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REPORT OF INITIAL VALIDATION STUDY
COMMUNITY SERVICES CASE CLASSIFICATION
AND WORKLOAD MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

Historical Overview

The Illinois Department of Corrections Division of Community Services is
responsible for the successful reintegration of parolees into the
community. Reintegration accomplished through parole supervision which
considers the safety of the public, risk of program failure, and the
needs of the offender.

An effective classification system within this division is especially
significant since there is a growing number of parolees to supervise with
a limited number of agents and diminishing community resources.
Ideally, such a system should be able to predict the releasee's ability to
reenter society and estimate the number and types of monthily contacts
with the parole agent needed to successfully complete parole, e.g.,

establish level of supervision required and the type(s) of constraints
needed.

In 1979, the Illinois Department of Corrections, Division of Community

Services, initiated development of a Workload Management System with
two major goals:

1) To improve the effectiveness of supervision by better allocation
of resources, and

2) To provide information for efficient management, research, and
budgeting.

By June, 1980, Deputy Director Anthony M. Scillia's Task Force had
screened available state and federal systems, and had analyzed Illinois
parole profiles. April through June, 1980, the Task Force conducted a
successful feasibility test in Peoria and Markham Parole Districts, and
concluded that a modified version of  the Wisconsin Case
Classification/Staff Development Project (WCCSDP) might best meet
Illinois' needs. With continuing support from the National Institute of
Corrections, Community Services and Policy Development staff and their
consultant spent late summer of 1981 doing a preliminary validation
study. The objectives of the study were to: '

1) test the utility of the information system;

2) develop a comprehensive classification instrument for assessing
releasees according to both

a) probability of program failure and

b) casework service needs;




3) assure that not only urban, but also rural districts (as well as
central office) were adequately served by the resulting
system.

The preliminary validation was performed while the information system
was being built and '"debugged". Information checks suggested that
"downstate" (Area |1) data were fairly accurate and reliable; however,
"upstate" data (Area 1) had to be collected primarily during a training
effort and were not precisely comparable. |n addition, terminations from
both areas were fewer than optimal for analysis. Thus, the consultant
recommended that discriminant analysis and regression analyses be
replicated when terminations were more adequate.

The replications were made in March, 1982; and although Area |
terminations are still problematic when compared to those from Area I,
the results of the preliminary validation study have been essentially
confirmed. What follows is a detailed discussion of the case classification

and workload management system and the results from the second
validation study.

The Case Classification and Workload Management System

A parolee is given constraints to live within, such as where he can live,
whom he can see, the rules he must foilow, and the number of contacts
he must have with his agent. The classification system determines both
constraint and supervision level.

The Illinois Workload Management System breaks away from the
traditional caseload concept which dictates that all community
supervision, or parole, cases are the same in the amount of the parole
agent's time, the releasee's needs, and the probability of failure,

Studies have shown that the number of contacts alone is unrelated to the
success or failure of parole. Working on that principle, the
classification system must identify factors which indicate the parolee's
potential for successful parole ccmpletion so that effective services can

be provided to him/her. This is done by analyzing the releasee's risk
and needs.

Risk assessment measures dimensions of behavior, such as the stability

or violence of the releasee. Its purpose is to define the minimal amount -

of releasee supervision needed to protect the public safety while helping
the releasee successfully complete parole. Needs assessment measures
the releasee's basic needs, such as living conditions, food, clothing,
education, and the releasee's personal problems, such as drug abuse and
emotional instability. Its purpose is to identify programs which will meet
the reijeasee's needs so he can successfully complete parole.

Scales for the risk (supervision) level and needs level were developed
from survey data gathered from all illinois parole agents on the entire
population. Input from all district supervisors was also gathered.
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Forms were then designed indicating nigh, medium, and low supervision
levels, and high, medium, and low needs levels. (Appendix B contains
the forms.) The actual classification of the releasee, or the casework
level assigned, comes from these two forms and gives a rating of high,
medium, or low. The agent and supervisor can override this casework
level only if a higher or lower level is genuinely justified.

To determine the parolee's risk level, the agent assesses his propensity
for rule and law violations. There are two forms for this process, one
based on information prior to incarceration (initial evaluation completed
30 days after release) called the A Risk Form and one based on current
information (reevaluations every 60 to 90 days) called the B Risk Form.
To determine the parolee's needs level, the agent completes an initial
and/or reevaluation which assesses his basic needs, such as food and
clothing, living arrangements, emotional stability, mental stability,
psycho-sexual adjustment, substance abuse, and education and/or
vocation.

Initially, the Community Supervision Classification System classiiies the
parolee high on the casework level (for his first 30 days). This time
allows the parole agent to become acquainted with the releasee/case.
After 30 days, the parole agent evaluates the parolee's risk and needs
levels. The matrix plots the results from the two evaluation forms and
shows the overall casework level to be assigned to the parolee. The
case must be reevaluated within 90 days. |If the agent disagrees with
the classification level, and the supervisor agrees with the agent, the
level is overridden. Then the case must be reevaluated within 60 days.
Reevaluation of any case is mandatory as specified at either 60 or 90
days; however, any case may be reevaluated at any time.

Each item on each of the forms is weighted, with high levels receiving
the higher numbers, medium levels the mid~-range numbers, and low
levels the lower numbers. These scores are then placed on the casework
level matrix which determines the parolee's classification level. (See
Figure 1.) The classification level determines how much time the agent
will spena with the parolee, just as the indicators determine what kinds
of services the agent will try to provide.

The system, then, is designed to determine the probability of successful
termination and assist agents in developing effective case action

strategies. The wvalidation study examines the extent to which the
instruments can accurately predict - parole outcome. There are four
primary instruments. (See Appendix B.) The analysis that follows

examines the performance of all four instruments and combinations
thereof against outcome.
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FIGURE 1 s
Minois Department of Corrections ’ |
Community Services Division - Community Supervision ' RESULTS
WORKLOAD MANAGEMENT SYSTEM P _I —
IHlinois is divided into areas for purposes of managing the parole
: popuiation. Area ! consists of Chicago and nearby localities. The rest
; ‘ of the State is considered Area |I. (See Figure 2.) Area | releasees
CASEWORK LEVE!— MATRIX i - ‘l are predominantly urban and black, whereas Area Il releasees are
generally rural and white.
NEEDS LEVEL y ‘{ The data base from the Community Services Workload Management
; Information System contained a total of 1,168 terminated cases out of
i over 4,000 total cases as of March, 1982. Of the 1,168 terminations, 368
gmnummnuu|mmnuuuuumgpuu|u|n|m|n||mmu1ux||:||u|n%xm||u||u|n|u|mumunummmuuij: ? were from Area | offices, and 800 from Ares .
g £ 5 5 !
] HIGH S MEDIUM =§ Low i There were numerous variables in the data base whose values differed
H H ] significantly between Area | and Area Il. Of the case action variables
s 55 55 g z (see appended instruments), an ANOVA analysis showed significant
-« >25 524« P13 E 12 >0 | differences between areas on all elements except sentence year, release
v = ! — type, sex, and offense class.
: %‘ Z : 1 No differences appeared in the type of release, with 75% of the releasees
- $ receiving Mandatory Supervised Release (MSR). Although they were not
j.;i - - significant statistically, there were more Class 3 and 4 offenses in Area
i - : 1 ' and more Class X and M offenses in Area |. Accordingly, Area |
S £ *5:{ 1 releasees tended to be assigned longer supervision terms. 83.2% of Area
E & v Il releasees had a 1-or 2-year supervision term, whereas only 63.1% of
u : © ES X } Area | parolees had shorter terms and 29.6% of Area | releasees had a
P g H g ‘ = 3-year term. Nonetheless, the average time on supervision before
E £ § ! termination was 15 months in both areas.
g \/ 5
R E 15 i ! : % Ninety-five percent of parolees were male in both areas. There was a
Vv E SR : greater percentage of Whites in Area || (68.4%, compared to 23.1%) and
5 :'{ . of Blacks and Hispanics in Area | (70% Black and 6.5% Hispanic,
' g % } compared to 31% and 1%). That releasees were slightly older in average
S E Z } ¢ age (31 as opposed to 29) in Area | is probably a phenomenon resulting
| g sg j t from the bias of Area | initial inputs of older cases.
o E 2 MEDIUM z MEDIUM T l As was the case with the “Preliminary Study" Chicago-Peoria/Dixon
N § ,i } : ‘ B analysis, the outcome of supervision was predominantly positive.
£ g i . State-wide, 70.8% of the terminations were positive. Differences were
= & ‘ seen between Area | and Area Il. 77.2% of Area 1 cases terminated
g “3_ I B positively, while 68% of Area |l outcomes were positive. There were
= i — | 10.4% more recommended discharges in Area |. The differences in -
§ i ; negative terminations were more pronounced. There were 51 (6.4%) new
E\\\\\\\“\\\\\\“ ) f J misdemeanor convictions and AWOL's in Area ll, and none in Area |.
£ 7 & } - 6.5% of the cases in Area |l were for a technical violation while only 2.7%
£ A 3 { of the Area | cases terminated in this manner. The distribution of new
. E §, ) i J felony convictions was stable for both Areas.
H i€ } —-
E g L :f; ! CE ' More importantly, Area |l releasees scored higher on all instruments (A
v £ o ’g f j and B; risk and needs), with differences significant at the .10 level for
£ 2 \
E E ow g j f
£ 3 b
£ ¥ ! -
|

e
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mnost items, total scores, and levels of supervision. Thus, separate
analyses for the validation of the instruments were conducted for Area |
and Area i, although  state-wide totals were also examined.

(Inter-agent reliablity checks made by departmental staff both during
intensive start-up training efforts and since that time have been good to
excellent; consensual! validation surveys have not proved so positive:
agents have tended to see "A risk!" as more nearly predictive of outcome
than the instruments that seem to be better predictors -- "B risk"” and
"AC needs.")

The general results of this initial validation study are summarized by the
following points:

1. For both Area | and Area il, the risk, scorebased casework level
and final casework levels of the reevaluation instruments were
better predictors than initial risk.

2. There is some hope for predicting short-term outcome from the
knowledge of supervision level. Two-thirds of the cases showed an
outcome appropriate to their ciassification. The reevaluation risk
scale alone does an excellent job of identifying those releasees most
likely to succeed, but does not distinguish as well among the rest.
Needs seem to be a useful predictor in Area | while risk seems to
be a better predictor in Area Il and state-wide. (B risk levels in
Area !l were close to 90% accuracy when taking only misclassified
highs and lows into account.)

3. The possibility of better cutting points was examined for both risk

and needs instrument. However, based on this analysis, keeping
current cutting points is recommended until further refinement of
both data and instruments. Risk level cutting points should be
altered only when higher risk cases are not rendered more subject
to "successful" misclassification by the modifications.

4. The creation of a superhigh category was explored. This analysis

suggested that a superhigh category for the risk scales couid be of
some use in identifying unsuccessful cases. Given current data, a
cutting point near 25 seems indicated. There were, however, too
few high needs classifications to support the use of a superhigh

needs level for either Area. Because of Area differences, if
changes are to be made, they should be made separately for each
Area. it is recommended that further analysis controlling for such

factors as offense type and length of time on supervision be used

to assist refinement of cutting pomts in relation to agent workload
levels.

5. Demographic information does not have a strong relationship to

termination type, nor does it add a significant amount to the
variance explained by the scales. The most useful item was age,
which supports the adage that older individuals '"do better", at
least short-term, on parole.




Two further analyses of termination types were conducted. The
best results were obtained with the order of negative termination
from most serious to least serious: new felony, technical violation,
new misdemeanor, and AWOL's (with transfers and other
terminations removed). In both recode-of-termination tests, the A
and B risk scales and needs items cemonstrated stightly more
predictive power than did the termination ordering used in the
preliminary validation study, and the order of the items'
contribution in the stepwise analysis altered somewhat.

Assessment was made of the predictive power of the wvarious

instruments. Independently, the risk and needs scales hold some
predictive power, but the B risk scale is best, accounting for 31.4%
of the wvariance in termination type. For the six possible dual

combinations, the B risk and A needs hold the greatest potential
when combined, as was true in the preliminary validation: 48.2% of
the wvariance is explained by the combined items. Further, the B
risk-A needs identify the lowest percentage of false positives, with
5.4%. All the serious violators were rated as medium or high on
the B risk-A needs scale. Thus, the releasee's previous service
needs and his most recent supervised assessment best identify the
releasee's propensity for failing or successfully completing his
supervision. If recommendations are to be made for early
supervision discharge (or forced release) based on predictions of
those releasees most likely to succeed, with the least potential to
commit the more serious offenses, the B risk-A needs combination
shouid provide the most accurate projections. This combination
provides few mispredictions at either the low or high end of the
scale. (See Table |-A and I-B.)

These results should be used, not only for purposes of continuous
validation, but also for refinement of present instruments into
administrative predictive scales comparable to the adult institution
classification dangerousness and adjustment scales. Furthermore, a
third scale, called environment, should also be investigated, and if
appropriate, constructed. The intent of this third scale would be
to distinguish characteristics of the releasee's home and community
setting from offender characteristics.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The four research questions of the Preliminary Study were again
addressed in this revalidation study using the 1,168 terminated cases:

la. Do the supervision (risk) level and needs level adequately
indicate risk and service requirements of the releasees as
reflected by termination type (positive termination and negative
termination)?

Ib. Do the supervision (risk) level and needs level adequately
indicate risk and services requirements of the releasees as
reflected by termination type (successful, unsuccessful, and
highly unsuccessful)?

2a. Are better cutting points possible for the supervision scale
and the needs scale?

2b. Can a superhigh category be created from the present high
category for the supervision scale and the needs scale to
identify those cases most likely to fail?

3. How well do the items of each scale indicate eventual
supervision success or failure?

4. Is there information outside the scale items that indicates
success or Tfailure on superwvision; i.e., do releasee
characteristics (age at termination, sex, and race) affect
success?

RESEARCH FINDINGS

la. Do the supervision (risk) level and needs level adequately
indicate risk and service requirements of the releasees as

reflected by termination type (positive termination and negative
termination)?

For this analysis, the termination types were recoded into 2 categories:
Negative termination (new felony, new misdemeanor, AWOL, technical

violation, and other negative), and positive termination (discharge at

expiration; discharge recommended; "and other positive). (Transfers
were selected out of the analysis.)

As was the case with the Preliminary Study, the levels of supervision
and needs as indicated by the instruments varied between Area | and

Area |l, and within each area varied from initial to reevaluation. In
Area | on the initial risk evaluation, cases shifted from 68% high and 8%
low to 16.8% high and 42.2% low on the reevaluation. In Area ||, cases

shifted as they did state-wide, from 82% high, 13.6% medium and 4.5%
low on the initial risk evaluation to 27% high, 43% medium and 29.6% low
on the reevaluation. The shift of needs level from the A to the last B




was not so dramatic as on the risk level. In Area |, approximately 85%
of the cases had a low needs level, although a few highs appeared on
the B which were not present on the A. In Area (!, many cases shifted

from medium to low with fewer than 10% high needs fevel on both
instruments. The cases shifted from 32.5% medium on the A to 20.5% on
the B, while they shifted from 57.7% low to 73.5% low.

The majority of cases were classified at a high or medium supervision
(risk) level and a low needs level. Since the scorebased casework level
is determined by the supervision except in the case of low risk level and
high needs (which is medium on the matrix), the breakdown for the
scorebased level was similar to that of the supervision level. In every
instance except one, the supervision level matched the scorebased level.
This is an important finding because from the scorebased level to the
final casework level, differences are made only with overrides. In
almost every instance, overrides were used to bring a casework level
down from a high to a medium or medium to a low. Final casework levels
for those A levels in Area | shifted from 68% high to 60% after the
override. Area | B's shifted from 42% low to 50% low after the override
(20 cases). Approximately 3% of the Area || A's had highs overriden to
mediums. B's in Area Il were overriden from medium to low for 13
cases. State-wide, scorebased casework levels changed in the same
manner as did the supervision level. With overrides, there were 1 less
low, 9 more mediums and 8 fewer highs on the final (initial) casework
level. The use of overrides on the reevaluation produced 4 fewer highs,
34 fewer mediums, and 38 more lows from the casework to final level.

Generally, final casework levels were higher on the A than on the B and
in Area !l than Area |. In addition, there was a higher percentage of
positive terminations in Area | than Area 1i. How well these outcomes
related to supervision levels was examined next. Tau, Eta, and Gamma
were the statistics used.*

*To test the predictive power of the supervision levels in the
Preliminary validation, ETA WITH TERMTYPE DEPENDENT was utiiized.
This statistic assumed that the independent wvariables (levels) were
nominal while the dependent variable (termination type) was interval,
(Eta indicates how dissimilar the means of termtype are within the

categories of the low, medium, and high levels. |If means are different
and variances are small, Eta increases toward unity (1).) This statistic
will be reexamined, along with a few other measures of association

produced from ordinal level cross-tabulated variables. Tay (b for 2 x 2
tables and c for rectangular tables) is appropriate when both variables
are ordinal. (This statistic measures their association along the
diagonals.) Gamma, whose values are generally higher than Tau, is
calculated in a similar manner. (Perfect prediction of termination type
from knowledge of the supervision level can be made when Gamma is +1.)
In addition, a "misclassification percentage" was calculated by multiplying
the total percentage of those lows with unsuccessful outcome and highs
with successful outcome. (The closer this percentage is to 0 the more
predictive power of outcome from supervision level is present.)
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For the initial evaluation, the statistics for Area || suggested that the
needs level was a better indicator of outcome than the supervision (risk)
level, as was the case with the preliminary analysis. However, low

values of Tau (although the negative direction indicates some support)
and Eta demonstrated that there was little relation between any of the
levels and outcome. The "misclassification percentage”" was lowest from
the needs level, while risk and scorebased levels neared 50%. The small
sample size in Area | does not make it possible to draw any conclusions
from those data. (77.6% of those who succeeded on supervision were
classified initially as a high risk while only 7.5% were classified as a
nigh need.)

For both Area | and Area I, the risk, scorebased casework level, and
final casework levels of the reevaluation instruments were better
predictors of outcome than initial risk. Tau, Eta, and Gamma are all
higher for these 3 levels. As was the case in the preliminary study,
"data analysis showed neither reevaluation needs nor supervision
assessment to be as useful as the first needs assessment for Area |."
The best predictions could be made for Area |Il, again, from
reevaluations, especially risk and casework ievels. Tau, Eta, and
Gamma were highest for these (N=573) evaluations. Finally, in both
areas the misclassification percentage averaged only 12%. This statistic
was lower for risk and casework levels in Area Il and for needs and
final casework level in Area |I.

Total state-wide statistics were very close to those of Area II. By
including the Area | initial evaluations, Tau and the misclassification
percentaga were improved slightly. No improvement was made in the

reevaluation analysis by analyzing the areas together.

Tb. Do the supervision (risk) level and needs Jjevel adequately
indicate risk and service requirements of the releasees as
reflected by termination type (successful, ur.successful, and
highly unsuccessful)?

The second question used the same analyses and statistics. Termination
type was recoded into 3 categories, as was done during the preliminary

analysis. Termination type was recoded into successful -

(discharge/expiration; discharge/recommended; and other positive),
unsuccessful (new misdemeanor, technical violation, and other negative)
and highly unsuccessful (new felony and AWOL). The same statistics
were utilized to examine predictability (positive wvalues of Tau and
Gamma).

Results from this analysis were very similar to those from the
dichotomous breakdown of termination type. The B risk and casework
levels, especially in Area 1, are the best predictors of downstate IHinois
parole outcome. More terminations from Area | are needed before similar
conclusions ran be reached; however, Area | cases were analyzed.
Upstate, successful releasees tended to have high risk scores and lower

11




needs scores; 88% of the successful releasees fell into the medium and
high final casework level categories. Unsuccessful releasees had a high
initial risk and low initial needs evaluation; no unsuccessful Area |

releasees were classified as low ori the initial evaluation. On the
reevaluation for Area |, 88% of the successful releasees had a low or
medium risk level and a low needs level. As a result, only 11% of the

successful releasees had a high final classification, 1% correctly being
picked up by the override. 89% of the highly unsuccessful releasees
were classified as medium or high risk while all had low or medium

needs. 86% had a medium or high final level; one case was overriden
from a medium to a low and was thus misclassified.

In Area Il, 77.6% of successful releasees were classified as high on the
initial risk while 66.5% were low on the initial needs. ©On the other
hand, 93% of both the unsuccessful and highly unsuccesful releasees
scored high on the initial risk while 86% were low or medium on the
initial needs. The scorebased and final levels are mirrored in the initial
risk results. The reevaluation instrument for Area !l shows the best
results. Only 13.6% of the successful releasees were misclassified high
risk while approximately 67% of the unsuccessful and highly unsuccessful
releasees were correctly rated as high risk. 83% of the successful
releasees were classified as fow needs. Only about 46% of the
unsuccessfuls were low needs. 87% of the successfuls were rated low or
medium on the final casework level, while only 7 of 575 (1%) of the
unsuccessful and highly unsuccessful releasees had low final levels
(Gamma above .80).

State-wide, 76% of successful releasees were classified as high on the
initial risk, while 66.5% were low on the initial needs. 92% of the
unsuccessful and highly unsuccessful releasees scored high on the initial
risk while 14% were high for needs. Since 82% of all initial risk scores
were high, the  statistical differences between successful and
unsuccessful releasees who scored high were not significant. On
state-wide risk reevaluations, 96% of all low classifications were for
successful reieasees. However, 44% of the highs were also successful.
Thus, the reevaluation risk scale does an excellent job in identifying
those releasees most likely to succeed, but does not distinguish as well

among the rest. Results are similar for the needs level. It holds true
that scorebased and final casework levels also identify those most likely
to succeed better than -those most likely to fail. The reevaluation risk

instrument nonetheless has some predictive power, especially for Area .

In conciusion, there is some hope for predicting short-term outcome from
the knowledge of supervision level. At least two-thirds of the releasees
showed an outcome appropriate to their classification. B risk levels,
especially in Area ||, seem to be the best predictors, with close to 90%
accuracy when taking only misclassified highs and lows into account.
Since risk guides the final casework level, in 92-95% of the cases it
should hold the most predictive power. This was the case in Area Il
and state-wide; both more data and more representative data are needed
from Area | offices to support this claim upstate. As of now, and as
was the case with the Preliminary Validation Study, needs seems o be a

12

~m——

PRSI

e

N

e
o

useful predictor in Area | while risk seems to be a good predictor in
Area |l and state-wide.

2a. Are better cutting points possible for the supervision scale
and the needs scale?

In this analysis, the cutting points presently on the classification

instruments were utilized. It is quite possible better cutting points can
be calculated to improve the accuracy of predicting success and failure
of Illlinois offenders on parole. Since there are hundreds of possibilities

of cutting points from both instruments, crosstabs of total scores with

outcome were examined to determine where sensible cutting points could
be made.

For Area li's initial evaluation risk tota! score, unsuccessful cases began
to be picked up around the total score of 14 and successful cases began
dropping off near 29. For the initial evaluation needs total score in
Area |i, good predictability could be established if the cutting point for
low were 13 and for high were 28. Little differences between successful
and unsuccesful outcome were seen before this point, and there were
more unsuccessful terminations after this point. No analyses could be
conducted with Area | cases because of small sample size.

Since there were only 45 unsuccessful cases who had a reevaluation
completed in Area |, it was more difficult to estimate cutting points.
Unsuccessfuls did start to increase at 12 and successfuls decreased at
19. In Area ll, reevaluation risk scores could be cut off at 11 for low
and start at 22 for highs. Reevaluation needs scores for Area ! were
positively skewed, with 40% of all cases having a minimum score of 1.
There, the present cutting points looked to be the best.

For the initial evaluation in Area |I, new cutting points for the
supervision (risk) moved 184 of 222 (83%) releasees from high to medium.
109 of the 125 (87%) successful releasees classified as high were lowered
to medium while 75 of the unsuccessful releasees were lowered to
medium. Only 3 more reieasees classified as low were unsuccessful.
Although this decreased the misclassfication percentage from 47.6% to

7.5%, the other statistics did not Increase substantially (in fact, Gamma .

decreased).

New cutting points for the initial needs did not change the statlstics.
The needs level scored releasees '"low" approximately 60% of the time
despite changes in the cutting points. Casework level changes were
mirrored in the supervision statistics.

For the initial risk and casework level in Area IlI, more successful lows
were identified and most successful highs moved to medium.
Unfortunately, most unsuccessful highs also moved to medium.
Nevertheless, raising the low cutting point to above 10 should be useful
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in identifying more lows who are successful without adding many
unsuccessful releasees to the cell.

Area | cutting points were altered for the reevaluation classification.
These new points moved 80 successful mediums to lows while adding only
8 unsuccessful lows from medium. 21 successful highs moved to medium,
and only 10 unsuccessful highs moved to mediums. Although more
successful lows were identified, highs dropped from 17.1% to 6.9%
overall.

Since only 5% of the initial evaluations in the data base were from Area
t, Initial cutting point changes for all cases were not examined.
However, since results differed between areas for cutting points on the
reevaluation instrument, state-wide changes were tested. Cutting points
on the risk instrument of 0 to 11 for low, 12 to 19 for medium, and 20
and above were examined first. Many more successful lows (43%) were
identified, but 3.5 times as many unsuccessful releasees were moved from
medium to low. Without further testing, raising the cutting point for
tows to 11 is not recommended, and raising the high point to 20 would
not help identify those cases most in need of supervision. New cutting
points for the needs scale moved both successful and unsuccessful
releasees equally from high to medium. Keeping current cutting points
is recommended untii further refinement of both dara and instruments.
If changes in cutting points are to be made based on future study, they
should be made separately for Area | and Area || so that individual time
allocations specific to each area can be coordinated.

In conclusion, better cutting points are undoubtedly possible. As was
the case with the preliminary wvalidation of cutting points, the 'scales
can be made more accurate in some instances, and the percentage at
each resource level can be made more appropriate in all instances".
However, risk level cutting points should be altered only when higher
risk caszs are not rendered more subject to "successful" misclassification
by modifications.

2b. Can a superhigh category be created from the present high
category for the supervision scale and the needs scale to
identify those cases most likely to fail?

For this analysis, high risk levels and needs levels were recoded into a
superhigh category. Four separate superhigh cutting points were
established for each level. Risk level cutting points begin at 22 and
increased by 3, producing cutting points of 22, 25, 28, and 31. Needs
level cutting points began at 35 and also increased by 3, producing
cutting points of 35, 38, 41, and 44. Risk leveis guided the scorebased
casework level matrix as follows:
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Initial evaluations for Area | cases could not be analyzed due to the

small sample size of 13. For Area 1i, of the 54 highly unsuccessful
releasees classified at high on the risk scale, 39 were identified as
superhigh with the cutting point of 22. Of the-43 unsuccessful releasees
at. the high risk level, 31 were identified as superhigh; 57% of the
misclassified highs also fell into the new superhigh category. Results
were better for the superhigh cutting point of 25. Approximately 50% of

the hfghly unsuccessful and unsuccessful releasees fell into the
superhfgh category, while only 1/3 of the successful highs fell into the
superhigh. The Eta, Gamma, and Tau values were highest when the

cutting point was 25. These values fell when higher cutting points were
tested. Since needs level Scores were so positively skewed, there were
only 25 high needs cases on the initial evaluation in Area |{I. All
superhigh cutting points produced only 1 superhigh case. The casework

level prjoduced the same results as the risk level. Because the risk
level still guides this casework level, the creation of a superhigh needs
category does not seem to be useful. Best identification of unsuccessful

or highly. unsuccessful cases using a superhigh category is for a risk
level cutting point of 25. The same results appeared when the 13 Area |
cases were analyzed together with the Area || data.

The creation of a superhigh category in Area | for the reevaluation
scales also seemed fruitless. For the risk level, Tau remained very low
at .17 for the high and. all superhigh breakdowns, while Eta remained
near .34. Only 2% of the reevaluation needs levels were high (5 of the
6 cases were successful). The scorebased casework level results were
the same as those from the risk level. This supported the risk level

guidance but certainly did not indicate the use of a superhigh category
for reevaluations,.in Area l.

The creation of a superhigh category for reevaluations in Area Il could
be of some assistance in identifying those cases most likely to fail. With
a risk level cutting point of 22, 48 of the 96 unsuccessful releasees
rated high fell into the superhigh category, while only 19 of the §9
successfuls rated high fell into the superhigh category. Eta and Tau
also increased. Results were not so good for the cutting points of 25
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and 28. A superhigh category for the needs scale again proved useless.
Casework levels were affected in the same way as the risk levels for ail
cutting points.

In conclusion, the creation of a superhigh category for the risk scales
could be of some use in identifying unsuccessful releasees. High “risk

cutting points near 25 seemed to be best given current data. There
were too few high needs classifications to support the use of a superhigh
needs level in either area. Using all 877 state-wide cases with

reevaluations, results were interestingly different from the analysis
conducted by area. The risk level cutting points of 22 and 28 showed
some promise for creating a superhigh category; i.e., many more
unsuccessful than successful highs moved to the superhigh category.
For the cutting point of 22, 1/2 of the unsuccessfuls moved to high

while only 1/3 of the successfuls were included in that cell. The cutting
point of 25 on the risk scale moved an equal percentage of successful
and unsuccessful releasees into the superhigh category. Thus, this

cutting point could not be recommended state-wide as it was in Area Il
The cutting point of 28 moved 21 of 116 unsuccessful highs to the
superhigh category and only 8 of 91 successfuls.

Two important facts were noted from the altering of cutting points.
First, since Area | showed different results from Area Il, if changes are
to be made they should be made separately for each area. State-wide
results were very different from for either area and may, thkerefore,
only confound the results for each area. Second, cutting point changes
seem of greater use at the high end of the scale. More unsuccessful
highs were identified than successful highs. Altering cutting points at
the low end (raising them on the risk) would not assist agents greatly in
identifying those releasees most likely to succeed. Furthermore, many
unsuccessful releasees fell into the low category when they, in fact,
would "need" more time and service from their parole agent. Further
analyses controlling for such factors as offense type and length of time

on supervision might assist refinement of cutting points in relation to
agent workload levels.

3. How weII.do the items of each scale indicate eventual
supervision success or failure?

The outcome variable was coded from 1 to 9 in the following order:
discharge recommended, discharge by expiration, other positive
termination, transfer, new misdemeanor conviction, other negative
termination, technical violation, AWOL, and new felony conviction.

The correlations between each item on the initial risk scale and the
outcome were very poor. (Correlations between items and the
supervision level were better than those for termination type and the
intercorrelations. ) State-wide, the agent's impression of client attitude
explained only 7% of the variance in  supervision outcome. Using
stepwise regression, age at first conviction increased R2 to .09, The
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addition of all other items increased R2 to .11. With the 25 Area | cases
removed from the analysis, the attitude variable explained 7% of the
variance. The number of prior felony convictions variable was entgred
last, increasing the multiple R2 to only .11. As in the first validation,
no other item contributed more than 4% to the prediction of outcome.

For the initial needs scale there was some improvement in the items'
relationships to outcome. Agent impression of client needs. contribut(e)d
5.2% to outcome while the academic/vocational variable contributed 5.0%.
Basic human needs, living arrangement, and emotional stability e‘?ch
made between a 3% and 4% independent cortribution to outcome. Taking
all intercorrelations into effect, the muitiple R2 increased only to .10.

Thus, both initial risk and initial needs items contributed little to the
predictive accuracy of outcome when the termination types vyer'e arranged
as above. (They contributed even less than in the preliminary study.)

Regression results were better for the reevaluation. For the risg level
for the 923 terminated case with B's completed, the compliance with the
parole agreement variable explained 24% of the outcome var'iance. The
employment and interpersonal problem variables made an 8% independent
contributioh to nutcome while the R2 for social interactions was .16. All
items taken together contributed to 30% of the variance.

Results were similar for the 322 Area | cases. Interpersonal ;?)r‘oblems
contributed only 2% of the variance. All variables explained 25-.51, of the
explained variance in outcome. Unlike the preliminary study, items were

correlated more highly with outcome in Area I!. All items. contributed
34% of the variance. Employment and interpersonal problem items ma.ade a
10% independent contribution to outcome. The R2 for the compliance

variable was .27; the R2 for the social interaction item was .19; the R2
for the use of community rescurces variable was .11. All items, except
for the offense item, contributed between 2% and 4% of the variance in
outcome.

On the B needs scale correlations were fairly high except for the
psycho-sexual variable. Most of tiie releasees were scored zero fo.r this
item; it therefore correlated low. State-wide, the agent's impression of
client needs variable had an R2 of .23. All other items had zero-order
R2's between .02 and .09. Alcohol and academic/vocational items entered
2nd and 3rd in the stepwise analysis. All items were intercorrelatgd to .
some degree. The contribution of all items added only 1% additional
variance beyond that of the impression of client needs variable.

In Area | correlations were much lower. The agent's impression of client
needs variable explained 17% of the wvariance in outcome. Living
arrangement increased the R2 to .19. All items explained only 20% of
the variance in outcome. Basic human needs, living arrangements, and
psycho-sexual adjustment contributed less than 1% of the variance
explained. Simple R2's for the other variables were less than .02.
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As with the risk scale, Area Il correlations were higher than those in
Area | for the needs assessment. Area |l results were similar to the
state-wide results. Iltems contributed in the same order as in the
state-wide analysis, with all variables explaining 24% of the wvariance in
outcome. The simple R2 for the agent's impression of client needs
variable was .23, while psycho-sexual adjustment makes an independent
contribution of less than 1%.

Statistically, some items could be removed from the scales without
hurting the predictive value of the instruments. As anticipated, more
needs items could be eliminated than risk items. However, Community
Services Workload Management System staff feel these items should
remain so that as the need arises for their identification, they are
available for case management purposes. For example, for prediction
purposes, the psycho-sexual adjustment variable served little function.
However, if a releasee is arrested for a series of rapes, he must be
accounted for by the system; an agent must be able to identify this

individual. In addition, the emotional stability, mental ability and
psycho-sexual adjustment variables were not included on the original
instrument. Because overrides were so often used to identify these

problem areas, they were added for operational identification purposes.
(See "Low Unsuccessful Profile’ in Appendix A.) For the initial risk
scale, the assaultive offense category was implemented on the scale to
identify a few crucial cases. Statistically speaking, for predictive
purposes, it is not an item which identifies the "average" high case.
But for the purpose of the agent in identifying a potentially harmful
individual, it was included on the scale. Clearly, these categories need
definition and refinement. But to remove these unsatisfactory predictors
from the instrument would defeat one of the main goals of the system,
i.e., to allow agents to identify those releasees presumed to be most in
need of services. (However, a true '"scale" should be created from a
modified set of predictors for statistical use by the Department's
administrative staff.)

4. {s there information outside the scale items that indicates
success or failure on supervision; i.e., do releasee
characteristics, (age at termination, sex, and race) affect
success?

Counselor ratings utilized in the Preliminary Validation were not available
for this re-analysis, but termination types were regressed against age,
sex, and race. State-wide, Area |, and Area Ii data were analyzed
separately.

State-wide the population was 54.2% White, 43% Black and 2.7% Hispanic.

894.8% of the releasees were male. The mean age was 28.8 vears and
ranged from 19 to 73 (s.d. = 7.8). 52.1% were 26 or younger.
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For those 311 releasees who had an initial evaluation, age correlated
negatively with termination type (r = -.13); as expected, the older the
releasee, the more likely he or che is to "succeed" (or at least to exit
the system without serious difficulty). Race and sex explained less than
% of the variance in termination type. With the initial risk items, the
demographic variables added less than 1% to the variance. With the
initial needs items, age, sex, and race contributed 1% to the variance in
termination type. In Area 1i, the demographic variables made a 2%
contribution beyond that of the needs scale.

For the 915 reevaluations analyzed, age again correlated negatively with
termination type (r = -.15). R2's for sex and race were less than 1%.
When termination type was regressed against all B risk items and the
demographic variables, age, sex, and race added practically no
additional variance. With the B needs scale, the releasee characteristics
added 1% of the explained variance.

In" Area 1, the demographic variables explained 3% more variance beyond
that of the reevaluation risk scale. This was also the case when the
needs scale was analyzed. Virtually no contribution was made by age,
sex, and race in Area Il, for either the risk or needs scales.

Similar conclusions to those in the first wvalidation can be reached for
this analysis. Although the supervision and needs instruments provide
selective information for determining parole outcome, demographic
information does not bear a strong relationship to termination type, nor

does it add a significant amount to the variance explained by the
instruments.
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NEW REGRESSION ANALYSES OF TERMINATION TYPES

The regression analyses were rerun with the termination type (dependent
variable) recoded differently. The values were recoded (1 to 6) from
least to most serious in tne following order: discharge recommended,
discharge expiration, AWOL, technical violation, new misdeameanor, and
new felony. The termination type categories "other negative", "other
positive", and "transfers" were not used in this analysis.

Two factors must be considered during the interpretation of these
results. First, data are not still available in a representative
magnitude, especially in Area |. Of all 1,168 cases, negative outcomes
are only 14.9% in Area | and 26.5% in Area Il. There were no data for
AWOL's and new misdemeanors in Area |, and only 10 cases (2.7%) for
technical violation. With these data the changes made in termination
type do not affect a large percentage of the cases studied. Second, the
data base does not show if a technical violator has been revoked or
resumed. All  cases are treated as an official violation although
approximately one-third are actually REVOKED (the refined data base
should have this problem resolved).

State-wide, there were 241 cases who had an "A" form completed and
terminated. 230 were from Area Il while only 11 were from Area I.
With termtype coded in this manner, the A risk items explained 13.3% of
the variance, as opposed to 11% in the previous analysis. All variables
explained a similar amount of variance independently. Age at first
conviction's R2 decreased from .043 to .033 to mark the largest change.
The agent's impression of client attitudes item explained 7% of the
variance and was thus entered first in the stepwise analysis.
Employment, entered 3rd in the previous analysis, entered 5th (after the
alcohol and offense items) to bring the multiple R2 to .128.

On the "A needs", the '"agent's impression of client needs" item
explained 8% of the variance present in termtype (an increase from 5%).
Living arrangements, entered 7th previously, entered next, bringing the
R2 to .08. The academic/vocational item added .4%. Interestingly, and
not surprisingly from a theoretical viewpoint, psycho-sexual adjustment
entered 4th (it entered last previously), bringing the R2 to .10.
(Psycho-sexual adjustment seems best accounted for by the few high
needs cases downstate who failed on supervision.) The remaining 4 °
variables increased the R2 only to .108 and thus contributed little
beyond that of the first 4 variables.

For the state-wide B risk scale, some changes from the previous analysis
were apparent. All 12 items explained 1.5% more variance with the newly
recoded termination type. The independent R2 for prior revocations
explained 4.0% of the variance whereas it had explained 2.9% previously.
All  items, except for the employment, address changes, and
interpersonal problem items had R2's similar or higher in the second
analysis. The compliance with the parole agreement, social interaction,
and employment items entered the stepwise procedure to explain 30% of
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the variance in termination type. Address changes, personal problems,
and use of community resources variables had slightly less predictive
power in the second analysis when all item intercorreiations were taken
into effect.

Finally, on the B needs scale, ali items explained 25.4% of the wvariance
in termination type (a5 opposed to 24% previously). As on the A needs
scale, the living arrangement item had less predictive power
independently on the B needs (R2 = .035 as opposed to R2 = .044).
Psycho-sexual adjustment remained a poor predictor (as was not the case
on the A). The independent predictive power of the "agent's impression
of client needs! increased from .230 to .245 (R2). This item entered
first, again, on the stepwise analysis, while the alcohol abuse and
academic/vocational items remained the best predictors. This analysis
had living arrangements entered 3rd when all item intercorrelations were
accounted for.

Thus, by recoding termination type, making AWOL's less serious and
new misdemeanor convictions more serious (and removing other
terminations and transfers), most A and B risk and needs items had
more predictive power. The order of the items' contributions in the
stepwise analysis was somewhat altered, but the scales demonstrated
slightly more predictive power. (A recommended next step is to remove
the least powerful predictors from the regression analysis to create an
Yadministrative" scale.)

When separate analyses were conducted for Area | and Area || cases,
more differences from the first analysis were noted. Because 230 of the
247 (95%) cases with A forms were from Area |I, these results were
similar to those from the total cases. However, those cases with B's
could be studied separately.

In Area |, 23 cases were removed when other terminations and transfers
were selected out of the analysis; 299 cases were analyzed. Previously
the B risk items explained 25.5% of the variance in termination type; this
analysis showed all 12 items to explain 27.5% of the variance. Some
major changes were seen in the independent R2's of the items; i.e., all
increased except for the address changes items (which decreased from
.018 to .012) and the offense item (which remained at .031). The R2
for the prior revocations variable increased notably from .021 to .031.

The "compliance with the paroie agreement" variable (R2 = .21) entered

first in the stepwise regression analysis while the employment item
entered second in both analyses. The social interaction and use of
community resources items entered 3rd and 4th (in reverse order from
the previous run). The offense variable increased the R2 to .265. As
was the case before, address changes, prior felony convictions, age at
first conviction and prior revocations added little to the predictability of
termination type for the B risk scale in Area |.

There were 541 cases in Area Il which had a B form completed before

terminating in the 6 manners studied in this analysis (a drop from 601 in
the previous analysis--mostly due to the removal of other positive

22

e

N —

T

o gme

e et

o~ —

S

)

terminations). As was the case in Area |, the independent RZ2's
increased in the second analysis despite a smaller sample size (except for
the employment and interpersonal problem items). However, the mulitiple
R2 did not increase by even 1% over the previous analysis. The
compliance with the parole agreement, social interactions, prior felony
convictions, and employment items entered the stepwise analysis in that
order, all of these items explaining 33.4% of the wvariance in termination
type. Prior revocations entered 5th in the second analysis while it had

entered 10th previously. The interpersonal problem, alcohol abuse,
address changes, and offense iterns added little to the predictability of
termination type in Area Il. Thus, there seem to be definite differences

in the predictive power of the B risk items between Area | and Area |I.

The prior felony conviction and revocation items were better predictors

in Area Il, while interpersonal problems and offense items were better
predictors in Area |.

For the B needs items in Area |, only the "agent's impression of client
needs" item was a powerful predictor of termination type. Only alcohol
abuse, academic/vocational and the impression items R2's increased in the
second analysis (.030, .038, and .189 respectively). No other item
explained over 1.4% of the variance in termination type. All items
explained 23.2% of the wvariance in termination type in the second
analysis, an increase from 20% previously. The agent's impression of
client needs, living arrangements, and mental abifity items entered the
stepwise procedure in that order, alone explaining 22.5% of the wvariance.
Academic/vocational needs entered 4th (it had entered second to last
previously). As before, psycho-sexual adjustment, basic human needs
and emotional stability added little to the predictability of termination
type in Area | for the B needs scale.

In Area |l the independent R2's for all items except for the agent's
impression of client needs (an increase from .252 to .263) and substance
abuse (a steady .068) decreased in the second analysis. (There were 40
fewer cases.) In addition, the psycho-sexual adjustment item showed
some predictability in Area 1l; it entered 4th in the stepwise procedure
(behind the agent's impression, substance abuse, and academic/vocational
items), increasing the R2 to .273. The remaining items added little to
the predictability in Area 1i. All items explained 27.5% of the variance
(they had explained 26.7% previously).

In conclusion, the recoding of termination type, adding seriousness to
new misdemeancr convictions and less to AWOL, and the removal of other
terminations and transfers, changed results of the regression analysis
for both Area | and Area Il. For the B risk scale, independent R2's
generally increased after the second run. Different predictors were
useful for each area, which led to the conclusion that scales for each
jurisdiction might be created and tested separately. R2's decreased from
the first analysis for the B needs scale in Area |, while they increased
in Area Il. Area differences appeared especially for the psycho-sexual
adjustment item.




Since project staff feels these recodes of termination typt? are more
realistic, they will be wused together with others which weight
"technicals" in future analyses. (The next step of including only tl?ose
items which show some predictive power shouid remove intercorrelations
with less powerful predictors.)

As a result of findings from the Adult Institution Classification Validati'on
efforts showing technical violations as having a strong correlation with
serious misconduct histories in institutions, a second recoding of
termination type/analysis was conducted.

In this second recoding it was hypothesized that a technical violator was
more serious than an AWOL or a new misdemeanor cenviction. The
assumption was made based on institutional intake frequencies. Few
AWOLl's and parolees convicted of a new misdemeanor are returned to _the
institution; however, the figures for those returned for techm.cal
violations are similar to those for first admissions; i.e., they are a high
percentage of the total number of admissions.

Analyses were made in reference to 3 research gquestions from the
original "Research Strategy":

Tb. Do the supervision (risk} level and needs level adequately
indicate risk and service requirements of the releasees as
refiected by termination type (successful, unsuccessful, and
highly unsuccessful)?

The newer unsuccessful category consisted of new misdemeanor
convictions, AWOL's, and other negative terminations while thfa revised
highly unsuccessful category contained new felony convictions .a.nd
technical violations. The successful category retained the 3 positive
termination types.

These outcome categories were crosstabbed with risk, needs, casework,
and final levels for each A and B instrument. Separate results were
obtained for Area | and Area Il and also for all the appropriate cases
state-wide.

The first analysis addressed the association between scale and casework
levels and termination type. Since the frequencies for the successful
category were not affected, the releasees classified as low or medium who
moved from the highly unsuccessful category to the unsuccessful column
and those classified as high and moved up in seriousness were of
importance to note; thus, the Tau, Gamma, and Eta statistics should not
have altered greatly while the misclassification percentage should not
have changed at all.

For the 278 statewide cases who were evaluated with an A instrument,
some changes were observed. Thirteen of the 100 negative high cases
moved to the highly unsuccessful category from the unsuccessful
category on the risk scale. The same held true for the casework and
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final levels. On the other hand, more highly unsuccessful lows were

identified.

For the 877 cases with a B instrument, small improvements were seen.
On the risk scale 12 high cases and 12 mediums moved from the
unsuccessful to highly unsuccessful category. On the needs scale, more
mediums and fewer lows were in the highest outcome category while only
T high case was affected. Thus, the medium cases were seriously

affected, and high and low cases changed for the better. (The
statistics for both instruments were unchanged.)

No significant changes could be noted for the 13 Area | cases with an A.
For the B instrument, less than 1% of the 304 cases was affected. The
lack of data in Area | would not allow for a more complete analysis.

In Area Il, results for the A scales were similar to those for the total
cases. For the B risk scale 10 additional high cases were included in
the technical violation/new felony category while 9 mediums were also
added. A negative effect was seen on the needs scale. Twelve lows
and 6 mediums were moved to the highly unsuccessful level. No high
cases were affected. After the override was used one medium case

moved downward while one high case moved to the highly unsuccessful
category.

Two stepwise regression analyses were conducted to address the
research questions:

3. How well do the items of each scale indicate eventual
supervision success or failure?

4. Is there information outside the scale items that indicate
success or failure on supervision; i.e., do releasee
characteristics (age at termination, sex, and race) affect
success?

The values of the dependent variable were recoded (1-8) from least to
most serious at the ordinal level as follows: discharges recommended,
discharge expiration, AWOL, new misdemeanor, technical violation, and
new felony. The three remaining outcomes were again excluded.

Results were varied between analyses, enough to further examine the
association between outcome and the scales. A stepwise regression
analysis was utilized to test the contribution of the items and releasee
characteristics to supervision success and failure.

For the 241 cases with an A form completed, the independent R2's of the
items did in fact increase slightly when termination type was recoded
with technical violations being more serious than new misdemeanor
convictions. Only alcohol abuse, address changes and the offense
variables' R2's decreased. All items explained 13.5% of the variance in
termination type (as opposed to 13.3% previously).
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Prediction was aiso improved on the A needs scale. The agent's
impression of client needs item remained the only significant predictor;
its R2 increased from .079 to .093. An additiona! 2% of the variance was
explained by all items. However, the academic/vocational item was not
as good a predictor as it was in the original analysis. Living
arrangement and psycho-sexual adjustment items remained good (but not
significant) predictors.

The B risk scale also showed some added predictive strength. Again,
the R2's for alcohol abuse and address changes decreased as did those
for age at first conviction and use of community resources. Compliance
with the parole agreement, social interaction, employment, and previous
revocation items remained the best and significant predictors. In this
analysis prior felony convictions was a better predictor than before,
although it was not significant.

On the B needs scale no changes were seen. The agent's impression of
client needs and substance abuse items were the only significant
predictors. Less than 1% of additional variance was explained when
termination type was recoded.

In Area 1, the 11 cases with A's were not examined. For the 229 Cook
County releasees with a reevaluation, no differences were seen on the
risk scale. All items explained 27.56% of the variance in termination
type. The compliance with the parole agreement, employment, social
interaction, and wuse of community resources items explained 26% by
themselves and were the only significant predictors.

The multiple R2 for the B needs items decreased from .22 to .228. The
client needs and living arrangement items explained 21.7% of the variance
by themselves and were significant.

Area | results cannot be interpreted too finely; until more cases come
into the base from Area |, no conclusions can be drawn.

In Area 1l, results for the A instruments were the same as for those of
all the cases. There were 541 Area !l cases with a B instrument
completed before termination. Less than 1% additional wvariance was
explained by the B risk items. The only change worth mentioning is
that age at first conviction entered before the use of community

resources item and had slightly more predictive power. All  items
explained 34.9% of the variance. The same held true for the needs
scale. .3% more variance was accounted for while client needs,

substance abuse, and academic/vocational items remained significant
predictors.

Despite the fact that most cases were from Area Il and 1.7% of all

terminations were for new misdemeanors (none in Area 1), the recoding
of termination type in this manner was supported, more so on the initial
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evaluation, than on the reevaluation instruments. Although none
predicted with better than 35% accuracy, additional wvariance was
accounted for. (Termination type shouid be further examined for both
Area | and Area |l using this recoding scheme.)

Next, the contribution of age, sex and race, both independently and
with the scale items, was examined. (State~-wide, the population of
terminated cases was 54% White, 43% Black and 2.7% Hispanic while it was

nearly 95% male. The mean age was 28.8 years and ranged from 19 to
73.)

For the A instrument no significant changes occurred. The independent
R2's for sex and race continued to be below .001 while age remained a
significant predictor when used with the needs scale items. Age also
remained a significant predictor on both the B risk and needs scales,
while sex continued to be a better predictor than race.

In Area | the population was 70% Black with an average age of 30.2.
For the B instrument scales, age and race were significant predictors
along with the compliance, employment, social interaction and use of
community resources items on the risk assessment and the impression of
needs and living arrangement items on the needs scale.

in Area Il the population was 68% White and averaged 28.2 years of age.
On the A scale results were the same as those for all cases. Race did
explain 3% of the variance in termination type while age contributed 2.6%
independently. Race had slightly less predictive power when included
with the risk items but remained a significant predictor (along with age
and client needs impressions) with the needs scale.

There were no major differences between the methods of measurement for
the outcome items when they were regressed against demographic
variables. Generally these characteristics proved poor predictors of

outcome although they did hold more potential than some of the scale
items.
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PREDICTIVE ASSESSMENT OF COMBINED INSTRUMENTS

The risk and needs scales held some predictive power when used

* independently. Little additional wvariance was accounted for when

releasee characteristics were inciuded in the regression models. The A
and B, risk and needs scales were combined to note the predictive power
of the instruments when used in conjunction with each other.

At this point, the B risk scale had the best predictive power. The 12
items accounted for 31.4% of the variance explained in termination type.
The B needs items explained 25.4% of the variance. A risk and needs
items accounted for 13.3% and 10% of the variance respectively.

For the 6 possible dual combinations, as in the preliminary validation,
the B risk and A needs scales held the greatest predictive potential
when combined. 48.2% of the variance was explained by all the items.
Compliance with the parole agreement and social interaction {both needs)
and the substance abuse (risk) items were the only significant variables.
The employment and agent's impressions of client needs items entered
second and third (after the compliance item) but did not retain a
significant F-ratio. :

The opposite combination (A risk and B needs) also demonstrated greater
predictability thar the separate instruments. Interestingly, seven items
(six of them from the B needs) were significant where earlier only three
items had been significant. Three B needs items (academic/vocational,
psycho-sexual adjustment and mental ability) became significant when
combined with A risk items. The only significant A risk item was age at
first conviction. The agent's impression of client attitude item accounted
for 1% additional variance but was not significant.

The combinations of the similar scales for both the initial and
reevaluation instruments had only slightly less predictive power. The
two risk scales combined to explain 46% of the variance in the outcome
variable. Both prior felony conviction items had significant F-values
while the compliance with the parole agreement and employment items
from the B were also significant. All other items, except for the age at
first conviction from the A and social interactions from the B added little
to the predictability of outcome.

Separately, the two needs scales failed to account for more than 25% of .
the wvariance; together, they accounted for 44.7%. Five of the six
significant items (agent's impression of needs, academic/vocational, living
arrangements, alcohol or drug abuse and psychol-sexual adjustment)
were from the reevaluation scale while substance abuse was the only
significant predictor from the initial evaluation scale. These items, along
with the emotional stability variable from the A, alone explained 42.2% of
the variance.

The combinations of risk and needs scales for similar instruments
produced the least powerful results. The combination of the risk and
needs scales from the A explained only 17% of the outcome variance.
Only the attitude and age at first conviction items were significant
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predictors. The predictive power of the academic/vocational item
dropped noticeably when combined with the risk items.

Results were similar for the reevaluation scales. As was the case with
the A, adding the needs items only accounted for an additional 3 to 4%
of the outcomes variance. The use of community resources item became
a more powerful predictor whiie the prior revocation item lost some
predictive potential.

The A risk was combined with the B needs and the B risk was used in
conjunction with the A needs scale to examine how the false negative and
false positive cases were identified. The risk and needs levels were
entered into the matrix calculation in the same manner as in the
intrainstrument formula. The levels were crosstabulated with successful
and unsuccessful outcomes.

Three points must be made here. First, the risk scaie still guides the
calculation of the scorebased casework level; therefore, only in the
situation where a releasee is scored high on the needs and low on the
risk scales will the needs level be taken into effect. Second, because
the agents did not participate in this analysis, the override functic?n
could not be used; the casework level was represented by the matrix
calculation only. Third, only those who were evaluated with both an
initial and reevaluation were included in the interinstrument calculations.
Thus, there was a variation in sample sizes. The cell percentages were
examined; since the summary statistics can be affected by sample size,
their contribution was minimal. (However, the two interinstrument
sample sizes were equal and statistics could be compared.) Total, Area
[, and Area |l resuits were calculated.

For all cases, the B risk and A needs unity identified the |owest
percentage of false positives (5.4% of all lows). Although the B risk-B
needs combination identified 1% fewer unsuccessful lows, it recognized 2%
more successful highs. The B risk-A needs matchup misidentified only
16 of 168 releasees. The A risk-B needs combination misclassified 61%
of their high releasees. In addition, despite the small N, the B risk-A
needs statistics were highest. Again, support was generated for the B
risk-A needs scales to aid in the prediction of outcome.

Since only one Area | releasee received both an initial and reevaluation
(a successful medium),” area comparisons would have been misleading.
Area 11 results were similar to those for all cases.

Throughout the various analyses, the B risk instrument seemed to
provide the most usefui predictive potential. It had almost equal power
in identifying misclassified releasees when used with both needs
instruments. However, when termination type was regressed against the
instruments' jeined items, the B risk-A needs items combination explained
nearly 50% of the wvariance, much more than the B risk-B needs match'up
(34%). Joining the various instruments did contribute to the predictive
accuracy of the scales. (The B risk-A needs combination needs to be
examined further.)
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ASSESSMENT OF' PREDICTIVE RESULTS

The seriousness of misprediction and its potential hazard to public safety
must be examined. If the instruments, or combination of instruments,
are classifying releasees as low or medium and these releasees are
actually committing serious violations, such as new felonies or technical
violation, there could be societal danger. Releasees classified low should
be eligible for early discharges; these decisions cannot be made
effectively if many are returning to prison for serious offenses. in
addition, if a large proportion of releasees rated at a high casework
level are not violating the law or they return for only minor offenses, a
great deal of agent time and energy will have been wasted. in times of
limited resources, rising violent crime rates, public concerns, and

political pressure, great care must be taken when implementing
classification system decisions.

To test the seriousness of both misprediction and predictive accuracy,
the specific types of positive and negative terminations were examined.
Termination type frequencies were calculated for each casework level by
outcome crosstabulated cell for all instruments and combinations of
instruments. The seriousness of accurate and mispredictions could be
noted for all scales. (See Table 1-A and 1-8.)

For those classified as low on the A instrument who terminated
successfully (N=10), one-half completed their supervision term while
one-half were recommended for discharge. Of the successful releasees
rated as medium on the A, slightly more (57%) were discharged by
expiration of sentence. Most (61%) of the high releasees who terminated
successfully served their entire supervision term before release. There
were no unsuccessful releasees who were classified as low.
Approximately two-thirds of the unsuccessful terminations for those
classified as medium or high were for the more serious terminations of
new felony convictions or technical violations.

The predictive power of the B instrument was slightly better than that
of the A scale. |In addition, more successful releasees classified as low
were recommended for discharge (58% for both Area | and Area I1).
Only 16% of the successful highs were recommended for discnarge. On
the other hand, many of the negative terminations for the luw releasees
(5 of the 7 in both Area | and Area Il) were for the more serjous new

felony conviction. (See Appendix A for the Low Unsuccessful Profile.)
Seventy-eight percent of the unsuccessful mediums in Area Il and 89% in
Area | were for a new felony conviction or technical violation. (There

were no AWOL's or new misdemeanor convictions in Area I; this data
problem must be taken into consideration.) There was also a high
percentage (83%) of serious violations among those classified as high.
Most of the unsuccessful releasces terminated with a technical violation
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A

fnstrument

A Risk

A Needs

A Final

B Risk

B8 Needs

B Final

*The Predictive Accuracy Percentage was calculated by dividing the number of Successfu! Lows‘and Unsuccessful Highs by the total number of low and high

Total
Area |
Area 1|

Total
Area |
Area 1|

Total
Area |
Area |l

Total
Area |
Area i

Total
Area |
Area 1l

Total
Area |
Area il

Area

" Tatal
Number
of
Cases

278
265
278
265
278
265
877
304
573
877
304
573
877

304
573

TABLE I-A
PERCENTAGE OF CORRECT PREDICTIONS:

Number
of Successful Number of Successful
Successful Percent of Successful Percent of
Lows ' All Lows Mediums All tdediums
11 91.7 30 81.1
1 100.0 4 80.0
10’ . 90.9 26 81.3
113 69.3 45 51.1
6 60.0 3 100.0
107 * 69.9 42 49.4
11 100.0 35 76.1
1 100.0 4 66.7
10 100.0 31 77.5
281 95.6 321 85.4
118 95.2 109 85.2
163 95.9 212 85.5
590 86.4 85 55.2
229 88.4 25 64.1
361 85.1 60 52.2
318 95.8 289 84.3
140 95.2 90 83.3
178 96.2 199 84.7

EACH INSTRUMENT BY QUTCOME

Number of Unsuccessful Number of-- Unsuccessful  "Predictive
Unsuccessful Percent of Unsuccessful Percent of Accuracy
Mediums All Meciums Highs All Highs Percentage
7 18.9 100 43.7 46.1
1 20.0 3 42.9 50.0
6 18.8 97 43.7 45.9
43 48.9 15 55.86 67.4
0 0.0 0 100.0 60.0
43 50.6 15 55.6 67.8
1 23.9 97 43.9 46.6
2 33.3 2 33.3 42.9
9 22.5 95 44.2 46.7
55 14.6 116 56.0 79.2
19 14.8 20 38.5 78.4
36 . 14.5 96 61.9 79.7
69 44.8 22 55.0 84.6
14 35.9 1 16.7 86.8
55 47.8 21 61.8 83.4
54 15.7 116 57.4 81.3
18 16.7 20 40.8 81.6
36 15.3 96 62.7 819

cases. .
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TABLE 1-8B
PERCENTAGE OF CORRECT PREDICTIONS: COMBINED INSTRUMENTS BY QUTCOME**

Total Mumber -
Number of Successful Number of Successful Number of Unsuccessful Number of Unsuccessful  *Predictive
Combined of Succgessful Percent of Successful Percent of Unsuccessful Percent of Unsuccessful Percent of Accuracy
Instrument Area Cases Lows All Lows Mediums All Mediums Mediums All Mediums  Highs All Highs Percentaqe
A Risk - Total 278 11 ’ 91.7 30 81.1 7 18.9 100 43.7 46.1
A MNeeds Area | 13 1 100.0 4 0.0 1 20.0 3 42.9 50.0
Area i 265 10 80.9 26 81.3 6 18.8 97 43.7 15.9
A Risk - Total 189 . 8 88.9 20 90.9 2 9.1 54 3%8.1 42.2
B Needs Area | 1 1 100.0 0 0.0
Area |l 168 8 88.9 19 90.5 2 9.5 54 39.1 42.2
B Risk - Total 877 ' 281 85.6 322 85.4 55 14.6 116 53.3 79.4
B Meeds Area | 304 118 95.2 109 85.2 19 14.8 20 38.5 78.4
Area 573 163 95.9 213 85.5 36 14.5 96 62.3 79.9
B Risk - Total 169 35 94.6 63 80.8 15 19.2 40 : 74.1 82.4
A Needs Area | 1 1 100.0 . 100.0
Area |l 168 34 94.4 63 80.8 15 19.2 40 74.1 82.2

*The Predictive Accuracy Percentage was calculated by dividing the number of Successful Lows and Unsuccessful Highs by the total number of low and high cases.

“*Tau, Gamma and Ela statistics were also calculated. These statistics were highest for the B Risk - A needs combination of instruments.
(Tau = .57; Gamma = .85; Eta = .60)




or a felony conviction. When the initial and reeveﬂuation ipstrume'nts
were used separately, the level of classification did not differentiate
between the least and most serious negative outcomes. On the other
hand, most releasees classified lower con the scales were re.comme{ﬁded for
discharge while more high releasees went through their entire tgr‘m
before exiting the system. Thus, the instruments cle‘ar‘ly .de‘ter‘rplne
successful outcome; although they do not currently make fine distinctions
among more serious violators. (See Table 1-B.) However, the Itaclf of
data for the A instrument and AWOL's and new misdemeanor conwctlon‘s
in Area | obstructs the determination of real predictive accuracy at this
point.

When the A risk scale was combined with the B needs (N=169), resuits
were similar to those of the individual instruments. There were few
unsuccessful fows (1) and mediums (2) but most of the accurately
classified highs violated parole guidelines or were con_victed of a fglony.
Sixty-five percent of the lows, mediums, and highs allke. who terminated
successfully were discharged from supervision via expiration of sentence.

The hypothesis that the B risk-A needs combination providgs the mc_:st
predictive accuracy was supported further in this more precise analysis.
Approximately 75% of the negatively terminated mediums and highs were

for the more serious violations. Conversely, there were two
misrepresented lows, both having less serious outcomes (one AWOL; the
other, a misdemeanor). Results were ailso impressive for those
successful cases. A larger percentage of lows was recommended for
discharge than were percentages of mediums and highs. With other

positive terminations removed, 41% of the lows and 15% of the -mediums
were recommended for discharge. Moreover, none of the eight highs was
recommended to the board for early discharge.

Again, prediction of outcome for the combination of the B risk and A
needs scales was more accurate than those projections made from the
scales individually. Few highs and mediums were recommended for early
release. All releasees who were recommended and received an early
discharge were classified as low or medium. At the other end of the
continuum, the more sericus violators were classified high, while no low
rated releasees committed the more serious offenses. With this scale
combination, the releasees classified at the low end of the scale were
usually successful, many being recommended for early discharge. g_ll'g[
the serious viclators were rated as either medium or high on the B risk
A-needs combination.

Thus, if predictions for recommendations for early discharge are to be
made and those releasees with the most potential to commit the more
serious offenses are to be identified, the B risk-A needs combinat!on
should provide a start toward accurate projections. This combination
has already provided few mispredictions at both ends of the scale. 'lt
has demonstrated that the offenders with the greatest potlential for
committing the least serious and most serious offenses can be identified
in most cases. Prisoner Review Board members could find these
instruments for recommending low or medium classified releasees for
discharge and for testing results of such use.
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INFLUENCE OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES

When the demographic variables were entered into the regressicn
analyses, similar results to the first analysis were noted. Sex and race

explained less than 1% of the variance independently. Age correlated
negatively, with an R2 equal to .028. Age also entered ahead of sex
and race in the stepwise analysis. Age, sex, and race increased the

multiple R2's by less than 2% beyond that contributed by the items on all
scales.

For the A needs scale for state-wide cases, age entered second. It
increased the multiple R2 to .10 after the agent's impression of client
needs item (R2 = .07) was entered. Sex had slightly more predictive

power for both scales on the A and B instruments than race. Age also
entered second on the B needs scale, adding 1% more variance beyond
that explained by the agent's impression item. Sex and race, in addition
to the basic human needs item, were the poorest predictors of
termination type on the B needs scale. In conclusion, for the state-wide
cases, age and sex did add to the risk scale, while only age was a good
predictor when analyzed along with the needs items.

In Area | for the B risk scale, sex explained 1% of the wvariance in
termination type for the 298 cases studied. As opposed to the total
cases, race was a better predictor than sex when analyzed along with

the B risk items. The demographic variables explained 2% additional
variance beyond that accounted for by the B risk items in Area |. The
same held true for the B needs scale in Area |I. Thus, in Area |,

knowledge of race and age aided a bit in the prediction of termination
type. More importantly, all demographic variables entered earlier in the
stepwise procedure than the last five B needs items.

In Area |l for both the initial and the reevaluation scales, results were
similar to the previous analysis. Age, of course, correlated negatively
(R2 = .16), while correlation coefficients for sex and race were less than
.07. On the A risk scale, these 3 wvariables explained 1.5% additional
variance beyond that of the items. On the A needs scale, they
increased the multiple R2 by 2%, with age and sex entering the stepwise
procedure 2nd and 4th respectively. For the B risk scale in Area I,
age and race were better predictors than sex. Age and race entered
4th and 6th respectively during the stepwise procedure. They explained
1% more variance beyond that of the 12 risk items (R2 = .35). For the

B needs scale in Area 1l, the demographic variables added 1.5%
additional variance to the items (R2 = .29). Age and race entered 2nd
and 3rd while sex entered last. Again, age and race were predictors

when included with needs items and risk items on the B scales for Area
.
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in summary, demographic information, especially age, as confirmed by
other studies, can be of scme assistance to the items predicting parole
outcome. (These wvariables should be included with future "best
predictors" analyses, with poor predictors removed, to note their
contribution relative to ‘“'good" variables.)

The items tlisted in Table Il would seem to be useful predictors for each
scale in each area. Only a few of the items were significant predictors
(.10 tevel); these are preceded by an *. (An F-value of at least 2.9 is
needed; these were the only items to meet that criterion.) Table |
shows relationships between instruments and outcomes, and combinations
of instruments and outcomes.

From various attempts at finding predictors of parole outcome using
regression analysis, it can be concluded that most of the scale items by
themselves are not good predictors. The items which were significant at
the .70 level explained less than 30% of the variance in all cases.
Knowledge of age and race added somewhat to the prediction of outcome;
the reevaluation instrument items were better predictors than those of
the initial evaluation instrument. No more than 34% accuracy was
determined for the scales when used individually.

The combination of the B risk and A needs scales provided the most
accurate predictions after all individual and combinations of instruments
were studied. Few cases were misclassified, especially at the low end of
the scale where predictions of success for those who fail would be of
great harm to public safety.

Results indicated that the best way to order termination type on a least
serious to most serjous continuum would be: discharge by
recommendation; discharge by expiration of sentence; AWOL; new
misdemeanor conviction; technical violation and new felony conviction.
Predictive accuracy :is most improved with this arrangement (state-wide).

Recommended at this point is continued examination of the reevaluation
instrument and the B risk-A needs combination for further predictive
accuracy. However, the wvarious instruments should continue to be
utilized so that agents can become familiar with their releasees
immediately following release, obtaining information concerning their prior
criminal activities, social and environmental problems, living
arrangements and needs, and emotional problems. The B needs
instrument should be examined so that the agent can identify and
monitor the specific service needs required by each releasee. The needs
instruments were not designed to predict. The use of the instruments
for their various purposes also needs closer examination.

A profile of the very few (2%) unsuccessful low releasees indicated that

most were originally convicted of burglary or robbery. (See Appendix
A.) Each had some needs problem such as mental or drug difficulties.
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(Additional analysis should be done of those releasees convicted of
serious property crimes who are classified as low risk, as well as on
sex-related cases.) The problem with these cases in regard to
classification may be in part a function of statutory definitions of Class
X, Class 1, and Class 2; as with the Institutional Classification Study,
such cases seem especially problematic both in terms of assessment and
in returns to the system (e.g., preliminary results suggest that Class 1
should be inclusive of many current Class 2 cases).

The next series of analyses should add and utilize both length under
supervision and commitment-free 3-year period prior to current offense
to see their effect on parole outcome. At this point, instrument items
alone cannot be used confidently to predict supervision Quitcome, despite
the fact that B risk levels, especiaily in Area ll, seem to predict with

close to 90% accuracy when only misclassified highs and lows are taken
into account.
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TABLE 11

VAKRIABLES SELECTED }ROM THE ORIGINAL STEPWISE PROCEDURE

FOR A NEW SPECIFIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS

(In Order of Selection in Stepwise Analysis)

AREA 1 AREA II
A RISK INSTRUMENT
*Attitude *Attitude

*Age at First Conviction
Alcohol Abuse

Record of Offenses
Employment

Felony Convictions

“Age at First Conviction
Alcohol Abuse

Record of Offenses
Employment

Felony Cenvictions

A NEEDS INSTRUMENT

*Impression of Client Needs

Living Arrangements
Academic/Vocational
Psycho-Sexual
Emotional Stability
Substance Abuse

“Impression of Client Needs
Living Arrangements
Academic/Vocational
Psycho-Sexual
Emotional Stability
Substance Abuse

B RISK INSTRUMENT

*Parole Agreement
*Social Interaction
*Employment

“Prior Revocations

Age at First Conviction
Felony Convictions

*Parole Agreement
“Employment

*Social Interaction

*Use of Community Resources
Offense Record
Interpersonal Problems
Alcohol Abuse

*Parole Agreement

*Social Interaction
*Felony Convictions
*Employment

Prior Revocations

Use of Community Resources
Age at First Conviction

B NEEDS INSTRUMENT

*Impression of Client Needs

*Substance Abuse

*Living Arrangements
Academic/Vocational

*Impression of Client Needs
*Living Arrangements
Mental Ability
Academic/Vocational
Substance Abuse

*Significant Predictors at .10 level.
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*Impression of Client Needs
*Substance Abuse
*Academic/Vocational
Psycho-Sexual
Basic Needs
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APPENDIX A

LOW UNSUCCESSFUL PROFILE

Of the 837 releasees who had a "B" series evaluation completed before
terminating either successfully or unsuccessfully, there were 13 (2%) who
were classified as fow on the scorebased casework level but
unsuccessfully completed parole. These cases were profiled so that
similarities among these releasees could be specified.

Three were released from a maximum institution and 1 was "out of state'
(Indiana). Six releasees were on a Correctional Parole Counselor Ill's
caseload at termination. Six releasees committed the original offense in
Cook County and six in downstate counties. Six lived in Cook County
whiie on supervision, whereas seven lived downstate. 11 were sentenced
fater than 1977; one in 1973; and one in 1975. All were sentenced for
terms over three vyears, while two had sentences of over ten years.

A major finding’ appeared when the type of committing offense was
examined. Six of the 13 were convicted of burglary (Class 2), four for
armed robbery (Class X), one for robbery (Class 2), and one for rape-
deviate sexua! assault (Class X). Thus, 12 were convicted of serious
property and/or assaultive crimes. The other served for a Class 3
controlled substance violation. Six had two-year supervision terms, and
six had three-year terms. All were male; seven were White; six were
Black. Eight were 25 or younger; one was 48 years old. Of the 13,
nine were returned for a new felony; one for AWOL; one, technical
violation; one, new misdemeanor; and one, other negative termination.

Only two releasees had an A (initial evaluation) completed and were
classified as medium on that instrument. Thus, 11 had been released for
over 30 days before they were first evaluated. For the B (reevaluation)

. risk instrument, item responses were generally low; however, every

releasee had at least one non-zero score. Eight had at least one prior
felony conviction, while oniy one had one or more prior  revocations.
Eleven were 23 or younger (only three were 19 or yosinger) at first
conviction. One was recorded as having a moderate alcohol probiem, and
one as having a moderate substance abuse problem. Only three were
currently employed under 40% of the time. Six had had one address
change in the last 12 months, while the other seven had not moved.
Only one was listed under "personal- problems" and one as interacting

with ‘'delinquent" groups. Ten utilized, but were not recorded as
needing, community resources. Ten had theft-related conviction
records.

The B (Form CB) needs items responses were also low. Only two had
living arrangement problems, while one needed some assistance with a
mental problem. One was listed as having a moderate alcohol or drug
problem, while four needed some academic or vocational assistance.
Although all had a low needs level, four agents--thought their releasee
needed medium casework service. One override was used bringing a
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case classified as Ilow to the medium category; thus, one agent
recognized a probiem with an unsuccessful case and corrected it.

In conclusion, a noteworthy finding among these misclassified
unsuccessful cases is that 92% were originally sentenced for a serious
property and/or assaultive crime. At least one supervision and/or needs
problem was identified for each case, but not so sufficiently as to put
the cases in a higher classification level.
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APPENDIX B

CASE CLASSIFICATION INSTRUMENTS

Initial Risk Assessment Instrument

Initial Needs Assessment Instrument
Reevaluation R.isk Assessment Instrument
Reevaluation Needs Assessment Instrument
Casework Level Assignment Instrument

Case Tracking Data Collection Instrument
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State of lilinows - Department of Corrections
Communmity Services Division
COMMUNITY SUPERVISION

WORKLOAD MANAGEMENT SYSTEM L
INITIAL SUPERVISION LEVEL EVALUATION

"IDENTIFICATION: (Print)

Releasee Nome:

Agent Name:

Parole Office:

{tasty (Hernry tmdale) {tan;
Releosee . Agent
Number; Institution: Number:
Release Evaluation
Date: — * Daote: - ——
Month Doy Year Month Day Year
EVALUATION: SCORE
A.  Total number of prior felony convictions and juvenile adjudications -
a.None ... Enter O
b.One o Enter 2
CTWOOr MOre ..ot Enter 4
B. Total number of prior periods of probation/parole/ release supervision (Adult & Juvenile)
A.NONE Lo Enter O
b.Oneormore............o.ooi i Enter 4
C. Total Number of Prior Probation/Parole/Release Revocations
a.None ... Enter O
b.Oneormore........ooooveiii i Enter 4
D. Age at first conviction or adjudicotion
0.24 years OF MOTE ..ov.uuiiie e ianann., Enter O
b.20-23years ...t Enter 2
c1yearsorless ... i L, Enter 4
E. History of Alcohol Abuse {prior to incarceration)
a.No history of obuse .......... ... ... . L Enter O
b. Occasional abuse ................... .. ... .. Enter 2
¢ Frequentabuse........... ...l Enter 4
F. History of Other Substance Abuse (prior 1o incarceration)
a.No history of abuse ...............ociii L Enter O
b. Occasional abuse ............................... Enter 1
c. Frequentabuse .............. ..ol Enter 2
G. Percent of Time employed in 12 months prior 1o incarceration
(Bose estimate on 40 hours/week jor full year = 100%)
. Q.60% ormore ... Enter O
b.A0-59% .o Enter 1
cUnder40% ...ooovvininii i Enter 2
d. Unemployable and/or supported by other
MEANS L.ttt ittt teiteeaarnnrennnens. Enter O
H. Number of address changes in year prior to incarcerafion
a.None ... i Enter O
b.One .o Enter 2
. Twoormore .. .ottt Enter 3
. Agent’s Subjective Appraisal of Client's Attitude
a. Sincere desire to behave responsibly............ Enter O
b. Dependent or irresponsible ..................... Enter 3
¢. No indication of motivation to behave
responsibly ... Enter 5
J. Record of convictions or Adjudicotion for Selected Offenses {include current oftense)
a.Noneofthebelow.................oooooa. . Enter O
b. Burglary, Thett, Auto Thefs, Robbery............ Enter 2
c. Forgery, Deceptive Practices ..................... Add 3
d. Assaultive Offense ......oovviiiiniin v, Add 4
Agent's lmitials
TOTAL SCORE
SUPERVISION LEVEL: 3 2 1
HIGH {15 41) MEDIUM (8 1 4) LOW (0.7)

Preceding page blank




State of Hhnon - Deportment of Corrections
Community Services Division
COMMUNITY SUPERVISION
I WORKLOAD MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
NEEDS LEVEL EVALUATION

IDENTIFICATION: (Print)

Releasee Nome:

o

—

R

Parole Office:

Agent Nome;

vosti oty truddiey tlasn
Releasee Agent
Number. institution: Number:
Release Evaluation
Date: — — Date: — —
Month Day Year Month Day Yeor

EVALUATION:

A Bosc Human Needs

o Adequate food, shelter & clothing lor client and dependents .., ....,,

“ e sttt e et s et e... EnterD

b Appropriate referraly for asustance in entuang thot basc needs ore

somfied have been maode--follow-up needed
Coicol problem - chent and dependents otk b

~

uvigeni referrol needed

B living Arrangemenn

~r oo

problems within living group

problems within hiving group

C  Emotional Siobility {Active)

o No symptoms of emotionol instobility, approprnote emotional o L
b. Symotoms imu, but do not prohiba, adequate functisning, e g . excesnive anxiely o4 0an,
¢ Symptams prohibut odequate functioning, e g .

D.  Mental Abilty (Pasive)

Stable ond supportive relahanships with fomily or others in living group ,
Chent lives olone or independently within another household . . . Cee e
. Chent expenenang occosional, moderore inter-personcl

e e sae

Ttet T teeLeeis ittt s s, Enterd

asic hife essenncly

e T R T P 3
“r s et e ettt e edie st ea.e. EnlerO
S et e et e e er s sseeeas Enterl

T T N Y PTIx

d. Chent experiencing frequent ond senous

nter-personal
T et e ettt sttt it ettt areaa. Enterd
+ Enter 0
“ s v s e eeesaa Enterd
Imheaouro:renealsmlase”................-...... Enter 8

[ Able'o(unnnonmdependemly TNttt ec e ettt et e s aanarensass EnlerD
b. Some need for osustance, potental for odequote odjustment; mild

retordation A TR I T

¢ Dehcencies severely hmit tndependent functioning, moderote retardaton , . cee s e v anaas

E.  Psycho-Seaual Adjustment

a. No apparent dysfunction et e e et et e e e
b. Real or percetved wtuotionol or minor problems o . . L L L.,
c. Real or percewed chromic or severeproblems ... v i v,

F.  Substonce Abuse (Alcohol or Drugs)

a. Chent eaperencing no problems related o substanceobute . o . v vl L., ser e reas

eesssaces Enterd
eteeassas Enterd
tes ettt s s it ea0saases EnterO
ceessaaas “scesesecs Enter3
L “sesseesa Enterd

eereees EnterO

b Moderate or developing patiern ol substunce obuse indicates a

counseling/monitoning and/or referrol need
¢. Senous substonce abuse problems - intensive caseworh services . . . . . s e e aeres

G. Academic and/or Vocational

SRR T N

Enter 4
Enter 7

srr b et e v anss s

.

a Stoble employment ond/or ocodemic-vocational froining, no apparent
cosework service need. .or ciient & dependents supported by other

legiumate means {Soual Secunty, Retrement. Public Aid, eie |

rer et cessasreseasaus EnterD

b. Vocational advancement ond’or voining referrol asustonce needs apporent

ond desired by clent; brokerage services indicoted ondforutlized. .. ... ..

ttresscsctsarseenran. Enterd

c. Chent 15 resntont 1o vocotonal/ocademic cosework 1ervices and/or

relies upon inoppropricte or illegol meons of support , ., . ... et e e

H.  Agent’s Impression of Clienl's Needs

b. Medium casework service need

3 Hrthosewmiselvv(eneed................-........

a. low cosework service need I

trt s ec st easerstorses Enter?

Enter |
Enter 4

S sttt s tea et eansasaasse, Enter?

R

1

S———ad

M

Agent’s Initials
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TOTAL SCORE

NEEDS LEVEL; 3 2

HICGH (06.84x AALIVIIAA 15 DAy SOy~ -

State ol Blinors - Department of Corrections
Community Services Division
COMMUNITY SUPERVISION
WORKIOAD MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
SUPERVISION LEVEL RE—EVALUATION

IDENTIFICATION: (Print)

Parole Office:

Releasee Name: Agent Nome:

oy R inacdier flost:
Releasee Agent
Number: Institution: Number:
Release Evaluaotion
Date: — — Date: [ —
Montih Doy Year Month Doy Yeor

EVALUATION: SCORE
A Totol number of prior felony convictions ond juvenile adjudications

o None .. . cee et enssea.. Enter O

b One .. . Enter 1

¢ Twoormore o ..vviiinnnan.. e e e e i Enter 3
B, Total number ot prior Probation/ Parole /Release Revocations

a None ..... te<vs..Enter0

b Oneormore ..... PP . Enter 2
C  Age ot hirst conviction or odjudication

Q@ 24 ye0rsormore v . i u e ... tetieneaaee.. Enter 0

b 2023 yecrs. ... e e e et et e e Enter 1

¢ 19yearsorless ... ... ..., e e Eater 2
D.  Current Alcohol Abuse

a No c¢pparent problems ... .. e e e Enter O

b Moderote problems ... .. ..., .. Ce et e eaee.. Enter2

¢ Senous problems ... ..... e [N eev.. Enters
E  Other Substance Current Abuse ’

o No apporent problems . Enter O

b Moderote problems . Enter 1

¢ Serious problems , . ., . Enter 3
F. Percent of Time Employed. In Training, or in Schoo!

a 60%ormore...... e . Enter O

b. 4059% ... . Enter }

¢ Under 40% . .. . . Enter 2

d. Othersupport ..o i s ee ... L 1)
G. Number of Address Changes 1n Last 12 months
- o None....... . e ceeeeesesa. Enter O

b One ..... ... Enter2

¢ Two or more . . e . .. Enter 3
H. Inter-personal Problems in Current Living Situation

G NOMB . . ittt it e ceeeerereaee.s Enter 0

b Few....... [ et e teeeeones.. Enterl

¢ Moderote Ce e . e et eesa. Enter3

B oSEvere o e e e e e e, .. Enter 5
. Social Interaction

o Mainly with non delinquent groups‘inds

vidvaly . . . ..., L Enter O

b Mainly with delinquent groups. indwviduals . . . . . . seeee.. Enter3
J. Complionce with Conditions ol Parole ' Release Agreement

o Nowgnificontproblems oo ot iy, «...Enter0

b Moderate comphonce proble a3 v v v vty e . Enter 3

¢. Serous comphance problems .. ... ... ... teeeeee. Enter S
K. Use of Communmity Resources

a Notneeded .. ... tet i eeeatieaans, EnterQ

b. Producnvelyunlized .. L. .. . . . .. .. . ... ... EnterO

¢ Needed. butnotovallable ..o, .o i ve.... Enter2

d Utlized. butnotbenehicial o, ..o .. ... ou..... Enter3

e Availlable, but rejected by client ... ... . ..., ..., Enter4
L Record of Conviction or Adjudication for Selected Olfenses (include current offense)

a Noneolthebelow .. ...................ceu....Enter0

b Burglory. Thefi. Auto Thelt, Robbery . . .o v i v v v v v v vu. .. Enter 1

¢ Forgery, Deceptive Proetices o oo oo v vve e iiu e u ... . Enter 2

d Bothb. onde v.ovuvnveunnnn., cetivaenae, . Enter3

Agent’s Initials TOTAL SCORE
. SUPERVISION LEVEL: 3 2 1

HIGH (1540) MEDIUM (B | 4}
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State ol llhnow - Department of Corrections
Community Services Divicion
COMMUNITY SUPERVISION Parole Office.
WORKLOAD MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
NEEDS LEVEL EVALUATION
IDENTIFICATION: (Print)
Releasee Name: Agent Nome:
oW ELRTLN 1mudole) ow
Releasee Agent '
Number: Instttution: Number:
Release Evaluation
Date: — — Date: — — Ty
i
Month Day Yeor Month Doy Yeor .
EVALUATION: SCORE
A Bosc Human Needs .
o Adequate food shelter & dothing for client ond dependents . . .. .. St e s i i et et e e 0 ae.es. EnlerQ N
b Appropuote referrals lor osistonce 1n entunng thot bawc needs ore I3
soh\hedhavcbeenmndeulo"ow-upneeded........-....................-...-........ Enter 3 ‘
¢ Comeol problem - chent and dependents lock bowe hie essenngls
urgenlr:'e"c’needtd................-.....-......‘ C ottt s it e e eess Enter?
B living Arrongementy
o Stable and supportive relotonshipy with fomily or others in iving group . . . tetes e s et esnes. Enterd
b Chent lives olone or independently within another household . . . “ et aan st et et st et et .. Enter) }
¢ Chent expenenang occovionol. moderote tner-persanal
plcb|emlvﬂhm|lvmgq'oup..........-................ s ee et et et e e eaees Enterd
d Chent experienang lrequent ond senous inter-personol =
pvobleMlmihlnlmngQ'oup........................... f e s e a s sttt asecase.. Enterd .
€ Emotonal Stabikty (Active) s
a No symptoms of emotnional invtability, OPPIOPHole emolone! fEIPOMIES L i i it e it i e e aan s, EnterO
b. Symptoms limit but do not prohibit. adeauote functoning. ¢ g, excessive aonuety c e e e as see .. Enterd
© Symptoms prohitiit odequate funcioning e 9 .loshes outorretreots mtosedt o, 0wy 0w, ceeeea Enter8 \
D Mental Ability (Posuve) s 1
uAblevolun:l-on'nd:nendenﬂy.................-........ S e e ge s e s sttt erenee. Enter0
b Some need lor ostonce, potential for adequate adjusiment mid
:eturdalwn..‘.................................. s e cevesrenaene. Enterd .
¢ Deliciencies severely it independent tunchioning moderote retardation o . . . . . . . ceesceenrece. Enterd '
E  Piycho-Sexuol Adjustment ;
nNoappmenldyslunchon............................. csrsesesses EnterQ
b Reol o1 perceived setuctionol or minor problems . . . ... il h e .., terssenssees Enterd
¢. Real or percerved chronic or severe problems L ...t e *ssesseee.s Enterd .
F. Substonce Abuse {Alcoho! or Deugs)
a Chent experiencing no problems reloted o substance obute . L . . . Sttt e ettt st et s s raressess EnterO 4
b Moderote or developing pottern of substunce obuse induates o
counselingrmonttaring and/or relerrol need . . , . Pt s et e teesresssesess Enterd
¢ Serious substance obuse problems - intensive casework servicey o . ..., s essesseesssea Enter? Y
G Acodemic and/or Vocanonal i
o Stoble employment ond/or ocodemic-vocationol trtoiming  no apporent
cosework service need . or chent & dependenty tupported by other
legitimate meons [Soco! Secunty. Retrement Pubhe Aud, etc | . . St e et e et e s ieas st asnsssenss Enter0
b Vocononal advoncement and/or ftaiming celerral osystance needs opporent
ond desred by chent, brokerage services indicated andsor unlized “t et st it e uaetses e ssanvees Enterd Vv
¢ Chent 1 resstant 1o vocationalsocodemic corework services and/or N ;
vel.:suponmoppropnoveoullegalmecmohuppon e Mt et e s e s et ea st serseeaa Enter? °
H  Agent's Impression of Clienr's Needs
olow(me-ovhxerntrne:d................................................. . Enter i 1
bMed.umm\cuorkguvut:need..................- D Enter 4 ‘ 3
(H-qh(me-onhstvv-(cnpcd............-.........-.............-....-.-....... Enter 7 KN
”»
Agent’s Initiols TOTAL SCORE '
’&
. !
[
H
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NEEDS LEVEL:

3

2
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Stote of tiknos Department of Corcrections
Community Services Divinion
COMMUNITY SUPFRVISION

WORELQAD tAANAGEMENT SYSTE s
CASEWORK LEVEL ASSIGNMENT

IDENTIFICATION: (Print)

Releoses Name

Agent Name

o "oy

Parole Office

[ tor
Releasee Agent i
Number- fnstitution Number [ ]
Release Evoluation
Daote -_— -— Date
Month Doy Year Month Day Year

ASSIGNMENT:

SCORE-BASED
CASEWORK LEVEL:

3 2 1

HIGH MEDIM 1OwW

Is there an OVERRIDE?

YES NO

If No, go to FINAL CASEWORK LEVEL. If YES, comple’: below:

Override Explanation:

FINAL CASEWORK LEVEL:

3 2 1

HIGH MEDIUM LOw

(Agent’s Signature)
APPROVED:

(Supervisar's Signature)

Month Doy Year
Date




State of ilhinow — Deportment of Correcnons D D
Community Sarvices Divivon — Community Supervision

Wordioad Manugement System Porole Office
ih 124

CASE ACTION

Releasee Nome: Agent Name. |
:lush ifirsty {Ml' tiast)
000000 OO OO0
Ralecise Number Institution: Number:
124 33 138) [} 24]
Ou-00-0 L] []
Release Date: ACTION:
Month Doy Enter Transfer Terminate
140) {43)
e ——
1. ENTER
10 O00-000 ““*’WDDD
Date of Birth: Sex: County:
Month Yeor Male Female 134}
7y “n
133)
01 & G [E E [E
Race: Temporary Casework Level:
White  Block Hupunlc AM Ind. AM Asian Other 11
Type of Releose . . Evaluation DUE Date: D D - D D - E] D
MSR Month Day Year
[h 1831
P
159
semene 00 | [ 1= ] C1-T7 [
Month Day Year
[ m
wee. O-O0-000 EE .
Years Months Days
rn 78 [24]] 2]
® CARD 2
(oUP 1-46)
e D EEEEE o OO0 @ 000
Term: Offense: County:
(Years) Other 1e9) N 33
(]
2. TRANSFER
it 00 o OO0
Agent: Agent:
134 (36) 37 139
g OO 5. OO0
Oftice: Office:
160) 1 to1) 1a31
L S nluln
Residence County: . Residence County:
1844 te8) wn 494
3, TERMINATE: .
Termination Dote. D D - D D - D D
. Month Day “Year
(E4]] (121}
; bbb b b » » o] [ [E [§
Type: o
Dncharge Duscharge. Transler Other
Expraton  Recommend Poutive
OU t Terminonon
of
State

(76)

UL-00-00

[o]
[~]
HUHH

{Date lorm compluad|
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Case Action-1 -

Month Yeor (ReVised 03/825 !
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