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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Prison and jail overcrowding are longstanding problems facing American criminal
justice systems. Jail crowding, in particular, has hit local jurisdictions hard, stretching
already thin resources further and exacerbating existing problems in providing adequate
inmate services and programs. Jail crowding also creates stress in local probation
departments as crowding forces probation departments to absorb a growing number of
offenders, many of whom have substance abuse problems interwoven with a criminal
lifestyle. In a number of jurisdictions, this has resulted in unmanageable probation
caseloads of offenders in need of more supervision and/or treatment than traditional
probation had to offer. Thus, national and local attention turned toward the
development of alternative programming. |

Officials in the lllinois counties of Macon and Peoria recognized problems of jail
crowding and a need for more alternative programming in their local criminal justice
systems. In an effort to provide relief from jail crowding, both counties initiated Pretrial
Services Programs aimed at decreasing the number of pretrial detainees in their jails.
The Macon County State’s Attorney also began the Deferred Prosecution Program to
provide early intervention by removing offenders from formal court processing and
directing them to treatment. The Day Reporting Center (DRC) was developed by the
Macon County Department of Probation and Court Services Department to provide
increased supervision and services, primarily for drug involved and violent offenders. In
addition to its pretrial program, the Peoria County Adult Probation Department initiated
the Drug Intervention Program (DIP) targeted .at.probation' clients with the most serious

need for drug treatment services.



In December 1995, the lllinois Criminal Justice lnfdrmation Authority issued a
solicitation for a process and impact evaluation of these five programs. The Center for
Legal Studies at the University of lllinois at Springfield was subsequently. awarded the
two-year evaluation, which commenced in I-Vlay 1996. The remaindér- of this E);ecutive'
Summary introduces the methodology employed in the study and describes some of the

evaluation findings.

METHODOLOGY

While all five evaluated programs were directed toward like goals, each was
located within a separate phase of the judicial process and hypothetically targeted an
identifiable offender population. Consequently, this project produced five separate, yet
interrelated, implementation and impact évaluations. '

This two-year evaluation project encompasséd a 37-month period of program
operation, commencing in February 1995 with the start of the first program—the
Deferred Prosecution Program. Throughout the course of the evaluation, various types
of data were collected. These included program grant proposals and ICJIA monitoring
récords; monthly data reports submitted by each program to the ICJIA; interviews with
individuals who weref/are involved in the development or operation of one or more of the
programs; individual-level data regarding clients served (when available); and
systeni-level data involving both counties' jail populations and circuit clerk records.

REVIEW OF THE PROGRAMS

The five programs were examined for their compliance with their stated

implementation schedules and pre-operational expectations. In addition, the impacts of



the programs were analyzed, and recommendations for the further development of the
individual programs or similar enterprises were developed.

The Macon County Day Reporting Center (DRC)

The DRC’s main purpose is to provide services and supervision in a
community-based location. Criteria for referrals to the DRC are limited to specific
offender populations, including adult felony level offenders charged/convicted of drug or
violent o_ffenses, offenders with substance abuse histories, and probationers with
compliance problems.

Implementation of the DRC was hampered by turnover of key personnel and
difficulties obtaining facilities and acquiring contracts with outside service providers.
These difficulties delayed program operations for more than one year.

From inception through February 1998, the DRC received 703 referrals. Slightly
less than 20 percent were non-grant (those not meeting the client selection criteria
mandated by the implementation grant) referrals, while the majority, 81 percent, were
grant referrals. The DRC received an average of 38 referrals per month. Of the 288
clients discharged from the DRC by the end of February 1998, one-fifth was successful.

Over the course of its operations, the DRC introduced numerous programming
options. However, these initiatives were undertaken without full consicjeration of their
continuity with program goals or client needs. The program also has not implemented
an instrument to assess an offender's appropriateness for DRC programming. In order
to facilitate on-going internal evaluation of program performance, the DRC needs to

implement a client data collection form that will permit better identification of client



characteristics impacting successful treatment. Collection of individual level data would
be especially important in this regard.

The Macon County Deferred Prosecution Program

The Deferred Prosecution Progrem is opereted by -the Macon County State's
Attorney's Office. The purpose of the program is to divert adult offenders whose
offenses are related to substance abuse out of the court system and into treatment
through a voluntary contractual arrangement between ‘the offender and the prosecutor’s
office.

For the most part, implementation of the p.rogram proceeded according to
pre-operatio_nal expectations. While there was some staff turnover and a change in the
treatment service provider, these changes were not significantly disruptive.

From February 1995 through February 1998, 332 individuals entered the
Deferred Prosecution Program. Of these individuals, 279 (84%) completed the
program; the rest remained active. Only 111 (40%) clients were successfully
terminated. The typical successful participant entered the program for a misdemeanor
arrest and had no prior arrests.

While the data handling capability of the program has increased over time, there
are data issues that remain unresolved. First, the inability to share automated data
between staff has resulted in unnecessary duplication of effort. Second, the inability to

~obtain comprehensive records checks on all potential participants creates the risk of
inappropriate offenders being offered deferfed proeecution. An -issue for further
investigation involves the representation of and service delivery to minorities in the

program. African-Americans are underrepresented in the program compared to their



presence in the county criminal justice system and are overrepresented in the
population of unsuccessful participants.

Among the recommendations made for the program is the elimination of
duplication in databases separately maintained by the two Deferred Prosecution staff
members. The program should also seek to expand its pre-program admission criminal
history checks to a nationally based search in order to reduce the risk of inappropriate
offenders entering the program. Additionally, the Deferred Prosecution initiative should
explore the acquisition or development of an objective screening instrument to aid in
selection. Finally, program administrators should investigate the underrepresentation
and low success rates of African-American participants.

The Macon County Pretrial Services Program

The Macon County Pretrial Services Program was created to provide the court
with detailed, verified information about felony arrestees appearing in bond court. The
goal was to maximize the number of defendants released pretrial, to ensure high court
appearance rates and to address community safety. Social history and/or criminal
background information about defendants is gathered by pretrial officers and a written
bond report is provided to the court. The program also provides pretrial supervision of
cases when ordered by the court.

The program generally is viewed as having a very positive impact in the local
criminal justice community. However, it is extremely difficult to gauge the direct ihpact
of the program on jail crowding. The program is viewed as consistently providing the
court with accurate background information on felony defendants and as providing

satisfactory monitoring of pretrial supervision cases.



From June 1985 through February 1998, approximatély 5,800 felony defendants
were eligible for a pretrial interview, 4,616 (80%) were investigated and 3,753 (65%)
Vbond reports were completed. Since June 1995, approximately 3,760 cases wel;e
released on bond and 15 percent of those were ordered to pretrial services supervision.
Almost 80 percent of the exits from pretrial supervision were deemed successful. The
majority of unsuccessfui exits were due to féilures to appear in court (FTA).

It is recommended that the program develop 'a clear contact standard for pretrial
supervision and facilitate a common understanding within the program of terms used to
report program activity. Resolution of problems regarding the very limited‘ amount of
time available to conduct investigations and produce reports, as well the role of the
program in responding to the inéreasing number of misdemeanor domesti_c battery
-defendants in the system will require the involvement of a broad spectrum of local
stakeholders.

The Peoria County Pretrial Services Program

The Peoria County Pretrial Services Program was created to provide the court
with detailed, verified information about arrestees appearing in bond court. The goal is
to maximize the number of defendants released pretrial, to ensure high court
appearance rates and to address community safety. Social history and/or criminal
background information about defendants is gathered by pretrial officers and a written
bond report is provided to the court. |

Throughout its existence, thé Pretrial Services Program has focused on
producing investigations and bond reports for the court, with supervision being utilized

in a minute number of cases. Interviews indicate a general acceptance of the services

vi



provided by the program, but there is a continuing dissatisfaction with the lack of case
supervision.

During the first 30 months of operations, 11,490 defendants were eligible for a
pretrial interview, 4,238 (41%) were interviewed and 2,222 bond reports were
completed. Since September 1995 only nine cases have been released from jail on
pretrial services supervision.

Differences among the local stakeholders over ;the lack of pretrial supervision
present one of the most prominent issues the program must address as it progresses.
The purpose of the Pretrial Services Program should be examined in an effort to
produce harmony within the program, Peoria County Court Services, and among the
local stakeholders, especially the county state's attorney.

The Peoria County Drug Intervention Program (DIP)

Overall, the purpose of the DIP, wh'ich began in August 1995, is to reduce the
rate of revocations of probation for offenders in the program and increase the degree to
which they successfully complete treatment. The DIP is characterized by an emphasis
on treatment and a higher level of supervision than a typical probation case.

Probation officers and TASC are the primary referral sources for the DIP.
Subsequent to being assessed and admitted into the DIP, probationers are assigned to
one of three levels of supervision.

As of February 1998, 44 of the 68 probationers who entered the DIP were no
longer receiving services. Of them, 23 successfully completed the program. The
maijority of the “successful” DIP probationers were returned to regular probation to

complete the remainder of their sentence.
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The successful DIP probationer is an African-American male, six years older than
his unsuccessful counterpart. His instant offense is most likely drug-related, while the
typical unsuccessful participant committed a property-related offense. Those
succeeding had tried, on average, more different fypes of drugs than their unsuccessful
counterparts. Thus, these preliminary results indicate the successful candidate has an
extensive history involving drugs, and as such, is perhaps more agreeable to his/her
need for treatment.

As the program is relatively new, any discussion as to whether the program
succeeded in achieving its objective of “have 10% complete probation” is premature.
However, these preliminary results do indicate that the DIP is achieving a success rate
of slightly over 50 percent, and thus surpassing three additional program objectives.

Despite these potentially promising results, the DIP is hampered by a lack of
clear purpose and definition. Specifically, confusion exists as to whether its primary
purpose is to benefit the department (i.e., ancillary services provided by the DIP officer)
or benefit the probationer (distinct program). Compounding this problem is the desire
on the part of current administration to alter the DIP’s operation prior. to offering full
consideration to this concern.

SYSTEM IMPACTS

As these programs were initiated to relieve jail crowding, either directly (i.e.,
pretrial) or indirectly (DIP), information regarding the population of both jails was |
analyzed.

While Peoria County has witnessed a reduction in the extent to which their jail is

overcrowded, it is highly unlikely this change is due to the implementation of the Pretrial
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Services Program. First, the size of the total sentenced and non-sentenced jail
population remained relatively stable during the course of the evaluation. Second, only
small changes in the averége length of stay for non-sentenced inmates (the only jail
population that the Pretrial Service_s Program can impact) occurred over the program'’s
operational period. This, coupled with the observation that only nine individuals were
placed on pretrial services supervision during the evaluation period, results in the
program having, at best, a negligible affect on jail population levels in Peoria County.
Data constfaints in Macon County seriously impacted the extent to which
~ program impacts on the jail population could be assessed. One finding revealed that
although there was a reduction in the average number of days spent in jail by
individuals released on pretrial supervision, the decrease was not sizeable. However,
as this group of individuals averaged fewer days in jail prior fo release than those not
released and those being released ROR, expanding the program to other populations
might be worthy of COnsideratién.

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In analyzing the common issues that exist among the five programs, several
issues come forth in most, if not all, of them. First, there are pervasive problems related
tothe clarity of goals and objectiyes, or their conformance with actual program
performance. Second, data systems in both counties and, thus in all five programs,
present difficulties not only for this evaluation team, but also for any future attempts by
the programs to perform ongoing asséssments of their performance. Third, the pending
reorganizations in the two court services and probation departments present both

challenges and opportunities for the future development of the programé.



Mission and Goals Recommendations

it appearé that goal fragmentation and its resulting confusion stems from two |
sources: misconceptions of the objectives on the part of those outs_idé_thg programs and
program staff, and a change in some goals in response to knowledge gained during
program operation. To the extent that goals have changed in response to
circumstances or new information, the changes in them should be communicated to
program staff and externél constituencies. Also, in order to avoid confusion both within
and Voutside the progranﬁ, the Qoals and objectives should be articulated clearly to staff.
and those conducting business with, or otherwise interesfe_d in, the program. These
measures should help keep staff and management “on the same page,” and allow for
more accurate assessment of program perfdrmance both byv funders and by the broader.

community.

Data Improvement Recommendations

The research team encourages the programs to continue their quest for
improved data handling capacity. These concerns can be rectified over time through
purchases of additional equipment and software, as funds become available.
Correction of the inaccuracy of collected data rﬁust be rectified through human
solutions. It is recommended the programs take steps to clarify data reporting

procedures and terminology through the development of appropriate policy and

| - procedure, as well as appropriate training of staff regarding policy and procedure. The

programs also must work on the collection of data at the individual offender level, rather

than in aggregate form. Only in this way can programs identify client characteristics



associated with successful program outcomes and ensure congruence between client

needs and program structure and services.

Probation and Court Services Reorganization Recommendations

Court Services administrators in each county can increase the likelihood of
positive results from reorganization by taking care to match officer aptitude and interest
to their unit assignment. Also, because reorganization inevitably will result in some
officers performing.tasks related to programs they were only marginally familiar with
prior to reorganization, care must be taken to provide these staff with a clear orientation

regarding program goals, objectives, and procedures.
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CHAPTER 1: STUDY BACKGROUND

In November 1995, the lllinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJIA)
issued a requést for proposals to conduct an implementation and impact evaluation of
pretrial and drug intervention programs in Macon and Peoria Counties. The three
programs to be studied in Macon County were the Pretrial Services Program, the
Deferred Prosecution Program, and the Day Reporting Center (DRC). In Peoria County
the two programs that were the subject of evaluation were the Drug Intervention
Program (DIP) and the Pretrial Services Programs. Two years and a maximum of
$200,000 were allowed for the study.

In the Request for Proposals, the ICJIA identified three broad goals for the
implementation evaluation: 1) to determine the extent to which implementation was
conducted in accordance with pre-operational expectations; 2) to guide future
refinement of the programs, which offered a unique opportunity as funding for all of the
programs had begun just the previous year; and, 3) to guide similar undertakings in
other jurisdictions.

The grant solicitation identified two general goals for the impact evaluation. The
first was to evaluate the degree to which the programs reduced jail crowding in the two
jurisdictions. The second was to determine the degree to which the programs provided
the court system iﬁ both jurisdictions with alternative sanctions for appropriate

populations.



A STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Prison and jail overcrowding are longstanding problems facing American criminal
justice systehs. J;il crowding, in paniculér, has hit local juris»drictions hardA, stretching
already thin resources further and exacerbating existing problems in providing
adequate inmate services and programs. Iﬁ an effort to deal with this situation,
jurisdictions started programs to channel offenders out of the criminal justice system at
the earliest possible point, thus reducing system associated costs and preventing
deeper penetration of the offender into the criminal justice system.

Of offenders processed and adjudicated guilty, probation services traditionally
handled those considered less serious. Howéver, given the increased rate at which
offenders come into the system, probation departments were forced to absorb a
growing number of offenders, many of whom had substance abuse problems
interwoven with a criminal lifestyle. In several jurisdictions this resulted in
unmahageable probation caseloads of offenders in need of more supervision and/or
treatment than traditional probation had to offer. Thus, national and Iocél attention

turned toward the development of alternative programming.

The Problem of Jail Overcrowding

Since the 1970s, one of the most severe problems facing American jails is
overcrowded conditions. Between 1972 and 1984, jail populations ‘grew almost 84
percent (from 141,588 to 233,551 inmates), while the rated capacity of jail space grew
by less than 20 percent (Thompson and Mayes, 1991). While results from a 1982

survey of jail administrators revealed that overcrowded conditions were the foremost



problerﬁ facing American jails, other problems directly resulting from the overcrowded
conditions also were noted. These related to recreational and medical offender
services and/or programs and basic facility issues such as building structure, fire
hazards, staffing, and food (Kerle and Ford, 1982). In the ensuing years, overcrowded
conditions persisted in the country’s jails. Guyes reported similar findings in 1988
noting that overcrowded conditions were the most serious problem facing American
jails, followed by staff shortages.

| In the past decade, the population problem in American jails improved, but
conditions remained troublesome. Between 1983 and 1993, there was more than a
100 percent increase in the average daily jail population (227,541 in 1983 to 466,14Q in
1993). Although jail capacity limits increased as well, since 1989, the average jail
population has hovered around 100 percent of capacity (Bureau of Justice Statistics,
1995).

Compounding the issue was that, since the 1980s, many state correctional
systems have been overcrowded and under federal court orders or consent decrees to
limit inmate populations due to crowding or other specific conditions of confinement
(McDonald, 1989). As a result, convicted offenders often are held in local jails for
extended lengths of time until bed space becomes available in a state facility. quther,
some states, such as lllinois, attempted to free up valuable bed space in state
correctional facilities by not admitting lower level offenders into state custody, instead

having those offenders complete their sentences in locally operated jails.



lllinois was not immune, however, to the national problem of jail overcrowding.
As was the case natiohally, in the 1980s the population of Hlinois jails dramatically'
increa>seo.” —For exarl'\ple,. accoroing to the ICJIA (1990), toe numoer of ioroetee
occupying space in lllinois jails increased almost 30 percent between fiscal years 1981
and 1988. Several reasons existed which can explain this increase: 1) the legislature
mandated imprisonment for oertain offenders; 2) the time served for certain crimes was
increased; and, 3) there was an increased emphasis on arresting those suspected of
committing drug offenses. Together, these 'pract.ices inCreesed the jail population levels -
of both pretrial detainees ahd sente’nced offenders, who freqoently were housed within
the same facility.

The Search for Viable Alternatives

Due to institutional overcrowding and unmanageable probation caseloads filled
with more serious offenders, by the mid-1980s a renewed interest in alternative
community-based corrections programs existed (Petersilia, 1987; Larivee, 1990).
Unlike the community-based corrections movement, alternative programming was
viewed as a mechanism by which offenders received their f‘just desserts” through
appropriate levels of punishment and corrtrol (Morris and Tonry, 1990). Through the ,

development of these community-based sanctions, several objectives could be

" attained: 1) the judiciary would have new sentencing options enabling it to fit the

sentence to the severity of the crime;.2) offenders who were too dangerous to be
placed on probation, but not dangerous enough to warrant a prison sentence, could

remain in the community under increased surveillance, with an emphasis on offender



control and public safety; and, 3) the diversion of offenders from incarceration would
save the govérnment money (Cromwell and Killinger, 1994; Palumﬁo and Peterson,
1994; Morris and Tonry, 1990).

Although an abundance of literature on the alternative sanction movement in
general exists, information relating to individual, specific programs is often sparse
and/or difficult to locate. Further, because alternative programs vary greatly in many
ways, such as program length, type of treatment, target population, operating
procedures, and definition of success, comparing outcomes across what appear to be
similar programs is difficult. Thus, to understand fully the unique processes by which
many alternative programs operate, considering them individually is often best.

Macon and Peoria Counties' Jail Problems

Over the last several years, officials in both Macon and Peoria Counties became
increasingly aware of overcrowding in their local jails. In addition, high levels of
commitments to the lllinois Department of Corrections (IDOC) were noted. These
circumstances were attributed to continued increases in the nuﬁbers of defendants
charged with drug offenses.

Between 1988 and 1992, there was a 46 percent rise in the number of bookings
into the Macon County Jail, and a 29 percent increase in the Peoria County Jail. .These
increases raised the proportion of pretrial offenders held in jail to unacceptable levels,
making it apparent that the jails were being used to house offenders awaiting court

hearings, rather than those already convicted and sentenced.



To assist in analyzing what factors contributed to the disproportionate number of
pretrial detainees held in their jail, Peoria County officials reviewed the jail crowding
situation fhrough a Natioﬁél Instituté 6f Corrections funded study and by assembling a
task force to address jail population management. Three critical factors were identified
as fostering the county's overcrowded jail conditions. First, it was noted that the
judiciary felt ill-equipped to make decisions regarding bail for offenders about whom
they knew very little. Second, few options existed that provided any form of supervision
in the community for pretrial defendants. Third, a perception existed that only two
sentencing options existed—court ordered supervision (probation) and incarceration.

Counties' Initiatives

Through an ICJIA initiative, both counties planned for and implemented Pretrial
Service Programs to generate more béckground information about non-capital felony
level offenders, and to provide some supervision of pretrial offenders released into the
community.” Each county also implemented programs to address and provide services
for the increasing number of drug-related offenders.

In addition to its Pretrial Services Program, Peoria County created the DIP to
serve as a specialized caseload for offenders with chronic substance abuse problems.
The DIP was designed to provide supervision, assessment, and treatment options for
those experiencing repeated-contacts with the criminal justice system due to their

substance abuse. It was envisioned that the DIP would create links between the court,

'The Peoria County Pretrial Services Program also inciudes misdemeanants in its program.



court services, and service providers to ensure concentrated efforts were made to
address this population of offenders.

Macon County complemented its Pretrial Services Program with the
implementation of two supervision and service‘ oriented programs: the DRC and the
expansion of the State’s Attorney's Deferred Prosecution Program. Both of these
programs were designed to offer a range of community-based education and treatment
services to offenders in a timely and efficient manner. With the DRC and the Deferred
Prosecution Program, offenders would be supervised and monitored while receiving
services necessary for their adjustment in the community as productive, law-abiding
citizens.

The DRC was designed to serve offenders who wereA court ordered to pretrial
supervision, as well as offenders cohvicted and sentenced to either standard or
intensive probation. In addition, eligible candidates for the DRC could be identified as
having a history of substance abuse, being at risk for re-offending, in need of daily
supervision and structured activities, or requiring special services.

The expansion of the Macon County State’s Attorney's Deferred Prosecution
Program was designed to target drug and drug-related offenders. The program defers
prosecution in lieu of providing offenders the opportunity .to obtain substance abuse
treatment, or address their criminal behavior inherently linked to drug involvement.
Clients successfully completing the Deferred Prosecution Program were channeled
away from formal prosecution. Those uhable to refrain from drug use and criminal

activity, or those who violated the conditions of the program, would be referred back to



the State’s Attorney's Office (SAO) for prosecution of the original charges. The primary
purpose of the expanded deferred prosecution brogram was to decrease the number of
offenders entering the criminal justice system. Intercepting first time offenders and
connecting them with services at their earliest boint of contact with the court was
intended to result in decreased ﬁumbers of pretrial detainees in the county jail, as well
as increased numbers of individuals receiving needed rehabilitative services.

This repdrt, divided into five chapters, provides a discussion of the evaluation of
these five programs conducted by researchers at the Center for Legal Studies at the
University of lllinois at Springfield. Following Chapter 1 is a discussion of the study's
methodology. An identification of the major sources of information gathered is
discussed, as well as the scope and structure of both the implementation and impact
dimensions of this evaluation. Chapter 3 introduces the readers td the five programs
and their placemenf and functioning within the criminal justice systems of the respebtive '
counties. The five programs are then individually reviewed, with each review beginning
with a concise summary that provides the reader with an overview of prominent
program characteristics. An analysis of program activities such as the numbers of
clients served, success rates for clients, perceived strengths and weaknesses of the
programs, and an identification of any data concerns is then presented. Chapter 4
synthesizes the impacts experienced by each county as a result of these initiatives.

'Chapter 5 summarizesvthe report's major findings, including global concerns
experienced across many of these programs, and offers a number of universal

recommendatio_ns.



CHAPTER 2: METHODOLOGY

While all five evaluated programs were directed toward like goals, each was
located within a separate phase of the judicial process and hypothetically targeted an
identifiable offender population. Consequently, this project produced five separate, yet
interrelated, implementation and impact evaluations. As .Pretrial Services Programs
operated in both counties, some comparisons between these programs were
undertaken to provide a perspective on the findings. However, the point of these
cbmparisons was not to gauge which program was implemented more effectively or
produced greater impacts.

This two-year evaluation project encompaésed a 37-month period of program
6peration, commencing in February 1995 with the start of thé first program—the
Deferred Prosecution Program. Some unevenness exists in the dépth of information
presented on each of the five programs due to their differing operational iengths and the
data routinely collected. As noted in the introduction, this report focused on both
implementation and impact issues. However, a lack of individual-level data for édain
programs, an automated Peoria County computer system that was cumbersome to work
- with, and a limited Macon County computer system that required manual data
collection, made it difficult to comprehensively address many impact issues.

Throughout the course 6f the evaluation, various types of data were collected.

. These included grant proposals and ICJIA monitoring records, monthly data reporté
submitted by each program to the ICJIA; interyiews with individuals who were/are

involved in the development or operation of one or more of the programs;



individual-level data regarding clients served (when évailable); and system-level data
involving both countys' jail populations and circuit clerk cases.

Prior to a discussion ih\)olving thé types of information cdlléctéd during the
course of this evaluation, attention needs to be focused on the scope and structure of

the two abovementioned dimensions of this evaiuation—implementation and impact.
THE IMPLEMENTATION EVALUATION: SCOPE AND STRUCTURE

In the Request for Proposals, the ICJIA identified three principal objectives for
the implementation portion of the evaluation: 1) to assess the extent to which program
implementation was conducted according to pre-ovperat‘ional expectations; 2) to guide
the refinement of the programs in the future; and, 3) to ‘guide similar program
undertakings by other counties in the future (p. 5). Because all five of the evaluated
programs were structured similarly, the design of the implementation evaluation was
approximately the same for each. The variance among the individual implementation
evaluations comes through the differing perceptions of key actors involved with program
development and initiation, the existing data sources available for each program, and
the stage of implementation the program has attained.?

A comprehensive description of each program, its history and the original context
in which it‘was developed and operationalized was completed during this portion of the
evaluation. It began with a review of program documentation extrécted from the ICJIA,
the AOIC, and 6n-site brogram ﬁlés. Ffom this fﬁfdn;ration, detailé regarding each

program’s goals, initial structure, resources and staff were extracted. The information

2 For example, the Macon County Deferred Prosecution Program was the first evaluated program to be operational
(February 1995), while the Macon County DRC was the last to commence (December 1996).
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was synthesized into a description of the initiation context of the program.
Semi-structufed interview protocols (see Appendix A) then were deVeloped to review
these areas with key actors (i.e., those involved with the development, administrative
shaping, or operation of the programs), to solicit their perceptions of these program
dimensions, and to identify the manner in which the programs actually were
implemented.

. THE IMPACT EVALUATION: SCOPE AND STRUCTURE

The purpose of the impact evaluation was to determine whether the five
programs assisted in the relief of jail crowding and provided alternative programming for
drug offenders. Because all five programs had unique goals and objectives, the
discussions of impacts vary. When possible, criminal justice system impacts also are
included, for example, the impact of the Pretrial Services Programs on the number of
failure to appears (FTAs) in court and the Deferred Prosecution Program’s impact on
prosecution costs. A more global impact analysis of change in available jail space also
is brovided.

The impact evaluation section is derived primarily from monthly data reports,
individual case files, and jail and circuit clerk records. The perceptions of interview
subjects regarding program impacts supplement the discussion. The analysis of
program impacts includes client success rates and the achievement of goals and/or
objectives. System level impacts center on reducing jail overcrowding, increasing

personal recognizance bonds, and decreasing the number of failures to appear in court.
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DATA SOURCES

As mentioned above, a number of different data were obtained to address the
if_nplementation and impact sections of this evaluation. A brief discussion of each data
type is presented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Data Sources

ICJIA Program Proposals and Monitoring Records .
Grant proposals submitted by the target counties, contracts and contract amendments,
program monitoring correspondence, reports and other documentation were utilized in
.determining pre-operational expectations and context and to gauge implementation efforts.

Monthly Program Data Reports sent to the ICJIA/AOIC
These documents were used to obtain program data, including the number of clients
served by these programs, characteristics of program participants, and program success
rates. Some reports also documented program milestones, problem areas, and changes
in program structure, staffing, and services.

interviews
Level | Interviews: These interviews were conducted with key officials including judges,
prosecutors, defense attorneys, program administrators, law enforcement personnel, jail
administrators, and others identified as having impacted program development and/or
operation.

Level Il Interviews: These interviews involved the program’s operational staffs,
associated program staff (e.g., regular probation officers not assigned to the targeted
programs) and affiliated service providers, such as substance abuse treatment
providers.

Individual-level Program Data

Individual-level program data were obtained for all programs except the DRC. The
Deferred Prosecution Program provided client information that included social
demographics, start/terminated dates, and types of treatment contacts. The Macon
County Pretrial Services Program provided names of individuals for whom bond reports
were prepared, the date of the bond report, bond court release decision, and the final
date of pretrial supervision if applicable. They also provided criminal records checks for
a sample of Deferred Prosecution Program clients. The Peoria County Pretrial Services
Program presented a detailed supervision history for each individual released on

~ supervision. Lastly, case files and Peoria County booking records were obtained for DIP
clients, as well as a comparison group of probationers. This information detailed arrest
records, services and sanctions received while on probation, and case outcome.

System-level Program Data
Jail Records: Automated jail records were obtained from Peoria County, while Macon
County’s records were accessed manually. All Peoria County Jail booking records were
collected beginning with the 11 months prior to the start of the earliest program—DIP in
August 1995. Macon County jail information was collected on a sample of individuals for
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whom bond reports were prepared. These records were utilized for a number of
purposes including determining average daily populations and changes in the number
and type of pretrial detainees.

Circuit Clerk Records: In Peoria County, records of failures to appear in court were
collected to determine the effectiveness of the Pretrial Services Program in reducing
FTAs. Macon County circuit clerk records, for the same sample of individuals with bond
reports, also were utilized to determine the number of FTAs, as well as to describe case
outcomes. -

ICJIA Program Proposals and Monitoring Records

Reports, individual-level program data, archival documents, grant applications,
and other relevant materials provided by the agencies, the AOIC, and the ICJIA were
reviewed. Evaluation staff visited the ICJIA offices on three occasions to photocopy
master program files. These visits occurred at the beginning of the evaluation, prior to
the production of the interinﬁ report in March 1997, and in March 1998. |

Monthly Program Data Reports

Program monthly data reports, which are submitted to the ICJIA, were obtained
by the evaluation team for all programs for the months each program was in oberation.
While specific data contained in each report varied by the individual program, all of
these reports include information about the number of cases for which the program had
responsibility, the number of new cases entering the program each month, and the
number of cases exiting the program successfully or unsuccessfully. Below is a
description of the monthly reports obtained for each of the five programs.

DRC .

DRC monthly data reports were available for the first 15 rhonths of program

operation (December 1996—February 1998). These reports described the clientele

served by the DRC and its programs, including social demographics, offénse level,
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client referral source, class participation, and outcome. Although evaluation staff
worked with the DRC staff to improve the report format, suggestions made have yet to
be incorporated into the monthly data report;

Deferred Prosecution Program

Deferred Prosecution Program monthly data reports were obtained for the first 37
months of program operation (February 1995-February 1998). Program information
reported included the numbers of individuals offered and accepting deferred prosecution
and their arrest charges, social demographics of participants, the number of drug
screens, and reasons for program termination.

The Macon County Pretrial Services Program

The Pretrial Services Program provided the evaluation team with its data reports
for its first 33 months of operation (June 1995-February 1998). These reports included
the numbers of bond report investigations and Pretrial services supervision cases, types
and frequencies of special conditions, and program outcomes. In addition, program
staff pl-rovided two supplementary reports, specific to -the Macon County program. One
report detailed the s'ocial demographics of all individuals who received a bond report
and the other outlined the electronic monitoring cases supervised by one of th.e Pretrial
ofﬁcer.s. |

The Peoria County Pretrial Services Program

The Peoria County Pretrial Services Program provided the same monthly data
report as Macon County. The format of this report was developed and standardized by

the AOIC in consultation with representatives of pretrial services programs throughout
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the staté. It is used by all pretrial services programs in lilinois to report program data to
the AOIC. |
DIP

DIP monthly data reports were available for the first 31 months of program
operation (August 1995-February 1998). These reports recorded the number of
probationers screened for and accepted into the program, social demographics of
participants, results of drug'scree'ns, the number of program violations, and program
outcomes. Monthly summaries of these reports provided information regarding
milestones, problems, and changes in program application.

Interviews

Interview subjects were identified from the program documentation and through a
"snowball" sample process whereby initial subjects were asked to identify other
appropriate iﬁtewiew subjects. Additionally, program -documents such as grant
proposals, progress reports, media reports, and program memorandums were reviewed
to insure the universe of relevant individuals had been identified. Each potential
interviewee was contacted by phone to set an interview appointment time. There was
only one direct refusal to participate in interviews; however, several interviewees
seemed unable to make scheduled interview appointments. It was decided that after
three unsuccessful attempts to establish an interview, the individual would be stricken
from the interview list.

On-site interviews were conducted individually, using the aforementioned
protocols. Exceptions to the protocols were made when interviewing individuals, such

as members of the county board, judges or state’s attorneys, whose knowledge of
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opérational or structural aspects of the programs was limited. Interviews typically lasted
30 to 40 minutes.

As the study was originally conceived, each person identified as an appropriate
subject for interview would be interviewed at two stages during the evaluation. The first
interviews began in the fourth month of the evéluation and focué_ed on obtaining
information regarding the initiation context, iﬁitial program features and procedures. A
second round of interviews began in the sixteenth month of the evaluation and focused
on identification of program changes, significant program events, early assessments of
program operations and impacts, and views regarding program continuation.

After the initial interviews with key actors were completed, interviews with a
second level or “tier” of individuals were initiated. This group included individuals
affiliated with the programs, but not involved in the design, initial implementation or
operational administration of the programs’ efforts. This group' included client service
providers, such as those involved with substance abuse evaluation and treatment,
educational services and mental health programs. Table 2.2 provides an overview of

interviews conducted with individuals associated with each program.
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Table 2.2: Number of Personnel Interviewed'

MACON COUNTY PEORIA COUNTY
Pretrial Day Deferred Pretrial Drug
Services Reporting | Prosecution Services Intensive
Program Center Program Program Program
Program
Administrators 3? 3? 1 4 42
Program Staff 5 3 2 2 2
Judges 3 ' 2 2 5 3
Prosecutors 2 1 3 3 1
Defense Attorneys 0 0 0 1 1
Service Providers N/A 2 3 N/A 6
Associated System
Personnel
o Law Enf. Office 2 2 2 4 2
e  Court Services 1 1 1 33 3
e Other 1 1 1 7 7

Six additional persons (one from Macon County and five from Peoria County) either directly or indirectly associated
with one of the programs were interviewed (e.g., members of the County Board, Jail Management Task Force, and
retired Judges). However, as these interviews did not follow the standard protocol and were historical in nature, the
information gleaned was incorporated into the related narrative but not recorded in the above table.

2 One program administrator also served as program staff, he/she is recorded in both categories
% One court services interviewee also served as a program administrator; he/she is recorded in both categories.

During the first 11 months of the study, 45 interviews were conducted with policy
makers involved in the formation of one or more of the five programs, program staff, and
individuals who interact with the programs. In the second year of the evaluation, 26 of
~ them were reinterviewed in order to gain their iAnsights regarding program changes since
their initial interview. Another 16 individuals were interviewed for the first time in the
second year. Included in this group were new program staff or personnel from outside

entities having contact with one or more of the programs.
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Individual-level Program Data
Individual IeVel prograrﬁ data were obtained from all programs with the exception
of the DRC. Analysis of the individual level data also is presented in Chapter 3 within
eaéh program’s indivfdual section.

Deferred Prosecution

~ The Deferred Prosecution Program provided automated copies of 332 case files
to the evaluation team. These files included dates of éach pérticipant’s program
intewiew, beginning of treatment, and terminaﬁon. ‘Also included were social
demographics, offense level, and type and frequency of treatment contacts for each
participant. | | |
Further case analysis was performed on individuals acceptéd into the Defefred
Prosecution Program during its first 12 months of operation (Februéry 1995—January
- 1996). Criminal history checks were obtained from LEADS on 97 participants in May
| 1998. From these checks, the evaluation team recorded each participant’s prior arrest
history including the number and offense levels of arrests, and subsequent convictions,
prior to the offehse that led to participation in the Deferred Prosecution Program.
- Rearrest history also was collected from these record checks, including the number and
dates of rearrests, rearrest charges®, and whether charges were filed and the individual
was found guilty. However, the comprehensiveness of LEADS is limited because the

arrest and dispositional information is available only if the arresting and prosecuting

3 Appendix B provides a table of offenses categorized by offense type—person, property, drug, driving, weapon,
other, sex, and procedural. Although not included in the appendix, evaluation staff further coded each offense. For
example, theft was coded “201". This same coding scheme was used for all programs when arrest charges or
charges filed were known. :
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agencies report the information to the ISP for inclusion in the criminal history record
information system. For example, the arrest that led to program participation was listed
on only one-third of the individuals’ record checks.

Pretrial Services Programs

The Macon County Pretrial Services Pro.gram provided names of individuals for
whom bond reports were prepared (n=405), the date of the bond report, the bond court
release decision (not released, released with pretrial services supervision, or released
with no supervision), and the final date of pretrial supervision if applicable. This
information was used to create a sample of individuals for whom jail and circuit clerk
information was collected. This information is presented with the system impact
discussion in Chapter 4. The Peoria County program presented a detailed supervision
history for each individual released on supervision (n=9). The evaluation team asked
for this information because information on the monthly data reports were inconsistent
across reporting categories regarding the number of individuals released.

DIP

Individual level data were obtained for each probationer admitted into the DIP
during the first 31 months of program operation. For each of these 68 probationers, the |
DIP officer provided the following information: social demographics, Peoria County Jail
booking information, officer case file notes, identification of the instant offense and
offense class, drug usage and treatment history information, and toxicology results.
Information regarding these latter three items (i.e., drug usage history, prior treatment,
and toxicology) came from each DIP probationer’s TAG sheet. According to the Policy

and Procedures Manual, this form was to be filled out for each DIP probationer upon
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entrance into the program and serve to evaluate the process and impact of the DIP.
Unfortunately mény of these forms were not completed with the probationer's
assistance and were filled out retrbspéctively from inf_ormatibn containéd w‘iihin
probation records. As such, concern surfaced with respect to the completeness and
accuracy of that information. Frpm the case file notes, the research team was able to
identify the DIP enfry and exit (if applicable) dates for each probationer, the number and
type of any technical violation petitions filed with the court while they were in the DIP,
and an identification of their exit status (i.e., successful or unsuccessful) and placement
(eg., to fegular probation, to IDOC, etc.).

System Level Data

System level data were collected in both counties. In Macon County, a sample of
the jail and circuit clerk data were manually collected, while in Peoria County the data

were obtained in automated format. Analysis of these data is presented in Chapter 4.

Macon County

Because there is no countywide computer system in Macon County’s court
system, a sample of system level data was established and collected manually. Data
collection was performed by only two researchers to maintain intercoder reliability.

Individuals for whom bond reports were provided by Pretrial officers were the
population of interest. A requesf for information on those individuals for whorﬁ bond
reports were prepared was made in January 1998. The list provided included
approximétely 3,600 individuals for whom bond reports were prepared between June
1995 and December 1997. Information on each arrestée included name, date of birth,

date of pretrial interview, and release type. An individual's initial release from jail is
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recorde.d in one of three ways: 1) not released—individuals held or given a cash bond®,
2) released with no supervision—individuals released on personal recognizance bonds,
‘and 3) released with pretrial services supervision.

There were approximately 400 individuals released with pretrial services
supervision. Therefore, random sample sizes of 400 individuals also were chosen from
the other two release type groups. These sample sizes répresented nearly 20 percent
of the not released group and nearly 40 percent of the released with no supervision
group. Cases wifh date problems or missing jail/circuit clerk files were deleted from the
sample. As a result, the final total sample size was 1,134. The size of the not released
group was 380 persons (33.5% of the entire sample), the released without supervision
group was 383 persons (33.8%), and the pretrial services supervision group was 371
persons (32.7%).

Information was collected on individuals in all three groups from the Macon
County Jail and the Circuit Clerk’s Office durﬁng January and Februafy 1998.
Evaluation staff were provided access to a computer in the jail that contained all
booking information. Information collected includéd the date of arrest that led to the

bond report, Iength of jail stay, arrest charge, and all Macon County rearrest history
through February 1998. The circuit clerk’s office also provided a computer for staff to
access public records. Due to the 1996 transition from paper to automated files,

information for most 1995 cases was collected from the paper files. Using the arrest

* Pretrial officers record individuals given a cash bond as not released, regardless of whether the individual is
financially able to pay the bond and released from jail on the day of bond court or at a later date.
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and bond report dates, staff attempted to locate the corresponding'case file. When
located, this file provided information on charges filed, date and type of disposition and
ééntence, and FTA information for the current case. Information was collected on all
case activity occurring through February 1998. [f attempfs to locate the case were
unsuccessful, it was assumed thét charges wefe not filed iﬁ that instance.

After all jail and circuit clerk information had been cbllected from county offices,
other evaluation staff returmned to Macon County to conduct a validity check of the data
collection. Approximately five percent of all cases in the sample were verified and
determined to be valid.

Peoria County

The unit responsible for data processing in the Peoria County court system
provided the evaluation team with jail and circuit clerk computer files. The Peoria
County computer system is organized on the case level, which made data analysis at
the individual level nearly impossible. The jail computer file was the simplest to analyze
because it was formatted as one file, whereas the clerk’s file was separated into several
smaller files, each containing different court information. Requests for these data were
first made in farll 1996. A data update was requested in early 1998; data were then
complete 'through February 1998.

Jail information was collected from September 1994 through February 1998. The
first 11 months of that period represent a pre-program implementation baseline period.
;I'he jail file contained information on all Peoria County Jail bookings during this time.
Also detailed were social demographics,. length of jail stay, arrest charge, and how the

individual was released from jail.
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Initially, the evaluation team requested eight circuit clerk files that contained
social demographics, charge information, case disposition, sentencé, financial
information, FTA information, and bond information. In addition to the problem of the
aggregate level formatting, the circuit clerk records do not specify which individuals the
pretrial officers interviewed, investigated, or for whomAbond reports were prepared.
Without this information, any data analysis could not be linked to Pretrial Services
Program impacts. Therefore, the only circuit clerk information reported is an overview
of FTA information, as the reduction of FTAs is an objective of pretrial services
programs. It was decided other circuit clerk information would not substantively add to
the content of this report.

Two additional data collection methods employed included conducting sAite-visits
and holding two administrative update meetings with program administrators and/or
staff and representatives of the AOIC and ICJIA. Information regarding these efforts is
disclosed below.

Site-Visits

On-site visits to programs were made in both counties. In Macon County,
evaluation staff observed interviews with prospective Deferred Prosecution Program
clients and treatment sessions, DRC classes, pretrial bond report interviews, and bond
court. Similar observations also were made in.Peoria County, including a ride—along'
with the DIP officer during client home/work visits.

Administrative Update Meetings

The CLES hosted two administrative update meetings in the spring of 1997 and

1998. On February 14, 1997, program and ICJIA administrators and evaluation staff
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attended the first of these information-gathering sessions. This meeting served three
purposes. First, those attending received an overview of progress to date and the
rérﬁaining evaluation project schedule. Second, it provided an opportunity for

' evéluation staff to discuss data acquisition problems with the program representatives
and review existing data, as well as to consider the best strategies for obtaining needed
data. Third, evaluation staff were able to share their observations of program
operations with the program representatives. This discussion help'ed'facilitate
realization of the IJCIA goal of guiding future refinement of the programs. After the
plenary session, evéluation staff met with the individual program representatives for a
more in-depth discussion of observations and recommendations.

Following this first administrative meeting, an interim report concentrating on the
development and implementation of the five programs was issued in March 1997. The
interim report reviewed program data through December 1996. Issues common to all,
or most, of the programs weré addressed in the report along with recommendations
regarding the common issues and the individual programs.

On March 19, 1998 the second administrativé update meeting was held.
Representatives of each of the five programs, the ICJIA, the AOIC, and the evaluation
team attended this session. This meeting provided an opportunity to review program |
progress since the initial administrative meeting and the interim report. It also allowed
~ evaluation staff to obtain feedback from the prograh repfesentatives regarding initial’
interpretations of the data. Lastly, the meeting gave evaluation staff and program

representatives the chance to work out remaining final data collection details.
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CHAPTER 3: A REVIEW OF THE PROGRAMS

The five programs that are the focus of this evaluation are located within the
continuum of either the Macon County or Peoria County criminal justice systems.
Specifically, three of the initiatives, the Macon County Pretrial Services Program, the
Peoria County Pretrial Services Program, and the Deferred Prosecution Program
attempt to impact the system and offender early in the court process. By contrast, the
Drug Intervention Program (DIP) focuses on post-adjudication offenders through a
program targeted at a high-recidivism offender categofy—those with significant
substance abuse problems. The fifth program, the Day Reporting Center (DRC),
includes offenders from several points in the process: those referred directly from the
court, those under pretrial supervision, and those on probation. The following charts
illustrate the additional options the five programs brought to their respective court
systems as well as the relative placement of each program in their overall criminal
justice system.

The relational structure among the Macon County Court Services programs is
provided in Figure 3.1. The Pretrial Services Program, through its pretrial investigations
and subsequent bond reports, has provided the judiciary and the SAO with additional
information for bond court hearings. This bond report information also is used by the
Deferréd Prosecution Program as an aid in determining program eligibility. Also, the
existence of pretrial supervision provides the court with an additional option to pretrial
incarceration and release without supervision. The DRC constitutes a supplemental |

means of pretrial supervision in addition to supervision by pretrial officers.
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Figure 3.1: Macon Couhty
Probation and Court Services
- Flow Chart
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Ih Peoria County, an offender enters the criminal system upon arrest and
detention in the county jail. Aé described later in this report, many offenders who are
detained in jail are interviewed by a pretrial officer who then submits the findings of the
interview and a records check fo the SAO. A determination is made regarding an
offender’s potential for pretrial release. Those selected by the prosecutor to appear in
bond court may be released to pretrial services supervision, released without
supervision, or retained in j'ail. For detainees not selected for bond court and those
denied pretrial release, formal prosecution proceeds as normal.

The relationships among Peoria County Court Services programs are presented
in the Figure 3.2. Local court services provide three alternatives to incarceration,
intensive probation services, standard probation supervision, and the DIP. The DIP
provides supervision to a specialized caseload of offenders with substance abuse
problems. Offenders may be ordered by the court to participate in the DIP, or they may
be referred to the program from standard or intensive probation. Once an offender
completes the DIP, he/she is either terminated from supervision, or returned to a

traditional probation caseload.
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Figure 3.2: Peoria County
Probation and Court Services
Flow Chart
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The remainder of this chapter is devoted to a review of each of the five programs.
Discussion iﬁcludes a concise summary of prominent program chafacteristics; a review
of operations, including program goals, program structure and staffing, and program
implementation; an analysis of activities, including scope of services and program
impacts; an identification of program strengths and weaknesses, including
implementation, operation and data issues; and a discussion of program
recommendations. The Macon County DRC is presented first, following by the Macon
County Deferred Prosecution and the Macon Pretrial Services Program. Information
regarding the Peoria County Pretrial Services Program and the Peoria County DIP

complete this chapter.
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Day Reporting Center (DRC)

m

Location:
Start Date:

Purpose/Mission:

Goal:

Program Budget:

Staff:

Contact:

Séopé of Services:

. Macon County, Decatur, lllinois

November 1996

The DRC’s main purpose is to provide services and supervision in
a centralized community-based location. Criteria for referrals to
the DRC are limited to specific offender populations, including
adult felony level offenders charge/convicted of drug or violent
offenses, offenders with substance abuse histories, and
probationers with compliance problems. A target DRC candidate
will have the highest risk of recidivism, require enhanced
supervision, and need special services.

Reduce the number of commitments to the IDOC.

Reduce recidivism rates and technical violations.

Reduce the average number of days probationers spend in jail
for violations.

Develop and centralize a comprehensive network of

resources to address the needs of offenders.

> >

~ Agreement 1: September 15, 1995 through September 30, 1996

#4272 $79,317 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$26,439 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $105,756

Agreement 2: October 11, 1996 through present

#4562 $79,317 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$26,439 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $105,756

A program coordinator, a DRC officer, and one support staff
member

Colleen Boyle (217) 425-6551
Seven primary services are offered.

Substance abuse counseling (offered 12/96 to present;
counseling conducted during 12 of those months)
*410 assessments, 199 participated (35% of grant
referrals)
ean average of 68 individuals per month received
counseling
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¢ 129 completed counseling; began reporting data in 8/97

that indicate 82 completed counseling; 35 percent were
noted as successful

Drug testing (445 drug tests administered)

e 333 (75%) tests administered to adult probationers
e 24 (10%) tests administered to juvenile probationers

o 17 ( 4%) tests administered to pretrial supervision
clients

o 71 (16%) tests administered to IPS offenders

Life skills training (offered from 12/96 to 8/97; classes
conducted during seven of those months)

e 23 assessments, 23 participated (4% of grant referrals)
¢ an average of 9 individuals per month received training

¢ 15 completed life skills training; 93 percent were noted
as successful

- Employment skills training (offered from 12/97 to present;
classes conducted during all months)

¢ 49 participated (9% of grant referrals)

e an average of 9 individuals per month received training

¢48 individuals completed training; 39 offenders (62%)
reported as successful

GED/ABE (offered 12/97 to present; classes conducted during
all months)

¢ 106 participated (19% of all grant referrals)
e an average of 27 individuals per month took classes

¢ 43 completed GED/ABE, data reported on 40 individuals
indicated 13 percent were successful, 73 percent

unsuccessful, and 15 percent completed GED by other
“method

Parénting class (offered 9/97 to present; classes conducted
during three of those months)

¢ 10 participated (2% of all grant referrals)
ean average of 5 individuals per month took class
¢ 6 completed class; 83 percent noted as successful

Anger management class (offered 10/97 to present; classes
conducted during all months)

« 21 participated (4% of all grant referrals)
¢ an average of 9 individuals per month took class
¢ 11 completed class; 82 percent noted as successful
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Summary of |
Evaluation
Activities:

Program Impacts:

During the evaluation period, program documentation was
collected from DRC staff and the ICJIA. Relevant documentation
included grant applications, RFPs for service providers, the draft
policy and procedure manual, monthly data reports, and
correspondence between the ICJIA and Macon County
administrators involved with the DRC. Interviews were conducted
with 14 DRC personnel and service providers. Because some
individuals were interviewed two or more times, the total number
of interviews was 22. In addition site-visits were conducted to
observe the daily milieu. To assist with charting the program’s
growth and success, the monthly data report was revised.

From inception through February 1998, the DRC received 703
referrals. Based on data reporting begun in February 1997, -
slightly less than 20 percent (n=136) were non-grant referrals,
while the majority, 81 percent (n=567), were grant referrals. The
grant referrals originated from the following referral sources:
e 72.0 percent from adult probation (n=408)

19.0 percent from the Pretrial Services Program (n=109)

6.0 percent from juvenile probation (n=28)

3.0 percent from IPS (n=17)

0.7 percent directly from court (n=4)

0.1 percent from administrative actions (n=1)

These sources provided 19 to 57 monthly referrals, with an
average of 38 per month.

Violations included both rearrests and technical violations:
¢ 68 rearrests (may include individuals arrested more than
once)
- o 42 technical violations (almost 10% received jail time for the
commission of a technical violation)

288 clients were discharged from the DRC.:
e 21% successful
e 58% unsuccessful: - - - : :
23% failure to attend initial assessment
63% non-compliance with DRC
9% revoked
5% jail/DOC
‘o 21% other discharge
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Program Issues:

Anticipated
Developments:

Recommendations:

>

> > >

Lack of clarity in the DRC’s mission and goals results in a lack
of program direction and appropriate targeting of referrals’
needs.

High staff turnover and chronic understaffing coupled with two
physical office moves has resulted in program instability.
Although the program receives information from Macon
County Probation and Court Services, which uses the
“Wisconsin model” of assessment, the DRC has never
implemented an appropriate client assessment instrument.
The DRC needs to implement a client data collection form that
will permit better identification of client characteristics
impacting successful treatment.

Under an agency wide reorganization, the DRC will be placed
in the Services Unit and ultimately gain two additional officers.
The DRC will be relocating to a more suitable office location.

The DRC needs to reexamine its mission and consider a
philosophic-therapeutic orientation that will anchor its
programs.

Goals also need to be reexamined, as they should be
meaningful, realistic, and attainable.

The DRC should collect data on the individual case level.
A reliable assessment instrument, which can identify client
problems and needs should be developed and/or adopted.
Issues affecting staff turnover should be identified and
addressed.
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DAY REPORTING CENTER

The DRC was established after a 1993 report from the lliinois Task Force on
Crime and Corréctions determined Macon Counfy needed community-based options
beyond thosé offered by exiéting probation and other court services. The DRC is one
compdnent in Macon County’s threefold effort to reduce the jail population, decrease
the number of Macon County dffenders committed to the IDOC, and provide educational
and therapeutic services for a rapidly increasing number of drug-related offenders.
.Operating as a separate unit, the DRC was 'designed to be an integral part of Macon
County Probation and Court Services. The purbose of the DRC was to provide
aCcountability for both pretrial and dispositional adult offenders residing in the
community, while also furnishing needed program services such as GED/ABE classes

and substance abuse and mental health. counseling.
PROGRAM OPERATIONS

The DRC program initially was intended to‘ start on September 15, 1995,
(Agreement #4272), with $79,317 in grant funds from the Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act
distributed by the ICJIA. This amount was augmented with $26,439 in local funds,
providing $105,756 in total funds available for the pfogram. Due to a very slow startup,

an amendment of the initial contract was filed on February 26, 1996 carrying the prbject

. to September 30, 1996. On October 1, 1996 a second contract agreement (#4562) was

established to provide a similar amount of funding for another year. The program
officially became operational in November 1996, but did not receive its first client until

the following month.



Program Goals

The D'RC was conceived with an extensive list of goals. Of brimary importance
was the county’s desire to reduce the number of pretriél detainees being held in the
local jail, and to lessen the number of commitments from Macon County to the IDOC.
The concept of a DRC appeared to be a viable and promising alternative to
incarceration, while offering selected offenders increased supervision, as well as a
variety of centralizéd services located in the community.

For sentenced offenders being supervised by court services, the DRC was to
serve as a daily check-in setting where services could be received and/or a client could
simply be monitored. By providing consistent daily contact with clients, the DRC staff
hoped to reduce the number of technical violations by becoming aware of the factors
triggering socially unacceptable and iliegal behavior, and then neutralizing them with
appropriate interventions. Specific goals, sub-goals and objectives (hereafter “goal
areas”) included in the original program proposal are as follows:

1. Reduce the number of commltments to the Department of Corrections from Macon
County;

Sub-goal: Establish an additional alternative custody option for the court to
consider when sentencing violent/drug offenders in Macon County.

Objective: The program will be used as a sanction by the court/probation for
50 aduit probationers.
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2. Reduce the number of new criminal offenses committed by defendants under the
supervision of the Probation and Court Services Department;

_Sub-goal: Establlsh an assessment and supervision strategy, which will
identify successfully and address those factors that cause or contribute to
criminal behavior. :

Objective: The recidivism rate (new arrests) of adult felony probationers who
receive DRC services will be reduced by 10 percent from baseline data
established for the preceding year.

3. Reduce the number of technical violations committed by defendants under the
supervision of the Probation and Court Services Department;

Sub-goal: Establish a supervision strategy that successfully will identify and
address those factors that lead to non-complaint behavior.

Objective: The number of technical violations of adult felony probationers who
receive DRC services will be reduced by 15 percent from baseline data
established for the preceding year.

4. Reduce the aggregate number of jail days served by probationers as the result of
probation violations/sanctions;

Sub-goal: Establish an additional alternative to custody for the court to
consider when sentencing probation violators.

Objective: The number of jail days served by adult felony probationers who
receive DRC services as the result of technical violations will be reduced by
15 percent from baseline data established for the preceding year.

5. Increase the ability of Macon County Court Services to successfully assess the
causes of vo!atile behavior;

Sub-goals: Research and identify assessment instruments which accurately
identify the causes of criminal and non-complaint behavior. Implement a
standard assessment process for target population.

Objective: By February 1, 1996, a standard assessment process measuring
factors which contribute to or increase the likelihood of criminal and
non-compliant behavior and identifies treatment strategies will be in operation
for adult probationers assigned to the DRC.
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6. Increase the ability of Probation and Court Services to accurately match causes of
volatile behavior with appropriate treatment services; and,

Sub-goals: Identify available treatment services for each identified defendant
need. Increase the knowledge of Probation and Court Services staff of the
available resources/treatment providers and the type of services/program
offered by each.
Objective: By March 1, 1996, project staff will provide a training program for
probation officers, including a resource manual, regarding the availability and
proper utilization of resources/treatment providers and programs

7. Increase and centralize services delivered to target offenders.
Sub-goals: Recruit and maintain a service delivery system for target
offenders. Establish interagency agreements. Locate and secure physical
resources necessary to establish a centralized service center (Initial draft of
Macon County Day Reporting application to the ICJIA). '
Objectives: The program will increase the number of agencies/programs
providing services to adult probationers who receive Day Reporting services
in Macon County by 25 percent. The program will have written interagency
agreements and/or contracts for services with 50 percent of the agencies who
provide services to adult probationers referred to the Day Reportmg program
(Agreement #4272, Exhibit A, p. A3, A4).

In the second agreement (#4562: October 1, 1996 through September 30, 1997)
the DRC'’s goals were stated more generically: " . . . to provide offenders with on-site
services that will increase their ability to function in an independent and socially
acceptable manner. The Day Reporting Center will provide assessment, treatment, and
evaluation to the offenders” (Agreement 4562, Exhibit A, p. A3).

Because the DRC had not accepted clients in the first year, the first four program
goal areas (listed above) were repeated in the second year agreement. The fifth goal
area of the first year, which involved having a standard assessment process

operational, was moved back to October 7, 1996. It is noted, however, that Agreement
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# 4562 did not become effective until October 1, 1996, thus it was unrealistic to assume
an assessment process would be in place by that date.

: 'Further, in the second agreement period, the sixth goal area (to accurately match
causes of volatile behavior with appropriate treatment services through officer training
involving available resources) was dropped. AIthoughl increasing the number of
agencies providing services to DRC probationers by 25 percent (goal area seven) was
retained, it was unclear whether this goal meant an additional 25 percent beybnd that
established for the first grant period, or if it meArer repeated the 25 percen'lL goal which
was never achieved in the first contract period. Similarly, within that goal area, the
objective of to “have written interagency agreements and/or contracts for services with
50 percent of the agencies who provide services to-adult probationers referred .to the
Day Reporting Program”, was increased in the second agreement period to “having
agreements/contracts with 100 percent of the agencies who provided services”
(Agreement #4562, Exhibit A, p. A3).

Program Structure and Staffing

The DRC was staffed with a program coordinator, a DRC officer, and one clerical
staff member. The program coordinator was involved in program development by
securing contracts with service providers, informing the public about the program, and
overseeing the DRC’s daily operations. The DRC officer scheduled services -for clients,
monitored clients whereabouts, and served as a liaison with affiliated agencies in the
community, as well as other court services units. The clerical staff member played a
key role in receiving clients, coordinating activities and schedules, monitoring client
participation and compliance, and keeping progress records current in the database.
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Referral Process

" Referrals to the DRC came from four sources: the court, the Pretrial Services
Program, standard probation, and intensive probation. Although a referral packet of
forms was prepared, no formal assessment instrument existed to assist in defining
appropriate clients. Thus, the program coordinator made the final decision to accept or
deny a referral; however, interviews indicate that no referral was denied DRC
programming.

The actual referral mechanisms differed depending on which of the four referral

sources was involved (see Figure 3.3):

e Pretrial supervision clients: Utilizing the information from the jail interview, the daily
log in the jail, and/or a criminal history check, a pretrial officer may refer a client to
the DRC through the bond report or by direct referral over the telephone.

e Standard probation: Referrals may be made by probation officers resulting from the
presentence investigation report, or by a risk/needs assessment instrument. If, after
reviewing the client's needs, the probation officer determined the DRC could provide
services of benefit to the client, the officer completed a referral form containing basic
information about the offender including contact, offense, legal status, reason for
referral, and the name of the referring office. Referrals also may come during the
course of supervision either by referring the probationer to the DRC as a
consequence of revocation or as part of an administrative sanction.

e Intensive Probation Supervision (IPS): Referrals can be made by intensive probation
supervisors in the same manner used for referral of offenders on standard probation

supervision.

e Court Referral: Sentencing judges may refer an offender to the DRC as part of the
dispositional order.  In addition, the judge may ask the DRC to supervise a pretrial
defendant, or any other client he or she perceives to be in need of increased
monitoring.
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Referred back to original program

Program Implementation

To say the implementation process for the DRC was problematic is an

understatement. Program documentation and interviews conducted by the research -

team indicate considerable implementation delays were created by staff turnover,

“problems in developing contracts with service providers, establishing the DRC facilities,

and developing formalized procedures. Figure 3.4 provides an overview of some of the

major events occurring during the implementation of the DRC.

40



Figure 3.4: DRC - Major Programmatic Milestones
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Although implementation was slowed due to the contracting. processes,
resources were not perceived as a problem. A computer lab with new computers, a
vaﬁ, and a trailer (for the Community Service Unit) were reportedly all purchased with
| graht money. In addition, all three DRC staff positions were grant funded.

The DRC'’s first program coordinator was hired approxirﬁately four and one-half
months after the program officially was inaugurated. After visits to several day reporting
centers, including those in Chicago,iBoston, Springfield (Massachusetts), and |
Bridgeport and Hartford (Connecticut), and attehding a national TASC conference and a
DASA conference both in Chicago, this individual resigned after four months on the job.
Othef than travel and site visitations, it appeared little else was accomplished during
that time. The present program coordinator was prdmoted from within Macon County
Probation and Court Services on June 1, 1996.

At about the same time as the change in the program cbordinator position, the
first DRC officer left the program to take a promotion within the Macon Counfy system.
Since then, a second and third DRC officer have come and gone and will be replaced
by a fourth. This turnover in personnel, coupled with two moves in the DRC’s physical
location has created continuity problems which may, in part, account for some of the
| delays ;m the implementation of various intended client services.

‘Two additional organizational changes are worth noting regarding the

" implementation of the DRC during the evaluation period. In August 1997, the DRC was
placed under the direct supervision of the deputy director of Macon County Probation
and Court Services. Before this date, the DRC program coordinator had reported
directly to the agency’s director. Second, Macon County Probation and Court Services
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is currently undergoing a reorganization that is to become effective June 1998. This
reorganization will divide the agency into three primary units: Investigations,
Supervision, and Services. The DRC is scheduled to be located within the Services

Unit.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Scope of Services

Clients eligible for participation in the DRC program are those who have been
ordered by the court to participate in pretrial supervision, as well as felony level
offenders convicted and sentenced to either standard or intensive probation. Eligible
participants from thesé programs may be selected because of a history of substance
abuse, an identified risk for reoffending, a need for daily supervision, or because they
require special services such as education, job skills training, or counseling.

The DRC was structured to provide both supervision and program opportunities

for its clients in the following areas:
e completing community service work hohrs;
e _receiving job training and assistance with application & interview processes;
e obtaining life skills education;
e GED preparation and festing;
e receiving ABE certification;
e engaging in individual & grﬁup therapy; and,

e receiving chemical dependency screening & counseling.
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Although the DRC staff provided some services directly to clients, the majority of
programs were provided through contracted vendors. In July 1996 the DRC issued a
Request for Proposals seeking the provision of services in five areas: 1) substance
abuse assessment, treatment (counseling) and evaluation, 2) drug testing, 3) literacy,
basic skills/GED instruction, 4) vocational training and job placemeht, and 5) life skills
education. Subsequently, contracts were established with the Decatur Mental
Health/Jeffrey Geoghegan Recovery Center (DMHC) to supply the substance abuse
treatment, drug testing and some mental health services and the Macon/Piatt Regional
Office of Education for provision of the education component. Employment skills were
to be provided by DRC staff with the assistance of the Macon County JPTA office, and
the local lllinois State Employment Service. |

In addition, Macon County contracted with a private national provider, Western
Judicial, Incorporated, to implement the life skills education classes. These classes
were cancelled in early August 1997, because the agency did not believe Western
Judiciél was meéting the DRC'’s scheduling needs, and was not providing an acceptable
trainer or responding to the agency’s concerns. At the conclusion of this evaluation, the
agency was renegotiating with Western Judicial for some of the instruments developed
by the company, although Macon County will likely provide the classes. After
termination of the life skills classes in August 1997, the DRC added parenting classes
- the following month. Anger management classes provided by the DMHC were added in

October 1997.



DRC Client Population

Monthly data reports indicate that since the DRC's official starting date in
November 1996, the program has received 703 referrals from all sources. The
evaluation project's interim report in March 1997 suggested that referral information be
described in greater detail, including the number of grant and non-grant referrals.®
Therefore, the program began providing greater data enumeration beginning in April
1997. Based upon this data, app'roximately 81 percent (n=576) of the referrals appear
to have been grant related, while about 20 percent (n=136) were non-grant related.
Standard probation referrals comprised about 58 percent of the total referrals and about
72 percent of the grant related participants. On average, the DRC handled between 27
and 28 probation referrals per month. The other major referral source was the Pretrial
Services Program, which comprised roughly 16 percent of the total referrals, and about
19 percent of the grant related referrals, an average of seven or eight individuals per
month. Thus, it would appeaf that the DRC was reaching its primary target populatiori
of probation and pretrial clients, as nearly 91 percent of all grant referrals were from
these groups. |

Additionally, 134 offenders or about 24 percent of grant related referrals were
placed at the DRé as part of an administrative sanction. Within this group, 115 came
from adult probation, six were juvenile offenders, and 13 were placed in the DRC from
IPS as an administrative sanction. Thus for about nine offenders per month, DRC

provided an added sanctioning dimension not previously available. An offender profile

5 Non-grant referrals are identified as those individuals who do not meet the grant criteria for participants, such as
individuals whose current offense is neither violent nor drug related. Grant referrals are designated as those
individuals meeting grant criteria.
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of those identified as grant related referrals suggests that about 52 percent of DRC's
client population was Caucasian, while about 42 percent were African-American.
Slightly more than one-third were 21 years old or younger, and about three-fourths
(77%) were males.

With regard to offense characteristics, slightly more than one-fourth (26%) had
committed drug offenses and 21 percent were involved in violent crime. About 80
percent were felony referrals and 17 percent were misdemeanants. Additional client

information is displayed in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1: DRC—Characteristics of Program Referrals

# of Reporting Monthly Average N %
Months
REFERRAL SOURCE .
e Non-grant’ 11 12.4 136 19.3
e  Adult Probation 15 27.2 408 58.0
e Juvenile 11 2.6 28 4.0
e Pretrial Services 15 7.3 109 15.5
Program
e IPS 15 1.1 17 2.4
o Court 15 0.2 4 0.6
Administrative 3 0.3 1 0.0
TOTAL N/A 46.9 703 99.8°
RACE/ETHNICITY
e African-American 14 "17.0 238 443
e Caucasian 14 21.0 294 54.7
e Other’ 14 04 5 0.9
“TOTAL N/A N/A 537° 99.97
AGE
e 16-21 15 12.8 192 33.9
e 22-30 15 10.0 151 26.6
e 31-40 15 10.3 165 27.3
e 41-50 15 ‘4.1 61 10.8
o 50 orolder _ 15 0.5 8 1.4
TOTAL N/A N/A 567 100.0
GENDER
e Female 15 8.5 128 22.6
e Male 15 29.3 439 77.4
TOTAL N/A N/A 567 100.0
OFFENSE LEVEL
e Felony 15 30.4 456 80.4
e Misdemeanor 15 6.3 94 16.6
e Other 12 1.4 17 3.0
TOTAL N/A N/A 567 100.0
OFFENSE TYPE
e Drug 12 12.3 147 25.9
e Violent 12 9.9 119 20.9
o Other—Not Reported 12 25.7 301 53.2
TOTAL N/A N/A 567 100.0

2Totals over or under 100.0% are due to rounding.
®Races in the other category included Hispanic, Native American, and nonspecified ones.
“ Data on 30 individuals were missing.
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Program Participation

As previously discussed, vthe DRC provided six therapeutic programs, in addition
to i'irug testing, over the course of its existence. In the following sections, client
paiticipation and outcome in each of these programs is reviewed along with client
outcomes.

Substance abuse. In April 1997, the DMHC began'providing substance abuse

asséssments and counseling prbgiams. Treatment included group and individual

, outpatienf counseling és well as detoxiﬁca_tion and residential treatment at the
Geoghegan Recovery Center. During 15 months for which data were available, the
DMHC provided substance abuse assessments on 410 individuals, 72 percent of the
grant referral population. Nearly 200 individuals (approximately 49% of all
assessments) subsequently received substance abuse counseling. Figure 3.5 shows
the number of individuals who received treatment services during the 15-month period.
After having about 34 individuals involved in the first month of operation, the number of

DRC clients joining in substance abuse counseling each month ranged from five to 25.

Figure 3.5: DRC

SUBSTANCE ABUSE COUNSELING PARTICIPATION
December 1996 - February 1998
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Of the 199 individuals involved in substance abuse counseling, 129 completed
counseling. In August 1997, the DRC began reporting the number who completed
successfully or unsuccessfully. Based on the 102 individuals who completed the
substance abuse treatment program after that time, about 28 percent of the clients
successfully completed substance abuse treatment, whereas almost twice that number
(52 percent) completed the program but were unsuccessful.

Drug testing. Although not a treatment program, a urinalysis testing program
also was established by the DRC as a mechanism for monitoring clients with identified
substance abuse problems. Like the substance abuse counseling program, the
urinalysis testing was provided through a contractual arrangement with the DMHC.
During the 15-month data collection period, 445 drug tests were performed on DRC
referrals. Of this number, approximately 75 percent were conducted on standard adult
probationers, with another 16 percent were conducted on offenders receiving intensive
probation services. Slightly more than five percent (5.4%) were conducted on the
juvenile probation referrals and nearly four percent (3.8%) were performed with the
Pretrial Services Program referrals.

Unfortunately, the monthly reporting data forms developed by the DRC provide
little insight into the impact of the urinalysis program. The reporting form records the
number of tests, but provides no information as to the resuits of the drug screens or the
consequences of "dirty" urine results. Evaluation staff worked with DRC staff to improve
the format of the DRC monthly data report (see Appendix C for a copy of the revised
form). Important information currently absent from the original form, such as drug
testing results, was incorpcﬁated in the revised report. However, DRC staff has yet to
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begin using the revised form. Consequently, the research team was unable to
determine the level of sanctions or violations prompted by detected drug use while in
the DRC program.

Education and employment skills. The first programs operational with the DRC

were the educational (GED/ABE) and employment skills programs. A contract was
established with the Macon/Piatt Regional Office of Education for provision of the
GED/ABE education components. Beginning in December 1996, 16 individuais were
involved in the GED/ABE classes, and in January anqther 23 enrolled in classes. After
that time, the GED/ABE enroliments dropped significantly, averaging less than ten new
participants a month.» In the 14 months of the prdgram for which data were reported,
106 offenders completed the GED/ABE program (see Figure 3.6). As with‘some of the
other program reporting areas, DRC staff began reporting successful and unsuccessful
program compleﬁons beginning in April 1997. From that date forward five individuals
successfully completed the program, 29 did not, and six completed GEDs by other
mechenisms, such as returning to school or enrolling in GED programs elsewhere. A
large proportion of those unsuccessfully terminated were removed from classes for no
or poor attendance. Overall, the DRC's education effort might best be characterized as
moderately successful with less than 20 percent of grent referrals participating in |
education classes.

Employment skills training outcomes mirror those of the education classes, only
on a lesser scale. The employment skills training began with 10 participants in

" December 1996, with eight more additions in January 1997. During the remaining 13
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m‘onths.of program operation, five or fewer individuals joined the employment skills
training each month. In all, 49 referrals participated in this training.

Life skills. Life skills classes were offered through a contract with a private
vendor, Life Skills Foundation, Inc. Although headquartered in Florida, this organization
contracted the services of a local individual to provide classes; The contract with Life
Skills, Inc. provided for both assessment and treatment in areas presumabily linked to
"life skills." The life skills program operated for seven of the 15 months of DRC data
collection (see Figure 3.6). During this time, 23 individuals were assessed and
participated in these classes. Thirteen individuals were involved in classes in February
1997. There were no new additions in March or April 1997, but eight individuals started
classes in May. Two referrals began in June, but no other new participants were noted
until the program was cancelled in August 1997. The contracted per person cost for the
program was $175. |

Parenting and anger management classes. Partially as a response to the

cancellation of the life skills classes, and partially as a response to the staff's
identification of client needs; two new programs were initiated in the latter portion of the
evaluation (see Figure 3.6). Parenting skills sessions began in September 1997. Six
individﬁals enrolled in this class in September and October, and have completed the
program. Of these six, five were successful completions and one was unsuccessful.
Five additional clients started the program in January 1998, and were still enrolled as

the data collection ended.
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Anger management classes were initiated a month after the parenting classes,
and 21 individuals have participated in this program. At the conclusion of data
collection, eleven individuals had completed the program, nine succéssfully and two -

unsuccessfully.

Figure 3.6: DRC
PARTICIPATION IN OTHER CLASSES
December 1996 - February 1998
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Overall, the programs have had poor levels of participation given the rather
sizeable numbers of clients in the eligible pool. As Figure 3.6 shows, after an initial
burst of activity, most of the programs have struggled to continue. This may be due, in
part, to the lack of adequate staffing to organize and monitor participation.

Program impacts

Definitive analyses 6f program outcomes are difficult because data collected by
the DRC are at the aggregate réther than the individual level. In essence, this
precludes any comparison of offender characteristics (e.g., age, gender, race, type of
crime), referral sburce (e.g., court order, pretrial program, adult probation), or réferral

purpose (é.g., monitoring, education, substance abuse treatment) with program
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impacts, such as successful program completion, violations, or rearrests. Keeping this
caveatin miﬁd, a more generél analysis of impacts permitted by thé data is presented
below.

Overall, the DRC's operational success appears mixed. An objective to have the
DRC used as a sanction by the court or probation for 50 adult probationers certainly
was met. Over 400 adult probationers were involved in the DRC program during the
evaluation period, and of this group, 115 were referred as an administrative sanction
from standard adult probation. Additionally, 13 offenders were referred as an
administrative sanction from IPS. While lack of knowledge of the reasons for referral of
these individuals or their subsequent criminal behavior precludes any authoritative
conclusions regarding their béing channeled away from the IDOC or Macon County Jail
sanctions, little doubt exists that at least a portion may have been incarcerated if the
DRC had not been available as an altemétive sanction. Unfortunately, the monthly data
reported on DRC discharges for jail/IDOC were not maintained after April 1997. Itis
known that 68 of the grant referrals (12 percent) were rearrested. Further, 42
(approximately 7 percent) committed technical violations and four (less than one
percent) were jailed on these violations. Internal sanctioning of clients established by
DRC staff as a mechanism to bolster program participation aiso likely served to retain
participants in the program, thus reducing tech.nical violations of their DRC status.
Progress reports in August 1997, for example, noted that GED class attendance was up
20 percent as a result of a structured notification and sanctioning of those failing to

make class.
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To date, there have been 248 grant referrals discharged from the DRC. Of those
discharged, 21 percent were categorized as successful, and 58 percent as
unéuccessful. Another 21 percent were identified as an "other" discharge;meaning
thét services were continued elsewhere or were no longer needed. Of the 58 percent
unsuccessfully terminated from the DRC, 63 percent were due ‘to non-compliance, 23
percent were due to failure to make an initial assessment appointment, 9 percent were
revoked, and 5 percent returned to jail. |

PROGRAM STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Implementation issues

- The DRC has been plagued with implementation problems in three areas: goal
ambiguity, high staff turnover and a failure to identify the target client population and its
needs. Each of these issues is briefly described below.

The goals specified for the DRC appear very ambiguous and fail to have
established appropriate measurable objectives (outcomes). Further, in those instances
where measurable outcomes did exist, the Macon County Probation and Court Services
Department did not collect the necessary informatidn to address the DRC's success or
failure in achieving the identified objectives.

To illustrate, the second year's goal statement was “. . . to provide offenders with
on-site services that will increase their ability to function in an independent and socially .
acceptéBle mannér. The Déy Répbrﬁng Center will pfdvide assessment, treatment, and
evaluation to the offenders” (Agreement #4562, Exhibit A, p. A3). A review of this goal
suggests the program will be for all offenders, and that the DRC will provide all tybes of

treatment for this conglomerate of offenders. Moreover, the terms independent and
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socially acceptable manner are extremely difficult to define. The vagueness of such
goals created, in part, the lack of program direction seen in the DRC. In essence, it
created an environment where the program attempted to be "éll things to all people.”
Further, even if the DRC possessed the resources and expertise to attempt to achieve
such a goal, the establishment qf measurable objectives for its implementation would be
impossible in practical terms. The ambiguity of the DRC's goals was reflected in its
program structure and daily operations. - Essentially, the program elements, such as
anger management, were developed ina post hoc fashion after staff realized this was a
common offender need for which services should be available.

Second, staff turnover on this project has been extremely destabilizing. During
its brief lifespan, the DRC had two directors (program coordinators) and four DRC
officers, one of whom never actually started after being offered the position. The first
DRC supervisor left the program after only four months. The second and current
supervisor has been with the program since, but frequently has been left not only to
handle the administrative functions but also to facilitate the treatment programs and
handie client monitoring as well.

Compounding the staffing turnover issues were the problems associated with two
physiéal relocations of the program to date (a third relocation is planned for June 1998).
The évaluators twice raised staff safety issues given the fact that the physical space of
the DRC isolates the few staff from other assistance in the case of an emergency.

Third, the client selection processes gave staff littie control over its referral
population. Early in the program's operation, clients "just showed up" ac‘cording' to one
staff member interviewed. Confusion existed about meeting the target population
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specified in the ICJIA grant. Gradually, better communication and more complete
referral forms improved linkagés between the DRC and the probation supervisors.
However, a planned client assessment instrument, stipulated as a program goal, was
never developed.
Data Issues

As part of the evaluation project mandate, the research team'was‘ asked to
provide comments to the programs on issues and problems encountered during the
evaluation process. Early onin the DRC's development, it became apparent to the
researchers that data collected on DRC participants were not adequate to determine
whether program goéls and objectives had been reached. Moreover, as the information
was not collected on individual client characteristics, the relationship between client
needs and treatment services provided could not be determined. For example, the
"reason for referral" was not recorded for clients from different referral sources, nor was
program participatién or outcome information identified for different referral groups. In
the spﬁng of 1997, the research team developed a prototype data collection form (see
- Appendix C) that addressed the shortcomings of the DRC's existing data collection
instrument. This form was sent to the program coordinator for review and some of the
revisions were implemented. However, the revised report has not bgen used and
information that could identify individual client characteristics, treatment participation or
program outcome by referral source is still missing. Thus, the ability to document and
analyze data needed to make treatment decisions remains out of the hands of program

decision;makers and staff.
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A generalized need for more readily accessible information about DRC clients
was expressed throughout the interview process. The Macon Probation and Couﬁ
Services Department recently took a long-awaited step forward in its client information
system with the acquisition and installation of the Tracker offender information system.
Previously, much of the information collection o.n offenders was. not automated or not
available to DRC staff. The availability of comprehensive case information starting with
the pretrial bond report and continuing through case closure will prove of tremendous
benefit to the assessment of treatment needs and monitoring of offender progress.
Exchange of client information between the pretrial officers, the DRC unit and juvenile
and adult probation officers will provide for better transition of cases as they move
between programs.

PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

The DRC was designed to fill a niche—a more structured and controlled sanction
than was offered through traditional field supervision—available to the court or probation
officers as a replacement for incarceration. With the advent of pretrial supervisibn, the
DRC took on yet another clientele, those needing program services and/or structure
beyond the customary pretrial supervision. Program rationales were based on a
perceived need for greater substance abuse services and a desire to keep the DRC's
client base out of the Macon County Jail. Grant funding supponiﬁg the effort mandated
DRC referrals to be individuals with either substance abuse or violent offenses.
Operationally however, the DRC participants came through a variety of both formal and
informal referrals and included both juveniles and adults. Gradually a group of

programs was developed in addition to substance abuse based on perceived, but
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unsubstantiated offender needs. Lacking formalized assessment or integrated
structure, the programs (except for substance abuse) limped along with few
participants. High staff turnover and chronic understaffing, coupled with two physical
moves of the program undermined the program's stability. To move forward in a
positive manner, the evaluation team recommends five actions to counter these
problems. |

First, the program needs to focus its energies. The DRC needs to reexamine its
mission and consider a philosophic-therapeutic orientation that will anchor its programs;
Is the primary focus of the DRC to monitor and control,_ or to provide enhanced program
services? Should the DRC stress_ a brokerége model or should staff provide sefvices?
What are the fundamental needs that offenders face to overcome problems leading to -
criminal behavior? What specialized services will individuals get in the DRC that are not
available elsewhere in Macon County Probation and Court Services programs? The
exploration in which that the DRC was engaging as this evaluation came to an end,
regarding a therapeutic approach such as cognitively oriented probation, is strongly
supported.

Second, the DRC needs to examine its goals in conjunction with the aone. The
goals should be meaningful, realistic, and attainable. Objectives to reach these goals
should be measurable.

~ Third, the DRC, as part of the larger Macon County Probation and Court
Services, needs to address its client information data collection. To be useful in
determining offender needs for services and treatment amenability; the data must be
collected on the individual case level rather than in simply aggregated monthly totals.
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The data form developed by the research team (Appendix C) is oriented in this fashion
and could se.rve as a template to be modified by the agency in conjﬁnction with its own
needs. To determine whether program changes are needed and whether
goals/objectives have been met, the need to collect baseline data cannot be
emphasized enough. Efforts by the evaluators to assess the progress of the DRC in
attaining its initial goals/objectives were not possible due to this problem.

Again, the progress the department has made in its client data system fs noted
and commended. The benefits of information sharing available through the recently
implemented Tracker system should help the DRC and other units address the data
problems found throughout this evaluation.

Fourth, the DRC needs to develop or adopt a reliable assessment instru-ment to
identify client problems and needs. Although specific programs, such as substance
abuse, are currently employing such an assessment, the need is for a general
screening instrument. It should drive individual programmatic decisions and serve as a
~ basis for operational decisions regarding program development.

Fifth, alfhough staffing turnover and concomitant understaffing observed during
the course of this evaluation lies partially beyond the control of the Macon County
officials, it is a problem that requires attention. The lack of program initiatives,
operational protocols and small program enrolllments likely are due to overextended
personnel resources. The proposed plan to add officers to the DRC inftiative as part of
Macon County's Probation and Court Services reorganization is seen as an important

step in rectifying this problem.
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Deferred Prosecution Program

m

Location:
Start Date:

Purpose/Mission:

Goals:

Program Budget:

_Staff:

Contact:

Scope of Services:

Macon County, Decatur, lllinois -
February 1995

The purpose of the program is to divert adult offenders whose
offenses are related to substance abuse out of the court system
and into treatment through a voluntary contractual arrangement
between the offender and the prosecutor’s office.

A Reduce the demand for jail space.

A Reduce the caseloads of prosecutors and judges by diverting
individuals from prosecution.

A Direct offenders to needed treatment.

Agreement 1: December 1, 1994 through March 30, 1996
#4270 $90,509 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
' $30,170 Matching county funds ($100 overmatch)

Total Funding: $120,679

Agreement 2: - April 1, 1996 through March 9, 1997
#4565 $90,509 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
. $30,170 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $120,679

Agreement 3: March 10, 1997 through June 30, 1998
#4664 $95,035 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$31,678 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $126,713

One program director, one grant coordinator, one program
coordinator, and one caseworker

H. Dianne Spaniol (217) 424-1400

~ Potential participants are screened by members of the.

prosecutor's office who review arrest sheets and bond reports.
Individuals interested in participating meet with the program
coordinator who explains the program and offers a behavioral
contract for participation. Upon entering an agreement, .
participants are referred to a drug treatment provider for further
assessment and treatment. Treatment intervention included drug
education, random drug screening, individual or group therapy, as
well as relapse prevention and aftercare support.
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Summary of
Evaluation
Activities:

Program Impacts:

Program Issues:

Anticipated
Developments:

During the evaluation period, documentation regarding the
program was collected from the ICJIA and the Deferred
Prosecution Program. Relevant documentation included internal
reports, grant applications, monthly data reports, and inter- and
intra-office memorandum. In addition, 22 interviews were
conducted with 14 people; eight individuals were interviewed
twice. Interview subjects holding a variety of positions were
interviewed as to their perceptions of the implementation,
operation, and purpose of the Deferred Prosecution Program. In
particular, interviewees included Deferred Prosecution Program
administration and staff, and treatment providers. Additionally,
individual-level data for Deferred Prosecution Program clients
were collected, including criminal history information.

From February 1995 through February 1998, 332 individuals
entered the Deferred Prosecution Program. Of these individuals,
279 (84%) were successfully or unsuccessfully terminated from
the program; the rest remained active. Only 111 (40%)

- successfully completed the program. Annual success rates have

ranged from a high of 45 percent in 1996 to a low of 35 percent in
1995. The typical successful participant entered the program for
a misdemeanor arrest and had no prior arrests.

A The lack of ability to share automated data within the
program.

A Underrepresentation of minorities in the program.

A Overrepresentation of minorities among those unsuccessfully
terminated from the program.

As the Deferred Prosecution Program continues to develop, the
process of increasing the program’s capacity to monitor offender
progress and keep track of billing for services needs to continue.
In addition, in order for the program to be able to evaluate its
viability as an alternative sanction, it must continue to develop the
ability to assess recidivism rates for those who have exited the
program. :

Those working within the Deferred Prosecution Program have
expressed a desire to increase the number of offenders in the
program. The ways in which caseload sizes can be increased,
especially in light of the development of new options for drug
involved offenders in Macon County, must be carefully thought
out.
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Recommendations: A

Linking Databases

Databases maintained by the grant coordinator and the
caseworker contain many duplicate items. However, they are
unable to transfer data to each other requiring them to make
duplicate entries. Elimination of the need for duplicate entries is
advised.

Screening Prior Records 'of Potential Participants

For some offenders who are screened for eligibility into the
program, bond reports containing the results of national
database criminal records searches are available. For offenders
who do not have a bond report, only a countywide record check
is utilized. The program should attempt to conduct national
record searches on all potential participants in order to reduce
the risk of inappropriate offenders entering the program.
Objective Screening Instrument

The initial screening interview for potential participants is
conducted by program staff and is based, in part, upon a
subjective assessment of an individual's attitude. The use of an
objective screening instrument to assess amenablllty to
treatment is recommended.

Minority Representation -

The percentage of African-Americans in the program is far
below their representation in the county criminal justice system.
On the other hand, the percentage of African-American
participants who are unsuccessful in the program is much higher
than the rate for Caucasians. Investigation of the reasons for
these disparities is recommended.
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DEFERRED PROSECUTION PROGRAM

As part of a threefold effort to reduce jail overcrowding and create alternatives to
incarceration, the Macon County SAO expanded their Deferred Prosecution Program in
February 1995. Deferred prosecution was originally designed as an alternative for
domestic batterers and misdemeanant pregnant women with substance abuse
problems. This expansion afforded first-time drug and drug-related offenders, as well
as other selected offenders perceived as strong candidates for successful treatment,
the opportunity to receive treatment at the earliest point of contact with the court.
Intervention included treatment for chemical dependéncy problems and counseling to
address drug-related criminal behavior. If a deferred prosecution candidate
successfully completed his or her treatment with no further offenses, thé original
allegations would not be pursued.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS

Initial funding fér the expansion of the Deferred Prosecution Program consisted
of $90,509 in grant funds from the Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act, augmented with
$30,170 of local funds, a total of $120,679 (Agreement #4270). (Reports indicate a
$100.00 local overmatch occurred). The following year (Agreement #4564: April 1,
1996—-March 9, 1997) funding remained at $120,679. Funding for the current ICJIA
agreement (#4664: March 10, 1997-June 30, 1998) increased slightly to $126,713.
This includes $95,035 in Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act‘funds and $31,678 in local
matching funds.

The Deferred Prosecution Program for drug offenders grew out of previous

initiatives in the Macon County SAO to divert certain offenders from formal court
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processing. Program implementation proceeded in a timely fashion. Over the course of
its operations the program goals have remained consistent while changes in program
staff and outside contractors have had minimal impact.

Program Goals

The primary purpose of the Deferred Prosecution Program was to decrease the
number of offenders entering the criminal justice system, and the amount of time that
first-time offenders were spending in jail beyond their first appearance in court. In
addition, the expansion of deferred prosecution was designed to allow prosecutors
additional time for more serious cases, and to lighten the court dockets for judges. The
drug component of the Deferred Prosecution Program was intended to connect
offenders with treatment resources, save Macon County the expense involved in
traditional prosecution, and provide drug offenders with the intervention they needed.
By providing the oppoftunity to receive treatment in lieu of prosecution, the Deferred
Prosecution Program hoped to decrease drug abuse and the recidivism often displayed
by drug-related offenders.

According to program documents, there were three primary goals for the
Deferred Prosecution Program that remained during all ICJIA grant cycles. One goal
was to reduce the number of offenders entering the court system and ;thereby save
time, money, and other résources that would otherwise be used to prosecute and/or
incarcerate offenders. The second goal was to direct appropriate offenders to treatment
éervices in the hope of reducing their future drug use and criminal behavior. Increasing

accountability for offenders by requiring restitution or apologies to victims was a third



program goal. The following program objectives were established to measure the
achievement. of the stated goal ‘to:

e Divert five percent of felony offenders from the jail population and court system;
e Attain a 60 percent successful completion rate for accused felons;

e Reduce recidivism by 20 percent among felony participants for three years
post-program participation;

e Refer 20 to 25 percent of misdemeanor cases involving drug charges to the
program;

e Attain a 65 percent successful completion rate for accused misdemeanants;

¢ Reduce recidivism by 40 percent among misdemeanor participants for three years
post-program participation;

e Reduce the cost to Macon County of prosecuting those diverted to the program; aﬁd,
e Obtain timely payment of victim restitution.
During interviews conducted with individuals associated with the Deférred

| Prosecution Program; a general consensus régarding program goals and objectives
were revealed. Nearly all those interviewed agreed that removing individuals from the
jail and courts, increasing opportUnities for offenders to obtain treatment services, and
breaking the cycle of criminal behavior for drug involved individuals were the primary
purposes of the program. Individual differences only existed in the relative priority given
to each item.

Program Structure and Staffing

Staffing of the Deferred Prosecution Program consisted of a program director,
program coordinator, grant coordinator, and a caseworker. The director, an assistant

state's attorney, was responsible for overseeing program operations. In the first two
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budget cycles the program director was allotted 10 to 12 hours per week for these
duties (30 percent of the director's full time schedule). In the last budget cycle this was
reduced to a 15 percent commitment, reflecting increased efficiency that came with the
méturity of the program. The grant coordinator spent 12 to 15 hours per month on this
program and was responsible for maintaining program ﬂnahces; verifying service
provider invoices, corresponding with the ICJIA, and preparing quarterly reports.,
proposals, and revisions. During the 30 hours per week spent by the program |
coordinator, applicants were screened via face-to-face interviews, routine contact with
clients was maintained, and the treatment provider was monitored in terms of meeting
the behavioral contracts. The full time caseworker assisted the program coordinator
with case management duties and documentation, obtained criminal history information,
~and completed clerical duties.

Program Implementation

While no staff turnover has been experienced in the grant coordinator‘or program
coordinator positions, three individuals have held the program director position. (See
Figure 3.7 for a timeline of this and other programmatic milestones). The initial program
director took on different job duties within the Macon County SAO in February 1997.

" The sec.ond director left the office in the summer of 1997 for a job in another
community. The third director took the position in the fall of 1997. Stability in the
director's position was maintained through the continued availability of the original
director for training and orientation of his predecessors. Similarly, two individuals have

held the caseworker position since program initiation.
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Figure 3.7: Deferred Prosecution Program - Major Programmatic Milestones
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Throughdut its existence, the Deferred Prosecution Program contracted with an
outside entity for assessment, 'treatment, and arug screening services. The program
has employed two different prb\)iders. The initial provider began treating deferred
prosecution clients in Fébruary 1995 and remained uhder cpntract for two years.
However, the provider did not submit a bid to provide services for subsequent years.
The current provider has been under contract with the program since February 1997
and began treating deferred prosecution clients in March 1997.

In interviews conducted during this evaluat'ion, reasons why the original
treatment provider declined to continue involvement with the program varied based on
the perspective of the interviewee. Frorh the provider's perspective, the program was
too tolerant of offender violations of program requirements. The brovider interviewee
stated that their staff were not being supported by the prosecutor's office when
requesting discipline or terminétion of participants. In particular, the provider believed
the prosecutor was reluctant to follow through on treatment staff recommendations for
termination due to repeated drug use. The original provider also suggested the
program misjudged the level of need of the clients, in that the original assumption was
that most clients would be at a much lower level of dependency than actual deferred
prosecution clients showed. Based on the initial budget and caseload projections, it
was assumed that the need for Qroup treatment would be greater than the need for
~ individual care; this was an incorrect assumption. There also were complaints that
reimbursement was slow.

Program staff stated the original provider was unaccustomed to dealing with
criminal justice clients and had more experience with a population that came to
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treatmelnt with more internal motivation for change. This seems borne out by
statements of the provider that their current clientele primarily consists of professionals
experiencing substance abuse related problems. Also, the provider noted that they
eventually separated the deferred prosecution clients from the rest of their clients.
Deferred Prosecution Program staff also suggésted the provider viewed the program as
only marginally profitable. The treatment provider did not speak in terms of profitability,
but did acknowledge that they did not believe they could do a good job for the money
that was available. However, none of the Deferred Prosecution Program staff
interviewed had any complaints regarding the quality of services provided to deferred
prosecution clients.

The current provider appeérs to be more accustomed to criminal justice clients
and seems to have a closer philosophical fit with the deferred prosecution program.
Interviews did not reveal any disciplinary or other conflicts with the prosecutor's office,
although both the current provider and the program staff acknowledge there have been
difficulties with billing. These seem to be related to differences in terminology used in
billing documents. There also have been billing delays attributable to repeated physical
moves that both the provider and the SAO have undertaken during the course of this
study. Both parties expressed confidence that the communjcation and billing issues
have improved over time.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

The Deferred Prosecution Program has assisted program participants in
receiving substantial amounts of drug treatment services. The impact of these services

on the criminal justice system in Macon County and on individual participants was
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examined as well as the extent to which the program attained its stated objectives.
Factors that correlate to program success also were identified.

Scope of Services

Strategies such as assessments, random drug screening, treatment intervention,
and outcome monitoring were the means by which the Deferred Prosecution Program
intended to accomplish its objectives. Treatment intervention included drug education,
individual, or group therapy, as well as relapse prevention and aftercare support. An
overview of client processing in the Deferred Prosecution Program is set forth in Figure

3.8.
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Figure 3.8: Deferred Prosecution Program Flow Chart
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Program Placement

Operational procedures of the Deferred Prosecution Program began with the
identification of potential candidates. An assistant state's attorney identified participants
aftér reviewing information contained in pretrial' bond reports and police reports. Prior to
an offender being offered deferréd prosecution,. criminal history records were checked
for incidents of violence, and drug manufacturing or delivery. Those with records of
violent behavior and extensive drug invoivement Were not considered candidates for
successful intervention, nor deferred prosecution. Those ineligible for deferred
prdsecution included offenders who committed Class. X felonies, violent crimes, and/or
“sales of controlled substances. A candidate’s attitude toward, and availability for
treatment intervention, were carefully scrutinized by the program coordinator.

Candidates selected for the program were offered deferred prosecution through a.
letter from the SAO. Each candidate had seven days to indicate his or her interest in
the program. Following a face-to-face meeting with the program coordinator, the
deferred prosecution client had to sign the behavioral contract or decline participation in
the program and proceed to formal criminal prosecution. The process from initial report
review to signing of the contract took approximately 30 days.

Once accepted into the program, the program coordinator devised a behavioraln
contract, which outlined the conditions for participation after taking into consideration
" the nature of the pending offense, victim impact information, and criminal history. A
service provider then prepared a care plan for treatment based on the results of a
professional drug assessment, psychosécial evaluation, eligibility for employee and
educational assistance, and a review of the client’s socioeconomic background.
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Standard conditions of each client’'s behavioral contract included:

e payment of a non-refundable program fee of up to $400;
e no alcohol or illegal substance consumption;

¢ participation in recommended treatment;

e compliance with random drug screening;

o payment of restitution to victims; and,

¢ no new criminal offenses.

Deferred Prosecution Participants

During the first 37 months of program operation (February 1995—-February 1998),
631 offenders were offered deferred prosecution. Of those, 332 (52.6%) accepted and
entered the program. Individuals charged with either possession of cannabis, é
controlled substance, or drug paraphemalia, or c;om,bined charges of possessidn of
cannabis and drug paraphernalia accounted for more than three-fourths of those offered
deferred prosecution and 67 percent of those accepting entry into the program. These
same four charges accounted for the charges of 258 (86.2%) of those rejecting an offer
of deferred prosecution.

The average age of those participating in the program was 27; the youngest
participant was 15 and the oldest was 54. Three-fourths of the participants were male.
The female population in the program was slightly less (22.9% vs. 25.7%) than the
Macon County Jail sample taken between June 1995 and December 1997.% Program

participants also were overwhelmingly Caucasian (78.3%); only one-fifth were

® As discussed in Chapter 4, this jail sample included only individuals for whom bond reports were
prepared.
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African-American and less than one percent were Hispanic. This differs greatly from the
Macon County Jail population sample, which was 53 percent African-American, 47

bércent Caucasian, and less than one percent Hispanic. Of thdse accepting deferred
prosecution, a majority was charged with misdemeanors (66.5%).”

Figure 3.9 displays the number of offers and acceptances each month from
February 1995 through February 1998. Acceptance rates were relatively high in the
early monthé of the program. Duriné 1995, 67 percent of those offered deferred
prosecution accepted. In 1996 and 1997‘ this rate declined to 46 and 54 pefcent,
respectively, and then rose in the first two months of 1998 to 68 percent. Prograrh staff :
were unable to attribute these fluctuations to any distinct event or policy change in the

program.

Figure 3.9: Deferred Prosecution Program
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"The charge type of one individual was unknown.
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Interviews revealed that the individuals accepting deferred prosecution were
discovered to be more of a challenge than initially anticipated. Breaking through clients’
denial and dishonesty was reported to be an endless endeavor. Program staff and
treatment providers revealed that one reaction to this problem was to move from sole
reliance on group treatment sessions to more individual couns‘eling.

Treatment Services

The treatment component of the program consisted of several layers of services'.
For those clients denying their substance abuse, a pretreatment education course often
was recommended prior to treatment efforts. Primary treatment included individual or
group counseling to address the physical, emotional, and social problems of substance
abusers. Continuing care and relapse prevention, along with other aftercare and
support groups were used to help prevent a reoccurrence of drug use. During this time,
a client often was referred to AA/NA as a condition of the behévioral contract.

According to the original program design, each participant was to take partin 20
primary group sessions and 16 continuing care group sessions. However, due to the
unexpected level of resistance encountered as clients addressed their own substance
abuse issues, this was modified to provide more individualized contact between client
and thérapist. After the amendment, a client could use half of the primary sessions and
the continuing care sessions (up to 18 sessions) for individual therapy sessions. The
most recent contract for treatment services, dated February 13, 1998, provided for
maximum contacts of one assessment, six sessions of pretreatment education, eight

sessions of continuing care, 16 sessions of relapse prevention, 24 sessions of intensive
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outpatient services, and five to 10 sessions of individual therapy based upon the client's
level of dependency. |

In addiﬁon to counseling, drug tests are utilized to monitor compliance with
treatment requirements and to confront denial. Clients can expect an initial screening to
determine a baseline level of usage, and periodic random screens during both the
_ primary treatment phase of the program and while in continuing care. Positive drug
tests that indicate continued drug use are reported to program staff. Under the original
treatment program, it was possible to have three random screens during the course of
the participants' invoivement with the program. In July 1995, the treatment provider
contract was modified to allow for increased drug testing. The amendment allowed for
eight to 12 screens each during primary care and continuing care and up to three
screens during the six-month period after succeesful termination. It was believed this
was necessary to insure program compliance. The most recent treatment provider
contract allows for up to 10 drug tests during treatment and two additional screens
duﬁng the participant's final month of program supervision. Over the course of this
evaluation, the rate at which deferred prosecution clients were tested for drug use
remained consistent—one test in every three to four treatment contacts.

Based upon initial assessments of deferred prosecution participants, service
providers found that nearly 90 percent of those assessed qualified as drug dependent
‘(Deferred Prosecution Report, March 1996 & February 1997). Program staff
understood that relapse to drug use was expected for dependent individuals during the
course of their treatment. Therefore, positive drug screens were not considered
automatie reasons for terminafion. Instead, the program and service provider staff
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reviewed drug screens with positive findings. If a client gradually tested with lower
levels of drués in his/her systevm (s)he was considered to be making sufficient progress.
However, the lack of such progress could result in an extended program stay or
intensified therapy. Overt failure to comply with conditions of the program would result
in a letter of reprimand to the client, which the client had to respond to within five
business days. If no response was received, the client was terminated from the
program and charges were pursued.

Data on the type and frequency of treatment provided to deferred prosecution
clients were available through August 1997. The types of treatment contacts were
pretreatment education, group treatment, individual counseling, intensive outpatient,
relapse prevention, continuing treatment, and drug screens. During the period for which
data are available, there were 4,662 treatment contacts with deferred prosecution
clients. Of these contacts, group treatment and drug testing were the most common
types of contacts. Group therapy comprised nearly one-half of the contacts (n=2,266)
and drug screening another 22 percent of all contacts (n=1,022). Individual counseling,
intensive outpatient, and relapse prevention were not available until 1997, when |
treatment providers utilized these treatment modalities in an effort to more effectively
confront client denial. In 1997, individual counseling and intensive outpatient treatment
each comprised 12 percent of the treatment cdntacts, while relapse prevention
accounted for only two percent of the contacts. The frequency with which different
treatment modalities were employed over the course of the program is illustrated in

Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2: Deferred Prosecution Program—

Treatment Contacts
Type of Treatment n %
Pretreatment Education 771 21.2
Group Treatment 2,266 62.3
Individual Counseling 118 3.2
Intensive Outi-patient 116 3.2
Relapse Prevention ’ 23 0.6
Continuing Treatment 346 9.5
- TOTAL | 3,640 100.0

Access to treatment was not identified as a problem in interviews with deferred
prosecution staff or with treatment prdviders. Data collected support this conclusion.
Program staff tracked each participant’s entry date (the date the deferred prosecution
contract Was signed) and their start date (the date of first treatment contact). Most
participants (78.3%) were able to start treatment withiﬁ two weeks of entering deferred
. proseéution. While the average was 11.9 days, a small number of long waiting periods
skewed the average making the median of 6 days a more accurate reflection of time
from program entry to start of treatment.

The time individuals remained in the program was examined using
individual level data supplied by the prograrh. As détailed in Chapter 2, 332 case files
were obtained. Table 3.3 illustrates the number of days individuals were in the
program, which was related to whether the individual was successfully or unsuccessfulily
terminated from the Deferred Prosecution Program. Program documents estimated the
avéragé Iength-;)f brogrém particibafioﬁ wbuldr be six months. This is very close to the
median time (177 days) spent in the program by successful participants. For all
participants the median length of time in the program was 123 days. Many of those who

were unsuccessfully terminated participated in the program for substantial lengths of
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time; more than one-third of the individuals unsuccessfully terminated remained in the
program for more than four months. The median for those who were unsuccessful in
the program was 93 days with a maximum of 264 days for one individual.

Table 3.3: Deferred Prosecution—
Days until Program Termination

Days in Program | n | %
SUCCESSFUL TERMINATION
1to 30 days 1 0.9
31to 60 days 3 2.7
61to 90 days 11 9.9
91 to 120 days 8 7.2
121 to 1560 days 11 9.9
151 to 180 days 30 27.0
181 to 210 days 40 36.0
210 or more days 7 6.3
TOTAL | 111 99.9°
Mean = 161 days Median = 177 days
SD = 50 days Range = 29 to 288 days
UNSUCCESSFUL TERMINATION
1to 30days 20 11.9
31to 60 days 26 156.5
61to 90 days 33 19.6
91 to 120 days 31 18.4
121 to 150 days 34 20.2
151 to 180 days 9 54
181 to 210 days 8 4.8
210 or more days 7 4.2
TOTAL | 168 100.0
Mean = 98 days Median = 93 days
SD = 56 days Range = 1 to 264 days

Totals over or under 100.0% are due to rounding.

Program Impacts

In assessing the impact of the Deferred Prosecution Program, the research team
analyzed success rates for program participants and compared these rates to the
program's stated objectives. The issue of potential cost savings provided by deferred

prosecution was examined along with the collection of restitution from participants. In
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addition, the post-program criminal behavior of first year participants was analyzed.
Factors that correlate to program success were identified for the first year participants
and the entire population of deferred prosecution participants.

Participant Success Rates

From February 1995 through February 1998, 332 individuals entered the
Deferred Prosecution Program. Of these individuals, 279 (84.0%) had been
successfully br unsuccessfljlly terminated from the program; the rest remained active.
Only 1 11 (39.8%) successfully completed the program. Annual success rates have
ranged from a high of 45 percent in 1996 to a low of 35 percent in 1995. Table 3.10
illustrates success aﬁd failure totals for each month of program operation through

February 1998.

Figure 3.10: Deferred Prosecution Program
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February 1995 - February 1998
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Reasons for unsuccessful termination were divided into three categories:
noncompliance with program conditions, no attendance or poor attendance in treatment,
or other. In some instances more than one reason was identified for unsuccessful
termination of an individual participant. In the majority (568.5%) of instances,
noncompliance was the reason for unsuccessfﬁl termination. Lack of attendance was
the reason for termination 39 percent of the time and other accounted for 2 percent of
unsuccessful terminations. |

When felony and misdemeanor offenders are considered separately, 31 percent
of felony offenders and 44 percent of misdemeanants successfully completed the
program. Table 3.4 illustrates that the success rate for felons ranged from a high of 36
percent in 1996 to a low of 17 percent in 1995. Fbr misdemeanants, the rate of
successful completion ranged from 47 percent in 1996 to 39 percent in 1997. These
success rates are substantially below the program objeqtives of 60 percent successful
completion for felons and 65 percent for misdemeananté.

Table 3.4: Deferred Prosecution—Qutcomes & Offense Level

1995 1996 1997 1998
n | % n | % n | % n| %

SUCCESSFUL TERMINATION

Felony 3 158 | 10 19.6 14 35.0 0 0.0
Misdemeanor | 16 842 | 41 804 26 65.0 0 0.0
TOTAL 19 (100.0 | 51 |100.0 40 | 100.0 0 0.0
UNSUCCESSFUL TERMINATION :

Felony 15 417 | 18 28.1 27 40.2 1 1100.0
Misdemeanor | 21 58.3 | 46 71.9 40 59.7 0 0.0
TOTAL 36 |100.0 | 64 | 100.0 67 99.9' 1 {100.0

! Totals over or under 100.0% are due to rounding.
Over 37 months of operation, the Deferred Prosecution Program has fallen short

of its objective to divert five percent of accused felons into the program. In 1996 and
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1997, the only two full calendar years included in this study, 5,328 misdemeanors and
3,220 felonies were filed in Macon County. During this same period, 149 misdemeanor
offendéré and 86 felony offenders were admitted to the program. Those entering
déferred prosecution represent three percent of both the county's misdemeanor and
felony éharges for 1996 and 1997.

Cost Savings

A determination of cost savings by the Deferred Prosecution Program is, at best,
difficult to accurately calculate. The 111 individuals who successfully completed the
program were removed from formal processing in the court system. Beyond the initial
screening, prosecutors were spared further contact with these cases. This would result
in some time saved for the prosecutors, although the precise amount of time is difficult
to determine. One way of calculating dqllar costs of deferred prosecution is to divide
the cost of operation of the program by the number of clients successfully deferred. For
the first two cycles of the program, $241,458 in federal and local dollars was allocated.
In the last cycle, which covers the 15 months ending June 30, 1998, $126,713 was
allocated for deferred prosecution. Since data are available through the 11" month of
this cycle, a rough proration of 11/15 would be $92,923. Under these assumptions, a
total of $334,381 ($241,458+$92,923) can be attributed to the 111 successful
iﬁdividuals, a cost of $3,012 per successful completion.

Determining the ambunt of money saved by the successful deferral of 111 cases
is very debatable. In réports from the program to the ICJIA the dollar amount of $6,000
was used to estimate the cost of formally processing deferred prosecution cases.
Howevef, this figure is based upon an average cost of trial. Because the vast majority
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of criminal cases in nearly all jurisdictions do not go to trial, the $6,000 per case does
not offer a vélid basis for comparison. Also, the cost of trial will vary according to the

" nature and complexity of the case. A few of the many factors that should be considered
in any cost/benefit calculation are the possible deterrent value of treatment received by
those who were unsuccessful in the program; the possible cost savings attained by
reducing or eliminating drug use or other criminal behavior in the program population;
and costs already incurred by law enforcement and the judicial system in preliminary
processing of program participants prior to their involvement in the program. However,
an analysis of this magnitude is beyond the scope of this evaluation.

Any impacts the Deferred Prosecution Program may have had on the Mécon
County jail population are even more difficult to determine. First, it is impossible to
determine how many of the program participants would have spent time in jail prior to,
or after, formal prosecution. Two-thirds of those accepting entry into deferred
prosecution were charged with misdemeanors. Also, because many of these
misdemeanor charges were for p_ossession of small amounts of cannabis, or
possession of drug paraphernalia, it is likely that rﬁany of these offenders would not be
subject to lengthy, if any, incarceration as a result of their offense. Further, deferred
prosecution was.: not the only initiative targeted at reducing the jail population in Macon
County. The Pretrial Services Program and thé Day Reporting Center were among the
initiatives that sought, at least in part, to reduce the jail population. |

Collection of Restitution

The collection of restitution was another stated objective of the Deferred
Prosecution Program. Monthly data reports indicate that $7,409 in restitution was
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ordered péid by deferred prosecution participants through February 1998. Of that
amount, $2,844 (38.4%) was paid. Program documents and interviews attribute most of
thé failures to pay restitution to individuals who were terminated from the program for
vafious progr'am violations before restitution was paid. For comparison purposes, data
reported to the AOIC regarding restitution ordefed and paid by individuals on probation
indicates more than one-half (51.9%) of the restitution ordered was paid. Of the 37
months of data collected for this evaluation, restitution was ordered for offenders in only
10 of those months. This is consistent with the high percentage of participants who
were charged with crimes, such as possession of paraphernalia or drugs, that would not
normally generate a need for victim restitution.

Analysis of First Year Participants

In order to gauge the impact program participation had on offenders, criminal
records checks were run through the LEADS system on all 97 individuals who entered
deferred prosecution in the first 12 months of program operation. This information was
used to determine the criminal activity of these individuals both before and after their
participation in deferred prosecution.® The histories were complete through April 1998;
consequently, these individuals had been out of the Deferred Prosecution Program an
average of 2.2 years at the time of this analysis. All arrests, except non-DUI traffic |

offenses, were counted unless a disposition of dismissal of the charge was reported.

® While the LEADS system is one of the most commonly recognized databases for determining criminal
justice system involvement, it is not completely accurate. Underreporting is a common problem. For
example, there were several instances where LEADS did not display a participant's arrest that formed the
basis for their entry into deferred prosecution.



The criminal behavior of those successfully completing the program was compared to
those who were unsuccessful.

During the first 12 months of operation, 97 individuals were accep.ted into the
Deferred Prosecution Program. Of these individuals, 51 (52.6%) successfully
completed the program and 46 (47.4%) were unsuccessful. Twenty-nine of the 97
participants (29.9%) accounted for the 53 rearrests that were listed in LEADS. Of the
53 rearrests, 22 were for felonies, 24 for misdemeanors, and seven were of an unknown
offense level. Twenty of the arrests (37.7%) were for property offenses, including six
burglaries; 11 (20.8%) were for crimes against persons, including six domestic battery
arrests; eight (15.1%) were for drug offenses, including three for possession of.drug
paraphernalia. |

Figure 3.11 displays the rearrests attributable to those who successfully
completed deferred prosecution compared to those who were unsuccessful. Of those
successfully completing deferfed brosecutibn, 42 (82.4%) had no known rearrest history
compared to 26 of those unsuccessfully terminated (56.5%). Seven (13.7%) of those
successfully completing the program had one know rearrest compared to 12 (26.1%) of
those who were unsuccessfully terminated. Only two of those who successfully
completed (3.9%) had two or more réarrests compared to eight of the unsuccessful

participants (17.4%).
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Figure 3.11: Deferred Prosecution Program
_ . FIRST YEAR GROUP - PROGRAM OUTCOME BY
REARREST HISTORY
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The prior oﬁeﬁse history for the 97 first yeaf participants was examined in order
td identify characteristics that correlate to performance in the program. The number of
prior offenses was more predictive of program success than the occurrence of any
specific type of offense. Of those with no prior arrests, 59 percent were successful in
the program, compared to 47 percent of those with one to four prior arrests and 36
percent of those with five or more prior arrests. Prior arrests for offenses against
persons or weapons offenses were less predictive of program performance, as 54
- percent of those ‘with no prior person offenses and 53 percent of those with no prior

weapon offenses successfully completed the program.

Correlates pf Success—Entire Population

The entire population of those individuals who are no longer active in the
Deferred Prosecution Program was examined in an effort to determine the relationship
between demographic characteristics or the offense being deferred to program

~performance. The performance of those entering deferred prosecution because of a
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felony offense was compared to those entering for a misdemeanor arrest. Of those
entering the program due to a felony charge, less than one-third of the participants
(30.7%) were successful, compared to 44 percent of those entering on a misdemeanor
arrest.

Demographic characteristics of age, race and gender also were examined for
correlations with program success. When age at the time of entering the program was
examined, no clear trend emerged. Success rates fluctuated up and down with client
age; the use of age groups also proved no more prediétive of success.

As for the relationship between success and gender, females consistently had
lower success rates than males. From program initiation through February 1998, 43
percent of the males successfully completed the program, compared to 32 percent of
the females. Males performed better than females in each year under evaluation;
however, in 1996 the success rates were quite similar with 45 and 43 percent of the
males and females, respectively, succeeding.

When success rates were examined according to race, the differences were
most striking. During the evaluation period, 279 Caucasians, 52 African-Americans,
and one ‘Hispanic entered the program. Nearly 45 percent (n=126) of the Caucasians
were successfully terminated, while only 23 percent (n=12) of the African-Americans
successfully completed the program. When examined by year, the highest success rate
for African-Americans was 26 percent in 1996 while the lowest rate for Caucasians was

38 percent in 1995.
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PROGRAM STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES
In assessing the strengths and weaknesses of the Deferred Prosecution
Program, implementation, opéra;(iohal, amnd data concérns were conéidered.

Implementation Issues

Implementation of the Deferred Prosectition Program largely proceeded
according to schedule. However, there were some changes both within the program
and with external contracfors that caused a limited amount of progrém disrupﬁon.
During the evaluation period, there were personnel changes within thé Deferred
Prosecution Program. The most notable position has been the program diréctqr, which
changed three times during the course of the study. Despite the relatively rapid
turnover in this position, it appears to have caused only a limited amount of disruption.
Undoubtedly, the continued presence and availability of the original director within the
SAO softened the impacts of the directorial changes.

In addition, there also was a change in service providers after the first two years
~ of program operation. This change came about after the original provider no longer
wished to bid to provide services. Although there were differences in opinion regarding
the reason for the provider’s lost interest in the program, it appears the provider found
the deferred prosecution participants to be more difficult than their usual clients. The
subsequent provider appeared more accustomed to working with clients from the
gr;fhinal justice éystém. |

Physical moves of the Deferred Prosecution Program offices and the offices of
the second treatmeht provider caused some short term disruptions of services. While

the program continued to operate through these moves, program staff interviewed
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bélieved the moves might have caused éome brief drops in program admissions. These
moves were iargely unavoidable and outside the control of program' staff.

Monthly data reports indicate that in the first 11 months of operation the monthiy
caseload rose steadily until reaching a high of 53 in November and December 1995. In
1996 the average monthly caseload rose to 55.5. Since then if has decreased slightly,
falling to 54.4 in 1997 and 53.5 in the first two months of 1998. Interviews with several
program staff indicate a desire to increase the number of offenders deferred from |
prosecution. Concems were voiced that the program was not being used as extensively
as possible. However, no clear strategy to increase utilization of the program has
evolved. It remains to be seen if the program can expand its caseload within the same
population of eligible offenders without adverse effecfs on program success rates.

Operational Issues

One source of frustration between the Deferred Proseéution Program and the
treatment service providers were delays and miscommunication of billing information.
These contributed to problems of delayed payments. In interviews with program and
treatment staff, much of the problem was attributed to differences in terminology
assigned to different treatment modalities. However, both sides expressed a belief that
communication is good and that the billing issues decreased over time because of the
positive relationship between the parties. |

| Data Issues
Evaluation interviews revealed frustration regarding the lack of automation in the

SAO. Searches for vital offender information were often time-consuming and
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cumbersome. The absence of a computerized tracking system was identified as a
factof hampering the success of the Deferred Prosecution Program.

| EXCEL and ACCESS software were on a humber of the corhput'ers within the
SAO; however, sohe staff members reportedly lacked computer knowledge, and have
never been trained to use the software. At one point, after an outside vendor set up a
database, no one knew how to create additional fields, so supplementary information
was recorded on paper. While hardware and software capabilities have improved over
the course of the study, the ability to transfer electronic data between program staff
remains an issuef For example, while the grant coordinator and the caseworker
maintain some identical information in their databases, they cannot share that
information electronically. This means they individually enter some of the same
information. The shortfall regarding automation also created problems related to billing,
insurance coverage, and other internal record keeping.

PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

There are three areas in which further action or investigation is recommended.
The first area concerns two data system issues involving linking current databases and
utilizing a more comprehensive system for screening the prior criminal behavior of
potential program participants. The second area involves utilization of an objective
screening instrument to assist in making the decision to offer deferred prosecution to ah
individljal; -Third ihvolves the examination of the relaﬁvely low number of
African-Americané in the program and their relatively high unsuccessful termination

rate.
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While some of the funds made available to implement the Deferred Prosecution
Program were used to enhance the computer capabilities of program staff, additional
steps should be taken to maximize the efficiency of that equipment. Linking the
caseworker and grant coordinator databases would reduce the time these personnel
use to perform duplicative data gntry tasks. Better data sharing between them also
should enhance communication.

Data issues also arose in the process of determining a botential participant’s
prior criminal record. The prior criminal records of individuals who appear to be eligible
for deferred prosecution are currently checked in one of two ways. For those charged
with a felony, pretrial officers operating out of the Macon County Probation and Court
Services Department normally conduct a records check. Nationwide databases are
used to prepare these pretrial bond reports. For those individuals charged with a
misdemeanor, or others who do not receive a bond report, the program staff relies on
records rﬁaintained by the SAO. These records were viewed as éccurate, but restricted
to criminal activity occurring in Macon County. When the records of those who entered
the program in its first 12 months of operation were checked with the LEADS system, a
small number of offenders with substantial histories of criminality outside Macon County
were discovered. Therefore, it is recommended the Deferred Prosecution Program
explore the possibility of obtaining records checks from nationwide databases on all
individuals offered deferred prosecution.

The prior criminal record is only oné part of the eligibility screening process used
in the Deferred Prosecution Program. The current screening of potential participants

also is based upon an assessment of the offender's attitude as derived from an
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interview with the program coordinator. All personnel interviewed during the course of
this study agreed the program Acoordinator was a dedicated individual with a great deal
of experience with the deferred prosecution clientele. While face-to-face contact
between the program coordinator and program participants is valuable in assessing an
individual's willingness to participate and in assuring the individual's understanding of
program requirements, the use of an objective instrument in conjunction with the
interview would provide additional value. The use of such an instrument to assess
amenability to treatment might reduce the number of individuals who leave the program
after only a few days of involvement. It also might serve to minimize any allegations of |
subjectivity \in the selection process.

African-Americans are underrepresented in the Deferred Prosecution Program
and overrepresented among those unsuccessfully terminated from the program. While
the reasons for these disparities are unclear from this evaluation, the differences are
significant enough to warrant further investigation by both program staff and the
treatmént provider. The underlying cause for the disparity will dictate what, if any,

action needs to be taken.
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Pretrial Services Program

Location: Macon County, Decatur, lllinois
Start Date: June 1995
Purpose/Mission: The Pretrial Services Program was created to provide the court

with detailed, verified information about felony arrestees
appearing in bond court. The goal is to maximize the number of
defendants released pretrial, to ensure high court appearance
rates and to address community safety. Social history and/or
criminal background information about defendants is gathered by
pretrial officers and a written bond report is provided to the court.
The program aiso provides pretrial supervision of cases when
ordered by the court.

Goals: A Increase the use of release on recognizance and other
alternatives to pretrial detention based on a least restrictive
philosophy.

A Decrease the pretrial jail population and open spaces for a
more appropriate jail population.
A - Provide pretrial supervision and monitor release conditions.

Program Budget: Agreement 1: December 9, 1994 through September 6, 1996
#4271 $115,185 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$38,395 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $153,580

Agreement 2: September 6, 1996 through February 28, 1998
#4560 $115,185 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$38,395 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $153,580

Staff: | Two pretrial officers and one clerical support
Contact: Liz Anderson (217) 424-1450

Scope of Services: Weekday and Saturday mornings pretrial officers review the
county jail's list of new admissions in order to determine those
eligible for a pretrial interview. Non-felony arrestees,
non-bondable offenders and cases involving a felony warrant
arrest are excluded. Those consenting to a voluntary interview
are questioned regarding bond-risk factors according to a
standardized interview protocol. Upon completion of the
interview, the pretrial officers attempt to verify the self-reported
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Summary of
Evaluation
Activities:

Program Impacts:

information. The interview, results of verification attempts, and a
criminal records check are synthesized into a bond report made
available to the court for bond hearings held the same morning.
pretrial officers also oversee individuals released with pretrial
supervision and provide them with court date reminder letters.

During the evaluation period, program documentation including
internal reports, grant applications, monthly data reports, and
inter- and intra-office memorandum was collected from the ICJIA
and the Pretrial Services Program. In addition, 28 interviews were
conducted with 17 people; 11 individuals were interviewed twice.
Interview subjects holding a variety of positions were interviewed
as to their perceptions of the implementation, operation, and
purpose of the Pretrial Services Program. In particular,
interviewees included Macon County Probation and Court
Services Department administration, program staff, county jail
staff, and local judges. In addition on-site visits were made and
included the observation of pretrial interviews and bond court
proceedings. Additionally, individual level data, on those for
whom bond reports were prepared, were collected, including case
disposition, rearrest history, and FTA information.

The program generally is viewed as having a very positive.impact
in the local criminal justice community. Although it would be
extremely difficult to gauge the direct impact of the program on jail
crowding, the satisfaction of stakeholders with the program's
operation and products is fairly unanimous. The program is
viewed as consistently providing the bond court with accurate
background information on felony defendants and as providing
satisfactory monitoring of pretrial supervision cases.

Thirty-three months of data were available from June 1995
through February 1998. During this time, approximately 5,800
felony defendants were eligible for a pretrial interview, 4,616
(80%) were investigated and 3,753 (65%) bond reports were
completed. An additional 863 (15%) had only criminal history
checks performed. =~

Since June 1995 approximately 3,760 cases were released on
bond and 15 percent of those were ordered to pretrial supervision.
Nearly one-fourth of the supervision cases were released with
special conditions, including participating in substance abuse
counseling, mental health treatment, and education classes.
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According to monthly data reports, which differed from case file
data, 537 clients have completed pretrial supervision since June
1995. Almost 80 percent of the exits were deemed successful
terminations. The majority of unsuccessful exits were due to FTA
in court; also common was bond revocation for a new offense.
Since January 1997 the program has been reporting the number
of scheduled court hearings for supervised individuals. In
February 1998, the program boasted its first month with no FTAs.

Program Issues: A There is a lack of clearly defined contact standards for

supervision cases.

A The time schedule of bond court gives pretrial officers limited
time in which to conduct investigations.

A The need for consistency in the definition of terms used in
program data collection forms.

A Despite all stakeholders viewing misdemeanor domestic
battery offenders as appropriate clients, these cases are not
interviewed or assigned to pretrial supervision.

Anticipated

Developments: A soon to be complete reorganization of the Macon County
Probation and Court Services Department places the bond report
and investigation functions of the Pretrial Services Program into
the Investigation/Reports Unit. This unit also will handle juvenile
petitions and recommendations, criminal history inquiries and all
other report generation activities. Pretrial supervision duties will
be transferred to the Field Supervision Unit.

Recommendations: A Continue the ongoing process of program reviews and involve

"~ all stakeholders in the process.

A Appropriate performance and outcome measures need to be
clearly articulated to address the need for an adequate time
frame for the bond report investigations and the development
of a differential case management system.
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Pretrial Services Program

Location:

Start Date:

Purpose/Mission:

Goals:

Program Budget:

Staff:

Contact:

- Scope of Services:

Peoria County, Peoria, lllinois .
September 1995

The Pretrial Services Program was created to provide the court
with detailed, verified information about arrestees appearing in
bond court. The goal is to maximize the number of defendants
released pretrial, to ensure high court appearance rates and to
address community safety. Social history and/or criminal
background information about defendants is gathered by pretrial
officers and a written bond report is provided to the court. The
program also provides pretrial supervision of cases when ordered
by the court.

A Improve the release/detention decision process in
criminal court by providing complete, accurate,
non-adversarial information to judicial officers.

A Monitor released pretrial arrestees to ensure their compliance
with conditions of release imposed by the court.

Agreement 1. December 1, 1994 through September 30, 1996
#4236 $122,245 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$40,748 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $162,993

Agreement 2: August 1, 1996 through September 30, 1997
#4561 $127,245 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$42,415 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $169,660

Two pretrial officers and one clerical support
Cheryl Wager (309) 672-6018

Weekday mornings pretrial officers review the county jail's list of
new admissions in order to determine those eligible for a pretrial
interview as well as those who would, based on their experience,
be released from custody before a bond court appearance. The
officers access the Peoria County court system, review and
record criminal history background data, and conduct social

- history interviews with those defendants who consent to an

interview. The interview, results of verification attempts, and a
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Summary of
Evaluation
Activities:

Program impacts:

Program Issues:

criminal records check are synthesized into a bond report made
available to the court for bond hearings held that afternoon.

During the evaluation period, program documentation including
internal reports, grant applications, monthly data reports, and
inter- and intra-office memorandum was collected from the ICJIA
and the Pretrial Services Program. In addition, 38 interviews were
conducted with 28 people; 10 individuals were interviewed twice.
Interview subjects holding a variety of positions were interviewed
as to their perceptions of the implementation, operation, and
purpose of the Pretrial Services Program. In particular,
interviewees included Peoria County Probation and Court
Services Department administration and line officers, program
staff, county jail staff, and local judges. Additionally, supervision
case histories were obtained due to inconsistent aggregate level
data. :

Interviews indicate a general acceptance of the services provided
by the program, but there is a continuing dissatisfaction with the
lack of case supervision. However, there was an expression of
growing confidence in the information provided in the bond
reports.

During the first 30 months of operations, 11,480 defendants were
eligible for a pretrial interview, 4,238 (41%) were interviewed and-
2,222 bond reports were completed. Since September 1995 only
nine cases have been released from jail on pretrial services
supervision. Seven of these individuals were successfully
terminated; the other two were not.

A There are continuous problems with the county computer
system and LEADS.

A The program continues to suffer from a lack of support from
the State's Attorney.

A The need for consistency in the definition of workload and
caseload. :

A Despite a minimal number of supervision cases, data records
were inaccurate. '

A There is a lack of consensus regarding implementing pretrial
supervision.
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Anticipated ~
Developments: A planned reorganization of the Peoria County Probation and
- Court Services Department will place the bond report and
“investigation functions of the Pretrial Services Program into the
Investigations Unit. There also is a third pretrial officer position
open. This staff member will cover Sunday bond court and send
court date reminder letters and make follow-up phone calls.

Recommendations: A Program administrators should collaborate with the Peoria
County State's Attorney and the judiciary to develop
consensus on the services to be provided by the
Investigations and Supervision Units.

A The program should establish functional titles such as
"investigator", which better describe the duties of pretrial
officers. '
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PRETRIAL SERVICES PROGRAMS

Programs distinctly identified as pretrial services operate in 11 lllinois Counties,
representing nine of the state’s 22 judicial circuits. While most of these programs have
been developed since 1990, two (Rock Island County and Lake County) were
implemented in 1976 and 1978, respectively. The impetus for statewide development of
pretrial services programs was provided in 1980 with the publication of performance
standards by the Study Committee on Bail Procedures of the lllinois Judicial
Conference. The Executive Committee of the Judicial Conference convened this
conference in 1976 to evaluate bail administration in lllinois and to submit
recommendations for its improvement. In 1986, those standards relating to pretrial
services were codified by the General Assembly as the lllinois Pretrial Services Act,

which provides that:

Each circuit court shall establish a pretrial services agency to
provide the Court with accurate background data regarding the
pretrial release of persons charged with felonies and effective
supervision of compliance with the terms and conditions imposed
on release (P.A. 84-1449/1, eff. July 1, 1987). '

Paragraph 7 of this act identifies as the duties of the pretrial services agencies to:

(a) Interview and assemble verified information and data
concerning the community ties, employment, residency, criminal
record, and social background of arrested persons who are to be,
or have been, presented in Court for first appearance on felony
charges, to assist the Court in determining the appropriate terms
and conditions of pretrial release;

(b) Submit written reports of those investigations to the Court along
with such findings and recommendations, if any, as may be
necessary to assess:

(1) the need for financial security to assure the defendant’s
appearance at later proceedings; and
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(2) appropriate conditions which shall be imposed to protect
against the risks of nonappearance and commission of new
offenses or other interference with the orderly admlnlstratlon
of justice before trial;
(c) Supervise compliance with pretrial release conditions, and
promptly report violations of those conditions to the Court and
prosecutor to assure effective enforcement;
(d) Cooperate with the Court and all other criminal justice agencies
in the development of programs to minimize unnecessary pretrial
detention and protect the public against breaches of pretrial release
conditions; and

(e) Monitor the local operations of the pretrial release system and
maintain accurate records of program activities.

To complement the Pretrial Services Act, the Probation Division of the AOIC, on

July 1, 1990, published the /llinois Pretn‘a) Services Procedural and Opérational
Standards Manual to direct program development énd appfoval by the lllinois Supreme
Court, and to provide program operation guidelines to the circuit courts. AOIC authofity
included providing 100 percent reimbursement monies (as available) to the circuits for
operation of pretrial services programs. The Macon County (Sixth Judicial Circuit) and
Peoria County (Tenth Judicial Circuit) Pretrial Services Programs were, however,
initiated through federal resources provided through the ICJIA.

In both Macon and Peoria Counties, jail overcrowding was a precipitating factor
in the search for pretrial service resources. In 1992, a Peoria County Jail Populatidn
Management Task Force and a National Institute of Corrections Consultant Team found
the Peoria County Jail to be operating at 117 percent of its design capacity and
projected a steadily increasing population. Similarly, Macon County’s new jail
experienced a 71 percent increase in its average daily inmate pobulation in just three

years. Criminal justice research teams in both counties identified improved and
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ex.panded bond practices as a means to address jail overcrowding by diverting as many
pretrial detaiﬁees from custody as possible. An improved quality aﬁd quantity of
information available in the bond reports would provide for increasingly informed judicial
decision making, which in turn might lead to bonds being set at more attainable levels.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS—MACON COUNTY

In the fall of 1994, the Macon County Department of Probation and Court
Services applied to the ICJIA for $115,185 Anti-Drug Abuse Act funding matched' by
$38,395 county funds to establish a Pretrial Services Program. Table 3.5 shows a
breakdown of this budget under ICJIA Agreement #4271
(Decémber 9, 1994-September 6, 1996).° Continuation fuhding of the program from -
September 6, 1996 through February 28, 1998 (Agreement #4560) also totaled
$153,580 but showed some reallocation among lines to provide for additional program

staffing (also see Table 3.5)."°

® According to AOIC reports, $6,337 of Agreement #4271 monies was not spent. Most of this amount had

been allocated for personnel expenses.
'° According to AOIC reports, $18,506 of Agreement #4560 monies was not spent. Most of this amount

had been allocated for “other” expenses.
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Table 3.5: Macon County Pretrial Services Program—Budgets

First Cycle Second Cycle -
(Dec. 9, 1994 to (Sept. 6, 1996 to
Sept. 6, 1996) ~ Feb. 28, 1998)
21 months 18 months
Line Item Agreement #4271 Agreement #4560
Personnel Services $103,279 67.2% $125,723 81.9%
Equipment $12,200 | 7.9% $10,000 6.5%
Commodities $6,200 4.0% _ $2,950 1.9%
Travel $3,000 2.0% $4,000 2.6%
Contractual $16,660 10.8% $10,907 7.1%
Other $12,241 8.0% $0 0.0%
Total $153,580 99.9%' $153,580 100.0%

Totals over or under 100.0% are due to rounding.

Program Goals

The 1994 grant application to the ICJIA identified the purpose of the Macon

County Pretrial Services Program as to:

... provide the Court with accurate background data regarding
persons charged with non-capital felonies and provide effective
supervision of conditions of release to those defendants released
by the Court ... The intent of the program was to increase the
release on recognizance and other alternatives to pretrial detention
based on a least restrictive philosophy, thus decreasing the pretrial
jail population and opening spaces for a more appropriate jail
population (Grant Application, 1994:3).

Specifically, the quantifiable objectives for the Pretrial Services Program were detailed
as: ‘

(1) Complete verified bond reports on 85% of defendants charged
_ with non-capital felonies and admitted to the Macon County Jail.
~ (2) Increase the use of release on recognizance (ROR) by 10%.
(3) Provide supervision and monitor the conditions of release for all
defendants released under the program.
(4) Ensure that 90% of defendants supervised by the program
appear for all their scheduled court hearings (Grant Application,
1994:4).
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A review of the initial interview data indicates that most individuals involved with
the Pretrial Services Program believed that the program was operating primarily to ease
the jail crowding situation, with e process goal of providing better information to the
court through the generation of bond reports. More recent interview data reveal that the
originally perceived goal of reducing jail overcrowding was displaced early on by a more
realistic goal of affecting the jail population in such a way as to house more appropriate
offenders. As one interview subject noted, the Pretrial Services Program has assisted
in “...using the jail (space) better, but not cleaning it out”. Additionally, while the

“quantifiable program performance measures remained unchanged in the second year
funding request, increased emphasis was placed on the case supervision aspects of the
program, particularly in the areas of electronic monitoring and substance abuse
treatment. Interviews with program staff, however, reveal that “supervision,” while
conceptually endorsed, has been inconsistent in both its definition and its application.

Almost all first and second round interviewees stated the responsibility of the
Pretrial Services.Program was to provide enhanced information to the court and
reported that they believed this goal was being consistently accomplished. The.
re-interviews uniformly indicated a perception that progressive improvement is evident
in the quality, accuracy and comprehensiveness of the bond reports. A Macon County
Sheriffs Department interviewee noted that “most of the offenders sitting in the jail now
are sentenced felons.” Many other interview respondents voiced the belief that the
reports prepared by the pretrial officers have been an asset to the court, providing more
extensive and verified information to the judiciary who, in turn, have been able to make

more informed release decisions. One bond court judge described the reports as
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“Wonderful,” a'nd another stated that the reports “... now rarely miss anything that the
States Attorney’s Office has on Macon County filings.” It was also frequently
mentioned, h6Wever, that whatever positive impact the bond reports might have on jail
overcrowding would probably be more than offset by other system events, such as
increased sanctions in domestic violence cases. |

Program Structure and Staffing

The original funding request included full time staffing by a program manager,
two pretrial officers, one clerical position and associated equipment, commodities, travel
and contractual expenses with the operation housed as an independent unit within the
Macon County Probation and Court Services Department. The program manager was
to report to the department’s director. Pretrial Services Program funding was approved
~ on December 9, 1994 staff hiring, training aﬁd program development began the
following March; and client services began on June 1, 1995. |

During the first six months of operation, two full time pretrial officers énd one full
time secretary staffed the Pretrial Services Program. The deputy director of adulit
services functioned as the program manager until his resignation in November 1995. In
December 1995, a department restructuring placed the supervision of the three
remairﬁng Pretrial Services Program staff members under the newly hired deputy
director of court services. Shortly thereafter, a third pretrial officer position was
temporarily estabiished and this was filled és a permanent position in May 1996. An
organizational chart illustrating the Macon County Probation and Court Services

Department in 1996 is presented in Figure 3.12.
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Figure 3.12: Macon County Probation and Court Services
1996 Table of Organization
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In January 1998, oversight of the Pretrial Services Program was transferred from
the deputy director to the juveﬁile probation supervisor. This move represented the first
formal step toward a future department-wide reorganization into five major Units:
Administrative Services, Secure Custody (detention), Investigations, Services, and Field
Supervision. The restructuring, planned for full implementation in June 1998, would
shift the pretrial interviewing and bond report preparation functions into the
Investigations Unit which would also handle presentence investigations, juvenile
petitions and recommendations, criminal history inquiries and all other report-generation
activities. Pretrial case supervision responsibilities would be assigned to the Field
Supervision Unit and casework referral services would become the responsibility of t'he
Services Unit. A tentative table of organization depicting the reorganization is
presented in Figure 3.13. Mécon County Court Services administrative staff anticipaté
that this departmental restructuring into functional diVisions will streamline operations,

equalize workloads and make better use of staff resources.
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- Figure 3.13: Macon County Court Services
Table of Organization - Planned Implementation June 1998
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Program Implementation

Monthly grant reports and staff interviews show that bond report submissions and
thé supervision of some pretrial releasees began during the first month of formal
prdgram operations. (See Figure 3.14 for a timeline of these and other prdgrammatic
milestones.) One case was monitored for combliance with conditions of AA attendance
and avoiding victim contact: One subsequent case was supervised briefly in September
1995.. In December 1995, two cases were ordered to pretrial supervision followed by a
small number of additional cases each month, eventually increasing the sﬁpervised

-caseload to 22 by the end of August 1996. At this point, pretrial services “supervision”
was loosely defined as consisting of an initial hofne visit during the first week of release
and two to three case contacts per week to monitdr compliance with any release
conditions imposed by the court. Also at this time, the Pretrial Services Program was
responsible for criminal records investigations for the rest of the probation department

and from 80-150 bond reports each month.
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Figure 3.14: Macon County Pretrial Services Program - Major Programmatic Milestones
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Interview data suggest that the judiciary was initially hesitant about the Pretrial
Services Program. In the spring of 1996, the judiciary suggested that the pretrial
officers make recommendations to the court as to the appropriateness of an offender for
pretrial release subject to special conditions. Implementation of this suggestion appears
to have quickly improved the relationship between the judiciary and the Pretrial Services
Program.v Iin September 1996, 25 cases were ordered to pretﬁal supervision and the
following month another 74 cases were added bringing the end 'of October caseload to
98, three times larger than lt had evér been before. Also in October, one of the pretrial
- officers became responsible for overseeing pretrial and regular probation cases placed

on electronic home detention. This sudden increase in workload necessitated a cutback
in the basic pretrial supervision standards to an initial office visit, referrals tovsocial
services as needed, a home visit within the first month of release and court date
reminder letters and telepho_ne calls. Also reduced was Pretrial Services Program
staff's responsibility for condﬁcting criminal record investigations for |
non-pretrial clients.

As soon as the problems associated with fhé sudden caseload growth were
brought to the attention of management and the judiciary, the volume of cases ordered
'to pretrial servicés supervision was redﬁced and has since stabilized at approximately |
30 cases per month. This number is exceeded slightly by the number of supéwision
caseload exits each month, thus resulting in a-gradual reduction of the unit's .cas.eload
.to 66 at the end of February 1998.

In December 1996, the Macon County SAO requested that the Pretrial Services

Program extend bond report preparation activity to the Saturday morning bond court.
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This prdcess was subsequently initiated in March 1997 but soon had to be abbreviated
to the production of a criminal background check and if requested by an oral report in
open court. Absent a full investigation and its accompanying recommendations for
supervision, the Saturday bond court process has not produced any orders for pretrial
services supervision of cases.

In January 1998, the Pretrial Services Program began a formal process of
notifying all other probation officers in the department of their aésigned cases held in the
Macon County Jail. Previously, only felony detainees had been reported. Finally, the
February 1998 Pretrial Services Status Report to the ICJIA indicates that in April the
unit planned to begin regular documentation of all Macon County arrests. -Data to be
collected would include offenses committed by type, number of suspects released
without charges, number of releases by type after filing of charges, days spent in jail
and dispositional outcomes.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES—MACON COUNTY

Staff Activities

Pretrial officers begin their workday at 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday and
between 5:30 a.m. and 6:00 a.m. on Saturday by reviewing the county jail’s list of new
admissions. Non-felony arrestees, non-bondable offenders and cases involving an
arrest on a felony warrant are identified and excluded from the pool of clients to be
offered a pretrial interview. Criminal records checks are conducted on the remaining
felony defendants before the defendant’s orientation to the Pretrial Services Program. |
All potential clients are advised that their participation in a pretrial interview is voluntary.

Those consenting to an interview are questioned regarding such bond risk factors as
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residence, employment, family and community ties, education, income and assets,
transportation, prior arrest and court history, physical and emotidnal health, substance
abuséhistory and personal references. The interviewees'’ responses are recorded in a
standardized agency interview format on laptop computers.

Upon completion of the face-to-face interviews,. the pretrial officers begin a
process of Vefifying as much of the defendants’ self-reported information as possible
before the 10:00 a.m. bond court. On Saturdays, however, the 8:00-9:00 a.nﬁ. schedule
of bond court usually does not allow enough time for pretrial interviews; therefore,
normally only the criminal records check information is presented to the court. Pretrial
officers may include in their reports to the court recommendations for bond release
conditions and/or supervision. At least one Pretrial-Services Program staff meﬁber,
either an officer or the unit's secretary, attends bond court to respond to any questions
which may arise and to record case dispositional information.

Following bond court the Pretrial Services Program staff complete case file
* record updates, brief other probation and local parole staff on arrest and court
information regarding their assigned cases, monitor condition compliance and preparé
compliance or noncompliance reports. They also handle the case management
responsibilities of active supervision pretrial cases which may include office, home and
field visits, referrals to supportive social services, drug and/or alcohol testing and court
appearance reminder letters and telephone calls.

Scope of Services

Monthly data feports submitted to the ICJIA and the AOIC were obtained from

the program for the first 33 months of program operation (June 1995—~February 1998).
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Information obtained in staff interviews and site visits also is incorporated into this
section.

Pretrial Investigations

Since program inception, an estimated 5,825 felony defendants were defined as
eligible for a pretrial interview, 4,616 were investigated (79% of those eligible) and 3,753
bond reports were prepared (64% of those eligible). A computer malfunction at the
Macon County Jail forced estimation of the eligibility pool from October 1996 through
August 1997. However, from September 1997 through February 1998, 919
investigations were conducted and 569 complete bond reports were prepared on 943
eligible detainees, a 60 percent bond report completion rate. The remaining 350 case

investigations provided only a criminal history summary to the court (see Figure 3.15).

Figure 3.15: Macon County Pretrial Services Program
INVESTIGATIONS
June 1995 - February 1998
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Pretrial Services Supervision Cases

Monthly data reports submitted to the ICJIA and the AOIC show that 630
defendants were released from custody to pretrial services supervision during the
evaluation period.'" Excluding the supervision referra'l start-up period and the unusually
high number of referrals in October 1996, the last 16 months of data indicate an
average of 30 supervision caseload additions per month, an average of 29 caseload
closures per month and an average monthly supervision caseload of 82 clients.

Specific program participation requirements were court imposed on less than
one-half (n=263) of the cases released to pretrial services supervision. Those who did
receive special conditibns included substancg abuse counseling (24.1%), mental health
counseling (8.3%), and electronic monitoring (0.6%). Other types of special conditions
were avoiding vicﬁm contact, school attendance, anger management and maintaining
employment (all less than 0.5% of the supervision cases with special conditions).

Client demographics. Nearly 70 percent of the pretrial services supervision

caseload were male, and slightly more than half were African-American. Less than half
(44.8%) were high school graduates and only two-fifths were described as employed.
Forty-five of the individuals (7.1%) were 17 years old or younger, 107 (17.0%) were 18
to 20 years old, 222 (35.2%) were 21 to 30, 167 (26.5%) were 31 to 40, 75 (11.9%)
were 41 to 49, and 14 (2.2%) were age 50 or over.

Supervision completion. Data reports indicate a total of 537 pretrial services

case closures through February 28, 1998 and “successful” completion of pretrial status

" According to bond report information provided by the program, only 405 individuals have been released
with pretrial services supervision, an average of 12 clients a month. This data discrepancy affects all
further data discussions.
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for 428 clients, 79.7% of the exits (see Figure 3.16). There were 112 reported
unsuccessful outcomes, a 21 bercent failure rate.’? The reasons for these unsuccessful
case closures were rules violations (3.6%), new offense arrest (44.6%), and failure to
appear (FTA) in court (561.8%). Since January 1997, the first month that FTAs in court
were reported as discrete events, individuals on pretrial supervision missed 60

scheduled court hearings (5.3% of all scheduled hearings).

Figure 3.16: Macon County Pretrial Services Program
TERMINATIONS
June 1995 - February 1998

Y SpSN

]
]
A
]
1
(]

L
PN Sy QU PIpUGE TR R

J-95 0-95 F-96 J-96 0-96 F-97 J-97 0-97 F-98
B SUCCESSFUL EIUNSUCCESSFUL

Program Impacts

The Macon County Pretrial Services Program generally is viewed as having a
very positive impact in the local criminal justice community. Although it would be
extremely difficult, if not impossible, to gauge the direct impact of the program on jail
crowding, the satisfaction of stakeholders with the program’s.operation and prodﬁcts is
fairly unanimous. The Pretrial Services Program is viewed as cdnsistently providing the
bond court with accurate background information on felony defendants and as providing

satisfactory supervision and monitoring of the pretrial supervision cases.

'2 This sums the two outcome possibilities to three more than the exit population.
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Bénd Report Submissions

The program’s imbact, in terms of the quantifiable performance measures
specified in the ICJIA agreements is somewhat mixed. Although one objective is to
provide complete bond reports on 85 percent of the defendants booked into the jail
charged with non-capital felonies, complete bond reports were ‘submitted on
approximately 64 percent. When partial bond reports also are considered, the
submission rate is in excess of 97 percent.

Personal Recognizance Bonds

The objective of increasing the number of individuals released on recognizance
(ROR) by 10 percent was found to be impossible to measure with a degree of accuracy.
Program documentation indicated that the ROR rate for felons prior to program
implementétion was about three percent of bond court dispositions. In contrast, pretrial
services staff reported that up to 90 percent of the pretrial supérvision caseload are now
on personal recognizance release.

Court Hearings Attendance

On the final quantitative objective—ensuringthat 90 percent of supervised
individuals appear for their scheduled court dates—Macon County circuit clerk files
| show that 76 individuals, 20 percent of the 383 pretrial services supervision cases, had
79 FTAs while on supervision. Additionally, 54 individuals had FTAs after théy were
- removed from supervision and 43 of those cases (80%) had not had a FTA while on

supervision.
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PROGRAM STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES—MACON COUNTY

Implementation Issues

Implementation of the Macon County Pretrial Services Program generally
followed the sequence of activities as presented in the initial ICJIA program agreement,
although many implementation events were not completed until several months after
their projected dates. Bond reports, the core product of the program’s activity, were first
submitted to the court in June 1995—-some six months after funding commenced, and
the submission of case supervision condition recommendations did not begin until the
following December. However, the first few months of the program’s development were
not idle—much time was spent on gathering offender dispositional baseline data,
networking with program stakeholders, recruitment and training of staff, and the
establishment of LEADS query capability. The second year of the Pretrial Services
Program operation adhered much more closely to the implementation schedule than did
the first year. Most of the new activity focused on operational and data system
refinements, extension of the program to Saturday bond court and planning for fhe
realignment of responsibilities and activities within a department-wide reorganization.

On March 19, 1998 Macon County’s director and deputy director of Court
Services attended an evaluation update meeting with representatives from ICJIA and
the CLES. When asked how Pretrial Services Program implementation might have
been improved, the directors responded that they would like to have seen more local
involvement in the pre-implementation planning process, better baseline system data
and more opportunity to secure the commitment of stakeholders to the program’s

concept. Additionally, they commented that upon reflection they should have better
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anticipated the problems associated with an inadequate automated information system
and the conversion to an improved system.

Operational Issues

Many of the operational issues faced by the Macon County Pretrial Services
Program seem associated with two phrases from the agency’s statement of purpose:
“...(to) provide effective supervision of conditions of rélease...” and “to increase the
release ... to pretrial detention (alternatives) based on a least restrictive philosophy...”.
While these two program initiatives are generally complementary, their somewhat
different foci appear related to the emergence ‘of a “floating” definition of “supervision”
and some confusion as to where the progrém should be headed. Al parties involved in
and/or impécted by the Pretrial Services Program agree that the production of quality
bond reports is the core activity of the program and that minimizing FTAs is the
fundamental program performance outcome measure. Howevér, which particular
offenders are to be served and'tﬂh‘e type of servicé to be pfovided are less clear. For
instance, the Pretrial Services Act identifies felons as the programs’ target population.
However, the Macon County State’s Attorney, the judiciary, law enforcement personhel
and Pretrial Services Program staff all view misdemeanor domestic battery/domestic
violence offenders as an appropriate, but as yet unserved, clientele whose numbers are
disproportionately contributing to jail crowding. Similarly, the contact standards for
active supervision cases have been differently defined at different points in time
brimarily as a response to resoufce limitations, and not as a directed effort to improve

outcome or as a principle of differential case management.
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A related operational issue is the day-to-day balancing act that weighs the
production of accurate and comprehensive bond reports against a \)ery short time frame
for their completion. As mentioned earlier, in March 1997, recognition of the value of
pretrial reports in expediting the bond court process prompted local officials to request
extension of the weekday service to Saturday horning court. Only one month later,
however, the impossibility of developing comprehensive reports on as many as 20
detainees in less than two hours was recognized, and the reports were cut back to
include only criminal history summary information. Without question, this is still a
valuable service to the prosecutor and the court, but it is a very staff-intensive activity
that is only marginally grounded in the program’s statement of purpose and its goals
and objectives.

Data Issues

Accuracy

Most of the data issues, which surfaced during the course of this evaluation, are
approaching resolution as the program matures and the department converts to the
“Tracker” automated case management information system. Even since the
conversion, however, a persistent statistical report problem is that one month’s
beginniné-of-month pretrial services supervision caseload does not equal the reported
end-of-month figure for the pﬁor month. The research team discovered that in one
recent month the discrepancy was as ‘high as fifteen cases, 17 percent of the caseload
at that time. The problem was subsequently rectified, although this situation would not
have come to light unless the evaluation team had carefully examined the data. Errors

of this type cause difficulty in using aggregate data for ongoing program performance
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assessment and decision-making. The problems are, however, easily corrected if

reports are routinely reviewed and verified for accuracy.

Consistency

Another area of concern is that the operational definitions of some of the terms
used in the monthly statistical and status reports are unclear, at least to the extent that
different report writers interpret 'a.nd report the information differently. Some “FTAs” and
“Rules Violation” cases, for instance, were recorded#as “Dropped from Pretrial” before
official bond revocation, while others were not. The formal definition of the term
“Eligibl'e for Interview”, because it includes all felony cases eligible to be released on
bond, causes the appearance of reduced program effectiveness on a key performance
measure by including the Saturday bbnd cases in the interview eligible pool even
~ though there is no expectation that these cases will be interviewed. Other more general
terms, like “supervision” which was discussed previously and pretrial services
“caseload”, are relatively undefined in any operational sense.

Unreported Information

A final data issue is that the present data collection and reporting formats do not
focus on some of the Pretrial Services Prdgram goals. No comparative information, for
instance, is readily available on Macon County arrestees who are released on a notice'
to appear, personal recognizance or cash bond unless they are referred to the Pretrial

-Services Program. Neither is information routinely reported associating the type or

intensity of case management activity with offender demographics or case outcomes.
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PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS—MACON COUNTY

At the present time there exists throughout the local criminal justice community a
Very high level of satisfaction with the Macon County Pretrial Services Program process
and its products. Also evident is a high degree of confidence in the program
administration and staff. This satisfaction and confidence, coupled with the upcoming
department reorganization, suggests that now is the time for program solidification
around concrete goals and objectives.

It is recommended that the department continue the ongoing process of program
reviews and the assessment of its best fit within the overall criminal justice system, both
today and in the future. Attention should be directed to involving all program
stakeholders and service recipient groups in clearly defining/redefining the agency
mission and in securing commitments to a continuous process of performance auditing,
action and contingency planning. Similarly, appropriate and realistic performance and
outcome measures need to be distinguished from one another, must be clearly |
articulated and should be subject to ongoing review. Onfy through such a process can
current and future resource needs be identified and supported. Particular effort in this
_process should be directed to addressing two issues: 1) creating an adequate time
frame for the development of comprehensive and verified bond reports, and 2) creating
and implementing a differential case management system specifically directgad at
~maximizing the court appearance rates of defendants.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS—PEORIA COUNTY

The Peoria County Adult Probation Department, in the fall of 1994, applied to the

ICJIA and received $122,245 Anti-Drug Abuse Act funding matched by $40,748 county
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funds to establish a Pretrial Services Prograrh. Table 3.6 shows a breakdown of the
initial Peoria Pretrial Services budget under ICJIA Agreement #4236

(December 1, 1994—September 30, 1996), as well as the following agreemerit's budget.
Continuatioh funding of the program from August 1, 1996 through September 30, 1997
totaled $169,660 ($127,245 federai + $42,415 ldcal) under Agreement #4561. An
Extension Agreement (#4672) continued program funding through February 1998,
adding $85,410 in federal funds matched by a local contribution of $28,470."3

Table 3.6: Peoria County Pretrial Services Program—Budgets

First Cycle " Second Cycle
(Dec. 11,1994 to | - (Aug. 1, 1996 to
Sept. 30, 1996) ' Sept. 30, 1997)
, . 22 months 4 - 14 months
Line Item : Agreement #4236 ~ ‘Agreement #4561
Personnel Services $110,177 67.6% $135,298 79.7%
Equipment $25,104 15.4% . $2,772 - 1.6%
Commodities $1,655 1.0% $3,100 1.8%
Travel $4,557 2.8% $5,000 2.9%
Contractual $20,900 12.8% $9,199 5.4%
Other $600 0.4% $14,291 8.4%
Total $162,993 100.0% $169,660 99.8%'

Totals over or under 100.0% are due to rounding.

Program Goals

The original stated purpose of the Peoria County Pretrial Services Program was

to:

...provide the Judiciary with verified information about individuals, arrested
and placed in the Peoria County Jail for non-capital felony offenses, to
help in making decisions regarding release into the community until
his/her trial or court hearing ... and (to) carry out case supervision if
ordered by the Court (Grant Application, 1994:2).

'3 According to AOIC reports, $998 of Agreement #4561 monies was not spent.
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Interviews with key actors indicated that jail crowding was recognized as the primary
impetus for the implementation of the Pretrial Services Program, followed by a desire for
improved offender risk identification achieved by providing more thorough informaﬁon to
the courts in the bond reports.

The continuation agreement with ICJIA added as quantifiable performance
measures for the program to:

- (1) Increase the number of defendants interviewed by 20% to 1765.

(2) Increase the number of bond reports prepared by 20% to 1120.

(3) Design a database to collect information on factors that contribute to
non-compliance in the criminal justice system by September 30, 1996.

(4) Summarize data collected and make recommendation to the court by
April1, 1997 concerning target supervision population.

(5) Begin offering supervision of target population by April 15, 1997
(Agreement #4561, 1996:A3).

Interviews with key individuals throughout the criminal justice system in Peoria
County revealed a common belief that although the Pretrial Services Program was
implemented as a vehicle to reduce jail crowding, the program’s actua! population
impact after one year of operation was minimal. As in Macon County, the primary
perceived value of the Peoria County Pretrial Services Program was in providing
additional information to the court for more informed bond decision-making. Whereas
the first series of interviews revealed several general concerns with the accuracy of data
in the bond reports, the second year interviews showed overali confidence in, and
satisfaction with, the content of the reports. However, several respondents during both

rounds of interviews, expressed dissatisfaction that the Pretrial Services Program had

very limited supervision and monitoring of pretrial releasees.
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Program Structure and Staffing

The original and continuation funding requests for the Peoria County Pretrial
Services Program included unit staffing of oné supervisor, two pretrial officers, and one
clerical support position. The program is housed in the Peoria County Courthouse
within the Adult Probation Office suite. The Pretrial Services Program supervisor
originally reported directly to the chief adult probation officer and was responsible for
policy and procedure. dévelopment, daily supervision of the Pretrial Services Program
staff, grant report preparation and liaison with other criminal justice system components.
An organizational chart i‘llustrati-ng the Peoria County Adult Probation Department in

1995 is displayed in Figure 3.17.
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Figure 3.17: Peoria County Adult Probation Department
1995 Table of Organization
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The Pretrial Services Program experienced an unusually high level of staff
turnover during the first year of operation. In November 1995, just six months after the
ﬁrsf staff were hired, both pretrial officers and the unit's secretary resighed. The pretrial
ofﬁéer vacancies were filled within one month by new hires but the secretarial position
was not refilled until May 1996. The chief adult probation officer retired on January 24,
1997, and was replaced by an acting director of Probation and Court Services. This
‘new position was filled on a permanent basis in the summer of 1997 and shortly
thereafter it was announced that the Pretriai Services Program supervisor position
would be converted by year's end to an additional pretrial officer position to extend
coverage to weekend and holiday bond court. On February 15, 1998 supervision of the
Pretrial SerVices Program was assigned to the Investigations Unit supervisor as part of
a department-wide restructuring as displayed in Figure 3.18. By the end of the
evaldation period, the third pretrial officer vacancy had not been filled, nor had bond

court coverage been extended to weekends and holidays.
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Figure 3.18: Peoria County Adult Probation Department
1998 Table of Organization
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Program Implementation

The supérvisor of the Special Services Unit (cdurt supervision, conditional
discharge, dri-roads and public service caseloads) was initially designated to manage
the Pretrial Services Program. In April 1995, a new full time supervisor for the program
was hired and equipment pﬁrchases began. One month Iater,'two pretrial officer
positions were filled and staff began a training process which included LEADS, gang
awareness, substance abuse, family violénce and site visits to other pretrial services
programs throughout the state. See Figure 3.19 for a timeline of major programmatic
events.

- The interviewing of Peoria Cou‘nty Jail inmates and the submission of bond
reports began on September 11, 1995. Two weeks later, fhe Pretrial Services Program
received its first supervision case from the court and one of the conditions imposed
required 24-hour curfew monitoring. The program’s monthly réports at this point began
to indicate communication problems with the court and a general misunderstanding of
the Prétrial Services Program, both in terms of the services available and the limitations
of those services.

Dﬁring the first four months of operation the program completed an average of
157 offender interviews per month, submitted an average of 78 bond reports to the court

each month and received two court referrals for pretrial services supervision.
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Figure 3.19: Peoria County Pretrial Services Program - Major Programmatic Milestones
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In 1996 the Pretrial Services Program submitted 916 complete bond reports to
the court, which led to one misdemeanant and five felony defendants released to
supervision. Serious computer system problems, which began in 1996, continued to
hamper the program throughout 1997. At one point, running the software specifically
designed for the Pretrial Services Program caused the Windows 95 operating system to
crash. A Pretrial Services Program Procedures Manual was drafted in the spring of
1996 and published in July 1996.

Program services during 1997 included 1,829 jail interviews, 905 complete bond
report submissions and supervision of four additional felony cases. In June, in
response to a concern expressed by ICJIA, the target population fbr the Pretrial
Services Program interviews was redefined to prioritize substance abusers and violent

offenders (see Figure 3.20).

. Figure 3.20: Peoria County Pretrial Services Program
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During the first two months of 1998 interviews were conducted with 337
offenders and 131 complete bond reports were submitted to the codn. Additionally, the
average number of partial bond reports (consisting of criminal history records checks
only) submitted to the court had risen to 19 per month by the end of February 1998. On
February 15, all of the record checks and report-generating functions of the Pretrial
Services Program were reallocated to a newly created Investigations Unit consisting of
a supervisor, two pretrial officers and three presentence investigation officers. Though
there were no active supervision cases assigned to the Pretrial Services Program at the
time of the reorganization, all supervision functions which had been performed by
pretrial officers are now be the responsibility of field probation officers assigned to the .
Supervision Unit.

PROGRAM ACTIVITIES—PEORIA COUNTY

Staff Activities

Pretrial officers begin their workday at 8:00 a.m. at thé Peoria County Jail. Here
they review the county jail’s list of new admissions to sort out those cases which would
be ineligible for a pretrial interview or which would, based on their experience, be
released from custody before a bond court appearance. Generally, the cases that
remain are non-capital felonies, prostitution and domestic battery/domestic violence
cases and other more serious misdemeanor céses. The officers tie into the Peoria
County court system computer system via hook-ups at the jail, review and record
criminal history background data, and conduct social history interviews with those

defendants who consent to an interview.
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Upon completion of their face-to-face jail interviews the officers then travel to
their courthodse headquarters and by records checks and telephone calls attempt to -
verffy the information given to them by the defendants. Late in the morning or early in
the. afternoon, an assistant state’s attorney contacts the Pretrial Services Program office
with a list of defendants whom will appear in the 3:00 p.m. bond court. The pretrial
officers then complete standardized bond reports on those defendants, submit them to
the court, the prosecutor and defense counsel. One or more of the officers then attends
the weekday bond court to represent their reports, respond to any questions and to
record thé dispositions of the cases. It shbuld be noted that it is not a practice of the
pretrial ofﬁcérs.to include in their bond reports any recommendations for conditions of
release. Other activities of the Pretrial Services Program staff include conducting
LEADS inquiries for other units within the department and the preparation of
noncompliance reports to advise the court of violations of pretrial release terms or
conditions.

Scope of Services

Data sources for the Peoria County Pretrial Services Program included personal
interviews with key actors throughout the Peoria city and county criminal justice
community and the review of narrative Pretrial Services Program reports and data
collected from the Peoria County Jail and the Circuit Clerk’s office. Monthly data reports
submitted to the ICJIA and the AOIC were obtained from the program for the first 30
months of program operations September 1995-February 1998.

Pretrial Investigations

Since program inception, 11,490 defendants were defined as eligible for a pretrial

interv_iew, an average of 383 per month. The number of individuals interviewed was
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available only for 27 of the 30 months and showed a total of 4,238 interviews

conducted, an average of 157 per month, 41 percent of those eligible. Complete bond
‘reports, consisting of an interview summary and a criminal history records check, were
submitted to the court on 2,222 defendants over the 30 month period, an average of 74

per month or slightly less than one half of those interviewed (see Figure 3.21).

Figure 3.21: Peoria County Pretrial Services Program
INVESTIGATIONS
September 1995 - February 1998
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Pretrial Services Supervision Cases

Different data sources indicate different numbers of cases ordered to pretrial
services supervision, with nine, 12 or 13 individuals released to this condition. During
4 the course of the evaluation, the greatest number of cases on pretrial services
supervision at any one time was six. No cases were on supervision at the end of the

evaluation period.
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_ Client demographics. Of the nine individuals for whom detailed information was
available, four were white males, three were white females and two were
African-American males. The ages of these individuals range'd from 17 to'49 and they
presented a wide variety of criminal charges. The majority had histories of serious
substance abuse and/or child victimization. Foﬁr of the nine cases had a curfew and/or
home confinement among other conditions of release.‘ Two of the individuals had their
bonds revoked, aﬁd seven successfully completed pretrial supervision having been
sentenced to a term of incarceration. |

Program Impacts

It was mentioned earlier that interviews with jail, police and court personnel
indicated a common perception that the Peoria County Pretrial Services program would
not and has not appreciably impacted jail crowding. If the program has had an impact, it
is obscured by.other system events, such as the statutory changes in jail time for
domestic violence cases, to the extent that any correlation would be difficult, if not
imposéible to establish. What is possible to assess is the degree to which the program
has addressed its stated goals and objectives, and on these meaéures the findings are
mixed.

| In regard to the 6verall 'goal of providing the judiciary with verified information for
bond decision-making, the Pretrial Services Program has consistently presented the
" court with 34 to 102 complete bond reports- each month. These are reports that did not
exist before the program’s implementation. Additionally, the goal of increasing the
number of defendants interviewed by 20 bercent from 1996 to 1997 appears to have
been exceeded, although three months of missing data prevent establishing an exact

increase. However, the goal of increasing the number of bond reports prepared during
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this sarﬁe time period by 20 percent was not achieved as the number actually fell from
916 to 905. The remaining goals, all of which relate to increasing the number of cases
supervised during the pretrial period, have fallen short of accomplishmen.t. Of particular
concern is that the proportion of jail interviews which ultimately lead to complete bond
reports has progressively fallen to less than 40 percent. In other words, now more than
one half of the pretrial officers’ time spent conducting jail interviews is not contributing to
the Pretrial Services Program outcome objectives.

Some evidence was found of a slight increase in the frequency of ROR releases
as compared to cash bond releases, since the inception of the Pretrial Services
Program. It would be premature at this point to attribute this trend to the Pretrial
Services Program, especially in view of the fact that releases on notices to appéar show
an even greater rate of increase. It is quite possible that both situations are more a
reflection of system responses to increasing jail overcrowding than to anything else.

PROGRAM STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES—PEORIA COUNTY

Implementation and Operational Issues

The overriding implementation and operational issue for the Peoria County
Pretrial Services Program is the supervision, or case management, of offenders
conditionally released on bond. One week before the Pretrial Services Program began
its core activity—interviewing defendants and preparing bond reports—the Peoria
Cdunty state’s attorney sent a letter to the chief judge, the court administrator, the
probation director and the Pretrial Services Program supervisor expressing his concern

with the program’s design. Specifically, the state’s attorney called for recommendations
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regarding pretrial release conditions and the monitoring of defendants’ compliance with
any imposed conditions.

In his September 12, 1995 reply to the state’s attorney the chief probatioﬁ'ofﬁcer
indicated that the “...functions outlined in (your) letter are critical activities of any Pretrial
Program and they are objectives the program fully intends to carry out.” This response
was followed shortly by a letter from the chief probation officer to the presiding bond
court judge outlining the monitoring, casework and supervision services available to
defendants released to pretrial services supervision. Included in the summary of
services attachment to the letter was a full range of casework activities from a minimum
of monthly case contact and notification to defendants of scheduled 'court appearances
to intensive monitoring for high risk defendants.

One week later, the first Peoria Cpunty defendant was ordered to pretrial
services supervision with special conditions to avoid all victim contact, attend school
every day, maintain at Ieasté “C” avérage grade in school and horﬁe confinement. This
case remained on supervision until his conviction and penitentiary sentencing eight
months later. Though the supervision conditions wére fairly rigorous, pretrial officers did
monitor them and reported infractions to the court. In the following 29 months less than
a dozen additional cases were ordered to pretrial supervision. Those that were ordered
to supervision all had multiple conditions; the monitoring of which required significant
officer oversight. The limited number of active supervision cases, coupled wﬁh the lack
§f bond report condition recommendations and an ongoing delay in implementing a
system of court appearance reminder letters and/or telephone calls to defendants,

appears to be the primary cause of less-than-enthusiastic support of the Pretrial
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Services Program by the local state’s attorney. This is a critical issue for the program,
particularly in light of the fact that it is the prosecutor who serves as.the gatekeeper
between the pretrial interviews and the writing of bond reports.

Data Issues

Lack of Individual-level Data

The most significant Peoria County Pretrial Services Program data issue
encountered by the research team related to difficulty in accessing individual-level
information on the bulk of the program'’s clientele. Demographic information is routinely
recorded and reported by the Pretrial Services Program only for those few cases
assigned to pretrial supervision—not on the vast majority of cases which are
interviewed, investigated and written into bona reports. The aggregate data on
interviewed cases, though valuable, doé's not give sufficient detail to answer questions
about differences within the population, changes in the population or about comparison

with other populations.

Unreported Information
| Information is-also lacking on the number of defendants who are released from
custody prior to an interview and on those who do not consent to an interview. Without
these figures it is impossible to accurately determine the proportion of the eligible clients
who are served by the program. Similarly, individual-level data needs to be recorded on
those offenders who fail to appear in court. Without this information it will be impossible
to comprehensively assess the effectiveness of efforts to reduce FTAs through reminder

letters and/or differential supervision.
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Accuracy

The evaluation team also encountered some problems with data accuracy The
outstandlng example of data inaccuracy is in the number of cases reported to have
been on pretrial services supervision. On the monthly statistical report forms submitted
to the AOIC and the ICJIA, the total ntjmber of cases with defnographic information is
13, but the total number of individuals reported released with supervision is 12. When
asked, the program provided casework summaries of the supervised clients; however,
detailed case notes were provided only on nine cases that were identified as having
been supervised.

Consistency

Data inconsistency became an issue when it was discovered that in March 1996
the Pretrial Services Program began “whiting-out” the monthly statistical report heading
“Number released prior to interview or initial bond hearing” and replaced it with the title
“Number interviewed”. This was apparently done in response to the unique situation in
Peoria County where the charging prosecutor determines which cases advance to bond
court prior to pretrial officers completing bond reports. The change, though meanihgful
in Peoria County, seriously hampered efforts to determine the number of eligible clients
who were processed by fhe Pretrial Services Program. It will, in the future, make it |
difficult to compare Peoria County with other Pretrial Services Programs in the state, as
~ all programs uniformly use the reporting form. |

PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS—PEORIA COUNTY

Itis perhaps the intensity of casework demanded by the sunervision cases so far

that has led to so few cases having been subjected to conditional release. Large
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numbers of active supervision cases requiring intensive monitoring could strain the
Pretrial Services Program’s resburces and interfere with the production of quality bond
reports. However, if the outcome sought by the program is to minimize FTAs in court, it
is quite possible that a larger impact could be achieved by less intensive attention to
greater numbers of offenders. For instance, the program could work toward securing
_approval from the court and the state’s attorney to refocus on ensuring that a/l pretrial
releasees receive court appéarance reminder letters and/or telephone calls and
casework referrals to needed social services. Selected offenders could still be identified
for specialized attention by Supervision Unit officers based upon recommendations for
conditions that are case-specific, enforceable and, again, outcome-based. In this
regard, it is recommended that the Peoria County Pretrial Services Program, the court
and the state’s attorney should embark upon a collabofative and concentrated effort to
determine what interventions are most efficient and effective in ensuring court

appearance for which offenders.
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Drug Intervention Program (DIP)

m

Location:
Start Date:

Purpose/Mission:

Goalé:

Program Budget:

Staff:

Contact:

Scope of Services:

Peoria County, Peoria, lllinois

August 1995 (officer began working in May 1995)

: According to the Procedural and Operation Standards (1995), the

mission of the DIP is as follows: The Drug Intervention Program is
to serve as an alternative supervision strategy for high risk adult
offenders who have been identified as drug abusers or chemically
dependent and ordered to a sentence of probation. Drug ’
Intervention will enhance the ability of Probation and Court
Services to impact on drug abusing offenders as well as create a
high profile integration of community services designed to reduce
risk to the community and improve coordination of services
provided to this population (p. 3).

A Reduce the recidivism rate of drug-addicted offenders
in Peoria County.

A Improve the quality of life for the probationer by eliminating
substance abuse as a viable alternative lifestyle.

A Provide the tools to enable substance abusers to utilize
treatment methods throughout their lives.

A Move rehabilitated probationers back into the commumty as
productive citizens.

Agreement 1: May 15, 1995 through September 30, 1996
#4254 $52,166 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$17,389 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $69,555

Agreement 2: October 8, 1996 through March 1, 1998
#4563 $47,166 Federal Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds
$15,722 Matching county funds
Total Funding: $62,888

_One DIP officer

David Burgess (309) 672-6018

Probation officers and TASC are the primary referral sources for
the DIP. Prior to being admitted into the program, the probationer
must receive a clinical substance abuse assessment to determine
the existence and severity of a substance abuse problem and
confirmation of likelihood for rehabilitation through treatment.
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Summary of
Evaluation
Activities:

Program Impacts:

Once accepted in the program, probationers are assigned to one
of three levels of supervision: Level One (high supervision), Level
Two (moderate supervision), or Level Three (low supervision).
Successful completion of the DIP results in probationers being
released from probation or transferred to a regular probation
caseload. In order for this to occur, they must have no positive
urinalysis in the past 90 days, successfully completed all
treatment programs, not have been arrested in the past 120 days,
and complied with the guidelines of the DIP and TASC.

During the evaluation period, documentation regarding the
program was collected from the AOIC, ICJIA and the DIP
program. Relevant documentation included internal reports, grant
applications, the initial policy and procedure manual, monthly data
reports, and inter- and intra-office memorandum. In addition, 34
interviews were conducted with 28 people; six individuals were
interviewed twice. Interview subjects holding a variety of positions
were interviewed as to their perceptions of the implementation,
operation, and purpose of the DIP. In particular, interviewees
came from the following areas: judiciary, SAO/PD, law
enforcement community, court services, the DIP administration
and staff, Peoria County adult probation staff (other than from the
DIP), and the DIP treatment providers. Additionally,
individual-level data were collected on all DIP clients and included
drug usage history, prior treatment, length of time in program,
technical violations, toxicology screenings, prior arrests, and
recidivism. Computerized case notes also were obtained for each
DIP probationer.

As of February 1998, 44 of the 68 probationers who entered the
DIP were no longer receiving such services. Of them, 23
successfully completed the program. The majority of the
“successful” DIP probationers were returned to regular probation
to complete the remainder of their sentence. The successful DIP
probationer is an African-American male, six years older than his
unsuccessful counterpart. His instant offense is most likely
drug-related, while the typical failure came in on a property-related
offense. Those succeeding had tried, on average, more different
types of drugs than their non- successful counterparts. Thus,
these preliminary results indicate the successful candidate has an
extensive history involving drugs, and as such, is perhaps more
agreeable to his/her need for treatment.
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Program Issues:

Anticipated
Developments:

Recommendations:

As the program is relatively new, few offenders have been
released from all types of supervision. Thus, any discussion as to
whether the program succeed in achieving its objective of “have
10% complete probation” is premature. However, these
preliminary results do indicate that the DIP is achieving a success
rate of slightly over 50 percent, and thus surpassing three
additional program objectives.

> b

A

A Program’s name is not used consistently. The DIP lacks an

“identity” (IDP, DIP, IDI). This is contributing to intra-office
confusion regarding the program’s goals and the duties of the
DIP officer.

‘There is a disjunction between articulated and written goals.

Data reliability and record keeping need additional attention.
Until January 1998, referrals from other probation officers
were not always forthcoming. As a result, a new referral
process has been developed. The current DIP officer should
be commended on this enhancement to program design. It
also has been mentioned that the DIP officer's duties may be
expanded to handle all probationer treatment referrals
(ancillary service).

A continuum of speculations regarding whether the DIP will
continue post-ICJIA funding was revealed. While some
interview subjects believe the DIP will continue, as it is a
viable program, others believe it will cease to exist because it
cannot be justified with respect to its current operation. A
third belief is that the DIP will continue, however, its clients will
be more serious and fewer in number due to the new drug
court program.

. Additionally, as the larger department completes its

reorganization, the DIP will (most likely) be placed in the
Supervision Unit. Here the officer can take advantage of a
closer working relationship with other officers (no longer
separated by type of probation or supervisor), as well as some
of the intensive supervision elements (e. g electronic
monitoring, night supervision).

Program’s Name

The name of the program needs to be determined and should
be reflective of the program’s purpose and operation. Caution
in using the term “intensive” is advised.
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A Program’s Purpose/Mission
. A decision needs to be made whether the DIP is an

independent program or whether its officer is providing the
Department an ancillary service. Confusion exists whether
the program is to “serve the department” or “serve the
probationer”.

A Caseload Size
Currently there is a push to increase the DIP caseload to 70
probationers. While it is true the DIP falls short of impacting
other probation caseloads at its current capacity, caution
should be exercised as to whether the program will be able to
provide the appropriate level of supervision and assistance
needed by the DIP clients, if the caseload increases to 70
(despite whether IPS officers assist the officer). If this
program is to continue as “intensive”, the caseload increase
becomes questionable if the DIP officer also handies all
departmental drug and alcohol treatment referrals (ancillary

. service mentioned above).

A Referral Process
Resistance continues on the part of regular probation officers
to refer cases to the DIP. Currently, the DIP officer is

. handling all probation intakes that have drug or alcohol

treatment court ordered (blanket order). It is recommended
this process continue.

A Collection of Data for Future Evaluation/Assessment
Despite what is stated in the DIP manual, data collection
sheets (TAG Sheets) were not consistently completed on
each DIP offender. It is recommended the TAG sheet be
completed at the time a new offender enters the DIP due to
the difficulty of retrospectively completing the forms.
Furthermore, if the DIP officer handles all intakes with drug or
alcohol conditions, TAG sheets could be completed on other
non-DIP probationers as well. They could serve as a
comparison group for subsequent evaluations.

A Relationship with Treatment Community
Few treatment providers were aware of the DIP or its officer.
It is recommended, when possible due to distance and
program rules, the DIP officer continue visits with the offender
while he/she is in treatment. Such a process will assist the
officer in developing “rapport” with the offender and also give
him insight into the needs, problems, and issues facing the
offender once released back into the community.
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DRUG INTERVENTION PROGRAM

Originally conceived as an alternative supervision strategy directed toward high
risk adult probationers with recent drug-related convictions and/or a prior history of drug
abuse, the Peoria County Drug Intervention Program (DIP) has been handling
probationers since August 28, 1995. Prior to program implementation, the County
lacked any systematic method of probationer drug screening, drug testing, or referrals
to community-based substance abuse treatment agencies, despite data indicating over
one-third of all Peoria County adult probationers suffered from drug problems and were
in ﬁeed of treatment (Peoria County Adult Probation Grant Proposal, 1994). TASC was
designed to be an ihtegral part of the program, cdnducting assessments, making

referrals to treatment and providing cooperative supervision of DIP clients.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS

In December 1994, the Peoria County Adult Probation Department receiyed
$47,166 in Anti-Drug Abuse Act funds (matched by $15,722 in county funds) to
establish the DIP under ICJIA Agreement #4254. Expenditures for the program began
five months later (May 15, 1995), and continued through September 30, 1996, at which
time additional funds were requestved.14 The second funding period (Agreement #4563)

commenced October 8, 1996 and expired on February 28, 1998. Total funding for that

14 Agreement #4254 was increased by $5,000 federal per Budget committee action. No extensions were included,

and no new items were added to the budget.
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period included $47,166 granted from the ICJIA with a county match of $15,722.%

Table 3.7 presents a breakdown of both budgets, detailed by major line items.

Table 3.7: DIP—Bugeb

First Cycle Second Cycle
(May 15, 1995 to (Oct. 1, 1996 to
Sept. 30,1996) Mar. 1, 1998)
16.5 months 17.0 months
Line item Agreement #4254 | Agreement #4563
Personnel Services | $39,689 57.1% | $25,971 | 41.3%
Equipment $5,267 7.6% $140 0.2%
Commodities $2,839 4.1% $500 0.8%
Travel $2,092 3.0% $2,000 3.2%
Contractual $19,068 27.4% | $13,541 | 21.5%
Other $600 0.9% | $20,736 | 33.0%
Total $69,555 | 100.1%' | $62,888 | 100.0%

! Totals over or under 100.0% are due to rounding.

Notable items identified in the budget éycles include the salary and fri‘nge benefits of a
probation officer and contracfual expenses, such as drug testing services, case tracking
computer system, phone service and officer training.

During the face-to-face interviews, no one expressed concern about the amount
of funding, although negative remarks were offered regarding their usage early during
4the evaluation pe',.riod. Specifically, as illustrated by the following comment, concern
centered on obtaining the necessary supblies to implement the program. “Any supplies

are hard to get because of the chain of command. There aren’t even proper supplies

'S While this report was being prepared Peoria County requested its third cycle of ICJIA funding—$33,495 in
continuation monies with an $11,165 county match. Any budget revisions made to that request are unknown as the
evaluation data collection efforts ceased on February 28, 1998.
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for drug testing”. However, from interviews conducted during the second year of the
evaluation, it was revealed that access to needed supplies was no longer problematic,

and that they were immediately provided upon request.

Program Goals
The mission of the Peoria County DIP, as stated in the Procedural and Operation

Standards (1995), is as follows:

The Drug Intervention Program is to serve as an alternative supervision strategy
for high-risk adult offenders who have been identified as drug abusers or
chemically dependent and ordered to a sentence of probation. Drug Intervention
will enhance the ability of Probation and Court Services to impact on drug
abusing offenders as well as create a high profile integration of community
services designed to reduce risk to the community and improve coordination of
services provided to this population (p. 3).

Based on internal documents prepared by the AOIC ahd the Peoria County Adult
Probation Office, there were six original goals of the DIP:

Reduce the recidivism rate of drug offenders in Peoria County:

Improve the quality of life for the probationer;

Enhance safety for the citizens of the surrounding communities;
Eliminate substance abuse as a viable alternative lifestyle for offenders:
Provide the tools to enable substance abusers to utilize treatment
methods throughout their lives; and, ‘

6. Move rehabilitated probationers back into the community as productive
citizens.

OARWN

As étated above, upon .exp'iration of initial funding in 1996, Peoria County applied
and received continued financial support from the ICJIA. While the overall purpose and
rationale of the program remained constant throughout the DIP’s existence, one of the
original goals—enhancing safety for the citizens of the surrounding communities—was

eliminated.
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Subsumed within these goals were four individual-level objectives, that were
believed attainable via a reduced offender caseload of 30. By utilizing a structured
supervision strategy, the DIP would be able to assist dfug offenders in achieving the
following: |

1. Successful discharge from the DIP;

2. Successful discharge from probation;

3. Successful completion of substance abuse treatment; and,

4. Successful completion of TASC's requirements.

A fifth, program-level objective of the DIP was to reduce probation violations resuiting in
revocations by approximately 10 percent.

As detailed within the second cycle funding application, each of the four |
individual-level program objectives was specified further (see Table 3.8). For éxample,
during second cycle funding, the objective of “successful covmpletion of TASC" was
specified further to “have 30 percent complete TASC.” The sole program-level

objective (to “reduce violations by 10 percent”) remained cbnstant during second

cycle.”

'® During proposed third cycle funding, which commenced on March 1, 1998 (see footnote #2), each of the four
individual level program objectives were further increased in difficulty. For example, the second cycle funding
objective of “have 30 percent complete TASC” was changed to “have 50 percent complete TASC". Furthermore, the
program-level objective (to “reduce violations by 10 percent’) was increased to 20 percent.
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Table 3.8: DIP—Objectives

First Cycle _ Second Cycle
o Successful discharge from DIP a Have 30% compiete DIP
o Successful discharge from o Have 10% completé
probation probation
o Successful completion of o Have 50% complete
treatment primary treatment ;
o Successful completion of TASC | o Have 30% complete TASC
@ Reduce violations by 10% o Reduce violations by 10%

Based on interviews conducted during the first year of the evaluation, various
pfobation personnel and collateral sérvice providers cited like goals/objectives for the
DIP, thus reaffiming the desired perception that stated goals and objectives were
consistent with actual program operational beliefs. | However, since then, several
indicators suggest the DIP goals have become unclear.‘ First, during second year
interviews some respondents were unable to articulate any program goals. The second
indicator results from the name of the program not remaining constant. For example, -
while some individuals refer to the program as the DIP, others identify it as the Intensive
Drug Program (IDP), which was the name of a different probation-(evel drug treatment
program operated by the County in 1989-1990. Others, including representatives of the
ICJIA and the AOiC, and a few administrators within Peoria County, refer to the
program as the Intensive Drug Intervention (IDI) Program. For individuals who believe

-the program was intended as intensive, the goals they associate with the DIP differ -
from those held by individuals with the‘opposing view. As will be mentioned later, this

in turn caused intra-office confusion as to the job responsibilities of the DIP officer.
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A third concern centers around a disjunction between written versus articulated
goals. While the written goals have remained fairly constant (see above), the
articulated program goals have changed from an outcome based model (e.g.,
completion of treatment program or completion of probation) to a brokerage model
(e.g., identifying access to treatment, early identification of those with drug problems,
and directing all drug treatment for probation). Upon further consideration of these
latter “goals,” however, it is apparent that they (for the most part) are more suitable
program objectives than goals. That is, they can be regarded as the means by which
the goals (i.e., the “ends”) may be attained. For example, identifying access to
treatment can assist offenders in improving the quality of their life by “elirriinating
substance abuse as a viable alternative lifestyle.”

One overarching goal-identification concern permeated the evaluation and is
cause for discussion—an apparent difference of opinion among interview subjec;ts
regarding the ultimate purpose of the DIP. While a few interview subjects believed
goals such as “establish early identification of those with drug problems” and “focus on
relapse prevention” (client-oriented) were primary, others stated such
departmental-oriented goals as “relieve work from the line officers”. As remarked by an
administrator within the County, “the program [DIP] exists for the convenience of the

department, despite the goals.” 'Additional consideration needs to be given to
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identifying the intended beneficiary of DIP’s efforts. That is, is the primary purpose of
the program ;co benefit the department or benefit the probationer?”.

With respect to whether the DIP has achieved its"written goals, mixed results
have occufred. Amidst many failures, a number of DIP clients have been very
successful in their treathent efforts. This has the potential to resuit in the program
achieving its goals. Prior to a complete discussion of the extent to which the DlP
achieved its goals, information relating to the pfogram_’s structure and staffing and

activities will be presented.

Program Structure and Staffing
As originally conceptualized, the DIP was to employ one officer, without clerical
- support, supervised by the chief probation officer. ln‘itially the Pretrial Services Program
supervisor oversaw the DIP officer’s activities, but later that assignment was removed
from her duties and became the responsibility of the chief probation officer. This chain
6f command was again reconsidered, and supervision of the DIP officer returned to the
Pretrial Services Program supervisor (effective February 10, 1997). Upon the
resignation of the Pretrial Services Program supervisor, supervision of the DIP officer
was placed under the direction of the newly hired director of court services and
probation. Although concern was raised regarding the appropriate locus of supervision
for the DIP officer, due to the pending reorganization of the department, this concern |

lessened.

'7 This evaluation was concerned only with client oriented goals. A future evaluation should be conducted to
determine the success of the program on these departmental goals.
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Interviews of individuals associated with the DIP revealed a general consensus
that the program is worthwhile and there are plenty of clients awaiting service. While a
number of interviewees expressed a desire to increase the number of DIP officers due
to the effect of only having one officer on comprehensive supervision (e.g., lack of night
supervision), this desire generally occurred when the interview-subject believed the
program’s intended purpose was to offer intensive probation services.

During the first year of the evaluation, the DIP officer lacked secretarial support
and was spending considerable time completing his own clerical tasks. Concern
regarding this problem was first voiced in April 1996 and continued through March
1997. | At that time, the decision was made to have the Pretrial Services Program
secretary also provide clerical assistance to the DIP officer.

Program Implementation

The following is a detailing of major events that have transpired during the first
31 months of DIP operation. Both programmatic and administrative milestones are
included, and are presented in Figure 3.22.

On May 15, 1995 the DIP officer assumed program duties, and during the next
three months, he conducted site visits of other similar programs elsewhere in the state,
developed eligibility screening and discharge criteria, and designed drug testing plans.
As TASC was to be an integral part.of the program, time was spent each week with its
program staff viewing drug evaluation programs and drug treatment readiness
counseling sessions. Many community drug treatment programs also were consulted
regarding services they fnay be able to provide for drug abusing probationers.
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The first probationer referral was received in August 1995. By December 1995,
the Procedural and Operational Standards manual was completed and Roche
Diagnostic Systems test cups were ordered to perform drug screenings. Two months
later (February 1996) the caseload reached 20 probationers and a relapse education
group was formed with TASC for DIP probationers. In April 1996 the first DIP client
successfully completed his DIP probation and was returned to a regular probation
caseload. As concern surfaced with respect to the level of supervision received by DIP
clients, meetings were held in July 1996 between the IPS supervisor and the chief
probation officer to identify whether the DIP would benefit from being under the |
supervision of the unit. This change did not occur. At the start of 1997, the DIP’s
supervisor (i.e., chief probation officer) retired. With a caseload near capacity, the
officer had been verbalizing the need to have clerical assistance—that need was filied
in March 1997.

In June 1997 a new director of probation and county services began. Planned
reorganization within the department ensued, and in October 1997 the DIP officer
assumed a different position within the probation department. In order to ensure a
smooth transition of staff, the caseload was allowed to drop to 20 probationers. The
new officer began working in November 1997, at which time the caseload was at 16
brobationers. The new officer expressed a desire to increase t.he caseload to
approximately 70 probationers. In an effort to do so, he began ﬁandling all probationer

intakes that included court ordered drug treatment. He also identified a second agency
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to perform drug assessments of DIP clients. By February 1998, the caseload was at 26

and the officer began co-facilitating a treatment readiness group (T.R.G) at TASC.
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Figure 3.22: DIP - Major Programmatic Milestones
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PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

The following discussion of program activities is divided into two parts. The first
part details the scope of services, including both those received by clients and provided
by DIP staff.' Attention also is placed on the referral/assessment process for DIP clients
and their related stages of supervision. The second part of this section concerns the
various treatment providers offering services to DIP clients. Information pertaining to
the assessment instruments employment, types of treatment offered, and staff-client
ratios are included.

Throughout these discussions, program data are presented. As detailed in
Chapter 2 of this report; such information includes monthly data reports and individual
level data for each DIP probationer. However, it should be ﬁoted that discrepancies
exist between data reportéd to the ICJIA (i.e., monthly reports) and actual case file
information provided by the DIP staff to the evaluation team. For example, although it
was reported to the ICJIA that 79 offenders entered DIP between August 1995 and
February 1998, DIP staff were able to provide the evaluation team with information on
only 68 probationers. While one of these individuals can be accounted for by being in
the program twice, when asked about the remaining ten probationers, DIP staff
reported the monthly data forms were most likely incorrect. Because these forms are
the only source of information régarding the number of probationers screened for the

program, that information will be presented below. All other discussions, including that
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of program impacts, will be based on individual-level data collected on each DIP
probationer.

Scope of Services

Thé first step in being placed on DIP probation is the referral/assessment and
DIP placement process. Throughout the following discussions, the reader should refer
to Figure 3.23 on page 157.

Referral/Assessment and DIP Placement Process

As originally designed, probation officers and TASC were the primary referral
sources for the DIP. Although court referrals could be made part of a court order, this
was not the preferred route. DIP screening could be conducted at several stages,
including upon order of the court, during the pre-sentence investigation, during
Probation and Court Services Department intake processes, upon violation and/or
revocation of probation, or at any other time during probation supervision. Howevér,
according to procedure, it originally was required that all tentative cases first be referred
to TASC for the completion of a clinical substance abuse assessment to determine the
existence and severity of a substance abuse problem and confirmation of a likelihood
for rehabilitation through treatment. If a case had been referred to TASC by a regular
probation officer and TASC ascertained that entry into the DIP was appropriate, a joint

- recommendation, after mutual consultation, was presented to the DIP officer. At that
time, the DIP officer interviewed and screened [Substance Abuse Subtle Screening

Inventory (‘SASSI’ form R)] the prospective DIP client.
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Figure 3.23: Drug Intervention Program Flow Chart

Sentenced to

probation

LS1

Accepted referral

Entry at any phase




As detailed in the Procedural and Operational Standards (1995: p.23), the

eligibility criteria for acceptance into the DIP included the following:

A.

G.

" The offender has a documented or verifiable history of drug and/or alcohol

abuse, which includes type of drugs used, frequency of use and patterns
of usage. The verification must include information gathered through
interviews with the offender, the Substance Abuse Subtle Screening
Inventory (SASSI) and a collateral contact with a close relative or
significant other,;

There is a relationship between drugs and criminality determined by
TASC; '

Upon sentencing, the offender is sentenced to a term of not less than 12
months probation;

As a condition of probation, the offender is ordered to undergo substance
abuse treatment including but not limited to urinalysis;

The offender is a resident of Peoria County, Illihois; ,

The offender has been sentenced to a term of probation or is pending
sentencing for a probationable offense; and,

The offender has been charged with or convicted of a felony or
misdemeanor offense.

If the client appeared suitable for the DIP, a meeting was to be held among both

appropriate supervisors (DIP and regular probation), the regular probation officer, and

the DIP officer.

In actual operation, while the route of referrals is quite similar to that specified in

- the-Procedural and Operational Standards, some deviations occur. Specifically, while

regular probation officers and/or TASC refer most cases, occasionally the courts place

individuals ih the DIP as a condition of prdbation. It is preferred that the court refer a

case for drug intervention screening as a condition of regular probation, because from
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that screening it can be better determined whether the DIP services are necessary
and/or appropriate. Throughout the evaluation period, court referrals continued despite
attempts by the DIP to convince the courts otherwise. Further, it was reported that
such referrals have been occurring more frequently as the program continues.

It was mentioned during several interviews that not all officers are referring cases
to the DIP. To illustrate, one individual noted, “the ‘old guard’ won't refer clients [to the
DIP program]”. For this reason, it is believed that the DIP was unable to identify all who
needed the specialized services. When a referral did come from a regular probation
officer, the actual recommendation to DIP screening often came solely from TASC as
opposed to a joint recommendation made by that agency and the regular probation
officer. In a similar vein, the extent to which both subervisors actively are involved in
the decision to move a case into the DIP is unclear.

In November 1997, a primary change took place with respect to client referrals.
In order to increase a low caseload (i.e., 16 during November 1997), all felony
pfobation cases were screened by the DIP officer at intake for program eligibility. This
practice was to continue until a substantial caseload had been built (see reference #1
on Figure 3.23)."™

With respect to assessments, it was reported that TASC'’s output became
irregular and inconsistent during 1997. Due to this and other problems, the DIP made
arrangements with White Oaks Companies of lllinois, a local residential and outpatient

alcohol and other drug treatment company, in November 1997 to also perform offender

'8 This practice was continuing at the time evaluation data collection efforts ended.
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treatme-nt assessments (see reference #2. on Figure 3.23). While TASC currently
maintains involvement with the DIP and continues to conduct needed assessments, the
‘additi'ona-l provider will afford the pfogram and its clientele with greater flexibility and
choice with respect to assessment needs.
During the first 31-months of program operation (August 1995-February 1998),
97 probationers were screened for entry into the program. Of those screened, 90
percent were referred to TASC for evaluation.’ As the relationship between the DIP
ahd TASC became strained, fewer clients were referred to that agency for assessment.
- For example, in 1995 all 25 clients screened for the DIP were referred to TASC. By
1997, however, this percentage had dropped to 77 percent. As stated previously,
White Oaks also conducts assessments and it is believed the renﬁaining offenders were

assessed by staff from that agency.

' These numbers are based on the monthly data reports sent to the ICJIA and are possibly inflated. Caution in
interpreting these figures with other information presented (e.g., number who entered the DIP) is recommended.
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Client Process

While in the DIP, an offender is assigned to one of three levels of supervision:

Level I—High Level Supervision

a. Face-to-face contacts are to be made with the probationer once per
week.

b. Home visits are to be made twice per month.

c. Primary service providers are to be made twice per month.

d. Collateral contacts are to be made once per month.

e. One UA is to be conducted weekly.

f. Arrest checks are to be conducted twice per month.

g. All other verifications shall be conducted in accordance with the Adult
Investigation and Supervision System.

Level ll—Medium Level Supervision

a. Face-to-face contacts are to be made with the probationer every other
week. .

b. Home visits are to be made once per month.

c. Contacts with primary service providers are to be made once per
month.

d. Collateral contacts are to be made once per month.

e. Two random UAs are to be conducted per month.

f. Arrest checks are to be conducted once per month.

g. All other verifications shall be conducted in accordance with the Adult
Investigation and Supervision System.

Level lli—Low Level Supervision

a. Face to face contacts are to be made with the probationer once per
month.

b. Home visits are to be made once every other month.

c. Contacts with primary service providers are to be made once per
month.

d. Collateral contacts are to be made as needed.

e. One random UA is to be conducted per month.

f. Arrest checks are to be conducted once per month.

g. All other verifications shall be conducted in accordance with the Adult

Investigation and Supervision System.
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Throughout the course of the DIP, probationers may receive less supervision
(i.e., move frem Level | to Level Il, Level Ill) if they have not had a eositiye urinalysis in
the last 60 days, if they have made aeceptable progrees in treatment/completed their
treatment, have not been arrested in the past 60 days, and have complied with the
guidelines of the DIP and TASC. Conversely,} probationers also may have their
supervision level increased if they fail urinalysis, are arrested, have jeopardy status with
TASC, or fail to abide by the conditions of their treatment program.

Successful completion of the DIP may result in probationers being released from
probation or transferred to a regular probation caseload. In order for this to occur, they
must have no positive urinalysis in the past 90 days, successfully completed all-
treatment programs, not have been arrested in the bast 120 days, and complied with
the guidelines of the DIP and TASC. However, probationers who fail to comply with the -
rules set forth, may be removed from the DIP-. There are four minimum standards for
removal:

1 Failure to comply with the rules of probation.

2 Failure to comply with the rules of the DIP.

3. Failure to comply with the rules of TASC.

4 Failure to comply with the rules of the treatment program.

The decision-making process for Asucceesful or unsuccessful removals depends
ona jomt decision of the DIP officer, supervisor and TASC personnel. As revealed

dunng interviews, the receiving unit of these removals most often regular probation,

- would be interested in being involved in these decisions. Including the receiving officer
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might provide better continuity of service for the probationer, especially for unsuccessful

removals.

Demographic and Offense Characteristics of DIP Probationers
Since program inception, 68 probationers have entered the DIP. Of these, 12
entered during 1995, 23 during 1996, and 22 in 1997. During the first two months of

1998, 11 offenders entered the program (see Figure 3.24).

Figure 3.24: DIP
PROGRAM ENROLLMENT
September 1995 - February 1998

$-95 J-96 M-96 $-96 J-97 M-97 S-97 J-98

The maijority of those entering the DIP were African-American (72.1%), male
(70.6%), and approximately 32 years old. The oldest probationer was 56 years old,
while the youngest was 19 years old. With respect to drug usage history, alcohol was
the drug most probationers admitted to having tried (92.2%), followed by marijuana
(89.1%), cocaine (62.5%) and crack (59.4%). Of probationers who admitted to tryi‘ng

these substances, more than 60 percent of the them were habitual users. Probationers
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who reported they had tried crack had the highest rate of habitual use—82 percent.
Although less than one-fourth of all DIP offenders admitted to having tried heroin, of
those who did, slightly more than 60 'percent considered themselves habitual users.
Few offenders admitted they ever tried or became habitual users of amphetamines,

PCP or barbiturates (see Figure 3.25).

Figure 3.25: DIP
DRUG USE

Habitual user
I Tried, not habitual
M Never tried

Marijuona
Herdin

Crack
Barbiturotes
Amphetamines
Alcohol

Upon further consideration, the data indicated that on average, the typical DIP
probationer is a poly-drug user, having tried between three and four of the above
mentioned substances, and considers him/herself to be a habitual user of two of them.
Slightly more than one-fourth (27..1%) of al! DIP probationeré have tried five or more of
the drugs, and almost half (46.0%) consider themselves habituél uéers of three or more
drugs. Across the different substances, DIP voffenders who reported they are habitual

users of marijuana reported the youngest average age at which their habitual
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dependence began—18 years old, followed by those addicted to alcohol—20 years old.
Offenders habitually using ambhetamines and crack became addicted at the oidest
ages—28 and 27 years old, respectively.

Almost 60 percent of all DIP probationers reportedly have been in residential
treatment and 48 percent participated in self-help programs. Participation in intensive
outpatient and regular outpatient counseling treatment also was common among the
DIP offenders, 41 percent f<.>r each type of treatment. Few probationers have received
treatment in methadone maintenance programs (n=3), dual diagnosis programs (n=1),
detoxification programs (n=9), or in halfway houses (n=6).

Of the nine different types of treatment, data reveal that several probationers
participated in the same type of treatment more than once. Participation in self-help
programs (0 to 10 different attempts) and residential treatment (0 to 6 different
attempts) revealed the most variation. For most offenders who attended such
programming, participation occurred once or twice.

Thus, from this information, it appears the DIP probationers are poly-drug users,
first introduced to illegal substances at a fairly early age. Many are habitual users who
have previously attempted some sort of treatment program. Their identifiable drug use
~ problems clearly make them a population in need of the type of services the DIP pffe_rs.

Additional information was collecfed on the prior Peoria County arrest history of
each DIP probationer, as well as on their instant offense (i.e., offense that they were
serving the sentence for while placed in the DIP). As based on inmate booking reports
from the Peoria County Jail, data revealed that each DIP client had an average of nine
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(rﬁediari) prior arrests, with a range of zero to 48 occu}ring (96.7% had at least one
prior arrest). About 10 percent of all DIP probationers had 23 or rﬁore prior arrests.

| The charges associated with these arrests were coded by offense type and
based on the most serious charge recorded (see Table 3.9). Of the 59 probationers
with prior arrests, the most common charge was for property offenses (n=47), folloWed
by person offenées (n=39) and driving-related offenses (n=36). Thirty-five DIP
probationers had prior arrests'for"‘other" charges such as prostitution, disorderly
cbnduct, and obstructing justice, while 27 were arrested on drug charges. Few
probationers had prior sex (3.4%) or weapons (3.4%) offenses in their inmate booking
histories. Across all offense types, the greatest range in instanceé of being arrested
was observed within the property (0-34 different arrests per probationer/mean of 3.25)
and driving (0-21 different arrests per probationer/mean of 2.61) categories.

Table 3.9: DIP— Prior Arrest History

Offense Common # With Range in # of | Average per
Type Offenses -| Prior Type | Prior Arrests | Probationer
Person e Domestic Battery 39 0-12 2
o Assault :
Property e Retail Theft 47 0-34 3
e Theft
Drug e PCS 27 0-6 1
o Possess Cannabis
Driving e DUI 36 0-21 3
Related e No license
Sex e Agg Crim Sex Abuse 2 0-2 less than 1
1 e Public Indecency | ' 2 '
Weapon e UUW 2 01 less than 1
o UUW by Felon '
Other e Prostitution 35 0-14 2
e Disorderly Conduct
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Of the 68 probationers who entered the DIP, the majority were serving sentences
for drug or property offenses. Most common among the drug offenders were the crimes
of possession of a controlled substance and intent to deliver a controlied substance,
which comprised approximately three-fourths of all drug offenses. A greater variation
within the property categories was revealed, with retail theft, burglary and theft
occurring most often. Other probationers were serving sentences for person (n=4),
weapon (n=1), sex (n=1) or other (n=4) offenses.

Offense class information also was obtained for all DIP offenders. While the
majority of DIP probationers had been convicted 6f a Class 4, 3 or 2 offense, four
probationers were convicted of more serious offenses. It should be noted that the
Class X offense was for predatory criminal assault of a child, while the three Class 1
offenses were for residential burglary (n=2) and intent to deliver a controlled substa.nce
(n=1). One other probationer had been convicted of the Class A misdemeanor offense
of prostitution. Table 3.10 presents offense type by offense class information.

Table 3.10: DIP—Instant Offense Type by Offense Class

Offense Type Misd. A Class4 | Class 3 | Class 2 | Class 1 | Class X

Person 0 0 3 1 1 0
Property 0 15 4 6 2 0
Drug 0 21 5 3 0 0
Weapon 0 1 0 0 0 0
Sex 0 0 0 0 0 1
Other 1 3 0 0 0 0

Total 1 40 12 10 3 1

In review of this criminal history information, it appears that many of the DIP

probationers have extensive and varied prior criminal involvement, especially given that
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arrest records were obtained only for Peoria County. Many of these probationers had
been arrestéd previously for pérson offenses, including domestic béttery and assault.
While a number of these probationers were serving sentences for drug related crimes at
the time they were placed on the DIP, many others committed a property offense.
However, given the level of drug usage mentioned previously, it is assumed that many
of these property offenders were committing such crimes either while under the
influence or as a means to 'ﬁnance a drug habit.

Treatment and Testing While in the DIP

Of the offenders who entered treatment over the 31-month period, slightly more
than one-half completed their treatment program. According to the monthly data
reports, an average of 2.35 offenders entered treatment each month and an average of
1.35 completed treatment each month.

It was reported to the ICJIA that during the 31-month period, 941 drug tests were
- conducted. However, this number reflects all tests conducted within the entire |
department, as opposed té just those for DIP clients. As based on case file notes, 43 of
the 68 DIP probationers (63.2%) had 169 toxicology screenings—an average of four
per probationer. Of these screenings, 41 were positive for drug usage by 21 different
probationers. The most common drugs found within a probationer's system were
- cocaine and marijuana. - -

Staff Activities

The'activities performed by the DIP officer are both supervisory and
admjnistrative in nature. As supervisor for his caseload, the DIP officer conducts office,
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home, and employment visits; makes collateral contacts (e.g., with TASC, psychologist,
psychiatrist, spouse, significant others, employer, teachers, roommate, social service
agency providers, etc.); performs criminal records checks; conducts urinalysis on
offenders; and contacts the primary service providers, as specified by each offender’s

. supervision level. When the situation arises, the officer also is responsible for
emergency interventions (Procedural and Operational Standards, 1995; intra-office’
correspondence dated October 27, 1997).

In a related vein, the DIP officer has a number of administrative duties as well.
For example, he is responsible for creating and maintaining positive working
relationships with associéted treatment facilities and TASC, coordinating program
development, educating agencies working with the DIP (e.g.,'SAO, Probation, Courts),
continued policy and procedure development, and maintaining data/case files regarding
all offenders (Procedural and Operational Standards, 1995; intra-office correspondence
dated October 27, 1997).

Since program inception, the DIP officer also has been involved in co-facilitating
classes in conjunction with TASC. For example, treatment readiness groups (T.R.G.)
and relapse education groups have been offered for DIP clients. Based on information
provided via interviews, however, it was revealed that the relapse education group
folded, as clients were never recruited into the program. At the time data collection
efforts ended, a T.R.G. group was being provided to DIP clients.

As mentioned previously, confusioh existed with respect to the specific job duties
of the DIP officer. Although the officer himself seemed quite aware of the expectations
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placéd on him, other officers within the department expressed a limited understanding
and appreciation of the DIP officer's duties. Because the éounty had previously
attempted ~a similar, but intensively supervised, drug probation program (i.e., IDl), a
number of tenured employees believed that the DIP was merely IDI reincarnated.
According to AOIC and ICJIA staff, however, the program’s purpose was not to include
such techniques as curfew checks, electronic monitoring and drug searches, which are
common place in intensive supervision programs. Adding to this confusion, however,
was the limited caseload of the DiP officer. With a program capacity of 30 “high-risk
probationers with current drug-related convictions and/or a prior. history of drug abuse,”
it is understéndable that one would surmise this is an intensive supervision program
(Agreement #4254 Program Narrative).

Referral Agen'cies and Treatment Providers

As mentioned previously, the DIP differs from regular probation caseloads in that
treatment is the primary focus of the program. TASC and White Oaks, Inc. are just two
substance abuse providers/referral agencies utilized by the program. While the majority
of DIP probationers remain in the greater-Peoria area for their treatment needs,
occasionally a referral will be made outside the area. Based on information obtained
from DIP staff, interviews were conducted with six providers (two primary referral
- -agencies and four primary treatment providers), all.of which are located in or near

Peoria.
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As reported during interviews, all six interview subjects indicated they use
face-to-face client interviews énd case history reviews, which go beyond drug
involvement offense history information as tools in their assessment process. Specific
assessment tests mentioned include the Addiction Severity Index, the Alcohol Use
inventory, DSM-IV criteria, the SASSI-2 adult form, and the Recovery Attitude and
Treatment Evaluator scale. Of the four respondents who actually provide direct
services, all indicated they follow ASAM directional criteria in determining program
acceptance and needed treatment.

A wide range of substance abuse treatment modalities are available for DIP
clients, including substance abuse education, AA/NA/CA, individual counseling, group
counseling and milieu therapy. Residential, intensfve outpatient, and regular outpatient
services are accessible, though oftentimes require a 30-day wait. Although the
programs vary by length, clients generally complete several stages prior to being
“successful in treatment, progressing, for example, from intensive outpatient to aftercare
Services. Respondents indicated that licensed addiction counselors provide treatment,
and staff to client ratios are approximately 1:8.

Two concerns surfaced with respect to the treatment providers and the DIP.
-First, although Peoria operates a public bus system, a number of these facilities were
quite off “the beaten path.” The extent to which these services are readily accessiblé is
questionable. Second, few providers interviewed were aware of the DIP or its officer.
With respect to the DIP offenders in these programs, it appears more contact is with
TASC than with DIP program staff.
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Program Impacts

Overall, the written purpose of the DIP is to reduce the rate of revocations of
brobation for offenders in the prdéram and increase the degree to which they
successfully complete treatment. The DIP is characterized by an emphasis on
treatment and a higher level of supervision than a typical probation case. The
information presented below details the behavior of probafioners while on the DIP, their
DIP release statué, and what their final outcome was on probation. Although an
aﬁempt was madé to select a comparison group of probationers who met the eligibility
criteria for the program, but were on probation the year prior to the start of the DIP, this
proved problematic and was subsequently dropped from the evaluation. While these
offenders met the criteria for placement, in application, the decision for DIP acceptance
appeared to be more related to an offender’s behavior at the time of referral/placement
than solely on these criteria.. As such, the comparison.group drawn was not
comparable on such variablés as amount and type of prior criminal behavior.
Furthermore, because TAG sheets were not completed on these individuals while they
were on probation, it was very difficult to retrbspectively code information regarding the

different types qf'drugs they used or the various types of treatment programs in which

they participated—additional variables used to compare the two groups.
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Criminal Behavior While in the DIP%

Within the DIP population, there were 56 rearrests resulting from the suspected
commission of a new offense during the 31-month period. Of these rearrests, the
majority was for property offenses, although, as displayed in Table 3.11, 10 person

offenses also were recorded.

Table 3.11: DIP— Arrest History While in the Program

Offense # With Such Example
Type Arrests - Offenses
Person 10 o Domestic Battery
e Assault
o Armed Robbery
Property 19 e Theft -
¢ Retail Theft
e Criminal Trespass
Drug 9 e Possess Controlied Substance
e Possess Cannabis
Driving 9 o Driving Without a Valid License
o Operate Uninsured Vehicle
Weapon 2 e UUW by Felon
Sex 0 {e N/A
Other 7 e Disorderly Conduct
e Obstructing Justice

As based on éase file notes collected for each DIP offender, a total of 40
technical violation petitions were filed with the court involving 32 of the DIP probationers
while in the program (47.1%). Of the 32 offenders for whom such petitions were filed
the majority had only one filed during their time in the DIP, although six had two each

and one had three filings.

2 |n the period between probation intake and entrance into the DIP, 27 probationers were arrested on one or more
occasion (range: 0-7 times). Of the 70 separate arrests, an average of 2.6 per probationer, there were 29 arrests for
property crimes, 15 for drug crimes, nine for person crimes, eight for driving-related crimes and nine for “other”
crimes.
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Completion of the DIP

At the.time data collection ended (February 28, 1998), 24 of fhe 6.8 offenders
placéd on the DIP continued on such supervision. Théy are excluded from the
remaining program impact discussions.

Through February 28, 1998, 44 probationers no longer were receiving DIP
probation sérvices; they completed an average of 275 days in the program. Qf those
completing the program, slightly more than one-half (n=23) successfully completed the
DIP, 43 percent (n=19) unsuccessfully compléted the DIP, and 5 percent (n=2) were
transferred to another county. Figure 3.26 p.resents a breakdoWn of these

terminations.?'

Figure 3.26: DIP
TERMINATIONS
February 1996 - February 1998

2/96-7/96 8/96-1/97 2/97-7/97 8/97-2/98

B SUCCESSFUL BUNSUCCESSFUL OTRANSFER

z Although monthly data reports indicate that one probationer was terminated from the DIP prior to February 1996.
This information was not found during a review of individual case file notes. Those later data serve as the basis for
all impact discussions. Occasionally it was difficult to ascertain whether an individual had been released from the
program. While the research team reviewed each offender’s case file notes, errors may have occurred. Entry and
exit dates provided to the research team, as indicated on each probationer's tag sheet, were not reliable in
comparison to information presented in the case files of several probationers.
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As displayed in Figure 3.27, the majority of those unsuccessfully completing the
DIP were sent to the IDOC for either committing a new offense or as a result of a
technical violation, such as failing to complete court ordered drug treatment while on
the DIP. It should be noted, that _two of the unsuccessful probationers, however, were
merely court ordered as “unsuccessful” in the DIP, with no appérent subsequent action
as a result of their inability to successfully complete the program.?? Of the 23

probationers who successfully completed the DIP, almost all were transferred to regular

probation.

2 oOne continued on conditional discharge as the result of three other misdemeanor cases.
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Figure 3.27: Completion of DIP

68 Probationers
(as of 2-28-98)
24 currently
on caseload

Transferred to
‘another county
(n=2)




While the majority of those released successfully remained on regular probation
supervision at the time data coilection efforts ended, five had been successfully
discharged. from probation, while two were unsuccessfully discharged.? Only five of the
unsuccessful DIP probationers remained under the supervision of Peoria County Adult
Probation and Court Services by the end of February 1998.%* Of them, three continued
to be supervised—one on conditional discharge, one on IPS, and one on regular
probation. Two others, origfnally placed on IPS, failed that program and subsequently
were sent to the IDOC.

" Of the five probationers who successfully completed the DIP and were returned
to the community under no supervision, one has been re-arrested twice—once for
possession of a controlled substance and once for driving without a valid driver’s
license.®

Successful DIP Probationer Profile

‘The successful DIP probationer is an African-American male, six years older (35
years old) than his unsuccessful counterpart (29 years old). It should be noted that the
percentage of Caucasians who are successful in the DIP (34.8%) is greater than their

total composition within the DIP population (27.9%). The successful DIP probationer’s

2 One of the probationers unsuccessfully discharged received IPS services upon release from the DIP.
24 Recall, ten were sent to IDOC while in the DIP, one received a jail term, one received a conviction
elsewhere, one was simply court ordered as “unsuccessful” with no further identifiable punishment, and
one's subsequent outcome was missing.

% The post-release behavior of one of the successful DIP probationers is unknown.
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inétant 6ffense is most likely drug-related (56.5%), while the typical failure came in on a
property-related offense (57.9%). Among those successful, the most common
drug-related offénse was possession of a controlled substance (39.1%), whereas
variation was exhibited among the unsuccessful with respect to the most common
property-related offense.

With respect to prior arrests, little diff_erence was revealed between failures and '
successes, an average of 9.7 and 10.2 priors, respectively. A slight difference was
révealed based on the variety of drugs each group reportedly had tried. Those
succeeding had tried, on average, 4.7 drugs, while those not succeeding had tried, on
average, 3.7 different drugs. Habitual usage was similar for the two groups.

As the program is relatively new, few offenders have been released from all
types of supervision. Thus, any discussion as to whether the program succeed in
achieving its objective of “have 10% complete probation” is premature. However,
| whether the objectives of “have 30% complete DIP,” “have 50% complete primary
treatment” and “have 30% complete TASC” have been attained, are somewhat easier
to gauge. Because itis necessafy the offender comply with TASC and successfully
complete their primary treatment program prior to successful removal from the DIP, it
appears the program has achieved these three objectives.? Although these data are

preliminary, the DIP has achieved a success rate of slightly more than 50 percent.

% A case-by-case review of each probationer's movement through their treatment program was beyond
the scope of this evaluation. Thus, the assumption was made that if an offender successfully completed
the DIP, he/she most likely completed their primary treatment program as well.
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PROGRAM STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES

Program strengths and weaknesses can be viewed on two dimensions—those
relating to implementation and those relating to operation. Information on each is
presented below and can serve to assist agencies elsewhere when implementing such

programs.

Implementation Issues

Implemenftation of the DIP generally followed the sequence of activities as
presented in the initial ICJIA program agreement, although many implementation
events were not completed until several months after their project dates. For example,
as based on an implementation schedule received by the ICJIA in January 1995,
operations were to begin in March 1995, with full program implementation occurring two
months later. In practice, operations bégan in May 1995 with full implementation
occurring in August 1995. When the program was implemented, data processing
requirements were not cémpleted until several months into program operation and
various equipment purchases were slow to occur. By the time data collection efforts
ceased, it was reported that full program implementation had been achieved, and that
efforts were focused on increasing the workioad of the DIP officer.

As mentioned previously, from the onset the DIP officer lacked supervisory
oversight and consistency. This caused difficulty for the DIP officer in completing his
aaily tasks. In a similar vein, it is unclear the extent to which input from other officers

within the department was asked for and accepted during program planning. ltis
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apparent that animdsity toward and a discounting of the DIP officer and his role
emerged. Tc; some degree a brogram aimed at serving a maximurﬁ of 30 high risk
probationers, which does not offer intensive supervision strategies, is contradictory..

- On March 19, 1998 Peoria County’s court administrator, director of court
services and probation, and supervisor of the Pretrial Services Program attended an
evaluation update meeting with representatives from the ICJIA and the CLES. When
asked how the DIP’s implerﬁent_atjon might have been improved, they responded that
they would have liked it organizationally incorporated into the department. As |t
occurred, the program was seen as elitist.

Operational Issues

A series of interrelated operational issues surfaced during the evaluation period
and warrant specific attention. Each of these issues concerns a change in program
policy that was being considered by the department as data coliection efforts ended.

A drug specialist within the probation department clearly was a need for Peoria
County; as a result, the DIP officer position was created. However, the extent to which.
other officers within the department took advantage of the knowledge regarding illicit
~ substances gained by this officer is unclear. Lines of division and animosity were
created, leaving the DIP officer to be “an island in and of himself.” Although interyiews
of individuals associated With' the DIP revealed a general consensus that the program is
worthwhile and there are plenty of clients awaiting service, for the most part other

officers within the department expressed a limited understanding and appreciation of
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the DIP officer's duties. Again, a strong supervisory role and open channels of
communication within the department would have benefited this program.

In an attempt to validate the program in the eyes of other officers, a number of
operational changes have been devised and/or_are being planned. In addition to the
change in receiving referrals and assessments discussed previously, two other program
modifications include increasing the caseload to 70 and having the DIP officer make all
in-house court mandated referrals for drug treatment. It is the belief of the evaluation
team, however, that these latter two changes are competing. Although it has been
mentioned that the DIP officer would utilize the intensive services provided by IPS,
operationally it is doubtful whether the officer would have enough time to devote to both
tasks.

Data Issues

Two primary data issues surfaced with respect to the DIP. First, as discovered
during the second year of the evaluation, DIP staff discontinued completing TAG sheets
several months into the pfogram. Although staff indicated they did not see the utility in
completing these forms, their use and related importance clearly is detailed in the
Procedural and Operational Standards manual. As previously noted, without such
information, the impact evaluation of the DIP became problematic. On a positive note,
it was reported that the completion of _tag sheets recently resumed. These data should
be entered into one of the data screens developed for the program by Systems and

Computer Technology (SCT). This process will assist Peoria County in any later
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assessment/evaluation of the program. Also, as mentioned previously, in order to fully
identify and understand the irhpacts of thé DIP, it is necessary to compare their
post-release behavior with that of similar probationers who did not receive such
services. In order to complete this project, TAG sheets must be completed on these
probationers as well to ensure similarity with the DIP group.

The accuracy of data provided on monthly data reports to the ICJIA serves as
the second data issue. Despite relatively low client numbers, considerable problems
surfaced with respect to these forms. As mentioned previously, there was a 10-person
discrepancy between the number of probationers placed on the DIP as based on the
monthly data reports (n=79 through February 28, 1998) as compared to the actual
clients DIP staff were able identify by name (n=69 througthebruary 28, 1998).
According to DIP staff, the monthly réports are mostly likely incorrect, although there is
“no way of being 100 percent sure.” Additionally, given the other discrepancies noted
above (e.g., number of terminations, number of successful terminations, etc.), it seems

quite likely some or all of these ten offenders were in fact in the DIP.

PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS

In light of the findings presented above, several program recommendations are
offered below. However, first it is neceséary for the research team to impress on Peoria
County the need to fully consider the ultimate purpose of the. DIP. Whether the DIP
should serve as a distinct program, supervising its own caseload, or be an ancillary

service to other officers needs to be debated. Interviews and program documentation
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show that there is confusion regarding the program’s purpose. As competing goals
have surfaced (i.e., departmental versus probationer), there is concern on the part of
évaluation staff that the DIP is being modified without full consideration of this important
issue.

Once a clear purpose is decided, appropriate goals and objectives should be
identified. In order to ensure departmental support, perhabs appropriate goal and
objective recommendations from other officers should be solicited. Also, a program
name needs to be determined that is reflective of the program'’s purpose and operation.
This will provide the program with its own “identity”. Caution in using the term
“intensive” is advised unless such services are inciuded, and the name should be used
cdnsistently when referred to the program.

Currently there is a push to increase the DIP caseload to 70 probationers. While
it is true the DIP falls short of impacting other probation caseloads at its current
capacity, existing‘, written goals do not require that it does. Caution should be
exercised as to whether the program will be able to provide the appropriate level of
supervision and assistance needed by the DIP clients if the case]éad increases to 70,

| despite whethey'I'PS services will be utilized. If the DIP is to continue as a separate
program, the caseload increase becomes increasingly questionable if the DIP officer
also handles all departmental drug and alcohol treatment referrals (i.e., serves an
| ancillary role).
As resistance continued on the part of regular probation officers to refer cases to
the DIP, a change in the process of identifying appropriéte cases occurred. Currently,
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the DIP-ofﬁcer is handling all probation intakes with court ordered drug or alcohol
treatment. The evaluation team recommends this process continue and commends the
new DIP officer on this program enhancement. Also, by reviewing all cases that seem
appropriate, the DIP officer will be able to complete TAG forms on a comparison group
of probationers. Given the problems the evaluation team experienced with the data, it
is recommended the TAG sheet be completed at the time of each new offender’s
intake. Without accurate data, it is impossible to gauge the extent to which a program
ié accomplishing its goals and objectives.

Few treatment providers were aware of the DIP or its officer. If the program is to
continue with its own caseload, it is recommended (when possible due to distance and
program rules) the DIP officer continue visits with the offendler while he/shé isin
treatment. Such a procesé will assist the officer in developing “rapport” with the
offender and also give him insight into the needs, problems, and issues facing the
offender once released back into the community. if the officer cannot visit the DIP
probationer while he/she is in treatment, at the very least it is recommended the ofﬁcer
assume a more proactive role in the probationer’s treatment. Information they receive
about the probationer’s progress should not come “second-hand” from TASC.

Finally, given the changes in program operation since the DIP’s inception, it is
recommended the Procedural and Operationa/ Manual be updated. This product will
serve as a valuable tool both to the officer and the enfire department. Any

discrepancies between program policy and actual operations can be fully addressed.
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CHAPTER 4: SYSTEM PERSPECTIVES

Although the five programs targeted by this evalpation were distinct entities, a
sense of the interrelatedness among the various criminal justice stakeholders emerged
duﬁng the céurse of the study. Two broad issues with which all five initiatives identified
were the impacts of the programs on the jail populations of their réspective counties and
the court processing of offenders within théir jurisdictions. A number of program
specific interésts in these two arenas were discussed in the previous chapter. In this
chapter, attention is focused on the jail popUlations of each county and upon FTA rates,
both of which were identified as cdncems in the research proposal.

As discussed in Chapter 2, differing data constraints in each county generally
hampered the evaluation and shaped the type of ahalysis employed. For this section,
the lack of computerized dafa in Macon -County required a labor intensive sampling of
jail inmates. In Peoria County, the data were automated, but data structures precluded
the linkage of information needed to conduct certain desired analyses. In this section,
an overview of the jail populations of Macon and Peoria Counties is presented to

provide a context from which to consider the program impacts.
DESCRIPTION OF THE JAIL POPULATIONS

Macon County

The evaluation team collected Macon County Jail and circuit clerk information on
‘a sample of individuals for whom the pretrial officers prepared bond reports. As
mentioned previously, between June 1, 1995 and December 31, 1997, approximately
3,600 bond reports were prepared. The Pretrial Services Program reported these

individuals were released from the county jail in one of three ways: 1) individuals not
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released at the initial bond hearing (i.e., both those given and not given bond)?’, 2)
individuals réleased without supervision (i.e., those released on their own
fecoghizance—ROR), and 3) individuals released with pretrial services supervision.

As there were 405 persons released with pretrial services supervision, samples
of 400 persons also were chosen randomly from the other two release type groups. A
sample size of 400 accounted for 40 percent of the released with no supervision group
and 18 percent of the not released group. Cases with date problemé or missing
jail/circuit clerk files were deleted from the sample. As a result, fhe final total sample
size was 1,134. The size of the not released grdup was 380 persons (33.5% of the
entire sample), the released without supervision group was 383 persons (33.8%), and
the pretrial services supervision group was 371 persons (32.7%).

From these data, the following groups of individuals are profiled in this A
section—the Macon County Jail population, each of the release typé groups, individdals
not charged by the Macon Cbunty SAO, and individuals with FTAs in court. Informatibn
obtained from jail records consists of length of jail stay, arrest charge, and rearrest
history. Data from the circuit clerk’s office include éharge offense; disposition,

_sentence, and FTAs.

- Macon County Jail Population Sample Analyses

Prior to discussing the three release type groups, the jail population sample as a
whole is described. Recall that the jail population sample group consists of the 1,134

individuals for whom the Pretrial Services Program provided bond reports.

# Pretrial officers record all individuals given a cash bond at bond court as not released from jail,
regardless of whether the individuals are financially able to pay the bond at that point, at a later date, or
not at all.
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Demographics. The ethnicity of the jail population sample was primarily

African-American (52.5%) and Caucasian (47.1%). In addition, the majority of the
sample was male (74.3%). At the time of the bond report, the age of these persons
raﬁged from 17 to 65. The mean age was 29, although the median age was slightly
younger at 27.

Days in jail. The number of days housed in the county jail while awaiting case
disposition obviously depends on whether an individual is given bond or ROR or not
released at all. This sample was held in the Macon County jail an average of 16 days
before being released. The median jail stay length was considerably less—two days.
One-fourth of the sample remained in jail for a week or more and the longest stay was
reportedly 325 days.

Current offense. The most serious current offense was recorded for each

individual charged; 251 individuals (22.1% of the jail sample) Were not charged. The
most common crime types were property (41.3%), person (25.5%), and drug (11.6%)
offenses.

Burglary, retail theft, and theft accounted for two-thirds of the property offenses.
Furthermore, theft was the most common offense (10.3%) across all crime types. In the
person category, aggravated, simple, and domestic battery comprised approximately 75
percent of the offenses. The four drug offenses of possession of a controlled substance
or cannabis and manufacturing and delivery of a controlled substance 6r cannabis
represented 85 percent of all drug charges. Offenses typified as sex,.weapon, driving,
procedural, or other accounted for a combined 22 percent of the most serious current

offenses.
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The offense severity for the most serious current charge was known for most
individuals (see Figure 4.1). More than three-fourths of these charges were classified
as felonies; the highest percentage of all class types (27.0%) was for Class 4 felonies.
Although there were no Class M felonies in the sample, there were 63 Class X (7.4%)
énd 61 Class 1 (7.1%) felonies. The remaining non-felony offenses were mostly Class

A misdemeanors (21.0%).

Figure 4.1: Macon County Jail Sample
OFFENSE CLASS

ClassB ClassC
1% 1%  Class 1
. 7%

 Class A
22% , Class 2

12%

Class X
7%
Class 3
23%

Class 4
27%

Disposition. Slightly more than one-half of the individuals in the jail popuiation
' sample had pled guilty or gone to trial with their case by the end of the data collection
period, February 28, 1998. An overwhelming majority of those cases involved plea
bargains (94.1%). Only 36 individuals had cases go to trial,_fnvcluding one individual
who entered a plea agreement for one offet"nse and went to trial on another. Of the 36 ,
trials, nearly three-fourths ended in guilty verdicts. In addition, 12 percent of the cases

were dismissed, 14 percenfwere pending, and 22 percent of the individuals were never
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charged.?® Approximately seven percent of the individuals had outstanding warrants
issued for the case included in. the jail population sample.

The number of days from the date of an arrestee’s entry into the Macon County
jail to the date of case disposition was calculated to determine the length of time a case
requires to process through the court system. The jail population sample averaged 128
days from jail entry to case disposition. The median length of time was one month
less—100 days. The |ongést length of time until case disposition was 2.5 years,
although three-fourths of the individuals had the case disppsed within six months.

Sentence. The sentence for 96 percent of the individuals who pled or had their
case go to trial was recorded in the clerk’s files. A sentence that included fines, fees,
and costs was the most common (59.4%), followed by probation (40.2%), an IDOC term
(26.3%), and a jail term (20.8%). Only 21 individuals (3.7%) were ordered to perform
community service work. Table 4.1 displays a corhplete breakdown of sentence type

with its frequency.

2 An individual was determined to not have been charged if there was no record in the circuit clerk files
for the individual or if there were no records for that person that matched the arrest and bond report
dates.
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Table 4.1: Macon County Jail Population Sample—Sentence Received

Sentence Type Number Sentenced
IDOC with or without credit 125
IDOC with or without fines, fees, and costs (FFC) 24
TOTAL 149
FFC 77
TOTAL 77
Jail stayed/credited : 22
Jail stayed/credited and FFC ‘ 89
Jail and FFC 2
. TOTAL 113
Probation : 53
Probation and FFC 121
Probation and jail stayed 5
Probation, FFC, and/or treatment 42
Probation, FFC, and jail 7
TOTAL 228

The average amount of fines, fees, and costs ordered paid was $540, although
the median amount ($220) was less than one-half the average amount, suggesting few
very high costs/fines were assessed. The lowest amount was $20 and the highest was
$17,100; thé sum of all amounts was $125,700. More than 200 individuals were
sentenced to probation. The average probation term was 20 months, \A_lith a range of six
to 60 months. Individuals sentenced to the IDOC had an average sentence length of
four years; the longest was 28 years. Lastly, 118 individuals were sentenced to jail, with
an average sentence of slightly less than one month—27 days. The shortest jail
'sentence was two days; the longest was 180 days.

- Table 4.2 shows a breakdown of sentence type by current offense type.
Sentences were categorized according to the most serious sentence for those
individuals given more than one sentence type. For example, an individual sentenced
to the IDOC and ordered to pay fines, fees, and costs would be categorized as IDOC in

the table. Property'offenses accounted for approximately one-half of all IDOC
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sentences. In addition, property and person offenses each represented about 32
percent of the fines, fees, and costs sentences. This sentence type was actually the
most common one given for person offenses. Further analysis of this relationship
revealed that this was largely due to the high number of domestic battery cases, which
accounted for nearly one-half of this sentence type. Again, property and person
offenses accounted for the largest number of jail sentences—25 percent each. Finally,
property offenses accounted for the greatest percentage of probation and jail with
probation sentences. Given that 41 percent of all offenses were property-related, it was
expected that those offenses would account for the greatest percentage of each
sentence type. Another factor is the variation in severity of the property offenses, which
ranged from arson and burglary to theft and deceptive practices.

Table 4.2: Macon County Jail Population Sample—Sentence & Offense Type

Sentence - Offense Type
Type Person | Property | Drug | Driving | Weapon | Other | Sex Procedural
IDOC '
Count| 29 77 20 2 11 4 5 1
%'| 195 | 517 [134] 1.3 7.4 27 | 34| 07
FFC only
Count} 53 54 17 5 4 27 - 1 5
%| 31.9 325 10.2 ] 3.0 24 16.3 0.6 3.0
Jail
Count 6 6 2 5 0 0 0 1
% | 25.0 25.0 8.3 208 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.2
Probation
Count| 49 98 23 0 20 14 13 4
% | 22.2 443 104 | 0.0 9.0 6.3 59 1.8
Jail/Prob '
Count 2 3 1 0 1 0 0 0
% | 28.6 42.9 143 | 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0

Percentages are listed for within the sentence type.
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Comparison of the Three Release Type Groups

This séction is a compafison of the three release type groupé: not released,
released without supervision, and released with pretrial services supervision. Each of
these groups comprised approximately one-third éf the jail population sample. As the
information reported here demonstrates, these three groups were relatively similar.

Demographics. The ethnicity of all three groups was primarily African-American

(51.6%—53.1%) and Caucasian (46.4%—48.1%). In addition, males were the majority in
all groups. The released with pretrial services supervision group had the lowest number
of males (n=255), while the not released group had the highest number (n=306). The
mean age, 29, was the same across groups.

Days in jail. As expected, the number of days housed in the jail varied greatly by
release type. Due to large standard deviations, the median numbers of days are
reported. The not released groﬁp remained in jail for the longest period, from one to
325 days. Although the median number of days was six for this group, one-fifth of the
individuals were held for more than two months. For the released with no supervision
group, the median time in jail was three days. Surprisingly, the data revealed that mdre
than one-fourth of this group remained in jail for more than four days. There are several
possible explanations for this longer than expected jail time including being held on an
outstanding warrant and incorrect jail dates or felease type group information having -
been collected. The released with pretrial services supervision group was housed in the
jail for the shortest number of days; the median was two days. Less than 10 percent of

the individuals placed under supervision rerhained in jail more than four days.
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Current offense. Again recall that only the most serious current offense was

recorded. The released with no supervision group contained the most individuals not
charged with an offense (27.8%), followed by the not released group (20.8%) and the
reléased with pretrial services supervision (18.3%).

The percentage of charges typified as pfoperty, person, or drug offenses were
similar across groups. The greatest variation was in the percentage of person offenses:
28 percent for the released with no supervision group, 27 percent for the not released
group, and 20 percent for the released with pretrial services supervision group. In
order to determine this difference was not due to samplihg error, a Chi-square measure
was calculated. The statistic proved significant at the .01 level for that group difference
in the number of person offenses. Thus, it appears less likely that an arrestee brought
in for a person offense will be released under pretrial services supervision as opposed
to being released with no supervision or not released at all.

The most common offense was different for each of the groups. Aggravated
battery (10.3% of all charges) was the most common offense for the not released group,
domestic battery and retail theft (8.2% each) was most common for the released without
superQision group, and retail theft (9.6%) was most common for the released with
pretrial services supervision group.

As displayed in Figure 4.2, the not released group had the most individuals
charged with felonies (85.7%), including 36 Class X (12.2%) and 43 Class 1 (14.6%)
felonies. Conversely, the individuals released with no supervision were charged with
the most misdemeanors (33.1%). Howéver, there were 24 Class X (9.2%) and éight

Class 1 (3.1%) felonies included in this group as well. Slightly more than three-fourths
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of the individuals released with pretrial services supervision were charged with felonies,

including three Class X (1.0%) and 10 Class 1 (3.3%) felonies.

‘Figure 4.2: Macon County Release Type Grdups
COMPARISON OF OFFENSE LEVEL

100% . 1

80% A B Not released

60% 1 . L

J O Released with no supervision
40% 4 -
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20% 1

0% -
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Rearrest information. Information on individuals rearrested in Macon County was

co‘llected from the jail computer system. The rearrest information recorded included the
number of rearrests and the chargeé for the first two rearrests, when applicable. In
addition, the amount}of time at-risk (i.e., the length of time from the instant offense to
the end pf the data collection period) was calculated. The average amount of time was
1.4 years, with a range of 0.2-3.1 years. Individuals in the released with no supervision
group (57.4%) were slightly more likely to have a rearrest history than individuals in the
other two groups (49.6% of the released with pretrial services supervision group and
44.7% of the not released group). All groups averaged ohe rearrest. The highest

number of rearrests for the released with pretrial services supervision group was nine;

whereas it was 15 for the other two groups.
Property offenses were the most common rearrest offense type across groups,
accounting for 24 to 30 percent of all rearrest offenses. Interestingly, the two most

common rearrest offenses—domestic battery and driving with a revoked or suspended
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license—were also the same across groups. Domestic battery accounted for 11 to 16
percent of all rearrests; the lowest percentage was for the released with pretrial services
éupervision group and the highest was for the released with no supervision group.
Driving with a revoked or suspended license accounted for seven to 10 percent of all
rearrests. Again, the lowest percentage was for the released with pretrial services
supervision group, while the highest was for the not released group.

Examination of FTAs

The last profile is of individuals with FTAs. Surprisingly, the release type group
with the most individuals with FTAs was the pretrial services supervision group (54.8%).
Individuals released on personal recognizance and those not released accounted for 29
and 17 percent, respectively, of the individuals with FTAs. Although it is surprising that
individuals supervised by the Pretrial Services Program would account for the most
FTAs, because it is a program goal to reduce FTAs, one should consider that offense
severity influences the type 6fjail release. Specifically, more serious offenders are |
more likely to be held in jail awaiting disposition, thus making it difficult to miss a court
hearing. |

Approximately one-fifth of the jail population sample missed 282 court hearings.
Although the average was one FTA per individual, 56 persons had two or more missed
court appearances. The social demographic and offense type information for these
individuals mirrored that for the whole sample. The three most common offénses for the
FTA group were aggravated battery (10.0%), criminal damage to property (9.0%), and
possession of a controlled substance (8.1%). Offense class also mimicked the entire

sample; individuals in the FTA group were charged mostly with felonies. One-third of
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 the felonies were Class 4; there were also nine Class X (4.3%) and 12 Class 1 (5.7%)
felonies. In géneral, there do not appear to be any major differences that distinguish
individuals with FTAs from others in the sample.

Pretrial Services Supervision Specific Information

Individuals released with supervision averaged two months in the Pretrial
Services Program, with the median approximately two weeks shorter. The longest
period of supervision was tén months. |

One goal of the Pretrial Services Program is the reduction of FTAs for court
hearings.‘ Although the program began reporting FTAs in January 1997, the evaluation
team chose to validate this information and collect FTA data from the circuit clerk files.
One-fifth of the individuals had FTAs while being supervised. Only four individuals had
more than one FTA while in the program because in most cases a FTA resulted in
immediate termination from the program. Approximately 15 percent of the individuals
also had FTAs after their supervision had ended. In all, 121 individuals missed 165
court hearings. For those individuals actively in the program, the number of daYs from
the date of the bond report to the ﬁfst FTA was calculated. The mean length of time
was two months, and the median length was only a few days less.

The Not Charged Group

As previously mentioned, nearly one-fourth of the individuals in the jail population
sample were not charged.” The social demographics for this not charged group were
comparable to the whole sample, although the percentage of females was slightly

higher (31.5% versus 25.7%). By comparing the case information collected by the |
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evaluation team to the case files from the Deferred Prosecution Program, it was
determined that seven of the individuals not charged were accepted into that program.

Similar to individuals in the other groups, individuals not charged were most
frequently arrested for property (37.1%), person (19.9%), and drug (13.1%) offenses.
The three most common arrest charges were possession of a controlled substance
(11.2%), aggravated battery (10.8%), and obstruction of justice (9.6%).

Although most individuals not charged were initially held in jail for less than five
days, eight percent of this group remained in jail more than 30 days. One individual
reportedly remained in jail for more than eight months. When released, the majority of
these individuals were ROR (41.0%).

Peoria County"

Data on Peoria County’s jail population were coliected for an 11-month period
prior to the start of the DIP in August 1995 (the Pretrial Services Program was initiated a
month later). Post-program inception jail data were obtained for a 31-month period,
ending in February 1998. During this period, 61,501 individuals entered the jail through
the “booking” process. The following presents a brief overview of salient characteristics

of this group which may be of interest to program administrators:

e Detainees were nearly equally divided between African-Americans, 54 percent, and
Caucasians, 46 percent. The remainder of the population was Asian (0.2%),
Hispanic (0.6%), or unknown (0.1%).

® Nearly all were arrested for a new charge or an original arrest warrant. Less than

one percent combined were booked for bond forfeiture, parole violation, out-of-state
detainment, or probation violations.

e About 89 percent were Peoria County residents.

e About seven percent were identified as gang members.
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Less than one percent were not U.S. citizens.
Over 98 percent identified lllinois as their state of residence.

Nearly 70 percent said they were single, over 15 percent mdlcated they were
married, 12 percent said they were divorced, and approxnmately three percent
indicated they were separated.

Slightly less than half (44.9%) said they had completed high school, while about 20
percent had less than a high school education. Over 14 percent indicated at least
some education beyond high school. Information on the remalnder of the population
was missing.

Slightly more than eight percent (8.4%) admitted drug use.

With régard to offense and holding status, the following characteristics were noted:

Non-sentenced inmates made up the bulk of the population over the 42-month

- period. More than 93 percent of the population was non-sentenced, 4.6 percent

were serving regular sentences, and less than one percent were serving either work
release or weekend sentences.

Nearly 10 percent (9.5%) were being held for other agencies.
About 14 percent were intoxicated at the time of their arrest.

Slightly more than one percent were identified as suicidal.

Researchers examined the primary booking charge and thé secondary booking

- charge (if applicable) for those individuals housed within the Peoria County Jail during

the evaluation beriod. Excluding the number of individuals whose primary holding

rcharge was to be "held for another agency," whlch the evaluation team did not consider

- to be a true originating charge, the five most common primary charges were failure to

appear (20.1%), driving on a suspended license (5.3%), disorderly conduct (4.5%),

domestic battery (4.4%), and battery causing bodily harm (4.0%). The five most

frequent secondary charges were failure to appear (7.0%), operating an uninsured
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motor vehicle (3.7%), disorderly conduct (2.6%), driving with a suspended license
(2.1%) and resisting a police officer (1.6%).

Examination of FTAs

From the Peoria County circuit clerk records, the evaluation team was able to
calculate the number of individuals with FTAs for court hearings. Although a
time-consuming endeavor, the FTA data were manually manipulated into
individual-level information. The information included FTA dates, when applicable, for
al! individuals arrested from September 1994 through February 1998, the same time
frame used for jail data collection. Unfortunately, the county does not record individuals
given a bond report or placed on supervision in its circuit clerk files; therefore, no
discussion of Pretrial Services Program impacts can be discussed in relation to the
number of FTAs.

Due to the case-level focus of data processing in Peoria County, it was not
possible to use the data to determine the number of individuals charged in Peoria
County during the time period of interest. Further, because different types of
information (i.e., demographics, charge, disposition, and sentence) are stored in
~ separate data files by case number, it was not feasible td link all of the data files.
Therefore, it can only be reported that 6,426 individuals had 8,491 missed court
appearances between September 1994 and February 1998. Although the average was
one FTA per individual, 19 percent of the individuals had two FTAs and six percent had:
three or more FTAs.

In latter Peoria County system impact discussions, data are presented gro'uped

into seven time periods to demonstrate change over time. A similar grouping was not
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undertaken here because such a time comparison is misleading. 'To illustrate, the
number of FTAs in Peoria Coun_ty appear to steadily increase over time when grouped
by the FTA date. The reason for this is that 1994 casés, on average, have most likely
processed further through the court sysfem than 1997 and 1998 cases; thus those
cases have had more court appearanbes scheduled and greater opbortunity for FTAs.
Conversely, more recent cases, on average, Will have had fewer court dates to miss.
Furthermore, the FTA data could not be standardized by the number of days in the court
system because the first and last scheduled cburt dates were unknown for ali
individuals. Therefore, it could not be determined, with the data available, if the number
of FTAs remained stable, increased, or decreased during the evaluation period.

As the offense level is identified in the case number, it was possible to détermine '
how many individuals charged with felonies had FTAs compared to those charged with
misdemeanors. [t was expected that misdemeahants would have more missed court -
hearings because they are more likely to be released from jail pending case disposition
because of less serious charges. Nearly 90 percent of the individuals were charged
with misdeméanors. In addition, misdemeanants were more likely to commitAmore than
one FTA as compared to felons (27 percent versus 12 percent).

Although felons only accounted for a small percentage of offenders with FTAs,
the charge data for felons were examined to determine some of the most common
felony offenses. Due to the format of the data file, only information recorded as the first
of five possible charges was matched to the FTA data file. This method resulted in five

offenses accounting for more than one-half (52.5%) of all first charges. These offenses
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were possession of a controlied substance, obstruction of justice/destroying evidence,

retail theft, burglary, and forgery/make/alter document. .
PROCESSES IMPACTING JAIL CROWDING

Three factors drive jail overcrowding. The first of these is the number of
individuals confined at a given time. The second is the capacity of the jail. Thus, ina
rather simple illustration, if a jail with a capacity of 100 detainees houses 200 individuals
on a given Tuesday, it is obviously overcrowded. However, because jails typically
experience high turnover in their population, it is difficult to gain an accurate picture of
crowding using this approach. Individuals “booked” into a jail awaiting court action
might. only reside there for a matter of hours or they might be held for months. A count
of jail inmates taken in the morning might vary sizably from a count taken mid afternoon
or late at night. Thus, a third, less obvious factor, that influences jail crowding is the
number of days to be served by the individual(s)—a notion commonly referred to as
sentence length. Again, to illustrate this notion within the framework of the example
above, if a jail with a capacity of 100 houses 200 inmates each spending three days in
the facility, it will be at double capacity for each of the three days. However, if the same
jail houses 600 inmates each spending only one day in the facility, the net crowding
impact will be the same. This. factor becomes significant when developing programs,
such as the Macon or Peoria County Pretrial Services Program that are designed to
impact jail crowdiﬁg.

Peoria County Pretrial Jail Impact Analysis

Analysis of jail statistics for sentenced and non-sentenced offenders confined in

the Peoria County Jail during the data collection period (September 1994—
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Februafy 1998), provides some insight into the Peoria County Jail crowding situation.
For example, in the first five-month period reviewed, 6,164‘ non-sentenced jail inmates
accumulated 35,364 days in jails—about 5.7 days per offender. The sentenced inmate
group of 275 offenders accumulated 6,118 jail days—about 22.3 days per inmate; the
weekend sentence group of 5 individuals created 54 jail bed days; and the remaining jail
population®® of 66 inmates amassed 321 jail bed days. The capacity of the Peoria
County Jail is 260 cell beds and 80 work release beds. Based on an average 30-day
month, 260 cell beds can accommodate 7,800 jail “person days” per month or about
39,000 person days during this five-month period. Thus, excluding work release
inmates and work release beds, the jail was over capacity by approximately 8,016
person days from September 1, 1994 to

January 31, 1995. However, in the following six-month period, just prior to the initiation
of the Peoria County programs, sentenced and non-sentenced jail inmates generated
59,130 jail person days, which was nearly 20,130 jail days, or about 3,355 jails days per
m'onth above the jail's capacity. Looking at the remainder of the timeframe examined, it
appears the jail ran overcapacity in each period, although in each timeframe
overcapacity was reduced. The exception to this trend is in the final period (which
incorporates seven months) when the ja_il ran under capacity by approximately 1,014

person days. Figure 4.4 graphically presents this scenario.

9 Work release inmates were excluded from all jail space calculations as a separate portion of the jail is identified for
this population; thus their beds also were excluded from the calculations.
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Figure 4.3: Peoria County Jail
DAYS SERVED AND NUMBER OF INMATES
September 1994 - February 1998
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=== Total jail days served Il Total number of inmates == Jjail capacity™

* Note: Jail capacity appears less in the 1 period because it only includes five months. Similarly jail
capacity appears greater in the last period because it includes seven months.

Clearly, Peoria County has been reducing its overcrowding situation. However, it
is unlikely that this reduction is due to the Pretrial Services Program. 'i'wo separate
considerations support this conclusion. First, Figure 4.3 above clearly shows that the
total sentenced and non-sentenced population increased slightly at the beginning of the
reporting period, but remained relatively stable in the latter half of the study. Thus, to
achieve the sizeable reductions of total jail person days observed, a corresponding
reduction in the average number of jail days served by the individuals incarcerated must
have occurred.

Second, if we consider that the Pretrial Services Program would have impacted

only the non-sentenced population, this rationale becomes even clearer. Table 4.3
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-reveals that only small changes in the average length of stay for non-sentenced inmates
occurred ovér the program'’s oberational period. While the sheer ndmber of non-
sentenced inmates involved resulted in some impact on the jail overcrowding, the
magnitude of these reductions was very modest in comparison with the total number of
jail person déys beyqnd the jail's capacity.

Table 4.3: Peoria Jail Analysis—Impact of Offenders on Days Served

Time Period , # Offenders | Mean Days in Jail | Person Days™
September 1, 1994 6,164 5.7 35,364
to January 31, 1995

February 1, 1995 _ 8,276 6.0 49,896
to July 31, 1995

August 1, 1995 7,634 6.1 46,277
to January 31, 1996

February 1, 1996 8,532 ' 5.4 46,450
to July 31, 1996 :

August 1, 1996 8,581 5.3 45,653
to January 31, 1997

February 1, 1997 8,519 5.1 43,498
to July 31, 1997

August 1, 1997 9,357 4.8 44,615
to February 28, 1998

" May not total to actual person days as noted above due to rounding errors.

Coupled with this observation is the fact that only nine in'dividuals were placed on
pretrial services supervision during the evaluation period. If this number is multiplied by
the average length of a jail stay for non-sentenced offenders held during this period (5.5
days) the total impact of these releases is a nearly undetectable 49 days. The point
here is that the smaller the number of offendefs involved, the larger the changes which
must occur in the average number of days served by each offender if the fofal person
days are to be reduced significantly. Thus, even if other factors such as arrest rates,
crime severity, and number of bookings are held constant, it is unrealistic to assume
that the Pretrial Services Program, as configured, would have a significant impact on jail

population even if the program functioned well. This is especially true since the majority
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of non-sentenced offenders (59.4%) booked into the jail were housed for one day, and
another 21 percent were held only two days.

Macon County Pretrial Jail Impact Analysis

As the Macon County jail data were based on the pretrial supervision caseload
and samples of other referrals, a total jail populétion analysis similar to one just
discussed for Peoria County was not possible. As an alternative, two strategies were
undertaken to provide some estimation of the impact of pretrial services supervision on
the Macon County jail population.

First, an analysis was undertaken to determine if the average number of days in
jail served by the pretrial supervision group had changed over the course of the
program's existence. It might be assumed that if fhe Pretrial Services Program was
having its desired effect of moving individuals out of the jail, a reduction in the average
number of days spent in jail by this group would decrease. As displayed in Figure 4.5
this did appear to happen although the decrease generally was not sizeable, except
during the first year. Although this drop, from an average of 17 days to less than two
days, might appear very significant, it should be noted that only one individual was
placed on pretrial services supervision in the first six-month period of operation. Thus,
this one person's length of stay might be an abnormality for normal pretrial |

incarceration, with or without supervision.
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Figure 4.5: Macon County Comparison of Sample Groups
AVERAGE DAYS IN JAIL
June 1995 - December 1997

6/95-11/95 12/95-5/96 6/96-11/96 12/96-5/97 6/97-12/97

M Pretrial Not Released OROR

Perhaps more important on the impact of pretrial services supervision is the
differences in the average length of Stay among the three release type groups. Overall,
the fact that those not released averaged 32.4 days in jail, and thoée ROR averaged
13.7 days, while the pretrial services supervision group averaged only 3.3 days
suggests that the Pretrial Services Program was moving individuals out of the jail more
quickly. If even half of these other two populations were moved into pretrial services
supervision, the net result would be a savings of 7,186 jail person days. This equates to
the ability to fili the entire bedspacé of the Macon County Jail for a month, or to increase
its cgpacity by 10 percent over the course of a year.

In summary, analyses sﬁégest tﬁe aggreéate inﬂuehcé of the Pretriél Services
Programs on jail populations in Macon and Peoria Counties is minimal. To enlarge their
impact it would be necessary to Veither increase the number of arrestees receiving

Pretrial Services supervision, or release these arrestees earlier from jail. However,
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because these individuals serve only one or two days on average and a significant
increase in their number is difficult from a practical perspective, this is unlikely. If
bertrial release is to be considered valuable, it should be based on the increased safety
afforded by having more information available to the judge for making release decisions,

and by the advantage it provides in moving offenders into treatment programs earlier in

the court process.
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter discusses issues within three domains that the evaluation team
believed impacted the operation of the evaluated programs individually, but were found
universally. 'To provide a framework from which to consider the implementation and
impact of these evaluated programs, and to provide insight for those considering similar
initiatives, these global issues are reviewed below. For each issue, an accompanying
narrative focuses on the particular associated problem and offers recommendations for

their successful resolution.

COMMON ISSUES

In analyzing the common issues that exist among the five programs, several
issues come forth in most, if not all, of them. First, fhere are pervasive problems related
to the clarity of goals and objectives, or their conformance with actual program
performance. Second, data systems in both counties, and thus in all five programs,
present difficulties not only for this evaluation team, but also for any future attempts by
the programs to perform ongoing assessments of their performance. Third, the pending
reorganizations in the two court services and probation departments present both
challenges and opportunities for the future development of the programs.

Mission, Goals and Objectives

The first of these issue domains—program goals and objectives—influence the
nature, scope and direction of the program. Additionally, not only do the goals shape
the program for which they are established, they also establish the benchmarks against

which any success of the program is measured.
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In reviewing the program goals and objectives, we consulted two sources. First,
we examined the statements of goals and objectives put forth in thé funding proposais
submitted to the ICJIA. Next, we examined our interviews of program supervisors and
staff, criminal justice personnel who work with the programs or who were involved in
their formulation, and other local policy makers.

Description of the Problem

The goals and objectives of each program clearly state a mission to reduce local
jail crowding. In addition, an examination of the goals and objectives of each of the five
targeted programs clearly points to two other broad and universal goals: 1) improving
the health and competency of the program participants, and 2) creating
community-based resources for criminal offenders. Apart from these universal goals,
the five program descriptions and goals appear to be somewhat tailored to the problem
area and population each program was designed to assist. For example, the Pretrial
Services Programs established a goal to write bond reports in order to provide judgeé
with more information, while the DRC was designed to provide structure for clients via
classes and counseling.

The most common goals among the five programs are to:

1. provide alternatives to the previously exclusive sanctions of either locking up

offenders or releasing them;

2. link offenders with community-based assessments, treatment, and skills
tralmng
increase community safety;
decrease recidivism rates; and
provide clear-cut accountability and sanctions for offenders through
requirements such as daily check-ins, payment of restitution, satisfaction of

community service hours, attendance for court appearances, enroliment in
and completion of treatment, etc.

obhw
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A review of the interviews conducted suggests it is the consensus that the
programs exist to reduce jail crowding. However, the programs appear to be suffering
from some goal fragmentation and lack a global mentality.

| While within each program all individuals agreed that their respective program
exists to relieve jail crowding, other internal goals seem inconsistent. Additional
program goals, although consistent with program mission and operation, were often
found unique among individuals within the same program affiliation. For example, when
four individuals within the same office were asked to list program goals, four diverse
responses of processing statistics, changing the computer system, increasing internal
information, and reducing recidivism were recorded.

Likewise, external goals appear to experience the same fragmentation. During
the first year of this evaluation, 44 of the interviewees identified 54 different goais for the
five programs. Moreover, few goals were reiterated across an external cross-section of
the professionals who come in contact with or work in the programs. For example,
when members of the judiciary line staff, or law enforcement were asked to identify the
mission of one of these initiatives, nine goals were generated: three from each division.

A review of the interviews conducted with those both within and external to the
programs revealed a broad range of responses in program goals. To illustrate: |

e Pretrial Services Program goals range from promoting continuity of internal
information flow to changing the environment to which an offender returns.

 DIP goals range from a concentration on early intervention to a focus of closer
monitoring of service providers.

o Deferred Prosecution Program goals range from a time-saving mechanism for the
courts to improving the lives of offenders.
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e DRC goals range from making probation more meaningful for the defendant to better
meeting community needs.

Operational definitions diverge syéteméwide, complicating missiqn ide‘ntiﬁca_tion. Fprﬁ_
examblé, the.perceived goal of “providing better information to the courts” is defined by
one external division to be systematic (i.e., complete and verified ihfonhation regarding
the offender_is desired), where a second external division defines “better information” to
be evaluative (i.e., an assessment based‘ on face-to-face contact with the offenders and
his/her problems and needs is desired).. o |

Although the goal of reducing jail croWding is universally accepted, it has
undergone some mo’diﬁdation stemming from perceptions. that thve removal of offenders
from jail only results in their replace.ment by other offenders. In. responsé to this
concern, the goal' was altered to one focused on chénging the composition of the jail
population to house more appropriaté offenders by identifying low risk offenders for
program initiatives and higher risk offenders .for incarceration.

Thus, goals and their accompanying objectives seem to change dramatically
over the relatively brief course of the existence of these programs. While some
changes are expected in the natural evolution of a program, constant- changes diminish
the common thread that provides program direction and work focus. Second, a lack of -
goal and objective specification results in the goals failing to serve their desired purpose
as guideposts for program direction and consequently, becoh'le meaningless to program

staff. Moreover, the lack of goal and objective clarity results in differing perceptions by

those within and outside the program as to its primary mission.
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Mission and Goals Recommendations

It appears that goal fragmentation and its resulting confusion stems from two
sources: misconceptions of the objectives on the part of those outside the programs and
program staff, and a change in some goals in response to knowledge gained during
program operation. To the extenf that goals have changed in résponse to
circumstances or new information, the changes in them should be communicated to
program staff and external constituencies. Also, in order to avoid confusion both within.
and outside the program, the goais and objectives should be articulated clearly to staff
and those conducting business with, or otherwise interested in, the program. These
measures should help keep staff and management “on the same page,” and allow for
more accurate assessment of program performance both by funders and by the broader
community.

Data Issues

The concerns regarding data are, in some respects, connected to the goals
related issues. Certainly, the programs must determine what they are attempting to
accomplish before they can determine the data they need to cépture. However, beyond
establishing the targets for data collection, issues remain involving both the mechanical
ability tb collect and assemble data, and the human commitment needed to make data
collection meaningful. |

Description of the Problem

Chapter 2 contains a detailed description of the data concerns encountered
during the course of this evaluation. One of the identified issues is that all of the

programs suffer from technological deficits in their ability to store, retrieve, and analyze
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data. AII' of the programs recognized their technological limitations éarly on and have
taken steps toward improving their technological capabilities. Many of the programs
have purchased new software and hardware in an effort to improve their data ‘collection
capacities, but frequently encounter difficulties in transitioning from earlier computer
applications, due to limited personnel resources for data conversion and training.

However, more troubling than the technological deficiencies relating to data are
the persistent inconsistencies in the data that is 'currently coliected. In nearly all the
prograrﬁs; sqbstantial variations were observed between monthly data and individual
level data, as well as some instances where monthly data did not match from bne
month to the next. These variations appear to be the result of either differing
interpretations of events or definitions among program staff, or a simple lack of care in
recording and calculating data. | |

A third problem relates to the need to collect data on the individual client/offender
level rather than simply recording aggregate monthly statistics. Data being collected on
program participants frequently was not adequate to determine whether the goals and
objectives established for the program had been reached. Moreover, as the information
was not being collected on individual client characteristics, the relationship betweeh
client needs and treatment services provided could not be determined. |

Data Improvement Recommendations

-~ The research-team encourages the programs-to continue their quest for
improved data handling capacity. These'concerns can be reétiﬂed over time through
purchases of additional equipment and software, as funds become available.

Correction of the inaccuracy of collected data must be rectified through human
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solutions. It is recommended the programs take steps to clarify data reporting
procedures and terminology thfough the development of appropriate policy and
procedure, as well as appropriate training of staff. The programs also must work on the
collection of data at the individual offender level, rather than in aggregate form. Only in
this way can programs identify client characteristics associated with successful program
outcomes and ensure congruence between client needs and program structure and
services.

Court Services Reorganizations

During the course of this evaluation both the Macon and Peoria County Probation
and Court Services Departments initiated reorganizations of their departments into
function based units. Because four of the five programs examined in this evaluation are
operated by court services, the reorganizations will have broad impact. The possible
ramifications may be positive or negative.

Statement of the Problem

At the beginning of this evaluation, both Macon and Peoria County Probation and
Court Services were organized in a traditional fashion that included separate units for
specific methods of probation supervision such as pretrial supervision and intensive
probation. Both departments are now in the process of organizing into broader
functional groups, such as an investigations Unit that encompasses pretrial
investigations, presentence investigations, and criminal records checks. A Supervision
Unit will be responsible for intensive probation supervision, pretrial supervision, and

conducting home and other field visits.
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To the extent the reorganization disrupts existing working groups, it may be seen
asa negativé event. For example, some former pretrial officers may end up in the
Investigations Unit while others will be in the Supervision Unit and still others elsewhere.
On the other hand, there are potential positive implications. If staff are assigned to
functions that fit their individual strengths and interests, they méy become more
satisfied and productive employees. There also is the potential to realize time savings
by eliminating duplicate collection of the same information. For example, the unit that
collects information for a bond report will use the same information to generate a
presentence report and for an initial intake, if the individual is later admitted to -
probation.

Probation and Court Services Reorganization Recommendations

Court services administrators in each county can increase the likelihood of
positive results from reorganization by taking care to match ofﬁber aptitude and interest
to their unit assignment. Also, because reorganization inevitably will result ih some
officers performing tasks related to programs they were only marginally familiar with
prior to reorganization, care must be taken to provide these staff with a clear orientation

regarding program goals, objectives, and procedures.
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