
l II /1 
II . 
). , 
" !; 

I 
I 
'I 
I 
I EVALUATION OF THE CLASSIFICATION 

I DIAGNOSTIC AND TREATMENT CENTER 

I FINAL REPORT 

I 
,I. 

I 
I 
I 

IN 
ltD 
I~ 
I~ 
I,¢ 
'I. \ 

PMS LIMITI!b 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
i'l 
I 

II 

EVALUATION OF THE CLASSIFICATION 

DIAGNOSTIC AND TREATMENT CENTER 

FINAL REPORT 

Contract Report C~206 

July 1977 

Prepared for 

Puerto Rico Commission to Combat Crime 

PMS Limited with Metametrics 

1 1'1'1t~ ~AN . :(. ::.(~,) 

1824 Banco Popular Center, Hato Rey, Puerto Rico 00918 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
! 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-------------------------------

PM. LIMITED 
182. 8.u«;a I'OI'ULAII CE,.TER .IIATO REV. PUERTO RICO. 00II1. 
TEL. I80QI lCl6·2116 

Mr. Adrian Medina 
Acting Executive Director 
P. R. Crime Commission 
G. P. O. Box 1256 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 00936 

Dear Mr. Medina: 

July 15, 1977 

PMS Limited is pleased to submit the Final 
Report of th~ evaluation of the Center for Classifica~ 
tion, Diagnosis, and Treatment. This report is deliv ... 
ered on schedule according to our Work Plan dated May 9, 
1977. 

PMS Limited wii~hes to express sincere appre­
ciation to the Puerto Rico Crime Commission, the Admin­
istration of Corrections, and the Center for Classifica­
tion, Diagnosis and Treatment who fully cooperated and 
assisted project team members in data collection efforts. 

Enclosed are all finding~,recommendations 
and policy alternatives resulting from this major eval­
uation ef£ort which we anticipate~·will be of assistance 
to the Center with regard to policy formulation and pro­
gram planning. 

() 

A SUbsidiary of Planning Research Corporation 
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Mr. AdriSn Medina 
P. R. Crime Commission 
July,lS, 1977 

Further inquiries concerning report contents 
should be directed to our local office. 

Yours truly, 

GJG:mmo 
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SECTION I 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

For a period of 2 1/2 months ending July 15, 1977 PMS LTD. 

conducted Qn intensive evaluation of the Center for Classifi-

cation, Diagnosis an&iTreatment. The project team consisted 

of five persons with expertise in the areas of law, corrections, 

econometrics, criminology, organizational theory, evaluation 

design, and applied statistics. The general purpose of the 

evaluation was to examine Center administrative operations, 

delivery and utility of Center outputs, and needs, and resources 

relevant to Center functioning within the context of the Common-
I 

wealth priminal :ustice·~ystem. Major findi:hgs and recommend-

ations are also presented in the complete report and in abbre-

viated form within this section. 

The Center has operated for 33 months under the authority of 

Law 116. Its broad mandate is to provide diagnostic evaluations 

for decision making by juCges, the Parole Board, institutional 

treatment committee members, and probation and parole officers. 

These evaluations are performed by social workers and psycholo-

gists attached to the Center. Although the law requires eval­

uations .(\~) be performed for very specific classes of people, a 

moratorium has been in effect since December, 1974 which suspends 

these blanket requirements for all classes except for those 

1 
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eligible for parole and those sentenced to confinement. The 

guidelines of the moratorium have not been observed, however, 

in that some of those exempted have been seen,and many of those 

mandated under the law have not been seen. 

The evaluation design selected included both quantitative and 

qualitative components. The former was useful in analyzing 

case ;~low patterns, financial data, and other secondary data 

sources. Qualitative techniques concentrated on hoth structured 

and unstructured interviews with Center personnel inmates, 

judges, the Parole Board member, correctional personnel, and 

others whose knowledge of the Center assisted the project team 

in placing its operations in context and perspective. Most of 

the correctional facilities on the island also were visited in 

order to aid in assessing the appropriateness and utility of 

Center outputs. 

A clear consensus exists that the Center has not been operating 

effectively. Among its most serious problems have been personnel 

turnover, poor interagency communication, and lack of agreement 

about the contents and utility of its reports. 

Major findings and recommendations are summarized in the next 

two subsections~ 

2 
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1.2 FINDINGS 

The following are major findings which have emerged from the 

comprehensive evaluation effort. For a more complete detail 

of findings see Section IX of this report. 

Majer Findings 

o The Center has not been in compliance with 

the moratorium. They have not refused re-

ferrals under sections b, c, d and f of 

Public Law 116. The Hato Rey center's con-

sistent policy throughout the moratorium has 

been to accept all referrals. 

o Pre-sentence evaluations requested by courts 

are given highest priority and are still being 

done even though the moratorium relieves the 

Center of this responsibility. 

o The perception at the Hato Rey Center, but not 

at the Mayaguez Sub-Center, is that referrals 

cannot be refused when there is a serious back-

log of referrals. 

o Lengthy delay in returning many Center's re-

ports to referral sources has caused: 

a) a backlog of parole hearings 

b) classification problems in institutions 

3 
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c) probation and parole revocation hearing 

evaluations which are not done until after 

revocation hearings have been held, if 

done at all 

d) perceptions that the Center is inefficient 

and useless on the part of many correctional 

workers, thus damaging the credibility of 

all Center reports 

e) harm to inmates because crucial decisions 

affecting their lives are delayed 

The plan to add referrals from Ponce to the Mayaguez 

Sub-Center will clearly overload the resources 

of the Mayaguez Sub-Center leading to all the ser-

ious systemic problems that evaluation backlogs 

cause. The Sub-Center does not have the proper 

resources to cope with additional referrals. There­

fore, the shift would result in the development of 

backlogs and eventually, a lack of credibility among 

referral sources. The Sub-Center will become a 

failure if Ponce referrals are transferred from 

Hato Rey to the Mayaguez Sub-Center. 

Unfilled Parole Board positions have caused a ser-

!/ 

ious backlog of pending parole hearings which adversely 

affects the entire correctional system and most im­

portantly, the inmate. 

4 
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o Initially Sub-Center and Center personnel were 

drawn on loan from correctional agencies, primarily 

probation and parole. This caused serious problems 

within the correctional system. It disrupted ort-

going agency ,procedures , interrupted treatment 

continuity while failing in its mission of estab-

lishing a transition to a successful, on-going Center· 

program. 

o Frequent turnover in Hato Rey Center directorships 

nas caused inconsistent administrative procedures, 

poor case control, Case backlogs and poor staff 

morale. 

o It is most important tt1at Center directors be skilled 

administrators and concerned with effective adminis-

tration first and foremost rather than concerned 

w'ith accomplishing case evaluations themselves. 

o Hato Rey Center records were inadequate for adminis­

trative monitoring of work flow and for proper statis­

tical evaluations of the ,type of work done. 

o Hato Ray Center intake procedures have been informal 

and ad hoc. 

o There is no pers,onal communication between Hato Rey 

Center staff and key users of Center evaluations such 

as social penal workers, probation officers and parole 

officers. In contrast the Mayaguez Sub-Center has 

effective face-to-face communications· with probation 

5 
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and parele 'officers, but not with secial penal 

werkers. 

Peer cemmunicatien and ceerdinatien between the 

Hate Rey Center and tneir referral seurce 

agencies preduces: 

a) lack ,Of cencern by agencies fer scheduling 

preblems at the Center 

b) hestility and mistrust between the Hate Rey 

Center and referral seurce agencies 

c) perceptiens by agency werkers that Center 

evaluatiens are unrealistic 

Lack ,Of participatien by line cerrectienal werkers 

in prefessienal case discussiens increases: 

a) interagency hestility and cemmunicatien 

preblems 

b) rejectien ,Of prefessienal evaluatiens by 

line werkers 

c) the incidence ,Of unrealistic recemmendatiens 

by Center staff 

Participatien by line cerrectienal w',Orkers in 

prefessienal case discussiens impreves: 

a) interagency cemmunicatien 

b) acceptance ,Of prefessienal evaluatiens by 

werker . 
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c) congruence of professional evaluations with 

programs available 

Face-to-face consulta~ions by professional workers 

with correctional workers is the only effective 

method of developing and implementing professional 

evaluations and recommendations about offenders. 

Communication and cooperation between probation 

and parole officers and intensive treatment unit 

professional workers is excellent. 

In contrast to the intensive t'reatment units, no 

psychologist or social worker from·the Center, provides 

p~ychotherapy or case work services for problem 

offenders. 

Social penal workers in institutions are the key 

decision makers for imprisoned offenders and their 

recommendations are much more influential than Center 

recommendations. 

The classification of offenders as "drug abusers" 

by the social penal workers is done without adequately 

discriminating the type and the extent of drug use. 

Parole Board policy currently requires most "drug 

abusers" to participate in institutional treatment 

programs followed by a residential community treatment 

program prior to parole. 
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o The most frequent programs present in institutions 

are religious services, a library and sports. The 

least frequent programs are volunteer services, 

psychological services and ,alcoholic treatment. 

Rehabilitation programs are lacking in institutions. 

o Center evaluations are genexally not useful to 

institutions for rehabilitation planning because 

of the paucity of rehabilitation programs and lack 

of interagency communication. 

o Center evaluations are useful to institutions for 

security classification decisions because they identify 

personality and behavior problems relevant to security 

problems. 

o Center recommendations can be used by institutions 

and agencies as a convenient place to put the blame 

when case decisions later prove to be incorrect. 

o Social penal workers provide only limited direct 

formal or informal counseling for inmates. 

o Social penal workers appear to be adequately trained; 

however, they are reluctant to provide direct coun~el-

ing services. 

o Probation has had very high success with low revocation 

of probation rates. 

o Parole has had very high success with low revocation 

of parole rates, with exception of 1976, where success 

wa~;less, but well above average. 

8 
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Parole Board members use center evaluations primarily 

as an aid in estimating risk of future offenses by 

offenders. 

Use of Hato Rey center evaluations by probation 

officers is nil. Perception of the H~to Rey Center 

by these officers is very negative. In contrast, 

use of the Mayaguez' Sub-Center by probation officers 

has been high, and their perception of the Sub-Center 

positive. 

Parole officers are the line c6rrectional workers 

with the most frequent access to Center evaluations 

for the persons they work with. 

Fi'om 1975 through 1977 Corrections allocated approx­

imately $200,000 more in their functional budgets 

for Center operations than was actually expended 

in those fiscal years. 

The major cost item for the Center is salaries. 

Consequently, as production of evaluations goes up, 

cost peh evaluation decreases. There is an obvious 

limit to such cost savings since, if production in­

creases too much, quality of evaluations suffer. 

Cost per cqmpleted case has remained fairly con­

stant over ~he past 2 1/2 years. 

Staff sizes o~ Center and Sub-Center personnel have 

not changed greatly over the past 2 1/2 years. 
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o Monthly salaries for center personnel have 

. increased very little over the past 2 1/2 years. 

o The Mayaguez Sub-Center has completed signi­

ficantly more cases per professional staff than 

the Hato Rey Center over the past 2 1/2 years. 

o A full-time psychologist costs the Center approx­

imately $5 an hour in salary and fringe benefits. 

Part-time psychologists are retained at $20.00 

an hour. 

o Lack of funding for educational purposes and lack 

of formal t~aining for Center personnel has con­

tributed to: 

a) unrealistic recon~endations because of 

lack of knowledge of programs 

b) Stifling of professional growth and 

reduction of professional competence 

below what it could be 

c) less useful Center evaluations 

o The maximum security envi~onment and the lack of 

privacy for interviewing make the State Penitentiary 

an undesirable' location for Center ,interviews • 

10 
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1.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the professional judgment of the PMS Ltd. evaluation team, 

"- given the results of this evaluat.ion, substantial changes 

should be made in the Center for Classification, Diagnosis, 

and Treatment in order to increase both the efficiency and 

effectiveness of Center operations while maximizing the 

utilization of resources. 

Major recommendations ,follow. Refer to Section XI of this 

report for all PMS Ltd. recommendations and discussion. 

Major Recommendations 

o Center objectives must be less global than 

those indicated in Law 116. The Administration 

of' Corrections must select the alternative which 

it feels is most appropriate for the Center and 

develop v~ry speoific organizational objectives 

related to this alternative. 

o Law 116 should be revised to avoid conflict 

with the recent judicial opinion entitling all 

parolees to Center evaluations. Necessary 

legislative amendments to Law 116 should be 

initiated even though the moratorium has been 

extended. Only those parolees with special 

problems or unique cases which are partipularly 

difficult to handle, should be eval~ated by the 

Center. 

11 
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There should be no backlog of cases permitted, 

and the intake of new cases should be closed 

when the backlog is beginning. The center, 

under the existing moratorium, should, at a 

minimum, refuse cases they are not legally 

obligated to evaluate. 

Ponce referrals should continue to be sent 

to the Hato Rey Center. 

A Sub-Center in Ponce should be created. 

The Parole Board positions should be filled 

immediately. The positions should be augmented 

to remain current with case reviews. 

Any Center director should be selected on the 

basis of administrative capabilities. Under­

standing of psychological principles and pro-

cedures is an asset of secondary importance. 

Staffing of any Center or Sub-Center should 

always be made on the basis of permanent 

positions. Positions have, at the creation of 

the Center/Sub-Center, been staffed through tem-

porary loans of personnel from other agencies. 

These loans have contributed to a lack of consis­

tency in operational procedures and disruption 

within the loaning agency. 
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o The Center should develop formalized intake 

proc~dures and assign specific responsibilities 

to appropriate staff. 

o Case evaluations should always be done by in­

cluding line 'correctional workers in face-to­

face conferences with professional staff prior 

to oompletion of the evaluation. 

o Intensive treatment units now established 

should be maintained and incorporated into 

Center services as they are currently being 

operated (See Alternative J.V). 

o Clear and reasonable criteria for classifying 

drug offenders in terms of severity, frequency, 

and type of drug use must be developed. 

o Social penal workers should discontinue labeling 

of drug offenders until a drug classification 

system is developed. 

In cases where ~fcal dependence on narcotics 

is apparent, the person should be seen by a physician 

and, where deemed useful, referred to t~le Department 

of Addiction Services. 

o The Parole Board should reconsider their policy of 

mandatory participation in drug treatment programs 

until a drug classification system is developed and 

implemented. 
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This policy has r~duced the number of paroles \1 

and created a waiting list for treatment programs. 

Alcoholics should not be labeled as drug addicts 

nor treated in such pr~grams. 

Center professional staff and institutional personnel 

should jointly determine programming needs. 

Probation and parole investigation units shou1d re­

main in their respective agencies. probatiq~ and , , 

parole practices have been unusually successful in 

achieving low recidivism rates. It is recommended 

that this system not be changed without very careful 

analytical thought be.cause of the likelihood of in-

creasing these recidivism rates due to the introduction 

of unforeseen and unplanned organizational dis-

economics. 

Base expectancy scales should be developed as a 

means of estimating risk of future offenses by 

parolees ,'prbbation~+s I and pretrial deta.inees. (See 

Al terna ti ve IV). 

Serious consideration should be given to the use 

of full-time psychologists in order to reduce cost 

and utilize personnel more effectively. 

14 
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SEC'l'ION II 

INTRODUCTION 

2.1 PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

The criminal justice system for the Commonwealth of Puerto 

Rico is unified and integrated. Although tnere is agency de-
M 

centralization to accommodate geographical considerations, re-

porting relationships are generally those of a centralized 

operation. As it was conceived and presently eXists, the Center 

for Classification, Diagnosis, and Treatment is no exception. 

The main Center is located in Hato Rey and serves the entire 

island with the exception of Mayaguez and Aguadilla; a smaller 

Sub-Center in Mayaguez handles cases from the western portion 

of the island. Although the Sub-Center has somewha~ different 

procedures, it is organizationally responsible to the Center, 

and., in turn, to the Administration of Corrections. 

In general terms the Center (and Sub-Center) provides a support 

. function to line criminal justice agencies. Inmates, 'parolees, 

and probationers are evaluated either directly or indirectly 

by the Center in order to provide decision and managernent­

oriented information to the courts, institutions, probation and 

parole. These evaluations usually consist. of some combination 

of intelligence and projective tests, social histories and 

interviews. By far the most common use of these outputs is by 

correctional institutions and the parole board. Among the 
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reasons for referral requests are transfer decisions, custody 

reclassifications, marriage requests, treatment plans, parole 

decisions, presentence investigations, furloughs, revocations, 

executive clemency petitions, and special requests for "problem" 

inmates (querellas). 

2.2 EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND ISSUES 

Evaluations may be classified according to the type of entity 

being studied, the purpose of the study', and the methodology 

employed. 

In the present instance, the Center is a criminal justice sup­

port agency which has experienced massive internal changes 

within its 32 month history. The resulting disruption of re­

cords, personnel, and procedures requires a methodological 

approach that is consistent with and sensitive to these real­

ities. Such an approach is concerned more with a process ana­

lysis that is'decision-oriented, than it is with futile attempts 

to control intervenin.g variables while pursuing ultimate meas­

ures of impact. The mutual decision to delete a recidivism study 

was, therefore, wise. 

Any adequate program analysis requires a detailed program des­

cription. To some extent this has been a continous task of 

this evaluation. The description was sufficiently complete, 

however, during phase I to permit the present analysis. In 

broad terms this analysis is concerned with efficiency and 
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effectiveness as they are used technically. Efficiency ana-

lysis requires no assumptions about program inputs and outputsi 

it merely relates the two and is a measure of the organizational 

energy that is consumed (time and,money) in converting inputs 

to outputs. Effectiveness analysis, on the other hand, is 

very concerned with systemic issues and with judgments on the 

quality and appropriateness of activities, An organization 

may be efficient, for example, but quite ineffective. The re­

verse is seldom true. Both measures will be utilized where 

appropriate within this report. Section V, for example, is 

concerned with effectiveness and efficiency, while Section VIII 

is concerned primarily with the latter. 

Central to any discussion of effectiveness is an examination 

of systemic issues. While this will be done in appropriate 

detail within the report, there are three such issues that 

should be noted in this preamble. 

The first and most obvious concern is that the very concept of 

such a Center rests upon an assumption of the validity of what 

is generally referred to as the medical model. The usefulness 

of Center activities is, therefore, predicated upon an accept­

ance of the personal and psychological spheres, rather than the 

'social and economic, as containing th~ most fruitful approach 
~ ") 

to the understanding of grime and the control of iA1S effects. 

This assumption is open to serious question. 
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The second issue involves Commonwealth attempts to control the 

consumption of illicit drugs for non-medical reasons. The pro­

cedures now being used to implement this policy have placed a 

severe and unnecessary burden on the criminal justice system 

generally and on corrections in particular. Indiscriminate 

arrest policies produce high inputs for both probation and ins­

titutions. Inmates entering institutions readily agree to the 

label "addict" in the mistaken belief that they will enter com­

munity treatment soo~er. Not only is the effect of the label 

counterproductive, it is attached by a social penal worker who 

has not received appropriate training to be assigning such labels. 

Also, the label is attached irrespective of whether the drug used 

is alcohol, marihuana, or heroin; or whether actual dependence 

to any drug has been established. 

The final systemic issue to be noted here concerns the Parole 

Board. At the present time there is only one active member. 

Although another member will be added in August, the backlog of 

cases will not be reduced without further staff augmentation. The 

net result of this situation is increased institutional popu­

lations and, therefore, costs. Another result is increased hos­

tility and anxiety among inmates eligible for parole. 
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2.3 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY 

The nature of this evaluation requires much more than an exam-

ination of records and procedures. A wealth of information 

resides with the many practitioners who work within the insti­

tutions, the Center, and other criminal justice agencies. 

Accordingly, the PMS project team has spent a large portion of 

the past ten weeks observing, interviewing, and discussing 

issues with these people. See Appendix A (Data Requirements 

Checklist) .• 

Four probation departments have been visited; they are: central 

probation and the regional offices in ponce, Mayaguez and San 

Juan. Three judges have been interviewed: a superior court 

judge in Caguas and Mayaguez, and the judge administrator of 

the Caguas criminal court. The remaining active Parole Board 

member has been interviewed on two separate occasions. 

Project team members have also spent time in the Admin;Lstration 

of Corrections central records unit and at police headquarters 

interviewing CJIS operations personnel. 

Finally, and most importantly, a total of eleven (11) of the 
II. 

nineteen. (19) institutions on the island have been vi$ited. 

This represents every type of correctional facility in exist­

ence. In addition, the remaining seven (7) instituti~ were 

contacted by phone. These institutions, and the persons inter­

viewed within them, are shown in the following figure, 2-1. 
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Institutions 

District Jails 

Aguadilla 
Humacao 
Ponce 
Bayamon 

Camps 

Guavate 
Limon 

Half\-lay House 

Rio Piedras 

Special Facilities 

Zarzal (Addicts) 
st. Penitentiary 
Industrial School 

for Women 
Inst. for Young 

Adults 

FIGURE 2-:1 

INSTITUTIONAL INTERVIEWS 

Interviews Conducted 
Superintendents Social Penal Social Custody Officers 
&/or Assi.stants Workers Workers* (all grades) Offenders 

X X X 
X X 

X X 
X X X X X 

X X X X 
X 

. 
X 

X X 
X X X X 

X X X 

X X X 

* Bayamon District Jail is the only facility with a social worker 
on the treatment committee. 

. 
Other 

X 
X 

X 

. 
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The methodology for this evaluation has included both quanti­

tative and qualitative techniques. Obviously, quantitative 

techniques were used to collect and analyze numerical and 

statistical data from Center records, and other secondary data 

sources such as Annual Reports from the Administration of 

Corrections. Qualitative techniques concentrating upon inter-

views with Center personnel, correctional personnel, inmates 

and others were used to develop in-depth knowledge of Center 

functioning and its impact upon correctional procedures and 

inmate rehabilitation. 

Qualitative techniques were chosen for much of this evaluation 

because they are appropriate for developing the type of in-depth, 

detailed and comprehensive information needed for a study of 

Center effectiveness. Where such techniques were used, it is 

obvious that large sample sizes cannot be obtained, nor should 

they be. The project team concentrated upon in-depth interview­

ing of persons whose work and lives are affected by the Center 

and obtaining from them their perceptions of Center performance 

and effectiveness. In all cases, with the exception of judges, 
i \ -

where access for interviewing was a difficult problem, 'VIe con-

tinued in-depth interviews past the point where new information 

was being received into ,the area where responses were repititious 

of those given by prior respondents., This assures that the in­

formation on all aspects of Center functioning we obtained is 

complete. Specifically, data was collected in the following 

manner. 
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Quantitative Data Sources 

A random sample of 358 cases referred to the Hato Rey Center 

from January, 1976 to May, 1977 was taken from the Center log. 

This sample was coded, keypunched on cards and computer pro­

cessed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

program. Multivariate analysis of this data was done by using 

crosstabulations of key variables. At the Mayaguez Sub-Center, 

the total population"of referrals, (151) waS obtained from 

Sub-Center records for the period of July 1, 1976 to May 26 1 

1971. 

Annual Reports o.f the Administration of Corrections we;r:'e used 

as sources for data about probation and parole workloads. 

Figures on the number of Center and Sub-Center staffing came 

from interviews of Center personnel and from the offices of 

finance and personnel within the Administration of Corrections. 

The number of Hato Rey Center referrals and Mayaguez Sub-Center 

referrals were tabulated by counting them from the log. Some 

months haq to be estimated because of missing data. 

Records were obtained for approximated two thi:r'ds (2/3) of all 

cases referred and completed by the Hato Rey Center during 

calendar year 1977. An alphabetical randomization procedure 

was used in which the first 71 consecutive cases (A - M) were 

used as data sources to characterize complet~d cases. Data 
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has been summarized on type and source of referral, nature of 

the evaluation, type of staff performing the service, and client 

characteristics, including the offense. 

In addition, nine client case files from the Hato Rey Center 

and 15 from the state penitentiary were selected and duplicated 

for a detailed examination by project staff members. This 

allowed a different analysis of the level of documentation 

available at each location. In making the selection of these 

15 case files, literally hundreds were examined cursorily with 

several criteria in mind. A range of files were sought from 

those extensiv~Jly documented to those with little information. 

This range also included all types of tests and the spectrum 

of other reports and documents. Under these circumstances a 

non random procedure such as t~is is superior to a random one 

in that the range that is sought is assured. A random sample 

may have missed some of these variations unless it had been 

extremely large. Moreover, it would have served no methodolo­

gical purpose. No generalizations are intended or made from 

this data about the frequency of any type of report or other 

data element. The files were intended only to allow an eval­

uation of their quality, appropriateness, and apparent utility. 

The previous paragraph explains the source of data that has 

been used for other types of descriptive information and fre­

quency tabulations. 
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Financial data has been obtained through several sources~ 

Various records and budgets supplied by the Crime Commission 

and the Administration of Corrections have been examined. 

This includes records made availa~le by the offices of finance 

and personnel. Also, correctional administrators at several 

levels have been interviewed to supplement and clarify exist-

ing data on finances. 

Qualitative Data Sources 

Interviews were conducted with social penal workers, adminis­

trators, correctional officers and inmates from institutions 

representative of every type on the island. All Center profes-

sional staff were interviewed, as well as the Sub-Center and 

Center directors. The Sub-Center psychologist was interviewed 

by phone. Although the project team made two separate visits 

to the Hayaguez Sub-Center, the psychologist was availatl1e on 
·1, 

neither occassion; however, he was interviewed on two occassions 

by telephone. Both administrators and line probation and parole 

officers were interviewed in Ponce, Mayaguez and San Juan. 

Administration of Cor~ections administrators were interviewed 

as well as a Parole Board member, three judges, and a District 

Attorney. 

Vocational counselors" workers from the model ex-offenders pro-

gram, workers from tl';l;' Department of Addiction Services and an 

institutional social {,,;,.)rker were also interviewed. Additionally I 
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a total of nine Center evaluations (six from Hato Rey, three 

from Mayaguez) were chosen that varied as to type and compre­

hensiveness, These were carefully read and reviewed for content. 

Interview gaps includ~ judges, probationers and parolees. 

As we noted previously, three judges? in fact, were interviewed. 

On three different occassions attempts were made to see judges 

in the San Juan area. In ev'ery instance the request was denied. 

Judges have a high backlog of cases and. are extremely busy and 

understandably reluctant to be interviewed during free time 

such as lunch or after hours. 

In our Work Plan we did ~ indicate any need to interview 

individual probationers and parolees. Given finite resources 

and time, a decision was made that very little additional inform­

ation could be obtained without a considerable expenditure of 

effort and resources. Access to these offenders would have 

been much more difficult than access to inmates. Moreover, 

we suggest that the type and level of useful information to be 

offered by all three groups is roughly comparable. 

Twenty-four (24) inmates were interviewed ei.ther individually 

and in a group setting. An average interview lasted 45 to 60 

minutes. Four inmates at six institutions were selected based 

upon the following requirement: the inmate must have been 

evaluated, but not within the preceding six-month period. This 
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insures both knowledge of Center activities from the offender 

viewpoint and sufficient time to assess the extent (if any) 
II 

to which the Center report had been utilized. This requirement 

necessitated the use of a non-random selection procedure. To 

have done otherwise would have ignored the nature of the inform­

ation sought and the realities of the interview settings. In 

all cases the primary consideration of who is to be interviewed 

has to be governed by questions of access. We selected know­

ledgeable informants to interview who could be present at their 

agency or in their institution when w~ were scheduled tc be 

there. 
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SECTION III 

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF CENTER 

The elections of 1972 returned the Popular Democratic Party to 

power amidst growing concern over rising crime and an apparently 

ineffectual response by the criminal justice system. A major 

concern was the inability of the corrections system, as it eXisted 

then, to recommend and carry out treatment that was specific to 

the needs of the individual. 

Accordingly, a private contractor was retained to assist in the 

formulation of proposals to reorganize and improve the Conwon-

wealth criminal justice system. Following a lengthy period of \) 

study, Project 775 was presented to the Senate, thus providing 

the basis for the eventual promulgation of Law 116 on July 22, 

1974. Thirteen Senators sponsored this legislation, twelve 

from the New Progressive Party. 

Among the resulting enactments were the creation of an independent 

Administration of Corrections and the modification and centrali-

zation of selected fun~tions into the new Diagnostic, Classifi-

cation and Treatment Center. 

Article 58 charges the Center with the responsibility for provid.ing 

evaluation reports on the following classes of persons: 

a. Any offender sentenced to confinement and 
placed under the custody of the Administra.tion 
by order of competent authority. 
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b. Any felon who entails indeterminate sen­
tence in order that the evaluation be made 
part of the presentence report. 

c. Misdemeanants when the court requires Admi­
nistration evaluation. 

d. Pretrial detainees who, in order to use it 
in connection with their petition for revi­
sion of bond, voluntarily request that the 
evaluation be sent to the court. 

e. Any parolee placed in the custody and super­
vision of the Administration by the Parole 
Board, at the request of the latter or at 
the Administrator's initiative when he deems 
it necessary. 

f. Any probationer whose custody and supervision 
is placed with the Administration, at the re­
quest of the court or at the initiative of 
the Director when he deems it necessary. 

Also, the Center shall participate in any decision as to: 

1) type of institutional treatment; 2) recommendations to 

ter~inate confinement, parole or probation period or to modify 

the conditions or terms thereof; and 3) any critical decision-

making aspect which arises in the course of the custody, confine-

ment , or supervision of the client which may affect or propitiate 

considerably his full rehabilitation. 

Four months after enactment, a Center was established in Hato 

.Rey in November, 1974 with two satellites in Ponce and Mayaguez. 

In most cases the activities and responsabilities listed above 

were simply expanded and transferred to the newly created cen-

terse Before 1974, for example, probation services were attached 
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to the courts and all present.ence investigations were done by 

probation officers. Similarly, pre-parole reports were done by 

parole officers. If clinical evaluations were desired for 

parole decisions, the Parole Board had both a psychologist and 

psychiatrist on retainer. This situation was not satisfactory, 

,however, in that delays of six months were common in obtaining 

an evaluation. 

Although the law created the Center and specified its functions, 
. 

initial funding was inadequate to staff it. The solution that 

was adopted was a short-term large-scale loan of correctional 

personnel. Most of these persons were probation and parole 

officers. 

While this seemed like an acceptable ~olution to one problem, 

it created a host of new problems, some of which persist today. 

Ponce is a good case in point. Except for one psychologist, 

all personnel, including the director, were on loan from either 

parole or probation for a period of three months. This situation 

caused some disruption of operations in the agencies required 

to give the loans and was associated with considerable resent­

ment and lack of commitment on the part of the new staff. The 

resulting morale problems and lack of adequate operating pro­

cedures severely impaired the quality of work initially produced. 

Center reports were regarded as poorly developed and generally 

useless'. Despite the mandatory language in the law, this un­

favorable perception was informally responsible for a decline 
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in the demand for these reports. Finally, amidst recriminations 

and organizational impasses, the Sub-Center in Ponce ceased 

operations in February, 1975 after completing cases already 

assigned. 

The Sub=Center in Mayaguez, although faced ~"i th similar funding 

constraints, faired better. Its solution was similar in that 

both the physical facility and personnel, including the director, 

were borrowed from parole. However, communication with proba-

tion and parole, at least in the Mayaguez area, has remained 

good, thus enabling the Sub-Center to function more effectively 

and continue its operations. 

Throughout its existence the Center has been plagued by pro­

ceduraland staffing problems. Not all staff turnover has been 

of the type noted above. During the tenure of the most recent 

director (there have been four), more than nine professional 

and support staff either quit or were fired. Personality con-

flicts and poor management were the primary causes of this, 

not funding constraints. 

The problem with funding has been chronic. Insufficient resour­

ces exist to implement the 'mandates of the Center. ln recogni­

tion of this, the House of Representatives created Law 3 on 

December 17, 1974 amending article 58 of Law 116. This esta­

blished. the first of three moratoriums." The legislature noted 
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that since no funding had been consigned to the Center, it 

has been unable to render the services imposed on it by Laws 

116, 172 and 239. The moratorium suspend all but the functions 

noted previously as "a" and lieu. 'I'his second moratorium was 

to expire on August 31, 1977. It now appears certain, however, 

that the moratorium will be extended for an additional two years. 

On June 20, 1977 the senate and House of Representatives sent 

identical bills, numbered 388 and 414 respectively, to the 

Governor for his signature. The Governor is expected to approve 

the extension by signing the House of Representatives bill (414). 

See Appendix B. 

We would like to note another issue at this point which has been 

raised by correctional officials. The issue is: Will those who 

would have had the right to be seen by the Center (if there had 

been no moratorium), but were not, have the right in the future 

when the moratorium expires? An analysis of the specifications 

and intent of the law relevant to this was conducted by Lcdo. 

Torruellas. Although with the extension of the moratorium, this 

is a moot point, it does appear that such a right exists within 

the structure of the law. The practical implications of this 

points clearly ,to the need for legislative action within the next 

two years. 

A more specific discussion of issues confronting -the Center is 

the substance of the following sections. 
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SECTION IV 

CENTER REFERRAL SOURCES 

The Center for Classification, Diagnosis and Treatment was 

originally designed to affect the correctional system at 

key decision points. Law 116 specifies the critical areas 

in which the Center could provide information and recon~enda­

tions for decision making. The referral sources as identified 

by Law 116 are the initiating points for the generation of 

Center activities." The Center, then, responds to the special 

requests of these sources as seen in Figure 4-1. 

As can be seen from the following tables, Table 4-1 and 

Table 4 -2t the sources of Center referrals are: inmates them­

selves, sentencing courts, probation offices, correctional 

institutions and the Parole Board. At the Hato Rey Center the 

bulk of referrals come from correctional institutions (43.7%) 

asking for treatment plans, evaluations for passes and similar 

types of service, and from the Parole Board (41.1%) asking for 

preparole evaluations. The Mayaguez Sub-Center has a significant 

difference in source of referral requests; very few come from 

correctional institutions (5.3%) where~s many more referrals 

come from probation offices (33.8% compared to 10.1%). The 

percentage of Parole Board referrals between the Center and Sub­

Center is almost identical (41.1% and 42.3% respectively). AI": 

though it is possible for inmates or their attorneys to request 

evaluations from the Center, this happens very infrequently. 
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Marriage Requests 
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TABLE 4-1 

SOURCES OF REFERRALS TO HATO REY CENTER 
JANUARY 1976 THROUGH MAY 1977 

Inmate Self Referral 

Sentencing Courts 

Probation Offices 

Correctional Institutions 

Parole Board 

Other 

Negligible 

3.4% 

10.1% 

43.7% 

41.1% 

1.7% 

100.0% 

Source: N=358 g Random sample of cases January 1, 1976 
to May 1977 
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TABLE 4-2 

SOURCES OF REFERRALS TO MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTER 
JULY 1976 THROUGH MAY 1977 

Inmate Self Referral 

Sentencing Courts 

Probation Offices 

Correctional Institutions 

Parole Board 

Other 

Negligible 

6.0% 

33.8% 

5.3% 

42.3% 

12.6% 

100.0% 

Source; N=151 Actual referrals July 1, 1976 to 
May 26, 1977, Sub-Center Log Book 
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4.1 INMATES 

The focal point of the corrections system is the inmate him­

self. This obvious fact is often overlooked in the face of 

problems of providing housing, food, record-keeping, transpor-

tation and security, within a system that extends from arrest 

through adjudication, probation, institutionalization and 

parole to final release. 

The inmate has most at stake in the process of Classification, 

Diagnosis and Treatment. His life is affected directly by 

system decisions. Law 116, Title III, Section 7 (d) stipulates 

t,hat pretrial detainees can request Center evaluations for 

bond review petitions. A recent court decision interprets 

Section 7 (e) as requiring a Center evaluation for all parolees. 

A total of 60,000 arrests are made annually in Puerto Rico. 

Many persons arrested could request a Center evaluation. This 

number could be augmented through time as other key decisions 

affecting the inmate are made from presentence to parole. 

The extent to which individual inmate requests for Center 

evaluations may be made is dependent upon the inmates' perception 

of the value of evaluations made on their behalf. If center evalua-

tions are seen has having a positive impact at the various 

decision points, it can be expected that inmate requests will 

increas~. Of the 24 inmate interviews for the Center evalua­

tion study, only one had requested and, finally, insisted on a 

Center evaluation. 
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A major questic.:,'!.' is, What can the inmate learn from center 

evaluat.ions? The tests administered by the Center ilfaicate 

intelligence, social adjustment, perception, and psychological 

patterns. Social histories may be of use where comparisons 

are possible and treatment needs are highlighted. Evaluation 

findings may be academic in those cases where progran~ing 

is not available to address identified inmate needs. 

From the inmates' viewpoint, Center personnel involved with 

direct evaluations require an understanding of the availability of 

rehabilitation services within the corrections system. This c 

understanding should be tempered with sensi ti vi ty to indi vidual::?,,:£ 
"--0:-

requirements. Issues of punishment, incarceration, education 

and vocational preparation, special needs l such as alcohol Or 
drug dependency, and related rehabilitation issues necessary 

to determinations which may result from Center evaluations, 

should be reviewed and discussed among staff to be updated and 

realistic. In essence t Center personnel should be able to 

weigh the value of continued in(l,arceration, change of custody, 

and potential effect of available prog:r.ams on the inmates re-

habilitative potential. 

Correctional philosophy since the creation of probation in the 
II 

''i\ r-d:Jl -
II 

mid 19th Century has turned incr/easirtgly to the community for 

rehabilitation programming. This development has moved from 

probation and parole to institutionalization in smaller, community 
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based facilities such as half-way houses. Consistent with this 

movement has been the easing of custody requirements for in-

creasing numbers of inmates. Release on a daily basis to work 

outside the institution and to study in community schools has 

occured. The granting of passes further extends the concept 

of community programming and recognizes the importance of the 

inmate's ties to his neighborhood, work, family, and friends. 

To the extent that interpersonal behavioral changes result from 

emphasis on community resources, Center personnel engaged in 

evaluating and recommending action should be fully cognizant 

of this potential for inmates to be rehabilitated in the 

community. 

Inmates may become more and more involved in initiating actions 

which can affect rehabilitation decisions such as initiating 

referrals for Center evaluations. Recognition must also be 

given to the options that can be exercised by the inmate. For 

example, inmates can demand preparole assessments 3 months prior 

to meeting their minim~~ sentence. 

There is also some voluntary aspect in terms of jobs performed in 

the institutions and programs for which the inmate may volunteer. 

Center evaluations should increaSingly be required to be attuned 
" 

to the indiVidual desires and necessities of the inmate to effect 

a change in his life and increase his potential for rehabilitation: 

This will require Center personn~l to view inmates as individual 

human beings and not as mere cases to be processed. 
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4.2 JUDICIARY 

Fd» the ~ast several years, approximately 30,000 people have 

been processed through the criminal justibe system annually. 

Each of these persons has required court hearings relating 

to bail bonds. Judicial decisions are made with regard to 

the proper sentence to impose upon those convicted. Title 

III of La,., 116 charged the Center with evaluating: misd~!ll8an'" 
('--' 

ants at the request of the court; pretrial detainees 

with bail bond revisions (approximately 12,000 peopl~ are 

released on bail bond annually); and,all convicted felons. 

Presumably, it was felt that these evaluations would aid the 

courts in making such decisions by providing pertinent inform­

ation about the characteristics of each offender. Under the 

terms of the moratorium, the Center is reiieved of the 

responsibility for evaluations for the Judiciary. Despite 

this,presentence evaluations are still conducted. 

4.3 PROBATION 

The two primary functions of the eleven probation offices 

throughout the Commonwealth are to prepare. presentence investi-

gations (social case histories) of offenders prior to sentenc­

ing by the court and to supervise all offenders placed on pro­

bation. Supervision entail~\ working with each offender to help 

him make a satisfactory adjustment within the 90rnrnunity 
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and scheduling hearings on violation of probation for those 

offenders who are not adjusting properly. The following 

table, Table 4-3, outlines the volt~e of work for the 

probation offices. 

TABLE 4-3 

WORKLOAD OF 11 PROBATION OFFICES 
FISCAL YEAR 1976 

Pre-Sentence Investigations 
Completed 

Persons Granted Probation 

Probationers Supervised at 
end of year 

Released from Supervision 
following successful 
adjustment 

Revoked for unsuccessful 
adjustment 

Success 'rate 

4,048 

3,513 (86.8%) 

5,562 

2,770 

211 

94.4% 

Source: Program of Proba'cion for Adults, Anhual 'Rl?port, 
Fiscal Year 1975-76. 

In 1974 the probation offices completed 2,570 presentence 

investigations and 3,214 in 1975, and had 4,254 and 4,856 per-

sons under supervision respectively at the end of those years. 

Consequently, probation workloads have been increasing rapidly. 

The success rate in 1975 was quite similar; 93.1%. There 

are bur~ently 64 line probation officers, s~ they each average 

63 presentence reports annually and 87 persons under supervision. 
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The success rates of over 92% are as high or higher than 

that of many comparable probation offices in the continental 

u. s. 

In their work with probationers, probation officers can 

use the resources of various community agencies such as the 

Dept. of Vocational Rehabilitation, community drug treatment, 

alcoholic rehabilitation agencies (both public and private) 

and their own local intensive treatment unit. This unit 

has psycho~ogists available for consultation and psychological 

evaluations. It also places social workers within probation 

offices for the purpose of working with more difficult cases 

re:t;'erred to them by the probation officers. 

Probation officers interviewed were generally in agreement 

that currently high unemployment and underemployment of 

probationers was the biggest problem in their work, followed 

by the problems of alcoholism and drug abuse among a signifi-

cant number of probationers. 

Referrals to the Center from probation offices are for evalua­

tions to be included with presentence reports, and for evalua­

tions for hearings on violation of probation. Probation officer 

can also ask for evaluations to assist them with supervision 

plans. 
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At the Mayaguez Sub-Center, treatment plan evaluations constitute 

the bulk of referrals from probation to the Sub-Center. 

4.4 INSTITUTIONS 

Conceivably, any offender sentenced to confinement and placed 

under the custody of the Administration (Law 116,a) is eligible 

to receive an evaluation from the Center. Inmate referrals 

from institutions are made by the treatment committees. 

Treatment committees review cases ref·erred by the social penal 

workers ,vi thin the institutions. These cases contain a set 

of recommendations which the treatment committees. discuss. The 

outcome of discussions however, result in Virtually a II r ubber­

stampll approval of any recommendations made by the social penal 

worker. 

Actual referrals made by the treatment committees to the Center 

and the Sub-Center depend largely upon institutional populations 

and reasons for referral requests. 

Table 4-4 shows key dimensions of the institutional populations. 

Admittances of sentenced persons reflects the requirement that 

the Center program provide an evaluation' for (a) Any offender 

sentenced to confinement and placed under the custody of the 

Administration by order of competent authority. 1 

In 1975', the number of sentenced persons placed under the custody 

1 Law 116 
42 
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of the Administration of Corrections was' slightly higher 

than those in 1974, 3,253 as compared to 2,753. However, 

the number reduced slightly in 1976 to 2,999. 

An estimated 805 cases fran all referral sources were canpleted by the 

Center and Sub-Center in 1976. Although the 1976 figure of 2,999 sentenced 

persons is skewed somewhat by its inclusion of misdemeanants 

sentenced-for ,90 days, it still reflects that the Center and 

Sub-Center are far below the requirement of conducting a psy-

chological and/or sociological evaluation for all convicted persons. 

TABLE 4-4 

SUMMARY OF INSTITUTIONAL POPULATIONS 
FISCAL YEARS 1974, 75, 76, and 77 

1974 1975 1976 

Population, June 30 3,134 3,573 3,589 

Detained 964 1,343 1,121 

Sentenced 2,165 2,222 2,472 

Admittances 16,310 20,324 18,937 

Detained 13,557 17,071 15,938 

sentenced 2,753 3,253 2,999 

Passes (Furloughs) 2,258 5,621 2,109 

(1) March 31, 1977 

1977 

3,552 (1) 

1,030 

2,522 

Source: Statistical Report of the Administration of Corrections 
Daily Institutional Populations 

:. 
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It was anticipated that referrals from institutions would be 

related to the size of each institution's population. Table 

4-5 shows the distribution of referrals and total population 

by institution or group of institutions. The state 

Penitentiary and the district jails have referrals which ex­

ceed the proportion of population. That is, these institutions 

have substantially more referrals than would be justified by 

the size of the institutions. Conversely, half-way houses and 

Camps have fewer referrals with respect to their populations. 

District j:ails make large numbers of referrals because they are 

receiving facilities as well as detention facilities. The State Penitentiary 

on the other hand, since it is the only maximum security facility, has a 

disproportionate population of problem inmates. 

Hato Rey Center receives an estimated 43.7% of their referrals 

from institutions, whereas the Mayaguez Sub-Center only receives 

5.3% of its referrals from institutions. The Sub-Center is 

utilized primarily by probation and parole because the 

director has established strong linkages with these agencies 

and they perceive the Sub-Centers' evaluations as useful. 

Strong linkages can be attributed, in part, to the probation 

and parole officer partiCipation in group discussions relating 

to treatment plan recommendations. Institutional social penal 

workers do not participate in group discussions and therefore 
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perceive Sub-Center recommendations as more unrealistic. 

Hato Rey Center has built stronger communication with 

institutions. Over one half of the total inmate population 

is located in the State Penitentiary within the Hato Rey 

area. 
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TABLE 4-5 

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTIONAL POPULATIONS 
AND PERCENT OF CENTER REFERRALS 

" 

Referrals % 

State Penitentiary 29.0% 

Detention Center (Pda 8) 2.0% 

Youthful Offenders Inst. 6.0% 

Industrial School for Women 2.1% 

Half-way Houses 1.6% 

Population % 

17.5% 

1.0% 

6.2% 

2.6% 

6.2% 

\ 

District Jails 23.3% 

Camps 

Total 

Sources: 1 

2 

23.1% 43.2% 

N=358, Random sample of cases January, 1976 
to Nay, 1977 
Statistical report of the Administration of 
Corrections Institutional Population,' March, 1977 
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Table 4-6 depicts the type of institutional referrals made 

1976 and 1977 to the Hato Rey Center. In both years, treat­

ment plans and passes comprised the largest number of referrals. 

It should be noted however, that 'due to poor record keeping 

systems in the center over 43% of the cases referred-in 1976 

were unidentified as to type of referral request. This pro­

hibits any inferrences from being drawn with regard to shifts 

in referral emphasis between 1976 and 1977. The remaining 

distribution of referrals is rela',t'ively consistent among 

evaluations, re-evaluations, problem cases, marriage, and 

follow up cases. 

The Sub-Center receives such few referrals from institutions, 

only 5.3%, that tabulation by type of referral is essentially 

meaningless. Approximately 1/2 of the referrals are made 

for treatment plans and the other 1/2 for pass Violations. 

47" 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
II 
I 

Referral 'I'ype 1 

Treatment Plans 

Evaluations 

Re-Evaluations 

Passes 

Problem Cases 

Marriage 

TABLE 4-6 

CENTER INSTITUTIONAL REFERRALS 
BY TYPE 

1976 

21% 

9% 

5% 

12% 

1% 

2% 

Treatment Follow-up 2% 

Other 5% 

Unknown 43% 

Total 100% (252) 

1977 

39% 

8% 

8% 

25% 

7% 

7% 

7% 

100% (106) 

Source: N=358, Random sample of cases January, 1976 to May, 1977. 

1 Referral types were distinguished in the Center log book 
as indicated in Table 3-6; however, we recognize that the 
term Clevaluation" covers all referrals. 
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4.5 PAROLE 

Prior to holding a hearing to decide whether or not to parole 

an inmate, the Parole Board will .generally have available re­

ports fro~ the correctional institutions regarding the offenders 

adjustment during his sentence, the parole officer who has 

investigated the prospective parole plan in the community, and 

the Center reporting their psychological evaluation of the 

offender. 

The Parole Board consists of three members. Additionally, 

there is a hearing examiner who handles violation of parole 

hearings, forward~ng recommendations for or against revocation 

elf parole to the Board. Parole will be granted upon the agree­

ment of two of the three members. Currently, the Parole Board 

is seriously undermanned. One position is vacant, and another 

member is ill. 

Parole Board hearings are usually held in the Parole Board 

office in San Juan, and not in the institutions as is often 

true in other jurisdictions. 

In addition to parole hearings and violations of parole, the 

Parole Board is concerned with recommendations regarding exe­
\\ 

cuti ve clemenc~/'-;~:and accepts transfers of parole from other 

jurisdictions under the interstate Parole Compact. 
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. Currently, Parole Board policy requires that almost all drug 

abusers participate in an institutional drug treatment program, 

followed by a community residential drug treatment program 

prior to receiving parole. This policy has been in effect 

for about one year. G=anting of parole for drug addicts is 

based upon a favorable recommendation from workers in the 

community residential drug treatment program. Drug addicts 

are rather loosely classified as such, and current classification 

procedures do not distinguish the severity of drug dependence 

within these offenders, nor does it distinguish between types 

of drug use (e.g., heroin use Qr marihuana use). 

The functions of investigation and supervision of parole 

for the Parole Board are carried out by parole officers. There 

are a total of nine Jcrole offices. Primary responsibilities 

6~ parole officers are to conduct investigations and to super-

vise JierSOf!S on parole. Similar to probation supervision, the 

goal of parole supervision is to work with parolees helping them 

make a satisfactory community adjustment. For those who fail 

to do this, the parole officer will request a hearing on violation 

of parole which can lead to revocation of: parole. 

Public and private social agencies are used by the parole 

officers who al$o have at their availability, the services of 

the intensive treatment unit. This unit provides psychological 
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evaluations for parolees referred for this service, and can 

provide supervision by a social worker for particularly 

difficult cases. Parole officer investigations include: 

preparole, executive clemency, revocation, interstate parole 

compact transfer, -and institutional furlough investigatibhs. 

The workload of the nine parole offices for the past three 

fiscal years is shown in Table 4-7. 

;) 

51 



~ 

I ~ /I> 

, 

;1 
:1 
,I 
,I 

:) 

I, 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
:1 
;1 
i 

tl· 
I 
.1, 
'I l 

, e' 

TABLE 4-7 

·,WORKLOAD OF 9 PAROLE OFFICES FOR 
FISCAL YEARS 1974, 1975, 1976 

.Investigations Completed 

preparole 
Executive Clemency 
Revocation reports 
Passes 

Cases Supervised 

New Parole Cases'Received 

Cases Closed Successfully 

Cases Revoked 

Felony Charge 
14i.sdemeanor Charge 
Technical Violation 

Success rate 

1974 ' 

910 
210 
208 

2,549 

3 ~.877 

2,829 

886 

·943 

31 
20 
17 

68' 

92.8% 

1975 

791 
233 
297 

1,835 

3,156 

2,751 

684 

976 

53 
24 
11 

88 

91.0% 

Sources: 1974 Department of Parole Annual Report 
1975 and 1976 Annual Reports - Administration C,if 

Corrections 
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1976 

759 
200 
249 

1,722 

2,930 

2,238 

468 

672 

Unknoivn 
Unknmvn 
Unkno¥ln 

118 

82.4% 
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Table 4 -7 shows that parole supervision caseloads are dropping 

as well as the number of new cases received on parole. The 

number of revocations for technical violations a.'ctually dropped 

between 1974 and 1975. Even though fewer persons were released 

from parole in 1976,~e revocation rate rose dramatically. The 

Parole Board member interviewed by us stated that the number 

of paroles granted in 1976 dropped greatly because of a delay 

in completing preparole eVf,l.luations at the Center. He. stated 

that aPP"roximately 140 cases .. that should have been completed 

for their parole hearings in 1976 were held over into 1977. 

AdditionallYt drug abusers are no longer being granted parole 

until they have successfully completed a community residential 

treatment program which often takes a year to do. Consequently,' 

fewer offenders labeled as drug abusers are 'currently being 

paroled. The Board' member stated this policy is also backing 

up drug treatment. programs (which are now full) ( and there is 

a waiting list of 40-50 persons for these programs. This further 

reduces the rate at which persons labeled "drug abusers" are 

paroled. Also, it is certain that until Parole Board positions 

are filled, and hopefully augmented, the number of~p.ew·cases 

paroled will continue to decline because fewer hearings can 

be held. Until recently, the Board was only reviewing old 

cases previously denied parole and not hearing any new cases 
J 

at all. The Board member states, "we have enough work for a 

five member Parol)e Board'''. 
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By administrative fiat and under the terms of the moratorium, 

\\ preparole evaluations are supposed to receive the highest 

priority from the Center. Excluded from the Center's 

responsibilities under the moratorium are executive 

clemency evaluations and parole revocation hearing evaluations. 

These are still being done, although infrequently. 
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SECTION V 

CENTER PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS 

5 .• 1 STAFFING AND ORGANIZATION 

5..1.1 History of Staffing 

Center 

The Center began operations on November 1, 1974 with fourteen 

staff members. Today there are still 14 staff members; how­

ever, slight variations in staff positions have occurred since 

the Center was created. Figure 5-1 depicts Center staff at 

four intervals during the previous 2 1/2 years. 

There has been little shi'ft between the ba+ance of full-time 

and part-time professional positions since the Center began 

operations. Changes in categories of staff positions within 

the center have been fe~. During the first year and one half of 

operations,a part-time psychiatrist was on staff who worked 

four hours a week. The psychiatrist evaluated c~ses, but was 

not involved in the delivery of direct counseling services. 

As a result, impact was minimal;' however, interviews with 

center and Sub-Center staff, and institutional personnel have 

indicated a strong desire for a full-time psychiatrist to be 

available through the Center. The desire for psychiatric ser­

vices was expressed. with regard to the evaluation of mentally 

ill clients and the prOVision of direct counseling services. 
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I FIGURE 5-3-

I HISTORY OF CENTER STAFFING 

I Full- Part 
Date Position Time Time Total 

I Nov. 1, 1974 Director 1 
Social Worker 3 

I 
Psychologist 3 
Psychiatrist 1 
Executive Functionary l' 

I 
Secretary 2 
Typist' 3 

10 4 14 

,I June 30, 1975 . Director 1 
Social Worker 3 

II Psychologist 1 4 
Psychiatrist 1 

I Executive Functionary 1 I Secretary 2 

II Typist' 3 
11 5 16 

I June 30, 1976 Director 1 
Social Worker 2 

I 
Psychologist 2 3 
Sociai Penal Worker 3 
Executive Functionary 2 
Typist- 3 

I 13 3 16 

I June 1, 1977 Director 1 
Social Worker 2 
Psychologist '2 

I 
Social Penal Worker 1 
Executive Functionary 1 
Secretary 1 

. , 
I 

Typist 3 

I Office Worker 1 
12 2 14 

I Source: Administl.·a tion of Correction's offices of finance 
and personnel. 
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The most significant staffing changes impacting on center oper­

ations is the continual change in directorships. Over a 2 1/2 

year period, there have been 3 directors and 1 acting director. 

This accounts for the lack of consistency in administrative 

procedures, case control procedures, case priorities and case 

assignments. For example, the previous director who was per-

sonally responsible for assigning cases, made no assignments to 

one full-time psychologist for 2 1/2 months as a result of per-

sonality conflicts. Although there is no data available speci­

fically for this 2 1/2 month tin\e period, one would assume out­

put of client case evaluations diminished as a result of these 

personnel conflicts. The most significant staff changes hccured 

during the previous year and ~ne half with over nine staff members 

ei ther quitting or being fired. Of these nine people, four 

w~re professional staff and five were support staff. High 

attrition rates were primarily due to personal conflicts with 

the director. 

There have been some moderate personnel changes over the previous 

year with regard to social worker and social penal worker pos­

itions. Center staff consisted of 2 social workers and 3 social 

penal workers as of June 30, 1976, whereas in June 1977 only 2 

social workers and 1 social penal worker were on the staff. 

Little inference can be drawn from these slight staff decreases. 
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Sub-Center 

The Sub-Center in Mayaguez opened in November 1974 with four 

professional staff members, including the director, on loan 

from parole and probation offices' within. the region. The psy­

chologist and secretary were the only staff members paid 

directly from funds budgeted for the Center. This funding 

pattern remained the same until July 1976 when one additional 

secretary was budgeted by the Center. The director remains 

on loan from 'the regional parole office. 

Figure 5-2 depicts Sub-Center staffing patterns from November 

1974 to present. Sub-Center staff during the first four months 

of operation were significantly greater than the ensuing two . 

years and four months. The reduction in staff is directly 

related to agency recall of staff members on loan. One social 

worker remained with the Sub-Center until March 1976 at which 

time the profeSSional staff was reduced to the remaining 

director and part-time psychologist. The level of professional 

staff is the same today. 

Both the director and. the psychologist have reua.ined. the s,sme since the 

programs1inception. This has been beneficial to the program 

in terms of consistency in procedures, development of rel'ltion­

ships with local criminal justice agencies, and the quality and 

consistency of case files maintained. Since Apri~ 1976, the 

Sub-Center has been operating 'with a minimum level of staff. 
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Interviews conducted with both Center. and Sub~Center staff, as 

well. as with institutional personne~ indicated a strong desire 

for the addition of at least one psychiatrIst to the Center 

staff. The Sub-Center is also in need of at least one full-

time psychologist. Presently, the psychologist is working 

approximately 22 hours a week while only being paid for 14 

hours a week. Cleatly, Sub-Center case referrals necessitate 

a minimum of one full-time psychologist. 

5.1.2 CURRENT STAFFING AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Center 

. ',i;} 

The Center consists of 14 staff members subdivided 'into profes;~ 

sional services personnel and administrative support services. 

Center personnel include the following: 

0 1 Director 

0 2 Psychologists - full .... time 

0 2 psychologists - part'-time 

0 1 Social Worker II's 

0 1 Social Penal Worker 

0 1 Executive Functionary I 

0 1 Secretary III 

0 3 Office Worker/Typist I's 

0 1 Office Worker 
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Each category of personnel is responsi},le f(:>r performing spe­

cific functions within the Center. These functions are dis-

cussed in detail below. 

. 
The director is responsible for all administrative procedures 

relating to the Center and Sub-Center. Specifically, he is 

responsible for maintaining up to date evaluation reports and 

providing fo:= evaluations of individuals as identified in Law 

116. Due to the moratorium which has been placed on functions 

b, c, d, and f until the end of August. 1977 the director is 

currently responsible for the implementation of ~ and ~ only. 

!i refers to lIany offender sentenced to confinement and placed. 

under the custody of the Administration by order of competent 

authority." ! pertains to "any parolee placed in the custody 

and supervision of the Administration by the Parole Board, at 

the request of the latter, or at the Administrator's initiative 

when he deems it necessary." 

In addition, the director is to participate in the recruitment 

and selection of all Center and Sub-Center personnel; coordinate 

all Sub-Center o~?rations and personnel actiyities; and attend 

court sessions to interpret planned/programmed decisions. 

Since the Center began operations in october 23, 1974 to the 
.. 

present, there have been four different directors. This con-
( ,. 

tinual changeove~~~n leadership has lent itself to varied .. 

61 

;'. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
! I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

administrative approaches throughout the past 2 1/2 years. 

~hese approaches can be more readily seen through the direct-

or's involvement in Center activities. 

~he current director has been with the center" approximately 

two months.. During this timet he has been familiarizillg him­

self with previous program operatio~s and Center outputs in 

an effort to assess Center activity for future planning efforts. 

He has met with the director of the Sub-Center on two occa­

Sions; the first to assess Sub-Center operating procedures 

and the second to discuss new procedural changes. He has im­

plemented new reporting procedures, record keeping systems, 

intake procedures, and case control procedures. 

Whereas the current director is concerned ell:clusively with the 

administration of the Center, the previous director was more 

directly involved with completing case evaluations. 

She was active in administering tests to clients as well as 

participating in the conduct of client interviews. She person­

nally evaluated all applicants for custody officer positions 

that were referred by the Department of Personnel. This last 

function has been discontinued with the current director and 

was not listed as a function of the director in any of the grant 

applications. The shift away ~rom the administration of tests 

toward primarily administrative concerns has positively impacted 
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on the delivery of services to clients. Case backlogs are 

reducing and the consistency in record maintenance is improving. 

Several interviews conducted with institutional personnel indi­

cated that the current director wa? viewed more positively and 

offered more credibility than the previous director because of 

his,personal institutional experience. 

All psychologists under contract to the Center are responsible 

for a~ministering and interpreting psychological tests; making 

psychometric and clinical evaluations; participating in group 

work or deliberations upon the discussion of each client's case; 

providing assessment/evaluation in his field as required; and 

participating in all required meetings. To date, psychologists 

have been unable to provide any psychotherapy to clients due to 

a considerable backlog in case referrals. 

The social worker's primary res~onsibility revolves around 

making social evaluations of clients referred to the Center. 

In some instances, a case is referred to the Center for a s~-

cial evaluation and upon conducting such an evaluation., the 

social worker refe;r.·s the case on to the psychologist. Social 

workers do not, under any circumstances, administer projective 

tests. The social workers also provide technical assistance to 

the director and participate in Center group work and meei;ings. 

. . 
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The ,social penal worker, under the previou~ director, was in­

volved in making social history evaluations. This is no longer 
'J 

being done as the current director feels it is a duplication of 

functions p~rformed by the instit.utional social penal worker. 

The current director has modified the functions of the social 

penal worker in an effort to compile data on pt::avious adminis­

trative operations to accesS thei,r relevance and adequacy for 

improving current Center operations. She is responsible for 

assigning client cases, corresponding with referral agencies, 

and responding to institutional requests. Specifically I ,she 

ascertains whether. the client record is sufficiently complete 

to proceed with assigning the case to either one of the psycho­

logists, social workers, or both. In addition, she is involved 

in data collection activities, administrative functions; corn'" 

piling statistics for annu\al reports, and eoordinating func­

tions betwee!l the institutions, probation, parole, and the 

Sub-Center. 

The director's secretary, ~cretary III, performs routine se­

cretarial functions specifically for the director. Included 

in these duties are taking dictation, preparing correspondence, 

maintaining official and private archives/files for the 

directorj and other related secretarial functions. 

The office worker I is re~ponsible for the classification and 

distribution of correspondence generated by the penter, main­

tenance of correspondence generated .by the Center, a~ct main-" 0 
(~) 

tenance of up to date archiving of case files • . , ',; 

She keeps a 
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daily ~ontrol of files for use in other sections of the Center. 

In addition, the office worker makesappo1ntments for cases to 

be interviewed in the Center, takes charge of the register of 

attendance of employees, and prepares requisitions of mate-

rial, equipment and services. 

The Center currently has three office worker/typists I's whose 

primary responsibilities are to type all materials assigned 

and to assist the secretaries in maintaining files. Other 

related dutios include registering correspondence, cuttin0, 

~eproducing and filing stencils, and photocoping and arranging 

materials. 

Sub-Center 

Th~ Sub-Center in Mayaguez consists of three persons; the 

director, one part-time psychologist, and a secretary. The 

director's salary, however, is not paid from the Center's 

budget, but instead is financed by the local parole department. 

Approximately 80% of the director's time is allocated to Sub-

Center activities. 

The director is responsible for all administrative functions 

assumed under the Sub-Center. In this capacity, he receives 

requests for evaluations, implements case control procedures, 

.maintains up to date evaluation reports and attends court 

sessions when necessary. Due to limited resources, the 
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director also plays an active roie in developi~g social eval­

uations and participates in group discussions Telated to client 

case recommendations. The director must also make appointments 

with the institutions for 'cl,ient evaluations as well as sched-

ule interviews with the psychologist. In addition, the 

director oversees the d~ties of the secretary and is responsible 
(/ 

for completing admin.ii$ltrative requests of the Center. 

The part""l't.ime psychologist is responsible for making psycho­

metric and clinical evaluations as well as administering and 

interpreting psychological tests. The psychologist is to pro-

vide psychot~erapy when it is required; however, limited man­

power of the Sub-Center virtually neg~tes the ability of this 

individual to fulfill this responsibility. The psychoiogist 

is also present dUl.'ing all, group sessions where the client';s 

case is reviewed and treatment recommendations formulated. 

The secretary is responsible for providing routine secretarial 

functions including typing material aSSigned, preparing cards 

of circulation, and photocoping and arranging materials. She 

also maintains up to date logs, card files, and case files. 

c ...... --~ 
\_~r' 

Figure 5-3 depicts the organizational relationships of the 

Sub-Center and, more importantly, personnel relationships within 

the organization. The Center's staff consists of a professional 

services unit and an administrative services unit. Professional 

services consists of psychologists, social workers, and a social 
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penal worker, all of which report to the director. Under the 

a~inistrative unit, the secretary III reports to the director 

and the executive functionary. The office worker and office 

worker/typists are under the supervision of the executive func-

tionary. 

The director of the Sub-Center reports to the Center director. 

Both the psychologist and the secretary report to the Sub-Center 

director. Even though this position is partially funded by the 

regional parole office, the director does not have dual report­

ing responsibilities." He reports to the Center director only. 

The director of the Center reports to the Assistant Adminis-

trator of Programming and Treatment within the Administration 

of Corrections. 

5.2 PE~SONNEL TRAINING 

Center 

The Center has not been involved in providing. any formal per­

sonnel training for its employees nor have employees been sub-

sidized to participate in outside training programs. Personnel 

are regarded as trained by nature of their r.elated education 

and experience. Under the previous director, particularly 

difficult cases or cases which required input from other staff 

m~mbers, were reviewed during weekly staff meetings. The pre­

sent director also holds individual and group discussions on 

a less formal schedule. 
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Some limited training has been offered to Center staff on an 

informal, ad hoc basis. This training is offered by Center 

~sychologists with expertise in functional areas requested by 

staff members. These voluntary, informal sessions have in-

eluded training in the areas of Gestalt therapy and projective 

testing techniques. 

The atti·tude of the previous director hampered individual staff 

attempts to improve themselves through training. Following a 

personal dispute with the director, one of the full-time psy­

chologists was ordered to discontinue training that she had 

recommended as highly relevant to his duties Cit the Center. 

Moreover, the director then refused to assign that psycholoSist 

any cases for a period of 2 1/2 months~ No acceptable reason 

was offered. He was informed only that he must improve himself 

"by reading" during this entire "time. 

Based upon on-site interviews with the present director, psy-

cologists, social workers t and social penal workers, several 

needed areas of training were identified. These training needs 

included the following: 

o Techniques in administering tests in group 

settings 

o Techniqt~es in evaluating testing results 

o Psychological and sociological client inter­

viewing techniques 
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\/"', 0 Reality therapy training provided by Center 

staff for institutional treatment committees 

o Normal and abnormal human behavior 

Training needs have been difficult, if not virtually impos­

sible to meet as a iesult of there being insufficient staff 

members to complete all required Center functions. Staff 

participation in training generally requires additional' re­

sources for training costs as well as the ability of an agency 

to relinqu~~h staff members for the duration ,of the training 

period. To date, neither of these options have proven realistic 

within existing resources and the constraints imposed by legis­

lative mandates. 

Sub-Center 

Sub-Center staff also have not participated in any formalized 

training activities related to Center functions. The director 

of the Sub-Center has received some administrative training in 

terms of operational procedures with the Center through on-site 

visits made by the Center director. 

Social penal.workers 

Social penal workers work within the Center and institutions, 

and as probation and parole officers. They are required to 

have a BA degree with at least 30 hours in either sociology or 

psychology. Basic training normally consists of two days per 
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week for seven weeks. Topics offered include criminal justice 

programs and procedures, Law 116, functions of the CDT Center, 

workshops on interviewing techniques and on the development and 

editing of social histories. Social penal workers received appro­

ximately 28 hours of basic' training in group therapy, interperso­

nal relations,' human conduct, behavior modification and family 

relations.. Tbere is also some in-service training provided in . " 

areas rela'ted to psychotherapy. 

A frequent criticism of Center reports is that they are "unreal­

istic II. In large par,t this is true. The fact remains, however, 

that psychologists and social workers can and do make suggest-

ions in their ;eports which relate to observable behavior. 

These suggesi:fon!S could be used by social penal workers as the 

basis for e1ernentary counseling and construc.tive 

intervention. We have observed that most social penal workers 

within institutions do have the time for counseling but are not 

inclined to do so. They feel that coun~eling or treatment 

belongs within formalized programs such as addiction services. 

Since these programs are limited, every effort must be made 

to maximize constructive contact on an informal basis through 

the expanded use of social penal workers .. 

,-
Two specific suggestions follow from this discussion. First, 

evaluations made by the Center on confined inmates should be 

developed in such a way 'as to be specific, understandable and 
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useful to institutional personnel generally,and social penal 

workers in particular. S/£!cond, social penal Tilorkers should be 

given additional training designed to give them the techniques 

and confidence to participate in informal counseling. It 

should be made clear that this is an expected responsibility 

of their position. This training curriculum should be developed 

collaborat~vely with Center psychologists, irrespective of 

who eventually conducts the training. 

5.3 PHYSICAL FACILITIES 

Center 

The Center occupies office space on the third floor of the 

Judicial Centu: building. The offices are located next to the 

probation offices which share a common waiting room area. This 

area is more than adequate to comfortably seat both Center 

clients and probationers awaiting appointments. Guards are 

present ~t the entrance to the waiting area and accompany clients 

at all times while awaiting appointments. To date, there has 

been no problem with regard to escapes or attempted escapes. 

There are twelve offices in the Center, ten of which are single 

offices and the other two of which are shared. All professional 

staff members have individual offices. The shared offices are , 

occupied by secretaries and office workers. The Center also 

has one conference room and a central reception area. The con­

ference room is frequently utilized by the psychologist while 

72 

(J 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

administering tests and interviewing clients. It is also used 

for group sessions and staff meetings. 

The reception area consists of two desks located by the entrance 

to the Center offices. At present, only one of these desks is 

being utilized.' 

All office space is relatively new and provides both adequate 

space and privacy for client interviews. The only serious pro­

blem noted was the intermittent use of a loudspeaker system 

which was quite audible within the private offices of the psy-

·chologists. 

Most client interviews are conducted at the Center. A few, 

however, are held in Humacao and punta Lima since one of the 

full-time psychologists lives nearby. Both of these institu­

tions do have adequate space and privacy. 

Client interviews are also held at the State Penitentiary. This 

situation results from an apparent lack of custodial personnel 

to supervise the prisoners, as well as a shortage of vehicles to 

transport them. For this reason, requests for on-site client 

evaluations have been made. 

Two problems should be noted with respect to this situation, 

Although som8 discontent has been expressed about the interview­

ing rooms at the prison, the most serious objection has been 
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the fact that custody officers were posted within audible range 

of the interview setting. Two-way in'tercom systems were occa-

'sionally turned on while confidential discussions were in pro­

gress. This general situation became so intolera,l~le that until 

the recent reSignation of the previous warden, psychologistn 

had refused further evaluations there. The second problem is a 

more general concern expressed by psychologists and social work-

ers over the custodial and punitive setting associated with 

any maximum security facility. Although inte~views have resumed, 

the residual concern exists that such an atmosphere contaminates 

the quality and usefulness of tests and discussions. 

Sub-Center 

The Sub-Center in Mayaguez shared office space with the parole 

department until May 1, 1977. The parole department office 

space previously occupied was noisy, limited, and did not have 

adequate interviewing space. 

Since May 1977, the office has been moved to a separate building 

which consists of one very large open room. The office space 

is sufficiently adequate to perform all necessary Sub-Center 

functions in terms of cur~ent interviewing procedures. There 

are also sufficient facilities for Sub·"Center staff. 

Since the Sub-Center has been in existence, all client interviews 

and evaluations have b~en performed in the psychologist's private 

office. The Sub-Center currently has sufficient office space 
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to conduct psychological evaluations; however, before shifting 

interviews from the psychologist's office to the Sub-Center, 

the office space must be partitioned into at least one private 

office so as to insure proper privacy for the client interview. 

The creation of an interviewing room would serve a dual func­

tion in that group discussions could be conducted within the 

same area. 

5.4 ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 

The Center receives referrals for psychological evaluations 

from probation, parole and institutions throughout the Common-

wealth, excluding only those areas receiving services from the 

Sub-Center in Mayaguez. The Mayaguez Sub-Center services both 

the Mayaguez and Aguadilla regions; howe~er, starting July 20, 

1977, Ponce has been instructed by the Center to send all re­

ferrals " to the Sub-Center. Arthough Mayaguez is currently 

operating efficiently within its existing resources, its re­

sources are grossly insufficient to cop~ with the number of 

referrals generated by the second largest city on the island, 

Ponce. This procedural change should be postponed until Sub­

Center staff is increased or existing Center resources are re­

dist:z:oibuted. 

The probation department consists of 11 regiouc!.l offices and 

one central office. The majority of referrals made to the Cen­
(i 
\\ 

tar are received from nine of the eleven regional offices; the 

remaining two offices refer clients to the Sub-Center. 

o 
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The parole department is composed of 9 regional offices and a 

central office. Center parole referrals are received from 7 

offices excluding the Maya~uez and Aguadilla 'egions, who 

refer clients to the Sub-CHnter. 

All client referrals made directly from the institutions are 

sent to the Center with the exception of Camp Limon (Mayaguez 

Regional Institution) and Aguadilla District Jail ,,·,hich are, 

in turn, referred to the Sub-Center. Excluding the previous 

two institutions mentioned, the Center ~eceives referrals from 

a total of 17 inst~tutions. 

The Sub-Center will reassign, on rare occasions, a client that 

is-a, special case or particularly difficult to handle case, to 

the Center. This procedtire provides for the capability of 

obtaining more than one psychological opinion. Taking into 

account Sub-C~nter referrals to the Center, the Center, in 

limited instances, actually recei'P-s client cases from all 19 

institutions. 

5. 4 • 1 In take 

Center 

Referral agencies mail to the Center a form requesting a Center 

evaluation indicating the reason for referral. This form cons­

titutes the first formal contact with the Center and results 

in a client case file being opened. The Center does not feel that it can refuse 
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any referral. Each referral is posted in a log book (main­

tained by year since 1975) indicating date referral was sent, 

date referral was received, source of referral and type of 

referral. Other log book data entered later in the evaluation 

process includes who the referral is assigned to, date of 

assignment, direct, or indirect evaluation, type of evaluation 

completed, who completed the evaluation, date assigned to 

typist :and date typed. The log book lacks any information, .' 

with regard to client recommendations .. 

Under the previous director, opening of case files and log 

entries were sporadic and incomplete. This may be attributed, 

in part, to severe staff attrition and management conflict. 

Currently, however, the executive functionary receives all 

correspondence, opens the case file, and enters appropriate 

log data. 

A new procedure is being implemented whereby an index card 

will be completed when a referral request is received. The 

card will then be filed in a case pending card file. This 
" 

card filing system will provide a qu.ick reference sOUrce 

for all active and inactive cases and will contain basic client 

data for internal control purposes. :' 
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When referral forms are accompanied by complete social penal 

worker case histories, the case is assigned to a psychologist 

or social worker. If client information is incomplete a 

letter is sent by the center to t·he referral agency requesting 

addi tion.al information. 

Three data elements must be on file in the clients case at 

the center before the appointment can be scheduled.1his 

data includes treatment committee interview, social history, 

and institutional background. 

Cases are currently assigned by the executive functionary and 

the social penal worker. Assignments are made according 

to referral requests to either the social worker and/or the 

psychologist. Once an assignment has been made, a letter is 

sent to the referral agency indicating the scheduled appointment 

time. Under the new director, appointments are being confinued, in the 

metropolitan area only, a second time by phone ten days prior to the scheduled 

date. This policy was instituted because appointments were being 

broken, due primarily to client transfers. Generally, most 

appointments are kept by the various insitutions. The state 

Penitentiary however, will often not send clients due to a 

lack of custody officers and transportation problems. 

A call 'confirms whether or not the person has been transferred 

and permits rescheduling, if necessary. This policy will be 

discontinued when case backlogs are brought up to date. However, 

78 



I 
II 
I , 

I 
I 
I II 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

to prevent similar problems from arising in the future, serious 

consideration should be given to maintaining this policy. 

Complete client records, including social and criminal history 

and institutional adjustment, accompany the client when he 

appears at the Center for the evaluation. All evaluations are 

done on an individual basis in private offices located in the 

Center. 

When an evaluation is completed, the case file is given to the 

executive functionary, who enters the appropriate information 

into the log, and assigns the case to one of the secretaries. 

The secretary will type the recommendations, mail them to the 

referral agency, and enter into the log the day the case was 

completed. Client cases are then refiled alphabetically. 

Sub-Center 

Sub-Center intake procedures vary slightly compared to the 

Center with ,regard to control procedures. When a request for 

referral is received by the Sub-Center, the secretary stamps 

the'date of referral on the request, puts client name and date 

on the index (file) card, opens a case file, and gives both the 

case and index card to the director. He completes the index 

card which contains client name, date of receipt of the referral, 

nature of the case, and later, recommendations. After the index 

card is completed, he enters client name, referral date, 

purpose of referral, and referral agency in the maSiter log. Logs 
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are maintained yearly. The index card is filed and the file 

returned to the secretary in order for her to sChedule an 

appointment. 

Most cases come complete with the referral request. If there 

is incomplete case information, the referral agency will be 9all­

ed and the material either mailed or picked up. Generally, 

material can be obtained within 24 hours with the exception 

of Aguadilla,which, because of location, takes approximately 

72 hours. 

Unlike the center's card filing system, the Sub-Center maintains 

two card files, one by week and one by month. Each file is 

divided into cases pending and cases closed and further sub­

divided by referral source. To insure adequate case control 

procedures, only one card file is necessary as long as active 

and inactive cases are separated. 

The secretary schedules client appointments with the psychologist 

for the first available time open. Two appointments are 

scheduled per case, one for the evaluation and one for the 

group discussion of case recommendations. A form letter is 

mailed to the referral agency indicating the apPOintment time. 

Usually, appointments take no more than seven working days to 

schedule from the time a referral is made. 

Clients are seen by a psychologist in his private office. 

At no time is the client ever brought to the Sub-Center for an 

, 
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evaluation. For this reason, on the day of the evaluation 

the secretary calls the psychologists office to insure the 

client has kept his scheduled appointment. The Sub-Center 

experiences fewer problems with regard to clients keeping 

their scheduled appointments. 

Approximately four to five days after the psychologist's 

evaluation is completed, the director, psychologist, and 

representative from the referral agency meet to discuss 

case recommendations. Group discussions are held with 

probation and parole officers only; social penal workers 

from the institutions are not included. However, telephone 

contacts are made with the social penal worker to discuss 

the case. Future procedures should be modified to include 

social penal work~~ in group discussions so that case re­

commendations are realistic to the institutional environment. 

During the 5 day interval between client evaluation and case 

discussion the director reviews the inmate file and develops 

his own set of recommendations. Within the last four months, 

the director has been trying to interview clients before the 

group discussion, but has only been able to interview approxi­

mately 40% of the clients during this time. 

Case recommendJations are jointly agreed upon in the group 
. 

discussion and dictated by the director into a tape. Th~ 

secretary types a draft from the tape which is reviewed, typed 

final, then mailed to the referral agency_ 
~ g 
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The evaluation report of the Sub-Center is the result of the 

psychologist's evaluation and discussions with the parole 

or probation agent connected with the case. The discussi9ns 

include the personality of the client a~d his social history, 

psychological considerations, and the proposed treatment plan. 

The director of the Sub-Center, having been a parole officer 

and regional parole supervisor in 1973 and 1974, has excellent 

relationships with both parole and probation. The inclusion 

of the parole or probation officer in discussions on the case 

provides th~, agency with additional analysis on the psychological 
// 

evaluation and permits the evaluation report to reflect the 

available programming in the community. Accordingly, 

a better understanding of the case is achieved?nd recommended 

treatment is in accordance with reality. 

After recommendations are sent out, the master log and index 

card are updated. The card is refiled under cases completed 

in the monthly card file. 

The master log is summarized weekly and a report is submitted 

to the Center in Hato Rey. The Center combines this data with 

their own and delivers weekly report to the Administration of 

Corrections ... The Sub-Center director spends between 4 to 5 

hours every Friday completing the weekly report and an additional 

hour is spent on typing. Approximately 20 to 24 hours a month 

is allocated to report preparation for the Administration of 
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Corrections. Given limited personnel at the Sub-Center, this 

level of report preparation for the Administration of Corrections 

is questionable. Monthly data would be sufficient to monitor 

proj ect acti vi ties. .. In addition I the Center submits a report to 

the Crime Commission every three months. 

5.4.2 Case Assignments 

C.enter 

Cases are assigned according to nature"of referral request. 

There are basically two types of referrals; direct and in-

direct. Direct evaluations are those in which clients are 

personally interviewed. These evaluations generally include 

preparole assessments, treatment plans, passes, presentence 

reports, probation and parole revocations, problem inmate 

cases, executive clemency and escape cases. 

Indirect evaluations are based solely upon. review of client 

case files and are limited to second requests for passes, re-
I ,~) 

evaluations, and requests for matrimony. Few indirect evalua-

tions are made by the Center. 

Few formalized procedures exist with regard to the assignment 

of cases. The executive functionary and social penal worker 

are responsible for case assignments. 

All indirect evaluations are assigned to the social workers, 

the .majority of which are second requests for passes followed 

by matrimonial requests. The social worker compiles social 
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history information on clients to assist the psychologist 

with their clinical evaluations. New center procedure~~.have 
. 

been implemented switching responsibility for handling treat-

ment plan requests from the psychologists to the social workers. 

center psychologistscreview only direct evaluations which 

have previously focused upon cases referred for preparole 

assessments, treatment plans, passes, probation and parole 

revocations, presentence reports, problem inmates, executive 

clemency, and escapes. Psychologists will, however, no longer 

complete evaluations for treatment plan referrals. 

Sub-Center 

The Mayaguez Sub-Center conducts only direct evaluations, 

all of which are assigned to the part-time psychologist. 

The range of evaluations are all inclusive of those seen 
,I 

by the Center. Recently the director has begun interviewing 

clients after they have been evaluated by the psychologist 

in order to assist in formulating recommendations. To date, 

however, interviews have been limited due to the lack of 

personnel resources. 

5.4.3 
. 

Case Prior.it.ies 

Most professional staff from the Center agreed that preparole 

evaluations have the highest priority. Following this, they 

84 

l\ 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 

felt that high priority Was alSo given to presentence evalua-

tions requested by the courts, and evaluations for probation 

and parole hearings. 

Table 5-1 shows the percentage of each type of case still pend-

ing in 1976 and 1977 .. 

TABLE 5-1 

PERCENTAGES OF CASES PENDING 
HATO REY CENTER - JANUARY 1976 TO ~mY 1977 

Cases Still Pending 

All referrals combined 

Preparole Cases 

Evaluations requested by 
Sentencing Courts 

Number % 

141 39.4% 

75 51.7% 

1 8.3% 

/1 

j! Cases No Longer Pending 
Number % . 

217 60 .. 6% 

70 48.3% 

9 91.7% 

Source: N=358, Random sample of cases, January, 1976 to May, 1977 
//\ 
~~J 

This table shows that preparole cases have received less priority 

in terms of completion· than cases from sentencing courts (which 

clearly receive the highest priority) -" It is surprising that pre-

parole evaluations, which have been emphasized, had a higher 

percentage of cases still pending than all types of. referrals c9mbined. 

In fact, only evaluations for olemency and for institutional 
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disciplinary problems (combined equal only 1.6% of referrals) 

~ad".pigher percenta.ges of inCiQmpleted cases than· preparole . , 

.eval~ations. There were only 3 revocation cases in the sample 

(2 of the 3 were completed) so it is not possible to determine 

the priori~y of those cases. One professional staff member 

from the Center did state that court ~equests received priority 

and other cases, in fact, were done as they were received 

with no special priority given to preparole cases. The data 

from the sample supports this statement. Further, the P·arole 

Board member interviewed stated he has a backlog of cases from 

last year (about 140 persons) whose hearings have been held 

over into this year because they do not have completed Center 

evaluations. This also indicates preparole evaluations 

are not given priority by the Center.' 

5.4.4 Case Evaluations 

Generally, psychologists are expected to concentrate on seeing 

preparole cases, while social workers see other cases, such as 

requests for treatment plans, evaluation for passes, etc. How­

ever, since there are no formalized intake procedures at the 

Hato Rey Center, there is overlap in these case assignments; 

and psychologists frequently see other types of referrals than 

preparole. When this occurs, psychologist's at the Hato Rey 

Center also administer psychological tests whereas, of course, 
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social workers do not. 

Most of Hato Rey Center referrals are from correctional 

institutions and parole, Whereas most of the Mayaguez 

Sub-Center referrals are from probation officers and parole. 

At Mayaguez, the part-time psychologist rarely utilizes 

psychological testing. He bases his evaluations upon a 

review of the case history,an interview with the offender 

referred, and a. case discussion with the parole or pro­

bation officer concerned with the case and with the Sub­

Center director. Very few cases at the Sub-Center are re­

ferrals from correctional institutions. However, in these 

few cases, in contrast to a probation or parole case, the 

concerned social penal worker does not sit in on the case 

discussion. It is of interest to find that social penal 

workers ate far from convinced that Sub-Center reports 

are of value to them, whereas probation and parole officers 

a~e generally fulsome in their praise of Sub-Center work. 

}ffiother difference is that all Sub-Center evaluations are 

direct: that is, all offenders are personally interviewed. 

Some Center evaluations are indirect, made simply upon a 

review of the case file (which may include a prior personal 

int~rview with the offender). The percentage of such in­

direct evaluations is not known since this information was not 

routinely recorded J?y the Center. At the Center, only social 
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workers write indirect evaluations, psychologists' evaluations 

are all direct. 

At the Hato Rey Center, the decision as to which tests to 

use is made by the individual psychologist. Psychologists 

interviewed by us stated that this decision is based upon a 

review of the c~dents case file and the mode of referral. Con-
I 

sequently, they "require an historical record of the offenders 

behavior, and will not proceeded without a case history accompany-

ing the referral. Reports completed have in common a statement 
" of the offenders intellectual functioning, how he uses his 

intelligence and a psychological explanation of his character. 

Personality traits such as self esteem, inner and outer controls, 

aggression, typical responses to internal and external press-

ures, social judgment, frustration tolerance, appropriateness 

of affect, the extent of hostility and reality c~ntact are 
, .' 

evaluated. The personality traits emphasized by the psychologist 

depend upon the mode of referral. At one time, psychologists 

made treatment recommendations that were lIideal ll
, recommending 

what shoUld be done regardless of services available, feeling, 

apparently, that such recommendations would point to the need 

for resources and training .of personnel which would lead to 

the establishment of programs b~ped on these needs. Now, 

psychol~gists have been severely constrained into making only 

"realistic" recommendations which, for all practical purpo~es 
,'. " 
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means they are restricting institutional treatffi'ant plans 

to the recommendation of either drug or alcohol programs 

only. 

Psychologists used both psychometric tests and projective 

tests. During this study, we selected n~ne completed 

evaluations from the Hato Rey Center to review. ~;n idea 

of the range and type of -tests used can be obtained from 

the cases, which al:;"e on the following page. 

1 
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TYPE OF REFERRAL 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

G. 

7. 

Preparole. 
Client $een by: 
Psychologist 

Preparole. 
Client seen by: 
Psychologist 

Treatment Plan~ 
Client seen by: 
Social Worker & 
Psychologist 

Probation Revocation. 
Client seen by: 
Psychologist 

Preparole. 
Client seen by: 
P sycholog is·t 

Treatment Plan. 
Client seen by: 
Social Worker 

Treatment Plan. 
Client seen by: 
Social Worker 
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SOURCE OF EVALUATION 

a. Social history file 
b. Personal interview 
c. Hutt Adaption of Bender Gestalt 
d. Raven Standard Progressive 

Matrices 
e. Draw Tree, Person Test 

a. Social history file 
b. Personal interview 
c.li.aven Standard Progressive 

Matrices 
d. Incomplete sentence ,Test 
e. Thematic Apperception Test 

a. Social history file 
b. Two personal interviews 
c. Personal interviews with 

client's father and wife 
d. Professional staff discussion 
e. Incomplete Sentence Test 
f. Role Repetoire Test 
g. Raven Standard ,Progressive .. 

Matrices 

a. Personal inte,rview 
b. Incomplete Sentence Test 
c. Role Repetoire Test 
d. Raven Standard Progressive 

Matrices 

a. Social history file 
b. Personal interview 
c. Hutt Adaptatioll of Bender 

Gestalt 
d. Draw Tree l Person Test 
e. Raven Standard Progressive 

Matrices, ' 

a. Social history file 
b. Personal interview 
c. Professional staff discussion 

a. Social history file 
b. Personal interview 
c. Professional staff discussion 
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8. 

9. 

Custody Change':"" 
Recommendation. 

Client seen by: 
Social worker 

Treatment Plan., 
Client seen by: 
Psychologist 

a. So6ial history file 
b. personal interview' 

a. Personal interview 
b. Rorschach 
c. Hutt Adaptation of Bender 

Gestalt 

So far, all psychological testing ,has been given on an 

individual basis. Bec~~se it would save time, psychologists 
, . 

are considering giving the Raven Standard Matrices and the 

Role Repetoire Test to grou~$ of clients, narrowing the 

psychologists' time required to two or two and one half hours. 

Now, professional staff state that it requires three hours 

to read the sQ,cial history, administer tests and intervie,;v 

the clients. Following the interview, the psychologists 

write their evaluation. This is usually done within the 

same week. 

5.4 .5 Meetin,g8 

Center 

Weekly staff meetings were held under the previous director 

primarily to discuss difficult cases which ~rose out of the 

cour se of ,the week's acti vi ties. Under the new director, there 

has been a shift in emphasis from group to individual ~,essions. 

These meetings are held sporadically on an as :needed basis. Current-

ly, psychologists and social workers meet with the director, 
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individually., and rev'iew problem and/or difficult cases. 

This allows the director to asSess the staff process of de­

cision-making as it relates to the development,of recommend­

ations. He~ has c.l tremer:dous insight and understanding of 

insti tutional programs to' be helpful and pragmatic in terms 

of developing, 'reaiistic recommendations. Furt.her, the director 

is able to interact with the staff and thus build better staff 

relationships. Occasional staff meetings held at a minimum 

·of once a month, would enable the entire staff to gain a 

clear understanding of procedural changes and to bring together 

professional and clerical personnel. 

Sub-Center 

The Sub-Center'. director and psychologist meet frequer>:tly 

to discuss individual cases. While these are not formalized 

staff meetings, Sub-Center operations are discussed during 

these meetings. There is little need for any additional 

staff meetiIJ,gs given the size of the agency. 

Joint meetings between the Center and Sub-Center occurred 

for the first time under the new directorship. During this 

time, the Center director has made two visits to Mayaguez to 

-discuss operational procedures and review new case control 
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procedures. Several info,:'ma1 meetings between the two 

directors have taken place at the Hato Rey Center. Fre-

quent1y, commun:(;cation is made through telephone dis-
, " 

cussions. Cow~ined meetings and telephone contact appears 
","'" 

to be an adequate level of communication to' maintain 

administrative control and insure consistency in procedures. 

5.4.6 Procedural Problems 

Administrative procedures are designed'to aid an organization 

to achieve its objectives. Procedures can facilitate the 

achievement of objectives by reducing unnecessary activities. 

and indicating the best methods for staff accomplishment of 

goals. The major problem of the Center program is the in­

'creasing backlog of cases. Initial efforts of the staff 

in late 1974 focused on obtaining referrals for Center 

inmate evaluation services. Referrals were initially encour­

aged from all components of the corrections system. The 

increasing backlog made imperative the placing of a moratorium 

on selected portions of Title III, Law 116. In spite of 

this moratorium, backlogs have continued to increase. 

The backlog is reflected in time required fer case processi.ng. 

Table 5-2 shows the average processing time in days for the 
/J 

Hayaguez Sub-Center for 1976 and 1977. A slight reduction in 

average processing time is shown with 48 days required from 

receipt of the referral at the Sub-Center to report submission 
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in 1976, as compared to 43 days for 1977. Unu.sual length of 

time is indicated from the date of the referral to actual 

receipt at the Center in 1977. The Sub-Center has no serious 

backlog problem. 
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TABLE 5-2 

MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTER 
AVERAGE PROCESSING TIME In DAYS 1976 and 1977 !/ 

From referral 
date to receipt 
at Center 

To date of 
'psycho1ogist 
interview 

To date of 
r.eport ~ omp1etion 

1976 1977 

·6 19 

17 20 

48 43 

~/ 1976 sample of 42 cases drawn from 1/1/76 to 4/5/76, 
1977 sample of 19 cases drawn fl:."om 1/1/77 to 4/15/77. 

Source: Sub-Center Log Book 1976 and 1977 
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The situation for the Center in Hato Rey is more serious. 

Table 5-3 shows processing time for completed cases. The 

average processing time for completed cases was 67 days. 

The Sub-Center average processing time over roughly the 

same period was 43 days. At least three cases in the 

Center required 200 days and one reqUired almost a year. 

The longest processing time for a single case in the Sub-

Center was 84 days. 

Months for 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

11 

TABLE 5-3 

HATO REY CENTER 
PROCESSING TIME FOR CO~~LETED CASES 

JANUARY 1976 TO MAY 1977 

Completion Number of Cases 

35 

56 

32 

31 

11 

8 

4 

3 

1 

Source: U=358, Rando~ sample of cases January 1, 1976 to 
May 1977 number of completed cases = 181 
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Each decision affecting an inmates life has a high priority 

for that specific individual_ The moratorium has placed 

the priority of Center activities on parole decisions and 

incoming treatment plan decisions. The Center, however, 

continues to respond to requests for passes, r'evocation 

hearings, reduction of minimum sentence, treatment plans 

involving programming in the comnlunity, classification of 

custody, and special treatment program needs. Referrals 

from probation have not been encouraged and have decreased 

substantially from 1974: 

Center evaluations are required after a referral has been 

made for certain key decisions. The parole board and 

institutional treatment committees will await the evaluations 

before making many decisions. Accordingly, quick turn­

around is requir,ed by these agencies. With the existence 

of a backlog, an automatic delay results even though an 

evaluation could conceivably be completed within two to three 

weeks. If a backlog continues to increase, the time required 

for turn-around becomes even more extended. 

The apparent inability of many inmates to b,e present at 

the Center for their appointments further q~elays the process 
I 

of Center evaluatiorrs. This is a result of I conflicts in the 
II 

scheduling of inmate activities, unavailability of transportation, 

unavailability of correctional officers t~ escort inmates, 

distance of institutions to ths_>Center I and related problems. 
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The center is presently addressing this problem by attempting 

to over schedule appointments so that inmates will be available 

and the time of center personnel can be better utilized on 

examinations and interviews. The Center has instituted a new 

procedure to decrease the backlog through the assignment of 

treatment plan referrals to the social workers and the assign­

ment of parole referrals to the psychologists. 
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SECTION VI 

CENTER OUTPUTS 

The one major criticism repeated by correctional workers in 

institutions and'probation and parole officers throughout 

the island is that Center recommendations are not realistic. 

This is a serious problem, since correctional workers feel 

that referring offenders to the Center is a waste of time 

and cooperation given to the Center by them is begrudging. 

Some workers feel that they are worse off because the Center 

has been established. The Center only means more work and 

110 benefits for either themselves or their clients. Many 

workers commented that whole paragraphs of some Center 

evaluations would be copied or paraphrased from their own 

case histories. Typical was a comment by one supervisor that 

their workers only had BA degrees (not all in the social 

sciences) and the evaluations of these workers were superior 

to Hato Rey Center evaluations. Several people commented 

that a fev-l evaluations were so poor you could not tell they 

were about the person referred. 

Similar were complaints that preparole investigations were 

unnecessarily duplicative of the parole officer's investigation 

and the institutional socia+ history file. Another comment 

was that Center evaluationswere too technical, not specific 

enough, often contradictory and rarely concerned with family 
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interactions. Family relationships are usually highly iln"" 

portant to offender rehabilitation (for good or for bad) • 

Center personnel never make home visits, or have knowledge 

of the offender's institutional or '~bome environment. Center 

personnel seem ignorant of institutional and community pro-
t 

grams available throughout the ~sland, so that Center re­

commendations have not been relevant to actual programs. 

Another consistent complaint has been the length of time re­

quired for most evaluations to return from the Hata Rey 
/ 

Center. Even if one is finally sent, some probation officers 

mentioned that often the hearing on violation of probation 

has been held by the time the report requested for the hearing 

is received. Institutional social penal workers mentioned 

that custody classification and job assignments have been made 

sometimes for months, when evaluations from the Center are re-

ceived. For example, one man was classified minimum custody 

and had been working successfully during the day for several 

months in the community. Then the Center evaluation, months 

overdue, arrived stating the man was hostile, aggressive. and 

had' poor internal control'. They felt constrained to change 

his custody status to medium and remove him from his job, all 

of which was very disruptive to the man and made correctional 

personnel appear disorganized, perhaps even heartless and stupid, 

to other inmates. 
J 

ConsequentlYt many correctional workers avoid making referrals 
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to the Center whenever possible. If not possible, they will 
,( 

live with the results. One offi<dial stated he will implement 

any realistic Center recommendations, however, "I have never 

seen any realistic recommendations". 

These highly negative comments were often juxtapositioned 

with pleas for help with offender management. Correctional 

workers wished for assistance in understanding and coping with 

difficult offenders. Many felt that psychological data can be 

useful for such offenders while not really necessary, otherwise. 

Consequently, they felt that all preparole cases, or all felonies" 
, , 

etc., need not be evaluated by the Center, but only th().:~e 

offenders whose behavior and/or personality characteristics 

are beyond the expertise of correctional workers. 

To a large degree, recognition of these problems is reciprocal 

between correctional workers and professional Center sti3.ff. 

,~rofessional staff mentioned to us that they lack knowledge of 

institutional programs (except what clients tell them second 

hand) and that the pressures of "turning out" evaluations have 

prevented them from visiting institutions or meeting with 

correctional workers who use their reports. They expressed 

the feeling that many social penal workers, probation officers 

and parole officers do not have the educational background re-

quired to understand their reports. (Some correctional workers 

agree with this., others strongly disagree) . 
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Professional workers also agree that many decisions i:hey are 

supposed to be involved with (e.g., passes, custody changes) 

are inappropriate for the Center and should be 

decided solely by,:\ correctional w:orkers. Also, professiona.l 

workers at the Center are aware of the paucity of institu,tional 

programs. As one worker said;, II Therf~ are no programs I so why 

~hould we do treatment plan evaluations?" Some professional 

personnel felt their educational background could be put to 

better use developing and manning programs to train correctional 

Wbrkers. 

It is interesting to note that all community correctj.onal '\<1ork­

ers mentioned high unemployment and underemployment o:f probation­

ers and parolees as one of their major. problems. This is a. 

social and economic problem, not a psychologically caused problem. 

The other pressing problE~ms mentioned by bOth institutional 

and community correctional personnel were drug and alcoh01 abuse. 

Al though psychological di;Eficul ties maT~-c'9nfoun5L these problems, 

they also carry a large component of social causation. Con-

sequently, it seems that Center evaluations should not 'be pro­

grammatic in emphasis. Correctional workers can easil.y tell 

if a man should go into'a drug or alcohol abuse program without 

a psychological evaluation. They know if an offender is un-

,employed and needs a jo~or unskilled and needs education or 

job trainin~without a psychological evaluation. They know 

that a man who is short tempered and has a history of assaultive 

\.1 
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behavior requires close surveillance and close custody, 

also without need of a psychological evaluation. What 

they are often unclear about is what techniques and 

approaches they should use with varying offenders (who 

have differing personali'ty characteristics) in order to 

encourage and motivate specific problem solving as it 

relates to each offender. Often, of course, correctional 

workers know how to do this successfully with many offenders. 

Howaver, for their self described "difficult cases" they 

do not know. For example, how does a person motivate>,this 

particular alcoholic into an alcohol treatment program,or 

how can he minimize future drug usage by that particular 

long term addict? 

Approaches to such problem3 obviously have to vary accorCJ·· 

ing to the personality character~stics of the offender 

involved, as well as his family and social situation. It is 

in these areas th-at psychological evaluations and case consulta-

tio;n can be of 9reat assistance to correctional workers be­

cause of the professional education into personality dynamics 

and psychotherapeutic tecJ:~:iques held by_ psycbqlogists and' 

socia~ worke.rs. Of course, professional terminology has to 

be translated into layman's language (a lack in some Center 

evaluations) but this is a relatively easy task. Further, 
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face-to-face case'consultation is of fcfr more value to 
',' 

correctional workers than written evaluations. This pro-

cess educates the correctional worker about psychodynamics 

and therapeutic approaches and educates the professional 

worker about correctional problems and available programs. 

Wherever on the island a model:.>f professional case consult-

ation is followed, correctional workers speak very highly 

of the psychological services provided and of the work of 

the professional unit. This holds true for the intensive. 

trt1atment units and for the Mayaguez Sub-Center.. Correctional 

workers were highly pleased with these agencies, mentioning 

specific instances of successful work in collaboration with 

them. The one 'exception was the responses of correctional 

institutional workers about the Mayaguez Sub-Center, about 

which we received the typical comments that recommendations 

were unrealistic, etc. It is to be noted that 

the Mayaguez Sub-Center does relatively few treatment plans 

for correctional institutions and, more importantly, that 

the institutional' social penal workers do not partiCipate 

in the face-to-face staff conferences about their referrals. 

6 .2 ANALYSIS OF WRITTEN EVALUATIONS 

'\~-..;;/ 

Review of a small sample of nine evaluations from the Hato 
\; 

Rey Center and three evaluations from the Mayaguez Sub-Center 
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indicates that the primary difference between them is that 

the Hayaguez reports are written by--l:;.he director, whereas 

the Hato Rey reports are written by the professional worker 

who did the evaluation and were countersigned by the director. 

Evaluations from both the Center and Sub-Center average about 

tw~ pages in length, followed by a page of three or four 

recommendations. Occasion~lly, recommendations for psycho­

therapy or for alcohol treatment include the proviso that they 

should be made part of the conditions of release from prison. 

Similar recommendations are made for furloughs, where the 

Center may recommend urine surveillance, or other special 

conditions. Most correctional workers state they are con­

scientious in following through with such recommended conditions, 

but that it does not take a psychologist to figure out the 

necessity for most of them. 

Again, some recommendations are impractical. One Center pro­

fessional worker said he makes his recommendations and it is 

the problem of the institution to figure out how to implement 

them. One institutional worker stated the recommendations 
. 

were most useful for custody changes and for passes. His 

reasoning was that Center "stamp of approval" on custody changes 

or furloughs relieved the institution of responsibility 

for unpopular decisions, should something go wrong. Consequently, 

one of the functions of specific Center recommendations can 

be to relieve correotional agencies and workers from 
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responsibility for poor decisions. 

An important fact is that Center professional staff accept 

the classification of drug abuser made by social penal 

workers. There is a danger of the usage of the term "addict" 

becoming a powerful negative label, particularly si,.p.ce there 

is only a minimal attempt to differentiate between severity 

of use and type of drug used. Also, many inmates incorrect­

ly believe that being categorized as an "addictll will help 

them get out of prison and into a community corrections agency 

sooner. Residence in a community residential treatment center 

is now required before most addicts will be paroled. Thus, 

there is pressure for even nOh-users of drugs to label them-, 

selves "addict". Consequently, great care is needed in making 

evaluations of drug abuse, and this care is rarely taken. 

Even though Hato Rey Center evaluations are based upon psycho­

logical testing, thexe seems no real significant difference 

between those evaluations and the ones from Mayaguez, where 

psychological testing is rarely done. The director of the 

Sub-Center states that the psychologist feels that a standard 

psycl1o1ogica1 interview can develop the information required 

most of the time. 

Psychological terminology, which seems more frequent in the 

Hato Rey Center reports, does carry certain case management 
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implications. Professional workers are probably correct 

in feeling that many correctional workers are not know-
• ledgeable of these implications. Also the evaluations 

contain, of course, positive character labels, (such as 

"sincere ll
) and negative ones (such as "low motivationll) 

that undoubtly affect how the offender is perceived by 

persons who read the report. One correctional worker 

complained that psychological evaluations were mainly 

a series of negative labels. This is a danger that should 

be guarded against. 

In general, Center evaluations tend to be rather typically 

psychologically oriented reports which focus upon the in-

dividual offender and his character. 

6.3 CASE CHARACTERISTICS 

The Hato Rey Center and the Mayaguez Sub-Center, while 

operated under the same legislative authority, had sub-

stantially different types of referrals, number of case 

completions per staff, and other program characteris·tics. 

The program description information included in this sub-

section is aFranged to contrast both operations. 

6.3.1 Number of Referrals 

'Tables 6-1 and 6-2 show the number of referrals, according 
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to available information, for both the Center and Sub-Center. 

For the Hato Rey Center, mon~hly referrals have ranged from 

a low of 80 to a high of 165. The number of average monthly 

referrals over both yea.rs is 120. Referral data was not avail­

able for Fiscal Year 1975. 

The Mayaguez Sub-Center, which covers the l1ayaguez and 

Aguadi.lla regions, has recorded referrals from November 1975 

to the present. In the first two months of the Sub-Center 

operation a substantial number of referrals were received. 

Referrals then tapered off and varied widely from a low of 

four to a high of thirty-nine per month. 

Referrals for the Sub-'Center have declined over the past; 

two years. This decline is due to the diminished number of 
I'> 

referrals from probation. The decline in probation refer,rals 

has made difficult any analysis of the wide variation of 

referrals which is in marked contrast to the lower variation 

range of monthly referrals for the Hato Rey Center. 

108 

i 
~I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

"I 
I 
I 
1 
1 
I 
'I· 

TABLE 6-1 

HATO REY CENTER 
REFERRALS, FISCAL'YEARS 1976 AND 77 

1976 (1) 

July 117 

August 117 

September 117 

October 123 

November 110 

December 118 

January 84 

February 154 

March 108 

April 114 

May 161 

June 81 

Total 1,404 

(1) Estimated for July, August and September 
(2) Estimated for June 

Source: Hato Rey Center Log Books 1976 and 1977 
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1977 (2) 

80 

165 

157 

103 

103 

122 

111 

92 

154 

136 

119 

122 

1,464 



I 
,~ 

I 
I TABLE 6-2 

MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTER 

I REFERRALS, FISCAl, YEARS 1975, 76 AND 77 

I 1975 1976 1977 --
I 
:1 July 12 18 

August 12 17 
I 
I 

I september 18 13 

October 39 14 

I November 54 18 9 

December 41 18 15 

I January 27 25 5 

I February 4 25 4 

March 10 11 7 

I April 6 15 18 

May 8 33 36 

I June 6 8 36 

I 
Total 156 234 192 

I 
I Source: Mayaguez sub-center Log Books 1975, 76, and 77. 
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6.3.2 Completed Cases 

The bulk of completed cases done by the 'Center are from 

probation, parole and institutions. Self referrals for 

evaluations from inmates are negligible in occurance, and 

requests "from the sentencing courts for presentence investi­

gations comprise about 3% of referrals. The following 

table, 6-3, gives the characteristics of completed cases 

for the Hato Rey Center and the Mayaguez Sub-Center. Again 

reflecting differing sources, the Mayaguez Sub-Center has 

a much higher percentage of probaticm cases and a much 

lower percentage of institutional cases than the Hato Rey 

Center. 
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TABLE 6-3 

CHARACTERISTICS OF COMPLETED CASES 
FISCAL YEAR 1977 

Hato Rey (1) 
Center 

Number % 
Probation 

Treatment plans 1 1.6 
Presentence 1 1.6 
Revocations 

2 3.2% 

Parole 

Preparole 31 
Treatment plans 1 
Revocations 2· 
Exec. Clemency 3 

37 

Institutions 

Passes 4 
Pass Violations 2 
Treatment plans 14 
Exec. Clemency 2 

..... ~ 

22 

Total 61 

Sample, N=61 

50.9 
1.6 
3.3 
4.9 

60.7% 

6.6 
3.2 

23.1 
3.2 

36.1% 

100.0% 

Mayaguez Sub- (2) Both Centers 
Center Combined 

Number % 

29 25.2 
5 4.3 

10 8.7 -
44 38.2% 

52 

7 
3 

62 

4 
5 

9 

45.3 

6.1 
2.6 

54.0 

3 .. 5 
4.3 

7.8% 

115 100.0% 

Number % 

30 1.7.0· 
6 3.4 

10 5.7 

46 26.1% 

83 
1 
9 
6 

99 

4 
6 

19 
2 

31 

47.2 
.6 

5.1 
3.4 

56.3% 

2.3 
3.4 

10.8 
1.1 

17.6% 

176 100.0% 

(1) 
(2) Actual referrals, July 1, 1976 to May 26, 1977 

Sources: Mayaguez Sub-Center Summaries of Log Boqks. 
Sample of case folders from Center files. 
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Table 6-4 contrasts the type of case completions for the 

Mayaguez Sub-Center for 1976 and 1977. Average number of 

monthly case completi6hs \Vas decreased by 50% in this 

period as a result of the decline in probatipn cases. 

The average number of parole cases completed per month 

increased from 5 in'1976 to 6 in 1977. The number of 

institutional cases decreased over the same period. The 

net result is that the decline in case completions is 

due to the dramatic drop of approximately 10 probation 

cases per month from 1976 to 1977. 

TABLE 6-4 

MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTER 
AVERAGE MONTHLY CASE COMPLETIONS 

FISCAL YEARS 1976 and 1977 

1976 1977 
Number % Number % 

Probation 

Parole 

Institutions 

Total· 

14 

5 

1 

20 

70.0 

25.0 

5.0 

100.0% 

Source: Mayaguez Sub-Center Log Books. 
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11 
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Table 6-5 shows case completions and referrals for the Center 

and Sub-Center. Completed cases are those cases where an 

evaluation was done and returned to the referral source by 

the Centers ~ According to the data available the M,ayaguez 

Sub-Center has a higher completion rate at 76.2% than the 

Hato Rey Center which shOWS 44.8% for Fiscal Year 1976. Cases 

are not completed due to incomplete case folders submitted 

by institutions, failure of clients to keep apPOintments 

scheduled, and resolution of cases such as parole decisions 
o 

before cases are processed by the Center or Sub-Center. 

TABLE 6-5 

CASE CO~1PLETIONS AND REFERRALS 

Hato Rey Center Mayaguez Sub-Center 
Fiscal Yea~ 1976 July 1,1976 to ~1ay 6,llil 

Referrals 1,404 151 

Completions 627 (l) 115 

Completions as 
% of Referrals 44.8% 72.2% 

Sources~ (1) Center Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1976 
Hato Rey Center and Mayaguez Sub-Center Log Books 
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Taole 6-6 shows client characteristics for Center referrals 

sUbmitted as of January ~977 whi~h have received evaluations. 

The median age for clients is 28 and the average education is 

eight grade. 96% of the clients referred were men. 54% of 

the clients were single and 28% were married. 63% of the 

clients had at least one previous offense and in 11%cf the 

cases, it was unknown as to whether there was a previous offense. 

The most frequent offenses for which clients are currently 

incarcerated 'are drugs (18%), breakipg and entering (17%), 

arson (11%), and robbery (10%). 
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TABLE 6-6 

I, CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR HATO REY CENTER 
REFERRALS - 1977 

I 
Age Number Percent -

I 19-20 8 11% 
21-25 18 25% 

I 
26-30 16 23% 
31--35 15 21% 
35-40 8 11% 
40 and over 6 8% 

I 71 10'0% 

Education , 

I Less than 1 '~"10 14% 
1-9 41 58% 

I 
10-12 17 24% 
12 and over 3 4% 

"-71 . 
100% 

I Sex -J --' 

Male 68 96% 

I Female 3 4% 
11 100% 

I 
Marital Status 

Single 38 54% 
Married 20 28% 

I Divorc.ed 4 5% 
Other 9 13% 

71 100% 

I Previous Offenses 

I 
Yes 45 63% 
No 18 25% 
Unknowp, 8 11% 

71 100% 

I 
.. .~,) 

I () 
Q 

'" '" 
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TABLE 6-6 

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR HATO REYCENTER 
REFERRALS - 197~ 

Offenses in order of frequency 

Drugs 
Breaking and entering 
Arson 
Robbery 
Grand Larceny 
Attempted Murder 
2nd Degree l-1urder 
Others 

Number 

13 
12 

8 
7 
5 
4 
4 

18 
71 

Percent 

18% 
17% 
11%' 
10% 

7% 
6% 
6% 

25% 
100% 

Source: N=sample of 71 cases January 1, 1977 to July 1, 1977 
selected from Hato Rey Center files. 
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Table 6-7 depicts the type of referrals for the Hato Rey 

Center made 'and completed during January 1, 1977 and July 1, 

1977. The majority of referrals were made for pre-parole assess­

ments (49%) and treatment plans (28%). There was an equal dis ... 

tribution of referrals for passes and pre-sentence rei:orts. The Vast 

majority of evaluations were conducted by psychologists (70%) 

while the remaining 30% of cases were split between social work-

ers and social penal workers. 

TABLE 6-7 

HATO REY CENTER REFERPALS M~D EVALUATIONS - 1977 

Type of Referrals 

Parole 
Treatment Plans 
Passes 
Pre-Sentence 
Matrimony 
Probation 
Study-Release 
Others . 

Evaluations 

Psychologists 
Social Workers 
Social Penal Workers 

Number 

36 
19 

4 
4 
3 
1 
1 
3 

71 

60 
11 
10 
71 

Percent 

51% 
27% 

6% 
6% 
4% 
1% 
1% 
4% 

100% 

70% 
15% 
15% 

100% 

Source: N=Sample of 71 cases -:January 1, 1977 to -:July 1, 1977 
selected from Hato Rey center files. 
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Table 6-8 details-parole recommendations of the center. Eight 

of the thirty-six (22%) parole recornmenda-tions were favorable 

or approximately one out of every five parole recommendations 
, 

made are favorable without conditions. The number of favorable 

recommendations with conditions equals 50%. Stipula,tions of 

conditions can be detrimental to the client. For example, 

several inmates interviewed had been recommended for transfers 

to a half-way house; however, half-\'lay houses were full and the 

individuals remained institutionalized. One out of every six 

people (17%) receive favorable recommendations only after they 

have received)and successfully completed at least one pass. 

The result of such a recommendations is that the client must 

wait anywhere from 2 to B months before receiving a pass and 

sUbsequently parole. Eleven (11%) percent of the parole re-

commendations were unfavorable. Only four out of 36 cases 

suggested the need for any psychological follow-up. 
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TABLE 6-8 

PAROL~ RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF THE CENTER 

Favorable 

Favorable with conditions 
Drug Therapy 
Alcohol Therapy 
Psychological Therapy 
Residential Programs 
Close Supervision 

Favorable after passes 
One Pass 
Two Passes 
Thl;'ee Passes 

Unfavorable 
Institutional Drug and 
Alcohol Therapy 
Psychological Therapy 
Neurological EXams 
Three-months examination 

Total 

Number 

8 

1 
1 
1 
1 

36 

. Source: N=Sample o.f 71 cases, January 1, 1977 to July 1, 1977 
selected from Hato Rey Center files. 
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6.4 AGENCY UTILIZATION OF OUTPUTS 

6.4.1 Inmates 

To determine the effect of Center evaluations on 'inmate 

utilization of Center outputs, inmate interviews were con-

ducted ,at various correctional institutions. A total of 24 

inmates were interviewed: exactly 4 at each of 6 

institutions. The institutions were: Bayamon, Institution 

for Young Adults, Womens Institution, State'Penitentiary, 

Guavate Camp and Aguadilla pistrict Jail. Inmates from the 

Aguadilla District Jail are in the region of the Mayaguez 

Sub-Center. 

The inmates interviewed were selected so that approximately 

6 months would have lapsed from their interview at the Center 

in order to determine time required for response and notifi-

cation to the inmate of evaluation results. 

Inmates interviewed had been evaluated by the Center and Sub-

Center. An average of 5.6 months occured from the time of 

their Center program examination to the time of the inmate 

interviews. They had been in prison for a median period of 

21 months at the time 6f the inmate interviews. 

The inmates interviewed were referred to the Center or Sub­

Center for the following purposes: 
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o Treatment Plans (change of custody level, 

special drug problems) 

o Parole 

o Pass 

o Parole Violations 

o Communioty Program (2 for study Release) 

o Escape 

5 

7 

7 

1 

3 

1 

Only one of the inmates initiated a referral (self-ref~rral). 

Procedures 

The average time required for testing and/or interview\~as 

1 1/2 hours. The longest examination required 5 hours; 

the shortest: 15 minutes. Three inmates indicated that._ 

the e,xamination took only a half hour. 

All of the inmates, except for two, were seen by a psychologi-sJl:. 
I( .j 

only_ Of the two exceptions, one saw a center social penal 

worker and the other saw both a psychologist and a Center social 

penal worker. Inmates at the state Penitentiary were examIned 

by the institution's full-time psychiatrist before seeing 

a Center psychologist. 

Most of the examinations (15 of 24) consisted of both tests 

and ihterviews. Six were interviews only. The three Aguadilla 
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inmates were sent to the Mayaguez Sub-Center which ~arely 

utilizes testing. Three inmates were given tests only. 

Results of the Center and Sub-Center examinations 'were re-

layed to the inmates through their institutional social 

penal worker. The average time for waiting for results was 

nine weeks. Of the 24 inmates, four were not informed of 

the results. Of these, three were from the Institution 

for Young Adults (a total of four were interviewed 'at that 

institution) and one was from the State Penitentiary. The 

inmate from the State Penitentiary was scheduled to meet 

with the Treatment Committee on the day of the inmate inter-

views. 

The social penal workers information to the inmate usually 

consisted of the general tone of the evaluation, such as 

favorable or unfavorable. A few inmates were informed of 

specific recommendations. Others were told that specifics 

were confidential. 

Inmate Observations 

The overall impression of the Center given by the inmates 

in:.the interview was positive. Eight of the twenty-four 

inmates said they were definitely helped through Center 

recommendations. Seven expected that the Center would have a 
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beneficial impact on their situations. Two were not helped, 

but felt they had gained some self knowledge through the pro­

cess ,("I learned about my IQ" and "I passe~ the test"). The 

center apparently enjoys a positive reputation among most in­

mates. ("I understand from other inmates that the Center is 

good and helps us") and a ,large majority (17 of the 24 inter­

views) hope that it continues in operation. 

Seven of the inmates interviewed had definite negative im-

pressions of the Center. Three of the four inmates at 

Guavate Camp were negative and their concerns were that center 

recommendations for programs were not relevant to their cases~ 

(one was recommended for a drug treatment program and his 
\ 

problem with drugs had occured two yeatJs ago). Of the three 

at Guavate, each had been recommended for a program that did 

not exist at the camp (vocational training in electricity, 

alcohol treatment, and drug treatment). One remarked that 

before the Center had begun operations, passes were more 

frequent~ 

Two of the four pe.rsons interviewed at 'the State Penitentiary 

were concerned with the overwhelming power of the social penal 

1/ 

workers in key situations of classifying level of custody, 

recommendations for programs ~nd parole, authorization of Visitors, 
,':: 

and defining addiction and classifying inmates as drug or 

alcohol dependent. They both stated that social penal workers 'C, 

often ignore Center recommendations that go counter to th~ir own 
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recommendations. One stated that the state Penitentiary 

Tr.eatment Committee used the Center reports as if they were 

toilet paper. 

The one woman inmate who had negative comments felt that 

recon~endations based on a half hour interview were worth-

less. She felt that social penal workers had more contact 

of a. continuing nature and were therefore better able to 

make program recommendations relevant to different individuals. 

One inmate at Bayamon was told by his social penal worker 

that the Center report stated he had no internal control. 

The inmate said, "By this, the Center has told ma,nothing, 
\1 

I thought they would recommend an alcohol treatmenl':t program 

and no mention was made of it. I have previously had four 

passes and should be getting a favorable recommendation for 

parole" . 

The inmates interviewed at Ag,uadilla were all positive about 

the Mayaguez Sub-center. The young offenders offered no neg­

ative remarks; however, only one knew of the results of his 

examination. 

Other Observations: 

o "center evaluations should be performed before 

minimum sentence has been reached ll
• 

o liThe Center should exist because they know when 

one is ready for the community". 
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o "Without the Center, I would not have received 

a pass". 

o "Wi thout the Center, perluission for study re­

lease would not be granted for'me". 

o "Only people in minimum custody can be sent 

to the Cente,r for parole recommendations 11 • 

o "It is unfair for the Parole Board to require 

me to go out on three passes before consider-

ing my casell. 

o II Drug programs should be voluntar)r Jl
• 

6.4.2 Judiciary 

Three judges were interviewed about their opinion of Center 

work.' None of the three judges even knew of the existence 

of the Center. These are all judges who sentence offenders, 

'and if they are typical, judicial use of Center 'outputs 

is clearly minimal. All three judges fe.lt that Center evalua-

tions could be useful to them, particularly for evaluating 

persons they felt might have mental problems. One judge 

stated that more of his colleagues would use the Center, he 

was sure, if they knew of its existence. The judges expressed 

the opinion that a future goal of the Center should be better 

service to the courts. 
\\ 
t.-' 

Probation officers work closely with the courts, and the judges 

interviewed felt that,administrativel~ probation services should 
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be under the courts't direction. Two of i:1he three judges 
,f. 

expressed' doubt over the wisdom of separati;nig' the functions 

of presentence investigation and probation supervision into 

two units. 

Statistical data compiled by us from Center records indicates 

that some judges do refer defendants directly to the Center 

for evaluations (in fact, the Center gives these requests 

highest priority) so obviously some juqges know of the Center's 

ex:i.stence. 

R(;!garding Center reports to the courts, one probation official 

complained that the Center sometimes sends indirect evaluations 

to the courts for revocation hearings or tor presentence investi­

gations, and that the courts will not 'use indirect evaluations 

for such important decisions. He felt that all Center reports 

to the courts should be based upon direct psychological evalua-

tions. 

6.4.3 Probation 

The major difference in utilization of Center outputs by pro­

bation is the fact that the Hato Rey Center is used infrequently 

by probation compared to the Mayaguez Sub-Center. The 

Mayaguez Sub-Center generally receives requests for helt? in 

formulating treatment plans from probation with mUQh mbre ,. 

frequency than requests for presentence evaluations or for 

revocation hearing evaluations. 
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Probation offic~~rs from more distant locations were "out of 

luck". Again, 't.he intensive t'reatment unit is used for 

psychiatric and psychological evaluations, case consultation 

and supervision of certain difficult cases. Here also, use 

of Center outputs is practically nil. 

Records at the Hato Rey Center were kept in such a fashion 

that it is impossible to state from a statistical sample 

what type of referrals they have been receiving from probation. 
\' 

However, ihi;:erview data suggests that the Hato Rey center does 

not contribute greatly to the functioning of probation offices. 

Probation workers at Ponce stated that their judges do not 

use the Center for presentence evaluation. There is ~he 

intensive treatment u,nit in Ponce which probation officers 

use for psychological testing and for help in developing 

treatment plans. We· were told that only revocation cases are 

referred to the Center, but the Center does not usually see 

them. Our conclusion is that the use of Center outputs by 

this office is nil. 

Probation officials in San Juan made similar statements about 

the Center. Only revocation cases are referred by the probation 

officers, but most of the evaluations are not done. Those 

that are done occur because probation officers in San Juan 

and Bayam6n have learned how to pressure the Center into 

evaluating their men. 
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In bo~h offices it was mentioned that historically the center 

began on the wrong foot. During the first several months of 

operation, many cases Were referred by probation officers 

to the Center, but few evaluations were returned. 

There was high Center personnel turnover, leading to ineffective 

evaluations for those cases that were seen. All of this 

generated resistence to the use of the Center by probation 

officers that is still present. liThe Center is a good thing 

only if it would work properly". Workers in probation clearly 

do not perceive the Hato, Rey Center as working properly. 

In contrast the Mayaguez probation office speaks well of the 

Sub-Center. They ref~r drug addiction cases who have violated 

the law for evaluation, as well as most hearings on violation 

of probation. Also they refer difficult 'ca;es where they 

feel the Sub-Center may be of some help. They also have an 

intensive treatment unit which they pse for these cases. 

The referring probation officers take part in the case evaluations 
r 

prior to the report of the 0:ent.er. "Sometimes their r~\,:ornrnendations 

are useful, sometimes they advise us to do what we are alre~dt> . ~.:.:.:.~ -.--::.-~ 

doing". The probation office, through personal contaq\:s, can 

accelerate cases through the Sub -Center for presentence reports 

" and hearings on revocation~ Currently, because of regulations 

requiring priority for preparole evaluatiol'.ls, the Sub-Center 

is discouraging referrals from probation. Con-

seguently, they are now completing tenfewer probation cases a 

o 
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month 1:hi:m in the past. Despite );his current reduction in 

\~-;) 

services, the Mayaguez Sub-Center seems well thought of by 
/I 

probation officers, and Sub-Center evaluations have been 

utilized by them. 

6.4.4 Institutions 

All offenders sentenced to 90nfinement and placed under the 

custody of the Administration of Corrections are rE;!quired to 

have a Center evaluation by law., A estimated 627 inmates 

in 1976 have received evaluations from the Center. An 

additional 178 inmate~ have been evaluated by the Sub-Center 

during th~s same period. These evaluations combined fall 
J 

far short of the total number of persons sentenced to con-

finement during that same year (2,999). The law is vague 

and can be interpreted to include misdemeanants as well as 

felony offenders. However, the Center is still falling short ., 

of complying with the moratorium even assuming that only --------- ---~ ~----

felony offenders would be evaluated. 00 ___ ~ __ __ ________ _ 

l\ 
There are several causes for the non-compliance with the 

moratorium. Institutions elect not to refer clients to the 
c::> 

Center because turn-around time for case evaluations is too 

long, anywhere from two to eight months. se,con~ly; evalua~"n 
recommendations are viewed as impractical and unr~~listic. 

Psychologists, for the most part, tailor recommendat~ons to 

fit the "ideal" needs of the individual. For example, a typical 
~ 
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\';:! recommendation would suggest that the inmate receive individ­

ual psychiatric counseling: The identification of a severe 

psychological problem within a client and the recommendation 

of intensive psychological or psychiatric care may be un­

realistic in <;:ertain locations or institutions on the i.sland. 

Transfers may be required to other institutions and the active 

B;cquisition of services required in order to fulfill the treat­

ment plan. 

The majority of institutional referrals made to the Center are 

for treatment plans. Treatment plan recommendations are 

utilized by institutional personnel for inmate management and 

custody decisions. Treatment recommendations of the Center 

program includes psychological and psychiatric treatment, 

addiction services, need for intens'i ve supervision, and some 

education requirements. The treatment plan proposed by the 

Center ,program, in order !~o be effective, must relate to the 

availability of treatment resources in both the institutions 

and the community. 

Interviews with superintendents and treatment committee members 

reflected that program related recommendations were, difficult I 

and often impossible, to implement due to a lack of institutional 

programming. 

Programs that are available within the institutions vary 
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according to the type of institution, level of security 

and location. 

Figure 6-1 depicts program resources among 16 of the 19 

institutions. The 3 half-way houses are not listed because 

the nature of such facilities assumes extensive 

utilization of community resources. 

The greatest program need identified in center recommendations 

is for drug addiction programs. The labeling effect of 

classifying the vast majority of inmates as drug addicts 

has also generated additional program needs for addicts. 

Six of the 16 institutions have no dru~ treatment programs 

available, yet interviews with treatment committee members 

suggested that approximately 65% of their entire inmate 

populatinnwere classified as drug addicts. Prpper classi­

fication for drug addiction is imperative so that actual:, 

drug addicts may benefit from the existing resources. How-

ever, rE;>\?lources must also be expanded. Drug addi,ction 

services are rendered primarily by the Department of Addiction 

Services and CREA. These services are only offered part-

ThJ second most important service identified £$ alcohol 

programs. Currently four institutions receive p~rt-time 
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1. Aguadllla 015- 6 Trlct Jail X X X X X X 

2. Areclbo DistrIct 8 Ja II X X X X X X X . X 
" 

3. Guayama DistrIct " 

2 Ja" ,; X X 

" 4. Humacao District I 5 Ja II '" X X i X X X -,' 

5. Ponce District . 
Ja 11 X X X X 

. 
)( X X X 8 

'!-- -~ 
6. Guavate Camp X X X X X X X X X 

9 

7. La PIca Camp . c .. 
i •• 

7 X X X X X X X 
I' I' 

8. LImon Camp 4 X X X X 

" • g':--Punta Lima Camp , 8 X X X X X . X X X 

10. Zarzal Camp 7 X X X X X X X 

11. Sabana Hoyos Camp 1 
X . ~ . 

" ., 
'. , , 

I ~ 12. DetentIon Center ., . 
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-",~.- :::...., 
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14. Regional Metro. " 
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• I 

15. InstItution for c. 

7 Young Adults X X X X X X X 
" 

" 16. . St. PenItentIary X X X X X X X )( X X ' . 10 
IOt81or eacn 

~" 4 
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volunteers from Alcoholics Anonymous. Since alcohol pro-

grams are limited, social penal workers tend to classify 

alcoholics as drug addicts in order that they participate 

in some type of drug treatment program. This results in' an 

overburdening effect on drug programs with an inappropr,iate 

client population receiving services. Further, alcoholics 

resent being labeled as addicts and reject participation 

in such programs. 

Vocational training programs are also limited and are 

offered in only seven institutions. Automotive mechanics 

and auto body and paint work are the primary training areas 

offered. Other types of vocational training are offered, 

but on a much more limited basis. These programs include 

carpentry, electrical training, refrigeration, barber shops, 

typing and printing. Women are limited to participating 

in sewing and beautician classes. Overall, more varied 

vocational training programs are needed whi,ch enhance 

marketable skills. 

Work activities of the inmates vary from institution to 

ihs,titution. While maintenance and food service are avail-

able jobs at each institution, rural camps have agricultural 

a,ctivities and the more urban areas provide maintenance ser-

vices to other government agencies. 
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'Psychiatric/psychological services are virtually non-existent. 

The State Penitentiary has available the mostextensiV'e psy­

chiatric services, with one full-time psychiatrist, and at 

that, few inmates in need of services within t4is institution 

can be seen. Vega Alta and Punta Lima have services avail.· 

able one to two times a week. The Vega Alta psychiatris"c, 

however, does not counsel individuals. He dispenses 

perscriptions only. The Center, as well as institutional 

personnel, feel psychiatric/psychological services are 

greatly needed. 

Figure 6-1 reveals that rehabilitation programs, with the 

exception of drug programs, occur infrequently in institu-

tions. Work release, volunteer services, psychological ser­

vices, alcohol programs, for example, are unusual, whereas 

pastimes for inmates such as librarie~ and sports are fre­

quently present. Even pr~grams such as sports, religion, 

and education are not offered frequently enough. 

The remaining programs such as sports, religion" and eduction 

are provided on a very limited basis. These programs are 

necessary for relieving inmate tensions, but must be offered 

more frequently. 

Interviews conducted with social penal workers and inmates 

have identified a dire need for the development and utilization 

of community based resources and volunteers. Community rein­

tegration is the .key to futuFe success. Work release and 
'I 

edueational release program~ a:r:~ two methoctp,of b~idging the 

gaps from institution to community adjustment. 
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Volunteers, on the other hand, can bring the community to the 

inmates by developing linkages with outside social service 

agencies. In addition, volunteers can aid in finding housing 

and employment opportunities for inmates upon release. 'rhese 

are the two most critical dilemmas facing the inmate awaiting 

parole. 

The lack of availability of institutional programming has had 

a negative impact on the degree to which Center recommendations 

can be implemented. Also, the existence ,of a program within an 

institution does not assure that there are sUfficient slots. to 

accommodate additional participants. For ex~mple, the available 

jobs for inma,tes in some, institutions are not sufficient to 

accommodate all inmates. As a result, a large number of inmates 

have a sUbstantial amount of unoccupied time. 

Problems also exist in terms of Center staff awareness of pro­

gram availability. In terms of treatment plan recommendations, 

a detailed knowledge of institutional programming would be re-

quired by Center program personnel in order to make realistic 

recommendations. This information would require a knowledge of 

the type of programs available in each institution and their 

capacity to absorb additional inmates. Stronger linkages should 

be developed between Center staff and the Administration of Correct-

ions. Such linkages would increase Center staff awareness of 

program availability and,in turn, Center evaluations could con­

tribute to the identification of future p~ogram needs. 
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6.4.5 PAROLE 

Parole Board 
,-

j' 
All preparole Cases are required to have a Center ev!~luation 

r 
both by law and by administrative fiat. The Parole Board 

member interviewed e.stimates that 9 of 10 persons now have 

a Center evaluation for their hearing. Often, there is a 

considerable, delay, and there are about 140 persons backlogged 

from J976 for lack of a Center evaluation. The Center also 

does evaluations for executive clemency petitions'\1.ndfor 

scheduled hearings 'on violation of parole. 

'rhe board member described reports £rom the Center as help­

ful for decision making. They are no·t poor, nor would they 

be rated as excellent.' "They don't have the time". He does 

not notice any part.icular difference in the reports from 

the Mayaguez Sub-Center and the Hato Rey Center and feels 

that a trained psychologist 9f3.il··ev.a~uate persons satis-
l.!J::::" 

factorily without always using psychological testing. The 

overall quality of all Center reports then, is good. "We 

have no gripes ll
• Without Center evaluations, their work 

i. ,.;1 

would be harder, and the Center is needed. 

The primarY value of Center reports is the desc,rip-tion of 

personality traits given. Essentially, the Board's conc.ern 
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.".is with risk of future criminal behavi9r. In the minds 

of board members, we are told, is the question: "Is this 

man going out to commit crimes?". ,Consequently, psy-

chological profiles that indicate a man has a low frustration 

tolerance, an anti-social system of values, etc., would 

indicate the r.isk of future crime is considerably in-

creased. It was stated to us that this emphaSis Upoh risk, 

coupled with Center evaluations, may well .operate to reduce 

the number of paroles granted. Since Center psychologists 

tend to recommend parole if the man is eligible, the 

descriptions of interview and test results are considered 

important, but "not necessarily" the recommendations of 

the Center. 

It seems evident that' the Parole Board generally uses Center 

evaluations as an aid in determining the risk of violation 

of parole presented by the offender. It should be pointed 

out that a base expectancy scale" which could be developed for 
.' Puerto Ri.co, is' a·far more accurate and a far less expensive 

means of categorizing offenders by risk of future crime 

than are clinical evaluations such as those done by the 

Center. 

Currently the Parole Board is seriously understaffed be-

cause of illness and a vacancy, delaying the rate of new 
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hearings held. Further t there is a new requirement 

that persons classified as drug abusers be paroled after 

successful treatment in a residential community treatment 

Center vlhich is further reducing the number of persons 

paroled. 

Parole Offices 

Concurrently with a preparole referral to the Center, an 

,offender is referred for a preparole investigatiol'l \by a 

parole officer. The officer will investigate the person's 

living arrangements, his prospective job placement and 

often talk with family members and other concerned persons 

in order to evaluate the suitability of the offender's parble 

plan and the problems it e~tails. The few parole investi~ 
\, 
",,' 

gations that we saw were very comprehensive. Officially, 

employment is required for parole eligibility, but unemploy-

ment and underemployment rates are such as to make that 

requirement unrealistic, and the Parole Board no longer abides 

by it. 

Interviews at parole offices in San Juan and Ponce revealed 

that the Center is not a resource of great importance to 

them, ang, again, intensive -treatment u'nits are used for psy-

chological evaluations, case consultation and for supervision 

of some of the difficult cases. Very few cases under su~er"" 
<7 

tj 

vision are sent to the Center. In cases of revocation hearings, 
o 
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thfa Parole Board will make any referral request. to the center, , 

not ,the parole office. 

It was mentioned by a supervisor that there is no communi­

cation between the Center staff and parole office staff 

e"en though they' feel face-to-face meetings are "'necessaryll 

for effective work. Potentially, the Center was seen as use­

ful if it would provide evaluations for treatment plans and 

information on how to best work w,ith a particular offender. 

A parole officer stated 'that a good evaluation would be one 

where "I get to know how he (the parolee) really ticks and 

I can work with the guy ••• ". 

Parole office evaluations of Center reports were mixed, but 

generally not favorable. The Center, ,they say, often re-

gurgitat;l~s information from institutional and parole office 

case histories. It was mentioned that occasionally the 

evaluation seems so off target, that they wonder if the 

Center saw the sante person they are supervising. (Another 

worker and the Parole Board member disputed this opinion 

stating that Center evaluations are almost always accurate) . 

Again, recommendations are perceived as unrealistic (e.g., 

drug trea:tment is recommended where there are no current open-

ings in agencies for treatment; or they recommend an alcoholic 

be ordered not to drink). Despite this "unre~lism" parole 

officers said they generally attempt to enforce Center 
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recommen.dations because they are required to do so. The 

frustration for the officers in this situation was a~parentj 

and it is not suprising that some felt the Center was a hindrance 

to t.heir WOJ::,k, and that they would be better off without current 

Center pract:ices and evaluations. 

Center evaluations are worked out independently of prepa~ole 

investigations by parole officers, and officers usually' do 

not see the Center evaluation until a month or so after the 

man is received for supervision. 

In sum, parole offioers probably receive more Center evaluations 

than any other line correctional worker. It seems appar¢nt 

that Center evalua'tions are utilized only to a very minimum 

extent. The content of the reports and the lack of professional 

contact between agencies is such that Hato Rey Center reports 

are simply not appropriate or valuable for parole officers. 

Again, the exception is the Mayaguez Sub-Center. The Mayaguez 

Sub-Center was seen by the parole office as "very, very useful". 

These parole officers attend case conferences prior to the 

writing of the evaluation, and the coordination between the 

Center and parole was described as "excellent". Center evall;l,a-

ti~:>ns focus upon behaVior patte.r~ and realistic steps that 
~ 

the parole officer can take in working with the man. Again an 

intensive treatment unit is also available and utilized. (The 
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part-time psychologist for the Center and for the intensive 
CI 

I· treatment unit is the same person) . 

One difference between the procedures at Mayaguez and at ,,-'che 
, 

Hato Rey Center is that the parole officers participate in 

case discussions. The presence of the correctional line 

worker forces the psychologist to be realistic in his treat­

ment recommendations and only recommend what is readily 

available. If one recommendation is not feasible, others can 

be explo.;red. Further, psychological attributes and psycho-

dynamics ,have to be presented in terms the parole officer 

can understand, and case interventions planned that the parole 

officer can implement. Loose terms, such as IIprovide 

strict supervision II can be spe'lle,~':} out operationally. All 

in all, it is a mutual educational process. 

, , 
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SECTION VII 

INTERAGENCY RELATIONSHIPS 

COORDINATION 

/) 

Ona functional level the Sub-Center operates as a semi-

independent entity with its director reporting to the 

director of the Center in Hato Rey. Each, therefore, has 

the need to maintain an adequate flow of information with 

criminal justice agencies that provide inputs and receive 

outputs. There are five such agencies represented in the 
:::, 

simple diagram below: 

Center 

Sub-Center 

IDEAL RECIPROCAL INFORMATION FLOW 

The fact is that this tYl?e of reciprocal information ex­

change is rare. None of the three judges interviewed! for 

example, had ever heard of the Center. The supervisor of 
J - -,~ 

pr~~;\ation in San J1..1.an has spoken or met with Center personnel 

~only twice in 2 1/2 years. Parole officers around the island 
"-~-

have maintained a similar level of relative isolation. 

,Institutional treatment comm,:1ttees receive Center evhluat:ions 
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but only rarely discuss th~m with p.rofessional staff. Also 

there is no formal and little informal communication among 

the professional staff of the Center and Sub-Center. 

Among the complaints most commonly heard about the Center 
'\) 

are: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Turn-a,round time is excessive 

RecomIllendations are vague, idealistic, 

and/or contradictory 
~ ), 

Factual information about either the 

person or his offense is incorrect 

psychologists are deceived by clients, 

thus producing a useless evaluation 

o Recommendations assume availability of 

institutional or community resourCes 

which do not exist 'Or are not accessible 

This dismal situation does not exist uniformly in that the 

Mayaguez Sub-Center maintains a strong level of communication 

with its regional offices of, probation and, parole. In con-

trast to most other regional offices, a mutual consensus exists 

that Sub-Center reports are very useful. 

Generally,poor communication has produced practical problems 

at a level other than the quality of the evaluation. Appointments 
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for inmates at the center have not been routinely confirmed 

in the past. It\was not unusual for an inmate from the state 

Penitentiary to fail to appear either due to an administrative 

mixup or to the fact that he had been transferred without 

notifying the center. This problem was especially disruptive 

to schedules in light of the fact that the state Penitentiary 

is the single largest source of referrals (29%). The present 

director now requires confirmation of appointments and has re­

duced ~he magnitude of the problem accordingly. 

Poor 9ommunications on both a personal and organizational 

level is generally associated with hostility and mistrust. 

The situation here appears to be no exception. Given these 

facts, the policy of the Administration of Corrections must 

be not only to promote a more open flow of information, but 

also to avoid any actions which might aggravate the general 

uneasiness about the operations of the Center. As a specific 

example we note that it has been suggested that sociaL penal 

workers go from the Center to the various institutions to check 

on conditions generally and the implementation of treatment 

plans specifically. While the Center should have that 

information, it is certain that the mission of the SQci.al:­

penal workers will be misjudged by the institutions. A 

formal request to the institutional adrninistratorsfor the 
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information would be a more productive and less awkward 

approach. This request should outline both ,the typ~ of 

data the Cen~er needs for follow up,as well as a mutually 

agreeable procedure £o~ obtaining it. 

An example of poor interagency coordination is the relation-

ship of the Center,hal!:-way houses, and the other institutions. 

A full-time psychologist serves the three half-way houses 

by assistin~ in commurfity adjustment plans and by administering () 

psychological tests to all potential residents to determine 

if they are suitable for admission. This is done despite 

the fact that such a determination has been made already 

by, in most cases, the institutional tr.eatment committees 

and the Center. If the benefit of a psychological evaluation 

is required, it should be done by the Center and then used 

by the treatment committee in its joint decision. An after­

the-fact screening which can have the ,effect of reversing a 

prior decision, is not only duplicative of efforts, but 

is made on less information than is available to the treatment 
Ii 
'( 

cornrni ttees .' 

7.2 AGENCY RESOURCES 

:.' 

Probation, with caseloads of 100 per probation officer, can 

do little more than provide minimal supervision of the caseload. 

Actual treatment or programming ~tis.:t,be supplemented by other 
..... :~,.. ':::.. -~ '" . 

agencies.~ Similarly, parole officers serve more as brokers to 

services.than as' treatment specialists. 
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In making treatment plan recommendations for probationers 

and parol~es, an understanding of available programs is 

essential. The Center does not provide direct se'rvices and 

only makes psychological evaluations and programming re-

commendations in the cases of specific clients. 

A generally effective level of use is being made of community 

resources by correctional agencies. 

To the extent that these include psychological or psy-

chia'tric services, the workload of the Center is reduced 

accordingly. 

Not surprisingly, these resources are used most intensively 

by parole and probat~~Ii~ -~egional offices; there 
// )i 

/1 ..; 

(9) of the former al~d e,J£even (11) of the latter 
b .;:::: 

< --~:~ 

are, nine 
1/ 

;;" , . 
On the ~sland. 

Many of these community agencies are used in an effort to ease 

the most pressing problems for probationers and parolees, 

namely employment and adequate housing. The official unemploy­

ment ra'te among the general population for the Commonwealth 

is 20% with informed estimates going much higher. 

There are apprOXimately 20 major social service divisions that 

are operational within the Commonwealth, a few of these, such 

as the Social Tx::eatment Center ,have as many as 9 separate Pl:jO-

grams. A directory of these should be available to all probation . ' 
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and parole officers. . ... :~ 

#.' • ~ 

Correctional agencies that are distant from either San Juan 

or Mayaguez tend to depend more heayily on local ::esources. 
(, 

Ponoe, for example, makes extensive use of the Department 

of Addiction Services. Their staff consists of a full-time 
G 

general practitioner, a part-time psychiatrist and five full-

time counselors. Other community programs frequently en-

countered are CREA and PRESCO, which are drug and vocational 

rehabilitation programs. , 

A special note is needed about the intensive treatment units 

(ITO's) attached to probation and parole. These units are 

uniformly awarded high praise by those who are familiar with 

their operation. Each regional probation ·and 'parole office 

'share an lTV except in San Juan where they are separate. 

All units are staffed at a minimum with either one or two 

social wO.rkers. In the large cities of:'San Juan, Ponce, 

and Mayaguez, the services of a p,p.rt-'time psychiatrist and· 

psychologist are also available. ; 

The advantage of these lTV's lies \in their physical proxi.mity 

and close organizational relationship. to the officer who has 

encountered a problem and made a specific request for assistance. 

Social workers and line officers work together in .a collaborative 
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relationship. There are no geographical or organizational 

barriers to a flexible and constant exchange of .information. 

unstructured free time is often spent together in discussions 

that range from leisure to caseload problems. The effect 

of this is to minimize misunderstandings and maximize the 

utility of assistance to the person making a request. 

Assistance may take the form of an evaluation to aid the 

officer in facilitating community adjustment, or it may 

consist of actually transferring the case to the social 

worker. In a few instances the officer may be informed 

frankly that the client is so resistive to intervention 

that it would be a waste of time for the lTD to accept the 

case. Such candid assessments are the only practical 

method of managing limited resources. 
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f:jECTION VIII 

FIN.MCIAL ANALYSIS 

The expe:t:ience of the Center program, including the Hato Rey 

Center and the Mayaguez Sub-Center, provides the foundation 

for estimating the required resources for achieving Center pro-

gram objectives. The financial analysis presents historical 

costs, cost per case completion, case completions per staff, 

and projected case costs. This financial analysis provides 
. 

the basis for cost estimates of reconunended and analyzed alter-

natives for the Center program. 

8.1 PROGRA"1 COSTS 

The Center program is human service oriented,and the major 

cost item is salaries. Salary information for the past three 

fiscal years and costs for part-time consulting psychologists 

were obtained from the finance and personnel offices of the Administration 

of Corrections. Fringe Benefits and office expenses were approxi-

mated using application budgeted amounts and estimates of re-

quired office space and office eqUipment. 

8.1.1 Center Program Expenditures 

Table 8 -1 shows the staffing for the Hato Rey Center since the 

beginning of operations in November, 1974. The size of staff 

over that time period remained roughly constant and part-time 

consulting psychologists and a psychiatrist were consistently used. 
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Position 

November, 1974 

Director' 

Social Workers 

Social Worker 

Secretary 

secretary 

Typist 

Ex. Asst. 

psychologists 

Psychiatrist 

June 30, 1975 

Director 

psychologist 

Social Workers 

Social Worker 

Ex. Asst. 

· S'ecretary 

Secretary 

(/ 

TABLE 8-1 

HATO REY STAFFING 
1974 to 1977 

Number Time Monthly Salary 

$1,563 

2 780 

1 680 

1 450 

1 390 

3 350 

1 465 

3 Part-time 20 per 

1 Part-time 25 per 

1 $ 980 

1 730 

2 780 

1 630 

1 465 

1 450 
0 

1 390 
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Position Number Time Monthly SalaJ::L. 

June 30, 1975 cont. 

I 
Typist 3, 3~\O 

I Psychologists 4 Part-time 
, 

20 per hour 

I 
Psychiatrist 1 Part-time 25 per hour 

June 30, 1976 

I Director 1 $1,563 

I 
Social Worker 1 780 

/Social Worker 1 730 

I Psychologists 2 655 

Social Penal Officers 3 495 

I Ex. Secretary 2 450 

I 
Typists 3 350 

Psychologists 3 Part-time 20 per hour 

I June 1, 1977 

I Director 1 $1,180 

I 
!' Social Worker 1 830 

Social Worker 1 810 

I Psychologists 2 655 

Social Penal Officer 1 495 

I Ex. Asst. 1 465 

I SecretarY 1 450 

Typists 3 350 

I Psychologist 1 Part-t.ime 25 per hour 

Psychiatrist 1 Part-time 20 per hour 

I Source: Administration of Corrections, finance and personnel offices. 
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Monthly salaries increased very little. Table 8-2 shows esti­

mated expenditures from fiscal years 1975 ~hrough 1977. Sal­

aries were derived from the staf~ing levels shown in Table 8-1. 

Fiscal year 1975 covers the 8 months from November 1, 1974 to 

June 30, 197~. Expenditures for part-time psychologists have 

decreased gradually over the 3 year period, but in 1977 this 

component still constituted 15% of expenditures~ As of June 

30, 1977 all part-time psychologists contracts have expired 

and no new funding has been appropriated. Service received 

from the part-time psychologists in 1977 was the equivalent of 

57% of a full-time staff member. This was calculated at the 

rate of $20.00 per hour which results in a total of 1,080 con-

sulting hours. 
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Salaries 

Fringe Benefits 

TABLE 8-2 

HATO REY CENTER 
ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES 

FISCAL YEARS 1975, 76 AND 77 

1975 1976 
(8 months only) 

$49,700 $84,400 

(1) 
, \ 

16,930 16,880 

psychologists (piT) (2) 11,210 14,170 

Office Expenses (3 ) 10,000 17,000 

Totals $82,540 $132,450 

1977 

$94,200 

16,840 

21,600 

.!7,700 

$140,340 

Source: Based on staffing levels and estimates of offices 
support costs. 

(1) 22% for 1975, 20% for 1976 and 77 
(2) Part-time rates of $20 and $25 per hour 
(3) Includes office space, phone, furniture rental 

or depreciation, and utilities and.travel 
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9.1.2 ~ayaguez Sub-Center 

The Mayaguez Sub-Center in the beginning months of Novernbe;r, 

1974 through February, 1975 wa'~ aided by part-tim~ ',:ass'istance 
,:::r 

from :r:egional probation and parole offices. This contribution 
s-

of .teal manpower \<1as incll.lded in ,the staffing and cost estimate~~~' 
The current director of the Sub-Cen,ter is still being paid 

from Parole Office funds. 

Table 8 -3 shows staff'ing,for the Sub-Center for fiscal yealts 

1975 through 1977. After the initial start-up,.there has been 
\~. 

little change in the size of the staff. Tha consulting psychol-
:,) 

ogist has served the Sub-Center since the ver.y beginning. 

Although Table a-3 indicates that he has only been paid for 35% 

and 15% of his time respectively, he has ac'~)ual~Y worked an © 

additional eight hours a week. This would increase his percentage 

of time fl~om 35% to 52% and from 15% to ~5% i however,. funding 

has been discontinued as of June 30, 1977 t and he currently ~s () 

not working for the Sub-Center. 
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TABLE 8-3 

MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTER 
STAFFING, FISCAL YEARS 1975, '76 AND 77 

Position 

November and December, 1974 

Director 
Psychologist 
Social Worker 
Social Worker 
Social Worker 
Secretary 

Jan~ary and February, 1975 

Director 
Psychologist 
Social Worker 
Social Worker 
SOcial Worker 
Social Worker 
Secretary 

March through June, 1975 

Director 
Psychologist 
Social Worker 
Secreta,ry 

July, 1975.through March, 1976 

Direc;tor 
Psychologist 
Social Worker 
Seoretary 

April through June, 1976 

Director 
Psychologist 
Secretary 

• July, 1976 through June, 1977 

Director 
Psychologist 
Secretary 

Time (%) 

80 
35 
60 
60 
40 

100 

50 
35 
,60 
60 
40 
40 

100 

80 
35 
25 

100 

50 
15 
25 

100 

50 
15 

100 

80 
15 

100 

'Mort1:hly Salary, 

$730 
20 per hour 

830 
830 
830 
350 

$730 
20 per hour 

830 
830 
830 
830 
350 

$730 
20 per hour 

830 
350 

$740 
20 per hour 

830 
350 

$740 
20 per hour 

350 

$755 
20 per hour 

350 

Source: Ba~ed on interviews wi th Sub-Center director and psychologist. 
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Table 8-4 shows the estimated expenditures for the sUb­
Center for fiscal tears 1975 through 1977. The 1975 

expenditures for 8 months reflects the heavy input· from part-

time staff of the regional parole: and probation offices. 

Expenditures have been constant over the past two years. 

TABLE 8-4 

MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTfuB, 
ESTIMATED EXPENDI~DRES,FISCAL YEA:R~ 1975, 76 AND 77 

1975 1976 1977 

Salaries $14,410 $10,500 $11,480 

Fringe Benefits (1) 3,17Ci- 2,100 2,296 

Psychologist (2) 3,000 5,320 4,000 

Office Expenses (3) 4,000 6,180 6, 36~\ 
~ ,\ 
" ~\ 

Totals $24,580 $24,100 $24,136 

tl) 22% for 1975, 20% for 1976 and 1977 
{2} $40 per case. ' 
(3) Includes office space, phone, furniture rental, 

utilities and travel 

Source: Based on staffing levels ,and estimates of office 
support costs. 

\\ -
\~. 

" 



I ;)~~\ 
'---.;..' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 
I 
::. 
il 
!I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

~:.\ 

~ i 

ji 
.' 

B.2 EXPENDITURES &~D Fm~DING SOURCES 

Table 8 -5 shows the expenditures for the Center and Sub-

Center for the past three fiscal years. Theexpenditures 

for the combined program have~heen increased at an annual 

rate of 5.1% between 1976 and 1977. 

Hato Rey Center 

TABLE 8-5 

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES 
FOR CENTER AND SUB-CENTER 

FISCAL YEARS 1975, 76 and 1977 

1975 1976 

$82,540 $132,450 

Mayaguez Sub-Center 24,580 24,100 

Total $107,120 .$156,550 

Source: Based on staffing levels and estimates of 
office support costs 
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1977 

$140,340 

24,136 

$164,476 
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Table 8-6 shows program expenditures as compared to appli-

cation budge:1;:s and estimated expenditures allocated between 

the Federal and State shares. According tt:> expenditureesti-

mates" the State share in 1975 and 1977 did not equal the 

application budget state shares. The StatE~ expenditures for 

1976, however, far exceeds the budgeted amc)unt "for the appli":' 

cation and more than compel1sates for the dE~fic±encies of 1975 

and 1977. 
, I 
') 

TABLE 8-6 

APPLICATION SHARE h~D ALLOCATION OF CENTER 
PROGRAM EXPENDITURES 

Application 

Federal 

State 

ExpenClitures 

Federal 

state 

FISCAL YEll.RS- 1975, 76 and 77 

1975 

$111,111 

100,000 

11,111 

$107,120 

100,000 

7,120 

1976 

$83,333 

75,000 

8,333 

$156,550 

75,000 

81,550 

Sources; C:t:'ime Commisdion Records 

1977 

$174,583 . 

81,000 

93,583 

$164,476 

81,000 

83,476 

Administrationo£ Corrections Annual Budgets 
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The Center program was included in the Administration of 

Corrections budgets for 1976, 1977, and 1978. Table 8-7 

shows the budgeted amounts and the estimated e~penditures 

over the 4 year period. 

If the budgeted amounts had been actually expended for 

Center operation~ for Fiscal Years 1976 and 1977, ,staff 

augmentation would have been sufficient to double the number 

of case,completions for,the two years. 

TABLE 8-7 

CEN'I'ER PROGRAH EXPENDITURES 
AND BUDGETS I 1975, 76, 77 ~ .. ND 78 

, J 
'. 

1975 1976 197.7 

Functional Budget -0- ,$400,000 $246,635 

Estimated Expenditures (I) $107,120 156,550 

Surplus (Deficiency) 

Cases Completed 

Additional Potential for 
Case Completions 

(1) Includes Federal Share 

107,120 ~243,450) 

540 805 

1,255 

164,476 

( 82,159) 

830 

415 

1978 

$224,759 

L_,_" ----
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8 .• 3 COST PER CASE CO.Ml?LETIONS 

Cost for completed cases for both the Hato Rey Center and the 

Mayaguez Sub-Center were calculated for the past 3 fiscal 

years. The number of cases completed is a fUnction of the 

quality of case evaluations, number:of referrals received, 

scheduling (including t,he problem of missed appointments) 'I 

effectiveness of administrative pro~edures, staff effective-, 

ness and organizational aspects. 

Table 8-8 shows the cost per completed case. The cost per 
.' 

case completion was fairly constant for the, Hato Rey Center 

for the past three year period. A decline for 1976 and an 

increase for 1977 are shown for the Mayaguez Sub-Center. 

This variation may be explained by the decreasing number of 

referrals from the probation office over the past two years • 

Each evaluation at t.he Mayaguez Sub-Center is .apsychological 

evaluation and the limit on funds available for the part-time 

psychologist may also have affected the number of case com­

pletions for 1977. The psychologist.in 1976 also contributed to 

the Sub-Center beyond.th~ amount billed, approximately 8 hours a 

week. A result of the decreasing number of cases completed at 

the Mayaguez Sub-Center is an increase in the dost per case com­

pleted from $135 in 1976 to $224 in 1977. 

;.", 

Combined cost per completed case remained fairly constant over 

the three year period. 
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TABLE 8-8 , 

ESTI~mTED COST PER COMPLETED CASE 
FOR CENTER AND SUB-CENTER 

FISCAL YEARS 1975, 76 AND 77 

1975 1976 

Cases Cost Cases Cost 

Hato Rey Center 420 -- - $197 $211 

Mayaguez Sub-Center 120 207 178 135 

Combined Center and 
Sub-Center 540 $199 805 $194 

162 

1977 

Cases Cost 

700 $200 

130 186 

830 $198 
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8.4 CASE COMPLETIONS PER STAPF 

Another measure of produc'tivity is the number of annual 

case completions per'staf:E. Table 8-::-9 shows the annual 

case completions per total staff for,.,both the Center and Sub-

Center for fiscal years 1975 through 1977. Full-time equivalent 

was esti.mated fr0n:t the staffing shown in Tables 8-1 and 8-3. 

Part-time psychologists were estimated at 57% for the Center 
\' " 

and 11% for t,he Sub-Cente~ for 1977 ($20 per hour with a 

1 , 888 working hours year). 
" 

Over the 3 ,year period, the' HatQ Rey Center'increased the 

n~er of cases 'comp1eted per total staff. Overall case 

completions' for the program also increased. The lvlpyaguez 

Sub-Center completed fewer cases for 1977 as compared to 1976. 

TABLE 8'-9 

ANNUAL CASE COMPLETIONS PER STAFF (1) 
CENTER AND SUB-CENTER 

FISCAL YEARS 1975, 79 AND 77 

1975 1976" 

Hato Rey Center 31 43 

Mayaguez Sub .... Center 55 81 
\) 

combined 34 48 

\) 

(1), Part-time staff rated as 1/2 time 
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Another method of comparing performance which is oommonly used 

in the cases of investigations conducted by parole and probaticm 

officers is the case completions per professional staff. ,For 

ext~nsive presentence and parole investigations it is estimated 

that an officer can complete between 144 to 168 cases in a year 

'if he or she works full-time on investigations. This reflects 

a monthly rate of 12 to 14 cases per officer. 

Table 8-10, annual case completions per professional staff, shows 

;, a substantially lower figure for the Hato Rey Center, while the 

Mayaguez Sub-Center is at the 144 level. The difference for the 

Center mq,y be attributed to the higher level of intensity that 

may be required for a psychologi9al evaluation compared to a 

presentence or parole investigation. A comparative review of 

reports from the Center and Sub-Center and presentence investi-

gations and preparole reports indicates that there may not be 

a highe:t;: level of effort required to prepare Center case evalua-
'-

tions as compared to th(,j" (Sub-Center and parole and probation 

investigations. 

TABLE 8-10 

ANNUAL CASE CO~mLETIONS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF 
CENTER AND SUB-CENTER 

FISCAL YEARS 1975, 76 and 77 

Hato Rey Center 

Mayaguez Sub-Center 

,Combined 

1975 

56 

80 

60 

164 

1976 

66 

148 

75 

1977 

106 

144 

111 
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8.5 CASE COMPLETION COST PROJECTIONS 

I', 
The new'director of the Center program ha:s instituted guide-

lines for the assignment of cases to professionai staff. All 

parole cases are assigned to psychologists; and all institutional 

cases, except for those very special circumstances, are assigned 

to the Center's social workers. Individual targets are set for 

full-time staff members' and the new Ceri~er director anticipates 

that approximately 168 cases will be completed per month in the 

future. 

For the period May 23, 1977 to June 17, 1977 (4 weeks) a total 
j' 

of 122 cases were completed by the C~nter. If this same out-

put were maintained for the year, a ,total of 1,58,,6 cases would 

be ,completed in f'iscal year 1978. l?oi:;.~ntia1 cost per case 

would be $88 in 1978 as compared with $20:.0 in 1977. 

The target of 1,586 which would pe realized through a case 

completion rate as evidenced over the pas~ 4 weeks might result 
'-. 

in a decline in the quality of case evaluations. The mid-

point between the estimated 700 cases completed in f'isca1 year: 

1977 and the 1,586 targeted cases would result in a revised 
,--\ 

and possibly more realistic estimate of 1,'200. Realizing this 

level, an average of 100 cases per month, would result in a 
;;-, 

reduction of cos~ to $117 ~er case as compared to the cost of 

$200 per completed. case in 1977. Case completion per professional 
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staff woulq be 182 which compares favorably with the 144 

to 168 investigations conducted anrtually by probation and 

parole Offj;(=~~S ,and the 144 annual case completion of the 

Mayaguez Sub-Center. 
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SECTION IX 

FINDINGS . .. 

The findings contained in this section have resulted from 

the analysis of data, information, perceptions, attitudes, 

and materials collected during the course of this evaluation. 

:::--1 

o The Center has not been in compliance with 

the moratorium. They have not refused referrals 

under sections b , c, d and f of Public Law 116. 

The Hato Rey Center'~ consistent policy through­

out the moratorium has been to accept all re­

ferrals. Under the mo:t.atorium they should 

only have been doing institutional evaluations 

and preparole evaluations. 

o Pre-sentence evaluations requested by courts 

are given highest priority and are still being 

done even though the moratorium relieves the 

Center of this responsibility. 

o The perception at the Hato Rey Center, but not 

at the Mayaguez Sub-Center, is that referrals 

cannot be refused even when there is a serious 
c 

backlog of referrals. This perception does not 

seem to fit the intent of the moratorium. 

o Evaluation data and analysis indicates that the 

objectives of the Center require clear definition. 
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o Lengthy delay in returning many Center's re ... · 

ports to referral sources has caused: 

a) a backlog of parole hearings. 

b) classification problems in institutions. 

c) probation and parole revocation hearing 

evaluations which are not done until after 

revocation hearings have been held, if 

done at all. 

d) perceptions that the Center is inefficient 

and useless on the part of many correctional 

workers, thus damaging the credibility of 

a~l C~nter reports. 

e) harm to inmates because crucial decisions 

affecting their lives are delayed. 

o The plan to add referrals from Ponce to Mayaguez· 

Sub-Center work will clearly overload the resources 

of the Mayaguez Sub-Center, leading to all the Ser­

ious systemic problems that evaluation backlogs 

cause. The Sub-Center does not;. have the proper 
~'~\": 

resources to cope with additional referrals. There-

fore, the shi,ft would result in ithe development 

of backl9gs and eventually, a lack of credibility 

,among referral sources. The Sub-CF,ilnter will be- ,', 

come a failure if Ponce referrals are transferr~Q 
, I.;;~,:yi 

from Ha t.o Rey to the Mayaguez Sub-CenJ.:er. ,:) 
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o ¥nfilled Parole Board positions have caused 

a s~rious backlog of pending parole hearings 

which adversely affects the entire correctional 

system and, most importantly, the inmate. 

o Initially Sub-Center and Center personnel 

were drawn on loan from correctional·agencies, 

primarily probation and parole. This caused 

serious problems within the correctional system. 

It disrupted ongoing agency procedures, inter­

rupted treatment continuity while failing in its 

mission of establishing a transition to a success­

ful, ongoing Center program. Shortly after 

opening, the Ponce Sub-Center was closed, and the 

Mayaguez Sub-Center was reduced from four to 

two staff members. 

o Frequent turnover in Hato Rey Center director­

ships has caused inconsistent administrative 

procedures, poor case control, case backlogs and 

poor staff morale. In contrast, staff stability 

at the Mayaguez Sub-Center has led to better 

interagency communication, interagency relation­

ships and record keeping. 

o It is most important that Center directors be 

skilled adminis"!:Eators f and cO,ncerned with 

effective administration first and fo):,emost, 
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rather than concerned with accomplishing 

case evaluations themselves. 

o Hato Rey Center records were inadequate for 

administrative monitoring of work flow and 

for proper statistical evaluation of the type 

of work done. Necessary improvements are 'now 

being implemented. 

o Hato Rey Center intake proce~ures have been 

informal and ad hoc. More formal procedures 

would result in prioritization of case"evalua-
,J~l' 

tions, in improved internal contro),,<and im-

proved record keeping. 
(\ 

o The previous Center director was evaluating 

candidates for correctional officer positions 

which was not a fundtion of the Center. 

o The new director of the Center, who is an 

administrator, is perceived more positively 

by institutional personnel than previous 

directors who were professional psychologists. 

He is obviously improving Center procedures. 

o There is no personal communication between 

Hato Rey Center staff and key users of Center 

evaluations such as social penal workers, pro-
o 

bation offiders and parole officers. In 
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contrast, the Mayaguez Sub-Center has effective 

face-to-face communication with probation and 

parole officers, but not with social. fenal 
! 

workers. 

o Poor communication and coordination between the 

Hato Rey Center and their referral source ag~ncies 

'produces: 

a) lack of concern by agencies for scheduling 

problems at the Center, 

b) hostility and mistrust between'the Hato Rey 

Center. and referral source agencies. 

c) p~rceptions by agency workers that Center evalua­

tions are unrealistic~ 

o Lack of participation by line correctional 

workers in professional case discussions in-

creases: 

a) interagency hostility ,and communication 

problems~ 

b) rejection of professional evaluations by 

line workers, 

c) the incidence of unrealistic recommendations 

by Cen~er staff~ 

o Participation by line correctional workers 

in professional case discussions improves: 

a) interagency communi9ation. 
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b) acceptance of professional evaluations 

by workers. 

c) dongruence of professional evaluations 

with programs available_ 

o Face-to-face consultations by professional workers 

with correctional workers is the only effective 

method of developing and implementing professional 

evaluations and recommendations about offenders. 

o Corrnnunication and cooperation between probation 

and parole officers and. intensive treatment unit. 

professional workers is excellent. Intensive 

treat.ment unit evaluations and casework services 

are perceived by probation and parole officers 

as useful and effective. 

o In contrast to the work of the Hato Rey Center, 

the intensive treatment unit professional services 

are effectively used by line-correctional workers. 

o In contrast to the intensive treatment units, no 

psychologist or social worker from the Center 

provides psychotherapy or casework services for 

problem offenders. 

o Social penal workers in institutions are the key 

decision makers for imprisoned offenders, ~nd 

,their recommendations are much more influential 
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than Center recommendations. 

o The classification of offenders as "drug abusers" 

by the. social penal. workers is done without 

adequately discriminating the type and the extent 

of drug use. 

o -Parole Board policy currently requires most 

"drug abusers" to participate in institutional 

treatment programs followed by a residential 

community treatment program prior to parole. 

o Many inmates believe they will be released earlier 

if they are classified as a "drug abuser". There-

fore, many persons are in drug treatment programs 

who do not belong and who detract from the effective-

ness of these programs~ Classifying so many persons 

as "drug abusers", coupled with the .requirement 

that most "drug abusers" receive residential 

community treatment before parole is granted, 

has led to a rapid reduction in the number of 

released parolees. 

o The most frequent programs present in institutions 

are religious services, a library and sports. The 

least frequent programs are volunteer services, 

psychological services and alcoholic treatment. 

Rehabilitation programs are lacking in institutions. 
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o Center eVBluation~ are generall~ not useful: 

i/ 

" 

. r 
to i~sti tutionsfor reha1d~ili tation planning!! be­

ft 

cause of the paucity of ~C'ehabilitation programs 

and lack of interagency :communication. 

o center evaluations are useful to institutions 

for security classification decisions because 

they identify personality and behavior problems 

relevant to security problems • . 
o Center recornrnendationr.5 can be used by institutions 

and agencies as a convenient place to.put the 

blame when case decisions latter praveto be in-

correct. 

o Social penal workers provide only limited direct 

formal or informal counseling for inmates. 

o Social penal workers appear to b~~dequately 

trained according to the training curriculum; 

however, they are reluctant t.o provide direct -----,' 
counseling services and have trouble understanding 

the technical words used by the Center in their 

evaluations. 

o Probation has had very high success with low 

revocation of.probation rates • 

.... ':';" 
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o Parole has had very high success with low 

revocation of parole rates, wi~~ exception 

of 1976, where success was less, but well 

~J.bove average. 

o Parole Board members use Center evaluations 

primarily as an aid in estimating risk of 

future offenses by offenders. 

o The most serious problems fac'lng persons on 

probation and parole are housing shortages 

and high rates of unemployment and under­

employment, not psychological problems. 

o Use of Hato Rey Center evaluations by pro­

bation officers is nil. Perception of the 

Hato Rey Center by these officers is very 

negative. In contrast, use of the Mayaguez 

Sub-Center by proBation officers has been high, 

and their perception of the Sub-Center 

positive. 

o Parole officers are the line correctional workers 

with the most frequent access to Center evaluations 

for the persons they work with. Generally, Hato Rey 

Center evaluations and recommendations are not 

appropriate or useful to parole officers in their 

work. In contrast, Mayaguez Sub-Center evaluations 
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are considered valuable by parole officers. 

From 1975 through 1977 corrections allocated 

approximately $200,000 more in their functional 

budsets for Ce~ter operations than was actually 

expended. 

The major cost item for the center is salaries. 

Consequently, as production,of evaluations goes 

up, cost per evaluation decrease~. There is an 

obvious limit to such'cost savings since, if 

production increases too much, quality of 

evaluations suffer. 

Cost per completed case has remained fairly 

constant over the past 2 1/2 years. 

staff sizes of Center and Sub-Center personnel 

have not changed greatly over the past 2 1/2 

years. 

Monthly salarieS for Center personnel have in­

creased very little over the past 2 1/2 years. 

The Mayaguez Sub-Center has complet:ed significantly 

more cases per professional staff than the Hato 

Rey Center over the past 2 1/2 years. 
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o A full-time psychologist costs the Center 

approximately $5 an hour in salary and fringe 

benefits. Part-time psycholQgists are re­

tained at $20.00 an hour. 

o Lack of funding for educational purposes and 

lack of formal training for Center personnel 

has contributed to: 

a) unrealistic recommendations because of 

lack of knowledge of programs. 

b) stiffling of professional growth and re­

duction of professional competence below 

what it could be. 

c) less useful Center evaluations .. 

o The physical fa.cilities at the Hate Rey Center are gcod. 

The physical space at the Mayaguez Sub-Center is 

adequate, but they require an enclosed inter­

viewing room. 

o The maximum security environment and the lack 

of privacy for interviewing makes the State 

Penitentiary an undesirable location for Center 

interviews. 
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The Administration of Corrections has not set 

clear priorities in terms of emphasizing commu­

nity or institutional programming. 

180 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SECTION X 

I POLICY ALTERNATIVES 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. . 

I ,-

'It J
D .,~~!" 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

! I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

--.---- ~---~----

() 

SECTION X 

POLICY ALTERNATIVES 

10.1 INTRODUCTION 

The PMS evaluation team has utilized an evaluation design 

which has concentrated upon a qualitative methodology. The 

evaluation acti vi ties have resulted in .;" complete insti tut,~:onal 

program analysil:l and analysis of Center fu.nctioning which has 

provided an empirical basis for a rational delineation of policy 

alternatives for the Center. PMS presents five policy alter­

natives for systems modification of the Center: 

o Alternative I 

o Alternative II 

o Alternative III 

. . Compliance with Law 116 

Administration of Corrections' 
strategy for the operation of 
the Center 

Center operations on a special 
request basis only .. 

o Alternative IV .~' Center operations incorporating 
intensive treatment units 

o Alternative V Base expectancy 

Cost implications for the first.four alternatives are presented 

following a description of the alternative. Costs are calculated 

according to realized cost.s of the Center program f,or Fiscal 

Year 1977 and potential reductions as indicated h~,J.ncreased 

Center case completions for June 1977. Reduced cost should be 

associated with improved processing of cases. 
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10.2 

10.2.1 

ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative I: Compliance with Law 116 

Descr~ption 

To be in compliance with the law; the Center is charged with 

th~ respons~bility for providing evaluation reports on the 
\ \ ~'" 

fo1lowing classes of persons: 

a. Any offender sentenced to confinement and 
placed under the custody of the Administration 
by order of competent authority. 

h. Any felon who entails indeterminate sentence 
in order that the evaluation be made part of 
the presentence report. 

c. Misdemeanants when the court r,equires A&~'tinis­
tration evaluation. 

d. Pretrial detainees who, in order to use it in 
connection with their petition for revision of 
bond, voluntarily request that the evaluation 
be sent to the court. 

e. Any parolee placed in the custody and supervi­
sion of the Administration by the Parole Board, 
at the request of the latter or at the Adminis­
trator's initiative when he deems it necessary. 

f. Any probationer whose custody and supervision is 
placed with the Administration, at the request of 
the court or at the initiative of the Director 
when he deems i t neces~.q.ry .. 

Also, the Center shall participate in any decision as to: 

1) Type of institutional treatment; 2) Reconunendations to 

terminate confinement, .parole or probation period or to modify 

the conditions of\.terms thereo:E; and 3) Any critical decision-

making aspect :Y"h,ich arises in the course of the custody, 
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confinement, or supervision of the client which may affect or 

propitiate considerably his full rehabilitatio~. 

Major considerations are as follows: 

o Sentenced Offenders~ Section 7(a) states 

that "any offender sentenced to confinement" 

be provided adequate evaluation. This has 

',~een interpl:'eted to mean all sentenced. offenders. 

In Fiscal Year 1976 there were 2,999 sentenced 

admittance to institutions. Cost Table 10-1 

summarizes completed cases and associated costs 

for compliance with Law 116. Estimates for 

case completion requirements are based on case-

flows for probation, institutions, and parole. 

o Pre-Sentence Investigations: In Fiscal Year 

1976, there were 4,048 pre-sentence investigations 
'J 

condu(·{·,~~~f.\ by probation officers. The estimate 

of 4,000 shown in the table could be' reduced if 

misdemeanants are included in PSI's completed in 

Fiscal Year 1976. However, Section 7(c) require-

ments could rise (see next heading). 

o Misdemeanants: Data on total misdemeanants 

convicted were not available, and the estimate of 
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200 may be low. To a limited extent, the 

court does ~equest PSI's in selected mis-

demeanants cases. 

Pre-Trial Release: In Fiscal Year 1976, 

approximately 16; 000 instanc.es of detention 

before trial occurred. Many of these persons 

were released immediately and the estimated 

turnover time per deten.tion was approximately 

3 weeks. An estimate of 2,000 probation 

requests, or one of 8 detentions, is considered 

a conservative number. The actual requests 

could increase as defense attorneys become aware 

of section 7(d). 

Pre-Parole: In Fiscal Year 1974, there were 

910 pre-parole investigations conducted by 

parole officers. The number declined to 759 

for fiscal year 1976. The estimate of 1,000 

pre-parole evaluations may be low and for the 

coming year could be as high as 1,500 in order 

to complete the backlog and reach a three-month 

lead to completion of minimum sentences. 

Probation: In Fiscal Year 1976, 3,513 persons 

were placed on probation. Total compliances of 

Section 7(f) would be accomplished with 3,500 
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evaluations. However, Sectiori 7 (f) qualifi~s 

this category with "at the request of the court 
j>,-:.\ , 

or at the in~rtiati,ve of the director When he 

deems it necessary".. In any case; conducting 

PSI evalua.tions would result in each probatioher 

having been evaluated. The only adjust~d total 

e§timated cases takes into account this overlap. 

o other Requests: This category is. the second 

highest for case completions in Fiscal Year 1977. 

Compliance with Law 116 stipulations for revo-

cations and other incidents requiring case eva-

luations could result in a higher number, especially 

if institutions required an evaluation for all 

passes. 

Table 10-1, Costs for Compliance, shows a range of approximately 

$1 million to $2 million in order to evaluate the cases reqUired 

for total compliance. The $1 million figure is based on an 

increased output of twice that of Fiscal Year 1977. Quality of 

evaluations could decrease somewhat. The last estimate for 

compliance would be $1.5 million considering staffing logs, 

~gencY,liaison problems and realistic potential for increased 

production. In comparison, Center program expenditures for 

Fis~al ye~} 1977 were estimated at $164,47E. 
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TABLE 10-1 

COSTS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH tAW 116, 
TITLE III, SECTION 7 (a-f) 

/. 

Ii 
Cases Completed Estimated Cases 

\" F.Y. 1977 for ComE1iance F.Y.1977 

/ $198 

Section 7 (a) / 
sentence~ Offenders 169 (3) 3,000 $33,462 

• I 

. (hI. Sect~on 7 /;) 
__ ~;t:e~seritence Investigations 17 4,000 3,366 

Section 7 (c) 
Misdemeanants 0 200 0 

Section 7 (d) 
Pretrial Release 0 2,000 0 

Section 7(e) 
Preparo1e 415 1,000 82,170 

i:J 

Section 7(f) 
Probation 44 (4) 3,500 8,712 

Other Requests(5) 185 .,1,000 36,630 

Totals 830 10,,700 (6) $164,476 

(1) Cost per case for F.Y. 1977 
(2) Cost per case with increased prediction as indicated by June, 1977. 
(3) Institutional treatment plans 
(4) Treatment plans' 

Costs 
COniE1iance 

$198 (1) $88 (2) 

.$594,000 $264.,000 

792,000 3S2,000 

39,600 17,600 

396,000 176,006 

198,000 88,000 

693',000 308,000 

198,000 88,000 

$2,118,600 $941,600 

(5) Includes revocations, executive clemency, parole treatment plans, institutional passes and 
pass violations, and escapes 

(6) Adjustment for double C'?unting (4,000) Pre-sentence 'investigations can serve for 500 
sentenced offenders and 3,500 probationers 
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Conclusion 

The likelihood of an estimated 812% increase to $1,500,000 

is unrealistic given that a moratorium was imposed for budgetary 

reasons as well as problems associated with compliance. 

10.2.2 Alternative II: Administration of Corrections' 
strategy for the operation of 
the Center 

Description 

The Administration of Corrections has developed a propdsal to 

reorganize Cen.ter operations and functions. The Center is to 

intervene with clientele in two ways during the next year: 

1) All cases of prisoners convicted of mayor offenses 

so that the evaluation may form part of the pre-

sentencing report. 

2) In those special cases where the programs 

solicit the intervention of the Center, including 

all those cases which complete the minimum sentence, 

in accordance with the mandate to the courts in 

the civil case number 75-828, Efrafn Montero vs. 

Rafael Hernandez Col6n, et aI, of the 14th of April 

of 19761/ 

1/ Strategy for the operation of the Center of Classification, 
Diagnosis and Treatment 
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The clients initial contact with the Center will be made 

with the intake unit who will assign an evaluation date and 

refer the case to the unit of investigation. Investigation 

units will be located in each Ce~ter, and will be responsible 

for developing pre-sentence/pre-parole investigations by 

studying the cases in the community. Information on the case 

will be submitted to the unit of evaluation which will evaluate 

the case and make recommendations to the referral source. 

Suggested composition of the units of evaluation includes 

psychologists, social workers and occupational therapists. 

Individual evaluations will be performed through the "long 

linked" approach whereby one client will proceed through a 

succession of interviews' with varying types of professional 

workers in an "assembly line" process. Each 'evaluation will 

be discussed in a group. Subsequent case evaluations will be 

seen only by the intake unit and unit of evaluation. Organi­

zationally the Center will be composed of a Central Office in 

the Metropolitan Area and two Sub-Centers, one in Mayaguez and 

one in Ponce. The Hato Rey Center will be composed of an 

executive unit, an intake unit, 2 units of investigation and 

a unit of evaluation. The executive unit will be expanded to 

include the Director, a Sub-Director and Executive Functionary, 

and 2 secretaries. 
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The Sub-Centers will consist of investigation and evaluation 

units only. Intake responsibilities will be assigned by the 

Supervisor of the Officials of Social Penal Services. 

Probation and parole investigative functions will be removed 

from their respective agencies in areas where there is a 

Center and/or Sub-Center. In outerlying regions investiga­

tion units will remain in their respective agency; however, 

the supervision and investigation functions will be separated. 

Cost 

The strategy outlined in the memo dated May~3 t' 1977, attached 

to the Administration's proposal, indicated the following 

targeted case completions as shown in Table 10-2. 

The estimated cases for compliance, Table 10-1 indicates 

10,700 which is close to the 9,000 estimate contained in the 

memo. The proposal may have minimized the Section 8(a) required 

of sentenced offenders (+2,500) and over estimated pre-sentence 

investigations (-916). 

The combined costs to complete Section 7{b) ,(e), and others 

(3,084 cases) vmuld be dpproximately $693,000. T·his would 

considerably exceed the Center present expenditures of $164,476. 

The estimated costs for salaries and fringe benefits for all 

Center program personnel as proposed by the Administration of 

Corrections would be approximately $693,000, whereas the 1977 
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Center program expenditures for salary and fringe benefits 

totals approximately $115,000. Therefore, an esti.mated $578,000 

would be needed to supplement the Center budget for personnel re­

soUrces alone. The increase budget is expected to be derived 

from switching probation and parole investigation reSOUrces to 

the Center. 

TABLE 10-2 

CENTER PROGRAM PAYMENT AND COST ESTIl~TES FOR EVALUATIONS 

Section 7(b) 

Pre-sentence Investigations 

Section 7(e) 

Pre-Parole 

Other 

Total 

Conclusions 

'Case Completions 

4,916 

1,000 

3,084 

9,000 

Costs " 

$77 

$378,532 

77,000 

237,468 

$693,000 

The strategy proposed by the Center appeaJ;"s to be an effort to 

comply with Law 116. Compliance to the law is expected to be 

achieved through the reassignment of probation and parole in­

vestigation personnel to the Center program. By shifting these 

resources to the C~nter, pre-sentence and pre-parole evaluations 
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are expected to be completed on every individual. However, 

the compliance will be in name only, in that probation and 

parole officers are nbt trained social case workers, nor do 

they have proper psychological t:r::aining. For this reason, 

their evaluations are not psychological assessments and there­

fore, \'Vould not satisfy the intent of the law. In addition, 

the shifting ~f probation and parole officers to the Center 

will leave the remaining probation and parole ,supervision units 

fragmented, enhance communication barriers, create diseconomics 

of organization, and, most importantly, it may negatively im-

pact on current low recidivism rates. Further, .the development 

o~ pre-sentence and pre-parole evaluations are unnecessary for 

every individual. Not al'l cases will necessitate psychological 

or even sociological assessments for appropriate decision 

making purposes . 

Line correctional workers can make realistic and appropriate 

recommendations for most cases. Only the most difficult or 

problem cases require specialized attention. For this reason, 

probation and parole investigations should continue to operate 

within their current organizations where they have already 

demonstrated effectiveness. The Center could then concentrate 

on complying with the moratorium while moving toward inactment 

of legislative changes. 

..". 
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The "long-linked" approach mentioned in the strategy is good 

if the goal of the Center is production oriented e.g., efficient 

processing of evaluations. However, the goal of delivering 

effective professional service will not be met through rapid 

assembly line processing. Effectiveness, as depicted in this 

report, is directly related/to the degree with which' Center 

program professional personnel interact with referral agencies. 

Several components of the strategy are very good. Most 

important is the need for a Sub-Center in Ponce. Second is 

the creation of an intake unit. Also, the addition of an 

occupational therapist is needed in light of severe under-

employment and unemployment. 

10.2.3 Alternative III: Center operations on a 
special request basis only, 

Description 

Another alternative would be to structure the Center procedures 

so that they would only provide evaluations following specific 

requests from referral agenciE;s. This would mean that the 

Center would do no evaluations routinely, as now occurs with 

most pre-parole cases. Evaluations would only be done for 

those offenders where correctional workers felt there was need 

for the Center evaluation and made a specific request for an 

evaluation by the Center. 
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Implementation of this alternative could proceed while the 

moratorium1/remali.ns in e~fect. :tt would require authorization 

through legislatiun changing Sections 7(a,b,d, and e) of 

Public Law 116, so that there would remain no question that 

referrals to the center are made only upon request of correct-

ional agencies involved, and not as a blanket matter for cer-

tain classes of offenders. 

Center responsibility would then become to evaluate any person 

under the jurisdiction of any public agency within the criminal 

justice system who is referred for an evaluation by officials 

of that agency_ Further, it is felt that it would still be 

appropriate for offenders to be able to initiate evaluations 

themselves directly to the Center. 

Cost 

PMS recommends that the Center program provide psychological 

and/or sociological evaluations to the court, probation, insti-

tutions, Parole Board, and parole on a special request basis. 

This form of operation would reqUire administrative interpre-

tations and classifications for Sections 7(c and f) and legis­

lative changes for Sections 7(a,b,d, and e). Under Section 

7(e), court interpretation, however, has made an evaluation 

required for all eligible parolees. 

17 P de S 388 and P de la C 414 extending the moratorium to 
August 1, 1979 have passed in each house. It is expected 
that 414 will be signed by the Governor shortly. 
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Table 10-3 shows estimated cases and costs fo~ special re- D 

quest evaluations. 

The cases required for special requests were estimated at 

10% of the E;sti.mated cases for compliance with Law 116 with 

the exception of the category "other". The "other" category 

had 185 cases in Fiscal Year 1977 and could easily increase 

to an additional 115 cases. 

If the Center can conduct evaluations at approximately $88 per 

case completion, the estimated expenditures of Fiscal Year 1977 

($164,476) should be sufficient to meet the target of 1,67.0 

cases. The figure of $198:00 per case provides a good estimate 

of cost per psychological evaluation. The figure of $198.00 

per case provides a good estimate of cost per psychological 

evaluation. The fig-q,re of $88.00 per case includes a substan-

tial portion of cases evaluated by social workers. The Center 

program cost, if investigation are included as a function, 

would requir.e the addition of s-..:J,.aries.for investigative 

personnel. 
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TABLE 10-3 

'I COSTS FOR SPECIAL REQUEST EVALUATIONS 

I ,;1 Estimated special 
Request cases Costs 

$198. $88. 

~I 
I, Sentenced Offenders 300 $59,408 $26,400 

I 
PSI.' s 400 79,200 35,200 

Misdemeanant 20 3,960 1,760 

I 
Pre-Trial Releas'e 200 39,600 17,600 

I Pre-Parole 100 ... 19,800 8,800 

,I Probation 350 69,300 30,800 
0 

I Other 300 59,400 26,400 

I 1,670 $330,660 $146,960 

I 
'1 
I 

': ' 

"I 
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Conclusions. ~ 

~: 
This alternative would eliminate the many needless Center 

evaluations now being completed, and would concentrate the 

evaluation efforts upon persons ~ho are most likely to require 

such specialized profes~ional evaluations. Most offenders do 

not require psychological or social casework evaluations, and 

requiring the~ to be done on a blanket basis is not sensible. 

However·, many correctional workers such as social penal workers, 

probation and parole officers, and judges expressed the opinion 

that Q~pter evaluations are most helpful (or could be most 

helpful) for their more difficult "problem cases" where they 

are at a loss to understand the character and behavior of the 

offender, where they suspect mental disorder, or where they 
. . 

wish help in developing approaches for' working with the offender. 

This alternative would meet these correctional needs expressed 

by workers. Further, offenders could initiate referrals them­

selves (or their attorneys could on their behalf) when they 

felt the evaluation .could be of service·to them. Costs are 

reasonable for this alternative and no organizational changes 

are required. Legislative approval would be required, but 

legislative changes of some type are required anyway, unless 

the very expensive,·' counter productive alternative of full 

compliance with Law 116 is decided upon. The question is 
"'\-~< 

simply> What type of legislative changes should be sought? 
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The major drawbacks to this alternative are inter-organi­

zational. It makes no provision for better inter-organiza-
'-'-.':". 

tional communication, and this, as we have recommended, 

would surely have to be implement~d. Also, it is unlikely 

that acceptance of Center evaluations and full implementation 

of their recommendations will occur without face-to-face case 

conferences with line correctional officers prior to writing 

the evaluation. This procedure also ensures realistic and 

attainable recommendations and rehabilitation goals which 

would have to be implemented. Establishing such interagency 

coordinat.ion and communication would add somewhat to the cost 

of this alternative, but would clearly be worth it in terms 

of greatly increasing effectiveness. 

10.2.4 

Description 

Alternative IV: Center operations incorporating 
intensive treatment units 

This alternative is similar to the previous one in that eva-

luations would be made only when requested by agencies. The 

proposal suggested here would decentralize Center operations 

into the six (6) intensive treatment units located in San Juan (2), 

Bayamon, Ponce, Mayaguez and Caguas. The Center would be re-

tained only as an administrative unit with a small staff respon­

sible for coordinating the activifies of these decentralized 

units. Intensive treatment unit staff should include at least 

one social worker and one psychologist (as most now do) . 

Presently, ]TU's are responsible only to probation and parole. 
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As suggested here, they would redeive requests for evalua-

tion from institutions, and, in a few cases, from the courts. 

Such a model would add the provision of direct therapeutic 

services for clients who have de~onstrated specialized needs. 

Again, the same legislative changes would be required elimi-

nating blanket evaluations for certain classes of offenders in 

favor of permitting referrals for evaluat.ion by correctional 

agencies of their more difficult cases. Additionally, this 

alternative decentralizes center operations by placing profes-

sional staff in larger cities and within agencies. Center 
() 

personnel would be assigned to work in probation and parole 

offices as intensive treatment units are now doing. Also, 

clos~ liason could be established with nearby correctional 

institutions which have substantial rates of referrals. 'rh.is 

type of decentralized operation has the powerful advantage of 

forcing horizontal (inter-agency) communication which greatly 

enhances the frequency and effectiveness of contacts both on a 

formal and informal basis. Reports generated -whether socio­

logical or psychological- without the benefit of joint dis-

cussions, are of minimal utility. 

PI.fS Ltd. recommends that seriOtls consideration be given to 

combining the center operation \'lith intensive treatment units. 

This alternative could continue to use evaluation skills 

(psychology and social work), and also provide treatment 
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resources relevant to psychological recommendations" 

One obvious benefit would be that recommendations for spe­

'cialized services could be matched into available program 

resources. The number of client ·vacancies would known to 

evaluation personnel. Therapy recommei1C~ations would be 

realistic in contrast to the recent evaluation experience. 

Cost -
Integrating this program resource into the Center would 

require an additional budget of approximately $151,997, 

the amount stated on the application for Crime Commission 

Funding for Fiscal Year 1977. Actual ITU expenditures were 

not analyzed and the application amount would have to be 

amended accordingly. 

Conclusions 

This alternative has the advantage of following the intensive 

treatment unit model which has proven to be successful in not 

only providing social casework and psychological services to 

offenders, but also in receiving acceptance from correctional 

workers. This success is not: coincidental; it is based on the 

fact that organizational arrangements assure close commtlnica-

tion and coordination between professional staff and line 

correctionali workers. Again, referrals for professional evalua-

tions would be reserved for those offenders who require such 

services. Psychologists and social caseworkers would be working 
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in their areas of expertise, close to correctional workers, 

enabling them to provide these workers with pragmatic consulta­

tion and assistance. r.1any of the problems of unrealistic re­

commendations, lack of treatment £ollow through, and interagency 

mistrust and hostility would be greatly reduced. Interagency 

staff meetings need to be scheduled and maintained, and correct­

ional line wo~kers should be present at all case conferences 

prior to the writing of evaluations and treatment plans. The 

close physical proximity of professional staff to line workers 

makes these requirements relatively easy to accomplish. 

Further, this alternative has the advant~ge of providing train­

ing and education, through the medium of case conferences and 

mutual interaction, to both professional staff and cor,rectional 

line workers. Knowledge and skills should gro~ wit~in both 

groups. 

Organizational changes required for this alternative are minimal. 

The intensive treatment units already exist. Some effort would' 

be required to expand services into correctional institutions, 
~i 

I,. 

but the Hato Rey Center already does ,a large number of evalua-

tions for these institutions. What is ne,eded is more emphasis 
II 

upon face-to-face interaction with personnel from institution~, 

which should be possible to accomplish once the burden of 
j/ 

c ... - , 

blanket evaluations is removed from the Center. Blanket evalu~ 

tions waste professional time by requiring evaluations of 'many 
'" )) 
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offenders whose rehabilitation is not difficult, and where 

correctional workers understand fully what needs to be done. 

This alternative concentrates professional services on 

evaluating those offenders whose problems are not well under-

stood and whose rehabilitative potential is questionable, 

coupling the evaluation with direct advice to the line correct-

~onal worker on how best to proceed with each individual offender 
"~, 

referred. 

P!~ Ltd. believes that it is best, in the absence of strong 

countervailing evidence, to continue and to expand successful 

correctional programs. Meas\lred by the responses 'Of correctional 

workers interviewed, the intensive treatment units, and the 

Mayaguez Sub-Center (which are similar in case consultation 

procedures) are s~ccessful. This alternative offers the best 

chance of building upon such success. 

10.2.5 Alternative V: ~ase.Expectancy 

Description 

One of our long-term recommendations is that the Administration 

of Corrections participate in the dev~lopment of a series of 

base expectancy scales'for help in arriving at decisions regard-

ing probation, parole and pre-trial release. Essentially, 

base expectancy scales can place persons into ~isk categories in 
. /1 

il 
" 

terms of whether or not they will commit further offenses in 

the future. Base expectancy scales are statistical prediction 

201 
.' 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

:1 
i I 

I 
, I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

devices, as compared with psychological evaluations of the 

risk of further offenses which are, in effect, clinical 

predictions. A series of experiments over the years has 

established that statist~cal prediction devices are more 
, 
accurate (and they are always much less expensive) than 

clinica~ predictions. Statistical prediction devices are 

quite similar to actuarial tables used by insurance companies, 

Based on their experience with insured persons over the years, 

an insurance company can predict what percentage of people with 

certain attributes (e.g., age, medical history, sex, marital 

status, etc.) willsurvi'ITe 't.o age 70. They cannot make indivi­

dual predictions but simply provide the "odds" in terms of per­

centages. Similarly, base expectancy scales use past experience 

with persons over the years to develop attributes (e.go, age, 

sex, criminal record, offense, etc.) t~at indicate the proba­

bility that persons with certain attributes will violate the 

law again. Again, they cannot make individual predictions, 

but simply state that a person is in a low risk category where. 

8 of 10 persons will not violate the law~ or a medium risk' 

category where 4 of 10 persons will violate the law, etc. This 

information can help in decision making (e.g., to release or 

not, level of supervision required, etc.). Base expectancy 

scales could be developed for pre-trial detainees, probationers, 

parolees ~nd'pre-parolees that would establish relative risk 

categories. 
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Several facts must be remembered about statistical prediction 

devices, such as base expectancy scales. They must be simple, 

efficient, reliable and valid. 1/ Consequently, they can b,e 

easily tabulated from case reco:l'dp by a trained clerical worker, 

or a trained line correctional worker, substantially reducing 

salary costs over clinical predictions which are produced as a 

part of psycho,logical evaluations. The attributes used for 

scoring are ultimately based on social conditions which can 

change; therefore, such scales have to be developed and 

periodically revalidated in the local culture where the offenders 

originate. 

The procedures for developing base expectancies involve looking 

at the past experience of offenders in terms of success or 

failure and finding which attributes are statistically related 

to success or failure. Then, s~gnificant attributes are 

statistically weighted and totaled to develop a ra?ge of scores 

that relates to chances of success or failure. Stati$tical 

procedures for doing this, although somewhat complex, have been 

developed. This is a retrospective design. The scale is then 

validated by ('a prospective design, applying it to persons 

curren'cly under supervision to see if it continues to make 

accurate predictions in the future. Such prospective validation 

1/ H. Mannheim and L. Wilkins Prediction Methods in Relation--­
to Borstal Training. London, Her Majistry's Stationery Office, 
1955 
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should be done periodically, and is actuall~ accomplished as 

long as the scale is in continual use. Thus, past experience 

establishes a base expectancy used to predict future experience. 

It should be repeated that base expectancy scales have repeatedly 

proven more accurate than clinical prediction. However, they 

are an aid in decision making. They should not be used as the 

sole basis for decisions. Sound correctional judgment is still 

called for. Base expectancy scales simply help to further 

rationalize correctional judgments. 

Conclusions 

Base expectancy scales are the only feasible means of classify­

ing very large numbers of offenders in terms of risk. Thevrefore, 

it is possible for the Administration of Corrections to develop 

base expectancy scales than can classify in terms of risk 

pre-trial detainees, all persons under supervision and all 

pre-parolees. 

in the future. 

We recommend that developing such scales 'be done 

It should be noted that if the (CCH) component 

of CJIS is fully implemented and regularly updated, this infor-

mation can be easily utilized to develop and validate base 

expectancy scales. 
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SECTION XI 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the professional judgment of the PMS Ltd. evaluatiol'l team, 

given the results of this evaluation, substantial changes 

should be made in the Center for Classification, Diagnosis, 

and Treatment in order to increase both the efficiency and 

effectiveness of Center operations while maximizing the 

utilization of resources. Recorrunendations are presented 

in this section toward the achievement of that goal. 

All recommendaticlns contained in this report are considered 

by the PMS evaluation team as a viable and practical means 

to improve Center operations, outputs, and the quality of 

service delivery. Recommendations affecting the Center pro­

gram are presented first, followed both short term 'and long 

term systems recommendations. 

11.1 PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS 

o £.enter objectives must be less global than 

those indicated in Law 116. 

The Administration of Corrections must select 

the alternative which it feels is most appropriate 

for the Center and develop very specific organiza­

tional objectives related to this alternative. 

An elementary management by objectives approach 

could be implemehted whereby the Center's goals are 
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related to specific operational objectives. 

o Law 116 sho:1l1d be revised to avoid conflict 

/'. 

with the recent JU~icial opinion entitling 

all parolees to Center evaluations. 

Necessary legislative amendments to Law 116 

should be initiated, even though the moratorium 

has been extended, to revise the judicial 

opinion entitling all parolees to Center evalua­

tions. Only those parolees with special 

problems or unique cases which are particularly 

difficult to handle, should be evaluated by 

the Center. Legislative amendments ShOllld allow 

the Center the disoretion to receive referrals 

on those individuals deemed in greatest need of 

an evaluation. Evaluations of each parolee are 

useless given limited community programming. 

Therefore, resources should be expended for those 

individuals who can benefit most from evaluations. 

o There should be no backlog of cases permitted and 

the intake of new cases should be closed when the . 

backlog is beginning. The Center, under the exist-

ing moratorium, should, at a minimlli~, refuse cases 

they are not legally obligated to evaluate. To 

date, the Center has not refused cases under sections 

. b,c,d, and f of Law 116. The Center should return 
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all referrals under these sections to their 

originating agency and proceed evaluating 

only those cases which fall under sections a 

and e. However, \,lhile immediately striving 

to comply with the law I t,he Center, should 

be simultaneously moving toward changes which . '" 

would allow the Center to accept referrals on 

a special request basis only (See Alternative 

III and IV). 

o Ponce referrals should continue to be sent to 

the Hato Rey Center. Referrals from Ponce are 

frequent enough 1:0 merit the creati.on of a Ponce 

Sub-Center; however, until a Sub-Center is 

created, ~ Ponce referrals should continue to 

be sent to the Center. As a result of the termina-

tion of all part-time psychologists'contracts, 

the Sub-Center currently has neither a psychoiogist 

nor a social-worker on staff: therefore, the proper 

professional staff are not available to perform 

any evaluations, including referrals fi:om the 

Mayaguez area, let alone ponce. Even if the part-

time psycho,logist were to receive a new contract, 

which does not appear likely in the near future, 

he does not have sufficient time to see those , 

cases referred from the Mayaguez and Agua:dilla 
() 

'" 
regions. At present, he spends eight hours~a week 
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over his weekly c'ontract time of 14 hours 

for which he does'not,get paid. 

A Sub-Center in Ponce should be created. 

'~." 

This Sub-Center should a~cept referrals from 

the Ponce region only. This would reduce the 

Hato Rey Centers workload while proviqing more 

readily accessible services to the Ponce region. 
/' 

wurther, given that Ponce is the second largest 
II 

~ity on the island there wouid be enough cases 

generated from this region to merit a Sub­

Center. 

The parole Board positions should be filled 

immediately.The positions should be augmented to 

remain current with case reviews. Two 1?arole 

Bc.yard positions should be added to the existing 

three positions, thus increasing the boards capa­

city to clear the backlog of cases, and remain 

current with case referrals. Not only does a 

backlog impact on institutional populations but, 

most importantly, it impacts on the inmates' length 

of stay in the institution. 

Any Center director should be selected on the basis 

Of administrhtive capabilities. Understanding of 

psychological principles and procedures is an asset 

of secondary importance. Institutional and/or 
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community service experience are also assets with 

respect to referral agency perceptions and inter­

relationshipS'With the Center. 

o Staffing of any Center or Sub-Center should ~ways 

be made on the basis of permanent Eositions. 

Positions have, at the creation of the Center/Sub-

Center, been staffed through temporary loans of 

personnel from other agencies. These loans have 

contributed to a lack of consistency in 

operational procedures and disruption within the 

loaning agency. 

o Permanent positions would lend }ttore continuity 

to operating procedures 'and provide a.better 

foundation for interagency relationships at a 

lower per case cost. 

o The Center should develop formalized intake 

Erocedures and assign sEecific resEonslbilities 

to appropriate sta,ff. Specific intake procedures 

should b~ developed, outlining case priortization, 

criteria for case assignments by type of referral~ 

and case flow within the organization. Case. 

control pro.cedures must be integrated into in­

take procedures to assure adequate record keeping 

of all referrals and case assignments. 

There is currently a general lack of int~he 
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procedu~es and case assignments are randomly 

made by either a secretary or social penal 

worker, depending upon personnel availability 

at the moment. Specific personnel should be 

assigned intake responsibilities to assure 

continuity in case assignments, control pro-

cedures, and recordkeeping~ 

o Extraneous responsibilities not mandated by 

Law 116, such as evaluating correctional workers, 

should be absolutely avoided. 

o Regular personal communication between Center 

personnel and referral agency personnel is 
• 

essential. Scheduled interagency staff con-

ferences to discuss mutual procedures and 

problems should be established and maintained. 

o Case evaluations should always be done bX 

including line correctional workers in face-

to-face conferences with professional staff 

prior to completion of the evaluation. 

After each case is evaluated, a representative 

from the referral agency should participate 

in a group discussion with the psychologist 

and/or social worker who conducted the evalua­

tion. Recommendations should be jointly discussed and ~eed. 
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, upon before being documented in the case file"" 

Face-to-face conferences will lead to more 

realistic recommendations, a, commitment on the 

part of the line correctional worker to im-
~~1 

plement recommendations, and' en(;~c~~inter-
agency communication. ~) 

'I 

\\ 
o Intensive treatment units now established should 

be maintained and incorporated into Senter ser-
: .> 

vices as they are currently being operated. 

These units offer a model of effective professional 

service to Corrections that shoul¢! be expanded,. 

(see Alternative IV). 

o Clear-and reasonable criteria for classifying 

drug offenders in terms of severity, frequency, 

'and type of drug use must be developed. 

Collaborativel¥, the Administration of 

Corrections and the Department of Addiction 
" ,<::'- '~; 

Services should develop criteria and procedures 

for uniformly implementing a classification 

,system for drug users. 

o Social penal workers should discontinue labeling 

drug offenders until a drug classification 

system is developed. 
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In cases where physical dependence on 

narcotics is apparent, the person should 

be seen by a physician and, where deemed 

useful, referred to-the 'Department of 

Addiction Services. 

o The Parole Board should reconsider their 

policy ozmandatory participation in drug 

treatment programs until a drug classifi­

cation system is develo~d and implemented. 

This policy has reduced the number of paroles 

and created a waiting list for treatment 

programs. Implementation of specific drug 

classification criteria would identify serious 

drug abusers who could benefit from the limited 

treatment programs available. 

o Inmate self-classification as a drug abuser 

should not be accepted as the primary criterion 

for admission into any drug program. 

o Alcoholics should not be labeled as drug addicts 

~or treated in such programs. Additional programs 

and services for alcoholics should be identified 

and made available within the institutions. 

Volunteer services such as Alcoholics Anonymous 
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o Base expectancy scales should be developed 

as a means of estimating risk of futUre 

offenses by parole~s, probationers, and 

pre-trial detainees. (See Alternative V) 

Serious consideration should be given to 

the use of full-time psychologists in an 

effort to utilize personnel resources more 

effectively. Some concern has been. expressed 

over the difficulty in finding qualified 

psychologists willing to work full time for 

the Center given existing salaries. Salaries 

should be adjusted upward to·.attract qualifiecv 

psychologists. Salary increases ranging bet­

ween $100 and $200 a month would result in a 

reduction of costs over the employment of part-

time psychologists. However, until full-time 

psychologists are added to the staff, part-time 

psychologists should be extended contracts. 

o Full-time psychologists' workload requirements 

should be increased from six evaluations a week 

to a minimum of 10 evaluations a week. Part-

time psychologis~currently complete four cases 

a week working a fourteen hour week. Therefore, 

full-time psychologists working a forty hour 

o 

week should realistically be capable of completing 

a minimum of 10 evaluations. 
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11.2 

o Formal training appropriate to Center work 

should be provided for professional staff. 

Self-perceived inadequacies related to Center 

work could be util~zed as a basis for identifi-

cation of future training needs. Opportunities 

and incentives to participate in training ought 

to be developed. 

o At least one interviewing room should be built 

in the Mayaguez Sub-Center. Inmates could then 

be inter~iewed at the Sub-Center by the director 

as well as the psychologist. In addition, the 

interviewing room would serve as a conference 

room for group discussions. 

SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS 

Public Law 116 is completely unrealistic as now constituted 

There is no possibility that the Center will ever be financially 

or organizationally capable of complying with all of the law's 

requirements. Further, from the standpoint of correctional 

practice and proper rehabilitation procedures, the current 

law is dysfunctional and diverts financial and professional re-

sources from more important tasks and goals that professional 

workers could accomplish. 
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which have demonstrated success, would be an 

effective utilization of community resources. 

o Center professional staff and institutional 

personnel should jOintly determine programming 

needs. Appropriate rehabilitation programming 

as identified through individual case evaluations, 

coupled with institutional management concerns 

and daily observations of inmates· behavior/can 

contribute to the development of the most 

suitable institutional programming needs as well 

as the identification of community based services. 

o Probation and parole invesJcigation units should 

remain in their respective agencies. Prc,bation 

and parole practices have been unusually success-

ful in achieving lO'Vl recidivism rates. It is 

recommended that this system not be changed with­

out very careful analytical thought because of 

the likelihood of increasing these recidivism 

rates due to the introduction of unforeseen and 

unplanned organizational diseconomics. In addi-
t'" • 

tion, separation of supervision and investigation 

functions would fragment agencies, disrupt orga-

nizational activities, enhance communication 

barriersl and contribute to personnel resentment 

(See Alternative Ii) • 
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11.2.1 Short Term Recommendations 

An immediate problem is the backlog of cases for evaluation. 

Since decisions at other parts of the system are d~pendent 

upon these evaluations (eg., parole, transfers, passes, etc.,), 

resolution of the problem is not only an organizational neces­

sity, it relates directly to the issue of fairness, in that 

hopes and expectations cannot be set aside or crushed without 

courting a groundswell of resentment by the inmates. If 

necessary, intake of new cases should be curtailed and decision­

makers within the correctional system should be given realistic 

estimates of the delay to be expected on those decisions which 

they cannot (or will not) make themselves. Adequate professional 

staff should be made available to the Center until a reasoned 

policy decision has been made about its future. 

In Section X the project team outlined five (5) possible policy 

altF.\rnatives. Examination of the first alternative indicated 

that. full compliance with the law would be extremely costly 

and generally unproductive. 

The second alternative Was also found to be expensive, although 

some costs incurred in transferring personnel could be considered 

artificial. More importantly, PMS Ltd. believes that this 

proposal not only would not satisfy the intent of the law, but 

also would unnecessarily disrupt the functions of parole and 

probation. 
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In terms of financially and practically sound, relatively 

short term options, PMS Ltd. strongly suggests that the 

Administration of Corrections elect either Alternative III 

or Alternative IV. Having carefully examined existing needs 

and organizational entities, we submit that either of these 

options would be feasible within the Commonwealth criminal 

justice system. Neither, is exhorbitantly expensive and 

either could be implemented with the knowledge of ~ moratorium 

extension. Both options are o:rganizationally sound, and are 

designed to avoi.d the types of problems that now plague present 

Center operations. 

11.2.2 Long Term Recommendations 

Given the likelihood of a moratorium extension for an additional 

two years, there is sufficient time to implement a restructured 

program, and then formulate and sponsor suggestions for legis­

lative changes that are both consistent wit,h present operations 

and supportable with empirical data. 

The second long term recommendation (Alternative V) is the 

development of a base expectancy approach as an aid to decision 

making. Such scales could be used at a low cost and with high 

reliability in the areas of pre-trial detention, pre-parole 

hearings, and probation and parole supervision. 
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SECTION XII 

FUTURE AREAS OF CONCEru~ 

DEVELOPMENT OF A BASE EXPE.CTANCY MODEL 

Consideration should be lent to the concept of 

developing a series of base expectancy scales. 

The pro.cedures for developing base expectancies 

involve looking at the past experience of offenders 

in terms of success or failure and determining which 

attributes are statistically rel~ted to that,success 

or failure. The Administration of Corrections could 

partiCipate in the development of such a model. 

, 
DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA FOR CLASSIFYING DRUG OFFENDERS 

The labeling affect of "drug addicts ll has severely im-

pacted on varioUs elements of the Correctional System, 

particularly the Parole Board and drug treatment progrcuns. 

To make appropriate parole deciSions related to this 

specific client group, as well as provide drug treatment 

services to the individuals in greatest need of service, 

proper criteria for classifying drug offenders must be 

developed. 
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o CJIS IMPLEMENTATION 

Several CJIS terminals are located in institutions 

throughout the island. These ter.minals may be accessed 

for Computerized Criminal History (CCE) infOrmation 

provided the necessary data has been entered into the 

computer, specifically fingerprinting. For a indivi­

dual crimina~ history to be entered into the data basel 

the person must have been fingerprinted. PMS Ltd. 

recommends that everyone be fingerprinted when they are 

convicted of a criminal offense. Also, the ceH component 

of CJIS should be regularly updated. This information 

could dramatically reduce current record-keeping problems 

related to access and retrieval of records as well as 

the problem associated with cross referencing aliases. 

Further, the Administration of Corrections could utilize 

the CCE for decision-making related to custody and re­

lease decisions. Full implementation of CCH would con­

siderably reduce record accessing problems and somewhat 
\' 

ease the task of compiling a base expectancy model. 

o DETERMINE ORGANI,ZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR SOCIAL 

SERVICE DELIVERY 

The Administration of Corrections should, in conjunction 

with ~ppropriate social service agencies, determine who 

will b~ organizationally responsible for administering 
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programs utilized by offenders. Proper control 

procedures related to case feedback and entrance cri-

teria must ,also be jointly developed. 

I) 

.:..~,' 

EVALUATING THE TRAINING PROGRAM FOR SOCIAL PENAL WORKERS ". 

An evaluation of the type and quality of training reqeived 

by social penal workers and an assessment of the relevance . 
and use of training is needed. The social penal w.orkers 

are key decision makers at three levels; institutions, 

probation, and parole. The impact of their recommenda­

tions is felt by the inmates at all key decision points. 

For this reason, it is critical to know if their training 

relates to, and is sufficient for, these individuals to 

make proper assessments. Furtner, on-site observations 

by the project team indicate that the social penal worker 

has additional time available for the provision, o~; 
(i 
,I 

counseling services. Training is being delivered ,in 

counseling techniques yet social penal workers a~et at 

best, providing very li ttle couns,~ling. A more detailed 

evaluation of social penal worker training related to 

task analysis I could provide a bas/·") for the most effective 

utilization of personnel resources. 
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Date 

Name(s) and Position of Respondent(s): 

Location of Interview: 

Person(s) Conducti~g Interview: 

-----------------....;,.,...-----------------------

-------------------------------------------------------------_.-------
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PM-S LIMITED 
UOI '~NCO POPUIA, CENtER' HAlO lEY. PUEUO IICO • 00'" 

DATA REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST 

CENTER AND SUB-CENTER 

o Describe Center activity following receipt of a 
referral request. 

o How does the Center que requests for evaluations and 
.treatment plans? 

o What information does the. center elicit in its prepa­
ration of a social history? 

o What information does the Treatment Committee inolude 
in the social history file that is sent to the Center? 

o Do the paroll.:! assessments include treatment plans for 
community adjustment? 

o Which evaluations are made directly? 
Which indirectly? 

o How are problem inmate' cases presently handled? 

o To what ext.ent could the Center provide usefl1~ services 
for handling problem inmates? 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Has a psychiatrist ever served the Center in any capacity? 

Do the Center/Sub-Center professional staff feel a 
psychiatrist is needed? 

What type of formal or informal training have Center 
staff received? 

Is there a consensus that additional training is needed 
for center staff? 1f so, what type? 

o What type of training would the Center regard as 
appropriate for the Treatment Commi t;tee? . . 

o Do Center staff feel qualified to deliver training to 
either custody officers or Treatment Committeernernber$ 
(time permitting)? 

A.2 
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Pata Requirements Checklist 
Center and Sub-Center 2. 

a 

a 

o 

a 

o 

a 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

What do the psychologists see as the purpose of their 
interViewing and testing' (relative to referral agency 
and client)? 

Are psychologists aware of other useful methods for 
evaluating and classifying inmates? 

Raw are the tests that are being used selected? 

What are the most important reasons for the large volume 
of transf,ers? 

What are the attri't.ion characteristics of professional 
staff in the Center? 

Describe any meeting; the Center has had with other 
criminal justice agencies to coordinate their activities. 

What are' the specific duties of the social penal worker 
as actually performed? 

Does the Center/Sub-Center pay for the transportation of 
any clients for ev~luation purposes? 

What are the organizational relationships of the Sub­
Center director to the Center and Parole Department? 

Describe any relevant inte,rnal or external constraints 
affecting the operations of the Center? 

What is your response to the idea that a base expectancy 
model be developed for classification by risk, parole 
decisions, and ROR decisions? 

How do Center staff feel about participating in the 
development of a base expectancy model? 

Do you feel that there are any advantages in the proposal 
to transfer the Ce.nter to the state Penitentiary? 

How do Center. staff 
Mayaguezapproach? 

members feel about the 

What do you believe the futUre goals of the Center' should be? 

Irrespective of resource constraints, how would you improve 
existing Center operations, procedures and priorities. 

A.3 
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PMSLIMITED 
ISOI IANCO POpULAR CENTER. HATO lEY' ,UUIO llCO • 00". 

DATA REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST 

TREATMENT COHHITTEE 

o What programs for inmates does this instit~tion now have? 

:0 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

What additional programs for inmates within institutions 
are both feasible and desireable? 

What community resources does this institution Use? 

Are there other community resources which are known 
but not used? If so, why not? 

How are custody officers selected to participate in the 
Treatment Committee? 

How are cases referred to the Treatment Committee? 

How does the Treatment Committee decide which cases are 
referred to the Center? 

What are the specific duties of the social penal worker 
as actually performed? 

What information does the Treatment Committee include in 
the Social History file that is sent to the Center? 

How did the former Boards of Classification differ from 
the present Treatment Committees? 

What were the relative advantages of each? 

To what extent does the institution.utilize Center 
recommendations? 

What type of training would the Treatment Committee 
consider useful? 

What agency or persons would be most sui~able to provide 
training to Treatment Committees? 

How do Treatment Committee members feel about the 
l-layaguez approach? 

What specific problems does the institution see in 
Center recommendations? 

A .. 4 
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Data Requirements Checklist 
Treatment Committee 2. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Do you feel that there are 'any advantages in the 
proposal to transfer the Center to the state Penitentiary? 

How are transfer decisions made? 

What are the most important reasons for the large volume 
of transfers? 

In terms of institutional management, how are problem 
inmates identified? 

On the average, how many problem inmates does your 
facility have? 

How are problem inmates cases presently handled? 

Could the Center provide useful services for handling 
problem inmates? 

What is your response to the idea that a base expectancy 
model be developed for classification by risk, parole 
decisions, and ROR decisions? 

What do you believe the future goals of the Center should be? 

Irrespective of resource constraints, how would you improve 
existing Center operations, procedures and priorities? 

/1 
// . 

A.S 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

;1 
1,1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

DATA REQUIREMENTS CHECKLtST 

JUDGES 

Who conducted evaluations prior to 1974 for Co~rt 
Ordered requests for special cases? 

HoW did the former Boards of Classification differ from 
the pr!~)sent Treatment Committees? 

What were the relative advantages of each? 

Has the quality of pre-parole assessments changed as 
a result of the Center's existence? 

Which Center evaluations should be done directly. 
Which indi~ectly? 

What type of cases are judges cUrrently referring to 
the Center? 

Are there other cases they feel should be referred to 
the Center? 

HoW useful do you consider Center evaluations fot your 
decisions? 

Is there a consensus that additional training is needed 
for Center staff. If so, what type? 

o What agency or persons would be most suitable to provide 
training to Treatment Committees? 

o To what extent<could the Center provide useful services 
for handling problem inmates? 

o Describe any relevant internal or external constraints 
affecting the operations of the Center. ,,. 

o Do you feel that there are any advantages in the proposal 
tp transfer the Center to the State penitentiary? 

o Do you think the Probation Department should be under the 
direction of the Court or the Corrections Administration? 

",':\ 

A. G 
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Data Requirements Checklist 
Judges 

o There is a proposal t.o create a separate unit to do 
only probation investigation work~ What are your 
feelings about supervision and investigation functions 
being separated? 

o If investigation is to become a separate function, would 
it be appropriate to locate it under the direction of the 
Center? 

o What is your response to the idea that a base expectancy 
model be developed for classification by risk, parole 
decisions, and ROR decisions? 

2. 

o What do you believe the futUre goals of the Center should be? 

o Irrespective of resource constraints, how would you 
improve existing Center operations, procedures and 
priorities? 

A.7 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES' BILL 414 
SENATE BILL 388. 
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(Texto de Aprobaci6n Final por 1a Camara) 

(20 DE JUNIO DE 1977) 
-:.: .... ' " ES'rADO LtBP.E ASOCIADO DE PUERTO RICO 

11)0 SESI6N 
EXTRAQRDINAmA 

CAMARA DE REPRBSENTANTES 
", ' P. de la C. 414 .. . 17 DE JUNIO DE 1977 

• "l :';.! . '·'.1 t • , • , ~. ~ :'. ' I • 

Presentado pOl' los representuntes Viera. MarUnez, G1'Ctnados Navedo, 
l"'~ ··i~"U1'bina. Urbina, senora .llfcnwouzea~t Martinez, senores Ayala Del 

: Valle, Misla Alda?'ondo, Ba.r7'iem Vazquez, MctrUnez Colon, Ri­
ve,'a Morales, Batista Montanez, Salichs, Saga?'dia. Sanchez, Va.­
lentin Acevedo, To'n'es Quiles, Fonseca. Jimenez, Cruz Ortizt 
SoZdevilo:, He?'nandez Rodtig~(,ez, Navarro Alicea, Estevez Datis, 
Collazo, -Colon· L~l,.go, De Jesus, Dones Rosa1'io, Esteves Lopez, 
Iglesias Rodriguez, Ma1"re?'o Hu,eca, Molina. Vazquez. M01'aZes a ~ ~ ... . .J'lGarcw" R·tvera Quinones, Robles Albarran, 'Rojas Reyes y,Ro-

· · , 

sario Baez .. 

Referido a Ia Comision De 10 Juridico Penal 

LEY 

, . 

~tPara enmendal~el ~l~ticuIo 58 de Ia Ley ntim, 116 de 22 de julio de 
1974, enmendada, cuyo titulo es "Ley Organica de Ia Admihis­
traci6n de C01'l',eccion"; enmendar el Articulo 3 de la Ley I!um, 

.... 172 de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, que enmienda In RegIa 
. 162 y adicionn Ia RegIa 162.1 a las RegIas de P1'occdimiento 

., .. : .Criminal; y para enll';endur el Al'ticulc- 2 de Ia Ley nun1, 239 de 

.:JJ ""23 de julio de 1974, enmcndada, que ndicicna In RegIa 162.2 a 
()~l!~.~ .... ..)a&" ,Rcgla~ d~:L Pl.'o~edimiell to Criminal, a los fines de aplazar 

hasta el 1 de agosto de 1979 In vig,encia de algunas disposiciones 
de In Ley nttm, 116 y la totalidad de las Leyes num. 172 y 
num. 239, todas eIlas eu 1'olacio11 con e1 Centro de Ciasiiicacion, 

" Diagnostico y Tratamiento. 

, ~ ... ~. "" ., . • ljJXPOSICION DE MOTIVOS 
'II "·~c.t'" \~ ,.'.' , t··, .,': .. t 

La Ley ntlm. 116 de 22 de julio de 1974, enmendada que creo'la 
r.o.lAdniinistraciol1 de Corl'eccion l en su Articulo 7 disp011e para Ia 

creaci6n de un Centro de Clasificacion, Diaguostico y 'l'ratamiento 
con el proposito de centl'alizar los servicios de clasificaci6n y diag- . 

· nostico y de establccer directrices de tratamiento para prove,er eva-
1. Iuad6ii adecuada de los delincl.lentes en las distintas eta-pas de co­

rrecci6n en que puedan encoutrarse. Al contemplarse In Cl'eacion 
del citado centro fue necesario cenmendar las Reglas de Procedi-

B.l 
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miento Criminal para atemperarlas.a las nuevas exigencias, 10 que 
-se efectu6 POl' las Leyes num. 172 de 23 de julio de 1974 y num. 239 

de 23 de julio de 1974 . 

. " 
" 'Sabido es que las actividades del Centro conllevan: :fuei·te~ ero-

gaciones de rondos ptlblicos y que Ia situaci6n precaria del Erario 
Ptlblieo hizo necesario qlle se aplazam Ia vigeneia de Ia antes men­
cionada Ley num. 116 en 10 que se referia a las actividades del citado 
Centro de C!nsificaei6n, Diagnoscico y Tl.'atamiento y como conse­
c~e~cia tambien Ia vigencia de las Leyes nU111. 172 y num. 239. 

t ... \ • ~ .... \ ~ "'" ... 

En vista de que, a1 presentarse el nuevo ano fiscal, la situaci6n 
'econ6mica no ha variado favorab~emente, se haee necesal'io que una 
vez mas se aplace la vigencia de Ins antes citadas leyes. 

, Decretase por la Asamble(~ Legislati'IJa de Puerto Rico: , , 
" 

1 Secci6n 1.-8e enmienda el ArtIculo 58 de 10. Leyntim. 116 

2 de 22 de julio de 1974, enmel1dada, para que se lea como sigue: 

3 "Al'ticulo 58.-Esta ley empezal'a a regir e1 11"0. de julio de 

4 1974, pero los incisos (b), (c), (d) y (~) \~l Artic~~'~r!1·em-
, \. 

5pezaran a l',egil' el 11'0. de agosto de 1979." 

6 Secci6n 2.-Se enmienda el Articulo S de la Ley num. 172 

'7 de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, par~~u~, se l.ea c?m,~.sigue: 

8 "Articulo S.-Esta ley empezara u r~gir e1 ho.· de' agosto 

de 1979." .9 

10 Secci6n 3.-Se enmienda el Articulo 2 de la Ley ntim. 239 

de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendadu, para ,que se lea como sigue: 
11 . ,I . ! 

12 
"Articulo 2.-Estn ley empezara a l'egir el 11'0. de ngosto 

de 1979,." 13 \\ 
\\ 

,14 Secci6rt:-4.-Estn ley empezara a regir desde In feehn ~.e .~u 
, . 

15 aprobaci6n. . ' I' . 
"·,ll!. "',,' 
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ESTADO LI~RE ASOCIADO DE PUERTO RICO 

8'10 ASAMBLEA 
LEGISl'u\TIVA 

1\1 SES16N 
EXTRAORDINAIUA 

SENADO DE PUERTO RICO 

P. del S. 388 
: . 

, . 
20 DEl JUNIO DE 1977 

, ')'.'-

.. ",. 

Presentado por los senores Ramos Barroso y Noguems, Hijo ' 

....... 
\, ~ ...... 

: ... "'." .. 

,. 

.. , 
Referido a Ia Cornision De 10 J,uridico 

LEY 

Para enrnendar el Artl~ulo 58 de In Ley m1rn. 116 de 22 de julio de 
. 1974, enmendada, cuyo titulo es "Ley Organica de Ia Adminis~ 

tracion de COl'l',eccion"; enrnendar e1 Articulo 3 de Ia Ley nurn. 
172 de 23 de julio de 1974, enrnendada, que enmienda Ia RegIa 

: ':. 162 Y adiciona Ia RegIa 162.1 a las Reglas de Pl'ocedimiento 
Criminal; y para enmendnr el Articulo 2 de Ia Ley num. 239 de 
23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, que adiciona Ia RegIa 162.2 a 
las Reglas de Procedimiento Crimina)', a los fines de aplazar 
basta e1 1 de ago<>sto de 1979 la vig,encia de algunas disposiciones 
de Ia Ley num. 116 y Ia totalidad de las Leyes nurn. 172 y 
num. 239, todas eIlas en l'elacion con e1 Centro de C1asificacioll, 

.. . Diagnostieo y Tratamiento. 
t .... '" " '" 

.. ~', . , .. EXPOSICI6N DE MOTIVOS 

.... La Ley num. 116 de 22 de julio de 1974, enmendada que creola 
Administl'acion de Corl'eccion, en Bll Articulo 7 dispone para In 
creaci6n de Un Centro de Clasificacion, Dia:gl1ostico y Tratamiento 
con e1 proposito de eentralizar los servicios de clasificacion y ding­
nostieo y de estnblecer directrices de tratamiento para pl'ove.er eva­
luaeion adecuada de 10::1 delincuelltes en las distintns etapas de co­
rrecci6n en que pu,cdan encontrarse. Al cOlntemplal'se Ia creaClon 
del citado centro fue necesario enmendar l:as Reglas de Procedi-

B.3 
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mien to Criminal pnra atemperarlas a las nuevas exigeneias 10 que 
,,s.e, €feetu6 POl' las Leyes num. 172 de 23 de julio de 1974 y ndm. 239 
de 23 de julio de 1974. 

Sabi.do os que'las activi,dades del Centro conUevan fuertes 01'0-

gaeiones de fondos p(lb~icos y que In situaci6n precal'ia del Erm'io 
Pllblico hizo necesnl'io que so aplazara la vigeneia de Ia antes men­
e:cnada Ley n(lm, 116 en 10 que se l'eft3ria a las actividades del citndo 
Centro de Clnsificacion, Diagnostieo y Tl'atamiento y conto conS6-
cueneia tambien Ia vigencia de las Leyes num. 172 y num. 239. 

En vista de que, al prcsentarse el nuevo ano fiscal, Ia situaci6n 
eeonomiea no ha varia do iavorablcmente, se haec necesario que una 
v( mas se aplace In vigen cia de las antes citadas leyef.i,J 

I_.-f' 

Der,retase por la Asamble({' LegislaU·tla de Puerto Rico: 

1 
Secci6n 1.-Se enmienda e1 Articulo 58 de Ia Ley num. 116 

2 de 22 de julio de 1974, enmend~da1 para que se lea como sigue: 

3 "Articulo 58.-Esta ley empezara a regir el 11'0. de julio de 
,.:"" •• 1 . ' .. 

'4; 1974, pero los incisos (b)·, (c), (d) y (£) 'del Articulo '1 em-

: 5 pezaran a regir cl1ro. de agosto de ~ 1919." 

~ ,':' Seccl0n 2.-8e enmienda e1 Articulo 3 de Ia Ley num. 172 
:. 6, 
: 7' de 23 de julio de 1974, cnmendada j para que se lea co~o sigue: 

',8 
~(Articulo 3.-Esta ley empezaru. a regir el lro. de agosto. 

9 de:W++ 1979.H 

10 
8ecei6n 3.-Se enmienda el Artfeul0 2 de In Ley'num. 239 

11, de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, para que se lea como sigue: 

.' :.:' ;., '''Articulo 2.-Estn ley <;mpezara a reg-ir el 11'0. d.e agosto 
;12 .' ',' '. 

-13 ,'de #W? 1979." 

14 
Sec~i6n 4.~Esta· ley cmpeZal'R a regir d'esde la feeha desn 

15 .~ aprobaci6n. 
, I. 

B.4 

, " ... -~ ..... -~.-~~-~~~ 
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