R

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.

PSSPy

iR 5 @ G i B il B LR A e

' 3.
- i
J éé
g
) N
i .
~ *
<
' » W
-~
h %
. N i
.
N -
. :
o
%
.
s e
a B
3
¢
{
i

=
i,

P

RN SRR




R
-
0.
NS {\
- -

=

Document #80-4

47435

'NCJRS
JUL 251980

ACQUISITIONS

EVALUATION OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

FOR THE STATE OF COLORADO

Colorado Department of Corrections

by
Laura Winterfield

February, 1980

i

i

i

{
P
L
F S
i

Attt bt o s




O

(\\

e
=

/ TABLE OF CONTENTS

/- ‘Page No.
i
J . .

v ] i 1
Introduction i B
Purpose of Study;- 2

/ﬁ
Methodology é g
Time frame' for the analyses ‘
Sample se]ectlon - 4
Data SOurLeS - ?.
Variables;
,{;,
f .
! 9
Flndlngs—— i - ?
Program descriptions——
Client descrlptlons 13 .
Outcomerof community corrections 19‘
Correctional environment and program size 22
Community corrections compared to probation and parole---— 30
Conclusions and Recommendations- 33

Appendix A

bl

and contractual.

- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

INTRODUCTION

Over the last three yeafs,

and tran51t10nal has increased, as have thelr respective. budgets.

sive evaluation of community correctlons,has not, however, been undertaken. .

Rt}

This study was designed to answer five specific questions:
L What types of programs are the community‘corrections pfograms?

2. /What are the characteristics of the clients being served by community
- corrections? Are the diversion clients the same as probatlopers, and
are the transitional clients the same as parolees7

3. What kinds of outcomes are associated with communlty correct10n59

4, What is the relationship between program 81ze, treatment environment,
and outcome measures? : : ; ‘ :

5. Does the use of communlty correctlons increase successful probation/

parole outcomes for. program partlclpants as compared with similar
clients on probation or parole?

METHODOLOGY

The time frame for this study was July'l; 1978 to Junek30, 1979. The popu~

lations of concern were‘firet, those community corrections cliemts, both diver—
sion ahd‘transitional, served during that time period, and secondly; a comparlr

son group of probationers and parolees placed under supervision at the same time.

All re81dent1a1 community corrections programs were included, both state—operated

i

The data were collected in two phases.‘ Flrst,/the community

‘corrections data were voluntarily. submltted by the fac111t1es themselves, as -

'part of the Department of Corrections Weighted Caseload System. The probation/

parole comparison groups were collected by data -collectors speclflcally hired

for that task. | The data included intake 1nformat10n, ratings of level of client

,need, both at entry and exit, and termination'data;. For the comparison-.groups,

ii

the use of community corrections, both diversion
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failure groups. Failures in community corrections demonstrated more extensive

i i s also included. / L :
status information as of July 1, 1975 wes. ! criminal records, unemployment and substance abuse problems than the successful

FINDINGS : : f ‘group.

Program Descriptions: ‘ ‘ , g ' Program Size, Treatment Environment, and OQutcome Measures:

mi ed with job placement and employment. L B . L . .. ; :
All community programs are CONCErn Job P : : C§ There was no relationship found between program size and different treat-—

i es, urinalyses and monitored antabuse pro-—; L ‘ ) L , ’
Most offer, in the programs themselves, y : ment milieus. Overall, Colorado's:community corrections programs can be charac-—

e i~ individual and group counseling.’ Other commii— . . ; fo
grams; eight also offer in-house individual and group , terized as "Insight-Oriented" programs. There were differences found, however,

. . i .
; i ed as necessary. ! ' . X - . s
nity support services are us J j _between program size and outcome variables such as substance abuse and occupa-

Cllent Characteristics:

tional status. Large programs show the most favorable outcomes. Further, sig—

rences between clients referred to céym- S L . A L SRR
This analysis indicated some differenc i nificant differences between the opinions of clients and those of staff were

: 5
. e .. - ° Q
; . ation. Data‘on the probablon/dlver &Y . .
munity corrections and those placed on probat : 5 noted, with staff rating the programs more favorably.

. ) R idential diversion sample clients have: ) . . .
sion clients would indicate that the reside : Community Corrections as Compared with Probation/Parole:

' i imi ' ter substance abuse problem and are more ) o
a more extensive criminal record, a greater ' With the use of rearrest rates and employment status at time of follow-up

. 5 than those sample clients in -the non-residen- . , ‘ .
likely to be unemployed at arrest than th P as measures for successful probation and parole outcomes for community programs,

. : indi would suggest that the residential diver- ‘ *‘;L . . . L . L . o
tial probation group. These findings wou &8 , ' ‘ : neither diversion nor transitional clients show significant increases in occu-

; ivi ients with more severe meeds and may indicate 1 . . o . . ’ :
sion programs are recelving client : : ' pational or job classifications or decreases in rearrest rates when compared

that they were diverted from incarceration. to parole or probation sample clients.

Dgta on the parole/transitional comparison sample groups showed th& parole CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

nd to be more llkel to O _ ) - s .
sample group to have a more extensive criminal record a 7 Given these data, it appears that, overall, the diversion sample group did

s in, the re31dent1al o L ‘ . - ; . ‘
have been unemployed at arrest than those sample client , 1. show different characteristics than the probation group; hemce, diversion ap-

s , i di = going directl ' ) no . o L :
transitional group. These findings suggest that»those clients going ety pears to be functioning as an alternative different from probation. The parole

. ; . S 4 ity support services than g . . L
from institutions to parole are in more need of community supp: » , ; sample group demonstrated more potential needs than the transitional sample

the transitional client group. group. If the purpose of tramsitional programs is to provide reintegration

Community Corrections Outcomes: o P o=

services that will effect the gradual and successful return of the offender to

' o y 4 ‘ idential community correc— . . . ‘ ~
over 50% of those SamPlev91+entS referred to resid - 4 the community prior to parole or discharge, then those offenders who need com—

. , ; inati fi d'su ervision. . Although . o 3 R Lo L L ‘o ot
‘tions were successful as defined by termination to el P ‘ E & o munity supportive services the most are mnot the ones being placed in transitional

data  onp the reasons for unsuccessful termlnatlons were mot ava11able~For analy51s, L I

programs. It is . understood that the constraints of offender security assess—

1fferent between the success and ) ; N :
“several characterlstlcs were proportionately d ment and concerns for public safety preclude community placement of certain

idid

P




offenders but the effect of those constraints is the deselection of those of-
fenders with the most need. This is a policy.issué which could be addressed
by either changing the overall goal of transitional community corréctions or by
creating alternative programs to include such offenders.

For both the diversion and transitional clients, the data suggest that
those clients who fail in these programs are those witli the greatest needs in
the areas of employment and substance abuse. These'data woqld strongly suggest
that alllcommunity corrections programs should continue to plgce priority on
employment needs and sﬁbstance abuse c&unseling.

Finally,kit is suggested that the Department continue monitoring boﬁh di-

version and transitional clients to evaluate the effect of community programs.

Further, transitional programs should be analyzed in terms of their impact upon.

return rates back to the correctional system. Data collection regarding this
ongoing evaluation should focuﬁﬂépecifically upon those variables found to be

associated with client ocutcomes..

R AN A i ke e

g g i

INTRODUCTION

Background of Community Corrections in Colorado:

Colorado's first commynity corrections legislation was passed thirteen
years ago. This piece of legislation is known as the Work Release Act of 1567.
Two years later, Winston Tanksley, former superintendent of the Buena Vista
Correctional Facility, made the first attempt to deinstitutionalize corrections
in Colorado by setting up the Bails Hall Wbrk Release Cente; in Denver.

There were a few attempts byvprivaté individuals and agéncies to start.
community qo;rections programs during the.l97l to 1975 period. .One of these
programs, the Grand'Junct;on Work Release Cénter, was a local, publicly spon-—
sored program. | |

The state legislature; in 1974 and again in 1976, enacted new commuﬁity
corrections legislation. This legislation, as opposed to the‘1967'Wbrk Release
Act, encouraged_local units of government and private,»non—profit agencies, to'
start local community corrections programs. |

It has beenbthirteen years of change for community corrections in Colorado.
We believénthat this evaluation report is the firstvstatewi&e comprehensive
evaluation of community corrections. It iﬁcludes two different types of com~
munity_corrgctions clients (diveréion and transition) and those-élaced on tra-
ditional field supervision (probation an& parole), .as well as all éxisting com~
munity corrections progréms.

The thrust of community Corrections in'Coloradoﬁhas taken two forms: di-
versiqn and‘transition, with both types of programs offering primarily résidup—

tial services. Diversion programs were designed as an option to be used by

& .

the sentencing courts in lieu of state incarceration. The client is placed in
a residential setting, with 24-hour supervision, and staff who are to provide

counseling and . referral services in-house. This placement lasts an average of

it
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three to four months, and the client is then no;mally released to probation.
Transitional programs have the same basie structure; the‘population is different.
Transitional facilities are used for persons leaving state ipstitutions as an
aid to reintegration into the community. Once again, these programs are designed
to be residential in nature, and have the same staffing capabilities as do the
diversion programs. l

The purpose of both of these programs is the provision of

a community placement, and the delivery of services to the client.

For the diversion population; the overall program goal is to provide an
alternative to incarceration in state correctional institutions. For the transi-~
tional group, the goal is to provide, within the constraints of security and
safety, reintegration services that will effect-the ggadual and successful re-
turn of the offender to the community prior to diecharge or release to parole
supervision.

The Colorado legislature has increased the funding available for both di-
version and transitional programs?ever the last several years. Diversion funds
increased from $300,000 in 1976~77 to over $1 million in fiscel 1979-80. Transi-
tional funds also increased during the same time period, fromiaéproximately J
$300,000 to $730,000. With this increase has come an increase in the number of
centers; there were, in fiscal 1978-1979, 16 contract and three state operated
centers in Colorado which provided'diversion and transitional ;rogrgzms.

There are, however, several questions which need'to be addressed in the
field of community corrections. These concern the typee of ﬁersons being -
served, ahgvthe overall effectiveness of the varidus'alternatives. While there
are some data available regarding client characteristics,Athere has not been a
comprehensive comparative analysis of community corrections effectiveness. It
was this need which‘prompted the presene study.  The>épecific questions with

i

which this study was concerned are listed below. |

i T

e —

~-directly onto probation, and transitional clients as compared with those placed

Study Questions:

1. What types of services are available through the various residential
community corrections programs, and are these services delivered in-
house?

2. What types of clients are being referred to commuﬁity corrections?

a. What are the specific characteristics of diversion elients, and
are these different from probationers?
b
b. - What are the specific characteristics of tramsition clients, and
are these different from parolees?

3. What types of outcomes are associated with the various community coxr-
rections programs? o

4. TFor the residential community corrections programs, what is the rela—
tionship between program size, treatment environment, and specific
outcome measures? -

5. Does the use of residential community corrections increase successful
probation/parole outcomes for program participants as compared to similar
clients on either probation or parole? :

The study was conceptualized to be an analysis of all community corrections

clients served during fiscal year 1978-1979. It was statewide in scope, and

concerned four client groups: diversion clients as compared with Fhose placed
directly onto parole. Throughout‘this study, the term "diversion"zwill,be eSed

to mean residential diversion programs,and "transitional" will be used to mean
residential tramsitional programs. The eerm "probation" will be used to mean

those placed directly onto probation by the sentencing court and "parole" will be .
used to mean those released directly to parole by.the parole‘board.‘ ""Community
Corrections" has been used inﬁthis paper EO refer'to the "diversion" and "transi%
tional” groups together. N
Time Frame for Amalysis: . = R =

The time frame for this study was fiSCal year 1978-~1979. The exact months

“included, ho&ever,-varied~by question. For the description and comparison of

c¢lients served by residential, community corrections, the population included

_3_ B
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all those persons who were in those programs from July 1, 1978 through June 30,
1979. For the analysis of outcomes and non-residential comparative analysis,
the population for each group consisted of all those persons who terminated
qgmmunity corrections, brobation, or parole during the first eléven months of
fiscal year 1978-1979. |

Sample Selection:

1. Diversion and Transitional Sample: Initially, the total population

served by residential community corrections programs during fiscal year 1978~
1979 was to be included in this study. However, since data were voluntardily’
submitted from thése facilities, only 69.6 percent of the rgsidential diversion
population and 88.0 percent of the transitional population were available for
analysis. This method of sample selection resulted in a greater representation
of the transitional’population and a poor sample distribution'by individual
program. Aithough some individual programs were underrepresénted in the sample,

combining and redefining some programs by county of jurisdiction eliminated

much.of the obvious sample bias (i.e., Denver, Boulder, and Mesa County programs - .

were aggregated). To the extent that individual programs within these counties
are actually different, the sample may include some bias. The distribution of

these samples as compared with the population served is shown in Table I below.

The proportions by program, as compared to the proportions for the total

‘served, are shown in Table II below.

The diversion and residential program samﬁles appear to be representative

of their respective populations (with the exception noted earlier). (Seé‘X? in
Tables I and I1). Data from these samples will be used to develop profiles

for diversion and residential groups.

RN

2. Probation and Parcle Sample:

For the probation sample, clients were
randomly .selected from the judicial districts participating in community cor-

rections, stratified by month of probation placement. Table IIL shows the

gy ©

Transitional Residential

Percent of

Total Total
101 69.3
42 100.0
20 70.0
25 88.0
122 99.2
74 98.6
45 95.6
30 66.7
9 77.8
468 88.0

Transitional Residential-'

TABLE L
Total Sample by Client Type and Program
Fiscal Year 1978--1979
Diversion Residential
. Percent of :
Program Sample Total _Total -  Sample
. Denver County 187 294 63.6 70
COM-COR 72 72 100.0 42
. Loft House 25 36 69.4 14
Boulder County 17 26 65.4 22
Mesa County 18 18 100.0 —
CRC 18 44 40.9 —
Hilltop 21 21 ~100.0 -
Larimer 6 12 50.0 -
 Bails — =~ - 121
FLCC - —= - 73
G.J.W.R. — - — 43
Our House - - -~ 20
= : CCL - = - 7
Totals 364 523 "69.6. 412
Diversion Sample: X2 = 21.43 df = 7, P<.05
Transition Sample: X2 = 10.17 - df =8, PX.05
TABLE II ,
Program Representation for Samples
As Compared to Populations
Fiscal Year 1978-1979
& Diversion Residential
‘Program Sample Population Sample
Dehver County 51.4 56.2 17.0
COM~COR ©19.8 13.8 10.2
Loft House , 6.9 6.9 3.4
Boulder County 4.7 5.0 5.3
B Mesa County 4.9 3.4 . -
={ CRC 4.9 8.4 -
5 Hilltop 5.8 4.0 —
Larimer 1.6 2.3 -
Bails « - S e 29.4
SV FLCC - - 17.7
o tER G.J.W.R. - ‘ - — 10.4
5o Our House = : . 4.8
CCL - , == 1.7
Totals 100.0 106.0. .7 99.9
; ‘ K 2 ; : : ;
: - Diversion Sample: X2 = 11,93, df =7, B>.05
: Transitional Sample:. X% = b5.41, af =8, Px.05

Population
2

W™
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distribution of the_probation sample in relation to the diversion Sample, by
judicial district. | | | |
TABLE III
Comparison of ?roportional Representation
O0f Probation and Divexrsion Sample

By Judicial District

Diversion , Probation

“Judicial District " Sample Percent of Total Sample. ’,Peroent of Total
1 18 . 5.2 42 S .10.3
2 187 54.1 213 ’ ~52.3

b 72 20.8 . 63 o 15.5
6 21 6.1 ‘ 23 ‘ 5.7
8 6 1.7 "6 1.5

17 25 7.2 . 38 9.3

20 17 4.9 22 5.4

Total 346 100.0 407 . 100.0
2

X = 10.43 df = 6 P>.05

A chi square test of independenCe’indicates that the two distributions
- ‘are proportionally similar. |
Ihedparole sample was designed to be’a precision matehed samole_for‘the

transitional ciﬁents. The matching criterla Were"month ofkparole, type of
conviction (Person,dproperty,'drug, other) and’classkof conviction. However,
the,sample'chosen from the parolejgroup‘was underrepresented when_eompared too'
~’tbe number of clients who successfullyicompleted the transitional programs. 7
The parole sample has 173 clientsfwhereas the transitionalisuccessful éroup’
_(those.who mere paroledl has 242?clients{ The underrenresentatlon«of the parole
group may‘have an attenuating effect upon the general comparative analysisvtof
‘thedtrans%tlonal successful group;LhoweVer,‘since'exact pairs of_parolee;transi~
‘tional casestere}developed for Speeific,analyses; this'shouldinot be an overé

rw

‘riding concerm. =

« .. Data Socurces:

- -'1. Community Corrections Clients: The datafsoorce for theﬂcommunitywdor~"
rectlons data was the Department of Correctlons Welghted Caseload System s forms.
: . \\ Lo
Data was retrleved from these raw data forms as recerved by the Department of

0.

B o —

34

. ‘clients.

Corrections. = o , e .

.-

2. Probation and Parole Clients: The data source for these cases was

"file material contained in the various probation and parole officer's case
iEiles. Specifically, the pre-sentence report, FBI rap sheet, the offense report,

?courtsdoeuments, and the supervising officer's*chronologicalonotes SuppliedrwAW.,

most of the data. = . : S : AR o o
Variables: ;‘ ; ’ : . » o
‘The general categories of information used in the various analyses are

listed'according'to category. For a detailed list of therdata available'on

‘each data form used, refer :to Appendix A.

1. Intake Data:s These data consisted of information regarding the court

"case for which the client was sentenced, demographic data, socioeconomic infor=-

mation at'time'of‘sentencing, and types of personal‘problems,at time of sentencing.
It was filled out for all client groups.

2. Needs Assessment Data: This information consisted of a ranking of

severlty of problems for eleven problem areas, Such as. f1nanc1al family, and
\
A

health. This was donevat program,entry and,exit“for~the community corregtlons
5 ) ) - : i : v

“ ¢lients only." IR Lw

5

3. Risk Assessment Data: This set of data was a ranking, based om prior

+ eriminal involvement, of the client's supposed risk to the community. lt was

. . ] ) R G |
filled out at onset of community corrections, for both transitional and diversion

)

4. Communlty Correctlons Termlnatlon Data.‘ These data indicated the reason

for termlnatlon from communlty correctlons, the ntmber and type of addltlonal

: arrests, 1t any, and socloeconomlc factors at t1me of termlnatlon. ,It also conf‘

talned an 1nd1catlon of any personal problems Whlle in communlty correctlons. e

All the communlty correctlons cllents had these. data completed at tlme of ter—

'mination.

SV ——




each facility on nine dimensions:

5. Probation/Parole Follow-Up Data: These data were filled out on clients
who had successfully terminated from community corrections to field supervision,

and probationers and parolees. The data consisted of current,status, any addi-

tional arrests, socioeconomic information as of July 31, 1979, and any personal -

problems while on field supervision.
Table IV gives the measurement schedule used for the collection‘of the
client data.

6. Treatment Environment Data: These data were.generated from the ad-

ministration of a questionnaire, administered January, 1979. These data ranked

involvement, support, expressiveness, auto-

nomy, personal orientation, problem,orientation;vorder and organization, clarity,
A brief description of each of these scales, excerpted from

and staff control.

Rudolf Moos'

Evaluating Community and Correctional Settings (1975, p. 41)

follows:

Subscale Descrlptlons. : ‘ 5
Correctional Institution Environment Scale ’

a. Involvement: Measures how active and energetic residents are in
the day-to-day functioning of the program (i.e., interacting so-
cially with other residents, doing things on their own initiative,
and developing pride and group spirit in the program).

Measures the extent to which residents are encouraged to

b. Support:

be -helpful and supportive toward other re31dents, and how supportlve ‘

the staff are toward residents. . B R

c. Expressiveness: Measures the extent to which the program encourages
the operr expression of feelings (1nc1ud1ng angry feellnos) by resi-
dents and staff.

d. Autonomy. Assesses the extent to Wthh res1dents are encouraged ‘to
' take initiative in plannlng act1v1t1es and taklng lcadershlp in the
unit. -

e. Pra"tical Orientation:
env1ronment orients him toward preparing himself for release from

the program —- training for new kinds of Jobs, locking to the future,

w i and settlng -and ‘working toward goals are .among factors con51dered

12

g~

Assesses the extent to which the resident's

o

T

< o

i
4

f. Personal Problem Orientation:
“are encouraged to be concerned with their personal problems and
feellngs and to seek to understand them. ¥

g. Order and Organization: Measures how‘important order and oxganiza-
tion are in the program, in terms of residents. (how they look),
staff (what they do to encourage order), and the facility itself
(how well it is kept) ’

h. Clarity: Measures the extent to which the resident knows what to
~expect in the day-to-day routine of thlS program and how explicit.
the program rules and procedures are.

i. Staff Control: Assesses the extent to which the staff use regula-
tions to keep residents under necessary controls (i.e., in the
formulation of rules, the scheduling of act1v1t1es, and in the
relationships between residents and staff).

TABLE 1V

Types of Data by Client Type

‘Measures the extent to WhiCh'residents

vplex in Denver and has a capaclty to house 40 male re31dents.

~ Vlded)by the,fac111ry

Community
Status at Time Corrections Status -as of
| Of Sentencing Termination July 31, 1979
Successful Intake Data Termination Data Follow-up
Commutniity Corrections Needs Data Needs Data Data
Risk Data
" Unsuccessful | Intake Data Termination Data
Community Corrections| - Needs Data Needs Data
- Risk Data :
‘Probation/Parole Intake Data Follow-up
: - Data
FINDINGS: PRQGRAM DESCRIPTIONS
Note:

These descriptions were obtained from the Department of Correctlons
D1v1310n of Communlty Serv1ces.

‘Department of Corrections Administered Facilities: : =

1. Bails Hall Work Release‘Center:

Balls Hall 1s a‘three—bulldlng com~

Food services,

along WLth transportatlon to this re51dence for employment purposes, are pro-

There is a monitored antabuse and urinalysis program

*

5 __9__
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at the facility. In addition, anciliary services, such as mental health, al-

“cohol and drug treatment, and educational counseling for residents, are provided

through referrals to assisting community agencies.

o
<7

2. Fort Logan Community Corrections Center: The facility is a two-story,

brick residence, located on the grounds of the Fort ngan Mental Health Center
in Denver. This is a co-correctional facility and hés'a’éapacity of 26 offen—
ders, 16 males and 10 females. Food services are provided by ‘the Fort Logan

Mental Health Center cafeteria, and resideqts are required to purchasefmeal

7/
i

tickets from the program. Emphasis is placed on employment; however, some
residents at this facility attend vocational or academicktraining programs.

Transportation is provided by the facility. Individual and group counseling

is provided by staff on a weekly basis. Emphasis is placed on job placement

and alcohol and drug related problems. There is a urine screening and a moni-
tored antabuse program available at the center. Assistingvcommunity agencies

are used as needed.

3. Grand Junction Work Release Centexr: The Grand Junction Work Release
Center is a joint Department of Corrections and Mesa County Community Correc-

tional program operating in Grand Junction. The facility is a tri-level, cin-

~ derblock residence that has a capacity tc house 20 male residents. In addition
to state clients, the county utilizes this facility as part of their,COmmuhity;

correctional program by referring clients for placement at this facility from

the Mesa County Judicial System. Food'andttransportation are provided by the
facility; Emphasis»is placed on employment and restitution‘obligations. -Reéij‘
dentsyare diréctedtto assisting, agencies for help inpldcating'employment, Al-

coholicsuAnonymohs, mentél health, and drug coaneling progtams, as needed.‘.y

Contractual'Community Residential’Facilities;

1. Adams Community Corrections Program'(Loft Hoﬁse): Loft,Hoﬁse is a

two-story residence with a capacity to house 25 residents. This is a‘to—

-10-

w

T ——

. portation and shopping centers. Emphasis at Com~Cor is placed 0n4job plaéemént

and/or vocation or*agadgmic training programs. Group and individual counseling
‘provides psychological'evaluatioﬁs, testing, uri;alysis'and antabus

- Denver and has a 100-b

~clients, and. hg
o 5

correctional program and is located close to public traﬁsportation and assisting
agencies. Although the mailing address for Loft House iskbenver,:the facility
is actuaily located in Thornton, Colorado,vandvié’convaﬁi@ntly close to Commérce
City, Northglenn, Thornton, Brighton, Adams County .and surrounding areas. Em—-
phasis at T.oft. House is placed on employment. Food setvicesyare provided atby
the facility. Through individual and gfoup counseling, Loft HOusenassists

cllentq in the areas of education, employment, financial management, recreation,
% , ‘
)

family counseling, drug and alcohol‘monitoring¢ as ‘well as providing referral
services to assisting agencies:

2. Center for Creative Living: ~The facility dis located in Jefferson

County and has a capacity to provide for 24 male‘tésidents. The Center is
‘close to public traﬁéportation and meals are provided to the residentsa Indi-
vidual aq§ groupﬁéounseling are provided, with emphaéis beiné directed towards
'dealing with alé?hol‘and drug related problems, Self—awareness, embloyment, and
self—management. Staff personnel are familiar with,community agencies, and
clients'éte directed in accordance with their needs. Tﬁere iska-moﬁitoréd anta-

buse program at the Center, in addition to urinalysis screening. -

3. COM-COR Facility: The program facility is located in a former motel
in Colorado Springs, and is a co—correctional»prcgfam,which‘can accommodate up

to 40 residents. Meals are provided byvthe'facility, including sack iunches

i

- for those'residents who are employed. Com-Cor is also close to public trans—

Q

is provided”tgﬁdeal'with a resident's individual social awareness. Com-Cor

e monitoring.

4. Emerspn‘Héuse: The‘facility is located in a former hotel in downtown

§~capacity. jIhe-facility”Servesﬁfedefal’andtstate

juVeniIé'detention'unit. Emphasis at Emerson House is placed

. ey S W T ) i . : ) :
on employment:and education. A resident is required to attend a series of 18
' L ' S , ~ k R =
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classes dealing with all facets of everyday living. Many of these classes are
taught by a member of the local community who has expertiseé in the subject
The facility directs clients to community agencies in

matter being discussed.

order to assist the residents to meet individual needs.

5. Empathy House: Empathy House is a 35-bed, co-correctional facility in

Boulder. Food services at Empathy House are provided. The staff at Empathy

House concentrate on an individual's problems - marital, financial, employment,

{

A

a
)

alcohol, drugs, family, and emotional. Emphasis is .placed on job development

and placement. In addition to individual and group counseling, the facility

has a monitored antabuse aiid urinalysis program.
6. Our House: Our House is a three~building complex in Pueblo with a ca-

pacity for 50 residents. This is a co—~correctional facility which provides

food services. Emphasis at Our House is placed on. employment, and there is a

monitored antabuse and urinalysis screening program. Residents receive both

. R s .
individual and group counseling services; and are required to'have a minimum

of one counseling session per week. Staff at Our House are familiar with the
dssisting agencies in the community, and make referrals in the areas of medical

psychologlcal legal “vocational and academic trainlng programs, as needed.

7 .. Walden Community Treatment Center:: The Walden Communlty Treatment

Center is located in southwest Denver and has a bed capac1ty “for 22 male resi-

dents;f The Center is affiliated'with the SouthWest—Denver Community Mental

"HealthJCenter; Although food is provided by the facllity, it is the re51dents

respon31bility to do their own ‘cooking, cleaning and general upkeep of their

it

quarters. ‘The facility is located near public‘transportation;and convenient’
shopping areas. Emphasis is placed on<employment‘at~the Center.q All re31dents

‘receive 1nd1v1dual counseling and the Center offers a variety of serv1ces in

b : : .
the area of family, marital, alcohol and drug abuse.  In addition, a monitored

antabuse and urinalysiS'testing program is‘available.i“

1o

>

average is used.

8. Williams Street Center: Williams Street Center is located in a two—‘
story residential facility in Denver which has a capac1ty to house 25 cllents.v
Although food is provided, the residents are required to prepare thelr breakfast

and lunch; the evening meal "is prepared by a facility cook. Emphasis at‘Williams

. Street Center is placed on job development placement, and.restitutlon. Indi-

~v1dual and group counseling are requlred on a weekly basis. Clients are direeted

to assisting agencies, such as eﬂployment, welfare,»Vocational Rehabilitation,‘
Alcoholics Anonymous, and mental health. .

There are three programs on which this descriptive information was not‘avail—
ahle from the Department of Corrections: Hilltop House in . Durango, Fort Collins

Community Corrections Center, and Independence House in Denver.

Summary of Program Descriptions:

‘To summarize the above descrlptions, all of the programs are concerned
with job placement and employment. - Most offer,jin the‘programs themselves,
urinalyses and antabuse; eight also offer in-house 1nd1v1dual and group counsel-

1ng.‘_ Other communlty services are used -as necessary.

CLIENT DESCRIPTIONS‘

Due to the number of variables on which. data were collected highlights
of the frequency distributions are summarized-in terms of a statlstical profile -
of. the cllents in each of the four groups. Whenever approprlate, thev:mean
Items based on the most’ 11kely category or "mode" are followed
by the percent of cases actually in that category. o L Q}

The Diver31on Client"

Cve.uds a 25-yeaf—old male.

o+ .Was placed 1nto community corrections for a Class 4 property crime

(66/) where neither a weapon nor 1nJury (93%) WaS»inVOlVed during the commiséy

s1on4pf the crime.

++-.was 18.6 years old at first arrest. "He hau a fairly extensrve‘misde—

‘meanor arrest_record'(752), w1th at least one prior felony conv1ct10n (58/),k

=13~
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has been plaéed on probation (53%); served time in a county jail (45%), and may
have served time in d state facility (21%).

....1s single and has less than a 12th grade educatiqn (57%). The most"
recent job was a blue collar occupation (58%) while he was unemplbyed at time

of his last arrest (60%).

..has an alcohol (57%) problem and may have a drug (44%) problem.

H

The Probation Client:

....is a 27-year-old male.

....was placed on probatioh for a Class 4 property crime (53%).

....was 22.5 years old at first arrest.r He has a misdemeaﬁor\arrest record
(58%)‘and may have had at least one prior felony conviction (44%); may have been
placed 6n probation (35%);’hés not served time in aljéil (83%) or a state
facility (88%). - o T |

i..sdis likely to be mar£1ed and has a high.school educatibn‘(572). The
most recent job was a blue collar occupation (54%) and hé’was employed at time
of his last arrest (65%). |

....has%néitheq a drug (15%) nor én alcohol (27%) problemn.

The Transitional Client:

ee..18 a 27-year-old male. ;

. ..was sentenced to the Department of Corrections for’a Class 4 property -

crime where neither a weapoh nor injury (75%) was involved during the. commission

of the crime. '

....was 19.0 years old at first arrest. Has a‘ﬁisdemeapor (67%) and felony f

", (69%) arrest record with at least one prior probation (55%); he may have at
e B K § [ X

ieast one prior incarceration (39%}.
cee.lS singlé’and has a high school edﬁcation.  The most recent job was a
blue coliar occupation (62%) while he was equally likelyfto befemployed or un--

Vi R
4 it

employed at time>of-his last arrest (50%) - S ﬁ“v L i

i R

Q

Ty

.+...dls equally likely to have an alcohol problem (50%) and may have a drug
problem (49%).

The Parole Client:

+es.18 a 26-year~old male.

.-.+Was sentenced to thefDepartment of Corrections for a Class 4 property
crime where mneither a weapon nor injury. (75%) waskiﬁvolved during the commission
of the crime. |

....was 18.0 years old at first arrest. Has an extensive misdemeanor (75%)
and felony (91%) arrest record and has at least ome prior incarceration  (55%).

AHis mosﬁ recent‘job was a blue collar occupation (71%) and was not employed
at time of his last arrest (66%).

| '..;.is’eqﬁally likely to have an alcohol~ﬁroblem (50%) and may have a drug

problem (48%).

Group Comparisons:

At this point, comparisons were made between‘two sets 6f data: the diver—
sion clients as opposed to those placed directly onto probationm, and the transi-
tionalkclients‘as obposed to those released straight onto parole. These two
sets were chosen since these‘two groups represeﬁt differenf options‘at similar

decision points: (i.e., a judge decides to sentence an offender either to pro-—

bation or residential community corrections, or an offender may be released

o

from incarceration either to residential community corrections or parole). Each -

set of comparisons is discussed separately.

Probation vs. Diversion: Upon examination of the data gathered on each

group, the major differences appear to bé amohg‘the cétegofies of prior ériﬁinal
record, employﬁént and sUbstaﬁce abﬁgz,froblems.

&he categofykof‘presént offenée~shoWs no signgficanﬁkdiffereﬁce in the pro-
portion of peréOn crim;é,betWeén ﬁhe~two'groups, altﬁough the diversionISamplg‘

group shows a.Significantly higher~proportion’df‘property‘pffenses than the

~15-
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“probation sample group.

groups would be expected since the Community Correctioms Act (17-27-101) pre-—

significance.
TABLE V
Probation and Diversion Comparative,Data .
. Test of
Category Probation Diversion Proportions (Z) Significancg
N % N %

Property Offense 218 53% 247 . 667 3.70 P .05
Injury During Offense 54 14% - 25 8% 2.65 P .05
Prior Misd. Arrest 235 58% 258 5% 4.90 P<.05.
Prior Felon Arrest - 179 447 199 - 57% .- 3.66. P <.05
 Prior Probations ' 141 35% 184 53% 5.17 P .05
Prior Jail Texrms . 68 ' 17% g 155 - 457 7.97 - P«.05 .
Prior Incarcerations 50 12% 73 21% - 3.26 P« .05
12th Grade Education 234 S 57% 162 437 oo 4000 P .05
Employed at Arrest 246 657 - 145 407 6.61 P< .05
Drug Problem Co6L 15% 132 44% - 8.34 P< .05
Alcohol Problem 110 27% 188 57% 8.16 . Pg .05
Age at Arrest (22.5) (18.6) N/A - N/A

clients. These differences in criminal background could be attributed to. the fact

“mean age at first arreét) odcurred at a younger mean age (18.6) than the pro-

This difference in property offenses between the two

cludes the placement of offenders convicted of violent ¢rimes into diversion
programs.

The table below shows a statistical analysis of the variables that show.
major differences between the two sample groups. ‘A test of prgpo?tions (Zétest)

was used for this analysis. A confidénce level of .05 was used for statistical

The data <n Table V indicate that the sample ofkprobation clignts,"although

clearly not first time offenders, have proportionately less extensive criminal

£

records than the diversion sample clients. In all the above categories_that :

are associated with prior criminal background, the proportion of the probation
sample clients is significantly loweyr than the‘proportiOn‘of gpekdiversion sample

that the diversion sample clients' first experience with the law (measured by

¢

batioﬁ.sample clienfé (22.5): . ' ' o ‘ : “ , v”‘ \
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- record than the transition'sample clients,v.ln,éll the above prior criminal

Although the data on client drug and alcohol problems may be skewed by the

subjective manner of reporting, the diversion sample clients showed a signifi-

* cantly higher proportion of reported drug and alcohol problems than the brob&tion
. : fa . 8

sample clients.
The variable, "employment at arrest', shows a significant difference be-
tween the probation and diversion sample clients. Two-thirds of the probation

sample clients were empioyed at time of arrest while only two-fifths of the

diversion sample clients were employed at time of arrest.

To sum up this Eection,'then, the diversion sample clients are sighificantly
different from those sample clients sentenced to probation in several ways.
They have a more severe prior criminal record, are more often unemployed, and

have a more extensive substance abuse problem.

- Parole vs. Transition: There is not as much differentiation betweén paro-

"lees and transitional clients. The categbry-of present offense and -injuxry does

EN

not yield significant differences. .This was‘expected, however, in that oﬁfense
was one of the métching criteria.kahere are, however, some areas‘in which the
two groups are different. These are priQr criminal récordband empioyment. The
.05 ievel of confidence is used for the following test‘of pfopo¥tionsr

TABLE VIA e

Parole and”Transitional Comparative Data -

Categbry , Parole Transition Test of Probortion.
' N % N . ;Z ' "7 Significance
Prior Misd. Arrest 126 75% 263 67% 2.02 P <.05
Prior Felon Arrest ; 156 917 , 273 - 69% . 5.60 Pl
Prior Incarcerations 94 55% 153 . 39% 3.55 P.05"
Employed at -Arrest ' .48 347 156 48% - - 2.79. P05
Age at Arrest (19.0) . .~ N/A :

- (17.5)

The jparole sample clients appear to have a more jextensive prior criminal

[
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would seem appropriate that those who most need community support systems would

‘prior criminal recoxrd which involved prior probation, but which was not likely

~offer. His opportunities for employment if released to probation were not good

“and he required thebadditional support given by the close supervision of a;di—

0

record categories the parole sample clients show a significantly higher propor-
tion than the transitional sampie clients. As with the probation and diversiSn
samples, the group (parole) with the gigher proportion of brior hriminal back-
ground is alsé the group with the younger mean age at ariest (17.%). The logici‘ .
would follow that much of the difference in prior criminai'background could be
related to age at firStvarrest. |

The above data would also indicate that the parole sample clients were less
likely to be employed at arrest than the transiticinal samplé clients.

To sum up this section, there are indications thaﬁ the samplé clients who
were referred to traﬁsitional programs have less extensive criminal histories

5 _ ‘

and a better employment background. If the purpose of a transitional program is

to effect the gradual and successful return of the offender prior to paréle, it

be the ones referred. From this analysis, this does not seem to be the case.
The key to this finding may be in the Department of Corrections' concern for

"security and safety," identified earlier as a constraining variable.

Summary of the Group Comparisons:

The comparative analysis of data from the sample groups indicates that the

client types that were referred to a diversion program have had an extensive

to be severe ehdugh to have resulted in incarceration. His present. offense is
typically a property crime. Apparently; the offender's problems with substance .

abuse were severe enough. to require closer supervision than prcbation could

version program.;‘It would appear that the diversion programs, on the average, .
may be receiving(appropriate clients in terms of meeting the pdrpose’stated by
statute "to divert adult offenders from incarceration." ' Transitional programs

i
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‘and failures. The second section is explanatory, and attempts to determine what

supervision. Overall, 44.8% of the diversion cases were successful, while 59.2% -

- ‘tion cannot be analyzed, those variables used to describe client groups were

" variables and their relationships to success and failure. A test of proportions

~do not appear to be receiring appropriate clients, if the- purpose is to place ’ A

those most in need of supportive services (especially employment and substance
abuse) into such programs.

OUTCOMES OF COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS

Within this section, there are several different questions which are ad-

dressed. The first section simply presents the frequency.of outcome successes

variables are related to community corrections success or failure. Each analysis

is described below.

requency of Success/Failure: 1In Tables VII and VIII; the percentages of .
termination types, including cases still open as of July 1, 1979, are shown.

Success was defined here as completing community corrections and going to field

of the transitional clients were successful. Detailed data on the reasons for
unsuccessful termination are unavailable, however, 'because of coding errors.
Therefore, no analysis can be made in regard to the reason for unsuccessful

terminations.

Variables Related to Success or Failure: Although the reason for termina—
compared to each group's successes and failures. Tables IX and X show those

was used to identify statistically significant differences at the®{= .05 level .

of confidence.
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TABLE VII
Distribution of Termination Status: Diversion
Program Sticcessful Failure Open ,"Total
| 4 % # % Poo%

Denver County | 78 -  47.7 53 28.3 56 30.0 187
COM~COR 47 65.3 25 34.7 - - 17‘
Boulder County 6 35.3 6 35.3 . 5 29.4 v
CRC ' 1.0 55.6 7 38.9 1 5.5
Hilltop 9 42.9 5 23.8 7 33.3 21
Larimer - - 2 33.3 - 4 66.7 6
Loft House 5 20.0 8 32.0 12 48.0 ig
Mesa County 8 44.4 v 7 38.9 3 16.7 |

Totals: 163 44.8 113 31.0 88 242 364

TABLE VIII
k. ; Distribution of Termination Status: Transitional
R L
s ; .
Program Successful Failure Open © Total :
R # 7 S # % |

Denver County | 35 50.0 21 30.0 14 20.0 70
COM-COR 28 66.7 13 30.9 1 2.4 43
Boulder County| 7 31.8 - 7 31.8 . 8 '36.4 22
Loft House -8 57.1 e 2 . 14.3 4 28.6 14
Mesa County 2 33.3 2 33.3 -2 33.3 6
Bails . 79 65.3 24 19.8 18 ~14.9 121
FLCC 51 69.9 6 8.2 16 21.9 )73v
G.J.W.R, 19 51.4 8 21.6 . 10 27.0 - 37
Our House 12 60.0° 6 30.0 2 10.0 20
CCL 3 42.9 0 = & 57.1 7

Totals: 1 244 . 59.2 89  21.6 79 19.2 412
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TABLE IX

Intake Data on Diversion Clients:

Success vs. Failures

Successes - Failures ZfTest ‘Probabiii;y Q
- . 4 B . :!
# %z # B4 :
Prior Felonies 60 433 54 . 63% 2.86 P <.05
Prior Jail Terms A 41 30% 42 . 45% 2.22. P <.05
Prior Incarcerations 17 12% 26 27% 3.06 Pec.05
' Prior Paroles 6 47 14 - - 14% $2.83 P<.05
- Unemployed at Arrest 81 527 78 72% 3.31 P«.05

The above table shows a significantly higher,proportion'of clierits witﬁ

prior criminal records in the failure group as compared to the-success:group.

those more likely to fail,’regardleés of sentence. An intereSting additional
‘variable, ﬁowever, is that of unemployment at time of arrest._ This finding may -
be indicative of a degree of personal problems, which manifests itself in later

difficulties.

~ ".TABLE X .
Termination Data on Diversion:

Success vs. Failures

Termination Data Success.

.The prior criminal record data substantiates that borne out in previous litera—

Z-Test

ture, which indicates that those persons with a more lengthy prior record are ' : !

Failure v Probability

# z it % »
_Employed at Termination | 86 677 49 47% 3.01" P <05
Employment Problem | 44 ' 35% 71 717 5.39 P< .05
Arrest while in Program| 1° 6% . 10 . 9% 3.44 P05
Drug Problem ; 24 20% 37 47% 4.13 - Px.05
Alcohol Problem . ) 44 35% - 48 53% 2.67 - - PgL05

These data, which indicate status at time of termination, are alsé not sur~f
priéing. Overall, it can be said that those persons with the most difficulty in -

employment and substance abuse are most likely to_be”fbund in the failure group.
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~on to field supervision.

- successes are employment, less extensive prior criminal background and less ex~

‘tensive substance-abuse problems.

- and secondarily,kif program size was associated with different programmatic

Information is presented for tradsitional clients in Table XI. ~Since

’

there were no meaningful intake variables which were differéﬁt proportipnateiy
between the transitional success and failure groups (probably{due to matched
samples), only termination data aré presented. |

TABLE XI o e SN

Termination Data on Transitional Clients
Successes vs. Failures

e

-

Probability

Termination Data Success Failure Z-Test
N - % . N %
Employed at Termination| 160 77% | 41 53% 3.96 P <.05 )
Arrest During Program 4 2% 13 14% 4.64 P« .05
Stay : : : ; R
Alcohol Proble 93 43% 48 587% 2.36 P<.05
Eniployment Problem 63 317 39 57% " 3.69 © Pg.05

The termination data for transitiQnal clients are similarﬂto thét‘of diversion.
‘Thosé’peréons with more areas of adjustment~prqblems are more likely to fail.
The characteristics of successes are féirly.clear:‘ employment,vno arréSts, and
limited Substénce abuse problems. | B

In this secgion,‘the following points were noted: '

o J : :
1. Approximately half of those who go through community corrections continue

2. The variables that dre more likely to be found with community corrections

 CORRECTIONAL ENVIRONMENT AND PROGRAM SIZE R
The primary function of thisfanalysis'wasmto determine if thére were signi-
ficant‘diffefences,between ?fograms;of different sizes én\treatmentfenvironment, Cl
outcomes. The original impetus for this analysis originated in the fall'of‘1978,

when the director of the diversion monies for the Department of Corrections was

S 22
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developing standards for contracting with various facilities; and it was felt

that ‘a standard should be developed concerning large facilities.

Program Size and Treatment Milieu: The format used,iﬁ Moos' book, Evalua-

ting Correctional and Community Settings (1975) was also used here. Moos es- .
. . . L B ) 3
tablished, based on clients' responses, what type of treatment environmént a
program demonstrated, and whether there were differences between programs of

different sizes. He describes six types of treatment environments. These are

briefly listed below. -

1. Therapeutic Community: These programs are considerably above the over-
all average on all three relationship dimensions and on all three treatment program
dimensions (see p. 8 for these definitions). The programs are orderly and well

organized and the program rules and regulations are reasonably clear. However,

“Staff Control is deemphasized.

2. Relationship Oriented: These programs are substantially above the overall
average on Iinvolvement and support, and on order and organization, and clarity,

and average on staff control. - Although all the treatment program dimensions

‘are -somewhat above the mean,. there is no special emphasis on any of them.

3. Action Oriented: The emphasis here on the relationship dimensions is
only approximately the same as the overall mean, and that on order and organiza-
tion, and clarity is approximately the same or lower than the mean. There is,

«-:,:‘",) - . . - L ’ ’ .
however; above average emphasis on expressiveness and autonomy, and moderately

above emphasis on both a practical and a feeling,orientation.P

4;‘ Insight Oriente@;* The relationship dimensions are moderately emphasized,

but-in a context in which both practical orientation and personal problem orien-

" tation are also stressed. This occurs in an overall context in which there is

a higher than average emphasis on clarity, but only‘an,averageHemphaéis on order

x); .

A
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and orgénizationt' Lo ) ‘ o ' o - E o ' : ’ between program size, as noted above. Oniy one dimension, ofder and orgaRLZatibﬁ,, ig \f’
= ) 05' C?“tr°1 Oriented: These programs‘emphasizé'staff control tQ the Vi:+ ol o ghowed differences between programs. The {}erall finding 6f nojdiffe%en;/‘ ‘ f
tual egclusion of all others, except order and organiZatioﬁ, All three relation- ; ' interpreted one of two ways: éither'the levél of staffing is ﬁo.differé#g\fj
ship d%mensions receive subs;antial}y below average emphasis, as do‘all three ‘ programs, regérdless of size, or fhatklevel of staffing is not relatéd to program
. treatment program dimensions. This program type répresents‘a custbdialyoriented : | - - environment. It must be remembered, hoﬁeVer;vthat these reéponses‘were only réé !
program, which is characterized by cldsekadﬁefence tg'rules and ~proceédures; and ‘. . ,U ﬁértéd for Qne~poiﬁt in time, while'the‘avérage qlie?yvlength,of‘s#ay is approxi—
| a regimented;bureaucré;icigPProach to tresidents. . A o ,‘ ' métely thfee months. | "
) o 6y D?Stﬂfbed Behavior: This program type is modgrately above the overall ) | Differences Between Staff and Clients: As can be seen’ from Chart II,;thefe .
average on both’expressiveness and staff control. The rest of the dimensions are | ié considerable difference between the opinions of the staff;aé compated to clienfs.
underemphasized. Because of thé lack of stress on neither involvement, support, : On every dimension, the diﬁferences between staff and’ciieﬂts wefe significantly_v
nor personal problem orientation, the emphasis on-expressiveneSS appears to refer ; “different’ with the staff rating each dimensiqnbsubstantially highe:’in terms
to the open expression of anger more than the constructive expression of personal of agreeﬁent than the clients. This is consistent with the findingé of Moos an&»
_feelings. | . _ o o C ‘ . éthers. In terms of this ‘study, it may offer areas of training and disqgssion
. r .The frequency of responses is given in Table XII. Given the above character— . ‘ ol ‘within the various programs.

%

izations, the results demonstrated by the Colorado data are mot as clear, as " Relationship Between Program Size and Outcomes: Here, alﬁhough there were

iskshowp in Chart I. There are,pot the strong above averageror below aﬁeragg ;‘ . no differences between program size and treatment environment;‘there were some R
o emphases noted by Moos. The client responses for each program type generally‘ 'differences between outcome variables by program size. This indicates“th;c
: are very close to that of the overall means. ‘Additionally,;thete.is only one : ;f o ~ther§ are othér programmatic differences bétween those which were not measured; Co i
dimension, order and organization, Which shOws significant diffgrencas between | , ,é ' geographic‘location, length of time in operation and‘amount df staff?turnovef é
0. ' prqgrams gf.differeﬁt si?es.. If"a program type is toﬂbe.choéen, the dété:suggest . :; | ~ are only a few suggéstions.,‘Belqw, in Taﬁie XIII, are thbsé.vafiablesvwhiéh
a trend towards an insigﬁa oriented program. For Colorado, thg relationship : , ;: ‘were signiﬁicantly‘différent; for the diVérsion popuiaﬁiOn,‘by prOg;am éize; 
* dimensions are slightly above average, as are the‘dimensidns 6ffp;actical orien— ‘ , 9 S These éata indicate that, generaliy épeaking, theylarge programslseém'to- B 7 i

;tation,~and~personal problem orientation.  What is unique here is the below-average "do bétter" than do either the small or mediumvsiée‘programépv'0n the 1ast3tWo

emphasis of order and organization shown by two sizes of programs, small and - . N B , . variables, the medium programs are similar to the small ones; both of those = , :

large. This may suggest a@ ever stronger tendency towards the ideal type in- - s  ?2 had a substantial perceﬁtage of clients who had problems’during community cor-

sight,priented[program,than‘that found by Moos,;in thgt the low emphasis Qn,this rections. Consispently, With the eXCeption:of the ?ategory concerning drug : @’

dimension can increase openness anq spontaneity ofkse1f4éxpres$ion. problems, the $mall programs had over half of their clients who claimed no
An even more important finding is that of lack of overall difference found
‘ B o ~ -25-
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o ' | | SRR TABLE XII
Distribution of Responses
By Program and Staff/Clients
B - Programs ' - Staff -Clients .. Total
@ : T T __-”
“ : o J Boulder - small 3 0 3 o
o COM-COR - large 8 12 o 20 .
Emerson House - large 33 56 -89
4y v , Empathy House - large 3 4 7
= ; , Independence House - medium 8 2 I 10
Hilltop House - small 4 6 10
Larimer CCP = medium 16 5 - . 21
Loft House - medium 10 20 30
Walden - medium 5 S ‘ 11
o Williams Street - medium 6 17 23
Community Respon. Center — medium 5 - 16 , 21
E Bails Hall - large 6 13 . 19
L Ft. Logan CCP - medium 5 16 21
e _ ; Grand Junction - medium 7 .19 26
Our House - large 11 23 ’ S 34
TABLE XIII
. .
, , o Termination Data _
” i ’ ’ : , | ' : - Diversion Clients by Program Type
"’ Program Size ’
Small Medium |  Large
L/ ; v ' 2
% N A N 7 N X
B | No Occupation 55% 11 | 162 17 | 202 17 | 21.99
Drug Problem Claimed 1 432 6 | 36% 31 | 17% 13. 9.25
— s : A e A e ' IR Alcohol Problem Claimed 57% 8 | 52z 47 | 17z 13 | 25.07
Employment Problem Claimed 57% 8 | 57% 50 | 32% 24 | 10.29
| é?’ All Xz_significant at P <.05.
o ?y = . = )
o : " ©
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occupation at time of termiﬁation, and who had substance abuse and eméloyment
problems during community corrections. .Hoﬁever,’because there were no differ~
ences between programksize, and treatment environment, it cannot be said ghat
these differences are due to differences in treatment milieu. )

There was only one variable which was different within the transitional

population: alcohol problem while in comﬁunity corrections. Table XIV gives

K

the result.

TABLE XIV

Termination Data .
For Transitional Clients by Program Type

Medium Large %2 daf
% N % N
Alcohol Problem Claimed 39.47 52 52.7% ”28 4.45 1‘

X2 significant at P .05

For thié group, the reverse of the findings noted for the diversion clients seems
to be the case: the large program appears to fare worse in the area‘ofbalcohol
problems. Over half of their clients had alcohol probiems at termination. Once
again, howé&er, the reason for this is unclear, in that there were no differences
between program size and tregtmEnt environment.

kSumﬁary of Program Size Analyses:

Several things were noted in the abéve section. First, given the results
of the cliént data for different program éiZes,’there were no substantial dif-
ferences between programs of various sizes in terms of treatment milieu. Over-
‘all, the responses on the various dimensions can be categorized in terms of
the insight-oriented model suggested by Moos. Additionally, responses between
the staff and clients were sigﬁificantly different, ﬁith the staff respounding

more favorably than the clients. = Regardless of the ladk of differentiation

between program miliesu, program size was associated with different outcomes,

-29-
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but not in the expected direction. Large programs, in fact, seem to be re-
lated to positive rather thaﬁ negative outcome perceptions. - Hence, on the
basis of a single administration, there does not seem to be any reasén to in-
corporate a standard which deals with size of the program.

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS COMPARED — PROBATION/PAROLE

For this part of the study cluster analysis was used, so that matchéd
groups could be deVeloped. The variables selected for input were those that
were significantly different between groups. For the probation/diversion com-
parison, there were 10 clusters established. From these, 62 pairs wererselected,
so that the total number available for analysis was 124 cases. 'Fof the transi-
tional/parole comparison, seven clusters were established, with 65 pairs éelec—
ted. The total number thus was 130 cases. Discriminant function aﬁalysis was
ruﬁ on these clusters and the subsequent pairs, tﬁ;ough which it was determined

that 85% of all cases were predicted to be in that-specific cluster. There~

fore, the cluster analysis approach appears valid for the purpose of statistical

matching.. This allows for the analysis to be based on comparison groups in
which the extraneous variables have been controlled; in other words, the groups

appear statistically equivalent. The. results for each comparison are based on

-~ two outcomes: the number of arrests while on field supervision, and differences

in status at time of follow-up. It was hoped that type of termination from

field supervision would be available for analysis, but there were ﬂaf.enough
cases which had been closed. Each comparison is discussed separately.
TABLE XV

Mean Arrests by Probation vs. Diversion

Group N Mean Number of Arrests
Probation 62 129
Diversion. ; 62 . _ 7 .048 o

F=2.604 P}.05

P

5 o

e .

TN 2R PN -

From Table XV it can be seen that the diversion clients do not have a

statistically significant lower mean arrest rate while on field supervision than

do probationers.

For the second question regarding status at follow-up, an-analysis of

variance was used. Table XVI gives the results.

TABLE XVI

-Differences Between Méans for

Probation and Diversion Clients at Follow-Up

Probation ‘Diversion
X N X N F P
Occupation Type 2.17 62 1.87 | 62 4.991 .022
Type of Most Recent Job 2.25 C 6l 1.87 " 62 8.393 . 004

For interpretation, the scale for both occupation and job type was '1'

for none, up to '4' for white collar/professional. Thus, the higher the value,

the higher the rank for the type of occupation. .These data show a different

picture between probationers and diversion clients. At time of follow-up, the

diversion clients do not have as high of an occupational or job type status

as do probationers. Thus, on these criteria, diversion does not seem to. have

the desired impact.

Transitional.vs. Parple: The same two analyses were done for fhese two

groups. Table XVII gives .the arrest information, while Table XVIII gives the

status data.
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TABLE XVII

Mean Number of Arrests
While on Field Supervision
Parole vs. Transitional.

Group N Méan Number of Arrests
Parolees 65 .185
Transitionalé 65 N . .138
F = .236 P/}.OS
TABLE XVIII

DifferenceskBetween Means for
Parolees and Transitional Clients at Follow~Up

Transitional

Pérolé
X N x | x| o Cp
Occupation ‘ X 61“1 1.57 | 61 10.770 7 .001
~ Type ﬁost Recent Job 2.09 565 1.64 63 11.795 ' ;000
Education | 10.83 | 64 11.55 | 33 ' 4.105 . 045

As can be seen in Table XVII, the difference'in,méan arrests does not show

‘a significant differencé. Both groups had a highet‘mean‘arrest rate than did

the probation/diversion groupSQ When the status variables are examined, an

" interesting difference is noted. The parole population[raﬁké significantly o

higher than the transitional group in terms of occupation and job level. ' The
parolees actually seem 'better' at time of follow—up‘thén do the transitional

clients,. in terms of scoring higher on ‘the occupation and,jbb,type-3cale. This
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‘overall picture follows the same general trend as with the probation/diversion

comparison, in that non-community corrections clients seem to be doing bettexr
than clients placed in community corrections.

To sum up this section, then, the use of community corrections, either dijf‘

version or transitional, does not. seem to be associated with higher occupational.

or job- classifications. Further, there was no significant effect in decreasing
rearrest rates for diversion clients or transitional clients.

'CONCLUSIONS AND -RECOMMENDATIONS

- . il v ‘- - - 3 v . -
From this-analysis, there appear to be some significant differences:in

the characteristics of client types referred to community corrections. -

Data on the probation/diversion clients would indicate that the residen-—

" tial diversion sample clients have a more extensive. criminal record, a greater

substance abuse problem and more likely to be unemployed at arrest than those

sample clients in the non-residengial probation groupiv These findings would

suggest that the residential diversion programs are receiving clients with more

severe criminal records and potential needs than probation clients and may in-

~dicate that they were diverted from incarceration.

Pardle/transitional comparison sample groups demonstrated fewer significant

" differences in client characteristics. Data on these client sample groups show

the parole sample'group‘to have a more extensive criminal record and to be more

' likely'to have been unemployed at arrest than those sample clients in the resi-

dential transitional group.

” These findings suggest that those clients going directly from institutions

to parole are in mote need of community support -services than the transitional

£

client gréup. If the purpose of transitiona1~progréms is to pfovide reintegra-"~

‘tion services that will effect the gradual and succeésful‘peturn of the offender

" to the Community,prior fobparolé or discharge, then those offenders who, need
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community supportive services the most are not the ones.being placed in transi-
tionai programs.

The current selection process for clients placed into transitional programs
is operating under the constraints of an offender security assessment‘and a
review of public safety concermns. These placement constreints upon the Depart-—
ment, and community screening boards, appear to deselect those otfenders with the
most need for community supportive services. The irony of this proéess is that’
those offenders with the most need are not being selected for transitional pro-
grams, and are Qventually paroled into‘the community without the support serf
vices provided by transitional programs. |

This is a policy issue which could be addressed by changing the goal of
the transitional programs, or by establishing alternative programs for such
offenders.

Overall, over 50% of the sample clients referred to residential community

_corrections were successful as defined by termination ta field supervision.

A definitive success rate could not be computed as eases Were‘still open as
of July 1, 1979.

| Although data for the reasons for unsuccessful terminatlons were not avail-
able for analySJs, several characteristics were proportlonally different be-
tween the success and failure groups. The failures. in community corrections

demonstrated more extensive criminal records, unemployment and substance abuse

0

problems. These findings were not surprising in- the sense that these needs
were substentiated‘in the group comparisons data_but were surprising since
all community programs are eoncerned with,job placement and employment~§nd

most programs offer Substance abuse counseling.

It must be noted that the data supportlng these flndlngs were based on
reports by the same program stsff who offer employment and substance abuse ser— .

vices. These self-reporting procedures may introduce some bias into the datca
E ) . X : B - : ‘ ‘/\ i
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findings. The extent of any bias in the data is not knovwn.

The Moos Seale, applied to Colorado community corrections programs, showed
that program size is not,related to different treatment environments, although
large program size Was'essociated with higher.occupdtiOnal outcomes.

Lastly, with the use of rearrest rates and status at time of follow-up
(meesures.defined.as successful probation and parole outcomes forqcommunity
program participants), the use of community corrections, either dipersion or
transitional, does not seem to be associated with increased occupational or
job classification levels. Further, there was no significant effect in decreas-
ing rearrest rates for diversion or transitional clients.

Given these data, it appears that, overall, the diversion sample group
did show different characteristiecs than the probation group; hence, diversion"

appears to be functioning as an alternative different from probation. It must

be noted, however, that this analysis cannot conclude that the diversion Ssmple

group ,wonld have been incarcerated without a diversion program, -since this study

L";gid not compare diversion clients with those incarcerated.

For\residential transitional clients, the data suggests that those clients
who fail in a transitional program are‘those with the greatest needskinbthe
arsas of employment and substance abuse. Similarly, the parole sample group
showed'greater needs 1in the same’areas.

These data would strongly suggest tﬁet all community‘transitional programs
should continue to have priority programs in employmentAneeds and substance
abuse counseling.

"It is felt thet, at thiS‘point;btbere are several unansweredbquestions

~that should be addressed. The first concerns the difference betweenwdiversion'

clients and similar clients who are incarcerated. If it is known that the di-
version group does no better than a similar group of probationers, this can

be interpreted negatively for‘diversion only if it is also known that they do
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This should be

worse than a similar group of clients who were incarcerated
' i Secondly, it

§ can be put into perspective.

so that these finding
no relatlonship between program size and

analyzed,
1s not clear whether there is really
or that this was just the case for a spec1f1c p01nt in

treatment environment,
Most ‘of the literature demonstrates a strong relationship between ‘these

time.
and the results of one administration may not be adequate to

two variables,

answer .this question.
it is apparent that in all sample groups the basic reported
e abuse and employment

Thirdly,
ds and reasons for failure center arOund substanc
It is suggested that the Department eontinue monltorlng diversion

nee
relating to those items which

problems.

and transitional clients

«ith a focus on data
were shown to be associated with client success and failure.
: g

Further Research
An important exclusion in this analysis was the lack of avallable data
for analysis of “the reasons for ‘unsuccessful terminations fromecommun1ty pPro-

It is suggested that thls area of research be pursued in the future.

grams.
his research could have value in monitoring and evaluatlng individual com-

T
munlty program support services.
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