
, I 
, ' 

.. 

National Criminal Justice Reference Service 

This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality. 

\\\\\1.1 

Ii 1\111F:25 11\1\ 1.4 111111.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TES'ro CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A 

! 
f 
~ 

I 
I , 
t 
!' 

I 
I 
I 
; 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice . 

National Institute of Justice 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20531 

" 

3-29-82 

-:." . 

., 

/ 
. SUMMARY OF 

/FIRST YEAR EVALUATION OF THE 

SPECIAL PAROLE SUPERVISION PROGRAM 

FOR VIOLENT FELONY OFFENDERS 

New York State Diyision of Parole 

."""'" ~~~'''''''''::':::~~:'':;1 
el<~t 
7<1 ~?-Kz.., 

'"," 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



; 

I. ,. 

\ ' 

i 

... 

!? 

U.S. Department of Justice' 8 0 4 9 5 
National Institute i)f Justice 

This document ha~ beery ~ep~oduced exactly as recei~~d from the 
per~?n or organization onglOatlOgit. Points of view or opinions stated 
10 t IS documen~ are tho,se of the authors and do not necessarily 
~:~~s:.nt the official position or policies of the National Institute of 

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material has been 
granted by . . 

New York State Division of 
Parole 

to the National Criminal J~stice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

f':urther reprodu~t1on outside of the NCJRS system requires permis
Sion of the copynght owner. 

I; 

• 

• 

'-' 

\) 

,..:: 

.. 

,~ 0 

NEW YORK STATE. DIVISION OF PAROLE 

1450 Western Avenue. Albany, New York 

EDWARD R. HA~MOCK 
Chief'Executive Officer 

EDWARD ELWIN 
Executive Director 

STEVE YELICH 

12203 

Director of Parole Field Services 

II 

JAMES WILLIAMS 
Director of Parole Institutional Services 

HERMAN GRABER 
Counsel 

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD 'OF PAROLE: 

EDWARD R. HAMMOCK, CHAIRMAN 

WILLIAM J. BARNWELL 

ADA F-. 'JONES . 

MAURICE F. DEAN 
,I 

~,JOHNJ •. ·MAFFUCCI- '; 

J ,GER~LD ~,. BURKE 

WILHELMINA HOLLIDAY 

THEODORE KIRKLAND 

MANUEL PARRON ,-
iii 

~ 

IRVING GREENBERG 

MA~iA RINERA BUCHANAN. 

. JOSEP.H SALO 

JJ 

Ci 

f 



I 

,,' 

ti . ' . 

. / ~-. 

, I 

" '. ? 

~ , t. 

Evaluation Project Team 

Prepared By 

Walter 11. Collier 

Walter V. Collier, Director, Evaluation & Planning 
Joy Davi doff-Kroop, Program Research Speci ali st II 
Ri cardoNunez, Program Research Special ist II 
David Fry, Associate Computer Progr~ner/Analyst 
Steven D. Sontag, Senior Computer Programmer 
Deann M. Dysert, Senior Stenographer . 

Copyright © September 1980 by New York State Division of Parole.' 
All Rights Reserved. 

----~_,4_~=~~. ~~~=C~_-=~4+~.~.$~~~=~!-~.----------------___________ --______ -==.~~~ . ~ " 

""'I ___ =t~r 

CONTENTS 

Acknowl edgments • • • • • • • • • . • . ~ . . . • . • . . • •. ; 

Chapter 1. The VFO Parole Supervision Program 1 

Chapter 2. Results of Program Implementation Analysis 3 

Chapter 3. Case Supervision and Absconder Search Unit • •. 9 

Chapter 4. Outcome of Parole Supervision 16' 

Chapter 5. Cost-Effectiveness of Supervision Program 23 

Chapter 6. ·Conclusions and Recommendations 27 

Postscript . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 30 

, 

. 
• ~ , • __ n .. ,,~~...,.,,-,"1'_~' : :;""::''':'".~'-Y~''~''-:::.¥'''"",_,~", ..• 1':X':~:~"''''!:!:'''':--'''''<!''''''''--'''"''-·-' .... ".'N'~ • .,. _"" ...... ~' •.. __ .- c • 



I 

I 
\ 

~ 
1 
i 

Ac.knowledgmetLto 

The eva1.u.a.tum 06 the. I.:.pec£ai ,supeltvL~ion pIe.O~Jtam ... WalJ the le.~uLt 06 a. lot . 
06 e660tc.:t a.nd exc.ecltU.u. Ott the po.Jr..t 06 the eva1.u.a..tion -t.e.a.m. A6 -<.n mal.:.t eva..tu.a.U.o.u., 
thelte welte ple.oble..rn6 itt I.:.taJt:t-up a.ttd exec.u.tLon. Bu.t.,:tha.n~ to the team me.mbeJt.6, 
tit e I.:.:tudy t(.1(Z.6 c.ompleted 0 n .tUne. 

I' would Uke to tlta.nk Ba.ttbalta. Btc.adeJU.c.k, A6-5.w:a;..11t. VLtec.:t~1e. 04 Eval~o~ . 
& Pia.nn.<.ng, a.nd PaLL! Kelly, Supeltv,wo,t 06 EVP, OOIe. :tiLe.<.tc. c.otLt/r.,{.bu..ti.o.u. -tn c.oUec..tUtg 
a.ttd a.tta.iyWtg :the da:ta.. 

Af.,oo, I would Uke to :thank the 1.:.:ta.60 00 the Viv.wi0f!-' I.:. . C~ta.i MorUto4Lng 
UrUt DOlt the.<.tc. ~.6.w:ta.nc.e .<.n the cia.ta. c:oUection • . Apple.ecia.t<.an .(.4 ai...so ex-tended 
to the ma.ttag eme.n:t I.:.:ta. 66 .<.n c.entJta.l. on o-<.c.e 0 Ole. thu,'t I.:. uppotc.:t. 

L~t, bu:t c.~ l'wt l~t, the I.:.tudy ,w 0debted .t~ the Po/L0.e.e 06 0ic.eJt.6 
.<.n the I.:.peda.t I.:.upeltv.wion ple.ogJtam who c.oopeJta.:ted .A..l1 pltOv-<.d.<.ng thUle. 6eedba.c.k an 
the ple.ogJtam. 

--~l 

-1-

Chapter 1 

THE VFO PAROLE SUPERVISION PROGRAM 

In April 1979, the Division of Parole began an intensified community super
vision program for parolees who had been convicted of a violent felony offense, 
as designated by the 1978 VFO Act. The program was appropriated 2.9 million 
dollars, and ran for a 12-month period. The primary goal of this program was 
to prevent violent felons under conmunity supervision from committing new violent 
or other offenses. 

There are three schools of thought on effectuating crime prevention: 
1) increased law enforcement (surveillance and administration of punitive sanctions); 
2) intensified rehabilitative services for offenders; and 3) some combination of 
the first and second approaches. The parole supervision program reflected the 
third approach • 

Another assumption made by the program was that frequent contact with these 
(VFO) "high risk" parolees during the early months following prison release was 
ne.cessary. The ;;.inimum number of monthly parolee contacts made by a parole 
officer under the most intensive supervision level prior to the SSP was three. 
The SSP called for six. The rationale behind this was related to statistical 
observations that most parolee violations occur during the early period of parole 

. (first 6-12 months); and that if such violations were:to be, prevented, a,parole 
officer must maintain clo~.econtact with his/her parolee during this critical 
peri ode ' 

One final assumption was that a reduced or small case10ad size of parolees 
'NOuld allow a parole officer more time to devote to the individual cases and 
thereby be in a better position to intervene in a case going sour before it reached 
a serious violation point. . 

What finally emerged as a model for the parole supervision program was: 

If parole officers are better able to 1) identify the relative potential 
risks of VFO parolees to re-engage in criminal behavior; 2) identify the support 
needs of these parolees in r~adjusting to the community; 3) deliver counseling 
and referral services to the parolees; 4) maintain closer surveillance contacts; 
and 5) apprehend more quickly VFO parolee absconders, then the probability of 
reducing or containing recidivism among VFO parolees would be enhanced •. 

) 
.i 
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The purpose of this report is to present tHe results of an initial evaluation 
study of Parole's special supervision program for violent felony offenders. The 
study covered the first twelve months of the SSP, and focused on three major and 
interrelated areas of concern: 

1) how the SSP was initially implemented; 2) the program's impact on 
VFO recidivism; and 3) the relative cost effectiveness of the program. 

How a people-control or service program is implemented greatly influences 
the intended outcome of the program. This is particularly true for new programs 
in the public sector, where bureaucratic complexity often affects program outcomes 
even to the point of changing legislative intent (Sabatier & Mazmanian, 1980; 
Rivlin, 1971; Williams, 1976). Hhether a program produces timely.or reliable 
results is, in part, a function of how long it takes to put the program in 
place and the number of clearance points for getting decisions made on what the 
program should look like, its scope, etc. (Pressman & Wildaksky, 1973). 

Given the importance assigned to crime and its control, knowing the circum
stances under which the SSP proves effective o~ ineffective was seen as more 
essential than simply knowing the program's putcome. If the SSP proved effective 
and we understand how it was implemented, replication or expansion of the program 
is made easier. If the SSP showed little or no impact on reducing recidivism and 
we understand how it was implemented, then informed decisions can be made on 
what is needed to improve the program, or to eliminate it. 

The importance of the second focus area related to. the ultimate goal of the 
SSP. The concept of recidjvism was defined in multiple terms, e.g., absconding 
from parole, their presence or absence, but also in terms of types and degrees 
of new crimes. ' . .. 

In the. third major area of concern, an attempt was made to answer the 
question of whether the addition of agency resources for supervising VFOs proved 
more cost-effective than supervision of these parolees without the added resources. 
This ftrea was particularly relevant, given.th~State's scarce resources ~nd the 
intra- and inter-agency interests that compete' for dollars. 

II .. 
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RESULTS OF PROGRAM !MPLEMENTf,TION ANALYSIS 

January 1978 

May 1978 

May 1978 

July 1978 

September 1978 

February 1979 , 

March 1979 

April 1979 

April 1979 

June 1979 

July 1979 

August 1979 

March 1980 

CHRONOLOGY OF KEY EVENTS 

The Division of Parole w"s re-established as a separate agency 
from the Depar'tment of Correct; ona 1 Servi ces • 

Governor Carey made a pres~ r~lease, annou~cing ~is "cri~ 
package" to reduce violent I':rlmeS and provlde sWlfter pU~ls~ment 
to offenders. A part of this program called for a 2.9 ml1l10n 
dollar intensified parole su~ervis,on program for violent felons 
(Executive Chamber Press Releuse, May 17). 

Division of Parole began discus.sions with the Governor'S Office 
and the Division of Budget on the parole supervision program .. 
and budget reqUirements. These discussions centered around reV1Sl0ns 
of the program plan and budget, and continued until July of.1979. 

. 
New York State Legislature enacted Violent Felony Offense Law. 
and appropri ated funds for criminal justi ceo agencies. (Chapter 
481 of New York State Laws of 1978.) 

VFO Law took effect. 

Division of Parole received budget approval to hir~ 100 parole 
offic~rs for the VFO program. . 

Parole began recruiting parole officers to supervise VFO 
parolees and to work as Classification Officers. 

Official start date of VFO program. Parolees began entering 
program. 

Parole began hiring parole officers to supervise VFO parolees 
and to conduct parolee cl~ssifications. 

Developmental work began in establi~hing ~o~puterize~ Parole. 
Registrant System with the Division of Crlmlnal Justlce Servlces. 

Staff for the program! s Abscond.er Search Unit was approved by 
Budget; hiring began. 

Staff for the program's Central Monitoring Unit was approved 
by Budget; hiring began. 

Program was still not fully staffed (i.e., the ASU and CMU). 

, 
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;"'S the chronology of events above indicates, implementation of the SSP was 
delayed. The Division of Parole. was five mon~hs into the program year, before 
start-up l.'Jork for the program was completed, and in some cases even before thi s 
work had b~gun. The specifics of the program's implementation process are dis
cussed next. Because of the volume of detail involved in the implementation, only key areas are highlighted. 

Analysis of SSP Implementation 
Program 

In May 1978, the Division of Parole was contacted by the Governor's Office 
about developing an intensified supervision program for VFOs. The Parole staff 
subsequently began developing a program proposal. 

The key elements of the final program design included: a) classification of 
parolees to expedite parole officer initial case review and pianning; b) caseload 
size of 35 parolees per officer; c) six parole officer contacts with a parolee 
each month for the first six months of supervision, followed by a graduated reduction 
in contacts; d) use of a specialized unit of parole officers to apprehend absconders 
from supervision; e.) a computer interface with DCJS to facilitate flow of intelli
gence information about delinquent parolees 'and issuance of parole warrants; and 
f) a central monitoring unit of parole officers to monitor program operations and provide technical assistance. 

The program was constructed based on Parole's experience in supervising 
parolees and the Governar's concern tbout maintaining tighter surveillance of 
all VFO paro,l ees. There was no tim~ to pre-test the program. 

The proposed program plan was submitted to the Di vi s i on (If Budget in the 
summer of 1978 for budgetary review and approval. The olan called for the super
vision of about 10,000 parolees statewide who were A, B or C felons. The cost 
for supervising 10,000 parolees under the SSP Was seen by Budget as exceeding 
the 2~ million dollar appropriation. As such, the plan had to be revised. ' 

,'The revision work was" however, stymied throughout the summer, because of 
delays in the Legislature approving the state's supplemental budget for 1978-79 
which affected the size of Parole's budget for fiscal year 1979-80, when the VFO program was to begin. 

After several meetings with Budget, it was finally agreed in January 1979 
that Parole would initially supervise 3500 VFOs newly released to parole beginning 
in April 1979. The decision that the program wouid be prospective rather than 
retroactive was made because of the limited funds available and the logistics 
that would have been involved in re-shifting 10,000 parolees with varying lengths 
on parole to a specidl supervision program. 

, " 
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SSP Objectives and Standa\~ 

The programmatic aim of the SSP to reduce re~idivism ~mong VFO parolees was 
made explicit in the program design. The program 5 opera~10nal procedures and 
standards were prepared and communicated to staff (Appendlx I). . 

Initially there was some confusion among parole officer~ as to the aim of 
the SSP. Some'viewed the program as strictly a toughened law enforc~ment e~fort 
to crack down on VFO recidivism, while others sa ... , the program as havlng ~ dual 
focus: enhanced law enforcement and parolee rehabilitation. More on thlS later, 
under the heading "Disposition of Parole Officers." 

Program Resources 

In February 1979, the Division of Budget approved the expenditure of .f~nds 
for 100 parole officers to supervise and classify parolees. The'parole offlcers 
were phased in gradually as the caseloads increased. This process was completed 
in December 19i9. 

While funds were made available to hire supervision parole officers by the 
start of the program, expenditure approval for the Absconder Search,and Central 
r~nitorin~ Units were not qiven until July an~ August 1979, respectlvely. Ho~ever, 
these uni ts were sti 11 not fully staffed by Harch 1980. Moreove~, the ASU 
still lacked budgetary clearance to obtain the cars and hand radlos necessary in 
apprehendi ng pa ro 1 ee abs,conders. , 

The delays in Parole rec~iving budget~ry sign-offs caused the program1s 
components to be implemented 1" an uncoordlnated manner. 

There were no funds allocated to Parole for the computerized Parole Registrant. 
Funds \'Jere ; nstead gi yen t~ DCJS: 

Agency Communication and Program Enforcement 

Communications between Parole, the Governor1s Office and Budget were already 
discussed. 

The other outside, agency which played a'key role in the implementation of,the 
SSP was the Division of Criminal Justice Services. DCJS orchestrated an~ provlded 
resources for implementing the Parole Registrant ~ystem. There were serlOUS , 
communication problems between Parole and DCJS WhlCh greatly delayed the development 
and installation of the computer system. 

c. 
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All parole officers assigned a VFO caseload heard about the SSP before 
it started, through other pai~ole officers or staff announcements. Officers 
initially assigned to the SSP were given an orientation as to the program's 
procedures. In depth training specific to the program was not provided. 
A training program could not be mounted in time for staff recruits, i.e., by 
April 1979 - the program start date. All SS officers, however, had been 
trained in basic parole supervision procedures which is required for all parole officers. 

Parole's central headquarters instituted procedures for area offices reporting 
on VFO cases. Case conferences between a parole offi cer and hi s/her sen i or were 
instituted to review parolee status. 

With limited staff initially upproved for the CNU, the initial activities of 
the unit centered on a) reviewing randomly selected case files to insure that 
parolee contact standards were being met; and b) planning for are-distribution 
of caseloads in the New York City Area in an effort to better coordinate the 
VFO caseload activity and accountability. 

Characteristics of the Division of Parole 

Parole is a relatively small agency. It has an annual budget of abqut 
21 million dollars, and employes approximately 600 parole officers and 350 
support personnel statewide. The agency supervises roughly 19,000 parolees 
(including those from other states living in New York) and services another 
20,000 inmates in prison who are given a Parole Board hearing and prepared for 
release to the community. The average size caseload under, community super
vision is 50 parolees 'per parole-officer. Some carry more than 50, depending 
on location and personnel deficits. 

I . 

• 
t~hen implementation work began on the SSP, Parole had been in existence as 

a separate agency for only 16 months. The agency was still in a state of.. trans
ition from being a part of the Department of Correc~ional Services. Administrative 
structure and management pr.ocedures were being revised. Field supervision manuals 
were being re-developed. An agency MIS Was being,developed which began with a 
federal grant received in November 1979. The fact that the MIS was not in place 
prior to the start of SSP, caus~c many delays in gearing up for processing of' 
program parolee movement and other data. 

Paralleling these agency start-up activities,.Par03e also initiated in 
1977-78 modifications in its parolee violation process. The agency began using 
hearing officers to assist the Parole Board intonducting local violation hearings. 
The hearing officers are experienced attorneys, who were case supervising parole 
officers at one time. The agency, also, instituted a parole violation control 
center in New York City to establish hearing schedules, adjournments, monitor and 
centrally record the flow and outcome of the hearings, etc. These and other changes 
in the violation hearings procedures were still in-process durini'1979-80. 

3 Pursuant to the Morrisey decision of the. Supreme Court (408 U.S. 471), all 
paroling authorities were mandated to institute a parolee violation hearing 
process to ensure due rights of parolees. For a description of the Division's 
Violation hearing process, see The Parole Revocation Process, Volume 3, 1978-79 
Annual Statistical Report, New York State Dlvlslon of Parole. 
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, S P ~ difications in the violation The simultane?us inn?Vatl0~ 9f the Sa:~ w~~k, led to parole officer 
hearing process, ~lth the~r addl~~?n~ ~~m~l~ reports or. parolee status and move
criticism ~nd reslstafnceff ? ~r~~p1a~~ed negativp.(y on the installation of the ment.4 ThlS state 0 a alr, :, 
agency's MIS and the SSP evaluatlon effort. ' 

Disposition of Parole Officers 

officers assigned to supervise VFO parolee caseloa~s,were selected 
on th~l~a~~~~~ having at least 2 years exparience in field superV1Sl0n. 

The attitudes of the pa~ole offiCe~!k;~W~~~~n~h~ ~~~~~:! ~~~~~!mS:~~i~~.s~eld 
representedk b~ th7 r~s¥lt~9~O a ~u~~~ber of the research staff was present to 
in New Yor Clty 1n u y , '.. ole officers participatl!d. They had 
record ~taff feedba~k'd lF~7~yv~~V~a~~~ees during the first ye~r of the SSP. The 
~~!~~~;l~~l~o~¥~:r~~~ extracted from all of the survey reponses. 

. du a releasee is assigned to the According to Field SUh~r;~s10n r~c~f ~nviction was for a violent fe10ny SSP based on whether 1S er cr 
offense. Do you agree with this? 

h h ld be more criteria used to determine 
Most of the POs felt ~ha~dtbereS~i~~ed to the Special Supervision caseload, 

:~;~~e~r~~rn~;i:i~:~o~:~O~d~Uinvo~v:ment wit" organized crime. 

When were you fi rst tal d.·{)y your superlli sor about the program? 

All of the POs heard a~out the program before it started. 

Did you volunteer for ~" SS caselo.ad? 

~st of the POs were se\\ected. There were some vo 1 unte~~;U~~;d m~~;~;. them 
admitted that they volunteered because they would have been 

Were you given an orientation or training for the Program? 

, b t 0 specific training for the p~ogram, They were given,an orien~a~10ntra~ni~g all parole officers do rece1ve. 
i.e., beyond the baslc supervlslon. rece,'ve the procedures for SSP. The officers assigned to SS cases dld 

. 1 H They Perceive and 4Collier, W. V. Employees of the Dfvi~i~n. of Paro e: 1 ~0~;"9:-:::7";:9'::'~---------
Evaluate ,the Agency, New York State Dlv1s10n of Paro e, . 

.... 
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The goal of the SSP is to better protect the community by 
preventing criminal behavior by "violent felony parolees" 
through maintaining close surveillance of these parolees 
and providin9 them withrehabil itation assistance. Do you agrel't,? 

There was a complete consensus of agreement with the stated goal of SSP. 
However"some parole officers felt that a greater degree of enforcement of 
parole conditions was key. 

Implementation Performance 

By the time the SSP was launched on April 2, 1979, only parts of the overall 
program were in place. Delays in the allocation of funds for the program repre
sented a major factor. In addition, there were other factors. No time was 
allowed to pre-test the new program for validity of its content which precluded 
an opportunity to traiq parole officers in what was to be expected of them in 
supervising VFOs. Moreover, the fact that Parole was engaged in adding new 
agency c:J..,i n i strati ve procedures at the time the SSP was introduced further com
plicated the implementation of the new program. 

It was within this context that the SSP began. The evaluation findings on 
the prog'~aml 5 outcome are presented next, following the chapter on the Parole 
computer inter-face with the Division of Criminal Justice Services. 

.. 
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CHAPTER 3 

CASE SUPERVISION AND ABSCONDER SEARCH 

During the year ending March 31,1980, a total of 2,939 VFO inmates were 
released, to parole from state correctional facilities. An additional 661 were 
also placed in the SSP at the beginning to start S5 case10ads (Phase II·). These 
latter parolees were convicted of a violent felony offense. Total intake of S5 
cases for the year was, thus, 3,600., 

The mean monthly number of new S5 cases was 245. Of the overall releases to 
parole, one out of every three was a violent felony offender. This was also true 
for 1978, i.e., approximately one third of all re1easees were convicted of a 
violent felony. 

Parolee Background 

The median age of the new S5 cases was 27.3 years. Males comprised 97.0%. 
Hispanics constituted 19.5%, whites 23.0% and blacks 57.5%. 

Table 7 

Generic Categor-ies of Violent Offenses Conmitted By 
SSP Parolees and Average Prison Term Served 

OFFEN5E* {Class} 
Ranked by Frequency 

Of Occurrence Among Groue 

Robbery (B, C) 1st (highest) 

Manslaughter (B) 2nd 

Assault (C, D) 3rd 

Rape (B) 4th 

Sodomy/Sexual Abuse (8, 0) 5th 

Burglary (B) 6th 

Murder (A) 7th 

Possession of Weapon (C) 8th 

Kidnapping (B) 9th 

Arson (B) 10th 

Mean Time (Moths) 
Io· eJ:j:iCO** 

37 

43 

28 

41 

33 

32 

83 

22 

40 

40 

* Offenses are grouped generically, i.e." 1st and 2nd degree and attempts are 
combined into an offense category. . , 

** Jail time prior to transfer to a state facility is not included in prison time 
served. The mean times are general,ly representative, because of sizeable 
variations among'individual offenders. 

,~ . 
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Two-thirds of the SS parolees had no or little prior criminal history. 
Based on the Parole Board guidelines, the average prior criminal, history score 
for this group was 1.8 on a 10-point scale.5 Even though, their prior criminal 
history score was low, the addition of their current offense would have in
creased this average score significantly (i.e., because of prior parolee terms, 
parole violations as well as new offense convictions). 

Finally, in terms of the social problems exhibited by the parolees: 
homeless upon release from prison; 62% completed less than twelfth grade; 
were unskilled laborers, 54% had not secured a definite job upon release; 
had a history of drug or alcohol use.6 

12% were 
80% 
and 61% 

Based on the overall background profile, the socia-economic needs of these 
VFOs seemed as critical as their manifested criminality. This particular ob
servation supported the program1s aim to not only supervise these parolees more 
closely, but also to p,rovide the.I!! with intensive rehabilitative assistance. 

PROGRAM CENSUS AS OF END OF YEAR (3/31/80) 

The total number of VFO parolees who were still under supervision at the end 
of the first year was 3,396. This figure was 2.9% less than the expected 3,500. 

Table 8 

Parolees In The SSP B~ End of First Year 
-- -. 

~Hi\~E I ~RASE II ABsCOND. ~TRE~ DEC. 
NEW YORK ARE.~ 

MANtlATrAN-NORTH 153 108 5 20 
MANHATTAN-SOUTH 206 66 20 12 
BROOKLYN-NORTH 119 96 ' 5 35 

BSROOKLYN-SOUTH 147 101 8 26 
BROOKLYN-QUEENS 102 77 3 17 
QYEENS 131 78 10 3Z 
BRONX I 123 126 9 34 
BRONX II 123 88 7 18 

f 

<"j'~,~ 

113 5 24 
' '", BRONX III 84 \ 

, 

~IARRANT BUREAU 0 0 471 * 0 
NEW YORK AREA TOTALS 11217 824 543 219 
ALBANY 39 22 1 5 
BUFFALO 58 30 2 9 
ROCHESTER 49 42 5 8 
SYRACUSE 48 11 2 8 
CANTON 7· 1 0 0 
ELMIRA 15 9 0 2 
POUGHKEEPSIE 52 32 0 8 
HFMP5TF.An RR 2~ J 15 
TotAL (3.396) 1,573 994 556 273 . 

* These absconder cases included 386 lonQ-term absconders. 

SPrior criminal history is a composite score based on points assigned to number of 
prior misdemeanor convictions, felony convictions, priqr parole/probation terms, 
parole/probation revocations,etc. 

6These results were based on analysis done of parolee needs assessme~ts in the 
New York City Area. Upstate areas did not have a classification unit. 
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Average SS Caseload Size 

Towards the end of the year, the average active caseload size was: 

Average Phase I 
Average Phase II 
Average Active Total 

19.74 
15.38 
35.12 

While the average total caseload'was consistent witr 35:1 ratio, there were 
some cases where individual parole officers were carrying 10 to 15 cases above 
the ~5 limit, e.g., Br~nx Area Office. This disproportionate case10ad distri
but'k:l1 seemed to have been a result of an overall case10ad (55 and non-SS') 
disparity among parole officers in the New York City area. In addressing this 
problem, the agen~y executed a plan to reorganize all caseloads • . -~ 

The parole officers surveyed had some comments on caseload size: 

BASED ON YOUR EXPERIENCE SO FAR IN SUPERVISING '55 PAROLEES, DO 
yOU.tHINK A TOTAL CASELOAD OF 35 IS MANAGEABLE BY A PAROLE OFFrCERZ 

In most- cases the response to thi s quest ion was yes. However, some pas felt 
that 35 is a high number due to 2-5 parolees who are delinquent, and must be 
carried through the violation process, which is time consuming and prevents an 
.officer from devoting full attention to his/her active cases. 

HAS YOUR TOTAL ACTIVE SS CASELOAD EVER EXCEEDED 35 PAROLEES? 

In some cases, the response was yes. For example, parole officers in the 
Bronx Area wer~ carryi ng an average of 49 cases; a 11 carri ed at 1 east 40 cases. 
In the Queens Area, the average caseload of SS cases'w~s ~~:4. 

To follow are answers to the specific focus questions posed by the evaluation 
in assessing the case supervision and absconder search components of the SSP. 

..::-;, 

DID THE PAROLE OFFICERS MAKE THE STIPULATED 'NUMBER OF CONTACTS 
l~ITH PAROLEES', THEIR FAMILIES AND EMPLOYERS? 

The monthly average nwnber of parolee contacts made are displayed in Table 8 
below. The results were based on case reviews done on 300 randomly selected re
leasees to the SSP during the program1s first six months. 

l , 
I 
I 
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Table 8 

Analysis of Parolee Contacts During\F~ 
and Sixth Month of Program As Compared l~;th 

Minimum Contact Standmls for SSP 

Minimum Monthly 
Monthly Average Case Contact Contact Contact Standard 

~Re1easees to SSP IN~* For Phase I of SSP 
JFi rst Si x ~Ionths) U10nth 1 ~. {Month 6l 

Home Vi3itP';ammunity 2* 1.6 (NYC) 1.2 
2.6 (UNYS) 1.6 Survei 11 ance 

Office Contact 4** 4.4 (NYC) 3.5 
5.8 (UNYS) 2.2 

Other Visits (e.g., Employer) 1 1.0 (NYC) 1.0 
1.5 (UNYS) 1.0 

Te 1 ephone Contacts. (Variable) 1.6 (NYC) 1.0 
1.0 tUNYS} 1.7 

* Minimum was 1 home visit per month in upsta;e rural areas where a, parole officer 
had to travel more than 40 miles to parolee shame. 

** Minimum was 1 office contact per month in upstate rural areas. 

There were seve,ral points underscored by the results in Table 8. 

First, the parole officers made on the average less fi~ld vis.its than the 
standard set for the program. The most frequent contaj:ts wlth parolees were made 
at a parole office. 

Some additional feedback on the field v~sits came from.the parole offic~r 
survey. While most parole officers agreed wlth the approprlateness Of ~he f(leld 
contact standard, generally they were not always able to make ,these Vls1t~ s~e 
further below). Thus, it appeared that ei~he: the.program was not.e~f?r~1ng :ts 
standards and/or the standards'Jwere unrea11stlc, glVen the responslbllltles OT the ~ 
parole officers. 

Second, the changes in the average ~ontacts between th~first and sixth.months 
of the program seemed to support the ~otlon tha~ p~ro1e offlcers may. have maln
tained greater contact with parolees 1n the beglnnlng of the program, and they 
subsequently reduced the frequency of these contacts, as they got a better feel 
for actual contact needs. 
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And third, the average case contacts for upstate generally changed in the 
same direction as that of New York City during the six month period. However, 

; the difference in magnitude between the average contact averages of the New York 
City and upstate were biased in that there were Significantly fewer parolees 
included in the upstate sample. 

Finally, to follow is some feedback from parole officers on the case 
contacts: 

IN YOUR OPINION, HAVE THE EXTRA OFFICE CONTACTS MANDATED F~R 
SS CASES BEEN VALUABLE IN MAINTAINING CLOSE SUPERVISION? 

Most of the POs felt that the mandated office visits were a positive part of 
the program. Many felt, however, that the second weekly office visit should be 
at th~ discretion of the PO. Often inst~ad of the second visit, the parolee 
reported, e.g., to the Employment Bureau which was permissible by the program. 

IN YOUR OPINION. HAVE THE EXTRA FIELD CONTACTS MANDATED FOR 55 
CASES BEEN VALUABLE IN MAINTAINING CLOSE SUPERVISION? 

Most of the POs felt that the extra monthly field visits were appropriate. 
The consensus of opinion wasi .... '~at these were IIgood. II In the Bronx Offi ce many 
times the two visits were noL~,eing done, due to excessive caseloads. In other 
offices a corrment of a Senior was that his staff IItried hard ll to make these 
visits whenever possible. POs by and large felt that they belong in the field 
ana that these visits were part of their necessary function~ 

Finally, some POs felt that seeing a parolee very frequently diluted the 
interaction. Another interesting response was that the extra office visit for 
an unemployed parolee sometimes pushed the parolee to seek employment. There 
was a great deal of difference during these meetings in regard to "contacts,1I 
however. But more POs responded positively to the question of wh~ther or not 
the additional contacts helped them to know their client better and foster more rapport. 

TO WHAT EXTENT WERE THE FINALIZED TREATMENT PLANS FOLLOWED 
BY THE PAROLEES.AND PAROLE OFFICERS? 

This focus,question could not be answered during the study 'period, due to 
the lack of sufficient data. Parole Officers did not uniformly submit treatment 
plans and follow-up reports to the research unit. The former form indicates what 
services would be provided to a parolee in the'areas of hOUSing, employment, sub
stance abuse counseling, etc. Information on the latter form pertains to how much 
progress a parolee makes fn regard to the rehabilitation objectives. 

: .~~-.------------------~--------------
I 
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Parole officers resisted using the forms because they viewed it strictly as 
"research tools·· that are extraneious to supervision work, and unnecessarily added 
to their existing paper work. The evaluation staff disagreed with this argument. 
The parole officers were only asked to complete an initial parole plan form on each 
parolee and a follow-up form every six months. Both forms are in check-off format, 
so as to facilitate their completion. Attempts were made to explain to the parole 
officers that the forms were necessary for the evaluation of the new program and 
that the information requested on the forms was not read11yavflilable from any 
other source. The regular parole officer chronological 'superv'jsion pogress reports 
could not be used as a source due to the fact that theyl are corllp'leted on an untimely 
basis. 

This situation exemplified the classifica1 conflict between the interests of 
evaluation and that of service procedures in most organizations. In any case, the 
evaluation staff will attempt to gain greater cooperation from line staff in com
pleting the parole plan and follow-up reports. And to the extent possible, re
trieving the parolee progress information using an alternative approach will, also, 
be considered. 

TO WHAT EXTENT WAS UDE MADE OF THE ABSCONDER SEARCH UNIT? 
HOW MANY ABSCONDERS WERE APPREHENDED? 

Utilization 

During eight months from August 1979 to Mar5h 1980, 749 parolee absconder 
cases were referred to the ASU for apprehension. Of this total, 93 were SS 
cases, 430 were long-term VFO absconders who were paroled prior to the SSP, and, 
226 long-term non-VFO absconders. This last group consisted of individua.ls con
victed of a 'non-violent offense, but were known to have a history of violent 
behavior. 

The ASU in New York City was assigned an average of 93 cases per month. It 
was questionable as to wnether this was a fair caseload for the six officers, who 
had been in the Unit for only part of the eight-month period. There was supposed 
to be a total of nine officers in the New York City area. The missing three were 
not hired until the end of the first program year. 

Case Closure Rate 

Based on the total number of VFO cases assigned to the ASU, 37.5% or about 
lout of 3 absconders were apprehended within one to eight months. On the basis 
of the total number of new SS cases referred to the ASU, 73.1% or 3 out of 4 
absconders were apprehended within the s~me time period. Overall, the monthly 
average number of cases closed was 24.5. Of all the cases, half were closed 
directly by the ASU officers and the ot-her half by other law enforcement agents 
working with the ASU or alone. 

'. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 7 As previously noted, the ASU did not begin to be ope~ational until July 1979. 
Statistical reporting of case referrals began in August 1979. Also, absconder 
cases referred to the ASU do not represent all parolee absconders for the study 
period. See section on program impact. ' 

8 No statistical comparisons \'1ere attempted between case closure rates for 1979 
versus previously. ·This decision was made because data from periods preceding 
1979 were not readily available. A comparative analysis will be done next year. 
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Table 9 

Parolee Absconder'Cases Assigned to the Absconder 
Search Unit During August 1979 to March 1980 

----------------------------------------~,.--------------------------
Cases Assigned 

Special Supervision 

Long-Term VFO (pre-SSP) 

TOTAL 

Number 

93 

430 

523 

Cases 
Number 

68 

128 

196 

Closed 
Percent 

73.1%" 

29.8% 

37.5% 
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Chapter 4 

PAROLEE OUTCOME OF. SPECIAL SUPERVISION PROGRAM 

The outcome of the SSP was assessed by comparing the successes and failures 
of program parolees (1979) against parolees convicted of a violent felony and 
released to parole in 1978. 

The two parolee groups were first compared on the basi.s of selected background 
variables that might have biased the outcome results in favor of one group or the 
other: age; race; released to parole by the Parole ·Board or conditionally released 
by law; time served in prison; and specific crime of conviction. The sole purpose 
of this comparative analysis was to establish whether the program aDd non-program 
groups were similar enough to draw valid conclusions about their differential 
success and recidivism rates. 

The results showed that the two groups differed in terms of 1) ~ (program 
parolees were about two years younger; and 2) time served (mean prison months 
served by the program group was 30.5, and for the non-program grouP? it was 40.9). 
There were no significant differences between the two groups regardlng the other 
background variables. The question was raised as to whether the two observed 
background differences between the SSP and non-SSP parolees actually affected 
parole outcome. The answer was mixed. 

On the one hand, it could be assumed that the younger the offenders, the more 
likely they would recidivate. This would imply that the SSP group should show 
higher rates of recidivism than the non-SSP group. This outcome was not, however, 
observed. Furthermore, the multiple regression analysiS reported below showed 
"':lat age had no bearing on negative parole outcome. 

The factor of time serv~d in prison could be interpreted as either a positive 
or negative influence on parole outcome, i.e., the longer time served, the less 
likely recidivism (where a parolee is glad to be out finally and is determined to 
stay out); or the more likely recidivism (where a parolee. spent so. much time in 
prison, that he is unable to adjust to the outside and violates parole in some 
manner). While either of these alternatives may pertain more or less to individual 
cases, the results, again, of the multiple regression analysis showed that in the 
aggregate, time served in prison did not contribute much to explaining parole out
come. 

nnally, the factor of release type was also shown by the regression resu~ts 
to have no significant impact on negative parole outcome. 

••• __ , •• ;......-~,_.,. .. _"_."_~_._~ __ "_~ __ ~<_o •• 
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HOW MANY PAROLEES WERE SUCCESSFUL UNDER THE SPECIAL SUPERVISION PROGRAM? 

Of the SSP parolees selected for follow-up, 86.9% were successful or had 
remained on active supervision without incident of recidivism as of March 31 
1980. This success rate compared favorably with that for the comparison gro~p 
of 1978 VFO parolees. The latter's success r~te was 82.5%. 

How the successful parolees of the SSP fared in terms of other indicators 
e.g., obtain~ng steady employm~nt or ~esolving.personal problems, is currently' 
under analysls. The results wl11 be lncluded ln the second year evaluation 
report. 

Table 10 

Success Outcome Non-SSP SSP 

Total VFO Releasees 1.732 1.905 

Percentage of Successful Parolees 82.5% 86.9% 

Number of Successful Parolees 
(non-recidivists) 1,431 1,655 

A further analysis was done to assess whether the success rate for the SSP 
parolees actually differed from the success rate for the comparison group beyond 
a chance occurr2nce. The results of t~e analysis supported the superiority of the 
SSP approach (X = 13.03, p = .0005) . T 

11 X2 is the symbol for the Chi Square statistic, used to test significant 
differences between groups. 
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Program Enforcement of Conditions of Parole 

Other than committing a new offense, a violation of the rules or conditions 
of parole in,any major respect may lead to a parolee's return to prison by 
administrative action. Such action is referred to as a tttechnical violation,U 
e.g., absconding, use of drugs, failure to get approval to leave the state, 
voluntarily fraternizing with known criminals. Rarely;s a parolee returned to 
prison on the basis of a single rule violation. In most cases, violators violate 
several rules. The dec;siQn to return a technical violator is based on 1) the 
parole officer's evaluation of the casu (i.e., parolee flagging or evidence that 
he/she may become reinvolved in crime); and 2) a forma12violation hearing con
ducted by trained officers, unconnected with the case. 

Of the total SSP group (1,905), 74 or 4% were returned to prison because of 
technical violations. In slight contrast, 57 or 3% of the total non-SSP cases 
(1,732) were returned to prison for the same reasons. The'proportion of technical 
violators from the two groups were too small to draw any conclusions about the 
technical violation rate under the new program. 

v/HAT WERE THE FACTORS RELATED TO THE LESS SUCCESSFUL PAROLEES IN THE PROGRAM? 

Several parolee characteristics were analyzed in terms of their association 
with ,an unsuccessful supervision outcome (i.e., delinquency). The bac;:kground 
variables included: parolee age; sex; race; prior criminal history score; time 
served in prison; whether released from prison by Board of Parole or conditional 
release; whether releasee was paroled 'to New York City or Upstate; and time on 
parole supervision prior to delinquency. The multiple regression statistical 
techniqu, was used to test the association of these background factors with 
outcome. 3 

l2For a description of the hearing process, see The Parole RevDcaticrr~rocess. 
.. Vol. 3.1978-79 Annual Report Series. New York State oivision of Parole. 

~, 

13Multiple regression is a complex technique for measuring inter-correlations 1 

of many variabTes as they impact on, or quantitatively contribute to an 
outcome measure. 
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Table 11 

Resui.ts of.Ml!J.U.ele Regression Analysis 
of Delinquent Parolee Outcome (n = 3637) 

Regress10n 
Variable Coefficient t-test S;Qnificant 

Time on Supervision - .0536 18.96 YES (p = .ool) 
Type of Re 1 ease .0519 2.53 No 

Area of Release .0073 2.00 No 

Age .0011 1.44 No 

Race .0074 .93 No 

Sex .0289 .73 No 
Time ;n Prison .0001 .23 No 

Prior Criminal History .0000 .00 No 

Multiple R = .469* R2 = 22% of variance results explained.'" 

* R refers to correlation of all parolee variables with outcome. 
Highest R value possible is 1.000. 

** R2 refers to perce~t of variance explained or factors accounted for in outcome. 
Maximum value of R = 100%. 

The results displayed in Table 11 above shows that only the variable of time 
on sup~rvision proved to have a significant impact ·qn delinquency. That is, the 
less t1me on parole supervision, the more likely a parolee. would recidivate. 
To put it another way, parolee delinquencies appeared to occur during the early 
months of release to parole. This was corroborated by other outcome results, 
which showed that delinquencies occurred on the average of 1.8 months after 
release from prison for SSP group and 2.7 months for the comparison group • 

Also of note in Table 11 is that priofo criminal history showed no bearing 
on parole outcome. Ordinarily, such a finding would be surprising. However, 
b~cause of the li~tle or no prior criminal history alTlong the SS cases to begin 
wlth, the regress10n res~ltson the PCH variable could not have been otherwise. 
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The above parolee background factors used in the regression analysis were 
selected on an exploratory basis. Taken together, the correlation of these 
factors with parole outcome was .469. Although this R of .469 was statistically 
significant (p = .001), it only explained 22% of th~ variance (or factors con
tributing to the outcome). It, therefore, became evident that other factors, in 
addition to time on supervision, could better explain outcome of VFOs on parole. 

The specific identification of these "missing factors" was not completely 
clear. However, the research staff strongly suspected that variables related 
to the circumsta~ces of a parolee's life situation and supervision probably 
exert a greater lmpact on outcome than the parolee's background. For instance, 
a parolee's ability to get a job, his/her family situation, availability of 
a parole officer or other person to talk with about problems, or the availa
bility of specif.ic services may influence how a parolee succeeds under super~ 
vision in the ~ommunity. 

In any event, this area will be i~vestigated during the second evalua
tion period. An attempt will, also, be made to interview parolees as to 
their reasons for violating parole. With a combination of objective and sub
jective feedback, it is hoped that the subsequent research will produce 
more usable findings. 

WHAT WERE THE RATES, TYPES· AND DEGREES OF RECIDIVISM EXHIBITED BY THE PAROLEES? 

Answers to this focus question were based on further comparative analysis of the 
delinquents from the 1979 and 1978 groups. 

Rates of Types of Recidivism 

Table 12 

R~ci di vi sm Measures Non-SSP SSP 

Total VFO Release Group 1 ,732 1,905 
.. 

Percentage of New Offense 2.59% 1.84% 
Convictions of All Releasees (n = 45) (n = 35) 

Percentage of Active Absconders 5.02% 3.41% J of A11 .. Releasees as of 3/31* (n = 87) (n = 65) 
. 

'It These new conVl ctl ons. 1 ed to a return to prl son • 
** This gro~p refers to unapprehended parole absconders carried on active caseloads, ~, 

i.e., not yet referred to the ASU. (I, 
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The new crimes committed by the re-conviction cases from the program and 
comparison groups are displayed in Table 13 below. 

Table 13 

New Offenses Committed By SSP 
, Recidivists and Comparisori""""Gi=Oup 

Re-Conviction Offe~)e 
{Conviction Class Non-SSP SSP 

Robbery (B) 6 5 

Rape (B) 2 

Burglary (B, C) 2 0 

-
Total V'FO Convictions 8 (18%) 7 (20%) 

Other Felonies (D. E) 6 (13%) ] (3%) 

Misdemeanors_, Violations 31 (69%) 27 (77%) 

TOTAL 45 ("00%) 35 (100%) 

+, __ ~:l. 

As can be seen in the above Table 13, there was no real difference in re-conviction 
rates for violent felony offe~ses between th~ program and comparison groups. However, 
.program parolees were porport10nately more 11kely to commit less severe (or more mis
demeanor offenses) than the comparisons • 

, It was difficult t~ ~late this,particu1ar finding directly to the new super
vis10n prol~ram. In add1t10n to the 'lntensity of parole supervision, there are 
probab1~ many factors that may lead a parolee to commit or not commit a new crime 
e~g., c1rCI~stances of parolee's life. Not to mention those factors associated with 
the commission of a specific offense, e.g., expected opportunity gain from offense 
on part of the offender, victim availability, victim vulnerability or resistance and 
so on. 

. Moreover, anaf~1ng changes in severity between an original offense and a sub
sequen~ ~f·~e.r.1~e on thu basis of cr~me ,of conviction would be equivalent to measuring 
an art1f1clallty. G~n~rallY, conv1ctlon label~ (A, B, C felony) are assigned as a 
result of plea bargalnlng, and do not necessarl1y reflect actual criminal behavior. 
Th~ study had ready access to convictton data, but not actual criminal behavior data. 
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Actual criminal behavior' and other factors would have to be quantified, 
weighted and tested for association with a giver offense level before comparisons 
be made between severity of original offense and recidivist offense. This, in 
itself, would constitute a separate research effort for which there was no time 
during the evaluation study period. A much larger sample of re-conviction cases 
woul~ also, be necessary as a basis for generalizing the obtained results. 

Table 14 

Summary of Parolee Status of SSP 
And Non-SSP Groups As of March 31, 1980 

Non-SSP SSP 

could 

Total Release Cases 1.732 (100.0%) 1.905 (100.0%) 

Number of Successful Cases 1.431 (82~ 6%) 1.655, (86.9!)_ 

a) Returned to Prison on 
New Offense Conviction 45 (2.6%) 35 (1. 8%) 

b) Returned to Prison on 
Technical Viol~tion 57 (3.3%) 74 (4.0%) 

c} In Absconder Status a~· " 

of 3/31 87 (5.0%) 65 (3.4%) 

d) Pending Violation/Court 
Hearing as of 3/31 112 (6.5%) " 76 (3.9%) 

1.1 
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Chapter:S 

COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF SPECIAL SUPERVISION PROGRAM 

The relative cost-effectiveness of the special supervlslon program was deter
mined and compared w'ith that of regular (non-SSP) supervision of parolees with 
violent felony convictions. The analysis was done, using the same 1979 SSP and 
1978 comparison group samples that were employed in assessing the differential 
outcane (success/failure) rates. 

WHAT WERE THE PER CAPITA PAROLEE COSTS .. OF THE SSP AND NON-SSP? 

Program 

SSP: 

Non-SSP: 

Per Capita Cost (X) 

$1,366 

$1,259 

Parolees = 
1,905 

1,732 

Total Cost 

$2,602,230 

$2,180,588 

The higher per capita cost for the SSP was mainly due to the higher costs for 
reduced case10ad size of 35:1. Case10ad size for the non-SSP was 50:1. 

The cost for 1978 (non-SSP) was adjusted for an inflation increase, in order 
to make the 1979 and 1978 cost figures commensurate for comparison in the present. 
See end of chapter for actual cost calculation$and assumptions. 

WHAT WAS THE COST EFFECTIVENESS OF THE SSP AS COMPARED WITH NON-SSP? 

. Effectiveness was defined in terms of number of parolees who were successful 
under supervision, and evaluated in terms of cost saved for the non-reincarceration 
of these individuals. Annual per capita cost for incarceration was calculated as 
$14,166. See calculations at end of chapter. 

Number of % of Successful 
Successful Parolees of 

Program Costs Averted Parolees Total Group 

SSP: $23,444,730 1,655 86.9% 

Non-SSP: $20,271,546 1,431 82.5% 
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Even though the cost for the SSP was higher than the non-SSP, the former 
saved the State over 3 million dollars more that would otherwise have been 
spent for reincarceration of recidivists. It must be kept in mind that this 
3 million dollar savings is an underestimat9 Df the SSP's return on inv~st
mebt, since the calculations were based on'ly on a sample of parolees used in 
the evaluation. 

Moreover, if one were to add to the SSP's return factor some hidden 
savings or other benefits, the effectiveness value of the SSP would have been 
even greater. These additions include, costs saved pre-incarceration processing 
(e.g., arrest, adjudication, jail detention); welfare support costs for unem
ployed parolees or their families; and tax revenues paid by employed parolees 
(Banks & Rardin, 1978). Unfortunately, these type data were not available 
during the course of the evaluation study. A special effort will ,be made 
during the second evaluation. cycle to obtain and include at least some of these 
other cost-saving factors in the measurement of the SSP's cost-effectiveness. 
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Co~~ 06 Supekv~~on with SSP (1919-80) 

., 
(:$22,863, 74Q (~.ta.l 1979-80 agenc.y dJ.Jr.ec:t and ~diJr.ec:t ('.o.su)· 

16,739 (av~e within-~tate p~lee population, 1979-80) 

$1,366 (a.veJUtge peJr. .c.apU:a. c.O.6~ 60IL p~lee .6u.peJr.v~~on) 

$2,602,230 (pelt. c.apU:a. c.o.s~X 1,905 paILolee4 In SSP gILoup) 

£,O.6,t -Sa.v.ing.s 

s. $14,166 .(a.nnu.a.t 7978-79 pelt. c.a.p.U:a. c.O.6~ 60IL ~c.a.Jt.c.e.tta.ti.on :r $13,621**, 
a.djU.6~ed 6oli. 4% ~6i.d.ion Jta;(;e.; 7978 ~6.ta.tion :r 10% and 1979 :r 

6. $~3,444,730 ($14,166 X (:6SS .6uc.c.e.6.66~ ptVW.i.ee.6, /.I,,'ho welt.e no~ 

• 

•• 

••• 

ILwc..aJLc.eJutte~ ) 

• CO.6U ILepILe.6~ ac..twZl expe.nrU..f:LlAe6 a..6 06 end 06 6~c.a.e. yeaJt. and welt.e 
ob:ta.i.ned 6ILom P~le '.s F~c.e 06 6~c.e. 

The pelt. c.a.pU:a. annua.l c.o.s~ 6~gUlte U.6ed ~ an a.veJta.ge c.O.6~ 06 ma.x.imbu 
and mecLi.um .6eCJ.llri,ty New YoJr.k. sta:te p4i..6qn.6. TIt-iA wa.6 r.L&ed becau.4e 
7) paILolee 6a.Uwt.e.6 aILe ItdWtned ~o ma.x.imum and mecLi.um .s ec.wr.i..t:y 
6a.c,U).,tLe.6 Jta.theJt tJt.a.n, e.g., cmnp 6a.c.<.U.ti.e.6; a.nd 2) the IlJi..de vaJL.i..a:ti.on 
~ c..O.6U among.the 60Jtmelt. 6a.ci.U.ti..e.6~ SOUltc.e 06 dc;ta.: Mc.Vona.i.d, V. 
The PILi.c.e a Pwr.i..6'hme.n:t: Public. S end.i.ii ; OIL COMec.tiOn.6 In New YoJth.. 

p • 

In6l.a:ti.on Jta.te.6 Me appILox..i.mtLte.6 6oIL.the tJ»o ye.tJJLA. The ~6la.ti.on Jta.te 

14%) •••• 

cUd .tO~ beg~ :to a.c.c.eleJta.te Jt.a.pcU..t.y zo .UA plte.&en:t level 06 78% u.n.t.U. a.6~eIt. 
.the 6~:t qU4lLtelt 06 1980. ' 
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CO.6t 06 SupeJtvM.ton W.u/wu.:tSSP' (1978-79) 

$79,296,181 (to.tal1978-79 agenc.y cUJr.e.d and .incUJr.e.d C.O.6u.). 

$20,068,028 (to.tal C.O.6t a.djU.6te.d 601t.a 4% .tnCJt.e.a.6e..in .in6la..tl.on 
6~om 1978-79 to 7979-80). 

75,935 (av~e. with.in-.6ta.te. paAOle.e. population 1978-79) 

$7 ,259, (av~e. p~ c.a.pLta. c.D.6t). 
I , 

$2,180,588 (pe.~ c.~ C.O.6t X 1,732 p~ole.~ not.in SSP) 

CO.6.t-Sav.tng.6 

$14, 166 (annua.l. 1978-79 peJt c.a.pLta. C.04t 60ll .inc.a.l'..c.e/ta.tWn = $73,621: 
a.djU.6ted 6o~ 4% .i.n·6lati.on 1t4te.}. 

$20,271,546 ($14,166 X 1,43 7 .6uc.c.e6,~ nul. paltole.~, who w~e. not 
/te..inc.Mc.~a;te.d) • 
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Chapter '6 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECor~MENDATIONS 

Based on the above evaluation findings, Parole's special supervls10n program 
sh,owed a good deal of prom; seas an effecti ve approach for supervi sing Itvi 0 lent 
felony offenders. It Despite the many problems encountered in implementation, the 
program achieved success in reaching its objectives. A viable classification 
system to assess the relative risk and needs of parolees in the p'rogram was es
tablishli!d. There was less recidivism among parolees in the SSP than among the 
comparison group of parolees under supervision prior to the SSP. The specialized 
absconder search unit of the SSP was able to apprehend 3 out of 4 absconders from 
new releases to the program. And in terms of cost-effectiveness, the SSP saved 
the State a significant amount of money that otherwise would have been spent on 
~incarceration of recidivists. • 

These general conclusions are based on what must be considel~ed a formative 
evaluation. That is, the program was in-process-of-implementation when the 
evaluation was done. Since the program was not stabilized or de-bugged, the 
evaluation results can only be taken as tentative. Any definitive conclusions 
about the program can only ·be drawn from subsequent evaluations. There still 
remain some questions that were not answered by thednitial evaluation. For 
instance, Is it the increase9' parol.ee contacts or reduced caseload' size, or 
enhanced rehabilitation support that leads to higher success rates? Is it some 
combination of these program components? Or, do social and economic circumstances 
of releasees to parole impact moreQn parole outcome of the special supervision 
program? Such questions will be addressed in the subsequent evaluations of the 
program. 

While the SSP's outcome was generally favorable" there were some weaknesses 
in the process of the program. First, the standards for field contacts with 
parolees were not met by the parole officers. Given ,that the increased contacts 
represent a key element of the new program, this area should be addressed by the 
management of field supervision (see specific recoJTl!lendation below). ~ 

Second, the number of parolees on a SS caseload exceeded in several instances 
the 35 maximum. Closer monitoring of caseloads needs to be instituted. Since 
the writing of this report, field services management has instituted a procedure 
t~ guard against excessive SS cases' per officer, and to monitor the length of 
parolee stay on a SS caseload • 

And third, the VFO conviction criterion for intake into the SSP was limited. 
The evaluation results on the backgrounds of the program parolees' tended to show 
that the socio-economic needs of these offenders were as critical as their manifested 
crim'inality. While no direct causative relationship betweensocio-economics and 
criminal ityis being posited here, what is underscored is that the rehabilitative 
needs be taken into account in deciding on whether to place a parolee under special 
supervi s ion (see other recorimended cri teri a. below). 
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The operational problems of the program have been identified, and Parole 
has begun corrective measures. Based on the evaluation feedback, to follow are 
some specific recommendations: 

Other criteria should be added to crime of conviction in considering 
whether a parolee should be placed under special supervision: 
a) actual criminal behavior underlying a VFO conviction; b) prior 
criminal history of assaultive behavior; and c) parolee need for 
intensified rehabilitation assistance. -These added criteria will 
permit Parole to place cases under special supervision who may 
represent a higher risk to community safety than indicated by simply 
crime of conviction. 

The classifi'cation process ought to begin while ;an offender is in the 
prison pre-release phase, so as to include the participation of the 
offender and to offer the field supervision parole officer more useful 
information in initiating an individualized supervision plan. 

The standards for intensified parolee contacts should be ,made more 
flexible. Parole Officers and their Seniors shou·}d be allowed'to 
set the actual number of parolee contacts based on the relative risk 
and supervision progress of the individual. Specific guidelines should 
be established for deviations from minimum contact standards, including 
direct accountability of the Parole Officer and Senior for making con
tact decisions below minimum standards. 

Parole Officers carrying special supervision cases need to be oriented 
as to the agency's SSP philosophy, and provided training as needed in 
the specialized supervision of high need and high risk cases. 

Area Supervisors and Senior Parole Officers with responsibilities ,for 
SS caseloads need to be trained or in some cases re-trained in adminis
trative case management and monitoring. 

The Division should investigate further the apparent time consuming 
nature of the parole violation process as it impacts on Parole Officer 
time for supervision of active cases. The gO-day process Of initiating 
and c los i ng a vi 0 1 ati on case may be too long and the po 11 cy regardi ng 
number and length of violation hearing adjournments may have to be 
reconsidered in view of the amount of time they take. 

It is anticipated that pursuit of these recommendations shoyJd result in an 
improved special supervision program. The recommendations, moreover, may prove 
to have a spill-over effect in improvi.ng the overall s~pervision capability of the 
Division. 

Ongoing monitoring of the SSP's operations will continue to be carried out 
by field services management and the Central Monitoring Unit, so as to ensure 
proper functioning of the program and to correct problems as they emerge. 
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There is one final recommendation which did not flow f:om the e~a~uat~on,. 
but does have significance for the SSP. Parole should cons1der part1~lpat'ng 
on an inter-agency committee or task force that would pro~ose a more 1ntegrated 
service delivery approach for high risk/need cases •. Commlt~e~ ~embers would. 
represent, e.g., the Department of Correctional Servlces! D'V1S~0~ ~f Probatl0n, 
Division of Alcoholism, Division of Substance Abuse Servlce~, Dlv~s~on for ~outh 
and the Department of Social Services. Parolees and/or thelr,famll1es are 1m: 
pacted on by most or all of these agencies. High risk/need ca~es could ~eneflt 
greatly from a formalized coordinated effort ~?ng these age~cles. ~or.'nstance, 
parole supervision of such cases would 'be facll1tated by hav~ng contl~u1ty of 
rehabilitation services between DOCS or DFY and Parole; or tlmely.fam1ly welfare 
support from DSS would help in situations where a newly released 1nmate to parole 
may not be able to find employment initially. 

This particular recommendation may be quite radical and may meet with re
sistance on the part of some agency heads. But, it is an idea ~hose time has 
come. No one agency, including Parole, can be,expect~d to ser~lce.all of ~he 
needs of its clients in carrying out an agency s par~1c~1~r ObJe~tlve. Wh1le 
there are occasions where two agencies do cooperate 1n JOln~ proJects, thes~ 
projects are usually of a narrow scope, focusing on categor~cal problems, 11ke 
substance abuse treatment for offenders. A more compre~ens1ve approach to 
offender services would stand a greater chance of ensurlng ~arolee.success or 
perhaps even better general efficiency in inter-agency serVlce del1very for the 
offender population. 
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