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CLARK COUNTY COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS PROGRAM 

The Clarlt County Community Based Corrections Project is 

-a unified approach to the treatment of accused offenders from 

the time they first enter the crfminal justice system, th~ough 

trial, p(f~sible incarceration, and release on probation or parole. 
,y 

l\ 

The followi~g units now compose the CBC operation: 

Pre-trial Services - A staff of four interviewers screen 
the majority of all defendents brought to the Clark Coupty 
jail to determine eligibility for pre~trial release., 
Screening i~ stringent and difficult cases are closely 
monitored throughout the pre-trial period. ' 

Misdemeanant Probation Services - A staff of four proba­
tion officers conducts pre-sentence ihvestigation for the 
District Court and supervises misdemeanor offenders placed 
onprqbation. 

Pre-trial Supervised Release - One counselor provides in­
~ensive supervision for individuals not eligible for ROR 
but considered a "good risk." 

Alternative Community Se'l'vices - One counselor assij?=tu ;; 

those traffic offenders who cannot afford to pay tr:dic 
fines to appropriate public and private non-p~ofit agencies 
where fines are worked off at a credit of $3.00 per hour. 

Drug Abuse Unit - One full-time and one part-time 'counselor. 
Provides drug abuse evalu~tions for the courts and proba­
tion clepartment. Manages drug detection (u!'ine scanning 
pr:o'gram) and provides intensive counseling and therapy for 

o drug abusers.' ~ . 

Residential Treatment ~ervices - An intensive behavior 
modification prograf for male adult felony offenders who 
wi-ll, be committed tb prison if they are not accepted il;J,to' 
tll,is residential program. Housed in a bed renovated apart­
ment building, this program involves extensive therapy de­
sigil:~.d to develop responsibility and trust in the residen:ts. 
Also, "educational and vocational training are required where 
appropriate, and employment is required for graduation. 
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Employment Services - This two counselor unit provides 
vocational testing and motivational counseling. 

The activities of ~,~, Community Based Corrections project 
\.--' 

can be categorized by its four major functions. Client screen-

ing, primarily. the responsibility of the release on own recog----
nizance unit but also found in the .development of misdemeanant 

probation pre-sentence invest'igations and drug abuse assess­

ments by the drug services unit, involves the collection of 

info.rmation whiyh is used by' judges during uthe adjudication 
" 

proce~~s. Case management, which is found in the 'misdemeanant 
,,·r 

probat:ion 
\ 

unit, the supervised release unit, the drug services 

unit, \~nd the alternative 'community services unit, concerns the 

superv~.sion and monitoring of. client activities to insure that 
/'\1 .' . 

" . pre-t;~Fll ag{eem~nts or sentences are fUlfilled according to 
Cl 1,\ 

the req,lirements of. the agreement with ')the criminal justice 
u 

system. "'i Cl:i,ent treatment, which is found in the residential 
9 l\ ;; ~ 

treatmen1t facility and the drug se;r.'vices unit, attempts to assist 
n 

"the Cliejft i~ his ,;ttemifts ter'develop socially acceptable coping 

si:;;rat'egi~~s for life in t"lle outside world. Client re-ent;ry 

,assistance ,which to some degree is found in" all programs but . '. . 

is most evident in the empl~yment services upit, deals with 
l~i C) t) 

helping client~ cultivate and prepare ~~r~ngem~nts for their 

IJ 
I,) 

s-qpport in the community following caC tenure. I; 
,:'.' (~'), ~,'-1 ., .Z: • I 

(:;i 

In the followiilg evaluation report, -ehecommunity based 
." 

correcti6ns program will be examined at bott the entire program 

() 
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and individual unit level. Before providing detailed informa­

tion describing individual unit performapce in 1977, the im-
,: 

pact of the Community Based Corrections program on the Clark 

County crime rate and criminal justice system will be examined. 

One of the major objectives of the. CBC program was to 

reduce the number of criminal activities occurring" in Clark 

County. Reference to Figure 1 provides a fi ve-ye~tr per,.... 

spective of crimes committed in Clark County. Following a 
Ii 

dramatic increase in the rate. of violent and property crimes 

in 1974, the increase in crime rates in each successive year 

has been smaller than the prior year. Since the CBC pro­

ject was implemented in 197o, it is readily apparent that 

the CEC program did not result in an increased threat to 

community safety. In fact, the 1977 rate .of violent crimes'" 

feJ.l 2.2% from the previous year. When the crime rate figures 

are adjusted to compensate for the large increase in the Clark 

County population, an increasing decline in criminaJ. activity 
1; 

per population size is evident for 1976 and 19'1'7.. Though I{ 

such a trend may be the result of factors other than the 

Community Based Corrections project, it nevertheless asserts 
c--
" \ 
.)~ .. : \ 

, the fact that the.CBC program did not adversely affect the 
, 

crime rate in Clark County. 
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The fact that the cri~~e rat;, adjusted for:poPulat~lon size" 
-II 

/i 
has fallen during every year of CBC operation sugglasts that 

J II 
the CBC may in fact have had a considerable impact 11\ on crime in 

,1 

Clark County. 
i 

Figure 2 describes the number of misdemeanant and felony 

bookings in Clark County since the implementation of the 

Oommunity Ba~ed Corrections project. As was evident in the 

previpus figure, a sli~ht increase in the nmnber of bookings 
)) 

has occurred in 1976 and 1977. One interesting fact is that 
" , 

though trIa total nV,raber of bookings has incr-eased, the average 

number of felon,Y bookings decreased in 1977. In addition; the 

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

in the same time period means that the nurDber of bookings per 

'- 1000 'r'esidents has actually fallen during the CEe tenure. 

o 

,Though this trend is insufficient evidence to affirm that the 

Cotnmunity BiisedCorrEJJtions program has reduced crime in Clark 
,~ ..... ' 

County, it nevertheless provides SUPPf;Lt for the argument that 

the .Community Based Cor:r,?cti.ons pro.iect did not l'esult in an 
\1 

increased threat to community safety. Figure 3 provides a 

sixtee~-year perspective of commitments to sfate inst~tutions 

in Wash'ington and Clark County. The state of Washington 

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

is characterized by a trend which suggests that the rate of (, 

commitments to state institutions' increased :in proportion to 

increases in state population. Reference to the ,Clark County 

I~ 
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commi-lcment tr'end shoWs 'thflt the rate/o~, commitment to state 

"institutions has fallen during the srame\period that the county 

population has grown at a rate fastlar than any time in the 

histo~y of the county. When this trend'is viewed in light of 

the higher probability of crime associated with a transient 

population such as that found in Clark County (i.e. transient 

meaning a younger population characterized by a shortr_esidence 

in Clark County), the relative stability of the crime rate in 

Clark County appears to indicate. an effective.criminal 

justice system that has ada"pted to the needs of a,larger con­

stituency. One of the central means of adaptation has been 

the implementation of the Community Based Corrections project. 

Community Bas$d Corrections: A Systemic Pe:rspectiye 

During the tenure of the Community Based Corrections pro­

ject, a survey soliciting ratings of the project was distributed 

throughout the Clark County criminal justice .,system 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 d.esigned to 

assist. Reference to Figure 4 provides overall rating aver-

ages for the CBC project in 1976, 1977, and 1978. Each of 

these surveys reflects the attitudes of criminal justice 

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

averages describe the perceptions,based on what happened in 

197'6). As is evident upon reference to this figure, a 
\~. 
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slight decline in the overall rati:ng averag-e has occurred 

between 1976 and 1978., With the exception of the average 

ratings characterizing the deterence associated with the 

C) CBC operation, the Community Based Corrections project re-

o'. ceived positive' ratings by the Clark Count¥, criminal justice 

system. The low rating average assigned the issue of deter-, 

rence can be attributed primarily to th~ ratings by law en­

forcement personnel and State probation and parole personnel. 

These two criminal justice system elements consistently 

evaluat.ed the CBC project lower than any other criminal justice 

system element. The three issues /lfor which the CBC proj ect re-

caived the highest average ratings wer~ cost benefit, bontri-

co but ion to the economic and social success of the client, and 

program effectiveness. These survey results suggest that the 

community based corrections project is considered by the-Clark 
, 

County criminal justice system', t9 represent an effective and 

efficient means of reintegrating the offender back into the 

corr~unity. Criminal justice system professionals also feel 

that the CBC project affords, to some degree, offenders a means 

of "beating the system." The contrast of approving a project 

for its effectiveness'while at the same time critizing its 

deterrence reflects the two poles which appear to chara~terize 

the Clark County criminal justice system. R~ference to Figure 9 
; ,~: 

provides additional insight int.Q the trade-off between rehabili~ 

tation and punishment which und~rlies the 'contrast l}1entio~ed 

above. 
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Tbe issues contained in Figure 5 wereialso included in 

the criminal justice system survey and we~'e intended tc~ identify 
, ~ 

orientation of those evaluatin~ the CQmmunit{f the philosophical 

"1 ~ proj ~ct.' The perdent~~ge of, the sample in ' Based Corrections 

agreement with these criminal justice issues is presented for 

the three-year period of the CBC opeTation. As is evident with 

every issue included in Figure 5, th& introduction of the 

Community Based Corrections pr9jeet,h~s resulted in a shift 

from emphasis on punishment to emphasis on rehabilitation. 

This shift appears to be primarily found among those criminal 

justice system elements involved with offenders ~fter arrest. 

Law enforcement personnel have consistently, over the' las~ 
c:r 

three years, favored the punishment approach over the rehabi-

litation approach. The fact that the greatest change has 

occurred, with "b11e exception of the State Probation & Parole staff, 

professionals who work dit1ectly with the Commu~ity Based 

CorI'ections project suggests that when one has actual i-,,,,, 

experience with or direct -;information describing the,CBC program, 
.'- .~ '~'. -t 

one will usually consider the CBC program an effective and 
" 

e:fficient means of dealing'wi th crim$. Th'..is fact also. suggest,s 

that O~e reason law el'lforcemeftt personnel do not c~~al ue th~ CBC 

project as much as other ~ri~inal justidt professionals is tha.t 

,tlley have littl~ oPportunity'to interact with CBC 6~erati5ms. One 

factor influencing the low,law enforcement per$1~mnel ratirigs of the 

CBC~ight be t~;~ limited informa~,~9n a,vaila.tne:f,o t~~lS seg~ent ,?i: ,,0) 

.,:.:-. - - ('".-- > '. '"::'-,,:! .:\ 

of thec~iminal justice ;syst¢'ill. ,?;ihe other c6inponent of the 
;.:~~~ ,~(~f' ,~.:e' 

-/ t::;f. 

';,-. 

c 

':I",,~_~~~ ,_, ___ ,,_ .. '' __ ,",', ,_,,__, " 

a 



T,::J 

/l 

" 

Clark County criminal justice system that con(#stentlyassigned 

low ratings to the Community Based Corrections project was the 

$tate Probation ~ind Parole. Despite an ever increasin,g inter­

action with the Community Based Corrections", project and i'n-

creased utilization of CBC services 1 State probation and 

parole personnel have given the Community Based Corrections 

project lower rating§ every' year. This inconsistency suggests 
. -. 
that ongoing dialogues between the state probation'and parole 

-
office and theHCBC project are necessary. In light of the 

L\ ': 

effectiven.ess \)of the CBC project in dealing with crime in Clark 

County 1 these dialogues might initially address the accuracy 

of state probation and parole perception of the CBC project. 

Figure 6 presents the criminal justice system s~rvey re-
I'. 

suIts for the 1977 CBC operation tenure. With the exception of 
,~, 

the drug counseling service, each CBC unit received positive 

ratings by their peers. Referen'ce to the issues of effective-

ness s,ud cost benefit ~gain reaffirm the acknowledgement of 

eBC utility in rehabilitating offenders. The low ratings 

under the issue of deterrence reflect the attitudes that 

though"the CBC effectively ass£~ts offenders in Clark County, 

it does hot provide adequate punishmel?-t or. threat to represent 
'. 

an effective deterren~, The fact that the crime rate in Clark 

County has dropp~d every year. of CBC operation suggests that 

,the assumed relationship between punishment and det.errence is 

not a valid assumption. 
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Community Ba.sed Corrections:' Afunctional perspective 

The Community Based Corrections project was intended to 

serve as a community based correctional program which would " 

monitor, treat, and rehabilitate offenders from th~ time of 

their arrest to the time the offender leaves the criminal 

justice system. In the ,foll~wing pages the objectives of each 

of the units composing the Clark County' Commfinity Based 

Corrections project will be discussed in terms of ~he degree 
D 

to which each of these units attained their objectives. Before 

moving to these discussions, it is useful to first examine the 

() 

, Ii ~~o::> 

CBC operf'wtion in the context of its "fit" with the Clark County" 

Criminal justice system. 

The CBC project provides s'ervices which fulfill four major 

'functions in the Clark County Criminal Justice System. These 

functions are client screening, which provides information to 

the courts; case management, which monitors client compliance 

with court mandates; and client treatment and re-entry assis­

tance, both of whi.ch serve to coordinate and facilitate the 

treatment ·,activities arranged for each ·client. Each of these 
r.1 (---~\ 

functions requires a staff which deals directly wi tIl the client;s·(~/' 

an administration which supervises service delivery, and a faci­

lity whieh houses the staff and administration. In.tenns of 
cost-effectiven.ess, each of the $ervicesinvolved in fulfilling 

these functions is characterized by what is referred to as 
" 

economies of scale. Economies of scale refers to those situa-
'-"1 

tion.s in which the cost associated with each client is reduced 

9 
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in proportion to the total 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 

I increase when more clients at~ served. In such situations~ 

sef'vice duplication is extremely costly because it increases 

the fixed costs involved 'in providing the service within a 

given area while f!..tthe same time sipho.ning clients from, ex­

isting operations and driving up the cost associated with their 
j/ 

s~rvice deliVery'( This appears to be a problem of critical 

importance to the Clark County Criminal Justice System. Not 
,->/7 
t.,\) 

only are some 6f the services currently provided by the Cow~unity 

Based Corrections operation being duplicated within the county, 

but this redundancy appears to be increasing. 

One of the strongest arguments for the existence of 
o 

~9mmunity based corrections projects is that by centralizing 

servic'es under one administration it is posl:)ibleto cut the 

J'4verhead 

;~2!~~'~~ViC es 
.;.." 

assod~ated with each service. In addition, by having 

for 'b.ri,minal justice clients close t'o each other, 
i;, 

""~< 
"c~tilmunicat,ion and cooperation between criminal justice system 
o ~ U 

element.s are facilitated. I~ Cl'{1rk County, ,the Community 

Ba'E'i~d. Qorrections operations has coordinated the activities 
. ~. -

,of seven·different units successfully for the past three years. 

Ii] In doing so, the oyerhead costs that would have been involved 

for seven separa~e units have been replaced with the overhead 

'costs of one administration. This represents a significant 
:~'::. ; ~ 
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savings to the tax payers of Clark County. Despite the success 

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 
, 

, ' 

the cost x9ffectiveness of. tlie Clark County Criminal Justice 
IJ 

System is found in the ~frea 0,£ case management. In addition 
,/ 
!i ' 

to the misdemeanant probation unit and the supervised release 

unit of the Community Based Corrections project, the State 
~ . 

Probation and ParolE! Agency and the Prosecuting attorney's 

Adul t Diversion program operates, similar case supervision 

service programs. Though each ',of these separate entities has 

demonstrated its competence in dealing with its clients, the 

fact that three separate administrations are required to fulfill 

the same :f.unction in Clark County indicates a lack of com pre­

hensi ve program planning. Granted the clientele of these fOP,r 

programs may differ in terms of, criminal experience, that 
5--;:-1 

nevertheless does not provi..~e an adequate rationale for three 

separate agencies. This does not mean tba t there 'is not an' 
I) \.1 

adequate client load ':i~;rquiring case management services in 

Clark Co un t:)'i' to justify the existence bf the number of proba­

tion and parole officers currentl,r efuployed in Clark County. 

Rather, it addresses the question ,of whether three different 

administrations supervising basi~all~ theexaq"t') same se::cvice 
(Y, -:> 

delivery is the most efficient use ofClarl: County tax dollars. 
o I' . 

o 
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Though a merger of the state Pr6bation and Parole opera-

tion wi:th a county operated service such as the misdemean~nt 

frobation.unit is extremely improbable, given the different 

l~evels of government involv~'d in funding the operations, the 

'" existence of two county funded agencies prOViaing the)3am~ 
service, namely the Prosecuting Attorney I s·. Adult Diversion:. 

t' ,\ 

,~rogram and the Commudty Bas"d Correctio~s case management 

~~ervices requires close scrutiny: 

The preceding arguments have not been included an this 

evaluationd.,.with the intent of suggesting expansion of the 

Community Based Corrections program. They are offered in 

response to the undeniable laws of economics which establish 

that once the fixed costs for implementing and staffing a 

program are determined, the cost per client for tho~e who 

receive service w~ll be determined by the total number of 

cfients 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 argUmeli) a problem of great importan.ce to 

Clark County is the integration of s~rvices in the futu:re 

accorCling to the function of those services rather than the' 

sponsor of the service. If the function becomes the paramount 

concern for future criminal justice planning activities, CQsts 

to the Clark County tax payer will undoubte~)ly be reduced. 

12. 

iF 

I, 
I 
I 

"\\ I 

," 

.' 

1-fC:, ' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

I~ 
I 
I 
I 
I' 

. '"I· 
I 
,I 



~I 

I 
I' I,: -

I. 
I" 
:1 
I ' 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
'I C;} 

I 
I 
I 
I 

\) 

CBC Evaluation Summary: In order to rF0vide the reatler with 

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

unit report summaries have be~n provided. It should,be mentioned 

that these summaries provide only a few of the issues incl~ded in 

the individual unit reports and that a complete review of unit 

" operations is' necessary for an adequate understanding of each 

unit's'effectivenes~. ~. 

Misdemeanant Probation Services: This unit supervised 47:3 c.lients 

in 1977 at a cost of approximately $287.96 per client ~ The av.er­

age number of contacts with each client· was 9.76 and the' ~lverage 

client was referred to two agencies in the community. The 
,. 

characteristic most commo~ ~ong misdemeanant probationer~ was 
. , D 

alcohol abuse with 54% of all c'lients having been arrested for 

driving while intoxicated and over 63% of all subsE1quent re­

feri~,~ls being' to alcohol abuse treatment services. Ni~eteen­

hundred and seventy-seven luii t operations were characterized by 

a decline relative to 1976 operations which can h.e attributed in 

part to the implemE;}ntationof a deferred ~r6sec1:\;t:ton program. 
\~ -

Drug Services Unit: The drug services unit provided 46 dru~ abuse 
1\~, '. '. .:-: 

ev,al,uations, supervised 72 inctividuals involved in urine screen-

ing, and provided counseling for 35 clients with drug related 

problems. Involvement in the drug services program was associa­
(~: 

ted with a 25% decrease, in reliance on criminal activitY;)for 
·:i;\ 

support, a 12% reduction i-n reliance on public assistance, a/9% 
<I ) ~ - ". 

inc,rease in G.E~D. attainment, ana, a $42.,.O,0 incre~se ino ave,,-~age c' 

,weekly inc,oID,e. Clien'ts of the 'drug services unit were 
.) . .-;' () 

0' 
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charactel'iz@d by a 35% rearrEist rate and a 0% failure tq . 
':;, 

&..ppear for a court date rate!, Costs of the program: $596.00 

per drug~~creening; $504.00 per client receiving drug coun­

seling; and $207.00 per client involved in drug abuse '~ducation. 
rf 

The costs per client found in the drug services program are the 
"::. 

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

reduce the cost per unit of service dramatically. 

Alternative Commtmity Service$ :,' The alternative community 

se~vices 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 completed their 

responsCibilitY'and 4.13% did l1<;>-t. Over $41,900.00 :would have 

been requiredhad all community service hours been prdd for at 

minimum wage. 

Employment Co~nseling Service~: In 1977, 163 felq,ny offenqers 
/.\ 

were referred to the~- employment services unit. One-hundred and' 

thirty--three. or 81% at these individuals~:were placed. Of the 
-

64 misdemeanant" offenders referred to the program, 37 01"57%. were 

successfulIy placed.·-'Of all elients placed, 78% were placed on G 

,,:,') 

full-time empl,oymemt. The averag~ cost per placement by the',: 
" 

tS:employment services ,unit was $123.35., When compared with an 
~, <'i 

avelJ,age cost of $328.20 per placement which would be involved 

with placement by :; private agency, a net savings Of approxi-
C') • " ~ 

ma,tely $205. OOper>client plac'ement isf,ound. 
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Supervised Release Program!; For.ty-three t11isdemeanants and 

19.9felofis:we~~ refeired tIS the superv,i\sed release program in 
\") 

1977. oi thi.s ,numbeJ;' 98 or 40.5% of the clients were a,ccepted. 
~ !. .::~} 

In 1977" the supervised release' unit bad· theiargest caselQad
j 

, jl, 
in tbe hi~Ory of the unit. Of all the clients accepted into 

the program successfullYJ 91.6% completed their supervised re_ c 

It?ase tenure. The supervised release pro~xam was "responsible 
// 

for a total.savings in jail costs of $41J500.00 ;{in 1977'and a 

net savings of $16,725.80. Clients not successful in completi:Qg 

their supervised release tenure were mor.e likely to be young~r 

t'han those who did and were more likely to have analcobol re-

la~ed problem. 

Releaseoon Own Recogn,izance Unit; In 1977 2,851 indivi.dua1s 
.. 

were interviewed by the ROR staff. Of this number, 56% were 

not recommended for ROR're1ease. An ,average of 35.1 days was 
'5 

spent by ROR clients on personal recognizance in 1977~ Approxi-

mately 0.03% of the clients granted ROn status by .tbe ROR staff 
\," 

were rearrested quring thei!',., release period. Evidence suggesting 

t.he existeIl,ce of all age bias in the ROE screening scale waH> '-' 

discovered. Further analysis indid,ated that .,the age b:i:as serves 

to prevent high ris.k clients being re.leased and therefore is an ':' 

effective screeni~'ng criterion. 
. \ if 

,1, .' 

Residential Treatment Facility; The Residential Treatment ,-, 

. .. . 

. Facility came under. the management of a new director in Octol?:)er J 

1977 J after experiencing a walk rate among clients';,of 76%.anf~\ l (I 
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a: coSft per successful client of .$64'),758. 2Z. The new treat-

,~ e.};, " 

1; ment system ~1iich was implemen'ted following the arrival of the 
o _ ~. 

,,-,new director 'has p;~ven ml).ch more eff~ctiv!\e than its predecessor. 
CI :,;;~ t~ • 

Information collected thus far indicates a walk rate of 17% and 
o ~ ~ 0 

" a cQs't per successful clientO'of approximately $12; 000. 00. The 
.. ,~, u ';~::' 

evaluatio'~ report presented on the following. pages deals, pri-

,,' marily with previous treatment strategy implemented in the RTF 
'~ 0 

"';for (them~,.jorj,ty of 1977. • 
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Criminal Activity: Cla;r;k County 

1973 . 

Violent Crimes " 542 

% Change from previous year -
Crimes against property 3,484 

% Change from previous year -

rEOTAL ~ 

4,026 

% Change from previous year -
Clark County Total Population 135,200 

Population Gi1 ime Rate 2.98 

% Change from previous year -

-1) Violent Crimes - criminal homicide 
. forcible rape 

armed robbery 
assault 

1974 

735 

.R 
+35.61 

" 

6,884 

+97.59 

7,619 

+89.24 

140,300 

5.43 

+82.23 

1;\ 

~I 

1975 1976 (Jl977 

) 893 902 822 

+:1,7.42 + 4.52 + 2.,22 

" .,,' 
7,413 7,469 

'.; 

7,565 
; 

+ 7.68 + 0.76 + 1.20 , 
-~. , 

., 
8,276 8,371 8,447 

+ .8/62 + 1.15 + 0.91 

149,000 154,300 .: 164,000-, 

5.55 5.42 5.15 

+ 2.29 - 2.34 - 4~~ 
'. -

2) Crimes against property - burglary 
motor vehicle'''' 
theft 

larceny theft 
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Mi~demean'or: I (.:~ (~.:," " 

21, 
, . .;t, 

,~j; Fi~ure 390 l.;.\t: 

31Sib 
380 

Annual Avg= It;!,. 
0 

Quar. Avg.= 795. ~o I 370 
.~::~ .. ~ Mo. Avg.== . ' •• ...,...1 

360 

I' 350 
340 

() ..... I G 

330 
320 

I 310 
300 

I 290 
280 ','·1 ., 

270 Misdemeanor Bo . kings 
260 

'I I 250 Misdemeanor: Misdemeanor: 
'.-

240 Annual Avg. = 3457 Annual Avg. = 3838 

230 Quar. Avi,. = 864.25 Quar. Avg. = 959.5 I 
~20 Mo. Avg. = 288.08 Mo. AVg. = 319.-83 

I 210 
r". 
\--3 200 ., 

I 190 
Felony; Felony 
Annual Avg, = 1433 Annua.?,S Avg. = 1374 ~I 

180 
Quar. Avg. :::: 358.25 Quar. Ayg., = 343.5 'I 170 i ~ 

160 Mo. Avg. ::::: 119.41 Quar",., Avg. ::::: 174.5 

I" 150 ,~" 

0140 'if 

I 130 ." 

1.20 '7".' 

I 11!) 
1,1 

c.,] 100 ,:. 

',I ~; 

" . 90 Ij 

u 
80 FelollY: . ,) 

I 70 Annual Felony Book ngs 
Avg.=1,3 8 

60 ,~=} 

I Quar. 
50 Avg.=342 0 

o 40 Mo. 0 

I Avg.=114 4 
30 0 .=;. 
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Criminal Justice System t;Average Ratings Q.f the,Clark Ceunty 
CeInmunity Based Cerrectiens: CBC Tetal 

c· 

Issue Range 

() . 
• l) 

Highly Effective 5 
Pregram Effectiveness Not Effective at all 1 

" n 
., 

Werth Expenditure 5 
Cest Benefit Net Werth Expenditure 1 

-' 

" Highly Effective 5 
Deterrence No. Impact 1 

c')') 

"""-
" 

No. Dup'licatien 5 
Duplicatien Highly Duplicative 1 

.' ~ 
CC):;ntributien to. 
Ecenemic & Social Highly Effective 5 
Success ef Client Little Effective 1 

" 
r; 

" 

Pesitive Assessment 5 
Pregram Aver~ge Nega.tive Assessment 1 

" 

IJ 

1976. 

':1'/ If 
\h "" ~. 

3.51 

:~ 

3.64 .-, 

3.06 

..:~ 

3.16 

" 
" 

3.32 

3.34 
" " " 

Average Rati'I1:g 
Three-Year 

1977 ~ 1978 • Average 
C' 

c I 
3~~'~4~ 3:;32 3.42 

1, 
\\ 

'\ '.' 

" 
3.5'5 ~,~. 51 3.57 

3.00 2.83 2,96 
" 

-
It'·· 0 

2,~ 87' " 3.09" 3.04 .-
'':.::.. 

, < 

c' 

3.40 3.24 3.32 ,', 

~~' 
.~ 

I'; 

" 

" 
3.25 3.,.2,0 3.26 

',' " 

(i 

0 

<J'I 
, 

0 

0 

(; 

" 0 

6-' " ~ 
c· " 

.~ , 

,-' ~, 
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(J Figure 5 '~ ., 

C) (\) 
I) " ,,' 

C:"~l = 
'I 0 
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;J 
%~of Srup.ple in'Agreement 

I 197<? 1977 . "1978 

I 
1. The crime problems would be d' 

reduced if fewer offenders .' 
sent to pr ison ,. and 

, --were 4$.6 45.6 45.5 instead more of them- re-

I educated and re-",\adJuste~ 
outside of pris~n. 

I~ ~, 
:r.~ "\ 

2 •. The ancient law of an eye 
fo:!/:' an eye is still a good 

I'" rule to follow in dealing 
with crime. Social justice 27.0 22.8 20.0 

<, demands that people who 

I offend against the law be 
punished to the limit. 11 :j I_\'~' 

D 

I 3. Experience proves that 
harsh punishment does 52.1 64.1 72.7 not deter most criminal 

I behavior. 
!! 

4. Too many people are being 

I released from prison on 72.9 75.2 64.8 
parole before they are' 
rehabilitated. 

I 5. I am knowledgeable about 
the pbilosophy o~ 77.0 '16.0 80.0 

10 "communi ty ccorrections" . " 11 

f 0 

6. I am 'in agreement with the 

I philosophy of the community 55.0 60.0 63.7 
corrections. 

I 7. The community is just as "safe" 
now as befqre the community. 58.1 50. 7~' 65.5 
corrections program. 

I' 
-

I 
:\ . 

to .=-:.;-; ;f 
I 

\') , ~ '~ 
" 

I '"' 
\() 

I" 
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Contribution ,0 

,-:-' To Economic & 
0 

.' Program Cost Social S\lccess Progr,a,m 
Program Effectiveness Benefit Deterrence< Duplication of Client Average 

~ 

r·~l . :::: . ,C 

CBC Tota.l 3.42 ,) 3.57 2.96 3.04 3.32 : : 3.26 

.. 
" 

SuJ,fervised Pre-tr,i.ai ,;: 

Release r\ 3. 90'" 3.84 2.,,94 3.25 3.19 3.42 ~' (.-"'~ .. 
0 

Alternative Community 
Services 3.69 3.91 2 80, 3.10 3.34 S~38 • $p 

') 

';;1 

'~J 

V-ob Finding Services 3.10 3.56 3.47 2.54 4.09 3.35 
J 

-r r..,' 
.', 

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 , 
, 

r, 

RTF 3.21 3.24 3.21 3.08 3.45 3.24 

" " . ij' 

.' 
,~ 

Misdemeanant Proba- 3.36 3.47 2.99 3.03 3.27 " 3.22 
tion 

Drug Counseling 2.91 3.22 2.'8'6 2.52 2.98 2.90 

(/ 
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II. 

EVALUATION SUMMARY 

MISDEMEANANT PROBATION UNIT 

Program Characteristics (1977): 

Statistical Breakdown of Charges: Traffic 
DWI 

Physical Control 
Mandatory Traffic Appt. 

Non-Mandatory Traffic APlit. 

Crimi.nal 
Assault 

Morals 
Drugs 
Theft 

Shoplifting 
Dangerous Weapons 

d Property Destruction 
Other 

Number of Cases Accepted 473 
'Number of Pre-Sentence Inve$tigations: 241 
Number of Court Probations 172 
Number of Courtesy Supervisions 18 

Budget: $110,000.00 

" Program Performance (1977): 

*Average number of contacts per client: 9.76. 

54.75 
4.43 
8.69 
1.48 

3.77 
.49 

2.95 
3.11 
5.41 

.49 
2.13· 

12.30 

69.35 

30.65 

*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. 0 

*Approximately 15.0% of probation clients had their probation 
revoked. Ii 

*Approximately 22:6% of probation clients had subsequent arrests. 

*Majority of non~successful probation clients' failures on 
probation can be attributed to alcohol related problems .. I) 

o ... ~ 
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III. 

IV. 

'-' 
Y I 

I 
*Correlation analysis of probation unit st>atistics Stiggest: 

1. 

2. 

Greater the number of Probation Officer conta.cts y · tower ... 
the probability that probation will be revoked ,(r = -.46); , 

',,- '," 

Greater the number of contacts, the greater the probability 
that a probationer will be employed six months after 
starting probation (r = 0 .51); 

D 

(II 
I 
I 

3. Greater the number of referrals to Community Services, I 
lower the.~robability probation will be revoked (r = -.46). 

*1977 probation unit operations ret+ect an overall decline which 
continues the decline evidenced in- 1976. This decline was con­
current with the initiation of a deferred prosecution"program 
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 P?r 
month. The average for the intensive probation service was 
10 per month. 

\ 
*A sligllt 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, Stgte Probation an~ 
Parole, and law enforcement. Despite this decline, overa..ll 
assessment of the Probation', Unit was positive. 

Program Costs (1977): Total Budget: 

Average Cost Per. Client 
Average Cost Per Contact 
Cost for Maintaining One Probation 

Client for One Month 
Funds Collected by Unit 
Community Service l 15,825 at $2.60 

Per Hours: 

Conclusions: 

$110,000.00 
c· 

287.96 
29.50 

48.00 
6,400.00 

41,230.80 

f} 

I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'1 
I 
I 

"I. *Attention need be directed towards the preparedness of the 
probation unit staff for dealing with alcohol related problems. 
Examination of the unit liaison with alcohol abus'e treatment 
services is sugge.sted with the intent of determining the' . I· 
optimal tradeoff of probation unit staff and alcohol professional . 
time and energies. 

1.1 

·11 
I 

// 
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*Dialogues. between the probation unit and .cprosecution and de .... 
fense attori1eys~ State Probation and Parole, and local law 

.. " enforcement personnel· is suggested in light ox a decline in 
7 pi'ogramratings, by these criminal justice system elements. 

Ii 

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

25 
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,PROBATION 

Introduction: 

This component of the Community Based Corrections pro­

gram is responsible for three, activities primarily dealing 

with misdemeanant offender~ returned froin District Court. 
9 

A staff of four probation officers, with ~he assistance of 

interns and the part-time help of the pr,ogram supe,:rvisor ~ 

provide pre-sentence investigations, supervision of District 

Court probationers and supervision of a selected group of 

felons' and misdemeanants who might otherwise be sentenced to 

a state or county penal institutio~nand who the courts consi-
, ~ . - -- -;/ 

. del' "high risk'! probationers.. Tll1s lattel" group of offenders 
n ',,, 

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 betwee.n January 1, 1977 and December 31, 1977 within 

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

cluding the intensive probation services)1 attention will be 

directed towards th.§ individual performance of each of the 

probation officers. Next, a discussion of the impact of the 
:' 

," 

probation unit wiJJl be provided using employment) probation 
" 

revocation, and pl~obationer rearrest as indicators) of probation 

26 
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Unit Activity:.;,~h~ objer;:tive of this section is to provide 
iI 

a t~oroughovet'view of· theacti vi ties undertaken by -6he Pro-

bat;ion SE3rvices Hni t. Included in this section are: case-
(-\ 

load, pte-sentence investigation, court probation, courtesy 

supervisions, contacts per client, referralaciivity, and 
r' -11(' 

reSOttrCE~ utilization st.atistics since the inception of the 
c:) 

Community Based Corrections Program. DUB to the large number 

of graph$. and tables involved in reporting the results of the 
r:} " ...;,.-

-
evaluation, an appendix containing all relevant figures and 

, I • 1~ 

ta'bles has' been placed at the end of each section. Please refer 

to this appen.dix to find the grap.hs and tables referenced 

below. 
Ret.erence to Figure A-I provides an .overview of the ., 

prnbation caseload between Jl..!-ly, 1975 and December 31, 1977. 

When the monthly, quarterly and annual caseload averages of 

1977 are compared with those of the two preceeding years, 

c; it ... becomes apparent tha,t; a consistent decline ill the proba-

tion caseload has beeu,,; occU'ring since IOctober,I, 1976. Though 

this decline follows an, unusually high caseload,the signifi­

cant difference between t~ 1977 caselQad and the 1975 ca~e.,.. 

J;oads 'J3uggests that either the number of misdemeanant 
,',:) 

probationers is decreasing or the district courts no longe~ 
; . 

use the probation unit as much as they .once did. 

Reference to Figure A-2 indicates that de,spit~ dramati.c 

upswing in the number of pre-sentence investigations in .. the 
" 

seccmd quar~er of 1977, .the 1977 averages are significantly 
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lower than the prE8ceeding years, When this tre.nd is viewed 

along with consider,ation of the probat;l,on caseload over the 

last three years 1 a general decline in the quantity of pro-, 

bation services becomes evident. Further evidence describing 
(j 

the decline of probatio.n service activity is found upon refer-

ence to Figure A-3 which charts the number of court probation 

cases. Though the number of court probation cases is charac-

teriz~d by extreme fluctuations over the three-year period, 

tbe difference (p < .1; t=--l. 98) between the 1977 monthly 

average and the two. preceeqing years serves to underscore 

the declining trend evidenced in case load .and number of 

pre-sentence i~vestigations. ~eference to Figure A-4 provides 
I';::) 

an overview of courtesy supervision1 acti vi ty over the last 

three years. Contrary t,o the trends evidenced in other pro-

bation acitivites, the 1977 number of courtesy supervisions is 

greater than the preceeding year. Though the 1977 figure is 

greater than that recorded £,or 1976, the monthly ave.~age is 

far below that found in the 1975 time period. 
(} . 

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

tion describing the number of contacts involved with the 
. . ., rY 

average probationer, the number of referrals per cliG-hl""j- and 
~. 

probation unit utild.zatioJ+ of community resources. A compo·· 

site probationer, developed on the basis of this information, 

would be~ contacted by his probation officer ali average of 
t G 

" /I~, 
i. Courtesy Supervision refers to case~n~ge~en~ by Clark. 

County PersonneJ;of probationers from othe~urlsd~ct~ons. 

28 
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9.76 times\dtp:ing the course of probation; be referred to 
I" ;. 

either one or two community services for treatment and; in 
I] 

most cases, receive treatment for some alcohol-~elated problem. 
c 

. O~ 63% of the pr9bationers selected~!:)",~ the sample used to 
" 

'developil Figures A-5 through A-7 were referred to a community 

service provider dealing with alcohol abuse. When this find-

ing is cOIlsidered along with the fact that over 54% p:f the 

misdemE;ianan,;t probationers dealt with byl\the probation unit 
)) 

in 197;1 were aJ:l!.r"ested for driving while intoxicated, an im-
;} 

portant charGl.cteristic of the ;probation unit becomes evident. 

Namely, that the probation unit devotes ,approximately half 
i\ 

of its caSe supervision activity towards the supervision of 
r) 

clien-is with alcohol problems. In light of this situation , 

where over 50% o:f the probat~on unit clients have an 8..,lcohol 

related problem, :future plann'inlf activities fOl~ this unit 

should address the appropriateness of sta:ff skills ~or dealing 

with an~lcohol-abusing clientele. Give~ the high percentage 
~~- ' 

//:Y/ of .,clients with alcohol. related proble,Is , additional sta:f:f' 

training in the area of alcohol abuse might improve unit 

effectiveness. 

Cli~nt Status After Six Months Under Probation Unit Supervision: 

. 
The objective of t~is sectJion is to provide iuformation 

, describing; probation clients after they have been in the pro-; 
\ 

" bation program six months. 
~\ 

Reference to Figure A-II provides 

a descrix:>tionof the ~mployment status of probationers after 
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~~ix months, in the program. The unit employment statistics 

reflect a high unemployment J;'ate. When these averages al·e . 
c6nsidered along with the r·eferral activity to agencies in­

vol ved in cl}ob training and placement, the fact that less , ...... ,,\ 

than 15 percent of allref~rrals from the probation unit .. 
are to employment related services suggests an area that 

project· administrators might examine. Figures A-12 al1d 

A-13 contain infprmation describing the inciden.ce of pro­

bation revocation and subsequent arrests of clients re::; 

ferred to the probation program. 
,.,\ 

Table A-14 provid~s an overview of the rela~ionship be-
--:" .' 

tween number of 'contacts" number of referral:s and employment 

stat,us, rev:oj~ation of probation, and the incidence of re-
-~t{ , 

arrests. Reference to the table including the correlation 

cDeff;i.cients of these comparisons suggests a positive rela-
~. 

tionship ~etween the number o~ contacts and employment status 

and the number. of referrals and rearrests. Apparently, the 

greater the number of contacts the'greater the probability 01. 

'employment six montps· after coming to the probation unit. The 

positive relationsJ:1ip between referrals and rearrest suggests 

that difficult cases are more likely to. be referred to av:ailable 

community resources or that referral to community 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 considered anequivoc~l approxi-

() 
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mation of the actual relationship betweenrea.;rrest and referral. 
s., 

Negative correlations were found between the number 'of contacts 

and probation revocation, and between the number of referrals 

and probation revocation. These resutts would suggest that the 
,>. 

greater the number of contacts andnuinbeJ;) o[f referrals, the ", .' . j , 
le~s likely a client I s probation will be rievoked. Two\?other 

negative correlatiQJ1ff;? were .also generated, but the small size . 
of the coefficients precludes interpretation. Attention should 

\"..\ 

be direc~ted towards, the exploration of the relationship between 

these two factors in further evaluation efforts. 

The8Misdemeanant Unit in Comparison: The objective of this 

sectio~ is to provide a more comprehensive perspe~tive for 

the Probation Unit evaluation than is afforded through ex-

clusiv€~ use of program statistics. Through the comparison 

of the Clark County project with other probation programs in CI 

the state, it will be possible to determine whether trends 

evidenped in the (nark Count.y unit are similar to those ex~ 

perienced by other comparable programs. By comparing the 
\":. 

recidivism rate for p,robation clients with the recidivism 

rate of alcoholics in Clark County, it will be pO"Sisible to 
. ~- \' 

determine how the Clark County recidivism rate fares relative 

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

alcoholism. 

Reference to Table A-15 provides an overview of thef' proc 

bation unit activities o\{er the last three yearS!, , along with 
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the statistics reported by four other comparable probation 

units in the state. These counties were selected for tllis 

comparison because each has four judges referring clients to 

their program. Though the program statistics describin~, the 
o 

other programs' 1977 activity will, not be available until i, . ~ 

August, 1978, it i's P9ssible to see the declining trend in 

caselo~4 alreadymentionea. In 1975, the Clark County Proba-

tion Unit had the fifth largest caseload in the st~te. In 
" 1976, the Clark County Probation Unit had t,l1e tenth largest 

case load in the state. In' addi t~on, a slight decline in .the 

number of pre-sentencing reports between 1976 and 1977 is 'also 

evident. A significant f~ctor a;ffecting the caseload'size was 

the implementa1f~\of a deferred prosecution program for offend­

ers arrested for driving w'hile under the influence of\' alcohol. 

Since. June 9f 1976, this deferred ;pros,ecution ;program has ;re-

ceived over 390 referrals who would have otherwise been re-

ferre~ to the probation unit. Between August of 1975 and 
"I " 

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

been referred to the probation unit were instead referred to 

th€p deferred prosecution progra,nL 
,', 

As mentioned before, the probation unit experienced a 15 

percent probation revocation rate and a 22.46 percent rearrest 

rate. ,These figures are large,)y ~he result of alcohol related 

probl,ems and can, therefore, tie best understood in a context of 

alcoholism statistics for the same time period in Clark County. 

During 1977, over 1500 Clark County reside;nts underwent treat­

ment for an alcohol related problem. Of that number, over 500 
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had received some form 06 alcoholism treatment in the past. 
~ ~ 

This fi~ding is in accord- with the resu.lts of the five year 

. study by Thompson and Desler which revealed that at least one 

c". ~n three p~i-soiis f;l,}:'rest.ed for D. VI • I. is r0pea ting the offense. 

In light of the' significant treatment recidivism associates 

with alcoholism, the mi~demean4nt probation unit would yrobablY 

have a much lower recidivism and rearrest rate if the unit'did 

not deal with D.W.I~ 's" This fac,t, suggests that in future 

probE\tion unit-planning activities, specific attention to pro­

bationers with aleohol related pr6blems is necessary. 

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

cated to the c'Ul.rk 'County Misdemeanant Probation Unit. With 

these funds, 283 pre-suntence reports were prepared, 348 pro­

bationers were supervised, 22' c.ases wexe supervised on courtesy 

supervision, and 12 superior court probationers were supervised. 

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

associ~atf·d costs tbA~t would have been incurred had these pro-

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

consideration, attention need. 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 

Coun'ty facility would possibly be filled beyond capacity and 

the existing facility might no longer be adequate. 

An average cost of $287.96 per probation c~ient was in­

curred in 1977. When this figure is considered in £':J context 
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of the average number of contacts per client, 9.76, a cost 

per contact of $29.50 is obtained., The averaf5e cost" per month 

associated with maintaining supervision of one probation client 

is $48.00. 

Another important aspect of probation unit cost effective­

ne(~concl1rrls the reve~ue collected from probationers. In 1977) 

the probation unit was responsible for collecting over 

$6,400.00, and 15,858 hours of community service were performed 

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, who might otherwi'se have had to devote direct service 
;-' 

funds to 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 might have been spent holding probationers in 
) 

/j 

jail where community service activities could not be under-

taken. By adding the potential savings in jail resources 

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 Perspective: With the intent of establishing the 

acceptance by the Clark County Criminal Justice System of the 

Community Based Corrections Program, a "system survey" has 

" 
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been distributed to all personnel in the criminal justice 

system annually since 1976. The information presented in 

Table A-17 contains the average ratings of the misdemeanant 

probation unit over the last three years. A comparison of 

the ratings given th~ program in 1976 wit~ those found in 

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

The specific issues for which the decline was most distin 

were program effectiveness, cost benefit, and program deter-

renee for subsequent offenses. An examination of the category 

of respondents who gave the misdemeanant unit a lower rating 

in 1978 thall in 1967 indicates that defense and prosecuting 

attorneys 1 .state probation and parole, and law enforcement per­

sonnel elements of the Clark,County criminal justice system 

either consider the misdemeanant program to no longer be as 

needed in Clark County as it was in 1976 or that. the program 

is lacking in some respect. These results suggest that a 

dialogue between the misdemeanant prohation unit and those' 

elements of the criminal justice system that have questions 

concerning the program be initiated and scheduled at reg­

ular intervals (e.g. every six months) to promote optimal 

criminal justice system interaction. It should be emphasized 
"\ 

that !the total assessment of the probation unit was of a \1 

positive nature and that the. suggestions provided above are 

offered to maximize probation unit effectiveness rather 

than correct a deficiency. 
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In the course of collecting information for, this evalua­

tion report, several contacts with the Washington St~te Mis-. / 
I 

demeanant Corrections -association were made. In the course of 
o If 

these contacts it was readily apparent that the Clark County 

Misdemeanant Probation Unit was held in high regard by other 

probation programs in the state. 

Conclusions: 

1. Attention need be directed towards the preparedness of the 

probation unit stafffol;' deali'ng witbalcohol related problems. 

Examination of the unit liaison;:c'with alcohol" abuse treatment 
/? v . 

services is suggested with the intent of determining the optimal 

tradeoff of probation unit staf.f and alcohol profe:$/:iional time 

and e'nergies. 

2. Dialogues between the probation unit and prosecution 

and defense attorneys, State Proba~ion and Parole l and local law 

enforcemerlt personnel is suggested in light of a decline in pro­

gram rat~,;ngs by these criminal. justicE;! system elements. 

3. Greater use of employment services is suggested in 

light of the high unemployment rate characterizing the prQba­

tion unit. 
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. Unit Total * 

"EMPLOYMENT STATUS AfTER SIX MONT.HS ON p;;j;mBATION 

l!!mployed 

58~'49 

*Figures based on a random sample of probation clients. 

Unit Total* ;:; 
,/ 

WAS PRQBATION REVOKED? 

No 
84.9'1 

*Figures based on a random smaple of probation clients. 

unit Total* 

PROBATION SUBSEQUENT ARRESTS 

No 
77.36 

*Figures based on a random sample of probation clients. 

PROBATION UNIT OVERVIEW: 

A-II 

" 

Not Employed 

41 • .51 

Yes 
15.09 

Yes 
22.64 

A-12 

A-13 

." 

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

. Average Number Average ~umber Employmen t . Probation 
contacts Referrals Status Revoked Rearrested 

Yes No Yes No Yes:" No 
Unit Total 9.76 1. 74 58.50 41.50 15.00 85.00 22.64 77 .56 

CORRELATION ANALYSES 
0 

,) 

Contacts with Rearrest = .23 # Referrals with Rearrest = .38 

Contacts with Probation Revocation = .46 # Referrals with Probation Revocat:i.on = .46 

Contacts with Employment = .51 # Referrals with Employment = .02 
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HURSTON 
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. 

lALLA WALLA 

IAKIM'A 

.-- \~' 
0 

CLARK 

I 

-~~~ 

TRANT 
.~.---

EWIS 
~-~---~-----~-~ 

lIURSTON 

MISDEMEANANT CORRECTIONAL ACTIVITIES* 

() 

1975 

Superior 
Pre- Probation Bail "Courtesy Court 

Sentence Supervision Studies 'Probation l?re-Sentence 
Reports Supervision Reports 

308 519 --- 37 ---
221~ 204 --- 5 ---

200 440 --- --- ---
360 346 

',' --- 25 ---

9 215 --- 5 ---

33i 522 --- 16 ---
1976 

-----~ -------~--

312 431 3,372 17 4 
-- .. ---- ----- -----------

231 218 6 
------- ---- --

150 200 25 24 3 
- -~-- -- ------

470 424 4 57 35 

- .'.~ 

'I 

A-15 

~, 

Superior 
Court Vol untee'i1 

Probation Hours 
Supervision Contributt2 

--- 3,252 

--- ---

-~- ---
--- 780 

-
, --- 4. 

-
--- 10,416 

" ", . 

11 1)229 

Co' 

3 3,500 
1, ~, 

.' 

34 3,120 
-~- - --~--- ~-~- ---~----

WALLA WALLA 6 249 4 3 '3 

.AKIMA 198 297 36 2 2,278 
----------- '------ - --- ----------- --------- ------- -----...11\.-. 

1977 /., 

.. - ----

I" 
LARK 283 348 2,390 22 6 12 974 

" 

Probation caseload rank: 1975 - 5 

All counties in Washington 1976 - 10 

* Counties 'With i'our judges rei'erring misdemeanant proqations 
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POTENTIAL IMPACT ON CLARK COUNTY JAILS 
I:, 

" 

If each of the 288 offenders referred to probation unit were sentenced to just 2, 5, or 10 

days in custody, the impact on our local jails woUld be as follows: 

764 
$10,314* 

~ ________________ ~[ X 5 

1,910 
$25,785* 

.. 

~ ____ ~ _________________ ~ __________________ ~I X10 
<'.) 3,820 

$51,570;(' 

* Based on a cost per day of $13.50 
'il 

,.' I 
. ...,\ II 
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CRIMINAl; JUSTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY 

COMMUNITY ~ASED CORRECTIONS MISDEMEANANT PROBATION SE~VICES 

, , 

Effectiveness 
Highly Effective 5 ~13". 44 Program 3.50 Not effective at all 1 ~ \ 

Cost Benefit 
WortH Expenditure 5 3.66 3.54 . 
Not worth Expenditure 1 . 

De£errence 
Highly Effective 5 3.12 3.,13 No Impact 1 

No Duplication " 5 
Duplication Highly Duplicative 1 3.21 2.74 

~ontribution to Economic 
Highly Effe~tive. 5 3.24 3.46 Little Effective' 1 

& Social Success of Client /', .' " -~ 

p'r'ogram Average 
Positive Assessment 5 

3~35 3.26 Negative Assessment 1 
., 

o 

J 

,'. , 

;) ,; 

\ 

f 
3.13 3.36 

3.21 3.47 

2.73 2.99 

3.15 3.03 

3 ;10 )~., 3.27 

3.06 3.22 

,', 
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DRUG SERVICES UNIT 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 

DRUG SERVICES UNIT 

Client ¢haracteristics: 
'\ 
\\ 

Sex : 8~,~% male 
14% female 

Mandatory Participation 
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 
maririuana/hashish 
amphel; amines 
barbiturates 
cocaine 
heroin/morphine 

II. Unit, Operations (1977): 

16% 
17% 
17% 
11% 
13% 
18% 

, -

Refellral activity into DSU: 41% state Probation and Parole 
c:) 

32% District Court Probation 
'\ 18% Vancouver Work Release 

4.5% Adult Diversion ~ 
4.5% Superior Court 

Percent 
Diffe'renCQ from 1976 

(;' 
\ Number of drug abuse evaluatio,ns 46 35.21 

Number involved urine screening. 72 40.00 0 

Number d'eceiving drug counseling 35 30.00 
(0 

III. Unit Effectiveness (1977): 
,; 

(.1 

Treatment received from the Drug Services un~t was associated 
with:. , ~~\ 

o 
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IV. 

--
\~, 

.. ~) 

(l V. 

Increase in percentage of married clients 

25% decrease in reliance on criminal activity for support 

12% reduction in reliance on public assistance 
)) 

10% increase!' in educational activity 

9%' increase in GED attainment 

$42.00 increase in average weekly income 

"'<Gen~ra1 ambivalence on the part of DSU clients con~erning 
trd~tment with the exception of avoiding criminal ac<tivity, 
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 

Unit Cos~s (1977): 

Total Budget: $95,375.00 

Average Cost per client: 

Drug Screening: $ 596.09 

Drug Counseling: $ 5b4.93 

Drug abuse education: $ 

Average cost per contact: 

Drug Screening: $29.80 

Drug Counse1i:ag: '$84.16 
u 

Conclusions: .'~' 

207.34 

Funding Sources: 

57.68% TASC 
31.46% CBC funds 

6.67% NIDA 
4.19% Grant in Aid 

\~~\, 

1. The Drug Services ynit would be able to bring about 
significant redJIctions in the<aveJ;:age cost associated 
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2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

. , 

'0 

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 S.erv1ces 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 diCtinction 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 
o~ 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
ciate'd 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 appeaTS to vary according 
to season, with a peak in dl'ug related arrests occ\l.rring 
before Christmas followed by an extreme decline in January 
and February. 

o 
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COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS DRUG SERVICES 

The Community Based Corrections Drug Service Program became 

operational 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 var~0d funding and service offerings associated 

with the ~rug Services Unit (DSU) , the following evaluation 

report will first focus on describing the service and referral 

activi:ties provided by the unit.' Then, after providing au; over­

view of client characteristics -and client flow through the unit, 

attention will be directed towards the determination of service 

effectiveness. Because the DSU is a composite program funded­

by a Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (T~SC) grant from 

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

funds, and state corrections money, specific information describ­

ing each of those pSU 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 qf drug treatment service providers will ne presented. These 

surveys were designed ~o identify the quality of the relationship 

between those who refer clie:p.ts to the DSU, those who receive 

referrals from the DSU J and the Drug Services clients; The next 
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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 Overview: 

The DSU provides four major types of services. A drug 

. abuse information service uses professional and information 

resources to dea1'with questions and problems regarding t~e 

pharmacologyof dr.ugs o~ abusers, drug abuse treatment procedures 

and agencies, and drug abuse education. An interagency client 

referral service is deSigned to match drug abuse clients with 

appropriate treatment facilities. In addition to assisting 

with referrals of drug-abusing clients for urinalysis, psycho~ 

logical testing, counseling, interviewing and/or treatment 1 this 

servic~ also provides potentia1'c1ient evaluations describing 

the extent of a client's drug problem apct treatment needs. A 
/::/ \( 

third service, the drug screen urine testing service provides 

a means for outpatient monitoring of client drug consu~ption. 

With this service it is possible to insure clients have not 

resumed using drugs during treatment, probation 1 or parole. In 

addition to these services, the DSU also provides drug abusers 

intensive counseling on an outpatient basis to assist offe~ders 

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

style. 

Reference to Figure B-1 provides a schematic overview of 
~ 

" the referral network between the Clark County Criminal Justice 

System and community treatment resources. Included at the 

\\ 

51 

I) 

o 



bottom of Figure B-1 is a breakdown 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 provided by the LEAA TASC Grant are used to sup-

'port the screening and subsequent referrals to treatment service 

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 funds were 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 I'. 
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 cltents serviced by the DSU indicates that 

86 percent are male, 14 percent female; the average age of men 

is 25 and of women is 26; 87 percent have committed crimes prior 

~o'the offens~ preceeding referral to the DSD; and of those with 

prior convictions, the average n:umber of p~ior offens.el? is slightly" 
(, 

'less than two. 
~. } 

The ave~aee income of clients referr~d t6 the nBU 

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

* Mode is a'statistical term used to. describe the value within 
a distribution of ,-' values which occurs mo~t. frequentlY-i. In the 
example above, more clients had a $0.00 income than any other amQunt. 
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education of the Drug Serv':tces·tini t client before treatment, was 

10.5 years. 

Fifty-two percent of all referrals were single l 30 percent 

married', 13 percent divorced) and five p,ercent indicated' a 

common-law marriage. ,At the time of referral to the DSU J 59 
~\ \~) 

percent were unemployed or laid off and 41 perceXltwere employ'ed 

ftlll time. 

.Referrals to the DSD in 1977 were as fQllow,$: 41 percent 

from State Probation and Parole;, 32 percent fl~om Dis"tl'ic"j; Court 

Probation, 18 percent: from Vancouver Wor.k Relea~9 ~ 4.5 percent 

from Adu!:~ DiversioIl" and 4.5 ;percent from L~uperior Coui't. Of 

these offenders referred t:o the DSU, 95 percent were reqnired 

to participate by the agency responstble for the r'e.ierl,'al. 
/) 

Reference to Tables B-2 and B-3 reveals the type of drugs; used 

by DSU clients prior to coming to the CBC Program and the am/;mnt 

of money used per week by these individuals to purchase their 

drugs. DSU clients spent,\. on the average, approximately $188.00 

per week on dri\~gs before referral to the pr_ogram.",This finding 
\\, 

suggests that over $9/700.00 was spent a year by eaoh DSU client 

to purchase drugs. When this figure is multiplied by the l1umber 

of clients referred iri 1977,161 l a figure df $1~B73,936.30is 

obtained. Upon, consideration of tbe factthq,t the Dsn dO,es not 

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

economic impact of drug apuse on the'community becomes apparent. 

Reference to ,li'""igures B~4 and B-6prbvides an overview of 

the DSU operations since January 1;' 1976. Figure B-4,contains 
(, 
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informatJ.on"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 ;n report requests suggests that the gec1ine 

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 supject to extreme variation. T~is 
() 

graph showing the number of cJ!1ents receiving both counseling 
_,,::S.\....--__ _ 

. and drug screening shows an increase in the number'-;;~lients 

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 j,s 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 celebrations and rise in de-

pression of those individuals for which the holiday season means 

~lone1iness might be related to the increase in DSU referrals. 

!Featment Effectiveness: 

With the inte,nt 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 comparisons suggest 

a significant improv€;lIhent in client social stability is'" associated 
/.\ .j 

With referral to the DSU. 
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Figure B-7 is a percentage 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. 

Figure B-8 shows a dramatic improvement in c~~ent 

financial support after referra.l to the DSU. In addition to a 

25 percent increase in the percentage of clients relying on own 

emnloyment, a 32 percent drop in income from criminal activity 

was also evident. Figure B-9 describes reliance 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-lO ref'~ects student status and describes 

a ten percent increase in client education activity. Figure 

B-Il describes client degree attainment and shows a nine percent 
\} 

increase in high school OED degrees. Figure B-12 describes 

client living arr~ngements before and after r,eferral 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-fainily living arrangements. Furthermore, in 

light of the general improvements' in education, income, etc., al­

ready mentioned, which have occurred concurrently with the re-
,J 

duction''!n number of clients living with friends, drug treatment 

screenings in the future shOUld definitely explore the type of 

living arrangement the pTQspective client currently has. 
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Figures B~13 and B-14 describe client employmeni 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 treaiill$'nt J the mode income was $0.00. After treatment, 

the mode income was $125.00. This finding again reaffirms the 
~ 

economic advantage affo~ded by having drug treatment services 

programs. ",' 

Another objective of the drug services treatment program 

evaluation was to determine client attitudes regarding their ;, 

participation in the program. Based on the assumption that a 

client's attitude would have a great degree of influence on the 

outcome of treatment, an attitude assessment instrument was 

developed to determine whether participation in the DSU programs 

cultivated client'.2Ihostility. The instrument developed for this 

assessment used a Lickert-type format with a continuum rangin,.g 

from one, which indicated the program had been extremely harmful, 

"'" to five, which meRnt the client felt the program was extremely 

valuable. Below are the various issues cited ion the instrument 

and the average of the client ratings for thaii'; issue. 

Staying out of trouble 
Getting along with others 
Gaining and maintaining acceptable living situation 
Avoiding criminal activity 
Supporting dependents 
Pursuing education/vocational goals 
Staying off drugs 
Accepting society's rules and regulations 
Feeling good about yourself 
Gaining and maintaining employment 
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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 

stqbilityexperienced 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 that of subsequent contact 

with the Criminal Justice System. A review OL rearrest and 

failure to appear statistics show that the DSU experienced a 

35 percent subsequent rearrest rate and a 0 percent failure to 

appear rate. Of those individuals arrested, 25 percent were ar ... 

rested on drug related charges. The remaining rearrestees were 

arrested for crimes varying from driving while intoxicated to 

third degree assault. While the DSU rearrest rate suggests that 
,'"I 

its clients are not completely free of criminal involvement, con-

sideration of the fact that 87 percent of all DSU clients had 

committed crimes prior to the offense responsible for their re-

ferral to the DSU provides valuable perspective. Had all DSU 
\ 

clients had no record of prior offenses, the 35 pecscent rearrest 

l'ate would suggest a significant program problem; yet in light 

of the 87 percent prior-arrest "statistic, the 35 percen~ figure 

represents "a 52 percent reduction. Of course) the limited time 
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frame of analyses (six months) precludes definitive inter-

pretation, but nevertheless provides additional support for .. .;'~ 

"\ the finding that the DSU ha~p~l.j,oven to be an effective and 

" valuabfe Criminal Justice System resource for dealing wi tfrl 

otfender§ with drug related problems. 

Drug Services Unit Cost: 

The Drug Services Unit of the Community Based Corrections 

Program separated in 1977 with a budget of approximately 

$95,375.00. Of that 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 gran t·-in-aid funds . With these funds, 72 indi­

viduals racei ved intensive drug l
\ counseling, and 46 drug abust3 

\ ' 

evaluations were provided. For the purpose of examining the 

cost per unit of service associated with drug screening, drug 

counseling, and drug abuse evaluations, the following break-
(/ 

down of DSU funding ~I'as used; ,: 

SERVICE PERCENT OF FUNDS AMOUNT 

))rug Screening 45 $'42,918.75 

Drug Counseling 45 42,918,75 

Drug Abuse Evaluations 10 9 1 537.50 

,~ 

{) 
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SERV~ICE 

Drug Screening 

Drug Counseling 

Drug Abuse Evaluations 

AVERAGE 
COST PER CL}:ENT 

$596.09 

$504. 9~ 

$207.34 

AVERAGE 
COST PER CONTACT 

$ 29.80 

$ 84~16 

$ N/A 

Upon review of cost associated with each ,client, it becomes 

apparent that the fixed costs associated with maintaining the 

DSU operation are responsible for the resulting high cost per 

client. Should the client flow increase in the drug ~creening 

services, each new client would reduce the average C()st per 

client by over $7.00. If the client load was increased,by 
,-) 

50 individuals in drug screening, an average cost per client 

of $246.00 would result. Since an increase in client flow for 

drug screening services would not require a significant increase 

in staff time, this program element would be the most appropriJ~e 
intervention point for efforts attempting to improve DSU cost 

effectiveness, 

Systemic Perspective; 

Two elements of the DSU were specifically addressed by the 

Community Based Corrections' three-year survey, Figure 13-15 can ... 
';, 

r; 
ta~ns information describing criminal justice system ratings of y 

the drug screening service. Figure B-16 contains the average 

ratings of the drug counseling service, The drug screening se1'-

vice, despite an overall positive assessment, experienced a 

non-significant decline in ratings between 1976 and 1978. Due 

to the small decline, t~\e influence of. chance factors cannot be 
(I 
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discounted. Tbose ,issues most instrumental in the rating declirte 

were deterrence ~nd duplication. Those Griminal Justice System 
, 10

\ 

elements rating~he drug screening service as highly redundant 

. were law enforCemO'.Llt pers,onnel and jailers. Since no other drug 

,screening service exists within Clark County, attention should be 

devoted toward informing other Criminal Justice System ele,ments 

about the unique nature of the drug screening service in Clark 

r£he reduction ill program det~rrence ratings can be attributed 

primarily to lp...w enforcemetit personnel. Here again, the need 

for greater communication between CBC programs and law enforce-
,} 

, ment y~rsonnel is evident. 

Ratings of the drug counse·ling services available through 

the DSU ref10~t 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 nbgative 

,overall rating are dupliCation and deterrence. These negative 

assessments are found in all elements of the Clark County Criminal 
• 

Justice Systeiii~. Though the average ratings are slightly under 

the ;),:'atinp.; range and continunl mid-point, they nevertheless under-

. score the need for the DSU to'establish b~tter r~,port with the 
\;' " 

Criminal Justice 81,rst;em they are part of. 
1 /1 

\'-- )) 

1. The Dcug Services Unit would be able to bring about 
/~~\ 

sigrt-(ficant reductions in the average cost associated with the 
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,~reatri1e!J.t of each, client through addi 7io~al use of tbe drug 

screening service. 
!,', 

2. Attention need be directed towards the development of 

better rapport between the Dtug Services Unit and those clements 

of the Clark County Criminal Justice System most likely to ccm~-. 

into contact with clients having drut~ abuse related problems. 

Specific attention needs to be devoted to informing law enforce­

ment personnel of program activitieB. 

3. The distinction between Drug Services client counsoling 

and other treatment alternatives in the community needs to be 

emphasized and disseminated ruuong elements of the Criminal JURtice 

Sy~~~tem . 

4. In light of recent evi'd011Cf} describing the ever-growing 

problem associated with the abuse of pl"escription /:t~Ugs) the 

DSU st~ff needs to review their preparodn . .:ss for d~ealing with 

that variety of drug abuse and initiate an iniurmation dissem~;:na"::; 

tjnn campaign for the Cln.rk County Criminal Iastic0 System to 

teach them how to detect prescription drug ab~l.se. Such an activity" 

would serve to increase utilization of drug service resources 

while reducing the ave't"age treatment cost per client. '" 

5. The possibility of the Drug Services Unit expanding its 

area of expertise to include alcohol referral woulcl: dovetail 
," 

well with uff6rts to effectively reach the majority of alcohol 

abusing clients in the misdemeanant probation unit. 

6. Further e:-:amination into the relatiollship between l;j.ving 

arrangements and 'drug abuse :is warranted by the sfgnif;icant drop OJ 
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in "living with friend" arrangements associated with DSU clients 

who no longcr abm~eftrugs. 
'-0" 

, . H;l,U cl1.ents referred to the DSU not terminated their 

drn) conDumption habits, approximately 1.5 million dollars wotl.ld 

llave br len spent by these indi vid:.~als to purchase drugs in the 

courso o~ a year. 

8. The Clark ("::mnty drug problem appears to vary according 

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

Christmas fOllowed by an extreme decline in January and February. 
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REFERRAL NETWORK FOR COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS 

DRUG SERVICES UNIT 

State Probation & Parole 

District Court Probation & Parole 

Public Defenders Office 

Diversion 

Work Release 

Se.1f Referrals 

Community Based Corrections 
Residerttial Treatment Facility 

Drug 
Services 

Unit 

Intensive 
Counseling 
Service 

Drug Abuse 
Treatment 

('-

t-

__ R_e_f_~_r_r_a_l_---l' ~. 
Service ~ ~ 

'~',r,) 

Urine' , 
Screening 
Servcie ~ 

t~'/L-______ --' 

Annual Total Budget: 

State Funds- $ 30,000 

TASC Funds - $' 55,000 
NIDA Funds - $ 6,375 

Grant in Aid $ 
f.\ 

4,000 
C) '::.~ 

T6',f£al $ 95,375 

.::;. 

Resideritial Treatment Facility 

6) 
Alcohol and Drug Dependence 

Treatment Service 

Elehan Mental Health Service 

Teen Challenge 

Drug Abuse Prevention Center 

Alpha House 

31.46% 
l::; 

,57.68% 
6.67% 

4.19% 
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Percentage Breakd01.I11l of: 

Client Marital Status Before and After 
f=~ 

Entering' C.E~C. Drug p/ogram 

'. 

Ii 
BEFORE / AFTER 

= 

''' . 
.. 

Single .. 52.0 47.0 

l-1a"rried 30.0 35.0 

Separated 4,.0 4.0 
, 

Divorced 9.0 9.0 
1---

Widowed 0.0 0'.0 
" 

Common-law 5.0 5.0 Marriage 
. " 

.. 

Homosexual 0.0 0.0 Alliance 

Other 0.0 0.0 
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Figtfre B-7 
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Fibure B .... 8 

Percentage Br~own 
C1 " 4 . '1 iF..(I lent'rrlmary ncome uource 

of; 

Before and 

After Entering C.B.C. Drug Program 

(i 
-

BEFORE ~'::. AFTER 
It . 

None 6.0. 4,0. 
.. 

Own 
j I' 

Emp t'~~ymen t 35. a~~:\ 60..0. 
·iJ-· 

Spouse Employment 3.0. 12. a 

~Family 3.0. \ ,) 7.0. 

Compo Benefits 3.0. 12.0. Retirement '. or 

Inheritance or 6.0. 0..0 Investments 

'::;-/ 

Public Assistance . 6.0 5.0. 
II 

;:' 

Criminal Activity 32.0. 0.0. 

Other Individlia1 6.0. 0.0 

., 

'J' 

o 
o 
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Perccentage Breakdm'ffi of: 

Client Public Assistan'='ce Before andc;Aft~r 

Entering C.B.C. Drug Program 
c' 

y 

w BEFORE AFTER 
I) 

= 
None' 7.5.0 87.0 

Self Only 15.0 9.0 

-' , 

Dependents Only 0.0 0.0 
. .. 

Self and " 

Dependents 
5.0 4.0 

Dependent on re-
5.0 0.0 cipient of P.A. 

Percentage Breakdown of: 

Client Student Status Be.fore 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 ,- 5.0 
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Figure 13'";',~. 
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I::J 

P.ercentage Breakdown of: 
I 

Client Diplomas and Degrees B~fore 
I 

and 
'-~( Cl 

After Entering C!B.C. Drug' Program 

BEFORE AFTER 

None 32.0 '23.0 (! 

High Sch~ol 14.0 23.0 
Equiva],ency (GED) " 

" 

High School 45.0 45.0 

~.,( 

Special Trade 9.0 9.0 

-"" 

Associate of Arts 0.0 0.0 . . 

BA/BS 0.0 0.0 
" 

----------,-------------------------: 
Percentage Breakdown of: Figure'B-12 

Client Living' Arrangements Before and 

BEFORE AFTER 
., 

Living Alone 14.0 18.0 
\\ 

" 

Living w/Spouse 27.0 32.0 and Children 
1\ 

Living with 0.0 0.0 ,Children 

Living with 18.0 23.0 Parents 
,. 

Living With 27.0 4.0' Friends 
G 

.OtHer 14.0 
':. 

23.0 
~ ,", 

" ~~}iC~_ 
" I 
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Percentage Breakdown of: 

Client Employment Stat,us Befc'Te and 

A£te.I' pJl.tering C. B. C. Drug Program 

cj, 
('J 
~. 

BEFORE AFTER 

Unemployed/ 59.0' 27.0 Laid Off 

Employed 41.0 55.0 Full-time 
" 

Employed 0.0 0.0 Part-time 

Unemployable 0.0 4.0 Due to Handicap . . 

WEEKLY INCOME BEFORE AND AF'l'ER DRUG .PROGRAM 

, 

BEFORE AFTER 

Mean $112.00 $154.00' 

", Median $125.00 $125.00 

Mode $ 0.00 $125.00 
, 
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CRIMINAL J'USTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY 

'<:' 

COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS DRUG SCREENING 

II 

I) 

ISSUE RANGE 1976 1977 
' .. :\ 

, 
Highly 

I 

Program Effectiveness Effective 5 c 

3.17 3.45 
Not Effect·ive At All 1 " 

. , 

Cost Benefit Worth Expenditure. 5 3.52 ·3.60 
~.~~. 

,-;?, Not Worth Expen·di ture 1 

Deferrrence Highly Effective 5 3 .. 17 3.27 
, '. No Impact 1 

Duplication " No Duplication. 5 3.80 3.67 Highly Duplicative 1 . . 
" 

Contributi6n to /2conomic Highly Effestive ",S 
'\\ 3.02 3.13 

& 0 Social Success of Client Li ~j:le Effective 1 
\~ (" 

Program Average. Positive Assessment 5 3,.34 3.42-
Negative Assessment 1 1\1, J 

I 

0- , 

Q 

G " 

rP· 0 

-- - --

}, 1978 

3.35 

3.44 

3.08 

3.92 

3.16 

" 
~!19 

Three-year 
Average 

3.32 . 

3.52 

3.17 

3.46 

3.10' . 
.. 

3.30 
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CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM' AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CL1\,RK COUNTY - I"t~< :.~ 
~ . It:? 

COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS DRUG COUNSEf:?LNG 

ISSUE RANGE 1976 1977 1978 

" Highly Effective 5 Program Effectiveness 2.94 2.93 2.87 
Not Effective At All 1 

. Worth E~enditure 5 Cost Benefit Not Worth 'Expenditure 1 3.27 3,.12 3.26 

Deferrence Highly Effective 5 3.05 2.73 2.80 
No Impact 1 

Duplication No Duplication 5 2.45 2.08 3.02 Highly Duplicative 1 
I"':, 
), ... ' 

Contribution to Economic Highly Effective ,5 3.02 2.78 3.13 
& Social Success of Client Little Effective 1 . 

Pro~ram Average Positive Assessment 5 . 2.95 2.73 3.02 Negative Assessment 1 

o 

- - - - - - - - -,- - - - -'- - --

Three-year 
Average 

2.91 

3.22 

2.86 

2.52 

2.98 

2.90 
(, 

():. 

-
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EVALUATION SUMMARY' 

ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY SERVICES 

. Unit Operation and Effectiveness (1977): 

Total number of refBrrals - 968 
" ,4) 

Percent placed~at community work site 
,l', 

- 98.66 
r;; 

Percent successfully completing service - 95.87 

Percent failing to complete service 4.13 

/I 
Unit Costs: 

Approximate program budget - $20,000.00 

Total value of community s'ervices in 1977- $41,900.00* 

Conclusions: 

1. 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 community service 
pot~ntial. 

2. 

3. 

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

An ongoing dialogue between the ACS 
County Criminal Justice System need 
remedy misunderstandings of" the ~use 
service.' 
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ALTERNATIVE COM~UNITY 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",:: 
<0 

able to afford payment. The program consists of one counse19r 

who interviews-al~ potential clients and refers them to an 

appropriate public 01' non-profit agency where their fines may 

be worked off at a credit rate of $3.00 per hour. Prior to this 

program, those individuals unable to afford i,payment, of their fines 
! . 

were frequently sentene,ad to jail at taxpayers I expense. Deci-

sions regarcling referral to the ACS program are made by district' 
(\~ 
o ~ 

-) court judges. In the following evaluation report, ACS operations 

WilL be discussed in a context of the perceived value of the pro-

-, gram 1:?y tillose agencies receiving referrals from the ACS and the 
," 

\;. Clark County criminal justice system.' On the basis of the informfl,-
o 

tion detailed in that discussion, a list of suggest tons will be 

offered concerning 1:'.1ternat:Lve strategies for improving ACS opera.,.. 

ttons'~n the future. 

Unit Opera.tion 
~ U 

,'CCe I.u 1977 the Alternatj.ve Cornmu\nity Services Unit received a 
~ 0 

f:: '\ , 
total of 968 t"eferrals .O~ this number 1 98.66% were pl9-celi at 

" 
a community work site:~ 95(1.87% successfully completed payment of 

. ' -

their traffic fines,\~nd 4.13% of the individuals failed to 
.', 

fJl1fill theii AC& respons'{bility. A total 0:f15,800 hours of 

f\ 
i! '"/6 

',i 

... ) ;~. 

I '\. 

.J 
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.Ii 

I 
community service work was compl!=lted .in 1977. Reference to 

Figure C-l provides an overvi,E3_w ,of ACS operation since its 

co incepti'on in August of 197~\. 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 system. Al~~n~~~"h this decline, a concurrent decline 

in the averagEf'~Umbe;t~~~y-ures each month is also evid~rit. 
''='i 

(I This finding (5uggests that concurrent with the reduction in 

" '. 

unit operation, there has been an improvement of unit effective­

ness. Reference to Figure C-2 provid~'s' a three-year overview 

of the number of community service hours supervised by the ACS 

unit. Due to the one-to-one relationship between the number of 

people referred to the program a,nd 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: 
j) 

v . 
Funding for t~ ACS unit in 1977 was s"lightly more than 

r/l 
'),;c.5 

$20,000. With dtese funds, approximately $41~900 in community 
'I 

service activity was prbvided (based on a rate~of $3.00·per 

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

service 'hours genercated in 1977, communi~y service savings are 

a function of the number of individua~s referred to the program. 
I( -j . 

Therefore, t.he drop in the total community saving evidenced in 

77 
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D 
Figure C-3 is not necessarily an indicator of reduced program 

It nevertheless underscores the relationship 
,-;, 

between cost effectiveness and client flow and suggests that 

a direct relationShip exists between community savings and 

the numper of clients referred tcfthe ACS unit. 

Referral Network Assessment: 

With the intent of identifying the adequacy of the relation­

ship between the~CS unit and thos~ agencies receiving the ACS 

referrals, a survey was distributed to all appropriate agencies 

in 1977 and' early ··1978. The results of these surveys suggest 

the ACS to bea highly valued criminal justice system program 

·that could benefit from addit~onal program refinemen~. Reference 

to Figure C-4 provides a two-year comparison of the results of 

the ACS network survey .. ~Despi te a slight drop' in several rating 
.~~ ,"'" / 

categories, the overall rating average rose slightly in 1977. 

This slight improvement is primarily the result of greatersatis­

faction with referrals keeping their appointmen:ts. 

Close examination of this comparison suggests, that though 
" ',J 

ag~ncies receiving ACS referrals fel t'2 that service quality and 
''\. '.' I:' ' 

program effectiveness were la.eking, they wanted more referrals 

than they received (i.e~, service quality ratings reflect'a 

distinct decline in 1977). This inconsistency becomes under-':: 
1\ , 

standable after c8nsidering comments made'in response to a re-

quest for suggestions that was included in both surveys. These 

,comments indic?-te that those agencies receiving referrals, for 

the most part, value the ACS. but feel that it affords of'fenders 
o • 
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o 

a means of "beat~!,lg the system,''' In addition, they feel" that 

ACS "staff should b~ore willing to provide on-site supervision 
I . 

of t~ose offenders +eferred. In other words, agencies would 

like ACS staff to do more than simply provide personnel to help 

. with agency projects. The fact that this consensuS was not 

evident in the first /kar survey suggestcs that as the novelty 
;':':- . 
I 

of the ACS program wore off, agency expectations grew. Support 

for this argument is found upon reference to the issue of whether 

requests for service Qwere followed up in a timely fashion. De-

spite an increase in ratings, a concur~ent improvement in quality 

assessment 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 perceived utility of the ACS program is dependent 

on 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 ACSreferrals, the ACS value 

to the public and non-profit agency network diminishes. If this 
/'""~j 

is the c.ase, effort should be directed in the future towards 

expansion of the network eligible to receive ACS referrals. 

Then, as the demand for ACe services grows, an increase in the 

perce'i veti utility of the ACS service should occur along with 
c::;", . 

an improvement of agency evaluations. 

Clark County Criminal Justice System Assessment: 
,; 

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

criminal justice system ratings of the ACS unit. Despite the 
b 
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ne~u.~ib1'l decline evidenc'ld i,( 1978, the ACS unit is conSistently 

rated as o~e of the best Community 13ased Corrections programs. 
.) 

Reference to the ratings associated with the deterrence effect 

of referral to the ACS program suggests that criminal justice 

system professionals feel the pro~,.am to have little influence 
~ " {f 

O'i~er recidivism. When this rating is vie'ived in light 0·£ the fact 

that the ACS program was".primarily intended to assist economically 
u 

disadvantaged offenders rather than prevent future offenses, the. 

low deterrence Fating is consistent with a k.nowledgeable under-

standing of the ACe ~qit. The slight decline in program ratings 

in 1978 appears to be associated with the growing awareness that 

the ACS is ~o longer restricted to the economically disadvantaged 

and as was found in the agency'. questionnaire!! this occurrence 

had ,cultivated the opinion that the ACS provides a means of "beat-

ing the system. 1I CleaI'ly the need for greaterintera'ction" between 

ACS staff and the criminal justice system is evident. In the 

co~:vse of these dia'logues, attent ion should be directed toward 

informing law enforcement personnel of the program ~nd how it 

can be used. This wi~l allow these individuals responsible for 

enforcing tr~ffic laws to deal with complaints regarding undue 

hardships as they arise. 

Conclusions: \\ 
fj 

1. The network' of. org;;anizations. eligible to receive ACS 

referrals need be examined with the intent of identifying addi-

tional sites for ACS placement and services that represent a. 

meaningful use of offender community .service potential. 
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Gr~ate:t' attention need be directed toward informing 

Olark County la1W enforcement personnel of the nature and 

potential use of the ACS program. 

, 3. An on~oing (/dialogue between the ACS unit and the 
''::'-. 

Clal'k County Criminal Justice System nee'd be undertaken to 

remedy misunderstandings of the' use ana benefit of ACS 

seX1vice. 

/j 
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COMPARISON OF F~,~T AND ~ECOND YEAR ~SUItiI'S 
.J "" ~ 
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;FIRST-YEAR SURVEY SECONP~Y:~ARSURVEY 
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~~~~l~~'-J~'~-~~:--~~--~-~ sat~#;s,ci~'ory 100% ," ",,_c .. _ ....... , 93.3% 6.7% • G 
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" \l \\ ! ':~r" ~~ 

:. '-";"~\ 7;:) r-:---" '''. ,,,~ti''!"';-'l!--------.,,....-----.-----!--~-------,~---~-----I 

Agreeloent with 
ACS Philosophy 

': ::: 

l,., 

. .95% 5% 93.3% 6.7% 

~-------~~,"--------r~--~~,~-----------~--1-----------------\,-. ---~ 
U ,'I ~. --;.' "'0'/ r. " 

Request~ c:tp:}.l¢wed-

up ~;{~,~~4,1¥:. , 
fasnioh CD'; 

}, \:').; 

'Serv.;i,.ce Quantity 
sati~facto:ryb.:,:: 

Service Q~lity 
" Satisfactoiy 

95% 

100% 

,~ 

',' 

12% 85 .6% (~~J 7.2% 7.2% 

5% 85.6% 7.2% 7.2% . 
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'Program Effectiveness 

Cost B(mefi t 

Deterrence 

Dl;tplication 

Contribution to 
Economi._c & Social 
Success of CUent' 

PROGRAM AVER.1\.GE 

---~--
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY 

" 

COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITY SERVICES 

1iVERA~E RA';t'ING , >', 

RA.l\I'GE 1976 
n 1977,' . 

! " , '. 
Highly Effective 5 3.85 3.73 
Not Effective At All 1 

'-

. 

Worth Expenditure i15. 
3.96 3.94 

Not Worth Expenditure 1 

,::~ 

, . 
Highly Effective 5 'I 3.00 2.89 
No Impact 1 

" 

. '~ 
,No Duplica.tion 5 3.18 3.03 
Highly Duplicative 1 

\1 

Highly Effective 5 3.32 3.59 
Little Effective 0 

I' I 
1.1 

0 
II;, 

-' 
Positive Assessment 5 3.46 :3 .,-;l4 
Negative Assessment 1 II 

') 

" 

1978 THREE-YEAR . 
AVERAGE 

3.4'9 ;3.69 

3.83 3.91 
'-, 

2.76 2.88. 

.. . 
3.10 3.10' 

3.11 3 • .34 

() 

3.26 3.38 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 

EMPLOYMENT COUNSELING SERVICE 

·Client Characteristfbs (1977): 

9,0% male 6, 

10% female 
i) 

56% Between ages of 18 and 24 

:t8% Between ages of 25 anti). 30 

16% Between ages of 31 and 40 

Average number of months unemployed: 6.69 

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

30% clients referred from Misdemeanant Probation 

28% clients referred from State Probation and Paroie 

29% clients committed misdemeanant offenses 

71% clients committed felony offenses 
II 

Unit Operations (1977): 

Unit 

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

64 misdemeanant offenders were referred to program; 57% or 
37 were successfully placed 

1977 unit operations wer~ charact-;' ... l,xized 
client referral t",Oc the program -

by a 35% decline in 

. /;;\~}r'~~' 

Effectiveness (1977): 

69% of all clients were successfully placed .. Thirty-three 
days on the average elapsed between first contact 0 and em­
ployment '~ 

78% of clients placed were placed on full time ernp loymen t .. 

22% of clients placed were placed on part time 'emp loyrnen t. 

87 
t 

J 
~ j 



I'. .. 

Average number of job terminations was 15 per 100 clients. 

.' 

Unit Costs: 

Approximate total budget: $28,000.00 

Average cost per placeme.nt: $123.35 

Average cost per placement by private agency of comparable 
i'indi viduals : $328.20 

Conclusions: 

1. Attention need be directed towards the referral activity 
of misdemeanant offenders to the Employment Counselihg 
Unit. 
I) 

2. A dialogue with prosecuting anddef~nse ()ttorneys and 
State Probation and Parole staff need b~ initiated to 
develop better rapport between those criminal justice 
element~ and the Employment Services Unit. 

3. 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 th~ counselors' time for motivational 
counseling and job dev.elopment. 

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 develop­
ment activities. This activity would serve to provide 
employment models for both clients and potential em­
ployers. 

6. Criteria need be implemented which limit the number of 
times a client may request service from the employment 
unit. This wQuld allow unit resources to be devoted to 
high probability placements rather thanb'e dissipated 
on established failures. 

\ 
1\ . 
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EMPLOYMENT COUNSELING 

The Empl'L~:y:ment Counseling Unit of th~ Clark County Community 

Corrections program provides vocational testing, motivational 

counseling, and job placement services for both felony and mis-

de~eanant offenders. Since its inception in August of 1975, it 
\ ' , 

'has provided assistance to 772 individuals attempting to gain 

employment and who were referred from an element of the Clark 

County Criminal Justice System. T~e following evaluation report 

will provide: a desc:ription of ti;he clients this program serves; 
\\ .. 

an overview of this unitls operation since its beginning; a re-

view of the uni t-' s effectiveness in 1977 wi thin a context of 

total unit activity since 1975; a discussion of the assessment 

of the Employment Services Unit by the C~ark Co~nty Criminal Jus-

tice Systemj and end with a list of conclusions developed on the 

basis of the information contained in this report. 

Employment Counseling Clients; 

Ove~ 90% of the clients referred to the Employment 

Counseling Unit are men. Fifty-six percent of these individuals 

~re between the ages of 18 and 24; 28 percent are between the 

ages of 25 and 30; .. and 16 percent are between the ages of 31 and 

40. Figure D-l provides additional information describing the 

89 
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employment history of Employment Counseling clients. Referenqe 

to the 6.69-month average of unemployment characterizing these 

clients indicates that the majority of clients were unemployed 
\'. 

at the time of the offense that brought them into contact with 

the Criminal Justice System. Figure D-2 provides an overview 

of the referral activity into the" Employment ~ounseling Unit. 

Of special sig:q.ificance is the fact that approximately 58 percent 
":,\ 

of the refer~alS ~re from either the State Probation and Parole 

Office or the Mi~demeanant Probation Office .. ,. Figure D-3 describes 

the number of felony and ~isdemeanant referrals to the Employment 

Unit. In 1975, there was a 50-50 ~ix of felony and misdemeanant 
\ " 

ret~rals. In 1977, over 70 percent of the",Employment Coun-
\~"''''' {) 

seling clients had committed feTony offenses. Reference 

to the total number of clients referred to the program in each 

year of its operation 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 provides a de~cription of unit activity since 

August of 1975. Between that time and Ju~e of 1976, Employment 

Unit op~rations were characterized by an ever-increasing client 
.') 

IO.ad. In July' of 1976, an extreme decline in client flow through 
, 

the unit began, and following that quarter, unlt operations have 

II' 90 (~ 
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somewhat stabilized. Reference to Figure D-5 provides an over­

view of referral placement since August ot 1975. As with client 
. 

referral activity, a d~'amatic increase followed by a significant. 

decline characterizes ~eferral placement. Refexenceto Figure D-6 , 
provides an explanation for this fluctuating unit operation. The 

dramatic decline in ~nit activity took place in 1976 after which 
!J 

unit operations 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, alternative explanations 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 4rea 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~ram. 
'. 
" 

..:;U~rl:;.:;i;:..:t:......:E::.f::.f=e..;;:.c..;;:.t.:..;i;,..:V..::'~~ : 
In 1977, the Employment Couniseling Unit successfully placed 

approximately 69 percent 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-
u 

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. "Future 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 employment. 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 

categories in which employment clients were placed. When this 

information is contrasted with the employment categories shown 

in Figure D-l earlier, which represents the previous employment 

history of the 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 placem~nts, a slight decline in income becomes 

evident. This drop can be explainea. due to the relatively short 

tenure of Employment Unit placements at the time of data collect­

ion and the fact that 22 percent of t.b.e client sample was working 

part-time. 'J 

Unit Costs (1977):. 
'-' 

The. a~proximate total budget for the Employment Services Unit 

in 1977 w::s $28, 000. 00. Wiith these funds, 227 individuals were' .. 
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assisted in their attempts to obtain employment. Thus, an ap­
() 

proximate average 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 

.b'y private employment agencies, $328.20, a savings of approxi­

mately $204.00 per client or $46,500.95 for all clients serviced 
D i\ 

by the unit becomes apparent. 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 

their income to improving their living situations and therefore 

facilitates their attempts to stabilize their life situation. 

c?i ven the high correlation betw'een life stability and probability 

for committing a crime, the Employment Services Unit effectively 

impacts client recldivism. 

Systemic Perspective: 

Reference to Figure D-8 provides a three-year perspective 

bfClark County Criminal Justice System assessments of the Em­

ployment Counseling Unit. With the exception of the issue of 

duplication, the Employment Services Unit consistently received 

positive rating&' by Criminal Justice System peers. Of pronounced 

distinction is the assessment of the Employment Unit's contribu-
o 

tion to the economi~ and 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 
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somewhat low ratings was in the area of program effectiveness. 

This negative assessment can be primarily attributed to State 

Px+c:>bation and Parole personnel and prosecuting and defense at­

torneys. Dialogues betwe';~n the Employment Counseling Unit and 

these elements of the Criminal Justice System should serve to 

determine and remedy the problems responGlble for this lowered 

assessment. Despite this one area of low assescment, the Employ­

ment Services Unit nevertheless represents one of the most posi-

tively valued programs in the community based corrections program. 

Conclusions: 

1. ~ttention need be directed towards in(!-reasing the referral 

activity of misdemeanant offenders to ~he Employment Counsel:i:ng 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. Use of volunteers to assist with employment counseling 

should be considered in light of the time required for accompanY.;~ 

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. Sltccessful employment clients might be recruited to assist 

with the placement of clients and job development activities. This 
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activity would. %erve to provide employmen~ models for both clients 

. and potential employers. 

6. 
li 

Criteria ne~db~ implemented which limit thG]nurpber of 
---, o 

times a client may request1serV'::.~ce from the Employment Unit. This 
~ -' 0 

would .allo; un! t reSQiO,rc6s to be deVioted to high probability pla-ce-
n ~ 

menta' rather than be dissipated on establ·ishecf failures. 
I) 
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Total Numbe:c 

Misdemeanan:t 

Felony 

Ii 
Q if 

PERCENTAGE BREAKDOWN OF Clients 

1975 

392 

46% 

54% 

98 

1976 

351 

34% 

66% 
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1977 
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71% 
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I TOTAL REFERli':ALS TO' EMPLOn1E!~T SERVIC:eS mtlt 

100 

"I 97 FELONY 

94 Annual Ave. = 208 

I 91 
" 

Quarterly Ave. = 52 

87 

I 84 

Monthly Ave. = 17.33 

81 MISDEMEANANT 

I 78 Annual Ave. = 184 
75 Quarterly AVe. = 46 

I 7~ Monthly Ave. 

69 

= 

I 66 

63 

60 

57 

54 

51 
48' 

45 

42 

39 

36 

33 

30 

27 

24 

21 

18 

15· 

12 

/ 
'I 

/ 

/ 
/ 

1', . '-.. 

/ 

Felony Referrals 
----I 

I MisdL __ .Beferrals ___ _ 

c> 

Totalp Felony Referrals 

FELONY 

Annual Average = 232 

Quarterly Average = 58 

l-ionthly Average = 19.33 

MISDEMEANANT 

Annual Average 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

Quarterly Ave. 

\ 
\---

\\ 

= 497 

= 119 

= 29.75 

= .9 •. 91 

\ k- __ 

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

9 Total Misdemeanant Refe rals = 275 a 

6 

3 

0 

\1 

~ 0 y t6' ~ 
'0 

0 III 0 

~ rT ::l 
() 

Ii I-' rT g. ~ 1-" I.:: g. en III I-' 
rT ro ~ ro 

Ii I Ii m 
I I ~ ro I 

m 'd 
ro t1 ~ ::l rT t1 ,.rq ro III ro 

~ 
ro 

rT 0 Ii .. 0 
ro ro g. 0 ~ §. §. I-' ro 

I!) Ii. 
ro ro -..J ro 
Ii Ii I-' en Ii .. 

I~ 
I!) I-' .. 
-..J I!) .... en -..J I-' 

I!) en I!) 
~I 

_, I 

FELCNt 

Annual Average = 163 

Quarterly Average = 40.75 

~9nth~y Average = 13.58 
"..I 

MISDEMEANANT 
Annual Average = 64 

Quarterly Average = 16 

Monthly Average <.- 5.33 

y ~ ~ 
'0 

§ 0 
Ii 1< rT 

~ 1-'- . 
III I-' 

~ I., 

t1 m 
I § ro ro, 

~ IB ~ 
III (Il 

~ i3-Ii .. 
g. 11) 

I-' ro Ii 
I!) K 
,'>.I 

I-' -..J I-' 
\0 I-' I!) 
-..J 1.0 ..J 
-..J ' ..... -..J 

-..J 99 



r" ,..; 
',0:: 

I " 

EMPLOYMEN'r 
Flogure D-5 

,,-
99~, Number of Refe~rals Placed in .robs 

I ' r~r 

'9 \\ 
FELONY FELONY u FELONY' 

9 I 9 Annual Ave. := 102 Annual Ave. := 227 Annual Ave. := 133 

Quarterly Ave. := 25.5 Quarterly Ave. = 56.75 Quarterly Ave. ::: 33.25 

I Monthly Ave. = 8.5 Monthly Ave. = 18.9 Monthly Ave. = 11.08 
S }} 
a I 7 MISDEMEANANT MISDEMEANANT MISDEMEANANT 

Annual Ave. \1= 84 Annual Ave. = 113 Annual Ave. = 37 I " 
Quarterly Ave. = 21 Quarterly Ave. = 28.25 Quarterly Ave. ::: 9.25 

Monthly AVe. = 7 Monthly = 9.41 Monthly Ave. = 3.08 

I j 

6 I 
54 I 

'-:--"l 
.~,.-J 

51 I 48 

4 / I / \ 

I \ , 

3 \ I / 
I \ 

/ \ 
~~ I \ 

\ 
-...., 

) 'r--~ I 
/ 

/ "-21- / \ I / \ 18 ~ 
15 

\ 

I ~ 
12 Felony Referrals Place ..... 

" Misdemeanant Referrals laced-: ___ ..... ~ 
9 ./ ....... ""' ..... ~I -...... 

./ 

6 --.,-" 
Total Felony Referrals l.aced = 410 

3 Total Misdemenanat Refe rals Placed = 19i I 0 
8' 0 C-! ~ ~ 0 C-! ~ C-! 0 

0 III 0 § ~ I IQ r1" g Ii ~ r1" Ii ~ a 0 1-'- g. ~ 1-'-
til tr III I-' III I-' 
r1" CD ~ CD ~ CD 

Ii I Ii I • (. 
rn rn 

I I ~'" CD I I ~ CD rn to to 
~ t:I s: CD r1" t:I s: ::s r1" 

!l> "'1lI ::s CD CD III CD CD CD 
r1" 0 "'~ .. §.' 0 Ii .. §. 0 
CD • 0 I c 5- .. :::r I-' CD :::r I-' CD 

to .. \0 Ii \0 Ii 
CD . ...:J I-' ...:J 
Ii' ...:J I-' '" \0 I-' -..J \0 
"" 111 \0 I-' ...:J \0 • H, II L-> 

...:J I!l '" -..J 
~ -, -. ~1 ''::'/"\,, 





o 

10 

~ 
0 

_ CI 
~ 

~ 
U 

8 
Z 

~, 
:>f 

S 
~ 
~ 

~ 
~ ,~ 
H 

f:3 
Ptl 

~ g 
til 

o 

0 . 
N 
If) 

, 
01 c;;:J 

Ni 
\01 

102 

o 
.;;I' 
N 

',:-:. 

0 . 
0 
r-l 

Q 

Figure D-7 

Oi' Sales 
• i ' 

, 

Ni i 
• : I = 
o il Clerical ~ 

• 1 ' 

NI 
i i k' 

\
iO I ! S l.lled 
" . I \\!.o i 

0 1 

• I 
CX)i 

.1, __ 

[unskilled 
i 

".I 
[semi-skilled 

I 
[Food Service 

. I 
01 School 
Ni 

r 
~I' 

> 
I 
, 

'No employment date 

~ 

~ ~iself 
N: 1 

01 I Spouse 
• i .;;I' 

I I 

01 'Parents . , 
\0 i 

, i 

0 1 

I 

[UnemploYment 
.1 

\0 , 
I 

'Public Assistance 
I 

• i 

0 1 lPart-time, self 
I · I 

"<1' I 

lNone 
I 
I 

-I 
0 iSocial Security 
· 

I ~i 

I I 
Oi I other . 
N 



--

ISSUE 

Program Effectiveness 

cost Benefit 

Deterrence 

Duplication 

contribution to 
Economic & Social 
Success of Client 

Program Average 
I 

_______ . c _____ _ 

\:.\ 
CRIM!NAL JUSTICE .SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY 

Il I' 

COMMUNITyi: BASED CORRECTIONS JOB FINDING SERVICES' 
, 

RANGE 1976 9 177 

Highly Effective. 5 
L 

I 

Not Effective At All 1 3.28 3.12 

Worth Expenditure 5 
3.62 3.54 Not Worth Expenditure 1 

Highly Effective ~5 
3.54 No Impact 1 3.48 

No Duplication 5 
2.56 2.58 Highly Duplicative 1 

Highly Effective 5 
Little Effective 1 4.20 3.97 

positive Assessment 5 
3.35 Neg~tive Assessment 1 3.49 

" 1 978 'l~ h ree-year Avera 

2.79 3.1 

3.52 3.56 
" 

3.39 3.47 

., 

2.48 2.54 

4.11 4.09 

3.26 3.35 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 

SUPERVISED RELEASE 

. '~" 
Client Characteristics: 

Average Age - 2.5 years 

Married 23% 
/\ 

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 

Program Operations (1977) 

Referrals to Supervised Release: 43 misdemeanants 

199 {elcns 

98 or 40.5% of all referrals were accepted. 

35% all treatment referrals to alcohol services. 

25% all treatment referrals to employment services 

1977 was characterized by the largest case load since the 
supervised release unit was started 

Program Effectiveness: 

91.6% of all clients accepted into the program" sttcc'essfully 
completed their super'vised release tenure. 

8.4% had Supervised Release status revoked~ 

0.9% failed to appear for a scheduled court appearance. 

19% of clients referred to program served jail time. 
)·":-~o 
L .. f .J 

\-:J 104 
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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 cli:ents spent on the average 53 days 
under supervision ~ I, 

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

Program Costs (1977): 

a Total Budget: $25 J OOO.00 

Savings to County in jail costs: $41,725.80 

~et savings to County: $16,725.80 

Conclusions: 

1. 
/' 
r' 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 ~n alcohol related problem than su~cessful clients. 

3. The possibility of expanding 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 tr~nd 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. staff, and suggests that the staff 
responsible for this relationship might assist,other 
community based corrections programs in improving their 
relationship with the local court syst~~! 

" i':,·) 

6." A need for better communication between Supervised Re­
lease staff and law enforoement personnel, prosecuting 
attorneys, and state probation and parole is evident in 
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the respdhses to the Community Based Corrections' annual 
survey. Dissemination of the results of this evalution 
should help to remedy misconceptions regarding xhe pro­
gram. 
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SUPERVISED RELEASE 

The Supervised Release Program provides intensive case work 

management for those individuals nbt scoring enough points during 

the Release on Own Recognizang.~ (ROR) .interview, but who are 
C __ ' 

considered ltlcceptable risks to warrant release to a pre-trial 
.\ 

program. The\\purpose of the Supervised Release Program is to 

effect the release of pre-trial criminal 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 schedul.ed court 
(/ ~ 

aPcpearances while out of custody awai tin'g trial. The process 

through which an individual becomes eligible fQr referral to the 

Supervis.ed Relea.se Program begins when an alleged offender can't 

make bal'l or is denied referral to ROR. If tb:e defense attorney 

requests a Supervised Release interview a,nd 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 al$o devoted to the determination of 
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the fi iii/between the eli,ent' s needs and the resources available 

to the Supervised Release Program. Upon completion of this 

interview, the Supervised Release counselor makes a recommenda-

tion of whether the client should be accepted to the program. 

In those 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. 

T~e 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-

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 wi tli ,-those clients 

failing to complete their commitment. Following this review, a 

comparison of the.Clark County project'with the Supervised Release 

program in San Mateo County will be offered to provide a reference 

for better understanding the Clark County proj ect 's succ.ess. This 

comparison will be fo~lowed by a comparison of successful super­

vised release clients with unsuccessful clients to det'ermine if 

any client characteristics may be disproportionately associated 

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

ness, a short-discussion of program cost effectiveness, will be 

offered. Nex4 a discussion of the Clark County Criminal J.ustice 
t .' , . II 

System assessment ot the Super\tiosed Release Program will be 

108 

,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.~ \t. 

I 
"1 '" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
:1 



I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

presented. This will be followed by a list of conplusions drawn 
'(?' j 

from the information obtained from this evaluation. 

Program Characterisi:-ics:.-' 

Clients: The average age of a Supervised Release client is 

25,.with the range extending from 18 to 46. Approximately 23 

percent of Supervised Release clients are married; 65% are singlej 

8% are separated; and 4% are divorced. The charge status of 
\) 

clients referred to the Supervised Release program is 80% felony 

and 20% misdemeanant. Slightly over 62% of all Supervised Release 

clients are unemployed at the time of their arrest. Approximately 

84% of the Supervised 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-l provides a three­

year overview of the number of clients referred to the Supervised 

Release Program. Figure E-2 describes the number of clientsac-

cepted in the program and Figure E-3 describes the actual program 

caseload since July of 1975. The percentage of clients accepted 

by the program of those referred has -increased over the three 

years of the program. In 1975, 21.17% of all clients referred 

were iccepted; in 1976, 38.96% of referred clients were accepted; 

and in 1977, 40.5% of all referred clients were accepted. This 
o 

trend suggests that the Supervised Release Program is gaining in 

Criminal Justice~System credibility while constantly improving 

the fit between staff definitions of appropriate clientele and 
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definitions held by ar~a judges. Refe~~nce to Figure E-4 pro­

Vides a description of referral activity of Supervised Release 

clients to community resources. Approximately 35% of all re­

ferrals were 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 opportunity revoked or failed 

to appear foX' their court date. 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 pek1nt (less than 1%). These 

figures suggest the Supervised Release Program to be extremely 

effective in case work management. Reference to Figure E-7 de-

scribes the dispositio~ of clients referred to the Supervised Re­

lease Program. On the basis of this information, it appears that 

the majority of clients are not sent to prison and that the sta-

bilizing influence of the program was apparent.ly successful in 

the opinion of local judges. It should be mentioned here that 

the information in Figure E-7 is based on a sample of clients 

and therefore does not ade9.uately represen~ the entire client 

population in those disposition categories with relatively small 

client representation. Mention of this is made because the ac­

tual number of clients sent to prison who successfully completed 
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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. At 

'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 Supervised Release Program in San M~teoCounty and 
\.~·t 

the Clark County program. Despite the greater percentage of felony 
I) 

clients characterizing the Cla.rk County program, significant dif-

ferences in program effectiveness are only found in two outcome 
, 

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 San Mateo effort. Reference to 

the disposition of Supervised Release clients suggests the San 

Mateo project to have a much lower percentage of clients convicted 

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 Ma.teo group. An important 1'efer-

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 

1977 alone, a savings 0'£ approximately 1,168 days was realized. 
, ~ 

GivE-ln the ext~em.ely low :rate of failure to appear and E-:earrest 

rate associated with the. Clark County program, it appears that 
',' 
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the lower number of days of supervision was not associated with 

" a reduction in program effectiveness. 
() 

Figure E-9 contains a comparison of successful Supervised 

Release clients with an equal number of program failures. Re-

view of these client characteristics suggests that the only sig-
c 

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

ful clients on the average being four years older than those fail-

ing to complete the program. Another issue of interest which 

becomes evident upon review of Figure E-9 is that there are 

slightly more unsuccessful Supervised Release clients with alcohol 

related problems than those successfully completing the program. 

Though the difference is not significant td the degree that un-

equivocal statements can be made, it neverth~less suggests that 

future evaluation efforts carefully examine the relationship be-

tween alcohol abuse and failure. on Supervised Relea.se. 

Program Costs: 

TIle operation of"the Supervised Release Program required 

approximately $25,000 for 1977 and saved the County approximately (: 

$41,725.80 in jail costs. l 
, This savings represents a net savings 

to)the County of approximately $16,725.80 and reaffirms the value 

of the Supervised Release Program to the Clark County Criminal 

Justice System. 

. 
lThese survey estimates 

days for misdemeanants, 40.3 
'$13.50 per day. 

(0) 

are based on an average stay of 14.2 
days for felons, and a jail cost of 
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Systemic Perspective: 

Reference to Figure E-IO 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 and parole 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 ~ustice System to be informed re­

garding what the program has accomplished. 

Conclusions: 

1. The Supf.~vised Release Program represents a total savings 

in j ail costs of over $4.1,500 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 (24.6uyears for failures vs. 

28:0.4 years for successful clients). and more likely. to have an al .... 

cohol related problem than successful clients, 

3. The possibility of expanding Supervised Release eligibil-

ity to include more women is a consideration warranted by the 

success of the program. 
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4. The high unemployment rate of clients referred to the 

program underscores the need for c~tinued use of employment 

services and possible expansion of employment servicI'9s in, the 

future. 

5. The trend for referrals to the Supervised Release Pro­

gram along with the trend of acceptance of clients has been 
'.\ 

steadily growing over the last three years. This trend is the 

resul t of excellent communication between area judges and pro- ,­

gram staff, and 1;lUggests that the staff responsible for this 

relationship might assist other community based corrections pro7 

grams in improving their relationship with the local court system. 

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 the responses to 

the community based corrections annual survey. Dissemination 

of the results of this evaluation should help to remedy miscon-
., 

ceptions regarding the program. 
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SUPERVISED RELEASE 

CLIENT DISPOSITION 

Prison 3.85% 
r::.,:-:::::-::i' 

County Jail 15.38% 

Probation .~ 
11.54% 

Jail & Probation 3.85% 

Fine or Public 
Service Work 3.85% 

Deferred Prosecution 23.08% 

Diversion 19.23'10 

Dismissed/Not Guilty 19.23% , 

TOTAL 100.00% 
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Comparison of San Mateo and Clark County 
~, 

Supervised Re1eas~ Prqgrams ;'\~~. 

Felonies 

Misdemeanants 

Unemployment at Referral 

Rearrest Rate 

Failures to Appear 

Conviction Rate 

Disposition: prison/jail 

probation 

other* 

Average Number of Days 
on Supervision 

* Deferred Prosecution 
Adult Diversion 
Fine 
Public Service 

\) 

> 

San Mateo 

12.2 

64% 

36% 

63% 

6.18% 

5.591.: 

6.7%. 

17% 

68% 

15% 

69 

Figure E-8 

Clark CountY' 
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20%' 
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a Age 

Length of Time on S.R. 

Employed at Time of Referral 

Felony or Misdemeanor 

Severity of Charge 

Referrals 

Not Referred 
C.A.C,. 
SWARF 
Employment, Services 
Elahan 
Diversion 
D. V. R,. 
D.M.V. 
Doctor 
Drug 
Vetc Rep". 
Halfway House_ 
C.C. Alternative Service 
Alcohol 
Army Rec. 
Pre-Hab 
Work Release 
Autabuse 

Alcohol Related Problems 

Employed at Time of Disposition 

FTA 

New Charges 

Average Nu~ber of Visits 

SUPERVISED RELEASE 

Successful 
, ){) Completions 

28.04 

53 days 

28% Yes 
72% No 

80% Felony 
:..-) 

~JO% Misdemeanor 

Ave = 115 

68% 

8 
3 
0 

12 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

12.9% 

68% Yes 
28% No 

4% Unknown 

0% Yes 
100.% No 

8% Yes 
~ 92% No ~ 
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24.6 
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1 
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1 
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1. 
:2 
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Program Effectiveness 

:_':::f 

Cost Benefit 

. ; 

" 

Deterrence '.' 

DUIHicat,ian 

~ - ;--to' 

Contribution ~.¢ Economic 

. ': 

Criminal Justice System Average Ratings of the Clark County 
Community Based Corrections Stlpervised Pre-Trial Services 

Rang~ 1976 1977 
. 

! 

Highly Effective 5 3.94 3.83 
I 

1"' 

1 
'Not Eff~.ctive At All 1 

, 

" .\ ~) I J 

5 ; 
!. Worth Expend'lture 3.82 3.89 ·NatWorth Expenditure 1 

'~-"?, , 

Highly Effective 5 3.03 3.10 
N:o Impact 1 

,'r, 
',~;. 

,;.;1.....-,. ,';, 

No Duplication 5 3.40 2.97 Highly Duplicative 1 

at:.d Higbly Effective 5 

(iJ 
Average Ratings 

I 
1978 

l 3.93 

" 

t? 
3.80 

2.69 

3.38 

3 Year Ayerage 
~~ 

3.90 

3.84 

, 

2.94 

3.25 

'Social Success of Client Little Effect 1 3.28 3.50 2.79 3.19 

::--;:' 
~~ , 

Program Averar,e Positive Asse$sment ,5 " 3.42 ., , 
Negative Assessment 1 3.49 3.46 3.32 

.' 

\~ 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 

RELEASE ON OWN RECOGNIZANCE 

Client Characteristics: 

86%" male 

14% female 

Average age - 29.76 

Unit Operations (1977): 

81.73% with misdemeanant charges 

18.27%. with felony charges 

Approximately 59% employed 

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

Number of individuals w~th felony charges screened by 
ROR staff increased 1. 9~d in 1977 

Number of individuals denied recog with misdemeanant 
charges in 1977 ine~eased '8.6% 

'. . 
,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 " 

The possibility of an a:ge bias in the ROR five-point 
screening scale is suggested by the reduction in numbers 
of positive ROR recommendat:j.ons concurrent with ~ larger 
number of potential ROR clients under the age of 24 
being interviewed. 

An average of 35 ~'l days was spent by ROR clients on 
personal recognizance in 1977. 

Unit Effectiveness (1977): 

... 

1977 wa~, characterized by a 52.94% reduction in the number 
of alleg&d misdemeanant offende,rs failing to make a 
scheduled court appearance. 

No ROR client charged with a felony offense failed tO'make 
a sC,heduled court appearance in 1977. 

~ 

In 1977, 33.,,33% fewer ROR clients' were rearrested than 0 
in 1976. 
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For those client is referred to ROR,on the basis of ROR 
staff reeommendations, a rearrest rate of .03% was 
found in 1977. 

Unit Costs (1977): 

Approxim~teprogram budget - $55,000.00 

Cosi:; per ROR interview·- $19~"29 

Total potential savings attributed 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% 
;t',especti vely) 

\ 

3. A decrease.~in the rate of fiiilures to appear 
(-52.94%) and rearrests (-33:33%) was found for 
RORc:s,ctivity in 1977. 

4, A total potential savings of approximately $70 11 846 
was made possible bec'ause of the ROR program. 

',' "\ 
5. Evidence suggest ing an age bias againBt youngel" 

alleged offenqers was found. Clearly future rElsearch 
efforts must dxamine this question closely. 

6. The Clark County ROR program is cODisidered one of 
the Co~d!.';ini ty Based Corrections proj ect 's finest 
units by the Clark County Criminal Justice System .. 
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RELEASE ON OWN RECOGNIZANCE 

The Release on Own Recognizance (ROR) prog~am is an 

alternative to pre-trial incarceration which is available to 

individuals who are unable or 'desire not to post bond. Eligi­

bility fpr ROR referral is deterlI}i~ed using a five-category 

screening scale which measures the alleged offender's length 

of residence in Clark County, family ties t ~mployment stabiJ.i ty 1 

and criminal history. All alleged offenders are sc)"eeneW imme ... 

diately with this instrument following arrests, with the ex­

ception of those ,individuals with court, holds ~ Though, other C 

factors are often taken into consideration when determining ROR 

eligibility, the'results of the initial assessment are cif central 

importance. ROR was initiated ',in response to the problems associa-

ted with the fact that an alleged offender 1 s ability to post bond 

was th,,:f::UI timate determinant of whether that individual would 

remain in jail duringClthe pre-trial period. Since such a f;i.n-

ancial criteria discrimina. tes agaj,nst indi vi,duals' who are poo;r, 

Supreme Court Ruling 3.2 was issued to remedy this in equ;i,ty, 

This ruling guaranteed, th!3 opportunity to,$pend the pre:"':trial 
~'C 'to '. 

period out oj[ j a:h~ '"to all offendel."s considered to bean "accept-
I "::/ 

ajhe!~' risk for making scheduled court appeaJtances, The, 

Washington ,3tate .. Supreme Court haS interpreted this requircmient 

inCrR 3.2 and JCrR 2.09 of their opera.ting rules for courts 

within the State of WaShington, These"court.rules place the 
.> \1, '. 

burden of adminis,tering pre-trial release on theloca,l detaining 

\) 
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agency and judicial'sys.tem. A defendent is to be released on 

personal recognizance pendill.~ trial unless the court can de­

tefllline through the examination of relevant factors as set 
" 

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

sUbsequent heartngs. The determinant of an alleged offender's 

probability for appearing at subsequent hearings is the rating 

computed using the screening instrument'mentioned above. In-

formation used in obtaining this score comes from an ROR 

information sheet which is completed by an int'ervie\yer shortly 

after an individual is arrested: Those individuals wishing to 

selfoai1 or post ,bond are not screened by tb,e 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 intcj·;~ile County Jai1 1 the jailer con­

tacts the ROR interviewer and an ROR officer goes to interview 

the alleg~d offender. In the cou:r;'se of this inte:r;'view, the HOR 

form is completed and following completion of the form? the ROR 

officer checks the validity of the informatio;p. provided by the 

alleged offender. Following this verification 1 the officer de"", 

termines theindividuals's rating on the ROR scale, and the 

decision regarding release on own recognizance is made. For 

those, alleged offendcers not released 1 tnere remains the ,opti~:n 

of either posting bond or wai~~ng f,or the first 'court appear;,i3.nce 
,? 

where the judge may grant despite the ratings 
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ROR scale. In some instances (such. as.severe ineb;J;';iation)~ 
f" ..--~'\."-., ,. 
') \ , I , 

ROR intervie\('~i-~annot" be completed immediately following 

booking. When this happens, "interviews a~e conducted as soon 

as sobriety allows. In addition to conducting ROR interviews t 

the ROR staff also conduct financial screenings, 

In the following evaluation, a description of the clients 

released on their own, recognizance will be provided along with 

a comparison of clients released by ROR staff with those re...., 

lea,sed by area jucf'ges. Next, a: review of unit ope;l."'ations w;1.11 

be offered within a co:p.text of total un~t activ:t.ty 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)l and a com­

parison of these statistics with those associated wi,th the· 

Spokane ROR project. Following a brief review of unit costs 

and cost savings to the community and the assessment by the 

,Clark Cou~ty Criminal Justice System of ,th.e.~OR unit, a. list of 

conclusions generated on, the basis of the info;r;mat;i:on contained 

in this report will be offe;r;ed. 
I~ 

ROR Client Characteristics (1977): 

Approximately 86 percent of all ROR clients are male, 14 

perCef'flt female; and of this group, 18.27 percent hayeallegedly 

committed felony crimes and the' remaining 81. 73pe;rcent are 
v 

accused of misdemeanant offenses. 'The average age ofHOR 

cl:f.ents is 29.76. Figure F...:.l provides a more detailed descript:i.on 
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of tl1eages of RQR clients. Of significance here is the 

relatively h~gh average client age, which can be 'attributed 

either to the mix of clients processed by the ROR unit or a 

bias in the ROR s~ale used to determine J.lni~ eligibility. 

Attention will be devoted to this issue' later in the 

l'eport. Of those clients accepted to the ROR program by.ROR 
I r" , 

staff, over 69 percent are employed. Refere~c~ to Figure F-2 
'\ 

and F-3 provides a description of ROR clients who were'granted 

ROR status by local judges. The individuals granted ROR status 

by judges are those alleged offenders who could not be granted 

ROR status by the ROR staff because they committed a felony 

(i. e., most felony offenders are screened by ,ROR staff I, but 

determination of ROR status can only be made by a judge)or 

failed to score an adequate number of points. on the' ROR screen ... 

ing scale. Though no appreciaple difference between the,.,~ex 
, " 

of clients released by ROR staff and those released by judg/~s 

exist~, a distinct differenoe between the ages of these two 

groups is found. The average age of those clients who a;J;'e 

granted ROR status by judges is 25.71 -- a figure four yea:r;-s 

less than that found for those individuals released slolely , 

on the basis of their score on the five-point scale, other 

characteristics of the group of ROR clients released by judges 

are that approximately 52 percent of the g;z.'ouJ? were Eimployed 

at the time of their arrest and that sl'i,ghtly more tuan~-,55 
I 

percent of the group were a;rrested on felony charges :a,nd 45 
\i 

Thei!) higher 
I! . 

percent were charged with misdeme~nant offenses. 
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proportion of felony charges in this gr.oup is.the result of 

the fact that individuals charged with felonJ'~' crillles can, .only 

be released by judges. 

Figure F-4 pr.ovides a detailed breakdown of the alleged 

offen«ers who were cqnsidered for ROR by l.ocal judges q The 

first column contains informaj:j~on: 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 staff. 

The third column describes those individualsf.or whom the ROR 

decision was deferred following a positive recommendation from 

the ROR staff. It is interesting to. note that within the groups 

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

but we~~ released 'nevertheless (column one), that the greatest 

representation of one age group is that of the 18 to 24 c;:l,tegoJ;'Y. 

This would suggest that the possible age bias found in the ROR 

scale is often corrected by loc~l judges. If this were not the 

the distl'ibution "of age among those clients fo;r;' whom judges 

decided not to foll.ow the ROR sta:ef recommendation should be/ . ;;-=~-

evenly divided among all age categories~ One other inte;J;'esting 

finding which emerges upon reference to Figure F-4 is that the, 

judges often defer theiJ;' decision a few days When the individua"l 

before them is employed. Support for this contention is found 
I~, 

upon comparison of the employment statis1tics :eol;' the three g~oups, 
"l-) 
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ROR Unit Operations (1977): 

Figu~e F-5 provides a three-year overview of the numb~~ 
'/ ~;;! 

of indivi,duals interviewed for ROR. In 1977, a total of 

2,851 individuals were interviewed by the ROR staff. This 

figure represents a 1.89 percent increase over the number 

of clients interviewed in 1976. In 1976, approximately 16.3 

percent of the individuals screened by the ROR staff were 
, ..---, 

charL~ wi th felony offenses. In 1977, this figure rose to 

18.2 percent. Figure F-6 describes the.number of people 
'.:,\ 

granted ROR following the ROR interview. In the three-

. year pelliod included in this graph, a noticeable decline in 
. I: 

the number of alleged misdemeanant offenders granted ROR 

status is apparent. When this decl::tne is considered in 

~ight of the fact that the actual number of individuals 

with misdemeanant charges interviewed in 1977 is only twelve 
1/ 

less than the number interviewed iri-1976, it appe-ars that 

either a change in ROR clientele has:occurred or the cri-

teria for ROR stat~s has become<more rigorous. The fact that 

the number of individuals with felony charges who'were granteq. 

ROR increased con'currently wi.th the increase in the number of 
I: 

clients interviewed suggests that the former argument may be 

valid. Reference to Figm:'e F-7 describes tne ~'umber of ROR 
~- /. 

'. recommendation(:JEor denial over the fh:r:ee-"year period. An 

'J 
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8·.6 percent increase in the number of .iildi vd.dUals with m.is­

demeanant charges who were recommended to be denied ROR is 

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

D ber of felony offense ROR denials is found for the same period. 

Figure F-8 describes the reco~endat:ions made by the ROR staff 
. 

in 1977: Over 56 percent of the individuals interviewed were 

not recommended for ROR. I~ 1976 48.78 percent of the indiv-
\\ 

i,duals interviewed were not re}rommended for ROR.' Again evidence 

of a more conservative ROR ~J~ening process tn· 1977 becomes 

apparent. Apparently a change in client characteristics did 

occur in 1977 which resulted in a decrease,in ROa staff positive 

recommendations. In light of the age bias associated with 

the ROR s'cale 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... ;) 

c~nt of all clients interviewed were 24 years old or younger. 

In 1977 approximately 52.4 percent of the clients interviewed 

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

o 

finding, the need ~or extensive examination of the possibility of 

an age bia.s 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.,. 

sonal recognizance. 

o 

ROR Unit Effectiveness (1977): 

Figu±ie F-lO and Figure X-ll provide an :indication of the 
. \J 

. ROR unit effectiveness in 1977. Figure F-IO describes the 
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number of failures to appear by ROR clients. In 1977 a total 

of 31 misdemeanant offenders failed to appear for their court 

date. " This represents a 52.94% reduction in FTA's between 1976 

and 1977. No ROR client"s eharged w~ th felony offenses failed 

to make a scheduled court appearance in the history of the ROR 

program. These results suggest an exemplary unit operation. 

FigureJF-ll describes the rearrest rate for ROR clients since 

the beginning of the program. Again, as with failures to ap­

pear, a significant ~~~line in the number of rearrests in 1977 

compared with the numb,er 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 
," 

offenses and 80 percent had been ~har~ed with misdemeanant of-~, 
,I 

fenses. Figure F-12oprovides a comparison of those individuals 

releas'E:~d after a positive recommendation by the ROR staff with 

those clients who were granted ROR. despi t'3.y-cFr~ommendation for 

denial. The results presented in this.table suggest that the 

majority of rearrests of ROR clients are fouI1d among "those in­

di vidua'ls who were originally recommended to be denied ROR. 

Furthel'more, if the ROR scaie" had beeii used' exclusively 

~,or determining ROR, a rearrest rate of appr?ximately .03 p~r­

cent w6uld have been found. This finding suggests that despite 

the strong possibility ,of an age bias in. the ROR screen ..... " "" 

ing scale, it nevertheless serves to identify high risk ROR 

clients. Clearly additional research into this problem is 

called for. 
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Wi th the in-teIit~ of d(S!termilJ,ing th~ standiri'g of the Clark 
" ' i'.i '. 

'County ROR program relative to another prcf~ram, statisticso 

'from the Spokane 1 Washington, RORprogram were obtain'ed. The 

Spokane prograI;l1 experienced a one percent failure to appear1 

rate and a 4.2 percent rearrest rate. When comp~red with the 

3.3 percent failure to appear rate of "the Clark County project 
\I 

-a~d a 2.3 percent rearrest rate, it becomes evident that the 
,.j • (. (.::, 

Clark County project effectiveness is on par if not superior 
" 

'to that with other "programs., 

Unit Costs (1977): 

The total 'budget for the Clark County ROR program in 1977 

was approximately $55 , 000.00. 'With these funds a tot~t1 of 2 1 851 

individuals were interviewed at' a cost of approximately $19 ~29 

per interview. When thi.s figure is considered in ligb,t of the 
(:;:: 

amount of bai,;1 ~aved through use of ROR ~ $28 J 361', 00 and the jail 

costs, that would have been j"ncur;red had the ROR clients been 

.incarcerated: $42 T 484.502 , a total satings of. $70,846 is realized, 

An'other co'nsideration re1eyant· to the, cost effectivenes~ of the 

EOR uni.t is the ~mount of income that would have been lost had 

the ROR clients been incarcer~ted rathel,' than released'back to 

'lComparison; of-the Clal'k county ROR~rogram FTA rate with that 
characterizing thee Spokane projec"t should consider that the 
(Spokane,proj~ct defines FTA as those individuals absconding only, 
'~e Clark Co un. ty statistics ihCIU. de those who abscond and" those 
W!\~ simply miss ~heir cour~ date.'" ;,~ , . 

2aasedi
c 

on an average period !lin jail of three days at $13.,50 per day. 
c:J o 
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the community and employmen.t. Assuming that the 69 percento.of 
I', 
" , 

the ROR client load that was 'employed made on the avera,geL-uf 

$3.00 per hour, a savings in employment revenue of $51,716 was 
(j 0 

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

documented, a total savings of oV'~G third of a million d611ars.~ 
is discovered. Clearly, the Clark County ROR) program is an 

examp):~ of a cost effecti.ve approach to dealing with non-violent' 
" .' ,". 

offenders during the pre~trial period. Figure F-13 contains 

o a thretp-year over-view, of the bail saved through use of the 

twa program. A total savings since 1975 of $137,685.00 in 

() 

b,ail fees was made possible by the ROR program, 

Systemic Perspective: 

'.,:. 

Figure F-14 provides the results of a three-yea~ survey 

of the'elirk County Criminal Justice System regarding their e t, 
'-' 

perception of the value of the 'Community Based Corr~ctions 

Program. Reference,to the average ratings given the ROR 

program in 1978 'show that{,,~with the exception of the issue ;t; 
. .., ...... -:..:-..' ~ f; 

of deterrence,the ROR p:r;ogram is considered an extremely 

valuable Criminal Justice System resource. T,he low ratings 

found for the issue of deterrence were distributed among all 

elements' of the Clark County Criminal Justice System and reflect 

'i concensu,s opi'nion that0the. ROR program does not deter future 
,j 

criminal actiyity. Wh.en this rating is .considered in, ligh.:!; 

of,;the purpo~~ ot'the RORprogram which was to compensate for 
; 

\') \' 

econdillic.inequities in the Criminal ,:Justice System I the low 
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rating is understandable. On the whole, the ROR program 
c n 
~eceived one of the most positive overall ratings given any 

ucnit of ,thee Communit.~ Baped Corre~tions project and is 

therefo're ,:.,held in high regard by its CriminaL Justice System ,c, 

peers. 
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Conclusion~: 

1. The RORprogram experienced an overall increase of 1.89 
!~ 

percent in unit ~ctiv~y in 1977. 

2. Fewer tni§de.ueanant ROR candida4)es were granted ROR in 

1977 than in 1976 e" 

3. A decrease in the rate of failures t~ appear (":'52.94) 

and rear;r-ests (-33.33) was found for ROR activity in 1977 .. 

4. A total savings of approximat~lY one ,third of a million 

dollars was made Rossible because "of ~h~ ROR program. 

5. Evidence suggesting an age bias"against younger alleged 

offenders was found. Clearly future research efforts must examine 

this question closely. 
~, 

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

community based corrections project's finest units by the Clark 

'. County Criminal Justice. Sy~tem.· 
" .~, 
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Sex --
Male 

'Female 

Ages 

18-24 
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31':'40 
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51-60 

60+ 

,,' 

Charge 

Felony 

Misdemeal 
ant 

Employed 

V"C'" ~--

c. 

Recommendation 
Denied 

, 

!' c.:::, 
c.:, 

95.24 

4. 7~} 
" 

58.12 

15.62, 

11.2.5' 

11.88 

1.25 
<;1' 

1.88 

" 

28.86 
" -

71.14 c 

40.62 
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II 
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Recommendation 
Granted 

82.95 

17.05 

, 
'j ,', 

77 .53 
" 

" 14.61 
c:\ 

(', 4.49 

2.25 
" 
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The following evaluation of the Clark Co" unty llesidential e 

Treatment Facility will be made av·ailable .. to the public a.t='S.~~~,=. 
., 

time during which a' new program design and staff has been in 

operation for eight months. This new program, in ~ontrast to 
\):) 

", 

~ts predecessor, has demonstrated both treatment effectiveness 

and' cost effectiveness which serves to make it a viable alterna-

tive to ,traditional incarceration. It is for this reason that 
~: 

the following explanation is included at the beginning o'f tlie 

RTF evaluation report. 

It would be a serious disservice to both the new program 

sta~f and the community to have'the current RTF program 'penalized 
0' v • 

for the major inadequacies of its predecessor. . Th~ugh"1bonclusive 

evidence is not yet available with which the hew treatment stra­

tegy can be evaluated, the program success thus far. suggests that 
,,' 

e.ach· of the problems det'ailed in the evaluation of the first RTF 

program ('have been remedied and that new advances5~ the state qf 
, 

,community alternatives to'incarceration are being explored. 

Below are statistics describing the program.activity of the RTF Q 

I:;' 

since , January of 1978~ These statistics serve a much more 

accurate barometer of the current program viability than the 

report on the following pages which describes the success of. . . 

a program which no longer" exists. 
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Percen't. of Total Referrals Tel;'Illinated 

Rearrests Among Graduates 

17 

4 

Percent of Population Who'Are Substance i5 
Abusers ,..); 

Cost Per Day Per Client 47.46 

Annual Cost Per Client $9 I 055. 0(['\ 

Again, it must be emphasized that the following evaluation 

is that of program other than the one currently being impH~­

mented at the Clark County Residential treatment facility. 

For more current information concerning the success of this 

new program, i9quiries should be directed to the dire'ctor of 

the RTF. 
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EVALUATION SUMMARY 

RE~IDENTIAL TREATMENT FACILITY 

Client Characteristics: 

Average Age - 23 22% are veterans 

8% minorities 
Offense prior to referral td RTF: 

\) 

38% crimes against p'roperty ( 

23% involved drug use
0 

~~5% crimes against other individual 

1% drug sales' 

~3% parole or probation violation 

Unit Opera.tions (1977): 

1976 - 18 clients admitted 

1977 22 clients admitted 

Unit Effectiveness (1977): 

J}f the 22 clients admitted to the RTF in 1977: 
'" 

2 or 9.09% completed prog~am 

7 or 31.82% still in treatment 

6) 

13. or 59.09% absconded r~ior to treatment completion 
.:'9 

Approximately 71% of all clients fai1i~g to complete theD 
RTF program leave within 60 days of admission. 

o 

Four or 37 percent of the eleven successful clients » 

have committed crimes since their release from the RTR 
for roth years. '" 

Average severity of crimes committed by successful~RTF 
clients =4.000. ~ 

o if 

'Approximately 81 percent of RTF clients who did not com­
plete tbe program have been rearrested since leaving the 
RTF. 

«()i 

Aver/age seyeri ty . of rearrest amo~ unsuccessful RTF 
clients i5'4.22 . 
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Unit Costs (1976-1971): 

II Tot~l uni~ costs; $.2Sft?Q33 ,00 

:; Cost Per Client:,$6,475_82 
~ G 
veost per client comp,leting pr9~ram: 

Cost'per succes$Jul client: $64,758.22 

COPcltfSio~s : 

1. 

2. 

., 
Between 197'6, or 197'7 a program ~ompletion. rate oif 39", 5 
percent was exp-@rienced. 

• :~ <C!; 

Most clients (73 percent) who do not 
plete the program w~ll depart within 

successfully com­
sixty days of their 

admission. ,,' , ,;=-' 

I.foc ,'.' '1~; 
Successful clients are characterize4",by a s~!'~al'·'~fect 
which seems to suggest ,the "development of p~e~ bouds 
with other clients admitted around the same-time and 
which can facilitate cempletion of, the program. 

• (I 

f I< q, 

Thirty-seven percent of the RTF cll-ents' successfully 
completing the program were lateD arrested for crimes 
with an average severity of 4.0. Approx.imately 81 per­
cent of RTF clients who. do not complete their RTF tenure 
were rearrested for crimes with an average severity of 
4.22. 

A. cost per year per suc'cessfu1 graduate- of $28,781 was 
found for ,the RTF period between 1976 and J..977. 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, ratefo'undamong successful anci unsuccess­
ful clients, the RTF was not a cost effective alte,rnative 

-to incarceration. ", -- ' 
"~ 

I 
9· I 

t 

I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 

"I o 

I 
I 

"I 
I 

, ·,;1 

6. A comparison of RTF costs per successful client with 
analogous statistics for other Washington"Stat~ iltstitu-~c:::­
tions indicates the RTF to cost on'Jthe .,av,erage $6,477.97 

\\ more per year than the other alterna ti ves • 

I 
I 
I 
I 7. 

"~,i, r..-

A significant decline in RTF ratings by the Clark County 
Criminal Justice System occurred in 1978 (p<.Ol): The 
decline in ratings was found throughout the Criminal" 
Justice System. 'I 

:;""'."',1;;:; I" 
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RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT FACILITY 

'0 
The Residential Treatment FfLciljLty (RT'F) Unit of the 

, .. 
Community Based.corrections Prqgram j.s an, in~ensive, inpatient 

o ,_~" ';":.,. ::::-

1) 0 c .• 

treatment program fo']:o m~le adult £el.cmy offenders who would 
.~ . 

have been commi t'ted to prison had th~IY not been accepte1d into 
\J 

,~ : 

the residantia1 IJrogram. cHoused in a. fifteen-bedc..,renovated 
. 

.. apartment building, this program invCl1 ved extensive therapy de-

signed to develop l"esponsibi1i ty and trust among the resideptl?: " ". 
I' 

() . 
In addition, educational and vocatiol1(al training are required. 

o 
where approp,!tate and employment is required for graquation. 

The following evalcn£ti9n report conCE~rns tp.e d::l];lt-F operations 1,lP 
o 

to December of 1977. During the perj.od prior to 1978 1 three '" . 
."" (, D ' 

RTF managers were responsible for the unit operatlon. 'Of these 
o 

~ 

individuals, the latter twO' were responsible for designing treat-

ment s~ih~t constituted the· foundati~~ of the· RTF: 

ilSince ~..e eva1ua~:o~ concern~ a per:lQd dUring which'boCCh 1J;Ireat-

ij" 

::) ;:OJ 

ment1-,o,"strategies were _used, a brief dE~scription of these strategies 
~ ~ ~ 

will be offered prio; to the discussion of RTF effectiveness. 
I 

The first complete treatment st:rateg~ implemen~ed at t.he f,' 0 

II . ' 

RTF involved assisting program cli.en·~s develo1ioad~quatei~plllse 

cO:Qtrol. The process during which illnpulse. control was to be;. 
1)0 "" 

cultivated was divided into five,scquentia1 peases. Reginning 
- ~.\ fI 

,.1' 

o " 

""'­''-"?~--Cl o 

r..~~~~ ;.0 

" 0, 

·'.i ,. 

l' 

i 



o 

O. 
\:/ ?I .1 

c> '.' 

with' an orientation period during which the .new client had to, 
.,,; , , 0 

CCfnply,with ave,ty strict and regimented ;,outine,) clients were 

eventually promoted th!ough an internal ,self -assessment period 

. to an external ~elf-assessment phase. 
~ 

'/1 ".". 0 

treatment was "eclect"ic :tn nature and 'involvedc intensive classic 
-" ~ 0 

psycho"therapy, group therapy, and be~a'~ior modificationconttn-

gency management." The 'objective of the "i;ternalphase D::t treat-
,',:-' ", 

ment was to heIR the' clie,nt ideI,ltify his imJ:U.1lses ana the ~strat­

eg:!.eshe use~ to ~eal with them. . Then, th~4h the process cif
o 

~ p'jsychotherapy" the client was to evaluate the adequacy' of his 
='~' '~~~1~ ,0' ~ C') r.:, "'. 

doping strategy and identify alterna.tive strategies for dealing. 
I () ,,".., -':?~. ,.,:. (" .. 0 

with~those emotions responsible for hisi~~social':~ehavior. Once 
o _~_; 1(;i:!; '£'c d., ":-_,-.r~ '- '7j~-" ':; ~j 

the client had}jjJ,ccleS1:l£u.l'ly demonstrated his understanding and 
-- , ~, 

his asocial q0ping. pa,t'terns, he was pro-·· 

~I: 

I 
"I 
I~J ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
il 

willingn~ss ~to cbange 
II 

u moted to thti' external 
>-::::) 

___ ~<- .-",J'.:j: t 
phas~whicll entailed deaLing with succ'~~sively 

o ,) 

I 
I 

By beg~nning ~~i th ~n ed~~~,ti.~_~-! I 
/' \ 

more demandIng social situatioAs. 
o 

or job trai~ning activity 1 the client was confror:::s:ed with ever more 
,> 

. demanding oPJ~~,"rtunities' to test the new ways for dealing with frus-
: f;;;l, q t..;:;.:. " 

:~ .'d',~'f,' ~ tration.- ')Qjt,~~"the client had' deq}onstrated his ,ability to success-
, '0' ~ r. '" .'ic';;"-<l- """ . ~ II ",,' "' , 'CO 
'0, i}' .~. 'V~ Y -vp , \\." G~0, '.' r~ 'c,.' /"::, '"-"-

~.. ''':tf%fJ):>- o ..• ty.l~~a.e~l cjJi1;~~~~plo~2lfe:nt outside of the suppoiti"veatmosphere 
{;'"'\:~;~'\;j~(f f" ',C "i~":· < ~'~~P '--,G"",~, ~~~Q" t~, ::,.~ >-'D(:.=L "'''7: ~:' <" o"~":' ::J -:. 

~~-,:b\"~i",) -,' Qf ",yb,~ s:~~, 'liel,was';"tneri. pr6motep:;;--'t:6l~ an outpatien.,. t status w~ere 
,) • ~ '," . . '" ""if' - ." - '::111 0 .. -: r ';> .' fJ -- -
'~~.~l!;JQ' r.;,p ."?~ ,'.!" n.~~ 'J. ~.·:~l*';..;"):}')n-.(\ _ ,~ . . . .:;..~ 't ~~ _",<,,(1 ,:-t--, , 

'V 2 0 he;:;nla~~~~-i:tied "C6ntacJ~1"Jwid;1lo.,thedRTF- for a period of three to six 

m:~~th~s~~~~~tts tr;:~m:~i~'~rat,e~y was,_,u,sed at the RTF until the ~ 
. " :' ;end"Of- NJvJmber:~ .1977~f'" At that tillle!~'a 'new R~F manager wa: hired 

~~. ~ " • 'I,l 0 :;, , H, ~;t,,-; ~o- 0 

'O~ ':~Q~t9~~t, ::l.tlf him a differeni,treatme\'t strategy; 

-:) \j 
0_ 
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, The treatment strategy now used at the RTF is similar to 
o 

the first o~ly in that clients move :through a pred~termined series 
o 

of phases which are intended.to prepare them for dealing with 'the 

frustration and demands of personal responsibility and tba' out-
o 0 Q 

side world. The second treatment strategy' relies extensivelY,0n 
< (,)' 

a "simulated society model during, the treatment period and a.tte!l1pts 

to cult~vate client awareness of others. v \'forking directly on the' 

egocen.tric copying strategies common among'mu1tiple-offense 

offenders, the treatmen~rategYinitiallY forces clien~s t,o rely 

on other clients who have ~~en in the program. Once the client 0' has demonstrated his ability to rely on others t he is then pro-
~, 0 

S II 

moted through treatment ,phases which require the ever-increasing 

support ,I <?;f other clients who are not as far through the program~ 
r: It\ 

" By the time a q,lient reaches one of the latter stages, he is l,"e- n 

sponsible for the $uppor.t of clients in their earl,y phases of 

treatment. In addition to the emphasis on, replacing client 
o 

,', \) 

egocentrism with a greater aware~ess and Goncerlf for those around 

him, the gradual preparation for dealing with the pressuX'e of life ," 
. '0 " 

outside the RTF also occurs. Clients are continuallyexp~bted 
\> 

to actively prepare for life after the RTF and the final st~~es 
,-!, 

of tre~)tmel~t involve j~b 

I3trategy. An additional 
':..1 

placement as with the previous trea:tll1ent _ 

componen;t,rec~nt1y added to the RTF ope:r:a.-
l\ .' " (~' 

";trs tiolf isa\,~re-entry prog~\~.. . 
~ , <i 

. Inconparison, these two strategiesodiffer vrimarilyin their II ~. D 

respective treatmeq~ emphasis. The fi;~t t;reatment.;trategy fo,... 
• .~ ~'1}·r. ~ -/ 

cused on impulse control. and strategies for effectively dealing 

witJ:t social i~c1ination9. 
I( , 

~he current tre~tIUent strategy lt~s a 
o 

social 
)/"" 

focus and attempts.", to ·widen. the eTie.nt's social p'ersp'ec~ive 
\\ . 

:) ~i. v 
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to include more than himself through actual exper~'ence in S.imu-

lated society programs~ Through greater awareness of the needs" 

and potential support available from thoJe around him,. and in-
. . . ( 

\\ {) 

creased experience with personal resources" the successful pro-" 
"'; .;:- ;: _ f} .' 

gram graduate is expected lito be able to cultivaj;e alternJ~tive ., 

suppdftsystem,s in the co~unity tg'whiCh he can tUlrn when as~cial 
inclinations appear. Sin)\e the following "evaluation oprimarily Con-

~ 

ce~ns the RTF operational history up to the end of December," 1977 , 

'it shoQ1d lja emphasized that the results reported are the product 
'0 

,~ 

of the first'treatment strategy. Tb,ough some impact from the latter 
,. 

°1 
"I' 
I 
lo~' 

'" 

I 
I 

Q ... ~ 

I, 
an assessment of that treat-~ I trea-tme~t ap~f9ach will be acknowledged, 

--=~-

ment strategy wi¥Lnot ,be possible until a year after, its implemen-

tation. 

The following evaluation report will begin w;;ith a disicussion 
,/ 0 ' 

of client characteristics. 
o 

Ne~t, following a brief review of client 

&low and unit operational activity, an examination of RTF effe~tive-
o . 

ness wfll be provided. This section will be followed by a dis-
,) 

cussion of u,nit cost effectiveness. '\ T~e evaluation report will" a 

thene~amine th~ assessment of 'the RTF by the Clark CO'lfn"ty Criminal 

Justice System and conclude with a If'sto of recommendations based 

on the information contained in this r~port. 
(~ 

Client Characteristics: 

The average age of. an RTF client is 23 years. Approxi- ' 
" 

rnate1y 22 percent of R~F c~ients are veterans and 23 percent were 

on parole a t the time' })f the, <?ff~rii3e responsible for their re-
-) 

'~ferral to the RTF. Eight percent elf ~!)}F client~V were minoritie.s. 

Approximately 38 percent of RTF clients were referred following 

"?Onvi~t;i.on:'O'fol r crimes against property 1 23 percent were convicted 
" 
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o 

\\ f'or drug use" 15 ~percent for crimes agai~pt cano.ther individua.l 
c,:, 

;, 

(this category includes sex offenses), and, approximately 1 per-
,\P 

cent of the clients were convic~d for Clrug sales. The remaining 
(. 

23 percent w~re convicted for either probation or parole viola-
'\ 

tions. Jrigure G-l provide~ an overview oj~ the crimes RTF clients 
,0 

were~oI;t,vi,cted of pr~or to referral to the RTF. 
" \I 

UIi'i t Opera ti0!1~ : "co 
, " 

': 

Figure G-2 provides a two-year overview of the RTF caseload" 
!I 

De,clining slightly in" 1977, the RTF was never at capacity. In 
" . 

197~" 18 clients were admitted t,o;the prOgram. In 1977, 22 
", ',,,;- 'i) , 

clients were admitted. . (. 

~ . ,! 

Figure G-3provides a comparison of re-

feroral resources,) used 'by the RTF 'and the: relative client flow to I 

these resources". ,Re"f-erence to,the limited use 6f the CBCEmploy-
I;) . ',', \.,<~ . ,. :; _, ' • ~f 

ment Counseling Service suggests an area in which additional future 
" 

ref~rrals might be appropri.ate. 

.UnitEffectiveness: 
o c 

The" RTF j,.s one of the most innovitive criminal justice system '.' 

prog~Fams in Clark County in that it attempts "'to~:}ideal withn'those ,,0 

least two crimes 

• J",}( \) , 0 , ,¥ 

experienced crimimiIs and have committed at 
~.6J~\ .,' ~;: (~)~ ;- \) 

before referral to the pr.ogl,'am. '"'This high :tisk 

, 
offen.ders who are 

an avenue through whi.Ch\~~·ignificant",;impact on 
i ·0· ('I 

() ., 
group represents 

{.l , 

community risk may be realized by virtue or the fact tl1atif 

these offenders' are notrehabilit~ted they will often commit Illore 
J 

Ii 

crimes than a lesser experienced pffender. A realistic perspective 

o 

II' 

I 
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concerning the RTF is .one in which a certain deg~ee of client 
'I 

, reqidi vism is to be expected. The key issue involved. in the 

evaluation of this program is whether or not the RTF is success-

'f111ly minimizing the client recidivism rate. Since the treat-
f • 

ment strategi~s used at the RTF are still in the process .of 

refinemant, attention will be focused in the following discussion 

on client characteristics and reacti.ons to various tre!;l..tment 

elements. With this information, the RTF will hopefully be able 

t.o better prepare to deal with this high risk population. ' 

" Jin 1976, 18 clients were admitted to" the RTF of this number, 
;{ 

seven were to eventually complete the program. In 1977, 22 
o 

clients were admitted; two were to. lat,er complete the program 

and seven clients are still working towards completion. These 
", 

figures indicate the RTF to have an overall client completi.on 

rate .of approximately 39.5%. Of the 23 inq,ividuals not c.ompleting 

their RTF ten~re, approximately 14 percent (three clients) were 

terminated from the ,program for vi.olati.on .of program rules and 

the remaining 86 percent (20 clients) ,walked away from the RTF 

and failed~to return. (Since the figures quoted above are based 

only on those clients' admij;ted before 1978, it should be empha­
(r 

sized before continuing that a new ~reatment strategy c,has since 

been implemented and,the result's reported in this report d.o not 

necessarily ref1ect" the su~cesE! of the 'RTF in 1978.) -Figure G-4 

provides a descri};)'td..on of the phases at which RTF clients left 
;- () I' 

the program. On the 'basis of this information, it would"appear 

IJ 0' that the majority .of clients wh.o 'do not complet~ the pr.ogram will 

" fail before reach~7ig phase three., In terms of days, thl.s w.ould 
n 

('1 

,I 
,,, 'j 
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mean that ,approximately 71 percent of all RTF clients who fail 
'. 

do so wi thin 'sixty • days of admission to the program. This" find--

ing would suggest that intensive supervision of all new clients 

for the first sixty days might appreciably reduce the RTF skip 

rate. A:r;tother interesting finding which concerns the RTF skip 

rate is that of a "serial effect'\. which suggests that successful 

clients u~ually are found 'to occur in groups of two or three 
L'U 

rather than individually. 
r, 

In other words 1 clients in . 'the RT~' 

appear to form informal liaisons with the other residents ad­

mitted at the same time. Depending on the inclination of this 

group, clients will either complete the program or skip c:t about 

the same time. Evidence for this serial effect is .found upon 

reference to the fact that of the seven successful client.s· ad-
i 

mitted in 1976~ four (57 percent) were admitted on the same day 

as another successful client. When. this percentage is viewed in 

light of the high skip rate common among 1976 admissions (61 per-
" 

.cent), additional support for this argument is found. In 1977, 

four of the seven successful clients were admitted in groups of 

at least two. When the .unsuccessful clients are examined'" for 

the occurrence of a 'serial ·effect, it appears that unsuccessful 

clients do not consistently ·,skip in groups. Careful examination 

of the unsuccessful grcJUp suggests-:'::?&his group to ,·have a greater 

Ilumber of "loners" in terms of when these individuals skip. The 

occurrence of a serial °effect found primarily among successful 
~ 'J 

clients wou':J.!i suggest that the cultivation of informal classes 
". " c.~ • 

or groups identified on the basis of when they were admitted 

might produce a social support system conducive to program completion: 
c 
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Figure G-5 provides a comparison of successful and unsuccess-

:ful RTF clients in terms of client characte~istics. As is ap-
• c 

parent in this figure, successful clients are on t~,~ average" 

older, were veterans, were not on parole, and a minority. Ref-
.~" 

erence to') Figure 0-6 provides a similar comparison of types of 

offense committed prior to re'ferral to the RTF. 
;_:) 

The ip.formation 

contained on this chart would suggest that potential clients having 

committed offenses involving prop,erty and drug use have the greatest 

probability of completitlg the program. 

Figure G-7 describes the results of a comparison of success­
o 

ful and unsuccessful RTF clients in regards to offenses committed 

after leaving the RTF. Of the 11 clients included in the successful 

sample, four (37 percent) were later arrested' for crirries of which 

the average severity was four on a scale of one to seven, with 

seven indicating the greatest severity. Among those clients who 

"I 
I 
I 
I 

3 

I 
I" 
I 
I 
I~ 

I 
I 

skipped the RTF, a rearrest rate of 81 percent (nine clients) is I 
found. Th~ average ~everity of crimes committed bycthese individuals 

I is 4.22. The majority'of charges involved with the unsuccessful 

RTF group stem from parole violations associated with their un-

authorized leave of the RT~. Two clients in tbe unsuccessful 

client group were sent to institutions. On the basis of this in-

formation, it would appear that the RTF in 1976an~ 1977 was not 
-~ ,:, ; L~ 

successful in treating the majority of its clients.,.~ Q.;f the 40 

clients adn:li tted between 1976 and 1977, 27.5 percent successfully 

completed the program, 60 percent left. the RT~ facility before 

completing their treatment, and 12.5 perc~nt are still involved 

in the RTF progr.am. Of the 27 .5 percent "successfully completing 
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the program, 37 percent have lSince been' rearreated. Wh~m the 

reaare,~t rate is takenipto consideration, the succesSful client 
t,~ 

group represents only 17 percent of all clients accepted into 

the program. 

Uni t Costs: . \\ 
~ 0 

\' I,' 

Between 197.6 and 1977 lithe RTF had expert~es equaling $259,033. 
<:.~~~:~~J 
,': .:~'L\ 

. Figure G':"'S provides a detailed breakdown of" these costs. In the 

same time period, nine clien~s successfully cQ~p~eted the progr~m. 
~ 

) This fact suggests that a cost per successful client of $28,718 

characterizes RTF operations before January of 1978.' When the 
""" 

rearrest rate of successful clients, four or 37 percent, is'talten 
. Ii 

into'~onsideratioll in the computation of, a cost per successful 

Cli~~\t:,,",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 altef.:r.ative to incarceration in 1976 or 1977. I~ order 
'I 

to ,provide a better perspective on the costs of the Clarl{ Coun:t'y 
. ~ 

RTF, a comparispn of the 1977' costs and client flow of the RTF 

with alternative institutions in the State of Washington was under­

~taken. Though ,the success rate of the RTF includes seven indiv- '" '0 

iduals who have yet to complete the program, a reason~ble estimate 

of ' RTF cost effectiveness is obtained. The recidivism rate used 

for state institutions is an eighteen~month figu~e in contrast to 

the :five-month- figure of rearrests used in, determining the RTF 
'" 

recidivism rate. Though this ir,ltroduc-es a conservative in:fluence 
, II . 0 

favorin~ the RTF, it,n~ve~theless provides some,~d~a of the relative 
~ 

'" effecti venes~ of the. institutions. It should also be mentioned 
o 



o 

·. . ... , .. ,~" .. " .......... ,. ,.. . _ .... -""'-' ... ' ."~ ... ~' .... ,. -.-"~.-,-:-. "---',->. --I~ 

) 

B 

'that the majority of." fai.lures in .. the RTF. occurred before the 

resid~nts had completed their sentence. The recidivi'sm rate 

quoted for the other institutions refers primarily to offenses 

committed after release. Figure G-9 contains the 'comparison of 
".~ 

the RTF with other institutions in the s~ta-t'e\ Reference to the 

bottom of the chart provides an indication of the difference in 

cost per successful client between these institutions. As is 

eVident, the RTF is on the average $6,477.97 more expensive per 
r.~~_ (;:;'t.-} 

client than the ~ther institutions. 
p "{:, ) 

Again, evid~nce is found 

which suggests the RTF to be an extremely expensive alternative 

~ to incarceration. 

(~ 
~'. ( II 

~Systemic Perspective: 

. Figur!y- G-IO provides a three-year assessment of the RTF by 
Zl( 

1.\ 

the 'Clark County Criminal Justice System. Reference to the average 
:1 \\ 

\1 ratings given the program in 1978 reflects a significant (p<.Ol) 

decline in program ratings. The most significant drops in ratings 

are found concerning the issues of·· program effectiveness, cost 

'~benefi t, and deterrence. 
c 

o 
An increase in rat.ings regarding program 

In examining the source of rating .. (\ duplic'iltion was also found: 
;:'O~' \ 

decline it becomes o apparent that the lower ratings were given by 
II .. 

Criminal {Tustic(9 System professionals through.out the system. This 

findip.gwould suggest the need for establishing dialogues between 
c,- f:: 

RTF staff and the Criminal Justice System it is a part of to de-
'" 

termine tho$e are~8 in which the criminal justice professionals 

are dissatisfied with the program. 
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Conclusions: 

1. Between 1976 and 1977 a progrtun completion rate of 39.5 

percent was experienced. 

2. Most Clients ( 71 percent) who do not success~hJ~l1y com-
,.,':.: ;'0(. d.) 

plete the program will depart within 'sixty days of their admission. 

03. Successful clients are characterized by a serial effect 

wh:i,.ch seems to suggest the development of peer bonds with other 

clients admitted around the same time and which can facilitate 

completion of the program. 

4. Thirty-seven percent of the RTF clients successfully 

completing the,~program were later arrested for crimes with an 

average severity of· 4.0. Approx~mately 81 percent of RTF clients 

who do not complete their RTF tenure were rearres~ed 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 

tllfis computation I a cost per year of $647578.22 is found. In 

light of this cost and the high rearrest ra.:t.e found among success­

ful and unsuccessful clie,nts ~ the RTF was pot a cost effect! ve 

alternative to incarceration. 

B.A compari,son of RTF 'costs PE?r su~cessful client with 
r ." ~~;.;r::-"~~,,:.~ » • 

analogous statistics for other Washington State institutions in-

"dica·tes the RTF to cost on the average $6,477.97 more per year 

than the. ot1;l.er alternatives. 

7. A significant decl,1ne in 'RTF ratings by the Clark County 

Criminal, Justice System occurred·in .1978 (p(.Ol). The decline in 

ratings waS found tlil;"oughout the Criminal Justice System~ 
D • 0 
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Figure G..,1 

Gil 

POSSe Stolen Property 

Indecent Liberties 

<:) 

P.V.!Auto ~eft 

P.V./Grand Larceny 

-\~ 

~ 

I 
I 
t 
I 

~ 

i 

, 
~ 
" , 

, 
" 

P.V./Poss.Cont.Sub/Burg. 

POSSe Cont. Sub. 

Burglary 

P.V/Del.Cont.Sub. 

Probation Violation 

Parole Violation 
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'0 1976 
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"-' 0 Annual Averag« :'98.4 

o .~-;:-/ 
Quarterlxc Average': 24.6 

C", '" Monthly Average : 3.2 
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RTF CASEJ:.OAD 
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1977 

Ann.u~ Average
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Quarterl~ Average 
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Clark College 

'(j 

G.E.D. 

G 

~ 

Marshall Parks 

Crafts 

= =;;/'. 
~ 

Recreation 

CBC - Job Counselor 

CBC - Psych. Counseling 

~ 

\1 '~v~ 
'C 

CBC - Drug Services' 
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RTF 

Average Age of RTF Clients . 'c.;., 

t! 

'~l 

o Average Age of Unsuccessful'Clients 

Average Age of Successf~l Clients 

A 1 d . I' /' (T 1) verage tots ays,1n~~re ota 

Unsuccess.i;u1 

Successful 

Veteran? Total - Yes = 22% 

Unsue,- Yes = 17% 

Sue. - Yes = 36% 

Is/was client on parole? 

&", Total Yes - = 

Unsue. - Ye::; = 

Sue. - Yes = 
':'~~l 

Is eli~p.t a minority? 

Total - Yes = 

Unsue. - Yes = 
ii' Sue. - Yes = 

p- (i 

= 

= 

= 

I? 

= 
= 

No 

No 

No 

23% 

33% 

0% 

8% 

0% 

9% 

2 Unknown 

'~ 

":.1 

('.) 

" <;;) 

A'~ i" \ 

1') .: . / .; 

~j 
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() 

,~23 

22 

24 

144 

64 

295 

= 78% 

= 83% 
.) 

= 64% 
, 

No =. 77% 

No = 67% 

No = 100% 

No =: 92% 

No = 100% 

No = 91% 

~'.\ 
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c/I" 
0 Figure G-6 I 

0 

" -:-.'q I (For last 21 clients only 

(Types of Offense I 
PrOpert",t Total. = 80% (38% 

Unsuccessful - 76% (of I Successful = 100% (Total 
Not yet funp1eted program = 60% 

I 
Drug Use Total = 48% {23% I Unsuccessful = 38% (of 

~:.; Successful = 66% (Total 
Not yet cx:mp1eted program 60% 

f I = 

Person (Inc1udL'1.g Sex) Total = 33% (15% I 
! 

unsuccessful = 30% (of 
Successful = 33% (Total I Not yet cx:mp1eted program = 40% 

Drug Sale Total = 4% ( 1% I 
Unsuccessful = 0% (of 

Successful = 33% (Total I Not yet completed program = '0% 
I 

~ i 

I 
n_ 

.~';t,i 

QI-..her ToTa] - 48% (23%: 
" Unsuccessful 38% (of = 

I .0 

SucCessful = 100% (Total. 
Not yet cx:mpleted program - 40% . 
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o 
Successful Grou~ 

Have been r~-arrested 
Have not been re-arrested 
Avg. Severity (Range 1 to 7) 

Offenses ~: 

Client # 

N-ll 

;::> 4 
= 7 
:;:. '" 4 

" 

Seve 
5 
1 

(1) Contempt of Court /} 
(2) FajJure to acquire Wa.'Driv. Lic.!DWI 

4 (,3) Promoting Prostitution . 

(; .. 

Figure .G ... 7 

cO 
37% ;::> 

= 63% 

, . 

6 (4) POSSe 'Cont. SUQ (Darvon & Amphet.) /Burg/Poss. Stln. Prop. 
:I 

v'"" Unsucc!:ssful ,; GrQPP . . ;::';"''':: 

" 

Have been re-arreste-~,)" i', ~;ll 
Have not been re-arrested 
Avg: Severity (Range 1 to 7) 

Offenses Were: 

0lient. # 

= 
=< 

= 

a 

o 

N-ll 

9 
2 

4.22 

Se~. 
3 
3 

(1) P.V./P.V./No Valid Op. Lic./DWS/P.V. 
(2)' P. VIp. v. 

3 
3 
6 
3 
4 

(3) P.V/P.V./MIP/DWr/p.V.p.V. 
(4) P • VIP. V. " \\ 
(5) P.V/Deliv.Cont.Sub. 
(6) P.V/P.V. 

t? 
(7) MlP/FTA/Bench Warrant 

"(Picked SamPle) 

" - 81% 
= 19% 

6 (8) Poss.Cont.Sub./MIP/P.V./MIP/No.Op.Lic./P.V./Speeding/MIP/ 
Reck. Driving , 

7 2nd deg. Assault/2nd de,g. Assault/Vehicle Prowl. /Poss. Stolen 
Prop '/P ~ V • ' 

(9) 

o 

o 

o 

174 



1917 Expenses 
q 

Total Salary + Benefits 

Supplies + Equj.pment 

Operations 

$125,153 

15,799 

7,067 

Total 12 months 1977 ---~----------------------- $148,019 

(/ 

9 Months for 1976 -------,---------;----------- $111,014 

'" Amortized fr.om 1977 costs 

Figure G-8 

1) $148,019 - 12 months = $ +2,334 per month 

2) $ 12,334 x 9 months = $111,014 Total 9 month' 

Total cost for 21 month operating period-------- $259~'033 
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[1 

Number 

R.ecidivism Rate 
o 

Successful Outcomes 

Total Cost 

Avet~ge Cost per R.eferra1 

Average Cost per 
Successful Outcome 

Net Gain over Existing 
Programs 

Net "Cost over 
Existing Progxams 

' .. 
Differenee in Cost for 
Successful Outcome 

RTF 

22 

59.1% 
"' 

9* 

$148,019.00 

" 
$ 6,728.13 

" 

$ 16,446.55 
" 

-

-~ I 

c 

c· -

1977 

WSP WCC 

22 22 

23.4% 23.4% 

.-

17 17 

$120,230.00 
~.;-, 

$197,802.00 

$ 5,465.00 $ 8,991. 00 

$ 7,072.35 $ 11,635.41 

(8) (8) 
+ 47.06% + 47.06% 

n 

, 
- $27,789.00 + $ 49,783.00 

- Q$ 9,374.20 - $ 4,811.14 

~, ~ * 7 Individuals 1abe1~d successful have yet to gomp1ete program. 

.- - - - - - -_. 
Larch Mt. 
" 

22 

G 

23.4% 
" 

,i, 

17 

$238,414.00 

$ 10,837.00 

$ 14,024.35 
( 

-

-:." (8) 
+ 47.06% 

J 

e, 

'" 

+ $ 90,395.00-

- $ 
j'~~ 

2,422;20 
. " 

o 

State 
Institution 
Average 

, 

22 

-
23.4% . 

17 
;--

" 

$169,466.00 

--
$ 7,703.00 

, 

$ 9,968.58 

(8) 
+ 47.06% 

" ----. --. 

+ $ 21,447.00 

~~ '>, 

'\ - 6,4jJ7.97 

), 



CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AVERAGE RATINGS OF THE CLARK COUNTY COMMUNITY BASED CORRECTIONS 

I) RESIDENTIAL TREATMENT FACILITY 
I/:" Average Rating 

Issue 
/.l 

Range Three Year Average 1977 1978" 1976 
o - ~-. v.< 

" " 

Highly Effective 
" 

5 
Program EffectivenelsB Not Effective at All 1 3.,37 3.29 \ '2.98 3.21 

" 

" 

Worth Expenditu~e 5 
Cost: Benefit Not Worth Expen iture 1 3.54 

" 
3.19 2.98 c 3.24 

.... 
" . 

Highly Effective 5 
Deterrence lila Impact ,) 1 3.35 3.26 3.03 3.21 

c..'_ 
" ' 

" ~:., 

" Ne> Duplica1:ion 5 \1 

Duplication Highly Duplicative 1 ,3.27 2.86 3.11 3.08 
.. " . 

" v • 
'l 

Contribution to o c ,) 

Economic & Social Highly Effective 5 
Success of Client L~ttle Effective 1 3.49 3.$2 3.35 3.45 

" 
,; 

c 
" ,; ',~ ':.-' " ,'" (' :) Tr /i- '1,1;' 

Positive Assessment 5 " 
o " 

Program Average II Negative Assessment 1 3~40 '3.22 3.09 3;24' . 
'( . 

" !/ ~ 

o 
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