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} FOREWORD

. e o

s S y The desirability of undertaking a preliminary analysis of
e S w various demonstration projects that were implemented over the
§tat?“°£’0?llf¢?n$§\ ‘ : last two years was discussed during a Parolg and Community
EDMUND G. BROWNﬁJR;,“GdQanor i: Services Division (P&CSD) planning review meeting on April 19,
S I SN i 1977, The issue of how comparison projects could best be made
i Lo A L was resolved at subsequent meetings. In mid-=July Arlene Becker,
‘ L f Deputy Director, Parole and Community Services Division, approved
this demonstration projects comparison study.
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As the chief architect of the study, Frank Trinkl, special
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| data collection effort, the analytical comparisons, and the

o T preparation of this report., Many other persons were directly

! ? : l“ involved in the study effort; without their contributions, this
study could not have been completed, Tom Frutchey and
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] &ﬁ oL the study. Barbara Trinkl and Peter Trinkl contributed
J. J. ENOMOTO, Director . . i significantly to the cost-effectiveness analysis and to the
GEORGE C. JACKSON, Chief Deputy Dlrecto; blic Information . e preparation of this report, Lavonnia Green, Bill Forrest,
PHILIP D. GUTHRIE, Assistant Director, Public ﬁ i Jessie Anne Keller, Clyde Lee, Chris Randall, and Dave Torres
- were involved in the difficult task of analytically coding the
AND COMMUNITY SERVIGES DIVISION - information that was collected. All but Ms., Keller and
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Ms. Randall were also involved in the time=~consuming task of
| collecting information at field unit offices. Additional
| 7r persons contributing to the data collection phase were
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Initiating the Comparison Study. Over the past two years,
the Parole and Community Services Division (P&CSD) has invested
considerable time, effort, and resources in establishing an
analytically~oriented planning system. This system was designed
to provide Division Administrators with information on the per=
formance of current parole operations and on promising directions
for future operations. Companion documents to this report describe
the system that has been adopted, as well as progress that has
been achieved to date in implementing that system.

One of the principal efforts undertaken during the two-year
period was the development and operation of a series of field
demonstration projects. These projects were designed to test
promising alternatives in parole supervision and to provide
information on '"what works, for whom, and how well.'" Since con~-
siderable time still is required before the evaluations being
conducted for most of the experimental projects will be completed,
a cost=effectiveness comparison was undertaken to achieve a timely
appraisal of selected experimental projects and ongoing programs.
The findings of that comparison study are presented in thls recport.

Although the findings are subject to qualification, this
report provides initial insights into the basic policy question of
"what works, for whom, and how well," as well as a set of inter-
related policy questions that specify this issue in greater detail
(e.g., to what extent do the various needs of and problems encoun-
tered by most adult offenders change during their period of parole
supervision, and do the services and controls currently provided
by P&CSD match these changing needs and problems). Further
insights will be provided by the in-depth project evaluations.,

Judgments concerning the effectiveness, efficiency, and equity
of parole services and controls that are currently provided or
that could be provided depend to a large extent upon the approach
that is taken to appraise the performance of parole programs. This
study is guided by the "matched services/controls' approach, which
specifies that accurate judgments can be reached only by weighing
a full array of criminality and community adjustment measures that
are observed when the appropriate services and/or controls are
provided to each adult offender depending upon the needs and prob-
lems experienced by that person throughout the period of supervision.
Although focus is placed on the full array of measures, separate
comparisons are also performed using measures of community adjustment
or criminality.




Weighing Issues Surrounding the Comparison Study. This study
marks the first attempt within P&CSD to jointly appraise an array
of projects, based on cost-effectiveness considerations. To ensure
that useful insights could be obtained, several issues regarding
the desirability of undertaking the study were carefully weighed,
These issues (e.ge., concern over credible comparisons among pro-
jects) reflected judgmental differences over the value of cost=
effective analyses emphasizing broadly-based appraisals of
observed outcomes versus in-~depth evaluations emphasizing the
sorting out of causal relationships among various factors. On
balance, it was judged that there were notable advantages in
proceeding with the cost-effectiveness approach as well as with
the in~depth evaluations.

Structuring the Comparison Study., Thirteen field demonstra-
tion projects and two ongoing programs are included in the study.
The names and primary focus of the thirteen projects and two ongoing
programs (Regular Parole Supervision and Parole Outpatient Clinic
Los Angeles and San Francisco) are as follows:

Regular Parole Supervision

. Regular felon and non-felon parole supervision.

. Summary Parole cases assigned to regular supervision
based on parole agent judgment,

. Summary Parole cases that were continued with regular
supervision, even though the parole agent recommended
no supervision,

Pre-Release Institution Projects

. Special Projects Alcohol and Narcotics (SPAN)--
provision of community survival courses geared to
inmate needs.

. Parole and Planning Assistance (PAPA)--development
of release plans for adult offenders soon-~to=he
released from prison.

Summary Parole

. Direct Summary Parole cases having varying base
expectancy scores.

« Summary Parole cases in which the parole agent
recommended summary parole and the adult offender
was assigned to summary parole status on a random
basis.
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Service Focus, Provided by P&CSD

o Accelerated Social Development (ASD)~~development
of personally-rewarding social behaviors,

« Direct Financial Assistance (DFA)--financial assis-
tance to newly-released adult offenders for a period
of ten weeks,

« Vocational Rehabilitation--contracted for on-the~job
training, provision of tools of the trade, relocation

assistance and temporary Cransportation, and placement
counseling and assistance.

Service Focus, Provided by Private Organizations

» Bassett Barrio-~employment placement and work
experience (including sheltered workshops) .

+ Project JOVE, Incorporated--establishment of small
businesses that are managed by adult offenders and
that train and hire other adult offenders.

« National Health Plan (NHP)=--prepaid medical, dental
and psychiatric services. ,

Control Focus

+ Parole Outpatient Clinics: Los Angeles and
San Francisco (POC LA and POC SF)--provision of
psychiatric outpatient service.

« Parole Qutpatient Clinic: San Jose District (POC SJ) ==
treatment of mental, emotional, and social-orientation
problems by a full-time mental health professional or
by appropriate referral.

« Enzyme Multiplying Immunossay Technique (EMIT)--
rapid-response urine testing process at the parole
unit level.,

o High Control--intensive supervision or special
investigations of high risk adult offenders.

Restructured Case Management

« Team Supervision/Community Resources Management Team
(CRMT)~~specialized supportive services provided by
a team of agents acting as resource brokers, each
within various specialty areas.

Reviewing the Operations of Projects and Programs. Qualitative
information concerning the operational experience of each of the
projects and programs was obtained from managers. That information
includes a listing of problems encountered and lessons learned, The
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judgments that were expressed in the managers' reports add an
important dimension to the quantitative aspects of this study.
Additionally, these reports contain valuable insights pertaining
to the design of future field demonstration projects within P&CSD.

Obtaining Representative Information. Information relative
to criminality and community adjustment was collected from parole
agents, case files, Department records, and Department of Justice
Rap sheets for a representative sample of adult offenders partici-
pating in the projects and ongoing programs being compared (a total
of about 750 adult offenders).

Information relative to criminality includes: arrest charges,
both prior to and during the latest period of parole supervision,
parole violations (including episodes as stated in parole violation
reports and activity reports), time spent in jail, and time in
parolee~at-large/releasee-at-large status.

Information relative to community adjustment while on parole
includes: employment history, schooling or vocational training
undertaken, sources of income, residential situation, social
activities, physical and mental health status, drug and alcohol
usage, and prognosis for a successful parole outcome as judged by
the agent,

Developing Relevant Measures of Effectiveness. In keeping
with the "matched services/controls'" approach, projects generally
are compared using a full array of measures of effectiveness (which
specify the degree to which the intended good effects of the
projects are being achieved).

To enhance the discovery of significant impacts of the projects
and programs included in this study, emphasis is placed on those
persons in only the most favorable or most unfavorable situations
during various three-month periods. (Relative to employment, for
example, a person considered to be in a favorable situation is one
holding stable, full-time employment or attending school or training
on a full-time basis. A person considered to be in an unfavorable
situation is one who was neither legitimately employed nor attending

either school or training or whose employment situation was sporadic
or unstable.)

Twenty~one community adjustment measures are constructed; ten
criminality measures are used, including a risk=-to-the-community
measure developed especially for the study. The risk-to-~the-
community measure considers the seriousness of the crimes committed
by each adult offender by summing the middle prison term specified
by the Determinate Sentence Law for all arrests of each adult
offender during his or her last 24 months not in custody.
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{etermining Total and Relative Costs. For each project

included in this study, the per person total annual cost of super-

vision is calculated., Three cost elements comprise the total cost
measure:

» Agent time required for supervising adult offenders.
(Non-felon caseloads are smaller than felon caseloads),

+ Additional resources utilized for services or controls.

+ Adjustment factor balancing varying proportions of felon
and non~felon participants in specific pro jects,

The felative cost measure reflects the difference between each pro=-
Ject's per person total annual cost of supervision and the per

person total annual cost of supervising all persons included in
the study.

Understanding the Analvtic Method Used for Makin
g Comparisons,
Although a total of 31 measures of effectiveness was developed for

the study, several of the analyses emphasize groupi © me .
These include: Y P groupings of measures.,

» Recidivism measure-~the traditional primary measure of
program effectiveness.

« Criminality measures-~indicators of actual or potential
reinvolvement in criminal activities.

+ Community adjustment measures-~indicators of the actual or
potential ability to readjust to community 1ife,

+ Community ad justment and criminality measures considered
together.

Whenever an array of measures of effectiveness is used, it is con=-
venient to construct an overall measure of effectiveness that
summarizes the individual measures of effectiveness in that array.
When constructing an overall measure of effectiveness, all measures
within any array of measures are considered to be of equal impor-
tance. If policy makers wish to assign a varyling weight to each
measure reflecting its relative importance, the cost-effectiveness

rank-orderings of projects could be affected, (Additional appraisals
would be required to establish these revised rankings, )

The method of construction for the overall measure of effec—

tiveness used in this study is as follows. Every project has a
value associated with it for each of the measures of effectiveness,
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(For example, one of the community adjustment measures is: the
percentage of persons in the project sample having an alcohol usage
problem during more than one three-month period within the most
recent twelve months on parole. The value found for this measure
for the Direct Financial Assistance (DFA) project is 14.3 percent.,)
This value is compared to that measure's corresponding value
(which, in this case, is 10.2 percent) for all the persons included
in the study within all projects and programs. If the value for
the project or program br.ing examined is less favorable than the
corresponding value for all persons within the study (e.g., the
semple for DFA has a higher percentage of persons with an alcohol
usage problem), this is considered to be "disadvantageous.'" The
aumber of such disadvantageous measures is then totaled for each
project, Because some projects were dealing with more difficult
caseloads (High Control as opposed to Summary Parole, for example),
a limited number of such disadvantageous counts can be offset. (A
maximum of two disadvantageous counts can be offset within the
community adjustment measures and two counts can be offset within
the criminality measures.) Knowing the net number of measures that
are determined to be disadvantageous, the number of advantageous
measures is found. For a given project, overall measure of effec-
tiveness for a grouping of measures is the ''percentage of total
measures that are advantageous.'

The second step involves the determination of rank-orderings
among pro jects depending upon the relationship of their overall
measure of effectiveness and their cost. A rigorous series of
mathematical transformations are used to contrast the overall
effectiveness and cost of all projects included in the study.
Once this is accomplished, projects and categories of projects
can be compared.

Appraising Categories of Projects and Programs. Traditionally,
program evaluations within P&CSD have focused on the question
"what works" in parole. These evaluations generally used recidivism
as the measure of effectiveness. Because of the inadequacies of
any evaluation using only one or at most a few measures, several
appraisals are performed on categories of projects forusing on
"what works'" in parole.

Using only the recidivism measure, percentage of persons
returned to prison, this appraisal shows that the categories of
pro ects having the lowest percentages are Restructured Case
Management, Services provided by P&CSD, and Services provided by
private organizations, respectively. Yet when considering costs
only, these categories rank second, seventh, and sixth, respectively.
With an array of criminality measures, the top three cost-effec~
tiveness rankings are: Summary Parole, Restructured Case
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Management and Pre-Release, respectively. With an array of
community adjustment measures, the rankings are affected, and the
top three rankings are: - Restructured Case Management, Summary
Parole, and Regular Supervision, respectively. The use of the
full array of measures results in a slight shift in rankings; the

rankings are Summary Parole, Restructured Case Management, and
Regular Supervision.

| While these appraisals provide some insight into the question
'what works,'" little or no insights are provided on the question
'for whom, and how well." Insights into that question are possible
only when considering individual pro jects.

Even though the sample size is small, a separate appraisal of
thg 27 persons included in the study sample that were returned to
prison during the study period reveals several interesting simil-
a?ities. None of the 27 were in favorable employment or residen-
tial situations immediately preceding the crime or violation that
led to his or her return. Over their most recent three months on
agtive parole, about 80 percent had unfawvorable employment situa-
tions, while about 65 percent had unfavorable residential situations.
Moreover, some 70 percent had unfavorable employment situations and
over 50 percent had unfavorable residential situations for at least
three of the four quarters preceding their return. In addition
the risk-to-the-community index for those persons returned was %ore
than 60 percent larger than the index for all persons in the study.

Appraising Individual Projects and Programs. Appraisals of
the cost-effectiveness of individual projects and programs afford
greater insights into the question ''what works, for whom, and how
well,'" than do appraisals of project categories., These appraisals

by project also provide insights as to the potential worth of the
matched services/controls approach.

Within several of the categories, individual projects may have
a dissimilar services or controls focus. For projects within a
category having a distinctively different focus, choices among them
cannot be made strictly on cost-effectiveness considerations. For

this reason the ranking of all projects within a category are
presented,

When considering the Regular Supervision and Summary Parole
categories, those adult offenders assigned directly to Summary
Parole have the highest cost-effectiveness level. However, no
information on community adjustment is available for these cases.,
Moreover, these cases have a high return to prison rate.

}
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Cases recommended for Summary Parole after 90 days under
regular supervision that were in ract placed on Summary Parole, as
well as cases recommended for Summary Parole that were continued
on regular supervision, have relatively high overall effectiveness
measures, 84 percent and 80 percent .respectively, and the former
group has a distinct cost-effectiveness advantage.

Cases that qualified for the Summary Parole program but for
which, after a 90-day period of regular supervision, the agent
recommended that regular supervision be continued, have an overall
effectiveness measure of 48 percent. Hence, the evidence strongly
suggests that agent judgment can be relied upon regarding the
appropriate level of supervision.

Within the category of Pre~Release institutional projects,
Special Projects Alcohol and Narcotics (SPAN) has a marked cost-
effectiveness advantage over the Parole and Planning Assistance
(PAPA) project. When comparing all projects within the Services/
P&CSD category and the Services/Private organizations category,
the cost-effectiveness rank orderings are: National Health Pro-
gram (NHP), Vocational Rehabilitation, Accelerated Social Develop-
ment (ASD), Project JOVE, Bassett Barrio, and Direct Financial
Assistance (DFA). Only three of these projects (Vocational
Rehabilitation, Project JOVE, and Bassett Barrio) have a similar
service focus.,

Within the controls category, the San Jose Parole Outpatient
Clinic (POC SJ) project has the highest cost-effectiveness ranking.
The Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay Technique (EMIT) project ranks
second. The High Control project, although having a slightly
higher level of overall effectiveness than the EMIT project, ranks
third, based on cost=-effectiveness considerations. However, since
each of these projects has a distinctively different control focus,
choices among them cannot be made on cost-effectiveness
considerations alone,

Team Supervision/Community Resources Management Team (the
only project included in the Restructured Case Management category)
has the highest overall level of effectiveness for all projects
and programs included in the study. Because of the large cost
savings achieved by the direct Summary Parole and agent determined
Summary Parole cases, however, Team Supervision ranks only third
among all projects and programs on a cost-effectiveness basis.

Providing Provisional Answers to Policy Questions. The
appraisal clearly suggests that a recidivism measure by itself
should not be used to judge the value of any project or program.
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An array of measures including both community adjustment and
criminality measures is preferred. The study also demonstrates
the feasibility of comparing the costs and effectiveness of
various projects and programs; it identifies promising choices
as well as distinctly inferior choices,

The results of the cost-effectiveness comparisons can be
combined with qualitative information on each project (especially
problems that have been encountered and lessons learned). When
this is done, it suggests that full-scale programs similar in
operation to the Team Supervision/CRMT, Vocational Rehabilitation,
ASD, JOVE, San Jose POC, EMIT, and High Control projects may be
promising alternatives., (Additional study may be warranted in
some cases to further increase the effectiveness or lower the
costs of these programs.) Moreover, the placement of selected
adult offenders on a conditional summary parole status after the
initial adjustment period, based on agent judgment, appears to be
a promising program choice,

The appraisal also suggests that the various needs and
problems, individually or jointly, of adult offenders vary during
the supervision period. An adult offender may experience an
adverse change at any time during the period of parole. Unless
intervention by P&CSD occurs, the persistence of any adverse
situation may cause additional adverse changes., An adult offender
may also experience favorable changes, but these are more likely
to occur during the earlier phases of supervision. Periodic review
may be required to maintain favorable situations throughout the
period of parole.

The return-to-prison analyses suggests that the appropriate
period of parole for high risk adult offenders who are experi-
encing adverse situations may be about 18 months (provided the
situations are improved) rather than 12 months specified by the
Determinate Sentence Law. An argument can be made that civil
addicts should also be supervised for a period of about 18 months,
provided that they participate in treatment programs and are not
experiencing adverse situations.

Establishing a Basis for Future Direction. The insights that
have been obtained suggest an approach to the restructuring of
parole supervision consistent with the matched services/control
model. Each adult offender would be assigned (vr reassigned) to
one of the following four modes of supervision:

. Enhanced services consisting of one or more supportive
services,

. Service emphasis with a degree of special controls con-
sisting of one or more specialized services and intermittent
safeguards.,
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+ Increased controls with a degree of services consisting of
more than one safeguard and limited specialized services.

» High-level control consisting of more than one specialized
safeguard,

After the initial adjustment period, adult offenders who are
successfully adjusting to community 1life and who pose little risk
to the public's safety would be reviewed for placement on a
conditional summary parole status,

One way of organizing for this approach is as follows. A
parole agent would be assigned to an action-plan development team,
Lo a specialized service team, or to a specialized control team.
The action-plan development team would have the responsibility for
devising a short-term plan for each adult offender that specifies
the nature and type of services and/or controls that are to be
provided and the anticipated accomplishments.,

Depending on the primary focus of the plan, the specialized
service team or the specialized control team would have the respon-
sibility for implementing that plan. These teams would also have
the responsibility for assessing the progress of the adult offender,
and for recommending revisions to the plan. Other organizational
arrangements are possible, and these arrangements should be explored.

Since the situations of adult offenders may change throughout
the period of parole, a systematic review of appropriate placement
and type of services and/or controls would be undertaken,

Specific program concepts that=--based on the findings of this
study--can be incorporated into this mode of supervision include
the following:

Action~Plan Development

« Pre~release programs should be developed for inmates
who will be released from prison within 90 to 120
days. If significant changes occur during the parole
period, realistic follow-up plans should be developed.

Specialized Services

« Emphasis should be placed on job training and
employment placement, Vocational Rehabilitation
appears promising; this service can be secured from
private organizations provided that accomplishments
can be clearly demonstrated,
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« Emphasis should also be placed oﬂ securing suitable
living situations,

o Emphasis should also be placed on health care
services, Referrals to community agencies providing
appropriate services should be made,

Specialized Controls

« Parole outpatient clinic services should be
provided by a mental health professional, patterned
on the San Jose POC operation,

» Rapid testing for substance abuse using EMIT
technology should be implemented,

« High control functions should be provided, and
greater emphasis should be placed on the investi-

gative functions relative to the supervisory function
than i1s now the case.

These concepts, when fully integrated, should result in g more
effective, efficient, and equitable mode of parole supervision
that is fully consistent with public safety.

Xv
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- - INITIATING THE COMPARISON STUDY

1 For a variety of reasons, issues concerning the overall
effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of parole have become
i increasingly prominent in recent years, Relatively large levels
. of resources are being spent on parole supervision. Currently,
the Parole and Community Services Division (P&CSD) expends about
$27 million and supervises about 20,000 adult offenders on parole
status. Since resources are scarce at all levels of governments,
the need for detailed information showing that the resources are
being allocated in an effective, efficient, and equitable manner
is becoming increasingly important,

Over the past two years, P&CSD has invested considerable
time, effort, and resources in implementing an analytically=-
oriented planning system. This system is intended to provide
Division administrators with information on the overall perfor-
mance of current parole operations and on promising directions for
future operations. Together with the development of this system,
several projects have been selected for field trial demonstrations
so that information relating to "what works, for whom, and how well"
can be appraised, allowing decisions as to whether or not these or
related projects should be expanded statewide.

With the implementation of the Determinate Sentence Law, the
‘ parole period for adult offenders convicted for felon crimes and
I released from prison is generally limited to one year. The evi=-
o dence, however, indicates that a larger proportion of persons
released from prison pose high degrees of risk-to=-the-community.
Hence, it is unclear whether a fixed period of parole supervision
is appropriate for all offenders released from prison regardless
of their ability to readjust to community life or their proclivity
toward reinvolvement in criminal activities. The question of what
ought to be an appropriate period of parole supervision remains to
be answered. In large part, the answer to this question depends
critically on whether services and controls provided to adult
offenders are presently cost-effective or could be made cost-
effective in the future., The issue of how best to provide effective,
efficient, and equitable services and controls also has not been
satisfactorily answered.

f &f Varying degrees of dissatisfaction with the current method of

parole supervision have been evident in the recent past. In part

the thrust toward experimental field demonstration projects has

] been motivated by this concern. There are, however, various

= approaches as to how the overall performance of paroles can best
be improved., Two opposite and competitive approaches that have

l: been articulated in the past deserve careful appraisal.



One approach, characterized as the "global parole' model is
based on a premise that there 1s a singularly preferred mode of
supervising all adult offenders on parole. That mode of supervision
can be established within a fully controlled field demonstration
project. With this approach, an adult offender upon release from
prison is assigned to one of several modes of parole supervision:
regular parole, enhanced services, increased controls, or no parole.
These assignments to the various modes of supervision are randomly
made regardless of a person's tendency toward involvement in
criminal activities. A preferred approach consisting of one of
these modes of supervision would be implemented state-wide depend-
ing on the degree of observed statistical significance among a few
indicators of criminality. It should be noted, however, that this
approach, at best, can provide insights only into the question
"what works,."

The other approach, characterized as a "matched services/
controls'" model, is based on a premise that a flexible and respon=-
sive mode of supervision depending on the situation of the adult
offender is preferred. The value of this mode of supervision can
be established within a carefully structured field demnnstration
project in which services and controls, as appropriate, are fur-
nished to adult offenders depending upon changes in their life
situation over the entire period of parole supervision. Once the
needs are established and systematically reviewed, the appropriate
provision of services/controls .(or no supervision) would occur,

For comparison purposes adult offenders having similar needs are
identified, but they are not provided additional services or con-
trols other than those furnished under regular parole supervision.
Cost-effective comparisons with alternative modes of supervision and
regular parole can be made based on a full range of indicators,
including community adjustment and criminality involvement measures,

But a "matched services/controls'" model cannot be implemented
unless a series of coordinated field demonstration projects are
tested, consistent with an approach characterized as the "incre-
mental parole'" model, to establish the cost-effectiveness of
various services or controls separately. Nearly all of the field
demonstration projects that were implemented have been guided by
the "incremental parole' model. Either of these approaches provides
insights with the question of '"what works, for whom, and how well"';
however, the "matched services/controls' approach provides greater
insights.,

While none of the implemented field demonstration pro jects
allows a precise test of the value of the "global parole' or the
"matched services/controls'" approach to parole supervision, this
study provides relevant insights as to which approach shows the
greater promise.
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The primary purpose of this comparative appraisal of selected
demonstration projects and ongoing regular programs is threefold,
It is to provide preliminary insights into issues concerning the:

+ Relative effectiveness and costs of various projects and
programs so that decisions as to whether they should be

expanded, redirected, or terminated ultimately can be
reached,

+ Appropriate length of parole supervision for both felon
offenders and civil addicts depending on the person's
proclivity toward reinvolvement in criminal activities.

« Preferred mode of parole supervision so that the overall

effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of parole can be
improved.

Insights into other issues are also considered, and these will b
highlighted. These issues are: ’ )

+ Whether an array of measures reflecting both community
ad justment and criminality allows a more complete assess=

ment of the value of parole than the use of one or more
recidivism measures,

« Whether the provision of appropriate services or controls

affects the adult offender's proclivity toward reinvolvement
in criminal activities.

» Whether the provision of appropriate services or controls
affects the adult offender's prospect for ad justment to
the community.

« Whether the various needs/problems, individually or Jjointly,
of adult offenders vary throughout the period on parole, and
whether the services or controls that are currently provided
match the changing situation of the offender.

This study does not include detailed evaluations of each of
the field demonstration projects. These in-depth evaluations will
focus on the impact of selection and exclusion criteria, on the
extent to which the objectives of the projects were realized, and
on the generality of the observed accomplishments. By design,
these considerations are excluded in this study, but they are being
carefully considered as part of the formal evaluations of individual
projects that are already in progress.
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WEIGHING ISSUES SURROUNDING THE COMPARISON STUDY

Before initiating this comparative appraisal of demonstration
projects, several issues concerning the desirabllity of a study

effort were carefully weighed. These issues focused on the
following four interrelated questions:

« Are credible comparisons possible?

+ Can the study be undertaken without contaminating
ongoing projects?

« Will the information obtained be dependable?
+ Will the study findings be properly used?

A negative response to any one of these questions would have been
a sufficient reason for not initiating the comparison study. At
the start of the study, positivz responses could not be ensured.

The concern over credible comparisons focused on the belief
that comparisons would be inappropriate for three reasons: the
demonstration projects all had varying starting dates; the par-
ticipants in the various demonstration projects had dissimilar
socioeconomic characteristics; and actual participation in pro-
jects depended on varying selection/exclusion criteria, In this

study, these factors are considered to be of secondary importance
and not explicitly taken into account.

To be certain, these considerations argue that it would be
exceedingly difficult in this study (or in other evaluative studies)
to sort out directly whether improvements in the behavior of
participants in the various projects are attributable to the
benefits of the project themselves, or are attributable to factors
extraneous to the specific project. This study does not attempt
to sort out whether observed changes in the various measures that
are used in this study are directly relatable to a specific project.,
Rather, it attempts to analyze whether participation in any project
results in more favorable community adjustment and reduced involve-
ment in criminal activities., If favorable outcomes are observed,

a notable share of those outcomes is assumed to be attributable to
the project. However, a multitude of factors interact to influence
parole outcomes; many of these factors are not controllable through



actiong by P&CSD.,  Hence, there is little that the Division can do
to guarantee that the circumstances in which adult offenders find
themselves, contribute to an incident-free parole. There are,
however, '"periods of opportunity' during which, if appropriate
services or controls are applied, changes in situations could occur
that may contribute to a more successful parole.

Even though the starting date of demonstration projects vary,
the "interventions" under these projects generally cover only a
part of the period of parole. Using a widely-ranging set of
effectiveness measures, observed outcomes over the entire period
of parole status are the focus of this study.

While it is true that participants in the various projects
have dissimilar socioeconomic characteristics, it is judged that
greater insights are possible if observed project outcomes are
related to two other factors: risk-to~the community, and time-
on-parole. Detailed evaluations already underway will attempt to
sort out the impact of dissimilar socioeconomic characteristics
as well as the impact of selection/exclusion criteria. This study
does not attempt detailed comparisons based on specific measures
of project performance; rather, comparisons in this study are based
on higher-order measures of effectiveness,

It is strongly believed that this study effort did not
influence the behavior of adult offenders participating in these
projects or their parole agents; contamination apparently did not
occur. Initially, it was felt that this might happen with Direct
Financial Assistance and the High Control projects, especially if
participants in the control groups of these projects were selected
for this study. The likelihood that adult offenders in the control
group of the indiwvidual projects were selected for this study in
sufficient numbers to influence the results in the individual
project is exceedingly small., It is also unlikely that agents
supervising offenders assigned to control or comparison groups
changed their mode of supervision as a result of this study.
Although the study selected adult offenders from the rosters of
the experimental groups, it is extremely doubtful that the operation
of ongoing projects was unwittingly affected.

The issue of dependable information was not completely
resolved. Even though all of the demonstration projects have an
information-gathering requirement, in nearly all cases the informa-
tion was not systematically collected, nor was the information
required for the Division's program structure, even in part,
routinely collected. Moreover, since each program and project
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STRUCTURING THE COMPARISON STUDY

A total of thirteen experimental projects and two regular
programs are included in this studye. They are:

Pro jects

Accelerated Social Development (ASD)

Bassett Barrio

Direct Financial Assistance (DFA)

Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay Technicue (EMIT)
High Control

National Health Plan (NHP)

Parole and Planning Assistance (PAPA)

Parole Outpatient Clinic (POC): San Jose District
Project JOVE, Incorporated

Special Projects Alcohol and Narcotics (SPAN)
Summary Parole

Team Supervision

Vocational Rehabilitation

Programs

o Parole Outpatient Clinics (POC): Los Angeles and San Francisco

« Regular Parole Supervision Process

A description of the operational experiences of the demonstration
projects and the ongoing programs is presented subsequently.

During the initial phase of the study, information on the
operational ekperiences for each of the projects=--as well as
selected programs-~~was elicited from the project/program managers.
For the sample of participants selected from the rosters of each
pro ject or program, information on community adjustment and crim-
inal activities was obtained., A specially designed questionnaire
(as explained later) and Bureau of Criminal Identification and
Investigation (CII) information provided the basis for the needed
information., The information collected (case file materials and
"rap" sheet data) was combined into a set of measures of effec-
tiveness, A cost analysis was undertaken to provide comparable
information for the cost measures,

The analytic effort consisted of three major phases, The
first phase focused on an appraisal of groupings of projects or
programs. The information obtained on each participant in the



various projects or programs was Pooled to correspond roughly to
alternative modes of supervision identified within the unique
model approach, This analysis provides insights into questions
concerning the cost-effectiveness of the various categories,

The various categories selected are as follows:

REGULAR PAROLE SUPERVISION

Regular felon and non-felon parole supervision

Summary Parole cases assigned to regular supervision based on
parole agent judgment

Summary Parole cases that were continued with regular super=-
vision, even though the parole agent recommended no
supervision

PRE~RELEASE INSTITUTION PROJECTS

Special Projects Alcohol and Narcotics (SPAN)
Parole and Planning Assistance (PAPA)

SUMMARY PAROLE

Direct Summary Parole cases having varying base expectancy
scores

Summary Parole cases in which the parole agent recommended
summary parole and the adult offender was assigned to
summary parole status on a random basis

SERVICE FOCUS, PROVIDED BY P&CSD

Accelerated Social Development (ASD)
Direct Financial Assistance (DFA)
Vocational Rehabilitation

SERVICE FOCUS, PROVIDED BY PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS

Bassett Barrio
Project JOVE, Incorporated
National Health Plan (NHP)

CONTROL FOCUS

Parole Outpatient Clinic - Los Angeles (POC-1A)

Parole Qutpatient Clinic - San Jose District (POC-San Jose)
Parole Qutpatient Clinic ~ San Francisco (POC~SF)

Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay Technique (EMIT)

High Control - Walnut Creek
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RESTRUCTURED CASE MANAGEMENT

This grouping allows insights into questions concerning the
ﬁost-effectiveness of "no parcle" versus "regular parole,"
"enhanced services parole" versus "Increased conttrols pa;ole "
enhanced services provided by P&CSD or institutions™ versus’

The second phase of the analytic effort 5
detgrmining the cost-effectivenesg of each ofcggzizgggvggual
Projects and programs, since analysis by category limits the
1n81ghts tha? are possible, Analysis by individual Project is
con81stegt with the matched services/controls model approach
and provides greater insight into the issues cited above, ’

The third bphase of the anal tic effort consi
parole-outcomes depending on an zault offendeg?sligzi-gg~:gz-
commun?ty. In the absence of a conventional basge expec
(used in research studies to explain, in part, expected differences
in outcomes), a risk—to~the-community measure was developed based
on offense severity scores reflecting middle Prison terms as

specified in regulations concernin i
; g the Determinate Sentenc
(The construction of the index ig explained in fony”

Clusterings within the range of risk-~to~the-co

Parole outcomes depending on the time spent on parole. Since the
implementation dates of the demonstration Projects vary, it would
have begn.exceedingly difficult to select a representative sample
of part1c1pants.having equivalent time-~on=parole, Clusterings
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REVIEWING THE OPERATIONS OF PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

As part of the comparison study, managers were requested to
submit information ¢on the operation of their projects and programs.
The information contained in theilr memoranda is summarized here and,
in most cases, has been only minimally revised., A standard format
is used., The information is organized around (1) purpose,

(2) service/control focus, (3) participation criteria, (4) geographic
coverage, (5) duration and extent, (6) problems encountered, and
(7) lessons learned. This information is useful in weighing the

insights and judgments that subsequently will be presented on each
individual project and program.

Accelerated Social Development (ASD)

Purpose -

To develop positive, personally rewarding social behaviors that
enable adult offenders to more adequately cope with community life,
thereby reducing relapse into delinquent or criminal behavior.

Services/Controls Focus

A structured six~month parolee training program that consisted of:

. Motive growth counseling (self-inventory, goal development,
and action planning).

. Contingency self-management (timely feedback and
reinforcements for accomplishments).

. Personal effectiveness group training classes.

Participation Criteria

After project implementation, participation criteria consisted of:
. Parolees voluntarily agreeilng to participate,

. Parolees being available for contact and supervision.

10



. Parolees being on active parole for at least 30 days and
with a minimum of seven months remaining before eligibility
for discharge.

. Parolees not judged psychiatrically unamenable.

Geographic Coverage

Project service teams comprised a part of a parole unit in each
of the five regions.

Duration and Extent

Team training commenced in March, 1976, By June 21, 1976 it was
anticipated that 165 persons would be involved in the training
program and that 130 persons would be assigned to the two control

groups. February, 1977 was the target date for completion of the
project,

Problems Encountered

Since ASD was one of the first field demonstration projects

implemented under P&CSD's planning system, problems were unavoidable,

The problems included:

. Divergencies of opinion existed as to whether various
modalities of services should have been included in the
field demonstration, whether relevant information on
appropriate outcome measures would be collected, and
whether the research design would allow for the sorting
out of project consequencec.

. Project intake never matched the anticipated schedule.
Early in the project, assignments to experimental and
control groups were not random, reducing the usable
sample size and limiting the validity of findingse

. Headquarter's understanding and support for the project
was perceived by the project coordinator to fluctuate
widelv.

. Regional and district administrators' support was passive.
Adequate staffing was not achieved. Supervision and
training of project staff was perceived as inadequate by
the project coordinator,.

11
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o« Full implementation of the parolee training program did
not occur. Because of the difficulties associated with
reimbursements for reinforcement items, the Contingency

Self-Management component of the training program was
eliminated.

o Lack of line authority was judged by the program coordinator

to be a major factor limiting project flexibility. He also
viewed the creation of a special ASD Task Force as a
hindrance to the operational management of the project.

« Inadequate resources and insufficient staff were assigned
to initiate, implement, monitor, and evaluate the research
effort of the project,

Lessons Learned

Valuable insights were obtained from the ASD field demonstration

that generally apply to other field demonstrations., Some of the
ma jor insights are:

o All experimental projects require a fully developed
implementation plan and a well defined research design
before field implementation. The plan and the research
design must be adhered toe.

o All experimental projects should have an initial built=-in
period for operational shakedown,

« Experimental projects should be implemented on a smaller
scale so that control over the project can be maintained,
Pro ject directors should have line authority over the
project staff team.

« Complete administrative support and full funding should
be assured throughout the duration of a well formulated
field demonstration project,

Bassett Barrio Council

Purpose

To provide employment placement and work experience to adult
offenders,

12



Services/Controls Focus

A community project financed by the OCJP grant, as well as by
other sources, providing:

« Job training and sheltered workshop experiences to
interested parolees over an extended period of time,

« Counseling and other supportive services as required,

Participation Criteria

There are no formal selection criteria. If the person is self=-
referred, the unit office staff is informed, and the agent author-
izes placement and service, Direct referrals are also made, All
interested adult offenders are eligible as long as they agree to
divulge information regarding their parole status and make known
their assigned parole agent.

Geographic Coverage

The Council serves persons primarily supervised by the San Gabriel
Valley, Eastside, Montebello, and the East Los Angeles non-felon
unit offices. Persons supervised by other nearby unit offices
may also be served,

Duration and Extent

The Council initially began to serve adult offenders on July 1, 1976,
and they are receiving OCJP grant funding during the current fiscal
years In the last fiscal year about $40,000 of the OCJP grant funds
were expended, and about 50 parolees were involved in job~training
and sheltered workshop components of the pro ject,.

Problems Encountered

During the first fiscal year of operation, the problems encountered
included:

. Unanticipated delay in contract approval.

» Unexpected stoppage of boat-=building activities curtailed
the operations of the sheltered workshop.

13
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Lessons Learned

Some of the insights that were obtained during the initial
operation of the project included the following:

« Proper controls are required to verify that claimed
services are beilng rendered,

« Participation in the project for a period of time less
than about four to six months appears inefficient. In

some cases participation for a period of up to one year
may be appropriate,

o As with other projects managed by private groups, a
systematic evaluation of this project should be made.

Direct Financial Assistance (DFA)

Purpose

To provide financial assistance to felon parolees shortly after
their release from prison.

Services/Controls Focus

Essentially, the current DFA project is a replication of a
previous project initiated within Region II in 1972, Within the
current project, one group of parolees received $85 per week over
a ten-week period, while another group received $125 per week over

the same period. Payments to parolees were to begin during the
second week of parole.

Participation Criteria

Adult offenders'released on parole during April, May, and June of
1977 and previously convicted only for property crimes were eligible,
Excluded were persons convicted of crimes against persons.

Geographic Coverage

DFA was provided to selected persons released to Regions II,
ITI, and IV,

14



Duration and Extent

The project began in April of 1977. A total of 120 parolees were
randomly assigned to the experimental group (60 persons received
$85 per week while the remaining 60 persons received $125 per week).
An additional 120 parolees were assigned to the control group and
received no financial assistance., The last of the payments was
completed in September, 1977

Problems Encountered

Several deficlencies were apparent. These were:

« Differences of opinion existed as to whether the project
had been formulated to provide insights into relevant
policy issues,

o Implementation of DFA occurred before the complete
formulation of the research design.

o Approximately one~fifth of the DFA participants did not
receive their initial payment during their second week of
parole as planned since timely information on actual release
date was not obtained,

Lessons Learned

Although an evaluation of the DFA project is underway but not yet
completed, several observations are warranted. These are:

« A questionnaire soliciting DFA recipient responses to
employment and financial status is being used to collect
information on adjustment measures., Unless the information
supplied is verified, evaluation findings, based on the
information that is returned, may have to be qualified.

. Difficulties in sorting out the incremental benefits of
the financial assistance received may be encountered
since the payments were provided independent of need,
employment status, earnings, and other sources of funds.

15
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Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay Technique Urine Testing (EMIT)

Purpose

To provide a rapid-response urine testing method at the unit level
for assessing drug usage among civilly-committed addicts. If con=-
tinued illegal drug use is detected, appropriate controls including
local custody, assignment to detoxification or methadone programs,
or return to CRC or other appropriate facilities are imposed.

Services/Controls Focus

Leased machines employing the Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay
Technique (EMIT) identifies the use of opiates, methadone,
barbiturates, amphetamines, and cocaine. Although positive
results presently have to be verified at certified laboratories
under contract with CDC, field evidence allows the parole agent
to confront the drug user and initiate appropriate control
strategies.

Participation Criteria

All N~numbers under supervision within the pilot field units. No
releasees are excluded,

Geographic Coverage

Sacramento and Burbank districts and San Diego Unit 3.

Duration and Extent

The project was initiated in August, 1976 and remains in operation.
During the first year of pilot operation, more than 1,000 civil
addicts participated in the project.

Problems Encountered

No major problems have been encountered, The supposition that a
greater degree of misclassification of test results might result
in a field setting turned out to be incorrect,

Lessons Learned

Based on the first year of operation, the following observations
appear warranted.

« Fewer civil addicts are involved in multiple drug usage
than previously believed,

16



+ Monitoring the extent of drug usage by civil addicts over
a short time perlod appears feasible through the use of

"detox curves,"
o More timely intervention by parole agents has resulted,

« Moreover, a notable decrease in positive test for opiates
(about eight percent reduction compared with the previous
period) is being obsetrved.

o Alternatives to the frequency and duration of urine testing
should be implemented.

o Cost-effectiveness arguments in favor of a rapid field
testing capability appear valid,

High Control = Walnut Creek

Purpose

To provide intensive supervision for selected high risk parolees,
investigate suspected parole violations and criminal activities
of high risk parolees, and maintain close liaison with law
enforcement and other criminal justice agencies.,

Services/Controls Focus

As specified in the Implementation Plan (September 1, 1977), the
varlous activities of High Control include:

o Routine interviews.

o Evidence collection: pretext interviews and representa=-
tion, use of informants, surveillance (fixed, spot, and
tailing). '

o« Arrests and prosecution.
o Liaison,

Participation Criteria

Cases referred to the High Control Unit are reviewed (based on
prior history and current evidence) and accepted if specified
selection criteria are met, Rank-ordered priorities for assignment

to intensive supervision or to investigation are:

17
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Intensive Supervision

Violence with injury

Contract murder

Weapoﬁs or threat of violence
Drug sales over $50,000
Property/fraud loss over $100,000
Gang leaders

Deviant sexual behavior

Property/fraud loss over
$20,000

Drug sales over $10,000
Subversive gang activities
Repeated drug sales for profit

Property/fraud loss over $1,000

Geographic Coverage

Investigation

Violence with injury (include
contract gang members)

Armed PAL/RAL
Possession of weapons

Property/fraud loss over
$100,000

Drug sales over $50,000
PAL/RAL with felony warrant
Deviant sexual behavior

Property/fraud loss over
$20,000

Drug sales over $10,000
Active prison gang leader
Repeated drug sales for profit

Subversive gang member
activities

Property/fraud loss over
$1,000

Repeat PAL/RAL

Contra Costa County,

Duration and Extent

Screening of high risk parolees and o erational shaked

February 15, 1977, Formal field demogstration commencggnogegan
about August, 1977, and the initial phase was intended to last
one year. Seventy-one cases were accepted for High Control

(83 percent acceptance rate)., Thirty-eight of these cases were
still active (as of late October, 1977) and consisted of 28 cases
under intensive supervision and 10 cases under investigation,

18



e o Other units soon to implement High Control activities are
selecting the same activities as specified in the Walnut

= =

Thirty-three cases have been terminated, Upon completion of

Ly Creek plan. The prospect for exercising other alternati
investigation, 19 cases were referred back to the regular agent., rod I} - : ; S1ing ves
The remaining 14 cases under intensive supervision were either { L P g;mZiiiﬁztgnS in High Control operations appears to be
discharged (4), transferred (8), revoked (1), or died (1l). ; L, *

Investigations generally lasted about two months.
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Problems Encountered

i National Health Plan (NHP)

Based on the operational shakedown period, several areas of ‘
concern surfaced. These were: | Purpose

—

v

» The agent-in=charge perceived a reduction in enthusiasm
and project effectiveness as a result of the policy
decision, not to arm High Control agents,

To determine the needs for health services among adult offenders
on parole and to establish the effectiveness of a prepaid arrangement
for the delivery of the needed services.

t
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. Some duplication of effort occurred because of task ; Services/Controls Focus
specialization. More efficient use of parole agent time
would be realized if High Control agents handled both

i

For a period of six months, randomly selected adult offenders who

intensive supervision and investigation cases, (Such a
change would not affect the research design and has been
recently implemented,)

Organizing, classifying, and assimilating information from
a variety of sources on the high risk cases has become
time~consuming.

showed health service needs were to receive medical, dental, and
psychiatric services under an arrangement with the National Health
Plan, a private prepaid insurance carrier.

Participation Criteria

Adult offenders who were on parole as of November, 1976 and who

did not have discharge dates prior to July 1, 1977 were eligible.

A questionnaire on health services needs was sent to each parole
agent in the district. Information on those persons who were judged
i by the agent as requiring health services needs was rank-ordered

by age and sex within various categories of health needs, and
alternating assignments to treatment (receiving services) and
control (not receiving services) were made., Participation in the
project was limited to 135 project-slots.

e,

« Expected rate of arrest and prosecutions has fallen below
expectations, since the time required to achieve thorough
investigation is greater than anticipated,

« Working relationships with regular agents, although
adequate, have not been at the level initially anticipated,

Ty
B

Lessons Learned

Geographic Coverage

Although full operation of tiie project has only been recently .
achieved, several observations appear warranted. These are: The project was limited to South Los Angeles County (District 3,

g} Region III).

. Method to improve a cooperative working relationship with

regular parole agents should be developed, Duration and Extent

o« A regular, systematic job rotation plan allowing a larger
number of agents to become involved in High Control
activities should be developed,

E The project commenced on December 1, 1976 and prematurely terminated

‘ in early April, 1977 when the National Health Plan organization went
é‘ into receivership,

o« Ways of maintaining a separate identity from law
enforcement agencies should be explored.

g’ 20
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Problems Encountered

Besides the problems encountered in April, 1977, other difficulties
were:

e Insufficient time was allocated at the start of the project
for identifying those persons needing health services.
Moreover, parole agent cooperation in submitting the health
questionnaire appeared low, since only 220 questionnaires
on 1800 adult offenders were in-~hand at the start of the
project,

T =

[ g §
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o Since the contractual arrangement specified 135 project=-slots,

persons who no longer required or desired health care services

or who were unavailable for services (jail, prison, PAL/RAL)
could be replaced by other persons. Timely information
required to transfer project benefits to other persons
generally was not furnished by parole agents.

« Evaluative information on those persons who only partially
used the health services and on those persons who left the
control group was difficult to obtain.

e Services were terminated when the organization went into
receivership, even though the treatment was incomplete for
many persons.

« Evidence indicated that a significant number of persons were
paroled with health needs that should have been treated in
the institution,

Lessons Learned

Some of the major lessons learned are:

« Persons should be qualified for services, and services
should be provided for an appropriate length of time with-
out an attempt to achieve an equivalent number of
participants from all units,

« Since persons do not necessarily take full advantage of the
benefits available through a prepaid arrangement, arrange=-
ments focusing on payment for services actually rendered
may be preferable,

o Because of workload and other considerations, agents should

not be given the sole responsibility for providing special
evaluative and follow-up information.
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Parole and Planning Assistance Unit (PAPA)

Purpose

To assist in the development of pre-release plans for inmates

about to be paroled so that they may adjust more easily to the
community., ‘

Services/Controls Focus

A variety of services are provided to pre-release inmates

%ncluding counselling, contacts, liaison, and direct involvement
in:

« Educational and/or vocational programs placement.
o Work/furlough assignment,
o Employment and housing arrangement,

» Transport of persons to the community as required.

Participation Criteria

Participation depends only on the inmates' willingness to become
involved.,

Geographic Coverage

The operation of the PAPA Unit is centered at the California
Medical Facility (CMF) at Vacaville,

Duration and Extent

The unit began its operations in October, 1974 and is considered
an ongoing project. Between October, 1976 and October, 1977, about
150 inmates were involved in the program.

Problems Encountered

No problem areas have been reported by the Unit Coordinator.

Lessons Learned

Based on current and past evaluations, several observations are
relevant. They include:

22



o Although pre-release plans apparently are well-developed,
notable changes occur after the person has been on parole
for a short time. Plans for education change, and if the
person enrolls in school, the odds of dropping out are
generally high. These plans should be updated during the
initial period of parole supervision,

o Since the benefits of pre-release programs are signifi=-

cantly reduced as the time-on~parole increases, special
follow-up programs should be provided.

Parole Outpatient Clinic (POC = Los Angeles)

Purpose

To provide psychiatric services to those adult offenders requiring
treatment during the period of parole supervision.

Services/Controls Focus

The clinic provides:

« Outpatient psychotherapy to parolees and members of their
family.

o Consultation and evaluation of special cases for parole
agents and the Community Release Board.

Participation Criteria

Persons unsuitable for treatment are those who (1) adamantly
refuse help, (2) cannot benefit from therapy, such as mentally
dull, defective persons, or senile persons, (3) are long~term
alcoholics, and (4) are.passive-~dependent, unmotivated narcotic
addicts,

Geographic Coverage

The main clinic is located in Central Los Angeles, and 17
satellite clinics are located throughout the Southland,

Duration and Extent

The average caseload of the clinic approximates 800 pal’.ients,

Persons may be provided treatment over a period exceeding one

year, although only a small percentage complete the prescribed
treatment program and show a notable improvement.
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Problems Encountered

The major problems experienced include the difficulty of providing
treatment at distant locations, and the increasingly large numbers
of psychiatrically very disturbed offenders released from prison.

Lessons Learned

o Additional effort is being made to increase the interaction
between clinic staff and parole agents, especially at out=-
lying parole unitse. This also allows treatment of parolees
in a location closer to the area where the parolee resides,

« The need for intensive inpatient treatment appears to be
increasinges To facilitate such treatment, whether within
the correctional system, state hospital system, or the
private sector, the return of a parolee patient should be
accomplished on a more rapid basis,

Parole Qutpatient Clinic (POC ~ San Francisco)

Purpose

To provide psychiatric services to those adult offenders requiring
treatment during the period of parole supervision,

Services/Controls Focus

The clinic provides a variety of psychiatric outpatient services
with limited inpatient services to parolees and thelr families,
Clinic staff work closely with parole agents. Psychotropic
medication is also supplied to parolees, generally at no cost.

Participation Criteria

Persons are not’ excluded from receiving POC services., However,
if specific services are best provided by other programs, the
parolee is assisted in receiving those services. Not all persons
could benefit from treatment that is provided by the clinic,

Geographic Coverage

The main clinic is located in San Francisco, although clinic
staff provide treatment to adult offenders throughout Northern
California,
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Duration and Extent

The average caseload of the clinic is approximately 750 patients.
Persons are provided treatment for a period generally exceeding
one year, but only a small percentage satisfactorily complete the
prescribed treatment program,

Problems Encountered

During the last year the major problem encountered was the large
number of poorly-controlled, mentally-ill, violent oftfenders
released.

Lessons Learned

There is a need for increased availability of psychiatric services
at the unit level both during normal working hours and afterwards.

Also, there is a need for the development of treatment programs at
the unit level,

Parole Qutpatient Clinic (POC =~ San Jose District)

Purpose

To provide a full range of services to adult offenders having
mental, emotional, or social orientation problems through the
assignment of a full-time mental health professional at the
district level.

Services/Controls Focus

The mental health professional provides:

o Ongoing therapy including crisis intervention within
the clinic.

o Diagnosis and prognosis evaluations for adult offenders
within prison or jails and on parole,

. Appropriate referrals of clients to community mental
health services.

« Referrals of clients to CMF, Atascadero, and other
institutions, as required.
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o Referrals of clients in need to the soéial, vocational,
and employment departments within the district,

o Training of parole agents and supervisors and consultation
with agents having professional or personal problems and
with the district administrator on personnel and parolee
problems, ‘

Participation Criteria

Referral to the clinic occurs in the following way:

» Attendance mandated by the Adult Authority/Community
Release Board,

o Referral by the parole agent,

e Self~referral,

Maximum benefit from psychotherapy is only possible if the client-
therapist relationship is built on mutual trust and if the client
is able to use verbal means to penetrate and understand his

problems and wishes to achieve change in behavior patterns. 1In a

number of cases the offender's spouse, friend, or family member
receives clinic services,

Geographic Coverage

Unit offices within the jurisdiction of the San Jose Parole
District,

Duration and Extent

The project started on October 1, 1976, and the initial field
demonstration lasted one year. During this period, the number of
clients served by the clinic ranged from 72 to 110, and the
average length of treatment was eight months,

Problems Encountered

Northern POC, an orderly transition did not occur,.

Since the method of operations under the POC-District Level Pro ject
represented a significant departure from the operations of the

In addition,

other problems arose. Major problems included:
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o Despite an agreement to the contrary, the Northern POC did
not initially cooperate with the San Jose POC Project in
affecting a smooth transfer of clients. Diagnostic and
prognostic information on the transferred clients was not
forwarded.

« Scheduling of effort on the part of the mental health
professionals proved difficult because of the large number
of clients spread throughout a large geographic area.

o Gaining the confidence of parole agents proved time=-
consuming at the start of the project,

e« There was an initial reluctance on the part of community
mental health staff to assist adult otfenders.

Lessons Learned

Valuable insights are already available from the San Jose POC
Project. These include:

o Early problem assessment and crises interventlion can be
achieved at the district level.

e Referrals to and utilization of community services can be
established.

« Close working relationships with mental health clinics
and professionals associated with clinics, hospitals, or
in private practice can be established.

o The number of adult offenders having mental, emotional, or
social orientation problems exceeded previous estimates.
There appears to be a need for a more extensive and inten=-
sive POC Program at the district level focusing on these

needs as well as other programs focusing on the total needs

of adult offenders.

. District level parole outpatient clinics can operate
autonomously; however, it appears desirable to have a

central office to provide training, communications between

clinics, special consultation, back-up personnel and
services as required.

o District level mental health professionals need not be
certified psychiatrists.
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« Parolees are able and willing to help t
: P themselves if given
adequate time and attention, However, to achieve cegtain
Or near certain change, therapy extending over a period of
time, probably exceeding one vear, would be required,

o Extensions of district level i ini
parole outpatient clinics
appear warranted based on effectiveness and efficiency

considerations. Other variations f ;
or the delive
services deserve consideration, ry of these

Project JOVE, Incorporated

Purgose

To organize small businesses managed b - :
hire ex-offenders. g y ex-offenders to train and

Services/Controls Focus

An ongoing project financed by CDC (about 85
ercent fundi
and other sources (about 15 percent funding) groviding:n ne)

. On~the—job training to interested parolees provided they
have prior work experience, or work experience if parolees
have no work experience. Although attempts have been made
to set up specialized small businesses (eege, speciality
clotbing,'carpet installations), presently the businesses
consist of instant printing and janitorial services. Upon

completion of the training, placement is usua
within four to six weeks., s P lly achieved

« Supportive services while in the program trans
residential, child care)., prog ( portation,

« Pre-release plan development.,

« Counselling,

o Assistance to female parolees through the project's Women's
Service Center,

Participation Criteria

| Sitie

The project has no formal selection criteria., Services provided

to any interested parolee, whether parole agent referral or
self-referral,
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Geographic Coverage

Services limited to parolees residing in the San Diego area.

Duration and Extent

Project initially funded about ten years ago. In the last fiscal
year the budget for the project totaled about $55,000, and about
50 parolees received either on-the-job training or work experience
(the major focus of the project, although other services are
provided).

Problems Encountered

Although the project has been in being for about a decade, several
problem areas persist, The more pressing problems are:

. Inadequate funding is limiting the number of parolees that
can be served by the project.

. Lack of continuity and delays in funding occur.

. Promising small business ventures are not materializing at
the rate that was anticipated.

Lessons Learned

The project apparently is living up to expectations. However,
there appears to be a requirement to systematically evaluate JOVE
as well as other projects managed by private groups.

Regular Supervision

Purpose

Consistent with the public's safety, increase the frequency and
degree of successful adjustment to community life by providing
supportive services and safeguards and by enlisting community
assistance.

Services/Controls Focus

Parole agents supervising felon caseloads average about %0 cases
per agent, whereas agents supervising non-felon caseloads average
about 35 cases per agent. Each case-carrying agent is expected to
maintain contact with the adult offender consisting of either
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personal contacts (face-to-face) or collateral contacts (telephone,
written, or by another person). As required, supportive services
are either directly provided, or referrals are made to public or
private agencies, Controls generally consist of more frequent
contacts and testing for substance abuse.

The following specifications were minimum contact standards for
paroled felons prior to the enactment of DSL. When warranted, the
unit supervisor~=-in conference with the agent--may set contact
requirements in excess of the minimum. The enactment of DSL
created significant changes in the parole supervision period.

Some contact requirements under the previous system were no longer
appropriate. Specifically, reducing manadatory lifers to the

C level (see below) after three years parole was for all purposes
meaningless, as the new law stipulates a maximum three year parole
period for lifers, P&CSD Is now in the process of instituting a
new system for contact requirements,

+ Conventional A. All newly released cases are assigned to
conventional "A'" supervision.

~Twe personal contacts per month for first quarter
after release, one of which must be in the field;
thereafter, two personal field contacts per quarter.

~Two collateral contacts per month for first quarter
after release, monthly thereafter,

» Conventional B,

~One personal field contact per quarter,
-~One collateral contact per quarter.

. Conventional C.

-One personal field visit every six months,
~One collateral contact every six months.
~Parolees serving a mandatory life sentence

may be reduced to conventional "C'" supervision
after completion of three years on parole.
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Contact requirements for non-felons are:

., FMirst 90 days in OQutpatient Status:

Two field contacts per month.
One collateral contact per month,

. Next Nine Months:

One field contact per month.
One collateral contact per month,

« Second Year:

One field contact every other month,
One collateral contact every other month.

. Third Through Seventh Years:

One field contact each quarter.,
One collateral contact each month,

Participation Criteria

All felons who do not receive a direct discharge at the time of
release from state prisons are required to complete a period of
parole which is in addition to their commitment sentence., Most
non-felons are required to spend seven years under P&CSD
supervision,

Geographic Coverage

Regular supervision is state-wide.

Duration and Extent

Supervision begins on the date the felon or non-felon is released
from the institution, Currently, about 20,000 persons are under
supervision; approximately two-thirds of this caseload representing
felon offenders.

Problems Encountered

During the past year, several new problems were encountered and
several old problems were aggravated. They include:
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» Necessity to anticipate and react to the effects of DSL
upon felon supervision.

+ Fallure to effectively use available resources to resolve
all high priority problems that had been identified.,

» Lack of a timely and coordinated approach to obtaining
information on available community resources.

« Inability to gain adequate public support.

Lessons Learned

Some of the changes that would improve the supervision process
include the following:

o Coordination and integration of P&CSD programs based upon
the prioritized P&CSD objectives that were developed and
approved.,

» Completion of a comprehensive needs assessment of adult
offenders,

e An improved information system.

« Completion of all program plans, a program memorandum, and
baseline evaluation on high priority programs.

o Development of a system identifying community service and
control resources.,

« Greater flexibility in supervising individual cases
consistent with actual progress (or lack of progress) on
the part of the adult offender. Moreover, the potential
value of a specialist (team) approach to deal with the
complexities of supervision should be explored.

Special Proijects Alcohol and Narcotics ILI Re=Entry Training (SPAN)

Purpose

To develop survival skills training programs within the institution
for pre-releasees that will assist them to cope with the complex~-
ities of community life. (Initially, the project was intended to
serve newly paroled offenders in the community. For a variety of
reasons, the project was transferred to the institutional setting.)
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Services/Controls Focus

A variety of courses geared to inmate needs and focusing on
community survival are offered by ex~felon and ex-addict trainers.

Participation Criteria

Any inmate with high motivation who desires to participate in the
courses that are provided, regardless of the release date,

Geographic Coverage

Programs are conducted within the California Institution for Men,
the California Institution for Women, and within the men's and
women's facilities at the California Rehabilitation Center at

Corona,

Duration and Extent

The initial start date was July 1, 1976, although a needs assess-
ment and the selection of trainers began on May 1, 1976. The
duration of the training has been determined by the content of the
course but generally involves at least six weeks, Additional
funding is being requested to continue the project.

Problems Encountered

Several problem areas surfaced during the last year of SPAN
operation, They are:

o Inordinate delay of five months after starc date to
complete negotiations for funding.

« Reluctance on part of institution staff to allow ex~felons
who had been trained at SPAN to enter the institution as

tralners.

« Inclusion into the courses of persons who were ineligible
for parole or who had a distant release date.

. Performance of several trainers below expectation.
o Lack of well-formulated research and evaluation design,

. Lack of information on project accomplishments.
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Lessons Learned

Based on the judgments of the Project director of SPAN, Inc.,

changes in the direction of the proiject .
changes include: project appear desirable. These

o Paro}e agents and institution staff should be joint-
participants along with the ex-felon or ex-addict trainer
in the courses that are offered.

o Final evaluation of SPAN Re=Entry Training should be

undertaken by persons not associated with
pra vy ith SPAN, Inc., or

» Training courses should be offered to offenders 1i
at SPAN's halfway house, ve Hvine

Summary Parole

Purgose

To detgrmine whether adult offenders are able to ad just to
commgn}ty life and not relapse into criminal activities without
requiring parole agent supervision., To determine which adult
offenders should be assigned regular supervision and which
offenders can function without supervision,

Services/Controls Focus

The premise of this project is that services/controls provi

P&CSD to adult offenders do not directly influence theprZZ;giii:%
rate, nor do the services/controls contribute to community ad just-
ment, Under summary supervision all supervisory specifications of
regular parole are waived., Services can be provided but only if
requested. Control activities can also be invoked, but only when
delinquent or criminal activities are brought to the attention of
the parole agent,

Participation Criteria

Adult offenders excluded from summary parole are:
o Commitment offense involving murder first or sex crimes,

+ Released with Special Conditions: alcohol, POC, narcotic
usage.,
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. Released-to-hold or released~-to-out-of-state.
About 65 percent of eligible participants were excluded based on
these criteria., Only adult male felons were included in the
pro ject.

Geographic Coverage

Summary parole was a state-wide project,

Duration and Extent

Selection of participants began with April 1, 1976 releasees to
parole and terminated with December 31, 1976 releasees., Of the
total of 846 participants, 313 persons were in summary supervision
(204 randomly selected on the basis of their base expectancy score
and 109 randomly selected after agent recommendations), 323 persons
received regular supervision (204 randomly selected on the basis

of thelr base expectancy score and 119 randomly selected to receive
regular parole even though agent recommended summary supervision),
and 210 persons received regular supervision based on agent
judgments.,

Problems Encountered

Although few problems were anticipated, several arose, These

were:

» Some unanticipated, but nonetheless necessary, contacts
occurred between summary parolees and their parole agents,

o Some reluctance was evidenced on the part of agents to
conduct early discharge reviews in the absence of
contacts,

o Summary supervision status was limited to one year with
the implementation of the Determinate Sentence Law.

o Despite a project guideline of '"no transferring,"
transfers occurred.

« Some failure to complete case conferences for assignment
of participants within the specified 75-105 day period;
and, after thelr judgments were expressed, some reluctance
on the agent's part to continue regular supervision after
they recommended a summary status.
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Lessons Learned

Although an in~depth evaluation of the project is underway, several
observations appear warranted, These are:

» Unexpected high rate of exclusion from the pro ject
(about 65 percent) may limit the ability to generalize
the evaluation findings to all adult offenders.

+ Recidivism measures, by themselves, may be insufficient
to judge the value of summary parole. Summary Parole,
however, was designed to address primarily public safety
questions. In addition, given the nature of the program,

it would be extremely difficult to collect other types
of data,

« Extent to which community-based services were in fact
utilized by summary parolees cannot be ascertained.
(Regardless of who provides the services, services
utilized at the appropriate time may influence the \
parolee's adjustment to community life,)

« Information on delinquent or criminal activities on
the part of the parolees was not automatically forwarded

to parole agents, limiting timely control actions that
the agent was able to invoke.

Team Supervision/Community Resources Management Team

Purpose

To obtain specialized services for parolees by developing a
resource consortium of community agencies providing those services
and by securing their continued assistance in making available
appropriate services,

Services/Controls Focus

All caseloads are pooled, and agents act as a team. A specialized
function is assigned to a team member, and that member performs
that function for all cases., The team member acts as a broker
obtaining the specialized service from a community agency.
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« Back-up personnel should be provided during periods of
time when parole agents are in training so that day-to-day
responsibilities do not accumulate during their absences.

o

Participation Criteria

The adult offender must reside in one of the five communities
within which the cooperating agencles are located and not be :
participating in any other experimental project.

« Change in parole agent attitudes toward and commitment
to traditional casework is not easily achieved,
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Geographic Coverage

The project is limited to the Southeast Los Angeles field unit
office.

‘_;ﬂ‘w

Vocational Rehabilitation

Purpose

Duration and Extent

=

E“‘ To achieve steady employment for adult offenders by providing

All cases assigned to the field unit office were reassigned to vocational rehabilitation

the newly designated Community Resources Management Team (CRMT) !
as of January 10, 1977. Presently, there are about 200 parolees A Servi C -
supervised by the CRMT team, | ervices/Controls Focus

=y

Vocational Rehabilitation is accomplished by:

o

Problems Encountered

) . "h"‘.
Although the project has been functioning for a relatively short On-the-job training (contracted to vendors).

time, several problems have already occurred. They are: « Tools of a trade including special clothing if required.
+» Parole agents were initially reluctant to shift from the

+» Relocation assista i
traditional casework role to the broker/specialist role. Lstance and temporary transportation.

« C
« A greater than anticipated unavailability of staff time ounseling and placement assistance.

occurred because of absences due to illness, vacations,
jury duty, and frequent training.

o BN W eS|

» Other emergency services if not available through
community resources.

o The volume of cases was larger than anticipated, Participation Criteria

1

« Procedural changes in the operation of regular supervision
due to the anticipated changes resulting from the ' \
Determinate Sentence Law complicated the expected smooth
transition to restructured case management.

ey

Male and female offenders on active parole are accepted by the
project provided that they are not:

==

=
Frem

H{ « Self~employed or employed part-time.,
Lessons Learned.

_— o Eligible for other state or local programs
; w (eege, welfare),

Lo

Ma jor lessons learned are:

« Fully operational capability cannot be quickly obtained. - Involved in legal proceedings.
A substantial amount of time is required for adequate
planning, organizing, and training.

A
[t ]

Persons accepted by the project are expected to be motivated,
N have a previous employment record or vocational training, and
w have appropriate academic qualifications,

sy

. During any reorganization phase, extra case conferences are ‘
required to assure that parolees are adequately supervised, /

31 38
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Geographic Coverage

Limited to offenders under the jurisdiction of the Sacramento
District Office.

Duration and Extent

The project was initiated in November, 1976, During the period
ending June, 1977, 239 adult offenders (80 percent of those
referred) were serviced., On-the~job training was provided to
57 persons, financlal assistance was given to 122 persons, and
60 persons recelved counseling and job placement services. The
second year of the project commenced in July, 1977,

Problems Encountered

During the first year of the project, the problems or difficulties

experienced were:
o Uncertainty as to the start date and level of funding.

+ Time involved in setting up procedures, record-keeping,
and achieving proper work allocatione.

. Delays in reimbursing vendors of services.,

Lessons Learned

Based on the first year of experience, the following changes are
perceived by the District Administrator as being desirable:

o Limiting the geographic area over which parolees are
served and having an agent responsible for a specific
area so that greater knowledge of available community
resources can be obtained.

. Making a more varied assortment of rehabilitation
services available to participants.

« Extending eligibility for on-the-job training,

. Having projects' services made available to
dischargees.

« Reducing the delay in payments to vendors by
having the field unit office directly issue checks.
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Figure 1 summarizes the duration of the field demonstration
projects and programs included in this study. Since the informa-
tion collected for the study spans a maximum period of two years,
only that portion of the time line is shown.
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FIGURE 1

Duration of Field Demonstration Projects and Programs
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OBTAINING REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION

Five phases were involved in obtaining information on
participants in the various demonstration projects and ongoing
programs included in the comparison studye These were:

« Deciding what information is most useful in making
comparisons across projects and programs.

» Randomly selecting a representative sample of the
participants in the various projects and programs,

o Designing and testing the data collection forms.

o Collecting information at field unit offices and
obtaining CII reports.

o Following=-up for missing information,
o Summarizing the information that was obtained,
Each of these phases is now described in greater detail,

The issue of what information on adult offenders in parole
supervision allows judgments on the cost-effectiveness of the vari-
ous projects and programs 1s a complex one. Past evaluations within
P&CSD have focused almost exclusively on the recidivism rate, mainly
because that information is more readily obtained. Such information
by itself limits insights into the cost-effectiveness of any program,
although it facilitates the analysis since only a single measure of
effectiveness is required. To allow more complete judgments as to
the project's overall value, a decision was made to obtain informa=-
tion on employment, sources of income, residence, social activities,
health, drug and alcohol usage, and a prognosis for successful
parole. This information provides the basis for community adjust-
ment measures. A decision also was made to obtain information on
all arrest charges and parole violations, including episodes as
reflected in parole violation reports and activity reports. In
addition, information on return~to-prison, local jail time, and
parolee~at-large or releasee~at-large (PAL/RAL) status was also
judged important, This information provides the basis for
criminality measures,

The selection of a representative sample of participants that
were involved in the various projects and programs posed only minor
problems., In each of the demonstration projects and ongoing pro-
grams, a sample size of generally 35 to 40 persons was considered
to be representative, although a sample of about 130 persons was
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obtained for regular supervision. The sampling technique prqceeded
as follows. A roster of all participants in the various projects
was obtained from the project managers. The rosters for partici-
pants in Summary Parole, regular parole outpatient clinics, and
regular supervision were obtained f£rom the Department's Management
Information System Section. Although the total number of partici-
pants in any project or program varied widely, a correspondence
between a person's position on the roster and the set of integer
numbers allowed the use of random number tables., The total number
of persons in each project or program determined the number of
digits in the random number tables that were used to generate a
sample. Appropriate random numbers were selected until the sample
size was reached., Deviations from this procedure occurred, however,
as summarized in the project~by-project overview,

Direct Summary: A total of 40 out of 204 participants having
varyling base expectancy scores were randomly selected.

Summary-Agent Recommended Summary, Random Assignment to Summary:
A total of 40 out of 108 participants were randomly selected,

Summary-Agent Recommended Summary. Random Assignment to Regular:
A total of 40 out of 119 participants were randomly selected.

Summary-Agent Recommended Regular., Continued on Regular: A total
of 40 out of 210 participants were randomly selected.

Accelerated Social Development (ASD): All of the 37 participants
entering the project between September and Decemper, 1976 were
selected.

Parole Outpatient Clinic~North: A total of 31l out of 158 partici=-
pants entering the program between January and June, 1977 were
randomly selected,

Parole Qutpatient Clinic-South: A total of 20 out of 107 partici=
pants entering the program between January and June, 1977 were
randomly selected,

Parole Qutpatient Clinic~San Jose: A total of 40 out of 158
participants entering the project before July 20, 1977 were
randomly selected,

Direct Financial Assistance (DFA): A total of 40 out of 96
participants entering the project between March and May, 1977 were
randomly selected,

Vocational Rehabilitation: A total of 40 out of 293 participants
entering the project prior to July 1, 1977 were randomly selected.
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Bassett Barrio: A total of 40 out of 50 participants entering the

project between July 1, 1976 and June 30, 1977 were randomly
selected,

Special Projects Alcohol and Narcotics (SPAN): A total of 91
inmates were enrolled in classes between February and April, 1977,
Of this total, only 25 persons had at least 90 days on parole prior
to September, 1977, and all were included.

Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay Technique (EMIT): A total of 40
out of 450 persons tested at the San Diego Old Town Field Unit
Office between October and December, 1976 were randomly selected,

High Control: A total of 35 out of 55 persons accepted by the
Walnut Creek Unit between February 14, 1977 and April 30, 1977
were randomly selected,

Parole and Planning Assistance (PAPA): A total of 40 out of 121

inmates participating in the project between January and December,
1976 were randomly selected,

Project JOVE, Incorporated: All 35 participants in the pro ject
between January and June, 1977 were included,

Team Supervision: A total of 40 out of 190 parolees placed in the
Community Resources Management Team caseload on January 10, 1977
were randomly selected,

Regular Supervision: A total of 204 out of about 20,000 persons
under parole supervision on December 31, 1976 were randomly
selecteds (However, information on only about 135 of these
persons was actually obtained,)

Knowing which information was judged important and having
determined the identify of persons on whom information was needed,
the design and test of the data collection forms represented the
next task. The forms were designed to include a maximum of elght
quarters of information, as applicable, on each person under parole
supervisions Seven items addressed employment., They were: the
portion of each quarter legitimately employed, level of employment,
changes in employment situation, skill or ability level, school or
training enrollment, adequacy of incomz from employment, and the
likely cffect of employment status on community adjustment. The
financilal category focused on financial support other than employment
and on its likely effect on community adjustment,

Four items comprised the living situation category. They

were: frequency of residence change, type of residence, persons
residing with the adult offender, and the likely effect of the
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living situation on community adjustment. The social category
focused on the quality of relationship with family and friends,

and on the likely effect of these relationships on community adjust-
ment. Five items comprised the health category. They were:
physical health status, mental health status, alcohol usage, drug
involvement, and the likely effect of these factors on community

ad justment. Finally, under the general adjustment category, three
items of motivation for successful parole, difficulty of the case,
and overall prognosis, were specified.

For every item under each of these categories, mutually
exclusive characterizations were specified to assure uniform coding
of the information. Information on activity report episodes and
jail time was to be directly recorded from the case files on each
adult offender. The forms used are included in Appendix A, Although
time-consuming to complete, a test of the forms at a field unit
office demonstrated that the information was generally available
from case files,

The Management Information Systems Section was the source of
information on the unit office having the case management responsi=-
bility for the adult offender. (In almost ten percent of the cases,
these files were not up~to-date, Tracing down transfers among
units was not an easy task,) Having identified the unit offices
of the persons included in the study, teams of P&CSD personnel
visited the unit offices and began coding the information from the
case file materials. In some instances parole agents were avail-
able to immediately furnish information gaps. Generally, however,
the partially completed forms were left with the unit office super-
visor for review and completion of all forms by the parole agent
supervising the case. These forms were subsequently returned.
Concurrently, CII rap sheets on each of the persons included in
the study were officially requested.

Perhaps unavoidably, a review of the returned forms showed
important information gaps. Information on transferred cases also
had to be obtained, and calls and follow-up calls to parole agents
were made to obtain the missing information. With the exception
of regular supervision cases, a surprisingly high percentage of
forms was completed. (Since the number of cases under regular
supervision was already more than adequate, attention was focused
on obtaining information on persons in the other projects or
programs.) The data collection effort consumed more than twice
the time initially estimated.
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An impressive amount of information was collected on each
adult offender. An array of effectiveness measures (as subse~-
quently discussed) had been developed during the design phase of
the study, and the task of analytically coding the information on
summary sheets was undertaken., In addition, the risk-to=the-
community index (subsequently described) associated with each adult
offender and custody~free days in the community were calculated.

To minimize error, all summary information was audited and
re-audited,
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DEVELOPING RELEVANT MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS

During the design phase of the study effort, measures of
effectiveness were developed to allow comparisons among the various
projects., Because of the desire to limit the number of measures
to a manageable level, focus was placed on identifying measures
for the "end intervals of the distribution" of persons in various
situations. These end intervals are designated as favorable sit-
vations and unfavorable situations. While measures certainly
could have been constructed for the "excluded middle of the
distribution," it was judged that sharper insights would result
if attention was placed on end interval situations.

The measures of effectiveness that are used for the comparative
analysis are specified within the broad categories of community
ad justment and criminal activities, For each measure an abbreviated
statement, which appears in subsequent tables, is first presented,
This is followed by a precise definition of the corresponding
measures, Finally, the responses from the survey instrument
(included in Appendix A) that was used to obtain field data are
matched to the appropriate measure,.

COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT MEASURES

Percentage of Persons on Parole:

Within most recent three months having:

Favorable/Unfavorable -~ Employment
Favorable/Unfavorable -~ Residence
General Public Assistance
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis

Percentage of persons who have held stable, full-time employ-
ment or who have attended school or training on a full-time

basis for the most recent three months on parole contrasted

with the perceantage of persons who have not been legitimately
employed nor attending school or training or whose employment
situations have been sporadic or unstable for the most recent
three months on parole,

(Responses 5 to Question 1, 3 to Question 2, and 3
to Question 3) or (Responses 3 to Question 5)
contrasted with (Responses 1 or 2 to Question 1 or
Response 1 to Question 2 or Response 1 to Question 3)

and (Response 1 to Question 5) for the most recent
quarter on parocle.

47



Percentage of persons whose living situation and social
relationships have been judged stable or favorable for the-
most recent three months on parole contrasted with the per-
centage of persons whose living situation and social relation=-
ships have been judged unstable or unfavorable for the

most recent three months on parole.

(Responses 3 or 4 to Question 10) and (Response 3
to Question 11) and (Response 4 to Question 4) or
(Response 1 to Question 12 and Responses 4 or ? to
Question 13) and (Responses 3, 4 or 5 to Question
14) contrasted with (Response 1 to Question 10) or
(Response 1 to Question 11) or (Response 1 to
Question 12 and Responses 1 or 2 to Question 13)
or (Responses 1 or 2 to Question 14) for the most
recent quarter on parole.

Percentage of persons whose major source of financial support
was derived from general public assistance for the most recent
three months on parole.

(Response 2 to Question 8) for the most recent
quarter on parole.

Percentage of persons whose prognosis for successful adjust-
ment was judged by parole agents as being favorable during
the most recent three months on parole.

(Responses 3 or 4 to Question 23) for the most recent
quarter on parole.,

Percentage of Persons on Parole:

For at least nine of the last twelve months having:

Favorable/Unfavorable ~ Employment
Favorable/Unfavorable - Residence
General Public Assistance
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis

Percentage of persons who have held stable, full-time emp}oy-
ment, or who have attended school or training on a full-time
basis for nine or more months over the most recent twelve
months parole period contrasted with the percentage of persons
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who have not been legitimately employed, nor attending school
or training, or whose employment situation has been sporadic

or unstable for nine or more months over the most recent
twelve months parole period.,

Responses, as previously stated under t'. equivalent
situation, except for at least three quarters out

of the last four quarters, In all measures, i1f the
time in the community is less than the number of

specified quarters, the condition must hold for the
entire parole period,

Percentage of persons whose living situation and social
activities have been judged stable and favorable for nine or
more months over the most recent twelve months parole period
contrasted with the percentage of persons whose living situa-
tion and social activities have been judged unstable and

unfavorable for nine or more months over the most recent
twelve months parole period,

Responses, as previously stated under the equivalent

situation, except for at least three quarters out
of the last four quarters,

Percentage of persons whose major source of financial support
was derived from general public assistance for nine or more
months over the most recent twelve months parole period.

Responses, as previously stated under the equivalent
situation, except for at least three quarters out
of the last four quarters,

Percentage of persons whose prognosis for successful ad just-
ment was judged by parole agents as being favorable for

nine or more months over the most recent twelve months parole
period,

Responses, as previously stated under the equivalent
situation, except for at least three quarters out
of the last four quarters.
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Percentage of Persons on Parole: i ﬁ“ i
g‘r ;' { Parole
For more than three months having serious: 3 ﬁ? Custody~free

Physical Health Problems Mean number of months on parole during which persons held
Mental Health Problems , ] stable, full-time employment or attended school or training
Alcohol Usage - o on a full-time basis contrasted with the mean number of months
Drug Involvement/Use ‘ on parole during which persons have not been legitimately

‘ employed nor attending school or training, or whose employment
Percentage of persons having serious physical health problems situation has been sporadic or unstable,.

for more than one three-month period within the most recent o

twelve months parole period. E
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Mean number of quarters commencing after October,
1975 on most recent parole for which the appropriate
(Response 1 to Question 16) for more than one [ responses, as previously specified, are noted.
quarter out of the most recent four quarters. . i
Mean number of months on parole during which persons had
living situations and social relationships which were judged

Percentage of persons having serious mental health problems

for more than one three-month period within the most recent ) o stable or favorable contrasted with the mean number of months
twelve months parole period. 5 on parole during which persons had living situations and
- social relationships which were judged unstable or unfavorable,
(Response 1 to Question 17) for more than one - ;
quarter out of the most recent four quarters, ) ] Mean number of quarters commencing after October,
1975 or most recent parole for which the appropriate
Percentage of persons having an alcohol usage problem during ! | responses, as previously specified, are noted.

more than one three-month period within the most recent ) { !
twelve months parole period. Mean number of days persons spent on active parole until

discharged, returned-to-prison, or declared PAL/RAL.

ey
| S

(Response 1 to Question 18) for more than one

quarter out of the most recent four quarters, Mean number of days on parole commencing after
October 1, 1975 until September 1, 1977, or the
date the specified conditions occurred. (Strictly
speaking, this indicator is not a measure of

; effectiveness, and it is only used to adjust other

mean length of time measures to assure comparability.)

| Saneiie-
¢ ]

Percentage of persons having a drug involvement or usage
problem during more than one three-month period within the
most recent twelve months parole period,

(Response 1 to Question 19) for more than one

quarter out of the most recent four quarters. ! Mean number of custody-free days (time on parole less time in

% local jails) spent on active parole for persons not arrested
for new felon crimes, not returned for violations of parole

conditions, nor declared PAL/RAL.

==

M L th ime: .
ean Length of Time Mean number of days on parole commencing after October 1,

1975 until September 1, 1977, unless discharged earlier, and

. ol

In Months: L the conditions noted have not occurred.
Favorable/Unfavorable -~ Employment -
Favorable/Unfavorable - Residence | ﬁ'
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CRIMINALITY MEASURES

Percentage of Persons on Parole:

Arrested, Action Pending
Returned-to~Prison
PAL/RAL

Percentage of persons arrested for new felon crimes who are
awaiting court disposition of the charges, or who are
awaiting action by the Community Release Board.

All criminality measures are based on information
in an adult offender's case file and in CII rap
sheets.,

Percentage of persons who have been returned to prison for a
new commitment or for a violation of parole condition, or
who have been committed to State Hospitals.

Custody=-free days before:

Arrested, Action Pending
Returned-to~Prison
PAL/RAL

Mean number of custody-free days in the community for persons
who have been arrested for new felon crimes, but are awaiting
court disposition of the charges or are awaiting action by
the Community Release Board.

Mean number of custody-free days in the community for persons
who have been returned-to-prison for a new commitment or for
a violation of parole condition, or who have been committed
to State Hospitals.

Mean number of custody-free days in the community for persons
who have been declared PAL/RAL by the Community Release Board.

Rate of Episodes:

Recent Six Months
Recent Twelve Months
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Mean number of Initial Emergency Report episodes or incidents
reported to the Community Release Board per person during the
most recent six-month parole period.

Mean number of Initial Emergency Report episodes or incidents
reported to the Community Release Board per person during the
most recent twelve~month parole period.

Risk=to~the~Community:

Mean fisk-to-the-community index, based on a severity measure
of all arrests for felon crimes, associated with adult offen=-

ders during a period of 24 months, not necessarily consecutive,
on parole status in the community.

The calculation of the index s as follows:

o Beginning on August 31, 1977, for persons on active
parole at that time (or beginning on the date a
person is discharged, returned=-to=-prison, or declared
PAL/RAL), count backwards to determine the number of
months that account for 24 prison-free months spent
in the community. If the count is interrupted by a
prison commitment, skip over the months spent in prison,
and commence the count until a total of 24 months in
the community is reached., In some cases the count is
interrupted by several different commitments to prison.

« Over the entire span of time required to achieve 24
prison~free months, record the number of months spent
in prison. This is the indicator for prison-time
(in months).

. Over the interval of 24 prison-free months, determine
the total number of all arrests and identify thelr
character,

« Refer to the Determinate Sentence regulations which
specify the middle prison terms associated with each
felon conviction. This middle prison term (in months)
is assigned to each of the arrests that has been noted,
(In some instances, persons that had been incarcerated
committed crimes while in prison or while at large if
they had escaped. The middle DSL prison term for those
crimes was also assigned.)
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I a DETERMINING TOTAL AND RELATIVE COSTS
. Calculate the sum of all middle prison terms ! .
associated with all arrests, j& The array of effectiveness measures, while highly informative
o by itself, is insufficient to judge the overall value of the pro-
zgigyfumIisatgibzizﬁegg gg:l;ggg?niﬁz iggzﬁig;egfighzhis ; jects and programs included in this comparative analysis. Judgments

i are possible only if cost information, along with the effectiveness
s measures, 1s included. For the purpose of this study, two cost
measures are used: the annual field supervision cost per adult

i offender included in the sample for each project or program; and

i the net annual cost of supervising an adult offender in each pro-
ject or program relative to the weighted-mean cost of all persons
included in this study. These cost measures include a cost adjust~
ment factor since it is essential to have a suitable basis for

. comparison when the proportion of felen and non-£felon offenders

I varies from project to project.

commitment offense that resulted in reincarceration is
compared with the severity of the commitment offense

that resulted in the preceding incarceration. The middle
prison term is again used to calculate the severity of
both commitment offenses.

Prison Time:

Based on the most recent information for the current fiscal
i year, the per person cost of regular felon supervision is $690,
while the per person cost of regular non-felon supervision is

| $1,145,

(The calculation of prison time is explained above, under
Risk-to-the~Community.,)

Various steps are involved in determining the appropriate
i total cost of each project and net cost per adult offender. First,
! for each project or program included, the proportion of felon and
' non-felon offenders represented in the sample of persons is calcu-
lated, and the weighted per person cost of supervision for that
project or program is determined (see Table 1l). For example, in
our sample of 133 persons in the regular supervision process
|1 , (excluding the summary parole cases that received only regular
. supervision), the proportion of felon and non-felon offenders is
L ' 69 and .31, respectively. The weighted per person cost of super-
| . vision is $830 (.69 x $690 + .31 x $1,145). This cost matches
| closely the cost of supervision for the statewide population of
‘ adult offenders on parole.

il

I
L

Second, the additional and unique costs associated with each
P of the projects or programs were determined. These costs include
P . the resources expended for specialized caseload management, stipends,
5 | equipment, etc. For example, persons participating in the Direct
: Financial Assistance project received on the average a stipend of
[ U $1,050 (an average of $105 per week over a ten-week period). This
i was the only significant additional direct cost assocliated with
! the DFA project. Two of the projects, Accelerated Social Develop-
. ment and High Control, involved a reduction in agent caseloads;
ﬁ for these two projects, the added cost per person is incorporated
: directly in the cost of supervision.
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The third step in the cost analysis involves the calculation
of the incremental (or decremental) cost adjustment factor (the
"™Mix Adjustment'" column in Table l). The proportion of felon and
non-felon offenders included in the study are .85 and .15 respec-
tively, and the weighted cost of supervising these persons is $760.
If the cost of supervision for any project it less than this figure
the cost difference is added; otherwise, the cost difference is
subtracted., For example, persons participating in the Vocational
Rehabilitation project have a per person cost of supervision
estimated at $775 compared with the weighted cost of $760. The
difference of $15 is subtracted from the per person cost of
Vocational Rehabilitation so that the costs become comparable.

The per person total annual cost (the "Total" column in
Table 1) is obtained by adding the supervision cost, the added
resource cost, and the mix adjustment cost. .The net annual cost
relative to the weighted mean costs of all persons included in
this study is also calculated., The weighted cost per person in
the study is $1,055. Therefore, the Vocational Rehabilitation
project, for example, has a net annual cost of $100 (1,155-$1,055),

As shown in the table, Direct Summary has the lowest per person

total cost, while ASD has the highest costs. It should be noted
that the costs shown in the table are not budget costs, since the
costs of ecach project or program was adjusted corresponding to the
proportion of felon and non-felon offenders in the study sample for
each project or program to ensure valid comparisons.

While considerable effort was expended to obtain comparable
per person incremental costs, a high degree of precision is not
necessary., Since the purpose of this study is to make comparisons
among the various projects and programs, only a reasonable degree
of accuracy--coupled with consistency-=-is required,
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TABLE 1

COMPARISONS OF ANNUAL TOTAL AND ANNUAL NET COSTS
{In dollars)

Pzgpg;&;izs Per Person Annual Costs
Added Mix Total Less

Pro ject/Programs Felon [Non=felon|Supervision|Resources|Ad justment Total |Welghted~Mean
Regular Supervision o069 31 830 0 (70) 760 (295)
Direct Summary 1,00 0 160 0 70 230 (825)
Summary~-Agent '

Determined 1.00 0 295 0 70 365 (690)
Summary-Continued

on Regular 1,00 0 690 0 70 760 (295)
ASD .91 .09 2,065 al/ X 2,065 1,010
POC=North 1.00 0 690 820 70 1,580 525
POC~South 1.00 0 690 825 70 1,585 530
San Jose POC .82 .18 770 350 (10) 1,110 55
DFA 1.00 0 690 1,050 70 1,810 755
Voc. Rehabilitation 81 «19 775 395 (15) 1,155 100
Bassett Barrio 1.00 0 690 780 70 1,540 485
SPAN «28 72 1,015 110 (255) 870 (185)
NHP 1.00 ¢ 690 235 70 995 (60)
EMIT a2 «58 955 120 (195) 880 (175)
High Control .88 o12 1,325 al X 1,325 270
PAPA 1.00 0 690 125 70 885 (170)
JOVE 065 035 850 950 (90) 1,710 655
Team Supervision 1.00 0 690 0 70 760 (295)

Note: Numbers in parenthesis represent a cost savings.
The symbol X means ''not applicable,"
a/: Added resources are incorporated directly into the per person cost of supervision.
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UNDERSTANDING THE ANALYTIC METHOD USED FOR MAKING COMPARISONS

Various analytic methods can be used in making cost~effective~
ness comparisons among pro jects. Each of these analytlic methods is
based on the concepts of benefit=-cost analysis. The choice of any

particular method depends on its inherent advantages and limitations,

as well as on the information that is available for the specific
problem that is being analyzed. The essence of the approach used
in this study is based on the following concept: if the benefits
anticipated from a particular program under consideration, as
reflected by the prices that the beneficiaries would be willing to
pay for them, exceeds the costs, measured by the value of alterna-
tive expenditures foregone, the program should be undertaken.

In the assessment of public programs, however, market prices
generally do not reflect the social values that are obtained.
Attempts are made to approximate market prices by proxy prices,
reflecting the exchange from the private economy to the public
economy. But there is no consensus as to which prices are appro-
priate. In addition, unresolved questions concerning differences
in value judgments over the desirability of public expenditures;
appropriate time streams for evaluating benefits and the related
issues of time preferences and social discount rates; and impacts
of spillover effects and intangible considerations all compound
the difficulties in judging the value of alternative expenditures
on public programs. Despite these unresolved questions,
systematic analysis provides important insights.,

This study does not assess benefits and costs occurring over
time, Therefore, issues concerning time preferences and social
discount rates are not of primary importance., Spillovers and
intangibles are partially included in the array of effectiveness
measures that are used, although no claim is made that the treat-
ment of these considerations is fully satisfactory. No attempt is

made in this study to translate the individual effectiveness measures

iato a common measurement unit involving dollars. Moreover, it is
believed that many of the specific measures used in this study
cannot be expressed in monetary units., However, this study uses a
criterion that transforms the array of effectiveness measures into
a single overall measure. That measure can be expressed in dollar
terms.

Two major steps are involved in the analytic method that is
used for making comparisons. They are:

o Selection of a specific criterion transforming the array

of effectiveness measures into a single overall measure
of effectiveness,
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. Determining rank~ordered preferences among pro jects
depending on their overall measure of effectiveness
and cost.

Alternative criteria are available for achieving the first step;
no single criterion is inherently the best, Once a crite?ion is
selected, however, there is a preferred way of rank-ordering the
various prcjectse

It is worthwhile to review in some detail the criterion that
is used in obtaining the overall measure of effectiveness., In
general terms, its construction proceeds as follows. For any
specific project the array of effectiveness measures is compared
with another array of effectiveness measures. The issue becomes
one of selecting a base-line array of effectiveness measures. If
an array of measures associated with a specific project or program
is selected, the cost-effectiveness of that project cannot be
established., Since it is desirable to determine the cost-effective~
ness of all projects, a base~line array of measures reflecting the
weighted-mean is essential for reasons that will be made clear
subsequently.

For each measure within the array of measures, the value for
a given project is compared with that measure's value fgr the
weighted-mean. The magnitude of the difference that exists for
cach measure is not explicitly considered. If for that measure
the project achieved greater effectiveness per adult offenders than
the weighted-mean, the project is assigned a +1 value., If the pro-
ject was relatively ineffective, it is assigned a value of =L,
This procedure is repeated for each measure.

Although such valuations are open to criticism, their use is
considered reasonable based on the desire to have an understandable
overall measure of effectiveness: ''Percentage of total controllable
measures which are advantageous," Moreover, the various measures
are expressed in different units of measurement (percent, ?ays,
and rates) and the task .of weighing the magnitude of the dl?ferences
becomes difficult. Lastly, even if the magnitudes of tbe differ=-
ences were properly weighted (eege, selecting as an indicator the
percentage change in the individual measures relaFlve to.the
weighted-mean) the rank order of distinctly superior or inferior
projects would not be significantly shifted.

The array of effectiveness measures together with the overa}l
offectiveness measure are presented subsequently. This information
can be used to establish the extent to which rank-ordered
preferences change under alternative criteria.

59

— == =

—y
3

ey

e B e

Memd  AmS  PENA  pESR

e 4

e

oy

P

The second step involves the determination of rank-ordered
preferences among projects depending on their overall measure of
effectiveness and cost, The ordered pair of numbers (cost,
effectiveness) associated with each project and the weighted-mean
are viewed as being points in a Euclidean 2~space, (A graph of
the effectiveness and cost associated with five arbitrarily defined
projects is shown in Figure 2a.) The axes are then translated to
the weighted-mean coordinate (representing the center of mass of
all points in the space), as shown in Figure 2b., In that figure
the upper left quadrant represents a region of favorable effective-
ness and cost; whereas the lower right quadrant represents a region
of unfavorable effectiveness and cost. At this stage the remaining
two quadrants represent regions of uncertain effectiveness and costs.,
Also at this stage, the axes, representing effectiveness and cost,
are presumed to reflect different units of measurements., However,
the vector (directed line segment) from the old origin to the
translated origins determines an exchange ratio between the unit
by which cost is measured and the unit by which effectiveness is
measured, The effectiveness axes is then reassigned new value,
using the exchange ratio, as shown in Figure 2c¢c, ALl coordinates
are now expressed in the same dollar measurement unit. The vectors
initiating from the transfr.rmed origin to the ordered points in
the space are used in de*ermining rank-orderings. Each vector,
with its (vector) components, completely summarize relevant
cost=effectiveness information associated with a project,

One additional transformation is required, and it is shown in
Figure 2d., The newly translated axis is rotated about a 45 degree
angle (corresponding to a line representing the equality of effec=-
tiveness (in dollar terms) and costs (also in dollar terms)., The
essential information portrayed by the vectors is unchanged under
this transformation. The regions to the upper left of the line
representing the equality of effectiveness and costs is the

favcrable region; the region to the lower right of the line is the
unfavorable region.

The end point of each vector representing a specific project
is then extended (orthagonally) to the rotated cost axis. The
lengths of the projected vectors represent a convenient way of
rank-ordering the various projects. Within the favorable region,
the project having the largest length of the projected vector
ranks first, whereas that project having the smallest length ranks
last (although still preferred to projects within the unfavorable
region). For projects in the unfavorable region, the project having
the smallest length of the projected vector is preferred to projects
having the largest length. (In the event that one or more projected
vectors have the same length, order the associated projects on the
basis of minimal costs incurred or maximal costs averted.) Thus
the rank-order among projects is completely determined.
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FIGURE 2(con't.)
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Figure 3 summarizes the rank-ordering of the five arbitrarily~-
defined projects. Based on the length of the projected vectors,
the ranking of the five projects is as follows: project A ranks
fifth (based on its costs incurred for a given loss in effective-
ness); project B ranks third; project C ranks first; project D
ranks second; and project E ranks fourth.

The rationale for using the weighted-means for the overall
effectiveness measure and for the cost measure is rigorously defen~-
sibles The weighted-mean is the only minimal distance measure which
is invariant under transformations of a coordinate system, Other
measures, such as the mode or median, do not share this property,
The use of the weighted-mean also allows the determination of the
relative preference for all projects, and once the rank ordering
is established, any project could be viewed as a baseline with the
rank order of all other projects remaining unchanged,
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APPRAISING CATEGORIES OF PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

Traditionally, program evaluations within P&CSD have focused on
the question '"what works" in parole. These evaluations generally
used recidivism as the measure of effectiveness. Because of the
inadequacies of any evaluation using only one or at most a few mea-
Sures, several appraisals are performed on categories of projects
and programs focusing on "what works" in parole. Those appraisals

that focus on criminality measures correspond to the "global parole"
approach,

The categories that are now analyzed are as follows:

« Regular P. role Supervision (including cases that were part
of the Summary Parole study for which: the parole agent
recommended regular supervision; or, even though the parole
agent recommended summary parole at the time of the initial

case conference, the case was seclected to remain under
supervision,

« Pre-Release Institution projects (Special Projects Alcohol
and Narcotics, Parole and Planning Assistance).

« Summary Parole (direct Summary cases and cases placed on
summary parole after agent recommendation),

« Service/Parole and Community Services Division (Accelerated
Social Development, Direct Financial Assistance, and
Vocational Rehabilitation).

« Service/Private organizations (Bassett Barrio, National
Health Plan, and Pro ject JOVE, Incorporated).

« Controls (Parole Outpatient Clinic~-North, Parole Outpatient
Clinic-South, Parole Outpatient Clinic~San Jose District,
Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay Technique, and High Control),

» Restructured Case Management (Team Supervision/Community
Resources Management Team).

For each of these categories, the community ad justment, criminality,
and annual cost measures are presented,

Before tumning to the analysis, it is illuminating to consider
the profile of the typical adult offender included in this study,
That offender is on parole for an average of 367 days, and P&CSD
expends $1,055 for parole supervision. Over the most recent three
months on parole, the odds of that person being in a favorable
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Focusing on the recidivism rate and the annual cost measure,
what conclusions can be reached when considering categories of
similar projects or programs? Table 2 summarizes the relevant
information., Using the criterion of net percentage returned to
prison (valued by the weighted annual cost to weighted percentage
returned ratio) less net cost per person, Restructured Case
Management ranks highest, followed by Summary Parole, and then by
Services/Private, Controls, Regular Supervision, and Services/P&CSD
rank fourth, fifth, and sixth, respectively. Pre-Release ranks
last, Within the framework of this analysis (albeit limited), one
might be led to the conclusion that resource expenditures could be
significantly reduced by opting for Summary Parole and allocating
sufficient resources to the Restructured Case Management pro ject
for supervision of those adult offenders not meeting the participation
criteria established for the Summary Parole project.

Suppose the effectiveness measures included other indicators
of delinquent and criminal activities., How are judgments reached
when an array of measures is presented?

For each category of projects or programs, the numerical
quantities associated with the various measures can be compared
with those quantities associated with the equivalent measure in
the weighted overall category. The criterion used throughout the
analysis in summarizing the array of effectiveness measures is as
follows. For either array of measures, community adjustment or
criminality, those measures that can be influenced by a project are
determined and are designated as '"'controllable' measures. Those
measures that are not influenced by a project, or whose influence
is likely to be very low, are determined and are designated as
"uncontrollable'" measures., Next, for those measures involving
mean-time, the ratio of each mean-time measure to time-on-parole
is calculated. Since the time-on-parole varies widely among the
projects or programs comprising a category, these ratios allow
proper comparisons,

For the '"controllable' measures the numerical quantity
associated with each measure within a category is compared with
that quantity associated with the corresponding measure within
the weighted overall category. Larger quantities when associated
with favorable measures are considered advantageous and smaller
quantities are disadvantageous. For the unfavorable measures
smaller quantities are considered advantageous while larger
quantities are considered disadvantageous. The number of disad-
vantageous occurrences are then counted, At this point, allowance
is made for the dissimilar socioeconomic characteristics of the
participants in the various projects for the "uncontrollable'
measures, larger quantities represent more difficult caseloads,
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TABLE

2

COST-EFFECTIVENESS DEPENDING ON RECIDIVISM

Percentage Returned
to Prison

Total Annual Cost
Per Person

Net Percentage Returned®

Net Cost Per Personh/

/

Restruc-
Regular tured
Super- Pre- | Summary|Services/| Services/ Case- Weighted
vision |Release|Parole P&CSD Private | Controls|Mngmnt Total
9.4 10.8 848 3e¢7 3.8 6.7 2.5 6.9
$760 $880 $295 $1,665 $1,415 $1,045 $760 $1,055
2.5 3.9 1.9 (3.2) (3.1) (2)| (4.4) 0
($295)1 ($175)| ($760)| $ 610 $ 360 |[($ 10)|($295) 0

weighted-mean and are considered favorable,

a/

b/ The numbers in parenthesis re
considered favorable,
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The numbers in parenthesis represent a reduction in the percentage returned relative to the

present a cost savings relative to the weighted-mean and are
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For those projects in which the values for one or more uncontrollable
measures were greater than the values for the weighted~mean, then
one point is subtracted from the aisadvantageous count for each
such measure, yielding the net disadvantageous counte.

The net advantageous count is determined by subtracting the
net disadvantageous count from the total number of controllable
measures considered. The percentage of the total controllable
measures that are advantageous is an overall indicator summarizing
the total effectiveness of the array of measures,

For criminality measures shown in Table 3, all measures
excepting risk~to-the-community and prison time are considered to
be controllable., As an example, consider the Summary Parole cate-
gory. Disadvantageous counts are percentage returned-to-prison
and custody-free days before return~to~prison, but these are offset
by two counts, higher risk-~to=the~community and higher prison time.
The indicator of total effectiveness is 100 percent. The Restruc-
tured Case Management category also has a total effectiveness
indicator of 100 percent.

Based on delinquent and criminality measures, the rankings of
the various categories are changed when contrasted with the rankings
using only the recidivism measure. With an array of criminality
measures, the rankings are as follows. Summary Parole ranks first,
followed by Restructured Case Management, The Pre-Release category
and the Controls category rank third and fourth, respectively.
Services/Private Organizations ranks fifth., Regular Supervision
sixth, and Services/P&CSD last,

An examination of criminality measures and annual cost are
insufficient to judge the value of the various categories of similar
projects and programs. Community adjustment measures must also be
considered., As already indicated, these measures are expressed in
terms of "favorable'" and "unfavorable' situations, and it is
essential to keep in mind their precise definitions. Table 4 sum-
marizes the effectiveness considerations associated with community
ad justment measures. Comparisons between the numerical quantities
associated with each measure within a category with those associated
with the weighted total category are again made. Disadvantageous
counts occur if smaller percentage quantities are present in favor=-
able situations regarding employment and living situations and in
ad justment prognosis (both within the most recent three months on
parole and for at least nine of the last twelve months on parole).
Disadvantageous counts occur if larger quantities are present in
the corresponding unfavorable employment and living situations,
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TABLE 3

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ASSOCIATED WITH DELINQUENT AND CRIMINALITY MEASURES

l ’ Restruc-
Regular E ! tured
Super- | . Pre-~ |Summary|Services/|Services/ Case= Weighted
vision |Release: Parole P&CSD Private |[Controls|Mngmnt Total
Percentage of Persons:
- Arrested, action pending 6eb 13.8 743 beb 4.4 14.0 745 9.6
- Returned to prison O.4 10.8 8.8 3.7 3.8 6.7 245 6.9
- PAL/RAL 10,8 747 0 11.9 3.8 8.1 2.5 7.6
Custody=-£free Days Before:
-~ Arrested, action pending 319 171 312 226 341 226 371 273
-~ Returned to prison 219 109 59 252 323 231 569 202
~ PAL/RAL 232 178 X 105 217 260 613 210
Rate of Episodes:
~ Recent 6 months .87 .83 iy .56 .67 .76 «65 .71
- Recent 12 months 1.33 1.05 «58 .72 1.24 1.29 o75 1.08
Risk~to-~Community | 95 162 143 92 89 144 88 118
Prison Time 25 39 38 32 27 51 33 34
Days on Parole 425 i 205 373 305 433 328 468 367
Percentage of Measures:
~ Advantageous 25,0 62,5 100.0 62.5 62,5 75.0 100.0 58.1
Total Annual Costs
Per Person $760 $880 $295 $1,665 |[$1,415 $1,045 $760 |$1,055

Note: The symbol X means 'mot applicable"
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TABLE 4

EFFECTIVENESS ASSOCIATED WITH COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT MEASURES

Restruc=~
Regular . tured
Super- Pre- Summary |Services/ | Services/ Case~ Weighted
vision Release Parcle P&CSD Private | Controls | Mngmnt Total
Percentage of Persons on Parole:

Within most recent 3 mos. having
Favorable/Unfavorable - Employment| 33.3/46.3 | 29.7/39.1 | Sk.1/2k.3 | 34.0/37.9 [ 27.5/43.1 | 27.1/46.5 | 32.5/45.0 | 31.9/42.6
Favorable/Unfavorable - Residence | 37.3/38.b4 | 23.4/37.5 | 29.7/35.1 | 3Le1/37.9 [ 30.4/34.3 | 29.2/L2.5 | 40.0/27.5 | 31.9/37.6
General Public Assistance 18.1 9.4 16.2 1.6 15.7 25.7 30.0 18.6
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis kg,7 50.0 80.0 5543 4y ,1 ho,2 67.5 5.1

For at least 9 of the

. last 12 ronths having S
Favorable/llnfa\forable - Eﬂployment 30.5/41.2 15 96/35 9 54-1/21 06 30.1/3"".0 15-7/3“’.3 1503/h0-3 30‘0/3?.5 2“.7/3?00
~  Favorable/Unfavorable = Residence | 28.2/34.5 [ 18.8/34.4 | 27.0/29.7 | 2443/35.0 | 19.6/33.3 | 20.8/39.6 | 40.0/27.5 | 2h.b/33.).:
General Public Assistance 15.8 9.4 1305 ?-8 1108 20.1 2500 l“}o7
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis 45,8 4o.6 76.7 52.4 hi.2 Lo.3 67.5 L6.6

For more than 3 months serious .

Fhysical Health problems 10.7 7.8 5.4 4.9 8.8 10.4 10.0 8.8

Viental Health prOblemB 506 1205 2.7 209 ll~.9 1108 5.0 6-9

Alcohol usage 10.2 9.4 Sl 11l.7 9.8 11.1 10.0 10.2

Dmg inVOlvement/use 18-6 28.1 8.1 19-4 27-5 2105 10.0 2035
Mean Length of time:

In months ‘
Favorable/Unfavorable. - Employment|11.3/10.9 [ 5.8/ 6.2 [ 10.6/ 7.2 | 9¢2/ 7.9 | 7.7/10.9] 10.1/ 9.1 | 15.2/12.8 | 10.0/10.6
Favorable/Unfavorable - Residence | 14.6/10.9| 7.0/ 6.5 9.0/ 8.8 | 8.7/ 9.4| 6.8/10.5] 10.0/10.1 | 14.2/13.8 | 10.3/10.0

In days ' .

Parole 425 205 373 305 433 328 468 367
Custody-free Ly 151 378 32k 418 335 461 376




For any category, if the ratio of the mean-time in unfavorable
employment ar living situations to the number of days on parole
exceeds that corresponding ratio for the weighted category, the
circumstance is disadvantageous; otherwise, it is advantageous,

If the ratio of custody=-free days to parole days for any category
is less than that ratio for the weighted category, the circumstance
is again disadvantageous. Larger quantities assoclated with
alcohol usage and drug involvement or usage are also considered
disadvantageous,

The treatment of general public assistance involves two
comparisons. If the ratio of the percentage of persons receiving
assistance to the percentage of persons in an unfavorable employ-
ment situation for any category is less than that ratio for the
weighted category (a proxy for the need that is unmet), the situa-
tion is considered to be disadvantageous. The chronic physical
and mental health measures arc considered "uncontrollable!" and are
viewed as offsets to disadvantageous counts if the percentages of
such persons within a category cxceeds those percentages associated
with the weighted category.

Based on the community=-adjustment measures shown in the table,
Restructured Case Management ranks first with a net advantage count
of 17, followed by Summary Parole with a count of 15. Services/P&CSD
and Regular Supervision rank next with counts of 11 and 10 respec~
tively. Next are the Controls and Pre-Release categories, each
with a count of 7. Services/Private organizations rank last with
a ncet advantageous count of 6,

When considering the community adjustment measures, the
rankings of the various categories, based on cost=effectiveness
considerations, is as follows. Restructured Case Management ranks
first, followed by Summary Parole. Regular Supervision and the
Control category rank third and fourth, respectively. The Pre=~
Release category ranks fifth. Services/P&CSD and Services/Private
Organizations rank sixth and seventh, respectively.

Table 5 summarizes the owverall cost-ecffectiveness of the
various categories when both community adjustment and criminality
measures are considered, The rank-orderings are as follows:

Summary Parole shows a distinctive cost-effective advantage
and ranks first., However, the community adjustment measures
only reflect information on those persons actually placed on
summary parole after agent recommendation. Obviously, such
information is not available on those persons directly placed
on summary parole.
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TABLE 5

COST-EFFECTIVENESS ASSOCIATED WITH ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY MEASURES

Percentage ol Total
Measures Which are
Advantageous for:

- Community Ad justment
- Criminality
-~ Total

Total Annual Costs
Per Person

Restruc=

Regular tured

Super- Pre~ |Summary|Services/|Services/ Case=- Welghted
vision |Release|Parole P&CSD Private |Controls|Mngmnt Total
52,6 36.8 7849 57.9 31.5 36.8 89.5 50.6
25,0 62,5 100.0 62.5 62.5 62,5 { 100,0 58,1
44,4 4b .4 84.6 59.3 40,7 44,4 92.6 47.9
$760 $880 $295 | $1,665 $1,415 $1,045 $760 $1,055




Restructured Case Management ranks second, even though it
achieves a larger percentage of advantageous counts when
compared with Summary Parole. However, the persons in this
category appear to be less difficult to supervise.

Regular Supervision ranks third. The percentage of total
measures which are advantageous in 44,4, about one-half the
value when compared with Restructured Case Management, The
caseload appears slightly less difficult than the overall
welghted caseload.

Pre~Release projects also achieve an overall effectiveness
index of 44.4 percent, but cost-effectiveness considerations
places this category in fourth position. The caseload is
somewhat more difficult than the overall weighted caseload.

Controls ranks fifth, even though its overall effectiveness
measure is the same as that associated with Regular Super-
vision and with the Pre-Release categories, The caseload,
however, is more difficult to manage than the weighted caseload,

Services/P&CSD and Services/Private Organizations rank last.
Even though the indicator of overall effectiveness varies
(favoring Services/P&CSD), the incremental costs also vary
(favoring Services/Private). The cost~effectiveness consid-
erations favor Services/P&CSD. The caseloads within both
these categories are slightly less difficult to manage than
the weighted caseload.

As seen in the analysis, the rankings are dependent to some
extent upon. the measures that are used to characterize the effec~-
tiveness of the various categories. Table 6 summarizes the various
rankings, depending on whether recidivism, criminality, community
ad justment, or both community adjustment and criminality measures
are used,

It must be stressed that the rankings that have been presented
are based on the premise that all measures within any array of
measures are of equal importance. If explicit value judgments are
made by policy-makers concerning the relative importance of the
various measures, the ordering of projects is affected., Table 6
provides some insights concerning value judgments., The use of a
recidivism rate is equivalent to assigning zero values to all
other measures. The use of criminality measures is equivalent to
assigning zero values to community ad justment measures, whereas
the use of community adjustment measures is equivalent to assigning
zero values to criminality measures. The essential part is that,
if explicit value judgments are expressed, analysis can be used
to determine the resultant rank-orderings.
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TABLE 6 |
COST-EFFECTIVENESS RANKINGS OF CATEGORIES UNDER VARYING ARRAYS OF EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES
Restruc—
Regular tured
Super- Pre~ |Summary|Services/|Services/ Case=
Measures vision |Release|Parole P&CSD Private |[Controls|Mngmnt
Recidivism 5 7 2 6 3 4 1
Criminality 6 3 1 7 5 4 2
Community Adjustment 3 5 2 6 7 4 1
Community Adjustment
plus Criminality 3 4 1 6 7 5 2




Two measures, time-on-parole and risk-~to-the-community, wvary
from category to category. It is entirely possible that variations
within these measures influence the cost~effectiveness rankings of
the various categories, For both time-on~parole and risk-to-the-
community, the range of the information was summarized by approxi=-
mate quartiles. The quartiles for these two measures are shown in
Table 7 (and are presented in greater detail in Appendix B,

Tables B-1 and B-2),

Although there are no entirely consistent patterns, the
evidence suggests the following. During the early phase of parole
supervision, services by P&CSD and private groups as well as con-
trols appear effective. Summary Parole and Restructured Case
Management have distinctive advantages mainly for those persons
on parole for longer periods of time. Controls appear particularly
effective for those persons posing a more serious risk-to-the-
community. (Summary Parole also appears effective, but the project
exclusion criteria tended to eliminate the highest risk persons.)
Restructured Case Management shows lesser effectiveness as the
risk~to-the-community index increases., Regular Supervision gener-
ally performs reasonably well as the length of time on parole and
the risk-to~the-community index increases, The evidence also
suggests that adult offenders on parole are not a homogeneous
group of persons and that increased effectiveness could be achieved
if actions appropriate to the adult offender's situation are taken.

An analysis of the 27 persons (out of our sample of over 700
felons and non-felons) that were returned to prison for a new
commitment provides surprising insights. (An additional 25 persons
were returned for a technical violation of parole; another 72 per-
sons were awaiting Board action or court disposition of their
cases,) Table 8 summarizes the results., Although the sample size
is small, the evidence suggests that lack of supervision may have
adverse consequences, Summary Parole, a highly ranked category,
shows a notable increase in the severity of the commitment offense
(based on middle terms specified in the Determinate Sentence Law).
Both the Regular Supervision and Pre-Release categories also show
an increase in the commitment-severity index. The categories
Services/Private and Restructured Case Management show no change
in the commitment-severity index. The categories Services/P&CSD
and Controls show a notable reduction in the commitment-severity
index,

Insights can also be obtained by examining the community
ad justment measures associated with the person that was returned
to prison. Across all categories, none of the persons had a
favorable living situation., Eighty-one percent had unfavorable
employment situations, while 63 percent had unfavorable living
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Percentage of Total Measures

TABLE 7

EFFECTIVENESS DEPENDING ON VARYING DAYS-ON~PAROLE AND RISK-TO-THE-COMMUNITY

Which are Advantageous for:

Days=on-Parole

LL

~ 234 or less

- Between 235 and 354
~ Between 355 and 490
- 491 or larger

Risk=to-the~Community

‘Note:

- 48 or less

- Between 49 and 96
- Between 97 and 155
- 156 or larger

‘ Restruc=-
Regular tured
Super~ Pre- |Summary|Services/|Services/ Case~
vision |Release|Parole P&CSD Private {Controls|Mngmnt
5545 44 .4 50,0 63.0 66,7 6647 54,2
40,7 51.9 73.1 64,0 57.7 51.9 66.7
5546 8547 92,0 75.0 16,0 3865 8745
65.4 X 8745 69.2 3845 7748 88,9
4841 6647 8745 52,0 50.0 48,1 100.,0
48,1 72,0 84.6 6145 51.9 59.3 72,0
37.0 77.0 7740 61.5 50.0 55.6 72,0
59.3 44 .4 80.8 6647 3845 63.0 52,6

The symbol X means 'mot applicable,"
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TABLE 8

OFFENSE~SEVERITY ASSOCIATED WITH NEW COMMITMENTS

- oA Ve [TOeyes

oxam i

Restruc=-
Regular tured
Super- Pre- [Summary|Services/|Services/ Case-
vision | Release|Parole P&CSD Private | Controls|Mngmnt
Percentage of Persons with
Offense-Severity:
« -~ Higher 46,0 50.0 75.0 0 0 0 0
- Same 27,0 50,0 0 0 100.0 33,0 |100.0
- Lower 27.0 0 25,0 100.0 0 67.0 0
Mean Offense-Severity: f .
|
- Previous Commitment 45,0 54.0 36,0 72,0 36.0 60.0 24,0 |
- Present Commitment 47.0 | 72,0 | 51.0 24,0 36,0 36,0 | 24.0
-
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situations over thelr most recent three months on parole. Morcover, APPRAISING INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

69 percent of the persons returned to prison weri in ugfaviyafle i
- favorable ng A

employment situations, and 56 percent were in unfavorable liv . While the appraisals of categories of projects and programs

situations for at 1§§St nine ggt §§d§29i2°i§7reggﬂtaﬁgﬁévihgonths' N provided some insights into the question "what works," they provide

Their mean risk-to-the~community ’ : little or no insights into the question "for whom, and how well,"

weighted-total index of 115, Insights into that question are possible only when considering

This evidence also argues that the adult offender on parole e e individual projects and programs.

cannot be viewed as an undifferentiated groupipglof Pfrsggz EﬁZtng ‘ Since there are sufficiently striking differences among each

§imilaf pﬁobkemi-k_§°f§ggf§;mﬁﬂﬁiﬁVidﬁgggnitZﬁg§o§m§§§g§nd living ; b project Or program within a specific category, a detailed analysis,

l?ﬁigiig;: oang thegdedemploymenz’and 1iviné situations, can be f gorresponding to the matched services/control model approach, is

S ind - 2 P

used to idéntify those persons likely to return to prison,

required. Emphasis is first placed on determining rank-orderings

. based on the full array of community adjustment and criminality
ﬁf measures,

The same criterion that was used to establish cost-effective~
8% ness rank-orderings is again applied, Table 9 summarizes the
j information on the full array of measures associated with each
individual project or program, It ig useful to consider the cost-
yg effectiveness of the projects and programs within each of the
k categories already discussed, Within several of the categories,
individual pro jects may have a dissimilar services or controls
uﬁ focus, TFor projects within a category having a distinctively
different focus, choices among them cannot be made strictly on
cost-effectiveness considerations. For this reason the ranking
8; of all projects within a category are presented,

Regular Supervision: Within this category, the group of
i persons continued on regular supervision after the agent
) recommended summary parole show the largest cost-effective
advantage, as would be expected. Generally, the communi ty
g; ad justment measures show a higher percentage of persons in
\ favorable employment and living situations compared with
other persons in regular supervision. A1l criminality
: »Q measures show a favorable comparison even though the propor-
£ tion of high-risk offenders closely matches that of the
weighted total. Situations in which agents recommend regular
&2 supervision ranks second, Regular Supervision ranks last,

Pre-Release: The SPAN project shows a distinctive cost-

] effective advantage over the PAPA project. Even if the

ﬁk added resource assigned to PAPA were halved, the cost=~
effective advantage remains with SPAN. The PAPA pro ject,

) however, serves higher risk offenders, and this is also

gﬁ reflected in the return-to-prison measure, The SPAN pro ject
serves a higher proportion of non-felon persons,

I i 80
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TALLE 9

COST-RIFECTIVENED OF INDIVIIUAL PROJEOTS AND FROGRAMI

prorrlll Vocu T vate [ tarode [T e T
Agent Busveary, Regular OQuanary tional Qutpatient|Outratient| tarole Surera
Remnded Continueit | Bupers Direot Agent/ Nehabilis | Dagnott Clinto Clinte jCutpationt Hirh violo LIS T
[Rogular | Regular | viston DM FAPA umary | Ouseary mp | bra ftation Larrip it 20 - N ALY YT O WD b eonbror e | e
rorcontnko of Persona on fwrolet
Yithin woat recent 3 aaw, having
Favorable/Untavorablesleployment {22.6/51.6 [42,9/40.0 |33.3/06.8 | 2074 |39.9/38.9 & |9h1/ahed | 30.3/390% (234774047 [4807/2846 13976001 |abap/iaah [05un/0002 T1n0/60w J07.6/9000 [ snarsungs [1oazs,9 Fansnen foassme, | ovos o
Yavorabls/Unfaverablesfesidence | 32437080 48,6730, 138,1/32.8 | 20/2%  {23.6/01.0 29.9735.1 138027203 |2249/57,1 |aBe6/406 | 33,3730 |27, 2/5%3 F30375900 1 30,0750 |ahadgiied Lovonzutes | 29407010 | 30.5/0006 [Anizinr | 3teags e
Qeneral Rublio Asaistance 25,8 e 171 40 12.8 16.2 214 17.1 57 139 40 drad 49,0 el ) 1944 0. [Ish 1t
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Summary Parole: Based on criminality measures only (there is
no information available on community adjustment), the Direct
Summary cases show the highest cost~effectiveness advantage
within the category. Direct Summary includes moderate~to-
high=-risk persons, based on the risk~to-the-community index.
(The risk-to-the~community index for Direct Summary is the
fourth highest, with High Control having the highest score.)
The return=-to=prison measure is high, matching that of the
PAPA project. The agent-determined summary parole cases also
show a highly favorable cost~effectiveness advantage. When
considered together with the cases continued on regular super-
vision after agent recommendation for summary parole, the
evidence strongly suggests that agent judgments can be relied
upon in decisions regarding the appropriate level of supervision.

Services/P&CSD: The Vocational Rehabilitation project has the
highest cost=-effectiveness advantage within the category. Even
though the ASD project has a higher overall indicator of effec-
tiveness, the high cost of the project makes it a second~best
choice, The DFA project ranks last, Persons participating in

the DFA project, however, have been on parole for a short period
of time., Moreover, the persons in that project show a higher

risk when compared with the two other P&CSD service-focus projects.

Services/Private Organizations: The NHP project has the highest
cost-effectiveness advantage within the category. Persons
participating in the project, however, have the second-lowest
score in the risk=-to-~the-community index. Moreover, when com=-
pared with the Bassett Barrio project, the return-to-prison
measure is higher. Project JOVE out-performs Bassett Barrio
on cost-effectiveness considerations., When comparing all pro-
jects within the Services/P&CSD and the Services/Private
categories, the ordered rankings are: NHP, Vocational
Rehabilitation, ASD, JOVE, Bassett Barrio and DFA. Only three
of these projects (Vocational Rehabilitation, Project JOVE,
and Bassett Barrio) have a similar service focus.,

Controls: The San Jose POC project has the highest cost=-
effectiveness advantage among all projects and programs within
the Control category, and has a superior cost-effectiveness
advantage over the regular POC programs., The EMIT project
ranks second., The High Control project ranks third. However,
since each of these projects has a distinctively different
control focus, choices among them cannot be'made on cost-
effectiveness considerations alone,

Restructured Case Management: The Team Supervision/CRMT is
the only project included in this category. As already seen,
the project has a distinct cost~effectiveness advantage when
compared with other projects, excepting the Direct Summary
and Agent-Determined Summary cases.,
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Table 10 summarizes changes in the cost-effectiveness rankings
of individual projects and programs depending on whether recidivism,
criminality, community adjustment, or both community adjustment and
criminality measures are used., The projects and programs within the
categories of Regular Supervision and Restructured Case Management,
as well as within the categories of Services/P&CSD and
Services/Private, are combined since the focus of projects and pro-
grams within these categories are generally similar. As seen in the
table, the rankings are dependent upon the measures that are used to
characterize the effectiveness of the projects and programs,

As with the cost-effectiveness analysis of the various
categories, the rankings that have been presented are based on the
premise that all measures within any array of measures are of equal
importance. As previously discussed, if explicit value judgments
are expressed concerning the relative importance of the various
measures within any array of measures, the analysis can be extended
to determine the resultant rank-orderings.

The impact of variations in time-on-parole and in risk=-to=-the=-
community are now considered. As previously indicated, these two
variables have a notable impact on prospects for successful parole
outcome, Table 11 summarizes these results, and it is based on
the detailed information shown in Tables C-1 and C-2, Appendix C,

Regular Supervision: A Summary Parole control group, Direct
Summary/Continued Regular, retains its effectiveness as time-
on=-parole and risk-to-the-community varies. This further
supports the argument that agent judgment can be relied upon
in making decisions as to whether persons should be placed on
a summary parole status.

Pre-~Release: While the SPAN project shows a cost-effective
advantage over the PAPA project in the baseline case, its
effectiveness is highly dependent upon the risk-to-the=-
community index. The PAPA project serves higher-risk adult
offenders,

Summary Parole: Based on criminality measures only, the
Direct Summary project has a high degree of effectiveness
regardless of the risk-to-the-community. The agent-
determined summary parole cases retain their overall effec-
tiveness regardless of time-on-parole., Overall effectiveness
is diminished, however, for higher risk offenders.

Services/P&CSD: The advantage associated with the Vocational
Rehabilitation project is somewhat reduced as time-on-parole
increases., The project retains its effectiveness advantage
only for low-~to moderately~high-risk adult offenders. The
effectiveness of the Accelerated Social Development project
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TABLE 10

COST-EFFECTIVENESS RANKINGS OF PROJECTS UNDER VARYING ARRAYS OF EFFECTIVENESS MEASURES

Measures
Community
Community |[Adjustment Plus
Projects and Programs Recidivism|Criminality|Ad justment| Criminality

Regular Supervision and
Restructured Case Management

Summary/Agent Recommended Regular 4 3 4 3

Agent Summary/Continued Regular 1 1,5% 2 2

Regular Supervision 3 4 3 4

Team Supervision/CRMT 2 1,5% 1 1
Pre~Release

SPAN 1 1 1 1

PAPA 2 2 2 2
Summary Parole

Direct Summary 2 1 X X

Agent Summary/Summary 1 2 1 1
Services/P&CSD and Private

ASD 6 5 3 3

DFA 1 2 6 6

Vocational Rehabilitation 4 3 1 2

Bassett Barrio 3 6 5 5

NHP 2 1 2 1

JOVE 5 4 4 4
Controls

POC~North 3 2 4 4

POC-South 1 1 5 5

POC~San Jose 2 3 2 1

EMIT 5 4 1 2

High Control 4 5 3 3

*This represents a tie in the ranking.

The symbol X means ''mot applicable.
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TABLE 11

PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS DEPENDING ON VARYING DAYS~ON-PAROLE
AND RISK-TO-THE-COMMUNITY

Percentage of Total Measures
Which are Advantageous for:

Days-on-Parole Risk=-to~the-Community
& &
U ]
(7)) v Q QD l.q oo
g ~
& ﬁﬁ? éﬂﬁ & [ 525 g7 &
o [ S ~ © 5o 50 o
S /&) E5 ] ¢ & /&5 [ &/ 4

Summary/Agent Rcmnded Regular 45,8 | 46,2 | 59,1 | 60.0 50,0 | 48.0 | 48.1 | 57.7
Agent Summary/Continued Regular | 79,2 79.2 65.0 | 68.0 91.3 83.3 62.5 | 68.0
Regular Supervision 53.8 | 40.8 | 33,3 | 51.9 53.8 | 46,2 | 48.1 | 48.1
SPAN 48,0 X X X 56,5 | 60,0 | 76.5 | 20.8
PAPA 76,0 | 50.0 | 75.0 X 65.2 | 76,0 | 79.2 | 53.8 I
Direct Summary 80.0 {100,0 | 85.7 | 66.7 100,0 |[100.0 | 87.5 |100.0 !
Summary Agent/Summary X! 66,7 | 81.8 | 88.9 45,8 | 80,0 | 84.0 | 76.0 ﬂ
ASD 40,0 | 66.7 | 65.0 | 68.0 65.2 | 80,0 | 66.7 | 64.0
DFA 50.0 X X X 50,0 { 40.0 | 41.7 | 80.0
Vocational Rehabilitation 80.0 | 65,0 | 58.3 | 60.0 68.0 | 62,5 | 88.0 | 24.0
Bassett Barrio 87.0 62.5 9.5 30.8 45,8 57.5 | 42,3 | 40.0
NHP 35.7 | 69,6 | 50.0 | 36.0 38,5 | 52,0 | 52,0 | 72.0
JOVE 50,0 | 30.4 | 42,9 | 68.0 72,0 | 56,0 | 46.2 | 68.0
Parole Outpatient Clinic=-North 8L.8 | 6647 | 63.7 X 75.0 | 61.9 | 47.6 | 92.0
Parole Outpatient Clinic=South 9L.7 | 44.0 {100.0 | 16.7 72,2 | 72.0 | 40,0 | 64.0
San Jose OQutpatient Clinic 52,0 | 57.1 | 40,0 | 88.5 28.0 | 79,2 | 68.0 | 46,2
EMIT 38,9 | 62.5 | 27.0 | 30.8 69.2 | 16,0 | 51.9 | 48.0
High Control 34,6 | 58,3 | 56,0 | 61,5 34,6 | 70.8 | 64.0 | 63.0
Team Supervision/CRMT 62,5 | 52.9 | 83.3 | 88.9 100,0 | 64,0 | 70.8 | 42,1
Weighted Total 56.3 | 52.6 | 50,5 | 49.1 6l.4 | 61,4 | 60.2 | 57.8

Note: The symbol X means '"mot applicable," ;
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1s less dependent on time=-on-parole and risk-to-the-community
variations. Although participants in the Direct Financial
Assistance project have been released only recently, high-risk

adult offenders appear to be benefiting from the pro ject., \

Services/Private Organizations: Although the NHP project
has the highest cost~effectiveness advantage, Project JOVE
has a higher effectiveness for low~to-moderate-risk adult
offenders and for persons on parole for the longest period.
The Bassett Barrio project performs well for persons on
parole for a relatively short time period.

Controls: No clear patterns are evident when considering
the individual control projects and programs. Although

San Jose POC has an overall cost~effective advantage, other
Control projects exceed its effectiveness on count-by=-count
comparisons.,

Restructured Case Management: As already indicated, the
overall effectiveness of the Team Supervision/CRMT project
increases as time-~on=-parole increases., However, the
project's effectiveness is diminished as the risk-to-the-
community increases.,

This analysis of individual projects and programs clearly shows
that no single P&CSD activity can be expected to have a high overall
cost~effectiveness advantage for all adult offenders on parole status.
Not only do the situations as evidenced by needs or problems exper-
ienced by an adult offender vary, but these situations also change
during the period of parole supervision.

A final analysis focuses on situations in which adult offenders
are involved in more than one service project or control project,
In the total sample of adult offenders included in the comparison
study, fourteen persons were included in two projects or programs.
Nine persons were in a service~focus project and in a control-focus
project. Five persons participated in two service-focus projects.,
In almost sixty percent of the cases, the service project was JOVE.
Although the sample sizes are small, certain insights are possible.
Consider first the array of criminality measures., The risk=-to=-the-
community index is 89 compared to the overall weighted-mean of 118,
whi.le the prison-time index is about 10 percent larger. On balance,
those persons receiving one or more services or controls are moder-
ately low risk cases. The rates of episodes are larger than
expected. Moreover, the percentage of persons arrested/awaiting
action or returned-to-prison is slightly larger than the corres-
ponding percentage associated with the weighted total., Based on
criminality measures, these considerations argue that greater
effectiveness is not necessarily achieved as more than one service
or control is provided. !
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When considering the community adjustment measures, additional
impressions are gained. Although a larger percentage of persons
have serious physical health problems and have alcohol or drug usage
problems, a smaller than expected percentage of these persons are in
unfavorable employment situations for at least nine out of the last
twelve months. However, a larger than expected percentage of persons
are in uafavorable living situations for at least nine out of the
last twelve months. For the most recent three months on parole, a
significant increase in unfavorable employment situations occurs.
The benefits of having more than one service or control furnished
are not obvious. If these observed trends apply to the larger
parole population, it would appear that, on balance, if services
or controls are applied jointly, but in an uncoordinated manner,
increased effectiveness will not occur.
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PROVIDING PROVISIONAL ANSWERS TO POLICY QUESTIONS

The primary purpose of thils analysis is to provide pre-
liminary insights into certain policy questions which were
discussed as issues earlier in this report, They are restated
(and reordered) here as follows:

« Does an array of measures reflecting both criminality
ard community adjustment allow a more complete assessment
of the overall value of a project or program than does the
use of a recidivism measure?

. Can the cost-effectiveness of various projects and
programs be determined so that decisions may be made
as to whether they should be expanded, redirected, or
terminated?

« Does the provision of appropriate services or controls
affect the adult offender's prospects for adjustment to
the community?

. Does the provision of appropriate services or controls
affect the adult offender's proclivity toward reinvolvement
in criminal activities?

. Do the various needs and problems of adult offenders,
individually or jointly, vary throughout the period of
parole supervision?

« Do the services or controls that are provided match the
changing situation of the adult offender?

o Is the current length of parole supervision for felon
offenders and civil addicts appropriate?

» Does a preferred mode of parole supervision exist which
improves the overall effectiveness, efficiency, and
equity of paroles?

In some instances only partial insights are obtainable f£rom the
analysis.

The use of a recidivism measure can be misleading. When
considering categories of projects or programs, categories having
the lowest recidivism rate are Restructured Case Management,
Services/P&CSD, and Services/Private Organizations (Table 2).
the categories Services/P&CSD and Services/Private, judgments

For
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based solely on the singular measure are erroneocus., While judgments
concerning Restructured Case Management are on firmer grounds, the
full value of this category depends on consideratlons transcending
the recidivism rate. An examination of the recidivism rate asso-
ciated with individual projects and programs (Table 9), shows that
five of these have a zero recidivism rate., Included among these
are projects or programs that turn out to be poor choices when
measures other than recidivism are considered. The issue of which
array of community adjustment measures allows meaningful assess-
ments is judgmental. The issue of which array of criminality
measures allows proper assessments is less open to question, but
clearly recidivism by itself is a misleading measure.

The array of community adjustment measures captures a full
range of situations including employment, residence, health, etc.,
over varying time periods. It is a premise of this study that a
relationship exists between activities provided to the adult
offender and these community adjustment measures. (In a technical
sense, a production function relating actlvities to outcomes 1s
assumed to exist.) While it is exceedingly difficult to precisely
specify this relationship, its existence cannot be questioned.
Changes in community adjustment occur over time. Although not all
of the change can be directly attributable to a project or program,
a portion of the change must be relatable to the project or program.
If this premise is not valid, judgments concerning the value of
parole rests solely on evaluation of project activities such as
manpower utilization, case contacts, etc. These evaluations shed
limited insights into resource allocation decisions.

This comparison study has demonstrated the feasibility of
analyzing the cost-effectiveness of varilous projects and programs
(albeit, within the framework of the various measures and indica-
tors selected). This analysis has identified promising program
choices, as well as distinctively inferior program choices. The
ultimate decisions to expand, redirect, or terminate projects or
programs depend on considerations that transcend strictly defined
cost-effectiveness considerations. However, the analysls provides
a special benchwork (in terms of opportunities foregone) for
judging the consequences of decisions based on non-economic
considerations.

Appropriate services or controls can affect, ia certain
{instances, the adult offender's prospects for adjustment to the
community. Although not without qualifications, examples are
Vocational Rehabilitation, Team Supervision/Community Resources
Management Team, San Jose POC, and High Control. The argument is
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not that these projects are the most cost-effective options in
their present form; rather, projects similar in operation but
having greater effectiveness and lower costs are promising alter-
natives. The issue is: Can appropriate and effective services/
controls be provided at an affordable level of resources?

Appropriate controls can affect, at least indirectly, the
adult offender's proclivity toward reinvolvement in criminal
activities, Unless a variety of criminality measures are used,
certain relationships are not apparent. Consider three measures:
arrests awaiting action, return-to-prison, and PAL/RAL. A low
percentage assoclated with any one of these indicators is generally
offset with a higher percentage in another of these indicators.
The extent to which services effect the proclivity toward rein-
volvement in criminal activities is difficult to sort out.
Services more directly effect community adjustment. TFailure to
adjust to the community undoubtedly is a major determinant of
reinvolvement in criminal activities., This was demonstrated in
the return~-to-prison analysis, previously discussed,

The analysis has also suggested that the various needs and
problems, individually or jointly, of adult offenders do vary
during the supervision period. There appears to be a high degree
of association between unfavorable employment and unfavorable
living situations. The degree of assoclation between favorable
employment and favorable living situations is not as high.
Evidence of the degree to which needs and problems vary during
parole supervision is obtained by closely examining the informa-
tion on persons included in the study., An adult offender may
experience an adverse change at any time during the period of
parole. Unless intervention by P&CSD occurs, the persistence of
any adverse situation may cause additional adverse changes. An
adult offender may also experience favorable changes, but these are
more likely to occur during the earlier phases of supervision.
Periodic review may be required to maintain favorable situations
throughout the period of parole.

Insights are possible into the question of whether services
match the changing situation of the adult offender. Appropriate
matching of services may occur in the Team Supervision/CRMT pro-
ject and probably in those Summary Parole cases continued on regular
supervision, since the overall effectiveness indicator (percentage
of total measures which are advantageous) increases with increasing
time~on-parole (Table 11). The validity of the observation depends
on three factors:
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« The situations of adult offender in fact change;

» The overall effectiveness indicator does not show the
same pattern for all projects and programs; and,

« The willingness on the part of the adult offenders
to seek assistance.

The analysis provides no insights into the question of whether
controls are closely matched to the changing situation of the
adult offender,

Based on this appraisal, the current length of parole super-
vision for felon offenders and civil addicts does not appear
appropriate., Under the Determinate Sentence Law, the supervision
period for felon offenders generally is one year. Under existing
regulations, the maximum supervision period for civil addicts is
seven years, including short=term return~to-prison for treatment
for those not participating in Methadone Maintenance Programs,
but three years for those participating in such programs. For
both felon and non~felon offenders the current regulations assume
that all persons on parole should be treated similarly. The
information that has been analyzed in this study supports the
contrary view,

Evidence based on the cost-effectiveness advantage of
Summary Parole Agent Determined cases clearly supports the view
that moderately low-risk adult offenders who are making a satis-
factory adjustment to the community can be placed on summary parole
without undue risk to the public. Parole agents are clearly able
to reach such judgments after supervising a person for a 90 to
120 day period.

The return~to-prison analysis also suggests that high risk
adult offenders who are in extended unfavorable employment and
unfavorable living situations, are almost certain to be reincar-
cerated, The analysis suggests that the appropriate period of
supervision for high risk persons who are experiencing adverse
situations sliould be about 18 months (provided the situations are
improved) rather than the 12 months specified by the Determinate
Sentence Law. (Excluding local jail time, the average custody-free
days before returned to prison ranges between 110 and 580 days for
the individual projects and programs considered in the study.)
Judgments suggest that civil addicts should be supervised for a
period of time equivalent to high risk felon offenders, provided
that they participate in treatment programs and are not experienc-
ing adverse situations. (Other studies have shown that treatment
programs widely vary in their effectiveness, and the specification
of preferred cost~effective programs lies beyond the scope of this
study.) This study provides only indirect evidence of the
appropriate period of supervision for civil addicts.
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Come insights are possible regarding promising modes of parole
supervision satisfying criteria of effectiveness, efficiency, and
equity., These will be subsequently discussed in greater detail.,
As is generally the case, any cost-effectiveness analysis provides
essential clues regarding the specification of alternatives that
are likely to be effective and efficient. The equity criterion
is more difficult to satisfy, mainly because an agreement on what
considerations ought to be included is not easily reached. It
appears reasonable to include, at the minimum, the notion that
every adult offender should be supervised in a relatively tailored
manner that recognizes the changing nature of the person's
situation,
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ESTABLISHING A BASIS FOR FUTURE DIRECTION

The need to appraise the accomplishments of programs under
the jurisdiction of P&CSD and to establish, on the basis of the
appraisal, priorities for future policy and program action are
increasingly difficult tasks facing decision-makers. This com-
parative appraisal is an important first step in determining which
projects and programs are preferred, cost-effective choices,
Moreover, the study also identifies other projects and programs
that are inferior choices. Judgments as to which choices are best
cannot be made on the basis of a few indicators. Decisions guided
by the unique model approach that focuses only on a recidivism

rate as a measure of overall effectiveness are likely to be inferior.

That model is based on the premise that a single approach works
best for all adult offenders., Decisions guided by the matched
services/control model approach that focuses on a full range of
measures are likely to be superior. This model is based on the
premise that the needs and problems of the adult offenders are
sufficiently distinguishable, requiring specific services or con~-
trols depending on the situation. Moreover, appraisals of accom=-
plishments at the project or program level allow sharper insights
than do appraisals at the broad category level,

Although this study identified those projects that are
relatively cost~effective, they are not necessarily preferred
choices that should be implemented on a state~-wide basis. With
few exceptions, the overall level of effectiveness leaves much to
be desired, The San Jose POC project, the EMIT project, and the
High Control project are cost-effective choices among all control
pro jects considered. Yet their overall index of effectiveness is
only about one-half of the achievable total effectiveness. The
SPAN project i1s cost-effective among the pre-release projects con-
sidered in this study; however, its effectiveness will probably
diminsh (based on the experiences of the PAPA project) as the time
spent on parole increases. Team Supervision/CRMT is highly cost-
effective, but this mode of supervision may not be appropriate for
high~risk adult offenders. These projects, as well as others,
provide clues as to which approaches are likely to be effective
and efficient depending on the needs and problems of the adult
offender., Clearly, no single project could be expected to be the
most cost-effective alternative project for all adult offenders
under parole supervision.

The insights that have been obtained suggest an approach to the

restructuring of parole supervision consistent with the matched
services/control model, Each adult offender would be assigned (or

93



reassigned) to one of the following four modes of supervision:

« Enhanced services consisting of one or more supportive
services.,

+ Service emphasis with a degree of special controls consis-
ting of one or more specialized services and intermittent
safeguards,

« Increased controls with a degree of services consisting of
more than one safeguard and limited specialized services.

« High-level control consisting of more than one specialized
safeguard,

After the initial adjustment period, adult offenders who are
successfully adjusting to community life and who pose little risk
to the public's safety would be reviewed for placement on a
conditional summary parole status,

One way of organizing for this approach is as follows. A
parole agent would be assigned to an action-plan development team,
to a specialized service team, or to a specialized control team.,
The action-plan development team would have the responsibility for
devising a short-term plan for each adult offender that specifies
the nature and type of services and/or controls that are to be pro-
vided and the anticipated accomplishments. Depending on the primary
focus of the plan, the specialized service team or the specialized
control team would have the responsibility for implementing that
plan. These teams would also have the responsibility for assessing
the progress of the adult offender, and for recommending revisions
to the plan. Other organizational arrangements are possible, and
these arrangements should be explored.

If a person is placed on a summary parole status, the parole
agent should periodically verify that the person's adjustment
(employment, living situation, etc,) remains favorable., If circum-
stances adversely change, the summary parole status would be
revoked.,

For those persons not placed on a summary parole status,
appropriate services should be secured. Focus should be placed
primarily on those services directly related to employment situa=-
tions and living situations. A full range of services should be
provided depending on the needs of the offender so that unfavorable
situations do not persist over an extended period oZ time,

High-risk adult offenders should be closely supervised, and
compliance with mandated conditions of parole should be monitored.
High Control supervision is particularly appropriate for these
persons., In addition, moderate~to-high risk persons who are in
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unfavorable employment situations or in unfavorable living situa-
tions for an extended period of time should be periodically
investigated for evidence of delinquent or criminal activities,
If the situations of moderate-to-high risk persons improve, the
controls should be relaxed.

Specific program concepts that may be incorporated into this
mode of supervision include:

Action~Plan Development

+ Pre-release programs should be developed for those
inmates who will be released from prison within 90
to 120 days. If significant changes occur during
the parole period, realistic follow-up plans should
be developed.

Specialized Services

. Emphasis should be placed on job training and employment
placement. Vocational Rehabilitation appears promising,

and this service can be secured from private organizations
provided that accomplishments can be clearly demonstrated,

. Emphasis should also be placed on securing and maintaining
suitable living situations.

. Emphasis should also be placed on health care services,
Referrals to community agencies providing appropriate
services should be considered.

Specialized Controls

. Parole Outpatient Clinics service (patterned on the
San Jose POC operation) should be provided by a mental
health professional.

« Rapid testing for substance abuse using EMIT technology
should be implemented.

. High Control functions should be provided and greater
emphasis should be placed on the investigative functions
than is now the case.

These concepts, when fully integrated, should result in a more
effective, efficient, and equitable mode of parole supervision, a
mode that is fully consistent with public safety.
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The rationale for these program concepts is based on the
analysis and other supporting information that have been presented,
Specifically, the links between these concepts and the analysis

are as

follows:

Pre~release projects. The review of the PAPA and the
SPAN projects indicated that a substantial number of
persons are enrolled even though their release dates

are months away. Moreover, a review of case file
material showed that employment plans, school or training
plans, etc., often times were notably changed.

Job training and employment training. The arrest analysis
clearly indicates that extended unemployment is a ma jor
factor contributing to reincarceration. Among the services
provided by P&CSD, the Vocational Rehabilitation project
had the highest cost-~effectiveness advantage. The JOVE
project also ranked favorably, suggesting that private
organizations should also have a role in training and
placement.

Living situations. The arrest analysis indicates that an
extended unfavorable living situation is a major factor
contributing to reincarceration,

Health care services. Despite the problems encountered
with the National Health Plan project, participants in
that project appeared to benefit from the services pro-
vided., Based on the San Jose POC project's ability to
obtain s2rvices for its clients, it appears that community
health care agencies would be willing to provide
appropriate health care services.

District level POC. The San Jose POC pro ject shows the
highest cost-effectiveness advantage among all of the
control projects,

Field level testing for substance abuse, The EMIT pro ject
shows the second highest cost-effectiveness advantage
among all of the control projects,

High control. The High Control project ranked favorably
among all of the control projects. The concept of greater
emphasis on investigations is derived from the arrest
analysis. Moderate~to~high risk persons who ave in an
extended unfavorable employment and unfavorable living
situation are almost certain to be reincarcerated.

96

=

Ty St e ]
= M~ B 4 B

1

=1
1

=1

st

=

[l
LT

=g

s

S

P el

e memy

oy

Ry
¢

a certain version of the benefit-cost standard:
obtained worth the effort expended?
judgment of the policymakers.

Several follow-up efforts to this study ére suggested. These

include:

« As additional policy issues become important, insights
can be obtained by further analyzing the information
that has been collected for this study.

o A follow-up study using the results of this study as a
base=line should be undertaken in the future.

o As the in-depth evaluations of individual projects are
completed, the study results should be compared and any
ma jor discrepancies should be resolved.

« Measures developed for this study can be incorporated
into the Quarterly Management Reporting (QMR) system.,
If information required for these, as well as other,
measures were systematically and routinely recorded
during case conferences between parole agent and unit
supervisor, a periodic sampling of such information
should provide District Administrators and others with
current information regarding the cost~effectiveness of
P&CSD programs.

« An appraisal focusing on all OCJP grant pro jects can
provide additional insights. Since only a few of these
projects were included in this study, a comparative
analysis should be undertaken,

« As new proposals for projects are submitted, a preliminary
cost-effectiveness appraisal can be made. Comparisons
based on similar projects included in this study should
be undertaken,

In the final analysis, this study must itself be judged by

Are the insights
The answer depends on the
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APPENDIX A

DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

The various data collection instruments that were used to
obtain information on adult offenders are included in this
appendix. The first form was used to determine the location of
the parole office to which the adult offender was assigned.
Personal information on sex, race, date of birth, date of parole,
as well as on the assigned California Department of Corrections
and CII numbers, was essential to assure that proper information
on the person was obtained., In addition, information on previous
commitments was also included on this form.

The form that was used to collect information from case
files is also shown. As seen in the design of the form, informa-
tion up to a maximum of eight quarters (24 months) was collected.
The answers to seven questions comprised the information on a
person's employment situation. Two questions summarized the
information on financial situations, while four questions on
living situations, including residence, were included in the
form. Questions on social activities and health numbered two and
four, respectively. Three questions comprise general adjustment,
As already discussed, much of this information was summarized
into 31 measures of effectiveness., Oftentimes, responses to

several questions were combined into a single effectiveness
measure.,

Information on delinquent and criminal activities was also
obtained from case file materials, augmented by information from
the person's CII sheet. The nature, date, and disposition of all
Initial Emergency Reports and arrests were noted. The standard
CII sheet was obtained but it is not included in this appendix.
This information provided the basis for determining a person's
risk=to~the~community index and prison-time.

The information that has been collected will be kept on
file. Special analysis on selected issues are possible, More=-
over, at a subsequent date a follow-up study analyzing what has
happened to these persons since the completion of the comparison
study appears warranted.
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TABLE A-1

RECORDING BACKGROUND INFORMATION

oDc#
vfafafefste
PROGRAM - PROGRAM START DATE
NAME
Wsltefrzine]tefao] 21/22| 23{24] 2526 27( 28] 25]30[31[32[ 33 34

OIIL#

SEX RACE DATE OF BIRTH
(1-male,

2-female)

DATE OF PAROLE

PRESENT LOCATION

40[4)

AP

53

DATE OF PRESENT LOCATION

COMMITMENT OFFENSE(S)

38

6d[64

(for term immediately
prior to this parole)

(X4

COMMITMENT DATE
(date last recieved
before this parole)

PRIOR COMMITHENTS
(0-None,1-0ue,
2-Two or More)

NARCOTIC ADDICTION
(0-N0,1-YES)

CARD

70

76

J

~
~N

X

13]
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TABLE A-2
RECORDING COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION
SURJECT!S NAME el DATE OF PAROLE
1]27]3]4]3(4 oo roptti2
JEINT!S WAME DATR ASSIGRIED 70 THIS AGENT CODING LOCATION
AdjdfIs18117]10 tel2o| 21
If the Subject was in the community for at least one month
of any quarter then answer the questions for that quarter
baged on the time period that the Subject was in the community. Angswer tho questions based on the quarters bolow,
If the Subjeect was in the community for less than one month 10-76 176 ,
during an uarter skip that quartor. - - 4~76 7=76 10-7¢ 1=77 4wt -
ng auy ¢ P thru  thru  thru  thru  thru  thru  thru Zo'm
 BMPLOYMENT X2-7% 3=78 6=76 O=76 18-76 B=77 6=77 Prosont
1. What portion of cach quarter was the Subjoct legitmately 1
employed? * ]
1) None of the timel{If none skip to question 5.) 22 23 A4 25 26 27 28 29
2) Only occassionally More than half the time *
3) About half of the time 5) All of the time
2. Generally for cach quarter what was the level of this
employmont? 2,
1) Less than 20 hours per week )
2) 20-35 hours per week 3) More than 35 hours per week % 3 2 3 A % % Y
3. The Subject's employment situation would be characterized as:: 3
1) Unstable (frequent job changesj;short job stays) ' 5
= 2) Falrly stable (enly oceassional changos) 2 3 ‘0 f 42 4 4“ 45
gg 3) Stable (did not or rarely changed jobs)
4, In general how did the Subject's cmployment compare with 4
his/her skill or ability level? 4 LY 1:) 1 10] 3 %3
1) Below 2) At or near !
5. Did the Subject attend school or training for at least one 5,
month during the quarter? -
1) No 3) Yes, Full-time 54 55 56 7 58 59 60 6
2) Yes, Pare-time —
6., 1In relation to his/her basic living oxpenses, the income é.
derived from the Subject's employment was generally: = z -
1) Inadequate 3) More than adequate 3 o & % 67 é8 69
2) Adequate
7. What effect did the Subject's cmployment, cchool or training o,
situation have on his/her chances of sucecessfully adjusting
to commnity life? 70 T 72 7 74 5 6 o
1) Negative 4) Generally positive :
2) Generally nepative 5) Positive
3) Little effect either way CARD 1D,
78 9 m



TABLE A~2 (Continued)

RECORDING COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION

cDo#

11213l4(5]6 10-75 176 4-78 776 10-76  1-77 477 777
FINANCIAL thry thru thru thru thru thru thru to
12-78  3-76 6~76 9-76 l2-76 3-7¢ 6-77 Prasent
8, Other than employment, the major source of the Subject's

financlal support for each quarter came from: l

e.

1) PxCSD (cash assistance, rent and/or expense vouchers, eto)

2) Goneral public assistance (SSI, welfare, food stamps, eto) 7 8 2
3) Other private sources (family/friends)
4) None

10 1 12 13 14

Vhat effect did the Subjeot's rinancilal situation (excluding
income from employment) have on his/her chanses of success= '

Tully adjusting to community life? %

1) Negative 4) Generally positive 15 7 i
o

18 19 20 21 22
u; Generally nesmative 53 Pogitive
3) Little effect either way

LIVING SITUATION~-RESIDENGCE
10.

How often did the Subject's place of residence changs during 10,
each quarter?

H Frequently (3 or more) %) Rarely (1) ‘ 23 24 5 26 27 28 2 »
2) Ococassionally (23) 4) Didn't

1l. Generally for each guarter the Subject's residence was:

",

1) QRent-free housing (Resoue mission, half-way house, eto.)
2 Rented dally or weekly (Motel/hotel room, room, etc.)
3) Rented monthly or owned (House, Apartment, etc,)

1ct

38

1z,

'
The Subjeoct's living situation would be characterized as: 12,

1) Solo, lived slone

40 49 42 4
2) Stayed with parents or other relatives » 3
3) Lived with friends

4) Lived with husband/wife, boyfriend/girlfriend

13.

What effect did the Subjeect's living situation have on his/ ) l ' I l
her chances of successfully adjusting to ocommunity life? 3

1) Negative 4) Generally positive a7 48 49 30 51 52
2) Generally negative 5) Positive

3} Little effect either way
SOCIAL

14. The Subjectt!s social activities during each auarter were 14, ] l l I [::] g
primarily centered around:

: a 55 56 57 58 59 € 61 62
1) Self, 1ittle social interaction

2} Casual acquaintances 4§ Parents or other realtives
3) Close friends 5) His/Her own family

\that effect 4id the Subject's social activities have on his/ 15, [::} l I l l
her chanceg of sucocessfully adjusting to community life? " l

; o 11 161 63 é4 €5 66 67 68 69 D

1} Negative 4 ensrally pos ve '
2) Generally negabtive 5) Pogltive

3 Little e%i‘eog aither way CARD ID L——D
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TABLE A-2 (Continued)

RECORDING GCOMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION

CDo##
112]3[41(35]6 10-75 1-76 4~78 776 10-76 1=77 4-77 7-77
HBALTH thau thru thru thru thru thru thru to
12-75 3-76 6-76 9-76 15-76 3-77 6-77 Present
16, The Subject's physical health durineg each quartar would
be characterized as:
1. Poor %ma,jor ?r chron%:'c. prc;blems) 16,
2. Fair {only minor problems : .
3. Good (no problems) 7 8 ? 10 H 12 13 i
1?7, The Subject's mental health during each quarter would be 19
characteri(.zec} as: 0 ¢ ) * .
1. Poor (major or chronic problems 1 -0
2. Fair ionly minor problems) ’ ! 1 18 19 » ! 2
3. Good (no problems
18. Was alcohol usage a problem for the Subject? o
18,
1} Yes 2) No 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 0
19, Was drug involvement or usage a problem for the Subjeot? 19
l) Yes 2) No — —
) ) 3t 2 3 » % % 37 3
20, Vhat effect did the Subect's overall health situation have '
?2 his/her chances of successfully adjusting to community 20: {—"
re?
‘5‘ 1) Negative 4) Generally positive 39, 40 41 42 43 44 4 46
X ag Cenerally nagative 5) Positive .
3) Little effect either way '
GENTERAL ADJUSTMENT
21, The Subject's motivation for a successful parole during 21
each quarter was judged as: ’
1) Poor 3) Good 47 - 48 49 50 51 52 53 54
2) Fair ‘4) Excellent
22, Consldering your ocaseload, how would characterize this ] i .
Subject during each quarter? 22, l l J ' .
1) More difficult than average 55 86 59 " 58 59 60 é1 62
2) Average
3) Less difficult than average
23, During each quarter what would have been your prognosis 23. ) , ' '
ag to the Subject's abllity to successfully adjust to . l l
community life. 63 64 65 66 67 68 6 n
1) Poor 3) Good
2) Fair 4) Excellent
CARD ID
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TABLE A=2 (Continued)

RECORDING COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION

Date

Nature of Incident

Disposition

Court

Community
Release Board
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APPENDIX B

EFFECTIVENESS OF CATEGORIES OF PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

This appendix includes detailed information on the various
effectiveness measures associated with the categories of projects
and programs included in the comparison study. Table B~1 shows
variations in the level of effectiveness depending on days-on-
parole. Variations in the level of effectiveness depending on
the risk=-to-the-community index are shown in Table B-2,
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EFFECTIVENESS CF CATEGORIES QF PROJECTS ARD PROQRAMS DEPENDING ON TIME-OH-FAROLY

. Days on Parole (234 or leas)

Days on Farole (Dotwosn 235 and 354)

Reatruge.
Regular tured
Oupere Pro= Cummary |Oervices/ | Gervices/ Case Veighted
vioion Release | FParole 1eCaD Private |Controla |Mngant Total
Percentage of Persons on Parolei
Within moat recent 3 monm. having
Favorable/Infavorable=Ruployment 15.0745,0 | 22467452 & ab.?/tﬁ.a 63.6/2743 | 18.4/53.1 0/ 71k | 22.8/5349
Favorable/Unfavorable-Residence 20407350 | 19.4/32.3 22,4/36.7 | 36.4/36.4 | 22,4/51.0 | 2846/42.9 | 22.8/40,3
QOeneral Public Assistance 2040 32 12.2 [} a2.4 1.3 13,
Favorable Adjustment Prognosin 30,0 4Bk 46,9 36,4 53,1 h2.9 U612
For at leant 9 of
the lant 12 months having
Favorable/Unfavorable~Buploynent 10,0/35:0 | 16.3/4542 22.4/40,8 | 54.5/18.2 | 2.0/49.0 0/42.9 [15,0/4149
Favorable/Unfavorable~-Reaidence 20,0/3540 | 12.9/29,0 16.a/32.7 18.2/36.4 1‘0.3/‘03.9 284674249 [1642/36.5
Goeneral Public Assistance 15.0 Je . ‘0 16,3 1h3 9.0
Favorable Adjustment Prognomis 2040 U542 4h9 364 42,9 h2.9 40,7
For more than 3 wmontha serious
Physical Health Problems 10.0 947 8.2 ] 12.2 1.3 s 2.6
Mental Health Problema 15.0 (1] 0 0 6.1 ] 8
Alcohol usage 10,0 6.5 14,3 9.1 641 28.6 10.2
Drug involvesent/use 25.0 355 2846 273 1ke3 28.6 2541
Hean lengih of Timai
B eabLo/ntavorabl b | b/ 0B b g 5.6/ 5.3 | 6.0/ 3.8 | 4.0/ 5.6 | 6.0/ 6.5 | 5.0/ 300
‘avorable, avorable«~Employmen . e . o o . B . . o o . " 0
l‘uornbh/ﬂntnorlhh-nazldonno 5.3/ b9} hol/ b8 5.8/ 8.3 ] 640/ 5ol | 5.3/ 5.7 | 9.0/ 8.0.] 5.7/ 5.8
In days
1o m 121 128 133 155 145 167 13%
Cuatody-free 110 123 b3 135 176 147 195 ko
Percentage of FPernonst .
Arrested, action pending 8.0 12.5 0 5.6 1642 139 143 10,2
Returned to prison 28.0 12.5 100.0 5.6 16.7 77 [ 12.8
PAL/RAL 36,0 6.3 0 2ha 16.7 11.5 0 17,1
Custody«free Days Beforet
Arrested, action pending 155 a8 X 100 61 116 193 10
Returned to prison 127 8o 4] 143 200 143 b 4 121
PAL/BAL 52 6? X 105 106 105 X 83
Rate of Epinades:
Recent 6 montha 12 1.64 123 |, 69 58 69 53 .Zg
Racent 12 months 124 3.00 125 o +83 55,3 T .
sk to Comounity el 13643 165 14240 13 208.0 9.0 150,7
Pricon Time 22,1 234 28,3 322 22,5 | 634 30.3 38.5
Notet The symbol X means "not mpplicable"
s Mo information available on community adjustment measures.
- > ” L
(R S A (N A A

A

» =3 o> LI U

Rentrucs
Regular tured
Bupere Pree Bummary | Services/ | Cervicen/ Cane Velghted
vision Release Farole REID Private {Controln | Hngmnt ‘Total
2041/6342 | 36a4/3ak 1 504573600 1500074147 | 260278545 | 264274647 | 16,776647 | 2944/09.5
S1ee/5n | 20vaone | 365730:3 | B0ec/tbes | 27earateh | 30e oot | Rova 0w | 20epned
By 28,1 18.2 25, W2 2l 50,0 2003
30,5 50,0 80,0 50,0 48,5 bl 83.3 48,6
2141/55.3 1154672801 | 54.5/273 | 33.3/33,3 [ 1567281 [ Baty 2.8 116976647 | 21.8002
R B by Ee e F Ao R/ 00 Rl o A
15,8 2841 18.2 16, 542 20,0 33,3 .
3.6 e 70,0 50,0 hah 3.8 3.3 o
2347 6.2 0 0 9.1 8'3 0 10,4
2.6 18.8 0 0 6ol 179, 0 9,6
749 12.5 9.1 .3 3.0 1 0 9.0
257 21,9 20,3 8.3 2l oh, 0 2.5
9.0/ 81 21/ 281 2.3/ 9.8 1 R.07 0.5 6.8/ 9.0 8./ 2.8 |12,0/12.0 | 9.9/ 8.5
737 90 | 6u07 ok | DENLI0 | 2i57 BiE | 9e8) 7 | 9ed Bak | Bej0 | eEs b
303 281 323 291 30 2085 296 297
269 253 ] an 29 273 296 i
15:0 12.3 1.3 B.3 9.1 8.7 16,7 b
17.% 9% 1.8 0 1,0 he3 0 a2
5.0 ek 0 0 1.0 6.5 0§ 6
264 193 237 20y 192 20 28 229
220 150 235 X 3i0 2% X 219
299 252 t X 259 2 X 27
.88 .gg o58 W83 82 56 '33 o
1.28 1. 3 147 1.00 1.59 o3 1.0
"110.3 166.8 1885 130.0 92,6 13 10040 135.8
26.8 55.8 38.7 302 334 b 288 389
f ) 2 =
(T T A N S A L 4
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TARRE D1 (Continued)
EXFECTIVENESS OF CATEQOIRED OF PROJECTS AND FROORAMS DEPENDING ON TIME-ON<FAROLE

Dayo on Parole (Detween 355 and 490)

baya on Forole (451 or darger)
Reatruo= Reatrues
ltogular tured Regulas tured
Bupora Pree Surmary | Servicon/ | Cervices/ Cane Waighted Supera Froe Oummary | Servicen/ | Bervicen/ Caae Weighted
vislon ftokoase | Farole 103D Private | Controls | Mngmnt Total vision Reloage | Farole 1%C3d Frivate | Controls | Mnpmnt Total
Percontage of Forsons on Farole)
Within ront recent 3 rone hayin
Favorable/UnfaverablesMployment W6/1943 11000/ 150.2/2008 | 354078540 | 3106/5041 [ 16:7/50,0 [ B00/23) | BLoO/A040 16:8/4240 1Y 80,070 B94S/L80 1200/08 00 TEEO/300 | Bl bi/at b | 30.62%006
Favorable/Unfavorableslioaidence RLLZADE [10enC/D 29427 040 | SUC/LN0 | 2663/2648 [ 206878849 [ 220072361 | 2500/3049 hooh/une3 /0 36:075548 { W I/00,8 1 BNE/ Ml | CLLAONE | 4002/ 36,4
Qeneral Publio Anslotance 158 0 . 1040 1049 2241 234 m.ld 23.8 2] 18,2 o1 Ml A%, &84
Favorable Adfustoent Prognooie 28] et lob [N 2.6 228 2844 0 6he0 10¢.0 652 Hh %1 6l R
For at leant 9 of
the lant 12 monthn having
Favorable/UnfavorablesBaployment 30.2/%8.0 o S0y 0/0000 [406/3000 [ 2141/06:8 1 546/33:3 1 4h0/2141 | 394672846 a9/4143 10C.8/0 Iab/2067 | 0e8/33.9 1 3hab/R108 | 30,9/3%¢ | 204072648
Favorable/UnfavorablesRenidonce 3217305 1 10000 1507383 | 40000 L‘l.l/.!(ug 5e0/300 1 33.3/3303 1 2942/3040 34497333 [V VX051 2057233 TLUE/ M08 | 6117078 | 14073348
Genoral Fublic Aosistance Yey 0 249 Sl 4] 11 fde Hall a2 0 13,6 1244 1.3 274 2240
Favorable Adjuctment Prognonis Sl 1 Vet 620 246 a2.8 728 69.0 B2l 10040 6346 Ay LU (194 SN
For more than 3 montha rerinua
Physical Nealth Probloas Sk 0 65.3 0 108 232 14 19,0 ’).g I3} L8] 13 A3} 1.1 Wb
Hental Health Froblemo Golt 6 o2 50 [ 546 0 4,) LY 4 941 Vot 1546 11 a5
Alcohol usnge 8.9 & b2 [3} 10,5 1141 0 (] 1842 o 18,2 1544 15.6 143 .2
Drug involverent/uce 8.9 Q 15:0 1.1 500 Q 1he3 222 0 94 ] 125 11.1 208
ﬁ Mean Langth of Time:
Xn monthn
Tevorable/Unfavorable«taployment 10447 B9 1 Sai¥X 11467 648 112007 8,7 [ 94072002 | 546/ 945 11940/ 940 (10037 B8 1'1‘0/1?.'7 126/ 340 3007038 1 209/1040 113.5/1101 |16,5/19.0 | 10:8/14.3
Favorable/intavorableResidence 1127109 12672 Qi 842 1100/ 93 [20:3/02:0 | D08/1108 [10:5/13:0 §10,6/110,0 19:2/1h4h X% 104971648 110:0/2%03 11940/1542 | 1702/1940 | 14a5/24:8
h_days
T Y 418 419 412 399 h20 406 (374 [O%:] 603 808 638 639 635 658 622
Custodysfree by %] 398 i 400 h10 1374 LI 609 508 614 576 630 651 608
Percenteage of Perscust
Arreated, action pending [ 100 6,7 0 20,0 10,8 0 Y3 229 [ b3 15.4 643 5.6 645
Returned to primon L] 0 bib 0 0 15.8 0 b 249 0 hed 246 31 546 E.a
FAL/RAL .6 3} "] (] 5.0 0 2] 3.3 72 0 0 0 R 546 +9
Cuntodysfree Days Defore:
Arreated, action perding 38 0y mn X 403 03 X 377 859 X 542 b9y Lg3 [0.9] 17
Returned to pricon Frel X 119 X X 48 X 263 on X 579 3¢9 ny 569 7
AL m X X X 397 X X 392 12 4 X o45 €3 LYF)
Rate of Frlecodeot
Recent 6 ponths o4 30 3 ] N3 84 o2 58 .Z? o550 39 88 o WG4 Vil
Recent 12 months 135 30 W& Lo 1440 1.3 o 1.0 1.08 75 01 1449 1,00 1,06 1.37
Riok to Community 1A 240 12 9646 89,2 116.8 20 109:9 7247 €3.5 678 P52 (8 [5.BY 27
Frison Tiae 33,0 35 35 333 28 47,2 12.8 7 18.2 0.0 .2 ) O3k W bt
Notet The mymbol X means "ot applicable!
& Ho inforeaticn availabtle ch cemmunity adjusteent messures,



TALLE De2

EFFICTIVINGSD OF GATIDORING OF FROVAOTS AND FROGHAKD DEFINDIND ON RISK«[UWTIELCOMMURLTY

Rick=to=thasComaunity (48 or loss)

Reatruce
Regular tured .
Oupers - Ouxeary 10ervices/ | Dervices/ Oune Weighted
vislon fteleane | Farole Cad Private | Controla | Hagant Total
Forcentage of Perconn on Paroled
Within mont rerent % ron, havin
Favorablo/Unfavorablo=tuployment | 39:0/8243 ] 5260/5060 | 5843/0647 | 506072164 | 3147/0643 | 18.8/56,3 | 62.5/2245 | 32.0/38,0
Favorablo/Unfavorableleaidence W3e0/00260 1 5040/2500 | 330373540 | 352970640 | 36,6/73041 | 34,0/03.8 | 50.0/05.0 | 39.1/354
General Publio Acolotance 1644 0 1647 1,3 2l 249 2540 18,8
Favorable Adjuntuent Prognosio [hY] 50,0 53,3 6749 463 50,0 750 5748
For at leant 9 of
the lant 32 mantha having
Favorable/lnfavorable=Raployment | 35.3/31,3 /0500 | 584 3/2647 | 424972540 | 1701/30:7 1 944/5040 | 50,0/2245 | 2942/31.8
Favorable/Unfavorable«fesidence 3141/2349 1 5060/2540 | 3343/2540 | 284674249 [ 2648/2943 | 214974046 | 50.0/2840 | 2947/2047
Qeneral Iublic Asoistance 1644 0 . 16, 10.9 195 2.9 2% 742
Favorable Adjuatment Progrosis 582 5040 50,0 6ha2 390 4G b 895 52,6
For mare than 3 sontha serdons
Thysicad llealth Froblese 11.9 50,0 843 3.6 4,9 1246 12,3 29
Hental liealth Probloams 1.5 290 8.3 g.ﬁ 73 9k 125 Su7
Alcohol usage 736 2540 8.3 1he3 12.2 6.3 25.0 10.4
Drug involvement/uce 1h49 25,0 8.3 Pl 2240 15.6 4] 18,6
5 Mean Langth of Time:
. MMMI /g ble~Rapl t 1262/2200 1 3407 6a0 [1040/ 440 [20,4/1141 | 8.2/31044 111.3/20 15:0/ 6,0 [10.8/2141
Favorable/Unfavorables oymen! 2607224 . W0/ b . . N . . . . B 3 .
Favorable/Unfavorable=Residence 16,0/713:7 1 et/ 9:0 640/ 6,8 |10.9/10,6 {114,210 44 12.5/&1‘3 12.0716,5 [12,0/21.8
In d
“Taro. .5%0 406 203 401 hag h79 h36 56 457
Custody-free o84 03 4oy 455 466 A3 k17 470
Fercentage of Fersonat
Arrested, sotfon pending 2.5 0 0 0 b9 6.3 0 a.z'
Returned to primson 3.8 0 0 0 [ 6.3 0 24
FAL/AL 136 0 [} 10.7 E) 128 13 948
Cuatodysfres Daya Deforet
Arrested, action pending 209 x X t 389 589 X 3%
Returned to prisob 25 b 4 X X X 233 X 228
FALYRAL 230 X X 1123 397 368 613.0 268
Rate of Eplsodeat
Recent § months 56 ] .zz oh3 o 9 «29 o5l
fecent 12 monthe 1.03 (4] » 61 88 139 39 89
Iiake to Community 224 330 1.6 20 248 &2 36,0 253
Fricen Tige 189 29.0 aneé 15.0 13.8 1.5 295 16,3
Hoter The oymbol X means "not applicablet

RickstosthosCorzunity (Detweon H9 and 96)

Reatruew
llagular tured
Oupers Pre= Ouwmnry ) Sorviceoo/ | Servicen/ Cane weiphted
vision ltelenas | Parole Ny Peivate | Controln |Mngmnt Total
3060/4549 [ 39072000 | 5O00/0500 | E% A0 ] P0al 0L | I/ [oR B | ra gt
376074849 | 30.074000 [ 25:0/50:0 [ 20602600 { RLeAIRL | D1 BAR [ 61031060 | 3000720,8
841 1040 35 2040 . 179 il 'y
40,8 6540 50.0 3.3 brad Bl Fliad 510
2h/0302 1 35:0/0300 [ 50070940 { 264773647 1 3107308 10007121 | 0% 5/8548 | 294078540
2240/1549 | 206073540 [ 124573745 | 264973649 104073648 | 10075200 | 52121046 | £haDF5060
S 100 &% 1640 Gl 14,3 A5e% A
374 55:0 50,0 5040 hited b6 6 (O
10.8 5.0 1248 33 v Pl fyd iN
10,8 1] 0 O (1% 14,3 549 640
lg.f} 540 0 646 L 1740 118 ey
18.9 10,0 0 1649 3644 7l 11.8 16,0
1103/ 846 | 640/ 649 1 9407 Be3 1102417 2631 7687 940 110407 748 [ 10401640 | 1043/ 847
10.6/10,3 | 6227 6.3 |10087 9.0 | 9467 037 | 297 5o | 13467 922 | 100871500 | 10437 900
7h 184 3 w0y 359 3 507 bl
Lt 1% 73 1t 2 32 W0 Sz
9.3 [} 5.3 .9 h Y4 546 2.’?
749 0 B3 33 N '8 0 o
Ge3 15.0 [}] 10.0 b3 3.9 0 547
308 X b X ] 103 633 303
231 X 298 a1 a1 13 X 209
23 196 X 104 259 &% X 150
1.0 59 32 o3 o 93 «8) ol
129 75 )] o7 1469 1.8 1.0 06
787 968 07 164 b2l 20 70 6.0
209 220 33.8 338 Y] 309 9 10,8

e
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TADLE B-2 (Continued)
EFFICTIVENESS OF CATEGORIES, OF FIMJECTS AND PROGRAMS DEPENDING ON RISK~TO-THE-COMMUNITY
Risk~to-tho-Community (Betwaan 97 and 155) Riaketo=the-Community (156 or larger)
Reatrue= Roatrues
Regular tured Regular . tured
Supors Pra« Bumary | Bervices/ | Services/ Cane Weighted Super= Prea Bumary | Bervicen/ | Services/ Cage Woightod
vialon Rolease Parole PaC3D Private | Controls [Mngmnt Total vision Relonge FParole =C8D Private |Controla | Mngant Totrl
Porcentoge of Fersons on Farolet
¥ithin mont rocent 3 mon, having
Favorable/\Unfavorable-Employment 2944/5040 | 50,0/33.3 | 66.7/1647 | 35.3/47:1 | 224773248 | 20:3/43.9 | 2846/57.1 | 32.4/42.4 264275749 | 10.8/4841 | 45.5/36.4 | 22.2/48.1 112.5.5643 | 27.3/61.8 | 04210049 | 23.6/54.5
Favorable/Unfavorable~-Residance 36.5/7:10.1 8.3/3343 15040/2647 {2944/11,8 | 18.2/31.8 | 36.6/48.8 | 28.6/28.6 28.1/56.7 364874241 | 18.5/40.7 18.5/‘05.5 25497444 | 25.0/43,8 13.2 1.8 | 0/100.0 au.a/uo.é
Qenoral Public Assistance 20.6 8.3 (5 5.9 4.5 19, 14,3 14, 8.9 12 0 14,8 1249 9a1 0 1he8
Favorable Adjustment Prognosia hl.2 58,3 100.0 5249 50.0 43.9 57.1 49,6 L:51 37,0 63.6 37.0 33 38.6 50.0 40.0
For at least 9 of
the lant 12 montho having
Favorablo/Unfavorable~Enployment | 29.4/50.0 | 8.3/16.7 |66.7/16.7 | 23.5/4e2 | 4a5/2247 1z.1/56.6 28.6/42.9 | 20,9/36.0 21.1/47.3 3.10/51.9 los.s/a';.? 18574047 | 6.3/62.5 118.2/30,1 | 0/10040 | 17.6/4h.2
Favorable/Unfavorablo-Reoidence 29.4/35.2 | 8.3/25.0 | 50.0/1647 [ 17.6/17.6 | 9.1/27.3 | 244h/43.9 | 21h.3/28.6 | 21.6/32.4 21417395 | 18:5/10.7 { 18.2/36.h | 18.5/33.3 112.5/50.,0 [13.6/27.2 | 0/100.0 | 17.0/37.0
General Public Ascintonce 20,6 8.3 16.7 5.9 0 4.6 4 1.5 28.9 o 0 2?7 12.5 kD [} 10.9
Favorable Adjustment Prognoais 294 58.3 100.0 52.9 50.0 3646 57.1 ih.6 h2.1 2242 63.6 32.0 313 364 5040 326
For more_than 3 months sorigus
Prysical Health Probleosn 8.8 8.3 [} 1.8 L) 14.6 14,3 10,1 10.5 37 o 74h 6.3 6.8 ] 6.7
Hontal Health Problems 2.9 8.3 [+] 549 0 174 0 7.2 10.5 2242 0 3.7 6.3 (] 0 8.5
Alcohol usage 8.8 0 [ 17.6 13.6 19.5 0 12.2 15.8 14,8 9. 1. Ge3 243 0 a7
Drug involvsnent/uss 2644 1647 16.7 11.8 22,7 26,8 28.6 23.0 18.4 37,0 9.1 37.0 31,3 22,7 0 26,1
'é Hean Longth of Tiwe: ! '
In montha
Favorable/Unfavorable-Baployment | 11.0/11.1 | 5.0/ 4.8 { 9.8/12,0 ) 6.4/ 8.1 | 45/ 943 | 9.0/ 7.3 [16.5/ 8.3 | 8.3/ 8.6 942/10:3 | 646/ 6.5 [ 1348/ 7.2 1 740/ 5.8 | 5.0/ 6.5 | 649/ 2.0 }16.5/% 8.2/ Z.’I
Favorable/Unfavorable~Renidance 11.5/11e8 | 940/ 645 [14:3/22.0 | 940/ 9B | 649/ 749 { 843/ 9.7 [13:5/ 2.5 | 9.7/ 947 1043/ 9.3 | 845/ 647 6407 9.6 5.6/ 7.0 | 8.3/12,0 | 6.3/ 6.2 | 16.5/X 7.9/ 83
In _daye '
nvaroia 372 223 340 269 hih 32h 280 3% kog 213 361 21% 439 2 543 301
Cuntody~free 335 208 263 280 394 17 294 323 399 218 377 181 391 &b 4o 298
Porcentage of Porsonas
Arrented, action pending 10.5 8.3 95 5.6 18,2 17.1 28.6 13,2 L8] 25.9 1,3 153 25,0 2349 0 174
Roturned to prison 13.2 [ 95 0 4 Z-) 4] 6.3 19.5 25.9 19.0 10.7 18.8 [ 50.0 16,0
PAL/RAL 10.5 8.3 0 5.6 94 9 [¢] 6.3 9.8 3 0 17,9 [} 847 0 77
Custody=froe Doyas Bafore:
Arrested, action pending 35 27 289 67 a2 213 237 250 385 170 292 266 383 173 X 237
Returned to prison 268 X 115 X X s'og X 261 183 110 7 206 359 190 569 191
PAL/AL 223 252 X i 106 38 X 222 322 48 120 X 73 X 159
Rate of Episodeat
Recent 6 monthe 1.26 67 1.0 3 o5 73 57 W83 lade 89 o3 1.07 89 oh 2.0 91
Recent 12 montha 1.66 75 . «50 «95 1.3? 57 1.25 .80 .22 W52 .21 1.88 109 30 131
Risk to Community 12440 129.0 12h.6 129.3 120 127.3 130.3 125.6 223.8 260.7 298.3 2h3.2 2245 28546 216 256.1
Prison Time 3247 38.0 33.7 37.6 28.8 57.0 hok 39.6 40,8 5543 55.1 U1k 1.1 67.6 30,0 5143

Noter The mymbol X means "not applicable"




APPENDIX C

EFFECTIVENESS OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS

Detailed information on the various effectiveness measures
associated with individual projects and programs is included in
this appendix. Variations in the level of effectiveness depending
on days-on-parole are shown in Table C-1, while variations in the
level of effectiveness depending on the risk~to-the-community are
shown in Table C-2,
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TABLE C-1

EFFECTIVENESS OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS DEPENDING ON TIME-ON-PARCLE

Days on Parole (234 or less)

Agent Voca- Farole Paroloe Ban Jose Toam
Suzmary, Regular Bummary tional Outpatient] Outpatient] Parole Super~
Busmary/ | Continued | Supor- Direot Agont/ Rehabili~ | Bassett Qlintc Cliniec | Outpatient High vinsion Welghted
Regular Regular viaion BPAN PAPA Bumuzary Bunmary ASD IFA tation Barrio NP JOVE Horth South Clinic BMIT Control CRHT Total
Porcentago of Pernons on Parole:
Within moat regent 3 mos. having
Favorable/Unfavorable~tmployment 0/40,0 } 200,/0 14,3/50.0 | 20,0/44.0 [ 33.3/50.0 o/ b/ o/0 25:7/45.7 | 23.1/53.8 150.0/50.0 /0 75+0/25.0 0/76.9 | 35.7/4249 |25.0/1.7 0/100. |12.5/37.5 /74 | 22.8/53.9
Favorable/Unfavorable-Renidence 0/40.0 . | 28.6/28.6 [20.0/24.0 |16.7/33.3 0/100. | 22,9/37.1 | 23.1/30.8 {100./0 0/100. | 25.0/37,5 | 23.0/53.8 | 35.7/42.9 {16.7/50.0 0/100, |12.5/50.0 | 28.6/42.9 | 22.8/40.1
Ganeral Public Assistante 20.0 100.0 14,3 4.0 [} 0 Pl [} [+] [} Q h6.2 1,2 25.0 [} [} 143 13.8
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis 40,0 [ 28.6 52,0 33.3 0 45,9 53.8 50,0 0 37.5 53.8 78.6 .7 [ 37.5 h2.9 [T
For at least 9 of
the last 12 montha having
Favorable/Unfavorable~Eaployment 0/20.0 [ 100./0 7¢1/4249 116,0/48.0 16.9/33.3 0/0 22.9/424 %:1/38.5 | 50.0/0 0/0 62.5/25.0 0/76.9 0/42.9 0/25.0 0/100. |12.5/37.5 074249 | 15.0/41.9
Favorable/Unfavorable-Residence 0/40.0 . |28.6/28.6 {12.0/28.0 | 16.7/33.3 0/100, 1:..;/;1.3 23,1/30.8 | 50.0/0 0/100. | 12.5/37.5 1 23,0/53.8 | 21.4/35.7 | 8.3/41.7 0/50,0 0/50.0 {28.6/42.9 |16.2/26.5
Ganeral Public Assistance 20.0 [+] 1,3 4.0 0 4] 5.7 [} 0 0 [} 6.2 7.1 8.3 0 0 14, 9.0
Favorable Adjustsent Prognosia 2040 0 214 48,0 33.3 0 h2.9 53.8 50,0 [} 37.5 53.8 57.1 33.3 0 25,0 42,9 40.7
For more than 3 months serioun .
Phyaical Hoalth Problems [} 100.0 7.1 12,0 0 ) 0o 8.6 7.7 ] Q o] 23.0 14,2 0 50.0 0 W3 946
Hental Health Problems 2040 [} 14,3 4,0 16,7 [} 0 Y] ] 1] 0 77.0 4.2 0 0 [¢] [} N}
Alcohol usago 0 0 14,3 8.0 0 1he3 154 50.0 [ 0 770 741 8.3 0 [+} 2846 10.2
Drug involvement/use 20.0 [ 28,6 hh0 100.0 28,6 231 [} 100.0 25.0 [} o 16.7 100.0 375 28,6 25,1
Hean Longth of Timet
§ mpve | X/ 6.0 9.0/0 | 300/ 85 | 4.2/ a9 | b/ 2.0 wx | sar55| 2000 aosol /o w63 baeol ol weo| a5l 6o 6s| s
Favorable/Unfavorable-Faployment W01 9.0/0 N 5 . 9 ., o . o o 7 o . 5/ 4.0 3 « «0 o0/ he? . 0/ 53 «0/ 6, 5.0/ 5.0
Favorable/Unfavorable~Residence X/ 5.0 0/ 920 | 5.3/ 3.8 | 4.3/ 45 { 3.0/ 6.0 X/ 6.0 «6/ 5.0] 9,0/ 6,0 | 9.0/ X/ 6.0 ﬁ-5/ 53| 5.0/ 6:9 6.6/ 6.5 1 4.0/ 5.0 X/ 3.0 5.5/ ?O.B 9.0/ 8.0 | 5.7/ 5.5
In .}

L) 50 22 121 13 150 128 211 Llas 131 157 211 149 167 157 117 164 31 167 134
Custody~free 120 212 86 1? 161 X X 5 145 200 X i7 172 160 116 Xe 113 195 140
Percentage of Parsonst ' :
Arrested, action pending [ [ 1, 16.0 0 (] [] 749 o ) 0 2242 23.0 7.1 7 3343 11.1 13 10.2.
Returned to prison 36-‘4 0 21, 0 57.1 100.0 100,0 o, 13.3 0 100.0 1.1 o [ 7.Z 66.7 1Ll 0 12.8
PAL/RAL o5 [+] 28.6 8.0 [¢] [} 0 23,7 26,7 50.0 o 1.1 ?.7 0 154 33.3 [ 17.1

Custody=free Days Baforet .
Arrested, action pending X X 125 88 X X X 100 X X X 61 153 9? 7% 8o 97 195 110
Returned to prison 112 X 146 X 8o 73 211 X 110 X 211 189 X X 226 167 12 X 121
PAL/BAL 28 X 8 6? X X X 95 128 13 X 98 90 X 20 X 167 X 88
Rate of Fpisodest
Recent 6 months 1.18 0 1.7 64 57 1.25 1.0 «68 67 «50 1.0 o56 .E& 1328 69 1.33 89 71 73
Recent 12 wontha L5 X X X 128 X 1.0 b 4 40 X 1.0 «89 113 o X X +89 W70 «86
Rink to Cormunity 4.0 186 70.4 130 152.? 165 72 138.3 157.8 96.0 72 149.3 238.2 106,3 204 192 3371 91.0 150.7
Prison Time 2 18 14,0 16.2 48.3 78.3 L} 32.4 30.9 ha.5 n 16.0 9147 62,5 . 56,9 25,7 49.2 30.3 38.5
Notet The aymbol X means “not appliocable"
No information available on community adjustwent measures.
Y/ No permous are in these situationa.
™ ™ e » - P - " o ? 3 L = () ] rr s
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Forcentage of lersona on Parole:

Within mont racont 3 moas. having

Faverable/Unfavorable=Employment
Favorable/Unfazorable-Residence

General Public Acsiotance

Favorable Adjuatment Prognosis

For at loant 9 of
tho laot 12 months having

Favorabtle/Unfavorable~Baploysent
Favorable/Unfavorable-Raaidence

Qeneral Publie Anolstance

Favorable Adjustment Prognosis
For moro than 3 monthn serioua

Physical Hoalth Probloss
Hental Health Problems
Alcohol usage

Drug involvement/una

Hean Length of Timet
E In months

Favorable/Unfavorable-Fsployaont
Favorable/Unfarorable~Realdence

In days

Parole
Custody-free

Percentage of Pernons:
Arranted, action pending
Returned to prison
PAL/RAL

Custody«free Days Beforet
Arrested, action pending
Returned to prison
PAL/RAL

Bate of Episodest

Recent 6 months
Recent 12 montha

Rlak to Comsunity
Prison Time

I =

i { ! { A N O IO o
TABLE 0-1 {Continued)
EFFEGIIVENESS OF INDIVIDUAL FROJEGTS AND PRUGRAMS DEPENDING ON TIME-ON-PAROLE
Days on Parole {Detween 235 and 354)
Agont Voca= Pnrolf ;:Wl;:;oninb ‘E;\:;ﬁa " Toan h
Suzmary/ Regular Bummary tional Cutpationt| Qutpationt| Parole Supor=
Bummary/ [Continued | OBupore Diroot Agent/ Rehabilie | Bassatt Olinie Olinie |Outpationt igh vioion Welghted
Regulur Regular vision SPAN PAPA Summary Bummary A3D IFA tation Barrio NHP JOVE North Bouth nio BIr Control CHNT Totnl
843/75.0 | 30.0/40,0 | 25.0/68.8 Y/ /%4 a/ Sha5/36.4 | 33.3/66.7 14 5546/3343 11647/7540 | 22:3/27:3 1 30,0/30,0 | 5060/1647 | 234076145 | 16.7/83.43 | 8.3/41.7 | 50.0/25.0 | 16.7/66.7 ] 29.4/47.5
4247/5040 | 50.0/10.0 112.5/43.8 25,0/43.8 36417273 | 33.3/66.7 2242/6647 | 7540/3303 | 27.3/27:3 | 200/60,0 | 50,0/530.0 | 15.3/53.8 | 33.3/50,0 | 33,2/33.3 | 50,0/12.5 [ 16.7/0 2944/39,0
33,3 0 18.8 28.1 18,2 33.3 22,2 67, 0 ' 33,3 23.0 33.3 33,3 o 9040 20,3
33.3 70,0 25,0 50,0 80.0 33.3 5846 3343 9247 10,0 6647 46,2 5040 (3% 25.0 B83.3 48,6
8,3/66.7, | 30,0/40,0 | 25,0/56,3 15.6/28.1 54.5/27.3 | 3303/33¢3 3343/33:3 116.9/6647 | 18.2/27.3 110.0/30.0 | 50.0/16,7 | 23.0/53.8 | 16,9/66.7 0/33:3 | 25.,0/25.0 | 16.2/66.7 | 2145/40.7
2540/33.3 | 20.0/20,0 1 6.3/43.8 21,9/40.6 3644/27.3 | 33,3/0 224276647 | 2500/1647 | 1842/1842 |10,0/6040 [ 164775040 ] 15:3/6145 | 1649/33.3 [16.7/4147 | 32,570 0/0 19.8/35.0
25 0 8.8 281 18.2 33,3 111 1647 0 Eo.o . 15.3 6e? 3.3 0 33.3 17.5
33.3 50,0 18.8 3hb 70,0 333 5846 3343 543 0.0 €647 462 16,9 ey 12,5 83.3 40.7
1647 10.0 375 6.2 0 [ 0 1647 0 10,0 0 7% 1647 1647 0 o 10,1
8.3 [+] 18.8 1] [ [} 1647 [} [} ] 30,9 333 1647 (] (] 9.6
16.7 10,0 o 12,5 9.1 33.3 0 [} ¢ 10.0 0 20 167 8.3 125 0 9.0
16.7 0 43,8 21.9 27,3 0 1.1 33.3 9.0 20,0 0 3047 0 333 379 0 3.5
6.0/ 8.7} 9.8/ 9.6] 9.5/ 8.3 W1/ 7 73/ 948 12,0/ 940 22/ 8.3 640/ 949 { 843/ 948 6.0/ 6.0110.0/ 3.0 9.8/ 901 2.5/10.2 | 3.0/ 6,7 940/ 7.2 } 12.022,0] 7.9/ 8.5
740/ 649 | 745/ 75 | 7.5/ 7.0 940/ 7o 2:2/1140) 7.8/ 6.0 7.5/ 9.5 | 9wy 75| 6.87 6.0 6.0/ 8.3 ] 3.0/ Bio| 75/ Bi% 9.0/ 6,8 | 2571.0] 75/ 4.5 3.0/ 75/ 7.8
2 a2 284 281 322 32h 6 272 302 322 280 264 an a7 308 292 296 297
al?g 202 246 253 321 324 EDY 257 288 32 283 266 273 258 294 238 296 282
7.7 0 294 &z.z 70l 16,7 333 0 8.3 9.0 10,0 0 2% 0 2341 5040 16,7 pURY
30.8 0 17.6 9, [ DY [} [ [ [} 9.0 0 16,7 0 [ 749 0 0 z.z
0 [ 11,8 9l 0 0 0 0 8.3 [} 0 0 72 0 0 25,0 0 o0
308 X 255 193 op 203 285 X 143 278 14y X 158 X 228 236 278 225
207 X 238 150 295 X X X X 310 X 143 X X »l X X 2
x X 29 252 X X x X 259 x X X 290 X X 201 X 27
1.0 5 1.0 o 50 8 2.0 o «50 ot «80 a7 o5t .83 92 123 o33 o
1,69 1.0 1,06 1.% o7 9 2.7 N+ 1.08 .5?. 1 19 1318 1467 2.0 250 33 L2
176 716 8725 186.8 227.1 1467 228 973 84,0 97.2 984 14 136.9 18 549 20248 100,0 135.8
3644 2ha1 2043 55.8 43.3 33.8 0.7 3644 326 ' hhe9 23.0 54.5 79:3 8.2 1942 44,8 2.5 38.9

Hote! The symbol X means “not upplicable®
No infarwation avallable on comsuni

4 No persons are in these situations.

ty -d:lun'tnnt neasures.
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TAHLE C-1 (Continued)

JFYFICTIVRIESS OF INDIVIDUAL PROJICTS AND FROGRAKS DEPENDING ON TIME-ON-PAROLE
Pays on Parole (Batween 355 and 490)

Agent Voca« Parole Parole Gan Jose Tean
Oummary, Regular Surmary tional Outpatient] Outpatient] FParols Bupar=
Oummary/ | Continued | Bupere Direct Agent/ Rotabili={ Bassett Clinie Clinie | Outpatient tgh viston Weighted
Rogular | Hegular vialon OPAN PAPA Buesary | BSussary ABD orA tation Barrio NP Jove North fouth Clinie EMIT Control ORMT Total
Porcentage of Perpsons on Farolel
Within moat recant % mos. having :
Favorable/Unfavorable~Inployment | 46.2/30.8 | 45.,0/40.0 | 43.5/434 b 100,0/0 5h,2/20.8 | 33.3/38.9 ¥, 50,0/0 20.6/57:1 | Whab/33.3 | o/33.3|  0/200.0 0/0 | 25.0/50,0 [ 12.5/37.5 | 25.0/75.0 | 44,1/1141 | 41.0/35.0
anonbla%nf:voubh-Rtﬁdenal 50-8/23.8 50407350 39.1/}0.2 14 100,0/0 4 29:?/'01.7 50.0/1647 Y 5040/0 28.6/42.9 | 33.3/2242 0/6647 0/160.0 0/0 50,0/25.0 | 12.5/6245 | 2540/25.0 [2242/3343 | 35.4/30.7
General Public Assistance 15, 10.0 8. [+ 16.7 114 . 0 1.3 0 33.3 10040 100.0 28.0 0 0 22.2 12.9
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis 6145 75.0 b3.5 100.0 b 6647 50.0 28,6 - 66,7 6647 100.0 100.0 25.0 25.0 [} 88.9 57.8
For at least 9 of
the lat 12 months having
Favorable/Untavorable«Paployment { 23.1/38.5 [ 40.0/30.0 | 47.8/34.8 0/0 5442/2048 | 33.3/33.3 100.0/0 W 3/4209 | 330372242 0/0 0/0 /0 25.0/50,0 0/12,5 0/75+0 | WhihiZidad | 35.4/28.6
l‘nvonbh/llnhvonblc-Roﬁldonc' 7-7/?3.3 45,0/40,0 }Z.B/zﬁ.l 100.0/0 25,0/3343 | 38.9/22.2 50.0/0 140370249 § 33.3/2202 0/66,7 0/100.0 0/0 50.0/25.0 07625 1 25.0/0 2242/33.3 129.3/34,0
General Public Assistance 154 1 10.0 be3 0 12, 5.6 0 -0 0 [ 100.,0 100,0 25,0 0 0 222 8.8
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis 53.8 75.0 43,5 100.0 e 66,7 [} 28.6 66,7 6647 100.0 100.0 25.0 25,0 [} 77.8 55.8
For more than 3 montha sericua
Physical Health Problees [+] 5.0 847 [} . 83.3 0 0 o4 1.1 33.3 [ 0 0 375 25.0 1.1 13.0
Mental Health Problesa 77 0 8.7 4 ' 2 5.6 [} 0 0 0 0 [} [} 12.9 o ] ol
Alcohol ussge 0 10.0 13.0 [} he2 0 0 [+] 11a 33.3 [} 0 25.0 Q 23.0 ] 6.8
Drug involvement/une 747 4] 17k 0 0 16,7 [ k3 22,2 33.3 0 0 75.0 75 [ 14,3
Hean Length of Timet '

E In montha )
Favorable/Unfavorsble-tuployment | 8.1/ 2.4 10,5/ 8.0 | 11,4/10.3 3.0/% 11,6/ 6.8 111,67 8.7 13.5/% 240/11.4 | 10,3/12.0 { 6.0/ 3.0 X/ 9.0 %/ 3. 9.0/12.0 45/ 6,01 3.0/1248 15,0/ 9.0 } 10,3/ 8.8
l‘:vonbloﬁnllvonhh-lhgildz:e: 64871203 [ 1247 /12,3 | 12.3/1045 2./ 9:"/ 5:2 1147 9.3 940/% 940/26.0 | 12.0/10,0 X108 X/IS:O X% 2.5/12-0 640/32.0 | 22,0/ ):0 10.5/13.0 | 10.6/21.0

N . .
In daye :
. ) hoh [} b1y 1y 412 3 N3 h30 hih bt (L] hoy n9 399 4os b3y s
Cuntody-fres 34 7 Wy X 384 408 }gg 30 354 k29 35?7 03 425 9 m ha 37 400
Percentage of Personat ! . .
Arrested, aotion pending o 0 9.4 100,0 5.0 8,0 0 0 2.9 0 33.3 0 0 22,2 0 0 22
Returned to prison [} 0 [N [+] 10.0 ] [} [} 0 0 0 0 [} [} 22.2 25.0 ] Boh 3
PAL/RAL 77 0 125 o [} 0 0 [} [} 10.0 0 0 0 [¢] ] o 3.3
Custody-free Days Befores
Arreated, astion pending X X 378 3\ ) 462 %6 X X ho$ X [HL} X X x 303 x | 3 797
Re¥urned to primon X X .;;z X u? X X X X X X X X X 191 361 X 263
PAL/RAL 83 b X X X X X 397 X X X X X X X 392
Rate of Episodest . .
Recent 6 wonths o6 o33 1.1 3.0 wd 33 o 30 Y23 ko L33 X X 75 1.0 75 22 58
Recent 12 months 92 67 1.5 30 3% - «03 +50 v W80 133 X X 1.50 1.3 1.7% Wit 1,01
Risk to Community 4.9 1171 80.0 240 1373 113.0 98.8 0 977 e 920 1hY 9% 69 138,5 232.0 84,0 109.9
Prieon Time Shelt 33.2 26.0 35 371 33k 354 n 2844 .8 46,0 s K] 328 19.9 26,0 12,8 3he?
“Notet The symbol X -ﬁm "not applicable% .
E/ Ko information avallable on 1ty adjuntment
Y/ No persons are in these situations. D
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For at leant 9 of

Alcohol usage

Hean langth of Time:

In dayn
Tarole
Custody=fres
Fercentage of Personat

Rate of Epimodeat

Risk to Comsunity

=) L) £y " - -
i i . " f =
W 0~ 1 [ b U N O | | |
TADLE C-1 (Continued)
EYFECTIVINESS OF INDIVIIUAL FROJECTO AND FROGRAMI DEFINDING ON TIME-ON«FAROLE
Days on Tarole (491 or larger)
Agent Voca« Parole Farole | San Jode Tean
Surmary/ 1 Hegular Sipnary tional Outpatient Outrauunt Farole Oupers
Gummary/ | Continved | Dupere Direct Agent/ Rehabilie | Dassett Clinte Olinte | Outpationt Bigh viefon |Weighted
flegular | ogular vioion OFAl TAFA Jusmary | Ouwmary AlD 1.2 tation Barrio NP JOVE North Jouth Clinto EMIT Control CRMT Totud
Fercentage of Farcono on Farolot
WAthin ront recent 3 man, having
Favorable/Untavornblesinployrent 0710040 | 5Ca0/5120 | 36027013 o1 Y V4 Y 50.0/0 [ rBVAL 174 63,620 ©/9%3 | 043/6647 | 50.0/16.7 Y o745 T3 Bl 2000 U580 [ hhali/hlily [ 20404/83,6
Favorable/Untavorable=Rosidence | 100./0 SC0/5060 [ BLa4/ 4144 [V 364472642 26,0763 [ CO/3303 [ 2540781047 | 50.,0/16,7 0A200,0 1,270000 | 590070040 | £162/0040 Fh00 9736,
QJeneral Fublic Asolotance LXn0 ©0.0 209 Q 5ah 0 13.3 250 3.3 10040 242 &3 %3 29,6
Favorable Adjustment frognosia 0 V90 5%4 100.0 636 bidyi 353 29.0 54,3 Q 66.7 3640 [ %4 52,8
the last 14 montha having
Favorablo/Unf avorabl e«Inployment Q1000 | 290C/5040 | 2060/304% 50,0/0 940/45:5 63.6/0 /533 €/50.01 8.3/ 8.3 O/100,0 [ 45:5/02:3 | bhet/A%1 | 184274548 | 23,0/20,9 [ 2B.04/30.0
Favorablo/Unfavorableeileaidence o/ BULO/ECU { B0e5720,8 [V Q2:2/27:2 D0 N/63:6 1 23374647 116.7/3%:3 | 33.3/16.7 O/10040) [ D7 2/0545 | blhahi/2042 [ 544871802 | 6143/27.8 | 2641/3345
Genernl Public Assistance 10040 S5U.0 1.0 0 a2 0 6.7 2540 290 100.0 49,5 4] o 228 242
Favorable Adjusteent Prognooie 2} 750 8.7 1000 they P39 333 16.2 5843 0 636 6642 1842 66.7 50.6
For mnra_than 3 eonthn serfious .
Phyaical tealth Problean 100.0 [y 6.9 0 0 940 13.3 8.3 8.3 0 0.0 0 0 1.2 7.4
Hental lealth Problema 0 0 942 0 10.2 ] 6. 8.3 8.3 100,0 203 0 9.0 1. B.9
0 250 1.2 Q 940 273 (4 2540 16.7 0 182 0 ?.g.) 1.1 1he2
Drug involvement/use 100:0 224 ] 940 90 33.3 4.7 33.3 0 [+ & 8.2 .1 205
E In pantha
Favorable/Unfavorable=iaployment X/1840 112407 9,0 | 16:3/1640 12,0/ 3.0 20A6:0 187 6,01 3.0/15:6 [ 9.5/13:8| 7.54141 X/2140 1501/ 643 | 16:2/1540 ] 1041/15:0 § 26.5/19.0 {12.8/10.3
Favoratle/Unfavorable-Rentaince. | 12,07 340 | 10:6/26.5 | 19372417 WX 112.818.8 90N5.0 | 9.0726:0 | 910724 | 11.300:7 B0 | Inensd | 1687010 | 169200 | 151710 | Thesraed
g9 503 610 02 509 624 65h &ha 618 627 701 579 661 663 658 622
496 506 615 502 *9 592 633 57 580 576 6 58L [23) 668 651 603
Arrested, aotion pending 0 0 31 1] [{] 8.3 1] 20,0 1649 91 (1] 0 111 9.0 5.6 65
Returned to prison [ 1] g.l 1] [ 0 9.0 [ 0 0 [ 9 0 [} 5.6 B‘a
PAL/RAL 100,0 25,0 . 0 0 (] 1] 0 [\ (] 921 1na 9.0 5.6 9
Cuntodysfres Duys Deforet
Arrested, sction pending } 4 X 657 X X 5y X gha u76 byl x X b [ 629 17
Raturned to priscn X X 301 X X X 579 50 X X X Y X X 569 74
FAL/RAL hg6 m uh} X X X X X X X X 563 Shly 859 613 LY
Recent 6 months L0 W50 W92 1.0 [1] ] 2P 1.0 03 67 1.0 W5 o33 118 ] 73
Racent 12 montha 2.0 75 1.67 1.5 0 75 b5 25 1,33 1.0 2.0 1.09 W56 245 1,06 314
288 14,5 a9 W8 [ 830 [ 5] 104,8 €0.3 53.0 144 22 L1~ £34h a3 718
52 198 164 298 3he0 40,0 A2 2646 n.2 1.5 65 32.8 10,8 1246 7649 2446

Priscn Tine

Note: The symbol X means “not applicable
wo information available on comtunity adjustment meamures,
14 No persons are in these situationa,




TADLE €2

IFFECTIVENKDS OF INDIVIDCAL FIXOUECTO AND FROOIAMS DERINDING ON RICK«TOSTIE.COMMUNITY
Seore (40 or Leaa)

Agent Yooue Farole tarole | San Jove Tean

Suresary/ | Regular Oumsary tioual OQutpatient| Outpatient] Parole Oupars
Quaeary/ | Continued | Supers Direct Agant/ Rehabilie { Dassett Clinie Clinle | Outpationt itigh vicion Weightod
Repular | Hegulur vision OraN TAFA Juesary | Dumsary AJD ¥A tation Darrio Nitp JovE Rorth Jouth Olinie NIT Control GIMT Total

Fercontoge of fereono on Nercles

Nithin pant recont 3 mane having
Favorable/Unfavorablesinployment

0/0 572940 1 36:2/3047 [ 50:0/5040 | £0.0/5040 1. 50.3/16:7 [ 28.4/604% [ 50,0726, % | 704070 204075040 [ 29a0/9249 [ 1209/3%:7 [ 38:3/303 | 020040 [ 10 2/7044 12800/364h | 2208/6647 162:5/1245 | 37.0/3040
Favoratie/Untavorable«Residence €/10040 | 624570 b2, 150,070 504075040 383/05,0 1 29.0/4007 1 3303/50,0 1 304076000 [ 50.0/6060 { E9a/352 [ 350/0846 [ 3363/6607 | 0/20040 1 234679721 [ 15:5718:2 | 3% 3/8040 [ 5007050 | 2241/ 3040
General Fublic Asaistance Q 12,9 17:2 0 0 16,9 M 0 0 10,0 1746 s 66,7 50.0 0 9l 33.3 2540 13
Favorable Adjustment Pregnosie 10040 G35 6043 £0.0 £0.0 50,8 6647 66,9 70,0 5040 Wl 5040 €6.7 100.0 28.6 6346 333 750 578

For at least 9 of
tha ant )2 wontha having

Favorable/Unfaverable-Boploynent /0 37.9/35).0 34,8/33.8 0/50,0

/0 80:3/1647 125:0/0147 [ 33.2/1647 | 7020100 [ 10,0/5040 F11a1/35.2 {10 3/15.3 1 333/30:3 | 0A200.0 18,2/18:2 0/66.7 [50:0/125 [23e2/01.0
Favorable/Unfavorable=Realdence ojxgo.OJ G245/ 31:0/2549 50-0/(0) SO-Q/?JOoO 33{6\/35.0 4149/25.0 0/50,0 076649

O/
0/100,0 28.6/'(".;7.1 'o5.5/i8u‘! 2208/33:3 1504072540 | 0947972047

3040/6040 | 30,0400 | 10,6/11:1 | ¥ 2/29‘6
General Pudblic Asaistance 12,3 172 0 25,0 0 0 10.0 17:6 O 6649 50,0 9 333 250 1742
Favorable Adjustment Frognoatu 100.0 7340 5649 50.0 80.0 50,0 55,3 6647 7040 50.0 ) e 66,7 50,0 20,6 636 1.1 Ly 5246

For mere than 3 wontha serioue

Physical llealth Probless 13.8 50.0 50,0 .

0 0 8.3 0 0 10,0 10.0 5.9 0 3.3 50,0 1,3 941 0 12,9 9.9
Hental deslth Problews 0 0 1.9 0 50,0 ' 8.3 8.3 0 [ 10,0 5.3 I3} [ 0 42,9 0 0 12,8 5%
Alcohol ussge 0 0 8.6 0 50,0 8.3 8.3 1642 20,0 0 n, 2.4 0 0 14,3 0 11,1 29,0 10:t
Drug ibvolvenent/use 0 [ 172 50,0 0 8.3 8.3 16,7 0 2040 294k 1he3 0 0 1.3 18,2 2.2 0 1446

Hean Langth of Tiser '
[ "m““%l“"‘ /Vnt ble«Baployment 253 G0/ 90112571281 30/ 805 X/ 940 10607 4,0 | 10:5/80.3 1 5407 568 112,07 2,0[ 53120 9@/.128 8,87 847 [ 12,07 640 X/ 708 | 6.0710.7 | 16.0/10.8 }10,0/05,5 | 10,07 6.0 [10.8/1141
‘avorable, avorable« 1 a " 287124 Iy o Iy o 1 8/ 84 o . . o o . N 3 . . .
5 Favoratledafavorablechesidence |  XN5 |20ix T |16AANG | B0k | 9407 920 6u/ 6.8 | 10,3728 | 3007 3.0 | 15:0/12:0 | 10,0/28,0 | 100071049 | 1407 806 | €005 | X2 2051 4571003 [15.0713.5 [ 10031002 [ 120071645 1100148
. . L3
“Farite 164 0y 224 153 252 hoh 500 &8s uy s&?e 449 488 488 259 146 373 81y 401 456 457
Cuntodysfree bYi] b 2] 153 252 L1 b3 k69 142 y A3? 450 461 259 166 563 M 589 41y 470
Percentage 2 Nersonst .
Arreated, actfon pending 4] 3.0 0 0 [ 0 0 0 [ 0 549 el 0 1] ] 8.3 128 0 a.a
Returned to prison 2040 0 3,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ [ 0 0 0 0 16,2 [ 0 2
FAL/RAL €00 0 1.9 0 [} 0 o My 10,0 0 549 [ [ [ 14,3 o 328 1h,3 95
Cuntody~fres Days Beforet
Arreated, action pending X X 209 X X x X b3 €23 193 X X X 606 L1 S R 1 3%
Returned to prison 246 x [31] I3 X X x X X 3 X X X X X X 233 X X 228
FAL/RAL 3 03 3 X X 63,0 an X 3 X X X 563 X 303 613 268
Hate of Epiendest
Recent § menthe 1.2 a3 o o o | W0 3. w2 o7 'Bo «20 53 +50 [ ] o o2 1.86 29 1
Recent 12 menths 14 +88 1.0) X 0 «50 - 73 X o it 1,96 Ak 0 K] 129 50 3.1h 229 N
Risk to Cossunity 304 7.0 20,9 24,0 42,0 2.0 a2 20,0 40.0 192 228 82,3 28:6 .0 10,0 20,0 29.9 20,0 36,0 B
Prison Time 0o jEY 13.8 11.0 2.8 23,0 2.3 1.8 23,0 1149 2hed 2.3 13.8 h2,3 29,5 0.4 8.2 356 298 16,3
Notit The symbol X means Pnot applicable®

s No informaticn available on cosmunity adjustment measures,
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TABLE -2 (Centinued)
EFFECTIVENESE OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS DEPENDING ON RIGK~TO~THE-COMMUNITY
Soore (Botween 49 and 96)
Agont Voca= Parole Farole | San Joae Toam
Surzary/ Regular Summary tional Outpatient| Qutpatient] Farole Supbre
Summary/ | Continued | Buper- Direct Agent/ Rehabili~ | Bassstt Clinie Olinioc |Outpationt High vision Woightod
Rogwlar | Raguler vioion SPAN PAPA Bummary Summary ABD OFA tation Barrio NP JOVE North South Qlinic EMIT Control CRMT Total
Fercentage of Persona on Parolet
Within most recont 3 won. having
Favorable/Unfavorable=Employment | 27.3/36.4 Lhti/33.3 | 35.0/50.0 | 30.0/20.0 | 0.0/20,0 a 5040/2540 [ 30.0/20,0 | 1040/70,0 |30.0/30.0 [25.0/5843 }25.0/25.0 |66.7/1647 0/5040 1 2540/37:5 | 44.4/3343 0/60.0 | 75.0/0 2357071 | 22.9/38.3
Favorable/Unfavorable~Recidenco | 27.3/36.4 [55.6/33,3 | 30.0/50.0 | 20,0/40,0 | 40.0/40,0 25,0/50,0 | 40.0/20,0 | 2040/40,0 1 20,0/50.0 | 33.2/25.0 | 25.0/50,0 | 33.3/33.3 0/100.0 | 25.0/37.5 | 22.2/64.4 120.0/60.0 /2540 1 111.2/17.6 | 30,9/38,3
General Public Aasistance 0 Q 15.0 [} 20,0 7¢5 20,0 0.0 10.0 16,7 0 1647 50,0 379 0 0 Q 41,2 179
Favorable Adjustment Prognosin 36.4 66,7 25.0 60,0 70.0 5040 60.0 40,0 60.0 h1.7 50.0 33,3 50.0 790 66.6 20,0 0.0 64.7 51.8
For at loast 9 of
the 1ast 12 months having
Favorsble/Untavorable-Enployment | 9.1/a7.3 |4he4/22.2 | 35.0/5540 | 30.0/20.0 | 40.0/30.0 50.0/25.0 | 40.0/3040 } 10.0/60.0 | 30,0/20.0 |25.0/41.7 [25.0/0640 |50, /16.7 0/50.0 | 1245/85.0 [ £3.3/02.2 0/80.0 | 25.0/0 23497353 1 29.0/34.6
Favorablo/Unfavorable-Residonce | 27.3/36.4 | 33.3/hk.4 ]25,0/45.0 110.0/30.0 | 30.0/40,0 12.5/37:5 | 40,0/30,0 | 20.,0/30,0 [20,0/50.0 [25.0/33.3 {3940/50.0 C/3%3 ©/100.0 | 35.0/37.5 | 20207333 O/80.0 | 25.0/0 b72.1/17:6 | 2442/30.7
Goneral Public Ansictance © ] 10.0 [} 20.0 25.0 10.0 10.0 10,0 8.3 [ 1642 50,0 12.9 Q 4 29,0 35.3 13.0
ble Adjustment Pr. 10 36.4 66,7 20.0 60.0 50.0 50,0 60,0 30.0 60.0 41,7 50.0 33.% 50.0 7540 . 20,0 25,0 Ghe? h2.5
For more than 3 monthe gerioua '
Physical loalth Problems ] 0 20.0 0 16,0 12.5 [} 1] 0 16.7 25,0 343 0 124 0 20,0 0 5.9 8.6
Hental Health Problems Yl [} 15.0 [} [} 0 o 0 0 8.3 ¢ 0 Q [ 2242 20.0 28,0 549 6.2
Alechol usage [} 2242 15.0 [} 10.0 0 0 20.0 o] [} 25.0 [ [+ 12.3 1.1 20.0 5040 11.8 9+9
Drug involvement/use [} 4 35.0 10.0 10.0 0 10.0 50.0 10.0 3%.3 50.0 333 [+] 0 0 40,0 0 11.8 16,0
Mean Langth of Time:
In months
“Favorable/Unfavorable~Bnploynent | 6.8/ 6.8 |11.4/ 5.3 [12.6/10.8 } 5.0/ b0 | 7.5/ 9.0 9.0/ 8.3 112.0/13.5 | %5/ 5.6 [16.0/ 5.5 | 9.0/ 9.0 {12,0/15.0 | 8.%/ 6.0 ¥/ 3.0 7.0/ 6.0 L1327 9 X/ 6.8 110,07 4,5 114.0/16,0 | 10,3/ 8.7
E Favorable/Unfavorable-Reaidence 7.0/20.5 | 9407 9.9 J12.9/20.5 | 3.8/ b5 g-}/ 7.8 10,5/ 9.0 [15.8/11.3 | 5.0/ 5.3 | 6.8/12.0 | 7.8/11.5 12:0/10.5 6.0/ 9:8 X/ 6.0 9.0/ 8.0 | 18,07 B:(\ 3.0/20.3 El:o/ 6.0 1'!.’0/\;-:0 10:3/ ‘):0
In dayns
Parole 253 o h22 108 261 391 395 464 127 330 hhg 332 21h Zig 220 461 332 696 507 354
Cuatody-free 357 396 436 110 250 ho1 383 6o 136 326 389 346 265 25 210 463 0 661 490 362
Parcentage of Personst .
Arrested, action pending -] 0 10.5 [ 0 [ 1.1 0 [} 1] 25.0 0 28.6 ] 4] [ 16.7 [} 5.6 3.7
Returned to prison 20.0 0 5.3 [} [] 10,0 ] 10,0 4] [} 0 25.0 [ 50,0 [ [} 16,7 4} 0 N3
PAL/RAL 20.0 o o 10.0 20.0 o ] [*] 30.0 0 8.3 0 0 0 12.5 ¢ o 7} ] 57
Cuatody=-tree Days Bafore!
Arrested, action pending X X 208 X b X ) x X X 425 X 61 X X X 183 X 639 303
Raturned to prison 196 X 0L X X 295 X 2 X X X 211 X 143 X X 83 X X 205
PAL/RAL 25 X X 85 252 X X X 105 X 259 X X X 290 X X X X 150
Rate of Epiecdeat
Recent 6 months 70 33 147 78 4o o 22 Jbo 50 o .58 50 87 +90 oh3 38 1.67 1.25 89 70
Recent 12 wontha 90 .89 1.68 X . +70 33 8o X «70 1.58 1.25 86 50 &3 «63 2.83 3.33 1.0 1.06
Risk to Community 79.6 80.0 P77 76,6 76.8 81.3 733 6946 75:6 8k.0 75.0 75¢2 82.3 78.0 7645 68.0 66,0 78,0 78.0 7649
Prison Time 35.8 20,1 271 15.9 28,1 3.5 36,3 50,9 213 28.3 35.2 k4.0 136 58,5 48,1 36.1 19.0 10.5 3.9 30.8

Notet The symbol X ueans '"not applicable"
4 No information available on community adjustment measures.




TABLE C-2 (Continued)

EFFECTIVRNESS OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS AND PROGRAMS DEPENDING ON RISKTO-THE-COMMUNITY
Soore (Detwoen 97 and 155)

Agent Voca« Parole Piole | Ben Jose Team
Summary/ Rogular Bummary tional Outpatient) Outpatient| Parole Bupors
Sumary/ [ Continued | Bupers Direct Agent/ Rehabili~ | Baasett Clinio Olinio | Outpatient| High vioion Weighted
Regular | flegular vioion BEAN PAPA Summary Bummary ABD FA tation Barrio Nitp JOVE North Bouth Olinio ENIT CGontrol OIMT Total
Percontage of 'fersons on Parole:
Mithin most recent 3 mom. having
Favorable/Unfavorable=Eurloyment | 9.1/36.4 | 55.6/4ka | 230575249 | 25.0/50,0 | 62.5/25,0 o |66.7/16.7 | 25.0/75.0 116.7/50.0 | 57.1/28.6 0/57.1 | 2846/28.6 132.5/12.5 |  0/100.0 | 33.3/58.3 | 40.0/40,0 | 2n.2/28.2 | 40,0/0 28.6/5%.1 22:h/ha
Favorable/Untuyarable~-5eaidonce 9.1/36.0 '] 33,3004 | 29.4/0142 0/0 12,5/50.0 5040/16.7 | 50.0/25,0 0/0 h2.9/14,3 | 14.2/28.6 | 2he3/2846 | 25.0/37.5 0/8n.0 | 33.3/5843 | 30,0/30.0 [22.2/55.6 |100.0/0 284670846 | 28.1/36,7
General Public Assistance any 0 2345 25.0 0 16. 25.0 [} ] thea2 0 0 40.0 25,0 0 33 [ 1h.3 PURA
F ble Adjustment Prognosin 273 66.7 29.4 75,0 50,0 100,0 50,0 33.3 i) 2846 Lok 50,0 40,0 50,0 60,0 22.2 20,0 571 hy.6
For at least 9 of
the last 12 months having
Favorable/Unfavorable-Enployment [ 9.1/75.0 | 44.4/44.4 | 2947002 12540/50.0 0/0 66.7/16.7 0/75.0 |16.7/50.0 | 42,9/14.3 0/28.6 0/2846 | 12.5/12.5 0/80.0 | 8.3/58.3 | 20.0/40,0 | 22.2/11.1 |20.0/0 28.6/02.9 | 20.9/36.0
Favorable/Unfavorable-Reaidence 941/18,2 | 33,3704 0 | 35.3/35.3 0/0 12.5/37.5 50,0/16.7 0/50,0 0/0 42,9/14.3 0/14.2 | Lha3/2846 | 12.5/37.% 078040 {25.0/50.0 }20.0/30.0 111.1/55.6 | £0.0/0 li'h!/aB.G 21.6/%2:1
Genoral Public Assiolance 7.3 ¢ Q 23, 25.0 0 16,7 25.0 o] [+] | 0 [ [} 2040 0 ] 33.3 [¢] 0 11,5
Favorable Adjustment Prognoaie 0 55.6 294 75.0 50.0 100.0 5040 33:3 b 28.6 571 62,5 40,0 333 60,0 33.3 0 57.1 LN
For more than 3 montha serioun
Phystcal Health Problems 9. 1.1 59 25,0 0 : 0 16.7 143 0 0 1245 [} 8.3 10,0 (1K} 0 14,3 101
Hentul lleaith Problems 0 [ 549 0 12,5 0 2540 0 [ [ 0 [ ] b7 o 222 0 [ 7.2
Alcohiol usage 9.1 na 59 0 o [+] 25.0 16,7 13 pUR 143 12.5 20.0 25.0 3040 0 20,0 [} 12.2
Drug involvement/use 273 ] 3543 25.0 12.5 16.7 0 16.7 3 o U3 50,0 25,0 10,0 6647 20,0 28.6 23.0
MHean Longth of Timet
In montha .
~ Favorable/Unfavorable-Baployment | 9.0/ 8.1 |11.0/11.3 {12.3/13.2 | 3.0/ 6.0] S/ b0 18/12.0 | 3.0/128 | 4.5/ 5.3 | 940/ 45 | 45/ 740 | 5.5/8.0( 45/ 801 X 7.8 6.0/ B3 {12407 707 | 9.6/ 6.0 | 8.0/ 5.0 [ 16,57 8.3 | 8.3/ 8.6
li Favorable/Unfavorable-Residence | 7.5/ 6.8 |12.8/15.0 |12.0/12.6 /% 9,0/ 6.5 12.3/12.0 3.0/15.0 | 3.0/ 3.0]15.0/ 6.0 6.0/ 9.0 | 12,0/ 7.0 4.5/ 7.8 X/ 948 | 6.6/ 93k | 9.0/ 9.5  9.0/1101 | 9407 3i0 | 1357 25| 9.7/ 9.7
In days
Tarole 298 373 LoB 125 271 332 353 508 118 227 392 456 5 217 245 393 hay 280 334
Custody-free 257 37 339 123 22'0 266 258 489 123 36 365 ho3 ﬁl 27 a5 iﬁé 51 673 29 323
Porcentage of Persons: . .
Arrested, action pending 10,0 0 16.7 0 12,5 74 143 [ 167 [ 143 14,3 25,0 [ 25.0 0 222 40,0 28,6 13,2
Returned to prisen 20,0 0 16.7 [ 0 14,3 ] [ 0 0 [ [} [ [ [] 20,0 1.1 (1] 0 6.3
PAL/RAL 20.0 [ 1.1 ] 12,5 [} 0 L] o 143 143 [+] 125 [} 0 [¢] 1141 20,0 0 6.3
Custody=free Doy Deforet
Arrostod, action pending 308 X hah X 217 307 2N X 67 X 455 322 30 X 123 X 309 252 237 250
Raturned to yriven s X 349 X X FBL:] X X X X X X X X X 32 2 X X 261
PAL/RAL 192 X 255 X 252 X X X X 84 113 X 98 X X X 5 a3 X a0
Rate of Eplcodest
Recent 6 montha «80 40 .12 «50 «75 «50 1.0 %0 +50 olb 71 57 63 20 89 1.0 +89 60 37 4083
R¢. ¢ it 12 month 1,60 40 2453 X 88 oGh 14k 80 X «29 1.0 1.0 25 20 1.5 1.8 1.89 1.20 57 1.5
Risk .0 Community 126.6 18,2 125.3 126,0 130.8 130.7 12.3 122.4 126.0 137.1 123.4 120.0 117.0 1312 122.0 120.2 125.1 150.0 130.3 125.6
Prison Time 8.6 3646 27.8 115 503 28.1 250 6.0 30.2 h5.1 3244 42,9 133 91.6 67.8 : h3.8 2343 793 b 39.6
Notet The symbol X maans “not applicable®
174 No information mvailable on ity adjustment
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TADLE 0-2 {Continued}
EFFEQTIVENESS OF INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS AND PRORAMS DEPENDING ON RISK<TO-THE-COMMUNITY
Score (156 or larger)
Agent; Voca= Parole Farole Bun Jose Tean
Burmary/ Rogular Busmmary tional Outpatient| Qutpatient] Parole Buper-
Surmary/ | Continued | Bupere Direct Agent/ Rehabili- | Bassott Clinie Olinie | Qutpatient fgh vioton | Weighted
Regmular | Regular vision SPAN PAPA Sunmary Summary ASD IIFA tation Barrdio NP JOVE North South Olinle EMIT Control ORMT Total
Porcentage of Porzona on Parcled
Within mont recent 3 mos. having
Favorable/Unfavorable«Bsployment | 21.41/57.1 | 33,3/55.6 | 26.7/60.0 0/62.5 | 2lJ1/42.1 U5.57/36.,4 | 33.3/50.0 [26.7/33.3 0/83.3 0/85.9 0/50,0 [ 40,0/20,0 ' 2.2/ % a % 1 28.6/42.9 | 25,0/3745 | 33.3/38.3 | 28.6/35.7 |  0/100.0] 23.6/54.5
Favorable/Untavorable~Recidence | 424974249 | 4. bbb | 26,°/40.0 122.5/50.0 | 21.3/36.8 4 1802/05.5 | 33.3/33.3 | 26,7/40,0 | 16.7/66.7 aB.GIIZB.G 2540/2540 | 20.0/80.0 , 55.6/22,2 |14.3/28.6 |12.5/50.0 0/50.0 1 7.3/2144 0/100.0 | 2442/40.6
GQenornl Public Asoistance 357 bhaty 153 0 15.8 Q L] 2040 16.7 1.2 [} 0.0 bl dy 0 [+ 0 0 0 1,5
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis 42,9 66,7 26,7 37.6 36.8 63.6 50.0 0.0 1647 0 50,0 60,1 6647 9742 25.0 233 b 50,0 40.0
For at leant 9 of
tho laat 12 montha having
Favorable/Unfavorable=Exployment | 14.3/42.9 | 2a.2/tb.h | 26.7/53.3 0/75,0 | 10.5/42.1 U5.5/27+3 {1642/3303 |26.7/33.3 0/66.7 |  0/100,0 0/50.0 | 20.0/20,0 | 22.2/4h 44 1 10,3/62,9 |12,5/25.0 | 16.9/16.9 | 21.4/35.7 |  0A100.0 ] 17.6/4h.2
Favorable/Unfavorable-Reaidence 7.1/43.9' Wi Zulad | 20,0/3343 |22.5/50.0 | 21.1/26.8 18.2/36.h [16.7/0 20,0/33.3 116.7/66.7 |14.2/h2.8 | 25.0/25.0 0/80.0 | & /22,2 0/28.6 112.5/37.5 o333 | 7.3/284 ) 07100.0 17.0/37.0
Qeneral Publio Asaiatance . 333 6.7 [ 15, Q 0 [ 2] o2 ] 20.0 Wliole 0 0 L) 0 0 10.9
Favorable Adjustment Prognosia 50.0 66,7 26.7 25,0 231 63.6 Q 40.0 16,7 50,0 60,0 66.7 57.1 12.5 33.3 2L 50.0 37.6
For more than 3 montha serioun .
Fnyolcal Health Problems 143 222 ] 12.5 ' 0 Q 133 Qo pLIY 0 ] 2242 0 e Q 7.1 o] .
Yontel Health Problems U3 0 153 12.5 2643 Q 16,7 a 0 U2 ] 0 0 28.6 [+} 0 0 o 8.5
Algohol usage 74 114 2647 25.0 10,5 9l Q 6.9 33.3 Lhe2 ] 0 (] [ [] [ 7.1 Q 9.2
Drug involvement/use b3 0 333 62.5 263 91 33.3 33.3 50.0 971 0 20,0 [} W3 [+ 50.0 h2.9 o 2@.1
Hean Length of Time:
In wonths
Favoradle/Unfavorable~Reployment | 8.3/ 9.7 | 7.2/11.1 [11.5/10.4 X/ 5.0 ) 6.6/ 7.4 13,8/ 7e2 | 940/ 2.0 | 6.0/ 5.6 X/ 481 3.0/ 6.0 $/10.0 | 6.0/ 3.0 940/ 5.3 | 2.5/10.0 ) 6.0/ 6.0 3.0/ 7.5 ) 9.0/ 2.0 X165 8.2/ 7.7
Favorable/Unfavorable«Reatdence | 7.5/ 8.0 [15.8M2.8 | 9.5/ 9.0 | 6.0/ b5 ] 940/ 747 607 946 | 907 6.3 | 4o/ 5.1 ) 6,0/10.5 | 7.5/18,0 125.0/ 9.0 | 2.0/ 9.0 7.2/ 5.8 | 6.0/ 8.6 3.0/ 6.0 %/, g.o 6.9/ b5 X/16.51 7.9/ 8.3
In dayn
Farole 325 by bn 2 261 33 208 h% 126 2ha bee 428 262 189 260 132 323 202 543 300
Cuatody-frae 291 382 533 12 249 3h8 394 3 123 117 196 531 70 19 257 173 382 203 h20 298
Percentage of Peraonst . .
Arrented, action pending [} 1.1 50,0 15.8 10.0 18.2 33,3 13.3 [ 42,9 25.0 Q 33.3 .3 1141 42,9 20k [ 171,
Returned to primson 24 0 27.8 [+] 36.8 40,0 © o ] 42,9 1he3 25.0 20.0 Q [} [} 1he3 14,3 50.0 16.0
PAL/RAL Pl n.a 1.2 12.5 4] o ] I 2647 * 143 [ o ¢ )] Q 2242 a k3 o VY4
Custody-tree Daya Before:
Arrested, action pending % X 385 88 279 h62 208 L33 117 X 08 278 X 155 202 76 207 ~ 179 X 237
Returned to prison 116 X 223 X 10 ™ X X X 266 579 o 189 X X X 198 189 569 1
PAL/RAL 496 239 276 48 X X X X 204 186 X X X X X 20 X 126 X 159
Rate of Eplecdeat
Recent 6 months 86 o7 167 3.33 1.26 +60 27 1.8 87 124 1.86 W5 40 53 1.0 56 86 1.0 2.0 9
Rosant 12 months 157 89 259 X 1.7% %0 o435 240 X .29 3.0 1.25 Jo . L5 +56 1.4 1.7 3.0 17538
Rlak to Community 25443 2007 21.6 225.0 27547 335.4 264.5 3nh0 22,3 22249 209.1 2064 264.0 3009 196.0 280.0 249.0 32,7 216.0 2561
Prigon Time 53h 41.8 32.0 203 70:1 Tl 40.2 45.2 4044 397 2549 L 68h 35.2 99.8 106.4 he8 322 43,1 30,0 51.3
ilotol The symbol X means "not applicable”

s/ 5io information available on community adjustment meamures.
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