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I o CLARK COUNTY COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS PROGRAM

}]* The Clark Coﬁnty Community Based Corrections Project is 0
a unified approach to the treatment of accused offenders from
-the time they flrst enter the crlmlnal Justice system, through

trial, pp>81b1e 1ncarcerat10n and release on probatlon or parole.

The following unifs now compose the CBC operation:

Pre-trial Services - A staff of four interviewers screen
the majority of all defendents brought to the Clark County
jail to determine eligibility for pre<trial release..
Screening is stringent and difficult cases are closely
monitored throughout the pre-trial perlod '

-Misdemeanant Probation Services - A staff of four proba-
tion officers conducts pre-sentence investigation for the
District Court and supervises misdemeanor offenders placed
on probatlon

Pre—trlal Supervised Release -~ One counselor provides in- o
tensive supervision for individuals not ellglble for ROR e
but considered a "good rlsk " :

Alternative Community SerVLCeo - One cecounselor assignps

those traffic offenders who cannot afford to pay triisic

fines to appropriate public and private non-profit agencies
where fines are worked off at a credit of $3.00 per hour. o

Drug Abuse Unit -~ One full-time and one part-time ‘counselor.
Provides drug abuse evaluations for the courts and proba+ '
tion department. Manages drug detection (urine scanning ,
program) -and prov1des intensive counsellng and therapy for

drug abusers. ‘ N -

A\)

Res1dent1a1 Treatment ‘Services -~ An intensive behavior
modification progra for male adult felony offenders who
will be committed to prison if they are not accepted into
this residential program. Housed in a bed renovated apart-
ment building, this program involves extensive therapy de-
signed to develop responsibility and trust in the residents.
_ 'Also, . educational and vocational training are required where
[ approprlate, and employment is required for graduation.
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Employment Services - This two‘éoﬁnselor unit provides
vocational testing and motivational counseling.

The activities of t%e Community Based Corrections project

can be categorized by its four magor functlons Client screen—‘

ing, primarily. the responsibility of the release on own recog—

nizance unit but also found in the,development of misdemeanent

probation pre-sentence investigations and drug abuse assess-

f ments by the drug services unit, involves the collection of

information which is used by judges during jthe adjudication

proce&s. Case management which is found in the ‘misdemeanant

probaﬁion unit ther superv1sed release unit, the drug services

unit, ;nd the alternative ‘community serv1ces unit concerns the

!\

supervjs1on and monitoring of client act1v1t1es to insure that
2

v pre—trnal agleements or sentences are fulfilled according to

the requlrements of the agreement with: the crimlnal Justice

system i Cl*ent treatment which is found in the reSiQential

! treatmenm fa0111ty and the drug services unit, attempts to assist

-ethe oliept in his attempts fa develop socially aooeptable coping

\ <'

trategles for life in the out81de world Client re—entry

.@ss1stanee ‘which to some degree is found in all programs but

is most evident in the employment serv1ces unit, deals with

helping clientsxcultivate and prepare arrangements for their

o L
support 1n the community followlng CBC tenure ' @..

{1,/

In the following evalﬁation report, the community based

~corrections program will be examined at botﬁfthe entire program
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and individual unit level. Before providing detailed informa-

tion describing individual unit performance in 1977, the im-

pact of the Community ﬁased Corrections program on the Clark

County crime rate and criminal justice system will be¢ examined.

One of the major objectives:pf the. CBC program was to
reduce the number of criminal activifies dcdurringﬁﬁh,cyark
County. Referende to Figure 1 provides a five-year per-
spective of crimes committed iﬁ Clark County. Foliow;ng a
dramatic increase in the rate of violent ;nd property arimes
in-1974, the increase in crime rates in‘eéch successive year
has been smaller than the prior year. Since the CBC pro-
ject was implemented in 1975, it is readily apparent that
the CBC program did not result in an increased thre#t to
community safety.° In fact, the 1977 rate of v1olent crimes’,

fell 2.2% from the previous year. When the crlme rate figures

are adjusted to compensate for the large increase in the Clark

- County population, an increasing decline in criminal activity

per population size is evident for 1276 and 1977. Though
such a trend may be the result of factors other than the.

Community Based Corrections project it nevertheless asserts
£

x

the fa6t, that the CBC program did not adversely affect the

‘erime rate in Clark County.
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‘Clark County. ” B

The fact that the cri&e rate, adjusted,forgpopulation size,.

I

/has fallen during every year of CBC operation sugg%sts that

the CBC may in fact have had a considerable impaét%on crime in

'
fy -

Figure 2 describes the number of misdemeanant and felony

bookings in Clark County since the implementation of the

. Community Ba§ed Corrections project. As was évident in the

previpué figure, a slight increase in the number of bookings

s'z» |
has occurred in 1976 and 1977. One interesting fact is that
though the total number of bookings has-incfeased, the averagé)

numbéf of felony bookings decreased in 1977. In addition, the

‘faét the Clark County population increased over 15,000 (10.0%)

in the same time period means that the nuwber of bookings'per

~ 1000 residents has actually fallen during the CBC tenure.

@

Tiiough this trend is insufficient evidence to affirm that the

Community Bésed}Corrg§tions program has reduced crime in Clark

County, it nevertheless provides supp%rt for the argument that ﬂ

the Community Based Corrections project did not ¥Yesult in an
increased threat to community éafety. Figure 3 provides a

sixteen-year perspective of commitments to state institutions

in Washington and Clark County. The State of Washington

‘commitment rate, despite’a noticeable decline in 1975 and 1976,

is charadterized by a trend which suggests that the rate of
commitments to state institutions increased in proportion to

increases in state population{ Reference to‘tﬁe,Clark County

4
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commitment trend shows that the rate of commitment to state

°institutions has fallen during the same\period that the county

population has'grown at a raté faster than any time in the
history of the county. When this tiend;is viewed in light of
tpe higher’probability 0of crime associated with a transient
pspulation such as that found in Clark County (i.e. transient
meaning a younger population chafactefized by a short,ggsidencé
in Clark County), the relative stability of the crime rate in
Clark County appears to indicate an effective.criminal .
Jjustice system that has adapted to the needs of ablarger con~
stituency. One of the centralbmeans ofladaptation has bheen

the implementation of the Community Based Corrections project.

Community'Based Corrections: A‘Systemic Perspective

During the tenure of the Community Based Correcfions pro-
ject, a gurvey soliciting ratings of the project was distributed
throughout the Clark County criminal justiceqsfgtem at yearly
intervals. The information generated by this survey provides

an excellent barometer of the relationship between the CBC

project and the system it is a part of and was éesigned to

assist. Reference to Figure 4 provides Qverall rating dver—
agés for the CBC project in 1976, 1977, and 1978, Each of

these surveys reflects the attitudes of criminal justice k

§

system personnel concerning the CBC in the prior year (e.g. 1976

averages describe the perceptions@%ased on what happened in

1975). As is evident upon reference to this figure, a
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slight decline in the overall ratlng average has occurred |
between 1976 and 1978..  With the exceptlon of the average
ﬁratings characterizing the deterence associated with the

< CBC eperation, the Community Based Corrections project re-

. celved positive ratings by theuC1ark Countg criminal justice
system. The low rating average ass#gned the issue of deter- .
rence can be attributed primarily to thehratings by law en-
forcement personnel and State probafion and parole personnel.
These two criminal justice system elements consistentlyf
evaluated the CBC project lower than any other criminal justice
system element.' The three issues .for which the CBC project re-
ceived the highest average ratings were cost benefit,‘eontrin

“ ~bution to the economic and social suécess of the client, and
program effectiveness. These survey results suggest that the
community based eorrections project is considered by the-Clark
County criminal justice SQetemlto represent an effective and
efficient means of reintegrating the offender back into the
community. Criminal justice system prdfessionals also feel
that the CBC project éffords, to eome degree, offendsrs a means
of '"beating the syetem." The contrast of épproving ; project
for its effectlveness while at the same tlme crltlzlng its
deterrence reflects the two pole° Whlch appear to charaoterlze
the Clark County crlmlnal Justlce system. Reference to Figure 5
prOV1des addltlonal insight 1nte the trade off between rehab111~
tation and punlshment which underlles the contrast mentloned

above. -
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" The issues contained in Figure 5 were'also included in L

the criminal justice systém survey and were intended tc identify
Y
the philosophical orientation of those evaluatlng the Communlt{
7 1

/ The percentage of the sample 1n ?

Based Corrections prOJect
agreement with these crlmlnal justice issues is presented for
the three-year period of the CBC opexatlon. As is evident with
evety igsue included in Figure 5, the introduction of the
Community Based Correetions'pnojeet.h%s resulted in a sniftf
from emphasis on punishment to emphasis on rehabilitation.

This shift appears to be primarily found among those eriminal

v

Justlce system elements ‘invoived with offenders after arrest,

Law enforcement personnel have cons1stent1y, over the“last

three &ears, fevored the punishment approach over the rehabi-
litation approach. The fact‘that the greatest change has

occurred‘ with the-exéeption of the State‘Drobation & Parole staff,

profess1onals who work dizectly with the Communlty Basad

Correctlons progect sugg ests that when one hds actual 5;

(5experience with or direct‘znformatlon descrlblng the, WBC program,

one will usually censider the LBC program an effectlve and

RY
N

efficient means of deallngww1th Cflmb Tn s fan also, suggemts
that ope reason 1aw enforcement personnel do not {alue the CBC

progect as much as other orlmlnal Justlce professionals i that .

nthey have llttle opportunlty %0 interact w1th CBC operatlons._ione ‘

factor 1nfluenc1ng the 10w law enlorcement perqonnel ratlngs of the

i CBC might be the 11m1ted 1nformation avallable to thns segment f;m

A

of the c"lmlnal Jjustice systeﬁ The other component of the
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Clark County criminal justicé system that cbqgﬁstently assigned
low ratings to the Community Based Corrections Qfoject was the
: S%ate Probation and Parcle. Despite an ever increasing interj
~action with the Community Based Corrections project and In-
creased utilization of CBC services, State probation and

parole personnel have given the Community Based Corrections
project lower ratings every year. This inconsistenéy suggests
that ongoing dlalogues between the state probation and parole
office and thg¢gBC project are necessary.v In light of the‘ =
effectiveness of the CBC projéct in dealing with crime in Cla}k
County, these dialogues might ini%ialiy address‘the accuracy

of state probation'and parole perceptioﬁ of the CBC project.

Figure 6 presents the criminal justice system sPrvey re-
sults for the 1977 CBC opéfatiqn tenure. With the eéception of
tﬁe drug counseling service, each CBC unit receivéd positf%e
ratings by their peers, Referente to the issues of effective-
ness and cost benefit again reaffirm the acknowledgement of
CBC utility in rehabilitﬁﬁing‘offendérs. The low rafings
under the issue of deterrence reflect the attitudes that
though the CBC effectlvely assists offenders in Clark County,
zit deces hot provide adequate punishment or threat to represent.
an effective deterrenﬁé The fact that the crime rage in Clark

County has dropped every year. of CBC operation suggests that
. the assumed relationship between punishment aﬁd detérfence is

not a valid assumption. o i , //
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Community Based Corrections: 'A functional perspective

The Community Based Corrections project was intended to
serve as a community based correctional program which would .
monitor, treat, and rehabilitate offenders from the time of
their arrest to the time the offender leaves the criminal
justice system. In the_fellpwing pages the objectives of each
of the units composing the Clark County Community Based
Correetlons progect w1ll be discussed in terms of the degree
to which each of these units attalned thelr obJectlves. Before

moving to these discussions, it is useful to first examine the .
i o
/

CBC oper“tlon in the context of its "fit" with the Clark County

Criminal justice system.

The CBC project provides serviees whichqfulfill four major
functions in the Clark County Criminal Justice System. These
functions are client screening, which provides information to
the ceurts; case management, which monitors ciient.compliance
with court mandates; and client treatment and :e-entry assis-
tance, both of which serve to coordinate and facilitate the

treatmeptiactivities arranged for each‘ﬂlient -Back of these
il /‘v‘\

’functlons requires a staff whlch deals dlrectly w1th the cllenesifj

an administration which supervises service delivery, and a faci-
lity which houses the staff and administration,. In termsréf
cost—effectlveness, each of the serv1ces 1nvolved in fulfllling

uhese iunctlons is characterlzed by what is referred to as

€

economies of scale., Eeonomles of scale refers to those sltuanw

- Re
tions in which the cost associated with-each client is reduced -
Y u & den : o .»Y:'%\ '
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in proportion to the @ofal number of clients served. The
greater the number of clients, the lower the costs involved
for providing each of those clients service.: Economies of

scale are the result of fixed costs which do not necessarily

increase when more clients are served. In sﬁéh situatibnsﬂ
se;vibe duplication ié ektremely coéfly because it increases
the fixed costs involved in providing the service within a‘
given area while at the same time siphoning clients from ex-
is%ihg operations and driving up the cost associated with their
éervice'delivery%} This appears to be a problem of critical

importance to the Clark County Criminal Justice System. Not
e o7

b f

only are some O0f the sefvices currently providediby the Community
Based Corrections operation being duplicated within the county,

c but this redundancy appears to be increasing.
One of the strongest arguments for the existence of
memunity‘based corrections projects is that by centralizing

services under one administration it is possible to cut the

”V@rhead associated with each service., In addition, by having
@ivices for triminal justice clients close to each other,

mmunication and cooperatign between criminal justice system

[
Pl

e éléments:ﬁfe‘facilitated. In, Clark County, the Community

Basédﬁﬁofrections operations has coordinated the activities

3
Y

.of seyenwdifferent units:successfully for fhe?past three years. -
GyIn~doihg so, the ogerhead(éosts'that would have been involved
for séven séparaye units héve been replaée§ with the overhead
éosts of one administration. Th%§jrepresents a significant

@
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savings to the tax payers of Clark Counfy« Despite the success

P =

of, the Community Based Corrections project in maximizing the
service delivery associated with each dollar allocated the
project, duplication of its services exists outside the CBC

program.

One example of program redundancy which appears to limit -‘f?{g;“

the cost effectiveness of tHe Clark County Criminal Justice :f;

System is found in the %%ea of case management,
: S o

to the misdemeanant probation unit and the supervised release

In addition

unit of the Community Based'Corrections‘project, the State

Probation and Parole Agency and the Prosecuting attorney's

Adult Diversion program operates similar case supervision 7

service programs. Though each of these separate entities has

demonstrated its compefence in dealing with its clients, the

fact that three separate admlnlstratlons are requlred to fulfill

the ‘same functlon in Clark County 1ndlcates a lack of compre-

hensive program planning. Granted the clientele of these four

programs may dlffer in terms of crlmlnal experience, that

- nevertheless does not prov1de an adequate ratlonale for three

separate agencies. This does not mean that there is not an

adequate client 1oad“requ1r1ng case management services in
Clark‘Coun%y to justify the existence of the number of probaé
tlon and parole officers currently employed 1n Clark County

Rather Sit addresses the questlon of whether three dlfferent

”admlnlstratlons superv151ng ba31cally the exa@t same serV1ce

,dellvery\ls the mos; efflclent-dse of~Clar$ County tax dollars.('

(2]
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Though a merger of the State Prébation and Parole opera-

tion with a county operated 'service such as the misdemeanant

8

Probation unit ié extremelyAimprQbable, givén the different
g i . . ’

{hevels of government involvéﬁ in funding the operations, the .

" existence of tWo county funded agencies provigingvthe;§am@

service, namely the Prosecuting Attdrney'sﬂAduIt Divefsio@;

§*“%7\¥\\Program and the Community Baseg Corrections case management

*\%:>ervices requires close scrutiny.

kThe préceding arguments have not besn included Qn this
evaluation with the intent of suggésting expansion of the
Community Based Corrections program. They are offered in
responsebto the undeniabie laws of ecohcmics which estabiish
that once the fixed costs for implemenfing and staffing a.
program are determined, thé cost per client for those who
receive ser?ice’will be determined by the total number of

clients served. The greater the number of clients served by

the agency, the lower the costs will be for serving each client.

In light of this arguﬁeﬂt? a problem éf gréat imporfance to
Clark Cqunty is the integration of services in the fgthfe
accofhing~to the functioﬁ of those services rathér than the .
sponsor of the service. If the function becomesxthé pdaramount

concern for future criminal justice planning activities, costs

to the Qlark County tax payer will undoubtegly be reduced,
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CBC Evaluation Summary: In order to E;ovide‘fhe regger'with

limited time an overview of the following CBC unit'evaluations,

» unit report summaries have been provided. It. should be mentioned

that these summaries prov1de only a few of the issues included in
the individual unit reports and that a complete reV1ew of unit
operatlons is’ necessary for an adequate understanding of each

unit's effectiveness. o " ' v W

Misdemeanant Probation Services: This unit supervised 47§“clientE'

in 1977 at a cost of approximately $287.96 per client, The aver-
age‘number of contacts with eaeh client was 9.76 and theﬁgverage
client was referred to fwo egencies in fhe comnunity. The e ;

characteristic most common among misdemeanant probationers was

Dy

w2

alcohol abuse with 54% of all clientsuhaving been arrested for
driving while intoxicated and over 63% of all subsequent re—
fery als being to . alcohol abuse treatment services. Nlﬂeteen— -
hundred and seventy seven uiiit operatlons were. characterlzed by
a decline relatlve to 1976 operations which c¢an bc attributed in

part to the 1mp1ementat10n of a deferred prosecui;on program.

Toedh

© Drug Services Unit: The drug services unit prov1ded 46 drug abuse

’\ ;\_ i

evaluatlons, supervised 72 1nd1v1duals 1nvolved in urlne screen~
ing, and provided counseling for 35 clients with drug related -

problems. Involvement in the drug services program wéé assoc%§~
ted with a 25% Qecrease.in reliance on criminal aQ;i&itygfer |

sy

support, a 12% reduction in reliance on public assistance, a°9% o

9 o ' , &)

increase in G.E.D. attainment, and a $42.00 increase in, average .

weekly income. Clients of the drug services unit were

. : 7
s o) )
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characterized by a 35% rearrest rate and a 0% failure to .
appear for a court date rate, " Costs of the program: $596.00
per drug@screening;‘$504.00 per client receiving dfug coun~

seling; and $207100 per client involved in drug abuse education.

‘vThe costs per cllent found 1n the drug services program are the

result of a low client flow. Increases in client flow should

reduce the cost per unit of service dramatically.

Lt

Aiternative Community Services: The alternative community

segyices unit received 968 referrals in 1977. Of this number .
98.66 were placed at a community work site. Of those placed

at.a community work site 95.87% successfully cempleﬁed their

- responsibility and 4.13% did not. Over $41,900.00 would have

been required had all community sefvice hours been paid for at

fig

minimum wage.

Employment Ceunseling"Services: In 1877, 163 feleny offenders
were referred to théﬁempleyment services unit. One-hundred ahd‘

thirty»three-or 81% of thesé individuals were placed. Of the

e e

84 mlsdemeanan+ offenders referred to the program 37 or-'57%. were

successfully‘placedv “0f all cllents placed 78% were placed on =
. 'yf,
full-time employment. The average cost per placement by the

@employment services unlt was $123 35 When compared with an

average cosf of $328.20 per placement which would be involved

L)w1th placement by a prlvate agency, a net sav1ngs of approxi-

mately $205.00 per: cllent placement is -found.
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Supervised Release Programs Forty-three miedemeanants and

199 felons wers referred to the supervised feleasé program in
1977. Of this number 98 or 40.5% of the cliénts were sccepted.
In £977 the superVised release unit had the largest easelmed)f
“in the hl?%ory of the unit. Of all the clientq éccepfed into
the program successfully, 91.6% completed thelr superv1sed re-
lpase tenure. The superv1sed‘release program waserespons1ble
for a netal,savings in jail costs of $41,500.00 ﬁé 1977 ‘and a
net savings of $16,725.SQ; Clients not>euccessful in‘cbmpleting
their supervised releasejtenure weregmore likely'to;be yeungEr
than those who did and were more 1ikely.no have an“aledhpl‘ie-

1a§ed problem.

ﬁeleaseOOn Own Recognizance Unit;‘ In 1977 2 851 1nd1v1duals
were infenviewed by the ROR sta&f. Of this number, 56% were
not recommended for.ROR‘release.A An .average of 35.1 days was
spent by ROR clients on persdnal reco@nizance in 1977, Apnrbxi—
mately 0.03% of the cllents granted ROR status by the ROR staff
were rearrested durlngr thelr release perlod EVldcnce suggesting
the ex1stence of an age bias in the ROR. screenlng scale wails -
dlscovered \ Further»analysls 1nd1eated that the age b&as seIVes

to prevent high risk clients being released and therefore is an.
effectiVe screening oriterion. :

1

Re81dent1a1 Treatment Fa0111ty.' The Residential Treatment

Fac111ty came under the management of a new dlrector in October

1977, after experlen01ng a walktrate among cl 1ents of 76%- angf\y

. CRREE &
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¥ cost per bucceesful cllent of $64f758 22 ' The new treat-

| ment system wdich was implemented follow1ng the arrlval of the
~ «new director has proven much more effectlve than its predecessor
‘ Informatlen,collected thus'far indicates a walk rate of 17%’and

5 a cost per successful client of approx1mately $12,000.00, The

evaluatlon report presented on the follow1ng pages deals pri-~

marliy with previous treatment strategy 1mp1emented in the RTF

“for the majority of 1977, R o .
QO
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Criminal Activity:

k!

Clark County

1976

+82.23

~ 2.34

1973 1974 1975 977
Violent Crimes ’ \542 735 . 863 902 - 822
% Change from previous year - +35,61 C +17.42 + 4.52 % 2.22
Crimes against property 3,484 6,884 7,413 ;'7,469 7,565
% Change from previous year - +97.59 + 7:68 + 0.76 + 1.20
TOTAL 4,026 7,619 8,276 8,371 8,447
% Change from»previous year - +89.24 + 8/j62 + 1.15 + 0.91
Clark céunt§ Total Population | 135,200 140,300 - 149,000 154,300 - 164,000
Population Crime Rate 7 2.98 5.43 5.55 5.42 5.15
% Change from previous year - ?+ 2.29 . - 4:§§

Vlolent Crimes -~ crlmlnal homlclde
. forcible rape
armed robbery

assault

Ty

2) Crlmes agalnst property - burglary

motor vehicle™

theft

larceny theft
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380
370
360
350
340
330
320
310
300
290
280
270
260
250

240
230

220
210
200

190 |

180
170
160
150

“140

130

116
100

780

70
60
50
40

30} °

20
10

- Quar. Avg.=

1201

Misdemeanor:

Annual Avg=

Mo, Avg.= - |

Felony:
Annual

Avg.=1,3?‘

Quar.

Avg .=342
Mo,
Avg.=114

Misaemeandr:
Annual Avg.
Quar. Avg.

Mo. Avg.

Felony;
Annual Avg,.

_ Quar, Avg.

Mo. Avg.

" Misdemeanor Bog
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3457
864.25
288.08

1433
358.25
119.41

Felony Booki

Misdemeanor:
Annual Avg,
Quar. Avg.
Mo. Avg.

Felony
Annual: Avg.

Quar. Avg.

Quark Avg.
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- Criminal Justice Systémfﬂverage‘Ratings of the, Clark County

o B Community Based Corrections: CBC Total
Averagé Ratiﬁg
.« o ' ) Three~Year’
~Issue Range 1976 . ;19777 1978 - Average
- L\{ [ N / f’l

Program Effectiveness’

Highly Effective 5 (]
Not Effective at all 1

3.51

3.32

3.42

Cost Benefit .

e
B

Worth Expenditure 5
Not Worth Expenditure 1

2

3.64

13,81

Deterrence

Highly Effective 5
No Impact . 1

3.06

2.96

s

No Duplication 5 i i
Duplication Highly Duplicative 1 3.16 2.87. %1 3.09 3.04-

Centribution to
Economic & Social
Success of Client

© Highly Effective S

RN

Little Effective 1

3.32

3.40

G

Program Average

Positive Assessment 5
Negative Assessment 1

3.34

3,25"

%

3.20

3,26

4
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% of Sample in Agreement

1976

1977

“1978
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4

The crime problems would be -
reduced if fewer offenders
were sent to prison. and
instead more of them re-
educated and re=adjusted
outside of prisun.

The ancient law of an eye
fofr an eye is still a good
rule to follow in dealing
with crime. Social justice
demands that people who
offend against the law be
punished to the limit.
Experience proves that
harsh punishment does

not deter most criminal
behavior.

Too many people are being
released from prison on
parole before they are

rehabilitated.

I am knowledgeable about
the philosophy of
"community .corrections’. -

. ¢ <
I am in agreement with the
philosophy of the communlty
corrections.

The community is just as "safe"

now as before the commurnity.
corrections program.

o

B 21 AT

48.6

52.1

'45.86

' 22.8

64.1

75.2

- 76.0

60.0

- 0.7

45.5 .

5 | 20.0 . )

72.7
64.8
80.0
63.7

65.5



(44

o @ I
. | C{Three~YeartﬂVerage Ratings ©
’ B Contribution
i ‘ © | To Economic &
. Program Cost : » Social Success | Program
Program Effectiveness | Benefit | Deterrence~| Duplication | of Client Average
o . ;.

CBC Total 3.42 "3.57 2.96 3.04 3,32 3.26
Supervised Pre-trial . ‘% : o
Release ;. A 3.90" 3.84 2.94 3.25 3.19 3,42
Alternative Communit ' : .

. | Services ~ 3.69 3.91 2.83 3.10 . 3.34 5738
, | Y ‘ _
Job Finding Services 3.10 3.56 3.47 2.54 4.09 3.35
Drug Screening 3.32 3.52 3.17 3.46 3.10 3.30
ROR 3.94 3.79 2.17 3.33 3.15 3.27
RTF 3.21 3.24 3.21 3.08 3.45 3.24
Misdemeanant Proba- 3.36 - 3.47 2.99 3.03 3.27 3.22
tion ‘
Drug Counseling 2.91 3.22 2.86 2.52 2.98 2.90
7 k

9 exnﬁrg _
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

MISDEMEANANT PROBATION UNIT

I. Program Characteristics (1975): 7 T

PN

Statistical Breakdown of Charges: Tféffic . 69.35

DWI 54,75

, Physical Control 4.43

] Mandatory Traffic Appt. 8.69

Non-Mandatory Traffic Appt 1.48
Criminal 30.65

Assault 3.77

Morals .49

Drugs 2.95

Theft 3.11

Shoplifting 5.41

Dangerous Weapons .49

. -~ Property Destruction 2.13:
Other -~ 12.30

Number of Cases Accepted ' : 473

‘Number of Pre-Sentence Investlgatlons . 241
Number of Court Probations 172

Number of Courtesy Supervisions : 18
Budget: $110,000.00

iI. Progfam ﬁerformanée (1977);
*Average number of contacté per client! 9.76.
*Average number of referrals to Community Service per client; 1.74,
*Over 63% of all referrals were for alcohol abuse treatment.

. *58.5% of probation clients were employed six months after
beginning probation. : o

*Approximately 15 0% of probatlon clients had their probatlon
revoked.,

*Approximately 22.6% of probation clients had subsequent arrests.

*Majority of non-successful probation clients' failures on
Y7 probation can be attributed to alcohol related problems.

o

o
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III.

Iv.

¥Correlation analysis of probation unit statistics suggest:

1. Greater the number

of Probation Officer contacts, lower.

the probability that probation will be revoked.(r = —.465;'

2. Greater the number
that a probationer
starting probation

3. Greater the number

of contacts, the greater the probability
will be employed six months after
(r =..51);

of referrals to Community Serv1ces

lower the wrobability probation will be revoked (r = -~ 46)

*1977 probation unit operations reflect an overall decline whlch
continues the decline evidenced in 1976. This decline was con-

current with the initiation of a deferred prOsecutionaprogram
and a significant decline in the number of volunteer hours.

¥Average caseload of‘probation officers other than the officer
‘assigned to intensive probation services is 96 clients per
month. The average for the intensive probation service was

10 pe;,month.

\

*A slight decline  in the ratings by the Clark County Criminal

Justice System of the Misdemeanant Probation Unit was evidenced

in 1978. This decline was most notable in the ratings of
prosecutors and public defender attorneys, State Probation and
Parole, and law enforcement. Despite this decline, overall
assessment of the Probation Unit was positive.

Program Costs (1977): Total Budget: $110,000.00

Average:-Cost Per.Client
Average Cost Per Contact
Cost for Maintaining One
Client for One Month
Funds Collected by Unit

Community Service, 15,825 at $2.60

Per Hours:

Conclusions:

*Attention need be directed towards the preparedness of the

287.96
29.50
Probation :

48.00
6,400.00 R

41,230.80

probation unit staff for dealing with alcohol related problems.

Examination of the unit

services is suggested with the intent of determining the

liaison with alcohol abuse treatment

[ f ’ .
. . .

optimal tradeoff of probation unlt staff and alcohol profes31ona1

time and energlas

24

| !
& s /}?
LR | 1
: . ll



Sy

*Dialogues between the probation unit and.prosecution and de-

.fense attorneys, State Probation and Parole, and local law

enforcement personnel is suggested in light of a decline in
program ratings by these criminal justice system elements.

*Greater use of employment services is suggested in light of
the high unemployment rate characterizing the probation unit.

A
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Introduction:

This component of the Community Based Corrections pro-
ﬁram is responsible for three activities primarily dealing.
with misdemeanant offen&ers returned froih District Court.

A staff of four probatidn officers, with the assistance of
interns and the parf—time heip'of the>§rogram supe;visor§ '
provide pre-sentence investigations, Superéision of;District
Court probationers and supervision of a selected group of
felohs”and misdemeanants who might othérwisé be sentenced to

a state or county penal institution)and who the courts consi-

~der "high risk" probationers. . THTS latter group of offenders

is supervised by one of the four probation officers who deals
with this group exclusively and is referred to as the inten-

sive probation services unit.

The evaluation of this program will concentrate on the

period between January 1, 1977 and December 31, 1977 within

s

a context Of.the entire program activity since the inception
of the Community Based Correction Program in 1975. After
providing an overview of the probation unit activities (in—
cludigg the intensive probation services}% attention will be
directed towards the individual performance of each of the
probation officers. Néxt, a discussion of thé impgct of the
probation unit wil¥l be ﬁ%ovided using employmént, probation

revocation, and probationer rearrest as indicators, of probation

26
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Unlt Act1v1ty The obgeﬂtlve of this sectlon is to prov1de

2

a t OTOugh overvmew of the act1V1t1es undertaken by the Pro-

ba%ionkSerV1ces Unlt. Included in this section are: case—
load, pre-sentence investigation, court probation, courtesy
supervisions contacts per client, referral 'activity, and

(

resource utlllzatlon statls :ics since the inception of the

fo

Community Based Corrections Program, Dus to the large number
of graphs andg}abies involved in reponting the results of”Ehe
evaluation, an appendix’containing all relevant figures and
takles nas’beeniplaeed at the end of each section. Please refer

to this aﬁpendix to find the graphs and tables referenced

o]

Re*erence to Fzgure A 1 pro rides an overview of the

> prabation caseload betWeen July, 1975 and December 31, 1977.

When the monthly, quarterly and annual caseload averages of

"1977 are pcompared with those of the two preceedingﬁyears,

\i@ﬁbecomes apparent that a consistent decline in the proba-

tion caseload has beenwoocuring sincechtoher 1 1976, Though

this decline follows an. unusually high caseload the 51gn1f1—

‘ cant dlfference between mﬁe 1977 caseloaa and the 1975 case—

loads suggests that either the number of mlsdemeanant ﬁ

I%'probatloners is decreas1ng or the dlstrlct courts no longer

Y use the probation unit as much as they once dld.

Reference to Figure A-2 indicates that despité dramatic
upswing in the number of‘pre—sentence investigations in: the

second quarter of 1977, the 1877 averages are significantly

29
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- lower than the préceeding years, When this trend is viewed

along with consideration of the probation caseload over the
last three years, a general decline in the quantity of pro--
bation services be&omés evident. PFurther evidence describing
the decline:of probatiqﬁ service activity is fgund upon refer-
ence to Figure A—é which charts the number of court probation
éases. Though the number of court probation cases is charac-

terizgd by éxtreme fluctuations over the three-year period,

the'difference (p<.1; t=-1.98) between the 1977 monthly

average and the two preceeding years serves to underscore

the declining trend eviderced in rase loadcand ﬁumber of
pre-sentence investigations. Béference to Figure A~4‘£r0vides
an overview of courtesy supervisionlactivity over the{iast
three years. Contrary to the trends evidenced in other pro-
baiion acitivites, the 1977 number of courtesy supervisions ié
greater than the preceeding year. Tﬁough the 1977 figure is

greater than that recdrded for 1976, the monthly average is

{

far below that found in the 1975 time period.
) .

Reference to Figures A-5, A-6, and A-7 provides informa-

¢

tion describing thé number of contacts involved with the

average probationer, the number of referrals per cliént, and
probation unit utildzation of community resources. A compo--

.

site probationer, developed on the basis of this informatiem,

would be: contacted bynhis propatibn officer an average of

. {/“\ ) ﬁ
1. Courtesy Supervision refers to casefiangggmen? by Clark.
County Personnel of probationers from othe JurlSdlCtlQnS.

@
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9,76 times ~during the course of probation; be referred to
h ! :
. elther one or two community services for treatment and; in

most cases, receive treatment for - some alcohol-related problem.

Ovar 63% of the probatloners selected~f Tor the sample used to
e develop Figures A-5 through A-7 were referred to a community

- service provider dealing with alcohol abuse. When this find-

ing is considered ulong with the fact that over 54% of the
mlsdemesnan¢ probationers dealt with bv the probation unlt
in 19%7 were arrested for driving while intoxicated, an im-

portant characteristic of the;nobatton unit becomes ev1dent

Namely, that the probation unlt‘devotes>approx1mately half

Yy

clients With alcohol:problems. In light of‘thisisituation,

] where over 50% of the probation unit clients have an alcohol

. related problem, future planninivactivities for this unit

should address the appropriateness of staff: skllls for dealing

with an'glcohol-abusing clientele. leen the hlgh percentage

[

/////' df‘clients with alcohol.related proble.is, additional staff’
e

training in the area of alcohol abuse might improve unit

effectiveness.

=

Client Status After Six Months Under Probation Unit Superv151on*

The obJectlve of thls sectlon is to provide information
* describing probatlon clients after they have been in the pro-—
> bation program six months. Reference to Figure A-11 prov1des

a descr:ntlon of the émployment status of probatloners aiter

D

99
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of its case supervision activity towards the supervision of I



QD

[
5

“six months in the program. lhe unlt employment statistics

' reflect a high unemployment rate ﬁhen tnese averages are
considered along with the referral aotivity to agencies in-
volved in job tralnlng and placement the faet that less
than 15 percent of all referrals from the probation unit
are to employment relatedvservroes suggests an area that
project administrators miéﬁt examine. Figures A-12 and - !
A-13 contain 1nformat10n describing the 1n01dence of pro-
bation revocatlon and subsequent arrests of clients re~

ferred to the probatlon program,

Table A—l4 prov1des an overv1ew of the relatlonshlp be—

;tween number of- contacts,‘number of referrals and employment

status, revoeation of probation, and the incidence of re-
arrests. Reference to the table 1ncludlng the oorrelatlon
oefflclents of these comparisons suggests a positive rela-
tlonshlp between the number of contacts and employment status
and the number.ofvreferrals and rearrests., Apparently, the

greater the number of contacts the greater the probability of

“employment six months-after coming to the probation unit. The

positive relationship between referrals and rearrest suggests

that dlfllcult cases are more likely to. be referred to available

communlty resources or that referral to oommunlty resources is

in some way related to involvement in later crime. The strength

of the latter correlation does not preclude the effect of chance

factors and should therefore be cons1dered an equlvocal approx1-‘

Y
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mation of the getual relationship between”rearrest and'referral.

Negative correlailons were found between the number of contacts
and probation revocation, and between fhe number of referrals
and probatlon revocation. These resulﬁs_would suggest that the
greater the number of contacts and)ﬁnmber'éf referrele, the
less likely ; client's probation will be revoked. »Twoeother

negative correlations were also generated, but the small size

' of the coefficients precludes interpretation. Attention should

o

be directed towards-the exploration of the relationship between

'these two factors in further evaluation efforts.

The’ Misdemeanant Unit in Comparison: The obgectlve of this

sectlon is to prov1de a more comprehens1ve perspectlve for
the Probation Unit~eva1uation than is afforded through ex-

clusive use of program statistics. Through the comparison ~

of the Clark Ceﬁnty project with other probation programs in ~

" the state, it will be possible to determine whether trends

evidenped in the Clark County unit are similar to those ex—
perienced‘by other“comparable programs. By comparingifheﬁ”
recidivism rate for prebation clients with the recidivism
rate of»alcoholics in Clark County, it will be pﬁseible to .-

o

determine how the Clark County recidivism rate fares relative

-to the "expected recidivism" which. could be attributed to

alcoholism, ’ 2,
Reference to Table A-15 provides an overview of théfpro;
bation unit activities owver the last three years, along with

Vi .
& i’{

o ' 31

(I

. . v




HE IR =N R N D P BN . Il I N N T R ..

[}

the statdstics reported by four other comparablé’probation

dnifs in the state. These»counties were selected for this

comparlson because each has four judges referrlng cllents to

their program. Though the program statlstlcs descrlblng~the

. d
other programs' 1977 activity will not be avallable until ¢

August, 1978, it is p0851b1e to see thw decllnlng trend in

caseload already mertloned In 1975 the Clark County Proba—

A

tion Unit had the fifth largest caseload in the state. In

1976, the Clark County Probatlon Unit had tke tenth. largest

caseload in the state., In‘addition, a slight decline in the

number of pre—sentencing reportsibetweenf1976 and\1977 is"also

evident A 81gn1flcant factor affectlng the caseload gize was

the 1mp1ementatlon\of a deferred prosecutlon program for offeLd~

" ers arrested for drlvrng whlle under the influence of alcohol,

Since. June of 1976 thls deferred prosecutlon program has re-

celved over 390 referrals who would have otherw1se been re-

ferredwt0<the'probation unit.  Between August of 1975 and

January 1, 1978;'over 609 individuals who would have previously

been referred to the probation unit were instead referred to "
the{deferred,prosecdtion prograri.

~ As mentioned before, the probation unit experienced a 15

fey
s

percent prdbation revocation rate and a 22.46 percent rearrest
raﬁe.faThese figures are largely the result of alcohol related
proble;s and'can, therefore, Ve best understood in a context of
alcoholism statistics for the same‘time period in Clark County.
During 1977, over 1500 Clark County re31dents underwent treat—

ment for an alcohol related problem. Of that number, over 500

32
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. in. three pérsons arrested for D.W.I. is repeating the offense.

7w
B

. " ’ g ‘ .
~+  had received some form of alcoholism treatment in the past.

)¢
R
<§

This finding is in accord with the results of the five year

study by Thompson and Desler which revealed that at least one

s

ot

In light of the~significant‘treatment reéidivism associates
with alcohollsm, the mlsdemean@nt probatlon unit would ﬁrobably
have a much lower recld1v1sm and rearrest rate 1f the unit " did
not deal w1th D.W.I. This fact suggests that in future

probation unlt-planning activities, specific attention to pro-

bationers with al¢ohel related problems is necessary.

Cost Effectiveness: In 1977, approximately $110,000 was allo-

cated to the Qlérk“County Misdemeanant Probation Unit. With

Id

these funds, 283 pre—suntencefreports were prepared, 348 pro-

bationers were supervised, 22 cases were supervised on courtesy

supervision, and 12 superior court probationers were supervised.

Reference to Figure A-16 reveals both the number of days and

associat+d costs that would have been incurred had these pro—’

‘bation clients been referred to jail. In addition to this cost

consideration; attention %eed also be directed toward the
potential impact on available jail space associated with the
referral of individuals to jail. With probation clients
being referred to jail rather than probation, the Clark |
County facility would possibly be filled be§bnd capacity and

the existing facility might no longer be adequate.

Ankaverage cost of $287.96 per prpbation c}ient was in;.f

curred in 1977. When this figure is considered in 2 context

33
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of the average number of contacts periélient, 9;76, a cost
per contact of $29.50 iS»obtéinedm The average cost per month
associated with maintaining sgpérvision of one probation client
is $48.00. |

Another important aspect of probation unit cost effective-
nqﬁg/condérﬁs the‘revepue céllected from prpbationers.» In 1977

pa e

the probation unit was responsible for collecting over

’

$6,400.00, and 15,858 hours of community service were pefformed
by misdemeanant probationers. If one assumes a cost per com-
munity service hour of $3.00, a total of approximately .

$41,230.80 is obtained. This savings to community organiza~

“tions, fWhO might otherwise hayé had to devote direct service

funds tg the duties carried out by probationers working on
community service projects, attests to the value of the pro-
bation program. Without the probation program, up to
$51,570.00 m%ght ha#é been spent holding probafioners‘in
jail where éémmunity'service activities could nd% be under-
taken. By adding the potential savings in jailkresources
with those associated with the community service activities;
a total savings of over $90,000.00 is obtained. Though this;

estimate is clearly an optimistic assessment, it nevertheless

underscores the community value of a misdemeanant probation

unit.

Systemic Perspéétive: With the intent of establishing the

| acceptance by the Clark County Criminal Justice System of the

Community Based Corrections Program, a 'system survey" has

o
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been distributed to éll personnel in the eriminal justice
Sys%em annually since 1976. The information presented in

Table A-17 contains the averége ratings of the misdemeanant
prd%ation unit over{the last three years. - A comparison of

the ratings given tﬂg program in 1976'with thoée found in

1978 reflects a significant decline (p <.01;t=2.13; 8df).

The specific issues for which the decline was most distin

were program effectiveness, cost benefit, and program deter-
rence for subsequent offenses. An examination of the category
of respondents who gave the misdemeanant unit a lower rating

in 1978 than in 1967 indicates that defense and prosecuting
attorneys,.stdte probation and parole, and law enforcement per-
sonnel elementsJof the Clark County criminal justice system
either consider the misdemeanant program to no longer be as
needed in Clark County as it Qas in 1976 oxr that the program

is lacking inbsomé respect. These results suggest that a
dialogue between the misdemeanant probation unit and those-
elements of the criminal jﬁstice system that have questions
concerning the program be initiated and scheduled at reg-

ular intervals (é.g. every six months) to promote optimal
'criminal justice system interaction. It should be emphasized
that;the total asséssment of the probation unit was of a i
positive nature and that the suggestions provided above are
offered to maximizerprébation unit effectiveness rather

than correct a deficiency.

35
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In the course of collecting information for this evalua-
tion report, several contacts with the Wasnington State Mis-
demeanant Corrections¢$ssociation were made. In the course of’
these contacts it was readily apparent that the Clark County
Misdemeanant Probatlon Unit was held in hlgh regard by other

probation programs in the state.

Conclusions;

1. Attention need be directed towards the preﬁarednesé of the
probation unit staff for dealing w1th alcohoi related problems.
Examination of the unit liaisonrwith alcohol abuse treatment |
sern;ces is suggested With the intent of determining‘the optimal
tnadeoff of p%obation unit staff anﬁ alcohol profesggional time
and enengies.

2. Dialogues between the probation unit and prosecntion
and defense attorneys State Probatien and Parole, and local law
enforcement personnel is suggested in light of a decllne in pro-
gram ratings by these criminal. justice system elements.

3. Greater use of employment services is suggested in
light of the ﬂigh unemployment rate characterizing the pnqbe-

tion unit.

9]
-
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# Cases Accepted
150 - s '
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140
1351
130}
125
1203
110__} - 1975 - et 19T -
10. Total # Cases = 264 Total # Cases = 517 { Total # Cases = ‘.4‘23.\\_
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* EMPLOYMENT STATUS AFTER SIX MONTHS ON FROBATION

o

A-11

sy

N

Employed Not Employed
. Unit Total* ’ 58.49 ' 41,51
*Figures based on a random sample of probation clients.
. A=12
- WAS PROBATION REVOKED?
No Yes i
Unit Total* 84.91 15.09 N
1 , .
*Pigures based on a random smaple of probation clients.
A-13
PROBATION SUBSEQUENT ARRESTS
Unit Total# Y 77.36 22.64
5o ;
- *Figures based on a random sample of probation clients.
A=l4

PROBATION UNIT OVERVIEW:

Relationships between number of contacts and referrals with employment status, probation revocation, and rearrests

Average Number Average .Numbex Employment.. Probation ]
Contacts Referrals Status Revoked Rearrested
: . Yes . No Yes No Yeg™ No
Unit Total 9.76 1.74 58.50 41.50 15.00 85.00 22.64 77.56
CORRELATION ANALYSES
¥ G

Contacts with Rearrest = .23 u# Referrals with Rearrest = .38
Contacts with Probation Revocation = .46 # Referrals with Probation Revocation = .46
Contacts with Employment = .51 # Referrals with Employment = .02

Ig—gf
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' MISDEMEANANT CORRECTIONAL ACTIVITIES®
l 1975
Superior Superior R
l Pre- Probation Bail _Courtesy Court Court Volunted
Sentence |Supervision Studies ‘Probation Pre-Sentence | Probation Hours
' Reports Supervision Reports  |Supervision [Contrikute.
ILARK' 308 519 e 37 _— —- 3,252
IRAﬁT 22 204 —— 5 — — —
lﬁWIS » 200 4ho —— — —— ——— ——
HURSTON 360 346 — 25 — — 780
IALLA WALLA 9 215 —- 5 — — 4.
IAKIMA 331 522 — 16 —— ——— 10,416
1976
_ I o , ‘
CLARK 312 431 3,372 17 4 11 1,229
RANT 231 218 -— 6 — — —
EWIS 15¢ 200 25 - 2l 3 3 3,500
HURSTON k70 Lok 4 5T 35 3k - 3,120
WALLA WALLA 6 2hg — ) 3 1 -
AKIMA 198 297 e 36 -—- 2 | 2em-
, 1977 : - .
TARK 283 348 2,390 22 6 12 ot
Probation caseload rank: 1975 - 5 /

B
5

All counties in Washington 1976 - 10

44

)

¥ Counties with four judges referring misdemeanant probations
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POTENTIAT, TMPACT ON CLARK COUNTY JAILS
If each of the 288 offenders referredto probation unit were sentenced to Just 2, 5,‘:or

days in custody, the impact on our local jalils would be as follows:

X 2
764 '
$10,31L*
X5
1,910
$25,785% ,;
' i
X 10
E 3,820 \
$51,570% “ R

* Based on a cost per day of $13.50

A

10
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY
COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS MISDEMEANANT PROBATION SERVICES

5

F PP Highly Effective 5 ' o | 7 y
Program Effectiveness Not effective at all 1 S.SQ 4\%‘44 | 3.13 3.38
| Wortll itu 5 < :
Cost Benefit Ngitﬁofﬁﬁegiéeﬁgiture 1 3.66 | 3.54 3.21 3,47
Deferrence Ly i fectlve > 3.12 3.13 2.75 | 2,99
- ‘t"
Duplication N gh e o ive 1 5.20 | 2.74 3.15 3.03
i —
iy : ;
Contribution to Economic Iﬁi%%i)e’ ggg:g&xz i 3.24 3.46 3.10 3.27
§ Social Success of Client v Loy . | .
o Positi nent - 5 | / v
Program Average . ggz;z%x: ﬁ;iggiggﬁ% 1 3.35 3.26 3.06 3.22
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Unit Operations (1977):

EVALUATION SUMMARY
DRUG SERVICESpUNIT

7
i
Client (haracteristics: 7

1 A ’\ ]

Sex: 86% male : . o Mandatory Participation
14% female in DSU = 95%

Marital Status: 52% single
30% married
13% divorced :
5% common low marriage

Employment Status: 59% unemployed/laid off
41% employed full time

Average educational attainment: 10.5 years

Average amount spent weekly on drugs: $188.00

Drugs used: alcohol . 16%
: ’ marijuana/hashish 17%
amphetamines 7 17%

barbiturates 11%

cocaine 13%
heroin/morphine 18%

N

Refeykal activity into DSU: '41% State Probation and Parole _

32% District Court Probation
18% Vancouver Work Release

- 4,.5% Adult Diversion 2
4.5% Superior Court

~ Percent .
4 » Differenqe from 197
Number of drug abuse evg;uatioas - 46 . : 35.21 .~
Number involved urine screening. - 72 ,“ 49.00 ko
Number receiving drug counseling - 35 30.00

G

Unit Effectiveness (1977) :

Treatment received from the Drug Services Un%t-%as associated
wi " : ’ Y
th ! |

Vi

47 . .
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Increase in percentage of married clients
25% decrease in reliance on criminal activity for support
12% reducti03 in reliance on public assistance
/ .
10% increase€ in educational activity
9% increase in GED attalnment
$42.00 increase in average weekly income
= General ambivalence on the part of DSU clients contcerning
trewtment with the exception of avoiding criminal activity,
staying off drugs, and feeling good about yourself for
which clients indicated a favorable influence
35% subsequent rearrest rate

0% failure to appear rate for scheduled court appearance

- -
1

Unit Costs (1977):

Total Budget: $95,375.00 Funding Sources:

31.46% CBC funds
6.67% NIDA
» | 4.19% Grant in Aid
Average Cost ﬁer‘cliégti /
\ Drug Screeﬁing: $ 596.09

Drug Counseling: $ 504.93

Drug abuse education: $ 207.34
Avéragevcost per contapt: |

Drug Screening;” $29.80 b
Drug Counseling: $84.16 o

Conclusions: =

1. The Drug Services Unit would be able to bring about
significant reductlons in the average cost associated

48
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with the treatment of each client through additional -
use of the drug screening service.

Attention need be directed toward the development of
better rapport between the Drug Services Unit and those
elements of the Clark County Criminal Justice System
most likely to come into contact with clients having
drug abuse related problems. Specific attention needs
to be devoted to informing law enforcement personnel

- of program activities.

The dlptlnctlon between Drug Services client counseling
and other treatment alternatives in the community.needs
to be emphasized and disseminated among elements of the
Criminal Justice System.

In light of recent evidence describing the ever-growing .
problem associated with the abuse of prescription drugs,
the DSU staff needs to review their preparedness for -
dealing with that variety of drug abuse and initiate

an information dissemination campaign for the Clark
County Criminal Justice System to teach them how to de-
tect prescription drug abuse. . Such an activity would
serve to increase utilization of drug service resources
while reducing the average treatment cost per client.

The possibility of the'Drug Services Unit expanding its
area of expertise to include alcohol referral would dove-
tail well with efforts to effectively reach the majority
of alcohol abusing clients in the misdemeanant probation
unit.

Further examination into the relationship between living
arrangements and drug abuse is warranted by the signi-
ficant drop in "living with friend" arrangements asso-
ciated with DSU clients who no longer abuse drugs.

. Had clients referred to the DSU not “terminated their drug
" consumption habits, approximately 1.5 million dollars
~would have been spent by these individuals to purchase

drugs in the course of a year. -

The Clark County drug problem appears to vary according
to season, with a peak in drug related arrests occurring
before Chrlstmas followed by an extreme decline in January
and February. .

o

4
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* COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS DRUG SERVICES

2

The Community Based Correctioﬂs Drug Service Program became
Operati;nal December 29, 1975, and since that time, has served
as. the primary liaison between the Clark County Criminal Jus-
tice System and Clark County Drug Abuse Treatment Services.
Because of the varied funding and service offerings associated
with the Drug Services Unit (DSU), the following evaluation
repoft will first focus on describing tﬁe service and referral
activi%iesﬁprovided by the unit.' Then, after providing an over-
view of client‘Chgractéristics'and client flow through the unit,
attentionvwill be directed towards the determination of service
effectiveness. Because the DSU is a composite proéram funded
bg a Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) grant from

LEAA, National Institute for Drug Abuse (NIDA), drug treatment

~ funds; and state corrections money, specific information describ-

ing each of those DSU elements will be provided in the context
of a global program assessment. Following a discussion of ser-

vice effectiveness, the results of a three-year survey of the

. Clark County Criminal Justice System along with a two-year sur-

vey of drug treatment service providers will be presénted. Thesé‘

surveys were designed to identify the quality of the relationship
between thése who refer clients to the DSU, those who receive

referrals from the DSU, and the Drug Services clients. The next

50
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to the last section will deal with the cost effectiveness of

the DSU and will be followed by an evaluation findings summary,

&

The Drug Services Unit: An QOverview:

The DSU provides four major types of services. A drug

‘abuse information service uses professional and information

resources to deal with questions and problems regarding the
pharmacology of drugs of abusers, drug abuse treatment pfocedures
and agencies, and drug abuse education. An interagency client
referralkservice is designed to match drug abuse glients with
appropriate treatment facilities. 1In addition to assisting
with referrals of drug-abusing clients for urinalysié, psycho~
logical testing, counseling, interviewing and/or treatment, this
servicd also provides potentialiclient evaluations describing
the extent of a client's drug problem %n% treatment needs. A
third service, the drug screen urine:gésfing service provides

a means for outpatient monitoring of client drug consumptioﬁl
With this service it is possiﬁle to insure clients have not
resumed using drugs during treatment, probation, or parole, In
addition to these services, the DSU also provides drug abusers

intensive counseling on an outpatient basis to assist offenders

in transition from drug addiction to a non-drug supported life~

"style;

Reference to Figure B-1 provides a schematic overview of

the reférral network between the Clark County Criminal Justice

System and‘community treatment resources. Included at the

O
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bettom of Pigure B-1 is a‘breakd0wn of the funding supporting
the DSU. State corrections funds are used primarily to subsi-
dize urine screening services and the drug abuse information
service. Funds prov1ded by the LEAA TASC Grant are used to sup—
port the screening and subsequent referrals to treatment serv1ce
activities of the DSU. Funds from NIDA are used to subsidize
the outpatient drug abuse counseling provided by the DSU. Of
the various funding sources, only TASC fundskwere granted on
the basis of specified objectives. For the two-year discretionary
grant period for which TASC funds have been made available, the
following objectives have been identified:
1. Screen a minimum of 3,056 individuals arrested for
drug related offenses immediately following arrest
and booking into the Clark County Jail to determine
the extent of drug related criminal activity;
2. Diverting a minimum of 220 eligible drug abusing
offenders to a variety of comprehensive treatment
¢ modalities; and-
3. Tracking a minimum of 220 clients to monitor success

or failure of the client in treatment.

Client Characteristics and Flow Through the DSU:

A review of all clients serviced by the DSU indicates that
86 percent are male, 14 percent female; the averége age of men:
is 25 and of women is 26; 87 percent have committed crimes prior
to'the offense preceeding referral to the DSU' and of those with
1ess than two. The average income of cllentobrcferred to the DSU

was $112.00 per week, with the mode* being $0.00.; The averége

Mode is a'statistical term used to describe the, value w1th1n
. a distribution of.values which occurs most frequently In the ‘

example above, more cllents had a $O 00 income than any other amount.

,/

prlor conv1ct10ns, the average number of prior ofienses is sllghtlyg

‘

.
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education of théhDrug Services: Unit client before ireatment was

10.5 years.

Fifty-two percent of all referrals were 81ngle, 30 percent
married;, 13 percent divorced, and ilve pnrcent 1nd1cated a
common—lawimafriage. <§t the time offreferralito the DSU, &9
peréent were unempld§ed or laid off andbil percent .were employed
full time. | |

Referrals to the DSU in 1977 were® as follows: 41 percent
ffom Sfate Probation and Parole; 32 percent from DiStrict.Court

Prdbaﬁibn, 18 percent from Vancouver Work Relesss; 4.5 percﬁnt

from Adul¥: Diversion, and 4 5 percent from Superior Cour of

these offenders referred $o the DSU, $5 percent were requlreﬂ

to participate by the agency respensibieAfcf the»réferral.

~ Reference to Tables B-2 and B-3 reveais the type of drugéﬂused

by DSU clients prior to coming to the CBC Program and the ameunt .

of money used per week by these individﬁais to'pquhase their

drugs. DSU clients spent s on the average appxoylmately $188.00

. per week on dn@gs before referra1 to ihe program, _This finding

suggests that over 39, 700.00 was spent a year by each DSU client

to purchase drugs. When this figure is multiplied by the number

of clients referred in 1977, 161, a ‘figure of $1,573,986.30 is
obtained. Upon cons1deratlon oi th fact th*+ the DSU does not

deal with all drug abusers in Clark County, the scope of the‘

j.economlc impact of drug abuse on the "community becomes apparent.

Reference to Figures B-~4 and B—G:prbvides’aq overview of

the DSU operations since Jan1ary 1 1976 Figure B-4 contains

&



information.describing the number of pre-sentence reports
provided by the DSU. Though the 1977 project period is charac-
terized by a decline in the number of pre-sentence reports, the

extreme variability in.report requests suggests that the decline

is the result of Criminal Justice System needs and not program

operation. Reference to Figure B-5 also suggests that client

flow through the DSU is subject to extreme variation. This

&

graph showing the number of clients receiving both counseling

_\\e_

and drug screening shows an increase in the number of\&}lents
serviced in the second year of operations. Figure B-6 provides

a breakdown of clients receiving either urine screening or drug

. counseling., Another interesting issue which is evident upon

reference to Figure B-6 is the seasonal trend which shows referrals

to grow in the fourth quarter (October -~ December) and decline

drastically in the first quarter (January - March). This trend

‘would\suggest that future program operations might address deter-

mining the relationship between drug abuse and holiday activities.
Perhaps the combination of holiday celebratiohs and rise in de-

pression of those individuals for which the holiday season means

_~~ loneliness might be related to the increase in DSU referrals.

Treatment Effectiveness:

With the intent of determining the effect of treatment ‘pro-

vided by the DSU, a before-after assessment of client social

.stability was collected. The results of these oomparisons suggest

a significant 1mprovement in cllent social stability is’ a35001ated

W1th referral to the DSU.
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Figure B-7 is a pércentage breakdown of client marital
status before and after the client was referred to the DSU.
Though the differences are not significant, referral to the,‘
DSU is apparently associated with a slight improvement in family
stability. |

Figufe B;S shows a dramatic improvement in c;;ent
financiai'Support after referral to the DSU. In addition to a
25 percent increase in'the percentage of clients relying on own
employment, a 32 percent drop in income from criminal activity W
was also evident. rFigure B-9 describes_reliahce on public
assistance before and after referral to the DSU. As‘evidenced
in Figure B-8, an increase in self-support is associated with
DSU treatment. Figure B-10 reflects studeﬁt status and describes

a ten percent increase in client education activity. Figure

B-11 describes client degree attainment and shows a nine percent

increase in high school GED degrees. Figure B-12 describes
client living arrangements before and after yeferral to the DSU
and shows a 19 percent decrease in the number of clients living
with friends. This finding suggests that drug abuse is positively
correlated with non-family living arrangements. Furthermcre, in =
1ightrof the geﬁéral‘improvementsfin education, income, etc., al-
ready mentioned, which. have occurred concurrently with the re-
duction™in numbef of clients living with friends, drug freatmeﬁt
écreéninés in %he futufe'should'définitély.eXpioie the type of

living arrangemeht;the prospective client currently has.

55
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Figures B-13 and B-14 describe client employment status and

average weekly income before and after referral to the DSU. Along

with the significant decline in unemployment (32 percent), the

average weekly income increased from $112.00 to $154.00. Of

equal importance is the mode income before and after DSU referral.

Before treatment, the mode income was $0.00. After treatment,
the mode iggome was $125.00. :This finding again reaffirms the
economic advantage afforded by havihg drug treatment services‘
programs. s

Another objective of the drug services treatment program
evaluation was to determine ¢lient attifudes regarding their
participation in the program. Based on the assumption that a
client's attitude would have a great degree of influence on the
outqome of treatment, an attituée assessment instrument was

developed to determine whether participation in the DSU programs

‘cultivated clienthostility. The instrument developed for this

assessment used a Lickert-type format with a continuum ranging
from one, which indicated the program had been extremely harmful,
to five, which ﬁéknt thé clieht felt the program was extremely
valuable, Below are the various issues cited in the instrument

and the average of the client ratings for that, issue.

Staying out ofrtrouble 3.70
Getting along with others 3.45
Gaining and maintaining acceptable living situation 3.40
. Avoiding criminal activity : 3.75
Supporting dependents ' 3.33
- Pursuing education/vocational goals 3.20
Staying off drugs 4.00
Accepting society's rules and regulations 3.70
Feeling good about yourself 3.95¢
Gaining and maintaining employment P 3.25
56

4

AN III\\I!I B DO IUBE MO SEE TEE An ANN MO DS OB BN N . P

- .

f



N

-

These findings suggest that clients, for the most part,
are ambivalent on issues concerning their participation in the
program with the exception of their drug consumption activities
and feeling good about themselves. Apparently,'DSU clients feel
that their participation in the program has some benefits and
do not harbor discernible resentment. The improvement in social
stability experienced by these clients is undoubtedly a factor in
these attitudes.

Attention thus far has been directed towards the examination
of the impact of referral to the DSU on client social stability.
Another important "effect'" issue is thaf of subsequent contact
with the Criminal Justice System. A review of rearrest and
failure to appear statistics show that the DSU experienced a
35 percent subseguent rearrest %ate and a O percent failure to
appear rate. Of those individuals arrested, 25 percent were é}—
rested on drug related charges. The remaining rearrestee§ were
arrested for crimes varying from driving while intoxicated to
third degree assault., While the DSU rearrest rate sﬁggests that
its clients are not completely free of criminai involvement, con-
sideratioﬁ of the fact that 87 percent of all DSU clients had
committed crimes prior'té the offense responsible for their re-
fefral to the DSU providés valuabl? perspective. Had all DSU |
clients had no record of prior offenses, the 35 pq@cent réarrest
rate would suggest a significant program problem; yet in lighf‘
of the 87 percent prior-arrest statistic, the 35 percent figure

represents”a 52 percent reduction. Of course, the limited time

(S
i

[=]
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frame offanalyses (six months) precludes definitive inter-
pretation, but@nevertheles§ provides additional support for

B
the finding that the DSU hd§§ﬁnoven to be an effective and

_valuable Criminal Justice System resource for dealing with

offenders with drug related prdblems.

Drug Services Unit Cost:

The Drug Services Unit of the Community Based Corrections
Program sepapatgd in 1977 with a budget of approximately
$95,375.00. Ofvthat budget, 57.68 percent came from TASC
funds, approximately 31.46 percent came from Community Based
Corrections‘funds, 6.67 percent from NIDA funds, and 4.19
percent from grant-in-aid funds. With these funds, 72 igéi—
v;duals ieceived intensive druggcounseling, and 46 drug aB&Sé
evaluations were provided. For the purpose of examining the
cost per unit of_éervice associated with drug screening, drug
counseling, and drug abuse evaluations, the following break-

14

down of‘DSU funding was used:

SERVICE PERCENT OF FUNDS - AMOUNT
Drug Screening 45 : $42,918.,75
Drug Counseling - 45 42,918, 75
© Drug Abuse Evaluations - 10 9,537,50
?,/
h 58

= L

I N I EE D BN I N B e e
.

-

=
\

Bl



- DSU operation are responsible for the resulting high cést per

AVERAGE AVERAGE
SERVICE QOST PER CLIENT . COST PER CONTACT
Drug Screening $596.09 ] $ 29.80
Drug Counseling $504.9§“ $ 84.16
Drug Abuse Evaluations  $207.34 $ N/A

Upon review of cost associated with each client, it becomes

apparent that the fixed costs associated with maintaining the

client. Should the client flow increase in the drug screening
serviéés, each new client'would reduce the average cost per
client by over $7.00. If the client 1oad was.increased‘by

50 inéividuals in drug screening, an average cost per client

of $246,00 would result. Since an ;ncrease in client flow for
drug screening services would not réquire a significant increase
in staff time, this program element would be the most approprigke
intervention point for efforts attempting to improve DSU cost

effectiveness,

Systemic Perspective:

- Two elementskof the DSU were specifically addressed by the
Community Based Corrections' three-year survey, Figure‘g—lsvconn
tains information describing criminal jﬁstice system ratingshqf‘ﬁ
the drug screening service. Figure B-16 contains the average
ratings of theJdr;g counseling service. The drug screening ser-
vice, despite an overall pritive assessment, experienced a )
non—significant decline in ratings between 1976 and 1978. ‘Due
to the small decline, the influence of chance,fdc%oqg cannot be

C

)

59



a - e | 5

sl

)k - g ‘o

)

digcounted. | Those issues most instrumental in the rating decline

were deterrenre and dupllcatlon. Those Criminal Justice System
eiements ratmngxphe drug screenmn” service as hlghly redundant
were law enfarcement personnel and Jallers Slnce no other drug
screenmng service exists within Clark County, attentlon should be
devoted toward informing otper Criminal Justice System ¢lements
about the unique pature of the drug screening service in Clark
County...

The redﬁction in program detarrencéuratings can be attributed
primarily to law enforcemernt personnel. Here again, the need

for greater communication between CBC programs and law enforce-

. ment personnel is evident.

Ratings of the drug counseling services available through

. the DBU refl@ét a non-significant increase between 1976 and 1978.

In spite of this increase, the drug counseling average ratings
for the three-year period ending in 1978 are of a negative nature.

The most significant issues responsible for this somewhat négative

,overéll rating are duplication and deterrence. These negative

assessments are found in all elements of the Clark County Criminal
Jugtice Sysféﬁl Though the average ratings are slightly under

the rating range and continum mid-point, they nevertheless under-

‘score the need for the DSU to establish better rgyport with the

Crimlnal Justice pystem they are part of.

4 e =

Conmguaiu

l. The Drug Servicés Unit would be able to bring about
/

Fa)

51gﬁ{f cant reductlons in the average cost associated with the
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treatment of each client through.addipiogal‘use of the drug

screening service.

B

o ] |
2. Attention need be directed towards the development of

better rapport between the Drug Services Unit and those elements
of the Clark County Criminal Justice System most likely to ceme-
into contact with clients having drug abuse related problems. -
Spec;fic attention needs to be devoted’to informing law enforce-
meht personnel of progfam activities.

3. Tke distinction between Drug Services ciient counseling
and other treatment alternatives in fhe community nee&s to be
emphasized and disseminated among elements of the Criminal Justice
System. ' Oy

4. 1In light of recent evidence describing the ever;érowing

problem associated with the abuse of prescription drugs, the

DSU staif needs to review their preparedn.ss for dealing with

that variety of drug abuse and initiate an inturmation disseminai 

tion campaign for the Cloark County Criminal Tustice System to

teach them how to detect prescription drug abuse. Such an activity-

T

would serve to increase utilization of drug service resources
while reducing the average treatment cost per client. .

5, The possibility of thé Drug Services Uhit expanding its 
area of expertise to include alcohol referral would dovetail |
well with ufférts to effectively reachkthé majority qf;alcoholv
abusing clients in the misdemeanant probation.unit.

6. Further enamination into the relationship betweeh living

arrangements and 'drug abuse is warranted by the siénificant drop °

¢
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in "living with friend” arrangements aséociated with DSU clients
who no longer abuweigrugs.

«» Hud eclients referred to the DSU not terminated their
drv , concumption habits, approximately 1.5 million dollars would
have br:en spent by these individials to purchase drugs in the
course of a year. )

8. The Clark County drug problem appears to vary according

to scason, with a peak in drug related arrests occurring before

Christmas follewed by an extreme decline in January and February.

)
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REFERRAL NETWORK FOR céMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS
‘ DRUG SERVICES UNIT

State Probation § Parole Drug . o,
Services , -
L ; | Unit ’ :
District Court Probation § Parole Residential Treatment Facility
, ’ o Intensive | ‘
. X . . Counselin
Public Defenders Office 5 Service & Alcohol and Drug Dependence

Treatment Serv1ce

Drug Abuse ;//’f’////’,. Elehan Mental Health Service
Treatment :

Referral .*~"““-+~__~'Teen Challenge

Diversion

Work Release

Service . ‘
Self Referrals \\\\\ Drug Abuse Prevention Center
Urine ' )
Community Based Corrections Screening Alpha House
Servcie

Residential Treatment Facility -

Annual Total Budget:
State Funds- $ 30,000 ) 31.467%

i N
TASC Funds - $ 55,000 . 57.68%
NIDA Funds - $ 6,375 L 6.677%
Grant in Add . © - $ 4,000 4.19%
Togal $ 95,375
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Gther (Pain Pills)

Heroin/Morphine
Cocaine

Barbituates §
Tranquilizers

Hallucinogenics

Amphetamines

Marijuana §
Hashish

Alcochol

.

Figure B-3 I

AMOUNT OF MONEY PER WEEK USED TO
PURCHASE DRUGS PRIOR TO BEGINNING CBC PROGRAM
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$188.00

Average money per

week

31.0
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Figure B-5 l |
DRUG

s # Receiving Weekly Urine
58 Scans and Counseling
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Percentage Breakdown of:

G

wr

> Client Marital Status Before and After‘
Entering C.B.C. Drug Pﬂggram
Vs
e
BEFORE - 5FTER
Single 52.0 47.0
Married 30.0 35,0
Separated 4.0 4.0
Divorced‘” 9.0 9.0
Widowed 0.0 0.0
Common-1law DI -
Marriage 5.0 ”fo
Homosexual
Alliance 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0
)
(-
- 68

Figlire B-7
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Percentage Br&akdown of:

v . Nt .
Client4§;imary Income Source Before and

After Entering C.B.C. Drug Program

BEFORE AFTER
N :
None 6.0 4.0
() 3 N
Own Empliyment 35,0 60.0
Spouse Employment 3.0 12.0
Family 3.0 Rx 7.0
Comp. Benefits :
or Retirement 5.9 12.0
Inheritance or
Investments 6.0 0.0
Public Assistance “(6n0 ” 5.0
Criminal Activity 32.0 0.0
Other Indiviﬂual 6.0 0.0
o
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g -Pergentage;Breakdown of: | F&gun531Q ﬂ
e " | ' i o
& Client Public Assistance  Before and After
R Enterihg C.B.C. Drug Program
. BEFORE AFTER
o == :
None ™ ' -~ 75.0 87.0
;oL |
" Self Only S 15.0 . 9.0
Dependents Only |’ 0.0 - 0.0
Self and 5 0 4.0
Dependents
Dependent on re- | )
cipient of P.A. 5.0 0.0

Figure B-10

Percentage Breakdown of:
Client Student Status Before and After

Entering C.B.C. Drug Program

BEFORE AFTER

NOT A Student | 95.0 85.0

Full-time Student| 0.0 . 10.0

- [Part-time Student 5.0 ‘ 45,0
‘ A : \‘ i 70 ; i \ B L:::L
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Percentage Breakdown df:

Client Diplomas and Degrees Before and

After Entering C.B.C. Drug Program

0.0

BEFORE AFTER
None 32.0 23.0
High School 14.0 23.0
Equivalency (GED) '
High School = 45.0 45.0
SpeCial Trade 9.0 9.0
Associate of Arts 6.0 0.0
BA/BS 0.0

hs

Figure B-~11

8]

Percentage Breakdown of:

Client Living Arrangements Before and

After Enterring'C:BvC.'Drug'Prqgram

BEFORE AFTER
Livingdé;one‘ 14.0 18.0
gigigﬁiYQEEEuse 27.0 “32.0
Eﬁ¥i§§eﬁith 0.0 0.0
bavengs" " 5.0
‘%igiﬁgsWith 27.0 - 4.0
.OtHér 5 14.0
o X )

oo e -

Figure B-12
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Percentage Breakdown of:

Client Employment Status Before and

 Afger Entering C.B.C. Drug Program

,,ﬁ&mkﬁfl

BEFORE i;TEﬁ
Laarore

4

WEEKLY INCOME BEFORE ANb AFTER DRUG PROGRAM

i

il
Iy

BEFORE " AFTER

Mean $112.00 $154.00

. Median $125.00 $125.00
Mode '$ 0.00 $125.00

Q

Figure B-14 .
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% : o CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY
o ;,f*ﬁ COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS DRUG SCREENING
b ' | . , - - n Three-year
ISSUE ‘ RANGE . 1976~ 1977 »1978 Average
Pfogram‘Effectiveness Highly Effective _ 5 : e | B :
| Not Effective At A1l |1 | >-17 |.3:4 | 3.3 5.32
Cost Benefit . Worth Expenditure. 5 - ' Co )

- ' o e Not Worth Experditure 1 5.52 '3.60 5.44 3.52
Deferrence | o Ny giggigagifective g 3,17 3.27 3.08 3.17 %,
Duplication * | No Duplication: 5 | y , -

: . Highly Duplicative 1 3,80 3’.674, 3.92 3.46
Contrlﬁutlwn to. ﬂconomlc : Highly Effective 5 " ‘ . .
§ "Social Success of Client Little Effectiveé 1| 3.02 3.13 3.16 3.10
Program Average . ‘ | PO;ltlve Assessment 5 ﬂ ) N R "

; ‘ Negative Assessment 1 I 334 3'42 319 3.30
: 1ﬂ
? -~ “ ) ,

.'.\ * M‘
i

' - \ N

: 0 | |
. 1O
) | 3

il
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM‘AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY

COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS DROG COUNSELJNG

( &

o

. n o . Three-year
ISSUE 4 RANGE , 1976 1977 1978 Average

L

Program Effectiveﬁesé | ﬁg%hé¥f§££§$giXi All i '2;94 2.93 - 2.87 2.91
Cost Benefit gggtﬁoﬁﬁﬁegiézgggture i 3.27 | 3.12 ” 3.26 | 3.22
Deferrence 'gég?%gagffectlve i 3.05 2;73 : 2.80 2.86
Duplication . ﬁigﬁﬁiliﬁgiiﬁﬁtive > | 2.45 | 2.08 '3foz 2.52
coptrimmeton o peenanic FHEY EHECCHY: IR
Program Average Positive Assessmont | 5 | 205 | 275 | 3.0z | 2.90
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EVALUATION SUMMARY °

ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY SERVICES

Operation and Effectiveness (1977):

Total number of referrals - 968

k)
we,

Percent placed “at community wdrk‘site - 98.66
Percent successfuily completing éervice ~ 95.87
Percent failing to complete service - 4.13

; ) 7
Costs: L
Approximate program budget - $20,000.00

Total value of community services in 1977- $41,900.00%

1.

NG

o

§

Conclusions:

The network of organizations eligible to receive ACS
referrals need be examined with the intent of identifying
additional sites for ACS placement and services that
represent a meaningful use of offender communlty service
potential.

Greater attention need be directed toward informing
Clark County law enforcement personnel of the nature
and potential use of the ACS program. ?

An ongoing dialogue between the ACS unit and the Clark "
County Criminal Justice System need be undertaken to

remedy mlsunderstandLngs of the- use and benefit of ACS
service. ! . _

A
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ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY SERVICES

+»The Alternative Community Services Unit (ACS) is a
community based corrections operation that was initiated to

- provide a means of working~off fines for those individuals un-
- ! O
able to afford payment. The program consists of one counselor

who interviews all potentlal clients and refers them to an .

(’\
-

appropriate public oxr non-profit agency where their fines may

B

be worked off at a credit rate of $3.00 per hour. Prior to this
program, those individuals unable to afford[paymentaof their fines
were frequently sentenced to jail at taXpayers' expenée. Deci-

sions régéfaing réferrél to the ACS program are made by district

QA

o couft judges. In the following evaluation report, ACS operations

. will be discussed in a context of the perceived value of the pro-

2

H ..
B

gram by those agencies receiving referrals from the ACS and the

v‘>Clark County criminal justice system,',pn the basis of the informa-

)

‘.tidn detailed in that discussion, a list of suggestions will be

offered conceining alternati%e strategies for improving ACS opera-

A

- . A * 7 RSN I v -
£ _ - — - i - O-
L g2 - [ B
i N . A 2 :

£

tionS“in the future.

Unlt Oparatlon \33 ' : :j o =
J“gzﬁlﬁ 1977 “the AlternatlvekCommmnlty Services Unlt«recelved a.
- total of 968 referrala Qf this number, 98 66m were placed at
a community work 31te, 95\87% successfully completed payment of
thﬁlr trafilc fines, jand 4.13% Gf the 1nd1v1duals falled to

fulimll *helr ACu respon510111ty. A total of,15,800 hours of

] ,JJ G“ I . . £ 76
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community service work was completed in 1977. Reference to
Figure C-1 provides an dvervigw of ACS operation since its

7
inception in August of 197i§ As is evident upon reference to

this graph, a decline in total client activity occurred in

1977. This decline was due in part to changes in the record
keeping sysﬁem.d Almn%,wlth this decline, a concurrent decline
in the aVerage numbe\&\c;10 fa%}ures each month is also ev1dent
This finding suggests that concurrent with the reductlon in

unit operation, there has been an improvement of unit effective-

ness. Reference to Figure C-2 provides a three-year overview

3

of the number of community service hours sﬁpervised by thé ACS

unit. Due to the one-to-one relationship between the number of
people referred to the program and the number of hours of service
provided, the decline in unit operation resulted in a non-signi-

ficant drop in the number of community service hours provided in

© 1977,

Unit Costs:

Fundlng for thy ACS unit 1n 1977 was slightly more than
e’

$20,000., With tﬁése funds, approx1mate1y $41,900 in community

service act1v1ty was provided (based on a rate-of $3.00°per

'Community service hour). As with the total number of community

~serv1ce ‘hours generated in 1977 community service savings are

a functlon of the number of 1nd1v1duals referred to the program.

Therefore, the drop in tne total community saving evidenced in

S )
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’effectfvgpess. It nevertheless underscores the relationship

. comments indicate that those agenciés receiving referrals, for .

RS

Figure C-3 is not necessarily an indicator of reduced program

between cost effectiveness and client flow and suggests that
a direct relationship exists between community savings and ©

the number of clients referred to& the ACS unit.

Referral Network Assessment:

[

With fhe intent of 1dent1fy1ng the adequacy of the relatlon—

vShlp between the 'ACS unit and those agencies receiving the ACS

referrals, a survey was distributed to all abpropriate agencies

in 1977 and early-1978. The resulis of these surveys suggest

‘the ACS to be & highly valued criminal justice system program

~that could benefit from additional program refinement. Reference

to Figure C-4 pro§ides a two—yéai comparison of the results of
the ACS network survey.(jDespite a slight drop in several rating
categories, the overall rating avérageﬂrose‘slightly'in 1977.
This slight improvement is primarily the result of‘gfeater satis~—
faction Wlth referrals keeping thelr app01ntments

Close examlnatlon of this comparison suggests that though
agen01es receiving ACS referrals felt that serv1ce quallty and
program effectiveness were lacking, they Wanted more referrals

than they received (i.e., serv1ce~qua11ty ratings reflect’' a-

- distinct declinevin‘1977).' This inconsistency becomes under-

§7 . o4 . s ‘
standable after considering comments made in response to a re-

- quest for suggestions that was included in both surveys. These o

the most part, value the ACS but feel that it affords offenders

o)
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‘4 means of "beating the system.” In addition, they feel that
ACS‘staff shouldrbedmore willing to providg op;site supervision
of those offenders réferred. In other words, agencies would
like ACS staff to do méfé than simply provide personnel to help
with agency projects. VThe factﬁthat this consensﬁs was not
evident in the first ggar survey suggests that as the novelty

" of the ACS program Woée off, agéncy éxpeétations grew.‘ Support
for this argument is found upon reference to the issue of whether
requests for ser%icégwere followed up in a timely fashion. De~
spite an incréase in ratings, a concurrent improvement in gquality
asseésment was not found. The possibility that a saturation

effect may be occurring within the Clark County public and non-

" profit agency network for ACS referrals must definitely be examined.

Apparently the perceivéd utility of the ACS program is dependent
von the availability of jobs that may be meaningfully carried out
By ACS referrals. As the number of such jobs-is decreased over
time by ‘the cumulative impact of ACS’feferrals, the ACS wvalue

to the public and non-profit agency network diminishe§. il t%is
is the case, effbrt should be directéa in the future towards
expansion df the ﬁetwork eliéible to receive ACS referrals.
Then, aé the demand for ACS services grows, an increase in the
pifceivgd utilit§ ofkthe ACS service should occur along with

" an improvement of agency evaluations.

Clark'CoﬁntX;Criminal Justice System Assessment:

)

Reference to Figure C-5 provides a three-year overview of

'criminalljustice systemvrat;ngs of the ACS unit. Despite the

S
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negl1g1b1e decline eV1denced in 1978 the ACS unit is cons;stently
rated as ghe of the best Communlty‘based Correctlons programs.

Reference to the‘ratlngs associated with the-deterrence effect

©®

of referral -to the ACS program suggests tﬂat criminal justice
system ?rofessionaIS»feel the proé&am to have little influence
over recidivism. When this r;tigg ie vieWedin.light of the fact
that the ACS program was prlmarlly 1ntended to assist economlcally
disadvantaged offenders rather than preventlfuture offenses, the -
10W’deterrence rating is consistent wrth a kﬁowledgeabie under-
standlng of the ACS unlt The slight decllne 1n program ratlngs
in 1978 appears to be associated with the growing awareness that
the ACS is no longer restricted to the economically disadvantaged
and as was found in the agency questionnaire, this occurrence

had pultivated the opinion that the ACS provides a means of "beat-
ing the system." Clearly the need for greater interaction between
ACS staff and the criminal justice eystem is evident. In the
coﬁrse of these diglogues, attention should be directed toward
informing law enforcemenr personnel of the program and how it

can be used. This will allow these individuals responsible for
enfo;cing trgffic laws to deal with complaints regarding undue

hardships as they arise.

Conclusions: ' E & . ’
1. The network of organizations eligible to receive ACS.
referrals need be examined with the intent of identifying addi-

tional sites for ACS placement and services thatwrepreseht a

meaningful use of offender community service potential.

i
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) L
Y., Gréater attention need be directed toward

potential use of the ACS pfbgram‘

o

informing

uiCIark County law cnforcement, personnel of the nature and

. 3. An ongb;ngadialbgue4between;the ACS unit and the

Clark Cdunty Criminal Justice System nééﬁ be undertaken to

remedy misunderstandings of the-use and benefit of ACS

service.
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= COMMUNITY SERVICE

Dffenders Placed

5

— ALTERNATIY
~——{No. Offenders Placed Number of
— Total Average-670.00 Number of
Quagte{&y Average-335.00 Number of
e Monéhly\ﬁveragev4111‘67 .
~iNo. Successﬁ@} Comﬁletions
] . Total Avernge\:mé§4.0
Quarterly Average ="327.0
=1 Monthly Average + 109.5
pa— :
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No. Failures
Total Average -
Quarterly Averag
Monthly Average

7.0
e~ 8.5
- 2.8

Successful Completlions —=-=memmoanncasl
FALlULES 4 oo iiouvsnrmrseteasonoainonnsas

Number of Offenders Placed -
Total Average ~ 955.0° i

Quarterly Average - 238.75

Monthly Average = 79.5 .

Number of. Successful Completions
Total Average - 928.0
/. Quarterly Average ~ 232.0
" Monthly Average - 77.3

Number of Failures
Total Average ~ 40.00
Quarterly Average 10.00
Monthly Average - 3.33

Number of Successful Completions
Total Average - 1,519.0
Qudnterly Average - 379.75
Monthly Average -~ 126.58

Number of Failures

.

Total Average - 56.0
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) ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY SERVICES
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Monthly Ave.
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ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY SERVICES Figure C-3 |

COST BENEFIT FOR COMMUNITY

Total Average - 41,900 S
Quartexly Ave.- 10,475
Monthly Ave. =~ 3,491

N

Total Ave.
19,300

3,950 Total Average -~ 52,150

Quarterly Ave. = 13,037
Monthly Ave. - 4,345

3,860 ' : ,.
i
. TOTAL DOLLAR AMOUNT = $113,350.00
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" COMPARISON OF PIRST AND SECORD YEAR

OF THE ACS REFERRAL NETWORK:

W ’/\:
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i CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY o .
COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY SERVICES
. AVERAGEVRATING
ISSUE RANGE 1976 ! 1977 1978 THREE~YEAR
‘ AVERAGE
o . . . .49 = 369
Proggam Effectlveness Not Effective At All 1 - . s
: Worth Expenditure s, 3 96 ' ' 3.94 '
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’ Highly Effective 5 3 GO ,\. .89 ) /2 76  5.8
Deterrence * No Impact 1 . . : . . | .88
g; , . . , -
. . No Duplication - - : 5 3.18 3.03 3.10 - 3.10
Dmplication Highly Duplicative = 1 ) : : :
N . <
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

EMPLOYMENT COUNSELING SERVICE

.Client Characteristits (1977):

Unit

Unit

90% male ’ ' &,
10% female

55%‘Between ages of 18 and 24

28% Between ages. of 25 and 30

'16% Between ages of 31 and 40

Average number of months unemployed: 6.69 I

70% of all referrals were unskilled laborers before coming
to program

30% clients referred;from Misdemeanant Probation

28% clients referred from State Probation and Pardie
_29% clients committed misdemeanant offenses b
Z}% clients committed felony offenses

Operations (1977): |

163 felony offenders were referred to program, 81% or 133
were successfully placed

64 mlsdemeanant offenders were-referred to program; 57% or
37 were successfully placed y ,

o

1977 unit operations were charact> 1zed by . a 35% decllne in
cllent referral tn the program

Effectiveness (1973). ' .
69% of all clients were successfully placed.. Thirty~three

days on the average elapsed between first contact-and em-
ployment

578%‘of clients placed were placed on full time"employmenth

22% of clients placed were placed on part time employment.
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Average number of job terminations was 15 per 100 clients.

-
r

Unit Costs:

Approximate total budget: $28,000.00

Average cost per placement: $123.35

,Average cost per placement by prlvatu agency of comparable
“4ndividuals: $328.20

Conclusions:

1.

Attention need be directed towards the referral actijity
of misdemeanant offenders to the Employment Counseling

~Unit. .

A dialogue with prosecuting and defense g ttorneys and
State Probation and Parole staff need be initiated to
develop better rapport between those criminal justice
elements and the Employment Services Unit.

Use of volunteers to assist with employment counseling
should be considered in light of the time required in
accompanying clients to employment interviews. This
would free more of the counselors' time for motivational
counseling and job development.

A system for continuing monitoring of employment unit
clients after placement might reduce the number of job
terminations associated with client eniployment activity.

Successful employment clients might be recruited to
assist with the placement of clients and job develop-
ment activities. This activity would serve to provide
employment models for both clients and potential em-
ployers.

Criteria mneed be implemented which limit the number of
times a client may request service from the employment
unit. This would allow unit resources to be devoted to

high probability placements rather than be d1ss1pated
on established failures.
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EMPLOYMENT COUNSELING

.

The Empiuyment Counseling Unit of the Clark County Community
Corrections program provides vocational testing, motivational
counseling, and job placement services for both felony and mis-

demeanant offenders. Since its inception in August of 1875, it

" has provided assistance to 772 individuals attempting to gain

employment and who were referred froﬁ aﬁ elemeﬁt of the Clark
County Criminal Justice System. The following evaluation report
will provide:a,description of Y@éyclients this program sérves;

an overview of this unit's opef;tion since its beginning; a re-
view of the unit's effectiveness in 1977 within a context éf
total unit activity since 1975; a discussion of}the assessmenf

of the Employment Sérvices Unit by the ClIark County Criminal Jus-
tice System; and end with a list of conclusions developed on thé

basis of the information contained in this report.

Employment Counseling Clients;

Over 90% of the clients referred to the Employment -
Counseling Unit are men, Fifty-six percent of these individuals
are between tﬂé ages of 18 and 24; 28 percent are between the
‘ages of 25 and 30;-and 16 peréent are between the ages ofv31 and

40.‘ Figure D-1 provides additional information describing the
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employmené history of Employment Counseling clients. Rgferenqe
tO“tﬁé}6.69~month average of unemployment characterizing thege
clients indica%es that the majority of clients were uﬁemployed

at the time of the offense that brought them into contact with
the Criminal Jﬁsfice System. Figure D-2 provides an overview

of the referral activity into theﬁEmployment'Counseling Unit,

0Of sypecial sig%ificance is the fact th;t approximately 58 percent
of the referrals are from either the.State Probation and éarole
Office or fhe Migdemeanant Probation Office.” Figure D-3 describes
the number of felonyiénd'misdemeanant referrals to the Employment

Unit. In 1975, there was a 50-50(ﬁix of felony and misdemeanant

reggfrals. In 1977, over 70 perceat of the Employment Coun-
selzég clients had committed felony offenses. Reference .
to the total number of clients referred to the program in each
year of its operaéion suggests that this change in mix of felony
and misdemeanant referrals occurred because of a reduction in
the number of misdemeanant referrals rather than a change in unit

orientation. The average number of prior convictions for Employ-

ment Counseling Unit clients was 2.34.

Employment Unit Operations:

Figure D-4 provideé a description of unit activity since
August of 1975. Betﬁeen that time and Jure of 1976, Employment
Unit operations were characterized by an éver—increasing clien%
load. In July of 1976; an extreme decline in client f%ow through

the unit began, and foiiowing that quarter, un'it operations have
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somewhat stabilized. Reference to Figure D-5 provideé an over-
view of referral placement éince August of 1975. As with client
referra1 activity, a dyamatic increase followed by é significant
decline characterizes\féférral placement. Reference to Figure D-6
Jprovides an explanation for this fluctuating unit opéiation. The

" dramatic decline in ynit activity took place in 1976 after which‘
unit opé}ations stabilized at a level which has been maintained
‘to the present. In 1976, approximately 94 percent of all mis—
demeanant referrals and 97 percent of all felony referrals suc-
cessfully found employment. In other words, the Employment Coun-
seling Unit virtually worked itself out.of a job and‘in doing so,
reduced the client flow into the program by almost 50 percent.
Had the percentage of successfully placed clients not been as
high as it was, élternative explanatipns such as diminished unit
credibility or poor performance would have to be considered. In
light of the exemplary placement success of 1976, it'would appear
that either the number of available jobs in the area are diminish-
ing or the majority of clients who could be successfully placed
in any job have been. The relatively low percentage of misdemeanant

placements could be affected by the large number of alcoholics

usually supervised by the CBC prog#am.

1

Unit Effectiveness:

In 1977, the Employment Counseling Unit successfully placed
approximately 69 percéﬁt of all clients referred to the unit,
_ The average elapsed time between the first contact and employment

is 33 days. When this figure is contrasted with the twenty-day
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‘elapsed period between first contact and employment character-

izing the Employment Services Unit in 1976, it appears that
either job placements are becoming more difficult to arrange

or a saturation effect has occurred. ﬁFQtufe evaluation efforts
need address this possibility. Of those clients placed by the

Employment Service Unit, 22 percent were placed on part-time

- jobs, while 78 percent found full-time empioyment. The average

number of job terminations for clients placed by the Employment
Unit was slightly more than 15 terminations per 100 placements.
Reference to Figure D-7 provides a description of the employment
cafegories in which employment clients were placed. When this
information is contrasted with the empioyment categories shown
in Figure D-1 earlier, which represents the previous employment
history of thé client, a distinct decline in the percentage of
unskilled jobs becomes apparent. The previous monthly salary

of Employment Unit clients for the last job they had was $642.00
per month. Compared with the monthly salary average of $547.00
characterizing placements, a slight decline in income becomes
evident. This drop can bé explained due to the relatively short
tenure of Eﬁploymeht Unit placements at‘the‘time of data collect-

ion and the fact that 22 percent of the client sample was working

part-time. -

Unit Costs (1977):

The approximate total budget for the Employment Services Unit

in 1977 was $28,000.00. With these funds, 227 individuals were
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assisted in their attempts to obtain employment. Thus, an ap-
proxima%e averagé cost of $123.35 per placement was found for
the 1977 operation period. When this figure is compared with
the average cost of placement for comparably skilled individuals
by private employment agencies, $328.20, a savings of approxi-
mately $204.00 per client or $46,500.95 for all clients serviced
Dby the unit becomes appareng. This savings, when viewed in light
of the fact that the majority of Employment Services clients have
low incomes and payment of large placement fees represents a
source of financial pressure, allows clients to devote more of
fheir income to improving their living situations and therefore
facilitates their attempts to stabilize their life situation.
(given the high correlation between life stability and probability

for committing a crime, the Employment Services Unit effectively

impacts client recidivism.

Systemic Perspective:

Reference to Figure D-8 provides_a three-year perspective
of Clark County Criminal Justice System assessments of the Em-
ployment Counselinngnit. With the exception of the’igsue of
duplication, the Employment Services Unit consistenfly received
positive ratings by Criminal Justice System peers. Of pronounced
distinction is the assessment of the Employment Unit's contribﬁ—
tion to the economic ;nd social success of the client. No other
community based corrections program unit received such poSitive

ratings for its impact of client social and economic stability.

Another issue for which the Employment Services Unit received'

o
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somewhat 1ow‘ratings was in the area of program effectiveﬁessﬂ
This negative assessment can be primarily attributed to State
Probation and Parole personnel and prosecuting and defense at-
torneys. Dialogues betwesn the Employment Counseling Unit and
these elements of the Criminal Justice System shoﬁld serve to
determine and remedy the problems respongible for this lowered
asgessment. Despite fhis one area of low assessment, the Employ-
ment Services Unit nevertheless represents one of the most posi-

tively valued programs in the community based corrections program,

Conclusions:

1. Attention need be directed towards increasing the referral

> ;

activity of misdemeanant offenders to the Employment  Counseling unit.

2. A dialogue with prosecuting and defense attorneys and
State Probation and Parole staff need be initiated to develop
better rapport between those criminal justice elements and the
Employment Services Unit.

3. TUse of voluntgers to assist with employment counseling
should be considered in light of the time required for accompanﬁ%y
ing clients to employment interviews. This would free more of
the counselors’' time for motivational counseling and job develop-
ment.

4, A system for'continuing monitoring of Employment Unit
clients after placement might reduce the number of job terminations

associated with client employment activity.

5. Successful employment clients might be recruited to assist

with the placement of clients and job development activities. This
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6. Criteria neﬂa be 1mplemented Wthh limit they number of

1imes a cllent may request serv«ge from the Employment Unit. This
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PREVIOUS JOB CATEGORY
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EMPLOYMENT COUNSELING REFERRAL SOEKCE
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Figure D-2
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PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN OF Clients
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. ‘ 1975 1976 1977
Total Numbe:r 392 351 227

Misdemeanant 46% . 34% 20%

Felony 54% ' 66% 713
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EMPIDYMENT Figure D-5 I
GG s, Number of Referrals Placed in Jobs £ '
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EMPLOYMENT CATEGORY

SQURCE OF INCOME

8

62.0

[«

' Sales

‘2.0

i ==

p— R

N\

2.0

7
N\
W

“11

an,i 'Skilled

i

_Unskilled

52.0

‘Semi-~skilled
:

24,0

l [ Food Service
| |

%SChOOl

Clerical N

~

Figure D-7

l' Self
' |

ISpouse

2.0

Sl @No employment date

o qublic Assigtance

o |
ot | .

W Part~time, self

None

Other

o’ Social Security
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CRIMI%AL JUSTICE .SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS-OF THE CLARK COUNTY

COMMUNITY' BASED CORRECTIONS JOB FINDING SERVICES

ISSUE ] RANGE 1976 1977 Three-year Average
‘ Highly Effective ~ 5 y ] :
Program Effectiveness Hob Bifective At A1l « 1 3.28 3,12 2.79 3.1
: ] Worth Expenditure 5 .
Cost Benefit Not Worth Expenditure 1 3.62 3.54’ 3.52 . 3.56
{\
) . . ; \
Highly Effective 5
Deterrence NogImgact 1 3.48 3.54 3.39 3.47
) . No Duplication 5 ‘ ) :
Duplication Highly Duplicative 1 2.56 2.58 2,48 2.54
Contribution to . : . :
: ; Highly Effective 5 .
Economic & Socilal Little Effective 1 . 4200 - 3.97 4.11 4.08
Success of Client
' i Positive Assessment 5 340" 3 35 : .26
Program Avgrage Negative Assessment 1 . .35 .2 3.35
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

SUPERVISED RELEASE

. ) N
Client Characteristics:

Average Age - 25 years
Marriéd 23% o I
Single 65%
Separated 8%
Divorced 4%

62% were unemployed at time of referral

.

84% from Vancouver - 80% felony charges
4% from Portland - 20% misdemeanor charges
12% other - " e

Program Operations (1977)
Referrals to Supervised Release: 43 misdemeanants
199 felons
98 or 40.5% of all referrals were accepted.
35% all treatmenf referrals to alcohol services,
25% all treatment referrals to employment services

1977 was characterized by the largest caseload since the
supervised release unit was started

Program Effectiveness: R -

R

91.6% of all clients agccepted into the program successfully
completed their superwvised release tenure,

it

8.4% had Supervised Release status revoked,

0.9% failed to appear for a scheduled court appearance.

~

/.L_»‘r

19% of‘%%ignts,reférred to program served jail time:
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Only one individual who was on supervised release was
eventually sent to prison,

48.15% of all clients were employed at time of disposi-
. tion,

Supervised Release clients spent on the average 53 days
under supervision. : ,

Individuals failing to successfully complete supervised
release status were normally younger and more prone to
have alcohol related problems,

Program Costs (1977):
¢ Total Budget: $25,000.00
Savings to County in jail costs: $41,725.80
Net savings tc County: $16,725.89 |

Conclusions:
1. The Supervised Releas% Program represents a total savings
in jail costs of over $4l 500 in 1977 and a net savings
of over $16,500. ‘

2. Those clients failing to complete the Supervised Release
Program are on the average younger \24 6 years versus .-
28.04 years for successful clients) and more likely to
have an alcohol related problem than sudcessful clients.

3. The possibility of expandlng Supervised Release eligibility
to include more women is a consideration warranted by the
success of the program.

4. The high unemployment rate of clients referred to the
program underscores the need for continued use of employ-
ment services and possible expansion of employment services
in the future,

5. The trend for referrals to the Supervised Release Program
along with the trend of acceptance of clients has been

o steadily growing over the last three years. This trend
is the result of excellent communication between area
judges and program dgtaff, and suggests that the staff
responsible for this relationship might assist other
community based corrections programs 1n improving their
relationship with the local court systen.

6.” A need for better communication between Supervised'Re—

lease staff and law enforcement personnel, prosecuting
attorneys, and state probation and parole is evident in

105
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the respchses to the Community Based Corrections' annual
survey. Dissemination of the results of this evalution
should help to remedy misconceptions regarding .the pro-

- gram.
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SUPERVISED RELEASE

The Supervised Release Program provides intensive case work
management for those individuals not scoring énough points during
the Release on Own Recognizan9§ (ROR) -interview, but who are -
considered %éceptable risks to warrant release to a pre-trial
program. Thé\purpose of the Supervised Release Program is to
effect the release of pre—frial driminal defendants who do not
qualify for regular release on their own recognizance; to stabilize
their personal situations, through weekly contact, frequent coun-
seling,‘and/or referral to outside community services, to the
extent that they are reliable in making their schedu%gd court
appearances while out of custody.awaiting trial. Thé process
through which an individual becomes eligible for feferral to the
Supervised Release Program begins when an alleged offender can't
make bail or is denied referral to ROR. If tHé defense éttorney
requests a Supervised Release interview and the judge approves

the request, a detailed interview is conducted. During the course

of this interview, the Supervised Release counselor attempts to

. determine the social stability of the client before him. Specific

attention is directed towards the identification of educational,
family or other community support systems which can be used during

the pre-trial supervision period to stabilize the client's life

‘Situation. Attention is ale devoted to the determination of

107
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- with one of these groups. After the discussion of program effective-

- comparison of the Clark County project with the Supervised Release

B I I e ey 2 3 S S W

the fitl-between fhe client's needs and the reSburces:available
to the Supervised Release Program. Upon completion of this
interview, the Supervised Release counselor makes a recommenda-
tion of whéther the client should be éccepted to the program.
In éhose instances where a violent crime has been committed, a
complete interview will be done and the decision regarding re-
ferral is left to the discretion of the judge. For those cases

considered somewhat risky, Supervised Release may be recommended

in addition to release with a ten percent bail cash bond.

oy 3
-\. - - - — —“J _ -

The following evaluation report will examine the operation
of the Supervised Release Program with the intent of establishing

the effectiveness and associated savings involved with its oper-

N

LN
A
P

ation. After providing a description of client characteristics

‘ ,\\

and program operation activity, attention will be turned towards
the assessment of program effectiveness. This assessment will
involve the review of the number of clients successfully com-

pleting their Supervised Release tenure along with ‘those clients

e
AN EEN NN

failing to complete phéir commitment. Following this review, a

program in San Mateo County will be offered to provide a reference
for better qyderstéhding the Clark County project's success.  This
comparison will be foliowed by a comparison oquuccessful supér—
vised release clients with unsuccessful clients to determine if

any client characteristics may be disproportionately associated

ness, & short-discussion of program cost effectiveneés,Will be -

offered. Next, a discussion of the Clark County Criminal Justice

i :
System assessment of the Supervised Release Program will be

108
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presented. This will be followed by a list of conglusions drawn
o 7 €
from the information obtained from this evaluatiocn.

*

Program Characteristicsy

-Clients: The average age.of a Supervised Release client is
25,Awith’the range extending from 18 to 46. Approximately 23
percent of Supervised Release clients are married; éé% are single;
8% are separated; and 4% are divorced. ‘The charge status of
clients referred to the Supervised Release progr;m is 80% felony
and 20% misdemeanant. Slightly over 62% of all Sﬁpervised Release
clients are unemployed at the time of their arrest. Approximately'
84% of the Supefvised Release clients are from Vancouver, 4% are

from Portland, and 12% are from other areas. The majority of

Supervised Release clients were male.

Program Operations: Reference to Figure E~1 provides a three-

year overview of the number of clients referred to the Supervised
Release Program. Figure E-2 describes the number of clients ac-
cepted in the program and Figure E-3 describes the’aCtual program
caseload since July of 1975. The percentage of clients accepted
by the prograonf those referred has 7‘increased over the three
years of the pfégram. In 1975, 21.17% of all clients referred
were accepted; in 1976, 38.96% of referred. clientsnwere accebted;
ané in i977, 40.5% of all referred clients were accepted. This

trend suggests that the Supervised Release Program is gaining in-

‘CriminalkJustice:System credibility while constantly improving

- the fit between staff definitions‘of appropriate clientele and
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definitions held by area judges. Reference to Figure E-4 pro-
vides a description of referral activity of Supervised Release
clients to qommunity resources. Approximately 35% of all re-

ferralsmwere for alcohol treatment and 25% were for employment

assistance.

Program Effectiveness:

Reference to Figure E-5 provides a three-year overview of
the number of clients successfully completing their Supervised
Release tenure. Figure E-6 describes the number of clients who
either had their Supervised Release bpportunity revoked or failed
to appear for their court date.v As is evident upon reference to
these graphs, the Supervised Release program is characterized
by a revocation rate of slightly more than 8 percent (8.41%) and
a failure to appear rate of .9‘pe£;$nt (less than 1%). fﬁese
figures suggest the Supervised Release Program to be extremely
effective in case work management. Reference to Figure E-7 de-
scribes the dispositiop of clients referredvto the Supervised Re-
lease Program. On the basis of this information, it appears that
the majbrity of clients are not sent to prisoﬁ and that the sfa—
bilizing influence of the program was apparently successful in
the opinion of 160a$ judges. It should be mentioned here tbat
the info;gation in Figure E-7 is based on a sample of.clients
and therefore~does not adeguateiy represent the entire client
population in those disposition categories with relativelyksmall
client representation. Mention of this is made becausé the ace-

“tual number of clients sent to prison who successfully completed

110
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Supervised Release is only one out of 98 (1.1%), rather than the

estimate of 3.85 per cent indicated in the disposition chart. A%

the time of disposition, 48.15 percent of all Supervised Release

clients were employed and the average hourly rate of these clients
was $4.25 per hour. ‘
Reference to Figure E-8 provides the results of a comparison )
between the SupervisedRélgaseProgram iﬁ San M%teoﬁCounty and
the Clark County program. Despite the great?r perééntage of felony
clients characterizing the Clark County program, significant dif- (‘ < g
ferences in program effectiveness are only found in two Ougcome
measures. Both the rate of failures to.appear and the average
number of days on supervision are significantly lower for the
Clark County Project than the Sgn Mateo effort. Reference to
the disposition of Supervised Release clients suggests the San
Mateo project to have a much lower percentage of clients con;i¢ted
than is found in Clark County, but this difference can be, for

the most part, attributed to the greater representation of mis-

., demeanant offenders in the San Mateo group. An important refer-

ence item is the average number of days spent by clients on
Supervised Release, 'The;fact that the Clark County project re-
quired an average of 16 days less than the San Mateo project

represents a significant savings when this figure is multiplied

,times the number of individuals referred to the program. In E

1977 alone, a savings of approximately 1,168 days was realized.

Given the extremely low rate of failure to appear and rearrest

[

rate associated with the»Clark County program, it appears that
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~ ful clients on the average being four years older than those fail-

the lower number of days of supervision was not associatea with
a reduction in program efféctiveness.

Figure E-9 contains a comparison of successful Supervised
Release clients with an equal number of program failures. Re-
vie% of these client characteristics suggests that the only sig-

nificant difference between these two groups is age, with success-~

ing to complete the program. Another issue of interest which
becomes evident upon review of FigurerE—Q is that there are
slightly more unsuccessful Supervised Release clients with alcohol
reldted problems than those successfully completing the program.
Though the dlfference is not significant to the degree that un-
equivocal statnmento can be made it nevertheless suggests that
future evaluation efforts carefully examine the relationship be-

tween alcohol abuse and failuré.on Supervised Release.

Program Costs:

The operation of “the Supervised Release Program required
aﬁprothWely$25,000 for 1977 and saved the County approximately
$41,725.80 in jail costg.1 This éavings represenfs a net savings
to.the County of approximately $16,725.80 and reaffirms the Value_

of the Supervised Release Program fo the Clark County Criminal

JuStice System.

1These survey estimates are based on an average stay of 14.2
days for misdemeanants, 40.3 days for felons and a jail cost of
'$13.50 per day.
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Systemic Perspective:

Reference to Figure E-10 provides a three-~year overview of
Clark County Criminal Justice System ratings of the Supervised
Release Program. Though these ratings are among the highest

given to any community based corrections program, they neverthe-

- less suggest a distinct drop in the 1978 evaluations of the Super-

vised Release Program's deterrence and contribution to the econ-
omic and social success of the client. This decline can be
primarily attributed to changes in program assessments by law
enforcement personnel, state probation end péro;e staff, and
prosecuting attorneys. The fact that the program has demonstrated
its effectiveness in these two areas underscores the need for
these elements of the Criminal Justice System to be informed fe~

garding what the program.has accomplished.

Conclusions:

1. The Supervised Release Program.represehts a total savings
in jail costs of over $41,500 in 1977 and a net savings of over
$16,500.

2. Those clients failing to complete the Supervised Release
Program are on the average younger (24.6syears<for failures vs.,
28:04 yea}s for successful clients) and more likely to have an al-
cohol related problem than successful clients, |

3. The possibility of expanding Superviseﬁ Release eligibil~

ity to include more women is a consideration warranted by the

success of the program.

113

3




N T

v

4. The high unemployment rate of clients referred to the

program underscores the need for c(@ﬁinued use of employment

'

services and possible expansion of employment services in, the

future, ”

5, The trend for referrals to the Supervised Release Pro-
gram along wigh the trend of acceptance of clients has been
steadily growgng over the last three yeafs. This trend is the
result of excellent communication between area judges and pro-"
gram staff, and suggests that the staff responsible for this
relationsﬁip might assist other community based corrections pro-
érams in improving their relationship with the local court system.

6. A need for bettervcommunication between Supervised Re-

lease staff and law enforcement personnel, prosecuting attorneys,

and state probation and parole is evident in the responses to

the community based corrections annual survey. Dissemination
of the results of this evaluation should help to remedy miscon-

ceptions regardiné the program,

&
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SUPERVISED RELEASE

Figure E-4
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SUPERVISED RELEASE

SUPERVISED RELEASE

FTA
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Figure E-7
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SUPERVISED RELEASE
CLIENT DISPOSITION

Prison : N 3.85%
County Jail \M%15.38%
Probation N 11,549
Jail & Probation , . 3.85% &
Fine or Public ,
Service Work 3.85%
Deferred Prosecution ~ 23.08%
Diversion ' 19.23%
Dismissed{Not Guilty 19.23%
TOTAL | ~100.00%
LA
RE!
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Comparison of San Mateo and Clark County
=N

~

Supervised Release Programs e
Q i

San Mateo

Felonies 64%

Misdemeanants 36%
Unemployment at Referral 63%
Rearrest Rate ~ 6.18%
Failures to Appear ' 5.59%
Conviction Rate ) 677%.
‘Disposition: ‘prisén/jail ' 17%
probétion . 687

other* 15%

Aversge Number of Days
on Supervision 69

* Deferred Prosecution
Adult Diversion
Fine 7
Public Service =

»

Figure E-8

Clark County

80%
20%°
62%
8.%1%
9%
80.77%
23%
14.2%

637%

53

. 9
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SUPERVISED RELEASE

Figure E~9

Successful o
D9 Completions Revoked
Age 28.04 24.6
Length of Time on S.K. . 53 days 38.95 days
Ewployed at Time of Referral 28% Yes 16% Yes”
S - 72% No 84% No

. Felony or Misdemeanor

Severity of Charge
Referrals

Not Referred
C.A.C.
SWARF
Employment' Sexvices
Elahan
Diversion
D.V.R.

D.M.V.
Dactor
Drug
Vet. Rep.
Halfway House

C.C. Alternative Service

Alcohol
Army Rec.
Pre—Hab
Work Release
Antabuse

Alcohol Related Problems

Employed at Time of Disposition

FTA

New Charges

Average Number of Visits

Q
™

807 Felony

%OZ Misdemeanor

Ave = #5

- 68%

et
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12.9%

68% Yes

28% No

4% Unknown

0% Yes
100% No

8% Yes
927 No
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767 Felony ,
247 Misdemeanor

Ave = {5

767%
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21,88%

20% Yes

60% No

207% Unknown

8% Yes
92% No

607 Yes:
40% No
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A Criminal Justice System Average Ratings of the Clark County
) 5 Community  Based Correctilons Supervised Pre-Trial Services
= . . i ' o ) =
: N Average Ratings
‘Issue Rangé 1976 1977 1978 3 Year Average
Pregram Efféctiveness  Highly Effective 5 3,94 3.83 3.93 3.9¢
: " Not Effective At All 1 : & : :
=7 e ” - ) J,‘N/
Cost Benefit . Worth Expenditure 5 ‘o ; =4
Not Worth Expenditure 1 3,82 3’89 3.80 3.84
=02 1 .
Deterrence Highly Effective- 5
1 Mo Impact 1 3.03 3.10 2.69 2,94
Duﬁiicét&on © No Duplication{/ 5
) Highly Duplicative 1 3.40 2,97 3.38 3.25
Contribution'éﬁ Economic apnd Highly Effective 5
Social Success of Client Little Effect 1 ,3'28 3,30 2.78 3.19
lnProéfﬁm Averagé Positive Assessment 2 "'ﬁs 49 3.46 3,32 3,42
: R Negative Assessment 1 ' ) e *
3 :
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

RELEASE ON OWN RECOGNIZANCE

2

Client Characteristics:

Unit

Oy

> Unit

86% male ) " 81.73% with misdemeanant charges
14% female 18. 27% w1th felony charges

Average age — 29.76 Approximately 59% employed

Operetions (1977):

2,851 individuals were interviewed by ROR staff - 1.89%
increase in client flow over 1976 A

Number of individuals Wlth felony charges screened by
ROR staff increased 1. S% in 1977

Number of individuals denied recog with misdemeanant
charges in 1977 increased €.6%

Number of individuals denied recog with felony charges
in 1977 decreased by 5.8%

Over 56% of all individuals interviewed by the ROR
staff were not recommended for ROR = -
N
The possibility of an age bias in the ROR five-point

screening scale is suggested by the reduction in numbers
of positive ROR recommendations concurrent with a4 larger
number of potential ROR clients under the age of 24

being interviewed.

An average of 35.1 days was spent by ROR cllents on
personal recognizance in 1977,

Effectiveness (1977):
1977 was characterized by a 52.94% reductlon in the number

of alleged misdemeanant offenders failing to make a
scheduled court appearance. '

° No ROR cllent charged with a felony offense falled to 'make

a scheduled court appearance in 1977

in 1977 33.33% fewer ROR cllents were rearrested than¢
in 1976. h
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For those clients referred to ROR on the basis of ROR
staff recommendations, a rearrest rate of .03% was
found in 1977. N g

Costs (1977):

Approximate program budget - $55,000,00

Cost per ROR interview-- $19.29

Total potential savings attrlbuted to ROR program in .
1977 -~ $70,.846.

Conclusions:

1. The ROR program experienced an overall increase of
1.89 percent in unit activity in 1977.

2. Fewer misdemeanant ROR candidates were granted ROR
in 1977 than in 1976. (36.51% versus 49.85%
mespectlvely)

3. A decrease-in the rate of failures to appear
(~-52.94%) and rearrests (-33. 33%) was found for
ROR--activity in 1977.

4, A total potential savings of approXimately $70”846
was made possible because of the ROR program.

5. EV1dence suggesting an age bias against younger
alleged offenders was found. Clearly future research
efforts must dxamine thls guestion closely

6. The Clark County ROR program is com31dered one of
the Companlty Based Corrections project's finest
units by the Clark County Criminal Justlce System,

i
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<>\;1 RELEASE ON OMN RECOGNIZANCE

The Reledse on Own Recognizance (ROR) program is an
\ :
alternative to pre-trial incarceration which is available to

individuals who are unable or desire nov to post -bond. Eligi-

bility for ROR referral is determined using a”five-categofy

screening scale which measures the allegéd offender's 1éngth

of residence in Clarkzcounty, family ties, employment stability,
and criminal history. All alléged offenders are scréene&>imme~
diately with this instrument following arrests;,with‘the ex~
ception of,tposé.individuals with court holds. Though;otheté
factors are ofpen taken into consideration When determining ROR
eligibility, the results of the initial assessment are 6f central
importance. ROR was initiated in response to the problems associa-
ted with the fact that an alleged offender's ability to post bdﬂd
was ths ultimate determinant of whether that individual would

remain in jail during’ the pre-trial period. . Since such a fin-

-ancial criterdia discriminates against individuals who are poor,

Supreme Court Ruling 3.2 was issued to remédy this inequity,

This ruling guarantéed the opportunity to spend the pre-trial

period out of jaii to all offenders considered to be an "accept-
able" risk for making scheduled court appearances, The: , < .
Washington State;Supreme Courtwhaé interpreted this requiréﬁent o “

in .CrR 3.2 and JCrR 2.09 of their operating rules for courts
Within theﬂState of Washington, These”couitqrules place:the‘

burden of admihistering pre-trial releasé?onAthe,loE@l detaining

@
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agency and judicial system. A defendent is to be released on
personal recognizance pending trial unless the court can de-
termine through the examination of relevant factors as set @

forth in the court rules that the defendent may not appear at

g ]

qubsequent hearings. The determinan% of an alleged offender's

probabilify for appearing ét subsequent hearings is the rating
computed using the screening instrument méntioned above. In-
formation used in obtaining this score comes from an ROR
information sheet which is completed by an interviewer shortly [
after an individual is arrested. 'Those individuals wishing to

self bail or post bond are not screened by the ROR interviewer.

The Clark County ROR operation is staffed with four inter-

viewers who work in rotating shifts so that coverage of the

Clark County Jail during peak booking hours is possible. After

an individual is booked inté~tiue County Jail, the jailer con-
tacts the ROR interviewer and an ROR officer goes to interview

the alleged offender. In the course of this interyiew, the ROR

form is completed and following cempletion of the form, the ROR

pfficer checks the validity of the information provided 5y the
alleged offender. Following this verification, the officer de~
termines the dindividuals's rating on the ROR,scalé,»aﬁd the
‘decision regarding réleaéé on oWn recognizanée is made. TFor
thdse a11eged offenders not released, there remains tﬁe”optiqp

of either posting bond or waiting for the first -court appeagénce
tatpis despite the ratings on the

: v - , //
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ROR scale. In somé instances (such. as.severe inebriation),
t \\'\ ' ~

ROR'intervie&@Mbannoﬁébe'COmpiéted immediately‘following;
booking. When this happens,.lnterv1ews are conducted as soon
as sobriety allows. In addltlon to conductlng ROR 1nterv1ews,

the ROR staff also conduct financial screenings,

In the following evaluation, a descriﬁtion>of the clients

released on their own recognizance will beé provided along with

a comparlson of cllents released by ROR staff with those re-

leased by area Judges Next, a revlew of unit operatlons will
be offered within a'context~of total unit acth;iy since 1975,
This section will be followed by a discussion of ROR effective~

ness which will examine the rate of rearrests, the rate of

failures to appear for subsequent court dates (FTA), and a com-

parison of these statistics with those associated with the -
Spokane ROR pfoject Follow1ng a brlef reyiew of unit costs

and cost gavings to the communlty and the assessment by the

‘Clark County Criminal Justice System of}the‘ROR unlt, a list of

conclusions generated on the basis of the information contained

. in this report will be offered.

percent female; and of this gwoup, 18.27 percent haye allegedly

ROR Client Characteristics (1977):

Approximately 86 percent of all ROR clients are male, 14
committed felony crimes and tﬁé’remaining 81:73'perceqt are
accused of misdemeanant offenses. 'The average age of ROR

clients is 29.76. Figure P~1 provldes a more detalled descrlption G
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of the ages of RQR-clients. Of significance here is the
relatively high average client age, which can be'attribu%ed'
either to the mix of clients processéd by the ROR unit or a
bias in the ROR scale used to determine unit eligibility.
Attention will be devoted to this issue later in the
report. Of those cl%gnts accepted to the ROR program by. ROR
staff, over 69 percenf‘are employed. Refere%pe.to Figure F-2
and ¥-3 provides a description ofﬁROR client; who were granted
ROR stafus by local judges. The individuals granted ROR status
by judges are those alleged offenders who could not be granted
ROR status by the RORvstaff because they committed a felony
(i.e., most felony offenders are screened by ROR staff, but
determinatioh of ROR status can only be made by a judge)or
failed to score an adequaté nﬁmber of points. on the ROR screen-
ing scale. Though no appreciable difference between the.sex
of clients released by ROR staff ahd those reieased by'jﬁdggs
exists, a distinct difference between the ages of these two
groups is found, The'average age of those clients who are
granted ROR status by judges is 25.71 -- a figure four years
less than that found for those individuals releaéed solely .
on the basis of their score on the five-point scale,; Other -
charaotéristiés of the group of ROR clients released.by judgés
are that approximafely 52 pefcent of the group were’émployed
at the time of their arrest and that slightly morévtﬁanQSS
”percent of the group were afrested.on feiony chargésgand 45

pércent were charged with misdemeznant offenses. Théﬂhigher
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proportion of felony charges in this group i§. the result of
the fact that individuals charged with felonyfcrimes can only

be released by judges.

Figure F-4 provides a detailed breakdown of the alleged
offenders who were considered for ROR by 1ocal\judgesq The

first column contains information describing those individuals

- who were granted ROR despite the fact that the ROR staff re-

- commended denial.. The second column describes those individuals

granted ROR after a positive recommendation by the ROR staiff.

The third column describes those individuals for whom the ROR

decision was deferred following a positive recommendation fromzﬁ

the ROR staff. It is interesting,tq note that within the groups

~of individuals who were not recommended for ROR by the ROR staff

but wexe released nevertheless (column one), that the greatest
representation of one age group’is that of the 18 to 24 éategory.
This would suggest that the possible age bias found in the ROR
scale is often corrected by local judges. If this were not the

fsse, the distribution-of age among those clients for whom judges

~decided not to follow the ROR staff recommendation should bg%

evenly divided amoiug all age categories. One other interesting
finding which emerges upon reference to Figure F-4 is that the
judges often defer their decision a few’days when the individual

before them is employed. Support for this contention is found
S ‘ b ‘
ypon comparison of the employment statistics fox the three groups,
‘i’} ® I N . .~ . - . ’
{l ‘
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ROR Unit Operations (1977):

[

Figupe F-5 prov%des a fhree~year overview of the number
of(indiviéuals interviewed for ROR. In 1977, a total of
2,851 individuals were interviewed by the ROR staff. This
figure repreeents a 1.89‘percent increase over the number
of clients interviewed in 1976. 1In 1976, approximately 16.3
percent of the individuals screened by the ROR staff were
chargvu w1th felony offenses. In 1977, this figure rose to U

18.2 percent. Flgure F-G describes the number of people

granted ROR following the ROR interview. In the three-

'ye T pqriod included in this graph, a noticeable decline in

the number of alleged misdemeanant offenders granted ROR
status is apparent. When this decline is considered in-
light of the fact that the actual uumber of individuals

with misdemeanant charges interviewed in 1977 is only twelve
less than thernumber interviewed iﬁﬂ1976, it appears that
either a change in ROR clientele has.occurred or the‘Eri—‘

teria for ROR status has become more rlgorous The fact that

" the number of 1nd1v1duals w1th felony charges who were granted

ROR 1ncreased concurrently w1th the increase in the number of
clients interviewed suggests that the former argument may be

valid. Reference to Flgure F-7 describes the number of ROR
f)

,,,,,

*arecommendationéﬁﬁor denial over the three year period. An
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Q

- . ;ll "lll - ..i WA DNm . ‘- . B B R B R N lllf




8.6 percent increase in the number of individuals with mis-
demeanant charges who were recommended to be denied ROR is

found between 1976 and 1977. A 5.8 percent decline in the num-

* per of felony offense ROR denials is found for the same period.

Figure F-8 describes the recommendations made by the ROR staff
ip 1977.:.dver 56 percenf of the individuals interviewed were
not recommended for ROR. In 1976 48;78'percent of the indiv-
iduals interviewed were not ré}ommended for ROR,: Again evidence
of a more conservative ROR sgg%ening process in 1977 becomes
apparent. Apparently a change in client characteristics did
oceur iﬂ 1977 which resulted in a decreﬁée,in ROﬁéstaff positive
recommendations. In light of the age bias aséociated with

the ROR scale it would appear that one possible explanation

of this decline could be a more'youthful group of potential

clients in 1977 than in 1976. In 1976 approximately 44.6 per~ _j

o
&

cent of all clients interviewed were 24 years old or younger,

In 1977 approximateiy 52.4 percent of the clients interviewed

~ for ROR were 24 years old or younger. On the basis of this

finding, the need for extensive examination of the possibility of

an age bias in the five-point ROR'scale becomes apparent.

In 1977 an average of 35.1 days was spent by ROR clients _
on personal recognizance in 1977, Figure F-9 provides a break-
down of the various number of days spent by ROR clients on per-

o

sonal recognizance.

ROR Unit E}fectiveness.(1977):

Figufe F-10 and Figure F-11 provide an indication of the

- ROR unit effectiveness in 1977. Figure F-10 deééribes the

133 - : RN
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number of failures torappear by ROR clients. 1In 1977 a totai
?cf 31 misdemeanant offenders failed to appear for their court
date. ThlS represents a 52 94% reduction in FTA's between 1976
and.1977. No ROR cllents charged with felony offenses failed
to make a scheduled court appearance in the hlstory of the ROR
brogram Theée results suggest an exemplary unit operdtion.

: FlgurefF~ll describes the rearrest rate for ROR cllents since
the beglnnlng of the program Agaln, as with fallures to ap—‘
pear, a 81gn1flcani'gécllne in the number of rearrests in 1977

compared with the numbgr found in 1976 is apparent. In 1977,

33.33 percent fewer ROR clients were rearrested than in 1976.

Of ‘those clients rearrested, 20 percent were charged with felony

oIfeﬂses and 80 percent had been Lharged Wlth mlsdemeunant oI-J
fenses, Tlgure F-12. provides a ‘comparison of those individuals
released after a positive recommendatlon by the ROR staff with
those clients who were granted ROR desplteeafreepmmendatlon for
denial., The results presented in this table suggest that the
maJorlty of rearrests of ROR cllents are found among those in~
dividuals who were orlglnally recommended to be denied ROR. ﬂ
Furthermore, if the ROR scaielhad.beeﬁ‘used“exclusively

for defermining ROR, a rearrest rate of apprgximately';OB per-
cent would have been iound. This finding suggests that;despite
the strong possibility of an age bias inwtﬁe,ROR screen--

ing scale, it nevertheiess serves tq,identify high risk ﬁbR
c}ients. Clearly additional{research into this problem is

called for.

7
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‘County ROR program relative to another prdgram,

“from the Spokane,

‘and a 2.3 percent rearrest rate,

With the intent of determining the standing of the Clark

(S

Q-

statistieso
Washin;ton, ROR program were obtaimed. The
Spekéne/program exbeiienced akone percent failure to appearl o o
rate and a 4.2 percent rearrest rate. When compared with the
3.3 percent fallure to appear rate of . the Clark County project
it becomes eV1dent that the

Clark County pfogect effectiveness is on par if not superlor

“to that w1th other-pregramsq

Unit Costs (1977):

per intetview.

(1ncarcerated, $42,484.502, a total savings of $70,846 is realized,

-’1Compar1sons of ‘the Clark County ROR“program FPA rate with that

The total‘budget’forathe Clark Coun£y ROR program in 1977
was appreximetely $55,000.00. "With these funds a tetal‘dfv2,851
individuals were iqterv%ewed at a cost of approximately $19,29
When this figure is comsidered in light of the
amount of bail saved through use of ROR $28,361,00 and the jail
cost° that- would have been incuryred had the ROR clients been

AnotHer cdnsideration relevant to the . cost effectiveness of the

ROR unit is the amount of income that would have been los% had

~the ROR cllents been 1ncarceraxed rather than rexeased ‘back to

bl

characterizing the Spokane project should consider that the
Spokane project defines FTA as those individuals absconding’ only,
“The Clark County statistics include those who abscond and those
_;hﬁ simply mlss thelr court date.’ o ‘ . ,

Ay

=

o ZBased on an average perlod 1n jail of three days at $13 50 per day.
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’ﬁOR‘pro%rama‘ A total savings since 1975 of $1387,685.00 in

o A o

the community and employment. Assuming that the 69 percent”of

the ROR cllent load that was- employed made on the averageaof
$3.00 per hour, a saV1ngs in employment revenue of $51,716 was
Q . a

found in 1977. 1If this amount is added to the savings already

dﬁcumented a total sav1ngs of ova:a third of a million déllars,

is dlscovered Clearly, the Clark County ROR" program is an

examp]b of a cost effective approach to deallng w1th non—vlolent
offenders durlng the pre-trial period. Flgure F-13 contalns

a threp-year over-view.of the bail saved through use of the

bail fees was made possible by the ROR program,
Systemic Perspective:

) Figure'F-14 provides the results of a three-year suryey
of theiﬁlirk County Criminal Justice System regardinmg their 7
perception of the value of the ‘Community Based Corrections

Program. Reference to the average ratings given the ROR

program ‘in 1978 ‘show that ”Wlth the exceptlon of the 1ssue'

of deterrence the ROR program is con51dered‘an extremely

(S

yaiuable Crimlnal Justice System resource. The low ratings

found for the issue of deterrence were distributed among alld

E elements of the Clark County Criminal Justice System and re*lect'

Y concensus oplnlon that‘the ROR program does not deter future p
criminal actlylty Wben this rating is. cons1dered in llght

of.the purposé of the ROR program whlch was to compensate for

&l

: economlc 1nequ1t1es in the Crlmlnal Justlce System the low
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rating is understandable. On the whole, the ROR program
g )

b

e

‘received one of the most positive overall ratings given any .

unit oflthé~0ammuniﬁ% Baged Correétions prbject and is

therefore -held in high regard by its Criminal.Justice System
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Conclusions:

1. The ROR programkexperienéed an overall increase of 1.89
/

percent in unlt actlvx?y in 1977.

2, Fewer mggdemeanant ROR candldates were granted ROR 1n

1977 than in 19?6

3, A decrease in the rate of failures to- appear ( 52 o4)

and rearre osts (~33.33) was found for ROR act1v1ty in 1977.

r

g

4. A total savings of approx1mately one - third of a mllllon

?

dollars was made possible because of the ROR program.

5. Evidence suggesting an age bias*against younger alleged R

this question closely. N .

6. The Clark County ROR program is considered one of the

community based -corrections pfoject's finest units by the Clark

_County Criminal sttice;System;
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offenders was found. Clearly future research efforts must examine
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’ | ‘ Figure F~4 . I
@ & D K
& ' '\L
Recomn;éndation Rec;ommend ation Recommendation ’
- Denied Granted Deferred l
= i} @ *
e Sex ‘ l
,/' ) i . (:“) o .
© Male 95.24% 7 82.95 90.32 '
% 'Female  4.76 17.05 9.68 I
5 Ages i
18-24 58.12 77.53 35.48 _ | I
25-30 15.62 14,61 V0 19.35 S
31-40 11,25 . 449 D E 38.71 I
41-50 11.88 2,25 6.45 |
5160 1.25 ~0< =0~ | I
60+ 7 1.88 1.12 (3=0=
0 l
Charg_g( . I
Felony 28.86 89.98 “77.42 I
Misdemear}- ' 0. 5
5y ant 71.14 10.02 22,58 o I
Employed | ~ 40.62 51.14 80.64 l
i
| | |
1a2 i
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s

e

Misdenleanor Misdemeanox Misdégéanor M
Annual Ave.=543 | Annual Ave " 2342 | Annual Ave, = 2330
Quart., Ave.=116 | Quarterly Ave. 585.5 1 Quarterly Ave. = 582.5
Mo. Ave. =108.6 | Monthly Ave. 195.1 :‘vMonthly Ave. = 194.16
B
| X u
Felony - | Felony I ‘ Felony ,
Annual Ave.=122 | Annual Ave. . 456 : | Annual ave. = 521
Quagt.Ave«?2q75' Quarterly Ave. . 114 i \Quarterly Ave, = 130.25
Mo. Ave. =24.,4 | Monthly Ave. | 38.0. "l lMonthly Ave. = 43.4
[
” I b
) / !\ , ‘ ! A s
7 v oA v IA'ﬁfb . Iy
/ VY ! “V{ /
\ /N v Ay
~ / Misd. Vo H v N \
1 \I \i ' / 1
- | b Y
l \
I |
N A /’ :
N N ol
-~ : \\1, V
A /
/“\ { . ‘
N
;oA :
/
;o
0 ) i
> o o=z v lu = (22 |ulu e u:lom = v' T T e o [ Q ol o o |= |o,
IR R R F R EERERE
» rt . . . - . 0 oo PO A . ot {e " . . e (=8 me Mg . [ S . *
S 5 | 1 . = = o .
N 1 | 5 1~



160%
155%
150%
145%
1407

135%

130%
125%
120%
115%°
110%
105%
. 100%
95%
90%
85%
80%
752
70%
65%
ﬁO%‘
559
50%

- 45%
40%
35%.

B

30% |

" 25%
20%
15%

10%

sy
G%

@,
. !
,_&M g

Misdemeanor

Total Ave.=-312
Quar. Ave.=68,75
Mo, Ave. =62.4

Felony

Total Ave.= 42
Quar. Ave.=9.25
Mo, Ave, =8.4

Quartérly‘Ave.

. Monthly Ave.

(]

Felony
Total Ave.

Quartefly'Avé.

Monthly. Ave.

il | ﬂ %
I
§ A , ‘
(/ vy ’
VL S~
I Voo
,‘ !
! |
! \ A
7 ] \ /\
! by
: S
A
P y oo
|
]
|
| 2
| i
|
I
\ '
\ lJ Misdemeanor
Total Ave, =

=

108
27

9.0

Misdemeanor

| Total Ave,
‘Quarterly Ave.

Monthly Ave.

9
Felony

Total Ave.
Quarterly Ave.

hMoﬁthly Ave.

Misd. Recog.

Misd. Total Recogr
Felony Total Recog:'

Figu;;ﬁ}-ﬁ , I |
!
N
- 929,
- z:zaz.zs ' I
- - 77.41 II
7
1
i 112 ° II
- 28.0° |
i i
N |
. I
;/ \\ '// \\ I
u// ,V Vo
/ \ !l
: Vi
V.- EH
: ‘2516 S
951

Felony Recog. |, I

2.1

E 818188 |§
@ et {g |0 |8
. T - . . 'Y
n FON

*qaq

- l
= e =k
E\‘ E‘ gy ‘zg
L™ W

{

@ gi

Ao

*3Sny.

w |
e |0
o e
rt .
144

TAON
“o8Q |

[ Lo B R CAl o]

R FC T N

FIF R
Kep

~3

3

KLeR

sunp

oip oo |z
SE I8 18 |8
Pl o le |2
< |V ferege e

5



Ga
~ U
U O

140
135
130
125
120
115
110
105

100

95
90
85
80
75
70
65
60
- 55
50
45
40

351.

30

20
15
10

i : - : _ ; ! i
/NN N NN N T N AR I EN I BN By BN B bu BN B BE B EE I ..
O - v

5 |[Misdemeanor

25|

53]

242
52
= 48.4

|

Annual Aﬁe.
Quart. Ave.

Mo.‘Ave.

o

Il

Felony'
Annual Ave.= 111
Quart. Ave.25.75
Mo. =8.58

Ave.

N}

2

i}

o

DENIED OR RECOMMENDED DENIED RECOG

Misdemeanor
Annual Ave.

Quarterly Ave.
Monthly Ave.

Felony

Annual Ave.
Qﬁarterly Ave,
Monthly Aﬁe.

975 ..

i

243375 -

- 81.25

345

28.75

86,25

o

[
bt

Misdemeanor -
Annual Ave,

Quarterly Ave,
Monthly Ave.

%
P

Felony

Annual Ave.

| Quarterly Ave,
» Monthly Ave.

NN

]

f

4 Figure F-7

DI

1059
264,75
88.25

-+ 3ny
'3des‘t
*390
:‘AON
oETed

T4

L O

o

“euep
"9

YoIER
TTady

o

9L

Y

LeR

suny

Lrng.
*3ny

o>

onoo’

*29(Q
Teuep
‘qed
UoIER
KeR

Trady

LL

i

aunp

£map |

+gny

*adag
"300

calh
=g

s S

AON

“2ag

I&A

-



8

‘Figure -

ROR ~ RECOMMENDATIONS TO JUDGES

2
)
o g
= L.w_,
0 :

/1

o

wey

C A

e

"

11.6%

IR
.

32.2%

56.27

- ROR-Recom.

ROR-Recom. -— Granted ~ &

K

e B

)

e}
= Dendied

N

&
ﬂwu
@ :
2B
=
Dy
: e e
o S
(on] (=2}
P
- Y
R R SN
P , N
o <)
e ;
; o

60%

50%. -
40%

3

G

30%

~
ty

o

@




F

Figure F-9

0

N\

ROR - # DAYS ON RECOG. -

e
.

o —— al«i#l.v\lvi\.ln. - mw o e
; &)
Y
| S
>,. ¥
S :
: i,
3 )
) = o e
‘ . 15,
! 2 ’
0
i o . Comp, 31~60 Days =
. . o — - :
. ‘ w
- 1 7 2
e s 2 7
2 - 5 M )
- g .
b Comp., 16-30 Days S
—
a
— rw.,.,“
L
D .
g S
o &) - : .
™ e e e e N - o o o % o
o o o 2 ) s 8. 3 S S i
S & o ~ S brat = M. Ny oH o B

[

»

. o - " =

N
4

-

o

2

o

i



1
il e
Lo\ TR £ S S ¥ 4

ook
L]

4

:
b
S P g

[

Annual Ave.=
Quart. Ave-ﬁgﬁ75
=0.6

M;c Ave.

)

3

Annual Ave,

R TN BN . I8 AETRPTWE AT s e

Quarterly Ave.

Monthly Ave.

q

58
14.5
4. 83\\

o

Annual Ave, .
@ﬂgiterly_Ave-

a

Monthly Ave. .

Figure F~10

=

?an
*adag. |.
*3920
*AON

174

-

a9

‘uer f

T aed |
T upaER
Trady

9L

Ao

sunp

Total Misd:. FTA
Total Felony FTA

% of FTA (Misd.) 7
% of FTA (Misd. & Fel.)® =

55
A

A1ap

cBn‘V .

*300
*AON {.

0

3.6%

148

MY

3.3%

28

. yoaeR
Trady

Ley

Jung

ATnL
;‘ BHV
*3asg

3 =
~!
23
a
~o
3
&
£0 3
)

- e

330

*AON |




Y : i | B
) = RE-ARRESTED WHII?E{) ON RECOG. o
e h \\\
al U»g, v}\\\‘

&

*Figure }':‘-'11

)
o
e o
o
o
[t
= o 2 2 it
=0 5.5

l ® 8‘3

o
i
i
\\\\L’
p

. il ’ ‘“ {
e ’ . 1 ; o = s
l‘ 14 |Annual Ave.= 5| Annual-Ave, = 33 ‘Annual- Ave,
13 [Quart: Ave.=1,25| Quarterly Ave. = 8.25 Quart'ex:ly Ave.
) f ) . k .
I 12 Mo. Ave. =1.0 {Monthly Ave. = 2.75 Monthly Ave,
| ‘11 £ B
llO « “ \\‘
9 o
‘I[' 8 s g
| «‘ 7 o /Y\
l 6 ° L. @
.o 5 ] ) &
I A
3 . .
i: "
1 Y o,
\ EIRIRBEIFIEIRIEBIEIFIEERISIEIRIERIEIEIE
(R A S G Ko E= T~ T T LA =T 0 T Vo R 8 R R T e B 0= S £ T § = L
. e ofrr e . . . . Qi 0 = e t | * e LR A [T N e
l : ) . S L ” A e
N 3 P
B e . B
. ) i W '
1 3 ‘
| ‘ Total # Re-arrested” o & 60 & :‘ .
l : ) . o o . " ,? -~
Percentage Re-arrested- = 2.3% : ¢
) - o : ? 1 © “ b .
l ; «# Felony Charges B T= 12
| - # Misd, Charges < = 48 [
7w . % Felony Charges o= 20F - : H N
I .- % Misd. Charges = BO% (\’ X
’v: ’ ‘ # 149 N . y :5 I
1 o A
m! e B e hd KNS LR S » e “ . o

‘ Arnp °

5130
"33(1

*3deg

P

77




1)

g N ) ! C 9 a * \
3 . . % .
il .
4
)‘ v (=3 N [:J.)
6 “
il"i >
._’ [T L
‘ % of Those % of Those
4 , ] Re-Arrested Re-Arrested
7 & ¢ ROR Recommend ROR Recommend
: Not to to reledse
: Release ‘
: August - December 1975 .05% 0%
‘ ) 1976, 5% -03Z
' K )
g ® , ‘ '
ER 1977 27 .03%
. . .

O = K
de . N ! '
A Q © 4 B eV - K
i3 ¢ , 5
1 @ ‘

w ' . S
o Co 150 ,
EESESE S oo F ° ’

-

2

*

;e e b

]

n




+ 87,000
85,000
83,000

81,000
79,000
77,000
75,000
73,000
71,000
69,000

67,000
65,000

63,000
61,000
59,000
57,000

55,000-

53,000
51,000
49,000
47,000
45,000

43,000

41,000
39,000
37,000
35,000
33,0600
31,000

29,000
*27,000

25,000

23,000

21,000

. 19,000
Jw. 17,000

15,000

13,000

%h

172,000
Total Ave.=

Quart. "=39,500
Mo 5ve.=34,400

. .

BAIL SAVED BY ROR

e

-

Total - ~ 591,933
Quarterly = 147,980
Monthly = =~ 49,327

)

- TOTAL BAIL SAVED:

Total

Mo. Ave 3

$1,376,850

Figure F~13 |

Quart. Ave, =

<

z

*

$97361;

_

- 283,611
4
70,502 .
- 23,634

T —

.00 .

i

. 151

g AOWN

i

450

amv

RET:ET

%L~

*a39q

bt

oep

rmmtaiminis i e

RLEE

.

THIATR

e

YT
\ 1L Taef 1 '

3433
, 320
TAON

YOABR
~1yady

T

©

nﬁf‘
ENTY
REG R
s

NREFVLIC

&

,

e Pl

@

LOTTTRTRE
— gy

,‘
I 4

i

i
f



Fow - ‘ A L R RI S SRS SRR et
Cw B il .
@ S & 4 , @ . ; @
@ g
CRI_MINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AVE’!AGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS
RELEASE ON OWN RECOGNIZANCE SERVICE
: R ' ,Averége Rating - ‘
) Isgue Range 1976 1977 1978 " Three Year Average
) K 7 ) .
: "Highly Effective L5 ' : .d '
~ Program Effectiveress Not Effective At 411 1 3.94 j 3.85 4,02 - 3,94
PR Worth Expenditure -5 . : 'é, - .
Cost Benefit® Not Worth Expahditure 1 - 3,73 }3.58 4,06 3.79
o Highly Effective 5 o | =
Z; Deterrerice . - No Impact jﬁ/ ) o1 ‘ 2,25 213 | 2.14 ?{j§>§
CR = : S -/'
{f
’ No Dui)lication L ertd L ] ‘
. Duplication ‘Highly Duplicatiﬂp : ~Y 3.38" \3.03‘%<v 3.57 3.33.
7. L Comg o B E o . ‘l ‘ ‘ \
5 Contribution to’fh . o - ﬁ “
Economic ‘& Social® Highly Effective -~ 5 1 :
. Success. of Client Little Effective 1 2.95 3.28 321 3.15 T
' ’ : ‘ . . ' . . . 3 2}
pode P Pogitive Assessment 5 ' . N 5| S
Program Average Negative Assessment . 1 ' 3.25 0 3.174 | 3.4 © 3.276 B
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for the major 1nadequac1es of its predecessor.

Below are statisticsqdescribing the program .activity of the RTF :

e s . ‘ ‘

The follow1ng evaluation of the Clark County Re31dent1a1

[

Treatment Facility will be made available to the publlc ) - S

Y

time dhring which a new program design and staff has been in

operation for eightjmonthsf This new program; in contrast to

its predecessor, has demonstrated both treatment effectivetessﬂ v

and cost effectiveness which serves to make it a v1ab1e alterna~.

tlve to tradltlonal 1ncarcerat10n. fIt 1scjor this reason that

the following explanatlon is included at the beginning of the
RTF eyaluation report.. 4‘

It would be a serious‘disservice to both the‘new program
staff and the communlty to have ‘the current RTF program penallzed
Though ﬁonclus1ve

evidence 'is not yet available with which the hew treatment stran

tegy can be evaluated the program success thus far suggests that

- each- of the problems detailed in the evaluatlon of the first RTF

program "have been remedied and that new advancesigg the state va

0

community alternatives to'incarceration are being explored,

since January of 1978. These statistics ‘serve a much more

accurate barcometer of the current program viability than'theﬂ

report on the follow1ng pages whlch describes the success of

a
“.

a programlwhlch no 1onger ex1sts.'

Current RTF population 25 Y 5 .
| ' & ’ 4
Number of Clients Graduated 9 =
Number of Terminations 3

153
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1 Percep%uof Total Referrals Terminated 17
Rearrests Among Graduates’ : b 4
Percent of Population‘WhQ'Are Substance ‘45

Abusers o i ) '
\ Cost Per Day Per Client $ 47.46
Annual Cost Per Client ~ $9,055.00" ’

&
-

Again, it musﬁ be empﬁasized tﬁ%t the following evaluation
is that of'brogfam’other than the one currently beiﬁg imple—
mented at the Clark County Residential Treatment facility,'

For more current information concerning the success of this

new program, iuquiries should be directed to the director of

the RTF. "
el
J - ' o
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EVALUATION SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT FACILITY ‘
Client Characteristics: - :

Average Age - 23 . 22% are veterans

' 8% minorities

-

Offense prior to referral td RTF:
S . -~ i o
© 38% crimes against property (/’ - g e
23% involved drug’usé° ) ) : : Lo

A5% crimes against other individual

. 1%‘drug sales - . @“5 ) » . ;

'v\%3% parole or probation violation ) o N
 Unit Operations (1977): “ : ;

© 1976 -~ 18 clients admitted 0

a b

1977 - 22‘clients admitted

R
>

Unlt Effectiveness (1977):

Of the 22 cllents admltted to the RTP in 1977

ey

2 or 9,99% completed prognam

' 7 or 31.82% still in treatment < . Qg
13 or 59 09% absconded prlor to. treatment completlon '

Approximately 71% of all cllents falllng to complete the”
RTF program leave within 60 days of admission. N
Four oxr 37 percent of the eleven successful cllent§‘7 L ;;J
have committed crimes since thelr release from the RTE .
for both years. o , N L

i Average severity of crimes committed by successful .RTF g
“elients ='4.00., ‘ ~ . . ORI . i

e .\
A

o ( ) o
~Appro§1mate1y 81 percent of RTF clients who did not com~

plete tbe program have been rearrested since leaving the |
BTF. Y g
L - j] |
Average severlty of rearrest among unsuccessful RTF ' !
clients is '4.22, S . ;
© . ; 155 . ) :h ‘k %
> B K = . v . ” : é
‘ !
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T " Unit Costs (1976-1977): - ~ g l

e . -~ : , o g e

¢ - | Total unit costs: $259,033,00 0. '
N 5 ‘ b T

§ =
i"“’ o | Cost Per Client: .$6,475.82

7 Gost per client completing program: $28, 71&*°°

E=2

Cost: per successful client: $64,758. 22

Cbnclueions. )
\ l.u Between 1976 or 1977 a program.completlon rate of 39.5
= percent was experlenced ) .
" 2. Most clients (73 percent) who do not successfully com-—
plete the program will depart within sixty days of thelr
admission. - ,\

3. Successful clients are characterlze by a sé@mal effect
' which seems to suggest -the "development of peer bonds N
with other clients admitted around the same time and
5 which can facilitate completion of the progrmn

4, Thlrty-seven percent of the RTF clients- successfully

' completing the program were later arrested for crimes
with an average severity of 4.0. Approximately 81 per-—
cent of RTF clients who do not complete their RTF tenure
were rearrested for crimes with an average severity of

! ,

i

‘ ~ 4,22,

i

. " found for .the RTF period between 1976 and 1977. When

P - the number of successful program graduates later arrested

Vi is deducted from this computation, a cost per year of
//I e $64,578.22 is found. 1In light of this cost and the

high rearrest rate found among successful and unsuccess- .-
ful clients, the RTF was not a cost effectlve alternatlve
to 1ncarcerat10n.'
)
6. A comparlson of RTF costs per successful client with .
- analogous statistics for other Washington .Btate institu-- i=
tions indicates the RTF to cost on>the .average $6,477.97

' more per year than the other alternatlves.

e gy

7. A significant decline in RTF ratlngs by the Clark County
Criminal Justice System occurred in 1978 (p<.01). The -
. decline in ratings was found throughout the Criminal -
. Justice System.

Lt

S . ’:\\

Wl

5. A cost per year per successful graduate: of $28 781 was l

156
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. treatment program ‘for mﬁle adult felony offepders who would g

- signed to develop responsrbility aﬁd‘trust among the residegts:,&

4, RE§IDENTIA(L TREATMENT FACILITY —~  °

'i;} o ‘:‘v’j‘ U .
The Re81dent1al Treatment Facility (RTF) Unit of the ‘

Community Based Correctlons Program is an 1nten31ve inpatient

have been committed to prison had they not,been.acceptea into " o9

the residantial program. °Housedvin'é fifteen-bedgrenovated

.apartment building, this program‘involved extensive‘therapy’de—” ? \ -1

In addition, educétional and vocational training are required.
ot
Where appropriate and employment is requlred for graduatlon.‘

The follow1ng evalaatlon report concerns the'eTF operatlons up

to December of 1917 During the period prior to 1978, three i
RTF managers were respons1b1e for the unit operatlon. df these . I
f o

the latter two were. respons1b1e for de31gn1ng treat~
Fategies that constltuted.the foundatlon of the RTF. 4 R
, i
1

1nd1v1duals

ﬁent s
([\,

=z <

'Since ‘he evaluation concerns a perlod éduring Whlch both treat-

'mentwstrategles were used a brief descrlptlon of these strategies

w111 be offered prlor to the dlscussion of RTF effectlveness. 3
/
The flrst complete treatment strafegy 1mplemented at the s
[
RTF involved ass1st1ng program cllents deVGIOQ adequate 1mpulse

control. The process during which 1mpulse control Wgs to b%\
cultivated was divided into five sequential ppases. Beginning
° o o i ¢ \ :
< lsf“? >3
. @ ]
- B Lee ‘ "
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b
¥
¥

{

”

with an orxen*ation perlod during WhlGh the new cllent ‘had to

c¢mp1y With a very strict and" reglmented routlne, cllents were

eventually prOmoted through an 1nterna1 eélf—dssessment perlod

10 an external:self assessment phase. The 1nternal phaSe of

i

treatment was eéiectic :m1 nature and 1nv Twed, 1nten31ve class1c

psycho%herapy, group therapy, and beham1or modlflcatlon contln-

gency‘management.

The obJectlve of the 1nternal phase oﬁ treat—

o

?SYGhotherapy, the cllent was to evaluate the adequacy of hlS

\;7 & o

. Coping strategy and 1dent1fy alternatlve strategles for dealing .

with those emotionsyrespon31b1e for hls eoclal behav1or.f Once

the client had eﬂcceséfuliy demonstrated hlS understandlng and

i
i
1
£
|
‘ S
N
|
1
1
i

willingness , to change his a5001a1 eeplng patterns he was pro-.

/ ,
° moted to thé: external rhase whlch_’ enta.lled deal1 ng Wlth success:.vely l

P

o

more demandl“ng SDGlal s1tuatlbns. By beglnnlng w1th an educatlonalJl

or job traxnlng activity, the cllent Was confrd d Wlth ever more

I

tratlon, xﬂnue

end of N vember

Uy . Q0B

deman&uu;opportunltles to test the new ways for deallng Wlth frus—-

and(bzgught watH‘hlm a different treatment strategy,, PR "iI
A } ) - & i :
» el O l

the cllent had demonstr@ted his, ablllty to success-

<

<

1977.,: At that tlme ‘a "new RTF manager was hlred

(S P D

a

1]
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~. to cultivate client awareness of others.

. tiom” 1s a\ie—entry progrmn- .

Lo

Thﬂ treatment strategy now used at the RTF is simxlar to

the first only in that clients move through a predetermmned series
of phases whlch are intended to prepare them for dealing with ‘the
frgsgrati?n and demands of personal respoﬁsibility’and the’out~
sidé world The second treatment strategy relies extensively onr
a 81mu1ated society model during the treatment perlod and attempts
: Worklng directly on the
egocentric cdpyiﬁg strategies common amang multlpla—offense
offenders, the treatment\ﬂtrategy 1n1t1ally forces cllents to rely
on other cllents who have bgen in the program.

has demonstrated‘h;s ablllty to rely on others, he is then pro-

Once the client

moted tﬂrough.treatment bhases which require the ever~increa$ing
% support of other clients who are not as far through the program.

By the tlme 2 cllent reaches one of the latter stages, he is re-<

Y

’ﬁ spon51ble for the support of clients in their early phases,of

o

treatment. In addition to the emphasis on.replacing client v

. 5 B , ‘
egocentrism with a greater awareness and concern for those around

him, the gradual preparatlon for deallng W1th the prmssure of llfe a

RN

- outside the RTF also occuxs Clients are contlnually expected

to actively prepare for life atter the RTF and the flnal stagas
> of treatme%t 1nvolve JOb placement as with the prev1ous treatment

'strategy. An addlt}onal componenxArquptly added to the RTF opera—

4.

In conparlson these two strategles dlffer~pr1mar11y in thelr
respectlve treatmen? empha51s.‘ The flrst treatment - strategy fo~
cused on 1mpulse cOQtrol and strategles for effectlvely dealing =

with soc1al 1ncllnatlons. The current tregtment strategy has a

e
>
©
o

e
Q
a

@ R ‘“ 18 ! e




T G v

L. -

kyferral tc the RTF. Elght percent of RIF cllents were mlnorltles.,‘

;)conv1ct10ns for crlmes agalnst property, 23 percent were conv1cted

to inciude more than himself through actual experience in simu-
lated society proérams, Through greater ‘awareness of the needs

and poteniial support available from those arpund him,.anﬁ in-

¥ o
creased experlence with per onal resources - the successful pro-.
J v

gram graduate is expected/to be able to cultlvate alternﬁtlve "

@x

hmunlty to Wthh he can turn when a3001a1

suppdr%~systems in the co

inclinations appear. Singe the follow1ngaevaluation(prlmarlly con—
ot N .

‘cerns the RTF operatibnel history up to the end of December01977
it sho@ld bb empha51zed that the results reported are the product

of the first treatment strategy. Though some impact from the latter

‘creatment apgraach w111 be acknowledged, an assessment of that treat-{\ l

ment strategy wl%i’not,be possible until a year after its implemen-

tation.

> The following evaluation report will begin with a discussion
. \ ) ! O g ’ ‘
of élienthcharacteristics. Next, following a brief review of client

£low and unit operdtional’activityw an examination of RTF effective-
ness wfl; be provided. This section will be followed by a dis- ~

cussion of ﬁnit cost effectiveness. The evaluation'report will, ]

3y =

. Vo . A o . 4,
then examine the assessment ofuthe RTF by the Clark County Criminal

Justice System and conclude with a 1list of recommendations based

on the information contained in this report.
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Client Characteristics:

The average age of an RTF client is 23 years. Approxi;f'
mately 22 percent of RTF clients are veterans and 23 percent were

on parole at the time of the of ense respon51b1e for their re-

o
e

Approx1mately 38 percent of RTF cllents were referred follow1ng
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for drug use, 15 _percent fo;»erimes against another individual : 2

(this ca%egory includes sex offenses), ahd;approximatelywi'per~

. R B - o D
N w

cent of the clients were convicted for drfug sales.: The remaining

23 perceht were convicted for either probation or parole viola-
o tions” Figure G-1 prov1des an overview of the crimes’ RTF cllents

were .convicted of prior to referral to the RTF

Il

Uﬁit Operatlons‘

Flgure G-2 prov1des a twomyeas'overv1ew of the RTF caseload

(ﬁ\ Decllnlng\sllghtly in 1977, the RTF was neyer)at capacity. In
19%6; 18 clients were admitted to the pfdgram R In 1977 22 o 4‘4
elients Were admitted “ Flgure G-3 prov1des a comparlson of re-
ferral resources. used oy the RTF and the relat1Ve cllent flow to ¢
these resourcesA Reference to the 11m1ted use of the CBC Emp10y~

iment Counsellng Serv1ce suggests an area in Whlch addltlonal future

13
i

o referrals might be appropriate. oo o o < 4 Ce

.f-! g _— B o

.UniteEffeetiVeness: | ' 5 R = : S
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The ‘RTF is one of the most inﬁovdtiVe;criMinal justice system

o

programs in Clark County in that it attempts*to‘ﬁeal w1th Those

"offenders who are experlenced crlm;nals and have commltted at

[}

i~ =R - i A, . ||I 5
. : N N E
o . K] S = . ¥
o . N [ . 0,

least two crimes before referral to fhe program‘ “ThlS hlgh rlsk

group represents an avenue through whlchQ31gn1flcant 1mpact on
0 Y
communlty risk may be reallzed by V1rtue of” the fact that if

i

Y

these offenders are not rehabllltated they Wlll often commlt more i

crimes than a lesser’experlenced pffender. A reallst;e perspectlve g o
: . . . ,% : : . : :
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concerning the RT%,is one in whieh a certain degree~of client
- recidivism is to be expected. The key issuefin§olve& in the
evaluation ofkthislprogram is whether‘dr'not the RTF is success-
‘fqily minimiziﬁg the c¢lient recidivism rate. Sinqe the treat-
ment_strategigs used at the RTF aréfst%llmin the procéss of_
refiﬁemeat, attention will be fdgused in the following discussion
’ on client characteristics and reactions to various tregﬁmént ‘
elements. With this information, the RTF will hopefully be able
to betferfprepafe to deal withrtﬁis high risk populétién./
1'Ln 1976, 18'clients were admitted to .the RTF of tﬁis numbler,

seveén ﬁefe:tb'eventually cgpplete the pfogram.; In 1977, 22
clients Weie QQmitted; fwo were to.later compiete the program
and seVen clients arefstill wdrking towards completion. These

@igures indicate the RTF tonhave an overall client completion

rate of approximately 39.5%. Of the 23 individualssnot completing

* their‘RTF tenure, approximately 14 percent (three clients) were -

o

terminated from the program for violation of program rules and

the remainingySG percent (20 dlients),walked aﬁay from the RTF

i}

and failed® to return. (Since the figures quoted above are based

only on those clientS"admitted before 1978, it should be émpha-

Vi

sized before continuing that a new treatment strategyvhas since

o been implemented and the peéulfs reported in this report do'not
necessarily refiecf3thé success of the RTF in 1978.) {Figure G-4

provides a description of the phases at which RTF clients left

s P

Fhé program. On the basis of this infermation, it would”appear.
UZVH‘ that thé.majority‘of clients who ‘do not complete thé programﬂwill

fail before reachlag phase three. In terms of days, this would
5 :” ‘ JJ ¢ N 3 B .

i
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mean that approximately 71 percent of all RTF clients who Fail
mxdo o} Within‘sixty”d;§s of admission to the progran. Thisafind~
ing would suggest that'intensive suﬁervision of all new clienfé
for the first sixty days mlght appreciably reduce the RTF skip
‘rate. Another interesting finding which concerns the RIF Sklp
ratecis that of a "serial effect' which suggesgs that successful
clients ugually are found to ocecur in groups of’fWQ/or three
. rather than individually. In other words, clients in- the RT¥
appear to formvinfofmal liaisons with the other'residents ad-
- mitted at the same time. Depending on the inclination of this -
group, clients will either compiete the program or skip ot about
the éace time. Evidence for this serial.effect is .found upon “
reference to the fact that of the seven successful clients ad-
mitted in 1976, four (57 percent) were admitted on the same day>

as another successful client. When this percentage is viewéd\in

lighf‘of the highlskip rate common among 1976 admissions (61 Qer
.cent), additicnal support fcr this argument is found. Inﬁl977,
four of fhe seven successful clients Were admitted in groups of
at 1east two; When the unsuccessful clients are exgmineé$fcr “
‘the occurrence of a ‘serial effect it appears that qnsuccessful
cllents do not con31stent1y Sklp in groups. Careful exa@inationx
of the ‘unsuccessful group suggests~ this group tohave a greater
number of "loners" in terms of when these indiﬁiduals skip.; The
occurrehCe;pf a serialfbffect found primarily among successful
clients would suggest that the cultivation of in%cr&al classes
or;grOuﬁ; identified on the basis of %hen'they were admi?ted

might'prcduce a sociél support system conducive to program completionff

o
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Figure G-5 prov1des a comparlson of successful and unsuccess-
ful BTF clients in terms of cllent characteristics. As is ap~
parent in thls flgure successful clients are on the average
older, were veterans, were not on parole, and a ﬁlnorlty Ref-
erence to Figure G—G provides a similar comparlson of types cf

offense committed prlor to referral to the RTF. The 1nforma+1on

’contalned on this chart would suggest that potential cllents hav1ng

commltted offenses involving property and drug use have the greatest
probability of completlug the program.

Figure G-7 descrlbes the results of a,compaflson of success~
ful and unsuccessful RTF clients in regards to gffenses commltted
after leaving the RTF. Of the 11 e¢lients included in the successful
sample, four (37 percent) were 1ater arrested’ for crimes of whlch

the average severity was four on a scale of one to seven, with

seven indicating the greatest severlty. Among those clients who

sklpped the RTF, a rearrest rate of 81 percent (nine cllents) is

found. The average severity of crlmes committed by these 1nd1v1duals

is 4.22. The majority of charges involved w1th the unsuccessful
RTF group stem from parole v1olat10ns ass0c1ated w1th thelr un—
authorlzed leave of the RTF. Two cllents in the unsuccessful
client group were sent to instltutlons.‘ On the basis of this in-
formation, it would appear that the RTF in 1976 and 1977 was not
successful in treating the magorlty of its cllents Oi the 40
clients admltted between 197P and 1977, 27.5 percent successfully:

completed the program, 60 percent left the RTF faclllty‘before

‘completlng thelrvtreatment and 12.5 percent are still 1nvolved

in the RTF program. - Of the 27 5 percent successfully completlng

4
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the program, 37 percent have lsince been rearrested, When the

reaarest rate is taken into consideration, the successful client

aQ

group represents only 17 percent of all clients accepted into

the program

’,Unit Costs: | . @ :
Between 1976 and 1977 the RTF had expenses equaling’ $259,033‘

‘Figure 648 proVides a detailed breekdown 5%;;hese‘costs. In the

same time per;od, nine clients successiully ceéﬁieted the progr;m.

‘)T%is fact suggests that a cost per successful elient of $28,718Q

0 characterizes RTF operations before Januaryéof 1978. When the

rearrest rate of successful clients, four or 37 percent, is ‘tajken
: EO

into&eonsideratioh in the computation of a cost per successful

1§, . it is evident that the RTF has a cost per successful
client average of $64, 758.22. Obviously, the RTF was not a cost
effective alteridative to incarceration in 1976 or 1977. Iu order
to provide a better perspect%ve ou ﬁhe costs of'the Claik'Couni?
‘RTF, a comparisgnuof the 1977 costs and client flow of the RTF;:
with alternative institutions iu the State of‘Washington was under-
,ﬁaken; Though the suceess rate:of the RTF includes seven indiv- .
iduals who havewyet to compiete the program, a reason%ble estimate
of RTF cost effectiveness is obtained. The recidivism rate used
for state institutions is an ~eighteen-month figure'in‘contrast to
the flve—month figure of rearrests used in, determlnlng the RTF
re01d1Vlsm rate. Though ‘this 1ntroduces a conservatlve influence
‘ fayoring the RTF, it nevertheless prov1des some Jdea of the relative

effectlvenes. of the 1nst1tut10ns. It bhOUld also be mentloned

™
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tha% the majority of.failures in.the RTF occurred before ‘the
residéhts had completed their sentence. The recidivism rate

gquoted for the other 1nstitutions.refers primarily to offenses

.committed affer release. Figure G-9 contains the ‘comparison of

3

{.

>

\z

\beneflt and deterrence. An increase in ratings regarding program

s 0
) -

oo

Q@

the RTF wmth other institutions in the syate Reference to the
bottom of the chart provides an 1n&1cat10n ;I the difference in
cost per successful cllent between these institutions. As is

evldent the RTF is on the average $6,477.97 more expen51ve per
cllent than the other institutions. Again, ev1dence is found

which suggests the RTF to be an extremely'expensive alternative
to incarceration. <§

i RS

Systemic Perspectlve'

- Figure G~10 provides a three-year assessment of the RTF by

the”Cl?rk County'Criminal Jusfiée System. Reference to the average

W it
ratings given the progra% in 1978 reflects a significant (p<.01)

-

deciine in program ratings. The most significant drops in ratings

are found concerning the issues of:program effectiveness, cost

[}

dupllcatloﬁ was also found. In examining the source of rating

decline it becomes apparent that the lower ratings were given by
Criminal Justice System pro%essionals throughout the system. Thie

finding would suggest the need for establishing dialogues between

RTF staff and the Crlmlnal Just1ce System it 1is a part of to de-
termlne those areas in which the criminal justice profess10nals

i

are dissatisfied w1th the program.
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Conclusions:

1. Between 1976 and 1977 a program completion rate of 39.5

percent was experlenced

¥

2. Most tlients (71 percent) who do not successfuliy com-

.:3

plete the program will depart within 'sixty days of their admission.
3. Successful ollents are charaoterlzed by a serlal effect
which seems to suggest the developmenﬁ of peer bondS”with other
clients admitted around the same time and which can facilitate
completion of the program. B
4, éhirty-seven percent of the RTF cliénts successfully

completing thewprogram'were lgter arrested for crimes with an

average severity of 4.0. Approximately 81 percent of RTF clients

who do not complete their RTF tenure were rearrested for crimes

‘'with an average severity of 4.22.

5. A cost per year per successful graduate of $28,781 was

found for the RTF period between 1976?and 1977..;When the number

of successful program graduates later.arrested is deducted from

- this computation, a cost per year of $64,578.22 is found. In

light of this cost and the high rearrest rate found among success-
ful and unsuccessful clients, the RTF was not a cost effective

alternative to incarceration
6. A comparxson of RTF costs per successful client with
,& ‘b

: g
analogous sfat*stlcs for other Washlngton State 1nst1tut10ns in-

.dicates the RTF to cost on the average $6, 477 97 more per year i

than the other alternatives,

7. A 51gn1flcant decline in RTF ratings by the Clark County

. Crlmlnal Justice System occurred 1n 1978 (p<.01). The decllne in

ratlngs was found throughout the Crlmlnal Justlce System

N
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CRIME
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Figﬁre G-1
@

- 7 -
. - o //<::;::: Poss. Stolen Property 5
a SR ' ///;///(/ Indecent Liberties ?
B il | ‘

A

8

Janahts

P.V./Grand Larceﬁy

P.V./Poss.Cont.Sub/Bury.”

Poss. Cont. Sub.

Burglary

.. ’

/2772222222227

¥

&
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Y.V/Del.Cont.Sub,

P;obatioﬁ,Violation

Parole Violation

2707277727777
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| Figure G-5
RTF
p
k Averagenge of RTF Clients v .23 .
- Average Zgérof Unsucceasful Clients 22
Average Age of Successful Clients 24 '
Average total days.inﬁkﬁig (Total) 144
: Unsuccessful = 64
Successful = 295
Veteran? Total ~ Yes = 22% = 78%
Unsuc.= Yes = 17% = 83%
" ‘Suc. - Yes = 36% = 64%k
Is/was client on parole? é
® Total - Yes No = 77%
Unstc, - Yes = No = 67%
Suc. - Yes No = 100%
Is cli@pt>a minority?
Total ~ Yes No = 92%
Unsuc. ~ Yes No = 100%
v 5 Suc. .~ Yes No = 91%
Ve > T
' 2 Unknown
~n o
YR N
e
]
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& Figure G-6
(For last 21 clients only
. (Types of Offense
 property - Total = 808 {388
V . Unsuccessful = 76% (of
Successful = 100% (Total
Not yet campleted program =  60%
Drug Use . - Total = 48% (233
: Unsuccessful =  38% (of
& Successful = 66% . (‘I'ota_'!;
Not yet ccmpleted pmgram = 60% ‘ '
Person (Including Sex) = - Total = 33% (15%
) . Unsuccessful = 30% (of
Successful = 33% (Total
Not yet campleted program =  40%
Drug Sale -~ Total = 48" ( 1%
Unsuccessful = 0% (of
Successful = 33% (Total
- Not yet completed program = = 0%
Other - - Total = 48%  (23%
Unsuccessful =  38% B (o S
Successful = 100% (Total
Not yet ccxnpleted program = 40%
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Successful Group

been re~arrested
not been re-arrested
Severity (Range 1 to 7)

Have
Have
Avg.

Offenses Were:

. -Cﬁeﬁ‘n #
(1)

Contempt of Court

-0 Y

o

N-11

@l

¥

&

Figure\én7

37%
632

ol R B
L

T {(2)
(3)-

Failure to acduire Wa/ Driv. Llc*/DWI
Promoting Prostitution
Poss, ‘Cont. Sub (Darvon & Amphet )/Burg/Poss. Stln. Prop.

)

©

- Unsuccessful G

Have
Have
Avg.

not been re-arrested
Severity (Range 1 to 7)

Qffenses Were:

Cllent ¥

been re-arrestéd:. v

= LN

N-11

4.22

ftou

“(Picked Samfile)

81%
19%

Sev.
3
3
3
3
6
3
4
6

7

(1)

(2

(3)

W (@)

(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)

(9

P.V./P.V./No Valid Op Lic./DWS/P. v.
P.V/P.V.

P.V/R.V. /MIP/DWI/P V.P.V.

P.V/P.V. h) ,
P.V/Deliv.Cont. Sub. : ' ’
P.V/P.V. :
MIP/FTA/Bench Warrant
Poss.Cont.Sub. /MIP/P V./MIP/No.Op.Lic./P.V. /Speeding/MIP/
Reck.Driving

2nd deg. Assault/2nd deg. Assault/Vehlcle Prowl. /Poss Stolen

Prop./P.V.
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Figure G-8 ;\

$125,153

15,799

7,067 ’

- $148,019

3

; °
0
1977 Expenseé
%
Total Salary - Benefits
Supplies“+ Equipment
i

: N Operations
‘ Total 12 months 1977
s . 4
@ 9 Months for 1976
' .
?? Amortized from 1977 cZEts
| 1) $148,019 - 12 months =
i ) .

2) § 12,334 x 9 months =
!
!} Total cost for 21 month operating period
/
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" $111,014
‘ S

$ 12,334 per month

$111,014 Total 9 month’

________ $259,033
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Numbex
Recidivism Rate
Successfu1>0utcomes
Total Cost
Avef'age Cost‘éer Referral

Average Cost per
Successful Outcome

[

Net Gain over Existing
Programs ‘

Net Cost over
Existing Programs

Difference in Cost for
Successful Outhme

= L N T N N e e .
1977 State
. Institution
RTF WSP Wce Larch Mt. Average
22 22 22 22 22
59.1% 23.4% 23.4% 23,4 23, 4%

9% 17 17 17 17
$148,019.00| $120,230.00 [ $197,802.00 $238,414.00 $169,466.00
$ 6,728.13| $ 5,465.00] ¢ 8,991,00 $ 10,837,00 $ 7,703.00
$ 16,446,55| $ 7,072.35| § 11,635.41 $ 14,024,35 $ 9,968.58

(8) (8) (8) (8)
- +  47.06%

+ 47.067

+ 47.067%

+  47,06%

a

' - $27,789.00

+ $ 49,783.00

+ $ 90,395,00

+ § 21,447.00

-5 9,374.20

- § 4,811.14

% 7 Individuals labeled successful have yet to complete Program,gil

T

-8 2,422;éb

o
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N
- 6,4}ﬂ;97
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS

©

RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT FACILITY
‘ ' Average Rating

&

i

¢

- Issue ﬁange > ’ 1976 1977 . 1978° Three Year Average
¢ - St - -
: | Highly Effective . 5 :
Program Effectiveness Not Effective at All 1 3.37 3.29 |, 2.98 3.21
. Worth Expendituﬁe 5
Cost Benefit Not Worth Expenditure 1 3.54 . 3.19 2,98 . 3.24
Highly Effective 5
. Deterrence No Impact L1 3.35 3.26 | 3.03 3.21
R ' \ No Duplication 5 “
Duplication Highly Duplicatdive 1 - 3,27 2.86 3,11 - 3.08
Contribution to 0 © @
Economic & Social Highly Effectdive 5
Success of Client Little Effective 1 3.49 3.52 3.35 3,45
Positive Assessment 5 L s :
Program Average Negative Assessment 1 3440 "3.22 3.09 3.24
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