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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
/) 

o 
~ 

The Community Corrections Pilot Project was undertaken in five::-<:ounties 

in Eastern Washington -- Asotin, Benton-Franklin,cSpokane and ~alla ~all~. 

Starting in January 1980, the project was a demonstration of local ini-
" ,. 

tiativ~s to develop coordinated community services for juvenile offenders, 

using county, state and 'federal funds. Coordination of/~'·pe project was 
.;,r'~~?1\ .~ ',' 

'7 - )t ~ 

the responsi6ility of the Division of Juven~le Rehabilitation (DJR) of 

the Washington State uepdrtment of Social and Health Services (DSHS). The 
~, 

\"1 Office of Research began an eval,uation of the pilot project in April 

1981, examining its impact at the conclusion of its first 18 months of 

operation, January 1980 until June 1981 . 
. ~ 

Three performance measures were developed to analyze the outcome of the 

pro~,frct: commitment rates to DJR inst itut ions in the part:j,,) pat ing coun-' 

ties, compared to state-wide rates; recidivism among clients of coordinated 

services' in the fiv'e count ies; and comparat iye cost analyses of commun ity 

and institutional care for cormnittable middle offenders.' 

This. evaluation examined major program i,~su~s that surfaced during 
\.. ' 

.- the prbjec~lsinitial phase. These issues dealt with setting priori-
. 1/ 0 (J 

ties in thedeve),opment and funding of community programs, establishing 

.so~~ bal ance betwe~n autonomy and control in the rel ations between 

DJRand :county j uve'n i 1 e court serv ices, and estab'l i sht,ng a connect ion 

between services that are provided and tne levels of criminal involvement 

of the offenders being ser'ved. 
""'. c 0 

. ': '. ,.,' i 
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A. COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS OUTCOMES 

1. Commitments to DJR Institutions 
(:,. 

The five counties reduced their DJR commitments from 81 in 1979 to 55 

in 1980 -- a reduction of.26. Estimates for 1981 show a reduction of 17 
, 

from the 191~ baseline. The participating counties had a rate of commit; 
.',f!, 

ments/lOOu youth (ages 10-19) at risk of .586 in 1980, compared to ,l.486 

for the remaining counties in the state. The projected comparison for 

198~ was .~82 for the community correct ions count ies and 1,,\573 for the 
,. I,: 

remaining counties. Of 302 offenders who received serviCe" in the five 

cou~ties; only 21 (7 percent) were committed to DJR institutions as a 
,,,l.( \.I 

consequence of new adjudications. Thus, the pilot project reduced the DJR 
I, 

'. I!' 

committments'\ of offenders in the target population commitme,l1ts 

in general. 
(:) 

2. Recidivism 

"Since the target group for·the pilot project was middle offenders, risk 

to the community was de'Tined as new court referrals for felonies for 

those youth receiving key community serv'ices from January 1980 (,through 
o ~ 

June 1981. Across all pilot counties, one-fifth or fewer· 6f the 302 
\~ 

off~tfders in the target population were referr'ed for new felonies in each 

six-month period. Eighty-eight of them were referred for 158 felonies, most 

(60 percent) of which were relativfil y minor (i.e", IIG" or ":C+" offense~). 

(j " 

'.' II :\ 

'I jl ., 

\I 0 

,\\.. 

3. Comparative Costs 

For those targeted offenders who could have been s~nt under t~e sentencing 

standards tl) DJR institutions (N = 105), comparative analyses were done 

oncomrnunity and institutional costs. Keeping these 105 youth in the com­

munit~' resulted if) treatment costs that were $84,120 less than if th~y had ,c 
Ie .... , 

"been institutionalized. 

'-, 

B. PROGRAM ISSUES 

1.' Target Popul at tons 

An anticipated outcome of community corrections was the reduction in 

commitments to DjR institutions. However, cOITlmittable offenders comprised 

a majority of the c(l"mmunity corrections participants only in S'pokane 

County. Participating counties were not required to give priority to 

committable offenders in the.ir programs. 

D 

2. Autonomy aod Control 

In the .. absence of clear guidelines on the direction of community programs 
,!l (/. 

supported with state funds, there was confusion about the kinds of pro-

grams tha~ had priority and the data necessa~y to ~nsure accountability 
(( of state funds. ,\ 
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3. Links D'etween Services and Performance Goal s 

It, 
Sentencin~ a, juvenile offender to an institution, or!der'ing counseling, 

"-> 
or setting community service hours are justifiable aCLions when youths 

have been involved in criminal acts. During the course of the pilot 

proJecT:'; the rel at ionship between the court-ordered services and 
Ii Ii 
~ ~~ 

youtl14I criminal' behavior was not always clear. For example, CGlhi-(f (, 

s~ti~i9~ervices and recreational programs whiCh meet you~hc;' general 
~ . 

Psyctlologicaland social needs, may be irrelevant in addressing the 

kinds of behavior that bring youth in contact with the cril"inal justice 

system. S(i(rne programs supported through commun ity c,prrect ions have 
"--...,~,,' ... 

only indirectly\ addressed s,!cn behavior. 
" '\\ 

Jj 

C. RECOMMENDATIONS 

' .. (1 

1. Sett ing P:'\ioritcies 

Duri~\g, the pilot project, counties were given free reign to develop 

their own programs. Now, ~flowever, DJR needs ~o develop a clear policy 

'-'stating that state and federal funds for local programs are primari ly 

for committable offenders. 

::::1 

2. Program Operation' 

Program guidelines, deve'loped jointly by DJR and the participating coun­
() 

ties, should contain provisions that specify rewards for compliance and 

xii 

I I 

JI 
(~ 

, .... _._, ....... _._.4, .. ""_,, ....... 9) 
" 

sanctions for non-compliance. Programs that are developed with state 

funds should be commensurate to the seriousness of the criminal acts 

committed by offendft'i's .,0 

3. Monitoring and Evaluation 

Quant itat ive outcome mecl'sures shoul d be part 'of the rout ine prog,ram 

monitoring that is done at the regional level for the Division of 

Juvenile Rehabilitation. The DJR regional staff will require 

training to meet these responsibilities. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

u .,~, 

F~e the passage of the Juvenile Justice Act of 1977 (RCW 13.40.). Wash-

ilrr~~;~ate has c~eated a system for handling juvenile offenders that 

emph~st~.~ accountability, punishment, supervision and incapacitation. 
- Jf = 

Court-ordered sanctions fer adjudicated offenses are based upon offense 

~oints that reflect" the seriousness of the lnstant offense, the extent 

of a youth's criminal history and a youth's age. , Youths that have of­

fense points, for a single offense~ that total 110 or more can be com­

mitted to a Division of Juvenile Rehabilitation facility. The length of 

confinement increases as offense points increase. Youths with offense 
D 

( . 
points of 109 or ,less should receive punishment (detention time, community 

supervision, community service work or r'estitution) within their commun-
~~IJ 

ities. Youths with 110 ~r more points who are not serious offenders, 

defined under RCW 13:40.1( can also be kept in the community for punishment. 
\~ " 

Whether juvenile court judges will allow sentences to be served in the 

community may depend on a number of factors, including the judges' 

perception of the availability of community programs and their adequacy 

in ap~1(ying court-ordered sanctions,. With the "manifest injustice" 
.::: . 

provision of the law, judge\'i can sentence youths who are minor offenders 
~ ~ 

or middle offenders with less than 110 points to state institutions. 

Currently, approximately one-half of the institutional commitments are 

m~de under this "manifest injustice" provision and nearly 60 percent are 

commitments of otherwise noncommittable offenders. Community programs,· 

-1-
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operated through county departments of juvenile court services in Washing­

ton State, can provide resource's that make it possible to hold adjudicated 

youth accountable to the terms of their court orders within their own 

communities. 

within the Washington State Department of Social and Health Services, 

the l Division of Juvenile Rehabilitation (DJR) operates state institu­

tions for committed juvenile offenders and provides various kinds of 

community services, directly with DJR staff and tnrough contracts with 

" county juvenile court services. Over the past ten years, both state and 

federa'l funds have been used to augment county resources in the develop-
r; 

ment of community-based juvenile corrections programs. The Communlty 

Corrections Pilot Project was developed, using some funds from the 

federal Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP), to 

create a set of coordinated juvenile services through Combining federal, 

state and local resources in five counti~s in eastern Washington __ 

Asotin, Benton-Franklin, Spokane and Walla Walla. This evaluation 

examines the impact of this pilot proje~.t during its first 18 months of 

operation, from January 1980 to June 1981. 

The pilot project allowed the participating counties to experiment 

with different services and programs to hold adjudicated J'uvenile of-
if 

fenders accountable for their offenses'. Decisions on which programs 

best served both state and county goals were to be."made at the conc 1 u­

sion of the pilot project Phasp. 

-2-
~ 

_, II 

To encourage the innovative purpose$ of the pilot project, county admin­

istrators were rel ieveg of the burden of allocating staff and programs 

under exclusive funding categories. 

Many community-based corrections programs had been developed before this 

pilot project. Within the participating counties, community diagnostic 

centers and probation subsidy programs nad used state resources to create 

local alternatives to placing offenders in UJR institutions. During the 

pilot project~ each county expanded its ar-ray of programs in order to 

respond better to, the community supervision orders of the juvenile court. 

Three kinds of innovat lve programs were begun:' expanded detent ion, inten­

sive forms of community supervision, and specializ~d services targeted 

to individual short-term needs • .!/Each of these is described below •. 

First, to provide local confinement as an alternative to placement in 

state institutions, Spokane County developed an expanded detention com­

ponent for adjudicated youths with s~ntences of up to six months. 

Confinement within the community, it was'))argued, could offer puni'shment 
/' 

for criminal behavior, yet leave youths in some contact with beneficial 

I/These program components are described more completely in a separate 
. . . '. 

report entitled "Community Corrections: Key Program Elements" by 

Thomas M. Sykes, published by the Office of Research and Data""Analysis, 

Division of Administration, DSHS, Olympia, WA, November 1981. 

-3-
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community resources -- families, schools, jobs, youth agencies. In 

Spokane this program component received support primarily from county 

resources. It was'a key element in an experimental approach to commu-
-

nity corrections that resu1te~ in dramatically fewer institutional 
(I 

commitments to DJR. A similar program component was developed in Benton-

Franklin counties in the latter part of 1981. 

/! 

Second, the participating counties have also developed intensive 

forms of community, supervision;:o that attempt to structure, in a non­

detention setting, part of a youth's day. These programs "'ave been 

1 inked to the expanded detention program in Spokane, to alternat'lve 

school and community service components in Walla Walla, and to skills 

development workshops in Benton-Frankl in. The goal has been to prov.ide 

settings conducive to monitoring behavior and the terms of court orders, 

yet allow youths to pursue school,~obs and recreation within the com­

mun ity. 

Third~ the participating counties used the concept of consolidated 

services to offer a varietyc:of individualized services to particular 

groups of offenders. To some extent these services provided'oppor­

tunities to respond to individual needs of a youth involved in intensive 

supervision (e.g., counseling for a sex offender). Inmany instances, 

the clients served through these more individual, Short-term programs 

were minor offenders and were neither .detained for lengthy periods nor 

involved in intensive supervision. 

-4-

This evaluation has developed performance measures for the pilot proj-
" 

ect. Three measures are examined: commitment rates in the partici-

pating counties compared to state-wide rates; recidivism among clients 

of consolidated juvenile services; and comparative cost analyses of 

community and institutional care for legally committable middle offenders. 

The evaluation also reports the major program issues that have emerged 

in the first 18 months of the pilot project. These issues have grown 

out of the quality and structure of programs set up in the participating 

countie~ and out of the interactions between these counties and DJR 

regional offices. The issues are ana·1yzed because ·they will doubtless 

arise as the consolidated juvenile services process is extended to other 

counties in the state. 

-5-
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II. COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS: OUTCOME MEASU~ES 

Different ways of handling juvenile offenders have been tested through 

the Community Corrections Pilot Proj~ct.To a great extent, patterns 

established earlier under state-funded community diagnostic, probation 

, subsidy ana diversion programstJave been followed, or altered only 

slightly. Prog~am innovations in developing a system of c0"lmunity­

based corrections must be evaluated through an analysis of th~ effects 

of additional expenditures at the community level. This section 

examines the outcome of community-base~ corrections in three areaS: 

commitment to OJR institutions, recidivism among a group of com-
q, 

munity corrections clients, and comparativecost analyses of community 
" 

and institutional care for legally committable mid~le offenders. 
Q ", 

A. COMMITMENT RATES TO OJR INSTlTUTIU'NS 

" D 

Developing a variety of means of holoing youth 'accountable for their 

criminal behavior within their own communities, as provided for in the 
- . ~ , 

Juvenile Justige Act of 1977, should reduce reliance on institution,l 
" ~ , 

commitments. At a time of budgetary constraints,ostate dollars m~.y con-

tinue to be available for community corrections programs only if such 

expenditures produce reductions in these commitments. 
:.\ 

.-
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1. General P~tterns 

Data in Table 1 show the juvenile incarceration rate by sounty for 

the calendar years 1979-81, with certain categories of commitments., 

excluded.21 Table 2 shows the incarceration rate for the pilot proj ... 
, 

ect counties over the same period. To a considerable extent, these 

pilot project counties had achieved -- by 1979, if not earlier -- a 

major objective of state-funded community services: diminished reliance 

on DJR institutions compared to other counties. State-wide conmitment 

rates, as a proportion of the population at risk, have been increasing 

in each year under examination. Among the pilot counties, however, 

the already low rate of 1979 was reduced still further in 1980. The':i 

estimated rate for 1981, ,based on commitments d'uring the first six 

months, is slightly higher than 1980 but still lower than 1979. 

Closer examination of the four counties, however, presents a mixed 

picture. Both Spokane and Walla Walla counties have reduced their 

() coomitments to state-operated facil ities. Spokane has done so most 

dramatically, due in pcit,t to use of their dete~tion facility for 

longer local confinements. Howver, commitments from Benton-Franklin 

have i'ncreased. Asotin county had maintained the same rate in 1979'1 
\1 

and 1980, with an estimated reduction in 1981. 

2!Committed offenders who had escape adjudications as part of the,ir cur-

rent offenses were excluded. Counties with DJR institutions would have 
'\ ' 

distorted incarceration rates if these offenders were in6\1 uded. Commit-

ments",to private group homes, were excluded, because thi';1 resource was 

unevenly available to counties across the state. 
D <I 

-8- b 
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If the pilot project counties had, in calendar year 1980, committed 

juvenile offenders at the state-wide rate (1.486), 84 more youths would 
" 

have been committed to DJR institutions. More likely, if these counties 

had committed at their own 1979 rates, 26 more youths would have been 

sent to state institutions. Taken as a whole, across all five counties, 

the pilot project has reduced institutional commitments. 

,II 
'/ 

2. Patterns Among Community Corrections Clients 

For analysis of the impact of consolidated juvenile services, target 

populations of juvenile offenders were identified in 'each pilot county.ll 

These target populations included those youths under convnunity super­

vision who were to be served by a system of coordinated services. 

Among the ta'iget populations, commitments to DJR institutio~:~ were 

minimal -- 7 percent of 302 clients receiving services were committed 

to DJR institutions in an 18-month period. Spokane county had the smallest 

proportion -- 4 percent of 137 offenders were sent to DJR institutions. 

'\ 

ine these target populations are described 

in the following section. 
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County 1 

Clallam-Jefferson 
Clark 
Cowlitz 
Grays Harbor 
Island 
King 
Kitsap 
Lewis 
Mason 
Pacific-Wahkiakum 
Pierce 
San Juan 
Skagit 0 

Skamania 
~~ 

Snohomish 

(\ 

tstimated 
Population 

At Risk 
(Ages 10-19)2 

10412 
32227 
13879 
11192 
6428 

203697 
22836 
9531 
4869 
2831 

83396 
917 

10423 
1193 

--------~------~-6 

o 

TABLE 1 

JUVENILE I NCI\RCERA TI ON RATE f!!::.JOUNTY: 1979. 'l98!' 1'&1 ~81 
• 1 

co WAS~rNGTON STATE, EXCLUDING COMMUNITY! CORRECTIONS COUNTIES 
·':i 

'"';"1: 1979 1979 1980 u 
1980 DJR Rate/lOOO DJR 0 

Rate/lOOO Commi tmen ts 3 ',-;" At Risk COIlJIlitmen ts3 
At Risk 

13 1.249 12 1.153 53 1.645 51 1.583 26 1.873 r, 44 3.170 19 1.698 17 1.519 6 .933 8 1.245 248, 1.217 0 241 1.183 40 1.752 51 2.233 19 1.993 23 2.413 11 2.259 14 2.875 8 2.826 7 2.473 84 1.007 124 1.487 2 2.181 1 1.091 ( 9 .863 10 .959 ' 3 2.515 

Je. 
I' /I 

1/ 

I' , . 

198" 
DJR . 

Commitmerits4 

8 
34 
76 
28 
4 

270 
26 
1~ 
12 
2 

176 
2 
2 

1981 
Rate/lOOO 
ftt";.~ 

n 

" 
.768 

1.058 
5.476 

\\. 2.502 
.622 

1.325 
1.139 
1.469 
2.465 

.706 
2.no 
2.181 

55461 
':::.; Thurston 

20632 
.192 3 '~ 2.515 0 0 

54 .974 77 ..... Whatcom /\ 49 2.3750 
1.388 0 f / 

't/ 18233 37 28 1.357 
96 1.731 , 

Western .Washington 508157 

r~dams 
?943 Chelan 
n023 Douglas 
3982 Grant 

10604 Kittitas 
4738 Klickitat 
2838 lincoln 
16;'2 Okanogan-Ferry 
7104 Pend Oreille-Stevens 6714 Whitman 

" 8837 Yakima 
30662 

Eilstern WashingtOn 88137 
I) 

WAS"INGTON STATE 596294 

38 1.842 2.029 30 1.645 30 1.645 681 1.340 741 1.458 818 1.610 
0 

o I~.\ 

2 .680 1 .340 0 /] 10 1.246 12 1.496 20 2.493 
4 1.Q05 9 2.260, ,2 .502 

25 2.358 15 1.415 14 1.,320 
16 3.377 10 2.111 (),\ 0 
0 0 1 .352 8 2.819 
1 .591 1 ~j! 

.591 4 2.364 
10 1.40£1 15 2.111 4 0.563 
6 .894 9, '1.340 J,O 1.489 
0 0 3 .339 '2 .2261:: 

73 2.381 69 2.250 56 1,c.826 147 i .668 145 1.645 120 1.362 
~ c'~ 

828 1.389 886 
~: 938 1.573 

1 •. 486 

1. COlIntie, which 'hare juve.ile court r,e,'our"" are H'ted together'? Th~ four Co_"'" Co .. ""t,io., PiTot Project eou.tie, are e"luded, 
2." Offj ee of F1 nanei a 

1 
Manageme.t. State a.d Countr Poeul aU '" Foreeas t, k.t.&l! and Sex, 1 gOO-2000. Speei a 1 .eport No. 30 (01_, a • February 1980). Projections arerorlm. . 0 __ _ ," ~ 

3. Conrni tmeh t, exel ude a 11 aajud ;cat1 on, for esca(!> offense'" 1 ne 1 uding escape ,adjud;c.tion, wou I d di'tort the Incor-
ceration rate for those rural counties With~D/R institutions and group homes~ I.lso excluded are 'all admis.sions commitments to private group homes in lieu of institutions. d. 

4~ Estimates made from data collected th~ouo~ une, 1981. 
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Countyl 

Asotin-Garfield 
Benton-Frankl in 
Spokane 
Walla Walla-Columbia 

CCPP Total 

I, Eastern I~ashington 

Statewide 

/J 

,) 

Estimated 
Population 

At Risk 
(A~es 10-19)2 

3416 
22617 
58881 
8906 

93820 

88137 

596294 

'~"-:.-:::.:.::. 

') 

TABLE 2 

-y JUVEN IlE INCARCERATION RATE: 

DCOMMUNITY CORRECTIONS COUNTIE~ ~ /) 

1979 
DJR 

COlllnitments3 

4 
14 
55 
8 ,'\.) 

81 

147 
I) 828 

.1 

1979 
Rate/lOOO 
At Risk 

. 1. 171 
.619 
.943 

" .898 

.8!i3 

1.668 

1.389 

D 

1980 
DJR 3 

COlllni tmen ts 

4 
18 c' 

26 ,,~ 

7 

55 

145 

886 
[; 

1980 
Rate/lOOO ~ 
At Risk 

1.171 
.796 
.442 
.786 

,,~586 

1.645 

1.486 
,0 

1,2Same as prior Table 
3Excludes commitments with 
4Same as prior Table. 

adjudicated escapes, CRP admissions and Communi~y Corrections commitments. 

C) 

. 1981 
" DJR;··-

'Commi tments 4 

0 
26 
34 
4 

64 

120 ':' 

938 

() 

1981 
Rate/lOOO 
At Risk 

0 
1.150 

.577 

.449 

.682 

1.362 

1.573 

.~ 
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B. RECIDIVISW; 

-- c.--

A secor.d outcome measure was developed to determine risk to the com-

munity from the community corrections programs. "Risk" was measured 

in terms of new court referrals for felonies for youth involved in 

these programs during the evaluatiQn period -- January lYBO ~P June 

1981. Since the target group was middle offenders, new felony behavior, 

rather than ~isdemeanors, was selected as the appropriate measure of 

risk. 

1. Target Population: 

''-
The Community Corrections Pilot Project began operation in January 

1980. The evaluation component of this project was not initiated until 

April 1981. Participating counties wer~ never required to identify a 

priority group of offenders to receive services through the project, 

nor were they required to provide individual data on institutional corn­

mitments, program participation, program costs or recidivism. To evalu­

ate impact, using individual data, some compromises had to be made in 

identifying a group of offenders who benefited from this pilot project. 

Court directors and their staff in each county were asked to define a 
«( 

priority .group of middle offenders who participated i'ncommunity pro-

grams during the first 18 months of the ~iJot project. In selecting a 

population in each county to track for new felony referrals, the following 
l! 

criteria were used: 

c, 
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a. Asotin-Garfield: All youths under cour't supervision (probation) 

during the project's first 18 months (January 1980 __ June 1981). 

b.Benton-Frankl in: All youth Wh1 had received diagnostics during 

the IS-month period but who had not heen sent to DJR institu­

ffions. To' this group were added local parolees from DJR insti­

tut ions, since these youth wer,e superv i sed through the county 

under the terms of community corrections. 

/' II 

c. Spokane: All youth who were in the expanded detention or inten-

sive supervision programs and all youth with 110 or more offens'e 

pOints who were in neither program, but were under court super­

vision. To this group were added those who received diagnostics, 

had less than HOp,oints, and stayed in the community. 

,d. Walla Walla - Columbia: All youth who had participated in the 

intensive supervision program. To this group were added those 

youth receiving parole services through the county juvenile court. 

Descriptive information on these targeted offenders are provided in 

Table 3. 

I:;;; 
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TABLE 3 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA: COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS CLIENTS 

BENTON- WALLA 
SEX ASOTIN FRANKLIN SPOKANE WALLA TOTAL 

1. Male 87% 
c 

93% 93%, 83% 90% 
1/ 

2. Female 13 7 7 I 17 10 
() 

'N = (32) (73) (137) (60) (302) 

\\1 

RACE 

1. White P-7% <'?80% 93% 87% 88% 
2. Non-White 13 ~,o 7 13 12 

N = (32) (73) (131) (60) (302) 

AGE 

l. 13 or Less 16% 1% 8% 3% 0= .• 6% 
2. 14 - 15 41 26, 31 32 31 
3. 16- 17 41 70 59 53 ~\ 59 
4. 18 and OVer 3 () ""'" (: .J 2 12 4 \~) 

N = (32) (73) (137) (6~C 
() /~ '. 1/ 

. ~~ 
~--" 

\~ 
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2. Felony Referrals 

Of the 302 youths identified as key participants in'community correc­

tions programs, 88 were referred to juvenile court for 158 new felonies 

during the 18-month p!i!riod.4/ Data in Table 4 show a breakdown of 
\.r" -

these felony referra1s.5/ Sixty percent of these were for minorlfel-
- ,1 , " ,j; 

onies -- "C" or "C+" offenses. Less than 2 percent over the 18~aonth 
, , (;;!/ 

period were for "A" offenses -- a robbery, a rape and an arson':' 
-' -----..;:; 

A felony referral rate, based upon the ratio of new felony referrals 

to the amount of at-risk time (i.e., felonies per "youth quarter" of 

program participation) was calculated. In all five counties this rate 

was minimal. In Spokane County, where ,OJR commitments were most reduced, 

this rate was the lowest . . 

gsome youth in the target population were at-risk fo~l one quarter (or 

less), as they came under court supervision at the end Of the tracking 

period. Others were tracked for various periods of time ranging from 

two to six quarters. ,= 

5/"A/A+" felonies are offenses that, if committed by adults, would result 

in maximum sentences of 20 or more years; B/8+ offenses would yi,eld maxi-
I /' --

,;I 
mum terms of 10 years; C/C+ \bf,fenses a maxiliium of 5 years •. 1!JliIl offenses - ,', -.-~ 

intlude murder, assault, rape, ,robbery, and arson in the first degree. 
\\ 

"13+" offenses are second-order-~ersOiloffenses; "B" offenses are mostly 
! 

property crimes -- burglary,,, theft ·1" etc. "C+" offenses are~inor person 

felonies, while "C" offenses are minor property and controlled substances 
(S,. 

felon'ies. 
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An examination of recidivism data from"the perspective of the number 

of youth involved in new felony behavior shows that, across the five 

counties, one-fifth or fewer of those offenders in the target popula­

tion were so involved in each six-month period. Patterns vary somewhat 

by county (see Table 5), with Asotin and Benton-Franklin experiencing 

the greatest proportions among youths at-risk six months or less. Con­

versely, Spokane County had its greatest proportion among youths at-risk 

for 7-12 months, with a decline for those tracked in the 13-18 month 

period. Walla Walla had an ~pswing among those youth being tracked 

~during this latter period. Taking all counties as a single group, how­

ever, the differences between six-month periods in the proportions of 

youth referred for new felonies are not significant. 
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A. FELONY REFERRALS~ 

A FELONIES 

B/B+ FELONIES 

C/C+ FELONIES 

TOTAL FELONY REFERRALS: 

B. NUMBER OF YOUTH QUARTERS 
OF AT-RISK TIME*: 

C. FELONY RATE 
PER YOUTH QUARTER: 

* 

TABLE 4 ,OJ 

FELONIES COMMITTED BY COMMUNITY 

CORRECTIONS TARGET POPULATION, BY COUNTY 

, , 

l 

ASOTIN 

0 
r;J 

10) 

4 

14 

95 

.147 

BENTON­
FRANKLIN 

1 

17 

26 

44 

229 

, .192 

A "YOUTH-QUARTER" IS A THREE-MONTH PERIOD OF AT-RISK TIME FOR ONE YOUTH. 

o 

SPOKANE 

2 

22 

44 

68 

500 

.136 

a 

WALLA 
WALLA 

o 
12 

20 

32 

223 

.143 

TOTAL 

3 

61 

94 

158 

1047 

. 151 

(l ~ 
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I 1. No· Felony 
Referral s 

'" 
2. Felony Referrals 

N = 

'.': 

*At-risk time from 1-6 months. 
**At-risk time from 7-12 months. 

***At-risk time from 13-18 months. 
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TABLE 5 

%OF \:3UTH WITH COURT REFERRALS FOR NEW FELONIES 

PERIOD AT RISK 

A 

86% 

14 

(7) 

.= 

;.<,;, 

THIRD 
SIX MOtlTHS*** 

B-F S W-W Total 

85% 89% 79% 86% 

15 11 21 14 

(20) (47) (24) (98) 
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C. COST ANALYSIS 

In order to examine the cost-effect ivenessof COlM1U~ ity program~' for 0 

those youth who were legally committable, an ana1ys ts was done that' 
/!' '" r: '! (~ 

compared the cost of involvement in these programs with'the hypotheti-

cal costs of institut~onal care. Offense points were calculated for 

those 302 offenders tracked for recidivism; 44 percent .. (N = 133) of 

them had 110 or more points. Of these, 105 couHj have been sent to 

DJR institutions (under the sentenC:ing .guide1ine,s), but we're retained 

in their communities.61 

(~~ 

Units of s~rVice were defined for each a;f; the community programs in 

-. 

each of the counties. Reviews of budget categories and analysis of 
'/ ~?-~~ ~~~\ ' 

nUVlbers of cl ients served, produced data on the .cost for each unit of 
, • 0, ~\ ", C' 
o 

service (see appendix). The amoun't of Pq;r:titipaiion of each
l
! youth;:;;was 

determined from court records, case files, probatio'1~q)Unselors I notes 
(:::, ,0 ""j Ir.!) ." 'c 

and recollections, and progr~ records. Cost figpres were tabulated 
\.;.:£-~ 

for" each of 105' youth. These costs refl"ect all sources of revenl\~ _.::.~ 
" (} 

county, state and federal funds. 
o 

o 1/ 

)i 

6/ P aro 1 ees i n 6ent~n CF rank 1 in. ~~\:nc 7" Wa 11 ~ lIa 11 ~ "colI!),tfeoi' ma~ hay,?, . 

had 110 or more pomts from~he'r·earller commltme~t offenses, wnlch 
(, 

""~, • () Ii "_ ~, ,", 

were also their parole offen~es. If ·these ,youth committed no new of:, 

fenses, they cou1"d not be reca~mitted to" an insti.tut ion. ,. Accord 1n91;, 
'<:: 

Q 

their participation ;i'(l cOn:!m4)nit.Y"progr,ams was nof'costed. Some youth ( 
t-.' , U (\ \1 

were cQmmi~ted to OJR as sOon cas they cOrmiitted new offenses and their 

offense points reached 110 or more. 

I) Q 
0. )l 
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Hypothetical costs of institutional placements ~ere estimated after 

determining the security level, institutional placement and minimum 

terms for each youth. Security levels were determined from OJR poli­

cies. There are five security levels, ranging from Ji1" (highest __ 

close custody) to "5" (lowest -- minimum custody). These security 

levels are assigned at admission and reflect the seriousness of the 

instant offense and offense points. Institutional placements corres-

pond to security level, with age and sex also used as determinants. 

Green Hill, Maple Lane and Echo Glen are the main DJR institutions; 

youths with security levels of "1" or "2" would be assigned there. 

Males with security levels of "3" or "4" could be assi~ned to the 

c~ps -- Naselle or Mission Creek; those with security levels of "5" 

are assigned to DJR group homes. Female offenders with security levels 
/, '/ 

of "1~ through "4" go to Echo Glen and with level "5" to a DJR group 

home. Minimum terms were assigned to each youth, based upon the deter­

minate sentences that coincide with offense points. 

Comparat ive figures for .these .105 youth , in each of the count ies, 

are shown in Table 6. From January 1980 until June 1981, the costs of 

maintaining committable youth in the pilot counties were approxi­

mately $84,000 less than the minimal costs of institutionalizing these 

same youth. 

Community progr~s are not inexpensi\le alternatives to state instii;lJtions. 

When a large proportion of the commuqjty corrections target population 
r( 

is committabl,e, as in Spokane, local program costs are close to institu-: 

tional ones. In individual cases,)ocal costs may be nighe~. In Spokane, 

\20-
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for example, over one-half of the committable youth incurred higher costs 

in the community than had they been institutionalized. Local costs esca­

late when the a!,I1ount of detention time is greatly increased, as has 

occurred in Spokane County. Per diem costs for detention, in most counties, 

currently equal or exceed those for DJR institutions. Incapacitating 

youth in a county detention center will not cost less than an equal amount 

of time in Mission Creek or--Naselle. 

In summary, community corrections programs, for committable youth, 

are marginally less costly than commitment to OJR institutions: over­

all, $801 less was spent on each committable youth.1! 

\\ 

7/Thfs analysis has been one limited to a rather crude companisan of, 

treatm~nt costs. No attempt has been made to do a true cost-~enefit 

analysis, which would place dollar values on the benefits of community 

and institutional programs to both the community and to 'individual ,clients 
t 

and on the costs of new criminal behavior to the community. 
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TABLE 6 

COST OF Cor~MUNITY TREATt4ENT CDr1PARED TO 
'DJR INCARCERATION FOR 105, YOUTH*: 

JANUARY 1980 - JUNE 1981 

BENTON-
FRANKLIN SPOKANE 

WALLA 
WALLA TOTAL 

1. COM~1UNITY COSTS** $' 86,250 $514,232 

$ 6,949 
2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

$28,252 $628,734 
PER CAPITA $ 4,313 I' 

$ 2~568 $ 5,988 
HYPOTHETICAL 
INSTITUTIONAL COSTS $128,606 
PER CAPITA $ 6,430 
COST SAVINGS $ 42,356 

$526,611 

$ 7,116 

$ 12,379 

\:\ 
$57,637 )} $712,854 

$ 5;239 II $ 6,789 

$29,385 $ 84,120 
';,1 

N = (20) (74) (11) (105) 

~ Asoti, n County had no 1 ega l1y conmi ttab 1 e youth who rema fred i n t;;;'~~uni ty . 
** 

,,"COll1l1unity costs" reflect the total program costs for legally cOll1l1ittable 

offenders only. Programs were 'funded, usually, with various combinations of 
~ " 
,~ Jr local, state and federal funds. 
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III. COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS: KEY PROGRAM ISSUES 

The operation of the COll1l1unity Corrections Pilot Project in the partic­

ipating counties has highlighted three key issues: 

1. priorities for state expenditures among various offender popu­

lations; 

2. the degree of control exercised by the Division of Juvenile 

Rehabilitation and the degree of autonomy held by juvenile 

court services and their contracting service providers; and 
I 

ii 

3. the connection that is necessary between court-ordered services 

and client-based performance goals for, these' services. 

A. PRIORITIfS AND OFFENDERS: TARGET POPULATION 

The pilot project resulted in program innovations that have had an impact 

on the committable offender population. Two program components 

expa'nded use of local confinement and intensive (torms of cornm;Jnity 
jl 

,/ supervision -- targeted this offender group. Only in Sp~~ne and 
(I /_; __ 1~/ 

l' j .. , 1;<' , ~_~ 

Walla ~al1accounti\:~~, was a majority of the targetedjoffenders 'involved 
1«_ 

in either of these programs.B/ As da,tain Table 7 show, 'only in 

a/Of tliot~ youth tracked, the proportions who wer\~ in expanded detention 
(-' - \ 

were: Benton-Franklin -- 21%; Spokane -'- 52%; Walla Walla -- 5%. The 

proportions in intensive supervision were: Benton-Fr-anklin __ 8%; 
Spokane -- 47%; Wa,ll a Wall a -- 90%. Asot.in County had neither of 

these components. 
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TABLE 7 

",,* % OF CO~tlInABLE OFFHlDERS IN EXPANDED DETENTION 

AND INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROGRAMS. BYoCOUrHY ** 

Benton-Franklin 
DETENTION SUPERVISION 

53% 50% 

47 50 

('15 ) (6) 

Spokane 
DETENTION SUPERVISION 

85% 55% 

15 45 

(71) (64) 

!4alla Halla 
DETENTION SUPERVISION 

67% 26% 

33 74 

(3) (54) 

Total 
DETENTION SUPERVISION 

79% 42% 

21 58 

(89) (124) 

"Expanded detention" in Benton-Franklin and Walla Wa,l1a meant confinement ,in detention for 31 or more consecutive 
days or placement in a local group home,. 
** Asotin County did not hav~ these program components. 
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Spokane County did commit~?ble offenders comprise substantial propor­

tions of youth involved in these two programs. Only in Spokane were 

commitments to DJR institutions substantially reduced. 

:/~ 

Programs developed with state funds should be commensurate to the seri-
;.' 

ousness of the offenders. Some state and federal dollar~ were spent 

for programs to provide treatment to, misdemeanants and minor offenders. 

Special individual services, such as counseling, tutoring or Skills 

development, have been provided to youth to an extent that far surpasses 

their criminal involvement and criminal histories. Social services 
'-\) 

provided through' juveni"'e court pro~rams do not always address criminal 

behavior, its seriousness and the prospective changes that treatment may 

produc~. 

B. ISSUES OF AUTONOMY AND CONTROL 
q. 

The experiment in consolidated juvenile services attempted to. develop 

comprehensive county systems, through local planning processes, to 0..: 

manage different classes of juvenile offenders. 0 Funding sources 

were to, be. integrated, so that artificial program categories were not 

maintained Solely to me~t funding guidelines of federal; state or local 

jurisdictions. The monitor.ing process fo,r the pilot r,Jrojec"t gave a 

m~jqr role to .the DJR r~gional administrator. 
\:') 

'~~ 

(I 

y . 
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Difficulties in the operation of this process created some impediments 

to an effective community-based system at the county level. Thre\s issues 

arose between DJR regional administrators and county directors: 

1. the direction ,of community-based corrections funded with st'ate 

dollars; 

-

2. the key program el~~ents that must be part of a consolidated 

juven i 1 e serv ices program; and 

3. data requirements to enSU1'e accountabil ity of state funds. 

1. The direct i on· of commun i ty-bitsed correcti ons : - -- .-' --- ...;..-...;...;..---.,;;~ 

The pilot project proviided wide latitude to the p~\rticipating counties in 

developing a community corrections "model". Program initiativE':s were under­

taken to serve most classes of offenders-- divertees, minor offenders, 

middle offenders and committable middle offenders. However, DJR did not 

require the counties to develop funding priorities, so there was little 

guarantee that th,e bul k of state and federal funds would be for services 

for more serious 6ffenders. Program comporients~~ to some extent, reflected 

this lack of a connection between expenditures and the seriousness of 

the criminal behavior of a targetedcliente;J,e.. Only in Spokane County' 

did program initiatives concentrate on committable offenders. 

The proposed community corrections standards, which may govern the pro­

cess through which state funds are to be allocated to the count,:jes, are 

ambiguous on the issue of setting highest priority for programs to serve 

-26-

committable offenders within their own communities.~/ During the pilot 

pr,~ject experienc,e, d~rect 1 inks were not establ ished between youths I 

criminal behavior and their involvement in stat'e~funded expanded 

detention and intensive supervision programs. When progr~ls do not 

primarily serve committable youth, appropriate sanctions should be 

provided in the contracts. 

2. Key program components 

Key program elements -- diagnostic, expanded detention, intensive super­

vision and individualized services -- have assisted in realizing the 

,~bjectives of the pilot project. Where all program elements have been 

present, as in Spokane County, DJR institutional commitments have been 

reduced. In this sense, the pilot project offers guidelines for future 

expansion of community corrections. 

Development of key program components involves a consensus between the 

Division of Juvenile Reh~bilitation and participating counties on general 

functions, not on the details of program operations. For example, an 

intensfve supervision component, that closely monitors behavior and 

effects a transition to the community, maybe operated differently and 

have different elements in each cOljnty. Whether the program is a court 
o 

operation or a private undert·aking, a day program that emphasi~es 1 ife 
,.' 
'" 

97hCo~p'eted Community Corrections Standards", DivisioJl. of Juvenile 
(,'r c 

Retfabil itation Memo, February 2, 1981. 
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skills, vocational skills, etc. are program details that can be left 

to the counties. The pilot proj~ct has shown that an absence of 

consensus on both key program components and quantifiable program 

measutes can lead to situations where DJR staff may become overly 

involved in daily program operations. 

3. Data requirements 

During the pilot project phase, client-based data were not reported to 

the DJR~regional administrators. The regional administrators did not 

receive training in how to set quantifiable program perfornlance measures 

or how to evaluate quantitative data on a periodic basis. In many 

instances, identifying clients who received services through the 

pilot project proved to be difficult. Th'is evaluation developed out,.:-
" 

come measures based upon cli~nt data collected retrospectively from court 
1/ \-\ ~) 

records andfi 1 es. ~iIt provides examples of''''iTuw such measures can be 

used in progr'am eval uat ion. 
,~ 

\1 

C. CONNECTION BETWEEN SE'fWICES AND PERFOHMANCE GOALS 

(/ 
The Juvenile Justice Act of 1977 established a direct connection between 

youths I adjudicated criminal behavfor and sanctions ordered by juvenile 

courts. Sentencing a juvenile to an institution, ordering counseling, or 

setting community service hours are sanctions for criminal behavior. 

-28-

Juvenile court services and DJR institutions exist primarily to carry 

out court orders, not to provide social services. 

'<)~? 
During the pilot project, a 1 ink between youths I criminal behav'ior arid 

the nature of court-ordered services was not always established. Two 

examples stand out. First, it has become established practice in pro-

i\. grams for juvenile offenders to set up substantial ,and occasionally 

expensive, recreation components. In some cases, this takes the form 

of establishing links between individual offenders and existing commun­

ity programs -- providing memberships or creating a network between court 

services and community groups. In other cases, however, court services 

may set up their own recreation programs, Where the participants are 
o 

exclusively juvenile offenders. Expenditures for these programs have 

been considerable, as 7~aff have been hired or contracts negotiated. 
~ "\ 

This has occurred despite analyses that demonstrate that recreation 

programs alone have little or no impact on decreasing criminal behavior.l0/ 

Secor.<ii' counsel ing may be provided for adjudicated offenders who remain 
\'-' 

.,...,.-,..,...--:::-_-;---:::-....l(,~) ,_ 

lD/See Dennis Rom"ig, Justice for Our Children: An ExaminatiorV of Juvenile 

Delinquent Rehabilitatio'n Programs (Lexington, Mass.: D.C. Heath, 1978), 

pp. 97-99. Romig's review of treatment programs is limited to a summary 

of the use of Outward Bound 'to effect change among de-l inquents. The 

myth that recreation and athletic programs themselves will "cure" delinquent 

behavior continues. 
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in the community. This counseling may be provided as a response to 

various "needs". determined in the diagnostic process. As a result, 

the focus of the counsel.ing may be very general, rather than tied 

touspecific criminal behavior and goals of altering that behavior. 

The current Juvenile Justice Act relates the use of community supervision 

to the severity of youths' criminal behavior. Setting priorities in 

awarding contri::cts and establishing appropriate monitoring procedures 

could have promoted' a stronger connection between services ordered 

for youth and anticipated performance goals. The experimental phase 

of community corrections has illustrated directions that can De modified 

in future extens ions of these programs,. 
\1 

, () 
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IV. SUMMARY AND RECO~IMENDATIONS 

A major legislative intent in allocating funds for consolidated juvenile 

services at the community level has been to assist the counties in reducing 

their commitments of juveni1e offenders to DJR institutions. This evalua-

tion showed that counties which place priorities on services for commit-

table middle offenders will most likely have fewer DJR institutional com-

mitments. Expanded forms of local detention and intensive ~cmmunity 
'/ 

supervision were key program elements in achieving this objective. 

Community progiams for committable offenders are also less costly than 

institutional confinement. 

Key pr9gram issues have resulted in three general recommendations if 

consol'idated juvenile services are to be continued. 

" 

A. SETTING PRIORITIES 

I.Settin9_ ~definite and clear pol icy: 

In the pilot project phase, counties \'Jere given free reign to develop their 
/, 

own program,initiatives. Now, h~wever, prioritles need to tie established 

.by DJR. A specific pol icy should indt,cate that state and federal funds 
J 

are pr,imarily for committable offenders and for programs that are alterna-
" 

tives to state institutions for these offenders. SinCE! deteryt::"ion and 
"' ..... 1 

intensive community supervision are logical alternatives for committable 

off,enders, the counties might b~gin their programs with the~ Key el.ements. 

'-' 
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2. Developing quotas for program expenditures: 

'I d Counties that have targeted\ committable offenders have reduce 
, \. 

commit-

ments. The key program elements that have contributed to th~~ process 

should receive the bulk of state funds in any particular region. For: 

example, 60 nercent of the funds could De reserved for expanded l~cal 
:.\ 

detention and intensive forms of supervision. Other proportions of funds 

could be allotted to individual ized programs fm' other middle offender,s, 

with perhaps a third portion available in a discretionary category. Within 

\ 

~)} Q 

Q, 

() 

B. PROGRAM OPERATION 

The current Juvenile Justice Act requires some connection to be made 

between th6~ :terms of a court order and the seriousness of the adjudicated 

offense and the criminal history of the offender. ~eneral program guide­

lines should require that programs and service provision relate to the 

seriousness of offenders. Moreover, the extent -- and expense -- of 

these mandated services should bear some relationship to the seriousness 

of the offender, i.e., small expenditures for minor offenders and greater 

any particular region, categorical amounts could be established, with intervention with committable middle offenders. 

program appli.cations solicited from the counties for each category. If 

county "A" wanted to develop programs irl all three categories (committable 

offenaers, middle offenaers, and discretionary), the juvenile court admini­

strator would develop three project proposals. 

The smaller counties, with fewer offenders having a risk of being com­

mitt~d, could apply only in one or two of the three categories. Smaller 

counties may excel in providing more individual~ized services and may l)av~ 

a competitive edge over large, populous counties in this category. Con­

tracts for all of these program categories could specify quantitative 

p'erformance measures. Regional administrators would then be able to use 

these contrac t( specificat ions and guide'1 ii"j~s to evaluate program performance 
~ 0 "\ 
I', \\ 

on a quarterly basi(fo' Contract guidel in~:$ should state rewards for com-
. II \\ 

pliance ilnd sanctio'ns for non-compliance. 
1<\ 
\,1 

~ 
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C. MONITORING AND EVALUATING PROJECTS 

1. Defining quant'itative program indicators and outcome measures 

An absence of quantitative data regarding program performance often means 

that evaluation must rely on impreSSionistic data and case history informa­

tion. While the latter is valuable in providing case services, Itt cannot 

serve as!) an information base for program evaluation. Our evaluation of 
~ , 

the pilot project has suggested several outcome measure~that could be used 

in programeval uation. 

If state-funded, consolidated juvenile services place high priorities on 
o 

1\ programs' for committable offenders, successful operat,ion of these programs 

,should yield ~ewer DJR commitments. Decreased commitments should be a per­
~. 

formance measure, witi?r sanctions for a lack of performance specified in 
/) 
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the contract. Such sanctions should include diminished program funds 

available to counties for nonperformance. 

Comparative cost analyses should also be made part of ongoing program 

evaluation. In a given county, if committable offenders who are provided 

cOli1munity services cost more than if they had been committed to in.stitu­

tions, institutional commitments may be preferable. Obviously community 

treatment for some offenders may exceed institutional costs. The evaluation 

snould focu,~ on aggregate figures, not individual. deviations. 

For some grour~ of offenders, a specified recidivism rate may be an 
.j 

evaluative criterion. For example, prpgram interventions for offenders 

who are not committable should be assessed for effectiveness partly in 

terms of the recidivism of their cl,ient populations. 

2. Specifying dat4 requirements 

The pilot project required no tracking info~~lIation for community correc-
/ I ., 

" '. /! \> 
tions clients. Tnis lack of data maoe th~ij evaluation task difficult, as 

client information had to be reconstructed from files and Case dotes. 

Some, quantitative information mu§l::, be collected, reported to DJR and used 

to evaluate the impact of community programs. Data that focus on program 

participation, program cost;s and criminal behavior should be collected. 

-34-

3. ~onitori~ and Evaluation ~~ Regional Responsibility 

This evaluation was conducted by the DSHS Pto'gram Research and Evaluation 

Section. Iii the future, more of the data, collection associated with 

routine program monitoring should be done at the regional level. Using 

regional DJR staff as program evaluators will require additional training. 
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APPENDIX: DATA FOR COST ANALYSIS OUTCOME MEASURE 

For those youth included in the cost analysis, (precise program partic-
... /t 

ipation was documented. Information on the number of diagnostics, 

the number of days in detention, the number of months under supervision, 

the number/of weeks in Immersion (see Table A.I for definition), and the 

number of counseling sessions was collected. An attempt was made to 
>, >/ 

account for all services provided as part of the youth's court order. 
" 

Cost figures were developed in each county for each unit of service. 

Co.sts were thus estimated for the community treatment of all legally 

committable youth. 

Costs of hypothetical OJR institutional commitments were also developed. 

DJR costs refl"ect the'security level appropriate to each youth, the 

minimum term under the standard range, and the least expensive insti­

tutional setting for a particular secu~ity level. 
j 

These cost ,data are reported in the accomranying tables. 

o 

j Preceding page blank 
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Table A.1 

COST DATA -- COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS -- CORE SERVICES 

CSERVICE BENTON-FRANKLIN SPOKANE WALLA WALLA 
I:) 

1980 1981 1980 1981 19[;,0 1981 
$lll87' $1412 $906 $911 $1487 $1412 

~' • .:0: 

1- DIAGNOSTIC 
(per d i agnost ic) 

68 71 55 45 52 44 
2. DETENTION 

(per day) 
~ •• r; 

3125 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
3. INDEPENDENT LIVING 

(per client) 

N/A N/A 105 105 107 112 
4. IMMERSION* 

il I (per week) w 
co 
I 

87 87 105 105 77 77 
5. COMMUNITY SUPERVISION 

(per month) 

32 32 5 N/A N/A N/A 
6. COMMUNITY S,ERVICE 

(per session) 

N/A N/A U . 
/) 29/week 29/week 225/year 276/year 7. EDUCATION PROGRAM 

vari ab le 
1O-30/session 

vari ab le N/A' N/A 
10-30/session 

8. COUNSELING 

", 

living skills and recreational activities. 
/" 

*Immersion is a structured program ell)phasizing~'independent 
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A. MALES 

B. FEMALES 
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TABLE A.2 

COST DATA FOR DJR INSTITUTIONS 

~, 

SECURITY LEVEL 

1 

3,4 

5 

1,3,4 

5 

1.1 

() , 

PLACH~ENT 

INSTITUTION: 
(Green Hill, 
Maple Lane, 
or Echo Glen) 

Cl\r~p : 
(Naselle or 
Mission Creek) 

DJR Gro~p Home 

;/ 
iT 

!.~. 

(~ 
INSTITUTION: 
Echo Glen 

\',) 

DJR Group Home 
" ~-: 

t; 

1980 
COST 

$85/day 

$53/day 

$42/day 

$85/day 

$42/day 

1981 
COST 

$78/day 

$53/day 

$49/day 

$ 78/d,flY 

$49/day 
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