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S , ADMINISTRATIVE SUMMARY .

Collin Boyd .

'W  . Introduction and Objectives :

Kim Buchanan

This study réports’the results of the High Control
Project, an experimental parole supervision program which

{

Anna Cox !
A operated within the Parole and Community Services Division of the i
i

Rufus Dabne
4 California Department of Corrections between 1977 and 1980. The .

High Control Project was the last of several new programs
implemented as part of a three year self evaluation effort
undertaken by the department to determine more effective ways of
running the California parole system in the future. The Project
tested "control"™ oriented models of parole supervision where
specially trained parole: agents conducted intensified , i
"investigative" and "surveillant" activities on selected high
risk parolees. The objectives of the project were to: (1)
identify those parolees who presented the most serious threat to
public safety, (2) deter those parolees who had not returned to
criminal activity but had a high potential foxr doing so, and (3)
increase the frequency and severity of sanctions applied to those
~parolees verified as having returned to criminal activity.

Louise Rew

Carol Smith

Shirley Andrews

P&CSD Project Implementation ; PgCSD Issue Paper
Task Force . : : "~ Development Committee

'Cliff Cova | : Tom Bazeley‘

Ron Chun o : Warren Campbell
o : traditional approaches to parole supervision on several

"dimensions. - First, it represented an exclusive control oriented,
as opposed to a service or a mixed service and control :
orientation to superv151on. Second, it placed primary emphasis .
on conductlng pre {(as opposed to post) arrest investigation :
activities and upon monitoring parolee activity indirectly o
through a variety of means (as opposed to direct agent-parolee i
contacts). Third, it targeted a group of parolees selected by :
agents as being higher risk cases. And, fourth, by using 4
specialist (as opposed to generalist) agents working within a o
small team of agents (rather than independently), it utilized a ]
different organizational and management structure. kit

{
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The high control models of parole supervison differed from i
1

Pearldean Golightly Harry Herron
- Jackie Taylor’ iy Manny Quevedo
Frank Trlnkl ‘ s o Mike Willis

Wes Young T Wes Young

v Co ' ~ Two types of control-oriented parole supervision ‘models {
were proposed for testing in the High Control Project. The 8

» . INVESTIGATION MODEL utilized high control parole agents to , i
¥ ‘ conduct short term investigations of the activities of parolees 4
' suspected of current involvement in illegal activities. The 5
purposes of the investigations were to verify the parolee's b

involvement in illegal activities, apprehend if necessary, and '

work toward a successful prosecution. The INTENSIVE SUPERVISION :

MODEL utilized high control agents in a more traditional case- S

carrying role (but with smaller caseloads) to closely monitor the o

day-to~-day activities of parolees with serious prior criminal Lo

histories. The purpose of the close monitoring was to prevent e

and deter parolees from-returning to illegal activities. ‘
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Parolées were to be selected for placement in tbe projegt
based upon a prior criminal history of, or documented information
of current involvement in, one of five ¢riminal or parole
violation activities targeted by the project including: (1) .
assaultive or sexually deviant activity, (2) large scale narcotic
sales activity, (3) large scale property or fraud crimes, (4)
involvement in prison gang activities, or (5) absconding from
parole supervision.

Methodology;

This study reports the results of the high contro} models
of parole supervision as they operated at four parole unit
demonstration sites between February 1, 1977 and June 30, 1979.
The four parole units and sample size studied includeq the '
Stockton (N—1l1l8) and the Bakersfield (N=79) parole units which
each implemented an investigation model, the Rlver51§e/San_
Bernardino parole units (N=54) which implemented an 1nt§n51ve
supervision model, and the Walnut Creek parole uni?s whlgh
implemented both models (N=48 investigation, N=77 intensive
supervision).

The purpose of the evaluation was to (1) describe the
‘activities and operations of the two models as they were
implemented at the four parole unit demonstration sites, (2)
determine the extent to which higher risk parolees were.selectgd
for the project, (3) determine if the project was associated with
an increase in the frequency and severity of sanctlons'p}aged
upon parclees who had become reinvolved in' illegal activities,

and (4) determine if the project was associated with an overall,

long—~term reduction in the frequency and severity of.crime§
committed. The evaluation alsc sought to determine if project
effectiveness was differentially associated with the var@ous
types of criminal activity targeted by the project and with the
varying operational styles adopted at the four demonstration

sites.

The evaluation used a quasi-experimental degign. Program
activities and program outcomes of project casgs_(l.e., the
experimental group) were compared to the activ1t1§s and outcomes
of a similar group of high risk parolees who received only
reguldr parole supervision (i.e., a comparison group). ?he .
comparison cases were selected from the Veptgra parole district
(N=21 investigation, N=27 intensive superv1§10n)‘§nd thevRedwood
City parole unit (N=16 investigative, N=3§ intensive -
supervision). Neither site implemented high control models of
parocle supervision. : :

Project activities and outcomes were measured separately
for the two models implemented. As the primary goal of the-

investigation model was to incapacitate those parolees who had
returned to illegal activities, outcome was measured by the
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extent to which successful verifications, and subsequent criminal
and revocation sanctions received, increased for the cases
investigated. As the primary goal of the intensive supervision
model was preventive and deterrent, outcome was measured by the
extent to which the frequency and severity of criminal activity
committed during a twelve month program follow-up period was
reduced for the cases intensively supervised. The extent to
which either model was associated with an increase in the parole
agent's contribution to the detection and criminal processing of
parolees who had recidivated was also measured. The source of
data for the activity and outcome measures included parole

violation reports, parole agent field notes, and special

investigative reports and selection forms designed for this
project.

Findings

Selecting Higher Risk Releasees. High control proiject
staff selected higher risk releases to parole for placement in
one of the two models of the project. A comparison on the
criminal background characteristics of 243 parolees selected for
the High Control Project (through October 31, 1978) and 784
parolees not selected (but on parole as of October 31, 1978) at
the four experimental parole units showed the selected group was
more likely (1) to have been committed to prison for a '
narcotic/drug offense, (2) to have a narcotic history and (3) to

have a prior prison commitment record.

Activities and Operations of the Investigation Model. The
investigation model operated as was proposed by conducting short
term investigations of parolees currently suspected of being
involved in illegal activities. An examination of the processing
of the 245 cases investigated through June 30, 1979 showed the
cases were selected based on information received from either
local law enforcement or the regular supervising agent, and that
the cases were currently involved in either assaultive activity
or narcotic sales activity (with and without also suspected of
having absconded from parole supervision). Very few cases were
investigated for either of the other two targeted activities
(i.e., prison gang activities or large scale property/fraud
crimes). The typical investigation lasted sixty days.

Congruent with it's purpose, the evaluation found that
"information gathering" comprised the major activities performed
under the investigative model. The activity recordings for the
245 cases investigated were classified into ten major types and a
profile was drawn. The analysis found that the most common
activities included surveillance, information exchanges with law
enforcement, information exchanges with collaterals (i.e.,
associates) of the parolee, and other miscellanecus evidence
collecticn activities (e.g., witness interviews, record checks,
etc.).
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The types of activity performed under the investigatiqn_
model appeared to differ significantly from the types of activity
performed under regular supervision. A comparison of the types

of activity performed on the 245 investigations and the types of

activity performed on six comparison cases with avgi}able
activity data showed that the activities which typified regular
supervision (i.e., face-to-face check-up contacts and regul;ed
administrative processing tasks) were not frequently perro;med by
investigative agents, and vice versa for the activities which
typified investigative supervision.

Activities and Operations of the Intensive Supervision
Model. ~“TUnder intensive supervision agents maintained full ,
Caseload responsibilities, each agent supervising between 10 and
15 cases at a time. An examination of the processing of the 131
cases placed under intensive supervision through December 31,
1978 showed that most were placed immediately upon release from
prison or soon thereafter and they remained under intensive
supervision an average of eleven months. Four~fifths of the 131
intensive supervision cases were selected because of a prior
criminal history involving various kinds of violent or sexgally
deviant activity. Very few cases were selected for intensive
supervision under any of the other four criminal and violational
activity areas targeted by the project.

The activities performed under intensive supervision were
congruent with it's purpose to "closely monitor"” the parolees
activities. The number of activities performed was layge,
averaging ten per thirty day period on parole. Approximately one-
third of the total activities performed were direct check-up
contacts with the parolee, and ten percent were contacts with
collaterals of the parolees. Information exchanges with law
enforcement, evidence collection activities and required
administrative processing activities each occupied another ten
percent of the total number of activities performed.

Many of the same types of activity performed under regular
supervision were also performed under intensive supervision,
except more frequently and with a different emphasis. The
activities performed on 111 of the 131 experimental cases were
compared to the activities performed for 44 of the 62'comparlson
cases (Note: 38 study cases were eliminated due to‘m1551ng
data). The findings showed that intensive supervision nearly
tripled the number of activities perforimed ugdgr_regular
supervision (10 activities/30 days vs. 4 activities/30 days).,
showed that a larger proportion of intensive than regular
supervision activities comprised "indirect" monitoring activities
(i.e., law enforcement and collateral exchanges) as opposed.to
"direct"™ monitoring (i.e., face-to-face check-up contacts with
the parolee). , ,
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Outcome of the Investigation Model: Increased
Verification and Sanctions. The investigation model was found to
be associated with an increase in case verifications of suspected
criminal and parole violation activity. The findings indicated
that the 245 cases investigated experienced significantly more
successful verifications and placements in custody (as opposed to
investigations where no evidence or insufficient evidence was
available) for suspected types of criminal and violational
activity than 37 comparison cases also suspected of illegal
activity involvement but not investigated.

The investigation model was also associated with an
increase in the sanctions applied to parolees suspected of being
reinvolved in illegal activities, however the increase occurred
only in parole revocation dispositions. An analysis of the
charges filed in connection with the investigation showed that a
larger proportion of the 245 cases investigated as compared to 37
comparison cases not investigated had revocation charges filed.
Also a significantly larger proportion of the most serious
dispositions received in connection with the investigation
purposes were "board-ordered" returns-to-custody. No significant
difference was found between the two study groups on the
proportion of cases with criminal charges filed and on the
proportion of cases whose most serious disposition was a new
court commitment to prison.

Finally, the investigation model was associated with an
increase in the contribution made by parole agents to the
detection and processing of new charges, although law enforcement
rather than parole agent activities continued to account for the
major contribution. The analysis provided evidence that parole
agents (1) were a source of activity or information leading to
the most serious disposition, (2) provided assistance in the
criminal prosecution, and (3) confiscated contraband (i.e.,
weapons, narcotics and stolen property) slightly more often for
the 245 investigated cases than for the 37 comparison cases.

Qutcome of the Intensive Supervision Model: Prevention
and Deterrence. The intensive supervision model was not
associated with a reduction in the frequency and severity of
subsequent criminal activity during either a six or a twelve
month program follow=-up period. Counter to the deterrent effect
of intensive supervision hypothesized by project planners, a
comparison of the six month outcomes for 129 of the 131
experimental and 61 of the 62 comparison cases (Note: three
study cases were eliminated due to missing data) showed that
intensive supervision cases experienced a higher: (1) proportion
of cases whose parole status had unsuccessfully terminated early
as of the end of the follow-up period, (2) proportion of cases
with criminal charges filed. (3) average severity of the new
criminal charges filed, (4) proportion of cases with the more
serious types of criminal dispositions received, and (5) number
of days expended in custody during the follow-up period. An
identical analysis based on an 80% sub-sample of the study cases
(117 experimental and 37 comparison cases) with sufficient
elapsed time to conduct a longer term twelve month follow-up
analysis showed similar results.
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Differential Effectiveness Across Parole Units.
Comparisons across the three units implementing the investigation
model and the two units implementing the intensive supervision
model showed the parole units were associated with different
outcomes. The Bakersfield unit project was associated with
higher rates of successful outcomes than the investigative
projects conducted at either the Stockton unit or the Walnut
Creek unit. Several explanations for the outcome variance
including differences in the types of activities performed at
each unit and differences in the types of cases selected at each
unit were explored. Neither interpretation was conclusively
ruled out. The Walnut Creek unit project was associated with a
larger increase in sanctions received than the intensive
supervision project conducted at the Riverside/San Bernardino
unit. However, differences in the types of cases selected at the
two units were found to totally account for this particular

outcome variance.

Interpretation of Findings. Based upon the higher rate of
successful verifications and higher rate of revocations sanctions
applied to cases investigated under the High Control Project,
coupled with an increase in the agents contribution to the
detection and processing of new charges, it was concluded that
pre—arrest investigative activities "may" increase illegal
activity verification and sanctioning rates. Further research
was found necessary before other possible explanations for the
outcome differences found could be conclusively ruled out.

Selection factor differences were found to at least
partially account for the higher recidivism rates of parolees in
the intensive supervision model of the High Control Project.
Therefore, no conclusions were reached regarding the preventive
or deterrent effect of the model's more frequent check-up
contacts. . The few preventive-oriented activities conducted under
the model, coupled with prior research on earlier intensive
supervision models tested in California which found violation
rates increased as a result of the closer watch provided,
indicated prevention/deterrence may have been an inappropriate

objective.

If as it appears the effict of high control models of
parole supervision is to increase the number of parolees
sanctioned for returning to criminal activity, then it next
remains to be demonstrated that the incapacitative effect of such
sanctions is to reduce parolee crime levels in the long run.
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CHAPTER I

_ INTRODUCTION

ThiS"iS'a"étuay bf'high control mOdels'éf”parole;j
Supervision'based~on>inténsified‘surveillant and investigative
activities was delivered to selectedkhighyrisk parolees in‘an
attempt tq‘reduCe the likelihdod_of,their returning to or -
cbntinuihg'Criminal‘activity, ,Knowh“as the "High Control
Project", it's purpose was‘£b:

- identifyvpafolees who presented the most
serious threat to public safety

- increase the controls and sanctions
for parolees: who had returned to
criminal activity , ' :

- deter those parolees who had not returned to
criminal activity but had a high probability
of doing so '

To test the impact of this model, projects were

implemented in four parole unit demonstration sites in California-—

Walnut Creek, "Stockton, Bakerfield and Riverside/San Bernardino..
The sites varied in the type of high control model implemented -
investigation or intensive supervision - and to a lesser degree

in their organizational and management structure. However, they

were all similar in that selected high risk parolees were

' targeted for intensified surveillance and/or investigation by

specially‘traineGVparole,agents. This report examines the

activities and outcomes of the High Control‘Projéct as it

_operated between Februvary 1977, wheri the first of the four

‘demonstration sites became opézéhional, and June 30, 1979, the

i

study period cut-off date.

o
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The purpose of tpé evaluation reported here is to:
- describe the activities and organization
of the high control model &s implemented
at the four demoristration sites
— determine the extent to which higher
risk cases were selected and placed in
the project
- determine if a high control model of supervision
i1s associated with an increase in the controls
and sanctions placed upon parolees for their
criminal activities
—~ determine if a high control model of
supervision is associated with an overall
reduc?ion in the frequency and severity
of criminal activity committed
~ determine if effectiveness is related to
a) the‘d@fferent control models implemented s
b) the different organizational structures of
the demonstration sites and c¢) the different
types of cases targeted for the project
The contrel activities examined in this project are
not new to parole supervision. Watching the activity of
inmates released to the community has always been a function
of parole supervision. However, this role has been
criticized for being secondary to, and’conflicting with, the
helping function of supervision. FurthérmOre,‘the
effectiveness of those routine supervision activities
commonly associated with the control function, including
making check-~up contacts and revoking parole when violations
of parole conditiens have occurred, have been recently
gquestioned.

What was new in the high control approach to parole

:‘supervision examined in this report was it's intensive
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utilization of the surveillance and investigation strategies

commonly identified with a law enforcement approach to
identifying and apprehending offenders. Furthermore, the
organizational structures of the participating parole units
represented an attempt to separate control activities from
helping activities by using specialist parole agent
positions. And finally, the project was unique in that it ;
targeted a highly select group of parolees seeéen as

presenting a more serious threat to public safety.

Description of High Control Supervision

The high control model of supervision represented a
law enforcement approach to the supervision of inmates
released to parole status in the community. As oppesed to
the second major function of parole, i.e. providing services
and easing the inmate's transition from prison to the
community, the emphasis here is on control and community
protection. To accomplish this the High Control Project
placed primary attention upon the tasks of (1) surveillance
and (2) investigation.

"Surveillance” reférs to the checking and
verification of the parolee's behavior in the community. In
routine parole supervision this primarily occurs through the
agent's conducting mandatory contacts with either the
parolee or with the parolee's family and associates (i.e.,
collaterals). In the high control approach, the parolee is
watched more often. More importantly, information is
gathered on the parolee's status primarily from "indirect"

sources (rather than directly from the parolee),
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ihcluding the use of underéoVer éur¢eillance, informants,
and collateral contacts. “

"Investigation" refers to tﬂé gathering of Specifié
criminal activity information, usually from victims,
witnesses, informants and collaterals. As with
surveillance, inveSti@ations aré conducted under traditional
forms of supervision too, usdélly for the purpose of
providing ‘evidence and documentation in violation reports
and at revocation hearings. It typically occurred after an
arrest or after a parole violation is known to have
occurred. In contrast, investigation activity under the
High Control Project takes place beéfore an arrest has |
occurred or violation of a parole conditibn has been
verified. The purpose of-investigatidh under high control
is to link the parolee with the "suspected" criminal
activity. Thus, the high control approach to investigation
typically leads‘to an arrest, rather than follows up an
arrest.

Tc accomplish the tasks of surveillance and
investigation, the following “"specific" kinds of activities
were performed in the High Control Project:

- conducting‘intervieWS with victims, witnesses

- conducting searches and seizing evidence

—- exchanging current parolee activity information

with local law enforcement agencies

- apprehending and placing under arrest

- conducting undercover surveillance

- gathering information and evidence from

~official records and police resource materials
- verifying parolee activity with collaterals
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Thus, the high control approach included both a shift in
emphasis from a mixture of helping and controlling tasks to
total control activities, and the introduction of new.
specific tasks and activities commonly conducted by police
agencies.

The high control model is also different from
traditional supervision on two other dimensions: (1) the
targeting of selected offenders and (2) the organizational

and management structures used.

Selected Target Population

The high control model of supervision targeted a
select group of releases to parole. Routine supervision
models also vary the level of supervision according to the
type of case; but the variation is based upon a limited
range of mandatory check-up contacts. Furthermore, few
guidelines are available in traditional parole to assist in
selecting the more serious from the less serious case. The
high control approach was slightly more systematic than the
traditional parole classgification effort.

The high control project staff developed a set of
five selection criteria to identify the more serious
parolees for high control attention. While essentially the
decision to place in high control was clinically made, using
the collective judgements of several agents and parole
supervisors, a loose set of selection guidelines were
applied.

Parolees with either a) a prior criminal history

or b) current suspected activity in one of the following

M
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five activity areas were targeted for the project:
1. prison gang affiliated activities

2. large scale narcotic sales activity
3. violent/aggressive or sexually deviant activity

4. large scale property. thefts
5. absconders from parole superv1s10n or other
difficulty in contactlng

Maﬁy factors other than those listed above entered into the final
case selection decision. In addition, exceptions to the above
criteria allowed other cases to be placed in the projeét. The
extent to which these criteria were applied and thefpriorities
plaeed upon them are examined later in Chapter V.

The five selection criteria were developed by the
participating demonstration units/districts, and the exact
rationale for their selection is unknown. However they appear to
encompass several, rather than ahy one, rationale inéluding:

- activities indicating a high probability of returning

to such criminal activity

activities involving violent or aggressive activity
of high public dislike

- activities reflecting extensive criminal careers
- activities functlonlng as early detection clues
- activities which are known to be impacted by pollco

L =T

activities \;.c.,'muppLESSlble crimes)

The targeting of parolees with a histOry of or current
suspected involvement in "violent or sekuaily deviant" activity
likely reflects the seriousness placed by the public on crimes
involving injury or potential injury to persons. The targeting
of parolees involved in large scale " narcotic sales" and
"property theft" activities reflects the concern wlth offenders
who have a. greate1 llKEllhOOd of returnlng to crlmlnal act1v1ty

and also offenders who are known to have extensive and prolonged
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involvement in these activities (i.e., career criminals).
Finally, the remaining two high control criteria, "prison gang
affiliation" and "parole absconders", targets activities which

. : S
are not ¢riminal in and of themselves but rathér are "clues”

s

indicating a potential for criminal involvement ahd allows early
detection or prevention of actual criminal activities.

A final rationale which could possibly explain the high
control selection criteria used in this project is the police
concept of "suppressible crimes". Suppressible crimes are those
which can be impacted by police activities. That is, the
circumstances and locations under which they are committed
provide the police a greater chance to deter crime or apprehend
offenders. The police categories of suppressible crimes vary
from department to department but usually include the following
offense types: robbery, burglary, thefts, assaults and sex
crimes. All of these offense types are encompassed by the five
high controcl selection criteria listed above.

As the selection guidelines for the high control model
were unique to this project and appear to be based on a variety
of "serioeeness" rationales and indicators rather than any one,
their validity will be examined in this report. Later chapters
will attempt to provide more definition to each of the high
control selection criteria by examining their application across

the four demonstration sites, and the outcomes of cases selected

under each category.
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Organization and Management Structure

The high control model operated with an organizational and
manégement structuze different from that of traditional parole
supervision‘médels. First the high control agént role was one of
a "specialist" rather than the more traditional "generalist"

agent. Agents in the project primarily performed the control-

oriented activities; they either deemphasized or excluded the

performance of helping activities. The high cohtrol agent either
referred the parolee to another agent in the unit for service
delivery or responded with services only upon the parolee's
request.

Second, thé high control specialist agent worked‘within a
small team of control specialists, ranging from one other agent
to three other agents:v Decisions wefe made and many activities
(particularly undercover surveillance tasks) were conducted by
the team of agents. Additional cOOrdinatidﬁ‘of the team was
possible through the use of mobile radio equipment. In contrast,
the agent under traditional parole usually worked alone and had
total responsibility for a case. Only arrests and major decision-—
making tasks regarding changes in the parolee's status (e.g.,
adding'special conditions, retﬁrning to prison) were made in
collaboration with ancther staff member. |

Third, the highjcontgol funetion was carried out in a
special sub-unit within a fgrger parole unit or district. The

sub-unit was authorized to conduetfspééial activities (e.g.,

undercover surveillance), use special equipment (e.g., mobile

-8~
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radio equipment), and maintain variable working schedules (e.g.,

work in the evening). The amount of coordination with the larger

e,

‘unit/district (of which the high control staff was a part) véried
depending upon the model implemented (extensive coordination for
the invesfigation model, little coordination for the intensive
super%ision model). In contrast, the agent under traditional
. supervision models worked independently of the other agents in
the office and used none of the special tactics and equipment of
the high cohtrol agent.
Finally the high cdﬁtrol égent handled a smailer number of
cases than is traditionally assigned td one agent. As the time
necessary to perform intensive surveillant and investigative
activities was greater,vthe number of cases assigned to an agent f
was lowered to between 10 - 15 cases. In contrast, traditional
supervision models have always been based on a larger caseload

ratio which is currently averaging between 50 and 60 cases per | ;

agent. . - g

Two Models of High Control: Investigation and Intensive
Supervision , i

B R A e ke S

Two different models of high control supervision were

~ tested. One was an "intensive supervision" model which

maintained close, frequent contacts with parolees in a small i
caseload structure. The second was an "investigative" model &

which conducted short term investigations of parolees suspected
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of involvement in criminal ackivity. The basic premises upon
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The general differences between the two models are summarized

o . L G i . : below:

which each model was derived are briefly described below. L ,

. . . , Ll S R 2 Intensive Supervision Investigation
(Actual differences in the kinds of activities occurring under i

, . . s L , i 1. FOCUS: monitoring parolee's verification of specific

each model is described later in the report). ~ general activity parolee activity

investigaiion., The purpdse of the investigative model was 2. PLACEMENT
. . o LT . , INITIATED :
to collect information in order to verify or clear the parolee of BY: history of criminal current suspected

- : activity criminal activity
suspected involvement in crimihal activity. Ah investigation was ‘
3. PURPOSE: deterrence/prevention verification/clearance,

initiated only when current crimihal activity was suspected. It

was short in duration, genetally lasting between 10 and 120 days.

leading to apprehension
and/or prosecution

: : . P4 Lo v 4, CASELOAD
In addition to the tasks of evidefice collection, apprehension and RESPONSIBILITY: full none
support for subsequent criminal court or revocation processing 5. DURATION: long term, short term,

also occurred. All regular caséload responsibilities (e.q.,
mandatory contacts, service delivery, violation report writing)
remained with another, traditiohal parole, supervising agent.

Intensive Supervisioh. The purpose of the intensive

supervision model was to monitor closely the parolee's activity.
It was essentially a hidh contact model with emphasis placed on‘
collecting informatidn regaraing the case through collaterals,
informants, and undercover sutveillance. Intensive supervision
generally begins éarly in the parole period andvmay if necessary
last the full period the case is under parole status. Placement

was based primarily upon the prior criminal history of the case.

. The intensive supervision agent maintained full caseload

responsibilities on each case.

~10=

permanent

temporary

Thé-investigation model was implemented at two of the four

demonstration sites. The intensive supervision model was

implemented at one of the four demonstration sites. One demonstration

site implemented both models.

How each of the four demonstration

sites implemented the high control models is described next.

-11~
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CHAPTER II

DEMONSTRATION SITES

Four parolé ﬁnitS/digtricts within the State of California
were selected to impleméﬁt the High Contfol Project. All four
sites were in basic agreemeht as to the ObjectiVes/of the
prdject, and the major progrém activities to be conducted.

It was up to each site to select which of the two high
control models (investigation or intensive supervision) it Wdulé
implement. Also each site de&eiépea it's own organizational and
management structure. As a result of this self-selection
process, each of the four demonstration sites operated. |
differently. It was also é#ﬁgctéé that each site would vary
somewhat in the kinds and f?ééuéncy with which they performed
various high control activities and in the types of cases each
addressed. The exact extent to Whidh these differeﬁces occurred
will be examined in subsequéhﬁ chapters. A brief description of
how each of the four‘sités 6r§5ni2ed themselves is given below

and is summarized in Figure 1.

Walnut Creek

: The Walnut Creek Hiéh Control Project 6petated in two of
the three parole units in the North Bay District of Parole Region
II. The Wainut Creek Feldn Unit and the Wélnut Creek Non-Felon

Unit (for civilly committed narcotic addicts on parole), which
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both served the Contra Costa County area, were located in a
'single building in the city of Walnut Creek. (A third unit in
the North Bay District and located in the city of Santa Rosa, did
not participate in the project). During the progress of the
project, the non-high control staff in the two units totaled 17,
eleven of which were case~carrying agents (Parole Agents I and
II's) and six of which were supervisorial and clerical staff.

The Walnut Creek site was the only one of the four sites
to elect to implement both the investigative model and the
intensive supervision model. Two agents weﬁe assigned to conduct
intensive supervision, carrying approximately fifteen cases each;
and th agents (one of whom also functioned as the "agent-in-
charge” of the project) were assigned to an investigative
approach conducting approximately ten to fifteen investigations
at a time. With a clerk, the total staff in the Walnut Creek
High Control Project was five.

The rationale behind implementing both models was to allow
maximum flexibility. An immediate information follow-up on cases
suspected of current criminal involvement (investigative model),
as well as on—-going close monitoring of cases with serious
criminal histories (intensive supervision model) were seen as
needed. In addition, it was seen as valuable to transfer cases
from one model to the other, particulérly cases whose
investigations did not verify current criminal activity but whose
past history indicated a strong likelihood of returning and a

need for close monitoring.

~13~
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Some dissatisfaction with the investigative model occurred
migway during the study period. As a result of thié
dissatisfaction, the investigative model was dropped in October
1978, twenty months after starting. The switch coinéided with a
change of supervisors for the~Wa1nut Creek Project and was
intendeﬁ to maximize the high control agent's responsibility for
the case. That is, project staff felt that the iptensive
supervision model in contrast to the investigation model had the
advantage of having current case activity inférmation available
to allow early detection. 1In February, 1979 four months after
dropping the investigations model, Walnut Creek reinstituted it
after the need for some short term inveétigations had arisen.

The Walnut Creek unit was the first of the four sites to
implement the project, beginning on February 15, 1977. It
terminated March 31, 1980. However, only case intaké through
December 31, 1978 for the intensive supervision model and June
39, 1979 for the investigatiQn modgl, is examined here.

: The High Control Project serviced both the Walnut Creek‘
felon’and the Walnut Créek non-felon units which together
averaged 465 cases (326 felods and 139‘noh—felons) during the
study period. While occupying office space in the samé building
as the felon and non-felon unitsi the High Contrcl Unit operated
as a separate but allied unit which reported directiy’to the

North Bay District Administrator.
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Cases for the High,Cbntrol Project were selected primarily
from referrals. Agénts and supervisors in the participating two
units, as well as outside law enforcement agencies, referred
cases which met the selection criteria. In addition, an ongqing

screening of new cases (pre-releasees and parole unit transfers)

by the two unit supervisors also helped to identify project

casés. All cases were screened by the High Control Project staff
prior to final acceptance.

Stockton

The Stockton High Control Project operated within the

Stockton Unit of the Central Valley District in Parole Region I.

The Stockton Unit serviced areas surrounding the cities of

.Stockton, Manteca, Tracy, and Lodi. During the progress of the

project the unit had eleven non-high control staff including
eight supervising agents and three supervisorial and clerical
staff members.

The Stockton Project implemented an investigative model.
Two agents worked as a team investigating between tén and twenty
cases at any one time. Supervision of the team wasﬁﬁrgvided by
the unit supervisor who also supervised the non—h%éh conitrol
parole’agent staff. No separate office space orfélerical support
staff was utilized. %

The Stockton Project was the second of the four sites to

implement and began'operation January 1, 1978, approximately
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eight months after the Walnut Creek Project. The project
terminated June 30, 1979, eightgen months later due to an
administrative reallocation of the unit's staff resources. All

cases placed under investigation during this eighteen month

- period are examined here.

Cases placed ﬁnder investigation were drawn from the
caseloads of the eleven nonfkigh control agents. During the
eighteen month study period, the Stockton parolee population
averaged 255 cases, including 201 felons and 54 non-felons. Case
selection was primarily initiated by referrals from the regular
supervising agent, although referrals from outside law
enforcement agencies also occurred. An ongoing screening of the
unit's cases also took place via case conferences between the
regular supervising agents and the unit supervisor. The High
Control agents screened all referrals prior‘to final acceptance.

Bakersfield

The Bakersfield High Control Project operated in the
Bakersfield Unit of the Southern District in Parole Region I
(formerly part of Parole Region III). The non-high control staff
in the unit totaled twelve, eight supervising agents and four
supervisorial and clerical staff members. The Bakersfield unit
services the city of Bakersfield and it's surrounding area.

The Bakersfield Perect implemented an investigative model
utilizing three high control agents (one of which also functioned

as an égent-in-charge). Overall supervision was provided by the

..16‘...‘
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unit supervisor who also supervised the twelve non-high control
staff members. The three high control agents worked as a team on
each case. Nb separate office space or clerical staff was
utilized.

Bakersfield was the third of the four demonstration sites
to implement the High Control Project. Case intake started July
1, 1978, sixteen months after the Wainut Creek Project was
implemented and six months after the Stockton Project was
implemeﬁted. The project terminated March 31, 1980. However,
only cases taken in through June 30, 1979 are examined here.

Cases for the Bakersfield Project were.drawn from the
caseloads of the eight regular agentsAin the unit. During the
twelve month study period, the parolee population averaged 297
cases, 169 felons and 128 non~felons. Selection was primarily
initiated by referrals from the regular supervising agents,
although ongoing screening took place by the unit supervisor
during routine case conferences. The high contrql agents

reviewed the cases prior to final acceptance.

Riverside/San Bernardino

The Riverside/San Bernardino High Control Project operated
in two of the four parole units in the Riverside District in
Parole Regioh IV. The Riverside Unit and the San Bernardino Unit
partié&paﬁed}’thé two Ontério Parole ﬁnits also in the Riverside
District did not. 1In the two participating units there were
twenty non-high control staff members including 14 supervising

agents and six supervisorial and clerical staff members.

~17-

S o 17 bt 4 S i S e b ek e s A e e S [N . U U SR Y o T v AR

it e B i eart b 3w B A

SRR 1| R



The Riverside/San Bernardino project implemented an
intensive supervision model. Five agents were assigned to the
project, four case—carpying agents and one agent-in-charge. Each
agent was responsible for approximately fifteen cases. Although
both the Riverside Unit and the San Bernardino Unit were serviced
by the project, all five project staff mgmbers occuplied separate
office space at the Riverside Unit. The project staff reported
to the District Administrator.

The Riverside/San Bernardino units were the last of the

- four sites to implement the project. Furthermore the project

started in twd phases, begining first with fhe selection of cases
from Sah Bernardino on June 1, 1978 and, second, with the
selection of Riverside cases on October 1, 1978. The project
terminated October 1, 1979 in the San Bernardino Unit and October
15, 1979 in the Riverside Unit due to an administrative
reallocation of each unit's staff resources. Only cases selected
through December 31, 1978 are exaﬁined here.

Cases for the Riverside/San Bernardino Project were drawn
from those under the supervision of the two participating units.
During the six month study period, the parolee population
averagéd 564 cases, including 370 felons and 194 non-felons.
Unlike the other demonstration sites, cases were identified by
routine periodic screenings of gil caseloads in the unit. The
screenings were conducted by the unit supervisor, regular
supervising agent, and the agent-in-charge of the high control
project. The project did not use a referral process and was
theréfore less dependent upon thé other agents in the unit for

the selection of it's caseloads.
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Figure 1
Organizational Characteristics of Participating Units
Organizational High Control Project at
characteristics. Walnut Riverside/
Creek Stockton Bakersfield San Bernardino
Parole Region eoececsossss II I I Iv
Participating Units cesese 1.W.Co/ l. Stocktonconl. Bakersfield. 1. Riverside
: felon 2. San Bernmardino
2.W.C./
NAQP
High Control Project Stafﬁl/ 5 2 3 5
. Hhgh Control agents seesc 3 2 2 4
Agen‘b-in—charg‘e cocevsence 1 - 1 1
Clerical GoodevesRseIO RO 1 - = -
Other Unit Staffl/ 17 11 12 20
PA I/II-felOn sssv00erens 4 5 4 8
PA I/II-nonfelon eeceeees 5 2 4 5
PSA/CCUT eeeeeavocoosonse 2 1 0 1
‘Clerical 090000 000C00080000 4- 2 3 4
Unit Supervisior ceessuse 2 1 1 2
Parole POPulationg/........ 465 255 297 564
Pelons C0ea00CesORNOCOIGRISE (326) (201) (169) (370>
Male CEVCOOCO0eOO000SCTOETS 315 190 161 345
Female sess0cesesvoncee 11 11 8 25
Non=£elons coeoescecesses (139) (54) (128) (194)
I'Iale 000000000008 €9005O . llo 42 80 157
Fema'le oseseeseeVORNROSED 29 12 48 37
Type of model cocesecesesss Combination  Investi/ Investi/ Intensive
gation gation Supervision
Project Start Date cesecece 2-15~T7 1-1-78 7-1-78 6-1-78 (SB)
10~1-~78 (RIV)
Project Termination Date 3-31-80 6~30~T9 3-31~80 10~1479 (SB)
10-15-79 (RIV)
Study Period
Intake. Startingiicesvssss” 2=15=77 1-1-78 7-1~78 6-1~78 (SB)
o to to to 10~1~78 (RIV)
Intake Ending esceeseoses 12=31-78 2 T.S. g 6~30~T9 6-30-T79 12-31-78 (SB)
6-30-79 (INV. 12-31~7¢ (RIV)
Total Months of Intake ' 22% EI.S.g 18 12 04 53}3)
INV. ) 3 (RIV)

Studied o8

1/ Unit staff as of 12-31-78

2/ Average of parole population at first of each month during study period %
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Summary. Of the four demonstration sites, the
, . CHAPTER III

Riverside/San Bernardino Project was the largest in scope but the b |

BACKGROUND

shortest in study period length. The Riverside/San Bernardino !

Project had more high control agents and serviced units with the !
‘ The field of corrections is currently experiencing a shift

=

largest parole population. . However it was the last project to

; , away from the goals of rehabilitation toward goals of equitable :

implement therefore, allowing only a short intake period for . e o
- : » punishment. Several states including California have abandoned )

examination. The Walnut Creek Project followed Riverside/San > -

o : . . traditional indeterminate sentencing structures based upon the !

Bernardino in size by implementing in two units and utilizing .

v ’ ) concept of changing the offender (rehabilitation) and adopted

four high control agents. The Walnut Creek Project was the first .

determinate sentencing systems based upon the concept of

g

to implement, thereby permitting a longer intake period for
punishing the offender.

examination. As both project sites implemented intensive . | |
The shift has also been evident in recent progtram ;

supervision models where agents had full responsibility for the

, planning and evaluation efforts. A large part of federal funds
cases, each tended to operate somewhat independently of the non- ) |
‘ for planning and testing criminal justice programs have recently
high control staff in the parent units. ' ' |

, G . ) been expended for programs which identify and punish the serious

In contrast, the two sites implementing the investigative ,
. ) ' ?~ offender. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
model were smaller in scope. The Stockton and Bakersfield : |
(L.E.A.A.) of the Department of Justice is in the process of

Projects operated within a single unit and utilized only two and
developing a comprehensive integrated career criminal program

three (respectively) high control agents who worked in teams . |
i involving the police, prosecutors, courts, and corrections.

ther than independently. The selection process, office | .
ra P Y Program development first began with the establishment of Career .

structure and supervisorial arrangements of the Stockton and o . . |
Criminal Prosecutlon (C.C.P.) units in several states. This was

field units generally reflected the greater dependence upon .
pRiers ° i followed by the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Programs

d interaction with the non-high control agents at each site. i . _ ) _
an n - R (I.C.A.P.) in police agencies. Both nationally funded programs

target the more serious repeat offender. And now RAND

. , * , f” g . Corporation under a federal grant is exploring the feasibility of

expanding these programs to the correctional field, including the

PR iy e,

parOle system (Petersilia and Lavin, 1978). According toc the
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RAND Corporation parole is a place where‘careeg;criminals are
likely to end up and the parole system presents a unique
opportunity. to control crime. The recommended career criminal
program expansion to the parole system has been supported by data
from the initial Career Criminal Prosecution programs which
showed that nearly half of the defendents prosecuted in these
programs were on some form of conditional release at the time
they were arrested for their presently prosecuted crimes
(National Legal Data Center, 1977).

Accompanying the shift toward punishment goals and
programs has been an increasing examination of the role of the
paroie system which was largely built upon the treatment and
rehabilitative goals now deemphasized. The body of arguments
challenging the equities and effectiveness of the parole system
has grown (see Von Hirsch, 1978; Stanley, 1976; Fégel, 1975; the
Citizens Inquiry on Parole and Criminal Justice, 19;5 and Social
Issues Research Associates, 1974).  Some states have curtailed
the role of the parole system and a few have abolished it
altogether. As the arguments increase so do efforts to study
alternative models of supervision (e.g., Rutgers University,
1978;, Connecticutt Department of Corrections, 1977).

The High Control Projeét‘arose out of one such effort ﬁo
develop alternative parole models in California. But clearly
it's goals also reflect the larger shift that is occurring in the
field of corrections away from rehabilitation and toward
punishment. And, it coincides with the federal interest

expressed by L.E.A.A. in extending career criminal programs into

+

-22=

e

R S T e i S

SIS

R | NG et R T B

Gt

g e R N . . y - . e, - it R

- ok

the field of corrections. The developmegt of the High Control
Project within California's own recent effort to identify
alternative models of parole supervision, and the small body of

research to which this project relates to, is described in this

chapter.

Development

The High Control Project developed as a part of a two year
self-evalnation effort undertaken by the Parole and Community
Services Division (parole division) of the California Department
of Corrections. 1In 1975, the Director of the Department of
Corrections was concerned over the critical questions then being
asked regarding the function of parole and was interested in
determining more effective ways of running the parole system in
the future. To do this the parole division developed alternative
models and systems, and initiated demonstration projects to test
their effectiveness.,.

In April 1976, several demonstration projects were
implemented. Most of the projects aimed at intensifying the
services delivered to parolees. The High Control Project was
developed to balance the effort initially expended on the service
projects. Two other, smaller scale projects with a control focus
were also tested during this period. The Enzyme Multiplying
Immuassay Technique (E.M.I.T.) Urine Testing Project was
developed to increase the identification rate for assessing drug

usage among the addict parole population. And the Parole

Outpatient Clinic (P.0.C.) Project was designed to increase the
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availability of psychiatric services to pérolees at the local
-level. 1In both these projects the programs were existing prior
to their implementation and the project primarily involved a
"restructuring" of the existing organization. Relative to these
projects the High Control Project was the ‘"major" demonstration
project with a control focus implemented d&ring this two year
self-evaluation effort. That is, it represeﬁted an "alternative"
model built on new program activities as well as new ways of
orgahizing supervision activities. It was also the last project
to be implemented in the two year plan and for several reasons
was also the‘moét difficult to implement. The first of the four
demonstration sites beéan operation in February, 1977. The last
site began operation in June 1978, twenty-four months after the
original July 1976 concept paper was prepared.

To develop the control-oriented supefvision models a
special task force composed of parole agents and parole
administrators was established. They prqposed three alternatives
including team, investigator, and high contact approaches. While
only the latter two alternative models were eventually
implemented, the participating parole staff at each of the
“demonstration-sites had the opportunity to select any one of the
three alternatives proposed. | \

Demonstration site selection. The four demonstration

sites were selected primarily on a volunteer basis, one within

each of four geographic regions in the state. Parole units
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interested in high control demonstration projects were asked to

submit plans for implementation. Final site selections were made

by the parole administrators of each of the four geographic

parole regions in the state. Some factors taken into

consideration in the site selection was the organizational

suitability of the site and the possibility of conflict with

other experimental demonstration projects going on at that time.
The original number of sites designated for implementation

totaled five across the state, the four sites included in this

evaluation and a project proposed by the Eagle Rock Parole Unit.

However, Eagle Rock selected to withdraw from participation due

to it's rising caseload size and a loss of staff resources.
Parole division planning staff were initially concerned

that the final four sites selected were heavily weighted toward

"rural” and "suburban" locations. An urban site, where the need

for high control supervision was felt to be the greatest, was not

among the four sites selected. The interest of the two parole

units in the West Los Angeles area was solicitated in order to
test the project in a major urban area; however, their
participation in the project never materialized. As a result the
project was tested in what are primarily smaller urban and
suburban areas.

Finally, it is noted that at one point during the
project's planning stages parole units in San Diego, San Jose and
Sacramento were also designated as demonstration sites,

contingent upon the receipt of additional state funding; however,

the additional funds were never secured and the proposed

expansion did not occur. Thus, several efforts were made to
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expand the test sites, however a combination of a lack of : 1 declaring problems of increased dependence upon law enforcement
resources, funds, and interest eventually limited the project to ‘ agencies for the performance of certain high control activities.

the four sites studied in this report. Additional causes for the slow start were more technical

Delays in implementation. The implementation period for ; in nature. In addition to guns, the project called for radios in (
the four demonstration sites spanned nearly two years with the : the autos or on the person of the high control agent. This was ;
first site (Walnut Creek) beginning operation in February, 1977 | f ' seen as essential to the coordination and response time of the |
and the last site ‘(Riverside) in October, 1978. Several problems i : . staff. Some of the units started the project without radios,
contributed to the slow start. Major among these was the request 3 others waited until the equipment was rented, bought, or loaned %

by law enforcement agencies. Delays were also caused by the time

e

by project staff to arm themselves. Because of the increased

danger to parole agents involved in working more closely with L necessary to realign staff and their caseloads at each of the
dangerous parolees, project plans called for the high control 3 four sites. Finally, administrative concerns over safety issues ?
agents to carry weapons. Although today parole agents in ‘ i required a series of rewrites in the four project implementation é
California can be armed if they so choose, in late 1976 when this ‘ ; plans. " To assure the agent's safety and to assure no violations
project was being planned, the policy was that agents could be ; : of the parolees rights, legal opinions on the conduct of various

armed only temporarily when there were direct threats to their i : . activities were secured and several administrative checks were Z
lives. The High Control Project proposals designated the 5 ' built into the plans (including management approval prior to the !
fulltime arming of their agents with guns. There was hesitatioa ’ ' % ' | performance of certain high control activities).

to approve the gun proposals by some correctional administrators. { : ' The development of the High Control Project was further

Final diSSapproval was given by the Secretary of the Health and { complicated by the size of the project and by the decentralized
Welfare Agency, the official to whom the Director of the ‘ | & ' local approach to the planning effort. Aside from a minimum

TTIEET
!

Department of Corrections reported to at that time. Field supervision project and a social development project alse -

interest in conducting the project diminished after the "no gun" . implemented in multiple sites throughout the state, the High

decision, and some of the sites considered not implementing the Control Project was the largest. It was implemented at four

H
i
&
¥
¥
]
Fo
é,
g

project at all. Eventually the designated project staff moved - . different sites, one in each of the four geographic parole

=}

ahead with implementation, but only after qualifying their regions, and involved six of California‘s fifty parole units.

project's statement of expected effectiveness, and after . Q,

-27

-26=-

A L e SO SR T N BT S L L B s I R 5 et 5 5




e, A T T e

The number of experimental_cases examined in the study (475
cases) exceeded all other demonstration projects tested during
the two year self-evaluation period.

Unlike most of the projects tested in the two year self-
evaluation effort, the High Contrdl Project involved major

changes in parole agents jobs. "New" activities typically

performed by law enforcement personnel were introduced and became

the major tﬁsks of the high control agents. The majority of the
other projects tested did not involve such new activity but
rather an organizatiohal or technical change only. For this
reason the High Control Proje¢t~presents itself as an
"alternative" to rather than simply a "reorganization" of
traditional parole supervision activities.

‘This project was the last of the demonstration projects
implemehted and tested during the two year self-evaluation effort

to close. An in-house examination of these many projects has
been made (California Department of Corrections, 1977), and a new
vdifferentialksupervision model of parole proposed (California
Department of Corrections, :1978). The new model is now
operatibnal statewide. The future of the high control models as

part of this new model remains to be seen. While control-

" oriented supervision has been outlined as one function to be

handled by specialist agents in the new California parole model,

the substance of that approach has yet to be defined.
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reverted to the statutory maximum.

Prior Research

The High Control Project crosses three areas of existing
criminal justice research on parole supervision. It is in one
sense an expaﬁsion of traditional control strategies used in
parole including mandatory check-up contacts and parole agent
arrests and revocations.» In another sense, it represents an
alﬁernative approach to organizing casework including small
caseload and team supervision structures. And, lastly, it
represents the introduction of law enforcement (police)
strategies such as patrol and investigation in to parole
supervision activities. As the High Control Project crosses all
three areas, it is necessary to examine the research in each
separately. The purpose of the brief examination is to relate
the control strategies used in this project to those control
strategies which have so far been shown to have an impact on
crime reduction goals.

Traditional parole approaches. The status of being on

parole is in and of itself a control mechanism. The parolee is
released to the community on the condition that he/she abides by
the conditions of parole. If not the parolee can be returned to
prison. The threat of revocation of parole can function as a
deterrent to returning to criminal activity.

It should be noted here that at one time the possible
deterrent effect that revocation had for the parolee may have

been even stronger. Prior to the enactment of the Determinate

. Sentencing Law in July, 1977 revocation rescinded the parolee's

sentence (as set by the parole board) and it automatically

This meant that the
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parolee could serve the rest of the maximum sentence in prison.
In actuality the parolee was returned to prison for a period
which usually averaged between twelve and eighteen months, at
which time thé sentence was reset at a new date and the inmate
was re-released. As part of the determinate sentencing
legislation parole revocatibn time was reduced to a maximum of
six months (and later incfeased to a maximum of twelve months).
With such a change the threat of the "overhanging sentence" (i.e.
that portion of the original sentence which could be served back
in prison) was diminished. However, even under the reduced
revocation period, as long as the possibility of a sanction for
violations exists, then the individual under parole supervision
may be deterred.

Some evidence questioning the impact of the re&ocation
sanctions on subsequent parolee criminality is available from a
study by Miller (1972). Miller identified a group of parole
violators who were continued on parole by a lenient parole board
and found no difference in outcomes betweén that group and a
group of new releases. The study provided‘weak evidence that
sanctioning parolees by returning them to prison for violations
may not be impacting subsequent criminal aétivity levels. Even
with these findings it is still possible txhat the "threat" of
being revoked, rather than it's enforcement or sanction, is
holding down the criminal activity levels of papolees. The

conclusive test condition, removing the possibility of revocation

altogether, has yet to be examined.
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The other supposed major control strategy which is a part
of foutine parole supervision is mandatory contacts between the
parolee and the parole agent. Parole agents are required to have
a minimum number of contacts with parolees. The deterrent impact
of these check-up contacts is theoretically accentuated by the
fact that they may be "surprise" visits, "field" visits outside
the parole office, or visits to gather information from
collaterais (i.e., friends and relatives) of the parolee. The
’impact that mandatory contacts has on subsequent parolee criminal
activity was recently examined in the California Summary Parole
Project (Star, 1979). The project tested the impact of a reduced
supervision model where mandatory check~up contacts were waived.
The study found no difference in one year outcomes between cases
with contacts and cases without mandatory contacts.

Contradictory findings were recently provided in a Connecticut
study comparing cases paroled with similar cases directly
discharged from prison (therefore no mandatory contacts) by a
court order (Sacks and Logan, 1979). That project found lower
recidivism rates for the cases experiencing parole supervision
contacts. Obviously more occurs under parole than just mandatory
contacts and it is difficult to attach the favorable outcomes
found by Sacks and Logan to the absence of check-~up contacts
alone. Based on the study by Star and another study in Finland
(Antilla, 1975) both which do isolate their impact, check-up

contacts alone do not appear to reduce the criminal activity

levels of parolees.
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The above studies indicate that two major control

strategies available in traditional supervision activities =~ the

revocation sanction and mandatory contacts - have yet to be shown

to clearly reduce parolee criminal activity. It is noted that
the control strategies tested in this project, i.e. surveillant
and investigative activities, are also performed in traditional
parole supervision. The difference between the models tested in
this study and regular parole is the "degree" to which these
activities occupy supervision time. The few studies describing
the control activities of parole agents are field observational
studies such as the major work by Studt in 1970. Studt described
the control activities conducted by agents és being random,
undirected; and indistinquishable from the helping/service
activities also performed by parole agents. Parole supervision
has typically been reactive rather than proactive to occurrances
of criminal activity by pursuing a parole revocation after an
arrest has occurred.  In fact, the sources of most information
leading to pérole,revocations, has been shown td be from
individuals and activities other than the agent“s (Studt, 1970,
p. 145; Star, Berecochea,; and Petrocchi 1978, p. 17; both studies

show the primary source is the police).
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Organizational approaches. Some projects attempted to

R

intensify their rcutine;”ﬁntrol methods by reorganizing the

supervision system. The

projects are the intensi

on reduced caseéloads. Thiﬁxconcept has been tested in Caiifornia
as part of the Special Intensive Parole Unit Project (S.I.P.U.)
and the Work Unit Project. The basic premise in each was to
reduce caseload size in order to allow more intensive monitoring
of high risk parolees. It was proposed that the closerwatch
would reduce parolee incidents of crime, particularly aiming at
violent crime. Clear findings of a crime reduction impact have
not been observed from those reviewing such projects (e.g., See
Neithercutt and Gottfredson, 1973). In fact, in the Work Unit
Project closer watch increased rather than decreased board
ordered returns to prison. Furthermore, the thrust of such %

intensive supervision models has oftentimes been described as

more service than control oriented.
A second more recent group of organizational approaches %
tested are the team supervision models. Under the team approach,
a group of supervising agents assume responsibility for the total
requirements of a caseload. Included in the team, are agents who
specialize in surveillant activities for the team's caseload.
The basic premise is that the specialization and focus of effort
possible under the team approach would increase effectiveness.
This model has been implemented in several western states as the
Community Release Management Team (C.R.M.T.). Follow-up

evaluation on the impact of these teams are not available.
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and examihe the potential for impact they may have within a

Sigurdson;ﬁig;éiggg;ﬁcatesvthat, like the intensive supervision %3 erote burereision mded. . Onty & seTested fows vhcont. Lares
models mené&oned/;bove, their major focus appears to be service;, i: seale, studies are described.
witg a particular emphasis on brokering with the community for | ; B S
parole sarvichs, rather A0 soneret: ) i i findings from police studies. Police and parole systems work

. Anothe; kind of team supervision approach which is more % ' froh seEeront baves. who pelice foms wbon-the.crintial
control oriented is being tested in Clark County, Nevada (Nevada . | : . inctdontr. . That 1e. they examine’ law-beeaking incidonts 1 4
Department of Parole and Probation, 1978). The program uses a ; ‘ aree sopalation. T contrast the’ sacole sente wark £rom the
two person team and targets both hard-core narcotic users and z { base Gf the "offendsr®. They gather NN
"sophisticated" criminals. Their objective is to deter offenders nioianiie over tine. Becassc of this’eocemtis) 4ifferenon.
and return to prison those unwilling to change. The evidence difforont measares of stFectivanass ce’ Amplied (ceims cleasance
available so far (based on some weak comparative data) is that rates for Eolice vereus succesafut caee’ adjngtment for pazeles:.
the program is experiencing both a higher success rate and a s he.a resuit dlrest commicton fotheon SEIdLes GF Eho o ietoms
higher revocation rate than non-team caseloads in similar oot bo aade. ' Hoverar. eviewing tudies of bolice contrel
geographic areas. Th_eprgblem'witn generalizing too far from the strategies should provide clues as to their potential for impact
Clark County team is that the program addressed narcotic users within a pavole system.
(who were diverted to drug programs in the community), a category rotice studios wan be divides accorsing to the Ero majer
of parolees with speéial needs who were not included in the Cletbted ot porich fentorn —o atroliind and lnvestisation:
California High Control Project. The High Coritrol Project contains aspects of each. High control

Police approaches. The kinds of activities incorporated O O S

into the California»High Control Project are some of the same | 8 fove. vistile, Folice prErblling fe also based upon visibility
routiﬁe control approaches utilized by the police. Whether or . %i ‘ o Lo aTee suenoRed o oLardte s 3 deterdent £ ceininal
not parole agents should adopt a law enforcement approach to g cctlotty.. Bieh cintrol auerits conducbed a Livestiation o
sapervision Ts 70 subjeck o8 2 longrstanding SontEOVErAY (ee® ‘ §  ) verify a parolee's suspected return to CFiminal activity. Police
abadinsky, 1977 for a review of the arguments and literature). ? investigation shares a similér rmoce. L. vertfving ang
The purpose of this prief review of police studies is not to :

sanctioning the return to criminal activity.

debate the merits of a Taw enforcement approach but rather to

identify those general pélice strategies adopted in this project {

' R
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0Of the two police activities studiéd, intensified patrol
studies have been least proﬁiéing; For example, the Kansas City
Preventive Parole Experiment (Kelling, Pate, Dieckman and Brown,
1974) which tested three levels of patrol ("reactive", where oniy
calls for assistance were responded to; "routine", using the
usual level of one car per beat; and "proactive", using several
cars per beat) showed only small differences across the test
conditions on offense rates reported in victimization surveys.

Three recent large studies provide clues regarding the
impact of police investigation activities. RAND Corporation
(Greenwood and Petersilia, 1975) found that variations in the way
investigators organize themselves and their workload 4did not
affect arrest and clearance rates. However, a study by’Bloch and
Bell in Cincinati, Ohio (1976) and a study by Schwartz and
Clarren in Rochester, New York (1977) showed that detectives and
patrol officers working as teams and enabling immediate on-—-the-
scene investigations to be done, had higher arrest and clearance
rates than non-team approaches tested. Findings of a reduction
in the overall crime rates were not demonstrated with the weak
data available in either study.

The weak evidence from these police studies suggests that
parole agents conducting immediate follow-up investigations of
any suspected criminal activity by a parolee could possibly
increase parolee arrests or parolee crime clearance rates; while
control strategies based upon increased agent visibility would

not be expected to reduce; parolee crime levels.
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Summary. The few variations in contfol—oriented parole
supervision tested (i.e., reduced caseloads, team supervision)
have also been treatment oriented or so‘diffused with service
delivery activities as to make generalizations to this project
inappfopriate and conclusions on control activity impact
impossible. And, a review of current routine control strategies
and mechanisms (i.e., mandatory contacts and revocations) has
shown that their impact on reducing parolee criminal activity
levels may be negligible. It was necessary to look to police
studies to identify control strategies similar to those used in
this project. Here the research reviewed showed police team
approaches to investigative activities that may be impacting
police arrest and clearance rates. But we must be cautious in
generalizing from these latter studies due to the different base
(i.e., incidents as opposed to offenders) from which the police
system functions.

The High Control Project examined here is at the same time
duplicative and different from the crime control strategies
tested thus far in the parole system. The increased monitoring
contacts in reduced caseload sizes under the intensive
supervision model is in a sense a replication of earlier
intensive supervision studies, particularly.the Work Unit Project
which targeted violent offenders. On the other hand, the
exercise of police-oriented surveillant and investigative
activities in the high control models is a more crime discovery-

oriented approach than that taken traditionally. Also important
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is thaﬁ“the high control models attempted to separate more
clearly the control activities performed from the service and

treatment activities performed in parole supervision. An

evaluation of the ngh Coﬁtrol Project should add considerably to

NS

the research on crime controlling approavhes within parole

‘superv151on, for, as the above review ha: shown, there is both a

.

lack of evidence supporting the traditional approaches and a lack

of innovative approaches tested elsewhere in the parole system.
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METHODOLOGY

Project Objectives

~ The goals of the California High Control Project were to:

-identify paroleés who presented the most serious
"threat to public safety

’%35” -increase the controls angd sanctlons for those
£ parolees who had returnéd to criminal activity

e

/3
di

B A

. ~deter those parolees who had not returned to

criminal activity but had a high probability
of doing so.

The extent to which these goals were emphasized differed

across the two models tested. Cases placed in the investigation

model were selected because some type of current involvement in

e
Y

criminal activity was suspected. The purpose of the
investigation was to "verify" or clear the parolee of such
involvement and if verified arrest and prosecute (i.e., sanction)
the offender. Therefore, for the investigation model, an
increase in the controls and sanctions applied to these parolees
was hypothesized by program planners. Deterrence, both specifio
deterrence (aimed at the individual parolee) and general
deterrence, (aimed at other parclees in the unit or state) was a
long term goal but not the immediate objective~of the
investigation model. e

For the intensivejsupervision modél, the purpose is
primarily preventive.leases placed under intensive supervision
were selected'because of an extensive "prior" criminal history.
Furthermore,‘thefoases were generally placed in the model early
in the parolekperiod,‘dr as soon after release‘from prison as

pOSSible.':Here,the objective was to monitor closely the
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parolee's activity and hopefully prevent or deter the case from

returning to criminal activity while on parole. Therefore, for

the intensive supervision model, program planners hypothesized a
reducticn in the frequency and severity of returns to criminal
activity. Apprehending and returning parolees under the
intensive supervision model who had returned to crime (i.e.,
increasing the controls and sanctions) was also possible |
(particularly if the deterrent value of the close watch did not
work) but was secondary to the preventive goal,

Because of the different focuses of the two high control
models, two different types of data and two different forms of
data analysis were conducted. Eor the investigation modgl, the
immediate outcomes of the investigation were measured by
determining whether or not evidence was collected that resulted
in either charging with, or clearing the parolee of the suspected
criminal activity. The seriousness of the criminal ¢ourt and
administrative revocation dispositions for any charges connected
to the investigation was also measured. And, finally, the
contribution of the parole agent (as opposed to other sources
such as the police) to the detection and processing of any new
charges was measured. As investigative success was likely to
differ according to it's purpose, aﬁd as some cases had more than
one investigative purpose, outcomes were codified for each
specific type of purpose the investigatibn served, as well as an

overall outcome for the case investigated.
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For the intensive supervision model, overall criminal
activity was measured for a period up to twelve months following
placement in the high control project. The ffequency and
severity of various criminal and parole‘condition charges and
their dispositions were measured during the first twelve months
following high control placement.

| Thus, for the investigative model, outcome was measured by
the extent to which new criminal activity was successfully
verified and led to an increase in arrests and successful
prosecutions.  For the intensive supervision model, outcome was
measured by the extent to which the frequency and severity of
criminal activity during a twelve month program follow-up period
was reduced. | -

Research Design and Comparison Base

A type of quasi-experimental deSign known as a "non-
equivalent control grdup with‘post—test measurement only" was
used to evaluate the effectiveness of the High Control Project.
The outcomes of High Control Project cases (i.e., the
experimental group) were compared to outcomes of a similar group
of high risk cases in somewhat similar parole units who had not
received high control supervision (i.e., the comparison group).
The key variables identifying and'defining the experimental group
were ascertained and used to identify a comparison group with
similar characteristics. Then, the performance of both-groups
was compared on equivalent post program outcome measures,

To identify a matching comparison group three successive

procedures were used:
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-parole units similar to each of the four
demonstration sites on various demographic,
background and outcome characteristics were
identified and their interest in participating in
the study solicited

—-parole agents in each of the comparison sites wefe
instructed on the High Control Project selection

criteria (i.e., the five activity areas targeted) .

and requested to apply the criteria to their
caseloads. Cases meeting the criteria were referred
as High Control Project Comparison Cases (FIRST
SCREENING)

~High Control Project supérvisorial staff at each of

the four demonstration sites were asked to review
and judge the acceptability of each of the "first
screening™ High Control Project comparison cases
(SECOND SCREENING)

As the pool from which experimental cases were drawn was
the parent parole unit or district of which the High Control
Project staff was a part, comparison cases had to be drawn from
parole units and districts outside the four demonstration sites.
To minimize the possibility of dissimilar experihental and
comparison groups, comparlson 51tes whlch were similar to the
four experimental sites on various demographlc characteristics of
the unit (e.g., size of staff, density of area serviced, etc.),
parole population characterl,tlcs (e.g., felon and non-felon
population mix, race, etc.), and parole performance variables

twelve month case outcomes) were identified. From the

(e.g.,
list of eight identified units, three were selected to function
as comparison units - the Redwood City Unit and two of the three
Parole Units,in the Fresno District. The Fresno site was later
replaced wifh three of the four péfole units in the Ventura

Parole District (including the Sén Luis Obispo Unit, the Ventura

Unit, and the Santa Barbara Unit).
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supervision versus the investigation model.

Once identified, the supervising agents at each of the two
comparison sites were instructed in the definitions of the five
activity areas (i.e., selection criteria) utilized in the project
and asked to conduct an initial as well as an ongoing screening
of theilr caseloads for subjects which met such criteria. Thev
Redwood City comparison site commenced screening in June 1977 and
terminated screening in December 1978. The Ventura District
began screening in August 1978 and terminated screening in
December 1978,

To assure that the comparison site agents had referred
cases who would be selected by the High Control Units had they
been assigned to those units, the comparison cases underwent a
second screening by the supervisorial staff at each of the
experimental demonstration sites. (Actually only three of the
four experimental sites participated in this second screening;
Stockton was unable to participate in the review due to lack of
resources). The High Control Project stéff who screened each of
the experimental cases prior to final project acceptance were
asked to review the 139 comparison cases, using the same criteria
they applied in their program to identify 1) overall

appropriateness for the

acceptability and 2) intensive
Cases found
acceptable by at least two of the three experimental site reviews

were included in the final comparison group.
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Data Types and Sources (See Figure 2)

Several problems were encountered during the comparison

group selection phase, some of which seriously weakened the study : %} ; Three general types of data were collected for the
!

design. One major problem was the low pricrity placed upon the evaluation:

comparison case identification process by staff at the comparison -Case Background Characteristics

sites. Although caseload review was suppose to be ongoing for a 3 , -Project Operations and Activity Data

set period of time, the staff at one of the sites conducted a ~Outcome Data

» ‘ Background characteristics. The primary purpose of

Single one-time review, and the staff at the other site .

fluctuated, stopping referrals totally in some months. Second, 4 o ~ characteristics data was to determine whether the High Control

follow-up reports were not always forwarded to the research unit Project identified parolees who presented the most serious risk

and had to be requested 5qmetimes too late (i.e., records were to public safety. Cases selected for high control through

transferred or destroyed). Third and finally, the comparison ‘October 1978 are combafed to cases not selected and actively on

sites failed to identify sufficient numbers of cases similar to parole as of October 1978 at the experimental sites on ten

the investigative model experimental cases. That is, only a background characteristics known to be assbciated with successful

Ooutcomes on parole. The variables include commitment offense,

small proportion of the cases were referred because of currently
prior commitment record, race, escape history, age, narcotic

gy s

‘suspected criminal involvement which needed verification and

history, prison time served, admission type, aggravated sentence

sanctioning. As a result, the investigative model comparison

The extent to which these various ./ - and grade placement. This information is routinely collected by

A

group was small in size.
limitations caused problems in interpretation of the ﬁ@ndiﬁgs is , the California Department of Corrections at prison admission and
discussed in subseguent chapters. e " ' - was available from the departmental computer files. Cases not

AL

To check the similarity of the experimental group to the selected for the High Control Project, were expected to possess a

comparison group, a sample of cases in each group was compared on greater degree of those characteristics known to be associated

« with successful outcomes on parole.

several background characteristics known to be associated with .

parole performance. That analysis is presented in the next 55‘ : ; f Operations and activity. The second type of data on the

chapter. S o o project's operations and activities described the manner in which
b v ;
fo ‘the project“staff performed it's tasks. The primary purpose of
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this data was to test whether the high contrel project activities
were different from those case activities performed under reghlar
supervision. A second purpose was to describe the project in

enough detail to enable project replication and comparisons to
other similar program efforts. Supervision activities (as

recorded in parole agent field notes) for experimental cases were
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cases. Case activity was defined by the frequency with which ten
major types of supervision activity (See Appgpdix B) occurred.

As differences in activity were expected across the two high
. control models and across the four demonstration sites; the
activity data was also combared across units and models.

The data was collected for both experimental and
comparison cases.. The total time period under high control was
surveyed for the experimental cases and a comparable period was
surveyed for the comparison cases, using the full parole period
for the intensive supervision type of comparison cases and an 120
day period for the investigative type comparison case. The
failure of the comparison units to forward copies of agent field
notes limited the activity data available on the comparison
group, particularly the‘}nvestigative model comparison cases.

Additional operatiéhg} data was collected on the
experimgg;ai cases regarding\thé selection process and movement

3

in andvdaf of the project. As‘with the above activity
information, the purpose here was to describe the project in

‘sufficient detail to allow replication or comparison to similar
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supervision programs e€lsewhere. The source of this information

was the Case Conferences which recorded all major case decisions.
In addition project operational data was collected from two forms
developed especially for this project -- The Selection and
Referral Form, a checklist screening document used to place the

case in the project, and the Investigative (or Emergency) Report,

"a narrative describing the findings of individual case

investigations.

Outcome. The third general type of data on "outcomes"

varied across the two models. For the investigative model, three

different sets of indicators were used. First the immediate

outcome of the investigation was measured. As the purpose of
most of the investigations was to verify some kind of suspected
criminal activity, a successful outcome was defined as the
"arrest, charging and conviction for that suspected criminal
activity" (or the exoneration of the parolee from any suspected
guilt). The second piece of outcome data measured the |
contribution made by the agent to the detection and processing of

the new charges. Included in this set of data was a variety of

measures such as the "means" leading to the investigation's most
serious disposition, the extent of prosecution assistance
provided, and the amount of contraband confiscated. The third
piece of data gathered measured the type and seriousness of the

criminal and/or parole revocation charges and dispositions made

in connection with the investigation. If the High Control

Project is suppose to increase the controls and sanctions for

parolees reinvolved in criminal activity, the number and
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seriousness of such charges and dispositions resulting from the
investigations were expected to be higher than those which occur
under,reéular supervision.

The above three piecgs of investigative outcome data were
collected for both experimental and comparison cases. The time

period surveyed for the investidative cases was the time under

“investigation. Outcome cohnstituted that known at the termination

of the investigation; and the cHarges and dispositions measured

- were only those connected to the investigation activities. The

sources of the charge and dispoditional data were parole
violation reports documenting all patrole condition charges and
criminal arrests, and the Board of Prison Terms' Hearing Reports
showing the ‘revocation hearing dispositions of those charges.
Investigation outcome information was also gathered from special
"Investigation" (also called "Emergency") Reports written by the
high control agents at the close of the investigation. (These
reports, written in narrative style, were primarily for the use
of the regular supervising agenﬁ who at the termination of the
investigation had the responsibility of preparing a parole
violation report to the parole board). |

For the intensive supervision model, outcome was measured

by the frequency and severity of total criminal activity
committed over a set follow-up period. Several measures were
applied including:the‘patole st&tds of cases as of the end of the
follow-up period, the frequency and severity of the total

criminal and the total revocatidn charges and dispositions, the
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; . | Figure 2
. Data Types and Sources
DATA TYPE SQURCE- CASES ANALYZED TIME PERIOD :
: | | | SURVEYED , i
: Ta Selected Criminal and Demographic " 1. CDC Computer Files Selected and Not Cages on Parole

Background Characteristics

Selected cases at
Experimental and
Comparison Sites

at Experimental
and -Comparison
Sites as of

October, 1978

‘, II. Project Operations and Activity , : e
' A, Casg:-Movements . 1. Selection & Experimental Time Period each
; B. Selection Process 'Referral Form Cases only case was under b
. ; ' C. Types of Activity Performed - . 2+ Cases Conferences High Control (and !
: 3. Investigation comparable period
) ! o . Reports for comparison cases) i
4. Agent Field Notes A
5 ITI.  Outcomes i
A, Investigation ‘ ‘.
i 1, Outcome by Specific Purpose 1, Investigation Reports ‘Experimental and Outcome at case's :
{ i 2. Criminal and Revocation 2. Violation Reports Comparison Groups " termination from .
« 5 'Charges and Dispositions filed 3. BPT Hearing Reports (Investigation project
! in connection with investigationd4. Cuse Conferences Type only) , - ot
i 3. Agent Contribution to Detection - ~ : L
and Charge Processing
i B. Intensive Supervision ' ‘ P
it 1. Parole Status at End of . 1, Violation Reports Experimental and Criminal Activity
‘ i Pollow—up Period . 2., BPT Hearing Reports Comparison Groups for case within 5,
| B 2. Criminal and Revocation 3. Case Conferences (I.8. types only) 6 and 12 months . e
o § Charges and Dispositions ’ : 2 ' following placement L
[@\ : i '3, Most Serious Disposition in project
s /2‘*\\\ 1; Received : , 5
P i 4. = Custody-Free Days , ' i
//" i 5. Agent Contribution to '
o o " B Det:iection and Processing .
R ]
' b
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most serious disposition received, and the qustody—free days
spent in the community. Intensive supervision was expected to
operate as a specific detefrent to returning to criminal activity
and a reduction in‘the'frequency and severity of returns to cfime
was expected. A six and a twelve month follow-up analysis
commencing from the day of placement in‘intensive supervision was

i

conducted. As cases with good adjustment were transfered back to

regular supervision, the period surveyed sometimes included
parole time not under intensive supervision. ' The soﬁrces of
charge and dispositional data were the same as that utilized for
the investigative model including violation réports and parole
board hearing reports.

Measuring General Deterrence

A.hardlihe approach to parole supervision such as the High
Control Project presumably hes some deterrent value. It has‘
already been stated that the primary Objeetive‘of the intensive
supervision model is "specific" deterreéce, that is, to reduce
the likelihood that the individual high control case will return
to crime. While not it's immediate objective (and not measured
here) some specifig,ﬁgperrence may be associated with the
investigative modefJfBAT (To have measured specific deterrence

for investigation casés; criminal activity for a set period in

the community after the apprehension, disposition, sentencing and

" release resulting from the investigation would have to be

determined). It was also proposed that the two high control

models might have Some “genetalﬁ deterrent value. That is, the
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high control project would presumably deter other parolees (non-
high control cases) from committing new crimes. If there is such
an effect, general deterrence would be expected to be greatest
for the other non-high control parolees in the high control
parent units and somewhat less for parolees in the non-
participating parole units across the state.

It can be considered that general deterrence, or the
reduction in crime committed by pafolees in California, is the
bottom-line goal of the High Control Project. It is also a goal
which is most difficult to measure. There are so many factors
which may effect crime rates of parolees (e.g., employment) and
which vary geographically that it WOuld be difficult to conclude
that the supervision change represented by the High Control
Project was the causal factor for any change in the overall crime
rates of parolees in California for this period.

The minimum design necessary to measure the impact of the
High Control Project on parolee crime rates would necessitate
determining parolee crime rates in the parent high control units
before and after thewproject and comparing these rates to similar
before and after measures in comparable parole units. Such an
analysis, however, was not possible here. Parolee crime rate
data by parole unit was not available and missing data would
likely prevent it from being collected retrospectiveiy (i.e., for
the "before" period). Even if the design had been possible, the

findings would be inconclusive as any discovered change in crime

rates could still be due to a number of other changes in the
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system (e.g., court conviction rates),’differences in units
compared (e.g., employment rate for community) and differences in
clients (e.g., high narcotic user population serviced). Because
of these préblems this evaluation design does not measure the
project's general deterrence value, but recognizes that it's
conclusions are limited by that{omission.

Design Limitations and Evaluation Problems

The High Control Project evaluation suffered from three
different types of limitations:

=limitations generaﬁly associated with a
quasi-experimental design

-techniecal limitations associated with
data collection

-programmatic limitations confounding
the design \

Design limitations. As stated earlier, this study used a

quasi-experimental design or more specifically a "non-equivalent
control groupvpost—test design”. Cohclusions are limited in such
designs by threéts to internal;validity (i.e;, the ektent to
which the project can be said tb have effected the discovered
outcome), and to external validity (i.ef, the extent to which
generalizations of the results of this project can be madé to
other parole settingsj. |

The major threatxto internal validity lies in pre-

selection case factor differences.{ Although efforts were made to

1
S

recruit a comparison group which was similar to the experimental
e /," . : . ¥

group in terms of their criminal background and their risk of

réturningfto-crime,“dié%;tences between the groups were likely
particularly in light‘of‘the subjective basis upon which case
selection was made and the small size of the investigative model
comparison group. As a test of selection factor differences
comparisons between the experimental and comparison groups on
various background characteristics associated with successful
cutcomes on parole are made in the next chapter. Despite the
stﬁdy's efforts at matching and the subsequent tests of the
quality of this effort, it is recognized that such procedures
generally "undermatch" and do not adequately control the likely
selection differences between the experimental and comgarisbn
group.

Otherupossible threats to internal validity include
histofical chéﬁges occurring during the progress of the study.
One gsuch major change in the correctional system during the
implementation of the High Control Project was the ehactment of
the Determinate Sentencing System in July, 1977. One of the
observed outcomes of this piece of legislation has been an

ncrease in the rate of commitment to California prisons. It is

'—l -
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that some portion of the change in dispositions
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associated with this project may be due to changes in the
sentencing system, Another change was the lengthening of the

parole period (from twelve to thirty-six months) and the parole
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revocation time (from a possible maximum of six to twelve months)
with thé passage of Senaﬁe Bill 1057 (effective January 1, 1979).
Hopefully these system changes effected the experimental and the
comparison group equally.

A third possible threat to internal validity is sometimes
called "experimental mortality", or the differentiqi loss of
study cases from the experimental as compared to the comparison
group. To avoid the hardline supervision delivered under the
High Control Project, parolees could request a transfer to
another parole unit or district not involved with the experiment.
This avenue for opting out of the project would reduce the size
of the experimental group and'introduce a self—selectibn bias
which was not likel§ to occur for the comparison group. The
extent to which this occurred is unknown as the reasons for case
transfers were not always recorded. |

Threats to external validity include>those desiéﬁ elements
which limited generalization of the study results to other parole
units, parolees, or projects. The somewhat atypical nature of
the four demonstration sites limited the generalizations possible
from this project. For example, The Stockton and Bakersfield
Mﬁnits fepresehted'isolated‘valley area paroie units with
proportionateiy larger parolee populations involved in narcotic
trafficking and/or prison gang activities. 1In contrast, the‘

Walnut Creek Units and the Riverside/San Bernardino Units

serviced larger suburban areas closely located to large
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metropolitan areas. Furthermore, a parole unit servicing a large
metropolitan area was not included among the four demonstration

sites, and it would be difficult to generalize the results of

this study to parole units servicing the inner cities. f

Finally, each demonstration site varied, emphasizing the
performance df some activities to the exclusion of others, and
making a description of the overall project complex. Due to the

numerous idiosyncrasies of each site it was difficult to identify

‘those project components which may have caused the differences in !

outcome discovered across units, although an analysis of unit-by- %
unit project activity is conducted later in the report in hopes
of generally identifying those project elements.

Technical limitations. The major technical problem

experienced was caused by agent overreporting for the
experimental group. Due to a stronger commitment on the part of
agents in the experimental units, case follow-up data was
received by the evaluation office in a timely manner and in great
detail. This was particularly true for the activity logs (a.k.a,
parole agent field notes) where care was taken in recording time
spent and individuals involved in various types of activity.

This was not true for the comparison units where activity
information was either not received or received in abbreviated
form. It was not possible to estimate the extent to which

certain activities were performed but not reported by the

comparison unit.
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Programmatic limitations. The project was limited by

having multiple, confounding program objectives. The project
proposed to bocth increase and to reduce returns to custody. The
investigation model primarily sought to increase sanctions for
parolees who at the point of referral to high control were
already’suspected of returning to criminal activity. 1In
contrast, the intensive supervision model primarily sought to
reduce that likelihood by closely watching high risk parolees who
at the point of referral were not involved in criminal activity.
While, generally speaking, this séparation of goals by high
control model held true, there were exceptions. For example it
was learned that some cases were placed under intensive
supervision to permit early detection of current suspected
criminal activity, which would place the goal of the
investigation model (i.e., incfeasing sanctions for returniﬁg to
criminal activity) upon the intensive supervision model.

The problem of confounding objectives was particularly
acute at the Walnut Creek demonstration site. Originally the
unit chose to operate both high control modeis, utilizing
investigation for those cases éurrently suspected of criminal
involvement and intensive supervision for those not currently
invoived in criminal activity. Midway during the study period
the Walnut Creek Unit dropped thé investigation model and
utilized an intensive supervision model exclusivel§. Project
staff at Walnut Creek felt the intensive supervision model |

allowed the high controi agent to maintain updated case

-56~-

e S e

information, while the investigation model was too dependent upon
the regular agent for such information. As a résult, cases
previously placed under investigation were being placed under
intensive supervision even when it's purpose was a quick
apprehension and return to prison. The confounding of the two
models and their separate goals is known tb have only occurred at
the Walnut Creek site, although it possibly occurred at the
Riverside/San Bernardino site too. The extent to which this
limitation and the other design limitations described above

affected the results will be veturned to at various points in the

analysis of project outcomes.

Organization of Analysis

Due to the different goals attached to each of the two
high control models, the analysis is separated according to the
type of model. The outcome analysis for each model is preceeded
by a description of the types of activities occurring
under each model. Chapter VI describes the activities conducted
under the investigation model followed by an analysis of the
outcome of the investigation model in Chapter VII. Chapter VIII
describes the activities of the intensive supervision model
followed by an analysis of six and twelve month follow-up data
for the cases placed under intensive supervision in Chapter IX.
Subanalysis of the outcomes across the four demonstration sites

and across the types of cases targeted is also presented within

the outcome chapters for each model.
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The next chapter, Chapter V; describés the extent to which | ; ' | ‘ ECHAPTER v
: a higher risk group of parolees were selected for the project; i | SELECTION OF CASES AND BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS
and it presents the tests of thevcompgrability of the ; '
experimental cases across the demonst%ation sites and across the % ' The High Control Project was designed to target the "more
two models tested, and to the comparigon group. ' serious" releases to parole. Seriousness appeared to be defined
! by ‘a number of elements (see introductory chapter) including

(- violent crime history and high recidivism probability. Prior

criminal history and sometimes current case factors were reviewed

by parole agents and supervisors involved in the project to reach

a final selection judgement. No standardized selection scales

were applied.  To focus the selection effort however, five
"activity areas” in which the parolees had previously taken part
in, or were currently suspected of participating in, were
targeted. They included:

-prison gang affiliated activities

.~large scale narcotic sales activity

~violent/aggressive or sexually deviant activity

K ‘ : + i ‘ -large scale property thefts
| o -absconding from parole supervision

Application of the above selection criteria would. hopefully
identify those parolees at each of the demonstration sites who
ﬁ i presented the most serious risk to public safety.

The purpose of this chapter is to test the project's

% g} ‘g A ability to identify parolees who presehted‘the most serious
g o threat to public safety by comparing fhe cases selected to the

cases not selected on a number of background characteristics

e

known to be associated with differing probabilities of success on

parole. In addition the analysis should help to further define

~58=
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the gelected pqpu;atign (bgygnd the five targeted activity areas)
by presenting a "profi;e" of the cases selected based on the ten
characteristics examined. Variations in the background of cases
selected across the four parole unit demonstration sites are also
examined. Finally, the background characteristics will be
analyzed as a meghodological check of the equivalency of the
selected éxperimental and the selected comparison groups.

Study Sample For Characteristiqs Analysis

‘ For this analysis, only cases selected for the High
Control Project through October 31, 1978 are compgred to cases
not selected and actively on parole at each of the experimental
units as of October 31, 1978. A total of 1,027 selected and not
selected felon parolees were identified - 330 from Walﬂut Creek,
215 from Stqgktonz 168 from ngersfield.and, 314 from
Riverside/San Berngrdino (Table 1). Excluded from this study
sample were felons released tq hold status and felons paroled out
of state who were ineligible for the project. Also excluded were
non-felon parolees (i.e., cases whose commitment offense was
related to narcotic addiction and who vere civilly committed to
the Civil Addict thgpam within the Depéptment of Corrections) as
data on their characteristics was not available. However, as
only & very small proportion of the non-felon parole population

was expected to fall within the project selection criteria, their

omission should not severely affect the following analysis which X

compares felons selected with felons not selected at the

experimental units.
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Data collected at prison admission on ten background
characteristics == commitment offense, time served, admission
type, aggravated sentence, narcotic history, prior commitment
record, escape record, ethnic group, grade placement, and age =-
was available from the computerized information systems
maintained by the Department of Corrections. The statistical
significance of the difference in the mix of each charactefistic
across the selection groups (Selected vs. Not selected), the
parole units (Walnut Creek vs. Stockton vs. Bakersfield vs.
Riverside/San Bernardino) and the study groups (Experimental vs.
Comparison) was determined using the non-parametric chi square
test at the .05 probability level.

Initially, project staff proposed that regular parole
agents refer all cases meeting the selection criteria to the High
Control Project staff who would in turn conduct a review and
either accept or reject the case. A number of "rejected" cases
(i.e., cases which did not meet the selection criteria or which
were low priority) was therefore expected. In practice, however,
very few rejections occurred, A total of ten cases were referred
and formally rejected by High Control staff through October 31,
1878 (Table 1). This low number of rejections was likely due to
a combination of two factors. One factor is the more "informal"
manner in which selections occurred. Essentially decisions to
accept the case were being made before a "Selection and Referral
Form” was formally compi@&ed by the regular agent. It is likely
that more than ten cases’ were rejected as not meeting the

selection criteria but such rejections were not recorded in the

~6]1~-
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formal referral procéss désigned fof tﬁé pfdject. Second, the
number of high risk parolees referied for the project was
actualiy smaller thén éxpe‘cteda Instead of reélying upon the
referral process, project staff dhd unit supervisorial staff
resorted to screening exiéting caseloads for possible project
cases. Consequently, it is iﬁpossiclé to accurately identify the
number of'rejecciohs that took place, or conversely to estimate
the amount cf "agfeemént" which occurred beéWeen regular parole
agcnts and high control égénts dh Ehe kinds of cases which should
be placed in the High Control Project.

The ten rejécted cases which were recorded were included
with another 774 felon cdses actively on parole in the
experimental units as of October 31, 1978 and not referred for a
total "Not selected" felon study groub of 784 cases. he
"Selected“ group which ccmprised all felon cases referred and
accepted for High Control through October 31, 1978 (including 18

cases later déleted due to changé of release plans) totaled 243

cases. The largest proportion of this selected group was derived
from the Walnit Creek site (ﬁ=lll) which had the longeSt period
of prcject experience (Starﬁ date: 2-15-77). Relatively fewer
"Selected" cases weré~derivea from the Bakersfield Unit (N=25)
and the Riverside/Sén Bernardino Ucits (N=46) both of whom had .

experieﬁcéd relatively short intake périods at the time this

study sample was drawn (Téble 1).
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Table 1

Selection Actions for Felon Parole Population
At Each Experimental and Comparison Unit Through October 31, 1978

| i « : (STUDY SAMPLE FOR CHARACTERISTICS ANALYSIS)

| |
’ ‘ Total - Bxperimental units ‘ Comparison ynifs
‘ : Case selection | - Sub | Walnut Stock- Bakers- Riyerside/| Sub Redwood .
’ ; actions Total | Creek ton field BeP8lrdino| total , City Ventura
| (2-15-77) (1-1-78) (7-1-78) (6-}a-78) (6-1-77) (8-1-78)
» Total felons 1,491 1,027 330 - 215 168 AL Lel 215 2ho
§i ' _%J :
' j Selectedeceraens 3671 2h3 111 61 : 25 ke 118 58 - 60
| ?  Not deleted  (335) (225) = (99) (61) (25) - (ko) (110) . (52) (58)
1 ; Dl ~
Deleted (26)  (18)  (12) (0) (o) (6) (8) (6) (2)
g :
Not selectede... 1,130 . 784 219 154 143 268 346 157 189
Not referred (1,120) (774)  (213) (151) (3 (267)  (346) (157) (189)
. Referred & :
j Rejected 4! (10) (10 (6) (3 (0) (1) - - -
%/ al - All cases selected for project from project start date to October 31, 1978.

bl Selected for project but subsequently removed from sample due to change of release plans.

¢l All cases actively on parole as of October 371, 1978 and never selected for project.

fon d} Rejected as not meeting selection criteria or as a low priority case.
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Identifying High Risk Parolees: Selected versus Not Selected

Cases selected in the four experimental sites were

systematically compared to the cases not selected at these sites

on ten background characteristics (Table 2). The direction of

the differences found were examined for evidence of a "more

serious" selected group. A brief profile of the selected group

is given first followed by an analysis of the selected versus not

selected group differences.

Profile of selected cases. Almost one-half (46.8%) of the

selected group had been committed to prison for a person type of

offense (including homicide, robbery, assault, rape and other sex

offenses) and served a median of 31 months in prison before
release to parole, which for the majority of cases (68.3%) was
the first release on this commitment. One fifth (20.7%) of the
cases had received prison sentences which were "aggravated" types
involving similar prior convictions, use of a weapon, or other
concurrent or consecutive sentences. Most of the selected cases
had a history of either narcotic use (53.9%) or non=-narcotic drug
use (25.5%); over one-third (37.4%) had a prior prison record,
and one-~quarter (25.5)‘had a prior escape record.
Demogrephioally, the selected group was typicaliy non-white
(54.7%), 31 years old, and possessed an eighth grade level

education (Table 2).

Selected versus not selected. There was a statistically

significant difference between the selected and not selected

group on five of the ten characteristic examined. ‘Two other
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~statistical significance.

characteristics showed smaller differences which almost reached
Altogether, the kinds of differences
found showed the selected group had more serious types of
commitment offenses and more extensive criminal histories than
the group not selected.‘ It is concluded that the High Control
Project staff was successful in selecting the more serious
releases to parole for the project.

There was no large and statistically significant
difference between the selected and not selected groups on. the
three characteristics of ethnic group, grade placement, .and
escape history. The large differences in the remaining seven
variables were statistically significant, or almost statistically
significant, and also highly interrelated. The commitment
offenses for the selected group comprised more narcotic/drug
types (21.4% Selected vs..l4.4% Not Selected) and less property
type offenses (26.7% Selected vs. 37.3% Not Selected) than the
not selected population, Consequently a slightly larger
proportion of the sentences for the selected group were
aggravated types (20.7% Selected vs. 14.6% Not Selected) for
which the selected group served a much longer period of time in
prison (31.4 median months, Selected vs. 24.7 median months, Not
Selected). The selected group -also included a larger proportion
of cases who had a Prior prison commitment record (37.4% Selected
vs. 33.4% Not selected). Consequently, a larger proportion of

the selected group were re-released to parole (as opposed to a

first release) after a board or a court-ordered return (31.7%

—-65«
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Selected vs. 19.5% Not Selépted)and a slightly larger proportion
had. a narcotic history (53/9% Selected vs. 47.3% Not Selected).
With the more extensivg;%rison record for the selected group, it

was- not surprising toffind that the selected group was
significantly é&der (%l;Z median years) than the group not
‘selected (29.4 medgégwyears).

The longer, aggravated, commitment sentences indicate the
cases selected represented the more serious commitment offense

types although not all such cases were being'selected for High

Control Supervision. The larger proportion of cases who had

previously failed parole, had a prior prison commitment, and had
a history of narcotic use'together indicate the cases selected

had more extensive criminal histories. Therefore, it is

concluded that the project was successful in selecting more
serious parolees from the parent parole unit population, at least
as defined by the ten criminal and demographic variables examined

here. This analysis has also identified "severity of commitment

offense® and "extensiveness of criminal record¥ as two dimensions

‘implicitly weighed by project staff during the selection process.

Ethnic group representativeness, The preceeding analysis

showed, no statistically significant difference between cases
selected and cases not selected on their ethnic group
distribution. However, as some concern was expressed during the
project's developmental phase that it may disproportionately
target'more ;on—White than white parolees, a supplemental

analysis by parole unit on the variable of race was conducted.
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Selected Background Characteristics of the Total Felon

Table 2

Population Selected and Not Selected at the Experimental Units

Selected background

Selection action

characteristic

-67-

Total Selected Not Selected
No. Pct. No, Pet, No, Pct.
Commi tment offense 1,027 100.0 243 162.0 784 100.0
Homicide, manslaughter.... 101 9.8 19 7.8 82 10.5
RODbEIYesccesosssessssness 220 21.4 56 23,0 164 20.9
Assaultececcsnsooressesaee 75 7e3 21 8.6 54 6.9
BUTElATYecveneesnoanscasse 221 21.5 44 18,1 177 22.6
Other propertyececocccececes 136 13,2 21 8.6 115 14.7
Rape, other S€Xu.sessesess 59 5.7 18 To4 41 5.2
Narcoticsy drugs .eeeeees. 165 16. 1 52 21.4 113 14.4
OtheTeeseosssscssnscacsaes 50 4.9 12 449 38 448
Months served in prison 1,027 100,0 243 100,0 784 100.0
17 OF 1eSSseecssecssvonces 193 18.8 41 16.9 152 1944
18=29¢0eeececcocecnsossass 403 39.2 70 28.8 333 42.4
30=41eececssssonssasanacss 217 21.1 58 23.9 159 20.3
42-5300esecsasscseacnncass 98 9.5 34 14,0 64 8.2
54-65ccce0ssecessvecnsvens 34 33 7 2.9 27 3.4
66~TTeseseessessssccnsancas 25 2.4 12 4.9 13 1.7
TB OF MOT€eescecsssconnase 57 5.5 21 8.6 36 4.6
‘fMédian monthSecsevsceenn (31.4) (24.7)
Admission type 1,027 100.0 243 100.0 784 100.0
New admissioNeeesessscoass 797 71.6 166 68.3 631 80.5
Returned by coultesesesses 155 1541 50 20,6 105 13.4
Returned by boardeecececcss 75 7.3 27 11.1 48 6.1



Table 2- continued

Selected background

_Selection action

characteristic Total Selected Tiot Selected
No. | Pote -~ | Wo. | . Pct, No. Pct.

Aggravated sentence 1,027 - 243 - 784 -

UnknoOWnessessesessssssssss 221 - T4 - 147 -
Total less unknbwn..m..... 806 100.0 169 100.0 637 100,0
Not aggravatedesssessses 678 84.1 134 79.3 544 85.4
Agoravatedeeeecescssases 128 1549 35 20.7 93 1446
Narcotic hisgtory 1,027 10Q;0 ' 243 100.0 784 100.0
NO USCesceasessecnscsanss 262 2545 50 20.6 212 27.0
Narcotic US€uesssssssesss 502 48.9 131 5349 371 4743
Drugs/marijuana US€eeecses 263 25.6 62 25.5 201 25.6
Prior commitment record 1,027 100.0 243 100,0 T84 100.0
No prior’commitmeﬁt....§ 113 11.0 16 6.6 97 12.4
Prior jail/juvenile only. 561 5406 136 5640 425 5442
Prior prison commitment.. 353 34.4 91 374 262 33.4
Escape record 1,027 100.0 243 100.0 784 100.0
’ No record of escap€cesecs 800 7.9 181 T4e5 619 7849
Prior record of escapes.. 227 22,1 ?2 2545 165 21.0
Ethnic group- 1,027 100.0 243 100.0 784 100.0
Wﬁite................... 491 47.8 110 45.3 381 48.6
Mexican-AmericaNceseassee 208 20,2 61 25.1 147 18.8
BlacKkieoiseossoascseease 314 30.6 69 28.4 245 3162
OtheTueuseeseansssansens 14 1.4 3 1.2 1 1.4
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Table 2~ continued

Selected background

Selection action
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tharacteristie Selected Not Selected
Pct. No. | Pct, No. | Pct.
Grade placement‘ - 243 - 784 -
Unlmowrn....“-‘..........- 43 - 11 et 32 el
Total leSs UNKNOWN.esoees 984 100.0 232 1€0.0 752 100.0
T11iteratesasssnssasos 29 2,9 8 3.4 21 2.8
Gl‘ades 3"6cqoecooce¢ooo 255 2509 59 25'4 196 26‘1
Grades T=B8esesccssscasa 288 29,% 62 26,7 226 30,0
Grades 9-11qooao.'3oo-e 353 3”509 91 39.2 262 34.8
Grades 12 and OVeTeeses 59 6.0 12 5.2 47 602
MEdian gra'deo.hocococ (801) (709)
' Age in years as of
Decembexr 31, 1978 1,027 100,0 243 100.0 784 100.0
UndEr 29.0-...’.00.000000. 464 4502 90 3700 374 4‘7’7
30"‘396.noontcoot,noooaoltoc 373 36.3 111 45.7 262 33:4
40"‘4901-¢aooooooon.ooooqo 133 12.9 34 14’0 ‘ 99 12.6 J
50 a__gd_ Qversa::=====;;aaa 57 5.5 8 3.3 49 6«:2
- Median AZCeocsesvnsee (3102) (29'4) ;
Background Characteristic X2 arf P §
Commitment offense 16.465% 7 p< .050 :
Months served in prison 24,70 3%%% 6 P< 001 i
Admission type 1621 1%%% 2 P < .001 ;
Aggravated sentence 347731 1 p 2,060 :
Narcotic history 4,686 2 p =,100 i
Prior commitment record 6. 627% 2 p <.050
Bscape record 2,150 1 P =150
Ethnic group 4,663 3 p £.200
Grade placement 2.248 4 P.> <500
Age in years as of 12-31-78 1554 1%% 3 P <£,010



Table 3 compares the ethnic distribution of the felon cases
selected to that of the total active felon population for each
experimental unit individually. |

Only the Stockton unit showed a ethnic group mix of
selected cases disproportionate (by greater than ten percent) to
it's total felon population ethnic mix. The other units (Walnut
Creek and Riverside/San Bernardino) showed smaller differences of
only five to ten percent; and there were too few selected cases
(N=25) to permit a conclusion regarding the Bakersfield Unit.
The ethnic group difference‘at the Stockton Unit is due to the
overrepresentation of Mexican-Americans in the selected group
(26.2% among total felon population vs. 37.7% among selected
population). As a latter analysis will support, this difference
is likely related to the high priority that particular unit
placed on selecting cases under the "prison gang affiliation"
selection criterion. Of the four experimental units, only the
Stockton unit chose to investigate the prison gang activities of
parolees. In that geographic area the gangs were largely Mexican-
American. Other than the difference found at the Stockton unit,
there is no strong evidence to support the conclusion that the
experimental units dispfoportionately selected more non-whites

than whites for this project.

Uniformity of Case Selection: Comparisons Across Units

The five targeted activity areas were guidelines to aid in

the selection of similar high risk cases across units. While
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Table 3
‘Ethnic Group Distribution for Total Active Felons Compared to
Felons Selected for High Control at Each Demonstration Site
Walnut ‘Stockton Bakersfield Riverside/
Ethnic Creek o San Bernardino
group Total Felons Total Felons Total Felons 1, Total Felons
felonsi/ selected / felons—/ selected—/ felonsa/ selected—/ felonsi/;selectedg/
(N=238) (N=111) (N=160) (N=61) (N=148) (N=25) (N=341)  |(N=46)
i Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 iO0.0
% Whit€eeeeeeensonne 48.2 1 48.7 41.0 52.7 40.0 46.0 39.1
: Mexican—American.. 5.2 9.9 26.2 37.7 25.0° 40.0 32.5" 37.0
: Blackessiestoaseans 46,1 36.9 23.7 21.3 , 20.9 -~ 16.0 20.8 23.9
7 Other........-s.-. 0-4" l 8 1-3 . 0 R 1-3 ‘; 4.0 0.6 O
5 E/Felons actively on paréle in unit as of December 31, 1978; taken from Management Information Statistic’
: /“Parole Balance Sheet", Table 20, "Active Paroles By Ethnic Group and Type within Unit and Reglon"
i Male felons selected for High Control through 10- 31-78- see Table | in this report. :
X .
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differences were interrelated.

uniformity was hoped for, differences in the kinds of cases
selected for the High Contrdl Project across the four
experimental units were likely without objectivé selection
criteria and a systematized selection process. Cases selected at
each of the four experimental units were distributed across the
same set of tenm background chara¢tefistics analyzed above; and
statistically significant differences in the mix of these
characﬁéristiCs were identified. The ahalysis showea the units
selected different commitment offense type cases (person vs.
narcotics) which largely corresponded to the type of high control
modelk(intensive supervision vs. investigation) each unit
operated.

There were lardge, statistically significant differences on
four of the ten characteristics examined including commitment
offense type, prison time served, aggravated sehtence and ethnic
group (Table 4). Thére were only small statistically
insignificant‘differences on the remaining six background
charactéfistics. Three of the four chatacteristics with large
Together they showed that the
Walnut Creek Unit selected cases more likely committed to prison
on "person" type offenses (53.2%) for which they served longer
(35.5 months) and more aggravated (31.9%) prison sentences than
the cases selected in th® other units. The Riverside/San
Bernardino Unifs, like Walnut Creek, also Selgcted more cases
committed on person type“dffenses (63.0%) than the other two

units. The concentration on serious person offenders for

DRSO |

=1

Walnut Creek and Riverside/Sah Bernardino is in strong contrast
to. the larger proportion of "narcotic/drug" offenders who’servéd
short, non—aggravated, prison sentences in both the Stockton and
Bakersfield Units.

The units selecting similar pfison offense types also

operated the same type of high control model; i.e., Bakersfield

and Stockton both'operatéd an investigation model while Walnut
Creek and Ri&erside/San Bernardino operated an intensive
supervision model. What differences in outcome exist across the
demonstration sites are likely due to the targeting of different
offense types by each of the models (violent/assaultive offenders
for the intensivé supervision model and large scale narcotic
offenders for the investigation model). ‘In fact, a later

analysis of outcome differences for cases selected under each of

‘the five selection criterion within each unit supported this -

relationship. It is further justification for the separate
analysis of outcome for each model conducted in this evaluation.
The fourth characteristic with a large difference, ethnic
group; showed Walnut Creek selected significantly more Blacks
(36.9%) and fewer Mexican-Americans (9.9%) than either of the
other units. However, as Table 4 and the previous analysis
illustrates this difference is”due to the different ethnic mix of
parolees released to the geographic areas serviced by the units,
rather than to any differential race-related selection process.

Based upon these obvious model differences, an inspection

was made of the distribution of characteristics between the pairs

of units operating each model type (Stockton vs. Bakersfield for
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Pableé 4

e ) : ties.
Selected Background Charactgr%s )
of the Selected Population At Each Experimental Parole Unit

Experiﬁental parole units .

Riverside/

» * to : ¢ dino
Selected background Total Walnu Sicakhon Bikorarintil Sus Peenar
characteristics Nzeﬁecgzi. i gﬁ?ﬁk Pét.' No?% v;ct. Noe | ?dﬁ;“ Nos | Pect.
. ; 100.0
Commitment offense 243 100.0 111 100.0 61 100,0 25  100.0 ~ 46
28,0 29 63,0
vee 1 6.9 59 532 19 3.1 7 . 2.0
Person:-v--......v::"' 1;2 36.7 3“ 27.9 B4 32.8 8 ;2.8 g :g.s
Propeify;....---..'.. 52 21.4 15 13.5 19 3101 9 '0 A e
e o 4s 6 %4 3 49 1 a4
‘ K ‘ 6  100.0
Months served in prison 243 100.0 111 100,0 61 100.0 25 100.9 4
32,0 4 8.7
16, 18 16,2 11 18,0 8 32.0
1;_;5 1e8800l..!.n.0¢ g{-g) - 28.‘3 24 21.6 17 g;.g g zg’g ﬁg 32.2
’..’..Qlll....lol ™ Bt 26 23.4 17 i . .
30-41.°UOOIDOCOOOQI" 58 23.9 1 ) ‘ 16 4 1 4.0 6 13.0
7 15.3 10 Sud
42"'55.0-0....-0---an 34 14:0 6 9 8 4 16.Q 4 A 8.7
¢ sescoseve 0 16:5 26 2304 o 0.
i Tou g (51.8) (35.5) (1.2 (23.5) (30.7)
: ‘ : ( ' 100,0
Admission type 243  100,0  111 00,0 61 100,025 100.0 46 1
Admission type
| adms ' ' : 0 36  T8.3
i 881 8. 71 64.0 39 63,9 20 80,0 :
Eielarigtainiibotie: S SO B - 1 etz 30 o e
Returned by boardsess 27 1141 16 144 9 14.8 8o |
| ' | - 2 - 46 -
Ageravated sentence 243 - 111 - 61 ?
. 8 ~
4 = 39 - 22 - 5 - : .
ggﬁii“?ass unknown' 123 100.0 T2 122.2 gg 1gg.g ﬁg 1gg.g ;g 132.3
‘ ‘ ;oo.c 1 ' 79.3 49 L / . . :
ﬂ;Zri§§::§?ff?...,. ;é 20,7 23 31.9 6 1504 3 15.0 3 | 7.9
Narcotic histo 243 100,0 111 100,061 ~100.0 25 100.0 46  100.0
Narcotic history
12.0 T 1502
ceesse 50 20,6 28 25,2 12 19,7 3 -2
Nomeswtaanl it e 53 41 3 .4 @ a0 3 g
Drug/marijuana use... 62 25,5 30  27.0 . 14 .
A ' 1 . 6 1000
Prior commitment record 243 100.0 111 100.0 - 61 100.0 = 25 100.0 4
: ' : 6! 0 3 65
No prior commitment.. 16 6.6 9 8.1 4 6.5 O _ ,
gﬁiir jail/juyf?fff.; 136 56,0 61 550 30 49,2 18 720 27  58.7
iiﬁr pEie® commb' 91 3T.4 41 369 2T 443 . T 280 16 348
_74-
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Table 4 -~ continued

TR N BT R g

Experimental parole units

Selected background Total Walnut ' Riverside/
characteristics selected Creek Stockton Bakersfield jSan Bernardine
. No. | Pet., No.| Pet.!| No,| Pet. No.| Pct, No. !mPeih___
Escape record 243 100.0 111 100.0 61 100.0 25 = {00.0 46 100,0
No record of escapé,, 181 745 83 T4.7 41 67.2 21 - 84,0 36 78.3
Prior escape record.. 62 25.5 28 25.2 20 32.8 4 16,0 10 21.7
" Ethnic group 243 . 100.0 111 100.0 61 100.0 25 - 1,0 46 - 100.0
Whiteeseososeessseves 110 45.3 57 51.4 25 41,0 10 40,0 18 39.1
Mexican~-Americanse.e. 61 25.1 1 9.9 23 37.7 10 40.0 17 37.0
Blackesssessssessnses 69 28.4 41 36,9 13 21.3 4 16,0 11 23.9
Other.é‘luo......-... 3 1.2 2 1.8 0] 0 1 4.0 o] 0
Grade placement 243 - 111 - 61 - 25 - 46 -
Un¥known 11 - 6 - 2 - 1 - 2 -
Total less unknown 232 100.0 105 100,0 59 00,0 24 100.0 44 100.0
Grade 6 and under,, 67 28.9 30 28,6 13 22,0 8 33.4 16 36.4
Grade T-Beeeseceess 62 26.7 22 20,9 21 35.6 6 - 25.0 13 29.5
Grade 9 and over,., 103 44.4 53 5.5 25 42.4 10 41.7 15 3441
Median grade B.7 8.5) B.1 (7.5 (7.4)
Age in years, as of
December 31, 1978 243 100,0 111 10C.0 61 100.0 25  100,0 46 100.0
29 and wnderiveaeess 90 37.0 35 31.5 18 29.5 19 44,0 26 56.5
30-390000snss00eess 111 45.7 54 48.6 31 50.8 9 3640 17 37.0
40 and OVeTiessessse 42 17.3 19.8 12 19.7 5 20,0 6.5
Median 28€.eesssss. (31.2) (31,9 (31.9 {31.5) (29.0)

2| Due to large number of cells
not included in the statistic

Background
Characteristic

Commi tment offense
Nonths served in prison
Admission type
Aggravated sentence
Narcotic history

Prior commitment record
Escape record

Ethnie group

Grade placement

x2

21, 417%%
21,960%
4.688
10.405%
6.736
54223
3.238
26, 193#%x
7.196

- Age in years, as of 12-31-78 12.532

-

~75=

with expected frequencies of 5
al significance test.

2.

p<.,010
p< .050
P ?.500
P4 .050
p £,350
P >.500
P 2.350
P 4,001
p %,350

£,060

or less, this category was
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th? investigation.model, and Walnut Cr¢ek Vs-. Riverside/San é R were undertaken to assure that a comparison group was similaf to
Bernardino for the intensive supervision; note .that Walnut Creek ? ; the experimental group with respect to their potential for f
actually‘implemented‘both models and cases under each model were ; returning to serious types of criminal activity (see
not separatgd for this particular analysis.) Based upon E ~ "Methodology" chapter). However, as the quasi-experimental 5

percentage:differences (statistical tests were not applied), research design involved (1) non-probability sampling methods, i

‘there were a few differences between the units ngrating the ‘ f : (2) problems in the comparison case identification process, and E
investigation model. A larger proportion Of cases at Stockton _ ; . | i . (3) vague selection criteria to match upon, comparability of the ' g
compared to Bakersfield had prio; prison records, served more % ﬁ z two study groups could not be guaranteed. To check t;eir ¢ : %
time, and were being re—releg;ed to parole after a return to f :- ’equivalency, the 243 selected experimental and 118 selected 5

prison. Together these-différences indicate Stockton cases had ! ]
‘ ' o ‘ ‘ : comparison cases were compared on the ten background p

lightly io imi istori ul ikel : : c . , .
slightly more ser us_crlmvnal histories. and would likely ; i characteristics analyzed in the preceeding section and known to
‘! i i | i = . B ) N . . . . . '
experience more parole failures than Bakersfield cases etween ; ] - be associated with differing parole outcome probabilities (Table
the two units operating a intensive supervision model (Walnut % s 5)
Creek and_Rlyer51de/San Bernardino) there were no. large 4 3 , Statistically significant differences were found on five
differences in the characteristics which would indicate one unit S : of the ten background characteristics examined. No significant
was predisposed to a higher rate of failures than another. ; : differences between the experimental and comparison groups

It 18 concluded from the above analysis that the four ~ ; I existed on time served in prison, admission type, aggravated

imen: it electe iff nt offense ¢t cases. i .
experimental unies s c.'d differen ffen -Ybe ‘ ; sentence, escape history and grade placement.

H unit diff | ed to the t £ 5 1 . . . .
owever. the umit diffevences were largely relate ‘o, e F¥pe.© j i Those variables showing a difference indicated the
high control model each operated he sepapatg outcome analysls T . comparison group contained a larger proportion of cases committed
conducted for each model should control for the commitment : 2 .
o : - , on person type offenses (fewer for narcotic and property
e “ . i ]
offense differences fqund. o R éf , offenses), a smaller proportion with prior ja:l and juvenile ;

commitments and a smaller proportion with narcotic histories than

Research Design Check: Experimental versus Comparison Group , o

_ : ‘ i “was found in the experimental group. Also the comparison group i
This study used a quasi-experimental design Wlth @ non- 3 was more likely than the experimental group to be white and : ?
equivalent control group to test project effects. Several steps ; older

At least one of the differences can be explained by the

=76~ ~77~
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different offense‘types targeted by each model. At the time this

special "Characteristics" study sample was drawn (cdses selected
through October 31, 1978 only), not all the comparison‘cases used
in the final outcome analysis had been identified; and, more
importantly, the comparison group had not been screened and
divided into the "investigatibn”kmodel comparison group versus
the "intensive supervision" model comparison group. When this
did oecur later, it was discovered that the majority (69%) of the
compaﬁison group were intensive supervision types”oﬁ comparison
ceses while a minority (31%) of the comparison grouﬁ Were the

inveetigation model type. Consequently, in this analysis where

they are all lumped together, it is not surprising to find the
overall comparison group characterized by more person offenders
than the experimental group which is equally mixed with

In fact,

investigative and intensive supervision type cases.

when the comparison group is compared only to the intensive
supervision experimental cases, the difference in offense type
distribution is considerably reduced.
There were other significant differences found including a
“smaller propqrtion of cases with narcotic histories and a larger
proportien with prior prison commitments in the comparison as
epposed to experimental group. These differences may also be due
to the disproportionate mix of "investigative vS. iﬁtensive
Supervision" model cases in the comparison group. They may also

be due to overall differences in the kinds of cases released to

the parole units from which the comparison and experimental

ey
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Table 5

Selected Background Characteristics
of the Selected Experimental and Selected Comparison Groups

Selected background Total ‘ §Z§§§iﬁsztal Fomparison
characteristics experimental supervision Investigation
No, |  Pet. No, | Pct, No. | Pct, No. | Pect,
Commitment offense - 243 100,0 122 100.0 121 100.0 118 100,0
go§%cide,,manslaughter... 19 7.8 "9 Te4 10 842 1 ¥
Agsasizﬂ."'H'OOIQ.O.C.OD 56 23‘0 36 2905 20 16:5 2? ;?'27
Burglar;:oe‘nooconoooooa. 21 8.6 15 1203 6 500 17 14:4
O.ther .Q.O.IVOO.CGOQUIO 44 18.1 19 15.6 25 20 7 17 1
pI‘OPerty'e.o-noonoao 21 806 5 4 1 16 : 4.4
ﬁape,tether 88Xees0sasess 18 Te4 12 9:8 6 12.5 23 Z.g
O:ﬁgg 1cS, drugSeececcaes 52 21,4 20 16.4 32 26:4 14 11.;
00...00..."!.....'. 12 4.9 6 4.9 6 4.9 6 5:1
Months served in prison 243 100,0 122 100.0 121 100,0 118 100.0
;g—g;.}ffsoooooanoo.oona- ?3 16.9 15 1203 26 2195 14 11&9
30—41....::000'¢ooooo-aoo 8 28-8 33 27.0 §7 30.6 29 2406
IR LI IEIION 23,9 33 £7.0 25 20.7 27 22,9
54~65 $0 00000000060 BuOe 34 14.0 16 1391 18 14-9 21 17 8
66_77.“......’...‘c..'.. 7 2-9 2 106 5 4¢1 8 6.8
78 oro;éiéuooo-nococoooo' 12 449 10 8.2 2 1.6 7 5.9
Median m;;l;;{l;'."ﬂﬂﬂoti 21 '8.6 13 1007 8 6.6 12 10‘2
months. 11111l (31-4) (33.5) (29-3) (360
Admission type 243 100.0 122 100.0 121 10C. 0 118 100.0
New admission.. 166 68,3 8
-co?-nooco ° 7 71.
gefurned by courtiseceses 50 20.6 25 20.; Zg gg’; gz ol
neturned by boardeeceses. 27 1161 10 842 17 14’0 g 12°g
Agoravated sentence 243 - 122 121 i
- - 8 -
{Inknown T4
- 33 - 1 -
Total less unknown 169 100.0 8 ; o 0
] o8 1 J0. 9 100,0 80 100,0
g;;rziiizgated......... 134 79.3 70 78.7 64 80.0 gg 128‘2
SRLTTTTLPREI 35 20,7 19 21.3 16 20,0 17 19:5
Narcotic history 243 100.0 122 100,0 121 100.0 118 100.0
No Gv.‘l0.0G.IQ. ' | .
Narg:zic o essasas 50 20.6 3 24,6 20 1645 49 41.5
Drugs/mm.u;;;".-“"'" 131 53.9 LL 49¢2 71 58.7 42 35.2 ‘
J USCeseees 62 25.5 32 26,2 30 24.8 27 22.9
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Table 5 -~ continued

Experimental

e

, . : Comparison
Selected background Total Intensive e
characteristics experimental supervision Investigatioh .
No, ! Pect. No, | Pct. No, [ Pcts | No. | Pct.
Prior commitment record 243 1000 122 00,0 121 100,0 118 100,0
No prior commitment.see. 16 6.6 11 9.0 5 4.1 17 14.4
Prior jail/juvenile '
O,nlyooacooooonaccooeoooo 136 5600 67 54.9 69 5700 48 4007
Prior prison commitment. 91 37.4 44 3641 47 38.8 53 44.9
Ii'scape record 243 100,0 122 100,0 - 121 100,0 118 100,0
No record of eScapecess 181 7405 96 78,7 85 70.2 95 80.5
Prior record of escape.. 62 25.5 26 21.3 36 - 29:8 23 1945
sihmic o prou T 24 100, 122 100.0 121 100.0 18 100.0
WHil€essonsoscsacasasses 110 45 54 44.3 56 46.3 75 63.6
Hexicun—AmericiNececocces 61 25 27 22,1 34 28,1 16 136
Blickeoconscescossacnssas 69 28 39 ’ 5200 50 2408 22 18'6
"-)therg.oooonootoaoao.ooa 3 1 2 106 1 008 5 4‘2
Grade placement 243 - 122 - 121 - 118 -
Unknown 11 - -8 U 3 - 2 -
Total less unknown 232 100, 114 100.0 118 100,0 116 100,0
Tlliteratecesesecscces B 3 6 5¢3 2 17 3 2.6
Grades 3~b.cesceoevass HI 25, 30 26.3 29 24,6 28 2401
GI‘G.dGS 7"8oooooocauusu 62 26 7 k 27 2507 35 29'7 34 29.3
Grades 9"11-::0»9-..-50. 91 39.2 46 4033 45 3801 40 3495
Grades 12 and OVeTeees 12 5 4.4 7 509 11 9+5
Median g‘x‘ade"~.-,.u.- 801 (8. 1\ (89 1) (8.1)
Age in years as of
December 31, 1978 243 100,0 122 100.0 121 100.0 118 100.0 ,
urider 290‘ooo.c.epceoooo 90 3700 49 4012 41 303 31 26'5
30"'390-ocqooenoooouconoo 111 45«7 53 43.4 58 1409 55 4606
40‘;‘49.4!0onoooooooso-eon‘aé 34 14o0 16 1391 18 47.9 21 17-8
r)0 mld overq.ooaa-.oolﬂ‘;”a 8 303 4 303 4 33'9 11 9"3
I"Cdiﬂn age“nooc.\“:\“;ouo (31023 (3005.) (31.6) (55.0)
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Background
Characteristic
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Commitment offense
Months served in prison
Admission type
Aggravated sentence
Narcotic history

Prior commitment record
Escape record

Ethnic groun

Grade placement

Age in yearsg as of 12-31-78
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Table

5 = continued

Intensive supervision

va, Investigation

19.827%%.
12,206

2,196
0,047
3,172
2,374
2.277
2,013
1'681
1.027

P

MNWN 2PN =N

P < 010

P =0060
P =.350
P 70500
P £.250
P ‘-\110350
D %.150
P 2,400
P >.500
D >+500

Experimental vs, Comparisgon

af D
19,280%% 7 p< 010
6  p>.500
1.916 2 p 2,200
18.495%%% 2 p< ,001
10.070%% 2  p< .010
1 . p 2.200
16.376%¥%% 3 p< .001
3.056 4 = p>e500
9,003% 3 P<.050
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groups were derived. With the kind of.information available for
the special sample used in this study of characteristics, it is
impossible to conclude firmly that the comparison group had a

probability for returning to serious types of criminal activity

equal to that of the experimental group; although the increased

size of the comparison grbup, and the separation of the
comparison group into model types in the final study sample used
in the activity‘and outcome analysis in subsequent chapters .
should enhance the COmpérability of the two study groups.

‘Chapter summary. This chapter tested the High Control

Project's ability to select the more serious parolees from the
parent unit for project attention, As illustrated by the more
serious commitment offense types and the more extensive criminal
histories of the selected as compared to the not selected
populations in the experimental units, the project successfully
met this objective. The analysis also helped to define "severity
of commitment offense" and "extensiveness of criminal history" as
at least two key factors implicitly weighed in the selection
decisions made, two factors which could easily be objectified to
systematize the more clinically based selection process used for
this project.

This chapter also checked for uniformity in the kinds of
cases selected across the four experimental units. It found thaf
the units differentially selected cases f£rom the major types of
commitment offenses depending upon which of the two high control

models the unit operated. For the units operating the same

~82~
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model, there were no large differences in the kinds of cases
selected (with the exception that cases selected at Stockton had
slightly more extensive prior criminal histories). ULastly,
experimental and comparison cases were compared on the
distribution of background characteristics as a check of the
research design. A few differences were found; however, the type

of analysis conducted was too limited to draw any conclusions.
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CHAPTER VI

OPERATIONS AND ACTIVITIES
OF THE INVESTIGATION MODEL

This chapter describes the operations and activity of the

investigation model of the High Control Project as it was

implemented at three demonstration sites. Hopefully, enough‘

detail and substance is provided to permit either repligation or

comparisons to other similar programs conducted elsewhere. In

addition to it's descriptive purpose this chapter also tests the

experimental variable. That is, it determines whether the

activities performed under the investigative. model were 1n fact

different from those activities normally pekformed unde? regular

parole supervision.

Study Sample for Activity and Outcome Analysis

To maximize each site's experience with the project and to

i

“““{nerease unit/district sample siges, intake beand the October,

1978 cutoff date of the special sample used ih the study of group

characteristics (described in the preceeding chapter) was

employed in the activity and outgome analysis of this and

subsequent chapters. For.the investigation model, an intake cut-

off date of June 30, 1979 was uged, . For the intensive

supervision model cases (allowing for -at least six months outcome

to elapse after the last case was selected) an intake cutoff date

of December 31, 1978 was used (see Figure 1).

The longer study period allowed the number of referrals to

the High Control Project to increase substantially beyond the

-84~
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numbers analyzed‘in the preceding chapter. By June 30, 1979 the
number of referfals totaled 582 cases - 121 in Stockton, 80 in
Bakersfield,; 72 in the Walnut Creek investigative model, 100 in
the Walnut Creek intensive supervision model, 70 in Riverside/San
Bernardino; 69 in Redwood City and 70 in Venture (Table 6).

The 582 referrale during this extended study period were

"reduced by a small number of cases "rejected” by the High Control °*

Project etaff and by a small number of cases "deleted" due to
release plan changes.’ The "rejections" totaled 45 (7.5%). The
primary reason for rejection by the High Control Project staff
was that the case did not meet the selection criferia. A very
few cases were rejected because they met the selec¢tion criteria
but were of very low priority.‘ Table 6 shows rejections only
occgrred at the Walnut Creek and Stockton experimental sites as
the seiection process operated somewhat differently at the
Bakersfield and Riverside/Sen Bernardino sitee. The higher
proportion of rejections which occurred at the comparison sites
(20 of 139 or 14.4%) is. attributable to the special "Comparison
CaeenReview" by High Control Project supervisors which was
conducted to ensure an equivalent comparison group (see
"Methodology“ chapter). By design the rules for rejecting a
comparison case were more stringent (i.e., each case referred
from the comparieon units also had to be found acceptable by the

staff of at least two of three high control sites conducting the

the review), thereby producing the higher rejection rate.

-85--
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A total of 62 of the 582 referrals (8.0%) met the High

Control selection crhﬁeria but later had to be deleted from the : ’ ! ) ' | ;”_g
study sample. The primary reason for the deletions Was a change '
of release plans (e.g., released to another parolé district or
released-to-hold), thereby preventing the casge's participation in
the projéct.

After the deletions and rejections were removed, the final
study sampie‘for the activity and outcome analysis totaledw475
cases ~ 125 from Walnut Creek, 118 from Stockton, 79 from
Bakersfield, 54 from Riverside/San Bernardino, 51 from Redwood
City and 48 from Ventura. Regrouped by type of high control
moéel, the final study sample sizes are 282 investigation cases
(245 from the experimental sites and 37 from the comparison
sites) and 193 intensive supervision model cases (131 from the
experimental sites and 62}from the comparison sites). This
chapter examines thé‘operations and activities performed on the
245 cases inveétigated at the experimental units including 48

from Walnut Creek, 118 from Stockton, and 79 from Bakersfield.

' ge-
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== Table 6 I
)y NED :

Referral Actions
by Parole Unit Within Study Group
| (STUDY SAMPLE FOR OUTCOME ANALYSIS) |
: i; ' Parole unit/district within study eroup
g Referral actions Total erimental group Comparisgon YE‘%up i
SO Sub-  |Stockton | . Bkflds| Wa C, | Riv./SB | Sube “: Gy Ventura

: total | (1-1-78) | (7-1~-78) | (2-15-77) (6~1-78) | total | (6-1-77) | (8~1-~78)
Inve | Inv, | Inv,| T.S.| I.S. — I.5.] InvelJ.S.| Inv
i,l Total referralsycooooooooqo 582 443 121 80 72 100 70 139 69 70 :
‘ Rejectg?b/ sevea0davsse 45 25 3 0 11 11 0 20_8/ 7 13 .
§ Delate coescscocsee 62 42 0 1 13 12 16 20 11 . 9
’ Accep'bed eeecaveseco 475 376 118 79 48 ?7 54 99 35 16 27 21
‘* g./ Intensive supervision models - referrals thru 12-31-78, Investigation Models - referrals thru 6-30~79 and
completed investigations by 8-31-79.
2 y Did not meet high control selection criteria or meets criteria with very low priority.
: -9/ “Includes cases released {o hold, released to another parole unit, with rescinded parole dated; and cases either .
discharged, transfer or recommitted immediately following (i.e. within 60 days of) referral to High Control Projeéct.
- 4/ Final study sample. ’
b :
?5; &/ Rejected during a special "Comparison Case Review" by High Control Project supervisors conducted to ensure
’?{ equivalent comparison group. :
I8
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between pairs of the threé-demonstration sites.

As case turnaround under the investigation mddel was
relatively quick, some cases were investigated more than once
during their parole period. Almost ten percent (9.4%) of the
investigation @odel studiﬁcases were placed in the project more
than once (Table 9). chh successive investigations wére
slightly more common at thé Stockton site (13.5% cases
investigated twice of more during the study period) than at
either the Walnut Creek site (6.2%) or the Bakersfield sité
(5+1%). Applying the "z" test the difference between proportions
was just shor@ of statisiicai significance at the .05 level.
Even when the differing project lengths studied (28 1/2 months
for Walnut Creék,218 months for Stockton and 12 months for

Bakersfield) are taken into consideration, Stockton conducted

multiple investigations of the same case more often than the

other two sites, particularly Walnut Creek. (It should be noted
that each investigation on a single case was counted separately
rather than>treated as one continuous investigation{ due ﬁo the
different pur@ose each héld.‘ Therefore the data base used in
this evaluation is more accurately "total case investigations

undertaken", rather than the "total number of cases

invéstigated").

If, be¢auSe the Walnut Creek site uniquely operated a

et s

combination of an investigation and an inte:

iSive supervision
model,  the Stdckton and Bakersfield sites can be considered more
"typical"’of how an investigative model opérated, then some
factors previously unspecified about, how the project worked can

now be identified as a resuit of this brief case movement

-89~
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Table 7 ; <z
Casé Intake : Table g
by Parole Unit Within Study Group 3 _ ’  Days In Project
( INVESTIGATION MODEL) . , P . by Parole Unit
: _ ‘ (INVESTIGATION MODEL)
Parole unit within study group . v ’ .
Date of case intake Total Experimental ) Control '
Sub- | Walnut| Stock-| Bakersi Sub- | Redwood| Ven- . ) o P .
total| Greek | ton field | total| City tura arole unit
N=282 | N=245| N=t8 | N=118 | N=79 | W=37 |N=16 | N=21 € : :

Total case intake for 1977 43 2l 3l - - 9 9 - ' Days in project Total Walnut Creek Stocktion Bakersfield
January «.e.ceeneeeeen. . - - - - - - - - ‘ ' No. | Pet. | No. | Pet. No. | Pect. No. Pct.
February ceesceeessseees ; 1 1 1* - ~ - - - sl
March eveveensacesescas 7 7 7 - - - - -

April ....... ceneeedaus 8 8 8 - - - - - 245  100.0 - 48 100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0
MBY ceveiorasannisnns 3 3 3 - - - - - o

JUNE severannonncanens . 3 3 3 - - - - - 70 28,6 2L 50,0 34 28.8 12 15.2
JULY eennvinnenans 1 1 1 - - - - - 52 21.2 8  16.7 17 144 27 3k2
August ...... 1 1 1 - - - - - 4. 16,7 2 4.2 22 18.6 17 2L.5
September ....ven.. ceus 6 3 3 - - 3 3 - 18' C7.3 o] 0.0 13 11.0 5 6.3
OCEOBET everenenarane .. 1 1 1 - - 0 0 - 2T 1.0 4 8.3 13 1.0 10 12.6
NOVEmbEr +eeevencnss bee 4 [ L - - o] 0 - so 9 3.7 o} 0.0 6 ﬁ.l 3 3.8
December ...isoceves s 8 2 2 - - 6 6 - ] 181f210 daySeensnss 13 5.3 2 Le2 6 5.1 5 6.3

Total case intake for 1978 178 150 11 96 43 28 7 21 S 211240 daySeessces 5 2,0 3 6.2 2 1.7 0 0.0
JanUATY +2cceseenne veee 26 26 3 X p 0 0 241-270 daySeeseeqs I 1.6 2 L2 2 1.7 0 0.0
February ceesreasuacsan 9 9 1 8 - 0 (o] - 271"’300 days-npnngo 2 0-8 1 2.1 1 0.8 0 0.0
March aviveeavesa cseseasn 5 5 2 3 - 0 (o] 301"‘330 d&ys..,-.-- 1 OQL} 1 2.1 0 0.0 0] 0.0
APPil cesuisensecisnses 11 9 2 7 - 2 2 - 331-365 daySesesses 1 0.4 o] c.0 1 0.8 0 0.0
MY seeereibensunncsone 16 15 0 15 - 1.1 - 366 days and QveYr.. 2 0.8 1 2.1 1 0.8 0 0.0
JUNE vencmrensoncsasens 3 3 0 3 - o) 0 - , L
JULY ceonnnenancaaccnans 24 2% o) g 17+ 1 0 1* Median , Mean - 60,5 81.8 30,0 81.9 71.9  85.5 61.9 76.3
AUgUSE seeenrenncane oo 17 11 1 8 2 6 0 [ SeDecssivncvins T5:4 105.4 5.0 51.5
September ........ 24 20 2 7 11 " 1 3 Necosoeonoanane’ 245 48 118 79
OCtODEr «evunsraveneias 1 6 -al 3 3 5 0 5 :

NOVember seceeecssesese 14 i2 -al & 4 2 0 2
December .s.v.eeceviinan 18 11 -a 5 6 7 3 b L af S
Total- case intake for first
half 1979 61 61 3 22 36 - - - Walmut Creek vs,. Stockton ~0.247 164 P> 500
T JADURLY eesvsn. eeeeeas Py ) ek 77 15 - - = = Wailnut Creek vs. Bakerafield 0..00 125 p¥ «500
FebrUary v..eeeveee.s . 10 10 1 6 3 - - - Stockton vs. Bakersfield 0.958 195 p= 340
March <e.ceiennnenns NN 9 9 1 5 3 - - -
APril ceveevensenes 8 8 1 3 4 - - - 4
MY eeveneneenens 10 10 0 1 9 - - -
JUNE evverscnncavessinne 2 2 0 0 2 - -
* Project start date ‘v » ‘ é,
Four month period during which investigation model was terminated at Walnut Creek; :
The use of the model was reinstated in February, 1979. . .
. : g . [
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Table 9

Number of Times Each Case Placed in Project
by Parole Unit

( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

No. of times Total Parole unit

each case placed Walnut Creek Stocktan .| Bakersfield
in project No.. Pct.| No.| Pct. No.] Pct. | No.| Pet..

Total, all cases 245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.G 79 100.0
Once 222 90.6 45 93.7 102 86.4 75 9k.9
More than once 23 9.4 3 6.2 16 13%.5 L 5.1
. Z P

Walnut Creek vs. Stockton: 1.3%9 p = 180

Walnut Creek vs. Bakersfield: 0.262 p 7 .500

Stockton vs. Bakersfield: 1.931 p = .054
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analysis. Egtilizimg two parole agents working as a team of

investigatoggywithin an approximately 250-~300 case parole unit,
the investigation model was able to accept approximately six or
sevenbcases a month and conclude their investigations in sixty

days. These findings were congruent with how the investigation

3

model was proposed to operate, that is; short-term and with a

. rapid turnover of cases handled.

Selection Process

Cases for the investigation model (as well as the
intensive supervision model) were to be referred primarily by the

regular parole agent supervising the case. Referral was to be

based upon an immediate need to verify or disclaim some kind of

suspected criminal or violational activity. To guide the

referral and gelection process five criminal and violation

activity areas were targeted as high priority and used as

selection criteria. Referrals were to be well documented with

prior or current information that the parolee was or is involved

in at least one of these targeted activities. After a referral,

the project staff reviewed the documented material and either

accepted or rejected the case for investigation. No guidelines

were established as to when a case investigation would be
time of referral

terminated. Data on the source of referral,

{i.e., days on pérole before project placement), reason for
referral and documenting information was collected for the 245
experimental cases to describe more specifically how this

selection process actually worked.

-93~
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Profile of the selection process. Overall, the selection

process was implemented as proposed. Referrals for investigation
primarily came from the pérolees' regular supervising agent
(70.6%, Table 10). A case was referred at any point in time
during it's one year or more parole period, although a majority
(59.2%) of the cases had been on parole for over six months at
the time they were investigated (Table 11).

While some cases were referred under each of the five
targeted criminal/violational activity areas, high priority was
given to selecting cases involved in (1) violent or sexually
deviant activity (primarily weapon use and possession), (2)
narcotic sales (primarily repetitive, large scale, sales), (3)
absconding from parolé supervision and (4) combinations of the
preceding three'reasons: Only a small proportion of cases were
selected because of suspected involvement in prison gang activity
or large scale property and fraud activity (Table 12).

Half of the study cases (49.0%;, Table 13) were referred

for two or more reasons which were combinations of the above

three major selection criteria (Table 12). To capture the

" relative contribution of each selection criterion, the reasons

were "ranked" by frequency of referral and the case counted in
the highest ranking category, regardless of the presence or
absence of other reasons for referral (Table 12A). AnalyZingvthe
combinations of reasons from this'perspectiVe showed that almost
one—half (44.5%) of the cases investigated were selected for

suspected violent or sexual deviant activity, followed by another

Q

ne. gquarter of the cases (24.5%) selected for suspected narcotic
o = '
sales activity.
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Table 10

Source of Case Referral

by Parole Unit
(INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Parole unit

Source of
cass referral Tot.al Walnut Creek Stockton Bakersfield
No. Pct. No, Pct. No. Pect. No. Pct,
Total, all cases L5 100.0 48 100.0 118  100.0 79 100.0
Supervising
ageNteescses 173 70.6 22 L5.8 86 72.9 65 823
Unit supervisor/
hesonesene 21 8.6 17 35.4 3 2.5 1 1.3
Law enforcement
AgENCT e enssse 22 9.0 3 6.2 17 b 2 2.5
Other'veeceases 29 11.8 6 12,5 12 10.4 11 13.9
Pre-release/
transfer (7) (o 6 1
CDC staff/ ) ©) )
outside unit (16) (4) 8
High control , ) (&)
agent (6) (2) (2) (2)
X2=6Zl-.580***, d_f=6, p< GOO:L
~95-




Table 11

Days On Parole Before Project Placement

by Study Group
(INVESTIGATION MODEL)

\ Comparison
Days on parole Bxperimental P
before Tot, Walnut Creek | Stockton Bakersfield
project placement No. | Pet. | No. Pet. | No. | Pct. No. Pet. | No. Pct.
Total, all cases 245 100,048 100,0 118 100.0 9 100.0 37 100.0
None,new releasee - 6 2.4, 1 2.1 L 3.4 1\ - 1.3 0] 0.0
001-060 daySeecsa L 17.9 6 12,5 22 18, 16: - 2062 7 18.9
061-120 daySeees 29 11.8 L 8.3 12 10.2 13 164 7 18.9
121180 daySeeses 19 7.7 5 10.4 10 8.5 L 541 6 16.2
181=240 daySesess 28 i1, 5 10.4 15 12,7 8 10.1 L 10.8
243300 daySecese 25 10,2 0 0.0 15 12,7 . 10 12.4 3 8.1
301-365 daySeeses 22 9.0 5 10.4 7 5.9 10 12,6 1 2.7
366 days and over 70 28,6 22 L5.8 33 28.0 15 19.0 7 . 18.9
UnknoWneessssesee 2 0.8 0 0.0 (o} 0.0 2 245 2 Sely
Meancseesesss 293.1 354.3 301.9 2415 2174
SeDsvecssscnn 2541 245.8 281.5 2000 ’ 208.,9
N..-lta..cooo 2[03 hB 118 77 35
t df D
Walnut Creek vs. Stockton 14119 164 p=.265
Walmut Creek vs. Bakersfield 2,779 ** - 123 p<.010
Stockton vs. Bakersfieid 1.623 193 p=.107
Experimental vs, Comparison 1.675 276 p=.096
=96~=
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Table 12

Reason Selected
by Study Group

(INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Type of reaso?~/ F&peximental Comparison
for selection Total Walnut Creek Stockton - Bakersfield
Nos | Peto | Noo Pct. No. Pct, | No. Pcto| No. Pct.
Total, all cases 245  100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0 37 100.0
One type of reason
only
Prison gang
affiliation... 1k 5.7 0 0 12 10.2 2 2.5 2 5.k
Narcotic sales
activityeoesas 38 15.5 2 L2 19 16.1 17 21.5 6 16.2
Violence/sexual
devianceeesses 62 25.3 16 33.3 20 16.9 26 32,9 13 35.1
Property/fraud... 18 7.3 5 10.4 9 7.6 L 5,0 2 50l
Abscondingeesesee 23 9.4 6 12.5 13 11,0 L 541 0 0
Combingtion of two
or more types
Narcotic sales &
abscondinge..s 12 L.9 1 2.1 7 5.9 L 561 0 0]
Violence and
absconding... 16 6.5 3 6.3 6 5.1 7 8.9 7 18.9
Violence & gang.. 10 hal 2 Lo 8 6.8 0 .0 1 2.7
Violence & narcotic
saleSesssannes 15 6.1 7 4.6 L 3 4 5.1 2 5.0
Other combina= g4, 155 ¢ 12,5 20 16,9 11 13.9 10.8

g/ Based upon five selection criteria for project (i.e., five “argeted criminal activity

areas).
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Table 124 i
"Ranked" Reason Selected
by Study Group :
(INVESTIGATION MODEL)
Table 13
g Mumber of Specific Reasons for Selection Cited
; i ' : by Study Group
"Rankegd" o/ Experimental ‘ Comparison } (INVESTIGATION MODEL)
- a o
reason selected Total Walmut Creek Stocktion Bakersfield A
No. | Pct. | No. Pcto No. | Pct. No.| Pct.| No.| Pct. ,
y i | Number of specific] . Experimental , Comparison
L re s for
Tobal, all cases 245 100.0 48  100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0 37 100.0 . o seloction cited | Total | Walmit Oreek | Stockton | Bakersfield
Violence/sexual ' ' ( No. J Pct. | No. { Pct. No.T Pct. No. | Pet. No. Pct..
with absconding..(16) (3) 6) (7 (7 , : Total, all cases 245 100.0 48  100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0 37 100.0
with narcotic i‘ | o ) on e 125 510 16 33.3 67 6.8 12 3.2 9 243
SaleSssssesccae(l5) " (7) (n)y (%) (2) | Two roasons. .t 92 38.4, 24  50.0 2 35.6 28 35.4 23 62.2
ith ‘r Thr
 apriTision. - .+ (10) ) () (0) 1) | ormore B % 106 & 167 7. e 9 A3 185
with property/ ‘ ' . : 3 =
fraudseeesesces, (6) (3) (1) (2 (O) a/ Counts separately two or more reasons of the same type {e.g., two types of "Violent"
no other reason..(62) (16) (20) (26) (13) : b/ types = current possession of weapons plus prior commitment for assavlt on peace office)
. ' ! ‘ Qne case cited four reasons
‘Narcotic sales ~ ' Experimental/Comparison group: K= 9,455 1, df=2, p< 010
aCtiVi'b;K 60 21'—05 3 6.3 32 27‘1 25 31.6 7 1{8.9 R . Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfleld: = 8.582 y df=4, p=,100
with abscondings-(12) (1) (D) () (o)
with gang :
affiliationee. (6) (0) L (6) (o) (6) ,
with property/ .
fra’g_dh eeseneoce (1_‘,) (O ) \“(O (L‘_ 1 L
no other reasons.(38) (2 (3\9 (17 0 .
. Absconding 28 11 7 1h6 17 kb b 51 1 2.7 <
with gang . ‘ i :
- affiliationsss (5) SR ) (Lg;\ (0) ) (1) ,
no other reason-.(23) (6) 13) . (&) 0 (0) . e
Other reason(s) 48 19.6 7 1%.6 30 25.4, 11 13.9 6 162 | gy
Ranked by frequency of referral; case counted in highest rank category referred under, i ‘ , ,
regardless of presence or absence of other reasons referred. : -
Experimen’ggal/Compaﬁson Groups: X2= 5:22L Ly 9 Af=3, P=.250 E’
Walnut Créek/Stockbon/Bakersfield: Xo= 24.846  , df=b, pe.001 |
!
) =98~ 't




Although some variation existed across the units, the findings
clearly indicated that the investigative model placed high
priority on investigating these two types of criminal activity.

As the selection criteria established for the project were
somewhat general, an attempt was made to capture the specific
types of criminal activity suspected. This analysis counted two
or more reasons of the same general type separately and shows
"sexually deviant" activity separately from "other violent
activity". An inspection of Table 14 shows no single specific
type of offense occurring in the majority of céées, however
weapon use (which includes the offense of robbery) and weapon
‘possession occurred most often under the general -category of
"Violence"; and "repeat sales for profit" and "sales combined
with use" was most often cited under the éeﬁeral category of
"Narcotic Sales".

The source of the inforuation leading to the referral for
investigation came equally from two main sources (Table 15)-~ a
local law enforcement agency (40.4%) or the regular supervising
agent (19.6%, with, plus 20.8% without, reference tq criminal
hiétory records) . Wheh the local law enforcement agency was the
source, the information documenting the referral was usually
special intelligence information collected by that agency. When
the source of information was that known by the regular agent on
the case, the agent most often cited "suspicious leisure time
activities" and "difficulty in contacting" the case aé evidence
of suspected criminal activity. In contrast tq the method of

operating proposed for the intensive supervision model, the

=100~

Table 14 .
Frequency of Selected Specific Kinds
of Reasons for Selection Cited
( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Reason Selected

Total violence reasons for selection cited

Assault with Injury ceeceecececescceeseasnes sbcsavsvsnvsonoa .o
Murder (including attempted) eeceveeeceeses ciosenraninie iee
Threat Of VIOLENCE ecevieseveccesasccosescssroncsnnss ceeeeee
Robbery or other use of & weapoml seeeiceesovseruscncane cees
Possession of & Weapon cecscecscsesrsonsocsoccaearscascns cens
Using & weapon with injury ..... P R R
Other violent behavior .eeseecevescoacacs heesesseascanssons
Total sexual deviancy reasons for selection cited
Child molestation seeececeacas cessenecssasonnnens “esecene .o’
Fape (including attempied) ecveeececesvenrecacas ceecaeascana
Other sexual deviant behavior ..... sreissesacraresneirenune
Total narcotic sales reasons for selection cited
Sales of an unknown dollar amount e.ececececenscincas cesoua
Repeat sales for profit ....c... coesennenns cesauseserisaas .
Possession for sale cevvveccncocas samemessanssanneansananse
Possession for manufacturing .coceceeeeseniecescanonreacsass
Transporting ececeesseees Wsetsececsacsecsshsesscienverananns
Using only ceeescaevaes sedessreusumeniossanenenan asecsees .o
Sales and USE eeevecsceceass caviasesveasaeresnnanae ceesena .
Total absconding reasons for selection cited
Absconding, no other circumstances .ecececcecas feasassansna
Absconding with outstanding felony warrant e.eceecev.. crees
Absconding and suspected of possessing Weapon cowecesssess .
Repeat absconder cvececesecsccasiancasansansnnss cecuesaanan
Potential absconder (Pre - PAL/RAL) ceicecncocinonsons cosns
Absconding and other circumstantances ceveeevescecaceeccscs

&l Tncludes both experimental and comparison cases
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investigative model relied heavily upon "current" (as opposed to

Table 15 . : . .
« prior history) information.
Source and Kind of Documenting Information Leading to Case Referral
: by Study Group .

(INVESTIGATION MODEL) ‘ | 3 The final stage of the selection process —-- the screening
— of the referred cases by the High Control staff -- was
S d kind of d td Experimental Comparis n 2 o . . .
i;gzs':la:zon i’éading zgu?:gelgiferral Total |Walnut Creek | Stockton | Bakersfiel _ empirically described for a subsample of these cases in Chapter
No. | Pct.| No.| Pct. No.] Pct | No.] Pet. .| No.] Pet. . - § » : -
Total, all cases 245 100.0} 48 100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0 | 37 100.0 ; : V.  Table 6 showed that almeost all of the cases referred for
Laﬁeiﬁﬁ?ii'ﬂi’i iieféiiriﬁ?iiiﬁlﬁn (32) 404 %S) -8 ?2) 57 (:%Z) w8 %é) 27 # ST investigation were subsequently accepted and investigated. It is
Recent crimes reported matching i : ) ‘ ; - . )
criminal history record = - ‘ f believed that informal screening of cases occurred before
information .ecesscreses waes (191+ ) (( 2) ((li )) ((158 )) ((21 )) ; : ;
Y - . P . 12 2 i v .
Special intelligence information | (5%) ) ‘ referrals were made which produced a very low case rejection rate
Supervising agent information ?g) 19.6 (9) 18.7 ?Z) 28.0 (6) 7.6 (g) 10.8 1 :
Parolees leisure time activities ’ 3 : 1 : : bv the Hi c ol Pro3 t staff.
Parolee difficult to contact ... (14) (2) (11) 6B (0) - 4 igh Contr Jec
Leisure activity and difficult to , 3 . . ) ) .
CONELACE evesscsencossnannsece ¢10) (W) (%) (2) (1) 8 Comparisons across units. Several differences existed
Parolee's family criminal . . '
ouﬁfﬁﬁﬂzﬁ{;ﬁﬁﬁﬁéyﬁéﬁms(és) %& %% %g ~%B g between the demonstration sites on how they implemented the
Record of criminal history (only) 11 ksl o 0 L 347 8.9 8§ 21.6 : 3 investigation model. Those key differences in the selection
Record of c¢riminal hist d 1 20.8] 8 16. 24 20.3 19 2k.0 | 14 37.8 £ ' ' . .
sﬁ;‘givigin;r;:f;ﬁi in;zr;giiﬁ ? 7 process which may be related to some of the outcome differences
Parolee's leisure time activities | (9) (1) (4) (&) (2) i R ,
Parolee difficult to contact .... | (20) (%) (8) S m (5) . : ; discovered across units are described here.
Parolee's means of SUpport ...... (5) (o) . (2) (3) (1) , ~
. Narcotic test resulis cucveesececes (4) (0) (1) {3) (2) . L L . L . .
Other community adjustment factor | (13) (2) (9) (2) (3 _ o Statistically significant differences (as determined by
Other sources 36 1k.6] 9 18.7 17 14410 12.7 o o0 B : either a chi square test or a "t" test, and using a .05
Family?as:sociate of parolee ‘ i ’ ) ' k .
mﬁiﬁﬁf&gg&éﬁaf::::::: %ﬁg %5 %% %% Y% ' L probability level) existed across the three demonstration sites
Unknown source information w.e... (13) (2) (10 () - (o) ' ‘ DR ) ) : ) . . ‘
- on all four selection process variables examined in this section.
Experimental/Comparison: - X2 = 25.762%**, df = 4, p4 .001

i

Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield X° = 19.289% , df = 8, p< .050 £ : First, the three sites differed on the source of referral. A

lérger preoportion of the case referrals at Valnut Creek

originated with the»unit supervisors or the districﬁ

: . administrator ‘at the site (35.4%) than at either of the other two
k sites (2.5% Stockton, 1.3% Bakersfield). The Stockton site on
Ci03e the other hand investigatedk a lé_rger proportion of cases referred
by a local law enforcement agency (14.4%) than either of the
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other two sites (6.2% Walnut Creek, 2.5% Bakersfield) (Table 10).
Second, there was a statistically significant difference in the
source of information leading to the referrul. The Stockton site
used agent information more and police informatior: less than the
other two sites (Table 15). Third, a statistically significant
difference was found between the Walniit Creek site and the
Bakersfield site on the average days on parole before a case was
placed in the project (Table 11). The Bakersfield site selected
cases who had been on parole an average of eight months while the
Walnut Creek site selected cases oh parole an average of twelve
months. The exact meaning of these several differences, and the
direction of the effect they may have on outcome differences
across the sites, are unknown. The data is clear evidence,
hbwever, that the investigative model was implemented differently
at the three sites.

' One difference which is likely to affect outcomés was that
found on the fourth variable analyéed -- reason for selection.

It has been shown that different kinds of criminal activity are

. associated with differing clearance rates for police

investigators (see discussion of suppressible crime types,
Chapter 1I). Theréfore, it seems likely that concentrating on

‘different types of cases for investigative attention would

‘produce differing successful outcome rates.

Table 12A shows that the three sites disproportionately
selected cases from among the three major reasons selected. The
Walnut Creek site invésﬁigated cases referred for

violent/sexnally deviant activity and almost none for narcotic
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sales activity. The Stockton site selected cases from all three
major types but also investigated a significant proportion of
cases referred for reasons of pfison gang affiliations (tabulated
under "other reasons" in Table 12a). Finally Bakersfield
primarily selected cases referred for vidlent activity and
garcotic sales activity but very few cases;referred for
absconéing from parole supervision.

These differences correspond to some of the differences in
background characteristics discovered in the Chapter V analysis
(particularly the larger proportion of cases with narcotic
histories and narcotic commitment offenses at Stockton and
Bakersfield than at Walnut Creek), and to an earlier finding of
slightly more extensive criminal backgrounds of cases selected at
the Stockton site. These significant differences in the kinds of
cases investigated at each site (as reflected here in the "Reason
for Referral", earlier in the analysis of background
Characteristics, and later in this report in an analysis of the

purposes of the investigations) will be taken into consideration

in the analysis of outcome differences across sites.

Types of Activity Performed

,M.,“<'
bt

L S S,

A general set of activities which high control agents
would engage in were established at the project's onset. (see
listing in Chapter I). The purpose of this section is to
describe in detail "which", and "to what degree" these activities
(and other types of activities commonly conducted during regular
parole supervision) occurred during the operation of the

investigation model.




A set of thirty exhaustive and mutually exclusive specific
types of parole agent activitieé.were developed from lists of
proposed activities'set forth by project planners and from those
activities known by the author to be conducted under regular
supervision (Appendix C). The categories reflect the intended
goal or purpose of each activity. Other dimensions of the
activity such as the time spent in that activity or the Success
of the activity, were not measured. Activities performed on each
case investigatea, as recorded in agent field notes, were
classified into one of the thirty categorips'and their frequency
tabulated. (It is noted that agent "activities" rather than
agent "contacts", or recordings, were counted. As two or more
different types of activities are often performed during one
agent/parolee contact, the frequencies discussed in this section
are larger than the number of agent contacts recorded in the
field notes.)

To reduce the amount of analysis necessary and for
descriptive purposes, the thirty specific types of activities
tabulated were collapsed into nine major types. Although the
tabl;s which .follow report the findings for both the thirty
specific avtivity types and the nine major activity types, the

statistical tests and discussion to follow are based on the major

categories only. They include:
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Evidence Collection Activities

Surveillance (Undercover)

Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement
Information Exchanges With CDC Staff
Information Exchanges With Other Individuals
Arrest and Charge Processing Activities
Check=~up Contacts

Required (per P&CSD Policy) Activities
Assistance Activities

WOIUT & WM
. e - e = @ . e

The frequency with which each type of activity occurred
was analyzed three different ways: '
1. Proportion of cases with one or more of
each type of activity (Table 17).
2. Average freguency of each type of activity (Table 19).
3. Average percent of the total activities for
each type of activity (Table 21).
The first measure, proportion of cases with one or more of each
type of activity, determines which type(s) of activity were the
most commonly occurring across all the cases. The secnnd
measure, average frequency of each type of activity, reflects how
often each type of activity generally occurred on a case
(regardless of the length of time under investigation). The
third and final measure, average percent of the total activities
for each type of activity, identifies those activities which
occupied most of the investigative time spent on a case.

Profile of investigation model activities. The total

number of activities performed on a case averaged nine per thirty
days under investigation. Actually the distribution of total
activities performed is skewed toward the lower end of the range
(median of six activities per 30 days) and slightly bi-modal with
another smaller peak at the high end (ten percent of the cases

averaging twenty or more activities in a thirty day period, Table
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'16). Although the indication is that several activities were

being performed during a relatively short period of time, the

‘ . : . . collection" activities (2.46) occurred on the average of two
total number varied widely across the cases investigated.

Of the nine major types of activities tabulated, three { times during an investigation.” The remaining six major types of
, 2s € ' ‘ L

P activities occurred on the average once or less during the

were found as commonly occurring across two-thirds or more of the

, . B ) g . investigation.
cases lnvestlgated (fable 17). "Information exchanges with law : . :

I ” . , | e " The greatest proportion of the total activities performed
enforcement agencies" occurred at least once 1in over eighty ‘< d Prop . P

WY
*

i oo

percent of the cases (81.6%); some type of "Evidence collection during an investigation (Table 21) was expended on "Exchanging

. - _ , u information with other individuals" (35.8% of total activiti
activity (e.g., searches, interviews, etc.) occurred at least (35 ties).

AL v o 4 2 e 3 ¥ ~J * ol h £ o n
' . Exchanging information with law enforcement” (28.%%), or
once in three-fourths of the cases (76.6%); and "Information !

o ) ‘directly "Collecting some piece of evid " (20.8%). )
exchanges with other individuals" (i.e., collaterals of the e ¢ P vidence™ { ¥ The

activities of "Surveillance", "Information exchanges with

T

parolee) occurred at least once in two-thirds of the cases

' ] correctional staff", "Arrest and charge processing", and maki
(62.0%). Two types of activities, "Required (per P&CSD policy) ' ge p 9" ing

) . , ) "Check-up contacts" each comprised on the average
Activities" (e.g., processing parolee travel requests, delivering P P rage ten percent of

. X . i the total activities. As stated above, required administrative
prison release money or conducting early discharge reviews) and

" ) e e w . . . . processing activities and assistance activities were aliost non-
Assistance Activities" (e.g., making cash assistance, referring

. existent.
to an employment service), almost never occurred as they were the

. ’ . . Thus, the investigatio del i
responsibility of the regular parole agent who maintained these S stigation model operated by collecting and

) ) e . integrating current available information (largely from
routine "case-carrying" responsibilities during the g d ( geLy

. . , . ) S e, collaterals of the parolee and local law enforcement staff).
investigation. The remaining four major types of activities

- , . , : Direct efforts at collecting evidence (i.e. from prima
occurred in roughly fifty percent of the total cases J ( P £y sources)

1 ) ] such as victim interviews surveillance also frequently occurred,
: investigated.

s . . i although not as often as the information exchanges. To
i The types of activities occurring with the greatest v » » 2 xeaanges Together

) " these me r o i t i i i
i frequency (Table 19) were "Information exchanges with other asures showed the high control investigative model

individuals" (5.20) and "Information exchanges with law " ;& a operated as proposed and performed those kinds of activities

i , . . . 5 congruent with it's purpose to "gather information". Notewort
b enforcement agencies" (3.84). Performance of various "Evidence . g PUEP J hy

here is that information was more often gathered from secondary

o ; ‘ v sources (e.g., law enforcement) or sources often used under
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Table 16

Average Number of Activities Per Thirty Days In Project

by Study Group
(INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Average number . - Experimental Comparison
of activities per Total. Walnut Creek| Stockton | Bakersfield
thirty days in project No. | Pct. | No.| Pct. No.| Pot. | No.] Pct. |No.X Pct.
Total, all cases 245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 © 79 100.0 & 100.0
0.1 to 2.0 activities .. 51 20.8 5 10.k 5 3.3 09 1.4 2 33.3
2.1 to 4.0 activities .. k5 184 - 6 " 12.5 24 20.3 15 19.0 1 16.7
k,1 to 6.0 activities .. 3L 12.6 5 0.4 12 10.2 1% 17.7 1 16.7
6.1 {5 8.0 activities -. 25  10.2 3 6.2 14 - 11.9 8 10.1 1 16.7
8.1 to 10.0 activities . 25 . 10.2 'k 8.3 4 3.4 17 21.5 o} 0.0
10.1 to 12.0 activities, - - 10 ha 2 b2 5 k.2 3 2.8 0 0.0
12.1 to 14.0 activities. 8 3.3 2 h.2 4 2L 2 2.5 1 16.7
1.1 to 16.0 activities. 6 2.4 1 2.1 2 1.7 3 3.8 4] 0.0
16.1 to 18.0 activities. 7 2.8 & 8.3 2 1.7 1 1.3 0 0.0
18.1 to 20.0 activities. 6 2. 4 8.3 0 0.0 2 2.5 o} 0.0
20.1 and over ........ .. 26 10.6 11 22.9 12 10.2 3 3.8 0 0.0
Unknown B! ....ooeeennan. 5 2.0 1 =21 2 1.7 2 25 0 0.
MeaAN .cesveesvoncan 9.2 16.3 7.4 7.8 4.6
8.De teeecnncennes 11.0 16.3 9.1 7.2 L1
N eeeeceasccasaans 240 Lo 116 77 6

21 Excludes 31 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available.
BlCases with missing data items; excluded from mean and t test caiculation.

t df
Walnut Creek vs. Stockton L m06k* 161
Walnut Creek vs. Bakersfield 3.930%** 122
Stockton vs. Bakersfield 0.351 191
Experimental vs. Comparison 1.046 2k
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p< .001
p < 001
p >-500
p =.297
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Table 17

Proportion of Cases With One or More of Each Type of Activit

by Study Group

( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

J

s s 2 g
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Experimental units Com-

: Walnut | Stock-| Bakers-| parison
Type of activity Total | Creek ton field units
N=245 | N=48 N=118 | N=79 | N=6&
EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: 76.6 79.2  7h4.6 81.0 50.0
INEETVIEWS veceecccancce snooe cececane . 2%6.8 25.4 L6.6 22.8 16.7
Pretext Interviews and Representation . 0.4 0 0.9 0 0
Informant Interviews and Usages «veeess 10.6 b,2 6.8 20.3 0
Resource Material ChecksS seeveseas cosse %1.8 S5hk.2 17.8 0.2 o]
Evidence Processing seesscescsceccos vee 5.7 8.3 2.5 9.9 0
Anti-Narcotic Testing eeescevocovesnnns 19.6 .2 1.4 3%6.7 33.%
Search and Seizure of Evidence ....o.... Lo. 16.7 k7.0 45.6 16.7
SURVEILLANCE: k6.9 18.8 Lp.h 70.9 0
Fixed Surveillance ...ceeevecnsceeas cees 28.2 L.2 26.3 4s.6 0
Spot Surveillance e.ecececess eesiseins . 32.2 16.7 27.1 Lo .4 0
Tailing Surveillance .eseeee Ceecesnean . 15.9 0 9.3% 35.L 0
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT: 81.6 89.6  &l.h4 77.2 33%.3%

Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/

.Parole Violation ..cceecececsaas ceee 7%.5 70.8 79.7 65.8 16.7
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing 36.3 sh.2 28.0 28.0 33,3
General Background or Non-Criminal

Status Fagtors veeeeseceneacesneecss . 6.1 6.4 7.6 3.8 16.7

INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STATF: 53.5 70.8 4o bt 59.5 16.7
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/

Parole Violation .eeeeeeascecn. coses 33.9 L7.9 23.7 Lo.s5 16.7
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing 19.6 3%3.3 12.7 21.5 0
General Background or Non-Criminal

Status Factors e..... EER T TR T T, 20.8 22.9 7.8 2k .0 0

| INFORMAT 1 EXCHANGES WITH OTHER INDIVIDUALS: 62.0  47.9  52.5  84.8 50.0
Current Suspected Criminal Involvément/

Parole Violation .ceeeeceesosens ceres 22.9 18.7 b 38.0 0
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Processing = 5.3 8.3 R 6.3 33.3
General Background or Non-Criminal

Status Factors -........ eibeacessveey 9.8 25.0 45,8 70.9 3%.3

ARREST AND CHARGE PROCESSING ACTIVITIES: Li.9 27.1 %9.0 6L.6 33.3
Apprehension .e.aec... checisecnnaceas .o zh.3 6.3 32.2 54.4 16.7
Required After-Arrest Processing ...... - 23.9 18.8 6.8 Lo L 23.3

. Prosecution Assistance eeecescacsas cese 6.1 2.1 7.6 6.3 16.7



Table 17 - continued

TR g

Experimental units Com-~
‘ Walnut| Stockt] Bakersq parison
Type of activity Total| Creek | ton field | units
~ N=245] N=h8 | N=118] N=79 N=62} ‘
: K3 .k
CHECK~-UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: 48.6 16.7 54.3‘ 159.5 83.3 !
Attempted Check-up Contacts eeececsss 25.7 12.5 3é.2 24.1 50.0 s
Actual Check-up Contacts ..c.eceeues. 35.1 10.4 %9.0 L4h.3 66.7
REQUIRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) ACTIVITIES: 19.2 - 22.9 20.3 15.2 | 33%.3
Required Permission or Notification . 0.4 0 0 1.3 0
Required Release Matters .ceceeeececcn 0 0 0 0 0
Required Administrative Processing .. 19.2 22.9 20.3 15.2 33.3
ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: ' 0.4 2.1 0 0 16.7
Direct Services ceoeevseecssas 0.k 2.1 0 0 16.7
Referral to Community Service seecoes 0.4 2.1 0 0 16.7
Counseling seeeee.- L . 0 0 c 0 16.7

2l fixcludes 31 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available
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Table 18

Z Tests Between Parole Units and Study Groups

on

Proportion of Cases With One or More of Each Type of Activity
( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Proportion of cases with
.one or more of each
type of activity

Walnut Creek Walnut Creek Stockton Experimental B
Ve vs. - wS. V5.
Stockton Bakersfield 'Bakérsfield Comparison
z p z P z . |p z B O ¢

BEvidence Collection

Surveillance

0.626  p>.500
-2.882%* 54,010

Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement 1.297 P =.193%

Information Exhanges with CIDC Staff

Information Exchanges With Other -
Individuals

Arrest and Charge Processing Activities
Check-up Contacts by Parole Agent
Required (Per P&CSD Policy) Activities

Assistance Activities

3.326%%* pc.001

0. 504 P 7.500

-1.453 p =-147
=l 7 ¥ EE 5e 001

0.371 P >« 500
1.489 p =136

-0.11%  p».500
-5.682%%*p< 001
1.754  p=.080
1.288  p=.197

~2.322% p<.050

~4.089***p<.001

=l p2hxx*pe, 001
1.089 p=.276
0.012  p ».500

-1.053 p=.294
=3.953***p<,001
0.720 p=.i72
~2.349%  p<.050

-3.405%**p5 <, 001

~3.516%%*p <,00L

-0.735  p=.465

0.901 p=.368
0 -

215\7* | p<.050
3.221%* p<.010
4, 175%** p<,001
2.522%  p<.050

1.612  p=.107
0.798 p =.k2k
~2.378*  p .050
-1.218  p=.222
~6.17W**% p¢,00L

& Corrected for continuity due to small N for comparison group.
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Table 19

Average Frecquency of Each Type of Activity
by Study Group
MODEL)

( INVESTIGATION

e SR
i

T TN
e .
A +

Experimental units 7 GomT
‘ Walnut]! Stock-}{ Bakers-} parison
3 c‘ . X - "ts
f activit Total} Creek | ton - field uni.
e o Y L N=2L5| N=48 N=118 | N=79 =624
| X 2.80 2.00
DENCE  COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: X 2.6 2.79 2.10 )
=2 (8.D.) (2.63) (3.19) (2.34) (2.59) (3.21)
C INEErVIOWS eececeevecnnacneeen Geaeenaiin 0.75 0.98 0. gi O.4g O;lg
Pretext Interviews and Representation .. 0 0 0. oy 2
Informant Interviews and Usages ...e.... 0.16 9.96» 0.09 o.gg 0
Resource Material CheCKkS coeesiesccecncs 0.69  1.40 0.32 0.1 :
Zvidence Processing ceeceesae voennns eese o 0.07 0.0i 0.03 0.42 L6
Anti-Narcotic Testing «.«... aesaceaenn .. 0.24 0.0 ,0.29 O'fl 0.17
Search and Seizure of Evidenceeieeeeeseas 0.55 0.23 0.63 .0 .
X . 4 b k.29 0
ANCE: X 2.13  0.5% 1.3
e (8.D.) (4.15) (1.94) (2.41) (5.9%4) (0)
Fixed Surveillance ieciu.. PRy PR PREEEE 0.53 0.0k O.gz g.gi 8
Spot Surveillance ..svecesecse cscassssaias 1.3%2 0.50 0. : 0.6. o
Tailing Surveillance e..ceceesssceccceeses v 0.28 0 0.1 63
‘ 0
H 2.04 0.18 1.80 3.58
2?%?- ouEe 5.00 0.63 L. 26 6.78 0
. 2.30 3.67
TON EXCHANGES WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT:X 3.8L  8.62 2.92
— (5.D.) (5.86)(10.38) (3.45) (2.37) (5.68)
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parole Violation ¢escses sseseancess oo ’2.94 6.52 2.%0 1.72 0.50
t Arrest and After-Arrest .
Rec;?oceZZizg ceneeusecacnsis cereesnane . 0.82 2.06  0.50  0.54 3.00
Background or Non-Criminal 4
Geniiiiusaﬁaiiﬁrs ..................... . 0.08 0.06 0.12  0.04 0.17
b ' 86 1.79 0.33 |
TION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STAFF X 1.27 2.06 0.8 : .
T (5.D.) (1.88) (2 75) (1.45)  (1.60) = (0.74)
¢ t Su ected Criminal Involvement/ ; ‘ )
ur;z;ole sfolatlon cresana Cepieesesinn o 0.62 1.06 0.4 0.68 0.33
t Arrest and After-Arrest
Rec%?ocesgizg R sesinesnavie . 0.29 0.48 0.16: 0.35 0
General Background or Non-Criminal ‘
Status Factors ceecencssesrostnesconens 0.36 - 0.52 0.30 0.35 0
-114- °

Table 19 ~ continued

Experimental units Com-~
Walnut| Stock-| Bakers-| parison
Type of activity Total| Creek | ton field units
N=2l5| N=48 | N=118 | N=79 N=63
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH OTHER _ .
INDIVIDUALS: X 5.20 6.10 3.90 6.60 9.00
‘ : (8.D.)  (9.44)(12.06) (7.68) (9.73) (12.26)
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
. Parole Violation eceeevoceievovennn.. 0.51 0.46 0.29 0.87 0
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest ‘
Processing eceeevceconececesen. vereeoa 0.09 0.17 0.06  *0.08 0.50
General Background or Non-Criminal
Status Factors eeeceecenenanen. cevev.  hi60 548 3.55 = 5.65 8.50
ARBEST AND CHARGE PROGESSING ACTIVITIES: X 0.79 0.35 0.51 1.48 1.50
(8.D.) (1.15) (0.66) (0.79) (1.h9) (2.14)
Apprehension «....cece.... ceensane coeesa 0.36  0.06 0.33 0.58 0.17
Required” After-Arrest Processing ceveo.. 0.35  0.27 0.09 0.80 1.17
Prosecution Assistance cieeeeecveevens.. 0.08  0.02 0.09 0.10 0.17
CHECK-UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: X 1.17 © 0.33 1.42 1.32 7.17
(8.D.) (1.79) (0.92) (1.98) (1.74) (9.32)
Attempted Check-Up Contacts eeeiceoscoss 0.58 0.19 0.73 0.58 2.50
Actual Check-Up Contacts eceeeeveevean. 0.60 0.15 0.69 0.73% L, 67
REQUIRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) AGTIVITIES: X 0.25 | 0.27 0.29 0.19 1.00
(s.D.)  (0.59) (0.53) (0.66) (0.51) (1.16)
Required Permission or Notification.... 0 0 -0 0.01 ®)
Required Release Matters ...... cecrassa 0 0 0 0 0
Required Administrative Processing.«... 0.25 0.27 0.29 0.18 1.00
ASSTSTANCE ACTIVITIES: X 0.01 0.08 0 0 1.17
(8.D.)  (0.26) (0.57) (@) (0)  (2.61)
Direct Services eceeeevevceveennnns teoes 0.01 0.06 0 0 0.17
Referral to Community Service ee..eeeee. o 0.02 0 0 0.17
Counseling ececeevrceeennennnennn. PR 0 0 0 0 0.83

&l Exoludes 21 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available
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Table 20

+trTests Between Units and Study Groups

on

Average Frequency Of Each Type of Activity
( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

‘ Walnut Creek Walnut Creek Stockton Experimental
Average frequency vs vs . VB . Vs
for each Stockton Bakersfield Bakersfield Comparison
type of activity (df = 164) (af = 125) (af = 195) (af = 249)
t P t p t P -t p
Evidence Co0lleCtion ceeeccesscssccessns 1.531 =.,128 -0.011 p».500  -1.946 p=.054 0.420 p7.500
BUrveillance ceeeesssscscsesoccccannse -2.024% P<.050 <4, 206%*%*  p<.001  -L.811*** p<,001 1.255 p=.211
Information Exchanges With Law '
Enforcement ceoeceseasnecscsccanscns 5.259%%*  p<.001 5.155%**%  p<.001 1.385 p=.168 0.072 p>.500
- Information Exchanges With CDC Staff . Z.627***  p<.00L 1.721 p=.088 ~ -2.389* p<.050 1.21k4 p=.227
Information Exchanges With Other g
Individuals seescecsocenssesncessss 1.397 p=.165 ~0.249 p7.500  -2.155*% p<.050 ~0.963 pP=4337
Arrest and Charge Processing Activities ~1.188 p=.237 =4, 909%** - p<,001  =5.918*%** p<.001 ~1.438 " p=.152
Check-up Contacts by Parole Agent .... AL p<.001 ~3.501%¥*  p<.00L 0.359 P 7500 ~6.341%** p<.00L
Required (Per P&C3SD Policy) Activities -0.160 p7.500 0.853 p=.396 1.110 pP=.269- -2.937* < 050
Assistance Activities ceeseescsovences 1.575 p=4+118 1.286 p=.201 0 — =5, 830%** p<.001
1
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Table 21

Average Percent of Total Activities for BEach Type of Activity
by Study Group

( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Experimental units Com-
Walnut| Stock-| Bakers=] parison
Type of activity ! Total |. Creek | ton field units
. N=24h | N=48 | N=1178] N=79 N=62
BEVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: X 20.8 20.7 22.6 18.1 5.1
. ~ (8.D.) (18.6) (20.5) (20.4%) (13.8) (6.6)
TNLEIVIiEWS cescavecveossaasscns ssassvns 6.2 7.2 8.3 2.6 0.8
Pretext Interviews and Representation.. 0.1 "0 0.1 0] 0
Informant Interviews and UsageS.cescees 1.0 0.1 0.7 1.9 9]
Resource Material ChecKS seveee sasccens 4.1 8.3 2.5 ) 0
Evidence Processing «eescsssces os cesens 0.8 1.5 0.4 0.9 0
Anti-Narcotic Testing cecececes .. cesean 2.2 0.3 2.9 2.8 3.7
Search and Seizure of Evidence. eceesees 6.4 2.3 8.8 k.9 0.6
SURVEILLANCE: X 1.7 1.7 9.9  20.5 o)
’ (8.D.) (16.0) (4.5) (i4.5) (17.8) (o)
Fixed Surveillance i.eeecececese cosscess 3.5 0.1 k.o 4.9 0
Spot Surveillance eeeecevecces “cescsans 6.6 1.6 4.6 12.6 0
Tailing Surveillance ceecvesees aveecess 1.6 0 1.3 3.0, 0
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH LAW
ENFORCEMENT ¢ X 28.9 L46.4  30.1  16.3  14.8
: ‘ (8.D.) (24.8) (26.0) (2k.7) (15.7) (21.9)
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parole Violation seceeeseeese ssecsees 2L.6  31.6 2h .k 11.3 1.9
Recent Arrest and After~Arrest
 PrOCESSING seeceecssscescces consnnes 6.7 1h.4 4.8 4.8 12.3
General Background or Non-Criminal
Status Factors «.... ceesseis avenane . 0.6 0.4 0.9 0.2 0.6
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STATF: X 10.6 1h.7 9.5 9.7 1.2
X (s.D.) (15.4) (16.3) (15.6) (1h.1) (2.8)
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parole Violation eeceecececs sveneees 5.1 8.6 4.3 L1 1.2
» Recent Arrest and After-Arrest.
ProcesSsing eeecscscecsaenss e eranesas 2.6 3.7 2.0 3.0 0
General Background or Non-Criminal '
Status Factors eeee.s tevsese sasnen .s 2.9 2.4 3.3 2.7 0
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Table 21 - czéﬁinued
/
j | o
\\ﬁ i l;"
f’%}%§§\\k Experimental units Com-~ M
/ W /| Walnut| Stock-| Bakers-| parison
Type of activity ( Tqﬁﬁl Creek | ton field units
' S | nephh] N=48 | N=1178 ‘N=79 N=6hi
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH OTHER = ‘
TNDIVIDUALS: g X 35.8  36.6  33.5  38.7 25.4
(8.D.) (64.3) (84.3) (64.5) (47.7) (33.2)
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parcle Violation ceeeecscancoscanans 3.6 3.0 2.4 5.7 0
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest ’
ProceBsing eevescasessascessses tenes 0.5 1.h4 0.2 0.5 2.2
General Background or Non-Criminal
Status Factors sceceecescrncccen coasn 31.7 32.2 30.9 32.5 23.2
ARREST AND CHARGE PROCESSING ACTIVITIES: X 8.6 3.1 610 15.7 6.4
: (8.0.) (14.9) (8.0) - (9.9) (20.6)  (9.)
Apprehension evee.. Gecsesnaceea ceanveenae k.o 0.4 L.6 5.2 0.6
Required After-Arrest Processing .ees-. k.o 2.6 0.7 9.7 5.2
Prosecution Assistance veceecicossccses 0.6 0.1 0.7 0.8 0.6
CHECK~UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: X 9.5 2.9 13.2 8.2 45.5
. (s.D.) (13.6) (9.3) (16.3) (8.8) (h2.5)
Attempted Check-Up Contacts cceeececsss .5 1.7 6.8 2.9 6.3
Actual Check-Up COntacts sefeececsscass 5.0 1.2 6.t 5.2 2%9.2
P&'QUIRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) ACTIVITIES: X 2.0 2.3 2.2 1.7 19.4
(8.0.) (4.9) (5.1) (5.0) (4.9) (36.4)
Required Permission or Notificatioh «..- 0 0 0. 0.1 0]
Required Release Matters ..... cessvenca 0 0 0 0 0
Required Administrative Processing ... 2.0 2.3 2.2 1.6 °  19.h4
ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: X C.1 0.6 0 "0 2.4
‘ (8.0.) (1.8) (4.1) (0) (0)  (5.%)
Direct ServiCes esocsesscesacsesasssscne 0.1 0.4 0 0 0.3
Referral to Community Service seeaeises 0] 0.2 0. 0 0.3
Counseling sveecess dasessvaencseins ieea 0 0 0 0 1.7

'alExcludes 1 case which could not be calculated

Excludes 31 comparison cases for whom field notes were not available.
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Table 22
t Test Between Parole Units and Study CGroups
on
Average ‘Percent of Total Activities For Each Type of Activity
' ( INVESTIGATION MODEL)
I SN IR X S DUy SO Walnut Crsék . . ). . Stockton Experimental . . . ..
Average percent of total ve. " VS V8. vSe
activities for each type Stockton Bakersfield: Bakersfield | Comparison
of activity (df = 163) (df = 125) (df = 194) (df = 248)
t p t P b P t P
Evidence Collection seeeeseecescsasosses -0.560 D 500 0.830  p=.409 1.713  p=.089 2.050*  p<.050
SUTVEIllANCE eevevresencncensoscanssanas =3.783%%* 1< 001 ~7.105%*¥* p<.00L  -L4.559%** p 001 1.794 p=.075
Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement 3.759%%* - pd 001 8.056*** p<¢,001 L 267*%%* p 001 1.363 p=.175
Information Exchanges With CDC Staff ... 1.90k p=.059 1.805  p=.074  -0,101  p .500 1.4B2 p=.140
Information Exchanges With Other Individuals  0.252 p7.500 ~0.177 p?.500 ~0,605 p .500 0.395 p?.500
Arrest and Charge Processing Activities. -1.748 p=.08% =4 ,023*** p4.00L -4,298%%* p 001 0.350 p><500
Check-up Contacts by Parole Agent v..... -l O7hxsx  pe 001 ~3.157%% p<.010 2.476* P .050 -5.798%** p<, 001
Required (Per P&CSD Policy) Activities . 0.133% P> .500 G.703% =484  0.733 p=.465 -5.582%*%* p<.001
Assistance Activities ecececcscescccccas 0 - =2.752%%% 4,010

1.568 p=.119

1.286  p=.201
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regular supervision (e.g., collaterals of the parolee), than from
primary sources such as victims, witnesses, and residence

searches.’

Comparison to regular supervision activities. Invest-

igation activities (i.e., gathggiﬁ@“énformation) also occur under
7 [

. i w
regular supervision. The difference between thée high control

approach to investigation and the regular suspervision approach
occurred (i.e., before or after an arrest). It is also likely
that the investigative model tested here differed from regular

I

supervision investigat}ve activities in the "methodsﬁ used to
collect information aéd in the proportion of the total
supervision activity expended investigating.

To determine whether the investigation model was different
from regular supervision, this evaluati&n proposed to compare the
activities performed on the 245 experimental cases to the
activities performed by regular supervision agents oén the
comparison cases. However, as described in the "Methodology"
chapter, the comparison units failed to identify a large number
of high risk cases which needed investigation (i.e., cases for
whom a need existed to verify or disclaim suspected criminal

;RVSivement). Only 37 of the total 120 comparison‘cases referred

“could serve as a comparison for the investigative model.

e e o AL e i O i e i

Furthermore, agent field notes on only six of the 37 cases were

available and usable for this analysis. With such a 'small

~sample, it is questignable whether the activity data tabulated is

~120-
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representative of supervision activities performed on most high
risk cases receiving reqular supervision.

The activity frequency data for these six comparison cases
are shgwn in the last column in Table 17 (showing the most common
activities engaged in across cases), Table 19 (showing the ﬁost
frequently conducted activity types) and Table 21 (showing the
most characteristic activity done on a case). These calculations
were compared. to the éctivity type distribution in each table for
the "total experimental group" (N=245j, Statistical tests of the
significance of these differences, using either a test of the
difference between proportions (z) or a test of the difference
between means (t), were calculated and are reported in the
"Experimental vs. Comparison" column of Tables 18; 20 and 22, A
adjustment (i.e., correction for continuity) in the non-
parametric "z" test was made to allow for the small.sample size.
The large variances associated with some of the means upon which
a parametric "t" test was calculated indicates that the
assumptions of homogeneity of variance and normality requisite to
the application of the "t" test were sometimes not met. Although
there is some evidence that large departures from normality will
not seriously affect the estimation of probabilities for the two-
tailed "t" test conducted here (Ferguson, 1976, p. 157), the

results from these parametric "t" tests were more cautiosly

interpreted. i
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The profile of the activities performed on the six
comparison cases presents a sharp contrast to the profile of the
investigation model. The only type of activity common to most of
the comparison cases were “Check—up contacts" (Table 17, 83.3% of
cases with one or more) and "Information exhanges with other
individuals® (50.0% of cases with one or more). None of the
other seven types of activities occurred on a majority of the
cases. Check-up activities and collateral information exchangesr
also occurred with the greatest average frequency (means of 7.17
check-up contacts and 9.00 information exchanges with other
individuals,ufable 19), and comprised the large;t average
proportion of total activities performed under regular
‘supervision (45.5% check=-up contacts and 25.4% information
exchanges with other individuals, Table 21).

Differences between investigation activity types and
regular supervision activity types on all three measures
consistently showed more of the total cases involved (Table 17},
and more of the total activities {Tables 19 and 21) comprised
"Check-up", "Required per P&CSD policy“ and "Assistance" contacts
under regular parole than occurred in the in&estigative model.
The information gathering activities which characterized the
investigative model including "Evidence collection",
“Surveillance", "Information exchanges withvlaw enforcement", and
"Information exchanges with correctional staff" did not commonly

occur across regular supervision cases (Table 17). Two types of

activities were found to be equally characteristic of both

-122~
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supervision types -- "Information exchanges with other

individuals" and "Arrest and charge processing" activities.

In summary, if the six comparison cases can be considered
representative of the high risk cases under regular supervision,
this anélysis has shown that the frequency and type of activities
performed under the investigation model were different from those
traditionally performéd under regular superVision. Investigation
activities comprised.efforts to collect information from various
primary and secondary‘sources. In contrast, regular supervision.
comprised those activities which agents often call administrative
"case-carrying responsicilities," including making check=-up
contacts, fulfilling various administrative policy requirements
on the' case, and gathering information from4collaterals of the
parolee. (Note that the collection of information from
collaterals was the one type of activity highly characteristic of
both regular and investigative parole).

Comparison_across units. An examination of the types of

activities performed gr eachrsitekshowed that the three sites
differed on theimetthS;USed,to conduct their investigations.
Table 17 (showing the most common acti&ities engaged in across
cases), Table 19 (showing the most frequent activities
conducted), and Table 21 (showing the most characteristic
activity performed during an investigation) were examined for
differences acrose the three parole unit demonstration sites.
Statistical‘tests of the eignificance of the differences between

pairs of the units (Walnut Creek vs. Stockton, Walnut Creek vs.

-123-
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Bakersfield, and Stockton vs. Bakersfield) were calcilated using
either a "z" test or a "t" test. These values are summarized in
tables following each measure ({Tables 18, 20, and 22).

The types of activity common to most cases at WALNUT CREEK

were "Information exchanges with law enforcement" (89.6% of the

total cases), and "Evidence collection" activities (70.8%) (Table

17). The most;frequently occurring activities (Table 19) which .

also accounted for most of the activities performed on a case
(Table 21) were "Information exchanges witﬁ others" (36.6%),
"Evidence collection" activities (20.7%), and’"Information
exchanges with correctional staff" (14.7%). Thus, the Walnut
Creek site primarily collected and integrated information
available from a number of outside sources.

The types of activity common to most cases at the STOCKTON

site also included "Information exchanges with law enforcement"

(81.4% of the total cases) and "Evidence collection” activities
(74.6%). The most frequently occurring activities which also
accounted for the majority of investigative Qork done on a case
included "Information exchanges with ethers" (33.5%‘of the total

activities), "Information exchanges with law enforcement (30.1%),

7 "Evidence cellection" activities (22,6%) and "Check-up contacts"

(13.2%). Thus, information gathering was also a major part of :
the activities of the Stockton unit;, but to a lesser extent as it
also frequently conducted direct check-up contacts with the .

parolee.

e

R R MR R BTN Y o et cnear i e RS an,

L Ty, ——

L s ARSI

The types of activity common to most cases at the

BAKERSFIELD site included "Information exchanges with others"

(84.8% of the total cases), "Evidence collection" activities
(81.0%), "Information exchanges with law enforcement” (77.2%),
"Surveillance" (70.9%), "Arrest and charge processing” activities

(64.6%), and "Check~up contacts" (59.5%). The most frequently

whinh

‘ .
r1d T ac v aslan amcsa
ke LR Wil kil T aaw Qv asunr

investigative work done on a case included "Information exchanges
with others" (38.7% of the total activities); "Surveillance"
(20.5%), "Evidence collection" aetivities (18.1%), ang "Arrest
and charge processing" activities (15.7%). The Bakersfield site
was the most diversified, i.e., it applied a variety of
investigative type activiﬁies to each of it's cases and
apparently actively participated in the arrest and charge
processing stages.

Comparing all three sites on each of the nine major

activity types for each of the three measures showed several

;arge, statistically significant differences. As stated earlier,
YRequired per P&CSD policy" activities and "Assistance"
activities almost never occurred in the investigative model, and
this was true across all three sites. Also no difference was
found in the "Evidence collection activities"™ which occurred for
most of the cases‘investigated and. with equal frequency across
all three sites. However, on the remaihing six activity types

there were several large differences which were statistically

"significant. Together these differences indicate that the Walnut

-125-~
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Creek site used a more restrictive, passive, information
gathering approach and the Bakersfield site used a more
diversified and assertive information gathering approach. The
approach used at Stockton with a few distinctions resembled the
approach used at Bakersfield. ) -

This general difference is illustrated by a number of
findings. For example, the Walnut Creek siﬁe more frequently
engaged in law enforcement information exchanges (46.4% of total
activities) than either of the other two sites (30.1% Stoékton,
16.3% Bakersfield). Also the Walnut Creek site more frequently
engaged in information exchanges with other correctional staff
(14.7% of total activities) than either of the other two sites
(9.5% Stockton, 9.7% Bakersfield). 1In the opposite direction,
Walnut Creek engaged in less surveillant activities and conducted
fewer direct check-up contacts with the parolee than either of
the other two sites.

In strong contrast to the Wélnut Creek model was the
Bakersfield site. The Bakersfield unit more frequently engaged
in undercover surveillance activity (20.5% of the total
activities) than the other two sites (9.9% Stockton, 1.7% Walnut
-Creek); and more frequently engaged in making arrests and
p;ocessing charges (15.7% of the total activities) than the other
two sites (6.0% Stockton, 3.1% Walnut Creek).v Finally,
Bakersfield attempted to develop‘collateral information (i.e.,
"Information exchanges wiﬁh other individuéls") on almost all of

it's cases?i84.8% of total cases) while the other sites used this

_126._

=

S P S R 5 S 5 A K i1 gm0 it sepemingg R

source 6n only half of it's cases (52.5% Stockton, 47.9% Walnut
Creek).

The Stockton site fell inbetween the Walnut Creek and
Bakersfield sites in the mix and frequency of activity types it
engaged in,; but most closely resembled the Bakersfield site.

It is also noted that the Walnut Creek site averaged over
twice as many total‘activities for each thirty day period a case
was under investigation (16.3 activities per 30 days, Table 16)
than either Stockton (7.4) or Bakersfield (7.8). The difference
is likely attributable to the larger number of "Information
exchanges with law enforcement" which are less time consuming
than the more f?equently occurring surveillant actiVities of both
the Stockton and Bakersfield sites.m

It is clear from the evidence presented that the three
demonstration sites performed a different mix of investigation
activities. 1In an attempt to further (and more generally)
describe- the obviously different operational styles of each
parole unit, comparisons were also ﬁade on five organizational
variables describing the project including (1) integration with
the parent parole unit, (2) team approach to conducting
investigations, (3) planning of invesfigation activities, (4)
visibility to the community, and (5) coordination with law
enforcement. The findings of that special analysis, reported in
a separate paper (see Buchanan and Star, 1980), were congruent
with the empirical differences in activities described above. A
brief, overall description of the operation of each unit was
developed as a conclusion to that special analysis. It is

presented below for the purpose of summarization.
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single agent performing "staff
like" function of collecting and
integrating information available
from secondary sources (primarily
law enforcement).

Walnut Creek:

Stockton: team of assertive, highly visible,
field agents collecting information
from primary data sources and highly
integrated with law enforcement
activities.

team of assertive field agents,
moderately independent of law
enforcement, collecting information
from a variety of primary data
sources arid highly integrated with
the activities of regqgular agents in
the parent parole unit.

Bakersfield:

Chapter Summary. This chapter described the operations

and activities of the investigative model of the High Control
Project. Two investigative agents working as a team within a 250-
300 mixed felon/non-felon parole unit typically completed their
investigations in sixty days and were able to take in six or
seven new cases for investigation per month. Cases taken under
investigation had been on parole for several honths, and there
was current information either f£rom a local law enforcement
agency or the regular supervising égent that the case was
reinvolved in criminai activity. 'The iﬂvg?tigative ﬁodel placed
high priority upon investigating three of ghe five kinds of
ériminal/violational activities targeted ~-- violent/sexually
deviant activity (primarily weapon J%Q%and posséséion), narcotic

sales activity and absconding from parofé,supervision (only if

either of the two preceeding activities were also suspected),

The types,df activities most often performed (including
surveillance, information exchanges with law enforcement and
collaterals, and other evidence gaihering activities.) showed the
model to be coﬁgruent with its planngd’purpose of "gathering

informaticn”.

o
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The types of activity performed in the investigation model
were found to differ significantly from those performed under
regular supervision. The information gathering activities which
characterized the investigation model including surveillance,
evidence collection and information exchanges with law
enforcement were not found to commonly occur under regular
supervision which was in contrast characterized by routine check-
up, administrative processing, and collateral contact activities.

Finally, several differences were identified across the
three demonstration sites which implemented the investigation
model in the manner of operation and the types of activity
performed. The Walnut Creek site primarily investigated cases

under the "violent/sexually deviant" selection criterion while

' Stockton and Bakersfield were found to investigate a mix of the

targeted activities including "narcotic sales" and "absconding"
activity as well as "violent/sexually deviant" activity. Also
the Walnut Creek site in contrast to the Bakersfield and Stockton
sites engaged more frequently in information exchange (primarily
with law enforcement) activities, while the Bakersfield and
Stockton units which were more diversified in their approaches
more frequently performed surveillance, evidence collection, and

arrest activities,
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CHAPTER VII

OUTCOME OF THE INVESTIGATION MODEL

~ The EiEEE' immediate, objective of the investigation model
was to increase the parole agent's capability of verifying or
disclaiming a petolee's involvement in one of several targeted
criminal or violational activity areas. A second objective was
to increase the frequency and severity of the controls and
sanctions applied to those parolees whose return to criminal
activity was verified. A Egigg, more intangible, objective was
to increase the contribution of parole agents to the detection
and prosecution of the suspected criminal of violational
activity. This chapter empirically examines the effectiveness of
the investigation model in achieving each of these three
objectives by comparing the outcomes for the cases investigated
to the outcomes for a similar group of cases not investigated.

The outcome of the 245 experimental cases investigated at
the three demonstration sites through June 30, 1979 was compared
to the outcome of 37 similar cases (the comparison group) also
suspected of current re-involvement in a targeted criminal
activity'but not formally investigated under the project (see
Table ‘6 for study group derivation; see Chapter V for test of
comparability between study groups).

Outcome was calculated at the point of termination of the

investigation. The charges and dispositions measured were those

directly connected with the purpose of, and activities conducted

Vs
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Minvestigative purpose and occurring within 120 days following

during, the investigation. (Note that the charges tabulated were

those filed at the conclusion of the investigation; their

dispositions were generally handed down some time after the
termination of the ihvestigation« All charges were followed
until a known disposition could be tabulated). For the

comparison group, outcomes and charges connected with the stated |

referral for investigation were determined. (Note that the 120

days was selected as a comprable follow-up period as the majority

of the experimental case investigations were also completed

within that period; see Table 8).

Investigation Outcomes by Purpose

The "outcome of the investigation" reflects the extent to

which the investigator agents were successful in collecting

evidence which verifies (or disclaims) the type of criminal or

violational activity suspected. It was then determined whether

they were more successful at such verification than regular
parole supervision agents were for the comparison group when
using the more traditional investigative means and resources of
regular parole.

To define and classify the various outcomes achieved at
the end of the investigation, it was first necessary to define
and classify the various "purposes" of the investigation. The

major overall purpose of most of the investigations (Table  23)

was to "verify or disclaim" one of the targeted types of criminal
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or violational activity (43.3% of the total cases). For another
one‘-quatter of the cases (24.1%) the purpose was to "locate and

Vapprehend" the parolee, in addition to verifying any suspected

i g g T 4

criminal activity: Together, the proportion of cases requiring

| Table 23
some kind of evidence to be collected for verification purposes J ! Eajor Purpose of Investigation
k . , s ! by Study Group
amounted to over two-thirds of the cases (67.4%). The purpose of ; . (INVESTIGATTON MODEL)
the remaining one-quarter (24.9%) of the cases was simply to
locate and apprehend the parolee (i.e., no evidence needed to be o Major purpose oF. | Experimental ' Comparison
| | k ' ' . investigation Total Walnut Creek | Stockton Bakersfield

collected). The same mix of investigative purposes also held for f

o ) , - No, Pct.| No. Pet, No. Pct. | No. Pct.] No.{ Pct.
the 37 comparison cases as indicated by the lack of large and ,

Total, all cases 245 100.0 48 100.0 118  100.0 79 100.0 37 100.0

statistically significant differences between the two groups on )
Collect specific kind

this variable (chi square test, Table 23). a{ of evidence 4 2.8 .3 6.2 b 3eb 0 00 ©
. _ . . Verif al activit 12 . .
The measurement of investigation outcomes was complicated LgonsRas g i 2 ! 59 b el 2 ol
| Locate and apprehend only 61 24.9 12 25.0 29 2L.6 20 25.3 6 16.2
by the fact that 61.6% of the total experimental cases were : Yerify/disclaim .
| . : involvement in 106 13.3 26 5L.2 53 Lh.9 27 3h.2 23 62.2
investigated for two or more different purposes (Table 24). That S Drug traffickingesssess (30 (2 {(20) 8) (N
‘ j ‘ Propert;)/fraud erime... (8 §3 - (3 2 (2)
is, either two or more different types of criminal activity Assault /robberyeeseesos (17 8 563 (33 (1)
I Semﬁly deviant
needed verification; or (as the preceding table illustrated) ‘ L : wg:;on‘:‘tgeor Q) (1) (%) (2) (3)
. . . ; POSSeSSiOn.seesssesse (5; gzg (2; (1 2)
"locate and apprehension®, in addition to "yerification”, was Prison gang activity... (12 0 (11 (13 51)
: - : Combination of criminal
\ . . - : t. .t sesemsosnsesse
also a purpose of the investigation. Because most of the ’ : »» OV e enee (27) (10) @ (10 (7)
‘ : Verify/disclaim and
apprehend/locate for 59 24,1 6 12.5 25 21,2 28 354 6  16.2

investigations were for more than one purpose and because i
) Drug traffickingsseeess (23 2 (9) (12) 0
Property/fraud crime... 59 0 5 A 1
Assualt/robberyescases. {2) 0 (0} 523 0
Sexually deviant

“differing success rates were likely to be associated with the

various different types of criminal activity investigated, it was - ACEIVAL T aennesnevase (1) ©) (1) ©) ©)
‘ ) : ® . Weapons use or - '

important to tabulate and analyze outcomes by the various L POSSeSSithesassnseses (3 (o 0 3) (0)

: » ' , ﬂ - = lénggn fang activity... 3 (0 3 0) (1)

specific purpose. designated for the investigation, in addition to . C *lt - °:ctl_f;t;n°f°nmral (18) W - ) W

- .
&/; Due to sr.nall expected frequencies associated with cells, the "Collect specific evidence"

: ’ and "Verify general activity category were combined into an "Other" category for X2 test
£ ' Experimental/Comparison group: 2= 4,629, df=l,p2 250

o Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: X2=11.362: df=6:p_—‘f .100

measuring the overall outcome.
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To conduct that analysis, outcomes for "locate" and
"apprehension" purposes and outcomes for verifying each of the.

different types of criminal activity were separately tabulated,

SO,
et s S T

in addition to an "overall", most severe, outcome for the entire
investigation. The large, general, "violent/sexually deviant”

category of criminal activity was separated into "Assaults®, : Table 24

Number of Investigation Purposes Per Case

"Sexual deviant activity", "Robbery", and "Weapon . by Study Group

{,' -
, , L : -
use/possession”. The "Property/fraud" category of criminal - (INVESTIGATION MODEL)
activity was sepafated into "Property" offenses and b S
(1] n R 1 . 3 1 1 " G ; —
Forggry/check offenses Finally, investigating eneral, non &mmgﬁﬁv Experimental Conparison
’ investigation
s TR " WV 4 sl 3 . " s ) ! Total Walnut Creek | Stockton Bakersfield
criminal actlylty and "Drinking Excessively" were additional i purposes per case %o [ Pet o, | Bot. | oo [Bet. leséa. o TP
purposes separately tabulated as they were sometimes cited as the
] Total, all cases 245  100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 79  100.0 37  100.0
purpose of the investigation. After sub-dividing the purposes 1n One purposeeseecasecsess 94 38.4 21 43.7 53 44.9 20 25.3 18 48.6
this manner outcomes for a total of thirteen specific types of Two purposesesc.ce.ce.... 112 45.7 23 47.9 . 48  40.7 41 51.9. 15 40.5
’ ; . ’ . : Three pPUrpPOSESesesssscss 29 11.8 2 .2 1 .0
purposes were tabulated; however, only eight of the thirteen were i & 4 3 10w T2 5.4
. ?‘ Four purposeSeceesceses. B8 3.3 1 2.1 4 3.4 3 3.8 2 5.4
applicable to a sufficient number of cases (i.e., 25 or more of G Five DUTDOSESeass.crsssee 2 0.8 1 9.1 o o 1 L3 o g

a)} Due to large number of cells with small expected frequencies, "three", "four" and "five"

the total experimental and comparison cases, Table 25) to warrent

analysis. The

~verify
~-verify
-verify
~verify
-verify
-verify

I

eight investigative purposes analyzed included:

narcotic sales

assaults

property/thefts

prison gang affiliation

weapon use Or possession
general (non-criminal) activity

/- St

purposes categories were combined into a "three or More" category for significance test.

Experimental/Comparison groups: X2 = 1.595, daf=2, p = .500

Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfied units: X2 =  10.799%, df=4, p. 4 .050

-

~locate subject
-apprehend subject

The outcome of the investigation was defined by five -

exhaustive and mutually exclusive categories including:

-135-
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Table 25

Number of Cases Investigated For Each Specific Type of Purpose
by Study Group

( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Total Experimental Compar'ison
Specific type of study cases uniZg ;n:s.ic{s
it i i e N=282 N=2. =
faveghigation purpos Purpose | Not a Purpose | Not a Purpose | Not a
includes| purpose| includes| purpose includes| purpose

:‘2.

13,

199 - 15 170

Verify Narecotic Saleg Activity 83

Verify Non-Sexual Assault Activity o7 255 23) 202
Verify Sexually Deviant Activity 16} 57 266 1394 232
Verify Robbery Activity : 1 268 12 233
Verify Property/Theft Activity 2%}5' 253 26 ” 219
Verify Forgery/Checks Activity 2 280 2 243
Verify Prigon Gang Activity 32 250 29 .216
Verify Excesgive Drinking Activity 2 280 1 244
Verify Weapon User/Possessi’onm.: 42 240 31 214
Verify General (non-criminal) Activity 33 Y 249 27 218
Locate Subject 125 157 113 . 132
Arrest Subject 98 184 89 156
Other purpose 6 276 6 239

DWW
K

o W
S
w

12

9

29
33
34
35
34
37
34
| ’36
26
31
25
28
37
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1. In custody for suspected criminal activity
2. In custody for other, non-suspected, criminal
CCoactivity
3. Other successful outcomes
(includes case located, apprehended, evidence
collected to disclaim criminal involvement,
informant purpose achieved and gang involvement
verified)
4, Purpose not achieved
(includes no evidence available and evidence
. insufficient to substantiate;
5. Terminated before completion
(includes transfers, early discharge, discharge
at end of term, discharge to relinquish
jurisdiction, project terminated)

"Overall" outcomes for the 245 investigationsyare examined first,
followed by a sub—saﬁple analysis o0f the outcomes associated with
the eight specific investigative purposes.

Table 26 shows the overall investigative outcome for the
245 iﬁVésﬁigationS‘conducted. The high control agents |
successfully verified the suspected criminal or violational
involvement (leading to‘placement in custody) for thirty percent
of the wases investigated (30.2%). Another one-~fourth (26.5%) of
the cases were also placed in custody but for a type criminal or
violational acfivity other than that targeted by the
investigation. Thus, while the high control agents were able to
gather evidence of illegal actiQities for the majority of cases,
it was not always for the type of activity suspected at the onset
ofytheiinvestigation. The most common example of this was
invéstigations for thé‘purposekof verifying narcotic "sales"
which;ins;ead often resulted in an arfest for narcotic

"possession". Another ten percent of the cases experienced a

miscellaneous but successful type of outcome. Unsuccessful

-137~
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outcomes due to lack of available evidence or insufficient
evidence accounted for one~gquarter (24.1%) of the investigation
outcomes, Finally almost ten percent (9.0%) of the
investigations had to be prematurely terminated before completion
because of either case transfer or termination of parole status.

Compared to the outcomes of the 37 comparison cases, Table
26 shows the experimental group experienced significantly more
successful types of investigation outcomes. The difference
between the experimental and comparison group on the five
category outcome variable was statistically significant at‘the
.01l level using a chi square test. ‘Collapsing the variable into
a dichotomized successful versus unsuccessful comparison showed
66.9% of the experimental group compared to 35.1% of the
comparison group experienced a "successful" outcome (defined as
placement in custody for some type of criminal or violational
activity or other miscellaneous successful outcome).

Table 27 shows the outcomes associated with eight of the
more frequently occurring specific types of investigative
purpoSes. First, it is noted that the high control agents were
almost always successful in locating (9%2.0%) or apprehending
'(88;8%) a suspect. This high success rate should be interpreted
cautiously as not all the cases located or apprehended were
either absconders or otherwise missiné at the start of the
investigative period. Instead, "locate and apprehend" was often
added as é purpose of the invéstigation when tHe high control

agent judged the seriousness of the suspected activity warranted
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Table 26

Overall Outcome of Investigation

by Study Group

(INVESTIGATION MODEL)

erimental C i
Overall outcome of e ki
investigation Total Walnut Creek | Stockton Bakersfield
No. Pct, Nb. Pet. | No. Pet. | No. Pct. Noe. Pet,
Total, all cases 245 100.0 48 100.0 118 100.0 79 100.0 37 100.0
In custody for
.. suspected crimingl. .
activity Th 30.2 17 35.4 27 22,9 30 38.0 7 18.9
Charges pending......(11 3 7 1 (0
Jail sentence (only). (5 2 glg §2; (1§
Board-ordered return ( '
10 PriSONecsecsssoo(37) (5) : 15 17 2
New court commitment ( ) ( ) @)
‘ to’prison.......o.o(Zl) (7 (%) (10) (4)
In custody for non-
suspected criminal
activity 65 26,5 6 12,5 35 29.7 24 30.4 5 13:5
Charges pending.sses. (9 5] 8 1 1
Jail sentence (only).(zog %1; (:(wg %23 %1%
Board ordered return
t0 PriSoNecsccsosss(22) (L) 3 1 2
New court commitment G) ( 5) ( )
10 Prisonessceessoo{1ll) (1) (7 (6) (1)
Other successful
outcomes 25 10.2 L 8.3 16 13.6 5 6.3 1 2.7
Located/apprehended. . (13) (2) (6) (5) 1)
Informant purpose '
achievedecssescscocs (5) (2) (3) (0) (0)
Evidence collected to
negate criminal
activityeseesosccas (5) (0) (5) (0) (0)
Prison gang involve-
(0) (2) (0) (0)

ment verified.ecess (2)




Table 26 - conbinued
;;,erimental Comparison
Overall outcome of | . _ ;,_EXP . , P
investigation \.~ . Total = |Walnut Creek | Stockton | Bakersfield
No.| Pcte| No. | Pect. No. | Pcts No.| Pcts| No. | Pect,
Investigation purpose not
achieved (unsuccessful ’ )
outcome ) 59  2hsl 16 33.4 29 246 14 17,7 18 48.6
Evidence collected was
insufficient to , :
substantiate.ses sy sv s (21) (9) (8) (L) (5)
No evidence available (all
leads exhausted)seescees (29; (4; a7) (8) gé)
Other unsuccessful outcome (9 (3, (4) (2) 7)
Terminated before investi-
gation completed 22 9.0 5 10.4 11 9.3 6 7.6 6 16.2
Transferredeeesseecssasesss (6) (3) (0) (3; (2)
Discharged earlyescesesess &3; gl {2 go gog
Discharged at end of term. (6 1 3 2 (2
Discharged to relinguish «
qu'iSdiCtion. cssccesvsve (1 (O (0) A 1) (1
Project terminatedecoesssss 25 go (5§ o; (0
Otheroouoa..ob-oa-oooog-oo 1 0 (1 O (1

Experimental/Comparison groups:
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield units:

X2 14,379, df=hyp& 4010
XP= 14,513 , df=8,p= 075
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placement in custody as a precautionary measure. Also, this high
success rate should not be interpreted'¥o mean that the agents
are;more successful than the police ih locating and arresting
suspects. A police detective attempts to attach a known criminal
incident with a large *iﬁiZéﬁ‘ﬁépﬁlatibn, while the parole agent
attempts to attach a known suspect with any illegal incident. As
the suspect is already known, it is to be expected that agents
would be more successful at making an arrest. Second, it is

noted that the high control agents were usually successful

(66.6%) in verifying the non-criminal general activity of the

SN

parolee (e.g., residence and employment) as such information is
oftentimes known before the investigation.

Of the various types of criminal activity investigated,
the high control agents were most successful in verifying
property/theft activity (34.6% placed in custody for that
activity); and next most successful in verifying narcotic sales
activity (17.3%) and weapon use or possession (25.8%). Small
sample éizes prevented an analysis of the comparison group
outcomes on the eight specific types of investigative purposes.

It can be concluded from this analysis that the
investigation model is associated with significantly more
successful attempts to verify and place cases in custody for
suspected illegal activities than occurs under regular
supervision. The implication is that high control agents using
special'investigative techniques can collect evidence which will

increase the verification of returns to criminal or violational
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Table 27 - continued
Table 27 ' ’ ‘ Outcome for selected types Total Experimental Comparison
Outcome for Selected Specific Types of Investigation Purposes S of investigation purposes study cases units units
by Study Group 4
(INVESTIGATION MODEL) . No. Pct, No. Pet. No. Pcte
- L4
- : - VERTFY GENERAL (NON~CRIMINAL JAGTIVITY 33 100.0 =27 100.0 6 100.0
Total Experir_nental Compal.'ison : : . In Custody fOI‘ S'Llspected activj.ty. docenses 10 30 03 8 2906 2 33 '3
o‘ift‘?"me f?r f?lected specific types study cases units unibs : In custody for non-suspected activityeeoes 6 18,2 6 22,2 O 0
of investigation purposes _/ No. Pet. No. Pct, No.[ Pct. Information collected to update statusSeese b 12.1 L 11-1'-8 0 0
Evidence insufficient to substantiat€ssese 3 9.1 2 Y 1 16.7
VERIFY NARGOTIC SALES ACTIVITY 8 100,00 75  100.0 8 100.0 IT\TO e‘.’ldgngeba‘i’,alla?le et ol ated g 22? g 1?' Z g 50'8
In custody for suspected criminal activity... 13 15.7 13 17.3 0 0 e nate elore investigation comp ° * *
In custody for non-suspected criminal activity 18 -~  21.7 16 21,3 2 25.0 , LOGATE
Other successful oubComSieesssescscscssanseee 2 2.4 2 2,7 0 0 '
Evidence insufficient fo substantiat€.cceeees 21 25.3 18 24,0 3 37.5 125 100.0 113 100.0 12 100.0
No evidence available (aJJ. leads exhausted)e. 24 28.9 21 28.0 3 37.5 Locatedeisscscconcsoceoecscasonsnsenasesses 110 88.0 101-[- 9200 ) 50"0
Terminated before investigation completed.... 5 6.0 5 6-7 ¢ 0 o ‘ NOt loca.'bed- CHOREOR00O0IVBEBOS0C00RIOVIOTS 15 1200 9 800 6 50'0
"VERIFY NON-SEXUAL ASSAULT ACTIVITY 27 100.0 23 100.0 L 100.0 g8
ac : REHEND . 100.0 100.0
In custody for suspected criminal activity... 10 37.0 8 34.8 2 50,0 : ; APPREHEND 98 100.0 ? 9
In custody for non-suspected criminal activity 2 Tl 2 8.7 0 0 oee 0000000086080 0000ss 8 85, 88.8 "
Other su_‘:cessml Ou‘bcome..u.....-.--n-o.... 3 11.1 3 13:0 0 0 ; ArrGSted'GCé.. soveos ¢ ¢ * * li: 1[5" ; Zg 11 2 2 f'f“ Z
Bvidence insufficient £o SubStantiabe........ 8 296 6 26.1 2 500 : Not arrestedseseceecsccssccnssaccsvacocsee . . .
No evidence available (all leads exhausted).. & 14.8 4 17.4 0 0 ,
VERTFY PROPERTY/THEFT ACTIVITY 29 100.0 26 100.0 0  100.0 ! yTypes of purposes selected for this sub-analysis includes those occurring in at least
In custody for suspected criminal activity... 9 31.0 9 3446 0 0 5 25 or more cases (see Table 25) .
In custody for non-suspected criminal activity 5 17.2 N 15.4 1 33.3 !
QOther successful OutCOmec.-c-o-'t--lgloov-.q. 3 10-3 3 11-5 o} 0] ?
Evidence insufficient to substantiate.ceseese 6 20.7 5 19.2 1 33.3
No evidence available (all leads exhausted)s. 6 20.7 5 19.2 1 33.3 1
VERIFY PRISON GANG ACTIVITY 31 100.0 28 100.0 3 1000
Informant purpose achieved.eeessssssecsssscss 1 3.2 1 3.6 o] 0
Gang involvement Veﬂﬁed.q---qn..--o'oooccgn 11 35.5 11 39.3 0 o] i
Informant purpose not achievede.eseesssoascass 1 3.2 1 3.6 0 0
Gang involvement not verifiedesessesssccicsss 15 L8.4 12 2.8 3 100.0
Terminated before investigation completed,... 3 9.7 3 10.7 0 0 ;
VERIFY WEAPON USE/POSSESSION k2 100.0 31 100.0 11  100.0 . [
In custody for suspected criminal activity... 10 2.8 -8 25.8 2 18,2
_In custody for non-suspected criminal activity 2 L8 2 6.2y 0 0 I
“*:Byidence insufficient to substantiate.seseses 11 26,2 10 32.3 1 9.1 .
No evidence available {all leads exhausted).. 19 45.2 11 35.5 8 727 . z -
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activity, and relatedly increase the number of cases placed in
custody for such activity. Whether this increased verification
is associated with more frequent or more serious c¢riminal and/or

revocation charges is examined next.

Criminal and Revocation Charges, Dispositions

Aisecond objective of the investigation model was to
increasé‘the frequency and severity of the sanctions applied to
parolees whose return to criminal or violational activity had
been verified. This section assesses the achievement of that
bbjective by comparing the frequency and severity of the charges
and dispositions received in connection with the investigation
purpose by the 245 experimental cases to the charges and
dispositions received by the 37 comparison casesS.

Four related measures were applied. Eigg&;comparisons
were made between the experimental and comparison group on the
proportion of cases witﬁ a) criminal charges filed and b)
revocation charges filed to determine if the frequency of charges
increased under the investigation model. Second, the two groups
were compared on the most serious disposition received to
determine if the investigation model was associated with more
serious types of final dispositions for their charges. Third,
comparisons on offense types and offense severity were made to
test whether the investigation model was associated with "more
sérious“ types of criminal charges. ‘Foarth, and finally, the two

groups wvere compared on the days to arrest for the most serious

«144~

disposition to measure if the investigation model was associated
with a shorter and thus quicker time to apprehension.

A larger proportion of the experimental group (49.8%) had
criminal charges filed in connection with the investigation
purpose than occurred for the comparison group (40.5%, Table 28).
However, this difference of nine percent was not statistically
significant (as measured by a "z" test at the .05 significance
level). A larger percentage point difference of 14;9% was found
between the two groups on the proportion of cases with revocation
charges filed in connection with the investigation purpose (60.8%
experimental vs. 45.9% comparison), however, again the difference
was not quite statistically significant (Table 28).

Differences between the two groups in the mix of
dispositions received for these various charges was calculated by
tabulating the "most serious" disposition received. The
categories of dispositions applied are those routinely used by
the California Department of Corrections as part of it's Parole
Follow-up System (Appendix C). The statistical significance of
the differences between the experimental and comparison group on
pairs of categories within this variable including "Returned to
Prison versus Not Returned to Prison", "Court Ordered Returns to
Prisons versus Board Ordered Returns to Prison", and "Favorable
versus Unfavorahle" outcomes were calculated using a difference
of proportion test (z) at the .05 gignificance level.

Table 29 shows the experimeﬁpal group differed from the

comparison group on the mix of dispositions received for charges
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X connected to the investigation burpose. A significantly higher
f,{. Proportion of experimental cases received board ordered return to

pPrison dispositions (28.2%) than the comparison group (13.5%).

Table 26 N <l The difference of 14.7% was significant at the .0l level after a
Criminal and Reévogation Charges Filed : i
: _and Re aotipation Putoose . L . »
InGmm“mmngfgigfagﬁfumfnqms , : correction for continuity was made to adjust for the small cell
NVESTIGATION MODEL ’ oo . ' . . )
(INVESTIGATION MODEL) i . ) S1zes. Related to this difference was the larger proportion of
. . cases with "Return to prison" dispositions (42.4% experimental
o . Comparison : : . ; ;
Crimingl and Experimental e : VS. 27.0% comparison) which includes the category of court
ripoy ]
ayol revocation BT B field .
ghérges filed Total Walmt Creek Stockton akers | ordered returns (no difference found) as well as board ordered
«{Nou | Pct. | No. [ Pet. [ No. | Pets | No.| Pct. C . .
No. | Pet. | No , 3 returns (significant difference found).
- : . 100,0° 37 100.0 . 4 . .
CRIMINAL CHARGES 245 100,0 48  100.0 118 '100.0 79 On the other hand, when the data is analyzed using the
' 1 22 59.5 ’ : )
Geeovnansvees 1 50.2 25 52,1 60 50.8 38  48. . . G
Chaeger masaiilllll i '19.8 23 479 S8, W92 ML 519 15 405 _ "Favorable versus Unfavorable" dichotomized definition, the
Ong charge.«...-u.»-.- 57 (12 gfz §12 5 . ]
ﬁM(m?F%hnan-" 23 gs 57 (5 2 difference between the experimental and comparison group is
Three chargeSesseces & : :
Four or more charges = (15) 2) 7 ® . . . . o
8 100.0 79 100.0 37 0.0 o considerably reduced and not statistically significant (45.7%
PAROLE REVOCATION CHARGES 245 100.0 48  100.0 u . :
None - chatesd . 9%  39.2 25 521 50 M2k 2L 26,6 fo ugé i experimental vs. 56.8% comparison; "Favorable" includes cases
One Chargtesissoeses gé g' &9 %h 2% i with no arrests or violations, arrests and release; parole
TWo ¢hargeSeeecssses G I3
Three charges...---- 32 l" El& 1(2 2; I . . N N . .
: ; { ; &
Four or more charges (23 b 13 ; absconders for less than S1x months and dispositions of ninety
c  @§ b jail days or less in severity). The preceding "most serious
CRIMINAL GHAR }
i mparison: zz 1.056 ,p=.289 ¢ disposition" category anal sis indicates that the increase in
et iy RPN I~ e A p " category analy
CNmnNcmmmB § official sanctions received for the experimental group is totally
- N 3 3 . = v. 6 p=0095 ; 3 ] : :
Experimental/Comparisons ) 85 LT, 2=l £.050 ‘ - : attributable to a higher revocation rate (1.e., board ordered
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: X%= 9.1207 ,df=2, p. ] .

returns to prison) rather than to any difference in felony or
misdemeanor court dispositions received.

%% Evidence to support increased seriousness in the types of
criminal charges brought against the experimental group was not

found. Table 30 shows the criminal charges filed for the

;
i
:
3
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Table 29
o . . ] i experimental group comprised a smaller proportion of person type
Most Serious Disposition Received b
In Commection With Investigation Purpose | ¥ offenses (murder, assaults, robbery, and sex offenses) (20.5%
by Study Group i
. emperimental vs. 60.0% comparison) and a larger proportion of
(INVESTIGATION MODEL) P P ) ger prop
narcotic and drug offenses (24.1% experimental vs. 0%
7 " comparison). . The criminal'charges filed for the experimental
Experimental Comparison i group had a lower average severity score (33.4) than the charges
Nost_serdous S o | | filed on th i (50.3) d by th
3 it 3 . T i . iled on e comparison grou .3) as measure e
disposition. recelved Total Walnut Greek Stockton | Bakersfield . P P 7
i : : California Offense Severity Index (Appendix D, range 01 to 99).
No. Pct.| No. Pct. No, | Pect. ! No. Pet .| No. Pct, ;
V , However, the small sample for the comparison group (only 10 of
Total, all cases 2L5  100.0 L8 100.0 118 100.0 179 100.0 37 1000 the 37 cases had criminal charges filed) prevents these findings
Not returned to prison 141 57.6 32 66,7 ' 78 66.1 31 39,2 27 73.0 ) from being considered conclusive. Rather the differences

Favorableeeesseccoos 112 L5.7 28 58,3 58 49.2 26 32.9 21 56,8 discovered in offense type are likely attributable to selection

Miscellaneous ' '

unfavorablesocsees 20 8.2 2 Lo2 15 12,7 3 3.8 3 8.1 factor differences between the two groups (see Table 12A showing

Pendinngooaobqeoooo 9 3-7 2 l-l-ﬂz 5 14"2 2 205 3 8"1 ‘ N . ’ '

~ a higher proportion of the comparison group fell in the
Returned to prison 104 h42.4 16 33.3 4O 33.9 48 60.8 10 27,0
o "violent/sexual deviant" selection category) rather than to the

Board Orderedoaooooo 69 28:2 8 1607 26 22.0 35 MOB 5 13 95 : ' )

Court orderedeecsoss 35 143 8 1647 14 11,9 13 164 5 13.5 ‘ project itself.

‘ ;D; Only a small statistically insignificant difference was
Experimental /Comparison o _..z._* —B ?7 found on the fourth and final measure, "Days to criminal/

Proportion with "Return to prison” outcome 2.52L p4 .050 o . .

Proportion with "Favorable" outcome 1,260 p= 208 technical arrest" (Table 30). The experimental group was

Proportion with "Board ordered" return to prison 2,679%%  p<.010 P ' ) “

Proportion with "Court ordered" return to prison 0.178 p> 500 ! arrested slightly sooner (mean of 35.8 days from date of referral
Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield for investigation) than the comparison group (mean of 42.6 days).
Component of X2 due to: ’ 2 af B | - It can be concluded from this analysis that the controls

A. Difference between "Boturned" snd "Not Returned" 15,219 T2 P < .001 -

B. Difference withinNot Returmd(Favorable vs. Misc. 2,877 2 p= «250 ‘ and sanctions for parolees who had returned to criminal or

unfavorable and pending) * S ‘

C. Dijference within ;’Returned" (Board vs. Gourt) +2.875. 42 = +250 L violational activity increased under the investigation model;

D. Total or overall X2 20,971 " 5 p< .010 N A '

§ however, the difference was attributable to the significant
: increase in prison return sanctions ordered by the parole board,
-148- : o A
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‘Table 30

Offense Type, Offense Severity. a1:1d Days to Arrest
For Most Serious Disposition Charge

by Study Group

(INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Comparison

Experimental
Offense type, offense v -
severity and deys Total Walnub Creek | Stockton | Bakersfield
to arrest ‘
No. | ©Pct.] No. Pecte. No.] Pct.| No. Pct. | No. Pct.
Offense Type 2L5 - L8 - 118 - 79 - 37 -
Not arrested/charged 80 - 20 - 1 19 2
Technical violation a2 9 33 _ 10 _ . _
‘charge/arresteces - - , ‘ .
Criminan. éharge/arrest 83 100.0 19 100.0 4 100.0 20 100.0 10 100.0
; oY
Homicide,manslaughter g g % (; 2
Robberyeeettt Ob o5 2t 158 2p 2 OF 300 1 600
Rape, other SeX..eeee é CBJ (3) 5 1}
Burgl Tesswsssasscen
Othiralpzoperty. cesens ;b, ' gg.i g } ?é.g . g} iCB) .g g , Zg .g J(.) 20.8
i sueese o . Loe KA . ®
Narcotics;drugsew===* 16 19.3 7 36.8 g 182 1 5.0 2 20.0
2 e “ _ _ 7 -
_G_ﬁighse Sevez'itx—'a/ 245 - 48 - 118 79 3
Not arrested/charged 80 - 20 - - 19 - 20 -
Technical violation - _ 7 -
charge/arresteseeces 82 - 9 - 33 - 40
Crirrﬁ.na% éharge/arrest. 83 100.0 19 100.0 L4 100.0 20 lQ0.0 10 100.0
A 20,0 2 20.0
d IE RN N ER RN 35 1.{2.2 8 1{2-1 23 5203 ll’
gcl) ﬁoun?f. vesseas 21 253 3 12.8 ; Z 22.1; Z gg.g i }‘8.8
l(-l -‘60..... seemvsasw 9 10.8 5 2 '3 . . A QO, 7 10.0
- asesbossse .8 2 10.5 2 L5 O 10.
R ORI " 5 1 5.3 e 182 5 250 2 200
ssscsumcene 33- 32{..2 31-2 37«6 5
s ot 26.8 32.2 27.9 2ol
Novevnsrensananns 8 19 ik 20 10
- -1510—
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Table 30 - continued

s e A

Offense type, offense Experimental Comparison
severity and days
to arrest Total Walmit Creek Stockton Bakersfield ,
No. Pct, No. Pct. No. Pct. No. Pctoi Noo Pct,
Days to criminal/
technical arrest
Mearlantoctouooc .o 35'8 314»07 l&5-5 2309 1{2.6
S.Dnooao.oeoooo llv9o1 5l|-'0 5503 3209 3505
Nl....l..'.ﬂ..ﬂ 165 28 77 6O 17

g/ as measured by the "California Offense Severity Index"

Offense Type

frequencies.

Mean Offense Severity

Experimental vs. Comparison
Walnut Creek vs. Stockton
Walnut Creek vs., Bakersfield
Stockton vs. Bakersfield

' Mean Days to Arrest

e,

Experimental vs. Comparison
Walnut Creek vs. Stockton
Walnut Creek vs. Bakersfield
Stockton vs. Bakersfield

t daf

D
1 . 689 91 p= '095
0.350 61 p>«500
0.3 76 37 P7s 500
075, 62 pedkbl

t df o)
0.552 180  p>.500
0,876 103 p=e38l
1,51 8 p=.25L
2+659 135 p%010

‘-151-

X2= not calculable due to large mumber of cells with small expected
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rather than to any largé significant increase in criminal court ‘ =
; . o ‘ RN iy : The overall contribution of parole agents to the final
charges and dispositions. Evidence tc support more severe , f

o ; e R _ | criminal or revocation disposition was measured by a set of
criminal charging or a quicker apprehension of cases placed under ] o ;
; f, categories (called the "means" variable) which describe both (a)

investigation was not found or ran contrary to the expected ! ;
- . i ; the major source (i.e. parole agent, law enforcement or both) of
direction.
, o S L T T - L - f . the information/activity which led to that disposition and (b)
Agent Contribution to Detection and Charge Processing ' i

‘ within that source, the exact kind of activity conducted or

A third objective of the investigation model was to . e,
« v ‘ i information collected (Table 31). The "means" leading to the
increase the contribution parole agents make to the detection and - '
‘ 4 : » most serious disposition received was tabulated and compared for
prosecution of cases who were suspected of returning to criminal : v
‘ : Lo the two study groups. Table 31 shows that the high control

or violational activity. Three measures were applied to test ) o T ‘ : )
, agents were the major source of the activity or information which

this somewhat intangible goal -- none of which "exactly" or ' ; ' | . . o R
: — . led to the most serious disposition in one fifth (22.4%) of the

oy
SRS

"fully"” captures the contribution of parole agents to criminal ) _ . _
experimental cases; and simultaneously responsible with law

cati ! ssi nd all of which may be biased 4 _ .
and revocation charge processing and all Y B : enforcement in another one-fifth of the cases (20.6%). Law

» 3 » . . h .
by the more detailed aCtlYlty recordings produced by‘the hig enforcement agency staff (alone) were the major source for the

control agents who had a greater vested interest in recelving remaining half of the experimental cases (49.7%). Regular parole

such activity credits than the regular agentg for the comparison agents within the comparison group were so rarely the primary

ST A s,

group. | J source of information leading to the most serious disposition
The first measure compares the experimental and comparison in i that the few cases where this occurred are shown under the "other
.group on the major source and kind of information or activity : % means" category in Table 31. Law enforcement was almost always
which led to the most serious dispdsitiOn received. It examines. § %’ (88.2%) the source of the activity or information which led to
the relative contfibution of‘parole agents as opposed to law é& the most serious disposition received for thé comparison group.
__#nforcement in reaching the most serious criminal or revocation . £ ..f« i Note. however, that this data reports the contribution of agents
‘disposition. The second measure compares the two groups on the . é E: . to both criminal and revocation Qispositions. The increased
proportion of cases where some assistance in the criminal 11 contribution of agents in the investigation model is likely in

prosecution of a case was provided. The third measure compares the processing of revocation (rather than criminal) charges as
the proportion of cases with contraband (i.e., illegal material they increased the most under the investigation model. The next

ihcluding weapons, narcotics and stolen property) confiscated by
‘parole agents. -153-
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Table 31

"Means" Leading To Most Serious Disposition
- by Study Group

( INVESTIGATION MODEL)

B - .

, , . Experimental Comparison
"™Mzang!' leading to most serious disposition Total Walnut Creek Stockton .
L No. [ Pct. | No. ] Pct. No.[ Pet. No. | Pct
Total, all cases BRI .2hks = 48 - 118 37 -
Not arrested/charged ,.* w e 80 - 20 - b1 20, -
Charged/arrested o 165 100.0 28 100.0 77 17 108.0

ACTIVITY CONDUCTED/INFORMATION SECURED :

BY HIGH CONTROL AGENTS ‘ 37 22.4 3 10.7 1k 20 - -
Attempts to contact ceeeeenenerssncncsnsnes 1 0 1 0 -
Witness, victim statement or identification 6 . 1 3 2 -
Associate; informant statement or identification 2 0 2 0 -
Confession of parole sececcecsscccacscecanns 7 1 3 3 -
Physical evidence obtained during search .. 9 1 2 ] -
Behavior observed during surveillance s.... L 0 1 3 -

Test results (incl. narcotics, gun, akcohol) 8 0 2 6 -

AGTTVITY CONDUCTED/INFORVATION SECURED |

BY LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 82 k9.7 21 75.0 35 26 15 88.2
Witness, victim statement or identification 17 b & 7 &
Associate, informant statement or .iseseeis

identification cesececcecsnserscsnscacan 3 1 2 0 1
Confesgion of Parolee sieeisesescssesaoncas 3 2 1 0 0
Physical evidenceeobtained during search .. 3 1 1 1 0
Test results (incl. narcotic, gun, alcohsl) 12 0 9 3 3
OBHEr weeecesnecsvsosoncsaassscnsosnnasanns 20 i L 9 2
Behavior observed during routine patroigj.. 7 1 5 1 0
Identified as wanted after patrol stop Y .. L 2 0 2 0

PRI
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Table 31 - continued
il
Y
| Experimental Comparison
0 "Means" leading to most serious disposition . i Potal Walnut Creek | Stockton Bakersfield
| . No. Pct.| No. | Pct. No.f Pot. | No. | Pcts No. | Pct.
v Search conducted after patrol stop 2f...... L 1 3 0 1
Response to citizen's call for assistance. 9 2 L 3 2
Lo AGTIVITY CONDUCTED/INFORMATION SEGURED T e
‘ ! SIMULTANEOUSLY BY HIGH CONTROL AGENTS ’
f AND LAV ENFORCEMENT AGENCY ' 2L 20.6 3 10.7 21 27.3 10  16.7 - -
Attempts 'tO contact escsveosaesensnscecsncennse 3 0 2 1 -
! Witness, victim statement or identification ... 4 0 3 - 1 -
3 Associate, informant statement or identification 1 0 1 0 -
COnfeSSion of paI'Olee C B OV SEBOLESSENEEsSPOE RSSO I+ O 3 l -
Physical evidence obtained during search ...... 1k 3 6 5 -
Behavior observed during surveillance .iacee.ce 1 0 1 0 -
Test results (incl. narcotics, gun, alcohol) .. Vi 0 5 2 -
T . )
! OTHER MEANS 12 7.2 1 3.6 7 9.1 A& 6.7 2 11.8
; 2lThe "Means" measure reflects both the major activity or information leading to the most serious disposition charges -and
< _.the mejor individual or agency responsible for conducting the activity or securing the information.
i bl Activities (e.g., street patrolling) not encorporated into the High Control Model and performed only by law enforcement
f agencies.
: Experimental/Comparison: X2 = not calculable due to large number of cells with small expected frequencies
L Walnut Creek/Stockton/Bakersfield: X2 = 14.240 *, df = 6, p .05 '
i :
]
1. .
[ 1
. =
i o
£ 5
T
7 B

14

od

o st oret



N .

e et [N

£
i : ; .
] i :
: 3

¥
H i
11 1
w, |l o |

R A

E 2 : ; . e ; s AL i ! -
/
Ty
- g
’ 0 -
- i
- o 41
.
| H
X <
1
] v
|
v (A3 [
i - - i : e
| 1
| ] : .
|
|
ﬁ :
, :
!
i
= =% 7
m.
o
=
,,\\}“\\\\\“ b 3
= e I M “
- w.w :
Al
,
“ o .

[o)

N




S e g o e e

.
measure addresses the contribution of agents to the prosecution
of "criminal® charges specifically.

. Table 32 provides some evidence that the investigation
model was able to increase the contribution that agents made to
the criminal prosecution of éérolees (62.7% experimental vs.
10.0% comparison with some kind of assistance provided in the
criminal prosecution). The various kinds of assistance provided
are listed in Table 32.

The final measure (Table 33) showed a larger’proportion of
the investigation casrs had contraband (i.e., 11.0% for weapons,
13.1% for narcotics/drugs and 7.3% stolen property)} confiscated
than occurred for the comparison group (only one of the 37 cases
had stolen property confiscated by the agent).

It is "suggested" from this analysis that the
investigation model was able to increase the contribution that
parole agents make to the detection and proéecution of charges by
uncovering more relevant evidence. However, as the preceding
analysis showed this evidence is likely to have led to more
revocation than criminal dispositions. The analysis is hindered
and qualified by the small number of comparison cases with |

criminal charges and by the likely underreporting of such

activity information by regular agents for the comparison cases.

Outcome Differences Between Demonstration Sites

Differences discovered across the three demonstration

sites in the background characteristics of the cases selected

-156-
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Table 32
ParoleAgent Assistance With Prosecution
of Most Serious Disposition Criminal Charges
by Study Group

(INVESTIGATION MODEL)

Parole agent Experimental i
: ) ) . Coparison
assistance with criminal Total Walnut Creek| Stockton Bakersfield
charge prosecution No. .Pot.l No., [ Poct.| No, Pot.] No. | Pot.]| To. | Pet.
Total, all cases 245 - 48 - 118 - 79 - 37 -

Not arrested/charged 80 - 20 - 41 - 19 - 20

Technical violation charge

only 82 - 9 - 3B - 4 - 7 -

Criminally eharged 83 100.0 19 100.0° 44 100.0 20 100.0 10 100.0

No assistance in
prosecution sesesvecvens 39 37.3 12 63,2 19  43.2 0 o} 9 90,0
Assisted prosecution.... 52 62,7 7 36.8 25 .56.8 - 20 100.0 1 10.0
Assist/victim/vitness
prepare statement (5) (0) (4) (1) (0)

. Turn over evidence (8) (0) (4) (4) (0)
Testifying in court (1) (0) '€)) (o) (1)
Securing parolee .
confession (7 (O)A (4) (3 (0)
Agsisting in evidence
search activity  (31) (7 (12) (12) (0)

Experimental /Comparisons: X2 = not calculable due to large number of cells with small

expected frequencies

Walnut C:ceek/Stockton/Bakersfield: X2 = not calculable due to large number of cells

with =mall expected frequencies

-157-~




Table 33

Contraband Confiscated
by Study Group

(INVESTIGATTON MODEL)

erimental Comparison
el e
Veapons 245 1000 .48 - 100.0 118 100.0 .79 100.0 37  100.0
| NON€sosseesanes 218 890 44 91,7 103 87.3 . .T1 89.9 = 37 . 100.0
One or more.ese 27 . 11.0 4 8.3 15 12,7 8 10.1 0 0
Narcotics/drugs 245 1100.0 - 48 100.0 118 100.0 . 79 100.0 37  100.0
NONGeaseesosnes 213 8649 46 95.8 101 85.6 66 83.5 37 100.0
Soﬁe........... 32 13.1 2 4.2 17T 4.4 13 16,5 O 0
Stolen property 245 100.0 48 100,0 118 100.0 79 100.0 37 #1400,
NoNEusosooseese 227 92,7 45 93,7 109 92.4 . T3 92.4 36 97.3
SOMEusesascaces 18  To3 3 6.3 9 T.6 6 T.6 0 1 2.7
Walﬁutlbxéék/Stockton/Eakersfield: X2  ar p
Weapons ’ 0.762 . 2 p > <500
Narcotics/dq;ggs 4,334 2 pZ.100
Stolen prop;;ty 0.105 2 p 7 .500
=158~
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(Chapter V), the reason the cases were selected (Chapter VI), and
the activities/operations of the unit (Chapter VI) all suggested

that each unit may‘be associated with differing outcome rates.

The measures reported in Table 26, and 28 through 33, were re-

examined comparing outcomes across the three parole units within
the experimental group. When sample sizes permitted, the
statistical significance of discovered differences were measured
by the non-parametric chi square test (X2).

An inspectidn of these tables consistently showed that the
Bakersfield unit was associated with a larger proportion of cases
1) with successful overall, immediate outcomes of the
investigation, 2) receiving revocation sanctions for their
illegal activities, and 3) where the high control agent
investigator was a major contributor to the detection and
prosecution of the suspected criminal or violational activity --
than found in either of the other two units examined. The
Stockton site ranked second and the Walnut Creek site ranked
third in terms of the proportion of successful investigation
outcomes experienced and in terms of the more frequent and severe
sanctions received. |

The degree to which the three demonstrations sites were
successful in meeting their first goal of verifying suspected
criminal or violational activity is shown in Table 26. A larger
proportion of the cases at the Bakersfield unit (74.7%)

experienced overall successful investigative outcomes (i.e.,

evidence was collected warranting placement in custody, or other

-159-
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miscellaneous Successful outcome) than either the Stockton
(66.2%) or the Walnut Creek unit (56.2%). The Walnut Creek unit
experienced a larger propdrtion‘of cases with unsuccessful
outcomes (33.4%) (i.e., evideﬁee was unavailable or insufficient
for verification) than either Stockton (24.6%) or Bakersfield

However

(1757%)3 F r; the ocverall difference acress the three
demonsﬁratibn sites in the five outcome categories of Table 26
did noﬁ quite reach statistical significance at the .05 level
using a chi sguare test.

The degree to which the three demonétration sites were
successful in increasing the frequency and seQerity of charges
filed against parolees who had returned to criminaf‘activity is
examined in Table 28-30. There wes no difference across the
three units in the proportion of cases who had criminal charges
filed in connection with the investigation. There was a large,
statistieally significant difference aCross the units on the
proportion of cases with.revocation charges filed.  Bakersfield
almost always charged the cases investigated (73.4%) with pavrnle
condition violations, while Stockton (57.6%) and Walnut Creek
(47.9%) did so only half the Eime (Table 28), It is therefore
not surprising that the three units differed on the mix of most
serious disposition reCeived (Table 29). Here, a "component" ¢*
square enalysis (Maxwell, 1961, pp 11-62) was conducfed on t.e
"Most ‘Serious Disposition" categories for‘the three'units. The

compenent chi square allows a test of the significance of the

difference within various categories of the outcome variable as

<

B
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well as an overall test. The test results showed a large,
statistically significant difference across the three units on
the "Returned to prison vs. Not returned to prison" categories.
Bakersfield returned 60.8% of it's cases while Stockton and
Walnut Creek returned 33.9% and 33.3% respectively. The
differen¢e across the units Within the category of returns to
prison (board vs. court) and within the category of those not
returned (favorable vs. miscellaneous unfavorable vs. pending)
did not reach statistical significance. The chi séﬁare for the
total most serious disposition categories (which is equal to the
sum of the component chi-squares) was significant indicating that
the units did differ significantly on the mix of dispositions
regeived. There is also an indication that the Bakersfield unit
was assocliated with slightly more criminal charges for person
offenses which resulted in a slightly higher average severity
score than the other two units (Table 30). And, finally, the
aVerage time to apprehension for the most serious dis?osition was
shorter for Bakersfield (23.9 days) than’the other two units
(34.7 days at Walnut Creek, 45.5 days at Stockton). However,
these differences are based on an extremely small numbers of
cases and should not be considered conclusive.

On the third set of measures identifying the agent's
contribution to detection and charge processing, the Bakersfieid
high thtFOl agents were able to make a major contribution on a

larger proportion of cases investigated than either of the other

two uhits, The Bakersfield high control agents were the major

S
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attri i i
ibuted to one or a combination of several factors The quasi

sdurée‘of aétivity or information leadihg to the most serious f; ‘ experimental design USEG and type of data collected does not
allow i '
the kind of controls necessary to explain the variance in

disposition received in 33.3% of it's cases, compared to 10.7% at
outcome found.

Walnut Creek and 18.2% at Stockton. (Table 31; Note that the

A g e st e

Sﬁockéon high control agents were also often the’major source of
information leadihg ﬁo the ﬁost séfious dispositién, however
their informétion was generaiiy collected with law enforcement £
staff rather than alone). Finally, the Bakersfield unit assisted .
in ibe prosécution for ali (100%) of it's cases criminally ;

proéecdted comparéd to only 56% of the cases at Stockton and 39%

¢f jthe cases at Walnu: Creek. On the final measure, & slightly b high control agents to detection and charge processing supports
higher proportion of cases at Bakersfield and at Stockton = this interpretation. The Same explanation can be used to explai
, —_— in

compared to Walnut Creek involved the confiscation of contraband the differences found between the three demonstration sites. Th
. . . ~ne

a , C e
nalysis of the types of activities performed in the invest-

(weapons, narcotics or stolen property). These small differences

iy,

: S : e i i i i
however were not statistically significant. gation model in Chapter VI showed that the Bakersfield site

: Ly enga i :
Interpretation of Findings gaged in more frequent evidence collection activities using

Primary as i
Y as well as secondary information Sources than either of

AR

The differences described above between the experimental

. )

and comparisdn grbups,showéd the investigation model was

MBI S i

. Ll : - e . collectio iviti
associated with more frequent successful verifications.of v N activities may have led to t i i Fi

, ‘ € significantly greater
L i . : rate of ificati - .
criminal and violational activity, more fregquent and severe verification ang revocation sanctions for cases

X

T w

in . .
nvestigated at the Bakersfield unit. In fact, police detective

saqcéions for returns to illegal activity, and a greater

tory it

o, . . studi ,
contribution by agents to the detection and processing of such L udies (Greenwood and Petersilia, 1975; Bloch ang Bell, 197s6
. s ® , 14 H
' o ‘ - R s 'Y . * b :i S ’
activity, than occurred for similar high risk cases under rcgulax ; e chwartz and Clarren, 1977) have indicated that it is the

supervision. The analysis furthermore found that the Bakersfield B
. ] ; :
1

L . ' s ' S . S :
demonstration site was associated with a larger proportion of the cene of the crime, by the responding police officer which
: . . . r
: “ « ] ) ) - . en = PR .

: more successful investigation outcomes than either the Stockton generally leads to verification and arrest. The activities

co i i
nducted at Bakersfield may have increased it's on the scene

response capabilities for incidents committed by parolees
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A seCond possible explanation for th@ study group as well
as demonstration Site differences found is $election'factor
differences. This interpretatioh was partially tested in Chapter
V when background characteristics for a sample of cases from each
study group and demonstration siterwgre compared. A few
differences were found, including a higher proportion of cases
with prior criminal histories selected from the Stockton site;
however, the analysis was considered too weak to rule outvthis
interpretation conclusively (a more adequately selected sample
and a multivariate analysis would have been more desireable).
Selection factor differences between study groups and
demonstration sites were further tested in Chapter VI when the
reason for selection and prior days on parole were examined.
Small statistically insignificant differences were found between
the experimental and comparison groups on these variables. A few
larger, significant, differences were found between the three
demonstration sites (e.g., cases selected at Walnut Creek had
experienced more time on parole prior to selection and a larger
proportion had been selected under the "Violence/sexual deviancy"
criterion than occurred at the other two sitesg however, these
differences were not in the direction or of the type which would
explain Bakersfield's higher raﬁe of verification and revocation
sanctions.

At least three other explanations for the study group and

demonstration site differences deserve mention, although none of

them were expirically examined in this evaluation. giggg,
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differences across the sites in the community support, primarily
local law enforcement support, may explain outcome differences.
For example, Bakersfield's higher rate of verification and
sanctions received may be attributable to a greater material as
well as philosophical support provided the high control agents by
local law enforcement than was present in the other demonstration
sites or comparison units. Also, the smaller number of local law !
enforcement agencies servicing the Bakersfield area, as compared

to the larger number connected to the metropolitan area serviced

by the Walnut Creek unit, may have allowed a closer, more
efficient, and therefore more productive working relationship. A
second possible explanation is pre-project differences which
existed across the demonstration sites and comparison units in
parole agent work standards and supervisorial decision-making
practices. Prior research has demonstrated the strong effect
that the parocle agent's recommendation has in determining the
final revocation action. For example, it is possible that the

increased revocation sanctions received for experimental over

comparison cases, and Bakersfield over the other demonstration

sites, may be due to the greater emphasis placed on return to

prison over continue on parole disposition recommendations for a

.

parole violation already existing at that unit. Finally, a third ;
possible explanation is the different types of illegal activity
investigated across the experimental and comparison units. For
example the narcotic sales and property theft crimes investigated
at Bakersfield may be more "suppressible" (i.e., impacted by

agent activity), thereby increasing the verification and arrest

rate, than the "violence/sexually deviant" activities

investigated at Walnut Creek.
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The quasi-experimental design used and small sample sizes ; %

prevents the kind of analysis necessary to explain the variance

found between the experimental and comparison units, and across

Table 34

demonstration sites, in outcomes. A three way analysis comparing
J ’ Overall Outcome For Selected Specific Types of Investigation Purposes

the investigative outcomes across units while controlling for the v by Parole Uni
"purpose" of the investigation does appear to rule out the last g )
: s ' 24
possible explanation. Table 34 provides some weak evidence that = } ¢ Overall ogpcome for Pavole Unit
' iﬁiﬁﬁ:igﬁiﬁiﬁ" bypes of SOt Walhut_Creek Stockton Bekersiield
. s . » . il G ose . .
the Bakersfield site was associated with a higher proportion of i et No. | Pet No. | Fete No.|Pct. No. | Pet,
. ‘ : f Verify Narcotic Sales 5 100.0 12 100.0 37 100.0 26 100.0
successful investigation outcomes than found at the other two ; : Successful out 50
: outcome 0.0 .
. o o Unsuccessful outcome 45 20.0 g Zg 2 ;g 38.0 I 571
sites regardless of the types of criminal and non-criminal ‘ . 70,0 11 42,3
‘ . . Verify Assault Activity 48 100.0 15 100.0 18 100.0 15 100.0
activity investigated. Further analysis, beyond the scope and , o .
Successful outcome 24 50,0 4 26,7 13 72,2 7 6.6
) ) . . . : Unsuccessful outcome 24 50.0 11 73.3 5 27.8 46,
quality of this evaluation design, is necessary before the other . . 8 5343
- Verify Property Activity 28 100.0 7 100.0 11 100.0 10 100.0
possible interpretations of outcome variance can be ruled. For 5 *
; uccessful outcome 15 53,6 5 T1.4 2 18,2 8 80.0
) ) \ . Unsuccessful outcome 13 46.4 2 28.6 9 818 .
now we can only conclude that the increased investigation . . 2 20.0
) ; Verify Prison Gang Activity 29 . 100.0 3 100.0 23 100.0 3 100.0
activities of the high control agents "may" be associated with an *
Successful outcome 13 44.8 1 33,3 11 47.8 1
. L. . . . » Unsuccessful outcome 16 55.2 2 AR 52.2 ! 33.3
increased rate of verification and sanctlons applied to selected T . . 66.17
: Verify Weapon Use/Possession 31 100.0 9 100.0 11 100.0 11 100.0
parolees who have returned to illegal activities. : o *
Successful cutcome 10 32,3 3 33,3 3 27.3 4 36
) . ) Unsuccessful outcome 21 67.7 6 66.7 8 ‘ -4
Chapter Summary. This chapter examined the effectiveness L . . 72.7 7 63.6
' : L : : ' Yerify Gemerel Activity 27  100.0 3 100.0 13 100.0 11 100.0
of the irivestigation model of the High Control Project as ‘ ‘s *
; uccessful outcome 18 66.7 0 0 10 76.9
. L . , Unsuccessful outcome 9 33,3 3 1000 3 . 8 72.7
implemented at three different demonstration parcle units. i : . 3.1 3 27.3
. . - Locate Subject 113 100,0 18 100,0 48 100.0 47 100.0
Several measures were applied to test it's success in 1) g ful
uccesaful outcome 104 92.0 14 77.8 45 93.7 45
] ) L . ) . Unsuccessful outcome 9 8.0 4 22,2 3 z 95.7
verifying suspected criminal or violational activity, 2) . SR . o3 2 4.3
e : . Apprehend Subject 8 1000 10 100.0 41 100.0 38  100.0
inéreasing the frequency and severity of the controls and ‘ ’ Successful outcome 79 o
B , 8.8 8 .

. . o : Unsuccessful outcome 10 M2 2 gl 3? L 2.1
‘sanctions applied to parolees who had returned to such activity, » Lo . .2 3 7.9
. . . . . ! a] Outcome refers to the i i ; : i
and 3) increasing the parole agent 's contribution to the l "Successful" is gefigezmz:dig:e"3::2?’223.:?5;6338;1;::@er?‘:eiﬁug:zdeffthe e mations

i i : : ' 'ﬁ / violational activity"™ and other miscellaneous successful outcomes. ¥ for criminal or
detection and processing of charges. The immediate outcomes of . ! b} Investigati ‘

| % ¥ ve purpeses selected f ig i i

% cases in the cvperimental Z;oip. or analysis includes those which applied to at least 25
| ,
§ -167-
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the investigations themselves and the charges filed in connection
with the investigation purpose were analyzed for 245 experimental
cases investigéted in the project through June 30, 1979 and
compared to like data collected on 37 similar cases not
investigated. The results showed the investigation model was
associated with significantly more successful verifications of
criminal or violational activity than occur under regular
supervision. The investigation model was also associated with an
increase in the controls and sanctions applied to parolees who
had returned to criminal activity, however the increase was
largely in board-ordered return to prison dispositions. The
investigation model was not associated with a significantly large
change in the frequency and severity of criminal charges and
dispositions. Finally, the analysis provided some limited and
qualified evidence that high control agents increased the
contribution that regular supervision agents make to the
detection and processing of charges. An analysis of the outcome
differenées across the demonstration sites showed that the
Bakersfield unit was associated with the highest proportion of
successful investigation outcomes followed by the Stockton unit
and lastly the Walnut Creek unit. Several possible explanations
for the study group and demonstration site outcome differences
were explored including the model's more intense investigative
activities, a selection of higher risk cases, a greater degréé of
community support from local law enforcement and more chtrol-
oriented decision-making practices at the expefimental sites;
however, the‘exact extent to which the outcome variance was
explanable by these factors could not be determined with the data

available.
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Chapter VIII

OPERATIONS AND ACTIVITIES OF
THE INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL

This chapter describes the operations and activity of the
intensive supervision model of the High Control Project as it Qas
implemented at two demonstration sites. In addition to it's
descriptive purpose this chapter also tests the experimental
variable by determining whether the activities performed by
agents under the intensive: supervision model were in fact
different from the activities normally performed under regular

supervision.

Study Sample For Activity and Outcome Analysis

To allow for a minimum six months follow-up analysis, an
intake cutoff date of December 31, 1978 was used in drawing the
intensive supervision model study cases. A total of 170 cases
were referred fof intensive supervision through that date. After
a small number of the referrals were rejected by the High Control
staff (N=1ll) and a number were deleted due to change of release
plans (N=28), the final study sample totaled 131 cases (see Table
6 in Chapter VI). Therefore, the analysis in this chapter is
based on 131 experimental cases (77 from the Walnut Creek site
and 54 from the Riverside/San Bernardino site) which received
high control intensive supervision, in addition to 62 comparison
cases (35 drawn from the Redwood City Unit and 27 drawn from the
Ventura District) which received only regqular supervision. When,
due to missing data, measures were calculated to a base "less
than" the total 131 experimental and 62 comparison group samples,

it was noted.
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Case Movement

The Walnut Creek site of the intensive supervision model’
began operations first (February, 1977) with two agents carrying
10-15 cases each. The Riverside/San Bernardino demonstration
site implemented the project over a year (June, 1978) after
Walnut Creek started and involved four agents also carrying 10-15
cases each. After initially large intake numbers in the early
months, placement into the Intensive supervision model averaged
two cases per agent per month. The Walnut Creek site placed an
average of four cases per month with two working agents, and the
Riveréiﬁe site placed an average of eight cases per month with
four working agents (Table 35).

Cases remained in the intensive supervision model for an
average of eleven months (334 days, Table 36). There was no
large difference on the average number of days cases SPent in the
project between the two demonstration sites, although for some

reason project days varied more at the Walnut Creek site.

Thus, from the experiences of the two intensive

“supervision model demonstration sites, the intensive supervision

model admitted an average of two new cases per month and carried

each case for an average of eleven months. These findings

. present a strong contrast to the case movement under the

investigation model, which was short term in length (60 days) and
involved & rapid turnover of cases (3-4 cases per month per
agent). The movement of cases in the intensive supervision model

closely resembled that experienced under regular supervision
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Table 35
Case Intake
by Parole Unit Within Study Group
(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)
Parole unit within study eroup
: Experimental Comparison
Date of case intake Total |Sub Walnutl River| Sub |Redwood| Ven~
“total | Creek | side | total | City | tura
N=193 | N=131 | N=77 | N=54 | N=62 | N=35 |N=27
Total case intake for 1977 63 4 -4 - 19 9 -
Janual’y eecs00B00000006a0 - - - - - - -
FEbmaIy e00c0eee00Cc0008 0 T T T* - - - -
March ccecosecccvcscescsns 10 10 10 bd - - bl
April 0000000000000 0000600 3 3 3 - - - -
May 0080000808000 00030000 4 4 4 - - - -
June 00000090860000000000 6 5 5 - 1 1 -
JULlY ccoaseccocsoscascose ‘ 3 3 3 - 0 0 -
Aug‘uSt 0008000600000V 0D 0 2 1 1 - 1 1 -
Sep’tember $6666 6000006000 11 2 2 = 9 2 =
OCtObel‘ 00000000 C2CA00000 6 4 4 s 2 2 Ll
November sesccecccocsasss 8 4 4 - 4 4 -
December 0600006000000 0080 3 1 1 bl 2 2 -
Total case intake for 1978 130 87 33 54 43 16 27
Janual‘y' G0 000000B0E0G0G00 3 2 2 - 1 1 -
Februalry sceccccecscsnvce 3 2 2 - 1 1 -
March 6000000 CE 000000006 6 6 6 - O 0 -
April 000C0EC0000602000600 3 0 0 - 3 3 -
May ococccecescosccscacsasas 5 4 4 - 1 1 -
JUNE cssaconcossasssccces 15 14 3 11%* 1 1 -
July 00e0ve00BNOO0O0OOCRcOE 11 9 4 5 2 2 -
August ccsocwsonocccsssose 15 11 3 8 4 1 5%
Sep’tember 9000090000800 0 ¢ 13 11 1 10 2 1 1
Octiober svcvvosscssosscss 12 9 3 6 3 1 2
November .covsccasssscsse 21 12 3 9 9 3 6
December 0006000000000 23 T 2 5 16 1 15
¥# Project start date for unit

.
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Table 36

Days In Projéet by Parole Unit
(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

Parole unit

Total

Walnut Riverside/
e 3 \ San Bernardino >

e 4 ect _ | Creek . . |4 .

pays ;n Progec " Noe .| Pcte] Nos | Pctel| Nos | Pcte
Total, all experimental cases ‘131 100,0 77 100.0 54  100,0
001 - 060 days scesvosveee 0 0 0 0 0 0
061 - 120 days eeceedocesse 12 902 9 11.7 5 506
121 - 180 GBYE cesescssasse 17 13.0 14 18,2 - 3 5.6
181 ~ 240 dayS eeccesssece 15 114 9 1.7 6 11,1
241 =~ 300 days eecsescsess 22 16.8 14 18.2 8 14.8
301 - 360 da.ys e0 000006000 12 902 4 502 8 1408
361 =~ 420 48YS ececccncess 20 1503 1 1.5 19 352
421 had 480 da&’S secacesccie 9 609 4 5‘2 5 902
481 - 540 A2YS ecsesncscan 7 543 5 605 2 3e 7
541 - 600 days ecososcasec 4 300 4 5.2 0 0
601 ~ 660 GaYS seevscssece ° 4 3.0 4 562 0 0
661 ~ 720 days seccccacesse 4 3.0 4 5¢2 0 0
721 and over days snssssree 5 5.8 5 605 0 0

Mean aioioo,o.ooop_o.ooé 334.4 344‘6 31947

SODO e OO0 080ENGQI 0SS 17704 ‘ 21.4.8 101.0
N, -ooc.l";’icooeoooooa 131 17 54

| X A 2

“Walnut Creek vs. Riverside/San Bernardino 0.789 129 P = «432 R
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(i.e., a long period of supervision with a slow turnover of
cases), with the exception that agents carried significantly

smaller caseloads.

Selection Process

The selection process for the intensive supervision model
was designed to operate as it did in the investigaticn model.
That is, cases were to be referred for intensive supervision by
the.regﬁlar agentsvin the unit who periodically reviewed their
existing caseloads, using the five tafgeted criminal and
violation activity &areas as. screening criteria. Howevef, unlike

the investigation model, the intensive supervision model was

designed to begin "early" in the parole pericd and the high

control agents were to assume total caseload responsibilities on -

the cases.

In actuality the selection process worked differently at
the two demonstration sites. The Riverside site chose to do it's

own screening. Table 37 shows that 98.1% of the Riverside cases

were identified by the high control agents themselves. Most
(Table 38, 68.5%) were pre-releasees at the time of selection who
were placed under. intensive supervision on the first day of
parole. The Walnut Creek site on the other hand used a
combination of "agent referrals" (Table 37, 39.0%) and "pre-
release file screenihg" (46.7%) to identify most of it's cases.
Only dne—third (Table 38, 35.1%) were pre-~releasees at the time

of selection; one guarter had been on parole for six months or

more at the time of placement.
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Table 37

Source of Case Referral
by Parole Unit

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

PR s e

‘ Parole unlt
Source of Potal Walnut RJVSZilde/
case referral Creek Berndardino
‘ . No. J Tcta No, | Pcto| No, | Pct
Total, all cases 151 100,0 77 100.0 54 ' 100.0
Su’peerSlng PaIOle agen‘b scsceae 30 22.9 30 39.0 0 0
Unit supervisor or district = A Lo
admmlstrator cscescessacsesse 4— 3.0 4 5.2 0 0
Law enforcement agency cesssoene 1 0.8 0 0 1 1.9
Pre~release file SCTeening seese 36 27.5 36 46,7 0 O
ngh COn’trOl agent seseccescocee 54- 41.2 1 103 53é-| 98.1
Other ."0‘.,......!....,!..Q.. 6 4.6 6 7.8 O 0

W

al "referral system" was not used at the Riverside Unlt/S B,

(only).r Instead

the high control agents selected proaect cases directly by conducting periodic
screening of the pre-release files and the unit's existing caseloads,

2 Includes CDC staff in the prisons, other parole units, and the Special Service Unit
Sta-ff. ' ‘
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able 38 |
Days On Parole Before Project Placement
by Parole Unit Within Study Group
(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)
5 -~ Parole unit within study ‘zroup
Days on .parole - Experimental a0 Comparison : e
before Sub-total | Walnut Riverside/ | Sub-total | Redwood Ventura
~ project plazement % San ,
- Creck Brnardino City District
Nou| Pct. | No.| Peto | No.| Pete | No.! Pete | Noo| Pcte | No.| Pet.
Total, all cases 131 100.0 77 100.0 54 100,0 62 100.0 35 100,0 27 100.0.
None, new releasee svccscesce 64 48.9 - 27  35.1 37' 68.5 25 40,3 22 62,9 3 1lel
t'].. p 001 -~ 060 days cscecsncsccnce 25 19,1 12 15,6 13 24,1 10 16,1 6 - 17.1 4  14.8
9 ({I ‘ 061 "<120 da;ys o;oooooeeoaoeo 17 . 1300 14 18,2 3 5.6 9 1405 3 ‘ 806 € 22,2
»;: 121 ~ 180 da;YS eeco0000DEO00D 4 3@1 4 5.2 0] ’ 0] 7 1193 2 507 5 1805
£; 181 ~ 240 days ooooqenoooo-o; 7 ‘ 503 . 6 7'8 ’ 1 1'9 : 1 1‘6 0 . Y 1 5°‘7
;;: 241 -~ 500 da‘y'B eos000ERCOCGO0 3 26-3 3 3-9 0 0 6 9.7 1 299 5 ‘1805
1,; 301 - 360 days 5~oeo$6&'¢6¢‘-55 3 2.3 3 3:9 - O 6] 1’.’,6’ SR ¢ O 1 ‘3‘,7
;}.1 361 iays and’ OVEI' foC0AaT00060 8 601 8 1004 0 0] » 408 1 209 2 704
{ Mean e0o0ceeecne upoonaoi) 81;9 128.9 1501 ‘ 102,0 49.7 . 169.8
i ’ /
: = ' SeDe cacoeec0s00cconns 16043 193.6 35.9 159.3 - 130.1 167.8
I "N sscecsssocoscsasione 131 77 54 62 35 27
| 4
i : ‘ t 4L 2 i
o i - . Walnut Creek vs, RiversidefSan Berrardino 4l 23THx 129 . p<.001 1
: U - Redwood City vs. Ventura District. 3,122 *% 60 p.< .010 i
Experimenta.l Vs, Comparison 0,810 /191 p =.419 Ez
g __: . Lo : i . g
. )
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The two demonstration sites were in agreement on the
reasons for selectiing cadses for intensive Supervision. The
majority (57.2%) of the 133 experimental cases were placed under
intensive supervision because of a prior criminal history that
involved violence or sexual deviancy (Table 39A). Only a very
féw cases were placed uhder intensive siupervision for any of the
other five criminal/violatichal dctivity areas targeted in the
project including prison gang affiliation (4.6%), narcotic sales
activity (10.7%), property/fraud activity (2.3%) and parole
absconding (0.%). ' |

The above proportions do not include the cases referred
under more than one category, and Table 39A shows that one
quarter of the 131 experimental cases were referred for a
"combination" of the five selection criteria. To capture the
relative contribution of each @riterion and yet include those
cases referred under two or more categories, the reasons were

"ranked" by the frequency of referral and each case counted in

the "highest" ranking category, regardless of the presence or

absence of other reasons referred under. The results of the

rahked tabulation are shown in Table 39B. Théy more dramatically

~show the priority the project placed on selecting cases in the

violence/sexual deviancy category. Over four-fifths of the 133
experimental cases (81.3%) were selected for a prior criminal
history involving violence or sexual deviancy.

As the selection criterion was somewhat general, an

attempt was made to capture thé specific type of prior
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violent/sexual deviant criminal offenses which led to the
placement under intensive supervision. Table 39C (calculated to
the base of "total reasons cited" rather than "total cases")
shows robbery and other weapon use (31.2%), weapon possession
(12.1%), murder/manslaughter (12.8) and rape (12.1%) were the

[

major specific types of violent/sexually deviant offenses which

led to the case's placement in the intensive supervision model.

Less often selected were cases which had committed an assault
(with injury 5.4%, without injury 1.3%), threatened vioclence
(5.4%) or who had committed a sexual offense other than rape
(child molestation 5.0%, other sexual offense 4.4%).

The major source of the information which led to the
referral was the case's prior criminal history records (63.4%,
Table 40). However, as the Walnhut Creek site selected cases with
varying lengths of prior time, they also tended to base their
referrals on other more current information available from either
local law enforcement (10.4%) or the prior regular supervising
agent (22.1%), in addition to the criminal history records.

Comparisons across units. Generally speaking the two

demonstration sites operated in similar manners. Both units
selected cases who were new releases or who had been on parole
for only a couple of months, and both units selected the majority
of their caées because of their prior violent or sexually deviant
criminal histories. Also both units kept their cases under
intensive supervision for an average of eleven months. Although
the two units did select cases differently (regular agent
referrals vs. high control agent screening), there was no
significant difference between the units in the reasons cases

were selected.
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Table 394 ’
? ‘Reason Selected
§ K by Parole Unit Within Study Group
i - (INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)
; 1 | .
; i
; i
; i e
; i .  Parole unit within study group
% Type of reason “Fssrimental R T T N
: ' for selection &/ Sub-total | Walmut = |Riverside/ |Sub-total |Redwcod | Ventura
' ‘ ' " San
! : ‘ | Creek Bernardino City . District
. A W, [¥ck | Wo.| Fob. | No.| Pot. | No.[ Pete | No.[ ot | No. [ Fot.
: i Total, all cases 131 100.0 77 100.0 54 100,0 62 100,0 35 100,0 - 27 100,0
i Eo : .
P ‘g One type of reason only
| ? Prison gang affiliation ..... 6 46 5 6,5 1 1.8 0 0 0 0 0
? Narcotic sales activity esswe 14 10.7 6 T+8 8 14.8 4 6.4 2 57 2 Ted
; , Violence/sexual deviance ,eee 75 57.2 41 53.2 34 63,0 49 790 29 829 20 T4.1
: Property/frand seeseesseosses 3 23 1 13 2 37 2 32 2 57 0 0 .
? Abscond-ing ceesnessssseOsac e 0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0
% i Combination of ‘t,wo or more iypes ;
i Violence/sexual deviancy + gang 12 9.2 9 1l.7 3 5.6 1 1.6 -0 0 1 3.7
V Violence/sexual deviancy + - ‘ :
L NATCOLICS sesesseasesesess 11 844 9 1.7 2 3.7 2 32 2 57 O 0
Violence/sexual deviancy + : g : e
" PrOPErty 000000000500 00080 4 ‘ 300 3 309 1 1.8 3 4“’8 0 0 5 11.1
Other combinations seseossace 6 4.6 3 3.9 5 506 i 196 0 0 1 307
, .."5./ Based upon five selection cri -pia for préject
TR I /oy
Lo ¢ v s . Yo
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Table 39B

"Ranked" Reason Selected
by Study Group

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

WRanked" Study Group
Reason selected 2l Total Experimental| Comparison
Nos | Pcte| No.| Pct, |Xoe| Pcto
Total, all cases 193 100,0 131 100,0 62 100.0
Violence/sexual deviancy 157 8l.3 102 T7.9 55 88,7
with gang affiliation eeeecee (13) (12) D)
with narcotics sales ovesocoso (13) (11) (2)
Wi'th Property/fralld ecwvcocoocae (7) (4) (3)
10 other reason secccessssces (124) (75) (49)
Narcotic sales activity 19 9.8 15 11.5 4 6.4
with gang affiliation secocees (1) (1) (0)
no other reason evevos0o0000000 (18) (14‘) (4)
Qther reasons 17 8.8 14 10.7 3

4.8

2l Ranked by frequency of referral; case counted in the highest rank
category referred under, regardless of presemnce or absence of other reasons

referred.

X2 = 3,305, df = 2, p = +200

=179~
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Table 39C

Frequency of Specific Kinds of
"Violence/Sexual Deviancy" Reasons for Selection Cited

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

Specific kind of violence/sexual deviancy

behavior cited as reagon for selection . . No. 2} Pcte
Total violent/sexual deviant reasons cited 2 298  100.0
Aggault without IinJury eeseeccscscsssessccssessassoess 4 1.3
Assault with INJUTY ecesecvccssesscsssoeseccsssssscnsoe 16 5¢4
Murder, attempted murder, manslaughter .cseececscossss - 38 12.8
Threats of VIiOleNCe ccevesassnssassssocsoscsscscscscs 16 54
Robbery or other use of WeaDON ecsseseessseescssssssss 93  #1,2
Possession of WeaDON cscssassssecsiscsoccecesnsssacee 36 12,1
Other violent behavior secscsscecssssssescncsnscocsees 31 10.4
Child molestation eseeeacecessscscssvososcncosssoscas Lq5 5.0
Rape seecossosvcecensssssnssevsisciscosssssncscnssscsa %6 12,1
Other sexual deviant DehaViOT ssecsesesesessssssesoss 13 4.4

a ‘ T .
'/ (Calculated to‘the base of total reasons cited rather than total cases as in

preceeding tables,
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- Table 40
i \\ B .
P Source of Documenting Information Leading to Case Referral
by Parole Unit Within Study Group ‘
{INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)
- Parole unit within study group
’,f Experimental Comparison :
L \ Source of documenting sub-total | Walnut Riverside/ | Sub=total Redwood Ventura
_information to case referral San
Creek rnardino City District
| No, I Pet, | No,! Pet.| No. | Pct. | Noa. | Pet. } No.] Pecte | Noo| Pecte
Total, all cases 131 100.0 77 100.0 54 100,0 62 100.0 35 100,0 27 100.0
]
; )E Law enforcement agency information 4 3,0 3 3.9 1 1.9 0 0 0 0 0
1 [ Supervizing agent information sses. 2 1.5 2 2.6 0 0] 1 1.6 1 2.8 0 0
. | Prison or other CDC staff ' ;
i information 0.":‘.000..0.."60'006 3 293 3 509 0 0 0 0 0 O 0
Prior criminal history records ... 83 63.4 36 46,8 4T 87.0 55 88.7 31 88.6 24 88.9
) L b Other SOUTCES secssssssesssncassss 2 1.5 2 2,6 0 o 0 o o 0o 0 0
’ % Prior history records and law
i enforcement information seeessse 8 6.1 8 10.4 O O 1 1.6 0 0 1 3.7
p g Prior history reéords and
j 5 ‘supervising agent information .. 19 14,5 17 22,1 2 %7 O 0 © 0 O 0
. Prior history records and other ‘
Sdurces 0900380000000 P0C0200CGEED 10 706 6 7.8 4 7-‘-4 5 8.1 3 806 2 7‘4
|
- N oy — e
B G sl R
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One significant difference which may be related to

~outcomes was the fact that the Walnut Creek site selected some

cases who had been on parole for long periods of time before
placement; and they cited law enforcement information, or the
regular supervising agent information on current community
adjustment, as the basis fQ? some of their referrals. In other
words, "current" suspected‘criminal involvement may have been the
basis for selecting some of the Walnut Creek cases. If so the

Walnut Creek cases would be expected to have higher recidivism

‘rates in the follow-up analysis as they may already have-retutrned

to crime. Because of these differences, the Walnut Creek site
appears to have operated as a cross between the "investigation
model® described previously and the Riverside/San Bernardino
"intensive supervision model" described here, although it appears
more similar to the latter than the former.

Experimental versus comparison cases. Although tests for

the comparability of the experimental to the comparison cases
using selected background characteristics was done in ‘Chapter °
an analysis'df the data described in the preceding section

provides a further check. As with the 133 experimental cases,

the majority of the 62 comparison cases were new releasees, Or

~had been on parole for only a few months, at the time they were

selegted (Table 38). However, these findings are questionable as

large statistically significant'differenees between the parole

units comprising each study grqup were also found. Also, like

the 133 experimental cases, the majority of the 62 comparisons

~182~
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were selected because of a prior criminal history (Table 40)
involving violent or sexually deviantvcrimes (Table 39B);

although some differences were found between the two units

comprising the experimental group. While the experimental and

comparison groups appear similar in terms of these selection
variables, the within group differences may be masking the
between group differences. The effect of "within study group"

differences on outcome is examined further in Chapter IX.

Types of Activity Performed

This section describes the kinds of parole supervision
activities performed by agents (and the extent to which each kind
was performed) under the intensive supervision model. Each
supervision activity reeorded in the agent field notes for each
case was classified into one of thirty specific types which
reflected the intended goal or purpose of that activity.
Definitions of the thirty activity tybes are given in Appendix C.
To reduce the amount of analysis, the thirty specific activities
were later collapsed into nine major activity types which are
here analyzed three different ways:

1. Proportion of cases with one or‘more of each
type of activity (Table 42).

2. Average frequency of each type of activity
(Table 44),.

3. Average percent of the total activities for
each type of activity (Table 46).

The above three measures are first used to present a

profile of the types of activities characterizing the intensive

- -183-
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supervision model. Second, the intensive supervision model cases
aré compared to the regular supervision cases on the abovéj:hree
measures to test whether the intensive supervision model was in
fact different. Third, and finally the tWo experiméntal
demonstration sites are compared tQ each other on the above three
measures to see if the intensive supervision modél was uniformly
implemented. The statistical significance of the differences in
the last two sets of comparisons was examined using either a
difference of proportions test (z) or a difference of means test
(t), the results of which are summarized in a table following

each of the three activity type measures (Tables 43,45‘andf47).

It is noted that the following analysis of types of

. activities performed is not based on the entire sample of study

éases; The parole agent field notés necessary for the analysis
were not available for‘twenty of the 131 experimental cases and
eighteen of the 62 comparison cases. Therefore, the analysis is
based upon 85%’of the experimental cases and 71% of the
cdmpafison cases. Thére was no reason to expect that the missing
éases biased the énalysis in any way.

Profile of intensive supervision activities. The number

of activities performed on a case averaged ten per thirty day
period under intensive supervision (Table 41). Two-thirds of‘the
cases ranged between six and fourteen activities per thirty day
period Unde: intensive supervision.

Three of the nine’major types of activities occurred

across every case; and the remaining six types occurred for well

~184-
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over the majority of cases (Table 42). All the intensive
supervision cases had at least one "Check-up Céntact“, at
least one "Required (per P&CSD Policy) Activities"'(e.g.;
processing travel requests); and at least one "Information
Exchanges With Other Individuals" (i.e., collateral
contacts). "Evidence Collection Activities", "Information
Exchaﬁges with Law Enforcement", and "Ascistance Activities"
also occurred for over four-fifths of the cases. ;A slightly
smaller and yet a majority'proportion of the cases had at
least one "Surveillance" and "Arrest and Charge Processing
Activities". |

One type of activity was the most frequent (Table 44)
and also occupied the greatest percentage of the total
activities performed (Table 46). "Check-up Contacts by the

Parole Agent" occurred an average of thirty times during the

_Project and on an average comprised over one-third (35.5%)

of the average total activities performed. Four other types
of activities occurred an average of 10-12 times and
occupied 10-12% of the total activities conducted under

intensive supervision. These four included "Evidence

k Collection", "Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement",

"Information Exchanges With Other Individuals", and
"Required Per P&CSD Policy" activities.

Thus, the activities of the intensive supervision

model were congruent with it's purpose of closely monitoring

the parolee's activity. Behavior was primarily monitored
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s, Aot Table 41 o
Average Number of Activities Per Thirty Days In Project

. : | ,’( & by Parole Unit Within Study Group
t : N (INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)
Parole unit within study group
L Average number of erimental Comparison '
activities per thirty Sub~-total | Walnut Riverside/ | Sub~total Redwood Ventura
I P days in the project _ San _.
AR | Creex  Bernardino City District
‘ : , . No,| Pet. | No.i Pcte| No.| Pet. | No.| Pct. | No.] Pcto | No.| Pct.
L | Total, all cases " 13 - 77 - 54 - 62 - 3% - 27 -
' Unknown 6008050000090 0 000 20 - 15 el 5 - 18 - 14 b 4 -
* . ‘ Total less unknown eceess 111 100.0 62 100.0 49 100.0 44 100.0 21 100,0 2% 100,0
Ol to 2.0 activities 0 0 0 0o o0 . © 10 22,7 3 14.3 T 30.4
e o = - < = 2 23.:’.\., 29_439._ acti?}’iﬁisg, et e R ‘:,nau 2.1? R ey }.6 2 R A,,;,,_f;_»‘F...;‘T;:A . ‘?.Eéj- . :31;,8;;; 36+~ ,47'6,_. PRSI .4 1-{'. 4 o
’ 4.1 to 6.0 activities 11 2.9 2 14.5 2 4.1 13  29.5 T 33.3 6 26.1
6.1 to 8.0 activities 20 18,0 12 19.4 8 16,3 7 15.9° 1 4.8 6 26,1
; 8.1 to 10,0 activities 26 23,4 10 16,1 16 32.7 0 0 0 0 0 0
! 10.1 to 12.0 activities ’ 19 17.1 10  16.1 9 18.4. 0] 0 0 0 0 0
f 12,1 to 14.0 activities 12 10.8 7 11l.3 5 10,2 0 0 0 0 0 0
. 14,1 to 16,0 activities 12 10.8 8 12,9 4 8.2 0 0 0 0 0 0
; 16,1 to 18,0 activities- 2 1.8 2 3.2 O 0 0 0 0] 0 0 o}
: 18,1 to 20,0 activities 3 2.7 2 3.2 1 2.0 0 0 0 0 0 0
i L 20.0 and over | 3 2,7 1 1.6 2 41 O o o0 o o0 0
|3 |
AR ‘ ,
i . ) Mealesossossssanase 10.3 1004 10-3 309 5.7 400
' SeD. ees0esocecesan 4.5 409 4,1 1.9 1.6 2.1
N 2098900006000 00000 111 62 49 ' 44- 21 23
D N b ar »
. . Walnut Creck vs. Riverside/San :rnardino 0.152 109 P> 500
@ 1 ) ’
. Redwood City vs. Ventura District 0.543 42 p > 500
b i | Expr.iestal s, Comparison - 9.092 #%% 155  p< .00k
] i '
i e o
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Table 42

Proportion of Cases With One or More of Each Type of Activity
by Parole Unit Within Study Group

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

Parole un’t within study zroup

. Experimental { Comparison
Type of activity Sub-total] walnut |Riverside/ Sub—total Red- | Ventura
San | wood
Creek Pernardino City | District
H=111 N=62 N=49 | N=44 M=21 Ne=23
EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: 85.6 83.9 87.8 45.5 52.4 . 39.1
Interviews sssesesgesscevebisantes 32.4 3303 . 3207 13l6 9‘5 17'@
Pretext Interviews and Representation 0.9 0 2,0 0 0 0
Informant Interviews and Usages .. 16.3 12.9 20.4 0 0 0
Resource Material CheckS seesesces 29.7 32.3 26.5 0 0 (s}
Anti-Narcotic Testing ceeeccccccss 66.6 72.6 59.2 38.6 47.6 30.4
Search and Seizure of Evidence ... 32.4 32.3 32,7 6.8 9.5 444
SURVEILLANCE: 52.3 45.2 61.2 13.6 4.8 21.7
Fixed Survéillance seesescsceseses . 19:4 . 194 .2 3 O 0
Spot Sméilla}lce sescvesonsssnane 49.6 40.3 61-2 13.6 4-8 21'7
Tailing SuxrveillaNce eeesecscsness Sed 1.6 1C.2 0 0 0
INFORMATION EXCEANGES WITH LAW ENFORCEMENT: 84,7 83.9 85.7 52,3 57.1 47.8
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parole Violation eeecesesseseses 61.3 6445 57.1 36.4 23,8 47.8
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Process~
ing BsesseseivisssssnsersrBesen 58.6 67.7 46.9 2207 28.6 l7.4
General Background or.Non-Criminal
Status Factors seeeassssessecen 48,7 51.6 44.9 15.9 28.6 4.4
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STAFF: © 1.2 69.4 T3.5 63.6 71.4 5645
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parole Violation sessesoeccens 27-9 32¢3 22-5 405 905 0
Recent Arrest and After-Axrrest Process—
i W0 800PNBPINICEIRRESSIBASIETS 33’3 4005 2405 9-1 9.5 8'7
General Background or Non-Criminal
Status Factors ss000ese0seenna 46¢9 4109 5301 63-6 7104 56-5
INFQ. EXCHANGES ¥WiFH OTESR INDIVIDUALSE 98,2 98.4 98,0 81.8 85.7 78.3
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parole Violationl sessssescssas 37.8 51.6 20,4 25,0 - 28.6 21,7
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest Process—
iNg esevsccnsssascanssocncnces 5342 54.8 51.0 25.0 3343 17.4
General Background or Non~Criminal
Status Factors esasencsssacase 96o4 9502 9BAO 77.3 81'0 75.9
ARREST AND CHARGE PROCESSING ACTIVITIES: 65.8 66,1 65.3 3644 47.6 26.1
ApPPTehension ceesssesscccscecssasn * 31.5 25,2 30.6 9.1 14,3 4.3
Required After-Arrest Processing. 64,0 64.5 63.3 36.4 47.6 26,1
Prosecution Agsistance seeeescess 11,7 14.5 8.2 0 (o} o}
_18?_
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Table 42 - continued . I

ot i @
, Parole unit within study group . - Table 43
, . Experimental ; | Comparison
Type of activity Sub-total Walmut| Hiverside Sub- | Redwood | Ventura _ _ 2 Testa Between Parole Units and Study Groups
‘ San | total : on
Creek. Bernardino City District M : . Proportion of Cases With Oneor More of Each Type of Activity
N=111 | N=62 Neqo | Nedq N=21 N 23 ‘ (INTENST"E SUPERVISION MODEL)

CHECK~UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: 100,0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 P
Attempted Check-up CONtacts seeses 9644 952 ° 9840 7743 85.7 696 - ‘ : :
Actual Check-up Contacts ceseesese 98,2 96.8 100.0 100,0 100.0 100,0 i ‘ Proportion of cases Walnut Creek Redwood City Experimental ;

. ‘ ‘ % with one ox more of vs :

REQUIRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) ACTIVITIES: 100,0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 ] each type of activity Riverside / V8. ‘ V8.
Required Permission or Notification 84,7 79,0  91.8 88,6  95.2 ~ B2.6 | Sen Berl“ard“w Ventura Distriet | Comparison
Required Release Matters seeseisee 57+7 5Le6 6543 3604 61,9 13,0 ) z D z | z | o
Réquired Administrative Processing 97.3 96,8 98,0 973 95.2 100.0 ‘ Evidence Collection seeseses 0.588  p3e500 0.887 o35 S.LTAF pea00L

‘ . ‘ ' . Surveillance eeeeveescssses . 1. 667 1):-095 00063 P).SOO 4,438%%% p<-001
ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: 87.4 85.5 89.8 T0.5 571 82,6 , Information Exchanges with
- - . " Law Enforc emento eseesveasns o. 265 p)- 500 Oo 619 P> 500 40 252*** P<0001
Direct Services 6000000606800 00006 46.0 38.7 55.1 3604 4.8 6502 Information Exchanges with °
Refexrral to Community Service ese e 50.5 5302 46.9 22.7 3303 13.0 i In?_’DC S:?-ff {_b‘[-;a---o-otég-o 0.477 P 500 1,028 p=. 503 0,928 p=. 350
. » : Information Exchanges wi
COUNSELINE eoeeoacsosossasessossse 66.7 6445 69.4 47.7 47.6 47.8 Other Individuals s.seesee 0,163  py.500 0.637  D>.500  3,761%* p<,001
. Arrest and Charge Processing o
Activities essesavsnssenee 0,088 p)-SOO 1-484 p=.139 3.352*** p<.ool
. Check-up Contacts by Parole
Agent eassseorecsvancssecenrs 0 = 0 - 0 -
Required (Per P&CSD Policy)
Activities oiv v vy., L. ... 0 ' - 0 - o} -
Assistance Activities sesees 04680  p=.497 1.855 P=o063 2,519% p<.050
&
-~189-
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Table 44
Average Frequency Of Edch Type of Activity
by Parole Unit Withinh Study Group

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

S

Parole unit withi

n_study group

~190-

Tvbe of ackivit Experimental Comparison
P T Sub~ Walntit | River- | Sub Redwood | Ventura
. gide/ ~
total Creek S. B. total |-City Disgtrict
. N=111 N=62 N=49 N=44 N=21 =23
 EVIDENCE COLLECTION ACTIVITIES: X . 11,38 12,44 10,04 4.73 5.43 4,09
- (s.D.) (12.17) (13.28) (10.46) (7.41) (6.72)  (7.93)
Median T:0 9.50 B o] 3,00 0
In‘ﬁei'viev'is‘.‘...."..h’.‘..‘......-.-...e. 0.95 l 15 0.71 0.27 0.19 0.35
Pretext Ifitérviews and Representdtion 0,01 0 0.02 o} o 0
Informant Interviews and Usages ses 0.29 0i31 0.27 0 0 o]
Resource Materidl CheckS sesessssss 0.85 1,13 0.51 o 0 0
Antl-Narcotic TESting ses0s8s0s0sse 8069 9016 8010 4032 5005 3065
Sedréh and Seizure of Evidence :ese 0.59' 0.7 0:43 0.14 0,19 0,09
SURVEILLANCE: X 85 358 1.98 0.14 0.05 0.22
(8.D.) (10.85) (14.31) (2.44)  (0.34) (0.21)  (0.41)
Medlan 1,00 1,00 o] 0 o]
leed Survelllance ooo-oao.--ooao.. 0.25 0 36 0.12 ¢} 0 (o}
Spot Surveillance seseibiesesessiaes 2.50 3.18 1.63 0014 0.05 0.22
Ta.lling Survelllance dedoescossesse 0.10 0.05 0.16 4] 0 0
Mean Hours 0.82  1.10 0.46 0 0 0
(8.,D.) (3.52) (4.59)  (0.75) (0) (0) (0)
N ‘ 105 60 45 4 23
INFO. EXCHANGES WITH ILAW ENFORCEMEN‘I‘&i 10,67 15.48 4,57 1.86 1.62 2.09
(5.D.) (17.13) (21.41) (4.21) (3.56) (2.48)  (4.30)
. Median 5.00 7.50 4,00 1.00 1.00 0
Current Suspectéd Criminal Involve=
ment/Parole Violation sssesesces 5.15 . 7.65 2,00 0,91 0,38 1.39
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest
Process:mg 6essvss000600scisonse 4004 5.97 1.59 0-66 0,81 0052
General Background or Non-Criminal
Status Factors sscsNss06sunessas l\\48 1. 87 0.98 0.50 0.45 0017
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC STAFF:X 2 77 °15 2,29 1.66 2.23 1.13
(8.Di)  (3.93) usm (2.98) (1.92) (2.22)  (1.39)
Median 2,00 2,00 1.00 1,00 2,00 1.00
Current Suspected Criminal Involve- v
ment/Parole Violation seessessse 0.78 1,02 0.49 0,07 0.14 0
Reécent Arrest and After-Arrest '
PIOCE.’SSlng s0ssesessntecssanans 0-78 0.98 0.53 0.16 0.19 0.13
General Background or Noa-Criminal o
Status FaCtors o:.oao'.oco..o--- 1.20 lals 1527 1-43 1.91 1.00
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Table 44 ~ continued

o SRR R

Parole unit within study g,“‘_

_— Experimental Comparison
T¥pe of activity Sub- | Walnut | River—| Sub~  [Redwond |Vritizra
sides
total | Creek , S, B.) total Uity {District
N=111 N=62 N=49 N=44 N=21 N=:23
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH OTHER -
INDIVIDUALS: X 11.46 11.10 11.92 4.66 6e52 2.96
(5.D.) (9.60) (20.31) (8. 60) (5 30) (6.37) (3.25)
Median 9. 00 9,00 0 3.00 4.0 2.00
Current SuspectedCriminal Involvement/ o
Parole Violation eesecoscecccscocose 1.58 2.45 0047 0068 1l.14 0.26
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest
Processing tssca0esssress0seRacese 2.60 3027 1:75 0368 1.00 0.39
General Background or Non-Criminal
Status Factors R 7-28 5-37 9-69 3.30 4038 2.30
ARREST AND GHARGE PROCESSING AGTIVITIES: X 6.09 7.98 3.69 1.36 1.67 1.09
(5.5.) (8.77) (10.80) (4.04) (2.60) (2.12) (2.95)
Median 4.00 5.00 2. 0 0 0.
Apprehension see0essesseneneassisosen s C. 49 058 O, 37 0,11 0019 0-04
Required After~Arrest Processing .ceo. 5630 7.00 3.14 1.25 1.48 1.04
Progecution Assistance seescsescsanere 0.31 0.40 0.18 0 o] 0
CHECK~UP CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: X 30.63 25,60 37.00 16.30 20.86
(s.d.)  (19.05) (18.04) (18.37) (10.58) (11.44) ( 7.63)
Median 28,00 23,00 37.00 13.50 21.00 10,C0
Attempted Check-Up Contacts seceescece 12.05 9.29 15.56  3.32 4.19 2,52
Actual Check~Up Contacts eseessecassce 18.58 16,31  21.45 . 12,98 16,67 - 9.61
REQUIRED {PER P&CSD POLICY) ACTIVITIES: X 10.17 10.81 9.36 8.02 8.71 7.39
(s.D.) (6.18) (7.18) (4.48) (4.74) (5.08) (4.31)
Median 9.00 - 10,00 9.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Required Permission or Notification .. 3.44 3.45 3e43 4,09 514 3.13
Required Release Matters cesecescessss 1.06 1.00 1.14 0.61 1.05 0.22
Required Adminisgtrative Processing ... 5.67 6.36 4.80 3.32' 2.52 4.04
ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: X 4.31 4.58 4.00 1.6
(8.D,) (3.83) (4.00) (3.59) (5 01) (1.79) (3 57)
Median 3.00 4.00 3,00 2,00 1.00 2,00
Direct Servicas tesecssssscsevorcesdes 1016 1003 1033 l.21 0.05 2-26
Referral to Community Service ssescees 1,05 1.05 1,06 0.46 0.71 0.22
Counseling #0000 0s0aesevss00a000aiNR00 2.09 2950 1-57 0.96 0-86 loo4
=191~

Y e e SRR R R L R T



Table 45

t Tests Between Units and Study Groups

on

B T

™

Average Frequency For Each Type of Activity -
(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)
Average frequency Walnu%sg,reek Redwggc.l City Expe\:;:‘s.r:xental
for each " |Riverside/San Bernardifio Ventura District Comparison
type of activity (df=109) (df=42) (df=153)
t P t P b P
. ! FH®
Evidence Collection seesesssosees 1:025 p=.308 0.589 p>.500 3.362° p<.001
SUIVEi11aNCEeecesercnsosansoscsis 0797 P=o 428 ~1.653 p=.106 1,647 p=.102
Information Exchafiges with Law .
V'MOI‘CBVment--ooq%oic‘ou--cnoooo 301}82*** p‘sOOl —001427 P 7-5m 3!359 P4 001
Information Exchanges with CDC ‘
Sﬁa‘.ff.u-u..-??%.-‘..n.u..... 1.1[\}2 p=.256 1.952 p=.058 1’776 p= .078
Information Exchanges with _ ® o
Other IndividualSsssssseassssss =0slhd p*.500 2,316 p¢.050  Lo412 p<.00L
Arrest and Charge Processing ) ok
Activities...%................. 2.6ll+* p4.050 0.725 p =473 3.491  p<.0O01
Check-up. Contacts by Parole ) ™ o
Agent?-..-...--..s.r..--..'g....e-‘ -3-250** p‘.OlO 2.931 pL.OSO 1{.-681 p<.001
Required: (Per P&CSD Policy) : o
ﬁiviti(.es..........-...,......... 1,215 p=.227 0.912* P =367 2.063* p <.050
" Assistance ActivitieSeieessessses 0.843 p=:102 ~2.151 p<.050 2,607 p<.C
7
///
s ,
N
o T 3 \\\\
e /
Vi pa .
L
N\ % -192-
. A
) N
V4 .
It
. N ) i

- s,

o e e S S g on % 5 R 0t 4

one,

Bt

Table 46

Average Percent of Total Activities for Each Type of Activity
by Parole Unit Within Study Group

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

H
[
£
3
3
<
IS

»
L . ' Parole unit within study group
. .
X Type of activity Experimental Comparison
b Sub- | Walmut | Riverside/ Sub~| Redwood| Ventura
L total | Greek | S.B. total] City District
N=111 | N=b62 N=49 N=ih | N=21 N=23
EVIDENCE COLLECTTION ACTIVITIES: - X 12,1 12.6 11.5 7.8 9.2 6.4
(s.D.) (9:6) (9.5)  (9.8) (11.2) (11.6) (10.5)
INterVieWSeessecssssssasveevesccssvacsen 1a0 0.9 1.2 0.4 0.3 0.6
Pretext Interviews and Representatione.. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Iriformant Interviews and UsageSessesssse 0.3 0.2 0.4 0 0] 0
‘ Resource Material CheckSeceessssscessess 0.8 0.9 0.6 0 0 0
< Anti-Narcotic Testingeeeecesssasesasssns  Foly 9.9 8.7 7.1 8,7 5.7
3 Search and Seizure of Evidencesssessesss 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.2 0.3 0.1
SURVEILLANCE: X 2.0 1.9 - 2.0 0.8 0.3 1.1
(s.D.y  (hel) (5.0)  (2.4) (2.2) (1.4) (2.7)
Fixed SurvelllanCC.vesssscvnasarcansscss 02 0.2 0.1 0 0 0
Spot Surveillance.......-w,.,nn...u... 1.8 108 107 0-8 0-3 1.1
Talling SurveillanCe.evsspgsnasessaseace Ol 0 0.1 0 0 0
INFORMATION EXCHANGES WITH LW
ENFORCEMENT e fil X 9.9 13.3 5. 3 2.7 3.9
(8.D.)  (9.3) (10.6) = (4.8) (4.8) (3.5) (5.6)
Current Suspected Onm_m {. Involvement/
Parolz Viola‘bion....r.‘a,u‘m....o-a.....-- l}.’-} 6-0 2'5 1.8 056 2.9
Recent Arrest and After-fArrest
Processing..................-.-.....--. 3-9 5.14— 2.1 0-9 1.0 0.8
) Gep<mal Background or Nen~Criminal
{ fatus Factorsesesissssosescnnsncnanes 1.6 2,0 1.1 0.7 1.2 0.2
: INFURMATION EXCHANGES WITH CDC - - _ \
STAFF: X 3.1 3.2 2.9 L2 ,1_4..5 L0
- (s.0.)  (3.9) (k.0) (3.8) (he1) - {(3.5) (4.5)
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
‘Parole ViolabiOfesisrsossssssveccecess 08 0.9 0.7 0.1 0.2 0
Recent Arrest and After-Arrest
Processing.-.-..-.......-...--.-...-.. O.9 Ou9 0'9 0.2 0.2 0.2
General Background or Non-Criminagl
Status FactorSe.sveessseessssccsssssnee  1uj 1.4 1.3 3.9 4ol 3.7
~193~
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Table 46 - continued
Parole wiit within study group
Type of activity | - E:cpemmental | Comparison
' Sub- {Walnut |Riverside| Sub~ |Redwood | Ventura
total |Creek |S.Bs total lCity District
N=111 |N=62 N=49 N=4) |N=R1 N=23
INFORMATTON EXGHANGES WITH OTHER _ _
"~ INDIVIDUALS: X 12,5 11,9 13.2 9.3 11,5 743
’ (s.D.) (6.4) (6.1)  (6.3) (7.6) (7.9) (6.7
Current Suspected Criminal Involvement/
Parole Violation..,...g...u....-...... 1.1{- 2.0 0-6 1.3 1.9 0-8
Recent Arrest and After~Arrest ‘
PI‘OCSSSing....n.._".--..g....--e..u- 2.5 2-7 2.2 008 1.1 O.s
General Background or Non-Criminal ‘ )
St&tus Fa,CtOI'SQ.-u-nuoa-c-ooononc..n-- 806 7.1 10-5 7-2 8-5 6.1
ARREST AND CHARGE PROOCESSING @ - X 7.0 8.3 5¢3 - 2.1 2.5 1.8
ACTIVITIES: (8.Da)  (82) (9.3) (6.1)  (h2) (3.1) (5.0
Appi'ehension.n-u--.....n............. 0.6 0.7 0.5 002 0.3 0.1
Required After—Arrest Processingessssses 6.2 Ty Le5 1.9 2.2 1.7
Prosecution Assistanc@ssscecescesessssas 0.3 0.2 0.3 0 0 o]
CHECK-UP_CONTACTS BY PAROLE AGENT: X 35.5 30,0 A2.h 42,0 45.7 38.7
R ' : B (s.nD.) (15.6) (15.1) (1344) (12.9) (10.2) (14.2)
Attempbed Check-Up ContactSsessesescscas 13.7 - 10.7 17.5 73 7.6 6.9
ACtual CheCk—Up Contactchcc--v-i-oc-'ag- 21.8 19-3 21-(--9 31{-.8 38.1 31-8
REQUIRED (PER P&CSD POLICY) - _ .
ACTTVITIES: ' X 12.3 ° 12.7 11.7 23.0 20,1 25.7
' i : (s.D.) (6.1) (6.6) (5.2) (11.6) (8.6) (13.2)
Reqiiired Permission or Notifitatiomn...s 3.9 3.8 41 10.5  11.9 9.3
Bequired Release Matterseecescnssssessas 1.6 1.4 1.8 1.2 2.0 0.6
Required Administrative Processingecesse 6.8 75 5.8 1.3 6.3 . 15.8
ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES: X 5.0 5.3 L6 6.5 24 10,3
S ‘ (s.D.) (4.0) (3.8)  (4a2) (7.1) (2.4)  (7.8)
Direct SGMCESo-q.-.-q.---.a--o.--oo--o 1.5 1.2 1-7 3-14- 0.1 6014-
‘Referral to Commmnity SeIvicCesssssscess 1.4 1.5 1.3 0.9 0.9 0.9
Counse]ing-..._..;...---,..-...--...-...--. 2.2 2-6 1-6 2.2 1.3 3!0

2
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t Tests Between Parole Units and Study Groups

Table 47

on
Average Percent of Total Activities For Each Type of Activity

(INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL)

Walnut Creek Redwood City . Experimental
.. VS. ) VSe VSe
Type of activity S]:;Vg‘:f_ggi’d’i no Ventura District| Comparison
(ar=109) , (df=42) (dr=153)
t P t p t 1 p
Evidence COIJ.GCtiOn. evsveseencser 00637 p>-500 00798 ='ll-30 2011'11* p‘ 0050
Survei]lance..-.........-........ 00023 p>-500 —1-233 P=-225 1'877 P=-063
Information Exchanges With Law s "
Enforcementeccesveesssssssansoe ll--éoS p<.001 _Ol806 p:vllzs L}.clLOB p<-001
Information Exchanges With CDC
Stalfisseresassesssassncsconans 0.433 pr.500 0.438 p?+500 ~1.638 p=.104
Information Exchanges With i *
Other IndividualSecsscesseecsos ~1.112 P=e269 1.840 p=.073 2,608 p¢.050
Arrest and Charge Processing o *® : o
ActivitieSeesssnsssecoscsessvos 1,985 <050 0.518 pr.500 3.755 p<,001
Check~up Contacts By Parole X } *
AgentSeeienesencosccescsnesnans LoL76 p¢.001 1.835 p=s074 —2.449 p<.050
Required Per (P&CSD Policy) ' ; ok
ACtiVitiESu..--.xcno-o--.;oco.- 008‘75 p=.38h "1-063 p=-117 ""7-501 p‘-ool
Assistance ACtiVitieS.eseessssess 0,89 p=.37h  ~h.366" pe.0OL -1.608 p=.110
~195-
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"directly" by making check-up contacts, and secondarily
monitored "indirectly" by information exchanges with either
local law enforcement or collaterals of the parolees. Also,
as the high control agents assumed full caseload
responsibilities for an intensivé supervision model case
(but not on the investigation mode; cases), the findings
showed that certain required administrative activities
(e.g., case conferen?esp conducting discharge reviews,
delivering releasebménies) also occupied a part of the
agent's time.

Comparison to regular supervision activities.

Inténsive supervision was designed to operate like regular
supervigion in terms of the agent's maintaihing full |
caseload responsibilities for each’case. The major pfoposed
difference was in the greater frequency of contacts and in
the greéter emphasis‘which would be placed on monitoring the
case's activity indirectly through collaterals and dther
information sdurces. To test this expectation, the number
and types of activities occurring for the intensive
supervision cases were cdmpared to the numbers and types
occurring for the comparison cases who received regular .
supervision}

The average number of contacts occurring under

 intensive supervision was two and one-half times larger than

the average number occurring under regular supervision.

Table 41 shows that the comparison cases averaged four

~196~
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contacts per ;hirty day period while the experimentals
averaged ten contacts per thirty day period. The difference
using a difference between means test was statistically
significant.

Several statis£ically significant differences were
also found between intensive supervision and regular
supervision cases on the specific types O0f activities
performed. The types of activity equally common to most
cases {i.e., the proportion of cases with one or more
cccurrences of each type of activity, Table 42) under both
regular and intensive supervision were "Check-up Contacts",
"Required Activities" and "Information Exchanges With Other
CDC Staff". The remaining six types of activities showed
statistically significant differences. A larger proportion
of the intensive supervision cases than the comparison cases
experienced at least one "Evidence Collection", "Surveil-
lance", "Information Exchanges With Law Enforcement",
"Information Exchanges With Other Individuals", "Arrest",
and "Assiétance" activity. Also, the intensive 'supervision
model agents engaged in a higher average frequency of every
single activity type than the regular supervision agents
(Table 44; 7 of the 9 differences were statistically
significant, Table 45).

Differences»between intensive and regular supervision
are best highlightéa by examining which types of activitiés

occupied the largest proportion of the total activities
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‘ ‘averaged ten activities per case per thirty day period in

the project (Table 41).
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performed (Tables 46 and 47). For regular suﬁervision an
average of 42,0% of the total activities inhvolved check-up
contacts, followed by 23.0% required administrativé
activities, 9.3% collateral contacts and only 7.8% evidence
collection activities and 3.4% law enforcement information
exchanges. In contrast, intensive supervision involved an
average of 35.5% check-up contacts, 12.3% required %
administrative activities, 12.5% collateral cohtacts,.lZ.l%
evidence collection activities and 9.9 % law enforcement

information exchanges. Clearly the intensive supervision

model not only increased activity levels but shifted the a

expenditure of staff time away from "direct” check-up
coritacts and administrative processing to "indirect"
monitoring through various eviderice collection activities,
law enforcement information exchanges and collateral
contacts. It was very similar to regular supervision in %
terms of the diversity and tange of activity types the

In contrast to the types of activities

agents performed.

performed by high control agents in the investigation model

it was far less specialized.

Comparison across units: There was no difference

between the two demonstration sites in the total number of

activities agents performed on each case. Each unit

There was also no difference

between units on the most commonly occurring types of

7;198_
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8.0 vs 3.7; average percent of total activities:

activities across cases (Table 42 and 43),., Both Walnut
Creek and Riverside/San Bernardino performed at least one of
each of the niﬁe major type of 'activities on a majority of
it's cases.  Thus, both sites performed mixed but
comprehensive sets of ac;ivities,

A few differences did exist between the units on
which, of ﬁhe nine major activity types each emphasized. A

significantly larger average frequency (Table 46 and 47) at

Walnut Creek were expended on "Information Exchanging With

(70

15.5 vs 4.6; average

Law Enforceméhtﬁ (average frequfﬁéy
percent of total aactivities: 13.3% vs. 5.7%) and in
"Arrest and After-Arrest Processing" (average frequency:

. | 8.3% vs.
5.3%) than was expended at Riverside/San Bernardino. On the
other hand, the Rivérside/San Bernardino site placed more
emphasis on making "Check-up Contacts" than did the Walnut
Creek site (average fregquency: 25.6 vs. 37.0; average
percent of total activities: 30.0% vs. 42.4%).

Thus, relative to each other, the Riverside/San
Bernardino site represented more of a "high contact" |
supervision moéel than Walnut Creek. And Walnut Creek, with
it's more frequent law enforcement information exchanges and
arrest activity represerited more of an "investigative" model
approachbto supefvision than the intensive supervision model
opérated by Riverside/San Bernardino.

Tﬁese features correspond with two earlier findings

on operational‘differences between the two sites. A higher
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proportion of Walnut Creek as opposed to Riverside/San
Berﬁardino referrals were based on law enforcement
information (Table 40) and included cases who had been on
parole for some time prior to placement under intensive
supervision (Table 38), - Together the differences suggest
that a proportion of the Walnut Creek cases were already
suspected of being reinvolved in .criminal activity at the
time of placement under intensive supervision. If true, we
would expect higher, rather than lower, recidivism rate
during the follow-up period for the Walnut Creek cases.
Discussions with staff at the Walnut Creek siﬁg%also
support this interpretation. The researcher was infornmed
midway during the project that cases suspected of being
reinvolved in criminal activity were sometimes placed under
the intensive supervision model instead of the investigation
model which was also operational at the Walnut Creek site
(Note: Walnut Creek was the only demonstration site to
operate both models) because of the increased control over
caseload information it offered the high control agents.
For such cases a more realistic goal would be "verification
and apprehension" rather than the "deterrence and
prevention" goal assigned the intensive supervision model.
On the other hand, for the Riverside/San Bernardino project
where all cases were placed under inﬁensive supervision at
release from prison (with no current criminal involvement
suspected), the goal of "deterrence and prevention" is more

appropriate.
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Whether these few but significant differences between
the operations of the Walnut Creek project and the ”
Riverside/San Bernardino project differentially affected
outcomes will be examined in the next chapter. Based on
their potential impac¢t on outcome, butcomes for the two
experimental sites are examined separately as well as on a
combined basis.

Chapter summary. This chapter described the

operations and activities of the intensive supervision model
of the High Control Project. The intensive supervisidn
model operated by selecting approximately two new cases per
agent per month. Cases were selected primarily because they
had primr'criminél histories involving a violent or sexually
deviant offense. Cases were placed under intensive
supervision immediately upon release or within a few months
after release from prison and remained -in the project an
average of eleven months. The total number of activities
perférmed on a case averaged ten per case per thirty day
period in the project and included at least one of each of
nine major types of supervision activities examined. The
tyvpe of activitv representing the largest proportion of
total activities performed was check-up contacts by the-
parole agent. Monitoring the parolees' activities through
information exchanges with law enforcement and collaterals
of the parolees and other evidence collection techniques

were also frequently performed. Thus, as indicated by it's
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high frequency of both direct and indirect monitoring
contacts, the intensive supervision model was shown to have
generadally operated as proposed.

This chapter has also shown that intensive
supervision was significantly different from regular
‘ﬁapervision. Aside from the high risk cases supervisedAin
small 10-15 man caseloads, intensive supervision differed
from regular supervision by it's almost tripling the total
number of activities performed. A more frequent nuﬁber {and

greater proportion of the total number of activities)

CHAPTER IX
OUTCOME OF THE INTENSIVE SUPERVISION MODEL

The objective of the Intensive Supervision Model was
to prevent and deter high risk parolees from returning to
criminal activity by closely monitoring their activities in
the community. Program planners hypothesized a "reduction"
in returns to illegal activity during and after the period
of intensive supervision. To determine the extent to which
this objective was achieved, the frequency and severity of
returns to criminal activity during a six and a twelve month

follow-up period were tabulated for the 131 intensive

comprised contacts to monitor the parolees' activities

® supervision cases and compared to the outcomes of a similar

i i th h 1 nforcement, collaterals and other . ) ) . .
indirectly through law e ’ group of 62 high risk, "intensive supervision type",

information sources. . o s
parolees who received only regular superwvision. This

Finally, this chapter has shown that the two _ o .
‘ chapter summarizes the findings of that analysis. 1In

) imental demonstration sites operated similarly with a o o _
Bxperi P Y addition,; differences in outcome between the two

couple of major exceptions. A more extensive prior parole i . . _
p J P ‘ experimental demonstration sites are examined.

i fore placement on intensive supervision and a higher , ) . ) ) Lo
time before pla P ? : Several guantitative and qualitative indicators of

R t arrest and law enforcement exchange .. .. . .
frequency of subsequen r 9 returns to illegal activity were used in the analysis to

activities by the high control agents was found for the

follow. Those measures have been grouped into four types‘

C sit ared to the Riverside/San , , , .
Walnut Creek site as compar / including: (1) parole status (as of the end of the follow-

B rdino site. These findings suggest that the Walnut SRR o ) : o
ernardin g 99 1 up period), (2) the total criminal and the total revocation

Creek model may have been used to investigate parolees ) o
¥ charges and dispositions received during the follow-up

already suspected of reinvolvement in criminal gctivity. If : , o . . L . :
o ‘ L, period, (3) the most serious disposition and associated

so it's parole violation rate would be expected to be higher ' .
‘ : charge received by the end of the follow-up period, and {4)

than the rate for the model implemented at the Riverside/San ‘ .
, : ; the custody-free days experienced during the follow-up
Bernardino site. , "t .

‘ period.
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All 193 study cases had<éxpetﬁenCed sufficient post-
selection time in the community:td measure their six month
outcomes; however, the necessary follow-up data documents
could not be retrieved for three study cases and they had to
be ommitted -from the outcome analysis. Therefore, the six

month outcomes are calculated to the base of 190 (rather

than 193) study cases including 75 Walnut Creek, 54
Riverside/San Bernardino and 61 comparison cases.

Several study cases (particularly the more recently
drawn comparison group) had not .experienced sufficient post-
selection time:in the community to measure twelve month
outcomes. And yet, due to the unreliability of short term
follow-up analysis such as sik months, twelve month outcomes
were seen as very desirable. Twelve month follow-up data
was collected for 154 {or 7958%) of t