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~XECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Given existing levels of jail and prison overcrowding and the 
inherent risks to public safety posed by felony probation, it has 
been suggested that intensive supervision programs may be one of 
the most significant criminal justice experiments in the next 
decade. 

The goal of Virginia's Intensive Supervision Program is to offer 
an alternative to incarceration which protects the 'public safety 
and cost-effectively addresses identified offender needs in the 
least restrictive setting. It is designed as a community 
corrections option less costly and less restrictive than prison, 
yet providing stricter supervision and sanctions than 
conventional probation. Three pi~ot program began in 1985 
although most of the 19 programs were funded July 1, 1986, making 
the program. relatively new in Virginia. 

This is the first formal evaluation of the program. The project 
assesses the similarity of ISP clients to incarcerated offenders 
and analyzes cases terminated during FY 87. Major findings 
relate to: 

o ISP clients and incarcerated offenders; 
o Program activities of ISP terminated cases; 
o ISP case assignments; 
o Norfolk two-person model; and, 
o Comparison of successful and unsuccessful cases. 

The findings capture the experience of the program after 676 
clients were screened for participation during FY 1987. 
Approximately two-thirds (453) entered the program and 189 had 
terminated during that same period. 

ISP clients and incarcerated offenders 

ISP clients appeared similar to incarcerated offenders on the 
basis of descriptive comparisons of personal characteristics and 
current offenses. 

Program activities of ISP terminated cases 

Assuming ISP clients would have been incarcerated but for the 
program, their program activity suggests economic benefits to 
taxpayers and clients alike in that the majorlty of clients: 

o Were employed and 
o Utilized one or more community resources. 
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Additional economic benefits were derived from the more than 
one-third (36%) of the clients who had financial obligations and 
paid them, at least in part. 

Based on review of personal officer/client contacts, the level 
of contacts per client appeared high. 

ISP case assignments 

Analysis of case assignments reveals that: 

o Referrals to the program were primarily from existing 
probation/parole caseloads, although judges and the Parole 
Board have also utilized the program. 

o Most offenders assigned to the program met the criterion 
of moderately high or high risk, as established by the 
standard risk assessment instrument. 

o Approximately one-half of the offenders assigned were 
under supervision for the property offenses of burglary, 
larceny and fraud while another one-quarter were under 
supervision for robbery, rape and assault. 

Norfolk two-person model 

There appear to be some differences in the characteristics of 
cases assigned to the two-person model program in that: 

o A higher percentage of these clients were Black, male, or 
parolees; 

o Their average age was older; 

a A lower percentage had completed high school; and, 

o Referral was more often from court or the Parole Board. 

However, these differences may characterize the Norfolk offender 
population rather than other ISP case assignments. 

Also, a higher percentage of the Norfolk cases were terminated 
successfully. This finding should be interpreted with caution 
since it may be influenced by factors such as length of program 
operation. Programs in operation for longer periods of time may 
show higher percentages of successful outcomes due to reassignment 
to regular supervision or discharge from supervision. 

ISP Supervision Outcomes 

Findings support those frequently found in other studies of 

-ii-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 



) 

I 
i 

:.If . 
~ 

I 
\ 

~ 
~ 
J 

-II' i 
j 
~ 

II 
~ 

:.~.·I 1 
J 
~ . . 11 , , 
1 
~ . 
~ :, 
~ 

'I·· 1 , 

~ 1 . 

II··· • t 
: 
t 

• ~ 

fl· , 
i 
[ 

I 

• 
I 

community supervision programs: 

o Whites, females, older offenders, married offenders and 
those who completed high school were more often successful 
than other ISP clients; 

o Successful clients had lower average numbers of prior 
periods of probation and parole supervision. 

Differences between probationer and parolee outcomes may be 
summarized as follows: 

o Parolees had higher percentages of new felony and 
misdemeanor offenses; 

o Probationers had higher percentages of program 
terminations for technical violations and for absconding 
from supervision; and, 

o Overall, parolees had a slightly higher rate of success. 

Assuming the program diverts only those who would otherwise have 
occupied a jailor prison bed, the direct and indirect costs of 
incarceration hav~ been avoided for the 76 offenders who 
successfully completed the program. 

Answers to questions related to public safety, effectiveness with 
specific offender groups and impact on reducing recidivism remain 
inconclusive given the relative youth of the program. Strategies 
are o~fered to enhance the evaluation process as the program 
matures. 
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PROJECT SCOPE 

The Probation and Parol~ Support Services Manager in the Division 
of Adult Community Corrections requested that the Research and 
Evaluation unit: 

o Assess the similarity of Intensive Supervision Program 
(ISP) clients to incarcerated offenders; and, 

o Analyze ISP cases terminated during FY 1987. 

PROJ~CT BACKGROUND 

As a result of general appropriation funding made available 
July 1, 1986, the project requester anticipates legislative 
interest in evaluation findings during the 1988 session of. the 
General Assembly. 

Specifically included in the evaluation request is an assessment 
of the two-person model in Probation and Parole District 2 
(Norfolk). The two-person model features a surveillance officer 
teamed with a probation and parole officer and is grant-funded by 
the Department of Crimin"al Justice Services (DCJS ),. 

program evaluation is an integral part of ISP. Objectives stated 
in the Intensive Supervision Program Guide include the collection 
of precise data for comparative analyses and program evaluation. 

PROGRAM BACKGROUND 

Intensive supervision provides an incarceration alternative 
designed to protect public safety and cost-effectively address 
offender needs in a less restrictive setting. Increased 
supervision of selected offenders is matched with commun~ty 
resources to meet offender needs. The program provides an 
intermediate step between conventional probation/parole 
supervision and incarceration. 

Throughout the country, intensive supervision programs have 
generally been designed either to provide an incarceration 
alternative for probationers or to provide for early release of 
those already incarcerated. Virginia is somewhat unique in 
designing its intensive supervision program to serve both 
purposes. Either probationers or parolees who are 
administratively deemed in need of intense supervision may be 
assigned to the program. Additionally, a release component is 
built into the program through Parole Board referrals. 

Beginning in early 1985, three pilot caseloads were established in 
Lynchburg, Newport News, and Norfolk. In July, 1986, general 

-1-



appropriation funding for 16 additional intensive supervision 
officers enabled the program to expand. The expansion took place 
gradually as replacement officers were recruited and trained to 
take over the case loads of experienced officers who transferred to 
the Intensive Supervision program. Currently, the Intensive 
Supervision Program is operational in 17 probation and parole 
districts. . 

Intensive supervision officers are assigned smaller caseloads than 
regular probation and parole officers, with usually no more than 
20 offenders per caseload. Although one probation and parole 
manager has express~d the vie.w that the caseload minimum might be 
raised to 30 without harming the program, currently there are no 
plans to raise the limit. National authorities advocate strict 
caseload limits. 

The clients are referred from existing cas~loads, circuit courts, 
or the parole Board. Referrals from exi~ting caseloads are made 
at the point revocation proceedings are under consideration. The 
district screening committee, using case information and 
risk/needs assessments, selects the participants. Offenders whose 
numeric risk scores are 15 or greater (scores in the moderately 
high to high range) are targeted. After selection, a 
comprehensive supervision plan is developed and a monitorlng 
system initiated. 

This monitoring system provides for assessment of the progress of 
the offender as needed, but a formal review is made at least 
quarterly. The client is initially plac,d in the first of two 
program phases. If, after a minimum of three months, the client 
is responding positively to supervision, assignment to the second 
phase of the program may take place where he/she is supervised 
less intensely. 

After spending three to 12 months in the Phase 2, an offender who 
continues to respond positively will usually be reassigned to 
regular supervision, if his/her supervision period has not already 
expired. Options for dealing with an offender who is not 
responding positively in phase 2 include a return to phase 1, 
probation or parole revocation proceedings for technical 
violations or new felony or misdemeanor convictions, and, 
possibly, incarceration. 

During FY 87, 676 offenders were screened for program entry. 
Approximately two-thirds, or 453, of those screened were assigned 
to the program. Including the already active pilot caseloads, a 
total of 488 clients participated in ISP during the fiscal year. 
As of June 30, 1987, there were 299 active intensive supervision 
cases. 
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METHODOLOGY 

Consistent with progr~m objectives set forth by the Division of 
Adult Community Corrections in its ~tensive Supervision Program 
Guide (see Appendix A), the evaluation design for this project was 
linked to five major areas: 

o Similarity between ISP clients and incarcerated offenders; 

o Identification of program activities of ISP clients up to 
the time of their termination from the program: 

o Identification of characteristics of ISP case assignments; 

o Performance of the Norfolk two-person model program: and, 

o Comparison of successful and unsuccessful ISP cases. 

Following is a brief description of each of these areas. 

Similarity.Between ISP Clients and Incarcerated Offenders 

Since ISP serves as an incarceration alternative, the evaluation 
design .includes a compa!=ison of ISP clients whose ISP caSeS were 
terminated during FY 19&7 with three other offender groups. 
Pre-program data, principally current offense and personal 
characteristics, are the basis for the comparisons between: 

o ISP clients and new commitments to Department of 
Corrections (DOC) institutions; 

o ISP probationers and probation violators; and, 

o ISP parolees and parole violators. 

program Activities of ISP Clients 

Various program activities were examined in relation to the 
program objectives and standards. In order to assess compliance 
with the program objective of "decreasing costs to the taxpayer", 
both the number and percentage of clients employed while in the 
program were determined. Obligations owed and paid were analyzed 
while the client was being supervised in the community versus in 
prison. 

In order to assess the program objective of "increased focus on 
offenders' needs", the number of services purchased and community 
resources utilized were analyzed in terms of minimum, medium, and 
maximum level client needs (see Appendix C). 

Program standards address the number of contacts required per 
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month for various types of contacts, according to phase of the 
program. In order to estimate weether the standards were met, the 
average number of contacts by type were computed. Differences in 
number of contacts for successful and unsuccessful clients were 
evaluated to assess potential differences in the level of 
supervision provided. 

ISP Case Assignments 

In analyzing case assignments, the evaluation focus was to: 

o Develop a profile of ISP clients based on personal 
characteristics and current offense information; 

o Describe the types of offenses for which ISP clients 
were under supervision; 

o Examine the types of offenses for which moderate and low 
risk clients were assigned to the program, in viGW of the 
target population (see Appendix C); and, 

o Analyze risk and needs scores of probationers ~s 
compared to parolees and all ISP clients (see Appendices 
C and D). 

Two-person mode'l 

Characteristics of the 22 cases terminated from the two-person 
model were compared to to those of the remaining ISP 
terminated cases. Types of characteristics compared include' 
personal characteristics, current offense, risk/needs scores, and 
case outcomes. 

Comparison of Successful and Unsuccessful Cases 

A final evaluation objective was to determine the kinds of cases 
in which ISP clients successfully completed the program: 

o Successful terminations were defined as cases closed due 
to the client's reassignment to regular supervision or 
discharge from supervision; 

o Unsuccessful terminations ~ere defined as cases closed due 
to technical violations, new misdemeanor convictions, 
felony convictions, or the clients' absconsion; and, 

o Cases terminated because of transfer to another district 
or for other reasons comprise a small group which was 
classified as "other". 

I 
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By these definitions, there were 75 successful and 96 unsuccessful II 
clients. The remaining 18 clients comprised the "other" group. 
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In order to highlight the differences between successful and 
unsuccessful terminations, some analyses exclude the 18 clients 
terminated for "other" reasons. 

Success rates for case terminations were calculated by offense, 
offense type, and client characteristics. Rates were derived by 
dividing th~ number of successful case terwinations by the 
combined total of successful and unsuccessful case closings. 
Findings related to profiles of successful and unsuccessful 
clients or success rates may be influenced by differing periods of 
operation of programs in the various districts. 

Data Collection 

The source of data for Intensive Supervision clients are the Case 
Summary Report (see Appendix C), completed by the intensive 
supervision officer for each case closing during FY 1987. Data 
regarding DOC new commitments, probation violators and parole 
violators are extracted from the Pre/Post Sentence Investigation 
(PSI) data base. 

The comparlson groups are comprised of only those offenders who 
were sentenced between July 1, 1986, and June 30, 1987, from one 
of the 21 courts where Intensive Supervision programs are in 
operation. Current offenses were .classified as either person, 
property, drug or other. 

The Case Summary Report includes information from the risk 
assessment instrument. This instrument is widely-utilized by 
probation and parole staff to determine a client's level of 
community risk. categories of risk (and score ranges) are: low 
(0-7), moderate (8-14), moderately high (15-24) and high (25 and 
above). 

Needs assessment information is also included on the summary 
reports. The needs assessment instrument is likewise used by 
field staff to determine a client's level of needs. Categories 
(and score ranges) are: minimum (0-14), medium (15-29) and 
maximum (30 and above) . 

Data Analysis 

Case Summary Reports provide the basis for describing and 
analyzing terminated cases. These reports have been edited by 
Research and Evaluation staff to ensure that the data were as 
complete and consistent as possible and ready for data entry. 
Intensive supervision officers were contacted periodically to 
help ensure consistency in reporting. 

Although the Case Summary Report includes several items 
pertaining to offender prior record, attempts at reconciling 
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conflicting data revealed reporting discrepancies on prior 
convictions data; some officers included juvenile offenses while 
others reported only adult convictions. Therefore, prior 
convictions data has not been analyzed. 

Also, PSI data, used for comparing ISP clients and 
incarcerated offenders, was not compatible with information 
from the Case Summary Report. This precluded comparison of 
criminal record information. 

However, for purposes of comparing successful and 
unsuccessful cases, information on offenders' youth record, as 
well as prior.periods of probation and parole supervision, were 
determined reliable for data analysis. 

Also, criminal history data intended for comparisons between IS? 
clients and incarcerated offenders were not compatible with 
criminal. hi story data from the Case Summa ry Report. De ta drawn 
from the Pre/Post Sentence Investigation (PSI) automated data base 
are used fo~ comparisons on personal characteristics, but 
incompatibility to Case Summary Report prior record information 
precluded their use in analysis of offender criminal history. 
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FINDINGS: ISP CLIENTS & INCARCERATED OFFENDERS 

If ISP serves as an alternative to incarceration, ISP clients 
should be similar to new commitments. When these two groups were 
compared in terms of the personal characteristics of race, sex, 
age, educational level and marital status, they showed 
similarities. The current offenses for which offenders were under 
supervision were categorized and compared, and again, the groups 
showed similarities. 

Since ISP includes both probationers and parolees, differences 
between them could expected. Therefore, ISP probationers were 
compared to probation violators and ISP parolees to parole 
violators. Some differences were consistent with conventional 
knowledge about community supervision programs. For instance, a 
higher percentage of parolees were Black males under supervision 
for person offenses. On the average, parolees tended to be older 
than probationers. 

All groups-- probationers, probation violators, parolees and 
parole violators-- appeared similar in many respects. For 
example, educational level was not a distinguishing 
characteristic. Current offense comparisons were problematic due 
to the majority of probation violators' offenses falling into the 
"other" category. 

Specific findings in this section are presented as comparisons in 
the following order: 

o ISP Clients and DOC New Commit~ents; 

o ISP Probationers and Probation Violators; and, 

a ISP Parolees and Parole Violators. 
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Comparison: DOC New Commitments (See Table I.) 

In comparing ISP clients and new commitments to the Department of 
Corrections: 

o There was very little difference between ISP clients and 
new commitments on the variables of race and age. 

o A lower percentage of ISP clients than new commitments: 

were married; 
had completed high school; and, 
were convicted of drug offenses. 

o A higher percentage of ISP clients than new commitments 
were: 

convicted of person offenses; and 
convicted of property offenses. 

Table I: COMPARISON OF ISP CLIENTS AND DOC NEW COMMITMENTS 
ON PERSONAL AND OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS 

RACE (Black) 

SEX (Male) 

AVERAGE AGE 

HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 

MARRIED 

CURRENT OFFENSE 

PERSON 
PROPERTY 
DRUG 
OTHER 

ISP 
(N=189) 

97 (51.3%) 

163 (86.2%) 

Mean:::: 28.1 

49 (25.7%) 

28 (14.8%) 

48 (25.4%) 
100 (52.9%) 

28 (14.8%) 
13 ( 6.9%) 

-8-

NEW COMM!TMENTS 
(N=6091) 

3222 (52.9%) 

5092 (83.6%) 

Mean = 28.9 

2363 (38.8%) 

1163 (19.1%) 

1310 (21. 5%) 
2966 (48.7%) 
1261 (20.7%) 

554 ( 9.1%) 



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

Comparison: Probation Violators (See Table II.) 

In comparing ISP probationers to probation violators: 

o The average age was approximately the same for ISP 
probationers and probation violators. 

o A lower percentage of ISP probationers than probation 
violators! 

were Black; 
were male; and, 
had completed high school. 

o A higher percentage of ISP probationers than probation 
violators were convicted of: 

person offenses; 
property offenses; and, 
drug offenses. 

The majority of probation violators who fell into the "other 
offenses" category were convicted of probation violation. 

-------------------------------------------------------------~----
Table II: COMPARISON OF ISP PROBATIONERS AND PROBATION VIOLATORS 

ON PERSONAL AND OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS 

ISP PROBATIONERS PROBATION VIOLATORS 
(N=106) (N=802) 

RACE (Black) 49 (46.2%) 446 (55.6%) 

SEX (Male) 91 (86.2% ) 703 (87.7% ) 

AVERAGE AGE Mean = 27.8 Mean = 27.9 

HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 23 (21.6%) 243 (30.4% ) 

MARRIED 17 (16.0%) 104 (13.0%) 

CURRENT OFFENSE 
PERSON 21 (19.8%) 76 ( 9.5%) 
PROPERTY 65 (61.3%) 250 (31.2%) 
DRUG 15 (14.2%) 53 ( 6.6%) 
OTHER 5 ( 4.7%) 423 (52.7%) 

-9-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



il 

II , 
~ 

'I 

Comparison: Parole Violators (See Table III.) 

In comparing ISP parolees to parole violators: 

o The average age of ISP parolees was younger than that of 
parole violators; 

o The ratio of males to females was very similar for ISP 
parolees and parole vio~ators; 

o Approximately the same percentage of ISP parolees and 
parole violators were married; 

o A lower percentage of ISP parolees than parole violators: 

were Black; and, 
were convicted of property offenses. 

o A higher percentage of ISP parolees than parole violators: 

completed high school; 
were convicted of person offenses; and, 
were convicted of drug offenses. 

T.able III: COMPARISON OF ISP CLIENTS AND PAROLE VIOLATORS 
ON PERSONAL AND OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS 

ISP PAROLEES PAROLE VIOLATORS 
(N=83) (N=197) 

RACE (Black) 48 (57.8%) 154 ( 7 8 .2% ) 

SEX (Male) 78 (94.0% ) 189 (95.9% ) 

AVERAGE AGE Mean = 28.4 Mean = 30.5 

HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 25 (30.1%) 52 (26.3%) 

MARRIED 11 ( 1 3 . 3 % ) 27 (13.7% ) 

CURRENT OFFENSE 
PERSON 27 (32.5%) 46 (23.4%) 
PROPERTY 35 (42.2% ) 109 (55.3%) 
DRUG 13 (15.7% ) 23 (11.7%) 
OTHER 8 ( 9.6%) 19 ( 9.6% ) 
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FINDINGS: PROGRAM ACTIVITIES OF ISP TERMINATED CASES 

Findings indicate that a majority' of ISP clients were employed 
full time while in the program. The majority of clients owed 
costs and over one-third of those paid all or part of the costs 
owed. Fewer clients owed fines, restitution, and community 
service hours. Services purchased reflect not only program 
activities to meet offender needs, but also costs of the program. 
Although more services were purchased for more successful clients, 
this may reflect the longer period of time spent in the program by 
successful clients. 

The level of community resource utilization was directly related 
to the assessed level of offender need regardless of the success 
in termination. The percentage of clients in the maximum need 
category for whom at least one community resource is utilized was 
higher than that of medium needs clients, which, in turn, was 
higher than minimum needs clients. 

Program standards pertain to the number and type of contacts 
required. ~he findings indicate that, in general, the required 
number of personal, contacts was exceeded. Data was less clear for 
the average number of record checks, employment contacts and other 
contacts'. 

Specific findings in this section are presented iQ the following 
order: 

o Employment; 

o Obligations; 

o Services purchased; 

o Community Services Utilization; and, 

o Client Contacts. 

-11-
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Employment (See Table IV.) 

Of the 189 clients terminated from the program in FY 87, 122 (or 
65%) were either employed full time or in training. 

Table IV: TERMINATED CLIENTS EMPLOYED OR IN TRAINING FULL TIME 
WHILE IN ISP PROGRAM 

STATUS Number Percent 

Full time employment 109 58 
Training in lieu of a job 13 7 

Full time employment 
and/or training 122 65 

Obligations (See Table V.) 

Of the 189. ISP terminated cases in which clients owed obligations: 

o The most frequent type of obligation owed was costs (59%, 
or 111 of 189 clients). 

o Fines were the least frequent type of obli~ation 6wed (3%, 
or 5 of 189). 

o Community service hours constituted the most frequently 
paid type of obligation (70%, or 7 of 10). 

o The type of obligation least frequently paid was 
restitution (29%, or 11 of 38). 

Table V: OBLIGATIONS OWED AND PAID BY CLIENTS 
AT TIME OF ISP TERMINATION 

OBLIGATION OWED PAID 
N=189 (all or part) 

Fines 5 ( 3 % ) 2 (40% of 5 ) 

Costs 111 ( 59 % ) 42 (38% of 111) 

Restitution 38 (20% ) 11 (29% of 38) 

Community Servo Hours 10 ( 5 % ) 7 (70% of 10) 

Supervision Fees * 43 (23% of 189) 

* No data were collected on supervision fees owed 
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Services Purchased (See Table VI.) 

Services were purchased in 23 (or 12%) of the 189 terminated ISP 
cases for: 

a 9% (9 of 96) of the unsuccessfully terminated clients; 
and, 

a 19% (14 of 75) of the successfully terminated clients. 

The number of clients for whom services were purchased and the 
dollar amount of services purchased was greatest for the medium 
needs category (the largest category of need for both unsuccessful 
and successful clients). 

Table VI: NUMBER CLIENT SERVICES PURCHASED BY NEEDS CATEGORY 
AND STATUS AT TIME OF ISP TERMINATION 

Total 
It $ 

Successful (N=75) 

. 14 $1856 

Unsuccessful (N=96) 

9 $1005 

Maximum 
It $ 

4 $ 414 

2 $ 330 

Medium 
It $ 

9 $1309 

7 $ 675 

Community Resources Utilization (See Table VII.) 

Minimum 
It $ 

1 

o 

$133 

$ 0 

Utilization of community resources occurred in 171 (90%) of the 
189 terminated IS? cases: 

o A higher percentage of maximum need clients utilized one 
or more community resources within both the successful and 
unsuccessful groups. Thus, the percentage of utilization 
of one or more community resources was directly related to 
need categories; 

a The percentage of all successful clients utilizing one or 
more community resources was identical to that of 
successful clients in the medium need category; and 

a Similarly, the percentage of all unsuccessful clients 
utilizing one or more community resources was identical to 
that of unsuccessful clients in the medium need category. 
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------------~-----------------------------------------------------
Table VII: COMMUNITY RESOURCES UTILIZED BY CLIENTS BY NEEDS 

CATEGORY 

All 
Need Maximum Medium Minimum 
Categories Need Need Need 

if % if % # % # % 

Successful (N=74: Score not recorded for one client) 

N=ll N=43 N=20 

58 77 10 91 33 77 14 70 

Unsuccessful (N=96) 

N=21 N=57 N=18 

76 79 20 95 12 79 11 61 

Client Contacts (See Table VIII.) 

Comparing the frequency of client contacts between unsuccessful 
and successful ISP terminations: 

o The average number of personal contacts per client per 
month was higher for successful than unsuccessful clients. 

o For both successful and unsuccessful clients, the average 
number of personal contacts per client per month met that 
required for Phase 1 participants (one to five personal 
contacts each week). 

Table VIII: AVERAGE CLIENT CONTACTS PER MONTH BY STATUS 
AT TIME OF ISP TERMINATION 

Status 

Successful 
Unsuccessful 

Personal 

5.7 
4.2 

Records 

0.4 
0.2 

-14-
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1.7 
0.7 
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FINDINGS: ISP CASE ASSIGNMENTS 

Approximately one-quarter of the committing offenses of ISP 
clients were person offenses, including murder, rape and robbery. 
The majority of committing offenses were the property offenses of 
burglary, larceny, and fraud. 

The data were analyzed by more specific offense categories and 
presented by spreadsheet. The majority of offenses in all offense 
categories were committed by males and were referred from existing 
probation and parole caseloads. with the exception of robbery, 
the majority of clients for each offense category were 
probationers. 

Clients convicted of sex offenses other than rape had the lowest 
average risk score and the highest average age. They also had the 
highest percentage of high school completion. Clients convicted 
of robbery had the highest percentage for youth record and the 
highest percentage of parolees. The offense category with the 
highest percentage of females was fraud. 

There were 27 clients whose risk scores fell in the low and 
moderate risk categories, and thus, not in the target range. 

When riik and needs scores of clients were analyzed, the average 
risk score of parolees was higher; however, the average needs 
score of probationers was higher. Whereas the majority of the 
risk scores for both probationers and parolees were in the 
moderately high to high categories, the majority of needs scores 
for both groups were in the medium needs category. 

Specific findings in this section are presented in the following 
order: 

o Committing Offenses; 

o Offenses and Client Characteristics; 

o Risk Scores and Offenses; and, 

o Risk Scores and Needs Scores. 

-15-
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Committing Offenses (See Table IX.) 

Of the 188 committing offenses attributed to the ISP clients: 

o Larceny and burglary were reported as the most frequently 
committed offenses; and 

o Larceny and burglary offenses each comprise approximately 
one-fifth of all the offenses. 

Table IX: COMMITTING OFFENSES FOR ALL CLIENTS 
WHO TERMINATED ISP PROGRAM DURING fY87 

OFFENSE 

Murder 
Rape 
Robbery 
Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Arson 
Sex 
Fraud 
Narcotics 
Probation Violation 
License 
Telephone 
Trespass 
Weapon 
Driving wi Intoxicated 

NUMBER 

2 
11 
25 
10 
39 
41 

2 
2 

18 
28 

3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

188* 

PERCENTAGE 

1.1 
5.9 

13.3 
5.3 

20.7 
21. 8 
1.1 
1.1 
9.6 

14.9 
1.6 
1.6 
o . 5 
0.5 
o . 5 
0.5 

100.0 

* One client offense missing--percentages based on N=188. 

Offenses and Client Characteristics (See Table X.l 

A sense of the population represented by 171 terminated intensive 
supervision clients is presented with current offense as a useful 
point of reference in distinguishing patterns of client 
characteristics: 

Race -- Blacks accounted for the majority of ISP clients whose 
primary committing offense was either murder (only one), rape, 
robbery, burglary, larceny or arson (only one). 

Whites accounted for the majority of ISP clients whose committing 
offense was either a sex offense (other than rape), assault, 
narcotics offense or fraud. 
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CHARACTERISTIC 
====~==~==~==~=== 

RACE 
Black 

Non-black 

SEX 
Male 

Female 

AVERAGE AGE 

lIVG EDUC YEARS 

MARITAL STATUS 
Mailled 
Single 

AVG RISK SCORE 

YOUTH RECORD 
No 
Yes 

REfERRAL SOURCE 
Courl 

Parole BOilrd 
Existing Client 

nPE OF CL 1 ENT 
Probation 
Parole 

- - -

MURDER 

1 (100'11,) 

o (0 01 

I (100 0) 
o (0 0) 

32 0 

10 0 

o (0 O) 

(100 01 

24 0 

(100 0) 

o (0 01 

o (0 0) 

o (0 0) 

(100 0) 

(100 0) 

o (0 01 

-

========== 
RAPE 

========== 

6 (54 5';1,) 

5 (45 5) 

II (100 0) 
o (0 0) 

30 1 

9 7 

1 <11\ Z) 

9 (81 8 ) 

Z6 2 

6 (S( 5) 

5 (45 5) 

4 (36 4) 

o (0 0> 
7 (63 6) 

8 (12 7) 

:; (27 3) 

- -

1'~ble X 

========== 
ROBBERY 

========::::= 

18 (75 0'4) 

6 (25 0) 

23 (95 6) 
I (4 2) 

29 7 

9 7 

5 \20 8) 

19 (79 2 I 

30 0 

6 (25 0 I 

16 (75 0) 

I (4 2) 

(> (2:; 0) 

17 (70 8) 

3 (12 51 

21 (67 5) 

ISP CLIENT OFfENSES BY CASE CHARACTERISTICS 
fOR CLIENTS WHO TERMINATED DURING FY67 

========== 
ASSAULT 

:; (33 3%) 

6 (66 7) 

7 (17 6) 

Z I:' 2 :!) 

27 8 

9 5 

1 (II I) 

8 (88 9) 

33 7 

5 (55 61 
4 (44 4) 

2 (22 2) 

(II II 

6 (66 71 

7 (77 8) 

2 (22 2) 

========== 
BURGLARY 

=======:=== 

20 (57 I,..) 
15 (42 9) 

34 (97 I) 

(2 9) 

25 5 

9 ~ 

5 (14 :;) 

~~O (85 71 

25 9 

\'I (40 0) 

21 (60 0) 

5 (14 31 

7 (20 0) 

23 (65 71 

18 ('5 i 4) 

17 (48.6) 

::========= 
LARCENY 

===~==:;::=== 

21 (58 3%) 

15 (41 7) 

30 (S3 3) 
6 (16 7) 

27 4 

9 

2 (5 6) 

34 (94 4) 

H 7 

13 (36 II 

23 (63 9) 

13 (36 I) 

7 119 «) 
16 (44 0:.) 

27 (750) 

9 (25 0) 

=========:= 
ARSON 

===:::.=====:= 

I (IOO~) 

o (0 0") 

(100 0) 
o (0 () 

33 0 

7 0 

o 10 0) 

I (100 0) 

31 0 

o (0 0 I 

I (100 0) 

II 00 0) 

o (0 0) 
o (0 0) 

I (100 0) 
o (0 0) 

- - - - - - - -

SEX 
==::::::===;:-: 

o (0 0..,) 

2 (100 0) 

2 (lOO 0 I 
o (0 0) 

37 5 

8 5 

(50 0) 
(50 0) 

17 0 

2 0 

(50 0) 

(50 01 

o (0 0) 
o (0.0) 
2 (100 0) 

-

========:= 
fRAUD 

====::;::;===== 

7 (43 8 'AI I 
9 (56.:; I 

10 (62.5) 

6 (37 5) 

26 8 

10 6 

2 112 5) 

14 (87 5) 

24 9 

6 I 

10 (62 5) 
6 (17 5) 

(6.3) 
a (0 0) 

15 (93.8) 

- -

NARCOTICS 

10 (38 5~) 

16 ltd 5) 

20 (83 3) 

4 116 7) 

27 9 

10 0 

6 1 Z~{ I) 

20 (76 91 

21.1 

6 Z 

12 (46 2) 
i'S (53 8) 

6 (23 I) 
« (15 4) 

16 (61 5) 

- -
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Sex -- Male ISP clients accounted for the majority of committing 
offenses in all categories; the highest percentage of female 
offenders were found in the fraud category. 

Age -- The average client age ranged from 25.5 (burglary) to 37.5 
(sex offenses other than rape). 

Education -- A lower percentage of clients convicted of fraud, 
narcotics offenses, and murder (only one client) had completed 
high school. A higher percentage of clients convicted of sex 
offenses (other than rape) and arson (only one client) had 
completed high school . 

Risk Score -- Clients who committed a sex offense (other than 
rape) had the lowest average initial risk score. Clients with 
assault offenses had the highest average initial risk score. 

Youth Record -- The highest percentage of offenders with a youth 
record had committed a robbery. 

Referral Source --- Except for the categories of larceny and arson 
(only one cltent) the majority of the ISP clients were referred 
from existing probation and parole caseloads. 

Client Status -- Nearly nine out of 10 ISP clients whose 
committing offense was Robb~ry were parolees while probationers 
comprised the majority of all other offense categories. 

Risk Scores and Offenses (See Table XI.) 

Consideration of ISP clients whose risk scores were outside the 
target range shows: 

o The larceny category consisted of the highest number of 
ISP clients whose initial risk score fell into the Low 
Risk range of scores; 

o Larceny and narcotics offense categories consisted of the 
highest number of clients whose initial risk score fell 
into the low and moderate risk range; and 

0 A total of 27 clients had an initial risk score which fell 
into either the low or moderate risk range. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------
Table XI: LOW AND MODERATE CLIENT RISK SCORES BY OFFENSE 

FOR CLIENTS WHO TERMINATED ISP 

OFFENSE 

Robbery 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Sex 
Fraud 
Narcotics 
License 
Trespass 

LOW RISK 

1 
o 
5 
o 
2 
2 
o 
o 

TO 

MODERATE RISK 

1 
3 
2 
1 
3 
5 
1 
1 

17 

Risk Scores and Needs Scores (See Table XII.) 

A review of scores for the 106 probationers and 83 parolees shows~ 

a The average risk score of parolees was higher than that of 
probationers; 

-------------------------------------------------------------~----
Table XII: RISK/NEEDS SCORES AND PERCENTAGES FOR ISP 

PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES 

ALL PROBATIONER PAROLEE 
N=189 N=106 N=83 

RISK MEAN 25.6 23.8 28.0 
RANGE 0-52 0-52 6-48 

RISK CATEGORIES 

HIGH (25+) 104 (55.0%) 50 (47.2%) 54 (65.1 %) 
M.H. (15-24) 58 ( 3 0 .7) 3S ( 3 3 . 0 ) 23 (27.7) 
MOD (8-14) 17 ( 9 .0) 13 (12.3) 4 ( 4 .8) 
LOW (0-7) 10 ( 5 . 3 ) 8 ( 7 .5) 2 ( 2.4 ) 

NEEDS MEAN 22.6 23.5 21. 4 
RANGE 1-53 3-53 1-46 

NEEDS CATEGORIES: 

MAX (30+) 42 (22.3% ) 27 (25.5%) 15 (18.3%) 
MED (15-29) 106 (56.4) 59 ( 55 .7) 47 ( 57 .3) 
MIN (0-14) 40 (21. 3) 20 (18.9) 20 ( 2 4 .4) 

------------------------------------------------------------------
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o The range of risk scores was similar, for probationers and 
parolees; 

o Over 80% of the risk scores for both probationers and 
parolees were in the moderately high to high categories; 

o The average needs score of parolees was lower than that of 
probationers; 

o The range of needs scores was similar for probationers and 
parolees; and, 

o Over 80% of the needs scores for both probationers and 
parolees were in the medium needs category. 
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FINDINGS: NORFOLK TWO-PERSON MODEL 

A comparison between clients successfully terminating from the 
two-person surveillance model program and other ISP clients 
indicates that a higher percentage of the clients selected for the 
surveillance program were Black, male, older, parolees, clients 
with fewer number years of education, and clients referred by the 
court or Parole Board. They appeared to be more successful and a 
higher percentage of them were reassigned to regular supervision. 

Specific findings in this section are presented in the following 
order as comparisons between: 

o Termination Outcomes and 

o ~ase Characteristics. 

-21-
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Comparison: Termination outcomes (See Table XIII.) 

A review of the data available on the 22 terminations from the 
two-person model and the 149 other ISP terminations shows: 

a The majority of the two-person model cases were 
successfully terminated; and, 

a The majority of all other cases were unsuccessfully 
terminated. 

Table XIII: COMPARISON OF TWO-PERSON MODEL AND OTHER ISP CASES 
ON TERMINATION OUTCOMES 

SUCCESSFUL 

UNSUCCESSFUL 

TWO-PERSON MODEL 
(N=22) 

12 54.5% 

10 45.5% 

ALL OTHER ISP 
(N .. 149) 

63 42.3% 

86 57.7% 

NOTE: Excludes those who transferred or whose cases were 
terminated for -"other" reasons. 

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

Comparison: Case Characteristics (See Table XIV.) 

The two-person surveillance caseload consisted of 22 cases while a 
total of 167 cases were on the other ISP caseloads. A review of 
these two models shows that: 

a A higher percentage of two-person model clients were 
Black, male, parolees, and under supervision for person 
offenses; 

a The average two-person model client was older than the 
average ISP client; 

a A smaller percentage of two-person model than other ISP 
clients were high school graduates; 

a The average risk score and needs score were similar for 
two-person model cases and all other ISP clients; 

a A lower percentage of two-person model cases were referred 
from existing caseloads; 

o Only one client (4.5%) was terminated due to technical 
violation(s) and only one client (4.5%) was terminated for 
a new felony; and, 

-22-



a A higher percentage of two-person model clients 
were reassigned to regular supervision, possibly due the 
program's length of time in operation. 

------------------------------------------------------------~-----
Table XIV: COMPARISON OF TWO-PERSON MODEL AND OTHER ISP CLIENTS 

ON CASE CHARACTERISTICS 

Race (Black) 

Sex (Male) 

Average Age 

High School 
Graduate 

Married 

Offense Type 
Person 
property 
Drug 
Other 

Type of Client 
Probationer 
Parolee 

Average Risk 
Average Needs 

Referral Source 
Court 
Parole Board 
Existing Client 

Reason Terminated 
Reassigned 
Discharged 
New Felony 
New Misdemeanor 
Technical Vio-

lation Only 
Absconded 
Transfer 
Other 

Two-Person Model 
N = 22 

N 

17 

21 

3 

4 

% 

77.3% 

95.5% 

29.6 

15.8% 

18.2% 

8 36.4% 
9 40.~:i; 
3 13.6% 
2 9.1% 

11 50.0% 
11 50.0% 

Mean = 26.0 
Mean = 23.1 

7 
6 
9 

8 
4 
1 
4 

1 
4 
o 
o 

31. 8% 
27.3% 
40.9% 

36.4% 
18.2% 

4.5% 
18.2% 

4.5% 
18.2% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

-23-

All Other ISP 
N = 167 

N % 

80 

141 

45 

24 

47.9% 

84.4% 

27.8 

27.6% 

14.4% 

40 24.0% 
91 54.5% 
25 15.0% 
11 6.6% 

95 56.9% 
72 43.1% 

Mean = 26.5 
Mean = 22."5 

27 
26 

114 

30 
33 
14 
16 

31 
25 
10 

8 

16.2% 
15.6% 
68.3% 

18.0% 
19.8% 

8.4% 
9.6% 

18.6% 
15.0% 

6.0% 
4.8% 
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FINDINGS: COMPARISON OF SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL ISP CASES 

Profiles of successful and unsuccessful ISP cases were drawn from 
client characteristics and current offense data. 

The findings'indicate that a higher percentage of successful 
clients were older, completed high school and were under 
supervision for person offenses. The most evident difference 
between successful and unsuccessful clients appeared to be marital 
status. The percentage of married clients who successfully 
completed the program was seven times that of clients who were 
unmarried '(single, ,widowed, divorced). 

The successful clients also appeared to have had less extensive 
criminal histories, as this group had a a lower aveLage of prior 
periods of probation or parole supervision. 

The seven reasons for case termination were analyzed in terms of 
the clients' status as either probationer or parolee. Parolees 
had a higher percentage of convictions for new felony and 
misdemeanor offenses. They also were more 0ften discharged from 
supervision. A higher percentage of probationers were revoked for 
technical violations or for absconding. 

When a rate of successful termination was calculated by type of 
offense, tho~e under supervision for ~other~ offenses had the 
highest rate, while property' offenders had the lowest rate. 

Time spent in the program indicates the number of months not spent 
in a local jailor state prison. In FY 1987, successful clients 
were in the program approximately two months longer than 
unsuccessful clients. As the program continues in operation, this 
trend may continue. Successful cases already terminated may have 
been clients who entered the program close to their discharge 
date. 

A comparison of risk/needs scores between cases successfully and 
unsuccessfully terminated indicated little difference between 
scores of each type of case. 

Specific findings are presented in the following order: 

o . Personal and Offense Characteristics; 
o Supervision Status and Terminations; 
o Supervision Status and Outcomes; 
o Successful Outcomes and Offense Types; 
o Outcomes and Supervision Time; 
o Outcomes and Risk Scores; 
a Outcomes and Needs Scores; 
o Success Rates and Offenses; and, 
a Success and Selected Case Characteristics. 
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Comparison: Personal & Offense Characteristics (See Table XV.) 

A review of the 75 successful and 96 unsuccessful ISP cases 
indicates that: 

Race -- A higher percentage of Black than white clients were 
unsuccessfully terminated from ISP. 

Sex -- The ~atio of males to females was very similar for 
successful and unsuccessful clients. 

Age -- The average age of successful clients was 2.4 years older 
than that of unsuccessful clients. 

The percentage of 17-20 year old ISP clients successfully 
terminated from the program was considerably lower than the 
percentage who terminated unsuccessfully. 

Education -- A higher percentage of successfully terminated 
clients than unsuccessfully terminated completed high school. 

Marital status -- The percentage of married clients successfully 
terminated from the program was seven times that of those 
unsuccessfully terminated. 

Offense TYEe -- A higher percentage of offenders convicted of 
crimes against person were successful in completing the program 
than were unsuccessful." 

A lower percent~ge of offenders convicted of property offenses 
were successful in completing the program than were unsuccessful. 

Criminal History -- Clients who successfully terminated from the 
program had less extensive criminal records as evidenced by their 
lower average of: 

o Prior periods of probation supervision and 

o Prior periods of parole supervision. 
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Table XV: COMPARISON OF SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL ISP CLIENTS 

ON PERSONAL AND OFFENSE CHARACTERISTICS 

RACE (Black) 

SEX (Male) 

AVERAGE AGE 
17-20 
21-30 
Over 30 

HIGH SCHOOL GRAD. 

MARRIED 

OFFENSE TYPE 
PERSON 
PROPERTY 
DRUG 
OTHER 

AVERAGE PRIOR 
PERIODS OF pnOBATION 

AVERAGE PRIOR 
PERIODS OF PAROLE 

SUCCESSFUL 
N=75 

35 (46.7%) 

66 (88.0%) 

Mean == 29.1 
5 ( 6.8%) 

46 (62.2%) 
23 (31.1%) 

23 (30.7%) 

21 (28.0%) 

26 (34.7%) 
28 (37.3%) 
13 (17.3%) 

8 (10.7%) 

Mean == 0.8 

Mean == 0.3 

UNSUCCESSFUL 
N==96 

55 (57.3%) 

84 (87.5%) 

Mean == 26.7 
16 (17.6%) 
53 (58.2%) 
22 (24.2%) 

20 (20.0%) 

4 ( 4.2%) 

19 (19.8%) 
60 (62.5%) 
13 (13.5%) 

4 ( 4.2%) 

Mean == 1. 0 

Mean == 0.3 

Compari-son: Supervision Status and Terminations (See Table XVI.) 

A review of the 189 ISP termination cases indicates that: 

o A higher percentage of probationers than parolees: 

Were unsuccessful in completing the program; 
Were revoked for technical violations; and, 
Absconded from supervision; 

o Parolees had a higher percentage of convictions for new 
felony and misdemeanor offenses; 

o Of the 13 new felony convictions for which the offense is 
known, eight (62%) were property offenses, four were new 
person offense convictions (one kidnapping/ abduction, one 
assault and two robberies) and one was a drug offense. 
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----------------------------~-------------------------------------
Table XVI: ISP PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES BY TERMINATIONS IN FY87 

REASSIGNED TO REGULAR 
SUPERVISION 

DISCHARGED FROM 
SUPERVISION 

NEW FELONY CONVICTION 

NEW MISDEMEANOR 
CONVICTION 

REVOKED FOR TECHNICAL 
VIOLATION 

ABSCONDED 

TRANSFERRED 

ALL PROBATIONER 
N=189 N=106 

38 (20.1%) 23 (21.7%) 

37 (19.6) 15 (14.2) 

15 ( 7.9) 

20 (10.6) 

32 (16.9) 

29 (15.3) 

10 

8 

5 . 3 ) 

4 .2) 

8 7 .5) 

10 9.4) 

21 (19.8) 

21 (19.8) 

5 ( 4.7) 

3 ( 2.8) 

PAROLEE 
N=83 

IS (18.1%) 

22 (26.5) 

7 ( 8.4) 

10 (12.0) 

11 (13.3) 

8 

.5 

5 

9 .6) 

6.0) 

6.0) 

Comparison: Supervision Status and outcome (See Table XVII.) 

A higher percentage of parolee than probationer cases were 
successfully terminated. 

Table XVII: ISP PROBATIONERS AND PAROLEES BY TYPE OUTCOME 

ALL % PROBATIONER % PAROLEE 
N=189 N=106 N=83 

SUCCESSFUL (N=75-) 39.7 35.8 44.6 
UNSUCCESSFUL (N=96) 56.1 61. 4 49.4 
OTHER (N::18) 4.2 2.8 6.0 

Successful - Reassigned to regular supervision or discharged. 
Unsuccessful - Revocation or absconded. 

% 

Other - Transferred and other reasons for case termination. 
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Comparison: Successful outcomes and Offense Type (See Table 
XVIII.) 

A ranking of successful outcomes by offense type indicates that 
successfully terminated clients whose current offense was 
classified as "other": 

o Succeeded at a higher rate than the other three 
categories; and, 

o Succeeded more than twice as frequently as those whose 
offenses were classified as property offenses. 

------------------------------------------------------------------
Table XVIII: SUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES FROM ISP RANKED BY OFFENSE TYPE 

Total #Successfully Success 
number terminated rate 

Other 13 8 61. 5% 

Person 48 26 54.2% 

Drug 28 13 . 46.4% 

Property 100 28 28.0% 

TOTAL 189 75 39.7% 

Comparison: Outcomes and Supervision Time (See Table XIX.) 

Time spent in the Intensive Supervision Program represents time 
not spent occupying a bed in a local jailor state prison. A 
review of time spent in ISP supervision by outcomes shows that: 

o A total of 33,308 days, or 1,094 months were spent by the 
clients in the program, not in a jailor prison bed; 

o The 75 persons who successfully completed ISP did not 
occupy jailor prison bedspace for a total of 16,590 days, 
or 545 months, for an average of 221.2 days, or 7.3 months 
per client; and 

o The 96 clients who were unsuccessfully terminated from ISP 
and went on to occupy jail/prison bedspace delayed that 
occurrence for a total of 15,128 days, or 497 months. The 
average time spent in the program and not in a jailor 
prison bed was 157.6 days, or 5.2 months. 
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Table XIX: TIME SPENT IN INTENSIVE SUPERVISION BY OUTCOMES 

-CLIENT TYPE TOTAL DAYS #:CLIENTS X DAYS ---
SUCCESSFUL 15,590 75 221. 2 

UNSUCCESSFUL 15,128 96 157.6 

OTHER 1,590 18 88.3 

TOTAL 33,308 189 176.2 

Comparison: Outcomes and Risk Scores (See Figure I.) 

Grouping all ISP terminated cases into the four risk score 
categori~s indicates that: 

o There was little difference between successfully and 

Figure I: COMPARISON OF TERMINATED CLIENTS BY RISK CATEGORIES 
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unsuccessfully terminated clients in terms of risk 
categories; 

I 
I 
I 

a Risk scores of the unsuccessfully terminated group fell I 
into the high risk category more often than those of the 
successfully terminated group; and, 

a The majority of successful and unsuccessful clients' I 
scores were in the high risk category. . 

Comparison: Outcomes and Needs Scores (See Figure II.) 

Grouping all ISP terminated cases into the three needs score 
categories indicates that: 

a There was little difference between successfully and 
unsuccessfully terminated clients in terms of needs 
categories; 

a Needs scores of the unsuccessfully terminated group fell 
in~o the maximum needs category more often than those of 

Figure 
100 r II: COMPARISON OF ·TERMINATED CLIENTS BY NEEDS CATEGORIES 
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the successfully terminated group; 

o .Needs scores of the successfully terminated group fell in 
the minimum needs category more often than those of the 
unsuccessfully terminated group; and, 

o The majority of successful and unsuccessful clients' 
scores were in the medium needs category. 

Success Rates and Offenses (See Table XX.) 

Breaking down the 75 successful ISP clients by their committing 
offenses indicates that: 

o Rape and robbery offende's both completed the program 
successfully more than 60% of the time; 

o Although the numbers of offenders are small, clients whose 
committing offense was either telephone, trespass, weapon, 
or a sex offense other than rape were the more successful; 
and 

o While constituting only a small portion of the ISP client 
.group, clients whose commilting offenses were murder or 
arson wer~ unsuccessful i~ completing the program. 

Table XX: SUCCESS RATE OF ISP CLIENTS BY COMMITTING OFFENSES 

OFFENSE 

* Telephone, 
* Trespass, 
* Weapon 

Sex 
* License 

Rape 
Robbery 
Narcotics 
Assault 
Burglary 

* Probation 
Larceny 
Fraud 
Murder 
Arson 

NO. SUCCESSFUL 

3 
2 
2 
7 

15 
13 

4 
14 

Violation 1 
10 

4 
o 
o 

SUCCESS RATE (%) 

100.0 
100.0 

66.7 
63.6 
62.5 
50.0 
44.4 
40.0 
33.3 
27.8 
25.0 
0.0 
0.0 

* In other tables these offenses were summarized as "Other 
Offenses" due to small number and less serious offense. 
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Success and Selected Case Characteristics (See Table XXI.) 

A review of selected case characteristics of the terminated ISP 
'clients yields these findings: 

Race -- Blacks were somewhat less successful than those of other 
ra~es. 

Sex -- Femal.a were somewhat less successful than males. 

Race/Sex -- alack females were the least successful race/sex 
combination; white females were the most successful. 

Marital Status -- Married offenders were vastly more successful 
than single offenders. (Statistically significant-- (p<.Ol.) Race, 
sex and type of client were tested and found not significant; 
other data were not tested.] 

Table XXI: SUCCESS RATES OF CASES WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS 

TOTAL # NO. SUCCESSFUL RATE 

Race 
Black 90 . 35 38.9% 
Other 81 40 49.4% 

Sex 
Male 149 65 43.6% 
Female 20 8 40.0% 

Black Male 80 32 40.0% 
Black Female 10 3 30.0% 
White Male 69 33 47.8% 
White Female io 5 50.0% 

Marital Status 
Married 25 21 84.0% 
Single 146 54 37.0% 

Youth Record 
YES 96 36 48.0% 
NO 75 39 52.0% 

Referral Source 
Parole Board 26 14 53.9% 
Existing Caseload 111 49 44.1% 
Court 34 12 35.3% 

Type of Client 
Probationer 98 38 38.8% 
Parolee 73 37 50.7% 
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Youth Record -- Successful clients were almost equally divided 
between those with and without youth records. 

Referral Source Clients referred by the parole Board had the 
highest success rate; clients referred by the court had the lowest 
success rate. 

Client status 
probationers. 

Parolees succeeded at a higher rate than 
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CONCLUSIONS 

ISP Clients and Incarcerated Offenders 

Nationally about half of probationers are under supervision for 
felony offenses. In Virginia, felons comprise at least eight out 
of 10 probationers. Not surprising is the fact that offenders who 
have committed serious offenses were assigned to Intensive 
Supervision. During FY 1987, 488 of these offenders were 
participating clients, having been accepted into Intensive 
Supervision, primarily on the judgment that incarceration was 
imminent. 

Virginia's program also includes parolees at risk for 
re-incarceration or whose release from prison is contingent on 
acceptance into the program. These offenders have committed 
offenses serious enough to warrant incarceration. 

Approximately one-quarter of ISP clients whose cases were 
terminated in FY 1987 were under supervision for the person 
offenses of robbery, rape and assault; one half were under 
supervision for the property offenses of burglary, larceny and 
fraud. 

Despite the knowledge that serious offenders populate ISP 
caseloads, the current evaluation suggests but does not confirm 
that ISP operates as a true alternative to incarseration. The 
extent to which, based on key factors, ISP clients resemble 
incarcerated offenders versus offenders under conventional 
probation supervision would require more extensive comparable 
criminal history data and rigorous statistical analysis. 

ISP Client Program Activities 

Although the primary goal of the program is to offer an 
alternative to incarceration which protects public safety, a major 
objective is to decrease costs to taxpayers as a consequence of 
client employment and the maintenance of client family 
relationships. 

More than two-thirds of the ISP clients whose cases closed in FY 
1987 were employed or in a job-training program. It is more 
difficult to accurately portray the program's effect on the 
maintenance of family relationships. Although only 15% of the 
clients were married, a greater number of clients are likely to 
have dependents. Fines, costs, restitution, and supervision fees 
as well as community service hours represented cost benefits to 
taxpayers. 
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ISP Case Assignments 

Most of the referrals came from existing probation and parole 
caseloads, prior to the initiation of revocation proceedings. The 
program was also utilized by judges and the Parole Board. The 
majority of offenders selected for participation were among the 
targeted population of offenders whose risk scores were moderately 
high to high as defined by the standard risk assessment 
instrument. Offenders with high needs scores or those in 
jeopardy of probation revocation may account for some of the 27 
low or moderate risk clients accepted into the program. 

Two-Person Model 

The grant-funded Norfolk program, which features a surveillance 
officer teamed with an intensive supervision officer, was of 
particular evaluation interest. with the exception of this 
program, guidelines assure similar program design and operation in 
all the districts where ISP is operational. 

There appears to be some differences in the characteristics of 
cases assigned to the two-person model. A higher percentage were 
Black, male, parolees, older and had less often completed high 
school. Also, a higher percentage were referred from court or the 
Parole Board. 

Those findings should, however, be considered preliminary. 
Although this analysis indicated a somewhat higher success rate," 
there were only 22 case closings. Additionally, there is reason 
to believe that this finding was influenced by the length of time 
the program has been in operation. This interpretation IS derived 
from the relatively high percentage of cases reassigned to regular 
supervision. The percentage of such cases for all other ISP 
programs was 18%, whereas in this program, 36% were reassigned. 
Although the the program obtained grant-funding for the 
surveillance officer position in April, 1986, the pilot program 
had been in operation since the spring of 1985. 

ISP Supervision Outcomes 

Noteworthy are findings related to successful completion of the 
program. For th~ most part, findings are consistent with those of 
other state and national studies: white females, older offenders, 
those who completed high school, married, or those whose criminal 
records were shorter more often completed the program 
succeSSfully. 

Findings related to client status as probationer or parolee were 
less straightforward. Although the success rate for parolees was 
slightly higher than that of probationers, parolees had a higher 
percentage of new felony and misdemeanor convictions. A higher 
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percentage of probationers, however, underwent revocation 
procedures for technical violations or for absconding from 
supervision. 

Several factors may account for the higher success rate of 
parolees. First, the average length of time in the program was 
shorter for parolees than probationers (5.4 months compared to 6.6 
months). Second, there are subtle differences in revocation 
standards for probationers and parolees .. The Parole Board is 
consistent in requiring strong "show cause" evidence prior to 
revocation; there is more variation in probation revocations. 

Comparison 'of current analysis findings and those of a recent DOC 
study of the Community Diversion Incentive program (COr) may be of 
management interest. The cor study, entitled predicting Success 
in a Post-Sentencing Diversion Program: The Virginia Community 
Diversion Program, found that older, married offenders succeed in 
the program at a higher rate. In contrast, however, is the 
finding that of the four possible race/sex categories, Black 
females were the most likely to succeed (67%). According to 
findings of the current ISP analysis, Black females were the least 
likely to succeed (30%). Also, the cor study found offenders 
convicted of fraud offenses to be the most successful (79%), 
whereas the current analysis found these offender~ to be among the 
least successful (25%). This finding suggests differential 
program effectiveness with certain offender types. 

At this time, the program's impact on recidivism cannot be 
determined. Although funding for the program became available 
July I, 1987, start-up activities delayed full implementation by 
several months. As a result, the program has not been fully 
operational for an entire year. Based on a trend identified in 
the three pilot programs, offenders often participate in the 
program for more than a year. 

Also, the Case Summary Report is prepared upon case closing; but 
the criminal justice processing of an offender with new charges 
may not be complete upon case termination. According to a recent 
Department of Criminal Justice Services study, in 1986, the median 
case processing time in Virginia was 8.5 months. 

Of concomitant evaluation concern is the issue of public safety, 
a major goal of the program. One method of assessing the 
maintenance of an acceptable level of public safety is careful 
monitoring of the frequency and seriousness of new offenses 
committed by ISP offenders. 

Fifty seven ISP clients whose cases were terminated during FY 87 
were incarce~ated upon case closing. This figure represents 59% 
of the c~ses closed with unsuccessful outcomes. However, the 
legal status of these offenders is unknown. A more accurate 
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~ssessment of the program's effect on recidivism and I 
incarceration rates will require tracking offenders. More precise 
analysis of the program's effect on jail and prison crowding and 
recidivism rates should evolve as the program matures. I 

-37-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



II 
" 
\ 

l 
'. 

I 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Six recommendations for enhancing the evaluation process are 
offered. These recommendations, primarily methodological in 
nature, address key issues concerning the program's effectiveness 
in reducing imprisonment rates without risk to public safety. 

Data Collection 

It is recommended that for any future evaluation the criminal 
history portion of the Case Summary Report be modified to report 
juvenile and adult criminal history data separately. 

Both adult and juvenile criminal history are important correlates 
of offender risk and recidivism. Their usefulness, however, is 
dependent on their reliability and validity. Additionally, there 
may be instances in which the juvenile history is not available. 
To rectify this situation, it is recommended that juvenile and 
adult information be reported separately. This would be 
consistent with the manner in which the automated data system is 
structured. 

Initial Classification Risk Assessment 

It is recommended that, in 'conjunction with any future evaluation, 
the risk assessment instrument routinely administered to 
probationers be completed on a cohort of newly-committed inmates. 

The risk score is a key factor in the selection of offenders for 
the Intensive Supervision Program. Risk scores for SUCil a group 
provide an objective, easy to measure variable on which to compare 
ISP clients and incarcerated offenders. The risk score weights 
and summarizes factors associated with risk. A finding that the 
inmate cohort scores are distributed similarly to those 
of ISP clients would enhance the claim that the two groups 
are indeed similar. 

Critics in other states have questioned the inclusion of low risk 
offenders in intensive supervision programs. The current 
evaluation has found that in 27 of the 189 terminated cases, the 
client's initial risk score was in the low or moderate category. 
Implementation of this evaluation strategy elsewhere has confirmed 
the reality that some low risk offenders are incarcerated too, 
probably due to the serious nature of their current offenses. 

Diversion 

It is recommended that the enhanced data i.n any future evaluation 
be analyzed by more powerful tests to determine statistically the 
extent to which ISP clients resemble incarcerated offenders. The 
higher the percentage of clients resembling incarcerated offenders 
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the more likely the program diverts offenders from incarceration 
rather than widens the criminal justice net. 

Demonstration that offenders assigned to a special program 
would otherwise have occupied jailor prison beds has historically 
perplexed program administrators and evaluators. One method that 
has been used to this end for diversion programs, including 
intensive supervision programs in other states, is discriminant 
analysis. 

Trac~ing 

It is recommended that any future evaluation include a component 
for tracking ISP clients beyond case termination. Analysis of 
case outcomes resulting in incarceration and objectives related to 
public safety assessment necessitate such a follow-up period. 

The benefit of such an approach is obvious when ·the intent 
is to analyze the long-term effects of the program. However, even 
when the focus is on criminal offenses committed during program 
partiCipation, subsequent tracking is required due to frequently 
protracted case processing time. 

Twa-Person Model 

It is recommended that any subsequent evaluations expand the 
comparison between the two-person model and other Intensive 
Supervision Programs. 

With the exception of the two-person program, the Intensive 
Supervision Programs are relatively homogenous in design. 
Therefore, this program currently offers the only opportunity to 
isolate critical program components. This type of comparison, 
however, can only be made if random assignments to the two-person 
program and the regular Intensive Supervision Program in the same 
district are made. Assignments made on a space available basis 
may also qualify if no systematic differences in the clients or 
their length of time in the program are evident. 

Differential Effectiveness 

It is recommended for any future evaluation that the needs 
assessment data already collected on each client be combined with 
Case Summary Report data to facilitate analysis of differential 
program effectiveness with specific client groups. 

Specific client groups which may respond particularly well 
to intense supervision include mentally retarded, emotionally 
disordered, and substance abusing offenders. Although the Case 
Summary Report contains the needs assessment score, specific needs 
are indiscernible. Data collection and analysis of successful 
outcomes as they relate to specific needs would provide valuable 
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information for management review. For example, evaluation of the 
Intensive Probation supervision in Georgia indicated that 
offenders with a history of drug abuse responded better to the 
program than to regular probation. 
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Appendix A: Program Goals and Objectives 
excerpted from the Intensive Supervision Program Guide 

The continuum is consistent with the divisionis philosophy that 
public safety should be protected and offenders assisted by the 
least costly means and in the least restrictive environment 
possible. 

II. Goal and Objectives: The goal of intensive supervision is to 
offer an alternative to incarceration which protects the public 
safety and addresses identified offender needs in the most cost­
effective and least restrictive way possible. 

The objectives include: 

A. Improved utilization of prison and jail beds pace for more 
dangerous offenders 

B. Reduced new criminal offenses resulting in convictions 

C. Increased collection of supervision fees, fines, costs and 
restitution 

D. Decreased costs to the taxpayer because the offender's employ­
ment, and family relationships are maintained 

E. Equivalent level of public safety at less cost 

F. Greater focus on offenders ' needs through better planning, 
monitoring and follow through wit~ community resources 

G. Heightened public awareness of probation and parole as effec­
tive sanctions' for criminal behavior 

H. More precise data for comparative analyses and program 
evaluation 

III.' Rationale and History of Intensive Supervision: In recent years, 
the recognition of the tremendous cost, both financial and human, 
of imprisonment has led corrections to explore alternative ways 
of dealing with the ever-increasing prison populations. These 
alternatives have had to take into account the public view that 
criminals are already being coddled, the public's greater aware­
ness of the seriousness of the crime problem, and the public's 
greater awareness of the seriousness of the crime problem, and 
the public's escalating fear of crime and criminals. One of the 
alternatives which has come to the forefront is intensive super­
vision (Intensive Parole and Probation Supervision: A Recent 
Literature Review and Proposed Mo~, Page 1). Through limiting 
caseloads, the programs have been designed to serve the dual 
interest of the protection of society and rehabilitation of the 
offender. A further thrust has been to provide an alternative 
sanction to the court and thus divert specific types of clients 
from incarceration (Erwin, Page 2). Two types of intensive 
supervision programs have been utilized in areas throughout the 
country to accomplish these purposes. Intensive probation pro­
grams have been designed as alternatives to incarceration and 
intensive parole programs have been designed to provide for early 
release of those already incarcerated. 
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, INTENSIVE SUPERVISION CASE SUMMARY REPORT 

Report comp 1 eted by ---r--~---­
(name) 

Position/job title _________ _ 

P8JP Dis t . , ____ F I PS # __ .,..,.-".....-__ 
(1-3 ) 

Phone Date 
-
Client Name 

ISP-2 

Reviewed by ______ -r--_~_---
(name) 

Position/job title 

Date 

(as shown on~~p~r~0~b~a~t,~0~n~/~pa~r~0~1~e-c~0~n~d~,7t~,0~n~s~}-("L~d~s~t~)--------T(~F'~r~s~t~)--------~(M~,-d~d~l-e~) 

Social Sec.# 
S ta te I DR ---~(-:-4-~l:::-l2 )~---

( C CRE # )-...,...,..",.-::-.::-r-- V S P #_.....,....,....-:-:-..-_ 
(13-1S) (19-24) 

Date of Birth (MM/DD/YY) 
(25-26)(27-2S)(29-30) 

Sex of Client (check): M F..-...,,_ (31) 
1 2 

Race of Cl ient (PSI code): ___ _ (32) 

Last school grade completed: 

Marita 1 status: 
Married (1) 
Single (2) 
Divorced (3) 
Separated (4) 
Widowed (5) 

(33-34) 

(35) 

Other (specify)_ (6) _____ _ 

Client Status at Program Termination: 
(check) Phase I Phase II 

-2"'-- (36) 

Reason for 
Reassigned 
D i'scha rged 

Program Termination: (37) 

to regular supervision (1) 
from supervision ====:(2) 

New felony (3) 
New misdemeanor ---------,(4) 
Technical violations only (5) 
Absconded (6) 
Transfer (Where?) ________ (7) 

Other (Explain) (8) 

Da te termi na ted 
--,( ..... MM,..,..../'""'O."....O /"""'y=y ...-) - (38-43) 

At time of program termination, (44) 
was client incarcerated? Yes No 

Minimum Expiration Date: 
(Include all periods 
of supervision) 

1 --=2-

(MM/OO/YV) (45-50) 

(Enter "Indefinite" if applicable) 

Type cl ient (check): (Sl) 
Probationer (1) Parolee ____ (2) 

Referra 1 Source (check): (52) 

Court (1) 
Parole Board (2) 
Existing caseload ==== (3) 

Was client ir,carcerated at (53~ 
time of reft~T'ral? Yes __ (1) No_ (2) 
Was release/diversion from 
incarceration contingent on 
acceptance into IS program? 
Date screened for program 

(54 ) 

Yes __ 1No_z 

--ro( MMill'7!j Do;)';O"""'Jy:;:;'yl") ---

Date assigned to IS program. 
-f-,( MM~I oi':'l'o':7'/y:r::y:"T') -"7("1"'5 S"'-_"?'60l'!")r-

Date of Risk A~sessment: 
(PPS-14) (MM/DD/YY) Score ____ (61-2) 

Date of Needs Assessment: 
(PPS-15) (MM/DD/YY) Score 

---_{63-4) 

Last Risk Re-assessment: Date 
(PPS-16) (MM/DD/YY) Score -----

------I( oS -6) 

Current offense(s) 'for which client 
is under supervision (VCe cOde(s)): 

--------------{ 67-75) 

-------------(76-84) 
Age at first juvenile 

delinquent adjudication ---(as-ail 

Prior juvenile and adult criminal history 
(before instant offense): 

# Felony convictions (87-8S) 

# Misdemeanor convictions: # Criminal 
(89-90) --

# Criminal Traffic 
(91-92) --

# Periods of probation supervision ___ _ 
(93-94) 

# Probation revocations (95-96) -----
# Periods of parole supervision 

(97-9S) ---­
# Prior parole revocations 

--~( 9~9_~17":7'OOM"J--



iNTENSlVE SUPERViSiON CASE SUMMARY REPORT (page 2) 
Sta te 10# 

Name VSPN (CCRE) I" 
Client emplo)1l1ent at program tennination: -------- -------=-("1; 

Full time (30 or more hours per week) (1) Part time (2) None (3) - --
Weeks employed full time (30 or more hours per week) while in program ______ ..-.;.(....;,.10ZI) 

In training at program termination: In 1 ieu of job _~ Part time (2) No (3) (1Q4) 

Weeks in training in lieu of job while in program: (l05-106) 

Economic Activity while in program: (To nearest dollar) 

A. Gross earnings $ (107-111) 

B. Obligations: Total Owed Total Paid/Worked 

1. Fines $ ( 112-116) $ (117-121) 
2. Costs $ (122-126) $ (127-131 ) 
3. Restitution $ (132-136) $ (137-141) 
4. Su~ervision Fees $ N/A $ (142-146) 
5. Community Servi ce Hours Hours 

047 -150) ( 151-154) 
Services Purchased and Costs to Nearest Do 11 a r (Attach additions if needed) : 
Clothing $ ___ _ (155-157) Emergency Housing $ -----( 158-161) 
Transportation $ ----{162-165 } Medical Services $ -----( 166- t69) 
Tuition $_---(170-173) Other (Explain) $ -----( 174-177) 

$ 
$ 

Community Resources Utilized and Type of Service (Attach addifions if needed): 

Emplo)1l1ent Services (178) Alcohol rehab. (179) 

Pre/Post Incarc.Serv. (180) Mental Health (l8I) 

Health Services 

Drug rehabilitation 
--- (182) 

--- (184) 

Vocational ed. (183) 

Genera 1 educa t i on ___ (l85) 

Other (explain) (l86) 

Agency Service 
------------------------------------- -------------------------~ 

Agency Service 
-----------------------------------

Number of Contacts by Type of Contact 

(187-8) ---­
Personal Employment Contact (PEC)* 

(191-2) ---

Personal Contact (PC)* 

Personal Home Contact (PHC)*(195_6) __ _ 

Personal Home Empl. Contact (PHEC)* 

Collateral Contact (Ce) (189- 199) 
Employment Contact (EC) (193-194) 

Employment Verification (EV){197_8) 

Home Contact (HC) (201-202) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

( 199-2'00 )--
Personal Office Contact (POe)* (203-4)1---
Correspondence (COR) 

Record check (RC) 
(207-8) ----

Office Contact (OC) (20S-206) I 
Telephone Contact (Te) (209-210) ___ ~ 

Telephone Employment Contact (TEC) I 
(214-215 

Pos it i ve (d i rty) read i ngs --'-''''''''''''~'T''''--
~(~2~16~-2~17~) " (218-219) 

(211-213) ---­

Number of Urine Screens (if applicable) 

Number Curfew Checks (if applicable) 
"* With c1 ient 

Curfew violations 
--~(~22~0-~2~21~) ~(~22~2-~2=23~)-- I 
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;:1:-5 1-4 

(Revised 11-8,-+ ) 
:<:J.Ii\e or Gient 

'---------------------------------
RISi~ 

Scares 
0- i :.0\'1 i<.isk 
S -l~ ;·loderate Ris;~ 

':: 7 t \'oder~tel "., .L...J - _.,. ,', CJ. >1' I ' .... ,. .., - 'b . ~-~. ~ 
-~-~ ave Hlgh Risk 

Risk 

Sel~ct t~'t' JP~rllntlatL· ,1I1~wer uruJ I"I1tl!r the aSSoctdtt:d welyllt In the ~co(e column TOIJI..tll Icorp.~ Iu JrTlliO dt tht' IIlk J""'.lmCIIf ,tw,­

SCORE 

Numb!.!r nl A"<lrf'~s CII.III1)I"; III US! 17 Montla: .. , , . , , , " 0 Nonu 
(Prior to Ir,cnrr.nr.Jllllll tOI ll"l\llt:c~) '2 aile 

J T NO or mor~ 

PerCl.!lltC:l!jC uf Timr. EmplOYl'rlln LolS! 12 MontIH:" ,. 
(Prtur to incoJrC(!(JIiOIl lor pnrolees) 

Alconol U~aqe Problem,: , .. , .. , 
(PriOr to Incarceriltlon tor flCirolt:l:sl 

Other Drug Usage Problems: .,." .... , ... 
(Prior to incarceration for parolees) 

Attl[ude: " ......... . 

Age olt FlTst Corwictlon: .. 
(or Juventie AdjudicatIon) 

;"lumber of Pnor Penods of 
ProoatlOnl P:lfole SuperVISion: 
(Adult or Juvemle) 

Number of Prior Probation/Parole RevocatIons, 
(Adult or Juvenilel 

Number or Prior Felony Convictions: 
(or Juvenlie AdjudicJtlonsl 

COIlVICtiOnS or Juvenile AUludlc;ltIons for, 
(Select applicable and add tor score. Do nut 
exceed :I total 01 5, Include curren! otfense.) 

COllvlC.:rion or Juvelllie Ad)udicatlon tor 
A~SOlUIUvc Oftl!"~t: WI thin Last Five Yt:ar~: 
(An offense which Involves thll use 01 a 
weapOn, pnyslcal force or the threat ot forcel 

Date of Assessment 

....... 

Date of Approval ---------

o 60% Qr more 
1 -10%·59% 
2 U:1uer 40% 
Q ,'Jot JOPilcJOle 

a No Interference With functioning 
2 Occasional abuse; lome dIsruptIon 

of functioning , 
4 Frequent abuse; leriOUS disruption; 

needs treatment 

o No Interference With functioning 
OccaSional abuse: some disruption 
of functiOning 

2 Frequent abuse; serious disruption; 
needs treatment 

a Motivated to cnJf'\o;e, receptive 
to assIstance 

3 Dependent or t.nw,dlng to 
acceot responSIOII, :., 

5 RationalIzes bena"or; negatIve: 
not motivated to cr.ange 

a 24 or older 
2 20·23 
4 19 or '{ouno;er 

a .'Jone 
-l One or mere 

0 None 
4 One or more 

a None 
2 One 
4 Two or more 

2 Surglary, theft, auto lnel!, or 
root:>ery 

3 Worthll!"SS check~ or forgery 

15 Yes 
a No 

Initials 
Initials·-----

TOTAL 
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I 

PPS lS Name of Client Scares 

I 
(Revised 1-84) 0-14 ~bJll.rnum Needs 

~ ASSESSMBIT 15-29 Medium Needs 
30 -Above ~faxilrn.mt ~!eeds 

I Se~ '''t 1000rcorialt inlW" 'lid tnlDf tne .. .ociatld _I\fIU 11'1 ,I'll ICiCr. e.oll,jtTln. l'Ii;Mr nutnOen indi<lll mort Itw,. grobleml. Totll III &CCtl". It 
client I, 10 be ,,'errvCl 10. communit ... tllK'Vl'CIII 01 to c:llnca.l ~. ctl«k IIPDtOprl8te rl1'"11 ball, 

ACADEMIC/VOCATIONAl. SKIl.LS REFERRAL SCORE 
-1 Mig" ,,11001 or AdllQl3t1 skilla: l.ow ,kill l.-.el Minil'Nl Iklll I,wl 0 I ibo"l 'kill l,v,1 ~ lIcle \0 handle tvlrv" +% c;aullnQ minor .0- +4 caulil\; .It/OUI ed· 

day requirttmenu jlJ1uTllnl grObl~ IUUment grobl,tnt 

EMPLOYMENT 

I 
Setia/Kto, .... molo ... • Secure tmelo ... ment: ~ Un","fldory Imgloy. UnemolCyea il'ld 0 -1 mlln, for 01'11 V'" or 0 dlfflculti. reoonlld: +3 menr: or unemplo\,1d ... virtually unlmglov· 
lonQ\ff or homlmakllf. nua.nl bloll ".. ~uall ICle; n...aa trlinlng 

or rlurRt jOtl,klll1 

I FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

Lon9'ttandlt'lg PlUllfn 
0 

No cu",nt +3 Situal10MI or Sevetll difficulti .. : 

0 -1 of IIlf-wlficiencv: •• e.. difticuUie6 mlnOf dlHlcultl" +-6 mey include gamilt!. 

good crlCli' rlUI'i\I mcnt.1»d dlKIu or 

I tulnkruptC'l' 

MARITAU'AMILY RELATIONSHIPS 
Arrleliol\lhi~ 4tId 

0 
FllJllitiwly NOIIl S04'ne d iaorgllnu:lt ion MIliQf' diaor\lllnlDti~n 0 I 

-, luooort IJtCll101I0ft· rtlliliontniQS +3 or lunlbut POclfln.I .5 OInt. 
lilly urOMII 10001mQ~l 

COMPANIONS 

I· 
-1 Ciood .SIoIOQOrt and 0 

No IldwrUl AllIQCl,Juona WII" AAoc:i'lClonl almon 0 ,nlllol.neaI relliltol'tllhllX +2 OCCiI:JIO .... ' nflljallVl 
+4 ,omglelliv MQatlve -

raulU 

EMOTIONAL STABILITY 

I EXCIlQtlonelly ..... 11 No .vmcnorm at .moo SyrnptolTll limn but cIO Svmgtoms grohlbll 0 - 2 edjulIlICI; aCCROIi 0 tlOMllnstlllOtltry: ~ not pc'olllblt ~UIII\.t ·7 I()eqlolltt functlonlnll; 

",.lQon"bllolY for ilQOfClQrl&te llmot tONI I fun::tlonll'l9: I.g.. o.Q .. lun .. 01011 or 
<iCtlon, r~ UU~IIR1'" .nlll~ r • .,MU Into 1&11 

I AI.COHOI. USAGE 

0 
No inrertlltll'lQl Oa:.8lloMI &Ot,U.: FrllClUlliot .cu .. ; 0 wltll IUnctlO11l1'19 +3 _ dtllUQhon 0/ +06 \&fIOUI dilrul7l10n; 

I 
functJON""I nlleds trNllmlnt 

OTHER DRUG USAGE 

0 
No i merflfenot 0=au0N4 wortlnCl Fre<luent Iubnena 0 _III fUtll!:tlOnl·tIQ +3 acxa .. ; __ dllNOtion ..s ecu .. : ..,IOUI dllrUO-

I of tUno;:rIQnI""l tlon; nllKll eru,m,nt 

MENTAL ASU.ITY 

0 
AtHe to fUl'IClion Soma n-.d tor 1Ui1· OeficillncllII _ely 0 

I 
i~tlV +3 tanCl; l)Otet'itLBI f OC' +4 limn IndoloOffldGITI 

~"'ll .allntfMnt; funClIONI\;; ~lI 

I'I'\Ilc:I rllUl'1:Soltion IVtIrc:$aticn 

I 
HEAL.TH 

CI 
S~nd gRyllC8i !'IeI1,": H endic:110 or I /l1\tII Serious IIlIndiaQ or 0 MIdom II! +1 In,erler .... h" func:rlCt\< ·2 enronlc Ilinlu; "Md, 

IIlGI Oft • rKlolrrl1lGl 0.1' frOQuanl fl'lCdl"' carll 

I liXUAL IIIHAVIOR 

CI 
No aoolftnt RIIII or 0I1UMld Aeal or perealwel 

0 avuunctlOR +3 litualu;lnal Of mlrnn ., c"roni<l or _v 

~!IIIN grooleml 

I AQINT'S 1Mf'IUSilON OJI Cl.IENn NIIOS 
-1 Minimum 0- Low .. :I Mold",,", +6 Maximum 

I Date of Assessment Initials TOTAL -




