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PRETACE

In conducting a comprehensive evaluation of this
magnitude, the cooperation of many organizations
and individuals is necessary. Foremost among
these, in this instance, is the Oregon Corrections
Division, including its management, operational
and Impact staff. Without that organization's en-
abling access to information, providing certain
data, and accommodating logistical support, this

evaluation would not have been possible.

The American Justice Institute (AJI) also wishes
to recognize the participation of Drs. Clinton
Goff and James Heusexr of the Oregon Law Enforce-
menﬁ Council Evaluation Unit and Dr. Richard
Laymon of ILEAA's Region X for review and comment
on the evaluation design and analysis of results.
Finally, AJI is indebted to the Justice Data ’
Accounting Center of the Oregon Law Enforcement
Council for the use of outcome data to assess the
performance of the offenders involved.

The cooperative attitude of each of the above
as we sought to assess the value of the project's
approach, procedures and results is truly

appreciated.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The High Impact Anti-Crime Program was initiated by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in 1972 to pilot
test the crime reducing power of concentrated spending on

criminal justice programs. Each of eight medium sized cities

was allocated $20,000,000 in the hope that new methods and coordina-

tion across organizational boundaries (e.g., police, prosecuting

attorneys, courts, corrections, welfare, employment) would prove

. . . . . 1
effective in combating the most serious street crimes.

To allow maximum dollar impact, the monies were to be spent on
the highest criminal risk populations so as to reduce the inci-
dence of murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and burglary.
The LEAA Impact Program was clear and the opportunity for in-
novation virtually unlimited. Local control over use of monies
promised development of customized methods and models for each

city.

As the primary thrust of its Impact effort, Portland invested
half of its money in correctional progtams; $6.4 million were
allocated to the Oregon Division of Corrections alone. Because
of implementation delays, program changes, and a variety of other
factors, actual dollar expenditures by the Oregon Division of
Corrections reached only about half that amount by March 31, 1976,
the end of the period covered by this evaluation report. The
Impact program has continued since that date with portions

ending September 30, 1976, and others scheduled to end

December 31, 1976. The actual expenditures of the Oregon
Division of Corrections' six separate projects, as of March 31,
1976, are summarized in Table 1. Together these projects '

were intended as a model system to facilitate continuity of

lThe eight participating cities were Portland (Oregon), Atlanta,
Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, and St. Louis; how-

ever, Portland Impact expenditures were approximately $18,000,000.




TABLE 1
Impact Program Expenditures
Oregon Division of Corrections
as of March 31, 1976

Project Expendituresl
Client Diagnostic and
Tracking Services (DC) $ 485,303
Training and Information (TI) 109,094
Transitional Services—-VRD (TS) 305,552
Institutional Services (IS) 878,299
Client Resources and Services (CRS) 843,428
FPield Services (FS) 617,441
TOTAL $3,239,117

case processing and optimization of service effectiveness across
divisional boundaries. The heart of the program was to be ration-
al case planning, monitoring, and decision-making based upon case
counse .ing by objectives (CBO). From the point of presentence
diagnosis (DC) to prison (IS) or probation/parole (FS), rational
case planning was to draw upon extra and innovative services
generated through the Client Resources and Services (CRS) and

the Transitional Services-VRD (TS) projects. The Training and
Information (TI) project was to provide staff skill development
for innovative case handling. Client- Tracking was to provide
a basis for recording and monitoring program progress at the
line level for management purposes. Evaluation, separate from
divisional operations, was expected to use the same data col-
lection forms and procedures (e.g. Counseling by Objectives)

as those used for day-to-day operations.

This report presents a summary evaluation of the effects of
program implementation as measured by achievement of process
objectives and client recidivism. Because evaluation re-

sources were not adequate to support examination of all six

1Includes some administrative overhead as well as project
costs.
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Divisional projects, analysis was restricted to the three
projects thought to have the greatest impact on crime. These
were the Diagnostic Center (DC) (excluding Tracking), Field
Services (FS), and Client Resources and Services (CRS) projects

which serve as the main test-ground for Impact as operated by
the Division.

This report presents the main conclusions and recommendations
for correctional system change developed by the American
Justice Institute (AJI), the evaluators of the Oregon Cor-
rections Impact Program, as gleaned from an evaluation of the
three referenced projects. Both conclusions and recommenda-
tions are based on detailed evaluation findings presented in
the five earlier reportsl Hopefully, this summary evaluation
report concerning the Oregon Division of Corrections' Impact
effort will provide some guidance to sound correctional plan-
ning and assessment by the Division, the State Planning
Agency, the Legislature, and the Law Enforcement Assistance

Administration.

With this purpose in mind this document first provides an

overview of the program objectives (Section 2.0) followed by

l"Initial Evaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact Pro-
gram", Sacramento, California, American Justice Institute,
September 1875. :

"Agreement of Court Dispositions with recommendations by the
Oregon Corrections Impact Diagnostic Center", Sacramento,
California, American Justice Institute, April 1976.

"Evaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact Program:
Field Services Project", Sacramento, California, American
Justice Institute, September 1976.

"Evaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact Program:
Diagnostic Center Project", Sacramento, California, American

Justice Institute, September 1976.

"gFvaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact Program:
Client Resources and Services Project", Sacramento,
California, American Justice Institute, September 1976.

-3~




a concise statement of the evaluation approach and limitations
(Section 3.0). Next, major evaluation results are discussed
in three sections pertaining to the Diagnostic Center (DC)
Project (Section 4.0), the Field Services (FS) Project
(Section 5.0), and the Client Resources and Services (CRS)
Project (Section 6.0). In each of these three sections a
summary discussion is presented on process objective monitor-
ing and effectiveness (outcome) results obtained for each

specific project.

The evaluator's recommendations constitute Section 7.0. After
the recommendations (Section 7.0) follows Appendix A setting
forth detailed findings pertaining to the Diagnostic Center
(pCc) , Field Services (FS) , and Client Resources and Services
(CRS) projects. These findings are referenced by numbers in
this document; e.g. Diagnostic Center Finding #1 is DCF-1,
Field Services Finding #6 is FSF-6, and Client Resources and
Service Finding #10 is CRSF-10. Appendix B presents, in table
form, the complete process objective statements for the
Diagnostic Center, Field Services, and Client Resources and

Services projects.
This summary draws heavily on three detailed documents:

(DC) "Evaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact
Program: Diagnostic Center Project", Sacramento

California, American Justice Institute, September 1976.

(FS) "Evaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact
Program: Field Serxrvices Project", Sacramento,

California, American Justice Institute, September 1976.

(CRS) "Evaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact
Program: Client Resources and Services Project",
Sacramento, California, American Justice Institute,

. September 1976.

Citations of these documents will be represented as indicated

in the following example: DC:5.1:19-21

i B

ke x_\l

This citation refers to pages 19 thru 21 in Section 5.1 in the
DC evalvation document, i.e. "Evaluation Report on Oregon
Corrections Impact Program: Diagnostic Center Project".

Other citations and references will follow normal conventions.

2.0 OREGON CORRECTIONS IMPACT PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

In applying to LEAA for Impact program money the Oregon
Division of Corrections sought to reduce Impact target crimes
by soliciting funds for:

e Development of case plans and recommendations for

individual services to be administered.

© Resources with which to acquire or implement those

planned or recommended services.

The six projects, named in the previous section, were initiated
to achieve this overall goal and its two objectives by accom-
plishing the following subobjectives:
© The provision of client evaluations and presentence
investigation reports (PSIs), with treatment recommenda-
tions, for the use of Oregon's Multnomah County Judges
and correctional personnel involved with client. [The

Diagnostic Center (DC) Project].
© Augmentation of many institutional programs for "high
risk" offenders in three Oregon Penal institutions.

[The Institutional Services (IS) projectl].

e Increasing the number of probation and parole counselors,

7
“Homicide, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, and burglary.




along with providing Human Resource Assistants, to reduce
to a ratio of 35:1 the caseloads of those working with
Impact clients. [The Field Services (FS) projectl].

e Increasing the Vocational Rehabilitation Division programs
available for target offenders. [Transitional Services

(TS) project].

e Providing for purchase of all types of services, trans-
portation, subsistence, implements, and incidentals to
assist client adjustment. [Client Resources and

Services (CRS) project].

e Providing client tracking information for management

and project staff (tracking component cf DC project).

e Supplementing traditional staff training resources with
innovative subject matter focusing on alternative client
treatment models and their attendant procedures.

[Training and Information (TI) project].

From the above it can be seen that the main thrusts of the

Impact program were the:

e Rationalization of the correctional treatment process via
DC staff and correctional counselors planning with the

clients to identify needs and treatment plans.

o Implementation of those treatment plans using the
resources of the IS, FS, TS, TI, and CRS projects.

This meant that, for perhaps the first time, correctional

counselors would have at their call almost any existing service

thought to be helpful. Included but not limited thereto

were: vocationél educatién, job development and placement,

i
ST Yiniass

psychological services, medical services, and subsistence such
as rent, transportation, clothing, food, utilities, and inci-

dentals (tools, etc.)l. Caseloads were to be reduced to a rate

of 35:1 to facilitate planning and implementation of the ser-
vices. Training was to prepare staff to do planning and

implementation.

3.0 EVALUATION APPROACH AND LIMITATIONS

3.1 TYPES QOF EVALUATION USED
Evaluation efforts were directed toward: a) monitoring the
Oregon Division of Corrections Impact Program processes uti-
lized to implement the program; and b) measuring the Impact
Program's effectiveness in achieving the goal of reducing
target offensés. The objectives of monitoring are to determine
whether the project was carried out as proposed and to define
what was implemented. The objective of measuring effectiveness
is to determine whether the program made any difference, regard-

less of whether it was or was not implemented as planned.

During the first eight months, ending June 30, 1975, all six
projects were monitored and an evaluation report submittedz.
The second evaluation period (ending March 31, 1976) due to
resource constraints, has been limited to three projects;
namely Diagnostic Center, Field Services, and Client Resources

and Services Projects

3.2 EVALUATION LIMITATIONS

3.2.1 Preclusion of Control or Comparison Groups

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration awarded the grant

lSee Table 1, CRS:2.3:6, for a list of the $527,426 in services
provided by CRS project for a portion of the Impact period.

2See Johnson, Glenn, et al, “Initial Evaluation Report on Oregon
Corrections Impact Program". Sacramento, California, American
Justice Institute, September 1975.

-7-
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to the Oregon Division of Corrections on the assumption that
an experimental evaluation design would be utilized. Oft
times, in such a design, two equivalent groups are formed,
then one group is given the experimental treatment exposure
and the othexr, the control group, is not. Then the two groups
are compared on the criterion variable - tafget offenses in
this case - to see if there are significant differences in the
behavior of the two ‘'groups. The Administrator of the Oregon
Division of Corrections at that time was not willing to use an
experimental design employing randomization implementation.
Among the reasons supporting his position was the issue of the

offender's right to treatment.

Without a control group it is not known whether changes in the
experimental group are due to treatment effects or other un-
controlled variables. For example, reduction in crime may be
due to general improvement in employment conditions, a long
period of severe weather, or other factors extraneous to the
experimental treatment. It is assumed that the uncontrolled
variables will effect the control group similarly, thus, when
comparing the differences in change between the control and
experimental groups, there would be a method of accounting for

the uncontrolied variables.

One way of forming the equivalent groups is through random
selection; another is to match the groups on characteristics

A third
approach is to control statistically those variables on which

thought to impact crime - the criterion variable.

the two groups may differ. The statistic used is Analysis of
Covariance, among other techniques. '

During the first project year, AJI began tracking approximately
2700 offenders in the Portland Region; it was hoped that a

comparison group roughly equivalent of the Impact (experimental)

group could be isolated by matching the two groups on charac-

teristics thought to be salient to the program. This did not

- 8-
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prove possible; basically, the groups were comparable only on
the stratified variables and significantly different on others.
In addition, it was found that normal probation and parole
operations resulted in persons in the comparison group receiving
many of the same services as the experimental (Impact) group,
but from a different source. AJI discontinued tracking the
non-Impact group at the end of the first evaluation year, con-

fining its evaluation effort to the Impact clients.

3.2.2

The next plan was to utilize cluster analysis to form the clients

The Cluster Analysis Approach

into similar, homogenous clusters based on like needs and charac-
teristics and then form two groups within each clusterj those

that needed services and received them and, the other group, those
that needed the service, and did not receive them from any source.
This appeared appropriate because Impact, as a program, distills
mostly to the simple provision of heavily augmented services.

This approach failed when the case planning process, to establish

. . 1
client needs, was not implemented as planned.

3.2.3
AJI finally accepted the posture that those receiving the serv-

The "Natural" Selection Approach to Group Formation

ices needed them; we could not accept the converse - those not
receiving the services did not need them - but it may or may not
thwart the analysis, depending on the outcome results. This
meant that the groups were selected from the Impact clients by
correctional counselors "ala natural', that is in the normal
course of their every day work, to become the recipient of

none, one, or a variety of services.

It should be emphasized that this "“natural" selection process
was also used to define the Impact population from which those
eligible for services were selected. At the time the Impact
program started in November 1974, there were under supervision

on Probation and Parole a large number of "high risk" and

1

See FS:5.0:45 as well as the next section.
_.9._
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A subset of these wag declared "Impact" early in the program

(November and December 1974); some had been under supervision

over two years at the time, others only one month. Others

were declared "Impact" later in the Impact program, e.dg. in

September 1975, to become eligible for a certain service. Many

were shown as being in Impact since the start - November 1974,
.+»1f under supervision at that time. The definition of "Impact"
clients also changed at least twice during the program.l Thus,
it should be noted that the evaluators had no control over who
was placed in the Impact group, except that in January 1976,
AJI refused to accept any more persons in the study population
which had a July 1975 cut~off date. As late as January 1976,
some still were being back-dated to the period between Nov-

ember 1974 and July 1975. This means that treatment during

the period in Impact program up to point of service initiation,
ig, for some clients, no different than the period before

the Impact program as far as activity or service is concerned.
Thus, when attempting to evaluate the effect of services, AJI
measured the criterion variables during the period-at-risk
after the initial date of service and compared behavior on the
criterion variables with an equivalent period-at-risk before
service, not start of Impact program.. The start date of the
period "in program" was accepted as declared (back-dated),

not as of the date of declaration. The potential biases

that may arise from this "natural" selection process severely
limits any evaluation. '

3.2.4 Establishing the Criterion Variable(s) and the Pre and

Post Comparison Periods

The goal is to reduce the commission of target offenses - homicide,
rape, aggravated assault, robbery, and burglary. In order to
determine if there has been a reduction it is necessary to

measure target offenses or the number of convictions for target

See "Initial Evaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Division

- } " . : . : :
Impact Program", Sacramento, California, American Justice Institute,

September 15, 1975, Appendix B, pp. 146-149.
"‘lO“‘
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offenses. AJI, Ffor a number of reasons, chose arrests for its
. 1 . .
primary measure of target of fenses™, although, in some instances,

convictions for target offenses were evaluated.

Typically, in assessing the impact of correctional programs,
measurement addresses the number or proportion of offenders
who recommit crimes during a certain time frame during or after

exposure to program. This was done in this Project.

" Another approach is to measure the reduction in the number of

offenses. This, too, was done. When attempting to measure the
reduction in the number of offenses during or after exposure

to program it is necessary for the baseline and the post
treatmént periods to be eqguivalent. With the natural selection
processes described above and the normal entry and exiting

of program created by the regular criminal justice processes,
the Impact clients had different individual exposure histories

during the baseline and post program entry periods.

To overcome this problem, AJI decided to equate, for each indi-
vidual, periods-at-risk in the paseline period and the during
program period. By holding equivalent the periods-at-risk for
each individual it enabled comparison of the number of arrests
for offenses of interest in the baseline period with the during
or after program period. The term "period-at-risk" means a
period of time during which the individual is in the community
in a position to commit and be arrested for a crime. All
periods of confinement are deducted from the calculation. The

period-at-risk during program determined the length of period-

at-risk before program. The Impact study population intake
period was from November 1974 to June 30, 1975, allowing for
a minimum follow up period of nine months through March 31, 1976.

Thus, the period-at-risk during or after program was a maximum

TFS;4.2: 27-35
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D Ty S ——

P v~k v



T

No one was followed after March 31, 1976,
(violation,

of seventeen months.
or after exiting the Impact program for any reason

discharge, expiration), whichever occurred the earliest.

On the assumption that a service cannot expec£ to impinge upon
arrest history before the service takes place the during
program "period-at-risk" for each service started with the date
the services started. Similarly, the baseline, or before

period, ended on the same date. Again, the equal "at
risk" periods were calculated for each individual; thus, each
client had individual "at risk" periods for each different

service or program received and for the Impact program.

3.2.5
The period of follow up of the arrest histories of the Impact

Pollow-up Limitations

clients is necessarily short, particularly for some of the
This factor limits the value of the evalua-
Oft

services received.
tion; a more extensive follow up period would be better.
times there is less than a year in the period-at-risk during

program.

Most correctional research shows that initial differences
found between special project clienés and comparisons tend
to disappear over time (within five years). Conclusions
contained herein are based on case studies ranging from one
to 17 months; the average Impact client has been at risk in
the community for only a small portion (354 days)l of those
five years by the end of the analysis period (March 31, 1976).
Again, caution is necessary.

In gummary, the evaluation results presented here concerning
impact on arrests must be tempered with the knowledge that it
is suggestive, that more rigorous evaluation approaches, (not
permitted here) might show different or stronger results.

Having discussed the evaluation approach, the criterion

1

lpable a-48, FS: APPENDIX:170

-12-
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variables, and limitations and evaluations, we now turn to the
three projects of concern - DC, FS, and CRS -~ to summarize the

evaluation findings related to each.

4.0 DIAGNOSTIC CENTER EVALUATION RESULTS

4.1 PROCESS MONITORING RESULTS

The thirteen evaluation findings relative to the DC are set
The first five could be considered to
pertain to process objectives while the latter eight relate

2

to outcome®. Therein one can see that the DC prepared

presentence reports on 491 or 98% of the cases referred for
such service which more than met the proposal objective of
90% (DCF-1).

refer to the Diagnostic Center the 57 cases which found their

What is not known is why the courts did not

way in Impact probation supervision without presentence
during the period November 1974 through June 30, 1975, as
well as an unknown number of target offenders that entercd
non-Impact probation or the Oregon penal institutions, also
without DC referrals. The DC was fairly timely in its response !
to requests for presentence investigations, 66% were completed
within the required 15 working days (DCF—29. Several of the
late reports were late for reasons beyond the control of the
DC but a substantial thirty-four percent (165) exceeded the

time allowed by the process objective.

In the future, this arbitrary objective of 15 working days for

PSI production should be changed. A system of priorities

IPages 65-67

25 complete statement of the Process Objectives appears in
Appendix B.

3During the last five project months examined 76% were completed
within 15 working days.

- 13._.




for completion of reports should be developed which takes
cognizance of the overall justice system and offender needs.
For example, the highest priority for earliest completion of
PSI should go to those in jail (in contrast to those on bail
or released on own recognizance [OR]), or to those serious
offenders on bail who represent greatest risk to the community .
This would lead to reduction in jail costs by shortening the
time in jail awaiting sentence. Since the majority of those
in presentence jail detention are not sentenced to confinement,
a shorter presentence jail period also is desirable because it
is less disruptive to family, employment and other aspects of
civil life which must be reestablished upon release. The less
these community ties are disrupted, th= greater the chance of

successful social reintegration.

One primary DC function is to recommend correctional actions
to be implemented via court and/or correctional worker. One DC
process objective was that 90% of the DC recommendations for
treatment plans be implemented within 30 working ays. Only
71% of 103 clientsl had at least one of the recommendations
implemented or continued (DCF-3) at all any time during the
program. At most, 40% (41) had plans initiated within 30 days
after FS intake (not 30 days after cpurt order). One might
conclude that this should be a measure of FS activities not DC
There are many
1) the Diag-

nostic Center recommendations may suggest activities or treat-

recommendations. This may be true, in part.

reasons why plan initiation may not take place:

ment not existent in the community or beyond the capabilities
of FS staff to implement; 2) there may be too many needing

the service - overloading available resources; 3) the client
may not want to participate in the plan; 4) the FS staff dis-
agrees with the recommendation, or 5) FS staff fails to over-

come the inertia to act. Table 5 in the Field Services

1149 entered on probation after going through DC but only 103
had specific case recommendations; 104 of 212 recommendations
were initiated, many quite late in the period of supervision.

-14-

evaluation reportl reveals a wide variation in the degree to
which various types of service recommendations were imple-
mented - alcohol treatment being the most frequeni (75%) and

medical dental treatment the least (30%).

Further evidence of field staff failure to follow Diagnostic
Center (DC) recommendations is apparent with respect to
psychological treatment. Over half of the recommendations
had not been implemented (30 of 54)2; yet, less than half
of the psychological monthly hours (7 of 20) available
through the DC staff were being utilized (DCF-4).

During the project operations, it was discovered there were
two groups, roughly equivalent in size, entering probation
supervision. One group had gone through the DC, the othexr
(the DC By-Pass group) had not. They were tested for com-
parability on the c;i%erion variable (arrests) and period-
at-risk prior to Impact. They were found not to be signifi-
cantly different. Therefore, a number of comparisons were

made using analysis of variance and covariance.

When comparing these two comparable Impact groups, no signifi-
cant difference was found in intensity of services rendered

or obtained by FS staff for those that had passed through the
DC in contrast to those who had bypassed the DC (DCF-5).

possible explanation is that treatment staffs are equally

One

sensitive/insensitive to treatment requirements with and
without the information presented in the DC version of a
PSI. TUnder this hypothesis,
information and judgments provided by the DC go largely

it would be assumed that either

unappreciated by probation staffs, or Counselors are simply

ment and plan development) without the receipt of a DC PSI.

lFS:5.2r49

2Tpid
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With ample dollar support from CRS, the recommendations
should have been achievable to a high degree. The failure
to implement diagnostic center type of recommendations is
not uncommon in other correctional settings. In California,
AJI has observed institutional staff ignoring guidance cen-
ter recommendations. Results showing ineffective FS staff
implementation of DC recommendations lead one to question
the advisability of continuing the DC for the purpose of
making recommendations for correctional staff implementation
without steps to insure staff action. This may be even
more apparent if the court ordered treatment plans were

eliminated from those counted as initiated by field staff.

4.2 DIAGNOSTIC CENTER OUTCOME RESULTS

When comparing the DC and DC By-Pass groups, analyses reveal
no significant main effect differences between the two groups
during program with respect '+ target (DCF-8) or non-target
arrests (DCF~9), even when the levels of intensity of ser-
vice or levels of subsistencel

Although there were no differences in the number of non-

target arrests at the lower levels of service intensity, there

was a significant difference as the level of intensity in-
creased. There were significantly fewer non-target offenses
for the DC group receiving higher intensity of services

(DCF-7) .

intensity, the group that had gone through the DC had sig-

In other words, at the higher level of service
nificantly fewer non-target offenses. This was not true
for the DC By-Pass group. This was probably due to client
selection. Nearly half of those DC clients placed on pro-
bation by June 30, 1975, never entered Impact Field Services
or were held out too long to be included in the study

population.

Some investigators approach measurement of program effectiveness

(outcome) "in terms of proportions of clients repeating offenses

l(Rent, bus fare, etc.) -16—

were different (DCF-10, DCF-11).

Fsbars

rather than total number of offénses committed. Conse-
guently, the reduction in the proportions of Impact clients
committing offenses in the DC and DC By-Pass groups before
and during program were determined. There were no signifi-
cant differences between the DC and DC By-Pass groups in the
reduction of the proportion of clients committing target
or non-target offenses during the Impact program (DCF-12,

DCF-13).

‘4.3 CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE DIAGNOSTIC CENTER

The purpose of the Diagnostic Center is twofold.
it is intended, via presentence investigations (PSIs),

to provide information and recommendations to aid the courts
in making dispositions regarding clients‘awaiting sentence.
Second, the PSIs are to give direction to correctional pro-
cessing after sentencing to enhance long term community
protection through delivery of rehabilitation services.
Corollary to the latter, the DC also provides, upon correc-
tional counselor request, psychological services for clients.
Diagnostic Center Conclusions (DCC's) presented below draw
upon findings presented in two earlier reportsl, and the
foregoing discussion.

DCC~1 The DC, to a large extent, achieved its major

purpose of providing timely presentence infor-
mation and recommendations to the courts;
however, due to the questionable value and

the excessive costs of DC PSIs and limited
utilization of DC recommendations, continu-
ance of the DC under present conditions is

not justified.

l"Agreement of Court Dispositions With Recommendations By
The Oregon Corrections Diagnostic Center", Sacramento,
California, American Justice Institute, September 1976.

"Evaluation Report On Oregon Corrections ImQact Qrogram:
Diagnostic Center Project", Sacramento, California,
American Justice Institute, September 1976.

...17...




The major contribution expected of the DC was the provision
of presentence reports - timely and with case plans. To a
large extent, this has occuredl. A previous report has
established the partial utility of the DC PSIs to the courts
although the latter only followed the DC recommendations 1%
to 29% of the time on any specific type of treatment recom-
'mendationz. Some argue that the courts did not use DC as

an effective aid to select between prison and probation.
Certainly those placed on probation withoult DC processing
(the DC By-Pass group) did as well on probation as those

in the DC group. Ignoring selection factors influencing

the referrals to the DC one could accept that argument. It
also is supported by other decision-making studies that con-
clude dispositions in various stages of criminal cases are

made on very few pieces of data of the type normally available

in a Release—-on-Own-Recognizance hearing.

Without doubt, there is a need to provide the courts adequate
information for sentencing. There are questions as to: who
should provide what information at what cost, and how soon
after adjudication of guilt? The information traditionally
has been furnished by the probation staff. In Oregon, it is
reported, it has taken probation staff six to twelve weeks

to prepare the PSI, if it has been done at all, and, even,
then, the PSI may not have a case plan. It was outside the
evaluator's charter to examine comparatively the quality of
PSIs prepared by the probation staff and the DC. Neither

was it the evaluator's charge to do a cost~benefit analysis.

1 .
66% of PSIs were timely; 69% of those placed on probation
had recommendations.

2 ; - .

"Agreement of Court Dispositions With Recommendations by
the‘Orean Corrections Impact Diagnostic Center", Sacramento,
California, American Justice Institute, April 1976, p.57.

...18_.

Nevertheless, some glaring facts became apparent.

It is

reportedl a PSI completed by prokation staff costs $271;

it is estimated that the cost of each DC PSI approximates
$727.2 Such a cost differential, to be continued, must be
justified by added community protection derived from DC PSI
reports. Such benefits are not aﬁparent at this time. Part

of the cost differential is due to the fact ten professionals
working in the DC produce approximately 27.5 PSIs a month.

They appear to be underutilized, although with 34% of the

PSIs taking longer than 15 working days, it is questionable
whether many more PSIs could have been produced with reason-
able speed. DC PSIs include psychological examinations and
extensive testing which do not occur in regular probation staff
investigations. The need for these extra examinations on a
regular basis is not recognized in the large majority of cases.
If the court or probation staff can recognize the need, the
referral to psychological resources in the community should
take place on an as nceded, not a routine, basis. The
psychological serviees should be a community resource to which

corrections could turn, not an in-house resource.

l”Governor Task Force on Corrections: Master Plan Foxr Oregon
Corrections System: Preliminary draft", August 13, 1976, p.2.

QDC cogt,s have been averaging about $20,000 per month exclusive
of traqﬁing; with PSIs averaging 27.5 per month, each costs
about $727. This could be compared to $138 estimated as an
average- cost of a long presentence investigation in a rural
setting-in draft report by Donald J. Thalheimer in "Cost
Analysis of Correctional Standards relating to Community Based
Supervigion: Probation, Community Service and Restitution",
Washington, D. C. ABA, April 1976.

3DC recommended psychological treatment in 52% of cases going
to probation, (Table 5,FS:5.2:49). Field staff initiated

less than half of those services recommended (44%) while the
courts ordered services in less than half of cases recommended
(op cit. "Agreement of Court Dispositions...", p.57.)
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The significance of the $456 difference in PSI costs is strik-
ing when one considers that the average cost of probation
supervision in Oregon at $§1.59 per day is $580 pexr yearl and
that the average cost per recipient of CRS support was $449.2
The potential savings from less expensive PSIs (than DC PSIs)
could pay a larger portion of the cost of more PSIs, augmented

supervision, or resource support, if deemed desirable.

The critical test for the PSI is whether it assists the court
to avoid mistakes in sentencing. The test is whether: (1) the
court sends to prison those needing to be there for the pro-
tection of the public and does not send those that do not re-
quire prison to protect the public, or, (2) the converse, the
court releases to the community those that will not harm the
public, not those that will harm the public. Unfortunately,
we only become cognizant of. those released that later commit
offenses. We seldom know of those that are committed to prison
but need not be so committed to protect the public. The test
of agreement between court dispositions and DC recommendations
is meaningless unless we know the degree of agreemént*between
the recommendations of the DC and the behavior of the client
'(arresﬁS) while in the community. If the DC is continued, |
this should be the subject of future“research following up
those receiving DC recommendations pro and con, concerning
probation. Even if the DC PSI recommendations could be shown
to be 100% correct, they would be of little value unless +the
courts followed them. The problem remaining would be.the
acceptance of decision criteria by those accustomed to un-
bridled freedom to choose any alternative, within the broad

limits of the law, in accordance with their own dictates.

DCC-2 With respect to adding to the effectiveness of
?he gorrectional process the value of the DC
N is highly questionable. There is no evidence

- x":"":,%}

1 Coa o .
Oregon Division of Correction estimate

2Table l, FS:2.3:5 .
_.20...

R R

~onsirn, W

(AR

P T NI

that DC Processing effects later client arrests
or client servicing during probation.

Clients passing through{the DC do not receive more services
than do those not passing through the DC (DCF-5). Neither
do Impact probationers :going through the DC have greater
reductions in target or non-target crimes than those not
going through the DC (DCF~8, DCF-9). This may be due to the

fact that: (1) the DC has failed to diagnose or to recommend

actions that can be implementéd or that bring about differ-

ences, {(2) that the DC recommenéations have been appropriate
but they have not been implemented, or (3) both, in various
degrees. For whatever reason, the Diagnostic Center Operations
until now have neither had an effect on outcome, in terms ot
reducing client arrests during program, nor on the amount of

correctional services.

Effectiveness of the DC was hampexéd by :
e correctional counselors, like the courts, failing to
initiate about half the DC recommendations (in addition,

initiation did not always mean complete implementation.)

e underutilization of the DC resource because field staff
did not refer cases with diagnosed psychological needs;
DC staff expended time available on non-IS clients,
mainly determining client eligibility foxr VRD services

under the Transitional Services project.

As long as correctional counselors choose largely to ignore or
reject DC treatment recommendations, it does not appear wise
to expend an additional $456 ($727-271) per case to attain

+those recommendations.
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5.0 FIELD SERVICES (FS) PROJECT EVALUATION RESULTS

5.1 GENERAL TFIELD SERVICES PFINDINGS

The Field Services project was, in many ways, expected to be the
catalytic delivery system for much of the Impact program. FoOI
the hundreds on probation and parole without DC processing, FS
staff were to develop the case plans. Case plans consist of
documented, measurable objectives, related to client specific
crime causation, followed by a specified plan of action for
meeting the specified objectives. Plans need to be documented
because one counselor cannot remember 45 detailed casce plans,
each with multiple objectives and actions timed to meet them.
In addition, plans must be documented to insure continuity in
caseworker turnover and to provide a base for casework super-

vision and follow up.

Through referrals, or otherwise, FS staff were expected to initi-
ate or implement the treatment/training plans recommended by the
DC, ordered by the court, or evolving from their own case plan-
ning efforts. They were to monitor and supervise clients to
help resolve problems and insure non-violation compliance. In
order to achieve these subobjectives more effectively, the

project was designed to augment field staff to reduce caseloads.

During the period covered by this report, November 1, 1974
through March 31, 1976, the FS project included up to 547
clients per month, and a total of 731 different clients.

was no attempt to restrict the number of clients entering the

There

Impact program although “bad risk" and "good risk" were initially
P prog .

excluded on undocumented criteria.

Measured from the midpoint of the Project, average caseload
size for Impact staff remained near 42:1, above the 35:1
project goal. Impact clients supervised by non-Impact staff

overflowed into caseloads averaging 65:1. Lesser difference in

1 . CEO -
See FS:5.3:60-64 -0

______

Re—

size was observed comparing Impact and non-Impact parole case-
loads (46:1 versus 57:1, respectively) than when comparing
(41:1 versus 69:1

As indicated, Impact clients overflowing the

Impact and non-Impact probation caseloads
respectively).
caseloads manned by Impact staff were placed in the larger
regular caseloads staffed by non-Impact staff. Sometimes they
were already there and declared Impact late in the program in
order to receive Impact CRS services. These oversize caseloads

resulted not only from the excessive number of clients but also

-from the failure to provide the prescribed number of General

1976. 1

Fund counselors for Impact until January,
Although the ¢general reduction in caselocad size to a goal of
35:1 was not attained because the Division of Corrections did
not restrict Impact intake, the Division did achieve a consider-
able change in its operations in a comparatively short time.

One should recognize that thirty-seven percent of the Portland

Region clients were involved in the Impact program.

There is evidence that the Impact augmentation of staff is
associated with substantial increases in services delivered to
clients. For a sample Sf 74 clients, counselor contacts with
clients,. their families, and collatefal contacts averaged 26.1
per year before Impact and 36.9 per year after project intake.
Measuring intensity of services in terms of davs of client en-
rollment in special treatment/training programs per year of pro-
bation or parole supervision, the rate of client involvement in
special services grew by 393% (from 84.4 to 331.8 days enrollment
per year df supervision.) The latter is related to the Client
Resources and Services project as well as the FPield Services
project. The availability of FS staff to provide contacts and
arrange for services was not only due to the additional Impadt

Field Staff but also their augmentation by DC staff which

lThe project proposal called for 9 Impact funded correctional
counselors, plus 6 General Fund positions.
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reduced the Field Staff time spent in PSI preparation. One
should note that, in general, the improved delivery of services
guantitatively was accomplished in the face of the fact that
Impact counselors qualitatively tended to be newer and less
experienced than the pre-Impact correctional counselors who

tended to stay with the regular caseloads for tenure reasons.

Having covered a few general items, consideration now turns to
the specific FS objectives of the proposal, starting with the
'S Process Objectives.

5.2 TFIELD SERVICE MONITCRING RESULTS

AJI has set forth, in summary format, 54 field service findings

(FSFs) pertaining to the evaluation of the Field Service project.l

The first thirteen (13) of these findings pertain to the Field
Service Process objectives set forth in the proposal funded by
LEAA. The achievement of process objectives was considered
necessary as a preliminary step toward the crime reduction goals
of the project.

Nine of the thirteen process objectives were not successfully
achieved. Six of these nine objectives were related to case
planning. Since case plans identifying client problems and
treatment plans were seldom achieved and rarely within thirty
working days after referral (FSF-1), it was not possible to:
initiate 90% of the plans within thirty working days of referral
(FSF-2); initiate 60% of the specified activities within speci-
fied time frames (FSF-3); increase, by 50%, the number of recom-
mended placements that were accepted (FSF-5); increase the
resolution of family conflicts by 10% (FSF-9); or reduce by

10% the individuals' money management problems (FSF-10).

The other three process objectives not achieved pertained to

employment. There is no evidence that the rate of client unemploy-

ment was reduced at all, let alone by the 40% required in process

lSee Appendix A, pp. 68-77 —24-
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objective six (FSIF-6). Neither were the lengths of periods of
uhemployment reduced (FSF~-7). Similarly, there is no evidence
that the per capita earnings of clients were increased (FSF-8).
There was evidence that the project did effectively identify

and enroll clients needing employment services but it appears
that the long delays in providing these services provided little
opportunity for the effort to influence the measures utilized

to evaluate performance on these related objectives. It is
difficult to influence rates based on a 12 month performance.

if job development is slowed or hampered by the fact contracts

are not completed in the first six months for whatever reason.

Four process objectives were considered to have been achieved.
Since 71% (more than the 60% reguired) of the Diagnostic Center-
recommended treatment/training plans (i.e., at least one recom-
mendation) were initiated, it was concluded that not more than
40% had to be changed. Thus, Process Objective 4 was considered
achieved (FSF-4). Twenty-nine percent (29%) of clients violating
probation and parole absconded; thus, Process Objective 11, re-
guiring no more than 30% absconders, was successfully attained
(FSF-11). The observed reduction of 27% in target offender con-
victions between the Before and During Program egualized at risk
periods was concluded to satisfy Process Objective 12 require-
ments of 10% reduction in target conviction (FSF-12). The re-
duction in length of time under supervision for clients receiving
early release from probation and parole met Process Objective 13
expectations (FSF-13). The average length of supervision was
reduced from 3.06 years (1118 days) to 2.27 years (827 days).
Average length of supervision of those failing on probation and
parole was not effected by Impact services. Although this re-
duction may be due to program effects, it could occur as a result

of administrative policy as much as anything else.

5.3 FIELD SERVICES OUTCOME RESULTS

5.3.1 Results of Analyses of Success/Failure Data on Those

Exiting I'rom Probation and Parole

Using clients exiting from probation and parole in the Portland
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Region, projectbresults were examined based on statistics main-
tained by the Division. In summary, data show that regular,
non~Impact probation clients did better (had fewer failure cases
and more successes) than non-Impact parole, Impact probation, or
Impact parole (FSF-15). However, both Impact and non-Impact
parole did as well as Impact probation (FSF-16, FSF-17, ISF-18).
The similarity between non—Impadt parole and Impact parole could
be explained by similarity of policy within the Division; however,
gsimilarity of parole and Impact probation strongly indicates that
parolees may have been handled in the community as probationers
at less cost and no greater risk. Moreover, these data suggest
that supervision should distinguish more between clients than
legal status. That is, perhaps the more serious offenders should
be treated as a group separately from the least serious offenders,
regardless of whether on probation or parole. If so, this has
implications for the organization structure of the Corrections

Division.

There were no significant differences among Impact and non-Impact
clients, non-Impact probationers and Impact probationers, non-
Impact parolees and Impact parolees, or Impact probationers and
Impact parolzes with respect to Early Release vs. Expiration of
Juerisdiction (FSF~19, FSF-20, FSF-21). This probably stems from

policy more than client characteristics.

5.3.2 Results of Analysis of Arrest/Convictions Data for

Equalized Periods—of-Time—at-Risk Before and During

Program
Using arrest and conviction records maintained by the Oregon
State Police; connections between project aspects and client

recidivism are summarized next.

Looking at the numbers of arrests and convictions for the study:
group of 465 clients during two equal periods-of-time-at-risk be-
fore and during Impact, State Police Records show that arrests for

target arrests were reduced 55% and target convictions reduced 27%.

loapie 9, Fs:5.5:67

Tested in terms of numbers of clients arrested and/or convicted,
similarly strong program effects are indicated. Thus, the number
arrested for target crimes decreased 37% where the number of
clients arrested for non-target crimes fell 49%.l In texrms of
convictions, non-target offense convictions dropped 57%; there
was no significant change for target crime convictions.2 There
is a temptation to claim great success for the program based on
these‘data but it must be remembered that the reduction in arrests
may have been due to factors other than the Impact program, e.d..,
court processing, routine correctional supeivision, etc. There
was no control group with which to compare arrest and conviction
rates. One should ponder why there was no significant reduction
in convictionsg for target offenses, a major project goal. Analy-
sis of Tables 15, 16 and 173 show that a substantial increase

in target convictions for Impact probationers offset a statisti-

cally significant reduction for Impact parolees.

Generally, in terms of arrests, there were no significant re-
ductions in the proportion of the parolees arrested for non-target
arrests (FSI-25) but a significant reduction for target arrests
(FSF-24). The number of probationers arrested for target and
non-target arrests were significantly reduced (FSF-24, FSF-25).
With respect to convictions, the number of probationers con-
victed for target offenses was not reduced (FSF-28); there were
significant reductions in parolees convicted for target offenses
(FSF-28) as well as significant reduction in the proportion of
parolees and probationers convicted for non-target offenses
(FSF~27) .

Some, Xnowing maturation.often leads to less crime, will guestion

if the increased maturation of Impact clients did not contribute

lraple 15, FS:6.2.2:84
211D |
3IBID, pages 84-87
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to the result. Separate tests found there was no significant
association between client age and arrest rates for target or
(FSI'-29) or between length of supervision
(FSF-30) .

differences in these dimensions were found comparing probation

non-target offenses
and target or non-target arrest rates Moreover, no

with parole.

The observed reduction in arrests and convictions occurred amongst
those receiving services. The 111 clients receiving no services
showed no significant change in the numbers of clients arrested
before and during impact; the reduction observed was concentrated
(FSF-31, FSF-32).
(of the 111)

client selection for service -y

among the 354 clients receiving special services
These findings do not mean that increased enrollment
would have paid off. Instead,

"cause" the apparent connection between services and outcome.

Simply providing sexvices does not assure success. Reduction in
target arrests were not generally found for those enrolling in
Educational/Vocational/Job Placement, Job Counseling,
(FSF-33).
did drug related services have signiﬁicant effects upon target or
(FSF-37) .
of arrests was related to finishing job related programs (FFSF-46,
(FSF-47,

Sometimes mere enrollment in a program is con-

Psycho-

logical Counseling, or Residential Care Programs Nor

non-target arrest rates Rather, success in reduction
PSF-49) and staying in personality oriented programs
FSF-48, 'FSF-52) .
nected with the reduction of non-target arrests but not target

arrests (FSI'-33, FSF-235).

There is some evidence that target offenses are reduced signifi-
cantly when-a client is enrolled in two programs, but not when
in more than two (FSF-40). When several problems exist, services
appear ineffective. This is related to a similar finding that

as the intensity of service is increased, there is no significant
relationship to reduction in target arrests (FSF-41, FSF-43).
More intensive services appear to impact non-target arrests
(FSr-42) .

duration and/or multiple programs) go to

These findings mean that the more intensive (longer

B Gttt

stubborn problems. This has major implications for correctional

programs, e.g., put limited resources where they pay off -- not
just where the need is.

5.4 CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE FIELD SERVICES PROJECT

The reader will recall that the overall Impact goal of the Oregon
Division of Corrections was to reduce Impact target crime by

(1) developing case plans specifying case objectives and recom-
mendations for related services for clients, (2) employment of
resources and services to acquire or implement those planned or
recommended services, and (3) progress monitoring to allow timely
plan/service modifications where¢ needed. In view of the findings
in the foregoing two sections, what Field Service Conclusions
(FSCs) are possible about the Field Services project and its
contribution to the attainment of Impact goals with respect to
these Impact subobjectives? Several major conclusions are

apparent. The first is:

FsCc~-1 The development and use of case plans, the

foundation of the Impact pProgram as proposed,
in essence did not occur in the Field Sexvices
project. ;

The process to achieve this objective was Counseling by Objectives
(CBO). Widespread utilization of CBO never occurred.

a major program implementation deficiency.

This was
To be true, at the
insistence of the evaluation team, a large number of plans were
generated after the fact,‘i.e., plans were retroactively recon-
structed several months after the client entered the Impact pro-
gram or was declared an Impact case. The plans were not developed
with the clients and then proactively pursued. The project start
up process of ingesting into the Impact Program several hundred
clients already under supervision contributed to this problem.
The Oregon Division of Corrections' attitude has been, to a large
extent, to treat the Impact program as supplementary to its on-

going programs; it has not been considered an innovative program;
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the integrity of which was to be maintained to enable assess-—
ment of its effectiveness. Thus, there seemed to be little com-
mitment to digress from normal operations which did not include
CBO implementation.

Fsc-2 Services rendered clients, although substantially
increased through the Impact program, were too
frequently too little and too late.

Half of the treatment recommendations for DC clients entering
Impact probation were never initiated. One can conclude that,
in the absence of treatment plans for probationers and parolees
under field service supervision, many other undiagnosed needs
were not met. In addition, those services rendered were de-
livered tardily much of the time, due to slow field services
intake from the courts or lagging implementation of recommended
essential services, e.g., employment placements.

t

Fsc-3 Subject to the stated evaluation limitations, it
appears that the benefits derived do not justify
the costs of the Field Services and the Client
Resources and Services projects as they are now
operated. '

Recognizing that any outcome conclusion is subject to the limi-
tations of short term follow-up and potential natural selection
biases, the data indicate there were significant reductions be-
tween the Before and During program periods-at-risk in: (1) the
number of probationers arrested for target crimes (3.5% or 20)
and non-target crimes (19.8% or 61); (2) the number of parolees
(8.9% or 14) arrested for target crimes; (3) the number of
parolees convicted for target crimes (7.6% or 12) and for non-
target crimes (9.6% or 15). (There was an insignificant re-
duction in (1) parolees arrested for non-target crimes and (2)

probationers convicted for target offenses).

A rough calculation of the cost benefit trade off of the reduction
of 122 persons (arrests and convictions) against the total
-~30~

expenditures of $l,065,753l for Field Services and Client Re-
sources and Services (both by March 31, 1976) guickly lead to
the conclusion that the programs, as now operated, are not

cost-effective.

Assume‘for the moment that every one of the 122 arrestees (90)
and convictees (32) were sent to the Oregon State Penitentiary
at a cost of $2O.092 per day, $7,333 per year. At a total of
$894,626 per year, the 122 would have to serve nearly 1.19 years
in order to use up the program costs. This ignores many indirect
cost savings such as victim losses, the costs of criminal justice
prosecution and defense and welfare payments to support families,
but it also ignores the considerable shrinkage between arrests

and convictions and the fact many non-target arrests are not
felonies punishable by prison sentence. This quick calculation
should serve to show that these specific Impact programs need
considerable imprbvement to justify continuance as crime reducers.
Although statistically significant reductions in arrests and con-

victions were obtained, they are not practically significant.

Fsc-4 Program services decision criteria need to be
specified and implemented to increase the impact
of service dollars on crime reduction; analysis
of outcome results confirm the original proposal
notion that case analysis and service recom-
mendations are prerequisite to success. Re-
duced caseload size, plus easy access to pur-
chased services were not enough.

Clients receiving special services showed significantly reduced

arrests (target and non-target); however, such reductions were

l$617,44l for Field Services plus $448,312 of CRS funds (85%)
devoted to the field. (An underestimate of total costs since
about 20% of Impact clients were supervised by non-Impact staff
with no FS costs required.) )

2According to the Oregon Corrections Division, daily costs per
client budgeted for this biennium averaged $20.09 for the Oregon
State Prison and $25.54 for the Oregon State Correctional Insti-
tutions; statewide (not specifically Impact) probation/parole
cost equals $1.59 per client day.
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not found among clients without special programs (FSF~39).
(There may have been some biasing factor entering into the
non-selection of certain clients for services, but none is
known). It takes more than simply finding a need and filling
it to be successful. When considering individual programs/
sérvices often there was no significant reduction in arrests
amongst‘all those enrolled (FSF-32, FSF-33, FSFr-34, FSF-36,
FSF-37). On the other hand, when considering subgroups within
those enrolled, e.g., those completing, staying in program, re-
ceiving the greateSt intensity, significant reductions are

obtained.

When clients provided job placements thrqugh purchase of service
stayed on the job 60 days, such services were connected with
reduced crime, but 67% of those so placed were fired, quit, or
laid off in less than 60'days. Similarly, personality related
services (psychological, drug/alcohol, residential care)]were
shown effective only for those remaining in the program.™— If
criteria could be developed so that services are purchased
according to ability to finish or remain in a program, not solely
on a basis of need as appears to have been the practice of FS
counselors, cost-effectiveness of providing correctional programs
should improve. This does not always mean that services go ﬁo
the most needy. Impact data indicate that those with multiple
problems are most likely to recidivate. In times of limited
resources, the first to receive the sexrvices should be those

with the best chance of success to improve community protection.

Aﬁother implication from the FS findings is that for certain
services (e.g., alcohol/drug programs), the one-shot assistance
or short term efforts, current policy in some correctional set-
tings, will in all likelihood end in failure. Long term partici-
pation is indicated. Like Alcoholics Anonymous programs, con-—
tinuous, never ending help may be needed. Some way must be found

to provide cost-effective services over the long haul.

1

Table A-35, FS:APPENDIX:157 _,,_

Decisions regarding which Impact clients are to receive which
‘services have been left almost entirely to correctional counse-
lors. No decision guidelines have been developed; even the re-

quiremant for a treatment plan, imposed by CRS managemant, was
abandoned during the project.

Prior work has shown that correctional efforts affect different

clients differently. Impact data reaffirm that fact. The relation-

ship of those differences to program performance and the relation-—
ship of program performance to reduction in crime must be sought
diligently. Included therein are +he relationships between the

variety and number of programs/services undertaken and the re-
duction in crime.

FSC-5 One reason the Impact Field Services Project failed

to achieve its full potential was the lack of proper
management and planning.

At the outset the proposal, based on inadequate information, did
not provide sufficient staff to achieve the stated reduced case-
work goals of 35:1. Ménagement aggravated the situation by not
providing the additional matching staff until January, 1976. In
addition, the woefully inadequate provision for tracking support
and information handicapped the ehtire program by not providing
information to hold Field Services managers accountable for in-
adequate performance. Counselors were not held responsiblelfor
CBO planning or fulfillment of treatment recommendations. In
addition, great lags between time of sentencing (up to 76 days
with 39 cases taking from 1 to 15 weeks) and time of Field Serv-
ices intake dampened the opportunities for FS counselors to intexr-
vene at the critical time, just after sentencing, to introduce
changes. Similarly, even after FS intake, it took, on the aver-
age, 34.5 working days to initiate treatment. In some cases,
important services, such as job finding, were not implemented
for months. Such delays waste the motivational impact of the

court experiences and new supervision relationships.
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The poox

Impact administrative siructure, with Impact management
outside of line operations, thwarted project objectives being
achieved. When Impact objectives were not met, line managers,
not subject to the Impact manager, had the real authority to
insure project objectives were achieved. Lack of management
coordination, responsibility, and/or interest left many avail-
able resources underutilized whilé client treatment needs went
undiagnosed or unmet. For example, a maximum of 7 of 20 monthly
hours of DC time available for probation and parole client con-
sultation was used; yet, half of the DC clients entering Impact
probation with recommendations for psychological services never
received such treatment.- CRS monies were abundant; yet, nearly
half of all DC recommendations went unaddressed. Field Services
policies and procedures did not provide management adequate in-

formation to know these difficulties were occurring.

These results may also stem from the fact that in the Oregon
Correctional culture, the correctional counselor appears almost
an autonomous agent except in crisis situations. Different cor-
rectional counselors approach their work with different philoso-
phies resulting in different behavioral interactions with clients.
They appear to have the power to accept or reject the DC recom-
mendations and even fail to carxy out court orders.l There are
few guidélines from the Division of Corrections and management,
at times, seems to be constrained in terms of the requirements
to be placed on counselors, sometimes limiting said requirements

to what it is thought the counselors will accept.

It is hoped this observation about autonomous counselors is not

accurate, or, if it is, that change is possible. It may well

lA May, 1976 study by the Comptroller General of the United
States entitled, "State and County Probation: Systems in
Crisis" showed that among 300 clients exiting probation in
Multnomah County in 1974, 67% of the special conditions
ordered by the courts were never fulfilled (page 32).

be nigh impossible to bring about case decisions based on decision
criteria, case accountability through supexvision, counseling

by objectives (CBO), or services delivered on a cost-effective

basis if they depend on the voluntary acceptance of correctional
counselors. The recent change in the Corrections Division top
manager offers hope for a more management, effectiveness-oriented
operation. Without.top management support this cannot happen.

In sunmary, one cannot say that case planning with adequate re-
sources for service implementation was tried and it did not work.
One can say that it was only partially implemented and partially

successful, or partially unsuccessful, as you prefer.

.........
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6.0 CLIENT RESOURCES AND SERVICES (CRS) PROJECT EVALUATION
RESULTS .

6.1 GENERAL CRS RESULTS

The CRS project served as a resource pool for purchasing treat-
. ment/training services upon request by correctional staff in
other Impact units. Therefore, achievement of CRS project
process objectives was completely dependent upon correctional
counselors in the probation, parole and institutional units of
the Oregon Division of Corrections requesting services from
the CRS unit.

planning and delivery within and across organizational bound-

Through administrative coordination of service
aries CRS process objectives were then attained. It was hoped
that such preplanning and coordination would result in delivery
of more immediate, appropriate, and high quality services than
were otherwise available. By supplementing service delivery
with short-term subsistence (e.g., rent, food, clothing;, it
was hoped that clients would be both enabled and encouraged to
participate in special treatment/training programs. This, in
turn, was expected to contribute to crime reduction.

Looking first at questions concerning how CRS was used, Table 2l
summarizes the expenditures for CRS services. From Table 2 one
can see that CRS delivered a considerable amount of services to

target offenders by March 31, 1976.

At the

initiation of the project it was neither known exactly which

To what extent did the CRS project meet client needs?

services would be required nor in what amounts. In the absence

of case counseling by objectives (CBO) to specify what treatment/

training services were needed for non-DC probation and parole
clients it is not known to what extent the CRS program met the

services required. It is known that:l) approximately 20% (111)

1 Repeated from earlier document (CRS:2.3:6) where it appeared

as Table 1.
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Type Service

Voc. Education
College
Voc. Training
Basic Ed.
Remedial Ed.
Job Development
Psychological
Medical Services
Subsistence
Rent & Maint.
~Incidentals
- Transportation
Clothing
Food
Utilities
Institutional
Stipends
Lifeliners
Boost
7th Step
M-2 Sponsor
Recreation

TOTAL

Source: CRS-TIS

TABLE 2

CRS SERVICES SUMMARY
FIRST 17 MONTHS OF PROGRAM
NOVEMBER 1974 - MARCH 1976

$ Avg. $$ % of

Amount ~ Per 'Client Total

$ 37,418.04 $ 311.82 7.1
8,380.90 152.38 1.6
18,780.94 442.78 5.5
136.20 34.05 - -
120.00 120.00 - -
117.384.62 406.18 22.3
20,798.78 259.98 3.8
12,308.11 43.34 2.3
258,710.68 299.43 49.1
99,075.87 283.89 18.8
112,401.22 214.10 21.3
16,759.03 35.36 3.2
23,664.47 102.44 4.5
2,805.71 80.16 0.5
3,083.53 - 83.20 0.8
80,660.81 158.47 15.3
16,384.81 42.23 3.1
42,738.00 307.47 8.1
1,989.00 52.34 0.4
2,749.00 59.76 0.5
. 16,800.00 300.00 3.2
145.50 11.19 - -
49 $ 449.26 100.0

No. No.
Clients Trans.
120 254
55 116
65 131

4 6

1 1
289 641
80 162
284 384
864 6,478
349 840
525 3,498
474 1,625
231 334
35 47
48 134
509 2.263
388 1,622
139 281
38 39
46 265
56 56
13 13
1,174 10,195
-37~
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of the Impact Probation and Parcle Clients received no services;
2) that only about
mended by the DC, were satisfied; and 3) a large amount of CRS

half of the DC probationer needs, as recom-

resources were unused. If one subscribes to the notion the DC
recommendations were sound it appears lack of implementation

was due to field service deficiencies not CRS.

Next, how sucessful were the resources and services in meeting
the objectives for which services were provided? Evaluation of
the efficiency or effectiveness of the delivery system for each
service was not contemplated. Obviously, the expenditure of
such large sums as $258,711 for subsistence, $117,385 for job
development and placement, $64,276 for contacts of out-siders
to institutionalized clients, and $27,418 for 'vocational educa-
tion warrant scrutiny and contemplation as to whether they
should be continued. Further, if continued, should they be
administered in the same way? For example, should corrections
personnel administer subsistence funds when another agency
exists in the community to do so? Or, should job development
and placement continue to be provided by private agencies on

a contract basis. To determine, in part, the degree of success
attained by these programs the next two sections will examine
the degree to which the process objectives set forth in the
proposal were attained and the relationship, if any, of the

delivery of services to the reduction of target or other arrests.

6.2 CRS PROCESS OBRJECTIVE PERFORMANCE

The Impact proposal specified fourteen process objectives for
which the Oregon Division of Corrections was tq be held respon-
sible. Appendix A of this report has 28 CRS findings (CRSFs);
the first twelve pertain to the fourteen process objectives.
They reflect mixed results: some successes (4), some failures
(6), and some inappropriate objectives (4). Three of the latter
were remedial educational objectives best met via educational,

not CRS, resources (CRSF~1). Educational resources were used
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to meet these remedial and G. E. D. objectives. The proposal
objectives were: 1)to provide 250 target offenders with reme-
dial or G. E. D. eguivalency instruction each year; 2) have 50%
of the enrolled illiterate probationers and parolees achieve
the 5.5 grade level after 320 hours instruction; and 3) have
50% of the clients completing G. E. D. instruction pass the

G. E. D. examination. The extent to which the actual target
population needed these services or the extent to which they
were attained were not established via CBO. Impact CRS funds
were not needed to provide these resourcés, therefore, that
activity was not followed. The fourth inappropriate objective,
calling for clients to be self supportive while in residential
care, was precluded from success by residential facility program
policy against client employment (CRSF~11). Subsistence oriented
objectives, including the provision of short-term subsidies and
residential care placements, were éasily achieved by providing
residential care for 27 persons and 864 clients cost of living
subsidies at the rate of $299 each (CRSF-10; CRSF-12). The
other two successfully achieved process objectives pertained

to vocational training objectives of 50 target offenders
enrolled, with 50% of those enrolled successfully finishing.
There were 79 enrollees with 34 completing, 25 dropouts and

28 still enrolledl (Some ir more than one course).

The other six CRS process objectives involving purchase of
services - other than subsistence - were only partially suc-
céssful. First, the job development and placement activity in
the original proposal expected 275 placements per year, or 380
for the period evaluated, in jobs "agreed to be appropriate and
meaningful by both the client and the‘job developer” and that

"50% of those placed will remain in that position for a mini-

" mum of six months unless promoted or transferred." The impor-

tance of employment and the amount of CRS resources expended,

$117,385, warrants a somewhat detailed discussion of this effort.

} See Table 5, CRS:3.3:20.




- skills? Why the frequent turnover? About 63%, 118 of 186

It is not known what proportion of the 731 total Impact clients - primary and secondary placements, stayed on the job less than

were either unemployed or required placement services. The pro- I 60 days. Does this indicate the jobs were low paid, undesirable,

posal anticipated 390 referrals by Field Staff for job placement. ';mjf.\’ or temporary? Were the clients unkept, inept, i1ll placed, flighty,

During the period November 1974 through March 1976 there were N;;f or uninterested in long term work? Did those that found theirx

243 referrals to two private placement agencies of which 76%, or III : '  own jobs have better tenure? How about those placed by public

184%,were placed by the agencies. Thirteen found their own job T agencies? The relative costs and success of public employment

-- raising the total placements to 197 or 81l% of 243 referrals. ' o services, in-house Division of Corrections efforts, and contracted
' B o private placements should be explored.

Limiting the discussion to the 195 referred through DecemBer 31, e ,

1975, permits three months for placement activity to be completed = ] There obviously is a need for more than simple counseling and

by March 31, 1976, the end of the period evaluated. Of these E placement in just any available job. Who should prepare the

195, 79%, or 155, were placed by the agency; 7%, or 13, wore W™ gkf . clients, by doing what, when, and how? The general lack of

self placed, and 14%, or 27, not placed. results and the impoxrtance of employment indicate the critical

need for improvement in this area. This fact is reinforced by

It is known that, in part, CRS received the most difficult to b e the findings relative to the lack of improvement in employment
place. For example, it received those the VRD program rejected el earnings and reduction in unemployment - (Field Service Findings
as not being good potential benefactors of the VRD program. Some N 6, 7, and 8)1. If some cannot be placed, the gquestion of the
correctional counselors reportedly only referred those that could e ‘ cost tradeoffs of a sheltered workshop or some other supervised
not place themselves. If this was done routinely, only the most L employment setting to aid in the development of marketable skills
difficult to place were referred to the private placement agencies. s F needs to be considered.
If so, placement of four out of five referrals would be an ex-— e ,
ceptionally good achievement, especially if "appropriate and Wﬂjhvw In summary, the employment process objectives were not fully
meaningful” placements of "substantial duration" occurred. ,f ' attained (CRSF-4, CRSF-5). Unless imérovements can be made to

NW[TF increase the tenure of those Placed, it is questionable whether
Follow-up of the 195 referrals reveals that only 41 (21% of JM}N.{ the program can be cost-justified. At a total cost of $117,385,
the 195 referred or 26% of the 155 placed) were still h (',. . the 184 placements cost approximately $638 eachz, with approxi-
working on 3/31/76. Of these, 15 had been placed two to five ”*'*“[ ‘mately 63% of them lasting less than 60 days. A more precise
times. Thus, about 65% (100 of 155) of those originally placed - judgment could be made if the actual number of months of employ-
either quit, were fired, or were revoked. Another 24 were 1aid _ Lw~ ment and concomitant earnings were available. One.should also
off. About 33% (27 of 83) of those placed before October 1, 1976 Il[} ] consider the impact of reduction in crime attributable to job
had been on the job six months or more. Many were placed several - Lm - services. TField Service data indicate that reduction in crime is
(2 to 5) times.2 - .l only associated with those staying on the job more than 60 day53
Irhe actual number of persons referred is less than 243 since . l L gee Appendix A, p 69.
some individuals were referred to both private placement agencies. ' E” ' 2 If 80 subsequent placements of the same individuals are in-

- s cluded, the cost averages $445 per placement.

(93]

2
See Tables 7 and 8, CRS:3.4:25-26 for further details. ' b }

. —40- Y Table A-35, FS: APPENDIX: 157
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What client or job'characteristibs are associated with even o
this short term job tenure? Are the needed client character-

istics trainable, e.g., can clients become responsible or moti-
vated via training? Can employment placement efforts be directed T
toward development and placement in jobs with the character- i
istics associated with such minimum tenure? Can the techniques s L

of matching jobs and client characteristics be improved? -

Approximately $64,000 were spent to purchase contact services Cere
for institutionalized Impact clients. In“one case, about 80% P
of citizen sponsors needed were found for institutionalized
target offenders and about 79% of those made the regular monthly
contacts. Thus, slightly over 70% of the intended contacts were
delivered to inmates of institutions. The evaluation of the
effect of these contacts was not within the scope of this evalu-
ation effort; it can be stated without reservation, however,
that the private vendor did not deliver the services as planned e

to meet the process objectives (CRSF-8, CRSF-9). ot

With respect to counseling process objectives (CRS objectives e
8 and 9), one hundred forty-two (142), 134% of the required 108
clients, receilved counseling, but generally they had only one-
third of the 82 hours expected to be delivered to each client
(CRSF-6). There were no data to provide follow—-up information
on whether 60% of those counseled maintained employment and
supported their families in keeping with a negotiated plan. There R T

was no evidence of any negotiated plans in the files. (CRSF~T7) . et e

6.3 CRS OUTCOME RESULTS DI
As indicated before, measurement of outcome is in terms of

client recidivism, i.e., target and non-target arrests. Evalu-

ation efforts were directed toward searches for: .1) general - .

associations between CRS involvement and probation/parole

recidivism rates; 2) connections between the intensity of

-4 -
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of Impact services™, provision of CRS subsistence monies, and
outcome behavior; and 3) connections between client maturation
factors such as age or length of correctional supervision,

probation/parole status and outcome hehavior.

In short, there were no statistically significant relationships
found between non-target and/or target arrests and:
® The provision of CRS subsistence (Tables C-12, C~13)
¢ Involvement in CRS services (Tables C-12, C-13)
Intensity of Special Services (Tables C-14, C~15)
Client age at intake (Tables C-16, C-17)

Prior length of time under supervision (Tables C-18, C—l9)2

Other findings were: »

@ that non-target crimes being significantly lower among
probationers than parolees were found not to be related
to CRS involvement

& CRS subsistence level was not associated with age or
client assignment to probation or parole, or length
of prior supervision

¢ that nao significant interactions exist betwecen age,
intensity of service, CRS subsistence level, length
of prior supervision or probation/parole status and
outcome; in only one case does the data approach
significant association - where target crime increased
as subsistence level reached its peak. This may mean
that the cases representing the greatest risk are
receiving the most subsistence help. Causal relation-

ships cannot be inferred.

lIntensity of service is defined as months of service per

month of supervision; it is computed by compiling all the
months of service received by the client for all program

services and dividing by the months under supervision.

2Tables Cc-12 throﬁgh C~19 are in CRS:APPENDIX:73-80.

...43...

S w ARY 1 i . - 4.‘.4-‘~v';
I SO0 SN AE e RO S A et ot

Al




The Field Service data clearly show that without services

no

reduction in arrests occurs but with specific services for

specific kinds of individuals significant reductions do occur.

In the CRS analysis all receiving CRS services (178) were com-

pared with all others - those not receiving CRS services
together with those receiving no services at all (1ll).

differences in arrests were found.

(176)
No

There should have been a

difference due to Ehe inclusion of 111 clients known to have no

services and no reduction in arrests.

accounts for the lack of difference.

Perhaps client selection

If the worst risk clients

were handled by CRS - which we know occurred in some instances -

and the better risk were among the 176 receiving services in

the non CRS groups, no difference in outcome results would seem

reasonable.

Again, CRS pruvided the same kinds of service from

the same sources available to non—-CRS clients that received

services.

It is only rcasonable to assume that the provision of subsistence

had practical value in overcoming transitional problems.

It is

not known to what extent these transitional money requirements

were met by local resources in the past before Impact.

Obviously,

these needs exist and are being met for non-Impact clients. Ex-

cept that spent for incidentals, the Impact monies may have just

supplanted subsistence from other sources, private and public.

In the future, the potential value of subsistence may be greatly

enhanced i1f the ability to select clients for services improves

the impact of those services on outcome. In other words,
sistence appears to be a facilitator, the value of which

pendent on the impact of that which it facilitates.

sub-
is de-

It does

not directly reduce crime by itself; in fact, when used heavily

with the highest risk cases it is associated (not causally) with

more frequent arrests. This pattern was also found in a

study of the Oregon Corrections Division.

recent

lJames Heusex, Preliminary Evaluation Report on Community Based
Subsidies Program Project", Oregon Law Enforcement Council,

August 1976.
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6.4 CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING THE CLIENT RESOURCES AND SERVICES
PROJECT

The purpose of CRS was to serve in a reactive mode to requests

from other units in the Oregon Division of Corrections.

doing
5]

‘;\/\

In so

it was to provide, via purchase or otherwise:
treatment/training services for clients
short term subsistence (i.g¢. rent, food, clothing,

incidentals)

From the foregoing three sections a number of Client Resources

and Services Project Conclusions (CRSCs) can be drawn:

CRSC-1

CRSC-2

CRSC-3

CRSC~4

CRSC-5

The CRS project had adequate resources and, in
general, provided the resources and services
requested by Division of Correction units.

Due to the lack of management emphasis on client need
identification, documentation via CBO and implementation
of DC recommendations many known and unknown

client needs were unmet despite CRS.

CRS sﬁccessfully reached the subsistence objectives
directly achievable in its own organization as
well as vocational training objectives.

CRS had only partial success (or failed) in
reaching other objectives dependent upon service
contracts with others.

CRS arrangements provided a reasonable percentage

of placements (79%) for those referred to job
development and placement services but the place-
ments were not generally "appropriate or meaningful,"”
resulting in short tenure and a great amount of
turnover. Tentative analysis of cost-effectiveness
suggests the present practice is questionable to
continue without improvements that result in longer
tenured jobs.




CRSC-8

CRSC-9

CRSC-10

CRSC-11

CRS inmatc centact services fail to achieve
coverage and frequency expectations and remain
of doubtful value unless they can be associated
with impact on client post release behavior.

CRS counseling more than reached the number of
clients projected but in less depth than pro-
posed; its value remains undetermined.

Subject to the reservation of differential client
selection, CRS, as operated by the Division of
Corrections, clearly was not cost-effective -
there was no difference in outcome comparing
clients receiving CRS services (178) with all
others - those receiving services from non CRS
sources {176) and no services at all (111).

CRS subsistence monies (e.g., rent, utilities,
food, clothing, transportation, incidentals),

by themselves, or in conjunction with other

CRS services, were not associated with reduction
in arrests; it appears less costly for any such
services to be channeled through existing
community agencies set up to provide those
serﬁgces rather than create a special, in-house
corrections unit.

In order for CRS treatment/training services

to be associated with reduction in crime in the
future, they cannot be thrown at the problems
without selection criteria (or just because a
client has a need) without well defined ob-
jectives. Rather, expenditures should be
disallowed until crime reducing objectives

are documented for each purchase.

Setting aside the practical need for transitional
support, the provision of CRS subsidy resources
cannot be associated with reduction in crime
unless they support effective training/treatment
service delivery; subsidy by itself, does not
reduce crime.
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7.0 IMPACT PROGRAM SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Subject to the evaluation limitations set forth in Section 3.0
above, the following summary and recommendations are offered
in the hope they may constructively assist the State of Oregon
and LEAMA to move forward toward more effective reduction of
crime through the correctional process. In so doing the
evaluator, AJI, carries the heavy burden of knowledge that
$3,239,177 were spent toward that objective and the state and
federal governments deserve to acquire that knowledge that

can be salvaged from the operation.

7.1 SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND FINDINGS

From the outset the Oregon Corrections Impact Program was in
trouble. The top down LEAA award of $20,000,000 made the +otal
grant monies available without a preagreement as to what was +o
be done with the money. Clearly, there was not a meeting of
the minds between LEAA and the Oregon Corrections Division
about the general program purpose. LEAA wanted an experimental
innovative progam; Oregon Corrections Division merely wanted
the funds to do some ordinary things they had been unable to
get funding to do and did not want an experimentally controlled
project that could be rigorously evaluated. Uncertainty about
whether the Division would participate in the Impact program
delayed initiation of operations after the grant award.

Absence of any substantive documented plans for program
implementation, shortage of coordinating agreements across
organizational boundaries, and lack of agreement between LEMAA
and the Division regarding funding and evaluation requirments
all figured in the reduction in the project operations from
three years to 23 months (generally). The shorter program
duration meant that large portions of the project period were
needed just to gear-up (hire and train staff, arrange logis-
tics) and gear-down (stop client ;gques, relocate staff).

-47-
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The Division-developed proposals included as its major innova-
tion case counseling by objeétives (CBO) supported by extensive
resources and services to be carried out by increase counseling
and supportive staff to reduce caseloads. Augmenting projects
were to train staff and provide management information via
Tracking. A number of specific process objectives were set
forth, mostly in measurable terms, to be achieved enroute to

the overall objectives of reducing target crimes.

Experience has shown there was not agreement within the Division
about CBO or the process objectives. Absence of strong adminis-
trative support for the case management procedures spelled-out
in the proposals to LEAA precluded its general development and
usage. Combined with the Division's rejection of experimental
evaluation methods, failure to implement CBO prevented the
strong evaluation deserved by the people of Oregon. Failure

to aggressively develop and implement CBO represernts a major
implementation deficiency which largely neutralized innovation
and evaluation for Impact. Many cost/benefit qdestions cannot
be answered in the absence~of_prbcedures for identifying and B
documenting service needs to be met, relative effectiveness

of alternative treatment models, and costs associated with negds

and alternatives.

Two major problems undercut the ability.of the Impact Program
manacer to accomplish the proposal goals., First, he had little
feedback abhout the progress of projects toward their goals and
objectives. The major planning deficiency in the original
proposal was the gross understaffing, under equipping, and
under funding of the tracking program that would provide that
information. Tracking never became a viable resource o meet
the Impact program managment needs at any time in the project.
A major mistake, time after time, in funding projects is the
misconception that information to support management and

evaluation can be achieved by one or two people in a back room.

...48...

The second major problem confronting the Impact manager was
that once he knew about problems he had limited authority to
bring about change. That authority, early on, was clearly the
domain of line managers. Data input from operations, imple-
mentation of DC recommendations at the 47% level, provision

of staff for training on CBO (half of staff was still untrained
on CBO eight months after project start), implementation of CBO,
and provision of documentation of treatment purposes and necds
for CRS all were under the control of line managers. The Impact
managexr could only use gentle persuasion on them or thelr supe-
riors; responsibility and authority were not centralized in the

same position.

What were the results?
e With respect to process objectives:

Diagnostic Center: One achieved, three not achieved.

Field Services: Tour achieved; nine not achieved,

including six not attempted.

Client Resources and Services: Four achieved, ten

not achieved, including three inappropriate objectives
ahd one not attempted.

¢ DC presentence investigationlreports (PSI) were of
partial value to the courts and the Field Service
staff. The DC and the courts agreed on prison or
probation for 72% of those considered appropriate by
either party; the courts ordered DC recommended
treatment 1% to 29% of the time,fﬁarying with the

recommendation; DC treatment/training recommendation

were to a large extent (47%) unaddressed by Impact
Probation staff.
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Case processing by DC did not enhance court selec=
tion of "best risk" clients for probation; there was
no difference in arrests during probation comparing

DC-processed and DC~by passed new probationers.

There was no difference in amount or intensity of
services rendered to DC-processed and DC-by passed
clients and there was no difference in arrests in
these two groups; therefore, Impact probation staff
can attain the same effects without DC recommenda-

tions.

Impact probation and parole made little use of case
consultation services offered by the DC; yet, half
of the DC recommendations for psychological service
were never initiated. (This was not due tc shortage

of resources as a mere telephone call to CRS would

" virtually assure availability of service).

The DC is clearly not cost-effective under éresent
circumstances. Given the apparent pattern of cor-
rectional staffs choosing treatment options independ-
ently from information provided by the DC, there is
no evidence that the DC model for PSI preparation is
better than preparation by regular'staffs. Specifi-
cally, there is no evidence in the Impact experience
that the DC recommended better or more effective
treatment/training approaches than those actually
initiated. In the absence of experimental methods,
it is impossible to tell whether the DC or counselor
decisions regarding treatment are most effective.
Yet, prepartion of PSI by the Impact Diagnostic
Center cost $727; regular staff prepare such reports
at an average cost of $271, These figures represent,
125% and 47%, respectively, of the $580 cost per year
of probation or parole under existing conditions. The
..50...
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difference $456 would also fund experimental atlempts

at more effective programs approximating the magnitude

of CRS for which the average outlay was $449 per client.

Documented case plans consisting of measurable objec-
tives and planned actions toward their achievement in
each case, to guide supervision and case monitoring
and redirection;, were never achieved as a routinized
operation.

Case loads never reached the 35:1 ratio planned
because the target offenders exceeded the number of
Impact counselors provided, the General Fund coun-
selors were provided a year late, and the number of
target offenders was never limited to counselors
available.

Reduced caseload size attained had no impact on crime
reduction but it is associlated with increased contacts
and services when coupled with CRS.

Despite reduced caseload size about half of DC rec-
commended services went unmet; in the absence of CBO
and documented needs it is not possible to estimate
what portion of service needs were met by CRS; often

services were too little or too late.

Data clearly indicate that receipt of service is the
key to crime reduction (111 clients recéivihg-no
service had no significant reduction in arrests);
however, a rifle rather than a scattergun approach
is required because certain services were only

effective with certain clientse

Therefore the scattergun approach of FS/CRS of rela-
tively new staff seeing a need and filling it was
clearly not cost-effective even though there was a
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‘ l ¢ The number of clients arrested for target crimes
significant reduction in arrests among clients: e . £
; decreased 37% while the number of clients arrested
FS/CRS costs more than offset prison costs of the - _
‘ I for non-target crimes fell 49%.
potential reduction in offenders. g

. ' ' i “1 e The number of offenders convicted for non-target
® Development of treatment/training selection criteria o _ .

. f offenses dropped 57% but there was no significant
and a policy that calls for their being followed is 4

. & change in the number of offenders convicted for
essential to cost-effective services. l
&

target offenses (the latter stems from a substantial

. S increase in target convictions for Impact probation-
® The rates of client unemployment were not reduced, the O ! ,
, L ers which could stem from the fact courts were plac-
length of unemployment periods were not shortened, nor v . , , , ) .
] _ e ing higher risk clients on probation under Impact).
were client per capita earnings increased. In part, ‘ }

this could be due to the dampened economy. e . .. , .
P Y L With respect to these seemingly great successes in crime reduction,

o l it should be remembered that the follow up period is short, re-
® Less than 30% (29%) of violators absconded, achieving NI , ,

% ductions in arrest may have been due to factors other than
that objective. A ,
1 program, and, although the percentages are fairly large and

ffel e statistically significant the number of offenders involved are
o The observed reduction of 27% in target offender con- ‘

e too small to be practically significant or to offset effectively
victions betwecen the Before and During Program equal- [

program costs.

ized at-risk periods was concluded to satisfy TS

process objective 12 requirement of 10% reduction in ) . . . }
e Success in reductions in arrests was related to
target convictions. B

finishing job related programs and staying in per-

f‘ sonality oriented programs. :
® There were no significant differences in failures/ o g ‘ '

successes between Impact and non Impact parclee and DU S . .
r @ Service enrollment in two programs may be connected
Impact probationers indicating parolees may have ; . . -
P P gr Y with reduction in arrests but when several problems
been handled in the community as probationers at less . . . . :
: exist services appear ineffective.
cost and no greater risk (ignores any influence the )

term in prison may have had): . . .
P o Lack of management and planning resulted in;

. - failure to achieve the 35:1 caseload by provid-
® Although there was a significant reduction (291 days T .
9 _ F = C' _ ( vs) ing adequate staff and/or limiting intake
in length of time under supervision .for those receiv-

ing early releases it may have been due as much to , . ,
o . ) - inadequate provision for tracking support to
administrative policy as to program. ) . )

‘ provide management information

® For equalized periods-at-risk for the 465 study popu- - slow development and implementations of staff
lation there were significant reductions in arrests | Lﬁ training programs
for target offenses (55%) and target convictions (27%).
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counselors not held accountable for CBO implemen-

tation

= counselors not held responsible for fullfilling

DC treatment recommendation
- dJreat lags of time between sentencing and FS intake

- 34.5 working days on the average, between 'S intake
and treatment initiation

- unmet needs existing alongside unused resources

CR5, with adequate resources, provided services re-
quested and reached the subsistence objectives directly
achievable in its own organization as well as voca-
tional training objectives, '

CRS had only partial success (or failed) +to reach
other objectives dependent upon service contracts
with others.

CRS arrangements provided an unusually good percen-
tage of placements (79%) for those referred to job
development and placement services but the place- !

ments were not generally "appropriate or meaningful,”

resulting in short tenure and a great amount of turn 3

over; tentative analysis of cost-effectiveness suggests

the present practice is questionable to continue 1
without improvements that result in longer tenured

jobs. i

CRS inmate contact service failed to achieve coverage

and frequency expectation and remain of doubtful value L

unless they can be associated with impact on post=-

release behavior.
" ..54..
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@ Subject to limitation of differential client selection,
CRS, as operated by the Corrections Division, clearly
was not cost—~effective - there was no difference in
outcome comparing clients receiving CRS services (178)
with all others - those receiving services without CRS

resources (176) and no services at all (111).

e CRS subsistence monies (e.g. rent, utility, food, cloth-
ing, transportation, incidentals) by themselves, or in
conjunction with other CRS services, was.not assocgiated
with reductions in arrcsts; it may be less costly for
any such services to be channcled through existing com-
munity agencies set up to provide those services rather

than create a special in—~house corrections unit.

e Setting aside the practical need for transitional support,
subsidy, by itself, does not reduce crime; it must be

used with effective sexrvices to achieve that objective.

7.2 SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS

Serious planning is now underway for long term improvements to
the correctional system in Oregon. Hopefully, this report and
those it summarizes will be of some value to Oregon's decision-
makers as they approach system modification. At all times the
facts have been presented as the evaluators have perceived them;
there has been no intention to be vindictive or to cover up.
Constructive observation has been the intent and remains so as

the following recommendations are made.

It was quite apparent that Oregon's Correctional Administration

desires to do a good job. Much of the time, however, they are

. handicapped because they lack information. Many of the situations

reported in the evaluators' reports were news to Oregon's Cor-
rections administration. AJI feels many negative situations

would not have pexrsisted long if.adequate facts were available

._.55_..




te assist management in planving; ongeoing monitoring, process
assessment, or effectiveness evaluation. More important to
those making decisions about the future of Oregon Corrections,
any future reforms or thrusts into new areas will be handicapped
by the same lack of information. If nothing else is gained from
this evaluation effort, it should be apparent that the limited
information system effort imbedded in this evaluation process
has demonstrated, in a small way, how much assistance manage-
ment could receive from an adequate correctional information
system serving the Corrections Division. Such a system has the
potential of impécting the entire correctional process, pro-
viding an empirical tool for the future iterative improvement

of the entire system. It will support evaluation of ongoing
operations, some entrenched and some new, sO management can dis-

card those thought to be effective but, in reality, found to

be wasteful. It should even provide data to suggest new approaches.

Thus, the highest priority System Recommendation (SR) is:

SR-1 The Oregon State Legislature and the Oregon Cor-
rections Division should move immediately to fund,
develop and implement an expanded correctional in-
formation system that will track: (1) the offenders'
movement within the system, (2) control and treatment/
training decisions on each offender, (3) performance
of offenders, Division personnel and others related
thereto, and (4) criterion behavior (e.g., recidivism)
of the offenders.

This will require substantial development costs over a period

of two to three years, perhaps as much as $1,000,000, and an
ongoing budget for operations and additional modifications. It
has the potential of cost recovery in a single decision. Perhaps
some of the remaining recommendations will illustrate potential
cost savings suggestions resulting from the limited information

system developed for this evaluation effort,

SR-2 Due to the fact they are not cost-effective, the pro-
liferation of Diagnostic Centers (DC), as they are
now constituted, is not recommended; the Corrections

...56_.
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Division should explore alternatives to the DC for
the delivery of less costly, prioritized prescentence
information, and more appropriate treatment/training
recommendations for the courts.

Each DC PSI costs approximately $727, about $456 more than the
$271 for a PSI by probation staff. Policles, procedures, and
resources should enable the Corrections Division to ensure de-
livery of PSIs to all courts on felony cases on a timely basis,
in accordance with priorities established in conjunction with
the courts, jail administrators, and others involved in»the crim-
inal justice process. For example, PSIs could be prepared for
those in jail first, high risk cases on OR or bail next, etc.
PSTI preparation priorities should be geared to reducing unneces-
sary pretrial detention and avoiding unnecessary human costs,
e.g., job loss or separation of families. Pending the develop-
ment of more specific sentencing decision criteria the PSIs
supplicd the courts should contain only court specified decision
data and court desired recommendations to assist them to select
effectively the clients for prokation based on the risk they
pose to the community. A corollary to this is that data and
recommendations not used by the courts should be eliminated.

. i .
Preparation of unnecessary data on every case should be avoided.

SR-3 PSI recommendations for action by community coxr-
rectional staff should await the development of
case planning decision criteria, follow-up com-
munity corrections supervision procedurcs, and ade-
quate resources to insure effective, rational v
recommendation implementation; meanwhile, community
correctional workers should follow case planning
decision criteria developed by the Corrections
Division, case planning should be implemented with
clients, and concomitant, documented supervision
should monitoxr the process to insure rational

case planning and implementation.

There is no need to continue spending resources to make PSI
recommendations that are unacceptable or unimplemented. Aftex

case planning decision criteria are developed, recommendations
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in terms of those criteria should be acceptable. Paramount is _— for consistency in case planning, plan documentation, SUper—

the ability of these criteria, where appropriate, to give guid- V1isory monitoring and documentation, and information system

ance so that services are purchased according to the ability to implementation. Similarly, there is a need for coordinated
e . ' .

finish or remain in program to enhance the prospects of crime community resources for plan implementation.
LB

reduction. Follow-up of planned actions is essential to imple- lll

mentation and to provide feedback regarding the adequacy of the The two foregoing recommendations require the development of

planning criteria. Procedures must insure that implementation “‘:.' decision-criteria for sentencing and case plans. - These and
pe

occurs. Supervisorial observation and evaluative feedback, via oy other correctional decisions are of such importance that it
an information system, permit iterative improvements to criteria X appears in order to single this areca out for the next recom-
o . . vt : : mendation.
pertaining to which clients should rece#e which services to re- g naation
duce the commitment of new offenses. Embedded in this recom- S
mendation are notions, backed by empirical results, that: R SR-4 The Corrections Division should be funded for
_ e the development of correctional decision
® Services are key to improved behaviox. e criteria. Such criteria should be utilized to:
. T ) ) - - ~ = ” « 4= " '
® Services must be individually selected for specific ; (1) help the courts selcct the "best risk"
e s ‘ Dt clients for probation; (2) assist correctional
types of individuals; not grossly filled for grossly o staff to develop case plans; or (3) aid in
labeled needs of individuals. _— making the custody/control decisions, including
. ' . | N when supervision is no longer appropriate.
® Those making recommendations for services and those
o rendering or brokering services must be together on — ; s . . .
. T . N ] : There have been times in the past when the actions having the
the decision criterxia. s L . . . \
' greatest cost implications for corrections were not services
® The system must provide a set of procedures to monitor ) ¥ . ) . . . .
‘ . . for clients but the changing of decision criteria, e.g., what
offender and system performance in the delivery and re- - . . . . .
. technical vieclation warrants return to prison as a violator.
ceipt of services. Case administration and accountability o E .. . . . )
=t ¥ Every decision has cost implications; they may be in dollars
via supervision need to be strengthened to avoid gaps ' _ L . . . )
‘ N or new offenses. It is important to know which criteria are
and delays in services; present procedures and policies , . . . s . . \
U S impinging on decisions and if, in reality, they are the proper
do not provide information or routinized procedures to : . . . . .
- ones. Once the criteria for various decisions are specified,
assure adequate case management and more cost~effective ‘ . . .
e PS5Is, case plans, and other system operations can be geared to
delivery of services. ‘ . - . . o .
Y S : : provide the data and procedures to permit their utilization and
tve ti fforts must provi information - P .
® Evaluative efforts must provide information on the i evaluation.
process and impact of the services to enable improve- .""‘-
¥
me or discontinuance of efifort. o ) .
ent d e One purpose of the Orcgon Corrcctional Impact Program was to
. o reduce cascload size. There was no connection established be-
The recommendation {(SR-3) is stated in functional terms rather than . . . . . i
h < c g tween caseload size and reduction in crime. In fact, one Impact
organizational terms (i.e., Field Serxrvices) to avoid the inter- f o e . . , .
ge N © ( ! ) i finding was that there was no significant reduction in crime in
srotation that a certain organization structure is recommended . ) . ..
k © g i S the group that had regular caseload counseling and supervision
to carry out these efforts. Implicit in this recommendation is o s . - . . .
7% - without services. Is supervision and routine counseling important?
the need for staff training to disburse the concepts necessary :
-58~ -50~
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Without a control group, one cannot conclude that there would _ : ,

be no difference in the amount of crime if the regular counsel- ;i
ing and supervision were eliminated and the group of clients

just left with the conditional possibility of return to custody

(probation or parole) as their primary motivation to conform. ﬁ‘

The question is prompted by the knowledge that in many juris-
dictions a great many cases seem to "succeed" on probation or e T

parole even though they receive only postage stamp supervision. i

i
It is also supported by a great many studies indicating that _h‘aL_ﬁ

case load size, per se, cannot be shown to reduce crime.

suggests the next two recommendations.

SR-5 The Oregon Corrections Division should not routinely . g
expend additional resources to reduce caseload size — T,

at this time. :

Except in cases where overloads in individual instances

in excessive overtime and unbearable working conditions, the ex- j

This b _{l

result | !

pansion of staff to simply reduce caseload size should not be - ;

implemented. There is no reason to expect reduced caseload size Lo

to reduce crime until the increased services that may result T i

therefrom can become more effective services via the development S e

of case planning decision c¢riteria and, hopefully, more
case plans. Once that occurs, it may be appropriate to
reduction in caseloads to enable case planning and more
interactions with supervision. Meanwhile, there is the

bility that Oregon's Corrections Division could examine

ferent concept that, if successful, could lead to the abandon-

ment of the traditional one-on-one caseload approach, at least

in other than predominantly rural areas. Thus,

SR-6 Oregon Correctlions Division should explore one or
more alternatives to the traditional, one-on-one,
caseload model for delivery of services to cox-

rectional clients in the community.

Based on the assumption that routinized supervision and counsel-

ing, characterized in many places by approximatley 30 minutes

_.60_
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consider ‘
effective
possi-
a dif-

or less contact per month per client, may not be cost cffective

in reducing crime. A new approach should be tried.

Impact evaluation data suggest that special services not routine
supervision and counseling arce the key to success in reducing
crime; but, a multitude of services, or the wrong type of client
in a service, is not likely to succeed. Under one suggested

plan, clients would be on conditional release (probation or parole)
for lengths of time specified by the proper authority. They would
be assigned to a serxrvice unit serving a geographical area. The
functions of the service unit would be to plan and manage de-
livery of services, serve as a contact intermediary between client
and authorities, and as an information resource for the authori-
ties. Participation of the client would be primarily voluntary;
his conditional release status would make him eligible for services.
Instead of a single,omnipotent correctional counselor, there would
be a team of specialists to serve the several current caseloads
assigned in the area, performing such functions as case planning,
job development and community service liaison, intensive counsel-
ing, contact representation (ala Veterans Administration), and
violations investigations. The objective would be to obtain

the greatest community protection for the dollars expended. Con-
centratién would be on delivery of serrices via community resources
with adeqguate follow-up resources. A rigorous experimental cvalu-~
ation model should be employed to test this or any alternative
plan, with random assignments to this and regular probation/parole
as the control group(s). The latter éhould be in the same geo-
graphical setting. This team approach has been tried elsewhere
with reported success.l I+ is suggested that this or another

alternative approach to the one-on-one caseload model be tested

lThe Community Resources Management Team Project conducted by
the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, P. O.
Drawer P, Boulder, Colorado, 80302 and funded by the National
Institute of Corrections, Washington, D.C.
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for cost effectiveness. Emphasis should be placed on obtaining
the greatest community protection (reduction in crime) for the
dollars expended. The jobs of the service providersl should de-
pend on their ability to deliver effective service. If they

do not deliver, or the service is ineffective, the system should
be abandened and another tried. In essence, we are suggesting
that eventually abandonment is in oxrder for the one~on-one case-
load model we have known for decades. Meanwhile, 1) the search
for a different model(s) should be carried out under strict
experimental conditions, and 2) the one-on-one model should not

be expanded via reduction of caseload size.

SR-7 Pending developments suggested above, the Cor-
rections Division should.consider organizing client
field service crueloads by criteria other than
legal status (probation or parole), perhaps by
risk to the community ox client service need.

SR-8 The Corrections Division should develcp policies
and procedures that, in times of limited resources,
call for services to go to those with the best
chance of success; implicit herein is the iterative
development of decision criteria related to pre-
diction of successful services for specific clients.

SR-9 The Corrections Division should examine its policies
and procedures to insure that provision is made for
long term client participation in personality re-
lated programs (=.g., drug programs) as required.

SR~10 The Ccrrections Division should examine its manage-
ment-line-correctional counselor relationships,
guidelines, policy statements, etc., to insure that
the working culture permits line authority to bring
about case decisions based on uniform decision
criteria, case accountability through supervision,
CBO, or services delivered on a cost effective basis.

SR~11 Future CRS type subsistence funds should be adminis-
tered by appropriate local authorities under uniform
policies to avoid the opportunity for coercion or
inappropriate action by correctional personnel in
their interactions with clients.

Includes correctional staff as well as vendors.
_62_.
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SR-12
e SR-13
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T SR-14

A systematic follow-up study of +the job development/

placement process should be directed toward determin-

ing the factors limiting continuity in employment
and placement therein; training should provide the
potential employees appropriate knowledge and skills
to bring about long term retention of full time
enmployment.

Future purchase of service program agreements should
provide for close monitoring to insure completion
and total performance as well as evaluation of im-
pact; such services should only be provided to im-
plement an existing, documented, case plan.

In view of the need implicit in the foregoing recom-
mendgtions, the Oregon Corrections Division should
acquilre ongoing, technically capable, research and
evaluation resources to assist management in selection,

design, monitoring, and evaluation of correctional
programs.
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— w APPENDIX A
E SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

o 1.0 SUMMARY OF DC FINDINGS

Each Diagnostic Center finding (DCF) and its sourcel (decument

. “ sections or table number) is summarily set forth in this section.
- . 1.1 DC PROCESS OBJECTIVE FINDINGS |
bt DCF-1 The DC completed presentence investigations on 491,

or 98%, of those cases referred to it by the courts

— - during the period of analysis, November 1974 through
e March 1976. This handily exceeded the DC-1 Process
M— ObjeCtive of 90% of cases referred (Section 3.1) .

DCF-~2 DC Process Objective 2, to submit 90% of the presentence
reports required within 15 working days of referral, was
not achieved. The mean number of working days to sub-

—-—y T mittal was 14.87 but 165, or 34%, of the reports ex-

L ceeded the 15 working day time limit (Section 3.2), This

e was reduced to 59, or 24%, during the period July 1,

okt B © 1875 to March 31, 1976.

DCF-3 DC Process Objective 3, to insure that 90% of the first
LI : phase of the DC treatment plans are implemented within

30 working days, was not attained. Restricting the

! B ' " analysis to those clients for whom court disposition and
=y _— entry to Impact probation occurred with 30 working days

el before the end of the analysis interval Maréh 31, 1976,
L - 71% of 103 clients experienced initiation or continuation
4 me : ‘ of at least one DC recommendation. Initiation of the
ﬁ. e ‘ . - recommended . sexrvice usually ~,’1?e,ic§an~34.5 working days after .

i the court order, or 23'. 4 wofk"ihg days after Field Services

bl lipvaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact Program:
’ Diagnostic Center Project", Sacramento, California, American Justice
Institute, September 17, 1976.
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intake. Only 34 of 103 clients (33%) experienced initiation within
30 working days of sentencing and 41 (40%) within the prescribed
time after Field Services intake. Both are far short of the 90%

target of Process Objective 3 (Section 3.3).

DCF-4 DC consultations provided probation field services,
averaging less than seven hours per month, fell far
short of the 20 hours per month envisioned.by Process
Objective 4. Apparently the reguests for service were
not forthcoming as numerous other non-Impact referrals

were accommodated (Section 3.4).

1.2 DC REHABILITATION AND OUTCOME FINDINGS
Examining two groups (DC and DC By-pass) comparable in terms of
Before Impact target and non-target arrests and periods at risk

during Impact, there was:

DCF-5 No significant difference in the intensity of services
rendered by Field Services staff to those who had gone
through the DC and those who had not (except as need for
services is implied by prior arrests, there is no assur-

ance the need for services were the same (Table B-6).

DCF-6 No significant interactions between either of the two
groups (DC or DC By-~pass) and the amount of subsistence
or intensity of service with respect to effect on target
arrests (Table B-7).

DCF-7 A significant interaction found for the two groups
(DC and DC By-pass) and their level of service intensity
(P < .02); the Neuman Keuls Range Test indicated that
as the levels of intensity increased, there are signifi-
cantly fewer non-target offenses for the DC group. The
same relationship is not found for the DC By-pass group
(Section 5.1, Table B-8).

..-66.-
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DCF-8 WNo significant differences between the DC and DC By~
pass groups in target arrests During Program (Tables
B~5, B-7).

DCF-9 ©No significant differences between the DC and DC By-pass
groups in non-target arrests During Program (Tables B-4,
B-8).

Examining the effects of services on the 122 new probationers (65 DC
and 57 DC By-pass) entering the Impact program during the period of

analysis November 1974 to March 1976, there was:

DCF~10 No significant effect on target arrests resulting from
different levels of dintensity of services or levels of

subsistence rendered the new probationers (Table B-7).

DCF-11 No significant effect on non-target arrests resulting
from different levels of intensity of service or levels

of subsistence rendered the new probationers (Table B-8).

Testing whether fewer clients arrested during Impact might have

accounted for more offenses, data reveal:

DCF~-12 WNo significant reduction in numbers of DC or non-DC
clients arrested for target offenses aftex intake to
. ’ Impact probation (Table B-9).

DCF-13 No significaﬁt reduction in numbers of DC or non-DC
- clients arrested for non-target offenses after intake
to Impact probation (Table B-9).

®

2.0 SUMMARY OF FsS PROJECT FINDINGS

Eaph Field Services findihg (FSF) and its sourcel (document section,

or table number) is summarily set forth in this section.

1. , i s . . .
“fEvaluation Report on Oregon Corrections Impact Program: Field
Sexrvices Project", Sacramento, CA., American Justice Institute,
September 17, 1976. —67—
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FSr—-6 The rate of reduction in ciient unemployment &as not

2.1 TS PROCESS OBJLCTIVE FINDINGS _ T . achieved as requlred by Process Objective 6; in fact,
FSF-1 The Project never developed case plans for a large there is no evidence it was reduced at all (Segiion 5.2,

portion of the cases; only a few of the 100% of the case —— Figuxre 7).

plans required by Process Objective 1 were devised with- e

in thirty (30) working days of referral (Section 5.0).

Case planning was the heart of the Impact Program and

FPSF-~-7 The lengths of periods of uncmployment of clients were
not reduced as required by Process Objective 7; in
failure to do it was a major implementation deficiency fact, ithere is no evidence they were reduced at all

which negatively influenced achievement of other project

(Section 5.2, Figure 7).
objectives.
FSF-& The per capita earnings of clients were not increased as

FEFP-2 Without case planning being achieved in most of the required by Process Objective 8; in fact, there is no

cases, it was not possible to initiate plans within evidence that they were increased at all. On the average,

thirty (30) working days of referral for 90% of the R employment related services began six months after project
cases; accomplishiment of Process Objective 2 was not lﬂ!mgll intake, permitting little time for effective action to
even approached. Most case plans developed were pre- R impact the employment results required by Process QOb-
pared after the fact to meet the evaluators requests. _F-ﬁwﬁ' jectives 6, 7, and 8. Evaluation explored the extent
i to which Impact differentially assessed client need for
FSF-3 Without case plans and specified time frames for achiev- ' employment related services and enrolled the client in

ing specific activities it was not possible for 60% of required programs according to need. It was found that

the cases to be initiated within those time frames re- S the Project did, in fact, effectively identify and en-

quired by Process Objective 3. Ty T roll such clients in programs hased on need. With more
e B timely entry into programs there may have been a chance

FSF-4 The intent of Process Objective 4 was met in that 71% — for success on these process objectives.

(more than the 60% required) of Diagnostic Center- o B

recommended treatment/training plans (i.e., at least —— FSF-9 1In the absence of case planning Process Objective 9 re-

one recommendation) were initiated or continued after = s guiring resolution of client family conflicts was not

case intake to Field Sexrvices Probation. Only 29%, o , neasurable.

less than 40% required by the process objective, wers mrrm?)

changed or unimplemented within the course of super- L ek W FSF-10 In the absence of case planning Process Objective 10 re-

vision. Interestingly, recommendations for job/vocational guiring reduction of client money management problems

skill related services were the most frequently initiated; was not measurable.
medical services were the least frequently implemented.

(Section 5.1)

FSE~11l Process Objective 11, reguiring that those who abscond or
lose contact with probation/parole staff not exceed 30%
F8F-5 Since placement recommendations were not made as planned, in the first year, was concluded to be realized. even

though the time frames were adjusted. Twenty-nine
...69....

Process Objective 5 was not achieved (Section 5.0).
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FSF-12

FSF-13

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF SUCCESS/FAILURE DATA ON THOSE EXITING

percent (29%) of clients violating probation and parole
involved absconds. (Section 5.3, Table 8, Figure 9).
Cowparing Impact Probation and Impact Parole, no differ-
ence in the proportions violating by absconding were

noted.

The observed reduction of 27% in target convictions
between the Before and During Program equalized at risk
periods for clients, was concluded to satisfy the Process
Objective 12 requirement of a 10% reduction in target
convictions, even though the time periods compared wer:
not in year intervals. (Section 5.4). Some of the
measured reduction will vanish as cases pending trial
finish judicial process and OLEDS files are updated to
show convictions. The residual reduction still should

meet Process Objective 12 reguirements.

-, 5 TR
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The expected reduction in length of time under supervi-
sion for clients receiving early relecase from proba- - g
tion and parole was achieved, as required by Process ‘NMQJ

Objective FS-13.

Services (e.g.,

Through provision of special Impact

job placement), average length of super-

vision was reduced from 3.06 years (1118 days) to an

average of 2.27 years (827 days).

Impact did not significantly affect length of supervision

among clients failing probation and parole. failure- S .
cases receiving special Impact service average 1.60 5**ﬁ§—~.
years (585 days) compared to 1.66 years (606 days) for ,vw«@~~
non~recipients of special Impact services (Section 5.5). Ewﬁw*,_f

FROM PROBATION AND PAROLE ¥

With respect'to clients exiting from probation and parole in

Multnomah County during the period January 1975 through March 31, s
1976 (the cut-off for data analysis): ot P

....'7{)....

FSr-14 Significantly more non-Impact cases were successful
(carly release/death/expiration of jurisdiction) than

Impact cases (52.6% vs. 38.9%, Table 11).

FSI-15 Significantly more non-Impact probationers were success-—

ful than Impact probationers (53.6% vs. 34.6%, Table 13).

FSF-—-16 No significant differences were found belween success

rates for non-Impact and Impact parole (Table 12).

FSF~17 No significant differences in success rates occurred

between Impact probation and Impact Parole (41% vs.

46.2%, Table 14).

FSF-18 No significant differences in proportions of failure
cases exiting by technical (abscond and/or rule vio-
lation) or criminal acts were noted comparing Impact

probation and Impact parole (43.6% vs. 42.9%, Table 14).

FSF-~19 No significant differences were indicated between non-
Inpact and Impact success clients exiting by early
release versus expiration of jurisdiction (57.8% vs.

60.2%, Table 11).

FSF~20 No significant difference was revealed between non-
Impact and Impact probationers in terms of early
release rates vs.

vs. 59.6%,

expiration of jurisdiction (58.3%
Table 13).

FSF--21 No significant difference was shown between non-Impact
and Impact parole relative to early release vs.

expiration of jurisdiction (53.9% vs. 61.0%, Table 12).

FSF-22 No gignificant difference was obtained comparing release

rates vs. expiration of jurisdiction for Impact probation

lThis is to be expected due to the fact that Impact and non-Impact

cases are not comparable initially; a finding of no significant
difference could, therefore, be contrary to expectation and of
importance (see I'SF-17). Similarly, Impact probation and Impact
parole are not considered comparable.
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and Impact parole (59.6% vs 61.0%, Table l4).l

2.3 RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF ARREST/CONVICTION DATA FOR EQUALIZED
PERIODS AT RISK BEFORE AND DURING PROGRAM

Based on arrest/conviction data (collected and maintained by the
Oregon State Police OLEDS Rap Sheets) on the same individual for
equalized periods at risk in Before and During Program periods,
the following findings were made:

© Statistically significant reductions in arrest for all

465 Impact Study Cases were achieved as evidenced by:

FSF-23 A 12.7%2 reduction (59) in the number of offenders
arrested for any (target and non-target) offenses
Of these
there was not a significant reduction (6 or 3.8%)3
for Any offense for the parole subgroup (Table 16);
there was a significant reduction (53 or 17.2%)4

for the Probation subgroup (Table 17).

was realized during Impact (Table 15).

A 7.3%°2

arrested for target crimes (Table 15).

FE8F-24 reduction (34) in the number of Impact offenders .

Of these there
was a significant reduction of 8.9%3 (14) for the
parole group (Table 16) and a significant reduction

of 6.53% (20) for the probation group (Table 17).
FSF-25 A 15.7%2 reduction (73) in the numbers of Impact
offenders arrested for non-target crimes (Table 15).

Of these there was a statistically insignificant

lThese data concerning Impact case closures cover the period March
1, 1975 through March 31, 1976. Data for the first four project
months were unavailable.

2Based on 465 cases.

3Based on 157 cases.

‘4Based on 308 cases.
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reduction of 7.6%" (1l2) parolees (Table 16) and a

statistically significant reduction of 19.8%2 (61)

probationers (Table 17).

e Statistically significant reductions in convictions were as

follows:

FEFP-26 A 8.4%3 drop (39) in the number of all Impact clients

FSF-27

convicted on any (target and non-target) conviction
during Tmpact compared to an equal at risk period before
Of these, a 12.1%% drop (19) in
the number of parolees (Table 16) a 6.5%2 drop (20)
in the number of probationers (Table 17) were both sig-

intake (Taule 15),.

nificant.

A drop of 9v2%3 (43) in the number of all Impact clients
Of these

{(15) in the number

convicted for non-target offenses (Table 15).
there was a significant drop of 9.6%l
of parolees so convicted (Table 16) and a significant

drop of 9.1%2 (28) in the number of probationers (Table 17).

e No statistically significant difference was fcund when:

FSF=28

The target convictions for all 465 Impact study cases

3

wére only reduced 1.3%~ (6) for all Impact offenders

(Table 15), even though there was a significant reduction
of 7.63% (12) in the convictions of parolees (Table 16).
This occurred primarily because there was an increase

of 1.9% (6) in the number of target convictions for

probationers (Table 17).

lBased on 157 cases.
2Based on 308 cases.

3Based on 465 cases.,.




2.7 FACTORS INFLUENCING OUTCOME (ARREST) DATA

Factors considered to have a possible influence on outcome were:

4
¢

1

U

® Maturation (supervision and chronological)

FSF-29

FSF-30

There was no significant association found betw:en client
age and arrest rates (per client day at risk) for target

or non-target offenses (Section 6.3.1).

Length o supervision prior to Impact had no significant
effects un target or non-target arrest rates (Section
6.3.1).

o Enrollment in individual special service programs:

FGF-31

FSF-32

FSF-33

FSF~-34

FSF-35

FSF-36

Clients enrolling in any type of special service program

showed significant reductions in proportions of clients

arrested for any (target or non-target) offense (Table 20).

Only clients enrolling in the Alcohol/Drug and Medical/
Other showed significant reduction in proportions exper-
iencing target arrests (Table 21).

Significant reduction in target arrests was not found for
clients enrolling in Ed/Voc/Job Placement,; Job Counseling,
Psychological Counseling, or Residential Care Programs
(Table 21).

Looking at clients thought to need job related services,

provision/withholding of such services did not signifi-antly

effect target arrest rates (Tables A-9, A-11).
Non-target arrests were significantly reduced among
"needy" parolees receiving job services (Tables A-10,

A-12).

No significant change occurred in non-target arrests for

"needy" probationers receiving job services (Section 6.3.2).

-74~

FSF-37

Drug related services had no significant effects upon

target or non-target arrest rates.l Rather, only
differences between parolees enrolled and probationers
not enrolled were found (Tables A-13, A~14, Section
6.3.2) for target crimes.

@ Variety of special service programs:

FSF-38 Those enrolled in special services tended to be the most
in need, i.e., were more likely than non-enrollees to
sh?w arrests in their baseline (before) periods (Table 22).
FSF-39 Clients receiving special services showed significantly
reduced arrests for any target offenses; such reductions
are not found among clients without special programs
(Tables 22 and 23).

FSF-40 No clear connection was found between variety of special
services provided and outcome. Significant reductions in
target arrests were detected among clients enrolling in
two program types; Any arrests were significantly reduced
among clients when four kinds of service were
utilized (Tables 22 and 23).

e Intensity of exposure to special service programs:

FSF-41 intensity of service was not significantly related to

target arrests (Table 25).

FSF-42 Looking at any arrest} only the most ihtensive level of

lThe difference between this finding and that presented in FSF-48 is
due. to the populations included in the tests. Specifically, FSF-48
measured connections between target arrests and client completion

of alcohol/drug services once the client was enrolled. That test
included 104 study clients enrolled in such programs. Results
described by FSF~37 (above) relate to 134 clients with drug arrest
histories; only 40 of these are among the 104 enrollees referenced
in FSF-48.

.
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service shows significant reductions in recidivism (Table ll!wwkr FSF-51 Probationers who fail Ed/Voc/Job Placement services display
24) . . v increased arrests for any crime {Table 30).

FSF-43 Separate examination of different kinds of special programs L FSF-52 For drug/alcohol services, only probationers remaining in
reveals no clear pattern of connection between intensity n ] ' such programs show reduced arrests for both target and
and outcome for any (Table 26) or target offenses N e any offense (Tables 30 and 31).

| g,

(Table 27). ‘ .l ‘

© Client completion of special service programs T @ Variety of programs finished:

FSF-44 Client completion of one or more program is reqguired to e . F8F~-53 Statistically significant connections are found between
attain significant target offense reduction (Table 33). client completion of one or two programs and reduced

target crimeg (Table 33).
FSF-45 Client completion of programs was not required i1 obtain

PRt ' N

a significant reduction in Any or non-target off nses. lll FSF~54 With respect to reduction in any offense it is not clear

whether reduction is due to enrollment or finishing

. -

FSF-46 With respect to specific service types, Program completion programs (Table 32).

of job related services is reguired to show significant

reductions for Any arrest (Table 28).

FSF-47 In terms of personality directed sexvices (psychological, ;w»;w~
residential care, alcohol and drug) significant reductions t.ﬁ
in any offense are found where client remains in program
(Table 28).

FSF-48 Only onging involvement in the alcohol and drug program
is significantly connected to the reduction of target
offenses {(Table 29).

FSF-49 Probation and parole clients Iinishingl Ed/Voc/qu Place-
ment services show significant reduction in any Sﬁ“ests
(Table 30).

FSF-50 Target offenses among parolees are not significantly

.affected by Bd/Voc/Job Placement scrvices (Table 31).

Finishing means: a) completed all requirements; b) stayed on the | i - : : -7
job at least 60 days; or ¢) remained in school at least 90 days. o gy
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3.0 SUMMARY OF CRS PROJECT FINDINGS

o L 1 .
Rach Client Resource Service Finding (CRSF) and its source (Qdocument

section and/or table number) is summarily set forth in thig section.

The reader is reminded that any comparison of performance by dif-
ferent groups is limited by the fact that biasing selection may have

occurred, therefore, the findings are only suggestive with respect

to comparative groups.

3.1 CRS PROCESS OBJECTIVE FINDINGS

CRSF-1

CRSF-2

CRSF -3

CRSF~4

CRSF-5

CRSF-6

CRS Process Objectives 1, 2, and 3 were not attained;
however, they proved to be an inappropriate use of pro-
ject resources and should not have been Process Ob-

jectives (Section 3.2).

Process Objective CRS-4, to provide 50 target offenders
vocational training per year was fully reached (111% of

goal according to Section 3.3).

The goals of Process Objective CRS-5, for 50% to complete
vocaticnal training programs was achieved (50% completed

is indicated in Section 3.3, Table 5).

Process Objective CRS-6 was completed at the 57% level;
222 of 390 job placements were made during the project
study periods (285 per year required, according to

Section 3.4).

Process Objective CRS-7, calling for 50% of those placed

to remain on the job at least six months proved beyond
project abilities as only 33% were able to do so
(Section 3.4).

Process Objective CRS-8 requires 108 clients and theirx

families to receive an average of 82 hours of individual

1

"Evaluation Report un Oregon Corrections Impact Program:

Client

Resources and Services Project", Sacramento, California, American
Justice Institute, September 17, 1976.

...78...

CRSF-7

CRSF-8

CRSF~9

CRSI*~10

CRSF~11

CRSF-12

or group counseling during the 17 months of project life.
The number of clients receiving counseling (142) exceeded
the goal (134% of goal); however, the number of hours

1979 were only 33% of goal (Section 3.5).

Process Objective CRS-9 regarding counseling impact on
employment and family support could not be evaluated

because of lack of data.

Efforts to match citizen sponsors (71 required) to
institutionalized target offenders preparatory to
their re~entry into the community fell 20% short (57)
on Prccess Objective CRS-10 (Section 3.6).

Monthly contacts of 79% of the matched sponsors with
target offenders fell 11% shy of the 90% desired in
Process Objective CRS-11 (Section 3.6). To this must
be added the 100% lack of contacts on the 14 unmatched.

target offenders (Section 3.6).

According to Process Objective CRS-12, an estimated 17
persons would be required to have had residential care
by the seventeenth month of the project; 27, or 159%

of goal was achieved (Section 3.7).

Programs of all residential care facilities utilized
precluded client employment; therefore, Process Objective
CRS-13 was not achievable.

Process Objective CRS~14 requiring the provision of $120
to $320 for each of 350 target offenders for cost of
living subsidies each year, or for 496 offenders dufing
the 17 month study period, was more than met (174%) by
the provision of 864 clients with an average of $299

each (Section 3.8).
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3.2 CRS PROJECT EFFECTS UPON CLIENT RECIDIVISM

® 1In terms of overall effects of CRS operations on client

recidivism, the following findings accrued (Tables C-1 and C-2):

CRSF-13

CRSF-14

No statistically significant connection was found
between CRS involvement with the case and client arrests

for target or non-target crimes.

Non-target arrests were significantly rgﬁuced among
probationers; however, this was not connected with

CRS case involvement (Table C-2).

Neither target nor non-target arrests were significantly

affected by CRS provision ¢of subsistence monies.

© Looking for connections between intensity of Impact services,

amount of subsistence dollars expended, and outcome (Tables C-3

and C-4):

CRSF~-16

CRSF~17

CRSF-18

CRSF~19

There is no statistically significant connection between
intensity of service and arrest rates for target or non-

target offenses. : :

There is no significant connection between

non-target arrests and subsistence level (Table C-4).

Target arrests were not statistically connected with
level of subsistence provided; yet, target arrests were
highest among clients receiving the highest level of

subsistence dollars.

There is no significant connection between intensity of
Impact services, subsistence level, and client arrests

of target or non-target offenses (Tables C-3 and C-4).

® In terms of possible differential CRS effects on clients of

varying age or prior exposure to the correctional process, data
indicate that: (Tables C-5, C~6, C-7 and C-8)

Y
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CRSF-~-20

CRSF-21

CRSE~22

CRSF-~23

CRSF-24

CRSF-25

CRSF-26

There is no statistically significant connection be~.
tween client age at intake to Impact and arrests for

target or non-target offenses. g

There is no significant connection between client age
and probation or parole status; yet, non-target crimes
are significantly lower among probationers than parolees
(this is not, however, associated with whether the

client was serviced by CRS).

Subsistence level is not connected statistically with

age or client assignment to probation or parocle.

No statistically significant connection was found
between client age, assignment to probation or parole,
subsistence level, and arrests for target or non-

target offenses.

There is no significant connection between prior super-

vision length and target or non-target arrests.

There is no significant relationship between length
of prior supervision and client assignment to pro-

bation oxr parole.

There is no significant connection between age at in-
take to Impact, probation or parole status, length
of prior supervision, and arrests for target or non-

target crimes.

¢ In examining for possible effects of different combinations

of client characteristics implied by age and prior supervision

length, findings reveal that: (Tables C-8% and C-10):

CRSF-27

There 1s no significant connection between age,

subsistence level, length of supervision - prior to

...8l_
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Impact program intake, and arrests for target or non-

target crimes.
There is no significant connection between combinations

CRSF-28
of age/prior supervision length and arrests for target

or non-target crimes.
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APPENDIX B

PROGRAM PROCESS OBJECTIVES
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TABLE B-1
DIAGNOSTIC CENTER PROCESS OBJECTTVES
Ty rw
TR DC-1 To provide presentence reports with social,
e psychological, vocational and educational
; evaluations, and/or recommendations for
e sentencing and treatment plans for 90% of
., .‘ the target offenders found guilty in the
B ‘ Circuit Courts of Multnomah County and
o referred to the Diagnostic Center for
g I evaluation.
“J“'{ DC~2 To reduce the time of presentence report
o p— submission to the Court to a maximum of 15
P working days in 90% of the cases referred,
| |
Ll DC~3

L To insure that 90% of the first phase of the
ot e Diagneostic Center treatment plans (service

i { categories) arc implemented within 30 work-—

" - ing days, provided the service is available

: and the client is eligible.

Tm o= DC-4 To provide probation field services with an

ok - average of 20 hours per month of consulta-
} v tion for target offenders upon request of
(T T

field supervisors.

-y -




CONTINUED

10F2




TABLE B-~2
FIELD SERVICES PROCESS OBJECTIVES

Devise a case plan for 100% of the clients within thirty (30) work-
ing days of referral, to include diagnostic assessment and mutually
established program objectives, sequential order of objective
achievement and discharge goals.

Implement initial phase of case plan in 90% of the cases within
thirty (30) working days of referral; maintain this rate for duration

Insure that 60% of the cases, the treatment activities within the
case plan are initiated within the specified time frames.

Insure that no more than 40% of the Diagnostic Center case plans
have to be changed during the course of supervision, for each project

Increase by 50% over the first six months the number of recommended
placement that are accepted by available resources, by the end of
the first year, and maintain rate for project duration.

Reduce by 40% by end of year one, 50% by end of year two, and 60% by
end of year three, the rate of unemployment of the client.

% the Tength of periods of unemployment by end of year
% by end of year two, and additional % by end of
year three over the preceding year's performance. **

% the per capita earnings of clients over the period of

'Increase by 10% oVer the first six months the resolution of family

conflicts which have previously figured in the client's criminal
erime »isk behaviaor; an additional 15% by the end of the second year,
and 30% by the end of the third year.

Reduce by 10% by the end of year one, 25% by end of year two, and 30%
by end of year three, individual's money management problems, as
reported by parole officer or other key educators.

OF those clients who violate, insure that those who abscond or who
lose contact with parole/probation staff do not exceed 30% in the
first year, 20% in the second year and 10% in the third year.

Reduce by 10% 1in the first year, 12% in the second year, and 15% 4n
the third year the frequency of convictions for target offenses by

Reduce by 10% the first year, 20% the second year, and 30% in the
third year the length of stay under supervision of those who success-
fully complete parole or probation (early release). ' '

FS-1
FS-2
of project.
FS-3
FS-4
year.
FS-5
FS-6
FS-7 Reduce by
one, additional
FS-8 Increase by
supervision. **
FS~9
FS-10
FS-11
FS-12
clients.
FS-13
*%

Never specified because baseline data not available at time of proposal.

]

TABLE B-3

CLIENT RESOURCES AND SERVICES PROCESS OBJECTIVES

CRS-1

CR5-2

CRS~-3

CRS5-4

CRS-5

CRS~6

CRS-7

CRS-8

CRS-9

CRS-10

Provide remedial and G.E.D. equivalency instruction to an
average of two hundred fifty (250) county, state or federal
supervised "target offenders" on release of discharge status
each year when indicated in the case plan.

Fifty percent (50%) of the released probationary and
paroled illiterates enrolled will score at lcast 5.5 grade
level on standardized examination following 320 hours of
instruction.

Fifty percent (50%) of those clients who complete G.E.D.
qgal}fying instruction will pass the G.E.D. examination
within 90 days of gualifying to take the test.

Provide vocational training, which develops employvable skills,
in community colleges or state certified proprietary schools
to an average of fifty (50) County, state or federal
supervised "target offenders" and Corrections Division

"high risk" trainees on release or discharge status each
year.

Fifty percent (50%) of those who are enrolled will receive
certification upon completion of their training program.

Place an average of two hundred scventy-five (275) unemployed
target offenders and high risk trainees who are not placed

by other projects in this program each year in jobs which

are agreed to be appropriate and meaningful by both the client
and the job developer. ' :

Fifty percent (50%) of those yplaced will remain in that
enployement for a minimum of six (6) months unless promoted

or transferred to a more desirable position.

Provide eighty~two (82) hours of individual and group
counseling to an average of seventy-five (75) "target
offenders” and their families each vyear.

Following completion of counseling and/or release, within
six months sixty percent (60%) of the clients will maintain
steady employment and contribute to family support in
accordance with negotiated plan for a periocd of si

month. :

Job Therapy Incorporated will recruit, train and assign
fifty (50) citizen sponsors to "target offenders" or
institution "high risk" offenders during each year

of the project to help offenders prepare for successful
release.
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TABLE B-3

CRS~11 Ninety percent (90%) of these sponsors will visit once
per month and maintain correspondence contact with clients
over the course of commitment.

CRS~12 Provide emergency and short-term (60-90 day) residential
care and referral services for 40 target offenders
during second year of project and an additional 40 during
the third year.

CRS-12 At any given time, thirty percent (30%) of the residents
will have located employment and will be paying their
maintenance expenses.

CR5~14 Provide short-term (30-60 day) cost of living subsidies,
at an average of $40 per week, when recommended by Field
Services supervisor, for an average of three hundred
fifty (350) county, state or federal "target offenders"”
and Corrections Division "high risk" trainees on release
or discharge status each vear.

4
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