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The sentence of community service has two unique features which distinguish it - :

from all other crimir};al sanctions in New Zealand.

offender serving a sentence is given to people within the community. Known as -
community service Sponsors, these groups or individuals provide unpaid work or
service assignments and supervise their completion by offenders. There is some
flexibility in the administration ©of the sentence to allow sponsor and offender to
settle how this will be ‘done.
of the offender is obtained before the sentence is imposed.

s

The research reported here gives a very detailed description of the operation of the
sentence of community service and constitutes an invaluable reference resource for
any discussion of this sentence. ' A

The research is in three parts. First is an- account of the characteristics of those
sentenced to community service. In the second part the researchers report the
vieWs of District Court Judges, officers of the probation service responsible for the
administration of the ser@g{—i@e, and offenders sentenced teycommunity service.
They also report the views of community service sponsors and thus docament for the
first time the experience in New Zealand of people in the gommunity who accept
responsibility for the supervision of offenders, In the third and final. part of the

. report the principal author ‘Dr Julie Leibrich discusses the validity of the. use ‘of
recidivism measures as indi{{:’\g{ls of the effectiveness of criminal sanctions.

==
E

» < The report is the work of three authors. Dr Leibrich is a research officer of the
Planning and Development Division of the Department. of Justice, Professor Burt
Galaway was a National Research Advisory Council Senior Research Fellow with
the Department of Justice during 1982/83 and during that time assisted with the
evaluation of community service as one of 'a number-of assignments he was involved
in.  He has now resumed his position at the School of Social Development at the
University of Minnesota, Yvonne Underhill, as an advisory officer in the Planning
and Development Division until August 1983, was the third member of the research
team., She is now studying’on a scholarship at the East-West Centre in Hawaii.
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CHAPTER | INTRODUCTION :
~~ J

Thé aim of this study was to provide some background information about
people sentenced to community service in New Zealand; their offences,'the
length of sentence given,\and the use of additional sentences. '

The community service sentence was introduced on 1 Februgry 1981 by the
Criminal Justice Amendmient Act 1980. Community service of not less

““than eight and not more than 200 hours may be imposed on any person

convicted of an offence punishable by imprisonmient, provided: certain
conditions are met. The sentence.must be appropriate given the ofiender's
character, personal history, and any other relevant circumstances. The
offender must undérstand the "purpose and effect of the sentence and
consent to its imposition; and suitable service must be available. The
sentence is administered by the Probation Division of the Department of
Justice. In 1981, 1,772 community service sentences were imposed; and

-1,991 in 1982, L7 \ '

7
S - 4 ‘.
A/

For the interested reader, not concerned with detailed re_sults, a
summary of the main f.in/glj,ngs is given in Chapter #, and dxagrarﬁs
to highlight these are prﬁ:’\ﬁded throughout the text. g
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‘1981 to 31 October,1982.

Procedure

&

CHAPTER 2 METHOD e

° Sample

& ' ' ‘ 0

' The population studied consisted of any person who received a community

service sentence during the first 21 months of its use - from | February

A one in two random sample (N=1534) was drawn
from this population. : ‘

There are 35 probation districts.in New Zealand, each administering the
community service sentence in its own area: Offenders in the sample came

from all parts of the country and the number sentenced to “community-

service in each prébatiQn district . is shown in Figure . Auckland,
Wellington, Christchurch, Rotorua, Hamilton and Dunedin each had at least
100 offenders in the sample. The number of people in the sample sentenced
in each of the 21 months in the’sample period is shown in Figure 2, for
women and men separately. ‘

Rl

@

Information about court appearances resulting in convictions was obtained
from the Wanganui computer database.
birth, sex and ethnic background of the person; the sentence date; name of
court; prosecuting agency; plea; counsel used; charges; length of
sentence; additional sentences (probation, disqualification from driving,
fine); and special orders attached to the sentence. Ethnic group
information is only recorded in arrest cases (and not summons). The
accuracy of ethnic group information was checked during the offender
interviews ‘reported in Study II where oné out of 54 people described
themselves differently from the Wangaxlui classification. ’

This information was, extracted for any court appearance at which a person
Where a -

received a community service sentence during the sample period. >
person had more than one such colrt appearance during”that period (4% of
the total sample) only their first court appearance was used in the
analysis. The probation district in which each person was séntenced was
identified from the court name. A SR ‘ : :

Y
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The information was the date of:
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Figure 1
THE NUMBER QF OFFENDEQRS
AN THE SAMPLE FROM EACH

PROBATION DISTRICT (N=1534
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Analysis g . o

A descriptive analysis was made of the information about the offender,
offence and sentence recorded at the court appearance resulting in each
person's first community service sentence.

Deciding how to group people according to theit ethnic background is an
important but difficult question. The most commonly used groupings in
New Zealand., are Maori/Non-Maori (N.Z. Justice Statistics, [980)
European/Non-European (Reinken, Salmond & de Lacey, 1983); or
Non-Maori New Zealander/Maori/Pacific Islander/Other (Study Series No.
5,1979). All these divisions and terms can lack sensitivity and be
offensive. One group may appear to be singled out above all others, a
term may not be acceptable to many people to whom it is applied, or a

group may be artifically created - such as Pacific Islander where many .

supposed members may not accept such a grouping and may not identify
with it or with other 'members'. Where to draw boundaries in groupings is
also a problem. 'Pacific Islander' has been included both with 'Maori' (Study
Series No. %, 1979), and with '"Non-Maori' (N.Z. Justice Statistics, 1980).

The problem is further complicated since the boundaries drawn between
ethnic groups usually reflect economic and power differences between those
groups - the underlying factors which are likely to be most directly related

to any differences in outcome between the groups. Therefore inappropriate -

groupings may mask actual differences. »

While being aware of these concerns, it was also important in the present
study to be able to compare the specific community service'sample with the
official Justice Statistics available in New Zealand. Therefore a grouping.

«/ of Maori/Non-Maori was finally adopted, where all groups except those

+

defined as Maori on the Wanganui database were included in the latter
category. :

A person may face a number of charges at a court appearance resulting in
one sentence of community service. They may have several charges
brought-against them for one distinct offence and they may have committed®
several different offences during one criminal event. They may also be
charged with offences related to more than one event. Fifty nine percent
of the sample had only one charge, 34% had between two and five charges;

7% had more than five charges with 64 as the maximum. Thirty~one
percent of the sample had been convicted of more than one distinct offence,
(20% convicted of two offences, 7% of three and 4% of up to % distinct
offences). Where a person was convicted of more than one distinct
offence, one offence was identified as being their main offence for use in
the analysis. ‘ ‘ ‘

¢

3

@

Off.encehs are described on the Wanganui database either according to a
police classification which includes Police Department prosecutions (79%
for the present sample) and prosecution by bodies such as the Justice
Department and Social Welfare Depirtment (3%) or according to a
classification provided by the Ministry of Transport (MOT) which is used for
their own prosecutions (18%).

For. police classified offences, a seriousness rating scale was used which was
derived from a small pilot study of relative offence seriousness for urgency
of Police clearance conducted by the Police Department. The complete
serlousness scale used is given in Appendix A and further information about
the pilot study is available on request. This scale was used both to choose
the main offence when there was more than one and also to attach a
serlousness rating to each person's main offence, when it was a
police-classified offence, so that some rough estimate of the seriousness of
offences might be given. Although the urgency with which the Police
Department clear a particular " offence is only one estimate of the
seriousness of an offence, their scalé¢ was judged to be the best available
measure since it had a detailed direct correspondence with the majority of
offence classifications on the Wanganui database. o

qu MOT classified offences ad-hgc seriousness ratings were drawn up for
this study by a senior member of the MOT for the purpose of choosing:the
main offence where a person had more than one. However this scale was
not used to describe offence seriousness in the analysis. Rather than use
two separate seriousness scales within the study or combine them, MOT
@§?secutxons were excluded from analyses involving the seriousness of
offences. : :

For analysis of the seriousness scale, the non-parametric equivalent of the
t-test (t) to compare two means] the Mann-Whitney U test (MWU) was
always used. In other cases where the assumptions underlying the t-test
were not met by the data, the results were checked by the Mann-Whitney U,
but where -conclusions were the same’ the more common t-test was
reported. The chi-square test (X2) was used to compase the difference
between proportions; analysis of variance (F) or the Kruskall-Wallis test
(K-w) to compare several means; and either Pearson (r) or Spearman (rho)
to examine correlation. The accepted level of significance was set at p<
-05 throughout;. all non-significant findings are ‘also reported.
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3 OFFENDERS, OFFENCES AND SENTENCE“

The Group ““ ‘

""he group

[owe]

studied was 1534 people who received a commumty service

7." sentence between | February 1981 and 31 October 1982,

) Séi’(,_ Age and Ethnic Group

%

A proportJonately greater number of women (31%) were sentenced to

commumty
offenders(

service than would be expected given that only 14% of all
) .are ‘women, as -may be seen from Figure 3. The sex

distribution of ‘offendérs given each of’ the main sentences used in New

Zealand is

shown in Table l. It may be seen that only probation hasva

higher proportmn of women than community service (32%) and that women
are rarely given custodial sentences.

(N =,1534)

Note (1)

FIGURE 3 '+ SEX OF COMMUNITY SERVICE 'SAMPLE AND ALL
OFFENDERS | N
CS Sample All Of‘fenders(l)

g

Figures for all offenders were taken from 'N.Z. Justice

Statistiss 1980. District Court figures only were always

used, and only arrest cases for information about age and
0 ethmé*group

P
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TABLE | : SEX DISTRIB{JTION BY TYPE OF 'SENTENCE (1980)

SENTENCE Women Men ,
N % %
D &
Detention Centre(l) v 0 100
Penodic detentlon(z) 4 : 9%
\Im prisonment S 7 93
Borstal training 14 o 86
Fine : . 14 86
Convicted and discharged i6 84
Order made : 26 74 o .
’ Copwcted and order to - e
come up for sentence ] 28 ' 72
Probation 32 v 68
Note (1) : Not available for women

Note (2) : Limited availability for women -

Over half (57%) of the people sentenced to community service were under
25 years old. People sentenced to community service were similar in age

, to all offenders, but proportiona e&y more of them ‘were in the 20-29 age

range than the general population‘4/, as may be seen in Figure 4. The mean
age was 25.9 years (S.D. = 9.5 years), the youngest person was 15 and the

oldest,was 70. ’

Information about ethnic group was available for 1211 peopie in the
sample. Forty-one percent of the people sentenced to community service
‘were Maori which, as may be seen from Figure 5, is higher than .the
proportion of Maori offenders in general (33%), and considerably hlgher than
the general New Zealand populatlon (9%).

The information on age, sex and ethnic group was studied for the presence
of any association betwen these factors. A higher proportion of women
were Maori (50%) than men (37%), (X2 = 18.57, degrees of freedom (df) =
1, p<.0001). Th;s difference is similar to that found for all offenders,
where 45% of women are Maori compared to 32% of men. There was no
difference in mean age either between women and meén (t < 1) or between
Maori and Non-Maori offenders (t¢ 1).

Note (2): New Zealand Census, 1981

[
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BIGURE 4‘“ AGE IN COMMUNITY SERVILE SAMPLE, ALL OFFENDERS

AND NEW ZEALAND POPULATION

CcS Semple
(N = 1534)

Under 20
(28%)

All Offenders

.

N_ew_ Zealand Populatien
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ETHNIC BACKGROUND OF COMMUNITY SERVICE SAMPLE,

IGURE 5: _
. ALL OFFENDERS, AND NEW ZEALAND POPULATION

CS Sample 1,
(N = 1211)

Non~Maori
(59%) ¢

&

All Offenders New Zealand Population

Non-Maori
(67%)

Maori

(33%) Non-Maori

(91%)

o Note 1 i Arrest, cases only

\
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| ’ 3.3 Plea and Representation in Court h
o : A ’ . » }
‘ S e ‘ ‘mﬂa 5 . {
| Most people (gl%) pleaded guilty to all or some of the chargésctfor ‘ which I
§ o they iwere finally convicted of an offence; 9% pleaded not guiliy, as is ¢
shown in Figure 6. Most people (78%) were represented in court;.29% were o
notrepresented. _ ) : 4 , _9?{ N e
FIGURE 6: PLEA AND REPRESENTATION FOR COMMUNITY :SERVICE SAMPLE.! £
?Plea S ‘ Representation’ _ %f?f§\\\
5 (N = 1484) | ¢ T = 1482) . SN
w : , ! . = o : L
. s m//\) S f
c S T
: /Not . X :
1 Represented]
2 ; (228) R
] ° Represented
(78%) - i
% =" o I
o y . “ﬂ | %f
el 7Data unavailable for pleas (50) and for represéntation (52) . (
. a0 ; | — V- 1
dmen | Ticht : : i
° Wamen pleaded guilty slightly, though significantly, more -often than men; Vi
= 93% compared to 89%, (XZ = §.70, df = 1, p¢.01). People who pleaded F T
‘ guilty were slightly, but significantly, younger than those who pleaded not i
guilty (t = 3.88, df = 1482, P<.001%: a mean age: of 25.7, (S.D. =-9.2)
= compared to 28.9, (S.D. = 9.6). There was no significant difference . oo
between the proportion of Maoris and Non-Maoris who pleaded guilty (X2 = : 3
.. ) 261, , N S
| Wormen and men were equally likely to be represented in court (X2 = lk.‘34“). ,‘%\}
e oH However those represented were slightly, but significantly, older than those . ;
~ “who were not represented (t = 2,30, df = 1480, p<¢.05) : a mean age of 26.2
| (S.D. = 9.3) compared. 19 249 (S.D. = 8.9). Maoris were significantly less e |
P "t ~ likely to be represented’in court (74%) than Non-Maoris (82%), (X2 = 10.32, v
j i df - l, p (.Ol). ‘)&‘.i: ‘ ’ 2 ., . ; L5 B B : i g ,
;f Whether or not a person pleaded guilty was not related to whether®or not. -
i they were represented (X2< 1), - {;
| i g : o g %
; i . W 5 . N
i i N o % @ it
535 &
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Type of Offence

0
o

Offences may be classified into four general groups: Against the Person, '

Against Property, Against Justice, and Traffic offences. - The largest
nurmber of main offences were against property (55%), with traffic offences

(27%) the second most common group {followed by offences against the -

person (16%) and offences against justice (2%). Figure 7_shbws the

proportion of people convicted of each group of offences, for the total

community services sample and for wo))men and men separately.
0 ST ' ’
There was a significant association between the type of offence and sex of
the offender (X2 = 43.22, df = 3, p<.000i). This was that women were
convicted of proportionately fewer traific offences andyoffences against
the person than men; (these were the only sigiﬁcant‘assoFiations). There
was a significant association between the type of offence @and ethnic group
of the offender (XZ = 25.46, df = 3, p<.0001). This was \&;hat Maoris were
convicted of proportionately fewer offences against the person than
Non-Maoris; (this was the only significant association).  Property
offenders were the youngest of the four groups (mean age = 24.7 years, S.D.
= 8.4) and traffic offenders were the oldest (mean age = 29.0 years, S.D. =
11.0); (F = 21.92, p ¢ .0001). Table 2 gives an age breakdown of each
offence group. =

TABLE 2: AGE GROUP BY TYPE OF OFFENCE

o

AGE Person ‘ Property Justice Traffic
% No. ' % No. % * No. % - No.
y | :

Under20 23 57 35 300 10 3 16 66

20-24 36 91 27 232 ERTE 29 118
2529 o 5 130 22 5 '17, 69

30-39" e 15 B0 w3 24 97

40- 49 411 5 39 -0 ‘3‘ E

50 andover 1 2 2 17 4 17 2

TOTALS 100 251 100 48 100 23 100 412

Lo

"

e N
I i «

T

N
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% e O @ o
jz 16.
| ) FIGURE ~7: OFFENCES OF COMMUNITY SERVIEZE SAMPLE, AND WOMEN
: AND MEN SEPARATELY :
Total Sample
(N = 1534). - u s T
) Against
@ , ' the Person
Traffic | (16%) v
5 (27%) .
Against -
Justice . “gﬂ _
(2%) Against Property ﬁ7 ¢
(55%) 1
,:'//” : ‘ iv N A . })>
Women ool ‘
' S Men -
(N = 478) . , (N = 1056)
Against
the Person
(17%)
Against
R Jusi'c
Against Property (1% ) .
gail ‘ P Y ‘ Against Propert
(67%) (50%) cy

N
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TABLE 3 OFF[:NCES COMMITTED//BY PEOPLE SENTENCED TO

4
COMMUNITY SERVICE //
/
7
/
)
, /  OFFENDERS
OFFENCE gfenvicted of this Whose convictions
; /as a main offence included this
/- : - offence
1// % No. " % No.
7 — ' .
// ' ' 3 374
AGAINST THE PERSON 16.4 251 .17
¥iolence 7 ~7.0. (107) ~6.9 (149)
Kidnapping / \ | : ;
Robbery 7 . 5 . >
Grievous Assaults ¢ 4 i . ve
Serious Assaults 41 o ‘:
Minor Assaults 42 23
Intimidation and Threats 1 ; 3
Group Assemblies
Sexuga 0.4 (6) 0.3 (6)
Sexual attacks c !ﬂ B » B !
Sexual afironts o : a:f“" z
Immoral Behaviour - - A
Drugs and Anti-social 9.0 (138 o (219)
Drugs - not cannabis 12 . ll ;
Drugs - only cannabis 10.} : 4 "
Gaming "
Disorder § 22 5? ;
Family Offences i .
AGAINST PROPERTY 55.3 848 6.5 1222
Dishonesty i 49,9 _(766) 513 - 1111
Burglary etc II.‘ (l) g
Car Conversion etc —— 109
Theft . . 316
Receiving 33
Fraud &
Property Damage , e.:e_\\&\B.S 2.8 §
Property Destruction Ty, i o ;
Endangering ‘
Property Abuse AN {.9 2.4 ,(g ll‘)
. Trespass < B 3
Littering - z 1
Animals ’ 25
Firearms
AGAINST JUSTICE 1.5 23 1.6 %‘%
Administration of Justice 21 Z
Miscellaneous - 2
TRAFFIC 26.9° 412 246 . 533
" Driver Condition 292 323
Driving Manner 55 : Y
Driver Licence Offences ¢ - 54 gl
Miscellaneous : 11
TOTALS | 100 1534 100 - 2164

D e,

| e

i

3.5

_{The scale. was positivaly

[

0 g

A.=more detailed description’ of the offences :for. which people were
sentenced to community service is given in Table 3. The number of people
convicted of each offence when all their offences. (not Jjust-'the main

offence) were included in the analysis is also shown.O Since the more

. complete analysis added httle information only the .main offence was used

in subsequent analyses. "Offences related to dishonesty (theft, fraud,

" burglary, car conversion and receiving) were'the largest single sub-group of
- main “offences with balf of the offenders:being. convictedoof crimes of

dishonesty. = However driving while under the influence of alcohol or drugs
(driver condmon) was the single most common offence.

°

Seriousness of Offence ’ k ; S~y -

A seriousness rating was attached to every police-classified offence (as
described in Chapter 2 page 9).
offences and their respective seriousness ratmgs is given in Appendix A.

It may be seen that in the scale used, the minimum possible seriousness
rating was 13; the maximum possible was 98. Over all offences, the
ratings given, tended to be more often in the hlgher range of numbers.

-skewed-with-a~mean—of 63, a median of 68, and

PPevaAvaT s

standard deviation of 22).

6o

4,

Note 1:

FIGURE, §: SERIOUSNESS RATINGS OF OFFENCES IN COMMUNITY
o SERVICE SAMPLE COMPARED WITH ALTL OFFENCES
. CS Sample” ~ All Offences
(N = 1247) \

less than 60
(40%) '

M.Q.T. pros ecutions (287) ' CeXClﬁded

A complete list of police-classified

< e A e
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The seriousness ratmgs of the oommumty service group ofiences are shown “ g = FIGURE 9 e :
_ alongside the seriousness ratings, of all offences, in Figure 8. The ’ Sgﬁ?gEoiNgOMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE.FOR TOTAT
community service group were convicted of more serious offences; although WOMEN\\‘ AND MEN SEPARATELY

; | -less than half (47%) of all offences had a seriousness rating of 70 or more, , L
' over three-quarters (77%) of the\ community service group offences were ‘ y o
rated 70 or more. . b . il - ‘ ; i\

o ! _ ) ‘Total Sample
k (N = 1534)
: 4

Men were conv1cted of shghtly but significantly more serious offences than
~women (MWU, Z = 2.60, p < .001) The median rating forimen was 73.20,
compared to 72.95 for women. . ‘>1m11arly, non-Maoris wers- convicted of
slightly but significantly more serious offences (median = 73.31) than Maoris g .
(median = 72.92), (MWU, Z = 5.82, pk .0001). .These differences, although
statistically 51gn1f1cant were clearly minimal in a scale which ranges from.-
13-98. ' The seriousness of an offenoe was not related to a person's age (rho : ‘

=.02). e . 1 / 101-150

‘ | : ) : R (19%)

T

3.6 Length of Sentence , \s

A person may be sentenced to‘between eight and 200 hours of community
service. Just over half.of the offenders (54%) were sentenced to between
51 and 100 hours of community service, as can be seen from Figure 9 which
shows sentence length for the totalisample and for women and men
separately. The mean sentence length was -89 hours (S.D. = 40). The
shortest sentence was 10 hours and the lopgest was 200 hours.
4 ‘\ )

Women received significantly shorter 'sentences than men; 81 hours
compared to 92 hours (t = 5.13, df = 1532, p < .0001). There was no
relationship between sentence length and \ethmc group (t < 1) not between
sentence length and age (r =.06).

o
‘ or

There was no significant difference in the average sentence length given for
each of the four general offence types. 'The mean length for offences
against the person was 84; against property was 89; against justice was 98;
and for traific offences, the mean was 90, (F = 1.75, n.s.). - However Table
4 shows the variation in the mean sentence length given for more specific i Women Men ,
offence types. There was no association betwéen sentence length and the . (N = 478) . (N = 1056)

seriousness rating of an offence (rho = .08). \\

<

o

101—150
(l6%)

101-150
(20%)
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TABLE & : AVERAGE SENTENCE |

LENGTH FOR EACH TYPE OF

Miscellaneous

3

OFFENCE ‘
. \ )
b ©
. '\‘\'4; R
= OFFENCE AVERAGE SENTENCE LENGTH
k “Mean - Standard deviation
/
AGAINST THE PERSON 5L 41 = ;
Violence : (§_é) 39 )
Kidnapping -
Robbery 104 71
Grievous Assaults 112 57
Serious Assaults 80 y 32
Minor Assaults . 70 . , 40
Intimidation and Threats 101 27 .
Group Assemblies 93 12 - ) o . 3
Sexual (113) 53
Sexual attacks 100 -
Sexual affronts 50 -
Immoral Behaviour 132 54
Drugs and Anti-social (35) 42
Drugs - not cannabis 108 #6

_Drugs ~ only cannabis - 29 4l - 4

Gamin 72 -
Disordgr 59 33
Family Offences 40 o, -

J
AGAINFST PROPERTY ‘89 41
Dishonesty 9 ; 40
Burglary etc 92 39
Car Conversion etc 88 39
Theft ) 86 40
Receiving 923 38
Fraud 90 42
Property Damage (1) 42
Property Destruction 91 40
Endangering 96 6l
Property Abuse 31) 51
Trespass 37 45
Littering 62 28
Animals 30 -

“Firearms~ . 123 62 0
AGAINST JUSTICE 98, 45 ”
Administration of Justice 93 &1 !
Miscellaneous : 150 o 71 11
TRAFFIC 90 37
Driver Condition 99 == s 37
Driving Manner 100 .39
Driver Licence Offences 100 o 7 44

: 72 .. 39

/:\.

A
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3.7 Additional Sentences : 7
L ’ o //
- ‘ » /T’ - ) . ‘ )
| Just over half of the offenders (52%) ;‘éceived an additional sentence with a
; few receiving more than one, as may Je seen from Table 5. ~
. TABLE 5: TOTAL SENTENGCE y
| A
0, ‘\ ///
J X * . // R '
| SENTENCE TN ¢ % No.
\ . Y . v . e e : .
i? /
| / | «
@nly community service 48 . ' 736
Blus probatjon 21 ' 318
Plus disqualification 5 24 371
Plus fine R , , : 2 23 .
Pluis probation & disqualification 4 S 59
Pld‘.‘\% probation and fine 1 5
Plus, disqualification & fine - 1 20
e Adbthree oot e 1 2
\ / :
TOTALS / ‘ 100 1534
: / -
\\/ : ) o : <
Just Q!&e\; a quarter of the offenders (27%) were sentenced to probation as
well/,és the community service sentence. Seventy-five percent of them
werg sentenced to 12 months or less, 18% to over 12 months and up to I8
mqﬁths an‘c{% over 18 months and up to 24 months. SR
/ | ' ‘ :
Women received an additional .sentence of probation proportionately more
/often (32%)\than men (22%), (X2 = 1541, df = l, p<.0001). Similarly
" / Maoris received additional probation proportionately more often (33%) than
/" Non-Maoris (3}\25%),; (X2 = 8.68, df = I, p < .01). There was also an
/. association between length of probation sentence and the sex of the
offender (X2 = | 1.21, df = 2, p<.0l). Proportionately more of the 2% month
y probation sentknces were given to women; (there were no other
7 associations). X§imiiarly ‘there was an association between length of
£ probation sentenk’\e and the ethnic group of the offender (X2 = 7.48, df = 2,
s p<.05). Proporti\?nately‘ more of the 24 month probation sentences were
y

given to Non-Maoris; (there were no other associations). (An unexpected’

pair of findings, given that more women than men were Maori, as shown

above). People who got additional probation were slightly but significantly
younger than those who did not: a mean age of 24.3 years (S.D. = 8.1)
‘compared to 26.5 years (S.D. = 9.5); (t = 4,07, df =¢ 1532, p¢.0001).
FQWe)ver» age was not significantly related to length of probation sentence
F¢ D). ' :
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: i i s. There was
Table 6 shows the use of probation for different offence groups. ,
aasbig?\iﬁcant association between the "cype2 of offence and wl;ethez 060?)0113 a
person received additional probation (X = 68.61, df = 3, p<. .
Proportionately mote property offenders were given probstmfl; than
expected overall and proportionately fewer traffic of.fensicf:rs and o e.nﬂeon
against the person and justice.  There was no §1gn1f1cant gssocufx °
between getting additional probation and the seriousness ratxr:cg o (12
offence (MWU, Z = 1.40), nor between the length of probation sen e:-cgc)e 12.
months or less, over 12 months and up to [8 months, over |8 months) a
the seriousness rating of an offence (K-W, H¢l).

:’ TYPE OF OFFENCE AND,\ " USE OF ADDITIONAL

TABLE 6 \
PROBATION -
OFFENCE GROUP Given Probation  Not Given Totals

: Probation

% No. % No. %  No.
AGAINST PERSON 22 54 ;_3_ ~ _1_9_; | 100 251
Violence 22 23 ] :
Sex | 33 2 67 o
Drugs and anti-social - 21 29 79 | “
AGAINST PROPERTY 33 . 278 - _g_; %'%tlg 100 848
Dishonesty 33 255 24 3
Property Damage 38 / 20, 62 >
Property Abuse : lOv | 3 | 2
AGAINST JUSTICE 9 2 EIRRENS U IR *
TRAFFIC 12 50 38 362 |10 w2
TOTALS ‘ ,_ T %150 | 1534

Just over a:"QUarter;of the offenders (29%) were disqualified from tilrivirtlﬁ a;
well as receiving a sentence .of community service. Thg median ‘egg ﬂ?
disqualification. was 12 months, with the shortest period 3 months, the

longest over 5 years. Sixteen percent of those who were disqualified were -

o S S g i s

<

24,

already disqualified at the time of the sentence and their sentences were
cumulative with the previous disqualification. As would be expected, the
relationship between disqualification from driving and other variables
directly reflected the relationship between traffic offences and other
variables, and is therefore not reported.

Very few offenders (3%) were fined. The median fine was $300 with the
smallest being $20 and the largest $2,500. Women were significantly less
likely to be fined than men, 1%|compared to 4%, (X2 = 2.79, df = I, p¢.0l).
However_there was no associdtion between ethnic background and being
fined (X2 = 0), nor any relatiohship between age and being fined (t = 1).
There was a significant association between type of offence and whether or
not a person was fined (X2 = \17.52, df = I, p < .00l1). A higher than
expected proportion of people who were convicted of offences against the
person were fined; (there were no other significant associations). The
offence seriousness ratings of pedple who were fined were higher than those
who were not fined (MWU, Z = 2. \\4, p ¢.05). ‘

People who got probation had slightly but significantly longer community

service sentences than those who did not, a mean of 92 hours (S.D. = 40)
compared to 88 hours (S.D. = 40), (t = 1.96, df = 1532, p ¢ .05).
there was no significant difference in the length of community service
between those who got fined and those who did not (t = 1.31), or between
those who were disqualified or those who were not (t=1,71).

=~

Special orders were attached to the sentence in 11% of cases and these are
shown in Table 7 where it may be seen that return of jproperty was the most

.gommon order. (Information about restitution was not avairlab}e).

1

| j
. : /
TABLE 7 : ORDERS MADE BY THE:- JUDGE IN'fCONJUNCTION

WITH THE COMMUNITY SERVICE SE NTENCE ! \t‘b‘
. ” /r{ :" ; /
| I
ORDER % " No.
i '?f
Return of property ‘ R 58 ! 97
Supression of name of defendant p 21 35
Order for destruction of property 8 - 14
Forfeiture of property 5 9
Part of fine to complainant 2 3 /
Others 5 b 8
/ e
TOTALS 100 | 166/ ,y
I / !
;f /”//fi"" /f‘
/

However .
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CHAPTER & SUMMARY - -

Almost one in three of the people sentenced to community service were
women although only one in seven offenders are women. More Maoris
(41%) were sentenced to community service than would be expected given
that 33% of all offenders are Maori. People given this sentence were /
mainly young, with over half of them (58%) under 25 and less than 10% over '
40, which is quite similar to the general offender population.

Most people (91%) had pleaded guilty at the court appearance in which they
received community service, with women tending to plead not guilty less
often than men. Over three-quarters of the group (78%) had been
represented in court. However Maoris were less likely to be represented -
than Non-Maoris. ‘ ‘ g . ,@

T

Over half the offences (55%) for which people weére sentenced to community
service were property offences, with traffic offences (27%) the second most
common group; followed by offences against the person (16%) and against
justice (2%). Women were convicted of proportionately fewer traffic ‘ ,
offences and fewer offences against the person than men. Maoris were ; T
convicted of fewer offences against the person than Non-Maoris. Property , - ,
offenders were the youngest offence group and traffic offenders the oldest. : n - ’ e ' T

. The community sérvice group had been convicted of the more serious

i offences amongst the police-classified offence list. Men were convicted of

< slightly more serious offences than women, and Non-Maoris were convicted
of slightly more serious offences than Maoris.

aany
Lo

-

The average sentence length was 89 hours, with approximately a quarter of T : I
the group (24%) being given over 100 hours of community service. Women : :
receéived shorter sentences than men. There was no difference in the : g ‘
average sentence length given for each of the four main offence groups, , Lo
nor was sentence length related to the seriousness ratings attached to : ’ ‘
specific offence types.

An additional sentence of probation, disqualification or fine was given to i ‘ . : 4
just over half (52%) of the group. Probation was given to approximately a , s -
quarter of them (27%), and most of these had superyision for a year or : ] : . - o
less. Women were given additional probation proportionately more often i ' , : . i
than men, and more of them were given longer periods of supervision. ‘ ‘ R : o
Maoris received probation proportionately more often than Non-Maoris, but : . ' _ o
fewer of them were given the longer; periods of probation, People who N SRR
were sentenced to probation were younger than those who were not and had T ' : ' '
slightly longer community service sentences. Proportionately more o f
property offenders were given probation than expected and proportionately ’
fewer person, state and traffic offenders. Additiondl probation sentences E : ;
were not associated with more serious offences. . - ) _ v ';i




S

Over a quarter of the people sentenced to community service (29%) were
also disqualified from driving, with the average period of disqualification
being one year. One out of every six people disqualified was already
NS disqualified at the time of-sentencing. Very few people (3%) were also
fined and the average fine was $300. Women were less likely to be fined

~ . than men and fines were most commonly used in the case of offences

73 - against the person. ’
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INTRODUCTION

A survey of the gxperiéhces and opinions of people directly connected with

the community service sentence was conducted during April and May 1983.
The purpose of this survey was to gain a general picture of how the
community service scheme is operating from the point of view of those who
administer; receive, and make the operation of this sentence possible.
Interviews were conducted in seven probation districts with a sample of
probation officers, offenders, community sponsors, offenders and judges who
were connected with each area.  The structured interviews were designed
to gather inforrmation about the day-to-day experiences of the scheme, and
to draw out opinions about the aims of such a sentence, its benefits and
possiblerimprovements. C '

SURVEY DESIGN ‘ : 7 a

There were several possible sampling frames for such a survey - for example
a random sample at a particular point in time of all judges, probation staff,
offenders and sponsors; a random sample of all community service sentences
during a certain time span with interviews conducted with all the people
concerned. y 8 «

IntuitiVely it seemed useful to talk to 'sets' of péople who experienced the

sentence within the same geographic area - probation officers, sponsors and
However unless

sufficient numbers of interviews were carried out in a natiopal random
sample, district-to-district variation could cause apparent group-to-~group.
differences. Time and staff resources precluded a large national sample
since this would have involved too much travelling.

Therefore it was decided to make a pfbbation district the interview unit and
to interview a random sample of each-respondent group within the district..

- Random sampling of probation districts thémselves was not used because it

was unlikely that any representativéness: could be aclﬁe;veﬂ] given the small
population of 35 districts. Therefore districts were selectéd.

A list of the 35 probation districts was drawn up with information about the
approximate size of the population served, the geographic area covered, the
number of probation office staff, the number of community service

" sentences administered in a two-month sample (Lee, 1982), and the type of

district - mainly urban, mainly rural or mixed. The choice of districts was
a compromise between keeping within the staff and time-limits set for the
study and choosing a sufficient number of districts to provide a reasonably
representative sample qﬁ.’?them all.. The final study group consisted of seven
probation districts - Auckland, Dunedin, Gisborne, Invercargill, Levin, Lower
Hutt and Nelson. Arfi¢ighth district - Rotorua - had to be dropped from the
survey because of travei-difficuities due to a storm. The selection of the

eight districts was an attempt to form a group which, seen as a whole, would

share a sufficient frequency and range of characteristics to provide a
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general picture of commiunity service Equally i ‘ . .
al p _ ; . y important -was the attempt
to get direct information from as many . participants of this sentence aps
f;:o;mble. ,The fact that Rotorua, a district with a large Maori population
T?)' to be dropp.ed from the survey unfortunately altered the group picture.’
i’ s,l;o r:':esuiteé 41?2) 'l‘;hg plercentage of Maoris in the sample of offender
ndents ) being lower than the expected perc '
the figures in Study I of this report. P P ‘ ‘ entége (l“ %) based on
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- SAMPLE AND RESPONSE RATES

Probation Officer§

- The probation officer population ‘was all probation officers in the seven

probatgon districts. Every district probation officer and community service
supervisor or probation officer with the major responsibility for communit
service was included in the sample. A one in two random sample of *hc)e,
remainder of probation officers was also included. )

The probation officer response rate was extremely hiéh with 42 out of the

43 in the sample (98%) completing intervies 1} i
at the time of the apuey. p g ews. One person was on holiday

Sponsors

f “Lhe sponsor population was defined as all those sponsors who‘ had been5 used

n the past year by each district probation office for any offender sentenced

in one of the courts served by that district i i i \
e of probation office. A one in four
random sample of sponsors was taken froin this population. ' ’

Interviews were held with 65 of the 80 sponsors in the sample (81%). Five
orgamsatu’)ns could not be contacted; in five cases the 'link' petrson w.ho had
had experience with the scheme had since left the orgahisatidn. it was
1mpossy1ble§ to set a suitable interview time in three cases and two spohsors
‘were ‘unwilling to take part'(unfor-.tunately, we did not‘manageito find out

“why).

)

" Offenders EEE RN

o

The of’fender‘ population was defined as any 'if)erson who had been sentenced
tg a .cqmmumt.y service sentence in a court attended by one of the sélected
d:nstmc_t probation offices during an eight-month period and who served their
hours in that probation district. The sample period ended a month before

“interviews 'took place and the sample included people who were still serving

their hours and who had completed them.. A i '
hc d wi m.. A one in two 'random s
taken from this population. TRV S ample was
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Sixty-eight offenders out of the sample of 146 (47%) took part in the
survey. Forty-four could not be contacted, !6 were not willing to be
interviewed, nine did not turn up for an arranged interview, and in nine
cases it was impossible to set a suitable time for an interview. L

Good response rates are extremely difficult to obtain in surveys of offenders
given community service. Other surveys of people given this sentence

' achieved similar response rates to the present study; 48% (Flegg, 1976);

37% {Pease et al, 1975). Hermann was forced to abandon the planned
sample of a one-year follow-up survey because she was able to contac\t only
one in every 10 potential subjects: "fracing a large proportion of the
subjects proved to be difficult due to the transient nature and youthfuxness
of the sample" (1981, page 2). :

However, the low response rate for the offender group presents a problemi in
terms of the representativeness of the data collected. We cannot assume
that ' the - non-respondents possess the same ' characteristics as the
respondents. The absence of -data on those offenders who were in the
designated sample may well have resulted in a bias in the survey. Perhaps

offenders who were unwilling to take part-or who could not be contacted had

a greater number of negative experiences with the sentence leading to an

- under-reporting of such events. -Perhaps they were younger members of the

sample, or had language difficulties.

Although it is impossible to minimise any non-response bias which may be
present, we were at least in a position to compare the respondent and
non-respondent groups on a number of measures for which information was
available : age; sex; ethnic group; length of community service séntence;
additional sentences for the offence (fine, d15quahf1cat1on, probation); the
offence for which the person got community service; sentence status at the
time of the survey (current or terminated); if current, the number of hours
left; if terminated, the type of termination - hours completed or another
reason; how long since sthe person was sentenced; and the number of
placements arranged. Tables 8, 9 and 10 present this informaton.

Each of the measures summarised in the tables was tested for the presence

* of a statistically significant difference between. the respondent and

non-respondent groups, (x was set at .05 throughout). ‘Respondents were
older than non-respondents (t = 2.42, df = 144, p<.05) the mean age of
respondents was 27.7 years and of non-respondents was 24.2 years.-” More
respondents than non-respondents were currently serving the sentence
(Chi-square test = 7.72, df = I, p ¢ .0l1) and had been sentenced more
recently to community service thaa the non-respondents {(Mann - Whitney U
test, Z = 2,22, p € .05). - Of those who had terminated the sentence, all of
the respondents had completed the hours, whereas almost a quarter of the

" non-respondents terminated for another reason, (Chi-square test = 4.19, df =

I, p¢:05). In all but .one case the termination was the result of
reconviction for further offences.  There’ was no statistically significant

difference between the groups on any of the other measures recorded.  The

fact that non-respondents were younger, had been sentenced less ret:ently,
and had not always successfully completed the sentence should be borne in
mind when reading the results of the offender’s interviews. $
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TABLE 8 : AGE, SEX, ETHNIC GROUP, SENTENCE LENGTH AND

ADDITICNAL SENTENCES FOR

NON-RESPONDENTS

INFORMATION Respondents Non-Respondents.
(N=68) (N=78)

AGE(D 25 (17-63) 21 (17-48)
SEX | |
Female 26% 18 32% 25
Male 74% . 50 68% 53
ETHNIC GROUP (2)
Maori o 28% 13 27% 17
Non—Maon 76% 41 73% 45
HOURS OF SENTENCE(L) 99 (25-200) 81 (10-200)
ADDITIONAL SEN TENCES
Fine ‘ 3% 2 .- 8% 6
Disquahflcanon : - 28% 19 31% 24
Probation : 19% 13 17% 13

"Note (1) : Median (and range) given
Note (2) : Ethnic' group in arrest cases only : Respondents (N=54),

Non-respondents (N=62). Respondents were asked about
their ethnic background. In only one case was there any
discrepancy between the respondent's description and the
information on the Wanganui database.
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TABLE 9 : WEEKS SINCE = SENTENCED ' AND NUMBER OF
PLACEMENTS, SENTENCE STATUS, HOURS LEFT, TYPE OF

TERMINATION, FOR RESPONDENTS VS NON-RESPONDENTS = =
VMEASURE ST “'Respondents Non-’ReSpon‘dénts :
(N=68) (N=78)

25 (2"’- 47)

WEEKS SINCE SENTENCED(1) 23 (2 - 47)

AT TIME OF SURVEY

NUMBER OF PLACEMENTS() =
ARRANGED o 1(0=3) 1(0-3)

SENTENCE STATUS e
: N=40 (51%) ~

Current N =5; (75%)

Hours left(1) 57 (5-185) 70 (0-185)

N=17 (25%)

Terminated N=38 (49%)
Persons with hours completed 17 (100%) 30 (79%)
Persons with hours not '
completed , 0(-) 8(21%).
Note (1) : Median (and range)éiven
]
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1.3.4

' NON-RESPONDENTS

TABLE 10 % MAIN OFFENCE , OF ' RESPONDENTS VS

) TS

’Rekspondents‘ ' ' 7 Non-respondents
% - No. - %~ No.
'AGAINST PERSONS 16 1l 15 12
Violence 5 8
Sexual ‘ S 1 0
Drugs and Anti-social . 5. 4
AGAINST PROPERTY = 47 32 58 a5
Dishonesty . =~ 30 40
.. Property Damage 2 3
}?roperty‘Aburge | 0 2
AGAINST JUSTICE: 2 . 1 3 2
 TRANSPORT: ; . 35 24 2419
CTOTALS . .. 100 6 100 78

Judges

The population of judges was defined as those judges who had chambers in a
court attended by each probation district or, in the case of a court where no
judge had his chambers, the two most recently visiting judges. A one in two
random sample of this population was taken. Eleven out of 14 judges (79%)

_ took part in the survey. In three cases it was impossible to set a suitable
interview time, | R IR ' R

" INTERVIEW PROCEDURE

g

QL !

Each district was visited during April and May 1983 by a team of three
interviewers. Responsibility for the différent groups of respondents’was
shared so that one person had primary responsibility for developing the
structured schedule and conducting the interviews of probation staff and
judges, one person had this responsibility for offenders, and one for
sponsors. A backup person from the team was assigned for each group of

respondents mainly to cover interview overload periods.
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The interviews with probation officers, offenders and sponstirs. were
arranged through the district probation officer, usually by the probation
officer with primary responsibility for community service in the area.

Judge's interviews were arranged with the help of the list judge for each -

district.

The probation officers in the sample were drawn from staff lists at head
. office. In the case of cffenders, the names of all those sentenced in the
identified courts were drawn from data held on the Wanganui computer and
‘then modified by information from the probation district concerned about
whether or not the hours were performed in the same district. In the case
of sponsors, a list was requested from each district office of all sponsors

used in the past year.

The three sample lists were sent to each district. An interview was
requested with each probation officer in the sample. In the case of
sponsors, a standard introductory letter requesting an interview was sent
through the local probation officer who followed this up two or three days
later to set a time, if possible, for an interview. In the case of offenders, a
* similar letter was accompanied by a stamped addressed reply card to be
returned to the local probation office stating whether or not they were
willing to be interviewed. No further approach was made if the offender
was not willing. However where a card was not returned, attempts to set
up an interview were made by the probation officer and then finally by the
interview team at the time of the visit. : ‘

Each inférview took approximately one hour and was usually held dUring the
day-time. Judges were interviewed in their chambers and probation
officers and the majority of offenders at the district probation office. Some

offenders were interviewed at home and in two cases offenders were :

interviewed in prison. Nearly all sponsors were visited at work or home to

An attempt was made to reduce any ‘bias which might cor '
dlfferent. experignce of respondents in ahswering questiois ébourt]ethirgrinmsﬂ;(;
community service. Respondents less used to talking about the aims of a
sentence, or less articulate about them (sponsors and offenders) might need
more statements about the same ‘underlying concept than other, better
versed, respondents (judges and probation officers). It also seemed ypossible
that some conCepts may involve miore elaborate expression than others - e
alms which fall into a 'punishment! category might be stated mo.rge.
economically than aims which rélate to 'benefiting the offender'. The more
nebulous idea might be expressed in two or three separate but related aims
by a r:esponqent ~ resulting in that particular idea category having an
artificially inflated total.” Therefore an additional analysis of gaims
presented the number of all respondents who mentioned at least one aim in
each general category (i.e. only one aim per category was counted).

QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT

i

A questionnaire ‘was designed for each group of respondent

quesn'ons were common to each group. Otﬁerspdealt wiﬂpia e‘ac?n Sihdiviggi
group’s specific’ area of experience. The questionnaire gradually evolved
with input .frqlr;n many sources. A pool of questions was collected from
someb EXIsting questionnaires in the same research area (Bradshaw
unpu 11§hed ; I—!ar,rls, 1979; Oxley, in press; Polonoski, 1980), -and frorr;
Suggestions invited from colleagues in the Planning and D’evelo ment
Division anc{ Prob_ation Division of the Department of Justice. E%rlier
open-gnded Interviews with sponsors and probation officers alsc proyvided
questions as did generat discussion amongst the interview team. L;‘\fter
gxany revisions and a small test of the questionnaires in the Wellington
robation District, final versions were produced and are ‘presented in

. - . conduct the interview. In two cases an interpreter was used to conduct ; Appendix B, page 215
B offender interviews.In one case the interview with a probation officer was ’ o
onducted by phone. f . . )
© yP . SR Originally as well as the questionnaires there was a set of ‘identical

questlons for every respondent concerning the place of community service
1.5 DATA ANALYSIS | b : or: the tariff, the criteria for the appropriateness of offenders for thie
‘ ; ! = : : L » sentence, and the relative importance of each aim of penal policy expressed
: = ; ~, 12 thetRe}gort of _the Penal Policy Review Committee (1981). Since we
‘Each setgf interviews was analysed separately by each author except for gxg}r:plg thaev?/ai?ortgu? ntd :rllﬁgai?:#st otfhethgaigty 'ofhtggls'e que,si‘ieﬁ » (for
thg ,qun.estl,ons on the aims cf icommumty service. In order that la_'ter . were not finally reported. Howe th m rehabilitation') the data
comparison across groups of respondents could be made, -all the aims : available on request . vVer tne questions and relevant notes are
mentioned by all four interview groups were pooled at first in order to A request.
develop general categories of aims. (These were benefit to the offender,
benefit to the community, community-offender integration, punishment, and
the provision of an alternative sentence). Each author then classified each
aim in their particular interview set into each of these categories and one
author adjusted the classifications for consistency across the sets.
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: ' 2.1 DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS -
\ /f . G . N
H /,f : . - . . o R . <
/ CHAPTER 2 INTERVIEWS WITH PROBATION OFFICERS ' 2.1.1  Type of Probation Officers
5 . % : a Interviews were completed with 42 probation officers. They included 24
o i ) o ~ .. probation officers (PO), five senior probation officers (SPO), seven district
: ‘ ~-BURT GALAWAY- ‘ .  probation officers (DPO), one community service supervisor (CSS), and five
i probation officers assigned respons1b1hty for community service (POCS) in
) districts where a community service supervisor was not assigned.
0 . } ; -
: o ‘ , For purposes-of data presentation the senior probation officers and district
. : - probation officers have been combined into a single group (SPOs &:DPOs)
: ' CONTENTS PAGE ‘ because they perform predominantly administrative or supervisory
- functions; the community service supervisor and the probation officers
‘ carrying community service responsibilities have also been collapsed into a
! single category (PO/CSS). They perform similar duties although community
: ) : service supervisors work full-time on the administration of the community
2.1 DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS ’ 42 service sentefice and are found in larger districts whereas probatlon
C2.1.1 Type of probation officers 42 ) i officers with communlty service responsibilities perform community service
2.1.2 Involvement with the community service sentence 42 “ on a part-time basis, perform other types of probation functions, and are
: . « usually found in the smaller districts. For one district the district
2.2 ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SENTENCE - OFFENDERS 45 probation officer performed the commumty service functions; this person
2.2.1 7y Determining offender appropriateness ' 45 has been included with the district and senior probation ofﬁcers. Probation
2.2.2 Criteria for appropriateness 45 officers were treated as a distinct group.
: 2.2.3 Consent o 49 . e . .
E ’ . , Table 1l below presents the distribution of probanon officers by the
2.3 ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SENTENCE - SPONSORS 49 - collapsed groups and shows the mean years of experience in probation work
2.3.1 Determining sponsor suitability 49 ' : for each group; as a total group the probation officers had a-mean of over
2.3.2 Securing suitable sponsors ' 51 » : seven and a half years experlence in probation work.
2.4 ARRANGING THE PLAGEMENT 'y 51 , B o |
; 2.4.1 Making the match . o 5] A 2.1.2 In‘v"olvement -with the Commumty :Servic‘e,Sentence (Q:1,2) .
2.5 ADMINISTRATION /' 52 | | R B .
: ’ The probation officers varied considerably regarding the extent of their
2.6 ENFORCEMENT ‘ 54 ‘ involvement with the community service sentence. They were asked if a
: , : series of activities related to the community service sentence was part of
2.7 “AIMS 55 . - their present work as a probation officer. When the response was yes, they
= : ) . were asked for'their best estimate of how many times in the last three
2.8 AN ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE : 60 , . " months they performed the act1v1ty. The information from this question is
; 2.8.1 Community service and probation ) 61 , | ) ~ -summarised as Table 12. > ‘ R —— '
2.8.2 Community service versus periodic detention : 61 | e ' I
. 2.8.3 Community service versus a fine 62 ‘ o
2.8.4 An alternative to 1mpnsonment 62 i
2.9 THE BENEFITS | - 63 AR | e
2.9.1 Benefits for the offender 63 : b S
2.9.2 Benefits for the community .63 ‘ :
2.10 GENERAL IMPRESSIONS o 64 | - | R oo
0 2.10.1 Satisfaction 64 ' : . o
2.10.2 What is liked most ‘ 64 : ‘ : '
i 2.10.3 Improvements 7 ‘ 66 (
2.11 ISSUES 68 ‘ J; . o
. . o . ‘ o {} : o .
v Iz ‘g %z
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TABLE 11: TYPE OF PROBATION OFFICER AND MEAN YEARS®

EXPERIENCE IN PROBATION WORK

I

i

TYPE ‘ =% No. Mean Yr's Experience ,,

i

Basic and Merit Grade w o . : .
Probation Officers (PO) 57 24 S X

Senior and District - PRENE | : - ‘
Probation Officers . L 0
(SPO and DPO) ¥ 29 12 15.0

Community Service | -
Supervisor (CSS) . ,
and Probation Officers

doing Community Service Lo i
(PO/CS) 14 6 ~ 6.3 |
TOTALS ., 00 . 42 7}7

o]

Most of POs and a majority of the DPO/SPOs reported referring offenders
for community service assessments and making recommendations about
community service in probation reports as part of their present work.
Comparatively few, however, reported that the other community service
activities are part of their present work; these few were located in
probatjon districts which did not have a CSS and for which the community
service functions were spread among the probation officers. o
‘All CSS/POCSs reported that their present work includes the activities of

recruiting community service sponsors, arranging for placements, deciding

if offenders have completed. community service, resolving problems which

‘may .occur between offenders and community service sponsors, and

initiating breach proceedings. : o

o

5y

‘{:LI‘-

o]

TABLE 12: COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE ACTIVITIES WHICH. ARE PART OF

PRESENT WORK AND NUMBER‘OF TIMES PERFORMED IN LAST THREE MONTHS

)

ACTIVITY ' ; PO SPO & DPO CSS & POCS
% No. Ngean & % No. Mean & - % No. Mean &
(Range) (Range) (Range)
Refer offenders for |
community service : ,- o S
assessments ~ 88 21 4 (0-13) 5877 1 (0-4) -0 0 -
Conquctucommunity s o " S
service assessments(!) 13 .32 (22 25 3 2 (0-4) 8 5 55 (5—}'60)
Make gecommehdations about - = ;
f:omm‘unity service o ° 4 ’
‘in probation reports 83 20 3 (0-13) 67,8 1° (0-4) -67 4 3
Recruit community service ' o .
sponsors 13 03 1 {1-2)7, 17 2 2- (©3) 100 6 6 (1-19)
- “Arrange placement between_ o
offenders and sponsors - 29 7 1 (0-3) 50 & 4 (0-8) 100, 6 30 (3-75)
o v : [SRN : 3
Decide if an offender has \ : ' "y e A
=. completed community service . 8 2 1 . (1-1) =17 2 3 (3-3) 100 6 30 (3-105)
Resolve problems which may - l/
occur between offender and wo 5
the community service N :
sponsor 33 8.1 (02 17 2. 2° (1-2) 160 6 5 (1-15)
~Initiate breach proceedings ) | -
~when an offender does not - ] N '
complcite community service 8 2 0 be. 1702 1 (0-1) 100 -6 4 (0-12)

7 f\l ote (1) : Comgnunity“service assessments, as such, are not done in one district;
\ ‘consxderanqnb of community service included in probation reports only.

X B : - —

- ) e

Bt e .
= o

IS s e Aot



A e LT TR,

D i i o 2 e o e

2.2

2.2,1

2.2.2

e ok U TR

&2

ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SENTENCE-OFFENDERS

Placing an offender with a sponsoring orgqnisation in.volves three sets of
activitiess determining if the offender is appropriate ‘for cor.nmumté'
service, determining if the offender consents to community service, an
placing the offender with a suitable sponsor.

Determining Offender Appropriateness

Two patterns emerged, from among the seven pro(‘bation districts YlSl‘Fes, ,
regarding how the decision on appropriateness was made. In some qxstrlcks
this decision was made by POs, subject to supervisory review of then: work,
as part of the process of preparing reports for the court. In these dlSt“nths
the PO may have given specific attention to community service when
requested to do so by the court or consideratiori of community service may
emerge from the social assessment of the offender,

nd pattern was for the decision regarding "appropriateness to be
;Ziieseb(;o CSgs or POCSs. The CSSs may receive a request to’ conducthq
community service assessment either directly from t_he court ot from CtSe o
PO responsible for the probation report. The s1x,‘CSSs .and PO Ss
estimated that about 40% of their referrals for assessment zame from
courts and about 60% from POs, If the request comes \f_rom t g::eourt, the
CSS prepares a brief report of the assessment which is provided to tge
court. If the request comes from the PO, the _CSS notlﬂgs 'the PO gf the
offender's appropriateness for community service and this information is
transmitted back to the court as part of thej,;?robatlon report, S

All levels of probation officers were invglved jn .decisions regarding ‘fhe
offender's appropriateness for community service. Somve_ ; proba_ztfpn
officers meet this question directly in congjgctxng ~community service
assessments. Others must make an initial decision in regard to a refer.ral
for an assessment, and administrative or supervisory staff face this question _ -
in their Cay to day supervision of POs. : - Lo

Criteria for Appropriateness (Q:6, 6.1, 6.2)

[Sh

- Inquiries were made as to what was taken into account in deciding if an .~

offender is appropriate for community service,

: o :
Several patterns emerged from the responses to this open—ended‘questxor}.v
In some cases an offender was deemed ,approp’r'late\fo_r commumt_y ser;uce
because of inappropriateness or lack of availability of other penalties ('il"add“ B
of periodic detention for women, the offender worked on Saturday or blvg
too far away from a periodic detention centre, the offender wculq pot e in
a position to pay a-heavy fine (single parents were irequgm:.ly given as;] an
example of this), or the offender was one for whom association with other,

e

i
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more hardened, offenders working - on . periodic detention = might be
detrimental. Second, because of the unstructured nature of community
service, Indications that the offender would be reliable in completing this
sentence were sought. A variety of indicators were offered including stable
employment- history, stable ‘accommodation, community ties, responsibly
‘completing other community sentences, and showing up for appointments on
time -during . the remand period. Third, an offende¥ without an extensive
~criminal ‘history but who had committed a fairly serious offence (excluding

- crimes of violence) was generally viewed as appropriate for community

service, especially if the offence was sufficiently serious that the offender

- would probably be sentenced to either periodic detention or prison.

Some of these patterns emerged more clearly when the probation officers
were asked to identify three things that they thought would make an
‘.offender‘real\\y appropriate for community service and, conversely, three
things that they thought would make the offender really inappropriate for

. community service.” Information regarding the three things which would

make an offender really appropriate is given in Table 13 and which would
‘make an offender really inappropriate is given in Table 14.

Forty percent of the responses in the really appropriate group related to
indicators of personal or social stability such as good employment history,

. stable . domestic situation, reliability, community ties, successfully

completed previous community sentence, age or personal maturity, or
ability to fit into a voluntary organisation. - ‘
o)

| -Indiéﬁfors of persbﬂal and social stability»were most frequently cited by the
~ CSS/POCSs, secondly by the P.O.s, and least frequently by the SPO/DPOs.

Willingness and motivation constituted 20% of the really appropriate
responses, items related to the criminal history or the criminal offence 18%,
skills and interests or abilities to offer the community 9%, feelings of

~ contrition or indications that the offender will benefit from the sentence 9% ‘
and other factors that would make a person really appropriate constivtuted“k

4% of the really appropriate responses.

5 ind

Thirty-séven percent of the responses regarding really‘inappropriéte facfors‘
related to an absence of indicators of personal or social stability and an
additional 19% identified an alcohol problem, a drug problem, or a

- personality problem. Fifteen percent of the responses answering what

would make an offender really inappropriate for community service related
to unwillingness or lack of motivation, 15% to the nature of the offence or

- criminal history (a,serious offence or history), 5% to the offence not being

sufficiently serious, 4% to the offender seeing the sentence as a soft option,
and 5% to lack of available placement or a lack of skills that the offender

- might need in a placement..

i

A person most’ appropriate for community service was seen as one who had
- some indication of personal or social stability, was motivated to do - the

sentence, had interest or abilities to offer the community, who had
committed a moderately serious offence (neither too serious nor too minor),
and who did not have an extensive criminal history. . T

— o —————— -
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TABLE 13: WHAT PROBATION OFFICERS THOUGHT WOULD MAKE AN OFFENDER & TABLE 14: WHAT PROBATION OFFICERS THOUGHT WOULD MAKE AN OFFENDER
REAILLY APPROPRIATE’ I:"'O'R' COMMUNITY SERVICE L ) ‘ : REALLY INAPPROPRIATE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE S . e
ITEMS i e PO SPO&DPO CSS & POCS Total ITEMS . .. PO SPOXDPO CSS&POCS| Total
: %\f/)f NO. \\,% NO. : % NO. - % NO. K @ EE “ : &t o P ol % ‘( : No. ,"!‘/ﬂi % No' % . No. % No.
,/) ~ : | B ; i
o ,4 | | , , . SOCIAL INSTABILITY; Lo T
INDICATORS OF PERSONAL o ' = ¢ v NOT DEPEN v j
AND SOCIAL STABILITY 41 29 31 11 56 10 |4 50 DABLE s 32\\ 2.0 o4 002 ¥k
R P ¥ ’ ‘ Poor employment record c 5 0 . S | 6
ggl))(ieedmo%oe);ﬂgnsg xz:?;r): g g , g ? Lack of stable accommodatxc:n or - 4 PR .
! S ; d tic situati BRI o2
Dependable, reliable o 7 > -2 17 NooT?‘Sellxgbslleua on Z g i lg
Cons gt o vt A T Dy v proviows |
Commum?;' e 5 N = ' (\:,ommumty sentence : 3 4 2 9
. oung, immature o ! S 3 0 I 4
ﬁgf andfpersinal matur ity & 0 0 4 Will r;g(;t fit in with. o ; - o
oo uen::r ltoxl'na(;l 1az i 5 5 0 . voluntary orgamsatlon ; 3 1 0 4
y org L, , Other. ... . .. . e ] 2 3 6
‘WILLINGNESS AND MOTIVATION 24 17 14 5 17 3 |20 25 ADDICTION OR pERSONAuTY N LT g
; OFFENCE AND CRIMINAL = P \ ' '_ PROBLEM 2l 15 17 6 1L 2 |19 23
" f HISTORY = L lg 12 23 +v§& 2 18 22 Drug or alcohol problem -8 2 ) 1 11
: o \ » | P i '
Moderately serious offence 5 4 1 10 ersonality problem .7 . # = ,!J _ l 12
Short criminal history 2 2 0 4 UNWILLING OR LACK OF
) Facing real threat of prison 5 2 ) 1 8 MOTIVAT[ON e 17120l 4 11 2 15 18
SKILLS, INTERESTS OR ABILITIES L S | | SERIOUS OFFENCE OR CRIMINAL SR e v
TOOFFERTHECOMMUNITY 7 5 17 6 =~ O 9 -‘ SRy NCE OR CRIMIRAL - vt v et o Y
FEELINGS OF CONTRITION, WILL . | . g R ( TR NER NGT SR T AL R UL ; |
BENEFIT FROM SENTENCE 7 5. 1 12 409 U o OP’FENFE N‘OT S,ERIO;USV EIRT $o2 : ¢ , 2 , 8 } z > &
Feels regret i 3 b Y N OFFENDER SEES ASSOFTOPTION . 7. 5 - 0 -0 4 5
leely to benefit from sentence .k : 1 2 57 3 PLACEMENT NOT AVAILABLE ,. CE T | 1‘ i |
| SR o S [y e 1 | LACKS SKILLS . 432 6 2z 6 5 6
§4 : — — —— ’/ poy 1§ ] ',l’,,l 7 . i
Not appropriate for other o - ,) ? OTHER o e B 9 3 i & i 2 2
community sentences 2 1 0 ;3 | — B S v —— —~ :
Placement available 1. 0 1 2 ¢ TOTALS . 100 71 100 35 100 18 |l00 12t
TO’I:ALS 10(;(1) a1 100D 35 100 18 100 *1 124 i Note (I): °~  One respondent identified only two items ~ i
) ) B ). . ; . - . o : i’
o . i ‘ I
Note (1):  One respondent identified 6nly two items , _ -
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Consent (Q : 5)

The statute requires that . an offender's consent be. secured before a
sentence of community service is imposed. All of the probation officers

with direct involvement in the community sentence reported that they

secured 'c"onsent.\,g The process was one of explaining to the offender what

- the community service sentence was, what it involved, that consent was

required, and then asking the offender straight away if he or she
consented. When a PO referred an.offender to a CSS for an assessment,
consent was secured twice. The PO would secure consent before making
the referral and the CSS would also secure the consent of the offender.

The fact that the offender had consented was noted in reports which went
back te the court either in the form of a community service assessment
report or as part of a probation report. '

ELIGIBILITY FOR THE SENTENCE-SPONSORS

Two patterns emerged in arranging placements. .In-some districts the
offender was expected to take most of the responsibility for finding' a
suitable sponsor. In those districts the CSS or POCS responsible worked
with the offender to identify possible sponsors, directed the offender to
make initial contact with these organisations, and then followed-up. An
alternative pattern was to assume that the probation office had the
respongibility for finding sponsors in which case time was spent in recruiting

- and screening- sponsors who were then ‘matched with . offendérs for

"

community service.

SR ‘ :
Determining Sponsor Suitability (Q:9, 9.1)

POs are not generally involved in determining whether a sponsor is suitable;
this responsibility is assigned to the CSS/POCS. Only four of the POs were
involved in the process sufficiently to express a view of who they considered
to be a suitable sponsor. Information regarding what is sought from
sponsors was secured primarily from the CSS/POCSs and 5PO/DPOs. A
total of 46 suggestions were received from four POs, 12 SPO/DPOs, and
five of the six CSS/POCSs. One of the CSS/POCS indicated that the
~sponsors were always selected by the offender and in only one situation had
the CSS/POCS been unhappy with the offender's selection. The CSS/POCS
suspected possible criminal activity by the sponsor but this was checked out
with the police who had no such information and the placement was allowed
to go ahead. ‘

Table 15 presents the things taken into account when deciding if a sponsor is
suitable for community service. - The ability to provide adequate
supervision and the type and quantity of work available are the ‘major
considerations. Organisations are sought which can provide the offender

<

4
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;yollt:mﬁeptume wprk of sufficient quantity to permit completion of the
;uperngilo'); sfe(:rvlcte’ sentfc:_fncz and which will jprovide adequate, sUpportive
1€ olfender. Other factors considered |

potential for the sponsor to ovi eficial experience fo e
; provide a beneficial i

offender, the attitude towards  of the comn e
r offenders, understandi i

Service sentence, and expectations of off.e’nders. "8 of the community

TABLE 15: THINGS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT IN DECIDING IF A
SPONSOR IS SUITABLE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE

ITEMS Total

‘ ) Probation
Responses(.l' Officers(z)
(N=46) (N=21)
% No. % No.
i)
Able to provide supervision
and communicate with offenders 24 11 52 1
Typp and quantity of work
available ‘ 28 13 >
Type of organisation 3 * -
Work that meets a genuine
need ‘ 3
Enough work to last through b '
placement 3 |
Location and facilities 2
Will service and contact with 13 ° o | |
sponsor help the offender? ' Y -6'2 o 2
Attitude and expectation t
- offenders g o oyvaf‘c(! “ B ® -2
: Understqnding purpose of the 13 6 24
community service sentence B 2
TOTALS | P00 46
SOte ((1): A total of 46 responses made by 2! officers.
ote(2):  The number of officers who made at least one response in a

category.
0
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Securing Suitable Sponsofs Q:7,9.1)

The process of. securing suitable sponsors is ‘largely one. of recruiting -

suitable organisations rather than ' screening rorganisations interested in
serving as sponsors. Of the 19 probation officers indicating that they were
involved in finding suitable sponsors, 14 said they had never turned down a
person or \‘érganisation as a sponsor. Five of the six CSS/POCSs and the

 P.O.s with primary responsibility for the recruitment of sponsors, said they

had. The reasons cited for turping down sponsors, in the few cases where
this had occurred, were that the ’é‘;ife‘tgﬁinsot‘ would exploit the offender, would
be unable to provide adequate supervision, the offence occurred while the
offender was a representative of the organisation that wished to sponsor the
community ‘service  (this organisation - itself : would have been quite
acceptable for another offender), the sponsor was a collective farm in which
the service provided by the offender would have accrued to the personal
benefit of the owners, and a potential sponsor who perceived their role as
providing a punitive experience for the offender. \

.
-

]

3

ARRANGING THE PLACEMENT

Eighty-one percent of the POs, 75% of the SPO/DPO and all of the
CSS/POCS indicated that they knew a specific placement had been arranged
at the time of sentencing rather than having a general idea that a suitable
placement was available. = A few of the respondents qualified their answers
with phrases such as "usually" or "most of the time" but, even with these
qualifications, indicated that the aim was to have a specific placement
available when the offender went back to court.

Making the Match (Q : 8)

(‘ A : A

Twenty-five of the probation officers interviewed had some involvement in
matching an offender to a sponsor. Fifty-two percent (13) of these
reported that they always involved the offender in the process of deciding if
a sponsor is suitable for the offender, 24% (6) reported that they usually did
and another 24% (6) reported that they sometimes involved the offender in
this decision. None indicated that they never involved the offender in this
decision. The CSS/POCSs were equally divided with half saying they always

. involved the offender and half saying they usually involved the offender.

Involving the offender in the process of determining if a sponsor is suitable
was accomplished -in different ways. For the POs this was primarily a
matter of discussing-with the offender various possible sponsors as well as
the offender's interest and skills in preparation for a referral to the
CSS/POCS. Two of the 11 POs who found this question applicable to their
service, however, indicated that they asked offenders to check out their
possible interest with potential community service sponsors. Four of the

S
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:;:; ((.)T.foSe/:d(ZSi:dizzgt\Sg t?l? offffend:r by discussing potential sponsors; with
: nd g the olfender's agreement that a spo |
suitable; in some cases interviews were requested, especigll;sci); \*:,P?il;ldwzi

part of the expectatio
R p ion of.the Sponsor.. Two examples of this type of

.. MAG H y -
Ask offender if they feel they can work with a particular sponsor; suggest

placement depending on their j
: : 5 in . R .
P acement g ¢ terest; some organisations require an

then discuss with hi i
m or her my views and w
e reach a
offender meets the sponsor after sentencing." consensus. . The

Two of the six CSS/POCSs reported that they involved the offender in a

process of indentifying and findi i i i
An example ot o g ing their own community service sponsor.

" . » . . ’
pf;tc ::]s:::me?tg;r\l’teert\gew I s?y it is the offender's responsibility to find a
. em a letter of introduction, tel]
booklet about communit i i ot It avarmnle e the
. Y service, think about what is available
they have decided what is available and where they would like ’toar:j(c‘) aﬂfg;

service, I ask them to fr '
placement." © iront up personally and go out and ask for a

:elecee ;)(f thcie eight DPO/SPOs involved directly in fhé community ‘service

offendefs %iz :ﬁgﬁ»rt:\intgft theytpreéerred, whenever possible, to have

‘ : acement. ne, for example, d "

the offender to find their s : ’ ftial Contacs and oEo!
. _ ponsor; they make the initial conta

they have located a sponsor they ask the sponsor to call me." CtT?wzdoi?ugf

ADMINISTRATION (Q: 12)

Implementing the community servi i
the y service sentence involves the accomplj
gﬁftﬂ;‘i or 15‘1;;1‘\;;21!?;?31 *chfef }udge, probation officer, community s;fo:usszrgeg:
| . - The On ollicers were read a series of 14 tasks aj i
they thought that the tasks should Gae, Cospead
be done by the jud CSsS§/p

sponsor, or offender. If the probation offi ed & tha o,
they were encouraged to choose one b. King Who they thomoms, Person
: aged se one by asking who they thought ’
finally responsible for that task : i queian heuld be

_ onsible +Unfortunately this questi i
przv(xzdsesa distinction be.tween the tasks-that «shou{d be pgrfis;'r;o:d c,i;d Pngt
an /POCSs.  The information is presented in Table I6. Wh)(,ere :

probation officer could not
adjusted. not answer for one of the tasks the percentages are

LN - Ehetnbti

eyt
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TABLE 16 : PROBATION OFFICERS' VIEWS OF WHO SHOULD_ BE

RESPONSIBLE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE ACTIVITIES

TASK

Judge Probation Sponsor Offender

10

Officer
% % % %

Decide if an offender should ,
be considered for CS (N=37) 49 49 2 -
Decide if an offender is ~ :
appropriate for CS (N=40) 10 90 - -
Find a suitable placement
(N=40) - 83 - 17
Explain to the offender the ‘
purpose of CS-/N=38) 5 95 - -
Explain to the offender how :
CS works (N=38) - 100 - -
Find out if the offender ‘consents
to the sentence (N=40) - 217 83 - -
Organise the hours (N=40) - 38 57 -5
Give tasks to the offender
(N:qo) - 5 95 - D
Decide if the quality of the
offender's service is OK !
(N=39) - 18 82 -
Keep a record of the hours

- (N=40) : - 33 67 -
Dlscuss with offender any problems
w1th doing CS (N=39) - 79 21 -
Attempt to resolve disagreements
between offender and sponsor T
(N=40) - 100 - -
Start breach proceedings if ‘
necessary (N=40) - 100 - -
Give evidence at breach
proceedings if necessary
(N=40) - 90 -

T A i
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Among the probation officers there was reasonable consensus that the
probation officer should be respon51ble for deciding whether an offender
was appropriate for community service (50%), finding a suitable placement
(83%), explaining to’ the offenderthe purpose of community service (95%),
for explaining to the offender how community service works (100%), finding
out if the offender consented to the sentence (83%), discussing with the

offender ary problems with doing community service (79%), attempting to

resolve disagreements between offender and sponsor (100%), starting breach

- proceedings if riecessary (100%) awd giving evidence at breach proceedings

if necessary (90%). Seventeen percent of the probation officers thought
the offender should be responsible for finding a suitable' placement and 17%
thought the judge should be responsible for finding out if the offender
consented to the sentence. There was also general agreement that the
sponsor should be responsible for giving tasks to the offender (95%), for
deciding if the quality of the offender's service is OK (82%), and for keeping
a record of the hours completed (67%). Eighteen percent of the probation
officers thought the probation officer should be responsible for deciding if
the quality of the offender's service was acceptable and 33% thought the
probation officer should keep a record of the hours completed

There were only two areas in which the proba‘uon ofﬂcrs, as a group, were
divided in their views. Neac*‘y half “thought the judge should decide if an
offender should be consideréd for. community service and nearly half
thought that this task should be performed by the probation officer. There
was also a difference of view regarding who should organise the times the
offender would perform the service,, Thirty-eight percent of the probation
officers thought this should be thé responsibility of the probation offlcer
and 57% indicated that this should be the respon51b1hty of the sponsor. -

ENFORCEMENT (Q : 10, 11)'

Within the probation districts, responsibility for Initiating breach

proceedings fell primarily to the CSS/POCS. Only one of the POs and one

of the SPO/DPOs reported having initiated breach proceedings in the last

year. In contrast, four of the six CSS/POCS reported that they had

initiated breach proceedings in the last year. When a respondent indicated
that they had initiated a breach proceeding they were asked to recall the
two most recent proceedmgs and. quened regarding the outcome of these

“proceedings. - This exercise resulted in recall of 10 individuals who had been

returned to court because of failure to complete the community service,
although a distiihction was not made between individuals returned on breach

- and individuals returned with a request for a substitute s g\tence. Three of
the offenders requested cor wefe granted a remand, durihg which they

completed their community service hours. All three of these probation

officers were satisfied with this response because it resulted in a
completion of the sentence although one expressed dissatisfaction that it"

was necessary to go to this extreme to secure compliance with the
sentence. Two offenders absconded and have not appeared for their breach
hearings, one pleaded not guilty to the breach and the issue has not yet been
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TABLE 16 : PROBATION OFFICERS' VIEWS OF WHO SHOULD BE

RESPONSIBLE FOR COMMUNITY SERVICE ACTIVITIES »

»

- (N=40) ©

TASK ; : R Judge Probation. Sponsor Offender
S Officer
% 0% % %

Decide if an offender should 49 | .5

be considered for CS (N=37)
Decide if an offender is :
appropriate for CS (N=40) 10 90
" Find a suitable placement - i
(N=40) SRR - ‘
Explain to the offender the
.- purpose of CS (N=38) 5 95
Explain to the offender how oo
CS works (N=33) o - K
" Find out if the offender conse’hts’ | v g3
to the sentence (N:#Q) o 17 &
Organise the hours (N=40) - - 38
Give tasks to the offender 5
(N=40) -
Decide if the quality of the
offender's service is OK 3
(N=39) -
' Keéb a record of thfe‘h,o'urs’ ) 3;

DiscusS°With offender any problems

with doing CS (N=39) B 4

Attempt to resolve disagreements
between offender and sponsor

(N=40)
Start breach proceedings if g 100
necessary (N=40) -
Give evidence at breach 1
proceedings if necessary | : 90

(N=40)

57

- 100

95

32

67

21

10
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Among the probation officers there. was reasonable consensus that the
probation officer should be responsible for deciding whether an offender
- was appropriate for community service (90%), finding a suitable placement
(83%), explaining to the offender the purpose of community service (95%),
for explaining to the offender how community service works (100%), finding
out if the offender cumsented to the sentence (83%), discussing with the
- offender any problems with doing community service (79%), attempting to
resolve disagreements between offender and sponsor (100%), starting breach

- Proceedings if necessary (100%) and giving evidence at breach proceedings

if necessary (90%). Seventeen percent of the probation officers thought

thought the judge should be' responsible for finding out if the offender
- consented to the sentence. There was also general agreement that the
sponsor should be responsible for giving tasks to the offender (95%), for
- deciding if the quality of the offender's service«is OK (82%), and for keeping
a record of the hours completed (67%). Eighteen percent of the probation
~officers thought the probation officer should be responsible for deciding if
the quality of the offender's service was acceptable and 33% thought the

- probation officer should keep a record of the hours completed.

There were only two aréas ih‘ﬂwb’ich the ptobation officrs, as a group, were
divided in their views, Nearly half thought the judge should ~decide if an
offender should be considered for community service and nearly half

was also a difference of view regarding who should organise the times the

- ofiender would perform the service. ‘Thirty-eight percent of the probation

officers thought this should be the responsibility of the probation officer
and 57% indicated that this should be the responsibility of the‘sponsor.

ENFORCEMENT (Q : 10,:11)

“0

Within the probation districts, responsibility for initiating breach
proceedings fell primarily to thae CSS/POCS. Only one of the POs and one
of the SPO/DPOs reported having initiated breach proce’eding/s in the last
year.. In contrast, four of the six CSS/POCS reported that they had
initiated breach proceedings in' the last year, When a respo}ident indicated
that they had initiated a bregch proceeding they were asked to recall the
two most recent proceedings/and queried regarding the outcome of these
proceedings. ¢ This exercise resulted in recall of 10 individuals who had been
returned to court because ojf failure to complete the community service,

- and individuals returned with'a request for a substitute sentence. Three of

the offenders requested or' were granted a remén‘d, during which they

~completed their community. service hours. All three of these probation
-officers were satisfied with this response because it resulted in a
- completion of the sentence although one expressed dissatisfaction that it

Was necessary to go to this extreme to secure compliance with the
sentence. Two offenders absconded and have not appeared for their breach
hearings, one pleaded not guiity to the breach and the issue has not yet been

&
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resolved, and one was to be resentenced on the original charge but
resentencing had not occurred at the time of the interview. For the
remaining three, in which there was a final disposition, the matter was
withdrawn for one case, one offender was fined $130.00, and one was
re-sentenced to serve one month in prison. The probation officer for the
offender -in which the breach charge was withdrawn was dissatisfied with
this outcome; the two for whem other penalties were imposed ‘reported
they were satisfied with the outcome because they <thought the penalty was
appropriate given the breach and the nature of the original charge.

AIMS (Q : 3, 3.1, 3.2)

Each probation officer was asked, "What are the aims of community
service?", each was asked to select the most important aim, and whether
they thoughi each aim was being accomplished. . The 110 aims mentioned
were classified and are presented in Table 17. = Thirty-four percent (37) of
the aims related to providing the courts with an alternative sentence, 21%
(23) related to community service as an alternative to a custodial sentence
and 13% (l4) as an alternative to some other non-custodial sentence.
Nineteen percent (21) of the aims related to benefiting the offender, 17%
(19) to benefiting the community,.21% (23) to community offender
integration, 5% (5) to punishing the offender, and 5% (5) to miscellaneous.

Table 18 summarises the thoughts of probation officers on whether the
community service sentence 1is accomplishing the aims they have
identified. Generally the probation officers are optimistic that the aims
are being accomplished although frequently with qualification ~ the "yes,
but" response. Highest optimism is expressed regarding achieving benefits
for the community. Use as an alternative sentence. was thought to .be
accomplished in approximately half the cases, although more so in relation
to non-custodial than custodial sentences.

Tables 19 and 20 show the distribution of main aims and degree of
accomplishment by type of probation officer. The distributions closely
parallel that of all aims.

The same pattern emerges in Table 21 which shows the proportion of
probation oificers who reported at least one aim in each of the major
‘categories. Two-thirds of the probatxon officers reported an alternative
sentence aim and over 40% reported,aims in each of the categories of
‘benefit to the commumty, benefit to the offender, and community-offender
integration. There is little dxfferertce among groups of probanon officers
regarding the aims of the community:service sentence.

S6.

TABLE 17: AIMS MENTIONED BY PROBATION OFFICERS

AIM PO CSS/POCS SPO/DPO| Total
% No. % No. % No. % No.
BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 15 9 18 3 21 7 17 19
Paying back 8 12
Doing work (no reference to ! ’ 2
reparation) I 4 7
BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 22 13 26 4 12 4 19 21
Discipline/routine 0 2 0 >,
Developmg new work skills/ ?
interests 2 i 1
Mixing with different ) *
people 1 '
Personal growth 9 (l) g 1
Minimise disruption in 2
life 1 0 1 2
COMMUNITY - OFFENDER /
INTEGRATION 20 12 18 3 24 8 21 Zlé
PUNISH THE OFFENDER 7 4 - 0 3 1 5 ]g
ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 32 19 35 6 35 12 34 37
Specifically custodial 12 4 2
. 7
Other - 7 2 5 ?i
MISCELLANEOUS 3 2 6 1 6 2 5 b
TOTALS 100 59 100 17 100 34 J1oG rl0
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TABLE 18 : WHETHER AIMS MENTION""D BY PROBATION OFFICERS WERE TABLE 19+ MAIN AIMS OF PROBATION OFFICERS
THOUGHT TO BE ACCOMPLISHED | ‘
: ] ol
_ | 'k AIM | PO CSS/POCS SPO/DPO | Total
AIM - ACCOMPLISHED? F : ‘ . . ' o % No. % No. % No. % No.
Yés Yes, But  No i,Don't know| Total ,
% .Noo. % No. % No. % No. |% No. , ‘ 4
BENEFIT TO.THE COMMUNITY ~ 2¢ 5 - 011 17 6
| . ' _ : 0 4
BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY 63 12 32 6 5 1 - -0 100 .19 ] giﬁrég\\?:rckk(no reference to ! ‘O :
. 1 0 1 2
Paying back 5 6 1 0 - 12 : reparation : ‘
. . BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 24 3 40 2 22 2 26 9
Doing work (no reference to ) . , = = : =
reparation) 7 i 0 ,O 7 f Discipline/routine 0 1 0 -1
PRI I : 5 Developing new work skxlls/
BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 33 7 38 8 14 3 | 14 3 100 21 : interests , 1 0 o 1 2
iscipli i L .o Mixing with different people 1 0 0 I
Discipline/routize I o 1 0 < 0 2. , ‘ ,
Developing new work skills/ » : ‘ 3 Personal growth 3 ! ! 5,
interests 1 1 1 1 4 ‘ S :
. R . 4 7 COMMUNITY - OFFENDER : :
Mixing with different people 1 0 S 0 2 ~ , ' 1 ( , ,
Personal growth 2 6 1 2 11 b INTEGRATION 19 2 : 40 2~ Ml 20, ‘7“
! Minimise disruption in life 2 0 0o s 0 2 34 I PUNISH THE OFFENDER -0 -0 1 3
l v W . ¥ ‘ = » - ‘ - e T A -
COAMUNITY - OFFENDER i “ | e A - ., R “ B
INTEGRATION 35 8 3 9 9 2 17 & |0 23° - ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 33 7 20 1 44T b 3 12
PUNISH THE OFFENDER 80 & 20 1 - 0 ¢ o {0 5 %Ptf]‘;‘rﬁf?auf custodial ) . 2 (5
) N : } . . o R . \r\«},
ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 5019 27 10 22 8 - 0 |io0 37 | s
- Specifically custodial 7 9 7 -0 o 23 e : oy . 100 9 kjoo 35(1)
) Othei’ 12 ) l l Q0 N 114 M i/’e TOTALS 100 . 21 100 5 10 {4
MISCELLANEOQS .60 3 ,20 1 - 9 | 20 1 100 3 ; Note(l) Seven ‘probatiori officers Wefe dnéble to select a main aim.
TOTALS 48" 53 32 35 13 -l4 7 8 ~|100° 110
& S i o 9 ]
: i

9
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TABLE 20: WHETHER MAIN AIMS. OF PROBATION OFFICERS WERE “THOUC HT TABLE 21 : PROBATION OFFICERS' AIMS IN ‘GENERAL CATEGORIES
TO BE ACCOMPLISHED L ‘ | | |
. .
N | - | : AM - PO - css/Pocs  SPO/DPO| Total!)
AIM E | “ ACCOMPLISHED? | | SR | | (N=24)  (N=6) (N=12) | (N=42)
Yes Yes, But  No Don't know , Total % % % % No.
% No. % No. % No. % No.j % No.
! Benefit to the Community 38 50 .. 50 43 18
y Q L N . ) . i
| o . oo e Beritit to the Offender 46 33 33 417
FIT TO THE COMMUNITY 33 2 66 4 - 0 -4y 100 -8 : B | o
BENEFIT TQ : : N 0 g Community - Offender Integration 46 - 33 50 S 45 19
o 0 4 0 : ‘ : ; ; ‘ L R
Paying back | - k | Punish the Offender 7 B 8 11z s
i ‘reference to ' 5 ‘ o : : S . "
Doing work (no refer 2 0 o o2 Alternative Sentence &7 e 67 | 67 28
BENEFIT TO THE OFFENDER 22 2 33 3 22 Z v22 2 2 109 -9 Nliscellane6u5' : ,. o : i ‘_ e 0 4
Discipline/routine 0 0 0 1 ‘ l_ y p
Developing new work skills/ 0 . 0 | 2 ; f
T Sis ’ ) p ', &3 : ) . ,
;\? 1§;:g ‘with”dif,ferent people 1 0 2 0] ; 7 £ Note (1):  Percent of probation officers who gave at least one
Personal growth 1 2 72 0/ ' ‘ ‘ aim in this category. See Chapter 2, page 39 for
S : detalls of this analysis.
COMMUNITY - OFFENDER ; _ i ‘ ' '
INTEGRATION =~ - .0 7L 05 s Lo-le 1gogdoo 7 T ) 7
PUNISH THE OFFENDER 100 <1 - 0 -0 - 0 100 1 28 AN ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE (Q: 4)
ALTERNATIVE SENTENCE 66 8 17 2 & 2 - 0] [100 12 T T T e T
L o o o : ' One way to assess whether the community service sentence is serving as an
; Specifically custodxal ) 3 2 2 0 7 alternative to some other penalty, is to examine the reasons probation -
7 Other . S5 0 - 0 0 ] officers recommend community. service as a penalty compared to other
// : penalties. Eighty-six percent (36) of the probation officers interviewed
: : indicated that they made sentencing recommendations in reports to courts,
b A R A ERE R S as(l) 7% (3) did not make sentencing recommendations, and for another 7% (3)
TOTALS ‘ 37 13 40 & & O 9 3 | 100 35 the question was not applicable because these probation officers did not
e o B prepare reports for the courts. ‘When sentencing recommendations were
: i ~ made, the respondents were asked to recall the two most recent offenders
Note (1) : Seven probation officers were unable to select a main aim. “for whom they recommended community service. The 36 probation
' 7o “officers who reported that they made sentencing recommendations to the
‘ > " court were .able to recall 60 offenders for whom community service was
it recommended. The courts accepted the recommendation for 88% (53) of
; the offenders, did not accept the recommendation for 10% (6) and for
another 2% (1) the probation officer did not know the outcome of the
case. Of the six offenders for whom the court did not accept the probation
g officer's recommendation for community service, two were sentenced to .
° = _prison; three to periodic detention, and one was fined $400.00.
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2.8.1

2.8.2

-notes'to ensure they were thinking of the most recent two cases.

‘offenders with problems they were experiencing in their lives.

]

Another effort was made to get at the place of community service in the
tariff and how it relates to other penalties. This was achieved by asking
the probation officers to recall the two most recent offenders for whom
they had recommended community service and for whom the court had
ordered community service and then securing views as to what the penalty
would have been had community service not been available. The probation
officers were able to recall 62 cases - frequently they referred to their
The
judgement of these staff were that 37% (23) of the offenders would have

‘gone to prison, 40% (25) would have gone to periodic detention, 19% (12)

would have been fined, and 3% (2) would have been placed on probation had
the community service sentence not been available.

Community Service and Probation (Q : 13.1)

Probation officers were not likely to combine community service and
probation in their recommendations.” For 77% (60) of the offenders

recommended for community service, the* probation officers did Vnétv

recommend probation; probation was recommended for 23% (14) of these
offenders. This may, however, be somewhat of an underestimate of the
combining of sentences because some of the offenders were on probation at
the time that the community service sentence was imposed and, for at least
two persons the probation officer volunteered that, although probation had
not been recommended, the court chose to combine probation with
community service. For eight of the 14 cases for whom the probation

officers recommended probation in addition to community service, the

probation officers thought probation was necessary tc-provide help to the
3 For the
other six cases the probation officers thought some supervision was
required. For “two offenders supervision was necessary to collect
restitution which had been ordered in addition to community service, in one
case the probation officer reported the need to convince the judge that the

offender would be supervised in order to forestall a likely sentence of

imprisonment, and for the other three, offender supervision was to increase
the likelihood that the offender would complete the community service
sentence or to make breach easier should the sentence not be completed.

“Community Service versus Periodic Detehti‘qhn(Q}' 13.2)

Probation officers were asked what makes them decide to gecommend
community service rather than periodic detention. This question produced
72 responses from' 37 probation officers. A wide range of reasons were
suggested including inability of the offender to do periodic detention on

* Saturday mornings, ability of the offender to work without supervision,
concern that some types of offenders may be negatively influenced by~

association with othér offenders doing periodic detention, lack of

N
i
%

2.8.4
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62.

availability of periodic detention in the area where the offender lives, skills
the offender has to offer the community, indications 'that the offend,er has
learned a lesson and will benefit from the community service, past histor):
of supgessfully completing - community-based sentences, ;md - medical
conditions that might preclude periodic detention. ’

The .issues of the seriousness of the offence and the " criminal history were
partxcul.arly’ ‘problematic. Twelve percent of the responses indicated a
non-serious criminal history and 10% of the responses indicated that the
current offence should not be serious; conversely another ten percent‘ of
tl:xe responses 1qdicated they would see a serious offence, serious criminal
history or ‘having previously- done periodic- detention s indicators for
recommending community service instead of periodic. detention. These

- Inconsistencies reflect differing views on whether community service should

be placed 1n the tariff as a less serious penalty than periodic detention or as
a more serious penalty than periodic detention but less severe then prison.

Community Service Versus a Fine,, (Q: 13.3)

There is greater consistency on the part of probation officers regarding the
basis for recommending community service srather then asfine.” “Fifty-four
responses were received from 36 probation officers.. * Fifty. percent (27) of
the responses indicated that financial circumstances of, the offeider formed

- the basis of this decision-and-26% (14) of the responses related to views that

the fine would not be a sufficient penalty for the offender given the nature
of the offence. Twenty four percent (13) could not be classified.

[ :
5}
[} - . . 2%
. B » .

An Alternativesto Impriébnmentm(Q: Al 9) | | . o0y

&

VI o

Probation officers were asked, "do you see re ducia g the humber of ,persen;
Forty officers replied. = -

in prison as an aim for community service?".
Seventy percent §28) of the probation officers reported reducirg the number
of persons in prison as an-aim. This-view is somewhat more frequeht]—,y
reported by the POs (75%) and CS8S/POCSs (75%),than by the SPO/DPOs

(58%)\ While reporting this as.an aim for the community service sentence,

indicating views that the ainj was not being accomplished, . o %

L
EXam o,

seyera-i‘ of the respondents who answered 'ves' offered qualifying comments ..-
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2.9 THE BENEFITS T o EI . B 2.10-  GENERAL IMPRESSIONS

b Probatlon officers were askea an. open-enced question on what they ' 2.10.1 Satisfaction (Q: 14, 14.2, 14.3, 15.0)
perceived to be the benefits of community serv1ce for the offender and for g > >
the community.

Each probation officer was queried regarding their satisfaction with the

. ‘ ' , type of offenders being referred to community service, the type of
2.9.1  Benefits for the Offender (%16) , 1 », : community service opportunities available, and the way in which the
' ' community - service sentence was enforced in their district. The

' information is presented in Table 22 and indicates overall satisfaction with
Th;rty—nme probation offlcers prov1ded 84 responses to thls questlon. Two o i : these aspects of the community service sentence implementation.

groups of benefits related to receiving a less intrusive or less destructive Eighty-three percent of the respondents were satisfied with the type of

sentence: sixty one percent of the probatlon officers perceived a benefit to
the offender as staying out of prison or avoiding the more destructive
elements of other sentences such as periodic detention. = Other groups of
benefits related more to the offender's sense of personal fulfilment.
Thirty-three percent of the probation- officers noted benefits to the
offender of a sense of satisfaction or self-worth from making a contribution
to the community, 21% thought the offender would benefit from a sense of
having paid back the community, and 33% thought the offender would
. benefit from doing something enjoyable or developing new interests.

- Thirty-six percent of the probation officers thought the offender would
benefit from meeting new people or from association with non-offenders

offenders being referred to community service, 83% with the type of
community service opportunities available, and 85% with the way in which
the sentence was being enforced. The seven persons who were dissatisfied
with the type of offender being referred to community service thought the
sentence was being applied too selectively and should be available to a
broader range of offenders. One indicated that it was not being "applied
adventuresomely enough" and another indicated that it "tends to be more

‘articulate and socially organised offenders who are not a serious risk of

total loss of liberty" who were receiving community service. Four of the
seven specifically mentioned that they did not think community service was

i id otherwi to prison.
and 8% thought he/she would benefit from having an experience with a being used for persons who would otherwise go o, prisen

handicapped or disadvantaged person. =~ Twenty-three percent commented
that the flexibility of the sentence was a benefit to the offender in as much
as the sentence could be completed without interfering with work or family
commitments. One respondent commented that the sentence was flexible
in the sense of not placing a strain on the offender's financial commltments

The seven probatlon officers who were dissatisfied with the type of

community service opportunmes available all indicated that more sponsors

were needed and five made specific suggestions. One thought sponsors

‘were needed from which the offender would gain more benefits and
‘ ‘suggested specifically Outward Bound and skill-development types of
as would a fine. . : s ‘ k. ~ opportunities, one thought sponsors were needed for a more hardened and
' ' difficult offender, one wanted more sites for the young Maori offender, and
£ S ‘ two probation officers thought more sponsors were needed for male
offenders.

2.9.2 - Benefits for the Community (Q :16)

Four of the six persons dissatisfied with the way the sentence was being
enforced in the district indicated ‘that the breach proceedings should be
- instituted more quu,kly and two expressed dissatisfaction that the penalty
aVallable for breach is not sufficient.

‘Forty of the probation staff offered 60 responses in rsegq\rds to the. quest;on
of the benefits of commumty service to the commumty\ The provision of
L @ , unpaid service resulting in needed work being done was perceived as a

\ beriefit by 70% of the probation officers. Forty—flve percent thought that 4 .
C. the community would benefit from receiving more accurate information N is Liked : . 1
about offenders and, from the opportunity to relate to and understand - 2.10.2 What is Liked Most (Q : 17)
v = © " offenders, 2Z0% percewed a. benefit from the commumty taking

responsibility and being involved in-the rehabilitation of offenders, 20%

« thought the credibility of the )ustlce system would be mcreased or the
' 'commurnity would_ see persons as making amends, and 15% percexved a
benefit to the-community in reducing costs. Several of the\probanon

: . officers, qualified their scomments - regarding commumty benefits by
K mdmanng that the benefits went to the specxflc sponsor rather \\;hen the ¥
community at large. o N

i

j ’ An open—ended question, "what do you like most about the community
service sentence?" produced a wide array of responses. Probatiori officers
thought that community service provided a flexible sentencing option which
could be personalised to the needs of individuals and which might. enable
some offenders to remain in the community rather than going to prison. It
was liked because it was seen as a humane and sensible penalty which
required the offender to take some responsibility for engaging in

= N e

. e PN b - constructive acts and provided the -offender with the opportunity to
e, . L ' & experience satisfaction from doing so. The penalty further involved
' - ’ ' , opportunities for bringing the offender and the community together.
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TABLE 22 SATISI‘ACTION WITH

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE -

COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENCE

PO . SPO/DPO ~ CSS/POCS| Total
%  No. % No. % No. | % No.

With type offenders being sentgncedv to CS

Satisfied - 79 19 100 12 67 4 | 83 35
Dissatisfied 21 Y50 - 0 33 ; 17 7
TOTALS . .. 100 24 100 12 100 6 | 100 42
Wirth type of CS opportunites available

Satistied 77 17 92 11 83 5|8 33
Dissatisfied o235 8 17 17 7
TOTALS 00 22 100 12 100 6 [100 40
With way in which completion of sentence is enforced

Satisfied © 4 87 20 10 12 50 37} 8 35
Dissatistied 13 3 - 0 50 37015 6
TOTALS  yo0 23 100 12 100 67100 M

4 3

y

(&

a}

2.10.3

_the comrmunity to act as CSSs.

-supervision for completion.
‘liaison and communication among offenders, sponsors, and. the supervisor.

66.

18)

Improvements (Q :

Each probation officer was asked "In what ways could the community
service sentence be improved?". This question produced 59 suggestions
from 39 staff. Two staff were satisfied with the sentence and did not see
any improvements that could be made. One person was very dissatisfied
with the sentence but did not see any possible way that it could be improved.

- The responses were grouped’ into -four categories as shown in Table 23:

changes relating to administrative and staffing issues, changes to keep
community service from being a soft option, provide more or a greater
variety of sponsors, educate judges and make commurity service available
for more serious offenders. v

Fifty-four percent of the probation officers suggested more staff or changes
in administration as a way to improve the community service sentence. A
request for more officers was the most common suggestion to reduce the
caseloads of the CSSs, permit more time for recruitment and development
of sponsors, and to permit more time for planning placements, One
probation officer noted that the administration of the community service
sentence was thrust on top of already existing caseloads. One PO and one
SPO/DPO suggested that probation officers might not be needed for the
administration of the sentence and suggested recruiting other persons from
Four POs, but none of the SPOs/DPOs or
CSS/POCS, suggested a greater role for POs in the administration of the
sentence. One suggested that POs could administer the sentence
themselves if they had smaller caseloads, one suggested greater
involvement of the PO in planning placement of offenders with sponsors,
one suggested that the court should be sure the PO had made arrangements
for placement before sentencing, and one. recommended that probation
should be tied in with the cornmunity service sentence in crder to provide
Three probation officers suggested the need for

Finally, one SPO/DPO and one CSS/POCS recommended rnore
standardisation in administration to provide consistency, Contrasted with
this, however, one SPO/DPO and one PO suggested less standardlsdnon to
permit flexibility at the local level. ~

. Thlrty-three percent of the probation officers thought that the commumty

service sentence could be impreved through more and/or a greater variety
of sponsors. Most of the comments were of a general nature but some
specific suggestions were made: "more sponsors for Maori and Polynesian
offenders especially  placements “where these offenders could - work in
groups" and "more sponsors who would be able to take offenders during
evenings and weekends." None of the CSS/POCS identified this-as an area
for improvement although it was identified as such by 44% of the POs and
30% of the SPO/DPOS.

by
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TABLE 23 : WAYS THE COMMUNITY SERVICE SENTENC CE COULD

BE IMPROVED \\ L

SUGGESTION o ,PO k SPO/DPO CSS/POCS Total(l)
o A (N=23) (N=10)  (N=6) (N=39)
% No. % No. % No. |% No.
Changes in N 52 12 70 7 33 2 154 21
administration o
More staff oy | 3 R 8
Different type of staff - RE ’ I -0 : 2
Greater role of
probation officer . ’ 4 0 -0 , 4
More liaison and ' 2 | AR 0 3
"communication ‘
More standardisation = o I R 2
of administration- ‘ e
Less standardisation 1 1 ' 0 | 2
of administration Lo, o : : o =
More and/or greater 44 10 30 3 -+ 0133 13
'variety of sponsors ' v ;
' To change soft option 22 2 50 5 50 3 133 13
perception with - = f '
clearer expectation  °
for offenders, simpler . o
breach procedures, ‘ : ' >
and/or more severe ‘
~ penalty for breach. ‘ .
) ' / .f‘ . 1] ) el
Increase judicial ~ 30" 7 20 2 50 3 |31 12
-~ understanding of aims; ST : ,
" make sure sentence is
used more serious p
offenders and for all S
socio-economic groups ..
. :

Percént and nurnber of probation officers
who made this suggestion

Noge (1) 2

O
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Thirty-three percent of the staff, .in(clu‘ding half of the SPO/DPOs and half ©

of the CSS/POCS, thought the community service sentence could be
improved through steps to remove its image as a soft option. The most
frequent . suggestlon had to do with breach: simplify the procedures
(especxally permitting breach before the expiration of 12 months) and
increase the breach penalty.” Those who used the breach penalty made
more severe and. consistent remarks that it should be the same penalty as
the breach of periodic detention - up to three months' imprisonment. Other
suggestions included more structure in the placement plan, requirements

_ that the person sentenced to cornmunity service do service as recommended

in the plan, and the authority to provide probation reports in conjunction
with breach proceedings. Thirty-one percent of the probation officers
were of the view that the aims of the community service sentence were not
clearly understood by the judges. There were two aspects-of this., Some of
the probation officers commented on the need to be sure the sentence was
being used for more serious offenders who might otherwise go to prison.

" Some thought judges did not perceive the sentence as appropriate for

persons of lower socio-economic backgrounds and/or: from minority
backgrounds. : ; : :

Overall the respondents believed the Sentence could be improved if more

- sponsors were available, breach proceedings and penalties were tightened,

additional staff resources were made available to ensure more thorough
planning and liaison in the administration of the sentence, and steps were

“taken to use the sentence for more serious offenders and to ensure that it

was available to persons of lower social economic and minority backgrounds.

ISSUES -

The 42 probation officers interviewed held a wide rarig‘e of views regarding
the aims of the community service sentence, offenders who would be

~appropriate for the sentence, and the way in which the sentence should be

administered. The research suggests a series of ;ssues for consideration.

l.  Should the community service sentence be perceived.as a penalty to be

. used primarily as an alternative to some other penalty which may not
be appropriate in a given case, or should it have yider apphcatmn to a
-specified class of offences or offenders? This is a key issue. There
appeared to b a pattern of perceiving the community service sentence
as a penalty which is used when other more preferred penalties (quite
frequently periodic detention) are not available or not thought to be
appropriate because of circumstances of the individual offender.

2. What is the proper place of community service in the tariff? The more
specific issue is, should the community service sentence be seen as
falling between periodic detention and prison or should it be seen as

falling between the fine and periodic detention? If community service.,

is seen as a less serious sentence on the tanff, 1t is unlikely to be used
asa spec1f1c alternative to imprisonment.

[
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What are the characteristics of the offender or of the offence which
would make an offender appropriate for comrnunity service? A wide
range of views have been expressed on this topic which requires
attention if greater consistency is to beé achieved 'in™ the
recommendations of probation officers regarding the community -

service sentence. -Is the sentence being recommended too selectively CHAPTER 3 INTERVIEWS WIT

and, conversely, might it be useful for a broader range of offenders? ‘ WITH COMMUNITY SPONSORS

Should the administration of the community service sentence be
- changed?  Over half the probation officers suggested a need for

changes in administration as a way to improve the sentence. A request " . :
for more officers to reduce the caseload of community service . - JULIE LEIBRICH -

supervisors and probation officers with responsibility for cormrunity .
service was the most common suggestion.

Should the practice of encouraging offenders to take an active role in
finding their own community service sponsor be encouraged? This ; g
practice places more responsibility on the offender and should result in .. CONTENTS : . PA

greater commitment on the part of the offender to complete the GE
community service. A great deal might be gaineéd by review of the
districts where these procedures are used to deterrine the extent to
which offenders are able to locate sponsors, the nature of any problems

—————

or difficulties that have emerged, and how these have been dealt with 3.1 DESCRIPTION OF RESPONDENTS 72
as a basis for further decisions regarding encouraging further use of 3.1.1 Type and size of organisations - ‘ T
eglly 7 5 3.1.2 Recru'itment to the community service sentence 72\‘\\\ :
| | | 3.1.3 Experience with the community service sentence 73
What should be looked for in a community service sponsor? The need ; .04 Reasons for involvement with the sentence " : 73
for more sponsors and a greater® variety of sponsors was expressed by Los ) “
probation officers. A balance needs to be found between providing a : ﬁ 3.2 ARRANGING THE PLACEMENT : 74
helpful experience for the offender, necessary and useful work that the ! 3.2.1 Eligible offenders ' 74
offender can do, and to foster closer links between community groups !