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Executive Summary

Th{e Erie-ARD program's goals are:
a) Rehabilitation
To provide rehabilitative support for probationérs (program
participants) with emotional/physical problems, as in the casa of
drug abusers. The pragram is designed to divert youthful first
offenders from jury trials, and to provide needed sacial and
therapeutic services. -
.b)  Dispositicn
Reduce Erie County Court case backlog and the prapbrtion_nf
Jury trials,
Utimately, the program is designed to deflect offenders out of the
criminal justice system, in order Tar them to return to productive Tives.

There s am additional expectation that the program will resylt in monetary

savings to Erie County {no Jury procedures are required:; no jail sentences

are servedy..

Conclusions and Recommendations

On the basis of evidence developed within the body of this report it is
concluded that the Evie-ARD program is effective in the attainment of most
of its goal areas. It is recommended that the program be re-funded in
FY 74-75.

Program staff display a degree of effort in the general area of rehab1]~
itative serv1ces made available to probationers. - It was ascertained that ap-
proxlmatETy 20% of each of four probat1on of ficers’ caseload has been referred

for some type of social, therapeut1c, or vocational/educational assistance.
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Self-reports by prubationefs, as well as probation officers, indicpte that
the outcomes of these referrals are generally beneficial to the probation-
ers.

The program has a low rate of criminal recidivism {3.2%); the observed
rate compares favorably with a similar measure derived from the Philadelphia
ARD progfam.

Erie~ARD probationers' employment records demonstraté a significant
improvement relative to the pre-arrest period.

We were unable to conclude that the Erie-ARD program has proportionately
reduced the number of jury trials in Erie County. This finding is offset by
the ARD Court forwat's capability of minimizing the time and effort required
for case preparation and the further channeling of time and effort into the
prosecution of serious criminal cases.

Other information pertinent to the Erie-ARD program's goal attainment
and effort is presented and discussed within the body of this report.

One of the major recomendations included in our interim report (ﬁhe
recommendation ‘that driving-while-intoxicated cases should be included
within the ARD Court format) has been adopted.

We refterate a recommendation made at the time of thé interim report:
the Erie County President Judge should instituté a procedure whoreby cases,. . .
with particular emphasis on drug offenders, are assigned at random, to the
participating Erie judges. The rationale for this recommendation is based
on the finding that there is a high degree of variability in the Erie judges®
sentencing practices and the finding that a disproportionate number of drug
cases are assigned to the judge most Tikely to pronounce the maximum {two-

year) probationary sentence.
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Project Activities

The Erie-ARD program's activities are structured according té the pro-
gram's two major goals: 1) criminal justice dispositions which are designed
to eliminate delays in adjudications, decrease Jury tria}s, and decrease
costs; and 2) once an offender is brought into the ARD diversionary proce-
dure, previde rehabilitation through supervision and counseling, and appro-

priate social service and therapeutic referrals.

Probationer Census

Since its inception, the Erie~ARD program has adjudicated 218 youthful,
nonviolent, first offenders (Table A). OF this total, 157 are currently
{June, 1974) assigned to the active ARD caseload, 46 (21.1% of all adjudica-
tions) have completed the probationary sentence, and 15 (6.9% of all dispo-
sitions)} have been terminated from the program, 10 for administrative and
legal reasons, and 5 for reasons of rearrest (Table A). The Erie-ARD program
has ‘adjudicated approximately 15% of all criminal justice cases in Erie County,
in the current fiscal year (Table A-1).

In Table A-2 it can be seen that the active caseload is assigned to four
prubétion officers, two of which concentrate on ARD cases; the two additional
officers are assigned general supervision adult probationers, and divide
their time between ARD probaticriers and those from tha generéi Erie Codnty
caseload. The officer with the smallest number of ARD cases is also the Ad-

ministrative Director of the Erie-ARD program.*

*Much of the information contained in this report is derived from interviews
with probatieners, by probation officers, according to a questionnaire de-
veloped by CSPCD evaluation staff (Appendix A). Refer to Table A-2 for the
details of percentages of each P/0's caseload interviewed. The total num-
ber of interviewees is 99, 60% of the active caseload. :
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In Table 1, it can be seéﬁ that approximately B6% of the active proba-
tioners are male, over 90% are white (Tabie 1~-1), the majority are sentenced
from the maximum (two-year) probationary term (Table 2-1), although the dis-
tribution of probationers' tenure with the program (Table 2) indicates that

a majority currently are serving their first & months.

Criminal Justice Dispositions ]
Upon petition to the Erie County Districthﬁttnrney‘s 0ffice, a youthful,
nonviolent, first offender (who meets other administrative criteria) may re-
ceive an ARD (acce?erated rehabilitative disposition) sentence, or a "proba-~
tion without verdict" (PWOV) sentence.® In the case of the Erie-ARD Court,
all ﬁariicipants charged with drug offenses are given a probation without
-verdict sentence (Table 4-2); all. others receive ARD dispasitians. Taﬁ1e 3
reveals that approximately 65% of all dispositions are of the ARD type. In
each case, the probafioner petitions to have his or her arrest record ex-
punged at the time of sentence completion. (At the time of our interim re-
port, we noted that 75% of the cases who had successfully completed proba- .
tion had had their arrest records expunged.)
:The most prevalent offenses for which the Erie-ARD Court provides adju= ---

dications are property crimes (approximateiy 46% of all dispositions}, fol-.

lowed by drug charges {37%), and miscellaneous charges {person crimes, Tiquor. .. .-

violations, etc.}. Nine out of ten of all drug charges concern marijuana or

hashish {Table 4-3).

*For a description of the ARD procedure and criteria, see Rules 175-185 of
the Pennsylvania fules of Criminal Procedure. Probation Without Verdict
is set forth in 35 P. 5. Sections 780-117.
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In TahTes 4, 4-1, and 4-4, it is clear that there is an association be-
tween sentence length and type of offense: 63% of the cases charged with
property offenses recei;e the maximum sentence (Table 4}; 51.4% of the drug
cases are given the-maximum probatienary term; and 45.5% of the miscellane-
ous charges receive a two-year probation {Table 4-4). Hﬁwever, these tabu-
lations also reveal a considerable amount of variation in sentence Tength
attributabTe to the Erie-ARD judges' sentencing practices. As we noted in
our interim report. one of the judges fs in favor of maximum sentences, for
property and drug offenses, to a degree not in keeping with his colleagues’
practices. The possible implications of this finding for program- effective~
nass and Tegal and constitutional considerations were explored in the 1ﬁter-
im report, in which it was noted that possession of marijuana is now a mis-
agfieanor subject o a 30-day jai1‘5entence and/or a 3500 fine. One possible
implication—concerns.;he willingness of offenders charged with possession of
marijuana to petition for an ARD disposition with the knowledge that a two-
year probatfonary sentence is likely. Since one of the explicit program
goals concerns‘the reduction of cases disposed of through jury trials, it is
possible tu ask whether some defendants might prefer to opt for a jury trial
and an eventual bossib]e acquittal. Based on this Tine of reasoning, it was.
recommended that tha Erie County President Judge institute a procedupe whera-
by arug offenders' cases are randomly assigned to the Erie-ARD Judges. We

reiterate this recopmendation at this time, since it is clear, as we note

. 1at§r in this report, that the proportion of jury trials in Erie County has

not decreased relative to the pre-ARD period.
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Secial Service and Therapeutic Referrals
Table 5 summarizes the social service efforts of the Erie-ARd probation
officers. In- the table, it can be seen that 79.8% of the program partici-
pants under consideration have not been referred for socjaT services or other
types of therapy. The remaining 20.2% have been referred for a wide range of
services and therapeutic programs (Table 5). When the social service efforts
of individual probation officers are examined (Tables 5-1 and 5-2), it ap-.
pears as if one of the officers has referred 20% of her caseload for a vari-
- ety of services. The other officers are less active in the area of social
service referrals, although Table 5-2 indicates that all officers make an ef-
fort to refer probationers to psychelogical, drug, or alcohol programs. Fur-
ther, each officer makes an effort to refer probationers to vocational and/or
educational programs (Table 5-3). Data‘pertinent to probationers' percep- ~--- -- -
tions of the effectiveness bf these referrals is presented and discussed Ta-

ter in this report.

IIT.  Evaluation Activities‘

Evaluation activities to date include two site visits, one in January in-..-
which four CSPCD staff members participated, and one in April in which one
staff person visited the project for the purpose of collecting data and re-
fining the information system. During these visits, CSPCD staff conducted
interfiews with program staff, judges, the Assistant D. A. in charge, the
program's Administrative Director, and an Erie attorney.

Much of the information included in this report is baseﬁ on the results

of a questionnaire developed by CSPCD evaluation staff and administered to
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the Erie-ARD probationers by their probation officers (the questionmaire ap-
pears in this report as Appendix A). Approximately 60% (N = 99) of the ac-
tive caseload was interviewed.

Additfonal quantitative information has been supplied by the program's
Administrative Direétor by telephone.

In the future, it is recommended that a guestionnaire o% the type used
for this report be given to each probationer at a point immediately prior

to sentence completion. Since analysis of this type of questionnaire infor-

‘mation is not possible without a dataz-reduction and computer capability, it

is recommended that such a capability be one of the pre-requisites by which

evaluators are selected.

‘ Results . -

In this section we present infdormation and a discussion concerning the

Erie-ARD pragram's gda! attainment and results.

Reduction in Jury Trials

We are not able to conclude with certainty that the Zrie-ARD program
has been effective ¥n reducing the proportion of jury trials in the 1973-74
fiscal year; First, guantitative information concérning jury trials is not
yet available for the year in guestion. Further, even if such informaticn
were available, adjustments would have to be made for factors which might

account for faverable, and for that matter, unfavorable, results. That is,

it is known that Frie County's crime rate, as with the crime rate in general,

has been increasing, a finding which is largely attributable to an expanding

population and incraasing urbanization. Therefore, the questibn is not one
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of a decrease in jury trials; rather, it is appropriate to ask if the propor-
tion of jury trials has increased. . In the case of Erié County, the answer,
according to the consensus of the Court officials with whom we have been in
contact, is that it has not. We conclude, therefore, that the Erie-ARD pro-
gram has at least heén effective in preventing an expanded jury trial list.*

It is also important to note that the ARD procedure minimizes the amount
of time which the District Attorney's Office allecates to the preparation of'
cases for prosecution. One important and beneficial effect of the ARD pro-
gram is that it frees the District Attorney's staff to devote increased atten-
tion to the prosecution of relatively more serious criminal cases, since ARD
.cases (and the ARD format) impose a minimum amouni of demands on the District
Attorney's staff. In effect, therefore, the prosecuting team is able to di-
vert efforts into important criminal cases while at the same time avoiding the
need to prepare minor cases for trial.

Since the Evrie-ARD program is an innovative, and recent, addition to the
Erie County crfminaT justice system, many of the members of the Erie County
defense bar are not yet knowledgeable of its goals and capabilities. This
factor has tended to Timit the numbers of defendants who petition for ARD
hearings. However, once the program is establisheﬂ and its availability is
generaily known, greater numbers of petitioners can be expected to seek ARD
hearings. Recognizing the unimet need in this area, the County District At-
torney's office has made an effort to acquaint members of the Erie County

legal profession with the program. Also, under the assumption that a

*It should also be noted that no summer Court session is scheduled for Erje
County this year, a finding which is attributable to.the absence of the
kind of backlog with which the Court was faced during 1973.
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petition for ARD status will be forthcoming, the District Attorney‘s staff
selects and reviews the records of arrests of individuals who appear to
qualify for the ARD program, in order to avoid delays when petitions are

received.

Criminal Recidivism _

As noted earlier in this report, a total of 5 ARD probationers {3.2%
of total ARD cases) have been rearrested for continuad criminal behavior.
.Such a small number preciudes a statistical analysis of the factors related
to criminal recidivism. It should be noted that this outcome compares fa-
vorably with the results of the Philadelphia ARD program, for which the re-
cidivism rate is approximately 2% (Table 8). On the basfs of these results,
it is evident that the recidivism rate associated with tha program is ex-
tremely small, a Finding which bears favnraﬁ]y on one of the pragram's goals,
the reduction of cunfinued criminal behavior.

If am ARD probationer is rearrested, ARD status is terminated, and the

individual is 1isted for trial on the new charge.

Employment
It is evident that experience with the Erie~ARD program is associataed
with an improvement in probationers' employment. In Table 6, it can be seen

that two out of three of the probationers who worked less than 50% of the

time in the year prior to arrest have an improved (employed at léast 50% of
the time) work record during their ARD tenure. An additional group whose
employment: during the pre-arrest year was at a less-than-full-time Tevel re-

port full~time empioyment since becoming ARD participants. The threes “empty"
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cells above the diagonal in Tabie 6 indicate that no probationer's work rec-
ord has decreased relative to the pre-arrest period. On the basis of the
results reported in Table 6, it can be concluded that the Erie-ARD program

is effective in reinforcing and improving participants' employment.

Social Service and Therapeutic OQutcomes

In Table 6-1, ¥n which the assessments of 12 probationers who have ﬁeen
referred for social or other therapeutic services are displayed, it is evi-
dent that the majority {58.3%) feel that the services were beneficial.
Smaller percentages fee] that the referral was of no henefit {25%), or should
be increased (16.7%). Although the number of respondents in the table is
small, it is clear that most have benefitted from the program's social serv-
ice efforts, Similarly, probation officers' acsessmpents of cutcomes, as they
pertain to ARD praba?ioners' benefit from the program, indicate that the of-
ficers feel that the'outcome has been positive in 8B% of the cases inter-

viewed (TabTe 7).

Comparison witﬁ PhiTladelphia ARD program

-In Table 8, it can be seen that there is a similarity between the Phila-
delphia ARD and Erie ARD programs with respect to the percentage of criminal
cases adjudicated through the ARD procedure. ARD cases in Philadelphia com-
prise 12.6% of the dispositions in Municipal Court; the percentage for Erie
{all criminal dispositions) is 15.2%. These results Jead to the tentative
. conclusion that between 12 and 16 percent of criminal cases are suitable for
the ARD-type diversionary procedure regardless of the urban setting in which

offenders are prosecuted. However, further information derived from other
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ARD programs is needed before this conclusfon can receive more than tenta-
tive support, ) '
Table B reveals that the estimated cost-per-adjudication in Philadelphia's
ARD program is approximately $35.00, a figure which is only 11.5% of the unit
cost for the Erie program {$307.33, Table 8). The disparity is attributable
to the following: 1) the Fhiladelphia program adjudicated 24 times the num—‘
ber of cases processed through the Erie program, in a comparabie time period;
2) the Erie program is the newer of the two. (Scme of the Erie program's ex- |
penditures will not be repeated in FY 74-75.) Further, it should be noted
that the Erie program, during the period June 31, 1973 to May 31,1974, only
spent 55% of its proposed budget. Economies were realized in such items as
court stenographers' salaries and other administrative areas.
At this time it should be nﬁ%ed that a major recommendation contained - ~+ oo

within our interim evaluation report, concerning the inclusion of DHI (driv-
ing while intoxicated} cases in the Erie-ARD program, has been adopted. It
is anticipated that this category of offender will add approximately 300 new
cases to the ARD caseload during FY 72-75. One‘additiona1 probation officer
and one stenographer will be added to the program staff to keep pace with
the anticipated expansion of the program's activities. e

. On the basis of this analysis, it is concluded that the Erie-ARD pro-
gram's costs are justified, Further, it i3 concluded that the program has
made a significant effort in the attainment of its goals, and has demon-
. stfated its foectiveness in most of its goal areas. Although it cannot be
shown that the program has decreased the propertion of jury trials fn Erie - 5. ..

_ County, this finding is offset by the fact that numbers of such trials have
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not increased, and by the effectiveness of the ARD program in freeing prose-
cutors to divert efforts into the preparation of serious criminal cases for

trial.
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Table 1

Erie-ARD client (probationer)
demographic characteristics

N %
Male g1 86.2
SEX . :
Female 13 13.8
Total 94" 100.0

*
5 cases deleted due to missing information

~Table 1-1

Erie-ARD client {probatiomner)
denvgraphic characteristics

i N %

© White 87 91.6
ETHNICITY

Non-white 8- 8.4

Total 95" 100.0

4 cases deleted due to missing information



Table 2 !

Erie-ARD probationers’
time-in-progranm

N %
1-3 30 31.9
MONTHS 4-6 20 21.3
IN
PROGRAM 7-8 29 30,9
10-11 15 16.0
Total 94” 100.0
¥
5 cases deleted due to missing informatian
. Tgble 2-1
Erie-ARD probationers'
sentence lengths
‘ N 5
3-6 -3 3.2
SENTENCE LENGTH i2 39 41.1

18-24 53 55.8

Total 95" 100.0

L
.~ 4 cases deleted due to missing information



PROBATIONER
ADMINISTRATIVE
STATUS

Table 3

. Erie-ARD judges, by prab-
ationer administrative

status
" JUDGE Levin MeCl Pfadt Carn Anth Total
ARD 63.6 46.2 76.5 72.3 160.0 64.2
PWOV 36.4 53.8 23.5 27.8 0.0 35.8
Total 11 3 .« 17 18 10 gs”

&

4 cases deleted due to missing information
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SENTENCE LENGTH
{in months)

JUDGE

Table 4

Erie-ARD judge, by sentence length,

PROPERTY CRIMES

.rm<w: McCl pPfadt Carn Anth Total
3 -6 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 2.2 §
12 16.7 o.a¢ 66.7 55.6 44 .4 34.8°
18-24 83.3 100.¢ 33.3 33.3 55.6 63.0
Tatal 6 13 g 2] g 46



SENTENCE LENGTH
{in months)

" JUDGE

Table 4-1

Erie-ARD judge, by sentence length,
DRUG CHARGES

,._..mE..a McCl pfadt Carn Anth Total-
3 -6 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 . s
12 50.0 27.3 60.0 100.0 0.0 45.9
18-24 25.0 72,7 40.0 6.0 0.0 51.4
Total 4 22 5 6 0 37



Table #£-2

Erie-ARD probationer
admiaistrative dispos-
ition, by charge

ADMINISTRATIVE
DISPOSITION ARD PHOV Total
Drug 0.0 100.0 64.2"
CHARGE : :
: " ALl other 100.0 0.0 35.8
Total ' 61 34 95

Table 4-3

Drug substances inveived
in drug charges

Marihuana-hash 3§ 88?2
Cocalne 1 2.5

Other* 3 8.8

Total 34 100.0

w B
Includes depressants, stimulants, etc.



. Table 4-4 .

. Erie-ARD judge, by sentence length,
: MISCELLANEQUS CHARGES

"JUDGE . McC1 pPfadt carn Anth Total
3 -6 0.0 0.9 33,3 0.0 9.1
SENTENCE LENGTH , 12 33.3 50.39 66.7 . 0.0 45.5
{in months} :
18-24 66.7 50.9 a.0 100.0 45.5

Total 3 4 3 1 11

*.
Judge Levin hendled no 'miscellaneous™ charges



. - Table 5
Summary of Erie-ARD probaticners?'’
.referrals to social service and
therapeutic services (PERCENTAGES . '
ARE TO THE TOTAL TABLE N)

- RERERRAL Mntl Emp 1/2- Drug Oth-
TYPE {(Soc- None hith’ agn way prgm BVR DPA . er ~ Total
ial Sve.) hse )
None 79.8 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 1.0 84
Drug 1.0 0.0 0.0 g.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 z
REFERRAL Alcohol g.0 D.o 1.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1
TYPE
{Therap- Psychological 7.1 3.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 12
eutic) :

Total 87 3 3 I 1 1 2 1 59



. Table 5-1 - : .
.«  Boetal service yeferrals,
. by PROBATION OFFICER

- PROBATION : Eb- Dief-  EBmith Serz-

OFFICER reti len- ikas
_bach . Total .
None ) 100.0 75.0 BD.4 84,4 87 : , :
Mental Health - 25.0 3.9 3 .
Employment >mm=nw - 1.9 5.6 . 3
Half-way House . Y z.0 1 .
Drug Frogranm . o . 2.0 s 1
BVYR 2.0 1
DPA . 3.9 2
Other - , 2,0 1 :

Tetal 26 4 51 18 99




THERAPEUTIC

Table

[~

-

2

Therapeutic Hmmmﬁﬂmuw.
by PROBATION OFFICER

"PROBATION Eb- Disf- Smith Serz-
BEFICER Tatt . .'en- ikas
: . bach
None 80.8 75.0 84.3 84 .4
Drug 3.9
Alcohol . 5.6
PBychological 19.2 25.0 11,8
Total 26 ! 51 18



Table 5-3

Vocational-educational
referrals,
. by PROBATION

. OFFICER
PROBATION Eb- .- Dief- “S5hikH Serz-
OFFICER ratt en- ikas
bach
None 73.1 0.0 58.8 66.7
VOCATIONAL-

EDUCATIONAL Vbecational 26.8 0.0 ‘18.6 33.3

REFERRALS \
Eddcational 0.0 100.0 21.6 0.0

Total 26 .2 51 .18



Table §

Self-reported work
record reflecting
changes in employ-
ment (pre-program

postprogram)
WORK RECOLD Part- More Full-
PRIOR TO time than time
ERIE-ARD part-
time
Y
Part-time
(506%-0or less) 35.3 0.0 a.0
WORK ' )
RECORD Mere than part-time ~  11.8 |  15.4 4.0
DURING (50% - 90%) _
ARD ’
Full-time 52.8 B4.6 100.0
(30% +)
Total 34 i3 45

7 ¥ndividuals below the diagonal demonstrate
. an improved work record relative to the
: pre-programn period,



Table 6-1°

Erie-ARD probationers!
self-reported therapy
aand social service

outcome
% N
Beneflcial 58.3 7
Negative/ 25.0 3
Na benefit
Would like  16.7 2

ather services

Tetal 100.0 12



Probation
Officers?
Opinion of
Qutcome

Beneficial
Negative
No change

Total

Table 7

Probation officers!
opinion of partic-
tpants'outcome in
Erie-ARD program

i1 N
88.0 81
3.3 3
8.7 8
100.0 92

7 cases deleted due iu missing information



Table 8

Comparison of Erie-ARD
and Philadelphia ARD
programs for selected
autcomes

PHILADELPHIA
ARD ERIE-ARD

% of applicable .
criminal justice 12.65% 15.,2%
dispositions

oL " *w
Criminal recid-

ivism rate - 1-2% C 3.2%
Cost per*** '
adjudication §1841G2/5221 $67000/218
$35.26 $307.33
" .
. The Philadelphia percentage is based on total numbers

of Municipal Court cases. The Erie base iz the total
number of criminal cases in calendar vear 1973,

w Philadelphia rate computed for a G-month at risk period

where recidivism is measured by convictions. The Erie rate
is measured by rearrests; time at risk 1s not considered.

LE X -
Philadelphia monetary amount is the proposed budget for
FY 73-74, divided by number of cases adjudicated (K = 5221}
in calendar year 1973. The Erie cost is based on funds
actually spent in FY 73-74, divided by all adjudications.



APPENDIX A

FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW

ERIE COUNTY-ARD

A) Probatiomer ID #(/Z;DARD /p/ PWOV

BY WNo. of months in ARD program, 1O nearest menth kj;p’
€) Probaticnary sentence, in months

J1/ 3-6 27 1 year (/3 18-24

p) Sentenced for . Lo
!

QEI property crime (burglary,cﬁﬁFEﬁ;ST:;{EEEEQDRSG, auto

theft, fraud, etec.)

/2/ person crime (assault, endangering persons, etc.) -
- 3/} liquor viglation ‘ -
./4/ solvents {possession, efc.)
- - L 134 (posses;ion, intent to dellver)

/6/ mispellaheaus (other than 1 through 35 gbove)

'-s_%}s) If drug charée, what type of drug

IL/ épiate (heroin, morphina,'etc,)

/2/ marijuena, hashish

'/3f.psychedelic5, hallucinegens (LSD, etc.}

/47 vpills" (amphetamines, barbs, quaaludes, atc.)

/5/ other {specify)

F) Work recoxrd ane year prior to arrest

/1/ part-time: 50% or less (includes none) L

more than part-tlﬁe %-90%
/2/ h ime (50%-90%

(:l:z>full-time (90%-100%)
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. G) - Woxrk wecord since becoming ARD probationer

/1) pert-time: 50% or less (incluaes none)

/2/ more than part-time (50%-50%)

(73 Dfu11-tine (90%-100%)

HY Has the client been referred-to theraﬁy
LD

/27 drug therapy

/3/ aicohol therapy

‘fal psychelogical counseling/therapy

£58/ other (specify)

2] Mlas the clicnt beén referred to soclel service agency(ies)

/2/ IE yes, specify

J} Clienmt vreceptivity to referral (therapy, sociallservice, or
-{;milif in client}s opinion, the referral is(was) bencfic?gin)
jzf in cllent's opinion, the referral .was of no benefit

J3f in client's opinien, the cliené would like eother servii
Ki interviewer's opinion of outcome or déurrent treatment/servi
ATDbeneficial /2] negative /3/ no change
-Lj Has the probationer begun, during prebation, & skill
“graining (vocational); or educational program ‘
1} a0 <727 >ski11 training /3/ educational
MY Probaticner'§ sex q;z;z:%ale, ' )Zl.female

M} Probationcr's ethnicinz::z:z:;%ite - J2f black | /3/ o

G} Probasion officor

By fndoa





