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July 15, 1977

Mr. Adri&n Medina

Acting Executive Director

P. R. Crime Commission

G. P. 0. Box 1256

San Juan, Puerto Rico 00936

Dear Mr. Medina:

PMS Limited is pleased to submit the Final
Report of the 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 wighes 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 findings, recommendations
and policy alternatives resulting from this major eval-
uation effort which we anticipate:rwill 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. Adri&n Medina
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July 15, 1977 : 2

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

Yours truly,

Guillermo T Godreau
President
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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 an intensive evaluation of the Center for Classifi-

~cation, Diagnosis an&FTreatmeﬁt. 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-
wealth “'riminal ‘ustice “ystem. Major findiﬁgs and recommend-
ations are also presented in the complete report énd 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 diagnostid evaluations
for decision making by julges, 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 ﬁg 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




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 technigues concentrated on both 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.
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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.

Major Findings

o The Centervhas not been in compliance with
the moratorium. They have not refused re-
ferrals under sections b, ¢, d and £ 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.

© 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
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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-

S

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 correctibnal system and most im-

portantly, the inmate.
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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 on-

going agency.procedures, interrupted treatment

continuity while failing in its mission of estab-
lishing a transition to a successful, on-going Center -
program.

Frequent turnover in Hato Rey Center directoréhips

has caused inconsistent administrative procedures,
poor case control,”case-backlogs and poor staff
morale. J

It is most important tlat Center directoirs be skilled
administrators and c¢ncerned with effective adminis-
tration first and foremost rather than concerned

with accomplishing case evaluations themselves.

Hato Rey Center records were inadegquate for adminis-
trative monitoring of work flow and for proper statis-
tical evaluations of the type of work done.

Hato Rey Center intake procedures have been informal
and ad hoc.

There is no personal communication between Hato Rey
Center staff and key use&s of Center evaluations such
as social pehal workers, probation officers and parole
officers. 1In contrast the Mayaguez Sub—Center has

effective face-to-face communications with probation




and parole officers, but not with social penal

workers.

Poor communication and coordination between the

Hato Rey Centér and their referral source

agencies produces:

a) lack of concern by égencies for scheduling
problems at the Center

b) hostility and mistrust between the Hato Rey
Center and referral source agencies

c) perceptions by agency workers that Center

evaluations are unrealistic

Lack of participation by line correctional workers.

in professional case discussions increases:

a) interagency hostility and communication
problems

b) rejection of professional evaluations by
line workers

c) the incidence of unrealistic recommendations
by Center staff |

Participation by line correctional workers in

professional case discussions improves:

a) interagency communication
b) acceptance of professional evaluations by
worker -
6

)
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c) congruence of professional evaluations with
programs available
Face~to-face consultations by professional workers
with correctional Qorkers is the only effective
method of developing and implementing érofeésional
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 treatment units, no

psychologist or social worker from the Center provides

psychotherapy 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 foliowed by a residential community treatment
program prior to parole. |

>




The most frequent programs present in institutions

are religious services, a library and sports. The s
least freqﬁent programs are volunteer services,
psychological services and alcoholic treatment.
Rehabilitation programs are lacking in institutions.
Center evaluations are genexally not useful to
institutions for rehabilitation planning because

of the paucity of rehabilitation programs and lack

of interagency communication.

Center eva1uations are useful to institutions for
secﬁrity classification decisions because they identify .
personality and behavior problems relevant to security

problems.

‘Center recommendations can be used by institutions

and agencies as a coﬁvenient place to put the blame
when case decisions later prove to be incorrect.

Social penal workers provide only limited direct
formal or informal counseling for inmates.

Social penal workers appear té be adequately trained;
however, they are reluctant to provide direct counéél-'
ing services. | |
Probation has had very high success with low revocation
of probatiop rates. : ; |

Parole has héd very high succeés with low revocation
of parole rates, with exception of 1976, where successi

wai less, but well above average.
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Parole Board members use Centerevaluationsprimarily
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 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.

Parole officers are the line correctional workers
with the most frequent‘access to Center evaluations
for the persons they work with.

From 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 per evaluation decreases. There is an obvious
limit to such cost savings since, if production in-
greases too much, quality of evaluations suffer.

Cost per completed case has remained fairly con-

‘stant 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.
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Monthly salaries for Center personnel have

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

The Mayaguez Sub-Center has completed signi-
ficantly more cases pex professionél staff than
the Hato Rey Center over the past 2 1/2 years.
A full-time psychologist costs the Cénter approx-
imately $5 an hour in salary and fringe benefits.
Part-time psychologists are retained at $20.00
an hour.
Lack of fundiﬁg for educational purposes and lack
of formal training for Center personnel has con-
tributed to:
a) unrealistic recommendations because of
lack of knowledge of programs
b) Stifling of professional growth and
reduction of professicnal competence
below what it could be
¢) less useful Center evaluations
The maximum security environment and the lack of
privacy for interviewing make the State Penitentiary

an indeésirable location for Center interviews.

10
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1.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

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

Major recommendations follow. Refer to Section XI of this

report for all PMS Ltd. recommendations and discussion.

Major Recommendations

0 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 very specific organizational objecti&es
related to this alternative.

o Law 116 should be revised to avoid conflict
‘with the recent judicial 6pinion 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 particularly
difficult to handle, should be evaluated by the
Center.

11
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There should be no backlog of cases permitted,
and the intake of new céses 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,psycholbgical 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.

12




The Center should dévelop formalized intake
proc%dures and assign specific responsibilities
to appropriate staff.

Case evaluations should always be done by in-
cluding line correctional workers in face-to-
face conferences with professional staff prior
to coﬁpletion of the evaluation.

Intensive treatment units now established
should be maintained and incorporated into
Center services as they are currently being
operated (See Alternative IV).

Clear and reasonable criteria for clasgifying
drug offenders in terms of severity, frequency,
and type of drug use must be developed.

Social penal workers should discontinue labeling
of drug offenders until a dfug classification
system is developed.

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.

The Parole Board should reconsider their policy of

mandatory participation in drug treatment programs

-~ until a drug classification system is developed and

implemented.

13
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This policy has reduced the number of paroles .

and created a waiting list fof treatment programs.
Alcoholics should not be labeled as drug addicts

nor treated in such programs.

Center professional staff and institutional personnel
should jéintly determine programming needs.
Probation and parole investigation units should re-
main in their respective agencies. Probation 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 because of the likelihood of in-
creasing these recidivism rates due to the introduction
of unforeseen and unplanned organizational dis-
econonics.

Base expectancy scales should be developed as a
means of estimating risk of future offenses by
parolees,’bfbbatigaggs, and pretrial detainees. (See
Alternative 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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. SECTION II

 INTRODUCTION
2.1  PROGRAM OVERVIEW

The criminal justice system for the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico is unified and integrated. Although there is agency de-
centralization tx>accomﬁgdate«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 f;om thé western portion
of the island. Although the Sub-Center'has somewhat different
procedures, i1t 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 management-
oriented information to the courts, institutions, probation and
parocle. 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. Aamong the

15
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reasons for referral requests are transfer decisions, custody
reclassifications, marriage requests, treatment plans, parole
decisions, presenteﬁée 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 intervening variables whiie pursuing ultimate meas-

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

was, therefore, wise.

Any adegquate 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

16




effectiveness as they are used technically. Efficiency ana-
lysis requires no assumptions about program inputs and outputs;
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 éystemic 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 systehic 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 dontaining the most fruitful approach

to the understanding of crime and the control of ifls effects.

This assumption is open to serious question.

17
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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-
nmunity treatment sooner. 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 wi}l not be reduced without further staff augmentation. The
net result of this situation is increased institutional popu-
lations and, therefore, costs. Another resultkis increased hos-

tility and anxiety among inmates eligible for parole.

18
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2.3 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

The nature of this evaluation reqﬁires much more than an exam-
ination of records and procedures. A wealth of information
resides with the many practitioners who work within thé insti-~
tutions, the Center, and other criminal justice agencieé.
Accordingly, £he PMS project team has spent a large portion of
the paét 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 Administration
of Corrections central records unit and at police headquarters

interviewing CJIS operations personnel.

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

nineteen (19) institutions on the island have béeh visited.
This represents every type of correctional facility‘ip exist-
ence. In addition, the remaining seven (7) institutiZ§§ were
contacted by phone. These institutions, and the persons inter-

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

19
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FIGURE 2-=1

INSTITUTIONAL INTERVIEWS

Interviews Conducted

Superintendents Social Penal Social Custody Officers
Institutions &/or Assistants Workers Workers* (all grades) Offenders Other
District Jails
Aguadilla ' X X X
Humacao X ) X
Ponce ‘ X X X
Bayamdn X X ‘ X X X X
Camps
Guavate X X X X
Limbén
Halfway House i '
Rio Piedras ’ X X
Special Facilities
Zarzal (Addicts) X X
St. Penitentiary X X X X
Industrial School
for Women X X X .
Inst. for Young
Adults X X X

* Bayamdn District Jail is the only facmllty with a social worker
on the treatment commlttee.

4
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The methodology for this evaluation has included both quanti-
tative and qualitative techniques. Obviously, gquantitative |

techniques were used to collect and analyze numerical and

statistical data from Center recoxrds, 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
becéuse 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,
wheréjaccess fofsinterviewing was a difficult problem, we con-
tinued in-depth interviews past the point where new information
was being reéei&ed into the area where responses were repititious
of those given by prior respondents. This assures that the in-
fctmation‘on all aspects of Center functioning we obtained is
complete. Specifically, data was collected in the following

manner.

21
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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 referfals, (151) was obtained from
Sub~Center records for the period of Jdly 1, 1976 to May 26,
1977,

Annual Reports of the Administration of Corrections were 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 had to be estimated because of missing data.

Records were obtained for approximated two thirds (2/3) of all
cases referred and completed by the Hato Rey Center during
calendar year 1977. An alphabetical randomization procédure
was used in which the first 71 consecutive cases (A - M) were

used as data sources to characterize completed 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 extensivély 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 this is sﬁperior 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 generalizationsare 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 recdrds made available 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 Mayaguez Sub-Center, the psychologist was availalle on
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 Corrections 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 tli Department of Addiction Services and an

institutional social riorker were also interviewed. Additionally,

-
L
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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 include judges, probationers and parolees.

As we noted previouély, thres judges, in fact, were interviewed.
On three different occassions attempts were made to see judges
in the San Juan area. In every 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 not 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 either 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)

to which the Center report had been utilized. This requigemant
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 realitiesuof the interview settings. Ih |

all cases the primary consideration of who is to be interviewed

has to be governed by gquestions of access. We selected know~-
ledgeable informants to interview who could be present at their:
agency or in their institution when we were scheduled te be

there.

.
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SECTION IIT

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF CENTER

The elections of 1972 returned the Popular Democratic Party to
pdwer 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 éo

the needs of the individual.

Accordingly, a private cont:actor was retained to assist in the
formulation of proposals to reorganize and improve the Common-kF/
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 in&épendent
Administration of Corrections and the modification and centrali- 4
zation of selected funétions into the new Diagnostic, Classifi-

cation and Treatment Center:

Article 58 charges the Center with the responsibility for‘proViding‘

evaluation reports on the following classes of persons:

a. Any offender sentenced to confinement and
placed under the custody of the Admlnlstratlon
by order of competent authority. -

[CR T
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b. Any felon who entails indeterminate sen-
tence in order that the evaluation be made
part of the presentence report.

©. 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-
gquest 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
terminate 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.

FPour 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-

ters. Before 1974, for example, probation services were attached
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to the courts and all presentence investigaﬁions were done by
probation officers. Similarly, pre-parole reports were done by
parole officers. If clinical evéluations were desired for
parole decisions, the Parole Board had both a psychologist and
psychiatrist on retainer. This sitﬁation was not satisfactory,
however, in that deiays of six months were common in obtaining

an evaluation.

Although the law created the Center and specified itsAfunctiQns,
initial funding was inadequate to staff it. The solution that
was adopted was a short~term large~scale loan of correctional
pérsonnel. Most of these persons were probation and parole

officers.

While this seemed like an acceptable solution to one pfoblem,

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 eitherk
parole or probation for a period of three months. This situaﬁion |
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 devéloped and éenerally
useless. Despite the mandatory langﬁage 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 with 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 Mayagﬁez area, haé 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-
cedural and 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 gquit 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 gxist to impiement the ‘mandates of the Center. In recogni-
tion”of this, the House of Repre%entatives 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 "e". This second moratorium was

to expire on August 31, 1977. It now apbears certain, however,
that the moratorium will be extended for an additional two years.
On June 20, 1977 the Senate and House Qf 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 noratorium expires? An analysis of the specifications
and ;ntent 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,v The practical implications of this
points clearly to the need for legislative actibn 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 sysﬁem at

key decision points. Law 116 specifies the critical areas

in which the Center could provide information and recommenda- .
tions for decision making. The referral sources as idéntified
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 -2, the sources of Center referrals are: inmates them-
selves, sentencing courts, probation offices, éorrectional
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. Thé Mayaguez Sub-Center has a significant
difference in source of referral requests; very few come from
correctional institutions (5.3%) wheieas many more referrals
come from probétion 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). Al-
though it is possible for inmates or their attorneys to request

evaluations from the Center, this happens very infrequently. B
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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, 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
Sentencihg 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
that pretrial detainees can request Center evaluations for

bond review petitions. A recent court decision interprets

Section 7 (e) as requiring a Cénter 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
increase. 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 questici is, What can the inmate learn from Center
evaluations? The tests administered by the Center indicate
intelligence, social adjustment, perception, and psychological
patterns. Social histories may be of use where comparisons
are possible and treatment needs are highlighted. Evaluati5;

findings may be academic in those cases where progrémming

is not available to address identified inmate needs.

From the inmates' viewpoint, Center persgonnel inveolved with
diréct evaluaﬁions require an understanding of the availability of
rehabilitation services within the corrections system. This
understanding should be tempered with sensitivity to indiVidualﬁ%
requirements. Issues of punishment, incarceration, education ﬂ%:

and vocational preparation, special needs, 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 b? updated and
realistic., In essence, Center personnel should be able tg
weigh the value of continued inqarceration, change of custody,

and potential effect of available programs on the inmates re-

habilitative potential.

Correctional philosophy since the creation of probatgpn in the
nmid 19th Century has turned increasingly 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. Consgistent 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 granténg‘of passes further extends the concept

of community programming and recoénizes 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'invdlved‘in initiating actions
which can affect rehabilitation decisions such as initiating
referrals for Center evaluations. Recognition must also bé
given to the options thét can be exercised by the inmate. For
example, inmates can demand preparole asseésments 3 months prior

to meeting their minimum 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 effécﬂ

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

This will require Center personnel to view inmates as individual

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

Fér;the past several years, approximately 30,000 people have
been §;8¢essed through the criminal justice system annﬁally.
Each of these persons has regquired court hearings relating

to bail bonds. Judicial decisions are méde with regard to
the proper sentence to impose upon those convicted. Title
III of Law 116 charged the Center with evaluating: misdgpeana
ants at the request of the court; pretriai detainees

with bail bond revisions (approximately 12,000 people are
released on bail bond annually); and all convicted felons.
éresumably, it was felt that these evaluations would aid the
courts in making such decisions by providing pertiheﬁt inform-
ation about the characteristics of eaeh offender. Under the
terms of the moratorium, the Center is relieﬁé& 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 éhe Commonwealth are to prepare presentence invééti—
gations (social case higtories) of offenders prior to sentenc—
ing by the court and to sﬁpervise all offenders placed on pro-
bation. Supervision entails' working with éach offender to help

him make a satisfactory adjustment within the community

39




N N NN N N I BN EE EE EE BN Em

I - -

and scheduling hearings on violation of probation for those
offenders who are not adjusting properly. The following
table, Table 4-3, outlines the volume of work for the

probation offices.

TABLE 4-3

WORKLOAD OF 11 PROBATION OFFICES
FISCAL YEAR 1976

Pre-Sentence Investigations
Completed 4,048

fersons Granted Probation 3,513 (86.8%)

Probationers Supervised at
end of year 5,562

Released from Supervision

following successful
adjustment 2,770

Revoked for unsuccessful
adjustment 211

-~

Success rate 94.4%

Source: Program of Probation for Adults, Anhual Report,
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 currently 64 line probation officers, so 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 probationvoffices 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 andiprivate)
and their own local intensive treatmen? unit. This unit

has psychologists available for consultation and psychological
evaluations. It also places social workers within probation
offices for the purpose of working with more difficult cases

referred to them by the probation officers.

Probation officers interviewed were generally in égreement
that currently high unemployment and undefemployment 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. Inmafe referrals

from institutions are made by the treatment committees.

Treatment committees review cases referred by the social penal

workers within the institﬁtions. These cases contain a set

of recommendatioﬁs which the treatment committees discuss. The
outcome of discussions’however, result in virtually akﬁrubber-

stamp" 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
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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 from all referral sources were completed by the
Center and Sub—Center in 1976. BAlthough the 1976 figure of 2,999 sentenced
persons is skewed somewhat by its inclusion of misdemeanants
sentenced - for 90 days, it Stlll 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 1977
Population, June 30 3,134 3,573 3,589 3,552 (1)
| Detained 964 1,343 1,121 1,030
Sentenced 2,165 2,222 2,472 2,522
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

Source: Statistical Report of the Admlnlstratlon of Correctlons
Daily Instltutlonal Populatlons
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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 thg 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 jails 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 groué 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

ared.
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TABLE 4 -5

DISTRIBUTION OF INSTITUTIONAL POPULATIONS
AND PERCENT OF CENTER REFERRALS

State Penitentiary

Detention Center (Pda 8)

Youthful Offenders Inst.

Industrial Schoeol for Women

Half-way Houses
District Jails

Camps

- Total

Sources: 1
to May, 1977

Rgferrals 3
‘29.0§
2,08
6.0%
2.1%
1.6%
36,21

23,18

100.0%%

Population %

17.5%
1.0%

6.2%

6r. 2%
23.3%

43.2%

m—————

100,082

N=358, Random sample of cases January, 1976

2 Statistical report of the Administration of ;
Corrections Institutional Population, March, 1977

v
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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- :
merit plans and passes comprised the largest number of referrals.

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

systems in the Centgr over 43% of the cases referred in 1976

were unidentified as to type of referral request. This pro-
hiﬁits any inferrences from being drawn with regard to shifts

in referral emphasis between 1976 and 1977. The remaining
distribution of referrals is relatively 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.
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TABLE 4~6

CENTER INSTITUTIONAL REFERRALS

Referral Type 1

Treatment Plans
Evaluations
Re~-Evaluations
Passes

Problem Cases
Marriage

Treatment Follow-up
Other

Unknown

Total

BY TYPE

21%
9%
" 5%
123
1%
2%

wn
of

1003 (252)

39%
8%
8%

25%
7%

7%
7%

- p————

100%

Sourbe: N=358, Random sample of cases January, 1976 to‘May,

1 Referral types were distinguished in the Center log book
as indicated in Table 3-6; however, we recognize that the
term "evaluation" 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 ParoleﬁBoard will generally have available re-
ports from: 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, forwarding recommendations for or against revocation
of parole to the Board. Parole will bé 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-
\.

cutive clemency“and accepts transfers of parole from other

jurisdictions under the interstate Parole Ccmpact:
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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. Granting 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 or marihuana use).

The functions of investigation and supervision of parocle

fo: the Parole Board are carried out by parole officers. There
are a total of nine gsarole offices. Primary responsibilities

of parole officers are to conduct investigations and to super-
vise/persons 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 algo 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
ﬁrovide supervision by a social worker for particularly
difficult cases. Parole officer investigations include:
preparole, executive clemency, revocation, interstate parole
compact transfer,-and institutional furlough investigatiéhs.
The workload of the nine parole offices for the past three

fiscal years is shown in Table 4-7.
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: TABLE 4-7
. WORKLOAD OF 9 PAROLE OFFICES FOR
FPISCAL YEARS 1974, 1975, 1976

~_+ .Investigations Completed , 1974 1975 1976

| Preparole 910 - 791 759

Executive Clemency 210 233 200

Revocation reports 208 - 297 ‘ 249

Passes 2,549 1,835 1,722

3,877 3,156 2,930

- Cases Supervised . 2,829 2,751 - 2,238

‘New Parole Cases Received | | 886 684 468

Cases Closed Successfully ‘ <943 976 . 672

Cases Revoked

Felony Charge : 31 53 Unknown
Misdemeanor Charge - 20 24 Unknown
Technical Viclation 17 , 11 Unknown

68 88 118

Success rate ; . 92.8% . 91.0% 82.4%

e
37

Sources: 1974 Department of Parole Annual Report
1975 and 1976 Annual Reports - Administration of
Corrections

&
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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 actually dropped
between 1974 and 1975. Even though fewér‘persoﬁs were released
from parolein 1976, the revocation rate rose dramatically. The
Parole Board member intexrviewed by us stated that the number

of paroles granted in 1976 dropped greatly because of a delay
in completing preparole evaluations at the Center. He stated
that approximately 140 cases that should have been completed
for their parole hearings in 1976 were held over into 1977.
Additionally, drug abusers are no longer being granted pgrole
until £hey have successfully completed a community residenti;i |
treatment program which often takes a year to do.k Conseqﬁehtly,‘
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{5
are filled, and hopefully augmented, the number of new. 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 hea:ing aﬁy new cases

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

five member Parole Board".

4
&
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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

ciemency evaluation§ and parole tevocation hearing evaluations.

These are still being done, although infreqﬁently.

G
u

54




ce
H .
H

SECTION V

CENTER PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS




SECTION V

CENTER PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS
5.1 - STAFFING AND ORGANIZATION

5.1.1 History of Staffing

Center

The Center began operations oh November 1, 1974 with fourteen
staff members.‘ Todaynthere are still 14 staff members; how-
ever, slight variations in staff positions have occurred since
the Center was created. PFigure 5-1 depicts Center Staff at

four intervals during the previous 2 1/2 years.

There has been little shift between the balance of full-time
and part-time professional positions since_the Center began
operations. Changes in categories of staff positions within
the Center have been few. 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 cases, 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.




Date

FIGURE 5~1

Position

HISTORY OF CENTER STAFFING

Full~-
Time

Part
Time

Total

Nov. 1, 1974

June 30, 1975 .

June 30, 1976

June 1, 1977

‘Source: Administration of
; and personnel.

Director

Social Woxrker
Psychologist
Psychiatrist
Executive Functionary
Secretary

Typist

Director

Social Worker
Psychologist
Psychiatrist
Executive Functionary
Secretary

Typist

Director

Social Worker
Psychologist

Social Penal Worker
Executive Functionary
Typist ‘

Director
Social Worker

- Psychologist

Social Penal Worker
Executive Functionary
Secretary

Typist

Office Worker
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The mést significant staffing changes impacting on Center oper-
ations is the continual change in directorships. Over a 2 1/2
year period, there héve 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. Althéugh there is no data available speci-
fically for this 2 1/2 month time period, one would assume out-
put of client case evaluations diminished as a result of theée
personnel conflicts. The most significant staff changeé occured
during the previous year and one half with over nine staff members
either quitting or being fired. Of thege nine people, four

were 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, 1276, 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 parcle and probation offices within the region. The psy-
chologist énd 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 aaditional
secretary was budgeted by the Center. The director remains

on loan from ‘the regional parole cffice.

Figure 5-2 depicts Sub-Center staffing patterns froﬁ November
1974 to present. Sub-Center staff during the first four months
of operation were significaﬁtly 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 soéial
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 proféssional

staff is the same today.

Both the director and 'the psychologist have ::_:'emained the same since thel
programs’ inception. This has been beneficial to the program |
in terms of consistency in procedu%es, development of reiation~
ships’with local criminél justice agencies, andkthe quality and
consiétency of case files maintained. Since April, 1976, the

Sub-Center has been operating with a minimum level of staff.
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FIGURE 5-2

HISTORY QF SUB~CENTER STAFFING

Full- Part
Date Position Time Time Total,
November and
December 1974 Director 1
: Psychologist 1
Social Worker 3
Secretary 1
1 5 6
January and
February 1975 Director 1
Psychologist 1
Social Worker 4
Secretary 1
1 6 7
March through
June 1975 Director 1
Psychologist 1
Social Worker 4
Secretary 1
. 1 3 4
July 1975.
through March Director 1
1976 Psychologist 1
Social Worker 1
Secretary 1
' 1 3 4
April through
June 1976 Director 1
Psychologist - 1
Secretary 1
1 2 3
July 1976
through Director 1
June 1977 Psychologist 1
Secretary 1
1 2 4
Source: Interview with Sub~Center Director
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Interviews conducted with both Center. and Sub~Center staff, as
well as with iﬁstitutional personnel, indicated a strong desire
for the addition of at least one psychiatrist to the Center
staff;w‘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. Clearly, Sub~-Center case referrals necessitate

a minimum of one full-time psychologist.
5.1.2 CURRENT STAFFING AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Center

)

The Center consists of 14 staff members subdivided into profes-
sional services personnel and administrative support services.

Center personnel include the followind:

o Director
Psychologists - full~time
Psychologists ~ part=-time

Social Worker II's
Executive Functionary I

Secretary III

1
2
2
1
© 1 Social Penal Worker
1
1
3 Office Worker/Typist I's
1 .

Office Worker
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Each category of personnel is responsibkble for performing spe-
cific functions within the Center. These functions are dis-

cussed in detail below.

The director is responsible for all administrative procedures
relaﬁing to the Center and Sub?Center. Specifically, he is
responsible for maintaining up to date evaluation reports and
providing for evaluations of individuals as identified in Law
116. Due to the moratorium which has been placed on functions
b, ¢, 4, and £ until the end of Auguét 1977 the director is
currently responsible for the implementation of a and e only.
A refers to "any offender sentenced to confinement and placed.
under the custody of the Administration by order of competent
authority." E 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 operations and personnel activities; 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 changeovempﬁn leadexrship has lent itself to varied

61 .




MR NN

. Vi .
4

administrative approaches throughout the past 2 1/2 years.
These approaches can be more readily seen through the direct-

or's inveolvement in Center activities. <

The current director has been with the Center, approximately

two months. During this time, he has been familiarizing him-
self with previous program operations 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 exclusively 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 from 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 was viewed more positively and

offered more credibility than the previous director because of

his personal institutional experieénce.

All Psychologists under contract to the Center are responsible

for administering and interpreting psychological tests; making
psychometric and clinical evaluations; participating in- group
work or deliberaﬁions upon the dispussion 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 responsibility revolves around

making social evaluations of clients referred to the Center.

In some instances, a case is referred to the Center for a so-
cial evaluation and upon conducting such an evaluation, the
social worker refers 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 meetings.
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The social penal worker, under the previous director, was in-

volved in making social history evaluations. This is no longer
being done as the current director feels it is a duplication of
functions pérformed by the institutional social penal worker.
The current director has modified the functions of the social
penal worker in an effort to compile data on é}EViOUS adminis-
trative operations to access their relevance and adeguacy for
improving current Center operations. She is'responsib%e for
assigning client cases, correspohding with referral agencies,
and responding to institutional regquests. Specifically, she
ascerktains whether the client record is sufficiently complete

to proceed with assigning the case to either ocne of the psycho-

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

in data collection activities, administrative functions, com~ ”
piling statistics for annual reports, and &oordinating func-
tions between the institutions, probation, parole, and the

Sub-Center.

The director's secretary, secretary 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

director; and other related secretarial functions.

The office worker I is regponsible for the classification and
distribution of correspondence generated by the Center, main-
tenance of correspondence generated by the Center, avl main-"' -~

s
tenance of up to date archiving of case files. She keeps a
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'dailngontﬁol of files for use in other sections of the Center,
'In.aédigion, the office worker make§ appointments for cases to
 be interviewed in the Center, takes charge of the register of
attendanqe of employees,'and prepares requisitions of mate-

rial, equipment and services.

The Center cuxrently 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 duties include registering correspondence, cuttineg,
teproducing and filing stencils, and photocoping and arranging

materials.

Sub-Center

The 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 alsc ﬁlaéé‘an active role in developing social evalé
uations and participates in group discﬁsSions related to client
case recommendations. The director must also make appointments
with the institutions for client evaluations as well aé sched-
ule interviews with the psychélogist. In addition, the |
director oversees the duties of the secrétary and is responsible

for completing administrative requests of the Center.

N

The part-time psychologist is responsible for;makiﬁg psycho~

metric and clinical evaluations as well as administéring‘and
interpreting psychological tests. The ?sychologist is to pro-
vide psychotherapy when it is required; however, limit;d ma;-
power of the Sub-Center virtually negates the ability of this
individual to fulfill this responsibility. The psychologist

is also present during all group sessions where the clientks

case is reviewed and treatment recommendations formulated.

The secretary is responsible for providing routine secretarial
functions including typing material assigned, preparing cards
of circulétion, and photocoping and arranging materials. She

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

Figure 5-3 depicts the organizational féiationships of the

Sub~Center and, more importantly, personnel ré;ationships within
the organization. The Center's staff consists of a professional
services unit and an administrativé services unit. Professionai

services consists of psychologists, social workers, and a social
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FIGURE 5-3

ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
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penal worker, all of which feport to ﬁhe director. Under the
administrative unit, the secretary III reports to the director
and the executive functionary. The bffice 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.
Bqth'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  PERSONNEL TRAINING
Center

The Center has not been involved in providing any formai 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 related education
and experience. Under the previous director, particularly

difficult cases or cases which required input from other staff

-members, 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 :“A
stchologists with expertise in functional aréas requested by
staff members. These voluntary, informal sessions have in-
cluded training in the areas of Gestalt therapy ahd projeétive

testing techniques.

attempts to improve themselves through training. Following a
personal dispute with the director, one of the<full?timé psy=-
chologists was ordered to discontinuetraininéthat she had
recommended as highly relevant to his duties at the Center.

Moréover, the director then refused to assign that psychologist

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

i
|
The attitude of the previous director hampered individual staff o
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, and social penal workers, several

needed areas of training were identified. These training needs

included the following:

o0 Technigues in administering tests in group
settings

o Technigues in evaluating testing;results

o Psychological and sociological client intexr-

viewing techniques




0o 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 result 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 relinguish 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
df 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 justiée
programs and procedures, Law 116, fuhctions 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 relatiohs, human conduct, behavior modification and family
relations. There is also some in-service training provided in

areas related to psychotherapy.

A frequent criticism of Center reports is that they afe “unreal;
istic". In largé part this is true. The faét remains, however,
that psychologists:and social workers can and do make suggest-
ions in their Fepbrtg which relate to observable behavior.

These suggesti6ﬁ$ could be used by social penal workers as the
basis foryelementary counseling and constructive

in&ervention. We have observedrﬁhat most soéial penal workers
within institutions do have the time for counseling but are not
inclined to do so. They feel that counseling or treatment
belongs within formalized programs such as addiéﬁion 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. Sicond, social penal workers should be
given additional training designed to give them the technigques
and confidence to participate in @nformal counséling. It

should be made clear that this is an expected responsibility

of their position. This training curriculum should be developed

collaboratively with Center psychologists, irrespective of

who eventually conducts the training.
5.3 PHYSICAL FACILITIES

Center

The Center occupies office space on the third f£loor of the

\Judicial Center 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 at 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 ogfices. 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
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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 adeguate
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 Humacac 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 some 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 intercom systems were occa-

"sionally turned on while confidential discussions were in pro-

gress. This géneral situation became so inﬁoleraple that until
the recent resignation of the previous warden, psychologists

had refused further evaluations there. The second prcblem is a
more general concern expressedlby psychologists and social work-
ers over the custodi#l and punitive setting associated with

any maximum security facility. Although interviews have resumed,
the residual concern exists that such an atmosphere contaminates

the gquality 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 current 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 béen 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

sane area.'
5.4 ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES

The Center receives referrals for psychological evaluations
from probation, parole and institutions throughout the Common- o
wealth, excluding only éhose areas receiving services from the
Sub-Center in Mayaguez. The Mayaguez Sub-Ceﬁéer services both
the Mayaguez and Aguadilla regions; howé@er; starting July 20,
1977, Ponce has been instructed by the Center to send all re-
ferrals. to the Sub-Center. Although Mayaguez is currently
operating efficiently within its existingﬁresources, its re-
sources are grossly insufficient to cope with the number of
referrals generated by the second largest city on the island,
Ponce. This procedural change should bé postponed until Sub-
Center staff is increased or existing Center fesources are re-

distributed.

The probation department consists of 11 regicnal offices and

one central office. Tye majority of referrals made to the Cen-

4
A

ter are received from nine of the eleven regional offices; the .

remaining two offices refer clients to the Sub-Center.

- /I -

75

o




<3







¥
A
/S|

47
- )

0o

The parole department is composed of 9 regional offices and a
central office. Center parole referrals are received from 7
offices excluding the Mayagquez and Aguadilla ‘egions, who

refer clients to the Sub-Cénter.

All client referrals made directly from the institutions are

~sent to the Center with the exception of Camp Limén (Mayaguez

Regional Institution) and Aguadilla District Jail which are,
in'turn, referred to the Sub-Center. Excluding the previous
twd’institutions mentioned, the Center receives referrals from

a total of 17 institutions.

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 procedure provides for the capability of
obtaining more than one psychological opinion. Taking into
account Sub-Center referrals to the Center, the Center, in
limited instances, actually receiws client cases from all 19

institutions.
5.4.1 Intake
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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a
any referral. Each referral is posted in a log book (main-

tained by year since 1975) indicaﬁing date referral was sent,
date referral was recéived, 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 completedvthe 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 attritionand 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 ihdex 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 quick refé&ence source

for all active and inactive cases and will contain basic client

data for internal control purposes. ' P
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When referrai 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 sentkby the Center to the referral agency requesting

additional information.

Three data €lements must be on file in the clients case at

the denter before the appointment can be scheduled. This

data includes treatment committee interview, sccial listory,

and institutional background.

Cases are currently assigned by‘the executive functionary and
the social penal worker. Assignments are made according

to reférral requests to either the soéial 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 confirmed, in the
metropolitan area only, a second time by phone ten days prior to the scheduled
date. This policy was‘institutéd 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 rescheduliné, if necessary. This policy will be

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

78




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, acéompany 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 alphébetically.

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 namé, referral date, - ”
purpose of referral, and referral agency in the master 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 call~
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, thé 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 adequaté case control
pfocedures, only one card file is necessary as long as active

and inactive cases are separated.

The secretary schedules clientappointments with the psychol¢gist
for the first available tiﬁe 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 insurefthe
client has kept his scheduléd gppointment. 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 agenéy meet to discuss
case recommendations. Group discussions are héld 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 worke{}‘in group discussions so that case re-

commendations are realistic to the institutional environment.

During the 5 day interval between client evaluaﬁidn‘and case
discussion the directdr reviews the inmate file and deyelops
his own set of recommenaatibns. Within the last four months,
the director has been trying to interview clients before the
group aiscqssion, but has only been éble to interview apéroxi—

mately 40% of the clients during this time.

Case recommendations are jointly agreed upon in the group
discussion and dictated by the director into a tape. The

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

“final, then mailed to the referral agency.

)
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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 discussions
include the personality of the client and his social history,

psychological considerations, and the proposed treatment plan.

The directo: 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 thg;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 and 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
Coriections.u The Sub-Center director spends between 4 to 5
hours evéry Fridaykéompleting 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

project activities. In addition, the Center submits a report to

the Crime Commission every three months.

5.4.2 Case Assignments

Cerniter

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 secondrequests for passes, re-

; B3
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 procedures_have
been implemented switching responsibility for handling treat-

ment plan requests from the psychologists to the social workers.

Cénter psychologists-review only direct evaluations which

have previously focused ﬁpon 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 condﬁcts only direct evaluations,
all of which are assigned to the part-time psychologist.

The range of evaluations are all inclusive of those seen

by the Center. Recen%ly the director has begun interviewing
clients after they have been evaluated by the psychologist
in o;der to assist in formulating recommendations. To date,
however, interviews have been limited due to the lack of

personnel resources.

5.4.3 Case Priorities

Most professional staff from the Center agreed that preparole

evaluations have the highest priority. Following this, they
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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. o

TABLE 5-1

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

, ) -
Cases Still Pending / Cases No Longer Pending
' Number % Number % L
All referrals combined 141 39.4% 217  60.6%
Preparole Cases 75 51.7% 70 48.3%

Evaluations requested by ,
Sentencing Courts 1 8.3% 9 91.7%

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

@
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 bre—
parole evalu;tions, which have been?gﬁphasized, had a higher

percentagedf cases still pendingtmﬂlélltypes of‘referrals combined.

In fact, only evaluations for cieﬁency and for institutional ) “D\

[N
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disciplinary problems (combined equal only 1.6% of referrals)

had, higher percentages of incompleted cases thanxpreparole'

‘évaluations. There were only 3 revocation cases in the sample

1

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

the priority of those cases. One professional staff member

from the Center did state thaf court requests 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 Parole
Board member interviéwed 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
evaluatiqns‘ 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, psychologists at the Hato Rey

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

Mbst of Hato Rey Center referrals are from correctional‘
institutions and parcle, Whereas most of the Mayaguez
Sub—CenterUreferrals are from probation officers and parole.
At Mayagﬁéz, 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 @ith the Sub-
Center director. Very few cases at the Sub-Center are re-
fer?als from correctional‘institutions. However, in these o~
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 are far from convinced that Sub-Center reports

are of value to them, whereas probation and parole officers

are generally fulsome in their praise of Sub-Center work.

2nother 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
interview with the offender). The percentage Qf such in- «
direct evaluations is not known since this information was not

routinely recorded by 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 u§ stated that this decision is based upon a
review of the clients case file and the mode of referral. Con-
sequently, theyfkequire an historical record of the offenders
behavior, and wiilldot pmxee&aiwithout_a case history accompany-
ing the referral. Reports completed have in common a statement
of the offenders intelleqtual functioning, how he uses his
intelligence and a psychological explanation of his character.
Personality traits such as self esteém, 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 contact are
evaluated. The personality traits emphasized‘b§ the psychologist
depend upon the mode of referral. At one time, psychologists
made treatment recommendations that were "ideal", 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 based on these“needs. Now,
psycholggists have been severely constrained’into making only

"realistic" recommendations which, for all practical purposes
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means they are restricting institutional treatm2nt plans
to the recommendation of either drug or alcohol programs

only.

Psychologists used both psychometric tests and projective
tests, During this study, we selected nine completed

evaluations from the Hato Rey Center to review. 2n idea
of the range and type of tests used can be obtained from

the cases, which a‘r‘e. on the following page.
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1. . Preparole. a. Social history file
Client seen by: b. Personal interview :
Psychologist c. Hutt Adaption of Bender Gestalt

: d. Raven Standard Progressive
. Matrices
e. Draw Tree, Person Test

L TYPE OF REFERRAL SOURCE OF EVALUATION

2. Preparole. a. Social history file
- Client seen by: " b. Personal interview
Psychologist : c. Raven Standard Progressive
Matrices
d. Incomplete Sentence Test
e. Thematic Apperception Test

3. . Treatment Plan. a. Social history file
Client seen by: b. Two personal interviews
Social Worker & c. Personal interviews with
- Psychologist : client's father and wife
d. Professional staff discussion
e. Incomplete Sentence Test
£f. Role Repetoire Test
g. Raven Standard Progressive..
. Matrices '

4, Probation Rewvocation. a. Personal interview
I ‘ Client seen by: b. Incomplete Sentence Test
Psychologist c. Role Repetoire Test
: d. Raven Standard Progressive
I ' : Matrices
SR -5, Preparole. a. Social history file
3 Client seen by: b. Personal interview
I Psychologist ¢, Hutt Adaptation of Bender
Gestalt
d. Draw Tree, Person Test
l e. Raven Standard Progressive
Matrices
5

6. Treatment Plan. a. Social history file
Client seen by: - b.  Personal interview
Social Worker ¢. Professional stalf discussion
7. Treatment Plan. a
Client seen by: b
Social Worker o

. Social history file
. Personal interview
c. Professional staff discussion
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8. Custody Change+r ' a. Soc¢ial history file
Recommendation. b. Personal interview
Client seen by:
Social worker .
9. Treatment Plan., * a. Personal interview
Client seen by: b. Roreschach
Psychologist c. Hutt Adaptation of Bender
Gestalt

So far, all psychological testing has been gi&en on an
individual basis. Because it would save time, psychologists
are considering giving the Raven Standard Matrices and the
Role Repetoire Test t6 groups 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 social history, admiﬁister tests and interview
the clients. Following the interview,the psychologists

write their evaluation. This is usually done within the

same week,
5.4.5 Meetings

Center

~Weekly staff meetings were held under the previous directoxr-

primarily to discuss difficult cases which .arose out of the
course‘of‘theweek's activities. Under the new director, there
has been a shift in emphasis from group to individual ggssions.
These meetings are held sporadicallyon an as:needed basis. Cutreht-

ly, psychologists and social workers meet with the director,

v
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individually, and review probleﬁ and/or difficult cases.

This allows the director .to assess the staff process of de-
cision—making as it relates to the develoémentiof recommend-
ations. Heihas a treﬁeqdous insight and understanding of
instituéional programs to be heipful and pragmatic in terms

of developingﬁfeaiistic recémﬁendations. Further, 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 frequently

- 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 meetings 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 wvisits to Mayaguez to

discuss operational procedures and review new case control
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pioceﬁures. Several infoimal meetings between the two
directors have taken place at the Hato Rey Center. - Fre-
quently, communication is made through telephone dis-

cussions. Combined meetings and telephone contact appears

L

-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 organizatioﬁ
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 ihitiaily encour-
aged from all components of the corrections system. Thé
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 processing.
Table 5-2 shows the average processing time in days foruthe
Mayaguez Sub-Center for 1976 and 1977. A slight reducé&dn in
average processing p;me is shown with 48 days required from

reéeipt of the referral at the Sub-Center to report submission
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in 1976, as compared to 43 days‘fOr 1977. Unusual 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.

oY
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 TABLE 5-2

MAYAGUEZ SUB~CENTER |
AVERAGE PROCESSING TIME IN DAYS 1976 and 1977 1/

1976 1977
From referral
date to receipt
at Center , ) 19
To date of
psychologist ;
interview 17 : ; 20
To datgﬁof
_report completion 48 43

1/ 1976 sample of 42 cases drawn from 1/1/76 to 4/5/76,
1977 sample of 19 cases drawn from 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 processiné time‘over roughly the
same pericd was 43 days. At least three cases in the
Center required 200 days and one required almost a year.
The léngest processing time for a single case in the Sub~

Center was 84 days.

TABLE 5-3

HATO REY CENTER
PROCESSING TIME FOR COMPLETED CASES
JANUARY 1976 TO MAY 1977

Months for Completion Number of Cases
0 ‘ 35
1 . 56
2 32
3 31
4 11
5 8
6 4
7 3
11 1

Source: N=358, Random sample of cases January 1, 1976 to
P May 1977 number of completed cases = 181 '
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Each decision affecting an inmates life has a high ériority
for that specific individual‘ The moratorium has placed
the priority of Center activities on pérole aecisions and
incoming treatment plan décisions. The Center, however,
continues to respond to requests for paéses, revocation
hearings, reduction of minimum sentence, treatmént plans
involving programmihg in the community,‘classification of
custody, and special treatment program needs,k Referrals
from probation have not been encouraged and have decreased

substantially from 1974.

Center evaluations are reguired 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 required 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.

W i . I

The apparent inability of many inmates to he present at
the Center for their appointments further ﬂelays the process

of Center evaluationg, This is a result of‘donfliéts in the
“

scheduling of inmate activities, unavailability of transpoxrtation,

unavailability of correctional officers to escort inmates,

distance of institutions to the:Center, 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
6.1  OVERVIEK:

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
ﬁo benefits for either themselves or their clients. Many
workers commented that whole paragraphs of some Center
evaluations would be copied or paraphrased fr@m their own
case histories. Typical was‘a comment by one supefvisor that
their workers only had BA degrees {(not all in the social
sciences) and the evaluations of these workeré were superior
to Hato Rey Center evaluations. Several people commented
that a few evaluations weré 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 social 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 highiy im=~
portant to offender rehabilitation (for good oxr for bad).
Center personnel never make home visits, or have knowledge
of the offender's institutional or home environment. Center
personnel seem ignorant of inst%tutional and community pro-
grams available throughout the island, 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 tg return from the Hate Rey
Center. Even if one is finally sent, some probation officers
mentioned that often the hearing on viclation of probation

has been held by the time the report requested for the hearing
is received. fnstitutional social penal workers mentioned
that custody classification and job aésignments have been made
sometimes for months, when evaluations from the Center are re-
ceived. For example, oﬁe man was claé;ified 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.
)/l
Consequently, many correctional workers avoid making referrals

«
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to the Center whenever possible. If not possibie, they will
live with the results. One offidial 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 necessayxy otherwise.

Consequently, they felt that all preparole cases, dr'éll‘feloniesgw

etc., need not be evaluated by the Center, but only thoie
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 staff.
Professional 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
prevénted 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 they are
supposed to be involved with (e.g., passes, custody changes)
are inappropriate for the Center and should be .

decided solely by correctional workers. Also, professional

workers at the Center are aware of the paucity of institutional

programs. As one worker said: " Thers are no programs, so why

should 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

workers.

It is interesting to note that all community corréétional work-
ers mentioned high unemployment and underemployment ol 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 problems mentioned by both institutional

and community correctional personnel were drug and alcohol abuse.
Although psychological difficulties may-eQnfound these problems,
théy also carry a large component of social cgggéﬁian. Con-
sequently, it seeméﬁthat Center evaluations should not*bé pro-
grammatic in emphasis. Correctionai workers can easily tell

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

a psychological evaluation. They know if an offender is un- .
employed and needs a job, or unskilled and needs education or
job training, without a psychological evaluation. They know

0

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

;
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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 personality characteristics) in order to“
encourage and motivate specific problem sol&ing as it
relates to each offender. Often, of course, correctional
workers know how to do this successfully with many offenders.
However, for their self described "difficult cases" they

do not know. For example, how does a person mdtivatg}%his
particular alcoholic into an alcohol . treatment érogram,or
how can he minimize future drug usage by that particular

long term addict2

Approaches to such problems obviously have to vary accord-

ing to the personality characteristics of the offender

involved, as wgll as his family and sociél situation, It is

in these areas that psychological evaluations and case consulta-
tigp can be of great assistance to correctional workers be- |
ééﬁse of the prbfessional education into personality dynamics
and psychotherapeutic tecllliques held by. psycbilogists and -
social workers. Of course, professional terminology has to

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

evaluations) but this is a relatively easy task. Further,
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face~to-face case consultation is of fﬁt more value to
correctional workers than written evaluations, This pro-
cess educaﬁes the correctional wofker about psychodynamics
and therapeutic approaches and educates the professionai

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 pro&ided and of the work of
the professioral unit. This holds true for the intensive
truatment unité and for the Mayaguez Sub-Center. Coréectional
workers were highly pleased with these agencies, meﬁtioning
specific instances of successful work in collaboration with
them. The one exception was the responses of correctional
institutional workers about the Mayaguez Sub-Centex, 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 participéte

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

6.2 ANALYSIS OF WRITTEN EVALUATIONS

N
p

Review of a small sample of nine evaluations from the Hato
¥ .

Rey Center'and three evaluations from the Mayaguez Sub-Center
f

[
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indicates that the primary difference between them is that
the Mayaguez reports are written by-the director, whereas

the Hato Rey reports are written by the professional worker
who did the evalﬁation and were countersigned by tﬁe director.
Evaluations from both the Center and Sub~Center average about
two pagés in length, followed by a page of three or four
recommendations. Occasionally, recommendations for psycho-
therapy«or for alcohol treatment include the proviso that they
should be made part of the conditions of release from priéon.
Similar recommendations are made for furlqughs, 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 éasses. His
reasoﬁing 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 corresctional agencies and workers from
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responsibility for poor decisions.

An important fact is that Center proféssional 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 gince there
is only a minimal attempt to differentiate betweéh”severiﬁy
of use and type of drug used. Also, many inmates incorréct~

ly believe that being categorized as an "addict" 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 non-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, there 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 standaxd
psychological interview can develop the information regquired

nost 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-

1edgeéble of these implications. Also the evaluations

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

"sincere") and negative ones (such as "low motivation")
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 Mayéguez 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 characteristics.
The program description information included in this sub-

section is arranged to contrast both operations.

6.3.1 Number of Referrals

"Tables 6F1’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, monthly referrals have ranged from
a low of 80 to a high of 165. The number of average monthly
referrals over both years is 120. Referral data was not avail-

able for Fiscal Year 1975.

The Mayaguez Sub-Center, which covers the Mayaguez ana
Aguadilla regions, has recorded referrals from November 1975
to the present. 1In 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 §ecline is due to theidiminished number of
referralsAfrom probation. The décline in probation refetrals

has made difficult any analysis of the ﬁide variation of |
referrals wﬁich‘is in marked contrast to the lower variation S

range of monthly referrals for the Hato Rey Center.

o
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TABLE 6~1

HATO REY CENTER

REFERRALS, FISCAL YEARS 1976 AND 77

July
August
- September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May

June

Total

(1) Estimated for July, August and September

(2) Estimated for June

Source: Hato Rey Center Log Books 1976 and 1977

109

1976 (1)

117
117
117
123
110
118

84
154
108
114
lé6l

81

1,404

80
165
157
103
103
122
111

92
154
136
119

122

1,464



MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTER

TABLE 6-2

REFERRALS, FISCAL YEARS

1975
July
August
September
October
November 54
December 41
January 27
February 4
March 10
April 6
May 8
June _6
Total 156

Source: Mayaguez Sub-Center Log Books 13875, 76, and 77.
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1975, 76 AND 77

12
12
18
39
18
18
25
25
11
15
33

leo

234 .

18
17
13
14

15 -

192

K|



6.3.2 Completed Cases

The bulk of completed cases done by the Center are from
probatién, pafole and institutions. Self referrals for
evaluations from inmates are negiigible in occuranée, and
requests - from the sentencing courts for presentence investi-
gétionsAcomprise about 3% of referrals. The following
tablé, 6~3, givés 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 probation 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

(1)

Hato Rey
Center
Nunber %
Probation
Treatment plans 1 1.6
Presentence 1.6
Revocations o
2 3.2%
Parole
Preparole 31 50.9
Treatment plans 1 1.6
Revocations 2: 3.3
Exec. Clemency 3 4,9
37 60.7%
Institutions
Passes 4 6.6
Pass Violations 2 3.2
Treatment plans 14 23.1
Exec. Clemency 2 3.2
& 22 36.1%
Total ‘ 61 100.0%

(1) sSample, N=61

Mayaguez Sub-
Center
Number %
29 25.2
5 4.3
10 8.7
44 38.2%
52 45.3
7 6.1
3 2.6
62 54.0
4 3.5.
5 " 4.3
9 7.8%
115 100.0%

(2) Both Centers
Combined
Number %

30 17.0 .
6 3.4
10 5.7
46 26.1%
83 47.2
1 .6
9 5.1
_6 3.4
99 56.3%
4 2.3
6 3.4
19 10.8
2 1.1
31 17.6%
176 100.0%

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

Sources: Mayaguez Sub-Center Summaries of Log Books.
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 completidéns was decreased by 50% in this

period as a result of the decline in probation 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 decliné in cése 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 3
Probation 14 70.0 4 36.4
Parole 5 25.0 6 54.5
Institutions 1 - 5.0 1 9.1
_ Total - 20 100.0% 11 100.0%

Source: Mayaguez Sub-Center Log Books.
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Table 6-5 shows case completions and referrals for the Center
and Sub~Center, Compigted cases are those'cases where an
evaluation was done and returned to the referral source by

the Centers. According to¢ the data available the Mayaguez
Sub~Center has a higher éompletion rate at 76.2% than the
Hato Rey Center which shows 44.8% for Fiscal Year 1976. Cases
are not completed due to incomplete caée,folaers subnitted

by institutions, failure of clients to keep appointménts
scheduled, and resolution of cases such as parole decisions

o

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

TABLE 6-5

CASE COMPLETIONS AND REFERRALS

Hato Rey Center Mayaguez Sub-Center
Fiscal Yeay 1976 July 1,1976 to May 6,1977
Referrals 1,404 151
Completions 627 (1) 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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Table 6-6 shows client characteristics for Center referrals

submitted as of January 1977 which have received evaluations.

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

éight 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% ¢f 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%), breaking and entering (17%),

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

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR HATO REY CENTER

age

19-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
35-40
40 and over

. Bducation

Less than 1
1-9

10-12

12 and over

Sex

Male
Female

Marital Status

Single
Married
Divoxced
Other

Previous Offenses

Yes
No
Unknown

REFERRALS - 1977

38
20

71

45
18

8
71

C:\ .

lie

]

Percent

11%
25%
23%
213
11%
8%
100%

14%
58%
24%

100%

96%
4%

100%

54%
28%

13%

100%

\
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TABLE 6-6

CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS FOR HATO REY
REFERRALS — 1977

Number

Offenses in order of frequency
Drugs 13
Breaking and entering- 12
Arson _ ' 8
Robbery 7
Grand Larceny ' ' 5
Attempted Murder ; 4
2nd Degree Murder - 4
Others 18

71

CENTER

Percent

18%

25%

100%

Scurce: N=sample of 71 cases January 1, 1977 +o July 1, 1977

selected from Hato Rey Center flles.
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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 dig=

tribution of referrals for passes and pre-sentence reﬁ:orts. The vast

majority of evaluations were conducted by psychologists

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

ers and social penal workers.

TABLE 6-7

HATO REY CENTER REFERRALS AND.EVALUATIONS - 1977

Numbex
'TyEé‘of Referrals
Parole 36
Treatment Plans ' T - 19
Passes 4
Pre~Sentence 4
Matrimony 3
Probation 1
Study-Release 1
Others 3
71
Evaluations
Psychologists 50
Social Workers 11
Social Penal Workers i0
’ 71

Source: N=Sample of 71 cases January 1, 1977 to July 1,

selected from Hato Rey Center files.

7=
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(70%)

Percent

51%
27%
6%
6%
4%
1%
13
4%

1005

70%
15%
15%

100%

1977



Table 6-8 details - parole recommendations of the Center. Eight
of the thirty-six (22%) parole recommendations 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%. Stipulations 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-way houseé were full and the
individuals remained institutionalized. One out of every six
éeople (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 8 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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' PAROLE RECOMMENDATIONS

\
- AR ' J
TABLE 6~8 ‘ : :
OF THE  CENTER

Number

Favorable 8
Favorable with conditions

Drug Therapy 7

Alcohol Therapy 1

Psychological Therapy 1

Residential Programs 4

Close Supervision 5 ;

J [ B

Favorable after passes N ) |

One Pass 3N\ »

Two Passes 15 : : |

Three Passes 2 \\\§ ‘

Unfavorable |
Institutional Drug and ‘

Alcohol Therapy 1 l
Psychological Therapy 1
Neurological Exams 1
Three-months examination 1

Total 36

‘Source: N=Sample of 71 cases, Januwary 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 District 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.

G

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 ¢f the inmate interviews.

The inmates interviewed were referred to the Center or Sub-

Center for the following purposes:
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©  Treatment Plans (change of_custddy'level,

special drug problems) 5
o Parole 7
o Pass 7
o Parole Violations 1
o Community Program (2 for Study Release) 3
o} | Escape : | | l’ 1

Only one of the inmates initiated a referral (self-reférral).

Procedures

The average time required for testing and/or intervieW%Was

1 1/2 hours. The longest examinationvrequired 5 hours; \x\

the shortest: 15 minutes, Three inmates indicated that o

the examination took only a half hour.

»

All of the inmates, except for two, were seen by a psycholog&%ﬁ

§ Pe

only. Of the two exceptions, one saw a Center social penal
worker and the other saw both a psychologist and aFCenter social
penal worker. Inmates at the State Penitentiary wéxe examined
by the institution's full-time psychiatri§t‘bef0re seeing

e

a Center psychologist. - Q "f*w
' N Vi
‘ Vi

Most of the examinations (15 of 24) conéisted of both tésts

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

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

niné weeks. Of the 24 inmates, four were not informed of
the results.b 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 Qbservations

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 passed the test"). The
Center apparently enjoys a positive reputation among most in~
mates. ("I understand from othef 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 yegf@ 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 treatmé;t, and drug treatment). One remarked that

before the Center had begun operations, passes were more

frequent.

iwo of the four persons interviewed at 'the State Penitentiary
were concerned‘with the overwhelming power of the social penal
workers in key situations of classifying level of custody,
reqpmmendations for programs and parole, authorization of visitors,
and defining addiction and classifying inmates as dfug or

alcohol dependent. They both stated that social penai workerskvk

often ignore Center recommendations that go counter to their own
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kr€commendations. One stated that the State Penitentiary

Treatment Committee used the Center reports as if they were

toilet paper.

The one woman inmate who had negative comments felt that
reéommendations based on a half hour interview were worth-

less. She felt that social penai 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 sociai penal worker

that the Center report stated he had no internal control.

The inmate said, "By this, the Center hasktOld’me“nothing,

I thought they would recommend an alcohol treatmegk progran
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 Aguadilla 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".
© "The 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 "Without the Center, permission for study re-

lease would not be granted for me".

o "Only people in minimum custody can be sent
to the Center for parole recommendations".

o "Itiﬁs unfair for the Parole Board to reqﬁire
me to go out on three passes before consider-
ing my case".

o "Drug programs should be voluntary".‘

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'outpuﬁs

is clearly minimal. All three judges felt that Center evalua-
tions could be useful to them, particularly for evaluating
persohs 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 éxpressed
the opinion that a future goal of the Center should be better

service to the courts.
3

Brobation officers work closely with the courts,'ana the judges

interviewed felt that,administratively, probation services should

126

i




hi
i

i
i
|
i

be under the courts” direction. Two of the three judges
expressed- doubt over the wisdom of separatidgkthe functions
of presentence investigation and probation gsupervision into

two units.

Statistical data compiled by us from Center records indicates
that some judges do refer defendants directly to the Center

for evaluations (iﬁ fact, the Center gives these requests
highest priority) so obviously some judges know of the Center's

existence.

Regarding Center reports to the courts, one probation official
complained that the Center sometimes sends indirect evaluations
to the courts for revocation hearings or for 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 infreguently
by probation compared to the Mayaguez Sub-Center. The

Mayaguez Sub—éenter generally receives requests for hel@ in
formulating treatment plans from probation with much mBre

frequency than requests for presentence evaluations or for

revocation hearing evaluations.

.
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Probation officérs from moré distant locations were “out of
luck”, Again, the intensive Qfeatment unit is used for

psychiatric and psychological evaluations, case consulﬁation
and supervision of certain difficult cases. Here also, use

of Center outputs is practically nil. : T

Records at.thé‘Hato Rey Center were kept in éuch a fashion
that it is impossible to state from a statistical sample

what type of referrals they have been receiving from probatioﬁ.
However, fﬁ;erview data suggests that the Hato Rey Center does
not centribute greatly to the functioning of probation offices.
Probation workers at Ponce stated that their judges do not

use the Center for éreéentence‘evaluation. There is the
intensive treatment unit 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. OQur conclusion is that the use of Centexr outputs by

this office i1s nil.

Probation officials in San Juan made similar étatémenfs about
the Center. Only revocation cases are referred by the probation
officers, but most of the evaluations are ngt done. Those

that are done occur because probation officers in San Juan -

and Bayamén have learned how to pressure the Center into

2

evaluating their men. //
i/

<
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In both offices it was mentioned that historically the Center
began on the wrong foot.‘ During the first several months of
operation, maﬁy 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. "The 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 refer drug addiction tcases who have violated
the law for evaluation, as well as most hearings on violation
of probation. Alsothey refer difficult cases where they

feel the Sub-Center may be of some help. They also have an

~intensive treatment unit which they use for these cases.

The referring probation officers take part in the case evaluations

prior to the report of the Center. "Sometimes‘their régommendations

are useful, sometimes they advise us to do what we are aliééé§5
doing". The probation office, through personal contacis, can

accelerate cases through the Sub -Center for presentence reports
and heérings on revocation., Currently, because of régulations

requiring pfiority for preparole evaluations, the Sub-~Center

is discouraging referrals from probation. Con-.
o

seqﬁehtly, they are now completing tenfewer probation cases a

[

o

129




’h? o
Sy

T
N

month than in the past. Despite this current reduction in
services, the Mayaguez Sub-Center seems well thought of by ’ o
probation officers, and Sub~Center evaluations have been i

utilized by them. , ‘ T

6.4.4 Institutions

O

All offenders sentenced to confinement and pléced under the
custody of the Administration of Corrections are required to

have a Center evaluation by law. A estimated 627 inmates

in 1976 have received evaluations’from the Centex. An
additional 178 inmates have been evaluated by the Sub-Center
during this same period. These evaluations combined)fall

far short of the total number of persons sentenced to con-
finement during that same year (;,999). The law is vague
and can be interpreted to include misdemeanants as well as
felony offenders. However, the Centef is still falling short

of compk&ing with the moratorium even assuming that only

felony offenders would be evaluated.

N
There are several causes for the non-compliance with the

4

‘moratorium. Institutions elect not to refer clienE§3td the
Center gecausenmnzkarmu@. time for case evaluationéfis too:
long, anywhere fromrtwo to eight months. Sepon?ly, evaluagéyn
recommendations are viewed as impractical and unrealistic. ”
Psychologists, for the most part, tailor recommendations to

fit the "idﬁal" needs of the individual. For example, a typical
/ . N

(ot 3
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recommendation would suggest that the inmate receive individ-
ﬁal pSYchig}ric ccunseling; The‘identificaﬁion of a severe
péydhologiéal problem‘within a client and the recommendation.
of intensive psychological or psychiatric care mayibe un-
realistic in certain locations or institutions on the island.

Transfers may be required to other institutions and the active

achuisitioh-of services required in order to fulfill the treat-

ment plan.

The majority of institutional reférrals‘made to the Center are
for treatment plans. Treatment plan recommendations are
ntilized by institutional personnel for inmate management and
custody decisions. Treatment recommendations of the Center
ﬁrogram includes psychologicalkand psychiatric treatment,
addiction services, need'fbr intensive supervision, and some
education requirements. The treatment plan proposed by the
Cehter:program, in order ‘o bé 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,

and often impossible, to implement due to a lack of institutional

prbgramming.

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 pfogiéﬁ’resources among 16 of the 19
institutions. The 3half—wayhouses 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 dru§ addicts

has also generated additional program needs for addicts. !

Six of the 16 institutions have no druy treatment programs

available, yet interviews with treatment committee members

suggested that approximately 65% of their entire inmate
population were classified as drug addicts. Proper classi-

fication for drug addiction is imperative so that actual. .

drug addicts may benefit from the existing resources. How-

ever, resources must also be expanded. Drug addiction

services are rendered primarily by the Department of Addiction

Services and CREA. These services are only offered éart—
time and thus, to only a limited number of the inmates in-

carcerated.

The second most important service identified s alcohol

programs. Currently four institutions receive pﬁrt-time
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0
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12. Detentfon Center ) ' ! | ~ i o : _‘ ~ e 6
Pda. 8 - X X L » X X ] X X -

13,  findustrial . S . ‘ . . SRR DR N R é}
School for.women. ...... . ...‘.x. 1...x-,. PN Ce N - .‘. B 4"lxh'4;v '“X"" : .4}/:t:x.<>.<’.gk--. A‘.‘,v~...‘. 3

14, Reglonal Metro.’ , ‘ 1 - ‘ N B R s
Institutfon CX X : X | x Co : X : S |

15. Instltution for I : , . ‘ ' SN R P . : , '7 '
Young Adults ) X X X — X , X KL X : :

16. 'St. Pen!teﬁilary b4 : X ‘ X .1 P X X X B X - X" X y X:f ”' i “ | f' ‘16k

o

Total of each S - : T — T R O RITH ERSE
L program . . k;__l!‘:} ~~~:,..h—;-v-.~,»; 5 7 . 7'” ‘ " 6 11 . 8 E 9 R e 3 ’ “‘%3 F 11 “ 7 ‘ 1 o 2 .' 98 Lot
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volunteers from Alcoholics Ananymous. 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 inappropriate

- 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 offéred,
but on é 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 which enhance

‘marketable skills.

Work activities of the inmates vary from institution to
institution. While maintenance and food service are avail-
able jobs at each institution, rural camps have agricultural
activities and the more urban areas provide maintenance ser-

vices to other government agencies.

i
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Psychiatric/psychological services are virtually non-ekiStent.
The State Penltentlary has available the most extensive pSY*
chiatric services, with one full—tlme psychlatrlst and-at
that, few inmates in need of services within this institution
can be seen. Vega Alta and Punta Lima have services availe
able one to two times a week. The Vega Alta psychiatrist,
however, does not counsel individuals. He dispenses
perscriptions only. The Center, as well as'institutional
personnel, feel psychiatric/psychological services are

greatly needed.

-

~ 1 Figure 6-1 reveals that rehabilitation programs, with the

exception of drug programs, occur infrequently in institu-

tions. Wérkrelease,'volunteer services, ﬁsycholpgical sexr—
vices, alcchol programs, for example, are unusual, whereas

pastimes for inmates such as libraries and sports are fre-

quently present. Even programs 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 aevelopment and - utlllzatlon
of community based resources and volunteers. Community rein-
tegration is the key to future success. Work release and
educational release programs are two methods.Of’b;idging %%e

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. These
are the two most critical dilemmas facing the inmate éwaiting
paréle.

The lack of availability of institutional programming has had

a negatkve impact on the degree to which Center recommendations
cén be implementea. Also, the existence of a program within an
institution‘does not assure that there are sufficient slots. to
accommodate additional participants. For example, the available
jobs for inmates in some institutions are not sufficient to
accommodate all inmates. Aé a result, a large number of inmates

have a substantial amount of unoccupied time.

Problems also exist in terms of Center sfaff awaréness of pro-

gram availability. In terms of treatment plan recommendations,

a detailed knowledge of institutional programming would be re-
quired by Center prog?am 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 program needs.
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6.4.5 PAROLE

Parole Board { s

, 1{'{"

All preparole cases are required to have a Center evaluation
. . KI ) =

both by law and by administrative fiat. The Parole Board

y

member interviewed estimates that 9 of lepersons now have

a Center evaluation for their heariné. Oftén, there is a
considerable‘delay,’and there are about 140 persons béck10gged
from 1976 for lack of a Center evaluation. Thé Center also
does evaluations for executive clemency petitiohs#&nd fpr

*

scheduled hearingé‘on violation of parole.

The board member describedlreports from the Center as helpF
ful for decision making. They are not poor, nor would they
be rated és‘excellent.‘ "They don't have the time". He does
not notice any particular difference in the reports from
the Mayaguez Sub-Center and the Hato Rey Centér and feels

|

that a trained psychologist can évaluate persons satis~
(= :

factorily without always using‘psychological testing. The
overall quality of all Center reports then, is good. "We

have no gripes". Without Center evaluations, their work

- would be harder, and the Center is needed.

The primary value of Center reports is the description of

persohality traits given. Essentially, the Board's concern
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=15 with risk of future criminal behavior. In the minds

of board members, we are told, is the question: "Is this

man going out to commit crimes?". ACQnsequently, psy-
chological profiles that iddicate a man has a low frustration
tolerance, an anti-social system of values, etc., would
indicate the risk of future crime is considerably in-
.creased. It was stated to us that this emphasis upon 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 rigk of violation
of parole presented by the offender. It should be pointed

out that a base expectancy scale, which could be developed for

" Puerto Rico, 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 uwiderstaffed be-
cause of illness and a vacancy, delaying the rate of new

}
i
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hearings held, Further, there is a new requirement

that persons classified as drug abusers be paroled after
successful treatment in a residential community treatment
Center which is further reducing the number of persons

14

paroled.

Parole Offices

Concurrently with a preparole referral to the Center, an

offender is referred for a preparcle investigatiomﬁby a

parole officer. The officer will investigate the person'us
1iVing arrangements, his prospective job placement and

often talk with family members and other concerned persons

in order to evaluate the suitgﬁility of the offender's parole
plan and the problems it entails. The few parole investi-
gations that we saw were v;}y comprehensive, Officially,
émployment is required for parole eligibility, but unemploy-
ment and underemployment rates are such as to make that

reguirement unrealistic, and the Parole Board no longer abides

Interviews at parole offices in San Juan and Ponce revealed
that the Center is not a resource of great importance to

them, and, again, intensive treatment Units are used for psy~

chological evaluations, case consultation and for supervision

of some of the difficult cases. Very few cases under super-

vision are sent to the Center. 1In cases of revocation hearings,

o
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the Parole Board will make any referral request. to the Center,

not the parole office.

.

It was mentioned by a supervisor that theré'is no communi-
cation between the Center staff and parole office staff
even though they feel face-to-face meetings are "necessary"
for effective work. Potentially, the Center was seen as use-
~ful if it would’provide evaluations for trea#ment plans and
information on how to best work with a particular offender.
A parole officer stated that a gbod evéluation 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-
gurgitap&s information from institﬁtional and parole office
case hi;tories. It was mentioned that occasionally the
evaluation seems so off target, that they wonder if the
Center saw the same 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 treatment isrecommended where there are no current open-
ings in agencies for treatment; or they recémmeﬁd an alcoholic
be ordered not to drink). Despite this "unreélism" parole

13

officers said they generally attempt to enforce Center

140




—
~.

BEZ BRI BN El

recommendations because they are required to do so. The

frustration for the officers in this situation was apparent;

and it is not suprising that some felt the Center was a hindrance

to their work, and that they would be better off without current

Center practices and evaluafions.

Center evaluations are worked out independently of preparole
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 officers probably recei?e more Center evaluations
than any other line correctional worker. It seems apparent
that Center evaluations are utilized_only to a very minimum
extent. The cdﬁtent 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 prioxr to the
writing of the evaluation, and the coordination between the
Center and parole was described as "excellent". Center evalua-
tions focus upon behavior pattemgﬁ and realistic steps that

the parole officer can take in wo;king with the man. Again an

intensive treatment unit is also available and utilized. (The

Vi

/
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part-time psychologist for the Center and for the intensive

“reatment unit is the same person).

One difference between the procedures at Mayaguez and at the
Hato Rey Center is that the parole officers participate in
case digcussions. The presence of the correctional line
worker forces the psychologist to be realiétic in his treat-
ment r&bommendations and only recommend what is readily
available. If one recommendation is not feasible, others can
be explored. Further, psychologicai attributes and psycho-
dynamics have to be presented in terms the parole officer
can underétand,and case interventions planned that the parole
officer can implement. Loose terms, such as "provide

strict supervision" can be spélféﬁ out operationally. All

in all, it is a mutual educational process.
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SECTION VII

INTERAGENCY RELATIONSHIPS

7.l  COORDINATION

: 2 . o
On a functional level the Sub-~Center operates as a semi-

indepehdentfehtity with its director reporting to the

;direétor cfkthe 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, - Thgre are five such agencies represented in the

simple diagram below:

Center : ~Courts
—PFarocle
Parcle Brd.
, , ] InstTitutions
T ) rYropation
Sub~-Center

IDEAL RECIPROCAL INFORMATION FLOW

The fact is that this type of reciprocal inforﬁation ex—
changé is rare. None of the three judges interviewed, for
éxample,‘had ever heard of the Center. The'superviéor of
pr%&ation in San Juan has spoken or met with Center pefsonnel

xggly twice‘in 2 1/2 years. Par?le officers around the island
have mainéained a similar level of relative isolation.

_Institutional treatment committees receive Center evhluations'

-

oy ; . 143




1

=

‘but only rarely discuss them witﬁ'professional 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 Turn-around time is excessive
o) Recommendations are vague, idealistic,

and/or cpntrad;ctory i

o Factual informétion about either tﬁe
person or his offense is incorrect

o Psychologists aie deceived by clients;J
thus producing a.uséless evaluation

o Recommendations aé;ﬁme aVailability of
institutional or community resources

which do not exist or are not accessible

ThlS dismal situation does not exist unlformly in that the
Mayaguez Sub-Center malntalns a strong level of communlcatlon
with its regional offices of probation and parole. In con-
trast to most other regionél 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 e&aluaﬁion. Appointments'
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for inmates at the Centef have not been routineiy confirmed
in the past. It was not unusual for an inmate from the State
?enitentiary to fail to appear either due to an adminisﬁrative
mixup or to the fact that he had been transferred without ;
notifying the Centei. This proﬁlem was especially disruptive
to schedules ih 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 the magnitude of the problem accoidingly,

Poor gommunications on both a peréonal 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

informaﬁion, it is certain that the mission of the social-
penal workers will be misjudged by the institutions. A

formal reguest to the institutional administratdrs for the
»

e
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information would be a more productive and less awkward

approach. This request should outllne both the type of
data the Center needs for follow up,as well as a mutually

agreeable procedure for obtaining it.

An example of poor interagency coordinatioh‘iskthe relationwk
ship of the Center,half-way houses, and the other institutions,

A full-time psychologist serves the three half-way houses

by assisting in commurity 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 institutionel treatment committees‘

and the Center. If the benefit of a psychological evalﬁation
is required, it should_be done‘bf'the Center and then used

by the treatment committee in its joint decision. An after-
the-fact screening‘wﬁich can have the}éffect of reversing‘a"
prior decision, is not only duplicative ofﬁefforts, but

is made on less information than is available to the treatment

committees.’ i

7.2 AGENCY RESOURCES

‘Probatlon, with caseloads of 100 per probatlon offlcer, can

do llttle more than prOV1de mlnlmal supervrslon of the caseloa&
Actual treatment or programmlng must be supplemented by other

agentaes. Slmllarly, parole offlcers serve more as brokers to

services .than as'treatment specialists.
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'In making treatmeht plan recommendations for p:obationers
~and parolees, an understanding of available programs is
essential. The Center does not provide direct services and

1 ~ ‘onlykmakes psychological evaluatdions 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-

‘ chiatric services, the workload of the Center is reduced

accordingly.

Not surprisingly, these resources are used most intensively

. by parole and probatign“ifgional offices; there are nine

(9) of the former aﬁd gléﬁen (11) of the latter én the island.
Many of these communify agencies are used in ah effort to ease
the most pressing problems for probationers and parolees,
namely employment and adequate housing. The official unemploy-
ment rate 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 Treatment Center,have as many as 9 separate pro-

grams. A directory of these should be available to all probation
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and parole officers. N T

‘share an ITU except in San Juan where they are separate.

Cofrectionél agencies that are distant from either San Juan
or Mayaguez tend to depend more heayily on local ;ésources.
Ponce, for eiample, makes extensive use of the Department

of Addidtion Services. Their staff consists of a full~time
general praéﬁitioner, a part-time pSychiatéist’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
(ITU'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'pérdle office

All units are staffed at a minimum with either one or two

social workers. In the large cities of:"San Juan, Ponce,

and Mayaguez,the'services of a part-time psychiatrist and

psychologist are also available. '

The advantage of these ITU's lies‘in fheir physical proximity
and close organizational relatlonshlp to the officer who has
encountered a problem and made a spec1flc request for~assmstance.

Social workers and line officers work together in.a.collaboratLVe
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relationship. ' There are no geographical or organizatibnal
barriers to a flexible and constant exchange of information.
Unstructured free time is often spent together iﬂ 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. 1In 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 ITU to accept the
case. Such candid assessments are the only préctical

method of managing limited resources.
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SECTION VIII

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

The experience of the Center program, including‘thé 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 recommended and analyzed alter-

natives for the Center program.
8.1l PROGRAM 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 partétime 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.
= . 1
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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.

' féecretary

Secretary

Number Time

TABLE 8-1,

HATO REY STAFFING
1974 to 1977
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Monthiy Salaxry

$1,563
780
680
450
390
350
465‘

$ 980
730
780
630
465
450

;39Qb |

Part-time. 20 per hour

Part-time 25 per hour



Position

June 30, 1975 cont.

'Typist
Psychologists

Psychiatrist

June 30, 1976

Directoxr

Social Worker

Social Worker
Psychologists

‘Social Penal Officers
Ex. Secretary

Typists

Psychologists

June 1, 1977

Source:

Director

Social Worker

Social Worker
Psychologists

Social Penal Officer
Ex. Asst.

Secretary

Typists

Psychologist

Psychiatrist

Number Time

[CURE S S A N

w

1
1
1
2
1
1
1
3
1
1

Part-time

Part-time

Part-time

Part-time

Part-time

Monthly Salary

350
20 per hour
25 per hour

$1,563
780
730
655
495
450
350

20 per hour

$1,180
830
810
655
495
465
450
350
25 per hour

20 per hour

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 through 1977. Sal-

" aries were derived from the staffing levels shown in Table 8-1.

Fiscal year 1975 covers #he 8 months from November 1, 1974 to
June 30,'1975. Expendit;res 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 appropriatgd. 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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TABLE 8-2

\ HATO REY CENTER
\ , ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES
" ‘ FISCAL YEARS 1875, 76 AND 77

1975 1976 1977
(8 months only)

P
SN
!

salaries | $49,700 $84,400 $84,200

Fringe Benefits (1) . 16,930 16,880 - 16,840

///%/'

/,
e
r

Psychologists (P/T) (2) 11,210 14,170 21,600
Office Expenses (3) 10,000 17,000 17,700

Totals $82,540 $132,450 $140,340

Source: Based on staffing levels and estimates of offices
support costs.

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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8.1.2 Mayaguez Sub-Center

The Mayaguez Sub-Center in the beginning months of November,
1974 through February, 1973 was aided by part- tlmé asslstance
from regional probation and parole offices. This contrmbutlon‘A
of real manpower was included in the staffing and cost estimates.

The current director of the Sub-Center is Stlll being paid

from Parole Office fundsu

Table 8 -3 'shows staffing for the Subeenter for fiscalxyéars
1975 through 1977. Aftgr the initiél start~ﬁp,ithere has been‘»
little change in the size of the staff The consulting psychol~
ogist has sexrved the Sub-Center since the very beglnnlng. k
Although Table §-3 1nd1cates‘that he has only been paid for 35%
and 15¢ of his time respectively, he has actually worked an
additional eight hours a week. This would increése his pércentage
of time ffom 35% to 52% and from lS%Jto 35%; however,;fundihg ‘
has been discontinued as d: June 30, 1977, and he currently is’

not working for the Sub-Center.

N
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TABLE 8-3

MAYAGUEZ SUB~CENTER o
STAFFING, FISCAL YEARS 1975, ‘76 AND 77

s

Position B  Time (8) . ‘Momthly Salary

- November and December, 1974

- Director 80 $730 ,
Psychologist 35 _ 20 per hour
Social Worker 60 830
Social Worker ‘ 60 830

- Social Worker : : 40 830
Secretary : : 100 ' 350

, January and February, 1975

Director ; 50 - - 8730

Psychologist ‘ 35 20 per hour
Social: Worker .60 ' 830 ST
Social Worker . 60 830
Social Worker 40 830
Social Worker . 40 830
Secretary 100 350

March through June, 1975

Director | 80 §730
Psychologist 35 ' 20 per hour
Social Worker 25 ' 830
Secretary 100 350

- I . : R N

July, 1975 .through March, 1976

Y

Director ) 50 ‘ $740

) } 1;

: i) §

I Psychologist 15 _ : 20 per hour

- Social Worker 25 830
Secretary 100 350

April through June, 1976

Director 50 $§740

‘Psychologist 15 20 per hour
Secretary 100 350

"

July, 1976 through June, 1977

Director 80 $755
Psychologist 15 20 per hour
Secretary 100 350

Source:  Bacged oninterviewswith Sub~-Center director and psychologist.

-4
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Table 8§ -4 shows the estimated expendltures for the Sub-
Center for fiscal years 1975 through 1977. The 1975
expenditures for 8 months reflects the heavy input. from part-
time staff of the regional ?arole and probation gffices.

Expenditures have been constant over the e
TABLE 8-4 ﬁ;//k

MAYAGUEZ SUB-CENTER
ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES, FISCAL YEARS 1975 76 AND 77

1975 1976 1977

Salaries $14,410 $10,500 $11,480
Fringe Benefits (1) 3,170 2,100 2,296
Psychologist (2) 3,000 5,320 4,000
Office Expenses (3) 4,000 6,180 6,360
B LT |

. | \\\\\
Totals “ $24,580 $24,100 $24,136 Y
) 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 cffice
support costs.
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8.2 EXPENDITURES AND FUNDING SOURCES

Table 8 ~5 shows the expenditures for the Center and Sub-

Center for the past three fiscal years. The expenditures

for the combined program have ‘heen increased at an annual

rate of 5.1% between 1976 and 1977.

TABLE 8 -5

ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES
' FOR CENTER AND SUB-CENTER
FISCAL YEARS 1975, 76 and 1977

1975 1976
Hato Rey Center $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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Table 8-6 shows program expenditurés as compared to appli=-

cation'budgets and estimated expenditures allocated between

the Federal and State shares. According to expenditure esti-

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 amount for the appli-
cation and more than compensates for the deficiencies of 1975
and 1977.
TABLE 8 =6
APPLICATION SHARE AND ALLOCATION OF CENTER

PROGRAM EXPENDITURES
FISCAL YEARS 1975, 76 and 77

1975 1976 1977

Application | $111,111 §x$,83,333 -~ $174,583
Federal 100,000 95,000 81,000
State 11,111 8,333 93,583

Expenditures $107,120 $156,550 ' $164,476
Federal 100,000 75,000 181,000

 state 7,120 81,550 83,476

Sources:; Crime CommisZion Records
Administration of Corrections Annual Budgets
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‘kThe Center program was included in the Administration of

Corrections budgets for 1976, 1977, and 1978. Table 8-7

- shows thé budgeted amounts and the estimated eXpenditﬁres

over the 4 year period.‘

If the budgeted amounts had been actually expended for

Center operations for Fiscal Years 1976 and 1977, staff

augméntation would have been sufficient to double the number

of case completions for the two years.
TABLE 8 -7
CENTER PROGRAM EXPENDITURES

, AND BUDGETS, 1975, 76, 77 AND 78
: - . . o R 5 s

‘.- .

Functional Budget . ~Q= '$400,000 $246,635
Estimated Expenditures (1) $107,120 156,550 164,476
Surplus (Deficiency) 107,120 (243,450) ( 82,159)

Cases Completed 540 805 830

Additional Potential for .
Case Completions 1,255 415

(1) 1Includes Federal Share

160

1978

$224,759




‘pletions for 1977. The psychologist in 1976 also contributed to -

~ .

8.3 COST PER CASE COMPLETIONS

~ 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 reférrals received,

scheduling (including the problem of missed a@pointmentS);“

effectiveness of administrative procedures, staff efféctives]“

ness and organizational aspects.

Table 8-8 shows the cost per com@leted‘caSe. The cost’per
case édmpletion wés fairly cbnstént for‘the Héto‘Rey;Center
for the past three year period.k A decline for 1976‘and'an |
increase for 1977fére shown for the Mayaguéz Sub~Center. 'k
This variation may be explained by the decreésingknuﬁbefséf
referrals from the probation office over the past tWO»pyears;
Each evaluation at the MaYaguéZ Sub~Céntér'isJaﬂp5yCholégida1
evaluation and the limit on fundS'aVailéble'forkthe’part—time;

psychologist may also have affected the number'ofncase com-—-

the Sub~Center beyond.the amount billed, approximately 8 hours a

week. A result of the decreasing humber of cases completed at

the Mayaguez Sub-Center is an increase in the cost per Case;com~b

pleted from $135 in 1976 to $224 in 1977.

Combined cost per completed cgée remained fairly cdnstant over
the three year period.

e

60 B




= a i3 Bl B . I
N B
. .
* Ny ” . » X

MaYaguez Sub~-Centexr 120 207

TABLE 8-8,
ESTIMATED 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 - $197 627  $211

-
~
o«

|

135

Combined Center and R ,
Sub-Center - 540 8199 805 $194

162

1977

‘CaSes Cost

700 - $200

130 186

—aviti—

830  $198




bcase completlons per ‘staff. Table 8 9 shows the annual

' Center for flscal years 1375 through 1977. Full tlme equlvalent‘

s . B N -

8.4  CASE COMPLETIONS PER STAFF =

!

Another‘measure~of productivity is'the number of annual‘
case completlons per totaL staff for, both the Center and Sub~‘

was estimated from the staffing shown in Tables 8- l and 8-3.

’

Part-tlme psychologlsts were estlmated at 57% for the Center

and 11% for ;hevSub—Center,forhl977 ($20 per. hour W1th CH T

1,888 working hours year).

Over the‘BZyeér period, the Hato Rey Center’ increased the

number of cases ‘completed per total staff. Overall case
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, 76 AND 77

1975 1976, 1977

completlons for the program also increased. ThefMayaguez - ;e,
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

Hato Rey Center 31 43 ga

Mayaguez Sub-Center 55 gL . 68
. '\‘:) N N N

Combined - 34 - 48 61

[ o

(1). Part-time staff rated as 1/2 time
o ' 163 o
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; Ancther method of comparing performance which is comﬁbnly used
in the cases of investigations conducted b; parole and probation

. officers is tﬁe-cése completions per professional staff. ‘For
.extgnsivekpresehtence and parole investigations it is estimated f:.
that’an officer can complete between 144 to 168 céses 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 complétions 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 may be attributed to the'higher level of intensity that

| mey be regquired for a psychologigalfevaluation compéredkto a
presentence or parole inveétigéﬁion. 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 higher level of effort rgguired to prepare Center c¢case evalua~-
~tions as compared to thé}SubQCenter and parole and probétion
investigations. |

TABLE 8-10
ANNUAL CASE COM?LETIONS PER PROFESSIONAL STAFF

CENTER AND SUB-CENTER
FISCAL YEARS 1975, 76 and 77

1975 1976 1977

Hato Rey Center 56 66 106

- Mayaguez Sub-Center 80 148 144

Combined u : 60 . 75 111
164
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8.5  CASE COMPLETION COST PROJECTIONS

. ) B
The new director of the Center program has instituted guide- B

lines for the assignment of éases‘to professional 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 fdr
full-time étaff members and the new Ceﬁter director anticipates

that approximately 168 cases will be completed per month in the

future. ' s

For the period May 23, 1977 to June 17, 1977 (4 weeks) a “total

of 122 cases were completed by the égnter. 1f this same out- o

put'were maintained for the year, a total of 1,586 cases would

be completed in fiscal x§ar‘1978. Potential cost per case

“would be $88 in 1978 as compared with $200 in 1977,

The target of 1,586 which would be realized through a case
completion rate as evidenced over the past 4. weeks mightvresult’
in a decline in the guality of case evaluations. The mid~7
point between the estimated 760 cases completed in figscal year
1977 and the 1,586 targeted cases would result in a revised

and possibly more realistic estimate of 1,200. Realizing this
levei, an average of 100 cases per month, would regult in a

reduction of cost to $117 ber case as compared to the cost of -

$200 per completed case in 1977. Case completion per professional

- 165
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~staff would be 182 which compares favorably with the 144

to 168 investigations conducted annually by probation and

—

parole foﬁwwfs,and the 144 annual case completion of the

Mayaguez Sub-Center.
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SECTION IX

FINDINGS

P

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.

o The Center has not been in compliance with

the moratorium. They have not refused referrals

under sections b, ¢, d and £ of Public Law 116.
The Hato Rey Center's consistent policy through-
out the moratorium has been to accepE all re-
ferrals. Under the moratorium 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 résponsibility.

o The perception at the Hato Rey Center, but ng?

t at the Mayaguez Sub-Center, is that referrals
cannot Qg refused evenkwhen there is a serious
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 définition.
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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 revdcation'hearing
evaluations which are not done}unﬁil‘after
revocationkhearings have been held, if |
done at all. |

d) perceptions that the Center is inefficient
and useless on the part of many correctionai
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 Mayaguez:

Sub-Center work will clearly overload,the‘resources

of the Mayaguez Sub—Center.leading to ail the ser-~

ious systemic problems that evaluation backlogs
cause. The Sub-Center does not have Epé proper
resources to cope with additional ref;}rals. There;
fore, the shift would result in the development |

of backlpogs and eventually, a lack of;credibility

(o

among referral sources. The Sub-Center will‘be—ﬁ

come a failure if Ponce referrals are transferred
e

from Hato Rey to the Mayaguez Sub-Center.,

168




Unfilled Parole Board positions have caused

a serious,backlog of pending parole hearings

which adversely affects the entire correCtiQnal

system and, most importantly, the immate.

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 é transition to a success-
ful, ongoing éenter program. Shortly after
cpening, the Ponce Sub=Center was closed, and the
Mayaguez Sub-Center was reduced from foﬁr to

two staff members.

Frequent turnover in Hato Rey Center director-
ships has caused inconsistént administrative
procedures, poor case control, case backlogs and
poor staff morale. In contrast, staff stability
at ﬁhe Mayaguez Sub-Center has led to better
interagency communication, interagency relation-

ships and record keeping,

It is most important that Center directors be

skilled administrators, and concerned with

effective administration first and foremost,

o
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rather than concerned with accomplishing

case evaluations themselves.

Hato Rey Center records were inadequate for
administrative monitoring of work flow and
for proper statistical evaluation of the type
of work done.v Necessary improvements are now

being implemented.

Hato Rey Center intake pfoégdures have been

informal and ad hoc. More formal procedures

would result in prioritization of case’evalua-

tions, in improved internal contrqi“énd im=-

proved record keeping.

The previous Center director was evaluating .
candidates for correctional officer positions

which was not a function of the Center.

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.

There is no personal communication between

Hato Rey Center staff and key users of Center

evaluations such as social penal workers, pro=
]

batggh officers and parole officers. 1In
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contrast, the Mayaguez Sub-Center has effective
face~to~-face communication with probation and
parole officers, but not with social.penal

/
workers, . : T

Poor communication and coordination between the

Hato Rey Center and their referral source agencies

'Eroduces:

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) perceptions by agency workers that Center evalua-

tions are unrealistic,

Lack of partidipation 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 Center staff,

Participation by line correctional workers
in professional case discussions improves:

a) interagency communication.

172




I N T I IS BN BN E Ea e

.t

b) acceptance of professional evaluations-
by workers.
c) congruence of professional evaluations

with programs available,

Face-to~-face consultations bykprofessional 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. Intensive

treatment unit evaluations and casework services
are perceived by probation and parole officers

as useful and effective. R

In contrast to the work of the Hato Rey Center,
the intensive treatment unit professional services

are effectively used by line-correctional workers.

In contrast to the intensive treatment units, no
psychologist or social worker from the Center
provides psychotherapy or casework services for

proﬁlem offenders.

Social penal workers in institutions are the key o

decision makers for imprisoned offenders, and

their recommendationskare much more influential
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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.

Many inmates believe they will be released earlier
if they afe 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. Classifyihg SO many persons
as "drug abusers", coupled with the requirement

that most "drug abusers"kreceive residential
community treatment before parole is granted,

has led to a rapid reduction in the number of

released parolees.

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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to institutions for rehaliilitation planning be-
‘ ) 1
cause of the paucity of rehabilitation programs -

Center evaluations are”gemerally not useful

!

and lack of interagency communication.

Center evaluations are useful to institutions
for security classification decisions because
they identify personality and behavior problems

relevant to security problems.

Center recommendations can be used by institutions
and agencies as a convenient place to .put the
blame when case decisions latter prove to be in-

correct.

Social penal workers provide:cnly limited direct

formal or informal counseling for inmates.

Social penal workers abpear to be_adequately
trained according to the training curriculum;
however, they are réluctant{tc provide direct
~counseling services and have trouble understanding
the technical words used by the Center in their

evaluations.

Probation has had very high success with low

reyvocation of .probation rates.
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Parole has had very high success with low .

revocation of parole rates, witk exception

of 1976, where success was less, but'well

-

above average,

Parole Board members use Center evaluations

primarily as an aid in estimating risk of

future offenses by offenders.

The most serious problems facing persons on
probation and parole are housing shortages
and high rates of unemployment and under-

employment, not psychological problems.

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.

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

budgets for Center 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 suchﬂéost 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 gréatly 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 completed 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 psychologists are re~-

tained at $20.00 ar hour.

o Lack of funding for educational purposes and
lack of formal training for Center personnel

has contributed to:

a) wunrealistic recommendations because of
lack of knowledge of programs.

b) stiffling of professional growth and re-
duction of professional competence below
what it could be.

¢) less useful Center evaluations,.

o The physical facilities at the Hato Rey Center are good.

The physical space at the Mayaguez Sub-Center is
adequate, but they require an enclosed inter-

viewing room.

© The maximum security environment and the lack

of privacy for interviewingmakes the State
Penitentiary an undesirable location for Center

interviews.
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0 The Administration of Corrections has not set
clear priorities in terms of emphasizing commu-

nity or institutional programming.
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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 activities have resulted in & complete institutional
program analysis and analysis of Center functioning which has
provided an empirical basis for a rational delineation of policy
alternatives for the Center. PMS presents five policy alter-
natives for systems kodification of the Center:

o Alternative I : vCompliance with Law 116

o Alternative II : Administration of Corrections'

: strategy for the operation of
the Center

o iternative III

[

Center operations on a special
request basis only

o Alternative IV -y 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 costs of the Center program for Fiscal

Year 1977 and potential reductions as indicated by increased
Center case completions for June 1977. Reduced cost should be

associated with improved processing of cases.
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10.2 . ALTERNATIVES

10.2.1 Alternative I: Compliance with Law 116

Description

- To be in compliance with the law, the Center is charged with

_the respon51b111ty for providing evaluation reports on the

foilow1ng classes of persons:

a. Any offender sentenced to confinement and
- placed under the custody of the Administration
by order of competent authority.

b. Any felon who entails indeterminate sentence
in order that the evaluation be made part of
the presentence report. :

c. Misdemeanants when the court requires Adiiinis-
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 it necessary.

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

1) Type of institutional treatment; 2) Recommendations to
terminate confinement, parole or probation periocd or to modify
the condltlons of‘terms thereof and 3) Any critical decision-

making aspectﬁwhlch 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 rehabilitation.

Major considerations are as follows:

o]

- 8entenced Offenders: éection 7(a) states S P

that "any offender sentenced to confinement”

be provided adeguate evaluaticn. This has . | o

ieen interpxeted‘toymean all‘sentenced,offenders;

In Fiscal Xear 1976 there were 2,999 sentenced
admittance to institutions. Cost Table 10-1
summarizeé completed cases and associated costs
for compliance with Law 116. Estimates for
case completion requireméhts are based on case-

flows for probation, institutions, and parole.

Pre-Sentence Inveétigations: . In Fiscal Year

1976, there were‘4,048 pre-Sehtencekinvestigatigns
cond&?ﬁﬁ@ by probation offiders. The estimate

of 4,666 shown in the table coula be‘reduced~if
misdemeanants are included in PSI's completed in
Fiscal Year 197&.> HoWever, Section Z(c) require-

ments could rise (see next heading).

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 request PSI's in selected mis-

demeanants cases.

‘Pre-Trial Release: In PFiscal Year 1976,

approximately 16,000 instances of detention
before trial occurred. Many of these persons
were released immediately and the estimated
turnover time per detention was approximately
3Vweeks. An estimate of.2,000 prdbation
requests, or one of B.detentions, is considered
a conservative number. The actual requests
could increase as defense attorneys become aware

of Section 7(4).

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, Section 7(f) qualifies
this category‘w;ﬁh "at the request of the éourt
or at the ih;ﬁiét@vg of the director when he
deems it necessaryﬁ. In any case, conducﬁing‘
PSI evaluations would result in eachkprébatidher 
having been evaluated. The only aajusted‘total

estimated cases takes into account this overlap.

o Other Réquests: This category is the sedcnd

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.

Costs

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 $1 million figure is based'on'ahkﬂ
increased output of twice that of Fiscal Year 1977. Quélity of
evaluations could decrease somewhat. The last estimate for
compliance would be~$l.5 million considering staffing logs;

agency liaison problems and realistic potential‘fqr increased

production. In comparison, Center program expenditures for

-

Fiscal yeé% 1977 were estimated at $164,476. 1 , f .
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TABLE 10~1

COSTS FOR COMPLIANCE WITH LAW 116,
TITLE III, SECTION 7 (a-f)

Cases Completed Estimated Cases _ Costs

T 3 F.Y. 1977 for Compliance F.Y.l1l977 Compliance
; ! $198 : $198 (1) $88 (2)
Section 7(a)// » . :
Sentenceq'Offenders ' 169 (3) 3,000 $33,462 . $594,000 $264,000
Section 7(b) : ‘ _ o :
PrEVDentence Investigations 17 4,000 , 3,366 792,000 352,000
Section 7(c) : . |
Misdemeanants 0 200 0 39,600 17,600
Section 7(d) o -
Pretrial Release 0 - : 2,000 0 396,000 176,000 -
' Section 7(e) ,
Preparole 415 1,000 - 82,170 198,000 88,000
léection 7(£) : v ~ | . " - ;
: Probation 44 (4) 3,500 8,712 693,000 308,000
Other Requests (5) 185 1,000 36, 630 198,000 88,000
Totals 830 . 10,700 (6) $164,476 $2,118,600 $941,600

(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

(5) 1Includes revocations, executlve clemency, parole treatment plans, 1nst1tutlonal passes and
pass violations, and escapes :

(6) Adjustment for double counting (4, 000) Pre—sentence ‘invest
sentenced offenders and 3, SOngrobatloners ° 1gatlons can serve for 500

* . : . . . s N .
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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 proposal to

reorganize Center oﬁerations and functions. The Center is to

intervene with clientele in two ways during the next year:

1 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 td the courts in
the ¢ivil case number 75-828, Efrain Montero vs.
Rafael Herndndez Colén, et al, of the 14th of April

of 1976%/

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. InveStigationﬁ
units will be located in each Center, 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 ocdupational ﬁherapists‘
Individual evaluations will be performed through the "long
linked" approach whereby oné 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 Centra1$0ffice in
the Meﬁropolitan 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.

7
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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 23, 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) would be upproximately $693,000. This 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 estimated $578,000
would be needed to supplement the Cente? budget for pérsonnéi«;e~
sources alone. The increase budget is expected to be derived
from switching4probation and parcole investigation resources to

the Cehter.

TABLE 10-2

CENTER PROGRAM PAYMENT AND COST ESTIMATES FOR EVALUATIONS

¥

‘Case Completions | . Costs’
| $77
Section 7 (b)
Pre-sentence Investigations 4,916 $378,532
Section 7 (e)
Pre~Parole. : 1,000 lk 77,000
Other 3,084 237,468
Total 9,000 $693,000

Conclusions

The strategy proposed by the Center appeaws 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 Center, pre-sentence and pre-parole evaluations

mgj;
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are expected to be completed on every individual. However,

the compl;ance will be in name only, in that probation and
parcole officers are not trained social case workers, nor do
Eﬁey have proper psychological training. For this reason,
their evaluations are not psychological assessments and there-
fore, would not satisfy the intent of the law. In addition,
the shifting of probation and parole officers to the Center
will leave the remaining probation and parole .supervision units
fragmeﬁted, enhance communication barriers, create diseconomics
of organization, and, most impértantly, it may negatively im-
pact on current low recidivism rates. Further, the development
of pre-sentence and pre-parole evaluations are unnecessary for
every individual. Not all cases will necessitate psychological
or even éociological 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 reéson,
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 legislativé 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 depictea in this
report, is directly related to the dégree 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 Qf 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 agencies. 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

‘moratoriumi/remaﬂns in effect. It would require authorization

through legislation 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.

Ceriter responsibility would then become to evaluate any person
under the jurisdiction of any public agency within the ériminal
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 tc the court, probation, insti-
tutions, Parcle 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.

l/ P de S 388 and P de Iz ¢ 414 extending the moratorium to
August 1, 1979 have passed in each housée. It is expected
that 414 will be signed by the Governor shortly.
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Table 10-3 shows estimated cases and costs for special re- U

quest evaluations.

The cases required for special requests were estimated at

10% of the estimated cases for compliance with Law 116 with
the exception of the category "othexr". The "othér" categoxy
had 185 cases in Fiscal Year 1977 and could easily increase

to an additional 115 cases.

If the Center can conduct evaluations at approximétely $88 per
case completion, the estimated expenditures of Fiscal Year 1977
($164,476) should be sufficient to meet the target of 1,670
cases. The figure of $198.00 per case provides a good estimate
of cost per psychological evaluaticn. The figure of $198.00
per case provides a good estimate of cost pef psychological
evaluation. The figure 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 require the addition of salaries for investigative

personnel,
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TABLE 10-3

COSTS FOR SPECIAL REQUEST EVALUATIONS

Sentenced Offendérs

PSli's

Misdemeanant

Pre-Trial Release

~ Pre-Parole

;Probation

Other

Estimated special
Request casss

Costs

300

400

200
100 . -

350

1,670

195

$198.

559,408
79,200

‘”/5,960
39,600
19,800
69,300

59,400

$88.

$26,400
35,200
1,760
17,600
8,800
30,800

26,400

$330,660

$146,960




Conclusions

#
i

This alternative would eliminaﬁe the many needless Center.
evaluations now besing completed, and would concentrate the
evaluation efforts upon persons who are most likely to require
such specialized professional eValﬁations. Most offenders do
not require psychological or social casework evaluations, and
requiring them 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 Center evaluations are most helpful (or‘could be most |
helpful) for their more difficult “problem caseé" 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 épproaches fér'workihg wi£h the 6ffender.
This alternative would meet these correctional needs expressed
by workers. Further, offenders could initiate referfals them-
selves (or their attorneys could on their behalf) when they |
felt the evaluation .could be oﬁ service to them. Costs afe
reasonable for this alternativé’and no organizational changes
are réquired. Legislative approval would be required, but
legislative changes of some type are required anyway, unless
the very'eXpensive['counter productive alternative of full
compliénce with Law 116 is decided upon. The question is

N\

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 prov}sion for better inter*organiZa-
tional communication, and gﬂis, as we have recommended,

would surely have to be implemented. 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 ehsures realistic and
attainable recommendations and rehabilitation goals which
would have to be implemented. Establishing such interagency
coordination 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 Alternative IV: Center operations incorporating
intengive treatment units

Description

This alternative is similar to the prévious 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),
Bayambén, Ponce, Mayaguez and Caguas. The Center would be re-
tained only as an administrative unit with a’small staff respon-
sib;e for coordinating the activities of these decentralized
units. Intensive treatment unit staff should include at leasﬁ‘
one social worker and one psychologist (as most now do).

Presently, ITU's are responsible only to probation and parole.
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As suggested here, they would receive requests for evalua-

tion from institutions, and, in a few cases, from the courts.

Such a model would add the provision of direct therapeutic

setrvices for clients who have demonstrated 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 evaluation 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,
close llason could be establlshed with nearby correctlonal
institutions Wthh have substantial rates of referrals. - This
type of decentralized operation has the powerful advantage of
forc1ng horizontal (inter-agency) oommunlcatlon which greatly
enhances the frequency and effec¢tiveness of contacts both on a
formal and informal basis. Reports generated -whether socio=-
logical orvpsycholooical— without the benefit of joint dis-

cussions, are of minimal utility.

PMS Ltd. recommends that serious consideration be given to
combining the Center operation with intensive treatment units.
This alternative could continue to use evaluation skills (y

(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-

rgialized services could be matched into available program

resources. The number of client vacancies would known to
evaluation personnel. Therapy recommendations 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 psychblogical services to
offenders, but also in receiving accepﬁance from correctional
workers. This success is not coincidental; it is based on the
fact that organizational arrangements assure close communica-
tion and coordination between professional staff and line
Correctioﬁﬁi'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. 'Many of the problems of unrealistic re-

commendations, lack Of‘treatment follow through, and interagency
mistrust and hostility would be greatly reduced. Interagency
staff meetings need to be scheduléd and méintained, and correct-
ional line workers shculd bekpresént 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 advantage of providing train-
ing and education, through the medium of caée conferences and»
mutual interaction, to both professional staff and corrgctional
line workers. Knowledge and skills should grow within 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 cPrrectional institutions,
but the Hato Rey Center alrea&& does a large number of evalua-
tions for these institutions. What ié needed is more emphaéis
upon face-to-face interaction with personngl £rom institutions,

which should be possible to accomplish once the burden of

o

blanket evaluations is removed from the Center. Blanket evaluasy

tions waste professional time by requiringmevaluatigns 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 quest%onable,
coupling the evaluation with direct advice to the line correct-
igpal worker on‘how best to proceed with each individual offender

referred.

PMS Ltd. believes that it is best, in the absence of strong
countervailing evidence, to continue and to expand successful
correctional programs. Measured by the responses of correctional
workers interviewed, the intensive t:eatment units, and the
Mayaguez Sub-Center (which are similar in case consultation
procedures) are successful. This alternative offers the best

chance of building upon such success.

10.2.5 Alternative V: Base. Expectancy

Description

One of our long-term recommendations is that the Administration

of Corrections participate in the development of a series of

base expectancy scales for help in arriving at decisions regard-

ing probation, parole and pre-trial release. Essentially,

bage expectancy sc%les can place persons inte risk categories in
i

terms of whether o} not they will commit further offenses in

the future. Base expectancy scales are statistical prediction
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devices, as compared with psychological evaluations of the
risk of further offenses which are, in effect, c¢linical

predictions. A series of experiments over the years has

[

 established that statistical prediction devices are more

accurate (and they are always much less expensive) than

clinical predictions. Statistical prediction devices are

guite 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,vsex, marital
status, etc.) will survive to age 70. They cannot make indivi-
dual predictions but simply provide the "odds" in terms of per-
centages. Similarly, base expectahcy scales use past experience
with persons over the years to develop attrisﬁtes (e.g., age,
sex, criminal'record, offense, etc.) that indicate thevproba~
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 makihg (e.g., to release or
not, level of supervision required, etc.). Base expectancy
scales could be developed for pre-~trial detainees, probationers,
parolees and 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,
éfficient, reliable and valid.l/ Consequently; they can be
easily tabulated from case records by a trained clerical worker,
~or a trained line correctional worker, substantially reducing
salary costs over clinical predictiéns which are produced as a
part of psychological evaluations. Thebattributes used for
scoring are ultimately based on social conditions which can
change; therefore, such scales have to be developed and
kperiodically revalidated in the locél 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, significant attributes are
statistically weighted and totaled to develop a range of scores
that relates to chances of success or failure. Statistical
procedures for doing this, although somewhat complex, have been
developed. This is a retrospective design. The scale is then
validated byﬁé prospective design, applying it to peisons
currently 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 actually 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 veryklarge numbers of offenders in terms of risk. Therefore,
it is possible for the Administration of Corrections to develop
base expectancy scales than can classify‘ip terms of risk
pre~trial detainees, all persons under supervision and all
pre-parolees. We recommend that developing such scales 'be done
in the future. It should be noted that if the (CCH) component
of CJIS is fully implemehted 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. evaluation team,
given the results of this evaluaéion, 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. Recommendations are presented

in this section toward the achievement of that goal.

All recommendations 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

éetvice delivery. Recommendations affectingﬂthe Centg; pro-
gram are presented first, followed both short term and long

term systems recommendations.
11.1 PROGRAM 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 very specific organiza-

tional objectives related to this alternative.

An elementary management by objectives approach

could be implemehted whereby the Centef‘s goals are
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related to specific operational objectives.

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, to revise the judicial
opinion entitling all parolees to Center evalua-
tions. Only those parolees with spedéial
problems or unique cases which are particularly
difficult to handle, should be evaluated by

the Center. Legislativé amendments should allow
the Center the discretion 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.

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 minimum, refuse cases
they are not legally obligated to evaluate. To .
date, the Center has not refused cases under sections

b,c,d, and £ of Law 116. The Center should return
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all referrals under these sections to their
originating agency and proceéd evaluating ,
only those cases which fall under sections a |
and e. However, while immediately striving

to comply with the law, the 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).

. Ponce referrals shquld continue to be sent to

the Hato Rey Center. Referrals from Ponce are

freQuent enough to merit the creation of a Ponce
SuS-Center} however, until a Sub-Center is

created, all Ponce referrals should contiﬁue 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 £¥om the
Mayaguez area, let alone Ponce. Even iIf the part-
time psychologist were to receive a new contract,
which does not appear likgly in the near future,

he does not have sufficient time to see those

cases referred from the Mayaguez and Aguadilla

" regions. At present, he spends eight hours® a week

2]
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over his weekly contract time of 14 hours

for which he doeé‘not_get paid.

o A Sub¥Center in Ponce should be created;

This Sub-Center should aécépt referrals from

the Ponce region only. This would réduce the

Hato Rey Centers workload while providing more

readily accessible services to the Ponce region.
Further, given that Ponce is the second largest
! :

o ’&ity‘on the island there would 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 currént with case reviews. Two Earblé )
Baard‘positions should be added to the‘existing
thfeé'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 administrgtive 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 pérCeptions and intexr=

relationships' with the Center.

By

Staffing of any Center or Sub-Center shouldbalwayé

be made on the basis of permanent positions.
Positions haVe, at thé creation of the Centet/SubQ
Center, been staffed through temporary loans of
personnel from other agencies. These‘loans havei
‘contributed to a lack of consistency in
operational procedures and disruption within the

loaning agency.

Permanent positions would lend more continuity
to operating procedures and provide a better
foundation for interagency relationships at a

lower per case cost.

The Center should develop formalized intake

procedures and asSign specific responsibilities

to appropriate stéff. Specific intake‘précedd:es
should be developed, outlining casepriortizatién,_
~criteria for case assignments by type of referral,
‘and case flow within the»organizétioﬁ. Case.
’control-:procedures must be inteérated into in-
take proceéures to assﬁre adequate record keeping
of all referrals’and case assignments-

There is currehtly a generai lack of intagke
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procedures and case assignmeﬁts are randomly
made by either a secretary or social penal
worker, depending upon personnel availability
at the moment. Specifid peréonnel should be
assigned intake responsibilities to assure
continuity in case assignments, control pro-=

cedures, and recordkeeping.

Extraneous‘responsibilities not mandated by

Law 116, such as evaluating correctional workers,

should be absolutely avoided.

Regular personal communication’betweén Center
persgnnel and referral agency personnel is
essential. Scheduled interageﬂcy staff con-
ferences to discuss mutual procedures and

problems should be established and maintained.

Case evaluations should always be done by

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 shounld participate
in a group discussion with the psychologist

and/or socia; worker who conducted the evalua-

tion. Recommendations should be jointly discussed and acreed
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~upon before being documented in the case file.
Face~-to~face conferences w1ll lead to more
realistic recommendatlons, a commitment on the
part of the line correctional worker to im~
plement recommendations, and en%encKﬁwlnter-

agency communication. |
A

|

\.

o Intensive treatment units now established should

be maintained and incorporated into Center ser-—

vices as they are currently being’oﬁerated;

These units offer a model of effective professional
service to Corrections that should bekexpanded,

(see Alternative IV).

o Clearvand reasonable criteria for classifying

drug offenders in terms of severlty, frequency,

‘and type of drug use must ‘be developed

Collaboratively, the Administration of .
‘mgorrections and the Department of‘Addiction~
‘Wéervices should‘developjcriteria and'procedures

for uniformly implementing a classification

.system for drug users.

o Soc1al penal workers should dLSCOntlnue labellng
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drug offenders untll a drug classmflcatlon

system is developed;
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In cases where physical deéendence on
narcotics is apparent, the person should
be seen by akphysician and, where deemed
useful, referred to-the ‘Department of

Addiction Services.

The Parole Board should reconsider their

policy of mandatory participation in drug

treatment programs until a drug classifi-

cation system is developed 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 seribus
drug abusers»who could benefit from the limited

treatment programs avaiiable.

Inmate self-classification as a drug abuser

should not be accepted as the primary criterion

- for admiséion into any drug program.

Alcoholics should not be labeled as drug addiets
nor treated in such programs. ~Additional programs
énd services for alcoholics should be identified
and made available within the institutions.

Volunteer services such as Alcoholics Anonymous
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Base expectancy scales should be developed

as a means of estimating risk of future

offenges by parolees, 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 resourcesrmore
effectively. Some concérn has been. expressed
over the difficulty in finding qualified
psychologists willing to work full £ime for
the Center given existing salaries. Salaries
should be adjusted upward to attract qualified
psychologists. Salary increases ranging bet-
ween SiOO 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.

Full-time psychologists' workload requirements
should be incteased from six evaluations a week

£o a minimum of 10 evaiuations a week. Part-

time psychologists currently complete four cases

a week working a fourteen hg;r wéek. Thefefore,
full—timé ps§chologists working a forty hour

week should realistically be capable of completing

a minimum of 10 evaluations. o
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o0 Formal training appropriate to Center work
should be provided for professional staff.
Self-perceived inadequacies related to Center
work could be utiliéed as a basis for identifi-
cation of future training needs. Opportunities
and incentives to pérticipate in training ought

_to be developed.

o At least one interviewing room should be built
in thé Mayaguez Sub-Center. Inmateé could then
be interviewed 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.

11.2 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,

Center professional staff and institutional

personnel should jointly determine programming

needs. ' Appropriate rehabiliﬁation‘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 weli

as the identification of community based services.

Probation and parole investigation units should

remain in their respective agencies. Probation

and parole practices have beenlunusually success—
ful in achieving low recidivism rates. It is
recommended that this system not be changed witﬁ;
out very careful analytical thought because of
the likelihood of increasing these recidivism
rates due to the introduction of unforeseen and
unplanned oxganizational diSeconomics. In addi-
tion, separation of supervision and investigation
functions would fragment agencies, disrupt orga-
nizational activities, enhance communication ;
bairiers; 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 dependent

upon these evaluations (eg., parole, transfers( passes, etc.),
resolution of the problem is not only an organizational ﬁeces-
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 reélistic
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
alternatives. 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

Administratioh of Corrections elect either Alternative III

or Alternative IV. Having carefilly examined existing needs

and ofganizational entities, we submit that either of these
options would be feasible within the Commonwealth criminal
justice system. Neither is exhorbiténtly expensive and

either could be implemented with the knowledge of a moratorium
extension. Both options are organizationally sound, and are
designed to avoid the types of problems that now plague presént

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 with 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 6f pre-trial detention, pre-parole

hearings, and probation and parole supervision.
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SECTION XII

FUTURE AREAS OF CONCERN

DEVELOPMENT OF A BASE EXPECTANCY MODEL

Consideration should be lent to the concept of
developing a series of base expectancy scales.

The procedures for developing base expectancies
involve looking at the past experience of offenders
in terms of success or failure and determining which
attributes are statistically related to that success
or failure. The Administratioﬁ §f Corrections could | ‘

participate in the development of such a model. |

DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIZA FOR CLASSIFYI&G DRUG OFFENDERS ’

The labeling affedt of "drug addicts" has severely im-

pacted on various elements of the Correctional System,
particularly the Parole Board and drug treatment programs.

To make appropriate parole decisions related to this |
specific client group, as well as pravide drug treatment
services to the individuals in greatest need of service,

proper criteria for classifying drug offenders must be

developed.
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CJIS IMPLEMENTATION

Several CJIS terminals are located in institutions
throughout the island. These terminals may be accessed
for Computerized Criminal Histqry (CCH) information
provided the necessary data has been entered into the
computer, specifically fingerprinting. For a indivi-
dual criminal history to be entered into the data base,
the person must have been fingerprinted. PMS Lﬁd.

recommends that everyone be fingerprinted when they are

convicted of a criminal offense. Also, the CCH 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 reférencing aliases.
Further, the Administration of Corrections could utilize
the CCH 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 expeétancy model.

DETERMINE ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR SOCIAL

SERVICE DELIVERY

The Administration of Corrections should, in conjunction
with appropriate 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~$\

[TALI

teria must also be jointly developed.

EVALUATING THE TRAINING PROGRAM FOR SOCIAL PENAL WORKERS

An evaluation of the type and quality of training regeived
bg social penal workers and an assessment of the relevance
and use of training is needed. The social penal wprkers
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. Further, on-site observations

by the project team indicate that the social penal workér

has additional time available for the provision 0%

|

counseling services. Training is being delivereékip
counseling techniques yet social penél workers amé; at
best, providing very little counseling. A more détailed
evaluation of social penal worker training related to

task analysis, could provide a bas’n for the most effective

utilization of personnel resources.
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APPENDIX A

DATA REQUIREMENTS CHECKLISTS
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Name (s) and Position of Respondent(s):

Date

Location of Interview:

Person(s) Conducting Interview:




. . . . 2

Fd

PMS LIMITED

1501 BANCO POFULAR CENTER » HATO REY & PUERTO RICO & 00018

DATA REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST : ST e

CENTER AND SUB-CENTER

o Descrlbe Center actlv1ty follow1ng recelpt of a
referral request.

o] How does the Center que requests for evaluatlons and
treatment plans?

o} What information does the Center elicit in its prepaw : s
' ration of a social history? ‘ : ; BRI A

0 What information does the Treatment Committee 1nclude
in the social history file that is sent to the Center"

© Do the parole assessments include treatment plans for
community adgustment’

o Which evaluations are made directly?
Which indirectly?

o} How are problem inmate cases presently handled?

o To what extent could the Center provide useful services 'aibk»'-eﬂ
for handling problem inmates? « : SRR

o Has a psychiatrist ever served the Centerfin any capacitya‘

o Do the Center/Sub Center profe551onal staff feel a : R
psychiatrist is needed? , N ‘ R

o] What type of formal or lnformal tralnlng have Center
staff received? :

|
|
: : e
o Is there a consensus that addltlonal tralnlng is needed R o

for Center staff? If so, what typeo g«w

0 What type of training would the Center regard as iy )
appropriate for the Treatment Committee? - kal S ‘J

o Do Center staff feel qualified to deliver trainlng to'ﬁ‘F
either custody officers or Treatment Commlttee members
(time permitting)? S : =

R
'

A Substduary of Planning Research Corporauon
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Data Requiremehts Checklist _
Center and-Sub-Center ‘ R 2.

o What do the psychologists see as the puipose of their
interviewing and testlng (relative to referral agency
and client)? =

o »Are psychologiSts aware of other useful methods for
-~ evaluating and classifying inmates?

o0 How are the tests that are being used selected?

) What are the most important reasons for the large volume
of transfers°

o} What are the attrition characterlstlcs of professional
staff in the Center?

-0 Describe any meetings the Center has had with other
'~ criminal justice agencies to coordinate their activities.

‘o What are the specific duties of the social penal worker
‘ as actually performed?

o Does the Center/Sub-Center pay for the transportation of
any clients for evaluation purposes?

o What are the orgaanational relationships of the Sub-
Center director to the Center and Parole Department?

©  Describe any relevant internal or external constraints
affecting the operations of the Center?

0 What is your response to the idea that a base expectancy
model be developed for classification by risk, parole
dec151ons, and ROR decisions?

o How do Center staff feel about part1c1patlng in the

development of a base expectancy model?

to transfer the Center to the State Penitentiary?

© . How do Center staff - members feel about the
Mayaguez approach? -

© What do you believe the future goals of the Center should be?

o Irrespective of resource constraints, how would you improve
existing Centexr operations, procedures and priorities.

o | a.3

'l O "o Do you feel that there are any advantages in the proposal



PRMS LINITED ~- |

1501 BANCO POPULAR CENTER » HATQ REY & PUEATO RICO o .00%1D

DATA REQUIREMENTS CHECKLIST

TREATMENT COMMITTEE

0 What programs for inmates does this institution now have?

;0 What additional programs for inmates within institutions 
are both feasible and desireable?

(o} What community resources does this institution use?

o) Are there other community resources which are known
but not used? If so, why not?

o How are custody officers selected to pérticipate in the
Treatment Committee?

fs) How are cases referred to the Treatment Committee?

0 How does the Treatment Committee decide which cases are
referred to the Center?

o] What are the specific duties of the SOClal penal worker
as actually performed?

(o] What information does the Treatment Committee include in
the social History file that is sent to the Center?

o) How did the formexr Boards of Classification dlffer from
the present Treatment Committees?

o} What were the relative advantages of each?

o To what extent does the institution utilize Center
recomnmendations? :

o} What type of training would the Treatment Committee
' ‘consider useful?

o what agency or persons would be most suitable to prov1deﬁ
training to Treatment Committees? :

o] How do Treatment Comm;ttee members feel about the
Mayaguez approach?

o What specific problems does the 1nst1tutlon see in
Center recommendatlons° :

A.4
A Subsidiary of Planning Research Corperation
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Data Requirements Checklist
Treatment Committee : : 2.

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?




PRS LIMITED

1301 BANCO POPULAR CENTEK « HATO REY & PUERTO RICO e 00910

DATA REQUTREMENTS CHECKLIET

JUDGES

© Who conducted evaluations prior to 1274 for Court
Ordered requests for special cases?

© How did the former Boards of Classification differ from
the prasent Treatment Committees? :

0 What were the relative advantages of each?

o Has the guality of pre-parole assessments changed as
‘ a result of the Center's existence?

© Which Center evaluations should be done directly.
Which indixectly?

o What type of cases are judges currently referring to
the Centex?

0 Are there other cases they feel should be referred to
the Center? ‘

o How useful do you consider Center evaluations for your
decisions?

o 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
to transfer the Center to the State Penitentiary?

© Do you think the Probation Department should be under the
direction of the Court or the Corrections Administration?

A.6
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Data Requirements Checklist
Judges 2.

o] There is a proposal to 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
Centex?

o What is your response to the idea that a base expectancy
model be developed for classification by risk, parocle
decisions, and ROR decisions?

o What do you believe the future goals of the Center should be?
e} Irrespective of resource constraints, how would you

improve existing Center operations, procedures and
priorities?
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(Texto de Aprobacién Final por la Cdmara)
(20 DE JUNIO DE 1977)

ESTADO LIBRE ASOCIADO DE I'UERTO RICO

8% ASAMBLEA 18 SF.SIAGN'
LEGISLM‘IVA . EXTRAORDINARIA

GAMARA DE RLPRE}.}HNTAN'TES

. P odela C 414

S + 17 DE JUNIO DE 1977

LEY e e (TR

Presentimdo por log representantes Viera Martinez, Granados Navedo,

pi v Urbing Urbina, sefiora Monrouzean Martinez, sefiores Ayala Del
S Valle, Misla Aldarondo, Barriera Vdzquez, Martinez Colén, Ri-
vera Morales, Batista Montafiez, Salichs, Sagardia Sdnchez, Va-
lentin Acevedo, Torres Quiles, Fonscca Jiménez, Cruz Ortiz,
Soldevila, Herndndez Rodriguez, Navarro Alicea, Estevez Datis,
Collazo, -Colén- Lugo, De Jesils, Dones Rosario, Esteves Ldpez,
Iglesias Rodriguez, Marrero Hueca, Molina Vdzquez, Morales

F'Garcla, Rivera Quifiones, Robles Albarrdn, Rojas Reyes y -Fo-
scmo Bdez

als

13

Refendo a la Comisién De lo Juridico Penal

LEY T o
~tPard enmendar el Articulo 58 de la Ley ntim. 116 de 22 de julio de
1974, enmendada, cuyo titulo es “Ley Organica de la Admihis-
tracién de Corrececién’; enmendar el Articulo 3 de la Ley nim,
... 172 de 28 de julio de 1974, enmendada, que enmienda la Regla
© v 162 y adiciona la Regla 162.1 & las Reglas de Procazdimiento
. Criminal; y para enmendar el Articule 2 de la Ley nim. 239 de
23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, que adicicna la Regla 1622 a
odecn 88, Reglas de. Procedimiento Criminal, a los fines de aplazar
hasta el 1 de agosto de 1979 la vigencia de algunas disposiciones
de la Ley ntm. 118 y la totalidad de las Leyes nidm. 172 y
nim. 239, todas ellas en relacién con el Centro de Clasificacion,
- Didgnéstico y Tratamiento. :

EXPOSICION DE MoTIvos

c“c.t‘\ [P A RN

La Ley num 116 de 22 de julio de 1974, enmendada que cred’la

2 Administracién de Correccién, en su Articuio 7 dispone para la
creacién de un Centro de Clasificacién, Diagnéstico y Tratamiento .

con el propésito de centralizar los servicios de clasificacion y diag- -

néstico v de establecer divectrices de tratamiento para proveer eva-

Yuacién adecuada de los delincuentes en las distintas etapas de co-
rreccién en que puedan enconfrarse. Al contemplarse la creacién

del citado centro fue necesario ‘enmendar las Reglas de Procedi-

.
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: Deerétase por lo Asamblea Legislativa de Puerto Rico: |

R - T Y S C OO
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miento Criminal para atemperarlas.a las nuevas exigencias, lo que

“de efectud por las Leyes ntm. 172 de 23 de julio de 1974 ¥y nim. 239

de 23 de julio de 1974. '
Clutrper FT
Sabido es que las actividades del Centro conllevan fueites ero-
gaciones de fondos publicos y que la situacién precaria del Erario
Piblico hizo necesario que se aplazara la vigencia de la antes men-
cionada Ley nim, 116 en lo que se referfa a lag actividades del eitado
Centro de Clasificacién, Diagndstico y Tratamiento y como conse-
cuencia también la vigencia de las Leyes nim. 172 y nim, 289,

LR}

En vista de que, al presentarse el nuevo afio fiscal, la situacién

econdmica no ha variado favorablemente, se hace necesario que una
_vez méis se aplace la vigencia de las antes citadas leyes.

.
O etk

‘. Seccién 1.—Se enmienda el Articuld 5'8‘? de la I.Je'y.nﬁin. 116
de 22 de julio de 1974, enmendada, para que se lea como sigue:
“Articulo 58.—Fsta ley empezard a regir el 1vo. de julio de
1974, pero los incisos (b), (c), (d) ¥y (f) sdel» Articq‘l‘or."{*.em-
pezaran a regir el 1ro. de agosto de 1'9'7SN)."- R
Seccién 2.—Se enmienda el Articulo $ de la Ley nim. 172
de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, para que setkl.e;'_;. cg;n'q'.sigue:
“Articulo 3.—Esta ley empezard a ‘regir el 1ro. de agosto
“de 1979.”

Seccién 8.—Se enmienda el Articulo 2 de la Ley nim. 239

oy
(=

de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, parzi que se lea como sigue:
. A ol - .

: 11 o

'_12' “Articulo 2.~Esta ley empezard a regir el 1ro. de agosto
18 .de 1'979.,3’

14 SecciékFti.——Esta ley empezard a regir desde la fgcha c}e su
15 aprObaCiém i ’-53‘ " 4t ‘,..‘!i:.‘ tt;v':




ESTADO LIBRE ASOCIADO DE PUERTO RICO

8% ASAMBLEA C 16 SestéN
LEGISLATIVA . . EXTRAORDINARIA

SENADO DE PUERTO RICO
P. del S. 388
20 DB JUNIOkDE 1977

LA

Presentado por los sefiores Ramos Barroso y Nogueras, Hijo = -

" Referido a la Comisién De lo Juridico

S LEY

Para enmendar el Artizulo 58 de la Ley nim. 116 de 22 de julio de
‘ 1974, enmendada, cuyo titulo es “Ley Orgénica de la Adminis-
tracién de Correceién”; enmendar el Articulo 8 de la Ley nim,
172 de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, que enmienda la Regla

v 162 y adiciona la Regla 1621 a las Reglas de Procedimiento

Criminal; y para enmendar el Articulo 2 de la Ley nim. 239 de

23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, que adiciona la Regla 162.2 a

las Reglas de Procedimiento Criminal, a los fines de aplazar

hasta el 1 de agosto de 1979 la vigencia de algunas disposiciones

de la Ley nim. 116 y la totalidad de las Leyes ntm, 172 y

niim, 289, todas ellas en relacién con el Centro de Ciasificacién,
. »; Diagnéstico y Tratamiento.

Ce ExposiciON bE MoTIvos

.+ La Ley ntim. 116 de 22 de julio de 1974, enmendada que cred la
Administracion de Correccién, en su Articulo 7 dispone para la
creacién de un Centro de Clasificacién, Diagnéstico y Tratamiento
con el propdsito de centralizar los servicios de clasificacién y didg-

néstico y de establecer directrices de tratamiento para proveer eva- -

luacién adecuada de los delincuentes en las distintas etapas de co-
rreccién en que puedan encontrarse. Al contemplarse la creacién
del citado centro fue necesario enmendar las Reglas de Procedi-

B.3
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miento Criminal para atemperarlas a las nuevas exigencias, lo que
se efectud por las Leyes ntim. 172 de 28 de Juho de 1974 y nim. 239
de 23 de julio de 1974.

Sabido es que las actividades del Centro conllevan fuertes ero-
gaciones de fondos phblicos y que la situacién precaria del Erario
Priblico hizo necesario que se aplazara la vigencia de la antes men~
cionada Ley ntim, 116 en lo que se referia a lag actividades del citado
Centro de Clasificacién, Diagnéstico y Tratamiento y como conse-
cuencia también la vigencia de las Leyes nim. 172 y ntm, 289,

En vista de que, al presentarse el nuevo afio fiseal, la situacién

econémica no ha variado favorablemente, se hace necesario que una
v( mas se aplace la vigencia de las antes citadas leyef)

Deerétase por la Asamblea Legi#at-iva de Puerte Rico:
1 Seccién 1,—Se enmienda el Articulo 58 de 1a. Ley ntm. 116
g de 22 de julio de 1974, enmendada, para que se lea como sigue:
3 “Articulo 58 ~—Bsta ley empezaré a regir el lro. de julio de
’,.A1974 pero los incisos (b) (e), (d) ¥ (£) del Articulo ‘7 em-
. pezatén a regir el 1lro. dg ago§t0 de 1977 1979

""" Seccién 2—Se enmienda el Artfculo 3 de la Ley nim. 172

4
5
6. .

. 7 - de 23 de julio de 1974, enmendada, para que se lea comno gigue:
8‘ | “Articulo 8.—Esta ley exﬁpemr{x a regir el 1ro. de agosto
g de 1077 19797 - '

Seccién 3.—Se enmienda el Artimllo 7 de la Le;f“nﬁnl'. 239
de 23 &e julic de 1974, enmendada, para que se lea como sigue:

" A rticulo 2.;—-Esta‘ley' smpezard a regir el lro. d:e.ag"qst_'o

13 de 367 19797 oLl

14 | Seccmn 4-—»E%ta Iey empemm a reglr desde Ia fecha de su

15 ' aprobacidn. ) o ‘ " Ty T Te e
s R S T S
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