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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem

The criminal justice system has been subject to intense scrutiny in
recent years, Attention and criticism has focused upon the numerous
and far-reaching problems encountered in the administration of justice
which serve to hinder, if not prevent the system from achieving its
goals. The problems which characterize todays criminal justice system
are procedural as well as operational, adversely affecting not only
the system's efficiency, effectiveness and productivity but also its

ability to provide equal protection for both the accused and society.

Although the Michigan criminal justice system has witnessed a reduction
in the rates of reported crime for 1977, the deleterious effect of
rising annual crime rates in previous years upon system operation have
remained, as have the procedural problems also associated with the
administration of justice. Even though the crime rate has decreased,
there is little evidence that the efficiency, effectiveness and pro-
ductivity of the system has been improved, or that the assurance of
equal protection has been provided the accused individual or society.

Examples of this occurrence can be found throughout the justice system.

Prosecutor's caseloads have grown to unmanageable sizes, preventing
both the efficient and effective prosecution of criminal cases.l More~
over, the limited number of dispositional alternatives available to the
prosecutor has contributed to this situation:

Prosecutors deal with many offenders who clearly need
some kind of treatment or supervision but for whom the
full force of criminal sanctions is excessive; yet they
usually %ack alternatives other than charging or dis-
missing.

Consequently, the influx of relatively minor offenses into the system
has impeded the effective prosecution of more serious cases.3 In
addition, the prosecutor's unworkable caseload has mandated the use of
plea bargaining as a means of disposing of cases,; to the extent that

the present criminal justice system has become dependent upon the

negotiated plea.4
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The courts have also been confronted with processing a prodigious num-
ber of cases with limited available resources.5 The result has been
overcrowded dockets and increasing backlogs. The delay in the proces-
ging of criminal cases is thought to be the most pressing problem

facing the criminal justice system.6 Aside from the legal ramifications,
delay not only has obvious serious consequences on system efficiency,
But, also on the system's ability to rehabilitate the offender and
protect the public from further crime. It has been stated that often,

as a result of the delays in processing, rehabilitation is started too
late in the process to be effective:

Rehabilitation is most effective when begun as close as
possible to the criminal activity which necessitates the
treatment. It is least effective when postponed so long
that the wrongdoer is scagcely able to reldte the treat-
ment to his wromngful act. '

As long as these inordinate delays persist, the rehabilitation of guilty
individuals will be impeded.8

The opportunity for rehabilitation is further diminished when one con-
siders the caseloads confronting probation officers and the reality
that probation officers must spend valuable time meeting with indivi-
duals requiring minimum attention and supervision.9 In Michigan, the
average probation counseling time is approximately 10-15 minﬁtes per
case per month.lo In addition, an examination of recidivism would
tend to support the statement that rehabilitation attempts have not

been successful.

Thus far, the discussion has primarily focused on the various opera-
tional and procedural problems facing the criminal justice system and
their effect upon both the accused individual and society. However,
there 1s another consideration - more theoretical in nature which may
also influence the system's ability to achieve its goals of deterrence,
rehabilitation and the protection of society regardless of the afore-
mentioned problems - that is,; the emergence of labelling theory. Accor-
ding to labelling theory, the stigma associated with official processing
and a criminal conviction might limit the social and economic opportun-
ities for the accused.l1 In addition:

The labelling perspective adopted the viewpoiut that the
individuals who imposed the criminal label perpetrated the
problems they outwardly sought to ameliorate and laid the

-2
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groundwork for the defendant's development of a deviant
identity. Law enforcement, court and correctional officers
were ldentified as co—conspiratorslin.the production and
continuation of criminal behavior.

In sum, the aforementioned operational and procedural shortcomings and

theoretical concerns have privoked questioning as to the system's
ability to achieve its‘goals and have necessitated the implementation
of both "conceptual and programmatic changes in the traditional proces-

ses of the system'.

Reform

One such change has been in diversion. Although diversion has long
been employed both informally and formally at all stages of the criminal
justice system, it is only recently that the potential benefits of
formalized diversion have been recognized. Formalization has affected
diversion in two ways. First, it has changed the context in which de-
cisions to divert are made. Criminal justice officials historically
have exercised virtually unstructured, unconfined and unchecked dis-
cretionary power in the dispositioning of individuals.l3 The growing
awareness of the need for "certainty, consistency and an absence of
arbitrariness" in criminal justice decision-making has prompted formali-

14

zation.

Secondly, formalization has changed what diversion offers the accused
individual, the criminal justice system and the community. Previously,
the objective of diversion was to, "conserve official criminal justice
resources for those requiring close supervision and control, removing
from the sanction of the court, defendants who may not require a full

criminal disposition".15

Diversion in this context merely provided for the removal of certain
offenders from processing. The diverted individual who was in need

of treatment, received none and society was given neither relief for
the crime committed nor the assurance regarding the likelihood of the
individual's recidivism. It is clear then this form of diversion did
not represent a systemic and integrated approach to goal achievement
but rather an expedient means of dealing with the problem of burgeoning

caseloads.
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The formalization of diversion was in response to the need for an inter-
mediate dispositional alternative between outright dismissal and tra-
ditional formal processing, which was more in accordance with the goals
of the system and the needs of accused individuals. The term "djiversion"
now meant that although the individual remained under the p;rview of

the criminal justice system, he was not subject to traditional formal
processing and the stigma which often:resulted, but was exposed to
various "treatment" alternatives in the community. This coébination of
screening out low-risk offenders from formal processing while providing
them with the necessary treatment intervention directly addressed the
needs of the criminal justice gystem as well as those of thé accused

individual.

Diversion in this sense, not only allowed for a more effectfve alloca~
tion of limited existing resources by removing from the systém those
individuals not in need of a full criminal prosecution, but also
broadened the resources and methods that could be used to deal with
offenders.16 Moreover, it allowed for a distinction to be made between
the "law viclator" and the criminal. The "law violator'" was seen as

the first time or occasional offender who has not developed & pattern
of criminal behavior and for whom "full force of the criminal sanctions"
would be considered excessive. Diversion thereby offered a more
rational and humane treatment of the law violator than that of the

criminal justice system which was designed to deal with criminals.17

This concept of diversion offered the flexibility and sensitivity
necegsary to address the problems confronting the system, the accused
and the community in a manner which was more consistent with the goals

espoused by the system.

ngerred Prosecution: The Program

Diversion as a "formal reform concept'" has been operationalized into a
wilde variety of programs. Programs have been developed which differ

in areas such as the following:

-~ point or stage at which diversion occurs

—- whether the diversionary status was conditional or un-
conditional

—— particular category of offenders the program has selected
to divert

&

~- types of services the program offers
-~ program's use of agencies outside of the criminal
Jjustice system |

Deferred prosecution represents one type of formalized diversion strategy.

It is decigned to interrupt the legal process at the prosecutorial
level by diverting individuals prior to trial, generally at the pre-
arraignment level. In a deferred prosecution program, the diversionary
status is conditional; prosecution is not terminated, i.e., the case

is not dropped but rather is tentatively delayed for a period of time
pending program participation. The determination of whether prosecu-
torial proceedings are resumed is contingent upon successful program

completion.

The program's target population is non-patterned, non-violent offenders

whose criminal action is of a situational or impulsive nature, frequently

reflecting a problem in the individual's life situation. Deferred
prosecution is an attempt to deal with the problem immediately after

criminal involvement, instead of months later, after trial.

The objectives of deferred prosecution are multi-level, applying to the
accused individual, the criminal justice system and the community. In

general, they are as follows:

1. Provide the prosecutor with a viable alternative to criminal
proceedings; :

2. Minimize the defendant's penetration into the criminal jus-—
tice system; '

3. Integrate the client into society by increasing the prospects
of rehabilitation through more timely intervention;

4. Reduce court and probation caseloads; prosecution workloads;

‘ and the costs associated with these activities;

5. Eliminate criminal behavior while in the diversion program
and reduce recidivism subsequent to release;

6. Improve the efficiency of the criminal justice system;

7. Reduce community loss from crime; and,

8. Allow for appropriate utilization of community resources.

Program Model

The methods which are used to achieve these objectives differ from one
deferred prosecution program to another. However, although they may
vary structurally, program-wise and policy-wise they are procedurally

similar. Referrals to the program are based on a pre—determined set of

-5
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guidelines. These referral guidelines are an important aspect of the
program since they represent basic program policy by designating the

program's specific target population.

The deferred prosecution staff interviews the individual and completes
an intake evaluation. The completed evaluation, a recommendation for
acceptance or rejection, and a treatment plan are submitted by the
program staff to the prosecutor for him to utilize in making the de-
cision as- to whether to offer deferred prosecution to the accused. If
the individual is offered the option of deferred prosécution, he is
under no obligation to accept. Participation in the program iz totally

voluntary,

If the individual decides to participate, the prosecutor must then ex-~
plain the program in detail, focusing on the legal rights the accused
will be waiving if accepted into the program. It is, therefore,
necessary that the participant understands his rights, and advisable
that the participant execute a written waiver. The prosecutor also may
explain the operational components of the program, emphasizing the
duration of the program and that prosecution will be resumed upon in-
volvement in additional criminal behavior and/or unsatisfactory parti-

cipation in the treatment program.

Upon completion of thé deferred time period, if the individual has not
been involved in any additional crime and has abided by the terms
stated in the treatment plan, the individual may be released and his
record expunged. This discretionary decision is determined by the
prosecuting attorney who again may rely upon the recommendation of the
deferred prosecution staff. An asset of the program is that it places
some guidelines on the prosecutor's discretion with the existence of
pre-determined criteria and established policies which are utilized in
various determinations such as who to refer and when the diversionary

status should be revoked.

Deferred prosecution programs have been designed to provide both treat-
ment and supervision services., There are two program models which most
deferred prosecution programs are patterned after. The first utilizes
professional program staff in both the treatment and supervision of

clients. The second type incorporates the concept of the Citizen's

=6—

Probation Authority, which as first implemented in Genesee County Michi-~
gan in 1965 recognizes the role of the community (as the title sug-
gests) in the correctional process. In this type of program, although
professional staff is also used, community volunteers aid in supervising
a client's development and also involve themselves with their clients

on a social and personal basis. In addition, both types of programs

are characterized by their extensive use of various ezisting treatment

programs in the community.

The Need for Evaluation

The development of deferred ‘prosecution Programs have been in response
to various operational, procedural and theoretical concerns which are
currently facing the criminal justice system. Viewed as an intermediate
alternative between outright dismissal and traditional formal proces-
sing, deferred proseéution offers the flexibility necessary to address

various problems confronting the systemn,

While deferred prosecution has come to be accepted as a legitimate
exercise of prosecutorial discretion, there now exists the need to pro-
vide prosecutors, program officials and other criminal justice personnel
with information ~—information which can be used to improve program

performance and impact.

There is, however, a paucity of evaluation findings on the performance

and outcomes of the various programs which have been implemented. Three

factors have contributed to this situation. First, the implementation

of deferred prosecution programs is a recent development in criminal

justice. Second, while many programs have been developed, deferred ;
Prosecution is, nonetheless, a new concept implemented in only a small :
percentageé of prosecutor offices and courts. Finally, few of those

programs which have been implemented have included an evaluation com~

ponent in the program, keeping for the most part only summary statistics
on basic program outcomes.

In view of this situation, the overall objective of the study was to
provide various criminal justice actors with information on the program
whieh can be used not only to improve program performance but also to

address the problems presently confronting the criminal Jjustice system.

-7
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CHAPTER II

EVALUATION DESIGN comparative and exploratory nature of the study required a detailed

examination of various program processes, interactions and outcomes.

Purpose of The Study Secondly, although legal and ethical concerns prevented the use of

The purpose of the study was to provide a comparative analysis of various = a more rigorous methodological research design, a case study can pro-

. vide decision-makers with more descriptive information on program opera-
types of deferred prosecution programs, focusing on operational and . - - P & PrOg P

procedural differences between programs as well as differences in program tion and performance while highlighting several areas deserving of

. ] . ] further attention and research.
outcomes, Three factors influenced the selection of this evaluation . h tten research

approach. : Thus, for an intensive investigation and comparison of programs,

First, although it is postulated that deferred prosecution programs bringing to light several areas for future research aad providing

hold many potential benefits for the criminal justice system, the com- j extensive baseline data for future evaluation purposes, the case study
’ i

munity and the individual offender, there exists a paucity of informa- method was utilized.

tion on demonstrated program effectiveness. Further the issue of client

‘1 . . “ e
recidivism for deferred prosecution programs remains unexplored as an { : Objectives of the Evaluation
i

outcome measure. Decision-makers must be provided with detailed analysis | j The specific objectives of the evaluation were as follows:
of program processes as well as program outcomes in order to begin to f l. Facilitate cross-program comparisons by providing a detailed
identify what aspects of the programs are responsible for the observed ? : description of each project included in the study, focusing
upon program capabilities and the policies and procedures

results. utilized in the day to day operation of the programs.

Furthermore, because prosecutorial discretion forms the cornerstione of , 2. Compare the referral and acceptance processes of the programs
involved, examining both the characteristics of referred and

‘ accepted client populations as well as the time lapses between
the methods and procedures which have been employed to achieve these various stages of the referral process.

deferred prosecution, although programs may have the same objectives,

objectives have varied. Consequently, because the concept of deferred ! f 3. Analyze and compare the diagnostic and treatment/supervision

. , R . ic rograms vided.
prosecution has been operationalized into a wide variety of programs, services which the programs pro

. . . . \ 4. Examine selected program outcomes, focusing upor the charac-

more information on the comparative effectiveness of different types of teristics of termina%ed client poéulation & up

programs is needed. 5. Determine the fredquency, extent and seriousness of recidivism
of those clients referred to and accepted into deferred prose-

cution programs.

Evaluation Approach

The evaluation was designed to examine the various types of deferred Methodolo '
i o Hethodology
prosecution programs which have been implemented in Michigan. While ' o

- : T : dat il tion efforts involved in the study:
many evaluations imvolve only a single project, this study was designed . There were three major data collectio °x 7

: tati of processesg and procedures; (2) individual client/case
to compare five projects using the same measures. The design should (1) documentation proce p 3 (2

allow decision-makers to identify particular program methods or ser- data; and, (3) client recidivism data.

vices which may be producing positive program results. "Capability" data, i.e. information regarding a program's particular
policies, procedures and operational characteristics were collected at

The case study method of research was employed for several reasons to

J e the beginning of the study and again near the end to record any changes
examine the five programs included in the study.18 First, the i & & v & v 8
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which might have occurred. Data were collected through the use of site

visits and personal interviews conducted by 0OCJ evaluation staff.

The second area involved the collection of data on individual clients
and cases. The five projects included in the study were requested to
collect data on all individuals processed by the program. An "Intake"
ingtrument was used to collect information on all those individuals
referred to the program and included those individuals who were referred
and accepted into the program as well as those referred and subsequently
rejected. In addition, an "Exit" instrument collected further informa-
tion on those individuals who were accepted and participated in the
program. Client identification numbers were used in the collection of

both intake and exit data to protect client confidentiality.

The collection of case data began in September, 1976 and continued for
11 months until July, 1977 Qielding information on a cross-project total
of 1,479 casés. Figure #1 illustrates the breakdown by project of the
number of cases for which "Intake" and where applicable, "Exit" data

wexre collected.
Number of Cases by Project for Which

Figure 1. Intake and Exit Data Were Collected
Intake Exit
Wayne , 272 73
Ingham 266 58
Jackson 233 52
Calhoun 360 233
Berrien __ 348 307

TOTAL (Aggregate) 1,479 723

The third major area of data collection dealt with client recidivism.
While previous evaluation efforts have used re-arrests as a measure of
recidivism, "arrests" are at best an indicator of the clients subsequent
contact with the criminal justice system and not a true reflection of
whether a subsequent offense was indeed committed. It is now widely
recognized that the use of convictions as a basis for measurement is

a truer indicator of recidivism. Howeﬁer, convictions used alone does
not clearly reflect subsequent contact with the criminal justice system.

As a result, this study utilized two definitions of recidivism -

-10-
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recidivism defined as a subsequent arrest and recidivism defined ag a
subsequent conviction. In this way, both a client's subsequent contact
with the eriminal justice system as well as the subsequent offenses
committed could be examined.

The recidivism data were obtained from the Michigan State Police Compu-
terized Criminal History (CCH) System by each of the five projects (with
the exception of Berrien) identifying referred clients for which "intake"
and "exit" data had previously been collected and directly submitting

the names of those clients to the Michigan State Police to insure confi-
dentiality. Berrien County utilized a slightly different procedure,

taking a sample of 100 accepted and 100 rejected clients originally
referred.

By collecting recidivism data on individuals referred to deferred prose-
cution programs, i.e. on those rejected as well as those accepted into
the program, differences in the nature and frequency of clients accepted
and rejected as well as successfully and unsuccessfully completing the
program could be examined. Moreover because recidivism data was ob-
tained on only those clients for whom previous case data had been col-
lected, recidivism findings could be examined with respect to a wide

range of client characteristics.

Figure #2 indicates the number of cases by project for which recidivism
data were collected. Differences in the numbers of cases for which
individual client data and recidivism data were collected are due to
missing data.

Number of Cases for Which Recidivism

Figure 2. Data Were Collected
Wayne | 252
Ingham ; 226
Jackson 167
Calhoun 196
Berrien 198
TOTAL (Aggregate) 1,039

Data Analysis

Analysis of the data was performed on two levels — "Aggregate" and

-11-
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i indi from the
E "project". ‘Aggregate" pertained to analysis of the findings o
i fiv jects included in the study considered together, while "Projec
! ive projie . e
lysis examined the findings of each of the five projects sepa
: analy
| 3 included
& Statistical techniques utilized in the analysis of the data inc )
? . i i s an
? £ ncy distributions, cross tabulations, percentile comparison
: reque ‘
other generally used analytical techniques.
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CHAPTER III
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

The analysis of the data will be presented in five sectlons. HKach
section will contain the findings which correspond to each of the five
objectives. The five sections are:

Section T - Project Descriptions

Section II - Examination of referred and accepted client

populations

Section ITI - Comparison of diagnostic and treatment services
provided clients

Section IV - Examination of Selected Project Outcomes

~

Section V = Client Reeidivism

- Tables referenced in this chapter are located in Appendix A -

(Tables 1-38)
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Section I: Project Descriptions

One of the most important components of any evaluation is the descrip-
tion of the program under investigation. Moreover, when the nature of
the evaluation involves a compirative analysis of several different
projects, the importance of providing accurate project descriptions

becomes highlighted.

In order to provide an accurate description of the five projects
included in the study, each project will be examined across various
areas of program organization and operation. While a procedural over-
view of deferred prosecution programs was previously presented, the
particular policies utilized by each project will now be addressed.
Because all of the projects have undergone many substantive changes
since their implementation, the descriptions will apply to the projects

at the time the evaluation was conducted.

Each of the five projects will be examined with respect to the following

areas.:

Project Overview

Target Population

!

Project Duration

Organization and Structure

Delivery of Services

Revocations,

INGHAM COUNTY PRE~TRIAL DIVERSION PROGRAM

Project Overview

Ingham County's Pre-Trial Diversion Project is designed to divert indi-
viduals from formal criminal processing prior to warrant authorization.
Referrals to the project are made by the prosecutor's screening unit on

the bagis of established referred criteria.

During the first two years of the project, 23,394 cases were screened by
the prosecutor's office, 470 individuals were referred to the project,

and 252 Indlviduals were accepted.

-14-
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Target Population i

The project refers and accapts both non-patterned migdemcanor and Telony
offenders. At the time the evaluation was conducted, however, the ﬁ
project was handling primarily felony offenders. !

Project Duration i

The length of time which individuals must participate in the project is
determined by established project policy and varies according to the

type of offense committed. Felony offenders are deferred for one year
while misdemeanants are deférred for six months. Extensions on the one
year/six month probation periods may be granted if the additional time

is necessary to meet any specific requirements of the probation contact.

Project Organization and Structure

The project operates as a separate division within the prosecutor's
office. Project staff consists of a director, two caseworkers, an
intake investigator and two clericals. Volunteers and interns are also
used in a primarily investigative capacity. The project director is
directly responsible to the prosecutor and supervises all program .
personnel in addition to maintaining a limited caseload. The duties of
the caseworker are to provide counseling and supervision to clients.
The intake investigator is responsible for conducting background investi- i
gations and determining whether the offender meets the established :
referral criteria. Project pqlicy is determined by the prosecutor with

input from the project director.

Delivery of Services

The project utilizes both in-house and referral methods of providing
treatment and supervision services to clients. All in-house services are
provided by project staff. Various treatment resources in the community
are also used to address client treatment needs. In monitoring clients,

the project utilizes both supervised and unsupervised probation.

~15-
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Revocatdions

Clients may be terminated from the project because of a technical
violation or a new arrest. Although in the majority of cases involving
a new arrest the client will be revoked, the specific circumstances
surrounding the arrest are taken into consideration. If the ciients
aiversionary status is revoked, the warrant pertaining to the original

offense for which the individual was referred is issued.

JACKSON COUNTY CITIZENS PROBATION AUTHORITY

Project Overview

Jackson County's Citizen's Probation Authority was modeled after Genesee
County's project. The project receives referrals from the prosecutor's
office prior to warrant authorization and utillizes volunteers to a large

extent in the supervision of clients.

During the initial three years of the project, 1,146 individuals were

referred to the project and 765 individuals were accepted.

Target Population

The project was designed to refer and accept non-patterned misdemeanor
and to a lesser extent first-time felony offenders. (The project is

presently limited to misdemeanor offenders.)

Project Duration

The project does not utilize any formal criteria in determining the
length of project participation. The amount of time clients are to
participate is determined by the caseworker on an individual basis
depending on various offense and offender characteristics. The length
of time which clients are deferred ranges from 2 - 12 months. Although
extensions may be granted, a client is rarely in the project over a

year,
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Project Organization and Structure

There are four components to the project: project staff, volunteer

probation workers, the prosecutor and the Citizens Advisory Board.

Program staff coasists of a director, an investigator-probation officer,

a volunteer coovdinator and two clericals. The director supervises
the staff, maintains a limited caseload and reports to the prosecutor
and the Citizen's Advisory Board. 1In March, 1977 the project director

left. To date the position has not been filled and the investigator-

provation officer has assumed many of the director's duties. The duties

of the investigation-probaticn officer are primarily intake investigation

and counseling. The volunteer coordinator is responsible for the

recruitment, hiring, assignment and supervision of volunteers.

A major component of Jackson County's project is the use of volunteers
from the community. The volunteer "probation workers" serve as suppor-

tive contacts with clients during their diversionary period.
Jackson County also utilizes a Citizen's Advisory Board which is com-
prised of 15 members of the community and acts along with the prosecutor

in an overall policymaking and review capacity.

Delivery of Services

The primary provider of treatmeut and supervision services is project
staff while the volunteer probation workers provide support services to
the clients. In addition, the pProject utilizes various existing com-

munity resources on a referral basis.

Although all clients are assigned to a caseworker upon acceptance to
the project, not all clients are assigned to a volunteer. The project
does not distinguish between supervised and unsupervised probation with
all clients being placed on supervised probation for the length of the
project.

~17~
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Revocations

A client's diversionary status may be revoked on the basis of a techni-
cal violation or a new arrest. As a general rule, clients will be

terminated for any new arrests.

CALHOUN COUNTY CITIZEN'S PROBATION AUTHORITY

Project Overview

Calhoun County's Citizen's Probation Authority was in operation for three
years at which time the project was terminated due to county budget

constraints.

During the three years of this project, 1,267 individuals were referred

to the project and 719 individuals were accepted.

Target Population

The project was designed to refer non-patterned and non~violent mis-

demeanor and felony offenders to the project prior to trial.

Project Duration

All individuals accepted into the preject were required to participate
for one year. The project did, however, terminate clients before com-
pletion of the one year period if it was felt the client had made

significant progress.

Project Organization and Structure

Calhoun County's project consisted of four components: project staff,

community volunteers, a Citizerds Advisory Board and the Prosecutor.

Project staff consisted of a director, an assistant director, one case-
worker and a secretary. The director reported directly to the prose~
cutor and the Citizen's Advisory Board and supervised all staff personnel
in additlon to malntaining a caseload. The asgistant director and case-
worker served as co-coordinators of the volunteer program in addition to

maintaining caseloads.

18~

Additional project personnel included approximately 30 volunteers from
the community. Volunteers were selected by project staff and required

to attend a trailning course before their assignment to cllenty.

The program's Citizen's Advisory Board consisted of 26 members who

participated with the prosecutor in the development of project policy.

Delivery of Services

The project utilized both in-house and referral methods of providing
services to clients. In-house services were provided by project staff

and in some cases by volunteers.

Revocations

Révocations were made either on the basis of a technical violation or

as a result of a new arrest.

L

BERRIEN COUNTY DEFERRED PROSECUTION AUTHORITY

\

Project Overview

Berrien County's Deferred Prosecution Authority is designed to accept
referrals from the prosecutor's office from the time the warrant is

requested up to the time of the preliminary examination.
During the initial three years of the project, 16,756 cases were
screened by the prosecutor's office, 869 individuals were referred to

the project, and 481 individuals were accepted.

Target Population

Berrien County's project is designed to refer felony and misdemeanor
offenders on the basis of established referral criteria requiring that
the individual be a first or non-patterned offender charged with a non-

violent offense.

~19-
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Project Duration

There are no formal criteria utilized in determining the length of time
an individual participates in the project. The length of participation
ranges from a few months to over a year depending upon the particular
circumstances of the case. Extensions on the original probation period
are made if the additional time 1s necessary to complete the terms of
the contract. Two common reasons for probation extensions are large
amounts of restitution to be paid and the termination stipulation that

the client exhibit a crime and drug~free behavior during project involve-

ment.

Project Organization and Structure

The project is comprised of four components: project staff, volunteer

probation officers, the Prosecutor, and a Citizen's Advisory Board.

Project staff includes a director, a case intake worker and a secretary.
The director is responsible to the Citizen's Advisory Board and the
prosecutor supervises the remainder of the staff and the volunteers.

Both the director and the caseworker are involved in the intake process

in addition to maintaining a caseload.

The volunteer probation officers supervise and also involve themselves
with the probationer on a social and personal basis. In the majority

of cases, the volunteers already know the probationer on a personal basis.

The Citizen's Advisory Board is comprised of 20 members of the community,
who serve in the establishment of.project policy along with the prosecutor.
The board also plays a major role in the client selection process with

a committee reviewing the probation contact of each client.

Delivery of Services

Berrien County's project also utilizes both in-house and referral methods
of providing services. In addition, it is the only project included in
the atudy which utllizes a polygraph in the selection and termination of

cllents. As part of the selectlon process, lndividuals are requested to

-20~

S

- e i A2 A e A

A

R B T

record all crimes which they have committed. After the receipt of this
document, a polygraph test is administered to verify its completeness.
Another polygraph is administered upon termination from the project to
determine if the client has exhibited both a crime and drUg—fre;
behavior throughout the probationary period. If they have not, they

are either prosecuted or the project is extended.

Revocation

The project may revoke clients for a technical violation or as a result
of a new arrest. The decision to revoke is the responsibility of the
caseworker and the director. Once a case has been revoked, the warrant

on the original offense is issued.

WAYNE COUNTY PRE-TRIAL DIVERSION PROGRAM

Project Overview

Wayne County's Deferred Prosecution project is the largest of the pro-
jects in the study. Unlike the other projects, it is administered by the
Probation Department and utilizes a multiple referral and dispositional
approach. It is designed to divert eligible offenders at botg the pre

and post arraignment level. Prosecutors, defense attorneys, and judges

may all refer offenders to the Project at any time prior to trial. Final

decisions concerning acceptance into the project are made by the prose-
cutor in pre-arraignment cases and by the judge after arraignment
After a case is accepted, the defendant is given a contract of conditions

which he must sign and adhere to while enrolled in the project.
During the initial three years of the project, 31,024 cases were screened
by the prosecutor's office, 4,090 individuals were referred to the project

and 1,562 individuals were accepted.

Target Population

The project has established formal criteria regulating referrals to the
project. The criteria automatically excludes violent criminal cases,

rape or robbery cases and patterned offenders. Other cases are evaluated
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for acceptance on their merits. At the time the study was conducted, the

project was accepting primarily felony offenders.

Project Duration

All individuals accepted into the project are deferred for a one year
period. Extensions on the one year probation period‘are granted pri-
marily in cases involving the repayment of large sums of restitution or
where the client is enrplled in a treatment program which runs more

than one year.

Project Organization and Structure

Structurally, the project is divided into three coﬁponeﬁts: Prosecutor,
Defense and Probation. The Prosecutor component consists of two
assistant prosecutors who perform the preliminary screen function. They
receive referrals from the court, policy, and regular assistant prose-
cutors. Eligible individuals are then referred to the Probation
component of the project for investigation. This component is com-
prised of one probation officer supervisor, nine probation officers and
one capias officer. The duty of the supervisor is to insure that daily
operations conform to project policy. The preobation eofficers are
responsible for interviewing, screening, counseling and referring
clients. Probation officers receive training in human effectiveness

and substance abuse in addition to in-service training. The average,
caseload for probation officers is 55. Volunteers are also used to
assist the probation officers with their caseload duties. The function
of the Capias Officer is to investigate all criminal records of persons
considered by the project, conduct additional investigations, and to

arrest absconders.

The Defense component is comprised of one defense attorney who represents
all persons who were referred to the project at arraignment who have not

retalned counsel.

The projoct direcetor gupervises all three components and 1s directly

responsible to the Chlef Probation Officer of the Probation Department.

D2

'Clients receive needed services both on an in-house and referral basis,
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An Advisory Board was also established which is comprised of approxi-

mately 20 judges, 2 chief prosecutors, the Detroit-Wayne County Criminal

Justice Coordinator and the Chilef Probation Officer. The purpose of the
Advisory Board 1s to establish major project policy. 4

Delivery of Services _ ‘ i

with all in-house services being provided by project staff. The project :
also uses both supervised and unsupervised probation in the monitoring
of clients. The decision to place a client on unsupervised probation 4

is left to the discretion of the individual probation officer.

Revocations

Because all diversion cases are considered pending cases, with a warrant

having been issued and arraigned and counsel appointed, revocation of a

diversion case requires a hearing. The prosecutor must file a motion to
revoke the diversionary status and the motion must be ruled on by the

judge who placed them in the project.

Although a client may be terminated for a technical violation, revocations

are primarily based on new arrests.

SUMMARY

The five deferred prosecution projects included in the study exhibit
certain similarities and differences across various areas of program

organization and operation.

The point at which the client is diverted differs from project to pro-
ject. Ingham, Jackson and Calhoun's projects are designed to divert

prior to warrant authorization. Berrien and Wayne's projects allow for
a possible deeper penetration into the criminal justice system prior to

referral than the other programs.
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Figure 3. Overview of Project Characteristics
Citizans Callvery of Supervised/
Polint of Target Program Exten=| Staff| Use of Advisory Services unsupervised
biversion Population Involvemant slons | size { Volunteers| Board I'n-house| referral| prebation
Wayne pre and post primarily
arralgnment felonles 1 year yes 12 no yes yes ves yes
Ingham prior to warrant{ primartly 1 yr-felonles ) -
authorizatlion felonies 6 mos-misde=~ ves 6 ne no yes ves yes
meanors
Jackson prior to warrant| mlsdemeanors no set times .
authorization to lesser ex- | ranges from yes M yes yes yes yes no
tent felonles | 2 ~ 12 mos,
Calhoun prior to warrant| misdemeanors 1 vear es 4 s s s yes no
authorlzation and felonies b4 ¥ 4 Y |4
Berrien prier to pre=~ misdemeaﬁors no set times
Iiminary exam= and felonles up to 1 year yes 3 Yes yes yes yes ne
ination

There are also differences in terms of project target population. At
the time the study was conducted, Jackson's project handled primarily
misdemeanors, Calhoun and Berrien dealt with both misdemeanors and

felonies and Wayne and Ingham focused primarily upon felonies.

The length of time individuals were required to participate in the pro-
ject also varied across projects. The programs in Wayne, Ingham and
Calhoun all have established times which dictate how long clients must
participate in the project. Jackson and Berrien make the determinations
on a case by case basis. While all projects reported granting extensions
on the original period of diversion, the levels of use varied from

project' to project.

Projects also differed in terms of size of staff and the projects use of
volunteers. Those projects having a smaller staff - Berrien, Calhoun and
Jackson - all used volunteers as part of theilr program, while the larger

staffed projects - Wayne and Ingham - did not.

While all five projects utilized both in-house and referral methods of
providing treatment services, only Wayne and Ingham used both supervised

and unsupervised probation in the monitoring of clients.

..24...

Finally, all but one project -

Advisory Boards to assist the pr

project poliey.

Ingham - have established Citizen's
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Section II: Examination of Referred and Accepted Client Population

This section will provide a description of the types of clients referred
to and accepted into the five deferred prosecution projects included in
the study. The major areas under examination include: rates of accep~
tance, demographic client characteristics, background characteristics,

as well as case and client legal characteristics.

RATES OF ACCEPTANCE

The overall acceptance rate of individuals referred to deferred prose-
cution programs was 64%, ranging from 41% in Wayne County to 967 in
Berrien County. (See Appendix A, Table 1.) The wide range in accep-
tance rates can in part be explained by how projects defined a referral
and the particular screening procedures they used. All projects except
Berrien defined a referral at the point the project first received the
case from the prosecutor. All cases were then screened by the projects
to determine i1if case met the acceptance criteria and the decision was
then made to accept or reject. Berrien's project, however, utilized a
two-phase program screening procedure. Once the case was sent down
from the prosecutor's office, the case was first screened to determine
whether the case did indeed meet the project's acceptance criteria. If
it did, the project considered the case a '"referral" and began the
second phase of screening, to determine if the individual wanted to

participate in the program.

Therefore, the 967 acceptance rate in Berrien illustrates that once
their case met the acceptance criteria, few individuals (only 4%) de-
cided not to participate in the project. The rejection figures for

the other four projects illustrate the percentages of cases received
from the prosecutor's office which either did not meet the criteria for
acceptance to the project or did not wish to participate in the project

even though they met the acceptance criteria.

An inverse relationship was observed between a project target population
and its acceptance rate. (See Figure 4.) Those projects dealing with

a more serious client target population (i.e., primarily felonies) had
lower acceptance rates than those projects handling a less serious

client population (i.e., primarily misdemeanors). Moreower, the data
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indicates tha i ]
t the more seérious a project's targst population, the less

the probability of acceptance into the project. Berrien's data were not

included because of their use of a different definition of what consti-

tuted a referral. (See Section I for a discussion of project target
population. )

Figure 4. Relationship Between Project Acceptance
Rates and Target Populations

100
90
80,
PERCENT ‘
AccepreD 1 . -
[} S
60
—
50 45%
o 43
30 ?
201
10
Jackson- Calhoun= lngham~ Wayne~
-primarily  mlsdemeanors primarily primarlly
mlsdemeanors and felonles felonles
felonles

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARAGTERISTICS

Included in the discussions of the demographic characteristics of

clients referred to and accepted into deferred Prosecution projects is
an examination of the following variables:
status,

sex, age, race, marital

Sex

The composition of the aggregate referred and accepted populations was

Primarily male with males representing 60% of the aggregate referred

population and 64% of the accepted population. (See Table 2.) However
]

éxamination of individual project data reveals that this trend does not
apply on the individual project level. (See Table 2A~E.) The composi~
tion of accepted population ranged from only 51% male in Jackson and

Calhoun counties to a Predominately male clientele in Wayne (91% male)
and Ingham (85% male),
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In addition, Figure 5 indicates that those projects accepting a more
serious client population (i.e,, primarily felony offenders) also tend
to have the highest pércentage of males referred and accepted into the
project. While the study did not directly address the lssue of a rela—~
tionship between sex and the seriousness of the offense committed, the
aforerentioned observation would tend to support such a relationship.

Relationship Between the Percentage of a
Project's Referred Population Comprised of

Figure 5. Females and Project Target Population
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Referred ‘ .
Population 70
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201 17%
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primarily misdemeanors misdemeanars primarily primarlily
wlsdemesnors and and feionies fetonies
felonies felonies
. TARGET POPULATION
Race

'
The race of those clients referred and accepted into deferred prosecution
projects was primarily Caucasian, with 69% of those referred and 747 of
those accepted being Caucasian. (See Table 2.) The only project which
did not follow this trend was Wayne County which had a primarily Black
client population (71% referred population, 68% accepted was Black.)

(See Table 2A-E.) This observation is directly related to the charac-
teristics of the county which the project operates in. Since most of
Wayne's ﬁopulation is Black, it is not unusual that the Wayne's project

client population is also primarily Black.

28—

Age

The highest percentage of indilviduals referred to and accepted into the
projects both on aggregate and project level were between the ages of

17 and 21 years of age. Table 2 illustrates that 57% of all individuals
referred to the projects were in this age bracket and 79% were between
17 and 30 years of age. Looking across projects we find that Wayne,
Ingham and Berrien are dealing with a younger client population with 90%,
86%, and SQ% under the age of 30 respectively. Jackson and Calhoun have

a slightly older client population with 71% and 75% of their population
under 30. (See Tables 2A-E.)

One of the basic criteria guiding the acceptance of individuals into
deferred prosecution projects requires that the individual be either a
first or nonpatterned cffender. Since the projects are dealing with a
young client population, it may be hypothesized that younger offenders
are less likely to have developed a pattern of criminal behavior and
consequently, are more likely to be referred and accepted to deferred

prosecution projects.

Marital Status

As would be expected, given the age of project populations, the marital
status of referred and accepted clients was primarily single (627 re-
ferred, 617% accepted). (See Tables 2A-E.)

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS

The following variables will be examined: current residence, educatiomn,
student. status, employment status, primary income source, occupational
level, average weekly net income, number of legal dependents and psycho-

logical treatment (1 year prior to referral).

Current Residence

Each of the five projects included in the study handled primarily county
residents., Table 3 illustrates that 91% of all those referred to the
various projects resided within the county at the time of their referral.
The percentage of out-county residents handled by the projects ranged
from 0% in Calhoun to 19% in Ingham. (See Tables 3A-E.) The differences

between projects can be explained by the particular policies adopted by

-29~

">




the projects. While Calhoun and Jackson projects followed closely the
policy that project participants were to be county residents, Ingham,
Berrien and Wayne did not consider residence as a basis for project re-

jection but required that clients be able to keep project appointments.

Education

Of the total number of individuals referred across all five projects, only
42% had completed high school. (See Table 3,) This ranged from a low

of only 27% having completed high school in Wayne to a high of 51% in
Calhoun. (See Tables 3A-E.) Part of the differences between projects

may be attributed to.the age of the project’s client population. Since
Wayne is dealing with a younger client population than most of'the projects
(65% between 17-21 years) one would expect a lower percentage to have

completed high school.

Employment Status

Deferred prosecution projects have to a large extent been handling clients
who were unemployed at the time of their referral to the project. Table 3
indicates that only 47% of the agpyregate client population was employed
either full or part time at referral. (See Tables 3A-E for individual
project data.)

Primary Income Source

This variable identified the client's primary income source one year prior
to project referral. Tables 3 and 3A-E illustrate that the two largest
categories across all projects was "own employment" (34%) and "family"
(33%). The frequency of "family" as a primary income source relates to
the age of the population to the projects are dealing with, (See Page

for a description of the age of project populations.)

Occupational Level

A very high percentage (697%) of individuals referred either had no prior
employment or were classified as unskilled. (See Table 3.) Most projects
had between 70 and 80 percent of their population either unskilled or with

no previous employment. Although Calhoun's figure was 58%, the project
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was handling an older client population than most of the other projects i
included in the study which perhaps explains the difference. (See §
Tables 3A-E.)

Average Weekly Net Income i

Also included in Tabli 3 is a breakdown of the average weekly net in-
come of referred and accepted clients. Over half (55%) of the aggregate
client population received a net income of under $50 per week. This
statistic is not surprising given the age and occupational level of the
referred population. (See Page 29 and 30 for a description of the age

and occupational level of project populations.)

Psychological Treatment

Clients referred to and accepted into projects for the most part had no
prior psychological history. Table 3 illustrates that 85% of those re-
ferred had had no prior psychological treatment as compared with 94% of
those accepted. (See Tables 3A-E for individual project data.)

CASE _AND CLIENT LEGAL CHARACTERISTICS

This section will examine various legal characteristics of those cases/
clients referred co deferred prosecution projects. included will be a
discussion of the following characteristics: offense type, number of
prior offenses, type of prior offenses, previous time in jail, probation

history, delinquent history, legal status and warrant status.

AT

Offense Type

PR

Table 4 examines the types of offenses which were referred to the project
from the prosecutor. As would be expected, '"Crimes Against Property"
represents the largest category of offenses referred (88%). Larcenies
comprised 547% of all property crimes, burglaries 1l% and stolen property
offenses 8%. There were some variations between projects with Jackson
and Calhoun having a higher referral of larcenies (78% and 73% respec-
tively) as compared to Ingham and Wayne, in which only 287 and 23% of

their respective referral populations composed of larcenies.
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Table 5 éxamines the types of offenses which were accepted into deferred
prosecution projects. Once again, the largest single category was
property crimes (88%), with larcenies constituting 61%. Less than 1%

of all cases accepted were ''Crimes Against Persons'. In addition, the
projects differed in the mixture of their accepted client population.

Percentage of Accepted Population

Figure 6. Comprised of Larcenies
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As Filgure 6 illustrates, Jackson, Calhoun and Berfien client populations
primarily consist of larceny offenders, while in Ingham and Wayne the

larger percentage of their population consists of non-larceny offenders.
Examination of Tables 4 and 5 indicate that Ingham and Wayne both refers

and accepts a wider distribution of offense types than the other projects.

Numbey of Prior Offenses

The data indicate that the projects are dealing, as intended, with
priﬁariiy first or non-patterned offenders. Tables 6A and 6B illustrate
that 867 of the aggregate referred population and 90% of the aggregate
accepted population Had no prior offenses while the percentage of the
population having either no prior offenses or one prior offense was 96%
for those referred and 97% of those accepted. As Figure 7 illustrates,

individual project figures ranged from 887 in Ingham to 100% in Calhoun's
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accepted population having no priors or only one prior offense. The

difference between projects can be explained by the procedures followed
by projects in data collection. While Ingham included traffic offenses
in their determination of prior offenses, the other projects did record
traffic offenses with any degree of comsistency. Since 21% of the total
number of prior offenses in Ingham were traffic offenses (see Tables

7 and 8) we might safely conclude that their percentage of clients with

none or only one prior offense is higher than the recorded 88%.

Figure 7. Number of Prior Offenses of Accepted Population
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TIypes of Prior Offenses

Tables 7 and 8 provide a description of the types of prior offenses
which were committed by individuals referred and accepted into deferred
pProsecution projects. A very low percentage of those having prior
offenses had previously committed a "crime against persons" (only 4.2%).

The largest category on the aggregate data was property crimes (40%).

Pregvious Time in Jail

Most referred and accepted clients have had no previous time in jail,
The data reveal that 96X of the referred and 98% of the accepted popu~-

lation fall in this category. Looking across projects, there is very
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1ittle variation, with the percentage of the referred population having
some previous time in jail ranging from 0% in Jackson to 6% in Wayne.

(See Tables 9A and 9B.)

Probation History

The percentages of aggregate referred and accepted clients who had not
previously been placed on some form of probation were 93% and 967 re-
spectively. Once again, there was little variation among the projects.

(See Tables 10A and 10B.)

Delinquent History

Tables 1lA and 11B reveal that 87% of the referred and 92% of the
acecepted client pépulations had never been adjudicated delinquent. Of
the 8% of clients accepted having been adjudicated, only 4% had been
verified.

Legal Status

Tables 12A and 12B examined the legal status of individuals referred
and accepted into the projects at the time of their referral. The

data indicate that the majority of clients is on some form of pre-

trial release with 58% of the aggregate referred population having been .

released on recognizance, 18% on bond and 9% on citation at the time

of their referral to the project.

A cross-project examination reveals some differences between counties
in the types of pre-trial release methods which are utilized (see

Figure 8).
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Legal Status of Referred Clients at the

Figure 8. Time of Their Referral by Project
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Calhoun had the highest percentage of clients who were released on re-
cognizance at the time of their referral (78%) while Ingham had the
lowest percentage (28%). 1In addition, a much higher percentage of
Wayne and Berrien's referred population were out on bond at the time of
their referral than witnessed in the other projects. Fiﬁally, although
citations are used to a much lesser extent than the other pre-trial
release methods, a substantial number of clients in Jackson are out

on citation at the time of their referral to the program.

Warrant Status

Deferred prosecution projects have been designed to divert individuals
from the formal criminal justice system at various stages of processing.
Table 13A provides a description of the status of the warrant (i.e.,
either not prepared, prepared, or prepared and arraigned) at the point
where the client was referred to the project. 1In 897 of all cases
accepted into the project, the warrant was not prepared. A cross-—
project examination, however, yields some differences between programs.

In particular, a substantial percentage (28%) of Wayne's accepted
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population had been prepared and arraigned at the time of their referral

as compared to 3% in Ingham, 1% in Jackson, and 2% in Calhoun. (Berrien's

data are not available.) The differences can be explained by the point

or stage at which the particular project is designed to divert the client.

Since Wayne's project is designed to divert individuals up to the time

of trial, it is not surprising that such a large percentage of their 4
clients have been arraigned én the warrant. The other projects are de-

signed to divert prior to arraignment and this situation is reflected E

in the data.

Summary

There were several similarities and differences observed between projects
in terms of the characteristics of their referred and accepted client

populations.

First, a relationship was noted between a program's target population
and 1ts acceptance rate of referrals. Those projects dealing with a
more serious target population (i.e., primarily felony offenders) accep-
ted a lower percentage of their referred population than did projects
dealing with a less serious client population (i.e., primarily misde-

meanor offenders).

Examination of basic client demographic characteristics indicated that
deferred prosecution projects are dealing with a primarily Caucasian,
male population- between the ages of 17-21. However, there were some
prpject variations. Jackson, Calhoun and Berrien counties referred and
accepted female population and a much higher percentage of Wayne County's

reflerred and accepted population yere black.

The study also found that the majority of individuals referred and

accepted to deferred prosecution projects were fi;st—time property

offenders, most‘of whom were charged with larcenies. The composition -
of project populations varied with Wayne and Ingham Counties exhibiting

a lower percentage of théir populations consisting of larceny offenders. -

While the majority of referred and accepted client population were on
some form of pre-~trial release at the -time of their referral to the
project, there were differences between counties in the types of pre-

trial release methods which were utilized. Wayne County utilized bond

-36-—

to a greater extent than the other projects while in Jackson County,

citations were the primary pre-trial release type recorded.
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Section IIIL: Comparison of Diagnostic and Treatment Services Provided

Deferred prosecution projects are designed to offer various diagnostic
and treatment services to clients. This section will examine the
following areas with respect to this issue: diagnosis of client treat-

ment needs, diagnostic tools used, number and types of treatment s :rvices

provided.

DIAGNOSIS OF TREATMENT NEEDS

Table 14 describes the treatment diagnosis of clients accepted into the
projects. The six treatment areas listed were: education, vocational,
drug/alcohol, familx, psychological and financial. As Figure 9 illus-
trates, the area most often diagnosed as a problem was fimancial with

52% of all those accepted into the projects diagnosed with a financial
problem.
Percentage of Accepted Clients Diagnosed

as Needing Treatment in Each of the

Figure 9. . -
g Six Listed Treatment Areas
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Close behind 'financial' was 'education' and 'vocational’ with 48% and
49% of their respective populations having been diagnosed with problems

of that nature, followed by 'family' (40%) , 'psychological' (30%) and
'drug/alcohol' (24%).

-38-

There were some variations between projects. Jackson diagnosed a large
percentage of their accepted population with family (75%), psychological
(63%), and financial (64%), while Calhoun diagnosed a much lower per=-
centage of their population as having these prdblems (10%, 16% and 19%
respectively). Berrien defined a low percentage of their clients (12%)
as having psychological problems and a much higher percentage (63%) as

having financial problems.

DIAGNOSTIC TOOLS USED

The most widely used tools which were used in the diagnosis of clients
were personal interviews and questiomnaires. Interviews were used in
48% of the cases and questionnaires in 33%. There were some variations
between projects with Wayne using interviews to a larger degree than the
other projects. In addition, Wayne and Berri,n did not use question-

naires as extensively as the other projects. (See Table 15.)

NUMBER AND TYPES OF TREATMENT SERVICES PROVIDED

Table 16 provides a description of the number and types of services
which were provided clients. The Table indicates 26% of all clients
involved in the project received éducational treatment, 267 received
vocational/employment treatment services, and 10% received drug/alcohol
treatment. While the projects agreed that many individuals involved in
the project do not require any specislized treatment services some
projects mentioned the need for more communiity agencies in various lo-

calities.

Summary

A diagnosis of the treatment needs of those referred to deferred prose-
cution projects indicated that a large percentage of referrals were
diagnosed as having either financial, vocational or educational related
problems. Personal interviews and questionnaires were primarily used

in the diagnosis of clients treatment needs.

Of the types of treatment services recorded as having been provided,

educational and vocational services were the most frequent responses.
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Section IV. Examination of Project Outcomes

Included in this section is a discussion of the reasons why cases were
rejected from the project, the length of time accepted clients partici-

pated in the program and the project termination outcomes.

Basis for Program Rejection of Case

Table 17 shows the reasons for which referred cases were rejected from
the project. The two most frequent responses were that thejindividual
displayed a pattern of criminal behavior(28%) and that the client was

uncooperative (26%). Because Berrien used a different definition of

what constituted a referral, they did not record either the 'seriousness
of the offense, a pattern of criminal behavior or the refusal of moral
responsibility for the crime as reasons for rejection. (See Section IIL

for a discussion of Berrien's referral procedures.)

Length of Client Involvement in Project

Table 18 provides a description of the length of time terminated clients
had participated in the project. In the aggregate population, 407% of
the clients had participated in the project from 10-12 months and only
7.5% had participated for over a year. However, as Figure 10 indicates,
there were variations between projects. Wayne and Ingham had a much
higher percentage of their populations (93% and 597 respectively) having
been in the project from 10-12 months, while clients in Jackson, Calhoun
and Berrien tended to participate for shorter periods of time. These
findings are not surprising considering the policies which the projects
had concerning the length of project participation. Both Wayne and
Ingham had established formal guidelines which required accepted clients
to participate in the project for one year, while Jackson and Berrien
determined the length of project participation on a case by case basis
assigning varying participation periods up to a year. Although clients
accepted into Calhoun's project were assigned to the project for ome
year, the project terminated clients prior to that point if it were felt
the client had made significant progress. (See Section I for a more

detailed description of policies regarding program duration.)

-40-

Percentage of Terminated Clients Who

Figure 10. Participated From L0-12 Months by Project

100
937%

90
80

70
60 597

50

40
317

30
20 18%

10 5%
0 I

WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN

Type of Client Termination

Table 19 indicates that 90% of all clients participating in the five
deferred prosecution projects included in the study, successfully com-
pleted the program. As Figure 11 indicates, there was some variation
between projects with the percentage of the population terminating
successfully ranging from 72% in Ingham to 98% in Berriem. Although
conclusive evidence is not available, the differences observed between
projects may be a function of the projects willingness to grant exten-

sions and their tolerance of client violationms.
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Tigure 11.
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Summary

Section IIT examined several basic outcomes related to deferred prose-
cution projects. Tirst, the findings indicated that the two most fre-
quent reasons for rejecting individuals from the project were that the
referred individual displayed a pattern of criminal behavior or was

uncooperative.

There were also differences observed between projects in the length

of time accepted clients participated in the program. While all accepted

clients in Wayne and Ingham were required by project policy to partici- .

pate for 12 months, clients in Jackson, Calhoun and Berrien tended to

participate for shorter more varied periods of time. §

Findings also indicated that the majority of clients participating in
deferred prosecution projects are terminated successfully. While
differences were observed among projects in the percentage of clients

successfully completing the projects, it is felt that the differences

49—

can primarily be explalned by differences in project policies related

to the granting of extensions and technilcal violations.
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Section V. <Client Recidivism

The objective of this section is the determination of the frequency,
extent and seriousness of client recidivism. The analysis was divided

into three areas:

1. Recidivism Since Program Referral
2. Recidivism Since Program Termination

3. GClient Characteristics and Recidivism

The First section--""Recidivism Since Program Referral,' focused on data
which were collected for all individuals originally referred to the five
deferred prosecutlion projects included in the study, measuring any arrests
or convictions which occurred, starting from the date they were referred
to the projects. In addition, since all those originally referred to
the five projects were screened on the same criteria, such an approach
not only allowed for an examination of the recidivism of those referred
and accepted into deferred prosecution programs but also provided
recidivism data on an interesting comparison group--those referred to
deferred prosecution programs and subsequently rejected. It should be
noted, however, that the only basis for comparing the two groups

(those accepted and rejected) is that they were similar in the type of
offense for which they were referred and an initial screening defined

them as non-patterned offenders.

The second section--"Recidivism Since Program Termination,! pertained

to only those individuals who had been accepted into one of the five

projects and examined only those arrests and convictions which occurred

after termination from the program.

The final section explored the occurrence-of recidivism across various
basic client characteristics. The issue of what factors influence
whether an individual commits a subsequent offense is far beyond the
scope of this study.  The purpose was merely to provide a general

description of those who did and did not recidivate.

KECIDIVISM STNGE PROGRAM REFERRAL

An examination of the recidivism of all individuals originally referred

to the five deferred prosecution projects included in the study and a

bl

comparigon of those subsgequently accepted or rejected s prosented in
this section. Included 18 a discusston of the lollowlong arcas:  length
of time since project referral, frequency of recidivism, comparison ol
recidivism of clients successfully terminated and those either referred
and rejected or accepted and unsuccessfully terminated, and the serious-

ness of recidivism.

LENGTH OF TIME SINCE PROJECT REFERRAL

An important factor in the measurement of recidivism is the period of
time in which the occurrence of recidivism was measured. Table 20 pro-
vides a breakdown of the time which had elapsed from the point at which
individuals were referred to the point at which recidivism data were col-
lected.

The findings indicate that for approximately 50% of those included in
the sample, it had been over two years since their referral to the
project. There was some variation between projects in the percentage

of their population for which it had been over three years since program
referral. Berrien exhibited a much higher percentage of its population
in that category than the other projects. This was due to the fact that
Berrien collected data from its files on some of its previous cases as
well as qn its current caseload, while the other pro acts collected data

only on current cases.

FREQUENCY OF RECIDIVISM

The data indicates that the majority of those referred to deferred
prosecution programs, regardless of whether they were subsequently
accepted or rejected, did not recidivate. As tables 21 and 22 illus-
trate, 73% of those referred did not have a subsequent arrest and 85%
did not have a subsequent conviction. Only 17% had one subsequent
arrest and 10% a subsequent conviction since referral to the program.

Figure 12 illustrates the frequency of recidivism of referred clients.
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TFigure 12 Frequency of Recidivism of Referred Clients
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As illustrated in Figure 13, there was some project variation in the
percentage of referred clients which had subsequent arrests. The range
was anywhete from 437% in Ingham having recidivated to 14% in Jackson.
There was less variation, however, between projects in the percentage of

referrals which did not have a conviction subsequent to project referral.
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Figure 13. Percentage Of Referred Population Which Recidivated

v By Project
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It is interesting to note that while 437 of Ingham's referred popula-
tion were arrested, only 197 of those referred were convicted, indica-
ting a lower conviction rate of those subsequently arrested than in the
other projects. However, it is not possible to draw any conclusion with
29% of Ingham's conviction data unavailable at the time the study was

conducted.

COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM IN ACCEPTED/REJECTED CLIENTS

An examination of recidivism in accepted and rejected referrals indi-

cate that a significant relationship exists between whether a referral
was accepted or rejected from a deferred prosecution program and the
probability that they recidivated. Table 23 illustrates that those who
were accepted into the five projects were less likely to have been
arrested (only 17% recidivated) than those who had been rejected (41%
recidivated). This relationship was found to be statistically signifi-
cant at less than the .005 level. As indicated in Table 24, the same
pattern was also observed regarding convictions, with those referrals
having been rejected more likely to be convicted of an offense subse-

quent to their referral to the program than those accepted into the
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program. The difference in the number of subsequent convictions between
those accepted and rejected was also statistically significant at less
than the .005 level for the aggregate population. Figure 14 illustrates

the percentage of accepted and rejected referrals which recidivated.

Figure 14. Percentage Of Accepted and Rejected Referrals Which

Recidivated
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COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM AND CASE QUTCOME

The study also addressed the issue of whether clients successfully com-
pleting deferred prosecution programs were less likely to recidivate
than those either having been rejected from the program at referral or
those having been accepted but terminated unsuccessfully. The data
revealed that a relationship did exist between the two groups at a
statistically significant level (.005) using both arrests and convic-
tions as the basis of measurement. (see Tables 25 and 26). TFigure 15

illustrates the differences in recidivism between the two groups.
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Figure 15. Percentage of Clients Successfully Terminated and Those
Either Unsuccessfully Terminated or Rejected at Referral Which

Recidivated
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SERIQUSNESS OF RECIDIVISM

The types of offenses charged against those referred to deferred prose-
cution programs who subsequently recidivated are presented in Table 27.
The largest major category of offenses committed was "Crimes Against
Property" with 91% of the aggregate recidivist population having an
offense in this category. The most frequent single offense type charged
was larceny (22% of the aggregate recidivist population). It is
interesting to note that the largest major category of offenses of
individuals originally referred to the five projects was also "Crimes
Against Property" with larcenies comprising the largest single category
of offenses. (See Section II for a discussion of the types of offenses

committed by the referred population.)
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There was some variation between projects in the seriousness of the
recidivism, i.e., the types of offenses charged. Wayne exhibBited a more
serious recidivism with a higher percentage of '"Crimes Against Persons"
having been charged against referred clients. However, givén the
metropolitan characteristics of the county the project was operating in,

this finding is not surprising.

RECIDIVISM SINCE PROGRAM TERMINATION

While the previous section examined the recidivism of those originally

referred to deferred prosecution programs, this section examines the

post-program recidivism of only those clients accepted and subsequently
?

terminated from the program.

The analysis will focus on the time since program termination, frequency
of recidivism, comparison of recidivism in successful/unsuccessful

clients.

TIME SINCE TERMINATION

This section provides an overview of the period of time in which the
occurrence of recidivism was measured, i.e. at the point recidivism was
measured, the length of time which clients had been terminated. Table
28 indicates that over half (55%) of the aggregate population had been
terminated for over cme year at the time recidivism data were collected.
There were major variations between projects. As illustrated in Figure
16, the percentage of clients having been terminated over one year
ranged from 8% in Wayne to 96% in Calhoun. The variation can be
explained by the fact that the length of time since termination is a
function of the date the clients were accepted into the program and

the length of program participation. Since 'intake' data on clients
accepted into deferred prosecution programs were collected from Septem-
ber 1976 until June 1977, and the length of program participation
varied from a few months to over a year, one can begin to see where

the differences between projects occur. For example, if data were
collected on a client accepted in Octeober of 1976 and were in the program
for one year, at the time recidivism data were collected in August of

1979, the client would have been terminated for less than one year,

50~

However, in a project where program participation was oniy a. few months,
a client accepted in October 1976 and terminated in January 1977 would
have been terminated for over a year. The differences between projects
are, therefore, a result of the varying periods clients were required

to participate in the program and the date they were accepted.

Figure 16. Percentage of Clients Terminated Over One Year
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FREQUENCY OF RECIDIVISM

Perhaps the single most frequent question asked regarding the outcome
of deferred prosecution programs is the percentage of clients accepted
into deferred prosecution programs which do not recidivate subsequent
ta termination from the program. Tables 29 and 30 indicate that a very
high percentage (90%) of clients involved in deferred prosecution

programs are not subsequently arrested and an even greater percentage
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(96%) are not subsequently convicted. 1In addition, 7% of those

accepted had one subsequent arrest and 3% had one subsequent conviction.

'Figure 17 illustrates the frequency of recidivism of clients having been

terminated from the program.

Figure 17. Frequency of Recidivism of Terminated Clients
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COMPARISON OF RECIDIVISM IN CLIENTS SUCCESSFULLY AND UNSUCCESSFULLY

Table 31 and 32 examine differences in the recidivism of clients
successfully and unsuccessfully completing the five deferred prosecution
projects included in the study. The data indicate that while only 77

of those successfully completing the projects have a subsequent arrest

and 27 have a subsequent conviction, 37% of those unsuccessfully termi-

nated have a subsequent arrest and 197 a subsequent conviction.
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Furthermore, this relationship between the type of termination and the
probability of recidlviaem was statistically signilicant at loss han

the 005 lovel For both arrests and convietions.,  The difference in per-
centages ol successful and unsuccessful terminated cllonts recidivating

is illustrated in Figure 18,

Figure 18. Percentage of Successfully and Unsuccessfully Terminated

Clients Which Recidiygted
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CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS AND RECIDIVISM

The following section examines the relationship between various basic
client characteristics and recidivism. As previously noted, its purpose
is mevely to provide a general description of individuals which recidi-

vated. Recidivism is measured from the point of referral to the program.
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AGE BY RECIDIVISM

H

As dindicated in Table 33 and 34, a relationship was observed between
the age of clients at the time of their referral to the projects and
the occur;ence of recidivism. The study found that as the age in-
creased, the recidivism decreased. This relationship was stgtistica}ly
significant for both recidivism defined as arrest and a conviction at

lass than the .005 level.

SEX BY RECIDIVISM

A gignificant relationship was also observed in Tables 35 and 36 between
sex and the occurrence of recidivism with the females in the sample
exhibiting a lower rate of recidivism than males. This relatioﬁship

was also found to be statistically significant for recidivism defined

as both an arrest and conviction at less than the .005 level for the

aggregate data,

RACE BY RECIDIVISM

There was no relationship observed between the race of referred clients

and the probability of recidivism. (See Tables 37 and 38.)

Summary

This section addressed the issue of recidivism from several perspectives.
First, the recidivism of all clients originally referred to deferred
prosecution programs was examined and was measured from the point of
referral to the program. In addition, an examination of recidivism of
accepted clients was measured from the point of their termination from
the program. Moreover, two definitions of recidivism were utilized:
recidivism as defined by a subsequent arrest and as a subsequent con-

viction.

The study found that the majority of those referred to deferred prose-
cution programs, regardless of whether they were subsequently accepted
or rejected, did not recidivate i.e., they were not subsequently
arrested or convicted. Likewise, the majority of clients who were
accepted into deferred prosecution programs did not recidivate upon

termination from the program.
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An examination of recldivism in accepted and rojeeted roforrala fndleatod
that a signifilcant relationship exists botween whether a retorval was
accepted or rejected and the probability of recidivism. Those accepled
into the program had lower rates of recidivism than those rejected. A
significant relationship was also observed bhetween the type of termi-
nation (i.e., either successful or unsuccessful) of clients participating
in deferred prosecution programs and the probability of recidivism.

Those terminating successfully had lower rates of recidivism than those

unsuccessful terminations.

In addition, a relationship was observed between the age of clients at
the time of their referral and the probability of recidivism. Younger
clients had a significantly higher incidence of recidivism than older
clients. The study also indicated that females exhibited a significantly

lower rate of recidivism than males.

-55~

Hy




CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS

A detailed examination of deferred prosecution programs--their proces-
ses, clients and outcomes have thus far been presented. This chapter
will highlight the major conclusions of the study and the findings
which support them.

Deferred prosecution projects were designed to divert a particular
category of offender--the non-patterned, non-violent offendexr, from
traditional processing within the criminal justice system. An obvious
question is whether deferred prosecution projects have indeed been
focusing their attention and resources upon this designated target
population. The study found that deferred prosecution projects have
been dealing, as intendgd, with a non-patterned, non-violent offender
population, with the clear majority of their clients being first-time
property offenders. The program's determination of whether a referred
individual is a patterned offender is based on the information which
is avallable to the project at the time the decision to accept or re-
ject from the project is made. This information is collected from
formal records on previous criminal history or obtained through inter-—
views with the individual. The project's decision to accept or reject
is, therefore, based on known information ©of a clients criminal behavior
and the difference between the known and actual prior criminal history
of a referral cannot be determined by the project. Therefore, in view
of this observation, deferred prosecution projects are dealing with
the types of offenders they said they would, based on the information
available to them.

An area related to the subject of program target population is the
methods used by deferred prosecution projects to select clients for
project participation. The study found that the five deferred prose-
cution projects included in the study were utilizing successful
screening procedures in the intake selection process. Several findings

supported this observation.

First, the differences in the number and types of prior offenses of the

referred as compared to the accepted program populations reflect that
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programs were identifying and '"weeding out" those referrals not meeting
the criterié for acceptance. That is, the more serious violators

were being screened out of the program. The finding that programs

were not automatically accepting clients referred to the program is \
indicative of theilr use of a two-level screening procedure, with cases ?
first being referred on the basis of initial screening criteria, followed
by a more intensive investigation and screening to determine program

acceptance.

The study also found that (1) a high percuntage of clients participating
in deferred prosecution programs were successfully completing the pro-
gram; and (2) of those referred to deferred prosecution programs, those
who were accepted into the program had a much lower incidence of re~
cidivism than those who were rejected from the program, Due to the
particular evaluation design utilized by the study (i.e., a case study)
a causal relationship between the program and the findings cannot be
determined. However, while it cannot be concluded that deferred prose-
cution programs are responsible for the high percentage of clients
successfully completing the program or the low incidence of recidivism
observed in clients, these findings can be viewed as a reflection of
the screening procedures used by deferred prosecution programg. They
indicate that deferred prosecution programs are distinguishing between
referrals, selecting individuals who are more likely to successfully

complete the program and those less likely to recidivate,

To state that deferred prosecution programs are selecting those indi-
viduals who are more likely to be "successful" does not obviate the
need for such a program but rather supports the claim that deferred
prosecuticon is a viable dispositional altermative to traditional
processing through the criminal justice system which is neither necessary
nor apprdpriate for all types of offenders. It is recognized that be-
cause offenders differ in terms of the seriousness of the offenses
which they commit (the extent of their prior criminal involvement and
the probability that they would recidivate), some offenders did not
require the full force of the criminal sanctions nor intensive atten-
tion from the system to guarantee the public's protection from future
criminal behavior. One justification for the program was that while

traditional processing through the criminal justice system was
57
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inappropriate for some offenders (because society demanded some form
of retribution for the offense committed), complete release was also

an inappropriate alternative.

The objective of deferred prosecution was, therefore, to identify this
category of offenders for whom traditional processing seemed both un-
necessary and inappropriate and to provide them with an alternative

which was less punitive and more commensurate with the attention they

warranted (or rather did not warrant) from the criminal justice system.

Viewed from this perspective, deferred prosecution has been "successful"
in providing a viable dispositional alternative to traditional processing
for those offenders not deserving of the full force of the criminal

sanctions.

Another conclusion pertains to a comparative analysis of the five de-
ferred prosecutica projects included in the study. While the projects
were, for the most part, procedurally similar in terms of how and when
a case was referred, there were major variations between projects in
the operational aspects of the program. These differences between
projects were most visible in the areas of service delivery, including
whether the program utilized volunteers and the length of time clients
were required to participate in the program. However, while each of
the projects utilized different approaches in their design, there
seemed 'to be little variation in program outcomes. For example, those
programs utilizing volunteers did not have a higher percentage of their
population terminating successfully or lower rates of recidivism than
those programs which did not use volunteers. Although conclusive evi-
dence 1s lacking, this observation would tend to support the statement
that project outcomes were a result of the types of clients who parti-
cipated in the program and thereby a function of the screening and
selection processes utilized by deferred prosecution programs, and not
of the particular methods, procedures or services which were provided
by the different projects. However, it cannot be conclusively deter-
nined from the study whether it was indeed the screening procedures
used, the project itself

regponsible for the observed results.

Finally, based on the finding that deferred prosecution projects have
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been successfully implemented in several communities, the study demon-
strated that the concept of deferred prosecution is transferable, i.e.,
that a select group of non-violent, nen—patterned offenders can be
identified and provided with a viable alternative to traditional

processing in the criminal justice system. .

Moreover, not only did the study demonstrate the transferability

of the concept of deferred prosecution, but also its flexibility by

the variety of programs which have successfully implemented. Although
the major premises underlying any deferred prosecution program are

the same, the concept has been operationalized into a wide variety of
projects. To illustrate, while deferred prosecution programs were
intended for a particular category of non-violent, non-patterned offen-
ders, each project included in the study focused on a slightly different
target population. In addition, although the purpose of deferred
prosecution was to provide a viable alternative to traditional proces-
wing through the criminal justice system, each of the five projects
differed in the types of programs or services which they provided or
made availabie to their clients. The operational differences between
projects can be viewed as a result of the differences in the communities
in which the projects were implemented and the particular philosophies

or attitudes of each program's decision-makers.

Summarz

The major conclusions relating to the five projects included in the

study are as follows:

1. Deferred prosecution programs have been dealing as intended with a

non-patterned, non-violent offendexr population.

2. Projects have been utilizing successful screening procedures in

their intake selection process.

3. Deferred prosecution is a viable dispositional alternative to

traditional processing through the criminal justice system.

4, Conclusive evidence 1s lacking to determine whether the observed
project results are a function of the types of clients accepted
into deferred prosecution programs, the types services provided

clients or of the interaction between them,
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The concept of deferred prosecution is transferable to a wide

variety of communities offering the type of flexibility necessary

to design programs which address the specific needs of a community.
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CHAPTER V

IMPLTCATIONS

The findings and conclusions which have been presented in this study
carry several important conceptual and programmatic implications for
both the criminal justice system and the community. The following

four (4) major implications have been identified and will be discussed
in detail below.

1. The comparative approach utilized by the study allows existing
programs, as well as communities interested in the development of
a deferred prosecution program, the opportunity to utilize the
information produced by the study to examine and compare the various

types of programs which have been implemented and their related
results.,

Additional research is necessary to determine to what extent program
outcomes are a result of the screening procedures utilized, the

! 0]
particular services provided by the program, or of the interaction
between them.

3. Deferred prosecution should be viewed as part of a total prosecutor

management system and not as a separate option available to the
prosecutor.

4. The key to improving the quality of justice lies in the improved
identification and classification of offenders and the development

of programs designed to directly address their needs and the needs

of the criminal justice system.

The first implication pertains to the various uses of the evaluation
by the five projects included in the study as well as by other existing
deferred prosecution programs. Due to the comparative mature of the
findings, program decision-makers, confronted with various issues re-
lated to program development and improvement can examine not only the
results of their own project's.processes and outcomes, but the results
of other projects as well. In addition, for the five projects which
were examined, the data can be used as a baseline against which the
effects of subsequent program changes can be measured. Furthermore,

communities interested in the development and implementation of a
~61-
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deferred prosecution program can examine and compare various types of
programs which have already been implemented and their related results,
in order to select the type of program which best addresses the needs

of their particular community.

The second implication addresses the need for additional research.
Although the study produced information on a wide range of character-
istics, processes and outcomes related to deferred prosecution programs,
it cannot be determined from the study whether or not it was the program
which produced the observed results. Moreover, the extent to which
program outcomes were a function of certain aspects of the program

such as the screening and selection process can also not be determined
from the study. Consequently, while the study found that those indi-
viduals participating in deferred prosecution projects had a lower rate
of recidivism than those not accepted into the program, it is not kuown
whether the program is responsible for the lower recidivism rates or
whether the program selected individuals who were less likely to re-
cidivate. Additional research is therefore needed to determine to

what extent program outcomes were a result of the screening and selec~
tion process (i.e.,‘the types of individuals selected to participate

in the program), the particular services provided by the projects or

of the interaction between. them.

Thirdly, a deferred prosecution program should be viewed as part of a
total prosecutor management system, rather than as a separate option
available to the prosecutor. There are several factors which support
this statement, First, because a deferred prosecution program repre-
sents the formalization and structuring of prosecutorial discretion it
serves as a vehicle for the implementation of a prosecutor's policies,
Second, deferred prosecution is based on the premise that not all cases
warrant the same amount of attention from the system. Implicit in the
concept of deferred prosecution, therefore, is the recognition of the
need for case prioritization. Given the number, types and character-
istics of cases flowing through the system it makes sense from a manage-
ment perspectlve to make distinctions between cases in terms of thelr
priovity. White deferved proswecutton focuses on those offanders
warranting less attention from the system, another program -- priority

prosecution, also recognizes the need for case prioritization, yet
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focuses on those cases deserving of more attention. Both deferred

Prosecution and priority prosecution should be considered important

parts of any prosecutor management system.

Mo é
reover, because deferred prosecution represents the formalization of

what many prosecutors presently do on an informal basis and because
of its demonstrated transferability and flexibility, those communities
which cannot fully implement a deferred prosecution program, can

inco i
rporate certain aspects such as case screening and prioritization

in order to improve case management,

Finally, in the past, the criminal justice system has had limited al-
ternatives available to brocess individuals accused of crimes., Those
accused were either arrested Or not arrested, prosecuted or not
prosecuted. While differences between offenders and offenses were
recognized in terms of the types of correctional alternatives which
were most appropriate, these distinctions were made only after proces-
sing through the traditional system. However, rising crime rates and
burgeoning caseloads forced criminal justice decision-makers to examine
more closely the procedures used by the system in dealing with offenders.
It was recognized that distinctions could be made in terms of how cases
were processed as well as the manner in which they were ultimately
disposed. Consequently, deferred prosecution was designed as both a
procedural and dispositional alternative for a select category of
offenders for whom traditional processing through the criminal ijgstice

system seemed neither necessary or appropriate.

Perhaps it is in this way, through the improved identification and

classification of offenders and the development of programs designed

to better meet their needs that the criminal justice system can better

achieve its goals and improve the quality of justice.
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Table 1.

Rates of Acceptance/Rejsction by Project

Wayne

*Referred

*Aécepted

% Accepted

% Rejected

272

112

41.2

58.8

Ingham

266

120

45.1

54.9

Jackson

233

159

68.2

31.8

Calhoun

360

216

60.0

40.0

Berrien

348

334

96.0

4.0

1,479

941

63.6

36.4
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Aggregate
Referred and Accepted Client Populations

REFERRED ACCEPTED
N= 1479 N= 941
Variable it % it 4
SEX
Male 975 68.7 595 63.9
Female, 444 31.3 336 36.1
TOTAL 1419 100.0 931 100.0
Missing Observations 60 4.1 10 1.1
RACE
Black 401 28.8 231 25.0
Caucasian 957 68.7 682 73.6
Spanish American 25 1.8 9 1.0
Indian 4 0.3 2 0.2
Oriental 6 0.4 2 _0.2
TOTAL 1393 100.0 926 100.0
Missing Observations 186 12.6 15 1.6
| AGE '
Under 17 17 1.4 13 1.4
17~21 711 56.9 516 57.7
: 22-29 280 22,4 185 20.7
| 30-39 101 8.1 72 8.0
40-49 55 4.4 38 4.2
50-65 57 4.6 50 5.6
Over 65 29 2.3 21 2.4
TOTAL 1250 100.1 895 100.0
Missing Observations 229 15.5 46 4.9
MARITAL STATUS
Single 799 61.9 570 60.9
Married 317 24.6 242 25.8
Separated 72 5.6 45 4.8
Divorced 75 5.8 56 6.0
Widowed 19 1.5 17 1.8
Cohabftating 8 _0.6 6 _0.6
TOTAL 1290  100.0 936 99.9
Migsing Observatfopng 139 9.4 2 0.2 e

Table 2A. Demographic Characteristics of Wayne County's

Referred and Accepted Client Population

REFERRED ACCEPTED
N=272 N=112
Variable ¥ o # A
SEX
Male 234 92.1 100 91.7
~ Female 20 7.9 -9 8.3
TOTAL 254 100.0 109 100.0
. Missing Observations 18 6.6 3 2.7
RACE
Black 185 71.4 75 68.2
Caucasian 67 25.9 32 29.1
Spanish American 6 2.3 3 2.7
Indian 0 0
Oriental A __0 _ 0
TOTAL 259 100.0 110 100.0
Missing Observations 13 4.8 2 1.8
AGE
Under 17 1 b 0 0
17-21 148 61.7 70 65.4
22-29 66 27.6 22 20.6
30-39 13 5.4 9 8.4
40-49 6 2.5 3 2.8
50-65 3 1.2 2 1.9
Over 65 3 1.2 1 _ 9
TOTAL 240 100.0 107 100.0
Missing Observations 32 11.8 5 4.5
MARITAL STATUS
Single 188 76.1 82 75.9
= Married 29 11.8 13 12.0
Separated 23 9.3 8 7.4
Divorced 6 2.4 4 3.7
Widowed 1 4 1 9
Cohabitating 0 0 _0 _ 0
TOTAL 247 100.0 108 100.
25 9.2 4 .6

Missing Observatjiong
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Table 2B. Demographi

¢ Characteristics of Ingham County's Referred and
Accepted Client Populations

REFERRED ACCEPTED
N= 266 N= 120
Variable # % # %
SEX
Male 215 83.3 102 85.0
Female _43 16.7 18 15.0
TOTAL 258 100.0 120 100.0
Missing Observations 3 1.1 Ol 0
RACE
Black 38 16.0 15 12.5
Caucasian 188 79.3 102 85.0
Spanish American 9 3.8 1 .8
Indian 2 .8 2 1.7
Oriental _0 0 0 0
TOTAL 237 100.0 120 100.0
Missing Observations 29 10.9 0 0
AGE
Under 17 1 .5 1 .9
17-21 133 63.0 73 67.0
22-29 47 22.3 24 22.0
30-39 18 8.5 7.3
40-49 8 3.8 1.9
50-65 .9 .9
Over 63 _2 _ -9 0
TOTAL 211 99.9 109 100.0
Missing Observations 55 20.7 11 9.2
' MARITAL STATUS
? Single 133 66.5 83 69.7
i Married 44 22.0 23 19.3
i Separated 8 4.0 4 3.4
i ‘Divorced 12 6.0 5.0
% Widowed 0 0 0 0
5 Cohabitating 3 _1.5 3 2.5
é TOTAL 200 100.0 119  100.0
Missing Observationg 66 24.8 1 0.8

T,
s T

Table 2C. Demographic Characteristics of Jackson Uounty's Keferred
and Accepted Client Populations
REFERRED ACCEPTED
Variable #N= 233% #N=41592
SEX
Male 123 55.2 . 81 51.3
. Female 100 44.8 77 48.7
TOTAL 223 100.0 158 100.0
~ Missing Observations 10 4,3 1 0.6
RACE
Black 39 17.7 28 17.7
Caucasian 178 80.9 ' 128 81.0
Spanish American .5 .6
Indian .5 0
Oriental 1 3 .6
TOTAL 220 100.0 158 99.9
Missing Observations 13 5.6 1 0.6
AGE
Under 17 4 2.4 3 2.0
17-21 82 49.4 77 51.3
22-29 31 18.7 27 18.0
30~-39 22 13.3 19 12.7
40-49 15 9.0 14 9.3
50-65 8 4.8 8 5.3
Over 65 4 2.4 2 1.3
TOTAL 166  100.0 150 99.9
Missing Observations 67 28.8 9 5.7
MARITAL STATUS
Single 98 55.7 89 56.0
- Married 51 29.0 47 29.6
Séparated 10 5.7 7 4.4
Divorced 16 9.1 15 9.4
Widowed 1 o5 1 .6
' Cohabitating 0 0 0 0
| TOTAL 176 100.0 159 100.0
Missing Observatijons 37 24.5 0 0
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1 Table 2D. Demographic Characteristics of Calhoun County's Referred
] : and Accepted Client Population

- REFERRED ACCEPTED
N= 360 N=216
Variable { i i %
SEX
| Male 194 57.1 109 51.2
§ Female 146 42,9 104 48.2
i TOTAL 340  100.0 213 100.0
Missing Observations 20 5.6 3 1.4
RACE
Black 59 17.5 35 16.4
Caucasian 269 79.8 175 82.2
Spanish American 2.1 .9
Indian 0 0 0 0
Oriental 2 o6 1 .5
TOTAL 337 100.0 213 100.0
Missing Observations 23 6.4 3 1.4
Under 17 7 2.3 5 2.4
17-21 150 50.0 103 49.5
22-29 68 22,7 46 22.1
30-39 32 10.7 22 10.6
40-49 13 4.3 8 3.9
50~65 19 6.3 15 7.2
Over 65 11 3.7 9 4.3
TOTAL - 300 100.0 208 100.0
Missing Observations 60 16.7 8 3.7
MARITAL STATUS
Single 167 52.4 111 51.4
Married 112 35.1 81 37.5
Separated 11 3.4 7 3.2
Divorced 19 5.9 10 4.6
Widowed 7 2.2 6 2.8
Cohabitating 3 1.0 1 0.5
TOTAL 319 100.0 216 100.0
Missing Observationg 41 11.4 0. 0

2 ey
T

Table 2E.

Demographic Characteristics of Berrien County's
and Accepted Client Populations

Referred

8 SRR S

RIFERRID ACcCEPTED
Variable o 3487 g
SEX
Male 209 60.8 203 61.3
Female 135 39.2 128 38.7
TOTAL 344 100.0 331 100.0
Missing Observations 4 1.1 3 0.9
RACE
Black 80 23.5 78 23.9
Caucasien 255 75.0 245 74.9
Spanish American .6 6
Indian 3 0
Oriental y .6 6
TOTAL 340 100.0 327 100.0
Missing Observations . 8 2.2 7 2.1
AGE
Under 17 4 1.2 4 1.2
17-21 198 59.6 193 59.9
22-29 68 19,5 66 20.5
30-39 16 4.8 14 4.3
40-49 13 3.9 11 3.4
50~65 25 7.5 24 7.5
Over 65 9 2.7 9 2.8
TOTAL 333 99.9 322 99.9
Missing Observations 15 4.3 12 3.6
MARITAL STATUS
Single
— 213 61.2 205 61.4
« Marrie 81 23.3 78 23.4
Separated 20 5.7 19 5.7
Divorced 22 6.3 21 6.3
Widowed 10 2.9 9 2.7
Cohabitating 2 .6 2 0.6
TOTAL 348 100.0 334 100.0
Missing Observarions 0 0 0 0
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Table 3 Page 2

Table 3. Background Characteristics of Aggregate Referred

and Accepted Client Populations
: REFERRED ACCEPTED
| | N=1479 N= 941
REFERRED ACCEPTED IS ~ # % 2
N= 1479 N= 941 f EMPLOYMENT STATUS (30 Days Prior to Referral)
. . NI No Prior Euwployment 455 37.0 334 36.4 |
# % # 4 - : Full-Time 377 30.6 286 31.2 g
i Part-Time 205 16.7 149  16.3 g
CURRENT RESIDENCE ! L. Unemployed ~ Laid Off 118 9.6 87 9.5 |
In~County 1228 91.0 813 92.8 ~ Unemployed - Disability 24 1.9 17 1.9
Adjacent County 65 4,8 47 5.4 ! Unemployed - Fired » 17 1.4 14 1.5
Other 56 4.2 16 1.8 ! Unemployed - Quit L 35 2.8 29 3.2
AL 1349  100.0 876  100.0
TOT TOTAL 1231 100.0 916  100.0
Missing Observations 130 8.8 65 6.9 Missing Observations 248 16.8 25 2.7
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS - g 59 I PRIMARY INCOME SOURCE (1 Year Prior to Referral) : ]
Alone 119 ) ' Own Employment 435  33.6 330  36.3 %
Spouse 15 197 iz 20.9 Spouse 100 7.7 89 9.8
Children 219 17.3 204 17.6 Fami 1y 421 32.5 323 35.5
Parents S 36.¢ 43% 32-5 Compensation/Benefits/Retirement 91 7.0 47 5.2 f
Relatives 12. 7.8 ) Public Assistance 144 11.1 95 10.5 £
Friends 123 7.7 83 7.2 Gther 2 19 12 1.3
Institutiop ‘ 22 1.4 15 1.3 None ; 1 L ?
$iblings 26 1.5 20 L 1295  100.0 909 100.0 ?
TOTAL 1599 100.0 1159 100,0 . TOTAL . .
v - é Missing Observations 164 11.1 32 34
Missing Obsérvations UNK UNK UNK UNK ‘
EDUCATION i OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL (Most Recent Employment) £
EDUCATION . ¢ No Prior Employment 313 25.7 247 27.2 ;
No High School 207 16.9 139 15.1 ; Unskilled 545 44.7 394 43.4 P
Some High School 500 40.9 364 39.5 ‘; Semi-Skilled 164 13.4 117 12.9 ;
Completed High School 374 30.6 299 32.5 E Skilled 69 5.7 50 5.5 '
Some College 103 8.4 8 9.0 | Clerical-Sales 64 5.2 46 5.1 g
Completed College 26 2.1 24 2.6 - Technical 17 1.4 15 1.6 §
Graduate Work 14 1.1 12 1.3 : Managerial 12 0.9 8 0.9 i
TOTLL 1224  100.0 921  100.0 Professional : 36 3,0 31 3.4 ;
Missing Observations 218 14,7 20 2.1 TOTAL 1220 100.0 90§ lOg.g é
Missing Observations 259 17.5 3 ' f
STUDENT STATUS %
Not Enrolled 927 74.5 678 72.1 AVERAGE WEEKLY NET INCOME (1 Year Prior to Referral) ’ ;
Enrolled/Full Time ) 264 21.2 224 23.8 ~ Unemployed 313 34.5 214 33.8 :
Enrolied/Part Time 54 4.3 3_@__________4_-_0 - $l—$50 185 20.4 117 18.5
TOTAL 1245  100.0 . (940)  99.9 $51-$100 169 18.6 126 19.9 1
240 16.2 1 0.9 " $101-8150 99 10.9 72 11.4 !
#issing Observations N j $151-$200 67 7.4 b4 6.9 ;
$201~$300 54 6.0 47 7.4
*Percentages based on the totals of reported data for each varlable. Differences in i ?ggé:gggg . 16 3.2 l; é.g
variable totals due to missing data. ) ; v - 4 0. = :
**lUnless otherwise specified, data represents the clients status at the time the 4 é TOTAL 907  100.0 634  100.1
the intake interview was conducted 2 Missing Observations 572 38.7 307 32.6
[l
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Table 3 Page 3

ACCEPTED

REFERRED
N = 1479 N = 941
it % # p4
# LEGAL DEPENDENTS 294 62.4 584 626
: 314 24.7 231 24.2
i 148 11.6 106 11. .
o 16 1.3 12 1.3
o TOTAL 1,272 100.0 933 100.1 )
0.8
207  14.0 8
Missing Observations
i to Referral) )
PSYCHOLOGLICAL TREATMENT (1 Year Prior 055 b4.5 832 | 93,8
oone 142 12,2 .
. 22 . _.2.5
Qutpatient % 5%
R TOTAL 1,169 100.0 876 100.0
310 21.0 65 6.9

Missing Observations
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Table 3A.
Referred and Accepted Client Populatlong
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Background Characteristics of Wayne County'sy

P b LR TR

ACCEDTED ™

N= 272 N= 112

# % # A
CURRENT RESIDENCE §
In-County 208  85.6 83 88.3 %
Adjacent County 10 4.1 5 5.3 :

Other 25— 103 664

TOTAL 243 100.0 94 100.0

Missing Observations 29 10.7 18 16.1
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS )
Alone 10 3.3 6 4.6 :
Spouse 33 11.0 12 9.3 ;
Children : 32 10.7 13 10.1 .
Paren?s 152 50.8 67 51.9 :
Relatives 39 13.0 14 10.8 i

Friends 28 9.4 15 il.s6
Institution 0 0 0 0 f
Siblings 5 1.7 215 ;
_ TOTAL 299 99,9 129 100.1 ;
Missing Observations UNK  UNK UNK  UNK ;
EDUCATION :
No High School 67  26.6 246 22,2 :
Some High School 117 46.4 51 47,2 :
Completed High School 55 21.8 27 25.0 ;
Some College 11 4.4 5 4.6 i
Completed College 2 .8 1 .9 %
Graduate Work O____ 0 0 0 5
TOTAL 252 100.0 108 99.y .
Missing Observationg 20 7.4 4 3.6 f
STUDENT STATUS i
Not Enrolled 212 83.1 88 80.7 i
Enrolled/Full Time 31 12.2 19 17.4 ;
Enrolled/Part Time 12 4,7 2 1.8 ¢
TOTAL 255 100.0 109 99.9 :
Missing Observations 17 6.3 3 2.8 !

"letrcentages based on the totals of
variable totals due to missing data

**lnless otherwise specified, data represents the cl
the incake interviey was conducted

reported data for each variable,

Differences in

ients status at the time the

[ S



;? /& Table 3A Page 2

)

b

A-12

REFERRED ACCEPTED
N=971 N= 112
i % it %
EMPLOYMENT STATUS (30 Days Prior to Referral)
No Prior Employment 112 44,1 50 45.0
Full-Time 73 28.7 34 30.6

; Part~Time 39 15.4 14 12.6 .

; Unemployed - Laid Off 17 6.7 12 10.8

. Unemployed -~ Disability 4 1.6 0 0

: Unemployed -~ Fired 2 .7 0 0 -

i Unemployed - Quit 1, 2.8 259

: TUTAL 254 100.0 111 99.9

i Missing Observations 18 6.6 1 0.9

v PRIMARY INCOME SQURCE (1 Year Prior to Keferral)

{ Own Employment 86 33.1 41 37.3

; Spouse 5 1.9 2 1.8

b Iramily 98 37.7 48  43.6

; Compensation/Benefits/Retirement 23 8.8 6 5.5
Public Assistance 30 11.5 12 10.9

: Other 8 3.1 0 0.0

; None 10— 3.8 .

TOTAL 260 99.9 110 100.0

Missing Observations ‘ 12 4.4 2 1.8
OQCCUPATIONAL LEVEL (Most Recent Lmployment)

No Prie¥ Employment 69 26.9 ‘ 27.0

Unskilled 130 50.8 59  53.2

Semi~Skilled 33 12.9 13 11.7

; Skilled 15 5.9 7 6.3

; Clerical-Sales 6 2.3 1 .9

: Technical ' 1 4 0 0

; Managerial 1 b 0 0

; Professional 1 4 1 =9

f TOTAL 256 100.0 111 100.0

: Missing Observalions 16 5.9 1 0.9

; AVERAGE WEEKLY NET INCOME (1 Year Prior to Referral)

: Unemployed 110~ 46.0 51 50.5
$1-$50 30 12.6 7 6.9
$51~$100 40 16.7 15 14.9 -
$101-$150 25 10.5 10 9.9
$151~-$200 25 10.5 12 11.8
$201-$300 7 2.9 6 5.9 .
$301-8500 1 0.4 1 1.0
5500~ $999 1 0.4 0 0

TOTAL 239 100.0 102 100.1
Missing Obsorvations 33 12.1 10 8.9

| I
Table 3A Page 3 }
|
i
|
REFERRED ACCEPTED 5
N = 272 N = 112
# % ¢ A
# LEGAL DEPENDENTS
0 182 68.7 80 71.4
1-2 57 21.5 21 18.8
3-5 22 8.3 9 8.0
6-8 4 1.5 2 1.8
TOTAL 265 100.0 112 100.0
Missing Observations 7 2.6 0 0 é
PSYCHOLOGICAL TREATMENT (1 Year Prior to Referral) i
None _ 185 75.8 1006  93.4
Outpatient 54 ' 22.1 5 4.7
Hospitalized .5 2.1 2 1.9
TOTAL 244 100.0 107 100.0
Missing Observations ' 28 10.3 5 4.5
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Table 3B. Background Characteristics of Ingham County's

Referred and Accepted Client Populations

REFERRED ACCEPTED
N= 266 N= 120
# % i %
.9
165 82.9 72 80
CURRENT RESIDENCE 18 5. 14 15.7
In~-County 16 8.0 3 34
Adjacent County
her i e
e TOTAL 199 100.0 89 100.0
Missing Observations
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS m L6 ] 3.8
alone 43 14.2 25 13.6
Spouse 47 15.6 26 14.1
Ohildren 9  31.8 66  35.9
rarents 37 12.3 24 13.0
Relatives ik T4 6 2; li-i
Friends 9 3.0 .
Institution 12 P
Siblings &, 9 4.9
’ : TOTAL 302 100.1 184 - 100.0
. UNK 36 30.0
Missing Observations UNK
ERHCALLON 21 11.5 9 7.8
No High School pye ' 7 4 e
Some High School 5 08,0 28 330
Completed High School = 53 13 113
Some College 5 53 3 -~
Completed College 2 "
Graduate Work S JUNEEN W 3 2.6
TOTAL 182 100.0 115 99.9
i 1.6 5 4.2
Missins Observations 84 3
SR S 129 68.6 79 66.4
Lo Tees 47 25.0 30 25.2
- worolled/Full Time 0 >
Enrolled/Part Time 12, 6.7 Q*—__—i+§
TOTAL 188 100.0 119 100
78 29.3 1 0.8

Missing Observations

| g g ¥ ariable. ifferences in
*lercentages based on the totals of reported data for each variable D

variable totals due to missing data.

- r clients status at the time the
*ntess othérwise specified, data represents the clients status at

the intake interview was conduet ed

A-14

Table 3B Page 2

REFERRED ACCEPTED i
N= 266 N= 120 !
i % i A |
EMPLOYMENT STATUS (30 Days Prior to Referral) |
No Prior Employment 69, 36.3 36 30.3 g
Full-Time 63 33.2 39 32.8 ;
Part-Time ‘ 36 18.9 26 21.8 f
Unenployed - Laid Off 8 4,2 A 4.2 Q
Unemployed - Disability 0, 0 0 0 i
Unemployed - Fired 8 4.2 7 5.9 i
Unemployed - Quit 6 3.2 6 5.0 ﬁ
TOTAL 190  100.0 119 100.0 |
Missing Observationg 76 28.6 1 0.8 E
PRIMARY INCOME SOURCE (1 Year Prior to Referral) §
Own Employinent 57 26.5 35 29.7 1
Spouse 6 2.8 6 5.1 §
Fami iy 81 37.7 58 49.1 :
Compensation/Beneiits/Retirement 15 7.0 7 5.9 ;
Public Assistance 22 10.2 10 8.5 ;
Other 4 1.9 2 1.7 !
None 30 14.0 0 0 :
TOTAL 215 100.1 118 100.0 :
Missing Observations 51 19.2 2 1.7 ;
i
UCCUPATLIONAL LEVEL (Most Recunt Lap Loyment) i
No Prior Employment 29 15.5 14 11.7 ;
Unskilled 110 58.8 73 60.8 i
Semi-Skilled 20 10.7 16 13.3 E
Skilled 10 5.3 6 5.0 §
Clerical-Sales 6 3.2 3 2.5 i
Technical 5 2.7 4 . 3.3 ]
Managerial 3 1.6 2 1.7 }
Professional TOT 4 2.1 2 1.7 H
TOTAL 187 99.9 120 100.0 |
Missing Observations 79 29.7 0 0 {
AVERAGE WEEKLY NET INCOME (1 Year Prior to Referral) ?
Unemployed 44 24.6 24 22.4
$1-$50 55 30.7 24 22.4
$51-8100 37 20.7 31 29,0
$101-8150 15 8.4 11 10.3
$151-3200 a 4.5 4 3.7
§201-$300 13 7.3 10 9.3
$301-$500 7 3.9 3 2.8
$500-5999 - - - -
TOTAL 179 100.0 107 100.0
Missing Observations 82 31.4 13 10.8

A-15
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Table 3B Page 3

REFERRED ACCEPTIED

N = 266 N = 120

¢ pA 3 4

{# LEGAL DEPENDENTS 17 6.1 " 35.2
: 38 19.8 24 11.8
e 26 13.5 14 ‘8

1 .5 1 .

) 0.0
o TOTAL 192 99.9 119 10 X

1
74 27.8
Missing Observations

i Referral) B
PSYCHOLOGICAL TREATMENT (1 Year Prior to 18 4.3 92 92.9
tone 17 10.8 2
outpatient 5 o
HOSPitalized 158 100.0 101 .
o 108 40.6 19 15.8

Missing Observations

A-16
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Table 3C. Background Characteristics of Jackson County's

Referred and Accepted Client Populations

S o
RS

*Parcentages based on the totals uf reported data for each variable.

variable totals due to missing data.

REFERRED ACCEPTED
N= 233 N=159
. # % # 7
CURRENT RESIDENCE
* In-County 216 97.3 155  98.1
Adjacent County 5 2.3 3 1.9 :
Other 1 A 0 0 \
TOTAL 222 100.0 158 100.0
Missing Observations 11 4.7 1 0.6
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
Alone 24 10.3 21 9.9
Spouse 54 23.2 50  23.5
Children 59 25.3 55 25.8
Fareints 67 28.8 60  28.2
Relatives 8 3.4 6 2.8
Friends 16 6.9 16 7.5
Institution 5 2.1 5 2.3
Siblings 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 233 100.0 213 100.0
Missing Observations UNK  UNK UNK  UNK
LDUCATION
No High School 26 15.5 26 16.5
Some High School 62 36.9 58 36.7
Completed High School 62 36.9 57 36.1
Some College 13 7.7 12 7.6
Completed College 1 .6 1 .6
Graduate Work 4 2.4 4 2.5
TOTAL 168  100.0 158 100.0
Missine Observations 65 27.9 1 0.6
STUDENT S [ATUS
Not Enrolled 132 78.1 124 78.0
i Enrolled/Full Time 33 19.5 32 20.1
Enrolled/Part Time 4 A 3 1.9
TOTAL 169 100.0 159 100.0
Missing Observations 64 27.5 0 0

Differences in

**Inless olherwise specified, data represents the clients status at the time the

the intake interview was conducted

A~-17
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Table 3C Page 2

“REFERRED ACCEPTED
N= 233 N= 159
# % # %
EMPLOYMENT STATUS (3C Days Prior to Referral)
No Prior Employment 81 48.2 77 - 48.7
Full-T1ime 48 28.6 46 29.1
Pdart-Time 31 18.5 27 17.1
Unemployed - Laid Off 4 2.4 4 2.5
Unemployed ~ Disability 3 1.8 3 1.9
Udemployed -~ Fired 0 0 0 0
Uriemployed - Quit . .5 ) R
TOTAL 168 100.0 158  99.9
Missing Observatious 65 27.9 1 0.6
PRIMARY INCOME SOURGCE (1l Year Prior to Referral)
Own Employuent 50 28.7 46  29.3
%pouse 21 12.1 20 12.7
Family 52 29.9 47 29.9
Cumpensation/Beneiits/Retirement 20 11.5 20 12.7
Public Assistance 19 10.9 19 12.1
Other 5 2.8 3 3.2
None 4.0 L 0
TOTAL 174 99.9 157 99.9
Migsing Observations 59 25.3 2 1.3
OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL (Most Recent Lmployment)
No Prior Employment 65 38.9 63 40.1
Unskilled 57 34.1 50  31.9
Semi-Skilled 14 8.4 14 8.9
Skilled 5 3.0 4 2.5
Clerical-Sales ' 13 7.8 13 8.3
Taechnical 6 3.6 6 3.8
Managerial 1 .6 1 .6
Professional & 3.6 3 1.8
TOTAL 167  100.0 157 100.0
Missing Observations 66 28.3 2 1.3
AVERAGE WEEKLY NET INCOME (1 Year Prior to Referral)
Unemployed 63 39.9 58 39.2
$1-$50 24 15.2 22 14.9
§51-§100 26 16.5 25  16.9
$101~$150 18  11.4 18 12.2
$151-$200 11, 7.0 9 6.1
§201-$300 11 7.0 11 7.4
$301-8%00 4 2.5 4 2‘7
SH00-5999 1 0.6 1 0.7
TOLAL 158  100.1 148 100.1
Missing Ubscrvations 75 32.2 11 6.9

A-18
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% Table 3C Page 3
1o
|
b REFERRED ACCEPTED
1
' N = 233 N = 159
. i 4 ¢ X
# LEGAL DEPENDENTS .
0 91, 54.2 85  54.5
. 1-2 52 30.9 49 31.4
3-5 23 13.7 20 12.8
6-8 2 1.2 2 1.3
N TOTAL 168 100.0 156 100.0
iy Missing Observations 65 27.9 3 1.9
PSYCHOLOGICAL TREATMENT (1 Year Prior to Referral)
None 137 85.1 129 85.4
Outpatient 11 6.8 A9 6.0
Hospitalized 13 8.1 13 8.6
TOTAL 161 100.0 151 100.0
Missing Observations 72 - 30.9 8 5.0
i
|
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: Table 3D Page 2 |
;
Table 3D. Background Characteristics of Calhoun County's Lo 8
Referred and Accepted Client Populations ‘ REFERRED ACCEPTED %
N=360 N=216 |
REFERRED ACCEPTED | # A # % i
H
N= 360 N=21¢ “ EMPLOYMENT STATUS (30 Days Prior to Referral) é
g ‘ No Prior Employment 63 22.2 46  22.2 H
# % # A - ; . Full-Ti * . o
, uL--ime 84 29,6 62 30.0 i
. L Part-Time , 42 14.8 28 13.5 |
CURRENT RESIDENCE s Unemployed - Laid Off 76 26.8 54 26.1 i
In-County 338 96.6 213 100.0 § Unemployed - Disability 6 2.1 4 1.9 1
Adjacent County 5 1.4 0 0 ‘ ‘ Unemployed - Fired 3 1.0 3 1.4 g
Other F20 - ; Unemployed = Quit 10 3.5 10 4.8 ?
TOTAL 350  100.0 ' 213 100.0 | TOTAL | 284  100.0 207 99.9 ]
Missing Observations 10 2.8 3 1.4 ‘ Missing Observations .76 26.8 9 4.2 ;
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS PRIMARY INCOME SOURCE (1 Year Prior to Referral) f
" Alone 27 6.9 17 6.1 Own Employment : 98 32.7 68  33.3 |
Spouse 102 26.1 78 28.1 Spouse : 37  12.3 32 15.7 3
Children 91 23.3 63  22.7 Family 7 ' 82 27.3 65 31.9 ;i
Parents 119 30.4 88 31.7 Compensation/Benelits/Retirement 14 4.7 10 4.9 @
Relatives 25 6.4 12 4.3 Public Assistance 44 14.7 26 12.7
Friends 18 4.6 11 4.0 Sther 2 .6 1 .5
Institution 0 0 0 0 I None 23 7.7 : .
Siblings g 2.3 32 | | TOTAL
TOTAL 391 100.0 278 100.1 1 ' ‘ ‘ 300 100.0 204 100.0
. . y ‘ . | L | Missing Obsvrvations 60 16.7 12 5.6 g
Missing servations UNK UNK ¢ 5 i
URK UNK ; i UCCUPATIONAL LEVEL (Most Recent Lmployment) f
EDUCATION 2 No Prior Employment 42 14.9 34 16.6 |
No High School 40 13.6 30 14.3 ! Unskilled 121 43.1 90  43.9 i
Some ligh School 104 35.4 71 33.8 i Semi-Skilled 43 15.3 25  12.9 i
Completed High School 108 36.7 78 37.1 5 Skilled 26 9.2 21 10.2 ;
Some College N 31 10.5 22 10.5 ! Clerical-Sales 32 11.4 29 10.7 :
Completed College 7 2.4 7 3.3 § Tuuhnicgli 2 0.7 2 1.0 i
Graduate Work I/ 210 g gan?ger%al ) 3 1.1 9 10 ?
TOTAL 294 100.0 210 100.0 rolessiona 12— 4.3 Gl h
TOTAL i
Missing Observations 66 18.3 6 2.8 ) 281  100.0 205 100.0 I
Missing Observations 79 21.9 11 5.1 i
STUDENT STATUS A :
Not Enrolled 225 77.6 161 76.3 AVERAGE WEEKLY NLT INCOME (1 Year Prior to Referral) j
Enrolled/Full Time 54 18.6 42 19.9 . Unewployed 83 45.6 70 50.0 ?
Enrolled/Part Time 11— 3.8 Beea3~8 ?11§2?OO 29 15.9 18  12.9 :
, . §51-§1. 28 15.4 22 15.7
TOTAL 290 100.0 211 100.0 ‘ S101-8150 2 L 2 157 |
Missing Observations 70 19.4 5 2.3 ?lSL-$2OO 13 7.1 9 6.4
“ $201-3300 8 4.4 6 4.3
*Percentages based on the totals of reported data for each variable. Differences 1n $500-$999 1 o¢ j,. :
variable totals due to missing data. TOTAL 182 100.0 140 100.0
: ] nta represents the ifents sta at. the time the .
**lnless otherwise specified, data represents the clicnts status at t , M e o . oo
the intake interview was conducted { Missing Observations 178 49.4 76  35.2
A=-2]
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Table 3D Page 3

REFERRED ACCEPTED
N = 360 N= 27
Vi % ] b4
#f LEGAL DEPENDENTS
0 164 54.7 117 54.9
1-2 93  31.0 65 30.5
3-5 37 12.3 27 12.7
6-8 6 2.0 4 1.9
TOTAL 300 100.0 213 100.0
Missing Observations 60 20.0 3 1.4
PSYCHOLOGICAL TREATMENT (1 Year Prior to Referral)
None 229 81.2 200 97.1
Qutpatient 44 15.6 3 1.5
Hospitalized 8 . 3.2 T
TOTAL 282 100.0 206 100.1
78 21.7 10 4.6

Missing Observations

e TR S
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Table 3E.

Berrien County's Referred and Accepted Client Populations

Background Characteristics of

due to missing data.

**Jnless othorwise specified, data represents the clients status at the time the

the incake interview was conducted

A-23

REFERRED ACCEPTED
# % # %
CURRENT RESIDENCE I
- In-County 301 89.9 290 90.1
Adjacent County 27 8.0 25 7.8
Other 7 2.1 7 2.2
TOTAL 335 100.0 322 100.1
Missing Observations 13 3.7 12 3.6
LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
Alone 44 11.8 41 12.2
Spouse 83 22.2 77 23.0
Children 50 13.4 47 14.C
Parents 156  41.7 150 44.8
Relatives 16 4.3 16 4.8
Friends 17 4.5 16 4.8
Institution 8 2.1 8 2.4
Siblings 0 0 - -
TOTAL 374 100.0 335 100.0
Missing Observations UNK  URK UNK UNK
EDUCATION
No High School 53 16.2 49  15.4
Some High School 132 40.2 128 40.3
Completed High School 98  29.9 96 30.2
Some College 31 9.5 31 9.7
Completed College 11 3.4 11 3.5
Graduate Work 3 .9 3 .9
TOTAL 328 100.0 318 100.0
Missing Observations 20 5,7 16 4.8
STUDENT STATUS
Not Enrolled 229 66.8 218 66.1
Enrolled/Full Time 99  28.9 97  29.4
- Enrolled/Part Time 15 4.4 15 4.5
TOTAL 343 100.1 330 100.0
- ilssing Observations 5 1.4 4 1.2
*Percentages based on the totals of reported data for each variable. Differences
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Table 3E Page 2
i Table 3E Page 3
.
REFERRED ACCEPTED i
e RE D ™
N= 348 N= 334 % FERRED ACCEPTED
b N = 348 -
! 7 f % | N = 334
‘ ‘ . " # % # %
EMPLOYMENT STATUS (30 Days Prior to Referral) 8.5 12 38.9
No Prior Ewployment 130  38. 5 . }
Full-Time 109 32.5 105 32.7 # LEGAL DEPENDENTS
Part-Time 57 17.0 54  16.8 0 230 66.3 222 66.7
Unemployed - Laid Off 13 3.9 12 3.7 ) g—g 74 - 21.3 72 21.6
Unemployed - Disability 11 3.3 10 3.1 6‘8 40 11.5 36 10.8
Upemployed - Fired 4 1.2 4 1.2 . a2 - 3 9 3 0.9
Upemployed - Quit 11 3.3 11 3.4 { " ‘ TOTAL - 347  100.0 333  100.0
TOTAL 335 100.0 321 100.0 | & Missing Observations 1 0.3 1 0.3
Missing Observations 13 3.7 13 3.9 3{ '
PRIMARY INCOME SOURCE (1L Year Prior to Referral) ‘ . PSYCHOLOGICAL TREATMENT (1 Year Prior to Referral)
Oyn Employment 144 41.6 140 43.8 None ‘ 304 93.8 297 95.5
Spouse 31 9.0 29 9.1 Outpatient 16 4.9 11 3.5
Family 108  31.2 105 32.8 Hospitalized 4 1.2 3 1.0
Compensation/Benefits/Retirement 19 5.5 4 1.3 TOTAL
Public Assistance 29 8.4 28 8.8 ; ' ' - 324 99.9 311 100.0
Otherx ' 5 1.4 4 1.3 { Missing Observations 24 6.9 23 6.9
None 10 2.9 10 3.1 '
TOTAL 346 100.0 320 100.2
Missing Observations 2 0.6 14 4,2
QCCUPATIONAL LEVEL (Most Recent Employment) :
Ne Prior Employment 108 32.8 106  33.7 ,
Unskilled 127  38.6 122 38.7 ;
semi-Skilled 54 16.4 49 15.6 |
Skilled 13 4.0 12 3.8 ;
Clerical-Sales 7 2.1 7 2.2 :
Techpical . 3 0.9 3 1.0 :
Manapgerial ' 4 1.2 3 1.0 i
Professional 13 4.0 13 4.1 ;
TOTAL 329 100.0 315 100.0 ;
Missing Observations 19 5.5 19 5.7
i
AVERAGE WEEKLY NET INCOME (1 Year Prior to Referral) i
" Unemployed 13 8.7 11 8.0
$1-850 47 31.5 46 33.6
§51-$100 38 25.5 33 24,1 - 3
$101-$150 22 14.8 20 14.6 |
$151-8200 10 6.7 10 7.3 %
$201-$300 15 10.1 14 10.2 =
$301-$500 3 2.0 2 1.5
$500-5999 1 0.7 1 0.7
TOTAL 149 100.0 137 100.0 |
Missing Observations 198 . 57.1 197  59.0
i
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Table 4. Offenses of Referred Population by Project
A'Hh‘i£9§ WAYNE LNGHAM ! JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN 7
N:; 271. \Jr: 266 1 \‘::. 233 N;; 360 N= 348 i
4 i A 4 A 5!
N S AU S DU, ASUHUPUPE 1Y S, S e f
Lrimes Against ! i i
Persons [ ; |
i
Sexual Assault | 1 0.11 - - - - i I 0.4 - - - i
Robbery 6 0.41 2 0.9 - - 4 0.4 2 0. - -
Assault , 21 1.3112 3.7 & 1.5] 4 1.6 1 0.3 - -
| 2 .81 1 56| T 1.5, & 2.4 3 0.9 - =
Crimes Against ! f i %
Property ! ! : 5
i {
Arson L5 0.3 1 0.3] 03 1.1 0.4 - - | - -
Burglary 1173 10.9 " 8] 24.91 30 1.0} 5 2.0] 26 '7.00 31 8.5,
Larceny ‘853 53.9 73 22.5 175 27.6 1192 77.7| 272 72.9 241 66.0
Stolen Vehicle | 47 3.0 27 8.3/ 15 5.51 2 0.8 2 0.5 1 0.3
Forgery i 39 2.5 15 4.6 15 5.5 2 0.8/ 5 1.3 2 0.5
Fraud i 98 6.2 14 4.3 51 18.7 111 .4l 12 3.2 10 2.7E
Embezzlement 1k 0.9} 1 0.3] 6 - 2.2| 3 1.2 2 0.5 2 0.5
Stolen Property (125 7.9 . 56 17.2 1 33 12.1 ] 4 1.6/ 8 2.1 24 6.6;
Damage Property , 43  2.71 8 2.5 11 hoi 2 0.8/ 14 3.7 8 2.2]
' 1397 88.3 f76 84.9 239 87.7 222 89.7] 341 91.2} 319 87.3}
Morals/Decency 1 ?
Crimes : i
Drugs ' 59 3.7.13 L.o| 4 1.5 4 1.6/ 8 2.1 30 8.2
Sex Offenses |4 0.21 2 0.6 - - 0.4 - - ] 0.3
Family Offenses @ 13 0.8 5 1.5 2 0.7 1 1 0.41 3 0.8 2 0.5
Gamb1ing P33 0.2 - - - - ] 0.4 1 0.3 1 0.3
Liquor 110 0.61 - - 12 0.7 1 1 0.4 2 0.5 5 1.4
Drunkenness (18 a1 0.3110 3.71 4 1.6 3 0.8 - -
107 6.6121 6.4 18 6.6 112 4.8} 17 4.5 39 10.7
‘Public Order
Crimes
Obstructipgy; . 1 4 0.2 1 0.3 2 0.71] 1 0.4 - - - -
Flight/Escape 2 0.1 - - - - - - ] 0.3t 1 0.3
Weapon 12 0.7¢ 7 2.1 - - 2 0.8 - - 3 0.8
Public Peace 10 0.61 3 0.9 - 3 1.2y 2 0.5 2 0.5
Traffic 19 1.2 1 0.3 9 3.3 I 0.4 7 1.9 ] 0.3
Invasion of Pri-| 2 0.1 - - - - - - 2 0.5{ - -
Tax Revenue oty 0312 - = 4z
50 3.0413 3.9 1 1 4.0 7 2.8] 12 3.2 7 1.9
HOTAL 11582 100.0 B25 100.0 272 100.0 g4y 100.0;} 373 100.0§ 365 100.0
A-26
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Lrimes Against

« Persons

: Sexual Assault

.! Robbery
Assault

i
Crimes Against
Property

i

Arson

Burglary
Larceny

Stolen Vehicle
Forgery

Fraud
Embezzlement

Stolen Property
. Damage Property

Morals/Decency
Crimes

Drugs

Sex Offenses
Family Offenses
Gambling

Liquor
Drunkenness

Public Order
Crimes
i

‘ ObStrUCtiﬁglice

{

! Flight/Escape
Weapon

L Public Peace.
Traffic
Invasion of 5
. Tax Revenue

TOTAL

&y

Table 5.
'\' ‘ I\ 1o \‘s r- 1;\'\:.\.'31-
M= 1479 ! ys 271
i /n ' +f i
. JEUR & PR OO -
|
1 0.1l - -
2 0.2. -~ -
6 0.6, 3 2.
L9 0.9] 3 2.
[ |
| |
; !
-~ - , -~ ~
96 9.7! 31 24.8
607 61.4. 29 23.2
22 2.2 11 8.8
16 1.6 4 3.2
36 3.6 : 2 1.6
7 0.7 - -
69 7.01 23 18.4
19 1.9 3 2.4
872 88.1 103 82.4
Iy b7 5.6
4 0.4 2 1.6
9 0.9 3 2.4
] 0.1 - -
9 0.9 - -
8 0.8}y -~ -
75 7.5 E 12 9.6
2 0.2 ] 0.8
2 0.2 - -
9 0.9 3 2.4
9 0.9 1 0.8
9 0.9 ] 0.8
1 0.1t 1 0.8
32 3.2 7 5.6
588  100.0 {125 100.0
I

Offenses of Accepted Population by Project

CTTNGHAM | T TAGKSOW | CALIIOUN BERRIEN |
V= 266 N= 233 N= 360 N= 348
I W 40 4 i # ks
{
- - ! ] 0.6 - - - -
- - ] 0.6 ] 0.5 -
108 2 123 - - | - =
1 0.81 k¥ 2% 1 0.5 = =
{
13 10.6 5 2.91 16 7.41 31 8.8
36 29.5 ‘136 79.0 {173 80.1 (233 66.0
7 5.7 ] 0.6 2 0.9 ] 0.3
5 4. 2 1.2 1 3 1.4l 2 0.6
21 17.2 1 0.6 3 1.4 9 2.5
2 1.6 2 1.2 1 0.5 2 0.6
15 12.3{ 3 1.7 1 &4 1.9 24 6.8
5 bl ! 0.6 { 2 0.9 8 2.3
104 - 85.1 | 151 87.8 204 9L. L | 310 87.8
|
3 2.4 k230 3 1.4 27 7.6
- - ] 0.6 - - ] 0.3
] 0.8 ] 0.6 2 0.9] 2 0.6
- - - - o= - 1 0.3
2 1.6 1 0.6 1 0.5( 5 1.4
o331 0k 234 - - 1 - -
10 8.2 11 6.5 | & 2.8] 36 10.2
1 0.8 - - - - - -
- - - - 1 0.5 1 0.3
- - 2 1.2 ] 0.5 3 0.9
- - 3 1.7 1 3 .47 2 0.6
4.9 1 0.6 - - 1 0.3
7 5.71 6 35| %5 7.4 7 2.0
122 100.0 {172 100.0 |216 100.0 |353 100.0
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Table 6A.. Number of Prior Offenses of Referred Population by Project

AGGREGATE WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN
N= 1479 N= 271 N= 266 N= 233 N= 360 N= 348
i % / Zl 4 B # 21 # 4N %
0 1131 86.2 | 208 81.2| 154 73.3 | 157 88.7 |286 88.5 |326 94.2
1 126 9.6 28 10.9f 31 14.8 | 14 7.9 1 36 11.2 | 17 4.9 |
2 37 2.81 13 5.1 16 7.6 5 2.8 1 0.3 2 0.6
3 12 0.9{ 4 1.6 6 2.9 1 0.6 ) - -1 1 0.3°
4 6 0.5 3 1.2 3 1.4 - - - - - -
TOTAL 1312 100.0 |256 100.0} 210 100.0 {177 100.0 |323 100.0J346 100.0
issi
“giieiiations 167 11.3}15 5.5 56 21.1| 56 24.0 | 37 10.3{ 2 0.6
Table 6B. Number of Prior Offenses of Accepted Population by Project ‘
AGCREGATE WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN
N= 941 N= 112 N= 12 N= 159 N= Ne
9 7 | g Al x| AN IS 1 AT
0 838 90.3 97 89.0| 86 76.8 | 142 89.3 [199 92.6 |314 94.3
1 65 7.0 7 6.4 13 11.6{ 13 8.2 | 16 7.4 1 16 4.8
2 18 1.9 4 3.7 9 8.0 3 1.9 - - 2 0.6
E3
3 7 0.8 1 0.9 4 3.6 1 0.6 | NA 1 0.3
b3 X *
4 - - - - - -1 NA NA NA
TOTAL . .
928 100.0 |109 100.0 1112 100,0 1159 100.0 215 100.0 1333 100.0
Missing
Observations 13 1.4 3 2.7 8 6.7 - -1 1 0.5 1 0.3

% "NA" indicates that no cases were referred to the program

1

as missing.
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If the total number of prior offenses of a client was unknown, the case was recorded
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prior offenses. |
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Table 7. Types of Prior Offenses of Referred Population
[AGGRLGATE | WAYNE LNGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN | BERRIEN |
N=260% i N= 78 N=193 N= 27 N= 38 N= 24
L # A s it s % # Zy # Z1 ¢ 4
Crimes Against ‘
Persons ,
Robbery 3 1.3 . 2 2.8{ - - - - 1 2.8 ‘
Assault 17 7.1 i1l 15.3} 4 4.9 1 3.7] 1 2.8 | = -
20 8.4 113 18,1} 4 4.9 1 3.71 2 5.6 - '
Crimes Against i :
Property ‘
Arson | 3 1.3 1 1.4 2 2.5 - -] - - - -
Burglary 28 11.7 12 6.7y 7 8.6 1 3.7 4 11L.1 4 16.7
Larceny 155 22,9 14 19.4) 14 17.3 9 33.31 6 16.7 | 12 50.0
Stolen Vehicle' 5 2.1 1 1.47 4 4.9 - - - .- - -
Forgery L2 0.8 2 2.8/ - - | - o T
Fraud ! 6 2.5 2 2.8 3 3.7 - - - - 1 4.2
Embezzlement | 2 0.8 i= - - - 1 3.7 - - 1 4.2
Stolen Prop. ! 4 1.7 . 3 4.2y - - ~- 1 2.8 = -
Damaged Prop. | 3 1.3 2 2.81 1 1.2 = - = .= = -
%08 45.0 |37 51.4) 31 38.3 | 11 40.741 11 30.6 { 18 75.0
Morals/Decency
.Crimes
Drugs 16 6.7 2 2.8} 7 8.6 1 3.7 6 16.7 - -
Sex Offenses 2 0.8 ’ 1 1.4} = - 1 3.71 - - - -
Family Offensesl3 5.4 } 6 8.3} 5 6.2 - - 2 5.6 - -
Gambling | 2 0.8 § - - - - - - 1 2.8 1 4.2
Liquor 6 2,5 | - - 2 2.5 1 3.7 2 5.6 1 4,2
Drunkenness 19 7.9 L1 1.4} 8 9.9 7 25.91 3 8.3 = -
| 58 24,2 {10 13.9¢ 22 27.2 1 10 37.0}1 14  38.9 2 8.4
Public Order
Crimes
Obstructing
Police 7 2.9 ] 4 5.61 2 2.5 - - - - 1 4.2
Flight/Escape | 2 0.8 1 1.4 - - - - 1 2.8 - -
Weapon 5 2.1 ] 2 2.8 2 2.5 1 3.71 - - - -
Public Peace |10 4,2 1 3 4.21 3 3.7 2 7.41 1 2.8 1 1 4.2
Traffic 30 12.5 1 2 2.8 17 21.0 2 _7.41 7 19.4 2 8.4
54 22,5 {12 16.71 24  29.6 5 18.5} 9 25.0 4 16.7
TOTAL P40 100.0 )72 100.04 81 100.0 } 27 100.0} 36 100.0 | 24 100.0
Missing 20 7.7 { 6 7.71 12 12.9 0 0 2 5.3 - -
*This figure repfesents the gotal number |of prior of#enses which jwere committed
by individuals teferred to ghe program—+4not the number of individuals havin$
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Table 8. Types of Prior Offenses of Accepted Population :
; Table 9A. Previous Time in Jail of Referred Population by Project
AGGREGATE WAYNE LNGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRILY !
N 122 NS 18 N= 43 N= 22 N= 16 N= 23 ; e .
. # 2 | 3l ¢ . KR wl u 4 % AGORIGAT; WAYNE. T INGHANM T TACKSON |7 eaiou T T RRLN
| : | ; ) Ne 1479 4=272 N=200 | N=233 w300 N=348
! ' ;f o i o d it wl Wl /R sl %
i i : ! W -
' bt fone |
; gzizgisz&gainst | . ! None 1095 96.4 §229  93.5| 173 94.0! 159 100.0 276 96.2| 259  98.9
| =) ! Less tnan 5 Days 36 3.2 14 5.7 11 6.0 - - 8 2.8 3 1.1
" Robbety - - - -] NA NA NA © Less than 6 Mos 4 0.31 2 0.8] R S .
! Assault 5  4.2] 3 17.6) 1 2.4 1 4.8 - - | NA ! l o tos - 1 Year . ? ' - -
? 5 42| 3 17.6 1 2471 4.8 - = | ™ : t b Mos = 1 Year I B -l - - - -1 - - - -
J i ] 1~ 2 Years 1 0.1 - - - N -
! Crimes Against i } - 1 C.3 - "
; Property ; LOTAL 1136 100.0 245 100.0| 183 100.0| 159 100.0| 287 100.0| 262 100.0
, : 1SSING
X Arson - - - - - - NA NA NA { ! M et T 1
 Burglary 11 9.2; 1 5.9 2 4.8 1 4.8 3 18.70 4  17.4: OBSERVATLOSS | 343 23.2§ 27  9.9] 83 31.20 74 31.8] 73 20.3| 86  24.7
. Larceny 29 24,41 4 23.5] 6 14.3] 6 28.6{ 2 12.5{ 11 47.8 ‘
. Stolen Vehicle | 2 1.7 = - 2 4.8] NA NA NA ; i
' Forgery - - - - { NA NA NA NA
. Fraud 2 1.7 - - 1 2.4 NA NA ' 1 4.3
; Embezzlement 1 0.8 | NA NA - ~ | NA 1 4.31
' Stolen Property; 2 1.7 2 11.8} NA NA - - | NA f .
! Damage Property - - B - - NA NA NA | ] Table 9B. Previous Time in Jail of Accepted Population by Project
: 47  39.5 | 7  41.2| 11 26.3| 7 33.4] 5 31.2| 17  73.8.
l !
’ Morals/Decency i
© Crimes
i Drugs 9 7.6 - - 5 11.9] 1 4.8 3 18.7] NA 2 ACCREGATE WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN
\ Sex Offenses 2 1.7 1 5.9] NA 1 4.8] NA NA , d=941 =112 N=120 N=159 N=216 N= 334
i Family Offenses| 7 5.9 3 17.6] 2 4.8 NA 2 12.5] NA it ay i | i vl # | ¢ il %
: Gambling 1 0.8 | NA NA NA - 1 4.3 o
| Liquor 5 4.2 | NA 2 4.8 1 4.8) 1 6.3 1 4.3 Nonu 821 97.6) 101  96.2| 114 95.0( 153 100.0{ 206 96.7|247 98.8
Drunkenness %% Jé?i 7 733 'i% gg:; _g" 25'8 & T3 ’N% 8.6 wess chan > bays |18 2.1y 4 3.8 6 5.0 N 5 2.3y 3 1.2
’ Less than 6 Mos ) 0.2 - - NA NA 2 1.0] Na
1 g??;i; Otder ‘ 6 Mos - 1 Yeax - - NA NA . NA NA - NA
Obstructing ) 1_“ : Years - n | NA NA B - | NA
Police 3 2.5 5.9 1 2.4| NA NA - 1 4.3 B PO
Flight/Escape | 1 os |l - N NA 1 63! xa \‘.SS,[Q?1~-L 841 _ 99.9 105 100.0| 120 100.0! 153 100.0| 213 100.0/250 100.0
L L i YOS A RS .
gsgrﬁz Peace é gg T s é gg ng o 5 Nll* ‘3 _._OBSLRVATLONS 100  10.6F 7 6.7] - -{ 6 3.8] 3 1.4] 8  25.1
Traffic 19 160 1 5.9 |12 28.6} 1 4.8/ 3  18.7] 2 8.7 i
' 30 25.0 3 17.7 14 33.41 4 19.11 6 34.50 4 17.3 ‘ "NA"-not applicable-no cases were referred to the program
TOTAL 119  100.0 { 17 100.0 | 42 100.0f 21 100.0| 16 100.0f 23  100.0
Missing 3 250 1 s 1 23 1 45 0 of 0o o0
| . g
E ' \ i
| L A-31
| A-30 oL -
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Table 10A Probation History of Referred Population by Project*

AGGREGATE WAYNE INGILAM 1 JACKSON | GALIOLN
N=1131 N=272 A2206  §  N=233 8=360
e Al 2l Lo Wl z
[l 1
| |
| Neww 820  92.5p25 89.3 | 169 92.3' 159 99.4| 267 91.4
| Less than 6 Mos | 37 4.24 15 5.9 6 3.3 - - 16 5.5
CbMos - LYewr | 21 2.4 5 2.0 b 1 0.6 7 2.4
bl -2 years 7 0.8] 5° 2.0 - - - -l 2 0.7
i
Uver 2 Years 2 0.2 2 0.8 - - - - - -
TOTAL -887 100.0 52 100.0 | 183 100.0f 160 100.0] 292 100.0
MLSSTNG
OBSLERVATLONS 244 21.6§ 20 7.3 83 31.2¢ 73 31.3( 68 18.9
Table 10B Probation History of Accepted Population by Project®*
[ AGGREGATE WAYNE INGHAM | JACKSON |  CALHOUN
4= 607 N=112 =120 | N=159 N=216
e, it N syt o sy it A
Nouw 572 95.74 104 94.5| 110 91.7| 154 100.0f 204 95.3
Lews tnan o Mos 16 2.7 3 2.7 5 4.2 - .- 8 3.7
6 Mos - 1 Year 8 1.3 2 1.8 5 4.9 - - 1 0.5
L - 2 Ycars 2 0.3 1 9| NA NA 1 0.5}
Over 2 Yaars - - - -l NA NA NA
POTAL 598 .100.08 110 99.9{ 120 100.1{ 154 100.0| 204 100.0
MLSSLNG - 3.1 12 5.6
OLSLERVAT LONS 2 1.y 2 1.8 13 ol

"NA" - not applicable - no cases were referred to the program

*Beryien data not available
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Table 1lA Delinquent History of Referred Population by Project

AuunuyATHW WAYNE TNGHAFf“”{“"UXEEEUN””T'"YSﬂjRﬂﬁJ"""“7hﬁﬁﬁiﬂfw‘
N=1479 N=272 N=266 N=233 N=360 N=348
# A # ; i % # il A1 # %
Not Adjudicated 1069 87.4 195 79.3/ 145 79.2 | 150 93.7 |263 89.8 {316 92.7
Adjudicated
(Vorisiod 53 4.3 14 5.7/ 15 8.2 3 1.9 14 4,8 | 17 5.0
Adjudicated 10 i
(ot Vertt ied) 1 8.3 37 15.0] 23 12.6! 7 4.4 | 13 4.4 8 2.3
MLSSLESTAL 1223 100.Q4 246 _ 100.0/183 100.0 | 160 100.0 {293 100.0 | 341 100.0
OBSERVATLIONS | 410  27.7 26 2:60 83 31.21 73 31.3| 67 18.6] 7 2.0
Table 11B Delinquent History of Accepted Client Population by Project
AQQFEGATE WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN
= 941” N=112 N=120 N=159 N=216 N= 334
[ i ‘ it % it v i % ¥ % it 7
| Wol Adjudicate
Nol Adjudicated (833 91.9 95 90.5| 97  84.3 |142 94.7 |196 93.8 [303 92.7
Adjudicated 38 4.9 .
(Verified) 1 3 2.9 8 7.0 3 2.0 8 3.8 | 16 4.9
Adjudicated
(Nor Veritied) 35 3.4 7 6.7 | 10 8.7 5 3.3 5 2.4 8 2.4
) TOTAL 906 100.4
T 105 _100.1 |115 100.0 | 150 100.0 {209 100.0 327 100.0
_OBSERvATLONS | 35 7 62l 5 4] o s 73,210 7 2.1
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Table l12A Legal Status of Referred Population by Project

AGGREGATE WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN
N=1479 N=272 N=266 N=233 N=360 N=348
it % it A # Py it P i# 4 st i
ln Custody 52 3.8f 4 1.5 35 146, 1 0.6] 1 0.3| 11 3.2
Bond 243 17.8f 119 44.9] 23 9.61 7 4.0 15 4.4 79 23.0
Recognizancy 796 58.41 138 52.1| 67 27.9]104 60.1 (265 77.5)222 64.7
Cltation 124 9.1 - - - -| 61 35.3 38 11.1 25 7.3
Avaiting Charge |115  8.4) 4  1.5| 85 35.41 - -l 22 6] 4 1.2
Other 33 2.4} - -| 30 12.5' - =1 1 0.3 2 0.6
TOTAL 1363 _99.98 265 100.0 1240 10001173 100.0 1342 100.0.1343 100.0
MLSSING
OBSERVATIONS 116 7.8 7 2.6 | 26 9.81 60 25.8 | 18 5.0 5 1.4
Table 12B Legal Status of Accepted Population by Project
AGGRECATE WAYNE INGIAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRLEN
N= 941 N=112 N=120 N=159 N=216 N= 334
it % it % it v it o % Hoy b %
Ln Custody 30 3.2 - - 20 16.8 1 0.6 1 8 2.4
Bond 148 15.9] 43 39.1| 12 10.1 3.8 | 11 76 23.1
Recognizanca 585 62.81 64 58.2 | 37 31.1} 98 61.6|171 79.51} 215 65.3
Citation 102 10.9 r -1 - -| 54 34.0| 23 10.7| 25 7.6
Awalting Charge 49 5.3 3 2.7 34 28.6 NA - 9 4.2 3 0.9
Other 18 1.91 NA -| 16 13.4 ] NA - - - 2 0.6
TUTAL 932 100.09110 100.0 [119 100.0 (159 100.0 |215 100.0 | 329 100.0
MLSSING
OBSERVATLONS 9 0.9 2 1.8 1 0.8) - - 1 0.5 5 1.5

"NA"-not applicable, no cases were referred to the program
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Table 13N Warrant Statos ol Reforred Fopulation by Projecer#

SGGRECATE wavvs 1T IS T JACNSMR"“]’ CALNOUN
| N= 1131 N=27. Xe266 N=277 N=360
! o Yo i 7% # 9 ; i w1 v
D ) |
' Llot Prepared 800 79.210177 71.4 1221 87.41153 90.5 249 73.2
| Prepared 125 12.4] 2 0.8 23 9.1] 14 83| 86 25.3
| prepared & 85 8.4]69 27.8] 9 3.61 2 12| 5 1.5
. Arraigned . !
TOTAL 1010 100.08248 100.0 | 253 100.0| 169 100.0 | 340 100.0 |
MLSSING ' !
. OBSERvATLONs | 121 10.7 4 24 8.8/ 13  4.9| 64 27.5| 20 5.6
Table 13B Warrant Status of Accepted Population by Project*
’
[ NGoRECATE] T WATRE INGIAN T Jacksoy |7 CATHOUN ]
W= 607 N=112 N=120 N=15Y N=2lo
R B Py i 4 i p i v %
i Not Preparaed 531 88.7¢ 78  71.6 |112 94.1| 144  92.3 197 91.6
i Prapared 27 4.5 1 0.9 3 2,51 10 6.4 13 6.0
b Prepared 41 6.8 30 27.5 4 3.4 2 1.3 5 2.3
o arralgned
b e e —
i- U TOTAL 299 _100.0f 109 100.0 | 119 100.0; 156 100.0 | 215 99.9
| SSLNG B A A
osstRvarions L8 1.3 3 2.7 1 0.8 3 1.9! 1 0.5
*Berrien data not available
A=35
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: EDUCATION

‘Not a problem

,Primary problem '

: Secondary problem
Total

Missing

VOCATIONAL~
EMPLOYMENT

Not a p.cblem

"Primary problem

Secondary problem
Total

Missing

- DRUG~ALCOHOL

Not a problem

‘Primary problem

" Secondary problem
Total

iMissing

{ FAMILY-MARITAL

:Not a problem

j Primary problem
fSecondary problem
© Total

;Missing

. PSYCHOLOGICAL-
I PSYCHIATRIC

Not a problem

Primary problem

Secondary problem
Total

Missing

FINANCIAL

Not a problem
Primary problem
Secondary problem
I Total

Missing

Table 14. Diagnosils of Client Treatment Needs by Froject

f

B S B R T

CALHOUN |

Ramage |
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AGGRIGATE VAYNE INGHAM JACKSO: BERRIEN |
N=941 n=112 N=120 N= 159 N= 216 N= 334

¥ A AR S % it 21 3 s 4
303 52.2 43 52.4}128 40.6 53  46.9 75 66.4 104 51.0
167 28.7 33 40.2130 43.5 + 35 31.0 | 31 27.4 38 18.6
111 19.1 6 7.3111 15.9 ’ 25 22.1 7 6.2 62 30.4
581 100.0 : 82 99.9169 100.0 :113 100.0 {113 100.0 }204 100.0
1360 38.3 | 30  26.8/51  42.5 | 46 28.9 (103  47.7 [130  38.9
i322  50.8 58 51.8142 44,7 | 53  43.8 | 77 60.6 | 92  46.7
202 31.9 © 31 27.7145 47.9 | 52 43.0 | 43 33.9 | 31 15.7
110 17.3 ' 6 5.41 7 7.4 16 - 13.2 7 5.5 74 37.6
634 100.0 95 99.9194 100.0 5121 100.0 127 100.0 |197 100.0
307 32.6 . 17 15.2)26 21.7 | 38 23.9 | 89 41.2 137 41,0
400 75.9 | 44 69.8(39 52.7 75 73.5 | 85  94.4 |157 79.3
94 17.8 | i4 22,2127 36.5 | 17 16.7 3 3.3 | 33 16.7
33 6.3 5 7.91 8 10.8 {10 9.8 2 2.2 8 4.0
527 100.0 § 63 99.9}74 100.0 {102 100.0 | 90 99.9 |198 100.0
414 44,0 | 45 43,8146 38.3 { 57 35.8 {126 58.3 (136  40.7
323 60.1 { 40 63.5]39 52.7 | 30 25.4 | 85 89.5 {129 69.0
118 - 22.0 | 17 27.0(22 29.7 | 57 48.3 4 4.2 118 9.6
96 17.9 1 & 9.5{13 17.6 | 31 26.3 | 6 _ 6.3 | 40 21.4
537 100.0 { 63 100.0{74 100.0 {118 100.0 } 95 100.0 {187 100.0
404 42.9 1 49 43.8]38 33.9 | 41 25.8 121 56.0 {147 44.0
366 70.2 } 43 65.2}36 62.1 | 42 36.8 | 83 83.8 |162 88.0
101 19.4 19 28.8114 24.1 41  36.0 | 13 17.2 14 7.6
94 _10.4 4 6.1 8 13.8 {31 27.2 3 3.0 8 4.4
521 100.0 | 66 100.1}58 100.0 }114 100.0 | 99 100.0 [184 100.0
42¢  44.6 1 46 41.1) 54 48.2 | 45 28.3 |117 54.2 [150 44.9
274 47.7 { 39 52.7§39 44.3 } 41 35.7 | 82 8l.2 73 37.1
228  39.7 28 37.8{29 33.0 | 52 45.2 16 15.8 {103 52.3
73 12.7 7 9.5120 22.7 22 19.1 3 3.0 21 10.7
575 100.1 } 74 100.0;88 100.0 |115 100.0 j101 100.0 |197 100.1
366 38.9 { 38 33.9}24 21.4 | 44 27.7 J115 53.2 J137 41.0

Table 15. Diagnostic Tools Used in Treatment Diagnosis by Project

AGGREGATE WAYNE INGHAM JA '
REGA' CKSON CALI E
} N= 1479 N= 272 N= 266 N=233 NﬁiOUN BﬁERIEN
: 1 % # A i % # % # 3%’ it 48
Professionally ) ¢
Administered 182 7 ‘
Adn 31 3 0.9 14 3.40 - - 3 0.5 162 18.5
Personal
Intervieus 1188  47.8]242 73.1| 180 44.1{163 52.41 285 51.2 [318 36.3
Questiomnaires
820 - 33.0! 78 23.6| 165  40.4{143
. . . 46.01 220 39.5
o . .5 |214 24 .4
ocZSlca . Xam: 15 0.6 1 0.3 6 1.5] 1 0.3 2 0.4 5 0.6
er - eci . ) )
biasmont PN . Y | 182 7.3 5 1.5 3 0.7 1 0.3 3 0.5 [170 19.4
sis oL . ‘ )
Perfornad 97 3.9) 2 0.6] 40 9.8] 3 1.0 44 7.9 8 0.9
TOTAL
2484 99,9]331 ]
e 100.0 [408 99.91311 100,01 557 100.0 {877 100.1
Obse; i
servations UNK UNK UNK UNK. UNK UNK

Because mvltiple diagnostic tools could

missing otservations is unknown.
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Project*

Table 16, Number and Type of Services Provided Terminated Clients by
TOTAL WAYNE INGHAM CALHOUN BERRIEN
N= 607 N= 112 N= 120 N= 159 N= 216
Education. 158*% 26.0 | 28 25.00 29 24.2} 3 1.9 95 44.0
Vocational -

Employment 155 25.5} 38 33.9} 31 25.8} 9 5.7 73  33.8
Drug~Alcohol 59 9.7 1 15 13.4) 14 11L.7 | 2 1.3 28 13.0
Family-Marital 38 6.3 - - 24 20.01 7 4.4 4 1.9
Psychological -

%sychiatric ‘ 36 5.9 3 2.7 12 10.0 |16 10.1 5 2.3
Financial 15 2.5 1 0.9 5 4,21 2 1.3 7 3.2
Dental-Medical 5 0.8 - - 2 1.7 2 1.3 1 0.5
‘Legal 4 0.7 - - 1 0.8y - - 1 0.5

TOTAL. 470 100.0| 85 100.0} 118 100.0] 41 100.0 |214 100.1
*Jackson data is not available
A-38
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‘Table 17.

Reasons for Prosecutor Rejection of Case by Project

AGGRECA%@ WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALIOUN BERRIEN
N=538" N=110 N=146 N= 74 N4144 N= 14
i % # A % # 2] # 21 A
. ¥
Seriousness of

Offense 25 6.4 10 8.0 5 4.7 2 3.0 8 9.5 - -
Pattern of Crimi-

nal Behavior 110 28.4 30 24.0 34 32.1 19 28.8 27 32.1 - -
Refused Moral

Responsibility 57 14.7 6 4.8 16 15.1 13 19.7 22 26.2 - -
Refused to Make 6

Restitution 1.5 - - - - 1 1.5 4 4.8 1 14.3
Not a Count .

Reoidont Y 33 8.5 3 2.4 7 6.6 13 19.70 9 10.7{ 1 14.3
Not Cooperative 102 26.3 43 34.4 33 31.1 17 25.8 8 9.5 1 14.3
Required Service

Not Available 41 10.6 20 16.0 11 10.4 1 1.5 6 7.1 3 42.8
Other 14 3.6 13 10.4 - - - - - - 1 14.3

TOTAL 388 100.0 125 100.0 | 106 100.0 66 100.0 84 99.9 7 100.0
Missing . .
Observations UNK TNK TUNK UNK UNK UNK

This figure represents the number of individuals who were referred to the program
But were not accepted.

Because multiple reasons could have been recorded as the basis for

number of missing observations is unknown.
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1 Table 18. Length of Client Invo;vement in Program by Project
: [ AGOREGATY | WAYNE LNGHAM JACKSON “CALHOUN | BERRIEN
; N= 615 N= 122 N= 105 N= 152 N= 137 N= 99
# i ~ A L i) x| %
0 to 3 Months 47 7.6 1 0.8 14  13.3 14 9.2{ 10 7.3 8 8.1
4 to 6 Months |151  24.5| 2  1.6| 6 5.7 61 40.1| 65 47.4 | 17 17.2
7 to 9 Months 123 20.0 2: 1.6 8 7.6] 22 14,5y 55 40.1 1 36 36.4
10 o 12 Months |248  40.3|114 93.4| 62  59.00 47 30,9/ 7 5.1 18  18.2]
Over 12 Months | 46 7.5 3 2.51 15 14.3 8 5.3} - - 20 20.2
TOTAL 615 100.0 | 122 100.0 | 105 100.0 |152 100.0|137 100.0[ g9  99.9|

A-40

This figure represents the total number of clients reported as having terminated.
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Table 19. Type of Client Termination by Project

AGCREGATE WAYNE INGHAM JACKSON CALHOUN BERRIEN

N= 955 N= 126 N= 120 N= 159 N= 216 N= 334
# % # Z1 # % # %21 & 2y # %
Successful® 749  90.0j111 88.1f -78 71.6] 134 88.2] 124 89.9| 302 98.4
Unsuccessfu13 83 10.0f 15 11-9 31 28-4 18" 11.8 14 10.1 5 1.6
TOTAL 832 100.0 |126  100.0{ 109100.0 152 100.0 | 138 100.0 | 307 100.0

Not Applicable 4

123 12.9 | - - 11 9.2 7 0.4 78 36.1 | 27 0.8

1This figure represents the number of clients which were accepted into the program

o
“A successful termination is defined as a case which was either dropped by the
prosecutor ox dismissed by the court subsequent to satisfactory program

involvement.

3

A termination was considered unsuccessful if a client witldrew from the program,
committed a new offense of a technical violation or failed to make restitution

payments.

4This figure represents the numbeér of clients who had either not yet terminated

from the program or for whom data was reported as missing.

In Calhoun County

the figure indicates those that were closed due to project termination.
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Table 20.

Length of Time Since Program Referral
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N=226 ;

‘3

Table 21. Number of Arrests Since Program Referral

|

|

i 6.6 2.5
0-~1 rs 150 14.5 14 5.6 | 70 31.0
flf-g ;Z:rs | 364 35.1{148 59.0 | 58  25.7; 56.9 24.5
-2-2% years . 374 36.0. 88 35.1 67 29.6 29.9 9.?
2%-3 years ; b7 b5t 0.3 | 31 13.7 ; ) 3.
over 3 years g 103 9'9ﬁ - - - - .

TOTAL j 1038 100.0'251 226  100.0
missing : 1 0.1 1 - -
A=42

A A b e

AGURLCATE WAYN LNGIIAM JACKSON [ CATIHOU |~ Tk W
N= 1039 N= 252 N=226 N=167 =196 he198
it % i al AL A A TR R
{
i :
None 761 73.31 191 76,1 128 56.6| 144 86.2 157 80.1 141 71.2:
1 176 17.00 43 17.1| 56 24.8| 19 11.4| 23 1.7 35 17.7.
2 68 6.6 9 3.6/ 29 12.8/ 4 24| g b& 17 8.6
3 or more 33 3.2) 8 3.2 13 s5.7] - - 7 35 5 2.5
TOTAL 1038 100.0! 251 100.0 226 100.0! 167 100.0| 196 100.0 198 100.0 |
missing 10 1 o] - - - - - - f - -
j : §
| ;
Tabie 22, Numbpr of Convictions Since Program Refeyral
AGCREGATE WAYNIE INCUAN JAGKSON | TCAITO T A
N=1039 N= 252 N= 226 N= 167 - 4196 4198
i %oy 4l 4 LoL# A TS N ]
None 768 85.2 192 81.7 129 - 80.6] 144 gy, 157  88.7; 146  83.0,
1 92 10.2 25 10.6 25 15.60 8 5.20 13 7.3 9 11.9,
2 33 3.7 13 5.8 6 3.8 1 0.7 6 3.4y 7 4o
3 or more 8 O.q 5 2.1 - - - - ] 0.6 2 1.2,
TOTAL 1039 loo.o} 235 100.0/ 160 100.0 153 100.0{ 177 100.0! 176 loo.og
missing 138 13.30 17 6.8 66 29.2 14 8.4 19 9.7/ 22 1.1
: g .
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Table 23. Intake Decision by Recidivism
(Arrests)
r DLD NOT o o
AGGREGATE ; nﬁnnlwg% u;unuxAgn glgLAL
ooy si7 8|07 Tl | 8
h CLIECTED Ca43 58.8 | 170 w2 | W13
x% = 71.99 df =1 p.< .005
bip NOT o
AAVE Riczuxvigu R;U[DLVAﬁ;D IOTAL
AGCEPTED job  82.5| 22 17.5 126 i
3 REJECTED 87 69.61 38 30.4 125
x2 = 5,08 df =1 p<.025
DID NOT o ,
INGHAM R%CIDIV§EE R;CIDlVAg}D TOTAL
. l ACCEPTED 78 71.5 31 28.5 109
- l REJECTED | 50 h2.7] 67 57.3 | 117 |
¥ = 17.93 df = 1 p<.005
.~ DID NOT o . o
JACKSOM ;1ﬁcnnwgu ]ﬁL“HNN?” 1OTAL %
) ACCEPTED 131 86.2 21 13.8 152 !
| REJECTED 13 86.7| 2 13.3 15 |
¥ = 0.11 df =1 not significant
' DID NOT } o N
CALHOUA R?CLDIVﬁgE ! RzCIQLVA%fp TOTAL
i l_gccaprnu 118 85.5~ A20 14.5 138 3
' l REJECTED | 39 67.2 19 32.8 58
X2 = 7.4 df =1 p<.0l
DI NOT ‘ - .
BERRTEN i R;C[DlVﬁ;E gnf;C[DLVAt;D I TOTAL .
e ACCEPTED |8 869, 13 13.1 | 99 ;
RIJECTED ! 54 55,10 b 44 .9 98 |

x2 = 22.65 df =1 p<.005
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Table 24, Intake Decision by Recidivism
(Convictions)
{DID NOT (
. . b ORECIDLVATE REC LD EVATED TOTAL |
- | i
AGGREGATL T y P {
; 1
AGGLELTID | 519 92.8 | 40 7.2 559 ;
REJECTED 248 72,7 | 93 27.3 | 341 |
X% = 66.47 df =1 P <.005
DiD NoT ! !
AV (e RECTDTVATE RECIDIVATED TOTAL '
NAYE # z p % ?
AGCEDTED 105 93.7 7 6.3 12
REJEGCTED 87  70.7 36 29.3 123
X% = 19.26 df =1 P ¢ .005
DID NOT f
[NGHAM RECTDIVATE RECTOTVATED | ToTAL
# A # s i '
ACCEPTED 78  88.6 10 11.4 i gg !
REJECTED 51 70.8 21 29.1 | 72
x> = 6,93 df =1 P<.0L
" DID NOT o
' RECTIDLVATE RECIDTVATED TOTAL
JACKSON P g p v |
ACCEPTED 131 94.2 8 5.8 139
REJECTED 13 92.8 1 7.2 14 -
X2 = .15 df = 1 Not Significant
DLD NOT , h
, RECTDIVATE RECLDIVATED ' TOTAL
ACCEPTED 118 91.5 11 9.4 | 129
( —
REJECTLD 39 _81.3 9 18.7 . 48 !
x2 =269 df=1 P<.1
DID NOT , B
DD T~ RECLDIVATE RECLDIVATED L TOTAL
DERRILJ # ” 4 _ o :
— -
! ALCEPTED 87 _95.6 | 4 ggg_“i_vmpg;_m_
CREJECIED .. 58 69.0 | .26 31.0 | 8
X% = 19.86 df =1 P .005
A-45
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_ ‘ Table 26'. Recidivism of Successfully Terminated Clients As Compared To Those Referred
Table 25. Recidivism of Successfully Terminated Clients : and Rejected or Those Unsuccessfully Terminated
As Compared to Those Referred and Rejected or Those Unsuccessfully Terminated » (Colnv1ct10ns)*_”_ e
(Arrests). . .. . it i DID NOT | [ i

e R

| 1 Rl( LIIVATE PEOEOIVATRD TUTSL
CECIDLVATED | TUTAL | AGOREGATE | " ! ’

i A

} DI NOT
R!(lDIV\H
n_.___-_.-_..-,.-___...u._,__.._._..._. S . L SO

# /o | 11 ng - ‘ ' f i
: A SUCCHSSIUL , 482 96.6 17 3.4 499
)

N B e s te e et Mae el LTS B ]

AGGREGATL

A SUCCESSFUL

- ———

481 88.4 | 63 11.6 .| 544

o ar

ALL OTHERS 1 286 71.3 115 28 7 401

'280 56.8 | 213 43.2 493 2 -
—— I O SN . £ - A x> = 111.44 df = 1 P <.005

\
1
T
i
H
1
{
t
i

ALL OTHERS

= 130.80

df =1 P<.005

DID NOI T ( - DIv NaT T — -

. D NOT ‘ - - | RECIDIVATE KLCTOLVATED TUTAL

] RECLDIVAT | KLuTDLVATED TOTAL WAYWE PR PR :
NAYI‘“:— # ,Z Ln. . . ——!‘_— N -4 DUV A. AN DR ...4:‘
—— | ‘ , SUCCESSFUL 95  96.0 4 4.0 99
SUCCESSTUL 05 _85.6 | --E'~§_h_._w}.‘*_:ft R B, S
B, f ! ALL OTHERS 97 71.3 39 28.7 136 |
ALL OTHERS 96 68.6 | 44 31.4 | 140 ; ~ ey C s ~e- e
- ) T s TS ik i = 21.64 df = 1 P < .005
X“=8.93 df =1 P<.005

e o Sy

DI NOT

e W g A S v e - o head S pi—— N

DID NOT |

SUCCESSFUL 65 94.2 5 5.8

o S 1 0 Fe e st S B8 I bt Swe e AN s A e e e 5 ¢ 4 0k it s 0 2w . mn s

SUCCESSFUL 65 84.4 12 15.6_ 1 77.. . C.

C. I ALL OTHERS 64 71.1 26 28.9 90

ALL OTHERS 63 42.3 86 57.7 . 149 T Y S 1056 4F =
: . et 2RO g X* =10.56 df =1 P<.005

= 34,99 df =1 P<L.005 . ‘

T DID NOT | bib NOT :
| ' op | RECTDIVALE REGLOIVATED  * TOTAL
. | RECIDIVATE REGLDIVATED  , TOTAL z JACKSON : ;

JACKS Ul‘l i # I v l‘ v ! : : # 4 J _J.". e e A . ' .

]
| A RECIDIVATE PO LYATEL POTAL
. RECIDI VATE RECT O LVATED . 1OTAL INGHAM ' ) ) '
INGH‘[\M i o p i y | ; 1 4 it 4 - .1"".._____ A ; :
.69 1
2]

——e

PR - e e e

i o e i e v o s e o el e ———— ‘ !
|

) SUCCESSFUL 120 _97.6 | 3 2.4
]

SUCCESSFUL 120 89.5 | 14 10.5 _|_134 o

Do - = % : ,

| ! t ; ALL_OTHERS 24 __80.0 6 20,0 ., 30 -

ALL OTHERS 24 72,7 | 9 27.3 33 - 5 NUPUN. R & -
2-4.97 daf =1 Pg.025 : X“ =10.44 df =1 ©P<.005

e St S § o oAb e et P e s e e e e 1 8

DID NOT '

DID NOT  ; T " RICIDLVATE REG! )] VATY, o
- RECIDIVATE * RECIuLVATED b OTOTAL CALIdu \,41 o a ATED R
CALHOUW p w y ! | — ' £ N
: . i . SUCCESSFUL 115 98.3 {2 1,7 & 117
¢ SUCCESSFUL 115 92.7 | 9 7.3 1 124 o k. - N - B RN o
' . : ‘ ALL OTHERS 42 70.0 18 30.0 60

ALL OTHERS ' 42 58.3 30 41.7 72 y - 2 )1 df = 1 pe.005
; — ; X“=28.91 df =1 Pg.005

=3l.71 df=1 Pg.005 i

-~ v W

TR e e e o e @ e smiom oo i U O
[ blh Nor . RE l RI-CT l)I\’\L‘P LORECTDTVATCED © O TOTAL
- 5 RECIDIVATE ' RECIDIVATED | TOTAL ' BERRI:N o : ' ‘
B[: RR I EN /‘, ¥ [ -’-l ! : “""'} v “‘“-‘—"b""“ Rt R oS i ey
o f""'“'“‘""""""'"; TTrTTmmmmmmT T - f”" o = SUCCESSFUL ;l 87 95.6 4 b.b 91
F Jfueensirll 1 86, 86.9 13, [ 13.1.. .99 . | - T e e
. r . , i ALL OTHERS .59 _69. by, 26 30.6 ., 85

B T T

ALEC TR S - 55 55.6

Lpoeriirtnt”

N

X2 = 19,51 df
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Table 27. Types of Offenses Charged Against Accepted/Rejected
Clients Since Program Referral by Project

[TACCREGATE | WaVNE | IWGHAM | JACKSUN | CAmiotd |7 T EERRLEN T
N=469 W™ 105 w=173 N=31 N=g5 N=95
tt P4 AT 2% N TR A N N I
Crimes Against Persons | -
Homocide 2 0.4 2 1.9 - - - - - - - -
Kidnapping 2 0.4 1 1.0 1 0.6 - - - - - - =
Sexual Assault 4 0.8 1 1.0y 1 0.6 - - 1 1.5] 1 1.0
Robbery 13 2.8 9 8.6 4 2.3 - - - - - -
Assualt 122 4.7 | _7 6.71 5 2.9 4 .12.91 2 3.11_4 4.2
43 9.1 | 20 19.2 1 6.4 4 12,9 3 4.6 5 5.2
Crimes Against Property
Arson 2 0.4 - - - - 2 6.4 | = - - -
Burglary 70 14,9 | 14 13.5} 34 19.6 2 6.4 ] 5 7.7 |15 15.8
Larcency 10 22.2 18 17.31 36 20.8 7 22,6 | 24 36.9 19 20.0
Stolen Vehicle 12 2,5 7 6.7 4 2.3 - - - - 1 1.0
Forgery 26 5.5 5 4.8 11 6.4 2 6.4 ) 9.2 2 2.1
Fraud 20 4.3 1 1.0 13 7.5 - - 2 3.1} 4 4.2
Embezzlement - - - - - - - - - - - -
Stolen Property 37 7.9 | 15 14,4 | 17 9.8 - - 3 4.6 | 2 2.1
Damage Property 12 2.5 1 1.0 6 3.5 - - 1 1.5 4 4,2
283 60.2 | 61 58.7 {212 69.9 13 41.8 141 63.0 147 49.4
Morals/Decency Crimes
Drugs 32 6.8 3 2.9 7 4.0 5 6.1 4 6.1 13 13.7
Family Offenses 4 9.8 L. 1.0} 1 0.6 1 3. 1 1.5y - -
Liquor 8 1.7 - - 1 0.6 - - 2. 3.1 5 5.3
Drunkenness 6 1.3 1 1.0 1 0.6 2 6.4 2 3.1] - -
50 10.6 5 4.9 10 5.8 8 25.70 9 13.8| 18 19.0
Public Order ,
Obstructing Police 8 1.7 - - 3 1.7 - ~- 1 1.5] 4 4,2
Flight/Escape 14 3.0 4 3.9{ 2 1.2 - - 4 6.1f 4 4.2
Obstructing Jedjgiafdon 45| 2 L9 & 52| 1 3.2[ 4 61 5 5.3
Public Peace 7 1.5 - -+ 2 1.2 2 6.4 1 1.5t 2, 2.1 4
Traffic 34 7.2 7 6.7| 14 8.1 3 9.7 1 1.5 9 9.5
93 19.8 19 18.3 31 18.0 6 19.3) 12 18,2« 25 26, 3+
TOTAL 469 99.7 105 101.1 173 100.1 31 99.7 65 99.6 95 99.9
* This figure represents the total number of charges
A-48

Table 28, Length of Time Since Program Termination By Project

o (b oo e i & e G 4

T

Cinchay |

TACKSUW

ot ah s i Wh o b Sy for

AGCREGAT CALITULN SERRLI

N= 625 T 1 ne= 109 =152 N=i§8 ; Hgo' ’

. ] o y_“MN_*N_%._“ni"__M_~T' _# A # S i
0 to 6 Mouths 113 18.3] 37 30.1{ 24 22.91 31 20.4| - - 21 21.2
7 to 12 Months 166 27.0f 76 61.8}{ 14 13.3] 50 32.9 6 4,41 20 20.2
!
13 to 24 Months 278 45,1 10 8.1 62 59.0 60 39.5 ] 131 95.6 15 15.2
over 24 Months 59 9.6 - - 5 4.8 1R 7.2 - - 43 43,4
TOTAL 616 *100.0y 123 100.0| 105 100.0{ 152 100.0 | 137 100.0{ 99  100.0
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Table 29. Number of Arrests Since Program Termination by Project | Table 30. Number of Clients Conyicted Since Program Termination by Projoect |
AGGREGATE WAYNE INGHAM | JACKSON | CALNOUN |7 sikwisy ¢ . A AGGREGATE WAYNE [ TINGITAM | MAGKEON T AU Bk
N=625 N=126 N=109 N=152 N=138 N [ i N=625 N=12 N=109 N=142 N 3H Ne | (1
. B s won. bl g A I A , L S N BRI N R 2 A R NN
None 556 0.1 8.1 8 78.0 1h2 93.4) 128 96.2] 90  90.9 None 557 96.0| 112 94.9| 85 gh.hj 142 93.4) 128 96.2) 90 96.8 .
L 42 6.8 11 8.7/ 15 13.8 9 5.9 3 2.21 &4 14_0. | . 1 17 2.9 | 3.4 5 5.6 ) 66 ; s ] C 3
2 or More 20 3.2 &4 3.2/ 9 8.2 1 6.6] 2 1.5 5 5.0 | | 2 or More ¢ o 2 v - - .- sl s f
TOTAL 618 100.0{ 126  100.0| 109 100.0{ 152 99.9| 133 99-9/ 99 99.9| P TOTAL 580  99.9 118 100.0] 90 100.0 146 100.0| 133 100.0! 93 100.0 l
| = T e tmrien s .f
MISSING 6 1.0, -~ - - - - 5 3.6__... 1 l.‘OM! ‘ MISSING 45 7.2 8 6.‘3 19 17.4 6 3.9 5 3.6 7 7.0
1
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Table 31.

AGGREGATL

Type of Program Termination by Recidivism

(Arrests)

TR
REGLDIVATE ! ST DIVATED
it i i .

- - -

SUCCESSFUL

+ R T N ST o b -

Gt e S e by nep e e b e

| TOTAL

' 506 92.7 4o 7.2

546

T“UNSUCCESSFUL 49 62.8 ' 29 372 | 78
X2 =58.84 df = 1 p< .005
pro yor 0 T o
JAYAE R§CLULw§mc {.ﬁ;ulHJVASfD TUTAL )
. SUCCESSFUL 99 89.2 %Wmlg_" 10.8 1 _é
UNSUCCESSFUL 12 80.0 3 20.0 15 _i
<7 A
X2 = 0.36 df =1 not significant

INGHAM

DID NOT
RECIDIVATE
i %

RECIDIVATED
fr /A

TOTAL

SUCCESSFUL

70 89.7

8 10.3

78

UNSUCCESSFUL

15 48. 4

16 51.6

SUSS R S

31

JACKSOW

X% = 19.75 d

D1D NOT
¢ RECIDIVATL

Lk A

f=1 p< .005

RECTOLVATED
o 4

i o

'l.‘ c) Tl‘\L

CALHOUM

' BLD NOT
RECIDLVATE
f %

SUCCESSFUL

119  96.0

L A A R

|

SUCCESSTFUL 128 _95.5 | 6 4.5 134 1

_ UNSUCCESSFUL 4 77.8 | 4 222 | 18 |
X2 = 5.49 df =1 p<.025

|
RECLDIVATED b TOT!

— et b w1 g b ¢ Svmt e st 5 4

ST 11

UNSUCCESSFUL

i

BERRIizd

R e T s RS &

_SUGCRSSTUL

R U R OOV

UNSUCCESSFUL

AP AT

2

X" = 20.82

DD NOT
RisG1DLVATE
{ %

chi square

A-52

8 57.1 1
df = |

b— e b 6 e e b b

.9152.“..25_:.7”..,;_.~

1.100.0 . .

.6 k2.9

p< .005

14

.‘r.m-_w..-,-mT“_“~__-
PLOIDTVALE OTOTAL
R SO S
] ot
; ,
A&. 4mnkmi_"m ' nﬂﬁ ;
] !

not computed

% : B.
C.

-

, -

‘ F.

g ne Jr—e

Lable 32.

(Convictions)

AGGREGATL

T -

[~ DiD NOT
L RECLDIVATE

b

A

SUCCESSTUL

UNSUCCESSFUL

..».-T—-—
L 506

SOV R iy U SU P Rppes iSO

s
|51

213
80.9

WAYl:

2

L. =

Type of Program Términation By Recidivism

#

]] ZZ.

B L L .

X" =37.88 df =1 p.<

REGIDIVATED

12 19.1 .

DID NOT )
RECLD LVATE

i %

-——— imere ga, e

e cat T

TOTAL

s A 01 fearieme 4 st menin vae-

L 517

YT M
¥
1
‘

B3, j

.005

RECTDLVATED
it "

¥

TOTAL ]

 SUCCESSFUL

| 99 96.1

b 3.9 103

——— i

13 86.7

UNSUCCESSFUL
Y

X% = 0.86 df =

2 13.3

o s s e e i b, s i st 07 Sl tar s ata  Ame

i not significant

15 i

£ o tmarnepe eyt

b5 WO - o
INGHAM B RiCIDIV%}h R;LruLVAg?u B lUTn%_-i ?
SUCCESSFUL 70 89.7 8 1.2 | 78 3
UNSUCCESSFUL 5 8.3} 3 167 | 18 ; :
X* =0.12 df =1 not significant |
DID NO‘I"‘ — ‘ ’ "".......,.,... ...,.4..‘.._"_...'"
JACKSO S S A A P
svocsssrw, 1128 %85| 2 15 L
UNSUCCESSFUL h 87.5 1 2 12.4 6 |
X* =2.96 df =1 p<.10 g
A B f
CALHOUA | recibrvare CECLBLEALED FOTAL ~
. . S S W —
SUCCESSFUL ‘£‘]9 190.0 « - ! _-,U_Lﬁljguun_a
UNSUCCESSFU};_-,i_m?.”*_f?;§h‘§m“,s-_”__EE;?-, AL
X% = 34.84 df = 1 p<.005
T
BERRIC | RCLDvATE IR
.nfﬂgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁfg;_*-m.imggm_~-2§;§m.; B3 23
: |
CUNSUCGESSPUL LT T T LT
chi square not computed
A-53
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/ % Table 34, Age By Recidivism (Convictions)
Table 33. Age By Recidivism (Arrests) b ‘
A. AGGREGATE B, WAYRE
A. AGGREGATE ' B, WAYNE 'ﬁfﬁ—&o“r“ A M“'“']"““ '““ Tt i
, N . RECIDLVALE [RECIDTVATED | TOTAL, REGLITVATI HRECI VA s 1001
DID NOT DI NOT | . 4 VA # Vi # . p .
RECIDIVATE |RECIDIVATED | TOTAL, RECIDIVATE IRECIDIVATED [Totar, | _ D T T e e e e e e
T N N 17 - 20 345 80.4] 84 19.6] 429 17-20 | 88 74.6) 30 25.4) 118
17 - 20 341 _ 66.5] 172 33.5] 513 17 = 20 88 68.7| 40 31.3| 128 | L. 21 - 24 109 8.1} 30 15.9] 189 21 - 24 53 87.3 8 12.7 63 .
21 - 24 157 75.8| 50  24.2| 207 21 - 24 55  84.6] 10 15.41 65 . 25 - 29 95 88.8] 12 11.2) 107 25 - 29 27 87.1i 4 12,9 31
25 - 29 94 78.3| 26 21.7| 120 25 - 29 26 78.8| 7 21.2} 33 | ;. p80- 39 9 94.51 4 5.5] 73 30 - 39 11 91,7, 1 8.3} 12 :
30 - 39 69 79.3| 18 20.7| 87 30 - 39 11 84.6| 2 15.4] 13 . 40 - 49 4 95.8, 2 4.2] 48 40 = 49 1 7 100.0 -  -- 1.
40 - 49 46 86.8| 7 13.21 53 40 ~ 49 7_87.5! 1 12.5. 8 : 30 + 2. 97.8) 1 220 46 150 # | 5310001 == et N
50 + 45 91.8] 4 8.2] 49 50 + 3 100.0) - —— ' 3 X'=24.03 df =5 P .0002 X°=8.93 af=5 P .1
) ‘ 7 i ;
X“=29,42 df=5 P& .005 X°=8.5 df=5 P<.l C.  INGHAM b, JACKSGN
C. INGHAM D. JACKSON ‘ .
DID NOT DID NOT }
RECIDIVATE |[RECIDIVATED |TOTAL RECIDIVATE jRECIDIVATED ¥l TAL E
DID NOT DID NOT f § # % i % i A A :
RECIDIVATE (RECIDIVATED |TOTAL RECIDIVATE |[RECIDIVATED |TOTAL | | ‘ , 5 ;
# VA # VA # A I 4 -~__~-{[ 17 - 20 56 74.71 19 25.31 75 17 - 20 64 91,4 6 8.6 70
17 - 20 55  47.81 60 52.21 115 17 - 20 64 81,0 15 19.0! 79 i 21 - 24 27 _75.0 9 25.01 36 21 - 24 24 __96.0 1 ..‘.4‘.0,‘.;_._25.._-_;
21 = 24 27 58.71 19 41.3] 46 21 - 24 24 92.3 2 7.7 i__"z_é____ii i 25 - 29 21 87.5 3 _12.5| 24 25 - 29 18 100.0 1 == —=..... 18
25 ~ 29 21 75.0 7 925.01 28 25 - 29 18 100.0| -- I - : “ ~ 30 - 39 17 _100.0] -- -= 17| 30 - 39 15 100.0 ;i —-— - 15
30 - 39 17 68.0] 8 32.0| 25 30 - 39 15 83.3] 3 16.7: 18 | L 40 = 49 - 5 _100.0]| == -~ f 5 40 - 49 14 93.34 1 6.7 15
. 40 - 49 | 5 62.5| 3 37.5{ 8 40 - 49 14 93.30 1. 6.7 15 . 150 + 2_100.0{ ==  -= ; 2 50 4 9 10004 -~ _-= 1 9 '
50 + 2 66.7 1 33.3 3 50 + 9 100.0{ -—- — l . __5 X2=8.88 df=s5 P .1 X2=4.009 df=5 Not Significant
¥%=9.0 df=5 P<.1 x°=8.06  df=5 P<.15 . CALHOUN | F. BERRIEN
E. CALHOUN F. BERRIEN |
DID NOT DID NOT N
: RECIDIVATE |RECIDLVATED | TOTAL : RECTDIVATE |RECIDIVATED 'TOTAL i
DID NOT } DID NOT | # % # % # f % i
RECIDIVATE |RECIDIVATED| TOTAL RECIDIVATE [RECIDIVATED |{TO'TAL r T 1
p 5 y Y p P y ; 17 = 20 57 83.8| 11 16.2 | 68 17 - 20 80 _81.6 | 18 18.4.1 98
X 1 pmem— f‘ ¥
: 17 - 20 57  90.5 9 9.5] 63 17 - 20 77 68.71 35 31,3112 21 -~ 24 28 87.5 4 12,5 ] 32 21 - 24 25__.75.7 8 24,3 . 33 |
! T - . ' , :
21 - 24 28 82.3| 6 17.7| 34 21 - 24 23 63.9] 13  36.1 36 : 25 - 29 17 8.0, 3 15.0 20 25 - 29 12 85.7) 2 14.3) 14
: 25 - 29 17 68.0] 8 32.0] 25 25 - 29 12 75.0] 4 25.0! 16 . 130 - 39 22 91.71 2 8.3 24 30 - 39 4 80,0} 1 20.0.: 5 ¢
30 - 39 22 91.7| 2 9.3| 24 30 - 39 4 57.1) 3 4290 7 - i 40 = 49 10 1000} == -- | 10 40 - 49 10 9.9 1 9.1 11 "I
N r B - —_— _—— "
40 - 49 10 90.94 1 9.1 11 40 - 49 10 90.9] 1 9.1 11 . S0 F %9 100.0 19 50 + 22 100.0 | == -= k12 )
50 + 19 95.0 1 5.0 20 50 + 12 92.3 1 7.71 13 N ; X"=5,7 df=5 Not Signlficant ! X"=4,32 df=5 Not Significant
X°=8.65  df=5 pP<.1 : X%=6.88 df=5 Not Significant ;i
. “
: |
| A-55
A-54 o
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Table 35.

o e s, e d bemm Spon (o ——— o8 S ol

DLD NOT
KECIDIVATL

AgGREGATL SR

Sex By Recidivism (Arrests)

I s fihfand

RECIDEVATED {UTAL

S A S NS S R
A M _ﬁ_.Msm-?-.e,__-...6~8_‘-,§_4'r.,a.3z-,_ 21.2 | 761
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Table 38. Race by Recddivism (Convictions)
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APPENDIX B
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GLOSSARY

AGGREGATE ANALYSIS:

DEFERRED PROSECUTION PROJECT/PROGRAM:

EXIT DATA:

INTAKE DATA:

PROJECT ANALYSIS:

ACCEPTED/REJECTED REFERRAL:

Interpretation of the findings
of all five deferred prosecution
projects included in the study
considered as a whole.

The term "project" was used in
the study to describe a specific
application of the deferred
prosecution model (i.e., Ingham's
project). '"Program'" was used

as a more general term when
distinctions between particular
projects were not necessary.

Data which were collected »n
clients who had been accepted
into the deferred prosecution
projects included in the study.

Data which were collected on all
clients referred to the deferred
prosecution projects included

in the study.

Interpretation of the findings
related each individual project
included in the study.

An "accepted referral" was a

case which had been selected to
participate in the program. A
"rejected referral" was one which
was not selected to participate
in the program.
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AN EXAMINATION OF DEFLERRED PROSECUTION IN MICHIGAN f% S%?
ERRATA #1
inappropriate for some offenders (because society demanded some form of :7:2.2 23D

retribution for the offense committed), complete release was also an

inapproprilate alternative.

The objective of deferred prosecution was, therefore, to identify this
category of offenders for whom traditional processing seemed both unnecessary
and inappropriate and to provide them with an alternative which was less
punitive and more commensurate with the attention they warranted (or ratger

did not warrant) from the criminal justice system.

Viewed from this perspective, deferred prosecution has been "successful" in
providing a viable dispositional alternative to traditional processing for

those offenders not deserving of the full force of the criminal sanctiouns.

Another conclusion pertains to a comparative analysis of the five deferred
prosecution projects included in the study. While the projects were, for the
most part, procedurally similar in terms of how and when a case was referred,
there were major variations between projects in the operational aspects of

the program. These differences between projects were most visible in the areas of
service delivery, including whether the program utilized volunteers and the
length of time clients were required to participate in the program. However,
while each of the projects utilized different approaches in their design, there
seemed to be little variation in program outcomes. For example, those programs
utilizing volunteers did not have a higher perceiitage of their population
terminating successfully or lower rates of recidivism than those programs

which did not use volunteers. Although conclusive evidence is lacking, this
observation would tend to support the statement that project outcomes were a
result of the types of clients who participated in the program utilized by
deferred prosecution programs, and not of the particular methods, procedures

or services which were provided by the different projects. However, it cannot
be conclusively determined from the study whether it was indeed the screening
procedures used, the proejct itself or the interaction between the two which

was responsible for the observed results.

Finally, based on the funding that deferred prosecution projects have
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