If you havei |ssues wewmg or accessmg thls file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

s e g e S -
> ' = 172 &1 =
: ’ Nc’fiondl “Cr’imlnal Jushce Rererence Servnce
. ﬁ n c j r s N R H K -
) . /7 a
: K N & . W/ -
’ - _ This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS canngt exercise
e -, control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
s the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
g ; ‘ this frame may be used, to “evaluate the document quality. :
" R . * 13 "l)
| ) [
: 1.0 == ? v
o ' -_——l E5=6 EHE—E—‘—E ! i
? ! B[ | :
o 5 548 | .
. Fea \ —
[z lllll l!lll'6 R
i = ’ >
M MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART ?
U “. NATIONAL BUREAU GF STANDARDS-1963-A G @
: ’i N . . L e ) ( =N
E / Mlcroﬁlmmg proceddres used to create thls fiche comply with . ) 9)
o the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. .. ~
: ;“ :;’ - o “’ ) . N el =
i - Points of view or opinions stated in this-document are p
f those of the author(s) and do not represent the official o f
: o position or pohc1es of the U S. Department of Justices )
; Natxonal Institute of Justice = s i
.. » " United States Departmerit of Justice - : 5 e
o> Washington, D.C. 20531, e Gl
g = g s Sliris s in f ‘_ ,‘ :
. | 10/29/84, b
B o 7 ’ (1;‘ K
e A T SR A

”

, : ‘o ’
AN EVALUATION, OF CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING:
AN ALT\E‘LNATIVE TO INCAR_CERA’TION

May, 1984




R e T

e s

U.S. Department of Justice 94214
National Institute of Justice

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated
in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily

represent the official position or policies of the National Institute of
Justice.

Permission to reproduce this copyrighted material in mi-
crofiche only has been granted by

New York State Division of Criminal
Justice Services

ta the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCURS).

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-
sion of the copyright owner. .

NEW YORK STATE
DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE SERVICES
Richard J. Condon
Commissioner

ICAL SERVICES
Y ANALYSIS, RESEARCH AND STATIST
OFFICE QF PQLIC Sherwood E. Zimmerman .

Deputy Commissioner

|

ANNING:
EVALUATION, OF CLIENT SPECIFIC PL
AN AN ALTERNATIVE TO IN%ﬁﬁFERATION

May, 1984

-A,':’}n;?- Ry . @
O NCIRD
. ® . i
Bureau of Reseach and Eva]uat1on
Bruce C. Frederick : e
Chief BUH I
' A@@UE@% ERb

Prepared By: .
Henry H. Brownstein
Seth F. Jacobs ‘
Katherine M. Jam1eson
Vincent D. Mant1.
Kathleen M. Resnick

-

R AN L

i

N



]

— e

e it s A

S
¥
!
!

o

e g
PRSI N SN

e R TR et

Q
@
T
Q
@
‘ .
e

U

2

: &
) PREFACE
The New York State Division of Criminal Jus%ice Services undertook an
evaluation of the C]ient Specific Planning model as implemented in Onondaga County,
New York. The focus of the evaluation is on the ability of Client Specific _
Planning to provide viable alternatives to incarceration by recommending communi ty-

based sentences for offenders likely to be incarcerated.

The evaluation design combines advanced qualitative and quantitative research
metkods to test the design and implementation of the model and to determine its
impact on sentencing patterns and public safety. The evaluation will provide
officials with informatjon on the viability of Client Specific Planning as a
sentencing alternative and will serve as a research model for assessment of similar
programs in other jurisdictions. | ;
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- EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

'Programs offering a1teﬁnatives to incarceration for certain offenders, who
under normal circumstances would be incarcerated, can be a valuable supplement to
the criminal justice system of New York State. Trese programs offer the potential
for more individualized sentencing in that they prov1de additional sentenc1ng
options. Further, they have the potential for enhancing the correctional system in
that they address the issues of prison overcrowding, the high cost of
incarceration, and the negative effects of incarceration on offenders and their
families. During the first 22 months of its operation, Client Specific=P]ann1ng,
as provided by the New York Center for Sentenc1ng Alternatives in Onondaga County,
did not achieve this potential.

Introduction
0o The Client Specific Planning (CSP) service is designed to promote and

develop alternative sentences for offenders who are otherwise 1ikely to be
sentenced to prison or 1engt@y‘jai1 terms.

o At the request of a defense attorney, a CSP case developér prepares a
comprehensive package of supervised community-based sanctions to. be .
presented to the court as an alternative sentencing plan. :

o The New York Center for Sentencing Alternatives, located in Onondaga
- County, provides the CSP service in New York State.

The Operation of CSP in Onondaga County

o The New York Center worked from outside the established criminal justice
community, using CSP to bring about change in the conventional pattern of
sentencing offenders. ,

0 The New York Center d1rected its services toward defense attorneys;

- defense attorneys are among those able to estimate 1likelihood of
incarceration for their clients, they provide access to the decision making
process in the courtroom, and they are most 11ke1y to favor alternatives to
1ncarcerat10n. o ,

o CSP plans genera]ly included some combination of supervision, residence,
community service, and counseling.

0 CSP plans focused on the needs of the~c1ient relative to the instant
offense. They were not particulary individualized with respect to
conditions surround1ng the lives of the clients such as employment and
education.

j-V'H—

preceding page blank



[ [ ——

......

=

CSP plans differed from pre-sentence reports prepared by the Probation
Department in that CSP plans emphasized post-conviction handling of an
offender, while pre-sentence reports emphasized the present offense and the
prior criminal record of an offender.

a
"

The quality of the CSP plans prepared by the New York Center staff can be
characterized as professional. They refliected a high standard of - ~
preparation and presentation.

Once-a CSP plan had been accepted by the Courf; neither the New_York Center
nor defense attorneys using the service made much effort to assist the
lTocal criminal justice system in implementing the plan.

A fiscal evaluation of the efficiency of the operation of the service could

not be conducted because evaluators were not given access toaadequate
information about the financing of CSP cases.

Characteristics and Qutcomes of CSP Cases in Onondaga County

b2

During the first 22 months of its operation, the New York.Center prepared
31 CSP plans for defendants facing sentencing in Onondaga County Courts; of
these, 19 were accepted or conditionally accepted by the court.

As a group, clients selected by the New-York Center were not:otherwise
Tikely to have received sentences of incarceration.

For CSP clients generally, the probability of being incarcerated was not
reduced by having a CSP plan presented to the Court.

" Offenders released with CSP plans were a slightly greater risk to public

safety then were a comparable group-of offenders released to the community

_in Onondaga County. :

CSP and the Criminal Justice Community in Ongﬁaaga County

Few people in the criminal justice,community of Onondaga County had a clear
and thorough understanding of CSP.

Proponents of CSP focused on the practical qualities of the service and

considered it "always workabie," innovative,cand a viakle alternative to
incarceration. . ‘

Opponents of CSP focused on its concept and considered the service "naive,"

biased toward the defense, and viewed it as having little credibjlity
within the criminal justice community. - :

-viii-

Conclusion

o The manner ip which the New York Center operated CSP in Onondaga County

prevented the)seryice from, reaching its potential,

'The phi]osogyy offthe New York Center was wholly adversarial. This

effectively”precluded the possibility of cooperation with components ofﬂthe
system other than defense attorneys.

In order for thé CSP service to have a genuine decarcerative impact in

. Onondaga County, without unacceptable increases in the risk to public

safety, some fundamental changes in operation would be necessary.

- The providers of CSP need to cooperate to a greater extent with members
of the criminal justice community in order to increase awareness and
knowledge of.the service. This should improve the ahility of the New
York Center to more appropriately select offenders for alternative
sentences. :

- While greater integration into and cooperation with the system is
necessary, the advocacy role of ‘the CSP service should not be
compromised. The value of CSP is to provide a "second opinion" when

ﬁ rggtige processing seems likely to result in the incarceration of an
offender. : ' ‘

- CSP providers need to take more responsibility for seeing that CSP plans
are provided to the Court and Probation Department, and that they are
carried out as written. ‘ ‘

If such operational changes were made, and if the philosephical posture of
the New, York Center were modified to permit cooperative “efforts with the

system, the CSP service could become a valuable supplement to the criminal
justice system of Onondaga County.
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’ fwf 3?- Client Specific Planning
{M-«» e o ‘ | “
s The Client Specific Planning (CSP) service is designed to promote and develop
T W~&f e ; alternative sentences*for'offe%ders who are otherwise likely to be jncarcerated.
¢ ¢ if_,q; %;__; The service is operated in Onondaga County By the New York Center for Sentencing
i é;‘ ~ Alternatives under contract to the National Center on Institutions and Alternatives
¢ ﬁi . (NCIA), wash1ngton, D.C., and has been funded through a grant from the Edna
; . i ifwgr fa- McConnell Clark Foundation. Funds for CSP have also been appropriated by New York
{j - %"4E State for the implementation and operation of the service in Onondaga and Erie
N e Counfties. B R i
° s ) iﬁmgm ;,.5 The funct1on of the CSP service is the development of 1nd1v1dua11zed
i ’ o i;;; i%') alternative plans for offenders who are likely to be sentenced to prison or 1engthy
. A ;i; : ; : jail terms. At the request of a defense attorney, a CSP case,deve]ope; prepares T
’ , ’B*ﬁfi_faf comprehensive package of supervised community-based sanctions to be présented to
’ v aggrﬂ% oy the court as an alternative sentencing plan. The CSP. service is intended for
;§e7E1 f*“} clients who have been or are likely to be convicted of fe]on1es or ser1ous
o ’ u%*‘”“ b o misdemeanors; -cliepts may also include offenders facing revocation of parole or ‘
%;eme ;e“-é probation. CSP plans méy include one or more of the following components: Tiving
. e i@‘ arrangements, community service, employment, financial restitntion, therapy,
’ r ?kaﬁ ”&“_é substance abuse treatment, education, vocational tra1n1ng/rehab111tat1on, medical
’ N treatment, and superV1s1on. These plans emphasize the creative use of existing
' ,§i - NNW‘i community resources:and do not rely on the development of new programs. y
) SR I G o S } , .
o #g““ - CSP plans emphasiZe restitution and punishment while allowing. for
= i:“% p— rehabjlitation. The plans are designed to assure the sentencing judge and the
N jr~w$ m;nn commun1ty that{¢he offender can be pun1shed and that commun1ty safety can be
’ = I maintained without incarcerating’ the offender. . Plans develgoped by CSP case
= 7k . f(m p1anners are not intended to be an "easy . way out" for offenders. Rather, they
5 i W¥k; involve a degree of restr1ct1veness that is considered by case p]anners to be -
- _appropriate to the c1rcumstances of the individual cases. ' -
Q 1,, ~—Mﬁ I B :
9 "“:‘ - - )
6 ‘ %l-,x ,;,w-f —~
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In cases involving mandatory incarceration, CSP case planners may recommend
that an offender serve the minimum term possible, enhanced by a community-based
alternative to complete the sentence. When available, and when CSP case planners
cons1der it approprwate, plans may recommend house arrest, work release, split

sentences, locked psychiatric fac111t1es, or other short-term res1dent1a1

arrangements.

Background

The prison population in New York State has more than doubled in the past
decade from 12,400 in 1972 to'more than 27,000 in July of 1982 (115 percent of
operational capacity).l In addition to being overcrowded, penal institutions are
~ expensive to operate. According to the Department of Correctional Services (DOCS),
| : there were 30 903 inmates in the State's forty prisons by the end of the year 1983,

‘ L and the averagé\aﬂnua] cost for incarcerating each prisoner was $17,000. 2

Overall, the New Yo7k State 1983-84 State Purposes budget provided over $546.
million to the Department of Correctional Services for state prison operations
(excluding cap1ta1 construction costs) and over $32 million to the forensic service
program of the Office of Mental Health for services to corrections and parole.3

Critics have charged that incarceration does not rehabilitate offenders and it
therefore prbteéts the commhnity on]y‘temporariTy.4 It has even been suggested -
that incarceration is cbunterproductive; Some researchers believe that persons.

lexecutive Adv1sory Cemm1ss1on on the Administration of Justice (L1man
Commission), Recommendations to Governor Hugh L. Carey Regard1ng Pr1son

vercrowd1ng, (Albany, NY July 19, 1982), p p I-2.
%§> 2Telephone interview. with a representat1ve of the of fice of Lou Ganim,

Director of Public Information, New York State Department of Correctional Services,

February 10, 1984. o

N 3Chapter 50 Laws of 1983. _ i
4see, for examp]e, Menn1nger, Karl,
Viking Press. 1968); Mitford, Jessica.

The Crime of Punishmehtk(New York: ' The
Kind and Usual Punishment (New York:

Prisons (New York: - 1982).

e e T

Alfred A. Knopf, 1973); Nat1ona1 Adv1sory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards .
and Goals. Corrections (Washington, D.C.: 1973); The Correctional Association of
New York. Attica 1982 - An Analysis of Current Conditions in New York State

nnnnn

Princeton Gnlvers1ty Press, 1958);

=3~

living ih prison for lengthy periods of time acquire the anti-social va]hes and
customs of a pr1son subcu]ture,5 thereby decreasing their chances of mak1ng an

adjustment to soc1ety upon release.b
/] o

@

Given the prob1ems of pr1son overcrowding, prison costs, and the poss1b1e
consequences of imprisonment, there has been a search for safe, economical, and
effective community-based alternatives. A number of states and counties have
,experimented,with services and programs which offer plans other than incdrceration
for the sentencing of offenders.’/ Many of these alternative sentencihg programs
were initially established with funding provided by the federal government through
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the U.S. Department of
Justice. The Executive Advisory Commission on the Administration of Justice
(Liman), the National Advisory Commission on Criminal;Justice Standards and Goals,
the New York State Special Commission on Attica (McKay), the American Bar
Association Project on Standards for Criminal Justice, and the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice have all recommended
the development of such alternatives. 8
g ) .

5See for example, Sykes, Gresham H. The Soc1ety of Capt1ves (Pr1nceton, Nd:
Johnson, R. Culture and Grisis in Confinement

(Lexington, MA: Lex1ngton Books, 1976); Toch, Hans, Living In Prison (New York:
The Free Press, 1977).

o

6See, for examp]e, Gruninger, W., "Criminalization, Prison Roles, and Normative
Alienation: A Cross-Cultural Study," (Doctoral d1ssertat1on, University of
Washington, 1974);

k Messinger, Sheldon L. “Issues in the Study of the System of
Prison Inmates"

Issues in Criminology (Fal1,-1969), pp. 133-44.

, 7Some of these w1]1 be d1scussed short]y.

, 8Execut1ve Advisory Comm1ss1on on the Adm1nustrat1on of Justice,
Recommendations to the Governor Regarding the Administration of the Cr1m1na1

Justice System (Albany, November, 1982); National Advisory Comm1ss1on on Criminal
Justice Standards and"Goals, Report on Corrections (Washington, D.C.: U.S.
Department of Justice, 1973); New York State Special Commission on Att1ca, Attica
(New York: Bantam Books, 1972); American Bar Association, Project on Standards for
Criminal Justice, Standards Relating to Sentencing A]ternat1ves and Procedures (New
York: Institute of Judicial Administration, 1968); President’s Commission- on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice, Task Force Report: Corrections
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 196/). ' ~
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_Many alternative to incarceration programs concentrate on offenders who are
facing jail rather than prison sentences. There are several such programs in New
York State, including: ‘

Similar programs in New York State include: : =

4

1) Client Specific P]anning_(the object of this evaluation);

’ ® o kg;””k R 2) the Special Defender Service Program, which is operated by New York City
1)2 the Suffolk County Commun1ty Serv1ce Program which is designed to make L : N Legal Aid and prepares pre-sentence memoranda that offer sentences of
available to the Court the option of supervised community service BT e community service rather than sentences of incarceration for felons; and
p1acements for jail-bound offenders; : R ,
: e ' 3) the Intensive Supervision Program (operated by local probation departments
2) the Genesee County Community Service/Restitution Program which broadens S across the state), which hand?es orobationers who are considered 20 have a
the respons1b111ty of the Tocal Sheriff's Department beyond providing jail s high risk of failure or who would otherwise have been incarcerated and
“services to providing alternatives to incarceration through community. e T provides closer supervision by Timiting caseloads to 25 probationers per
serv1ce and monetary restitution; , L : Off1cer. _f\qﬁ
‘ ‘ ‘ T - ‘ v~ i 3
3). the New York City Court Employment Project wh1ch, upon court referrals, e b # <
~ determines the goals of an offender and assists in the achievement of o7 ’ t The Client Specific Planning service was selected for eva]uat1on because it
those 90315 through educational -and %9910¥me"t assistance; W%ﬁzg P was being considered for funding by the State, because it was designed to serve
4) the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime project, an 1ndependent agency R prison-bound offenders, and because it was the on]y such program in New York State
which makes available a compiéte range of -alcohol treatments for peopie & . that had not been evaluated.
convicted of driving while intoxicated; and _ o TR e
5)  the New York City Community Service Sentenc1ng Project, which offers a gﬁ"m&' - Evaluation Questions
sentence of conditional discharge plus 70 hours of supervised community i S : :
service in lieu of a jail sentence. ‘ y k o - o - , -
. . o o This evaluation examined Client Specific Planning as it was operated in
Each of these programs emphasizes treatment, punishment, or some combination of the kwlwao e Onondaga County by the New York Center for Sentencing Alternatives. In designing
o,y | : . e e the evaluation, the objectives of the New York Center, the National Center on
“ aﬂ,ﬁa = Institutions and Alternatives, and" the State of New York were considered.
Other programs focus on prison-bound offenders. One example is the Offender o | g o t
Rehabilitation Froject Tocated in the District of Columbia. In this project, o 5 The goal of the National Center on Institutions and Alternatives is to promote
reports are prepared to assist defense attorneys in negotiating pre-trial : . 1“§~Eﬁ“‘ alternatives to incarceration. CSP was developed to achieve'this goal. According
dispositions or community-based sentences for serious offenders. The purpose is to gﬂ woth L to NCIA, the objectives,of CSP are to restore to the victim, comuniy, and
intervene in the "revolving door" of criminality through psychological and physical ™o w” offender that which has been lost through criminal activity. Therefore, sentencing
, ERR R : ‘ ; E . a s R o
’treatment of the.off?"d?ft Another example is the Community Diversion Incentive LR plans are developed that include restitution, community service, and offender
Program;]ocated in V)rg1n1a. It 1s a citizen volunteer program that accepts non- ‘ %*—vy—lgn-} L treatment while considering public safety.

violent felons who appeérgto be prison bound. Individualized treatment plans fklﬁ\‘zn
(consisting of community service, restitution, vocat1ona1 counse11ng, emp]oyment A
and substance abuse treatments) are submitted to the Court as a sentenc1ng Ll

recommendat1on.~ If the a]ternat1ve sentence is granted and the o fender does not

The New York Center used csp to pursue 1ts owWn obJect1ve of deinstitutional-
izat1on. wh1le‘CSP p1ans may have 1nc]uded some form of offeﬁder treatment,
rehab1]1tat1on was not a stated objective. Instead the Center def1ned success in
terms of the number of people diverted from pr1son, and measured success by the
ngmber of CSP plans accepted by the courts. :

_comply, the orig1na1,sentence_1s imposed. =
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In establishing evaluation questions, certain State priorities were considered
in addition to the objectives of NCIA and the New York Center. As with NCIA and
the New York Center, the State is interested in decarceration. However, the State
also requires knowIedge of the extent to which an alternative sentencing‘option
prov1des for public safety and offers sanctions at Ieast as effect1ve as those
current]y meted out

The specific questions addressed by this evaluation were: k T

o How does Client Specific Planning operate in Onondaga County? (Section II)
0 - What are the character1st1cs of CSP clients? (Sect?;; 11I)
0 What are the character1st1cs offPSP plans? (Section III)

o To what extent does CSP serve offenders who are otherwise 1ikely to be
1ncarcerated? (Sect1on I1I)

&

0 To what extent are CSP plans accepted by judges? (Section III)

o To what extent do CSP clients recidivate? (Sect1on III)
o';How is CSP perce1ved by the cr1m1na1 Just1ce communlty in Onondaga County?
(Sectlon IV)

N

Research Method59

A multi-faceted. research des1gn is necessary to adequate]y evaluate the
effectiveness and impact of any social program or serv1ce10 , Therefore, the design

for the evaluation of Client Specific PIann1ng in Onondaga County 1ncor90rated both

: 9The research methods are d1scussed in deta11 in PART TWO (Sect1ons VI and
VII) of this report :

10p, c. Gibbons, B. D. Lebowitz, and G. F. BIdke, "Program EvaIuat1on in
Correction,” Crime and De11nquen4y (Ju]y, 1976), pp.309-21.
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‘Research" in F.G. Caro (ed.), Readings in Evaluation Research.

‘Sage Publications, 1978

Qualitative methods are appropriate when the focus of.the evaluation is on

- understanding of processes, context, and outcomes.ll For this purpose, the

evaluation of CSP used an established qualitative methpd‘- intensive interviewing -
to study questions concerning the operation and perceptions of CSP.

Intensive interviews were conducted in Onondaga County with individuals
familiar with the CSP serv1ce‘ The interviews took place during April and May,
1982, and ranged from twenty minutes to almost two hours in Iength The
respondents 1nc1uded‘a]] five CSP case planners, nine defense attorneys, nine of 31
prosecuting attorneys,‘eight judges, ten of the 63 probatioh officers; and six
representative of local commun1ty service organ1zat10ns.: For each separate group
of respondents, a unigue set of 1nterv1ew questions was developed. Each interview
schedule was oriented to the part1cu1ar position of the respondents relative to
both the criminal justice system and the CSP service. y

The evaluators used respondent feedback to assess the validity of their
interpretations and understanding about the CSP service in Onondaga County. For
each of the six groups of respondents, a separate report was prepared.
presented the interviewers' understanding of what was learned from the
corresponding group of respondents./'Each interpretive report was submitted for
review to the respondents from whom the data were originally collected. -For

.example, the judges who were interviewed were asked to review the interpretive

report about the position and‘perspective of local judges with respect to CSP.
. , v R

7

115ee, for example, Deutscher, I. "Toward,Avoiding the Goal Tnaﬁ in Evaluation
New York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 1977; Patton, M.Q. Ut1112at10n Focused Eva]uat1on Bever]y Hills:

- Each report

Q
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, The interpretive reports ranged in length from nine to 21 pages. Each
respondent was furnished a copy of the appropriate report and was asked to provide
written responses to five questions: :

)

1. To what extent do you think that the preliminary report is a valid
interpretation of how you and your colleagues understand Client Specific
Planning? =5

2. Please clarify any misinterpretations presented in this pre11m1nary
report.

3. In trying to understand your experience with Client Spec1f1c Plann1ng,
' what does the preliminary report overemphasize?

4, In trying to understand your experience with Client Specific Planning
what does the preliminary report underemphas1ze?

5. Please add anything else that would he]p us to better interpret your
understand1ng of C11ent Specific P]ann1ng. | fi

The responses to the questionnaire were used in several ways. When errors in
‘a given interpretive report were identified, appropriate corrections or
clarifications were made. In some of the instances where respondents indicated
that evaluations had overemphasized or underemphasized some aspect of their
perspecfive on CSP, this influenced the tone and direction of the final evaluation
‘report.

A1l responsef to the questiqnnaire were considered and weighed in writing this
final report. Ndnethe]ess;»the 3Lportipresents a composite interpretation,
reflecting how the evaluators understand CSP and its place in the criminal justice
system in Onondaga County. The responses to the questionnaires themselves were
viewed as data bearing on the validity of the evaluators' interpretations. Those
data provide objective evidence that the evaluators' interpretations of each
group's perspective of CSP are valid. e .

@

.9-

. The interview data do, not permit objective validation of the’compositevpicture
constructed by the evaluat&ns, since no one group interviewed was involved in all
components of the process me ing studied. The validity of that composite must be
Jjudged on the plausibility dr the evaluators'. arguments, and on whether the
evaluators have appropr1ate1x¢we1ghed the information supplied by persons who were
interviewed. The composite T@terpretation constructed by the evaluators is
presented in Section II. x

|

\
Many of the key research que stions in the evaluation of CSP imply comparisons
between measures of actual resu]‘mL and measures- of results that would be expected

Quantitative Methods

“_.in the absence of the service. For example, it is useful to know whether CSP
ﬁﬁc]ients posed a lesser (or greater) threat to public safety than if they had been
1sentenced to probation without CSP D]ans. A precise answer to this question would
\requ1re random ass1gnment of pr1son\bound offenders to an experimental group

\probat1on sentence with CSP) and a montro] group (probation sentence without
CSP) Then comparisons could be made between the two groups' arrest rates,
reconv1ct1on rates, and so on. v

\ h \\ .

K Random allocation Of cases is rare]y feas1b1e for programs operating in the
cr1m1na1 Jjustice system because of the Values involved. In the above example,
of fenders who are” norma11y sentenced to Pr1son would have to be sentenced to
probdt1on instead, and the decision about whether to enhance a probation sentence
through Client Specific Planning would héVe to be left to chance. Probably,

neither the prosecut1on nor the defense wq 1d‘approve of such a procedure.

;Consequent]y, "experimental” 1nvest1gat10n\of program impact was not attempted.

e _
The alternative strategy,adopted in thigs 1nvestigation involved comparisons
among naturally-occurring groups. Certain cnmparn$ons can provide policy-relevant
information, even without random ass1gnment of c§$es. To continue the examp]e,

4 to rearrest rates for offenders

frmmm
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normally sentenced to probation without CSP. That particular comparison will not ' fﬁ% - generate precisely that combarison. Instead, the evaluation of CSP used
support conclusions about the causal infTuence of CSP plans on recidivism, because ﬁe'”d - ; statistical models to generate "base expectancies"l2 against which actual results
normal probationers are probably systematically different fom CSP clients. T s could be compared.
Nevertheless, the group of normal probat1oners provides an important reference > e -
point for informing decision- makers about the relative risk to public safety posed &&.43 ;__E Results expected in the absence of the program were estimated by using
by the offenders diverted through CSP intervention. Specifically, it can be i statistical models of sentencing behavior. Historical and comtemporary data
determined whether that risk is different from the risk routinely accepted when ii ‘ ! . regarding the sentencing of felony offenders were used to construct equations that
normal probationers are not incarcerated. ‘-f% = incorporate the factors found to predict incarceration in Onondaga County. Those
N gzL;; - g: equations were used to estimate the probabilities that CSP clients would have been
Group comparisons. The evaluation study produced quantitative information " sentenced to incarceration in the absence of the service, thereby providing a
regarding client characteristics, the contents of CSP plans, the acceptance of CSP £x§ S reference point for assessing the decarcerative impact of the service. The results
plans by judges, and recidivism among CSP clients. A number of comparisons were %“_fk e’ of those analyses are also presented in Section III.
made in order to provide reference points for interpreting that information. CSP : ;%
clients were compared to other felons sentenced in Onondaga County with respect to {i;_‘ ] f )
0 the seriousness of arrest and convickion charges, the length of prior record, and ’Mf -
extra]ega] factors such as age, education, employment status, and type of counsel. {if o :
 Evaluators compared’ the cortents of CSP plans with client and case characteristics T R
in order to determine the degree to which the plans were individualized. ‘ ﬂfi“mi L
Characteristics of the cases acggpted by the court were compared with ‘ K*~mi‘ Fﬂ_“
characteristics of those rejected. Finally, rearrests of CSP clients were compared ‘: TR
with rearrests of normal probat1oners. Descriptions ef CSP clients, descriptions § €:;i7 __
of CSP plans, and analyses address1ng selection, d1vers1on and recidivism of CSP xff - h , \
clients are presented in Section III. ﬁf‘ﬂw - ; k
Statistical Models. One of the| central questions in the evaluation was . {fT*”L ;M”,
whether the offenders served by C]ieﬁt Specific Planning were actually ones who v ¥;L“§k ww-f
would otherwise have been sentenced ﬁoAincarceration. The relevent comparison is jamﬁ Ew c=ﬁ/
between the actual incidence of incarceration among CSP clients and the incidence i:;qﬁ‘ ___;
that would have been expected for thgse same offenders in the absence of the ~3;g i:ktb
seryice. ﬁowever, no division of conttemporary offenders into discrete groups will g:“ ) ! 12Gottfredson, D.M. "The Base Expectancy Approach." The Sociology of

i““ﬁ i Punishment and Correction in N. Johnston, L. Savitz, and M. Wolfgang (eds ), New
: York: John WiTey and Sons, 1970, 807-13.
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S ‘ II. HOW_ CLIENT SPECIFIC - PLANNING OPERATED IN ONONDAGA CO_gNTY
' - In the late 19/0's, citizens in the Syracuse, New York, area established the
“" Onondaga County Coalition for Alternatives ‘to Incarceration.l3 Thiey were dedicated
£ to the promotion and development of alternative sentences for offenders whom they
. g;;f : believed were being incarcerat’ed”simpiy because thére was a lack of adequate
‘ '*v-w:“, p— alternatives. - As part of its program, the members of the Coalition arranged for.
/ W‘ i speakers to come to Syracuse to present new jdeas about alternatives to
. . — ‘w% ;—- ' incarceration. In September, 1980, a speaker was brought to Syracuse from the
o LN ) National Center on Institutions and Alternatives. '
& {:w,: " ' & X
o R N The speaker from NCIA advocated Client Specific. P]anmng, an-approach through
= . T ‘“*K ‘which members of the Coalition would be able to propose sentencmg a'lter'natwes to
. ) ’ ‘ M’m a’- local courts. By early 1981, the CSP ser\nce was available in Onondaga County
’ e »,,h ' througﬁ’ the Coalition. That July, the New York Center for Sentencing Alternatives
‘g‘\m ‘ W_ evolved from the Coa‘l@‘tion and became the provider of CSP for New York State.
. | . af‘“ b Located in':down,tov;n Syracuse,  near the County Courthouse, the New York Center
- © : . ST was a small office of two full-time professionals (co-directors) and a secretary,
i ‘Sﬁ ‘ ‘ ° iﬁ - “"" Their primary occupation was to provide the CSP service, but they were 1nterested
‘ 7 . ¢ -_ L “"m w—- ~ in all aspects of alternative sentencmg.‘ To expand theu‘ abﬂﬂ:y to provide CSP
AT . } ﬁ ER= ~to the commumty, part—tnne consultants (case p]anners) were emp]oyed as needed.
J : 5 { Cw L‘ , B The Ro]e and Tram'lni of CS\}’\gCase P]anners
T ~ T”“ [ ; CSP is a radYcal departure from conV‘entional procedures for handling the
e ) e j”" . N “sentencing of crimi na“l»offéndérs who traditionally have been incarcerated. The New
: T E’- York Center staff believed replacing established sentencing practices with
a ,M‘_'M “innovative alternatives to be an uphill battle. Thus, they believed it was
; S “"**--; J— important to indoctrinate each case planner w1th the rationale for CSP. so that the
. S planners would beljeve in this approach strongly enough to cpnvince others of its:
;: i . value. -
" - _ <
/ . AN'"'? F‘* . 13This section is based on data from the interviews conducted in Onondaga
) U;} :;?f: s U : County The data are d1scussed in Sect]on VI. SR
i . = o Preceding page bty - 000

C



ey g ——

T

UL . ' R S . o a0 e v e ke Bt b

. B o
Do R
- =16~ e -175
When selecting trainees to become case planners, the New York Center strove to ifij f’- When a case was referred to the New York Center, an office administrator and a
recruit individuals whose experience, in conjunction with formal CSP training, {*’W - }; planner had to decide whether to accept or reject the case. By office standards,
would é]low him or her to "...continue to grow and develop...." Prospective case s | cases werefgeneral1y rejected only if it appeared that the defendant was not likely -
planners were taught to think about sentencing in terms of the CSP philosophy. ~ 7 ™ _ o tobe.incarcerated or would be incarcerated for a period of less than one year.
They were told what was expected of them in terms of commitment to'the client and, 33,1; — However, if the defendant was totally opposed to even a shorter period of
more importantly, commitment to alternative sentencing. Among the CSP case i e incarceration, the office could accept the case. It appears that cases were
planners in Onondaga County, many had social work or social service experience L é»_QP / rejected if they were not serious enoughf but never because they were too serious.
“and, in general, tﬁey considered themselves to be advocates for the rights of b iﬁ'_ Jg - : | g )
others. ¢ % Once the New York Center accepted a case, it was assigned to .a case planner.
, _ : ; - J"Tgfgg?-* Each planner had the option to refuse to work on a given case. Philosophically,
once individuals were se]ectedtby the co-directors of the New York Center to iﬁ Sl ;f CSP is intended to serve any defendant who is 1likely to be incarcerated, regardless
gt ; be CSP case planners, each had to complete a two day training session sponsored by [t " of the seriousness of the offense; practically, case planners were employed as
the NCIA. The training émphasized both the skills and the attitudes necessary to e ;w¢¥\ - consu{tants who were paid for the plans they’;gtUa]]y developed; and personally,
fulfill the required duties. Technically, the training covered the preparation of %{nm& J?_wf ” each case planner was an individual with biases about how particular types of
o . CSP reports, ideas on how to handle different situations, mock trials, and legal ‘v”w;iﬂy‘ offenders should be handled. Therefore, the office administrators may have
| information for those with limited experience in the criminal.justice field. ' {: o accepted a case as appropriate for a CSP plan and the planner to whom it wasiéﬁ
According to case planners, this part of the training was i"te"Siwg" The final - ‘ iﬁg@ %ﬁf‘ .assigned may have refused to develop the plan. In such cases, the assignment was
stage of training involved the actual completion of a CSP plan in tandem with an ﬁ;””” ”"»% normally given to anqther planner. ’ ‘ '
5. experienced case planner. 1 R - ' T ‘ O
: ' o ‘ o R L o , S Development Of A CSP Plan
/Im'tiation Of A CSP Case o . *m% F_ S S ; T - |
' v o : ,«;% ar When a CSP case was assigned to a case planner, he or she wou]d~gontact the
; The.prbcessing 6f CSP céézzz:zxigyEsgin in‘bne of three ways: A case could be ) i: | EE defense attorney for relevant Tegal background information about the~defendant; ; |
\*Q§ referred by a defense attorney, a sociaT service agency, or at the request of the . if%% %@-'« , defendant was usually. contacted by the case planner within three days of initial
' defendant.14 For the CSP office to accept a case, official authorization had to be §5'4% © . referral. If not in custody, the defendant was usually interviewed at the New York
obtained from the defense attorney.J'This was necessary because the New York Center Ty, Center office. If an offender was in custody, the CSP planner would interview that
relied heavily upon fhevde?ense attgrney to help determine whether or not the e | individual in jail or prison. :
defendant, without intervention, was likely to be incarcerated, and because the . Q. S ' o ~ | . o
. Center needed the clout that only the defense attorney could provide when ' R A defendant‘ordering a CSP plan was required to pay"a‘fee for’the service.
representing the defendant in a criminal proceeding. iimﬁﬁrf?_i Representatives of the Ney/%ork Center claimed that this had no effect on the CSP
B ' ' : , ‘ f::;; @ service. They argued that'the fee symbolized to the defendants that they must take
ot The CSP seice e L L ocas ot sarors hoarings reporven to have - (T reshansibIIEY for their actlans, felped o deternine 1F fhe defundart realls
used CSP more frequently than any other attorneys 1nterv1ewed,1qd1cated they had [ ‘ ! 2, ’ . ykpercep ions tha was ...§ome socia
used it. However, the Parole Board has not been amenable to the use qf Csp p]ans‘ F i S agency... handing out services to anybody...." :
for offenders being considered for parole. Therefore, it is not possible to know £ s ,
how parolees released with CSP plans would be supervised. ; ; : T .
L , o

o
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The CSP fee was based on a sliding scale. For~those who could afford it,
the New York Center could have charged $200 per day, and case planners took the
equivalent of four da}s to complete the plan. The fee amount was sometimes
determined by whether or not the defendant could afford private counsel. For
indigents, the defendant was required to pay a minimum of $25, "...to cover
expenses." CSP was funded through a grant awarded to NCIA by the Edna McCpnne]]
Clark Foundation.l5 Under the arrangement, 80 percent of all fees collected by
the CSP office in Onondaga County were given to NCIA. The remaining 20 percent
covered expenses incurred by the local CSP office. In return, the salaries of the
case planners were provided by NCIA through the grant. One case planner stated?

We're also serious about...makimg‘this (CSP) as much self.
~sufficient as we can and believe that by charging fees
for our services we're going to be much more able to
continue operating. ;

The actual preparation of a plan began, when the planner met with the defendant
and, sometimes simu1tanedu;1y, with the defense attonney. The deve]opment of the
plan was an interactive procéSsl ‘The CSP planner explained to both parties o
u,..what we (CSP) are and what we are not." Once this had been discussed,
frequently the defense attorney would inform the planner of what he or she believed
should be the components of akCSPwaan.needed to avoid incarceration. The case
planner then pfesented thescomponents of a plan designed specifically for the
particular defendant. The outline of the csp p1an was then discussed with the
defendﬁnt} It was important that the defendant realize that he or she could be
incarcerated for fai]urevto c0mp1y‘with the cbnditions of a CSP p1an. =

After meeting with the defense -attorney and the defendant the CSP case
p]anner would seek information from the family of the defendant community social
service agencies, the Probation Department, and other re]evant people and
organizations. The planner would usually inform the defendant that these sources

 155ince the time that the interviews were conducted (April-May 1982), funds
for CSP have also been provided by New York State for the 1mp]ementat1on and
operation of the serv1ce.

)
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might be contacted and the defendant may have signed a release, making the
information more readily accessible to the case planner. Though many sources were
contacted to obtain background information about the client, CSP planners lacked
legal authority to collect the information. As a result, CSP plans provided
sketchy reports on the background of the client, particularly the prior criminal
hjstory, and emphasized instead the alternative sanctions that could be imposed.
In devising alternative sanctions, planners sought suggestions not only from the
defense attorney, but also from representives of the community groups that would
participate in the plans.

The case planner kept the defense attorney and defendant informed of
components of the CSP_plan as it was being prepared. The defendant could have
rejected the plan at any time during its development.

In attempting to develop the CSP plan as a viable alternative to
incarceration, case planners‘theoretica11y’worked to include communfty service,
réstitution, emp]oyment,‘education; drug or a]cohoTVtreatment'(or both),
psychoTogical treatment, and a residential setting in appropriate cases. Residence
may have included a halfway house, or a drug.orralcoho] rehabilitative setting.
Employment, & significant component of some CSP plans, often proved difficult for
case planners to arrange for their clients. However, when employment could not be
found, - the case planner may haﬁevused some form of job training as a substitute.

Community service, on the otheh.hand, wasvsomewhatvmore available for CSP clients.

- When a CSP client was scheduled to perform service for a community

organization (sometimes prior to acceptance of the CSP plan by the court), the CSP

case p]anner;dtheyclient, and the organizationaT representative mutually decided
what services the person would perform. For example, in the case of a community
center in Onondaga County, the CSP p]anner determ1ned how many hours the client
should work to fulfill his sentence, and the organ1zat1on stood "in readiness to
act as some sort of resource.", In the case of a local "grass roots™ organ1zat1on,
the representat1ve sa1d, "The; g1ve us generally some idea of what they're thinking
about, then they ask us wh&t;ze have.® If a CSP client was accepted by a program,

L]
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the community service organization generally wrote a letter formally accepting the
CSP client and this letter was included in the CSP package presented to the court
at the time of eentens}gg,

It should be noted that not all community service organizations were equally
w1111ng to accept CSP clients.16 When the CSP planner called an organization with
a potent1a1 nyolunteer," the governing Board of the organization generally was
consulted. In the case of a Tocal "grass roots" organization that had worked with
CSP clients, clients were informally interviewed to determine their level of
persona]Gresponsibi]ity.“ But, as the director of that organization said, "If I
decide to take on a persen, I have to clear it with the Board.... We've never
rejected anybody, (pause) not that we wouldn't."” In this case, as Enfmany others,
a CSP client might be rejected if he or she were "homicidal," "a pensonxwho'segoing
to do... physical harm," a person "that had,psychological_difficu]ties," or a
person who could not meet the daily obligations of the bosition. In . some cases,
such as a government operated community service organization, representatives made
it clear that their organizations had reservations about accepting any CSP clients.
In general, these organizations were concerned about dealing with individuals
convicted of serious offenses.

<

N

As indicated above, the process by which case planners prepared CSP p]ansffor
clients focused on the development of the components of the plan rather than on an
investigation of the background of the c]ient.‘vwh?ﬂe the planner was preparing the
CSP plan for presentation to the court, the Onondaga County Probation Department
would also be preparing a sentencing recommendation as part of the pre-sentence
report (PSR) for the same case. The two reports would usﬁaﬂ]y be developed
independently. There was 1ittle, if any, contact between the case planner
deveToping the CSP plan and the probation officer conducting the pre-sentence

16The ultimate goals of community organizations and the nature of the
relationship between any particular community group and the New York Center may
indirectly impact on the overall effectiveness of the CSP serv1ce, but they were
beyond the scope of this evaluation proaect , ,

&
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investigation. Consequently, other than\CSP staff, many of those interviewed
believed that CSP was a duplication of the efforts of the Probation Department.

In fact, the CSP plan and the PSR differed along a number of dimensions. In
contrast to the 15 working days within which a CSP case planner would have a@'plan
ready for his or her client, a probation officer in Onondaga County generally had
four to five weeks to conduct an investigation if the convicted defendant was
released prior to sentencing, and three to four weeks if the defendant was
detained. However, any given investigation was one of many that the probation
officer was conducting at any one time. : : i

The probation officer uses the investigation to prepare the pre-sentence
report, which is both an overall social and legal history of the defendant, fand an_
interpretation of that history. According ‘to one probation officer, this report
includes:

. biographical data, prior criminal history, the social
h1story, an analysis of ;the criminal history, employment
background, military lnvolvement, schooling -- education,
‘medical background -- which would incTude both the physical
and mental side of it, defendant's statement, restitution

i elements when appl1cab1e, ...your final analysis, ...and of
course the recommendation, ...plan of treatment.

7

The pre-sentence reports included eonsiderably more detai1 about the
bapkground'of the defendant than did CSP plans. The recommehdation is an essential
element of the PSR. Accord1ng to probation offlqéfé, the recommendatwon F]ows
logically"™ from the 1nvestlgat1on and their analysis of the case. In some
instances, probat1on off1cers may be convincedothat a defendant wou]d be a threat
to the community or that 1ncarcerat1on is 1ega11y requlred In these cases,‘
1ncarcerat1on would be recommended “In other cases, probat1on officers cons1der
probation to be the appropr1ate sentence, “and recommend probation,  When probat1on

was granted, three mandatory cond1t1ons were 1mposed in conJunct1on W1th selected

spec1a1 conditions "tailored" to the part1cu1ar characteristics of the case and

= s
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the defendant. The Onondaga County Probation Department had a list of nineteen
items that have been included with some frequency as conditions QS probation. (See
Appendix.) Other conditions could also be imposed. Jja

Finally, there were three structural differences betweenQCSP plans and PSRs.
First, the CSP plan emphasized a recommended treatment for the cliént whereas the
PSR, despite culminating with a sentencing recommendation, gave more attention to
reporting the investigation of the background of the offender. In this sense,, the
two reports were supplementary. Second, CSP plans explicitly advocated
alternatives to incarceration while PSRs did not favor any type of sentence to the
exclusion of others. The probation officer may have recommended incerperation in
some cases and an alternative in others. Third, the PSR was prepared by order of
and for the court, and the CSP plan was prepared Spec1f1ca11y for a client, the
defendart, through his or her attorney. ' : o

Presentation 0f A ESP Plan

The ‘ability of acjudgefto impose the most appropriatessentenée is usually a
function of the amount and quality of information available and of the different
recommendations he or she can review concerning the case. Considering the number
of criminal cases processed /through the court, it is important for Judges to be
able to rely upon other know1edgeab]e and relevant individuals for pertinent
jnformation and for possible sentene1ng recommendations. As one judge noted, the
courts are dea]ing‘with "paper people." That is, the fate of a defe dant must be
decided by a judge who only knows him or her through written mater1a1 prov1ded by
others. According to this Judge, the presence of the defendant in court is of
Timited ut111ty in the formulation of an appropr1ate sentence since “everyone is at
their best behavior in front of the Judge." 1hus the judge must reach a
sentencing decision while® re1y1ng upon the d1ffer1ng recommendat1ons of advocates

for the prosecut1on and for the defense. o ‘ : °
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The CSP plan is a sentencing recommendation to the court. It is presented by
a defense attorney when it appears a client is likely to be incarcerated. A
defense attorney is concerned with getting "the best outcome" for his or her
client. CSP is designed to intersect with both the interests of the defense
attorney and the State by advocating for alternatives to incarceration that have a
meaningful sanctioning component.17

~From interviews with case planners in Onondaga County, it appears that they
were advocates for CSP plans as representing viable alternatives to incarceration.
However, case planners seemed to be more interested in advocating the release of
the client than in advocating the CSP plan as a sentence equivalent to
incarceration. This diminished their credibility with the local criminal justice
community. For example, one judge noted that CSP planners were "more interested in
keeping people out of jail than (in) the proper sentence."

Despite this credibility problem, 31 CSp plans were presented to the Onondaga
County court during the period of this study.18 These plans were presented during
p1ea barga1n1ng or after a determination of guilt.

1
o]

When a prosecutor, in representing the interests of the State, argued for a
restrictive sentence for a particular defendant, the defense attorney would
generally argue for a less restrictive senternce. Defense attorneys may have used
CSP plans as bargaining tools. When the CSP plan was included as part of a plea

\

e &

171 th61P app]1cat1on to New York State for funding: (June, 1981), the New
York Center and the NCIA jointly wrote, "The Client Specific Planning (CSP) Model
has as its primary purpose the systematized development of individualized, court-
acceptable, alternative-to-prison, sentencing plans for offenders who are found or
plead Pufqu to charges and who, without such plans, would be incarcerated." (Page
8) New Yd\kenenter Staff who were interviewed emphasized the need for v1ab1e
alt\rnat1ves ‘that are not 'simply an easy way out for offenders.

18)uring the same time frame, the New York Center completed about 58
additional plans for clients outside Onondaga County. This evaluation is limited
to those cases prepared for Onondaga County Courts.
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bargain agreement, both the prosecutor|and the defense attorney would recommend the

plan as a sentence. i
If a plea bargain was reachedkwittout the inclusion of a CSP plan, a defense
attorney could present the plan:to the |sentencing judge at a later time. If the
judge believed that. the information or ecommendation of the CSP plan should have
been considered, he or she could have raconvened all re]evant parties to suggert
renegotiation of the original agreement}19 \
If no plea bargain was reached and|it was determined that a case had to be
brought to trial, then the prosecutor wquld be an "adversary, right down the line."
If the defendant was found guilty, the prosecutor would “recommend the maximum
In such cases, the defense ttorney would present the plan directly to
the sentencing judge in an effort to inflluence the decision of the judge.

|
|

sentence."

a

- Most case planners agreed that care|in the presenfation of the CSP dccgmé@t
is critically important. All plans were|typed, covered; and bound. Each,wes. .
individually titled and included the piaw itself as well as letters of confirmati%n
from community members and service providers expressing willingness to accept the v
offender if a non-incarcerative sentence was imposed!
of which remained with the New York Center office. The other six were given to the

defense attorney who was responsible for distributing them to the judge,

Seven copies were made, one

Frequently however, defense attorneys did not distribute all copies of the plan.

CSP plans that were presented to the court at the time of sentencing could
have been modified by the judge or by the defense attorney. Judici§l modifications
of a plan were not necessarily undesirable to case piénners, as indicated by the
planner who said, "If that's what it takes_to keep a defendant out of prison,
that's fine." 1In anticipation of such modification, planners would provide judges
with choices, such as two different Restitution p]ans.

.0

1970 the knowledge of the evaiuators, ‘this has never occurred in Onondaga
County.

~25-

The defense attorney could also influence the modification of a CSP plan at
the time of sentencing. Depending upon the perceived inclination of the court _
toward a specific sentence for the defendant, an attorney might modify the plan to
whatever degree seemed necessary to obtain the least restrictive sentence. For
example, following the presentation of a CSP plan, a judge might have been inclined
to sentence an offender to a pureiy incarcerative sentence because the plan was not
perceived as sufficiently punitive. At that pointk the defense attorney could-
point out that, although not formaliy stated in the plan, prov1Sion could be made

for weekend incarceration of the offender.

As its deveioper: the case planner should hivejhad the best understanding of
the CSP plan and the rationale for jts acceptance as a viable alternative to
incarceration. Therefore, the planner's presence in court at the time of
sentencing can be useful;
value of the plan. According to cne planner, the actual physical presence of the
case planner in the courtroom can have a fdvorable'effect*on the outcome of theg
case. In Onondaga County, p]annerskinterviEWed said that they were generally

present for sentencing, but were rarely asked to comment on the plan.
Bl . e

he or she can be consulted regarding the content and

)

W

Implementation of a CSP Plan

4

Ne York Center staff suggested that CSP pians presented to the court couid
have had any of severa] outcomes. The plans could have been accepted in total as
part of the formal sentence, or cou]d have been accepted with modifications
proposed by the Judge or defense attorney. The plans could have been reJected, in
which case they would either have no influence on sentencing dECISTOnS, or couid
have indirectly contributed to less restrictive sentences.

The New York Center did not‘assume‘responsibi]ity for theeSUpervision of its

clients. When a CSP plan was accepted by the court as a formal sentence, it was

intended to be incorporated'into the formal orders and conditions of probation. It

then would become the legal responsibility of the Probation Department to supervise

Q
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compliance of the offender with the terms of the plan. At times, a-group of three
or four concerned citizens working as third party advocates were also invo]ved in
implementation. )

When a case &§ first assigned to a probation officer for supervision, the
officer receives the PSR, a listing of the orders and conditions of the probation
sentence, and any other pertinent documents. If a CSP plan was included as an
ordeo/and condition of probatioh, that should also be received by the probation
officer. P

Probation officers in Onondaga Lounty who conducted field supervision were
responsible for caseloads of fifty to seventy probationers. In addition %to
supervision, .each typically conducted three to five investigations per month.

While most saw this as a manageable caseload, others were concerned that the volume
of cases made it impossible for a probation officer to supervise every condition of
a probation sentence. For example, some probation officers indicated it was not
possible to maketa monthly home visit to each of seventy probationers. Similarly,
adequate supervision of CSP clients may not have been feasible because of their
caseloads and the extensive conditions associated with the plans. CSP case
planners never disciissed this issue with the Probation Department.20

-« 0f the probation officers interviewedkin,Onondaga County, very few had actual
experience with the CSP service or with CSP plans. Of the ij,interviewed who
supervised probationers in the field, one had handled one CSP case and another had

Y

20New York Center staff members emphasized their need to work from outside of
the established criminal justice:community. They believed this helped them to

achieve and maintain credibility with defense attorneys and to be most effective in-:

providing alternatives to the prison sentences traditionally provided by the system
for serious offenders. Therefore, they did not formally introduce CSP to the
Probation Department, the District Attorney's Office, nor local judges; and they
limited their informal contacts regarding CSP with these crimina] justice

officials.

e}

9

P
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handled one or two cases. Therefore, ithas difficult to determine whether CSP
conditions were supervised as consistently as other conditions of probation.
However, the experience of one probation officer is notable. He had a case for
which he did have a copy of the plan. In this instéoce, the probationer had a
problem with the CSP plan. According to the probation officer:

Their (the CSP) treatment plan was identical to one that the
probation officer came up with. One exception is they recommended
community service, which I feel was inappropriate in this case, o
and I'm having a heck of a time getting it completed.... The
(probationer) is handicapped... which is making the community
service very difficult. We've gone to three different places

and he's just not able to physically do it at all... I offered

to take it back (to court) on a reconsideration and have it

deleted. . s

This example suggests that, in at least one instance, there was ‘@ willingness to
allow the CSP client some flexibility in adhering to the plan. .Additionai]y, since
the probation officer originally recommended a sentence of probation, one might
question whether this offender would otherwise have been incarcerated but for the
intervention of CSP. |
If a plan is accepted by the court a$ sentence, there must be a mechanism for
assuring that the offender will .follow the conditions of that sentenEe.r For
sentences of probation, that mechanism is the fact that the court mandates the
orders and conditions of probation, thereby authorizing theﬁprobation.offﬁcer to
enforce them. In some instances where a CSP plan was included into the orders and
conditions of probation, the probation department did not receive the plan. Of
1,750 cases assigned to probation in Onondaga County during thz period of this
study, the Tocal Probation Department could identify 12 cases for which reports
had been prepéred by the New York Center. In oniy six of these 12 cases did the
Probation Department have the written CSP plans included in the defendant's case
folder. This problem was highlighted by a probation officer who was not sure she

N .
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. W We don't usually get those plans... when we get the case for
. , _ superyision.... We don't actually get that workup, which is too
bad... I'm sure there's cases that I have now that those (CSP)
reports were done on.>. unless a ladyer happens to mention to
you if he has that report (CSP) in his f11es, they wou]d never S
get to usl . : L

In some instances, a judge would sentence a CSP client to probation without = ST
including the CSP plan in the formal orders and conditions of probation. In such -
cases, the probation officer did not know whether or not the conditions of the plan T
tion officer had no

According to one Onondaga County probation

were intended to be enforced. .Even if they were, tEe proba

Tegal authority to enforce them.
officer:

Unless they get to us... and put them (the CSP conditions) into o
the actudl form here (that) the judge signs, they're only .
suggestions.... The judge could just write (the CSP conditions) ot
in... but they hardly ever do.... They mays iverbally say those :

things;... but unless it really comes down to the signed
conditions, they're probably not going to be followed through.

In addition to their supervision by probation off1cers, CSP clients
have been supervised by third party advocates, such as their supervisars

may also
at a -

) community service placement. Generally, it was assumed by thé“commun1ty service T

providers interviewed that CSP clients would do whatever was nébessary to avoid . ot

2 incarceration. However, there were concerns about reporting CSP clients who ithg

vioTate their obligations as community service workers. .vfﬁﬁﬁ

Community service prov1ders 1nterv1ewed for th1s eva]uat1on WEre generally f—f?

individuals who had direct superv1sory responsiblility for the CSP c¢lient ‘ {fﬂa@
"volunteers." While they tried to .treat CSP ciients like all other volunteers, TR

i there seemed to be special concern about the prospect of having to report the TR

@ client for failing to fulfill the obligations of what was in fact a court imposed T

sentence. Since CSP was perceived by providers as an a]ternat1ve to Incarceraiion, lf Sy

failure to fulfill any component of the plan could have potent1a1]y resu]ted in the - ii
incarceration of the client. , . : . 0” ::
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reluctance to report CSP clients for noncomp11ance. For examp]e, the - .

representatwve of one community-based organization immediately responded to the

quest1on of compliance: - : L 5 !
= - N

Thank God "I haven't been fgced with that. First I'd call a
(CSP) counselor and set up’a meeting between the three of
uUs.... We would work it out 1ike we work with things here,
with the face-to-face relationship. I would try that before

I would actually do a written report on the individual or ask
“that ‘the individual be removed... I would even try to get them
placed someplace else before I would, you know, turn them away
from our door or tell Client Specific Planning I couldn't use
this individual In-house, if we don't have some kind of
evaluation mechanism to evaluate how you're getting along,
then we shouldn't be dealing with the program altogether.

Community service providers are in the business of contributing to the well-being
of the community and its members. To.report a person for not having done his or
her job may be viewed as giving up on that person. Therefore, it is not surprising
that they would be reluctant to report CSP clients who were unsuccessful as
“volunteers." In addition, a c11ent whose community .service p]acement ‘was
terminated because he or she had created problems, may have been effectively
"hlackballed" from serving in other organizations, and this increased the moral

dilemma for the community service providers.

While there was a concern about CSP "volunteers" among community service
providers;ytﬁejr first responsibility was to their own clients.® Therefore, each
organization had criteria to determine whep the CSP "volunteers" became a threat to
the organization or to its clients. Generally, these were the same criteria used
with all organ1zat1on volunteers and tended to focus on d1srupt1ons to orogram
operation.

At the time of the interyiews, 19 CSP cases had been accepted by the courts in X
Onondaga County. JUnderstandab1y, neither the ten probation off1cers nor the six
commun1ty serv1ce prov1ders who were 1nterv1ewed had superv1sed many CSP c11ents.
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As noted ‘above, only two probat1on of ficers 1ntervlgygd were certa1n.éf hav1nq A

O R TS oMU 1Y serv1ce:prov1iers, one respondent stated
that three clients had been p]aced with his organization and that those three had
“more than worked out." In fact, one of these clients continued to work as a
volunteer at the organization after his sentence was completed. In addition, two
CSP clients were accepted, pr{or to their sentencing, by another organization.
placing a client in a commun1ty service setting prior to sentencing, the New York
Center hoped to demonstrate compliance with the plan and to increase the Tikelihood
that the court would accept the plan.) According to the respondent from that
organization, one of the clients"... did what he was asked to do and more. And the
other, when he was here, did what he was supposed to do." The former, described as
“incredibly responsible," worked successfully with the organization until his
sentencing by the court, at which time he was released
Contemplation of Dismissal. The latter was eventually
Three of the other community service organizations had
least consider, particular CSP clients, but the courts
The sixth organization did not use CSP clients because
which provided other community service organizations with volunteers.

on an Adjournment in
sentenced to incarceration.
each agreed to accept, or at
did not approve those plans.
it was a referral center
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TII. CSP CASES IN ONONODAGA COUNTY: CHARACTERISTICS AND OUTCOMES
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“Hesc r1pt1on and an ana1ys1s of the CSP
Data are provided to help describe

wwlbis soction of dibe-epoive prov1des
cases and their outcomes in Onondaga County.
assess the extent to which
the service was a viable alternative to incarceration.

The following concerns the CSP service as offered by the New York Center for
Sentencing Alternatives in Onondaga County during the first 22 months of its
operation. From January, 1981 to October, 1982, the New York Center prepared 31
CSP plans for 30 defendants who were facing sentencing in Onondaga County Court.2l
(During this period about which data were collected, the New York Center prepared
as many‘as 58 other plans for defendants outside the County.) The data were
obtained from New York Center records and from official court records. This report
considers the 31 CSP cases relative to 1,649 non-CSP cases from Onondaga County.

Characteristics of CSP Clients

Client Specific Planning is designed to promote and develcp alternatives to
incarceration for offenders 1ike1yrto be incarcerated.- Accordingly, CSP clients
should have characteristics similar to those of other offenders who were sentenced
to incarceration in Onondaga County.

Personal Characteristics

In that the New York Center charges a fee for the CSP service, it may be-
argued that particular categories of offenders were not as readily availed of the
service as were others. Table 3.1 provides a comparison of the age, gender, race,
and attorney typezz of CSP clients and of the sampled non-CSP offenders in Onondaga
County during the evaTuagion period.

21One defendant in Onondaga County had two p]ans prepared for him or her.

~ 22For purposes of ana1ys1s, attorney type is viewed, in part, as an 1nd1cator
of client income. ‘Though indirect and 1mperfect, it ref1ects the fact that only

defendants earning less than a set monthly income (relative to part1cu1ar criteria .

of personal wealth) are eligible for free counsel through the County's assigned
counsel program; others seeking legal representation must hire pr1vate counsel at
the1r own expense. ~

-31-

[SI : - Ai
(R
3

L g TS EAA e WA g



5 - - s o = o o oy - Sy TR g
i 7
0 : _32mf"7 ‘;;j' . -33-
e %‘;___, m e AR »m:{i" i e 4W~7_/ve-luwm- s G R e
: ey . ”F;LWUkwﬁggwwnﬁimhwW Tab]e 3 lgﬁr._ N TﬁaggfgﬂﬁwggLMKmeennwwu @uﬂccﬁéé;fw L R R ~“ﬂccoraTﬁ“*to”thefcoujtfaata presented in Table 3.1, CSP clients were generally
&wﬁﬁb-“’“*#9‘f’“‘“*“f’“ ~ Extra Tegat Factors: —CSP d’N _CS Cases 7 I : similar to non-CSP clients in terms of age, gender, and race. This suggests that
R ; o T e the CSP cases were not statistically biased on these characteristics. These data
'; ~ ' ‘ DR ' sk N H%Q:Q§E, : | Xwg“t" L do suggest that CSP clients were slightly more 1ikely to have their attorney
0 N ' ‘ y . % : N % ‘ N ﬁhu@% ;F..5 appointed or assigned than were non-CSP clients. However, data from another
' S : T ‘ v P S e source, the New York Center, lead to a different conc]usion.k
Age. o 14 to less than 16 o 0.0 - 0 | 0.7 12 | : §; ! .
16 to less than 19 25.8 8 27.2 . 449 T Table 3.2
19 to Tess than or equal to 23| 29.0 9 | 30.6 504 ¢ - § , Comparison of Program Data and Court Data
u«O]der thah 23y ' 4.2 14 40.5 658 ' | TR ' in Terms of Attorney Type For CSP Clients
Unknown - - IR 0.0 0 1.0 16 I , ~ < D
| Total S ' 31 . 1646 L
‘u, . | ; . : R i..‘r“'— ‘ . . N
' , | ' ' : g~aw‘§\, , : : o - New York Center Data Court Data
} Gender Male o 87.1 27 90.1 1485 {iww, ‘ﬁj_; | : - L, ’ 7 7 o
| : Unknown . . {:7 ; : : |
| Total | | 31 1649 T = Assigned or Appointed {  51.6 16 80.6 25
Race White 1645 20 | 62.6  1032* . ! | 7 ppivate. | w8 15 | 161 5
: Black 35.5 11 | 30.4 501 S | S R
| Unknown | 0.0 0 7.0 116 Unknown 4 0.0 o { 32° 1
Total 31 . 11649 _
Attorney Type Assigned or Appointed 80.6 7. 25 1.7 1182 TR : v Source: - New York Center Data and :
' Private - . ; 6.1 .~ 5 25.0 412 " ‘?;ﬂwﬁ - q;;?_ L apCourt Data. - . o
Unknown R 3.2 1t 3.3 -85 oy i%%ﬁk, - | ‘
Total o L 3 1649 e { Tab]e 3.2 shows that est1mates of whether or not csp c11ents Were represented
~ : ' o Eii, 7 K by asswgned or appointed attorney varied great]y by the data source used; according R
; b & i-‘%ﬂ {f”k to the New York Center data, 51.6% of CSP clients had ass1gned or appointed : Q&‘ .
O Sourge:  Court: Data . | | ‘- < T attorneys; according to court data, 80.6% of CSP clients had assigned or appointed o
*_Since the var1ab1e was not 1nc1uded in the court ’ By o fm?*' “attorneys. There are reasons to believe that the Center data are more accurate |
: : v .~ data, values were taken from the DCJS Computer1ze ' e s
o | o L Cr1m1na1 H1stor1es file. | e ﬂffﬁ ; 1) the New York Center worked d1rect1y through defense attorneys and 2) defense N
L ‘ . : = ng;a_# attorheys interviewed for this eva]uat1on suggested that since the Center charges a
. e fee for the CSP service, they were hesitant to use the service with assigned
o @ ’)W/§ ‘Fb N
TR
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R eGP OTE U6 ThAt th[lugh SCSP the New York Center served a e T Rl ~ and Other Offenders

r of offenders who were represented by private

disproportionately high numt

attorneys; of the CSP clients, 48.4% appear to have had private attorneys, whereas o5 A
only 25.0% of all other offenders in Onondaga County were represented by private Non-CSP ‘ _
attorneys. ’ Incarcerated{Not Incarcerated{ Unknown or
| | (N=31) | (N=733) (N=909) Missing (N=7)
Legal History i ¢ Instant Offense , % N % N % N A N
I Top Conviction Charge ,
— i , ” |- Felony A 0.0 0 1.5 11 0.1 1 0.0 0
Since CSP is designed to serve offenders 1ikely to be incarcerated, clients B 6.5 2 10.1 74 2.0 18 0.0 0
C 16.1 5 14.9 109 7.8 71 0.0 0
~should be offenders with relatively serious prior records or relatively ser1ous D 54.8 . 17 49.1 360 50.5 450 | 42.9 3
instant offenses or both. Using court data, Table 3.3 shows the adult and then11e Wisden . gu g-gf g lg-g 121 22.9 - 208 28.6 2 |
lTegal records of CSP clients and other offenders about whom data were collected. > 4 0.0 0 0.1 31 li.g 122 13'8, é~
If CSP clients were incarceration-bound, they should have characteristics mare Unknown or Missing 6.5 2 2.7 20 4.5 41 | 14.3 1
similar to other offenders incarcerated than to those not incangerated, Top Arrest Charge i - R o L o
: FeTony A lo.g 0 3.3 24 0.9 8 0.0 o
B 9. 6. 13. .
The distribution of top conviction charge for CSP clients was not C 25.8 8 15'? igg 1§.g lg? 12'? 8
substantially different from the distribution of top conviction charge for fther g ig'z 12 ?2-% %gz gg-? 463 | 57.1 4
5 offenders in the county, though perhaps slightly more 1ike other offenders who were Misdemeanor A , 3:2 1 3:4 25 3:0 02%? 28:8 S
incarcerated: 64.5% of CSP clients were convicted of D or E felonies compared with ¢  _ .JK : . . B 0.0 0 0.1 1 0.2 2 0.0 0
L Unknown or Missing 0.0 0 0.5 4 1.0 9 0.0 0
65.6% of other incarcerated and 73.3% of other not incarcerated offenders; 22.6% of . v : -
CSP clients were convicted of A, B, or C felonies compared with 26.5% of other Er%%ﬁT%gﬁgggbts R
incarcerated and 9.9% of other not incarcerated offenders. With respect to top ~— Nome | 29.0 9 8.0 59 25.9 235 14.3 1
arrest charge, the CSP clients as a group again appear more Tike other offenders . +0One 12.9 411 7.4 54 | 11.2 102 0.0 0
; ; i Two or’ More 25.8 8 52.3 383 31.5 286 85.7 6
who were 1ncarcerated 51.7% of CSP clients were arrested for a D or E felpny Unknown - | 32.3 10 32.3 237 | 31.5 286 0.0 - 0
compared with 62.9% of the other incarcerated and 74.6% of other not incarcerated TS I , - :

Juvenile Arrests : : :
offenders, 45.2% of CSP clients were arrested for an A, B, or C felony as ‘compared No | 38,7 12 |{ 29.5 216 | 47.9 435 71.4 5 ’
with 33.0% of other incarcerated and 21.2% of other not incarcerated offenders ' Yes 29.0 9 1] 38.1 279 | 20.4 185 | 28.6 2

o L Unknown - 32.3 10 32.5 238 | 31.8 289 0.0 0
~ Source: Court Data B | . e

The prior records of CSP clients appeah to be more ]vke other offenders who
were not incarcerated: 38.7% of cse c11ents are known to have had one or more
prior adult arrests, compared w1th 59.7% of other incarcerated and 42 7% of other

.
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Table 3.4
Comparison of Program Data and Court Data
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not incarcerated offenders; 29.0% of CSP clients are known to have had a juvenile
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e e St record compared with 3. 1%““f‘ofher“ﬂ%ta“terated and”20 4% of other not
incarcerated offenders.

New York Center Data Court Data

o

\ . © ' =
;25 . . Generally, it appears that as a group CSP c11ents were more like incarcerated
offenders in terms of instant offense and more like the non-incarcerated offenders

Instant Offense

in terms of prior record. This may not be mean1n;fu1 in terms of the ability of

vvgi v : Charge* Top Conviction Charge|Top Arrest Charge
the New York Center to have selected incarceration- -bound offenders. Table 3.4 '

shows that the Center did not have accurate knaw]edgecgf the cr1m1naj record
information contained in the official court records. Having collected data from : -

| their clients, the defense attorneys, and from others willing to provide Charge Class ‘ v

' information, the Center recorded a charge as the instant offense without indicating ' Felony A 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
what type of charge it was. In terms of this’ charge variable, the New York Center B | 22.6° 7 6.5 2 19.4 6 /
did not have accurate information about the instant offenses of its clients; the c{ 19.4 6 16.1 5 ~ 25.8 8
charges recorded by the Center were often higher ‘than the conviction charges D | 25.8 8 54.8 | 17 32.8 10
recorded by the court. In terms of prior records, no definitive conc]us1on may be E {1 16.1 5 9.7 3 19.4 6
reached; the evaluation court data file includes a large number of missing or Misdemeanor A | 6.5 2 6.? 2 3.2 1
unknown values for this variable. ; B 3.2 1 0.0 0 0.0 0

g Unknown or Missing | 6.5 2 6.5 2 0.0 0

Probability of Incarceration

Prior Record - - >

L

Since an objective of CSP is to reduce the 1ikelihood that defendants will .

receive sentences of incarceration, the success of the CSP process must be 5 Number Past Charges *|| - Adult Arrests Juvenile**
assessed in terms of whether CSP clients were in fact likely to receive a sentence Arrests
of incarceration in the absence of the service. Therefore, CSP clients should hdve =
a probab111ty of incarceration closer to that of offenders sentenced to prison ; % N % N % N
- under norma] circumstances than to offenders sentenced to probation. . Number of chakges ‘ : %
| | | | e | None | 29.0 9 29.0 9 X
To assess the extent to which CSP clients were among those offenders who were One | 32.3 10 12.9 4 X : | - ‘
more 1ikely to be incarcerated, three estimates of the risk of incarceration were _Two or More | 38.7 12 : 25.8 . 8 X - \M
B used: the sentencing recommendation of the probation’officer (from the pre-sen- Unknown or Missing 0.0 ° 0 32.3 v 10 X -
‘ % ”fﬁgﬁ? el - Source: New York Center Data and Court Data
: - ' S : “*The New York Center data does not ‘make a finer i
~distinction. ~ :

**The court data collected for this var1ab1e are
not comparable. : !
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Table 3.5, below, shows the actual sentence for non-CSP clients in relation to

sprobation officer recommendation. It suggests that the recommendation of the
probation officer is itseifka reasonable indicator of probability of incarceration.
of those offenders for whom the probation officer recommended incarceration,
1ncarcerat1on was the sentence in 73.6% of the cases; of.those for whof the
probat1on officer recommended non-incarceration, offenders were not incarcerated

Table 3.5

Sentence Received by Probation Off1cer Recommendat1on~

Non-Mandatory Incarceration; Non- CSP Cases

o

N
7 A
| Probation Officer Recommendation
_ ‘ TOTAL
Sentence | Incarceration  Non - ‘
Received . Incarceration
Incarceration 73.6% 11.9% 30.2%
_(209) (81) (290)
Non - 26.4% 88.1% 69.8%
Incarceration (75) (597) - (672)
- N : — L —
TOTAL 100.06 |  100.0% 100.0% .
Y N €:1) Cer8) .| (962) .

23The set of methods on which this section is based and the procedures for
,generat1ng the models to estimate the risk of 1ncarcerat10n are discussed fully in
Section’ VII of this report S ‘
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recommendation can be improved upon if it is comb1ned with other variables in a
statistical model.

A statistical model to predict incarceration was constructed using a set of
variables identified as most important in the determination of incarceration or
not incarceration.  The model included: probation officer recommendation (most
important), age of the-defendant, number of adult felony arrests, class of
conviction for the instant offense, and type of conviction offense for the instant
offense. Using this'mode1, risk scores (scores reflecting relative risk of
incarceration) were generated for individual offenders and for subgroups of
offenders.

In Figure 3.1, offenders incarcerated and offenders not incarcerated are both
categorized by risk scores. These scoves are generated from the model with
probation officer recommendation as its most important variable ‘(Model A). It
shows the probability of incarceration, as defined by risk score, for CSP clients
relative to the other categories of offenders.

: From this figure, it appears that CSP clients, in terms of their risk of
incarceration, were more like other offenders not incarcerated than they were Tike
others who were incafcerated. The modal risk score category for CSP clients is the
same as the modal risk score category for offenders who were not incarcerated; for
both it was the risk category with the fowest probability of incarceration (<.10).
About 67% of the not CSP, not incarcerated cases and about 41% of the CSP cases had
less than one chance in ten of being incarcerated. The CSP cases are somewhat more
dispersed throughout the remaining risk score categories, some falling in higher

‘risk categories including four (18.2% of the cases) who were convicted of offenses

for which a sentence of incarceration was mandated. However, the non-CSP offenders
who were incarcerated aré most heav1]y concentrated in the mandatonj51ncarcerat1on
category. : ~ o ; °
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Figure 3.1~
s ,
PROBABILITY OF INCARCERATION BY SUBGROUP wo 41- D
MODEL A: (INCLUDES PROBATION OFFICER RECOMMENDATIONY> ) ‘ ’
s T T e R R S /T“ﬁgggg' 8 R ‘“”““““”“fwodéﬁ~nJempha§ﬁ}es p“ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁhﬂ*ﬁn&~fﬂtbumﬁﬁﬁhat1on—ror”ést1mat1ﬁﬁ*?ﬁzw;ﬁ?ﬁ?zﬁfw” ~~~~~~~~
. . E? /)) incarceration, and has an accuracy rate of 86.8% (compared with a base rate of
9 70 é; , e 70.1% for this group of cases). Despite this high rate of accuracy, the model has
o NOT CSP < a wgakne;s.r A large number of sampled cases were missing data for the variables
é 50 INCARCERATED v used to construct the que1.24 These cases had to be excluded when the model was
E o . constructed. A second model was therefore constructed using a set of variables
= ag |- o that did not include probation officer recommendation and allowed a greater number
g? : of cases to be included.
% 1o |
,g§ 1 ] | The second model, Model B, was constructed with the following variables:
w ag number of adult fe]ony arrests, age, conviction class, and type of conviction
E? 5 offense. Compared to Model A, Model B used more cases to generate risk scores, but
ﬁﬁ 79 it has a lesser ability to classify cases by risk of incarcertion (an accuracy rate
% NOT CsP | of 75.1% ‘relative to a base rate of 67.9%). Figure 3.2, below, compares CSP
o 58 NOT INCARCERATED o .\ ( clients with non-CSP offende;;sf, incarcerated and. not incarcerated, relative to the
: ég é ‘s ,’ risk scores generated by Model B.
o = ‘ g% QFor‘MoJe] B, the optimum cutoff point separdiing those cases 1ikely to be
| : incarcerated from those 11ke}ycnot tocbe incarcerated is 0.458. The data indicate
PROB. OF INC. 0.0 N 2 jS 4?4 fg Té T7 :8 9 1:8 PR that CSP clients most often fall on the Tikely not to be incarcerated side of this
: . i&g{ﬁ o cutoff (although they are frequently close to it). Of the CSP cases, 72.3% have
NOT C§P' INC " : 'V; § _ risk scores less than or equal to 0.4. Of the non-CSP offenders who were not
PERCENT 3.5 1.3| 8.5 1.2{ 3.7| 3.5 4.8 7.1|14.6 6.653.8| { B incarcerated, 80.5% have risk scores inuthis range compared with only 26.5% of the
FREQUENCY R 213 (B3| (33| (75)(223)(213|C28) | €42) (87 |¢39) |¢315] T é“—'- - non-CSP offenders who were incarcerated. The modal risk category for CSP clients.
NOTPZ:?:E’ENﬁOT INC_ 67.3 18.4| 3 g 21| 20l 2.1] 2.8 3.5 a4l (4] 52 ief - 3“7 jncludes risk scores between 0.3 and 0.39 (31.0% of CSP \.ases) This category also
. s - : g ) ) Tp e TR - includes the greatest number of non-CSP offenders not incarcerated (31.6%) and the
FREQUENCY (4487 (69> (205{ <145 C183{ <1411 c23ricisy | <o cald . i%
CSP CLIENTS | 1 1. (T ¢ $
PERCENT 48.9) 8.8} 0.0/ 9.1| 4.8| 8.8|13.5/13.6| 8.8 0.0(18.2 T S | _' .
reamer | @l @l ol @l il @l ol @l al eldl b it e semistatie suise of te tonty cort saree o colleetion
N ‘ ‘ R : ' {mhw, = = collect data from pre-sentence reports prepared for his cases. As a result, data
NOTES: 1. Model A correctly cptegorizes 86.8% of nonmandatery - 3 records arg mcomp}\ez?ogia%g]:1;1ggeogsgugng::sb;ngeﬁgcggré:;gagil{S?Sﬁstglgdngz the *

2.

.425.

cases when cutoff is p =

Missing data for some variables prevented making .
probabil ity estimates for 9 of the 31 CSP cuses,

remaining cases. .
reveal any substantial differences in their.sentencing practices. Therefore, the

éxclusion of the cases of one Jddge in the ‘construction of Model A is not likely to
have an gppr‘ecwab]e 1mpact‘on the differences between Model A and Model B.

o
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. Missing data for some variables.phevenied mck;hg

probability estimates for 2 of th~ 31 CSP cases. -
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Figure 3.2 a
PROBABILITY OF INCARCERATION BY SUBGROUP -H3-
MODEL B: CEXCLUDES PROBATION OFFICER RECOMMENDATIOND> £ / : Cen
e &F second greatesf number of those incarcerated (15.3%). Therefore, Model B shows
ag Qo %r"{$ L that, in terms of risk score, CSP clients more closely resemble non-CSP offenders
“%é | difﬁﬁf ToT— not “incarcerated, but dees not distinguish them as clearly from non-CSP offenders
/0 g ‘,Q et ii incarcerated as does Model A.
NOT CsP Z G = :
F_tj e INCARCERATED S J: ;{ Generally, the statistical models used to predict probability of incarceration
e a0 A {.,%. - support the conclusion that CSP clients were more similar to other offenders not
55 ) o ’%z ipf— jncarcerated than they were to offenders incarcerated. As a group, CSP clients
g% (@ 3 o if o 'L were not likely to receive sentences of incarceration, even in the absence of the
@ — ——— R ol CSP service. (Actual outcomes are discussed-later.) Table 3.6, Tists all CSP-
Z? ap e o o < o A , clients with their risk scores (from Model A, since this model includes the «
Q %*f?% e’ probation officer recommendation and has a higher accuracy rate than Model B) and
%§ L 79 i P b {:e | characteristics fdr the varfableS“used to generate the scores.,
g o ~ NOT csP 4. — |
o 5o NOT INCARCERATED s Q. I Zi_ CSP Plans |
3@ 2 ST To divert an offender who would otherwise be incarcerated from: being so
. i §§ i?““% L : sentenced the New York Center uses ‘a CSP p]an to try to convince the judge that
fe . o S | itﬁﬂ% yw..’ there is a viable a]ternat1ve to incarceration for the offender. To do:this, the
e T ik - , — 'E;ﬁ, i Center, theoretically, prepares a plan which includes components consistent with
PROB. OF lkg;' 8.9 .Ef; 3 4 's 5 .7 '8:, 8 1.8 ,%i “_“_? the characteristics and needs of the client for whom it is be1ng prepared That
NOT CSP, 1fNC"“ S ,; e 1 - , - T is, the p]ans are intended to be "client specific.”.
_/PERCENT 1.8 3.2 6.7\.45.3]11.3| 6.7| 5.3] 2.5| 1.5 2.1 |43.9 c | | | |
FREQUENCY S €33 VC32,33 C}48)C‘1 19> (8831<48) (382 |C19) [C11D2]C15D |{315) As noted in the 1ntroductory sectwn of this~ report CSP plans are supposed to
ﬁcﬂ' CSR,: NQT‘Zﬂﬂgs s 5 o _‘?v‘;3u0,$57 ol : | N ‘ ) 1nc1ude one or more «of the f0110w1ng liyving arrangements, codgynfpy serV1ce,
” PERCENT 515.0 16 Q 17.0|31.6{11.3] 2.3 R {.8 8.6 93 8.7 24 emp1oyment f1nanc1a1 restitution, therapy, “substance abuse/*f‘eatment education,
FREQUENCY Ci‘38)(146>pi47):273>' (88| (282 Ci B2p B2, (3>].¢BY €21 vocational training/rehabilitation medical treatment f(.,uperv1s1on or reportmg, and
CSP CLIENTS . | i 1 N - | even a m1n1ma1 period of ‘incarceration when appropr1ate Table 3 7 shows that most
PERCENT, 17.2] 6.8/.17.2/31.8 18.3{ 8.8 3.5/ 9.8 2.8| 2.9/13.8 of these were ‘included in one or more of the plans prepared by the New York Center
FREPUENCYV ~&C5& 23] <5 <] 3 L1 31 (9 ‘CG> B>1 <45 fm~c11mns in Onondaga County. '
’“NGTES¢; 1. Model B cornechly;categorizes 75 1% o# honmahdctory 7
cases when cufoF? is p = 458, :
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Table 3.6 h : "”L - | G
| I Table 3.7
CSP Cases: Probability of Inearcerat1on and Other Character1st1cs i i% ; ‘
: P 5 - Components of CSP Plans
%“!_wt‘, w——’ L
Sentence - Case Characteristics ‘
: . ‘ Component Percent of Plans Including
Predicted Observed ngg?glgn .gggg;y E?ZZ; %§gé. Age ghwa F"ﬁ (Recommended in Plan) This Component (N=31)
In/Out { Prob |  In/Out Rec. Arrests : : [ A ,
{ _ Reporting to Authority 94

M M OQut Missing 0 CF PROP 24 B B il ‘ .

Out .05 Out Jail and Prob 0 DF PERS 18 o B Conditions of Probation .87

Out .05 Out Probation 0 DF PROP 16 L Resid .

Out .04 Out Probation 0 DF . | PROP 18 T esidence 87
“Out .30 Out None Made -0 CF DRUG 20 R Community Service 84

Out .05 Out Other -0 DF - DRUG | 21 {; : e by S .4 '

In 77 In Incarceration 2 - DF PROP 27 i I ommunIty Supervision . 77

M M Out Missing 1 - AM O0TH 59 i {Drug or Alcohol Counseling : 68

— * In -f .91 In Incarceration 1 CF ROB 18 ¢ o ; Financial R %‘t tio ‘
In .69 Out Incarceration 0 DF PERS 21 S e B nancial Restitution 36
Cut .04 Out Probation 0 DF PROP 20 - i ' Education , 36
* M M In Missing 3 BF ROB -t 31 | B B O ’

M M Out Missing 0" DF ROB | 20 ¢ Employment T 32
Out .03 Qut Probation 0 DF PROP 25 G e v Incarcerat1on or’ Detentlon K ‘ 13

M | M OQut - Missingy 0 DF DRUG 23 bl '

In 1 .60 Out Incarceraggon 0 DF PERS 26 B L. . , |Supporting Letters Attached to Plan ' 94
In .80 In Incarceration: 0 DF PROP | 17 ‘ %ﬁ_ﬁn I . .
Qut .07 In | ProFation 1 DF PROP 16 P - , ; o
out | .08 | In Jail and Prob 0 DF | PROP | 16 Lo - Source: New York Center Data
* M M ~In s/ Missing 5 BF DRUG | 64 ) i : : ' o
* M M- . In Missing g 1 CF. ROB | 26 | ° TR P
Out .38 In None Made 1 DF - PROP 27 e A '
Ia .34 8u§ Inﬁarceﬁagion g“ aF ‘ aROP gg o %Z : A few observations can be made from the percentages’ presented in Tab]e 3.7.
o ’ ) Ce— *T:—
" " Ig M?gsizge 5 EF PROP 52 THOF Most CSP plans 1nc1uded a Pecommendat1on that the offender report dur1ng the
m |  ” ' éﬂt 'aai¥i§§1"g ob 8 QM | &ERS ‘ %g ‘ %k O sentence period to an authorlty (94%). Naturally, very few recommended that the -
: r @

M oM o Missing 1° EF PROP 19 o ?w“ﬁ&: S client be incarcerated (13%). Community service was. .recommended in 84% of the
%n : Zg_ -\gﬁt %Rg::gzigtggg g SE 1 ggﬁe ; g; e e plans, but employment was recommended in only 32% of the p1ans Th1s is consistent
‘" X : b s Kk i;—hf.“en_ with what CSP case planners told the evaluators; employment is more d1ff1cu1t to -

* Magd§§or¥ Incarceration Case. ; h; é‘, arrange for a convicted offender than is commun1ty seryvice. Almost all Csp p]ans
= Missing | - | , §i ‘ . (94%) had 1etters from members of the commun1ty attached showing support for the
» \ , ' LT gﬁ‘*‘ \release of the client. This is important in that community support is needed for a
o ‘ | v T CSK\plan to work and these letters demonstrate that CSP planners do extensive
e =" backyround work for each plan. |
i
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This information Teads to the conclusion that the New York Center prepared CSP
plans that were consistent with the goals and objectives of client specific
planning in general. It says nothing about the extent to which CSP as implemented
in Onondaga County provided alternative sentencing p1ans that were truly client
specific. For CSP plans to be truly specific, they must respond to the conditions
surrounding the life of the offender and to the nature of the illegal act committed
by the offender. Therefore, ihe evaluators used the data provided by the New York
Center about the clients and the plans and matched individual characteristics of

tlients to specific components of the plans.

Table 3.8 relates some conditions surrounding the Tives of CSP clients to ‘
components of their plans. In terms of the relationships examined, it appears that
the CSP plans of the New York Center had not been particularly individualized; a
place of residence was recommended in 87.1% of all cases and community service was
In fact, it could be argued that specific
recommendations, when they were made, were made on the basis of expedience rather
than on the basis of need. For example, for employed clients, employment was
recommended in 75.0% of all cases, whereas it was recommended for only 5.3% of the
Given that 61.3% of all clients were
unemployed at the time of their current offense, employment was recommended in only
32.3% of a]T cases and employment training in only 29.0% of all cases.

recommended for 83.9% of all clients.

cases involving unemployed CSP clients.

=2

" -Conclusions about the client specificity of csP plans based on the
relationships between CSP plan recommendations and offense type, presented in Table
3.9, are more pos1t1ve than those based on the relationship between EEﬁ\plan
recommendations and the conditions surrounding the life of the client. OFf the.

clients charged‘w1th drug related offenses, 37.5% were reccmmended in their CSP
plans for drug counseling (compared to 40.0% of those charged with all other

offenses). Drug offenses included sale as well as possession, so some offenders

- \_::Ty/
o
2 -47-
— | ~ Table 3.8
g Recommendations in CSP Plans and Conditions
2 T Surrounding the Lives of the Clients
‘ g Plan 1. Employment at Time of Offense
e Includes: ] :
o Yes (N=12) No (N=19)
§”’ % N % N
T Employment Yes| 75.0 9 5.3 1
— Recommendation No 25.0 3 94.7 18
i , , . ‘
I Employment Training Yes 16.7 2 36.8 7
LIS Recommendation . No 83.3 10 63.2 12
I » :
" 2. Previous Community Service
- .Number of Previous Community Service/Volunteer Assignments
. None (N=23) One (N=5) Two “or More (N=3)
- x N %N ' N
e ‘Community Service  Yes| 82.6 19 80.0 4 100.0 3
i Recommendation No 17.4 4 20.1 1 0.0 0
e 3. Permanent Living Arrangement
. | | Qwn Parent's | Relative's Group Jail
el Home (N=10) [ Home (N=12) Home (N=1) | Home (N=1) { (N=7)
i ~ % N % N| T % N % N | % N
__ Residence Yes{100.0 10 | 91.7 11| 0.0 0 |l00.0 1 |71.4 5
?‘" Recommendation No[ 0.0 0| 8.3 1{100.0 1 0.0 0 {28.6 2
{~§5“—? ~ 4. Education Completed
i ' ‘ L ;
: ‘ Grade 11 or Less High School More Than High
- ' ; (N=19) Graduate (N=/) School (N=3)
N | c % N % N % N
‘Education Yes| 47.4 9 | 14.3 1 20.0 1
Recommendation ~ No 52.6¢ 10 85.7 6 80.0 4
Source:

New York Center Data

b
& .
e L

5



. ot

Qg N % N % N
-Financial Restitution  Yes| 37.5 3 50.0 5 - 18.2 2
Recommendation Nof{ 62.5 5 50.0 5 . 81.8 9
Source:  New York'Center Data
Notes: '
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TabTle 3.9

Recommendations in CSP Plans and Instant Offense*

Plan 1. Drug and Alcohol Offenses and Counseling
Includes: kS
Instant Offense**
Alcohol (N=2) Drug (N=8)"" | Other (N=20)
% N % N % N
Alcohol: Yes} 100.0 12.5 1 25.0 5
Counseling No| 0.0 0 87.5 7 75.0° 15
Recommendation : - - - -
Drug: Yes| 50.0 ; ~\37 5 3 . 40.0 8
Noj 50.0 1 @~///bk\ 5 60.0 12

B
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G
may not have been viewed as needing drug counseling. Further,ﬁ inancial
restitution was recommended more often for person offenders (37.5%) and property
offenders (50.0%) than for others who committed offenses (18.2%) where financial .
loss to the victim would have been Tess 11ke1y

i

Qutcomes of CSP

E

Sentencing Outcome | o ‘ oD

~clients whose plans were accepted and those whose plans were not.

4

2. Offense Type and Restitution

Instant Offense Type***

Person (N=8)

Property (N=10)

Other (N=11)

~* One case was excluded from the table due to missing data.

PL 1192:1 or 1192.2

** Alcohol =

[‘Other

*%% Person =

Property =
~Other =

Drug = PL 220.37, 220.39, 221.45, 221.50, 221 27
Al other ' o

L 120,10, 125,15, 130:65. 160.05, 160.10, 160.15
PL 140.20, 140.25, 150.05, 155.30, 155.35, 165.45, 165.27,

o

170.25

PL 1192.2, 220. 37, 220 39, 221. 45, 221, 50, 221. 27, v1o]at10n of

probation.

Of the 31 CSP plans prepared by the New York Center for clients in Onondaga
County during the study period, 19 were accepted or cond1t1ona11y accepted by the
Table 3.10 presents a comparison of New York Center
Given the small

court and 12 were rejected.

number of cases -in each category, any conclusions drawn,from'TableVB.lo are
necessarfiy tentative. However, it appears that CSP plans were more frequently
accepted as sentences by the court if clients were young, white, not in jail at the
time of sentencing, or represented by a private attorney. |

To assess the 1ikelihood that CSP itself. had an impact on the sentencing
decision of the court, the number of CSP cases actua11y reéu]ting in a sentence of
incarceration is compared in Table '3.11 to the number of CSP cases for which a
sentence of incarceration is pred1cted If CSP did encourage the court to sentence
of fenders who would have otherwise been incarcerated to non-incarceration, then
there should be fewer cases of CSP clients actual]y incarcerated than thnre are
cases of CSP c]1ents for whom 1ncarcerat1on 1s predicted.

'Lﬁ%]e 3.11 uses both Model A and Mode] B to predict the probabflitybof
incarceration for CSP clients. Model A is stronger in that it includes probation
officer recommendation and has a higher accuracy rate (86.8%); Model B provides

balance in that it allows predictions for one-third more cases while maintaining an

accuracy rate of 75.1%. Model A predicts that overall 6.7 of these 19 cases were
Jhikely to have resulted in incarceration; in fact seven of the 19 resulted in

incarceration. Mode] B prov1des pred1ct1ons for 29 CSP cases, . pred1ct1ng :



~ New York Center Data

lConta1ns three fewer cases than the table show1ng Probab111ty of

Incarceration by Model A for subgroups because three of the four mandatory
incarceration cases in the other table had missing values for probab111ty

of incarceration and could not be included in this table.

2Computed by summ1ng ‘the predicted probab1]1t1es for all CSP cases with
non-missing data.

3Includes four caSes of mandatory incarceration. .
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S Table 3.10 {
Extralega1 Factors: CSP Cases Accepted and Not Accepted ST ;5!' Table 3.11 ,
| 4 §5w¢ - Predicted Versus Observed Incarcerations:
. T Two Models
CSP Cases Accepted |CSP Cases Not Accepted i —_—
{by the Court (N=19)| by the Court (N=12) o BT B ,
% N . N . : <
Age 16 to Tess than 19 21.1 4 25.0 3 b Model A Model B
é?d:g lﬁ;s ggan or equal to 23 gz.g g ) ggeg g gg 2 With Probation Officer Without Probation Officer
i : T gx-. Recommendation Recommendation
Gender - Male 84.2 16 91.7 11 T
Female 15.8 3 8.3 1 L
RS 57_
Race White - 73.7 14 50.0 "6 e ota 0
Black 26.3 5 50.0 6 ¢ f Total Number X 5
T Of Predictions 19 29
Living Arrangement  Own Home 31.6 6 33.3 4 . fﬂ .,
Parent's Home 47.4 9 25.0 3 e {
Relative's Home 5.3 1 - 0.0 0 L
Group Home® 5.3 1 - 0.0 0 o
Jai] . 10 .5 2 41-7 5 h:: Lo L-.m N
: {‘ Number of Cases :
Marital Status Single 68.4 13 58.3 7 ST ; .
Married 10.5 2 16.7 2 S Prediced L e 8.0 -
Separated 0.0 0 5 8.3 1 %QE? o ‘Incarcerated : ;
Divorced 5.3 1 16.7 2 ; i_w — BN
Widowed 5.3 1 0.0 0 B XB
CohabitatingVﬂ 10.5 2 0.0 0 gZ'W o f%/
Education Comp]eted Grade ll or 1ess 63.2 12 k58.3 7 " *=“$; — e
" High School Graduate 21.1 4 ° 25.0 o 3 A Number of All
More than High School |  15.8 3 16.7 2 ‘§ - ; Cases Actually
Employment at Time Yes 36.8 7 41.7 5 T Incarcerated 7 12
- of Arrest No - 63.2 12 58.3 7 %f‘*“ (for which a . '
Attorney Type Appdinted 36.8 7 75.0 g ey prediction was
- Private - 63.2 12 25.0 3 i possible) -
‘Source: ﬁ
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h | Table 3.12
incarceration in 8.0; ‘twelve of these 29 cases actually resilted in incarceration. ™. ' ' . :

ey 5

For both groups, CSP p1ans did not apprec1ab1y reduce the aggregate incarceration ,f*”{ e RECIDIVISM RATE AS MEASURED BY ARRESTS For CSP Clients Who Were Not Incarcerated
§: And Whose CSP Plans Were (According To Program Data) Accepted Or Conditionally

rate in relation to the rate that would have been expected in the absence of the *‘_W; Accepted By The Courtl
service. However, this does not necessarily mean that CSP did not have an i ) gt 3%» | .
influence in individual cases. {i NUMBER OF ARRESTS

/

 ies S . Number of Number of Arrests Number of Arrests
Recidivism C % : CSP Clients | Between Sentencing | Between Sentencing

. T and the Shortest and the Longest
If the New York Center were to persuade the community and the courts that CSP e s v @;ﬂ}guﬂaegfgggggs ggs;guﬂae:fgzgegg
could identify viable alternatives to incarceration, then it would need to £;va@ i 7 . ! in a State PrisonZ | in a State Prison
demonstrate that CSP did not jeopardize public safety when offenders were released e iw ) Felony Misdemeanor|Felony Misdemeanor
who would otherwise be incarcerated. For this reason, the recidivism rates of CSP {1-¢< — ) ‘ o _
clients were examined. It may be argued that since the presumed alternative was ;j j‘ Pgﬁg;g;:d Incarceration 5 (8)*” (8) (i) (8)

{

incarceration, a single case of recidivism by any CSP client is a measurable =

increase in the risk to public safety that would not hadje occurred if the offender Felony M1sdemeanbr Felony  Misdemeanor

(Model A )
had been incarcerated. That is, the recidivism rate for any experiméntally Using - Non - V IR
b , - . Probation| Incarceration 6 3 2 3 7
relevant control group is effectively zero. Table 3.12, below, uses re-arrest to Officer , : ) (1) (3) (4)
examine the recidivism rates of those CSP clients who were released into the Recommen- > ; )
‘ ] TR . dation) No ' Felony Misdemeanor|Felony  Misdemeanor
; community with CSP plans. Prediction _ o L :
! <9Mad5% 7 1 0 1 ; 0
i . . (1) (0) (1) (0)

§ o Table 3.12 presents the number of misdemeanor and felony arrests for CSP

}% clients, categorized by probability of incarceration using Model A (the stronger

| predictor). The number of new arrests for each client is measured relative to the
shortest minimum and the longest minimum period of incarceration that could have

lInformation in this table differs from information in subsequent
arrest tables due to constant updating of the criminal h1story data
, base.

v

2The minimum range of state incarceration was determined for each of the
above CSP clients. - The shortest minimum and the Tongest minimum
“represent the lower and _upper Timits of that range, respectively.

been 1mposed had the client been 1ncarcerated in a state prison for the conviction
offense. From these statistics, it appears that had all CSP clients been
incarcerated for even the minimum amount of time permissable, a total of six new
arrests could have been avo1ded

* Numbers™ in parentheses refer to number of people arrested, numbers not
in parentheses refer to number of arrests..

(&)

The use of zero as a comparison for measuring the recidivism rate of CSP
clients may be too stringent. Table 3.13,shows a comparison of recidivism rates
for CSP clients and other offenders in the Onondaga County sample.

<

]




53§samp1ed non-CSP offenders convicted during 1981-82. In terms of the number oiﬁ\\%x
~ arrests, CSP clients had a higher rate of misdemeanor arrests (.47 versus _.23) and
* a higher rate of felony arrests (.26 versus .20).

-54-

Table 3.13 o q:%)

Sub%equent Arrests for Non Incarcerated Cases Convicted
During 1981-1982
” CSP Versus Non-CSP Cases

Subsequent Subsequent Subsequent
Misdemeanor Arrests* Felony Avrests > Arrests*
CSP == ' >
Cases 4 21% 4 21% 5 26%
Arrests 9 .47 arrest/case| 5 .26 arrest/case| 14 .74 arrest/case
(19) (19) (19) -
Non-CSP “y @ i
Cases 70 16% 56  13% 10 23%
Arrests 100 .23 arrest/case| 85 .19 arrest/case| 185 .43 arrest/case
7 (435) (436) N (435)

*0ne non-CSP case was excluded because the number of subsequent misdemeanor

arrests was unknown. i
Percentages and rates are based upon the total number of cases occurring
in each category. (e.g., four of the 19 CSP cases had a CSP cases had a
subsequent misdemeanor arrest; i.e., 21.1%). The percentages and rates
are bases on the total number of cases in a category, whether the number
refers to cases or arrests. ‘ A

Note:

. AN
" \\
. 5 &

From Table 3.13, it appears that for both misdemeanors and felonies, CSP nggpts,
were more 1ikely (through the period of the study) to be re-arrested than-were"

In térms of the number of
offenders arrested, CSP clients again had a higher recidivism rate than the other
offenders. Twenty-one percent of the CSP clients were arrested for misdemeanors
compared with 16% of the others; 21% of the CSP clients were arrested for felonies
as compared to 13% of the others. Clearly, these particular CSP clients created a
slightTy greater risk to public safety than did other offenders released to the
community in Onondaga County.

7

P

o 2

disinclination to work with the local criminal justice community.

~55-

Potential for Expansion

The analysis presented leads to the conclusion that the CSP service in Onondaga
County Wdid not meet its goals of selecting offenders who were otherwise Tikely to
be incarcerated, and providing them with viable and acceptable alternatives to a
sentence of jncarceration. However, the findings about the operation of the CSP
service in Onondaga County indicate that the implementation of the service by the

New York Center, rather than the CSP model itself, may have been responsible for

the shortcomings.

CSP can play a unique role in the criminal justice system; it is an advocate
for alternatives to incarceration for offenders who would otherwise be
incarcerated. Its failure to effectively serve this role in Onondaga County
appears to be directly related to the fact that the New York Center showed a
4 Although the
advocacy role of the service should not be compromised,’ increased communication
with the Tocal criminal justice community would have improved the effectiveﬁéss of
CSP. ~This might have been accomplished by formalizing the role of CSP as a
legjtimate. component of the local criminal justice system. This would have made
CSP avajlable to a greater number of~appropriatecpffenders in Oncndaga County.

In Onondaga County in 1980, there were approximately 200 convicted offenders
for whom prdbation officers recommended incarceration, and for whom incarceraton
was not legally mandated. Because probation officer recommendation is a good
indicator of probability of incarceration, these 200 offenders would have been
logical candidates for referral to CSP. By cooperating with the local probation-
department, a CSP service could identify such offenders and consider their
eligibility for CSP plans. '
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e ?h$,\ “IV. CLIENT SPECIFIC PLANNING AND THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMUNITY
e IN ONONDAGA COUNTY
T ,
§§ - WW,é This,secfion focuses on the é%perience of six distinct groups with Client
SR Specific Planning in Onondaga County -- staff and case planners of the New York
o - 3“-“1 Center, defense attorneys, prosecutors, judges, probation officers, and
, %3”1 : representatives of community service organizations. (See Section VI for details
s regard%ﬁg‘the interview data on which this section is based.)
i b fpi; : - The New York Center for Sentencing Alternatives
. N I ‘As the providers of CSP in Onondaga County, the staff of the New York Center
B #{““m ‘““3‘ weretknowledgeable'aboht the service. As previously noted, each staff member
‘%%Tﬂ 7 coqpfetéd'a‘two-dayrtraining session which emphasized both ‘the skills necessary to
e b prepare CSP plans -and the philosophy behind such plans.
"o S - The individual case planners interviewed in Onondaga County all agreed that
A §i - 5 the CSP servige should ‘be available to serious offenders who are likely to be
- TR %entenced to prison. Nonetheless, they all indicated a sensitivity to the concern
; for safety‘inxthe community. For example, one planner said, "When there really is
) a question of safety... we will do a very different type of plan... (where we
o would) recommend a much more secure handling of a-client.” Howexerg'the consensus
of opinion among planners was that the release of a serious offender into the
community has a "minimal" affect on public safety as long as the offender "stays
with the plan.® Generél]y,nthese planners viewed CSP as "a very realistic"
‘f alternative to incarceration and the plans they produce for c]iénts as "very good."
=P During its first 22 months of operation, the New York Center viewed its
, wont B » experience with the CSP service as positive and gonsidered CSP as a viable
%__Qg §"43 “alternative to incarceration. The'Center‘chose to use CSP as means of achieving — _
et A “its goal of decarceration. Plannerscbelieved that CSP enabled the New York Center
) qyi;bm‘ ﬂ-% "to influence §entencing‘decisions andvto,assist_in changing the way the criminal
’::;gf?‘jo justice system handles offenders. R PN S '
w*«; - R b —’57‘-'
i,@g r?r_:: : ‘ .
e L B : : 1 , ‘ e e , )
g_}_i 5-.: ~ Preceding page blank S R
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: of some clients who could not pay for the service,

N
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- Defense Attorneys

In general, defense attorneys in Ohondaga County did not have a-thorough
knowledge of C§P. .Although there was an initﬁa],meeting that introduced
CSP to approxihately 30 defense attorneys, there had been no other formal
presentation about the CSP service "to defense attorneys (or other criminal justice
groups) in Onondaga County. Consequently, defense attorneys had incomplete and
inaccurate information about CSP. For examp]e,‘wheh it was mentioned to a defense
attd}ney that CSP case planners believed that CSP could’ be used as a tool for p]eacj
bargaining or for obtaining a shorter sentence forn a client facing mandatory
incarceration,'the defense attorney said, "I guess I could use it for that." Such;
uncertainty revealed a lack of understanding of the full potentié] of the CSP , .,
service. ‘ ‘ :

Defense attorneys werelalso not a]@ays aware of the exfent to which cTients
had. to pay for the CSP service. The New York Center was able to subs1d1ze £he fees
Most of the attorneys
interviewed did not know that 1nd19ent defendants only had to pay a $25 m1n1mum‘fe§
for the CSP service. ' s

A1l nine defense attorneys who were interviewed hed some experience with the
CSP service. Howeverg in most cases their experience was limited to one ¢r two
One explanation for the limited use is that defense attorneys were not
fully aware of the variety of CSP services. ‘

cases.

/7 '
T
¢/§enere]1y, defense attorneys interviewed had positive comments regarding their

experience with the CSP service. For example: . : 3
? “T just find them a wonderful resource." > 1
NSRRI (L~
"...magnificent job." N

“CSP came up with all good th1ngs.“
"CSP has potential."

Therefore, they did not refer indigent cases to CSP, even S
© when they believed it would have been otherwise useful to do so. e

g
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- .
] “(CSP) worked in some cases, but not in others."
There were no clearly negative statements by defense attorneys about their
experience with the CSP service.

Although these attorneys reported favorable opinions regarding CSP,
This is because they did not

in general
their responses must be viewed with caution.
necessarily share a common view of the purpose behind CSP. Defense attorneys
believed that CSR‘had~one or more of the following purposes:

rehabilitation, development of‘ndh—incarcerative sentences for defendantscwho are

o

social work,

not a threat to society, and deve1opment of non-incarcerative sentences for
defendants who are considered serious offenders. Therefore, it is difficult. to
know exactly what it was to which they were responding favorably.

While defense attorneys may not have agreed about the concept behind CSP, .they
did use the service to fulfill their own needs and, in general, reported
Further, they consistently acknowledged that CSP is
For example, one -

satisfaction with the results.
truly client-specific in that its focus is on the individual.
attorney said: "I think that the'objéé%ives would’ primarily be to analyze that
particular individual and-set up a realistic plan...realistic in the sense that
jt's something the person can actually do and get a benefit from, rather than being
'pie in the sky'...." In a very straightforward manner, another attorney said that
the objective of CSP is “"to keep people out of jail and to keep them out of trouble
in the future." Generally, they all seemed to agree with the defense attorney who,
when asked about personal objectives in using the CSPdservice, replied, "My
objective is to do what I feel is extremely in the client's very best-interest.”

Finally, defense attorneys did not view CSP as providing a "break" for{a
defendant. As one attorney said:

I don t th1nk that it's an easy way out. It's certainly...less

restrictive. Noth1ng can be more restrictive than to absolutely

take away a person's freedom...If judges were to perceive it as A

that, then it would not be effective and over a period of time it

would fall into disuse. And I think that the reports that I've

geen, some of which have been more restrictive than I would have

argued for myself, say a lot for them. . oy
//”" :

./
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Prosecutors
Nine Onondaga County prosecutors were interviewed regarding CSP. Two of the
nine prosecutohs were totally unaware of the service. The remaining seven
prosecutors stated,thaf they were familiar with some "outside agency" which
prepared alternative to incarceration plans. However, they were not familiar
enough to provide the exact name of the service or the name of the organization

“that provided it. The prosecutors' lack of familiarity with CSP can be Exp?ained

by the Tack of any fbrma]‘introduction of this service to the District Attorney's
Office and by the existence of only a small number of actual CSP plans. 'Among
those prosecutorg whbkwere familiar with CSP plans, they reported first hearing
gbout the existence of a plan’at the "pre-trial" stage or on the "day of
sentencing." It is at this time that a defense attorney should have (but may not
have) supplied a prosecutor with a copy of the plan.

Although prosecutors in Onondaga County had Timited experience with CSP, they
had a definite opinion about the CSP service; they viewed it negatively. The
District Attorney's Office had its own system for determining alternatives to
incarceration, and that system did-not include the CSP service. Onondaga County
prbsecutors claimed to review all possible alternatives to incarceration in the
early stages of a criminal proceedfhg; a sentence of incarceration imposed by a
court indicates that all available alternatives have been exhausted and that the
defendant has "earned" such a senfence. Consequently, prosecutors viewed any
alternative that is proposed at time of sentencing as redundant and irrelevant.
Onondaga County prosecutors characterized the CSP service as "unrealistic,"

"unsatisfactory,” "lousy," "boilerplate(d)," and "missing the whole mark." The =

most positive statement made by any prosecutor concerning a CSP plan was that it
was "extremely complete. " | A

Among those prosecutors interviewed, CSP was viewed as “over-oriented toward

the defendant" and therefore an obstacle to successful prosecution. Though they

- had Timited knd@]edge of the sérvice, prosecutors generally believed that case"
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planners were not familiar with "community habits...and background of (the)
defendant," and, therefore, that the CSP plans Tacked credibility.

These prosecutors believed that the CSP reports lacked objectivity. CSP
reports were seen as aiding the defense by providing "a much more‘glowingzreport

- about the defendant," thereby giving the defense attorney "more ammunition" with

which to fight in court. In general, -the phbsecutors indicated that CSP was
¢ompromising public safety and providing just another "escape valve" by which a
defendant could avoid appropriate phnishment. !gﬁ%se ngpondents agreed that the
CSP plans were %concerned with the defendant, nS?\Qgg victim or society" and
reported that tﬁé} were "frystrated" by CSP with respect to the amount of
punishment it provided. Needless to say, prosecutors indicated that CSP has had
little or no affect on their sentencing recommendations.

- Jdudges

Those judges interviewed in Onondaga County knew about CSP, but Tacked
extensive experience with the service. As with prosecutors, the judges' &
unfamiliarity with CSP may be explained by a Tack of formal introduction of the
service and by the relatively few cases that had been presented in court. - They
indicated that they believed the providers of CSP were "naive" “h that they
demonstrated an inadequats understandingidf the criminal justice process. One
judge said that CSP plans were "...more interested in keeping peOple_out of jail .
than (in) the proper sentence." 7

Judges‘ experiences with CSP appear to have been inf]ﬁenced by the context in
which a CSP plan had been recommended. As one judge stated, "I look more at the
reasons: for a recommendation than (at) the recommendations themselves."

Rec0gnizing that CSP is defense oriented, some judges viewed the service as having . (.; .
little or no influence on their sentencing decision. One judge said he believed . N e !
an alternative CSP sentence~was,désigned.tpfappear harsh in an attempt to sway him L gh,

from an incarcerative sentence. .Other judges indicated that the plans.presented to _
them were unrealistic in tErmS\?f offender compliance. However, there were judges i
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who credited CSP with a high quality of work and for the effort to present
innovative ideas. Judges with positive opinions described the CSP service as "well
prepared,” representativé of "better ideas," and "always realistic." Judges with
negative opinions viewed CSP as "naive," "not objective" and .therefore, of little N
credibility. The varying opinions are best capsulized by one judge who said that

C

. CSP was "a super program which requ1res a lot of work and a lot of attention," but

that the planners were “spinning their wheels" by focus1ng on the wrong defendants.
In general, judges viewed CSP as providing an opportun1ty for a defendant to -avoid
incarceration. They agreed that everyone deserves such an opportunity, but they
also argued that for some offenders (i. e., repeat or violent felons) the
opportunity is past.

Probation Officers:

Some of the Onondaga County probation officers who were included in this
evaluation had never heard of CSP. Others indicated know]edge of an organization
that provided alternative to incarceration plans, but could hbt name.it. Of those
probation officers who were aware of this, service, most did not know that it
charged defendants a fee. Some probation off1cers seemed to believe that CSP was a
service which provided judges, and sometfmes probation off1cers, with a "reasonable
alternative program" for offenders likely to be incarcerated. One probation
officer saw CSP as a "Tawyer's tool" used to obtain a reduced sentence for a
defendant. Other offwcers indicated that the CSP service provided "another overa]]
opinion other than from this (Probation) Department". that could "work out '
alternatives to incarceration using community service.”

Atcording to probation administrators, few probation officers in Onondaga
County had had actual experience with the CSP service. Of those interviewed, the
six probation officers normally assigned to the supervision of probationers, were
able to identify only three CSP clients on their combined caseloads. One of the
officers~who was persopally supervising a CSP client had never seen the actual °
p]an. Of the four probation officers “interviewed who prepare pre-sentence reports,
only one was certain that a CSP ‘plan was being prepared on a case he was

i
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investigating. This limited experience with CSP was partly related to the defense
orientation of CSP and reliance upon defense attorneys to disseminate the plans to
probation off1cers. It is of particular interest because CSP plans accepted by the
court were nom1na11y intended by case planners to become part of Jthe orders and
conditions of probation under which a probation officer supervises a probationer.
Unless the conditions of the plan are also formally made orders and conditions of

‘probation, they are not legally enforceable by the probation officer supervising

g

the ¢lient. ’ e

In genera], Onondaga County probatijon officers who were interviewed had
positive opinions about the potential of Client Specific Planning. As one officer
said: 3 T s

©

In summary, I can tell you I think it's a very valuable tool

for the person's rehabilitation and social functioning in the
community. It obviously assists you a great deal in making what
I call sort of a plan of .treatment for this person, should they
be released to the commun1ty.

Similarly, other probation officers saw the potential for Cﬁﬁrin the criminal
justice system. According to one probation officer:h;

‘T think basically if they could come a little down to earth,
they'd be excellent... I think that if you really (offer) them
... a night with people like us to talk to about what's
realistic past the conv1ct1on, T think they rea]]y could do an
excellent job. 0

These positive attitudes tOWard CSP referred however, to the potent1a] rather than
to the actual operat1on of the service. :

Negative comments about CSP appear to be at least part1y're1ated to the fact
that CSP functioned in an area traditionally reserved for the Probation Department.
The resulting frustration was clearly expresged%by the probatijon officer who said:

w

o
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é think... that what I'm feeling now... and what I think might /| §; centralized organizations know less about CSP than those of small local
e a general feeling, is a kind of... resentment directed toward i ot ‘ ' ‘
an outside agency making evaluations and making plans.... My o organizations. Fot example, when asked about the goals of CSP, the respondent from
feeling would be a little mistrustful as though possibly these “‘*ﬂ { a government operated organization said, "I don't (know)." Similarly, another
people don't really know what it's about. This is... not a : B I S A : ' L 4o o
rational thing... but I think it's real. N | said, "I guess I never really thought about it. N
*ﬁi} . :
In this case, the probation officer went on to say that the one CSP plan he had RS e Nonetheless, representatives of community service organizations in Onondaga
seen was well done, T County who were interviewed had limited experience with CSP cases. Their total
L £ : , r ;Q §mwﬁ experience consisted of four cases, plus three that were accepted by various
One probation officer had a totally negative opinion of CSP. He said: \\& : organizations, "but were awaiting court action at the time the interviews were
' - T . T

| Sl held. o , .
They're an advocacy group. ‘I don't believe they're an ob]ect1ve \kq g ' : 1

group. They're carrying a banner to keep pegple out of jajl, and o ,
I don't think they're right all the time. I think some people B e In general, those interviewed had a favorable opinion of CSP. One respondent

have to be incarcerated. I weigh very heavily the needs of the i;wk 1 said:

142
e A
Al
Y
F
™

"o ‘individual against the protection from that individual. I don't

thlnk they do. These peop]e are advocates.
I think it's a very good program... they've done a very

: s s Cyea . Sl f : . professional job. They screen their clients before they
, 61though several probat1on officers did express positive opinions of csp, . even speak to me... so they don't bother me with a lot of
Z negative or uncertain opinions about the service are not surprising. CSP was R SO S things that might not even come to be.
7 perceived by some as duplicating the services of probation, and some officers i - - ~ ; ; . ' c s
responded negatively out of an apparent concern for this issue of jurisdiction. T In contrast, 3 respondent from a small, privately operated organization working
. . o with ch11dren supported the idea of CSP but had some concern about, the
L 1mp1ementat1ﬁ: of the service. She said:
o K | . Community Sery1ce Organizations w; I 1ike the program... (But) there's always a risk that -

Tyt
' ﬁ"; something could go wrong when I'm dealing with this kind
T e , - of person... I feel very safe when the (CSP) counselor
! e
g;;'—@
i

CSP case developers frequently solicited the services of community calls me and says, 'We have this person.' I feel safe

organizations in preparing CSP plans. Consequently, representatives ‘of these ' I that they're screened... I'd hate to see somebody needing

organizations appeared to have a better knowledge of the CSP service than did g el 23?2823032? p%ﬁg;naoﬁ?gplialg gl?cements they weren't as .

others of the Onondaga Epunty criminal justice community. When asked about CSP Ak f < : ,

plans, the respondent from a small locally operated community service organization ;rq; — Similarly, a respondent from a govern<éhta1 organization working with handicapped
1mmed1aﬁg1y ‘and accurately stated, "They're alternatives to incarceration or to . ‘rﬂ%; g__ jndividuals indicated support for theggoncept but concern about the actual use of

Tighten sentencing." The respondent from a community center type organization - ;f CSP clients. He said, "I can see the/ potential for this sort of program, being a

said, "...I see it as a way of... preventing some misjudged folks from going into TP good thing and wanting to help the person. But at the same time, we cannot risk
(a) prison environment and coming out hardened in ways that they were not before 2 3 our own clients (by) dealing with someone of that nature." The likelihood that a
they went in." Based on the interviews, it appears that répresentatives of Targe Lffg fﬁ‘éu “community service provider expressed reservations about using CSP clients was
& i
a . . . :;Ma s . . : v : [;‘) R
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related to the type of clients that were served by the organization. Some
répresentatiVes of community organizations, while supporting the idea of CSP, said
they could not risk using a convicted offender due to the vulnerability of the
clients they served.. v

i A S B S

£ g g A S

B V. CONCLUSION

The object of this evaluation has been the Client Specific Planning project in
Onondaga County. The project is designed to promote and develop sentencing
alternatives for offenders otherwise 1ikely to be incarcerated. Such programs or
services are potentially a valuable supplement to the State's criminal jlistice
system, In theory, they can work to improve the correctional system in that they
aqgress the issues of prison overcrowding, the high cost of incarceration, the
negative side effects of being incarcerated,'and they permit more precise
sentencing fh‘that,they provide additional sentencing options. However, the .

ability of any given project to further these aims depends not only on the

theore;ical efficacy of the program model, but also on the degree to which the
program is"implemented as designed. The likelihood of successful implementation
depends, in turn, on the social and political context in which the programs
operate. e : ; . : R S

The Social and Political Context of CSP
- in Onondaga County

==

The New York Center for Sentencing Alternatives, the provﬁder of the CSP
service in Onondaga County, is an ocutsider to the local crimingl justice community.
Neither its staff nor others in the community consider CSP ‘to he a component of the
local criminal justice system. SR R

There is limited experience with and Tittle knowledge about”the CSP service
among members of the local community. Few of those interviewed had ever heard of

- the service, or of the organizatjon that provides the service. The Onondaga County

Probation Department reviewed its active records for the 22 months the CSP service
had been operating and found only six cases with written CSP plans in the probation
folder, and six other cases with an indication that--a CSP plan was part of the
sentence but for which no written plan was in the folder. Similarly, an informal
survey of Onondaga County Assistant District Attérneys produced only five names.
Many persons intervl;ﬁﬁd‘could not even name the service.

=l . [\_}
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To some-extent, the role of the New York Center as an outsider tow&he local

criminal Sustice system is true to the nature of Client Specific Plannﬂhg. Since
releasing offenders who would otherwise be sent to prison is not alway%;a popular
idea among members of the local criminal justice community, Center staﬁf choose to
work as advocates for alternatives to incarceration from the outside, d%ining
access to the system through defense attorneys. Most of those 1nterV1eWed agreed
that there should be alternatives to incarceration, but not necessar1]y,for
serious, prison-bound offenders. Among participants in the criminal Just1ce
system, defense attorneys were the most- 1nc11ned to favor alternatives: to

incarceration for prison-bound offenders. @

The 1imited extent to which the CSP service had been introduced to| the local
criminal justice community supports the conclusion that the New York Center staff
choose to work from outside the system. Formal introduction of the CSP|service in
Onondaga County has been restricted almost exclusively to defense attorpeys. When
the service first became available in the area, a public presentation was made to
defense attorneys.. On a few occasions, there have been formal presenta&ions about
the service to individual local community service organizations which mjght accept
CSP clients for community service work. Through the end of the evaluatijon period,
there had never been a formal presentation of the service made to judgeﬁ, the
District Attorney's Office, nor to the Probation Department. <

7

Center staff maintained a client advocacy position even in their ré]ationship
with the evaluators. Despite formally agreeing to cooperate in the evayuat10n, the

\New York Center staff seemed disinciined to facilitate the eva]uat1on of the CSP

service by the State. For fear of what they thought might happen to the1r clients
if names were released to the State, names of CSP clients were never prov1ded for
the evaluation. An agreement to give the names to .an independent third barty fihde
the evaluation possible, but extremely difficult. For example, question% about
particular CSP cases could not be answered, as they normally would, by gbing back
to the original data file containing extensive information on all samp]eﬁcases.
Further, when the evaluators were conducting interviews in Onondaga County, New

[
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York Center staff requested that CSP not be mentioned by name ‘to interviewees who
were members of the' Tocal criminal justice community, so as not to bring attention
to the servicé: Evaluators agreed to use indirect questioning to encourage the
Vrespondents to mention CSP on their own, but so many were unaware of the existence
of the service that this approach was very cumbersome. Finally, evaluators were
not given access to adequate information about the financing of CSP cases from

either the National Center on Institutions and Alternatives, -the originators of the

. CSP model, or the "New York Center. This precluded any cost analysis of the
service. )

Given that the New York Center does want to influence séhtencing decisions in
Onondaga County, .operating from outside of the local criminal justice system has
created a problem. Members of the local criminal justice community (those who do
know of the CSP service) areAsomewhaﬁ hostile toward the Center. Among interview
respondents, even-those who generally favor the idea of alternatives to
inéaréération (as many do) tend to criticize the provider of CSP on the grounds
that 1) they select cases that are too serious, and 2) even when the quaiity of
their plans.is high, they duplicate the work of probation officers. Whether or not
such’ negative feelings arenqutified, it is difficult to effectively implement a
service disfavored by members of the community for which the service is intended.

The Implementation of the CSP Service
o in Onondaga County

fhe New York Center was unable to effectively provide the decarcerative
service it intended to provide. In several ways, this failure was related to its

position external to the criminal justice system.

To prepare alternative sentencing plans that are truly client specific (that
is, tailored to the specific offender), specific information about the offender is
needed. Staff of the New York Ceénter, as outsiders to the criminal justice system,
cannot always get this information.. They are dependent on defense attorneys, who

[
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themselves are dependent on others for criminal history information about the
Comparisons of Center records with court records showed that the Center
often did not even have accurate information about the charges for which their

client.

clients were convicted.
N |

To . lnfluence sentencing dec1s1ons, participation in the sentenc1ng process is
necessary. . The participation of the New York Center staff in the sentencing
process was more 1imited than it had to be. .In terms of externa1 constraints,
their ability to contr1bute CSP plans to the process was through defense attorneys,
so it was always indirect. They rarely participated at crucial stages in the
sentencing process in ways that were pbtentially availakle to them. For example,
they made no effort to see that their carefully prepared recommendations were made-
orders and conditions of probation when the judge sentenced the client to probation
rather than incarceration on the basis of a CSP plan. (Only this would have made
the probation officer responsibie for seeing that the defendant fulfilled the terms
of the p]aﬁ.)
criminal justice community involved in the sentencing of a particular CSP client
(Instead they gave six copies to the defense

attorney with instructions to distribute them.)

Further, they did not take steps to ensure tqét members of the

actually received égpies of the plan.

Once an offender was sentenced to a CSP plan, the New York Center assumed
little or no responsibility for seeing that the plans were followed by those
sentenced to them. Center staff members did not coordinate their efforts with the
Probation Department nor did they discuss the plan or the defendant with the
probation officer to whom the client was assigned for supervision. Further, they
could not prov1de information about what happened to the1r clients (even in Y
general) once they were sentenced. ” - : g

J . B

Desp1te their lack of participation or responsvb11}ty in the 1oca] cr1m1nal
Just1ce sytem, the qual1ty of the CSP reports prepared by the staff of the New York
Judges and other members of the Jocal
cr1m1na1 Just1ce community who were 1nterv1eWed for this.evaluation frequently had
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praise for the quality of the CSP reports. From the few sample CSP plans seen by
evaluators, the New York Center reports seem to meet high standards of preparation
and presentation; they were well-written and well-organized.

While the quality of the reports appeared to be high, the operation of the New
York Center office and the organization of -its records must be rated as poor. For
examp]e, Center staff were unable, through the ‘course of the evaluation, “to provide
evaluators with an exact number of CSP cases handled in Onondaga County. :

~ Sffectiveness of CSP in Onondaga County -

For the purposé of this evaluation, three issues regarding the effectiveness
of CSP were selécted for study: the selection of incarceration-bound offenders,
the diversion of offenders from incarceration, and the risk to community safety.

The New York Center prepared 31 CSP plans in Onondaga County during the first
22 months of providing the service. Overall, Client Specific Planning has not

sroved to be an effective alternative to incarceration.

1) Basnd on the statistical models’ used to assess tie probability of
1ncarcerat1on, Csp c11ents generally had probabilities of incarceration
ore similar to other offenders not incarcerated than to other offenders
who were incarcerated. Thus it does not appear that the CSP service was
operating as an effective alternative to incarceration.

2) Of the 31 CSP plans prepared for clients in Onondaga County, 1S were
acceptedwby the court.

©3) Using the strongest available model to assess probability of

1ncarcerat1on, it was determined that only 6 7 of 19 CSP clients (for

whom assessments could be made) were 11ke1y to have, been incarcerated zn -

the absence of the program; in fact, seven (7) were 1ncarcerated
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4) The CSP°client offenders released to the commUnjtyQWe?e more likely to

® © " Have subsequent misdemeanor and felony arrests than were non-CSP.
offenders conyicted in Onondaga County during 1981-82. - e
Recommendations | RN

: The evaluation of Client Specific Planning in Onéndaga County demonstrated
that the way the New York Cenfer operated CSP in that county prevented the service .
from becoming as effective as it could have been.

o) ! © L

D

Since the evaluation, the New York Center has made efforts t0<ﬁmpkave its
office procedures and recOrdieeping and to handle more cases,' Stili, there has
been no evidence to suggest than an effort is being made to coordinate activities
or to further cooperate with the Tocglbcriminal justice community.

” Despite observed shortcomings of the New York Centery a CSP service utilized
as a supplement to local criminal justice systems has the potential to provide
viable alternatives to incarceration for selected offenders.
most likely 'to be attained under the fol1owing conditions:

This objective is

1. Alternative sentencing services meed to cooperate with the local chﬁmina1
Jjustice community. Cooperation would help to ingrease awareness and
knowledge of the service and perhapé,to réduce~hésti]ity toward the
promotion and development of a]ternatiyes to inCarcegation for prison-
bound offenders. In addition, cooperation would help the service to
select offenders who are most appropriate for alternative sentences.
Objective case screening criteria, such as those identified from court =
records for this evaluation (probation officer recommendation, age, number
of adult felony arrests, coaviction typé, and cohvicticnrclass), ééu]d be
“used to select clients. In particular, coopgration with the Tocal
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Probation Depaktment could help the service to select offenders who are
truly likely to be jncarcerated.
2. Nhi]éfgfeater‘ﬁntegration.into and cooperat{bn with the system is
necessary, the advocacy role of alternative sentencing services.should not
be lost.

"second opiniod“ when routine processing seems 1ikely to result in the

Such services are valuable precisely because they provide a

incarceration of an offender.

3. Services such as dSP should take more responsibility for a) seeing that
fhe,p]ans accepted by the court are made orders and conditions of
probation and b) that those assigned to supervise their clients (such as
probation officers and communityﬁgervice organizations) are made fully

This would make them more

Thenythe use of

alternatives for incarceration-bound offenders might be more readily

? cognizant of the components of the plan.
_¢redible as sources of alternatives to incarceration.

acceptable to the court.

If this were the context in which the New York Center were to cperate, Client
Specific Planning as an alternative to incarceration would have a greater
likelihood of succeeding as an integral and useful addition to the criminal justice
system of New York State. & )
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VI. THE INTERVIEW DATA: COLLECLION AND VALIDITY

In order to evaluate the outcomes of the CSP service 1n:0nondaga County qﬁd
| g the processes through which the service operates, both.qualitative and quantitative
‘Tﬂﬁ'!?”"' ~ research methods were used. This section of the report focuses on the qualitative
h aspects of the research design, the next on the guantitative aspects.

¥

=

. Questions about the operation.and perceptions of Client Specific P]ann1ng in
Onondaga Gounty were studied using a bas1c qualitative method of research, 25
intensive interviewing. Interviews were conducted in Onondaga County with
individuals wthSat deast theoret1ca11yN were familiar with Client Spec1f1c
‘ | : | o ’5€ Qf'"' Planning. The interviews were conducted dur1ng April and May, 1982. Interviews
\ o o ~ ; : Tt b b ranged from twenty minutes to almost two hours in length. The respondents included

' ‘ : ! _ o e o all five CSP case planners (including the co- ~directors of the New York Center for ,
Sentencing Alternatives), nine defense attorneys (selected from a 1list of
. 1 approximately 200, and inc]ud%ng one attorney who handles primari]y parole cases),
/o ;ffi§<‘ @ nine of 31 prosecuting attorneys (including the District Attorney), eight judges

o -
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(including one Supreme Court Judge, three County Court Judges, and four City Court
Judges), ten of 63 probation offiters (1nc1ud1ng four\whose pr1mary responcnb111ty

““was the 1nvest1gat1on of offenders - referred by the COUPu “and six who pr1nc1pa]1y

supervised probat1oners), and six representat1ves of 1oca. communlty service

organ1zat1ons (wh1ch had dealt with csp clients). - o | a

As compared with the h1§%1y structured, standard1zed form of ‘interviewing
generally associated with social research, intensive 1nterv1ew1no is character1zed

r;" Pl ¢ = t- K 5
) T . P

S

Sk bl

. i time and great effort are combined to provide the- 1nterv1ewe% with "access. (ﬁo) “the
perspect1ve of the person being. 1nterv1ewed "27  This d1st1nct1ve quality of
intensive 1nterv1ew1ng has resu]ted in 1ts w1déspread recogn]twon by soc1a1

B

25Murphy, Jerome T. Getting The- Facts (Santa Mon1ca Goodyear Publishing Co.,

Inc., 1980), 73-107. Sy
' : 5 261pid., 75. : : o
il : R X V ‘ L »~' V : ‘
¢ 27Patton, M.Q. Qualitative Eva]uaf1 Metholls (Beverly Hills: Sage , |

Pub11catlons, 1980), 19%..
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by "free- f10w1ng, open- -ended 1nterv1ews, probing for nore _and mere detail,"26 Much;:V _7
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should gg&und his or her social scientific constructs as an observer in the common °
sense constructs of the participants in the social setting or phenomenon being
observed.34 That is, the "sociologist's-conceptual scheme' (should be) in a
dialectical relationship with the empirical data."35 &

-78- ?
scientists as-a legitimate method of data collection.28 However, this same qua]ity )
has: similarly been the basis for the criticism that interpretations of intensive
interview data lack validity.2? : ‘ . \
. i ’O “ ‘ ‘\\\‘
In general, validity may be defined as "the extent to which an instrument and
the rules for its use in fact measure/whatfthey purport to measure."30  The
nérgumentcthat interpretations of intensive interview data lack validity is based on
the notion that subjective data are difficult if not impossible to measure against
an external standard of reality.3l However, it has also been argued that the
validity of intergretations of intensive interview data is implicit in terms of-
what Weber32 called "adequacy Qith respect to meaning.“33 Acgording]y, the

sociologist using intensive interviewing as a method of data éd1lection can and
, } [e)
: o
| (R
2BSee, for example, Murphy, op. cit., note (fn25); Patton, op.cit., not
(fn27); C.H. Weiss, "Interviewing in Evaluation Research," in E.L. Struening and
M. Guttentag, eds., Handbook of Evaluation Research Volume I, (Beverly Hills, Sage
‘Publications, 1975), pp. 355-95; R. Bogdan and S.d. Taylor, Introduction to
Qualitative Research Methods, (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1975); R.L. Gordon,
Interviewing, (Beverly Hills: Sage Pub1ication§g 1975); L. -Schatzman and A.
Strauss, Field Reseach, (Englewood Cliffs, NJ:(gyrentice - Hall, Inc., 1973); C.Fa
Cannell and R.L. Kahn, "Interviewing®, in The Handbook of Social Psychology, G.
Lindzey and E. Avonson, eds., (Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley, 1968), pp. 526-95.

To assess the subjective adequacy and hence validity of interpretations of
data collected through intensive interviewing, researchers can use a procedure
similar to the Delphi technique. The Delphi technique36 was originally developed .
as "a systematic procedure for solipit%ng and organizing 'expert' forecasts about
the future through the use of anon&mous, iterative responses to a series of
questionnaires; and controlled feedback of grosp opinions."37 It is designed to
"converge on a consensus forecast" of future outcomes.38 In contrast, the
) technique for assessing the validity of interpretations of intensive interview data

requires consensus with regard to the meaning of social action.

The procedure for assessing the va?{dity of the interpretations of intensive
interview data needsrq controlled feedback mechanism through which the
interpretations of the researcher are validated by those individuals who
participate in the realization of the social phenomenon or setting being studied
and from whom responses have been solicited. Generally, the procedure involves:

29compare, P. Adler and P.A. Adler, "Symbolic Interactionism,® in J.D. )
Douglas, et al., Introduction to the Sociologies of Everyday Life, (Boston: Allyn.
and Bacon, Inc., 1980), pp. 20-66; M. Spector and R.R. Faulkner, "Thoughts on Five
New Journals and Some 01d Ones®, Contemporary Sociology, July (1980), 477-82.

34Comp§re, A:'Schutz, Collected Papers-II Studies in Social Theory, (Thé
Hague: Martinus Nijhoff, 1964); A. Schutz, Collected Papers - I The Problems of
. Soc1a]‘R¢§11§¥tA(The”ﬁague:.Martinus Nijhoff, 1962). -

30Canne11 and Kahn, op. cit., note (fn28), p. 532.

» '3%See,;fok example, D. Leat,b"MisunJerstandjng Verstehen," The SocioloQica]
Reviéw - New Series, October {1972), 29-38; A.W. DiQuattro, "Verstehen Is An '
Empirical Caoncept”, Sociology and Social Research, Qctobere(1972), 32-42. ?

- ésP Berger.and H. Kellner, Sociology Rei i
P. Be -and H. Ke s gy Reinterpreted, (Garden City, L.I.:
Anchor Press/Doubleday, 1981). ° Y

= . 36k .N. Nrjghg, "A.Qe1phi‘Assessment of the Effects of a Declining Economy on
Crime and Criminal Justice," Federal Probation, July (1982), 36-40; W.G. Sullivan
and W.W. Claycombe, Fundamentals, of.Forecasting, (Reston: Reston Publishing Co.,

Inc., 1977). W» ’ ‘

) ! " 7 I P
32M. Weber; The Theory of Sccial and Economic Organization, Tr. A.M. Henderson
and T. Parsons, (New York: The Free Press, 1947). ‘

33See, for example, H.H. Brownstein, "The Adequacy of Intensive Interview
Data: Preliminary Suggestions for the Measurement of Vajidity," Humanity and
Society, August (1983), 301-20; Bogdan and Taylor, op. ¢it., note.(fn28);
Schatzman and Strauss, op. cit., note (fn28). i{ : B
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37sul1ivan and Claycombe, op. cit., note (fn36), 140,
38ibid., 140. L
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1) the construction of a social scientific interpretation of the interview data or

responses, 2) review of that interpretation by individuals who participate in the

realization of the phenomendn or setting, 3) judgments by those and similarly

situated other individuals regarding the extent to which the social scientific :

jnterpretation is consistent with their own common sense interpretations of the
same phenomenon or settings, and 4) appropriate rev1s1on of the social scientific

would have been had such a procedure not be utilized.39

_interpretation so that it is subjectively adequate and hence more valid than it %%

The samp1e of respondents for the evaluation of CSP in Onondaga County was

oLe purposely and systemat1ca11y selected on the basis of two criteria - the position
a\xf of each in the criminal justice community and their respective likelihood of having
- . had some contact with CSP. Each respondent wasgasked questions about his or her
S experience with the local criminal justice system, experience with alternative

sentencing recommendations or treatment plans, experience with CSP, and their
knowledge of and opinions regarding this service. : o

: For each separate group of respondents, a uniﬁﬁe questionnaire was developed,
giving attention to the particular position of the respondents of that group
relative to both the criminal justice system and tﬁ%”CSP service. All questions
were open-ended, a]10w1ng respondents to express\themselves in their own words.

’ The format of the interview schedules was that of\\\structured interview guide
approach 40 That is, specific questions were prepared in a specific order to bev
read to each respondent; but interviewers were prepared to modify or reorganize
questions during the interview. (A1l interviews were conducted by the same two
evaluators who developed the interview schedules.) This allowed for comparabiTity
of the ré@ponsee (of different respondents to the same questions) while "also ”
permitting the interviewers to probe and pursue a parn1cu1ar line of quest1on1ng

5

I
i
|

that seemed to have un1que potent1ai “for generating data relevant to the
understanding of CSP in Onondaga County. 7 \

T > #
. S ¢

; o . ﬂ
[ ' 1
398 rownstein, op. cit., note (fn33).

40Patton, op. c%t.,"note (fn27). | ;

:&/
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To assess the validity of interpretations of the interview data by the
evaluators, six separate reports were prepared -- one for each of the groups
interviewed. Each report represented the interviewers' understanding of the
knowledge, experience, and opiniuns of the respondents of a given category. The
evaluators wanted to assess the validity of their’understanding and interpretation
of the way each category of resppndents respectively understood and interpreted
CSP. Therefore, each interpret{ve report was submitted to the respondents who had
individually provided the data from which that report was written. For example,
the judges who were interviewed were asked to review an interpretive report about
the position aﬁ& the perspective of the local judges with regard to CSP.

Along with an interpretive report (each of which ranged from nine to 21 pages
in length), each respondent received a questionnaire with five questions:

1. To what extent do you think that the preliminary report is a
valid interpretation of how you and your colleagues understand
Client Specific Planning?

2. Please clarify any m1s1nterpretat1ons presented in this
preliminary report.

3. In trying to understand your experience with Client Specific,
Planning, what does the preliminary report overemphasize?

4. In trying to understand your experience with Client Sperf1c
Planning, what does the preliminary report underemphas1ze?

5. Please add anything else that would help us to better interpret*xm
your understanding of Client Specific Planning. T

! Respondents were asked to read the report and to respond to the five

questions. The purpose was'to determine the degree of consensus between the

4A1nfprnretat1nnq of -the. pvaluafgre and. the interpretations of the respondents. That

rea11zat1on of-CSP 1in Onondaga County?

S~ e

is, evaluators wanted to determ1ne whether their 1nterpretat1on as outsiders was
valid; were their social scientific interpretations subJect1ve1y adequate relative
to the common sense interpretations of actual and potent1a1 participants in the

o] o
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1) the construction of a social scientific 1nterpretat1on of the interview.data or
responses, 2) rev1ew of that interpretation by individuals who participate in the
realization of the phenomenon or setting, 3) Jjudgments by those and similarly °
situated other individuals regard1ng the extent to which the soc1al>sc1ent1f1c
interpretation is consistent with their own common sense 1nterpretat1ons of the
same phenomenon or settings, and 4) appropriate revision of the social scientific
interpretation so that it is subjectively adequate and hence more valid than it
would have been had such a procedure not be utilized. 39 s

The sample of respondents for the evaluation of CSP in Onondaga County was
purpose]y and systemat1ca11y selected on the basis of two cr?ter1a - the position
of each in the criminal justice community and their respective 1ikelihood of having
'had some contact with CSP. Each respondent was asked questions about his or her
experience with the local cr1m1na1 justice system, exper1ence with alternative

sentencing recommendatjons or treatment plans, experience with CSP, and the1r
knowledge of and opinions regarding_this service. )

For each separate group. of respondents, a unique questionnaire was developed,
giving attention to the. particular position of the respondents of that group
relative to both the cr1m1na1 justice system and the CSP service. - A1l questions
were open-ended, allowing respondents to express fhemse]ves in their own words.
The format of the interview schedules was that of a structured interview guide -
approach. 40 That is, specific questions were prepared in. a spec1f1c order to be >
read to each respondent; but interviewers were prepared to modify or reorgan1ze
questions during the 1nterv1ew.v/(A11 1nterv1ews were conducted by the same two
evaluators who developed the 1nterv1ew schedules.) This allowed for comparab111ty
of the responses (of different respondents to the same quesf1ons) while also
permitting the interviewers to probe and pursue a partwcular 1ine of quest1on1ng
that seemed to have unique potential for generat1ng data ‘relevant to the

understand1ng of CSP 1in Onondaga County.

‘398rownstein, op. cit., note (fn33). - ' Lo ®

40Patton,op. cit., note (fn27).
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To assess. the validﬁty of interpretations of the interview data by the
evaluators, six separate reports were preparcd -- one for each of the groups
interviewed. Each report represented the interviewers': understaqd1ng of the
knowledge, experience, and opinions of the respondents of a: glveﬁ%gategory The
evaluators wanted to assess the validity of their understand1?'eand 1nterpretat1on
of the way each category of respondents respect1ve1y understood and interpreted
CSP. Therefore, each interpretive report was submitted to the respondents who had
individually provided the data from which that report was written. For example,
the judges who were. 1nterv1ewed were asked to review an i merpret1ve report about

the pos1t1on and the perspective of the local judges with regard to CSP.

Along with an interpretive report (each of which ranged from:nine to 21 pages
in Tength), each respondent received a gquestionnaire with five questions:

1. To what extent do you think that the pre]iminary report is a

valid interpretation of how you and your co]]eagues understand
Client Specific Planning? o=

2. P]ease_clarify any- misinterpretations presented in this
preliminary report.

3. In trying to understand your experience with Client Specific,
Planning, what does the preliminary report gveremphasize?

4. In trying to understand your exper1ence with Client Specific
Planning, what does the pre11m1nary report underemphasize?

5. Please add anything else that would he]p us to better interpret
your understand1ng of Client Spec1f1c P1ann1ng

Respondents Were asked to read he report and to respond to the five
questions. The purpose was to determ1ne the degree of consensus between _the
interpretations of the evaluators and the 1nterpretat1ons of the respondents. That”
is, eva1uators wanted to determ1ne whether the1r 1nterpretat1on as outs;hers was
valid; were the1r sacial scientific interpretations subJect1ve1y adequdte relative

| to the common sense interpretations of actual and potential participants in the

reallzat1on of CSP in Onondaga County? ‘ =

a

S Q
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- If a response to the questionnaire was not received in two weeks, respondents
received a second copy of the questionnaire with a letter requesting again that the
quest1onna1re be complieted end returned. The letter also informed reSponden}s, "If
you decide not to comment on the report, then we will assume that you are satisfied
with our interpretation.® .

In all, 17 (37 percent) of 46‘respondents commented on the reports. Of these,
15 returned their questionnaires by mail and two, the cofdinectons of the New York
Ceénter, commented on their repart in person. At least one respondent from each
category reviewed and. commented on the report interpreting the experience and

perspective of his or her category of respondents.

Generally, responses to all six reports were favorable with regard to the
va]idity of the interpretation of the evaluators. For example:

Quite valid, concise, and understandab]e.

O

The report seems valid. -
- The preliminary report appears to be right on target
~regarding CSP.
Some other respondents were more careful to indicate that their support of the
validity of the evaluators' interpretation was specific to a particular report; yet
the respondents in these cases felt free to speaﬁ for all members‘of'thévcategory
with which they were identified. Such comments included:

It appears to be a fair appraisal of the (defense)
~attorney's understanding of Client Specific Planning.

I have received your preliminary report and believe
- that (it) accurately sets forth our (prosecuting : R
attorneys') comments in regard to the program. )

4

Q

Others responded "fair," "good," "“pretty good," "accurate," and so on.
comments together support the conclusion that the interpretations by the evaluators

-83-

These

of CSP (and of the perspecttves within the local criminal justice community
o :

regarding that service) are valid.

0f all the respondents who commented on the reports concerning the initial

interviews, two were c1eag}y unfavorable regarding the validity of the evaluators'
interpretation.

Both were from probation officers. Specifically, these

respondents wrote: - e

Other negative comments were more general.

~@(offenders) from simply being ‘on probation.'

In general, the preliminary report is okay. However, I
thought it emphasizes the positive attitude the Probation
Department holds for CSP. My colleagues and I do not
regard CSP very highly.

It appeared you were faulting us for know1ng very little

about the (CSP) Program. The CSP reports are very rarely
accessible and they aren't realistic.

For example:

“(The report) didn't quite capture... the real innovation

~that I think Client Specific P1ann1ng is. (CSP case
p1anner) ;
Client Specific P1enn1ng is beneficial, but without proper”
supervision or monitoring, could lead to potentially
disastrous results. (Community service provider)

Perhaps you could add as illustrations some of the creative
alternatives worked into CSP plans which differentiate them
(Defense attorney)

This reportﬂoveremphas1zes‘1t= ability to make Judgements .
about how Onondaga County Probation-staff view CSP. How can

~ staff be expected to see CSP as a tool to help Probation when

only one Probation officer has access to the CSP report? i
(Probat1on Department 0ff1c1a1)

Other. respondents were concerned with the c]ar1f1cat1on of spec1f1c points in

particular interpretive reports.

4

Such comments 1nc1uded

don't have a social work background. (CSP case planner)

&
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-84- ' . : VII. QUANTITATIVE METHODS: VARIABLES AND MODELS
‘Two things seem overemphasized: 1. The claimed broad . : ' j " Introduction
. belief that CSP is a gooa’ idea. As the community service e
; institutional person, I have found that older staff members g c
seem to be less persuaded that CSP provides the kind of L The probab111ty of 1ncarcerat1on discussed in Sect1on I1I was derived from a
volunteers that community centers need. 2. The claim that
community service centers resist reporting clients. ¢ e 1091st1c regression analysis.” Equations were used to estimate the probability of
(Community Service Provider) guﬁu AE,; incarceration for each CSP case when possible and for each group in certain

Please note some errors or omissions: a) p. 2, line 21--An

Investigation must be completed before a sentence of Probation

N b) p. 3, line 10--Normally it takes less than 24 hours for a

case to be ass1gned to a Probation Officer. c¢) p. 5, line 11--
The average supervision caseload is 57. d) p. 9, 11ne 22--
This part is very confusing and does not accurately reflect
recommendation, revocations, etc. (Probat1on Department
Official) '

In each of these cases the respondent is referring to the particular interpretive
report which he or she had reviewed and is requesting clarification of some aspec}
of that report. . ‘

The responses to the questionnaires were used in several ways. When
particular errors in a given interpretive report were'specifiedg appropriate
corrections or'cfarifitation were made. In some instances where respondents
indicated that evaluatofs has overemphasized or underemphasized some aspect of
their perspective ‘on CSP, th1s influenced the tone and divection of the overall

:°va1uat1on report.

o T

A1] responses to the questionnaire were goﬁsidered and weighed when writing
this final report. Nonethe1ess; the evaluation report is a reflection of how the
eva]uators understand CSP and its place in the criminal Just1ce system of Onondaga
County. The responses to the quest1onna1res themselves became data for the
analysis of the validity of the,interpretation of CSP by'the evaluators. . In this
case; deSpiteethe Timited nUmber'of,responses‘to the guestionnaire, these data
provided reasonable support for the cdnc]usiqn that the uhderstanding and
explanation of CSP by evaluators is a valid interpretation.

comparison subgroups.

G Ve e a
. &

T k Overall Design and Rationale

gaﬁi = ‘ The most strongly recommended designs for the evaluation of a treatment effect
G T e are referred to as true experimental designs.4l One characteristic these designs
inya g,_‘ share is random allocation of subjects to treatment and control groups . Random
i allocation of subjects to treatment and control groups allows presumption that the
g LS groups are similar in all respects within a known probabi]ity of‘error; If the:

il groups are known to be comparable prior to the intervention, post intervention
- , differences between treatment and control groups are more easily attributed to a
sy ~ treatment effect 42 The degree to which the treatment ‘group was at risk of
b incarceration wou]d be, within sampling error, the same as the control group.

) R Random allocation of subjects to groups js rarely feasible for programs
i - operating in the criminal justice system because of the values involved. For this
T project, the decision was whether to release an 1ncarcerat1on bound offender to the
531”% - community. Probably, neither the state nor the defense would approve of this
;“EG T decision being left to a chance process. In any event, selection for the CSP
ARG program was not through random allocation. Defendants were referred to CSP by
irm%i ;“*u defense attorney, then screened by the CSP staff. As a resu1t, the degree to which
‘/‘w; gw“ these defendants were at risﬁ of incarceration was unknown, nor was there a control
{rw~ | group to compare a treatment effect. \ |

. 41Campbe1] Donald T. and JulTan C. Stanley. Experimental and Quasi-
Experimental Designs for Research (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963), P 13. S .

Pl %*“T_ - 82000k, Thomas D. and Donald T. Campbell. Quasi- -Experimentation: Design and o
a § i Analys1s Issues for Field Settings (Chicago, Rand McNal]y, 1979), p. 341. : ‘
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Regression analysis provides one way of addressing both of these issues by
generating predicted scores for subgroups and cases. ~All prediction studies
consist of five major steps: (l)adefinition of the dependent variable, 22)
selection of cases and independent variables, (3) construction of the equation,
(4) validation of the equation, and (5) application of the’equation.4%, 44

7N Specific Procedures
m | P :

Definition of the Dependent Variable

The purpose of CSP is to divert defendants from prison. This suggests that a
sentence to prison, be counted as incarceration and any other sentence be counted as
non-incarceration. This was not done for two reasons. First; a jail sentence
would be counted as a success when cnly the place of the incarceration would have
changed. The second reason was statistical. Prison sentences accounted for .
approximately 32 percent of all sentences. Jail and prison sentences combined
accounted for approximatelyv45 percent of all sentences in the sample. This is an
Qggﬁhtage, because for dichbtomous dependent variables, the closer the distribution
of cases to 50 percent, the greater the potential for an equation to increase
predictive power beyond the marginal distribution.

4

Not all senténces which included jail time were counted as.-an incarceration. J
Sentences to time served were not included because CSP operates afier conviction
and could not have an effect on pretria] confinement. Sentences to jail and

”probat1on or sentenges to f1ne/rest1tut1on and Ja11 were coded as non-incarceration

because the jail time appeared to usua11y consist of time served prior to

sentencing. Intermittent 1ncarcerat1on was counted as non-incarceration because .
the CSP program does not target th1s group. To summarize, prison and straight jail
sentences were counted as 1ncarcerat1on, all other sentences were counted as non-
incarceration.45 © :

43Gottfredson, Don M. "Assessment of Prediction Methods," The Soc1o]ogy of
Punishment and Correction. (New York: -John Wiley and Sons, Inc. 1970), p. 748.

44Results of the app]wcatvon of these equations 1s d1scussed in Sect1on III

45some sample cases were sentenced under mandatory 1ncarcerat1on 1aws where'
the mandatory incarceration requirement could be satisfied by a very limited jail
stay. Because'of how sentence was dichotomized, some of these mandatory

incarceration cases are coded as receiving 3 non-incarcerative sentence.

-87-
©

Sg]ection of‘Cases and Independent Varjables

Very few -Onondaga CSP cases had been compléted at the time these data were-
collected. It was unnecessary and undesireable to draw a sample. Data on all 31
CSP cases were collected. i

The CSP program began in 1981. A 50 percent random sample of felony
indictments which resulted in a conviction during 1981 or 1982 was drawn (N=/83).

" The introduction of CSP into the criminal justice system in Onondaga could

theoretically have disrupted established sentencing practices. For this reason,
data on all felony indictments resulting in a conviction during 1980 were‘a1so
collected (N=866).

After deciding what cases to select, it was necessary to decide what
information on each case should be collected. It was not known in advance what
combination of variables would produce the best prediction equation. Data on
offense, prior criminal activity, defendant characteristics, and the criminal
justice process (e.g., amount of bail, type of attorney, etc.) were collected.

Only a few of these variables aBpeared to be influential in the decision to
incarcerate. Superfluous variables were eliminated. These were variables which:
(1) had a minor zero order association with the dependent variable; or (2)
consisted overwhelmingly of one value; or, (3) may have been better indicators of
sentencing outcomes than of factors affecting outcomes.,

Construction of the Equation

‘yet dropped were culled using a backward stepw1se procedure.47 These contained

XY n

Thé final stage of the variable se]ectionkprocessnwas carried out using
logistic regression. Logistic regression is one method for identifying the most

- important variables 1nf1uenc1ng a dichotomous variable and of assigning : °

coefficients to those variables to optimize pred1ct1ve accuracy . 46 Variables not

&

46Hanu§hek Eric A., and John E. Jackson. Stat1st1ca1 Methods for Soc1a1
Sc1ent1sts (New York: Academic Press, 1977), pp. 190-~191.,

47The stepwise logistic regression procedure in the BMDP statistical software ‘
package (revised 1981) was used Computat1ons were carried out on. the Burroughs

5900 computer system. ‘ N - o Q
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variables with differing patterhs of missing values across cases. A case was
dropped if it had a missing value for any variable. Thi§ resulted in too many
cases beiné dropped. Those variables having the least influence on the dependent
variable were dropped and the equation was recomputed. (When variables were
dropped more cases could be included, and this affected the coefficients.) This
was repeated until only a few variables were left which characterized well the
sentencing outcome. Finally, only those thought most important were forced
simultanecusly into the equation. These variables were: probation officer
recommendation, number of prior adult felony arrests, conviction class, type of
conviction offense, and defendent age. This was Model A.

The most influential variable in Model A was the probation officer
recommendation. There was some question as to whether probation off1cer S
recommendation always functioned as an independent var1ab1e.kv A]so, it was unknown
if the CSP staff could 1earn of the recommendat1on in time to crea{e a plan. As a
result of these concerns, it was dec1qjglthat an equation without th1s variable
should be developed. Prebation officer recommendation was dropped and the equation
was reconstructed. For this model the most influential variables were: conviction
c]ass, type of conviction offense, number of prior aduit fe]ony arreEts, and age of
the defendant. This was model B. /-

i

Regression equations consfructed on one set of cases usually- 1ose pmed1ct1ve
power when applied to another- set of cases. Th1s is called shrinkage. a"The reason
for shrinkage is that in calculating the weights to cbtain a maximum R, mhe zero-

order correlations are treated as if they were error free. This is of c&yrse never
the case. Consequently, there is a certain amount capitalization on chanée,'and

- the resulting R is biased upwards."48 It is necessary to be able to estimate the

degree of shrinkage. Cross validation is one method for obtaining such an
estimate. This is accompl¥shed by using & subgroup to construct the equation
(called the construct1on samp1e) and then app1y1ng 1t to a separate subgroup

. {4
48kerlinger, Fred N. and Elazar d. Pedhazur. Multiple Regression in 3

Behavioral Research (New York: Holt, Reinhart and Winston, Inc., 1973), p. 282.
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(called the validation sample). The predictions made are then compared to the
observed outcomes. The decrease in the percentage of cases correctly predicted
from the construction sample to the validation sample is the expected shrinkage.
The percentage of cases correctly predicted is an estimate of the percentage of
¢ases that will be correctly predicted when the equation is applied to other
cases.49

Introduction of the CSP pregram into the Onbndaga criminal justice system
could have disrupted traditional sentencing practices. Dividing the sample into
any subgroups otherkthanépre and post program startup could have masked systematic
differences in the data and could have underestimated shrinkage. For this reason,
the total sample was divided into two parts. One contained only those cases which

f were prior to program startup (historical sample). The other contained only non-
. CSP cases which occurred on or after program startup (current sample). A1l
é equationsswere-constructed on both of these subsamp]es. Equations constructed on

the historical cases were then validated on the current cases.. The equations

xconstructed on the current cases were then validated on the historical cases.

ﬁ ‘The original intention had been to select the equations which showed the least
Thr1nkage. However, shrinkage was minimal. For example, when Model A was
chstructed on the historical data and then applied to the current data predictive
\curacy decreased from 89.1 percent to 84.4 percent. Model A was also constructed

oriithe current data and validated -on the historical data. Predictive accuracy
dzhreased from 88.3 percent to 86.2 percent. The procedure was similar for Model
B.i\When Model B was constructed on the current data and validated on the
histbrica1 data predictive accuracy decreased from 76.8 percent to 72.7 percent.
Modéﬁ B was also constructed on the historical data and validated on the current
datagiin that instance, predictive accuracy increased from 72.8 percent to 76,1
perc éjjgt .

= MW B e

gcause shr1nkage was m1n1ma1, it was decided to pool the historical and the

' current\cases and to construct the equat1ons on all the cases. This resulted in

equat1oﬂs with a predictive accuracy of 86.8 percent for Model A and 75.1 percent

- for Modei:B. Because these equations were constructed on all of the available

‘mx\'\ . . . . .
cases, there were no remaining cases for validation purposes. However, the

1bid., pp., 283-284.
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. )
shrinkage would not likely be greater than that evidenced by/the equations built on
the split samples, and that shrinkage was minimal.

The Equations

Model A,\yhich incorporated probation of ficer recommendation, number of adult

felony arrest@?ﬁcqnyiction class, type of conviction o?fense, and age of the
- defendant was a paﬁerfu1 predictor of incarceration. There were 912 cases with
valid data on all of the variables. For these cases, 639 cases were not
incarcerated, for a base rate of 70.1 percent. Model A was able to substantially
improve upon this predictive accuracy by weighting the five independent variables.
The predictive accuracy was improved by 23.8 percent (relative to the base rate) to
86.8 percent. The vast majority of this improvement was due to the influence of
probation officer recommendation. (A1l categorical variables were "effect coded.")

For the recommendation variable, the category of no recommendation was compared to
each of the other dﬁtegories. A recommendation of incarcertion had the strongest
impact. The other categories of recommendation, in descending order of influence,
were probation, split sentence, and "other."

For @qnviction class, B misdemeanors were compared to each of the other

convictioﬁﬁ£1a55es. In general, the more serious the conviction c¢lass, the greater

the probaﬁi1jty of incarceration. For type of conviction, person offenses were
compared to all other types of offenses. For this comparison, robbery and property
of fenses increased the probability of incarceration. Weapon, drug, and "other"
offenses decreased the probability of incarceration. The greatest change “in the
probability of incarceration was a result of the contrast between person and
robbery offenses.

Q
There were two remaining variables: number of prior adult felony arrests and
age of the defendant. Both of these were interval level variables so there was
only one coefficient for each. Number of prior adult felony arrests had the
greater influence, and in the expected direction. The effect for age was very
slight. Overall, with the other variables held constant, the probability of
incarceration for older persons was slightly less than that for younger persons.

-9]1-

Model B differed from Model A in that it did not include probation officer
recommendation. The remaining variables were: number of prior adult felony
arrests, conviction class, type of conviction offense, and age of the defendant.
(Categorical variables were effect coded as in Model A). There were 1,234 cases
with valid data on all of the variables. (Model A had fewer cases because that
model included the probatjon officer recommendation variable. This variable had a
relatively high rate of missing values.) For the cases included in Model B, 838
were not incarcerated, for a base rate of 67.9 percent. Model B was able to
improve upon this predictive accuracy by weighting the four independent variables.
The predictive accuracy was improved by 10.6 percent, to 75.1 percent.

O0f the four variables, conviction class had the greatest impact. In general,
the higher the conviction class, the greater the probability of incarceration.
Type of conviction offense compared person offenses to each of the other offense R
types. Property offenses_and especially robbery offenses each had a higher
probability of incarceration than did person offenses. Weapon, drug, and “"other"
offenses had a relatively lesser rate of incarceration. Of the two remaining
variables, number of prior adult felony arrests and age of defendant, the prior
adult felony arrests variable had a very strong effect in the expected direction.
Age had a very slight effect. A1l else being equal, older offenders were slightly
less 1ikely to be incarcerated.

Comparisons Between the Equations

Model A was constructed with one more variable than Model B. Model B was
constructed with more cases than model A. Because of these differences the
variables used by both models received different weights. Another effect of these
differences was that Model B was not as good a predictor as Model A. The
predictive power of Model A was 15.6 percent greater than Model B (86.8 versus
75.1 percent). When probation officer recommendation was dropped and the
coefficients recomputed, change in the coefficient for the age variable was

nominal. The coefficients for the number of prior adult felony arrests increased e
substantially. The coefficients for conviction class and type of conviction
offense generally decreased. = ,
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Since probation officer recommendation is based in part on conviction class
and type of conviction offense,'it was expected that after it was dropbed, the
effects of conviction class and type would have increased. Instead the opposite
happened. This may be due to an interactive effect between recommendation and
conviction class and type. Also, it appears that recommendations focused on prior
record, because when the recommendation variable was removed, the effect for the
prior record variable increased. The coefficients for each model are listed in
Table 7.1.

()

Yy T —

Variables

N
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Table 7.1
Regression Coefficients:l Model A and Model B

Constant
Number of Prior Adult Felony Arrests -

Age

Conviction Class?

BM vs. BF
BM vs. CF
BM vs. DF
BM vs. EF
BM vs. AM

Conviction TypeZ

Propation 0fficer Recommendat

IThese coefficients reflect the effect of the indeperdent variable on the

Person vs. Weapon
Person vs. Robbery
Person vs. Property
Person vs. Drug
Person vs. Other

?

None vs. Incarceration
None vs. Split Sentence
None vs. Probation

None vs. Other

None vs. Assumed None

on2

Ay

L

Model A

"'0 -740
0.283

-0.074

-1.243
0.766
0.580
0.662
0.275

<0.613
0.848
0.355
-0.303
-0.340

2.449
-1.480
-1.954
~0.979

0.921

natural logarithm of the odds of being incarcerated.

oThe categorical variables were effect coded.

0

Model B

-0.138
~0.463

-0.069

-0.850
0.599°
0.345
0.535
0.377

-0.070
0.461

. 0.198
" ~0.963
~0.241

N.A.
N.A.
N.A.

O N
N.A..,
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2 ]eave by the Court or the Probation Officer.

, years.

APPENDIX
ONONDAGA COUNTY
. ADULT CONDITIONS OF.PROBATION
=2 , ‘ o
GENERAL CONDITIONS:
S . ( . ‘
Report to a Probation Officer as directed by the Court or the Probation

.Officer and permit the Probation Officer to v1s1t him (her) at his
- (her) ptacebof abode or elsewhere.

%

Remain w1th1n the jurisdiction of the Court unless granted perm1ss1on to

nAnswer a]] reasonab1e inquiries by the Probat1on Officer and prompt1y notify
the Probation 0ff1cer of any change in address or: emp1oyment

_OTHER CONDITIONS SITRRA NI " ’

Res1dence to be approved by the Probation 0ff1cer, not ‘to change p1ace of
residence or be away from home overnight without prior perm1ss1on of the
Probatwon Offwcer.\.,v‘ , , o . .

{) .
Attend school regu]ar]y, not to qu1t school without prior. perm1ss1cn of
the Probation Off1cer.

Obtain steady, approved emp]oyment not to quit or change p]ace of employment
without prior permission of the Probat1on Officer.

=

Abstain from the use of any and all intoxicating beverages, keep out_ of all
p]aces where they are sold or served. .

Seek and accept ureat zent, either inpati¥ent or outpatient, for your a]coho]

problem as d1rected By the Probation Qfficer. » e

Be at home each even1ng by and remain there un]ess g1ven

prior perm1ss1on by the Probation Officer to remain out later. g >
Not to own or operate a motor vehicle or make app]1cat1on for an operatorts

11cen§e w1thout pr1or perm1ss1on of the Probation Officer.

Pay rest1tut1on through the Probation Department in an amount to .be determ1ned
by the Probat1on 0ff1cer.

Not to assoc1ate w1th anyone on probat1on, paro]e, or persons of known .

questionable zharacter. ‘ ’
. 5] N | . ; {?

‘Do not use narcot1cs,‘dangerous drugs, barbiturates .or mar11uana unless

spec1f1ca11y prescr1bed<by a physician; in addition, not to possess or se]]
same. k , .

Attend a fac111ty of the:New fork State Div151on For Youth: and rema1h under
their Jur1sd1ct1on until released by them for a per1od not to. exceed two (2)

: 0 RS e e S
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15,7 Keep out of all further trouble.

SPECIAL DRUG CONDITIONS:

 -96- :

16. That you permit search of yOur'péfson and seizure of any narcotic imp]éments
and/or illegal drugs found; such search to be conducted by a Probation Officer

or a Probation Officer and his agent.

)

17. That7you permit search of your vehicle and place of abode where such place of
abode is legally under your control, and seizure of any narcotic implements
and/or illegal drugs found; such search to be conducted by a Probation Officer

or a Probation Officer and his agent.

18. When ordered by the Prdbatioh Department, you are to submit to any recognized
tests that are available to the Probation Department to determine whether you

have been using drugs.

19. That you enter a facility for the treatment of drug abuSefat’Such time as
deemed necessary by the Probation Department, and that you remain in the
facility until satisfactorily completing the progranm, including all aftercare

deemed necessary by the facility.
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