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This is the flnal repolt on the Community Based Diagnostir and Evaluation
Project which began opetating on October 1, 1973 and terminated Septem-

- ber 30, 1976. ‘The Project was funded by grants from the’ ‘Law and Justice
s tPla.nning Office for the purpose of providing an enhanced diagnostic pre~ -
- sentence report to the Superior Court on adult persons convicted of

felonies in King County.

SRR

-

CoIm deve10‘1ug a. program for King County, the project was to serve as a-
' demonstration for future statewide activities. The:progtamswas intended

to provide 1mproved presentence ‘reports on adult félons. containing clinical
diagnoses; i.e., psychiatric, psychologlcal and medical evaluations in

S addition to the traditional social criminal hlstory . Maximum use of exist-

ing community resources was to be made in developing probatiOn programs’ -
tailored to the specific needs or problems of each case, In doing 80;

d'1t was hoped that the project would accomplish at 1east these two major t:;-
: g«08151 R : . E ;. s " R ﬁ\"‘:,:(:‘;":;;:"; L

.(’

: (1}ﬁ‘ to iricrease the number of conv;cte felons who are retained
in the community w1thout increaslng the risk to the community

(2); ~ to increase the degree of 'success jfor offeuders served and

. placed on probation by the Superior Court.
i :

'Presentence investigatlons were conducted for convicted felons by the’,"

Seattle Presentence Unit 1f the: convicted felon was not already on proba%

tion in the State of Washlngtonrn 1f he was already on probation, the -

presentente investigation was done by his probation officer in the local" f

o field office.. More than half of the presentences are. conducted in the
B ~presentence unit. : : ; . _

o

s In Progect Year 1974, a 15 month period from November 1973 through _ o
. February 1975, 1,628 persons were investigated by the Seattle Presentence .
Unit, In Project Year 1975, a 15 month - period from March 1975 through
~vMay*L976 1 626 persons were investigated by the Presentence Unit.~

1,The Project s research component was initially established using an
experimental design with random assignment of . cases, but .the close physi-
cal proximity of the experimental and control groups (same building) i

- administrative tie-ins and critical personnel transfers between groups,,
fled to the contamination of this experimental design

‘Bccause of theSe di[ficulties the nature of the project was altered “to
_.,become a,descriptive analysis of the system impact. resulting from '
.+ 'implementation of the new presentence procedure, In other words, it
" . will examine ' the kinds .of recommendations made by the presentence unit, B

9.'V'the degree of Court concurrence with these recommendations, and the resultsj;

CPR




A*,of these recommendations as measured Hy probation revocation;rates, It‘ o

'ftbe pasty therefore, this document will deine base line daca wh;ré/can‘be

“‘fact retalned an . increased proportion of cofvicted: felons ~in the’ community.‘df L
“We know that signliicantly more offenders who comml tted person crimee were

f’b Of 4245 perqons placed on probation statewide in 1972, 4415 (10 4/) proba—‘ .

. revoked, 44 had new felony convictions, 72 had at' least one felony arrest ;
. and 13 had only probation violations. Reasods for revocation were unknown N o

~ for. 22 6f the 107 persons revoked. This is a measure of the d¢rime impact

- for those offenders placed on. probation during this time frame. As an -

who had comnitted a crime against @ person” and an additional number of per= ~k»»;§e,,?%

‘sons who, as.a result of an initial screenlng process, necded Lhe resources, R
o o I ;

,were handled uLillzing the tea X:;ocess., ‘ o

will also give a descr;ptive\analysis ‘of ‘the populations served by yeat, =
and by program recommendations. This type of data has not been available in o

sed for fuLnre analysis.s~.

The major goal of the Communlty Based Diagnostlc and Eva1Ue Aon- Progeet was 7uw‘f5

. to inmcrease the number of: convicted felons who were retained 4n  the commun«“,r«E S
ity without increasing the risk-~to the community. Aecomparable group was§

not found which would allow a determination of whether the project had in LR

sent to prison in 1975. We:do not have the results of the follow~up for ca
Project Year 1975 which: would determine whefher thlS éhange made a- difference L
in risk to the community ~ . , , . -."'*

3

Our resulte from ProJect Year 1974 show that we did not 1ncrease the level

of risk to the community from Progect Year 1974. Percentage- figures for"

 project revocation rates from Table 8 can be compared to 1972 unpublished

" data’ from the Washington State Parole Decisions Project for ‘Board of Prison

‘;_Terms and Parole statewide revocation ‘rates. 0f 1667 persons placed on 7;?;’ﬂ'
A‘probation in King County in 1972, 79 (4. 7%) were revoked after 6-months, ° T
109 (6.5%) were revoked after 12-months and 168 (lO 1?) were revoked afterj}f‘ L
'2&—mon ths. ‘ ; . . L TR

s

Lions were revoked after a 24~month follow-up period. Project data show that LR
probation revocations were 2 9% after the clients had been placed on proba- S
tion for six months, and 6. 1? after clients had been on probation - twelve i
months and 9.6% after clients had been on ‘probation for 24 months. - These ’

. " comparisons SUpport the conclusion Lhat there was no additlonal risk ta thev=¢;ff*»“
, community. , A . : s

3

It was found that 84/ of all persons placed on probation had no new arresy 8

- afrer a six~month period of time. Those offenders who had committed pers: n
" crimes, bad 4% fewer arrests than property offenders.. The greatest number. of

arrests were for property offenses and traffic offenses., ~Of the 107 persons

example, Table 13 ipdicates ‘that of 166 person offenders placed on. probation,',jw"
only 4 or 2% of ti se re- offended by’ cummittlng ‘another person. offense., “Thils:

: 2
-~ is especially signlficant considerlng that & dlsprOportionate amount. of . the ;

Unit's resourcés were ‘expended in behalf of the person offender. All offenders

T R

v.. 'l;” .




v Qﬂd mejor go«l aE’the grojecL was to increase the degree of success}f’
Fa ﬁemiers seyved and pla/z;ea ‘on probiguion by the Superior Court. Find-
‘“éw of this report indxcatﬂ that there are slgnificantfﬂifferences betwew
the success rate when the Court ‘conicurred with the Presentence recommenda-
flon and whew the Court did not coucur.  Figure 5 is a comparative measure{j
E the six-month Status of probationers for each group. The number of .
ﬁr'etaonﬂ gﬁace& an. grdﬁetxou by the Court when the Presentence Unit reoom— i

Ehe &h*~sq&are teégdof‘51gnif1cance at the 05 1evel in, these groups.w

'Em the magoxwty of- cases, the cou:t does agree w1th the Preseptence Unit s*

recommendation of probetlon, aod only 3% of these probaticner° are revoked
after a 6-month time period, whereas in the non—concurrence group., 21% of 4
-~ the pra&atloners are revoked after a 6-month time period. fhese differencesg
c‘woﬂld iu&xcate that the enhanced diagnostic report prepared by the Project
was. useful in prcdlctlng probation success.. = , T

0“;F1gure 6 shows - that the most successful group, 97A successful. were. thosaj;"

 persoms who were recommended for programs and completed ‘or were still = .

"particxpatlng in the! program at the end of the six-month- period The SRS O

 least successful group,. only 81% successful, had dropped out, or had not E

started the program.yet, or the probation officer hadidecided that.the
program was not necessary. Thus, for a.substantial proportion of the

.. population, apptopriate treatment 1ntervention was provided and this group

of offenders experienced the highest degree of success on probation.

."‘

s . ‘1‘\
. RS

wended commitment is small, but there dre significant dlfferences using : f}oe~-“p7c'T:
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,vThis*tep01t has been prepared in compliance with the - Law and Justice
.ﬁPlanning Office regulations governing the submission of sub-grantees .

. final report: This final report represents a culmination of the Commun—,
ity Based Diagnostic and Evaluation Project Grant Awards #805, #1225, :
Q~#1575, and #76-0-0007. The Community Based Diagnostic ‘and Evaluation;f‘g
: Progect began operatlng on October 1, 1973 , under Grant Award #805. This
- grant period terminated as of January 31, 1974, The pro:ect was . théds o
‘.extended under Grant Award #1225 from February 1, 1974, through January 31,
'1975' . The third grant period was: funded undey Grant Award #1575 and

vaistorical'Overview - : ! ; R B d L

covered the period of ‘time from. Febtuary 1, 19755 through December 31 '1975

The final contract period was funded under Grant Award #76-C—OQO7 and

extended from January 1, 1976 through September 30 1976

ﬁThis document will focus ‘on the system‘s impact resultlng from implemen—~
‘tation of a new présentence procedure. In other words; it will examine -

the kinds: of recommendations made by the presentence unit, the .degree of

Court concurrence with these recommendations, and the resulta of these .
-recommendations as measured by probation revocation rates, Tt will also o

give a descriptive’ analysis of the populations served by year, and by pro-

- gram recommendations. This type of ‘data:has not been avallable in the~ past“az
- therefore, this document will define base line data which can be used for LT

future analysis.' PR o - Fa T T

‘The idea for a glant of this nature wds: generated by ardlscussion group ,]k;
referred to as the Program Development Committee which -was. coipossd of Adult

Probation and Parole administrators and ‘1ine staff. These discussions took ?;Ei‘ f'

. place in the latter part of 1970." A Presentence Investigation includes a

. recommendation for .prison or*probation to the Court along with. recommended
-~ special conditions, if probation is recommended. ' The Court decidés on. the .~

. ‘basis of” information from the Prosecutor, the client s-coungel and the Pre-:}~f
' sentence Report to grant probation or prison. In particular, the major i
concepts -of this project were the result of what was 'seen as inherent short—f~~‘

comings in® = (1) the content’ of the presentence investigation report, and

"(2) the presentence process itself D T i’,'__ W ?»;f‘7*

" In regard to the content of the presentence investigation report, it was felt o

" that because of the lack of adequate” resources. available to the existing
presentence - unit, information pertinent to ‘the mental: status of offenders, =

‘as well as realistic community resource planning, was not’ always made avai1-;fi“
.+ able to the Courts. It was not possible for’ individual: Probation and Parole

. Officers, preparing the. presentence teport, to have sufficient kaowledge of

" the ever~changing sociai service programs W1thin a community, nor by virtue
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:fof their training did they have tbe capacity to provrde tnorough mental ,
o health assessments of offenders. Given the current; indeterminate\eentencing _
T model “the Gourts in their- sentencing decxsions nmust. take doto con51deration lf,dﬁ?tﬂ
e e level of risk the offender might represent to the community in the. f,dv
*?future, as well as nis .or-her, potential €O reSpond to different: correctional
P rogramming alternatives. Such-a decigion .is based, at least in part, on -
 Anformation made available in presentence reports, including the offender s
: :melfal status, environmental factors, as. well as his prior criminal behavior.;
© What was needed was the. capacity to evaluate ‘an offender on the basis of an. ' .. '
t,i:interdisciplinary approach which would ta/F into consideration the perspec- e
S tives of different behavioral dlsciplines oo : x BT e e .

P

- ‘ ; 7 , L e :
deegarding the presentence process itself the maJor concern involved the
“methods by which decisions £or sentencing recommendations: ‘were made, Tradi-"
'tionally, presentence investigations completed by ‘this agency were assigned
to individual probation and. parole officers.k The assigned officer would - ' T
then be responsible for conducting all: aspects of the presentence 1nvestiga-",[fn o
tion. Based on an interview with the offender and collateral contracts with
7 fsignificant others, the individual officer would then prepare a presentence e
... investigation report with. a senten01ng recommendation to’ the Court. It was. SR
e ,f'gnot likely that. the offender, himself, would have _contact with -anyone else
‘ -~ 1in the presentence unit during this process.. ubsequent to the preparationf e
W of the presentence report, the report would then. be reviewed as to its -
. content and recommendation by the District Administrator in charge of the
undt . The réview process was a means of maintaining some quality control
in ‘the preparation of: presentence reports. Other than through informal
communications, the District Administrator usually had no first hand know—
ledge of the case,»and thus any slgnificant review of the decisions made,
by individual officers were made on the basis of information contained- in
the presentence report itself. It had been suspected by a great many. indi—i,
‘viduals within the agency that the assignment of the same offender to two ,
~different officers to prepare independent presentence investigation reports‘ o
would poseibly result in some disparity in. the ‘actual deci31ons and ‘recom- o
“mendations made. It was concluded that ‘the traditional presentence process -
P LT -did not provide for any controls over, the possibility of personal bilases -
w7 intervening in the decision making process; nor did it provide for percep~.
ok : - tion checks: and feedback on individual cases. What was needed was a process:
L which would provide for shared decision making respon51bilities and account—
ability in the information gathering. Thus, it was largely on thevbasis of
- these concerns and general conclusions that the projett s goa]s, obJectives,’
: and structure were developed ‘ L e

':,»Prqject Goals and Objectives

,In developing a- program for King County, the progect origlnally conceived was ‘l~' ‘
to serve as a demonstration for future statewide activities. “The' program e
g-fwas intended to provide improved pregentence reports on adulf “felons: contain—
~dng ciintcal” diagnoses, i. e.,vpsychiatric,_psychological ‘and medical evalu- f
- ations ip addition to- the traditional gsocial criminal hlstory‘ Maximum use
of existing community resources was to be made in developlng probation pro~f
grams tailored to the specific needs or problcms of each case.~tln doing 50, e

2
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vot;number ol ﬂffenders could be placed in the communlty on probation without
t

“‘1would beQQUCCQSSfUI ln}hav1ng an. impact on: crime,

"It was expected ‘that thls progect would have a systems‘impact on the sentenwff’ﬂ*‘

kStaff Organlzatlon and“PreSentence Process“‘ ;g,;'f ;}tgylfi"'*

‘Cases: are assigned to the 1nterdiscip11nary team process on a differential,
" basis.  All offenders who had commltted a crime against a person and an addl-
“tional numbet of ‘persons who, as a result «f an. initia]»screening process,
‘needed . the resources, were: handled utilizing a ‘team process. The project is

};Qto increase the number of convicted fetons Who are retained
"1n the communlty WLthout 1ncrea31ng the risk to the community :

X

't-(ZS. to incxease the degree of success for offenders served and
v "“placed on probation by the. Superior Court._~"“ :

cing ‘dispositions of ‘the Superior. Court, “To the extent that an. increased

51gn1£1can 1y affecting the recidivism rate, ‘it was believed ‘that the prOJect

staffed by 23 full-time staff and the part-time- ‘consultative servicds of three‘
mental health specialists. - The full-time staff includes the«progect director,
prOJect ‘administrator;. research anaiyst, unit supervisor, e;ght presentence

e

‘specilalists; two community resource speclalists, ‘one counselor alde, one: »§§:;3~‘

spec1al caseload carrylng probation officer, one secretaryﬁelerical aupervisor

;and six clerk typlsts. “In addition to the.full~time staff consultative ser—.”‘*

vices are: available on a part-time basis by one clinica}/psychologi t and two T
psychiatrists. At this time, two additional psychomerrists who function- as
~sub~contractors. to the cllnical psychologist ‘have: been added This was done o

in order to inerease our Capacity to provmde the. full rangé of psycho]ological
and/or vocational testing ’"d Lo ,m,’, b ,_'»;v DR N T

The ptogect has gOne through many organlzational changes since its implementa—

“tion in October of. 1973 During the period of time that- the ptoject was funded

- under Grant Awards #805 and 1225, the project was staffed by one supervisor and -

“twelve full=-time employees. Full-time employees included:  four presentence o
- speclalists, two . community . resoutce Speciallsts, one counselor aide,’ one
g special caseload carrying probation. officer, one- research analyst III, one o
~secretary, and two clerk typists. In addition to the full-time staff, there

was one part~time ollnlcal psychologist as well as the services of two consulte

: }ing Psychlatrists L e e e e ;1~“¢, ‘k>>‘,‘ ‘¢, ﬂ*/ n,,_l.»s%ﬁﬁﬁffz

:'iDuting the period of tlme tﬁat‘the project s research component was organized

Cexisting presentence unit and the specialized unit. Cases referred to, ‘the f,‘
,3’\pr03ect wWere assigned to a core team, including a presentence specialist and !
Lotosa communlty resource specialist.“ Based on the preliminary information gather-

~iing activities, includlng the 1nitial interview and a review of the Minnesote

‘Multiphasic Personality Inventory, a referral was then' m@de to one or more.of

S

on the basis of an. experlmental design, cases were referred randomly to the

L

the consultive. services, diess psychological'testing, psychiatric evaluations, i
VOoational testxng, psychiatrlc evaluations, vocational testing and/or medical

3 . :
N [
T
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-

; yz:cant organizational changes.~ Based on our experience up to this tlme,,
AE wyé ‘doncluded  that the assignmenL of all’ offenders,to the interd scip i SN
.naryﬂteam process was an unnecessary and 1nappropridte use of resourcés, . The '
p kprqj}ct, prlot to this time, had been established to handle 40% o ~the. pre-

i Seﬁtence caseload,  With the implementation of Grant Award #1575, the regular =
. ttle unit staff which previously had functioned as the control unit, joinedéa
kcbhe progect. Thus,‘cases ‘were no longer assigned on-a: random ba51s, and from e

thdt t ime on all presentence 1nvestigat10ns were assigned to the progect

ol

e

L




~_be quantitatively measured by’ the rate of the Court's concurrence with thej,

i
o

W

’ In evaluating thefprOJect there Were two related research obiectives, .If>wg

;v(l) Qto measure the degree of acceptance by the Superior Court

-7 of recommendations made by the enhanced.presentence unit

~ for probation or prison and the .recommended placement of
of offenders in: ex1sting communlty agencies, and :

" (2) -to fieasure the effect of utilizing community agencies
' ‘,to reduce the rate of future cniminal activity‘

ZﬂPresentence recommendations vary considerably. The first issue handled after
- the investigation is completed is whether the offender should be. placed in an - . . -
~institution or om probation.‘ If the’ decision is ‘probdtion, then the problem ,;=s S
:is one of: determlning what: nrobation conditions are likely to- reduce the ‘f'iﬁ. i
‘:probabilitv of future criminal activity. Conditions on- probation may be .
{negative or p051tive, e.g., refrain from the use and/or possession of drugs,

or’ enter a drug treatment _program, A e N R S S

The- acceptance of Lhe Superlor Court of the more. intens1ve dlagnostic analysis
and the definite placement of offendérs in exist1ng<commun1ty agencies could;

'}basic recommendation as well as the recommendations for community treatment.~’

n

The goa1 ‘of reducing the rate of future criminal activity on the ﬂart of
~offenders'was to be achieved through a more thorough. diagnostic analysis and
‘the reliance on community—based dgencies Though the project had very 1itfle
;control over the community-based agencies, thé success of the project dependedj
‘upon their, ability to effectively treat the offender k] problems,- A medsure: of
the impact. of ut111z1ng ‘community agencies was accomplished by a follow—up
‘research .component which collected data on the criminal. activitj of all offenr "
ders for .which presentence investigations were made in the King County area S

'i‘beginnlng November 1 1973 through February 28 1975 SR s ~~E*Qf

PN

Experlmental Design: :

T

‘The prOJect ‘s research de51gn was initially established on’, an experimental ey

basis.. The CammuniLY Based” u1agnostic ‘and - Eﬁaluation Progect was established

. to handle 40% of the presentence caseload’ ‘randomly assigned The 404xwere

- chosen on- the basis of the las integer of the county cause number. The
frgmeiningLQOA were assigned to t




c:~P:esentence 1nvestigations were conducted for conv1cted felons bv the

. .rattle Presentence Unit if the convicted felon :was not already ot proba—,
* tion in the State of Washington.f If he was already on probation, the hpon

- presentence’ investigatJOn was done by his probationtofficer 'in the local o ulU T e

v e . field office. More than,half of the: presentences were couducted Lo the v"”“Y s

Mg : tprr.entence unit. ' : S \ S

During this phase of the proieot, the ewperimental unit and the control
group ‘were administratively tied ‘together, and, i fact, were housed in‘.
the same building {Please see organization: chart attached as Appendix A,
Figure 7) Additionally, it is ‘significant that during the initial phase -
cof the progect there were some: personnel transfers ‘between- units Wthh
‘in all probability, had the effect“of ensuring the contamination of this
 reséarcH design. In February of 1974, a senior staff member of, the project
was promoted to a Probation and Parole Officer IIL and assumed supervisory‘.'
-~ duties in the: SeatLle presenterice unit (control unit). ‘This particular
e individual ‘had Vlewed his experience iu the progect as a positive one and
; _admittedly made some changes within the control group in aniﬁcfort to.
Gl © bring it ip line with the practices of the experimental unit.; These . .00
i ‘ - factors support the conclusion that the administrative tie- -in, physical BRI
T ‘vproximity, and the above described personnel changes 1nevitably led to ' L
the contamination of the design..

, f’_Baee 1ine data were collected before the experimental projeCt'began.' These .
e “data were collected to test whether the existence of a new expeérimental | =
~j,§unit would have any impact on the regular Seattle Présentence Unit (control

- group).  Since one of the major objectives of the experimental ‘project was o

o to increase the number of felons retained in the community without risk to, -
Car “the community, a comparison of the basic presentence recommendation was Rt
" made between a random sample drawn in October 1973 of 94 presentence cases

from completed files, and data from the control group ‘collected between .
November of 1973 and February of 1975. These data show that there had: been,
a statistically significant (at the .05 level) difference in“the’ recommen-
dations made by the ‘Seattle unit befone and after the progect began. Before
R the project began, thé Seattle unit was recommendlng that the offender be
4 . sent to a gtate prison in 247 of its cases, whereas in February of '1975
9 - the control unit was recommending that 117 go to.prison. This differential
2 - between the.base line and control group data suggests that the procedures L
" utilized by the experimental presentence group had influenced the methods: +
L ‘used by the oontrol group‘ Based on this conclusion with:the implementa—~j<
e u”tion of‘Grant Award ﬂ1575, Lhe research de51gn of the progect was altered.» 3

‘f”*cIt 18 hoped that the evaluation of this experiment w111 be a- useful state—
o oment of the difﬁicLTtles of- Lrying to establish programs in ways which 3 X ,
',allow for impact evaluqtion o o ‘ : - Sy e




] N

. Descrlptlon of Populatlon

Ty

. The evaluation ‘of . the pro3ect for Grant #1575 Narch 19i5 through May 1975
- involved a“match group comparison design. The Presenterice recommendations
" and the Court’ dlSpOSltionS on project cases were compared uslng the data
from November 1973 ‘through February 1975 &s baseline ‘data. In order to

measure the validity of this process, a comparison of demographic EactOrs SRR hfe
was made: between the two population groups Bro;ect Year 1974 and Project on
’ Year 1975 R ,

The results indlcete that there were too many statietically significant
“differerces between PrOJect Years for a matched group comparison. Conge- S
':quently, we do not have fiatched - groups. These differences will be account—‘
“ed for as the results are dlSCUSSEd in the following report. :
. , There were s:.gnificantly more offenders who commltted crimes against per-- L S
R ; sons 1n Progect Year 1975 257 versus. 18A in Progect Year 1974 .

A More offenders from PrOJect Year 1975 were. unemployed, used force and/or
'"~‘weapon=; had. alcohol related prob]ems' and had five or more misdemeanoir
.convictions than 1n PrOJect Year 1974,  See Table #1 for a more detailed
‘analy51s. L o - S RN i
‘ ,‘Some of these dlfferences can be attrlbuted to changes in the Prosecutor 8 .
L Office such as- : : , RN
'v"l) ‘There has been an’ attempt to reduce the amount of pleay' ,
- bargaining for crimes of rape, robbery and residential * TR ' 58
: S0 burglary. (Plea bargaining as deffned intthe "Annual G ‘
A " 'Report of the Prosecuting Attorney," is the reduction v
o . of a crime to a lesser: crime in.order to obtain a plea_i'

' E "“‘of guilty) \ - , : R ST I
r2)viLess serious crimes against property and the use’ and o ;"gi: L
”f,aale of drugs were retained-at the District: Court - 1evel RRPE
in an effort to- decrease the workload resulting from
o R ,_»fthe plea bargalning change withln the Prosecuting
T ﬁ fAttcrney s Offlce., e .

;:fIt should be noted that the 1ev1sed criminal code actually became effective'
o July 1, 1976, but’ many changes were made .An. the. Prospcutor s Office, in- e
'antlcipation of thls rev1sed code.:h ' LA S

b

C .*;Eighteen percent of tbe crimes in Progect Year 1974 were crimes against v - :

s . persony 257% were crimes- against persons “in PrOJect Year 1975, *This was an ,vv\lffnlf‘:e,

sz,'7af.\;increase of 125’ person crimes. These increases were primarily in assault, S :
. ‘rape-and robbery. - This-is offset by fever property (excepting burglary, o L
’*.gfwhich rose) and drug crimes. (Table #2) o ’ Bt

. . e ' R N S L - ; L

. *Annual Report of the Prosecuting' Attorney of King County - 1975 i

B



; TABLE L

- CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS ,LNVESTIGAI.‘ED BY A
~ ' . THE PRESENTENCE UNIT BY - ?ROJECT YEAR 7

. ‘Project Year ‘1§7‘4 _ Project Year 1975

o Mew |t | s
¢ White | 70n 1 m
Under 25 ‘C‘ : f, 73%" : o o 72% o
; ‘;,_,Unemployéd5' L 58% & | 1 66 *
g Person B TR S e L
‘ .. Offemses. ] = 18% % S ashow
R B e RSN RS
; Aleohol . | 21% % : ‘ C27% %
: v~ Use~df5‘ ; e B B I o
. Drugs b . ’ 34%. 1 ) 31%
' Use of T e - 3
Force - o 5% % : 24y %
 Use of B A SRR o
E - we?‘P"f‘ R Y S 13% wo » ‘ 17% & .
o mostedy | 1w b o el
Jeoim o Arrest : 66% - o 61% ‘
" .No Prior
. o+ Felony. R O A PO E TR 5
a - Convictions i5 o 80% . RERREE . S
\ 5 0r More | S S
© Misdemeamor | - .| H
 Convietfors - . 9n ki - 6%k %

e il : T

R

SR These differences were statistlcally signlficaut u51ng chx square test
of signlficance at | g~ beyond the 05 level. : : , .




TABLE 2o o ‘,“j“f{j;", b

a‘wv_@, S "; S ,:“ . . 5

e

. TYPEq OF CRIWES INVBSTIGATED BY THE PRESWNTENCE UNIT
Contxolllng for Ero;ect Year November 1973 - May 1976

Hoee

T TOTAL l';»_;'k€“ f 8
1974 : ,  1075:“’ s AR R R

“ 7. | PERSON OFFENSES .

G oMurder ¢ fo1e of 10 |17t | L

| - Manslaughter - | 31 | 1.9 | 20 | 13

Assault, o S o ,;_',82, ) .5]0 - .ilé - °>;07;1 

 Robbery .;1‘ ":'96 | 5.9 frise . | 9.6

‘Sex'Offenses - b ose | s so | e

.Other Person Offenses. * - | 6 | .4 | 19 | 1,0 |
, ; s = e i ' = et . i t=-==¢=-=v ; i ¢Q
| TOTAL PERSON OFFENSES - [ 290 17.8 | 409 “}25.0

|' PROPERTY OFFENSES N s | 8 | %

murglary |29 | s fam o e o0

larceny . | 462 -] 28.4 | 410 | 252 -

@ | aomes [ 80 | 49 | 4 | 28

. Fo#gery‘,ty ’ <  :.’: {illg‘vf :  6;9 :”“ 'gAiv :T ,';Sfa_; l” : 'fj' ‘

fother Eroperty Offenées ’

~+ " " | TOTAL PROPERTY OFFENSES

| DRUG OFFENSES

| TOTAL
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s ,f,

- 25 ”ription of Populatiou, (dontinued)

Aiea, therL were. feWer women investigated by the Presentence Unit in e

;v'fProj ct Year 1975 than in Project Yedr 1974 - 341 in. 1974 278 19 5 i
~ See nppendix A (Table#16 P éS ). gl

[ i : ¢

: The majority of these diffe rences are: withln the category of property crimes
(245 4n 1974  vs. 180 in 1975). Again some. of these differencesmay be - . 7 .
- attributed to the revised criminal code which raised the required value of R
 the property involved for a felony from $75 to $250 ‘ Sl :

e

* Project‘Year,l974 = December 1973 - Pebruary 1975 (15 months)

 @- _ * Project Yeal 1975 - March 1975 = May 1976 (15 months)




'1v-nates in successful probatlon (no convictions whlle on probation)

"tlon

SYSTEMS OVERVIEW :

Qe e Sy

B N .
L ¥

o

fl ure.%l15 an overv1ew of the Crimlnal Juatlce System process which >u1mi—

© sconded status, those persons. whose whereabouts are ‘unknown  or revocation

- failure (defined as the client belng sent to prlson for breaking a proba- f;f
tlon condltlon or commlttlng & new crime) ’ : * ‘ RN

CIn PLOJeCt Year 1974, a- 15 month period from November 1973 through FRSR
~ February 1975, 1,628 persons were 1nvestigated by the Seattle Presentence-
S Unit. - Im;, PrOJect Year 1975, a 15 month peried from March 1975 through '
May 1976 1, 626 persons were 1nvestigated by the Presentence Unit. :
g i R
Tlgu*e #l ‘shows the flow of clients through the Klng County System. fThec,
Superior Court orders a Presentence Investigation -after guilt of the
' client has been determined.
recommendation for prison or probatlon is given to the Court along with
frecommended special conditions, if probation is recommended. ' The Court
then decides on the basis of 1nformatlon from the Prosecutor, the client s
counsel and the Presentence Report to grant probation or pcison, IR

Probatlon does not necessarlly mean thaL the person_ will not suffer loss of
liberty. In 31 percent of the cases recommended for probation, the person -

is given a jail sentence from, one to 365 days in thé King County Jail, »la,j;

. which sometimes includes time spent in the Work Release. Program.o Work Re~
lease cannot be controlléd by the judge or PSIL Unlt but can only be '
‘_arranged on-a space available basis through the Klng County Jail.

Also, an offender may be recommended to participate in a community program ;:;75

whlch may be an in-residence program or a non—residential program.gj

There was follow-up for those offenders granted probatlon, but™: not for

those sentenced to prison. The research effort was concentrated on finding
_.out the outcomes (success or probation revocation) of ﬁecisions for proba-.f

L\ [ it e S S Lk -

‘EaChﬁpart,offthe processVWill‘be_diSQusSed in:ﬂetailrintSepafatef

‘l) Presentence Reéommendations and~Court'Concurrencer ety

2) Community Treatment Proglam Rerommendations and Court
Concurrence, and _ N ' :

3) Follow—up Data.,b

N RIEN ‘
L LA

ab- . xi\\," =

A Presentence Investigation is conducted and a R

séctions:
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.. 7 SYSTEMS OVERVIEW =

SUPERTOR COURT ORDERS PRESENTENCE

| PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATION .|

L e I
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| “"PRISON
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| ;ggéi’sﬁ"\ENTENCE,REc’omfiENDATroNs:f’A_]ND, COURI“CQNC(I'RI{EN(&E

S Apy evaluation ot the p103er1 must begin with an examination of Presentence,;
recommendations. Table 3 shows a bréakdown of crime categories, the’ basic

recommendation of cominitment, or probation by Project Year.. In Project '”f;f;;;”fbri

Year 1974, the Presentence Unit recommended 1396 clients. for probation (89%)

~and 170 clients for imprisonment, (11%), whereas in Project Year 1975:the’ ;~f'j R

~ Presentence.Unit recommended 1356 clients for probation (85%). .and 240: clients’
= £ox. imprisonment (152). These percerrages ‘are based 'on recomméndations made o
in all categories of crlme.’ A breakdown of these crime _categories,. as’ fiu;“m S

well as the recommendations for each offense, are provided in Table 3 i;'-;e‘g;[%f_;‘f*

.  -Some differences between Pro;)ect Year 1974 and Project. Year 1975 can bej‘ |
- attributed to a change in the Prosecutor's Office policy’ towards use of !
: discretionary authority to- recommend probation in certain instances. o

'deadly weapon allegatlons where the weapon ‘was used or wan T DA R,
capable of being used in furtherance of the erime and habltual el
- eriminal allegatiens are not the subject of" bargaining and will L
. not be dropped for any reason other than,our inability to provef o T
' the speciflc allegation," * ; ety

rThis directly affected the number of persons sent to prison where there wasg
.a finding of fact which: requlred imposition of a- mandatory minimum prison R
~sentence.. The presentence unlt followed this policy An” their recommendatione L e
for prison.‘ AAAAAA
. " prisons w1th the same data for those offenders recommended for. probation. e
.. The group of offénders recommended for prison are considered tobe a greaterj ‘
risk tofthe community and therefore need to be. incarcerated. They have more .
of & previous crimlnai history, have used force or weapons in the commission‘.Jf
of these ‘crimes, . _have committed more serious crlmes, moré are male and tend
.to be slightly ollder than those recommended for probation' However ‘there
were more blacks recomnended for- prison.: The ability of the Unit to identify
. significant factors related to level of . risk is an important aspect of SR AT
» ipreparing an, enhanced diagnostic report.“ ‘ . e S o

R

IS

SECTION 1053~  Disposition from the Prosecutor’s Filing and Disposition
Standards. I R T R Bt e i R i
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S0 . Comtrolling foi<Froject Year
U November 1973 - May 1976 :

“ﬁ;Jé‘1;%[f“’PRESBWTENcE RECOMMENDATXONS BY OFFENSE ;;W;:  ’1 e

A e .~‘,;:=v PRISON ,,,f . { _PROBATION - [

1 »1974 f- ;975 Sl oaere | 1915 |

e e

_ PERSON OFFENSES ‘

Murder o Tme | 100k 7| sk T om0

8 Manslaughter i' i | 26% {:fl14% , SR LY B N[ A

CAssault o Lo .oz | owm o o7wmc |

 ?Rbe¢ry .?: - a’:,fv1, | ! 30%";   F_45%; : ’:;70% V;”,x: ’55%?;"

 Sex Offenses . | . o229 | 3% | 78m | eB%

g

. ‘Ii”f‘j'»;4 . Other Perdon Offenses | = -0- | 267 . | 100% |  74%

| . ToTAL PERsON OFFENSES | 29 | 38 | 7w | e |

f 3*°,‘:f‘Pmnmmy”mWQMms~v_, R R R O e

fBurglary SR 1 9% | s | e1m

"{:’*‘fLarceny ' byyﬂf]~"' e _ ’ % | o9sn | | 593% .

e Auto theft b s | e e |

firorgery | _"'v», L o o | e 89% .

 Other Property. Offehses 1w e | sen. | ean

s

¢/J‘I';ﬁ‘; | TOTAL PROFERTY OFFENSES . | 8 | 8% |- 9% |  92%

nRtrG-omNsEs o e e e | e |

R TOTAL S loum | s | oiew | 8sy

1396 | 1356

“lﬂ*NOTE:‘_The following wele not 1nc1uaed '
v 9 ¢lients sent to Western-State.in 1974 5 cllents in 1975 S
12 clients sent to Western State betuaj PS}’ChOPath Program in 1974 ‘AJ

: 23 clients in 19757
-9 clients w1th unknown recommgndatxons in. 1974 2 cllents 1n 1975.'

" % See Table 12 for cow dars




L ‘;f;i}fxf': ’~w§f‘* : 577ﬂi': TABLL 4‘ a. lrERae
e dalo CHARACTERISTICS OF CLIENES INVESTIGATED BY ‘};;, :
. THE PRESENTENCE UNIT BY TYPE OF RECOMMENDATIONS

B NOVEMBER 1973 “TO MAY, 1976 S

PRTSON _  PROBATION _

CBlack | taw ol o9

Crimes EIER - 55%:* DR ERSEES S 7 16% *‘ S I B

Under Age: R R R S o e i w )
| 25 D | . ) ‘ s 53% .» }'; : ' :65707% ‘v " h : _‘ N ;> ..: 'n‘- i“ P

ngo~,‘ B T B R S
Force - -~ | v . B0k F o, o o B6%

e iii?n R T R I
. ﬁ o { A1coh0l e - '_' .70Z,*> J’_(-. ’ . TTh % V‘J}Vi 

. 3 S Unempl'dyed ‘.‘77% 2 e . ‘ 607:\""“  

No Felomy | . o o ol
Arrests . 3%k L 68% ke

.. W . Convictions'} o 0 B2% A 0 S BO% e e e

Mo Misde- f o bl
Cmeanor or ] a0 s
- Conviction L e R

Male | oMb ggp* o

s . - | QY
Y " : .
rt . S ey . . G E B . A -
I . : : 5 . R

* Thesg dlfferances were statistlcally signifxcant using dhi—squate ; 1. o
 test of 51gn1f1cance at beyond the’ 05 1evel, 8 S R




: -EIGYRE a,,f\“Vf;" sl
‘ﬁfﬁy,fJfRECOMME&DATIONS BY THE PRESENTENCE UNIT

P

PROBATION

| TYPE oF OFFENSE BY BASIC RECOMMENDATION ,7¢¢°

Q:{ PROJECT YBAR 1974

" PROPERTY CRIMES  / PERSON ~\ L
, <. i CRI ‘,
467
"~PROPERTY«"
- CRIMES:
41%

614 ' CRIMES 13/

2

" DRUG CRIMES. |-

25%

'PRISON S , L
RECOMMENDATIONS N= 170 .

RBCOMMENDATIONS N— 1396’

~;7 PROBATION [ e TSR
‘ RBCOMMENDATIONS N~ 1356

. TveE OF OFFENSE BY BASIC RLCONWENDATION

o | PROJECT YEAR 1975
" PERSON
© ' CRIMES

‘DRUG

. CRIMES -/ PERSON CRIMES )
P U
- ASDRUG
.j f‘//§/6PERTY
X -CRIMES -
Tﬁf«;_ 31%

- PROPERTY CRIMES = - -
e2u |

7 PRISON ,
P RECOMMENDATION% N— 240

CRMES 8% | . -




TABLES Toriaren

" IvRE OF OFFENSE BY BASTG RECOMMENDATION '
~ FOR PROJECT YEARS 1974 AND 1975

\‘\, :

Retdhménd;tion’fdt~?r15qn*j';Bé¢gm¢en@a§;°n,ferProbatimll’

e 1

- IYPE OF 0 . Yea1 19 74 | Year 1975 '} Year 1974 | Year 1975 °

OFFENSE ‘f _‘ bbhéﬁi e Sl

o

W . o R _',C;RIMES';”' 8
_ PROPERTY
CRIMES:

oo ex || s (e e [ | e |

R

"Bﬁgfmé .22 1 | o200 | sy - |33 |2sn 279 | 217 |

TOTAL 11700 l1o0x | 240|100z 1396 |00z |13s6 | 100% .|

Lo *;,_;;g%_a! 2

or,i Tl ‘

o . , ok Using the chi-—s'qvuaxe test," dlfferences between those recbmmended
' .~ prison during Project Years 1974 and 1975 by ‘type of offense were
statlstical ly significant beyond the 05 1evel P e {

JR




';.F=CQURThEQﬁCﬂRRENEErwifﬁf?RESEmyﬁﬁc,?UsirﬁREcoﬁgENpAfiQNS*;;}'[*1

Taaid o
S

st R e | PROJECT YEAR 1974 i
SR ZAVTOTAL COURT CONCURRENCE

PROBATTON

o RECOMHENDATIONS
"gﬂ, 91/ - ‘

1426

=

170 ,ﬁ;'ﬁf,.“ ; e
_;COunt dld e AT ,éf,xkf
not coneur - R :
Cwith 39% of ¢ - i

/- :5;’, " prison recom- L
Court did not concur: w1th 6% of . mendatiomsy
o Probatlon recommendatlons o o

. .. 92% TOTAL COURT CONCURRENGE "+ . 7 « 7

-PROBATION
E RECOMMENDATIONS N

S 85/ B
‘ 1356 B

e Ry

y ;:‘xJ

PRISON

Connurrence ' .f""'-
<= gThe Court - i
“did not c0n~7’
—~ ,eur with 27%-

The court did/  of the prison .
not coneyr w1th - recommenda- o
9% -of the __<;ﬁ_flﬂnqﬁxw_”_~:iﬂ
——<*2prnbélxcn : L ‘

o recommendatlons'

s

Couxt nonconcur—
rence with-
probation . -
recommendations

3

Court uonconcurrence
-.with ‘brison




5

; ,'Tahle #7 shows the dlfferencé between Progect Years in Court concurrence. The. .
{e .. Gourt concurred slightly more with the PSI Unit'!s recommendatibns in Project

. Year 1975, (92% to 93%) There,ls a statiqtically significant differentce from

. the. Progect Year 1974 data to PrOJect Year 1975 for prison recommendations
L (65% to 78%) This® is dlrectly related to ‘the Unit's goal of increasing

'1'Court concurrence. , S ST T iy “.-;.;

PRI
i,
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' *  PROBATION RECOUMENDATIONS BY ~

| STUDY POPULATION - -

 !Project,Yeaf”' L

- Projedt’Yeér
1975,

~

,ija of

1974

Number |Percent -

Percent

»7?rbba§ion ‘

| Recommendation -

I 1396

- 89%

1356 | 851

170

117

240 . | 15%

  ,§1|. S )

’;Total

1566 | 100% | 1596 | .100% .

¥

SO ok Using_thebchi*squére tést of'significance the'differences between
L . Project Year 1974 and Project Yeat 1975 were statistically significant -

,beyond~th¢;_05 level. o | Q\\ | S 5 5 ; ,_ 
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‘ COURT cowcuﬁxpncn WITH PRESENTENCE RBCOMMENDATIONS Bt

November 1973 = May 31 1976 - ‘f;k;a

;\v,,A’
Lo

| erogucr vear 1974 || PROJECT YEAR .1975 f ‘moaL |

;ggfﬁ%\ ' Number | Percent | Number PngEnt“, Number - |

| . .| Concurrence - . J,¢O7' 1 65/ S | () ‘» | 78Ai 283
o erson | e T T
- Noun-Concurrence | _38 o | 35% o 917 - "zgé',:,. 109

| [fotal Recommended) 165 | 190z || 227 | 100% | 392 . -f
- for Prison ‘ S o o , : ;“ : R

Probation .. | ygu0 | g5y |li239 . 9esx | esy |
,Concurrencel 1 - E R : L

Probation L : e . B L
‘ffNon*Conculrence L IAIAE- /AT | R NSRRI CRRNG: Y AR

o126 |

. o TOtal 'Recommended

bTotal B g ; " S Sp , | e
B e A S RN I R

) toral - R T VI I VARRR | RS & R R A
- ¢ | Non~Concurrence | . . LT R B

- 3097**

| toraL. | 1s6s | 100z | 1528 | 1007 i

* 081ng Lhe chi—square test, these differences were statistically significant T
beyond the .05 1evel. v 7 .," R e N0 T R },;,~%r~?‘%b

%%‘ff‘#ﬁNOTE. 95 cases. were not included in thlS table as caurt concurrence was"‘_ef

R R : u1known.‘:l IR K e g s s e T e




C ity tredtment programs.
- dimension of the Presentence, Investigatlons. o
that the ‘Pregentence Unit recommended a. ‘community program as a condltion f"

. co.fm_tmm:y'Ti‘zﬁA’mEN_T;P’Ro‘GRAM RECOMMENDATIONS AND COURT CONCURRENCE

1

3]

of probation ‘approximately 54% of the time in both Project Years, The o
Pregentence Unlt recommended a commﬂnity treatment program for 1403 dndi-

The eecond level of measurement is’ the Courts’
“recommendations for types of community programs.
the time, It is important to note that when the Court disagreed with the
type of community program recommended :
ordéred by the court. - These figures are approxlmately the same for Pro1ect

Year 19/4 ag Project Year 1975

Tableﬂ18 points to Lhe £act that those persons where the Presentence Unit °

" recommended a community program had more problems ., suchras: . ’

~alcohol and drugs, use“of force and/ot weapons, unemployed at ‘the time’ of -

in custody. at the time of thé Presentence

,.Investigation, commuitted crimes against persons and fewer were under: twenty-'”
one years of age than the persons. not recommended for communlty programs. S

E arrest, prior criminal records*

‘ programs from those who did not.
Jobjective o effectivcly uLllLZlng communlty agencies

x

N

A

i;f*‘?,JuVeniieieéotds excluded.,

PO R

vidualg out of a total of 2598 clients. .
szreJentence Unit- recommended some type of community program for 78% of thé -
*¢lients recommended for probation.
patient mental healtb programs motre frequently than any other type of
_community program regardless of offense; with recommendatins for. drug and
o alrohol treatment programs second and third respectively
. efforts are being concentrated on the person offender explalns in part the;
higher rate of programs recommended for this category

22

- For crimps agalnst persons, the

s SRRy

i

“The Presentence Unit recommended out- * -

',w"

o 1he significance of the differences 1in thn—ﬂhet;ctepese%c5¢sf~
" would indicate that the Unit successfully identified those persois who needed
: ‘This is directly related to’ the Unlt s

%

The fact that -

Lyplcally no program at all was

RS

‘use of -

There were 74 fewer black persons 1ncluded in Lhe gloup recommended for'
dcommunity programs.' ‘ . g

.

acceptance of the Project s.
The Court agreed 76% 6f

=

B The degree Lo whlch a Presentence Unit utilizes community agencies to effect' :
- a reduction of the. rate of future criminal-activities is reflected in the .
o ﬁraﬂge and type of recommendations made for client partlcipation in commun=
Tigure #4 4g a comparative measure of’ this .
Data at this .time 1nd1cates

tue~e populatlonsk"




- FIGURE #4 .

WOMEN'S
COMMUNITY
CENTER SN
o N=12
g

| mvprov-
V7 MENT

OTHER 5 NT
| PROGRAMS,

 PROGRAMS

: 22/ b »~;‘
',N~308 o

* COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH
_ PROGRAMS 3

[

409
=586

”"ERUG‘ =
PROGRAMS[ e
23&'»

N Q»l403f o . LYPES OF COMMUNITY PROGRAMS o ;“ _,ng‘gp«yw o . ; f :;__ |
i ' RECOMMENDED BY THE PRESENIENCE UNIT - Gtaa

. P | : .

: /f ,,fﬁ, “ RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS S »v_‘¢¢<»NOVEMBER 1973 MAX 31, 1976

x"'N‘“"‘ARE'85'5‘134‘31“?11% PROGRAMS e

i e
R & : ; ‘

TR s
.}{l wrb'\-«w-‘Ar“'" . T L -".:'Ji' o




: oAlcohol"””
. Yorce -

eapon

L gatl
Custody’

NO.PriOE - (B flj‘

Felony
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~ Felony

Convictions **

‘ " No Prior e
- ‘Misdemeanor -
Convictiong **
~Person
‘OffenseS'
ef}Age Under
~21 e

' Race ~

~Black :'f_,f‘&y

| * These differences were statihtically significant using the ch1 squarei,

CHARACTERISTIGS OF :
PERSONS RECOMMENDED FOR

*“Nb;Pfcgramf “

- Recommendedr

‘ "'PROBATION BY. PROGRAM RECOMMENDED

Yes Program
Recommended ‘

129

Joo

T

s

,”:éb%Lo

L34

‘1;6%fef,;;

e

ogsy

Lok

it

367

ot

5%

14

749

8% -

“

60%

-

kg

o8

ko

229

- 39%

N

o33y

[

26%

o1

-

1264 -

N = 1480

test of significanoe at greater than .05 1evela.,‘

’* JuVenile records excluded

*** 38 persons not 1ncluded where prog1am recommendaLlon was unkncwn
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é‘A measure of the degree of success achieved hy fbe probationers going
through the Unit, and the impact of utllizing community agencies to- :educe

The purpose of this questionnalre was to determine the relative success

~ same), ‘he project was successful.: Percentage figures from Table 9 can ‘be

f‘ '»_Fomowr.m‘»ﬁnm s

‘Jr’ .

the raté of future criminal activity, 1s a function of the.follow=-up. study
of the Project's research component.  From: Project Year 1974, 1,280 six~

© ‘month follow-up questionnaires have been received from Pirobation and Parole “;%;;%ﬁéé
- Officers located in King County and other parts of the state; 1, ,097 twelve-;?f ’:;§7~f

“ month questionnamreq and 480 twenty*four morith questionnaires have been g z;?#f“ T
received. : 7. s C . : L R L -:,;ﬂ - »»J‘nv‘{'d'j“ﬁe.m

PR S

rateof offenders placed on probation.

one of out measures of success for the project was to compare;base 1ine i irxw;fﬂgVV
“data involying prabation revocations for King County in 1972 before the p591;3~’"

~ ject began in order to test whether we had indeed "increased the number of

conv1cted felons in the community without increasing the risk to the com= " -
munity. . The assumption is that, 1f these success rates have. remained the =

‘compared: to 1972 unpublished data ‘from ‘the Washington State Parole Decision
Project for Board of -Prison Terms and Parole state~wide revocation rates.:i",
.0f 1667 persons placed on probation in 1972'in King County 79 (4.7%) were’
revgked after 6 months, 1097 (6.5%) were révoked after 12 months and 168 ,
(10.1%) were revoked after being on, probation for 24 menths. Of 4,245 = .

" persons placed on*probation in 1972 statewide, 441 (10. 47) were revoked after
a 24-month follow- -up. period. We can compare this to project data in which
probation revocations” were 2.9% at the end of a:six-month follow-up period
‘and 6.1% at the end.of &.12 month follow-up perlod and 9.6% at the end of 'a .
24-month time period. Theqe differences are not significantly different.

'The progect was unable to find a’ “comparable group to determine whether or

not a 1ncreased,number‘of felons had been retained in the community._ :

Court'Concurrence'and SUcCesszatee",’ R

" There are signiflcant dlfferences between ‘the success,rate when the | Courts {Vi*ff-ﬁfw
: concurred with the Preséntence recommendations and when the Court did- not L

concur, - Figure #5 is a comparative measure .of the six-month status of .

5 probationers for each group. The hypothesis is that there would be no dif—< :

ference in outcome . between the concurrence group. and the non-concurrence 2j7v‘f
group.  The number of persons. placed on’ probation® by the Court when 'the Pre= G
sentence Unit recommended commitment is small (48),“but there are significant .
differences, using the;chi-square test of significance at the .05 level be- ?]{,,;
~tween t1ese groups (Table #10) R Ny : R AT

PSI Unlt recommended prlson 21/ of ‘the probationers were revokedgarter a ~4o“d
6-month time period These differences wouldoindicate that the enhanced

SUCCESS .
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e REVOCATIONS QVBRTIMt FOR o
*j;KING COUNTY PRESENTENCE POPULAIION

November 1973 - February 1975

NUMBER ELACEDL“ I [ e TN e
?ROBAEION | AFIER 6.MO. I AFTER 12 MOS [~ AFIER 24 MOS.. | =

B TR A | DA A T I
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offense or sent to prison for violation of probation rules.

R

Revocation te defined ‘a5 the person being sent to prison fov i new felody S

- Numbers and percents are cumulative

¢
S

e

* Number of‘persons followed on probaLion for 24 months by number and percent
who were. revoked RERT o - P , 5

** Number of persons followed on probaLion for twelve months by number and i
percent who were revoked' IR S ‘ e
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E
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SIX MDNTH FOLLOW UP DATA suowrre COURT’CONCURRENCE* 2
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*;\TABtEf'lbf”f

*

SIX~MONTH POLLOW UP DATA SHOWING COURT'CONCURRENCE “!7hﬁrﬁ .
. AND NON CONCURRENCE WITH ?RESENTENLE RECOMMENDATlONS'kf  I

:PROJECT YEAR ’ 1974

:1 jQUi36MEa  .

~ COURT o
~ CONCURRENCE

COURT NON CONCURRuNCE

WITH PRISON

R Suc¢esaful
I Ptobatxon

1 | oem

- RECQMMFNDATIONS =

‘31? 1 eur

o :’?robatibn was
| Revoked

G VA IR/

gt

* Other (death,
| Trangferred to
',;anothcr state, ete)

57 . . o | 5%

,Z ¥, ~515z:

TOTAL

1223 | ioon

a8+ |r100m

' w05 level,

4

.rzai;

Note: Thexre were 1io more revocatlous in: Lhe non- concurrence category
afLer a 12 month follow—up was’ complated '

o

;#'~F0110w up data was not recelved for 130 persons in the court concurrence"
~c$teg0ry avd 27 parsons in Lhe non-concurrence category R

iThe diEferences between putconies for the two. groups using the ch1 squareV_ :
test of signlficance were statistlcally 31gnlf1cant at the greater than e




”cg/.f*'jy',Court Concurrence and Success Rates, (centiuued)

\'»Table it shows the characteristics Df Persons- granted probation.by Ceurt
SR ‘;.concurrence., Follow-up data for the proup where the Presentence Unit
LT Y recommended probatlonland the coutts ordered prison was not analyzed as:
o community follow—up was not p0581b1e in the time frame permitted by the
- grant. The non-concurrence group consists of offenders that were recomr , h
“mended For prison by the Bresentence Unit, but were actually granted '."ff' S e
- probation by the Courts. The two groups differ significantly in every TR
 category except the ‘use of . drugs. Many of these differences suggest than -
- .the’ offenders in the non- .concurrence group presented a greater risk to the .
: Vcommunity than the offenders in the concurrence group. Specifically, morefﬂf
- had. used weapons, more: had a prior. criminal history and were unemployed at
“the time of arrest. Consequently, the Presentence Unit's expectations for Ay
' probatlon success were less for this non-concurrence BTOUP. ; e

" =

o 'J“There were many statistlcally dlfferent Characteristics in the offende:s who
= © " bad their probation revoked than who were successful. A prior criminal “ <~
- . record, lack of employment at the- time of arrest, being under the age of
. w21, placed on “this probation for a property crime -and. not granted personal e
recognizance at time of arrest were characterized by those whose probacions; ”
were revoked. These characteristics did not’ change . significantly after a . i
: Zﬁ—month perlod and the number revoked 1ncreasedcte 107« (Table #12)

'Table 13 shows all arrests, revoked or-not revoked‘ It is 2 measure of s

. crime impact on the owmmunlty for those indiv1duale placed in ‘the. commnnitytf

- on ‘probation. These ngures realistlcally should be considered only in '

relatidn . to the total crime being committed “in” the communlty. Studie4

being conddcted by the Systems Regponse to Burglary seem to indicate that
only 5/ of the total crimes committed result 1n arrest.

N

- Eighty~four percent’of all persons placed,on probatlon had'no new arrests L
after a six-month period of time. Those offenders who had committed person f”W
crimes had 4% fewer arrests than' the property offenders. The greatest
number of arrestsfwere for prOperty offenses and traffic offenses.‘,,;A,' .

'.*Of the 107 PerSOHS revoked from the 1974 Droject Year probation population
.72 -had at least one or more felony arrests,- 13 were violated for technical R
violations and it was’ unknown why 22 were revoked. ~Of the 72 persons ‘v;j Lo
fcarrested fOL felonles, 44 had new felony convictions. (R L SN

rAs an ‘exarple, of 166 person offenders placed on Drobatlon, only four (2%)
re~offended by committing another person offense.  This is esPeciallv u*"q*;,
_ significant considering a disproportionate amount of. the Unit 8 resaurces 5fiﬁ‘:
. were expended in the behalf of the person offender. L SR T

Tl

[EC R



S . CHARACTERTSTICS QF PERSONS e
~:>GRAWTED PROBATION BY GOURT CONCURRENCE

SRR R CEOR "fﬁ« R T
*u1f-',a,;f“,::;ackALL,EnRsoms(sRANTED PROBATEON BETWEFN”V‘
SR DEGEMBBR 1, 1973 MAY- @g, 1976 S

N
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'tlon Prlson Recommendatlon

i

9?7;_;-’1. SRR Qk%ypncurrence With
R \“Probation Recommer
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- No Miéﬂéméaho#¢.*. B e ChlEe e
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o ;;TheSe differenees were statlstxcally sxgnlflcant u51ng ch1 square rest
'iL 0f signltlcance at : beyond the .OJ level} R
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Race

 White

 Under *
Age 21
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Noi, ‘
“Force
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S Aiédﬁbl BT
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-7¢ These dlfferences were Statlstlcally signiflcaut usxng the chi-square testfg;ffgf;

of sxgniflcanc

T

"Orlgxnal Offense »

TABLEZLZ

D CHARACTERISTIGS oF CLIENT i
;,fGRANEBD PRQBATION BY 6~PONTH OUTCOME

RFVOhED

SUCCESSFUL ey

' ?76%;

sy

67

KRN
A

et

A

- 7I%x#‘?“"

82

o

68%

789 .

- 45%
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: %
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729,
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537
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$ol

e
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o

e
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}SIX MONTH‘ARREST DATA BY TYPE~QF OFFENSE

TYPE«OF CONVIClIQN TOR WHICH

PLACED ON PROBATION

v oL

i"jf‘crrnusn or ARRDST

Fadv

PERSON

' PROPERTY* T
S

CDRUG.. |
N /S

TOTALS

llqoz

166

100/

l1f794:‘ 100/

320

Cfroez |

’* _‘No New Arrests
’7,ffFelony~Perscn
Felonv—Br"P

e L&lonywbrug

:VMisdemean0r~‘

onperty

;;Misdemeanor~Drug

"7i?mra£f1c

: QLher

C84.4 |
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{1
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jf563 83 5

273
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VQ “' vv8!,

1.0

34
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w-*Pollow—up data was not received for 135 persons placed orn probatlon ¢ui?:_ ,
»'Project Year. 1974 and consequently they are not included 1n4thls table;:? ’

D
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‘>';who were xecommended for ‘programs and’ comp]eted or were still participating:g

"f‘”Some of “the revogations In this last group were the résult of the offender

Program Partloipatlon and Successful Probation e

.Flgure 6 is a flow chart of ofandeis Whexa the Qourt hgreed wiﬁh tﬁe basic
recommendation of probatlon, and this figure breaks down these offenders g,
into those recommended for programs and offenders not. recommended for~pro«yo7
. grams. It was shown in Table 7 that these two groups are from differing
» ;populatlons.u Ninety-three percent were sucoeSSful ons probation from the
_group where no program was recommended whereds, "90%. were successful in ¢ e)
o‘grOUp where the coutrt did not agree’ that an offender needed a treatmént -
program.- The most successful group —= 97% suc‘essful -= were those. persons

in ‘the program at the end of the 6-month time periad. The least successful
. group -- only 81% successful -- had dropped out, "or not+ started the;pr‘
_yet, or. the plobatlon officer had decided the program'wag no {

~ leaving the program without permission, and not due to commission of new
- offenses. Also, Table 14 1nd1cates that these saf
o 2~months of" follow—up

the result nf baV1ng pa*tchpated in olvcompletedna p ogram;f it mayfbe- TR ‘
" that those persons would have been successful without part1c1patido»in a- ';:15-;5g
‘program. However, Table 15 compares the most successful group with the f_wf' o
least successful group. There were significant differences in only two. {»«1
areas. —~= greater unemployment, at arrest and,more were non~white.' These tWO o
factors m&y be . correlated, as. the unemployment. rate for blacks is 67%, e
compared with 60% for" whltes., In,addltion,,the clients who did not particim"' T
~pate in the communlty programs had less of a prior criminal record. This . .
comparison suggests. that these two groups were moxe- alike demographicallyvf":z‘“
than any other two groups mentioned in this study. O v o

v i
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S TREATMLNT PROGRAM AND ?RQBATIOM SUCCESS WH ‘
LQURE 'CONCUKRED WITH BASIC RECDMMENDATION OF PROBATION e L
IN PROJELT’YEAR.lQ?& (NOVEHBER 1973**PEBRUARY 1975) ; 7 S i

3

)

' Number In o ‘Revocatioms |
 Original . |. After - R R
Group © 7 | 12 Months o :

o No"thecommendedfor | ot e | N | %“ | v{» = ‘ -\ , ‘ ‘ ‘j.
o |mmmmes | B2 fEL o

>
[aX

o _Recommeﬁded for o {>, __ ﬁ' .“ S : ' | : o e
Programs but Court = " " 181 - . b hpo2% o
did not Concur : A ¥ e Lt 1. R S e T

et e

e}

",Récémménded for o : St ‘
Programs but dropped = | 137 SR 38 | 284 .
"1 out or tever started : S = T T

Recotimended for - , R ; N :
| Programs and were L T e PR TN I SR
Participating or 435 7. 2% | '
| Completed Program : ‘ S : ‘

.

B =

. ~ TOTAL Ao b 1394 0 5%

Dy et

B . N 7 : R . R S RETIA o Sn g

% These dlfferences were statistically signif4cant using the chi-square : ff'fJ
w'test at beyond the .05 level ) v _ T T ¢§, P e L

-Hh 7 PerSOHS We*é not 1ncluded @s program participation was’ unkn@wn “‘y-‘4 S oo E
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l OR WERE PARTICIPATING- 1M-A PROCRAM AT THE

 é€MOLTH FOLLOWUP AND THOSE WHO DROPPED OUT, OR L

- HAD NOT STARTED PROGRAM (PROJECT YEAR 1974) |

Nuniber
 Race White

 Age Over 31

No Force

o _iNb',Al,Qoh-Olt .
.,"NokDfugS 1‘j
.No Weapon

" Unemployed

At Arvest

Ne Prior
Felony Arrest

e A ,‘ : T ‘C‘émplwed“ O‘r'
" Not In Program - S In Program

‘Lxgwf CHARACTERISTICS OF THOSE WHO CGMPLETED 'QS}]_ijj‘
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Statiatically significant usxng the chi square test of sxgnif*cance at

beyond the
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}‘The ma jor goal of the Community Based Diagnostic and hvaluation Project was'

‘to increase the number of convicted felons who were retained in' the commun= . :

ity without- increaSing the risk to the:community. A compaxable group was

~» not found which would allow a determination of whether the pioject had, in ‘.]“
“fact, retained. an increased proportian of‘conv1cted felons in the. community.

We know -that significantly more offenders who® committed pexson crimes were

sent to prison in 1975. We do not hava the re :sults of the follow=-up for

Project Year 1975 which would determine whether this change made’ a difference‘ifl'”;
tint risk to the community SR S . S : '

(‘(.'

Our results From Project Year. 1974 show that we did not increase the level of ;ﬁ‘b gy

risk to the community from Progect Year, 1974, Percentage figures from Project“
Revocation rates from Table 8 can be compared to 1972 unpublished data from'

' the Washington State Parole Decisions Progect for Board of Prison Terms and . =~ =
Pardle statewide revocation rates. Of 1667 persons placed on probation in. ‘if T

King County in 1972, 79. (4. 7%) were revoked aftex 6 months, 109 (6.5%) were

,’revoked.after 12 months and 168 (10.1%) were revoked after 24 months,

£

of 4245 persons placed on’ probation statewide 1n 1972, 441 (10 4?) probations'
were revoked after a 24-month Follow-up period. Prdject data in which pro-
bation revocations wera 2.97 after the>clients had been placed on probation
for six months, and 6.1% after clients had been on probation twelve montha ' '

~and 9.6 after clients had been on probation for 24 months. These comparisons S

support the conclusion that there was no additional.risk to the community. ’

Also, Table 13 indicates’ the relative level of risk that offenders placed on e
probation represents to the community. Eighty-four percent of all persons
placed on probation had no new arrests atter a six~month period of time.

~ Those offenders who had committed person. crimes had 4% fewer arrests than =~
- property offenders The greatest number of arrests were for property offen- -
:ders’. " The. greatest number of arrests were for property offenses and traffic . - .
~offenses, ~ 0f the 107 persons revoked 44 had new felony convictions, 72 had
at ‘least one. felony arrest and 13-had only probation violations. & Reasons for '
revocation were unknown for 22 of the 107 persons revoked., This is a measure  ~

of ‘the crime impact for those offenders ‘placed on: probation daring this time

s frame.- As an example, Table 13 indicates: ‘that 166, person offenders placed B

“on ‘probation, only - 4 ot 2% of those re~ offended by committing another“person

offense. This is- espec1ally significant considering that a disproportionate L

.. amount of the Unit's resources were expended. in behalf of the person. offender.w,f]"‘
- ALT offenders ‘who had committed a crime against ‘a.person and,an additional
» number of persons who, as a result of an initial screening process, needed thefl
\resources, vere handled utilizing the team prooess S L :

'D

'""The second major goal of the progect was to increase the’ degree of success , AN
-for offenders served and placed on probation: by the. “Superior Court. Findings R
. of this. report indicate that-there are significant differences -between “the .

»,success rate When the Court concurred with the P1esentence recommendation and




ya

‘ When the Cpurc did ot concur; Figure 15 is a- acmparatmve ‘measure of the ,of
@i x~month QLaLus of probationers for each group. . The number ‘of persong

",participating inthe prograﬁ at the end: of the six~-month- perded,

’data which can be used for future analysis. '

p ced on probation by the Court when the Presentence’ “Unit recommended - L
comnitment is ‘small, but there ‘are significant differences: (using the chi- o ‘

- Bquare, test of‘significance at the .05 level in these groups. In the -
“majority of cases, the court does agree with the Presentence Unit's recom=
oﬂmen!;tion of probation, and only 3%-of ‘these:probationers are revoked

. afﬂzr a 6-month time period, whereas in the non-concurrence group 21% of

_ the probationers are revoked after.a G-month time period.. E
~would indicate that the enhanced diagnostlc report prepared by the PrOJect S
‘was useful in predirting probation success‘ o R ST

These dlfferencesAv7“f3"

: Figure 6 ahows that the most Succeasful group, 97/ successful were those

persons who were recommended for programs and: completed or were still ,
The,least

successful group, only Bl% successful, had drdpped out, or had not started

. the program yet; or the probation officer had decided that 'the. program was’ff7
 not necesgary. Thug, for a substantial proportion of the population, appro-
priate treatment intervention was provided and this group of offenders ex=

o :perienced the. highest degree of, success on probation.;

“‘,The projeot, howevex, did provide a descriptlve analysis of the: population k =
- gerved by year, and by program redommendatlons., This type of data has not:

been available in the past; therefore, this d0cument will deflne base ‘line

. i : .t . . . Loy
Qs . . . § PR
N s N 4

7]
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. these types.. Also looking into assignment of offenders to certain

£ ,;j;aaﬁc.ommmnmrdws\*»_Fon.rtn:nm RESEARGH

DAy

;,;An ana1y51s of the proce ss is the first important st p in dealing with ,
o decision—making and discretionary authority in preparing recommendations -
© for the Courts. Our -study: points-out the shortcoming and the‘need for S
- reliable research efforts on the decision—making process and in
,particular the development of standards and puldelines in the use of
discretionary authorlty at this point in. the Criminal Justice System.‘;hy”V

Further analysis of. probation success is needed as is identification of .
types of offenders and the success -of different treatment methods with ‘,!

probation officers "on something®other than a rrhdom basis. -Perhaps

: with some attention given to previous:® relationshins, the type of person

- *the .probation officer works best with, the ‘type of person the clients
o work best with, personal preferences. and attitudes ‘may: mean the
" difference between 'forming ‘a relationship that is constructive and

e therapeutic ‘and beLwea14just heing ‘another number in the growing -

.”.There should be an emphasis on keeping an accurate record~keeping

Association Newsletter October 1976

system. This is absolutely necessary for gOod follow-up research to ﬂv%av”
be done. SR 3 o y : : :

;There should. be an effort to coordinate/éesearch efforts with the KingaV:f'i

County Prosecutor's automated: Criminal4ﬁustice System, the Subject in"
Process System This sys tem will collect and disseminate information -
at every stagej of the crlmlnal process from the initial arrest and

e booking of the c11m1nal suspect,through sentencing and appeals.

 system. This, data needs to be available to the Probation Officer and ,;f;f37'

- The adult correction division needs to follow the offeﬁder after

sentencing in order to obtain the information needed to make sound
decisions regarding the management and effectiveness of a correction

his supervisor in local offices.~

Additional analysis and research needs to.be done on fair treatment ofr

el

offenders. There were noticeable discxepancies between black. offenders‘ ‘_’jb;ﬁfﬂ

and white offenders in recommended prison. sentences, Table 4,‘and S
recommended jail sentences,. Figure7 ‘The black: population is over~.7”
represented., Also, Table 11 shows more Court non-concurrence among

~black .offenders than white offenders.' In! addition, Table -8 shitws
 fewer black offenders were: ‘recommended for community ‘programs and
© Table 15 indicates ‘more blacks had not participated in- ‘programs. The
, }reasons for these differences need,further exploration, analysis and
f"fresearch. ‘ e i

,"Much of the data in this report indicates that unemployment is one of
" the factors that impacts mosi~orfenders.- In Project Year 1975 66% wele

'*‘unemployed at time of arrest. We need to find out what is get*ing in-

- the way of offenders getting and keeping jobs and then Lry to address
- this problem with adequate resources. ‘ . : L o

© corrections computer." Dick Hooper, - ‘Probe Washington Correctional SN
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aliterature, but rether a short summary of related studies.,i;.

R R
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: "REV,I:EW_'OF ner,ATgp- smms i

R 2

f,;This 7rojecﬁ oomtained a two—folo purpose,k. ) to increase the number of

- eonvicted felons who were retained in the community without 1ncreasing
_lv_'ithe rigk to the community, and 2) to increase the degree of success of

“**uue=ﬁfféﬂder8 servad and placed on probation by the Superior Court., A

- few research gtudies in this -area will be summarized and - .compared to the

present project,. This is not meant to be an’ ‘exhaustive review. of the {

'1¢ State and County Probationa Systems in Crisis Reoofb
. to the Congresg by the Comptroller General of the- United
- Skates, LDAA, Department of Jusuice May 27 1976

’ Thﬂs Peview by the Comptroller General examined the use . 7
‘and effect of probation and the Presentence process;. ,the’
lack of services for probatloners, the models of. probation 7

prediction tools; and the limitations .and shortcomlngs of

; LFAA and the states in probation management.’~ : ;
‘Concluding recommendations urged the use of the Presentence

; &iagnpsLic protess in order to give the Judges better infor-

“matign which would enhance sentencing decisions. The report °
endorses the need for more supportive services for proba- -

tloners because well-utillzed services affect the degree

BT of success on probation. These services, or sentencing
o alternatives, need to be brought into focus by making the
‘ . community resources more available and applxcable to the

~probationer. R , , S e
Additional use and research of the various probation predic-

. tlon models was recommended. Future research should include

vjthe systematic collection of data opn possible predlctxve

characLeristlcs, the‘developmcnt of predletlve models- for
specific sub ~groups in the probation population, and - -the
evaluation of mathematical proeedures used to consolldate
predlctive characterlstlcs. S S

: ‘Recommendatione Fot . the 1mprovemenL of probatlon management

" ‘supported. the development of standards and guidelines and
o the lmprovement of informatlon systems for 1dent1fy1ng

i 1problems and evaluating probatlon efEeotlveness :

o The closmng remarks and conClusxons stless the need for change
. Inadequate senteneing alternatlves and- srandards, lack of -

~ service delivory, and ‘poor information dnd evaluation systems, -
iWere some of the” problem aredas addrossed by the Comptroller s

s ;\\ :



Lreport. tt was recommended that these areas need to be

improved. Otherwise, the ptobatnon system will deteriorate;

tf;the communlty wlll face 1noreased danger, and the*recidivism ff”'
- rate will cllmb S s,‘ e s R .

‘Probatlon and Tts Effects on. REcidivism.; sh-EvaiustiVe;i' ol
Research Study. of Probation in Nassau County, New. York, i

Nassau County Probation,Department, Mineola, New‘York. 1972.

'fThe>purpose of the Nassau County study was to show with what ’ﬁ&viffv

effect: probation performed 1its principal roles and functions.‘

- The’ study sliowed that increasing numbers of probaticners
~did not belong toa homogeneous group of offenders. . There
Cwere Varying degrees of risk and rehabilitative: challenges i
. presented to the offenders and to.the community which =~
T demanded a wider choice of services and programs..-t~

i

‘_The study successfullV‘proved the worth of the Presentence o
‘~1nvest1gatlon Report in diagnosing high risk offenders to- o :

the community. Related to the high risk or rec;divist— T
prone offender, a greater variety and quality of probation ’

services were recommended. One of the findings of the study
demonstrated that - recommendatlonq in the: Presentence Report
accurately pomnted to the future adjustment of the offender

groups

““The lea51ng reoommendation of the report was to proceed with

the probation 1ecommendat10ns but following a’'case conference

staffed by an meediate supervisor,'a social worker, or »‘»;
_case aild, a "serior probation’ officer, and the probation’ offi—‘f:~",,;{
cer condicting the investigation. The investigating officer,ff‘: -

could be aided by.the services of 4 psyéhologistm “Thug !
a more explicit recommendation could be made in the investi-

gative report and result in a mean1n8f01 and successful.plan

3,

'iof treatme1t B “'; v e

:_?_
Cy

tGu1dance'in Sentenc1hg ‘The Pfeseotehce DiagnoStio”Obseroationg‘i“

Program by Robert M. Dickover and Kay A. Durkee, for the
Research Division, Callfornla Department of Corrections,‘ o

d*%fSacramento, California, September 197u, Research Report No. 53.*?;*f

This report empha51zed as’ irs purpose ‘an - eXamination of their

,tdiagnostic evaluation process, its problems and schievements. S

~ The Probation in:Galifornia (1957) report ‘indicated strong
differences in decision-making policies and practices within
the various courts. The project also dealt wirh the problem

of inappropriate commitment to prison.‘ “

i) N D PR




._[Two alternative ways of dealing with this problem were presented A
Sdn the.report' 1) for the’ client who would benefit by remain~
- ‘ing in the community, the guidance-center staff made such a ‘,
- recommendation with the expectation that the committing court .
-~ would coneur with thelr recommendation and 2) by "norm setrlng
" or attempting to develop a standard of sentencing.for the. g}v ‘f,-
kyt‘particulnr judge reviewing the recommendation. ‘The expected .
. outcome ‘might be the court concurrence with the . non—prison :
- reconmendation for a glven case’and the use of the. same.
© gtandard of sentencing again,with cases portraying Simllar
' characteristlcs and patterns oI offense. va S :

~The: expected outcome of ‘the project § procedures wascthe
v”freduction of varying prison sentences and other disp031tions ‘ i
,aamong the different counties in the State of California.>ig>"j,w e

'Reflections on- the Presentenoe diagnostic observation program e
“after fifteen years of operation incldded the' comment - from 3
~Y5Lhe authors that ‘the diagnoetic observation procedure was :"'b

viewed by the Judiciary of’ California ‘as.a- distinctive ‘means ‘.% e

W ‘,

v

‘~;for guidancc in qentencing

than 40% of the diagnostic observation intake. - As of" 1972
- this number was reduced to 24.37%.. These - figures allude to

- the California project was increased collaboratlon between ;f )
~information prov1ders and decision~makers. S , S S

fThe percentage of felons committed o the Department of Cor— e :.7~~b3.b"i.

rectlons in the years 1967, 1968, and 1969 represented more

a new found funetion in the diagnostic observation projett,
that o£ a short ~term commitment to prison v :

P

; fIn.teLms Qf effects o} results, the California project became
" a means-for committing convicted felons ‘to prison on a short—
' term basis‘and as’a way of providing Presentence diagnostic :
’»Bertice.r Diversion of cases from the Department of- Correctlons
T dns Callforc,a hag” increased in number, and significantly increased

savings of "human' and monetary ‘costs.” The final effect of

| Sentencing of California Fe]ony Offenders by Carl E. Pope e LT
‘ - Criminal Justice Research Center, Albany, New York LEAA T e
"V'Department of . Justice, l975‘ L hm S ,‘{_ G e

= ﬁThe principal purpose of this qtudy was ‘to analyze a trans—" : ‘

.. actional data base, with consideratlon given to its qualities PR
~ ‘and limitations, -and to demonstrate possible uses of these f T
- data in providing new information unavailable in the past.,-
. This 4s the second: monograph in a-series of: three. “The .

Lnjlemphasis in this reporL ﬂs Jon the problem.of differential

'3‘»sentencing : :




_the community-based diagnostic evaluations and in the Presentence investi-

o The study exam1ned7sent8nc1ng methods in both the lOWeﬁrand e
" superior courts, @nd both’ type of sentenceend: length of - time SN

f sentenced to prison,or probation as 1ndicators Q& senteuce o
severlty "'f- R v ;,w;ﬁ‘ : L :

)

‘The report concluded that only a data base, whicb systemh‘”

atically 4ncluded . 1nd1v1dual persoms and their characteristica,
- “would support the type of analysis requlred to 1mprove\and s At
, solve ‘the ekistlng problems of modern crlme control systeﬁs.

i

The flndlngs in these studles pomnt to the 1ncreasing 1mportance fﬁund in 13;

“‘gation reports. Our efforts have been to learn from. these past. stddies and: “51“v
Lo apply some of these flndings and recommendations to the King County
Communlty Based Diagnostlc and- Evaluation Project.ui

Wi, 8 PR




~ FOLLOW%UPfQQEST@ONNAIKEf"“ _ 1_f"‘_g*5'ahpb S

‘-Tne/fb1loﬁ1ng quest1onna1re is be1ng sent to you as.a data co]]ect1mn tooT for the : e
S Community Presentﬁnce Resource Project.  Consistent with the Proaect s commitment 'i«:%; S
I to.LEAA, the. data will be used to evaluate the effects of the presehtence recommendat1ons :
~and Court-ordered special conditions on the probationer's adjustment. . In realization

-.of your pressing workload, we have made a c0ncerted effort to limit the questionnaire to.

- those items which are abso1utp1y necessary. To ensure confldent1a11ty, probation officer
|- or cliéent identified data will only be seen and. used by the Research staff. Your coopera-. v
«'tlon in this effort 15 swncere]y apprecxateé. Thank you. e i ‘

/After you haVe comp]éted th1s form, p]ease return. 1t to Patr1c1a Holm, Pesearch Ana]yst '~'?= .‘
TR o , ‘ Community Presentence Resource Unit |-

o TR PR T 410 United Pacific Bu11d1na
L e T B PR ©° 1000 Second Avenue
~ Phone No. 464-6961 Nt T Ly ;Sea+t1e, Nash1ngton 98104

" lp@'ati:on'bfﬁce IR T R _ CDage: .«
C11ent 's Name i f! ' ,‘ N »- ,“ , 'v;f CauSe'Nd. _

PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE ITEMS R

i

P

A CLIENT S STATUS AT THIS TIME

ZZ7 Act1ve - stwi] in custody (JaT‘). S
n - m the comumty (on probatTon)

" f,~ work release .

: L

i

~ Terminated ‘successﬁu]Ty"'

Ll
v

S* - dn-active letter e L g

T

Dy probatwon revoyed

: I

t]

’: absconded or Uench warrant

H :  ‘~'"' dea ol )

1

L othera(sDeCf?i)h,'

‘n Date”£eﬁhinated;(Leavé b]ank;if‘hOt'tErminated) %f@%éﬁggm:‘
L ~ ,;‘; o b | - :

i O e SR
QTB.“ MONTHS W THE COMMUNITY SINCE SENTENCING
g (Mwnus Ja1l twme) :




!I

ﬁmowN VIOLATIONS OF coum ORDERED\ SPECIAL comnmons el

‘jNQne ”ﬁ,gi"juf’;f ‘h7 ff:’f‘ [:7 Non payment of Court costs

;A55°"3t‘°“ e Vol rqii‘ 7”4:f of vest1tut1on  f"f;ii'f§fiﬂifka‘y

fLocation ‘ ﬂf’gf']k' wjt>,f [T No cammun1ty service -

£

| EmP10yr°nt/Educat1on e wf;;é:7;: Not part161pat1ng~1n program ordered

Q]Non payment of fines 'f»%’“ s Other (speciﬁy) = c 7Tf. _fj<:i[i@

D. V:.NUMBER OF ARRESTS SINCE SENTENCING e
"Ee-«“f:MOST SERIOUS ﬂFFE. m WHICH: R STED smcs PLACED ON PROBATION :

i
7 Not app11cab1e = no “known arrests i
‘5:7  Felony = crime agalnst person ?‘tf‘f SR  "‘Ti'" : \ 3‘ o ”ff!ﬁ f N f
L7 "»4‘.f property_offense. el T B R '

",-"-'dru9 offense

g “» - property offense

R - drug offense '

 L ii7 M18demeanor - crime aga1nst person -
gk ,
7
7

Traff1c offense (spgc1fy) L el B R e

F. MONTH 0F FIRST*ARR’EST ‘SINL’-.E' PLACED ON PROBATION - | |
 MONTH OF MOST_SERIOUS ARREST _SINCE PLACED ON_PROBATION R

‘ST SERIOUS oxsposmow FROM ARRESTS SINCE PLACED ON PROBATION e S
HNo new orfehse not App1xcab1e et L o

Re1eased after 1nves‘agat1on

‘ Charges d1smwssed by ‘the Court
7Awa1t1nq d1sposwtlon :  |
K robat1on , | |
‘fJa11 sent;;ce

‘Pr1son sentence'%~
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. ,5M1sdemeanors

o Felonwes T et ,‘:flf’ S e P R B

YPE OF COMMUNITY PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

R T

]'Menta] Hea1th program e
; (res1dent1al)
Menta] Hea]th -program . . :
(nonres1dent1a1)”xu 

39§ ,T)z:7‘ Not part1u1pat1ng in a conmun1ty PPOQ [T

A .
;,;';‘1:7,_A7coho1 P)ogram - (nonreswdent1ai)A’r ’ -V?*fi:j Women s 6ommun1ty Center

e

17

 ”;137 ’Alcohol program (rea1dent1al)

_—

"“;, 1:7 ‘Dkug program - (res1dent1al) e T fEmp]oyment - tra1n1ng

‘””vff1£7ff0ru9'Pr09Wam - (nQnr951de“t1aT)

470ther \specmfy)

K.‘ HAS THE CLIENT COMPLE1ED A_COMMUNITY PROGRAM7 . 4;‘» .
. [:7 Not ordered by the Court ;
| ?‘z:jf Not started yet

TR ST

"~£:7' Not ab]e to arrange a commun1ty program: for th1s cl1ent
’11127 Present1y part1c1pat1ng in a rommun1ty program ' | i
 <~[:7 Has comp]eted a communlty program -f'}t ; AT - » i O (‘thg B

; ,:  [[:7 Dropped out of program :' u i _
- L. 15 THE CLIENT EMPLOYED? (Leave b]ank 1f not. emp1oyab1e )

"”»ijf 'th-eﬁployed  f | S Yo [:7~ School - full- t1me |
L:7 Emp1oyed —‘ful “ime'ﬁ-  "‘ S o j f[:?-‘,SChOOT - part-tlme ";  »
4:7 Employed . part “time - G 8 :w-:f i ,‘l:j  ;Tra1n1ng - full- t1me f , i, o
[:7 Casua] 1abor or ‘odd JObS e T “ﬂ T ‘_Tra1n1ng - part~t1me
137 Other (specwfy) ) | S |

M, 'uAs CLIENT COMPLETED COMMUNITY SERVICE?
"1'[:7 Not crdered Qy the Court ; o
e _‘1:7 Not starte7  yet f-:ﬁifi, S o

g ,
P
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i

oy R

pr

. .tz:7 Not ab]e tg arrange communwty serV1ce for th1s c11ent

gffz:j PweSently do1ng commun1ty serV1ce f,‘f;"V[ g _k;’   4f ,‘f;51 gi*f~ -f,5f’3'
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