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

W e . ol

e

sy

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

nejrs

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.

| 1.0 ¥l j22
= & I& o
gl £ I
= |
.25

it |

&

B

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504.

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice.

National Institute of Justice
United States Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20531

L

U.S. Department of Justice
National Institute of Justice

This document has been
has N reproduced exactly as received
516;;;” g; organization originating it. Points of view or opinior:rsosr?a:zg
cument are those of the authors and do not necessarily

represent the offici; i o
Justica, official position or policies of the National Institute of

Permission t i
grama oy © reproduce this copymgtted material has been
Public Domain
stitute of Justice
to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)

Further reproducti i .
sion of the ngohzgx:ls;ge of the NCJRS system requires permis-

RISK, SUPERVISION, AND RECIDIVISM:
THE FIRST SIX MONTHS OF RECORDED
EXPERIENCE IN THE IMPROVED

CORRECTIONAL FIELD SERVICES PROJECT

BY

FAYE S. TAXMAN
DUN M. GOTTFREDSON

JAMES O. FINCKENAUER

June, 1981

5 project was supported by Grant No. 78-NI-AX-0152
rdgd_to the Research Center of the Graduate School
criminal Justice, Rutgers, The State University,
grk, New Jersey. The funding was provided by the
Lgnal Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal
:ice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,

+ Department of Justice. Points of view or

11ons stated in this document are those of the

10rs and do not necessarily represent the official
ition or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.

Do

JPR VRIS T SO O LR S LY

L A e

¥



£

L

This is one of a series of reports on Fhe Impiovgd
Correctional Field Services Project Evaluation. The
series consists of these parts:

l. Abstract

2 Executive Summary by Don M. Gottfredson, James
] O. Finckenauer, John J. Gibbs and Stephen D.
Gottfredson.

i Field Services
3. The Improved Correctional i
Project: A Case Study by James O. Finckenauer
and Don M. Gottfredson.

4. Screening for Risk: BAn Assessment of the
ICFS Project Instruments by Faye S. Taxman,
Don M. Gottfredson and James Q. Finckenauer.

5. Risk, Supervisibh,‘and‘Reci@iyism:J‘?Ei First
" Six Months 'of Recorded Experience 1in e

by Don M. Gottfredson, James Q. Finckenauer,
and Faye S. Taxman.

i £ for Coding.
Appendix A: ICFS Inst;uc?lons
Aggendix B: Characterlstlcs.of the Sample
for the First Six Months o?
Experience in the ICFS Project.

6 Social Adjustmwent: ' A Prelimihary‘RE?prt of

) the Tmproved Correctional Field Services .

" Project by James O. Finckenauer and Faye S.
Taxman.

7. The Needs 'and Concerns of Probationers: A

8 The Needs and Concerns of ProbationirSEIbgn
Analysis of Questionnaires by John J. Gibbs.

9 Additivity and Interactions in Offense‘Serioug—
. " ness Scales by Stephen D. Gottfredigggﬁgét Yy S.
Young and William S. Laufer. /

10. Describing Probation Populations: Offense
" ‘Seriousness by Stephen D. Gottfredson.

Appendix A: Offense Seriousness Scoring System.

"11. - Exploring the Dimensions of Judged Offense
o - Seriousness by Stephen D. Gottfredson.

Appendix A: Offense Seriousness Study
(survey fc_)rm).f ceale Value
ndix B: The Question o cale
igg:ndix C: Replication of Factor Structures

i i et

O

O

.0

ABSTRACT

The First Six Months
ed Correctional Field

Risk, Supervision, and Recidivism:
of Recorded Experience in the Improv
Services Project

-

pProcedures to assign probationers to different levels
supervision. The central question examined in this ev
port is whether the different supervision levels have, for any

risk classification, any effect on a global (combined) measure of
recidivism.

An aggregate first cohort sample of 507 cases
for six months of probation supervision.

Kane County, Illinois; 127 from Suffolk County, New York; and 278
cases from Florida. Data were collected from probationer case

files. Separate analyses are reported for the aggregate dat

for each site. A number of analytical methods were used, e.qg.,

contingency tables, correlational analyses, and analyses of
variance and covariance.

was followed
There are 102 cases from

The general conclusion, limited by the nature of the samples
and the length of follow-up and outcome variance, is that the ma-
jor hypotheses providing the rationale for the project are not
supported. Neither risk classification, nor supervision level,
nor the interaction of risk and supervision has much effect on six-

month, on-probation global recidivism. There were problems in the

strength and integrity of the ICFS treatment which undermine the

validity of the experiment. | There are, however, certain trends

in the data that suggest that some elements in the project may be
worth pursuing further.
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BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEX

Three éorrectional field services (probation) projects (in‘
Illinois, New York, and Florida) wére developed'and funded by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administratior in 1978, and are the
subjects of this study. The primary objective of the Improved
Correctional Field Services is to determine the effectiveness of
using risk screening procedures to assign probationers to dif-
ferent levels of probation supervision. The primary -goal is
"knowledge acquisition regarding the effects of screening ahd
differential levels of supervision."l It was hoped that informa-
tion would prove useful in the development of caseload management
techniques for departments of probation. Further, it was expected
that the project results would provide guidance for the most ef-
ficient allocation of resources and additional information on the
system's ability to deal with high risk offenders in the community.

What follows is a brief description of the settings for the
program, of the implementing probation agencies themselves, and
of the individual projects. The lattér description focuses spe-
cifically upon how the risk and supervision level variables were

operationalized in each of the three sites.

Kane County, Illinois

Located in the northeastern region of the State of Illinois
is the predominantly suburbén county of Kane, the fourth most
heavily populated county in that state. Kane County's 1980 popu-
laﬁion is approximately 303,500 people, with about ten percent
locaﬁed in areas defined as urban. The county population is

96 percent white and only four percent black. Young males (10-25
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less than that now.

years old), who generally contribute disproportionately to of-
fender populations, constitute about a quarter of the county's
population.

Unempioyment in Kane County is generally consonant with
national unemployment--over eight percent in 1975, but somewhat
Slightly over half of the white adult popu-
lation (56 percent) have graduated from high school, while only
a little over a third of the black adult population have doﬁe so.

Kane County accounts for approximately one percent of the
total crime index for the state. It had 1,572 index crimes in
1978, according to the F.B.I.'s Uniform Crime Reports.2 VMost of
these were property crimes, including 682 burglaries and 595
larceny-thefts. The offender profile for Kane County is over-
whelmingly adult, white and male.

The Kane County criminal justice system employed more than
300 persons in the year 1976, and had a budget of nearly four
million dollars. The court system handles approximately 1,500
new felonies and more than 6,000 new misdemeanors each year.

This workload is managed by 12 full-time and two part-time pro-
secuting attorneys, and by eight circuit court judges and seven
associates.

The Agency ~ The implementing agency for the Improveé Cor-
rectional Field Services Project in Kane County is the 16th Judi-
cial Court Servieces, with the primary operationai agency being
Kane County's adult probation department. Altogether, 17 staff
members were hired with project funds in three separéée county
departments—--adult probation, community court services and a diag-

nostic center.
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Adult probation has 16 full-time employees (10 probation
officers), one part-time employee, énd 15 volunteers. The ICFS
project added six and one—hélf employees, including four proba-
tion officers. This department performs all pre-sentence investi-
gations for the county courts.

Probation, as a disposition, is precluded in Kane County for
certain offeﬁses, for example, armed robbery, homicide, and rape,
and for career criminals, and certain drug and sex offenders. It
is used most frequently (over 75 percent of the time) with misde-
meanors and with such felonies as burglary and drug selling. More

than 90 percent of all felony probation sentences are for either

7-12 or 13-18 months; most misdemeanant probation sentences are

for 7-12 months. Many probationers receive some special conditions,

the two most common of which are requirements for alcohol or drug
treatment or for outpatient counseling. All probationers are re--
quired to pay court costs and fines.

The Project ~ In order to implement ICFS in Xane County, the

16th Judicial Court Services devised a classification and assign-
ment prodedure to provide a basis for a quasi-experimentai design.
During the pre-sentence process, the Diagnostic Center research
team assigns a level of risk to each individual offender being;ip—
vestigated, using the Center's previously developed risk screening
equation.3 All offenders are classified into high, medium or low
risk categories, depending upon their risk scores. Based upon
the offenders' risk classification, they are assigned alternately
to one of two groups ({(called A and B) then proportionately to ap-

propriate levels of supervision within those groups. The propor-
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tions are used to limit to approximately 10-12 percent the pro-
portion of cases in intensive supérvision, to 50-58 percent of the
proportion in medium supervision, and to 30-40 percent the propor-
tion in minimum supervision, while maintaining an element of ran-
domness at each step in the assignment process.4
Certain offenders are granted probation "instanter," that is,
without a pre-sentence investigation or report. These cases are
assigned an interim level of supervision (medium) while the risk
assessment data elements are being verified. This usually takes
less than a month. Once verification has been accomplished, as-
signment proceeds as described above. The probation officers are
not informed of the data elements used in the risk screening in-
strument, nor are they informed of the actual risk classification.
Certain categories of probationers are excluded from the ICFS
Project. These include:
- Those sentenced to a residential treatment (in-
cluding treatment for drug abuse or for mental
health problems) or to a work release program as
a condition of probation.
- Those sentenced to a period of.incarceration prior
to being placed on probation.
- Those sentenced to less than six months of proba-
tion.
Further; high risk cases are precluded from assignment to
minimum supervision and low risk cases are not assigned to inten-

sive supervision.

There were no provisions made for control or comparison groups
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in Kane County. It should be noted, however, that after risk clas-

sification a random element is introduéea into the supervision
level classification in order that comparisons of supervision
level within risk groups can be made with an assumption that such
comparisons would not be biased by selection factors.

Suffolk County, New York

Suffolk County encompasses the entire eastern portion of Long
Island. Primarily a residential, farming and resort area, it is
made up of ten different townships. Sﬁffolk has experienced a
huge increase in population since World War II, especially during
the last 20 years. For example, the county's population doubled
between 1960 and 1970 (increasing from”appfoximately 600,000 per-

sons to approximately 1.2 million persons). The county is rela-

tively wealthy ($11,000 mean family income in 1970) and has a rela-

tively small minority population. The largest minority group is
comprised of blacks who COﬂstitute less than‘five percent of the
population.

In 1979, there were 67,702 Crime Index offenses reported in
Suffolk County. Thevlargest proportions of these offenses were
grand larcenies (38,434) and burglaries (17,595). The 1980
criminal justice budget for the county is $121 million. There
are more than 4,300 county criminal justice empldyees, not in-
cluding court personnel. The police operation in the county,
which constitutes the largest criminal justice entity, has more
than 3,000 employees and a budget of $95 million.

The Agency - The Suffolk County Probation Department has

exclusive county-wide jurisdiction over all juvenile and adult
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probationers. It has a total of 375 employees, including 174

probation officers. The Improved Correctional Field Services Pro-
ject, during its period of funding, supported eight of these offi-
cers and one probation supervisor. This support came from both
LEAA and matching grants. The department superﬁises nearly 8000
adult probationers each year, including approximately 2700 newly °
assigned cases. Its annual operating budget approaches $10 million.
Probation is used very frequently With most misdemeanors (in
over 75 percent of the cases); and it is a common disposition (25-
75 percent of the cases) for such felonies as burglary, aggravated
assault and drug sales. Thexe are a number of offenses for which

probation is not authorized by New York.State law. These include

* Class A, B, C and D violent and non-violent felons, persistent

violent and non-violent felons, narcotics addicts, and some vehi-
cle and traffic law violators.

All felons receive probation sentences of five years, and
misdemeanants receive one or three years. All probationers can
be discharged earlier by .court order. Most felons generally com-
plete half their probation term (2% years); one year misdemeanants
complete the year; and three year misdemeanants complete 1%‘years

on the average.

The Project - The Suffolk County ICFS project receives its

clients from a catchment area consisting of three townships. The
project excludes only those cases which cannot be supervised be-
cause of placement in a residential facility, for example, drug

-

treatment. Also excluded are probationers who have had several

convictions for driving while intoxicated, and who are placed in
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another special probation project. As each case is received, it
is numbered sequentially, screened forvrisk and classified into
a high, medium or low category. |

Risk screening is done using two. different instrumenﬁs.5
The first is é base expectancy instrument developed for use in
the New York State Intensive Supervisioh Project, and the second
is a risk predicéion instrument developed locally by the Suffolk
County Probation Department; This latter‘instrument has beeh used by
that agency since 1976. Probation offiéers are, therefore, aware
of the components of the instrument, even théugh the probationer's
actual risk score is not revealed to them. Each of these two in-
struments was validated on. a sample of §uffo1k County probationers.
Both instruments showed a fairly high level of predictive effi-
ciency, with the Suffolk instrument having a-slight advantage.
Because the results were so close, it was decided to use both in
ICFS. Where there is disagreement between the predictions, the .
Suffolk County instrument prevails.

High risk cases are assigned randomly to intensive or medium
supervision; medium risk cases are assigned randomly to éll three
supervision levels, with an upper limit of approximately 20 per-
cent to intensive supervision; and low risk cases are randomly
assigned to medium or minimum $upervision levels. This results
in a single group design without a control or additional compari-
son group. All eligible adult probationers with the exception
of those convicted for driving while intoxicated are included in
the Project. Those eligible include youthful offenders aged 1.6-

18, who are normally handled by adult courts in New. York State.
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As with Kane County, the element of'randomness in the supervision
category allocations is intended to perﬁit comparisons of super-
vision level outcomes within risk,clasées. This coméensates some-
what for the absence of a control group.
Florida

The Florida ICFS project is a statewide program; that is, it
draws clients from throughout the State. It differs from the other

projects in a number of other ways as well.

The Agency = Since 1975, the Salvation Army Misdemeanant Pro-

bation Program (SAMP) has been providing probation supervision for
more than 90 percenf of the adult misdemeanants in Florida--now
over 11,000 newly assigned cases per year'from 37 counties. Under
the so-called "Salvation Army Act" as amended, SAMP has a purchase
of services contract with the State's Department of Corrections.6
Under this legislation, the Salvation Army receives a ten dollar
per month fee from each probationer (since increased to $15), and
an additional six dollars per probationer per month from the state.
SAMP is charged with providing counseling, supervision and refer-
ral, and with collecting fines and restitution payments. The Sai—
vation Army operates 15 probation sites around the state. Thir-
teen of these sites participate in the ICFS Project. SAMP has‘9l
full-time and ten part—time employees, and nine volunteers. A
total of 26 probation counselors were hired with ICFS funds.

Most of the Salvation Army clientele are young, first of-
fenders, convicted for such crimes as petty larceny, Possession
of marijuana; or disorderiy conduct. They also have-been nmostly

émployed, white, urban males. More than half have been between

.
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l? and 25; 75 percent are white; more than 70 pércent are male;
and about two-thirds are employed. |

In a preliminary evaluation of SAMP, Dr. Charles A. Lindquist
of the University of Alabama reported that the SAMP probation re-
vocation rate was exceptionally low, that the program was pro-
viding viable altefnatives to incarceration, and that its operation
costs were considerably lower ﬁhan those of the state probation
7

supervision.

The Project — The probationers in the project are divided

randomly into two.groups, called groups A and B. Group A clients
are assigned according to a proportionate random process to the
three levels of supervision. Group BAqliehts are assigned by
risk--high risk to intensive supervision, medium risk to medium
supervision, and low risk to minimum supervision. Group A assign-

ments limit to eight percent the proportion in the intensive cate-

~gory, 58 percent in the medium supervision category, and 34 per-

cent in the minimum supervision category. Low risk clients are
not assignad to the intensive supervision category. The risk
screening instrument used in Florida was developed by the afore-
mentioned Dr. Charles A. Lindquist.
Clients are excluded from the project on the basis of the
following critefia{
- Resident in a treatment center for drug,
alcohol abuse or other reasons.
- Sentenced to a work release or other
residential program.

- Sentenced to incarceration for more than

24 hours prior to being placed on probation.
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- Sentenced to probation for less than six
‘ months.
e .
- Oon simultaneous State or Federal probation.
‘The Florida project has some "overflow" cases in major urban
a-eas (Miami, Tampa, and Clearwater) which.meet the ICFS project
c
: criteria but cannot be assigned to the project because the coun-
g selors' caseloads are full. These cases are assigned to regular
: (non-ICFS) probation supervision and can be used as an additional
: comparison group. Risk screening is conducted on these proba-
tioners.b The average caseload for each ICFS probation pouhselor
in Florida was initially 50 cases) but caseloads were enlarged to
as many as 100 cases in May, 1979.
3 .
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THE PROBLEM

The National Institute of Law Enqucement and Criminal Jus~
tice of The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration designed and
implemented the ICFS program with three principal aims:

- to devise, implement and assess classification

methods to permit allocations of probationers
toiappropriate levels of supervision;

- to test the effectiveness of different 1eveis

of suﬁervision;band

- to dgtermine the differential impact of vary-

ing levels of supervision (that is, the effect
of classification by risk éﬂa supervision levelsl
on probation outcomes).

Our evaluation of this program proposed to aim principally
at the third objective. It was recognized, however, that the aims
identiﬁied were interrelated; and we proposea to identify, within
the three ICFS projects, how varying levels of supervision were
related to outcomes for differing kinds of persons, with differing
kinds of supervision. Indeed, the issue was expanded to include
the question of "kinds of outcomes." Thus, the general researéh
guestion became:

What level of supervision, with what mode of treatment,

is effective with what kinds of offenders, with respect

to what outcomes? |

The first ICFS evaluation report on the first six months of
recorded experience will be able to address only part of this ques-—

tion. Because the aggregate and individual site sample sizes,
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length of follow-up and variances in outcome for the first study
cohort of probationers are considerably ﬁore limited at this point
than was anticipated in the original pfbposal, the questions to be
addressed must be limited; and the answers glven are necessarily
subject to a number of limitations to generalizations. These limi~
tations include the following:

1. Although it is believed to be useful to explore the
relations among classifications of risk, supervision.
assignment, and an outcome ﬁéasure within‘the data
combined from the three sites, the known differences
among the projects suggest a good deal Qf caution in
interpretations based on that'éxploration. As already
noted, the risk classification instruments differ.
amoné the sites. The offender samples are markedly
different in offenses of conviction and other attri-
butes known from much prior research to be related to
measures of recidivism. And, of course, the meaning
of supervision may vary among the three probation
agencies.

2. The numbers of cases in table ceils, when probationers
"are classified by risk and supervision, tend to be
quite small in some instances, particularly when the
data for individual sites are examined separately.

3. The sample sizes and the "base rates” of favorable

outcomes (that is, the overall "success rates") arsa

-

such that separate components. of "failure," e.qg.,

technical violations, new arrests, and new convic-
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tions, cannot yet be examined. Of particular in-
terest, for example, will bé'an assessment of rela=-.
tions among the offender and supervision classifica-
tions and specific aspects of unfavorable outcomes,
including technical violations,. rearrests and new
convictions. Thus, the "global measure of recidi-

vism" explained below must be regarded as a first,

rough criterion of outcome.

Related to the issue of the’gutcome,measure to be
used is the circumstance that the.length of follow-
up of probationers after placement on probation is,
in the analyses to be discussed, extremely short (six
months) and limited also to the period of probation
supervision. That is, no assessment of "post-proba-
tion" outcomes is yet possible; so the situation is
analogous to studying a treatment only in the course
of that treatment, when it is not yet finished.

The probationers whose experience is to be examined
are those, except for the Florida sample, who first

entered the program. (The initial probationers who

-first entered the program in Florida were excluded

since retrospective data collection was not feasible.)
If the program, including levels or intensity of super-
vision, changed after an initial veriod of pProgram im-
plementation, then the results from the initial period

-~

only could be misleading.

With these major limitations in mind, the general question
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to be examined is:
What level of supervision is effective with what risk clas-
sification of offenders, with reséect to a globalﬁﬁeasure
of recidivism?

Level of Supervision

One of the two main independent variables of concern, level
or intensity of supervision, previously has been measured in a
number of ways.8 Operational definitions have ranged from the
number of agent-~client contacts to their length aﬁd type. More
comprehensive measures have included ihdicators of both the nature
and amount of supervision.9

In the ICFS project, levels of supervision were defined ope-

rationally as (1) intensive supervision; consisting of two perscnal,

face~-to-face contacts per week and one optional collateral face-=

to-face contact per week; (2) medium supervision, which included

two personal face-to-face contacts per month with a minimum of
ten days between contacts and two optional collateral face-to-face

or telephone contacts per month; and (3) minimum supervision, com-

prised of one personal face-to-face contact per month. The pre-—
cise nature or content of the cbntact was not specified. The
project definitions of level of supervision allowed for varia-
tion in both the type and number of contacts within the different
levels. |

A specific hypothesis which the National Institute wished to
test with regard to the level of supervision concerned whether in-~
creased levels of supervision (and service) could increase the

probability of success for high risk offenders. .

ST e e e e e g e A o S R 151 A 505 e PR

Risk Classification

The other major NIJ hypothes}s was that fisk screening mechan-
isms could be developed which will accurately prédict an indivi-
dual's performance on probation. Each site was to devise and
implement a rational screegipg mechanism that would determine
the appropriate form of supervision for any probationer. All
clients entering the projects were to be screened for risk using
a locally developed and validated screening mechanism. Thus, the
other-primary-independent- variable-is risk screening~and;classifi—«-—
cation.

Recidivism

The key dependent variable in this analysis is recidivism.
The original proposél called for a comprehensive assessment of
the effects of level of supervision on outcomes, requiring a
variety of indicators of recidivism. This variety was intended
to permit a determination of whether varying-levels of intensity
of supervision has a differential effect upon either the nature
or extent of recidivistic behavior; or upon decisions concerning o
such béhavior. For example, it was anticipated that it might be
found that intensive supervision results in more technical viola-
tions than does medium or minimum supervision, but fewer repeat
offenses.

+ In measuring recidivism, we proposed to take into considera- |
tion technical violations, arrests, convictions and dispositions.
Data have been collected on all these indicators for the first
cohort of probationers, which is the subject-of this report.

However, again because of the particular limitations of this sam-
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ple, recidivism will be operationalized only as a global measure
encompassing technical violations, rearrests and reconvictions
occurring during the first six months of probation supervision in
the ICFS projects.

A furthér interest of the National Institute was the hypo-
thesis that levelsvof seriousness of new offenses, when they occur,
may be affected by the risk classification and differential super-
vision provided in the program. This issue also will be addressed
in a separate report.

Hypotheses

Juxtaposing the three key variables in order to study program
effects resulted in the following null hypotheses which may be
tested with the first cohort data, subject to the limitations noted:

- The risk classifications are not related to global

3

recidivism.

- The assigned levels of supervision are not related

to global recidivism, overall or within risk clas-
sifications.

- There is no interaction of risk and supervision

classifications on global recidivism.

It should be noted that, by the design of the risk classifi~
cation and supervision level assignment procedures, the assigned
supervision levels are not independent of the risk measure except
for those cases randomly éssigned. That is, some probationers
have been classified as poorer risks; and there is evidence from
the study of the risk measures that these are related’to recidi-

vism. Thus, if poorer risks tend to be given more supervision,

L
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C
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measures of risk need to be taken into account in the analysis.

This will be done in several ways, but generally the hypofhesis

-17~-

may be stated as follows:

Levels of supervision are not related to global
recidivism when corrected for demonstrable bias

associated with risk.
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METHODS

The Sample

When the Rutgers evaluation design was first proposed, ex-
pectations were that there would be an estimated 2,800 cases in
the total sample from all three projects (Florida, Kane County
and Suffolk County). This estimate was based upon the figures
projected in the original proposals from the sites. Assuming

random assignment to each of three levels of supervision, this

‘would have resulted in more than 500 probationers in each super-

vision category, includihg the intensive level. This would have

provided the basis.for an excellent test of the hypotheses stipu-
lated earlier. As the ICFS program developed, however, certain
changes (negotiated by the project site staff and LEAA monitors)
resulted in a sharp decline from these estimates and an abandon-
ment of any experimental designs.

The estimated total sample number dropped because intake was
much slower and smaller than projected in Kane County, because
Ssuffolk County (which had included in their plan a period of plan-
ning and preparation before intake) did not begin intake until
June, 1979 (approximately 11 months behind the originally envi-

) and because the initial intake of Florida cases

(prior to May, 1979) could not be included in the evaluation since
no rosters or adequate records had been maintained at the project
site. In addition, most of these Florida cases already had com-
pleted probation by the time the evaluation Phase I planning and

development was completed in april, 1979, and a retrospective

coding operation was not feasible.

.

o~

R

The envisioned random assignment system was abandoned by

the projects and LEAA. Low risk cases were excluded from assign—

‘ment to intensive supervision, and with the exception of Florida,
high risk cases were not to be assigned to minimum supervision;

and the proportionate assignment systems were adopted. The lat-
ter were intended to ensure an equitable workload distribution

among the probation officers.

The sample cohorts being used in these first analyses include
Kane County's intake from October, 1978 to June 30, 1979; Florida's
intake from May, 1979 through July 10, 1979; and Suffolk County's

intake from June 18, 1979 to August 10, 1979. This first cohort

is composed of all cases in each site completing a minimum of six
months probation supervision beyond an arbitrary designated in-

take cut-off date. Six months is the minimum probation period

required to be completed in the initial classification and assign-
ment. The cut-off dates were established to permit timely data
collection, analyses, and writing for the required report draft

due after 21 months from the start.
The first cohort, the subject of this report, is broken down
for the combined sites as follows:

Table 1
*
FIRST ICFS COHORT

o R i i o Bt i e

LEVEL OF SUPERVISION :
RISK Minimum Medium RN Intensive TOTAL j
Low 67 42 1 110 B
Medium v 70 241 36 347
' = L
High 3 20 26 49 o
: , £
TOTAL 140 303 63 . 506
*
The cohort actually contains 507 cases, but one medium supervision
case was not screened for risk. The one case in the cell "low risk,

intensive supervision" represents an error in the classification and
assignment process. ‘
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The total cohort is composed of 68 percent whites and 23 per-
cent blacks; 77 percent are males; 57 percent are single and 21
percent married; and 62 percent are employed either full- or part-
time, whereas 27 percent are unemployed but employable. The
mean age is 25.8 years. The mean number of years of school at-
tained is a perhaps surprisingly high 11.1 years.

More than half éhe sample (54 percent) deny use of alcohol,
but 19 percent admit to being a problem drinker. Similarly, 59
percent deny drug use, but 15 percent admit to using and 6 per-
cent are reported to be addicts. Nearly a third (32 percent) had
been using alcohol on the day of their present arrest, and 24 per-
cent were under the influence of drugs.,

Slightly less than 15 percent of these probationers have a
known history of past mental health treatment; only six percent
were in mental health treatment (either inpatient or outpatient)
at the time of the present arrest.

For half the cases (49 percent), the present arrest was their
first. Forty-five percent had been arrested before but were not
currently involved with the criminal justice system at the time
of their present arrest. The mean number of prior adult arrests.
was 1.14; prior convictions was 1.87; and prior commitments was
.47. Only three percent of the cases were already on probation,
and just one percent were on bail or release on their own recog-
nizance at the time of arrest for the instant offense. Eighty
percent of these cases were sentenced to this probation term for
one offense only, whereas 18 percent were sentenced fbr multiple

offenses.
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The following is a rank ordering of the top five conviction
offenses resulting in placement on probation to ICFS by frequency

of charges:

NUMBER PERCENT

1. Larceny under $200 (petty

larceny or theft). 111 18.8
2. Possession of marijuana/

hashish. 35 5.9
3. Shoplifting. 34 5.8
4. Resisting arrest. 32 5.4
5. Driving while under the

influence of alcohol. 31 5.2

The frequency of convictions for offenses against the person
was rather low. One notable exception was a probationer with 25
convictions for battery. Sex crimes, crimes involving weapons and
offenses against family and/or children were very infrequent.

Data Collection

The data collected at the project sites were derived from in-
dividual case files of probationers. Data collection for the first
ICFS cohort began in Kane County in March, 1979. Each probation
case in each of the three sites was coded on two occaéians. First,
individual background data were collected on some 87 items. These
items include basic demagraphic information such as age, sex and
race; criminal history information such as prior arrests, convic-
tions and sentences; and project-specific information such as risk
assignment and supervision level.

The second coding collected follow-up data on each individual
probationer six months after the probationer was placed under su-
pervision in the project. Tﬁese data include the number of face-

to-face and collateral contacts with the probation officer, em—
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ployment and school status, referrals, and such outcome ipformation
as technical violations, rearrests, reconvictions and commitments.
The follow-up data collection was done during January and February,
1980. Copies of the background and follow-up code manuals and

code sheets are included in Appendix A.

In each site, there were certain desired items of background
information which were not originally available in the probationer's
case files. Checklists of these items were developed in collabora-
tion with staff at ﬁane Ccounty and Florida, and these data were then
collected routinely in both of these sites. Data items missing
from the files were identified by the coders and retrieved by
the project staffs in these two sites.

The Suffolk County agency did not agree to the use of a simi-
jar checklist nor to retrieval of missing information. Thus, any
missing information in that site had to be sought on a case-by-
case basis while the coders were on site.

| The background data, for approximately ten percent of the
cases, were re-coded independently for a reliability study. A
summary of the reliability study results is presently being com-
pleted.

Data Analysis

In order to test the generalbkey hypotheses noted hereto-
fore, two independent variables (level of supervision and risk)
and one dependent variable (recidivism) we;e given operational
definitions. Level of supervision is here defined ié’four ways:

1 Level of supervision is the category of supervision

(intensive, medium or minimum) to which the proba-

i

)

O

tioner was assigned by the ICFS projects;

2. Level of supervision is the actual number of face-
to?face contacts between the probaﬁioner and the
probation officer during the period of supervision;

3. Level of supervision is the monthly rate of face-to-

face contacts over the period of active supervi-

vision; and ‘

Level of supervision is three newly created supervi-

sion levels as determined by the actual number of

face~to-face contacts which occurred.

Risk is defined in two ways:

1. Risk is the assigned category of risk (high, medium
or low) determined by the projects® risk screening
procedures; and

2. Risk is the actual risk score derived from the pro-
jects' screening instruments.

Recidivism--the only outcome measure used here--is defined
as a global measure encompassing any technical violations, rear-
rests and reconvictions occurring during the six month follow-up
period after the offender is placed on probation. The probation
outcome is dichotomized into "favorable” or "unfavorable"” as de--
termined by the presence of any of the aforementioned indicators.
This outcome variable does not include other effects studied in
this evaluation, including recidivism seriousness, costs and so-
cial adjustment, whibh are diSCusséd in other reports; nor dac?s

the present analysis include any assessments of exposure to risks

of recidivism after the first six months of probation supervision.
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FINDINGS - OUTCOMES -
Excluded from the analysis are cases in which the probation super- ﬁ |
vision was not continuous because the éfobationer was incarcerated ; éiﬁ The presentation and discussion of findings which follows
¢ or otherwise placed in a residential setting while remaining in the 3 takes up each subsidiary research question and related hypo-
ﬂ . > ) » . 0] ;
project case load i - thesis in turn. Each question is tested first with the aggre-
Separate analyses were done on the aggregate data and for each f O gate data analysis, where appropriate, and then with individual
¢ individual site. In each analysis a series of contingency tables 1 site data analysis, again where appropriate. Since the National
were created to test the relations »f level of supervision and out- ; Institute's 1977 "Grant Solicitation for Improved Correctional
come., risk and outcome, and level u¥ szupervision by risk and outcome. g O Field Services Evaluation" stipulated that "the focus of the
' e St - -~ c? i . .
¢ Secondly, the actual number of conzzc:s, the supervision rate and ‘ 1 study should be on the effects of varying the level of supervi-
the risk score were separately correlztzd with favorable or unfavor- ‘I sion," this variable will be discussed first.
& LY - e N . » .
: able outcomes. Face-to-face contacts and supervision rates were ; < - Do differential levels of probation supervision
¢ analyzed both in aggregate and by site. .Risk scores and outcomes ; have different effects upon recidivism? Does more
\ are analyzed oniy by site, because the risk screening instruments 3 , intensive supervision result in better performance
¢ . _ X ‘ f O i
: from which the scores are derived are unique IOr each site. 4 A ; on probation? -
e These analvses consider only two variables at a time, except Recidivism outcomes by levels of supervision for all sites
that some comparisons were made within risk groups. These analyses is first illustrated in Table 2.
: : . : 3 : - 0
g by themselves may glvg misleading results if not cautiously inter CABLE 2
- C arti i i ared differ in terms of
&% . preted, particularly if groups being comp E ‘ OUTCOMES BY SUPERVISION LEVEL
i offender attributes demonstrably related to the outcome measure. iR .
“ . _ e s 1o GLOBAL OUTCOME | ]
o Therefore, two analyses were done in order to control statistically - SUPERVISION UNFAVORABRLE FAVORABLE TOTAL
) lained furth subsequenfly NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
A4 U i aine urther .
e for such factors. The first, as exp ! Minimum . 20 143 120 863 140
A . . s ) \ .
B - . f the relation of supervision to the global :
oy concerns an assessment of t ‘ 1 Medium 57 198 247 81% 304
; i . i i ically for the risk scores that " ) - . :
outcome while cqntrolllng statistically . Intensive 12 19% 51 8l% 63
| i 1S isk classification. The second method : ’ : :
prov*dgd the basis for the risk cl TOTAL 89 , 418 507
of analysis, also explained in more detail in a later section, com- .
pares the actual global outcomes, for the different levels of super- O : X = 17g6_ ; df = 2; 1n.s.
vision,rwith those expected on the basis of offender attributes The table shows that for all sites combined there is no sig-
known at the time of placement on probation.
io
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nificant association between the assigned supervision level and
the global outcome measure. In other words, different assigned
qategories of supervision, considering all sites combined, are
not related to recidivism. The minimum supervision probationers,
with a lower recidivism rate, did somewhat better as compared to
the medium and intensive levels, but not significantly so.

The second analysis compares the actual number of face-to-
face contacts (only) with‘the glnbal measure of outcomes. The
resulting correlation coefficient is very small and not signifi--
cant (r = -.02). This means that t+he overall number of face-to-
face contacts between the‘probationers and their probation of-
ficers is not associated with their outcomes. Next is a corre-
lation of the rate of face-té-face contacts over the period of

active ‘supervision (supervision rate) with outcomes. This cor-

relétion coefficient is small also, and not significant (r = -.002).

Finally, we created three new supervision levels as determined
by the actual number of face-to-face contacts which occurred over
the supervision period. By tabulating the number of contacts we
were able to subdivide the cohort into three parts: -those with
a low number of .contacts, those with a medium number, and those
with a higher number. .

' The table indicates again that there is no significant as-
sociation between actual'supervision levels and outcomes., It
suggests further that the number of face-to-face contacts which
actually occurred seems to be considerably fewer than that man-
dated in all three of the specified supervision leveis, This is

a subject to which we wili,return later in this section, The
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results are shoWn in Table 3.

Table 3

OUTCOMES BY ACTUAL SUPERVISION LEVEL

ACTUAL SUPERVTI GLOBAL, OUTCOME
SION (Contacts|  UNFAVORABLE TAVORABLE TOTAL
per month) NOMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT
pess than 1 31 l1eg 137 82% 168
1-1.7 34 17% 162 833 196
More than 1.7 24 17% 119 333 143
TOTAL 89 418 507
2 _
X“ =.16 ; df =2 ; n.s.

The result of these analyses of the aggregate data is that
we cannot reject the hypothesis that differential levels of pro-
bation supervision are not associated with global recidivism.
Note, however, that the design of the study--that is, the super-
vision level allocation process--is such that the better risks
(by the project risk scores) were more apt to be assigned to less
supervision. Thus, a fair test of supervision levels may not yet
have been provided. ‘

What about the individual site data? Let us look at the

data from XKane County. Table 4 portrays outcomes by levels of

~supervision for Kane County only.
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Table 4

OUTCOMES BY SUPERVISION LEVEL
(Rane County)

' GLOBAL OUTCOME ]
SUPERVISION |~ UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE TOTAL
NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT
Minimum 7 30% 16 70% 23
Medium 17 28% 43 723 60
Intensive 3 16% 16 84% 19
TOTAL 27 75 102

I

X2 =1.41 ; df =2 ; n.s.
The table shows no significant association between level

of supervision and outcome in Kane County. The correlation

coefficient for face-to-face contacts with outcomes is .15;

for supervision rate it is .17. Although these correlation

coefficients are larger than those for the aggregate data and
are positive (indicating that more contacts tend to be associa-
ted with favorable outcomes) neither of them is statistically
significant. Again, the null hypotheses cannot be rejected.
Note again that the test does not take into account the pos-—
sible bias associated with risk scores.

Table 5 shows the levels of supervision to outcomes com-

parison for the Suffolk County data.

Thelionsuin
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Table 5

OUTCOMES BY SUPERVISION LEVﬁL
(Suffolk County)

GLOBAL OUTCOME
SUPERVISION UNFAVORABLE FAVORARBRLE TOTAIL
— NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
Minimum 4 10g 37 90% 41
Medium 14 223 50 783 64
Intensive 5 23% 17 77% 22
TOTAL 23 | 104 127

2
X" =2.86 ; df =2 ; n.s.

Again, there is no significant association between the two
variables. Face-to-face contacts have a low negative correlation
with outcome (r = =-.09); and supervision rate has a similérly
low néga?ive correlation (r = -.10). Neither of these correla-
tions is significant.

Table 6 illustrates the same cross—tabulation of data for

Florida.
Table 6
OUTCOMES BY SUPERVISION LEVEIL,
(Florida)
GLOBAL OUTCOME
SUPERVISION UNFAVORABLE FAVORARLE TOTAL
. . NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER | PERCENT
Minimum 9 12% 67 88% 76
Medium 26 15% 153 85% 179
Intensive 4 18¢ 18 82% 22
TOTAL 39 238 - 277 -
2 | | |
X" = .65 ; 4af = 2 ; n.s.
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Once again, there is ho significant association between
levels of supervision and outcomes. Tﬂe two correlation coef-
ficients, both non-significant, are: 'face—to—face contacts
(r = -.002), and supervision rate (r = .03).

These data, both in aggregate and by site, show no signi-
ficant association between the six months global measure of
recidivism and varying levels of probation supervision. 1In
these samples, more intensive supervision does not seem to re-
sult in better probation performance as determined by the global
measure of recidivism; but the anaiyses do not take account of
the risk measures and assignment process.

The second major variable of interés£ to ICFS is risk
screening and classification. The validity of the risk measures
used is discussed in detail in a separate report; but the asso-
ciation of the classification and outcomes in these samples may
be measured. The question here is:

- Is the classification of risk associated
with recidivism in these samples?
In reviewing these data it should be noted that, in a gene-

ral sense, the aim of the projects is to invalidate, to some de-

gree, the ‘risk classification! That is, the objective is to
supervise some poor risks in such a way that their performance

is improved.

Table 7, using the aggregate data, shows a cross-tabulation

global outcome measure.

st g 23

Table 7

OUTCOMES BY RISK ASSIGNMENT

GLOBAL, OUTCOME
RISK UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE TOTAL
NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT
Low 17 15% 93 . 85% 110
Medium 61 18% 286 82% 347
High 11 22% 38 78% 49
TOTAL 89 417 506
2
X =1.14- ; df =2 ; n.s.

Table 7 indicates that there is no statistically signifi-
cant association between assigned risk levels and favorable or
unfavorable outcomes. The recidivism»rété, as would be expec~-
ted, is higher for the higher risk levels, but in this sample,
not significantly so. The observed differences are in-the
expected direction, and these data should be interpreted in the
light of, first the evidence on validity éf the risk measures
presented in a separate report and, second, the pértial con-

unding of risk and supervision that obtains as a result of
the screening and assignment process previously described.

We can look similarly at the individual site data to see
if there is.any risk to outcome association, in these samples,
by site. Table 8 shows outcomes by risk assignment for Kane
County, Table 9 for Suffolk County, and Table 10 for Florida.

In no instance is there a significant association.
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Table 8

OUTCOMES BY RISK ASSIGNMENT
(Kane County)

GLOBAL OUTCOME
RISK UNFAVORABLE ‘ FAVORABLE TOTAL
’ NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT
Low 4 21% 15 79% 19
Medium 18 26% 50 74% 68
High 5 33% 10 67% 15
TOTAL 27 75 102
2 _ -
X = .65 ; d4f = 2 ; n.s.
Table 9
OUTCOMES BY RISK ASSIGNMENT
(Suffolk County)
‘ GLOBAL OUTCOME
RISK UNFAVORABLE ' FAVORABLE TOTAL
NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT
Low 4 19% 17 31% 21
Medium 18 19% 76 81% 94
High 1 8% 11 92% 12
TOTAL 23 104 127
2 - .
X = .85 ; df =2 '; n.s.
Table 10
OUTCOMES BY RISK ASSIGNMENT
(Florida)
GLOBAL OUTCOME
RISK UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE TOTAL
NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT.
Low 9 13% 61 87% 70
Medium 25 14% 160 86% 185
High 5 - 23% 17 77% 22
TOTAL 39 238 277
X2 =1.49 ; af = ; n.s.
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The second level of analysis of risk is by project site
only, since the probationers' risk scofés were derived from
three separate and individually developed risk screening instru-
ments. This analysis correlates the actnal risk score for each
probationer with that probationer's global outcome, that is,
favorable or unfavorable. The results are as follows:
Kane County " r = .19; n.s.
Suffolk County r = -.17; n.s.

Florida | r=,13; p < .05

These findings indicate that, in these samples, theré is
no sigpificant correlation between risk scores and global, six-
month outcomes in either Kane Coﬁnty qr.sﬁffolk County. There
is a significant correlation in Florida. (The correlations are
point biserial correlation-coefficients, since the outcome is a
dichotomous classification.) The larger number of cases in Flo-
rida (N = 269) accounts for the statistically significant corre—‘
lation in that site despite the lower value. In the other two
sites, the Qbsexved correlations are each in the e@xpected direc-
tion (the Suffolk County instrument is scored in reverse order -
from the others, accounting for the negati%é.éorrelation).

The analysis of supervision and risk interaction effects,
which will follow, will shed some further light on what accounts
for the outcomes gbserved. Meanwhile, an examination of the in-
tercorrelations of risk scores, the supervision rate measure, and

the global outcome measure may be reported.
Since risk scores are potentially related to outcomes and

also to the level of supervision (as measured by the supervisdgion
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rate) the correlation of supervision rate with outcome while con-
trolling for risk scores is of substantial interest. That is,

we wish to measure the relation of supervision rates, within

each site, with outcome while taking account of the risk scores.
This may be done by measuring the partial correlation coefficient,
which gives # measure of the correlation desired while nullifying
the effects of the risk scores on both the variables being cor-
related. That is, we wish to know the correlations between super-
vision rate and global outcome with the influence of risk scores

ruled out.

The relevant correlations for Kane County are as follows:

KANE COUNTY INTERCORRELATIONS OF
SUPERVISION RATE, GLOBAL RECIDIVISM,
AND RISK SCORE

GLOBAL RISK

RECIDIVISM SCORE

Supervision Rate .173 -.242
Global Recidivism .187

‘The partial correlation coefficient describing the rela-
tion of supervision rates to the global oufébﬁés with risk scores
taken into-account is .229, which is significant at the five per-
cent level of confidence. This suggests that increased rates of
contact are associated with more favorable outcomes when the
selection bias due to the risk screening process is taken into
account.

The analogous analyses for Suffolk County and Florida data

are as follows:

£
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SUFFOLK COUNTY INTERCORRELATIONS OF
SUPERVISION RATE, GLOBAL RECIDIVISM,
AND RISK SCORE

GLOBAL RISK

RECIDIVISM SCORE

Supervision Rate -.097 . 280
Global Recidivism -.173

The partial correlation coefficient is -.055, which is not

statistically significant. Supervision rate is not associatéd

with outcome in Suffolk, even when their risk scores are taken

into account. In Florida, the same thing is true. The partial

correlation coefficient there is 036, which also is not sig-
nificant.
FLORIDA INTERCORRELATIONS OF

SUPERVISION RATE, GLOBAL RECIDIVISM,
AND RISK SCORE '

GLOBAL RISK

RECIDIVISM SCORE

Supervision Rate ‘ .027 -.063
Global Recidivism ‘ «134

There is one other aspect of the research problem which

needs to bg addressed. This concerns the specific hypothesis

" \ . .
that increased or intensive levels of supervision. . .can in-

crease the probability of success for high ri§k offenders."'

In order to test this hypothesis; we isolated the high risk
probationers from all three sites and analyzed the effects upon
them of the differential levels of supervision. The results are
shown in Table 11.
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Table 11 Table 13

OUTCOMES FOR HIGH RISKS-.BY SUPERVISION LEVEL OUTCOMES FOR MEDIUM RISKS BY SUPERVISION LEVEL

GLOBAL OUTCOME

GLOBAL OUTCOME

SUPERVISION UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE TOTAL SUPERVISION UNFAVORABLE ' FAVORABLE TOTAL

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
Minimum 0 0% 3 - 100% 3 Minimum 11 16% 59 - 843 70
Medium 6 30% 14 ' 70s 20 Medium 43 18% 198 823 241
Intensive 5 193 21 81% 26 Intensive 7 193 29 81% 36
TOTAL 11 38 | 49 TOTAL 61 286 347

2 _ _ - 2 _

X" =1.68 3 df =2 ; n.s. - X = .,266 ; df =2 : n.s.

The table indicates that there is no significant association In each case there is no significant association.

between supervision level and outcomes for high risk probationers. The different levels or categories of risk may be examined

Because the number of cases is so small;;because the data are similarly while controlling for levels of supervision. The re-

therefore combined from the three sites, and noting that the sults are shown in Tables 14, 15, and 16.

observed difference is in the expected direction, this result
Table 14
should be treated very cautiously. However, the hypothesis that '
OUTCOMES FOR MINIMUM SUPERVISION BY RISK ASSIGNMENT
increased levels of supervision increase success for high risk '

. a GLOBAI: OUTCOME
offenders does not seem to be supported. RISK UNFAVORABLE ‘ FAVORABLE .TOTAL
This same analysis was peixformed for low and medium risk. NUMBER PERCENT | NUMBER PERCENT -
' Low 9 13% 58 87% 67
probationers from all sites as well. The results are shown in : - ;
Medium 11 16% 59 84% 70
Tables 12 and 13. - '
' High . 0 0% 3 100% 3
Table 12 . : ;
' : TOTAL 20 120 140
OUTCOMES FOR LOW RISKS BY SUPERVISION LEVEL
. x2 = .66 ; Af =2 ; n.s.
i GLOBAL OQOUTCOME
SUPERVISION UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE TOTAL
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER ! PERCENT
Minimum 9 13% 58 87% . 67 -
Medium 8 193 34 81% 42
Intensive 0 0% 1 " 100% 1l
TOTAL 17 | { 93 { 10

X2 = .81 ; &f = 2
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Table 15

OUTCOMES FOR MEDIUM SUPERVISION BY RISK ASSIGNMENT

‘ GLOBAL OUTCOME L
RISK UNFAVORABLE —_ FAVORABLE TOT.
NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT
Low 8 19% 34 81% 42
Medium 43 | 18% 198 82% 241
High 6 308 14 70% 20
TOTAL 57 246 303

x2 =1.79 ; df =2 ; n.s.

Table 16

OUTCOMES FOR INTENSIVE SUPERVISION BY RISK ASSIGNMENT

GLOBATL, OUTCOME -
RISK UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE TOT
NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT
Low 0 0% 1 100% 1
Medium 7 193 29 818 36
High 5 19% 21 gls | 26
TOTAL 12 - 51 63

x2 = ,24 3 df =2 :; n.s.

Once again, there are no significant associations.

The inevitable conclusion at this point seems to be that, so
far as this cohort is concerned, neither the risk screening classi-
fications nor the assignment of probationers to different levels of
superv151on i$ associated with the six-month global crlterlon. But

let us exolore and examine further.
The analyses dlscussed ‘heretofore have had the limitation that

‘selection bias in assignments to supervision levels may not have

been taken into account adequately. If demonstrably relevant of-
fender characterlstlcs (that 1s, probationer attributes associated
with the global outcome ~criterion) are not reflected adegquately in
either the risk or the supervision classifications, then the re-
sults may be misleading. For example, some of the relevant infor-

e LY

~39~

mation which provides the basis for the risk classification is lost

when the continuous risk score is used with cutting scores to di-

vide the sample into three groups, i.e., low, medium and high

risk. That is, some potentially relevant information is discarded

and hence not taken into account even though the aim in examining

risk groups separately is to "control" for the risk measurement.
Similarly, if there are offender characteristics that are

related to the outcome criterion but these had not been included

;n the project risk measures, then these probationer attributes

also properly should be taken into account in comparing the out-

- comes.

Two sets of analyses will be descfioed next, which are in-
tended to provide assessments of the major study hypotheses while
controlling statistically for relevant offender characteristics
known before the differential classification and supervision
Processes were imposed. Tn the first, the objectlve is to con-
trol for the actual risk scores used for classification by the
project personnel. Tn the second, a "risk measure" developed on
the basis of the observed relations of offender characteristics
to the global outcomes, in the samples studied, is used. In the
latter case, we wish to provide a statistical correctlon for any
demonstrable bias in the ClaSSlflcatlon ~supervision process.

More simply, we wish to compare global ocutcomes after taking into
account the different kinds of probationers assigned to the dif-
ferent risk-supervision combinations.

The first set of these analyses is illustrated by the re-

sults from the Suffolk County data. These are shown in Table 17.
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C G ¢ CABLE 17 @ ® ) o o &
ACTUAL AND ADJUSTED GLOBAL OUTCOMES, FOR SUFFOLK COUNTY,*
BY SUFFOLK COUNTY RISK AND SUPERVISION ASSIGNMENTS
RISK NUMBER PERCENT WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES.
\ SUPERVISION LEVEL ‘
g MINIMUM MEDIUM INTENSIVE
| A ACTURL |ADJUSTED | ACTUAL ADJUSTED| ACTUAL | ADJUSTED
| LOW 21 a1g 68% 70% 47% - ~—
. o (n=11) (n=10)
; MEDIUM 94 90 89 - 78 . 81 72% 78%
1 : (n=30) - (n=46) i (n=18)
v HIGH 9 - - . 86 100 100 100.
i (n=7) (n=2)
fl L]
OVERALL GLOBAL OUTCOME PERCENT = 81 .
o
1

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

,<
i

8 ' © MODEL:

*Different N's result
from no risk scores
on certain cases.

&

g
i

GLOBAL OUTCOME AS A FUNCTION JOF RISK CLASS,
[ AND OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES (SUFFOLK RISK)

SUPERVISION CLASS

suM OF

MEAN

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY.

. . DEGREES OF '

SOURCE . FREEDOM SQUARES SQUARE r P
MODEL 7 2-21 .316 2-22 004
ERROR 116 16.52 142

, DEGREES OF} SUM OF MEAN

SOURCE . FREEDON . SQUARES SQUARE F P
RISK 2 1.294 . 647 4.56 .01
SUPERVISION 2 .211 .106 .75 .48
INTERACTION: 2 134 .067 .47 .63
RISK & SUPERVISION ‘
OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES 1 1.484 1.484 10.45 .002
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In the top portion of this table, the actual (that is, observed)
proportions of probationers with favorable global outcomes may
be seen. We wish, however, to analyze the variability in out-
comes that is associated with the risk classification as well
as the supervision level; further, we wish to determine whether
a portion of that variation is associated with the interaction
of risk and supervision levels. Moreover, we wish to know whe-
ther a portion of that variation in outcomes may be attributed
to the risk scores (as distinct from the three-part classifica-
tion). Finally, we wish to make assessments of risk class, su-
pervision level, and the interaction of these while "holding
constant" or correcting‘statistically'for'the risk scores of
the offenders. The probationer attributes on which these scores
are based are descriptive of the persons at the outset of proba-
tion--based as they are on history or prior record--and unless

it can be shown that the program classification (of risk, super-
vision, or interaction of these) helps explain the differences

in outcomes beyond that explained by these scores, it will be
‘difficult to argue that the classification apd supervision pro-
gram had any differential eﬁfect on the glébal outcome.

The summary of the analysis of variance, in the middle bf
Table 17, shows that the "model" described above is statistically
significant at the five percent levei of confidence. Thus, we
must reject the hypothesis that the differences in outcome are
due to none of the elements: risk class; supervision class,

interaction of risk x supervision, or Suffolk risk scores.

The analysis of covariance, summarized at the bottom of the

e

-

L

O

o

significant.

‘percents in the top third of the table.

table, provides a test of each of these elements. The largest

contribution to the explanation of the oﬁtcome differences is
shown to be the Suffolk risk scores; and this is étatistically
When these scores are taken into account, neither
supervision nor the interaction of risk x- supervision has a
statistically significant effect. The risk classification, how-
ever, has an effect, pérhaps surprisingly, even after thé indi-~
vidual risk scores have been taken into account. (It should be
‘noted that the probation officers are éware that assignments to
supervision levels are made, some of the time, on the basis of
risk--so that in general probationers assigned to a higher level-
of supervision will tend to be thése defihéd as poorer risks.)
The analysis of covariance permits also the calculation of
an “adjusted mean" global outcome score that may be compared
with the actually observed mean outcome. Since the global out-
come was sqored as a zero (unfavorable) or one (favorable), these
means, multiplied by 100, may be regarded as adjusted percents
with favorable outcomes.

These are shown beside the actual

- The adjusted percents

may be regarded as the "success rate" after the probationer risk

scores have been taken into account. For example, the actual
"success rates" for low and medium risk classes of probationers,
assigned to minimum supervision, were about the same--91 and 90
percent respectively. When the adjustment is made for the risk
Scores, the adjusted rates are rather different--68 and 89 per- |
cent. This reflects the fact that the probationers classed as

low risks were indeed better risks than were those classed as
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medium risks.
The comparable analysis for the Kane County data ig given

in Table 18, None of the elements in the model has g statigti-

A similar result is found with the Florida Program. (See
Table 19.) Neither the risk classification, the Supervision le-

vel, nor the interaction of risk x Supervision has g statis-

.controlleqd statistically. Some variaﬁion in outcomes is accounted

for by these Scores,
In Summary, these analyses show that

. In each site, some of the,vafiation in global
outcome is explained by the risk scores de-

' veloped and usegd by the staff in classification
and assignmenttxnsupervision levels.

. When the rigk Scores are controlled statisti-
cally, '
- the risk classification is found -
to have an effect in Suffolk County
but not in the other two sites;

T Supervision levels have no effect;

= the interaction of risk class x
Supervision level has no effect.

The second set of multivariate analyses is completed in the
Same way, except that the intent is to control for any offender
attributes demonstrably related, in these combined Samples, to

the outcome measure. In order to combine this information in a
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ACTUAL AND ADJUSTED GLOBAL OUTCOMES, FOR KANE. COUNTY
BY KANE COUNTY RISK AND SUPERVISION ASSIGNMENTS
RISK. NUMBER PERCENT WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES,
SUPERVISION LEVEL
MINIMUM® MEDIUM INTENSIVE
. ACTUAL |ADJUSTED | ACTUAL ADJUSTED| ACTUAL | ADJUSTED
LOW 19 82% 64% 713 46% 1008 | 77%
. (n=11) (n=7) . (n=1) -
MEDIUM 68 58 62" 72 72 100 100
' (n=12) _(n=47) {n=9)
HIGH 15 - _ 67 . 89 67 87
(n=6) (n=9)
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

MODEL:

GLOBAL OUTCOME AS A FUNCTION OF RISK CLASS,
AND OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES (XKANE RISK)

OVERALL GLOBAL OUTCOME

SUPERVISION CLASS

PERCENT = 74

suM Or

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY

- DEGREES OF MEAN -
SOURCE FREEDON SQUARES | SQUARE F P
MODEL 8 2.04 .256 1.34 .24
ERROR 93 17.81 . .191
DEGREES OF SUM OF MEAN
SOURCE . FREEDOM | . SQUARES | SQUARE F P
RISK 2 .179 .090 .47 .63
SUPERVISION 2. .255 .128 .67 .52
INTERACTION: 3 .520 .173 .90 .44
RISK x SUPERVISION
OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES 1 912 4.77 .N3
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€ O o G TABLE 1960 0 0 0 0 o !
ACTUAL AND ADJUSTED GLOBAL DUTCOMES, FOR FLORIDA*
BY FLORIDA'S RISK AND SUPERVISION ASSICGNMENTS f
RISK NUMBER PERCENT WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES. §
: i
SUPERVISION LEVEL |
MIMIMUM' MEDIUM INTENSIVE
‘ ACTUAL |ADJUSTED | ACTUAL ADJUSTED| ACTUAL | ADJUSTED
LOW 67 86% 79% 88% 78% - -
§ - (n=43)- (n=24)
MEDIUM 180 89 91" 87 89 78% 83%
§n=27) - (n=144) (n=9)
HIGH 22 100 100 . 50 66 85 98
(n=3) . . (n=6) {n=13)
OVERALL GLOBAL OUTCOME PERCENT = 86 L
(87 ]
1

¢

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY .
' GLOBAL OUTCOME AS A FUNCTION OF RISK CLASS,

. MODEL OF SUPERVISION CLASS, .
i AND OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES (FLORIDA™RISK) :
i ' .
! o DEGREES OF| SUM OF MEAN .
SOURCE FREEDOM SQUARES | SQUARE F P
MODEL 8 1.66 . .208 1.74 .09
5 ERROR 260 30.97 119
i ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY
1 , "DEGREES OF SUM_OF MEAN
i SOURCE . FREEDOM . | . SQUARES | SQUARE F P
‘RISK 2 .083 .042 .35 .71
:' *Different N's result SUPERVISIgg' 2 469 .234 1,97 .14
5 from no risk scores ;gﬁggugxg%PEkv STON 3 606 . .202 1.70 .17
i on certaln cases. OFFENDER ATTR SOThS 1 ©.723 .723 6.08 .01
A
L , , ‘ ,
(11\’ . ‘0 v ' . = N R ) . R o . -
?‘ ’ *~ - . ) . . L . R -
A ~ L S : : ‘ o . . . g ‘
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score. (More detail on the development of this measure is given
in a companion report.)
The equation. (i.e., the method of scoring for each broba-

tioner) takes account of the following offender attributes:

educational

rests as an

attainment, age, past residence changes, prior ar-

adult, prior sentences to probation, age at first

arrest, age at first conviction, evidence of substance abuse or
drug abuse, certain offenses--including resisting arrest and
disorderly conduct, prior arrest for offense against person,
prior arrest for offense against property, and prior conviction
for offense against property. The scores, which are a weighted
linear composite of the scores on these attributes, provide an
"expected"” value of the global‘outcomé“based on these proba-
tioner characteristics.

The distributions of these scores (called PREDRISK scores)
are shown in Table 20 for the two outcome categories. It should
be noted that this table shows the association of these scores
with the global outcome for the samples ffom which they were
derived, i.e., the combined data from the three sites. Since
we wish to examine the global outcomes for ‘the three sites com-
bined but also for each site separately, it is of interest to
‘note also the relation of these scores to outcomes in the data
from each agency; these data are shown in Table 21.

In both Table 20 and Table 21, the PREDRISK scores are
grouped to provide seven classifications of probationers. This

is done merely to permit a more convenient examination of the

association of the scores.-with the global outcome measure; in

e
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Table 20 g
RELATION OF PREDRISK SCORES TO GLOBAL OUTCOMES, THREE SITES
COMBINED, STUDY SAMPLE
PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT _
GROUP SCORES OF TOTAL FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE FAVORABLE
A {108.7 or above 20 1 0 100
B 108.6 -96.0 14 66 4 94
C 95.9 - 88.6 21 94 10 90
X 88.5 - 75.5 ‘ 37 166 20 89
D 75.4 - 68.8 12 ' 43 18 70
<
E 68.7 - 55.6 13 39 28 58 i
F[55.5 -0 3 8 9 47 |
TOTAL 417 89 .82 '
Biserial correlatio‘j‘n coefficient = .51
Point biserial correlation coefficient = .35 ;
, i
Mean cost rating ‘ = .46 |
|
i
f
i
5 . v\‘ ""r:Lv .
v , ) )
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- ; the analysis of covariance the actual (ungrouped) scores are
Table 21 @f used. (The groups are defined arbitrarily by standard deviation
ﬁELATION OF PREDRISK.SCORES TO GLOBAL OUTCOMES FOR ? v units, such that the scores’in group A .are at or above two stan-
SUFFOLK COUNTY, KANE COUNTY, AND FLORIDA 3 dard deviations above the mean score and E = 1g to 20, C = .5¢
SERCERT —NOMBER PERCENT ;E to lo, x = -.50 to .50, D = -.50 to -lg, E = ~1o to -20, and
GROUP OF TETAL FAVOiABLE 'UNFAngABLE FAVO?ABLE { ¥ F < -20.) 1In Table 20, the percent of probationers in each Score
2 12 ig .i gg. %‘ group who had favorable global outcomes is shown in the column
SUFFOLK g | ig ig g gé f at the extreme right, and it can be seenAthgt the prdportions of
g lg g o , lg gg \ﬂ & Probationers who "succeeded" decrease with decreasing scores.
F 0‘ 0 0 o , ‘;fjé The correlations of the PREDRISK scores with the global outcome
é lg ‘ li g lgg o é classification are shown below the Table, along with the mean
KANE g : ig : ig ; 2% ‘ : R cost rating. (The latter statistic is‘gne'often used in assess-
g 22 lg g gg B f; S ments of prediction methods of this séft, and it is described in
F 5 ' 1 0 100 -l ! detail in the companion report mentioned previously.) Similar
g gé 22' g gg data are given for each site separately in Table 21. Together,
FLORIDA X 3 88 2 o these tables show that the PREDRISK scores are related substan-
g 'g lg Z gg tially to the global outcome classification, whether the data
: are combined from the three sites or considered separately.
: The analysis of covariance fo; the data from the three
o cg§§g§§$§ON PgéggEiigggiAL 1 MﬁiglggST sites combined is summarized in Table 22, which shows also the
SUFFOLK .63 .43 .58 actual and, adjusted favorable outcome percents. The only sta-
tistically significant source of variation in outcomes is the
KANE .35 .26 .31 ;
- 'PREDRISK scores, i.e., the summary of offender attributes known
FLORIDA .49 .32 .40

before the classification and assignment procedures were insti-
tuted. After these scores are taken into account in the analysis,
neither risk class nor assigned supervision level, nor the inter-

action of these is statistically significant. It should be noted

y R T et e e R g
o T T v .
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¢
ACTUAL AND ADJUSTED GLOBAL OUTCOMES, THREE SITES COMBINED,
BY RISK AND SUPERVISION. ASSIGNMENTS . - -
RISK NUMBER SPERCENT WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES,
SUPERVISION LEVEL
MINIMUM® _ MEDIUM INTENSIVE
ACTUAL |ADJUSTED | ACTUAL ADJUSTED| ACTUAL | ADJUSTED
LOW 110 86% 80% 81% 73% 100% 100%
‘ : (n=67)- (n=42) (n=1) .
MEDIUM 347 - 84 86 82 . 83 80 83
: (n=70) .| . (n=241) (n=36)
HIGH 49 100 100 .70 82 81 88
(n=3) o (n=20) (n=26)
OVERALL GLOBAL OUTCOME PERCENT = 82 |
R
!
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY A ‘
MODEL: GLOBAL OUTCOME AS A FUNCTION OF RISK CLASS, SUPERVISION CLASS
AND OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES (PREDRISK) :
DEGREES OF| SUM OF MEAN .
SOURCE FREEDOM SQUARES | SQUARE F P
MODEL 9 9.55 1.061 8.22 <.0001
ERROR . 496 63.80 129
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY
| DEGREES OF GSUM OF MEAN
SOURCE . . FREEDOM . | . SQUARES | SQUARE F P
RISK 2 .118 .059 .46 .63
INTERACTION . -
RISK & SUPERVISION 4 .207 .052 .40 .81
. | _OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES X 8.948 8.948 69.36 .0001
. v - ’ . i : f / .
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that the probability of obtaining a value of F as large or lar-

ger than that shown for the supervision effect, if there is.no

" effect (under the null hypothesis), is .28; the values for risk

and for the interaction term are markedly larger.

The comparable analyses for the three sites separately are
summarized in Tables 23-25. In no case is there a statistically
significant effect for the risk class, the supervision level, or
the interaction.

The analyses described thus far have included "level of su~
pervision" as the assigned level, that is, the designated or in—_
tended level of supervision. Since it may be expected that there
is some variation in actual supervisiOQJwifhin assigned levels,

a similar, vet different quéstion may be asked: 1Is there any
supervision effect when actual, rather than intended, supervision
is measured?

In order to addfess this qguestion, 1evei of supervision was
defined operationally as the monthly rate of face-to-face con-
tacts dQuring the period of active supervision. The results of
the analogous analysis of covariance are nearly identical, with
one exception. 1In Florida, the supervision.;ate is a significant
source of variation in global outcomes (F = 1.54, d.f. = 32, p =
.04) even after the variation due to the PREDRISK scores is taken
into account. Thus, the rate of face-to-face contacts in Florida
does affect the outcomes, judging from this analysis.

With that ey¥ception, these analyses generally support the =
conclusions that, in each site and overall: ‘

. The risk classification had no effect
on global outcomes;

R
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ACTUAL AND ADJUSTED GLOBAL OUTCOMES, SUFFOLK COUNTY,
BY RISK AND SUPERVISION- ASSIGNMENTS )
RISK NUMBER . . PERCENT WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES,
SUPERVISION LEVEL
MINIMUM® MEDIUM INTENSIVE
ACTUAL |ADJUSTED |ACTUAL | ADJUSTED| ACTUAL | ADJUSTED
LOW 21 91% 85% 70% 63% - -
. ) ' (n=11})" (n=10)
MEDIUM 94 90 89 78 . 81 72% 73%
(n=30) - (n=46) (n=18)
HIGH 12 -- -- - 88 91 | 100 97
(ri=8) (n=4)

OVERALL GLOBAL OUTCOME PERCENT = 82

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY
MODEL: GLOBAL OUTCOME AS A FUNCTION OF RISK CLASS, SUPERVISION CLASS, .°

D OFFENDER ATTRIBUTPS (PRFDRISK)

, DEGREES OF| SUM_OF MEAN ,

SOURCE FREEDOM BOQUARES | SQUARE by P
MODEL 7 4.32 .617 5,02 <.0001
ERROR 119 14.52 123

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY
DEGREES OF SUM OF MEAN

SOURCE . FREEDOM . | . SQUARES | SQUARE F P
RISK 2 .438 .219 1.78 .17
SUPERVISION 2 .299 .150 1.22 .30
INTERACTION: .
RISK & SUPERVISION 2 ,099 .050 .41 .67
OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES 1 3.505 3.505 23 50 <.0001
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I COABLE 24 O O 0 0 O
ACTUAL ANDYADJUSTED GLOBAL OUTCOMESf“KANE COUNTY,
BY -RISK AND SUPERVISION ASSIGNMENTS ‘
RISK NUMBER “PERCENT WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES,
SUPERVISION LEVEL
MINIMUM' MEDIUM INTENSIVE
ACTURL |ADJUSTED | ACTUAL ADJUSTED| ACTUAL | ADJUSTED
LOW 19 82% 79% 71% 66% 100% 100%
. ' (n=11) (n=7) , (n=1)
MEDIUM 68 58 60 ° 72 .73 100 95
(n=12) . (n=47) (n=9)
HIGH 15 - - 67 . 70 67 74
(n=6) (n=9)

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY

MODEL:

GLOBAL OUTCOME AS A FUNCTION OF RISK

AND OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES (PREDRISR)

OVERALL GLOBAL OUTCOME PERCENT = 74

CLASS » SUPERVISION CLASS,

SUM OF

] DEGREES OF MEAN :

SOURCE . FREEDOM SQUARES SQUARE T P
MODEL 8 2.17 271 1.43 .20
FRROR 93 17.69 ..;g

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY i
DEGREES OF]. SUM OF MEAN

SOURCE . FREEDQM . | . SQUARES SQUARE r P
RISK 2 . 140 .070 .37 .69
SUPERVISION 2 279 . 140 .74 .48
INTERACTION:

RISK & SUPERV%E&O 3 . 314 .105 .55 .65
OFFENDER ATTR TES 1 1.033 1.033 5.44 .02
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ACTUAL AND ADJUSTED GLOBAL OUTCOMES, FLORIDA,
BY RISK AND SUPERVISION ASSIGNMENT
RISK NUMBER , “PERCENT WITH FAVORABLE OUTCOMES.
SUPERVISION LEVEL
MINIMUM' MEDIUM J INTENSIVE
» ACTUAL | ADJUSTED | ACTUAL ADJUSTED| ACTUAL | ADJUSTED
LOW 70 87% 81% - 88% 823 —— -
: {(n=45) {n=25)
MEDIUM 185 89 91 86 . 87 78% 100%
' (n=28) | (n=148) ' (n=9)
HIGH 22 100 100 . 50 ° 72 -85 91
{n=3) (n=6) {(n=13)

i

PRGNSy S TP PESPRIN DU SR P

Lga

OVERALL GLOBAL OUTCOME PERCENT = 86

...bg_.

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY :

MODEL: GLOBAL OUTCOME AS A FUNCTION OF RISK CLASS, SUPERVISION CLASS,
AND OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES (PREDRISK) B -

. DEGREES OF] SUM OF BN
SOURCE * FREEDOM SQUARES s‘éu?{ma F P
MODEL 8 3.75 .469 4.23 <.0001
ERROR . 268 29.76 2111
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE SUMMARY
DEGREES OF SUM OF MERN
SOURCE . . FREEDOM | . SQUARES | SQUARE F p
RISK 2 050 7075 .23 .80
SUPERVISION 2~ .253 .126 1.14 .32
INTERACTION: :
RISK & SUPERVISION 3 261 | .087 .78 .51
OFFENDER ATTRIBUTES 1 2.805 2.805 25.27 <.0001
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. The supervision level had no effect
on global ocutcome; and

. The interaction of risk class and su-

pervision level had no effect on global
outcome.

Thus, when allowance is made for relevant characteristics
of the probationers assigned to risk levelé and differential
supervision categéries, the m&jor hypotheses providing the ra-
tionale for the projects are 10t supported.

A potential hazard in hypothesis testing such as discussed
in this report, presenting a risk that is well recognized, is
that there are two kinds of errors potentially to be made.. The
first, usually called "type I error," consists in rejecting the
null hypothesis when in fact it is true. That is, if there really
are no classification or treatment effects, but these are claimed,
a type I error has occurred. Since none of the results reported
here resulted in such a claim (except the Florida supervision
rate effect), we are in little danger of making this kind of error.
The second type of potential error is thevreverse: it consists
of failing to reject the null hypotﬁesis when it is not true,
i.e., when classificatiétn or treatment effects do obtain. In a
sense, the five percent level of confidence assumed for the pur-—
pose of the statistical tests reported here is conservativé with
respect to type I errors; following the five percent level of con-
fidence rule means that we are not apt to commit type I errors.
But because type IXI errors répresent a risk as well, it may be
important to search for any trends or suggestions in the data,
,suégestions that some elements in the classification-supervision

program may be worth pursuing further.
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AAfirst means of searching for such clues is given by a
comparison, for all sites combined, of the expected and actual
values of global outcomes associated with each combination of
risk and supervision classes. The expected values are those de-
rived by means of the PREDRISK scores; that is, these are assumed
to provide a measure of the expected "success" rates on the basis
of relevant offender characteristics known before the Program be-
gan. The comparison is shown in Table 26.

Generally, the differences between éxpected and actﬁal
values are not 1arge{ This is consistent with the finding that
significant differences were not féund. It may be noted that
the persons classed as "low risk" did somewhat more poorly than
expected, particularly in the medium éﬁéervision caseloads. The
"medium risk" classed persons performed =hut as expected. The
"high risk" class performed as expected with medium supervision;
but with intensive supervision they performed somewhat better
(consistent with the project hypothesis). Again, it should be
noted that these differences are not significant.

An overview of the project results with this limitéd cohort
of subjects, studied for only six months after placement on pro-
bation with respect to the "global outcome" criterion heretofore
defined, is given in Figure 1. This is an "inside-out plot" of
the data presented in Tables 22-25., The adjusted "success" rates
(i.e., favorable global outcome, defined by the adjusted means
in the analysis of covariance) are shown for eaéh class of as-

signed supervision, according to the site and the project risk

- classifications. Thus, disregarding momentarily that none of

oot b R i
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Table 26

ACTUAL AND EXPECTED GLOBAL OUTCOMES,

THREE SITES COMBINED, BY RISK AND SUPERVISION LEVELS*

TRISK supEszsxgﬁ N ACTUAL | EXPECTED | DIFFERENCE
LOW MINIMUM 67 86.6 88.7 -2.1
LOW : MEDIUM 42 81.0 . 89.2 -8.2
MEDIUM |  MINIMUM 70 84.3 80.6 +3.7
MEDIUM MEDIUM 1241 82.2 81.6 + .6
MEDIUM INTENSIVE 36 80.6 80.1 + .5
HIGH' MEDIUM 20 70.0 70.4 - .4
HIGH INTENSIVE 26 80.8 74.9 +5.9

*Risk/Supervision combinations with fewer than four proba-

tioners are excluded.
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the differences shown were statistically significant, we may ask

the central question for thé study: "What supervision class

worked best for what risk classes?"

If we are now hunting for clues for further study, rather

than testing hypotheses, the following features of Figure 1 are

worth noting:

1. With probationers classed as high risks, assign-
ment to intensive supervision had a more favor-
able result than assignment to medium level su-

pervision. This was the case in each site.

2. Persons classified as low risk probationers had
more favorable outcomes when placed in minimum
supervision (rather than those placed in medium
supervision) in Suffolk and Kane counties, though
not in Florida, where there was essentially no
difference.

3. Results with probationers classified by the pro-
jects as medium risks were mixed. The crdering
of type of supervision assignment, according to
adjusted success rates, is just reversed in Suf-
folk compared with Kane county; and it is dif-
ferent yet in Florida. T

Before the general hypotheses of the study and the causal

assumptions from which they were derived are accepted or rejec-

ted, one must ask also whether they have been validly tested by

the ICFS projects. Some limitations already have been discussed,

and we turn next to a discussion of issues concerning the strength

and integrity of the supervision (treatment) implementation,

L
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Adjusted "Success" Rate
(Favorable Global Outcome)

Figure 1
Inside-Out Plot of Data from Tables 22 - 25:
Supervision Levels by Adjusted Means for Global

pDutcomes, According to Risk Classifications
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Min = Minimum Supervision
Med = Medium Supervision
Int = Intensive Supervision
Supervision x Risk Classification
SITE égig; with N < 4 excluded
Med . M%n
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Strength and Integrity of the ICFS Treatment

In a recent paper developing thesé'concepts, Sechrest and

- Redner make the following observation: -

When interpreting the results of an evaluation
study, the question of whether the study was a
valid one on which to base the interpretations
is of paramount importance. For if the valid-
ity of the study is suspect, any interpreta-
tions will be unwarranted and potentially mis-
leading. 10

Erroneous conclusions may be reached that a treatment is effective

when it is not, according to thése authérs, or that a treatment is
not effective when, in fact, it is. |
Sechrest and Redner point out that a failure may occur in
what is known as construct validity "whgn'a treatment is assumed
to be taking place when, in fact, notﬁing is happening, or when
' nll

a treatment is delivered in some diluted. . .way. Their notion

of strength of correctional treatment includes such possible ele~

merits as number and length of contacts or sessions between treaters

and offenders, frequency of contacts, or period of time of exposure.

This concept of treatment strength is very much applicable
to ICFS which explicitly designed "treatment" to be administered
in certain clearly prescribed strengths or'désages. Some proba-
tioners were to have one personal face-to-face contact per month;
some two cohtacts;_and some were to have two personal face=~to-
face contacts pér week. These dosages, clearly spelled out and
clearly different (parti;ularly in the case of the most intensive
supervision), were to be administered over a uniform time of ex-
posure, that is, six months. Sechrest and Redner emphasize that,

"Any conclusions about whether a treatment is effective or not
Y
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must be reached with full knowledge of just how strong the treat-

12 Accordingly, we need to address this issue.

ment was."
.The second related concept, integrity of treatment, must

likewise be examined in the ICFS context. "Integrity of treat-

ment refers to the fidelity with which the treatment plan is

carried out."13

To what degree was‘the planned interventioﬁ ac-
tually carried out? Did the three ICFS projects, in other words,
do what they planned to do in order to proVide the basis for valiad
tests of the research hypotheses about'lével of supervision and
risk?

With regard to two key variables, the projects were given
specific mandates by LEAA in its grant approval. The first was
to develop and validate a risk screenigg mechanism, whiéh then
would be used to classify and assign probationers by risk to cer-
tain supervision or treatment categories. They were to supervise
their clients for at least six months, providing the prescribed
dosage of contacts between officers and probationers. These two
requirements constituted what might be termed the claSsification
and treatment plan. To the extent that they were met, we can
have confidence that the experiment providednthe basis for an ulti-
mate valid test.

Let us look at the first requirement which was to develop
and Vaiidate a risk screening instrumént. Was this done? The
answer, discussed at length in a companion report, is both yves
and né. Risk screening instrumehts were developed in all three
In one site only, however, was the instrument actually

sites.

validated prior to its application to the ICFS population. That

O

O

1O
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site is Suffolk County. In the other two sites, instruments were
developed from what is known as a construction sample and then
employed in the ICFS project without validation in any new sam-
ple. The consequence of this failure is that the risk variable
did not have, at the start of the program, demonstrable validity
in t@o of the three projects. It is true that the ICFS samples
themselves can and will serve as validation samples;. and, fur-
ther, that the evaluation can assess the efficiency of those in-
These assessments, however}‘are after the fact in

struments.

that the use of these two instruments was a fait accompli before

their‘validity and efficiency was established.

That the risk scores used at eachvsité do have some validity
in respect to the global, six months on-probation ecriterion used
in this report is reflected in the results of the analyses of
covariance summarized in Tables 17-19. At the bottom of each
of those summaries, the phrase "offender attributes" refers to
these risk scores. In the analysis for each site, these scores
are seen to be a significant source of variation in the global
outcomes. Validity, of course, is a matter of degree, and a more
detailed éssessment is given in the companiéﬁ repdrt which addres-
ses this aspect of the study as an important'topic in its own
right. It can be asserted, however, even on the basis of the
results shown in Tables 17-19, that each site-dia develop walid
screening instruments. This part of the classification and
treatment plan was not carried out with fidelity in two of the
three sites, since the critical step of validation was omitted;

nevertheless, the risk scores were in fact related to probation

outcomes.

| &
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But what about the supervision part of the plan? Unfortu-

nately, here the failure is even greater, at least for the first

six months cohorts. We examined the variable "supervision rate"

(the rate of face-to-face contacts over the period of active su-

pervision) and constructed a frequency table. This analysis of

the combined data discloses that the median ratevof contacts ‘was
1.3 per month, the mean rate was 1.68, and the mode was one per

month. A total of 892 cases (17.7 percent) had a rate of less

than one contact per month. In other words, nearly one-fifth of

the cohort was in a less than minimum supervision category. A

total of 307 cases (60.9 percent) received minimum supervision,
that is, at least one, but less than two contacts per month. To-
gether, these two categories constitute 78.6 percent of the sam-

ple cohort. Of the remainder, 21.2 percent received medium su-

pervision (two ~ 7.67 contacts per month). What about intensive

supervision? This level, it will be recalled, required 8 contacts

per month. The number of cases receiving 8 or more was exactly

one, or 0.2 percent of the total. The individual site data are

illustrated in Table 27.
Table 27

SUPERVISION RATE BY SITES

KANE COUNTY SUFFOLK COUNTY VFLORIDA
Mean 1.8 2.4 1.3
Median 1.3 , 1.8 1.2
Mode 1.3 1.0 1.0
Less than 1 20 % 3.2% 23.5%
1 ~1.83 52 % 49.6% ' 69.3%
2 - 7.67 . 28 % - 47.2% 6.8%
8 or more . . 0 3 0 % 0.4%
TOTAL 100 3 100 % 100 %
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These results are illustrated in Table 28 Again the
ST ¢ y

7 r

than was i
assigned. 1In Suffolik, the major difference Seems to be

: I-El i iE -[ . > i I-El

ward in minimum supervision,

Table 28

ASSIGNED AND ACTUAL SUPERVISION RATES BY SITE

Number of

portion of their cases.

Contacts | FSsiomsd | Agerat | pemeeolk CONIY RSSTaned [ Boraas
Less than 1 0 203 0o 3.22 ogn A::#::
1-1.83 30-40 52 36 49.6 34 69.;—_
2 - 7.67 50-58 28 43 47.2 58 .6.8
8 or more 10-12 0 16 0- 8 o.;_‘

Obvio ‘
usly, the treatment Plan for supervision went seriously

astray. N
Y The level of SUQGIV1510n variable as pe
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sion rate was diluted to such an extent'that the original re-
search question cannot even be addressed,; much less answered by
these data. Uéing only the criteria of strength and integrity
of the original ICFS treatment, this part of the experiment can-
not be termed a success.

An examination of supervision rates by supervision levels
for the aggregate data and by sites discloses that the mean su-
pervision rate increased, as expected,‘as the supervision level
increased. The rate was as expeéted in the minimum level of su-
pervision. At the medium level, Kane County and Florida even
more so, began to fall behind. At the in;ensive level of super-
vision, Suffolk County performed the beSé by far. KXane County

is below the aggregate mean, but not by much. Florida, on the

other hand, is far below the aggregate mean. It is easy to see

from these data that Florida had the least variability in super-

vision rate by supervision levels.

Florida had the most difficulty in adhering to the treatment plan.

Table 29

MEAN SUPERVISION RATE BY SUPERVISION LEVELS BY SITES

e

It would appear from this that

ALL SITES | KANE COUNTY |SUFFOLK CTY. FLORIDA
STD. STD. STD. STD.
MEAN DEV. MEAN DEV. MEAN DEV. MEAN DEV.
Minimum 1.13 | .45 | 1.06 | 1.06 | 1.16 .31 ] 1.13 | .52
Medium 1.49 | 1.20 | 1.48 | .76 | 2.02 | .63 | 1.31 | 1.40
Intensive | 3.81 | 2.41 | 3.64 | 1.99 | 6.11 | 1.57 | 1.65 | .89

<
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"SOME IMPLICATIONS AND QUESTIONS

The 1 ' 1
conclusions from the foregoing analyses andg discussions

may be stated succinctly:

1. The integrity of the original plan was not main-—
tained, since
a. 1In two sites the risk measures were not
validated before operational use, and
b. In no site did the measured levels of
supervision match the intended levels.
The "strength" of the treatment, mea-
sured by face-to-face contacts, was
less than planned. |
2, Supervision, measured by face-to-face contacts,

did wvary according to assigned levels.

3. i
The risk scores used had some validity in each
site. |

4, i i
Neither risk class, nor supervision class, nor

the intersection of risk and supervision had a
significant effect on global, six-month, on--
Probation outcome, at any site.

5. In Florida, the Supervision rate, defined hy
the actual number of face-to-face contacts per
month during active supervision, h;d a signifi-
cant effect on the‘global outcome measure.

These conclusions must be taken in the context of the na-

ture of the samples, the short period of follow-up study, and
!

£h C gt ,
e rather small variability in outcomes which characterize the
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cohort reported on here.

At the same time, the general absénbe of strength and inte-
grity in the ICFS trsatment during the 'six month period examined
tends to undermine the wvalidity of the heaft of the study. The
é » theory underlying the ICFS project, and its associated hypotheses,
cannot vet be accepted or rejectéd, because they have not yet
f been tested adeguately. |

This does not mean that nothing hés_been or can be learned
from the projects. The general patterné depicted in Figure 1l are
suggestive of the need to pursue the original project hypotheses
further, particularly since, although not statistically signifi-
? cant, the patterns depicted are generally consistent with them.
Similarly, the evidence that supervision rate, in Florida, helps
{é explain the variation in outcomes may be noted. -

Particularly limiting is the nature  of the recidivism cri-
terion used.here——not only by virtue of the short follow-up
period but because of the accompanying necessity to combine "tech-
nical® violations and measures of "new offenses." With somewhat
larger samples‘and with a lengthier follow-up study it will be
possible to study such components of the "éinbal outcome" crite-
rion; and the results of analyses similar to the exploratory ones

b reported here should be informative.

The preceding discussion has implications for both the pro-

ject design and site selection (factors which are discussed in a
separate evaluation report entitled "ICFS: A Case Study), but
also for the implementation and monitoring of the individual pro-

= Jjects themselves.- For example, one must ask why, when the initial

e
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plans specified a four td six month planning rariod duriné which
the risk screening mechanism was to be.developed and validated,

this was not done in two of the sites. * Why did Florida and Kane
County proceed with unvalidated instruments? Why‘did these two

sites begin intake in October, 1978--only three months after re-
ceiving their funds?

Why were the national evaluators not brought on board by
LEAA (as intended) before the project began? If we had been,
would this have made a difference in pfnject implementation?

Why, in the individual projects, did the‘p:obation officers
or counselors not adhere to the mandated face-to-face contact re-~
gquirements? Were they adequately informed about and involved in
the development of the experimental design, and did they compre-
hend its significance? Or were they unable to? What happened to
the probation supervisors in the sites? .Did they monitor the num—
ber of contacts which were occurring? If not, why not? If so,
what did they do about the observed shortfall in contacts? If
they did nothing, why?

It may be that both the probation officers and their supex-
visors were not only aware of, but also weiéAéoncerned abdut,

maintaining the contact level. They may have been unable, how-

" ever, to enforce the requirement because of inadequate backing

(from the courts and perhaps their agency hierarchy) to ensure
that technical violations would be brought against probationers

who failed to meet the contact conditions. If this was the case,

- could it have been anticipated?

These particular problemsvare illustrated by the feedback

=S
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which the evaluators received from the Florida project's coun;
selors and supervisors at a series of £raining sessions held in
May, 1979. They (counselors and supervisors) expressed confusion
about, and both disagreement and difficulty with maintaining the
contact requirements of ihtensive'supervision. They were resié—
tant to the requirement, and were reluctant to viclate a proba-
tioner who did not comply'with contact requirements. Further,
they indicated that the judges would not‘violate an offender's
probation if +that person's only failinglwas in making the reguired
number of contacts per week.

What about the responsibilities and role of the national
evaluators in monitoring the fidelity With'which the treatment
plan was carried out? Clearly, beginﬁing the evaluation after
the projects had already begun was disadvantageocus to us and to
them. We could not, for example, alter the fact that two of the
three risk prediction instruments had not been validated prior
to their adoption.

With respect to the problem of contacts, we did inform LEAA
and the projects as early as Janﬁary, 1979 and on numerous oc-
casions thereafter, that this was a probleﬁiﬂ We were aware that
this was a threat to the integrity of the design and thus to the.
validity of the éﬁtire projeqt. We tried tb make the projects
and LEAA similarly aware tha£5it was a threat; but without much
success, at least in the first six month period. Awareness did
not or could not lead tao a willingness and an ability to do some-
thing about the problem.

It may be, and in fact we believe that it is the case, that

ok
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much has and can be learned from the ICFS projécts. The know-—
ledge gained, however, may be different than what was expected
or intended. These implications were prophetically predicted

early in the project by several National Institute officials,

one of whom told us:

"I think that the people at Rutgers University are

going to have a very nice time interpreting results.

You're going to find a lot of maybe, if's, buts, (and)

ands in the final report of the evaluation. . . it may

lead to very poor hypothesis testing, but very interes-

ting hypothesis genesration."

"We aren't going to get any hard conclusive findings

out of this study. Just no.way!“

This view was echoed by his colleague who told us:

", . . what we had envisioned was a definitive test

on levels of supervision and its impact on recidivism

and I doubt if we're ever going to get that, for a lot

of reasons."

These were wise prophecies, but the evidence is not yet all
in--and some of the hypotheses generated in this first analysis
of the first cohorts in the projects can be tested more defini-
tively with the larger samples now available and with the proba-

tion successes and failures now taking place.
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NOTES

) Gottfredson, Don M. Proposal for "Improved Correc-
tlon§1 Field Services Project Evaluation,” School of Criminal
Justice, Rutgers University, 1977, p. 1.

Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports
for the United States (Table 8 - Number of Offenses Known to
the Police, Suburban Counties, 1978). Released Wednesday,
October 24, 1979, p. 142.

This risk-screening device and those used by the other
two ICFS project sites are described in a separate report.

The a§signment process was defined more specifically
as follows in a memorandum prepared by the Kane County staff:

"During the presentence report writing phase, the re-
search team will assign a level of risk to each individual
applying for probation as per the screening equation. Pro-
bationers with scores of 11 to 16 will be classified as high
risk; probationers with scores of 17 to 20 will be classified

- medium risk; probationers with scores of 21 to 26 will be

classified as minimum risk. Assignment to level of supervi-
sion would be as follows: fifty percent of the high risk
individuals would be randomly assigned to group A and receive
a high level of supervision. The remaining 50% of the high
risk group would be assigned to group B. Twenty percent of
these individuals would be randomly assigned to high super-
vision and the remaining 80% would receive medium supexvision.
Fif?y percent of the medium risk individuals would be randomly
assigned to group A and receive a medium level of supervision.
The remaining 50% of the medium risk individuals would be as-
signed to group B. Twenty percent of these individuals would
be randomly assigned to high supervision, 33% to low super-
vislion, and the remaining 47% would receive medium supervi-
sion. Fifty percent of the low risk individuals would be
randomly assigned to group A and receive a low level of
supervision. The remaining 50% of the low risk individuals
Would be assigned to group B. Thirty-three percent of these
individuals would be randomly assigned to low supervision

and the remaining 67% wculd receive medium supervision. The
following table displays the expected number of probationers
in each level supervision based on an N of 200.

LEVEL OF RISK GROUP A GROUP B
High ZGH ’ High Sup. lOH High Sup. 2H+10M = 12
Med. 100M Med. Sup. 50M Med. Sup. 8H+23M-i-2'?L = 58
80L_ : Low Sup. 40L Low Sup. 17M+13L = 30

Total 200
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Random assignment to the appropriate levels of supervision
within groups A and B is accomplished through the use of
three assignment sheets, one for each level of risk. These
high, medium and low risk assignment sheets are designed to
assign subjects to the two.groups and the levels of super-
vision within those groups in accord with the percentages
outlined above.

Based on the above discussion, the probation supervision
assignment procedure is as follows: The client is first
assessed for risk utilizing the risk equation and classi-
fied as either high, medium or low risk.. Then based on

the client's risk classification, the corresponding assign-
ment sheet is used to assign the person to group A or B and
the appropriate level of supervision within that group."

See note 3, supra.

945-50 Florida Statutes (June, 1976); amended July, 1977.

Lindquist, C.A. "Probation and the Private Sector,"
paper presented at the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences
annual meeting, March, 1978.

Caseload variation studies generally have assumed that
size of caseload affects the number of contacts with the
clients and this directly influences differential outcomes.
Questions regarding clients (parolees or probationers) and
agents' perceptions of intensity typically have not been
asked: the size of the caseload has been taken as the im-
rlied measure of intensity. Refer to S. Adams, "Some Fin-
dings from Correctional Caseload Research," Federal Probation
31 (Dec. 1967), 48-57; H. J. Vetter and R. Adams, "Effective-
ness of Probation Caseload Sizes: A Review of Empirical Lit-
erature," Criminology 8 (Feb. 1978) 333-43; and M. Neithercutt
and D. M. Gottfredson, Caseload Size Variation and Differences
in Probation and Parole Performance, Washington, D.C.: Na-
tional Center for Juvenile Justice, 1973.

Three kinds of criteria have been used to assess levels
of supervision: variations in caseloads, the matching of
parolee/probationer and agents' personality factors, and the
number of contacts that occur in a specified period of time.
Generally, such elements are used as operational definitions
for levels or kinds of supervision. The impact of this prac-
tice is that the "true" nature of the level of supervision
may be transformed for easier measurement, but possibly mis-
sing important aspects of the variable. When caseload size
isi the criterion, the assumption is that as caseload size
increases the level of supervision decreases. For an indi-
cation of the results of these studies refer to M. G. Neither-

cutt and D. M. Gottfredson, Caseload Size Variation and Dif-

ferences in Probation/Parole Performance (Washington, D.C.:
Natiqnal Center. for Juvenile Justice, 1973). Studies concen-
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trating on matching client characteristics with agency (e.g.,
"Interpersonal Maturity Levels") are small in number, e.g.,
T. Palmer, "Matching Worker and Client in Corrections,"
Social Work, 18 (March 1973, p. 101, as cited in D. Stanley,
Prisoners Among Us (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Insti-
tution, 1976), 86 and T. Palmer, V. Neto, P. A. Johns, J.
Turner and J. W. Pearson, Community Treatment Projects. An
Evaluation of Community Treatment for Delinquents, Seventh
Progress Report, Part 1l: The Sacramento-Stockton and the
San Francisco Experiments (Sacramento: California Youth
Authority, Oct. 1968). The third measurement criterion
typically used is number of contacts. "Time studies" tend
to arrive at an estimate of the amount of time the agent
spends with each client in relation to other professional
responsibilities. Contact with clients is considered the
average amount of time the agent spends with the client and
is normally reported in minutes. The relationship between
amount of time and recidivism rates usually is not consi-
dered. For examples of time studies, see: Washington, D.C.:
The Federal Judicial Center, "Probation Time Study," (Feb. 26,
1973); A. P. Miles, A Time Study of Wisconsin Probation and
Parole Agents (Madison, Wisconsin: State Department of Public
Welfare, Division of Corrections (March, 1964); W. Jachs, A
Time Study of Parole Agents (Pennsylvania Board 'of Parole,
March, 1961); and S. Megathalin, Probation Parcle Caseload
Review (Atlanta, Georgia: Georgia Department of Offender -
Rehabilitation, 1973) cited in S. Singer Cost Analysis of
Correctional Standards and Institutional Based Programs and
Parole, Volume II (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Associa-
+tion, 1975).

Sechrest, D. "Strength and Integrity of Treatments in
Evaluation Studies," Unpublished paper, 1979, p. 6.

Ibid., p. 6.
Ibid., p. 9.
Ibid., p. 10.
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’ ease the keypunching process.

BACKGROUND
ICFS
E INSTRUCTIONS FOR CODING
The data collected for this project are Qeriveﬁ from individual case
files of probationers at each of the ICFS project sites. Of utmost impor-
tance is the reliability of coded information. Reliability can be measured-
£ by the degree of compliance with established procedures across cases and
Therefore, it is essential that all coders are careful in abiding
The

coders. . _
by the rules specified in this manual while performlng this task.
instructions which follow are intended to clarxify coding procedures.

In completing the codesheet, priority should be given to information
€ taken from forms in the files. If the information is not available, then
the coder should consult the ICFS checklist completed on most probationers.
Missing or unknown data should be coded with a set of nines (i.e., 99's)
unless otherwise noted in the codebook manual.

Due to the differences among our sites, it was necessary to provide
for more spaces than may be needed for certain variables (i.e., case num-
ber, state number, fines, court costs, etc.). In cases whqre thgre is
more space provided than needed, it will be necessary to right adjust all
numeric data. Zeros (0's) should be entered to the left of any set of
numbers in order to £ill all the space provided.
In the process of coding offenses (for all appropriate variables)

A set of eights (88's) should be

there may be more spaces than needgd. '
entered i1f there are more spaces provided than necessary (i.e., the sub-
A set of nines

ject has fewer prior arrests than the allocated spaces).
(99's) should be entered if the data is missing or unknown.

Upon completion of the coding sheet for each case file, two checks )
The first one is to ensure that there is an entry made in

should be made. 1 :
each box. Where numerals are required, each box in a given field should

be completed. If an item is not applicable for this client, put an "888"
Second, be sure all digits are clearly written in order to -

in the box. 1 L ; :
When difficulties in coding arise, these
This will allow additional con-

should be discussed with the supervisor.

R
sideration to revising the procedures and instructions as it appears neces-

sary.
U
The numbers below the boxes refer to column numbers in which the data

will be punched on cards.
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BACKGROUND

Identifier

Enter the number agg;
. Sslgned to thi s
County wil : >+9 is file., p
Y ! begin with 1, 2 for Suffolk Coiit;asgidf§o?oxa;§
’ r orida.

Countx

If site is 3 th
follows : 7 en enteg.the County in which this occurs as

01 - Jacksonvili
A €, Fernandin
Springs, st. Augustine a Beach, Orange Park, Green Cove

02 - Tallahassee

03 - paytona Beach, Delang, Sanford
04 —4Titusville, Cocoa, Melbourne
05 - West Palnm Beach,.Lake Worth

06 - Miami

07 - Oscala

08 - Lakelang

09 - Winter Haven

10 - sarasota

11 - Clearwater, St. Petersburg, Pinellas park
12 - Tampa ang Plant City

13 - Gainesville

14 - Panama City

15 - Pt, Walton Beach

If site is 1 ,
Spaces. oF zf then 88 should be entered in the provig d
e

I¥pe of case

If site is 1, tp
t1 ’ e{l er.mter a "l" if ¢ ]
oner, or a "2" jif it is an instanE:rcgizels Q@ regular proba-

If site ig 2, enter "gn

offender status, "g" i¢ o
: 6" if th
and "7v j . . € Youthful ;
7" if the case is a regular adul:fizgger Status is requireq

If site is 3, enter "gn for not applicable
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A 'COLUMNS
i
JC 9-18
e
G & 29-3g
C 39-48
|
<
o
¥
6 o s
SR
3
|
ik ;g
N _vm?(’ 55-5¢
R
| fcs 37-62
PO
M
. - /:‘i
o
§

Length of ProBation

I

et COLUMNS .
P _ 2 _ e vuu«m:%»a&h;;:;ﬁ B VN e, 5 7 - 6 2
robatj : o
Enter the'n
ame of th .
name, ang ; € probatj :
/ the migdie initialfonsf' last name f£4rq¢ then ¢
fase Number ®ase print, * then first
Enter the c 63
ase numb .
: er Ppears .
Included: 311 mamieas 2EESSE on the S0 File, inclute any
illeqd in . ould be right N 0's shoul
"00000015942" With 0's. mhus ght adjusteq d be
: " r 1234 Should b SO that all b1l
€ entered ag anks
64-69

Court Number
=2Ur't Number
|

reiac:

Enter the c
ourt docke
t number assigned to this cag
€; right a4y
Just,

Enter the F
BI number ; >
1f one jis available; right j
adjust. Include 0

"999999959 ,3nd letters, If th !
¢+ enter
70-73

\

Investigatig
; ns (IBI) .
Will be the Naoy number, g :
. ew York ~ o, COr site 2 ¢
S1lte 3 (Flori _State Identi £3 . SUffolk Co .
rida), this ywi11 e :1§1§a§éo§DNumber (NY§§§¥)' ;hls N
I umber ) or - .
* 74 Court Costs Payment Period
Enter one of the codes listed in "Fines Payment Period" to

Date Probation Began

Code the mo
3 . nthr dat
FlOp a§ it appears fna:g Year the subject wa
'® Case file. "yge th: giiced on proba-
W € of sentenc 1
e -
75~-77 Blank

COde the le.
ngth of +j .
tenced to p time (in p
€ on probatjon onths) that the
n—.

o
Fines

Enter the dol
la
$32.51 = 000033)1':1';2:1)'(: (rounded to the ne .
Ssed against the perssgestIgollar; i.e

given, coge ngg
. 88ggn

amount jig unkn for not g s
own. PPlicable, ent

- er "9999991: if

The Procedu
dure to enm i
ploy in Tounding dollar amount
LS is that for

CSNts or great
use the present gajjio Rd, to th
nt dollar vy € next doll
alue ar; less than
: S50 cents

1-5 Idepntifier

BACKGROUND

.
DI

(cont'd.)
Right adjust by placing "0's" in any blank spaces.

If the amount of fines indicated in the file is inseparable
from the amount of court costs, enter the collective amount in
this category.

1

Fines Payment Period

Enter one of the following codes to specify how freguently
the probationer is required to make payments for any fines owed.

1 - weekly 3 - monthly 5 - other
2 - bi-weekly 4 - total amount 8 - not applicable
9 - unknown
Fines Amount Per Payment
Round to the

Enter the dollar amount per payment of fine.
nearest dollar as specified above under "Fines""

If the amount of fines and court costs are inseparable, enter
the dollar amount per payment.
Court Costs
Enter the dollar amount of the court costs that the person was
Round to the nearest dollar using
If no court costs

ordered to pay by the judge.
the procedure described above under "Fines".
were given, code as "8888"; if unknown, code as
i 3
If the amount of fines and court costs are not indicated sepa-
rately in the file, enter "999999" for court costs. (The cocl-
columns 57-62).

lective amount should be indicated in "Fines",

"9999".

specify how frequently the probationer is required to make pay-

ments for court costs.

80 Enter IOl

Duplicate from CARD 1, cols. 1 through 5.

Court Costs 2Amount Per Payment
If the pro-

Enter the dollar amount per payment of court costs.
bationer is required to make a total payment, enter that amount.

Round to the nearest dollar as specified above in "Fines".




£
»
.
5
.
*
X .
. .
»
. W
-
.

B
-
N
'
L.
PN
.ﬁ
L
o,
»
, R
’ -
.
<
.
-
. .
. .
BT ’
o £
5 ankd
- . -
»
) . .
B/ i
7S -
~ s

.
AT
,
-
.
2
&
I .
.
oo
. L S
.
-~ M e
.
. .
. — aer oA ‘
. . ~
.
) -
- - ’
. . ) - "y
) .
L .
. .

LA I 155t s g

B e S PN

. s

5

B

A i, s g e e
it

) E

SN S pmf i
A A et 4 gt 5 g
B, i 5

. o
e e

’

N Lk
S S—— i o
AN
i

B}

ST L

m\ [ i e

e T

st i

e Y

vl

I




Ead]

T Ec} : unknown. The upper limit is "7" which indicates seven or more X

-5 BACKGROUND

COLUMNS
» - s ‘. . & ’ . . . h 7
€ COLUMNS -4~ : : BACKGROUND g; Special Conditions 1 throug . .
’ : s flect the type of special condi-
- ) 33 Enter the appropriate code to re as
6-9 (cont'd.) | 34 tion(s) awarded in the probation sentence. The codes are
If the amount of court costs is inseparable, enter "9999" in the PN gg follows:
appropriate space. : R . : 5 - employment related
C 37 0 -~ qopi/EQteaPPllcable > nopdriving, auto@obile—related
10-14  Restitution % - gi;penézd sentence 7 - continued probation_ :
_ . . . . - 1 8 - other, please speclx
Enter the total dollar amount of restitution assessed against the 3 - alCOhilhzziigeiélgied' 9 - unknown
person. Round to the nearest dollar using the procedure described o 4 - menta 1in
under "Fines". If no court costs were given, code as "8888"; if - .counseling -
1] ] - . . e
C unknown, code as "9999". In all cases, where an "8" (other) is placeq in the appropria
i . . : ition.
15 Restitution Payment Period box, specify the conditio 5
) ; LR +he number of boxes exceeds the number
Enter one of the codes listed in "Fines Payment Period" to specify O . Enter '9'_1n bgieiQWESZiial -onditions are awarded.
how frequently the probationer is required to make restitution of conditions ‘
C g .
payments 38 Type of Sentence
16-20 Restitution Amount Per Payment . Enter one of the following codes which defines the type of sen-
. . i received.
Enter the dollar amount per restitution payment. If the proba- £ : tence the probationer
tioner is required to make a total payment, enter that amount. B e ingle offense.
Round to the nearest dollar as specified above in "Fines". , 1 - Sentencad fox a sing .
. o he same offense with
o - nced for more than one count of t
21-24 Other Fayments ’ iﬁgtiwo sentences served together.
Enter the total dollar amount of any other probation fees the . + more wffenses with the sentences served
person is required to pay. Round to the nearest dollar using the [ .. 3 - Sentiﬁced for two o :
@ procedure described above in "Fines". If no other payments were ¢ together. . )
ﬁ given, code as "8888"; if unknown, code as "9999". 4 gentenced for two or more counts of the same offense with
' ‘ B separately.
If the payments were assessed on a monthly payment, multiply the i the sentences served P . .
monthly fee by the total number of months the person is on pro- - or more offenses with the sentences serve
bation. Enter the total dollar amount of other payments. , o 5 - :Zgzigiziyfor two
For sites 1 and 2, enter "8888" in the appropriate space in most - . sngle offense where part of the sentence in-
cases. Some special cases may have required probation fees. ] ® - 3§?5:2C§gi§oii;es;§g the other involves a period of time on
25  Other Payments Payment Period J e probation.
. Enter one of the codes listed in "Fines Payment Period" to ’ 39-44  Date of Birth
specify how frequently the probationer is reguired to make these B First code the month of birth, day, then year. Entexr the code
payments. for month of birth as follows:
26-29 Other Payments Amount Per Payment e o1 January 05 - May 09 - Septembex
. ' . _ - June 10 - October
- Enter the dollar .amount for each other payment. If the proba- ’ : 02 Febrgary gs - July , 11 - November
tioner is required to make a total payment, enter that amount. 03 - Mar?l 08 - August 12 - December
Round to the nearest dollar as specified above in "Fines". E 04 - Apri : ‘
30 Number of Special Conditions 'O 45  Sex
: i de.
Enter the total number of special conditions that the judge has R Enter the appropriate coO
included in the probation order. Include restitution, fines, -

court costs or other required probation fees as part of the number
of special conditions. Place an "8" in the space if no extra con-
ditions are given and "9" if the number of special conditions are

conditions. _ %
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COLUMNS

46

47-48

49

50

51-52

53

54

BACKGROUND

Ethnic Group

Enter the appropriate code.

Age When Placed on Probation

Enter the age of the subject as of his last birthday before pro-
bation began.

Marital Status

Use the most recent marital status given for the subject which
reflects the marital status at the time of placement on probation.

Number of Dependents

Enter the number of dependents, besides the probationer, the
probationer claims. This includes both legitimate or illegiti-
mate children that the probationer acknowledges supporting or
any other financial dependents. Do not count the probationer.
A "7 indicates seven or more dependents.

An "8" will indicate not applicable because the probationer is
dependent upon another person for financial support.

A "9" indicates the information is unknown.
A "0" indicates no financial dependents.

School Attainment

Enter the appropriate code that corresponds to the amount of
schooling the subject claims to have obtained.

Number of Resident Changes Within the Past 12 Months

Enter the number of residences in which the subject claims to
have lived during the past 12 months. The upper limit is 7.
ng" means not applicable and "9" indicates unknown.

Employment Status at Time of Arxrrest

Enter the appropriate code indicating the employment status of

the subject at the time of arrest. Full-time employment con-
sists of 35 or more hours a week, whereas part-time employment

is 34 or less hours a week. In terms of school, use the file's
‘definition of full-time or part-time enrollment in classes. If
the subject is both employed and in school, enter the code reflec-
ting the individual's full-time endeavor. In cases where the
individual is both employed and enrolled in schoeol full-time,
enter the ™" for full-time employment.

code "4" for unemployable refers to individuals who are retired,
handicapped, -oxr a full-time homemaker.

mirpracesccns B

¥

ETR

0

O

© COLUMNS

55

56-57

58

59

60

BACKGROUND

Number of Jobs Held

Enter the number of full-time jobs held b th- : s
last 12 months. J ¥ e subject in the

?ode_"8" if‘the subject has not had any full-time jobs; code
‘9" if the information is unknown.

Number of Months Employed on Last Held Job

Enter the number of months the subject was emplo

ved (or presentl
has @een emp}oyed) on the last full-time job. Enter "88§ if noty
applicable (i.e., no full-time job) or "99" if unknown.

Planned Living Arrangements:

Enter the code indicating the living arrangements indic
L ¥ols ; ated as
part of the subject's plan on probation.

Halfway houses ahd community treatment centers should b
Lwe e coded
as "With Others -- Other(s)". Rooming and boarding houses and
YMCA's/YWCA's should be coded as "Alone -- Fixed Abode".

If subject is being released to a halfway house or community
treatment center and then plans to live with parents, friends,
etc., or alone, code this plan rather than the release to half-
way house or CTC.

Living Arrangements at Time of:Arrest

Enter‘thg code indicating the living arrangements of the subject
a? the.tlme he/she was arrested. Use the same definitions as
given in Planned Living Arrangements.

Alcohol

Code l'(Use Denied; Not a Problem Drinker) should be used if
there is no known alcohol involvement, the subject denies use

or the subject drinks socially which is not reported as a proélem
or matter of concern by the probation agency or court, '

Code 2 or § should be used depending upon whether or not the
person.admlts to @aving a drinking problem. If the subject admits
tg haz;ngfaldrlnklng problem, use Code 3. Code 2 should be used
when e file indicates some evidence of a drinkin ‘

the person does not admit it. g problem but

Code 4 should be used if there is definite informatio i i
: 1 t e n to indi-
cate that the subject is an alcoholic. Such information would

include:

a) Thg person had a reputation of being an alcbholic or problem
drinker.

b) The person has a record of any arrests for intoxication or

for digo;derly conduct involving drunkenness regardless of
disposition of the arrest.

I GRS

it



¢ COLUMNS

60

C.

o

f 61-66
<

: 67
<

;C .

| 68
| ¢

: 69-70
ﬂ

Lo

6 71-72
b

e

~outpatient treatment for a mental health problem.

-8- BACKGROUND
(cont'd.) |
c) The person ascribes his present or past difficulties to the
excessive use of alcohol. '
d) The person's history includes any indication of social

problems due to drinking, including marital or family dif-
ficulties, loss of job, hospitalization for treatment of
alcoholism, etc.

Consider Code 4 to be more ' serious than any other code; Code 3
is more serious than Code 2.

If no information exists, use Code 9.

Drugs -- Type of

This item seeks record of any evidence of use, on a frequent
basis, of any of the substances listed.

DIUES

The question being asked is how problematic is the subject's use
of drugs. Codes 1, 2, and 3 should be coded in the same fashion
as those under alcohol. Code 4 should be used if there is con-
firmed evidence that the person is an addict to any drug,
including heroin, opiate derivates, morphines, synthetic sub-
stances, barbiturates, etc.

Mental Health Treatment - Past

Enter the appropriate code to indicate whether or not the subject
had received treatment for a mental health problem. The code
should indicate whether treatment occurred in . mental hospital
or in an outpatient care. Disregard the basis for confinement,
i.e., whether committed voluntarily, and disregard the length of
time.

Do not count any mental hospital confinement for study and/or
observation. If subject has been confined in the psychiatric
section of a hospital or prison at any time, count this as in-
patient care.

Length of Past Inpatient Treatment

Enter the number of. months that the subject spent confined in a
mental hospital. "85" indicates 85 months or more; "88", not
applicable; "99", unknown.

Length of Past Outpatient Treatment

Enter the numbef of months that the subject spent undergoing
"85" indi-

cates 85 months or more; "88", not applicable; "99", unknown.

')

O

O

O

")

COLUMNS -

73

74

75

76-77
78-80
CARD 3
1-5
6-7

-9- BACKGROUND

Mental Health Treatment = Present

Enter the appropriate code to indicate whether or not the subject
currently receives treatment for a mental health problem. Present
treatment refers to any treatment within the last six months. all
other should be classified as past treatment. The code should
indicate whether treatment occurs in a mental hospital or out-
patient care. Disregard the basis for confinement, i.e., whether
committed voluntarily, and disregard the length of time.

Length of Present Inpatient Treatment

Enter the number of months that the subject spent confined in a
mental hospital. "8" indicates not applicable; "9", unknown.

Length of Present Outpatient Treatment

Enter the number of months that the subject has been receiving
treatment for a mental health problem on an outpatient basis.
"g" indicates not applicable; "9} unknown.

Blank

Enter I02

Identifier (Duplicate from CARD 1)

Longest Job in Free Community

Enter the number of months which indicates the longest period on
any full-time job held by the subject. i

Sporadic employment or short term part-time jobs should be coded
-as "00".

"g5*refers to 85 or more months. "88" refers to not applicable
in cases where the subject has never been employed as far as is
known. If there is inadequate information in the case record,

enter "99".

This item asks only for legitimate employment. Do not count work

as a prostitute, pimp, bookie. or drug pusher.

Aliases

An alias is a last name that differs from the case name. Include
nicknames that are the last name. Exclude obvious misspellings
and contradictions and changed first and/or middle names. In-
clude the maiden name and each name a woman takes for marriage.

"0" means not indicated; "7" indicates seven or more aliases; "8"
means not applicable; and "9" means unknown.
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C COLUMNS *

[

O

9

10-15
1l6-22
23-28
29-34
35-40
41-46
47-52
53-58
59-67

68~74

75-77
78-80
CARD 4

1-5

6-11

12-17
18-23
24-29
30-35

36-41

42-47
48-53
54-59

~10- BACKGROUND

Number of Co-Defendants

Enter the number of associates allegedly involved in the commis-
sion of the current offense, including any not brought to trial
with the subject. The upper limit is "7" which refers to seven
or more defendants. "8" means not applicable or no co-defendants;

"g" means unknown.

Original Charge 1 through 10

Refer to Appendix A: Offense Code Sheet. This lists the perti-

nent offenses and respective codes.

First, code the offense which is a three-digit number. Thus, 101
indicates a charge of murder while 201 indicates a charge of rape.

Second, enter a "1" if the charge was for a felony offense or a
non if it was for a misdemeanor offense. If the file does not

specify this, consider it a felony charge.

Third, enter the number of counts for a particular charge occur-
ring at the arrest.

If the file has more than ten charges, enter the ten most recent
ones. A set of "888888" should be entered if the offense is
unknown. However, it is possible to specify offense category
without knowledge of the specific offense type. The categories
are as follows:

1 - Offenses Against Persons 5 - Crimes of Weapon
2 - Crimes of Sex § - Crimes of Drugs and Alcohol
3 - Offenses Against Property 7 - Motor Vehicle Offenses
4 - Crimes of Forgery, Fraud, 8 - Offenses Against Family
and Conspiracy and/or Children
9 - Miscellaneous Offenses

Present Conviction 1

Use the same codes (Appendix A) and scheme as above (Original
Charge 1 through 10) except reference here is to the actual
offense (s) of which the subject was convicted.

Blank

Enter IO3

Identifier (Duplicate from CARD 1)

Present Conviction 2 through 10 (cont'd.)

G

O

i

O

,(_3

!

Q

T

COLUMNS

60

61

62

63

64

65-66

-11- BACKGROUND

Weapon Present in Offense

Enter the appropriate code indicating whether oxr not there was a
weapon present at the time the crime was committed. ™Present"
refers to possession of a weapon by the defendant or co-defen-
dant(s) for the purpose of using the weapon or threatening use
of the weapon (i.e., implied, feigned, or simulated use).

Weapon Used in Offense

Enter the.appropriate code indicating whether or rniot a weapon
was used in the commission of the crime. Use of a weapon refers
toc actual involvement of the weapon where bodily or property
damage was ensued.

Type of Weapon

Entexr the appropriate code indicating the type of weapon which
was present during the commission of the crime or used in com-
mitting the crime. :

Enter an "8" if this category i< not applicable or a "9" if it
is unknown.

Physical Harm Ensued

Enter the appropriate code indicating the type of physical harm
gnsged. "0" indicates none, *1" indicates bodily harm, and "2"
indicates bodily harm resulting in death. Indicate "1" bodily

ha;m, if there is evidence that the victim or witnesses of the

crime experienced some bodily damage such as a stabbing, broken
bones, etc.

Indicate an "8" if this crime could not result in bodily harm:
or a "9" if it is unknown.

Property Damage Ensued

Enter the appropriate code indicating whether property damage
was the result of the commission of the crime. Property damage
refers to actual destruction of goods,; merchandise, buildings or
any other property. Do not ‘consider loss of. merchandise or car
due to theft or burglary as property damage.

Indicate not applicable "8" if the crime could not result in pro-
perty damage or a "9" for missing information. '

Status at Time of Arrest

Enter the.code reflecting the person's inveolvement with the
c¥1m1nal justice system at the time of arrest. Exclude any pre-
vious sentences of probation or parole. Oniy include present
status. Thus, "new case" may include persons with a previous
history of probation or parole. "First time" indicates this is
the person's first conviction.
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67-71

72-76

77
' 78-80
CARD 5

1-5

8-13
14-19

~12- BACKGROUND

Dollar Value - Property

If the offense code begins with "3" (any offenses against pro-
perty) and "4" (crimes of fraud), include the dollar value in-
volved. 1Include dollar value of goods stolen and/or the dollar
value of damages to property due to vandalism or criminal tres-
passing. Round to the nearest dollar using the procedure employed
under "Fines". .

The upper limit is 87,000, which indicates $87,000 or more.
"888888" indicates not applicable and "999999" indicates unknown.

Dollar Value - Narcotics

If the offense code begins. with a "6" (crimes of drugs and
alcohol) and involves possession or sale of drugs, indicate the
dollar value involved. Round to the nearest dollar using the
procedure employed under "Fines".

The upper limit is 87,000, which indicates $87,000 or more.
"888888" indicates not applicable and "999999" indicates unknown.

Elank

Enter IO4

Identifier (Duplicate from CARD 1)

#lcohol -- Use /

Enter the appropriate code illustrating whether the description
of the offense iricluded the fact that the subject was drinking
or had been drinking on the day that the offense was committed.

Enter a "9" if the information is not available in the offense
descriptions, either the official or defendant's version.

Drugs —-- Use

Enter the appropriate code illustrating whether the description
of the offense included the fact that the subject was under the
influence of some drug on the day that the offense was committed.

Enter a "9" if the information is not available in the offense
descriptions, either the official or #defendant's version.

Reason for First Arrest

Refer to Appendix A: Offense Code. Entex the appropriate codes
which reflect the reason why the subject was arrested. Include
only arrests for delinquent or criminal behavior; exclude traffic
offenses that do not include drunk driving, hit and run, and man-
slaughter.

If this is the subject's first arrest, enter the current charge!s).

YOURR TR S
s v o ?

{:ﬂ

&

. «

@ coLUMNS

8-13
14-19

20-21

22-27

28-33

34-35

- 3) Use Appendix A as a guide.

- viction offense, not the offense charge.

~13- BACKGROUND
(cont'd.)

Space is provided for two different charges. If the first arrest
resulted in more than two charges, then use the following pri-

- ority system.

1) Give preference to those charges that were not dismissed.

. 2) Give preference to those charges which resulted in the most

serious sanctions.

Include those offenses which
begin with the smallest number first.

However, if the subjeét is arrested on three separate counts
or the same offense simultaneously, then the last two digits of
the offense code (number of counts) would be "03".

"§88888" should be in the space for the second offense when the
subject is only charged with less offenses than space provided
for. "000000" should be entered if the offense is unknown.

Age at First Arrest

Age means age at last birthday prior to first arrest. Include

all offenses except traffic offenses which do not invelve drunk
driving, hit and run, and manslaughter. This should be consig-~
tent with Reason for First Arrest.

Reason for First Conviction

Refer to Appendix A: Offense Code. Enter the appropriate codes
which reflect the reasons for the first conviction; use the con-
Include only convic-
tions for delinquent or criminal behavior. Exclude traffic
offenses that do not include drunk driving, hit and run, and
manslaughter.

Enter the current offense if it is the subject's first conviction.
If the subject was concurrently convicted of more offenses than
space provided, use the procedures described under "Reason for
First Arrest" to determine which conviction offense to include.

Include any type of sentence, even suspended sentence.

Age at First Conviction

Enter age at last birthday prior to the first conviction. Dis-
regard type of sentence and whether or not it was suspended.
Include the current offense if it is the subject's first convic-
tion.

Y Dy
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€ COLUMNS -14-~ - BACKGROUND 55 (cont 'd.) BACKGROUND
- con .
36-41 Reason for Commitment _ '
42-47 - o Juvenile. Enter "9" for yu X
: Refer to Appendix A: Offense Code. Enter the appropriate code ?%?‘ nxnown.
which reflects the reasons for the offense for which the person O 3 Number of Prior Adult Arrest
€ was committed to an institution. A commitment must result from =2 ESts
a sentence, thgs, disregard any periods or pretrlal,deteptlon or The question being askeg is ho
time spent iwalting executign gf sentggce.t Inclﬁge gommizmeﬁts ?grgzgeédas gn adult on felonywo?agzsslmes the subject has been
to a juvenile institution if the commitment was e resu (o} Sidered anyone 18 emeanor chargesg
delinquent behavior. Disregard sentences to confinement if con- offenses. Include DWI'SYEEFS or older. Exclude mgno£ tﬁgf;qult
finement was suspended. Include commitments for traffic offenses. O fic) charges. + DAt and run, or other criminal (trgg
Eg82238ﬁu?gicﬁogangizcggig committed to an institution, enter Exclude arrest for the current offense(s)
* ' L LI the u .. *
. : bper limit ;
If the subject was confined for more offenses than space pro- an "8" if the Subject h:glggtmgans Seéven or more arrests E
vided, use the procedures described under "Reason for First O offense or 2 "9" if the info €en arrested prior to the.c nter
Arrest" to determine the offenses to enter. 54 N Imation is unknown. ' urrent
umber of Prior Adult Convict; '
] ) : onvictions
48-49 Age at First Commitment
: ' . . . ghg question being asked ig how . :
Enter the age (at last birthday) at which the subject received . ad. Use the same rules as N many convictions the subject
any sentence to confinement which was followed by confinement. o determine which convictions tum?er of Prior adult Arrests t has
- C A comgitmgnt must iegult from a sentence, Ehus qigregarding.any Enter a wgw o include. o
periods of pretria etention or time spent awaiting execution if the erso :
of sentence. Include commitments to a juvenile institution only adult and "g" jif thg sub?egis arrested but never convicteg
if commitment was the result of delinquent behavior. Disregard ' an adult. Was never arrested and conv:.ctaS -
sentences to confinement if confinement was suspended. 55 . . ed as
: O umber of Prior Adult .
L€ This includes any commitments for traffic offenses (infractions ‘ Commi tments
or misdemeanors). (This means age at first commitment could be The question being askedg is h
younger than age at first arrest and age at first conviction.) ierved in jail or Prison as agwagaiz commitments the subject ha
nyone 18 years or Oid Ult. Adult isg . s
. er.. Considered to p
50 Number of Juvenile Arrests . ) e
* ' 0 Enter a "0" if the pe
~ . . . rs
;fC‘ The gquestion being asked is how many times the subject has been adult and "g" jf thg suggegis arrested but never committed
arrested for a delinquent offense. A juvenile is defined as any an adult. Was never arrestegd and commit S an
person 17 years or younger. Seven is the upper limit which means 56 ; . ltted as
seven or more arrests. Enter "8" if the subject has not been Number of Adult Jail COmmitments
arrested; "9" if the information is unknown. -~
S - G The question bein 'H
R : Ad-Sudi : served in .19 asked is how many commit
; 51 Number of Juvenile Adjudications Jail commi:;y %all (as a sentence for commlggnts the subject has
The guestion being asked is how many times the subject has been follow sentesge: tOEbQICOdEd should oniy 1ncl;gg gi oo lrime).

. 2. : : : . . - xclu : . ose
ag?uglcated as a juvenile dg;lgguezy. “7"21: th?SHPPirtilmltb ggm:eggegce, and other fgimgrggr;iitgfsanl9gr awaitingtgizcution
whilich means seven or more adjudications. nter ' 1 e sub- ntence is bein s . 79+ 13l commitment

; ject has not been arrested and therefore not adjudicated. If O tences. A jail is g gorigZEg 10 the jail. Inciuge splii Egless
e the person has been arrested as a juvenile but no adjudications normally are sent ional institution to : n-
p . s enced to one ve which offeng
occurred, enter "0", "9" refers to the information is unknown. Ené ' Year or less. ers
| : €r - a "0" if the per
! 52 Number of Prior Juvenile Commitments an adult and "g" jf gheson was arrested but never committ
1 s as an adult. Subject was never arrested and co g
%, - The question being asked is how many commitments-the subject has O mmitted
G served in 'a juvenile correction institution. If the institution
houses both adults and youth and the subject is:'17 years or
younger, consider this a juvenile commitment.
"7" is the upper limit which means seven or more commitments. i
o Enter "8" if the subject has not been committed as a juvenile @
4 and "0" if the subject was arrested and never committed as a

T e —
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~16- BACKGROUND

Number of Other Prior Sentences

Enter the known number of prior sentences excluding ja@l, prison
and probation. Types of sentences include fines, restitution,

suspended sentence, etc.

Count all instances of court sentences other than a sentence to
prison, Jjail, probation, etc., whether or not sentences were
suspended. Include placement on a Vork Fe%ease or halfway house
program, fines, or other sentence dispositions that follow a cqn-

viction. )

Probation Continued -~ If this sentence is the resulF of a new .
criminal act by the subject, count it as another "?rlor §entep¢e .
If probation is continued as the result of a technical v1olat}on
or a juvenile "status offense" (truancy, etc.), do not count it
as another prior sentence. -

Do not count any military sentences unless thg sentence fgllowed
conviction for an offense not unique to the military sexrvices
(e.g., assault, robbery, etc.).

Do not include sentences for traffié‘infractions. Do include

sentences for traffic misdemeanors.

Enter a "0" if the person was arrested but never had prior sen-
tences as an adult and "8" if the subject was never arrested and

had prior sentences as an adult.

Number of Prior Sentences with Probation

Enter the number of separate instances of gssignment to probation
supervision in the life history of the subject.

Follow rules as given under Other Prior Sentences for coding Pro-
bation Continued dispositions.

Count unofficial and non-judicial probation. Also, count bench
parole.
Include split sentences.

Do not include sentences to probation for traffic infractions.
Include sentences for traffic misdemeanors.

Enter a "O" if the person was arrested but never had.prior sen-
tences with probation as an adult and "8" if the subject was

never arrested and had prior sentences with probation as an adult.

Number of Prior Incarcerations

Enter the number of violations of probation/Parole, recapture
after escape, or other periods of incarcergtlon.' Do not count
as incarceration detention for suspicion, 1nve§t1gatlon, awaiting
trial or imposition of sentence, or determination of competency
to stand trial.

LN S

O

O

| g COLUMNS -

59

60

61

62-67
68-73

=17~ BACKGEROUND

(cont'd.)

Count confinement in prisons, reformatories, farms or camps;
disciplinary barracks or brigs of the military service if the
offense has a civil .counterpart or sentence resulted in con-
finement of 90 days or more; jails and their farms and camps;
and juvenile institutions at federal, state, and local levels.

Do not count transfers from one facility to another within the
same state, county, city, or federal system.

Include returns to prison from parole as a separate incarcera-
tion. Also, include returns to confinement following escape.

Include incarcerations for traffic infractions and for traffiec
misdemeanors. .

Enter a "0" if the person was arrested but never had any prior
incarcerations as an adult and "8" if the subject was never
arrested and had any prior incarcerations as an adult.

Number of Probation Revocations

The gqguestion being asked is how many ‘times probation has been
revoked for this subject. Include revocations for adult or
juvenile sentences of probation.

Enter a "0" if the person was arrested but never had any proba-
tion revocations as an adult and "8" if the subject was never
arrested and had any probation revocations as an adult.

Number of Parole Revocations

The question being asked is how many times parole has been re-
voked for this subject. Include both revocations as either an
adult or juvenile.

Enter a "0" if the person was arrested but never had any parole

revocations as an adult and "8" if the subject was never arrested
and had any parole revocations as an adult.

Type of Prior Arrests

Refer to Appendix: Offense Code Sheet. Enter the type of prior
arrests with the last two numbers reflecting the number of

axrrests for this offense (i.e., 301104 indicates four arrests
for larceny under $200).

Space is provided for up to six different offenses. If the sub-
ject has been arrested for more than six different offenses,
then use the following priority system:

1) Give preference to those arrests which result in a convic- -
tion.

B
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COLUMNS

62-67
68-73

74-177
78-80
CARD 6

1-5

6-11
12-17
18-23
24-29

30-35
36-41
42-47
48-53
54-59
60-66

67-68

69-70

" BACKGROUND

-18-
(cont'd.)
2) Give preference to those convictions with the most serious
sanctions.

3) Use Appendix A as a guide. Include those offenses which
begin with the smallest number.

If the subject has less than six different types of arrests,
then put "888888" in the remaining spaces.

Blank

Enter IOS

Identifier (Duplicate from CARD 1)

Type of Prior Arrests (cont'd.)

Types of Prior Convictions

the type of
last two digits
for this parti-

Refer to Appendix A: Offense Code Sheet. Enter
offenses the subject has been convicted of. The
of the code should reflect the number of arrests
cular offense.

Use the same procedures as Type of Prior Arrests to determine
which convictions to include. - .

Longest Time Free Since First Commitment

Enter the number of months indicating the longest time, after

the first commitment, in the subject's life which was uninter-
rupted by institutionalization as a result of crime convictions

or delinquency adjudication. This includes time spent under
parole/probation supervision in the community. Time spent in a
mental hospital should be counted as free time. "85" is the upper
limit indicating 85 or more months. "88" indicates not applicable
for subjects with no commitment history. "99" indicates unknown.

Longest Time Served on Any Commitment

Enter the number of ‘months indicating the longest single time
served on any commitment after any type of admission to confine-
ment (probation, parole, or mandatory release violator, etc.),

to the nearest month. Do not count time served on a present sen-
tence, even if subject is a parole/probation violator with a new
court commitment. S :

BH e

o

)

“

COLUMNS

69-70

71

72

73

74

.

-19- BACKGROUND

(cont'd.)

The.questéon to be answered here is what was the longest period
@urlng which the subject was continually incarcerated without
interruption. ‘ '

Code this time from the date of incarceration until the date of
release, regardless of the nature of release.

"85" is the upper limit indicating 85 or more months. "8g"
indicates not applicable to' this subject and "99" means informa-
tion is unknown.

Escape History

Esp§p9 is defined as any escape or attempted escape from any
official custody (jail or prison).

Code "no" if there is no record of any escape or attempted escape.

Code "yes" if there is any record of escape.

nge "8" if not applicable becauseuthe'person has never been con-
fined; "9" means unknown.

-Absconding History

Absconding is defined
parole authorities of
of time.

as any failures to inform the probation/
one's whereabouts for a prolonged period

Code "no" if there is

e no record of any absconding from authori-
ies. |

Code "prior" if there

is any record of absconding from a prior
sentence. ‘ : . .

Code "present"
bation began.

for any absconding from the date this current pro-
Code "both" if prior and present are indicated.
Code "8" if not applicable; "9" if unknown.

Risk Assignment

Enter a "1" if the risk assessment instrument

. i Places the person
in the lIow category, k

"2" for medium, and "3" for high risk.

Supervision Level

Enter a ?l“ if the person is assigned by the agency to minimum
supervision, "2" for medium, and "3" for intensive.
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~20- BACKGROUND

Experimental Category

upw jg for random assignment, and n3" is for the control group.
Blank

Enter IO6

Identifier (Duplicate from CARD 1)

Florida's Risk Assessment Instrument

For site 3, entervthe values as they appear in the risk assess-

ent instrument for each probationer in the appropriate box.
m

tion reported in the file, enter t+he values appearing in the

instrument.

For sites 1 and 2, enter ngrg" for not applicable in these

suffolk County's Risk Assessment Instrument

enﬁer the values as they appear in the risk assess-

For site 2, for each probationer in the appropriate box.

ment instrument
there is a discrepancy,
tion reported in the file,
instrument.

enter the values appearing in the

For sites 1 and 3, enter "8's" for not applicable.

Kane County's Risk Assessment Instrument

enter the values as they appear in the risk assess-

For site 1, the appropriate box.

ment instrument for each probationer 1in

there is a discrepancy
tion reported in the file,

instrument.

enter the values appearing in the

For sites 2 and 3, enter "8's" for not.applicable.

b BT R

1f
there is a discrepancy between the instrument and other informa-

boxes. N
o

If
between the instrument and other informa-

If
between the instrument and other informa-

e

-21- BACKGROUND

-

¥ APPENDIX A: OFFENSE CODE SHEET

; The first digit (1 through 9) represents the general category of of-

| » fense while the next two digits represent the specific offense type. The
| actual offense code, however, consists of the.first three digits. In addi-
tion, a "1" should be placed after the offense type if the crime is ¢las-
sified as a felony or a "2" for a misdemeanor. Coding of current charges

i and convictions, reserves the last two digits for the number of counts.

; For previous arrests or convictions, these two digits are donated to number

o of times the person has been arrested or convicted of this particular of-’
~ fense.

Missing data should be coded as "000". If some information is avail-
able about the general nature of the offense (i.e., it falls within certain
categories), coding should be as follows. Within each offense category,

Caprovisions are available to code an unknown cffense, which occurs within a
category, in the codes. Thus, 100 means unknown offense against a person,
200 is unknown crime of sex, 300 is offense against property, etc. ’

be entered.

If too few spaces are provided use the f

ollowing priority system to
determine which offenses to include: S

1) Give preference to those charges that were not dismissed.
o 2) Give preference to those charges which resulted in the most
- serious sanctions.
3) Use Appendix A as a guide. Include those offenses which begin
with the smallest number first.
a .
1. Offenses Against a Person
‘ 100 unknown ) o 101 murder
’ 102 attempted murder with firearm 103 attempted murder with knife,
cutting instrument
¢3 104 voluntary manslaughter 105 involuntary manslaughter -
: reckless homicide and non-
. vehicle
106 involuntary manslaughter - reck- 107 criminally negligent homicide
less homicide and vehicle
4 108 assault - aggravated & battery 109 assault - aggravated - firearm
= ~ £ 110  assault - aggravated - knife, 111 simple & minor assault
) ~ . cutting instrument .
A 112 robbery - armed -~ firearm 113 robbery - armed - knife, cut-
‘ ting instrument
114 attempted robbery - armed - 115 attempted robbery - armed -
firearm knife
 fg 116 attempted robbery - other 117 attempted robbery - unarmed
e dangerous weapon
L 118 kidnapping 119 aggravated kidnapping
- N 120 armed robbery - unknown tool 121 aggravated battery
« 122 battery 123 assault
124 robbery - unarmed
o

If more spaces are provided than needed, a set of eights ("888") should

Wi g
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200
202
204

o

206

€ 300

s g ko ey

302
304

306
308

310
312

314

4.
5 400
402
404
406

T 408

410.

412

500
502

504

-22-

Crimes of Sex

unknown

attempted rape

unnatural sex acts (includes
incest, homosexual acts,
public indecency, sex for
advertisement purposes)
soliciting for prostitution
or patronizing a prostitute

Offenses Against Property

unknown

1aiceny over $200
theft of a motor vehicle

shoplifting

‘burglary - unlawful entry

without force

possession of burglar's tools
attempted arson or possession
of explosives

criminal damage to property
(vandalism)

Crimes of Forgery, Fraud and Conspiracy

201
203
205

207

301

303
305

307

309

311
313

315

unknown

fraud

issuing or possession of a frau-
dulent instrument (bad checks) .
credit cards - fraudulent use

deception

blackmail or extortion
unemployment fraud

Crimes of Weapon

unknown
unlawful sale of

unlawful possession of
ammunition :

401
403
405
407
409

411
413

501
503

505

BACKGROUND

rape

forcible sex acts
pProstitution . .y
sale of obscene material and

harmful material - dissemi-
nating obscene material

Jlarceny under $200 (petty

larceny or theft)

‘attempted theft

attempted theft of a motor
vehicle

‘burglary - forcible (unlawful

entry)
attempted forcible entry

arson
trespassing

criminal damage to vehicle
or land (vandalism)

forgery

embezzlement

uttering a fraudulent in-
strument

receiving or possession of
stolen property '
criminal impersonation or
simulation

welfare fraud

‘conspiracy

unlawful use of

unlawful possession of a
firearm

other weapon-related offenses

ot e PSR AL ST
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7.

700
702
704
706
708
710

860
802
804

806
808

900
902

904

906

908

910

Crimes of Drugs and Alcohol

unknown
sale of marijuana/hashish

manufacturing, delivery, pos-
session with intent to deliver
fajilure to keep operating
records

illegal possession or consump-
tion by minors

possession of narcotic para-
phernalia .

Motor Vehicle Offenses

unknown

driving while under the
influence of drugs

reckless driving

no registration for vehicle
or revoked or cancelled regis-
tration of vehicle

unlawful use of a driver's
license

failure to report accident

Offenses Against Family and/or Children

-23-

601
603

605

. soliciting alcoholic beverages -

607
609
611

701
703

705

707

709
750

unknown
failure to provide for
wife- or husband-~beating

paternity
miscellaneous

Miscellaneous Offenses

unknown
keeping a gambling place

other violations of gambling

" laws

interfering with the enforce-
ment of the law

standing traffic violation
other traffic or vehicle law

violation

801
803
805

807
809

901
903

905
907

909
911

(continued on following

BACXGROUND

possession of marijuana/hashish
possession of a controlled

.substance

sale of a controlled substance
sale of alcohol to minors

drunk or drinking in a public
place

use and intoxication of other
compound

driving while under the
influence of alcohol
transporting alcoholic liquor

‘hit and run
no license or suspended or
revoked driver's license

unlawful use of a motor vehicle

other vehicle-related offense

nonsupport or neglect
child-beating
contributing to the delin-
guency of a minor

truancy

runaway

bookmaking or numbers game
promoting gambling (posses-
sion of gambling records)
escape from custody

resisting arrest

moving traffic violation
cruelty to animals

page)
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912
914
916
918

920

922

924
926
928

950

~-24~

Miscellaneous Offenses (cont'd.)
habitual criminal 913
contempt of court 915
intimidation 917
violation of civil rights 919
telephone threats, obscene 921
phone calls :
obstructing a peace officer 923
fugitive warrant 925
probation violation 927
abetting and hauling illegal 929

aliens
others

BACKGROUND

harboring a fugitiwva

bribery

extortion

criminal defamation :
public demonstration, looting

disorderly conduct/criminal
mischief

bail bond jumping

public nuisance
vagrancy/loitering
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ICFS CODEBOOK.
CARD 1'

e

ID#

NAME

ICFS: CODESHEET I

COUNTY

CODER:

DATE CODED:

TYPE OF CASE

Last

First

CASE#

- Middle Initial

COURT# |

9 10 11 12 13 1% 15 16

17 18 15 20

FBI# |

25 26 7

STATE#

29 30 31 3 33 3% 3B X

37 38 39 40

DATE PROBATION BEGAN

4 S50 a

FINES |
57 5 5 60 8 62

COURT COSTS

2 N 72 73

CARD 2

IDENTIFIER

RESTITUTION

10 11 12 13

2 8 5

FINES PAYMENT PERIOD

weekly €3
bi-weekly

monthly

total amount

= other

not applicable

= unknown

W oumbkw
|

-

COURT COSTS PAYMENT PERIOD

= weekly
bi-weekly
monthly

total amount
other

not applicable
unknown

N
oot

1

[

O oubhw
]

COURT COSTS AMOUNT PER PAYMENT

RESTITUTION PAYMENT PERIQD
= weekly

= bi-weekly

monthly

total amount

other

not applicable

= unknown

]

1
2
3
4
5
8
9

41 42 43 W4 45 4 4§47 L8

LENGTH OF PROBATION (in months) } I !

FPINES~-AMCUNT

64 65 6 67 68 &9

7

Ij0141
78 79 80

6 7 8 9

AMOUNT PER PAYMENT

15

16 17 18 19 20

E
1
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OTHER PAYMENT PERIOD
= weekly
bi-weekly
monthly

total amount
other

not applicable
= unknown

OTHER PAYMENTS

2l 22 23 24

U

OTHER PAYMENT AMOUNT

26 27 28 23

il

W ooWwmd Wwh
it

NUMBER OF SPECIAL CONDITIONS
l = one 30

seven or more

not applicable/none

unknown

7
8
9

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 1

25

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 2

31

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 3

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 4

33

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 5.

34

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 6

35

SPECIAL CONDITIONS 7

36

TYPE OF SENTENCE
Sentenced for a single offense.

Sentenced for more than one count of the same offense with
the two sentences served together.

Sentenced for two or more offenses with the sentences
served together. .

Sentenced for two or more counts of the same offense
with the sentences served separately.

Sentenced for two or more offenses with the sentsnces
served separately.

Sentenced for a single offense where part of the sentence
- involves jail time and the other involves a period of time
on probation. :

DATE OF BIRTH Pl SEX
39 40 41 42 43 g 1 = male "
' 2 = female

38

37

O

e

G

e

)

Cj.

A%

ETHNIC GROUP
1 = White 46

2 = Black
3 = Hispanic
= QOther

4

NUMBER OF DEPENDENTS

none
seven or more
not applicable
unknown

VOO
[

NUMBER OF RESIDENT CHANGES

AGE WHEN PLACED ON
PROBATION (years)

WITHIN PAST TWELVE MONTH 53
PERIOD
0 = none
seven or more
not applicable
unknown

]

7
8
9

NUMBER OF JOES HELD DURING

THE PAST TWELVE MONTHS 55
(Full~-time only)

0 = none

7 seven or more

8 not applicable

9 unknown

With Others
_Parents/guardian
Spouse and/or children
" Girlfriend/boyfriend
Other(s)

Alone
Fixed abode
No fixed abode

Other

Institution/halfway house
Not applicable

Unknown

. LIVING ARRANGEMNEINTS AT TIME OF ARREST

wn

i MARITAL STATUS

W7 u8 1 = Single 49
2 = Married
3 = Widow (er)
4 = Divorced
5 = Separated
6 = Common Law
9 = Unknown
SCHOOL ATTAINMENT: YEARS OF SCHOOL CLAIMED =
- L)
None 00 First grade ol
Second grade " 02 Third grade 03
Fourth grade 04 Fifth grade 05
Sixth grade 06 Seventh grade 07
Eighth grade 08 Ninth grade 09
Tenth grade 10 Eleventh grade 11
Twelveth grade/ .
high school 12 GED 13
Some college 14 Vocational
training 15
B.A. or B.S. 16 M.A. 17
More than M.A. 18 Other 19
Not indicated 29
EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT TIME OF ARREST
1 = Not employed St
2 = Employed - full-time
3 = Employed - part-time
4 = Not employable
5 = In school - full-time
6 = In school - part-time
9 = Unknown
NUMBER OF MONTHS EMPLOYED
ON LAST JOB HELD 56 57
01 = one
85 = up to 85 months or more
88 = not applicable
99 = unknowm -
PLANNED LIVING ARRANGEMENTS
58
With Others $
Parents/guardian 1
Spouse and/or children 2
Girlfriend/boyfriend 3
Other (s) 4
Alone
Fixed abode 5
No fixed abode 6
Other
Institution/halfway house 7
Not applicable 8
Unknown S

o e

T

sty

i s b it s



s

2

o

%

[ S

1

B T

e

B i

IDENTIFIER
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ALCOHOL"

Use denied; not a problem 60

drinker 1
Proklem drinker - indicated
in file
Problem drinker - person
admits
Alcoholic
Not appligable
Unknown

[ 8]

O Wb w

DRUGS

: 67

Use denied; not a problem
user 1

Problem user - indicated
in file

Problem user - person
admits

Addict

Not applicable

Unknown

[\8)

O 0 bH W

LENGTH OF TREATMENT - INPATIENT

(past) (months) 69 70

MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT - PRESENT l7 l
3

Inpatient
Outpatient
Both

Not applicabile
Unknown

WownNnH

LENGTH OF TREATMENT - OUTPATIENT

(present) (months) % 77

CARD 3

LONGEST JOB IN FREE COMMUNITY (months)

NUMBER .OF ‘CO-DEFENDENTS

0 = none

7 = seven

8 = not applicable
9 = unknown

DRUGS -~ Type of (check all that apply)
(Enter 0 = use not indicated;
use indicated)

1l =

Marijuana & Hashish

Stimulants

Barbiturates & Sedatives

Tranquilizers

Opiates, Herion, Methadone,

synthetic substitutes

Other

MENTAL HEALTH TREATMENT - PAST

Inpatient
Outpatient

Both

Not -applicable

Unknown

W WWwN -

61

62

63

65

66

AT

PAST OUTPATIENT TREATMENT (months)

LENGTH OF TREATMENT - INPATIENT

{(present) (months)

78 79 80

ALIASES

0
7
8
9

none
seven oY more
not applicable
unknown

g ety

e yin

w

ORIGINAL CHARGE 1

for this charge.)

L S5 SR A Y e 8 e S & S e

(Enter offense category, offense, classification,

and number of counts

/ /__/ ORIGINAL CHARGE 6 / / /
10 11 12 3 15 1§ . W Bl %z &3 Gh i
ORIGINAL CHARGE 2 / / / ORIGINAL CHARGE 7 / / /
: 16 17 18 13 20 21 46 47 48 49 50 . 51
ORIGINAL CHARGE 3 / /__/ ORIGINAL CHARGE 8 / / /
22 23 24 25 26 27 52 53 sS4 S5 88 57
ORIGINAL CHARGE 4 / / / ORIGINAL CHARGE 9 / / /
28 29 ETIRE TR F AR 58 59 60 61 52 63
ORIGINAL CHARGE 5 / / / ORIGINAL CHARGE 10 / /7
3% - 35 36 ¥ 38 39 ' 64 65 66 67 68 69
PRESENT CONVICTION 1 (Enter offense category, offense, classification, and number of counts
for this charge.)
/ /. / Il o} 3
70 71 72. 73 74 75
CARD 4 78 79 80
IDENTIFIER _J PRESENT CONVICTION 6 / / /
b 2 3 ¥ 5 30 31 32 33 3% 35
PRESENT CONVICTION 2 / /__/ PRESENT CONVICTION 7 / / 7/
6 7 8 98 10 11 36 37 38 39 40 &1
PRESENT CONVICTION 3 / VA A PRESENT CONVICTION 8 / L/
12 13 14 15 18 17 42 43 44 45 4§ 47
‘PRESENT CONVICTION 4 / / / PRESENT CONVICTION 9 / / /
18 19 20 21 22 23 48 49 50 51 52 53
PRESENT CONVICTION 5 / / / PRESENT CONVICTION 10 / / /
24 25 26 27 28 29 o S4 55 56 57 58 59
WEAPON PRESENT IN OFFENSE WEAPON USED IN OFFENSE L__ TYPE OF WEAPON
0 = no 60 0 = no 61 1 = firearm 62
1l = yes 1l = yes 2 = knife
9 = unknown 9 = unknown 3 = other
8 = not applicable
9 = unknown
PHYSICAL HARM ENSUED PROPERTY DAMAGE ENSUED
¢ = none 63 0 = no 64
1l = bodily 1l = yes
2 = death 8 = not applicable
8 = not applicable 9 = unknown
9 = unknown

bt

epe qis
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STATUS AT TIME OF ARREST 55 ~§g DOLLAR VALUE OF PROPERTY 5
R W S J 7 il
First time 01 New case 02 00000 = none A
Probatlog-mlsd. 03  Probation-felony 04 87000 = 87,000 or more
Parole-misd. 05 Parole-felony 06 ‘88888 = not applicable
- & ~ Released on Release on 99999 = unknown
; recognizance 07 bail 10 -
Not applicable 88 Unknown 99
DOLLAR VALUE OF NARCOTICS
00000 = none 7273 m
€ 87000 = 87,000 or more
88888 = not applicable
99999 = unknown I 0 4
78 79 80
‘ CARD 5
€
IDENTIFIER
1 2 3 4 s
.+ - ALCOHOL -~ USE INDICATED DRUGS -~ USE INDICATED ON
’,(. Ol DAY OFFENSE COMMITTED s DAY OFFENSE COMMITTED
~ 7
0 = no; none indicated 0 = no; nore 3- licated
l = yes l = yes’
‘9 = unknown. 9 = unknown
c REASON FOR FIRST ARREST AGE AT FIRST ARREST (years)
(Enter code from Offense Sheet) 20 21
/ /[ /. /__/
8 9 10 11 12 13 15 16 17 18 19
c: REASON FOR FIRST CONVICTION
/ /__/
22 23 24 25 26 @ 27
/ / / _ AGE AT FIRST CONVICTION REASON FOR FIRST COMMITMENT H
o 28 29 36 31 32 33 %3
/ /__/ H
36 37 38 39 40 41
/ /__/
. . %2 43 b K5 46 - 47
o AGE AT FIRST COMMITMENT NUMBER OF JUVENILE ARRESTS NUMBER OF PRIOR
4§ 49 0 = hone 50 JUVENILE ADJUDICATIONS =
7 = seven or more 0 = none
8 = not applicable 7 = ssven or more
9 = ungnown ' 8 = not applicable
. 9 = unknown
o NUMBER OF PRIOR NUMBER OF PRIOR
JUVENILE COMMITMENTS ADULT ARRESTS NUMBER OF PRIOR
52 '
0 = none 0 = none 53 ADULT CONVICTIONS
7 = seven or'more 7 = seven or more 0 = none t
8 f not applicable 8 = not applicable 7 = seven or.more
9 = unknown 9 = unknown 8 = not applicable
L%
9 = unknown
RSO A Ay L # . e

NUMBER OF PRIOR

' 'ABULT COMMITMENTS -
0 = none
.7 = seven or more
. 8 = not applicable
9 = unknown

NUMBER OF PRIOR SENTENCES' )

WITH PROBATION (include 58

split sentences).
0 = none
7 = seven or more
8 = not applicable
9 = unknown

ey

NUMBER OF ADULT
JAIL COMMITMENTS

56
none
seven or more

not applicable
unknown

]

It

o
7
8
9

it

NUMBER OF PRIOR { ]

INCARCERATIONS 53
0 = none
7 = seven or more
8 = not applicable
9 = unknown

NUMBER OF QTHER

PRIOR SENTENCES =
0 = ﬁohe
7 = seven or more !
8 = not applicable ;
9 = unknown 1
NUMBER OF PROBATION
REVOCATIONS (include
split sentences) 60
0 = none
7 = seven or more
8 = not applicable
9 = unknown

e e peree s

NUMBER OF PAROLE

H
H

TYPE OF PRIOR ARRESTS (Enter offense category, offense, classi-

REVOCATIONS ST fication, and number of counts for this
0 = norie _ cogvlctlon.)
7 = seven or more / /__/ / / ./
8 = not applicable 62 €63 64 . 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73
9 = unknown I{01}5
78 79 80
CARD 6
IDENTIFIER / /[ . / / /
T 2 3 & s 6 ? 8 9 10 11 12 13 % 15 16 17
/ /___/. / /_/
18 19 200 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29

TYPE OF PRIOR CONVICTIONS (Enter offense category, offense, classification, and number of
counts for this conviction.)

/ /1

30 a1 32 33

3 35

/. /__/

49 S0 51

48 52 53

LONGEST TIME FREE SINCE

FIRST COMMITMENT

66
01 = one
up to 85 = 85 months
or more

88 = not applicable

99 = unknown
ABSCONDING HISTORY

G = none 71

1l = prior

2 = present

3 = both

8 = not applicable

9 = unknown
EXPERIMENTAL CATEGORY

l = risk 74

2 = random

3 = control

/ /__/ / /__/
36 37 38 39 40 8 42 43 44 45 4§ 47
/ /__/ / /__/
s 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65
LONGEST TIME SERVED ESCAPE HISTORY
67 .ON ANY COMMITMENT P 9 20
01 = one 0 = no
up to 85 = 85 months 1 = yes
or more 8 = not applicable
88 = not applicable 9 = unknown
99 = unknown
N - -
RISK ASSIGNMENT ‘ “1 SUPERVISION LEVEL H
—_—
1= low 72 1 = minimum 73
2 = medium 2 = medium
3 = high 3 = intensive
ISl BEERS s
}J 016 ;
76 79 80
f
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FOLLOW~ :
ICFS OW-UP CODEBOOK

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CODING

The data collected for this project are Qerived.from individual case
files of probationers at each of the ICFS project sites. Of utmost impor-
tance is the reliability of coded information. Rellab;llty can be measured
by the degree of compliance with established procedures across cases and
coders. Therefore, it is essential that all coders are careful in abiding
by the rules specified in this manual while performing this task. The
instructions which follow are intended to clarify coding procedures.

In completing the codesheet, priority should be given to.information
taken from forms in the files. If the information is not avallable,_then
the coder should consult the ICFS checklist completed on most probationers.
Missing or unknown data should be coded with a set of nines (i.e., 99's)
unless otherwise noted in the codebook manual.

Due to differences among our sites, it was necessary to provide for

.more spaces.than may be needed for certain variables (i.e., case number,

state number, fines, court costs, etc.). In cases whgre thgre is more )
space provided than needed, it will be necessary to right adjust all numeric
data. Zeros (0's) should be entered to the left of any set of numbers in

.order to fill all the space provided.

In the process of coding offenses (for all -appropriate variables) there
may be more spaces than needed. A set of eights (88's) should be entered
if there are more spaces provided than necessary (i.e., the.subject has
fewer prior arrests than the allocated spaces). A set of nines (99's)
should be entered if the data is missing or unknown.

Upon completion of the coding sheet for each case gile,.two checks i
should be made. The first one is to ensure that there is an entry made in
each box. Where numerals are required, each box in a given field should
be completed. If an item is not applicable for this c}ient,.put an "888"
in the box. Second, be sure all digits are clearly written in order to
ease the keypunching process. When difficulties in coding ar%sg, these
should be discussed with the supervisor. This will allow additional con-
cideration to revising the procedures and instructions as it appears

necessary.

The numbers below the boxes refer to column numbers in which the data
will be punched on cards. .
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COLUMNS

CARD 8

16-17

18-19
20-21
22-23
24-25
26-27
28-29

30-31
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FOLLOW-UP CODEBOOK

Identifier

buplicate from Background Characteristics Codesheet.

Case Number

Enter the appropriate case number.

Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1

Enter the number of contacts the probationer has had with a pro-

bation officer in the first month of probation.

vision for this period of -time;. "99" means unknown,

’

Number of Face-ton-Face Contacts 2

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference
the second month- -of supervision. -Refer to columns-16-17.

Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 3

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference
the third month of supervision. Refer to columns 16-17.

Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 4

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference
the fourth month of supervision. Refer to columns 16-17.

Number of Face—to—Faée Contacts 5

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1
the fifth month of supervision. Refer to

except reference
columns 16-17.

Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 6

Same as Numbér of Face-to-Face Contacts 1
the sixth month of supervision. Refer to

except reference
columns 16-17.

- Numbex of Face-to-Face Contacts 7 .

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference
the seventh month of supervision. Refer to columns 16-17.

Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 8

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference
the eighth month of supervision. Refer to columns 16-17.

is

is

is

is

is

is

is

Contact refers to
office or home visits with the probationer; "00" means no contacts;
"77" means seventy-seven ox more; "88" means not applicable which
refers to the fact that the probationer has not been under super-

to

to

to

to

to

to

to
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52-53 . Number of Collateral Contacts 7

. 32-33 Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 9

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 éxcept reference is

e ;rto the seventh month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41.
‘ : “ .

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference is
to the ninth month of supervision. Refer to columns 16-~17.

L

54-55 Number of bollateral Contacts 8

34-35 Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 10

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 except reference is

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference is ) %
to the eighth month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41.

to the tenth.month of supervision. Refer to columns 16-17.
56-57 Number of Collateral Contacts 9

36-37 Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 11

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 except reference is

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference is é to the ninth month of supervision Refer to columns A0-41

to the eleventh month cf supervision. Refer to columns 16-17. .
' '©® 58-59 Number of‘Collateral Contacts 10

38-39 Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 12'v

Same as Number of Collateral Contachkts 1 except reference is
to the tenth month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41.

Same as Number of Face-to-Face Contacts 1 except reference is ,
to the twelveth month of supervision. Refer to columns 16-17.

GOFGI Number of Collateral Contacts 11

40-41 Number of Collateral Contacts 1 _ ' o

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts. 1 except reference is to

ﬁnter the number of collateral contdcts the probation officer has e |
the eleventh month of supervision. "Refer to columns 40-41.

had with people familiar with the probationer in his/her first

month under supervision. Collateral contacts refers to contacts
with the probationer's family, friends, employers, etc., for the
purpose of acquiring further information about the probationer. Q
"00" means no contacts; "77" means seventy-seven or more; "88" '
means not applicable which refers to the proPeationer not being
under supervision for this period of time; "99" means unknown. 64

62-63 Number of Collateral Contacts 12

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 except reference is to
the twelveth month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41.

Employment Status

42-43 Number of Collateral Contacts 2 X L. .
Enter the appropriate code indicating the current employment

{0 status of the probationer during the past month. Enter "1" if
the person is currently unemployed and "4" if the person is
unemployable (retired, handicapped, or a full-time homemaker).
Full-time refers to employment which consists of thirty-five
"or more hours a week whereas part-time employment is thirty-four
or less hours a week.

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 except reference is
to the second month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41.

v44—45 Numbexr of Collateral Contacts 3

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 except reference is

to the third month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41.
‘ 65 School Status

46-47 Number of Collateral Contacts 4 L L. .
‘ ’ Enter the appropriate code indicating the current school status

of the probationer during the time under supervision. Enter "8"
R "if the individual is not enrolled in school or the file does not
O indicate the person is enrolled in school. Enter full-time
school ("2") or part-time school ("3") for any type of school
(i.e., high school, ccmmunity college or college) except for
vocational training/apprentice shop or G.E.D. classes. Rely on
the file for a definition of whether the person is attending
school part-time or full-time.

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts l except reference is
to the fourth -month-of supervision. - Refer to columns-40-4J).

48-49 Number of Collateral Contacts 5

Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 except reference is
to the fifth month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41,

50-51 Number of Collateral Contacts 6 ~ o O
Same as Number of Collateral Contacts 1 except reference is ;;
to the sixth month of supervision. Refer to columns 40-41. o
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COLUMNS

66

67

68

69

70

Number of Jobs During Probation Period

Enter the number of jobs (full and pgr?-tlme) the probgttggizrbiz
hgd during-his/her time under supervision. 1f thg pro 2ne er
ularly employed by a contracting firm Couﬂt"thl; aSVt ng ;
o t consider the number of assignments. 0" refers ‘z Lio
QO n? Y A reférs to seven or more jobs; wgr refers to nil—iPﬁe
gggié (i.e., the person is retired, unemployable, or fu i

homemaker); "9" refers to unknown.

Referral to Employment Agency ~

Indicate whether or not the probation officer recommended the

i ther private or
i ntact an employment agency SEl ] )
gﬁ§??21232§c;?. If the file does not indicate any recommgn

dation, enter "0" for none.

Probationer Contact with Employment Agency

Indicate whether or not the gyobatiogeie§o¥§§cE;dtﬁzyozggigimggg
ommended by the officer. Entel ;

ig:n;gkgeg recommendation and the p;eg§t12g2§édt§ gozezgggzidzfy
ith an employment agency.- r

ggggags Zhe probation officer to contact an employTiEtrzgzigyto

and the probationer did not repo;t such coni:act(.i eh e P

the case where the probation officer recommgnde : ilgwed tﬁrough.

ontact an employment agency and the pgobatloner o} e e
;n cases where the probation officer dld.not recommigd contact
with an employment agency and the probationer repor p

enter "2" in the appropriate box.

Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with an Emplovment
Agency
Indicate whether .or not the pro?a?ionlgfiizegfgizeﬁagignioion—

ith the employment agencyf(s}. L&i th& === id
§Z§§rw;hé probationer to an empioymen;,igigcgéfigzirdig ﬁotIf

i ade and the proba : - not
o ricg:mzﬁdzgzggwaitZI "g" for no contacts made. A 1§d1c2225
:Zsei or more contacts with the zmglgymegtiigengg(i;is inzoima_
; e ,

i1l serve as the source oL 1n or

2zgisiz not in the casenotes, enter "0" for no contacts.

Referred to Residential Alcohol Treatment

’ ' . tioner was referred to an in-
i whether or not the probationer | i
;2i1222eresidential alcohol trea?ment piﬁgiaﬁegﬁizgz grg?igzgn
i . A residential program is one that I . .
gﬁiigirto remain within the confines of the institution for a

day (24 hours) or longexr. If the file does not indicate any
recommendations, enter "0" for none.

L0
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COLUMNS

71

72

74

.

Probationer Contact with Residential Alcohol Program

Indicate whether or not the probationer conta®ted a residential
alcohol program recommended by the officer. Enter "8" if the
officer did not make a recommendation and the probationer did
not report any contact with a residential alcoheol program. 1In
cases where the probation officer did not recommend contact
with a residential alcohol program and the probationer reported
contact, enter "2" in the appropriate box. "0" refers to a
recommendation by the probation officer to contact a residential
alcohol program and the probationer did not report such contact.
"1" refers to the case where the probation officer recommended

the probationer contact a residential alcohol program and the
probationer followed through.

Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with Residential
Alcohol Program

Indicate whether or not the probation officer has had any con-
tact with the residential alcochol program(s). If the officer
did not refer the probationer to a residential alcohol program,
enter "3". If a recommendation was made and the probation
officer did not contact a program enter "0" for no contacts.
"7" indicates seven or more contacts with the residential
alcohol program(s). The casenotes will serve as the source

of information; if this information is not in the casenotes,
then enter "0" for no contacts.

Referred to Outpatient Alcohol Treatment Program

Indicate whether or not the probationer was referred to an
outpatient residential treatment program by the probation
officer.  Outpatient refers. to attendance.at group or indivi-
dual treatment for a few hours at a time. Alcoholics Anonymous
is considered an cutpatient treatment.program. If the file
does not indicate any recommendations, enter "0" for none.

’

Probatioper Contact with OQutpatient Alcohol Treatment Program

Indicate whether or not the probationer contacted any out-
patient alcohol treatment program by the officer. Enter "8"
if the officer did riot make a recommendation and the proba-
tioner did not report any-contact with an outpatient alcohol .
treatment program. In cases where the probation officexr did
not recommend contact with an outpdtient alcohol treatment
program and the probationer reported contact, enter "2" in the
appropriate box. "0" refers to a recommendation by the proba-
tion officer to contact an alcohol treatment program and the
probationer did not report such contact. "1" refers. to the
case where the probation ofiicer recommended the probationer
contact an outpatient alcohol treatment program and the pro-

_ bationer followed through.
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COLUMNS

75

!

76

77

78-80
CARD 9

1-5

Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with the Outpatient
2lcohol Treatment Program

i ther or not the probation officer has had any con-
igitczzihwiie'outpatient alcohol.treatment prograﬁgs)é igoﬁgi
officer did not refertthe"gﬁobag;oge;ezgmignggtgﬁnlsgs :ade

am, ernter . >
:igatﬁzngrgizgion’officer did pot contact a program eﬁzgzt;o
for no contacts made. n7n jndicates seven or more ;g LS ces
with the outpatient alcohol Freatmen? programé§).. foimation te
will serve as the source of 1nformaﬁlon; if this 12
not in the casenotes, then enter "g" for no contacts.

Referred to Residential Drug Program

i ' tioner was referred to a
Indicate whether or not the proba : .
residential drug treatment program by Ehi.proba2302e;§§;c:§£hin
. . r .

idential program requires the probatione
%hzezénfines of the institution or community center for a day
(24 hours) or longer. If the file does not indicate any
recommendations, enter *"0" for none.

' probationer Contact with Residential Drug Program

i whether or not the probationer con?acted any re§1: )
égitzziedrug program recommended by thg officer. eqzrt'sneif
the officer did not make a recommendaFlon gnd the proba ;;
did not report éﬁ§_contact‘wiFh a r§51dent1al drugdprogzacé
cases where the probation officer did not recommend con act
with a residential drug program agd the probitﬁone; repz s
contact, enter "2" in the appropriate box. 0" refers ?d cial
recommendation by the probation officer to contact ; rest ez
drug program and the probationer did not repor? such con acdéd
1w refers to the case where the p;obatlon officer regogien ed_
the probationer contact a residential drug program an ep

bationer- followed through.

In

I08

Identifiex

Duplicate from CARD 8

Total Number of Probation Officer Contact with Residential Drug
Program A

Indicate whether or not the probation officer has hagf§ny cgga
tact with the residential drug program(§). If the of icer t;r
not refer the probationer to a residential drug p;ogla?é_en
mgv. TIf a recommendation was made and the probation od 1ce£7"
did not contact a program enter "0? for no coptact; ?ade.
indicates seven or more contacts with the residentia c ;ugor-
program(s). The casenotes will‘serye as the source othlg
mation; if this information is not in the casenotes, e

enter "0" for no contacts.
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Referred to OQutpatient Drug Program

Indicate whether or not the probationer was referred to an out-
patient drug treatment program by the probation officer. ' An
outpatient drug treatment program is one where the probatiorer
attends a session or two on some regular basis. Consider a
community treatment program as an outpatient program. If the
file does not indicate any recommendations, enter "0" for none.

Probationer Contact with Outpatient Drug Program

Indicate whether or not the probationer contacted any outpatient
drug program recommended by the officer. Enter "8" if the of-
ficer did not make a recommendation and the probationer did not
report any contact with an outpatient drug program. -In.cases
where the probation officer did not recommend contact with an
outpatient drug program and the probationer reported contact,
enter "2" in the appropriate box. "0" refers to a recommenda-
tion by the probation officer to contact an outpatient drug
program and the probationer did not report such contact. "1"
refers to the case where the probation officer recommended the
probationer contact an outpatient drug program and the proba-
tioner followed through. .

Total Number of Probation.Officer Contacts with an Qutpatient
Drug Program ‘ ) ' '

Indicate whether or not the probation officer has had any con-
tact with the outpatient drug program(s). If the officer did
not refer the probatipner to an outpatient drug program, enter
"g", .If a recommendation was made and the probation officer
did not contact a program enter "0" for no contacts made. "“7"
indicates seven or more contacts with the outpatient drug pro-
gram(s). The casenotes will serve as the source of information;
if this information is not in the 'casenotes, then. enter "0"
ne contacts.

for

-,

Referred for Psychological Testing/Diagnosis

Indicate whether. or not the probationer was referred for psycho-
logical testing/diagnosis by the probation officer. If the file
does not indicate any recommendations, enter "0" for none.

Probationer Obtained Psychological Testing/Diagnosis

Indicate whether or not the probationer obtained psychological
testing or diagnosis. Enter "8" if the officer did not make a
recommendation and the probationer did not obtain any psycho-
logical testing/diagnosis. In cases where the probation officer
did not recommend psychological testing/diagnosis and the proba-
tioner reported undergoing testing, enter "2" in the appropriate
box. "0" refers to a recommendation by the probation officer to
obtain psychological testing/diagnosis and the probationer did
not report such contact. "1" refers to the case where the pro-
bation officer recommended the probatione: obtain psychological
testing/diagnosis and the probationer followed through.
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Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with Agency Adminis-
tering the Psychological Tests/Diagnosis

Indicate whether or not the probation officer ha§ had any con-
tact with the agency administering the psychologlcal tests/diag-
If the officer did not refer the probationer to an agency,

nosis. _ :
enter "8". If a recommendation was made and the probation ?fflcer
did not contact an agency enter "0" for no contacts made. "7"
indicates seven or more contacts with the agency(s). The case-

notes will serve as the source of information; if this information
is not in the. casenotes, then enter "0" for no contacts.

Referred for Inpatient Mental Health Treatment

Indicate whether or not the probation officer referred the‘proba-
tioner to receive inpatient mental health treatment. Inpat%ent
refers to confinement of the probationer in a home, community
center, or institution for more than a day (24 hours). If the
file does not indicate any recommendations, enter "0" for none.-

Probationer Contact with Inpatient Mental Health Treatment Facility §

Indicate whether or not the probationer contacted any inpatient
mental health care treatment facility recommended by the officer.
Enter "8" if the officer did not make a recommendgt}on and the
probationer did not report any contact with a faecility. In
cases where the probation officer did not recommend contact with
.a facility and the probationer reported contact, enter "2" in Fhe )
appropriate box. "0" refers to a recommendation by the propaylon
officer to contact an inpatient mental health treatmeyt facility
and the probationer did not report such contact. "1" refers to
the case where the probation officer recommended_tbe probationer
contact an inpatient mental health treatment- facility and the
probationer followed through.

1

Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with Inpatient Mental
Health Treatment Facility .

Indicate whether or not the probation officer has had any contact
with the inpatient mental health treatment facility(s). If the
officer did not refer the probationer to a facility, enter "8".
If a recommendation was made and the probation officex d%d not
contact a facility enter "0" for no contacts made. "7" indicates
seven or more contacts with the facility(s). The cageno?es will
serve as the source of information; if this information is not

in the casenotes, then enter "0" for no contacts.

XY IRLN

Referred for Outpatient Mental Health Treatment

‘+ndicate whether or not the probation officer referred the pro- .
bationer to receive outpatient mental health treatment by a
psychiatrist, psychologist or psychiatric social wor#er.‘ out-~
patient refers to attending individual or group sSessions on a
routine basis (i.e., weekly, biweekly, etc.) without actual

o, ———
- iy

O SRR T S iy e i FREE NS e e

G

FOLLOW-UP
COLUMNS

16

‘confinement in a home, institution, or community center.

17

18

19

20
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Referred for Outpatient Mental Health Treatment (cont'd.)

If the
probation officer recommends that the probationer who resides in

some community center, seek counseling, this should be considered
as a referral for outpatient mental health treatment. If the
file does not indicate any recommendations, enter "0" for none.

Probationer Contact with Outpatient Mental Health Practitioner

Indicate whether or not the probationer contacted any outpatient
mental health practitioner recommended by the officer. A prac-
titioner is considered a psychiatrist, psychologist, or psychia-
tric social worker. Enter "8" if the officer did not make a
recommendation and the probationer did not report any contact with
a practitioner. In cases where the probation officer 4id not
recommend contact with a practitioner and the probationer reported
contact, enter "2" in the appropriate box. "0" refers toc a recom-
mendation by the probation officer to contact an outpatient mental
health practitioner and the prokationer did not report such con-
tact. "1" refers to .the case where the probation officer recom-
mended the probationer contact an outpatient mental health prac-
titioner and the probationer followed through.

Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with Outpatient Mental
Health Practitioner ’

Indicate whether or not the probation officer has had any contact

with the practitioner. If the officer did not refer the proba-
tioner to a practitioner, enter "8". If a recommendation was made
and the probation officer did not contact a practitioner enter "0O"
for no contacts made. "7" indicates seven or more contacts with
the practitioner(s). The casenotes will serve as the source of

information; if this information is not in the casenotes, then
enter "0" for noc contacts.

Referred to Counseloxr

—y

Indicate whether or -not the probation officer recommended the pro-
bationer consult-with a counselor. A counselor is anyone who
offers counseling service but is not trained as a psychiatrist,
psychologist, or: psychiatric social worker. Counselors can in-
clude religious leaders, school counselors, or other social
workers. If the file does not indicate any recommendations,

enter "0" for none.

Probationer Contact with Counselor

Indicate whether or not the probationer contacted any counselor
recommended by the probation officer. Enter "8" if the officer
did not make a recommendation and the probationer did not report.
In cases where the probation officer d4id not recommend contact
with a counselor and the probationer reported contact, enter "2"
in the appropriate box. "0" refers to a recommendation by the
probation officer to contact a counselor and the probationer did
not report such contact. "1" refers to the case where the proba-
tion officer rzcommended the probationer contact a counselor and
the probationer followed through. '

Lo ANk

i

i

o
t

{

!

!
|

i

{
i
(
;
!
3
i




AR TSI

ﬂ FOLLOW-UP CODEBOOK R

s Gt 8 s s e [ e e L B ESAR SRS L

o~

]

FOLLOW-UP CODEBOOK

COLUMNS

21

22

23

24

25-28
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Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with Counselor

Indicate whether or not the probation officer has had any contact
with the counselor. If the officer did not refer the probatiocner
to a counselor, enter "8". If a recommendation was made and the
probation officer did not contact the counselor, enter "0" for no
contacts made. "7" indicates seven or more contacts with the
counselor. The casenotes will sexrve as the source of information;
if this information is not in the casenotes, then entexr "0" for

no contacts.

Referred to Community Service

Indicate whether or not the probation officer recommended the
probationer-contact a community service. If the community
service was required as a condition of probation, do not consider

this a referral to a community service; enter "0" for no referral.

Probationer Contact with Community Service '

Indicate whether or not the probationer contacted the community
service recommended by.the probation officer or court. Enter "“8"
if no community service was recommended and contact made,

-for yes; enter "2" for self-initiated contact if the

person con-
tacted a community service of his own accord, '

Indicate type of community service.

Total Number of Probation Officer Contacts with Community Service

Indicate whether or not the probation officer has had any contact
with. 2 community service. If the officer or court did not refer
the probationer to a community service, enter "8". If a referral
was made or required and the probation officer did not contact
the service, enter "0" for no contacts made. "7" indicates

seven or more contacts with the agency. The casenotes will serve
as the source of information. If this information is not in the

casenotes, enter "0" for no contacts.

Amount of Fines Paid

Indicate the total amount of fines paid to date. The upper limit
is 8700, which indicates $8700 or more. Enter "0000" if nc fines
have been paid but the probationer was required to pay a fine.
"8888" means the probationer does not owe any fines. The proce-
dure to employ in rounding dollar amounts is that for 51 cents

or greater round to the next dollar. Less than 50 cents, use the
present dollar value (i.e., $32.52=8$33.00 while $45.48 = $45.00).

3 e S

In casesy
where the probation office or court recommended contact, enter “1"

NYTIRIY

'©  coLuMNs
29-32
i
| &
33-36
i)
& 37-40
O3
}@
41
| ©
Q@ 42-47
1o
' 48-53
1Q
O;

“upper limit is 8700 which indicates $8700 or more.

-

Amount of Court Costs Paid

Ipd%ca?e the total amount of court costs paid

limit is 8700, which means $8700 or more.p Entzg ggggé" ??engpper
court costs were paid but the probationer was required to pay
court costs. "8888" means the proQgtioner does not owe any court
g:;zs%orT?i progedure to :mploy in rounding dollar amounts is

} cents or greater

B0 conty, eoonts g round to the next dollar. Less than
$45.48 =-$45.00).

Amount of Restitution Paid

Indicate the total amount of restitution i
ndicat . nour paid to date. Th
llml? 15.8700 which 1nd}cates $8700 or more. Enter‘"OOOO"eiﬁpigr
rest;tut;on has been paid but the probationer was required to pay
restitution. The procedure to employ in rounding dollar amounts
t; thgg fortSl cents or greater round to the next dollar. Less
an cents, use the present dollar value (i.e. =
while $45.48 = $45.00). (i-¢.,. $32.52 33300

Amount of Probation Fees Paid

Indicate the total amount of probation fees paid to date. The

C : Enter "0000"
e a paid but the probationer was required to pay
8888 means the probationer does not owe any probation
The procedure to employ in rounding dollar amounts is that
ggﬁtSI centiﬁor greater round to the next dollar. Less than 50
s, use e present dollar value (i.e. = i
Shotey USg,the b (i.e., $32.52 $33.00 while

if no fees have been
fees.
fees.

Number of Arrests

Enter the total number of times the probationer has been arrested
while under sgggrvision. Arrest refers to apprehension bv a law
eanrcement official for participation in criminal actIvE%igﬁ—;;
defined by Appendix A. "7" means seven Or more arrests. "8:
means no arrests and "9" means unknown.

Arrest 1

Refer to Appendix A: Offense Codesheet. Enter the aj i
code_for the offense for which the probationer was arggzzggfatif
there are more than two arrests, use the procedures explained in
the appgndlx to determine which offenses to-enter. Incluéo the
arrest if it was for a technical violation. h

Date of Arrest 1

Enter the date (month, day, year) that the arrest occu

: : rred. If
more than one date is given, enter the first one. Right adjust
all"days and"months separately so that January 5, 1979 is coded
as "01 05 79". Enter "888888" if no arrest occurred and "999999"

if the arrest date is unknown.

present dollar value (i.e., $32.52=$33.00 while

Y FIHLY
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16
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(cont'd.)

use of a weapon, substance abuse (alcohol or drugs), contlnuohs
failure to report to the probatlon agency, failure to complete
special conditions established by the court, failure to pay
required fees (probation, court costs, fines, and restitution),
failure to maintain employment, failure to inform probation of-
ficer of changes in the probationers' status (residence, marital
situation, and living arrangements), association with known
criminals, frequenting bars or other prohibited places, failure
to obtain mental health counseling, absconding, and incarcera-
tion in a jail ox prison. Enter "888888" if the officer never
implied or indicated a potential violation in his/her casenotes.

First Violation Report Cited Arrest

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included an
arrest as a reason for revoking probation. "8" means a viola-
tion report was not issued.

First Violation Report Cited Possession and/or Use of a Weapon

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
possession and/or use of a weapon as a reason for revoking pro-
bation. "8" should be used if a violation reporxt was not issued.

First Violation Report Cited Substance Abuse (Drugs or Alcohol)

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
substance abuse as a reason for revoking probation. "8" means
a violation report was not issued.

First Violation Report Cited Failure to Report to Probation Agency

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to report to probation agency as a reason for revoking
probation.’ "8" means a violation report was not issued.

First Violation Report Cited Failure to Complete Special Condi-
tions Required by the Court

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included

bation.:

failure to comply with special conditions as a reason for revoking
probation. Special conditions can include driving without a
license,- attending a drug or alcohol program, or whatever was
ordered by the sentencing judge. Enter "8" if a violation report
was not issued. ‘ ‘

XY i TH1 Y]

First Violation Report Cited Failure to Pay Required Fees

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to maintain employment as a reason for revoking proba-
tion. Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

First Violation Rgport Cited Failure to Maintain Employment

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to maintain employment as a reason for revoking pro-
Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.
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22

23

24-29

30

31
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First Violation Report Cited Failure to Inform Probation Officer
of Changes in Status

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to inform the probation officer of any significant changes
in the person's life such as a new residence ~or marital status.
Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued,

First Violation Report Cited Association with Known Criminals oz
Frequenting Bars or Other Prohibited Places

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
association with known criminals and/or frequenting bars or other
prohibited places. Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

First Violation Report Cited Failure to Obtain Mental Health
Counsel

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included

failure to obtain mental health counsel as a reason for revoking

probation. Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

First Violatioﬁ Report Cited Absconding

}

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
absconding as a reason for revoking probation. Absconding

requires .the issuing of a warrant for continuous failure to appear.
Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

First Violation Report Cited Incarceration in Jail or Prison

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included in-~
carceration in jail or prison as a reason for revoking probation.
Enter "8" if a vioclation report was. not issued.

Date of Second Violation Report Issued

Enter the date (month, day, year) that the second technical vio-
lation report was issued. Right adjust all days and months

separately so that January 5, 1979 is coded as 01 05 79". Enter
"888888" if no report was issued and "999999" if the date is
unknown.

Second Violation Report Cited Arrest

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
arrest as a reason for revoking probation. Enter "8" if a vio-

lation report was not issued.

Second Violation Report Cited Possession or Use of a Weapon

Indicate whether or not the 1ssued violation report included pos-
session and/or use of a weapon as a reason for revoking probatlon.
"8" should be used if a violation report was not issued.
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Second Violation Report Cited Substance Abuse

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
substance abuse as a reason for revoking probation. "8" means
a violation report was not issued.

Second Violation Report Cited Failure to Report to Probation
Agency
Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included

failure to report to probation agency as a reason for revoking
probation. "8" means a violation report was not issued.

Second Violation Report Cited Failure to Complete Special
Conditions Regulired by the Court

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to comply with special conditions as a reason for
revoking probation. Special conditions can include driving
without a license, attending a drug or alcohol program, or
whatever was ordered by the sentencing judge. Enter "8" if
a violation report was not issued. :

Second Violation Report Cited Failure to Pay Reguired Fees

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to pay required fees as a reason for revoking proba-.
tion. "8" means a violation report was not issued.

Second Violation Report Cited Failure to Maintain Employment

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to maintain employment as a reason for revoking pro-
bation. Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

- Second Violatiorn Report Cited Failure to Inform Probation
Officer of Changes in Status -

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to inform the probation officer of any significant
changes in the person's life such as a new residence or marital
status. Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

Second Violation Report Cited Association with Known Criminals
or Frequenting Bars or Other Prohibited Places

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
association with known criminals and/or frequenting bars or
other prohibited places. Enter "8" if a violation report was
not issued.

Second Violation Repcrt Cited Failure to Obtain Mental Health
Counseling

Indicate whether or not the issued violation report included
failure to obtain mental health counseling as a reason for

revoking probation. Enter "8" if a violation report was not
issued.

veAILhy
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Second Violation Report Cited Absconding

Indlcatg whether or not the issued violation report included
abscgndlng as a reason for revoking probation. Abscondin
requires the issuing of a warrant for continuous failure Eo
appear. Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

Second Violation Report Cited‘Incarceration in Jail or Prison

igglcate wpethgr or not the.issued violation report included
grcgratlon in 3311 Or prison as a reason for revoking
probation. Enter "8" if a violation report was not issued.

‘Probation Revoked

Indicate whether or not probation was revoked..

not applicable and "9" for unknown.. Entex

"8" if

Conseguences of Revocation

Indicate the result of the administ i i
t : rative hearing revoki
probation for this probationer. If probation wag not fing

revoked, enter "8"; enter "9" if this information is unknown.

Length of Consequences (months)

Enter the length of the sentence or confinement resulting

from the revocation. Enter "88" i i
and "99" if unknown. : 1f probation was not revoked

Number df Convictions

Egter the total number of convictions the probationer has had
Since placement on probation. Do not include those conviction
that r?sulFed from arrests prior to placement on probation i
Enter "0" if the person was arrested but not convicted "8; if
not arrested nor convicted, and "9" if unknown. ' *

Conviction 1 .

Refer to Appendix A: Offense Code Sheet

: : : St - Enter the appropri
code refgrr%ng to the conviction offense. TIf there aripmgszliﬁzn
twg convictions use the procedures in Appendix A to determine
which offenses to include. Enter "888888" if not applicable

Sentence 1

Indicate the type of sentence awarded for the new conviction
If more than one condition of a sentence is given, specify wﬁat

the remaining conditi i 3 :. s e
cto.) g itions are (i.e., probation plus fines, gal;,

L1} ” ' L
‘Enter 88" for no new sentence and "99" for “unknown®,

LTI
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o 55=58 Fines N COLUMNS ' s

Enter the total dollar value of fines that were assessed by the 8-9  Confinement Length (months) -

court for this conviction. "8888" means not applicable/none and

e "9999" means unknown or to be determined. Enter the total number of months that the probationer is required

i to spend incarcerated (jail or prison) as a result of this new
conviction. Place "01" in the box if the sentence requires more
than 24 hours but less than 30 days in jail. Enter "88" for not
applicable and "99" for unknown.

59-60 Sentence Length (months)

Enter the total number of months that the probationer is required

e o M e L, s i b %

- to serve for all non-confinement sanctions robatio .

- C sentence, court parole, probation continuedfpetc.). nénzgipfggﬁd 10 Number of Probation Officers ¥

’ for not applicable and "99" for unknown. A !

: Ty Enter the total number of probation officers the probationer has C:
61-62 Confinement Length (months) V had during his probation tenure. "7".is the upper limit indi- }
cating seven or more officers. "8" indicates not applicable and N

C Enter the‘totgl number of months that the probationer is required "9" means unknown.

) to spend incarcerated (jail or prison) as a result of this new - i i Y
conviction. Place "0l1" in the box if the sentence requires more G 11-12  Length of Probation Officer 1 (months) !
than 24 hours but less than 30 days in jail. Enter "88" for not ' ?
applicable and "99" for unknown. o Enter the toctal number of months the probationer has been under

: supervision for each assigned officer. If there were more than

8 63-68  Conviction 2 . _two officers, enter the assignments which lasted the longest

Lo . period of time. Place an "88" in boxes which exceed the number 0
Refer to Appendix A: Offense Code Sheet. Enter the appropriate 8 of probation officers and "99" if the number of months is unknown. |
code referring to the conviction offense. If there are more than . . b
two convictions, use the procedure in Appendix A to determine 13-14 Length of Probation' Officer 2 (months)- f
which offense to include. \

3'6*5 a . Enter the total number of months the probationer has been under

i 69-70 Sentence 2 supervision for each assigned officer. If there were more than |

: O two officers, enter the assignments which lasted the longest i
Indicate the type of sentence awarded for the new conviction. ' period of time. Place an "88" in boxes which exceed the number . |
If more than one condition of a sentence is given, specify what of probation officers and "99" if the number of months is unknown. !
the remaining conditions are (i.e., probation plus fines, jail . . s |
etc.). ' 15 Changes in Supervision Level 1 g
Enter "88" for no new sentence and "99" for "unknown". 0 Enter the appropriate code describing the first change in super- '}

: : vision level. ’
71-74 Fines 2 ‘ :

; l6-21 Date of Change 1 ‘ f

? Enter the total dollar value of fines that I . t

- S o were assessed by Enter the date (month, day, year) that the first change in super-

court for this conviction. "8888" means none/not applicable and

"9999" means unknown or to be determined. jC. vision level was secured. Right adjust all days and months

separately so that January 5, 1979 is coded as "01 05 79". Enter

78-80 I10 vg88888" if no change occurred and "999999" if the date is unknown.

22 Change in Supervision Level 2

KNI TUV S

8] ‘ Enter the appropriate code describing the second change in super-
' vision level.

1-5 Identifier

¥} 1Y A

T
P

Duplicate from CARD 8.
23-28 Date of Change 2

. s+ Enter the date (month, day, year) that the second change in super-
e wwision level occurred. Right adjust all days and months separately

‘ 'so that January 5, 1979 is coded as "Ol 05 79". Enter "888888" if
'no change occurred and "999999" if the date is unknown.

Enter the total number of months that the probationer is required
to serve for all non-confinement sanctions (probation, suspended
sentence, court parole, probation continued, etc.). Enter "g8"
- for not applicable and "99" for unknown. :

e e

29 Change in Supervision Level 3

- fo ‘ Enter the appropriate code describing the third change in super- 2
vision level.
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30-35

36

37-38

Date of Change 3

Enter the date (month, day, year) that the third change i -
vision level occurred. Right adjust all ths seoarstel
so that January 5, 1979 is coded as "01 05 79". Enter "888888"
if no change occurred and "999999" if the date is unknown.

Transfer to Another County/State

-

Indicate whether or not this case has been tfansfe

_ v rred to another
county or state. If so, please be as specific as possible in
listing the agency currently supervising the probationer.

Termination

ipdicaze tgg condi;ion which applies to this probationer at the
ime of coding. sconding means that a warrant was i '
the person's arrest. rssued for

Iil

A

days and months separately

SN ] 111 Y

O

0

CARD '8

1l6-17

40-41

64

-66

CARD 9

19

FOLLOW-UP CODEBOQOK

ADDENDUM

Face-to-Face Contact 1 b

(This applies to Face-to-Face Contact 2-12 cols. 18-39.)

. If a probationer appears for a visit and speaks with another pro-

bation cfficer, include this as a face-to-face contact. Exclude
incidents where the probationer came in to change an appointment
but did not speak to the officer.

Collateral Contact 1

(This applies to Coilateral Contact 2-12 cols. 42-63.)

Collateral contacts do not include calls to change the date or
time of a scheduled appointment.

Include as a collateral contact any chance meetings the proba-
tioner and officer have where there is an actual verbal exchange
of information (i.e., met on the streets). Do not include any
incidents where the officer sees the probationer but does not
talk with him/her. : v

Employment Status

"Unemployable”" (code 4) also refers to incidents where the pro-
bationer cannot work because he/she is responsible for the care
of an ill member of the family.

Full-time employment status (code 2) should be given to any pro-
bationer who worked two regular part-time jobs during the proba-
tion periocd. Also, a construction worker is considered full-time
unless the notes state that he/she works periodically for dif-
ferent companies. ‘

Number of Jobs During Probation Period

If a person has the same job (either a full-time and part-time
job or two part-time jobs running concurrently) and does not
change jobs during the 2ntire probation period, consider this
one job. ‘

The category is trying to capture stability in employment during
the probation period. :

‘Referred to.Counselor

The category counselor excludes those already covered by other
variables. In incidents where the casenotes refer to the "out-
patient drug counselor" (or any other counselor covered by other
variables) as a counselor, record the contact or other informa-

tion under the appropriate contact.

School counselors who function as career guidance counselors are
excluded from this category. :

LUK
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23

68

CARD 10
6-11

CARD 11

10

37-38

ADDENDUM

Referred to Community Service

If the communlty service is a condition of probation, enter "0O"
for no in the referral to community service category.

Probationer Contact with Community Service

If the community service was a requirement of probation, enter
“1" for yes if the probationer had contact with the agency.
Do not consider this to be- self—lnltlated (code Z). Indicate

type of community service.

Number of Known Letters of Violation Sent

This' refers to informal warnings sent to the probationer.
(Informal in the sense that the court is not notified that the
letters are being sent.)

Earliest Date of Technlcal Violation Report Behavior Noted In
Catenotes

If a formal technical violation report was issued, record the
date of the earliest behavior problems noted in the casenotes.
This behavior does not necessarily have to be any of the reasons
cited in the violation report. .

Number of Probation Officers

If the probation officer was not in the office at the time of
the appointment and the probationer spoke with another officer,
do not consider this to be a transfer to anothar officer.

This question refers to the number of times the probationerx
was transferred to another officer. :

Termination

The following codes are to be used if applicable:

14 - transferred
15 - revocation or warrant pending

16. -~ probation extended through modification (please specify
length of extension and reason)

17 - probation by mail (please specify reason) .
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‘ . '%
CARD 8

Identifier

1 2 3 % %
Probationer's

name last first middle’
initial
Case #
6 7 8 9 101 12 13J 4 15
Face to face contact 1
0 - none
1 - one I
7 - seven or more
8 - not applicable
9 - unknown
Face to face contact 2
18 19
Face to face contact 3
20 21
Face to face contact 4
2 23
Face to face contact 5
| 24 25
Face to face contact 6
26 27
Face to face contact 7
28 29
Face to face contact 8
30 31
Face to face contact 9
32 33
Face to face contact 10
, w3
Face to face contact 11
‘ ' % ¥
Face to face contact 12 k

38 39

b e AR

Collateral contact 1

0 -~

\O 00 ~J-

none
one

seven or more
not applicable

unknown -

Collateral contact 2

Collateral contact 3

Collateral contact 4

Collateral contact 5

Collateral contact 6

Collateral contact 7

Collateral contact 8

Collateral contact 9

Collateral contact 10

Collateral contact 11

Collateral contact 12

Employment status

1 -

OB WN

unemployed
employed full-time
employed part-time
unemployable

"unknown

40

4l

42

LN

3

47

49

85

89

K1

[

63
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School status
1l - vocational training

2 - in school full-time
3 - in school part-time
4 - G.E.D. classes

8 - not applicable/none
9 - unknown

Number of jobs during
probation period

Referral to employment

agency
0 - no
1 - yes

Probationer contact with
employment agency
0 - no
1l - vyes
2 - yes - self-initiated
8 - not applicable

Total number of probation
officer contacts with
employment agency

-0 = none
1l -~ one
7 = seven Or more
8 - not applicable

Referred to residential
alcohol treatment.

0 - no

1l - yes

Probationer contact
with residential
alcohol program
0 - no
1l - yes
2 - yes - self-initiated
8 ~ not applicable

69

70

71

Total number of probation
officer contacts with
residential alcohol program

0 - none

1l - one

7 - seven or more

8 - not applicable

Referred to outpatient
alcohol treatment

0 - no

1l - yves

Probationer contact with
outpatient alcohol treat-

‘ment

0 - none

1l - yes

2 - yes - self-initiateed
8 - not applicable

Total number of probatinn
officer contacts with out-
patient alcohol treatment

0 - none

1l - one

7 - seven or more

8 - not applicable

Referred to residential
drug program

0 - no

1 - yes

Probationer contact with
residential drug program
0 - no
1l - yes
2 - yes - self-initiated
8 - not applicable

n

73

78

CARD 9

79

Jdentifier

EYTILIYE
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-

FOLLOW-UP+ CODESHEET i

Total number of probation
officer contacts with
residential drug program
- none

- one

< ‘seven or more

- not applicable

ONHO

Referred to outpatient
drug program

0 - no

1l - yes

Probationer contact with
outpatient drug program
0 - no
1l - yes
2 - yes - self-initiated
8 - not applicable

Total number of probation
officer contacts with
outpatient drug program

0 - none :

1l - one

7 - seven or more
8 - not applicable

Referred for psychological

testing/diagnosis
Q.- no
1l - yes

Probationer obtained psycho-~
logical testing/diagnosis

0 - no

1l - yes .

2 - yes ~ self-initiated

8 - not applicable

Total number of probation
officer contacts with
agency administering

the tests
0 - none
1l - one
7 - seven or more

8 -~ not -applicable

Referred to inpatient
mental health treatment
0 - no '
1l - vyes

10

1

12

13

ey

Probationer contact with
inpatient mental health
treatment

0 - no
1l - yes
2 - yes - self-initiated

8 - not applicable

Total number of probation
officer contact with in-
patient mental health
treatment

0 - none
1l - one
7 = seven or more

8 - not applicable

Referred to outpatient
mental health program
0 - 20
1l - yes

Probationer contact with
outpatient mental health

practitioner
0 - no
1l - yes

2 - yes - self-initiated
8 - not applicable

Total number of probation
officer contacts with

~outpatient mental health

practitioner
0 - none
1 - one

7 - seven ©or more
8 - not applicable

Referred to counselor
0 - no
1l - yes

Probationer contact with

counselor
0 - no
1l - yes
2 = yes - self-initiated
8 - not applicable

14

15

16

17

T !

19

v ik -

20

A e
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FOLLOW-UP CODESHELT

Tctal number of probation
officer contacts with .
counselor

0 - none

1l - one

7 - seven or more
8 - not applicable

Referral to community
service

0 - no

1 ~ yes

Probationer contact
with community service
0 - no ’
1l - yes

2 - yes - self-initiated

8 - not applicable

Total number of probation

officer contacts with
community service

0 - none

1l - one

7 ~ seven Or more
8 - not applicable

Amount of fines paid

amount of court
costs paid

amount of
restitution
paid

Amount of proba-
tion fees paid

Number of arrests
- one :
7 - seven
8 - not applicable/
none

21

22
23
24
25 27 4
29 a1 2
33 35 36
7 39 W

41

Arrest 1 /

w2 43 W

Date of
arrest 1 /

Arrest 2 /

Date of '
arrest 2 /

Number of known failures

to report
00 - none
01 - one

&5

66

87 - eighty-seven or more

Number of known letters

of violation sent
0 - none
1l -~ one
7 - seven or more

Number of technical
violation reports
issued

0 - none

1l - one

7 - seven or more

Date of
first tech-
nical viola-
tion report
issued

CARD 10
Identifier

Farliest date

69

67

2

73 ™75

79 80

" ||N|M f

of technical s
violation '
report behavior
noted in the
casenotes

GRS S o e AR B

Qo

A%

o

i® ' FOLLOW-UP* CODESHEET

&t

First .violation
report cited:

arrest
0 - no
1 ~ yes

8 - not applicable

possession or use of
a weapon

substance abuse
(drugs or alcohol)

failure to report
to probation agency

failure to complete
special conditions
required by court

failure to pay
required fees

failure to main-
tain employment

failure to inform
probation officer
of changes in
residence, marital
status, etc.

association with
known criminals,
frequenting bars
or other pro-
hibited places

failure to obtain
mental health
counseling

absconding

12

'technical vio-~ 2%

13

15

15

16

17

18

19

20

in jail or
incarcerated

Date of second

23

lation report
issued

Second violation
report cited:

arrest
0 - no
1 - yes

8 - not applicable

possession or use
of a weapon

substance abuse

failure to report

to probation agency

failure to “complete

special conditions
required by court

failure to pay
required fees

failure to main-
tain employment

failure to inform
probation officer
of changes in
residence, marital
status, etc.

association with
known criminals,
frequenting bars
or other pro-
hibited places

26

30

a1

33

3

EL]

36

37

38

s kg .
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mental health 01 - fine :
counseling 39 02 - jail 53 54
03.~ fines and jail
04 - suspended sentence
absconding 05 -~ prison
06 - probation
4o continued
¢ in jail or 07 - probation and
L incarceration _ fines
4l 10 - split sentence
(jail & probation)
Probation revoked 11 - probation with
0 - no other sentences
1l - yes 42 12 - restitution
8 - not applicable 13 - public service
9 - unknown 14 - weekends in jail
15 - weekends in jail
and probation
Consequences of 88 - not applicable
C revocation 99 - unknown
. l - confinement in jail 43
2 - confinement in prison
3 - confinement in other Fines 1
institution
4 - probation extended 5 5
- 5 - confinement in mental Sentence length
institution (months)
6 - other ’ S
8 - not applicable
9 - unknown Confinement
length (months)
- 6 62
A Length of conse-
quences (months) Conviction 2 / / /
w45 63 64 65 66 67
Number of convictions Sentence 2
1) 0 - none 01 - fines
* 1 - one us 02 - jail 6 70
7 - seven or more 03 - fines and jail
8 -~ not applicable 04 - suspended sentence
9 -~ unknown 05 - prison
06 - probation
o continued
Convic- 07 - probation and
tions 1 / /__/ fines
47 48 43 S50 St s2 10 - split sentence
(jail & probation)
11 - probation with
& other sentences
12 - restitution
13 - public service
14 - weekends in jail
15 - weekends in jail
‘and probation
) 88 - not applicable
- 99 =~ unknown
C 2 e A

"€ LOLLOW-UP CODESHEET

< ooy,

failure to obtain

Sentence 1

e

ERIEON

v

&)

»
1

FOLLOW-UP CODESHEET

tb oAby Y

Fines 2 Changes in super-—
71 72 73 7% vision level 2
C 0 - no change 22
{1l o 1l - intensive to medium
e 2 - intensive to minimum
3 - medium to intensive
CARD 11 4 - medium to minimum
5 - minimum to medium
. Ry . .
s Identifier 6 minimum to intensive
1 2 3 L'} 5
Date of
Sentence length change 2 / /
(months) 23 24 25 26 . 27 28
o 6 7
. Change in super-
Confinement vision level 3
length (months) 0 - no change 29
8 9 1 - intensive to medium
2 - intensive to minimum
o Ngmber of proba- 3 - medium to intensive
tion officers 4 - medium to minimum
0 - none 10 5 - minimum to medium
1l - one 6 - minimum to intensive
7 - seven or more
O . Date of
Length of probation change 3 / /
officer 1 (months) 30 a1 @ 3 M T3
111
Transferred to another
Length of probation county/state
¢y officer 2 (months) i 0 - no 3%
1 - yes
Changes in super-
vision level 1 If yes, please £ill in the
0 - no change 15 following:
e 1l - intensive to medium
2 - intensive to minimum
3 - medium to intensive Probation department
4 - medium to minimum
5 - minimum to medium
6 - minimum to intensive .
e Address
: street
Date of
change 1 / / /
16 17 18 13 2 21 county state 2zlp code
Q
Officer or contact person
@ ]

isipingk) -
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01
02

€ o3

04
05

06

¢ 07

it v

o

1o
11
12
13

o
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¢ TCLLOW-UP CODESHEET

X

/

Termination

revoked

early discharge
normal discharge
died, natural causes
died during commis-
sion of criminal acts
died freom substance
abusa

died, unknown causes
suicide

.absconded

incarcerated
continued on
probation

H
[

7€

79

Y FTUL YR

©

€

it AL
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ALL SITES KANE COUNTY |[SUFFOLK COUNTY FLORIDA
.__—iLﬁ‘§§$ES KANg_gggNTY SUFF%i5J§?UNTY FﬁggigA T N=507 N=102 N=127 N=278 .
= A TESERT P ERCENT [NOMEER | PERCENT | NOMBER | PERCENT lo ARACTERIST MBER [PERCENT | NUMBER | PERCENT |NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER |PERCENT
CHARACTERISTICS| NUMBER | PERCENT | NU LIVING ARRANGE- :
' | |MENTS AT TIME OF
S¥™TENCE ; ARREST
iingle Offense| 406 80 93 91 97 76 216 78 With others 460 91 94 92 118 93 248 | 89
Maltiple off 92 18 9 9 29 23 54 19 tras " 22 e 3 3 ] : 1 !
Missing values 6 2 0 Q 1 "6% 273 55 O | Missing values 16 3 4 4 2 2 10 4
507 100 - 102 100 127 1 507 100 102 100 127 100 278 100
’ PLANNED LIVING
R%g?te 346 68 | 70 69 100 79 176 gi ARRANGEMENTS ' : e
Black 116 zg 32 23 lg 12 32 2 G | with others 454 89 94 52 116 91.3 | 244 88
29 ' : Alone 29 6 3 3 8 .
ﬁiﬁiing values 16 3 1 1 31 _2 5%% Iﬁ% Other 3| 1 2 2 0 g.g 1g g
507 100 102 100 12 100 Missing values 21 4 3 3 3 2.4 15 6
507 100 102 100 127 100.0 | 278 100
SE ' ’ %)
Sgﬁle 390 77 86 84 111 87 193 gg-i ALCOHOL ABUSE
Female 111 2i 18 lg lg lg 72 55 Use denied 273 54 68 67 80 63 125 45
Missing values 6 — —_— e —_— - Problem drin-
507 | T00 162 | 100 127 | 100 278 100.0 ker/alcoholic | 121 24 31 30 45 35 45 39
Missing values 113 22 3 3 2 I 2 108 16
|- 507 100 102 100 127 100 278 100
MARITAL STATUS L : |
Single 296 59 .59 | 58 89 70 148 53
Married 109 21 17 17 20 16 Zé ig DRUG ABUSE o
Other - 87 13 23 Zg lz | 1i s 1 Used denied y 301 59 62 61 99 78 140 50
Missing values 15 — — — o Problem user ~
567 | 100 102 | I00 127 | 100 278 100 {o | addict 81 25 38 37 . 26 20 17 6
. : Missing values 125 16 2 2 2 2 121 44
, 507 100 102 | To00 127 100 278 100
EMPLOYMENT :
STATUS '
Not employed 137 27 36 35 36 28 65 23 o PAST MENTAL i
Employed " 316 62 52 51 83 65 181 6?7 | o |HEALTH :
- Not employable| 33 7 7 7 ! - : = I | Inpatient 33 7 17 17 3 2 13 5 | £
Missing values 21 — = — = Outpatient 31 6 0 0 20 16 11 4 :
507 100 102 00 127 | 100 278 | I00 - Both 5 1 b 0 3 5 5 2
: Missing values 435 86 85 83 101 80 249 89
3 , 507 100 102 100 127 100 278 100
5§ © |
\ e |

. - ) S - R ks‘/ .
; g 0y . ) . . J :

R e s O VNN




-5

e e g

T st s

-> “. -~ .-3—
ALL SITES KANE COUNTY |[SUFFOLK COUNTY FLORIDA g1
=507 N=102 __ N=127 N=278 31

CHARACTERISTICS| NUMBER|PERCENT | NUMBER] PERCENT |NUMBER | PERCENT | NUMBER |PERCENT B

PRESENT MENTAL ‘ ¥

HEALTH -3

Inpatient 9 2 4 4 2 2 3 1 Ei ;

Outpatient 19 4 1 1 12 9 6 2 Al t
; Both 1 0 0 0 1 1 o} 0 g f
] Missing values 478 94 97 95 112 88 269 97 . 4 |
C 507 100 102 100 127 100 78 100 :

TYPE OF WEAPON g !
Firearm 11 2 3 3 6 5 2 1l ;
i Knife 7 2 2 2 3 2 2 1
'C | other 17 3 4 4 10 8 3 1 4

Missing values 472 93 93 91 108 85 271 97 ‘
f 507 00 102 100 127 100 78 100 ;% -
Y

PHYSICAIL: HARM &
¢ |ENSUED : 18
: None 423 83 92 90 107 84 224 80 &
|| Bodily 54 11 8 8 19 15 27 10 LA
i Death 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
;| Missing values 29 6 2 _2 0 0 _27 10
i 507 100 102 100 127 100 78 100 .
pf_. i
4 . |STATUS AT TIME .
| |oF ARREST
5 First time 246 48 28 27 73 57 145 52
i | Other 248 49 73 72 54 43 121 44 .

C | Missing values 13 3 1 1 .0 0 A2 4
507 100 102 100 127 100 - 278 100
¢ z]
e
A 1 - 9}
’ e






