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'rb.:iI:S its ;t'h'e'fin,al- t'el~orton the Communi tyBa$ed Di,aghos ti,e. and' Evaluation 
lP:NilJi'etct whi.ch began operating on October 1, 1973 arid termin'atedSep tem­
ber.30, 1'976" 'll1e Project was funded by gran ts from the,:La~' and JUB tic~ 
±'larrnin:g 'Offi<:'efo:t the :purpose of p rovi.ding an enhan.ced diaS?os tic pre­
sen:teu.'ce repor·tto ,the Sup'erior Court on adult persons<cbnyicted of 
fe loni-es in King Couri ty • :,:) 

,'. 

l:n: developing a program,for King County, the project was to. serve 8sa 
,detnbnstrat.ion for.future statewide. activities, The."program-"iwas intenCIed , 
tc"provlne improve:d presentence reports on adult felons con;:aining clinical 
fdiafgnoses; i.e., p.sychiatric, psychological, and medical e'/aluations in 
,addition to the traditional social criminal history t Max:tmumuse of exist­
itig{!ommun,ity re.sQ.ur.ces was to he made in de.Jeloping probation. programs' .. 
tailOl,;-e.n to tl~especi£ic needs or problenlS' of each case.: In doing so, 
it was hQped that the project would accomplish ,at leas,t'these two .major= 
c.·a n,' als' _.' . -:o'Y .. -'-,' {'::;t:';~:~' _: .. ,> 

(1), to increase the number of convicted felons'~ho ar~' retained 
::. in the coniInunity wit'hout ~rncrea~ftng the risk to the commun:[.ty. 

(2)i' t.o increase the degree of 'success il£or. offenders served and 
placed on probation by the ~uperior Court. 

Presentence inves t;:iga-tions were conduc,ted for convict'ed felons by the 
Seattle Presentence Unit if the ",convicted felon was not a1ready on proba,­
tionin the State of \.fashington', ' If'hew;:ls already on probation, the 
presentence inves tigation was done by his probation· :0 ffi.cer in. the local 
field office,. Nore than half of the presentences are COt).dllcte4 in, the 
presentence unit, ' 

, In Project Year 1974, a 15 month period from Nove'robe·r 1973 through. 
1tebtuary 1975,' 1,628 persons were investigated by the Seattl~ Pfesertt'e'nce 
Unit. In Project Year 1975, a 15 'monthperiod frQmMarch 1915 thro\lgh 
Hay1976~ 1,626 persons were investigated by the Pr~sentence Unit, 

The Project's research ~omponent was initially es tab'lishe'd using an 
e,Xperimen tal design with random assignment of cases ,but .the' close physi-: 
G.al pt:'o~iniity of the experimental .and control groups (same building). 
·adtninistrat:ive tie-ins and critical personnel transfers between groups, 
led tei the contarn1na:tiori of this eXPE!!rimental design. 

~ecause of these. difficulties the. 't:\ature ~f the project was altere'd to 
beco·mea desc'l'iptiye analysis of the, sys ten" impact· resulting from 
implementatipn of the ne.w presentence' procedure. In' .Other words, it 
will ·examine the kin$is ,.0£ recpmmertdations made by the presentence ~it, 
the degree .Of Court concurrence ~ith these recommendations, and the t:'e~ults 

. ~, 
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of these~eco~l1dl~i~fiq as m~asured hy proba't;i0on':revqcat~o~;:tates., tt, ' 
will also give a descd.ytive analysis'o£:thepopulationsseryed by yep:i, .' 
<il.dby program reconunendations. This type of data has notbeenaV'a:I.:iable i~' 
the pas tr therefore ,this documertt will defirtebaselirte datawh:y:« can be 
use'd for futl.u:e. analysis. /J' . ," 

,~.~/. 

• . ',' - • ,_ • , , • .1 '. >-~' \ .... '. :.,:// 

The.. ~ajorgbal of the Commu,nity Base.d Diagnostic and E'~~~:tuatl6nProject:was 
to tn'c.rease the >number of" conV'ictedfelonswhowe:r;ereta:l':o:ed·in the Cornmun-, 
ity without increasing the risk,,~to the cOmmunity. ,A cornpatable group' was 
rtot found which would all~ adetetmination of whethe:.t th,e proje!=:t had!n 
fact tetained an .incre,asedpropottion of cdt;tvicted. felons in. the'communi,ty. 
We know that sign1,Hcahtly moreoffendets who~onnnitte..dpetsObn c:r;ime.s~"Wete';' . 
sent to ptison in 1975 • We' do not have. the .results of: the' fciilo~-op [,6r .. 
Project' Year 1975 which would determine' whetber this cnange made a.differe'rtce. 
in risk to the COmin1,ll1i ty. , . 

Gur resuits'"from Project Year 1974 show tha.t ~ve did not inci'e~se the" level 
of risk to the cpmmunity from Pt'oj~~t Year 1974.. Percentage figures' for' 

, pr.oject revocation ratesfroln Table 8 can be compared to I97? unpublished 
data. from the Yla'shington State Parole Pecisions Project for' Board af· Prison 
Terms and.Parole statewide revocation rates. Of 1667 persons placed on . 
prdbat.ion in King County in 1972, 79 (4 •. 7%) Were revoked after 6 .... months~ .' 

'109 ('6 .5%) wer~ revake'd ·after 12-months and 168 (10 .1%) ,were reVoked after 
24-mcmths. 

Of 424S'persoris·.placea on probation statewide .in 1972,441"(10.4%) probe-' 
tiorts were rev'oked after a 24-mon'th follow-up period. Projectdata !3how.i:h:it. 
probaUonrevocations were 2,9% ,after the cHents had been: placed on proba;,,: 
tion for six months, and 6.1% after clients had been on probation twelve 
months and ,9.6% after clients' had been on probation for 24 months. These 
comparisons support, the conclusion that ther,e was no additional risk'to, the 
community. 

I~was found' that, 84% of all pereons plac~doh probation 11..al:1 no. new arre~)p~ e, 

af,ter a ,six--month period of time. Those offepders whoh.'~:d comnu tted,persbl;1 . 
crin1es,had 4% fewer arrests than property Offenders" Thegreates t number of . 
arres ts were rorptopertyoffenses and trafficoffel1Ses. Of the l07'p'er:;!ons. 
+"evok~d, 44 h~d new feloQ.Y .convictions, 72 had at' least onef~lonyat'r:es t, 

, and 13 had only' probation' violations. Reasot{afor revocation weteunknowp. 
for 22 6f the 10 7 persons revoked. This is a measureqf the crime; impact 
for those oUenders placed oJ1. probati.on during' this. timefrarne. As.;tn 
example, Table.13 .il)dicates that qf 166 pep3qtl offertders plac.ed on probation, 
o,hly li or ,2% 6f t'hl\l~~ re-offen~dedby' cotnmi ttinganother person offense. This' 
is espec;i.~ally signi.hc.ant considering that tl.' disp,ropo.rtiona:te amoont".orl.:r e 
Unit's tesourc\?;s were expended in behalf 'of the .person o~fendel:. All offenders' 
who had committed a crime against 'a person'anc:i. an additional, ~urnber of pe.:r.- . 
sons who, as a result of an initials creMin'g p'J;:ocess, need,ed'the resources, ~" 
were handled utiLi.zing the te!€\?,rocess. 0 
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'.' '!lllI~,4'f1;Q,~d majot-&oal I)f' ,~he l;rojecl. was to increase the' degree of success / 
fR1lv.!;bffendel"!lll selt'Wid and 'pl~ted an proo-attiotl .by tneSuperior Court . Fin'd-,p 
~,~ li.'!'f tl~:is report 1nd:l9at~ thatthet'e: q:resignifica:nt differenc;es betwe~n 
tt(~ s\)jfC:(;.e$~, ra'te wh.en: theCotlrt 'qoJ1cu:rr~d \>1±I;.11 the lh::esentence recommendti-
r!~n Md~he\{' the Court d:td not concur.' Figure 5 is 'a comparative meaSl}~e ' 
(i!tbasi~""m~!()t.h ~itatusQtprabationers f~l;'e,¥lch. group. Th~ number of,' , 

4YJibelCSiIlns ~l~(;edQn.prob'ii;t:iort by the Gourtl\lhen the Pres~ntence' Unit re:9om­
g wendedcomr.nit~nt j.scsmall,but there 'aresi'gnificaU't differences usiiig 
. .. y- ....... . '.' ,.' ." . j(! the chi-sqta<:tre test of signifi'cance at the ,.05 level in.thes~groups., . 

. .././ rllt the m!jQ~ty of" f cabses ~ the Cad' urt
1

doe
3

s% afgrethe 'wi tl1tbh~ Pi·res.entence uni'kt Isd· " 
i rec:o!lJm~:m<:)latioo 0 pro at~on:j an on y '0' ese pre;> at cners are .revo e. . 

<.c, ". l aftera6~lllontht:tme pe.riod,whe'teas in the non-concurrenc.e group., 21% of, 
/,! the p!:,obationers are revoked after a 6-month time period.1.I:Lese differences 

\~/, ... l;-o . would indicate that 'the enhanced diagnostlc report prepared by the Project 
}" .' w.t!suseful in predicting probatioll; succe~s. . 

• f 
l 
If 

·Ii 

i' 
I. 

I), ' 

~.·"':S,r,Ai~~~~ .Mo" 

Figure 6 sho,qs that the most successful group, 97% f'l'UcGessful, were those, 
persons who were recommended for prograrilSand completed 'crt-lere st:U'l 
participating in the program at the end of the six-month period. The 
least successful group, only 81% successful, h~d ,dropped out, or had not 
started the program yet, b,r the probation office·r had: decided that. the 
program was not necessary •. Thus, for a. substantial proportion of the 
pO'pulation, appropriate treatment intervention was provided and this group 
of offenders experienced the highes t degree of sUccess on probation " . 
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This,te'port has been prepared in compliance with the 'Law ,and J'ustice 
,Plannirig Office re(gulatignsgoverningthe submission pf, sUb-grantees 
final report .. ' This final report represents a ~culmiriatibn of the Commtm- , 
ity ,'Based lJiagnos tic and Evaluation Project 'Graht Awat,ds#805, 111225, . 
111575 ,and II 76--C-0007 ~ TheCbmmunity Based Diagnostic 'and ,:Evaluation .. 
Project'began operating on October 1,1973, under ,Grant Award #805. This 
grant period termillatedas of January 31, 197~. The~ l~l,"oject'was; t:hMf:; .. 

. extended under Gra~lt AWa.rd/11225. from February 1, .1974, through J:anuary .31, 
1975', ; The third' grant period '(.£as funded t;l1der Grant Award 111575 and 
covered the period of time' frbmFebruary 1, 1975; through De,cember' 31, 1975.' 
The final con,tract perio'd was funded under Grant Awa:r.d 1176-0-0001, and 
extended from January '1, 1976" thr~ugh September 30, 1976~ 

This, document will;fbCUS on the syst.em r,s impact resulting from implEm;len­
ta:tion Q,fa new presentence '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 theresulbs of these 
recommen.datious as measured by probation revQg,a,tiR~n rates", It will also . 
give a descriptive' analysis o·fthe populatioiis served 9,yyear, and by pro-

" gram ~econunendations .. This type of' data. has not been available in thepastj 
therefore, this document will define base line data which can be used for 
future c;malysis. 

Historica1'Overview 

The idea for a grant of this ~ature was generated by a,,discussiort gro'up 
ref~rred to as thePrbgram Development Committee which 'was,.cofupo.s~(r of .Adult 
Probation and Parole administrators and line staff. These.discussicins:t'ook 
place in the latter: part' of 1970: A Presentence I~vestigation:tnclude8 a 

. recommendation :tor prison orprobation to tile COU1:t alongwith,recommended 
special" conditions; if probation is recommended. ,The Cpurt, de(:iid4s on tne 

'. 'basis of"inf()rmation fr0111 the Prosecutor, the client's, counsel and the Pre­
ser;ttenceReportto grant probation or prison. Inparticul,ar, the major . 
concep ts 'of this project were the result ofwh.at was 'seen as :f.nherent short ... 
comings in': (1) the conteht of the pres.entence .investigation'report, and, 
(2) the Presen tence pt9cess itself. . '. . P, 

, . ~., _ • '. ,'.' ::;:. . . , ..o _ .' :.; ;", J -

In regard to the conten t oJ the presentence investigation ,report)., itiwas' felt 
thqt ,because of the lack ,of, adequate:' resources, available. tp theexfsting , 
presentence,unit, information p:ertinent to 'the mental status of offenders," 
aE/ well as realistic community resource planning, was not:always !liSde avail-,. 
able .to the Courts. .It was not possib:Le'for' indi,vi'dua1' Probation an!! Parole,·· 
Of,ficers ; preparing the presentence. teport, to have sufficient knowiedgeo'fft 

" the ever-changing soci.~1..serviceprogramswitq.{ii1 acomn~:!IDityr norby vir'tue 
. '" , ' ' 
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training did they have ,the capac~ty_ to ,provide thorough mental 

.bea,lthasse'ssments of of'fertdeis. Given t~e current inde'terminate ,~entencing 
tlodelj 'the. Gourts in their 'sentencing dedsionsmust take 'i~to~dnsidera~:ion 

e level of risk the ofJender mrgh t represent i;.othe, community fn the,. .:::,: 

" " 

future, ~a well as his :or .herpotential,to respond to,differentco1:"rectional 
programmingaltet:natives. Such a deci~:tph, i$ ba,sed, atleastirt p'art, on . 
,itirormationmadeavailabl;e in pr~sentence reports,. incli.ldingthe offender's' 
'Ii1el l:al status, environmentaL factors, ,Eta \'Iell as his prior criminal behavior. 
What was, tleedeo was the, capacity to. evaluate an offender on theb'asisof an 
irtterd:l:scipl:Lnaryapproach w'hic~W6u~d tak/p into con~ide,rat~on the.. perspec-
tives of different behaviol,"al hscipline_~J ....., - , , 

i , , (),' " . , .. ',' ,'. " rrPY 
. ,,', , .,.,..., 

Regarding the presentence process itself, the. major c'0nCE!rn' involved the 
, methodS .bywhichdecision.s cfaI', sentencing recommend-adons ,:were .made. :Tradi'­
'tipnally., presen tence investigations completed by this agency were assigned 
to indiviqual pr.obat~on· alnd parole officers. Theass;Lgned officer' would 
then be responsible £.or conducting all aspects of the presentent;einvestiga­
tion. Based on an interview with the offender .and c,ollateral contracts with 
signif;i.cantothe:rs" the individual officer .would then prepare a presentence 
inve~;t:igatiotl report withe a $entencin'g recommendation, to' the Court. It was",,· 
not likely that. the: offender". himself) would 1iave"cori~~n:t with anyone else , 
in the presentence unit during 'this process; Subsequent to the preparation 
.of the presentence report, the, report would then. be' reviewed as to its 
cort,tent and recommendatien by the District Administrator in. charge .of the 

"unit. The re.view process was a means of maintaining s'ome quality control 
in the pretjarati6n of', presentence reports. Other than th,rough informal 
commun!catiohS, the District Administra,tor usually had no first hand knew.":'., 
ledge .of the case" and thus 'any significant review of the decisions made, 

. by individual .officers were made on the basi1;l • .of infennation centfdned'in 
th€\. presentl:!nce report itself. It hap beeu ,~tlspected by a great many indi':", 
vidualswithip 'the agency that the as sign:men t of tile same offender te two 
d'lfferent officers to prepare independent presentence investigation report's 
wouldpessibly result in some disparity in the'~actualdedsions andrecom,-. 
mendatious'made. It was concluded that 'the traditional presentence process 
d;i.d not previde for any c,ontrols ove'r, the pessibility of personal biases 
intervening in the decision making process; nor did it provide for' percep­
tion che~ks 'and feedhac'k on individual. c~ses. What was neec:ie'd was a process' 
which would provide for shared decision making responsibilities and.account­
ability in the information gathe,ring . Thus, it w;aslapgely en .theba~is of 
these concerns and general conclusions that the 'p'I'ej~d:' s goals, objectives, 
and structure were developed .'<od/" 

,Project OPals and Objectives 

In,developing a program for King Coun ty,the project or.iginallyconceiyedwas 
to serveasa demonstration for future 'state~dde activities.: ·The'program ' 
'''B,S ,i~ tE!nded to, p:t;ovide imp'roved presen tence reports on adult ,f'elonsconta:l.n­
fng clinical' diagnopes ; i.e ., psych'iatt;lc, psychological, and medical evalu- ' 
a tiona tv addition' 'to the traditional $ ocial criminal his to,ry: Haximum use 
of existing community resources was to be ma.~,e in dev,eloping probadon pro­
grams tailored to. the spec;1 . .ficneeds or problems of each case. 'In doin~r se, 

., \. 
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i twas h01?,ed ,th'at. the project wCl~ld. accomplish at least these! two major goals:" 
, Jr )i ... 

';. . _ ,":, '. ',10:r~; " ,"':', . .,' 
(r) to increase the number of convic.tef{, felclUswhb are.:retairted 

:i:n the community without incxea~ing·the risk to the ,co1l!munity ~ . . -- " 

iL-,' 

(2) to increase the deg'ree- of success fOJ:: offenders' served· and. 
-placed on probation by the Superior"Court,. ; 

Q ' 

It 'was expe'ctedtbat this project. would have asystemslimp'acfort the s~nten-' 
cingdispositions of the Superior Court. To. the ,extent that an, in~teased 

), ,.Dumper· of ~ffende'rs could,be placed in i.thecommunl:tY onprobatioR'flithout .• ' 
signHic~irtt1y affect;ing the; .. recidivistri rate, i,t was believed' that the project 
WQuld be~u~ce$sful in haVing an impact on cr.ime. . . " , 

. , 
Staff Organization and Presentence Pro,cess, 

" , ,/ 

Cases' ate assigned to the interdisciplinary team process on a di:l;,f~~efitial,/;~ ,~ 
. .basis. All offenders whO' had committed a crime against a person arLdan~.ddi-· 

tional number of 'persons who, as a resultqf art initiaL,screeningproces's, 
needed toe resources, were handled 'utilizing ,a team process,_ The :prp.j'ect is '.' 
staffed by 23 full-time staff and the part-time IGonsultative s~rvic:;is of three!" 
mental health~pecialists. The full-time staff:Lncl,udes the p'r(>jictdirectQi:, 
proj ec t 'adminis tra toq res'earch anaiys t ,unit s'Uper:(J:iSQr, ej.gh~/~reBentence' ... 
speci,alis ts, two communi ty resourc.e special:i.s ts, one counse19;t/ aide, one· " '(). 
special caseloadcarrying probation offic.er ,one secre.tary/)c.-1.ericalsupervbor . 

/,r , 

,and six clerk typist.s,' In .addition td. the· full-time sta~f; consultative ser-
vices are available ana part-time basls by on!,! clinica)/psychologist arid two 

. .' . '. '. , "~ . - 1:: . .. - G .'. '10 ' 

p'sychi,aJ,ris ts. At this time,. two addi tional psychomet;tists who ,f~nction' as ! 
sub-contractors. to the. clinical pS,ychologist havebein addM!d. This was done 
in order to increase o~rtapadty to provide the, fui1rarig~' ofpBycholplogical 
and/ or. voca tional tes ting. ' ", . " 

The project has gone through many organizational: changes since its ~plementa';" 
tion in Octobet of 1973. During th~ periodof 'time Jhat: the proJectwaa,funded 
under Grant Awards #805 and 1225, the projec.t was st~ff¢dby one sup~rvi$()r and 
twel'v.e .full.:.time employees:, Full-time employees inCluded,.: four presente\1,ce 
specialists, two communi'ty resource specialists, one. counseloraide,:,orte' . 
$pec:f:al caseload' carrying probation"9fficer , one research analyst .III, one. I 

~ "f. , • 

secretflr:y, and two clerk typists •. ln add! don to tlie .. ful1 ... time s~tatt;, th~re 
~yas one part-time dlinical psychologist as well as the serv,icesof two consult ... 
tng p$ycbia tris ts. " r, 

t,t 

.During the perJod of time that~;th(!!project 'sres:earch componen,t was o-rganizeo. 
'on thE; basi.s of an experimental design, cases were referreed randomly to. the 
exis-t;Lngpresentence unit ana the ,special,i.ze.dunit. Cases referred to .. the , 

. project weteassigned to a' core team, irtcluding a presentence specialist and 

1/ 

" 

.1/, "' . 

a c01l1mUnity resource specialist:. Based em ,the preliminary infc:rr,mati9u gather":' 
ing activities, including the initial in.terview an,d a review of the l'iinnesota. 
Mu:U1phaslc rersonali ty ,Inventdry, a referral was then~de~o one or ,more of . . .<:\ 

,": thedbnsultive ~erv:Lces;i.e., ~sychologicat '\testin;g, psychiatric ev~luations~ ,. 
vQcalional ,tes'ting, psychia tricevaluations, vo,ca:ti6nal testin,g a>tdlor'~medii;:al, .. 
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,'"exardiruitiOllB':. 'Subsequentto'"'gathering all 0.£ ·,this. in£errtia'tio.n, 'a<'case 
stiffing was held in whicl;:J.the decis,iens and conGlusioi'i's were made on a 

. ;/;4. 3en~u~;:tbasis. " " , ';j , ' 

. H ,-

-.~ : 

c;> • 

'jflVith th'implemen ta t:ton' :o.f Grand Aw;rd 111515, the pro.j ec t under to.okso.me 
i/' signi,,1?kant organizatienalchanges. Based erreu,r experience up to this,' tilUe, 

, ,/1" it' tI' /sc:o.nclude:d , that the assignment of allbffendeis;' t,:ethe in'terdi~c~pll:'" 
. nart,t:eam process was an unnecessary andir:lappropr:l,ate use o.f resource13. The 

.. ,1 

"'j: , ,/ prq;3 flct ,prior to this time, had,beenes tablishedfo hancile4Q% o.f",the,pre~ 
, ",,' '/' 'selit~hce ca,seload,W;lththee implemehtation of Grant Award 11157!5( the regular 

'if,'"','",, ,,', s'h/a;'ttle. unit sThtaff1 whi~h preVio.uS1IY had £uni~tiedned as ,the" c:onbtro~ unitd' Jf'oined 
;!:,,:':, ' ~ .e pro.Ject. llS, cases were no. engerassgne on a ranporn asl,s, an ',: rqm 

<,,'//' , /thlit time en al1present~ence investigations were assigned tb tbeprej ect., 
f !' ' 
l. 4 ~ 
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In (3valuatiri:gt1]/~:"'p'roject, ther'e were two related 'research. o1:;j:"epdvesic. 

(1) ,tCl/mea'sm:,ethe;degree of acceptance by the Sup~rior Court" " 
of 1=ecommkndations made by the ,enhan,ced presentertce unit " 
for probci t:igrtbr prison an'd the .recommended 'placement of· ", 
of offenders, in exis tingconununi'tyagencies , and 

(2) to measure the effect' at' utiii~ing cOIllDmnity agen~ies' 
to reduce the rate of future c};iminalactivity. ' 

Q ,;: 

. :.:~ . 

Presentehce~ec.Qmmendations vary c~bsiaerably • The first issue handledaft'er" 
,the investfgati~ii iscomplet;ed is whether the offend'h-should be p'laced in an 
institution or onprbbation. If the aecisioi1 is 'prob;ftion, then th~ problem ,:' 

,is one: of determining whatproba tion,cotldi tions are likely toredi.1ce the ' 
pro.bability of future criminal 'activIty, Conditions dnpropation may be 
negative or positive; e.g., refra1:n.,f-rom the useand/oi possession of'drugs, 
or en'tera drug treatment program.' , ' 

"','. 

'" \ , 
", ' ~ b 

The acceptance of the Superior Court of the more" ,intensive diagnostiC analysis 
and the definit~ placement of, offe:nd~rs inexistitrg'",qommunity. a.genc'ies could, 
be quantitatively measured by' the rate of the Court's ~ol1.currence \ji~hthe,,! 
basic recdmmertdation as well as the recommendations for Cb~unit~ treatn1en:t~; '0 

"i; 

The goal "6f r'ed\?dng the rate' of future crimilla:l act:(vftY, on the"p/3:rtof 
offend~rs' was to be achieved thro~gh a mora thorough diagnos'tic analysiS and 
'the relian,ce on cqmmunhy~based age,ncies. ,Though' thellrojecthadveryl:f,tde " 
.control.over the co~unity-based agencies,the success of the.~ pr()ject~~pen~,ed: 
upon ,their. abiH ty, to effective:!;;ytrea t the offender I s problems, A tneaEJureof~ , 
the,impact of. utilizingcoI1Ulllmity agencies was accomplishedbya £ollQ~l-up"':,: 
research component which collected data on the cl;'iminal actiVity" oiall offen...'::"-.:,z;~,,', 
ders for ,tIl'hieh presentence investigations were made" in the ,King County area ' '~, 
beginning November 1, 1973, througfiJpebruary 2'8,' 1975~ . 'I, 

~xperimental Design 

The project') researchdesignwas,inithlly);!stabH,shed on,anexpedmental 
basis. The ~'CbiT~iiunity Based 'Dia'gnosdc and EV'alua Uon Project' was established 
to handle 40%, of the' presentence caseloadrandomly 8$si:gned. 'The 40% ~werEa 
chose:n on'the basis o:f ~he;l:~:s.~_,integer of the county'caus~ l)umber,'fhe" 
remaining 60% were ass:i,gned to the regular Seattlei:-basedptesentence unit. 

. . , . ' '. 0 
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P:resentence investigations were 'conducted for' ,convicted felonfii by the. 
< ~attie Presentence Unit ,if the convicted ;6el0!lwas not already Oli protia": 

'J' tionin the State of Washington. If he was already on p1:obation(~ t;he ~ . 
. ' presetltence iuvestigc:i tion was done 'by his probation\] officer 'in the 'local 

rieldoffice. Hor.ethan half of the pres,entences were co.nducted 11l"'the 
. pp:,e~tence unit. 

During this pha:s~ of the p;ro~,ect:, the experimental ;Xinit and the control 
group were administratively tied together, and, :l.rlfact, ,were housed :i.n 
the same, b'uilding. '(Please see organ:i.za tion . char t s,(tac1i:ed.as Appendix A, 
'Fi~ure 7) Additionally ~, it~is' si.gll.ificant that during the initial phase. 
of' the project tHere were some:: personnel transfers between. units which" 
'in ~ll probability. had the effecUof ensuring the contamination of this ,. 
resea'l;'cl1: design. In. February of 1974, a seniorstarf member of, the project 
w'as 'prombt:ed to a Probation and 'Parole Offi~e'r III and assumed supervisor)'r . 
dutiesirt the; Seattle presentertce unit (control unit). This pa~ticuiar .. 
individucrlhaq viet"ed his exper:i.ertce in the proj eC.t as a positive one and, 
admittedly made s6me changestdthin tJm control gr6.up in an\~fort to 
bring it in line with the practices of the experimental unit;- These 
factors suppo'r t the conclusion that the adm:tnis tra tive.tie-in, physical 
proximity, and.the above'described p~rsonnel cha,nges inevitably. led to 
the contamina tion of the design. . . . 

\) 
•• I' 

"!.l 

Baseline data: were collected he.fqre the experimental project began. These. 
da ta. were collec ted to tes t whe ther the exis tence of a new experimen1;:al , 
,unit would have any impact on the regular Seattle Presentence Unit (control . 

". 

groUp). Since one of the major objectives of the experimental project was " 
to increase the'number of felons retained:iu'the community without ris~ to 
the comniunity, a comparison ,of th~ basic presentence recommendation ,was' 
made between a random saluple drawn 1:n October 1973 of 94 presentence cases 
from completed files, and. data from the controi group collected between . 
November o'f 1973 and February of 1975. These data :show theii there had been 
a statistically significant (at the. 05 le~el) difference in'~Uthe recommen­
dations made by theSeattl'e unit befOl:e and after the project began. Before 
the project began, the Seattle unit was recommending that the offender be 
se~t to a i?"t&te prison in 24% of its cases 1 whereas in February of 19,75 , 
the control unit was recommending, tha t 11% go to.prisO.n. This differential 
h~tween the.base line and control group data suggests that theproce4ures. 
ul:il.ize.d by the experimental pres,entence group had inflti~nced'the methods', 
used by thec.ontr,ol group • Bas.ed On this eoU'clusion ~lith . the implementa­
t1.on,of·GratitAw~rd If 157 5, the research design .0£ the 'proj ec twas a1 tered. 

It i's .bopedthat: the evaluation of . this .experiment win be .. a: useful state-
ment of the dfff,ir;:ul ties of, tr.ying to efJ t'ablish programs in 'ways which 

.~al1ow for itnpac t 'evalua don.· 

" 

. ,~, , 

'.) 

6 
ji , 

.' 

'.' 
:~r) .. " . 

: .... 

, ' , 

\ 
I 

i . \ 



~' " 

" . 

= 

The evaluation 'of. the project for Grant It1575 1 March 1975 th'J::ough ltiay, 1975, 
invQlved a'~lnat:,s.h group comparison design. The Presente1,1ce.recommendat.ions 

'and the Courtljlspos1tions on project cases ~ere compared using the .data 
from Noyember1973 through Februal'y 1975 as baseline data. In order to . 
meas.ure· the val;i.d:i.tyof ·this process,' a comparison of demographic factors 
was' u);ade'between the. two population groups.,~roj ect Year .197tf and Proj eet 
year 1975. ..' 

~he resuits indicate that there were to.o lliany st?-tist.ically sisnificant: 
differerices between Project Years f.or a. matched groupcomparison~ Conse­
quently, we do not havetilatched grou,ps. These.differences win b,e~ccount ..... 
edfr;>r ~s t,he resl,llts are d;iscussed in the following. -r.eport. 

There' were significantly more offenders who co.mmit:i:edcrimes against pe:e­
Ions in Project Year 1975~ 25% versus is% in Project Year 1974. 

'More ()ffend'ers from Project Year 1975 were 4nemployed, used force and/or . 
weapons; had alcohol related problems ; and had five or more nlisdemeanoi:' 
convictions th.an in'Project Ye;:1r1974. See Ta~le 111 for a more detaill?d 
analysis-. " , 

Sake of these differences'can be' attributed to changes in the 'ProsecutQr's 
Off,ice t such as: 

1) There has b.een an attempt to reduce the amount of plea 
b~rgaining tor crimes of' rape, 'robbery and residenti'al" 
burglary. (Plea bargaining as defined in the "Annual 
Report of the Prosecuting Atto,rney ," is the "reduction' 
of a crime to a.;lesserc.rime in order to obt,ain a pl.ea 
,of guilty.) /\ ." 

." 

2) 'Less,serious crimes ag(;!..inst property and the use and 
.. ~~le', of drugs were retained" at the District Court, level 
irian eff,ort to de.crease the wprkloadresulting from' 
th~ plea. bargaining change within- the Prosecuting 

. ·At,tcmey'sQffice. . . 

:J:t shbUld be not~,ci th'at:~he revised 
July ,1, 1976,; but many changes. were 
anticipatior;l'of. this revi$€d code. 

, .. ' r . 
criminal code actuq;:lly bec~me eff:e¢tive 
made .in· the Prosecutor' S Off~ce" :Ln 

~ .'.~ ... 
,Eighteen percent of thl'!- cr'imes inPrdje~t.Year'1974were' critnes,against. 

. person; 25% were crimesaga,inst persolils (iin Project Year 1975, "This. was an. 
increase of 125 pefson c,rit:nes. These increases were primarily. iri'aasnult t 

',rape and robbery_ This, is Offset by fewer property (extepti-ng burglary, 
'whi~1:t rose) and drug 'C7im~s. '(Table {Ii). . 

*Annual Report of th~ P.rosecuting' At ~orney b£l<ing county - 1975 
!~ 
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Men 

Whd.te 
, " 

Under 25 

Unemployed 

P.er~on 
, Offenses .. 

US¢ of 
; Alcohol, 

Use of 
'Drugs 

Use of 
',Force 

Use of 
Weapon 

I11 PUB tody 

, I) " 
I! No PriQr 

'Felony ~ 
Arrest: ' 

,No ,Erial" 
Felony: 
CO)lv:l.Ctions 

5 ~ ,More 
, Misdemeanor 

COfivic t;i;oris 

'rfo.BLE 1 

CHARACTERISTICS Q.F PERSONS ,:INVESTIGATED BY 
TBEPRESENl'ENCE UNrr Iff "PROJECT YEAR 

'f ProJect Year 1974 Project. 'tear 

79% 83% 
_.' 

70% 
" 

70% 

73% 72% 

'; 

58% * 66%, -k 

~ . , 

18% i< 25% ..,~ 

. 
21% * 27% i~ 

34% 31%· 

15% ,-r 2A% "'k~ , 

'I 13% ~~ 17% "'k 

16% 
\ 

17% 
/1 

I" , ' 

" 

66% 61% 

u , . 
80'(0 78% 

" . 
9% * . 16% ~r 

1975 

0 

': 

N = 1.626 
, . 

" 

1.. 

'I:'" 

' -. 

" 

* '1;'hese.diiZ£erences were statistically sign:i,ficatltusi'ng_c!1:i,~square test:; 
,'ofsigni£icanc~ at: beyond the. 05 leveL ,.-' 
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Tt\BLE 2' 

T'll'ES QJi' cRit-tES INVES':CIGATEP BY TIlE, PRESEltXENCE UN!T 
Cohti-ollingfor ,Proj~ct Yeai:' November 1973 - May 197ft 

, l TOTAL < 

" 

1974 ,-~~;) 

PERSON' OFFENSES " 
N %' 11 :N 

. 
: 

Hurde'r • 16 1.0 17 

\-) 

'Manslaughter 31 1.9 21 
~ , 

, " 

As,sault 82.' 5.0 1).6 

. 
Robbery '96 5.9 ' • 1'56 

" "'0 " 

I' 

" 

Sex "Offenses 59 3,.6 'SO , 
,!} " 

, Other Person Offense,s, ~ 6 .4 19 " 

, , 

TOTAL PJ5.RSON OFFENSES 290 '17.S 409 

, 
\ 

PROPERTY' OFFENSES " N % N 

,~ 'Burglary 259 is .'9 332 
." ~i 

, 
Larceny 462 28.4 410 

, Auto The,ft 80 4.9 46, 

, 

Forgery 
, 

113 9'4 6.9 
, 

I 

Other ,Pl;'operty Offenses ' , 44 2.7 36 
, . 

rOrAL,PROPERl'Y' OFFENSES 958 " '58.8 918 " 
; 

" , 
DRUG QFFENSES ("'I 380 23.,3 ,299 

',C' 
I ' 

TOTAL '1628 . ,;99'~9 1~26 " 
In ,', 

f 

, 
" 
I' , 

9, -,' 

~1 " 

• i) 

r:-,. 
Q 

1 75 

%" : 
, 

" I, 
I,! 1.l; 

1.3 
" 

< 

, c' 7 ~l 

9.6 

[, 4,.9 
" 

1.0 

r, 
2~,.O 

, 

" 

% ' , 

, 20.4 

, 
,25:2 

, 
2.8 

.5.,8 
,', 

"I 

2'.2 
, 

.56.5 " 
, " " 

.. 18'.4 
" 

" , 
99.9 

" 

i) 

, 

'il 

I 

" 

I 
~. 

" 0 '" 0 
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l?~ ,~rip tiorto£ Pop ula.t±on, '(continued) . 

Also,. there wete;rewerwomen, investigated by the P'resent:ence Ur.:ft in ,r" • 

Pr.oj ct YeaJ;1975 than in l.'ro1ect Year 1974 ~ 3'41 in 1974',278 in 1975. 
See ;n.pp.ertdix A (Table 1116 , 'J.> ~ 43 ). .' .. 

The .major:tty of these differences are' within, th'e category,:of propertY,crimes 
(245 :.ttt 1974, VB. 180 in 19}5). Again some· or these d:Cf£erencesmay':C' be . 
attd .. buted to the revised criminal code which raised the 'required value of 
the! property involved for a felony from $7.5. to $250.: . 

' . 

~ ProjeQt ;Year 1974 ~ December 1973 - Fe.bruar), '1975(15 months) 

*'Project .Year 1975 - March 19-75- May 1976 (15 months) \. 

,j,,; 10. . ' 
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SYS~EMSOVERVIEW 
(\ 

.' )l " 
:e'if;ure ill is an, ove~view of theCrimihal· Ju'stice System proce,ss which &ulmi­
'nates in successful probation (no c'onvictions while on probation); ab- , 
sconded st:atus~, those persons. whose whereabouts a:reunknown·; 0:):' )reV'oca.tion 
failure (defin'ed as the client be,ing sent to prison fot breaking a .proba-
d.ort condition or committingci.; new c~ime). .... , 

In l?roject 'lear 1974, a 15 ,month period' £rqm November 1973 through 
February 1975, 1 1 628 persons were investigated by. the Seattle Presentence 
Unit. In,Project Year 1975, a 15 monthperioq f,rom Ma.rch 1975 through. 
May 1976, -1,626 persons were investigated by d:he Pre,sentence Unit: •. 

. (\' . 
Figute III shows \:'he flow of clients thro~gh" the King County Sys·tem. ,The 
Superipr Court orderS a Presentence Investigation -after; guilt of the 
client has been determined. A Presente):'lce Investigation is conducted and ~ 
recommendation for prison or probation is gi'v'en to the Court along with 
recommended special conditions, if probation is recommendeq.TheCourt 
then decides on the bas:i;s of information from the Prosecutor, the client's 
counsel and the Presentence Report to' grant probation or p~riso.il. 

Probation does not necess8.d;Ly mean that .the person,.willIlot suffer . loss of 
liberty. It,!. 31 percent 0'£ the cases recommended fof p'robation, the persoIl, 
is given 1:1 jail sentence from, one to 365 days in the King County Jan, , 
which some'times includes time spent in the .Work Releas~· Program. WQI;kRe'­
lease cannot be controlled 'by the judge or PSI Unit ~ but can only be 
arranged o.n a space available basis through the Kidg County Jail.~ 

Also J an offender may be recomm~nded to part,icipate :i,n a community program 
If " 

which may be an ·in-residence program or a non-rt;!sidential program. 
" \,)' , .. 

Thete .was follow-up for those offende~~, granted probation" but~no·t.. for : 
those sentenced to prison. The researcheffort.wasconcentrated on finding 
out the outcomes (success or probation revocation) ,of decisions' fO.r Pl'oba-
tion 

Each part of the process wil~ be discussed in detail in. sepatatesecd,oilS: . 

1) Pr.esentence Recoil1Jllep.C!fltio~s and Court Concurrence;' 

2) Community l'teatmentProgl;am,Recommep.dations and Court 
Concurrence; and 

3) Follow-up Data. 
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SYSTEMS OVERV:IEW 
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SUPERIOR COURT ORDERS 
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PRg§'ENTENCE RECOMl'1ENDATIONS',AN~ COURT CONCURRENCE. 
'-'l{f"· ',," .. 

K~~,;ievaluatibn eft the proj-eJ'1" mUpt beginw,ithan examination of Presente1lce, 
recommendationS. 'table 3 shows a bteakdowpof crime categories J Ute 'basic 
r(~~ommen'dation of conunit::ment, or probaiion hy Project Year. ,In Proje'ct . ' 
Year 1974 t the Presentet}ce· Unit recommended 1396 clients. for probation (89%) 
a:nd .170 clients for imprisonment, (11%), whereas tn Project,Yeat' InS -the' .. 
P:cesen t'ence ,Unit 17ecommended 1356 clients for pt'obation (85%); ,and 240· clients' 

"'Lor, imprisonment (15%). These perc;e(,-t,ages .are based'on ·.reconrinend~tions made. 
:fin all categories of crime. A breakdown of these c:rirne . categories, as' 0 

well as the recommendations· for each offense, are provided in Table 3 .' 

" " .. ... 1 
'Some dif,feri-mcesbetween Project Yeai' 1974 and Project Year 1975 can be 
attributed to a chan'ge in the Prosec1)tor' s Office policy towards use o~ 
discretionary' authority ,to recommend probation in certain in;stances. 

\) I 

I1tn, rape, . robbel:Y i orres:iden:i:."ial. b.urglary cases .. firea:rmlQ~1;:~,. 
deadly weapon allegations where the ,weapon 'was used or was, 
capable of being used in furtherance of the crime and habitual 

. cr.imi:~al allegations Sre not the stlbje'ct of bargaining and will 
'. no'tbe dropped Eor <lny reason other than our' inability to pr.ove 

the specific' allegation. II * 
This direc tly affected the numberyof persons sen,t to 'prison where tbe're was 
a finding of fact !which required imposition of a mandatory minimum pr;ison , 
sen'tence. The pr~sent~nce unitfollo,.;~dthis pqlicy in 'their re.coil1lllenclations 
for prison. . .,,' . 
Tab1e 1/4 compares. demographic data' fat those, offendersreconunended for. s~fate 
prisons with the13ame data for those offender~ -recommended for.,probation.· 
The group of of.ft:1nders recomniended for prison are .cbnsidet'ed tp'· be a greatet' 
risk to:" thecomm~iI1i ty and therefore need .to beincarcet'ated. Theyqave: more' .' 
ofa previouscr~miIial histo;,y, have used force or weapons in the comniis$ion 
of thesec:t:imes,.,have cominit:ted' moreseriouscrime~, more are male and tend 
,to be slightly oi,1der than. those recollU1iended 'for pl;'obation.,H()wever~. there 
were more blacks recommended~orprison •. The ability of the Unit toident:i.fy 
significant factors related to level of risk· is an important ~spect of 

: prepadng an. enhanced diagnostic report. 

.* sEdf'tON 1053 : Disposition from th.ePrqsecutor's Fil·irl.ganc:I·PJsPQsition 
. S·ta'ndards. 
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PRESENTENCE RECOMMEw;>AT!ONS BY OFFENSE 
, ' Cohtrolling ,for;;.~oject yea·r ./';', 

. November 1973 fj May 1976 
"~" ," 

. . !I '" . 
)) I} 

PRISON PROl3ArtON ') " 

" , , , 

1974, 1915 '1974 1.97,5 
r----~ .. -f-. 

PERSON OFFENSES, 
> 

, , 
100% " -Murder " 75%, 25% - " ·-0- " 

c' r, ,---

" 

ManSlaughter 26% 14% 74% 86% 
.. , 

.. 
',-

Assault 26% ,29% 74% 71% ".--::\\ 
; 

" "'" 

RQbbary '30% 
" 

45% 70% 55% 
" ---

SexOffe.nses . 22% 32% 78% 68% 

, OEher 'pe:r~otl;; Offenses -0- 26% 100'7: 74% 
~.'. , ... " '~'~"" " 

- " 

TOTAL PERSall! OFFENSES 29% 3,8% ~n% 62% 
~ 

PROPERTY OFFE:N'SES , , 
(-'.:, . ,. 

BUr,glalj, 
" 

li% 9% 89% 91% 

. La1;'ceny " 6% 7% 95% 93% . 
Auto Theft 5% 7% 95% 93% ------ .. 
Forgery " 7% 11% ,93%' 89% 

" • r: 

other Property. QJfe:\lSeS 12% I 6% 88% 94%. 
~, '":y:" 

'"11 

TOTAT .. PROl'ER'lY OFFENSES 8% 8% .. 92% 92% 
: 

" 
" , 

DRUG OFFENSES i·-· . 
6% 7% 94% 93% : 

" -

l'O'.t'AL 11% l~fo " 89% 85% . " 

, 
"J) 

NUMBER 170 240 1396, 1356 

NctrE: The follOwing were not included: 

9 clietltssent to Western'State,in 1974; 5 clients in'1975. 
-12' clients se,nt tqWestern St~te' Sexual Psychopath Program in 1974; 

23 clients in 1975~) . 
9 clients with unknown recollllT\cnuations 'in; 1974; 2 clj.ents in 1975-, 

~ t. ' ' 

*- See Tabl~ (1'2 for rawdat'~ 

14. -

; 

" 

',.' 

.: . 

": 

",j' 

11 

, 

.. 

t' 

" 

. 
1,0 .'" 

'. 



".: .. ' 

Q 

Blac'k 

Persoli 
Crimes 

Under Age 
25 

No 
Force' 

No Drugs 

No Weapon 

Unemploy~d 

No Felony 
Arrests 

No Felony 
, Cdnvic tions 

No 'Hisdt=­
:meanor or 
Conviction 

Male 

, TABLE 4 <.i 

CHARAG1'EIUSTICS OF CLIENTSII'W'ESTtGA'rEP' BY 
'TIlE PRESENTENCEUNt1' BY 1YPEQFRECQMMENDATIONS 

NOVEMBER 1973 ''I'O MAY 1976 
1- • •• 

PRtSbN EROBATION·· 

39% 2'2% 

16% 'k 

86% .-{~. 

68"1. 

90%, ?'c 

60% ?': 

33% ,'~ 68% .f( 

'80% ?~ 

'j 1'%' -Jr 
" ",' 

91% *c 79% * 

N = :406 i N =,270p 

;:. '. 

.' 

,~ 

''';' . 

,"fi} 
. . '~": 
. , ,*. These diffei"rences were statistically significant usingchi-sq\1~te' ,'~I ' 

tes t of" signific<ilnceat beyon,(i the ,;OS level. "; 

" 

I.' ~ 

IF· " 

,,' 

... ' " 
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t'lJ!~l{t )1 .,L. 

.aECOMHEI.'UJATrOllJS B~ THE PRESENTENCE UNIT 

"0 . ~ 
TYPE OF OFFENSE :&Y' BASICREC0MMENDATION' 

PROPERTY crUMES 

61% 

PROBATION ., 
RECOMMEN.DATIONS Nj::: 1396 

f···· 

14%' . 

DRUG CRIMES, 

25% 

P~O.:rECT YE4R 1974 

FlUSON 

RECOMMENDATIONS. N:;:: 170 

":--'---.:........-.,..----~-'----...,-.,------.-.----.--,----.------'--~-;-

TYPE OF OFFENSE BY BASICRECOflMENDATION 

CRIMES 

18% 

PROPERTYCRIHES 

'62% 

··PROBATION 
RECONMSlIJDA'tIONS Ni:: 1356 

~UG 
. 'CRIMES 

21% 

16 

PROJECT YEAR 197,5 

PRTSON 

H.ECOlvlME~IDAT;(ONS 1'1= 240 

, ' . 

, . 

ES -8.% 

!) 

::..' 

. , 

" 

" 

•• '."0 " __ '0';:" 

'II 
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I •• 

Q 

':;, 

" 

TYPE OF': 
~ 

OFFENSE 
0 

PERSON 
CRIMES 

r 

PROPERTy 
CRIMES , 

DRUG 
CRIMES " 

tOTAL 
NUMBER 

-

'i\. 

TYPE OF OFFE.NSE BYBAS!C RECOl'lMEN,PAT:rON 
FOR PROJECT YEARS 1974AND,1975 

" 

, , 
,~ " 

,0 

,~ C'. 

" 

" 

Recommendation for Prisol1* :, Rec?xmner1~a~~on for ,Probation 

Project' Projec't " Projec,t,' 
Year. 1974. Year 1975 Year. 1974 

I .. .,:, 
" 1 t' ·,d·',' .. 

t~ 

N, %'; N 
. ::'i~~;~ ~ 

t, 

N, % 

',' 

78 46% 145' 60% 192 '14% 
, , -

70 41% 75 31% 851 61'% 

22 13% 20 " 8~ 353 25%. 
't;," 

170 . 100% 240 100%, r 1396 100% 

,', 

. 

::;;:--";.j, 

. P:roject 
. Ye'ar 

' , 

I N 

238 

839. ' 
\) 

" 
279 

:, :--" 

1356 
" 

1975 ; 

" 
li1i ' ' 

% 

" 

1\ 

\ 

·II 

18% 

, ~ 

. ~. 

'62% 

21'% 

100% 
" ""F 

~. 

. 

11' , 
* Usin'gthe chi";square test,,' differences between !:hose,rec6mmendedfl\or'\, 

prison, during project Years 1974 and 1975 by type of offensewet'e, 
s tatis tically Significant beyond the .05 level. . "If 
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, Co'URT 'CONCUJ<RENCEW-litH 'FltESEN'fENCEUN!Tl1ECOi{llENDA'I'rONS 
~ .- . . '. " . - . 

PROJEC;rYEAR 1974 . 
92% TOl1ALCOURTCONCUAAENCE 

PRQBATT.ON 

RECdMHENDATIONS 
91% 
N = 1426 

II : 

Court did ,not concur with 6% of 
probation recommendations. 

PROJECT YEAR .1975' 
92% TOTAL COURT CONCURRENCE ' 

.' 
,PROBATION 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
85% 
N ~ 1356 

'not concur 
with 39% of 

: prison recom~'" 
mendations'; 

" 

~!I:{~ 
;~ ........ ,; 

.' '-'l~-. 

,,, ~ 



" 

'f ;. 

, II' 

,''T~t':le 416 shows that duting Pr.oject ''fe-ar 1974; th~ Presen,t.ence Unit reconunended' 
~ ":.tljat. 11% of the clients go topriSQU and in FrojectYe.ar 1975 the Ptesentence. 
., Onitre.ccimme.nded 15% of the clients go .,to prison'-, , " 

H IL 

~~bie' 117 sho~s thedifferen~~ betwe.en Project Years! in C01.lrt9onC1.lrt'emce • The 
CourtcOllcUrred slightly morl~with the PSI Unit ~$ recQnunendati'Pns in Project 
Year 1975" (92% to 93%) 'Ther~,}LS a statistic:a:l.ly~ significan"t'diffe.tefi'ce' from 
the Ilroj'ect Year 19]4 data tel Project Year 1975 for prison reconi'mendations 

" (65% to 7Sr.). This?is directly' related to the Unif's go'a,1"=o£ increasing 
. Court concurrence.' , :, . 

)" 

, if , ' (~19.~ ,;.,.., 
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T.AJ3LE 6 
Q 

. , 

P~o'BAT!O.N RECot~1MeNDAtloNS BY 

S'.rUDY POPULATION 

i' 
~(~? 

, Project Year Project Year TOTAL -;. 

1974 1975 .. ~. 

: 
Type of Number Perc::.ent Number Percen't Number RecOlJllllelldlltion 

:f 
" 

Probation 1396 ' 89% 
, 

1356 85% .2752 " ., 

;, 

Prison 170. 1'1% 240 15% 410 

Total 1566 100,% 1596 ·100% 3162 
- -

.. 
'/( Using the chi .... square test of signiHccmce the differences between 

Project Year' 1974 and Proje,~t Year 1975' welZe statistically significant 
beyond the "".05 ;Level. 

,~\ 
~'i " 

\ 
,I 

, . 

20 
, . 

, .', 
.0 . 



.' . 

COURT CON~~~,NCE WIT~ PRESENTENC~- RECOMMENDATI~NS 
• I< 

November 1973 - Hay 31, 1976 

" , 
PROJECT YEAR 1974- PROJEGr YEAR " 1975 TO'tAL -

" 

" ~, 
, 

.-.j 
::::; Number Percent Number P~rcent Number 

- ~t;.. 

Pr:l,;son 107* 65% .176* 78% 283 Concurrence " 

i' 
. " . 

" , 0 

Prison 5'8* 35% ~l* 22% 109 N'ot1-Cgncurrence 
, ~, 

Total RecontJl1endad 165 100% 227·, 100% ·392. • ".: 

for Friso11 

~ 

Proha,tion I 1340 95% 1239 95% 2579 
, Concurrence 

' , 

, 

Probation .') " 

N on-Con,t.\l1:ren ce 64 > 5% 62 '0% 126 
~',- '" 

Total Recommended " .- ~ " . , 

for Probation. 1404 100%. 1301 100)" 2705 
(} 

(\" : \'( 

, . 
,'," 

Total 
~ '0 

li447 '92% 1415 - 93% 2a62 
Concurrence , , 

, 
Total' )122 8% 113 7% "2'35\' .-

Non-Conco.rrer.lce , 

. 
TOTAL 1569 

c' 
100% 1528, 100% " 3097** , . 

., 

" " 
* Using the chi-square test, these 'd1frerenceswere'sta1:isticaliy significant 

beyond the ,q5 'level. ",. ". 

**NOTE: 95 case~ were 
'unknown ," f, 

not included in this table as court concurr¢nce was 

c 

- 21 ' ~~:<. 

·it /) . , 
"",' 

'. , 

\ 

,1.-. 

'';::'' 

f" '., 

. , 

$. 
"-,~ij " 



,~;. ."' 

(~ . \, 

n " 

, 
r, 

'" 'I 

o. 

C011Ml1Nl'L'Y 'TREA1'MENT .PROGRAM RECOMt.l~NDAtIONS AND COUR:r CONCURRENCE 

" .... 

The degree to which a Presentence Unit ut:il::l.zes~co~unityagencies to effect 
a reducticm of the. rate of future' triminalactivitiesis reflec,tedin the,· 

. range and type of recommendations made for client,part;(cipation in commun-
tty treatment programs. " . Figure 114 ·is a coniparative,measure of" thiB .. 
dimens.ion of the Presentence, Invest:!.gatiOhs. Data at this~·time indicat~s 
that the: 'Presf:mt:ertce un:ttrecomme!nded a community program as a condition 
of probatioh'ClPproxi.mately . 54% of the time in both Project Years i 1'he 
Presentence Unit recommended a commuttity treatment program for l403indi-

,vidualt3 out of Cl total 6£2598 clients. , E;or crim\~s.ag;alnst p~rsons, the 
·l're'tJentence Unit reconunended ~ome type of; comrnunity program ~or78% of the 
cl'ients r.ecominended forptohation,The Presentenc\3 Unitreconunended out- • 
patient mental health pro.grams more frequently. th'a~ any othet type of 
comm,unitypr.ograin regardless 0;( offense; with recommendatins fO,r drug and' 
.a~,@Qhol treatment programs second andthi.rd. respectively. The fact that 
ef£ottsCl-re being conC,entratecl on the person offender explains in parr the,; 
higher rate of programs recommended for this ca.tegory. 

'rhe seCOl'\,d level of measurement is' the Courts ' acceptance of the Pr,pject I s .. 
reconrrnendatj.o'ns for types of community programs. The Court agreed. 76% 6f . 
the time. It is importal)tto note that when:· the Court disagreed with the' 
tYPe' of conunurtity ptogram recommended', typically no program at all was 
ordered 'by the court .. 'Illeae figures a're approximat.ely the same. for Pro.iect· 
Year 19 74 E;t~ .Project Year 1975. . .\\ 

Table /I $ points to the fact 'that th~se persons where the Presentence Uni,t' " 
reconullended a cotnmunity program had more pro'blems ,such'as : Use' of 
alcohol and drugs, use"of force and/or weapol1s ~ unemployed at the tiIjte 'of 
at't'es t, prior criminal records*, in custody at the ti.me of the" Presente:ace, 
J.nyest:Lgati.on, committed cr:i.mesagainst persons' and fewer were under. t~enty- .. 
Cine years of age than the persons not recnnunended ,for community programs. 

th~u:ewere 7% £el~eJ: black persons ,included in the group recommended for 
community programs. ," 

The significance of the differer).ces in I;b.n o~1~~,a~~w~s't::hcs'"~~t:he$J poj:)Ulations 
would ,irtdica·te that th~ Unit successfully iden tified those pers~plis who needed., 
programs fl,'omthose who did not .. tld!; is di'rectly related to'l'he Unit's, 
objective of effectively. utilizing communi tyugencies. 

".1' 

* ,JuvenilerecOrdsexcJ.uded. 
~\I 

, . .:: 
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tvOMEN'S 
CQ}1NUNITY 

CEl.'IT,ER,'~,'" ' 
N=12 ~ 

. 1% '. , 

7% 
N=94 

o 

COl'l1!1UNI1;'Y MENTAL HEAL':!?H 
PROGRAHS 

42% . 
N=586 

, r 

, , '" 

FIGURE 114 

ENPLOy .... 
HENT 

FROGRAHS, 
5% , N=79", 
~ ALGOijOL PROGMMS 

W ·,22% 
f;0 . N=308 
%---

DRUG 
'PROGRAMS' 

23% 
N=324 

.' . 

p " \ 

t} . 

" 

N ::; 1403 tYPES OF CQMHUNITY PROGRAMS . I, '11 

RECOMMENDEP BY THE' PRESENTENCE UNIT· 

RESIDENTIAL p.ROGIWiS . NOVEMBER 1973 - MAY 3.1, 1976· 

__ ---".-:.1,-,.-;)\ NON-RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS 
",. 
, . 

((, . 

II. ' 

'--'~ 

" . 
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-:~~ 

, 

• 

':·ti 

Alcohol 

Drugs 

FOrce 

Weapon 

Employed 

Jail 
Custody 

No Prior 
Felony 
Arre~t:s "r* 
No, Prior' 
Fdony 
Convictions 

No Prior 
Misdemelfnor ' 
Cohvic tions 

Perl30n 
Offenses 

'Age Under' 
21 

Raee­
Blac,k 

(~ ,-

, ' 

** 

** 
(J 

TABLE 8,,' 

:'~CHA,Md1'E!RISTICS Of 
, " PERSONS liECOM1-tENDED FOR 

plWBATION BY' PROCRAH RECOM1·1ENDED 

No Program "{es Program 
Reco$Yle.ncled·· Recommended 

(j 

12% 
t( 

,,32% 
, 

", 'k 
~.=--:=. 

30% " .34%· 
',.~ 

~'( 

9%' ,'4'0%< 

0 

,6% 
;'( 

14% 

,;;=--,~,~. 

,,( 

,36% 45% " , 

/'; 
i.-I 

* 5% 14% 

74%' *, 63% 

--~'':-

81% 80% 0 

.~ 

6'0% 
#, 

44% 

,~ 

8% ,22% . 
,'( 

39% 33% 

19% 

N '~ 1264 ' N = 1,,48'0 

, 

,', 

; . 

.W These differences were stattstically s:!.gnificartt using ,the chi-squar~ , 
,test'of s1.gnifical1cea't greater tha,n .OS leyels. 

'1:*Jl~\1enUe records' exclud~d: 
" . ' 
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FOtto\~~UP DATA 

A measure of the de.greeof succes's 1:ich1.eved by'the p·robationers gOing , 
through the Unit, find the':t-mpact of utilizing community agencies t.o x:educe., 
the rate of future criminal activity, isa function of tne.follow:-up, study' 
of the Project's research component. .From Project Year 1974~1,2·80 six:- . 
month follow-up questibtmaires ha.ve been, received from ptobationandParole 
Officetslocated ,in l~ing County and otherp'arts of, the state'; ~t097 tw~lve"'" 
month questionnaires and 480 twenty--'£out mpnth qUestioi'lnai}:,es have bee~ 
received. ;~.;I 

. '«4"" 
..• ~.I\. 

,c7-:: . 
, . 

The purpose of this questionnaire was to det,ermine the, relative ~ucc~ss 
rateof offenders placed (m probation . 

" 

. one of our measures of s,:!ccess for the prqject was to. cOmP~;e b'ase' line 
"rata iiwo*,ying probation'revocations for King 'County in 19~2befo;te the'~~-"l 
j~ct began " in order to test whetheJ; we had indeed "increa'sed the number "or ".,1 

cQnNicted felbns in the community without increas'ing the risk to thecQrn­
munity." The assumption is~hat, if these successr~tes have temain.edth~ 
same, the ,project was suc,cessfu1. Percen'tage figures from .Table 9 c{1n' be 
compared ,to 1972 unpublished. data from 'the Washington State P.;lrole Decision 
Project fbI: Board of Prison Terms 'and Paroles tate .... wide revocation rates • 
. Of 1667 persqn~ placed ort probi:j.tion in 1972,"10: King County 79 (4.7%) were' , 
revoked ,afte.r 6 .months" 109" (6 ~5%) were revoked after: 12 months and 168 
(10.1%) were r~vQked after being O~, probation, fo~;24;m6nths., Of 4,245 .' , 
persons placed on'probation in 1972 statewide, 441 (10.4%) . were rev.olted after 
a 24-month' follow-u·p,perio.d. We cartco1lJPare this1;Q project ,data in 'Which 
probation rEwocatiorts"were 2 .9% at· the end of a; six-:-month follow-up period 
'and 6.1% at the end .of'a12 month follow,:",up p~riod and 9 .6% at thee1;l.d oia 
24-mol1 th time period. These differences are not significantly dHfeienL 
The project was unable toffnd a" comparable grot!P to determine ,whether or' 
riot a :i.ncrease'd ,number of felons had been reta,ined in thecomrtnlnity. 

Court ConcU'rrell,ce and Success RateSl . ' 
There are significant difference.s be'tweentl1e success. rate when the ,Courts 
concurred with the Presentence recomnlendat:i,ons an:d wh~n, the'Courtdid not, 
conC1.1r. Figure'1I5 is a comparative measure' of the six-month statue of 
probationers for e~ch group. The hypothesis.'1sthat tner,e w'ouldbe' no dif­
ference in outcome, b'etween the concurrence group, tindthe non-concurrence 
group,' The. number of persons.· placed ol1'probation>b,y the Court when' the P.re ... 
sentence Unit re.commended commitment is Small (48) ~';but .therearesign:1f1c~nt 
,9,i,fferences ,using the; ch:i.-square test ofsigid,fican~~,.,at the' .05 level be .... ',' 
tween bese groups (Table 4tlO) fl. II" • ".~ 

C . . ..,,' .'. ' 
In the 'maj ority ,0 f 0:£ casl?,s, the Court .does flgrde with the Fr~esentence Unit '$ 

., recommend.ation 0.£ probat;,ion , and only 3% of, these ':probationer·s . .,~retevoke,d 
after a 6-monthtime pedod, :whereas in the non--cOncurrence gro1.ip.,wherethe 

. PSI tJnitrecomme~lded prison 21% of the ,pr~ba'ti(j,riers were revoked, .)::'fter. a 
6-month time period. These differenceS would indicate thtitthe,enharic,ed;r' 
diagnos tic (,report prepared by the' Pr6jectwas usefulilJ.pred:f,ct:in~ prQ'bati'o'h 

'C.' • • • f . 'j - . ', • ,', ~ 'i 

success. 
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NUMBER. 1'I,ACl!:D 
CU~ l'ROBA'rlON 

'I< .502 

928 ** 

1430 

TABLE' 9: 

REVOCATIONS OVERTIMlr FOR ., 
K!NO COtJt.TTYPRE, SEN'l'ENCE~ POPULATION . . . . 

November 19'73 - February 197.5 

,0 . 

AJ;"TER '6 MO. AFTER 12 MOS" 

N % N % 

15 1 2.9 29 5,8, 
" :' '. 

27:,:: 
.. !) 2.9 58 6.3 . 

<:. 

42 2'.9 87 . 6.1 
, 

, 
J " 

AFTER 2.4 MOS. 

II! %. 
ii 
',. 

48 /: "9.6 " 

"I 

i, 
I' 

,Revocation is' defined as the person being sent to prison for' a new, fe.lolly' 
offense or sent to prison fo'r violation of probati0t;t., rules. 

,Numhe'rs and p'ercenta axe cUlTlulati ve 

, ,I 

r . " 

\1. 

* 'Nurnbet:: of) p(;lJ:sons followed on probation for 24 months by number and percent. 
whowete revoked: 

,,** Number 6f persons' £oUowEid on probation ·for twelve months by number and 
percent who we're~evoked: 

. ' 

'. 
, . 

, ! 
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SIX MONTH FOLLOW~UP DAtA SHmnNGCOURTCONCURRENCE* 
AND NON.:.CONCURRENCE HUH PRESt:NTENCE . RECOMl1ENOA~IONS. 

CONCU~RENCE .(; 

" , 

PRQBAT roN 
N :;: 1223 

D·· .,.. ~RISON 
N ~ 107 

0 
T 
H 
E 
R 5% 
S 

SUCCESSFUL PROBATtONS' 
N= 1134 , 
92%0 .. 

, . 

: . 

, 

, "., 

,,< Does rto't~l1clude 130 persons for whom follow-pp dat;a 

PROBATION 
N :;: 48 

, 

l 
0 
T 
H 
E 15% 
R 
5 

" N '" 
" 7 

unavailable,. ~, , . '.; 

NON-CONCURRENCE t.rtTH PRISON RECO~NriATION 
, .' - : '" I 

I 

SUCCESSFUL ,PR08AIION 
N :: 31 

64~~ , 

,.~ 

PRISON 

N= 67 

.:~11-

. , 
, " 

1'(';; . POi?'g .not'tl~ctude27pet'soFls£Clrwh01l1' .foli~:~'{l d.taw,.s 
not a:Y-,apaple. 
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TABLE 10 . " 

r • .:;; 

SIK-MOtrrH ;rOLLOO.:.tJP, DATk'SUaYXNG ,COURt.cONCURRENCE 
AND NON;,;CONCURRENCE! WITH PRESENTENCE 'RECOMMENDATIONS 

, , 
P"ROJE'CT YEAR C 1974 

" , 

. COUET N ON. ... CON CURRENCE 
OtJTO(l1B COURT WITl{ PRISON 

CONCURRBNCE 1m COMMENDATIONS 
" . 

!J ~ " 

SucceS s ;ful 1134 9'2% 31 64% 
probation ," 

" '.' 
; , I '" ., 

[, . I 
0 . f, \ 

~obation was 32 ').al 10 21% 
. 

_/0 

Revoked ,. 
. , 

Other (de'ath, 
TranS fet'red to S} 5%, , 7 15% 
another state, etc.) c :;.0; 

" 

'. 
TOTAL 1223 10010 48 . 100% 

. 

" f' 

" . 
;1 

~'r FditoW"'ltp' data was not received for 130 persons in the court concurrence 
c~tegory 1:1;\'\0 27 persons. in the non-concurretic:e category. 

~ ", ' " '" . r 
;rhe differe,hces between outcomes for the two groups using the chi-square 
test of Significance were statistically significant at the ~reater than 
.05 level.. 

Note: Therr,>. '"~re 1'io 1Ubr~ ,revocatiofts ill the. non-c.oncurte,nce, category 
after. a 12.,.,month follow-up was' cOl!1plete,d. 

Ii 
" 

'" 

28 
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. Court Concurrence and Success. Rates ,( ct~n't:it~ued) 
. . . - ~~ .. 

Table lI11s11ow9 the characteristics:, ()f'Person~rg~ante4 pt'obationby Cou.rt 
~oncurrence. 'FollQt;.r~up dat.a for the group where the Presentence Unit 

·recornniendedprobation· ~d.th~ courts :ordered prison WaS no~ analy~edas 
community fol1ov7'-up 'Was·"not:possibJe il'\ the time' frame perini ttedby the 
grant. The. non-"conc urtence group consis ts of offenders .that.were recom­
mended for prison by the ]?,reSentenceUnit, but were actually granted 

. pr~bationby the Gourts. The two gtoup·s differ significantly' in evet:y 
category except the use ,of. drugs. ~1any of. these differences suggest that· 
. the. offender's in th~ nOll-;COncurrence group p'resented a greater risk ,to the 
community than theoffen.der's in the concurrence group. '·Specifically» .mgte 
h,ad used ,,,eapons , more h1;ld a prior criminal hi~·tQry· and,wet:eunemployedat 
the time of arres t~ Corrsequently, the Presentence Unit's expectGltions for 
l?l:'opation success were less for t:h'islton-concurrence group.. . 

(} I' 

There were 'many statistically d;L£iel:'ent charactg.ristics';!..n the offendex:s .'W'ho 
had their probation rev,oked'than who were successful'. A priot:'9t'iminal ~ 
rec()rd, .lack. .oJ employment at'the time of arrest, being under the 'age of' , 
21", placed on thisprobatio,n for a property cti~e,ancl}ldt,gratltedpersonal, 
recognizanee at time of arres,twere characterized by those t-1hose pl:obations .. 
were revoked. These characteristics did not change,significaritlYafter a . 
24-month period ana the number revoked increased to"iI07: (Tcible/,12) 

. ,:" .. ~ 
,,! ~1 

Table 13 shows all a·t,~,~~~s,revoked or not revokedlt It is a measuJ;~,( of :' 
crime impact on the SJf.ntrnunity for those individuals1 placed in the cotnmunity 
on pioba.tion. These tfiguresrea. ·listi~\~lly. _~~~~ld '~ie C,oIl~~der.ed.9nlr· ~ln, 
relat:l.:Cn,to the' total crime being comfu'i:tt;:l:rcl"'·1:ti tRe t~ommun'Ity. Studie~t ' 
beingcondticted by the Sys terns Response to BurglaI1 seem to indicate that 
only 5% off the tot:al crimes c.olnmitted result in arrest. '>,<,~',", 

Eighty-'four percent of all per~ons placed on probation had no new arrest$. 
after a six-mQul:h pedodof time. Those offenders who 'had committed pe'rsori: 
crimes had 4% fewer, arrests thau the property offenders.. . The great~st 
number .of arrests ,~ere for property. of.fenses and. traffic off€nises • 

Q.f the· 101 persons 1:evoked ,from the 19 74 l'rojectXear,prob~donpopul~.tiort 
72 had at leaEJtope or morefelo.ny arrests, 13 were violated fo1;' technical 
violations and it' was' unknown why 22 were revoked •. ' Of the 72 perscms 
a:t;'1:es.ted for· felonies; 44 had new 'felony convictions •. 

As an example,of .166 person offende.rs,placed on probation, on!y four (2·%) 
re-off'endedby committing cinotherperson offense .. ThiS. is e$pedally '''; 
significant conSidering a disproportionate amount 'of. theUnit·s reaou'tces 
were expended in the behalf of the pErt$On offender. 
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White 
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CHAMCTEiRISttCSOF PERSONS . , , . ~ 

GRANTED 1?ROBAtION.BY COU.RT QONCURRENcE 
.. ):lOIt JI< .' 
AtLPERS ON'S. <GRANTED . PROBA.~~ON BETWEEN 

DEGENBER 1; l'9/3.l>1AY· iJ j 1976.. . . . , ~;.~:, 

::::.;;-; 

,,~,~op.currenCe' With/' . Nbn.,..Concurt'~nce With, 
'~i>robationRe commerl;tlation .pl:"is on ReCotnn1,eri dation 

'}'(. 
'. Q \i' 

72% 
" 

~.. 'UnclerZ1 36% 
i( 

, Pereon 
OHense 

Uae of 
Force 

lJseof ' 
A1cohol 

Use of 
Drugs 

Use of 
Weapott$ 

Jail at Time 
. of Sentencing 

Unemployed at 
'rinte of Arres t 

No ,PridrFelony 
Arrests ' 

,Nd Prior Felony 
~ohvictions , 

No Misdemeanor 
, Convict;~ons 

iN 

14% 'k 

13% 
':k 

. 

22% 
'{( 

31% 

'/ 

y'''/( 

8% ' 

8% 
-1, 

.'. 
54% " 

6$% 
'N' 

:' . 

.8270 
~'(' 

"k 
51'%, 

= 25H2 

j, ~ • 

" 

" \~') ... .....--.; 

') 

29%' , 

'i': 
23% 

·~I 

: 

34% 
"il~ 

.. .... 
68% 

., 

" 

it 
<I, 

, .. (", " 
';r'';:(4~% 

')'\ 

56% """11 

, N =. J.26 
. 

'# these differences were st~tiS'E:tcan'.Y significant .using.chi-,sq.uare test 
~~~~, 9£ significance at beyond' the .• 05 level'. 
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. \; . CHARACTERIStI0S OF CLIENTS, 
'. GMNTED .. l)RClBATION BY6 -NONTU OUTCOME 

~. '~,' . 

Race 
White 

Unaer 
Age 21 

Original Offense 
Property 

No 
Force' 

No 
Alcohoi 

No 
Weapon 

Personal" 
Recognizance 

.' Unemp1oY'ed. at 
Arres.t 

No Prior 
Felony Arres t 

NOiL-Prior Felony.·· 
C.onviction 

No Prior 
Nisdcmeanor 
Co nv, ict ion 

Male 

'SUCCESSFUL . " 

.48% 
~:~. .,t( 

35% 

62% 
~I( 

0 

..,~ . 
90% 

• 1 • .. 
74% 

7l% 82% 
~I( 

62% , 68"1. 

79% 92% 

--:.:~. 

45%. 
*. 

'~:'J4% 
~~ 

53%' 
w "1~ .. 

72"10 I 
l'~--~--~~~--~~--~------~--~ 

I 1( 
7'4% 

;tc 

56% 
I 

. 

,~, 

"k 
86% 78% . 

"l(" 

l' .' 

58% * 40% 
-1( 

84%. 76% 
.' 

;;rr;;~~~~,. 
N =975 N = 43 

'1( These differetlc.es weras'tatistically sign{ficliI.nt using the ch:f-squ.are test 
. of sigrii£i~ance' at' beyond' the .O'S ie:V'el. 

'b'(Revoked' ::;:'§~i~to 'prison fo . .c· committing anew felonyof.fense ·or"violat!ng·. 
aLlcondU:{on of probation. .. "\0>,". ij fJ; "' 
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TAnLE 13 

SIX MONl'H ARREST DATA BY'rYl?~OF OFFENSR.~;" 
F0R ALL PERSONS . GRANTED PJWBATION "IN 

. PROJECt ,YRkR:-i'9'74* 
'"' /'~./-'~~.'- Q 

/' 

-~~ 
~F . 

~" 

·0, 

, 
J & • ./' tYPE OF CONV1Cl':r;qNEOR WHICH 

. ; 
.. / 

, / PLACED ON PROBAT!ON' 
, 

('~~.".' , .!, '" . .'" (' ;-) 

J-GtnNSE. O~.~REST 11_. N. TOTAL ,~' 
. 

~r~RSON 
1:: ~ROPERTY~ N ljRV~% 

_ I tOTALS . ' .. '. .' 1280 ' 100% 166 100% 794.- 100%- 320 100% 
- -' ,," , 

, 
. , 

; 

No 
I 

1081 
, 

84.4 83.5 272 85.01 N~w At(J:'ests 
{I,I , 

146' 88.0 663 
.Ii 

, , 

.. 

Felouy-Pe:t:son 
;. 

Fe;LQuy-J;1roper t-y 

Felon:y~Drug .~, 

. 
Misd~me£l.no:r-Ferso.rt 

" Misdemeano)."-
Property 

~MisdemeartQ't-Drug 

'rrafftc 

Other 

1--'. -\. 

24 0 1."9 
. ' 

.. i 50 '3.9 
',' 

20 1.6 
-,-

9 -.7 , 

19 '1.5 

·14 1.1 

'4,6 3.6 
~. 

17 1.3 

" 

4 ,2.4 J-6", '2,0 4, :" ~ 
01." .:> . 

3 1.8 44 5.5, 9, 2.8 . 

" ---"- -.--::~:' 

1 .6 :to. 1.3 9 '2.g 
~~ 

, \\ 
? .1.2 3 ;4 4 1.3 

3' 1.8 14 
" 

1.7 2 6.3. 
. 

1'.9 0 0 8 1.0 6 

7 - 4.:} 27 3.4 12 3.81 . 
O' 0 9 1...11 .:r 2 ' .• 6 
~- .. .' 

..... , . *Tr'o11ow.,..up data .waS not received for 135 persons placed 'on probatiori ';~b1 : 

'(\." }~dject Ye'" 1914,' an:, conseqqently they ,ate not inClU;~<! in.,,,,"i5 t"bie: ' 
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Program Participation and Successful Probation 
Q} 

''Figute 618 a flow diatt of offeiiderswhere the Qpurt agreedwltb the bas;l.c 
recommendation of probation" andthisfigu'rf2! 'breaks down theae of,fen'dets', 
into thoserecomrnended for prbgramsand offenders not reco~»ded fo~ 1>~o'" 
grams. It was shown in Table 7 that these ;wo g:r()t1ps are frotrtd:tf£edng , 
populations. Ninety-three percent we;re successfulonprobation'froJl\ ,the .' 

'group where ri.oprogram 11f.!.S recommended, where~~\.;90%we~e succetlsfuliu' t'he ;.' 
group. where: the coutt< did not agree that an Q£f~der nee.dedatteat\tif!!nt 
program, The most successlul group -- ,9 7% suc¢~ssful .... -wet'€! thQs~ pel:sonf:1 , " 
.who were recommendedfor'prog'ratm~ and comple,ted~' or.were stUlpar~{c;l.pat:tng .~ . 'r 
in theprbgra:m at the. end oftha 6~inonth time pel;'iod.Theleast .~uccessful 'f 
group _ .... only 8'1% s.ucce'ssful-- had dropped out,"br no.t ·.started th~"~'£'F()g~"m~,~-c-~~¥l 

. yet,or the pl.·obaticJU, officer had decidad the. progratn·$a~l.1ot.::l1E~ce~s.~C'B~Y' . 
Spme of the r.evocatiqn1; in tliis'1ast groupweretne i~sult·oof·the ()ffan'dei' 
leaving the p;rogtam without permission, and not du~ to commission ofni:W 
offemses,' Also, .Table 14 indicat~s that: .th(:!se s~ihe;~;~trends continuE\"ftet 
12"':1uonth$ of follow-up" . . '. 

It cannot be concluded that the group haVip.gthe highest success rate was\:~') 
the result p.£ havingl'ar'ticipatadih ot. CJ2mpletE\~L~aprograiil.'It ':maYbe="~;'" . 
tlrat those persqns would, have been successful without pard.cipatio~.> iit Cl 

program. However, Table 15 compa.resthe most successful group with the 
least succes'sful group ';. There were signific,{'lnt differeuce~,. ir10nly two ··'1 
areas-~ gre'ater. un~mployment. at atr~stand (!)J.orewere non-,.,hite. These two. 
factotsmay be.. correlated , as. the unemployment rate ,fol! blacks i~67%;'" 
compared with 60% for"whites. Inaddit;lon, the'cl,ientswho.'1Jidnot particl­
pate in' the: community programs had less of ~.prior>crim:irial recor~.This 
compari$on s,-lgges'ts. that these twog'toups ~~ere more ,al:i:ke. deJilo·graphic.ally 
thana,i1ycither two grbups mentioned in this . study. . 
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,.1( , :f3tutAtdJ~wN ·or ,p~oBAtrbN" ~(1CC£SS AF1'ER 'SIXNON~fISWHE~E . 
'tUg COURT' CONCURREPWITlI BASIC RECOl1H~,NDATION OF l'R.oBATION . 

PROJ1WT YEAR 1974-71394 PERSONS 

Nor RECCOMf1E:NO@ FOR, 
'COMf1IJNITY PROGRAHS 
46'~' 

SIX MONTH FOLLm~-up 

RECOMMENDED FOR 
COMMUNITY PRO,GRAMS 
54X' 

24% 76% 

2% 5% 93% 

';:: .. : 

R ~ COM- PARTICIPATING 0 T 

Ii 

"5%,1 W4% 90% 

.It'lm.' COURT CONCIlURRENCE 

'r:::: ,:;:L CO~Rl NON-CONCYRRENCE 

&'Q&'i1 SUCGfSSFUL' .. 

(P;lI~] ABSCONDtR 

,_ REVOCI\Tr'bN' 

, ",f5ISI!,' OTHER 
, , 

I' 

l 
~ 

6% 

o 

.b PLETED' "IN PROGRAM 

~, PROGRA 
Q 

~ 
E I 

14% 4% ' 27% 49% 

1% 2% 

. . ~ 

Q 

. , • '0 ' 

.> 

. 

" " 

<.,f 

.< 

(I ~) 
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r~.t,ABLE 14 
-' t,,1 ' , 

'. lJ 

o 

'J;RBATHENl"PROGRAN AND'PROBATION SUCCESS WHERE 
COURT CONCURREO l\ftTl:l BASICREC(lHHl'-iNDATI0N OF PROBATION 

!Nl'ROJECT YEAR 197t .. (tfOVJ!.11J3ER 1973--FEBRUAR"l197S) 
.~) .. 

I ., . 
() },lumber In' Revoca tions 

o r:i? gin a'l After . . 
Group ':! 12 Months 

'it 

./J .. '. 
for N" .% }10-t:' ReCbmmended 

() 

64i . Community Programs 
21 3·% 

'0' 

/ 

Recommended for .\ 

Pr<;>gramq but Court " 1'81 4 2%' 
did not Concur ,51 I"~ 

H 

. >/ 
,Recommended for , 

P~ogt'ams but dropped 137 38 28% 
out or neve,r st:a'ttea 

.. 

RecoMmended for 
1.1 

Programs ari.d 
-,. - .. .. , 

were ~ . 
Participating or 435- 7 2% 
Completed Program , 

, 
c:-.,.... 

~ 
.. 

1394 70 ,,5% 
, 

" , 
> 

" 

.... \ 

* Th,,;;e differences were stati$tically significant using the chi-equate 
test at beyond the ~05 level. '0, 

-II ** .7 persons we:r~hot included {fis program paI'tid.pation was unkn:;'fY.,rn. 
\. 
',I 
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,cLt~N'tCHA.MctEatsTICS OR Tl10SBHHO 'CO}1PLETED 
" OJi . WERE'. PARTIC!l' ATINC' IN-A ,PROGRAH Nr' ntE 

6-~roi.r/rij FOLLOWUPAND TIlOSEwHO PROPPED OUT , DR 
HAD Not S'rAR.'l;'ED PtWGRAM (PRDJJrCl'. YEAR 1974) .. 

" ~ I 

Complce:'tned. Or 
v I: 

Noe In Pl:ogram ):n Program 
, . ." 

" 

Nunlber N ~ 124 N .- 394", '. 

AgeO"er 31 

No Force 

No A~cohol 

. No Drugs 

.No Weapon 

Unempl.oyed 
AI:: Arrest 

No'l'r:lqr 
Fe~ony Arras t 

No Prior .Felony 
CotWl,C tion 

No Prior Misdem.eatwr 
Convic tiott 

~ 

" '. 

, 

* 65% 

32% 

u . 
80% 

71% (~~D 

65% 

84% 

72% * 

70% 
; 

83% 

,45% 

80/~< 

'. 

" ~~'( 

I.';: 83% 

0 42'1"" 
" . 

8i% 

64% 

69% 
'. 

.86% 
" 

~~ 
\\ 61% 

. 
. 61% 

0 

78% 
: 

'" 44% 
~ 

, 
81% 

.-

'" 

; 

'/~ statistically significant' us'ing the '7hi-squa,re tes.t of s'ignif}cance at' 
\\beyond the .05 level. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The major go"al of tht:lCommun:tty Bas~d. l)iag\1o$ tic' and Evaluat:i,onPtojee:t was. 
to in'creasethe number of convicted felons 'who'W@,reretained in the 'CQm.mun;.' 
ity w:Lthou.t - increasing the risk to the 'c:ommun:Lty. A compatable group was 
n.ot found which wotJl,~ allow.8 dete-rmination of whether tbepl;'oject:had.i.n 
"fact, retained, an, .. increased proportion of convict~d felt)ns in the, cotnmunity~ 
\~e know that Sig!1:lficantly more. ·offertderswho:1 committed petsort cdmes wet;'e. 
sent t'o prison in 19750, We do not have the. results of the follow ... upfor 
Project Year 1975 which would determine whether this charige made; a dif£e:re~ce: 
itt t.isk to the community. 

Our. results from Project Year, 1974 show that we dfcCnot. increase the level of 
risk to thecom1Tllll1ity from Project yearc1974. Percentage figures ttom ;Project 
Revocation rates from TableS can be compared to 1972 Unpublished data f1;'om 
the Washington State Parole Decision.s Proje'ct for Board of Prison Terms and 
Parqle statewide re.vocation rates.. Of 1667 pers'ons placed on probation in 
King County in '1972; 79 ,~.4 .7%)wete rev.oked aftex 6mortths, 109' (6.5%) were 
revoked after 12 months and, 168(10.1%) were revoked ~fter 24 months. 

': """ ' . ' ' (I">,, . 

Of 4245 persons placed on probation statewide in 1972, 441 (lQ .4%) probations 
were revoked after a 24-month follow-up period'. Project data in which pro­
bationrevocations web::' 2.9% after the') cHents had been placed on proba.tion 
for six months, and 6.1% after clients had. been on. pt;'obation twelve months '{ 
and 9.6 after clients had been on probation for 24 months" These compa;ri:sons 
support theconclus:ion that therew,as no ac;1ditiQna:l risk to the c.ommunity. 

Also t Table 13 indicates' th.e relative level of risk. that offenders plac~d on 
probation represents td the community. Eighty-fourperc8'rit of all persons 
pla<?ed on probation had no new arrests after a six-month period of time. 
Those offenders .who had committed person crimes had. 4% fewer arrests than , 
property off~nders ° The greatest numbet of.,!,!:rrests l:we,re for propertYFJ£feil-

. derS. '111e greatest number ofarres ts w'ere for pr!1lperty offens.esllnd traffic 
offenses. Of the' 107 persons re:v.oked, 44 had new felony convictions, 72 had 

. at least one £e101\Y arrestan(i l3 -had only probation violations ... Reason~ f()r' 
revocation were unknown: for 22. of the 107 persons revoked. 'l'his:J.sa measure 
of the crime impact for those o ffend<; rS placed on, pr'obation dari,ng t;h;l:s dm,e 
frame. As an example:, Tablel3 indicates ,that 166 ,person' offenders placed' 
on probation, only 4 or 2% of thosere-offemdlfd by comm:i.ttinganother"'p'erson 
offense ° 11lisisespecially significantconsiderfng that a dispI'oportiona~e 

,amount Of the Unit's ,resources were expended. in behalf of the person,offender. 
All offenders who had' committed l;I: crime against a. person and Bl).adcij..tional , 

"_ number of persons who,. as a result of an initial screening process, needed the 
resources, ~lerehandled utiliZing the teamptoc.ess •• 

. . 
Thesec.ondmajor goal o:e the project was to.'inc!rease the"deg'ree' of sUCC~$S 
·for offenders,.served ji.ud placed' on probation by the, Superior Court. ,Findings Ii. 

of th:ts_:report:indic~tetha t ,there· are s:Lgnif.i~an t differences"~b~tween't;he 
succ~ss . ratei).when the Court concurred with \~eP~esentence recommen'da~:lonand 

. ··Ii 

.. ' 

\. 

l' -



wh¢~ .th~'!C"u'tt '(i;td not concur. Figure 15 i$~ accmparativ~ meiisqreof the 
aix""month status <>f p:robatioti.ers for ea.ch group. The number 'of pers,on$ 
p ~e:d on probation: byt;he Court when the 'Pf'~_sentence!'Unit recommended 
commitment ~s '/.nnal;,t t . but there 'are s igrdficant di,ff!:rr~nces: using the ,chi""~ 

'sqtgl1:e.teat of signifi,cance at the ,.05 level in these ,groups. In the, " 
ma.jorJ.tyof ct1!1i~, the COUl:t does agree with' the Presentt:;ii:ce Unit t s recom,"::, 
metV~tionof praDa-tiol'!.) and only 3% "'bf ·these . proba.tioners are revoked 
after a 6-month time period,whel'""'eas in tl1enon-concurrence group 21%, of 
thepr-obationel's are revoked ·itifter,a 6'-mohtb time .p~riod. These differences, 
would indicate that the enhanqeddiagrlOs tic report,:' prepare.d,bY the Project 
was useful in predict;l.11Ff probation success: I . ' 

li'igure 6 shows that ,the: most successful group,. 97% successful, were tho!3e· 
per$pnswho ~e.re teco_nded for programs and completed OI:'were still' 

'~pat"t1cipa ting in', thepro,grart{at th,e. 'elid of the six-monthp?dcd. ' The. least 
S4ccess£ul group, only 81% successf;u:L;liao dropped out,or h:;J.d not started 
the p:rogram yet ,or the probation officer .had decided that 'the, p,rogram waS} . 
,not neCE!ssary. Thus, for,'a s.ubstant;lal proportion of the populatlon, appro­
priate treatment ill.terventionwas provided and this group of offenders ex--

. perienced the.highes t degree of, ,SUGc.ess on probat.ion. 

The project, however, did provide a descriptive' analysis of the populatipn 
served by year, and by progranirec.ommenda tions. This type of daJa has not. 
been available itt the past; therefore ~ this document win define base 'li1;1~ , 

,,' 'd,ata which can be used for future analysis .. 

" 
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1. Anallalysi~ of the process is th~e first irtipo1='tant step indealin.gwith "11 
decision-making and discretionary authority in preparingreC!oramta~dat;b:m$ 
for the Courts. Our 'study points' out the shortcoming and the ueed :for 
reliab le' research effort$ cmthe ded.sion-m~ing process ,and in c, . 

particlll'arthe development of s tand,ards and,~u:Ldelinea in the use., of ' 
discretionary a:utho~ityat this po.int :1:11 _ the' CriIJiinai' Jus,tice System." ',' 

Z ~ Furthe:r ~nalysis of prohat:1.0n stJccessis ne'edecl ~s is .idendficatio'tiot 
types o'f offenders' and the success 'of'different treatment 1Il6thodswith 
these types" . Also looking, into assignment of offenders 'to certain 
prob,ation officers "on' something""'other.thana ~f#/1dom basis "Perhaps, 
w;i.,th some attention given topre,vious ;ielationsn1ps , the type of (,perSon 
'the probation officer:worksbes,t with, the type of pets'On the clients 
work bes.twith,persona1. preferences and attitudes may mean the 

3. 

" difference between''ifoiming a relationship that is constructive and 
tlierapeliti'cand betwe!::.:l jus~ be~rtganother number in the growing " 
correctionscomputer."i Dick. Hoaper, 'Probe Washing'ton Correctional' 
Association Newsletter Octoher 19-76. 

on keeping an accurate re'cord~k~eping There should be an. emphasis 
system. This is absolutely 
be done. 

necessary for good follow-up research to ,;,,0,,=,"=C: 

4. 

5. 

-, ,'" ',' , -f' ' .' , 
There, should,be an effort to coordinatejf.esearch efforts with the~Kin~ 
County Prosecutor's automated,' Cri:mirt-a¥rJus tice ,Sys tem, the Subject in ", 
Process Sys tem. This lOys t'em will collect all.d disseminate information ,'. 
at every stage,; of' the crim:lnal p1='ocess from'the initia,la"rrestand 
booking of the' criminal suspec,t through sentencing and appeals. 

The adult correction di'Vision pMds to follow the offertderafter ,1 

sentencing .in order -to obta1~n thein;formatiC?n needed to make sound 
decisions regarding the managemEmt and effect:1.venessof a correction 
sys tem. This, «:lata needs to be avai.lableto ,;the Probation Officer and 
his supervisor in local offices ," 

" 
jj. . _ . _-0;:..:='=, . . " I:>. ' ... ' . 

Addl.tionalanalysis .and research needs, to be done on fair treatment; of, 
offenders •. 'Ihere were noticeable discrepancies between black, .offenders 
and whHe offenders in recommended p'ris;Q\l,.,sentencefi, Table 4; 'and, ' ' 
recommended jail sentences" 'Figure 7 .Th~ black" popUlation is over- '" 
represented. Also, Table 11 shows more Court tioll-conCUrretlce among . 
black ,offenders 'tha~ white offenders. In!!additlon; Table 8~lf&Ws . 
fewer black oHende rs were recotnInended 'for community progr;iinSand 
Tab Ie J5indicates.1nore blacks had ,not participatep in programS. '!he 

" reasons for these diffel;,~nces~ need further exploration, ana'l,y8:ls~d 
research; 

'. 

6. :t-tucb or t!1e data inth,iS report indicates that unemployment is :oneo'f . 
the factors th~t impacts mos"C"''IJ££ellders. In J'roje~tYear 197.5 66%wet·~ 
unemployed at time of arr.est. 'Weneedt:o find' outwbat,!l?gett1ng' in 
the way of offenderS! getting arid, keepip;g j01>sand then'''try .to addte$s. 
this prob lemwi th adequate resources.' ,.. 
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IIltP'END1X ,13 

TABl..EJll6 

PRESENTENCE' RECOMMENDATIONS BY SF~ 

, ' 

'" . (, 

~_--.i:.._ .. _""'._. -.. ---,-....:.--.---r-'---~--,-. 7::M";:';Ef'lt:" .•. ,-, ... -.. _-.. ------.....:.,,;:-......... ,.-. --.;..."""i"';;:~:-:----~,. ,:~!;'; :,~ 
PERSON CRIMES 1974 '1' . 1975 

N :::: 25B ,. N "£380 
f----'-------'~-..---'.......--~-r.......:.---'-"-''_+_'-'-......;..,--------__tir__~---...----"'''"""t ......... -;;.,;--+ ")\~' 

Prison 27% 35% 
-:::"-='''" 

Probation, 
l' 

73% 65%' 

., 
Ii " MEN :,., , 

-PROPERTY CRIMES 1974 1975 
N ~ 706 N - 725 

Pri son 9% 9% 
. 
Probation 91% 91%' 

-- . 

" , MEN 
DRUG CRIMES 1974 1975 

N :::: 306· N = 228 

Prison 6% 8% . , 
Probation ... 94% " 92% 

-;1. 

• 1" ! 

~1EN 
PILL· CRIMES 1974 1975 " t: -- ' 

N .,. 1270 .. 'N - 1333 

Prison ,":1 150 220 . 
Probation , '1120 ,::;.' '.1113 

. ,,'="- .. 
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I' 

-28% 

72% 

";'j,',. 

1~74 
WOMEN 

, .. 37% 

63% 

1975 
'N = 245 N' ~,180 

. 3% , .. 4% 

91% 96% 
. . . 

G , 

WOMEN . 1974 ' ·1975 
,N =67 . N= 71 .. 

4% 1% 
.' 

96% .. .. 99% . . 

i 

... 
. 

. 

,,; .. - ;.".,' ..; .. 

.. 
1974 

N ~341 . 
19 

~:=--' 

322 

" 

WDr4EN 
" -- ... '. 1975 

Ni= ,21a'~ . 

19 

,259. 
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APPENDIX, C 

/1 " 

REVIE~" OF RELATED STUDIES 

, this (1toJec econtaineda tWQ ... fold purpose! 1) to -1:Qcre.;lse the nUinber of ' 
convicted' felons who wereret~dned iuthe cOlnrrtuni ty withPtlt':i:ncreasing 
tht 'risk to the., cOnit'(lunity; and 2) to increase the degree of' success pf 
the,:!)£f,~'!1der~ §.erva:dand plaGed· ort probation bye the Superior Court . A 
few 1:e6eorch' ai:ud:r.eEi':lnthis~areawi.ll be sUlTlmar;l.,zed.'and,comparecl to the' 
present project. This is npt1Itleant to be .;tt1.exhau$t:;Lve~r·eviewof the 
liter,atute, but rather a short;.su~atyo! relatedstu4ies. " ' 

D , 

1. State and, COUllt¥. Probation: Systems. in CrisiS, Report 
to theCong'('es~ by the Comptroller .General of theUI1':ited 
State:;~,LEM; lJepart:ment. of JuS'cice, May 27, 1976., 

'.Chi,s' review by the ComptrolleJ;' General: examined the U$e , 
and effect of })tobatidn and the Present'ence process; the 
lack of se'J:'vices for probationers; the models' of. probat:ion ' ' 
prediction tools; and the limi tations~and shortcomings! of 
LEAA cmd the sta"tas in probatioll martagament. 

Concltjding recdnlmendations urged the use of the Presentence 
d;l.ag~psd~ process in order to give. the judges better infor­
mati'q'n which would enhance s(i!ntenc;ing dec1.sions. The report 
endorses the need for more supportive services for proba­
tion(:!ts becausewel1~uti1ized service'$ 'affed; the degree 
ofauccess on. probation. 'These se'rvices, qr ,sentencing 
al,t.ernat;l.ves, need to be brought into foc'us bY-making, the 
cO!l1muni~y resources more avaHable and applic'able to ,the 
proba ti.orter • " 

, 
Add;l.tiOllal use and research of the various probacion predic~ 
tion models was recommended. Future research shoul,d include 
the I>ystematic collection of data ott possible predictive 
charactedstics, the development of predietive models for 
sp~'c;{,fic sub-gt:oups in the probation population, and -the 
Ew:a.1.u'ation of nla thematical procedures used to consolidate 
p'r'edict,tve characteristics.' 

Recommendations for ('thE: improvement, of proba don management, 
supported the developmento,f: standards <'Ind guideline~alld 
the improvement ofinfcirmation systelTls for identifying 
pr.obiel11s and evaluating probat,io~1ef:fectiveness. " ' 

The closing remarks ana conclusions ,stress 'the needfo~ ~hange. 
InadequaC'e sentencing altern'kltivesand. s,tandards, lack of ' 
s,eJ;vice delivery, and poor in£o1r1nat:ion~nd e'valuation s~~tenlS, 
"vere some otthe' problE~m ateclS addrc's~ed)y \ the: Comptroller IS 

i 

, , 
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report 0> "I: was recomntertded that these al',eas need tb'be 
improved. .Dt1)erwise ,tbe Pt'obadonsystem w:,i.ll det,eriQrat;e, 
the community 1vill fa<;e inc.reaseddanger ,and the ·recidivi.sm 
ra te will climb. 

2. Probation and ltsEffecteron REc-idivism: an Evaluative 
Research,' S tudy.~f Probation, inNassa\lGQun:ty~,,'NewSQr~, " 
Nassau County Probation Departme~tr, Mineola, NeW York, ,1972 • 

3. 

. ' 

The.!purpa!;le .of the N'assau County study was t,o'~how' 'with what;.(L 
effect prQbation p'er£ormed .its principal roles and function!=,o 
The" study~-~rf6wed that int'i'rea,sirtg numbers of probationers' 
did not belong to a homogerieous group of o££endets~ , There 
were varying degrees of risk an'd rehabilitative challenges 
presented' to ,the offenders ~nd to,thecommunitywhich ',,' 
demanded a wider choiteof 'services and ptograms'. . , 

The study sllcces'siu1ly proved the worth' of the Presentep,ce . 
'Investigation Report ,in diagnpsing high ris~, o'(fende1:'s to 
the c.orrunllliity. Rel~ted to the high risk or t'ec,idivist­
p,ron.e offender, a greater vari~ty and quality' ofpl:obation 
services were recommended. One of the findings of the study 
demonstrated thp,trecommendations in thePr~sentenceJ.1;eport ' 
accurately pointed to the ~uture aJjustmento£ the offende,r 
groups. 

,t 

, The 1easingreq.ommend~tion oJ the reportwastop1:'oceed'wfth 
r,he probation recommendations but following a case conference 
staffed by ~n:L!lU1lediate. supervisor; a s'ocialworker" or "" 
case aid , at' sediorprbba,tion officer, and the probation offi­
cer concitic ting the inves tigation.' The, investigating officer 
could bep,ided by. the services of 'a psycn'ologis 1::., '.' 'Thus 
a more e:l\plicit recomntendationcould be lllade in 'the investi­

,gative report and result in a meaningful and successful plan 
of trea tmerrt,: " 

,,' 

" 

if" , 

Guidance in Sentencing: 'The, Prese'ntence Diagnostic Observation, 
Program by Robert H. Pickover and Kay A. Durkee, for the 
Research Division, California Department of COrrections, 
'Sacramento, Cal;lfornia, September 197:4, Research Report ,No. 53. 

" , .' " '(,' 

This ,repOrt efuphasize!l~as its purpose anexaminatiohof,theit 
diagnostic evaluation process; its problems and a:ch;levements. 
The Probation. ins,caltfornia (1957) reportindi:qated ~t't'ong , 
diHetences in decision-making policies and practices within' 
the var'iouscQurts. The p1:'oJect also dealt wi~h the' probl.em 
of inappropriate commitment to prison. "i\, ,. 
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Two alternat:tveways (j£ dealit{g,dththiS problem were presented 
in tha, report:'. 1) for the 'slient wJho w()uldbimefi tby. remain..;,,' 
ing' in the. COll)lllU,nit.:Y, the guidance ·'cen ter s ta£f mq;de ,s'uch a ,I 

reCottllllendaticn with the expecta.tionth'at thecomrn:tttingcourt 
would concUr with t.heir re.C6mme)id.abion artd2) by uno'rm setting" . . or attempting to develop a: standard of sentencing .. for Hie '. ,: 
par ticulL1t judge reviewing the recommendation, :The expec ted 
outcome might he the court conc~u:r,tence with t~e nori-prl;,S"on. D·· 

recommendation for. a given case'; ~i1nd . the use of the .s.ame 
standard of sertteJ;icirtgagainwith cases portraY;i.ng:simila:r 
chara.cterisd,cs ande'patterns of off,en,se. \l 

The expect(:l,d.outcollleof theproj ectis procedur~s 'WaEl'llthe, 
i'eductionof varying prison .sente};.l.C!,!.~ aridotqer dispositions 

o among the different counties in the state of California • 

Reflectio,{1s On' the Presentence diagnostic observation program 
" after fifteen yeats of operation inchided th~ comment from ~ 

the authors that the diagnostic obs~rval:ioil'procedure was, 
v;iewe.d by the judiciary of' California as adistirictive means 
for guidance in sentencing, . 

The percentage of felons committedtb.i.:he .Department of 'Cor"" 
rections . i~ the 'yean:; 1967, 1968, and .1:969 'represented more 
than 40% of 'the diagnostic observation intalte, As oC1972, 
th;ts number WaS reduce,d to 24,3%" These figures allude to 
a new found function ip, the diagnostic observatiol?- 'project, 
tha t of .a shor t-term dommitmen t to prison', 

In terms Qfeffectsor 'results, the California project became 
a means· folt;committing convicted, felon~ ."to p'ris'on on a snort-
term basis and as' a way of providing Presentence diagnos,t.ic 
se;tlt;ic,~ '. ,l),iversionof cases from the Department of'Co'rr'ections 
in'Cl:l1ifbrt}-iaha.s~ :l.ncreasedinnumber;and,significantlyfncr,eas¢,d 
savings of "httman" and monetaryt,osts," Tttd'\ final "e-ffect of .. ,_ 
the Ca:U.,'f:.orn:i.a project was, increa:sed collabora.tion between 
1n£.orl11ation' providers and decisioI1.,...makers, .' 

'+. §emtencingo! Calif~rnia F~lony Offend.ers ).by Carl' E, Pope, 
Criminal Jtistice Research Center, Albany, N~w Yor~~,.LEAA, ~\ 
Department of Justice,1975 • 

" 

The. 'pril1cipal. ,purpose of ibis s t~dy was to' analyze a traos-
actioncU data base,. with c.ons,ideratloil given to ,its qualities 

. . . . ',' I ' 
Ilndlimitadons,and tod'1:tn'Onstrate possible uses of t\1ese 
data in pr~viding new inf~tl?mation unavailable in the past'," 
This.:1.s the secondmonogr~ph in a' series. of three, . The .' .) 
emphasis in this, report. ii,s .on the problem of diJferential 
seuftencil'lg, . . 
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The s.'tudyJf,E!xatninecf sentenCing methodS' i!).bot;h the iowerlland 
. superior (';Qurts, and both type of sen't;enc(!:"""and :Length of, time 

senterl;cedto prison or probation as indicators. Qi. sent¢iic$ 
. !=;;;:::c, 

severity. {{ 

The report, concluded thcit: o~lya: data base,' 'which systemr 
atical1fincludedindividual pet'sop.s,arid t.heii chara.cte~Jt.st;t¢sl 
would suppprt. the type of analysis 'requiredto improveat;f~4 ,0 .1' ," 
sol Va the. ex~s'ting problems of modern c.rime cont'l:"'ol' SY8t~~S. 

h 
The findi'n'gs in the:J~e studies point to the' increasi1)g importance' f~~i.1nd.in 
the community-based diagnostic evaluations and in thePresent~lice d\hvesl,:i~ 
gation reports •. Ouref£ort~ have been to learnfrom.these past stqpies and 

. to! app~y. Some .o~ these f~nd:Lngs. and .recommendati.ons to the King cou.\~~ty 
Gommuluty-Based Diagnost~c and Evaluation Project. " ...... . 
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ft.1" r t.1~U LA j) 

FOLLOW~UP QUESTIONNAIRE 

- -

.11 
:.t 

.' . 7 " , 
They'd'llo~\ing questionnaire is being sent to you as.a data c~llectilbntool for the' 
COlllTlunity·)Presentence Resource Pr.oject. Consistent with ~he Projec,t's comnitment . 
to;LeAAtthedata will be u~ed to' evaluate the effects of "the presehtence"recon.tnendii'tions'· 
and Court~ordered spec; a1 condi ti.onson the proba ti oner l s aqjustmen,t: ., In real i ~ation 
of your press i ng workload, we have made a concerted effort t'o:, 1 imit; the questionnaire to 
those items which are absolllt,ely necessary. To ensure confidentiality, probatio'nofficer ' 
or client identified data will only be seen Md used by the Research staff •. YoUr coopera-. 
tion in this effo'rt is sincerely appreciated:' Thank you. ',: 

/Jllfter you naVe completed thiS form, please return it to: 
(; ... / 

Pafrici'Q Holm, Resea'rch Analyst '. I' 

Corrmuni ty Presentence Resource Uni tl"' 
410 United Pacific Building ,,1'" 
1000 Second Avenue', 

P_ation Office ____ -'-________ ---.;. 

Client',s Name 

. PLEASE CHECK THE APPROPRIATE ITEMS 

, . 
~A. CLIENT!SSTATUS AT THIS TIME ._" c· 

'"\} 

o 
o 
C;; 

, C}' 

·c/ 
0 

0 

0 
,,' ,. " 
"L7 

G" 

Acti've 
II 

s tin in custody (ja; U 
c ~ 

in the eomun i ty .. (on proba ti on) .. 

II ,- work re 1 ease ' 
; " 

Terminated - suecessfu~ 1,Y 

II ... (i:n ... ucti ve letter 
II .... proba ti 0/1 revo'.~ed 

, J ' 
(~l' absconded ;i ... or rJench \'~arrant 

II· .. death 

II - othe'r D ( spec ffy) 

(\ . 

MONTHS IN THECOMt~UNITY SINCE SENTENCING 

"sea:tle. Washington 98104' ',I ' 
Q Date: _-',-_________ ..... 

Cause No. , , 
------~--~~~--~ 

, . 

,' .. 

(Minus jail time) ~--~------~----~ 

,,' 

...48 -
" 

{l •• ' 

/i 



o None 

. 0 Assoriation 

l3. Location. 

. . . . o ' Non-paYment of {;outtcosts, 

II of. l"eS ti tuti on 
D No community service 

. ' 

CJ Employr'/~nt/Edutatior\ 
, ~. , , " (i .' 

"P. Not ,particil{ati ng 'in program ordered 
<// , ' 

O·Non-.payment of fines D Otlle r ( s p~d fy) _-:--_...-,-.....--. ____ -

.if ' . ,. . ..' . 
D. ~NUMB:ER OF ARRESTS SINCE StENTENCING. '.,----'--'---'--_ 

E. .l~ST SEfUOUS OfFENSE FOR'WIUCH-AR~ESTEDSINCE PLAGtD ON PROBATION 
II 
lJ Not applicable..;; no known arrests 

o , Felony ... crime agai'r:lst person " 

£J • ."'D 

II 

II 

- property .offense . 

- drug offense 

D Misdemeanor - crime 4gainstperson 

u - property offense 

o ." - dru9C?ffense 
.... 

.. 

.' 

'0 Ttaffi c offense (s,p~'Ci fy) _______ ~ _______ -'--_ __:_---
'J)'! 

F. MONTH OF FIRST ARREST 'SINC.E PLACED ON PROBATION 
~ 

G. f«>NTH OF MOST SERIOUS ARRtST SINCE PLACED ON PROBATION' . '. ,. , ',. -----..-....-,---;-0--

H. 

D No new offehse,not·.~pp1icable 

0', Released after inve5t~gati,on 
, ,~ 1,', 

D ' Charges di srni ssedby' the Court 
., 

D Awaiting disposition' 

Probation 

Pri son. sentence .' . 

SINCE PL 

Jail sente~ce \\ 

Absconded .)- no di spos iti 0\1\ yet c:"" 
(r 

ATION 

, . 

.0 

£1 
D 

D 

D Other ,( spec i fy) ___ --'-__ ..--___ :--"-~_.,..--__ .......... ~ 
c·,,; , 
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Ii .. «UI1~£R OF CONVICtl~NS SIMCf.St:trrENClNG . , 

t,O" 

'J<l 

<) 

\ 

\ 

, "r. " rr-' 

Mi sdeme.anors' __ . _______ _ 

Felonies 

< 

J. TYPE OF COf~HUNlTY PROGRA~1 PARTICIPATION 
j " " . , ," , _.. '.: ' ( ~ , 

D Not participqting in a cOIrvnrmi,ty program 

D Alcohol program..:' (residential) 

'L"7. Alcohol program - (nonresidential) 
'! 

(. .t:J O~U9 P rog ram - ( res i dent i a 1) 

. L-:J Drug progr'am - lngnresi denti. a1) 

~ ." . 

f K..HAS THE CLIENT COMPLE'TED A COMMUN'ITY P'ROGRAM? i , 
\ 1t.t::1. Not 'ordered by the Court 
;. 

?: L7' Not'started yet 

, , 

o 
o 

··'---··U 

.' . 

Mental' Health ·p~ogram 
'. ,'; . ( res; d.ent·; a 1 ) 

Mental 'Health:program,. ., 
, (nonres;~ential) '" 

women,,' sColTJl1unity Center " 

DEmplo~ent ,- training' .. 
n~bther ~spezcifY) .... ,..._' . ...,------

" 

~ , , ' 
i , 

a Not able toarra nge a community prog ram~ for th'i scl j ent 

i:J Presentlypartici pat; ng ina community program 

i::J ,/1as completed a commLinity progt~m 

L::J Dropped out of pr.ogram/-'n . 
L. IS THE CLIENT EMPLOYED? (Leave blank if"not, ~mployabJe'.) 

! 
? 

I 
t M, , 

...... ,~ 
.~ 

~ .. 

L7 Not employed 

Enlploy~d ,.. fup-time 

Employed -',. part.:.time, 
j 

;'0 ' Casua 1 1 abol" 01" odd jobS 

,.~\" .:, /) 

HAS GLlENrCOMPLETEO CO/'t1MUNITY SERVICE? 

Notor?ered 91 the Court 
,', 

0' School.- full-time 

L-:J' School - part .. time 
: 

Traini'ng - full-time 0 

D Trai-ning"- part-time 

.t::l 

o 
t:J 

Not$ta rteji yet. , .. .. .'"" , , , 
Not able, tJ arrange cOfTUllu~itl service for thfs .client 

'0. 

" 

PresentJydoiog community serVice 
"1'/ 

Q 

(lC1' ,Has .. completed community service 

' ... , 50 

() 
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