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Abstract.--Two groups of Case management clients-­
one with six and one with three months of service exhi­
bited a 58 and 91 percent reducti~n respectively in the 
number of repeat target off.enses during Case management 
service as compared to equivalent time periods before 
service. The menn difference in the number of offenses 
per client was highly significant, statistically. There 
were not enough control-group clients to be included in 
the assessment. 

The proj ect assumed correctional service for 4L~2 
clients during the 1973 calendar year--82 percent of the 
540 clients referred. Charges against l~7 clients--9 
percent--were ,unsubstantiated and 46 clients--9 percent 
were assigned to the control group. With few exceptions 
caseloads d5.d not exceed 20 per Case Manager. The median 
number of de.ys from client assignment to Case Manager to 
case staffing was 34--13 days longer than the objective 
to effect case staffings within three weeks. 

During calendar year 1973, the Case Management Corrections Service6 (CMCS) 

Project was divided into two broad phases~'-pre- and post award. The pre-award 

phase was from January 1 to May 3, and the post-award phase was from May 4 through 

December 31, 1973.. The Project award, which was realized Nay 4, 1973, fUnds the 

period from January 1, 1973 through June 30, 1974. Both phases were evaluated 

for the current report. 

Outcome objective asscs~ment 

During the pre-award phase, Project Management focused on ititiating the CMCS 

program via the procurement of staff, facilities, and clientele. Preliminary neg-

otiations with support service providers \ .... ere also begun during the pre-award phase; 

however, no service-for-fee agreements were finalized until the post-award phase. 

It was necessary for the program to be fully operative to employ the evaluat-

ion design appropriately for outcome objective assessment.· To do otherwise would 
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lead to uninterpretable results (Tripodi, Epstein & MacMurray, 1970). Thus, since 

the program was not fully operative until the award date, the outcome objective' 

was addressed for the post-award phase only. 

Outcome objective. As stated in tpc CMOS Project application and the evaJ.uat-
""-; ... " 

ion plan, "The primary outcome objective is to reduce the number of repeat target 

offenses among clients served by two percent at the end of the first action year 

(commencing on the award date) • in comparison to a control group of 100 clients 

per year 'randomly selected from the same service areas as the Project client group" 

(Multnomah County, 1972, p. 7; Oregon Law Enforcement Council, 1973, p. D-l). 

Outcome measures. The primary outcome measure is the number of rep,eat target 

offenses, i. e., burglary, robbery and assault--including menacing with a weapon--

homici~e and rape. Other law violations applicable to juveniles and adults, of-

fenses, i. e., truancy, runaway, curfew, minor in possession of alcohol and beyond 

parental control! are included in the offense data and grouped by category. Offense 

data have been collected from the following sources with corresponding offense de-

finitions: (1) offenses as indicated by law enforcement juvenile custody reports 

and classified for the Uniform Crime Report; (2) substantiated charges as incl:i.cntc>d 

by Juvenile Court case file face sheets and Order and Petition for court hearings; 

(3) offenses alleged as indicated by all information in juvenile case files; and 

(4) substantiated charges as indicated by the Juvenile Court Statistical Date Form. 

While subsequent evaluation reports will include offense data from each of the four 

sources" data in the current report was acquired f~om source three--all offenses 

alleged in the juvenile~' case file. Reliability, expressed as percentage of agree-

ment among four data collectors was 71 percent for the offense data. reported herein. 

There are, of course, some offenses included in source three that are never sub-

stantiated. On the other hand, the actual incidence of offenses is an unknown which 

results from the difference between the incidence of crime v. reported crime. 

Study groups. Criteria for including clients in study groups were established 

in effort to include control clients and post-service follow-up offense data in 
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the current evaluation. The minimum requirements for selecting clientele--either 

from the Project or the control group--for a study group were three months of fol-

low-up time subsequent to completion of service, or in lieu of follow-up, three 

months continuous service. The minimum acceptable number of clientele to comprise 

a study group was not specified; however, the objective was to have groups of not 

less than thirty individuals. 

The follow-up criterion was met by few if any clientele. Twenty-two CMCS cases 

were closed from May through September, but most of these cases had been assigned 
'. 

to case managers before May 4. Twenty clients were assigned to the control group 

from July 1 (date control group assignments began) through September. Of these, 

three met the follow-up criterion1 and three met the three-month-service criterion. 2 

Thus, neither follow-up offense data nor control group clients were included in the 

current report. 

Two study groups were formed. The six-month group was comprised of thirty 

clients--27 boys and tlU'ee girls--all of whom had received six months of CMCS ser-

vice. Within the six-month group, six clients reside in the Southeast Service Area, 

18 reside in the Northeast Service Area and six reside in the North Service Area. 

Th0 three-month study group was comprised of sixty clients--57 boys and three girls-­

all of whom had received three months of service. Sixteen reside in the Southeast 

Service Area, 29 reside in the Northeast Service Area and 15 reside in the North 

Service Area. 

In the current report, source-three offense records for each member of both 

study groups were compared for equivalent time periods, i. e., six months before 

service v. six months during service, and three months before service v. three 

months during service. 

1 ._.. . 
Of tho three control clients that met the follow-up criterion, two commit-

ted target offenses and were inadvertantly assigned to case managers. The 
third committed a target offense which \'10.8 scheduled for a court hearing. 
2 

Two of these clients had no offenses during service as of December 31, and 
the third was referred for four status offenses and foUr other offenses. 
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Data analysis. The offense data were logarithmicly transformed to normalize 

the distributions (Weiner, 1971). The data were analyzed vi~ the !-test for re­

lated means to determine whether or not the mean nt~ber of offenses exhibited with­

in each of the two study groups were statistically significant between the two 

study periods--before and during service. 

Results. Table 1 (p. 7 ) summarizes the data analysis for both study groups. 

Both groups exhibited a statistically siVlificant reduction in the mean number of 

target offenses and target plus other non-target offenses during service. Thus, 

for exwnple, the! value for the six-month study group indicates that the menn-of 

a 1.20 target offenses per client during the six months before service was signi­

ficantly reduced to a mean of .50 target offenses per client during six months of 

service. The significance indica.tes that a reduction of the magnitude shown could 

have occurred by chance only one time out of a thousand. All of the offense re­

ductions which wore significant reached the one-in-a-thousand level of confidence. 

Figs. 1 arrd 2 (pp. 11-12) show the actual number of offenses before and during 

service and indicate the percentage difference between the two study periods. Thtrs, 

it is seen that target offenses were reduced 58 percent in the six-month study 

group and 91 percent in the three-month group. 

Process objective assessment 

The four process objectives included in the evaluation plan were assessed 

for the entire 1971 calendar year. 

To initiilte service to 125 clients per Quarter. Table 2 (p. 8 ) shows that 

the total number of clients assigned to field service during the year was 381+, re-

In presenting a 23 percent shortfall from the objective to serve 500 clients. 

addition to Table 2, however, 58 clients who met technical admission criteria were 

warned and closed without field services in instances where case review indicated 

insufficient seriousness to warrant continued service provision. Ninety-eight 

individuals were screened out of the project as follows: 33 informal dismissals, 

i. e., charge not substantiated; 14 dismissed at formal court hearings; 46 control-
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group assiGnments j and five other dispooSi tions. 

Caseloads not to exceed 20 per case manager. 'rable 3 (p. 9 ) shows that the 

maximum caseload objective was exceeded by one service center where the upper end 

of the range caseload reached 21 during the third quarter of 1973. The objective 

was exceeded by three service centers during the fourth quarter with the upper 

ends of the caseload range reaching 21 in two centers and 25 in a third center. 

To effect case staffings within three calendar weeks from the date each case 

is assigned to a case manager. The formal case staffing process was implemented 

for all clients assigned to case managers after July 14, 1973. The study period 

for assessing the staffing objective extends from July 15 through December 31. The 

client staffing populntion, i. e., the total nwnber of clien~s eligible for staff­

in~ was identified by each Aervice center based on each client's eligibility for 

continued service by the Project. Clients assigned after December 10 were excluded 

from current assessment, thus allowing 21 days from assignment to the end of the 

calendar year •. 

Table L~ shows that 93 clients--82 percent of the client staffing population-­

were staffed within calendar year 1973. ' Of these, 2L~_-21 percent--were staffed 

within 21 days. The median number of days from assignment to staffing was 34.3--

13 days more than the objective. 

Discussion 

The highly significant reduction in repeat target offenses among clients 

served by the CHCS Project is quite encouraging. The reduction indicates that a 

significant modification of client behavior is being mnde in a relatively short 

time--three to six months. The fact that there were no siGnificant reductions in 

offenses classified in the "otherlt catagory, when coupled with the significant 

reduction of target and other offenses unde~scores the pervading strength of the 

target offense reduction. Whether or not the swift, but brief reduction in tar-

get offenses can be mnintained over D. longer period of time remains to be seen. 

'1'he significant reduction in the number of target offenses does not truly 
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constitute an assessment of the outcome objective as the comparison of repeat offen­

ses made against pre-service periods, utilizinG each client as his own control, 

rather than' against a group of control clients. There are no data currently avail­

able--due to the insufficient number of control clients to comprise a study group-­

to determine \'1hether or not the significant reduction in target offenses would hold 

up in comparison to a control group. 

The 23 percent shortfall from the objective to serve 500 clients during the 

calendar 'year may be attributed to differences between the estimated size of the 

client population v. the actual number of cl{ents who qualified for service under 

the technical admission criteria. A rigorous case review nnd assignment process 

was initiated in JanUlwy of 1973 to assure that Llll elie;ible clients Vlere assigned 

to the project. 

Caseloads were held at the maximum of 20 clients per case manaGer throughout 

most of the calendar year. It was only during the fourth quarter that caseloads 

exceeded the maximwn in three service centers. The deviation from the caseload 

objective is most pronounced in the Southeast Service Center where the median case­

load was 21. Hedian caseload sizes in the remaining three service centers are 

well within the objectives of 20 clients per case manae;er. Exceeding the caseload 

objective is a positive rather than a negative sign, as it indicates a commitment 

to the provision of continued service rather than an adherence to an objective 

which could constrain or in some instances premnturely terminate service. Case­

loads should not, hovlever, be allowed to substantially exceed the obj ecti ve as the 

intensity of service would then be diluted. 

Case staffinGs were not yet conducted for 18 percent of the 1973 client staff-

ing population. The most prevalent reason was simply a shortfall of the amount 

of time required to conduct staffinG v. the influx of clients to staff. Another 

ree.son is that several clients disappeared and could not be located for staffine 

purposes. Another factor that delays the case staffing is the amount of time re-

quired for pre-staffing investigation. 



Study Group 

Six Months 

(N = 30) 

Offense: 

Target 

Other 

Target & qther 

Status 

Three Months 

(N = 60) 

Offense: 

Target 

Other 

Target & Other 

sta.tus 

Table 1 

Means, Standard Deviations (SD) and 

! values for Differences between 

Offenses Before and During Service 

by Study Group 

Before Service ," 

Mean SD 

1.20 .. 53 

.83 1.11 

2.03 1.16 

• L~7 .94 

1.10 .60 

.33 .1+6 

1.45 1.14 

.27 .55 

"'Significant at the .001 level, two-tail test. 
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During Service 

Mean SD t 

.50 .86 11.10* 

.70 1.74 .97 

1.20 2.33 10.11* 

.63 1.47 .18 

.10 .40 11.85* 

.17 .90 1.06 

.25 .63 9.39* 

.22 .76 1.17 
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Table 2 

Cli~nts Assigned by Service Center, by Quarter 

Quarter Ended: s. E. N. E. A!Lbina North Total 

March 31 29 NA 53 35 117 

June 30 39 NA 38 17 94 

Sept. 30 23 22 18 20 

... 
Dec. 31 33 19 21 17 90 

All Centers 124 41 130 89 384 

Mean per Quarter 31 33 22 NA 

~eviation from objective to serve 125 clients per quarter. 

bHean based on three centers. 

c Hean based on two quarters. 

a Percent 

-6 

-25 

-34 

-28 

-23 

NA 

Mean 
per 

Center 

21 

22 

NA 

co 



Table 3 

Cases Carried per Honth within Quarter and Service Center 

(1973) 

Southeast Northeast; . Albina North 

Quarter Ended: Range Median Hean Range Hedian Hean B.an~e Median Mean Range Hedian Mean 

March 31 (2 - 9) 5.7 5 NA NA NA (2 - 14) 7 7 (1 - 12) 7.2 7 

June 30 (10 - 16) 14.5 14 NA NA NA 11 (11 - 17) 14 14 

Sept. 30 (16 - 20) 17.5 18 (4 - 6) 4.8 5 (6 - 20) 16.2 15 (6 - 21) 16.7 15 
" 

Dec. 31 (17 - 25) 21 21 (7 - 11) 9.5 9 (13 - 21) 18.7 18 (12 - 21) 17.5 17 

---------------_.-- - -- - - ~- .~ ~- ~ 
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Table 1+ 

Client Staffing Data by Service Center 

Clients Cli:ents Staffed 
Service Client Staffing Staffed Within 21 Days 
Center Population N Percent N Percent 

Southeast 25 20 80 4 16 
.' 

Northeast 36 30 83 1 3 

Albina 24 16 67 4 17 

North 29 27 93 15 52 

Total 114 93 82 24 21 
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Process Objectives: 1. To initiate service delivery to 125 clients per 
quarter. 2. Caseloads not to exceed 20 per case manager. 3. To effect 
case staffings within three calendar weeks from date each case is as-
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