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FOREWORD 

The desirability of undertaking a preliminary analysis of 
various demonstration projects that were implemented over the 
last two years was discussed during a. Parole and Conununity 
Services Division (P&CSD) planning review meeting on April 19, 
1977. The issue of how comparison projects could best be made 
was resolved at subsequent meetings. In mid-July Arlene Becker, 
Deputy Director, Parole and Conununity Services Division, approved 
this demonstration projects comparison study. 

As the chief architect of the study, Frank Trink1, special 
consultant to the Division, was responsible for its design, the 
data collection effort, the analytical comparisons, and the 
preparation of this report. Many other persons were directly 
involved in the study effort; without their contributions, this 
study could not have been completed" Tom FrutchE~y and 
Jackie Taylor contributed importantly to the various phases of 
the study. Barbara Trink1 and Peter Trink1 contributed 
significantly to the cost-effectiveness analysis and to the 
preparation of this report. Lavonnia Green, Bill Forrest, 
Jessie Anne Keller, Clyde Lee, Chris Randall, and Dave Torres 
were involved in the difficult task of analytically coding the 
information that was collected. All but Ms. Keller and 
Ms. Randall were also involved in the time-consuming task of 
collecting information at field unit offices. Additional 
persons contributing to the data collection phase were 
Elaine Sorenson, Ed Reed, Bill Williams, and Warren Campbell. 
The contributions of Lorrie Kimura and Judy Kaida, who typed an 
earlier version of the report, and Monica Spooner, who patiently 
typed the many tables, as well as the final report, are most 
appreciated. 

Without the cooperation of unit supervisors and parole agents 
the task of obtaining information on adult offenders would have 
been impossible. The suggestions and advice of other persons on 
the staff of P&CSD and the Department's Bay Area Research Unit 
proved invaluable. 
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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 effor.ts 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 this report. 

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 appropri.ate 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. 

v 
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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.g., 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. 

St'ructuring 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-be 
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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~ice Focus, PrOVided by P&CSD 

• 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 transportation, ~nd 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 (poe LA and POC SF)--provision of 
psychiatric outpatient service. 

• Parole Outpatient 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. 

• 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 o 

Reviewing the Operations of Projects and Programs. Qualitativ~ 
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. Infor.mation 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, 
pa'role violations (including episodes as stated in parole violation 
reports and activity rpports), time spent in jail, and time in 
parolee-at-1arge/re1easee-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. 

Develo in 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 Ofl':: 

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 Se.ntence Law for all arrests of each adult 
offender during his or her last 24 months not in custody. 
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!~termining 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 case10ads are smaller than felon case10ads). 

• Additional resources utilized for services or controls. 

• Adjustment factor balancing val~ing proportions of felon 
and non-felon participants in specific projects. 

~he ;elative 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 Analytic Method Used for Making Comparisons. 
Although a total of 31 measures of effectiveness was developed for 
the study, several of the analyses emphasize groupings of measures 
These include: • 

• Recidivism measure--the traditional primary measure of 
program effectiveness. 

• Criminality measures--indicators of actual or potential 
reinvo1vement in criminal activities. 

• Community adjustment measures--indicators of the actual or 
potential ability to readjust to community life. 

• Community adjustment 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 varying weight to each 
measure reflecting its relative importance, the cost-effectiveness 
rank-orderings of proje\'!ts could be affected. (Additional appraisals 
would be reqUired to est.ablish 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. 

ix 
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(For examp1e~ 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 vd1ue is compared to that measure's corresponding value 
(whi~h, 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 pro ject or program b,;ing examined is less favorable than the 
corresponding value for all persons within the study (e.g., the 
s~mple for DFA has a higher percentage of persons with an alcohol 
usage problem), this is considered to be "disadvantageous." The 
number of such disadvantageous measures is then totaled for eac.h 
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." 
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The second step involves the determination of rank-orderings 
among projects 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 for,using 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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Manage~ent a~d Pre-Release, respectively. With an array of 
commun~ty adjustment measures, the rankings are affected and the 
top three rankings are: . R(~structured Case Management S'~ary 
Parole, and Regular Supervision, respectively. The u~e of the 
full,array of measures results in a .slight shift in rankings; the 
rank~ngs 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 projects. 

Even though the sample size is small, a separate appraisal of 
th~ 27 per~ons included in the study sample that were returned to 
pr~son dur~ng the study period reveals several interesting simil­
a7~tie~. N~ne o~ the,27 were in favorable employment or residen­
t~al s~t~t~ons ~mmed~ately preceding the crime or violation that 
led, to h~s or her return. Over their most recent threE~ months on 
act~ve parole, about 80 percent had unfavorable 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~ef~ect~v~ness of individual projects and programs afford 
greater ~ns~ghts ~nto the question "what works for whom and how 
well," ,than do appraisals of project categorie~. These ~ppraisals 
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 
ca~not be made strictly on cost-effectiveness c~nsiderations. For 
th~s reason the ranking of all projects within a category are 
presented. 

Wh~n considering the Regular Supervision and Summary Parole 
categor~es, those adult offenders assigned directly to Summary 
~arole have the highest cost-effe~tiveness level. However no 
~nformation 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 Lact 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 orrlerings 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. 

xii 

\i 
l ~ 

L 
E 
r 
IL 

rt" 
1\ 
:' ......., 

~= 
'"" 

[ 

[ 

[ 

( 

( i 

L 

[ 

[ 

r 
E 

------. 

r I I 

I 
I 

I \ 

\ 
T 

i 

1~ 
,l 

V 

(, 

il 
'\ !, 
I' 

I , 

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 a~signed (Dr reassigned) to 
one of the following four modes of sup~rvision: 

• 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 s~rvices 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 
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 on securing suitable 
living situations. 

• 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 is now the case. 

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

For a variety of reasons, issues concerning the overall 
effectiveness, efficiency, and equity of parole have become 
increasingly prominent in recent years. Relatively large levels 
of resources a,re 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 ana1ytica1Jy­
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 i.nformation relating to "what works, for whom, and how well" 
can be appraised, allowing decisions as to whether or not these or 
relat'ed projects should be expanded statewide. 

With the implementation of the Determinate Sentence Law, the 
parole period for adult offenders convicted for felon crimes and 
released from prison is generally limited to one year. The evi­
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. 

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 
been articulated in the past deserve careful appraisal. 



One approach, characterized as the "global parole" model is 
based on a premise that there is 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 dem0nstration 
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 flmatched 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 projects 
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 reinvo1vement 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 be 
highlighted. These issues are: 

• tVhether an array of measures reflecting both community 
adjustment 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 reinvo1vement 
in criminal activities. 

• Whether the provision of appropriate services or controls 
affects the adult offender's prospect for adjustment to 
the community. 

• Whether the various needs/problems, individually or jOintly, 
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 c,omparative appraisal of demonstration 
projects, several issues conc(~rning the desirabi.lity of a study 
effort were carefully weighed. TI1ese issues focused on the 
following four interrelated questions: 

• Are credible comparisons possible? 

• Can the study be underta'ken without contaminating 
ongoing projects? 

• Will the information obtained be dependable? 

• Will the study findings bl3 properly used? 

A negative response to anyone of these questions would have been 
a sufficient reason for not initiating the comparison study. At 
the start of the study, positiv~ 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 j,n 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. HO\01ever, a multitude of factors interact to influence 
parole outcomes; many of these factors are not controllable through 
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actions 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 
effective~Qss 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 likeli.hood that adult offenders in the control 
group of the individual projects were selected for this study in 
sufficient numbers to influence the resulls in the individual 
project is exceedingly small. It is al~o 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 selec'ted 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 
resolvedo 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 study. They are: 

Projects 

• Accelerated Social Development (ASD) 
• Bassett Barrio 
• Direct Financial Assistance (DFA) 
• Enzyme Multiplying Innnunoassay Technique (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 

• 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 e~periences 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 
project or program, information on connnunity adjustment and crim­
inal activities was obtained. A specially designed questionnaire 
(as explained later) and Bureau of Criminal Identification and 
Investigation (ell) 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 
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various projects or programs was pooled to correspond roughly to 
alternative modes of supervision ident:lfied 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 parollEl supervision . . 
Sunnnary Parole cases assigned to regular superv~s~on based on 

parole agent judgment 
Sunnnary 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 

Sunnnary 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-LA) 
Parole Outpatient Clinic - San Jose District (POC-San Jose) 
Parole Outpatient Clinic - San Francisco (POC-SF) 
Enzyme Multiplying Immunoassay Technique (EMIT) 
High Control - Walnut Creek 
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RESTRUCTURED CASE MANAGEMENT 

Team Supervision/Community Resources Management Team 

This grouping allows inSights into questions concerning the 
cost-effectiveness of "no parole" versus "regular parole " "h d , 

en ance servj.ces parole" versus "increased controls parole " 
"enhanced services provided by P&CSD or institutions" versus' 
"enhanced services prOVided by organizations outside P&CSD," 
and "restructured case management specialization" versus "regular parole." 

The second phase of the analytic effort consisted of 
determining the cost-effectiveness of each of the individual 
projects and programs, since analysis by category limits the 
inSights that are Possible. Analysis by individual project is 
consistent with the matched services/controls model approach 
and provides greater insight into the issues cited above. ' 

The third phase of the analytic effort consisted of analyzing 
parole outcomes depending on an adult offender's risk-to-the_ 
community. In the absence of a conventional base expectancy score 
(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 concerning the Determinate Sentence Law. 
(The construction of the index is explained in a later section.) 
Clusterings within the range of risk-to-the-community SCores 
provided a framework (within the categories considered or among 
the individual projects or programs) for determining whether 
effectiveness rankings are highly dependent upon the risk-to-the_ community index. 

Also included in the third analytic phase was an analysis of 
parole outcomes depending on the time spent on parole. Since the 
implementation dates of the demonstration projects vary, it would 
have been exceedingly difficult to select a representative sample 
of participants. having eqUivalent time-on-parole. Clusterings 
within the range of actual time-on-parole prOVided a framework for 
analyzing whether effectiveness rankings are highly dependent Upon the time spent on parole. 
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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 their 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 agreeing to participate. 

• Parolees being available for contact and supervision • 
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• 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 Covera~ 

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 unavo~dable. 
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 s?hedule. 
Early in the project, assignments to experimental and 
control groups were not random, reducing the usable 
sample size and limiting the validity of findings. 

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

• 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. 
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• Full implementation of the parolee trainin,g 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. 

• 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 
major insights are: 

• 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 to. 

• 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. 
Project 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 fo~;mulated 
field demonstration project. 

Bassett Barrio Council 

Purpose 

To provide employment placement and work experience to adult 
offenders. 
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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 
year. 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 project. 

Problems Encountered 

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

• Unanticipated delay in contract approval. 

• Unexpected stoppage of boat-building activities curtuiled 
the operations of the sheltered workshop. 
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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 being 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. 

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

Direct Financial Assistance (DFA) 

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 o 
Excluded were persons convicted of crimes against persons. 

Geographic Coverage 

DFA was provided to selected persons released to Regions II, 
III, and IV. 
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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 deficiencies 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 
fonnulation of the research design. 

• 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. 
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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 Imnlunoassay 
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-nurnbers 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. 
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• Monitoring the extent of drug usage by' civil addicts over 
a short time period appears feasible through the use of 
"detox curveso" 

o More timely intervention by parole agents has resulted. 

• Moreover, a notable decrease in positive tel~t for opiates 
(about eight percent reduction compared with the previous 
period) is being obse't'ved. 

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

• 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 mairltain close liaison with law 
enforcement and other criminal justice agencies. 

Services/Controls Focus 

An specified in the Implementation Plan (September 1, 1977), the 
various activities ot High Control include: 

• Routine interviews. 

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

• Arrest~ and prosecution. 

• 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: 
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Intensive Supervision 

Violence with injury 

Contract murder 

Weapons 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 

Contra Coeta Count yo 

Duration and Extent 

Jpvestigation 

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 behav:1.or 

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 

Screening of high risk parolees and operational shakedown began 
February 15, 1977. Formal field demonstration commenced on 
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. 
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Thirty-three cases have been terminated. Upon completion of 
investigation, 19 cases were referred back to the regular agent. 
The remaining 14 cases under intensive supervision were either 
discharged (4), transferred (8), revoked (1), or died (1). 
Investigations generally lasted about two months e 

Problems Encountered 

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

• 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. 

• Some duplication of effort occurred because of task 
specialization. More efficient use of parole agent time 
would be realized if High Control agents handled both 
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. 

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

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

Lessons Learned 

Although full operation of the project has only been recently 
achieved, several observations appear warranted. These are: 

• Method to improve a cooperative working relationship with 
regular parole agents should be developed o 

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

• Ways of maintaining a separate identity from law 
enforcement agencies should be explored. 
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• Other units soon to implement High Control activities are 
selecting Lhe samp. activities as specified in the Walnut 
Creek plan. The prospect for exerciSing other alternatives 
or variations in High Control operations appears to be 
diminishing. 

~tional Health Plan (NHP) 

PU't]?ose 

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. 

Services/Controls Focus 

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

Geographic Coverage 

The project was'limited to South Los Angeles County (District 3, 
Region III). 

Duration and Extent 

The project commenced on December 1, 1976 and prematurely terminated 
in early April, 1977 when the National Health Plan organization went 
into receivership. 
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Problems Encountered 

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

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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 a~tempt 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. 

• 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 
connnunity. 

Services/Controls Focus 

A variety of services are provided to pre-release inmates 
including counselling, contacts, liaison, and direct involvement 
in: 

• Educational and/or vocational programs placement. 

• Work/furlough assignment. 

• Employment and housing arrangement. 

• Transport of persons to the connnunity 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 involv~d in the program. 

Problems Encoun'tered 

No problem areas have been reported by the Unit Coordinator. 

Lessons Learned 

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

• Since the benefits of pre-release programs are signifi­
cantly reduced as the time-on-paro1e 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. 

• 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 case10ad of the c1ini.c approximates 800 patients. 
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 

• Additional effort is 
between clinic staff 
lying parole units. 
in a location closer 

being made to increas·e the interaction 
and parole agents, especially at out­
This also allows treatment of parolees 
to the area where the parolee resides. 

Q The need for intensive inpatient treatment appears to be 
increaSing. 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 Outpatient 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 their 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 
Ca1iforniao 
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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 offenders 
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 Outpatient 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: 

• Ongoing therapy ~ncluding crisis intervention within 
the clinic. 

• 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 social, vocational, 
and employment departments within the district. 

• 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 0 

Participation Criteria 

Referral to the clinic occurs in the following way: 

• Attendance mandated by the Adult Authority/Community 
Release Board. 

• Referral by the parole agent. 

• 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. In 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. 

Pr.oblems Encountered 

Since the method of operations under the POC-District Level Project 
represented a significant departure from the operations of the 
Northern POC, an orderly transition did not occuro In addition, 
other problems arose. Major problems included: 
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• 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. 

• Gaining the confidence of parole agents proved time­
consuming at the start of the project. 

• There was an initial reluctance on the part of community 
mental health staff to assist adult offenders. 

Lessons LearnecL 

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

• Early problem assessment and crises intervention can be 
achieved at the district level. 

• 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. 

• The numbe:t: 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. 

• District level mental health professionals need not be 
certified psychiatrists. 
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• Parolees are able and willing to help themselves if given 
adequate time and attention. However, to achieve certain 
or near certain change, therapy extending over a period of 
time, p'.t'obably exceeding one year, would be required. 

• Extensions of district level parole outpatient clinics 
appear warranted based on effectiveness and efficiency 
considerations. Other variatIons for the delivery of these 
services deserve consideration. 

Project JOVE, Incorporated 

Purpose 

To organize small businesses managed by ex-offenders to train and 
hire ex-offenders. 

Services/Controls Focus 

An ongoing project financed by CDC (about 85 percent funding) 
and other Sources (about 15 percent funding) providing: 

• 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 (e.g., speciality 
clot~ing, .carpet installations), presently the businesses 
cons~st of instant printing and janitorial services. Upon 
completion of the training, placement is usually achieved 
within four to six weeks. 

• Supportive services while in the program (transportation, 
residential, child care). 

• Pre-release plan development. 

• Counselling. 

• Assistance to female parolees through the project's Women's 
Service Center. 

Participation Criteria 

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 
r 

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 
per agent, whereas agents 
about 35 cases per agent. 
maintain contact with the 

felon caseloads average about SO cases 
supervising non-felon caseloads average 

Each case-carrying agent is expected to 
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 minimun1 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. 

-Tw(') 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: 

• Kirst 90 days in Outpatient 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 Coverag~ 

Regular supervision is state-wide. 

Duration and Extent 

Supervision begins on the date the felon or non-felon is released 
from the instit~tion. Currently, about 20,000 persons are under 
supervision; appro~cimate1y two-thirds of this case10ad representing 
felon offenders. 

,Pro b1ems 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. 

• Failure to effectively use available reSOUt'ces to resolve 
all high priority problems that had be~n ~.dentified. 

• 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. 

• An improved infol~tion system. 

• Completion of all program plans, a program memorandum, and 
basel.ine evaluation on high priority programs. 

• 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 Projects Alcohol and Narcotics III Re-Entry Training (~PAN) 

Purpose 

To develop survival skills training programs within the institution 
for pre-re1easees 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 communityo For a variety of 
reasons, the project was transferred to the institutional setting.) 
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Services/Co~trols 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 Cov~rage 

Programs are conducted within the California Institution for Men, 
the Californ:i.a 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 cont:nt of the 
course but generally involves at least six weeks. Addit~onal 
funding is being requested to continue the project. 

Problems Encountered 

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

• Inordinate delay of five months after stare 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 

trainers. 

• 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 designo 

• 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 project appear deSirable. These 
changes include: 

• Parole agents and institution staff should be joint­
partiCipants along with the ex-felon or ex-addict trainer 
in the courses that are offered. 

• Final evaluation of SPAN Re-Entry Training should be 
undertaken by persons not associated with SPAN, Inc., or 
with CDC. 

• Training courses should be offered to offenders living 
at SPAN's halfway house. 

Summary Parole 

Purpose 

To determine whether adult offenders are able to adjust to 
community life and not relapse into cri.minal 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 provided by 
P&CSD to adult offenders do not directly influence the reCidivism 
rate, nor do the services/controls contribute to community adjust­
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: 

• Commitment offense involving murder first or sex crimes. 

• Released with Special Conditions: a.lcohol, POC, narcotic 
usage. 

34 



• Re1eased-to-ho1d or re1eased-to-out-of-state. 

About 65 percent of eligible participants were excluded based on 
these criteria. Only adult male felons were included in the 
project. 

Geographic Coverage 

Summary parole was a state-wide project. 

Duration and Extent 

Selection of participants began with April 1, 1976 re1easees 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 their 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. 

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

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

• 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 their judgments were expressed, some reluctance 
on the agent's part to continue regular supervision after 
they recommended a summary status. 

35 

r-1 I ' 

I I, 
, [ 

:' I 
I'I 

I 
1'1 
I 
[ 

r 
[ 
fi~ 
\(' 
.t...1 

[I 

II 

fl , ' 

I ) I 
I 

I. 
" 

I 

I I 

. 
' 1 

,-4' 

~
' ! 

I, 
Jill 

a c 

i I 
: l 

, 1 
\ 

, 

I ~ 

I 

Lessons Learned 

Although an in-depth evaluation of the project is under.way, several 
observations appear warranted. These are: 

• Unexpected high rate of exclusion from the project 
(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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Participation Criteria 

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

Geographic Coverage 

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

Duration and Extent 

All cases assigned to the field unit office were reassigned to 
the newly designated Community Resources Management Team (CRMT) 
as of January 10, 1977. Presently, there are about 200 parolees 
supervised by the CRMT team. 

Problems Encountered 

Although the project has been functioning for a relatively short 
time, several problems have already occurred. They are: 

• Parole agents were initially reluctant to shift from the 
traditional casework role to the broker/specialist role. 

• A greater than anticipated unavailability of staff time 
occurred because of absences due to illness, vacations, 
jury duty, and frequent training. 

• The volume of cases was larger than anticipated. 

• 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. 

Lessons Learned 

Major lessons learned are: 

• Fully operational capability cannot be quickly obtained. 
A substantial amount of time is reqUired for adequate 
planning, organizing, and training. 

• During any reorganization phase, extra case conferences are 
required to assure that parolees are adequately supervised. 
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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 accmnu1ate during their absences. 

• Change in parole agent attitudes toward and commitment 
to traditional casework is not eaSily achieved. 

Vocational Rehabilitation 

Purpose 

To achieve steady employment for adult offenders by providing 
vocational rehabilitation. 

ServiceS/Controls Focus 

Vocational Rehabilitation is accomplished by: 

• On-the-job training (contracted to vendors). 

• Tools of a trade including special clothing if required. 

• Relocation assistance and temporary transportation. 

• Counseling and placement assistance. 

• Other emergency services if not available through 
community resources. 

Participation Criteria 

Male and female offenders on active parole are accepted by the 
project provided that they are ~: 

• Self-employed or employed part-time. 

• Eligible for other state or local programs 
(e.g., welfare). 

• Involved in legal proceedings. 

Persons accepted by the project are expected to be motivated, 
have a previous employment record or vocational training, and 
have appropriate academic qualifications. 
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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 percen.t of those 
referred) were serviced. On-the-job training was provided to 
57 persons, financial assistance was given to 122 persons, and 
60 persons received 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: 

• Uncertainty as to the start date and level of funding. 

• Time involved in setting up procedures, record-keeping, 
and achieving proper work allocation. 

• 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: 

• 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 
service~ 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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OBTAINING REPRESENTATIVE INFORMATION 

Five phases were involved in obtaining information on 
participants in the various demonstration projects and ongoing 
progrllms included in the comparison study. 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. 

• Designing and testing the data collection forms. 

\I Collecting information at field unit offices and 
obtaining ell reports. 

• Following-up for missing information. 

• 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
o'us projects and programs is a complex one. Past evaluations within 
p&eSD 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 f01' community adjust­
ment measures. A decis~on 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, ~nd 
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 demonst'l:'ation 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 

42 

\ 



I . 

obtained for regular supervision. The sampling technique proceeded 
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 from 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 ~andom numbers were selected until the sample 
size was reached. Deviations from this procedure occurred, however, 
as summarized in the project-by-project overview. 

~ct Stnnmary: A total of 40 out of 204 participants having 
varying base expectancy scores were randomly selected. 

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

St.unmary-Agl:.\,nt 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 December, 1976 were 
selected. . 

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

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

Parole Outpatient 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, 1.977 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 Narcptics ~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. 

Enzvme Multiplying Inmunoassay 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. 

:arole and Planning Assistance (PAPA~: A total of 40 out of 121 
~nmates participating in the project between January and December 
1976 were randomly selected. ' 

Project JOVE, Incorporated: All 35 partiCipants in the project 
between Janual~ 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, 1~76 were randomly 
selected. (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 eight 
quarters of information, as applicable, on each person under parole 
supervision. 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 incom,a from employment, and the 
likely effect of employment status on community adjustment. The 
financ:i.al category focused on financi.al 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, ~rug 
involvement, and the likely effect of thes~ factors on commun~ty 
adjustment. 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.) Huvine identified the unit offices 
of the persons included in the study, teams of P&CSD personnel 
visited the unit offices cmd 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 .ca11s 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 
sunnnary sheets was undertaken. In addition, the risk-to-the­
community index (subsequently described) associated '~ith 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 MFASURES 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
uations 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 
adjustment 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 o,f 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 percentage 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 parole. 
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Percentage of personB 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 5 to 
Question 13) and (Responses 3, 4 or 5 to Question 
14) concrasted with (Response 1 t.o 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 employ­
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 train~ng, or whose employment situation has been sporadic 
or unstable for nine or more months over the most recent 
twelve months parole period. 

Respon~es, as previously stated under t.~'f· equivalent 
situat~on, except for at least three quarters out 
of the last four quarters. In all measures if the 
time in the community is less than the numb~r 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 
c~ntrasted w~th the.P7r7entage of persons whose living situa­
t~on and soc~al act~v~t~es have been judged unstable and 
unfavorable for nine or more rnonths 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. 

Percent~ge of persons whose major source of financial support 
was der~ved 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 adjust­
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: 

For more than three months having seriQus: 

Physical Health Problems 
Mental Health Problems 
Alcohol Usage 
Drug Involvement/Use 

Percentage of persons having serious physical health problems 
for more than one three-month period within the most recent 
twelve months parole period. 

(Response 1 to Question 16) for more than one 
quarter out of the most recent four quarters. 

Percentage of persons having serious mental health problems 
for more than one three-month period within the most recent 
twelve months parole period. 

(Response 1 to Question 17) for more than one 
quarter out of the most recent four quarters. 

Percentage of persons having an alcohol usage problem during 
more than one three-month period within the most recent 
twelve months parole period. 

(Response 1 to Question 18) for more than one 
quarter out of the most recent four quarters. 

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 o 

(Response 1 to Question 19) for more than one 
quarter out of the most recent four quarters. 

Mean Length of Time: 

In Months: 

Favorable/Unfavorable - Employment 
Favorable/Unfavorable - Residence 
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In Days: 

Parole 
Custody-free 

Mean number of months on parole during which persons held 
stable, full-time employment or attended school or triaining 
on a full-time basis contrasted with the mean number of months 
on pa,role during which persons have not been legitimately 
employed nor attending school or training, or whose €!mployment 
situation has been spor.adic or unstable. 

Mean number of quarters cormnencing after Ol:::tober, 
1975 on most recent parole for which the appropriate 
responses, as previously specified, are noted. 

Mean number of months on parole during which personsl had 
living situations and social relationships which were judged 
stable or favorable contrasted with the mean number of months 
on parole during which persons had living situations and 
social relationships which were judged unstable or unfavorable. 

Mean number of quarters cormnencing after October, 
1975 or most recent parole for which the appropriate 
responses, as previously specified, are noted. 

Mean number of days persons spent on active parole until 
discharged, returned-to-prison, or declared PAL/RAL. 

Mean number of days on parole cormnencing 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 a.djust other 
mean length of time measures to assure comparability.) 

Mean number of custody-free days (time on parole less time in 
local jails) spent on active parole for persons not arrested 
for new feion crimes, not returned for violations of parole 
conditions, nor declared PAL/RAL. 

Mean number of days on parole cormnencing after October 1, 
1975 until September 1, 1977, unless discharged earlier, and 
the conditions noted have not occurred. 
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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 Hospita1s~ 

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

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 risk-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: 

• 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 their 
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 notedo 
(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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• Calculate the sum of all middle prison terms 
associated with all arrests. 

That sum is the risk-to-the-community index used in this 
study. In a subsequent analysis, the severity of the 
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: 

(The calculation of prison time is explained above, under 
Risk-to-the-Community.) 
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DETERMINING TOTAL AND RELATIVE 'COSTS 

The array of effectiveness measures, while highly informative 
by itself, is insufficient to judge the overall value of the pro­
jects and programs included in this comparative analysis. Judgments 
are possible only if cost information, along with the effectiveness 
measures, is included. For the purpose of this study, two cost 
measures are used: the annual field supervision cost per adult 
offender included in the sample for each project or program; and 
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 fel~n and non-felon offenders 
varies from project to project. 

Based on the most recent information for the current fiscal 
year, th(\~ per person cost of regular felon supervisiotl is $690, 
while the per person cost of regular non-felon supervision is 
$1,145. 

Various steps are involved in determining the appropriate 
total cost of each project and net cost per adult offender. First, 
for ea~~ 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 1). For example, in 
our sample of 133 persons in the regular supervision process 
(excluding the summary parole cases that received only regular 
supervision), the proportion of felon and non-felon offenders is 
.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. 

Second, the additional and unique costs associated with each 
of the projects,or programs were determined. These costs include 
the resources expended for specialized caseload management, stipends, 
equipment, etc. For example, persons participating in the Direct 
Financial Assistance project received on the average a stipend of 
$1,050 (an average of $105 per week over a ten-week period). This 
was the only significant additional direct cost associated with 
the DFA project. Two of the projects, Accelerated Social Develop­
ment and High Control, involved a reduction in agent caseloads; 
for these two projects, the hdded 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 :f.ncrementa1 (or decrementaJ.) cost adjustment factor (the 
"Mix Adjustment" column in Table 1). 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 i~ 1e'ss 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 Sununa'ry 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 each project or program was adju.sted corresponding to the 
proportion of felon and non-felon offendeirs in the study sample for 
each project or program to ensure valid cClmparisons. 

While considerable effort was expended to obtain comparable 
per person incremental costs, a high degree of p'recision 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--coup1ed with consistency--is required. 
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Project/Programs 

Regular Supervision 
Direct Sununary 
Sununary-Agent 

Determined 
Summary-Continued 

on Regular 
ASD 
POC-North 
POC-South 
San Jose POC 
DFA 
Voc. Rehabilitation 
Bassett Barrio 
SPAN 
NHP 
EMIT 
High Control 
PAPA 
JOVE 
Team Supervision 

- ---- -----

( 

TABLE 1 

COMPARISONS OF ANNUAL TOTAL AND ANNUAL NET COSTS 

(In dollars) 

Proportions Per Person Annual in Sample 
1--

Added Mix 
Felon Non-felon Supervision Resources Adjustment 

.69 .31 830 0 (70) 
1.00 0 160 0 70 

1.00 0 295 0 70 

1.00 0 690 0 70 
.91 .09 2,065 ~/ X 

1.00 0 690 820 70 
1.00 0 690 825 70 

.82 .18 770 350 (10) 
1.00 0 690 1,050 70 

.81 .19 775 395 (15) 
1.00 0 690 780 70 

.28 .72 1,015 110 (255) 
1.00 0 690 235 70 

,,42 .58 955 120 (195) 
.88 .12 1,325 ~/ X 

1.00 0 690 125 70 
.65 &35 850 950 (90) 

1.00 0 690 0 70 

Note: Numbers in parenthesis represent a cost savings. 
The symbol X means "not applicable." 

Costs 

Total Less 
Total Weighted-Mean 

760 (295) 
230 (825) 

365 (690) 

760 (295) 
2,065 1 9 010 
1,580 525 
1,585 530 
1,110 55 
1,810 755 
1,155 100 
1,540 485 

870 (185) 
995 (60) 
880 (175) 

1,325 270 
885 (170) 

I 
1,710 655 

760 (295) 

Added resources are incorporated directly into the per person cost of supervision. a/: -

" 
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UNDERSTANDING THE ANALYTIC METHOD USED FOR'~{ING COMPARISONS 

Various analytic methods can be used in making cost-effective­
ness comparisons among projects. Each of these analytic 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 fo~ 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 additi'on, unresolved questions c,oncerning 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 
iilto 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 projects 
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 criterion is 
selected, however, ther'e is a preferred way of rank-ordering the 
various pr~jects. 

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 measureso 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 for the 
weighted-mean. The magnitude of the difference that exists for 
each 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 -1. 
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 advantageouso" Moreover, the various measures 
are expressed in different units of measurement (percent, days, 
and rates) and the task.of weighing the magnitude of the differences 
becomes difficu~to Lastly, even if the magnitudes of the differ­
ences were properly weighted (e.g., selecting as an indicator the 
percentage change in the individual measures relative 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 overall 
effectiveness measure are presented subsequently. This information 
can be used to establish the extent to which rank-ordered 
preferences change under alternative criteria. 

59 

The second. step i.nvolves the determination of rank-ordered 
preferences among projects depending on their overall measure of 
effect~veness and cost. The ordered pair of numbers (cost, 
effec~~veness) a~sociated with each project and the weighted-mean 
are v~ewed, as be~ng points in a Euclidean 2-space. (A gt'aph of 
the ,effect~veness and cost associated with five arbitrarily defined 
proJects is shown in Figure 2a.) The axes are then translated to 
the weighte~-mean coordinate (representing the center cf mass of 
all points ~n the space), as shown in Figure 2b.In that figure 
the upper left quadrant represents a region of favor.able effective­
ness and cost; whereas the lower right quadrant represents a region 
of unfavorable effectiveness and cost. At this stage the remaining 
two quadra~ts represent regions of uncertain effectiveness and costs. 
Also at th~s stage, the axes, representing effectiveness and cost 
are presumed to reflect different units of measurl=ments. However: 
the vector (directed line segment) from the old origin to the 
trans~ated origins determines an exchange ratio between the unit 
by wh~ch cost is measured and the unit by which effectiveness is 
me~sured. The effectiveness axes is then reassigned new value, 
us~ng the exchange ratio, as shown in Figure 2c o All coordinates 
~r~ ~ow, expressed in the sa.me dollar measurement unit. The vectors 
~n~t~at~ng from the transf',rmed origin to the ordered points in 
t~e s~ace are used in de+ermining rank-orderings. Each vector, 
w~th ~ts (vector) components, completely summarize relevant 
cost-effectiveness information associated with a project. 

, One. additional transformation is reqUired, and it is shown in 
F~gure 2d. The n7~ly translated axis is rotated about a 45 degree 
angle (correspond~ng to a line representing the equality of effec­
tiveness (in dollar terms) and costs (also in dollar terms) The 
es~ential inform~tion portrayed by the vectors is unchanged·under 
th~s transformat~on. 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 
~s then extende~ (orthagonally) to the rotated cost axis. The 
lengths of,the projected vectors represent a convenient way of 
rank-or~er~ng t~e various projects. Within the favorable region, 
the pro~ect hav~ng the largest length of the projected vector 
ranks f~rst, 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 le.ngth, 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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GEOMETRY OF RANK-ORDERED PREFERENCES 
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Figure 3 surmnarizes 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
sible. The weighted-mean is the only ntinimal distance measure which 
is invariant under transfonnations 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 detennination 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 
inad(~qL1acies of any evaluation using only one or at most a few mea­
sur~s, several appraisals are performed on categories of projects 
and programs focusing on "what 'works" in parole. Those appraisals 
tha t foclls on crimina 1i ty measures cor'respond to the "global pa role" approach. 

The ~ategories that are now analyzed are as follows: 

• Regular p~ (ole 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 selected 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 Project JOVE, Incorporated)e 

• 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 adjustment, criminality, 
and annual cost measures are presented. 

Before turning to the analYSiS, it is illuminating to consid~r 
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 
lasto 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 project 
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 cons'idered 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" 
meas~res, larger quantities represent more difficult caseloadso 
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TABLE 2 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS DEPENDING ON RECIDIVISM 

Regularf 
Restruc-
tured 

Super- Pre- Sunnnary Services/ Services/ Case- Weighted 
vision Release Parole P&CSD Private Controls Mngmnt Total 

Percentage Returned 
to Prison 9.4 10.8 8.8 3.7 3.8 6.7 2.5 6.9 

Tota 1 Annua 1 Cost 
Per Person $760 $880 $295 $1,665 $1,415 $1,045 $760 $1,055 

0'1 
00 N et Percentage Returned~/ 2.5 3.9 1.9 (3.2) (3.1) (.2) (4.4) 0 

N et Cost Per Personb/ ($295) ($175) ($760) $ 610 $ 360 ($ 10) ($295) 

~/ The numbers in parenthesis represent a reduction in the percentage returned relative to the 
weighted-mean and are considered favorable. 

b/ The numbers in parenthesis represent a cost savings relative to the weighted-mean and are 
considered favorable. 
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For those projects in which the values for one or more uncontrollable 
measures were greater than the values for the 1A

'
eighted-mean, then 

one point is subtracted from the aisadvantageous count for each 
such measure, yielding the net disadvantageous count. 

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, a.ll measures 
excepting risk-to-the-community and prison time are considered to 
be controllable. As an example, consider the Surrmary 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 Rest~lc­
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 
adjustment 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 
adjustment 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 

. 
I 

--r--. 

I . 
'---'-r _._-- ..... -

Regular 
I Super- .. Pre- ISumm 
IVis~~n Re1ease:Paro 

ary'Services/ Services/ 

Percentage of Persons: 

- Arrested, action pending 
- Returned to prison 
- PAL/RAL 

Custody-free Days Before: 

- Arrested, action pending 
- Returned to prison 
- PAL/RAL 

Rate of Episodes: 

- Recent 6 months 
- Recent 12 months 

Risk-to-Community 

Prison Time 

Days on Parole 

Percentage of Measures: 

- Advantageous 

Total Annual Costs 
Per Person 

6.4 
9.4 

10.8 

319 
219 
232 

.87 
1.33 

95 

25 

425 

25.0 

$760 

13.8 
10.8 

7.7 

171 
109 
178 

.83 
1.05 

162 

39 

205 

62.5 

$880 

Note: The symbol X means "not applicable" 

ii.~ : 

Ie 
... _-- -

7. 
8. 

31 
5 

• 
• 

14 

3 

37 

100. 

$29 

5 
8 
0 

2 
9 
X 

44 
58 

3 

8 

3 

0 

5 

P&CSD Private 

4.6 14.4 
3.7 3.8 

11.9 3 .. 8 

226 341 
252 323 
105 217 

.56 .67 

.72 1.24 

92 89 

32 27 

305 433 

62.5 62.5 

$1,665 $1,415 

Restruc-
tured 
Case-

Controls Mngmnt 

14.0 7.5 
6.7 2.5 
8.1 2.5 

226 371 
231 569 
260 613 

.. 76 .65 
1.29 .75 

144 88 

51 33 

328 468 

75.0 100.0 

$1,045 $760 

Weighted 
Total 

9.6 
6.9 
7.6 

273 
202 
210 

.71 
1.08 

118 

34 

367 

58.1 

$1,055 
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TABLE 4 

EFFECTIVENESS ASSOCIATED WITH COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT MEASURES 

Regular , 
Super- Pre- Summary Servioes/ Services/ 

, . vision Release Parole P&CSD Private 

Fercentage of Fersone on Parole: 

Within most reoent ~ mos. havin3 

Favorable/Unfavorable - Enployment 33.3/L.6.3 29.7/39.1 54.1/24.3 34.0/37.9 27.5/1~3.1 
Favorable/Unfavorable .. Residenoe 37.3/38.4 23.4/37.5 29.7/3.5.1 31.1/37.9 30.4/34.3 
General Public Assistance 18 .. 1 9.4 16.2 14.6 15.7 
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis 49.7 .50.0 80.0 5.5.3 44.1 

For at least 9 of the 
. last 12 ~ohths havinB 

Favorable/Unfavorable .. Enployment 30 • .5/41.2 1.5 .. 6/3.5.9 .54.1/21.6 30.1/34.0 15.7/34.3 ..., Favorable/Unfavorable .. Residence 28.2/34 • .5 18.8/34.4 27.0/29.7 24.3/3.5.0 19.6/33.3 ... General Publio Assistance 15.8 9.4 13.5 7.8 11.8 
Favorable Adjustment Prognosis 4.5.8 40.6 76.7 .52.4 41.2 

For more than 3 months serious J 

Fhysical Health problems 10.7 7.8 .5.4 4.9 8.8 
r~ental Health problems 5.6 12 • .5 2.7 2.9 4.9 
Alcohol usage 10.2 9.4 .5.4 11.7 9.8 
Drug involvement/use 18.6 28.1 8.1 19.4 27.5 

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 
Favoraple/Unfavorable .. Residence 14.6/10.9 7.0/ 6 • .5 9.0/ 8.8 8.7/ 9.4 6.8/10.5 

In days 

Parole 42.5 205 373 305 433 
Custody-free 444 151 378 324 418 

, 

. 
Restruo-
tured 
Case- \~eighted 

Controls ~:.ngmnt 'l'otl!.l 

27.1/46.5 32.5/45.0 31.9/42.6 
29.2/42 • .5 40.0/27.5 31.9/37.6 

2.5.7 30.0 18.6 
47.2 67 • .5 51.1 

15.3/40.3 30 .. 0/37.5 24.7/37.0 
20.8/39.6 40.0/27.5 24.4/33.1 

20.1 25.0 14.7 
40.3 67.5 46.6 

; 

10.4 10.0 8.8 
11.8 5.0 6.9 
11.1 10.0 10.2 
21.5 10.0 20.5 

I . 

10.1/ 9.1 15.2/12.8 10.0/10.6 
10.0/10.1 14.2/13.8 10.3/10.0 

328 468 367 
33.5 461 376 



For any category, if the ratio of the mean-time in unfavorable 
employment or 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 associated with 
alcohol usage and drug involvement or usage arc 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 are considered "uncontrollable" and are 
viewed as offsets to disadvantageous counts if the percentages of 
such persons within a category exceeds those percentages associated 
with the weighted category. 

Based on the community-adjustment measures shown in the tab1c J 
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 net 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. Scrvic~s/P&CSD and Services/Private 
Organizations rank sixth and seventh, respectively. 

Table 5 summarizes the overall cost-effectiveness of the 
various categories when both community adjustment and criminality 
measures are considtrred Cl The rank-orderings arc 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 CRIMINNLITY MEASURES 

Percentage of Total 
M 
A 

easures Which are 
dvantageous for: 

- Community Adjustment 
- Criminality 

- Total 

T otal Annual Costs 
Per Person 

-" 

Regular 
Super-
vision 

52.6 
25.0 

44.4 

$760 

Pre- Summary 
Release Parole -

36.8 78.9 
62.5 100.0 
44.4 84.6 

$880 $295 

Restntc-
tured 

Services/ Services/ Case- Weighted 
P&CSD Private Controls Mngmnt Total 

57.9 31.5 36.8 89.5 50.6 
62.5 62.5 62.5 100.0 58.1 
59.3 40.7 44.4 92.6 47.9 

$1,665 $1,415 $1,045 $760 $1,055 

'1 --
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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 t~e 
value when compared with Restructured Case Management. The 
caseload appears slightly less difficult than the overall 
weighted caseload. 

Pre-Releas~ projects also achieve an overall effectiveness 
index of 4l+o4 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 case1oad, 
however, is more difficult to manage than the weighted caseloact. 

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
~rations" 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 
adjustment, or both community adjustment and criminality measures 
are llsed. 

It mllst 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 adjustment measures, whereas 
the tlSe 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- Summa.ry 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 I 1 

" Community Adjustment 
plus Criminality 3 4 1 6 7 5 2 

.. 



Two measures, time-on-parole and risk-to-the-community, vary 
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 fo~ 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 
adjustment 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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TABLE 7 

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

• •..• • •• * .. ~. ........... ~~. ~ .. ~" ..•. -.~-.",--.~ -----_.-
Restruc-

Regular tured 
Super- Pre- Sunrrnary Services/ Services/ Case-
vision Release Parole P&CSD Private Controls Mngmnt --------- -----

Percentage of Total Measures 
Which are Advantageous for: 

Days-on-Parole 

- 234 or less 55.5 44.4 50.0 63.0 66.7 66.7 54.2 
"-J Between 235 and 354 40.7 51.9 73.1 64.0 57.7 51.9 66.7 "-J 

- Between 355 and 490 55,,6 85.7 92.0 75.0 16.0 38 0 5 87.5 'I 
i 

- 491 or larger 65.1+ X 87.5 69.2 38.5 77.8 88.9 
i! 
ii 
"it 
I, 

Risk-to-the-Corrununity Ii 
'I 

Ii 
- 48 or less 48.1 66.7 87.5 52 0 0 50.0 48.1 100.0 Ii 

I 

:! 
- Bet~\7een 49 and 96 48.1 72.0 84.6 61.5 51.9 59.3 72,,0 /i j 

- Between 97 and 155 37.0 77.0 77.0 61.5 50.0 55.6 72.0 " 

- 156 or larger 59.3 44.4 80.8 66.7 38.5 63.0 52.6 

Note: The symbol X means "not applicable." 
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TABLE 8 

OFFENSE· .. SEVERITY ASSOCIATED WITH NEW COMMITMENTS 

, .. _ ..... _ ......... __ ..... ------_.- '-.. -~ ..... ,.---... --.. &...-. .. " .... - ............ _--
~--"" ... " .... ,.",,-. - .-.-..' ................. _ ... , .... . ... ---"'--' ... _ ..... 

Restruc-
Regular tured 
Super- Pre- Sununary Services/ Services/ Case-
vision Release Parole P&CSD Private Controls Mngmnt 

_ .......... -.-..-.....,&- '"', .". 

Percentage of Persons with 
Offense-Severity: 

"'-J - Higher 46.0 50.0 75.0 0 0 0 0 
00 

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: ; 

, 
II - Previous Commitment 45.0 54.0 36.0 72.0 36.0 60.0 24.0 d - Present Commitment 47.0 72.0 51.0 24.0 36.0 36.0 
i 

24.0 

-------- ~- ._-
-,~. ---

(1 n [ .. [ ~ 
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situations over their most recent three months on parole. Moreover, 
69 percent of the persons returned to prison were in unfavo:ab1e 
emp10ymcmt situations and 56 percent were in unfavO'l."ab1e l~ving 
situations for at 1ea~t nine out of the most recent twelv: months. 
Their mean risk-to-the-community index is 187, far above the 
weighted-total inde~ of 115. 

This evidence also argues that the adult offender on parole 
cannot be viewed as an undifferentiated groupin.g of person:: having 
similar problems. Moreover, the evidence strongly suggests that 
indicators of risk-to-the-community, recent employment and living 
situations and extended employment and living situations, can be 
used to id~ntify those pt?rsons likely to return to prison. 
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APPRAISING INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS AND PROGI~S 

~1i1e the appraisals of categories of projects and programs 
provided Some insights into the question "what works," they provide 
little or no insights into the question "for whom, and how well." 
Insights into that question are possible only when conSidering 
individual projects and programs. 

Since there are sufficiently striking differences among each 
project or program within a specific category, a detailed analysis, 
cOl"responding to the matched serVices/control model approach, is 
required. Emphasis is first placed on determining rank-orderings 
based on the full array of community adjustment and criminality measures. 

The same criterion that was used to establish cost-effective­
ness rank-orderings is again applied. Table 9 sunnnarizes the 
information on the full array of measures associated with each 
individual project or program. It is useful to consider the cost­
effectiveness of the projects and programs within each of the 
categories already discussed. 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. 

Begular Supervision: Within this category, the group of 
persons continued on regular supervision after the agent 
recommended sunnnary parole show the largest cost-effective 
advantage, as would be expected. Generally, the community 
adjustment measures show a higher percentage of persons in 
favorable employment and living situations compared with 
other persons in regular supervision. All criminality 
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 
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 
added resource aSSigned to PAPA were halved, the cost­
effective advantage remains with SPAN.. The PAPA project, 
however, serves higher risk offenders, and this is also 
reflected in the return-to-prison measure. The SPAN project 
serves a higher proportion of non-felon persons. 

80 

, 



TAW 9 

COOT-DTmrIVUlIlUl or IHD1VIWAL rnO.JlXlTO AnD rnoolWl:l 

~= -~ ~.~ ~"~~ ~~<---
~~ ""-~~---l ~ ~- "<~F"'-"~< -,- -- ~·T·'" ~ "'--~ 

--.rtl A«tnl Voce. Inrolo f rll 01(1 , 1" ,'oco .('f\" 
A«tl' D.-&r71 .'aul .. OUtllll&l')' Uonal Oull:3Uent OuLro.Uont .nroio ";'';10:'' ....... ConUnu." Oupt ... Dire 0\ AI.nll 

l11A n'~~~~l1. ~ ••• t\ 
,nIl' """ ~!!~I,o. nIWI\C (ju,\i~t~n' 111r,h viclol (t~ I h" ·wah. Rtl,I!l.t .,hinl"\. OrA" rArA nu .... r.r n_""".~ Ann nil! ,'nntn)l. r~I'~~; ._ ~~< 

tfl't.nk.,. at r.reonl on h.rolt I 

~1Ih1~ ,.0\ ""nl J I!:l" ~ .. I., 
tavorabl./Untlyorablt.n.plol •• nt ~2.G/!Il.G 42.9/40.0 3).)/46.8 a0/44 ".9/3'-9 !I '4.1/~4., )0.'/39.4 2'.7/4'.7 ~a:~~f.~:~ n.9/Gl.1 ~4.~/"iJ.l, ~~t~/~I .. 2 l!}.P/(IO,\1 n'1.Gll'Jl.? ~'.t/llr,.f) 1(Jf4l"~"( ~'j.~/41.',~ ~~'~'11,! • 1,'/' ravo,.blt/l!nt.,orablt",h •• ldenct )2.,/48.4 48.G/,1.4 ".1/37.8 ~O/a" 2,.6/41.0 29.7/".1 l'.~&1?' 1'.1.9137.1 '~.~/)O.6 'J.I/,Y~~.~ ~'J.Y~').II ~O.()/~,').f~ 1'11.1I1In,~ .:!/,,Y4U.!) ~!).O/41.9 30.'''/, .. ·~.6 ~').\l/.:).r, ...... , .. . ' a.norol FubU. hlhl.ne. 2,.8 ~:~ ~~:t ~.o 12.8 16.2 ~1.2 17.1 ,.7 13.9 9.0 ~!t.~ 49.0 ~~t •• 1 ,~., 19.4 ·9,'/ ·JI,I ~ 1",t r .. arabl. AdJutl •• nl ,,",eMalo ~,.2 52.0 48.7 64.9 60.6 4,.7 60.0 "., 91.~ "·J,t. Gtl.o (:~1.1 '-O,!) 41,1} c::,,),n (J'r',f, 'I.' 

ror a' 'IU' ~ 11 
tho ! •• \ 1~ ""nt~ • .t!,lni 

r ••• r.blo/Unro,or.blo.llopl.1.·nl 12.9/49.4 31.1/31'.3 r,·J/41.4 16/48 1,.4/~8.2 S4.1/a.6 24.W~.4 f~:~~f:Z 42.9/1'.1.9 11.1/~~.6 19.~/",' ~1.:'I/l!).t? IIJ,IVtjlJ.n 1P. t/~B.~ ~lH'/~,1J lL1.9/t!~.O 16.1/,,1.9 ~t).1'/'1.r t~.:I"I.L r.fOr.blo/Unt.,or.bl.·Q •• 1d'ne. 12.9/41.9 3?if.~·3 '}.7/J2.4 lW26 2,.1/38., 21.0/.9.1 ".,/.4.2 29.'1/46.6 1904/".' i:!1.~l/~'/,' Ul.t'/3'},lt i!o.lV5~hl) l'r'.l'l'.I3.~ l~JI,:t/Shft IfJ.l.jltl,9 ~J ... '/llJ.4 r.Q.lr/.";,~ L'!t.rV~·.l o. ... tl FubUa AI.I.t .... 22.6 ~r:~ 4.0 12.8 u., 1,.2 ,.7 2.9 0., 9.0 10.n f,o.U 1'/11"1 ~rh~ lt1.9 11.'.'J ;11.,.0 14.'1 r ... ubl. Adj""I ••• 1 ,,",eMile )8.7 6'.1 48.0 ".9 62.2 57.6 42.9 S1.1 ,,., If;?,,. 40.9 (0.0 51.7 ~).4 ,1.9 16.1 (il'., ',6.6 
Enl" In,._ th!;!l lllll!!ttli N .. lnu!! 

l'Iqol.tl Uullh Problt .. 9.7 8.6 11.7 12.0 ,.1 ,.4 0 8.6 '.7 1' .• 1 6.0 9.1 19.U 10., 6.1 19." 'u.' 10.0 tl.n Itt.ltl U.tllh I'robh .. 9.7 0 6.~ 4.0 17.9 2.1 9.0 0 0 8.3 ~.o ,.0 ~.o L:4.1 l~)'~ 9.'1 ~.i' rhO b.·J Ale.hol UIII&' 6., 11.~ :lOt 8.0 10., ,.4 6.0 14.3 14.) '.6 llhl l.:l.l ,.0 B.n 1'ht! S.L' 16.1 1.0,0 H"u\ 
DruC 1.'oh .... l/uM 16.1 0 11!),2 44.0 17.9 8.1 1,.2 :m.6 14.3 *17.8 27.3 D7., 0 13.6 G.l ll~.~ ~~l.!} 10,U i'l'.!i 

H ... IAnc\h ot TiMI . 
~ r ... r. ./Unl ... ubll.llttplo7Mftl ~:~~ ~:~ 10.'19., 12.~;'l:.2 4.W 4.9 6.V 7.1 1~:~ i:~ 9.9/11.9 ~.~I '" 11.2/ ,.8 6.0/1M 10.6/11.3 6.101 7., 10.r/6.0 G.'J! P.o 10.y'?, 9.,)/7.0 9.~/lv.'1 l!i,,'/l,'.11 '.,'/1 .( '.' ... bll/Unt.fO .. bl ..... ld ••••• 11.7/12.0 l,.",ru ... 4.3/ ~., 8.7/ 7.2 1l.V11.1 .6/ ,.0 8.7/11.2 0.6/,/,.8 11.1/9.6 9.0, 0.'/ '1,01 '1.9 '1.P/ 8.6 9." 9.' la1,YU.6 1':',P/ ','.1 1""·/1~.· .f</l·'.' 

~ 'lro, 278 )8' ~2 11) :62 356 390 466 l~' )IoD 460 ~~g m ~09 ~lG 3}0 412 Wl tl(' fA .' 
eu.lod1·r.U m 37~ 'I" 117 :5) ~7 '90 ~'4 131 358 41, r~o ~14 m 4" lt~G 4til ~'1f-

l'nolohlt of "'reeDit . 
"tAlruIt4 ••• U •• ptll<lln& 2.6 0 X·~ 16.0 12., ,.0 10.' ,.9 7.9 0 19.4 0.6 1' .. 7 19.8 B." ':.9 ~O,6 lR.S ',1,r 1.1.( .lW'fttd to frboa 21.1 0 

10:1 
0 I?"~ 17.' 0 2.9 0 8.1 D.O M D,9 ,., 0 ~;'9 14.7 6., ~'.fJ ( •• '1 I'AL/RAL 18.' 2.a a.o ',.s 0 0 0 23.7 10.8 ,.6 2.9 n.9 ,., ,.4 8.e :2.9 18.0 ~'.t, 7.1 

CUltodt·rtt. llo1. BtI ... 1 

Artuhd, uu ....... 11.' )01\ J ~ 
., 80 231 )8l! 2G4 '41G 100 2U '27 411 176 1~9 1'" ?6 )01 ~IjG ",I , '. Rot ...... 10 pri ... t~ t I 110 118 I 211 X l~B i~ 261 189 143 1 37J. 209 lIll r,bf , . rAL/RAL 23? ~ &7 2$ X I 1 ~ 358 3'YI 96 90 :90 ~"l !i'll, ;r.t; l!B ,1. 

Relt or 11'1 ..... 1 

Ro ... , G _Iho ./11 .)9 1.0 .611 .9~ .~8 .u .62 .GO .49 .7' ." .74 .~~ .6~ .GO .O~ 1 •• ( .6' .:1 Rto'.l 12 _UuI 1.6,) ." 1., X 1.)0 .6) .54 .97 X .6, 1.% 1.0) 1.12 .'1 .9' 1.0') 1.41 t.'J~ .~~ 1. 
lUll< I. _titt 1'7., 110 'n02 1)0 1~.9 16,., 122.2 104 1)8., 1()1 .. 4 96.0 76.1 9'., 194.~ l~O.O 1'O.~ if.>:!., ;')(.' . ',' 1.'.·· • 

Prl ... tlo. '1.~ )0.9 1,.1 1&.2 ,,., ".0 ,).6 )10.2 )2.4 ~9.2 29.8 '9.9 16.6 1\1 .. , 63,tJ 4~.8 19.1 ~1.l "," '! •• , 

.. 

1'1 .... " .. or hltl lit ........ 
108.1 80.0 ".~ ".0 ".~ 87.' &!t.o 80.8 5,.6 IIhlth ... 14 ... u,.. .. 40.0 '9.' 40.7 59.' 6,.0 fJ?? ~!J., 4f,.4 4G.l , .... 50., 

httl .... 001 HIl ,.r ,.,...v '/GO '/GO '/GO 870 80, a30 ", 2,0&, 1.i!J.0 1,15' 1.540 99' 1,110 1.'80 1.50, 1,110 680 1,32' ?Go l,em 

.. , "''' •• '''' Ht......v 11M) 11., (1'.11 (M) (1'.11 2?0 Z5., 22.) 118.,) .8 (170&) .8 12.9) ~., (.8) .8 (1'.11 110.') ".1 0 M., .. ,, ... nzc.f/ (m) (m) (m) I",) (170) (~) ((090) 1.010 "' 100 ~, (Go) 6" ,2' ')0 " (17" 270 (m) 0 

PI .. i&t_ll_ 11 1HllUl. - -'1 ~I _ .. "'--

V ....... La ............... ,..... ~ -'- rwlMi .... u.. "iallw.-. 
V ....... La~ __ t~.........-...uu .... "'" .. I1 ... ~ 

tl n n -



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

e tl , 
I 

I 
II 

/. 

\ !. 

~ 

1\ 
II .' 

\ 
I r 

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 
c()mpared 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-paro1e and in risk-to-the­
community are now considered. As previously indicated, these two 
variables have a nota.b1e 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. 

SummaEY Parole: Based on criminality measures only, the 
Di.rect Summary project has a high degree of effectiveness 
regardless of the risk-to-the-cormnunity. The agent­
determined summary parole cases retain their overall effec­
tiveness regardless of time-on-paro1e. 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-paro1e 
increases. The project retains its effectiveness advantage 
only for low-to moderate1y-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 

Projects and Programs 

Regular Supervision and 
Rest~ctured Case Management 

Summary/Agent Recommended Regular 
Agent Summary/Continued Regular 
Regular Supervision 
Team Supervision/CRMT 

Pre-Release 

SPAN 
PAPA 

Summa!1 Parole 

Direct Summary 
Agent Summary/Summary 

Services/P&CSD and Private 

ASD 
DFA 
Vocational Rehabilitation 
Bassett Barrio 
NHP 
JOVE 

Controls 

POC-North 
POC-South 
POC-San Jose 
EMIT 
High Control 

*This represents a tie in the ranking. 
The symbol X means "not applicable." 

Measures 

Community 
Recidivism Criminality Adjustment 

4 
1 
3 
2 

1 
2 

2 
1 

6 
1 
4 
3 
2 
5 

3 
1 
2 
5 
4 

3 
1.5-J( 

4 
1.5-J( 

1 
2 

1 
2 

5 
2 
3 
6 
1 
4 

2 
1 
3 
4 
5 

~ ---- -- ----

4 
2 
3 
1 

1 
2 

X 
1 

3 
6 
1 
5 
2 
4 

4 
5 
2 
1 
3 

Community 
Adjustment Plus 

Criminality 

3 
2 
l~ 

1 

1 
2 

X 
1 

3 
6 
2 
5 
1 
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4 
5 
1 
2 
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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 

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 
Dir~ct 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 
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 81.8 66.7 63.7 X 75.0 61.9 47.6 92.0 
Parole Outpatient Clinic-South 91.7 44.0 100.0 16.7 72.2 72.0 40.0 64.0 
San Jose Outpatient Clinic 52.0 57.1 40.0 88.5 28.0 79.2 68.0 46.2 
EMI'i' 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 6205 52.9 83.3 88.9 100.0 64.0 70.8 42.1 

Weighted Total 56.3 52.6 50.5 49.1 61.4 61.4 60.2 57.8 

Note: The symbol X means "not applicable." 
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is less dependent on time-an-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 project. 

Services/Private Organi.zations: 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 poe 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 effectivenes~ 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, 
wh5.1e 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 unfavorable 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 this an~lysis is to provide pre­
liminary insights into certain policy questions which were 
discussed as issues earlier in this report. They are restated 
(and reol'dered) here as follows: 

• Does an array of measures reflecting both criminali.ty 
and 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? 

• Is the current length of parole supervision for felon 
offenders and civil addic,ts 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 from the 
analysis. 

The use of a recidivism measure can be misleadingo 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). For 
the categories Services/P&CSD and Services/Private, jud~ents 
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based solely on the singular measure are erroneous. While judgment.s 
concerning Restructured Case Management are on firmer groundo, the 
full value of this category depends on considerations 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 conwunity 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 activities to outcomes is 
assum~d 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 various 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 analysis 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, :f.n 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 Controlo 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 proc1:i.vity toward reinvo1vement 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 associated with anyone 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
vo1vement in criminal activities is difficult to sort out. 
Services more directly effect community adjustment. Failure to 
adjust to the community undoubtedly is a major determinant of 
reinvolvement in criminal activities. This was demonstrated in 
the retul~-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 association between favorable 
employment and favorable living sitUl1ltions is not as high. 
Evidence of the degree to which needd and problems vary during 
parole supervision is obtained by closely examining the infol~a­
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-paro1e (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 appropr~ate period of 
supervision for high risk persons who are experiencing adverse 
situations s'.'LOuld 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 participat~ 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 
appropr~ate period of supervision for civil addicts. 
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Some insights are possible r~g~rding 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 alternatj.ves 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 lik~ly 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 
projects considered. Yet their overall index of effectiveness is 
only about one-half of the achievable total effectiveness. The 
SPAN project is 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 superv~s~on consistent with the matched 
services/control model. Each adult offender would be assigned (or 
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reassigned) to one of the following four modes of supervision: 

• Enhanced services consisting of one or mOLe supportive 
services. 

• Service emphasis wi.th 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 tire possible, and 
these arrangements should be explored. 

If a person is placed on a summary parole status, the parole 
agent should peri.odica11y 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 0'2 time. 

High-risk adult offenders should be closely supervised, and 
compliance with mandated conditions of p~ro1e should be monitored. 
High Control supervision is particu1ar1;' 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 th:Ls 
mode of supervision include: 

b.ction-P1an 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 major 
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 services 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 project shows the 
highest cost-effectiveness advantage among all of the 
control projects. 

• Field level testing for substance abuse. The EMIT project 
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 are in an 
extended unfavorable employment and unfavorable living 
situation are almost certain to be reincarcerated~ 
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Several follow-up efforts to this study are suggested. These 
include: 

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

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

• As the in-depth evaluations of individual projects are 
completed, the study results shoUld be compared and any 
major 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 projects 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 
a certain version of the benefit-cost standard: Are the insights 
obtained worth the effort expended? The answer depends on the 
judgment of the po1icymakers. 
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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 pa.role, 
as well as on the assigned California Department of Correcti.ons 
and CII numbers, was essential to assure that proper informa.tion 
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 caSle 
files is also shown. As seen in the design of the form, informa­
tion up to a maximum of eight quarters (24 months) was co11E~cted. 
The answers to seven questions comprised the information on a 
person's employment situation. Two questions sununarized 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 t~70 and 
four, respectively. Three questions comprise general adjustment. 
As already discussed, much of this information was sununarizE!d 
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-I 

RECORDING BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

000# 1.1.1 J 1.1.1 
PROGRAM ------rn· PROGRAM START DATE 

NAME 
'U 16 17 

SEX n 
fl-male, till 
2-female) 

III 19 20 21 22 23 2 .. 25 26 27 211 29 30 31 32 33 3 .. 

OII# 

RAOE n -8] DATE OF BIRTH 

DATE OF PAROLE 

9 10 

35 36 

.... 45 

50 51 

PRESENT LOCATION _______________ _ 

OOMMITMENT OFFENSE(S) 
(tor term immediately 
priop to this parole) 

DATE OF PRESENT LOCATION 
59 

II 12 , .. .. 

37 38 39 40 

46 <17 048 "9 

52 53 .'14 55 

60 61 62 63 

COMMITMENT DATE. 
(date last reoieved 
betore this parole) 

71 72 73 74 75 '16 

PRIOR COMMITMJr~TS ___ _ 
(O-None, l-Ol'l.e, 
E-Two or ~tore) 

NARCOTIO ADDIOTION 
(O-NO, l .. 'YES) 

Q 
Q 

O.:.~Q., _____ fPT.AJ 
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TABLE A-2 

RECORDING COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION 

SUJ'lLmCTI [3 NAME 
000# 1.1.1,1.1 JI DATE OF PAROLE 

., II II 10 II 12 

AGH~?1IS NMW DIm: ASsrmmn r.l'O THIS AGl'NT I OODJlIlG LOOATICN ~.],.l.:J 
If the Subject: was in the community for Ill.: lMilt one month 

of any qua rl:er then ansl.or the qucs tions for tha t quarter 
basco on tho time period that the Subject was in the community. 
If tho Subject was in the community for less than one month 

during any 9uarter sldp that Quarter. 

f1IIPt.OY!>IENT 

1. What portion of each quarter was the Subject legitmately 
employed? 
1) Kone of the time(If none skip to question 5.) 
2) Only occassionnlly 4) Hore than half the time 
l) About half of the time 5) All of the time 

2. Gonerally for each quarter what \."as the level of this 
employment? 
1) Less than 20 hours per week 
2) 20-35 hours per week 3) Morc than 35 hours per weele 

3. 'rhe Subject's (!mployment situation would be characterized as:· 
1) Unstable (frequent job changos;short job stays) 
2) Fairly sl::r..blo (only occ{!Gsion.'ll changes) 
3) Stable (did not or rarely changed jobs) b 

o 
4. In genoral how did the Subject's employment compare with 

his/hor skill or ability level? 
1) Below 2) At or ncar 3) Above 

S. Did tho Subject attend school Or training for at least one 
month dUl'ing the qoortor? 
1) No 3) Yes, Full .. tinle 
2) Yes, Part-time 

6. In relation to his/her bailic livinG expenses, the income 
dorivcJ from the Subject's employment was 8Qn~rally: 

1) lnndequate 3) Moro than Ildequate 
2) Adcquata 

7. What effece did the Subj~ct's employment, school or training 
situation have on his/her chances of succesufully adjusting 
to community lifo? 
1) NCButivo 4) Generally positive 
2) Gcnarally negative 5) Positive 
3) Little effect either way 

1. 

2. 

3. 

". 

5. 

6. 

7. 

13 I .. I" 16 I., III 

~swor tho quostions bnsod on the qual-Mrs below! 

10-76 1-76 4 .. 76 7-76 10-76 1-77 4-77 
thru thru thru thru thru thru thru 
12-75 3 .. 76 6-76 9 .. 76 12 .. 76 ~-77 6-77 

7-77 
to 
ProDOnt 

00000000 
22 23 2. 25 26 27 20 29 .. 

00000000 
~ 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 

00000000 
30 39 40 41 42 43 ". 45 

OOQQQQQQ 
00000000 

54 55 56 'J7 50 59 (,0 61 

00000000 
62 63 64 65 66 67 60 69 

00000000 
70 71 72 73 74 75 76 ?7 

CARD 10. Ow 
'TO '19 'Y' 

, 

n 

" 
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TABLE A-2 (Continued) 

RECORDING COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION 

FmA'lCIAL 
ODOH I, 1.1.1.1.1 J 

8. Other than employment, the m&jor souroe of the Subjeot's 
finanoial support for eaoh quarter oame from: 

1) P&CSD (oash assistanoe, rent and/or expense vouchers, eto) 
~4'l Go~eral publio assistance (SSI, welfare, food stamps, eto) 
v Other private souroes (family/friends) 

None 

9. What effeot did the Subjeot's finanoial situation (excluding 
income from employment) have on his/her ohances of suooess­
fUlly adjusting to oommunity life? 

1 ) Negative 
2) Generally ne~ative 
3) Little effeot either way 

Generally positive 
Positive 

LIVING SITUATION-RESIDENCE 

10. How often did the Subjeet's plaoe of residenoe ohange during 
eaoh qUarter? 

11. 

12. 

2
1) Frequently (3 or more) 

) OcoQssionally (2) 
3) Rarely (1) 
4) Didn't 

Generally for eaoh qUarter the Subjeot's residenoe was: 

11 ~ent-free housing (Resoue mission, half-way house, eto.) 
2 Rented daily or weekly (Motel/hotel room, room, eto.) 
3 Rented monthly or owned (House, Apartment, (;'Ito.) 

The Subjeot's livin~ situation would be oharaoterized as: 

1) Solo, lived alone 
al Stayed with parents or other relatives 
3) Lived with friends 
4) Lived with husband/wife t ~oYfriend/p;irlfriend 

13. What effeot did the Subjeot.' s livin,;; situation have on his/ 
her chancos of sucoessfUlly adjustin~ to oommunity life? 

1) Negative 4) Generally positive 
2) Generally negative 5) Positive 
3) Little effeot either way 

SOOIAL 

14. The Subjeot's sooial aotivities durin~ each q~Rrter were 
primarily oentered around: -

15. 

1) Self, little sooial interaotion 
2) Oasual aoquaintanoes 4) Paronts or other realtives 
3) 0103e friends 5) His/Her own family 

\7hat effeot did the Subjeot's sooial aotivities have on his/ 
her ohanoes ot suooessfUlly adjustinR to oommunity life? 

2 Generally ner,ative 1\ Ne~ntive 
3 Little el'i'eot either way 

Gonerally positive 
Positive 

lO-75 1~76 4-76 7-76 10-75 1-77 4-77 7-77 
thru thru thru thru th.ru thru thru to 

8. 

l2-75 3-76 6 .. 76 9-76 12-75 

iJ 
6-77 Present 

0 [I 0 0 0 0 0 
7 8 9 10 11 12 1:3 14 

9. DDDODDDD 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

10, 0 0 0 0 D D 0 
23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

11. 0 0 0 0 n 0 0 
a1 32 33 34 35 36 37 

12. D 0 D 0 0 0 0 
39 40 41 42 43 44 45 

13. 0000000 
47 48 49 50 51 

14. 0 0 LID· r~ 
55 57 58 59 

1
5·DIJDDD 

63 64 65 66 67 

CARD ID 
I ) 

52 

o 
60 

,­_I 
68 

53 

o 
61 

o 
69 

D 
J) 

D 
38 

0 
46 

D 

o 
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TABLE A-2 (Continued) 

RECORDING COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION 

one# I, 1.1.1 J 1.1 10-75 
thru 
1?--75 

1-76 
thru 
3-76 

4-76 
thru 
6-76 

7-76 
thru 
9-76 

10-76 
thru 
1?--76 

1-77 
thru 
3-77 

4-77 
thru 
6-77 

7-77 
to 
Present 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

The Subject's physical health durin~ eRch 
be chBracteriz~d as: 
1. Poor (m~jor or chronic probl~ms) 
2. Fair (only minor proble~s) 
3. Good (no problems) 

qUflrtqr would 

The Su·oject's mental health durin~ each quarter would be 
characterized as: 
1. Poor (major or chronic problems) 
2. Fair (only minor nroblems) 
3. Good (no problems) 

Was alcohol usage a problem for the Subject? 

Yes 2) No 

Was drug involvement or usage a problem for the Sub ject? 

1) Yes 2) No 

Vfuat effect did the Subect's overall health situation have 
on his/h~r chances of suocessfully adjustinR to oommunity 
life? 

1) Nep;ative 4l 
2) .Cenerally negative 5 
3) Little effeot either way 

Generally positive 
Positive 

GE:'TER.CUo ADJUSTME'-1T 

21. The Subjeot's motivation for a suooessful parole during 
eaoh qua~~er was judged as: 

1) Poor 
2) Fair 

3) Good 
·4) Exoellent 

22. Considering your oaseload, how would oharaoterize this 
Subject during eaoh quarter? 

23. 

1) More diffioult than average 
2) Average 
3) Less diffioult than average 

During eaoh quarter what would have been your proRnosis 
as to the Subject's ability to suooessfully adjust to 
oom:nunity life. 

1) Poor 
2) Fair 

3) Good 
4) Exoellent 

17. 

18. 

19. 

0[1000000 
7 8 9 10 11 12 1'3 1~ 

OOOQQQQQ 
00000000 

2) 24 25 26 27 28 29 

00000000 
i;t )2 )) 34 )5 36 37 )8 

20'00000000 
39 , 40 41 4~ 43 44 45 46 

21. 0 0 0 0 0 0·' 0 o 
4" 48 49 51 52 53 

22. 0 0 0 0 O· D' 0 
55 56 57 58 59 60 

23. o 0 0 0 D. I~ 
63 64 65 66 67 6e 
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TABLE A-2 (Continued) I I 

RECORDING COMMUNITY ADJUSTMENT AND CRIMINALITY INFORMATION 
[ 

Disposition 
Date Nature of Incident Conununity 

Court Release Board [ I 
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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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TADLE D.l 

nTlXlTIVIllDllJ or OATlIlOJUt:l or PROJlmO AIIb PROORAKiJ DlJ'lllDlNO ON TINt-OIl-rAnOLt 

!)ay. on Parole (2", Dr leoo) 

R •• tru.· 
RoSular turtd 
Duper· Pro. 0""'417 Oorvieee! O.mote! C ••• Wtl.ghhd 
vioion RDleaeo Parole "CIID Private Co.trGla Hnglll1t Total 

U.gular 
Duper- Pre· 0""'417 
viaion Nelell81 I'arol. 

Purcantago ot Per80fUJ on l'81'018 I 

Within moet recent ~ Mit, bav!ns; 

Favorabl./Untavor.bl0·llIplo1"ont 15.0/45.0 22.6/45.2 N ~~:?~~:~ 63.6/27., 18.4/53.1 0/'/1.4 22.8/5309 
Favorable/Unt • .,orable .. RoDldenoo 20.0/3,.0 19."I,~.3 36.4/36.4 22.4/51.0 28.6/,,2.9 22.8/40, , 
Oonoral Publl.o Aseiat .... 20.0 3.2 12.2 0 22.4 14.3 13.8 
Fav.rable Adju.tIo •• t PrognoaJ.. 30.0 48.4 46.9 36.4 ".1 ,,2.9 46.1 

~1.1/6).2 ",.4/3, .. 4 S4'r./36•4 
31.6/~.8 ~~.OI"3.6 36.'/27.' 

18. 28.1 IS.i! 
)9.5 SO.O 80.0 

For at lout 9 ot 
the loat ~ .ontha hovi!lS 

Fayorable/Untavorable-llIpl01".nt 10.0/35.0 16.1/45.2 22.4/40.8 54.5/18.2 2oO/4~.0 0/42.9 15.0/,,1.9 
Fayorable/Untavorable-RoaJ.do.oo 20.0/3S.0 12.9/29.0 16f32.7 18.2136.4 14.3/4 .9 28.6/42.9 16.2136.' 
Ge.eral Publl.o AsaJ..t .... 15.0 ,.2 .1 '0 16., 14.3 9.0 
'aYOrable Adjuet.o.t PrognoaJ.. 20.0 ",.2 4".9 3614 42.9 42.9 40.7 

21.1/5'.' 15.6/28.1 54.~/27., 
15.0/31.6 21.9/40.6 36. 12'1.) 

15.8 28.1 I8.i! 
31.(; " .. ~ 70.0 

For llare than ~ I\Ohtba NrioUlJ 

i'bJ'aJ..al Healtb Probl ... 10.0 9.7 8.2 0 12.2 14.3 ~.6 Hental Heal th Proble •• 15.0 6., 0 ,0 6.1 0 .8 
Aloohol usage 10.0 6.5 14.3 9.1 6.1 28.6 10.2 
Drug inyolv .. onl/u.o 25.0 35·' 28.6 27.3 14.3 28.6 25.1 

2,.7 6.2 0 
2.6 18.8 0 
7.9 12., 9.1 

2'.7 21.9 21.' 

H ... Lengtb ot TiIIo' 

In ItOnthe 
)'avorabl./UntaYorable-llIplo1"tnt 
F.,orabb/UntaYorable-R'lldenol 

4.5/ ".8 
'.3/4.9 

4.3/ 4.6 
4.1/ 4.8 

S.6/ S., 
SoB/ ,.3 

6.0/3.8 
6.0/5.4 

4.0/ ,.6 
,.3/ '.7 

6.0/6., 
9.0/8.0, 

,.0/ ,.0 
507/'" 

9.0/8.7 
7.3/7.0 

'7.1/ 7.8 
9.0/ 7.~ 

7.3/ 9.8 
7.1\111.0 

~ le 111 121 128 133 1" 14, 167 tro CUltod1.trel 110 123 X 135 176 147 195 30' ~81 323 
.69 2." ;22 

Percentage at PernoMI 

Arrested, aotion pending 8.0 12., 0 ,.6 16.7 1).5 14., 10.2 
Roturntd to prl. ... 28.0 12., 100.0 ,.6 16.7 ?? 0 12.8 
PA4/IIAL 36.0 6., 0 24.1 16.7 11., 0 17,1 

15.0 12'e 11.' 17., 9. 3.6 
,.0 9.4 0 

Cuetod1.tret 1lo11 Detore, 

Arrelted, aotion pending 155 88 X 100 61 116 195 110 
Rtturntd to prl. .. n 127 80 73 143 200 14, X 121 
PA4/IIAL 52 67 X 1(1,1 106 1(1,1 X 88 

261+ 193 237 
220 150 29' 
299 2S2 X 

Rote ot J:pi .. dtl' 

R •••• t 6 "".tho 1.12 1.64 1.2, .69 .sa .69 .'11 :U Recent 1.2 .ootha 1.2" 3.00 1.25 .72 .83 .'11 .'11 
.88 d~ .sa 

1.2, .73 

I!l.elt t. Coaounl. t7 94.1 136.3 165 1~2.(j 134 208.0 91.0 150.7 110.3 186.8 188.5 

Pri ... n •• 22.1 23.4 78., )2.2 22.5 . 6304 30., )8., 26., 55.8 )8.7 

Hot. t The 8J1Dbol 1 •• ana "not applicable" 
N No into.-tio. uel.l.blo on e_unit7 edjult ... t •• uure •• 

.. .. [ r ... 

-n •• true· 
turod 

O.rvi •• e! O.Niete! Case Weighted 
I1oCIIO IThate Controlc Hn""nt 'i'ottU 

50.0/41.7 ~~:~~:? ~G.?/4G.r; 16.7/66.7 ~9.41l'7,9 
~~.0/G6.7 ".,;40.0 16.7/0 ~9."I3'Joo 

:!,.O l!h:! 2' .. ,. SO.O ~O.~ 
SO.O ~U., ~~." 83.' ~8.6 

".'/3).3 15.6/~8.1 8."1 X.8 16.7/66.7 21.,/40.7 
25.O/!i0.\) 21.9/40.6 7.1'/ .4 0/0 19.~,,~.O 

16.7 15.2 20.0 ".3 17.' 
SO.O rf~ ... 37.8 8)., 40.7 

0 9.1 a.~ 0 10.1 
0 6.1 17. 0 9.6 

8.) ,.0 ~~:~ 0 9.0 8., 21.2 0 21.5 

. 
A.O/8., 6.8/9.0 8.4/ 7.8 12.0/12.0 709/8·U 7.~/ 8.6 7." 7.~ 7.1'/ 0.4 ,.0/0 7.~1 '(I 

291 302 2S, 296 2~7 
il'/~ 296 273 296 ~ l.1 

8., 9.1 ~1.7 16.7 14.4 
0 3.0 4., 0 7.i! 
0 ).0 6.5 0 4.6 

28, 1n ·2(1) 218 2:!S 
X )10 m X 219 
X 259 X 274 

I( 
II 

.03 .52 .76 .33 .74 
1.17 1.00 l.S9 .33 l.~l 

1)0.0 92.6 1)1 100.0 13,.8 

30.2 ".4 47 21., 38.9 

, 
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TAllLE n.l (Continued) 

D'rrorIVWI:J~ or CATIlIOIUItJ or tllOJlmO AIID FIIOOIl.\ltl DtrnlDINQ 011 TIHl-oo.rA!«llll 

Do.Yo on rorolo (O,t.lln 355 and ~90) Ilqo on !'orolt (~91 or loreor) 
~ - Rlotruo. 

nogullll' t ...... d 
aup ••• tre· Ollll'Mr, Oorvlco'" Gervic •• / r .. 1!it WolShhd 
vlolon nolo •• ! taroh Il.OJD trlvotl Controlo Nn",nt Total 

negular 
OUP'" tre' G",..ort Oorvlco'" GorYleo'" 
vhlon n,h ••• r.....,10 Il.OJO frlvoto !:<lnt ... 1. 

!\Irce.tag. ot I'o.oono on I'orolol 

WHH!l.!:t!l\l ... ~ont ~ 1""", hltvlnl1 
r.vornb\o/llntavorobl0.n,plo)'lltont I, •• ~/,,?} ltJ<l.l'/l.i :h.i!/~O.e ~9.('/.~~.o ~1.(,/4n.l lG.?/lJ~'.() ',4.4/11.1 41.r/~r,.4 
r •• ornblo/llnr.voroblo·nooldonc. 41.1/,\'I.~ 1\1I'.t'/~ (.').'f!/l",) ~,IJ.Q/1Ci.O .G.Y!6.8 ~.,.lI/'B.1) ~~.~/~3.1 ~~.4/34.? 
Oonero1 !'ubUo A.ol.tMO. 11,1.;;' 0 16.7 lr.n 1O.~ ?~.:! ,"I:!.i! 1~'6 rovorobl. Ad3u.lm.nl troGllool. ~!1.0 l'lf-:;,! ~'1.4 (/'1.0 !Ji!.6 i:!?B es.y ~.? 

'G.Y42.'J y ~O.C/O ~~.~/1P.~ 1'.',1)/ .. ' Il~ qj,IV'!Jt"r. 
4M/41., O/u )G.4/4c.~ -~.Y~;1.U 37Itl!' .. ,. 
~J.e 0 lAin :,~.l ~ft.4 
~"'O 100.0 6~.~ ~~.t'l 5~.1 

ror ot lo .. t 9 ot 
ttl. IMt l? ... Mnhlhn '",virts: 

r •• orobl./IInt.vorob1.·n,plo)'lltont 31.Y\~.'J t'/,I !:4uV~O.O 1.1).t.Y30,O ~t:t~3~:g ~.(,/".3 41 .. 4/11.1 39. I'N8.G 
royor.blt/llntovorob1 •• n.oldonco ~."!.l/~'(.~ inc-.I'II) 19.0/33.' 40,0/","1,0 ~.(,/JU.') ~3.Y33o} ~9.Y~4.0 
a.noro1 I'obUo AnolctMe. Utt) " 1::!.!J ~.u 0 11.1 :C1.t! H.B 
'.vorobl. AdJuolmont trosn,01o ~,').l l~~ .c '}l.i. 6:.).0 !).1.6 ~?8 7'/.8 ~~.D 

;y..9/~1.3 lOC.~/tl .1J.,.4/~~.? tI.f./.'S':; ..,t. I t'/,"l,,, 
~1 .. 9/33., e!0 C!?U4~).~ ((I.~'I.'3., 4e.(/1l.) 
~~.2 0 1).6 17,1) 31.~ 
~~.4 100.0 6,.6 3~h\j 46.9 

!:I"r ,..01'. t""'n~ ~I'\thn. retinUA 

ll1l'oleal Uealth rroblo~. !).4 " 8~:5 0 le.~ :!2.2 11.1 lp.u 
H.ntal Ueo1 Ih trob1eoo ~.4 r, !J.O 0 ~.G 0 4.1 
Alcohol uoag. 0.9 0 4.~ 0 10.9 11.1 0 6.8 
llrug !nvobeetnt/u •• 0.9 l' 0 l!hO ~1.1 SO.O 0 11 .. 3 

7.g I) f,,!) In., ).1 
~. 0 9.1 7,': 19.L 

In.? (\ H~.2 1~.4 l!hG 
aa.~ 0 9.1 ,~.\) l:h!) 

Melli Ltnath or 'I'1,.e. 

1ft IItlnU'f: 
fovor. il,/IInravorabh.n,plo)'lltont 10.1,/ 8.? ,.rVX 11.FI G.O la.O/8.? 9.(1/10.1 ,.~/ 9.5 19.<'/9.0 10.y 6.8 
r.vorablt/llntlvorobl,·noold.nc, 11.<,/11.1 l~.r/X 'J.V 6.2 11.<'/9.3 1l.1/1~.~ ?8/11.S 10.5/1,.0 10.6/11.0 t~:~P.:? 1~.l'/ ,.0 11.~/1',~ ':.7/14,0 1,.,/11.1 

'tIx lO.'1/16.S lC.e/1~.3 1?0/19.1 

~ 418 \lr<) • 41'1 t.l:! m 4!O 406 ~31 ~lS 
eu.todt·tr .. 4rl 415 393 ~1 ~oo ~10 431 40\.' 

60, S~ 638 6,o 6" GO? 5~ Gl~ ~t6 630 

!'w,e.nlag •• t !'wro""". 

Arreaud, 10Uon ",ndlng 4.5 100 G.? 0 ::0.0 10.S 0 1.tl 
Return.d to r.rleo. 4.5 0 4.4 0 0 lS.8 0 ' .. 4 
tA!,lltU. 1.6 0 0 0 !I.O 0 0 3.$ 

2.9 0 4.3 1!;;.4 6.) 
2.9 0 4.3 ~.6 3.1 
'lli! 0 0 0 9.4 

CUolodt.tree ~o Deto ... 

Arreot.d, ICtl •• ",r.ding 378 415 371 X 403 30, x 317 
n.tUl'ntd 10 rrloon "l~ x 111 X X ;:48 x M3 
tA!,lltU. m x x x 391 x X 39~ 

~~1 X 54? 499 4'3 m x 579 S";9 511 
X X X S4~ 

nat. ot lr1tod ... 

R.oent 6 IIOnlha .';4 ,.0 .~) .~S .6' .1lI. .M .~8 
nee •• 1 12 Donlha 1.1~ ,.0 .64 .eo 1.40 1.)? .44 1.01 'ID' .~o .39 .es .7J 

1. 'I .7S .61 1.~? 1.44 

lU.k to C¢m'.uUll 11'; ~~O l~~f 9G.G 3~.? 136.8 e..a 109.9 ?~.? (9.9 67.8 7:i.~ L~.l· 

Trlann'l'1 ... ".3 " ~, "., ~~.B 41.1 12.8 3 •• 1 18.~ ~l.U ~1.: ;~':1 [I~.r. 

llottl 'lb. orotol X •• ono "Mt oHUeab1t" 
I!I 110 Into_Uen lValhblt Oh e""":1lIitl .1Ju.t •• nt •• aaure •• 

n.olrue-
turQd 
Caoo 
1Inr,mn1 

44. t./t.4.4 
('l.l/l'~l.P 

~3.~ 
61.1 

~G.9/"q.,) 
Gl.1/~?B 

21.8 
<:6,',' 

11.1 
11.1 
11.1 
11.1 

16.'/19.0 
l?Yl?O 

6!i8 
651 

S.6 
S.G ,.6 
639 
!i61 
(.13 

.9~ 
1.06 

I.!~.l 

~~.~; 

Wolahtod 
Total 

!L.11/·~.G 
4n.Y~6.4 
;~.G 
!t;,'l.G 

i::3.4/~9.8 
.\4.1/J).~ 
~~.~ 
~V.6 

7.4 
8.~ 

14.~ 
ro.!} 

1~.e/14.3 
14.~/14.B 

6~2 
606 

6., 
~.2 
.9 

,11 
14 

~'19 

.79 
l.)l 

n.~ 

~4.t\ 

D 

II 
'I 

1\ 



, 

'fA!lLt D·~ 

D1'JmlVIllXllll CI' CATmoRlr.o CI' l'llOJlXlTO AlfD HlOOlWI.'l OtJ'1ll01NJ ON Rllll(-'ro.'l'IIt.~UHln 

Rick-to.tho.CoJr.munity ('00 or 10 •• ) RiIll<.to.th •• Comunlly <Dot.oon 109 ttJ\d 96) 
"""''-''--'---'-=_'--.:0= -"~ C·~'~4-~-=.~F"'= 

R.olruo-
R·flIIllU' lured 
Ou"" .. rr.- OllmlU'y OorYiClo/ Oor.lcoo/ a ••• ~t1chhd 
Yiolo. n.1e11110 rlU'Oll r&c.:JD Prhah Conlrolo 1IlI_1 '!'old 

. _=- -. .~ 

nootruc-
n'i!Ular lured 
Ou"" .. l'r.- 0_111'1 Oor.l.oo/ Oorvl.oo/ C.110 Wolr,htod 
vIDl •• lI,h ••• \\\roll l'&Il.'lD PriV.to Co_nlre.!,_ 1Inrr.Jl1 _fol.2L.-

"'reo.tlllli ot "'rconn on !'arolol 

Within P'IInt "Or.~N' hj'lins 
j, •• or.b)07!Ii1r ... r. ro-ii'ip 0110,.1 ~9.P/W.,' ~J.lV!Jr>.O SD.,/16.? SO.O/c.:l.4 31.1/'06., 18.81>6., G2.~/1~.S 31.0/38.0 

rClvorabl./IInt ... roblo.n,etdoneo 43.~/4'I.U t(l,lV':~.U ".)/.S.o ,5.7/46.4 36.61,'0.1 ,10.4/43.8 50.0/.1.').0 37.1/~4.4 
olnorAl "'bUe AD.lolttJ\e. 16.4 I) 16." 1'0.' :;4. ~.9 ;!J.O 10.0 
'ovorGbh AdJuotoo,1 Prosnoala G~.? ~o.u S9.3 67.9 4G., SO.O 19.0 5?d 

"I.P/45.9 "9.0/.10.0 ~O'O/I'~'l' (I"Y4!1.l1 '[1.4fo,}.1 ~l',l/t,!J,'; "·,,,:/,,'.'.1 ."_'.',);,~>. t, 
3'1.~/4M 30.~/'oO.O tI,.~o.n ctJ.'iI3G.'t' ~1.Pf·l.1\ ~1.4/:f:I.9 41h"l/1'J,h :v.·'/jlr.~ 

8.1 10.0 37.~ :::0.0 ~.~ 17.9 t,l .. ' 1'.'.9 
40., G9.o 50.0 ~3.3 4k'.1 !),.1.1 (If.,'J ~1.1l 

'or at It •• I 9 at 
Ih. hnl I:>" Moth. ""~l~ 

'.vcrabl./U,t.,orobl.-lloplo11O.nl 34.",1., O/J9.0 ~0 •. '/1G.7 4a.9/2,.0 17.1/31.1 9.101>0.0 ~0.0/I2., 29.:,/".0 
r.vcrablt/Unt.vcr.blt-R •• ld.ne. ~1.~/~'.9 SO.O/J'.O 33.,'/t'~j.O 20.6/42.9 26.8/29.' 21.9/'00.6 50.0/2,.0 29.7/N.1 
Donoro1 "'bUe 4001.1 .. 0. 16.4 0 16.7 10.1 19., ~1.9 !''l,o 1';.:1 
'.vcroblt AdJuotetnl Progooal. !iO,::! Do.n '50.0 64.2 39.0 ltli.~ 61., sa.li 

la.V43.2 39.0/~5.o SO'O/l.'!).o tti,?/3G.? jl.Pj~I.B 1'~.9/,,~.1 l'~.~1f~~.~ ~~h(l/>\f~.(, 
n?o/1l,.9 to.o/".o 1~.~/j?~ ::6,"'l~ti.f~ In.~/~.~ IV.f)/4~.'J 4'I.l/W.G r. th?l5h'r' 9.4 10.0 ~fj.O 10.0 9.1 14. , ~~., B.O 

'1.8 5!hO SO.O SO.O 4u.l 46.4 6f,,') l'·J.~\ 

lnr .l'Ir. thAJ\ ~ lIWIl\th" IWIrlnu~ 

~aloo1 1I.011h troblt .. 11.9 !jO.o 0.3 ,.6 ~.9 la.6 lt2.5 9.9 
Ho.lo1 1I.011b Probh •• l.!i ~!).o 0., ' ~.6 'I., 9.~ It!.S !:i.? 
Aleohol u .. " 74.6 ~!}.o e., I ., 12.2 6.3 2,.0 10.4 
Ilru& In.obt .. nt!uco 14.9 :!~).o 0., 7.1 22.0 1,.6 0 1~.6 

10.6 ,.0 l~.~ 0 ~~.? 7.1 n. ' fl.6 
10.8 0 0 0 4.9 14., !:i,1} t3.(1 
1~.5 ,.0 0 G.6 ~.9 1').9 11./\ 11,11 
1 .9 10.0 0 16.7 ~.4 7.1 11.8 IG,n 

HllUI Lonclh or '1'1111 

!ni""nlh~ 
' .. or. ./IInt.vcroblo-llIplolllnl l~.tVl&,!.,. 3.0/ 6.0 10.0/ ' .. 0 10.4/11.1 8.:,/11.4 1l.3/11.~ 14.0/ 6.0 10.81l1.1 

r.vcrtbl./IIntlvorablt·Re81dlno. 14.(1/".7 '/.'::19.0 6.01 G.8 10.9/10.6 11.1./11.4 1~.'/11. 12.O/IG., 12.0/11.8 
11.1/ 8.6 6.V 6.9 9.0/ 0.) 1~.1/'M 7.~1 9.0 IO.~1 7.~ 14.0/16.0 10.3/8.7 
10.6/10.3 6.1/ 6.' 10.'/9.0 9.f/9.'/ '1.9/5.0 n.w 9.~ l~.~/1~.o 10.31 9.0 

~ I ..... ~M 2O) 401 429 479 436 456 4'1 
CUalody-t ... ,y. ~O, 401 4" 466 431 411 470 ~~ 184 m ,WI "~ Y,'!J 5(1/ ,~,Io 

1?G 37' lal y,~ 'l1.1 ~90 3C~ 

!'are.nllOlle or For .... ' 

Arreated, ooUon """,Un, D.!l 0 0 0 4.9 G.3 0 ~.~ Returned 10 I'I'I .. n ,.8 0 0 0 0 6., 0 2. 
rA1,/llAL 1,.G 0 0 10.1 2.4 12., 14., 9., 

,., 0 D.' 0 tll.'J ,.'1 D.G ~.? 1.9 0 ,., ,., 4., '1.4 0 .6 
'.3 1S.0 0 10.0 4., 3.1 0 ~.? 

Cualodt-trtt nay. IlttOrtl 

Arreol.d, laUo, ""ocUn, :09 I X X 3119 589 I 396 
RetUl't..d 10 1'1'1 ... m I X X X 233 X 228 
rAlJlW. 2}O I I 112.) '97 366 G1).O 2GB 

~08 I 391 I ill? 18) 63) 30) 
2)1 X 29' ~11 Llll 11) X :M 2, 196 X lOS ':S? ~fJO X I~i) 

Ral. or I:pltodll' 

n.etnl G .. nib. .S(; 0 :~ .43 .44 .7' .29 .,1 
ntee.1 12 .oolbB 1.08 0 .61 .sa 1.19 .29 .89 

1.0 .S' .la .43 • .,,4 .7a .8) .7,) 
l.~ .?!i .9} .61 1.6, 1.3' 1.0 1.06 

Ri.k 10 C_uni 11 ~.r. '3.0 ~,.6 24.0 24., 21.2 ~.O 2'., 10.1 ?G.8 71.7 16.4 ??~ 9:!.o 73.0 %.7 
Prlcon 'l'1 •• 1~.9 ~,.O 21.6 1'.0 13.8 U., 29.' 16.) 27.9 :2.0 ".8 33.S 3e.? '309 ,4.9 !o.8 

-tl~I" Th. O1IIbol X ..... "oot applleablt" 

.. 

-



l 

RogullU' 
Super .. Pre. 
vioion RobaGo 

f'orcontoga or Faraona on Parole I 

Withtn mont rocant ~ mont hn..ving 
i'nvoroble/Untavorable-DIIploymont 29.4/50.0 50.0/".} 
Fnyoro.blv/Untnvorablo-UoDidonoQ 26.5/

'
,4.1 8.}!}}.} 

Genoral Public An01DtMOO 20.6 8.} 
FAvorablo AdJllDtment l'rognoaio 41.2 58., 

ror at leaot 9 or 
the Ift.l"lt l~ montho hnvinS 

Ftlvoro.blo/Untnvorabla-DDplo,yment 29.4/50.0 8.}/16.7 
Favor.llblo/Unlavorablo-Rooidence 29.4/},.2 8.}/25.0 
Goneral Public Aooiotonoo 20.6 8.} 
Fa.vorablo Adjuotmont Prognoail!l 29.4 58.} 

For Clore than ~ months earioue 

Phyoical Hoalth Prebloc. 8.8 8.} 
Mcntal Uoalth Prebl ••• 2.9 8.} 
Alcchol u .. go 8.8 0 
Drug involveaent/ueo 26.4 16.7 

Ho .. Lensth or Tt~e' 

In month!! 
j·avorable/Unta..,orab1e-n.plo)"lllont 11.0/11.1 5.0/4.8 
Fa,vorable/Untavorable .. Reuidahoo 11.5/11.8 ,.0/ 6.5 

~ ~'arc 0 }72 22} 
Cuatody-rro. }35 208 

Porcentage or Poraonal 

ArroDtod, action pandinl 10.5 8.3 
Roturnod to priaon 1}.2 0 
PAL/RAL 10.5 8.} 

Cuatodl·t .... ~a Betoro' 

Arroatod, actton poodlng 375 217 
Roturnod to priooo 268 X 
PAL/RAL 22} 252 

Rote ot Eplacd .. , 

Recent 6 IIOntha 1.26 .67 
Rocen t 12 lion tha 1.66 .75 

Riak to Colllunl.t1 124.0 129.0 

Pdaon Tille 32.7 }B.O 

Nohl The I!)'1Ibol X aeMI!! "not applicable" .. 

u II 
) j 

TABLE B-2 (Continuod) 

mlXlTIVINIllS or CATDlORIUo or ~ll!)JIXITB AND PIlOQRAKS DEPINIlING ON lIISK.TO.TlII:oCOHH11NITY 

RiIlk-to.tho.Oommunit1 (Bet.oon 97 and 155) Riak.to·tho·Community (156 or largor) 

Reetruc-
turod 

Summary Sorviooa! Sorviooa/ 0..0 Weighted 
Pnrolo I'&C.'lD Private Controle lIn_t 1oh1 

R.gular 
Super- Pre~ S_Br1 Sorvicec/ servtoea/ 
viaton Helena. Parel. I'&C.'lD Private Controlo 

66.7/16.7 35.}/~7.1 22.7!}1.S 29.,/~:3.9 28.6/57.1 }2.4/~2.11 
50.0/16.7 29.4/11.8 18.2/}1.8 }6.6/

'
,8.8 28.6/28.6 28.~6.7 

16.7 5.9 ~.5 19.5 14.} 1~. 
100.0 ~2.9 50.0 4}.9 57.1 49.6 

26.~1S7.9 11,.8/,18.1 115.5/36.11 22.2/48.1 12.5.56.3 2~.'/61.4 
}6.8/42.1 18.5/40.7 18.2/4'.5 i!S.914'1.4 25.0/

"
,.8 1 .2/.!l.8 

28.9 11.1 0 1' .. 8 12.5 g.l 
42.1 37.0 63.6 37.0 }1.3 }B.6 

66.7/16.7 2}.5/~1.2 4.5/2;!.7 1~.1/}G.6 28.6/~2.9 20.9/}6.0 
50.0/16.7 17.6/17.6 g.l/2.?, 2 .4/.}.9 14.}/28.6 21.6/J2.4 

16.7 5.9 0 14.6 0 U.5 
100.0 52.9 50.0 }G.G 5701 '.1 •• 6 

21.1/47.} ~.'tI51.9 45,5/27.r. 18.5/40.7 6.,/62.5 18.2!}4.1 
21.1/}9.5 1 .5/,,0.7 18.2/36., 18.5/".3 12.5/50.0 13.6/27.2 

28.9 11.1 0 3.7 12.5 ~hl '.2.1 22.2: 63.6 37.0 31.} }G.4 

0 u.8 ~.5 14.6 14.} 10.1 10.5 3.7 0 7.4 6.} 6.8 
0 5.9 0 17.1 D 7.2 
0 17.6 1}.6 19.5 0 12.2 

16.7 u.8 22.7 26.8 28.6 2}.0 

10.5 22.2 0 }.7 6.3 4.5 
15.8 14.8 9.1 11.1 G.3 2.3 
18.4 37.0 9.1 37.0 31.3 22.7 

9.8/12.0 6.V 8.1 4.5/9.3 9.0/ M 16.5/ 8.3 8.3/8.6 
14.}/12.0 9.0/9.8 6.9/709 8.}/9.7 1}.5/ 7.5 9.7/9.7 
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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-l, while variations in the 
level of effectiveness depending on the risk-to-the-community are 
shown in Table C-2. 
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PA1/IIAL 28 X 81 67 

Rate or Spiaod •• , 

a.o.nt 6 ao.tho 1.18 0 1.07 .64 
Ra.lnt 12 aonth. 1.45 X X X 

IUIIk to CotoouaJ.t7 114.0 186 70.4 l}O 

PriBOD n... 32. 18 14.0 16.2 

Not.. The tqabol X •• ans "not applicable" 
!liil Ho into_tio. avaUable on oo..unit7 adju.tao.t ............. 
:1f No peraoua are in thoee situ-tiona. 

T4BLE c-.l 

EFFDlTlvmms OF I/IDIVlOOAL l'IlOJlmS AND PROOR.\ItS DEPDlDI/IG ON TIlIE-OO-PIJlOLE 

nrq.. on PtIl'<Il. (234 or lo •• ) 

Voca-
S.-arr Uonal 

=~ 
Agent/ n.habUi- Bae40tt 

PAPA S_.r. ABD IJFA taUon Barrio mrp 

3}.3150.0 !I EI 0/0 25.7/"'.7 23.1/".8 ,0.0/50.0 0/0 
16.7/33.3 0/100. 22.9137.1 23.1/30.8 100./0 0/100. 

0 0 17.1 . 0 0 0 
".3 0 45.7 53.8 ,0.0 0 

16.713}.3 0/0 2a.9/42.~ 2.}.l/38.5 50.0/0 0/0 
16.7/33.} 0/100. 14.}/31. 23.1/30.8 ,0,0/0 0/100. 

0 0 '.7 0 0 0 
3}.} 0 42.9 ".8 ,0.0 0 

0 0 8.6 7.7 0 0 
16.7 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 14.3 15.4 ,0.0 0 
0 100.0 28.6 23.1 0 100.0 

4.", J,O 
}.O/ 6.0 

XIX 
XI 6.0 

~.2/ 505 
.6/ ,.0 

7.0/4.7 
9.0/6.0 

9.0/3.0 
9.0/X 

't/X 
XI 6.0 

150 128 2.11 123 1~1 157 211 
161 X X 1}l 1, 200 X 

0 0 0 7.9 0 0 (, 
57.1 100.0 100.0 0 13.} 0 100.0 

0 0 0 23.7 26.7 50.0 0 

X X X 100 X X X 
80 73 2.11 X UO X 2.11 
~ X X 95 128 113 X 

.57 1.25 1.0 .68 .67 .,0 1.0 

.71 X 1.0 It' .80 X 1.0 

15M 165 72 1}8.3 157.8 96.0 72 

48.3 78.3 41 J.2.4 }O.9 42.5 41 

.. 

, 

Porole l'erolo 8M JODe TOM 
OutpaU.nt OutpaU.nt Parole Supor-

GUnio Clinio OutpaUent 1I1gh virJion Weightod 
JCVE Uortb South Clinio DlIT Control ORl!r Total 

7,.0/25.0 0/76.9 }5.71't2.9 25.0/,,1.7 0/100. 12.5/37.' 0/71.4 22.8/'3.9 
25.0/37.' 23.0/5308 ".7/42.9 16.7/50.0 0/100. 12.5/50.0 28.6/42.9 22.8/.0.1 

0 ',6.2 1".2 25.0 0 0 14.3 13.8 
}7.' ".8 78.6 41.7 0 }7.' ,,2.9 46.1 

62.'/25.0 0/76.9 0/42.9 0/25.0 0/100. 12.5/37.5 0/42.9 15.0/41.9 
12.'/37.' 23.0/5}.8 21.4135.7 8.3/41.7 0/50.0 0/50.0 28.6/,,2.9 16.2/}6.5 

0 46.2 7.1 8.} 0 0 14.3 9.0 
37.' ".8 57.1 33.3 0 25.0 42.9 40.7 

0 23.0 14.2 0 50.0 0 14.3 9.6 
0 71.0 14.2 0 0 0 0 ".8 
0 77.0 7.1 8.3 0 0 28.6 10.2 

25.0 0 0 16.7 100.0 37.' 28.6 2'.1 

~.,/ ',.0 XI 6.3 4.2/ 6.0 4.0/4.7 XI 6.0 ~.o/ ~.} 6.0/6., ,.0/ ,.0 
.,/ '.3 5.0/ 6.9 6.6/6.5 4.0/5.0 XI '5.0 .5/ .8 9.0/8.0 5.7/ '.5 
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rnl:' jln .... thAn ~ 8'nnthn "orinu" 

fl1101cal nealth !'roble •• 100.0 U 6.9 
HenlAl lleAllh !'robl .... 0 0 ~.v 
Alcohol uaage 0 ~!).O letl 
Pru. In,'Olvounl/u •• loo.U U :!2.lt 

H ... IAnath uf 'I'1lIf I 

~.""thbl '..... t/Unf •• or.ble.llapl.1J!enl It,IlO.O 1;).0/9.0 14.1/16.0 
Favor.blt/Unl •• orab1.·Rtdd.nc. la.vl ,.0 1B.O/l6.~ 1907/14.7 

InidOXr "'0. 491 ~iXl 610 
Cuatod¥-r ... 496 SIXi 61' 

rer ... I..., or reuonal 

Arruttd, .0Uon pendl., 0 0 3.1 
Rtturntd t. prison 0 0 ~.1 
PAL/llAL 100.0 ~s.o .7 

Cual<><l:r.t ... 1lo1. ner.rtl 

Arruted, I.U.n pencUlllI X X ~~? 
Returned t. prl ••• X X '01 
tAL/llAL "96 m ~I,I 

Rail or I:phod •• , 

Rec.nl 6 IIOntha 1.0 .!iO .92 
ho.ent 12 IIOnth. 2.0 .7~ 1.67 

bioi< t. CoeIoun111 2Sa 149.' 0 .. 9 

I'rlllOn'l.'i •• ,2 ".S 16.4 

< 
Hot., The II7IIbol X ..... "not appUc.ble" lY. :;., InloNali.n .nllablt on OO.tun117 AdJ •• t ••• t ......... . 
lY No peraon. lU't in tht.e dtuaUo .... 

.. 

OrAlI tArA 

~ ~ 

'I'AIl1.E C-l (C<!nUnu.d) 

t!TlXl'\'lVnIClO or lIIDIVIOOAL FllOJIXl'\'O AND rt:OORAH.:l DJ:IllllDINJ ON 'I.'lIlE-O:I·UnOLt 
1lo1. on I'Irob (491 or lor",.) 

Voea-
DumAI')' tlonal 

Dir.ot Ac.nV h.habIU· Il .... tt 
0 ..... .,. 0_..,. AIlD I!'A bUon Dorrlo NIIP 

y ~O.(I/I) ;f(.~JG.r. ~ M.~/·) <'/53., n.,/G6.7 
0/0 36.4/.;G.Q 36.4/6).(. ;:6.7/J3., 2$.0/41.7 

0 ~,(j.r. 0 13.' 2~.0 
10C),() 6~.G 7~.? '3.' ~,.O 

SO.tVD 9.0;:.5.5 6M/O o/5~.3 CISC.o 
r/Il ~?~~7.~ 27.Y6,.6 1,.}/46.7 16.7/,~.3 

0 ~7.;! 0 6.? .,.0 
100.0 v..~ ?J.7 '3.' 16.7 

0 0 9.0 13.3 8.3 
0 10.2 0 6.7 8., 
0 9.0 :!?3 6.7 25.0 
0 9.0 9.0 33.3 41.7 

l~.~M .".~/16.0 
12.~/18.8 

14.6/6.0 
g.e/1~.O 

3.0/15.6 
9.0/16.0 

9.5/13.8 
9.0/12.4 

~02 SO? ~4 6;4 G42 618 
SOJ :;09 592 6" 514 S80 

0 0 8.3 0 ~O.O 16.1 
0 0 0 9.0 6.7 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

X X $41 X 542 476 
X X X 5'19 ''19 X 
X X X X X X 

1.0 0 .S .27 1.0 .n, 
loS 0 .1' .4~ (he 1.33 

48 O~ 0,.0 Sl., 1<)1,.1\ CO., 
29., :14.0 40.0 :n .• ~ ~G.6 31,2 

" 

.. 
u 11 D D 

r"",lo rarolo OM J ••• '1' .... 
OutpoU.nI Ou~IT~~nt toroh Dupo" 

CUnio Oulp.U.nl II1Sh vhlon WoIShhd 
JOVE North Ooulh CUnio !JIlT Control CRIn' Tolal 

50.0/16.7 ~ O/tOt ,0 !Jl1,~lt~?' ~ 4··h4/~~.~ ~!:;.tr/4~h!i 41t.1,/Q'h1• !(;.lf/~S.6 
50.0/16.7 (Yllv'.n ~(.!-pi4.!) ~'.~/t'~.1J ~'h~/l1\.:, H.Vt."':.O 1.1).~/~6.r.. 
,~., 10r.o bt'.,,!1 2;!.a ;;';.3 ,~.~ ~~.(. 
59.) 0 63.(; 66.7 36.~ 66.7 9o'!.8 

e.y 8., 1'/l00.0 It!h~I~'}.~ 44.~/1l.1 la.C,l/~ij'~ ~G.9/~3.9 ~8.~/3,.n 
33.3/16.7 0/100.0 ~?U4~.~ ltlt.r.IJi2.~ Sth~/l .2 61.1/.17.8 ~4.113'., 

2'.0 100.0 4~.' 0 36.4 21.8 ~;).i! 
SS., 0 6).6 M.? 16.2 66.7 50.6 

8., 0 9.0 0 0 11.1 7.4 
8.3 100.0 :!?3 0 9.0 H.l 0.' 

16.7 0 18.:1 0 ~6·3 H.l 14.:2 
3M 0 0 ~i!.&! 1 .~ n.l tlO.!i 

M/11.1 X1~l.O 14.1/ G., 
11.,/10.7 If/o:~.o 15.~/l'.? 

16.~/15.0 
18.P/~1.0 

n.l/1~.o 
16.7/1 .0 

16.'/19.0 
17.'/17.0 

U.Oil'''fi 
14.,/14. 

6~1 'lC1 S?9 661 G6~ 650 ~2 
576 641 SSI 64, 668 651 603 

9.1 0 0 11.1 9.0 ,.6 6.5 
0 0 9.1 0 0 '.6 l'<! 0 0 9.1 11.1 9.0 ~.6 .9 

414 X X 414 ,,~ 6~9 ~l? 
X X m X X %9 7" 
X X %, $44 S?) 61' 479 

.61 1.0 .SS ." 1.18 .94 .19 
1.0 2.0 1.09 .56 ~h4~ 1.06 137 

".0 14. ?,1.~ 46.', (~.4 83.1 71.0 

n., 65 3J.G lC.n 1~.6 !-6.9 l'!t.6 

-

-



-~"""-=""~ 

Asont 
O~I n,tIIIlar 

O~I ConUnued Oupar-
n./;Illar II./;Illar .Iodon OrAlI 

r.~.nlllg. or "'roono cn """,hI 

WIthtn ~f!tlt l'Ot!cnt ~ ~'h tv.'I!". 
r •• orab1./tJnr ... rabh.lloplora •• t 
r •• orou./tJnt.vorablt.n.lld.net 

0/0 
('/l00.0 

:'I'I.!i/~'.O 
(j:!.~/O 

i{'.~/.W.? 
1.41~1.0 

~O.O/!)o.o 
~O.O/U 

aonorol "'bUo Aut.tant. 0 1~.9 17.~ 0 
r •• or.bh Ad.lual •• nt Presncod. 100.0 o,.~ 60.~ ~o.o 

Fcr 01 ba.1 9 or 
tho 1 •• t 1P. ""nih. t, .. lnll 

r •• orablt/llnr .. erobl •• lloplorat nt 0/0 ~?M!'.O '~,'/~.6 O/!iO.O 
r.,orablt/tJnr ••• rabh.Rolldtnea 0/100.0 62.'/~ 31.0/.:'.9 to.ala 
O •• tral "'bUe Aae10tanel 0 12., 17.2 0 
r .. orabh AdJu.t .. nt l .... sncodu 100.0 15.0 %.9 50.0 

'(.o,. .flr. than l .~nt"fI "'riM! 
l1lloltal lI.alth Preble •• 0 0 13.8 SO.o 
Iff.t.l a.alth Preble ... 0 0 I.? 0 
Alcohol .At" 0 0 8.6 0 
Oro, In .. b .... V ••• 0 0 11.2 50.0 

H .. n ten.lh ot tlat I 

!!y"'nll'~ 
•• art ./tJnr.,oroblt.lloploraont ~, 9.0/9.0 12.~/12.8 '.W 4.5 

ra,orob1./IInr.yor.bh.R.odd •• et 10.:ojX H.7/1).6 6.!'/lt 

~. 164 .v., 9.14 153 
CWotod1.tr .. 313 344 SG' 15) 

... ~ •• h'o 11 "'roonll 

Arrtlhd, aoUoD pt .. Una 0 0 ,.0 0 
IIoI ...... d to J>rloo. &:0.0 0 3.0 0 
I'AI/lAL m.o 0 11.9 0 

c .. lo.It·t ... 1lt1. IItrO .. 1 

Alnat ... , aoUo. ptD4lna x x ro) x 
IIth ... d 10 prU •• :!r.6 x :tl!l x 
rAl/lAL '!l x 30} X 

... t •• r I»I8Od .. 1 

R.co.t 6 ItOnllla .!is 1.:2 .n 0 
R.e.nt U .. Olb. 1.4 .eu 1.(7) x 

Ai .... to ec.mUl 3(J.4 :17.0 ~O.9 2~.0 

WItOD TiM ~).o ~.1 tM 11.0 

Noll I 'tht 11Itbol X .......... t 'FPUea\lo" 
!!I Ho lntoNaUon .. odloblo OD e_1Ial1jo .dJulatnt ........... 

.. 

l I l 

TAW e.~ 

mllmVIll~ or lrlDIVlOOAL tllO.llmO AND tl1OOlWl:l llll'IllD1I«l 011 RlOK·TO-Tllt.COIOt11NITT 
Ocoro (~n or tou) 

Voa .. • 
0I11III1117 UoW. 

llir.et A,.ntl IItllablU- 1la •• HI 
rArA O~ nU".,f AnD IJ'A laUon Ilarrlo NUP JOVt 

50.0/50.0 !!I ~O.YlG.? 33.~fol.? tJO.O/1G.? ';0.0/0 ~C.t'/".;O.O l!9.~/!1~.9 4~.9/'~.? 
~O.OI!iO.1) ~,.v~,.o ~~.('r.l.? ".,/".;0.0 3O.O/GO.O 50.0/',0.0 t9.V".2 ".7/.:6.6 

0 16.7 ~h' 0 0 10.0 17.6 "~.l) 
!:O.O SO.~ M.? GG.? 70.0 50.0 41.1 50.0 

Oli> M.3/16.? ~,.0/~1.7 ~3.~/16.? 'i'll.0/10.0 lO.O/!iO.O 11.1/)'.~ II '/14.~ 
to.0/50.0 ".V.~.O 41.?IJ',0 0/",,0.0 ;)0.0/60.0 30.0/40.0 11.6/11.1 l' ~~ie.6 

() 16.1 ;i:~ 0 0 10.0 17.6 
50.0 SO.O 66.1 ';0.0 50.0 ~.4 .... 9 

50.0 . 0., 0 0 10.0 10.0 '.9 0 
50.0 e.) 8., 0 0 10.0 "g 1.1 
50.0 8., 8., 16." ~O.O 0 11. ~1.4 

0 8.) 8., 16.7 0 :lO.o ~.4 14., 

XI 9.0 
9.0/ 9.0 

10.0/ 4.0 
6.0/ 6.8 

10.~'.) 
10.)/1~.!I 

,.0/ ,., 
3.0/ ,.0 U.V?O 

x,.1l/12.0 
,.'/12.4 

10.0/16.0 
9.4/12.8 

10.0/10.9 
8.~/8.1 

14.0/ 8.6 

2~ 404 400 48, U? r~ 449 488 4sa 
m 404 m 469 14~ ')7 490 461 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,.9 7.1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 ".) 10.0 0 '.9 0 

x x x x X It X ~, m 
x x x x x x x x x 
It X X x 6,.0 au x 39? I 

0 
I 

.40 .)1 .'2 .61 :~ .:0 ." .So 
0 .SO .38 .7:1 I .90 1.06 .1~ 

42.0 ~.O ",.2 ro.O 40.0 19.2 :~.8 ~., :8.6 

'M :!J.O ~.) 13.8 :!J.O 11.'1 ~,.) n., 1M 

n 

""ro1o I'orolt 
OuI""U'nl OutpaUtnl 

C11nlo C11nio 
North Ooulh 

3.,.!l1M 
}3.VG6.7 

0/100.0 
0/100.0 

66.? SO.O 
M.? 100.0 

3).~/3"~ 0/100.0 
0/66.1 (l/l00.0 

66.1 SO.O 
66.7 50.0 

"., SO.O 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

12.0/ 6.0 
6.0/10., 

XI.,., 
XI 7.' 

.m lU 
~59 11:6 

I) 0 
0 0 
0 0 

x x 
x x 
It I 

0 .s 
0 ., 

44.0 30.0 

42., 2,., 

n 

Oon Joe. 
l'orol0 

OulpaUonl 
OUnic 

lth~tn.l. 
~3.M)7.1 

0 
~8.6 

0/71..4 
~8.6/!)?1 

0 
~O.t) 

14.) 
42.9 
14., 
14.) 

6.0/J.0.? 
4.,/14., 

379 
%) 

0 
0 

14.) 

x 
X 

56' 

.11 
1.29 

:"h.O 

10.4 

n , 

, 

To/lO 
OUJlOr-

IUSb Ylolon Woinhtod 
1)(1'1' COlllrol CIlHT Mol 

10.~/.jIi.4 ~"!.~/GG.? (j2.?/l~.!i 37.('/30.0 
4,.5/18.2 3'.'141,,1, 50'O/l'''~;,O ~)i~~f14.4 9.1 "., t''l.O 

6}.6 ".3 75.0 51.8 

lO.~8.~ 0/66.7 SO.O/l~., ':J.~/U.O 
4,.~/18.2 e..2.~IJ'., 5O.0/~5.0 t:'). 'II~O.? 

9.1 ".) lI'.o 17.~ 
6,.6 11.1 81., !j.il.6 

9.1 0 12., 9.9 
0 0 1tl., ,.? 
0 11.1 ~5.0 10.4 

18.2 ~~.C! 0 14.6 

10.8/1 1.1 16.0/10.8 10.0/15.' 14.0/ 6.0 
1,.0/1,., 14.,,10.2 12.0/16.!l 1~.()/11.8 . 

'17 491 4~6 ft51 
!JIll SS9 417 410 

e., li!., 0 ~.~ 16 • ., 0 0 2 •. 
0 370S 14., 9.5 

6116 492 X 3:16 
2" X X ~A 

x 'O} 61, :68 

.42 1.86 .~ .~1 

.SO ,.14 .29 .e.g 
~9., C'!o.o ;16.0 ;:~., 

8.2 ).6 ~9., 16., 



Ag.nt 
S_ .... / R.gulAr 

a_ .... / Continued Super-
Regul,ar Rogulnr vinion SPAll 

Peroentage ot Peroono on PArOle I 

Within moa~ recent ~ moth hav!ns 

~Qvorablo/Unravorablo·noplo)"lllont 27.Y36.4 ',4.4/J).} }5.0/50.0 }O.0/20.0 
Favorable/Untftyorabl ... -Reoidenco 27.}/}6.4 55.6133.) }0.O/50.J 20.0/40.0 
General Publio Aaalotance 0 0 15·0 0 
Favorable Adjuotlllont Prognooio }6.4 66.7 25.a 60.0 

for at 1 ... t 9 ot 
thfl last 12 monthn hlwins: 

ravouble/Untavcroble-Elnplol'1llent 9.1/27., 44.4/22.2 }5.0/55.0 }o.o/ao.o 
Favorablo/Unravorab1o ooRaaidonco 27.)/36.4 H.3/',4.4 25.0/,,;.0 10.0/}0.0 
aoneral Publlo Annlotanae a \l 10.0 0 
Favorable Adjuotment PrognoDiD 36.1, 66.7 20.0 60.0 

For more than l montho oetiouo 
Ph,yaleal Haalth Problomo 0 0 20.0 0 
HentAl lIealth Problema ~.1 0 15.0 0 
Ale.hol u.ago 0 22.2 15.0 0 
Drug Invotve •• nt/u •• 0 I.; '5·0 10.0 

Mean Length at Tim .. 

In IKIntha 
~e/Unlavorobla .. lmplo,)1:1ent 6.B/6.a 11.10/ 5.} 12.6/10.8 5.0/ 4.0 

'avorable/Untavorabla .. noDidencft 7.0/10.5 9.0/9.9 l<!.'//10.5 ,,8/".5 

l!l.!!!.L'! 
253 410 422 loS Parole 

Cuatoily-tr.e '57 )96 436 110 

Percentage or Pereonol 

Arrested, action pending 0 0 10.5 0 
neturned to prieon 20.0 0 5.) 0 
PAL/RAL 20.0 0 0 10.0 

CUstod,7-tree Ilqa Detorel 

Arr •• ted, aotion J>tjnding X X 20S X 
R~turned to prioon 196 X }Ol X 
PAL/RAL 25 x X 85 

Date at EplllOde., 

Re.ent 6 ... tba .70 .33 1,'7 .78 
Rec'n~ 12 IIOntbe .90 .89 1.68 X 

Rio!< to CoIllOllllli t1 79.6 80.0 ?7.7 76.G 

Frieon Tille ".8 20.1 27.1 15.9 

Not,i Tho qabal X "una "not applicable" 
!I No information avllilablo on cOllllunity adjuDtllen\: 1I.~aurea. 

" 

----- ------

" 

TABLE C-2 (Continuod) 

ElTIXlTIVDlESB OF INDIVIDUAL PROJIXlTS AIID PROQRAIIS IlEPDlDING 011 RIGK-TQ-TlJE.COHlfUNITY 

Beare (Det.een 49 and 96) 

Vooa-
S_ .... tional 

Direot Agent! R.habill- Daaaott 
PAPA B-= S_ .... ABD IlI'A tatlon Darrlo HIIV JOVE 

'10.0/20.0 ~I 50.0/25.0 }0.0/20.0 10.0/70.0 }O.O/}O.O 25.0/58., 25.0/25.0 66.7/16.7 
40.0/40.0 25.0/50.0 40.0/20.0 20.0/40.0 20.0/5~.0 )}.!/25.0 25.0/50.0 }).,/}}., 

20.0 '7.5 21l.0 '0.0 10.0 16.7 0 16.7 
70.0 50.0 60.0 '.0.0 60.0 41.7 SO.O ".3 

"o.o/}o.o 50.0/25.0 ,,0.0/,0.0 10.0/60.0 }O.0/20.0 25.0/41.1 c5.('I/~'.~ ~"."/16.7 
}0.0/40.0 12.5/'7.' 40.0/30.0 20.0/}O.0 20.0/50.0 25. 0/;3.' j'l9.0/50.(J C/,~.) 

20.0 25.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 8., 0 J6.? 
50.0 50.0 60.0 }O.O 60.0 41.7 50.0 )3.1 

lC.O 12.5 0 0 0 16.7 25.0 3~.~ 
0 0 0 0 0 a., c 0 

10.0 0 0 20.0 0 0 25.0 0 
10.0 0 10.0 }O.O 10.0 }}., SO.O J~. , 

l·5/9.0 9.0/ 8.) 12.0/1'.5 4.5/5.6 16.0/5.5 9.0/9.0 12.0/15.0 S.y 6.0 
.}/7.8 10.5/9.0 15.B/11., 5.0/ 5.' 6.8/12.0 7.S/11.5 12.0/1e., 6.0/9.S 

261 )91 395 464 127 HO 1,49 )32 214 
250 401 ,a) 460 136 '26 ,89 ,46 ~65 

0 0 11.1 0 0 0 25.0 0 28.6 
0 10.0 0 10.0 0 0 0 25.0 0 

20.0 0 0 0 ,0.0 0 8.) 0 0 

X x 
I "'1 X X X 425 X 61 

X ~95 )', 211 X X X 211 X 
252 x X X 105 X 259 X X 

.40 .40 .22 .40 .SO .40 .58 .50 .87 

.80 .70 .H .80 X .70 t.S8 1.25 .86 

76.8 81., 7}.} 69.6 75.6 84.0 75.0 '/5.2 82., 

28.1 ,1.5 36., 50.9 ~1.} 28., ".2 44.0 lll.6 

, 

J D n D D D 

Parole PArole DM ,,"oa. T .... 
Outpathnt Outpatient Farcle Gupor-

Clinic Ollnle Outpatiant Il1gh violon WoIghtod 
N.rth South Ollnlo DlIT Central ~RHT TAtnl 

0/50.0 25.0/37.5 44.4/".) 0/60.0 7~.O/O 2}.,/47.1 '2.'I/)S., 
0/100.0 25,0/3?5 ~2.2/44.tf 20.0/60.0 O/t!~.O 'Il.?/l?,'; 30.9/3S., 
50.0 3705 a 0 a /11.2 17.9 
50.0 ?~.o 66.6 20.0 ~o.o 64. ? Sl.6 

0/50.0 la.5/&1~)'O ~31~/l!i2.~ 0/80.0 &!!).O/O ~,.~/35., 29.0/3' •• 6 
~/100.0 ~5.0137.5 ~[\.(1/"., 0/00.0 ~~hO/O 47.1/17.6 2' •• 7137.7 
50.0 1&!.9 0 0 2~.O 35.) 1).0 
50.0 '1!.i.0 44.4 l!O.O 2~"O 64.7 ,,7.5 

0 12.~ 0 4!O.O 0 '.9 8.6 
0 0 2:1.2 20.0 2S.0 5.9 G.~ 
0 12.5 11.1 20.0 ~O.() 11.8 9.9 
0 0 0 40.0 0 U.S 16.0 

'1./ }.O 7.0/6.0 13.2/ ?7 '1./ 6.8 10.0/ 4.5 14.0/16.0 10.3/ 8.? 
'1./ 6.0 9.0/8.0 18.0/ 8.0 J.O/14.} 21.0/6.0 14.4~: .. 1) 10.,/ 9.0 

2;x 220 461 Wo 696 507 )54 
2' 210 463 ,0 661 490 362 

0 0 0 16.7 0 ,.6 ~.7 50.0 a 0 16.7 0 0 .6' 
0 12.5 0 0 (j 0 ,.? 
X X X 183 X 6'9 }o3 

143 X X 8) X X 205 x ~90 x x x X 150 

.50 .4) .)a 1.67 1.25 .S9 .1° 

.50 .4} .63 2.8) '.J) 1.0 1.06 

7S.0 76.5 68.0 66.0 78.0 78.0 16.7 

58.5 4S.1 36.1 19.0 10.5 34.9 ,0.S 

-' , 



AS·nt 
S_aryl n·BUlar 

S_aryl Continuod Supor-
n.BUlar neBUlar vioion SPAN 

ercentago ot '!ereono on Parolo. 

Within lDoet tocent ~ !DOlh h.n.v1nlt 
Fo.voro.ble/ll .. 'iavorablo-nn,..!4ymen\ 9.1/36.4 '5.6/,,4.

" ~tr.~r.f:~ 25.0/50.0 
Fftvor8blo/Unh,,,:,~rabla"'':;'Dldonc. 9.1/,6.1,' 3).,/4' .. 4 0/0 
Oon.ral PubUo AftolotMc. 27.3 0 ~,.s 25.0 
Favorablo Adjustment PrognOOiD 27.' 66.7 .9.4 75.0 

For at 1e .. t 9 or 
tho last 12 months hRvins: 

Favorabl./Untavorabl.-llDpl0 1Jllont 9.1/75.0 44.4/44.4 29.4/,,1.2 25.0/50.0 
Favorable/Unlavorable-RoBidonoe 9.1/18 •• 33.3/,,4.4 '5.'/35.) 0/0 
General PubUo Aoc1otMcD 27.' ' a 2).~ 25.0 
Favorable Adju.tm.nt !'rognnaio 0 5506 29. 75.0 

For .ore thAn lilontha aeriouD 

Phy.\oal U.alth Proble •• 9.1 11.1 ~j.9 2'.0 
H.ntld " .... th Problem. 0 0 5.9 0 
Aloohol Uaag<l 9.1 11.1 5.9 0 
Drug involnllent/wsD 27.' a )5.) 25.0 

H .M tongth ot i'imll 

In .onthn 
!'avoroblo/Untavcrablo-llopl0 1Jll.nt 9.0/8.1 11.0/11.3 11.)/1' •• 3.0/ 6.0 . FaYorablo/Untayorablo-Realdonce 705/6.8 12.8/15.0 12.0/12.6 XIX 

~ l'aro • 298 373 408 125 
CUatod,y-tre. 257 371 339 12' 

relntas. ot rereaDsl 

AtTeetod, Aotion pendins 10.0 a 16.7 0 
R.turn.d to priaon 20.0 a 16.7 0 
PAL/RAL 20.0 a 11.1 a 

•• tody-rro. ~\ Dotorol 

Arreehd I acU\,n pending )08 X 42
'
, X 

Roturn.d to ~ri''On 145 X 349 X 
PIJ./lIAL 192 X 255 X 

Rate or Epiood •• 1 

Roo.nt 6 IIOntha .80 .40 2.12 .50 
R, lit 12 IIGnth, 1.60 .40 2." X 

Riol< ,d ColOl\lDl.tr 126.6 118 •• 125.5 126.0 

!'rhon i'i •• ;.8.6 36.6 27.8 11.5 

Note I Th. _bel X .. ana "not applicable" 
!II No into ..... Uon available on colllWl1tr adjuotaont •• aaure •• 

IL 

TA1JLI: C-2 (Continu.d) 

l:FFmrIV/mllS or INDIVIDUAL PRtllmrs AND I'ROOR.I.IIIl DEPDlDINO ON IUSK-TO-'lllE-ooHItUNITr 

Sccre (Dotwo.n 9? and 155) 

Voc .... 
B_ary tional 

Direot As.nt! noh.bili- DD.aoott 
PAPA a_ary B_ary ABD tFA taUon Dorrio NIIP 

62.5/25.0 66.7/16.7 25.0/75.0 16.7/50.0 28.6/2S.6 

JOVE 

3M/1a.; 
12.5/50.0 

!II 
50.0/16.7 50.0/25.0 0/0 ?~:~~:; 0/5K·l 

14.2/2 .6 14.'/28.6 25.0/3105 
0 16.7 25.0 0 0 14.2 a 0 

50.0 100.0 5C.0 ".~ 71.4 28.6 '11." 50.0 

0/0 66.7/16.7 0/75.0 16.7/50.0 42.9/14., 0/28.6 0/28.6 12.5/12., 
12.5137.5 50.0/16.7 o/!iO.o 0/0 42.9/1".3 0/1',.2 14.)/28.6 12.5/)7.5 

0 16.7 25.0 a 0 0 a a 
50.0 100.0 50.0 ".) 71.4 28.6 57.1 62., 

0 0 0 16.7 14.) 0 0 12., 
12.5 0 25.0 0 0 0 a 0 

a a 25·0 16.7 11,., 1
"

.2 14.3 12.5 
12.5 16.7 0 16.7 14., 0 14., 50.0 

5.4/ 4.0 
9.0/ 6.5 

~.8/l2.0 
1 .3/l2.0 

3.0/12.8 
3.0/15.0 

4.,/5.) 
3.0/3.0 

4.5/18.0 9.0/ 4.5 4.5/7.0 4.5/ 8.0 
15.0/6.0 6.0( 9.0 !~.0/7.0 4.5/7.8 

~U 332 355 508 118 227 )92 456 m 366 358 489 123 ~ 365 40) 

12.~ 7.1 14.) 0 16.7 0 14.) 14.) 25.0 
a 14.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 a 

12., 0 a a a 14.) 14.) 0 12.5 

217 )f1l 271 X 67 X 455 322 )0 
X 115 X X X X X X 1 

252 X X X X 84 11) X 98 

.75 .50 1.0 .60 .SO .14 .71 .57 .63 

.88 .64 1.1', .80 X .29 1.0 1.0 .25 

1)0.5 1)0.7 !.U.) 122.4 126.0 137.1 123.4 120.0 117.0 

51.) 28.1 25.0 36.0 )0.2 45.1 )2.4 42.9 13.) 

u IT .. ~ 

, 

Parol. P,;,'olo Dan JOlla T.M 
Outpati.nt Outrotient Parol. Supor-

aUnic CUnio Outpati.nt IIiSh vinion Woishted 
North South CUnio OOt' Control COO t'otal 

0/100.0 33.,/!iS.3 40.0/,,0.0 2i!.2/~2.i? ,,0,0/0 28.G/5K·l ,,,.ll/lt~.ll 
O/8~.0 ".'/58., ,0.0/30.0 22.?!S5.G 100.0/0 ~8.6/,~ .6 28.1/JG., ',0.0 2!1.0 a ".3 a 11,., 11.," 

40.0 50.0 60.0 22.2 20.0 57.1 49.6 

0/80.(J 8.,/58.3 30.0/',0.0 22.2/11.1 20.0/0 i!8.61'1~.9 20.9/'C,.0 
0/80.0 25.0/50.0 20.0/30.0 11.1/5506 eo.% 11"'/28.6 21.6/·,~.' 

20.0 25.0 0 ".) 0 0 11.5 
',0.0 ".3 60.0 ".3 0 '7.1 1.4.6 

a 8.) 10.0 44.1, 0 14.) 10.1 
a 41.7 0 22.2 0 0 '1.2 

20.0 25.0 30.0 0 20.0 a 12.2 
0 25.0 10.0 66.7 ~o.o 28.6 23.0 

~:2~ ~:~ 9.6/6.0 16.5/ 8.3 'It 7.8 12.0/7.7 8.0/5.0 8.)/8.6 
XI 9.8 9.0/905 9.0/l1.1 9.0/3.0 1",/705 907/ 907 

245 We 2S0 217 )93 ,,27 ).Y, 
217 251 351 673 29'1 )2, 

a 25.0 0 22.2 40.0 i:!8.6 13 • .? 
0 a 20.0 11.1 a a 6., 
a 0 a 11.1 20.0 0 6., 
X 12) X )09 25. 237 250 
X X )72 ;~ X X 261 
X X X 232 X 222 

.20 .89 1.0 .89 .60 .57 .8) 

.20 1.se 1.8 1.89 1.20 .57 1.~5 

1)1.2 122.0 120.2 125.1 1SO.0 1)0.3 12,.6 

91.6 67.8 4).8 .).3 79.' )1,.4 )9.6 

:. lJ 



[ . 

n '..l fi .. 

Agent 
a_ar1/ negular 

8_"'1/ Continuod GUp4!tr .. 
n./J\llar nogular violon SPAll 

Porcento..go or Pertona on Pd.rOl0 I 

\Ill thi!] (!\Ont. I'Mont J l!IOO. hft,,!ns 

Fovoroblo/l!nr.voroble·n.plo~ont 21."157.1 3'.3/55.6 26.7/60.0 0/62.5 
ravorob1o/l!nrovoroblo.Rooidonoe 42.9/,,2.9 44.4/44.4 26."/40.0 12.5/50.0 
aonoroJ. Publio Aoo1otM •• )5.? 44.4 13.' 0 
Fovoroble Adju.t •• nt Prognooi. 42.9 66.7 26.7 37.6 

For at 1 •• Dt 9 or 
tho laot: 12 months hlwins 

FAv.rablo/l!nravorable-n.pl01" •• t It •• J/~2.9 22.W4~.4 26.1/"., 0/75.0 
Favorabl./Unta,vorable .. Realdence 1.1/~2.9 . '.If.lf/14lf. l• 20.0/".) 12.5/50.0 
aeneroJ. Publio hoiotano. 28.6 33.3 6.7 0 
Favorable Adju.t •• nt !'rognoolo 50.0 66.7 26.7 25.0 

Fnt' mONt than ,lmont.h.n nerloun 
l'll101ool UeoJ.th Proble •• 14.) 22.2 0 12.5 
Kento!. H.oJ.th Problem. 1/ .) 0 1)., 12., 
Aloohol uDA&> 7.1 11.1 26.7 25.0 
llnIS invelv •• ont/u.e 14.) 0 33.3 62., 

M.on Lengtb ot Ti.el 

In IDOI1t:ha 
I·.vora~le/l!nr.vor.blo-n.plo~.nt 8.3/ 90? 7.2/11.1 11.'/10.4 1./ ,.0 
FavQrabh/llntavorable·Roold.ncl M/8.0 15.8/1.2.8 905/9.0 6.0/4., 

~ 
325 407 471 i~ Parole 

au.to.s,.! .... 291 3sa 535 

Perclntago or Pereon". 

Arr .. ~ed, aotion pondillg 0 0 U.l SO.O 
Returned to priMn 21.4 0 27.8 0 
PAL/l!I.L 1.1 11.1 11.1 12.5 

Cuoto.s,.tr .. llo;ta nerorel 

Arr .. ted, aotion ponding X X }S5 88 
R.turnod to prioon 116 X 223 X 
PAL/l!I.L 496 239 276 48 

Rate 01 lpieod •• , 

nooont 6 "".tlus .86 .61 1.6? 3.)3 
Ro •• nt 12 ... ntll. 1.5? .89 2.59 X 

Rlok ~o Coll!ll\lnl t1 2S4.3 2rJt.7 2l.1.6 22!).0 

!'rhon '1'100 5,.4 41.8 32.0 20.3 

Note. The B71Ibol X •• and "not applioable" 
!I flO lnConr.aU,on available on co_unit, adjust.tnt •• aaur.e. 

[ I 
,; 

TAIlLlJ 0-2 (Continuod) 

ElTDlTIVIlIESS OF INDIVIDUAL PRIlJImS AlID PROOIW\!l DtPIlIDlNQ ON RISK-TO-TUt-COMlWNITI 

Soore (156 or larger) 

Voo,,-
SUh11&r1 tionoJ. 

!lirao! Agent! nohabili· !looaott 
PAPA S'-lU'1 SIIIIJII&r1 ASD DFA taUon !lorrio NlIP JOVE 

21.1/42.1 !Y 45.5/~.4 ~','/50.0 ~6.7~3.~ 0/8'.3 0/85.7 0/50.0 110.0/20.0 
21.1~6.8 lB.W 5.S ,,.,~).3 26.7/40.0 16.7/66.7 2B.6/28.6 25.0/25.0 20.0/80.0 

15.8 a 0 20.0 16.7 1".2 0 ~o.o 
,6.8 63.6 50.0 40.0 16.7 0 50.0 60, , 

10.5/,,2.1 4505m.~ 16.7~)., 26.7/".} 0/66.7 0/100.0 0/50.0 20.0/20.0 
21.1/)6.8 18.~6. 16.7/0 20.0~).) 16.7/66.7 1

"
.2/42.8 2,.0/2,.0 0/80.0 

1,.8 0 0 6.7 0 1~.2 0 20.0 
21.1 63.6 0 40.0 16.7 0 50.0 60.0 

0 0 0 1'., 0 14.2 0 0 
26.3 0 16.7 0 0 14.a 0 0 
10.5 9.1 0 6.7 33.3 14.~ 0 0 
26.3 9.1 )3.) )3., 50.0 57.1 0 20.0 

6.6/ 7.4 1).9/ 7.2 9.0/ 1.0 6.0/ ,.6 1./ 4.8 ).0/ 6.0 1./10.0 6.0/ ).0 
9.0/7.'l .6.0/ 9.6 ~.0/6.3 4.2/ ,.1 6.0/10.5 7.!Vl8.0 15.0/9.0 3.0/ 9.0 

261 5?,g }S8 j~ 126 242 ?,?1 428 262 
2',9 39', 123 11? '96 S31 2';0 

15.8 to.o 18.2 3}.' \3., 0 4~'.9 2!)~0 0 
36.6 40.0 0 0 0 42.9 14.3 2!).0 20.0 

0 0 0 0 26.7 . 14., 0 0 0 

2?9 462 aoB 416 117 X ~16 218 X 
110 74 X X X 266 579 310 189 

X X X X 104 186 X X X 

1.26 .60 .21 l.5 .87 1.14 1.86 .75 .40 
1.74 .60 .4, 2.0 X 1.29 3.0 1.2!) .40 

275.7 )}5.4 2611., 314.0 224.3 222.9 209.1 206.4 264.0 

70.1 71.r. 40.2 4'-7 40.4 3907 2S.9 68.4 ".2 

--~-------~--------------~ 

, 

li n 

•. _--
r.,..,lo Farole OM ttoeo To ... 

OutpaUont Outpatient Parol.o Super .. 
Clinic minio OUtpoUont lIigh violan Woightod 
North South minio EMIT Control ORMT TotoJ. 

'2.2/',4.4 28.6/42.9 25.0137.5 3).'/33.' 28.6/3,.'/ ~/1oo.0 2,.6/54.5 
55.6/22.2 14.'/28.6 12.5/50.0 0/50.0 7.1/21." 0/100.0 24.W40.6 

44.4 0 0 0 0 0 14.5 
66.7 57.1 25.0 ".3 21.4 50.0 40.0 

22.W44.1, 1".3/42.9 12.5125.0 16.1/16.1 21.1'/35.7 0/100.0 17.6/4".2 
41,.4/22.2 0/28.6 12.5/37.5 0/".3 7.1/21.4 0/100.0 17.0/37.0 

~' .. If 0 0 0 0 0 10.9 
66.7 57.1 12., )3.) 21.4 50.0 )7.6 

22 •• 0 0 0 7.1 0 6.7 
0 28.6 0 a 0 0 8.5 
0 0 0 0 7.1 0 9.7 
0 14., 0 50.0 42.9 0 2~.1 

9.0/5.3 7.5/10.0 6.0/6.0 ).0/ K" 9.0/7.0 X/l.6.5 S.W?07 
7.2/ 5·0 6.0/8.0 3.0/6.0 XI, .0 6.0/4.5 )1,116.5 M/S.) 

169 260 132 323 543 222 301 
196 25? 173 382 203 420 298 

.. 

3).) 14.3 11.1 42.9 2l..4 0 17.1 
0 0 ° 14., 14.3 50.0 16.0' 
0 0 22.2 0 14., 0 7.7 

1..55 202 76 207 t~9 X 237 
X X X 198 1 7 569 191 
X X 20 X 126 X 159 

:~~ 1.0 .56 .86 1.0 2.0 .91 
1.5 .56 1.14 1.71 ,.0 1.,1 

,or,.? 196.0 280.0 249.0 3
"
2.7 216.0 256.1 

99.8 106.4 1~.8 32.2 4).1 ,0.0 51.3 
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