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EXECUTlVE SUMMARY 

rn Background 

Community justice departments, across the nation, are continually pressured to implement higher- 
intensity modes of supervision for serious offenders without the benefit of expanded resources. This study 
examines one county’s response to these pressures. In 1997, the Multnomah County (Oregon) Department 
of Community lustice launched an ambitious effort to change the way in which adult community supervision 
services were provided. A departmental audit, state budget re-allocations, and continuing budget shortfalls 
all encouraged the Department to rethink the way in which its resources were expended. The overall goal of 
the redesign effort was to refocus time and resources on high-risk offenders, while providing less restrictive 
modes of supervision to lower risk offenders, without jeopardizing public safety. 

Following empirically-validated best practices demonstrating that high-risk offenders are more likely 
to benefit from intensive intervention and treatment services than low-risk offenders, the Department 
launched a new mode of supervision that was grounded in solid research. Specifically, the redesign required 
increased transfers of limited and low-risk probationers and parolees to a casebank caseload. Casebank 
provides minimal face-to-face supervision and compliance reviews, thereby conserving Departmental 
resources for offenders who demonstrate a higher risk to re-offend. The redesign also provided differing 
service levels in response to the offenders’ risks and needs, as well as a mobile structure for the transfer of 
offenders between supervision levels and caseloads in response to their behavior. 

The cornerstone of the redesign is a validated risk assessment system used to identify the level of 
risk posed to public safety by an offender. The Oregon Case Management System includes an Initial Risk 
Assessment Instrument (administered upon admission to community supervision) and a Risk Reassessment 
Instrument (administered at least every six months for high, medium, and low supervision levels, and on an 
as-needed basis for timited supervision). Scores on individual items are combined to create a total score 
which translates to a supervision level. The level indicated by the raw score is the ca/cu/atedsupenkiun 
/eve,! Discretionary overrides are permitted if the classification staff feels that, upon reviewing specific case 
information, the offender poses a more or less serious threat to public safety than that indicated by the 
calculated supervision level. Overrides to a higher supervision level are permitted if the offender has a 
history of assault, significant programming needs, a significant criminal history, new criminal activity, major 
non-compliance, or criminal associations. Overrides to a lower supervision level are permitted if the 
offender’s compliance with supervision conditions is exemplary or if the offender is participating in a 
residential treatment program (and is therefore unavailable for supervision). Mandatory overrides are also 
required for certain types of offenses. The overridden supervision level is called the actua/supewisiun /eve,! 

Together with program needs, the supervision level is part of the consideration for a caseload 
assignment. Over the years, the Departmefit has had various caseload options available providing different 
levels of supervision, and offering different treatment services. Contact standards are based on the actual 
supervision level, and provide for a range of intensities and types of supervision. Contact types include face- 
to-face contacts with offenders or other persons with meaningful knowledge of the offender, home visits, file 
reviews, and compliance reviews. 
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The main strategy for responding to offender non-compliance is the application of sanctions. In 
1995, the Department, along with other community corrections agencies in Oregon, implemented a 
structured intermediate sanctioning process, which permitted the imposition of limited periods of 
incarceration along with other sanctions in response to offender non-compliance. This process was designed 
to provide immediate sanctions for specific behaviors, serving as a consequence or treatment intervention 
to deter future non-compliant behavior. The imposition of sanctions was supposed to occur in a graduated 
fashion (Le., escalating in severity with repeated violations) and to combine punitive actions (e.g., jail) with 
treatment services when necessary. The severity of different sanctions is measured in terms of “custody 
units,” where one unit equals one day in custody, while other sanctions (e.g., program participation, letter of 
reprimand) equal partial custody units. The sanctioning system features a wide array of options designed to 
provide intermediate responses to behavior and thereby reduce the reliance on jail time. 

Thus, the redesign effort first endeavored to identify offenders with different likelihoods of recidivism 
and to assign them to caseloads with levels of supervision and treatment services commensurate to their 
level of risk. In so doing, expensive staff and treatment resources could be reserved for higher-risk 
offenders. A process evaluation (Austin et al., 1999) demonstrated that the initial stages of the redesign 
had been properly implemented, yet questions remained about the extent to which contact standards were 
being met, sanctions were being imposed, and public safety was being protected. The current study’s design 
addresses each of these questions. 

Design 

A quasi-experimental design was employed using non-randomized comparison groups consisting of 
offenders admitted to community supervision in 1995, 1998 and 2000. The 1995 cohort represents 
offenders processed through the traditional system of community supervision. The next two cohorts were 
exposed to the new form of supervision that relied on strategic decisions about supervision intensity and 
access to treatment resources, based on objective risk assessment. The 1998 cohort reflects offenders 
exposed to the first version of the new system of community supervision, which was the subject of Austin et 
al.’s (1 999) process evaluation confirming the integrity of the initial implementation of the redesign. The 
2000 cohort reflects this system of supervision as it has developed over time to become fully 
institutionalized within the Department. 

Major Findings 

e Except in a limited number of areas, the cohorts were very similar in terms of their demographic and 
legal status characteristics. Across the three years, increasing proportions of women, white 
offenders, probationers, offenders convicted of controlled substance and DUI offenses, and 
misdemeanor level offenses were evident among admissions to community supervision. 

e The three cohorts were very similar in terms of the extent of their prior involvement with the criminal 
justice system. In 1998 and 2000, offenders on caseloads featuring higher levels of service had a 
higher number of prior arrests than offenders on caseloads with fewer service resources. 

e Since 1995, the proportion of offenders with a cralculatedsupervision level of limited or low has 
increased by approximately 10 percentage-points. In terms of the actudsupervision level (which 
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accounts for overrides) a 20 percentage-point difference is evident. These changes may be due to 
two key factors: 1) an increasing proportion of probationers, who are disproportionately lower risk; 
and 2) increased use of overrides to reduce the offenders’ supervision level. These are important 
considerations in the interpretation of changes in recidivism rates. 

In terms of initial caseload assignments, an increasing proportion of offenders were assigned to 
casebank from 1998 to 2000, with a consequent decrease in the proportion assigned to caseloads 
with higher levels of service. 

The caseloads have become more homogeneous, with greater concentrations of high and medium- 
risk offenders assigned to generic caseloads and a greater concentration of limited and low-risk 
offenders assigned to the casebank. 

The backbone of the redesign, the objective risk assessment system, has some significant 
problems. The override rates are much higher than the accepted standard (4070 in 2000)’ with 
most of the cases being overridden in the downward direction (23% of all cases in 2000). Because 
the higher rate of overrides indicates that the supervision levels are being driven by subjective or 
mandatory policy criteria, rather than by the validated, objective risk items, the Department should 
conduct an in-depth revalidation study to identify the source of and remedy for the problem and the 
operation of override criteria across gender. 

Although we intended to conduct an in-depth analysis of the type and intensity of supervision 
contacts across supervision levels and caseloads, the contact data were not reliable for such 
examination. Problems with the software created inflated estimates of the actual amount of contact. 
However, given that this inherent bias was equally distributed across all offenders, we were able to 
discern that the intensity of supervision increased by supervision level. Thus, it appears that low and 
limited supervision cases indeed received significantly fewer supervision contacts than medium and 
high-risk offenders, which is a key element of the casebank’s cost-effectiveness. 

In general, the analysis of sanctions data revealed that approximately 27% of offenders in the 1998 
cohort were sanctioned at least once, and 21Y0 of offenders in the 2000 cohort were sanctioned at 
least once (these rates are not comparable due to differences in the length of the follow-up period). 
Differences in the custody units imposed varied as expected across legal statuses, with offenders on 
parole and post-prison supervision receiving longer custodial sanctions. The structured sanctioning 
system, despite its mission to decrease the reliance on custodial sanctions in response to offender 
non-compliance, continues to use “jail” and “jail plus a program” much more often than any other 
option. In addition, in approximately one-third to one-half of sanction events, the full sanction is 
never actually served, indicating a lack of integrity in the sanction program. 

In recent years, the level of reported crime in Multnomah County has decreased approximately 7y0, 
while the number of arrests has increased approximately 270. While the actual contribution of 
probationers, parolees, and post-prisoners to the reported crime and arrest statistics cannot be 
estimated with available data, this study confirms that the majority of offenders on community 
supervision are successful and are not re-arrested in Multnomah County during their periods of 
supervision. 
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Over time, the 12-month recidivism rate decreased from 3!?$0 in 1995 to 27.170 in 2000. While it 
is plausible that the new form of supervision contributed to this success, the changing composition 
of the community supervision offender caseload should also be considered (e.g., an increasing 
proportion of women and probationers who are disproportionately low-risk). Overall, however, these 
findings provide sound evidence that the casebank model has been implemented without 
compromising public safety. 

The high rate of overrides of the calculated supervision level has hampered the risk assessment 
system’s overall effectiveness. In contrast to the actual (i.e., overridden) supervision level, the 
calculated level provides for linear failure rates across levels. Overridden cases had recidivism rates 
corresponding more closely to their calculated supervision level than their overridden supervision 
level. Further, bivariate analyses showed a stronger relationship between the calculated level and 
the dependent variable (i.e., re-arrest) than did the actual supervision level. 

The redesign required low and limited-risk offenders to be assigned to a casebank featuring very 
low levels of contact and supervision. Despite the lower level of surveillance and treatment 
resources, offenders on the casebank caseload performed better (Le., lower recidivism rates, less 
serious new offenses) than offenders on other, higher-intensity forms of supervision. One obvious 
caveat to this finding is the reduced risk of detection of new criminal behavior among offenders who 
are not supervised as closely. In general, however, it appears that eligible offenders have been 
appropriately targeted (Le., they were at low-risk of re-offending) and that they performed well on 
the new form of supervision. 

A multivariate logistic regression analysis yielded an equation able to predict 78.4y0 of rearrests. 
Variables included caseload assignment, legal status, actual supervision level, race, gender, age, 
current offense type, prior arrests, and sanctions. The variables performed as expected, with an 
increasing probability of recidivism for higher-service caseloads (e.g., generic and specialized) and 
offenders who abscond from supervision; greater risk of recidivism for offenders with higher 
assessed risk levels, those on parole and post-prison supervision, those with a greater number of 
prior arrests, and those who had been sanctioned. In terms of demographic characteristics, men 
were more likely to recidivate than women, and Black and Native American offenders were more 
likely to recidivate than offenders of other racial groups. Although age was identified as a significant 
predictor of recidivism in the bi-variate analyses, its effect appears to be mitigated by other factors 
in the multivariate equation. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

In general, it appears that the redesign has accomplished its core objective: to assign offenders to 
caseloads based on risk, thereby allowing the reallocation of Department resources toward medium and 
high-risk offenders without compromising public safety. Offenders on limited and low supervision have 
significantly lower rates of recidivism, meaning that they do not pose a threat to public safety despite 
reduced contact levels and access to treatment services. While the decreasing recidivism rates are certainly 
encouraging, its exact cause cannot be located by research that does not feature an experimental design. 
For example, the drop in recidivism may be due to superior methods of offender supervision under the 
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redesign, but could also be attributed to an increasing proportion of low-risk probationers on the caseload 
who, as indicated by their risk level, commit fewer offenses. While the specific cause of the drop in recidivism 
rates cannot be pinpointed, it is important to note that the redesigned supervision model appears to work at 
least as well as the prior system of supervision that provided costly resources and services to all offenders, 
regardless of risk level. These results clearly encourage the continued use and refinement of the casebank 
model of supervision. 

There are several recommendations flowing from this study. First, the Department should conduct a 
validation of its risk assessment system to determine the reasons for and impact of its high rates of 
override. Because the Oregon Case Management System is a statewide system, the Department is not 
permitted to make changes to the items, their relative weights or to the cut-points of the scale. Given that 
Multnomah supervises the majority of probationers, parolees, and post-prisoners in the state however, 
consideration should be given to a statewide revalidation study to isolate the items which may serve to 
classify offenders improperly, and the elements of the system in which the staff may lack confidence, both of 
which would serve to reduce the need for overrides in the first place. In general, it is recommended that 
state or local jurisdictions revalidate their classification systems every five years to ensure they are 
responsive to the changing characteristics of the offender population. In particular, because of the 
increasing proportions of probationers among the community supervision populations over the past five 
years, reconsideration of the precision of each item and the validity of the instrument as a whole appears 
warranted. 

Of additional concern is the potential for the risk assessment system, as it is currently formulated, 
to over-classify women offenders who have demonstrably lower recidivism rates than men. A thorough 
evaluation of the validity of the system across gender would necessitate data on a sample of offenders' 
scores on each of the risk items (not available for this study) and the specific reason for overriding the 
calculated supervision level (also not available). Such a study would ensure that the instrument is valid for 
both genders, and would provide additional insight into the functionality of each of the risk assessment items 
and override criteria. 

Short of a full-scale evaluation, the Department should conduct additional research into the causes 
of the high rates of overrides to the calculated supervision level. Ostensibly, override policies and 
procedures were developed to adapt the statewide instrument to the county's unique features. However, 
given that the calculated supervision level proved to be a better predictor of recidivism than the actual 
supervision levels (which take overrides into account), limiting the permissible override criteria could 
improve the overall integrity of the system of offender supervision. At the very least, the Department should 
review its mandatory and discretionary override policies, assess the distribution of all overrides across both 
genders, and examine the relative failure rates of overridden cases. 

Currently available data on the type and intensity of supervision are not adequate to determine their 
impact on offender behavior. Eliminating the default setting in the MIS which serves to over-estimate the 
actual number of contacts with any given offender is a necessary first step in creating an internal capacity to 
monitor the level of contact across supervision levels. Second, given that the rates of recidivism among 
medium and high-risk offenders are rather high (5%0 to 70% over 24-months), the Department should 
consider a qualitative assessment of the interventions (contact type, intensity, and duration), needs 
assessment process, and treatment services that could improve the rates of' success for these offenders. 
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This study could specifically target offenders on the caseloads of experienced ?PO’S with a demonstrated 
history of effective supervision. Identifying specific behaviors, types of contad, effective treatment programs, 
and general supervision styles, and developing training around these factors, could help to reduce the rates 
of recidivism over time. Further, the rates of success across specialized and generic supervision services 
were not statistically different, leading to the question “What makes specialized caseloads ‘special’?’’ The 
Department may wish to reconsider the intended goal of these services, how resources are allocated across 
these caseload types, and the specific needs targeted by the specialized services. The relative efficacy of 
these caseloads should be examined using validated needs assessment data. 

One of the most interesting findings emerging from this study is the relative interchangability of the 
various caseload types with respect to recidivism rates. Offenders of a given risk level (e.g., a high-risk sex 
offenders) would have approximately the same performance level regardless of the caseload to which they 
were assigned. Although the data on the type and level of service intensity was not judged to be valid for the 
purposes of this research, we did conclude that offenders of different risk levels receive quantitatively 
different levels of supervision. However, it appears that quallatively, the levels of service do not appear to 
make much difference in terms of offender outcomes (Le., the two caseloads are more similar in practice 
than intended in their design). This is particularly important in determining the relative efficacy of the 
specialized versus generic caseloads for medium and high-risk offenders. Thus, we recommend that the 
Department initiate a study, followed by internal quality assurance monitoring, to identify and expand upon 
those styles, tools, and methods of supervision that may positively affect recidivism rates in order to make 
the higher supervision caseloads more effective. 
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IN TRO DUCT10 N 

Community justice departments, across the nation, are continually pressured to implement higher- 
intensity modes of supervision for serious offenders without the benefit of expanded resources. This study 
examines one county's response to these pressures. In 1997, the Multnomah County (Oregon) Department 
of Community Justice launched an ambitious effort to change the way in which adult community supervision 
services were provided. A departmental audit, state budget re-allocations, and continuing budget shortfalls 
all encouraged the Department to re-think the way in which its resources were expended. The overall goal of 
the redesign effort was to refocus time and resources on high-risk offenders, while providing less restrictive 
modes of supervision to lower risk offenders, without jeopardizing public safety. 

Following empirically validated best practices demonstrating that high-risk offenders are more likely 
to benefit from intensive intervention and treatment services than low-risk offenders, the Department 
launched a new mode of supervision that was grounded in solid research. Specifically, the redesign required 
increased transfers of limited and low-risk probationers and parolees to a casebank caseload. Casebank 
provides minimal face-to-face supervision and compliance reviews, thereby conserving Departmental 
resources for offenders who demonstrate a higher risk to re-offend. The redesign also provided differing 
service levels responding to the offenders' risks and needs, as well as a mechanism for the efficient transfer 
of offenders between caseloads, in response to their behavior. 

Shortly after the implementation of the redesign, the Department initiated a contract with the 
authors of this report to conduct a process evaluation to determine whether the new form of supervision 
had been properly implemented and to determine its impact on public safety'. The process evaluation 
utilized one-day snapshots from 1995 through 1998 to examine caseload assignments and composition, 
and used a subsample of offenders from 1995 and 1998 to do a preliminary analysis of recidivism. The 
major findings of the process evaluation are summarized below: 

a A major shift occurred in terms of the proportion of offenders assigned to the various caseloads. 
Far fewer offenders were being assigned to generic supervision and specialized caseloads, with a 
concurrent increase in the number of offenders assigned to the casebank. 

a The new distribution of offenders across caseloads was accompanied by greater homogeneity within 
caseloads in terms of risk score, supervision levels, and offense type. 

8 Preliminary recidivism analyses indicated that the redesign appeared to be safe. Although offenders 
in the casebank received only minimal supervision, the large majority were successful in the 
community. Offenders in the casebank were re-convicted and re-incarcerated less often than 
offenders on generic or specialized caseloads. 

While these results were promising, there were several limitations to the study. First, because of the 
recent tenure of the redesign, there were not a sufficient number of cases nor was a sufficient follow-up 
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period available to ascertain the precise impact on public safety. Further, questions remained about the 
integrity of service delivery across the caseloads, and the extent to which sanctions were used in response 
to non-compliance. 

Thus, in early 2000, The Institute on Crime, Justice and Corrections at The George Washington 
University applied for, and received, a grant from the National Institute of lustice to respond to the 
outstanding issues. This report describes the study’s design, methodology and findings. 

8 KEY FACETS OF THE REDESIGN 

The caseload redesign required a number of tools and options for the efficient management of 
offender supervision, including an objective risk assessment system, a variety of caseload options featuring 
different levels of service intensity and treatment resources, and a method to respond to offender non- 
compliance. 

Risk Assessment 

The cornerstone of the redesign is a validated risk assessment system to identify the level of risk to 
public safety posed by an offender. In 1989, the Oregon Department of Corrections implemented an 
objective risk assessment system (Oregon Case Management System; OCMS) designed to govern 
classification decisions for probationers and parolees, statewide. The goals of OCMS were to: 1) classify 
offenders based on their risk of recidivism; 2) manage the supervision of offenders using the least restrictive 
method; and 3) ensure statewide consistency in the classification and management of offenders. In 1994, 
following recommendations made by an independent evaluator, a revised and empirically derived system 
was implemented. The OCMS includes an Initial Risk Assessment Instrument (administered upon admission 
to community supervision) and a Risk Reassessment Instrument (administered at least every six months for 
high, medium, and low supervision levels, and on an as-needed basis for limited supervision). 

The Initial Risk Assessment Instrument consists of eight items shown to be statistically related to the 
risk to re-offend, These items focus heavily on the offender‘s prior involvement with the criminal justice 
system, history of escape or failure to appear, and substance abuse. In addition to these items, the Risk 
Reassessment Instrument also examines the offender’s behavior since the last assessment (e.g., 
employment, compliance with conditions of supervision). A few of the items have point ranges that include 
negative numbers to indicate exemplary behavior (e.g., employed 75 to 100% of the time since the last 
assessment). Scores on individual items are combined to create a total score which translates to a 
supervision level. The level indicated by the raw score is the ca/cu/ated.supewisiun /eve/ The scoring 
guidelines are as follows: 

Initial Risk Score Risk Reassessment Score 
High Supervision 10 or higher 7 or higher 
Medium Supervision 6 to 9 points 4 to 6 points 
Low Supervision 1 to 5 points 0 to 3 points 
Limited Supervision 0 or lower -1 or lower 

2 

This document is a research report submitted to the U.S. Department of Justice.
This report has not been published by the Department. Opinions or points of view
expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the official
position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice.



Discretionary overrides are permitted if the classification staff feels that, upon reviewing specific 
case information, the offender poses a more or less serious threat to public safetythan that indicated by the 
ca/cu/atedsuperv&iun levek Overrides to a higher supervision level are permitted if the offender has a 
history of assault, significant programming needs, a significant criminal history, new criminal activity, major 
non-compliance, or criminal associations. Overrides to a lower supervision level are permitted if the 
offender's compliance with supervision conditions is exemplary or if the offender is participating in a 
residential treatment program {and is therefore unavailable for supervision). Mandatory overrides are also 
required for certain types of offenses. The overridden supervision level is called the actualsupervision level 

Caseload Assignment and Supervision Intensity 

Together with program needs, the supervision level is part of the consideration for a caseload 
assignment. Over the years, the Department has had various caseload options available providing different 
levels of supervision, and offering different treatment services. Contact standards are based on the actual 
supervision level, and provide for a range of intensities and types of supervision. Contact types include face- 
to-face contacts with offenders or other persons with meaningful knowledge of the offender, home visits, file 
reviews, and compliance reviews. Contact frequency standards are summarized below: 

# Contacts Frequency 
High Supervision 4 monthly 
Medium Supervision 2 monthly 
Low Supervision 1 monthly 
Limited Supervision file check monthly 

compliance review every 6 months 

Offenders can be transferred into and out of the different caseloads in response to their behavior or 
needs. The main caseload types are described below: 

Casebank-as one of the key features of the redesign effort, the casebank generally serves low and limited- 
risk offenders and requires minimal contact with the offender. Probationers can be assigned to the casebank 
upon admission, but offenders on parole or post-prison supervision are only eligible after 90 days on a 
caseload with a higher level of supervision. A form of casebank operated in 1995, but it was not an 
immediate option upon admission as it was in 1998 and 2000. 

Generic Field Supervision-while the services provided under generic field supervision have largely remained 
the same over time, the type of offender eligible for this caseload has changed significantly. In 1995, 
offenders of any supervision level were placed on this caseload, were supervised with face-to-face contact, 
and had access to the full array of treatment options. The core concept of the redesign was to conserve 
these resources (both staff time and treatment) for medium- or high-risk offenders, who have been shown 
through research to benefit more from these services than lower risk offenders. With the redesign effort, 
generic field supervision targeted medium and high-risk offenders. 

Specialized Caseloads-the Department maintains a number of specialized caseloads, tailored toward 
offenders with special needs or special circumstances. Since 1995, the array of options has included sex 
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offender, mental health, gang supervision, women offender, DUI, African-American Project, and domestic 
violence. Each of these specialized caseloads features services designed to respond to the specific needs of 
offenders, either on-site or through contracted services. 

There are a few caseload types that only operated in certain years included in this study. These include: 

Intensive Case Manaqement-operating in 1995, ICM was designed to serve high-risk offenders and to 
provide supervision contacts of greater frequency and duration. It was dissolved in 1996, with high-risk 
offenders being transferred to generic field supervision. 

Local Control-with the passage of Senate Bill 1 145, responsibility for the supervision of felons sentenced to 
prison for less than 12 months was transferred from the state to the county, as was the responsibility for 
offenders whose parole was revoked and who were ordered to serve an in-custody sentence of 12 months 
or less. Following the implementation of SB1145 in 1997, revocation rates to prison were expected to drop 
with a corresponding increase in the number of offenders serving revocation sentences in the Multnomah 
County Jail. In 1998, a report was issued showing that the impact of SB1145 was less significant than 
projected, due in part to the successful implementation of drug courts, effective utilization of lower-level 
interventions prior to revocation, and shorter-than-expected sentences ‘. These issues notwithstanding, a 
portion of offenders in the both 1998 and 2000 cohorts included in this study are identified as local control. 

a Structured Sanctions 

The main strategy for responding to offender non-compliance is the application of sanctions. In 
1995, the Department, along with other community corrections agencies in Oregon, implemented a 
structured intermediate sanctioning process, which permitted the imposition of limited periods of 
incarceration along with other sanctions in response to offender non-compliance. This process was designed 
to provide immediate sanctions for specific behaviors, serving as a consequence or treatment intervention 
to deter future non-compliant behavior. The imposition of sanctions was supposed to occur in a graduated 
fashion (Le., escalating in severity with repeated violations) and to combine punitive actions (e.g., jail) with 
treatment services, as needed. 

In 1998, the county’s sanctioning provisions were revised. Instead of vesting the authority to 
sanction offenders in the Parole Board, this power was granted to the local authorities. For probationers, the 
Department has the authority to impose sanctions of up to 60 days, while sanctions of more than 60 days 
are imposed by the court. For offenders on parole or post-prison supervision, the Probation/Parole Officer 
(PPO), has the power to impose sanctions of 1 to 5 days, the PPO Supervisor may impose sanctions 
between 6 and 30 days, and the local hearing officer has the authority to impose sanctions of 31 to 60 
days. The local supervisory authority may impose sanctions of 61 to 90 days. This change in sanctioning 
authority was accompanied by an administrative sanctioning grid that structures the types and duration of 
sanction that can be imposed for various nan-compliant behaviors or specific violations of the conditions of 
supervision. The severity of different sanctions is measured in terms of “custody units,” where one unit 

Oregon Gepartrnent of Corrections. (1  998). Semte Bill I145 Evahation Report Exeaitive Summary Salem, OR: i)regon i 

Pepartment of Corrections. 
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equals one day in custody, while other sanctions (e.g., program participation, letter of reprimand) equal 
partial custody units. The sanctioning system features a wide array of options designed to provide 
intermediate responses to behavior by reducing the reliance on jail time. 

Thus, the redesign effort first endeavored to identify offenders with different likelihoods of recidivism 
and to assign them to caseloads with levels of supervision and treatment resources commensurate to their 
level of risk. In so doing, expensive staff and treatment resources could be reserved for higher-risk 
offenders. A process evaluation (Austin et al., 1999) demonstrated that the initial stages of the redesign 
had been properly implemented, yet questions remained about the extent to which contact standards were 
being met, sanctions were being imposed, and public safety was being protected. The current study’s design 
addresses each of these questions. 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

Obviously, it was not possible to use a true experimental design in which offenders were randomly 
assigned to the system of supervision services at different points in its evolution. Instead, a quasi- 
experimental design was employed using non-randomized comparison groups consisting of offenders 
exposed to community supervision in 1995,1998 and 2000, displayed graphically below: 

I *Note: In order to permit a 12-month follow up period, only offenders admitted between January and June. 2000 were included in the Zoo0 cohort. I 

0, represents measurement of impact measure either before or after intervention X, has occurred; 

X, represents the community supervision model in place in 1995; 

X, represents the community supervision model in place in 1998; 

X, represents the community supervision model in place in 2000. 

The intervention (X,,, above) represents services received during the active period of supervision, 
until either a successful or unsuccessful termination was documented for each offender. The length of the 
observation (On, above) is set at 24 months pre- and post-admission for the 1995 and 1998 cohorts, and 
12-months pre- and post-admission for the 2000 cohort. A shorter observation period was utilized for the 
2000 cohort in order to complete the research during the grant period. 
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The 1995 cohort represents offenders processed through the traditional system of community 
supervision. The next two cohorts were exposed to the new form of supervision that relied on strategic 
decisions about supervision intensity and access to treatment resources, based on objective risk 
assessment. The 1998 cohort reflects offenders exposed to the first version of the new system of 
community supervision, which was the subject of the process evaluation (Austin et al., 1999) described 
above. The 2000 cohort reflects this system of supervision as it has developed over time to become fully 
institutionalized within the Department. Originally, we hoped that this cohort would also reflect additional 
best practices governing the use of an objective needs assessment process with linkages to targeted 
services. However, despite efforts by the Department to implement the needs assessment process, its use 
remains sporadic and therefore, not amenable to inclusion in this research. 

w DATA ACQUISITION 

At the outset of this research, the plan was to draw a sample of offenders from each admission 
cohort and to combine both automated data requests and manual data collection efforts to obtain the full 
scope of information needed for this study. However, we found that sufficient automated data were available 
to permit the inclusion of entire admission cohorts, which increases the external validity of the findings as 
the analyses are free from sampling bias. Data were acquired from a number of different sources and 
merged together using matching criteria (SID number and date of birth). 

First, a list of offenders admitted to community supervision during each of the targeted years was 
requested from the Oregon Department of Corrections (the state’s repository of all community supervision 
data). An admission was defined as an offender admitted to supervision a) for a new crime for which he or 
she was given a sentence to probation; b) after serving a prison sentence with additional time to serve on 
parole or post-prison supervision; c) upon returning to active supervision after previously absconding; and 
d) upon moving into Multnomah County from active supervision in another county or state. These conditions, 
in combination, capture the population of offenders “newly exposed” to community supervision during a 
given year. It excludes those who may be on supervision during a given year as the result of an admission 
from a previous year. The total cohorts included 10,094 offenders in 1995,12,565 offenders in 1998, and 
13,632 offenders in 2000. 

Once the cohorts were identified, a variety of data were obtained from several criminal justice 
agencies. Data on demographics, current offense, legal status, risk/supervision level, and caseload 
assignments were obtained directly from the Multnomah County Department of Community Justice (DCJ). 
Each month, the Oregon Department of Corrections sends the DCJ a “monthly snapshot’’ which includes the 
targeted (and other) information on every offender on community supervision that month. Monthly 
snapshots were obtained from January, 1995 through June, 2001. Offenders who were not part of the 
cohort were deleted from the files. These data were used both to describe the different cohorts, and to 
examine differences across caseload types and supervision levels on various outcome measures. 

Information on arrests and convictions was obtained from the newly-launched data warehouse, 
Decision Support System-Justice (DSS-Justice) , which contains integrated, individual-level data from law 
enforcement (Portland Police Department and Multnomah County Sheriff), the District Attorney, and the 
Courts. DSS-Justice provided arrest and conviction data for each offender in the sample using the following 
parameters. For the 1995 and 1998 cohorts, data covered two years subsequent to the admission date 
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(follow-up data), and two years prior to the admission date (prior history data). For the 2000 cohort, the 
follow-up period was limited to one-year in order to complete the research during the grant period. These 
data were used to describe the offenders’ prior criminal justice histories, and also included data for the key 
outcome measure (re-arrest). 

Data describing the intensity of supervision of offenders in the sample were obtained from the 
Oregon Department of Corrections (as the repository of the County’s community supervision data). For each 
offender, chronological records of all supervision contacts were provided, including the type of contact (e.g., 
person-to-person, telephone, mail, etc.) and the person contacted (e.g., offender, employer, etc.), for the 
entire period of supervision. These data permitted an assessment of whether the type and intensity of 
supervision varied across caseload types. 

Finally, data on the use of sanctions were extracted from the DCJ’s Sanctions Tracking Data Base 
(STDB). This database, created in 1997, contains information on the non-compliant behavior triggering the 
sanction (Le., the conditions violated) and the specific type and duration of the sanction imposed. These 
data were obtained for the 1998 and 2000 cohorts, covering the entire period of supervision for each 
offender. Unfortunately, data were not available to assess the use of sanctions for the 1995 cohort. Prior to 
1998, sanctions data were not maintained systematically. Although the main information management 
system had a “sanctions module,” its data were considered unreliable because of the tremendous number 
of fields that were not populated. Thus, the comparative analysis of the use of sanctions was limited to the 
1998 and 2000 cohorts. 

These data were merged, audited, and cleaned to ensure their accuracy and validity. Copies of all 
databases, and syntax used in their analyses, have been submitted to the National Institute of Justice, as 
required. Detailed findings are discussed below. 

w RESULTS 

0 Descriptive Analyses 

A descriptive analysis of the three cohorts was conducted to identify any differences between the 
cohorts and across caseload types and supervision levels. These analyses were used to guide the recidivism 
analyses presented at the end of this section, and to identify key differences that needed to be controlled 
through multivariate analyses. 

Demographics 

Table 1, below, describes the three cohorts of offenders that were the subject of this study. The 
total number of offenders who were admitted to supervision during the targeted years was identified, and 
certain groups of offenders were excluded from the research because they were not actually subjected to 
community ~upervision.~ The total number of offenders included in each admission sample was4: 

3More specifically, offenders who lived out of the county, were in an institution on another offense, were 
administratively transferred to a caseload for informational purposes, or who were on INS or Interstate Compacts were 
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As shown by the data in Table 2, the three cuksrts are similar, With only a Few notable trendb. Since 
1995, there was an increasing proportion of women admitted to community supervision (20.4% in 1995, 
21 .S% in 1993 and 24.470 in 2000). The proportion of offenders who are white has ais0 increased siightly 
since 1995 (from 68.3% to 7 1 2% to 71 -8%) with similar decreases in the proportion of Black offenders 
(from 24.470 to 21.570 to 20.5%). Due in large part to state sentencing guidehnes requiring offenders tc 
complete larger portions of their sentences in prison, thereby reducing the voiurne of offenders reiezsed to 
parole and post-prison supervision, there was a significant increase in the proportion of the adult 
supervision caseload on probation (from 60.770 in 19% to 79.670 in 2900) versus variocls forms of parole 
and post-prison supervision (from 36.2% En 1995 to 1 ?03!% in 2000). Further, a!ong with decreases /I? the 
proportion of individuals convicted of person offenses !from 23.870 in 1995 to 16.8% in 2000), there were 
increases in the pr~porti~:: of controiteb substance and DUi offmders (from 31 9% in i 995 to 42.4% in 
2000). Finally, there was a slight decrease in the propcrtion of felony Qffenders since 19% (from 822% to 
77.8%), and a slight increase il: the p:oporttion cf misdemeanants (1 3,470 to 15.9%)* 
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Characteristics 

Gender 

Am. !ndianlAlaskan Native 
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Characteristics I 1995 I 1998 I 2000 

Other 

Yost Serious Current Offense 

Unknown 72 0.8 98 0.9 64 0.8 I 
Offense Level 

Felony 7,001 82.3 8.193 75.9 6.501 77.8 

Misdemeanor 1,140 13.4 1,948 18.0 1,408 16.9 

8 Supervision Level 

Table 3 presents the calculated and assessed supervision levels across each of the three cohorts. 
The "initial caseload" refers to the inmate's first risk assessment and the first caseload to which he or she 
was assigfied. 

Upon admission, each offender is assessed using an objective risk assessment instrument, which 
results in a calculated risklsupervision level. Since 1995, there has been an increasiiig proportion of 
offenders assessed as needing iimited or low supervision at the initial assessment (54.3%! 59.7%. and 
64.7% in 1995, 1998, and 2000, respectively). Based on the calculated supervision ievei. there was a 10 
percentage-point difference in the proportion of timitediiow-risk offenders in 1995 versus 2000. However, 
when examining the actual supervision levels (Le., accounting for overrides). the differences among the 
cohorts become ~ o i e  pronounced, evidenced by a 20 pei~efit~je-poit~t difference in the p i o p ~ ~ i o r ?  uf 
Iirnitediicw-risk oknders in 1 995 versus 2900 (34.5% and 55.77b5, respectively). These differences are 
likely due to two factors: 1 an iricreasing proportior! of probationers in the 2600 cohort, who are 
disp:cportionate/y iosv-risk compared to the other legal statuses; and 2) a higher rate of overrides to lower 
supervisicin !eveis in 2000. 
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1995 1998 2000 

N=8,506 70 N= 10,794 k N=8,353 70 

Actual Supervision Level at initial Assignment 

Ljrnited I 1,439 16.9 3,879 35'9 3,518 42.1, 

The initial assessment is conducted during an intake session for probationers and upon release 
from prison for parolees and those on post-prison supervision. Once a supervision level is determined, each 
offender is assigned to a caseload. This initial caseload was defined as the fikst caseload ofrecordfor 
parole/post-prison supervision and the hkst caseloadaffe/- ihtake for probationers. In addition to the 
standard caseloads described in the preceding section (e.g., generic, casebank, specialized. etc.), a number 
of additional statuses were created to account for offenders who did not fail cleanly into the active caseload 
types. These include: 

Intake: a significant number of offenders stayed in intake status beyond the usual one- 
month period. A more in depth analysis of these cases reiiealed that they were heid at 
intake for a number of administrative reasons and were supervised by :he PPOs assigned 
to that unit. 

0 Abscond: a significant number of offenders did not report or absconded from sclpermon 
tcr a portion of the super&on period. 
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in terms of initial caseioad assignment, Table 4 shows that an increasing proportion of offenders 
were assigned to casebank iipon entry to the systeri.! (35.1 70 in 1998 and 4’7.6% in ZQOO).’ With the 
introduction of this fcrm of supervision, the proportion of offenders assigned to higher-levels of supervision 
(Le., generic, intensive case management, and specialized caseloadsf steadily decreased from 88.0% in 
5 995. to 49.97G in 1998, and to 40670 in 2000, This finding cclnfkrns that of Austin et ala‘s ( 1999) 
process evaluation which showed a clear migration of cases into the casebank caseload with consequent 
decreases in the generic and specialized caseloads. This distribution across high-intensity and low-intensity 
caseloads remained relativeiy constant from the initial caseload assignment to the final caseload 
assignment. The proportion of offenders on abscond status increased between the beginning and end of the 
supervision period for all three cohorts (1  995: h m  2.2% to 1 3-1 %: 1 998: from 4.376 to 12.1 %: and 
2000: from 4.770 to 9.470,). 

Supemision Level and Caseload Assiyment 

A cross-tabulation of caseload assignment and supervision ievel was conducted to assess the way 
in which offenders of different supervision levels are distributed across the caseload types. As shown in 
Table 5, in 1995,58.4% of offenders assessed as needing limited supervision were assigrfed to the generic 
caseload, along with 82.5% of those requiring low supervision. High proportions of offenders requiring 
medium (71.9%> and high (53.6%) supervision were also assigned to the generic caseload. Because the 
OCl had so few options, the main form of supervism was rather heterogeneous and included offenders 
requiring vastly different levels of supervision. 

As was the intent of the redesign effort. in 1998 and 2000, as the supervision options expanded 
with the creation of new caseload types, the homogeneity of the caseloads increased. Beginning in 1998, 
and becoming more pronounced in 2000, the vast majority of limited and low-risk offenders were assigned 
to the casebank option. In 1998,63.3% of limited-risk and 54.6Y0 of low-risk offenders were assigned to 
casebank, increasing to 87.570 of limited-risk and 62.3% of low-risk offenders in 2000. 

However, as also shown in Table 5, in 1398, approximately one-fifth of limited (21 .I%) and low 
(22.1 %) supervision offenders were assigned to specialized caseloads (which are designed to provide 
higher intensity forms of supervision and access to specialized services). Under the re-design, this could 
represent a misdirection of DCJ’s resources, which were to be conserved for use with medium and high-risk 
offenders. In 2000, far fewer limited and low-risk offenders were assigned to speciaiized caseloads (1,770 
and 7.8%, respectively). 

‘The casebank was not available as an initial caseload assiqnment in 1995 
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1 1995 1 1998 I 2000 I 

Initial Caseload Assignment 
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Comparisons Across Caseload. 

Demoqrap h ics 

Several analyses were conducted to compare the demographic characteristics and criminal histories 
of offenders across caseloads (Tables C, D, E in the Appendix). Across all three cohorts, the casebank had a 
higher proportion of female offenders than any other type of supervision. There were no major differences in 
age across caseload types. Also, across all three cohorts. the higher-intensity forms of supervision (generic, 
intensive case management, local control) had a higher proportion of Black offenders than the other 
caseloads. In 1998 and 2000, the vast majority of offenders on casebank were probationers (90.7% and 
94,7%, respectively), while offenders on the other forms of supervision were distributed more evenly across 
the legal statuses. 

In terms of offense type, in both 1998 and 2000, the higher-intensity forms of supervision had 
larger proportions of offenders convicted of a person offense than the other forms of supervision. The vast 
majority of offenders on casebank were non-violent offenders convicted of property or drug-related crimes. 
In both 1998 and 2000. the specialized caseloads contained higher proportions of misdemeanants than the 
other forms of supervision, including casebank. 

In terms of their prior criminal history, the cohorts were similar in their overall mean number of prior 
arrests during the 24 months prior to supervision (1.14, 1.33, and 1.04, in 1995, 1998, and 2000 
respectively). In both 1998 and 2000, offenders in the locai control and generic caseloads had the highest 
mean number of prior arrests. Offenders in the casebank caseload had a low mean number of priors (0.68 
and 0.53 in 1998 and 2000, respectively). With the exception of the local control group, over three- 
quarters of the offenders on supervision had no prior convictions. These results are presented in Table B in 
the Appendix. 

Supervision Level 

Gne of the goals of the redesign effort was to develop more homogeneous caseloads to be 
connected with modes of supervision that were responsive to risk level. Prior to the redesign, the available 
supervision options were tasked with providing services to offenders with vastly different ievels of risk. As 
shown in Table 6, in 1995, the main supervision option was the generic caseload, which was comprised of 
14.8% limited-risk offenders, 21.670 low-risk offenders, 42.9% medium-risk offenders, and 16.2% high-risk 
offenders (with 4.5% of cases missing these data). This pattern led to what the DCI believed to be an 
inefficient use of resources, as expensive supervision and treatment resources could be consumed by low- 
risk offenders (who research had shown to do better with more limited contact and services). 

This inefficiency was largely corrected by the redesign. In 1998, the resources available under 
generic supervision were reserved for higher risk offenders, as evidenced by a shift in the composition of 
this caseload to include 6.740 limited-risk offenders, 6.670 low-risk offenders, 32.240 medium-risk offenders, 
and 53% high-risk offenders (with 1.4% missing these dataj. This pattern becomes slightly more 
pronounced in 2000, when the generic caseload was comprised as follows: 4.9% limited-risk, 5.1 % low-risk, 
44.0% medium-risk, and 44.8% high-risk (with 1270 of cases missing these dataj. This pattern suggests 
that higher intensity supervision and treatment resources are indeed being reserved for hiyhei risk 
offenders. 
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This shift in the composition of the generjc caseloads was accomphshed through a successful 
migration of lower risk offenders to the bwer-cost casebank option. In 1998.94% of the offenders assigned 
to the casebank caseload were ltmited and lowrisk offenders, while rn 2000, this proportion increased to 
95.270. 

The local control caseload remained comprised primarily of medium and high-risk. offenders in 1998 
and 2000 (59.270 and 66.8Q/00, respectively). Offenders held at intake were evenly distributed across all risk 
levels in 1998 and 2000, although in 1995 just over ha16 were limited-risk offenders. In both 1995 and 
1998, offenders who had some period of absconding during supervision were distributed equally across the 
risk levels, although in 2000, a larger proportion of these offenders were limited-risk 145%). A similar 
analyses was conducted to examine the distribution across risk levels, by caseload, for the offenders’ final 
month of supervision. The proportions noted in the discussion of the initial time period remained largely 
unchanged. 

Summary of Descr@tive Anahses 

Except in a limited number of areas, the cohorts were very similar in terms of their demographic and 
legai status characteristics. Across the three years, increasing proportions of women, white 
offenders, probationers, offenders convicted of controlled substance and DUI offenses, and 
misdemeanor level off ens6 were evident among admissions to community supervision. 

The three cohorts were very similar in terms of the extent of their prior involvement with the criminal 
justice system. In 1998 and 2000, offenders on caseloads featuring higher levels of supervision 
had a higher number of prior arrests than offenders on low supervision caseloads. 

Since 1995, the proportion of offenders with a calculatedrisk level of limited or low increased by 
approximately 10 percentage-points. In terms of the a d d r i s k  level (which accounts for overrides) 
a 20 percentage-point difference is evident. These changes may be due to two key factors: 1 ) an 
increasing proportion of probationers, who are disproportionately lower risk; and 2) increased use 
of overrides to reduce the offenders’ supervision levels. These are important considerations in the 
interpretation of changes in recidivism rates. 

In terms of initial caseload assignments, an increasing proportion of offenders were assigned to 
casebank from 1998 to 2000, with a consequent decrease in the proportion assigned to caseloads 
with higher levels of supervision and services. 

The caseloads have become more homogeneous, with greater concentrations of high and medium- 
risk offenders assigned to generic caseloads and a greater concentration of limited and low-risk 
offenders assigned to the casebank. 
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0 Tools for Supervision 

There are three main tools for classifying and supervising offenders under the new system: an 
objective risk assessment instrument designed to identify necessary levels of supervision (OCMS); standards 
that set the type and intensity of contact across supervision levels, and a range of custodial and non- 
custodial sanctions to respond tu offender non-compliance. 

An examination of each of these tools was crrticai to ensure their proper implementation, as well as 
the integrity of the redesign effort which depends on the functionality of each part. A valid risk assessment 
process is needed to ensure that distinct groups of offenders with different levels of risk to public safety can 
be targeted for appropriate levels of supervision. If it can be demonstrated that lower risk offenders 
receiving lower levels of supervision actually do recidivate less often, it will be important to demonstrate that 
offenders on caseloads featuring less intensive service levels actually do receive less supervision (i.e., they 
consume less of the Department’s resources). If there were no quantitative differences in the intensity of 
supervision across caseloads, the cost-effectiveness of the casebank option would be questionable. Finally, 
the use of sanctions is important to understand both in its relationship to recidivism and for its ability to 
impact offender behavior without expensive custodial sanctions. 

e Risk Assessment 

An issue of concern emerging from these analyses was the high rate of overrides observed in the 
risk assessment process. Figure 1 (below) and Table F {in the Appendix) illustrate this practice across all 
three cohorts. The ralcu/atedsupm;siun level is the level indicated by the total score on the supervision 
assessment instrument, while the actualsupenision level represents the risk level assigned after taking a 
number of discretionary and mandatory override factors into account. 

The tables below show the changes in the proportion of the offender population assigned to each 
supervision level once the overrides are taken into account. For example, in 2OOO [see Table F in the 
Appendix), using the calculated supervision level, the distribution across the !evels is 28Y0 limited, 38Y0 low, 
1770 medium, and 17% high-risk. However. when the override factors are considered, the distribution 
across supervision levels changes considerably with 4370 assessed as limited-risk, 1470 as low-risk, 23% 
as medium and 2070 as high. This represents an overall override rate of 3%0, with 1670 of offenders being 
overridden to a higher supervision level, and 23% being overridden to a lower supervision level. This pattern 
is also seen in 1998 (see Figure 1 B). However, in I995 (see Figure 1 A), the pattern was reversed, with the 
majority of the overrides occurring in the upward direction (32% up, and 1370 down). 

The overall override rates greatly exceeded the accepted standard of between 5 and 1 5%. In 1995, 
45.6% of all cases were overridden; in 1 998, 3 1.9% were overridden, and in 2000, 39.49’0 were 
overridden. A more detailed analyses is needed, but in general. these override rates indicate one, or a 
combination, of interferences. For example, staff may not have confidence in the instrument and may 
override it to correct these perceived inadequacies. Another issue could be that certain policy directives 
(e.g., no treatment resources for iimited-risk offenders) may run counter to the staff’s perception of 
appropriate supervision. Because the risk assessment process is the backboiie of the entire redesign effort, 
it is vitally important that the Department undertake a proper validation study to determine the specific 
issues driving the high override rates, and their impact across gender. 
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Figure 1 A. Clverrides, 1995 
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Figure 1 B. Overrides, 1998 1 

Figure 1C. Overrides, 2000 
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0 Supervision--htensi&y and vpe  

While one of the key research questions was to examine the intensity of supervision and whether it 
met contact standards and differed significantly across caseloads, flaws in the data prevented a thorough 
analysis of this question. Tables 6, H, and I (in the Appendix) illustrate an analysis which isolated several 
points in time through the offenders' periods of supervision. The amount and type of supervision received 
during each offenders' first, sixth, twelfth, eighteenth, and twenty-fourth month of supervision was compiled 
to provide a mean number of contacts and a description of the type of supervision contacts during that 
month. The contact data are separated by supervision level to permit comparisons to contact standards. 
The no f  offenders decreases over time, as not all offenders were sentenced to a full 24-month supervision 
period. 

When compared to the contact standards discussed in the previous section of this report (Le., 
limited-risk offenders-monthly file check and six month compliance reviews; low-risk-ne monthly contact, 
etc.), it became clear that the number of contacts across all supervision levels was greatly exceeding those 
required by the contact standards. For example, the number of contacts for limited supervision offenders in 
2000 ranged from 2.7 to 3.2 per month, with between 4270 and 59% of these reported to be person-to- 
person contacts with the offender or a collateral contact. After discussions with line staff and supervisors in 
the OCI, we learned that these numbers were likely inflated because the default setting in the chronological 
contact mondule of the MIS was a person-to-person contact. Thus, anytime an activity was recorded for an 
offender, if the PPO did not change the contact type, it would be counted as an in-person meeting with the 
offender. We determined that these data were not a reliable source of information about the intensity or type 
of supervision contacts. 

What can be concluded, however, is that the intensity of contact does appear to increase as the 
supervision level of the offender increases. This conclusion rests on the assumption that the bias inherent in 
the MIS is consistent across caseload types. Table I (in the Appendix) shows, for example, in month 12 of 
2000, limited-risk offenders received an average of 2.7 contacts, low received an average of 2.9 contacts, 
medium received ala average of 4.2 contacts, and high received an average of 5.0 contacts per month. This 
pattern of escalating intensity of supervision across risk levels is evident across all cohorts and risk levels. 
Thus, there is preliminary data to support the assertion that offenders on higher supervision levels indeed 
receive a greater number of contacts than offenders on lower supervision levels, as required by design. 

# Structured Sanctions 

In 1995, the Department, along with other community corrections agencies in Oregon, implemented 
a structured intermediate sanctions program, which allowed parole and probation officers to impose limited 
periods of incarceration and other sanctions in response to offender non-compliance. There is a broad array 
of general and special probation and parole conditions, which have been categorized in the following 
fashion': 

0 Stipervisoy-conditions that are fundamental to community supervision, such as physical 
presence in the community, availability, a known residence, not committing additional iilegal 
acts. Exampies include "Submit to supervision and visits" and "Remain in Oregon." 
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e Penalty--conditions that would generally be construed to be punishments, depriving the 
offender of personal freedom, time, or money. Examples include “Court ordered restitution” 
or “Jail days imposed.” 

e Restrictions<onditions that are prohibitory or injunctive for specific situations or settings, 
Examples include “No use or possession or controlled substance” and “No contact with 
vidim. ” 

e Treatment-conditions that compel or direct the offender to be evaluated or attend 
treatment programs or ancillary services that support treatment programming, for example, 
“Submit to mental health evaluation.” 

A single sanction event may respond to multiple violations (e.g., violation of a supervisory and a 
penalty condition) and may include multiple sanctions (e.g., jail and a program). The tables below describes 
the use of sanctions in response to offender non-compliance in the 1998 and 2000 cohorts. (Sanctions 
data for the 1995 cohort were not available). From the 1998 cohort, a total of 2,950 offenders (2770,) were 
sanctioned and a total of 1,714 offenders (21%) were sanctioned from the 2000 cohort. The 2000 cohort 
includes admissions from January through June and uses only a 12-month follow up period, so the numbers 
of offenders sanctioned are not comparable. For a comparative analysis of the use of structured sanctions, 
please see Salvo (200 1 1. 

As shown in Table 7 below, the mean number of violations for offenders sanctioned at least once 
from the 1998 cohort was 4.9 vhile the mean number of violations for offenders sanctioned at least once 
from the 2000 cohort was 3.4. Approximately 33% of 1998 sanctioned offenders violated six or more 
conditions during the 24-month follow up period, while approximately 16% of the 2000 cohort violated six 
or more conditions during the 12-month follow up period. The average time to the first violation was 7.7 
months for 1998 offenders and 5.0 months for 2000 offenders. 

Most often, offenders violated one of the general probation and parole conditions. In 1998, 
approximately two-thirds of all violations (62.3y0) were of the supervisory type, as compared to 57.6740 of 
all violations by offenders in the 2000 cohort, 

Table 8, below, presents the most serious condition violated for offenders who were sanctioned at 
least once. The hierarchy of seriousness across condition types is supervisory, penalty, restriction, and 
treatment, with general and special conditions carrying equal weight. A slightly larger proportion of 1998 
offenders had a violation of a supervisory condition as their most serious violation (86.5%’0), as compared to 
2000 offenders (80.9%). In both cohorts, the majority of offenders receiving a sanction were under either 
medium or high supervision at the time of their most serious violation (80.7% in 1998 and 78.070 in 
2000). This finding makes intuitive sense as one would expect medium and high-risk offenders to be more 
likely to fail to comply, but also because the greater intensity of supervision and the greater number of rules 
with which they must comply provide expanded opportunities to detect non-compliant behavior. 

Over half of the offenders who were sanctioned at least once were on either paroie or post-prison 
supervision (69.870 in 1998 and 63.970 in 2000), and over three-quarters of the offenders were on either 
generic or specialized caseloads (84.5% in 1998 and 78.5yo in 2000). 
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I 1998 I 2000 

N=2,950 96 

Total Number of Violations per Offender 

1 Violations I 497 16.8 363 21.2 

2 Violations I 546 I 24.0 I 411 1 24.0 

3 - 5 Violations 9 32 31.6 658 38.4 

6 - 9 Violations 59 3 20.1 226 13.2 
I I 

1 O+ Violations 382 12.9 56 3.3 

Mean Violations 4.9 3.4 

Time to First Violation 

First 6 Months 1,438 48.7 1,065 62.1 

7 - 12 Months 769 26.1 651 37.9 

13 - 18 Months 490 i 6.6 N /A 0.0 

19 - 24 Months 253 8.6 N /A 0.0 

Mean 7.7 5.0 
I 

Total Number of Violations 14,52 1 100.0 5,892 100.0 

General Probation and Parole Conditions Violated 

Supervisory 9,045 62.3 3,393 57.6 

Penalty 36 5 2.5 255 4.3 

Restriction 2,111 14.5 846 14.4 

Treatment 1,878 12.9 788 13.4 

Special Parole Conditions Violated 
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Most Serious Condition Violated 

Missing 0.0 I 0.1 I 

Most Serious Condition Violated 

Missing 0.0 I 0.1 I 
Supervision Level at Most Serious Violation 

Limited 31 5 10 7 287 16.7 

Low 253 8.6 91 5.3 

Medium 76 1 25.8 418 24.4 

High 1,618 54,9 920 53.6 

Legal Status at Most Serious Violation 
I 

Parole 260 8.8 96 5.6 

Post -Prison I ,800 61 0 1,001 58.3 

Probation 890 30 2 619 36.1 

Caseload at Most Serious Violation 

Abscond 

Sosrce: Department of Commun@ justice, San~ions Tra&ng Dara Base 
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In response to these violations, the offenders received an array of sanctions. As mentioned 
previously, a single sanction event can include multiple sanctions for multiple violations. For example, during 
the 1998 cohort’s 24-month follow up period, there were 6,341 sanction events that imposed a total of 
7,641 sanctions. Over the 12-month follow up period for the 2000 cohort, there were a totai of 2,654 
sanction events that imposed a total of 3,031 sanctions. 

For those offenders who received at least one sanction, Table 9 presents the number of sanctions 
imposed. In 1998,47,670 received only one sanction. while 63.770 of offenders in 2000 received only one 
sanction. The mean number of sanctions imposed was 2.6 in 1998 and 1.8 in 2000. Again, these 
differences may be due to the differing lengths of the follow-up periods used. For a comparative analysis of 
the use of sanctions, please see Salvo (2001). 

The distribution across the types of sanctions recommended were similar for the 1998 and 2000 
cohorts. In approximately half of the sandion events, jail was recommended (!%?.!%o in 1998 and 54.2% in 
2000). Jail plus a program was recommended in 10.9% of the 1998 sanction events and 9.5% of the 2000 
sanction events. A revocation of probation or parole/post-prison supervision was recommended for one in 
ten sanction events in 1998 and 2000. Non-custodial sanctions (programs with custody units and programs 
without custody units) were recommended for only about one-quarter of sanction events in both years. The 
average custody units (for both jail and programs) recommended differed according to the offenders’ legal 
status. The total mean custody units recommended for paroleeslpost-prisoners who were sanctions was 
89.7 in 1998 and 71.9 in 2000, compared to a mean of 1 2.6 custody units for probationers in 1998 and 
12.7 custody units for probationers in 2000. This mean is computed per offender, using all sanctions 
recommended during the foliow-up period, rather than calculating the mean custody units per sandion 
event These differences are compatible with the sanctioning grids employed for the different legal statuses, 
which provide for a higher number of custody units for offenders on parole and post-prison supervision. 

In terms of the sanctions actually imposed, revocation was actually imposed slightly less often than 
it was recommended (5.570 versus 10.6% in 1998 and 6.3% versus 10.7% in 2000) , with consequent 
increases in jail and jail plus a program. The mean number of custody units actually imposed was 
significantly less than the number recommended for parole/post-prison (74.4 versus 89.7 in 1998 and 
52.7 versus 71.9 in 2000), and oniy slightly less for probationers ( 12 versus 1 2.6 in 1998 and 1 1.2 
versus 12.7 in 2000). Of the sanctions imposed, only about two-thirds were actually served (65.470 in 
1998 and 68.1% in 2000). Most often, the program portion of the “jail plus a program“ sanction was not 
actually served. 

Table 10 presents the most serious recommended sanction for offenders who were sanctioned at 
least once. For approximately half of the offenders, the most serious sandion recommended was jail 
(46.3% in 1998 and 52.670 in 2000). A non-custodial sanction was recommended for approximately one- 
fifth of the offenders in both years. As with all sanctions recommended and imposed (discussed above), 
when considering only the most serious sanction, again there is a difference in the number of times 
revocation was recommended versus imposed (1 9.1 %I versus 1 1 -0% in 1998 and I 5.2% versus 9.4% in 
2000). When considering the most serious sanction imposed, only about half of the sanctiops were actually 
served (51 -3% and 40.0%in 1998 and 2QOO). 
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1998 

N=2,950 ‘16 

Mean Sanctions 

2000 

N=1,714 % 

2.6 1 I .8 

Total Number of Sanction Events 6,34 1 2,654 I 

Probation I 12.6 I 12.7 

Revoke 

Jail + Any Program 

Jail 

Program WITH Custody Units Only 

Program WITHOUT Custody Units Only 

Imposed Sanctions 

669 10.6 284 10.7 

69 1 10.9 253 9.5 

3,326 52.5 1,438 54.2 

619 9.8 299 11.3 

1,036 16.3 380 14.3 

Revoke 346 5.5 166 6.3 

Jail + Any Program 1,025 16.2 28 3 10.7 

Jail 3,456 54.5 1,529 57.6 

Program WITH Custody Units Only 405 6.4 2 59 9.8 

Program WITHOUT Custody Units Only 1,109 17.5 417 15.7 

Average Imposed Custody Units 

Parole and Post Prison 

Probation 

Sanctions Actually Served 4,147 65.4 1,807 
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Table 10. 
Most Serious Sanctions for Offenders Sanctioned at least Once, 1998 and 2000 

1998 

N=2,950 % 

2000 

N=1,714 % 

I Most Serious Recommended Sanction I 

I Souice Department of Communn)/ Justice, Sanctions ria&& Data Base 
. I 

0 Summary 

The backbone of the redesign, the objective risk assessment system, has some significant 
problems. The override rates are much higher than the accepted standard, with most of the 
cases being overridden in the downward direction (23% of all cases in 2000). The 
Department should conduct an in-depth revalidation study to identify the source of and 
remedy for the problem and the operation of override criteria across gender. 

Although we intended to conduct an in-depth analysis of the type and intensity of 
supervision contacts across supervision levels and caseloads, the contact data were not 
reliable for such an examination as problems with the Department's sohare  created 
inflated estimates of the actual amount and type of contact. However, given that this 
inherent bias is equally distributed across all offenders, we were able to discern that the 
intensity of supervision does escalate with increases in supervision ievel. Thus, it appeared 
that offenders on low and limited supervision indeed receive significantly fewer supervision 
contacts than medium and hiyh-risk offenders, which is a key element of the casebankas 
cost-effectiveness, 
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In general, the analysis of sanctions data revealed that approximately 27% of offenders in 
the 1998 cohort were sanctioned at least once, and 2 1 YG of offenders In the 2000 cohort 
were sanctioned at least once (these rates are not comparable due to differences in the 
length of the follow up period). Differences in the custody units imposed varied as expected 
across legal statuses, with offenders on parole and post-prison supervision receiving longer 
custodial sanctions. The structured sanctioning system, despite its mission to decrease the 
reliance on custodial sanctions in response to offender non-compliance, continues to use 
“jai!” and “jail plus a program” much more often than any other option. In addition, in 
approximately one-third to one-half of sanction events, the full sanction is never actually 
served, indicating a lack of integrity in the sanction program, 

RECIDIVISM ANALYSIS 

The key research questions for this study revolve around whether the new form of supervision is 
safe (i.e., whether offenders recidivate more often than under the old system), and how rates of recidivism 
differ across supervision levels and caseload assignments. 

State and Comfy Level Context 

Before looking at the recidivism rates across the three cohorts, it is important to examine the 
context within which the re-offending occurred. Originally, we planned to conduct a multiple time series 
analysis to permit an historical analysis of key impact indicators [Le., arrest}, not only for Multnomah County 
but also for a small number of comparable locations. It would be useful to compare Multnomah to other 
counties that did not “reinvent” their community supervision programs to see if they experienced similar 
trends with respect to arrest rates. Other outcome indicators could also be targeted, including the use of 
local detention and parolelprobation revocations, but these data were simply not available in a reliable 
format. 

Table 1 1, below, tracks the total number of arrests for the state of Oregon, Multnomah, Washington, 
and Clackamas counties. Washington and Clackamas counties have relat,ively large populations and together 
with Multnomah, account for approximateiy 36% of arrests in the state each year. 

When causation effects are believed to be lagged over time, traditional time series analyses 
requires over 20 data points in order to use ordinary linear regression analysis. At  the outset of this 
research, we anticipated that we would be able to disaggregate annual arrest data to secure monthly data 
points. However, these data were not available. Although it provides a less detailed analysis of the relevant 
context, a simple computation of the changes in the number of arrests throughout the state, and within each 
county (shown in Table 12), sets the context for interpreting the changes in the rates of recidivism across 
time within the study cohorts. 

As shown in Table 1 1, patterns in the number of arrests have been somewhat unstable over time 
with the state and counties experiencing significant fluctuations since 1995. Overall, in 2000, arrests 
statewide and in Multnomah County are approximately 270 higher than 1995 levels. Arrests have increased 
significantly in Washington County { 33.570 increase between 1995 and 2000). but have decreased 
significantly in Clackamas County (-1 0.85% between 1995 and 2000). After a significant drop in arrests in 
1998 and 1999 in Multnomah County, the number of arrests in 2000 is the highest in the six year history. 

Table 12 shows changes in reported crime over a five-year period. In 2000, in Multnornah County 
and statewide, reported crime was down approximately 7%, while in Washington and Clackamas counties, 
reported crime was up 2.41% and 3.43%, respectively, in 2000 compared to f 996. 
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Jurisdiction 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

% change 

Table 12. 
ReportedCrime,l%througCIZW 

I I 

State M ultnom ah Washington Clackamas 

164,708 36,293 10,840 10,535 

170,808 34,944 11,134 12,330 

174,260 35,131 14,259 1 1,755 

168,669 32,658 14,017 10,562 

154,333 31,789 14,318 8,955 

16931 6 37,128 14,467 9,392 

2.79 2.30 33-50 -10.84 

Source law Enfo,rcement Data System, Oregot7 Umform hme Repofis, Annua! Repon's f W-ZLyiG 1 
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By Cohort 

Table 1 3 shows the rates of re-arrest after 12- and 24-month follow up periods7. These rates were 
essentially the same in 1995 and 1998. Thus, even though the method of delivering supervision changed 
significantly between 1995 and 1998, with large groups of limited and lowrisk offenders receiving very little 
supervision or treatment, public safety was not compromised. Further, the 12-month re-arrest rates for the 
2000 cohort provide additional promising evidence that the redesign effort has been implemented safely. 
The 12-month re-arrest rate for the 2000 cohort is 27.1%, compared to 35.370 and 35.5% in previous 
years? 

A Kaplan-Meyer survival analysis was conducted to identify the key variables that were predictive of 
recidivism (or in the case of a survival analysis-the absence of recidivism, Le., the offenders who ”survive”). 
In general, the factors relevant to the length of time to re-arrest were roughly similar across cohorts. While 
there were annual differences across the cohorts, none appeared to be either driving the results or skewing 
the analyses. 

As shown in Table 1 3, between 1995 and 2000, the proportion of offenders re-arrested for person- 
related offenses decreased from 15.770 to 9.3%, and the number re-arrested for property offenses 
decreased from 27.570 to 19.1 %. The number arrested for DUI and controlled substance offenses remained 
approximately the same. Significant increases were witnessed in the number of offenders re-arrested for 
“other” crimes, which include public order offenses, low-level property offenses, trespassing, etc. The 
proportion of offenders with their most serious new offense in these categories increased from 29.0% to 
35.5% to 42.9% across the years. In general, in addition to a decreasing proportion of offenders being re- 
arrested, the severity of their subsequent offenses decreased. 

An additional analysis looked at the extent to which the rate of re-arrests decreased using the time 
period prior to supervision, compared to a 12- or 24-month follow-up period,. This is called a “suppression 
effect,” with the following formula: 

(# arrests during follow-up period / # arrests prior to supervision) - 1 .OO = Suppression rate 

If there had been a significant decrease in the rate of re-arrests, the suppression rate would be a 
large, negative number. Table 13 presents the suppression rates for the three cohorts. In all three years, 
the rates are small, positive numbers, meaning that the offenders were re-arrested slightly more often while 
on supervision, than they were prior to being admitted to community supervision. The 2000 cohort uses a 
12-month prior time period and follow-up period: thus, the lower mean number of arrests for the 2000 
cohort is due in part to a shorter time at risk. Overall, while the severity of re-offending decreased, the rate 
of re-offending has stayed the same. 

’While the rate of i-e-conviction is considered to be a superior outcome indicator, its use was not appropriate here 
because of the time lag involved in the cases reaching disposition, the data being transferred to the county’s data 
warehouse, and the recency of the follow-up period for the 2000 cohort (ending in June, 2001 ). 

‘To assess whether the decreased recidivism rate was caused by delays in arrest data being reported to data 
sources, we examined the distribution of new arrests across the follow up period for the 2000 cohort (January, 2000 to 
lune, 2001). The number of arrests mirrored the pattern of the number of offenders in the sample across the 18-month 
period, which supports their validity. The lower number of arrests at the beginning and toward the end of the follow-up 
period can be explained by a smailer number of offenders being monitored for recidivism. The arrest data were also verified 
by accessing ihe Law Enforcement Data System (LEES) directly and finding a match with the data reported by DSS-Justice. 
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1995 

N=8,506 o/o 

Suppression Rate 

1998 2000 

N= 10,794 70 N=8,353 % 

Mean Arrests - Prior I 1.1 

% Re-arrested wiin 12 Months 

% Re-arrested wiin 24 Months 

1.3 I 0.5 

35.5 35.3 27.1 

46.9 47. I NiA 

Mean Arrests - Sup.Period 

Suppression Rate 

Reconviction 

1.4 1.5 0.6 

0.22 0.12 0.04 

% Reconvicted wiin 12 Months I 
% Reconvicted wlin 24 Months 

21.7 

1 NIA 15.4 15.5 

22.9 

Additional analyses were conducted isolating those offenders who were re-arrested. The total 
sample sizes for these analyses are as foilows: 1995 (n=3,989), 1998 (n=5,079), and 2000 (n=2,268). 
Table 14. below. presents the demographic and offense characteristics of offenders who were re-arrested. 
Compared to Tabie 2, which presents the demographics of the full cohorts, we can see the following 
differences. The proportion of women who recidivated was slightly less than their overall proportion in the 
samples. There were also fewer white offenders, and more black offenders, among the recidivist group as 
compared to the full samples. The proportion of probationers is smaller than the full samples, while the 
proportion of offenders on pardelpost-prison supervision is larger. There are also fewer misdemeanants 
compared to the full cohort. 
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Table 14.  
Characteristics of Offenders Who Recidivated, by Cohort. 

I I I 

Characteristics 1995 1998 2000 

N=3,989 70 N=,5079 % N=2,268 100% 

Male 3,250 a i  .5 

Female 737 18.5 

Missing 2 0.1 

Mean Age 31.8 

4,04 1 79.6 1,776 78.3 

1,036 20.4 481 21.2 

2 0.0 11 0.5 

33.1 34.2 

Felony I 3,353 84.1 4,013 79.0 1,861 82.1 Felony 

Misdemeanor 

Missing 

Source: Muhornah Department of Cmmun& Justice. mo&& snapshots 

3,353 84.1 4,013 79.0 1,861 82.1 

438 11.0 760 15.0 290 12.8 

198 5.0 306 6.0 117 5.2 
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Misdemeanor I 438 I 11.0 1 
Missing 

~~~ 

198 5.0 306 6.0 117 5.2 

760 I 15.0 I 290 I 12.8 
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By Supervision 1 eve1 

As mentioned previously, given the centrality of objective risk assessrnent process to the redesign 
effort, the high rate of overrides brings this fundamental tool (and the efficacy of the redesign) into 
question. One method for assessing the validity of a risk classification system is to examine the relationship 
between the risk/supervision level and the incidence of re-arrest. The validity of the risk assessrnent 
instrument pertains to its ability to identify distinct groups of offenders with different likelihoods of re-arrest. 
In general, the incidence of re-arrest should follow a linear pattern, with the proportion of offenders who are 
re-arrested increasing as the level of risklsupervision increases. Figure 2, below, presents these failure 
rates by the initial actual supervision level (which accounts for any overrides to the calculated supervision 
level).g Looking across cohorts during the I2-month follow up period, we can see that failure rates have 
decreased slightly across all risk levels from 1995 to 2000. More detailed data are available in Table J in 
the Appendix. 

A Kaplan-Meyer survival analysis, described in the previous section, also showed that differences in 
the mean time to re-arrest across supervision were statistically significant. In other words, the “survival” of 
an offender (i.e., the absence of recidivism) was statistically dependent on the supervision level. These 
results are promising in terms of the overall efficacy of the risk assessment system that is currently in place. 
However, as will be discussed throughout the remainder of this report, slight modifications to the use of the 
override criteria could enhance the predictive validity of the risk assessment system. 

As shown in Figure 2, in 1995 and 1998, the failure rates do conform to the linear patterns 
required to claim the basic validity of the risk assessment instrument. The proportion of high-risk offenders 
who are re-arrested is larger than the proportion of medium-risk, which is larger than low-risk, and so on. 
However, in 2000, this linear pattern is disrupted by the low and limited-risk offenders. The limited-risk 
category has a 17.8Y0 failure rate, while the low-risk category has a 16.370 failure rate. You will recall that a 
large group of offenders were overridden from medium and low-risk categories into the limited-risk category. 
The question of whether these overrides were appropriate was examined with the subsequent analyses. 

In order to look further into the question of linearity across supervision levels, Figure 3, below, 
presents the failure rates according to the calculated supervision level, which is based on the scoring of the 
risk items and does not account for any overrides. The linear pattern remains in 1995 and 1998, and is also 
now evident in the 2000 cohort with limited supervision failure rate of 12.3% and the low-risk failure rate of 
2 1.6%. 

%th regard to differences in demqraphics and offense type across supervision levels, there were no significant 
findings except that across all three years, a greater proportion of new arrests were felonies among high-risk offenders, as 
compared to their counterparts on other supervision levels. The proportion of felony arrests for high-risk offenders was 
72.5%, 72.3%, and 69.3% in 1995, 1398, and 2000, compared to a range of 5570 to 64% across other supervision levels. 
Table L. M. and N (in the Appendix) present recidivism analyses across supervision levels. 
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Figure 2. 12-Month Failure Rate by Actual Supervision Level 
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I Figure 3. 12-Month Failure Rate by Calculated Supervision Level 
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As discussed previously, the high rate of overrides may have a detrimental effect on the precision of 
the risk assessment system. Table 15 examines the extent to which the failure rates of cases whose 
supervision level was overridden differs from cases whose supervision level was not. The first section of 
Table 15 focuses on offenders who scored as low-risk but were overridden down to limited supervision 
(Low-Limited). In 1998 and 2000, these offenders had recidivism rates more comparable to those who 
score and stay low (Low-Low) than to those who score and stay limited (Limited-Limited). In other words, 
the Low-Limited recidivism rates are similar to what would be expected by the risk level suggested by their 
calculated score. 

Year 

1995 

1998 

2000 

Year 

1995 

Table 15. 
kcidivism Analysis--.-Ovemdden Cases (Calculated -Actual) 

Limited-Limited La 

Total N Failure Rate (%) Total N 

659 16.8 4 52 

2198 20.2 1 I69 

1737 14.5 1492 

Limited-Limited k i f  

Total N Failure Rate (%) Total N 

659 16.8 85 1 

Low-Low 

Total N Failure Rate (%) 
Year 

1998 I 2198 I 20.2 I 379 

COl 

Total N 

2000 I 1737 I 14.5 I 435 

2000 992 20.5 51 3 

1995 I 1106 I 27.0 I 1172 

1998 1 1802 I 32.0 1 501 

1 

18.9 I 1292 I 47.5 I 
17.7 I 1347 I 45.6 1 
9.9 I 940 I 37.4 I 

-Medium I Medium-Medium I 
Failure Rate (%) I Total N 1 Failure Rate (%) 1 

I I ~1 
25.9 

flotc: Foilow up period for ail niree years is h?ed to 72 months to perm2 cross-year cnrnparisons 
Source: Department of Commun2y Justice, mon#!v snapshots 

The second section of the table focuses on offenders who scored as limited-risk, but who were 
overridden up to medium supervision (Limited-Medium). in 1998 and 2000, their recidivism rates were 
similar to, in fact lower than, those of offenders who scored and stayed at limited (Limited-Limited). The 
LimitecCMedium recidivism rates are significantly lower than those who scored and stayed at medium 
(Medium--Medium), 
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The third section of Table 15 focuses on those offenders who scored as low-risk, bljt were 
overridden up to medium supervision (Low-Medium). Their rates of recidivism were more similar to those 
who scored and stayed low (Low-Low) than to those who scored and stayed medium (Medium-Medium), 
These analyses demonstrate that the calculated supervision level provides a more accurate assessment of 
the offenders' actual risk to re-offend than the overridden supervision level. These findings provide 
additional support to the recommendation that the Department should examine the reasons for and 
appropriateness of its override practices. 

Several bivariate analyses were conducted to compare the ability of the calculated versus the actual 
supervision level to predict recidivism. The chi-square coefficient for the calculated supervision level (x' = 
2449.968) was larger than the coefficient for the actual supervision level (2 = 1381.369) indicating a 
stronger relationship to the outcome variable. Further, for every level of increase in actual supervision level, 
the odds of recidivism increases 53.7% (Wald = 13 17.367, p < .001, Exp (8) = 1.537). However, the 
odds of recidivism across supervision levels increases to 88.0% if the calculated supervision level is used 
(Wald = 2265.527, p <.001, Exp(B) = 1.880). These tests indicate that the calculated supervision level is 
superior to the actual supervision level in terms of its ability to predict recidivism. Most likely, this effect 
occurs because the high rate of overrides has blurred the distinction between the limited and low 
supervision levels. 

Overrides affect a large number of offenders under the Department's supervision. The largest 
groups, presented in Table 15, account for ~ 2 , 0 4 9  offenders in 1998 and ~ 2 , 4 4 0  offenders in the first 
half of 2000. The data in the tables above indicate that, based solely on the risk to public safety, these 
overrides were not appropriate because the recidivism rates of the overridden cases were more similar to 
those of offenders in the supervision level suggested by their calculated score. 

There are several consequences to this pattern of overrides. First, for the purposes of this research, 
the override patterns evidenced here mask some of the differences in failure rates between the groups. 
More specifically, the addition of low-risk offenders (who have higher failure rates) in the limited supervision 
category serves to increase the overall failure rate of the limited supervision category. Conversely, the 
addition of low-risk offenders (who have lower failure rates) to the medium supervision category may 
artificially deflate the failure rate of medium supervision offenders. Second, the placement of lower risk 
offenders in higher supervision levels is contrary to the very premise of the redesig-he resources 
available to the higher supervision levels are supposed to be reserved for higher risk offenders. 

The high rate of overrides of the calculated risk assessment score is troubling. Given the particular 
structure and requirements of the OCMS system, the overrides may represent the County's efforts to tailor 
the statewide system to better match local needs. Two specific directives may be particularly relevant to the 
use of overrides: 1 ) offenders who are convicted of person-to-person offenses must be overridden to 
medium supervision during the first six months of supervision; and 2) overrides to medium supervision are 
permissible if they are done to provide access to needed treatment services. While data were not available 
on the reason for overrides, an examination of the distribution of overrides across offense types did not 
provide clear support for the first directive. It appears that many offenders are being overridden for reasons 
other than offense type, a practice which should be examined in further detail. 
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The OCMS is a statewide system under which the county is not permitted to make changes to the 
items, weights, or cut points on the scale. Given that the system does not appear to have the confidence of 
Multnomah county (as evidenced by its high rates of override of the calculated risk score), a revalidation of 
the state system is required to assess whether it can be better tailored to local needs. Best-practices 
suggest that risk assessments should be revalidated every five years to ensure it accounts for changes in 
the offender population. The last evaluation of this system was in the mid-1 99O's, suggesting a need for a 
comprehensive validation study. 

Casebank 

Generic 

By Caseload 

,., - 1,393 35.8 736 18.5 

2,531 44.5 1,488 61.3 808 38.6 
I I 

Table 16, below, shows the failure rates across the different initial caseload assignments. Failure 
rates for 1995 and 1998 should not be compared to rates in 2000 because of differences in the length of 
the follow- up period. In 1995, the primary caseload options of generic, specialized, and intensive case 
management (ICM) had failure rates of 44.5%,53.1%, and 79.1 YO, respectively. Offenders who absconded 
during part of their supervision period had high rates of failure (62.570). 

In 1998, when the casebank option was first implemented, the rate of failure for the generic 
caseload increased to 61 .%o (as it was newly configured to supervise medium and high-risk offenders), with 
the failure rate of offenders initially assigned to casebank at 36.8%. Specialized and local control caseloads, 
had failure rates of 46.0% and 53.1 % respectively. This finding indicates that the initial phase of the 
redesign effectively transferred offenders with lower rates of recidivism to the casebank caseload. 

Table 16. 
Failure Rates by Initial Caseload Assignment, by Cohort 

I I 1995 I 1998 I 2000 I 
I I initial Caseload Assignment 

N %I N 

c z - - ICM 
I I I I I 

While the failure rates of the 2000 caseloads are not comparable to the previous years due to 
differences in the lenqth of the follow up period, we cali see that the casebafik caseload had a relatively low 
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failure rate (1  8.5%) compared to the other forms of supervision, such as generic (38.670), specialized 
(27.770’0) and local control (43.670). Offenders who absconded had relatively high rates of recidivism 
(40.50/00). Within cohorts, differences in recidivism rates and characteristics across caseload types and 
supervision levels were also examined. These tables are located in the Appendix. These analyses used the 
caseload and supervision level at the time of re-arrest. 

In terms of differences across caseload types, the Kaplan-Meier survival analysis found that the 
differences across caseloads in the mean time to re-arrest were statistically significant. In 1995 and 1998, 
offenders on casebank had a longer time to re-arrest (mean 17.3 months) than offenders on generic, 
intensive case management, and specialized caseloads (mean 5.9,4.2, and 6.2 months, respectively). 
However, in 2000, offenders on casebank had a slightly shorter mean time to re-arrest than their counter 
parts on the other caseload types (mean 5.0 months versus 5.5, 5.4, and 5.3 months, respectively). The 
shorter than expected time to re-arrest for the casebank offenders may have been impacted by the high 
rates of overriding low and medium-risk offenders into the limited supervisiori group, and the consequent 
transfer of these offenders into casebank. 

There were no major differences in offense types for the most serious new arrests, except that in 
1995 and 1998, offenders on casebank were more likely to be re-arrested for a misdemeanor (versus a 
felony) than their counterparts on generic and specialized caseloads. In 20013, the proportion of 
misdemeanor versus felony arrests was similar across all caseload types. All of the cases had a positive 
suppression effect value, meaning that the mean number of arrests during supervision was bigherthan the 
mean number of arrests prior to supervision. These data are presented in Tables L, M, and N in the 
Appendix. 

These analyses suggested additional questions about the relative efficacy of generic and specialized 
caseloads for medium and high-risk offenders. Table 17, below, compares the 12-month failure rates of 
medium and high-risk offenders being supervised on generic or specialized caseloads (Le., they may have 
been transferred to this caseload at some point after their initial caseload assignment). Overall, it appears 
that the failure rates of medium and high-risk offenders have improved slightly (yet are still quite high), 
irrespective of the caseload to which they are assigned. In 1995, the failure rates were similar across 
caseload types. However, in 1998, medium and high-risk offenders performed better on specialized 
caseloads than on generic supervision. In 2000, medium-risk offenders performed better on specialized 
caseloads than on generic supervision, although high-risk offenders had very similar failure rates across 
these two caseload types. 

Additional analyses were conducted to determine if these differences could be attributed to 
something other than risk level. There were significant differences between the two caseload types in terms 
of the current offense (2 = 528.31 9, p <.001; more person and DUI offenders on “specialized” and more 
property and drug offenders on “generic”) and gender (x‘ = 26.327, p <.001; with “specialized” having 
more women offenders). These differences could explain the apparent superior performance of the 
specialized caseioads-rather than a superior style of supervision, the differences could be attributed to 
the composition of the caseloads, with specialized caseloads having higher proportions of offenders with 
lower likelihoods of re-offending (e.g.. person and UUI offenders; women). 
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Table 17. 
Comparison of Generic vs. Specialized Caseloads for Medium and High-risk offenders 

When these differences in offender characteristics were controlled through multivariate analyses, 
there were no significant differences in the performance of medium and high-risk offenders on specialized or 
generic caseloads. While there was a slight, statistically significant difference In the mean survival time (Le., 
length of time before re-arrest), these differences were most likely due to the large sample sizes and the 
very small standard errors rather than any substantive difference in performance. Further, a Cox regression 
analysis showed that, once other factors were controlled (e.g., offense type, gender, etc.), the impact of 
specialized versus generic caseload assignments on the time to re-offend was negligible (Wald = . I  95, p 
>.05). These findings lead to the question "What makes the specialized caseloads 'special'?" 

0 By Legal Status 

As discussed earlier, one of the major changes to the composition of the total caseload under the 
supervision of the Department was a significant increase in the proportion of probationers. In 1995, 
probationers comprised approximately 6070 of the total caseload, while in 2000, approximately 80% of the 
offenders on community supervision were probationers. The interpretation of the changes in the overall 
recidivism rates must be viewed within this context. The decrease in the overall failure rate from 3770 to 
26Y0 from 1995 to 2000 can be partially explained by the fact that the overall caseload included a higher 
number of probationers who are disproportionately low-risk and did not re-offend as often as offenders of 
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other legal statuses. The table below presents the 12-month failure rates for offenders by cohort, separated 
across legal statuses. 

Post-prison 

Parole 

Post-Prison and Parole 

Other 

Table 18. 
12-Month Recidivism Rates by Legal Status, by Cohort 

I I I 

~~ 

53.8% 53.0% 42.3% 

42.0% 31 -5% 30.7% 

63.9% 57.7% 54.8% 

18.7% 25.7% 18.5% 

Legal Status I 1995 I 1998 I 2000 I 
Probation 

~ 

I 26.2% I 31.4% ~~ 1 -  24.4% -~ 1 

Table 18 shows that the recidivism rates for probationers were at their lowest point in 2000. This, 
combined with their increasing number in the caseload, can partially explain the improvement in 12-month 
recidivism rates across the cohorts included in this study. It is important to note that because this study 
could not, for obvious reasons, employ an experimental design with random assignment, attributions about 
causation are limited. It is also important to note, however, that the recidivism rates across the other legal 
statuses also declined, which could indicate that the model of supervision also may have been partially 
responsible for the improvements evident in 2000. 

A multivariate logistic regression analysis was performed to identify the factors which were 
predictive of recidivism. These results focus only on the 2000 cohort. Bi-variate analyses indicated that 
there were no significant differences between the cohorts: thus, while the actual predictive abilities of the 
variables differ, the pattern of their relative strengths remain the same. The variables included in the model 
were: caseload assignment, legal status, actual supervision level, race, gender, age, current offense type, 
whether the offender had a prior arrest, and whether the offender had been sanctioned. Taking these 
variables as a collective whole, they were able to predict recidivism (xz = 1727.347, p < ,001 in 78.4% of 
the cases. In comparison to bivariate analyses conducted on each variable, the -2 log likelihood value 
indicated that the variables, together, were better able to predict recidivism than any of the variables on its 
own." Other analyses (not shown) indicated that collinearity between variables was not significant. 

''A smaller value for the -2 log likelihood is indicative of a better fit of the predictive model. The -2 log likelihood 
value for the collective whole was 7823.776, compared to values obtained through bivariate analyses of 34,268.527 for 
caseload; 33,784.588 for legal status; 31,498.290 for calculated supervision level; 32,566.890 for actual supervision level; 
34,919.505 for gender; 34,266.641 for race; 34972.609 for age: 31 "41 3.1 43 for prior arrests; and 34,840.979 for current 
offense category. 
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Table 19, below, indicates the ability of each variable, when controlling for all others, to predict 
recidivism. A higher Wald value indicates a stronger relationship to recidivism. The overall strengths of the 
coefficients were as follows: caseload [Wald = 40.96, p <.001), legal status (Wald = 8.64, p=.Q70), 
actual supervision level (Wald = 14.92, p<.OOl), gender (Wald = 4.81, p <.05), race (Wald = 31.95, 
p<.001), age (Wald = .Q26, p=.871). crime category (Wald = 18.1 5, p=.003), prior arrest (Wald = 
383.52, p <.001), and sanctions (Wald = 359.28, p<.QOl). These coefficients indicate that, with the 
exception of age, all of the variables have a strong association with recidivism. Bivariate analyses 
demonstrated that age, when considered alone, had a significant, inverse relationship to recidivism. When 
placed in a regression equation, however, other variables mediated the relationship between age and the 
dependent variable. 

In logistic regression, one category in each variable must be selected as the control category to 
which all others are compared. While changing the control category will produce different values and 
probabilities, the rankings among the different categories will remain the same. While there are many 
numbers in Table 19, below, its interpretation is rather straightforward. 

First, examine the caseioad assignment variable. Compared to an offender assigned to generic 
supervision, an offender on casebank was 0.7% less likely to recidivate. Similarly, the risk of recidivism for 
an offender on specialized, local control, or intake caseloads was lower than that of an offender on generic 
caseload. Compared to an offender on generic supervision, however, an offender who absconded was 
48.1 % more likely to recidivate. 

In terms of legal status, the control category was “other,” which is not a particularly informative 
comparison group for the purposes of this study. However, the use of this category as the control permits 
an examination of the ranking of the other legal statuses in terms of the risk to re-offend. Offenders on both 
post-prison supervision and parole had the highest risk of recidivism (Le., were 44.770 more likely to 
recidivate than the “other” group), followed by offenders on post-prison supervision (24.970 more likely to 
recidivate), offenders on parole (20.270 more likely to recidivate), and by offenders on probation (10.9% 
more likely to recidivate). While changing the control category would result in different actual probabilities, 
the ranking among the groups would remain the same, with offenders on both parole and post-prison 
supervision having the highest risk of recidivism. 

The actual supervision level was constructed as an ordinal variable, wherein each step up the levels 
(e.g., from low to rnedium-risk) represents an increased value. Controlling for all other variables, for each 
step up in supervision level, the risk for recidivism increased 13.870. In other words, an offender on high 
supervision was 13.870 more likely to recidivate than an offender on medium supervision, who was 13.870 
more likely to recidivate than an offender on low supervision, and so on, This finding again supports the 
validity of the risk assessment system to identify offenders with significantly different risks to public safety. 

Gender is a dichotomous categorical variable and in this case, female was the control category. 
Even when other variables were controlled, males were 14.1% more likely to re-offend than women. In terms 
of race, Asian was selected as the control category to permit a clear comparison among other race 
categories. Compared to an Asian offender, Native American offenders were 61,570 more likely to recidivate, 
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followed by African Americans (55.370 more likely), white offenders (38.970 more likely) and Hispanics 
(23.00/00). Again, even though changing the control category would change the actual probabilities of re- 
arrest, the ranking among the categories would stay the same. Using this particular model, age was not a 
significant predictor of recidivism, as its relationship to the dependent variable was mediated by other 
variables in the model. 

.OOQ 

.OOQ 

Table 19. 
Multivariate logistic regression, 2000 cohort. 

I 

27.7% 

72.4% 

Variable (control category) Wald 

Caseload (generic) 40.96 
Casebank .o 1 
Specialized 4.76 
Local Control .72 
Intake .01 
Abscond 23.90 

Sanctioned (no) 

Legal Status (other) 
Probation 
Post Prison Supervision 
Parole 
PPS and Parole 

359.28 

8.640 
.29 

1.64 
.77 

4.27 

Actual Supervision Level I 14.92 

Gender (female) I 4.81 

Race (asian) 
White 
African American 
Hispanic 
Native American 

31.95 
3.57 
9.18 

.76 
8,Ol 

Age I .26 

Crime Group (other) 
Person 
Property 
Controlled Substance 
DUI 
Unknown 

18.1 5 
5.36 
1.65 
.38 
.66 
.I 1 

Prior Arrest I 383.52 

I 

Significance 

.ooo 

.944 

.029 
-398 
.928 
,000 

Risk (Probability) 

-0.7% 
-1 5.3% 
-12.9% 
-1.4% 
48.1% 

,071 
,591 
,200 
.379 
,039 

10.9% 
24.9% 
20.2% 
44.7% 

,000 I 13.8% 

.028 I 14.1% 

.ooo 

.059 

.002 

.383 

.005 

38.9% 
55.3% 
23.0% 
61.5% 

371 I 0.0% 

.003 

.02 1 
,199 
.540 
.415 
.736 

-1 8.7% 
12.0% 
5.8% 

10.5% 
-1 3.2% 
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When examining the current offense type, “other” was used as the control category. In comparison, 
property offenders had the highest risk of recidivism (1 2.0‘%0 higher), fallowed by DUI offenders (1 0.5% 
higher), and controlled substance offenders (5.870 higher). Compared to the “other” category, person 
offenders were 18.770 less likely to recidivate, and those with “unknown” offenses were 13.270 less likely to 
recidivate. Changing the control category would change the actual probabilities, but the rankings among 
offense types would remain the same. 

One of the most significant findings was the power of the prior criminal history and sanctions 
variables. For every additional prior arrest, the risk of recidivism increased 27.7%. in other words, 
offenders with one prior arrest were 27.7% more likely to recidivate than offenders with no prior arrests. Of 
all the variables in the model, the sanctions variable had the largest predictive power. Offenders who had 
been sanctioned at least once were 72.4% more likely to recidivate than those who had not been 
sanctioned. 

Risk Probabgties 

From this analysis, we can calculate risk probabilities through comparisons to a control or 
comparison offender profile. For example, an Asian female with a current offense of ”other”, and a legal 
status of “other,” who has absconded from supervision is used as a comparison subject. (Again, the control 
subject is used to examine the relative strength of the other categories). Compared to this profile, the 
relative risk of recidivism for a hypothetical 35-year old, African American maie with one prior arrest, 
convicted of a controlled substance offense, on probation, with no sanctions, assessed as limited 
supervision and assigned to casebank is 22.270. If only the race is changed to \Nhite, the relative risk of 
recidivism decreases to 18.4%. If this white offender is also female, the relative risk of recidivism decreases 
yet again to 13.7%. It is important to reiterate that these analyses do not pinpoint an actual risk to re- 
offend, but rather provide the ability to make comparisons in the relative risk across different variables (e.g., 
race or gender). 

The most interesting risk probabilities were those structured around changes in caseload 
assignments. For the hypothetical limited-risk offender described above with a recidivism risk of 22.2% on 
casebank, changing the initial caseload assignment to generic resulted in a risk to re-offend of 22.370; 
changing the caseload assignment to specialized resulted in a risk to re-offend of 19.1 %. These findings 
indicate that a limited-risk offender would perform about the same (Le,, re-offend at the same rate) 
regardless of the caseload to which he is assigned. This pattern is true even for high-risk offenders, where 
the risk of recidivism was 30.8% for casebank, 31 .O% for generic, and 26.9% for specialized. Whether the 
offender succeeds or fails has little to do with the type of caseload to which he was initially assigned. Given 
that the system of supervision is designed to be a mobile structure, an additional variable was constructed 
to examine the impact of the caseload assignment at the time of rearrest (or the final caseload assignment 
if the offender was not re-arrested). These findings mirrored those for the initial caseload: offenders would 
perform about the same regardless of the caseload to which they were assigned. The most important 
practical application of this finding is in the area of specialized versus generic caseloads. Specialized 
caseloads are supervised by officers with specific training in the targeted area (e.g., sex offenders, domestic 
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violence, etc.), and are designed to access specialized treatment services. However, they do not appear to 
have a significant impad on the recidivism rates of cffenders. 

In recent years, the level of reported crime in Multnomah County has decreased approximately 770, 
while the number of arrests has increased approximately 2’30. While the actual contribution of 
probationers, parolees, and post-prisoners to the reported crime and arrest statistics cannot be 
estimated with available data, the results of this study confirm that the majority of offenders on 
community supervision are successful and are not re-arrested in Multnomah County during their 
periods of supervision. 

0 Over time, the 12-month recidivism rate decreased from 35.5’30 in 1995 to 27.1% in 2000. While it 
is plausible that the new form of supervision contributed to this success, the changing composition 
of the community supervision offender caseload should also be considered (e.g., an increasing 
proportion of women and probationers who are dispmportionately low-risk), Overall, however, these 
findings provide sound evidence that the casebank model has been implemented without 
compromising public safety. 

The high rate of overrides of the calculated supervision level has hampered the risk assessment 
system’s overall effectiveness. In contrast to the actual (i.e., overridden) supervision level, the 
calculated level provides for linear failure rates across levels. Overridden cases had recidivism rates 
corresponding more closely to their calculated supervision level than their overridden supervision 
level. Further, bivariate analyses showed a stronger relationship between the calculated level and 
the dependent variable (Le., re-arrest) than did the actual supervision level. 

0 The redesign required low and limited-risk offenders to be assigned to a casebank featuring very 
low levels of contact and supervision. Despite the lower level of surveillance and treatment 
resources, offenders on the casebank caseload performed better (Le., lower recidivism rates, less 
serious new offenses) than offenders on other, higher-intensity forms of supervision. One obvious 
caveat to this finding is the reduced risk of detection of new criminal behavior among offenders who 
are not supervised as closely. In general, however, it appears that eligible offenders have been 
appropriately targeted (i.e., they are at low-risk of re-offending) and that they perform well under 
the new form of supervision. 

0 When certain offender characteristics (e.g., age, race, current offense, etc.) were controlled, there 
was no significant difference in the failure rate of medium and high-risk offenders on generic or 
specialized supervision. In other words, the types of supervision they provide are virtually 
interchangeable in terms of their impact on recidivism. One caveat to these findings is that the 
specialized caseloads were designed to respond to specific offender needs, on which reliable data 
were not available for this study. 
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a A multivariate logistic regression analysis yielded an equation able to predict 78.470 of re-arrests. 
Variables included caseload assignment, legal status, actual supervision level, race, gender, age, 
current offense type, prior arrests, and sanctions. The variables performed as expected, with an 
increasing probability of recidivism for higher-intensity caseloads (e.g., generic and specialized) and 
offenders who abscond from supervision; greater risk of recidivism for offenders with higher 
assessed risk levels and those on parole and post-prison supervision, those with a greater number 
of prior arrests, and for those who had been sanctioned. In terms of demographic characteristics, 
men were more likely to recidivate than women, and Black and Native American offenders were 
more likely to recidivate than offenders of other racial groups. Although age was identified as a 
significant predictor of recidivism in the bi-variate analyses, its effect appeared to be mitigated by 
other factors in the multivariate equation. 

rn CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In general, it appears that the redesign has accomplished its core objective: to assign offenders to 
caseloads based on risk, thereby allowing the reallocation of Department resources toward medium and 
high-risk offenders without compromising public safety. Offenders on limited and low supervision have 
significantly lower rates of recidivism, meaning that they do not pose a threat to public safety despite 
reduced contact levels and access to treatment services. While the decreasing recidivism rates are certainly 
encouraging, its exact cause cannot be located by research that does not feature an experimental design. 
For example, the drop in recidivism may be due to superior methods of offender supervision under the 
redesign, but could also be attributed to an increasing proportion of low-risk probationers on the caseload 
who, as indicated by their risk level, commit fewer offenses. While the specific cause of the drop in recidivism 
rates cannot be pinpointed, it is important to note that the redesigned supervision model works atleast as 
we//as the prior system of supervision that provided costly resources and services to all offenders, 
regardless of risk level. These results clearly encourage the continued use and refinement of the casebank 
model of supervision. 

There are several recommendations flowing from this study. First, the Department should assess its 
risk assessment process to determine the reasons for and impact of its high rates of override. Because the 
Oregon Case Management System is a statewide system, the Department is not permitted to make changes 
to the items, their relative weights or to the cut-points of the scale. Given that Multnomah supervises the 
majority of probationers, parolees, and post-prisoners in the state however, consideration should be given 
to a statewide revalidation study to isolate the items which may serve to classify offenders improperly, and 
the elements of the system in which the staff may lack confidence, both of which would reduce the need for 
overrides in the first place. In general, it is recommended that state or local jurisdictions revalidate their 
classification systems every five years to ensure they are responsive to the changing characteristics of the 
offender population. In particular, because of the increasing proportions of probationers among the 
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community supervision populations over the past five years, reconsideration of the precision of each item, 
assessment of the validity of the instrument, and review of the mandatory and discretionary override policies 
and procedures appear warranted. 

Of particular concern is the potential for the risk assessment system, as it is currently formulated, to 
overclassify women offenders who have demonstrably lower recidivism rates t:han men. A thorough 
evaluation of the validity of the system across gender would necessitate data on a sample of ofienders’ 
scores on each of the classification items (not available for this study) and the specific reason for overriding 
the calculated supervision level (also not available). Such a study would ensure that the instrument is valid 
for both genders, and would provide additional insight into the functionality of each of the risk assessment 
items and override criteria. 

Short of a full-scale evaluation, the Department should conduct additional research into the causes 
of the high rates of overrides to the calculated supervision level. Ostensibly, override policies and 
procedures were developed to adapt the statewide instrument to the county’s unique features. However, 
given that the calculated supervision level proved to be a better predictor of recidivism than the actual 
supervision levels (which take overrides into account), limiting the permissible override criteria could 
improve the overall integrity of the classification system for offender Supervision. At  the very least, the 
Department should review its mandatory and discretionary override policies, assess the distribution of all 
overrides across both genders, and examine the relative failure rates of overridden cases. 

Currently available data on the type and intensity of supervision are not adequate to determine their 
impact on offender behavior. Eliminating the default setting in the MIS which serves to over-estimate the 
actual number of contacts with any given offender is a necessary first step in creating an internal capacity to 
monitor the level of contact acrms supervision levels. Second, given that the rates of recidivism among 
medium and high-risk offenders are rather high (5570 to 7(%0 over 24-months), the Department should 
consider a qualitative assessment of the interventions (contact type, intensity, duration), needs assessment 
process, and treatment services that could improve the rates of success for these offenders. This study 
could specifically target offenders on the caseloads of experienced PPO’s with a demonstrated history of 
effective supervision. Identifying specific behaviors, types of contact, effective treatment programs, and 
general supervision styles, and developing training around these factors, could help to reduce the rates of 
recidivism over time. Further, the rates of success across specialized and generic supervision services were 
not statistically different, leading to the question “What makes specialized caseloads ’special’?” The 
Department may wish to examine the intended goal of these services, how resources are allocated across 
these caseload types, and the specific needs targeted by the specialized services. The relative effectiveness 
of these caseloads should be examined using validated needs assessment data. 

One of the most interesting findings emerging From this study is the relative interchangability of the 
various caseload types with respect to recidivism rates. Offenders of a given risk level (e.g., a high-risk sex 
offenders) would have approximately the same performance level regardless of the caseload to which they 
were assigned. Although the data on the type and level of service intensity wils not judged to be valid for the 
purposes of this research, we did conclude that offenders of different risk levels receive quantitatively 
different levels of supervision, However, it appears that qmPative&, the levels of service do not appear to 
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make much difference in terms of offender outcomes (i.e., the two caseloads are more similar in practice 
than intended in their design). This is particularly important in determining the relative effectiveness of the 
specialized versus generic caseloads for medium and high-risk offenders. Thus, we recommend that the 
Department initiate a study, followed by internal quality assurance monitoring, to identify and expand upon 
those styles, tools, and methods of supervision that may positively affect recidivism rates in order to make 
the higher supervision caseloads more effective. 
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2000 (Half) 
Characteristics 

N = 8,3 5 3 % 

Race/Ethnicity 

2000 (Full) 

N=l3,532 70 

Male 

Female 

Missing 

Mean Age 

5,282 75.2 13,259 75.3 

2,035 24.4 2,969 21.8 

36 0.4 394 2.9 

34 years 34 years 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

AsianiPacific Islander 

Am. lndianiklaskan Native 

5,997 71.8 9,362 68.7 

1,692 20.3 2,576 18.9 

348 4.2 860 6.3 

154 1.8 242 1.8 

123 1.5 193 1.4 

Missing 39 0.5 399 I 2.9 

Probation 6,653 

Post-Prison 1 , O l  I 

Parole 290 

Parole and Post-Prison 146 

79.6 10,191 74.8 

12.1 1,820 13.4 

3.5 594 4.4 

1.7 284 2.1 

Other 1 239 3.0 44 1 3.2 

Person 1,400 

Property 2,308 

16.8 2,355 17.3 

27.6 3,512 25.8 

Controlled Substance 

DUI 

Other 

Unknown 

2,958 35.4 4,691 34.4 

587 7.0 91 3 6.7 

1,036 12.4 1,699 12.5 

64 0.8 462 3.4 
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1 1995 1998 2000 

Overall Sample 

N=8,506 96 

Mean # Prior Arrests I 1.14 I 1.33 I 1.04 

N=10,794 

I I r 

Mean # Prior Arrests 

Mean # Prior Convictions 

Mean # Prior Convictions I 0.25 I 0.25 I 0.25 

1.01 2.04 1.68 

0.23 0.46 0.45 

Casebank 

Mean # Prior Arrests 

Mean # Prior Convictions 

Mean # Prior Arrests 

N/A 2.92 2.89 

N /A 0.65 0.86 

N/A 

Mean # Prior Arrests 

Mean # Prior Convictions 

I 0.68 

1.31 2.18 1.50 

0.24 0.27 0.23 

~ 

0.53 

Mean # Prior Arrests 

Mean # Prior Convictions 

Mean # Prior Convictions NIA 0.1 3 0.10 I I I 

1.22 1.19 0.86 

0.18 0.21 0.16 

intensive Case Management 

Mean # Prior Arrests I 2.82 N/A I NIA 

Mean # Prior Convictions I 0.52 N I A NIA 

Specialized 

Mean # Prior Arrests I 1.24 1.23 1.21 

Mean # Prior Convictions I 0.28 0.23 0.31 
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1 Characteristics I Initial Caseload Assignment I 
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Characteristics Initial Caseload Assignment 

Generic ICM Specialized intake Abscond 

N=5,690 % N=277 % N=1,515 % N=784 % N=240 7 0  

Most Serious Current Offense 

Felony 4,552 80.0 248 89.5 1,276 84.2 713 90.9 212 88.: 

Misdemeanor 877 15.4 15  5.4 188 12.4 44 5.6 16 6.' 

Missing 261 4.6 14 5.1 51 3.4 27 3.4 1 2  5.( 
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Table D 

Gender 

Mean Age 34 Years 34 Years 34 Years 33 Years 33 Years 34 Years 

Race/Ethnicity 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

2,936 79.5 1,601 65.9 1,996 67.5 116 71,6 706 71.2 335 71.7 

656 17.3 672 27.7 688 23.3 38 23.5 170 17.2 99 21.2 

97 2.6 80 3.3 177 6.0 1 0.6 67 6.8 13 2.8 
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Characteristics Initial Caseload Assignment 

Casebank Generic Special ized Local Control Intake Abscond 

N= 3,790 % N=2,428 % N=2,956 % N=162 % N=991 % N=467 % 

53 

Felony 

Misdemeanor 

Missina 

2,969 78.3 2,136 88.0 1,791 60.6 153 94.4 800 80.7 344 73.7 

89 19.1 672 17.7 199 8.2 867 29.3 5 3.1 116 11.7 

149 3.9 93 3.8 298 10.1 4 I 2.5 75 7.6 34 7.3 
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I Mean Age 34 Years 

t I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

I I 34 Years 35 Years 35 Years 34 Years 33 Years 
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Characteristics Initial Caseload Assignment 

55 

Casebank 

N=3,974 % 

Generic Specialized Local Control Intake Abscond 

N=2,092 % N=1,303 70 N=202 % N=372 % N=410 % 
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Table Fl  . 
Calculated versus Actual Supervision Levels - Initial Assignment - 1995. 

Percent of 
Total I I Total 

Calculated Actual Supervision Level 
Supervision 

Level Limited Low Medium High 

% of Total 18% 19% 42% 2 1 70 100% 

Overall Override Rate - 45.6% Upward Rate - 32.6% Downward Rate - 13.0% 

Table F2. 
Calculated versus Actual Supervision Levek - Initial Assignment - 1998. 

I I I 

Overall Override Rate - 31.9% I Upward Rate - 14.8% I Downward Rate - 17,170 

Table F3. 
Calculated versus Actual Supervision Levels - Initial Assignment - 2000. 

Overall Override Rate - 39.4% 1 Upward Rate - 16,4% I Downward Rate - 22.9% I 
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Table G. 
Intensity of Supervision by Supervision Level - 1995. 

7% ' N % 

I Time 1 I Time 6 

N 9% I N f  % I  N I  % 

Total Offenders 

Total Contacts 

972 389 

3,093 864 

Mean ## of Contacts 3.2 2.2 I I 

n 
w 
k 
5 

Type of Contact 

Person-to-Person 1,699 54.9 451 52.2 

Administrative 1,391 45.0 406 47.0 

Institutional 3 0.1 7 0.8 

Time 12 I Time 18 I Time 24 

T . 4  
303 I 44.5 I 247 I 48.2 

I I I 

484 

7 

369 ~ &ty 1 f:: 
989 

2.7 2.8 2.2 

48.9 366 53.7 265 51.8 

0.7 12 1.8 0 0.0 

Total Offenders 

Total Contacts 

Mean # of Contacts 

1,304 886 67 3 535 

4,558 2,824 2,127 1,415 

3.5 3.2 3.2 2.6 

I Person Contacted 

208 I 40.6 

224 I 43.8 

38 1 7.4 

+-t+ 
34 1 

8 58 

2.5 

s 
9 

Person Contacted 
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1 Time 1 I Time 6 
I 

N 70 N % 

Total Offenders 3,043 2,156 

Total Contacts 12,937 7,951 

Mean ## of Contacts 

Type of Contact 

Person-to-Person 7,020 54.3 4,413 55.5 

Ad mi n ist rative 5,906 45.7 3,511 44.2 

Institutional 11 0.1 27 0.3 

Time 1 2  

“I; 
1,370 

5,007 

3.7 

44 I 0.9 

Time 18 1 Time 24 

952 1 470 

3,476 1,676 

Person Contacted 

Administration 

Total Offenders 1,567 1,032 994 773 319 

Total Contacts 9,280 5,250 5,254 3,907 1,423 

Mean # of Contacts 5.9 5. i 5.3 5.1 4.5 

Type of Contact 

Person-to-Person 5,259 56.7 2,632 50.1 2,596 49.4 1,931 49.4 780 54.8 

Administrative 4,012 43.2 2,592 49.4 2,604 49.6 1,898 48.6 637 44.8 

Institutional 9 0.1 26 0.5 54 1 .o 78 2.0 6 0.4 

Person Contacted 

Administration 
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Intensity of Supervision by Supervision Level - 1998. 
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Type of Contact 

Person-to-Person I 5,165 I 58.1 I 3,019 

Administrative 3,669 41.3 2,726 

Institutional 58 0.7 4 

Person Contacted 

52.5 I 2,266 1 :::: 
47.4 1,912 

0.1 7 0.2 

Time 18 Time 2 4  

2,800 1,432 

Type of Contact 

Person-to-Person 

Administrative 

Institutional 

Person Contacted 

Offender I 4,073 I 44.2 I 2,538 

Collateral I 4,274 I 46.4 I 2,901 

Legal 1 313 I 3.4 I 286 

institution 140 1.5 40 

Administration 41 3 4.5 368 

56.2 2,984 55.1 

43.5 2,409 44.5 

0.3 21 0.4 

41.4 2,268 41.9 

47.3 2,602 48.1 

4.7 215 4.0 

0.7 39 0.7 

6.0 290 5.4 

1,929 

1,571 

17 

1,437 

1,731 

154 

19 

176 

54.8 853 54.8 

0.5 I 9 I 0.6 

0.5 1.4 
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Table I. 
Intensity o n Level - 2000. 

I I I I Time 1 I Time 6 I Time 12  
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Time i Time 6 Time 1 2  

N 76 N % N % 

Total Offenders 1,803 1,270 785 

Total Contacts 9!859 5,725 3,332 

Mean # of Contacts 5.5 4.5 4.2 

Type of Contact _ .  

Person-to-Person 5,696 57.8 3,117 54.4 1,749 52.5 

Administrative 4,078 41.4 2,568 44.9 1,552 46.6 

Institutional 85 0.9 40 0.7 31 0.9 

Person Contacted 

Type of Contact 

Person-to-Person 5,085 59.0 3,354 55.2 2,125 58.7 

Administrative 3,482 40.4 2,672 44.0 1,463 40.4 

Institutional 48 0.6 53 0.9 34 0.9 
~ 

Person Contacted 
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Cohort!Supervision Level 

Limited 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Missing 

TOTAL 

1,740 18.2 25.2 

1,770 22.4 33.4 

2,659 42.0 56.5 

1,877 59.0 71.3 

460 18.5 25.7 

8,506 35.5 46.9 

1 1998 

Low 564 16.3 I 

I 2 0 0 0  

- 
Limited 4,123 17.8 L I 

I 

Medium 1,651 29.6 

High 1,816 50.6 

Missing 199 17.1 

TOTAL 8,353 27.1 

5 

5 

5 

5 
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CohortiSupervision Level 

Limited 

Low 

Medium 

High 

1,751 15.4 21.6 

2,546 29.7 41 -2 

1,927 43.5 59.9 

1,822 58.8 70.7 

Missing 

TOTAL 

I Limited 

460 18.5 25.7 

8,506 35.5 46.9 

2,615 I 18.1 I 26.1 I 
Low 

Medium 

High 

Missing 

TOTAL 

3,409 30.1 43.0 

2,077 43.9 57.5 

2,314 57.8 71.3 

379 15.3 22.7 

10,794 35.3 47.1 
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Table L.. 
Recidivism Analysis by Caseload Assignment - 1995. 

Case bank Generic IC M 

N=54 % N=1,802 % N=199 % 

Specialized Intake Abscond Excluded 

N=726 % N=145 % N=453 % N=156 % 

Most Serious Re-arrest 

Lim I ted 

Low 

Medium 

65 

8 14.8 129 7.2 16 8.0 22 3.0 77 53.1 48 10.6 31 19.9 

37 68.5 280 15.5 2 1 .o 42 5.8 5 3.4 89 19.6 27 17.3 

6 11.1 727 40.3 7 3.5 337 46.4 5 3.4 154 34.0 55 35.3 
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Casebank Generic IC M Specialized Intake Abscond 

N=54 % ~ = 1 , 8 0 2 1  % N=IB % N=726 % N=145 % N=453 % 

Excluded 

N=156 % 

66 

0.7 2.0 3.0 2.2 2.8 1.6 Mean Arrests - 
Prior 24 Months 

1.3 3.2 3.8 3.4 3.0 2.4 Mean Arrests - 
Supervision Period 

Suppression Rate 0.85 0.59 0.27 0.54 0.08 0.53 

1.3 

1.9 

0.54 
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I t Caseload Assignment at Re-arrest I 

Other 

Unknown 

Casebank Generic Specialized Local Control Intake Abscond Excluded 

N=775 % N=1316 % N=1166 % N=6 % N=277 % N=371 % N=420 % 

344 44.4 836 47.3 423 36.3 2 33.3 65 23.5 161 43.4 140 33.3 

5 0.6 7 0.4 5 0.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 0.8 0 0.0 

Felony 421 54.3 916 69.6 713 61.1 5 

Misdemeanor 245 31.6 277 21.0 334 28.6 1 

Un knowniOt her 109 14.1 123 9.3 119 10.2 0 
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83.3 209 75.5 243 65.5 248 59.0 

16.7 57 20.6 88 23.7 119 28.3 

0.0 1 1  4.0 40 10.8 53 12.6 
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1 , l  2.9 2.2 4.8 4.3 1.7 Mean Arrests - 
Prior 24 Months 

2.1 3.7 3.1 3.5 5.7 2.6 Mean Arrests - 
Supervision Period 

Suppression Rate 0.93 0.28 0.43 -0.28 0.34 0.51 
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Table N. 
Recidivism Analysis by Caseload Assignment - 2000. 

Caseload Assignment at Re-arrest 

Case bank Generic Specialized Local Control Intake Abscond Excluded 

N=665 % N=795 % N=354 % N=10 % N=69 % N=128 % N=8 % 

Supervision Level at Re-arrest 

Limited 579 87.1 22 2.8 16 4.5 0 0.0 4 5.8 25 19.5 3 37.5 

Low 39 5.9 11  1.4 9 2.5 1 10.0 13 18.8 8 6.3 0 0.0 

2 25.0 Medium 18 2.7 235 29.6 119 33.6 1 10.0 23 33,3 25 19.5 

High 28 4.2 51 5 64.8 199 56,2 3 30.0 10 14.5 66 51.6 2 25.0 

1 0.2 12 1.5 1 1  3.1 5 50.0 19 27.5 4 3.1 1 12.5 Missing 

Re-arrest 

Mean Months to Re- 5.0 5.5 5 4  5.3 1.8 6.5 7.1 
wrest 

vlost Serious Re-arrest 

Person 68 10.2 81 10.2 38 10.7 0 0.0 2 2.9 0 0.0 1 12.5 

22 17.2 2 25.0 Property 127 19.1 155 19.5 60 16.9 

Controlled Subs. 135 20.3 224 28.2 97 27.4 3 30.0 20 29.0 19 14.8 1 12.5 

DUI 28 4.2 23 2.9 10 2.8 0 0.0 2 2.9 2 1.6 0 0.0 

Other 294 44.2 305 38.4 147 41.5 7 70.0 27 39,1 85 66.4 1 50.0 

Unknown 13 2.0 7 0.9 2 0.6 0 0.0 1 1.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 

0 0.0 17 24.6 

lffense Level 

Felony 375 56.4 496 62.4 223 63.0 8 80.0 47 68.1 88 68.8 2 25.0 

Misdemeanor 203 30.5 225 28,3 100 28.2 2 20.0 18 26.1 28 21.9 2 25.0 

UnknowniOt her 87 13.1 74 9.3 31 8.8 0 0.0 4 5.8 12 9.4 4 50.0 
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Table N. 
Recidivism Analysis by Caseload Assignment - 2000. 

Caseload Assignment at Re-arrest 

Casebank Generic Specialized Local Control Intake Abscond 

N=665 % N=795 9% N=354 % N=10 % N=69 % N=128 7% 

Excluded 

N=8 7% 

J 

0.7 1.7 1.6 1.1 3.1 0.9 0.0 Mean Arrests - 
Prior 12 Months 

1.7 2.2 2.1 2.0 3.2 1.7 1.8 Mean Arrests - 
Supervision Period 

Suppression Rate 1.60 0.34 0.37 0 3 2  0.03 0.92 NIA - 
~~ ___ ~ 
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DUI 

Other 

Unknown 
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9 2.7 22 4.6 36 2.8 17 1.6 22 2.6 

79 23.9 164 34.0 393 30.4 2 62 25.0 2 58 30.8 

0 0.0 2 0.4 2 0.2 4 0.4 0 0.0 
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Felony 

Misdemeanor 

UnknowniOther 

72 

t 

208 62.8 280 58.1 806 62.4 7 59 72.5 51 8 61.8 

101 30.5 157 32.6 372 28.8 206 19.7 258 30.8 

22 6.6 45 9,3 113 8.8 82 7.8 62 7.4 

Mean Arrests - Prior 24 Months 

Mean Arrests - Supervision Period 

Suppression Rate 

1.6 1.4 1.9 2.4 1.9 

2.5 2.4 2.8 3.7 2.9 

0.56 0,71 0.47 0.54 0.53 
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Intake 39 3.6 37 5.7 22 2.5 

Abscond 88 8.1 69 10.6 69 7.9 

Excluded 222 20.5 125 19.1 35 4.0 

Missing 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

DUI 

Other 

Unknown 

141 1.01 0.21 

765 55.9 8.8 

400 29.2 6.8 

54 5.0 28 4.3 40 4.6 22 1.6 62.0 5.7 

418 38.6 26 1 40.0 349 39.8 416 30.4 360.0 32.8 

6 0.6 1 0.2 7 0.8 6 0.4 1 .0 0.1 

3 0.2 1 0.1 
I I 

01 0.0 I 
I Re-arrest I 
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Limited Low Medium High 

N= 1,084 % N=653 70 N = 876 % N=1,369 % 

74 

Missing 

N=1,097 % 

Felony 622 57.4 38 1 58.3 50 1 57.2 990 72.3 674.0 

Misdemeanor 32 1 29.6 194 29.7 270 30.8 267 19.5 319.0 

Un known/Other 141 13.0 78 11.9 105 12.0 112 8.2 104.0 

61.4 

29.1 

9.5 

Mean Arrests - Prior 24 Months 

Mean Arrests - Supervision Period 

Suppression Rate 

1.5 1.4 2.0 3.0 2.7 

2.5 2.4 2.8 3.6 3.6 

0.72 0.76 0.45 0.23 0.31 
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1 A$/deikn Analysis by Supervision Level - 2000. 

Person 

Pro pert), 

Controlled Substance 

DUI 

Other 

1 Mean Months to Re-arrest 

61 9.4 9 11.1 50 11,8 65 7.9 26.0 8.9 

130 20.0 12 14.5 85 20.1 142 17.3 54.0 21.9 

126 19.4 23 28.4 84 19.9 253 30.7 67.0 22.9 

30 4.6 1 1.2 21 5.0 11 1.3 10.0 3.4 

290 44.7 36 44.4 177 41.8 347 42.2 124.0 42.5 

5.2 I 4.9 I 5.1 I 5.6 5.5 
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Table Q. 
Recidivism Analysis by Supervision Level - 2000. 

Limited 

N=649 % 

Low Medium High Missing 

N=81 % N=423 I N=823 70 N=292 % 

Felony 355 54.7 52 64.2 2 30 54.4 570 69.3 168.0 

Misdemeanor 205 31.6 24 29.6 151 35.7 180 21.9 96.0 

Unknown/Other 89 13.7 5 6.2 42 9.9 73 8.9 28.0 
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57.5 

32.9 

9.6 

~~ ~~ ~~ ~~ 

Mean Arrests - Prior 12 Months 

Mean Arrests - Supervision Period 

0.7 

1.7 

Suppression Rate 1.58 

1 *1 1.3 1.8 1.2 

2.0 2.2 2.2 2.0 

0.75 0.73 0.2 1 0.70 
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