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A MESSAGE FROM DICK THORNBURGH

Governor of Pennsylvania

As a former law enforcement official, I firmly believe
that the first civil right of every American is to be secure
in person, property and community from the ravages of crime.

This administration has been committed to a sustained
effort to create an environment of safety and security for
all Pennsylvanians, and with the cooperation of government
agencies, law enforcement officials, businesses and citizens,
we are banding together in an alliance against crime that
offers the hope of greater success, perhaps than any state

in the nation, in‘defeating an enemy that is blind to age,
sex, race and social status.

Effo;t; are currently underway to ensure the integrity
of our criminal justice system, and with the improvement of
probatlon_and parole services for the ex~offender, the Board
of Probation and Parole should zday an important role in -
assuring the protection of al%fof our citizens.

Through.t§ese gfforts, I belieye that we can fashion a
system of criminal justice for this Commonwealth that will

renew the reputation for wisdom and leadership in.which- it
was. born.

THE BOARD AND ITS
MEMBERS I

The Board consists of five full-time
members, appointed by the Governor
with the consent of a majority of the
Senate members, to serve staggered,
‘renewable, six-year terms. Board mem-
bers are prohibited from engaging in any
other employment or political activity.
The Board members represent diverse
backgrounds, experience, and training,
encompassing parole/probation services,
social work, the legal profession, criminal
justice planning, police and prison ser-
vices, teaching and administrative work.
They have a combined total of more
than 40 years of service with the Board
as members and in other capacities.

Fred W. Jacobs, Chairman,

Mechanicsburg, received his B.A. degree
in psychology from Susquehanna
University (1964) and his Master’s
degree in social work from West Virginia
University (1967). He has had extensive
experience in juvenile corrections at
Loysville Youth Developmesiit Lenter, as
a caseworker, cottage supervisor, unit
supervisor, and director of staff:
developmient. Mr. Jacobs came to the
Board in February, 1971, as director of
staff development and was promoted to
executive assistant to:the Chairman in
June, 1973. He took the odth of office as
a Board member in March, 1976, and was
named Chairman in April, 1976.

John H, Jefferson, Member,
Philadelphia, received his B.S, degree
from Virginia State College: He began his
criminal justice experience ‘as a
probation officer for the . Philadelphia
County Quarter Sessions Court. This was
followed by employment with the Board
in 1965 as a parole agent in the.
Philadelphia  District Office, and was
promoted to a supervisor of -a

community parole center in 1971. Mr. .

Jefferson was appointed to the Board in
December, 1971, and has served
continuously since that time. .
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Seated: Verdell Dean, Esquire. Standing left to right: Walter G. Scheipe; Fred W. Jacobs,

%

Chairman; John H. Jefferson. Board Member William L. Forbes was unavailable when the

" photograph was taken.

Verdell Dean, Esquire, Member,
Pittsburgh, received her B.A, degree from
Waynesburg College in 1969, her M.Ed.
from the University of Pittsburgh in 1970,
and her J.D. from the University of
Pittsburgh School of Law in 1974. She
has served as a probation officer with
the Juveniie Court of Allegheny County,
a case analyst with the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission,
and a law clerk for the Honorable Henry
R. Smith, Jr., Judge, Court of Common
Pleas of Allegheny County,: Criminal
Division, She was a public defender for
the Public Defender’s-Qffice, Allegheny
County, from Apri%; 1975, until she was
named to the Board in August, 1975.

~ Walter G. Scheipe, Member, Leesport,

received his bachelor's degree from
Bloomsburg State College. After
graduation, he taught school in
Venezuela for six years. Mr. Scheipe had
previous experience with the Board as a
parole agent for six years, assigned to the
district_ offices in Philadelphia and
Ailentown. In 1961 he began
employment with the Berks County
Probation Department’as chief probation
and parole officer, a position he held.
until 1969. Mr. Scheipe then served as
warden of the Berks County Prison until
January, 1981 when he was sworn inasa
Board member.

3

William L. Forbes, Member, Monaca,
received his B.A. degree in  political
science from Duquesne University and
attended the University of Pittsburgh
Public Administration Graduate Program.
He acquired seven years juvenile
corrections experience as ‘a youth
counselor with the Warrendale Youth
Development Center. Mr. Forbes then
served five years as a police officer in the

.Aliquippa Police Department and rose to

lieutenant, commander of the Juvenile
Division. This was followed by five years
of service as regional director of the
Governor's Justice Commission,
Southeast Office, until he was sworn in
as a Board member in Novamber, 1976.
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THE BOARD AND ITS WORK

The use of parole in Pennsylvania began in the 1800's,

“taking on many different forms during the years until 1941,
‘when the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania passed the Parole Act (Act of August 6, 1941, P.L.
861, as amended, 61 P.S. §331.%3t seq.), which established the
present Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. The Board
is an independent state correctional agency, authorized to

grant parole and supervise all adult offenders sentenced by the
~ courts to a maximum prison sentence of two years or more;

revoke the parole of technical parole vf/olators and those who
are convicted of new crimes; and releaSe from parole, persons
under supetvision who have fulfilled their sentences in’
compliance with the conditions governing their parole. The'
Board also supervises special probation and parole cases at the
direction of the courts. At any one time, the Board has under
supervision approximately 14,000 persons, of which, -
approximately 12% are clients from other states being
supervised by the Board under the Interstate Compact,
‘The Board's philosophy and principles statement, adopted
in 1977, continues to serve as a guide for the policies, decision
making, and supervision practices of the Board. -~
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PHILOSOPHY AN
BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE

Society, by its adoption of a Criminal Code, promotes the notion that all ;persons convicted of
crime should have sanctions imposed for their law-breaking behavior, although not necessarily in a
uniform manner for all offenses. Such sanctions, therefore, vary from punishment by fine to punishment
by long periods of incarceration, Even where there hasbeen no period of incarceration, the sanction of fine
and supervision in the community is considered punishment since the individual’s freedom has been

_“constrained. Indeed, some publics and some courts in Pennsylvania intend merely for the person convicied

of: criminal behavior to be punished for the crime committed. Also, some publics and some courtsexpect.
- reintegration/rehabilitation to occur during a period of incarceration and/or community supervision,
. The Board of Probation and Parole must function within this environment of differing views of
sanc}xons by varying publics. The resultant effect of this situation is that all sanctions—both mere
punishment - as well as reintegration/rehabilitation--must be identified as legitimate expectations placed
on the Board by Séction 1 of the Probation and Parole Act. ' : '
Under the American system of laws and principles, all people retain certain rights, whether or
not the}: are undergoing sanctions for antisocial or criminal behavior, All persons have the right to expéct
that their physical, psychological, and social needs will not be denied within a legal framework. In essence,
people should be treated fairly and humanely while sanctions are being carried out for breaking society’s

laws. This aspect ‘of the American Justice System is especially noted in recent years where Constitutional

due process has become a reality in many quarters where it was previously only superficially observed. The
Board .a.dopts unequivocally . these principles as being the hallmark of American justice. The Board's
supervision pl:actices and general policies will reflect these concepts and principlés on a consistent basis,
The Board will constantly search the motives for its actions and test those motives against the ultimate
goal it seeks. : ‘
?robation, and Parole Services must consider that offenders can change their beliavior patterns
wh‘en deslto[xs, capable, and given the opportunity, help, dignity, and respect they deserve as human
beu.lgs.- If this is done, the public can be protected; and offenders can be reintegrated/rehabilitated into
society as law-abiding citizens. : .
‘ Persons assigned to the Board for supervision. have needs similar to the needs of other people:
The Board cannot: discount the influences of good schooling, gainful employment, adeqhate housing, and

. rewarding leisure-time activities as contributing factors to law-abiding behavior. The absence of these

opportunities .is not unique to those persons being supervised by the Board. However, the clients of the

Board are 4 jjefined ‘population who have already been-exposed to the entire American system and

have been affected by it. The Board will strive to provide the opportunities and experiences that can.

have a positive influence as a:means toward achieving the goal of law-abiding behavior within that system. .

“With' this clearly defined emphasis, .reintegrationfrehabilitation of the offender into. society: through
supervision Bécomes a major purpose of the Board. : ’ .
” © We must be realistic, however, since no person can be “‘changed” if that person doesn’t identify
_ his need to change his behavior. The Board inherits the people and problems of other sub-systems, The

. Board can have a significant impact on creating law-abiding behavior, but we must realize that the Board is

only one part of the Criminal Justice System which affects the offender and is thus limited, The Board’s
programs ‘will stress individualized -services for offenders; for ‘just as uniform punishments are not
necessarily effective, neither are uniform services. Then, too, there are Jlimits to program resources—the
vehicle used to provide these-individualized services. :

Within “ these . program. limits, the Board defines a direction. Resources must be -applied

appropriately, keeping what is effective and discarding those programs which have proven unsuccessful, -

The Board will tap energies and. concerns.of all citizens, including offenders, regarding social problems in
general and the Board’s supervision practices more specifically. o :

: Since the direction has been ‘set, it.will continue, Basic is the provision of humane - and
~goal-directed services.. Continued procurement of resources to achieve this will be possible only through
-the public’s education, awareness, involvement, and acceptance. The public is the keystone upon which
the overall reintegration/rehabilitation of the offender can occur.. cs o
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THE DECISION MAKING PRO‘CESS
The decision making powers conferred upon the Board by

'the. Parole Act are specific, however, broad discretion is

granted in the determination of how decisions are made. The
Jaw states that the Board may release on parole “whenever in
its opinion the best interests of the convict justify or requires
his being paroled and also it does not appear that the interests
of the Commonwealth will be injured thereby”. Implicit in this
judgment is a principle of justice which requires that similar
persons are given similar treatment in the disposition of their
cases. In order to ensure faimess in decision making, the Board
established explicit policy in the form of parole guidelines and
presumptive ranges. These guidelines and ranges describe how
decisions are made and provide structure for the broad
discretion granted the decision maker. They also provide the
offender with clear and consistent expectations regarding the
possibility of parole at the minimum sentence date imposed by
the court or the additional time of incarceration when parole is
revoked. Lastly, decision-making guidelines provide the public
greater accountability in terms of explicit parameters for risk
which benefits the-comrnunity. :

Parole Release Decisions

g

In the development of explicit policy' for the paroie:

decision, several philosophical precepts were enumerated for

the structuring prd‘\gess._Ce'nt’ral to the choice of incarceration
or conditional liberty for the inmate is the notion that parole is
a desirable conisequence of satisfactorily completing a
mandatory minimum sentence in prison where there are no
indications of high risk to society. The operational objective of
the decision maker therefore is to assess ‘which “inmates
represent an undue risk if released to the community.

Parole ‘decision-making guidelines provide a uniform
method of assessing risk and prescribing treatment for the
prospective parole¢. Fach parole candidate is evaluated in
terms of an actuarial instrument which classifies the inmate
into parole prognosis: categories, or probability groups for

successfully completing parole ~supervisjon. ' The inmate’s
parole prognosis probability is then examined in terms of other
characteristics of parole suitability in a parole consideration
checklist. If the inmate has accumulated too many negative
attributes, the guidelines will prescribe a parole refusal to be
consistent with past practice and parole policy. If there are
reasons to make an exception to parole policy, countervailinig
factors are identified and written justifications for the polici;
exception are noted. It is anticipated that 20% of all decision’s
will be exceptions to the parole guidelines policy.

Revocation Time Setting Decisions

Decision-making guidelines h‘averralso been developed for
time setting decisions in the revocation process, If anzifender
is found guilty of violating parole, the decision to recommit to

prison must include a term of prison time until being |

considered for reparole. The time setting decision takes into
account the time remaining on the sentence and the severity ©
of the curreat violation. After a study of past practices, variable
presumptive ranges for time setting decisions based on the
seriousness of the violation were established for new criminal
convictions and technical parole violations. Any- time set
within the presumptive range for a specific violation _is
considered. consistent with policy. Recisions outside of the
prescribed presumptive range for a single violation okimultiple

violations have to be justified in terms of aggratiting or

mitigating factors in the case.

Monitoring and Research Activity

As a means of assessing the efficiency and accuracy of the
parole guidelines and the prefiimptive ranges, all decisions are
being monitored. If case exceptions deviate from the
guidelines or ranges more than 20% of the time, they will need
to be reexamined and possibly changed to provide
consistency in the Board's decision making and administration
of justice. '

e

Chairman Fred.W. Jacobs, back to
the camera, presides over one of
the bi-monthly meetings of the
Board. Other partticipants in the
meeting are, left to right, John H.
Jefferson, Walter G. Scheipe, Board
‘Members; Robert L. Johnson,
Executive Director; LeDelle A.
Ingram, Affirmative Action Officer;
William L. Forbés, Board Member;
Hermann Tartler, Board Secretary;
and Verdell Dean, Board Memiber.

2

i
4]

LY
»

~

T e asen aamiot r o e i F B Ry S

R

SIS




o T T TR : : S

@

e st o

L

R S

The -Board’s program for structuring discretion in the
decision process continues in 1982 with ongoing research into
release decisions made on review cases for clients who were
previously refused parole and decisions to continue clients on
parole when technical violations are established. In these two
decision points, individual decision makers continue to choose
among the decision options without the benefit of explicit
policy regarding salient factors or.normative standards of
justice. It is planned that policy articulation at these decision
points will continue during the next two years in an effort to
provide maximal assurance of fairness and justice in the
application of parole principies. :

IMPACT OF PRISON OVERCROWD:ING'

The two largest county prisons in the Commonwealth,
Philadelphia and Allegheny, both experienced overcrowding
during the year which had an impact on Board operations.

As a result of a court order, Philadelphia County Prisons
were compelled to reduce their population by refusing to
accept or house: :

® the Board's technical parole violators, including absconders,
and

@ any offender, having made bail, being held on a Board
warrant awaiting a due process hearing or a court
appearance on new criminal charges. ‘

* Board members and administrative staff met with officials of -
- the court and prison to discuss the impact of the court order

on clients of the Board. Through the cooperative efforts of all
involved, the court order was modified allowing for up to fifty
(50) of the Board's clients to be housed in Philadelphia County

- Prisons in order to conduct the Board's first-level hearings for
violators and while awaiting trials for clients with criminal cases

pending in the Philadelphia courts.

Later in the year the Allegheny County Prison Board passed
a resolution directing prison officials to discontinue accepting
and housing the Board's technical parole violators or persons

~ who have made bail, being held only on a Board warrant. After
- discussions by Board personnel with county officials,

Allegheny County probationers being supervised by the Board
were accepted at the prison when approved by the ccyrt.
Through the excellent cooperation of the Bureau of
Correction, Board clients unable to be housed in these twao
county prisons have been”accepted in state correctional
institutions. As a result, the Board was never required to
release any potentially dangerous violator due to prison
overcrowding. o

ACCREDITATION ACTIVITY ACCELERATES

Board efforts to improve the quality of its servica' to the =

community and its clients increased during 1981 throiigh the
continuation of its participation in the national corrections
accreditation program. Based on the comprehensive self-
evaluation conducted by the Board in 1980, major attention
was given to developing policies and procedures to .bring the

Board into compliance with' the national standards

promulgated by the American Correctional Association.
At year's end, the majority of the Board's plans of action
related to the non-compliance standards were completed. in”

addition, documentation was assembled for an audit in 1982

by the national accrediting agency, the Commission on
Accreditation for Corrections, ' ‘ '

The accreditation program has generally been a positive -

one and has led the Board to adopt these national standards as
its adult probation standards to be met by county probation

departments participating in the Board’s Grant-in-Aid Program,

Through the accreditation self-evaluation, the formalization
of current, 'practices into policy and procedure, and the
adoption of new policies, the Board continues its efforts to
assist clients to become more responsible citizens and thereby
protect society.

CITiZENS GROUPS PROVIDE INPUT

The Governor's Advisory Committee on Probation, under
the chairmanship of Daniel B. Michie, Jr., Esq., met two times
during the year reviewing the Board's Grant-in-Aid Program,
particularly as it relates to the required standards for counties
receiving funds. Following the review, the committee
recommended to the Board the adoption of the American
Correctional Association’s adult probation field services
standards as Pennsylvania’s standards. They further
recommended that the standards be phased in over a six-year
period. These recommendations were subsequently adopted
by the Board.

et 08

Chairman of the Governor's Advisory Committee on Probation,
Daniel B. Michie, Ir,, Esq., left, from Philadelphia,“and Board Chairman

= Jacobs participate in the committee’s discussion.

~ Members of the Board's Citizens Advisory Committees,

_ representing each of the Board’s district offices, met together

early in the year to discuss mutual concerns and share ideas
and suggestions with the Chairman and staff, ltems which

received discussion included: i7

® employment needs of Board clients,

® recidivism concems, ‘ ,

@ decision-making guidelines,

o relationship of the Board to the Bureau of Correction,

® ;omgwnications between the advisory committees and the
Poard; . ‘ :

overhauling sentencing procedures in the Commonwealth. -

‘examination of alternative forms of parole supervision, and -

SUPERINTENDENTS/FIELD STAFF MEETINGS PLANNED

In a continuing effort.to improve communications with two
vital components of the Board's work, Board members
adopted a policy to meet regularly with superintendents of
state correctional institutions and the Board's field staff.

The Board has been meeting on a regular basis with the
Commissioner of the Bureau of Correction for many years,
discussing matters of mutual concern and developing policies
and procedures designed to make the transition from
confinement to parole as smooth as possible. Each month,
Board members visit all the state correctional institutions to
conduct parole interviews and hearings. However, contact
with the superintendent has been minimal and information
about the institution’s programs for inmates was not readily
available. Board members are now meeting with each state

correctional institution superintendent and key staff on a

regularly scheduled basis to discuss mutual concerns and to
learn about each other's programs and operations. it is
believed that through this exchange of ideas and informations,
Board members will have a better understanding of
institutional programs and problems which affect the lives of
inmates who appear before the Board for parole consideration.

Board members spend the majority of their time in making
parole decisions which generally culminate with an inmate
being released on parole and supervised by a parole agent.
Little opportunity has been provided to meet with field staff
who have a vital role in the total parole program. Therefore,
beginning in 1982, Board members will be visiting field offices

on a regular basis, meeting with supervisors, parole agents, and

other staff for discussions.

MANAGEMENT EVALUATION SYSTEM ESTABLISHED |

Late in the year, a new Commonwealth Performance

Evaluation Report system for upper and middle-management

staff was introduced which evaluates managers, on

predetermined objectives. This new system, intended to
“create both clear accountability for performance and a
mechanism for recognition of outstanding performance”, was
easily integrated with the Board’s ongoing planning efforts
which includes the setting of ‘Board goals and the
development of work objectives by managers.

" Using the Board's goals for the year, the Chairman, the
Executive Director, bureau directors, division directors, and
district office supervisors established six-month objectives.
The achievement of these objectives by the end of the fiscal
year, Jarié 30, 1982, will be an integral part of'each manager’s
performance evaluation which will take place at that time

While the system is primarily focused on evaluating managers,,

it simultaneously provides more clear-cut objectives for use by
managers in. planning their work throughout the year. It is

- anticipated that this system will be continued, and prior to the

beginning of the next fiscal year, new objectives will be
established for 1982-83.
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BOARD/MANAGEMENT MEETINGS CONTINUE-

Continuing a pattern which began in1980, Board members
and upper/middle administrators and supervisors”riet twice
during 1981,

Goals Set for the Year

The spring meeting focused on the devél&;‘)m(ent of goals
for the agency, a process which began earlier in the year with

proposed goals developed by district planning groups. At the
meeting, these goals, along with others developed there, were
summarized and refined. These proposed goals were then
submitted to the Board for their consideration.

The Board subsequently reviewed these goals and adopted
five (5) agency goals for 1981-82: .

® to devise methods to reduce the time taken to deliver
Board decisions to clients and staff,

& to reduce unemployment among clients,
e toimprove institutional, pre-parole, and client field services,
® to reduce paperwork, and | |

® to formalize the induction of new employees into the
agency, particularly the commissioning process for new
agents, -

Staff members, left to right, Marianne Cameli, Scranton District
Office Secretarial Supervisor; Daniel S. Roberts, Altoona District
Office Supervisor; Frank Graham, Director of Division of Fiscal
Analysis; and James Riggs, Hearing Examiner, participate in a small
group, goal-setting session at the Spring BoardiManagement
Meeting.

Hearing Process Examined

- The Board's hearing process was the focus of the fall Board/

Management Meeting. The legal aspects of the hearings were
reviewed, after which Board members discussed their
"philosophy and decision-making principles in relationship to
hearings. Discussions on the work of the hearing examiners
and the procedures in conducting hearings concluded: the
session,

‘Another highlight of the meeting was an informative
address by Commissioner of the Bureau of Correction, Ronald
Marks. He shared many interesting facts about the Bureau and
its responsibiitties in providing for the care of offenders.

Through these meetings, Board and staff members gain
insights into the interrelationships of each other's work in
fulfilling the mandates of the Board.
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CHAIRMAN SERVES ON TASK FORCES

The expertise of Chairman Fred W. Jacobs was tapped by
the Pennsylvania Council on Crime and Delinquency to serve
on its Task Force on Alternatives to Incarceration, The task
force grappled with the problem of jail and prison
overcrowding. As a result of their work, a statewide forum on
prison overcrowding was held to examine the various issties in
depth. The expansion of the Bureau of Correction’s
community service centers was one of the proposals
developed by the task force.

Recognizing the shortage of mental health services for
offenders, a Corrections/Merital Health Task Force, under the
auspices of the Citizens Crime Commission of Philadelphia,
was established in 1981. Board Chairman Jacobs served as an
ex-officio member on the task force which has had as its
mandate - the development\of an action plan and an
implementation strategy to improve the delivery of mental
health treatment services to inmates in state and county
correctional institutions. Recomrmendations developed by the
task force are being given consideration by the appropriate

bodies to whom they were addressed.

ISRAELI PAROLE STAFF LOOK AT BOARD OPERATIONS

In October, three Israeli - probation and parole officers
visited the Board's central office and the Harrisburg District
Office as part of an international exchange program between
“Israel and the United States. Under ‘the joint sponsorship of
~Haifa University and Temple University, Farhat Farhat and
Shulamit Palmer, adult probation/parole officers, and Genyn
Reinstock, juvenile probation officer, met briefly with: the
Board, the Chairman, and the Executive Director discussing the
overall  function and- operations of the Board. First-hand
exposure with line staff was provided through discussions with
‘a supervisor and parole agents in the Harrisburg District Office.
The visit of the Israeli group to the Board offices was part of
a 2%; week experience providing cross-cultural exposure with
persons in the U.S. criminal justice system, including police,
courts, corrections, as well as probation and parole.

- Parole Agent George Shalfer, Harrisburg District Office, second from
right, points out the use of his client casebook to the Israeli visitors,

 Farhat Farhat, Shulamit Palmer, and Genyn Reinstock.

G L I B A 1 NN ey

“PAROLE REFORM"” MEASURES INTRODUCED

For countless years, the legislative halls of Pennsylvania
have heard voices speaking out for paroie reform. In 1981 a
concerted effort was launched by Governor Thomburgh for
parole and sentencing reform. Early in the year, the Governor
announced a crime package which includes major changes to

“the parole system in Pennsylvania and provides for minimum

mandatory sentences. One proposal submitted abolishes the
parole release decision function which the Board makes at the
expiration of the minimum sentence. Instead, release at the

minimum sentence would be automatic, less any “good-time""”

earned for good behavior in prison. Another proposal provides
for the imposition of mandatory minimum sentei.. s for
persons committing certain violent crimes and repeat
offenders, which would probably increase the amount of time
of incarceration before release.

As a result of these proposed changes, the Board would
become a “revocation board" with the power to recommit and
re-release offenders with a maximum sentence of two years or
more.. The parole supervision function- would remain
essentially as it is now, but would be renamed “post-release
supervision”, Organizationally, it is also proposed that this
function would be located in a Department of Corrections.
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Legislation incorporating the Governor's proposals was
introduced, hearings were held, and at year'’s end the
proposed. legislation was still under consideration in the
General Assembly, ,

What the future holds for the Board organizationally at this
time is unknown. Until that is determined, efforts to improve
services and the development of new and innovative
programs continues as a fulfillment of the Board’s mandate. If
and when changes to Pennsylvania’s parole system are
implemented, the Board and its staff are committed to
providing the best service possible to the citizens and
offenders of the Commonwealth.
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OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Robert L. Johnson, Executive Director
David R. Leathery, Director of Staff Development
Joseph M. Long, Executive Assistant

Agency planning continued tc be a key emphasis of the
Executive Director’s Office during 1981. Early in the year, an
agency-wide planning group known as the Core Planning
Group was established in central office, made up of staff
members representing each bureau and the Executive
Director's Office. Planning groups were also established in
each district, with representatives from the supervisors, parole
agents, clerical staff, institutional parole supervisors, and
hearing examiners, ‘

The central office and district planning groups were heavily
involved in providing input into the development of agency
goals for the year as well as planning for the two Board/
Management meetings. The Core Planning Group made
several studies during the year, the most comprehensive being
a study of the Board’s specialized drug unit in Philadelphia.
After meeting with the Philadelphia District Office
management teaim and the drug unit supervisor, reviewing and
analyzing considerable statistical data, the findings were
presented to the Board. As.a result of the study, the Board has
authorized expanding the scope of the drug program in
Philadelphia. ~ = o

In addition to planning and program development, much of
the Executive Director's work has to do with the oversight of
the Board's daily operations related to three bureaus
(administrative services, probation services and supervision)

and the staff development program. The Execulive Director.

also chairs monthly bureau directors’ meetings, including the
Board Secretary and the Chief Counsel, which serve as the
means of coordinating the work of the Board's staff,

COMMUNICATIONS EXPANDED

Improved communications, both internally and externally;
received attention during the year with the Executive Director
meeting with. staff members and reviewing operations in all
but one of the Board's ten district offices. Staff meetings,
including all levels of employes, are being held throughout the
agency on a regular basis, so that all agency personnel will be
more adequately informed.. %

Growing out of the Board's newly adopted policy on public
information and public relations, the Executive Assistant’s
Qffice has been more active in keeping the public informed of
the Board's work. An up-to-date pamphlet, describing the
work ‘of the Board, was prepared and has been. widely
distributed. e : .

e

STAFF DEVELOPMENT POLICY ADOPTED

In its continuing effort to provide high quality professional
services, the Board adopted a new policy requiring all
permanent full-time employes to meet minimum training
standards annually; 40 hours for all professional staff and 16
hours for all clerical/support staff. This policy has added

emphasis to the Board's training program, requiring the
expansion of course offerings. A comprehensive catalogue of
training opportunities was issued to enable supervisors and
staff to jointly plan for meeting the developmental needs of
each,employe. The training records have been computerized
to provide timely information for employes and to monitor
adherence to the policy requirements. »

A major effort of the Division of Staff Development was the
Joint State/County Training Program which provided. nearly
700 state and county staff with 43 course offerings during the
past year. A statewide assessment of adult probation and
parole staff training needs provided the basis for a
comprehensive curriculum  consisting of entry. level and
advanced skill courses. :

‘ 7
Dr, Stanton E. Samenow,/.nationally known clinical research
psychologist, author, and”member of President Reagan’s Law
Enforcement Task Force, lectures to nearly 100 state and county
parole/probation officers on “The Criminal Personality”.

The Director of Staff Development has been instrumental in
the formation of the Delaware Valley Adult Probation and
Parole Training Consortium. With the common desire to better
train and develop its personnel resources to serve clients and
commiunities, this interjurisdictional consortium encompasses
one of the largest metropolitan areas in the nation, and is
believed to be the first of its kind. It consists of representatives
from the Board, Federal probation, and probation departments
in the greater Philadelphia-area and from the:states of New
Jersey and Delaware. . :

The division _has also developed and implemented a
comprehensive agency firearms policy, modified the student

“internship program so .it can better prepare students

considering careers in criminal justice, coordinated
components of the Pennsylvania Association on Probation,”
Parole and Corrections Interdisciplinary Training Institute,
offered other specialized training programs, and participated in
various initiatives to help improve the agency and its
personnel. '
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- OFFICE OF BOARD SECRETARY AND BUREAU
OF PRE-PAROLE SERVICES

Hermann Tartler, Board Secretary and Director
William H. Moul, Director of Case and Records Management
john ). Rice, Director of Institutional Parole Services

“ john P. Skowronski, Director of Hearing Review

Two of the major responsibilities of this bureau are the pro-
cessing of Board case decisions and serving as the custodian of
the official client case records. During the year, both of these
areas have been reviewed. carefully and some significant tech-
nological improvements are being made.

COMPUTERIZED CASE DECISIONS

Beginning January 1, 1982, Board case decision information
will be entered directly into the agency's computer. Through
this single entry, several clerical functions will be accomplished
simultaneously, enabling case decisions to be processed in a
more timely manner. Data entered into the computer will
cause the printing of: * =

® the official Board decision notice to thie client, the Board's
staff and others, , .
@ the case decisions as part of the official Board‘minutes, and
. ® various control documents.

NOTICE OF BOARD DECISION
PEPP=15 (1/87)

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
PENNA. BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE

% DATE: 03 /04/82

CLIENT NAME: - SSRARISIY TS

INSTITUTION: STATE (TRRECTICNAL INSTITUTION HUNTINGDON INSTITUTION NG ;

AS RECORGED ON
FOLLOWING DECISION IM YOUR CASE:
G

01704/82

PERCLL 2-14-F2 T4 Ax APPRUVED PLA*.,
T9TENSIVE SUPEXVIEIGN FIRST & MONTHS.
MUST SUPPCHT [ePE LENTSe

BUST TAY TINESy CoSTT, AN! WLSTITUTION

o

HERMANN TARTLER
BOARD SECRETARY

FEE=p BLLE CrRY

. Another advantage of the system will be its retrieval
capabilities. Through computer terminals located in the central
office and the Board's district offices, timely retrieval of case
decisions by the Board will be available. Without additional

staff time, the system will be able to generate needed -

statistical records involving Board case decisions,

DECENTRALIZATION OF CASE RECORDS
With the responsibility for the maintenance of more than

PAROLE NO 5

®0 000CO20BO0OCDPOOS®EGOS

THE BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE BENDERED TiE

PUSSELS ICY g‘\‘(‘ONTFGL CF &bY WLAPre. IS*AN TFMEGILTE YICLATION OF PAROLE.
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30,000, case records in the central office file room, improvin

the records management program was a high priority during
the year, With a grant from the National Institute of
Corrections, a consultant was engaged to review the records.

management program and to make recommendations for -
improvements. As a result, the Bcard approved the

implementation of the following:

® decentralization of the client case folders to district and
institutional parole offices, ’

® climination of duplicative and low value material in the

client case folders, and
® restricting access to the central office case folders.

. , \ ‘R i ' i . o
Kathleen Waddell, Clerical Supervisor of the central office records

unit, secures a client casefolder needed by the Board for a case
decision.

Staff teams were established to develop implementation
plans and to establish time tables for the required staff training.

In this decentralization system, new case folders will be
opened by the institutional parole office and then transferred
to the supervising district office when the inmate is paroled. A
central office case folder, containing only documents needed
for decision making, will be established wheh parole
consideration of the inmate begins. This decentralization of
case folders should eliminate the current space problem in the’
central office file room and will provide for controlled access
to the case folders. It is anticipated that the total
decentralization process will be accomplished by july, 1982,

ONGOING RESPONSIBILITIES

The Office of the Board Secretary and the Bureau of Pre-
Parole Services have responsibilities which relate primarily to
the Board's paroling authority function. These responsibilities
include the scheduling and preparation of material for
interviews and hearings, responding to most inquiries relative
to decisions and policies of the Board, reviewing sentence
structures for accuracy in compliance’ with current laws,

- providing technical assistance in finalizing Board decisions, and

recording the official case decisions of the Board.

To ensure that the client is afforded proper due process, the
Board’s hearing examiners conduct various hearings,
submitting summaries with recommendations to the Board for
final action. All actions regarding parole violations and hearings
are reviewed by bureau staff to ensure compliance with Board
policy, with technical assistance provided when needed, =~

An “institutional parole staff is maintained to provide

~ information to the Board for use in making parole decisions;
and to aid the offender in developing a parole plan consisting '

of a home and employment.

BUREAU OF SUPERVISION

John }. Burke, Director
Gilbert W. Henegan, Probation and Parole Staff Specialist
George K. Henshaw, Director of Interstate Services
Robert A. Largent, Probation and Parole Staff Specialist

The ‘Bureau of Supervision has the responsibility for the
supervision of approximately 14,000 parolees and
probationers. This is accomplished through a field staff located
in 10 district offices’and 14 sub-offices throughout the state,

i
{

REVISED SUPERVISION PRACTICES

In a continued effort to improve supervision services with
decreased resources, the Bureau is implementing a Revised
Supervision Practices Project in the Harrisburg District Office.
The concept of the project allows for some agent discretion in
the development of a client treatment plan, which is based on
a risk and needs assessment of the client. The emphasis in
supervision is on providing quality services in meeting client
needs, rather than a quantitative output of services to meet
minimuin supervision requirements, Based on a model used in
several other states, the development of the treatment plan for
each client begins with an extensive initial client interview,
using risk and needs assessment instruments, along with the
Board's Parole Prognosis Assessment material,

Extensive planning continues as the project is being
implemented, and technical assistance has been provided
through the National Institute of Corrections. The Board’s
research staff has been heavily involved in the planning
process and will provide supporting research activity
throughout the projects as needed. :

FIRM ASSISTS IN RETURN OF VIOLATORS

Each year, considerable time and funds are spent to return
to Pennsylvania parole violators who have been living in other
states. In addition to the cost of the air fare, etc., much parole
agent time is expended assisting the Board’s two warrant
officers in returning these clients. The services of a professjonal
air security company, specializing in returning parole violators
and various types of prisoners, has been contracted to assist in
the extradition of the Board's violators from distant states. It is
estimated that more than $4,000 was saved during the first five
months using this new service. In addition, valuable parole
agent time formerly spent assisting the Board's warrant officers
located in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, is now being used in
performing the primary duty of supervising clients.

Pt [

Parole Agent Lloyd Heckman, left, and Supervisor Edward Rufus,
Harrisburg District Olffice, right, take custody of an alleged parole
violator being returned by the air security company. '

¥
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OTHER RESPONSIBILITIES \

The supervision of the Board's clients on probation and
parole is the primary responsibility of parole agents,
supetvisors, and central office staff. Their work is aimed at
assisting clients to become productive, law-abiding citizens,
and thereby achieve the mandate of the protection of society.

The parole agent is a key staff member who provides a
direct link between the offender, the Board, and the
community. It is through the activity of the Board's 214 parole
agents in providing or securing needed client services, that
clients are able to successfully complete their period of
supervision. '

The central office staff provides support and technical
assistance in maintaining a high quality of field supervision.
The Director of Interstate Services carries major responsibility
as the Chairman’s delegate in administering the Interstate
Compact, Through this compact with the other 49 states, the
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico, offenders from other
states have the opportunity to return to their homes and
families to be sispervised there. The Board's staff reciprocates
by supervising parolees from other states who reside in
Pennsylvania. At the end of 1981, 1,142 Board clients were
supervised in other states, and 1,918 clients from other states
were supervised by the Board. In addition, the Board's staff
handles the arrangements for approximately 1,805
Pennsylvania county probation clients to be supervised by
other states.

PAROLE AGENT OF THE YEAR AWARD

)

'\:4 . ‘-‘l.‘ 3 LW v (» K ) ye .~ v
American Legion State Adjutant Edward Hoak, left, presents the
Agent of the Year Award to Parole Agent David W. Richardson, Erie,
at the Pennsylvania Association of Probation, Parole and Corrections
Training Institute, “ '

¥ {47

David W. Richardson, Parole Agent Il from the Erie District
Office, was the recipient of the 1980 American Legion Agent
of the Year Award. This award is presented each year to an
agent - who has demonstrated good judgement, loyalty,
motivation, temperament, dependability, and versatility in
work. Richardson began his service with the Board in October
of 1973 and was cited for his continual, overall professional
growth since becoming an agent with the Board. He was also
lauded for his excellent rapport with clients and his effoits in
causing positive behavioral change and improvement among
his clients. The selection of Richardson was done by &
statewide committee from nominees of agents submitted by
each of the Board’s ten district offices. ‘
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BUREAU OF PROBATION SERVICES

Gene Kramer, Director
W. Conway Bushey, Probation Services Advisor
Ronald E. Copenhaver, Probation Services Advisor

NEW PROBATION STANDARDS ADOPTED

The adult probation field service standards promulgated by
the American Correctional Association as part of a national
correctional accreditation program were adopted by the Board
~ as. Pennsyivania’s County Adult Probation Standards. The

standards were carefully analyzed by Board staff, as well as-

county probation administrators, and the Governor’s Advisory
Committee on Probation, before being recommended to the
Board to replace the currerit standards which were established
in 1967. Compliance with these standards is required by
counties participating in the Board’s Crant-in-Aid Program
which provides funds for the expansion of county adult
probation departments and improvement of their services. The
newly adopted standards will be phased in over a six-year
period beginning in 1982. e

" A three-day workshop for all chief probation officers, or
their designees, was held to assist them in planning for the
implementation of the standards. During the year, the Board's
probation services advisors also provided technical assistance
to the county departments on the development of a manual of
operations and procedures, which is required by one of the
standards.

GRANT-IN-AID APPROPRIATION INCREASES
The Board’s 1981-82 fiscal year appropriation for the Grant-

In-Aid Program was $2,772,000, an increase of $772,000 over .

the previous yzar. These funds will be awarded in the spring of
1982 to an estimated sixty (60) counties to help offset the
salary cost for approximately 537 of the 700 professional
county adult probation personnel in the Commonwealth. Even
with the supplemental funds granted through this program,
county probation officers will have active caseloads of 96,
which far exceeds the nationally recommended caseload size.
- The following table reflects the. trend in grant-in-aid
appropriations for a 3-year period:

1979-80

1980-81  1981-82

Appropriation ............. $1,773,000 $2,000,000 $2,772,000°
Funding Eligibility . . .. .. . ... $7,934,584 $8,702,787 $9.576,372
Funding Percentage ........ . 222% 23.2% 28.5%

* 837,000 is designated faf training of county probation staff.

York County Chief r}’robation Officer, Wi”iam E Long, left, and
President Judge Robert I. Shadle, center, review the.county's grant-

, inc-iaid application with Ronald E, Copenhaver, Probation Services
Advisor, :
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REFERRALS STABILIZED — PRE-SENTENCES INCREASED -

" The Board also provides other services for the"co‘un_yty
courts: : o )

° superviéjio'n of -certain special proba’tion/pairb’lé,(cases
referred by the courts, and Sk
e the preparation of pre-sentence investigation reports.

Because of the decrease of Board resources.and increased.
grant-in-aid allocations, a concerted effort has been made
during the past several years to reduce the special probation/
parole referrals and pre-sentence investigation requests, In an

effort to balance the county and Board workloads, the courts -
have been requested to place greater reliance on their county -

staffs for these services. . R
The chart below shows that the total special probation/

parole caseload is decreasing and new referrals from the courts - .

have stabilized, while pre-sentence investigation requests
have ‘gradually increased during the last three years;

1981

: 1978 1 879 . - 1980
Total Special Probation/Parole IR i :
Caseload, ... .crviveinrss . 4554 4,168% 3,862 3,343
.Special Probatior/Parole : I "
Supervision Referrals .. ... «. 2,440 2,182 2,299 2,299
Pre-Sentence Investigation N P

REGUESES. ¢ v vsevevnenrss .. 761 870 969 996

_ Bureau staff are also responsible for:

@ annual evaluations of county probation departments,

@ processing of superVision and pre-sentence requests from
the county courts and assignment to the appropriate Board
field office, e R

® quality control of court services referrals, and

® the development and maintenance of policies and
procedures to accomplish the work of the bureau.

AFFIRMATIVE ACTION OFFICE
LeDelle A. Ingram, Affirmative Action Officer

Due to limited resources, the number of employes has
decreased during the past year, severely limiting agency
recruitment activity. Only positions which were critical to the

efficient operation of the agency have been filled. This

complies with the Board’s position of controlling the
decreasing employe complement through attrition, rather than
hiring and subsequently furloughing newly recruited
personnel, ’ ' o :

Even though there has been a decrease in the complement,

~the percentage of employes who are of minority races

remained constant during the year (22%), Internal promotions
and reclassifications have resulted in upward mobility of
females and an overall better utilization of currerit staff. The
recently adopted employe minimum training policy should be
helpfulin establishing a base from which to develop a standard
career development program, ’ ' s

The Affirmative Action Piar, adopted by thga%BOard onjuy
27, 1981, named the Chairman of the Board as the official .-

responsible for the effective implementation of the plan, -

BUREAU OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

T John R. McCool, Director
James ). Alibrio, Director of Researctiand Statistics
Josezh F. Fritz, Director.of Systems Analysis
~_and Management Methods
Frank A. Graham, Jr., Director of Fiscal Analysis
Adeline R. Shultz, Director of Office Services
“Robert E. Z:ierger, Director of Personnel

The Bureau of Administrative Services-assists the agency in

meeting its goals and objectives by providing the required -
administrative, technical and logistical services that enable the

client-related service bureaus to operate effectively.

EXPANSION OF COMPUTER SYSTEM
4 . )
A prime accomplishment of the bureau was the installation

of computer terminals in nine of the Board's ten district offices.

Through the completion of this telecommunication network,
linking the district offices to the Board's central office, field
staff have  direct access to the Board’s management

‘information” system. In addition to securing data from the

computer information base, each office can now transmit and
receive printed messages from any of the other offizes. It also
enables the central office to transmit messages to %l of the

field offices simultaneously. Experimentation has begun for
direct entry of client data from the district office locations to
the central computer files and will be expanded during the "~ *

next year. The expansionof the computer system is providing
the means of keeping client information more current, and at
the same time reducing paperwork and clerical time needed to
complete required transactiofis. ' o :

RESEARCH LINKED TO DECISION MAKING

Another area of notable achievement involves the link
between the Board's parole decision-making function and the
Bureau's research activity. The Board has completed:its first
year of parole decision making using explicit guidelines.
Throughout this period, the research staff have been
monitoring these decision-making practices for the purpose of
assessing guideline performance as an expression of Board
policy. This policy assessment represents the culmination of an
extensive three-year effort to make explicit parole decision-
making policy, which structures discretion in the decision
process.

ONGOING RESPONSIBILITIES .

Through the year, the Bureau of Administrative Services
maintained a close working relationship with other
Commonwealth agencies, including various legislative bodies,
to ensure the effective implementation and processing of
various program requirements and priorities. In addition, the
bureau's staff fulfilled its many other responsibilities:

i

® managing the fiscal and bUdgetaty operations of the Board,

® administering the personnel and labor relations functions,

® producing ‘statistical information, evaluative research, as
well as planning and program development research,

. ® the designing, implementating, and operating of the Board's

management information system, and

~ ® providing various required services such as procurement, -

automotive, and telephone. o
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OFFICE OF CHIEF COUNSEL

Robert A. Greevy, Chief Counsel
Arthur R. Thomas, Assistant Chief gounsel

. The Office of Chief Counsel represent; the Board in most ._
litigation and ‘advisé«a\\ghe Board in matters. of policy and

procedure. é\\ y

As a result of the Commonwealth Attorney’s Act, which
took effect in January, 1987, the Board’s attorneys. are now

-, responsible to the General Counsel, who is appointed by the

Governor and serves as his legal advisor The Act authorizes
the Attorney General to‘represent all Commonwealth agencies
in court litigation, but permits delegation of that authority to
the General Counsel. By the Attorney General’s delegation, the
defense of state court challenges to Board determinations
involving parolees is the responsibility of the General Counsel,
and more specifically the Board’s attorneys. They also continue
to represent the Board before tribunals other than courts, such
as the Civil Service Commission, the Human Relations
Commiission, and the. Unemployment Compensation Board of
Review. o

During thé year, many appeals of Board determinations.
“invalving parolees were. initiated .by Board clients. These

determinations include the application of pre-sentence

~ custody, credit, the computation and order of service of

sentences, parole denials, parole fescissions, parole conditions,
and the arrest/hearing process,
" Several cases are before the Pennsylvania: Supreme Court

~ concerning the nature and scope of judicial review of Board

determinations involving parolees. Because of those appeals,
the Commonwealth Court has been unable to proceed with
hearing appeal?\«, from Board determinations. Currently before
the Superior Court is the question of whether the courts of
common pleas have jurisdiction of habeas corpus proceedings

which challenge Board determinations.
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FINANCIAL SUMMARY

Fiscal Year

 STATE FUNDS |

| IMPROVEMENT

AN

14

- C o 19801981 OF
GENERAL GOVERNMEN .—OPERATlONS ' . - COUNTY ADUL;I"k
“General AppPropriation. . iv. v ceiivsis e e ivaeen a0 $14,982,214 o GENEﬁAL . PROBATION =
Federal Funds ...v oo ouviinivusnsiis Veesanin 21 gigg FISCAL YEAR = GOVERNMENT . . SERVICES TOTAL
Other Funds (CETAI, waeite ... ........... Vieednarnene g v 3, 1976-1977 /..., 9,023,930 . 1,679,000 10,702,930
Total Expendltures R P P il e aa . $1 5,201,928 1977-1978 .. ... 9,736,718 . 1,763,000 11.499.718
' , . 1978-197¢ ..... -'10,787,9356 1,763,000 12,550,935
GENERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES s > 1979-1980 ..... 14,551,333 1,773,000 16,324,333
Salaries and Employe Beneﬂts. P O Chexe s ..$13,190,786 1980-1981 ,.... 14 882,214 2 OOO 000 16 982 214 b
Operational Expenses . ... .. PRI, i e . 1.871,349
Furnpiture-and Equipment. .. <, .. 0 e baieraiies ves.. . 135,052 y
Transfer Payments' to Other Governments ... ... s Vana 4741 FEDERAL GRANTS AWARDED TQ THE BOARD ‘
Total Expenditures ... .o..ccesie s S esah i .+ $15,201,928
: P : o o Federal Safe Street - Natlonal Instrtute of
FEDERAL FUNDS EXPENﬁITURES BY CATEGORY P Act (LEAA) Grants Cosréctions Grants
LEAA Action Grants R S R S P $. 157,322 Fiscal Year Amount - No, : Amount : “No. -~
NIC Grants...v... ..., P . ...... RER 53,814 1969-70....$ .112.861 g . /,
Total Expendrtures iasiesae ey e Cengians e $ 211,236 1970-71.... 478,965 .8 ({ T
' B 1971-72 ... 1,638,779 1 B
‘GRANTS AND:SUBSIDIES FUNDS ADMINISTERED 1972-73 ... 1,797,689 11
- BY.THE BOARD - 1973-74 ..., 4,168,516 10
{improvement of County Adult Probation Servnces) 1974-75.... - 3,725,907 7
General Appropriation. . /' .ii o i eaien s PR PR $ 2,000, 000 1976-76 .... 2,913,067 8o
T . ’ g : . 1976-77 ..... 2,816,128 5
- Total Expenditures.. , .. U iiiaes .$ 2,000,000 S 157798 737 868 4 e
o R 1978-79 .... . 217,295 4 $ 99432 3
" 1979-80 ... o= - '62,408 3.
1980-81 .... 161,342 - 2 - e S
© Totals....... $18,768417 = 72 $161,840 6
B T ‘ " ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
g ; ) OFFICE-OF b .
[ Crist Coutmal " ] BOARD GF PROBATION “"BUDGETAND N s
: y .- AND PAROLE e ADMINISTRATION. MARCH 1982
COMPTROLLER S
e
B0ARD. | AFFIRMATIVE EXECUTIVE :
SECRETARY s‘;‘é}ig’; " DIRECTOR
Bureay pf g
Pre-Parole Services  Divisian.af '
Staff Development . i
Eﬂeari‘ing B . \
e [ - -
Bureau of - Buresy of . Bursawof . Y
— Probation Secvices Supeivition Administrative Services | . .
Division of .
. " Hearing Reviéw ‘ . - A
. raritsdp- fo visi 0 . vision o !
. :,;:;:r;u::[ ER o Cm"gpé:ia';im lm;?s‘u’:: g:,'yam Fixcallmn:q:mgnr r"—’ - P;r;:n:g;
Parole Services i Lo i . . o
Divhion nfr . =
Djvision of Court Services Division of Olvision of P
“=! Pri-Parole Case & N Oftice'Sapvices.. . I T -Research & Statistics. |
. | Records Manay : . AT b
= ['vnh?t;i:ir‘r!g;a‘::duds S Di?lxl:.v; y«;;!‘s.\:‘:;lmx
. = o Mansgement Methods i R Rt
w5 Y Allent Altoon Botl h . v I P — e S Ewmemen
K ’, Di:tri:l gmd B Dinﬁ:':‘;)t.fl;! Ull"lrl‘:: gﬂltﬂ s Ui:‘l:ﬁ:tglff:a Dn':lri?l)mn Dii'l:%:%“"'?ca ﬂ’?xltx::‘g?l't.u Ditm:slbgmm & ‘ Dfsirclr:inltl‘;;lu g § Dx‘ll::c.f“gfﬁ:r:
1 Norii 1 i TG j k g @
| sib ot S Ot 5 s i saone 1 ?J? "5'??.?.
Rzaiiing_ | " Yo " H :
. Sub (mu:e : : = ‘ S v Sub: Office - ) -Sumge -
ot | |t ] [ S ] [ ] [Ee] [

@
R P

g s

‘E‘é‘g’)rﬂ&,\:\ .
v ‘COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
BOARD OF PROBATION AND PAROLE
Box 16861 HARRISBURG, PA. 17120 Doy

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN o : . : g

POLICY STATEMENT E o ‘ ' Lo S S

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT‘OPPORTUNITY/AFFIRMATIVE ACTION
: JAND AFFIRMATIVE ACTION FOR THE HANDICAPPED
S
“The Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole hereby states its:; frrm policy to recrurt and provide employment, training, and
compensation, promotion, and other conditions of employment, without regard to race, color, creed,. life style, affectional or sexual

. preference, handicap, ancestry, national ongrn, uniorn membershrp. age or sex, except where there is a:bona fide occupatlonal qualnf:catron

(BFOQ) on a business necessity basis.
Consistent wrth Affrrmatlye Action, it is the policy of the Board to be committed to (but not limited to) the following: ’

® Seek out mdrvrduals at any level of the orgamzatron whose potential has not been fuIly utilized, with the objective of assisting them to
reach. their full potentral , ; ,

® Include fmdmg additional sources of applicants who become qualifiéd, utrlrzmg appropriate training which wrll assrst these lndlvrduals
toward full qualification regardless of their race, color, religious creed, life style, affectional or sexual preference, handicap, ancestry,
natronal origin, unlon membershlp, age or sex, except where there i is a BFOQ or selective certification on a business necessity basis.

° Thrs Board does not promote, condone, or otherwise tolerate discrimination in any form, and especially in the form of sexual harassment.

“under sex discrimination. Every Supervisor, Manager, and Administrator will maintain eacti work place of this agency, free of sexual
harassment, dlscrrmmatron, orany kind of harassment of any employe, .

® ThisBoard does not dlscnmmate on the basis of handrcap (pursuant to Sections 503 and 504 of the Federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973) in
the opportunity to’participate in, or benefit from, any aid, benefit, or service provided by the agency, nor does it provide services to the
‘handlcapped that are not equal to that afforded others, as regards opportunjity to obtain the same result, to gain the same benefit, and to
gain' the same level of achievement. No service provided to. tge handlcapped shall be separate or different from those afforded others,
_“except where such differences aré necedsary to bring about a benefit for the handicapped participant equal to that of others, in terms of
providing reasonable accommodatron for the mental and physical limitations of an apphcant or employe, ’

® All facilities and physical structures of the Board shall be free from physical barriers which cause inaccessibility to, or unusablllty by,
handrcapped persons, as defined in Sectlon 504, and any subsequent regulations. -

A major goal of the agency isalso to become a civic leader in programs and activities which enharice equal employment opportumtres for

all citizens within the various communities in which the agency operates throughout the state,

LeDeHe Ingram, Afflrmatrve Action Offrcer for the Board is authorized to carry out the responsibilities of the Affirmative Action Ofﬂce,
assisted by the Personnel Division. If any employe has suggestions, problems, complaints, or questions, with regard to equal employment
opportunity/affirmative action, please feel free. to contact the Affirmative Action: Officer, Room 308, Box 1661, Harrisburg, PA., 17120,
(717)787-6897 or Robert. E Yerger, Personnel Derector, Room 212, Box 1661, Harrrsburg, PA., 17120, (717)787-8148,

This is the adopted policy on Equal Employment Opportunity/ Afflrmatrve Actlon/Affrrmatave Action for the Handrcapped of the
Pennsylvania Board of ‘Probation and ‘Parole, and all responsible staff are expected to adhere to these mandates, Programs and non-

~ compliance reports shail be frequently monitored to insure that all persons are adherent to this policy.

Non- complrance w:th this pollcy shall be dcrected to Fred W. Jacobs, Chalrm&*n, who is responsnble for insuring effective and proper
implementation. of equal employment opportumtres within this agency.

o . : o FOR THE BOARD

_;f,bwfw

July 27,1981
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. PROGRAM STATISTICS R G

. This stagistical compendium is designed to provide an overview of operations of the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and 'Pafdlié"
from a perspective of work outputs and program effectiveness. A general summary of statistics and trends has been developed:
below to highlight agency operational performance. , S e : Lo ,

SUMMARY OF STATISTICS AND TRENDS

it

81. Of this total, 13,782 (approximately 20%) were receiving supervision services directly from _:the Pennsylvania Board of

Probation and Parole. - : e ?
4 A . 5 Ciope : ) ¢ R

A. SUMMARY OF POPULATION GROWTH AND TRENDS | g ' 5

1. Total Offenders Under Supervision in Pennsylvania

County Parale Cases State Parole Cases’

‘11.7%/1 12.

Special Par/ Probation

2.6% Other State Cases’

68.4%
County Probation Cases

The chart above shows the origin and prevalence of each of the groups of clients supervised by the Board in rel,atio‘nsh'ipk

state and county institutions on state sentences; clients received from the county courts as special probation and parole-
cases; and clients sentenced by other states, but residing in Pennsylvania under the Interstate Compact.” ~ °

x 2 ’ Trends in Total Caseload Under Board Supervision o . , ;
) 15,000
£ 140 .
g o
.0 ,
6 13,000
(D
9
£ 12000
(,’_Yeakr Ending _b -6/76. : ' 6/77 Rt | 6/78 e - 6/79 .
S r "/.7’ i ' . A i : B s ’
‘ Total‘ Caseload * 13,062 13,870 14,750 14,436 5

 decrease was a result of declining special probation and parole case referrals,

16

Pennsylvania's community based correctional system had 69,000 offenders on probation or parolé at the end of fiscal yea‘rb19‘80‘-k E

i,

 to the total offender population in communities of the Commonwealth. Included are: clients paroled from Pennsylvania - 7

- Recent trends in the total population under Board supervision reveal significant increases in caseload size d‘u,rihg the
- periodfrom June, 1976 to June, 1978; however, slight reductions have been evident since that time. The majority of the

3. .Géograyphica’l Dis‘tribﬁtioh of Caseload by DiStI:ict Offi\‘ce‘ D R S
Willi'a’mvs_port? 1 T l:j ' White B :
: - Altoona a0 o
Q © L T o e
R Butler . o L - Nqn Whl»t? S
Seraton e
Chester
Erie
*Hatrisburg "
- Allentown
- YPittsburgh
- Philadelphia | 5.
0 o200 40 ,
Percentage of State Total
A geographical distribution by the Board's districts and a comparison of white versus.non-white clientele are prése\IXted
st-aultaneously in the chart above. At the end of FY 1980-81, the offender population under Board supervision was 611%
female, a relatively stable figure.during the last six years. - . ‘ : . , Ly
B. ,SUMMARY OF PROGRAM OUTPUT "
1. Board Actions for Individual Cases — July 1, 1980 to June 30, 1981
~ Type of Grant Refuse o : : S =
Case - Parole . Parole Declare , , | Continueon |~ g o
Decision Reparole |  Reparole- Absconder - | Recommit Parole | Misc.” " Total .
Number 3609 | 883 625 1,637 | 844 3,446 10,944
Percent. - e ; ' o R 5 i , . e
of Total 33% 8% - 6% 14%, 8% 31% - 100%

" Included are Board actions on specia/ commutation ,céses;' final discharges on SCIC sentences, closed cases, retu_rﬁ's from
parole, continued or withdrawn cases, detained pending crimina{ charges, etc. - -~ -, ..~ LT

Major categories of Board case decisions and their percentage of the total are shown above. The total of 10,944 Board
actions represents individual case decisions made directly by-a majority vote of the Board. An additional 2,213 cases
were accepted during the year as special parole and probation cases, referred by county judges for Board supervision.
Thus, there were a total of 13,157 cases for which actions were taken during the year. . - : : :

&

2. Interviews and Hearings Conducted bY,BOard Members ibmd‘ Hearing Ex,aminke,rs ~— July 1,1980 to June 30, 1981

PAROLE RELEASE INTERVIEWS * VIOLATION HEARINGS

I } . k : “1st _-2nd Full e
Conducted By Parole | Reparole | Review" | -Total |~ Level . Level Board - | -Total
Board Members........ | 1,966 | 558 915 | 3439.| o | 0 | 533 533
- Hearing Examiners ..... | 1,466 142 320 | 1,928 | 1513 | 1464 | 0O 2,977
Totals. .. cvveseninnes | 3,432 700 | 1,235 | 5367 | 1513 | 1464 533 3,610

. Reviewli'ntervie_ws are held for those clients previously refused parole or reparole.
The aboye table reflects the type of interviews and hearings conducted and identifies those held by Board membersand

~ hearing examiners. The figures reveal that 64% of the total parole relgase interviews were conducted by Board members; .
and their participation in violation hearings was limited to “Full Board Hearings". These hearings require the attendance
of three Board members, and constitute approximately 15% of the total hearings.. = S L

- Hearing examiners employed by the Board conduict a variety of first and second level hearings. The first level hearings
- are held to determine whether there is probable cause to believe that a parole violation was comnitted or, in'the case -
- of criminal charges, should the client be detained pending disposition of the charges. Second level hearings determine -

- whether or not to revoke parole, usirig a preponderance standard of evidence, and/or new conviction to mriake that

“determination. .




3. Parole Agent Caseloads “ g ‘ _ - e
Year Ending............ T .. | 6178 6177 6/78 /79 | 6/80 6/81
Number of Parole Agents. ............. 240 v 241 235 228 - f 221 | 218
IndeX e v | 1000 100 98 95 827 | 90,
Average Caseload ...i..,....c. coiea.c | 544 57.6 - 628 | 633 636 63.8
ToodndeX ci i e 100 106 1156 “ ‘11’6 : 117 Snz7e
PR = =N — - g B - ‘
The changes in the number of parole agents and average caseload pef agent are shown in the table above: The number
of parole agents has been declining in recent years due to stringent budget conditions. The decline in total caseload,
however, has not been substantial enough to effect the continued increase in average agent caseload. In addition,
average caseload size does not take into account workload factors, such as investigative reports. When equivalent
workload units are added to the caseload averages, the average caseload per agent was 68.3 in June, 1981, -
4. Trends in Total Investigative Reporting f
V] g,’\ ‘)
’ 9,500
’ 19,000
8,500 ‘
8,000 0
7,500 P
} 7,000 S S ST e e i e e B e S s e P “
Year Ending . 75/76 78/17 . T1/78 78/79 . 79/80 8o/
Total Ifvestigations 8,677 9,240 8103 8061 7,768, 7887
» Trend Index 100 106 93 - e 9 - o1 7
The graph above reveals the output of various ‘investigations done by parole agents. Many of these repoﬁé relate to -
offenders not.in the agent’s caseload, but ‘are required for making case decisions in the criminal justice system.
Investigations included are: pre-parole reports, pre-sentence reports, classification summaries, out-of-state repotts, and
“reports for the Board of Pardons. - - e - R B
5. Breakdown of Types of Investigitive Reports — July 1, 1980 to june 30, 1981 o » e
5,000 : ~ e
4,000
13,000
g 2,000 1
‘ o . A"[ »
1,000
P -
v 0" e L UL LR .
i - . Pre- -~ Out-" Pre-  Classi- - Pardon
: ‘ Parole = of-  Sep-  fication Board. o

~ The graph above reveals the predominance of pre-parale investigations as compared to the other four types of
~investigations. . <" R , N e e T S
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1. Parole Outcoﬁie for Clients Released in 1978 and 1979 After :O_ne Year Follow-Up

C. SUMMARY OF PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Parole outcome and the employment status of clients are important measures of program effectiveness.

&

1978 1979
, , No. Percent + No. Percent
" -Successful cases . ... ..l 2,253 77.7% - {1,665 .} . 79.9%
... Recommitted to Prisfn ... .. caais e e v 472 16.3% S10 b 149%
Absconded Supervigion T NPT T cdse. 176 [0 6% 110 ~ 5.3%
TOTALS .....0.t e 2,801 | 100.0% . |- 2,085 .| 100.0%
The success, rate during this period has increased slightly. This increase may have resulted from various supervision .

technjques instituted to maintain high performance with minimal resources.

[}

: 5 N S () A . ' ° S N
. Client Employment Status Annual Comparisons
o ‘ April, 1980 ‘ Aprit, 1981
‘Employment‘ Status Lo Number Pe'rclent : ‘Number ! Percent
~Total Able to Work .....vvvuiviviaiaineasn 10173 |0 753% 9,672 72.3%
Full Time Employment............. elraieas 6,589 . 64.8% ) 5,893 . 60.9% ]
" Part Time Employment .. ... e Cireveets 781 CTT7% ' 839 8.7% @
. Unemployed ... iuievns i ieies s 2,803 27.6%. o 2,940 30.4%
* “Total Unable toWork .. .........,............ 3,335 | ~~247% | 3698 | 27.7%
Total Reporting.....,c.oes cverersiesineenss 13,608 100.0% . | 13,370 "~ 100.0%

©

il
<

“Unemployment among probationers and parolees who were able to work\ increased statewide from 27.6% in 1980 to
- 30.4% in 1981, which is comparable to the general increase in unemployment in Pennsylvania, Highest unemployment

éfmong available offenders in the labor force was found in the Pittsburgh district, where 40% of those able to work were
unemployed, o TR . L . ;
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STA'[_!BSTI(;AL DATA DEZAILS

Statistical datai details have been developed to provide more comprehensi\_'e information on agency operation‘s ‘aqd program
pefformance. Tables were pre\paréﬂ to cover in depth the technical functions and processes of state probation and parole

services. Questions concerning these tables, or additional in

formation may be obtained from the Division of Research and

Statistics, P.O. Box 1661, Har{jsburg, PA 17120, (717)787-5988.

. Table1  Case Decisions by Type of Board Action — 1980-81 vvvvvvs R R RELRRR RS, el 21"
“Table 2 Types of Hearingsy anZiZnterviews Conducted by Board Members and Hearing Examiners During FY 1980-81 22
Table 3~ Trends in Interviews and Hearings over the Last Three Fiscal Years .....ooevieiarinniinieiirey ceve 23
Table 4 Par'“olelnterviewsbyInterviewSite—1982-8231......._ﬂ..........,.,............‘.....,...........,.. 32
Table 5 ' Hearings Held by Hearing Examiners — 1980-81........... B L R LI REY Dy
Table 6 _lnmategs Considered for Parole and Reparole by State Correctional Institution for FY 1980-81..... veewss 25
Table 7 . Inmates Considered for Parole and Reparole Over Six Fiscal Years .......... P ceest 25
‘Table 8 Ifimates Paroled and Reparoled by Major Offense Category and Major Race Category, June, 1981 ..., .. 25
B. SUPERVISION POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS - . o o e
Table 9 Fennsylvania Caseload Processing — 19B0-8T, ... ..ueuvniireeanrseetesasreiniiinneo.. 26
Table 10 Three Year Trend in Caseload Processing. ..z, ... ..ues e e P cerieiiiaae.. 26
Table 11 Trends in Caseload by Legal Type Over Six Fiscal Years........c.ooove.ons et i 27
Table 12~ Total Caseload Distribution by Office of Supervision, Sex of Offender and Major Racial Category, Effective 8
' JURE, TOBT + v e e ee s e e e e iia i simea s e sy e e
Table 13 Numbe'r of Agents and Average Caseload by District Office, Effegtlve, June, 1981 ..o 28
" Table 14 Average Monthly Agent Supervision Contacts by Type and District........ PIPEA sveriaas e L 29
. Table 15 Exchange of Supervision Between States ............. ey Ceeeean T ceeane o 29

C. SUPERVISION ACTIVITY AND OUTPUT

Table 16
. Table 17
~ Table 18

Table 19

A. PAROLE DECISION MAKING

Total Supervision Reports Completed by Type and District for FY 1980-81..............¢ SR e 30
Total Investigations Completed by Type and District for FY 1980-81 ... .cco..vevnne. TR 30
Length of Supervision for Parolees Released from State Institutions or County Prisons and Special
Probationers During FY 1980-8T .. .. .iveevieeniiriiinniinirseeinenaasnes Sasieeas ceernese 31
Length of Supervision for Parole and Probation by Type of Termination ...... P SN 31

i

D. SUPERVISION PROGRAM PERFORMANCE

Table 20
Table 21
Table 22
" Table 23
Table 24

Aggregate Parole Outcome for Release Cohbrts During the last Five Calendar Years........ PO 7.
Trend in Parole Out&ome after One Year of Supervision .., ......,..... S F S v 320
" One Year Follow-Up Parole Outcome by District Office for the 1979 Release Cohort............ ahaaye 3377
One Year Follow-Up Parole Outcome by Major Offense Category for the 1979 Release Cohort . ....... 33
Client Employment Status, Occupation, Income and Public Assistance for 1981........c.covuuis Lies 34

A. PAROLE DECISION MAKING -

‘Board decision making encompasses three general types of decisions: parole decisions, revocation decisions, and supervision
decisions. Table 1 provides a breakdown of Board case decisions in terms of the actions takers; i.e., the type of decision
rendered. Total Board actions for FY 1980-81 were 10,944 in comparison to 10,448 the previous fiscal year. In addition, there
were 2,213 special probation/parole cases assigned by the courts and accepted by the Board for supervision. Included in the
2,213 cases weré 96 Accelerated Rehabilitation Disposition (ARD) cases and Probation Without Verdict (PWV) cases. These
cases are probation options available to the first time offender: : ‘ ‘ ) :

A definition of each Board action listed in Table 1 is shown below.

Parole Granted refers to those cliefits who were interviewed by the Board Case Closed refers to clients for whom the Board took action to close

at the expiration of their minimum.sentence and were released; . interest because of a new arrest or conviction near the client’s
Parole Refused refers to those clients who were intefviewed by the Board maximurn expiration date, of because of a delinquency status in
at the expiration of their minimum sentence and were denied release. excess of one year past the client's maximum expiration date when
Reparole Granted refers.to parole violators who were reviewed by the there is no evidefice of criminal activity.
Board after serving additional time in prison for parole violatioh{s) and Board Action to Return from Parole refers to clients who were under
~ were released. ) : unconvicted technical or criminal violation status in another state and
Reparole Refused refers to parole violators who were reviewed by the - were returned from parole by Board action,

Board after'serving additional time in prison for parole violation(s} and Board Action to Recommit to Prison (TPV) refers to clients who were = ..

were denied release, ' recommitted to prison for violating the Conditions Governing Parole/

Special Commutation Cases refers to clients supervised by the Board and Reparole, ) : , .
subsequently granted commutation by the Board of ‘Pardons, _ Board Action to Recommit to Prison (CPV) refers to clients who were
Final Discharges on SCIC Sentences refers to clients on indeterminate recommitted to prison for committing a new crime while on parole,

sentences to the State Correctional Institution at Camp Hill who were Continued or Withdrawn Cases refers to clients continued or withdrawn

granted final discharge by the Board. : ‘ because parole plans were lacking or additional information was
Reinstated or Continued on Parole refers to clients reinstated or necessary before the client could be released on parole. o

continued on parole which had been detained by a Board warrant Miscellaneous “Cases refers to Board actions taken on cases for

before the disposition of the technical or criminal charges, miscellaneous reasons, such as, “reaffirm a previous Board action”,
Declared Absconders refers to clients whose whereabouts are unknown “no change in status”, “establish a review date”, and ““detain pending
_ and warrants were issued for their arrest. It also. pertains to clients criminal charges”, ‘

who have nearly completed their maximum sentence having criminal '

charges pending, in order to provide administrative control to delay

release from the sentence until final disposition of charges for further

Board action. '

TABLE 1

~CASE DECISIONS BY TYPE OF BOARD ACTION 19880-81
1980 1980 1981 1981 Total
o » R o Third Fourth " First Second For FY
Types of Case Decision ‘ " Quarter Quarter " Quarter Quarter 1980-81
Paroles Granted. ... .. s P vei 757 741 686 780 2,964
Paroles Refused . ...c...lveesiieinuasnns Caeed 203 ' 172 243 215 - 833
Reparoles Granted , .. ....voeviionaniansiis. e e e 158 150 S 1B83 . 184 645
Reparoles Refused .......i.c...0ins PP 18 10 : 22 .0 . B0
* Special Commutation Cases............. e 13 11 12 16 - . 52
Final Discharges on-SCIC Senténces, ... ....o.vivies.s e 2 : 1 o -3 8
Reinstated or Continued on Parole ........o.. 0w iaaiin . .-240 208 204 192 - 844
Declared Absconders, ..., ... O T I 164 - 151 7 167 143 625
Case Closed: ' . , , :
New Offense..... SO e 7 20 14 15 56
Delinquency Cancelled. : .. ... RS RSSO ' -89 . 13 10 Y B 93
Other, No Offense or Delinquency, ..., .oviiveineran.. ’ 19 ‘ 17 15 16 .87
Return to Prison from Parole ....... it e i e 261 166 . - 86 75 . . 588
Subset Clients Detained in Other States. .., .. ...0c..vet 0L o v 12 12 24
Recommit to Prison {TPV)i. .. cviven i iiiiiinan i 180 - . 153 221 , 178 732
Recommit to Prison ({CPV} vvoivevivicninn PR Seeeees ' 155 ©186 213 251 805
Continued or Withdrawn €ases.......cecviioniivaineeen 116 -~ = 83 109 110 417
Miscellaneous Cases ..vi.vivvsvisiinosnrvinss SRR 462 403 637 665 2,167 .
. QUARTERLY BOARD ACTION TOTALS . I 2,813 - 2,485 2,770 2,876 - . 10,944
‘SSpecial;Probation/Parole ‘Cases Assigned by Courts . ..... 548 b33 538 ‘ 594 02,213
 Bubset ARD, . .uien vt rie s is g in 18 22 . 30 22 92
Subset PWV ..., oo vine R PN : 2 2. ‘ 4

" TOTAL CASES ACTED UPON ..0......coocnrouviess 3,361 . 3,018 3,308 3470 13,157

o
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Table 2 views the Board's quasi-judicial respon5|b|l|t|es in terins of type of actlwty, rather than type of decision rerdered. Table 3 illustrates that the total number of interviews has declined by 7% during the last three years from 5,764 in FY 1978- -
Both the decision-making process of release from prison and return to prison require a face-to-face review of individual case 79 to 5,367 in FY 1980-81. Violatign hearings, on the oth& hand, have mcreased by 17% from 3, 006 in FY 1978-79 to 3,510 in
facts. Some hearings are a combination of technical and convicted violator proceedings. During FY 1980-81, there were 3,510 FY 1980-81. =
hearings conducted by Board members and hearing examiners. Table 2 also illustrates interview activity or meetings held to
consider an offender for release. In FY 1980-81, there were 5,367 interviews. A majority (64%) were conducted by Board
members and the remainder by héfring examiners. TABLE 3 0 I .
The following terms are applicable to Table 2. Sy
8 PP TRENDS IN INTERVIEWS AND HEARINGS OVER THE LAST THREE FISCAL YEARS 9 f,\{'
Hearing refers to activity in the revocation process and those 1udgments Detention Hearing refers to the first level heanng for the alleged criminal ¥ B
35 pertaining to alleged violations of parole. . violator, , Parole Release Interviews Violation Hearings £ -
’ Interview refers to activity in the paroling process and those judgments Revocation Hearing refers to the second level hearing for the alleged i First s il 7
pertaining to conditional release fiom prison, criminal violator, d By: N . w ., TS econd Full ! °
Technical Violator refers to a client who has violatéd the Conditions Full Board Hearing refers to the second level-hearing for either technical Con ucmd y: Parole Repar °|ek Review Total Lavel Level = Board Total :
Coverning Parole/Reparole, or criminal violators who have not waived their right to judgment by a Board Members . . . 1,966 558 915 3,439 533 533 -
; Convicted Violator refers to a client who has been found guilty of quorum of the Board. This right to judgment by the full Board was Hearing Examiners 1.466 142 : DL v e : o
violating a law of the Commonwealth. mandated by t‘wXPennsylvama Supreme Courts’ Rambeau deciston ; 9 ners.. ’ ; 320 1,928 1,613 1,464 “us 2,977 :
. : First Level Hearing determines if there is pmbable cause to believe that Parole Interview iirs to offenders seeking release from their minimum TOTAL 1980-81..... 3,432 700 1,236 5.367 1,513 1464 533 3510
: an offender has violated parole. sentence date, Board Memb 1.89 , ' ! ! ; ’ °
' Second Level Hearing determines if the parolee was guilty of violating - Reparole Interview refers to offenders seeking release after serving Oal" em e‘rs cees ,895 452 934 3,281 S e e 433 433
parole and is to be refscommlttlt]ad to pnlson : a(idltnonal time in prison on their orlg;nal sentence as a parole violator. ‘Hearing Examiners. . 1,691 148 415 2,154 1,513 1,427 s 2.940 . 4
Preliminary Hearing refers to the first level hearing for the alleged Initial Interview refers te young adult offenders with a general sentence, . ! e .
A , technical violator. which lacks a minimum sentence date prior to the expiration of their TOTAL 1979-80..... 3,486 600 1!349 5.435 1,513 1,427 433 3,373 . § R v
e ©Violation Hearing refers to the second level Kearing for the alle;,ed maximum sentence, Such comfitments carry a maximum sentence Board Members . . 1,988 503 784 3,275 O v es 436 436 s
L technical violator, up to six years and are ellgnblp for parole at any time. Hearing.Examiners., . 1,820° 212 457 ., 2,489 1,185 1,385 o 2570 :
TOTAL 1978-79..... 3,808 716 1.241 5,764 1,185 1,385 436 3,006
* This total includes ten unidentified cases. ’
| | i
a & : - . i . i ’2
£ L TABLE 2 ) | : 7
“ ' . TYPES OF HEARINGS AND INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED BY & : , ‘ =8 '
& , BOARD MEMBERS AND HEARING EXAMINERS DURING : , ‘ . e
" ) FISCAL Y,”‘EAR 1980-81 ‘ ' , Tables 4 and 5 provide a geographic distribution of hearings and interviews. Table 4 provides a breakdown of interviews ff_f
‘ . . ‘ conducted by the site of the interview. Approximately 75% of all parole interviews are held in state correctlonal institutions, . "
3ot . oard Hearing : with about 35% conducted in the Camp Hill and Graterford facnlmes . i
Wi Hearings , ‘ , Members Examiners Total Percent : f\ IS
B A < T N 561, 561 16% ’ TABLE4 = ! o
E / | i
i Violation ...... T AR sivenes Lo 863 863 - 25% . PARQLE INTERVIEWS BY INTERVIEW SITE — 1980-81 : 8
S b Prelxmmary/Detentmn B PR 522 522 15% ) o :
NI L Vlolatlon/Detentlon ..... B .. 48 48 1% g ' Reparole | Total
| i * Detention. . ... vnevnennnis ey SN 362 362 0% . Parols Review Reparole Review Interyiews
REVOGEHON - e v eeeieeansireiens e . 412 412 12% e Hearing Hearing Hearing Hearing
Revocation/Violation .- .. -+ .+ v v, e 141 141 4% 'n:’a':::ns‘;?" B‘g; ’Exa:::er Bz?erd Exag"er B:ard Exa;;i"er Board  Examiner Num'“"' Percent
Probable Cause Out-of-State. ........ SO 68 - 88 - 2% SO DRl e 'aa o0 2. ae w2 % 33,?_ 182
Full Board ........... PR O e 533 533 15% , SCIGraterford .. ....c.uveuivsnarey. 432 8 195 224 27 886 16,5
TOTAL HEARINGb........................... . . b33 2,977 3,510 100% SCiHuntingdon .. ...oouviniisainivs, 258 128 aen 59 8 453 8.4
: . : SCIMuncy,..,...ius R R 29 5 31 1 14 2\6&;,; 1‘;6 2.9
. . : B SCI Pittsburgh vo ooy iinssiieasrenss 181 19 81 5 106 8 L8 1 409 7.6
Interviews ; SCIROCKVIEW . evevevsaaisrnnansss 337 oo 108 67 14 o 536 98
° Parole...... D SN PR 1,885 1,466 3,351 62% - SRCF Greensburg.. . «v. v vuerecusiiys R b 2 s 14 0.3
Review.......... e ene T S 839 303 1,142 21% SRCF Mercer. ,iuuevesvensninnsesis 74 11 85 1.6
Reparole ..........coenn. FEUPR R 558 142 . 700 13% Philadelphia County Prison.,..,.vivers © ey 420 8 4 54 10
. p - ‘ , : i Other County PriSONS . /vv it vesvnsas N 583 115 s . o 82 7 787 147
o R‘?Pamle Re'vlew """ T AR & ,76 ; 17 . 93 226 Community Service Centers. . ......... vs 204 ' 23 ) e 227 4.2/
K ~Initial Interw,ews... ...... ey e e 81 81 2% District Officas. ..o oiiurericransnsas . 128 2 1 1 130 24
TOTAL INTERVIEWS, .......c0imviinvnirennans 3,439 1,928 5,367 100% State Hospitals. » ., e vsiunviesivnncins ses 030 . 35 . 1 66 1.2
. 8 L ‘ Philadelphia House of Corrections ... .. vis 2 Jan 3 1 ven . 16 0.1.
, : : : o ’ : < * Treatment Facilities ., o ivivsesinn. ae 28 e 4 . 2 cae 1 35 0.7
° ’ s . Cos Philadelphia Detention Center ..., ... vee 749 - 9 i 5 JN - ~ (1-‘,3 1.2
. : , : TOTAL........,....@...ﬁ.‘-.,......r.,...' 1,966 1,466 - 839 303 558 142 - 76 17 5,367 100.0
/> e
22 | :
¢ 23




Table 5 details the county in which 2,977 hearings were held by hearmg examiners in FY 1980- 81 and are crosstabulated by

the type of hearing conducted. Tull Board heanngs are conducted in state correctional mstltutlons

TABLE 5
HEARINGS HELD BY HEARING EXAMINERS - 1980 81
- Preliminary/ Violation/ : Revocation Probable Cause
County Preliminary  Detentioih = Viclation = Detention - Detenti Revocation  Violatl Out-of-State
AGaMS v o vy giirrenins 1 e von :
Allegheny. ...s'veiiansin Lo 070 37 48 v 8 47 38 16 ' 6
ArmStrong , . oo ¥earraericm vee 2 vee vex e N s
25T | O v 2 2 3 6 . 1
Bradford, .cv.vivcioaviains 1 e 1 sie 1 3 ‘ 1
BOrkS ivisiorienianinisons. 19 . 28 48 16 13 1 1
Blair .. Jvuass PP P, 7 3 ] 7 2 2 1
Bradford. ... ..covvuneat L 1 1 ‘oe DY
Bucks..... P AT 11 22 - 23 12 12 1 2
Butler . ieiveissiiineinnn 2 9 1 3 4
Cambria...... rauan 7 3 10 3 7 2
Cameron .....ivpuvise 1.
Carbon...ovvuinvriosnanse Jea &, 2 .
Contre. . .v..s., feberaise P 6 1 10 1 -1 9 1 [
_ Chestencoeiorvivansssiest, 6 12 7 3 7 10 ] 4
* Clarion . SR RTRTIY ORI 2 1 1
Clearfisld . 7...ovvniennais, 10 . 8 4 1 1 3
, Clinton .. ooivinerivaes wnes 1 . 2 2 4 cesu
Columbial . oyveionisneani 1 8 vis 1 "o i
Crawford..,..... Vivaeess . 2 54 11 s 1 1 2
Cumberand.......covsuese 8" 4 15 2
Dauphin......vivieass 38 2 43 12 10 1
Delaware .......iivevueiss 11 35 28 1 16 17 B 4
[ | S Goaesnavinran vee
1 23 17 31 .2 6 10 3 4
Fayette 1 3 2 e s 2 2 i
Forest .o - voe
Franklin B vat 1 1 1 3 vee? 2
Fulton . v . i/ ves
Greens ,. e ves . vee 1 \
Huntingdo! 3 1 5 . 5 o
indiana ... 1 s iy 1 1 s
Jefferson -3 ire 3 e
Juniata.. .... 2. 1 il e
Lackawanna. 14 21 2 1 1 1
Lancaster, 15 13 1 3 3 o ree 3
Lawrence 3 3 vos Tee 1 1 e
“ Lebanon 3 .8 o 1 4 4
Lehigh. ... 16 K] ' 14 16 2, 2
Luzeme. , 16 33 1 ] 12 - 4 2
Lycoming. . .. 14 27 cee 5 13 5. v
McKean ..., ,. 2 1 1 ces 4
7 7 P 3 2
4 2 v 1 1
2 3 1 Y 1
13 34 4 .. 16 80 25
1 . e Sae ine
8 24 8 10 1 ¢
4 8 1 4 4 ies
vae T 1 1
163 259 13 129 50 52 8
3 1 SR SRS “re
...... 1 1 1 1 .
Schuylkill ‘ 3 B 1 5 6 LA see
Soyder...vrraeiaeies Voea 2 . 2 ot Voo 1 . ‘ot
SOMEISBL. v esivsveonisresn ‘9 ves 8 vee 4 "2 2
Sulliven. ., .o sviviniinenne . . . Ses ore fie P . S
SusqQUeNANNA. s .vavseirsss 1 3 ver v
TiOga o v v ivervaanans PR 1 3 1 o, 1 o .
Union ,vivseaerss seperenes , 1 R 1 e o 1ee s .
Vensngo. vu.essseos PR 6 1 1 3
Warren...o.ovvavies PR 2 1 8. oo 3 v 3
Washington......, ... sines i 3 2 2 . 3 ‘oo
Wayne .....coaus PRGN PR raw ol 1 P b vid o ad 1
Waestmoreland. . Credaay 4 2 1 1 2 5. 1 <
WHOMING s+ e oiesaasssarons 3 2 es 1 . G
York. ] 1 13 1 7 13 2 e
TOTALi_..,....,..,......... 561 622 883 .48 362 A2 141 68

17

108

}
‘Table 6 demonstrates that there were 4,492 ininates considered for parole in FY 1980-81, The majority (69%) of the inmates 5
who were considered, were from state correctional institutions. AR - i
TABLE 6 ¥
INMATES CONSIDERED FOR PAROLE AND REPAROLE i
BY STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION FOR ]
, - FISCAL YEAR 1980-81_ i
Parole Considerations " ‘Parole Considerations
Institution B Number  Percent Institution ) Number Percent
State Correctional Institutions: | Greensburg Correctional Facility.... . 17 04
Pittsburgh. ... i ooivinea, i 358 .8.0 Mercer Correctional Facility ........ . 88 2.0 ,I
Graterford. . .....oovnivnennn.. e 772 17.2 Philadelphia County Prison .......... 125 2.8 i’
Rockview. ....... Ceereiraeeaiis 492 11.0 Other County Prisons, ......c....5. . 782 17.4 |
Huntingdon............ bereniani : 397 8.8 Philadelphia CTC..........0 ... 107 24 f
Dallas...... RIS PP Feuees 381 - 85 Other CTC's....... e ceveveee. 236 5.3
CampHiIl.. ....... s 534 119 State Hospitals. . . .. e ' 53 1.2 '
Muncy .. e enaeien e o 150 33 Total Inmates Consldered chesrerese 4,492 100.0
Table 7 indicates that 3,60%or 80% of the 4,492 inmates in FY 1980-81 were granted parole or reparole The rate of release B
has remained relatlvely constant over the past five years i
TABLE 7
TOTAL INMATES CONSIDERED FOR e
PAROLE AND REPAROLE OVER SIX FISCAL YEARS f
Parole Reparole Percent of e
Fiscal Year Considered Granted Censidered Granted Total Granted ‘ § ;
1975/1976 3,719 2,650 | 852 626 72% e
1976/1977 3,990 3,099 942 751 78% H
1977/1978 3,810 3,115, 849 765 83% )
1978/1979 3,633 2,834 703 585 79% dh
1979/1980 3481 2,784 . 613 523 81% i
1980/1981 - 3,797 © 2,964 695 645 80% "
-~ ‘ ]
Table 8 shows the distribution of the 228 Pennsylvanla rases paroled and reparoled by major offense category and major race li
category dunng June, 1981, It is the assumption that the offense composition of inmates released to parole during the month of A
June, 1981 is representative of case additions for the entire fiscal year. This table reflects only the most serious offense. Inmates {]
paroled to detainer sentences are not included in the.totals. White is defined as Caucasian and English speaking, while non- .
wbl*e includes all other persons. Approximately 24% of the inmates paro!ed were serving séntences for robbery, showmg a i
reeatlvely equal dlstrlbutlon among the whites and non- whltes i
‘TABLE 8 N
INMATES PAROLED AND REPAROLED BY i
MAJOR OFFENSIEE CATEGORY AND MAJOR
@ RAC.E CATEGORY i
. Whli'te Non-White : - Percent ¥
lnstant Offense Categones ~Parole  ;Reparole Parols Reparole Total Total !
Homicides ... voviuninseienenansss 4 o1 12 o 17 7.5% . ;
Assault mcludmg VUFA s 12 o 1 9 2 24 10.5%
Robbery............,s....,....... 21 3 24 6 54 23.7% 1
BUFGIATY <o v vvvvsvrieerenaranensnn 22 4 13 '3 42 ", 18.4%
Drug Law Violation................ 4 4 6 1 157 6.6% - i
Theft, RSP......cvivviiivinennns 16 2 4 _. .22 - 9.7% i
Forgery & Fraud ...........vvv.os . 3 1 // 2 . 6 . 2,6% 13
Sex Offenses. . ......o.v...us 7 1 1 19 8.3% ¥
Arson, 2 : 1 3 1.3% 1
Other Type Offense. ......v..covves 1M . 3 1 1 26 11:4% ) |
TOTAL...ovivvvnneniorisennsessnss 102 20 92 14 228 100.0%
!
‘i,

S e VIRV I s e

as)




9

<

B. SUPERVISION POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS o

This section will focus on demographics of the Board's caseload population. This population consists of Pennsylvania cases
special probation and parole cases, and other states’ cases residing in Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania cases include pafblees:
released to Board supervision. Special probation and parole cases are certified by the courts to Board supervision. State law
provides the county judge with authority to send probation and parole clientelé to the Board for supervision, Other states’
cases and Pennsylvania cases residing in other states are covered®under the Interstate Compact which provides for the
exchange of offenders for supervision. Included in this section are case additions and deletions to the Pennsylvania caseload,
and a breakdown-of case additions by instant offense; distributions of othef state: ‘cases residing in Pennsylvania and
Pennsylvania cases residing in other states; sex and racial categorycf the total caseload® and average caseload size based on

the number of parole agents carrying a caseload, - 5

Table 9 depicts Pennsylvania’s processing of cases during FY 1980@1 in a balance sheet format. Throughout the yéayr:there
-were 4,445 case additions and 4,809 case deductions. There was a negative net flow of cases during this period. .=

o TABLES o |
PENNSYLVANIA CASELOAD PROCESSING DURING — 1980-81

Clients Under Jurisdiction July 1, 1980 .. ... ..

N 13,502
Case Additions During FY 1980-81:
Released on Parole ... .:........ ... ... e e e e e e e s e 2,549
¢ ReleasedonReparole..<g.....,......_..............,............,........;,.. 398
Special Probation/Parole Cases............... 1,498
TOTAL CASE ADDITIONS . .. .. euuuvaeeeeseinesensss e eeen oo 4,445
Case Deductions During FY 1980-81:
Recommitted TPV . .......... .0 0. ..., P e Ciereanaaas 534
Recommitted CPV.................... e e AP RO 550
Probation Revocations ................... A I S 223
Final Discharges..................... S s e T S AP 3.348
Death.......iccovuviinvineinia s R A S . 137
» Miscellaneous Deductions. . ..., ..........coiivununnns i, i 17 ¢
TOTALCASEDEDUCTIONS.f.....................‘.............r,...;..........~~ 4,809
Clients Under Jurisdiction June 30; 1981 B DI R 13,138

&

Tabl{g 10 displays a three-year trend of Pennsylvania caseload processing.
declified in the last year, , ~ 4 ks

The rate of additions as well as deductions slightly

. TABLE10 |
THREE—YEA{:}A‘ZHEND IN CASELOAD PROCESSING
: o | | | 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81
Clients Under Jurisdiction at Beginning of FY..................... 14,182 13,922 13,502
Additions: e : o ' |
Parole/Reparole . ..............0ooovuins el 2,920 3,042 2,947
Special Probation/Parole ................oueviiiiiiii .. 1:696 1,682 ‘1?'2‘91;
TOTAL ADDITIONS......iiviuiniyieiiisiesnseviineneesienes 4.616 4,724 a445
Deductions: , o | : e
‘Recommits/Revocations’ ..........0.....c0ioi v 1,103 1 ‘ 1,30
Final Discharges/Death.............c.0o viveasissiivi 3767 4'8325 ;ig;
Miscellaneous Deductions ... ............ ..ccos viesvon il 6 ' 37 : 17
TOTAL DEDUCTIONS . ....oviieriannniiesasessanne s, 4,876 5,144 4,808
. ‘ . 2 b R AL aL i it L
Clients Under Jurisdiction at End Of FY. oot 13,922 13,502 | 13,138
26 o o e oo

54

Table 11 provides a six-year time series in caseload size by legal type and geographic area, Although the Board caseload size
°  increased during the period of June, 1976 to June, 1978, slight decreases have occurred since that time. Districts that have
4 - accounted for the decrease in the total caseload include Philadelphia, Williamsport, Allentown, and Butler. Pennsylvania *
a parole cases have increased in number during the last six years within each district. Other states’ cases have also increased -
' for every district except Scranton. Special probation/parole populations have decreased in each district except Pittsburgh,
Scranton, and Erie. This decline in special probation/parole cases has been a major factor in the overall decline in the Board’s
caseload in the past three years. Co T g S L ;_
- y / i N . - N !\
: ~ ' . TABLE 11 s ‘ )
. ~ TRENDS IN CASELOAD BY LEGAL TYPE OVER SIX FISCAL YEARS
' Special ’ : - B
: Pennsylvanla: Probation/ Othar States’ " Total
[ . Parolg Cases Parole Cagos Cases Caseload
District Office ’ No. Index No. Index No, = - Index . Na. Index
Philadelphia ~ 1975-76 ... = 2,895 L 100 1,051 160 4607 700 - 4,406 .. 100
1978-77 ..... 3,014 104 911 87 502 ., 109 4,427 100.
1977-78..... 3,187 110 749 71 516 112 4,452 ‘101
: 1978-79..... 3,222 111 " 596 57 462 - 100 4,280 97
. .. 1879-80....- 3,247 112 512 49 466 101 4225 - .-.96
1980-81 ..... 3,185 C 110 483 S 44 © 486 106 4,134 94
Fittsburgh 7976-76 ..., 1,002 700 1.139 700 193 . 100 2,334 100
‘ 1976-77 ...+ 1,163 115 1,287 &, 113 198 103 2,638 113
1877-78 ... 1,262 126 1870~ - 147 220 114 3,152 135
1978-79 ..... 1,288 129 1,616 142 - 245 127 3,149 135
1979-80..... 1,256 125 1,485 131 231 120 2,972 127
1980-81...., 1,266 . 125 1,319 116 251 130 2826 - 121
Harrisburg 1975-76 ..... 724 100 162 100 158 100 1,044 100 -
1976-77 ..... 819, 113 209 129 174 110 1,202 115
1977-78..... 897 124 217 134 186 118 1,300 125
1978-79..... 898" 124 © 186 M5 217 - 137 1:301 . - 125"
1979-80...., - 893 123 173 107 224 - 142 1,290 124
1980-81..... 812 - 126 154 95 246 156 1,312 126
Scranton 1875-76..... 269 . 100 199 700 63 100 531 100
‘ - 1978-77 ... .. 319 119~ - 257 129 75 119 651 . 123
1977-78..... =+ - 342 S 27 264 133 - 85 “135 691 130
1978-79..... 338 126 264 133 94 149 696 131
1979-80..... . 324 120 260 131 57 g0 841 121
, 1980-81 ..... 336 125 204 103 .- .. 59 94 599 113
Wiliamsport  1975-76 ..... 279 100 . 189 700 60 . 100 528 100
. 1976-77..... 264 : 95 94 50 64 107 ) 422 80
1977-78..... 267 .92 71 38 86 1100 . 394 .75
1978-79 ..... 235 8¢ . 70 37 57 95 .. 362 69
1979-80..... ., 296 .. 108 . 81 : 32 78 130 434 82
1980-81..... 308 110 .59 -3t 88 147 455 86 .
Erie 1975.76 ..... . 313 . 100 348 - 100 70 100 731 100
, 197877 ..0u. 327 4 . 104 311 89 R 107 709 97 .
1977-78.,,.. . 318 <y 121 334 96 .83 - 90, 776: - .. 106
. 1978-79,.... 379 121 322 93 62 89" 763 Co104
1979-80...., 393 126 384 .. 110 74 106 851 | 116 -
1980-81..... 449 . 143 7 387 w111 79 113 915 . 125 .
Allentown 1975-76., . ... 246 100 371 100 233 100 1,550 100
' 1976-77..... 1,082 110 % 386 104 265 - 114 1692 - 109
1977-78 ..., 1,121 119 7370 I 100 319 137 18100 117
1978:79 ..... 1,078 114 325 .88 262 108 1.656 107 .
'1979-80-..... 3,048 - 11 292 79 242 104 % . 1,582 102~
: ' 1980-81 ..... 1,037 110 247 67 245 05 .o 1529 . 99
Butler 1976-78 ... ., 160 100 a4z . © 100 52 100 ~ 554 100
~ , 197677 ..... 198 124 477 | ‘108 B2 11 737 - 113
. 1977-78... ... 230 144 417 94 : 80 5115 707 108
1978-79 . ..:. 236 148 . 873 84 S 60 115 ' 869 102
1979-80..... 260 - . 163 271 61 59 113 590 90
_1980-81..... . . 261 . 163 2683 60 84 123 588 90
- Altaona 1975-76 ,,... 234 100 224 700 42 100 500 100
o 1976-77 ... 299 “128 L4 96 55 131 . 568 114
1977-78 45 380 162 212 95 ‘54 © 129 645 129
197879 ...., 489 166 . 189 84 51 121 629 126
1979:80..... -366 156 179 ° 80 .48 114 - 593 119
1980-81..... 343 147 165 74 53 e 126 ___ 56t 112
Chaster - 1B876<76 ,.,.. 298 100 296 100 190 100 T8A 100
: 197677 ... 363 mg 282 89 209 110 824 105
1977-78 ... .. 383 L 122 o280 84 210 111 ;823 105
1978-79,.... - 440 - j48 o227 <77 265 139 932 119
1979-80...., 411 139 . ¢ 245 83 . 215 113 Y 2] 111
. 1980-81 ..... , 409 J 137 243 .. 82 211 111 863 170
Agency Total  1976-76 ..., 7120 7100 T 4421 100 1,521 100 13.062 100
ooney ToRl 197677l 7788 /109 4,407 100 1,675 110 13,8700 - 106
1977-78 ..., 8417 . 118 4,554 103 1,779 117 14,750 113
1978-79..... . BEO3 7 - 119 4,188 94 1,765 116 14,436 111
1979-80..... 8,493 119 3,862 87 1,694 111 14,049 108
1980-81,.... 8,498 118 3604 . 79 1,782 17 13,782 106
i .
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Table 12 givesa dlstnbutlon of the total caseload wuthm each district by the demographlc charactenstlcs of sex and race, As.

o= : “ofJune, 1981, 45% of the total caseload population was classified as non-white. Approxnmately 94% or12 1945 of the total
o 13 782 cases were male, and the remalnder 6% or 837 cases were female o Ey
1 . . q . . RN © . . . o : EN " “ o R ‘1’: "," o
5  TABLE 12 R C
TOTAL CASELOAD DISTRIBUTION BY OFFICE OF SUPERVISION L
SEX OF OFFENDER AND MAJOR RACIAL CATEGORY EFFECTIVE JUNE 1981 W 'f
, IN-STATE OUT-OF-STATE _ TOTAL supenwseo ;)s
Male _Female | . Male Female . ; : L
: ST ~Nom-~ ;. Nen ST Nens- ""Mon: ‘Whita 'Non-White» ~-Total Grand
Districts - White White White White:| White = White Whits. White | Male Female Male Fomale Mals Fomale| Total = '
' Philadelphia. ... i, 520 3002 20 97 | 199 241 14 32 | 728 34 3243 129 3971 163 | 4,134
. Chesteri.,ou.iriees ... 364 269 ° 16 : 13 | 154 86 18 5 | 508 32 305 18 . 813 .50 | - 863
Allentown. ...\ 891 304 63 .26 | 1817 34 = 28 201,072 - 91 338 28 1410 119 | 1529 -
Seranton i...uuhi s . 495 26 17 2 a8 4 7 .. B43 24 30 2. 573 26 | 599
. Williamsport .. : 3227 34 & RN B 4.7 1 |- 898 18 - 38 1 436 .. 19 | - 456 .
Altoona. ... .. 429 43 36 .. | 49 1 3 .| 418 39 44 .. 522 = 39 861 -
Harrisburg ... .. 630 368 40 28 | 185 31 27 3 | 85 .67 899 3t 12i4 98 | 1312
Pittsburgh .....v..ienere 1,210 1,184 75 106 | 166 58 . 23 4 |1376 "98 1,242 110 2,618 208 | 2,826
Efie uvny i o - 625 - 137 . 57 17 59 Y0 6 4] 684 63 147 21 831 84 [ 915
Butler . ... ERS 440 .“61 20 8| 48, 7 4 . 4| 489 24 B8 7 557 31-| = 588
AGENCY TOTAL,. ' B.926 6428 365 202 | 1,166 426 135 66 | 7.001 480 5864 347 12,045 837 [13782
o R . . ) ) i B
Table 13 lllustrates the numbei ‘of parole agents and average-caseload by district. As ofJune 1981 there were 216 parole‘
‘ -agents carrying an average caseload of 64 clients. Average caseload size is a fundamental assessment of, supervision
’ - capability. The accepted natlonal standard prescribes a caseload of 50 chents per agent for optimal effectlveness in chent
: Lrelntegratlon . . k
IR A | ~TABLE 13 ' 7
T R : NUMBER OF AGENTS AND AVERAGE CASELOAD
: : : BY DISTRICT OFFICE EFFECTIVE JUNE 30, 1981
TR Total Caseload N,umber of Agents ©  Average Caseload
' Districts . End of Month » " For Month Per Agent =
Philadelphia ..., .\ coe e 4,134 ; 70 . 591
Chester............... i ra s ey e 863 12 719
AllBntown. .. .o 0 v e i e e 1,529 24 63.7
Scranton. ..ol : 599 EE 10 . 589
Williamsport. ... ...ooviianiiiiiiiiia - 455 <= o7 65.0
JAltoona. ... .. ... T P UL 561 - 9 62.3
Harrisburg, .............. e RN 1312 .18 729
_Pittsburgh. .. ........ 0 Cieide s e 2,826 41 . 68.9
 Erie . ] Sy e e e s Y e 915 = 13 704
BUHBI. .ot e 588 - 12 49.0
AGEN:YTOTAL.......................... 13,782+ . 216 638 .
@wl,: | ’ : o
B Lo ; L
50 '

Table 14 demonstrates average monthly agent supervision.contacts by type and district for FY 1980—81 Overall there was.
an average of 11.7 office client contacts per month, 46.3 field client contacts per month, and 93.9 collateral contacts per
month. Collateral contacts are made with people Wlth whom the client has speCIaI contact, such as famlly, relatlves, fnends,
and employers o

TABLE 14
AVERAGE MONTHLY AGENT SUPERVISION CONTACTS BY TYPE AND DISTRICT 153
Average OffIGO Average Fleld , Average Fleld Average Collatera!
o - ~Client Contacts - Client Contacts - Client Contacts + Contacts
District . Per Agent ~ Per Agent Per Client = Per Agent
Philadelphia. ... .. .. 175" 374 . 84 -g9'8
Pittsburgh . . ; ce : 1A 463 o84 849
Harrisburg . ... .. e w1240 51.8 .70 84.5
Scranton . .......o.. . 50 515 .80 115.9
Wllllamsport....'. e 207 .- 41.9 .. .86 184.2.
Erie..... e . 13.2 58.3. . 88 128.7
Allentown ........: 49 56.7 : 86 1 164.3
Butler............. 3.4 493 , 99 936
Altoona........... 4.7 635 . 98 1338
Chester, ......i... v 88 393 o 1 707
AGENCY.........u.s 11.7 46.3 R ¥ / 93.9
Table 15 shows the cooperatlve exchange of supervision between Pennsylvama and other states through the Interstate '
Compact. As of june, 1987, the Board accepted 1,782 cases from other states and exported 1,138 cases. The majority of out-
of-state cases residing i in Pennsylvanla are from the states of New Jersey, Maryiand Florida and New York ,
TABLF 1 5
EXCHANGE OF SUPERVISION BETWEEN STATES —_ JUNE 1981
Net Flow . , o Net Flow
S Betwaen ST : S Betwsen
Out-of-State Pennsylvanla . 'hnport and Out-of-State Pennsylvania . fmport and
Cases * ° Ceees : Export of Cases Cases - Export of
Reeidlng in Residing in. 'Supervisio‘n Residing in Regiding In Supervision
State Pennsylvania = Other States Service State Pennsylvaniu Other States Service
Alabama ... ...... 7 SRR '3 e s Nevada.........:. ! 4 + 3
Alaska. . vevieroe 1 2 SR ‘ New Hampshire. . .. ‘ + 3
AfZONA. ... .0 11 : 19 - .8 New Jersey ...+ : 160 +252
ATkansas.......... 5. B G S - New Mexico. ... .. , L4 -
California . ... ... .. . B3 80 -7 New YOrk. .. ve.es 93 : + 75
Colorado. .. ....... 10 12 - 2 North Carolina. .. .. 3 +34
Connecticut ," .. .. . 13 . n + 2 - North Dakota...... 2 v
Delaware. . ....v.s 99 21 - + 78 Ohio ... 98 -33
Florida. . .\evvrerss 193 80 4113 Oklahoma. ... ... 12 -7
Georgia, «» oeeiss .46 20 + 26 Oregon ...oeveenes 5 + .5
HaWaiiiy v e aeesen 2 T + 1 © 'Rhode Island ...... 2 + 4
Idaho..v.. ..o e -1 ) + 1 South Carolina. ... 20 + 14
WROIS 4+ ve e 15 16 -1 South Dakota .. .. 1 -1
CIndiana L, oo 5 A kA - 6 Tennesses ... .sy.. 9 + 3.
lowa ...\ Wiaaans _ 4 4 . TOXAS +,vnsveinnen 38 +.48
Kansas . .«,ivvasss ' 6 .8 , Utah o.peniiiones 3
Kentdc,ky,. ........ 8 . 3 + 5 Verfont vo.veviese ( R =71
Louisiana ..., ...+ 10 . 13 - 3 Virginia . o oo vrsse 51 + 10
Maine.,..;; ...... 3 ‘ 2 + 1 Washington. ... .. 7 + 4
Maryland. . ... 1.\, 234 18 #1586 Washington, D.C. .. 14 - 2
Massachusetts . .16 19 -3 West Virginta, ..... 31 - 14
Michigan. ... .. weie 14 ‘ 19 =B WisGonsin, «o. . 1 + 3
Minnesota. .., .1 . 3 .. B -2 Wyoming ... ciovee 2 -1
MisSissipPia.y .o oo . B 4 + 1 - Federal ... \.v. s e 59 1]
Missioui ©yvvvsiyse 7 3 S+ 4 Other*....ii.ivvsn 18 66 - 48
' : + 2 , ' ‘
Iffé'f:s"fa'iifliiiii e 1 S Total.versrrnnes 1,782 1,138 +644
* “Other" includes clients from other countries or was not specified.
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o I SLPERVISION ACTIVITY AND OUTPUT

. In addition to caseload assrgnments of client supervision, parole agents also have major work assrgnments in the form of

social investigations and supervision reports measured by average workload. This sect|on on supervision actrvrty and output :

. introduces the other work functions performed by parole agents. : . 5

Table 16 shows that the total number of supervrsron reports completed for FY 1980-81 was 50,983, These supervrsron ,
reports include: -initial supervrsron reports, quarterly supervrsuon reports, arrest reports, parole violation summarres, and .

mrscellaneous reports . o ]

, TABLE 16 '
TOTAL SUPERVISION REPORTS COMPLETED BY TYPE AND DISTRICT
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1980 81

, ' ‘ : Parole
‘ - Initial Quarterly Arrest Violation All Other SRR
District . Supervision ' Supervision Report Summaries Reports . Total - -
,Phrladelphra . 851 8,389" 2,046 960 2,804 15,050 -
~ Pittsburgh. .. - 822 . 4,875 .’1,658 - 710 : 1,901 9,866
Harrisburg... - 420 2,441 ‘877 329 984 4,751
~ Scranton..... 258 1,452 354 - 163 S 0682 -2,807
erlramsport.f ‘ 145 738 179 72 411, - 1,545
Erie......... 476 . 1,645 288 ~ 85 413 2,907
Allentown . , . e 493 3,089 - 769 . 490 1,664 . 6,505
Butjer....... ¢ 246 1,126 ' 279" 79 353 2,083
~Altoona.. .. .. S 196 1,073 263 114 . 389 2,035
Chester..... 245 1,649 393 194 853 3,334
TOTAL ....... 4,150 26,477 6,706 3,196 10,454 50,983

B

Table 1 7 drsplays total rnvestrgatrons completed within each drstrrct There are five types of rnvestlgatrons pre-parole
reports, pre-sentence reports, out-of-state reports, classification summaries and reports for the Board of Pardons Out of the
. total 7,887 rnvestrgatrve Teports completed approxrmately 52% were pre parole reports.

TABLE 17 o ‘
TOTAL INVESTIGATIONS COMPLETED BY TYPE AND DISTRICT
. FOR FISCAL YEAR 1980 81

i

o : ' " Pre- - Out-of- Classification Pardon E
" District Pre-Parole - Sentence - State Summaries Board " Total
Philadelphia. . 1,227 2 368 37 ' 54 1,688
Pittsburgh... =~ 474 12 -~ 193 248 39: .. 966
Harrisburg... 518 .85 .. 264 106 " . 39 1,001
‘Scranton.... 265 45 100 102 7 519
erllamsport.‘ o182 99 .78 40 5 402
Erie......... 229 249 S 80 20 13 801
‘Allentown . . . 703 . 29 388 | 109 41 1270
Butler....... . 136 257 S 82 " @7 -9 . B51
Altoona..... 170 97 45 94 9 - 415
Chester .. ... 230 74 143 : 21 B : 474
TOTAL....... 4134 949 1,739 843 222 7.887

2

(l

Table 18 shows the average length of supervision for parolees released from state rnstrtutrons or county prisons and specral
probationers who terminated from the system during FY 1980-81. Terminations include final discharge due to completron of
sentence, as well as revocations and deaths, A total of 4,809 state and county cases were terminated from Board supervision
during FY 1980-81. Of this total, 4,747 clients served an average of 2,6 years under supervrsron The remaining 62 cases were
not available at the time the report was prepared. The average length of supervision time for parolees who had previously
been released from a state adult male correctional institution was 3 years, as compared to 2.9 years for female offenders. -
Parolees released from county prrsons were on parole supervrsron an average of 2 years before they were termmated

TABLE 18

LENGTH OF SUPERVISION FOR PAROLEES RELEASED FROM
' STATE INSTITUTIONS OR COUNTY PRISONS AND =
SPECIAL PROBATIONERS DURING FY 1980-81

<

Adult Male State

Length of Corractional County
Parole Institution “Camp Hill C Miney " Prisons
Supervision No. % . No. % No % No. - %

1 yearor Less. ... .. 289 - .16.3 58 18.56 21 22.3 242 »26.2
Over 1 to 2 years, .. }45‘2 © 25,6 79 . .25.2 16 17.0. .. 328 ’356.5.
Over 2 to 3 years, ..~ 365 206 - 87. 277 21 -:.223. 180 . 206
Over 3 to 4 years. .. 261 . 14.8 - 45 143 .19 202 83 .80
Over4to 5 years..; . 132 .. 7.8 28 .89 6 . 684 49 ~5.3
Over 5 to 6 years... . B4 4.7 . 1 2200 2 2.2 17 1.8
Over 6 to'7 years... - 58 3.3 5 16 3 3.2 7 0,7
Over 7 years....... - 128 72 =1 1.6 6 8.4 9 1.0
TOTAL...ovvunsss 1,766 1000 314 1000 94 1000 ~ 925 1000
Mean 3.0 28 2.9 2.0
Median

41 82 38 27

*County

Jurisdictions’ Total
No. - "% . Ne, %
414 ©26.2 1,024 21.6
- 436 26,5 1,311 . 276
338 20,5 1,001 21.1
169 10.3 - 577 .. 122
170 103 " 385 . 8.1
66 . 40 176 37
14 08 87 18 -
38 .23 186 39
1,645 1000 4,747 1000
24 2.6
35 3.6

Table 19 shows the length of supervrsron time for state parole cases and county special probation and parole cases by type
of termination, Case closures include those discharged at the maximum date, discharged at death, or recommitted to prison.

Approximately 69% of the parole case closures and 73% of the orobatron case closures had termrnated SUpervrsron wrthrn |

three years

Parole Case Closures

1) Discharged at Max Date ....., 308 ) , 56

2) Discharged at Death. ;... v, . 25 121 18 1209 6 5 16
Total Successful Supervision ..., 333 © ' 493 438 - 300 - - 169, 85 81 124
Percent of Total Successful ...~ 17% 26% . 22% - -15% 8% 4% ) 3.% - 6%
1) Recommiitted to Prison’, 277 382 . 228 . 108 486 26 - 12 24
Percent of Unsuccessful e -26% -~ 36% 21% . 10%. 0 4% 2% ‘l% 2% ‘
Total Closad CABAS. 1y isserves . 610 . 875 . 663 - 408 216 . 110 73 70148
Parcent of Total, voevrivissse oo 20% . 28% 21% 13% 7%° 4% 2% 5%
Probation Case Closures o ' ' B L S

1) Discharged at Max Date,.,... - -323 381 302" 143 . 161 63 14 .38 k
2) Discharged at Death. .+ vv s 6. 4 4 4 : 4 e AR
Total Successful Supervision .., 329~ - ~385. 806 . 147 . 166 .. 63 14 36"
Percant of Total Successful ..., 23% 27% . 21% o 10% L 1% 4% 1% 2%
1) Recommitted to Prison ., ... ‘86 = 51 32 22 5 3 g2
Percent of Unsuccessful v.." ., 43% . 26% 16% . . 11% 3% 2% 0% A%

Total Closed Cases. . y..

Percnntol“fotal.‘..;‘..-...Nf"...l.. U2B% o 27% 21% 10% 10%

T

TABLE 19

LENGTH OF SUPERVISION FOR PAROLE AND SPECIAL

.PROBATION BY TYPE OF TERMINATION

; : . Length of Supervision . G
1Y¥r. . Over1. Over 2 ‘Over3 Over4d Overb. Over 6 O‘v‘ars
orless to2Yrs. to3Yrs. to4 Yrs to5Yrs. to6 Yrs. to 7 Yrs, - 7 Yrs,

A14 436 . 338 169 - 170" 66 . - 14 . 38

472 420 288 160" 79 56 108

% . 1% 2%

"~ Total

1,891
112

2,003 -

" 100%
1,009
- 100%

3,102

100%

1,423
S22

1,445 -

100%
200

100% ..
1,645

100%

Average. .
Length of .
Supervision Maedian
28 39
3.8 S
3.0 .40
) . W
21 - 28
. 27 3.6
28 .38
23 ‘ 35
25 36
1.7 27
24 . .. 38

L
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D.. sup,c_gymorq,opgo(;w; PERFORMANCE : B « S : - Table 22 provides a geographic distribution of parole outcome for the 1979 releases by district. The total cohort sample
| k hahin g population accounts for approximately 68% of the total 3,094 paroles and reparoles released to supervision in 1979. The
range in successful supefvision outcome by district was high (94%) in the Butler district and fow’(70%) ih. the. Scranton
district. The absconder rate was greatest in the Pittsburgh district (10%) and there were no absconders noted in the Butler
district. Recommitment rates for convicted violators ranged from 6%.to 2%. Recommitment rates for technical violators
ranged from a high of 20% in the Scranton district to 0% in the-Butler district. The Scranton district's high technical
recommitment rate reflects an aggressive approach to the use of the technical violation as a preemptive measure to protect
the community from crime. - ol L : : . S B

Parole performance follow-up operationally is defined as a tracking of release cohorts to determine supervision outcome
“after consecutive 12, 24,and 36 month periods. A release cohort is defined as a group of clients released at the same point in
time. Individual new release cohorts are subsequently accumulated into study groups by length of follow-up in order to
produce an aggregate assessment of parole performance, i.e., a base expectancy for success and failure. :

- Table 20 provides aggregate parole outcome for sample populations. of release cohorts during five calendar years. The
percentage of successful cases represent clients who adjusted to living in the community without criminal difficulty during
- the follow-up period. The aggregate data revealed that 79% of the release cohorts were successful on parole after one year -
of supervision. After two years of supervision, the success rate decreased to 72% and after three years of supervision, it
declined to:69% : SUTE R . ST : T

Unsuccessful cases include absconders and prison recommitments for both technical and criminal violations as well as those

_ TABLE22
_ ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP PAROLE OUTCOME BY
DISTRICT OFFICE FOR THE 1979 RELEASE COHORT

clients detained pending charges. An absconder is a person who fails to maintain contact with an agent and his whereabouts o © Detained . - R el :
is unknown, and is classified as unsuccessful because the Conditions Governing Parole/Reparole have been violated. The- Successful R Pending . Recommits “Cohort Percent
absconder rate successively declines from the first year follow-up to the third year of follow-up. This decline in the District Outcome - Absconder Charges CPV . TPV Population of Total
: s . 0 0, . . T ke atela q P . o ‘ el ) -
absconder rate over time from 5% to 3% may be dkne to the apprehension and return Qf clients ‘within the first two years of Philadelphia.. . ....,.. 497 81% 33 5% 34 6% - 20 3% 29 - 5% 613 20% .
supervision. ; o , R T 3 Pittsburgh . ........ .. 184 7% 24 10% 14 6% 15 6% 8 3% . 245 12%
“ Offenders retumed to prison for committing new crimes are called convicted violators, in contrast with offenders retumed - = § Harrisburg........... 216 82% 11 4% 7% 160 8% 18 0 6% . 268 13%
sto prison for violating their Conditions Governing Parole/Reparole, who are technical violators. Essentially, the technical - ‘ - Soranton.. .y yiversn g; ‘_7,(7’:- : ; :;f’ 2 :Z'Z, i 62’2 AT 239’? 87 o A%
E violator is taken out of the community as a prevention measure when behavior indicates a need to protect the community : \g"'ams"m" """ o "'92 84% 4 492 1 19 6 ;g'% ‘ g : 5-; 1(7); ‘ g;’,j -
from crime. Offenders with pending charges are not recommitted, but based on the high probability of criminal activity, they - - ;l'::mown """""" 246  78% 15 4% 17 5% 12 aw o om o317 C15% HH
are classified with the unsuccessfii-cases. The rate of prison recommitment after one year of supervision was 16%, which BUE e A 94% ... O% 2 4% 1 2% ... o% 49 2% S
increased to 24% after two years of supervision. After three years of supervision, it increased only slightly to 28%." AOONE + o vonins s 81 80% 6 6% 5 5% 6 6% 3 3% 101 5% L
N ' ’ : Chester ,,...... ieeew - B3U76% 9. 8% 7 8% 7 6% 3 3% 109 . 8% e
; : - Central Office........ 119 92% 4 3% . 1 1% 4 3% . 2 1% 130 } 6% ;’ ‘
; ; TABLE 20 e ' - o TOTAL.......c.c.ovrne 1,684 80% 113 6% 82 4% 96 6% 116 . 6% 2,100 100%
. AGGREGATE PAROLE OUTCOME FOR RELEASE ' ‘ ' | .
i - COHORTS DURING LAST FIVE CALENDAR YEARS by
; ' - e o
‘ ' . : ~ !
e R ‘ , : K : _ Percentage in Qutcome Group ;
CH | SR SO | o 1 1976-1979  1974-1978  1973-1977 ;
R A ; R o ~ : : One Year  Two Year  Three Year o : : | RS
' Parole Performance Outcome Group s : , Foliow-Up " Follow-Up Foliow-Up » O ‘ B ' : | SRR
A. Successful Cases. .. ..... e e e m il 79% ‘ 72% 69% 3 ~ Table 23 provides an instant offense distribution of the 1979 release cohort’s parole performance. The majority. (44%) of ] ’
{includes Active and Discharged Cases) T ‘ , : cases within tjle 1979 one year follow-up group were on parole for robbery_ or burglary. Homicide cases had the highest
R : e o o proportion Qf;e,uccess on parole after one year, with a 95% success rate. This was followed by arson, 91%, and drug law
M40 B.Unsuccessful Cases: ‘ . ‘ : , : B violations, 90%. Burglary, forgery and fraud had the highest proportion of supervision failures with only 72% successfully -
Ty Mk " 1)-Absconder..........iv e, PR A e . 5% 4% 3% completing one year of supervision. v S : ' ‘
" 2) Prison Recommitment. . ... .... O T 16% 24% 28% o R Al |
» (Both Technical and Criminal Violat d those Pendi ' : VABLE 23 ‘
Cho . ‘e)c nical an rimina »lO ators and t ose Fending . s ‘ : ONE YEAR FOLLOW-UP PAROLE OUTCOME BY : ‘
: argesl . o ‘ RS , | o MAJOR OFFENSE CATEGORY FOR THE 1979 RELEASE COHORT
C. Base Client Cohort Population . ..... S SR .o 13,350 12,124 8,486 . ' ' R : : "
S o : e ‘ : i ' S Instant - ' ] PR Detained , s o i
o o e ‘ - : ‘ - : V ' SR Offense . Successful . Pending Recommits Cohort Percent .
e ' ‘ ' o ' - Category : ‘Outcome - Absconder - Charges . cPV. TPV - Population of Total g :
a1 o ' : S ‘ 4 " Homicides......... .. 210.°95% .- 1 05% 2 1% 8 1% 6 3% 222 o 11% it
_Table 21 displays parole outcome results after one year of supervision. Within the last five years, the'first year supervision f  Assaultincluding VUFA 158 81% 9 5% 8 4% 3, 2% 16 8% 194 Cn 3% 4
- success rate increased from 78% in 1975 to 80% in 1979, while the recommitment rate decreased from 19% to 15% during the Robbery.............. 371 78% 33 7% 19, 4% = 30 6% 21 4% -, 474 Jh 2%
- same time interval, L ~ c » , : : T Burglary. .. co.ovaive. - 323 0 72% 29 7% 34 8% 32 7% 28 6% 447 Fooon21% 4
S C & ‘ SRR . Drug Law Violation,.., 150 90% -1 = 1% 3 2% 2 1% 10 6% 166 : 8% :
SRS T TABLE 21 A Theft, RSP ........... 164 76% 19 9% 10 5% .8 4% 14 6% . . 215 10%
I END LE ' : ' o N Forgery, Fraud........ 31 72% 3 7% .. 0% 2 5% 7 .16% a3 2%
PR .-~ TREND IN PAROLE OUTCOME AFTER : L s . o : :
- " ONE YE ~ RIS R Sex Offenses......... 123 . 87% 1 1% 6% 5 3% 4 - 3% 141 7%
N : : YEAR OF SUPERVISION L ATSON. .ot vrvaeinienss 21 91% L. 0% .., 0% 1 4% 1 4% 23 1% oo
: ; : , : . B Kidnapping v« o vs.eeens 6 5% ... 0% ... 0% 2 26% e 0% - 8 . 04% . -
" Successful : R L REET | Other Type Offernses ..~ 127 76% 17 10% 8 . 5% 8 ~ 6% 7 4% 167 ‘ 8%
- Year . Outcome . = Absconder Recommits A o # TOTAL ...vvievvninsss 1,684 80% 113 6% 92 4% 96 6% 116 6% 2.100. 100%
1975 o 78% 3% o 199 S L L ' o
21976, ' o 79% 6% T 18%
Lo terT o8 o % 16%
oo 1978 T78% - 6% 8% .
. 1879 . ° - 80% IR 5% ‘ o 15% : : , B
= e .
- e




of society. Employment makes an offender under supervision a tax payer instead of a tax burden.‘ v

Table 24 illustrates_client employment status, occupation, income and other financial support by ,c.iistrict for 1981. The -
unemployment rate was 30.4% in 1981 according to an annual client based survey. Average weekly income for all clients -
gainfully employed was $202, Approximately 15% of the clients were in service occupations, another 10% were in machine

trades and 8% in professional, technical, or managerial occupations. Clients receiving

the total client based population on Public Assistance. -

CLIENT EMPLOYMENT

EMPLOYMENT STATUS

Full Time Employment. ..,. - 1,498 .~ - 1,020
%Eull Time .., oasviv, . 53.3% 52.5%
Part Time Employment,... ~ 336 138
P %PartTime ......ov .. =120% 7.1%
 Unemployed.w.eerssen 977 785
% Unemployed......... . 348% 40.4%
Total Able toWork .. ..... . 2,811 1,943
/. Total Unable to Work.,.,... 1,188 818
% of TotalReporting ... 29.7% 29.6%
Total Reporting in District - 3,899 2,761
*. OCCUPATION AND GROSS
WEEKLY INCOME
Professional, Technical &
Managerial ... ... veeehiaa 151 113
Average Weekly Income. = $216 $287
Clerical, Sales, ...\vnvense 178 89
Average Weekly lncome. - $169 $215
SOIVICeS ey vsvuesisnes 311 202
Average Weekly Income.” ~ $158 $159
Agriculturals, etC.. ... vsu.s 26 17
 Average Weekly Income. ~ $163 . - $170
ProCESSINg <. «oishintvsae 39 54
Average Weekly Income. $187 $321
Machine Trades ... «..uy.- 156. ° 77
Average WeeklyIncome. = $188 -~ $243
Benchwork. ... vevevesay 89 38
- Average Weekly Income. - $175 $235
Structural ... 0oy, . 620 379
Average Weekly Income.  $188 $232
Miscellaneous. .., ,+i.:i... - 249 171 .
_Average Weekly Income, ~ $204 8230
Occupation Not Given, ... : 11 17
- Average Weeklylncome,” - $115 $152
DistrictTotal............ 1,830 1,161
Average Weekly Income . . ‘$184 $226
' PUBLICASSISTANCE
Able to Work onPublic. ... .
- Assistance, ... v - 914 669
Unable to Work on Public. . .
. Assistance ..., ... .. 0 258 - 162
Public Assistance .., vvwn - .
. ‘Subtotal.,,eivaeviiiee . 1,172 “ 831.
Percenton Public..,..... . :
" Assistance of Total... .. -+ 30.1%

29,3%

686
70.2%
63
6.5%
228

- 233%

977

298
23.4%

1,276

64
$246

58 -

$205
104
$150
25
$1568
41

$204°

72
$231

41
$216
225
$195
115

$193 -

. $237

748
3198

132
38

170

- 13.3% .

Philadelphia Pittsburgh Harrisburg Scranton

325

74.7%

36
8.3%

74
17.0%

435

149
25.5%

684

20
$237
- 14
$174
47
$159

13 .

$131

27
$179
- 52

$182

17
$202

116
$186
. 54
$200

$125

361
$186

62
21

83

14.2%

TABLE 24 ‘
STATUS, OCCUPATION, INCOME
AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BY DISTRICT FOR 1981

Williams-
port

194
58.8%
26
7.9%
110
33.3% -
330

100
23.3%

430

16
$231

12
$194

23
$156
19
$133
$258

21
%189

"
$214

82
$185

28
$192

$000
218
$186

83
9
92

21.4%

Erle

421
65.8%
59
9.2%
160
25.0%
640
180
22,0%
820

34
$283
17
$217
66
$154
17
$180
26
$294
83
$240
25
$255
147
$220
64
$218

$ 30
480

§223

121
]
45

166

20.2%

= o
3

Allentown'  Butler Altoona
841 243 247
77.9% 56.6% 60.5%
58 34 , 40
5,4% 7.8% 9.8%

180 160 121
16.7%  +366%-  29.7%
1,079 437 408
475 129 165
306 22.8% - 27.5%

1,6321‘"*5/%@\\/"? 563

©oet 22 16
$258 $302 $217 -
69 18 14
$223 $248 . $230
115 29 38
$152 $178 $138
26 7 22
$186 $177 $213
29 6 7
$230 $268 $202

99 3t 37
$209 $226 $166
46 4 S8
$224 $250 $163
300 108 96
$200 $231 $174
145 48 47
$218 $267 $231
8 3 1
$156 $129 $212
898 276 284
$206 . $237 $186
106 122 91
50 20 30
156 142 121
10.0%  26.1%

21.6%

Chester

418

- 88.3%

R
8.0%
148

612

206
26.2%

818

40
$296

41
$197
82
$162
132
$155
18
$200
49
“$191
.33
%222
134
$199
56

$216 -

$300
467
$203

107
C21
134

16.4%

[

. 237% .

Clients are required to notify their parole, agents of changes in employment status. Employment ,sta.tu,s' is_helpful to the
supervising agent because gainful employment helps facilitate the offender’s reintegration into the social and economic [ife

i

other financial support shows 239 of

Ageney *
“Totals .

5,893
60.9%

839

8.7%
2,940
30.4%

9,672
3,898

27.7%

13,370

537
$254

510
$197
897
$167

204
$167
253

$238.

677
$209"

310:
$210
2,207
$202
977
$215
41

- 8152
6,713
$202

2,‘407‘,

660
3,087

220%

1y
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. Meicer Sub Office

vorm] ¥ SCRANTON DISTRICT OFFiCE

WANNA | L N
LYCOMING saival SCRANTON DISTRICT OFFICE
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WILLIAMSPORT DISTRICT OFFICE tuzeR )

CAMIZON:
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@ Aliaulppo Sub Offi ' ALLENTOWN DISTRICT OFFICE
quippo Sub-Otfice

® Reading Sub Office
. Norristown Sub Office

NYDLE NORTH
tAND

RKoaAIA S eixs
Faar(  PAUR d y XS
ALLENTOWN DiSTRICT OFFICE
: CENTRAL OFFICE 3

N
. SANCASTES
HARRISBURG DISTRICT OFFIGE .

o ALTOONA DISTRICT OFFICE|

CUMBLRLANG

PITTSBURGH DISTRICT OFFICE
@ Greensburg Sub:Office

@ Homewood Sub-Office

DeLA-
DlSTR‘C,T ey

OfFFIC
;mf__"/ '

' CHESTER DISTRICT OFFICE

PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT OFFICE

' Cedor.Sub-Office

Hoddington Sub-Offjce
Kensington Sub-Office
Tioga Syb-Office
22nd Street Sub-Office
Wharton Sub.Oftice

TRANSLN

ADAMY YORX
' ALTOONA DISTRICT OFFICE : ‘
, V¥ HARRISBURG DISTRICT OFFICE
‘ Longaster Sub:Office
Q York Sub-Office
8 CENTRAL OFFICE

.. COUNTY LINES - Hnuisbuvg
m 0.0 LINES . . B

0

DIRECTORY OF EXECUTIVE/ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF AND OFFICES

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
3101 North Front Street
. ' P.O. Box 1661
~ L Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120
Telephone: (717)787-5699

Fred W, Jacobs, Chaiman. .. i vecveianseni s 787—5‘100 k‘William L. Forbes, Board Member..............., 783-8185
Verdell Dean, Esquire, Board Member,...........787-5059 John H. Jefferson, Board Member................787-1395
Walter G. Scheipe, Board Member ... ....... 787-5445 A

Robert L. Johnson, Executive Director ............787-7037
John R. McCool, Director, Bureau of Administrative
SOIVICES. o v v ey vy e i s s e s wa 1876697
Gene E. Kramer, Director, Bureau of Probation
SOIVICES . o v i ia vy i snrevisesn s sviseesss 7877461
John J. Burke, Director, Bureau of Supervision. . .. .. 787-6209

Hermann Tartler, Board Secretary and -

Director, Bureau of Pre-Parole Services . ........787-6698
Robert A. Greevy, Chief Counsel..............., 787-8126
LeDelle A. Ingram, Affirmative Action Officer. .. ... 787-6897
Joseph M. Long, Executive Assistant .. .. e 787-6208

a

Note — Area Code 71 7 is applicable to, all telephone numbers above.
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VIAI.I.ENTOWN DISTRICT OFFICE
" -Ralph R. Corbin, Supervisor -
2402 Sunshine Road
Allentown, PA 18103
Telephone: {215) 821-6537

~Norristown Sub-0ffice
James N. Heil, Supervisor
1939 New Hope Street
Norristown, PA 19401 .
Telephone: (215) 631-2294

Reading Sub-Office
Earl E. Leas, Supervisor
Berks County Agricultural Building -
2nd Floor, Route 1, County Road
Leesport, PA 19533 S
Telephone: (215) 378-4331

Ry
Servicing Berks, Bucks, Lehigh, Montgomery,
. ‘Northampton, and Schuylkill Counties -

. ALTOONA DISTRICT OFFICE
- Daniel S. Roberts, Supervisor
Executive House, Room 2
615 Howard Avenue-
Altoona, PA 16601 :
Telephone: (814) 946-7357

Servicing. Bedford, Blair, Cambria, Clearfield,
Fulton, Huntingdon, Mifflin, and Somerset
Counties ‘

BUTLER DISTRICT OFFICE
» Clement C. Braszo, Supervisor
605 Union Bank Building
. Box 822
101 South Main Street
_Butler, PA 16001
Telephorie: (412) 287-0724

Aliquippa Sub-Office
Jack L. Manuel, Supervisor
2020 Main Street
Aliquippa, PA 15001
Telephone: {412) 378-4415

Servicing Armstrong, Beaver, Butler, Clarion, Elk,
Indiana, Jefferson, and Lawrence Counties

CHESTER DISTRICT OFFICE
Michael P. Alterman, Supervisor
P.O, Box 761" :

Front & Pennell Streets
Chester, PA 19016
Telephone; (215) 447-3270

o Servicing Chester and -Delaware Counties

ERIE DISTRICT OFFICE
‘Robert-C. Morrison, Supervisor
402 G. Daniel Baldwin Building
1007 State Street ’
Erie, PA 16501
Telephone; {814) 871-4201

Mercer Sub-Office
Murray R. Cohn, Supervisor
110 South Diamond Street
Mercer, PA 16137 . =
Telephone: (412) 662-2380

Servicing Crawford, Erie, Forest, McKean, Mercer,
Venarigo, and Warren Counties :

&

DISTRICT OFFICES AND SUB-OFFICES ‘

'HARRISBURG DISTRICT OFFICE

Edward A. Rufus, Supervisor
101 S. 25th Street

No. 2 Kline Village
Harrisburg, PA 17104
Telephione: (717) 787-2563

Lancaster Sub-Office
Lester C. Nagle, Supervisor
Lancaster Federal Savings Building
2 North Queen Street, Suite 303
Lancaster, PA 17603
Telephone: (717) 299-7593

York Sub-Office
Homer A, Bohner, Supervisor
York State Office Building
130 North Duke Street
" York, PA 17401
Telephone: (717) 771-4451

Servicing Adams, Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin,
Juniata, Lancaster, Lebanon, Perry, and York
Counties

PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT OFFICE
Yvonne B. Haskins, Supervisor
State Office Building, 14th Floor
1400 Spring Garden Street
Philadelphia, PA 19130
Telephone: (215) 238-6850

Cedar Sub-Office , “

- Madison P. Mullen, Supervisor
603 South 52nd Street
Philadelphia, PA 19143
Telephone: (215) 238-3581

Haddington Sub-Ofiice
Naomi L. Heller, Supervisor
500 North 52nd Street
Philadelphia, PA 19131
Telephone: (215) 238-3590

Kensington Sub-Oifice
Daniel J. Goodwin, Supervisor
3308 Kensington Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19134
Telephone; (215) 238-3572

Tioga Sub-Office
Joy A. Baker, Supervisor
3543 Germantown Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19140
Telephone: {215) 238-3596

22nd Street Sub-Office
John F, Burke, Supervisor
1712 North 22nd Street
Philadelphia, PA 19121
Telephone: (215) 238-6530

Wharton Sub-Office
Leon Lawrence, Supervisor
1321 Wharton Street
Philadelphia, PA 19147
Telephone: (215) 238-7411

Servicing Philadelphia County

PITTSBURGH DISTRICT OFFICE
Louis b Corski, Supervisor
933 Penn Avenue, 2nd Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15222
Telephone: (412) 565-5054

Greensburg Sub-Office
Donajd R. Green, Supervisor
Bank and Trust Building:

41 North Main' Street
Creensburg, PA 15601
Telephone: (412) 832-5369

Homewood Sub-Office
David R. Flick, Supervisor
State Office Building, Room 803
300 Liberty Avenue :
Pittsburgh, PA 15222
Telephone: (412) 565-2638

Servicing Allegheny, Fayette, Greene, ~

Washington, arid Westmoreland Counties

SCRANTON DISTRICT OFFICE
aul J. Farrell, Supervisor
State Office Building
100 Lackawanna Avenue
Scranton, PA 18503
Telephone: {717) 961-4326

Servicing Columbia, - Lackawanna, Luzerne,
Monroe, Pike, Susquehanna, Wayne, and
Wyoming Counties

WILLIAMSPORT DISTRICT OFFICE
Clair C. Reeder, Supervisor
~“Williamsport Building
460 Market Street, Room 110
Williamsport, PA 17701
Telephone: (717) 327-3575

Servicing Bradford, Cameron, Centre, Clinton,
Lycoming, Montour, Northumberland, Potter,
Snyder, Sullivan, Tioga, and Union Counties
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