are both equally well-off as 

before the exchange (assuming that A values the piece of jewelry at exactly 

$5.00) • In this analysis, those viho donate ~3maH amounts of leisure time for 

helping others are not assumed to incur a cost (e.g., Big Erothers, etc.). 

However, those who are publicly subsidized to make donations of time or who 

spend a large portion of potential vJOrking hours donating time arc assumed to 

incur social costs. 

2. Diagrammatic Presentati£~ 

Figure 2 depicts t,V'o short·-run cost curves, C1 and C::. 

DOLLARS 

short~run costs, 
trea tment ,.,..-

:~Od .----"" ",,/ ./ C2 =short ... 
A / _____ ani long-

// _____ run costs, 

o 

// ~----
0/ 

/ 

,~ 
t1:'eatment 
mode 2 

--'-____ , _____ ,_-- POPULATION 

FIGURE B2: Hypothetical Short- and Long-Run Cost Functions. 

C1 contains substantial fixed costs, equal to OA, that do not change as 

output changes. Only the variable costs change in the short run. In the long 
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run, however, the scale of the treatment mode can be changed; in that case, 

all costs are considered variable. C*l is a 1 t ong-run cos curve. We can rea-

sonably regard Cl as representing short-run costs for a prison of given size, 

~* Gl as long-run costs for that prison, and C2 as costs for residential treatment 

centers (RTC) , which entail relatively slight fixed costs. 

D. Output Maximization 

1. Short-Run Efficiency 

The optimality rule for allocating offenders among treatment modes 

1 can be obtained by constructing the Lagrangian: 

n n 
L = L: RiJ Pi) + A (B - L: 

i=l i=I 
(6) 

and differentiating with respect to the Pi' then setting the partials equal to 

zero. 

(7) ~::R'(FJ) 
aPl 1 1 - t-

1 

el (PI) =: 0 

'dL , , 
--= R2{P2 ) - A C2 (P2 ) = 0 apz 

aD 1 ( ) 
, 

---ap- = Rn Pn - A Cn{Pn) = o. 
n 

It follows from this that 
, 1 

(8) 
RI (PI) R

2
(P2 ) 

c{ (PI) 
= , ::: 

C2 (Pz) = 

i.e., optimality--maximum output--is achieved when offenders are allocated so 

that the ratio of marginal product to marginal cost is the same in all treat-

ment modes. 

lFor a discussion of this 
Quandt, Microeconomic Theory: 
Hill, 1971). 

technique, see James M. Henderson and Richard E. 
A Mathematical Approach, 2nd edt (New York: McGraw-
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This is illustrated diagrammatically in Figure 3, where various combina-

tions of treatment mode population yield various output levels. 

MODE 1 

PI - - - - - - -

R = output 

B =budget constraint 
MODE 2' 

Pz 

FIGURE B3: Constrained Output Maximization in Corrections. 

The curved line B represents attainable recidivism reduction, given two 

treatment modes and the legislative budget~ R represents a standard isoquant, 

a set of different combinations of modes 1 and 2 that yield a constant output, 

or recidivism reduction. 

1 The budget sizeJ B, operates as a prior constraint on how much the 
corrections department can do. it is not likely to be the only constraint. 
For example, an external requirement may be that all types of treatment must 
be "humane," thus eliminating from consideration some potential low-cost 
al ternatives. 
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As drawn, R is the highest output attainable by this corrections depart-

ment, operating with budget B. The total offender population is allocated 

such that PI are in mode 1 and P2 in mode 2. The slope of B at any point is 

H~(1)2) 

R t (I' ) 
1 1 

At the point of tangency, they 

are equal, i.e. , 'l.vhich is \.1.1 g~hraical1y equivalent to the 

optinmlity condition, (8). 

2. Long-Run Efficiency 

In the long run, allowing for new plant construction, all costs 

arc variable. The budget constraint is 

(9) H ;: ~ ('1: (Pi) , 

" 

\\lh(.>re the bar represents the. long run, i. e., i.nelusion of investment costs. 

With reference to Figure 2, t.~ost curve ('~ is effective. Since the slope 

of this curve is steeper thdn C'2 throughout, offenders would never be allocated 

to mode 2 in the long run. 

The corres~onding optimization rule can be obtained in a manner similar 

to the short-run case and is as follows: 

R~ (P) R~ (P) 
(10) == ---

C1 (PI) C2 (P2) 

where the ratio of marginal product to long-run marginal costs is the same for 

all treatment modes. This rule is relevant for those situations where con-

struction of new facilities is being considered, and tends to favor treatment 

modes with low fixed costs. 
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APPENDIX C 

PROJECT COST SURVEY FORM 



---, 

-• BENEFIT·,GOST .'\t:ALYS !U? rr:nDENTIAL TREATNENT rAC]LITIF? 

FTXFD CO') T~) 
_,..,~_. "n-

1. OrJ;~hlaJ. Cl)st of pUi·chi1.~dllg lil.' l'on~tl'tll'tillg faci:~ty 
(l.,Ciudi.llg Ll1ld): 

Data Paci.llty Acquired: 

'lhi~; figure should inJlcat ... , tl!l' full fai~~ 
market val\w of the f'a..:illty at the t.inw it ~:CtS 
d"(luil~('\l (,ven if the p~'0:iel~t did not havl' to pay 
the full l.1ir markl't va.luf' 0 .. " h; uGing a llh)1~tgar.e 
ta paj fur tho facility). 

Fr)r facilit1.t:·!) that ar(~ rClltcll, do NOT 1 ill ill tIll' 
abuvc~. Simply indicdte tIll' total amltldi 1'<'111;,,1 

cast of the facility in ~alcndar yLa~ 1075: 

2. Go~;t of r.1ajor additi.ons to facillU.I}cl (0 .. : impruvp~ 
mCl1l:.s on grouuds), COllBtruet:i..oll v101'k, rCl<10U­
cilllg, etc. Please "hen.; yea';: that (:<1cb rn~.:Jor 
adJi.Lion v:as mad,!: 

3. 

Ti.lis figure should refh~ct all metjor 
\>:cqwudit:llrcs for upgraJin;~ ti.le fad li ty ~3 iw.?t:.; 
the facility was first ac~uired. 

CO~3t of all major offict~ l)qU.L.f,mcnt, furniture and 
vchid.cs purchased since facility ~..;as aCLj,uircJ 
(lududQ only items vJorth (Ive.!.' ~25): 

If seme furniture, equipment or vl!hiclcB are rentc1, 
indicato total annual rental <.:osts for such items 
in calL~ndar year 1': 75: 

In addltltJl1, if some major furniture itl.~m::;, equip­
mcnt or vehicles wC'.ce dOn:ltl'd, lOtlf,l.l1.y cstimatG 
the total fair mal'kE.'t val.tw of such clonatt'U 
i tuns: 

Finally, tlstimatl' total mmual rCi.'air costs in 1975 
for stich 111ajor itc,.lS of [ul'ldtm:e, Lquipmunt auJ 
vehicles (includ~ minor L0USC repairs, deco ... 
rating) : 
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Project Cost Data 

4. Total utility costs in calendar year 1975: $_------

5. 

6. 

7. 

Include all costs for electricity, water, 
gas, heat, garbage collection, telephone and 
other utilities. 

Personnel. ('.osts (include total costs for (:alendat' year 1975) 

A. Total salary payments to Director: 

B. Total payments to Houseparents (if 
applicable) : 

C. Total salary payments to all other personnel 
except interns and c.ounselors: 

D. Total fringe bencfi ts to all personnel 
.9.c.ce:et interns and cou'llii8lors: 

IllSUranC(~ costs in 1975: 

This should include liability insurance, 
[ire insurance, workman's compensation and any 
other insurance costs paid by the project. If 
the project carries medical insurance for clients, 
this also should be included. It should not in­
clude costs included in fringe benefits (part D, 
above) • 

$_------
$_-------
$ ~-~-=-.--

$-~~~---­

$-----, 

Business travel in 1975: $ 

This should NOT include travel by clients 
(unless the client has a staff position and is 
t~~ng to conduct project business) but, 
instead, should be restricted to travel by 
project staff that is paid for by the project. 

----=-------------

OUTS IDE VARIABLE Co...STS 

This section should include ONLY costs for which the project did ~ 
have to pay money. The costs of--any public social services received by 
project clients should be included. In addition( if a service was sub­
sidized (Le., paid for by taxpayers or charity), the subsidized portion 
of the costs of those services should be included in this section. 

For example, if the project paid $3.00 for a client's visit to a 
public clinic and the client received an X-ray ~~orth $25, then, in essence, 
the project obtained $22 worth of free services. This $22 should be in­
cluded as an outside variable cost. The $3 paid by the project is an 
internal variable cost and, therefore, sh0uld not be included in this 
section • 
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1. Pnblic Assistance -" 
Lis t all agencies which pl"ovidc~d income support to 

proj(~ct clients ::"n 1975 (e.g., Fool Stamps, cash assis·· 
tance, etc.). Do NOT include money that wns ultimately 
spent by the rn:ojccton 0pol"<l.tin;:; the facility. For c:( ... 
Clmple, do not include welfare pc!' diem payments paid 
dirnctly to the project. 

Agency b ____ _ 

Agency l..!.-.-_.w_. _____ . ______ ,_h~ ______ _ 

Lis t nll agellGies which provided free. or subsidi~~(·d 
medical servicus to project clionta in 1075. Any sorv­
lCC'S paid [oJ:' by ~lodicald should be included. Estimlltl' 
tIll' rough dollar value of all such assistance in 1975 11y 
dtlwr callillg tlle agency and asking them hou much 
S orvic(s arc Harth or by us Lng yom: knmvlecl[,c of ~vhCl t 
fJimiJ.ar f3ervicos would c()SC in a private clinic or 
(loe'·')!." '8 office. 

List all agencies which providl!d (ree or sulHlidizcd 
psychiatric or mental health services to project clients 
in 197'i. Usc project records to estimate total hours of 
such services providc1 in 1915. 

Agency ~l~~. ____________________________ __ 

Agency ~Z~. ________ _ 
Ar,ency ~3~. ____________________________________ _ 

GO 

Project Cost Data 

Estimated dollar 
value of nssistancc 
given to project 
cUents in 1975: 

_._-------

Estimated d011nr 
value of mQdical. 
B0rvices provided 
to project clients: 

--,_ .. _--_ .. _----, 

Estimated number of 
hours of service pro­
vlclcu to project 
clients in 1975: 

• --
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•' .' 

-• • • • • 
III 
III I. 
• --

Project Cost Data 

Lis t all agencies which I>1:ovidcd fre(~ or suosidi:~cd 
l(~gaJ. services. Use project rocol',ls to l'ou&hiy f.~.stimatc 
total hours of Ingal assistance provided to project 
clic:nts. 

5. Drun:/;\~.cohol Rohaoilit<lt:ton "' ___ ~4 ___ 1 ........ 

List all agencies which provided free 0:1: suosidi~:l~J 
drug/aicohol rehabilitation trcatnwilt. lhw p:ojlH!t 
:rl~co1.·1l3 to roughly ('5 timn tll tota 1 hours of SUC~l trOLl t~ 
ment provided to pro: t clionta. 

Agency 1.:..-______________________ . __ 

Agency 2 :-. ______ _ 

Agency :1._' __ 

School (lloll",v0ca tiOlllll) 

Estimatl~J 1(}75 client-days':: ,:If el,'llh:ntary ,)1' ';0condary 
schooling (or tutoring for G.E.D. pt"cparation) [or \vhich 
project did not provide schooling or pay costs: 

Schools attendud by clicnts: 

1. 
-.~---.----------- ---=--------------------"------
.) 

=~~.--------------------------------------
" .2.:.. __ . __ _ 

-------.~-----------.,. 
n A client-duy is any day a client attended school rOt, 
at least one-half day • 
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Es tima ted number of 
hours of service 
provided to project 
clients in 1975: 

Estimated numocr of 
hours of scrvic(' 
provided to project 
clients in 1975: 

____________ .c_. __ __ 

------.--------~--



I 
Project Cos~ Data 

Number of clients in 1975 who attended college full~ 
time (for ~'1hich project did.!.l2.!; pay costs): 

Total number of mon~hs of full-time college attend­
ance spent by the above clients in 1975: 

Numb~r of clients 
Colleges a ttcnded full~time by clients: a ttehding full .. time: 

1, _____________________________________ _ 

2. ----
.~ . ---

NUmbl!r of clients in 1975 who attended col'!.t'ge part~ 
time (for which project did ~ pay costs): 

Total number of mont.hs of part-time college attend­
ance spent by the above clients in 1975: 

Colleges attended part-time by clients: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

~-Y2.E_'ftional Training 

Number of clients who attended vocational school 
full-time in 1975 (for which project did ~ pay costs): 

This should include clients who took vocational train­
ing .::ourses as the major part of studies in high school or 
college, as well as those who went to va-tech schools. 
Remember to include £.12ll schools which provided such 
training for free or at reduced costs. Any client included 
in this section should not be included in the non­
vocational school secti'On':" 

Vocational schools attended full-time by clients: 

1. 

2. 

3. 
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Number of cli(ll1t~,; 

attending part-timo: 

_._------

Number of clients 
attending full-time: 
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8. 

Number of clients who attended vocationa'i. school 
part-time in 1975 (for which project did ~ ?ay costs): 

Project Cost Data 

Number of clients 
Vocational schools attended part~time by clients: attending part-time: 

'1 

'".;,."--------

Othe't' Soc:i.al Services ._-
List all other agencies not included above which pro~ 

v:l.ded free or subsidized social services to project clients Estimated quantity 
in 1975 (e.g., child-care services). If approximate quun·· or collar value of 
tity of services (e.g., 200 hours of child,~cnrc se,:viccs) servlc8s given to 
is knoim or the approximate dollar va.lue of tho 5e::vicc~. PIO;jcct cHants it'i 
can 'be estimated, please indicatc~ 1975~ 
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