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Administrative Abstract

P

Currently, California civil addicts may receive anbea;i;“&ischarge
‘from their commitment if they femain free from the use of ﬁarcotics and
other crime for at least two consecutive years after release‘from‘the
California Rehabilitation Centef (CRC).* Tﬁis study, a ﬁdnth-by-month
follow up of all 7202 persons released from CRC during 1972 and 1974,
concluded that the required period could safely be reduced to one year.
Only about 14 of every 100 releases were still arrest and narcotic free
12% months after release, but of these, 10 or 75% were still elean a
year later at 24} months. Of the four who falled about half (58%) com-
mitted technical violations only, primarily use of drugs, and of the
four about three (or 54%) were allowed to remain in the communlty by
the Narcotic Addict Evaluation Authority. The results aré similar:ﬁo  ‘S

those used to begin discharging felon parolees after one year of arrest

free adjustment, which was proved to be safe in a subsequent evaluétion, ¢L"'

It is recommended that Zegiéthion be initiated to reduce the time.

» required for an early discharge to one year:fybm the current fa0 years. . ; 

 The adVantages are:

¢ Minimal r:sks because of the relatlvely small numbers 1nvolved
and the low rate of relnvolvement with drugs or crime; :

Large galn of time and ‘fiscal resources. for use elsewhere--
discharging a year early the 448 of the 1974 release cohort who
were clean at 12» months would have savad $582 400 ln parole
‘costs; ~ = L :

'« The Civil Addlct Program wouxd be more. comparable w1th state
prison as a dispositional choice for narcotic addicts who are
- now choosing the 1atter because of the: determlnate sentenc1ng
law-- SRR S o L

'fﬁséctidn73200,'Weifhrefan&,Ihéﬁi%utionstbdb;ﬂ;;f J},f}f'A' |
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T ‘ f"EASIBILITY OF AN EARLIER DRUG FREE DISCHARGE
FROM OUTPATIENT STATUS (PAROLE) FOR
s CALIFORNIA'S CIVIL ADDICTS
Several articles (Holt, 1976; Adams, 1975; Bennett, 1973) have
stressed the benefits to be gained from what seems at first to be risks
in correctional procedures. This has been particularly true in terms
of reducing the length of parole superxiision to the minimm necessary
for adequate protection of the public ard reintegration of the parolee. .
The direct benefit of such a change is free:.ng resources for use else-
where while the indirect benef:.t is establ:LshJ.ng a more attainable
behavioral goal for the offender.
California reports considerable success from an exper:ment reJung
a one year reduction in the tme requ:.red for felons to be d:.scharged
from parole due to remaining arrest free in the::.r fJ.rst year of pa.role -

(Jaman, Bennett, Bérecochea, 1974). The purpose of th:Ls study .'LS to

determine whether it is s:um.larly feas:.ble o reduce the t.une necessary
for civil addicts to remain drug arxi crime free before granb.ng an '
early d.lscharge from the C:x.v:.l Addlct Program (CAP) g

Gczszorma C’ww Addwi: Program o A
Persons adnutted to the C'AP have typ:.cdll _{ been oonv:z.cted of a v
’felony cr:.me (92%) in supermr oourt, a.nd then in- C:LVll court have been '
found to be addlcted to naroot:.cs or in ;umu.nent danger thereof and e




comnitted to a seVen year term., Sentencing on the criminal conviction N
has been set aside until the civil commitment is over. R
A CAP commitment usually consists‘of alternating inpatient stays
at the California Rehabilitation Center (CRC) and outpatient trials.
The first inpatient stay is for about eight months while subsequent
stays average five months. Outpatient status (OPS) is a form of sﬁper--
vised parole which requires routine’anti-narcotics,testing, cooperation
with the parole agent, regular.employment, no illegal narcotic orldrug
use, and no other crime. Violations of these conditions ofrrelease must
be reported by’the parole agent to the Narcotic Addict Evaluation |
Authority (NAEA), a board which makes the parole release and revocation f-
decision, |
Relevant to this study is the provision for an early‘discharge from -
outpatient status contained in Section 3200 of the'Wbehre and Ihstitu-»
ttons Code (W&IC). The person must have "abstained‘frem the usefef
narcotics for at least two consecutive years" (three ifJepprored:for-r
methadone maintenance) and have "otherwise complied‘with‘the conditiene ?
ofrhis release..." before the NAEA can return rhe person to civil.coert";
for early discharge from the program. Upon dlscharge from crv11 court
the person is returned to cr1m1na1 court for sentenclng whrch usually
,results in a dlsmlssal of cr1m1na1 chargeso A follow-up of these 3200
 W&ICAd1scharges‘fbund that criminal charges wereVd;smrssed;for,QS%jand f‘
probation granted”fer the rest (Beckett and Thdﬁes; 1976)} s

The admlnlstratlve procedure is fbr the NAEA to requlre the parole

~agent to 1dent1fy the e11g1b1e case and to admlnlster a surprlse antl- .7““'"‘”



‘Their post-discharge behavior was more favorable,thaﬂ_that of similar

narcotic test during the twenty-fifth drug and arrest free month., A
report which recommends whether discharge proceedings should be initiated
in civil court is then submitted to the NAEA., From 1975 through 1977,

early discharges pursuant to Section 3200 WEIC totaled 1392,

California Parole Experience

Before the Determinate Sentence Law was implemented in California,
felons paroled from state prison were required to complete 24 consecu-
tive favorable months before they could be granted an early discharge.1
Department of Coiiections' researchers, in searching for characteristics
which would correctly predict being in favorable status at 24 months,
found the best predictor by far was being arrest free twelve months
after release (Jaman, Bennett, and Berecochea, 1974). Of 2427 parolees’
released from prison during 1967 and arrest free at twelve mbnths aftef
release, 85% were eligible for discharge after 24 months‘for having_,
remained under continuous favorable parole supervision. This:fiﬁding
was translated into policy during 1971 as Adult Authority Resolution

Number 284 which made ithpossifle to gain a parole discharge after one

year of arrest free parole providing the person wés legally eligible.

To determine whether a "safe" decision had been made, a sample of

one year discharges (AA 284) was tracked for one yeariafteftdiséhafgg,

samples of parolees discharged after two arrest free:years and at the L

Isection 2943, California Pemal Code. .




expiration of their term: 96.7%, 94.7%, and 93.7% made favorable adjuﬁt-
ments, respectively. In addition, it was found that the post discharge
behavior of the AA 284 sample was not influenced by whether they had a
prior history of violence or, most relevant herein, narcotics abuse,

It was estimated that the one year discharge policy (AA 284) may have
saved about $2.2 million during fiscal year 1971572 (Jaman, Bennett,

and Berecochea, 1974).

PROCEDURE

Each person released from CRC to outpatient status during the years
1972 and 1974 was tracked for 24) months or until the first reported
violation if that occurred sooner. This was accomplished by accessing
a routinely maintained computer file derived from official reports.and.
documentsa2 The date of behavior leading to a violation report, as well
as date of release from CRC, were recorded. In this report ";iolation"
refers to the date the dellnqueucy occurred and not the date a subse~
quent dlSEPSltlon of the case was made by the NAEA. The NAEA requ1res
a report on all behavior more serious than common drunk or traffic vio-
1ations, so this violation subsumes a wide range»of’delinqﬁent acgivity,f
inciuding use of narcotics or drugs, petty theft,‘robbery and other B

serious felonies,

Thls file is maintained by the Management Infbrmatlon Sectlon, ,‘v‘
Policy and Planning Division, Callfbrnla Department of :
' Correctlons. o ‘ :




From the above dates it was possible to develop frequency distri-
butions of the number violated and the number clean (not violated) at
the end of each month after release. This was done separately for each
year's release cohort and within them for both first and re-releases.
Two percentages were calculated from these frequencies: the percent
remaining clean at the end of each monthly interval and the percent

remaining clean from each interval after release through the 24% month
' point. These probabilities were used to identify a month during which
earlier discharge would be feasible.

Criteria for Selecting an Earlier Month
The analytical strategy used herein is to select (a) the interval

after release at which violations occur at a noticeably lower frequency
before the 24% month point is reached and (b) a rate comparable to

that used to justify the felon parole one vear discharge policy. Estab—
lishing a comparable rate is complicated by the use of a less stringent
outcome criterion at 24 n'onths in the felon study than is avallable for
this civil addict study. The felon project used percent "favorable" |
rather than percent "clean" which is being used for civil add;.cts.
"Favorable" includes not only the clean group but alSO ‘those arreeted o
by the agent for technical violatiohs imluﬁn§4Mg 'abu’se‘,v a.rrest and i
release only, parolee~at-large less than six vnbnths} jaﬂ.}"sentence |
urxier 90 days or all suspended, misdemeanor probat:.on, flne or ba:x_‘L for— ‘

fe:.ted, and NTCU placanent., Actual percent clean flgures are ot ava.ll-

_ able for the felon study, but exper:.ence :Lnd.lcates that about 62 of-

the favorable category are "clean" in a ‘sense J.dentn.cal to the ClVll




addict criterion (Jaman, 1977). Therefore, if in the felon study 85% |
of those clean at 12 months were favorable at 24 months, then one would

estimate that 53% were clean at 24 months (.62 x 85% = 53%), and the

53% rate will be used as the indicator of comparable outcome for the |

civil addicts studied herein.

Reason for Violation

A second level of analysis was undertaken to more clearly describe
the risk of shortening the period required for early discharge. This
was limited to. those released during 1974 whose first violation occurred o
after the 12% month, which was identified as a possible early discharge
point, Information on the nature of the violating behavior and résponse
of the NAEA was coded from official parole reports, and Criminél Iden=-

tification and Information reports used earlier,

RESULTS

All Releases

Table'1 diéplays the result of the month-to-month follow up for -
the total of 3671 men and womén releasedkfrém’CRC-dﬁriné 1972.- Column 1
contains the number‘viylated each moﬁth, while éolumﬁ'é shows ﬁhe de-

clining tnumber who remained clean from.montheto=month, .Columh SishoWs

the percent of the total number released who were still clean eaéh,moﬁth,'ffgi.”£7

after release,vand'that only 11,5% remained clean for the entire 24%; ,

months. Inspecting the column réveals'thét the 12! month pbint'i;{; _”

where the decline in percent cleaﬁ:from,monthhto-monthviSSnoticeably‘




more gradual, in less than 1% increments. The overall drop from 12%
ménths is only 3.7% cr 137 persons,

Column 4 contains the percent who were clean at each follow up
interval who remained clean through the 24’ month point. Scrutinizing
this column reveals that changeé after 13% months are relatively small,
suggesting that outpatient behavior may be stabilizing here. Of the
559 who were clean at 12% months 423 or 75.7% made it clean to 24%
months, while for the 13% month group the figure is 80.1%. The point
of comparzbility with the 85% '"favorable'" outcome (or 53% clean) of the
felon study waé reached at 8% months after release,

Repeating the procedure for the cohort released during 1974 yields
similar results (Table 2). At 24% months 9.2% cf the 3421 releases
remained clean, which is a drop of 3.8% or 132 cases from the 13% who -
were clean at 12% months. Of the 448 persons clean at 12% months 316

or 70.5% remained clean through 24% months. Comparability with the

felon outcome is reached at 9% months.
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‘*"Bbw ”%ey VioZated and Mhat H&ppenea to Zhem
For the follow1ng ana1y51s 12» months was selected for 1ts practl-, 3‘”f 5

L -fdcallty as a fea51b1e t1me at whlch an earller dlscharge could be made,

ijialthough comparablllty w1th the. felon study was reached three-four ;'* g

’monthS-sooner, ‘As revealed above 132 c1V1l addlct outpat1ents released

B in 1974 v1olated the condltlons of thelr release and lost the1r clean b_"’*

fdesagnatlon between.124 and 24% months, - The1r;v1olatlons;fell.1nto;the'

following categories:'

° Drug use only ‘ | 74 ,"d_ansééi%;

o Other technical ’ | 3 25
° Absconded supervision 20 15,2

o

Arrested and/or convicted : R R
“for a crime : ST 35 . ‘_ 26,5 -

The d15p051t10ns of each type of V1olat10n are categorlzed in.

vTable 3, and it is readlly apparent that the least serlous V1olat10ns

_ recelved the least serzoue dlspos:Ltlons° Most of the 74 persons V1°-ff}j;°’“7

lated for drug use only were relnstated and therefore allowed to remaln

 in the_communltyv(ss or479,7%,,;.ln contrast only-lé or A4s. 7% of those

" arrested Were alIQWed to remain free of custodY; Altogether, he drs-lkof

3‘9positions'were. |

. Relnstated to superv151on ,

‘. ° Returned to CRC w/o
' ,;conv1ct10n o

‘o Returned to CRC w1th
L'conv1ct10n :

B -Dlscharged unflt




' Table 3

_ Reason for VlOI&thH and Dlsp051t10n of Outpatlents
'A Who' were Clean at 12/ Months but Not at 24’ Months s

B D15p051t10n '
pil SRR . - Returned. to_ CRC
- Reason for Rein- ~ No “Misd., Felony chcharged
"Violation: ~ stated Conv."’Conv. Conv., - Unfit~ ,,g"

'ﬁchereTechnical 3 0 ‘." 0 f B 0o " b:;f‘*
';'D:ggeUse;oﬁly 59 15 o .o d:'
mbsconded (RAL) 6 1 4 3;‘> : e
Arrested, ' 16 r_ -0 | 7 ”_:‘7"‘; _Ts
Total - N 84 16 11 10 1
. % 636 121 83 7.6 8

%Conv. = Convictions,

v:= In addltlon to suggestlng that the behav1or of the majorlty of
‘"these cases was - not v1ewed as extremely serlous, thlS detalled fbllow-f
"_;up enables the approxlmatlon of a "favorable" category and there€ore .
‘”itallows for a tlghter comparlson w1th the felon parole resulte
'rparole outcome category "favorable" 1nc1udes (among’others)"v1olat10ns

'"]for drug use only and other techn1ca1 reasons as well as the ‘leanA

'-'.’_}-_,lcases_° Addlng the 77 outpatlents who were vzolated for these reasons




'~,712v

vf'the*end ofi24% months;§ Therefore, at least 87.7% of.thehoutpatients
- who were. clean’at 124 months were in'favorable sta*us‘atv24> months,’*1
_::Whlch 1s of course similar to the 85% flgure used to Justlry the felon

Jparole pollcy.,‘

First Rezeaaes'Cbmpared to Rereleases

The final step was to repeat the ‘month- by-month follow up for the

yearlv release cohorts divided into those belng released from CRC for }5 ER

thekfirst time and those belng released for the second or\more tlme. ;'
These results are summarlzed in Tables 4 and 5 and detalled 1n Tables 4
6-9., As expected from prior results (Beckett and Fowler, 1977) +he flISt
releases cons1stently show a hlgher percent clean figure at each lnter-,vwi
val compared to rereleases (Table 4). More relevant to thlS study,,h‘chr'
, however, the rereleases show a lower percent loss from each 1nterva1~to ‘L

the percent_clean at 244 months, For example, for 1972 the drop 1n

percent;clean for first releases from-qu»to 24% months is 4, 8 compared -_7_f57

‘to 2,5% of rereleases (Table 4) The respectlve flgures for the 1974

releases are 5, 0 and 2, 8 ' However, thlS dlfferenee may not be of

: practlcal 51gn1f1cance because ‘the percent clean at each fbllow up 1n;7f:”'

| terval who remalned clean through 24/ months 1s 51m11ar'for flrst com-'*ﬁ“;:l'ffi

. pared to rereleases (Table 5). For 124 months the flgures for 1972
B ‘frrst releases and second releases were 73 56 and 79 56, respectlvely,e;{f;*"

 and for 1974 were 66.7% and 74.85%.

3Thls procedure, of course, 1gnores the: fact that 15 of these cases
were in actuality returned to CRC (although' fbr drug use only) and
that some of the others may have v1olated aga;n before reachlng

*‘f 24% months.s.‘ &




fFirstheléases Compéfed to'ReréleaSeé:¥ PeféeﬁtLClééﬁu;{' ﬂf;g:;
 at Three Month Intervals after Release . . .= .= 0

 Months After ALl Releases = 1st Releases:: " Rereleases =
" Release 18972 ~ 1974 Jisyz o 197w 1972 1897h.

At Relesse - 100.0 100,0  100.0 100,0 . 1000
15 days <~ 82.5 82,6 96,3  BM.M4 7
3% months - 42.1 :_  . "‘1;49;25}“ 42.0P

a5.2 18,0 18,2
18,6 1.4 16,1
12. 5 ' 1409 E

A58 . 9.6

FSE

11,5 8.2




. .Table'5‘

FJ.rst Releases Compared to Rereleasas" Pei'éeh't ‘C‘iea'n
; At Three Month Follow Up Intervals Who Rema:.ned Clean
‘ through 21435 Monfhs after Release e

" Months After - All'Réiéasesuii,"1sf‘Réieasés.:;* 2nd Releases

Release . 1972 19/ - 1872  _i97% 1972 197413u£

At Release = 11,5 8.2 13 llf1‘16;pf7f.
15 ‘days 180 |
' 3% months : 27.11- '

e " 0,0 5,

| 75;7 fﬁ
: 8496 <
o ‘..:~}:‘9‘1 2 : ‘
Cers
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,.,,rnlscuss:ou;" : CONCLUSION AND _RECOMNDATIGNS

The month-by-month follow up of all 7072 c1v11 addlcts released
'_ifrom CRC durlng 1972 and 1974 to outpatlent status 1nd1cated that at
'T“yabout 12/ months after release a p01nt of d1m1n15h1ng returns has been ﬁy;"k

:reached Only about 14 of " 100 were: st111 clean (arrest and drug free)
at the end of 124 months but of these 14 about 10 or 75 managed to |
stay clean for the next 12 months and therefore, become e11g1ble for |

Of the 4 who falled about half (58 ) commltted

an early dlscharge.

- technlcal v1olat10ns only, prlmarlly for drug use,‘and of the 4 about 3

(or 646) were allowed to .remain free in the commumty° The results were
sllghtly more favorable for rereleases over flrst releases but not to
vthe extent needed for practlcal appllcatlon in a dec151on maklng 51tu-

at:Lon° The flndlngs for the comblned releases proved to be more satls- o
i factory than those used to justlfy the pollcy wh1ch quallfles a felon |
parolee for early dlscharge from parole after one year of clean behav1or,
fand ‘as noted earlzer, the subsequent evaluatlon of thlS pollcy conflrmed
that a safe dec151on had. been made (Jaman et. al., 1974) | s

| The potent1a1 monetary sav1ngs to be galned from reduclng the early

- dlscharge requlrement for c1v1l-add1cts by 12 months 1s relatlvely large.
, 4f ,

';~‘L[‘The average cost to superv1se an outpatlent for one year 1s about $1300

'V°~tfffTherefore, dlscharglng Just the 448 of the 1974 release cohort whwl ere

'“3hﬁie1ean.at'lzklmonthsgamountsvto1$582,409, These cases nrobably requ1

 used on the 1975-80 FY budget request.




= less superv151on tlme, 50 the saV1ngs ln time and money wouldbln‘actua-l
’75 llty be less but the galn would stlll be substantlal.
i Another factor to be con51dered is the apparent 1mpact of Callfor-hfp’:
fnla 's new Determlnate Sentence Law (DSL) of lowerlng commltments to the‘.
';lClVll addlct program. Slmultaneously w1th the 1mp1ementatlon of thlS
law on July L, 1977 admissions to CRC-dropped by more'than 506;' Durlng:'
' the year 1976 prlor to the effectlve date, 1716 men were commltted '
» compared to only 883 durlng the year after.' What seems to be happenlngvb
is that a large portlon of addlcts ellglble for r1v11 commltment are
'ch0051ng state prlson instead. Thelr reason in do1ng sovseems c1ear=

substitute a longer 1n1t1a1 period of 1ncarceratlon for a much shorter

parole and total commltment Jurlsdlctlon° Approx1mate1y 65/ of men t
commltted to CRC were conV1cted of felonles for wh1ch the DSL base sent-"

ence: would be 16 months, 2 years or. years. Accordlng to a current

“study (Brewer et. al., 1978) persons sentenced to state prlson for these
offenses would have to serve 15,5 months Cmean) befbre belng paroled
"assumlng they lost no good tlme,' They would be on parole or 1n the

o 1nst1tut10n for a m1n1mum of 12 months to a maxzmum of 18 months w1th :

the total perlod of state control summlng up to a deflnlte 27 5 - ijhfpf;f'~

"~monthsg: In contrast, select:.ng5 CRC means a probable flrst stay of |

sCurrently, persons are rarely commltted to CRC agalnst thelr[W111
© so the: term "selectlng" is approprlate.' In a. Tecent examinatior

1'«of the commitment process McGlothlin et. al. {1077) ‘found ‘that o
: 126 cases analyzed, ‘112 cooperated with the commitment process
‘fand the remalnlng 14 successfully fbught commltmen‘
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’ ’f‘8 months but a p0551b1e total commltment perlod of 84 months, whlch

'*,could 1nc1ude several returns to CRC for further 1ncarcerat10n. Addlcts
"refer to thlS as the "seven year ta11 " a term whlch clearly descrlbes
d'hthelr att1tude.{ Addlcts are also aware that CRC outpatlent status is
'intense and strlngent' the caseload 51ze is about 35 antl-narcotlc
'testlng is tw1ce a month, 43% of first releases are returned to CRC or
| dlscharged to state prlson within one year after release (Beckettland'
,)Fowler, 1977), and only about 10% of first releasesvgain anlearlj;

drug-free discharge.

Corclusion '

In conclusion, moving the earller d1scharge up to 129 months after ; B
release is attractive because the risks are mlnlmal due to the relatlvely
low number who fail after that p01nt compared to before 1t the potentlal

sav1ng in resources is large, the results are 51m11ar to the felon early

dlscharge policy whlch proved to be safe ‘and the change could help make o

the CAP more comparable with state prlson to potent1a1 c1v11 addlcts.,'is '

Recommendhttons »
, The followrng recommendatlon 1s supported by thlS study"""
Ihtttate Zegzslattve actzon zn ordbr to reduce the permod
: of tuwe requzred fbr an earZy drug free dtscharge ta one year
'j&wm the two years currently requzred undér Sectton 3200 of the
'iv Werare and Insz‘ntutwns Code. '

‘ ZCLfA flat one year was selected rather than 12>'months because 1t 1s

a more pract1ca1 tlme element (By the t1me the rev1ew proceduref are
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/
‘completed 12% months would have elapsed anvwaya)v Review procedures
'wouidrtemain the same under this change excebt that they wouldhbegin’
twelve'months soonera | | |

It should be hoted that thevNAEA is not bound sttictly~by law to
“:~uake the earlv'discharge inasmuch as the word‘"uay" is used.infsection;v
v3200‘of,the,WaI.deét " oo (NAEA) may file;..reCOmmending to the eourt
the diécharge of the berson from theuprogtam." Therefore, in'thévevent”h
the time requirement is advanced, the NAEA would coutinue to_have;thisb¢b
safeguard. | W

This study did not deal with those on methadone maintenance who.are

now required to complete three clean years before early dlscha;ge, but

it would seem consistent to reduce‘the requlrement to.one and one—halfv’ :

or two years,

Aside from making no changes at-all, there'are5tuoveveh’hore'eon;’v
'setvative alternatives whiCh couid be initiated One would be to reduce
the earller dlscharge to a later 1nterva1, say 15 or 18 months after ;~h

' release, However, the risks wouldn't have 1mproved thatvmucb con51der1ng

the. relatlvely small number of c1v1l addlcts 1nvolved ' In addltlon, the :;f{ifff

longer t1me requlrement would not have as much value 1n maklng the CAP ]";5*57

_vseem to be a more v1ab1e d15p051t10n compared to. state prlson.k ;y,:7_
A setond alternatlve would be to galn the leglslatlve reductlon to

‘ allow dlscharge to. occur‘after 12 clean months, but to delay by NAEA

';Vpollcy fu11 1mplementat10n of the reductlon unt11 further evaluatlon

g has occurred The only evaluatlon whlch would prov1de 1nformat10n 1n L

”'addltlon to that already avallable would nece551tate an experlmental

ﬁ;“ﬁk;deSlgno“ Thls mlght con51st of rev1ew1ng a11 those clean at 12 months g
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after releése'and randomly assighing half to be discharged at that time;o
’_The other half would be continued under supervision until they were
e11g1b1e for dlscharge after 24 clean months. The behav1or of both

.groups during thelr second year after release from CRC would be compared,fe

in order to gain a better idea of the value of the second year of out-1

patlent supervision. The advantage would be increased knowledge whlch

mlght be a useful addition to correctlonal science as well as dec151on B

'maklng, The dlsadvantage of this approach is that the added 1nfbrmat10n‘_§"'k

probably would not apprec1ab1y increase the clarlty of the deels;on,
3udging from the felon parole evaluation,;andithe eavinge;to be'gaihedb
. from total implementation would be ﬁnnecessarily delayed g
In the final analysis the approprlate dec151on does not rest on
the need for additional :mformatlon° One. must welgh the sllght rlsks
of advancing the discharge by 12 months as determlned by thls ana1y51s

against the gains of increased time and flscal saylngs and-xnereased*

viability of the Civil Addict Program.
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-~ Qivil Aadicts'Released from'Callfornla Rehabllltafioﬁ‘Ceﬁfef
Who Remain Clean from Month to Month on Outpatlent Status.,:
‘Re-Released, 1972 N 1972 :

e : .Number \ e ) o r‘, Percent i
Months After = 1 g Clean of 4. Clean aty,
.~ ‘Release : Violated ‘Clean” - All Released"™ 2§%Jmos.-"

At release - - 1702 -100,0
' 373 . 1329 . 78.L
325 1004 59,0
238 766. 45,0
189 , 577 33,9
- 106 a7 27.7
69 402 23.6"
60 342 20.1
38 . 3807 18.0 . _
27 - 280 16,5 . 56,8
31 . 24e 4,6 . 88,9 .
25 224 13,2 - 71,0
13 . 211 A2, 78,4
11 200 - o 11,8 ¢+ T9.50
5 492 44,8 e 82,8 T
187 11,00 85,0 0
183 10,8 - 86,9 .
178 © 10,5 88,30 T
475 0 10.83 80,9 0 o
174 . 10,0 930 T
167 Se B o i
165 - 9
o162 g,
459 g,
g
g

°
[4]]

O E G WD
Hoooaonldo
[ ) e .9 L 3 [ e e O ()
DmaOoooow. |

L L o (-] o o 2 -] © © ) ° ) ] ® o 0

OMEONMNRPROWVW®O®IN G £ WM K

T W Sk WY

’*5159.,'

(%%

w

L]

(4]
CTOOWWNEF WoE oo

1V101ated°' A dellnquent act’ reported to the NAEA resultlng dn
suspens;on of outpatlent status.,q~;: , ‘ N

Not v1olated s;nce release. : SO
Clean > Number clean/nnmber released X 100 L
Clean at 24% months_ﬁ“Number clean/number clean?aKizu% o

) Clean°




1"Release«rl from Callfornla Rehabllltatlen:

Who Remalh Clean from Month to Month on Outpatlent Statﬁs.
N ST Flrst Releage, 1974 N -11561

' . Number l7fi>~f§? ;i~’*"v:,-'Pefcent e
Months After ER 4 g ‘Clean of 3 . Clean a
Release ”_H ,Vlolated~“iclean ;»,; All Released 2#% mos

At release Ll T ey Y 100 olﬂ
o , o3 11818 - . 844 o
289 1029 85,9 -
2097 . 820 82,8
i64 . 856 . 42,0
a7 . 559 S 35,8
84 - u7s C80.b4
53 522 27,00
38 386 Coon 7
39 347 22,20
40 307 ' 19.7
25 282 R 8 R R
2% . 258 | 16,5
. 24 . .. 234 7~ . ' 1560 NERPEEEE
10 224 o AEe
' o215 . 13,8
208 18,1 76l
o A97 o 1206 T T8,
U489 i 1201 8,
481 o d26L
173 it T
CoAT0 s 1009
o168 1046
o483 A0,
oo 4Bl 1008 o
o L 156 e :' L g 1090 ST

©
o

e L e

L)

‘o o & 9 e © o o IO T

CTOVUI LU 0L GG OT VO U G Lo ol v

-
T8

B

G I oo AR DN N e HP‘
NOOOMONo N~ 0O MmPRo
e e
O OGO DO SO0 0O R 00

R S

1
-3
b
o
B
4

8
g
0
1
2
3
q,

5
5]
17

o

e
w

=
o

2005

2a,5
22,5
=,a"v23;521’3.~,,,

. ST
TOTR W 0 0000 00m D ©

,‘11V101ated°' A dellnquent act reported to t”
e suspensxon of outpatlent status°rggg~vv?

,eﬁezckean.“ ot vidiated ainss releaseolj'ﬁg‘r“f,[j:_l{ o
Clean“ Number clean/number released X 100°.l153 ;xW§.'; .‘:i *
Clean at 2#% months ? Number clean/number clean at 24>”mol*‘"




Table 9

ClVll Addlcts Released from Callfornla Rehabllltatlon C S
Who Remaln Clean ‘from Month to Month on Outpatlent StatL '
S ReuReleased 1974, N 11890 S :

e et e T Number ‘.'H_f' 7‘: f¢ ”? Percent S
‘Months After - { Clean of- 3 Clean atu il
~,;'Release‘ o Vlolated" -Clean:’} All Released 24% mos.»,.:s"*

At release RO - .. 1890 . 100 O¢}ffon».f
: ' 356 L4834 81,2
oowig - 1318 0 o B82
255 863 . U7
212 . . 831 BETERE: P S
c447 834 o 28,80
84 . 450 - 28,8
€9 . 881 20,2
45 336 v 17,8
32 3o - v 1641
. 2700 o Al,3 0
22 2ug 48,1
21 227 ‘ E
13 . 24y o
10 Coou
19 L 193
o187
182
477
173
168 -
166
165
183
160 e

@
®
)
o
s
[}
@
°
°
°
o
®
[}
@
]
o

00

L]

6. e, a6 -0 0 o ® O

SOTOLU O UL OVl Oy 1 L v mmm.muimmmmmm

1
. 2
3
b
5
B
8
9
10
11
13
14
15
i6
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

S0 e e el e e

X § : R R
N 100 B2 B - BYTe SN B SiYe R S ) €

SRR R R 0V O
:~xb:610dkn*a:coko OO 0 O

I e,

-nj;Vlelated° A dellnquent act reported to the NAEA resultlng ln
' .. suspension ‘of outpatlent status.m ‘ e S S
2Clean. Not v1olated ‘since release.;f , :

Clean Number cleaﬁ/number released X 100. m;.‘

1f 9 Clean at 2#% months ‘ Number clean/number clean at 24; mcs.‘*




i RBFERENCES Lo

‘”f,fAdams;VStuart. EvaZuatzve Research zn Correctzons~f A Practzcal Cuzde

Washlrgton, D C,. Natlonal Instltute of Law Enforcement and

‘ Cr1m1nal Juotlce, 1975 ’ | _“ | Lo t ‘B rﬂl .

v.'bBeckett Gerald and Raymond Fowler; CMe Year FbZZoqup af Resedents “-
ReZeased from the Cblzfornza Rehabzlztatzan Center durzng Z975 by 7
Outpatzent Unzt and. Regton. Unpubllshed reporto‘ Chan, Callfor-};?if"
nia: Southern Callfornla Research Group, 1977.‘o l_ikt | e

:Beckett, Gerald and Evelyn Thomas. Understandlng Honored Court Dls-;o~“{ﬁ'faﬁ

| p051tlons of Early, Drug Free Dlscharges from Callfornla ClVll

Addict Program, Jburnaz of Drug ISsues, 6:191- 5 1976

Bennett, Lawrence A. Sheuld We Change the Offender or the System? fff' :

 Crime and DeZznquency, 19 332 42, 1973

| Brewer, Dav1d Gerald Beckett and Norman Holt T%e E%rst Year of

Detenmtnate SEntenetng in C&szbrnza (1n preparatlon) Chlno,v >-45;'pt
Callfornra ‘ Southern Calrfornla Research Group, 1978
Callfornla Department of Correctlons. Nurcotzc Addzct Outpatzent

Mbnual Sacramento, Calrfornla, 1971.“‘

f‘TfjHolt, Norman“ Ratlonal Rlsk Tak1ng Some Alternatlves to Tradltlonal

In P Carter and L. Wllklns (eds ),

Correctlonal Probiems°

Probatzan,_EhroZe and Cbmmunety Cbrrecttons. New York New York s
John Wlley and Sons, 1976 S e ST g

jrom.anoZe., PbZzey, Pnaettee, and Outcome. (Research Repo:

Number 51) Sacramento, Callfornla' Callfornra Department of’

:x*akCorrectlons Research, 1974,u,&~j ftiff‘;oa;i



"'-":’McGlothlm, Wllllam, Douglas Anglln and Bruce Wllson. An E'vaZuatwn ! ; L

. of the CaZ'z,fomw C"LU'LZ Add’bC‘fJ Progzm Wathngton, D Co, U S o
Depa.'rtment of Health Educat:.on, a.nd Welfare (No. ADM 78-558), S

1977






