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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES s 4, Fox
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548 »

3-171019 ﬁf By, T

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

The inadeguacies of State and county probation systems
and the limited extent to which Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration funds were used to address them are discussed
in this report.

We made this review because probation is the most fre-
guent sentence in the United States and because of concern
that probation departments have not been managed as adequately
as possible. If the Nation's criminal justice system is to
be more effective, probation systems must be improved. While
this is primarily a State and local responsibility, the Fed-
eral Government, through the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration, can lead the way by developing methods to
improve probation manacement and by working with the States
to identify, and help solve, probatiocn's critical problems.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account-
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We are sending copies of this report to the Director,
Ctfice of Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and
the Adaministrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.

s (7] [hist

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S STATE AND COUNTY PROBRATION:
REPCGRT TO THE CONGRESS SYSTEMS IN CRISIS
Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration
Department of Justice

Probation is the most frequent sentence in
the United States. But probation is not
achieving its objectives, which are:

~-Rehabilitating the offender.
~-Protecting the community.

Probation systems are in crisis. Probation

officers have too many cases to effectively

supervise probationers' activities and pro-

vide them adequate services. Effective man-
agement is lacking.

States and localities are primarily respon-
sible for improving probation. Yet the Fed-
eral Government, through the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, can provide leador-
ship, funds, and technical assistance to the
States.

To date, the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration's efforts have had little effect on
improving probation systems. The agency and
State agencies have not:

—--Developed acceptable minimum probation
standards, goals, and guidelines or other-
wise assured adequate planning to correct
probation problems.

~--Insured that information systems were ade-
quate to identify problems and assess the
effectiveness of probation.

~--Provided sufficient technical assistance
to probation departments in developing and
implementing programs.

~-Established funding priocrities to assure
that resources were allocated to meet the
needs of criminal justice systems. (See
pp. 63 to 73.)

JTear Sheel. Upon removal, the teporl ; 76—
cover date should be noted hereorf ' 1 GGD-76-87
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GAO did its review in Maricopa County, Ari-
zona; Multnomah County, Oregon; Philadelphia
County, Pennsylvania; and King County, Wash-
ington.

PROBATION EFFECTIVENESS

The behavior of the offenders in the community
is the most critical test of the success of a
probation program.

About 26 percent of the 1,200 former proba-
tioners GAO sampled either had their proba-
tion revoked or were convicted of crimes
involving a sentence of more than 60 days,
either while on probation or during a follow-
up period--which averaged 22 months--once they
got off probation. (See pp. 11 and 12.)

An additional 19 percent were convicted of less
serious crimes while on probation. Thus, over-
all, 45 percent of the former probationers were
convicted of new crimes during or not long after
their probation period.

All together, about half of the former vroba-
tioners convicted of additional crimes while
on probation remained on probation. The other
half were imprisoned.

Additionally, about 37 percent of the 200 in-
dividuals GAO sampled who were still on pro-
bation remained on probation after being con-
victed of additional crimes. ‘

Overall, the four counties failed to success-
fully deal with an estimated 55 percent of the
former probationers--they fled, had their pro-
bation revoked, or were convicted of new crimes.
(See pp. 10 to 17.)

INADEQUATE INFORMATION AVAILABLE
FOR SENTENCING

Sentencing is one of the most important func-
tions of the criminal justice system and re-
gquires accurate, complete information on
offenders.

Judges often lack information needed to ade-
quately answer such questions as:

ii
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--Who should be sent to prison and £or how
long?

-~Who should be granted probation?

~-Will available services benefit the proba-
tioner?

--Will the risk to society be minimal?

The primary source of such information should
be pre-sentence investigative reports--often
prepared by probation departments.

In 46 percent of the cases sampled, pre-sentence
investigations were not made. (See pp. 18 to
24.) When they were made, 64 percent contained
sentence recommendations. But few contained rec-
ommendations relating to the offender's threat
to the community, the type of probation super-
vision needed, or the probationer's chances of
being rehabilitated. (See p. 20.) In only 15
percent of the cases were professional diagnoses
of the probationers' problems and needs made
before sentencing. (See pp. 21 to 24.)

PROBLEMS IN PROVIDING SERVICES
TO PROBATIONERS

A probationer receiving needed services will
more likely complete probation successfully.
If probation departments would allocate their
scarce resources more effectively, they would
begin to more adequately rehabilitate more of-
fenders.

--In only 38 percent of the cases were rehabili-
tation plans prepared.

--Only 41 percent of court-ordered conditions
of probation and rehabilitation were enforced.
Allowing probationers to continue or complete
probation after violating the basic conditions
set at the time of sentencing seriously inter-
feres with rehabilitation. Under these con-
ditions, repeat offenders do not take conditions
of probation seriously.

--Overall, only about 23 percent of the proba-
tioners completed a treatment program. (See
pp. 25 to 39.)
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EXCESSIVE CASELOADS--A DETRIMENT TO
EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT

Probation officers have too many cases. 1In
the 4 counties reviewed, the individual case-
load averaged 85 in December 1974. On the
basis of a standard of 35 cases per officer
(recommended by the President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice)
the 4 countieg would reguire 711 probation
officers. They had 292. (See pp. 40 to 42.)

Large caseloads force probation systems to

focus services and attention on the probationers
who need the most help and supervision. Neither
the courts ncr probation departments had adequate
techniques to determine how much supervision ot
what types of services probationers needed.

PROBATION MODELS--WAYS TO IMPROVE
RESOURCE ALLOCATION

Statistical models can be used to help predict

(1) whether probationers can be rehabilitated,

(2) how much supervision they need, and (3) how
long probation should last.

Unfortunately, these models are not used, pri-
marily because administrators have not been
assured that a model developed in one location
on one group of people would be valid elsewhere
and that the models' predictive powers would be
sufficient. But, GAO's extensive statistical
tests of models showed they were highly trans-
ferable among locations, and, among other things,
that they selected for early release proba-
tioners that had a higher rate of success than
those selected by probation officers.

Models are objective, efficient, and able to
systematically compare past or present exper-
ience. By using models, probation officers
could improve their judgments. (See pp. 52 to
62.)

RECOMMENDATIONS AND AGENCY COMMENTS

New ideas and more positive leadership are
needed to improve probation at the State and
local levels. If no action is taken, proba-
tion systems will continue to be overburdened

iv
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and will deteriorate further, increasing the
dangers to society.

The Attorney General should direct the Admin-
istrator, Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-

tration, to implement GAO recommendations so
that:

--States develop minimum standards covering such
areas as workload and need for pro-sentence
reports.

--Probation predictive models are used more
frequently.

--Information systems are improved.
--Probationers receive needed services.
--States better identify probation problems.
--Better technical assistance is given.

--More funds controlled by the agency are
spent to improve probation. (See pp. 74
and 75.)

But something more fundamental must happen.
Since most offenders are placed on probation
and many problems face probation departments,
the priority given to probation in the cri-
minal justice system must be reevaluated. Al-
location of resources among the competing ele-
ments of the criminal justice system should be
looked at more closely. (See p. 74.)

The Department of Justice generally agreed with
GAO's recommendations and noted a series of
actions the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration will consider to improve State and
local probation:

--The role it can play in developing and de-
monstrating ways to predict the workability
of probation.

--The need to develop better ways to meet proba-
tioners' needs.

--The use of more discretionary funds for cor-
rections.




While the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration recognizes its obligation to pro-
vide leadership to help States and localities
to improve probation, it does not believe it
can require the States to address the problem.
The Department correctly noted that primary
responsibility for improving probation opera-
tions resides with State and local governments.
Never theless, the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration can provide leadership. It
should complete its consideration and study of
the issues so action, not merely planning, can
be taken. In doing so, it should recognize

the research and evaluation leadership role the
Congress envisioned for it and act accordingly.
(See pp. 75 to 79.)
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CHAPTER 1.

INTRODUCTION

Probation, placing criminal offenders in the community
instead of in prison, is the most widely used correctional
activity.

We wanted to determine if probation activities--sen-
tencing, planning, diagnosis and treatment, and delivering
services—--were being effectively managed. We therefore
reviewed adult felon probation systems in Maricopa County,
Arizona; Multnomah County, Oregon; Philadelphia County,
Pennsylvania; and King County, Washington, to determine:

--Whether the Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion (LEAA), the States, and the county probation
departments were addressing the problems of
developing probation systems that insure the
public's safety and enable offenders to remain in
the community and receive rehabilitation services.

--How much the services received by probationers
increased their chances of successfully completing
probation.

~-Whether systems existed to identify individuals
with good chances of completing probation and
remaining out of contact with the criminal justice
system and how such systems could be used to
improve probation operations.
About 77 percent of the adult criminal offenders in
the four counties were sentenced to probation in 1974.

Chapter 11 and appendix I discuss the scope of our
work and our approach.

FEDERAL INVOLVEMENT

Probation is basically a State and local activity,
but the Federal Government helps the States and localities
primarily by providing funds as part of the LEAA program.
LEAA was established by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, as amended (42 U.S.C. 3701, et seq.).
The Crime Control Act of 1973 extended the LEAA program
through fiscal year 1976.

The purpose of the LEAA program is to (1) encourage
States and local governments to evaluate State and local
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problems of law enforcement and criminal justice and develop
comprehensive plans, (2) authorize grants to State govern-
ments to improve law enforcement and criminal justice, and
(3) encourage research and development directed toward im-
proving law enforcement and criminal justice and developing
new methods for preventing and reducing crime and detecting,
apprehending, and rehabilitating criminals. The 1968 act
authorizes LEAA to make grants to establish and operate State
planning agencies (SPAs) to carry ottt the program at the
State level.

LEAA also makes discretionary grants according to its
own criteria, terms, and conditions. Grants can be awarded
to specific groups filing approved applications and are
designed to

--advance national priorities,

--draw attention to programs not emphasized in State
plang, and

--give special impetus to reform and experimentation.

LEAA block grants (called action funds) to improve
law enforcement and criminal justice, including probation
systems, are awarded to SPAs which in turn distribute the
funds to other State agencies, local governments, or
nonprofit organizations to implement specific projects.

To obtain block grant funds, an SPA must develop
detailed, comprehensive plans in accordance with LEAA
regulations and guidelines. SPAs must consult local and
regional planning units in developing the plans. The plans
are submitted to LEAA regional offices for review and
approval.

The approved plans become the bases for Federal grants
to the States. LEAA's regional offices have assigned repre-
sentatives to each State to provide technical assistance to
State and local agencies in developing their law enforcement
improvement plans and implementing their crime control
programs.

Through fiscal year 1975, LEAA awarded about $3.5
billion to the States. Of this amount, the States awarded
about $278 million, less than 8 percent, for probation
activities. For fiscal year 1974 (the latest year for which
we could obtain specific data), three of the four States of
the counties reviewed awarded $3.6 million to probation
projects and Pennsylvania awarded about $14 million to pro-
bation and parole projects.

CHAPTER 2

WHAT IS PROBATION?

Probation is a sentence under which the convicted
individual is released into the community rather than placed
in prison. The offender is subject to supervision by a
probation organization and to the conditions of probation
imposed by the court. According to the Manual of Correc-
tional Standards issued by the American Correctional Asso-
ciation, an effective probation program should insure the
protection of society, rehabilitate the offender and help
him adjust in the community.

FACTORS AFFECTING PROBATION MANAGEMENT

Four interrelated processes are involved in probation:
(1) sentencing by the court, (2) diagnosing and planning
treatment for the offender's problems, (3) delivering
services to the offender, and (4) obtaining the information
needed to make sound decisions regarding the management and
effectiveness of probation.

The sentencing process is important because it involves
the judge's decision on whether the offender can be treated
in the community or should be placed in prison. To make
this decision the judge considers (1) applicable laws,

(2) information and recommendations in police arrest reports,
prosecuting attorney pre-sentence reports, and probation
department pre-sentence reports, (3) the seriousness of the
crime, (4) prospects for rehabilitation, (5) rechabilitative
services available in the community, (6) attitude of the
offender, and (7) whether the offender's behavior would
endanger society.

Diagnosing an offender's problems provides information
useful in establishing sentences and conditions of probation
and determining the nature of treatment nceded to help
rehabilitate the offender. To be complete, a diagnosis
should provide adequate information on the offender's risk
to society and recommend and locate treatment. The nature
of available community resources should also be considered.
If the offender is ultimately placed on probation, the
diagnostic information provides a basis for establishing
& treatment program to help the offender. :

The treatment services are provided by a probation
department or by community resources. Probation department
officials perform counseling services, such as (1) explain-
ing to probationers the reasons for and the conditions of




their probation, (2) helping probationers to deal with their
problems, and (3) making referrals to community resources.
Community resources help probationers with problems in such
areas as employment, training, housing, and health. Coor-
dination between probation departments and community
resources 1s obviously very important if the needs of pro-
bationers are to be met.

PROBATION ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES

Probation organizational structures vary from State to
State. Thirty-two States have State-operated probation
systems, l2 States have locally operated systems, and 6
States have combinations of State and locally operated
systems. In the States visited, Oregon and Washington had
State-operated systems, Arizona had a locally operated
system in 2 counties with the other 12 counties having pro-
bation officers under each judge, and Pennsylvania had a
combined State-local system. These systems represent the
organizational variations that can exist for probation.

Each probation system had the same basic objective--to
protect society and rehabilitate offenders using community
resources. The following sections describe the organizational
structures in the four counties.

Maricopa County

The Arizona Department of Corrections is responsible
for State institutions and supervising parolees. The Board
of Parole is responsible for determining who is paroled or
pardoned. There is no statewide probation system; probation
programs are operated individually in each of the 14 counties.

Since December 1971, the Maricopa County probation
department has been operated under the Maricopa County
supaerior court. Previously, there was no formal department;
each probation officer worked for, and reported directly to,
a judge. The department makes pre-sentence investigations
and supervises offenders sentenced to probation by Maricopa
County superior court judges.

Multnomah County

The Oregon Department of Human Resources' corrections
division is responsible for all adult corrections programs,
including probation. The adult community services unit
within the corréctions division handles parole and probation
activities. It has 8 regional and 23 district offices
within the State. (Multnomah County also has a locally
operated adult probation program that services mostly mis-
demeanants. We did not review this program.)

4

Philadelphia County

In Pennsylvania, responsibility for supervising adult
probationers is divided between the State and counties.
Under Pennsylvania law, judges have the discretion to assign
individuals sentenced to probation to either the State pro-
bation system or one of the county probation systems.

The Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole is
responsible for the State's system. The board is organized
into five bureaus: pre-parole, administrative services,
special services, probation services, and parole supervision.
The latter two bureaus are primarily responsible for carrying
out the board's probation functions. The bureau of probation
services establishes uniform statewide county standards for
(1) supervising probationers, (2) quality of probation serv-
ices, (3) pre-sentence investigations, and (4) personnel
gqualifications and minimum salaries. The bureau of parole
supervision supervises parolees and probationers under the
board's jurisdiction and administers its operations through
6 regional offices and 10 district offices.

Each of the 67 counties also has its own corrections
institution and adult probation agency. The Philadelphia
County Adult Probation Department (1) supervises adult
misdemeanants and felons, parolees released from county
prisons, and unsentenced individuals assigned to pretrial
diversion programs and (2) conducts pre-sentence investi-
gations, psychiatric examinations, and alcohol and drug
evaluations, as requested by the courts.

" King County

The Department of Social and Health Services and the
Board of Prison Terms and Paroles are separate Washington
agencies respensible for the State's adult correction
system. Both report to the Governor. The board sets the
minimum prison terms to be served and grants or revokes
parole. The department manages the corrections system and
supervises probationers and parolees.

The Department of Social and Health Services' office
of adult probation and parole manages a centrally controlled
system with regional offices in Seattle, Spokane, and
Olympia, and 39 district offices. These offices conduct
pre-sentence investigations and supervise probationers and
parolees.

[
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CHAPTER 3

INCREASED USE OF PROBATION

In 1973 the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals! stated that the failure of
major institutions to reduce crime was incontestable and

that a dramatic realignment of correctional methods was
needed.

How many offenders are in the correction system? The
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice? comprehensively studied corrections and arranged
for the National Council on Crime and Delinquencys to do a
nationwide survey of correctional operations. This study
showed that the average daily number of offenders undex
correctional authority in 1965 was 1.3 million. This infor-
mation gave the first accurate national picture of the
number of offenders under correctional authority.

Probation is the most frequent type of sentence. The
survey (1) showed that in 1965, 684,088 offenders, or 53
percent, were on probation and (2) projected that by 1975,
over 1 million, or 58 percent, would be on probation.

When the President's Commission began to study correc-
tions, its most urgent task was to develop reliable informa-~
tion about correctional operations. There was no overall
picture of the system, because no uniform reporting system
provided similar information about either the operations of
the system or the offenders within it. Ten years later, in

1975, probation statistics were still not compiled on a
nationwide basis.

lThis Commission was funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration in 1971. Membership was drawn from the
police, courts, correction branches of State and local gov-
ernments, industry, and citizen groups. Most members had
working experience in the criminal justice area.

27his Commission was established by Executive Order 11236,
issued by President Lyndon B. Johnson on July 23, 1965.

The council, a private, nonprofit organization, was estab-
lished in 1909 to explore and develop innovative ways to
prevent crime and juvenile delingquency.

o
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We contacted the 50 States to try to develop current
statistics. We were only partially successful because some
States did not respond and, for those that did, much oﬁ the
information was not comparable because of differences 1in the
way States kept data. We, therefore, could not detgrmlne
how many people were on probation or in the corrections
system. However, the responses show that the‘percentage of
offenders on probation between 1969 and 1974 increased much
more than did the prison populations.

We obtained better information in the locations
reviewed. The following table shows the sentences of pro-
bation and prison for felons in each of the four countles

for several years. Between 71 and 83 percent of the offend-

ers received sentences of probation.in 1974. The average .
for the .counties was 77 percent during 1974.

County and 1965 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974
sentence
Maricopa:
Probation (a) (a) (a) 1,778 2,0;7 2,220
Prison 312 360 466
Percent given
probat?on 85.1 84.9 82.7
Multnomah:
Probation 958 744 1,032
Prison (a) (a) (a) 390 378 429
Percent given
probatgon 71.1 66.3 70.6
Philadelphia (note b):
Probat?on 6,320 6,631 9,410 8,535 8,596
Prison (a) 3,178 3,309 3,888 4,380 3,461
Percent given
probatgon 66.5 66.7 70.8 66.1 71.3
King:
Pgbbation 367 1,141 1,188 1,659 1,601 1;622
Prison 349 340 253« 304 284 345
Percent given
probation 51.3 77.0 82.4 84.5 84.9 82.5

a"Data not available.

b'Philadelphia'data includes felony and misdemeanor crimes
except traffic offenses.
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State corrections officials, judges, and corrections ; --The risk to society has increased.
studies gave many reasons why the use of probation has ‘

increased. --State and county budgets are strained as the need

for resources builds.

--Probation offers a better chance of rehabilitation
than prison.

--The cost of keeping offenders in prison as compared
to probation is high: It costs about one-~fourteenth
as much to keep an offender on probation as it does
to house him in prison. In the four States the costs
were about as follows:

Annual Cost

Probation (note a) Prison f
Arizona be3gy $5,665
Oregon 431 6,920
Pennsyl&ania 630 6,000
Washington 475 7,680

dCost for probation departments only (does not include
community treatment cost, as data was unavaillable}.

bMaricopa County probation data.

--Probation is the only choice in many cases because ;
State prisons are full.

--Under probation, offenders can earn money to pay
fines and restitution to victims. .

In January 1973, the National Advisory Commission on ;
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals issued its "Report on
Corrections" which stated that probation was the "brightest
hope for corrections," but had failed to develop systems for
determining who should be on probation and for giving offend-
ers the support and services they need to live independently
in a socially acceptable way.

The increased use of probation has overburdened the ' : .
probation system.

~--0ffenders need more services than can readily be
provided by existing community service agencies.




CHAPTER 4

HOW EFFECTIVE IS PROBATION?

The offender's behavior in the community is the most
critical test of the probation program. The four county
probation systems we reviewed were achieving limited success
in protecting society and rehabilitating offenders.

Overall, we estimated that about 55 percent of the of-

fenders no longer on probation were unsuccessful in that they

were either convicted of new offenses, had their probations
revoked, or fled from probation supervision. Of the offend-
ers still on probation, 37 percent had been convicted of
additional crimes and remained on probation.

EXTENT OF SUCCESS AND FAILURE

To determine the effectiveness of probation, we random-
ly selected 300 cases of former probationers in each of the
4 counties--1200 cases in all.

Completion of probation

The following table shows that 931 (78 percent) of the
offenders sampled had completed probation.

Results of Counties' Efforts
With Probationers

Completed Prcbation
Sample probation revoked

County total Number Percent  Number Percent
King 300 222 74 78 26
Maricopa 300 219 73 81 27
Multnomah 300 233 78 67 22
Philadelphia 300 257 86 _43 14
Total 1,200 931 78 269 22

|

PR

Recidivism among those
who completed probation

Recidivism is a general term used to indicate the re-
lapse of offenders into criminal behavior. LEAA defines
" s v, S s
recidivism” as (1) conviction by a court for criminal acts

10
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committed during ox within 3 years after probation, or (2)
technical violations of probation or parole which change

the offender's legal status. We used a slightly more con-
sexrvative definition of recidivism for our study, because a
conviction may include less serious crimes, such as traffic
offenses. We considered a probationer to be a recidivist if
he or she either (1) had probation revoked, or (2) was con-
victed of an offense while still on probation or within a
followup period. We counted only those convictions for
which the person was sentenced for 60 days or more.

This definition is similar to the Federal Bureau of
Prisons' definition of recidivism as either (1) parole revo-
cation or (2) any new sentence of 60 days or more to prison,
jail, or probation, for new offenses, including misdemeanors
resulting from an arrest reported to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI). In a recent study of recidivism of
parolees, the Bureau of Prisons used a 2-year followup pe-
riod. The followup period for our study was for at least
a yvear and averaged about 22 months.

Rates of recidivism can indicate how effective a proba-
tion program has been in rehabilitating offenders. We there-
fore obtained the criminal history records for the 931 of-
fenders who completed probation. From these records we
determined how many probationers were convicted of new crimes
while on probation or during our followup period. The fol-
lowup data was obtained from the FBI and State and local
police.

Results of Followup on
Ex-prabationers

convicted of successially Arveghed bt
additional eompletod dispasitions

JLrames - probation wirrn Roerrdperiom
While on After and followup  undectorminable percentaon
County Ex-probationers probation probation period fnnte al (raty b
Fing 222 41 10 145 2h an
Maricopa 219 13 26 157 22 &6
Multnomah 233 13 13 180 47 i
Philadelphia 257 .64 30 106 57 47
Total 931 131 79 588 131 St
AThe court sentences for these offenders eculd not be rdentiteed from FBT or police craranal
history records. However, each of the offendors had been arrested For oan offedse,  Gahieao
we could not identify the court sentences, we did not attempt te olassily Sthose probabioners
as successes or failures.
byumber convicted of additional crimes divided by the toral o! those convcretsel dod theoe who

successfully completed probation fexeludes undeterranabtent,
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The above data on the 931 former probationers shows that
many of the probationers considered by the counties to have
successfully completed probation were in conflict with the
criminal justice system either during or after probation.

Of the 798 offenders on whom we obtained complete information,
2.0, or 26 percent, fit our definition 5f recidivism.

Overall recidivism

In summary, of the 1,200 closed cases we sampled, 133
were arrested but their dispositions were undeterminable.
Of the remaining 1,067 offenders, 45 percent either had their
probation revoked (269) or were convicted of new crimes
(210) and 588, or 55 percent, successfully completed proba-
tion and were not convicted of any serious crimes for at
lecast 1 year following.

Qverall effectiveness

We discussed above what happened to our sample of in-
dividuals no longer on probation using recidivism as a mea-
surc of success. In the previous statistics we considered
recidivism for offenders who did not have their probation
revoked.

Some counties, however, are more liberal in their per-
ception of success. For example, unlike King and Multnomah
counties, Maricopa and Philadelphia county probation reports
consider a probationer successful if the offender has fled
probation supervision and has not committed a new crime
during the rest of his sentence. This assumes the counties
received information on newly committed crimes, which is not
always the case.

We do not agree that absconders should be considered a
success. Although some who flee may not commit crimes, the
fact that they abscond indicates that they reject the re-
strictions placed on them by the criminal justice systemn.

_ Because of inadequate data, we estimated how many pro-
bation case files were closed due to flight during the period
of our sample, as follows.

12
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County Absconder rate (note a)
King 27%
Maricopa 5
Multnomah 24
Philadelphia 8

aThe absconder rates for King, Multnomah, and Philadelphia
were computed by dividing the number of those who escaped
supervision by the total number of probationers whose case
files were closed by (l) completing their probation sen-
tences, (2) having their probation revoked, or (3) abscond-
ing. .This is the same method used for determining absconder
rates in the Federal probation system. Maricopa County rec-
ords were such that we could not estimate an absconder

rate. A probation department official estimated the rate
to be 5 percent. Because of the Lack of data, we must
accept his estimate.

Overall, we estimate that about 16 percent of the'of—
fenders ending probation in the four counties fled during
the period reviewed.

When the estimated percentage of absconders in each
county is included with the recidivism rate, the overall ef-
fectiveness of the four probation systems for the probation-
ers no longer on probation 1s as follows:

OVERALL RESULTS OF PROBATION SYSTEMS

100 __.
90
80 ]
70_J
60 of
50
40 .

54

® 25 8

Percent

41

NNNANNAN
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NNNNANN

NAUNKN
NANNANN
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38

KING MARICOPA MUL TNOMAH PHILADELPHIA
(] success B new convicTion
FLIGHY FAILURE

. PROBATION
REVOKED
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The average failure rate for the four counties was about
55 percent. Thus, overall, the probation systems were able
to successfully rehabilitate about 45 percent of the offend-
ers treated.

In comparison, in a 1975 report to the Congress on the
effectiveness of 15 halfway houses in 4 States, we showed
that about 50 percent of all offenders treated were rehabili-
tated, in that they successfully completed the programs and
were not convicted of additional crimes during the period of
review. 1/ A possible reason why offenders treated in halfway
houses were more successful is that they were more closely
supervised than probationers, who were relatively free to
function as they liked in the community.

PROTECTION Or SOCIETY

Community-based treatment is a risk to society because
probationers who might be in prison or other more struc-
tured environments may commit additional crimes. To deter-
mine i1f society is adequately protected we reviewed our sam-
pled cases to see how many were arrested and convicted of
crimes while on probation.

Clozsed cases

The following table shows the number of arrests and
convictions for any crime, regardless of its severity or the
length of sentence, committed during probation for 1,200
closed cases reviewed.

New Offenses During Probation by Offender
No Longer on Probation .

. Number of
Number of offendersg Percent «f
Total of fenders Number of convicted Number of probationers
County probationcrs arrested — arrests {note a) convictions Arrested Convicted

Kinyg 300 183 328 1s8 * Dbysg 61 53
Maricuopa 300 163 359 140 258 54 47
Multnomah 300 154 290 117 176 51 39
Philadelphia __300 180 542

—

28 222 60 43

|
l
|

v

Total 1,200 680 1,519 4

w
©
-
s

57 45

|
|

dbata inclwdes all convictions regardless of sentence.

bat least 158 offenders were convicted. The total number is unknown.

l'rederal Guidance Needed If Halfway Houses Are To Be a
Viable Alternative to Prison," GGD-75-70, May 28, 1975.
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Of the 543 offenders convicted again, 274--or about 50
percent--remained on probation. The 680 probationers were
arrested for the following types of crimes during probation.

Number
of arrests

Crimes against people (14 percent):

Murder 12
Negligent manslaughter 3
Robbery 69
Assault 60
Rape 5
Prostitution and pandering 50
Other sex offenses _13

212

Crimes against property (26 percent):

Burglary 131
Theft and larceny 160
Vehicle theft 58
Forgery and fraud 42

391

Other (60 percent):

Drug charges o : 103
Marihuana. ] _ 50
Alcohol law violations _ . 155
Technical violations . . 103
All others (note a) ’ 491
Not identified ‘ 14
' 516

Total R 1,519

aIncludes such crimes as possession of a gun, escape, and
petty theft.

Open cases

We also examined the case files of 200 offenders (50
from each county), whose probation period had not been com-
pleted to determine if the percentage of persons arrested
and convicted of crimes while still on probation is similar
to that for those who had completed propation.

15
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Numbwer of

Tratal offenders  Number of

County probationurs arrested  arrests
King W0 28 57
Marreos s 23 49
Multnomah 50 28 68
bhiladelphya L 18 44

Terk ol i) 97

firo
e
s

3. uring Probation
wders_on Probation

Kumber of
offenders
convicted

Parcent of
probationers

convictions

Arrested Convicted

22
18
22
12
74

1 w [
o Ltod ta
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!

56
46
56
36
49

44
36
44
24
37

As shown above, 37 percent of the offenders on proba-

tion were convicted of new crimes.
was not adequately protected; all of the offenders remained

on probation.

The probationers were arrested for the following types

of crimes during probation.

Crimes against people (13 percent):

Robbery

Assault

Prostitution and pandering
Other sex offenses

Crimes against property (23 percent):

Burglary

Theft and larceny
Vehicle theft
Forgery and fraud

Other (64 percent):
Drug charges
Marihuana
Alcohol law violations

All others
Not identified

Total

16

More importantly,

society

Number

~

A comparison of the percent of arrests and convictions
of closed cases with open cases shows that while the offend-
ers currently on probation had not been exposed as long to
the criminal justice system, their rates of arrest and con-
viction approached the rates shown for past offenders.

Our halfway house report (see p. 14) noted that a major
concern of probationary programs should be the risk to public
safety. About 15 percent of the offenders who went through
the halfway houses were imprisoned for improper behavior

while residing at the houses. In contrast, 22 percent of
the 1,200 offenders no longer on probation were incarcerated
for improper behavior while on probation. (See p. 10.)
CONCLUSIONS

Probation is an appropriate sentencing alternative to
imprisonment when offenders (1) have a good potential for
rehabilitation and (2) do not pose a seriouvs risk to the
well-being of the community.

However, the estimated overall 55-percent failure rate
for persons no longer on probation raises serious questions
as to the probation system's ability to help offenders make
a positive adjustment in the community. Furthermore, since
about 45 percent of former probationers and 37 percent of
current probationers had been convicted of crimes during
probation, a lack of control and danger to the public are
evident. We question whether society is adequately safe-
guarded when criminal repeaters continue to return to the
community in a probationary status: without adequate super-
vision and control. o

Many factors could account for this situation.‘ Some -of
the more important ones are discussed in the followilng
chapters.
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CHAPTER 5

NEED TO PROVIDE BETTER INFORMATION

FOR SENTENCING

Sentencing is one of the most important functions of
the criminal justice system. In the time between conviction
and sentencing, the judge must determine whether to im-
prison the offender or return him to the community. The
process used by each judge to decide sentencing may vary,
but accurate information on the offender must be available
to answexr such questions as:

--Who should be sent to prison and for how long?
--Who should be granted probation?
--Will available services benefit the probationer?

--How great will the risk to society be?

v

However, judges often lacked the information needed.

The primary source of sentencing information for judges
should be the pre-sentence investigation reports. These
reports--often prepared by probation departments--are useful
as a source of information concerning the offender's past
criminal record, family background, work experience, avail-
able resources, and potential for rehabilitation, to help
the court decide sentence. However, pre-sentence reports
were often inadequate. They usually did not make sentence
recommendations or provide an adequate rehabilitation plan.

LIMITED AVAILABILITY OF
PRE-SENTENCE REPORTS

The 1973 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Jus-
tice Standards and Goalg' corrections report stated that a
pre-sentence report should be made to the judge in every
felony case. The report recommended that (1) a full pre-
sentence report be prepared whenever the court considers it
necessary, or incarceration for more than 5 years is possible
and (2) a short report should be made in all other cases.
Other recognized authorities in the judicial and correctional
fields have recommended a pre-sentence report on all offend-
ers, regardless of offense.

The following table shows the percent of the 1,100 open
and closed cases sampled for which pre-sentence reports were
prepared.
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Pre-sentence reports made
Cases sampled Closed cases Open cases
County Closed Open Number Percent Number Percent

King (a) 50 (a) (a) 32 64
Maricopa 300 50 297 99 49 98
Multnomah 300 50 154 51 19 38
Philadelphia 300 50 30 10 12 24

Total 900 200 481 53 112 56

|
|

arnformation for the 300 closed cases was not available be-
cause files were destroyed when probation periods were
completed--in accordance with probation department policy.

Overall, reports were prepared in 54 percent of the cases.

We sent questionnaires to judges in each of the counties
reviewed and interviewed a number of them, to determine their
feelings about the availability and quality of sentencing
information, probation supervision, and rehabilitation.

Our questionnaire drew responses from 108 judges.

The Maricopa County judges who responded indicated that
they receive and review pre-sentence reports in all cases.
Our sample of 350 Maricopa County cases showed that pre-
sentence reports were prepared almost 100 percent of the
time. King County superior court rules and Arizona State
law, with a few exceptions, required pre-sentence reports in
all cases, but reports were prepared for only 64 percent of

' ‘recent King County felony cases. Judges told us they some-

times waived the reports if they understoocd the circumstances
well enough. 1/ Pre-sentence reports in Multnomah and Phila-
delphia Counties are prepared when requested by the court.
Philadelphia County Courts generally do not request reports,
even though Pennsylvania State law states:

"Before sentencing any defendant to 1 year or
longer, a presentence investigation and report
shall be made, unless the sentence is death or a
mandatory sentence to life imprisonment, or unless
the ccurt specifically orders to the contrary."

1/The Assistant Director of Washington's Adult Corrections

T Division told us in January 1976 that King County was com-
pleting pre-sentence investigations on 91 percent of the
required cases.
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INADEQUATE PRE-SENTENCE REPORTS

Even when pre-sentence reports were prepared, many
lacked sentence recommendations and did not sufficiently
discuss the offender's danger to the community and chance of
successfully completing probation.

Both King and Multnomah counties have special pre-
sentence-report preparation and diagnostic units funded by
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. These units
had been in existence for only a short time when we selected
our closed cases, thus their impact was not reflected in our
statistics of closed cases. For the cases reviewed, most of
the pre-sentence reports analyzed were prepared by officers
who also supervise probationers and parolees.

The Standards and Goals Commission's 1973 corrections

report stated that a full pre-sentence report should contain:

——Verified information about the person's education,
medical history, previous crimes, and other
factors.

--Estimated chance of rehabilitation.
--A recommendation for sentencing.

--Analysis of the offender's motivations and
ambitions.

The contents of the 593 pre-sentence reports made in
the 1,100 cases we reviewed are summarized below.

Lonrtents oF Prosgentenco Reportas

NN . . Poreent, »f
o) Hardcoopn Moltnonal. Philudelphia Total 4993 cages

Nkt ion:
vrvabation

) no - .
E 3E 1 i
3 de 2 20 47 8
y 220 ; P

a0 u4 13 4 136 23
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Probation officials said that much of the information in
pre~sentence reports is taken from offenders' statements and
is not verified due to lack of time. As noted earlier, the
Standards and Goals Commission stated that information in
such reports should be verified as far as possible. We did
not attempt to confirm information in the reports, but the
lack of routine verification raises doubt as to its accuracy.
Probation departments should better assure the correctness of
pre-sentence reports.

INSUFFICIENT DIAGNOSIE
AND TREATMENT PLANNING

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals recommended that pre-sentence reports
diagnose the offender's problems and suggest a treatment
plan. We agree.

The following table shows how many professional diagnoses

were conducted for the 1,100 cases reviewed:

Cases diagnosed
Cases sampled Closed Open
County Closed Open Number Percent Number Percent

King (a) 50 - - 6 12.0
Maricopa 300 50 37 12.3 14 28.0
Multnomah 300 50 17 5.7 7 14.0
Philadelphia 300 50 69 23.0 18 36.0

Total 900 200 123 13.7 45 22.5

ACase files not available as previously noted.
Examples of deficient pre-sentence information follow.

One subject was convicted of larceny. A pre-sentence
report was not prepared. After he was sentenced to 3 years
probation in April 1971, .a post-sentence report was filed
which indicated drug and alcohol use. The sentencing judge
did not set any conditions of sentence--which he might have,
had he been aware of the drug problem. Within 9 months of
sentencing the probation officer recommended that probation
be revoked because the probationer was arrested for selling
marihuana to narcotics agents. In April 1972, the judge
hearing the case revoked probation and ordered a psychiatric
examination for the defendant. The revocation was suspended

and the probationer given 5 more years probation on condition

that he apply to a Federal narcotics program. In November
1972, the judge added a further condition to the sentence

after a vioclation of the conditions of probation had occurred.
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He also ordered a mental hearing. The probationer was re-
leased after 30 days at the State hospital, where he had been
"destructive on the ward." He was deemed sociopathic. 1In
January 1973, as suggested by hospital personnel, he was
moved into a halfway house. In his first 7 days in the half-
way house he had not sought work as required, and he left
without permission. The probation officer again recommended
that probation be revoked on January 30, 1973. A supplemental
recommendation was written after the subject was arrested on
February 4, 1973, for criminal activity in drugs sale.
Probation was revoked, with a judicial recommendation for
psychiatric treatment during imprisonment.

Another subject was arrested on March 8, 1970, for bur-
glary, larceny, and receiving stolen goods. On March 30, 1970,
he was arrested for illegal use of solvents, i.e., glue sniffing.
In September 1970, he was given 2 years probation for the original
charges and fined $100 for the glue sniffing charge. The case
file contained no indication of any diagnosis made or services
delivered during the 2 years in connection with the probationer's
glue sniffing.. The subject was arrested twice during pro-
bation on charges of burglary, larceny, receiving stolen goods,
conspiracy, and passing worthless checks. For one arrest, he
was sentenced to 6 to 12 months in prison, of which he served
2 months before being paroled. For the second arrest, he
received 4 years probation to begin in August 1972, and his
original probation was revoked. 1In 1974, the subject was
convicted of burglary and related charges. Both a pre-sentence
investigation and a psychiatric evaluation were made in October
1974. These reports indicate a number of problem areas,
including possible drug abuse and possible brain damage due to
glue sniffing since age 1ll. Both reports recommended enroll-
ment in a drug treatment program. The case file did not indi-
cate the sentence.

Had these individuals received formal pre-sentence
diagnoses and investigations, the mental health and drug
problems might have been found and treatment ordered. Early
treatment might have changed the outcome of these cases.

Existing diagnostic services

Although only a small percentage of probationers received
formal diagnoses, each county reviewed had a diagnostic pro-
cedure.

Maricopa

Written procedures for the Maricopa County Adult Pro-
bation Department recommend that expert psychological evalua-
tion be provided when the defendant is so cmotionally dis-
turbed as to prevent proper sentencing.
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Evaluations requested by the court are performed by
private psychologists or at the Arizona State Prison diagnos-
tic center. We were told the center was used infrequently by
the probation department because an evaluation took at least
60 days and court sentencing had to be postponed. However,
only about 12 percent of the inactive cases and 28 percent
of the active cases sampled included diagnostic evaluations.

Multnomah

Portland, using an LEAA-funded program, has designed a
system to reduce certain crimes. Persons convicted of
burglary, robbery, assault, nurder, rape, or other strangor-
to-stranger crimes receive certain diagnoses not given to
other offenders. The diagnostic center (1) reports to the
courts for use in developing treatment programs, the sociatl,
psychological, and physical needs of cach adult convicted
of one of these crimes and (2) recommends sentencing and
treatment alternatives.

Little other diagnostic work is done in Multnomah County
unless the convicted person is obviously mentally disturbed.
The cases reviewed did not include any of those diagnosed by
the center, as its first case was completed in November 1974.
State corrections officials recognize the need for diagnosis,
but they said caseloads were too large for a full implementa-
tion of the proposed statewide client case management system,
which would incorporate assessment and diagnostic tools into
the client evaluation process.

King

About 40 percent of the felonys in King County received
the services of the LEAA-financed community based diagnostic
and evaluation project. (The rest received standard pre-
sentence investigations.) Included were all offenders who
committed certain serious crimes--first or second degree
murder, manslaughter, first or second degree assault, arson,
robbery, burglary, and all sex crimes, as well as others
who displayed significant mental health problems or bizarre
behavior.

Project teams which handle these offenders include a
pre-sentence specialist and a community-resource specialist.
Referrals may be made by these teams for psychological
testing, psychiatric evaluation, vocational testing, and/or
medical examinations. Client evaluation and rccommendation
to the court are based on staff's conclusions. :
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State officials believed they need similar diagnostic
units in other areas. King County's diagnostic program had
not been in operation long enough for us to review its
effectiveness.

Philadelphia

The Philadelphia Adult Probation Department has a
psychiatric unit to provide evaluations of offenders in
addition to, or instead of, pre-sentence investigations.
These evaluations are made when requested by a sentencing
judge or a probation officer with the judge's approval. A
psychiatric or psychological evaluation may be requested to
(1) determine a defendant's competency to stand trial or
(2) aid the judge in deciding sentence and the probation
officer in helping the probationer.

The evaluations are aimed at diagnosing the subject,
cevaluating his threat to the community, and recommending
treatment. If the subject is considered to be in an acute
psychotic state or has a chronic or deteriorating mental
condition, commitment to a mental hospital may be recommended.
Probation may he recommended 1f the subject seems able to
withstand the stress of normal community living, motivated
towards self-improvement, and not dangerous to himself or the
community. Finally, a subject who is emotionally unstable,
has a criminal life style, and is a threat to the community
may be recommended for imprisonment.

At the time of our review, the psychiatric unit had
five psychiatrists and three psychologists under a contract
with a local university. A psychiatrist and a psychologist
team up to prepare an evaluation. Several Philadelphia judges
indicated they reguest psychiatric evaluations for offenders
who commit violent crimes or whose behavior appears strange.
Of the 350 cases we sampled in Philadelphia, 87 had received
A pre-sentence examination.

CONCLUSTONS

In about 46 percent of the 1,100 cases, no pre-sentence
reports were preparced. Only about 15 percent of the offenders
received professional evaluation to help the courts decide
sentence. TIf ecach offender would be given simple diagnostic
tests, such as educational, vocational, attitude, and aptituae,
before sentencing, and followup comprehensive tests by psy-
chiatrists and psychologists when necessary, judges would
have better information which could improve sentencing
decisions.
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CHAPTER 6

LACK OF SERVICES TO PROBATIONERS

Important influences on whether probationers are reha-
bilitated are the extent and effectiveness of services they
receive. To assess these services, we reviewed the closed
cases in Maricopa, Multnomah, and Philadelphia countiesd and
sent questionnaires to probation officers who supervised or
were familiar with the cases.

Although some offenders benefited from services provided
during probation, many did not receive needed services.

--Only 23 percent completed programs designed to
address their needs.

--About 59 percent of court-ordered conditions of
sentence and rehabilitative services were not
enforced by probation departments.

--There was a highly significant statistical
relationship between the extent to which pro-
bationers received needed services and success on
probation, that is, as the probationer received
more of the services he needed, he was more
likely to complete probation successfully.

Probationers can receive services from community
organizations and from the probation departments which
supervise them. Probation officers should provide a numbey
of direct services to offenders, such as

--arranging for necessary job training, cducation,
drug or alcohol treatment, health care, and
counseling,

--providing personal and family counseling, and
--providing direct assistance in changing housing
or obtaining specific benefits like unemploy-

ment insurance, welfare, or food stamps.

Some probation officers also perform investigations before
writing pre-sentence reports. Probation officers also are

IWe were unable to include cases from King County, Washington,
because case files are usually destroyed after the probation
period expires, in accordance with probation department pol-

icy.
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required to carry out investigations and write revocation
recommendations when offenders on probation either violate
conditions of probation or commit new crimes.

The following charts show information about the 900
probationers we sampled to assess service delivery and effect.
More complete information can be found in appendix IV. Having
such information makes it casier to understand some of the
probationers' problems and needs.

These key facts show that:

--At least 61 percent had not completed high school.

-=-40 perecent were uncmployed at arrest. Another
16 percent were employed in unskilled or manual
labor.

-=59 percent of the offenses committed were prop-
erty offenses, 19 percent were against persons,
and 18 percent were drug offenses.

~=NAt least 63 percent were not first-time offenders.

-=57 percent of the major treatment needs were

related to employment and vocational and academic
education.
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KEY FACTS ABOUT PROBATIONERS

MARITIAL STATUS HIGHEST GRADE LEVEL ATTAINED

SEPARATED 8% UNKNOWN 1 UNKNOWN 3™
WIDOWED 1™

GRADES
1-8
14

HIGH SCHOOL
GRADUATION

a7

SINGLE 48~

MARRIED 31~
RIED 3 GRADES g=1t

Al

COHABITING 3™

OCCUPATION CRIMES SENTENCE FOR

PROFESSIONAL 1™ SEMIPROFESSIONAL 4™ OTHER 4™ ROBHBERY &5

NOT APPL AGGRAVATED HOMIGILES AND
7" MANSLAUGHTER

\J

UNEMPLOYED
40~

LABORER 16"
FORGERY
&
FRAUD

SEX CRIMES 47

S NEEDED
PRIOR CONVICTIONS = SERVICES NEEDED .. &
ALCOHOL 7

COUNSELING 9~

NONE
(15T CONVICTION}
3y

ONE 18™

DRUG ABUSE
TEN TO REHABILITATION 13"

NINETEEN 5% VOCATIONAL

EDUCATION 147
TWENTY AND OVER 1™
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SERVICES CAN HELP

The results of our statistical tests indicated a positive
association between receiving services and succeeding on
probation.

The following table summarizes the results of statisti-
cal tests for individual services which we considered rehabil-
itative in nature. (See app. II for details.) In many
cases, no tests were made because of the small number of
probationers whose success or failure and amount of service
received were both known.

Statistical Relationship Between
Services and Probation Success

Relationship (note a)
Multnomah Maricopa Philadelphia

Rehabilitative County, County, County,
service Oregon Arizona Pennsylvania
Medical evaluation and No - -
treatment

Mental health treatment No - No
Academic education Yes - -

Vocational training Yes Yes Yes
Emplo&ment services o Yes Yes Yes
Alcoholism treatment No - No
Drug abuse rehabilitation Yes " Yes No
Individual or group - R ¢ No

counseling
Aassociation established at the 95 percent confidence level.

As indicated above, receiving vocational education and
employment services were associated with successful completion
of probation in all three counties. So were drug abuse
rehabilitation in Multnomah and Maricopa counties and aca-
demic education in Multnomah County.

The fact that the statistical tests for some services

did not show a relationship to probationary success does not
necessarily mean that these services were ineffective.
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For example, the fact that alcoholism treatment could not be
shown to be statistically associated with successful pro-
bation could be explained if a large number of probationers
who received such treatment also had other problems which
were untreated.

To avoid the problems associated with testing each
service, we looked at the extent to which a probationer
received the range of services listed on the previous page.

We determined that there was a highly significant association
in each of the three counties between the extent to which a
probationer received needed services and success in probation.
(See app. II.)

A recent study by Robert Martinson, an expert in criminal
rehabilitation, concluded that rehabilitation has generally
been unsuccessful and its role in the criminal justice system
needed reexamining.l Our test results do not negate his
conclusions. But we have shown that in certain circumstances
rehabilitative services can help reduce offenders' tendency
to commit additional crimes.

Our findings could have impcrtant implications for
decisionmakers interested in improving probation operations.
If probation departments could allocate their scare resources
more eftectively, they could begin to more adequately rehabil-
itate offenders. :

Pollowing is an example of an individual who was helped
because his probation officer found the type of service
needed and arranged for the probationer to participate. A
30-year-old offender was sentenced to 3 years probation for
illegal possession of narcotics. A special condition of
sentence required him to take part in the State rehabilitation
program. The probation officer found the probationer at his
parents' home under the influenge.,of drugs, several months
after the probation began. Instead of sending the client
to the State hospital, the probation officer arranged fox
him to enter a self-help rehabilitation program. The pro- ]
bation officer in this case was so impressed with his client's
progress in removing himself from the drug scene and becoming
involved in helping others with drug problems, that he
recommended early end to probation, which was granted. A
followup of this case after 19 months showed no further arrests
or convictions.

lvwhat Works? - Questions and Answers About Prison Reform,"
Public Interest, No. 35, Spring 1974.
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PROBATIONERS' NEEDS WERE INADEQUATELY
IDENTIFIED AND ADDRESSED

To plan for services, a probation system should assess
probationers' neceds. Problem areas can thus be highlighted
and priorities determined. This process makes it possible
to specify how, for whom, when, and why the various needs
are to be met. Specifying objectives in this manner makes
it easier to evaluate the system's success in identifying
and providing services.

In reviewing case files, we found (1) lack of rehabilita-
tion plans, (2) failure to comply with court conditions, and (3)
inadequate delivery of sprvice for such needs as unemployment,
druy and alcohol problems, and academic and vocational train-
ing deficiencies.

Lack of a rehabilitation plan

Corrections experts generally agree that an effective
rehabilitation program should include a plan for each indivi-
dual which recognizes what services that person needs to
become a useful member of society. Interim evaluations are
also nceded to assess the plan's effectiveness and to change
when necessary.

The extent of probationers' needs, such as education,
drug abuse treatment, and employment are shown in the charts
on page 27. Most probationers, however, did not have a
written rehabilitative plan that identified their needs because
such plans were not required by probation departments. Pro-
bation officers stated that an offender's plan is usually an
unwritten composite of court-ordered conditions, probation-
officer-analyzed conditions, and probationer-requested
services. Responses to our questionnaires by 74 percent of
the probation officers who supervised the 900 closed cases
showed that written plans were prepared for only 38 percent
of the probationers under their supervision.

Cases for which

Total closed information was Cases having plans
County cases =~ available on plans Number Percent
Maricopa 300 159 77 43
Multnomah 300 289 79 27
Philadelphia 300 220 99 45
Total 900 668 255 38
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Oregon's new client case management system provides for
a full analysis of needs and a written rehabilitation plan.
Probation officers and probationers agree on a written plan
and then carry it out. Oregon State prcbation officials said
probation officers have resisted the new system because of
already excessive caseloads and the amount of added work
required. We were told by State Corrections Department officials
that an increase in the number of probation officers, needed to
reduce caseloads, has been denied by the State legislature.

Each county required progress reports to the court on
every case supervised. Such a report, although not a formal
rehabilitation plan, at least provides some indication of an
offender's progress. The problem is that these reports usually
cannot measure progress against specific goals because rehabil-
itation plans including such goals were not prepared. Maricopa
and King county officers prepared progress reports every
120 days. Philadelphia County officers prepared reports
about every 3 months. Multnomah County reguired progress
reports semiannually, unless restitution or child-support
payments were a condition of the offender's sentence. In
such a case, or when the probation officer and his supervisor
agreed that the case needed closer supervision, a quarterly
report was submitted.

Most judges noted the need for formal rehabilitation
plans. Of 101 judges responding to questionnaires in the
4 counties, 75 said a written, detailed rehabilitation
plan is necessary to help assure treatment of diagnosed needs.
In addition, 63 judges believed the plans should be.approved
by judges after the probation officers develop them. )

Court-imposed conditions not met

At the time of sentence the court normally assigns
certain standard ,conditions of probation, violation of which
could cause probationito be revoked. Examples of standard
conditions are

~-remaining law-abiding,

--not leaving the State without the probation officer's
approval,

~-refraining from excessive use c¢f intoxicating liquors,
and

--not possessing or using drugs in violation of any law.
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Judges may also require a probationer to fulfill
special conditions, such as maintaining employment while
on probation, paying restitution, or enrolling in rehabilita-
tive programs.

We found that probationary conditions ordered by judges
generally were not being met. The following table shows the
extent of compliance with court-ordered conditions for the
cases sampled in the three counties.

Court-ordered Number of Compliance
conditions cases Number Percent

Restitution 145 89 61
Court costs 74 41 55
Mental health treatment 43, 18 42
Medical evaluation 20 8 40
Alcoholism treatment 42 12 29
Drug abuse rehabilitation 79 17 22
Academic education 12 4 33
Vocational training 13 3 23
Employment (securing and keeping) 60 14 23
Counseling _19 3 16
Total a507 209 41

|

There were an additional 75 cases which had court-ordered
conditions, but we could not determine compliance. Thure-
fore, we did not include them in the analysis.

The average compliance with court-ordered conditions of
probation in each county was as follows.

County Percentage
Maricopa 46
Multnomah 33
Philadelphia 51

Because only 41 percent of court-ordered conditions were
met before probation ended and courts generally did not

monitor compliance, all States should have an information sys-

tem which would indicate probationers' compliance with
conditions of sentence. The percentage of court conditions
met also indicates a need for better probation department
management.

Some improvements were being made to insure that court

conditions were met. For example, Multnomah County recently
initiated a computerized listing of the account status of
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those probationers sentenced to pay fines and restitution.
Judges receive a monthly report which shows how well proba-
tioners whom they sentenced are meeting their obligations.

A similar tracking system has not been developed for
monitoring the services that probationers are sentenced to
receive. About 78 percent of the Multnomah County judges
believed that probationers' compliance with conditions of
probation has been only fair or poor, but neither the courts
nor the probation department knew the extent of noncompliance
with conditions. Information on fines and restitution
payments should help probation departments make such deter-
minations.

King County recently began requiring probation officers
to write violation reports on all clients who do not comply
with court conditions and commit technical violations. The
judge then decides what action will be taken.

FPollowing i1s an example of court conditions not enforced.
In August 1973, an offender was sentenced to 5 years pro-
bation for burglary and larceny. The court recognized that
the offender was a drug addict, and as a condition of pro-
bation, directed that the offender be placed in a drug re-
habilitation unit and periodic urinalysis reports be provided
to the court.

Our review of the case file shows the subject was
assigned to the drug unit. The file contained no indication
that urinalysis reports were ever provided the court. One
year after being placed on probation, the probation officer
notified the offender that an appointment had been made for
a urinalysis test to comply with the court condition. The
subject failed to appear for the scheduled test. In
November 1974, the subject was arrested for robbery, theft,
unlawful taking, receiving stolen property, criminal con-
spiracy, possession of a weapon, and violation of the Uniform
Firearms Act. He was held for trial. and at the time of our
review, a detainer was in force pending disposition of the
new charges. -

Allowing probationers to continue or complete probation
once they have violated the basic conditions of probation
seriously interferes with rehabilitation. Under these
conditions, repeat offenders do not take conditions of
probation seriously.
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Service delivery inadequate

The average percentage of services completed in each of

Probationers needed various services, but those that the counties is shown below.
needed rehabilitation did not participate in relevant pro- .
grams which might have helped meet those needs. Each Maricopa 19%
county supplied a different amount of services. Mul tnomah . 2L

Philadelphia 26

We determined probationers' needs, participation in . :
programs, and reception of services, by analyzing such in- _Ibe follgw1ng table shows how many probatlone;s.had'
formation in case files as pre-sentence reports, court-im- specific service needs and how many completed participation.

posed conditions, psychiatric diagnoses, and probation
officer progress summaries. However, we cannot be sure that we

services Provided to Probationers

identified all needs; for example, as noted on page 21, only Number pacticipating Percent
. . ‘ Cases of Partial of
about 14 percent of closed cases received a formal diagnosis. ‘ identified or participation
We did not determine the quality of the services provided. Secvice need tnknovn fone Complete (note o)
Medical avaluation
. . . and treatment 108 27 34 47 58
The following graph shows the percentage of the major Mental health service 142 28 77 37 32
a Ci. 1 , . Acadentic education 225 44 153 28 15
needs (medical, mental, academic, vocational, employment, vocational training 250 59 144 47 25
- : . . . Employment (securin
alcohol and drug abuse rehabilitation, and counseling) that Bnd keeping) 9 520 69 288 142 3
i i alcohal programs 124 2 7 2
were satisfied for the 900 probationers sampled. brug programs 236 17 142 47 25
N Counseling (group
and individual) 1 46 85 .25 23
TOTAL IDENTIFIED NEEDS SATISFIED L3 s Loo £ 28
AConsiders only known cases, Probatien officials atéributed the low participation (complete

for anly 28 percent of known cases) to probaticners' lack of motivation and probation officers'
excessive casceloads.  Althouugh servives were not always delivercd nor programs always

attended, probation officers did make reoferrals to service adgencvies, For example,

probatinners had been referred to service agencies for treatment »f at least 602 of their
1,751 identificd needs (34 percent).

Detailed analysis of the sampled cases shows that pro-
bationers generally had problems in the following areas--
employment, academic education, vocational training, drugs,
alcohcl, and mental health.

NONE
27%

UNKNOWN
20%

Lack of employment opportunities

OCf the 900 probationers, at the time of arrest,

COMPLETED
o --363, or 40 percent, were unemployed.

23% --377, or 42 percent, were employed. .

--65, or 7 percent, ‘were not considered employable.

P
ARTIAL --For 95, or 11 percent, employment was unknown.

30%

At the completion or termination of probation: |

--329, or 37 percent, were unemployed.

--417, or 46 percent, were employed.

--22, or 2 percent, were not considered employable.
--For 132, or 15 percent, employment was unknown.

Only about 23 percent of identified needs were satisfied in
that an offender completed a treatment program.
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The lack of job opportunities in most locations we re-
viewed limited the effectiveness of employment services.
Unemployment rates were high and the types of jobs available
to probationers were limited. For example, the seasonally
adjusted unemployment rate for January 1975 was 9.6 percent
in Maricopa County.

In the four States we visited, the unemployment rate
for offenders was higher than the seasonally adjusted un-
employment rate for the area. For example, while the un-
employment rate for the Portland metropolitan area was 6.3
percent in December 1974, the unemployment rate for all
offenders supervised by the Portland corrections division
was 21 percent.

Many probationers were employed as waitresses, farmhands,
and general laborers. While jobs were available for clerks,
professionals, salespersons and manufacturing and construct-
ion workers, most of these require particular skill,
professional training, or education to qualify.

Limited academic education
and vocational training

The lack of marketable skills has limited probationers'
ability to obtain employment. However, most probationers
do not complete academic education or vocational training
programs.

Of the 250 probationers we identified as needing vocat-
ional training, 37 percent were referred to service agencies
by probation officers and 8 percent received services from
probation officers without further referral. The other 55
percent were either not referred to programs or went on their
own. The extent to which the 250 probationers participated
in vocational training programs follows:

--34 percent did not participate.

--24 percent participated partially.

--19 percent completed programs.

~-~Participation of 23 percent could not be
determined.

In addition, 225 probationers needed academic educat-
ion. Probation officers referred only 20 percent of these to
service agencies and provided services to only 6 percent.

Of the 225 probationers,
--47 percent did not participate in any program,
--22 percent participated partially,

--12 pexcent completed programs, and
--could not determine the extent to which the
remaining 19 percent participated.

The high unemployment among the sample probationers,
along with their low incomes, indicates that probationers
need special assistance to obtain and compete for available
job openings. Educational or remedial programs should help
these probationers get jobs.

Drug, alcohol, and
mental health problems

Many of the probationers included in our sample of 900
closed cases had drug, alcohol, or mental health problems |,
that were not adequately treated. The following table
shows the extent to which the 492 identified needs were
treated.

Cases of Service
identified Referrals .. Completions
Service need Number Percent Number Percent
Drug program 226 1le 51.3 47 20.8
Alcohol program 124 54 43.6 22 17.7
Mental health
service 142 68 47.9 37 26.1
Total 492 238 48.4 106 21.5

The reasons why probationers failed show the importance
of addressing these needs. Analysis of 350 probationers
who failed in 3 counties showed that many had drug, alcohol,
or mental health problems that were insufficiently treated.
While 273 treatment needs were identified among the 350
offenders who failed on probation, overall only 15 percent
(41) of the needs were completely met. Service needs were
adequately handled for 13 percent of drug problems, 1l per-
cent of alcohol problems, and 22 percent of mental health
problems.

CURRENT PROBATIONERS
ALSO NOT RECEIVING SERVICES

To determine if probation services had improved since the
closed cases were sampled, we also examined 200 active cases.
About 65 percent of these active cases were not first-time
offenders, compared with 63 percent of the 900 closed cases
for which we obtained information. Service delivery has
improved somewhat; however, a systematic assessment of all
probationérs' needs is still lacking, as is sufficient
probationer participation in available rehabilitative programs.
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Employment

When arrested, 50 percent of the 200 probationers were un-
employed; 39 percent were unemployed at the time of our
analysis.

One reason for these high unemployment rates is the pro-
bationers' lack of marketable skills. Only about 25 percent
of the active probationers who were employed when arrested
had jobs which could be classed as professional, semipro-
fessional, skilled labor, or semiskilled labor. This rate
is similar to the 26 percent for closed cases. Although 57
percent of the active probationers and 56 percent of the
closed cases were either unemployed or held common labor
jobs when arrested, only 12 percent in both cases had learned
a job skill.

Academic and vocational

Although many probationers needed academic education or
vocational training to successfully complete probation, few
had completed services to satisfy these needs at the time of
our review. Overall 37 percent (73) of the active cases
needed vocational training and 31 percent (61l) needed
academic education. However, at the time of our analysis,
52 percent and 41 percent, respectively, of those needing
services had participated in vocational training and academic
education. Only 18 percent and 1l percent, respectively,
had completed vocational training and academic education.
The participation of 11 probationers is not known.

Drugs, alcohol, and mental health

The majority of closed cases sampled failed probation.
Many of these had drug, alcohol, or mental health problems
that were inadequately handled. Many of the active pro-
bationers had similar needs that were not being sufficiently
met. For example, the table shows how many were referred
for treatment.

Cases of Referrals
Service identified need Number Percent
Drug 62 33 53
Alcohol 27 18 67
Mental health 43 28 65
Total 132 79 60
38
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The extent to which those referred will complete their
treatment is unknown because they are still on probation and
receiving services.

CONCLUSIONS

Our study showed that services provided do lead to
success on probation. Therefore, probation departments
should try to provide probationers with as many of the needed
services as possible. At the same time, probation depends
on the probationer's being positively motivated to (1) coop-
erate with his probation officer and (2) avail himself of
the various supportive services.

Federal, State, and local probation officials stressed
the importance of probation and supportive services to the
corrections system. The following chapter discusses
problems which limit the delivery of services.
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CHAPTER 7

WHY SERVICHEHS WERE NOT DELIVERED

The services discussed in chapter 6 were not delivered
for many reasons, some beyond the control of the probation
department, or other clements of the criminal justice
system. For exampla, probationers may not be motivated to
acceplt or complete programs. Community programs may not
have adequate ways to insure participation. But service
delivery could be improved. Problems affecting the system's
ability to adequately deliver services include

-—-excessive casceloads,
-~inadequate supervision of probationers,
-=limited use and availlability of community resources,

-=poor coozdination hetween probation and service
organizations, and

--insufficient sentencing alternatives.

BXCLESSIVE CASELOADS

In 1967 the President's Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice recommended that probation and
parole cascloads should average about 35 cases per probation
officer. In the 4 countics we reviewed, caseloads ranged
from 64 to 93 and averaged 85 in December 1974. Based on

the Commission's standard, the 4 counties had 419 fewer proba-
tion officers than recommended. The following table shows the

number of additional probation officers needed.

_ Number of officers

‘Based on Required to meet
County Actual caseloads of 35 staffing standard
King 51 136 85
Maricopa 33 60 27
Multnomah 42 79 37
Philadelphia 166 436 270

Total 292 711 419

pe PR ——

In addition to supervising probationers, probation
officers are responsible for preparing pre-sentence reports,
violation reports, and other administrative reports. The
cffect of the large workload is that probationers are not
closely supervised or provided necessary services.
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The 1973 Standards and Goals report recommended a
systems approach to identify service objectives and set up
job tasks. This approach is similar to the workload concept
which more accurately reflects the probation officer's re-
sponsibilities and time reqguirements than the cascload
standard. An appropriate workload should aid the probation
officer by allowing more time to diagnose, counsel, provide,
or refer probationers to needed services.

One State we visited had adopted and two States were
considering adopting a workload concept so more services and
better supervision could be provided probationers. Under
this type of program, a probation officer's workload would
be based upon the service needs of each case and the time
the officer has available to provide services during a _
month. "Work units," ranging from 1 to 5, are assigned to
each probation case based on risk to society and service
and time needs. An offender on minimum supervision would
be 1 unit and an offender on maximum supervision would bhe
3 units. Other work such as pre-sentence investigations
would also be assigned a number of work units, such as 5.
Thus, on a l20-work-unit standard an officer might handle
any number of cases at any level of risk or service necd,
up to a total of 120 work units.

However, without increased funding for additional staff
to handle the workload, the two States that were considering
adopting the workload system cannot implement a systems or
workload approach as recommended by the 1973 Standards and
Goals study.

Sentencing practices can also affect the number of cases
probation departments supervise. In Philadelphia County,
for example, if a person on probation is convicted of a new
crime, a sccond judge may place the offender on a second
probation. The probation officer has two cases to handle
and two judges to write reports for. For example, in
April 1971 an offender was sentenced to 2 years probation for
burglary. While on probation, the subject was arrested
four times and convicted twice. As a result, the subject
was serving three probation sentences simultaneously under
three different judges.

However, in Multnomah County, i1f a defendant is guilty
of a second criminal offense, the two judges would discuss
the new offense. The judges may decide to (1) revoke the
first probation or (2) extend probation and add specific
court conditions.
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Probation officer turnover

Another factor limiting service delivexry and probationer
supervision is probation officer turnover, caused by termi-
nation of employment, promotion, or transfer. Probationers
must therefore be reassigned to other probation officers,
losing continuity of supervision and service delivery.

Staff changes are inevitable. But probation becomes
less effective when new staff are assigned to work with
probationers for whom no previous rehabilitation plan was
prepared. Since written rehabilitation plans were prepared
in only 38 percent of the closed cases (see p. 30), we
believe the turnover rate has adversely affected probation
departments' ability to properly supervise offenders. The
following chart shows the county turnover rates.

1974 officer
: turnover rate
County (note a)

ﬁing ' : 24%
Maricopa 34
Multnomah 34
Philadelphia b1g
Average | 27

a/Officer turnover rate equals the number of staff changes
for‘the year divided by the average number of probation
officers employed during the year.

b/Excludes probation officers dismissed or asked to resign.

Probation officers told us that reasons for probation
officer turnover were lower salaries than in the Federal
probation system, large caseloads, massive paperwork, and
frustration with the system.

NEED FOR CLOSER SUPERVISION

Large caseloads limit time for supervising probationers.
Supecrvision allows the officer (1) to counsel probationers
and refer them to service agencies and (2) when their 1life
styles or behavior change, to perform close surveillance
which may protect the public and preclude a new offense.
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Lack of supervision due to high caseloads contributed
to prokaticners' committing crimes and violating conditions
of probation. As noted in chapter 4, almost half of the
probationers in our closed-case sample were convicted of
crimes and violated probation conditions while on probation.
Furthermore, 37 percent of those still on probation had
been convicted of new crimes. Probationers need closer
supervision.

One hundred four judges responding to our questionnaire
indicated the supervision provided by the probation depart-
ment should protect society. However, 78 (75 percent) of the
judges believed this supervision was only poor to fair.

Efforts to improve

In October 1974, a workload measurement study was
completed on Washington State's probation and parole pro-
gram. The study showed:

--Probation officers spend 22 percent of their time
with offenders. However, of the contacts between
officers and probationers (9,827 over a 4-week
period), 70 percent were in the probation office,
15 percent were in jails, and only 15 percent were
in the field--i.e., offenders' homes or places of
employment. :

--The average time for case supervision was 34 minutes
per month per offender, including all paperwork and
contacts with family, employers, and the offender.
(The average time is not the usual time, as officers
may spend hours on some offenders and almost no time
on others.) '

~-~Probation officers respond to crises that affect
offenders under their supervision and to public
officials who want investigative reports.

--132 additional parole and probation officers are
needed by the end of 1977.

~--Many parolees and probationers are inadequately
supervised. The public is thus not protected and
offenders do not receive the help they need.

The Oregon Corrections Division--at the direction of
the State legislature--completed a similar study in February
1973 to develop a case management system. The study found
probation officers spent 73 percent of their time on indirect

43

S



activities such as investigations, reports, workload manage-
ment, and travel; they spent only 27 percent of their time in
face-to-face contact with clients and others. The study rec-
ommended that the Corrections Division reduce the amount of an
officer's time spent on activities not related to direct con-
tact with the probationer and others involved in the case.

Probation departments have been trying to improve
supervision and service delivery by studying probation
officers' workloads and by requesting additional LEAA, State,
and local funding. However, State and local funding con-
straints have prevented reducing caseloads or purchasing
needed services for probationers.

For example, in response to the workload measurement
study conducted in Washington State, the Office of Adult
Probation and Parole requested budgeting for 261 officers by
the end of 1977, an increase of 132. The Governor's office
reduced the reguest to 199 officers before submitting it to
the legislature. Department officials estimated this re-
duction would cause 17 percent of the offenders to receive
less supervision than is desirable. However, the State
legislature established no additional funding but authorized
the probation office to apply to the State Criminal Justice
Planning agency for a Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
grant for 48 additional officers.

'he Washington Office of Adult Probation and Parole
began drafting the application for an LEAA grant during our
review. If LEAA approves the application, a total of 177
officers will be available, 22 less than the Governor's re-
quest. Therefore, more than the 17 percent of the offenders
originally estimated will be undersupervised.

Likewise, the case management system to increase
supervision of probationers developed by the Oregon Correct-
ions Division was not implemented, because the State legis-
lature did not provide funds.

Penntylvania's Director of State Probation told us he is
trying co reduce county caseloads from 95 to 65. An addition-
al 215 county probation officer positions would he needed at
a cost of $2.5 million. The Director had asked for the of-
ficers but believed it unlikely that the State legislature
would provide the necessary funding for fiscal vear 1975.
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Use of minimum service caseloads

To provide more services and better supervision to
probationers who need them, Maricopa and King Counties have
adopted minimum service caseloads. Minimum service caseloads
differ from regular caseloads in that probationers receive
minimum supervision and do not see a probation officer or
obtain services except by their request. Probationers mail in
monthly reports. One minimum service probation officer may
thus handle many cases. King County minimum service
officers, for example, each have about 378 cases. This
system reduces caseloads for other officers and allows them
more time to provide services and supervision. As of May
1975, King County had 1,891 and Maricopa County had 201
offenders on minimum supervision.

One problem associated with the minimum service caseload
is selection of cases. The chief of King County probation
said subjective criteria are used, such as the probation of-
ficer's opinion as to the potential for dangerous behavior
and how well the probationer had done in the past. Maricopa
County also established criteria for placing probationers on
minimum service. The criteria include such factors as payment
of restitution, arrests while on probation, attitude, and need
for serviceg. Predictive models (see chapter 8) could also
help select offenders for minimum supervision.

OTHER PROBLEMS IN SERVICE DELIVERY

In all the counties reviewed, rehabilitation programs-
were available but were not always used because of limitat-,
ions and lack of coordination among the various programs.
As noted in chapter 6, there was a highly significant
statistical relationship between providing needed services
and successful probation; however, only about 23 percent of
the service needs of probationers were satisfied.

Limited use and availability
of community resources

Although community resource programs are needed, they
were not always available to probationers because of limited
capacity or various agency restrictions. We made a limited
review of community services and did not evaluate the
individual programs. However, examples were noted in two
counties of either limited use or unavailability of community
resources.
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In Philadelphia County, probation officers said they
cannot always refer probationers to a service agency
because of factors which limit its availability to pro-
bationers. Such factors include (1) number and nature of a
probationer's crime (2) his age, residential location, and
ability to pay, (3) other program reguirements, and
(4) backlogs of applicants.

One officer maintained that a probationer's criminal
record is the biggest problem prohibiting acceptance by
service agencies. Another indicated that some agencies
will not accept probationers who are over 45 years old or
drug users. Some mental health centers will not accept
probationers who are "too crazy or too violent." Some
agencies do not want to accept sex offenders. Some accept
only applicants whose residence is within specified geograph-
ical limits. Others do not want court referrals, because
they believe that such people may not want help and would
disrupt their program.

In King County, community service agencies listed
similar eligibility requirements that limited availability.
These requirements included limitations as to a probationer's
offense, age, sex, and residential location.

The following case illustrates some of the referral
problems and the limited use and availability of community’
resources. An offender was sentenced to 2-years probation for
burglary, beginning in April 1971. Information contained 1in
this probationer's case file shows that at least from the
outset of probation, probation officials recognized that
this individual (1) was a drug addict, (2) had previously
had a nervous breakdown, (3) was living on welfare, and (4)
may have been an excessive user of alcoholic beverages.

Throughout 1971, the probationer received little mean-
ingful assistance from the probation department. On at
least four occasions, the probationer was unable to enroll
in drug rehabilitation programs or get treatment, because
the programs were overcrowded or required waiting periods.
The probation officer's assistance in this regard was limited
to making telephone calls on the probationer's behalf and
encouraging her to seek help.
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In January 1972, after the probationer had been arrested
twice and sentenced to 2 more years probation, she asked the
probation officer to get her into a hospital for drug treat-
ment. The officer telephoned an institution and was informed
that no more room for female drug addicts would be available
for an indefinite time.

The record shows that the probationer's drug addiction
was a major reason for her criminal activity. Although this
problem was recognized when the offender was first placed on
probation in April 1971, she was not placed in a residential
drug treatment program until June 1972.

In April 1973, the probationer was arrested on charges
of prostitution and assignation. Although she was acquitted,
in September 1973 another violation of probation hearing was
held, and the judge terminated the probation sentence which
began in April 1971. In October 1973 the probationer was
arrested for larceny and subsequently was incarcerated in a
State correctional institution for a maximum c¢f 3 years.

. Whether this probationer could have been rehabilitated
is uncertain; however, the lack of prompt assistance from
the probation department obviously did not help matters.

Need to improve coordination
between probation and service
organizations

Probationers' needs relating to drug and alcohol
training, employment, and abuse rehabilitation are best
provided for by outside agencies, because probation depart-
ments do not have the necessary resources. These services
are available but restricted. The 900 closed cases sampled
in 3 counties had 1,751 identified needs for such things as
drug and alcohol abuse rehabilitation, training, and employ-
ment. Our data showed that probationers had been referred
to service agencies for 34 percent of their identified
needs.

One way to increase the probationers' participation in

the various community programs would be to improve coordi-
nation. Following are examples of the need for action.
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The chief of field operations for the Oregon Employ-
ment Division told us he has assigned eight full-time em-
ployment specialists to work with the Corrections Division.
Employment and corrections officials said all of the
specialists work primarily with offenders in institutions.
Only one of these specialists works part time with the
probationers in one of the three Portland reglon probation
offices. We believe that the employment service should be
provided to all probation offices and that by better
coordinating their efforts, these specialists could spend
more time working with probationers.

In Maricopa County, probationers are referred to the
Department of Economic Security for job leads, so proba-
tioners receive at least limited employment assistance.
However, the ex-offender service, a separate section of
the Department of Economic Security, is not used by the
probation department. Probation department officials stated
that their employment coordinator had access to the same
"job bank" data as the service and was more efficient in
plaCLng probatloners However, since 42 percent of the
county's probationers were unemployed as of April 1975,
we believe more probationers should be referred to the
ex-offender service.

Maricopa County had only one inpatient drug abuse
rehabilitation facility available to probationers, although we

were told that 16 agencies provided rehabilitation in the county.

The available facility has 59 beds and has operated at near
capacity, with about 90 percent of the clients probationers.
An April 1975 study showed that of the 3,058 active probation
cases, 825 (27 percent) had a history of hardcore addiction.
Trus additional facilities were needed to treat these
probationers.

Before February 1973, probationers were being treated
in the Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act facility in
Phoenix. Subsequently, however, residents from Maricopa and
six other Arizona counties were excluded from this facility
by the Deputy Director of the National Institute for Drug
Abuse, a community organization for drug abuse control which
has a Federal grant to provide similar services. Since it
invoked the residency restriction, the facility has treated
an average of 20 clients below capacity. Probationers had
been treated there in the past, and probation department
officials said they would have used the project's facility
had it not been for the restriction. We were told that the
facility officials in Phoenix were seeking to change the
policy to allow Maricopa County residents to be treated.
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None of the counties reviewed had a formal working
relationship with drug, alcohol, or mental health agencies.
The establishment of such relationships would improve the
coordination of services.

Written agreements to formalize working relationships
between probation and service organizations were also rare
in the States we visited. Such agreements could

--facilitate probationers' use of programs,

--alleviate problems that may occur when a new probation
officer makes client referrals, and

--set criteria for the type and frequency of feedback
information.

Instead, probation officers generally had informal working
relationships.

The Directors of Corrections in Washington and Oregon
agreed written service agreements would be useful to improve
service delivery because, with formal agreements and possible
payment for the services, agencies are likely to be used more
and provide better services. However, staff was generally
not available to develop agreements. In addition, the
clients anticipated that the service agencies would request
funds from the probation program to provide the services.
Funds were judged unavailable for this purpose due to limited
State funding.

Insufficient
sentencing alternatives

Sentencing alternatives for probationers should range
from secure residential treatment centers, such as halfway
houses, to no supervision. Judges said they prefer more
supervision; however ineffectiveness, overcrowding, and
unavailability are inhibiting the use of- such programs.

Of 79 judges responding to our questionnaire, 47
judges indicated they do not fully use halfway houses
because the programs were not available, too crowded, or
not effective. Twenty-three judges indicated they do not
use county jails and 36 judges indicated they do not use
minimum security institutions for the same reasons.
Thirty-four judges said they used work release because it is
available and effective.

In April 1975, a Washington corrections development
task force studied the State's correctional system and re-
ported its findings to the legislature. This task force
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concluded: "The * * * gystem has, in most instances, two
alternatives: a secure facility or the street. Little of
a real graduation of release exists." To resolve this

situation, the task force recommended supervised residency
and work or training opportunities, with controlled access
to the community.

Probation systems could provide more secure facilities
like halfway houses. But in Oregon, for example, they are
only available to parolees after release from prison. Other
types of facilities, such as drug or alcohol programs, which
have an open door policy, need to increase supervision.

An Oregon judge cited a recent offender that he had
sentenced to 20 years in prison because (1) the offender
needed specific medicines to function in society, (2) the
offender could not be responsible for his own medicine, and
(3) no probation officer or treatment agency could insure
that the medicine would be taken. The judge concluded that
other sentencing alternatives were needed and the executive
and legislative branches of State government should address
the problem.

Probation officials in Pennsylvania and Oregon agreed
that a greater variety of sentencing alternatives were
needed for probationers. Each of the counties reviewed
needed different services. In Philadelphia, examples of
needed resources included the following.

--Drug and alcohol abuse rehabilitation and mental
health facilities for female and inpatient pro-
bationers.

--Residence centers for females.

--Halfway house for individuals with mental health
problems.

--Vocational training facilities.
We recognize that the probation system does not control

the community programs. However, better sentencing altern-
atives are nceded.
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CONCLUSIONS

Probation cannot effectively rehabilitate offenders and
protect society so long as problems in delivering services
exist. Eliminating these problems depends on the commitment
of resources by all levels of government.

Making community resource agencies more responsive to
probationers' needs may be beyond the authority of probation
systems. But some improvement could be made through better
cooperation and management. One of the challenges facing
probation is to make the most effective use of available
resources.

Decreasing caseloads in and of itself will not increase
probation system's effectiveness. A probation system must
first systematically identify probationers' needs. It then
must either directly satisfy these needs or arrange for them
to be satisfied by other social institutions or resources.
Furthermore, not only do probation officers need to be in-
formed about the specific services available, they must also
be able to evaluate the services to which probationers are
referred and monitor probationers' progress.

Improvement in these areas, coupled with a reduction in
caseloads, should help more probationers adjust to the
community. The next chapter details a management process
that could aid in such an effort.
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CHAPTER 8

PROBATION PREDICTION MODELS:

TOOLS FOR DECISIONMAKERS

To focus services and attention on the probationers
who need the most help and supervision, better decision-
making tools are needed. One such tool is the predictive
model.

Much criminological research has been focused on
estimating the danger to society posed by offenders under
the various rehabilitation options. Probation officials
must recommend type of sentence, level of supervision, and
length of probation. Although a good deal has been written
on possible use of statistically based prediction tables as
aids or guides, probation administrators and practitioners
continue to rely almost solely on personal experience and
subjective judgment to make these decisions. The failure to
use statistical models appears to stem from doubts about

--validity, that is, whether a model developed in one
location for one group of people would k= valid in
a different location for a different group of people,
and

--predictive power, that is, the extent to which proba-
tioners' predicted outcomes correspond to their actual
outcomes.

We tested the validity and predictive powers of existing
models by applying them to the 900 closed cases in Maricopa,
Multnomah, and Philadelphia counties.

We determined that:

--The models were transferable between locations.
For example, three of the models were valid in
each of the locations. Also, each of the other
five models was valid or probably valid in at
least one of the locations.

~--Existing models may be useful in probation
decisionmaking even though their predictive
powers are less than might be desired. In one
county, probationers with high model scores
(indicating high potential for success) were 93
percent successful whereas those with low model
scores were only 17 percent successful.
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--Probation prediction models could improve pro-
bation systems' operations by allocating
resources to offenders who most need help. For
example, model scores appeared to be useful in
determining supervision levels for probationers.
The actual failure rate of probationers receiving
minimum supervision in one location was 35 per-
cent, but only 15 percent of those selected by
a model for minimum supervision failed. Models
more successfully selected probationers for early
release.

WHAT ARE PROBATION
PREDICTION MODELS?

A probation prediction model is developed by using
statistical methods to summarize the characteristics and
outcomes of many probationers in such a way that a decision-
maker can forecast probation results for offenders on the
basis of their characteristics. When statistical methods
are used to predict success of probation, data is analysed
objectively, rather than subjectively.

The actual form of a model will vary. The following
table shows how a typical model might look. (This model
is for illustrative purposes and is not an actual model.)

Illustrative Predictive Model

Individual risk score calculation

Significant characteristics Value Score
No history of opiate use 9 9
Family has no criminal recorxd 6 6
Not an alcoholic 6 6
Is married 4 0
No prior arrests 4 4
Total possible score for probationer 29 25

!
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Summary risk table

Score Success rate
23-29 90%
10-22 70

0-9 10

To develop such a model, informatiocn about the personal
and criminal history of a large number of probationers would
be obtained. A statistical technique, such as regression
analysis, could then be used to identify the characteristics
which seem teo differentiate the most between successful and
unsuccessful probationers. These characteristics become the
basis for the model. The weight or importance given to a
particular characteristic is also determined statistically.

To use the model, the decisionmaker would obtain infor-
mation about an individual either through an interview (while
preparing a pre-sentence report) or from existing records
(prior probation records or criminal records). On the basis
of this information, the individual's score would be computed.
In the above example, if the individual did not have a history
of opilate use, he would receive nine points, if he had such
a history, no points for that item. The individual's total
score is interpreted in light of past experience with pro-
bationers having similar scores, to estimate the likelihood
that he will succeed on probation.

In the sample model, an individual who scored 25 points
would be considered a very good risk for probation. This
information, along with other factors, could bhe uscd to
decide whether the individual should be recommended for
probation, subjected to only minimum supervision, or be re-
leased from probation carly.

VALIDATING MODELS

One reason usually given for the limited use of models
is the nced to validate a model, that is, determine its
validity. For example, due to differences in group
characteristics and experiences, a model that was developed
using paroleecs in Arizona may not be predictive of the
success or failure of probationers in Pennsylvania. We
attempted to validate eight existing models--the "Oregon
Form," the "Newark, New Jersey, Form" developed by
Professor Danicl Glaser of the University of Southern
California, four models developed by California correction
agencies using data on California parolees, and the "Salient
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FPactors Form" developed for use by the Federal Board of
Parole. (See app. III for additional details.)

These eight models were chosen, after a review of many
existing models, because they were the only models for which
we believed that data required for testing validity would e
be readily available from probation case files and criminal ‘
records. Of the eight models used, five were developed for
parolees and three for probationers.

How models were validated

After collecting the necessary data for our sampled
cases, we computed a score (or category) for each probationer.
Additionally, we classified each case as a success or a
failure using our definition of reccidivism. (See p. 1ll.)

We then used statistical tests to determine whether
the probationer's model score (or category) correlated
significantly with his actual outcome. The tests (see app.
TIT) indicated that each of the ecight models reviewed was
valid in each of the three counties for all probationers
whose model scores and outcomes could be determined. (Some
of the 300 probationers sampled in each county could not
be included in our tests because of incomplete information
in case files and criminal records.)

The following table summarizes our conclusions on the
validity of the models for the probation populations
reviewed. (The results of our statistical tests are contained
in app. III.)

Feanlts op Model Calidation
Boased on Hultnomah Mar feopi fhiladelrhi

Dreegoln For Probaly Novoeone s ien Her ot ine pon
! Newark For Preobuably Na oeonelusion Ney ocene las o
LIT=4 Slaser Mevie! N Frobably robalbely

Calrrornia Pers G114 Prabably Noeonelusion Nev oottt lusiog
B Cadifornta Forn el Yeetd Yoy Yo
Ve Jalitornia Forno oo Yol Yoo T
VIl=a Asaociation Analysis Yes O] Yoy
VI I=A Galeent Fiotors Yoo robably Brabably
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If at least two-thirds of the cases sampled were in-
cluded in the statistical test, we concluded that the model
tested was valid for the entire probation population under
review (not just those probationers whose model scores and
outcomes could have been determined). If at least half of
the cases sampled were included in the statistical test, we
concluded that the model was probably valid for the entire
population. If less than half the cases sampled could be
in the statistical tests, we reached no conclusion as to the
model's validity for the entire population, even though the
model was valid for the subpopulation for whom both model
score and outcome could have pecn determined.

As shown above, three models were valid in each of the
counties reviewed. If more complete information had been
available, we would likely have found many of the other
models to be valid in each location.

That we were able to validate three of the models in
each location visited indicates that many of these models
could be validated by local governments if need be. This
contention is further supported by our overall results--of
24 possible validations (8 models at 3 locations), we ob-
tained positive results in 46 percent and probable results
in 29 percent.

PREDICTIVE POWERS OF MODELS

Even after a valid model is found for a given probation
population, decisionmakers hesitate to use it, partly be-
cause the models developed to date do not have extremely high
predictive powers. However, several studies, including ours,
indicate that existing models are sufficiently predictive to
be useful in deciding who should be recommended for proba-
tion, what level of supervision is needed, and who might be
considered for early release.

While we did not make an exhaustive search of the suc-
cessful users of models, we found three examples that we
thought typified how models might be used.

In one use intended to reduce prison confinement costs,
a large inmate population was screened, first by a parole
model and then by prison personnel. A group of screened in-
mates were considered for parole at an earlier date than
originally scheduled. This resulted in substantial savings
in prison costs with no increase in parole violations.

In another prison, giving minimum parole supervision
to those predicted by a model tu be good risks enabled parole
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officers to spend more time with other cases without in-
creasing the failure rate.

In a third application, inmates were initially classi-
fied using model scores. Inmates in various classifications
were provided with varying institutional treatment, some
receiving earlier parole consideration. As a result, the
prison population was reduced and money was saved.

These three examples relate to parolees rather than pro-
bationers; however, the fact that some parole models proved
valid in predicting probation outcomes indicates that they
might be used for that purpose.

HOW MODELS CAN IMPROVE PROBATION MANAGEMENT

To .suggest possible applications by probation offices,
we developed examples using model scores to decide who
should be recommended for probation, what level of super-
vision is needed, and who might be released early from
probation.

These examples of applications were developed using
Model VI-A, one of the three models found to be valid in all
of the counties reviewed. Model VI-A is based on California
Base Expectancy Form 65A and is shown in the following table.

MODEIL VI-A
California Base Expectancy Form 65A

To obtain raw scores, add

11 for all persons 11
19 if no more than two prior arrests (note a)
15 if not arrested for 5 years previously o
14 if no known prior incarceration o
8 | if offense was not check fraud or
burglary o

0.6 times age of offender

Base exXpectancy 65A score

apased on adult information if juvenile recoxd unknown.
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Given the scoring system for Model VI-A, one would ex-
pect people with high model scores to be better risks on
probation than people with luw scores. This expectation 1is
borne out by the table below, which shows the actual success
rates of probationers in our samples whose Model VI-A scores
fell within three ranges.

Percent successful in county (note a)

Model score Multnomah Maricopa Philadelphia
80.7 and above 89 93 93
41.3-80.6 68 65 52
41.2 and below 47 37 17

AThis analysis and all that which follows is based on only
those probationers for whom both model score and probation
outcome are known.

Usefulness of models
in recommending sentencing

Probation models can assist probation and court offi-
cials in recommending sentencing alternatives (prison, jail,
or probation) for individual offenders. While recognizing
that models used in this manner should be more broadly based
and should include characteristics of those persons not
placed on probation, we believe Model VI-A demonstrated pre-
dictive ability.

In our test we computed scores for probationers in
cach of the three counties and considered the 10 percent
with the lowest scores as ineligible for probation. We
found that had the model been used for decisionmaking, the
success rates in all three counties would have improved.
The original rates and the rates projected if the model had
been used to make the decision were as follows:

Percent success

County Without model With model
Multnomah 66 68
Maricopa 56 61
Philadelphia 44 49
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Usefulness of models

in deciding level of supervision

Because of caseload sizes and other considerations,
probation officers must decide the level of supervision a
probationer should receive. By giving only minimum (rather
than medium or maximum) supervision to those who are most
likely to succeed, probation officers have more time to
spend with other probationers who are expected to need close
supervision.

To determine the usefulness of the probation model in
deciding who requires minimum supervision, we assessed our
sample of probationers with complete records, using the
model to select some for minimum supervision. We found that
when model scores were used to select probationers for mini-
mum supervision in each of the three counties:

~-Probationers selected had lower failure rates than
did the group actually selected by the probation
offices.

--Those probationers selected by both the model and
the probation offices had lower failure rates.

Our sample of 186 probationers from Maricopa County con-
tained 57 probationers who had been placed on minimum super-

vision., Of these, 14 did not successfully complete probatlon.

When 57 probatloners were selected for minimum supervision
from the 186 using model scores .alone, only 11 of the 57

“were found to have failed. The follow1ng table.shows the

results of the selection process in terms of groups selected
by the probation office, by the model, and by both.

. Selected by

, _ Model Probation office Both
Number of peeple 33 33 | ‘24
Number of failures 9 12 2
Failure rate 27% 36% 8%

In Phlladelphla County, Pennsylvania, 20 of 227 proba-
tioners in our samr.e were placed on minimum supervision.
Of this group, 7 failed on probation. When the model was
used to select 20 probationers for minimum supervision, we
found that only 3 failed.
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Selected by

Model Probation office Both
Number of people 16 16 4
Number of failures 3 7 0
Failure rate 19% 44% 0%

In our sample of 251 probationers from Multnomah County,
Oregon, 10 of the probationers were placed on minimum super-
vision. Of these probationers, three did not successfully
complete their period of probation. Of the 10 probationers
the model would have assigned to minimum supervision, only
one was considered a failure. In this county none of the
people selected by the probation office were also selected
by the model.

In each of the three counties, the group of probationers
sclected by model scores for minimum supervision had a lower
failure rate than the group actually selected by the proba-
tion office. Part of the lower failure rate of model selec-
tions might be attributable to the fact that some of them
received more than minimum supervision. More importantly,
in each of the counties the groups selected for minimum
supervision by both the probation office and model had lower
failure rates than the groups selected by the probation
office. This implies that basing selection on model score
in conjunction with the probation officer's evaluation would
improve results.

Usefulness of models in selecting
probhationers for early release

Two of the counties we visited evaluated probationers
during the course of their probation with a view toward
terminating probation early. We attempted to evaluate the
model's usefulness in making such decisions.

A total of 124 probationers in Multnomah County and 148
in Maricopa County were granted early releases. When the
same number of people were selected using model scores alone,
probationers selected by model score had slightly lower
failure rates than the group selected by the probation of-
fice, and probationers selected for early release by both
the model and the probation office had about the same or a
lower fallure rate.

The Multnomah County probation office selected 124 pro-

bationers for early release. Of these, 16 (13 percent)
failed to complete probation successfully. wWhen 124
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probationers were selected using model scores, 12 (10 per-
cent) were found to be failures.

Selected by

Model Probation office Both
Number of people 45 45 79
Number of failures 4 8 8
Failure rate 9% 18% 10%

As can be seen above, the group selected by both as wel} as
the model-selected group had lower failure rgtes than did
the group selected only by the probation office.

In Maricopa County, 148 probationers were selected for
early release and 25 (17 percent) were considered failures.
When the same number of probationers were selected for early
release using model scores, 22 (15 percent) were found to be
failures.

Selected by

Model Probation office Both
Number of people 30 30 118
Number of failures 9 12 13
Failure rate 30% 40% 11%

Again, the group selected by both as well as the model-
selected group had a lower failure rate than the group se-
lected by the probation office only.

We recognize that part of the reason probatione;s se-
lected for early release by the model had a lower ﬁallure
rate than those selected by the probation office might be
that some of these probationers were not released early.
This extra time on probation might have helped them become
successful. But can the entire difference in failure rates
be attributed to this fact? If not, the model would appear
to be useful in selecting people for early release. More
importantly, as indicated by our results, better results
might well be achieved if selection were based on'poﬁh model
score and the clinical evaluation of probation officials.

CONCLUSIONS

Probation models do nothing more than stati§tigally
summarize znd weigh the experience and characteristics of
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probationers. In this way they function much like experi-
enced probation officials--based on past experience, they
attempt to predict the outcome of a probationer. The actual
outcomes of probationers are then compared to those pre-
dicted and this new information helps make decisions on the
next group of probationers.

The major advantages of models are their objectivity
and efficiency as well as the fact that they provide a method
to transfer past expcrience systematically. The advantages
of human judgment relate to such factors as compassion and
intuition.

We tried to validate existing models at locations other
than those at which they had been developed and to establish
their utility. Some of the existing models could be vali-
dated, three of them in all the locations visited. While
the predictive powers of these models were far from perfect,
they seem to be greater than those of probation officials.
More importantly, even better accuracy could be obtained if
both model score and human evaluations were used to make
probation decisions. Although existing models have some
utility, the full benefits of models for purposes of proba-
tion can only be obtained through additional use and research.
This research should include:

--Systematically collecting data (1) on characteristics
which might have predictive power, including those
found to be predictive in other models, and (2) neces-
sary to test hypotheses found in criminal behavior
theory. ’

--Developing models for specific subgroups of the pro-
bation population, such as by type or number of of-
fenses, age, etc.

--Evaluating the many mathematical techniques used to
combine predictive characteristics.

CHAPTER 9

LEAA AND THE STATES NEED_TO

IMPROVE PROBATION MANAGEMENT

We tried to determine how much the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration and the State planning agencies were doing
to help States and localities to solve the problems discussed
in previous chapters.

Although the responsibility for probation systems rests
with State or local governments, LEAA and State criminal
justice planning agencies can provide leadership, guidance,
and expertise to improve probation systems. However, LEAA's
efforts had a limited effect on probation operations. .Among’
the areas in which LEAA and the SPAs were inadequate are:

--Developing minimum probation standards, goals, and
guidelines, or otherwise insuring adequate planning
to correct probation problems.

--Insuring that information systems were adequate to
identify problems and evaluate the effectiveness of
probation.

--Providing sufficient technical assistance to proba-
tion departments in developing and implementing
programs.

~--Establishing funding priorities to insure that re-
sources are allocated to meet the needs of criminal
justice systems.

INADEQUATE LEAA ASSISTANCE

LEAA and SPAs cannot decide State or county policy.
Their leverage lies in the conditions they place on the use
of Federal grant funds and in their recommendations and

- encouragement to State and local officials.

Since most of LEAA's funds are provided to the States
as block grants, its leverage for bringing about positive
changes is through approval of the States' comprehensive
plans for spending money. These plans are required to in-
clude the States' strategies for developing standards and
goals, analyses of needs and problems, and lists of priori-
ties. ©LEAA, however, has provided only limited technical
assistance to States in these areas.
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Need to improve probation
standards and goals

A 1973 report by the National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, "A National Strategy
to Reduce Crime," stated the importance of standards and
goals as follows:

"k % % Qperating without standards and goals does
not guarantee fallure, but does invite it.

"Specific standards and goals enable professionals
and the public to know where the system is heading,
what it 1s trying to achieve, and what in fact it
is achieving."

Although the standards and goals recommended by the
National Advisory Commission do not necessarily represent
LEAA's official position, each of the States we reviewed
had been awarded an LEAA grant to study and develop stand-
ards and yoals. LEAA has endorsed the development processes
but not the specific standards and goals.

In December 1973 LEAA first issued planning guidelines
requiring States to include their proposed approach to es-
tablish State standards. States were told to develop a
comprehensive set of standards for inclusion in the fiscal
year 1976 comprehensive state plan.

However, LEAA did not provide the States with adequate,
specific guidance for preparing standards and goals. TFor
example, LEAA's initial guidelines for the 1974 plan for
standards and goal development recommended that the States:

"* * * define the kind of law enforcement deemed
"ideal' yet attainable for the State and its local-
ities in terms of manpower, training, equipment,
facilities, workloads, operational standards, and
sarvices provided, even though achievement, under
optimal conditions, will require several years
(e.g., five to ten years).

"This definition [ideal law enforcement] should be
as concrete as possible in terms of goals and capa-
bilities to be pursued, e.g., * * * information
system capabilities, * * *_ "

In March 1975, LEAA issued guidelines for the 1976
plans that require the States to discuss their standards and
goals. These guidelines provide a broad framework within
which the States can develop specific standards and goals,
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but not adeguate guidance on specific issues. The guidelines
require the SPAs to describe long range criminal justice
improvements. The SPAs were not specifically directed to
address the diagnosis of offenders' needs, use of mcdels,

or coordination between probation systems and community
resources for needed services.

Among the States we reviewed, only Oregon had developed
long term standards and goals, which are to be implemented
by 1980. Oregon had adopted the Commission's probation case-
load standard of 35 probationers per probation officer.
Oregon's standards and goals did not address such probation
issues as the diagnosis of offenders, use of models, coordi-
nation between probation departments and community service
agencies, and recidivism rate goals.

Arizona was considering adopting a portion of the Com-
mission's standards for service delivery and for diagnosis.
Washington State was reviewing the standards and goals, but
had not adopted any. Pennsylvania was studying its criminal
justice needs to determine to what extent the national stand-
ards and goals would meet the State's specific needs. This
project was scheduled for completion in September 1975.

To effectively consider probation problems, SPAs should
discuss these areas in their State plans. Without such in-
formation, it is difficult for an SPA to assume the leader-
ship and coordination role LEAA has given it.

LEAA has required that by the end of fiscal year 1976
States establish at least a preliminary set of systemwide
criminal justice goals. These standards and goals must ap-
pear in each State's fiscal year 1977 comprehensive plan.
LEAA, in reviewing and ultimately approving the State plans,
should not just look to determine that the States have in-
corporated standards and goals. To exercise the type of
leadership we believe the Congress intended when it passed
the 1973 Crime Control Act, LEAA should bring together appro-
priate State officials and, working with them and the data
and information available from the LEAA-funded evaluation
efforts, develop minimum standards and criteria by which
LEAA can assess that portion of the States' comprehensive
plans.

Inadequate State plans.

We reviewed the 1975 comprehensive State plans for
Arizona, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Washington to determine
if they were sufficiently detailed to identify probation
system problems. We also reviewed LEAA's 1975 guidelines
for State comprehensive plans and found them too general to
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be effective. The 1975 State plans thus contained insufficient
information about probation system problems to enable LEAA,
SPAs, or the States to develop corrective strategies.

Although LEAA required the SPAs to discuss such needs
as legislative change, research and information systems, and
noninstitutional rehabilitation alternatives, it did not re-
gquire these issues to be discussed in relation to each
component--institutions, probation, parole, community-based
activities--in the corrections system. Thus, the State plans
did not address these needs on a component basis.

Furthermore, LEAA guidelines and the State plans did
not discuss two major factors which the National Advisory
Commission considered important for probaticn to achieve its
full potential: the development of systems for (1) deter-
mining which offenders should be on probation and (2) deliver-
ing the support and services offenders neced.

The 1975 Arizona comprehensive plan included basic sta-
tistics such as the numbers of probation cases under super-
vision and probation officers available. However, the State
plan did not contain recidivism data to indicate probation
effectiveness or show the treatment needs of probationers.
Information in the State plan was inadequate for the SPA to
establish priorities. The State plan noted that preparing
a simple list of priorities was impossible because cvery
activity in the plan had high priority.

The 1975 Oregon plan likewise included basic probation
descriptive data but lacked the type of recidivism informa-
tion required by LEAA. The plan failed to define who should
be sentenced to probation, although it recogynized that sen-
tencing decisions were important. The plan stated, however,

"Perhaps the most important thing that the criminal
justice planner has to say about the [trial-
sentencing] sector is that we know very little
about it."

The Oregon plan had insufficient information on rehabilita-
tive services. The plan listed the estimated percentages of
probationers and parolees who needed services in several
problem areas but did not indicate the availability of such
services or how the State intended to match needs and serv-
ices. According to the plan:

"Staff shortages, inadequate referral processes, in-
adequate resources, the absence of specially de-
signed treatment plans, the failure to monitor the
progress of individuals in the rehabilitation pro-
cess, all contribute to the high rates of recidivism."
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The 1975 Pennsylvania plan stated the number of offend-
ers on probation, number of probation officers, and average
caseload and noted that the LEAA requirement for monitoring
the progress and performance of the correctional system was
not being met. The plan recommended that the State and
county correctional systems analyze their needs, resources,
and gaps in service and develop a systematic plan to imple-
ment the services; however, the number of probationers who
needed treatment was not shown. Methods of determining who
should be on probation were not discussed. Moreover, the
plan showed that one problem area was the lack of informa-
tion on establishing supervision levels and treatment needs.

The 1975 Washington State plan also included the numbers
of offenders on probation and parole, probation officers, .
and caseloads:; however, it did not enumecrate the services
needed by the State's probationers. Nor did it indicate any
methods, such as decision models, to help determine who
should be sentenced to probation.

The lack of such basic information in a State plan
limits its effectiveness as a management tool.

LEAA's fiscal year 1976 planning guidelines for State
plans were much more specific as tc how the States were to
describe their needs and problems. For example, the 1975
guidelines merely required the States to:

nk % % provide an overview of major needs and prob-
lems as they exist throughout the State in all as-
pects of law enforcement and criminal justice.
Statements of neceds and problems in cach of the
State's areas of high crime incidence/law enforce-
ment activity are to be included."

But the 1976 guidelines required States to:

"provide a thorough, total, and fully integrated
analysis of major needs and problems in the State
and its political subdivisions, with emphasis on
analysis of crime patterns and trends and on
analysis of the problems faced by the criminal
justice and juvenile justice systems in their ef-
forts to prevent, reduce, and control crime and
delinquency. Deficiencies of the criminal justice
system must be identified, making clear the rela-
tionship between current system capabilities, the
crime problems .aced, and goals and standards.
Analysis of problems anticipated in plan implemen-
tation, including technical assistance, manpower,
and training needs, must be included. Analysis of
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States' high crime arcas are to [be] included.
Sources of data utilized, limits on the gquality
of the data, and gaps in the data are to be
identified, along with the presentation of as
much data as are required to support the analyti-
cal conclusions."

In meeting this requirement LEAA noted that the appro-
priate section of the 1976 plan should include an:

"* * * analysis of problems faced by the law en-
forcement, criminal justice and juvenile justice
agencies in dealing with the problems identified
in the earlier sections of the analysis and with
other problems identified by other methods. De-
ficiencies of the system should be stated clearly.
This part of the analysis should take account of
the capabilities of oxisting agencies, the extent,
nature, scope, and trends in the crime problems
and criminal justice system problems faced by the
system, and should describe deficienciecs in terms
of the capability or lack thercof of the system
to achieve the standards and goals set by the
State for its criminal and juvenile justice sys-
tems. Deficlencies in technical assistance, in
manpower, in training, and in other areas should
be included here. This analysis may be organized
by city, county, metropalitan arca, region, and
State; or by component of the criminal justice
system (police, courts, corrections, etc.) or by
categories the State belicves appropriate. Ilow-
ever, it must be a total analysis of all aspects
of law enforcement, criminal justice, and juven-~
ile justice at the State and local level."

These requirements go a lony way toward pruviding an
adequate framework for discussing the important problems
facing the various components of the criminal justice
systom.

LEAA still permits the States to decide how to carry on
this discussion. We support such a concept, but in certain
instances LEAA could go further and suggest that the States
address specific issues. LEAA could take such action when
it has determined that certain problems are so great that
they call for all States to set forth solutions. In deter-
mining the need for such action, LEAA should consult with
the States but decide from a national perspective which
problem areas should be addressed by all States. LEAA
could thus play an active role in improving State plans and
in insuring that States address critical needs. These needs
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could change from year to year, depending on the State's
ability to meet them.

One problem area LEAA should require States to address
is probation.

INADEQUATE PROBATION DEPARTMENT
INFORMATION SYSTEMS

To effectively plan their probation systems, operating
agencies need data on the effectiveness of their programs.
However, according to State officials, none of the States
we reviewed had management information systems with the
data necded to tell them how effective their systems were,
what the needs of the probationers were, and what services
were provided to meet probationers' needs. Instead, offi-
cials in most States relied on periodic, manually prepared,
descriptive reports. These reports contqincd such data as
the numbers of probationers under supervision, officer con-
tacts with offernders, arrests and revocations. Statistics
regarding numbers of probationers needing drug or alcohol
abuse rehabilitation, mental health service, or vocat}opa}
tralning were unavailable. So was information on rgcmle1sm
of discharged probationers. None of the four counties re-
viewed did followup studies to obtain such information.

Multnomah County had an LEAA-funded infgrmation project
to develop offender data. However, LEAAIOfflClalS said the
project was having operational difficulties and the proba-
tioner information was never compiled.

Although the Crime Control Act of 1973 requires~8tate
plans to provide for monitoring of the progress of the
correctional system, the lack of information systems pre-
cluded such monitoring. Monitoring data was to include
rates of prisoner rehabilitation and recidivism compared
with the previous performance of the State or local correc-
tional systems.

However, the four States we reviewed submitted 1975
plans to LEAA with insufficient data to allow LEAA and the
SPAs to monitor probation program cffectiveness. None of
the four supplied adequate information on re01d1ylsm.rgtes;
needs of probationers, met and unmet; or the availability
of community rescurces.

LIMITED USE OF TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

One wav to improve probation is with a@equate technical
assistance. LEAA has defined technical assistance to
include:
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"* * * conferences, lectures, seminars, workshops .
on-site assistance training, and publications, as
those activities are provided to planning and
operating agencies to assist them in developing
and implementing comprehensive planning and man-
agement techniques, in identifying the most ef-
fective techniques of controlling specific crime
problems, in implementing new programs and tech-
niques, and in assisting citizens and other groups
in developing projects to participate in crime re-
duction and criminal justice improvements."

According to LEAA's guidelines for ‘the 1976 comprehensive
State plan, technical assistance is "primarily a way to
respond efficiently and effectively to the problems and
needs addressed in the State plan, and ultimately is a
major vehicle for ensuring effective plan implementation."

Fach regional office had correction specialists to give
technical assistance to States, their planning agencies, and
grant recipients. In general, if a technical assistance
request required significant research, the regions referred
the request to LEAA headquarters staff who, in turn, handled
it througlh zonsultants.

However, technical assistance to some State probation
programs has been limited. The chiefs of probation and
parole in Oregon and Washington said they had made few tech-
nical assistance requests because they did not either know
that assistance was available or have sufficient staff to
contact the SPAs to identify their capabilities. Informa-
tion describing the nature, extent, and cost of assistance
had not been provided to the State.

SPA officials in Oregon and Washington indicated that
technical assistance was provided only on request because
of limited staff.

Maricopa County appeared to have adequate access to
LEAA technical assistance. For example, one important tech-
nical assistance request led to a 1971 study of adult proba-
tion in the county by consultants from the University of
Georgia. They depicted the program "almost devoid of admin-
istrative structure." A final technical assistance report
for 1972 prepared by one of the original consultants stated
that all of the major changes suggested had been meticulously
eXecuted. Further, the consultant stated that the revised
adult probation department was equal to or better than most
adult probation departments in the United States.

70

The following chart reflects the number of requests
for assistance from LEAA by the four States.

Probation

Requests assistance

State Total Corrections Probation provided
Washington 69 14 0 0
Arizona 49 28 10 6
Oregon 51 10 1 1
Pennsylvania 53 23 3 3
Total 222 75 14 10

]

In addition to providing technical assistance to the
individual States, LEAA approved a $51,420 contract to
develop national probation guidelines. The contract was to
run from June through wvecember 1973. The guidelines devel-
oped by the contractor have twice been returne@ as inade- ,
guate, and at the time of our review no guidelines had peen
accepted or published. LEAA does not expect any guidelines
to be published due to the poor health of the contractor.

Technical assistance can be an effective way for LEAA
and SPAs to help operating agencies improve their programs.
The problem is that LEAA and the SPAs ¢znerally prov1@ed
technital assistance only on request, rather than acﬁlvely
seeking out program officials, asking them about‘thOLr
problems, and suggesting solutions. That the chlef‘ ?f
probation and parole in two of the four States we v;51ted
were not even‘aware of the snature of assistance avallable
indicates that. the LEAA program has not been as effgctlve as
it might be. In its 1lYy7b planning gquide, LEAA noted what
technical assistance could involve. DMoreover, the guidelinesg
note that LEAA intendas to help the SEAs develop adequate '
technical assistance plans. We believe LEAA shoula (1)
identify problems neeaing attentiqn ana " (2) work more ac--
tively with the States to help ana encograge,them to addfess
such problems. Such an approach is needea to help ;he States
effectively adaress the rroblems of managing probation.

INADEQUATE PROBATION FUNDING PRIORITIES

During fiscal years 1Y69-75, LEAA allocated a total of

$3.5 billion to improve criminal justice systems. Of this sum,

LEAA data showed that corrections programs for the 50 States
received $1.4 billion (41 percent) as follows:
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Number of

projects Funds Percent
(million)
Probation 4,167 277.8 19.3
Parole 2,956 272.0 18.9
Community-based corrections 4,754 450.4 31.4
Institutions ' 5,901 ...-435.9 30.4
Total 17,778 $1,436.1  100.0

Source: LEAA Grants' Management Information System--projects
funded from fiscal year 1969 through March 1975.
(Not audited by GAO.)

The four States in our review were awarded about $194
million for their criminal justice systems for fiscal years
1969-74. The four States distributed $50 million to correction
programs. Only about 35 percent ($17.6 million) of this was
awarded to probation-related projects, even though probation
was the most commonly used sentencing alternative. Thus,
probation received only 9 percent of the total money awarded
to the criminal justice systems in the States.

The following table shows the funding of various probation
projects (FY 1969-74) in the States reviewed.

Parceent

Brooeet geupese Washington o gregon Arizona  Pennsylvania Total  of allgeation
Neww or anpoval pve

Preooty $1,181,820 §546,701 $211,97% $ 6,348,074 5 8,288,775 47.1
Troast it poraonte) QU0 , 489 174,127 12,702 GGG, TRSG 1,150,153 6.5
Pxpabding services 61,187 7,359 228,136 1,029,610 1,646,298 9.4
Tmpr vl Gervicoes 11,01 4,263 34, 396 5,863,437 6,215,402 35,3
Sladyimg service:s 214,918 e o 79,883 . 294,801 T

ot 2,397,015 §732,653 $487,262  §13,087,795

$17,595,427 100.0

. As indicated above, Oregon and Arizona allocated only
limitea ftunding to studying and improving exlsting systems.
Ovegall, about 47 percent of funds spent on probation-related
projects in the four States were used to funa new and innova-
tive projects.

The directors of corrections in Washington and Oregon
agreed that the SPAs have not provideda enough funds to fully

72

evaluate their probation systems. They considered state
funds insufficient to do more than keep probation systems
operating at current levels.

An LEAA official said probation was a priority area
through LEAA discretionary funding several years ago, but it
is not now. He added that specific probation programs are
left to the initiative of individual States.

LEAA now requires SPAs to describe in their State plans
their statewide priorities and to note which goals and
standards will be addressed in what order. The priorities
must be related to an analysis of crime and criminal justice
problems and must reflect a determined effort to improve
system performance.

The SPAs must establish their own priorities. But,
given (1) the fact that most offenders are sentenced to
probation and (2) the problems facing probation systems,
the SPAs should consider whether probation activities are
receiving sufficient priority when LEAA funds are allocated.
The lack of data on probation problems may have kept SPAs
from developing corrective strategies. By refining their
management efforts, SPAs should be able to obtain better data
so they will have a greater assurance that their allocation
of resources corresponds to criminal justice systems' needs.

CONCLUSIONS

The States and localities must solve the problems facing
probation systems. The legal framework exists for both LEAA
and the SPAs to help States and localities better manage
probation systems, develop standards and guidelines, and
improve information systems for identifying problems and
evaluating effectiveness. More action by both LEAA and the
SPAs is needed.
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OVERALL CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS,

AND AGENCY COMMENTS

OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

State and county probation systems are not adequately
protecting the public; the majority of probationers do not
successfully complete probation. Federal, State, and local
government must cooperate to improve the situation. The Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration can help by providing
leadership, funds, and technical assistance, and our recom-
mendations focus on actions LEAA should take to foster im-
provements,

. But something more fundamental is needed. The priority
given to probation in the criminal justice system must be
reevaluated. One serious problem is the limited time that
probation officers had to adequately supervise offenders
ass;gned to them. The system is simply overburdened.
Additionally, judges we questioned believed there were
inadequate sentencing alternatives. They did not believe
there were sufficient community-based sentencing alternatives,
such as halfway houses or regional jails. Such Ffacilities
allow offenders to remain in the community but provide more
protection for the public than does probation.

Dgciding whether adequate resources are assigned to
probation efforts or to other elements of the criminal justice
system will ultimately be a political matter. But political
leaders and the public need to know more about the programs
that must compete for such resources. Our review of State
and county probation systems indicates, at a minimum, that
the al;ocation of criminal justice resources needs scrutiny.
If action is not taken to correct probation systems' problems,
the systems will probably deteriorate further, increasing the
danger to the public and the amount of recidivism.

RECOMMENDATIONS

‘ We recommend that the Attorney General direct the
Administrator, LEAA, to:

—~Wgrk with the States to develop probation guide-
lines and minimum standards for improving State
and local probation systems. Standards should
cover such arcas as probation officer workloads,
pre-sentence investigations, levels of supervision,
and probationer reporting frequencies.
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--Improve sentencing by developing a model or similar
apprcocach to help judges and probation officials
choose offenders for probation.

-~Improve service dclivery by developing a system to
identify probationer's rehabilitative needs,
refer probationers to services needed, and
followup to determine whether persons actually
received services.

--Improve information systems, evaluation, and
accountability of probation programs by working
with the States to (1) develop a standard formula
for determining the success or failure of pro-
bation systems, (2) establish a standard range of’
expected results that can be used to evaluate pro-
bation systems, and (3) develop uniform probation
statistical reporting systems.

--Develop and maintain national statistics on such
probation areas as offenders on probation and
caseloads.

--Require State planning agencies, as part of their
analysis of problems faced by the criminal justice
system, to address the problems of probation and their
solutions. (This recommendation could be met
by modifying the language that appeared in LEAA's
"Fiscal Year 1976 Guideline for State Planning
Agency Grants," M 4100.1D, ch. 3, par. 61(b)(5).)

--Develop better ways to provide technical assistance
to probation organizations by addressing the type,
depth, and cost of assistance to be offered.

--Evaluate the priorities for allocating discretionary
funds, to assure that moneys are available to help
States and counties irplement systems to (1) better
predict an offender's chances of successful pro-
bation, (2) improve diagnostic analysis and re-
habilitation planning, and (3) better coordinate
service delivery and supervision of probationers.

AGENCY COMMENTS

The Justice Department, by an April 28, 1976, letter, re-
sponded to our December 8, 1975, request for comments on‘the,
report. The agency generally agreed with our findings, con-
clusions, and recommendations, noting a series of actions -
LEAA will take or is taking to implement our recommendations.
(See app. V.)
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The'Department stated that, "The need to improve Federal
leadership and provide sufficient funds to seriously impact
on State and local probation services is a view commonly
shared by both LEAA and GAOQO."

Chat The Department addressed our recommendations by stating
at:

--LEAA has aggressively worked with the States to fund
their development and implementation of standards.

-—LEAA has revised the guideline manual for SPA grants.
States must specify in detail how they will implement
advance correctional vractices. However, the bepart—
ment noted it did not believe LEAA could require the
States to address certain problems.

--LEAA is.further considering the role it can play in
developing and demonstrating predictive tools to
improve sentencing.

——LEAA intends to devote further study to
priate mechanism for developing a model
livery system.

the appro-
service de-

~~LEAA is addressing the need to develop better infor-
mation about probation activities in its National
Criminal Justice Information and Statistics Service
anéd is studying the feasibility of committing funds
to develop a national probation reporting system.

-~LEAA recognizes the need to provide technical assis-
tance and has revised its planning guidelines to
try to assutre that better technical assistance 1is
provided.

--LEAA recognizes that probation services
have recieved the smallest share of the correctional
dqllar at the State and local level and is now con-
sidering establishing funding priorities.

traditionally

The Department's comments indicated that LEAA plans to
take action to try to improve State and local probation
;ystems. We believe LEAA's consideration and study of such
issues as the need to improve sentencing and service de-
livery and to use more discretionary funds for probation
shoul@ be completed as soon as possible. Action, not merely
planning, must be taken. But the Department correctly notes
.that‘"the primary role for improving probation operations
continues to remain with the States and local governments."
Nevertheless, we continue to believe that:
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--LEAA could strongly urge and encourage, if not re-
quire, the States to address problems of probation
when developing State plans. Most offenders are
sentenced to probation. (See pp. 68 and 69.)

--LEAA, in considering the role it should play in
developing predicative tools and model service de-
livery systems, should recognize the research and
leadership role the Congress envisioned for LEAA
and act accordingly.

--More LEAA discretionary funds should be applied to
probation problems.

The Department had additional comments relating to
specific issues of the report, some of which warrant com-
ment.

The Department noted that we did not adequately point
out that State and local probation systems are part of a
broader framework of probation systems, such as those oper-
ated by the executive and judicial branches of the Federal
Government. The Department implied that standards developed
for one governmental level of probation activities should
apply to all levels. We are not aware of any concerted ef-
fort by various agencies of the Justice Department to develop
such standards. We made this review to address a problem
which we believe is within the scope of the Justice Depart-
ment's responsibility: to try to help State and local gov-
ernments solve the problem, a~cording to the legislative
mandate given to LEAA in the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968, as amended. Delaying the development
of standards, goals, and guidelines for State and local pro-
bation, in accord with the provisiors of LEAA's authorizing
legislation, is unnecessary just because of a ne~d to consider
their possible effects on the Federal system.

The Department noted that our use of the word "diagnosis"
appeared related to the "mental health model." We do not
believe such a "model" should be applied in all cases and
never so stated. Diagnosis can mean merely having the pro-
bation officer assess a probationer's needs. Never theless,
in certain circumstances, additional psychiatric examinations,
for example, might be worthwhile. This is clearly the posi-
tion taken on page 24, and apparently this philosophy was put
into practice by King and Multnomah counties in the operaticn
of their LEAA-funded diagnostic centers.

The Department incorrectly inferred that, because we de-

tailed in a table in the report certain key facts about pro-
bationers (such as their marital status, educational and
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employment backgrounds), we only used such factors in assess-
ing probation needs. This is not correct. On page 34 we

note that we determined the extent that probaticners had needs
and received services by "analyzing" information in case
files, such as pre-sentence reports, court-imposed con-
ditions, psychiatric diagnosis, and progress summaries.

The Justice Department also guestioned whether, based
on the statistical analyses we did, it was appropriate to
conclude that a positive statistical relationship existed
between services provided and probation success. But the
Department provided no analytical evidence to contradict the
results of our tests and our conclusion that rehabilitative
services can help reduce an offender's willingness to commit
additional crimes.

Generally, the States and localities agreed with our
conclusions and recommendations relating to the need to
improve probation systems and said they tried to support ef-
forts to improve probation systems. GSome were concerned that
critics of probation might use the results of our report to
challenge whether probation should be used. While we believe
much can be done to make probation more effective, we support
its use as a sentencing alternative.

Several officials pointed out that action is being taken
to adopt probation standards. For example, the Administrator,
Corrections Division, Oregon Department of Human Resources,
noted that certain corrections standards published by the Na-
tional Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and
Goals relating to community classification teams, development
of community-based alternatives to confinement, and organiza-
tion and services of probation were accepted by the member-
ships of the three major professional organizations of adult
corrections in the United States. The Acting Chairman, Penn-
sylvania Board of Probation and Parole, noted the efforts in
the State to develop and implement probation standards and
uniform administration of State and LEAA grants to the coun-
ties., For example, standards cover such areas as

-~-probation officer workloads,
--pre-sentence investigations, and

--levels of supervision and probationer reporting rfre-
guencies.

Moreover, when awarding State and LEAA grants to Pennsylvania
counties, the standards must be implemented. The Acting
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Director pointed out that, while our report adequately dealt
with probation in Philadelphia County, it did not adequately
address all the positive State efforts to improve probation,
because the Philadelphia system "bears no resemblance to the
other counties in the Commonwealth."
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CHAPTER 11

SCOPE AND APPROACH

Our findings and conclusions are based on work at the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration's headquarters and
three regional offices and at four State planning agencies
and detailed work at probation offices in Maricopa County,
Arizona; Multnomah County, Oregon; Philadelphia County, Penn-
sylvania; and King County, Washington. Our fieldwork was
done between September 1974 and June 1975. The review covered
adult felon probation activities.

We randomly selected samples of 50 active probation
cases and 300 closed probation cases at each of the 4 loca-
tions. In Arizona and Pennsylvania active cases were selected
from those current on October 1, 1974, and closed cases were
selected from those closed betwa2en July 1, 1972, and September
30, 1973. In Oregon the samples were selected from the
probation cases which were active as of January 1975 and closed
as of July 1973. In Washington, the sample cases were active
April 1974 and closed from July 1, 1972, to March 30, 1973.
The time periods varied because of the date we began the work at
cach location and the availability of records.

The probation universes from which we selected our sample
cases? follow:

Universe size

Active Closed
Maricopa County 1,024 403
Portland region (note a) 2,887 300
Philadelphia County 2,264 928
King County 2,641 __ 644
Total 8,816 2,431

drhe Portland region included six Oregon counties--Multnomah,
Washington, Clackamas, Tillamook, Columbia, and Clatsop--at
the time of our review. For report purposes, the Portland
reglion is referred to as Multnomah County.

4In Multnomah, we reviewed all ¢losed cases to achieve consis-
tency in numbers among the counties for analytical purposes.

25ee app. IV for a description of the characteristics of the
probation cases in our sample.

80

We reviewed LEAA's processes for improving the probation
system and the States' processes for identifying probation
needs and problems. The review was made primarily by (1)
reviewing the diagnostic process used to determine probationers'
problems and needs, (2) analyzing the activities of probation
officers after diagnosis, (3) determining the type of scrvices
that offenders received while on probation, and (4) ascertain-
ing how many offenders, for closed cases only, were arrested
or convicted of a new crime during probation or within a
followup period averaging 22 months after their probation
ended. In all cases the minimum followup time was 1l year.

We talked with various law enforcement officlals, includ-
ing judges, administrators, corrections specialists, and pro-
bation officers. We also contacted government agencies and
community service organizations. Our review included
examining documents relating to annual State plans and to
pertinent statistics regarding probation, parole, and
recidivism.

We recognize that certain factors, such as high unemploy-
ment rates, community service availability, and limited job
training slots cannot be influenced by probation services
and play a major role in determining whether probationers have
the skills and employment to become rehabilitated. We did not
measure how these factors directly affect the ability of
probationers to become rehabilitated. We obtained general
information, statistics, and probation officials' opinions on
the prevalence of these factors in ecach location.

CLOSED-CASE APPROACIH

These individuals were no longer under supervision.
Therefore, our goal was to determine if services had helped
them to complete probation. We reviewed closed cases to
determine:

--Whether probationcrs' needs were diagnosed suffi-
ciently to permit development of adequate treatment
plans.

--Whether probationers completed court-ordered
conditions of probation.
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--Whether probationers received servicesl and, if
so, whether the services were of the type that
could help them complete probation.

--Whether probationers were able to complete pro-
bation without a new conviction and a year without
arrest or conviction after the probationary period.

ACTIVE-CASE .APPROACH

These offenders were still being supervised by the courts
and probation officers. Therefore, our primary goal was to
determine whether services were helping them complete pro-
bation. We determined:

-—-Whether sufficient diagnoses had been performed to
develop adequate treatment plans.

—-Whether services needed were adequately provided.

5

lAlthough we were able to obtain followup arrest data about
our sample cases in King County, we were unable to analyze
case files. The chief probation officer stated that most

case files were destroyed after the probationers completed
their sentences because of probation department policy.
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF PROBATION DATA

We used statistical techniques to supplement our
fieldwork. Our approach to the statistical analysis of pro-
bation data is described below.

SAMPLE SELECTION AND DATA COLLECTION

We selected random samples of 300 closed cases and 50
open cases in each of 4 locations from case files or computer
listings supplied by local probation officials. We then
collected data selected characteristics of probationers in
our samples and program information.

1

PURPOSE OF ANALYSIS .

Our analysis was intended to verify our empirical findings
and conclusions rather than to serve as the sole basis for
these conclusions.

STATISTICAL TEéHNIQUES USED

Our analysis used three statistical techniques: the
chi-square test of independence, the t-test, and the point
biserial coefficient of correlation.

Chi-square tests of independence

These tests were made to establish whether there is an
association (dependency relationship) between the variables
we tested and to determine the strengths of identified associa-
tions.

For example, in the table below we can see that those who
received needed vocational training were more successful on
probation.

Probation outcome

Received vocational training Success Failure Total

No Number 37 30 67
Row percent 55.2 44.8 100

Yes Number 19 3 22
Row percent 86.4 13.6 100

Total Number 56 33 89
Row percent 62.9 37.1 100
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But is the difference in proportions significant or
merely the result of chance? The chi-square test of indepen-
dence can be used to evaluate these possibilities.

We determined the significance of the associations
between the variables tested and confidence levels which
represent the probabilities that the associations were not
products of chance.

We interpreted the confidence levels obtained with the
chi-gsquare tests of independence using the following definitions.

Confidence that

observed association Definition of
is not a product of chance association
95 percent or greater Highly significant
90 to 94 percent Significant
80 to 89 percent Borderline significant
Less than 80 percent Insignificant

Our chi-square tests of independence were made for
categorical variables and continuous variables expressed in
terms of ranges. Continous model scores were grouped into
ranges to make the proportions of cases falling into each of
the extreme categories roughly equal and containing enough
cases to bring the expected cell frequencies to at least five.

T-test

Our t-test was to determine if statistically significant
differences existed between the means of specific variables
for successful and unsuccessful probatiocners.

We used the t-test to test the hypothesis that the mean
of one population was less than or equal to the mean of
another. For example, we hypothesized that the mean model
score of successful probationers was less than or equal to the
mean model score of unsuccessful probationers.

Using a t-statistic, we determined the significance of
the difference between the sample means and a confidence level,
which represents the probability that the difference was not a
product of chance.

We interpreted the t-test confidence levels using the
same set of definitions.

On the basis of the t-test results, we either accepted the

hypothesis or the alternative hypothesis that the successful
probationers had a higher mean model score.
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Point biserial coefficient of correlation

The point biserial coefficient of correlation was computed
to show the strength of the relationship between a dichotomous
variable~--such as success or failure on probation--and a
continuous variable--such as model score. The absolute value
of the coefficient can range from zero to one. A value of
zero would indicate no relationship between the two variables
while an absolute value of one would indicate a perfect rela-
tionship.
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RESULTS OF STATISTICAL TESTS TO

EVALUATE THE EFFECTS OF SERVICES

ON SUCCESSFUL COMPLETION OF PROBATION

A probationer was considered to have received a service
if he participated in at least 75 percent of the program or
treatment.

Chi-square tests were done as shown in table I for all
services, whenever data allowed an expected cell frequency
of at least five. Successful and unsuccessful outcomes are
defined on pages 10 and 11 of the report.

Tabel II ,summarizes the results of chi-square tests for
independence 1/ done to determine the relationship between
receiving a needed service and successful probation.

Table I

\

Sample Analysis of Association Between
Receipt of Vocational Training and Probation Qutcome

Multnomah County, Oregon

Received Probation outcome
services Success Failure Total
No Number 37 30 67
Row percent 55.2 44.8 100
Yes Number 19 3 22
Row percent 86.4 13.6 100
Total Number 56 33 89
Row percent 62.9 37.1 100
Significance of association High
Chi-square 5.614
Degrees of freedom 1
Confidence level .98

1/see app. I for explanation of statistical methods.
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Table II

Analysis of Association
Between Receipt of Individual Services
and Outcome on Probation

County
Service Multnomah Maricopa Philadelphia
Medical evaluation and
treatment
Number of cases 28
Chi-square . 156 not not
Confidence level .31 tested tested
Significance insignificant !
Mental health treatment
Number of cases 53 36
Chi~square .775 not .579
Confidence level .62 tested .55
Significance insignificant insignificant
Academic education
Number of cases, 98
Chi-sguare 4.436 not not
Confidence level .96 tested tested
Significance high
Vocational training
Number of cases 89 21 54
Chi-square 5.614 8.144 3.856
Confidence level .98 .99 .95
Significance high high high
Employment services
Number of cases 214 29 129
Chi-square 20.816 5.968 6.170
Confidence level .99 .99 .99
Significance high high high
Alcohol treatment
Number of cases 41 34
Chi-square 2.036 not .577
Confidence level .85 tested .55
Significance borderline insignificant
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County
Multnomah Maricopa Philadelphia
Drug treatment :
Number of cases 63 53 53
Chi-square 4.379 11.244 1.392
Confidence level .96 .99 .76
Significance high high insignificant
Individual and group
counseling
Number of cases 26
Chi-square not not 2.521
Confidence level tested tested .89
Significance borderline

In addition to testing services individually, we tried
to determine if services in general had any impact on probation
outcome. The services considered were:

Employment services
Alcohol treatment
Drug treatment
Individual and group
counseling

Medical evaluation and
treatment

Mental health treatment

Academic education

Vocational training

We felt that if a person needed two or more of the above
services, receiving only one of the needed services would not
be enough to affect his outcome on probation but receipt of
all needed services might improve his chances of success.

We hypothesized that the extent to which all needed
services were received would be related to probation out-
come.

An index of the extent to which needed services were
received was constructed as described below for those pro-
bationers who needed one or more services. First, data on
the percent of each needed service received was categorized
as follows:

Percent of

services received Value
0-24 2
25-49 3
50-74 4
75-100 5
88
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Then the "average" extent of services received was
cqmpuped by adding the values for each needed service and
dividing by the number of services needed. Probationers
were then divided into two categories. Those probationers
with average values between 2.0 and 3.5 were considered
to have received a low extent of needed services, and the
rest were considered to have received a high extent.

Tables III through V show the results of chi-square

tests of thg association between the extent to which all
needed services were received and probation outcome.
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Table III

MULTNOMAH COUNTY

APPFENDIX II

Analysis of Association Between Extent to Which

Services Were Received and Outcome on Probation

Probation outcome

Success

Extent of service received
Low No. of cases 50

Row percent 45.5
High No. of cases 81

Row percent 82.7
Total No. of cases 131

Row percent 63.0
Significance of association High
Chi-square 29.184
Degrees of freedom 1
Confidence level .99+

90

Failure

60
54.5

17
17.3

77
37.0

Total

110
100

98
100

208
100
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Table IV

MARICOPA COUNTY

APPENDIX II

Analysis of Association Between Extent to Which

Services Were Received and Outcome on Probation

Probation outcome

Success

Extent of service received

Low Number
Row percent

High Number
Row percent

Total Number
Row percent

Significance of association
Chi-Square

Degrees of freedom
Confidence level

12.5

22
61.1

27
35.5

91

Failure

35
87.5

14
38.9

49
64.5

High
17.483

.99+

Total

100

36
100

76
100
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Table V
PHILADELPHIA COUNTY

Analysis of Association Between Extent to Which
Services Were Received and Outcome on Probation

Probation Outcome

Success Failure Total
Extent of service received
Low Number 26 54 80
Row percent 32.5 67.5 100
High Number 30 21 51
Row percent 58.8 41.2 100
Total Number 56 75 131
Row percent 42.7 57.3 100
Significance of association High
Chi-square 7.775
Degrees of freedom 1
Confidence level .99
92
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RESULTS OF MQODEL VALIDATION

Validation studies were done for eight predictive models
in each of the three counties reviewed, to determine if there
was a relationship between a probationer's model score (or
category) and his sucrass or failure on probation. For

purposes of these studies, a person was considered a failure
if

--his probation was revoked,

--he was incarcerated during probation, or

--he was sentenced to 60 days or more for a crime
committed during probation or a followup period
of at least 12 months after the termination of
probatian.

All others were considered successful.

Validation results for the eight existing models are
summarized on page 55.

MODEL STLECTION

C~rtain models were chosen for review because it was felt
that i.formation to test the validity of these models would be
readily available from probation case files or criminal
history records. Other existing models could not be vali-
dated because they included either subjective characteristics
or those which could not be determined from case files. For
example, judgments on whether the probationer's values are
predominantly conventional or criminal and information about
the probationer's childhood.

PROBATION MODELS

Model I, the Oregon Form

Model I (see fig. I) is based on a model used by
Oregon probation officers in deciding the level of probation
supervision. It is a judgmentally modified version of a
California parole model. Model I differs from the Oregon
Form actually in use in one respect. We were unable to
determine from case files whether the probationers had stable
marriages for 18 months or longer before probation. There-
fore, we replaced this element with the element, "legally
married and living with spouse at time of arrest." Valida-
tion results are shown in figures I-A through I-C.
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Model II, the Newark Form

Model II (see fig. II) is based on a model used by the
Newark, New Jersey, probation office. 'That office is gather-
ing model scores on current probationers so that a validation
study can be done. Validation results are shown in figures
ITI-A through II-C.

Model III, the Glaser Model

Model III (see fig. III) is based on a model presented
in a paper by Daniel Glaser. The Glaser Model was developed
using data on 190 men sentenced to probation for 1 year or
more during 1947 and 1948 in the U.S. District Court for the
Northern District of Illinois.

Glaser's model assigns a score for each of six attri-
butes--work record, residence stability, dependency, age at
first arrest, total previous detention, and previous convic-
tions. Model III assigns a score based on the same six attri-
butes; however, on four of the six attributes different
information was used to measure the attributes as follows:

Glaser Model Model III

Work record

Employed 80 percent or Employed at least 25 percent
more of time in the labor or student or unemployable
market, or student never at least 75 percent of last
in labor market 2 consecutive years of civil-

ian life
Employed less than 80 per- Employed less than 25 percent
cent of time in the labor of time and not a student or
market unemployable 75 pexrcent of

time or more

Residence stability

One address for a year or 12 or more months in State
more at time of offense when arrested

More than one address in Less than 12 months in State

yvear preceding offense

94
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Dependency

No debts overdue and no Employed full time when

dependency in year preceding arrested

offense

Rel;ef, dependency, or "eco- Not employed full time when

nomic marginality" in year arrested

preceding offense

Total previous detention

None None
Less than 6 months One previous detention

& months or more Two or more previous deten-

tions

Validation results are shown in figures III-A through
ITI-C.
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FIGURE I
FIGURE I-A
Model I--Oregon Form
Results of Statistical Tests
Base Expectancy Score Calculation
Model I--Oregon Form
Multnomah County
(NAME) i 1
Distribution of Model Scores
Circle points if characteristic is APPLICABLE. Score Number of Percent

Cross out points if characteristic is NOT APPLICABLE. group Successes Failures Successful
CODE CHARACTERISTICS POINTS 76 - Highest 18 2 90
A. Arrest-free period of five or more consecutive 46 - 60 49 15 77
years 12 36 - 45 23 14 62
A Lowest - 35 7 11 39
B. No history of any opiate use. 9 -
Total 120 49 71
C. Few jail commitments (none, one or two). 8 R— _
D. ©Not checks, forgery or burglary. (Most recent 7 Significance of association High |
court commitment) Chi-sguare value 15.356
Degrees of freedom 4
E. No family criminal record. 6 : Level of confidence .99+
F. ©No alcohol involvement. 6 - Successes , Féilures
G. Married and living with wife at time of arrest. 5 Mean score o 54.9 - . 45.7
i Standard deviation 11.3 14.6
H. 8ix or more consecutive months for one employer. 5 )
lefgrence between means t-value 3.95
I. No aliases. 5 ' Confidence level .99+
: Significance of difference - High
J. Full-time employment available. 5 . , .
| Point biserial correlation
K. Favorable living arrangement. 4 coefficient (model score .
: vs. actual outcome) pb= .3214
L. Few prior arrests {(none, one or two). 4
M. ( ) BE SCORE, 00-76., Suri of Circled Points.
Low Medium High
00-32 33-45 46-76
Compiled by: Office: Date of Calculation:
96 97




APPENDIX III APPENDIX III

FIGURE I-B
Results of Statistical Tests
Model I--Oregon Form

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Fallures successful
64 - Highest 14 0 100
41 - 63 17 10 63
Lowest - 40 3 11l 21
Total 34 21 62
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 18.338
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence <99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 60.1 42.5
Standard deviation 12.3 11.8
Difference between means t-value 5.22
Confidence level ‘.99+
Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score r
vs. actual outcome) pb= .5826
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FIGURE I-C
Results of Statistical Tests
Model I--Oregon Form

Philadelphia County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Fallures successful
50 - Highest 12 7 53
34 - 49 13 19 41
Lowest - 33 2 17 11
Total 27 43 39
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 11.212
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 49.6 37.1
Standard deviation 13.6 12.0
Differeﬁée between means t-value 3.90
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference . High

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score r
vs. actual outcome) pb= .4371
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FIGURE II

Model II--Newark, N.J., Form

The Base Expectancy Scoring Form is as Follows:

POINTS CHARACTERISTIC
12 (A) Arrest free period of five or more
consecutive years,
9 (B) No history of any opiate use.
8 (C) Few jail commitments (not more
than two).
7 (D) No checks, forgery or burglary

(most recent court commitment).

E) No family criminal record.

F) ©No alcohol involvement.

G) Not first arrested for auto theft.

) 12 or more consecutive months for

one employer (prior to present

offense) .

4 (I) 4 to 11 months with one employer
(if given 6 for H, add 4 for this.)

(J) No aliases.

K) Favorable living arrangement,

(L) Few prior arrests (note more than
two) .

Ao

s s 0

Total Base Expectancy Score

100
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FIGURE II-A
Results of Statistical Tests

Model II--Newark Form

Multnomah County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of o Percent
group Successes Faillures successful
69 -~ Highest 23 5 82
62 - 68 24 5 83
51 - 61 38 13 75
44 - 50 29 12 71
Lowest -~ 43 11 17 39
Total 125 52 71
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 17.474
Degrees of freedom 4
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 57.2 49.6
Standard deviation 11.2 13.5
Difference between means t-value 3.59
Confidence 1level .99+
~ Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation |
coefficient (model score r :
vs. actual outcome) » pb= .2814
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FIGURE II-B
Results of Statistical Tests
Model II--Newark Form

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Score

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Failures successful
70 - Highest 19 0 100
48 - 69 15 14 52
Lowest -~ 47 8 1l 42
Total 42 25 63
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 16.240
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 63.1 47.6
Standard deviation 12.0 10.9
Difference between means t-value 5.29
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score .
vs. actual outcome) pb= .5484

102

APPENDIX III

SRR i

o o S 2

b
;
{.
L

I
i
]

e o A VA

APPENDIX III A

FIGURE II~C
Results of Statistical Tests
Model II--Wewark

Philadelphia County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of
group Successes Failures S
55 - Highest 11 5
40" - 54 11 16
Lowest - 39 21 15
Total 23 36
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 13.202
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence .99+
Successes
Mean score 54.4
Standard deviation 13.7
Difference between means t-value 3.66
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score .
vs. actual outcone) pb= .4494
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FIGURE III | FIGURE III-A

| Model III--Glaser Model ; Results of Statistical Tests
i Characteristic Score value 3 Model III--Glaser Model
g
| Work record in last 2 consecutive years of b Multnomah County
g civilian life: P
| Employed at least 25% of time or student or é‘ Distribution of Model Scores
| unemployable at least 75% of time 1 :
3 , Score Number_of Percent
§ Employed or student less than 25% of time or ?‘ group Successes Fallures successful
| unemployable less than 75% of time -1 e :
§ 4 - 5 27 4 84
§ Residence stability when arrested: 3. 26 6 81
‘ 1 -2 49 12 80
| 12 or more months in State 0 \ -1 -0 33 24 58
| Less than 12 months in State -1 ' -5 -2 13 21 38
Total 148 67 69
é Dependency when arrested: R -
% Employed full time 1 : Significance of association \ High
: Not employed full time 0 f Chi-square value 28.896
? i Degrees of freedom 4
: : Confidence level .99+
§ Age when first arrested: '
: Successes Failures
; 30 years or over 1
: 20 to 29 years 0 5 Mean score 1.5 -3
i Under 20 -1 v Standard deviation 2.1 2.4
é Total previous detention: ﬂ Difference between means t-value 5.10
E - Confidence level .99+
‘ None 1 H Significance of difference High

1 0 B

2 or more -1 5 Point biserial correlation

i coefficient (model score .
Previous convictions: ﬁ vs. actual outcome) pb=.3455

None 1 ﬁ

Misdemeanors only 0 "

Felonies -1 :
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FIGURE

Regults of Statistical Tests

Model III--Glaser Model

Maricopa

Distribution of Model Score

III-B

County

Score Number of
group Successes Fallures
3 - 5 32 6
0 - 2 34 22
-5 - -1 15 16
Total 81 44
Significance of association
Chi-square value
Degrees of freedom
Confidence level
Successes
Mean score 1.6
Standard deviation 1.9
Difference between means t-value
Confidence level
Significance of difference
Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score .

vs. actual outcome)
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Percent
successful

84
61
48

65

10.348

.99+

Failures

.2
1.9

.99+

.3449
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Results of

FIGURE III-C

Model III--Glaser Model

Philadelphia County

Statistical Tests

Distribution of Model Score

Number of

Successes

Failures

[\

= OY \O

5
22
13

[#)
-y
o

I

Significance of association

Chi-square value
Degrees of fresedom
Confidence level

Mean score

Standard deviation

Successes

1
2'

Difference between means t-value

Confidence level

Significance of difference

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (m>del score

vs. actual outcome)
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PAROLE MODELS

California parole models

Models IV through VII (see figs. IV through VI1l) are
based on models developed and validated using data on men
paroled in California during 1956. California Base Expectancy
Forms 61lA and 61B were derived through multiple regression
analysis on 873 parolees and validated on a sample of 937
parolees. A third model was developed using association
analysis. These three models were developed using a 2 year
followup on each parolee. Later, when 8 years of fol .wup
information was available for the parolees, another regression
analysis resulted in a fourth model called Form 65A.

Model IV is the same as California Form 61lA except that
it omits, as inapplicable to probationers, whether the subject
sentence is the first in imprisonment.

Models 'V and VI are California Forms 61B and 65A, re-
spectively. Model VII is the California model developed using
associlation analysis. Validation results are shown following
each model.

Model VIII

Model VIII (see figure VIII) is a model developed for the
use of the Board of Parole using a sample of Federal parolees
of fiscal years 1966 and 1968. Chi-square tests were used to
determine which characteristics were predictive of parole
outcome. Theselcharacteristics were then weighted using the
Burgess method. The parole board currently uses the model
scores to help decide parole. Validation results are shown in
figures VIII-A through VIII-C.

lrhe Burgess method assigns equal weights to each of a large
number of characteristics.
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FIGURE 1V
Model IV--California

Base Expectancy Form 61A
(modified)

TO OBTAIN RAW SCORES:

Characteristics

Arrest free 5 or more years

No history of any opiate use

Less than three jail commitments
Offense not checks, fraud or burglary
No criminal record among family
No alcohol involvement

Not first arrested for auto theft
6 months or more in any one job
No aliases’

Favorable living arrangement

Less than three prior arrests

Total
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FIGURE IV-A
Results of Statistical Tests
Model IV-~California Form 61A

Mul tnomah County

Distribution of Model Scores .
i

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Failures successful
67 - Highest 14 3 82
61 - 66 26 7 79
47 - 60 53 17 76
40 - 46 23 13 64
Lowest - 39 9 12 43
Total 125 52 71
Significance of association ‘ High
Chi-square value 11.652
Degrees of freedom » 4
Confidence level .98
Successes Failures
Mean Score R 54.8 47.8
Standard deviation 10.0 - 13.0
Difference between means t-value 3.48
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score

vs. actual outcome) A pb .2808
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FIGURE IV-B
Results of Statistical Tests
Model IV--California Form 61A

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of . Percent
group Successes Failures successful
67 — Highest 16 1 ' 94
45 ~ 66 20 13 61
Lowest -~ 44 6 11 35
Total 42 25 63
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 12.685
Degrees of freedom 2
Confidence level A .99+
Successes A Failures
Mean score 59.1 45.0
Standard deviation . ©11.4 t 10.4
Difference between means t-value 5.05
Confidence level .99+

Significance of, difference High

‘Point biserial correlation

coefficient (model score
vs. actual outcome)’ .pb= .5308
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FIGURE IV-C : FIGURE V
Results of Statistical Tests i MODEL V
Model 1IV--California Form 61A b California

L Base Expectancy Form 61B
Philadelphia County

TO OBTAIN RAW SCORES:
Distribution of Model Scores

If Add

Score Number of L Percent )

group Successes Failures successful A. Arrest free five or more years le__~d
| 53 - Highest 10 4 71 No history of any opiate use | 13
| 35 - 52 12 20 38 , .
| Lowest - 34 1 12 8 No family criminal record 8
i Total 3 36 39 Not checks or burglary (subject offense) 13_
E B. Age at subject offense times .6 o
§ Significance of association High , ,
; Chi-square value 11.577 21 is added for all persons 21
2 Degrees of freedom 2 e
: Confidence level .99+ C. Subtotal: A + B [/
é Successes Failures . D. Aliases: -3 times number
; Mean score 50,% 39.8 ‘ E. Prior incarcerations: =-5'times number L
: Standard deviation 13.0 11.1 S 4 ———
n - F. Subtotal: D + E /7
| Difference between means t-value 3.31 oo : A . : . L ———
| Confidence level .99+ o G. Score: Subtract F from C : L____/
: Significance of difference High ' ' ‘ '

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model square vs. r .
actual outcome) pb= .4137 :
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]
FIGURE V-A ! FIGURE V-B
Results of Statistical Tests ié Results of Statistical Tests
|
Model V--California Form 61B i Model V--California Form 61B
Multnomah County f Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

Distribution of Model Scores ﬁ

Score Number of Percent Score Number of Percent
group Successes Failures successful group Successes Failures successful
86.7 - Highest 22 1 96 3 86.1 - Highest 13 1 93
76.5 - 86.6 38 8 83 ; 71.3 - 86.0 25 4 86
58.5 ~ 76.4 65 28 70 08 o 32 33 21 61
43.5 - 58.4 27 19 59 Lo 202 9 23 28
Lowest - 43.4 9 15 38 owest - 30.2 3 11 21
Total 161 71 69 X Total 83 59 >8
é Significance of association High L Significance of association High
| o osquare value 25236 Chi-~square value 36.090
| Degrees of freedom 4 gegEggs of free?om 4
| Confidence level .99+ onfldence leve .99+
| .
% . Successes Failures E Successes Failures
* o Mean score 70.1 45.7
Mean score 70.2 57.2 . . .
Standard deviation 15.6 18.6 Standard deviation 18.1 20.6
‘ il . Difference between means t-value 7.36
Difference between means t-value 5.12 . . *
Confidence level .99 4 Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High E% Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation {E ~ Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score 0o coefficient (model score ' T
vs. actual outcome) rpb= .3401 4 vs. actual outcome) - Pb= .5346
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FIGURE V-C
Results of Statistical Tests
Model V--California Form 61B

Philadelphia County

Distribution of Model Scores

APPENDIX III

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Faillures successful
78.9 - Highest 14 1 93
63.9 - 78.8 10 8 56
45.5 - 63.8 7 21 25
31.9 - 45.4 3 15 17
Lowest - 31.8 1 14 7
Total 35 59 37
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 33.833
Degrees of freedom 4
Confidence level .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 70.2 44.9
Standard deviation 20.0 18.3
Difference between means t-value 6.26
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score -
vs. actual outcome) pb= .5468
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FIGURE VI
MODEL VI
California

Base Expectancy Form 65A

OBTAIN RAW SCORES, ADD
for all persons
if no more than two prior arrests

if arrest free five or more years
or if never before arrested

if no prior incarceration

if subject offense was not
checks or burglary

.6 times age at subject offense

Base Expectancy 65A Score
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FIGURE VI-A
Results of Statistical Tests
Model VI--California Form 65A

Multnomah County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Faillures successful
81.5 - Highest 23 3 88
77.6 - 81.4 43 8 84
45.7 - 77.6 62 33 65
31.1 - 45.6 25 24 51
Lowest - 31.0 14 12 54
Total 167 80 68
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 20.307
Degrees of freedom 4
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 64.0 51.2
Standard deviation 19.0 18.5
Difference between means t-value 4.98
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score

vs. actual outcome) pPb .3030

it

118

ii;.a I gty eeink i ety

APPENDIX III APPENDIX III

FIGURE VI-B
Results of Statistical Tests
Model VI--California Form 65A

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Fallures successful
80.3 - Highest 25 2 93
64.7 - 80.2 33 9 79
35.9' - 64.6 52 35 60
29.7 - 35.8 18 27 40
Lowest - 29.6 6 20 23
Total 134 93 59
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 39.862
Degrees of freedom 4
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 59.6 41.6
Standard deviation 20.4 16.4
Difference between means t-value 7.36
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score r
. vs. actual outcome) pb= .4271
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* FIGURE VI-C
Results of Statistical Tests

Model VI--California Form 65A

APPENDIX III

APPENDIX III . APPENDIX III

FIGURE VII
MODEL VII

ASSOCIATION ANALYSIS

Philadelphia Count
P Y Parole performance of a sample of men
paroled in California during 1956

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent 5 Number Percent
roug Successes Failures successful i Subgroup Favorable Unfavorable favorable
| 77.9 - Highest 13 1 93 k Late offenders 37 2 95 -~
}
| 59.3 - 77.8 14 10 58 . ‘ _
| 37.7 - 59.9 13 21 38 Conventional offenders I 114 49 70
| 24.9 - 37.6 6 18 25 : .
i Lowest - 24.8 0 14 0 [ Conventional offenders II 38 28 58
| Total 46 64 42 3 Persistent offenders 169 158 52
; Persistent violators 86 71 55
Significance of association High .
Chi-square value 30.712 Narcotics users 43 72 37
Degrees of freedom 4 3 .
Level of confidence .99+ 1 Delinquent users _22 _41 33
Successes Failures % Total 202 422 33
Mean score 64.8 42.1 23
Standard deviation 19.3 16.9 & o )
, il Based on the definitions given on the next page, a
| Difference between means t-value 6.40 § parolee is identified as belonging to one of the subgroups
i Confidence level .99+ 4 in the model. The last column of the table shows for each
Significance of difference High i subgroup the success rates experienced by parolees in the
= sample.
| Point biserial correlation
3 coefficient (model score r
: vs. actual outcome) pb= .,5329
:
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CLASSIFICATION OF OFFENDERS INTO SEVEN SUBGROUPS i

FIGURE VII-A

Start
(All Offenders)

Model VII-~Association Analysis
Multnomah County

8 Cate- Number of Percent

Subgroup gory Successes Failures Successful
Prior 2
Burglary, Forgery Prior < No SA) : Late offenders A 53 10 84
or Check Arrest?  an ate : |
Conviction Offender Conventional offend-
i ers I B 69 28 71
Conventional offend-
‘ ers IT C 2 6 25
| .
| ) Persistent offenders D 18 11 62
| ) Opiate Conven- ! Persistent violators E 11 6 65
Drug Use? tional P
f - ,
| Offender | - Narcotics users F 15 11 58
|
| Delinquent users G 2 5 29
Total 170 77 69
. . S o ‘
o :2? Yes (c) I Significance of association  High
robation or Conven- P Chi-square value 21.817
Parole Viola- tional 2 Degrees of freedom 6
. ? 1 .
tion? Oftfender I H Level of confidence .99t
; Y i
| No ® () |
Opiate é Persis- :
;‘ Drug Use? — tent l
Offender g
: Yes (E) :
- Persis- L
tent £
Violator %
L
(F) ¢
=p-| Narcotics
User
B
(G) v
| Delin-
quent 3
User i
F
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FIGURE VII-B FIGURE VII-C

Model VII--Association Analysis
Philadelphia County

Model VII--Association Analysis
Maricopa County

Cate- Number of Percent 3 Cate- Number Oﬁ Percent
Subglroup gory Successes Failures Successful i Subgroup gory Successes Failures Successful
Late offenders A 28 4 88 Late offenders A 13 6 68

Conventional offend-

Conventional offend-

ers I 50 17 75 ers I 11 6 65
Conventional offend- Conventional offend-
ers IIL 6 6 50 ers 11 4 10 29
Persistent offenders 25 27 48 Persistent offenders 55 43 56
Persistent violators 7 3 70 Persistent violators 3 4 43
i Narcotics users 14 21 40 Narcotics users 4 15 21
% Delinquent users 3 21 13 Delinquent users 7 37 16
| Total 133 9 57 ) Total - 27 121 44
| | | £ £
§ . , ‘ . ; Significance of association High
: Significance of association High ; :
| Chi- square value 46.854 ' ] chi-square value . 32-812 .
% : Degrees of freedom 6 ! Degreesfof f;gecom 6 n s
¢ Level of confidence .99t Level of confidence -99
i
v
g‘?
124 2 125

R 38
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] ‘
FIGURE VIII ! Ttem H /7
Model VIII--Salient Factors i Verified employment (or full-time school attendance)
{% for a total of at least 6 months during the last
if 2 years in the community = 1
Case Name Register Number 2 Otherwise = 0
Item A /7 3 Ttem I [/
No prior convictions (adult or juvenile) = 2 3 Release plan to live with spouse and/or children = 1
One or two prior convictions = 1 4 Otherwise = 0
Three or more prior convictions = 0 < -
g Total Score [ 7
Item B 7 & :
No prior incarcerations (adult or juvenile) = 2
One or two prior incarcerations = 1
Three or more prior incarcerations = 0 .
Item C R §
* /7 i
Age at first commitment (adult or juvenile) i
18 years or older = 1 .
Otherwise = 0 %
Item D :
, (7 i
Subject offense did not involve auto theft = 1 |
Otherwise = 0 ‘ ‘ T L
Item E /] éi .
Never had parole revoked or been committed for a %ﬁ ) | .
new offense while on parole = 1 - s . ‘ . .
Otherwise = 0 i h e , . ‘ L .
Item F ' /7 f
No history of heroin, cocaine, or barbiturate ﬁ
dependence = 1 i
Otherwise = 0 i
i
Item G / / {
) £
Has completed 12th grade or received a high school
equivalency certificate = 1 :
Otherwise = 0 5
126
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FIGURE VIII-A
Results of Statistical tests
Model VIII--Salient Factors

Multnomah County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Failures successful
10 - 11 46 9 84
-9 74 30 71
1 - 6 29 24 55
Total . 149 63 70
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 10.882
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score ‘ . 8.3 6.8
Standard deviation 1.8 2.6
Difference between means t-value 4.31
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation
coefficient {model score
vs. actual outcome) b= .3219
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FIGURE VIII-B
Results of Statistical Tests
Model VIII--Salient Factors

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

129
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Score Number of Percent
group Successes Faillures successful
10 - 11 36 5 88 )
8 - 9 38 14 73
1 - 7 23 24 49
Total " 97 ég 69
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 16.105
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 8.6 6.8
Standard deviation 1.7 2.1
Difference between means t-value 4.88
Confidence 1level .99+
Significance of difference High
"Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score . o :
vs. actual outcome) . Tpb=  ,4088
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FIGURE VIII-C L SUMMARY OF VALIDATION RESULTS

Results of Statistical Tests Statistical results for the eight models validated are

summarized in the tables below:
Model VIII--Salient Factors

point Bisorial Correlation

Butwoon H3del Seore and_probafion Outoame
Philadelphia County

Multhomab o

Model Bagsed_on Nou ol Corvelation No.
Casen coufficient  cases
1 oregon Porm 1hu L322
DiStribUtion Of MOdel Scores It Neowark Form 1 LRY 67 L 59 R
Score Numbe[ Of Percent TIt Glaser Model o1 L340 1% ~_”I;v ':‘5 *;'1\:
3 S SUCCGSSfUl IV Calitornia Form 6138 1ty Lol 3 D3 0 o
group Successes Fallure —_— Vv california Fore oli 23 . 340 143 it “4 Sad?
_ 3 80 i VI Jalafornia Form uiA 247 LI 227 i 111 L033
2 _ lé ié 19 34 ; VIIT  talient Factors a1 L3ed 140 Y] ] L4n1
Lowest - 5 3 16 16
25 38 40 Chi-square Tests for Indepencdence Between
Total . == e Model Category and Probation Outcome
(Model VII--Association Analysis)
L sc - LAt High : . :
gfgnlflcigciaiﬁeaSSOClatlon 159046 Multnomah Mar 1copa Philadelphia
ri-squa . s DROAal dar lcopa
pDegrees of freedom 2 A
Legel of confidence .99+ No. of cases 247 232 218
Successes Failures Chi-square 21.817 46.854 32.812
" - 5.6 Confidence level .99+ .99+ .99+ |
ean score . ;
Standard deviation 2.3 1.9 |
411 As shown in the above tables. each model was statisti- i
Difference between means t-value "o+ cally valid in each of the three counties. |
Confidence level e ‘ !
Significance of difference High However, the lack of information needed to determine |
| ' - model score ori(success or failure) caused a large number of 3
Point bisgrlal correlation the 300 cases in eagh county to be excluded from the tests |
coefficient (model score . 1806 e of most models. This lack of information was especially |
vs. actual outcome) pb= . | noticeable for the Maricopa and Philadelphia samples and on
; the probationer's juvenile criminal record, employment, and
5 family's criminal record. ‘ |
| MODIFIED MODELS
After reviewing the kind and extent of missing informa-
tion problems, we modified four models to increase the num-
ber of cases which could be included in the validation.
;{ Model III-A (see fig. IX) is based on Glaser's model
B and differs from model III in the following respects:
130 §E' 131
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--"Age at first arrest" and "total previous detention" f{ FIGURE IX ‘
were determined using only adult information when ‘
juvenile information was unknown. . Model III-A

--"Work record" was scored depending on whether the é sc 1
offender was employed when arrested, rather than on 3 core value

percent of employment in last 2 consecutive years of 3 Work record
civilian life. :
) ‘ _ ) , Employed at time of
validation results are summarized in figures IX-A through Ungmp{oyed at time o?rgiiZst -i
IX—C- g

_ ) ‘ . Residence stabilit
Model V-A (see fig. X) is based on California Form 61B Y

and is the same as model V except that "family criminal 3 12 or more months in State at time
record" is deleted, and "prior incarcerations" was changed g of arrest g
to "prior known incarcerations." Validation results are , Less than 12 months -1
shown in figures X-A through X-C. §
‘ . . : §~ Dependency
Model VI-A (see fig. XI) is based on California Form |
65A and is the same as model VI except that "prior arrests" ! Employed full-time at time of arrest 1
are based on only adult information if juvenile records are Not emploved £ : ;
. X . : ; ull~time at t
unavailable and "prior incarcerations" was changed to '"prior ; pLoy ime of arrest 0
known incarcerations." Validation results are shown in - Age at first known arrest (note a)
figures XI-A through XI-C. «
. . _ b 30 years or over 1
Model VIII-A (see fig. XII) is based on Salient Factors ' 20 to 29 years 0
and differs from model VIII in that item H became "employed . under 20 1
when arrested" instead of "verified employment for at least :
6 months during the last 2 years in the community." Also } Total known previous detention (note a)
"prior incarcerations" was changed to "prior known incarcera- !
tions" and "age at first commitment" was based on only adult y None 1
history when juvenile record was unavailable. Validation 5 1 0
results are shown in figures XII-A through XII-C. i 2 or more -1
Statistical results for the four modified models are 4 Previous convictions
summarized in table III below. Each model was statistically !
valid for the cases tested in each of the three counties. L None 1
CABLE 111 j Prev%ous misdemeanor convictions only 0
* Previous felony conviction -1
Point Biserial Correlation
Between Model Score and Probation Outcome
Multnomah i i i 4 a ; : ; . . .
Model Based On NG BF  Correlsfion NoT Of GosrelTition o ot oot N Based on only adult information when juvenile information
cases = coefficient cases coefficient cases coefficient H 1s unknown.
IT1-A Glaser Model 235 .343 175 .400 159 .414 ‘3
v-A California Form 61B 253 .370 253 .506 209 .521
VI-A California Form 65A 258 .299 262 .410 229 .458
VIII-A Salient Factors 227 .324 192 .448 175 .431
132 133
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FIGURE IX-A
Results of Statistical Tests
Model III-A

Mul tnomah County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Faillures successful
4§ - 5 27 1 96
3 22 7 76
0 - 2 70 27 72
-2 - =1 30 19 61
Lowest - -3 12 20 38
Total 161 74 69
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 26.913
Degrees of freedom 4
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 1.0 -.8
Standard deviation 2.3 2.4
Difference between means t-value 5.42
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score
vs. actual outcome)

L]

pb .3425
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FIGURE IX-B
Results of Statistical Tests
Model III-A

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Faillures successfgl
3 - 5 29 1 97
-2 - 2 63 50 56
-5 - =3 12 20 38
Total 104 71 59
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 24,269
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score .8 -1.2
Standard deviation 2.4 2.0
Difference between means t-value 5.91
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score r
vs. actual outcome) pb=  .3995
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FIGURE IX-C | PIGURE X
Results of Statistical Tests ? Model V-2a
Model III-A E
. ‘ TO OBTAIN RAW SCORES:
Philadelphia County
If Add
Distribution of Model Scores 1 A. Arrest free five or more years 16
Score Number of Percent No history of any opiate use 13
group Successes Fallures successful "
1 Not checks or burglary (subject offense) 13 1
2 - 5 29 10 74 ‘
-1 -1 30 49 38 B. Age at subject offense times .6
-5 - =2 7 34 17
| b 21 is added for all persons 21
| Total 66 93 42 ;
i ' — - ﬁ C. Subtotal: A + B / /
| f
i Significance of association High : D. Aliases: -3 times number
E Chi-square value 27.824 !
| Degrees of freedom 2 E. Prior known incarcerations: =5 times number
| Level of confidence .99+
F. Subtotal: D + E / /
Successes Failures
G. Score: Subtract F from C / /
Mean score 1.1 -.9
Standard deviation 2.1 2.2
Difference between means t-value 5.70
Confidence level .99+ .
Significance of difference High !

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score
vs. actual outcome) Tpb

gty e s

S e SO SO R

.4139

S

L ARl
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FIGURE X-A
Results of Statistical Tests
Model V-A

Mul tnomah County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Fallures successful
77.9 - Highest 24 1 96
72.5 - 77.8 42 9 82
52.9 - 72.4 72 29 71
37.7 - 52.8 23 28 45
Lowest - 37.6 10 15 40
Total 171 82 i 68
Significance of association . High
Chi-square value 35.380
Degrees of freedom 4
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 64.0 50.5
Standard deviation 14.5 18.5
Difference between means t-value 5.78
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score ‘

vs. actual outcome) pb= .3697

138

APPENDIX III APPENDIX III

FIGURE X-B
Results of Statistical Tests
Model V-A

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Faillures successful
: 77.5 = Highest 25 2 93 .
§' 61.9 - 77.4 39 10 80
! 44.5 - 61.8 64 37 63
1 27.5 = 44.4 13 36 27
ﬁ Lowest - 27.4 4 23 15
Total 145 108 57
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 64.100
. Degrees of freedom 4
B Level of confidence. .99+
Successes ‘ Failures
Mean score 61.5 ‘ 40.9
Standard deviation 16.7 18.4
j Difference between means t-value 9.15
f Confidence level ' .99+
§ Significance of difference High
1 Point biserial correlation
i dcoefficient (model score
: vs. actual outcome) © Tpb= .5057
|
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FIGURE X-C
Results of Statistical Tests
Model V-A

Philadelphia County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent
group Successes Failures successful
75.9 - Highest 22 0 100
63.3 - 75.8 27 13 68
42.9 - 63.2 35 49 42
26.9 - 42.8 9 32 22
Lowest - 26.8 3 19 14
Total 96 113 46
Significance of association High
Chi-square value . 52.738
Degrees of freedom ' 4
Level of confidence . .99+
: Successes Failures
Mean score ‘ ) 64.5 43.7
Standard deviation 17.6 ‘ 16.7
Difference between means t-value 8.78
Confidence level .99+ ;
Significance of difference High o
Point biserial correlation f
coefficient (model score .
vs. actual outcome) Tpb= .5208 1
140
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FIGURE XI

Model VI-A

To obtain raw scores, ADD

11 for all persons

19 if no more than two prior arrests
(note a)
15 if arrest free five or more years

or 1if never before arrested
14 if no prior know incarceration

8 if subject coffense was not
checks or burglary

0.6 times age at subject offense

Base expectancy 65A score

APPENDIX III

11

a/ Based on adult information if juvenile record unknown.
— : 5 4 AN
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FIGURE XI-A FIGURE XI-B

Results of Statistical Tests Results of Statistical Tests

Model VI-A Model VI-A

Mul tnomah County Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

I . . .
ﬁ Distribution of Model Scores
Score Number of Perceng 1 g Score Number of Percent
group Successes Failures successid f@ group Successes Failures successful
81.4 - Highest 23 4 85 5 80,3 - Highest 27 2 93
77.7 - 81.4 43 8 84 | 64.1 - 80.2 36 13 73
45.7 - 77.6 65 36 64 35.9 - 64.0 58 46 56
31.1 - 45.6 26 26 50 29.7 - 35.8 21 30 41
Lowest - 31.0 14 13 52 Lowest - 29.6 6 23 21
Total 171 87 66 Total 148 114 56
Significance of association High Significance of association High
Chi-sguare value 20.587 Chi-square value 41.574
Degrees of freedom 4 . Degrees of freedom 4
Level of confidence ‘ ‘ .99+ Level of confidence .99+
% §EES§§§S§ Failures Successes . ¢ Failures
| Mean score 63.8 51.4 ' Mean score ) 59.1 . 42.5
: Standard deviation 18.8 18.4 .~ Standard deviation | 20.2  16.0
Difference between means t-value 5.02 : .Différence between means t-value " T 7.4
Confidence level 299+ | Confidence level - . .99+
Significance of difference High - Significance of difference - High
Point biserial correlation | Point biserial cérrelation ‘
coefficient (model score . .~ coefficient (model score
vs. actual outcome) pb=.2992 vs. actual outcome) rpb= .4095
142 . 143
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FIGURE XI-C
Results of Statistical Tests
Model VI-A !

Philadelphia County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of Percent H
group Successes Fallures successful
78.5 - Highest 22 3 88
70.1 - 78.4 30 18 63
41.3 - 70.0 37 50 43
26.7 - 41.2 11 33 25
Lowest - 26.6 1 24 4
Total 101 128 44
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 49,041
Degrees of freedom 4
Level of confidence ‘ .99+
' Successes Failures
Mean score 66.2 47.5
Standard deviation 17.9 18.3
Difference between means t-value 7.76
Confidence level ..99+
Significance of difference High
Point biserial correlation b
coefficient (model score c Q'
vs. actual outcome) pb= .4578 .
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FIGURE XII

Model VIII-A

Case Name Register Number _

Item A ===mm e / /
No prior convictions (adult or juvenile) = 2
One or two prior convictions =1
Three or more prior convictions = 0

Item B =——m—mm e e e e / </
No prior known incarcerations (adult or juvenile) = 2
One or two prior incarcerations = 1

Three or more prior incarcerations = 0
Ttem C =mmmm e e e e e e e e e e e e / /

Age at first commitment (adult or juvenile)
18 years or older = 1

Otherwise = 0 (note a)

Ttem D === m = s e o o e o e e Y
Subject offense did not involve auto theft =1
Otherwise = 0

Item E —-—=-=-m—emee—— e it /7

Never had parole revoked or been committed for a new
offense while on parole = 1
Otherwise = 0
TEEM F = e e e e e e e / /
No History of heroin, cocaine, or barbiturate
dependence = 1
Otherwise = 0
Ttem G === = m e e e e e e — / /.
Has completed 12th grade or received GED = 1
Otherwise = 0

a/Based on adult history only if juvenile history unknown.
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APPENDIX

Employed at time of arrest = 1
Otherwise = 0

Probation plan to live with spouse and/or
children = 1
Otherwise = 0

Total Score

@ —— ———— . " A S W we = W LN ST G WD N W e GV S S WE e G G S M e S e
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FIGURE XII-A

Results of Statistical Tests

Model VIII-A

i Multnomah County

g Distribution of Model Scores

¥ Score Number of Percent
! group Successes Faillures successful
| 10 - 11 36 6 86
6 - 9 104 43 71
Lowest - 5 17 21 45
Total 157 70 69
Significance of association High
Chi-square value 16.198
Degrees of freedom 2
Level of confidence .99+
Successes Failures
Mean score 8.1 6.6
Standard deviation 1.8 2.4
Difference between means t-value 4.58
Confidence level .99+
Significance of difference High

i Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score r
vs. actual outcome) pPb= .3240
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FIGURE XII-B

RNV o

APPENDIX III

e e ey

Results of Statistical Tests

Model VIII-A

Maricopa County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of
group Successes Failures
10 - 11 33 1
6 - 9 74 40
l - 5 11 33
Total 118 74
Significance of association
Chi-square value
Degrees of freedom
Level of confidence
Successes
Mean score 8.0
Standard deviation 2.0
Difference between means t-value
Confidence level
Significance of difference
Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score r
vs. actual outcome) pPb

148

Percent
successful
97
65
25
39
High
43.457
2
.99+
Failures
5'8
2.3
6.69
.99+
High
.4478
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FIGURE XII-C

APPENDIX III

Results of Statistical Tests

Model VIII-A

Philadelphia County

Distribution of Model Scores

Score Number of
group Successes Fallures
9 - 11 37 11
6 - 8 34 46
Lowest - 5 _1 ig
Total 78 97
Significance of association
Chi-square value
Degrees of freedom
Level of confidence
Successes
Mean score 8.0
Standard deviation 1.9

Difference between means t-value
Confidence level
Significance of difference

Point biserial correlation
coefficient (model score
vs. actual outcome) pb

149

Percent
successful
77
43
15
45
High
37.432
2
.99+
Failures
6.1
2.1
6.33
.99+
High
= ,4308
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CHARTS OF PROBATIONERS' CHARACTERISTICS
THAT WE SAMPLED

1. Sex

2. Age

3. Race

4. Total prior convictions

5. Time oil probation

6. Employment status at time of arrest
7. Crimes sentenced for
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PERCENT

PERCENT
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70
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a0
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=
»
[
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FEMALE

PHILADELPHIA COUNTY
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MALE FEMALE
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PERCENT

PERCENT

Closed Cases \\\§

100
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APPENDIX IV

Open Cases

MULTNOMAH COUNTY
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MALE FEMALE

KING COUNTY

Table is Limited to Open Cases
-~ Because Closed Files Were
Destroyed
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PERCENT

PERCENT

70

60

50

40

30

70

60

AGE

18 or Under

MARICOPA COUNTY

W

o

200rLess 21-30 3140 Over 40 Unknown
AGE

PHILADELPHIA COUNTY

200r Less  21-

[

0 3140 Over 40 Unknown
AGE

Closed Cases

PERCENT

PERCENT
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60

50

70

60

50
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§ Open Cases

MULTNOMAH COUNTY

‘-§ N

21-30

20 or Less 3140 Over 40 Unknown

AGE

KING COUNTY

Table is Limited to Open Cases
Because Closed Files Were
Destroyed

W

M

20 or Less 21-30 3140 Over 40 Unknown
AGE
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PERCENT

-, 20-

PERCENT

100
90
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70
60
50
40
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90
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70
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40
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20

RACE

Z

Closed Cases

MARICOPA COUNTY
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90
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60

50

PERCENT

40
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White Black Spanish- Other

American

PHILADELPHIA COUNTY
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Open Cases

MULTNOMAH COUNTY

l%.——mrﬁ

White

Black  Spanish- Other
American

KING COUNTY

Table is Limited to Ope‘n Cases
Because Closed Case Files had
Been Destroyed

Yz

P2z ////

White Black  Spanish- Other
American
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TOTAL PRIOR CONVICTIONS TIME ON PROBATION
[ closed Cases  EZ] 0pen Cases (Closed Cases)
MARICOPA COUNTY MULTNOMAY COUNTY
50 50

MARICOPA COUNTY

40 401 50 ~—
Average Time =24.4 Months
40—
Z 5
4 W
30} 30 g .
[ b ’ Lt
= 2 Z !} 38%
2 & Z ’ 31%
w L 7z
a o Z 10—
20 20 ? 18% .
g % [To% | |
g 12 Months or Less 13-24 25-36 37-48 49 or More MONTHS
z
7z
10} ‘ 10} g
[’é l"é g I‘E MULTNOMAH COUNTY
7z
7z
1
Z
ollld 1| l HU' 0 , I-% 1K rb r‘r“f% ) 50 — . Average Time = 25,7 Months
b1 2 3 4 59 10-19 20 Unknown 0 2 3 4 5-910-19 20 Unknown
. L 40 —
more ' more =
: |
S 04— )
. - 44%
PHILADELPHIA COUNTY S KING COUNTY 20— 33%
50 50 : -
Table is L d to Open C 10;‘.13‘V o B R 4%
able is Limited to Open Cases . o . 1 ' 3% . o , 4%
Because Closed Files Were ' ) Ba . | I L l 6% l -
Destroyed 12 Months or Less 13-24 25-36 3748 49 orMore  MONTHS
20H a0f- : : .
PHILADELPHIA COUNTY k
30r 50 — . ‘
; E . Average Time = 26.8 Months
uc_)J g 40 y—
& ] -
a. a- E
201 o 30—
i 43%
] = ' 37%
10f 10—
7z ) .
/ _ 13% l'———] 1%
I—E I'E % % % 12 Months or Less 13-24 25-38 3748 48 orMore  MONTHS
0 1% 7 [h 0 ! / / /
0 1 2 3 4 5-9 10-19 20 Unknown 0 1 2 3 4 59 10-19 20 Unknown
of o1
more more
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Addreas Reply to the
Division Indicated

APPENDIX V

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530
Apr. 28, 1976

and Refer to Initisls and Number

g
%

o g

Mr., Victor L. Lowe

Director

General Government Division

United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This letter is in response to your request for comments
on the draft report entitled "State and County Probation:
Systems in Crisis."

Geperally, we agree with the report and share GAO's
concern regarding the need to address the problems of
improving State and county probation systems. Recognizing
this need, the Administrator of LEAA appointed a Blue Ribbon
Consultant Committee in June 1975 to assist in the develop-
ment of an LEAA corrections strategy. The Committee recently
submitted its final report. It contains a number of observa-
tions similar to those included in the GAO report pertaining
to various inadequacies present in State and county vrobation
systems, As in the GAO report, the Blue Ribbon Consultant
Committee concluded that probation was not effective in keen-
ing a considerable number of offenders from committing further
crimes.

While both the GAO and the Committee reports note tne
same or similar deficiencies and effects, there are some
significant distinctions. In particular, the members of tue
Committee were much more dubious about the efficacy of rehabili-
tation., HNevertheless, GAO and the Committee clearly recognize
that neither restraint nor renabilitation services are adequately
and effectively provided today, if provided at all., The need
to improve Federal leadership and provide sufficient funds to
seriously impact on State and local probation services is a
view commonly shared by both LEAA and GAO,
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To foster needed improvements in State and county pro-
bation systems, GAO recommends that LEAA:

1. Work with the States to develop probation
guidelines with minimum standards to assist
State and local governments to improve
their probation systems,

2. Require the State Planning Agencies (SPAs), as
part of their analysis of problems faced by the
criminal justice system, to address the problems
of probation in their States and how these prob-
lems are to be overcome,

3. Improve sentencing by developing a system to
assist judges and probation officials to
determine which offenders should be on pro-
bation based on a probation expectancy model,
or similar approach.

4, Improve service delivery by developing a
model service delivery system.

5, Improve information systems, evaluation,
and accountability of probation programs by
working with the States.

6. Develop and maintain national corrections
statistics.

7. Develop better ways to provide technical
assistance to probation organizations
which covers the type, depth, and cost
of assistance to be offered.

8. Evaluate the priorities assigned to use of
discretionary funds to provide assurance that
moneys are available to assist States and
counties to implement systems to (a) bet?er
predict an offender's chances of sgcceedlng_
on probation, (b) improve diagnostic analysis
and rehabilitation planning, and (c) bgt?er
coordinate service delivery and supervision
of probationers, ,
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With respect to the first recommendation, it must be
recognized that LEAA has taken a number of significant steps
to promote the development of probaticn guidelines with
minimum standards to assist State and local governments to
improve their probation systems. Not only have LEAA guide-
lines to SPAs called for the development and implementation
of correctivnal standards, goals, and priorities, the LEAA
Office of National Priority Programs has aggressively
marketed the standards and goals concept to States and
provided both discretionary funding and the technical
assistance necessary for the development and implementa-
tion of the standards. In addition to these continuing eflforts
LEAA funded a report undertaken by the National Advisory Com-
mission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals. The Comniig~
sion's report, issued in six volumes, contains one volume
entitled "Corrections,'" which includes standards for probation
services. While LEAA can contribute to the improvement of
probation systems through the issuance of guideline requirements
and standards, it is the interest and aggressiveness of the
States and local jurisdictions in meeting these standards
that will determine the extent to which probation systems
are upgraded. TIf local governments are not committed to
improving probation systems, they simply will nct Uhbuy-in"
to an LEAA program, particularly if strict standard-setting
requirements are conditioned with the grant.

In reference to the second recommendation, LEAA has
revised its Guideline Manual for State Planning Agency Grants
so0 that States must specify in detail how they will meet the
conditions required by Part E of the Crime Control Act relating
to corrections. Also, LEAA regional offices have been instructed
to enforce State and local governments receiving Federal funds
to comply with the conditions stated in Part T of the Crime
Control Act. This portion of the Act calls for implementation
ol advance correctional practices. Again, we must point out
that the Crime Control Act, while imposing certain conditions
for approval of grants which SPAs must meet, leaves selection
and implementation of law enforcement programs in the hands
of the States., LEAA interprets its role as being limited to
increasing the capabilities of State and local governments
by means of example, experiment, research, development, and
funding incentives which encourage, but do not force, fund
recipients to adopt Federally supported projects or project
goals, LEAA has and will continue to lend technical assist-
ance and support to States to the greatest extent possible,
but the primary role for improving probation operations
continues to remain with the States and local governments,
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With respect to the third recommendation, the LEAA
Blue Ribbon Consultant Committee recommended additional
research before predictive tools, such as probation egpect—
ancy models, be considered reliable and valid, LEAA is
giving further consideration to the role it can play in
the developient and demonstration of predictive tools,
including the appropriate mechanism for providing funds
for development and testing.

The recommendation that LEAA improve service delivery
by developing a model service delivery system has considerable
merit, and LEAA intends to devote further study to the )
appropriate mechanism for developing such a service delivery
model,s It would appear that a model delivery system, at
the very lrast, would apprise probation officials of the
types of services that, under ideal conditions, would con-
tribute to. a more effective prohation program. This approach
would hopefully encourage probation officials to seek out
those services available at the local and State levels and,
where needed services are not available, initiate actions .
to Bring these services into being. As an additional bencfit,
a service delivery model would be a useful tool for SPAs to
evaluate existing State and local systems, and would serve
as a guide to LEAA regional offices in evaluating the aqequaCy
of SPA planning grant applications and State comprehensive
plans.

Regarding recommendations five and six, LEAA agrees
that information systems, evaluation, accountability and
statistical data are all necessary components for an effective
probation system. Currently, LIFAA is addressing the need to
improve information systems and develop statistical data
concerning probation programs through systems development
grants administered by LEAA's National Criminal Justice
Information and Statistics Service. In addition, LEAA
is studying the feasibility of committing funds to develop
a national probation reporting system. In the long run,
LEAA believes that the development and continuation of such
efforts should improve the quality of information and pro-
vide additional knowledge on corrections and probation.

Regarding recommendation seven, LEAA recognizes the need
to develop better ways to provide technical assistance to State
and local units of government, In June 1974, LEAA underﬁqok
an analysis of LEAA and SPA technical assistance capabilitly
and found that both the LEAA and the SPAs were not 9dequately
fulfilling their responsibility for providing technical
assistance to State and local units of government. As a
result of this analysis, the State planning guidelines for
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fiscal year 1976 were changed to require that the States
develop a plan for the provision of technical assistance
within their own States. It required that a needs assess-
ment be conducted and an identification of resources within
the State be developed so that such resources could be
matched to identifiable needs. In support of this change
in the guidelines, a policy instruction was issued which
specified in detail the roles the regional offices and
various headquarters offices must play in ensuring that
technical assistance be delivered promptly and effectively.

Regarding the final recommendation, LEAA recognizes
that probation services traditionally have received the
smallest share of the correctional dollar at the State
and local level. Similar to the recommendation of the
GAO report, the Blue Ribbon Consultant Committee called
upon LEAA to commit a sizeable portion of its Part ¥ discre-
tionary grant funds for probation services. A decision
establishing funding priorities to meet the needs of
criminal justice systems is currently pending.

Several aspects of the reponrt are of concern to
organizational elements within the Department other than
LEAA. Those aspects of principal concern involve
(a) dimproving Federal, State and local probation activ-
ities iR concert, rather than focusing independently on
State and local probation setivitics, (b) developing or
explaining the base for presentation of statistical data,
(¢) meaning of the term "diagnosis," as it reluates to the
presentence report, and (d) using simplistic assiuntons,
particularly regarding probation supervision, In onr
opinion, the basic weaknesses we sec in these areas teund to
lessen the impact of the report. The following combents,
which are referenced to the applicable pages, attempt to
point out the basis for the criticisms.

The cover page of the report states that "TFederal,
State, and local governments must cooperate in developing
better ways to improve probation systems.'" While we agree
with this statement, the report deals only with State and
local probation activities as indicated on pages 6 and 7
oi Chapter 2, The report does not adequately point out
that State and local probation systems are only elements
of a much broader spectrum of probation activities. The
report overlooks the fact that in addition to State,
State/local or local probation systems, probation systems
are operative within the Executive and Judicial Branches
of the Government, as well as in combinations between the two,

GAO note: Page numbers refer to draft report.
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The report also overlooks the fact that there may be com-
bination adult and juvenile systems. Viewing probation
activities in this broader framework, it is important to
recognize that the development of overall standards, goals
and guidelines must be in concert with probation systems
at all levels, not only the State and county levels. Con-
sequently, the development of these standards, goals and
guidelines is a formidable task.

Our use of the statistical presentations in the report
indicated some differences that we were unable to reconcile,
For example, the table on page 21 shows that 22 percent
of the probationers in Kings County had their probation
revokeéd, whereas a table on page 15 indicates 26 percent.
Similar differences are noted among the other three
counties., Likewise, it appears from the table on page 21
that 14 percent of the probationers in Kings County were
convicted of new crimes and failed probation; but a table
on page 17 indicates that the recidivism factor for those
convicted of new crimes was 26 percent, Percentage differences
were also noted on pages 18 and 21 relating to offenders who
successfully completed probation and were not convicted of
a serious crime. If the differences in the above percentages
arise from the use of different baseline figures, the report
should so indicate. [See GAO note below.]

A statement is made on page 25 that "37 percent of the
offenders on probation were convicted of new crimes. More
importantly, soclety was not adequately protected because
all of the offenders remained on probation." This statement
appears to be a judgmental evaluation implying that all
persons on probation convicted of new crimes without regard
to type or seriousness of the crime, should have had their
probation revoked in order to adequately protect society.

An entirely different viewpoint was taken in determining
recidivism, The report states on page 16 that in determining
recidivism some convictions should be discounted because they
"may include less serious crimes such as traffic offenses.!
We believe the latter statement is of equal significance in
determining whether an offender should remain on probation,

Page 33 provides an analysis of the adequacy of
recommendations contained in 593 presentence reports relating
to sentence recommendations, risk classifications, types of
supervision recommended and likeliness to succeed on proba-
tion. The criteria used as the basis for evaluating the

GAO note: We state on page 13 that the second set of
percentages is based on data that includes
estimated absconder rates.
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adequacy of the information would be beneficial to LEAA and
the States as a basis for performing similar evaluations

and developing guidelines with minimum standards for prepara-
tion of presentence investigations. Accordingly, we would
like to have this criteria made available to the LEAA staff.

Page 34 begins a discussion on 'diagnosis,'" followed
by a section on "existing diagnostic services." It appears
that the basic concept of the word 'diagnosis" as it relates
to the probation field has been misunderstood--the mental
health model has been used. This conclusion is reached
based on the description of the "existing diagnostic facilities"
in the four probation units studied by GAO and by a conclud-
ing statement made by GAO on pages 39-40., The statement
reads, "Only about 15 percent of the offenders received
expert professional evaluation to aid the courts in making
critical sentencing decisions. If each offender would be
given relatively simple diagnostic tests prior to sentencing,
and follow up comprehensive tests by psychiatrists and
psychologists when deemed necessary, we believe better infor-
mation would be availlable to judges which could improve
sentencing decisions.!" Individuals directly associated with
probation activities are aware that the word "“diagnosis" as
used in many correctional publications does not imply the
utilization of psychiatrists and psychologists. The word
"diagnosis' simply means that the probation officer preparing
the report will be expected to make an analysis of what he
believes to be the causal factors. In our opinion, the
manner in which the term "diagnosis'" hag been used with
respect to the presentence report weakens the significance
of the chapter.

Chapter 6 has a very basic weakness in that the report
recognizes, but treats very Llightly the issue concerning the
need to secure information from probationers as to what they
define as their needs and priorities. In our opinion, this
is one of the more significant approaches to determining a
probationer's needs and developing an effective iIndividualized
rehabilitation plan. However, the subject is covered in
four sentences and then abandoned, The report suggests that
the records be used to determine which services should be
provided., Essentially, this means probation officers define
the problems and the services to be given based on records.
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fesearch in the field of probation and parole indicates that
(a) probation staffs are usually unable to describe or
define adequately the problems and services needed, and (b)
there is a considerable disagreement about the problems and
services required when both staff and probationers are

asked to list them,

A further weakness in this chapter is an assumption
that by providing some 'key facts about probationers,"
their major needs can then be interpreted. In our opinion,
the key facts reported in the table on page 42a are not
sufficient to identify service needs that will enhance
probation success, The key facts diagrammed in the
report relate to marital status, education attained,
employment background, crimes committed, and prior convic-
tions. Another diagram in the same table lists the treat-
ment needs, e.g., vocational, academic, drug, counseling,
mental, medical, alcohol, etc, In our opinion, the key
facte shown in the table are not sufficient to determine a
particular probationer's service needs,

To further emphasize the importance of providing
services to probationers, the report attempts to establish
a statistical relationship between services provided and
probation success. Based on the statistical tests, a state-~
ment is made on page 45 that "in certain circumstances,
rehabilitative services can help in reducing offenders!
propensity to commit additional crimes.' We consider the
relationships to be overstated. We doubt whether many
researchers in the probation field would be willing to make
a similar statement based on the same data utilized in this
report,

Page 50 concerns the subject of compliance with court-
ordered sentence conditions. We agree that when conditions
of probation are noi enforced, offenders do not take any
of them very seriously. However, it is difficult to interest
judges in taking seriously the enforcement of some conditions,
such as "securing and keeping employment.'" In fact, employ-
ment is one of the conditions of probation cited as having
low compliance. In this regard, page 57 points out the pro-
blems probationers have in securing employment and indicates
that the unemployment rate for offenders is slgnificantly higher
than the unemployment rate for the area. Under these circum-
stances, the probationer's failure to fulfill court-~ordered
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employment conditions must be carefully evaluated in terms
of his attempts to seek employment. In general, we have no
problem with the development of a monitoring system to
determine a probationer's compliance with his conditions

of sentence and preparation of viclation reports when required.
We are concerned, however, as to whether we can expect the
court to be concerned and react to noncompliance with such
prqbation conditions as securing and keeping employment,
being counseled, obtaining academlc training, etc. Without
a reaction from the courts, little will be accomplished
despite the efforts put forth,

Page 64 lists excessive caseloads as one of the reasons
services are not being adequately delivered and states that
"the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-
tion of Justice recommended that probation and parole caseloads
should average about 35 cases per probation officer.," A casual
reader is likely to assume that lower caseloads mean better
protection to the public or better service to the probationers:
neither assumption is votlid,

The diwussion on page 68 concerning the roed for clouser
supervision otf probationers implies that there is a relatinne
ship between the amount of time the staff spends with probu-
tioners and their successiul rehabilitation, Vhile it is not
our intent to disparape the time studies doue in Washington
and Oregon, we do question the assumption that inereasing the
time spent by staff members with probationers will chanpe
ties outeome of o prebation case, 1

A prather simplictie assumption s made on oaoe 68 thot
services neoded by probationers are avaiinble fothe conmunit
aencies will willingly provide theso sevvices, and ctald
combers aeed only make referrals and pvnbufivnbrx wilbl oo
Fime o merviceos,  This is not the oxperlonce o7 pnst probut ton

aencies, Obtaining suceh services s o mack more dime-—constonine

arpect of the supervisor's work thas the roport leads one

tor believe:; In fact, this problem has.become so cvitical
tnat probdition agencies are now seeking to train their siaifs
in the techniques of negotiating with service agencies to
secure their commitment to provide services when reoferrals
are made, This is another subject necding coverage in the
report.,

We agree with the point made on pages 72 and 80 that

4 greater variety and number of sentencing alternatives are
needed for use by the courts and probation agencies,
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With respect to community resource agencies, we 2re not
in full accord with the statement on page 81 that "Problems
concerning the degree to which community resource agencies
can be made more responsive to probationers' needs are
beyond the scope of what probation systems can direcntly
affect." We believe probation agencies can strongly influence
the services community resource agencies provide. Iiluch more
needs to be done by probation agencies to focus the attention
of the community on the need for certain services, negotiate
to have these services performed, and establish a referral
system that encourages participation by community resource
agencies, Realistically, if one accepts the premise of the
reintegration model, the probation agencies are committed
to the task of attempting to secure some modifications in
the acceptance of the probationers by the community.

Chapter 8 is one of the more pertinent sections of the
report, This chapter makes an excellent case for using
probation prediction models as decision-making tools to
improve probation success and more effectively allocate
resources. This model is based on characteristics having
predictive power to compute Success oOr failure on probation.
Similarly, the ''diagnostic informat.on'" required on the pre-
sentence report is geared to determining service needs
that will enhance probation success. While both are con-
cerned with probation success, the key characteristics
designed for use in the probation model are much more
pertinent than those designed for the presentence report--
a point which we made earlier. The probation models
designed in this chapter use about six to elght pertinent
items such as prior arrests, age at time of arrest, work
record, and residence stability. In contrast to the "key
facts' established for presentence reports, these nodels
do not contain any information on marital status, sociul
history, family relationships and other factors.

We appreciate the:opportunity given us to coument on the
draft report. Should you have any further questipns, pleasc
feel free to contact us. . . .

Sincerely,

L abidd e

len E. Pommere
Assistant Attorney Gene

for Administratioqﬁih‘
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIJALS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES
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ATTORNEY GENERAL:

Edward H.
William B.
Robert H.
Elliot L.
Richard G.
Richard G.
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Levi
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John N. Mitchell

ADMINISTRATOR, LAW ENFORCEMENT

ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION:

Richard Ww.
Donald E.

Velde
Santarelli

Jerris Leonard

Vacant
Charles H.

Rogovin
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