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Executlve Summary

Reentry into the family, the workplace, and the community at large presents challenges to ex-
offenders and those around them. A myriad of agencies and programs facilitate the transition,
striving to optimize ex-offenders’ chances for success while preserving public safety. Itis
essential to determine which efforts are effective and merit replication. The Chattanocoga
Endeavors Building Bridges program represents one effort focused on helping ex-offenders find
gainful employment by improving their interpersonal skills, education, and employability.

The primary purpose of the Building Bridges program was to increase the likelihood that
offenders released into the Chattanooga/Hamilton County area of Tennessee would avoid re-
arrest and re-incarceration by obtaining meaningful employment. The program was based on
the idea that it takes time for ex-offenders to become reintegrated into their community and that
they need support throughout the process. The program attempted to support clients by
improving the community’s capacity to accept ex-offenders while increasing client ability to
contribute to society. To break the cycle of crime and re-incarceration, ex-offenders need
assistance to improve their capacity to support themselves and their families financially through
lawful employment. While there may be additional factors that increase the likelihood of re-
incarceration for ex-offenders, the Building Bridges program primarily emphasized employment
readiness and support. The program philosophy indicates that steady employment at a job that
pays a living wage and holds the prospect of advancement through experience and training
demonstrates a commitment to conventional behavior and reduces the stresses that can lead to
criminal recidivism.

This outcome evaluation focused on the following three research questions using a quasi-
experimental design with a comparison group:

= Does the program have an effect on recidivism?
« Does the program have an effect on employment?

= Does the program have an effect on successful supervision?

The evaluation findings will provide a basis for informed decision-making by the Federal
government as well as State and local program developers regarding how to best serve ex-
offenders and the communities to which they are returning.

The evaluation of the Building Bridges program used existing quantitative records in a
retrospective fashion that allowed for an 18-24 month follow-up for all program applicants. The
program data, consisting of names, Social Security numbers, progress made in the program,
and significant participation dates (e.g., applied, enrolled, graduated) was obtained for 1,611
program participants. With these individuals as the study sample, the evaluation examined three
key data categories: criminal history, wage history, and supervision history. The final criminal
history data was based upon data from five sources: the Tennessee Offender Management
information System (TOMIS}, the Tennessee Judicial Information System, Hamilton County
Court data, the National Crime Information Center, and the National Fingerprint File. The final
wage data was based on information supplied by the Tennessee Department of Labor and
Workforce Development spanning a 10-year period from January 1, 1998 through December
31, 2005. The final supervision history data were derived from two TOMIS datasets, one
containing information regarding an individual’s moves within the criminal justice system and the
other containing information regarding the assignment type and start and end dates.
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Abstract

The Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program represents one effort focused on helping
ex-offenders find gainful employment through improving their interpersonal skills, education, and
employability. The primary purpose of the Building Bridges program was to increase the
likelihood that offenders released into the community would avoid re-arrest and re-incarceration
by obtaining meaningful employment. This outcome evaluation focused on three research
questions utilizing a quasi-experimental design with a comparison group: (1) Does the program
have an effect on recidivism? (2) Does the program have an effect on employment? (3) Does
the program have an effect on successful supervision? Due to programmatic changes, the
evaluation of the Building Bridges program utilized existing quantitative records in a
retrospective fashion, allowing for an 18-24 month follow-up for all program applicants. The
results of the evaluation suggest that Building Bridges was successful in achieving its mission of
increasing the employability of ex-offenders. However, this increase in employment did not
translate to reduced risk of recidivism. Additionally, the impact of Building Bridges differed for
graduates of the program and those who entered the program but did not graduate. The extent
of this difference had significant implications for both recidivism and monetized harms such that
non-graduates were more likely to recidivate and brought to society a disproportionate share of
harms. Overall, it appears that the Building Bridges program is successful in addressing
employment for ex-offenders if they graduate from the program.




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.

Executive Summary



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.

CALEIBER

anCE Inernations! Cemeeny ... Chatiancoga Endeayors Building Bridges Frogram Evaluation: Qutsomes fepor

The sample was further refined to include 988 evaluation participants, divided into two groups: a
treatment group of participants—graduates and non-graduates—who enrolled in the program
between January 1, 2000 and July 1, 2004, and a comparison group of non-participants who
had applied to the program during that same timeframe but did not attend the initial orientation.
Participants were considered program graduates if they completed the entire 4-week training
petiod, or completed the Community Building Workshop and then, in the midst of the
coursework, obtained employment or improved their job status, leaving them unable to attend
classes. Evaluation participants were considered non-graduates if they dropped out of the
program for any reason other than employment.

To control for selection bias in evaluation group placement {program participants versus non-
participants), a propensity score analysis and subsequent matching were used to limit the
sample and ensure comparability. Following the propensity score matching, there were 190
graduates, 137 non-graduates, and 327 non-participants in the study sample. The average age
for the 654 applicants in the final sample was 35, although it ranged from 18 to 64 years old.
The average age at first arrest was 21. The majority of clients (73%) were male. The program
served primarily African-American (78%) and Caucasian (22%) clients with less than 1 percent
reporting another race. On average, those in the sample eamed $621 per quarter prior to
application.

The evaluation of Building Bridges included analyses of the impact of program participation and
program dosage on recidivism, employment, and successful supervision. All analyses started
with basic descriptive measures then proceeded to predetermined inferential tests for each
research guestion and any hypotheses or sub-research questions. Primary analysis techniques
included logistic regression, survival analysis (Cox regression), ANOVA, and posthoc tests
(contrasts and Scheffe).

During the course of the evaluation of Building Bridges, the majority of program applicants,
including those who graduated from the program, were re-arrested. This replicates previous
work showing that two-thirds of released prisoners are re-arrested within 3 years (Langan &
Levin, 2002). However, Building Bridges program graduates were not any more likely to be re-
arrested than non-participants, while program participants who did not graduate from the
program (dropped out for any reason other than employment) were more likely to be re-arrested
than program graduates or non-participants. Additionally, they were more likely to recidivate at a
faster pace. This is not surprising given that the focus of the program was specifically on
employment and did not necessarily address the myriad factors that can contribute to re-arrest.
Additionally, the findings imply that there is a unique aspect to those who apply to the program,
attend part of the program, and then drop out. The resuits of the evaluation indicate that the
Building Bridges program does not directly reduce recidivism over a 2-year follow-up period;
however, reducing recidivism was not the primary goal of the program’s activities.

The primary goal of the Building Bridges curriculum was to increase graduates’ capacity to find
and retain meaningful employment that offered a living wage, and the results indicate that the
program is effective in fulfilling this outcome for graduates. The program appears to be effective
in increasing employment and wages for those who complete the program, as those who
graduated from the Building Bridges program were more likely to be employed, employed at
higher levels {full-time or part-time), and employed sooner than those who did not participate.
Additionally, graduates of Building Bridges tended to have higher wages during the first quarter
after program participation, as well as for the first 18 months after program participation.
Furthermore, their total wages following program participation were higher than the wages for
non-graduates and non-participants.
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However, it is clear that program dosage seems to be influencing the effectiveness of the
program. The better performance of program graduates versus participants who do not
graduate lends credence to the possibility that the program curriculum and the skilis and
knowledge gained by graduates account for the better wages and employment. There may be
specific aspects of the curriculum that influence future employment success or a minimum
amount of exposure time to the concepts presented in the curriculum. Related to employment,
Building Bridges influenced the use of public assistance for Food Stamps. Graduates and non-
graduates were more likely to use Food Stamps than non-participants. While this seems to be
counter-intuitive, association with a service agency such as Building Bridges may increase the
likelihood of participating in public assistance services through a higher awareness of personal
eligibility and benefits. There were no differences between graduates and non-participants for
other public assistance services such as eligibility for TennCare (State Medicaid) and use of
Families First (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families). While Building Bridges affects the
level of employment and wages for graduates, it may not be enough of an improvement to
reduce eligibility for public assistance, at least in the short-term.

The Building Bridges program had an impact on successful completion of supervision in that
program graduates were less likely to violate their supervision and, if they did violate, they
violated at a slower rate than non-participants. An individual's supervision history and
employment after the program had an impact on successful supervision. A graduate, who is
involved in a productive endeavor, employed, and being held accountable for his or her actions
would be expected to be less likely to violate supervision. Being in a structured environment
surrounded by supportive people would be expected to increase the extent to which an ex-
offender would follow a supervision plan. This effect could reflect the intrinsic motivation and

external social support that graduates may have had as Opposed to non-graduates and non-
participants.

Building Bridges was unsuccessful in reducing overall costs to society. In fact, Building Bridges
offenders committed more crime and more serious (costlier) crimes than the matched
comparisons. The new offending results in new harms to crime victims and increased costs to
public systems from investigating, arresting, prosecuting, and incarcerating the Building Bridges
offenders who commit these additional crimes. Viewed solely as an employment program,
Building Bridges returns positive net benefits to the community, increasing wages among
treated offenders by about $3,700 over an 18-month follow-up period compared to a cost of
treatment of $2,300. Despite the improvement in wages, Building Bridges offenders overalt are
associated with an increase in total costs to society of $25,000 per offender treated. Given an
average treatment cost of approximately $2,300 per offender, it is estimated that Building
Bridges yields a total cost to society of about $27,300 per offender treated, indicating that each
offender treated results in harms to members of society—crime victims, public agencies, and
taxpayers— on the order of $27,000.

The new harms we identify are mainly attributed to offenders who enrolled in, but did not
graduate from, Building Bridges. Offenders who actually completed the Building Bridges
program had much better outcomes than offenders who did not graduate. However, while
graduates do better than non-graduates, the graduates do no better than a matched comparison
on crime outcomes. That is, while non-graduates appear to commit a substantial number of new
and serious crimes, graduates do no better or worse than a matched comparison of similar
offenders. Graduation from Building Bridges is associated with increased wages of
approximately $5,300 over an 18-month period following enroliment in the program.
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evidence that the program was achieving its primary goal of increasing the employability of ex-
offenders. It supported program graduates in successfully overcoming the barriers to meaningful
employment and clearly teaches necessary skills to increase the chance of entering the
workforce and earning higher wages. While fostering better employment and wages, the
program appears to be less effective in transiating the positive employment effect to the indirect
effect of reducing recidivism. However, the program did have an impact on reducing supervision
viclation, regardless of an individual’s employment status.

In conclusion, the results of the evaluation suggest that Building Bridges was successtful in
achieving its mission of increasing the employability of ex-offenders. However, this increase in
employment did not translate to reduced risk of recidivism. Additionally, the impact of Building
Bridges differed for graduates of the program and those who entered the program but did not
graduate. The extent of this difference had significant implications for both recidivism and
monetized harms such that non-graduates were more likely to recidivate and brought to society
a disproportionate share of harms. Overall, it appears that the Building Bridges program is
successful in addressing employment for ex-offenders if they graduate from the program.
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Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges
Program Evaluation: Outcomes Report

Reentry into the family, the workplace, and the community at large presents challenges to ex-
offenders and those around them. A myriad of agencies and programs facilitate the transition,
striving to optimize ex-offenders’ chances for success while preserving public safety. It is
essential to determine which efforts are effective and merit replication. The Chattancoga
Endeavors Building Bridges program is one such effort, focusing on helping ex-offenders find
gainful employment by improving their interpersonal skills, education, and employability.

In 2002, after conducting an evaluability assessment, the National Institute of Justice (NIJ)
identified Building Bridges as a candidate for further study. This led to a 3-year evaluation
project funded by an NIJ grant awarded in 2003 to Caliber Associates in partnership with the
Urban Institute and The University of Tennessee College of Social Work Office of Research and
Public Service. The evaluation included three components: a process evaluation, an outcome
evajuation, and a cost-benefit analysis. In 2005, Caliber Associates published the results of the
process evaluation (Appendix A), documenting both program and related community processes
including a job analysis. This current report presents the results of the outcome evaluation and
the cost-benefit analysis demonstrating the program’s return on investment. The outcome
evaluation focused on the following three research questions utilizing a quasi-experimental
design with a comparison group:

= Does the program have an effect on recidivism?
= Does the program have an effect on employment?
= Does the program have an effect on successful supervision?

The findings will provide a basis for informed decision-making by the Federal government, as
well as State and local program developers, regarding how to best serve ex-offenders and the
communities to which they return,

Chapter 1 summarizes the relevant empirical research, including research on offender
recidivism and reentry, which was gleaned from a comprehensive literature review. Chapter 2
provides an overview of Building Bridges as it was implemented through December 31, 2004.
Chapter 3 details the methodology employed including the research design, data collection
procedures and technigues, and statistical analyses. Chapter 4 presents the findings of the
outcome evaluation, and Chapter 5 details the findings of the cost-benefit analysis. Chapter 6
discusses the findings and offers concluding statements.
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. Literature Review

Offender reentry and its effects on communities and individuals challenge policymakers and
practitioners in the criminal justice arena. The United States leads the world in incarcerations
and the numbers of offenders taken into custody or released from penal institutions grow each
year. In 2003, there were more than two million people incarcerated in the nation’s prisons and
jails, with an average of over 600,000 offenders released from prison annually (Harrison &
Karberg, 2004). Community capacity to support this reentry population is being stretched. Data
show an increased percentage of people released from prisons had been convicted of more
serious crimes, indicating they may have more serious service needs (Glaze, 2003; Hughes,
Wilson, & Beck, 2001). Hammett, Roberts, and Kennedy (2001) suggest that, if not addressed,
these needs increase the likelihood that an individual will be reincarcerated; otherwise, without
services and support, many ex-offenders will find themselves in the same situations that
originally contributed to their criminal activity (Buck, 2000; Petersilia, 2000). Therefore,
understanding how to best meet the needs of ex-offenders and their communities is important to
ensure public safety and quality of life for both community members and ex-offenders.

1. Recidivism

At the end of 2005, there were an estimated 4.9 million offenders under some type of
community supervision such as parole or probation (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 20086).
According to one study, although 41 percent of State parolees successfully completed their
terms of supervision, a substantial number were re-arrested, reconvicted, or returned to prison
(Hughes, Wilson, & Beck, 2001). A study published by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) in
2002 tracked ex-offenders released from 15 states in 1994. Of those studied, an estimated 68
percent were re-arrested for a felony or serious misdemeanor within 3 years, 47 percent were
reconvicted, and 25 percent received new prison sentences for a new crime. When combined
with those offenders returned to prison for a parole violation, the percent of those re-imprisoned
within three years of release increased to 52 percent. Nationally, it is estimated that
approximately 32 to 60 percent of offenders will re-offend within 3 years of their release from
prison (Langan & Levin, 2002). The threat to public safety associated with recidivism, as well as
the appreciable costs of damage to communities and victimized individuals, make successful
reentry of offenders a major concern.

To improve reentry outcomes for ex-offenders and communities, it is important to understand
the range of challenges they face. Many factors affect recidivism, including criminal history,
service availability, and individual characteristics and capacity. Societal barriers such as
changes in criminal justice policies, lack of faith in offender rehabilitation, reduction in
appropriate social services and support, low employability, negative conflict and behavioral
management skills, and scant work histories add to family difficulties, feelings of alienation, and
lack of hope. These challenges are often exacerbated by health, mental health, and substance
abuse histories. All of these factors create barriers to successful offender reentry and contribute
to an environment in which recidivism is more likely.

1.1 Criminal History

The individual's criminal history can be a complex barrier as it has many facets that affect the
ex-offender’s reentry. Length of sentence, number of incarcerations, and type of ¢crime that led
to the incarceration all affect recidivism rates. Additionally, the disruption in interpersonal
networks during incarceration can influence ex-offender reentry success.
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Length of Sentence

A study published by BJS reported that, on average, released offenders had served
approximately 25 to 30 months in prison (Harrison & Karberg, 2004). The longer the
incarceration, the more likely personal and professional relationships will suffer. Long periods of
incarceration have the additional effect that, upon release, ex-offenders will be less prepared to
deal with the societal changes that affect every aspect of daily life {e.g., the increased use of
personal cellutar phones and decreased availability of public phones, the decreased use of cash
and checks and increased use of credit and debit cards, or reductions in manual labor jobs and
increased need for job applicants to have computer and other technical skills). A meta-analysis
of 50 studies analyzing the impact of incarceration on recidivism found a link between longer
prison sentences and recidivism (Visher & Travis, 2003). Data on recidivism also show that the
vast majority of prisoners are not rehabilitated by these longer sentences. Two-thirds of
released prisoners are re-arrested and one-half are re-incarcerated within 3 years of release
from prison {Langan & Levin, 2002). Recidivism rates tend to rise thereafter, usually
approaching 75 percent to 80 percent of released prisoners being arrested within 10 years of
release.

Number of Sentences

For many men aged 20—40, the prison door is a revolving one with iterations of criminat acts,
arrests, incarcerations, releases, and cycling back to criminal acts. Fifty-six percent of State
prisoners released in 1999 had one or more prior convictions while 25 percent had three or
more convictions (Glaze, 2003; Holzer & Stoll, 2001). Not until men reach their mid-forties does
the rate of re-arrest fall noticeably.

Type of Crime

An important correlate to recidivism is the type of crime for which an offender was most recently
incarcerated. Adapted from a study by Langan and Levin (2002), Exhibit I-1 shows that, while
almost half of violent offenders were re-arrested, the rate of re-arrest jumps to approximately 75
percent for property offenders.

Violent Murder 40.7%
Violent Rape 46.0%
Propery Robbery 70.2%
Property Burglary 74.0%
Property Larceny 74.6%
Propery Motor Vehicla 78.8%
Properly Stolen Property (General) 77.4%
Property ilegal Weapons 70.2%

There also appears to be a growing trend toward more reconvictions for drug offenses.
Specifically, ex-offenders convicted of drug offenses in five states (California, Florida, lliinois,
New York, and Texas) since 1990 accounted for nearly half of all releases from State prison in
2001 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2002b). The substance abuse treatment needs of these
reconvicted offenders make the development of an approach for serving the growing ex-
offender population even more important.
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Iﬁtemersonai Networks

According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics (2002a), of State prisoners released in 1999, more
than half had been incarcerated at least once before with 25 percent having at least three prior
incarcerations. incarceration disrupts interpersonal networks which reduces their capacity to
support ex-offenders (Clear, Rose, & Ryder, 2001). The reappearance of the ex-offender into
the family unit may strain or sever bonds already loosened by incarceration. A return to the
family also may create economic hardships if the ex-offender is not able to contribute financially.
Moreover, social and extended relationships are hampered by the loss of contact during the
incarceration. The cycle of re-offending and reincarceration has a cumulative negative effect on
ex-offenders’ relationships with family, friends, and the iarger community, and has a disruptive
effect on employment history as the incarceration removes ex-offenders from the work force.
This disruption results in less work experience (Freeman, 2003) and research has shown that
skill level and work experience have strong effects on reentry outcomes (Finn & Willoughby,
1996).

1.2  Community and Employer Acceptance

The ex-offender will face bias from both the community to which they are returning and from
employers who may not be willing to give them a chance. Barriers to community acceptance
and employer acceptance can be pivotal to ex-offender success.

Community Acceptance

The community’s capacity to absorb reentering ex-offenders depends on a variety of factors:
employment rates, housing availability, crime rates, and available services. Upon release, ex-
offenders may have trouble meeting their basic needs and face poiicies that bar them from
existing services. In addition, there may be a lack of services due to low tolerance for having
substance abuse treatment centers or halfway houses in a community (Hartwell, 2004). Citizens
are also concerned about jeopardizing public safety and research has shown a positive
correlation between neighborhood reentry rates and local crime rates (Clear, Rose, & Ryder,
2001). Given the direct and indirect support ex-offenders need for successful community
reentry, the willingness of the community to address the challenges prisoners face can be a
major factor in successful reintegration (Visher & Travis, 2003).

Some ex-offenders are unable to return to the communities in which they lived prior to
incarceration either because of public policies or probation or parole restrictions. For example,
the Public Assistance Law excludes ex-offenders from public housing and some ex-offenders
will have to secure drug-free housing as a condition of their release. The 1996 Federal welfare
law, the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, bars those with drug
convictions from receiving Federal welfare and Food Stamp benefits. in some cases, ex-
offenders may also be ineligible for Federal programs designed to help hard-to-employ
populations. In other instances, State laws bar or impose restrictions on hiring ex-offenders in
certain professions, such as in law, real estate, medicine, nursing, physical therapy, and
education, further affecting their ability to obtain employment in a higher paying field (Travis,
Solomon, & Waul, 2001).

Employer Acceptance

The ability of ex-offenders to obtain job offers may also depend on how averse employers are to
hiring them and whether they actually check criminal backgrounds. In a multi-city study, Holzer,




an ICF Internationzl Company

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.

CALEBER

_ Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges Program Evaiuation; Quicomes Report

Raphael, and Stoll (2001) found that nearly one-third of employers concerned about hiring
prisoners said that they always checked on criminal background and 17 percent said that they
check sometimes. Just 12.5 percent of employers said they would definitely accept such an
application, while 25.9 percent said that they probably would. By contrast, employers had no
problem accepting applications from workers in other disadvantaged groups, such as welfare
recipients. Employers vary in their willingness to hire ex-offenders according to the
characteristics of their establishments and the jobs they are seeking to fill; some employers
eschew ex-offenders for fear that customers or other workers would sue them if the ex-offender
harmed them during work activities. The implication of this bias is that ex-offenders who seek
work have a greater difficulty finding it and have to spend more time searching than other
workers.

Survey evidence also suggests that employers might be more open to working with ex-offenders
under certain circumstances. For instance, many employers express more interest in hiring ex-
offenders when they are told of potential services from intermediary agencies (Welfare-to-Work
Partnership, 2000). In many cases, when the offenses are non-violent and perhaps only drug-
related, and if the individual has been drug-free and has gained some meaningful work
experience in the interim, employer interest seems o rise as well (Freeman, 2003; Holzer,
Raphael, & Stoll, 2001). This is particularly likely to be the case during periods of tight labor
markets when small- and medium-sized businesses are struggling to attract workers and
maintain a stable workforce.

1.3 Individual Characteristics and Capacity

Individual challenges that were present before incarceration and may have contributed directly
to offending behaviors continue to be issues in the reentry process and affect recidivism rates.
Factors such as employability, interpersonal skills, and compromised health status can present
significant challenges and often are interrelated.

Employability

According to Saylor and Gaes (1996), in a study of post-release employment programs, ex-
offenders tend to suffer from a “wage penalty” and earn less than non-offenders. Not only do
they earn less, they generally have relatively low employment rates compared to other workers
with similar demographic characteristics (Freeman, 2003; Western, 2002). Because offenders
are usually less successful in the job market prior to incarceration, and have lower education
levels and limited work experience, it is difficult to determine whether incarceration reduces their
employment and earning prospects. In another study (Buck, 2002), although the results were
not statistically significant, there was evidence of a link between the lack of suitable employment
and recidivism. Statistics from the New York State Department of Labor show that 83 percent of
ex-offenders who violate probation or parole are unemployed at the time of violation (Center for
Employment Opportunities, 2002). Further research shows that “a 10 percent decrease in an
individual's wages is associated with 10 to 20 percent increase in his or her criminal activity and
the likelihood of incarceration” (Travis, Solomon, & Waul, 2001, p. 31).

Interpersonal Skills

Even where little formal skill is required, employers generally look for basic job readiness in
prospective employees. Employers expect workers to be reliable and trustworthy, show up
everyday on time, work hard, and take some responsibility for the quality of the work and the
work environment. in fact, recent research on welfare recipients in the labor market (Holzer &
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Stoll, 2001) indicates that their success in employment, once hired, often depends on these
types of crucial variables. Additionally, a lack of appropriate conflict management and
interpersonal skilis can be another challenge for ex-offenders. There is an indication that lengthy
exposure to the harsh, impersonal conditions of prison life may have short- and/or long-term
effects on an ex-offender’s ability to readjust to society (Visher & Travis, 2003). While
incarcerated, offenders effectively suspend the social norms and mores necessary for
interaction in mainstream society. Therefore, it requires time for ex-offenders to recall and use
appropriate communication and social skills when interacting with people outside of prison.
However, the majority of mode! programs providing post-release services to ex-offenders focus
on *hard skills,” such as searching and applying for jobs and vocational training, over “soft skills”
such as knowing appropriate dress and communicating. Consequently, programs to assist ex-
offenders are beginning to add interpersonal and life skills components.

Health Status

Ex-offenders with substance abuse or other health problems (physical or psychological} are
least likely to be job-ready and likely will experience few job offers or high discharge rates if
hired. According to a 1997 study (Hammett, Roberts, and Kennedy, 2001), almost 25 percent of
all people living with HIV and AIDS had been released from a correctional facility, and the
majority (80%) of ex-offenders had some type of alcohol or drug problem while incarcerated. In
addition, approximately 87 percent of ex-offenders had a mental health service history prior to
imprisonment, primarily involving treatment for bipolar disorder, schizophrenia or psychosis,
major depression, or posttraumatic stress disorder. This study on health-related issues in
prisoner reentry revealed that health problems not treated during incarceration become
community problems upon release. However, improved community-based services and
resources are necessary to provide appropriate care. Yet many ex-offenders cannot afford or do
not qualify for federally funded or State-funded medical assistance programs such as Medicaid,
Social Security Insurance, or the AIDS Drug Assistance Program. The lead time to acquire
coverage under other medical plans can create a post-release gap in services that can generate
negative consequences for ex-offenders in need of care. Many individuals who do not test
positive for substances or have self-reported usage in the previous 30 days are not eligible for
public treatment services. Although these ex-offenders may have been detoxified or remained
drug-free while incarcerated, they might not have received needed substance abuse treatment.

Overall, the huge numbers of prisoners released annually, and the large number of ex-offenders
under probation, imply that a massive number of persons who have been under supervision of
the criminal justice system live in civil society as potential participants in the job market.
Because crime and incarceration are expensive; a program that reduces recidivism and
increased employability will provide valuable social benefits (Glaze, 2003; Holzer & Stoll, 2001).

2. Reeniry Programs

Consistent employment can help reduce the likelihood of re-offending and drug use; establish a
legitimate employment record; strengthen family and social ties; improve self-esteem and
confidence; and provide health, retirement, educational, and other benefits. When ex-offenders
are employed productively and legally, local unemployment rates can drop and positive
contributions from these tax-paying citizens can increase. However, ex-offenders face many
obstacles to obtaining employment such as:
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«  |imited work histories;

» Substance abuse;

= [Lack of employable skills;

»  Low literacy and limited education;

= Physical and mental health problems;

= Concentration of jobs in the low-wage labor sector;
= Bias from prospective employers;

= Legal restrictions on types of jobs available.

Connections to legitimate groups like the family, educational institutions, and the labor market
can provide the former offender with the stability that may prevent the commission of additional
crimes and a return to the criminal justice system. The particular community into which an
inmate is released, including the family and social networks, the health and social services
available, and the organizational structure, policies, and practices of the supervising agency, all
factor into reentry success (Solomon, Visher, LaVigne, & Osbourne, 2006; Travis, 2005).

Research has revealed that programs to assist ex-offenders must address the special needs of
this population to help them become fully reintegrated members of society. Ideally, such
assistance would start while offenders were incarcerated and continue post-release. Severai
government-sponsored or community-based model programs and initiatives have been
implemented to assist ex-offenders.

2.1  Federal and State Programs

The Federal Bureau of Prisons launched the inmate Placement Program Branch in 1996,
holding mock job fairs in Federal prisons, posting job openings, establishing employment
resource centers to help inmates prepare resumes and access jobs, working with inmates to
establish portfolios of documents relevant to employment, and serving as a clearinghouse and
resource for inmate employment enhancement programs. State corrections agencies have
come to work with Federal agencies such as the U.S. Department of Justice and U.S.
Department of Labor, as well as with community-based organizations, to provide in-prison and
post-release employment services (Buck, 2000). According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics
{2002a), there are an estimated 200 transitional and post-release programs targeted to ex-
offenders nationwide, often growing from grassroots, faith-based, or small nonprofit efforts into
large-scale professional organizations operating most frequently in States where the highest
rates of ex-offenders are released.

2.2 Community-Based Model Programs

The components of community-based programs are often similar in assisting ex-offenders in
transitioning back into society. The majority of model programs described in the literature
provide job readiness, job placement, and skills training, while others offer additional
educational, post-placement, or human/social/family support services. A small number of
programs offer paid transitional employment; peer counseling, interaction or modeling, and
behavior and attitudinal training. A few provide psycho-educational training designed to
resocialize or help ex-offenders deal with interpersonal skills and maladaptive behaviors that
would make employment difficult.
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There is no consensus on the goal of employment-focused programs for ex-offenders nor is
there agreement on how success should be measured (Buck, 2000). Outcome measures can
include job placement, job retention, or recidivism. The type of job (i.e., industry with good
benefits and high wages versus transitional) and employee motivation and reliability
{demonstrated by high attendance and short stays in transitional work) are factors that improve
job retention. Additional factors that may affect retention include work experience, social support
systems, and fringe benefits. Model programs with measurable success rates tend 1o provide
ongoing case management, establish good relationships with probation and parole officers, and
maintain strong connections with employers. Important components of model programs include
participation, pre-training and preparation, skills training, in-program support, placement
services, and post-placement retention services.

Program Participation

Ex-offenders usually learn about programs from prison administrators, social workers, probation
and parole officers, and other ex-offenders. Some are required to participate in a program as a
condition of release; others are simply referred to a program or encouraged to join in program
activities. Ex-offenders also can enroll voluntarily in these programs based on their own
interests, needs, and motivation.

Pre-Training and Preparation

Because lack of education, limited work history, and behavioral problems can pose obstacles to
employment, programs have implemented education and GED training, computer skills training,
and role modeling to prepare ex-offenders for employment in a mainstream environment. Life
skills training also is helpful in preparing ex-offenders for adapting to different cultural
environments of employers.

Skilis Training

Research on job retention reveals that long-term job retention depends on skill development
(Buck, 2000). Job readiness services may include resume preparation, employer referrals, job-
specific readiness training, and funding for work uniforms, tools, transportation, and job training.
Specialized services may include workshops on work-related life skills topics such as tax
preparation, budgeting, driver license restoration, and job interviews. Program case managers
assist participants with resume writing, developing interviewing techniques, and ways to deal
with gaps in their personal histories. They also assist with appropriate dress and attitude.

In-Program Support

A variety of programs provide other types of support such as emergency assistance {e.g., food,
clothing, and financial assistance for utilities and rent), counseling to help ex-offenders deal with
the emotional and cognitive effects of incarceration, mentoring, resource matching, and
personal goal setting. Participants work with case managers to prioritize personal goals,
employment objectives, and education and housing needs, and to work on family relationships,
substance abuse issues, health/mental health issues, and avoiding recidivism.

Placement Services

Methods for placing ex-offenders in jobs have included skilis matching or reviewing education
level and work experience then contacting employers to identify potential placements. A number
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of commun;ty programs have lmplemented their own economic development initiatives that
provide jobs and job training. Generally, these are transitional strategies that do not guarantee
tong-term employment or job placement.

Post-Placement Retention Services

Post-placement retention services include activities that assist in helping ex-offenders stay in
jobs once they are placed. These services can include childcare, transportation, housing, and
substance abuse treatment, and generally require referrals or collaboration with other service
agencies (Buck, 2000). Some programs hire job specialists to provide case management and
maintain links among the program, the employer, and the employee/ex-offender to anticipate
and address promptly any issues that may affect job retention.

Chattanooga Endeavors, Opportunities to Succeed Program (Rossman, Sridharan, & Buck,
1998), Texas' Project RIO (Finn, 1998a), The Center for Employment Opportunities (2002), and
Chicago’s Safer Foundation (Finn, 1998b) are examples of programs that address a
combination of interpersonal skills, education, and employability to create a comprehensive
program designed to increasing participants’ chances of success.

3.  Summary

The number of offenders reentering society annually and the magnitude of their need for
services place significant stress on the justice system and community agencies. Nevertheless,
research suggests ways to improve offender reentry outcomes. The literature also demonstrates
that employment lowers recidivism, which supports the strategies followed by the programs
such as Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges.
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EE. Buiiding Bridges Program QOverview

The Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program is part of a new breed of programs
taking a holistic, trust-building approach to serving the reentry population. Recognizing that
employment reduces factors that lead to crime and demonstrates an individual's commitment to
living as a productive member of the community (Buck, 2000; Dion, Derr, Anderson, & Pavetti,
1999; Turner & Petersilia, 1996), Chattanooga Endeavors understood that most ex-offenders
face many obstacles in finding or maintaining employment. Through December 2004,
Chattanooga Endeavors addressed these barriers through a 6-week intensive program
combined with less intensive case management and mentoring services that continued for up to
a total of 12 months. Chattanooga Endeavors' primary purpose in providing services was to
reduce criminal recidivism by preparing program participants for the workforce and assisting
them in obtaining meaningful employment.

1.  Program History

Chattanooga Endeavors started as a demonstration project of Dismas House, which provided
housing services for ex-offenders and only limited employment services (Dismas, Inc., 2006).
Over time, some staff members began to think that greater benefits to a larger number of clients
coutd be achieved by preparing ex-offenders for the workforce. In 1999, the program was
reincorporated as Chattanooga Endeavors, focusing on empioyability training and job
placement in Chattancoga and the surrounding county. At the time the evaluation started,
Chattanooga Endeavors was a nonprofit agency with a 10-person staff guided by a 24-person
advisory board. The program staff designed and implemented the Building Bridges curriculum
(described in subsequent sections) through 2004. At that time, funding issues and fundamental
changes in program philosophy brought Building Bridges to a close and marked the advent of a
new, for-profit venture called CEf Works!, an agency that facilitated temporary work
assignments for ex-offenders.

Under the revised program, which began in mid-2005, the agency has two components—the
nonprofit direct service and setvice referral component and a for-profit temporary employment
agency. From a client perspective, the primary difference between the original Chattancoga
Endeavors program and the revised program is that, in the original program, clients focused on
classes in the first 6 weeks and could secure empioyment outside of class time. Under the
revised program, the process is reversed, with clients being placed in temporary supervised
employment almost immediately and taking classes outside of work hours. As an incentive for
clients to participate in classes in the revised program, a portion of their salary is based on
continued involvement. Specifically, clients are to be employed through Chattanooga
Endeavors’ temporary employment agency; the agency determines the conditions of
employment, including attendance in program classes. This evaluation pertains only to the
original Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program that was implemented through
December 2004.

2. Program Mission

The primary purpose of the Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program was to increase
the likelihood that offenders released into the Chattancoga/Hamilton County area of Tennessee
would avoid re-arrest and re-incarceration by obtaining meaningful employment. The program
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was based on the idea that it takes time for ex-offenders to become reintegrated into their
community and that they need support throughout the process. The program mission was:

To restore ex-offenders to productive roles in society through training,
counseling and education programs that remove the barriers to meaningful
employment and that teach the skiils needed to enter the workforce and to
live within the law (Chattanooga Endeavors, Inc., 2004, p. 1)

The program supported clients through simultaneously improving the community’s capacity to
accept ex-offenders and increasing clients’ ability to contribute to society.

3. Program Description

Building Bridges recognized that, in order to break the cycle of crime and re-incarceration, ex-
offenders needed support to improve their ability to live within the law, predicated on their
capacity to financially support themselves and their families through lawful employment. While
there may be additional factors that increased the likelihood of re-incarceration for ex-offenders
(e.g., substance abuse and housing instability), the Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges
program primarily emphasized employment readiness and support. The program philosophy
indicates that steady employment at a job that pays a living wage and holds the prospect of
advancement {through experience and training) demonstrates a commitment to conventional
behavior and reduces the stresses that can often lead to criminal recidivism. Many ex-offenders
who came to the program were unable to find or hold these types of jobs due to individual and

community barriers (Exhibit 11-1).

Stereatypes/stigma regarding cffenders

= Employment opportunities

= Service availabifity and quality (e.g., housing, child
care)

* Interagency relationships (e.g., information sharing,
senvice gaps, coordination of services)

= Community restoration/making the community whole

= Communily cohesiveness and quality of life

Ineffective interpersonal comm
Lifestyle sustainability {e.q., realistic goals and
axpectations)

Skill levels (vocational/personal)

Poor coping mechanisms {e.9., substance use/abuse,
avoiding responsibility, anger management)

Coming to terms with past experiences and behaviors
Lack of a sense of hope/betief in the future

cation and functioning

To address these barriers, Chattanooga Endeavors staff members focused on program
improvement and sustainability in addition to direct client service. The program logic model in
Exhibit I1-2 depicts the path through which they attempted to meet their goals of reducing

recidivism and increasing client employment.
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Problam Mission and | Resources and Client services Services provided In Long-term
identification goals contributions 1. Recruitment 1. Hours of 1 Improved 1. Improved 1. Decreased
1. High recidivism | 1. Reduce 1, Staif 2. Admission service provided atfitudes behaviors recidivism
rates recidivism 2. Volunteers 3. Community Bulkding | 2. Number of (clients and | (clients and 2, Increased
2. Poor decision- | 2. improve 3. Consultants Workshop service referrals COmMuUNify community} employment
making by ex- decision- 4. Building 4. Course work 3. Number of members} 2.Changes in | 3.Increased
offenders making skills | 5. Grants 5. CM clients served 2.Increased | organization community
3. Barriers to 3. Reduce 6. Relationships | 6. Support groups 4. Hours of skills practices capacity
employment barriers to and cormmunity 7. Education classes communication {clients)
among ex- employment | standing 8. AQD classes 5. Number of d.Increased
offenders 4. Increase 9. Drug testing people and community
4. Low community | community 10. Job search organizations awareness
suppert for ex- support worked with of program/
offenders Community services issues

1. Interagency

communication

2. Community

outreach/marketing
3.1  Program Support

The City of Chattanocoga aggressively pursues economic development, optimizing its ability to
address reentry issues effectively and increase the number of jobs available to ex-offenders.
Additionally, Hamilton County has a history of collaboration among service providers, including
Chattanooga Endeavors. The program partnered with the Tennessee Department of
Corrections, the Board of Probation and Parole, the Hamilton County Criminal Courts, and other
community representatives to ensure overall community benefit for all stakeholders. In addition
to this community support, Chattanooga Endeavors had several program-specific factors in its
favor as an outgrowth of the Dismas House program (Dismas, Inc., 2006), a well-established
community program based upon the effective practices of the Delancey Street program for ex-
offender reintegration and employment training in San Francisco (Eisenhower Foundation,
2006).

The Chattanooga Endeavors Buifding Bridges program was funded primarily by Federal grants,
supplemented by private contributions, investments, and program services, and housed in a
building leased at a special reduced rate. In addition to its staff and volunteers, the program had
other intangible assets such as the high regard of the community and the continued goodwill of
a number of service providers who possessed shared goals and had worked with program staff
over the years,

3.2 Program Admission

Ex-offenders could apply to Building Bridges while incarcerated, through referrals, and by walk-
in. Program staff members periodically visited various penal facilities and talked with inmates
about the program, recording the names of interested inmates and collecting applications. Once
released, ex-offenders who already had applied could enroll in the next available class.
Probation officers, parole officers, and service providers regularly referred interested
participants to the program. Other participants entered as walk-ins, The program assumed all
applicants had a criminal history and a desire to improve their employability and employment
status. Clients enrolled in the Chattanooga Endeavors program for a variety of reasons
including an interest in employment training, relapse prevention, obtaining a GED, or improving
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their computer skills. Although the participants were assessed in various ways, the resuits were
not used for program admission, but rather to help clients gain insight into their own strengths
and weaknesses, place them on either the relapse prevention or education enhancement track,
and link them with appropriate ancillary services.

There were 1,611 program applicants between August 11, 1999 and March 11, 2005. Ranging
from 18 to 64 years old, the average age for applicants was 33. The majority of clients (73%)
were male. The program served primarily African-American (67%) and Caucasian (32%) clients
with less than 1 percent reporting another race. Of the 1,611 applicants, 695 clients provided
education information; of these, 27 percent had a high school diploma and 28 percent had a
GED.

Many applicants never attended the program despite being admitted. These offenders might
have been transferred or released outside of Hamilton County, making Chattanocoga Endeavors
inaccessible to them. The time from application to release might have been fairly long, with the
offender losing motivation, or there might have been a considerable wait before a class opening
became available. Personal problems, such as health or mental health issues or a difficult family
situation, could have arisen and taken priority over program involvement. If they were homeless
or transient, admitted offenders might not have had transportation or resources to travel to
Chattancoga Endeavors daily. Because the Building Bridges program was designed to promote
employment readiness and participants were not paid those who were able might have sought
employment instead of attending classes. Those who were able to obtain good jobs immediately
after release would not necessarily need Building Bridges services.

3.3 Program Curriculum

The Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges curriculum consisted of a 6-week intensive
program (divided into two parts: pre-training and preparation and skills training) combined with a
less intensive case management and mentoring approach that continued for up to 12 months.
Participants were considered program graduates if they completed the entire training period or
completed the Community Building Workshop then, in the middle of the coursework, obtained
employment or improved their job status, leaving them unable to attend classes; participation in
the less intensive case management and mentoring component could vary.

Pre-Training and Preparation

This intensive, 4-week component focused on resocializing the ex-offender by enhancing
emotional intelligence and developing employability skills. Participants were evaluated daily on
behaviors considered desirable for employability, e.g., attendance, punctuality, appearance,
attention, cooperation, participation, completion of assignments, comprehension, initiative,
interpersonal skills, adhering to rules, and passing random drug tests. Participants received
approximately 140 hours of services including 30 hours of individual case management and 12
hours in one of two training tracks (relapse prevention or education enhancement) depending
on individual needs:

»  Clients whose backgrounds, self-reports, or Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory
(SASSI) scores indicated the likelihood of a substance abuse problem were assigned to the
relapse prevention track for counseling and participating in a support group. Those who
relapsed were referred fo a treatment provider and dropped from the program.
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» Clients who had not earned a high school! diploma or GED were referred to appropriate adult
basic education (e.q., literacy skills) and GED services. In some cases, individuals were
guided toward obtaining help with specific learning disabilities. Clients with a diploma or
GED were encouraged to assess their education goals in terms of job expectations and
career goals and to determine any further education or training needed to meet those goals.
Upon request, they received assistance in identifying appropriate educational institutions
(e.g., technical institutes, community colleges) and submitting applications.

The first week’s primary activities included fulfilling administrative requirements, acctimating
participants to the program environment, completing needs assessments, and completing the
Community Building Workshop (CBW) developed by Peck (1987)—a group process enabling
participants to experience and practice communication skills. During the next three weeks,
participants completed the Building Bridges curriculum, which addressed core communication,
self-awareness, problem-solving, decision-making, goal-setting, interpersonal, self-
management, anger management, and collaborative team-building skills. The primary texts
were the “Student Guide” and “Life Skilis/fManagement by Objectives,” both developed by the
staff and students exclusively for Chattancoga Endeavors and designed with exercises fostering
better self-understanding. The specific output sought was the creation and implementation of
personal performance plans reflecting the Five Pillars of Success—progressive employment,
supportive relationships, control of substance abuse, stablie housing, and educational
development. Students were led through a series of exercises to help them understand their
personal strengths and weaknesses, identify tangible and realistic goals, and develop a sensible
action plan for personal growth and development. Graduates were referred to job acquisition
activities and helped 1o find suitable employment.

Skilis Training

This 2-week component taught job search skills such as networking, completing job
applications, and preparing for interviews. Program participants also were encouraged 1o set
realistic career goals with an emphasis on job retention skills such as meesting employer
expectations, increasing job survival, and earming promotions. The clients were considered to
be their own best resources, {0 be enhanced with peer support and technical assistance. Theay
worked to accelerate personal development by learning from the experiences of others, through
hands-on computer practice guided by an instructor or more proficient fellow students, and by
seeking help in specific skills areas through their own initiative and personal exploration. Clients
received approximately 40 hours of fraining in topics such as introduction to personal
computers, heip with obtaining 1-9 documents, and introduction 10 Internet searches.

Case Management and Mentoring

This component was designed to provide support following program graduation. For up to 48
weeks, graduates could attend monihly case management group sessions to share their
experiences with fellow program participants. Using this format, the graduates received follow-
up support, reinforcement for the positive steps they were taking, and preparation for
advancement in their jobs. There were also mentoring and other services clients could access.
Due to the differing levels of participation after graduation, the hours of services clients received
varied for this component, but could accumulate to approximately 20 hours.

While not distinct components of the program’s formal agenda, recruitment and outreach
activities also were conducted to attract clients and provide individualized in-program support.
The only model program component not offered was traditional placement services. In addition,
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the program relied on a coalition of community organizations to link clients with other services
such as the Chattanooga Neighborhood Enterprise for housing and the Community Coalition
Against Domestic Violence.

4.  Program Goals and Outcomes

The Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program was designed to improve opportunities
for both clients and the community. The program addressed specific interpersonal, educational,
and vocational limitations with the goal of ultimately changing client behavior and community
capacity for incorporating ex-offenders successfully. Building Bridges focused on immediate
outcomes such as increasing knowledge about the program within Hamilton County and
changing client attitudes and skills as follows:

Client attitudes:

» Creating a more positive outlook on life;
= Instilling a belief that they are capable of positive change;

= Increasing client comfort with being open and sharing personal information, including
repairing damaged relationships;

= Creating a willingness to divorce themselves from negative influences, behaviors, and
people (referred to within the program as “poisoning the well”).

Client skills:

s« Communication;
= Ability to act in a civil manner even during difficult situations;
= Ability to function in society and within the constraints of a job;,

x  Ability to present themselves appropriately in different situations, both in terms of attitude
and appearance (referred to within the program as “playing with masks”);

«  Aptitude to increase educational attainment;
= Ability to build and use a personal support group.

Building Bridges expected changes in clients’ knowledge, attitudes, and skills to result in
behavioral change, thereby reflecting what was learned in the program. For example, as an
intermediate outcome, clients were expected to remain free from legal problems, drug-free,
employed, and compliant with conditions of their probation, parole, or other form or community
supervision. Within the community, the program sought a change in the practices of local
employers and service providers in order to increase the jobs and services available to and
appropriate for ex-offenders. In the long-term, the Building Bridges program was designed to
encourage clients’ continued employment and continued avoidance of arrest, conviction, and re-
incarceration. L.ong-term impact for the community included increased capacity to support ex-
offenders throughout their reintegration.
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Iil. Method

This outcome evaluation was based on existing quantitative records data, collected and
analyzed to determine whether the program had an effect on recidivism, employment, and
supervision completion. The following sections describe the overall design of the study and the
data collection and analysis procedures.

1. Design

The evaluation utilized a quasi-experimental design with a comparison group. Both ethical and
practical factors led to this approach. From an ethical standpoint, the program’s mission, values,
and goals were not conducive to the random assignment of a control group needed for an
experimental design. The Building Bridges program philosophy was to serve all interested ex-
offenders who sought help with improving their empioyment status. From a practical standpoint,
the discontinuation of Building Bridges in December 2004, and the projected operation of a
profit-oriented temporary employment agency for ex-offenders (CEl Works!), forced the study to
become retrospective rather than prospective as originally intended, precluding the option of a
randomly selected control group. The evaluation was designed to answer the following research
questions:

s« Does the program have an effect on recidivism?
= Does the program have an effect on employment?
= Does the program have an effect on successful supervision?

2. Data Sources and Collection

The evaluation of the Building Bridges program used existing quantitative records data in a
retrospective fashion allowing for an 18~24 month follow-up for all program applicants. As
originally designed, the study planned to use program records (e.g., application data, rosters,
assessments), criminal history records, and wage data. However, as the study was
implemented, there was inconsistency among the various data files in terms of data definitions
and codes, types of records, and time frames available. Additionally, data availability for
applicants varied substantially. As a result of changes to the study design, sample selection
(based on program changes), and variation in the data sources, data collection evolved through
three overlapping stages, as outlined in Exhibit lll-1. The sections that follow describe these
three stages and the procedures each entailed, including the data sources explored, the
agencies responsible for collection, and the steps taken to gather data.

16



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.

CALIBER

an {CF international Company

Target Population

Probationers and paylees released
to Chattancoga area since January
1, 1999

x-offenders in the Chattanooga
area since January 1, 1999

Treatment Group

Clients in current classes as
repotted by program

Clients in classes since
September 2003

Participants (attended Community
Building Workshop - CBW)

Comparison Sample of ex-offenders randomiy Sample of ex-offenders randomly | Non-participants (applied but did
Group selectad from Tennessee Offender | selected from TOMIS records not complete orientation)
Management Information System
(TOMIS) records
Demographics Initially reported by program Validated against all data sources | Validated against all data sources

Program Data

Applications

Phase | report cards

SASS! (wiconsent)

Test for Adult Basic Education
{TABE)(w/consent)
Taylor-Johnson Temperament
Analysis (T-JTA) {(w/consent)
Self-Directed Search (SDS)
(w/consent)

Applications

Phase | report cards
SASSI (w/consent)
TABE (w/consent)
T-JTA (wiconsent)
SDS (w/consent)

Level of program completion and
dates recorded/validatad for
master list

Criminal Justice
Data

TOMLS monthly extracts

Contract negotiated with Tennesses
Administrative Office of the Couts
(AOC)

TOMIS cumulative extracts
Hamilton County Court (HCC)
records

AOC/ Tennessee Judicial
Information System {TJIS) court
racords

TOMIS/master list Social Security
number extracts

HCC records {final)

AQC/TJIS court records (final)
On-site records review

FBI National Crime information
Center (NCIC)/National
Fingerprint File (NFF) data

Wage Data

Began contract negotiations with
Tennessee Department of Labor
and Workforce Development

Contract negotiated with
Tennessee Department of Labor
and Workforce Development

Quarterly wage records

Supervision Data

TOMIS monthly extracts

TOMIS cumulative extracts

TOMiS/mastsr list SSN extracts

Public Assistance
Data

ACCENT records derived from
manual search
On-Site Records Review

2.1 Stage 1 of Data Coliection

The first stage of data collection focused on the original study design of a prospective quasi-
experimental study to examine outcomes over time. Data were to be derived from program
records of those attending current and future classes as well as State criminal history records.
The comparison sample was to be derived from State criminal history records.

Program Data

The primary data source was intended to be application data collected by the program for all
classes from February 2004 through October 2004. The application form (shown in Appendix B)
was a comprehensive self-report instrument covering basic demographics; contact information;
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marital status and fam[!y members crimlnal history (including current supervision status);
education and employment history; military experience; alcohol and drug history; special needs
and treatment received; as well as questions about how the applicant learned of the program,
why the applicant was choosing to apply, and what the applicant expected fo get out of
attending the program. The application did not include space for applicants to record gender
and ethnicity; these items had to be established by program staff and verified from other records
later. Application data were collected for 109 program participants. For those 44 participants
who signed the informed consent form, program staff members were able to supplement the
application data with assessment data during program participation. Assessment data were
drawn from the SASS| (an instrument to identify individuals with a high probability of substance
abuse, distributed by the SASSI Institute), the TABE (an assessment of reading, language,
math, and spelling skills, distributed by CTB/McGraw Hill), the SDS (a career choices and
possibilities instrument, distributed by Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.) and the T-
JTA (a standardized personality inventory, distributed by Psychological Publications, Inc.).

Criminal Justice Dala

Initially, the primary source of criminal history data was TOMIS, the database maintained by the
Tennessee Department of Corrections and used by the Tennessee Board of Probation and
Parole (BOPP). TOMIS provides a mechanism for tracking offender demographics and
background information, criminal sentences, confinement locations and movements, periods of
incarceration and supervision, participation in institutional programs, health issues, and other
unigque aspects of an offender’s case history. Through an agreement of support, BOPP and its
technical services staff provided the evaluation team with a monthly extract of records for all
who had been released to the Hamilton County area since January 1, 1999.

2.2 Stage 2 of Data Collection

When it became apparent that registrations were not at the expected level, the time frame for
the study was adjusted to include all class participants retrospectively to October 2003. Program
staff attemnpted to obtain signed evaluation consent forms from participants in past classes using
available contact information. Despite expanding the classes included in the study, data were
available for only 192 applicants. As discussed previously, there are several possibie
explanations why enroliment was lower than expected, including applicant release outside
Hamilton County or homelessness that made Building Bridges inaccessible. A long time from
application to release or a considerable wait before a class opening became available also
could have decreased offender motivation to participate. Additionally, health or mental health
issues or a difficult family situation could have taken priority over program involvement. Also,
those who were able to obtain good jobs immediately after release would not necessarily need
Building Bridges services.

Program Data

For the expanded span of classes covered in this data collection stage, program staff provided
the additional application data that were available electronically for 192 participants (84 with
informed consent}). They also furnished copies of the Phase | records in which they had
manually recorded daily attendance, level of participation and compliance, and progress for
each participant. However, the data entered in the Phase 1 recording form (see Appendix C)
were inconsistent across program staff and participants. In addition, despite the expanded span
of classes, a more substantive treatment sample was needed to support the necessary
analyses.
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Cramma% Justice Eaia

Monthly extracts from TOMIS continued into stage 2. Despite higher expectations, the
cumulative extract of State criminal justice data matched only 64 (33.3%]) of the 192 application
records available from the expanded sample. Due to the poor match of State criminal justice
data with program application data, the assumption that all program participants had a history of
State supervision was questioned. A decision was made to expand data collection to include
Hamilton County Criminal Court and Probation records.

Wage Data

A request was placed with the Tennessee Department of Labor and Workforce Development to
provide quarterly wage data on program applicants. Data were provided during stage 3 of the
data collection process.

2.3 Stage 3 of Data Collection

When it was learned that the original Building Bridges program would cease operations, it
became apparent that the number of participants and the quality of data collected to date would
be insufficient for statistically strong outcomes. To expand the sample, the evaluation team
visited Chattanooga Endeavors and worked with program staff to identify all applicants on
record throughout the history of the program. This included applicants at all levels of
participation (including those who were not admitted or enrolled) and for all start dates, resulting
in a master list of 1,611 applicants. Applicants who had applied to the program but did not enroll
were expected to serve as comparison to program participants, with the inherent seiection bias
recognized as a limitation. Exhibit l1I-2 outlines the anticipated and actual sampie flow for the
Building Bridges evaluation. The data collection efforts for program data, criminal history data,
wage data and supervision data are outlined below.

b
254

Admitted 500 208 182 292 546
(87.5%) (87%)

Graduated 232 97 70 135 105 326
(72.2%) (77.8%)

Program Datla

To obtain the degree of participation and dates of completion or termination for each client, the
evaluation team worked with program staff to conduct a manual search of hardcopy records
found in staff notes, class rosters, class notebooks, and other documentation located in various
offices of Chattanooga Endeavors. Little program data were available for the majority of the
1,611 apptlicants beyond names, Social Security numbers, progress made in the program, and
significant participation dates (e.g., applied, enrolted, graduated).
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Criminal Justice Dala

The evaluation team conducted a manual search of TOMIS using online access to ensure ali
possible Social Security number matches from the master list of 1,611 participants were
included. This method revealed substantially more matches, covering 1,081 (67.1%) of the
1,611 offenders in the master list.

Additionally, the Hamilton County Court (HCC) data request allowed submission of the master
list to match county court and probation records. Data were available for 1,365 (84.7%) of the
1,611 applicants on the master list, which was considered a sound source of criminal activity
and court dispositions. A second data match expanded the available data to include county
court and probation records for 1,395 (86.6%,) of 1,611 applicants, and State court records
(TJIS) for 865 (53.7%) of the 1,611 applicants. TJIS is a statewide repository of case-related
data maintained by the AOC. The TJIS records expanded to some degree what could be
fearned from the county court records, offering actions occurring across Tennessee rather than
only in the Hamilton County area.

Combining Tennessee Department of Corrections records with HCC records and Tennessee
AQC records provided a criminal history profile for most applicants on the master list; however,
recorded activity was largely restricted to the State of Tennessee. To fill in as many remaining
gaps as possible in the criminal history, a request was submitted to the FBI NCIC to obtain
Federal criminal records.

The FBI's National Crime Information Center {(NCIC) is a computerized database of documented
criminal justice information available to authorized law enforcement agencies nationwide. The
FBI Criminal Justice Information Services Division (CJIS) disseminated records in both
hardcopy and electronic files. In addition, CJIS requested National Fingerprint File (NFF}
records from the seven States (Colorado, Florida, New Jersey, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Oregon, and Montana) in which this system had already been implemented. NFF is a
component of the NCIC designed to establish a decentralized system for the interstate
exchange of criminal history records with charge and disposition information maintained at the
State repository. When all the Federal data were provided in electronic format, there were
charge records (and limited court disposition records) for 1,489 (92.4%,) of the 1,611 offenders
in the master list.

Combining all five criminal history data sources provided a match for 100 percent of the 1,611
applicants on the master list. With all data sources, the criminal history dataset was considered
comprehensive, with some overlap across sources and individual detail within sources.

Wage Data

The evaluation team requested quarterly wage data from the Tennessee Department of Labor
and Workforce Development. First, client Social Security numbers were cross-matched with the
Tennessee wage item database, and quarter wage data back to January 1, 1999 were collected
covering 1,432 (88.9%) of the 1,611 applicants on the master list. A second data match was
conducted to cover a longer study period. The final wage data spanned a 10-year period from
January 1, 1996 through December 31, 2005, providing quarterly wage records matching 1,476
(91.6%) of the 1,611 people on the master list. The 135 people without reported wages may
have been incapacitated, unemployed, or deceased; may have worked outside of Tennessee;
or may have been incarcerated.
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The expanded wage data provided quarterly wages reported by employer (e.g., an employer
could have multiple reports in one guarter and an individual could have multiple employer
reports in one quarter). These data did not provide the actual job classification, hourly or weekly
wages, or number of hours, days, or weeks worked in each quarter. Because these were
quarterly data only, it could not be determined if an offender was working several jobs at one
time, moving from job to job throughout the quarter, or sporadically working for the same
employer. In addition, these data did not represent offenders who were self-employed, working
as contract laborers, working in another State, working for the Federal government, working in
an illegal situation {i.e., being paid “under the table” or engaging in illegal behavior for economic
gain), or working in labor classifications exempt from this reporting (e.g., farm workers). When
multiple names appeared for the same Social Security number, the employer, industry code,
and earnings were assessed to determine the most likely combinations for the individual in the
study.

Public Assistance Data

For the cost-benefit component of the study, concern was raised about other services similar to
those offered by Building Bridges that might be available in the Chattanooga/Hamilton County
area, as well as the magnitude and specific costs of any public assistance received by
applicants. These issues led to a case-by-case electronic search of public assistance records.

The Automated Client Certification and Eligibility Network for Tennessee (ACCENT) is the
public assistance database for Families First/TANF (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families),
Food Stamps, and TennCare (the State’s Medicaid program). An inquiry on each Social
Security number resulted in related case numbers for 1,409 (87.5%) of the 1,611 clients in the
master list.

Reports were printed for those assistance groups from which an individual received benefits as
an eligible adult since January 1, 1999. For TennCare, no monetary benefits were necessarily
paid to the individual; therefore, the eligibility periods for TennCare benefits were annotated and
entered later. For the TANF assistance groups, data were collected for all eligible adult benefits
issued on or after January 1, 1999, including doilar amounts and dates of benefits issued. Of the
1,611 participants in the master list, there were data on Families First use for 220 (13.7%), Food
Stamp use for 1,041 (64.6%), and TennCare eligibility for 289 (17.9%).

On-Site Records Review

To ensure there were no substantive services available to ex-offenders in the area that were
similar to those of Building Bridges, and to quantify monetary factors (e.g., fees, restitution,
services received) as much as possible for the cost-benefit analysis, the evaluation team
conducted an on-site records review. Using sample files from each office, the evaluation team
developed a checklist of data collection variables (see Appendix D). A random selection of 200
applicants with TOMIS data (under State supervision at some time)} and 200 applicants not
found in TOMIS (implying they had possibly been under county supervision) comprised the
sample for the records review. During the site visit, the evaluation team was able to review 123
BOPP files and 66 County Probation files due to archiving standards. The evaluation team
reviewed these records to determine the index offense (i.e., the offense that caused the client to
be sentenced and apply to the program), related incarceration or supervision dates, and the
correctional facilities involved. Names of service providers and dates of contact were recorded,
if present. Additionally, the evaluation team recorded the number of probation or parole officer
contacts, hours of community service worked, and fevel of supervision and amount of time at
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each level Where posszble mantai status, employment, salary, and education also were
recorded. All available items related to court-ordered fees, victim restitution, and supervision
fees, as well as any special conditions to be met by the ex-offender, were included in the
records review and used in the cost-benefit analysis.

3. Final Data Sources and Consolidation

The sections that follow describe the three main data categories (criminal history, wage history,
and supervision history) and the procedures for merging, cleaning, and preparing the databases
for statistical testing. Final program data for the 1,611 participants consisted of names, Social
Security numbers, progress made in the program, and significant participation dates (e.g.,
applied, enrolled, graduated).

3.1  Criminal History Data Consolidation

The final criminal history database, which resulted from merging five data sources, TOMIS,
TJIS, HCC, NCIC, and NFF (Exhibit 11{-3), included data for all 1,611 participants on the master
list.

HCC (n=1,426)

Contains the offense date, offense description, court type, court date, and disposition

TOMIS (n=618) Contains arrest date, offense description, offense type, court date, and disposition

TJIS (n=865) Contains the filing date, the Tennessee Code Annotated classification, the offense type and
class and the court date and disposition

NCIC (n=1,357) Contains the arrest date, offense description, arresting agency, arrest count, and cumulative
number cof arrests

NFF (n=113} Contains the arrest date, offense description, arrasting agency, arrest count, and cumulative
number of arrests

In each criminal history dataset, several arrests were listed for the same date. Therefore, the
most serious offense (felony) with the most severe disposition {conviction), if available, was
retained and duplicate arrests were deleted within each data source. The total number of
charges for a particular date was retained. Due to the format and inconsistency within and
across dafa sources in the offense description, information on the type of offense (e.g., personal
or property) was not discerned. Additionally, seriousness of offense (felony versus
misdemeanor) was derived from the court type (HCC data) and was not available from all data
sources. The databases were then merged and duplicates were deleted, based upon identical
arrest dates, and those cases with the greatest amount of reliable information were refained
(see Exhibit 111-3 above for order). Following the merging of databases, several additional
variables were calculated in preparation for analysis, including age at first arrest and number of
arrests before and after program participation. Although not available for every offense, the
number of misdemeanors and felonies before and after participation was also calculated. The
length of time before a new arrest and whether one occurred within 2 years also were
calculated, based on the application/enroliment date or release date (if the individual was
incarcerated at the time of application). A new arrest could either be for a new crime or a
violation of supervision.
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3.2 Wage Data Consolidatio

The final wage database was based upon information supplied by the Tennessee Department of
Labor and Workforce Development, which spanned a 10-year period from January 1, 1996
through December 31, 2005 (Exhibit 111-4).

at:

Department of Labor and Workforce Contains the industr e, employer, wage, and calendar year and quarter
Development {n=1,476)

Wage information for each individual was computed by year as well as by quarter. Wages
earned before and after program participation were caiculated based upon the
application/enrollment date or release date (if the individual was incarcerated at the time of
application). Wages earned in the 18 months before and after program participation, as well as
during the first quarter following release, also were calculated. Level of employment was
determined for the 18 months following release or program application/enroliment. If the
individual had wages of at least $2,343.25 (35 hours/week at minimum wage), he or she was
considered employed full-time; if the individual had reported wages between $0 and $2,343.25,
he or she was considered o be employed part-time or sporadically. if no wages were reported
during the time period of interest, it was assumed that the individual was either unemployed or
incarcerated. The number of quarters until an individual reported any earnings also was
calculated.

3.3 Supervision History Consoclidation

The final supervision history database was derived from two TOMIS datasets, TOMIS moves
and TOMIS staff assignments (Exhibit 11I-5).

TOMIS moves (n=1,078) Contains information about the individual's moves within the system,
including the location, type, and reason
TOMIS staff assignments (n=1,019) | Contains information about the assignment type, assignment start date,
assignment end date, and assignment end type

The two supervision databases were merged and duplicates were deleted, based upon identical
dates, retaining cases from the TOMIS staff assignments database as it was considered the
most reliable. Internai moves, such as those from facility to facility, also were deleted. There
were numerous cases in which individuals were classified as “deceased,” but had subsequent
supervision data. These “deaths” were considered erroneous and the data were adjusted to
reflect this. Variables were calcutated to determine an individual’s status (i.e., parole or
incarceration) immediately before application and upon release. Additionally, variables were
calculated to indicate each applicant’s prior incarceration and probation history. The level of
supetrvision, either incarceration, parole, probation, or community supervision, was known;
however, the depth of supervision (i.e., contact with parole or probation officers) was not
available from the data provided.




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.

CALEBER

An ICF nternations] campany ~ Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges Program Evaluation: Outcomes Report

4n Group Ass&gnm@m amﬁ Comparability

The target population for Building Bridges encompassed all ex-offenders in the
Chattanooga/Hamilton County area who sought help with improving their employability and
employment status. Based on the assumption that most of the applicants were convicted felons
and under State probation or parole at some time, the original plan was to derive a prospective
treatment group sample from the program records of those attending current and future classes
and a comparison group from State criminal history records extracted from TOMIS. However,
given that client flow and number of records extracted from TOMIS were lower than anticipated,
the comparability of the proposed treatment and comparison groups, as well as the assumption
of State supervision for the Chattanooga Endeavors clientele, came into question. A master list
of 1,611 applicants to the program from October 1998 through March 2005 was developed and
served as the pool of evaluation participants from which to draw the study sample.

41 Sample Refinement

For consistent follow-up, the evaluation sample was restricted to those individuals of the 1,611
on the master list who applied between January 1, 2000 and July 1, 2004, leaving a sample of
1,394 and supporting follow-up on individuals for at least 2 years after their application date.
Further, the restricted study period excluded individuals who applied at the very beginning of the
program; in fact, these individuals had very limited data available and represented less than 1
percent of the original sampte of 1,611. Restricting the sample by date primarily limited the
comparison group participants while providing a sample large enough for meaningful analyses.

Of the 1,394 individuals who applied between January 1, 2000 and July 1, 2004, four were
deleted for inaccurate demographics and 16 for not having any criminal history data (i.e., their
unique identifiers were included in the data submitted by Hamilion County, however, there were
no attendant criminal history records reported). Because the Building Bridges program was
designed to work with ex-offenders, those without criminal history data were considered to be
outside the target population and removed from the sample. Of the remaining 1,374 program
applicants, 375 did not have county or State supervision data, precluding the study of recidivism
or supervision success, which left a sample of 999. Additionally, to more accurately reflect the
program participation period, the application date was replaced with the enroliment date for
those who participated in the program, eliminating an additional six people from the sample.

Criminal History and Wage Analysis Sample

For the analysis of participant criminal activity and wages, five additional people were deleted
for problems with demographic information (i.e., deceased prior to program participation),
providing a final sample of 988 before the propensity score analysis.

Supervision Analysis Sample

For the supervision analyses, 90 of the 993 were eliminated because they did not have State
supervision data (n=903). Due to the fact that the county supervision data were from a singie
point in time, it was known that these individuals had supervision history and they were retained
for the criminal history analyses. However, the data could not provide a complete picture of their
supervision history (i.e., when they were incarcerated) and they were deemed inappropriate for
the supervision analysis. An additional four were deleted for problems with demographic
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mformatlon (the same ;ndlwduals who were deleted from the criminal history sampie) leaving a
sample of 899 before the propensity score analysis.

4.2  Evaluation Group Placement

The reduced master listing of 988 evaluation participants was divided into two groups with an
assumption of comparability: a treatment group of participants—graduates and non-graduates—
who enrolled in the program between January 1, 2000 and July 1, 2004, and a comparison
group of non-participants who had applied to the program during that same time frame but did
not attend the initial orientation (Exhibit 11i-6). Participants were considered program graduates if
they completed the entire training period or completed the Community Building Workshop then,
in the middle of the coursework, obtained employment or improved their job status, leaving them
unable to attend classes. Evaluation participants were considered non-graduates if they
dropped out of the program for any reason other than employment. Given that this was the most
accurate measure of individuals’ program exposure, this distinction is referred to as “program
dosage” in subseqguent analyses.

Exhibit 111-6: Evaluation Group Placement

[nmate/probationer/parclee heard
about program

Submitted pre-application or full

application
Non-participant (NP} Participant
Did not complete orientation Completed at least the orientation
¥ A 4
Comparison Group Treatment Group
Applied between 1/1/2000 Enrolled between 1/1/2000
and 7/1/2004 and 7/1/2004

N

Non-graduate (NG) 4 Graduate (G)

~

Did not complete Completed training
curriculum curriculum OR obtained
employment that
preempted classes OR
improved job status,

\ preempting classes /
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4.3 Use of Dates in Determining Activity Before and After the Program

In determining anchor dates for studying individual history and program effects, several
decisions were made due to the limited information on program participation. For those
individuals who participated in the program, three dates were available: (1} an application date,
(2) an enrollment date, and (3) if graduated, a graduation date. For those individuals who did not
participate, only an application date was available. To determine events that transpired prior to
the program (individual history), the application date was used for all individuals. For
investigation of program effects, there were no dates available that reliably indicated the end of
each participant’s association with the program if the participant did not graduate. Additionally,
for program participants, the time between application and enrollment varied with some
participants enrolling in the program several months after application (e.g., after release from
incarceration). Therefore, for all program participants, the enroliment date was used as the
anchor date for which all program effects were measured. For non-participants who were not
incarcerated at application, the application date was used as the anchor date for which all
program effects were measured. For non-participants who were incarcerated at application,
their prison release date was used as the anchor date for which all program effects were
measured.

4.4 Propensity Score Analysis

Because the evaluation design used a retrospective approach, with all program applicants
serving as the pool of possible treatment and comparison evaluation participants, motivation to
enter the program was a concermn. Some inherent selection bias was expected between those
who chose to enter the program and those who did not, in addition to those who graduated from
the program and those who dropped out. This hypothesized motivational difference could
influence results, presenting differences (increased Type | error) that did not truly exist and
prompting incorrect rejection of the null hypothesis.

To address this concern and control for selection bias in evaluation group placement (program
participants versus non-participants), a propensity score analysis and subsequent matching
were used fo limit the sample and ensure comparability between treatment and comparison
groups. A propensity score was developed for each individual through a logistic regression
predicting program participation from age, age at first arrest, gender, ethnicity, prior wages in
dollars (before application fo/enroliment in program) and prior arrests (before application
to/enroliment in the program) (Exhibit 111-7). The final model was assessed using the Hosmer
and Lemeshow goodness-of-fit test (x* = 6.475, p > .05) as well as the area under the Receiver
Operating Characteristic curve (c-statistic = .624) and found to be appropriate. During the
calculation of the propensity score, one additional individual was discarded due to an outlying
propensity score and another was discarded due to an error in date of birth, leaving a sample
for the propensity score analysis of 986.
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Age " | 011 010 TLOH

Age at first arrest -.001 Q17 999
Ethnicity (Caucasian as reference)

African-American 806 166 2473"
Hispanic 156 1.169 1.169
Gender (male as reference]

Female .389 188 1.475
Prior wages .000 .000 1.000"
Prior arrests -008 006 .994

*p<05, ™ p <01, ™ p <.001

Participants were stratified by propensity score into five equal strata to test for predictor variable
similarity within the strata. Using t-tests for the continuous variables (age, age at first arrest,
prior wages, and prior arrests) and non-parametric tests (Mann-Whitney U and Kolmogorov-
Smirnov) for ethnicity and gender, there were no significant differences between treatment and
comparison groups (Exhibits 111-8 through 11I-12). When testing the continuous variables using
non-parametric tests, significant differences were found for prior wages in strata one (U= 2347,
p <.05; K-8 = 1.52, p <.05) and prior wages in strata three (U= 3267.5, p < .05; K-S = 1.476, p
< .05). This variable was standardized using a z-score, but this did not eliminate the significant
difference.

The propensity score model was not able to be improved by adding or deleting predictor
variables, therefore, the propensity scores developed were retained. Comparison participants
were then placed in random order and each program participant was matched to an equivalent
comparison participant using nearest neighbor matching. This essentially selects a sample of
participants and non-participants who are equivalent in background characteristics as measured
by their propensity to participate, though they ultimately made differing participation choices.
Out of the potential comparison pool of 659 non-participants, 332 non-participants were dropped
from the comparison sample (312 from the supervision), leaving 327 comparison non-
participants (298 for supervision) and 327 program participants (289 for supervision).

) 32.7 ey ' . X . .. - T

Age {in years

Age at first 21.75 755 20.87 5.03 -.881 753 2916.50

arrest (in years)

Prior wages (in 11,527 61 10,009.51 8,743.12 10,717 54 -1.472 1.52° 2347.00°

dollars)

Prior arrests 16.49 13.07 20.04 14,42 1.402 1.064 2629.50

Ethnicity 108 3040.50

Gender 523 2811.00
*p<.05
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1 3381 | 994 33, y . 3858.00

Age (

in years

Age at first 21,11 5.74 22.03 6.51 934 1.164 3403.50
arrest (in years)

Prior wages {in 15,329.48 25,138.90 13,639.65 20,802.73 - 486 559 3856.00
dollars)

Prior arrests 24.72 21.28 19.34 16.18 -1.7121 920 3478.50
Ethnicity 734 3556.00
Gender - .655 3489.50

10, peB, ™ p <01, p <001

8)  Devia \ Vhitn

Age (in years) 30.97 ) 31.22 . . ) 3833.00
Age at first 18.63 2.34 18.96 2.69 794 .887 3816.00
arrest {in years)

Prior wages {in 5,102.51 6,816.60 4,307.26 8,108.45 -656 1476 3267.50
dollars)

Prior arrests 17.66 12.64 17.25 11.98 212 .397 3995.50
Ethnicity 018 4019.50
Gender - .018 4019.50

tp<.10,* p<.05, ** p <.01, ** p <.001

table. ) Dy iatios 1 Whitn:

Age (in years) 36.87 , 33.33 , : . "4163.50
Age at first 21.25 5.09 21.36 457 149 756 4447 50
arrest (in ysars)

Prior wages (in | 14,192.62 12,165.62 12,855.37 16,479.78 -623 959 4200.00
dollars)

Prior arrests 16.70 9.73 17.26 13.16 330 533 4555.00
Ethnicity 024 4698.50
Gender - 133 4624.50
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Age ) 3757 | 920 . 4582.50

(in years)

Age at first 2343 6.3 23.01 522 -510 .B95 4632.00
arrest (in years)

Prior wages (in 29,178 37,846.97 33,01243 | 42,648.80 662 598 4733.00
dollars)

Prior arrests 13.52 8.52 15.60 11.65 1.415 817 4517.50
Ethnicity 065 4778.00
Gender 752 4305.00

4,5 Study Sample Demographics

Following the propensity score matching, there were 190 graduates, 137 non-graduates, and
327 non-participants in the study sample. With an age range of 18 to 84 years old, the average
age for the 654 applicanis in the final sample was 35. The average age at first arrest was 21.
The majority of clients {(73%) were male. The program served primarily African-American (78%)
and Caucasian (22%) clients with less than 1 percent reporting another race. On average, those
in the sample eamed $621 per quarter prior to application (Exhibit [1-13 through Exhibit 11-15).

Age range
Average age 35 36 35 35 35
Average age at first 21 22 21 21 21
arrest
Average number of 17 i 20 17 17
arrests prior to
participation

Gender

Male 74% 71% 1% 73% 73%
Female 26% 29% 23% 27% 27%
Ethnicity

African-American 78% 76% 80% 79% 78%
Caucasian 22% 24% 19% 21% 22%
Other < 1% 0% <1% < 1% <1%
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Participants (n=327 $0.00 $6,260.64 $628,28 $921.15
Graduates (n=190) $0.00 $6,260.64 §718.34 $983.11
Non-graduates (n=137) $0.00 $4,813.08 $503.38 $814.71
Non-participants (n=327) $0.00 $7,290.10 $614.51 $1,058.87
Total {(n=654) $0.00 $7,299.10 $621.40 $991.66

5. General Analysis Plan

The evaluation of Building Bridges included analyses of the impact of program participation and
program dosage on recidivism, employment, and successful supervision. All analyses started
with basic descriptive measures then proceeded to predetermined inferential tests for each
research question and any hypotheses or sub-research questions. Primary analysis technigques
included logistic regression, survival analysis (Cox regression), ANOVA, and post hoc tests
(contrasts and Scheffe). Results of all analyses are presented in the next chapter.
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IV. Resulls

This evaluation of the Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program was a quasi-
experimental study based on existing quantitative public records data supplemented with
specific program information for each participant. The evaluation was designed to answer the
following research questions:

«  Does the program have an effect on recidivism?
= Does the program have an effect on employment?
= Does the program have an effect on successful supervision?

Primary analyses consisted of logistic regression and Cox regression with t-tests, chi-square,
and ANOVAs where appropriate. Results for each of the primary research questions and any
sub-guestions are presented throughout this section.

1. Does the Program Have an Effect on Recidivism?

To examine how participation in Building Bridges affected recidivism, the evaluation team
collected and analyzed criminal history data from TOMIS, TJIS, HCC data, NCIC, and NFF. The
following sub-guestions were investigated:

= Does the program affect the probability of a person having a new arrest following program
application/enroliment?

«  Does the program affect the length of time until the person has a new arrest?

= Do program participants whe recidivate have less severe offenses than non-participants
whao recidivate?

1.1 Does the Program Affect the Probability of a Person Having a New Arrest
Foliowing Program Application/Enroliment?

First, analyses were conducted to examine the likelihood and length of time until offense for the
entire study period. Then, the follow-up period was limited to 2 years after application/enroliment
or prison release and the analyses were repeated. An arrest could be for either a new crime or
for a violation of supervision.

Likelihood to Recidivate

To determine how participation in Building Bridges affects recidivism, criminal history data were
examined to identify any new arrest after the date of application/enrollment in the program or, if
the individual was incarcerated at the time of application, the date of release. Of the 654
program applicants, 79 percent had a new arrest. Descriptive data show that program
participants (82%) are more likely to be re-arrested (82%) than non-participants, with those who
do not graduate from the program most likely to be re-arrested (86%) (Exhibit 1V-1).
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Proram Participants 268
Graduates 150 79%
Non-graduates 118 86%
Non-participants 250 7%
Total 518 79%

To investigate the extent to which this increase in re-arrest for program participants occurred by
chance, a logistic regression examined recidivism predicted by program participation. In the first
model, controlling for an individual's propensity to participate in the program, participation was
found to be a marginally significant predictor of re-arrest (logit coeff. = 3.44, p <.10), with
participants being 1.4 times more likely to recidivate than non-participants. An additional model
examined the potential impact on recidivism of prior incarceration, level of employment
(unemployed, part-time, or full-time) and first quarter wages after release by inserting each
covariate stepwise into the second block of the model. Prior incarceration did not significantly
contribute to the model; however, level of employment ({ogit coeff. = 1.286, p £.001 for part-time
employment; logit coeff. = .618, p <.05 for full-time employment) and wages in the first quarter
following release (logit coeff. = - 194, p £.05) both contributed significantly. Adding these
covariates into the model significantly changed the relationship between program participation
and re-arrest, such that when controlling for level of employment and first quarter wages,
participation in Building Bridges was no longer a significant predictor of the likelihood to
recidivate (Exhibit IV-2).

Predictor Exp(B)
Program participation 290 207 1.337
Propensity to participate -4.148 1.165 016™
Level of employment
Part-time employment 1.286 315 3.168™
Full-ime employment £18 272 1.855°
First quarter wages -.194 088 824

*p< .05 " p< .00

To further investigate the effect of program dosage, an identical set of logistic regressions
examined the relationship between program graduation status and re-arrest, with the
expectation that graduates of the program would be less likely to be re-arrested than non-
graduates and non-participants. In the first model, predicting re-arrest while controlling for
propensity to participate, non-graduates were found to be 1.8 times more likely to recidivate
than non-participants (logit coeff. = .614, p £.05). Graduates were not found to be significantly
more likely to be re-arrested than either non-graduates or non-participants. A second model
examined the potential impact each individual’s prior incarceration history, level of employment,
and wages by entering these covariates stepwise into the second block of the model. Prior
incarceration was not found to be a significant predictor of re-arrest. However, level of
employment was shown to contribute significantly to the model (logit coeff. = 1.295, p £.001 for
part-time employment; logit coeff. = 650, p < .05 for full-time employment), as were wages in
the first quarter following release (logit coeff. = - .186, p £.05). Adding these covariates into the
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model significantly changed the relationship between program dosage and re-arrest, such that
when controlling for level of employment and first quarter wages, program participants who did
not graduate were 1.67 times more likely to be re-arrested than non-participants {logit coeff. =
513, p £.10), while graduates were not significantly different from non-participants (Exhibit IV-
3).

Program participation
Graduates A3 241 1.147
Non-graduates 513 287 16711
Propensity to participate 4.056 1.163 o7
Level of employment
Part-time employment 1.298 316 3.652™
Full-time employment .650 274 1.916°
First quarter wages 1868 .088 830

tp< .10, ps.05 " p=< 001

Overall, these results indicate that the majority of individuals were re-arrested over the course of
the evaluation. However, program participants who dropped out of the program for reasons
other than employment (non-graduates) were more likely to be re-arrested than program
graduates or non-participants. Additionally, when controlling for first quarter earmings and the
level of employment in the first 18 months following release, the ability to predict re-arrest from
program participation or program dosage diminished considerably.

Likelihood 1o Recidivate within 2 Years

While the amount of follow-up time the data allowed for each program applicant varied, all
applicants were able to be followed for a minimum of 2 years after application/enroliment in the
program. To further examine the nature of the effect of the Building Bridges program on
recidivism, it was important to explore the likelihood of an individual being re-arrested within 2
years of program application/enroliment. For those incarcerated at the time of application, the
amount of time available after release, up to 2 years, was the basis for the analysis. Of the 654
individuals in the study, 479 were re-arrested during the 2-year follow-up period. Descriptive
data show program participants were more likely to be re-arrested than non-participants (Exhibit
V-4).

Program participants 251 7%
Graduates 140 74%
Non-graduates 111 81%
Non-participants 228 70%
Total 479 73%

First, a logistic regression compared Building Bridges participants and non-participants on re-
offense within 2 years, controlling for each individual’ s propensity to participate, with the
expectation that program participants would be less likely to be re-arrested than non-
participants. In the first model, participation was found to be a significant predictor of re-arrest
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(logit coeff. = 366, p <.05), with participants being 1.4 times more likely to recidivate within 2
years than non-participants. An additional model examined the potential impact on recidivism of
prior incarceration, level of employment, and wages by entering these covariates stepwise into
the second block of the model. Wages in the first quarter following release were not found to be
a significant predictor of re-arrest, however, prior incarceration (fogit coeff. = - 556, p £.01) and
level of employment (logit coeff. = .946, p <.001 for part-time employment) both contributed to
the model. Adding these covariates into the model significantly changed the relationship
between program participation and re-arrest within 2 years, such that when controlling for prior
incarceration and part-time employment, participation in Building Bridges was no longer a
significant predictor of the likelihood to recidivate (Exhibit [V-5).

Program participation 295 189 1.343
Propensity fo participate -3.013 1.052 .0497
Prior incarceration - .bh6 193 574"
Level of empioyment
Part-time employment 946 276 2.5757
Ful-time smployment -.024 207 976

*pg.01, "™ ps .00

To further investigate program dosage, an identical set of logistic regressions explored the
relationship between program graduation and re-arrest within 2 years, with the expectation that
graduates would be less likely to be re-arrested than non-graduates and non-participants. In the
first model, non-graduates were found to be 1.8 times more likely to recidivate than non-
participants (fogit coeff. = 595, p <.05). Graduates were not found to be significantly different
from either non-graduates or participants. An additional model examined the potential effect of
prior incarceration, level of employment, and wages by entering these covariates stepwise into
the second block of the model. While wages in the first quarter following release were not
shown to significantly contribute to the model, prior incarceration (logit coeff. = - 587, p £.01)
and level of employment (logit coeff. = .953, p £.001 for part-time employment} contributed.
Adding these covariates into the model changed the relationship, such that when controlling for
prior incarceration and part-time employment, participating in {but not completing) Building
Bridges was only a marginally significant predictor of the likelihood to recidivate (logif coeff. =
452, p < .10) (Exhibit IV-8).

Program participation
Graduates 186 220 1.204
Non-graduates A52 257 1.571t
Propensity to participate -2.945 1.051 053"
Prior incarceration - 545 494 580"
Level of employment
Part-time employment 953 277 2.593™
Fuli-time employment 008 210 1.008

tp< A0, p< .01, * p< .001
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Overall, these results indicate that the majority of individuals were re-arrested within the 2-year
follow-up period. However, program participants who dropped out of the program for reasons
other than employment (non-graduates) were more likely to be re-arrested than program
graduates or non-participants. Additionalty, when controlling for first quarter earnings and part-
time or sporadic employment in the first 18 months following release, the ability to predict re-
arrest within 2 years from program participation or program dosage diminished considerably.

1.2  Does the Program Affect the Length of Time Until the Person Has a New
Arrest?

One of the key factors in recidivism is the length of time an individual can remain without a new
arrest, either from a new crime or for a technical violation of supervision. The length of time in
days until an individual was re-arrested was examined by program participation and program
dosage. Of the 654 individuals in the study, 518 were re-arrested during the course of the study
with an average of 279 days until a new arrest (Exhibit IV-7).

Participants (n=268) 0 1251 282 276
Graduates (n=150) 0 1251 319 277
Non-graduates (n=118) 0 1210 236 270
Non-participants (n=250) 0 1646 276 330
Total (n=518) 0 1646 279 303

A preliminary analysis was conducted using an independent samples t-test to investigate the
effect of program participation on average length of time until re-arrest. Results were marginally
significant (t= 1.691, p £ .10), with those participating in the program having more time between
release and re-arrest. To examine program dosage, a one-way ANOVA examined graduation
status. Both graduates and non-graduates were not significantly different from non-participants;
however, the average length of time until re-arrest for graduates and non-graduates was
marginally different, (F = 2.513.691, p <.10), such that graduates had longer periods of lawful
behavior.

To further examine the effectiveness of the Building Bridges program, survival analyses (Cox
regression models) examined the time from application/release until a new arrest, controlling for
propensity, with the hypothesis that those in the program would take longer to recidivate. The
advantage of the survival analyses over simple t-tests and ANOVAs was the ability to censor as
necessary to allow for death, prolonged incarceration, and differing follow-up times for each
individual. In the first model, participation was not found to affect the length of time until an
individual recidivated, when controlling for propensity. A subsequent model examined the effect
on level of employment, history of prior incarceration, and wages entered stepwise into the
second block of the model. While wages in the first quarter following release did not contribute
to the model, prior incarceration (fogit coeff. = - 222, p < .05) and level of employment (fogit
coeff. = 435, ps .001 for part-time employment) were significant contributors. Adding these
covariates into the model did not significantly alter the effect of program participation, such that
program participation did not significantly predict length of time until re-arrest (Exhibit IV-8). The
survival function, controlling for first quarter wages and prior incarceration, is displayed in
Exhibit IV-9.
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Program participation
Propensity participate -2.160 458 4157
Prior incarceration -.222 083 801"
Level of employment
Parttime employment 435 7 1.546™
Fuil-time employment -.121 107 886

“p< .05, ™ ps 001

Exhibit IV-9: Survival Curve for Predicting Length of Time in Days until Re-Arrest by
Program Participation

Sutvival Function for patterns 1+ 2

traaimant group

0.8

0B

G0 —

T T T T i
0 500 1008 1500 2000

days since application/enroliment/releasa

To understand more thoroughly the impact of the program dosage on the amount of time until
an individual is re-arrested, the above analysis was repeated comparing graduates, non-
graduates, and non-participants. The results of the Cox regression model show that non-
graduates are 1.4 times as likely to recidivate more quickly than either non-participants (logit
coeff. = 256, p < .05) or graduates {Jogit coeff. = .336, p < .01). Graduates were not shown to
be significantly different from non-participants. An additional model controlled for first quarter
wages, level of employment, and prior incarceration by entering these covariates stepwise into
the second block. While wage was not a predictor, prior incarceration (logit coeff. = -.199, p <
.05) and level of employment (Jogit coeff. = 461, p < .001 for part-time employment) were found
to be significant contributors to the model. Adding these covariates decreased the odds ratio
and significance of the participation variable (fogit coeff. = .256, p = .05), suggesting that the
effect of the program on time to recidivate seen in the non-graduates can be partly accounted
for by prior incarceration history and part-time employment (Exhibit IV-10). The survival function,
controlling for level of employment and prior incarceration, is displayed in Exhibit IV-11.
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Program participation
Graduates -034 109 967
Non-graduates 256 116 1.291
Propensity to participate -2.132 460 419
Prior incarceration -.199 093 820
Level of employment
Part-time employment 461 118 1.586™
Full-time employmert - 066 109 936

“p< 05, p< 001

Exhibit iV-11: Survival Curve for Predicting Length of Time in
Days Until Re-Arrest by Program Dosage
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The average amount of time to recidivate did not significantly differ between program
participants and non-participants, although non-graduates were more likely to recidivate at a
faster pace than non-participants and graduates. However, it appears that the effect of the
program on time to recidivate seen in the non-graduates can be partly accounted for by the
individual’s prior incarceration history and part-time employmeni.

1.3 Do Program Participants Who Recidivate Have Less Severe Offenses Than
Non-Participants Who Recidivate?

While not available for every offense for each individual in the study, it was important to
investigate the seriousness of offenses, when possible, to determine if program participants had
less severe offenses following Building Bridges. Of the 654 individuals in the study, 518 re-
offended during the course of the study with an average of 3.4 misdemeanors per person and
1.39 felonies per person (Exhibits IV-12 and [V-13).
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artlipants (n=268)

0 . .
Graduates (n=150) 0 24 3.15 339
Non-graduates (n=118) 0 27 492" 4.70
Non-participants (n=250) 0 23 2.85 3.33
Total (n=518) 0 27 3.41 3.79

< 001

n=268)

10

137

1.71

Participants ( 0
Graduates {n=150) 0 B 1.11 1.52
Non-graduates {n=118) 0 10 1.70" 1.89
Non-parficipants (n=250) 0 10 1.42 1.88
Total (n=518) 0 10 1.39 1.79

“p< 01

A multivariate ANOVA examined the impact of program participation on seriousness of offense
for those who were re-arrested during the course of the evaluation with the expectation that
program participants would have fewer and less severe offenses (misdemeanors and felonies)
than non-participants who were re-arrested. The average number of misdemeanors was found
to be significantly higher for those who participated in the program (F= 10.54, p < .001} while
the average number of felonies was not found to differ significantly. To further investigate the
effect of program dosage, a multivariate ANOVA examined whether graduates of the program
had fewer {elonies and misdemeanors than non-graduates and non-participants. Overall,
graduate status was shown to have an effect on severity of offense for both misdemeanors (F =
12.633, p <.001) and felonies (F = 3.365, p £.05). The post hoc test showed that both the
average number of misdemeanors and felonies committed by non-graduates were significantly
higher than those committed by non-participants (C= 1.732, p<.001 and C = .565, p< .01,
respectively). Graduates were not found to have significantly different numbers of
misdemeanors or felonies than either non-graduates or non-participants.

For all individuals re-arrested over the course of the evaluation, those who participated in the
program but dropped out for any reason other than employment (non-graduates} had a greater
numbers of misdemeanors and felonies than those who did not.

1.4 The Effects of Building Bridges on Recidivism

The majority of the individuals in the study recidivated during the course of the evaluation, with
those who participated in the program but did not graduate being more likely to be re-arrested
than graduates or non-participants. Non-graduates were more likely to be re-arrested sooner
than graduates or non-participants. Limiting the time period to the 2 years immediately following
program application/enroliment or prison release, a majority of the individuals recidivated, again
with non-graduates being more likely to be re-arrested and re-arrested sooner. Additionally,
non-graduates were more likely to be re-arrested for a greater number of felonies and
misdemeanors than graduates or non-participants.
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- 2. Does the Program Have an Effect on Employment?

Reflecting a primary goal of the program, the ability of participants to gain employment and be
employed at stable jobs is a key indicator of program effectiveness. To examine how
participation in the program affects employment, wage history data from the Tennessee
Department of Labor and Workforce Development were analyzed to answer the following sub-
guestions:

» Does program participation affect employment status or level of income?

= Does program participation affect the length of time from release until employment?

= Does program participation affect participant use of/efigibility for public assistance in the first
18 months after release?

Following are the results of the analyses by sub-question and a brief summary of the findings.

---------- 2.1 Does the Program Affect Employment Status or Level of Income?

The extent to which program participation affected ability to gain employment was investigated
and the level of employment participants were able to secure was explored. Income level and
how it differed by program participation also was examined.

L Securing Employment

To determine the effect of Building Bridges on the ability of individuals to secure employment,
any reported wages above zero in the labor data were interpreted as an individual finding a job.
Five hundred (77%) of the 654 individuals obtained employment prior to the end of the study
with 83 percent of program participants finding a job as opposed to 70 percent of non-
participants (Exhibit 1V-14).

Programartlmpans 2 o % .'

Graduaies 171 91%
Non-graduates 100 73%
Non-participants 229 70%
Total 500 7%

To investigate likelihcod to be employed, a logistic regression compared Building Bridges
participants and non-participants on employment, controlling for their propensity to participate in
the program, with the expectation that those in the program would be more likely to find a job. In
the first model, participation, controlling for propensity, was found to be a significant predictor of
employment (fogit coeff. = 751, p < .001), with participants being 2.1 times more likely to obtain
a job than non-participants. An additional model examined the potential impact of prior
incarceration and prior felonies on the relationship between program participation and
employment by inserting these covariates into the second block of the model in a stepwise
fashion. A felonious criminal history was expected to decrease the likelihood of an individual
securing employment. The number of prior felonies was not found to be a significant predictor of
employment while prior incarceration did contribute to the model (logit coeff. = - .462, p < .05).
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Adding this covariate into the model did not change the relationship between program
participation and employment (fogit coeff. = .696, p < .001) (Exhibit IV-15).

Program participation
Propensity to participate 2151 1.052 B.556°
Prior incarceration - 462 199 830"
“p< .05, "™ p<g 001

To further investigate the effect of program dosage on an individual’s likelihood to secure
employment, an identical set of logistic regressions investigated graduation status and
employment with the expectation that graduates would be more likely to find a job than non-
graduates. In the first model, controlling for propensity, graduates were found to be 4 times
more likely to be employed than non-participants (logit coeff. = 1.397, p < .001) and 3.4 times
more likely to be employed than non-graduates (fogit coeff. = 1.231, p £.001). Non-graduates
and non-participants were not found to be significantly different from each other (logit coeff. =
.079, p > .05). An additional model examined the potential impact of prior incarceration and prior
felonies on the relationship between program dosage and employment by entering them
stepwise into the second block. Only prior incarceration was shown to significantly contribute to
the model (fogit coeff. = -.512, p < .05). The addition of this covariate to the model did not
change the relationship between program graduation and employment (logit coeff. = 1.356, p =
.001), suggesting that graduates are more likely to be employed even when controlling for prior
incarceration (Exhibit IV-18).

licto
Program participation
Graduates 1.356 277 3.882™
Non-graduates 079 232 1.082
Propensity to participate 1.983 1.083 7.261
Prior incarceration - 512 202 599

*p£.05 ™ p< .001

Overall, those who participated in the program were more likely to be employed than those who
did not participate; those who graduated from the program were more likely to be employed
than participants who did not graduate.

Employment Level

To further investigate the effect of program participation and dosage on employment, level of
employment was examined. For the first 18 months after program participation, if the individual
had reported wages of at least $2,343.25 (35 hours/week at the Federal minimum wage), he or
she was considered employed full-time; if the individual had reported wages between $0 and
$2,343.25, he or she was considered to be employed part-time or sporadicaily. If no wages
were reported during the time period of interest, it was assumed the individual was either
unemployed or incarcerated. These levels of employment were compared by first studying
program participation and then program dosage (Exhibit [V-17).
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Participants 81 ) . .
Graduates 33 17.4% 45 23.7% 112 58.9%
Non-graduates 48 35.0% 4 29.9% 48 35.0%
Non-participants 149 45.6% 72 22.0% 106 32.4%
Total 230 35.2% 158 24.2% 266 40.7%

A chi-square test examined the number of individuals employed at a particular status
{unemployed, part-time, or full-time) to determine if there was a significant difference in percent
of program participants and non-participants for employment status. Of those who participated
in the program, a greater number were employed either part-time or full-time and fewer were
unemployed. This result was statistically significant (x° (2, n = 654) = 32.31, p<.001). To
investigate program dosage, an additional chi-square examining the differences among
graduates, non-graduates, and non-participants also showed significant differences such that
graduates were more likely to be employed full-time (¢ (4, n = 654) = 51.85, p<.001).

An independent-samples t-test examined whether participants in the Building Bridges program
had higher employment levels than non-participants. The results were statistically significant (t =
- 5.61, p <.001), with those participating in the program having higher employment levels than
non-participants. A one-way ANOVA examined whether the average level of employment during
the first 18 months following release differed by program dosage. Graduates were employed at
significantly higher levels than both non-graduates and non-participants (F = 25.98, p < .001).
Non-graduates and non-participants were not significantly different (Exhibits iV-18 and 1V-19).

Average level of employment aiter program
<001

Average level of employment after program
Graduates/Non-graduates A18™ 094
Graduates/Non-participants 547" 076
Non-graduates/Non-participants Rk 085

=< 001

Qverali, participants in the Building Bridges program were, on average, more likely to be
employed at a higher level than those who did not participate in the program. Graduates of the
program were more likely to be employed full-time or part-time than either non-graduates or
non-participants.
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Income Level

The final measures used in examining the relationship between program participation and
employment were participant income during the first quarter after release, the first 18 months
after release (average and sum), and the total time after release (average and sum).
Additionally, to determine if program dosage had an impact, graduates, non-graduates, and
non-participants also were compared. Exhibit [V-20 shows the summed and averaged wages
per participant graduation status.

first g m 15 ; i gra

Participants $940.43 $5,225.00 $870.8 $11,038.66 $802.93
Graduates $1,211.65 $6,799.84 $1,133.31 $13,726.13 $1,044.52
Non-graduates $566.27 $3,040.91 $506.82 $7,311.52 $469.65
Non-participants $593.06 $3,220.64 $538.27 $8,192.44 $607.39
Total average $766.48 $4,207.32 $704.55 $9,615.55 $705.01

Independent-samples t-tests examined income by program participation with the expectation
that participants would have higher income levels. Income was examined during the first quarter
after release, the first 18 months after release (average and sum), and the total time after
release (average and sum). All comparisons were found to be statistically significant, with those
who participated in the program earning more wages. ANOVAs further examined the effect of
program dosage on income level with the expectation that graduates would earn more money
than non-graduates or non-participants. On all measures of income, graduates earned
significantly more than both non-graduates and non-participants. Non-graduates and non-
participants were not significantly different on any of the income measures (Exhibits 1V-21 and
V-22).

riable
Total wages in first quarter 2 16.601°
Total wages in first 18 months 2 21.620™
Average wage/quarter in first 18 months 2 21.620™
Total wages after program 2 9.278™
Average wage/quarter after program 2 14.086™

s 001




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.

CALIBER

Sty Sonenny Chattancoga Endeavors Buikling Bridges Program Evaluation: Outcomes Heport

Total wages in first quarter
Graduates/Non-graduates 645.386™ 141474
Graduates/Non-participants 618.592™ 115.207
Non-graduates/Non-participants -26.794 128.317
Total wages in first 18 months
Graduates/Non-graduates 3758,925™ 718.260
Graduates/Non-pardticipants 3570196 584.574
Non-graduates/Non-participants - 188.729 652.183
Average wage/quarter in first 18 months
Graduates/Non-graduates 626.488™ 119.710
Graduates/Non-participants 585.033™ 97.429
Non-graduates/Non-participants - 31.455 108.697
Total wages after program
Graduates/Non-graduates 6414.614™ 1764.674
Graduates/Nor-participants 5533.693™ 1436.224
Non-graduates/Non-participants - §80.921 1602.332
Average wage/quarier after program
Graduate/Non-graduate 574 .870™ 120.501
Graduate/Non-participant 437.132™ 98.128
Nen-graduate/Non-participant -137.738 109.294

o< 001

Compared to non-graduates and non-participants, Building Bridges program graduates secured
higher income levels during the first quarter after program enroliment, the first 18 months after
enrollment, and the total time after enroilment.

2.2 Does the Program Affect the Length of Time from Release Until
Employment?

In addition to investigating the likelihood of securing employment, it was important to determine
the length of time it took each individual to be employed with the expectation that program
participants, particularly graduates, would be employed sooner than non-participants. Given the
structure of the labor data, time was measured in quarters and individuals were considered
employed if they earned any income during a quarter. Five hundred individuals obtained
employment prior to the end of the study with participants staying unemployed for approximately
8 months and non-participants staying unemployed for approximately 10 months (Exhibit IV-23).

pants (n=271) 1 Bt
Graduates (n=171) 1 16 238" 2.61
Nen-graduates (n=100} 1 20 3.01 3.06
Non-participants (n=228) 1 15 324 313
Total (n=500) 1 20 2.90 297

**p<.001
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Preliminary analyses included an independent-samples t-test examining average length of time
until employment by program participation. Participants secured employment in less time than
non-paricipants (t= 4.141, p £ .001). A one-way ANOVA examining average time until
employment by program dosage showed that graduates were employed significantly quicker
than non-graduates and non-participants (F = 16.27, p < .001). Non-graduates and non-
participants were not significantly different in the number of guarters before they were employed
(Exhibits IV-24 and IV-25).

Quarters untit employment
»*p< 001

Quarters untii employment
Graduates/Non-graduates - 17.352™ 4476
Graduates/Non-participants - 20.360™ 3.645
Non-graduates/Non-pariicipants - 3.008 4.060

Sps 001

Primary analyses included Cox regression models {(survival analyses) examining the time in
quarters from application/release until an individual found employment, with the hypothesis that
those in the program would take less time to secure a job. In the first model, controlling for
propensity to participate, program participation was found to affect the length of time until an
individual was employed with program participants being 1.4 times more likely to secure a job at
a faster rate than non-participants (logit coeff. = .369, p < .001). A subsequent model
investigated the impact of an individual's prior incarceration history and prior felonies on the
ability to secure employment by entering these covariates stepwise into the second block of the
model. Neither prior felonies nor prior incarceration contributed to the mode! {(Exhibits 1V-26 and
V-27).

| {ogram pammptin .69 .D 1 6
Propensity to participate 1.328 516 3.774"
*ps.01,™ps<.001
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Exhibit 1V-27: Survwai Curve for Predicting Length of Time in Quarters Until Employment
by Program Participation
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To understand more thoroughly the impact of program dosage on the amount of time until an
individual is employed, the above analysis was repeated using graduation status, controlling for
propensity to participate. The resulis of the Cox regression model show that graduates are 1.8
times more likely to find employment at a faster rate than either non-participants (/ogit coeff. =
5765, p <.001) or non-graduates (logit coeff. = .477, p < .001). A subseguent model
investigated prior incarceration history and prior felonies by entering these covariates stepwise
into the second block. Neither prior felonies nor prior incarceration contributed to the model

(Exhibits IV-28 and IV-29).

Program partmupataon
Graduates 576 102 1.779™
Non-graduates 009 120 1.104
Propensity to participate 1.144 511 3.140°

“p<.05 7 p< 001
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Exhibit IV-29: Survival Curve for Predicting Length of Time in Quarters Until Employment
by Program Dosage
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The average amount of time to employment differed significantly between program participants
and non-participants, with Building Bridges participants securing work at faster rates. Graduates
were employed significantly faster than either non-graduates or non-participants. Prior
incarceration and prior felonies were not shown to affect the time until employment.

2.3 Does Program Participation Affect Participant Use of/Eligibility for Public
Assistance In the First 18 Months After Release?

As an employment program, participation in Building Bridges was expected to have an impact
on an individual's eligibility for and use of public assistance. Each individual's use of Food
Stamps and their use of Families First {the Tennessee TANF program) were examined along
with the number of days they were eligible to participate in Tennessee’s Medicaid program,
TennCare. All analyses controlled for gender, as many public programs restrict benefit eligibility
based upon applicant sex. Descriptive statistics indicated that participants seem more likely to
use public assistance than non-participants (Exhibit 1V-30). This effect for each type of public
assistance is discussed in the following sections. All subsequent models control for each
individual's propensity to participate in the program as a covariate.

Participants
Graduates 57% 87% 0% 36% 2% 18%
Non-graduates 51% 74% 2% 36% 1% 10%
Non-participants 42% 67% 1% 23% 2% 1%
Total 48% 75% 1% 28% 2% 13%
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rood Stamps
Logistic regressions examined the relationship between participating in Building Bridges and the
likelihood of using Food Stamps. Program participants were shown to be 1.7 times more likely
to have used Food Stamps in the first 18 months following enroliment (logit coeff. = 546, p <
.001). Both gender and wages in the first 18 months foliowing enroliment were expected to
significantly affect the relationship between program participation and Food Stamp use and they
were entered stepwise into the second block of an additional model. Females were shown to be
almost three times more likely than males to use Food Stamps (logit coeff. = 1.073, p £ .001).
The addition of this covariate to the model did not change the relationship between Food Stamp
use and program participation (fogit coeff. =.582, p <.001), suggesting there is an effect
regardless of gender. Wages also were expected to co-vary with Food Stamp use; however,
wages in the first 18 months did not contribute to the modet (Exhibit IV-31).

Predict
Program Participation
Propensity to Participate 2176 961 8.809°
Gender 1.115 .355 2.925™

“p< 05, p< 001

To examine further the effect of program dosage, these models were repeated with an
individual's graduation status. Graduates were two times as likely as non-participants to use
Food Stamps (logit coeff. = 2.02, p < .001). Although only marginally significant, non-graduates
were 1.4 times as likely to use Food Stamps as non-participants (logit coeff. = .342, p < .10}.
Women were found to be aimost three times as likely as men to use Food Stamps while wages
in the first 18 months after the program did not significantly contribute to the model. Controlling
for gender did not significantly affect the relationship between graduation status and the use of
Food Stamps (Exhibit [V-32).

redict

Program Participation
Graduates 127 195 2.069™
Non-graduates 392 212 1.480t
Propensity to Participate 2.124 964 8.363
Gender 1.068 205 2.910™

tp< .10, *p< .05 ** p< 001
Families First

A logistic regression examined the relationship between Building Bridges participation and use
of Families First. Building Bridges program participation was not shown to be significantly
related to the use of Families First. Given the programmatic restrictions of TANF, women, as
expected, were shown to be 36 times more likely to use welfare than men (logit coeff. = 3.59, p
£ .001) while wages did not contribute to the model. To examine program dosage and use of
welfare, the models were repeated with graduation status. Program dosage did not have a
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significant relationship with Families First benefit use even when controlling for gender and
wages.

TennCare

Logistic regressions also examined the effect of participation in the program on an individual’s
eligibility for Medicaid. Program participation was not shown to be significantly related to
TennCare eligibility. Given the eligibility requirements, women were shown to be 11 times more
likely to be eligible for Medicaid than men (logit coeff. = 2.409, p £ .001); however, wages did
not significantly contribute to the model. To determine if dosage may have affected an
individual's eligibility, identical logistic regression examined eligibility by graduation status.
There was no significant relationship between program dosage and eligibility for TennCare.

Only the use of Food Stamps was shown to be significantly related to program participation,
with more graduates and non-graduates using Food Stamps than non-participants. Neither the
use of Families First nor TennCare eligibility was shown to differ by program participation. As
expected, women were, on average, more likely to use Food Stamps and welfare and be
eligible for Medicaid.

2.4  The Effects of Building Bridges on Employment

Participants in the Building Bridges program were more likely to be employed, and employed at
higher levels, than those who did not participate. Graduates were more successful, as they were
more likely to be employed than non-graduates. They were alsc more likely to be employed full-
time or part-time than either non-graduates or non-participants. Those who graduated from the
program had higher wages during the first quarter after release, the first 18 months after
release, and the total time after release than non-graduates and non-participants. Building
Bridges participants also secured work at faster rates, with graduates of the program employed
significantly faster than either non-graduates or non-participants. For the investigation of public
assistance use, graduates as well as non-graduates were more likely to use food stamps than
non-participants however there was no relationship between program participation and Families
First or TennCare

3. Does the Program Have an Effect on Successful Supervision?

To determine if the Building Bridges program had an effect on the successful completion of
supervision, the evaluation examined criminal justice data on probation, parole, and
incarceration gathered from TOMIS. The investigation focused on the following sub-questions:
= Does program participation lead to increased successful completion of supervision?

« Does program participation affect the length of time from release until the person violates
supervision?

= Does employment mitigate the effect of program participation on successful completion of
supervision?

= Does successful supervision have an effect on future recidivism?

The following sections present the results by sub-quastion as well as a brief summary of the
findings.
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3.1 Does Program Partlclpatmn Lead 1o Increased Successful Completion of
Supervision?

To investigate successful completion of supervision, participants on parole, probation,
community supervision, or incarcerated at the time of application were followed through their
supervision history to determine if they violated supervision. A violation was defined as (1)
moving from probation, parole, or community supervision to incarceration or escape or (2)
moving from incarceration to escape. Of the 344 study participants on supervision at the time of
their application or enrollment in the program, approximately 52 percent subsequently violated
their supervision over the course of the study (Exhibit IV-33).

Graduates 54 46%

Non-graduates 3 54%
Non-participants 95 56%
Total 180 52%

Successful completion of supervision was investigated using logistic regression by examining
the relationship between program participation and supervision violation while controlling for
each participant’s propensity scores. Those who had attended Buifding Bridges were expected
to be less likely to violate their supervision than those who had not. Results indicated that
participants who attended the program were no less likely to violate supervision than those who
did not attend Building Bridges (logit coeff. = -.263, p > .05).

Subsequent models allowed the addition of other potential covariates into the model to
determine if they would affect the relationship between program participation and supervision
violation. In the first two models, participant’s history of incarceration and criminal history were
investigated while the last model looked at participant’s supervision history, with all covariates
being added stepwise into the second block. In the first model, history of prior felonies
contributed significantly {logit coeff. = .199, p < .001) while prior incarceration did not; however,
the addition of the covariates did not change the program participation and supervision violation
relationship. In the second model, both prior incarceration (logit coeff. = 510, p < .05) and prior
misdemeanors (logif coeff. = .066, p <.001) contributed to the model, however, they did not
alter the relationship between program participation and supervision violation. In the final model,
both prior probation (fogit coeff. = 1.060, p < .01) and prior incarceration (logif coeff. = 704, p <
.01) contributed to the model while also changing the relationship of program participation and
supervision violation. Program participation was marginally significant (fogit coeff. = -.407, p <
.10) in predicting supervision violation such that program participants were .666 times more
likely to violate their supervision than comparison participants when controlling for prior
supervision history and propensity to participate in the program (Exhibit 1V-34).
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roensity prtlcmte

Program participation -407 239
Prior incarceration 704 261 2.023"
Prior probation 1.060 337 2.886"

tpg.10,"p< .01, ™ p= 001

To investigate this effect further, an identical set of models examined participant graduation
status to assess the effect of program dosage on supervision. In the first model, the same
pattern emerged with graduation status having no effect on supervision violation, when
controlling for propensity to participate {logif coeff. = -.365, p >.05). However, the subsequent
models did reveal program effects. When prior felonies and prior incarceration were added, prior
felonies significantly contributed (logit coeff. = .199, p < .001) while prior incarceration did not
and the relationship between graduation status and supervision remained the same. When prior
misdemeanors and prior incarceration were added, prior misdemeanors contributed (logit coeff.
=.065, p £.001) as did prior incarceration (logit coeff. = 525, p < .05); however, graduation
status could not significantly predict supervision. The final model investigating supervision
history included prior incarceration and prior probation. Both prior probation (fogit coeff. = 1.068,
p < .01) and prior incarceration (logit coeff. = 729, p £ .01) contributed to the model, thereby
significantly changing the effect of graduation status and supervision. When controlling for
propensity and prior supervision history, graduates were .59 times as likely to violate
supervision as comparison (non-participants) (fogit coeff. = -.535, p < .05). There was no
difference between non-graduates and comparison (logit coeff. = -.151, p > .05) (Exhibit IV-35).

edicto
Propensity to participate -5.241 1.358
Program dosage
(Graduates -.535 264 586
Non-Graduates -.151 329 .860
Prior incarceration 729 263 2.073"
Prior probation 1.069 .338 2.9147

"p< .05, 7 p< 01, ™ p< 001

3.2 Does Program Participation Affect the Length of Time from Release Until
the Person Violates Supervision?

To investigate the length of time from application/enroliment/release to supetrvision violation
(Exhibit 1V-386), a survival analysis (Cox regression) examined time in days until failure
(supervision violation), controlling for propensity, with the expectation that program participants
would violate at a slower pace. There was no effect of program participation on days to
recidivate.
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Participants
Graduates (n=118) 59 2125 751 487
Non-graduates {n=57) 24 2181 749 542
Non-participants (n=169) 4 2296 750 518

Subsequent models allowed the addition of the same covariates as the overali likelihood to
violate models in order to determine if they would change the relationship between program
participation and the length of time until supervision violation. in the first two models,
participant's history of incarceration and criminal history were investigated while the last model
fooked at participant’s supervision history. In the first model, history of prior felonies significantly
contributed (fogit coeff. = . 109, p < .001) while prior incarceration did not; however, the addition
of the covariates did not change the program participation and length of time until supervision
violation relationship. In the second model, both prior incarceration (logit coeff. = 360, p <.05)
and prior misdemeanors (logit coeff. = 040, p £ .001) contributed to the model; however, they
did not alter the relationship between program participation and length of time until supervision
violation. In the final model, both prior probation (fogit coeff. = .838, p =.001) and prior
incarceration (fogit coeff. = 501, p <.01) contributed to the model while aiso significantly
changing the relationship between program participation and length of time until supervision
violation. Program participation significantly predicted (Jogit coeff. = - .312, p < .05) length of
time until supervision violation such that those who participated in at least some of the program
were .732 times as likely to violate supervision sooner than comparison partticipants when
controlling for prior supervision history and propensity (Exhibits IV-37 and V-38).

Program participation

Propensity to participate -3.077 .804 046™
Prior incarceration 501 183 1.650"
Prior probation 839 241 23137

“p< .05, ” ps.Of, ™ p<.001
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Exhibit IV-38: Survival Curve for Predicting Length of Time in Days Until Supervision
Violation by Program Participation (n=344)
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To investigate this effect further, an identical set of models examined participant graduation
status to determine the relationship between program dosage and length of time until
supervision violation. The basic model showed the same pattern indicating that graduation
status could not predict length of time until violation when only controlling for participant’s
propensity scores (fogit coeff. = - .225, p >.05). Subsequent models pulling in the same
covariates showed similar resuits. Prior felonies contributed significantly (logit coeff. = . 111, p £
.001) while prior incarceration did not and the relationship between graduation status and fength
of time untif supervision violation remained the same (logit coeff. = - .256, p > .05). In the third
model, prior misdemeanors {logit coeff. = .040, p < .001) and prior incarceration (logit coeff. =
.363, p £.05) both contributed; however, graduation status could not significantly predict length
of time until supervision violation. The final model investigated supervision history including prior
incarceration and prior probation. Both prior probation {logit coeff. = .851, p £.001) and prior
incarceration (logit coeff. = 519, p £.01) contributed to the model, thereby significantly changing
the effect of graduation status in predicting length of time until supervision violation. When
controlling for propensity and prior supervision history, graduates were .67 times as likely to
violate supervision sooner than non-participants (logit coeff. = - .395, p £ .05). There was no

difference between non-graduates and non-participants (fogit coeff. = - .152, p > .05) {Exhibits
V-39 and 1V-40).

‘Predictor
Program dosage
Graduales ~.395 A76 B4
Non-Graduates -152 211 859
Propensity to participate -3.086 .808 046™
Prior incarceration 519 184 1.680"
Prior probation 851 241 2.343"

*ps.05, % pg.01, ™ p2.001
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Exhibit 1V-40: Survival Curve for Predicting Length of Time in Days Until Supervision
Viclation by Program Dosage (n=344)
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3.3 Does Employment Mitigate the Effect of Program Participation on
Successful Compiletion of Supervision?

Given that Building Bridges was designed to assist ex-offenders with gaining meaningful
employment, it was important to determine how employment status mediated the effect of
program participation on successful completion of supervision. Examination of this effect
involved entering employment status (unemployed, part-time or sporadic employment, and full-
time employment) into the second block of a logistic regression predicting supervision violation
from program dosage (graduation status) while controlling for propensity. Due to the clear effect
of program dosage on supervision violation and the lack of effect for program participation, the
analyses were conducted using only participant’s graduation status. Employment status
marginally affected the relationship between graduation status and supervision violation such
that graduates were .64 times as likely to violate supervision compared to non-participants (fogit
coeff. = - 447, p < .10) and non-graduates were not significantly different from non-participants
{logit coeff. = - 201, p > .05) when controlling for employment status. A similar logistic
regression showed that graduates were not significantly different from non-graduates (logit
coeff. = - 311, p > .05) when controlling for employment status (Exhibit [V-41).

Program dosag

e
Graduates - 447 266 6401
Non-Graduates -201 .328 818
Propensity to participate -5.202 1.389 006™
Employment
Employed part-time/ sporadically 1.261 330 3.530™
Employed full-time 133 276 1.143

fp<.10,” p<.06, = p<.01, ** p <.001
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fn addmon average wage over the f:rs’t 18 months following release was expected to have an
impact on the relationship between program dosage and supervision violation. Examination of
this effect involved entering the average wage earned for 18 months after enroliment divided by
1000 as a covariate stepwise into the second block of a logistic regression predicting
supetrvision violation by program dosage while controlling for propensity. Average wage did not
contribute significantly to the relationship between program dosage and supervision violation.

3.4 Does Successful Supervision Have an Effect on Future Recidivism?

Successful supervision was expected to have an effect on the relationship between program
dosage and recidivism. However, due to the manner in which the data allowed for a definition of
successful supervision (i.e., supetrvision violation), and the theoretical relationship between
recidivism and violation, this relationship could not be investigated thoroughly. The first arrest in
the recidivism data may or may not have been the reason for the supervision violation and the
data did not allow for segregating only arrests after completion of successful supervision.
Therefore, it would be expected that supervision violation would predict recidivism however the
interpretation of the effect would be inconclusive.

3.5 The Effects of Building Bridges on Supervision

Overall, it appears that the program does have an effect on reducing supervision viclation when
controlling for prior supervision history or employment status such that graduates were less
likely to violate supervision. Additionally, those who did violate tended to viclate sooner if they
were not a program participant, which shows that although the program is affecting supervision,
it affects the likelihood of successfully completing supervision differently for different types of
people,

H4
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\I C@st-Beneﬁt Analysis

Cost-benefit analysis is an empirical approach designed to measure the economic impact of
government intervention into private markets. It is a “broad general approach” (Rothenberg.
1975, p. 55) used to quantify “in monetary terms the value of all policy consequences to all
members of society” (Boardman, Greenberg, Vining, & Weimer, 2001, p. 2). A cost-benefit
analysis compares program costs to program benefits in order to estimate the program’s impact
on net social welfare. This cost-benefit analysis of Building Bridges defines costs as all costs
associated with providing services to Building Bridges clients. These costs include in-house
program costs as well as costs accruing to community partners. Program benefits span two
domains: (1) averted costs to crime victims and (2) averted costs to public agencies.

The cost-benefit analysis has three components. In the first part, we evaluated Building Bridges
effectiveness with regard to: (1) improving labor market participation, (2) reducing the
prevalence of any new arrest for any offense, (3) reducing the number of new arrests, (4)
reducing the prevalence of any new conviction for any offense, and (5) reducing the number of
new convictions. In the second part, we estimate the costs of Building Bridges compared to
“business as usual” for eligible ex-prisoners. In the third part, we estimate program benefits,
which are measured as savings from reduced costs of victimization, and reduced costs of
investigating, arresting, processing, and incarcerating convicted offenders as well as improved
functioning, as measured by increased wages.

We tested the following hypotheses:

»  Building Bridges clients earmed higher wages than non-clients,
= Building Bridges clients avoided arrest and conviction longer than non-participants.

= Given the number of crimes prevented from Building Bridges clients and the increased
wages of Building Bridges clients, the benefits of Building Bridges outweigh the costs.

1. Cost Data Collection

Cost data were collected through a review of tax returns and semi-structured interviews with
Building Bridges staff during site visits in 2004 and 2005.

Cost data collection began with a review of budget data for fiscal years (FY) 2000, 2001, 2002,
and 2003. These data were filed by Chattancoga Endeavors, Inc. to the Internal Revenue
Service, and included information about program costs and numbers of offenders enrolled.
Next, interviews with Building Bridges staff allowed a determination of how costs were allocated
across cost domains and whether Building Bridges resources represented new costs or
replaced other funds. In general, the cost collection interviews were designed to:

=« Validate the data contained in the reconciled project budgets.

= ldentify any partners, subcontractors, Building Bridges services, or other Building Bridges
related expenditures that were associated with the Building Bridges program, but were not
included in the Building Bridges budget (such as cost-sharing arrangements or in-kind
contributions).

» |dentify unit prices of services, where available; identify quantity of services delivered, where
available; or, in the absence of those data, identify average cost.
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Addliaonatly, the evaEuatuon team mtervzewed probation and parole officers in Chattanooga
during a site visit in March 2005 to identify what services were provided to the comparison
group under the business as usual scenario, i.e., what services alternative to Building Bridges
were available to non-participants. After subsequent research, it was concluded that the existing
alternatives, such as the Southeast Career Center, do not provide services comparable to
Building Bridges. That fact, along with the requirement for inmates in Tennessee to have a job
or job training program placement before release from prison to parole (Tennessee Board of
Probation and Parole, 2006), led to the conclusion that the comparison group of offenders did
not consume program resources, which would have assigned costs.”

1.1 Total Program Costs by Type and Year

Semi-structured interviews with program staff found that, on average, a Building Bridges client
received 140 hours of pre-training, preparation, and skills training (Building Bridges Curricufum),
20 hours of substance abuse training, and 10 hours of education. This training included
classroom instruction for producing personalized performance plans for job exploration and
other skills. The substance abuse program adopted the Gorsky-CENPS model to try to defuse
patterns leading to such abuse, and education was designed to develop literacy skills, helping
clients attain a GED, and computer training. Based on the distribution of hours for each activity,
costs were allocated. Exhibit V-1 shows costs for the program from FY 2000 to FY 2003. Costs
for clients enrolled prior to July 2000 were not available. Employment and aftercare line items
represent job placement assistance and follow-up sessions after program completion,
respectively (Chattanooga Endeavors, Inc., 2004).

As the program expanded, its costs rose steadily. In constant 2004 doliars, costs went from
$253,825 in FY 2000 to $450,664 in FY 2003, representing an increase of 78 percent. Costs
rose in ali domains, driven in large part by the increase in grant funds (the largest source is
Bureau of Justice Assistance Byrne discretionary grants).

Recruiting $32,091 $38,756 $56,371 357,080
Training $80,225 $§77511 | $112,740 | $114,118
Core program | $64,180 $62,009 $90,192 $91,295
Substance abuse |  $8,022 $7,751 $11,274 $11,412
Education program $8,022 $7.751 $11,274 $11.412

Employment $32,091 $38,756 $56,371 $57,060
Affercare 316,045 $38,756 $56,371 $57,0680
Overhead $93,373 $104677 | $144.459 | $165,366
TOTAL $253,825 $298,456 | $426,311 $450,664

Source: Forms 990 for Chattanooga Endeavors, Inc. for FY 20002003,
and Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapoiis, Consumer Price index (Estimate), 1800-2006.

' In other words, we assumed that comparison group offenders either obtained jobs (consuming ne public resources)
or were otherwise not engaged in a program.
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1.2  Number of Clients by Service and Year

Program enrollment by service type varied by year (Exhibit V-2). The total number of clients
served increased from 121 enrolled in FY 2000 to 179 in FY 2003. The number of clients who
were recruited is much larger than other fields, as many prisoners were approached about
program participation but only a portion enrolled in the program. Over the course of the sample
period, from FY 2000 to FY 2003, the yield rate of Building Bridges (the percentage who was
recruited who eventually enrolled in the program) increased steadily from 24 percent to 45
percent, due to a combination of increasing numbers of participants and declining numbers
recruited.

ering 500

Training
Core program 7 86 108 85
Substance abuse 71 20 88 50
Education program 71 35 74 18

Employment 71 66 73 85
Aftercare 121 135 181 179
Overhead 121 135 181 179
TOTAL 121 135 181 179

Note: Counts number of pecple enrclled in a given fiscal year.
Source: Forms 990 for Chattanooga Endeavors, Inc. for FY 2000-2003.

The number of participants in aftercare services and the imputed overhead amounts were taken
as equal to the number of offenders enrolled in the program as a whole. Numbers in the three
training program rows of Exhibit V-2 indicate numbers of people who completed the program.
Since these counts are lower than the total numbers of enrollees, it is apparent that only around
one-half of the total number of participants actually completed the program’s central component.

1.3 Program Costs per Client by Service and Year

To be consistent with the approach taken in the benefits analysis, program costs per client were
obtained. While the figure used in the analysis was the overall program cost per client, we also
calculated the per client cost of each individual service, using the total costs from Forms 990
and the numbers of clients receiving each service (Exhibit V-3).
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el

Training
Core program 3904 $940 $835 $1,074
Substance abuse $113 $388 $128 $190
Education program 5113 $221 $152 $634
Employment $452 $587 $772 $671
Aftercare $133 3287 $311 $319
Overhead $772 $775 5798 $024
TOTAL $2,098 $2,211 $2,355 32,518

Source: Forms 990 for Chattanocga Endeavars, ing. for Y 2000-2003, and
Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, Consumer Price Index (Estimate), 1800-2006.

$3,500 N . 200
+ Participant Cost of
$3,300 — BiildzilntglCBl:-idgtes : - 180
» $3,100 160 2
T $2,900 -,/"-'/ 140 £
= $2,700 120 £
= -
:E $2,500 PEPE 100 =
- -
= $2,100 - < 60 E
z Total Number of =
[} $1,900 : Participants 40 Z
$1,700 - 20
$1,500 : : : : 0
FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003
Fiscal Year

Per client costs of Building Bridges were calculated by dividing the total program cost by the
total number of participants. Cost per client increased 20 percent over the sample period, from
$2,098 in FY 2000 to $2,518 in FY 2003 {Exhibit V-4).

1.4  Imputed Costs for Graduates of Building Bridges

As noted earlier, not all clients recruited by the program enrolled in Building Bridges, and a
smaller percentage graduated from the program. Based on semi-structured interviews with
program staff, it is assumed graduates received more services from the program and differ from
non-graduates in other ways. This assumption is consistent with the extant research literature
that predicts that those who complete a program are likely to enter the program with higher
levels of difficult-to-observe characteristics, such as higher motivation. Consequently, the
sample distinguishes between graduates and non-graduates (Exhibit V-5).
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To calculate the cost of Building Bridges per graduate, it is assumed that for each fiscal year,
the ratio of graduates to non-graduates in the Building Bridges population was identical to the
ratio of graduates and non-graduates in our sample. A further assumption is that each graduate
cost the program twice as much as each non-graduate. As a result, the cost of Building Bridges
per graduate ranged from $2,750 in 2000 to $3,291 in 2003 (Exhibit V-6).

2000 $2,750

2001 69 $2,919 $2,211
2002 130 $2,744 $2,355
2003 85 $3,291 $2,518

2. Benefits Estimation

Calculating the benefits of an ex-offender reentry program such as Building Bridges is less
straightforward than calculating its costs. Unlike private sector ventures, the goal of Building
Bridges is not to yield a return on investment (e.g., increased revenues as a result of
expenditures). Rather, the goal is to improve the social integration of former prisoners and, as a
result, reduce the burden on the public from offending while promoting the economic well-being
of returnees themselves.”? While there is no consensus in the literature on what benefits to count
in an evaluation of a crime control or offender reentry intervention, we adopted a broad view of

? In this fast case, it is hard to reliably disaggregate benefits accruing to retumees from the benefits accruing to

society as a whole because wages earned by returnees produce a multiplier effect on the local economy. We
made no attempt at such disaggregation.
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potentlal social benefits in the belief that other approaches may produce a misteadingly
pessimistic picture of program effects.® For the sake of analytical simplicity and because of data
limitations, this evaluation considers two main types of benefits: 1) benefits from reduced
offending (sometimes called abated costs of crime or benefits from averted crime)* and 2)
economic benefits resulting from involvement of program participants in legitimate employment
activities. For the first benefit domain, gains from reduced offending, two groups of beneficiaries
can be identified: 1) the public of Chattanooga whose exposure to physical, financial, and
psychological harm is reduced as the number and/or severity of crimes are reduced, and 2)
public agencies, which devote smaller financial and other resources to investigate, arrest, and
incarcerate participants who desist from expected offending. The second beneﬁ’s strictly
economic gains from employment, is measured as the growth in earnings.® Our approach to
benefits estimation both continues the tradition of cost-benefit evaluations in criminal justice, in
that it considers abatement of recidivism costs as a major source of potential program benefits,
and adapts this tradition to the specific circumstances of the Building Bridges program, which
set as its goal the improvement of participant employment prospects.

Methodologically, the estimation of benefits in this analysis proceeds in a two-pronged fashion.
For benefits, which lend themselves to direct monetary valuation, we use such valuation; this is
the case for wages earned. For benefits, which have monetary values associated with them, we
take effect sizes from the impact analysis and apply appropriate monetary multipliers (in a step
known as monetizing the benefits). For example, if one crime of type X were to “cost” society
$50, and the impact analysis of Building Bridges found that, controlling for other confounding
effects, the treatment group (participants) committed 10 fewer crimes of type X than the
comparison group, and the difference was statistically significant, we would claim that the
program resulted in $500 cost savings to society.

2.1 General Approach to Estimating Benefits
Benefits from Reduced Offending

The first part of benefits from reduced offending comes in the form of cost savings to public
agencies involved in investigating, arresting, prosecuting, and punishing offenses. We estimate
the average costs to public agencies—such as the Chattanooga Police Department, BOPP, and
the Tennessee Department of Corrections—of investigating, arresting, prosecuting, and
incarcerating a given offender. Data on the cost of arrest and processing were drawn from prior
research. Data on the daily cost of various forms of supervision were obtained from the Bureau
of Justice Statistics, as was the distribution of sentences for a given offense (Stephan, 2001).
Next, data from the impact analysis are used to obtain the quantity of arrest and supervision
resources committed to Building Bridges clients and the comparison group of ex-offenders.

For example, a public payer perspective, which only counts the costs and benefits accruing to public agencies,
woutld paint a very unfavorable portrait of a publicly funded program that results in reduced offending and
improved earnings for participants but does not decrease criminal justice costs or increase tax receipts. Therefore,
such a perspective is ill-suited to assessing programs that explicitly target societal and not merely taxpayer welfare
gains.

While the terminology can be confusing, its purpose is to convey the idea that when offenders commit crimes,
victims and socisty incur a number of costs. When crime is reduced, therefore, those costs are also reduced
{abated), which in itself is a benefit of the program to which the reduction in offending is attributed.

We also had data on public assistance (Food Stamps) receipt from Tennessee's ACCENT database but we did
not count Food Stamp receipt as a benefit because, unlike new earnings, Food Stamps represent a net transfer
from public agencies to individuals,
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A similar process (i.e., obtaining costs per offense averted and multiplying them by the number
of such offenses) is used for the estimation of benefits to individuals. Benefits to individuals
accrue when the number and/or severity of crimes are reduced. We rely on the literature
(McCollister, 2004; Miller, Cohen, & Wiersema, 1996; Rajkumar & French 1997} for estimates of
the victimization costs by crime type. In the literature, researchers distinguish between tangible
and intangible costs of victimization. Tangible costs of crime include direct costs of victimization
such as medical bills, rehabilitation costs, and lost wages from being unable to work. Intangible
costs include psychological harm associated with victimization, including fear, pain, and
suffering. Our benefit estimates take account of both tangible and intangible costs of
victimization even as we recognize the limitations of intangible estimates (discussed below}.

Benefits from Improved Employment Prospecis

Finally, the analysis considers wages earned in the eighteen-month follow-up period after the
enroliment date for the treatment group and the application date (or release date from prison)
for the comparison group. These wages represent individual benefits of the program. All
monetized benefits are expressed in 2004 dollars using the consumer price index as a deflator.

2.2 Estimating Benefits from Reduced Victimization

While our estimates for victimization costs draw on previcus research, we make certain
assumptions in adapting them to the current study. Thus, while for all other crime categories we
include both intangible and tangible costs, we only consider tangible costs of homicides (on the
assumption that the victim does not bear psychological harms).6 For attempted crimes and
conspiracies, only intangible costs are assigned, as associated with the given offense (except
for attempted homicides, which we assign victimization costs equal to three times the costs
associated with a realized robbery).”

Tangible fosses include property damage, cost of medical and mental health care, and lost
productivity for the victim (Miller, Levy, Cohen, and Cox, 2006). The Cost of lliness methodology
is typically used to apply costs to various injuries associated with criminal offending. Intangible
costs are more difficult to monetize. The jury compensation method proposed by Cohen (1988)
was used to estimate intangible costs of offenses to victims. lts essence is to examine a dataset
of jury awards in civil actions in which the plaintiff has suffered harm from crime. Intangible costs
are then computed as the jury award for a given crime net of the tangible costs associated with
that crime. Overall, intangible costs explain a relatively large proportion of total costs for violent
crimes such as aggravated assault, and a relatively small proportion of the costs of harm from
property crimes such as iarceny/theft. This pattern reflects the greater psychological distress to
victims of violent crimes relative to tangible costs.

Two limitations to this approach should be noted. First, because of the difficulty of assigning
such costs to individual offenses, we did not include estimates of costs to society such as
expenses on protection services. Second, the extant literature does not distinguish clearly costs
of harm to victims where a crime was attempted but not completed. To address the differences

®  Admittedly, this approach abstracts from the harms done to homicide victims' relatives and families as well as from
fear effects on the community.

There is no clear approach to costing attemptad homicides in the extant literature. Unlike assault or cther viclent
crime where a victim can suffer psychological harm from an attempt, which will be reflected in the intangible costs,
most of the intangible costs associated with a homicide do not accrue to the victim. To correct for the large
expacted intangible harms associated with an attempted murder, we used a multiplier from a severe crime
category, robbery.

7
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in costs tor attempted crimes, only mtangsbte costs are assigned. Given that the crime was not
completed, the direct costs of victimization are likely to approach zero. However, it is
appropriate to assume that psychological harm to a victim of an attempted crime approximates
that of a victim of a completed harm, hence the inclusion of the intangible costs.

Three sources of data on monetized costs of crime are included in the analysis. Given the fact
that there are several estimates of crime costs in the literature, which use similar approaches,
the analysis used the most recent estimate for each crime. Thus, estimates by McCollister
(2004) are used for rape, aggravated assault, robbery, arson, larceny/theft, burglary, motor
vehicle theft, murder, stolen property offenses, vandalism, forgery and counterfeiting,
embezzlement, and fraud. Estimates by Miller, Cohen and Wiersema (1996) were used to
obtain averted vsct|m cost estimates for child abuse (nonsexual and sexual), simple assault,’
and drunk driving.® Rajkumar and French’s (1997) estimates were used for drug law violations.

Since McCollister and Rajkumar and French's estimates include criminal justice costs, which we
estimated separately from program-specific data, a deflator was used to adjust the authors’
numbers downward. Using the fact that Rajkumar and French (1997) report criminal justice
system costs for aggravated assault, robbery, motor vehicle theft, household burglary, larceny,
forgery, gambling, prostitution, and drug law violations, a criminal justice multiplier was
constructed for each offense for which costs by McCollister were used. Specifically, if an offense
X has associated total cost estimates developed by McCollister, Costyy, and by Rajkumar and
French, Costy;, and Rajkumar and French also report, as a component of Costxy, the criminal
justice costs associated with X, CJcosty:, we derive the victimization cost of X using the
following formula: (1- CJcostw/ Coste)* Costen. We then bring the cost to 2004 dollars using the
CPI deflator,

Exhibit V-7 reports monetized estimates of victimization costs for each crime considered in 2004
dollars. Offense data from the database (TJIS and other sources) were coded to most closely fit
offenses to the crime categories listed in Exhibit V-7. To the extent that the available data
allowed us to ascertain that an offense was minor (such as really petty theft), such records were
not assigned a cost. Certain offenses, however, were not matched and, as a result, no cost
estimates for them were calculated.

®  They report separate estimates for assault with and without injury, from which we calculate a weighted average for

simple assault. Weights are 0.7 for assault without injury and 0.3 for assault with injury, based on their findings of
incidence of each type of arrest.

We usead the estimate for drunk driving withcout injury on the assumption that in the event of injury, i would involve
another offense.
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Ci _ C e
Murder/Homicide/Manslaughter $1,120,345 $123,877
Rape/Sexual assault $196,601 $182,792
Aggravated assault $109,881 $97 865
Child abuse $78,436 N/A
Raobbery $41,292 $26,874
(Simple;} assault $11,242 $9,177
Arson $8,260 $2,245
Motor vehicle theft 33,577 3170
DUI/Drunk driving $3,5630 N/A
Burglary $1,239 $327
Larceny/Theft $292 $12
Stolen property offenses $107 $0
Vandalism $97 $0
Fargery and counterfeiting $92 b0
Embezzlement $92 $0
Fraud $89 $0
Drug offenses $4 $0

2.3  Averied Costs to Public Agencies

In addition, costs accruing to public agencies were estimated. For the cost of arrest and

processing, we used the estimate of $1,000 per arrest. Data on the daily cost of incarceration
were obtained from Stephan (2004). For each type of crime, Durose and Langan (2004) report

the percentage of offenders sentenced to each of prison, jail, and probation. Durose and

Langan also report a mean sentence for each disposition as well as a percentage of time
served. Exhibit V-8 reports these distributions of dispositions as well as the expected total

supervision cost by crime type. As extant estimates of sentences were not available for

vandatism, driving under the influence, and child abuse, incarceration costs were omitted from
the analysis for these crimes.

fense :
m;;d;l’;{:fgf'de’ 91% | 4% 5% 225 10 76 63% 70% $147,629
Rape/Sexual Assault 657% 22% 11% 132 9 65 68% 57% $62,974
Robbery 1% 15% 14% 91 11 52 58% 57% $41,260
Aggravaied Assault 42% 29% 2%% 54 7 39 66% 57% $21.316
Burglary 46% 26% 28% 50 7 40 49% 77% $18.002
(Simple) Assault 42% 35% 23% 51 g 37 61% 57% $16,372
Eg?rfte’yﬁae':t?n . 39% | 28% 41% 38 8 36 44% 77% $12,703
Embezziement 39% 28% 41% 33 B 36 44%, 7% $12,703
Fraud 39% 28% 41% 38 5 36 44%, T1% 812,703
Arson 35% 35% 30% 38 B 37 50% T1% $12,554
Larceny/Thett 36% 31% 33% 34 6 36 52% 71% $12,210
Stolen Property Offenses 36% 31% 33% 34 6 36 52% T7% $12.210
Drug Cffenses 38% 27% 35% 45 6 36 43% 52% $10,860
Mator Vehicle Theft 37% 39% 24% 30 6 33 49% 77% $10,437
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With the exception of murder, data on the probability of a conviction were drawn from Roman, et
al. {1998). The probability of conviction on murder charges comes from Durose and Langan
(2004) as do percentages of sentences served by crime type. Data on the daily cost of
Tennessee prison ($64/day) comes from the Bureau of Justice Statistics (Stephan, 2004). Data
on the daily cost of Tennessee jail ($40/day) come from an estimate derived by Roman and
Chalfin (2006). Daily probation costs ($7/day) were estimated by Alemi, et al. (2004). All costs
are expressed using 2004 dollars and are discounted using a rate of 5 percent per annum to
reflect the present value of each sentence. Mean expected sentence costs in Exhibit V-8 were
applied to all recidivism arrests. By doing so, we make the assumption that no sentences were
served concurrently.

2.4 Wage Benefits

Data on the total earnings of program clients and comparisons in the 18-month follow-up period
are included as benefits.

2.5 Total Benefits Estimation

To estimate total program benefits, we use a regression with the “total benefit” as a dependent
variable (wages in the 18-month period after enroliment [application for comparison] less
victimization cost less criminal justice system cost), and a matrix of covariates and a dummy
indicating whether the person was a program client as independent variables. The coefficient on
the program participation dummy gives us the marginal benefit of the program, which we then
multiply by the total number of offenders in the program to obtain total benefits.

The reason for using such a regression approach rather than monetizing the raw differences in
the numbers of crimes committed between the treatment and comparison groups is the fact that
the two groups differ in ways other than receipt of the program. Therefore, we do not want to
attribute to program effects differences that may stem from other causes.

3.  Analysis

3.1 Bivariate Analysis

Exhibit V-9 describes outcomes for the full sample. More than 80 percent of the sample was re-
arrested during the follow-up period, which averaged approximately three and a half years
(about 42 months). Sample members averaged 6.3 new arrests, 42 percent of which were for
crimes associated with victimization costs in the extant literature.’® Of the new arrests we apply
cost estimates to, 32 percent were for crimes against persons, 49 percent were for crimes
against property, and the remaining 19 percent were drug offenses. The new crimes committed
by sample members were costly, averaging $51,000 in harms to victims in the follow-up period.

10 Many arrests were not accompanied by charges in our sample. In those instances, we only assigned arrast costs,
but not supervision costs or victimization costs.
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at 13 :
Re-arrests 6.34 7.08™* 5.58** 557 6.64°
[Re-arrests - Person offenses 0.86 1.03" Q.70 0.6a™ 1.527*
|Re-arrests - Property offenses 1.32 143 1.22 1.22 17z
Re-arrests - Drug offenses 0.52 0.60 0.46" 0.46™ 080
Total victim costs $51,388 $60,254a $42,3539 $54.733 $67,910
Total arrest costs $6,336 $7,089 $5,684* 85,574 $9, 190"
Total incarceration costs $43,343 $47 555** $39,131* $36,100 $63,441*
Total supervision costs $49,679 $54 643 $44 715 34 673 §72.631
{Wages $4 227 $5 2ohk $3,230** $6,800"* $3,041+*
Total costs to society $96,980 $109,673* $84,008* $89,606™ $137 501
[Number of observations 654 327 327 190 137

P <001 % % p <005, = p <010, 2= p <0.15

Within the treatment group, we observe disparate outcomes for graduates of the program
compared to offenders who enrolled in Building Bridges but did not graduate. Graduates were
significantly less likely to be rearrested for each type of offense (against persons, against
property, drug offense) and, as such, were associated with significantly lower costs of re-arrest
(p < 0.01) and incarceration {p < 0.01), higher wages (p < 0.01), and lower harms fo society
overall (p < 0.05).

3.2  Multivariate Analysis

Since it is apparent that offenders who completed the program experienced more positive
outcomes than those who did not, multivariate analysis is conducted in two stages. First,
treatment offenders are compared to the full set of comparison offenders. Next, graduates are
compared to similar comparison offenders matched along a matrix of demographic covariates
predictive of treatment receipt.

Conceptual Approach

Impact analysis resulis presented in earlier chapters estimate the impact of Building Bridges on
a number of important outcome variables. However, for several reasons, cost-benefit results are
only loosely tied to results from the impact analysis. While cost variables such as the cost of
arrest are closely linked to outcomes such as the number of arrests, for a number of reasons,
total costs to crime victims and to society are not linked as closely to the number of recidivism
events. While impact analysis captures the probability of re-arrest and the number of re-arrests
per offender, it does not weigh these re-arrests according to the harms absorbed by society. For
example, an offender who is re-arrested three times for theft has undoubtedly caused less harm
to society than an offender who is re-arrested for murder, which is more costly both to crime
victims and to public agencies. Cost-benefit analysis, conducted in a multivariate framework,
addresses this omission, weighting each outcome by its monetized cost to each class of
potential beneficiaries.

We estimate the marginal benefits to society from reduced offending using multivariate
statistical methods that control for the impact of a number of determinants of re-offending. Since

"' Differences for treatment and comparison are between the two; the same holds for graduates and non-graduates.
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the dependent variable (whether victimization cost, arrest cost, or the sum of the two) for those
offenders who do not recidivate is censored at zero, it is inappropriate to use an ordinary least
squares regression to directly estimate marginal benefits. instead, a Tobit regression is
employed where the dependent variable is the total monetized cost to each benefit domain. The
following model is used to isolate the impact of Building Bridges:

Yima+ﬁT;+KK;+e;

where T, is a binary treatment indicator equal to one if the offender was enrolled in Building
Bridges and zero otherwise and i is a subscript indicating each offender. §, the coefficient on
treatment, allows us to directly estimate the marginal benefit of enrollment in Building Bridges—
the amount of money the saciety saves as a result of Building Bridges. We specify the generic
model in the equation for six dependent variables (Y):

s Victimization cost, the harms imposed by offenders on crime victims.
= Arrest cost, the costs of re-offending to police agencies.

»  [ncarceration and probation cost, the costs of re-offending to prison, jail, and probation
systems.

= Total cost to public agencies, the sum of arrest costs and probation costs.

= Wages, new economic productivity as measured by the offender’'s wage in the 18 months
after enroliment in the program (or application for comparisons).

»  Total social cost, the sum of social harms caused by the offender (harms to crime victims
and costs to public agencies) minus the social benefits associated with the offenders (new
wages).

Ki is a matrix of individual-level covariates that predict re-offending, and A is a matrix of
corresponding coefficients. Inciuded in K; are the following variables: offender’s age, age of the
offender at first arrest, gender, race (whether the offender is black), number of prior felonies,
number of prior misdemeanors, and total wages earned in the 18 months prior to incarceration.
For several specifications, K also includes a variable indicating the number of days that have
elapsed from the offender’s release from prison until the end of the study period (May 9, 2006).

Estimating Benefiis: Program Clients vis-a-vis the Comparison Group

Exhibits V-10 and V-11 present Tobit regression results for the first three dependent variables
tested: victimization cost, arrest cost, and incarceration cost. The impact of Building Bridges on
each dependent variable is estimated using three different specifications. The first specification
includes only two covariates, the binary indicator of treatment and the propensity score, the
offender’s probability of receiving treatment. (See Chapter I for further discussion of propensity
score modeling). The purpose of including the propensity score in the first model is to control for
any observed heterogeneity not captured by the propensity score matching procedure. The
second specification includes the binary treatment indicator in addition to a full set of covariates
in K; theoretically linked to offending. Since comparison offenders were already matched on the
majority of these covariates, the point estimate on the treatment indicator does not change
appreciably as compared to the first specification. The third specification contains the full set of
covariates in K; as well as an additional independent variable, time at risk, which represents the
number of days elapsed from the offender’s initial release from prison until the study’'s end date
(May 9, 2008).
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In Exhibit V-10, the first three columns report the results of regression models testing whether
participation in Building Bridges reduced the costs to crime victims. Point estimates on the
Building Bridges treatment variable indicate that enroliment in Building Bridges increased costs
to crime victims by between $31,000 and $33,000. Columns 4 through 6 indicate that enrollment
in Building Bridges is associated with an additional cost to paolicing agencies of between $1,600
and $1,800 per offender treated. Columns 7 through 9 indicate that enroliment in Building
Bridges is associated with an additional cost of imprisonment and parole of between $12,000
and $14,000. All results are significant at p < 0.05.

Treatment §31.071"| $33.120" | $31,866™ | $1,836™ | $1,722° | $1,652° | $13,171% | $13202" | $12,379"
($14.912)| ($14747) | (514,618) | ($608) | ($552) | ($510) | ($5,909) | ($5595) | ($5,323)
Propensity $342 516 127 584,440
score ($83,748) ($3,411) ($33,158)
. . $73i~t* $6*** 347***
Time at risk ($17) ($1) (56)
A e '$1,860* ‘$2,465** _$159ﬁzi _$206-hu “$17543*** _$1,922H¢*
g ($994) | ($097) $37) | ($35) (§380) | ($367)
Age at first $3071* | -$2.390a $41 $17 $95 $280
arrest ($1,853) | (51,833) ($68) | ($63) ($694) | (§658)
Male $16.227 | $16.086 $1.480" | $1,481* $12,746' | $12.659"
($17,566) | ($17.417) ($656) | ($607) ($6,655) | ($6,336)
Black $60,256" | $61.706"* $307 | $389 $18,207* | $18.768"
($18,894) | ($18,752) ($703) | ($650) ($7,127) | ($6,788)
Number of $0,023 | %1807 434 | $335+ 51,608 837
prior felonies (83,2177 | ($3,193) $122y | (8112 ($1,227) | (81,169
Number of $2.380 | $2.401* $400" | $3807 $0.4645 | §2 008
fn’i‘:d’emeamrs ($1,022) | ($1.017) ($38) | ($35) ($388) | ($369)
Prior wage -$0 -$0 -§0™* -$0* 60+ -$0*
{last 18
months) {$0) ($0) ($0) ($0) ($0) (3C)
Intercept $7.046 | $49.483 | -$31653 | $10.370" | 7,834 1,310 | $50,843* | $37,831™  -$14,125
($31,564)| ($42,809) | ($46,204) | (§1,288) | ($1,592) | (51,599) | ($12,485) | ($16,119) | ($16,668)
Number of 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654 654
observations
?:;g‘h""d 460 47.49 67.19 3092 | 16849 | 28461 | 1139 | 10046 | 15961

**=p<0.01;"*=p<0.05"=p<0.10;a=p<0.15

Exhibit V-11 reports results for the remaining three dependent variables: total supervision cost,
wages, and total costs to society. Columns 10 through 12 report results for total supervision
cost, the sum of arrest costs, probation costs, and incarceration costs, and indicate that Building
Bridges participants are associated with an additional increase in costs of $12,000-$13,000 to
public agencies relative to comparison offenders. This result is significant at p < 0.05.
Columns13 through 15 examine the impact of Building Bridges on wages earned within the first
18 months after program enroliment {(application for comparison). The results indicate that
treatment subjects earned between $3,000 and $4,000 more than comparison subjects during
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this time interval despite being rearrested at a higher rate. Columns 16 through 18 report the
impact of treatment on total costs (harms) to society. These specifications indicate that, other
things being equal, enroliment in Building Bridges is associated with additional harms of
between $25,000 and $27,000 to society per offender treated. Results are significant at p <
0.10.

10 ! : :
$12,786™ | $13,026™ | $12,114™ | §3,777* | $3,725** | §$3,706™* | $25,656" | $26,515" | $25,373

Treatment ($5357) | ($5,043) | ($4777) | ($739) | ($688) | ($685) | ($14,117)| ($13,794) ($13,559)
Propensity $79,015%* $15,863* $27.483
score ($30,130) ($4,041) ($78.276)
o 467 §7 §7
Time at risk (5] ($1) ($15)
Ade -$1,403* | -$1,770™ -$6 -$23 -$1,602* 1 -$2,185
¢ ($339) | ($a25) ($45) | (346) ($912) | (8904)
Age at first $70 $109 $19 $14 $678 -$488
arrest ($620) ($586) ($80) ($79) ($1,632) | ($1,604)
Male $14,059* | $14,086* $602 $553 $25,148: | 824,710
($5,994) | ($5,684) (3805) | ($802) ($16.227) 1$15,949)
Black 17,090 | §17 714 5442 $453 $57,769* | $58,298
($6,434) | ($6,104) (5861) | (3857) ($17,404) ($17,106)
Number of -31.6192 -$845 5119 $153 -$1,205 -$40
prior felonies ($1,108) | ($1,049) ($149) ($148) ($3,017) | {$2,975)
Number of $2 500" | $2,275* -$83* -$94* $2,313" | $4,985
E:iI:t;emeanors ($348) ($330) ($49) (549) ($956) | (§942)
Prior age (last 50 -80* $o+ g0+ -$0 $0
18 months) ($0) ($0) (30} ($0) ($0) ($0)
Intercept 364,121 | $49,198* | -$1,78% | -$5,700* | -$1,554 | -$3,978* | $74,163* | $78,173" | -$1,433
($11,389) | ($14,546) | ($14,990) | ($1570) | ($1.040) | ($2.112) | ($29.763) | ($39,094) |($41,846)]
Number of
observations 854 654 654 654 854 654 654 654 654
Likelihood 1248 | 14245 | 181.02 | 4100 | 11273 | 12105 | 342 | 3665 | 5032

“rzp <0017 =p <005, =p<0.10;2=p<0.15

In examining the results in Exhibits V-10 and V-11, it is important {o note that individual
coefficients are not additive across specifications. For example, despite the fact that total cost to
public agencies was constructed as the sum of arrest cost, probation cost, and incarceration
cost, the coefficient on treatment in the total cost to public agencies specification is lower than
the sum of the coefficients on treatment in the arrest specification and the incarceration
specification. Since a new incarceration is conditional upon and linearly dependent on re-arrest,
arrest cost and incarceration cost are themselves correlated. Since the impact of treatment on
total victimization costs and total costs to public agencies are not independent, point estimates
on the treatment coefficient for all dependent variables other than total cost to society are best
viewed as maximum possible estimates of the impact of treatment on each benefit domain. It is
likely that the true coefficients are lower. Therefore, the coefficients on treatment in the total cost
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to society specifications in columns 16 through 18 are the most appropriate estimates of the
total costs to scciety associated with Building Bridges.

Exhibits V-10 and V-11 indicate that offenders enrolled in Building Bridges are associated with
significantly higher levels of social harms than comparison offenders. However, Exhibit V-9
indicates that a substantial portion of these harms are associated with offenders who enrolled in
Building Bridges but failed to graduate.

Estimating Benefits: Program Graduates vis-a-vis Matched Comparisons

To test whether graduates of the Building Bridges program outperformed comparison offenders,
a new sample of comparison offenders matched along a matrix of observable characteristics to
graduates was constructed. Tobit regression models reported in Exhibits V-10 and V-11 were
re-run on this new dataset containing only graduates (n=190) and matched comparison subjects
(n=190). Estimates of the impact of program graduation are reported in Exhibits V-12 and V-13.
In Exhibit V-12, columns 1 through 3 report estimates of treatment on costs to crime victims,
columns 4 through 6 report estimates of treatment impact on costs to arresting agencies, and
columns 7 through 9 report estimates of treatment impact on incarceration costs.

8313 | $652 | $6%

Troatmant $9.494 | $14.011 | $13.928 §115 | $2.688 | $2.562
(§23,600) | (523,464) | ($23.423) | (§757) | ($704) | ($650) | (§7,522) | (7,255} | ($6970)

Propensity $12,713 -§12,381*** -$47,781

score ($123,111) ($3,966) ($39,104)

. ) SBS** $6i‘*i $42#**
Time at risk $27) (50.76) (58)
Ao Saa7 | 9871 S8 | §1207 $7560 | -61,036"

g ($1,558) | ($1,566) ($47) | (344) (3486) | (s471)
Age at first 36,766 | -$6,382" 5180~ | -$140" S1617 | $1319
arrest (52,894) | ($2.879) $84) | (677) ($884) | ($843)
vale $16.200 | $16,045 $900 | $1,014 $5007 | $5,608

($26,616) | ($26,563) ($798) | ($738) ($8.220) | ($7,808)
Black $58,517* | $57.629° $212 | $100 $16,505° | $15.807"
(528,817) | ($28,766) ($861) | ($795) ($6,858) | ($8,508)
Number of $2,532 | -81,668 $44g | -$363+ $2,082 | 81,471
prior felonies ($5,172) | (85,172) ($158) {$146) {$1,615) | (§1,554)

Number of $1738 | $1,346 $303 | $364° $2,0020% | $1771
e demeanors ($1,862) | ($1881) $54) | ($50) ($564) | ($547)
Prior wage -$0.34 -$0.17 -$0.03* | -30.01 -$0.28* -$0.17
iﬁ%ﬁ; (8044) | (50.44) (80.01) | ($0.01) ($0.14) | (80.13)
Intercapt $15,641 | $88.448 | $10,925 | $9,003™ | $8,742" | $1,890 | 535,838 | $56,155"" | $5:236

($47,680) | (366,298} | ($73580) | ($1538) | (51,958) | ($2,013) | ($15,140) | ($20250) | ($21,618)

Number of
oo 380 380 380 380 380 380 380 380 380
f;’éi"”“d 047 | 2068 | 2636 | 983 | 7802 | 2636 | 150 | 3956 | 66.40

e p <0017 =p <005, =p<010;2=p<0.16
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tn Exhibit V 13, coiumnsm through 12 report estimates of treatment on costs to public
agencies, columns 13 through 15 report estimates of treatment impact on wages, and columns
16 through 18 report estimates of treatment impact on total costs to society.

$1,279 $3,710 $3,660 | $5,388™* | $5341** 1 §5,367 | $2367 | $4,074 $4,11

Treatment ($6.602) | (36.341) | (96,082) | (51,051) | (5981) | (3979) | ($20.699) | (520.447) |(520,305)

Propensity -$44,129 $15,180* $47 822

score ($34,587) (85,297} ($106,895)

- $41 31 822 $55+

Time at risk (47) ($1.15) ($24)

Ace 638 $017 351 363 3107 | %478

g ($421) | (3408) ($65) | ($65) ($1,346) | ($1,346)

Age at first §1,628" | $1,357" $108 | $114 §3,108 | -$2,865

arrest 6759 | ($724) ($109) | ($109) (82,325) | ($2.312)

Male §7,288 | $7457 $954 $937 $25,506 | $25.411
($7,184) | ($6,875) ($1,093) | ($1.091) ($22,985) | ($22,824)

Black $16,074* | $15,366" 595 $47 $52.053" | $51,751
(67,777} | (§7,441) (51,162) | (51,160) ($24745) | ($24578)

Number of 52,078 | -$1,474 -$1 $04 -$567 $180

prior felonies ($1,419) | ($1,359) ($215) | ($215) (54,565) | ($4,544)

quher of $2,113* | §1,918* -$9 -$19 §727 $490

R edemeanors (5486) | (5465) $75) | ($75) ($1578) | (§1,570)

Prior wage -$0.19* -$0.09 $0.41 | §0.11 -§0.22 | -80.08

| |

fna:f“t?s) $041) | (80.41) $0.02) | (50.02) (50.35) | ($0.35)

tercont $49.453 | 563,885 | $15,168 | 95,171 | -$2,868 | -64,931" | $69,751" | $98,950" | $35900

P ($13.423) | ($17,667) | ($18.805) | ($2,108) | (52.628) | (32.934) | ($41,694) | ($55,603) |($61,581)

Number of

e o 380 380 380 380 380 380 380 380 380

:':t‘;“h“d 167 4366 | 8063 | 3402 | 7906 | 8458 | 021 | 1330 | 1861

zp<Q T =p <005 =p<0102=p<0.15

Exhibits V-12 and V-13 indicate that when graduates are compared to matched comparison
offenders, there is no significant program impact on costs to crime victims, costs to public
agencies, or total costs to society. However, the significant positive impact on wages ($5,357)
persists and is higher than when all treatment subjects are compared to all comparison
subjects.

Exhibit V-14 reports the total impact of Building Bridges on costs and benefits accruing to
victims, public agencies, offenders (wages), and society. Overall, Building Bridges returns a net
loss in benefits of about $27,000 for each offender treated, indicating that the mean offender
who enrolled in Building Bridges brought about an additional $27,000 in harms to society. Given
an overall treatment cohort of 616 offenders (the number of offenders treated in the program
between 2000 and 2004), the program results in net harms to society of more than $15,000,000.
The benefits (harms), however, do not accrue equally to all beneficiaries. Most of the harms
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associated with Building Bridges accrue to private citizens {new victims of crime}, who we
estimate as much as $20,000,000 worse off as a result of the program. Costs accruing to public
agencies as a result of the program are substantially lower.

ariable v gencis ty
Total benefits -$19,629,456 -37,462,22 -$2,282 896 -$15,629,768
Total costs - . - $1,429,256
[Net benefits -$21,058,712 -$8,891,480 -$853,640 -$17,059,024
[Benefit-cost ratio n/a n/a 1.6 n/a

When program impact on wages is considered in isolation from impact on re-offending, the
program returns positive net benefits on the order of $1.60 in increased wages for every dollar
invested in the program.

4, Limitations

One important limitation should be considered in interpreting these findings. The impact of rare
events such as homicide on cost-benefit analysis of criminal justice programs is an important
issue and researchers have suggested that ignoring the consequences of rare events may lead
to spurious findings. That is, the results of this cost-benefit analysis are disproportionately driven
by a relatively small number of costly offenses that differentiate outcomes for the treatment
group from those of the comparison group. For example, $3,100 of the $18,000 mean
differential in victimization costs (17%} between the treatment group and the comparison group
is explained by the fact that treatment offenders had one more homicide charge among them
than comparison offenders. Likewise, multivariate treatment coefficients are reduced by
approximately 15 percent when offenders associated with total harms to society exceeding
$500,000 are exciuded from the analysis. An analysis of the median differences between
treatment and comparison offenders lends further insight into this issue. As medians are more
sensitive to changes in the middle of a statistical distribution and less sensitive to the impact of
extreme values, a significant difference in medians indicates that the difference we observe in
total costs to society as a function of treatment is not merely an artifact of the impact of rare
events. Median total costs to society for the treatment group ($43,000) were significantly
different from median total costs to society for the comparison group ($27,000), indicating that
differences we observe in bivariate and multivariate estimates persist when medians are
compared. This test provides critical evidence that rare events are not responsible for the
observed difference between groups. However, a small number of offenders might continue to
have a meaningful impact on the magnitude of the treatment coefficients in the multivariate
models reported.

5.  Summary of Findings

Building Bridges was unsuccessful in reducing overall costs to society. In fact, Building Bridges
offenders committed more crime and more serious (costlier) crimes than the matched
comparisons. The new offending results in new harms to crime victims and increased costs to
public systems from investigating, arresting, prosecuting, and incarcerating Building Bridges
offenders who commit these additional crimes. Viewed solely as an employment program,
Building Bridges returns positive net benefits to the community, increasing wages among
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treated offenders by about $3,700 over an 18-month follow-up period compared to a cost of
treatment of $2,300. Despite the improvement in wages, Building Bridges oftenders are
associated overall with an increase in total costs to society of $25,000 per offender treated.
Given an average treatment cost of approximately $2,300 per offender, we estimate that
Building Bridges yields a total cost to society of about $27,300 per offender treated, indicating
that each offender treated results in harms to members of society—crime victims, public
agencies, and taxpayers—on the order of $27,000.

Offenders who completed the Building Bridges program were associated with significantly more
positive outcomes than offenders who enrolled in the program but who did not graduate. Using
a matching algorithm that compares graduates to similar comparison offenders, we find that
program completion has no significant impact on either victimization costs, costs to public
agencies, or total costs to society. Mirroring the result associated with a comparison of all
treatment offenders to all comparison offenders, we find that graduation from Building Bridges is
associated with increased wages of approximately $5,300 over an 18-month follow-up period.

G. Discussion

The findings should not be over-interpreted as suggesting that Building Bridges causes
additional harm to the community. Rather, Building Bridges is associated with an increased cost
to society. We hypothesize that the findings may not necessarily be due to a direct program
effect where program participants are induced to commit more crimes by virtue of their
participation in the program. Rather, we believe that the results may be driven by unobserved
heterogeneity in motivation in the process by which offenders selected themselves for
treatment. That is, we believe that the distribution of prisoners who sought entry into Building
Bridges may have been bi-modally distributed in unobserved ways. The timing of the evaluation
required us to use a retrospective design, precluding the use of random assignment. Thus,
these issues could not be directly addressed through the study design.

it is worth exploring briefly how this might have occurred. In Chattanooga, prisoners are eligible
for release upon securing a job or a position in a job training program. Those with a job may not
have self-selected into Building Bridges since they would not necessarily need employment
skills training nor would they need the program as a mechanism to gain release. Those without
a job would likely fall into two groups: one that was sincerely motivated to improve their
prospects and avoid future incarceration, and one that simply wanted to exit prison as quickly as
possible and was relatively unmotivated.

The comparison group is primarily composed of people who applied to Building Bridges but did
not enroll. 1t is fair to assume that some portion of those prisoners either found a job or another
training program. Either way, they may be substantially different along unobservable
characteristics from the portion of the treatment group that was relatively unmotivated. If so, it
would not be surprising for those discharged from the program to do substantially worse than
the comparison group, leading to a finding of negative benefits. We hypothesize that the latter
group may have been at substantially greater risk of future offending than both the former group
and the comparison group, and that the higher risk level associated with these individuals may
have led, in part, to the differential findings reported here.
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Vi. Discussion

The Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program followed a holistic, trust-building
approach to serving the reentry population. Working from the premise that employment reduces
factors leading to crime and demonstrates an individual’s commitment to living as a productive
member of the community (Buck, 2000; Dion, Derr, Anderson, & Pavetti, 1999; Turner &
Petersilia, 1996), Chattanooga Endeavors recognized that most ex-offenders face many
obstacles in finding or maintaining employment. Through December 2004, Chattanooga
Endeavors addressed these barriers through Building Bridges, a 6-week intensive program
combined with less intensive case management and mentoring services that continued for up to
a total of 12 months. Chattanooga Endeavors’ primary purpose in providing services was to
reduce criminal recidivism by preparing program participants for the workforce and assisting
themn in obtaining meaningful employment by teaching them job skills.

This outcome evaluation of the Building Bridges program employed a quasi-experimental
design, based on existing quantitative records data intended to answer the following research
guestions:

s Does the program have an effect on recidivism?
»  Does the program have an effect on employment?

« Does the program have an effect on successful supervision?

Program applicants were divided into evaluation groups for comparison on each of the research
guestions: program participants (graduates and non-graduates) and non-participants (applicants
who did not attend any aspect of the program). Selection bias was controlled for using
propensity score analysis and matching. Discussed below are the overall findings and
implications of the evaluation as well as limitations and recommendations for further study.

1.  Findings and Implications

A brief synopsis of the key study findings for recidivism, employment, and successful
supervision is followed by a discussion of the overall key findings and implications.

1.1 Recidivism

During the course of the evaluation of Building Bridges, the majority of program applicants,
including those who graduated from the program, were re-arrested. This corresponds with
previous work showing that two-thirds of released prisoners are re-arrested within 3 years
(Langan & Levin, 2002). However, Building Bridges program graduates were not any more likely
to be re-arrested than non-participants while non-graduates (dropped out for any reason cther
than employment) were more likely to be re-arrested than program graduates and non-
participants. Additionally, non-graduates were more likely to recidivate at a faster pace.

These findings imply that there may be have been qualities unique to those who applied to the
program, attended part of the program, and then dropped out. There are many possible
explanations for this effect. Perhaps these participants signed up for the program for external
motivational reasons such as to fuifill probation or parole requirements, and once the program
started, they were not intrinsically interested enough to attend when other options were
available. Another potential explanation may be tied to the specific reasons each participant had

73



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.

CALIBER

#n ICF International Company ~ Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges Program Evaluation: Qutcomes Report

for droppmg out of the program. Perhaps non-graduates stopped attending because they were
arrested or involved in illegal activities. Additionally, the time constraints for attending the
Building Bridges program may have impeded non-graduates’ ability to spend time seeking
gainful employment to fulfill family obligations. Also, participants may have dropped out due to
an insufficient support system. For reentry success, research shows the need for a good
support network that includes family, friends, and the surrounding community. These
interpersonal networks are disrupted during incarceration (Visher & Travis, 2003) and often
prove difficult to resume or to rebuild. When ex-offenders are released to the community where
their crimes were committed, adjustment can be difficult; they can easily fall back into previous
habits if the negative influences which may have contributed to their crimes are still present. The
resuits of the evaluation indicate that the Building Bridges program does not directly reduce
recidivism over a 2-year follow-up period; however, reducing recidivism was not the primary
goal of the program’s activities. The focus of the program was specifically on employment and
did not necessarily address the myriad factors that can contribute to re-arrest.

1.2 Employment

Given the Building Bridges mission, employment effects were particularly important to
investigate. The curriculum was geared to increasing graduates’ capacity to find and retain
meaningful employment that offered a living wage. Results indicate that the program was
effective in increasing employment and wages. That is, program graduates were more likely to
be employed, employed at higher levels (full-time or part-time), and employed sooner than
those who did not participate. Additionally, graduates of Building Bridges tended to have higher
wages during the first quarter after program participation, as well as for the first 18 months after
program participation. Furthermore, their total wages following program participation were
higher than the wages for non-graduates and non-participants.

These results indicate that the program was effective in enhancing employment status and
income for graduates. However, it is clear that program dosage influences the effectiveness of
the program. The better performance of program graduates versus non-graduates lends
credence to the possibility that the program curriculum, and skills and knowledge gained,
account for the better wages and employment. Future employment success may be tied to
specific components of the curriculum or a minimum amount of exposure time to the concepts
presented in the curriculum. Given the data available, the specific component or combination of
program elements that may account for this employment success cannot be isolated for
replication. Additionally, it is not clear if the specific services offered by Building Bridges had an
effect on the individual's employability or if the individual's association with the organization
itself as a graduate was the influential factor. For example, some employers are more willing to
hire an applicant if they are aware of services from agencies such as Chattanooga Endeavors
(Welfare-to-Work Partnership, 2000). While the program clearly fulfilled its mission of improved
employment and wages for graduates, the specific components of the program that contribute to
this effect remain unclear.

Related to employment, Building Bridges influenced the use of public assistance for Food
Stamps. Graduates and non-graduates were more likely to use Food Stamps than non-
participants. While this seems 1o be counter-intuitive, association with a service agency such as
Building Bridges may increase the likelihood of participating in public assistance services
through a higher awareness of personal eligibility and benefits. Participants in the program may
have turned to Food Stamp assistance following release to help meet their own and their
family’s basic needs as they took the time {o participate in Building Bridges and seek more
meaningful employment. As use was only examined for the first 18 months following release, it
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may be the case that once an individual obtained employment, his or her use of Food Stamp
assistance diminished. This possibility might be investigated in future research. There were no
differences between graduates and non-participants for other public assistance services such
as eligibility for TennCare and use of Families First. While Building Bridges affected level of
employment and wages for graduates, it may not be enough of an improvement to reduce
eligibility for public assistance, at least in the short-term.

1.3 Supervision

The Building Bridges program had an impact on successful completion of supervision in that
program graduates were less likely to violate supervision and, if they did violate, they violated at
a slower rate than non-participants. An individual’s supervision history and employment after the
program affected successful supervision. Graduates who were involved in a productive
endeavor, employed, and being held accountable for their actions would be expected to be less
likely to violate supervision. Being in a structured environment surrounded by supportive people
also would be expected to increase the extent to which an ex-offender would follow a
supervision plan. Many intervening variables could affect this result such as the intrinsic
motivation and external social support that graduates may have had as opposed to non-
graduates and non-participants.

1.4 Cost-Benefit

When comparing all treated participants with comparison, Building Bridges was unsuccessful in
reducing overall costs to society. In fact, each Building Bridges offender treated is associated
with increased costs to crime victims. Viewed solely as an employment program, Building
Bridges returns positive net benefits to the community over an 18-month follow-up period.
However, on net, Building Bridges offenders are associated with an increase in total costs. We
estimate that the net benefits of Building Bridges indicate that each offender treated results in
costs to members of society—crime victims, public agencies, and taxpayers.

However, graduates of the Building Bridges program were associated with significantly more
positive outcomes than non-graduates. Program completion had no significant impact on either
victimization costs, costs to public agencies, or total costs to society. Mirroring the employment
result associated with a comparison of all treatment offenders to all comparison offenders, we
find that graduation from Building Bridges is associated with increased wages of approximately
$5,300 over an 18-month follow-up period.

The findings described above should not be over-interpreted as suggesting that Building
Bridges causes additional harm to the community. Rather, Building Bridges is associated with
an increased cost to society. We hypothesize that the findings here may not necessarily be due
to a direct program effect where program participants are induced to commit more crimes by
virtue of their participation in the program. Rather, we believe that the results may be driven by
unobserved heterogeneity in motivation in the process by which offenders selected themselves
for treatment. That is, we believe that the distribution of prisoners who sought entry into Buifding
Bridges may have been bi-modally distributed in unobserved ways. The timing of the evaluation
required us to use a retrospective design, precluding the use of random assignment. Thus,
these issues could not be directly addressed through the study design.

It is worth exploring briefly how this might have occurred. In Chattanooga, prisoners are eligible

for release upon securing a job or a position in a job training program. Those with a job may not
have self-selected into Building Bridges since they would not necessarily need employment
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skills training nor would they need the program as a mechanism fo gain release. Those without
a job would likely fall into two groups: one that was sincerely motivated to improve their
prospects and avoid future incarceration, and one that simply wanted to exit prison as quickly as
possible and was relatively unmotivated.

The comparison group is primarily comprised of people who applied to Building Bridges but did
not enroll. It is fair to assume that some portion of those prisoners either found a job or ancther
training program. Either way, they may be substantially different along unobservable
characteristics from the portion of the treatment group that was relatively un-motivated. If this
transpired, it would not be surprising for those discharged from the program to do substantially
worse than the comparison group leading to a finding of negative benefits. We hypothesize that
the latter group may have been at substantially greater risk of future offending than both the
former group or the comparison group, and that the higher risk level associated with these
individuals may have led, in part, to the differential findings reported here.

1.5 Evaluation Key Findings and Implications

The outcome evaluation of Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges provides evidence that the
program was achieving its primary goai of increasing the employability of ex-offenders who
complete and graduate from the program. It supported program graduates in successfully
overcoming the barriers to meaningful employment and teaches necessary skills to increase the
chance of entering the workforce and earning higher wages. While fostering better employment
and wages, the program appears to be less effective in translating the positive employment
effect to the indirect effect of reducing recidivism. However, the program did have an impact on
reducing supervision violation, regardiess of an individual's employment status.

implicatlions for Replication

While the program no fonger exists in its original form, the evaluation findings have implications
for replicability. Participant retention and dosage are key factors for affecting employment and
wages for ex-offenders. While it is unclear which of the specific components of the program
curriculum added most to participant success, similar programs promaoting ex-offender
employment should optimize length of participation and program completion to maximize
positive outcomes. [n addition to implementing specific curriculum components, attention should
be given to the support network the ex-offender may have access to upon successtul
completion of the program. A key finding from the evaluation is that teaching job search skills
and increasing the employability of ex-offenders may be important for improving employment
and wages. Many programs focus on job search assistance, therefore, further research
investigating the relationship between increasing the employability of ex-offenders and providing
job search assistance will be important for future program implementation efforts. Also, the
impact of applicant motivation and predisposition to graduate may have an effect on program
success. While Building Bridges accepted all applicants into the program, targeting the program
to those for whom it would be most beneficial may be a better use of resources.

implications for Future Research

There was some aspect of this program that affected supervision violation, and an individual did
not necessarily have to be employed for this effect to exist. One possible explanation is the
structured approach of the program and the focus on job skills and improved employability,
characteristics that graduates can maintain as they move from job to job. It would then not be
necessary to remain in the first job received in order to be successful, as may be the case with a




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.

CALEBER

a0 iCF Internations] Company Chattanooga Endeavars Building Bridges Program Evaluation: Outcomes Report

program focused solely on a job search. Graduates of Building Bridges may have obtained skills
that transcend their immediate situation and can be used in the future. Future research could
examine specific components of programs such as Building Bridges to investigate the
behaviors, abilities, and attitudes that must change in order to achieve employment success.
For example, Building Bridges addressed anger management in the workplace; an examination
of the combination of curriculum topics that produces the most positive individual impacts could
be valuable.

Future research also might examine the impact of the community reputation and inter-agency
relationships on individual graduate success. Buifding Bridges staff consistently worked toward
facilitating the ex-offender’s transition into the community by addressing barriers such as stigma
and service availability. Future work should look at multiple programs with this type of
community component in comparison to programs without this particular emphasis to determine
if this component in itself is responsible for any of the positive impact of programs such as
Building Bridges.

Additionally, in light of recidivism and employment results for the 18-month follow-up period,
research examining ex-offender employment over a longer period may provide important
information about the relationship between employment and recidivism. Future evaluation of
programs for ex-offenders that feature a curriculum as well as job placement assistance would
help in examining if employment is a key factor in reducing recidivism.

2.  Study Limitations and Strengths

This study's limitations involved challenges in data collection, programmatic changes, and the
inability to discern the influence of community resources. Strengths of the study include the
study design and the validity associated with using standardized data sources.

2.1  Study Limitations

This evaluation evolved in response to muitiple barriers including data collection issues, the
inability to detail program dosage, and a lack of data on community resources.

Challenges of Data Collection

Data collection barriers were due primarily to the retrospective approach required. Additionally,
relying solely on public records limited findings and the generalizability of the study.

The retrospective nature of the study. Due to loss of funding for the program, subsequent
programmatic changes, and smaller than expected enroliment, the focus of the evaluation was
altered from a prospective to a retrospective study. In the midst of the evaluation, it was
necessary to expand the potential sample to all program applicants, including those who were
not admitted or did not enroll. With the inability to make contact with every program applicant, it
was impossible to measure the motivation of applicants to more thoroughly gauge their interest
in the program and the extent of their program involvement beyond their graduation status. As
the comparison sample was based on individuals who applied to the Building Bridges program,
selection bias remains a concern even though an attempt was made to control for it statistically.

Use of existing public records. In part due to the retrospective nature of the study and limited
programmatic data, the evaluation of the Building Bridges program used existing public records.
As described in the evaluation methods, difficulty in extracting appropriate and complete data
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from existing management information systems compounded the challenges in the data
collection process overall. Variations in data input, data definitions, and coding further
complicated the analysis. Specifically, each criminal history data source included different data
with source-specific coding which together provided a relatively complete basic arrest history
with some overlap. While each source individually may have provided more detail for some
arrests, there was concern about missing data due to jurisdiction {e.g., State versus county
arrests). Additionally, wage history data were reported in a quarterly format that did not readily
allow for a determination of an individual's employment at a given time, at what level, and for
how long. Therefore, employment status was extrapolated from income; if an individual earmed
any wages in a particular quarter, he or she was considered employed for that period of time.
Furthermore, time was measured in varying formats (e.g., daily, by quarters) by data source
making it difficult to triangulate data and discern across data sources a timeline for each
individual. An unclear relationship also existed between supervision and recidivism data due to
the required definitions for recidivism (re-arrest) and successful supervision (violation). This
theoretical relationship precluded an investigation of successful supervision and its impact on
recidivism.

Program Evolution

The program’s loss of substantive funding sources in the middle of the evaluation led to
changes in the evaluation design and data collection. As a result, limited programmatic data
were available for the study sample, making it difficult to ascertain specific program services
provided to each participant beyond their graduation status. It is clear from the evaluation
results that program dosage influences the effectiveness of the program, and there may be
specific components of the curriculum that influence success or a minimum amount of exposure
time for participants to be able to apply the concepts presented. A key limitation of the study
was the inability to isolate program services responsible for any and all effects shown, making
replication of the program and its effects difficult.

Community-Based Resources

Chattanooga Endeavors had a well-established reputation in the Hamilton County, Tennessee
area and this may have been a key contributor to graduates’ success with employers. As
improving community acceptance of ex-offenders was part of the primary program goals and
activities, the specific cause of programmatic effects cannot be isolated. It cannot be determined
if the specific services offered by the Building Bridges program to program participants were the
only influential factor in graduate success. Additionally, the extent to which program participants
sought assistance from other service agencies in the community was not thoroughly assessed.
Additional resources possibly were important contributors to the success of program
participants.

2.2 Strengths

The primary strengths of the evaluation included the ability to implement a sound evaluation
design despite programmatic changes and the ability to use existing public records data to
assess programmatic effects.

Study Design

The longitudinal design of the study allowed for a minimum of 18 months follow-up for all data of
interest. Having observations from muitiple time points provided for a more reliable and accurate
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assessment of the effects of the program. In addition, despite the inability to follow a
randomized control design, the evaluation was able to control for selection bias through
propensity scoring and matching analyses. This method of matching is increasingly common,
especially when randomized control designs are not feasible or unethical, and produces results
that reasonably control for seif-selection.

Integrity of the Dats

A complete criminal history was developed for 99 percent of the sample by merging data from
five varied sources representing county, State, and Federal data. The data provided by NCIC
and the NFF are acknowledged as standard and reliable sources in criminal justice research.
Additionally, State labor data provided by the Tennessee Department of Labor and Workforce
Development also are considered a standard and reliable source. In addition, demographic data
were available for 100 percent of the sample population, which allowed for more appropriate
propensity matching and greater accuracy in the interpretation of results.

3. Conclusion

The evaluation results suggest that Building Bridges was successful in achieving its mission of
increasing the employability of ex-offenders. However, this increase in employment did not
translate to reduced risk of recidivism. Additionally, the impact of Building Bridges differed for
graduates of the program and those who entered the program but did not graduate. The extent
of this difference had significant implications for both recidivism and costs such that non-
graduates were more likely to recidivate and had increased societal costs. Overall, Building
Bridges was successful in addressing employment for ex-offenders if they graduated from the
program
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the process evaluation of Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges
program conducted under grant number 2003-DD-BX-1016. The data reported were collected
over a 10-month period between December 2003 and October 2004. The report is comprised of
this introductory chapter, an additional five chapters, and three appendices:

Chapter 11: Literature Review. This chapter provides a review of the literature related
to offender reentry. The review focuses specifically on defining the scope of the issues, and
what is known about the factors that support, or create barriers for, ex-offenders as they reenter
their communities after a period of incarceration. It also provides a review of existing practices
in the field particularly related to employment-focused programs.

Chapter III: Program Overview. The third chapter provides an overview of the
Building Bridges program as implemented through December 2004. It includes the program
mussion and vision as well as several exhibits describing program operations and client flow.
‘This chapter is based on the year 1 site visit and interviews with program staff conducted
December 2003 as well as program materials and client data. [Please note that based on
budgetary constraints, the program was significantly revised in January 2005.]

Chapter I'V: Job Analysis. ‘The fourth chapter describes a job analysis conducted with
program staff in the spring and surmmer of 2004. Specifically, this chapter offers a detailed
analysis of program staffing discussing the main tasks performed by each staff member and
highlighting areas of overlap or gaps in activities.

Chapter V: Stakeholder Survey Results. This chapter reviews the information
collected through a series of interviews with program stakcholders. The stakeholders were
defined as members of the Chattanooga Reentry Roundtable and represent a wide range of
individuals and organizations involved in local reentry efforts. The interviews were conducted
during the Spring of 2004.

Chapter VI: Discussion and Next Steps. The report concludes with a brief discussion
of the information gathered to date in the context of the program goals and the literature in the
field of offender reentry. It also describes the proposed next steps in the evaluation.

Appendix A. Appendix A contains a matrix summarizing a list of existing employment
focused reentry programs in the United States.

Appendix B. Appendix B contains complete job analysis results for each program
position.
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Introduction

Appendix C. Appendix C contains a list of references cited throughout the report.

This report is the first in a planned series of evaluation reports. Additional reports are
planned for 2005 and 2006.
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. LITERATURE REVIEW

Offender reentry and its effects on communities and individuals has become an
increasing large problem over the past decade. In part, this is because of the substantial growth
in the number of individuals that enter, and are released, from the justice system. In 2003 there
were more than two million people incarcerated in United States’ prisons and jails (Harrison &
Karberg, 2004) and, on average, over 600,000 offenders are released from prison every year. At
the end of 2003, there were an estimated 4.8 million offenders under some type of community
supervision such as parole or probation (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004b).

But, the reentry issue is not just about the number of people that are reentering
communities; it is also that a majority of offenders released from justice institutions commit new
criminal offenses. According to one study, although 41 percent of state parolees successfully
completed their terms of supervision, a substantial number were re-arrested, re-convicted or
returned to prison (Hughes, Wilson & Beck, 2001). A study published by the Bureau of Justice
Assistance (BJA) in 2002 tracked ex-offenders released from 15 prisons in 1994, Of those
studied, an estimated 68 percent were re-arrested for a felony or serious misdemeanor within 3
years, 47 percent were re-convicted, and 25 percent re-sentenced to prison for a new crime
(Langan & Levin, 2002). When combined with those oftenders returned to prison for a parole
violation, the percent of those re-imprisoned within three years of release increased to 52
percent. Nationally, it is estimated that approximately 32 to 60 percent of offenders will re-
offend within three vears of their release from prison. The public safety and public costs of these
crimes is damaging to communities as well as to the individuals that are directly and indirectly

victimized.

Community capacity, with regard to supporting this population, is also a serious reentry
issue. Recent data show that a larger percentage of people being released from prisons were
convicted of more serious crimes and may have more sertous service needs (Glaze, 2002;
Hughes, 2001). Hammett, Roberts, and Kennedy (2001) suggest that, if not addressed, these
needs increase the likelihood that an individual will be reincarcerated. Specifically, without
services and support, many ex-offenders will find themselves in the same situations that
originaily contributed to their criminal activity (Buck, 2000; Petersilia, 2003). Even more
challenging, with at least one conviction, they will be in worse positions than before they were
incarcerated. Therefore, it is imperative to understand how to best meet the needs of these
offenders and of the communities to which they return to ensure public safety and the quality of
life of community members and ex-offenders.
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1. CORRELATES TO RECIDIVISM

To improve reentry outcomes for ex-offenders and communities, it is important to
understand the range of challenges they face.

i1 Justice History

One important correlate to recidivism is the type of crime for which an offender was most
recently incarcerated (Langan & Levin, 2002). Exhibit I-1, adapted from a study by Langan and
Levin, 2002, shows that while almost half of violent offenders were rearrested, the rate of
rearrest jumps to approximately three quarters for property offenders.

Viclent Murder

Violent Rape 46.0
Property Robbery 70.2
Property Burglary 74.0
Property Larceny 74.6
Property Motor Vehicle 78.8
Property Stolen Property {General) 77.4
Property liegal Weapons 70.2

A 2004 study published by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) also shows the trend
towards increased numbers of reconvictions for drug offenses. Specifically, ex-offenders
convicted of drug offenses in five States—California, Florida, 1llinois, New York, and Texas—
since 1990 accounted for nearly half of all releases from state prison in 2001 (Bureau of Justice
Statistics, 2004¢). As many drug offenders also have substance abuse treatment needs, this trend
becomes important in the development of an approach for serving this growing ex-offender
population.

According to the BJS, among state prisoners released in 1999, more than half had been
incarcerated at least once before with 25 percent having at least three prior incarcerations.
Interpersonal networks are disrupted by incarceration, which results in a reduction in the capacity
of family and interpersonal support networks (Clear, Rose, & Ryder, 2001). The reappearance of
the ex-offender into the family unit may strain or sever bonds already loosened by the
incarceration. A return to the family may also create economic hardships if the ex-offender is
not able to contribute finacially. Moreover, social and extended relationships are hampered by
the loss of contact during the incarceration. The cycle of reoffending and reincarceration has a
cummulative negative cffect on ex-offenders’ relationships with family, friends and the larger
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community. It also has a disruptive effect on employment history as their period of incarceration
removes them from the work force. This disruption results in less work experience (Freeman,
2003), and research has shown that skill level and work experience have strong effects on reentry
outcomes (Finn & Willoughby, 1996).

A study published by the BIS reported that, on average, released offenders had served
approximately 25 to 30 months in prison (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2004a). Similar to the
issues related to repeated imprisonment, the longer one is incarcerated, the more likely it 1s that
personal and proffesional relationships will suffer. But, long periods of incarceration have the
additional result that upon release ex-offenders will be less prepared to deal with the societal
changes that effect every aspect of daily life. For example, the increased vse of personal cellular
phones and decreased availability of public phones, the decreased use of cash and checks and
increased use of credit and debit cards, or reductions in manual labor jobs and increased needs
for job applicants to have computer and other technical skills. A meta-analysis of 50 studies
analyzing the impact of incarceration on recidivism found a link between longer prison sentences
and recidivism (Visher & Travis, 2003).

1.2 Community Acceptance

On a community fevel, ex-offenders face specific barriers to their successful transition
back into society. The community’s capacity to absorb the reentering ex-offenders depends on a
variety of factors: employment rates, housing availability, crime rates, and the services available
to ex-offenders. In addition to these objective and measurable factors, is another factor that is
much harder to gauge: community attitude towards ex-offenders. Given the direct and indirect
support ex-offenders need for successful community reentry, the willingness of the community
to address the challenges of prisoner re-entry is also a factor (Visher & Travis, 2003). A primary
concern for many communities is public safety, which they believe will be negatively impacted
by returning ex-offenders. This concern is not without support as research has shown a positive
correlation between neighborhood re-entry rates and local crime rates (Clear et al., 2001). So,
“the influx of re-entering ex-offenders creates a shift that is not always welcome by the
community” (Rodberg, 2001).

1.3 Service Availability

Upon release ex-offenders have to address their basic needs for food, clothing and
shelter. But, at the same time, they may have trouble meeting those needs in the face of policies
that bar ex-offenders from existing services. In addition, they may face a low availability of
services in a given community based on low community tolerance for having services, such as

substance abuse treatment centers or “halfway™ houses, located in their vicinity (Hartwell, 2004).
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With regard to housing, some ex-offenders are unable to return to the communities in which they
lived prior to incarceration either because of public policies or probation or parole restrictions.
For example, the Public Assistance Law excludes ex-offenders from public housing and some
ex-offenders will have to secure “drug-free housing™ as a condition of their release. Another law
affecting ex-offenders is the 1996 Federal welfare law, which includes the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, and bars those with drug convictions
from receiving Federal welfare and food stamp benefits. With regard to being able to secure
employment, in some cases, ex-offenders may be ineligible for Federal programs designed to
help hard-to-employ populations. In other instances, state laws bar or impose restrictions on
hiring ex-offenders in certain professions. For example, the professions of law, real estate,
medicine, nursing, physical therapy, and education are forbidden from hiring ex-offenders
(Travis et al., 2001},

1.4  Individual Characteristics and Capacity

Individual level challenges that were present before their incarceration, and may have
directly contributed to offending behaviors, continue to be issues during the reentry process.
Many of these challenges are inter-related and several are described below:

®  Employability. According to Saylor and Gaes (1996), in a study of post-release
employment programs, ex-offenders tend to suffer from a “wage penalty” wherein
they earn less than non-offenders. In another study, although the results were not
statistically signiftcant, they did show 2 link between lack of suitable employment
and recidivism (Buck, 2000). Statistics from the New York State Department of
Labor show that 83 percent of ex-offenders who violate probation or parcle are
unemployed at the time of violation (Center for Employment Opportunities, 2004).
Further research shows that “a 10 percent decrease in an individual’s wages is
associated with 10 to 20 percent increase in his or her criminal activity and the
liketihood of incarceration (Travis, Solomon and Waul, 2001).

#u  [nterpersonal skills. A lack of appropriate conflict management and interpersonal
skills is another challenge unique to ex-offenders. There is an indication that lengthy
exposure to the harsh, impersonal conditions of prison life may have short- and/or
long-term effects on an ex-offender’s ability to readjust to society {Visher & Travis,
2003). In effect, ex-offenders suspend the sccial skills necessary to interact in
mainstream society while incarcerated. Therefore, it requires time for ex-offenders to
recall and implement appropriate communication and social skills when interacting
with people outside of imprisonment. This is important to note because the majority
of model programs providing post-release services to ex-offenders focus on “hard
skills™ like searching and applying for jobs and vocational training, over “soft skills”
like appropriate dress, communication, and job survival. Consequently, programs
designed to assist ex-offenders are beginning to add interpersonal and life skills
components to their programs.
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®  Compromised health status. According to a 1997 study, almost 25 percent of all
people living with HIV and AIDS were releasees from a correctional facility and the
majority (80%) of ex-offenders had some type of alcohol or drug problem while
incarcerated (Hammett, Roberts & Kennedy, 2001). Approximately 87 percent of ex-
offenders had a mental health service history prior to imprisonment. This history
primarily involved treatment for bipolar disorder, schizophrenia/psychosis, major
depression, or post-traumatic stress disorder (Hammett et al., 2001). A study by
Hammett et al. (2001) on health-refated issues in prisoner re-entry revealed that
health problems not treated while incarcerated become community problems upon
release. Additionally, many ex-offenders cannot afford or do not qualify for federally
funded or state-funded medical assistance programs such as Medicaid, Social
Security Insurance (SSI) or the AIDS Drug Assistance Program (ADAP). Applying
for enrollment, or achieving coverage under other medical plans, creates a post-
release gap in services that can create negative consequences for ex-offenders m need
of care (Hammett et al., 2001). With regard to substance abuse treatment, in many
cases individuals that do not have current substance abuse problems, including testing
positive for substances or self-reported usage in the previous 30 days, are not eligible
for public treatment services. This creates a barrier for ex-offenders who may have
been detoxified while incarcerated and even remained drug-free while incarcerated,
but did not receive needed substance abuse treatment that will allow them to remain
drug free while in the community.

m  Race/ethnicity, age and gender. Data indicate that returning ex-offenders are likely
to be black males aged 30-34 (Burcau of Justice Statistics, 2004a). 1n terms of race
and gender, a Bonczar and Beck (1997) study on the spatial concentration of
incarceration supports this assertion. Their study revealed that incarcertation affects
minority males more than others. In fact, men are eight times more likely to go to
prison than women and the probability of African American men spending time in
prison is 28.5 per 100 (Clear et al., 2001). With regard to women, although the
percentage of incarcerated women is a fraction of incarcerated males, their rates are
growing and their service needs and reasons for reoffending tend to be quite different
from those of men. In 1998 alone, 3.2 miilion women were arrested and over
950.000 women were under the care, custody, and control of correctional agencies,
which includes probation and parole. The majority of these women were incarcerated
tor drug-related offenses. Health and mental health data for women show that they
suffer from high rates of HIV, sexually transmitted diseases, and histories of sexual
abuse that compromise their health. Moreover, 50 percent of all incarcerated women
report using alcohol or drugs prior to arrest (Richie, 2001).

Societal barriers like changes in criminal justice policies, lack of faith in offender rehabilitation,
reduction in appropriate social services and support, low employability, negative conflict and
behavioral management skills, and scarce work histories enhance family challenges, feelings of
alienation, and lack of hope. These challenges are oftentimes exacerbated by physical health,
mental health and substance abuse histories. All of these factors create barriers o successful

offender reentry and contribute 1o an environment in which recidivism is more likely.
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2. REENTRY PROGRAMS

Research has revealed that programs aimed at assisting ex-offenders must be able to
address the special needs of this population in order to fully reintegrate ex-offenders into society.
Ideally, such assistance would start while offenders were incarcerated and continue post-release.
In fact, several model programs and initiatives have been implemented to assist ex-offenders on
a variety of levels. The Federal Bureau of Prisons launched the Inmate Placement Program
Branch in 1996. They held mock job fairs in Federal prisons, posted job openings, established
employment resource centers to help inmates prepare resumes and access jobs, worked with
inmates to establish portfolios of documents relevant to employment, and served as a
clearinghouse and resource of inmate employment-enhancement programs. State corrections
officials in Georgia, Maryland and Ohio also provide employment services for offender
populations. All three states work with Federal agencies like the U.S. Departments of Justice
and Labor as well as community-based organizations te provide in-prison and post-release
employment services (Buck, 2000).

There are an estimated 200 transitional and post-release programs targeted towards ex-
offenders nationwide and the literature provides a plethora of information on these programs.
The majority of programs, while started as grassroots, faith-based, or small non-profit efforts,
have grown into large-scale, professional organizations. These programs overwhelmingly
operate in states where the statistically highest rates of ex-offenders are released as indicated by
the BJS.

21 Model Program Components

The components of community-based programs mirror one another in their efforts to
assist ex-offenders in transitioning back into society and are defined by the services they provide.
For example, the majority of model programs described in the literature provide job readiness,
job placement, and skills training, while others include additional educational, post-placement,
and human/social/family support services. A small number of programs offer paid transitional
employment; peer counseling, interaction or modeling; and behavior and attitudinal training. A
tiny fraction provide psycho-educational course curricula designed to re-socialize or help ex-
offenders deal with interpersonal skills and maladaptive behaviors that would make employment
difficult. Overall, most reentry programs include the following components (Appendix A
contains a summary of the programs reviewed in the development of this list):

®  Recruitment and participant selection. Recruitment can occur in one of two ways:
automatic placement and voluntary placement. An ex-offender can be assigned to a
program as an automatic requirement of their release or others are simply referred or
encouraged to become a part of such programs. Ex-offenders can also voluntarily
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place themselves in these programs (Buck, 2000). They learn about programs from
prison administrators, social workers, probation and parole officers, and other ex-
offenders.

Pre-training and preparation. Given that some of the barriers to employment
include lack of education, no work history, and behavioral barrters, programs have
implemented education and GED training, computer skills training, and role modeling
to prepare ex-offenders for employment in a mainstream environment. Many of the
life skills training components are helpful in preparing ex-offenders for the different
cultural environment of the work-a-day world.

Skills training. The result of research on job retention revealed that long-term job
retention is dependent upon skill development (Buck, 2000). Job readiness services
may include resume preparation, employer referrals, job-specific readiness training,
and funding for work uniforms, tools, transportation, and job training. Specialized
services may include workshops on work-related life skills topics such as tax
preparation, budgeting, driver license restoration, and job interviews. Program case
managers assist participants with resume writing, developing interviewing techniques,
and ways to deal with gaps in their employment histories. They also assist with
appropriate dress and attitude.

In-program support. A variety of programs provide other types of in-program
support to include emergency assistance (e.g., food, clothing, and financial assistance
with utilities and rent), counseling to help ex-offenders deal with emotional and
cognitive effects of incarceration, mentoring, resource matching and personal goal
setting. Participants work with case managers to prioritize personal goals,
employment objectives, education and housing needs, and to work on family
relationships, substance abuse issues, health/mental health issues, and avoiding
recidivism.

Placement services. Some of the methods for placing ex-offenders in jobs have
included skills matching or reviewing the education level and work experience of the
program participant and then contacting employers to identify potential placements.
A number of community programs have even implemented their own economic
development initiatives that provide jobs and job training. Generally, these are
transitional strategies that do not guarantee long-term employment or job placement.

Post-placement retention services. Post-placement retention services include
activities that assist in keeping ex-offenders in jobs once they are placed. These
services can range from childcare and transportation to housing and substance abuse
treatment, and generally requires referral or collaboration with other service agencies
{Buck, 2000). Some programs hire job specialists to maintain a link between the
program, the employer, and the employee/ex-offender. This link keeps a three-way
line of communication open to proactively resolve issues that may affect job
retention.
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According to Buck (2000}, there is no consensus on the goal of employment-focused programs
for ex-offenders nor is there consensus on how success should be measured. Outcome measures
do and can include job placement, retention or recidivism rates. The type of job (i.e., mdustry
with good benefits and higher wages vs. transitional) and the participant’s motivation and
rehability (demonstrated by high attendance and short stays in transitional work) are considered
factors that improve job retention (Buck, 2000). Issues that may affect retention include work
experience, social support systems, and fringe benefits. Model programs with measurable
success rates provide ongoing case management, maintain good working relationships with
probation and parole officers, and maintain strong connections with employers.

3. CONCLUSION

Offender reentry is a serious problem in the United States in terms of sheer number of
offenders released from justice institutions, and their multiple and serious service needs. In
addition, there are significant policy and community-level considerations. But, there is growing
research suggesting that there are ways to improve offenders’ reentry outcomes. The literature
also illustrates the link between employment and recidivism and provides ample support for the
strategies employed by the Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program. The next Chapter
in this report describes the Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program.
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Chattanooga Endeavors is part of a “new breed” of programs that take a holistic, trust
building approach to serving the reentry popuiationi. Chattanooga Endeavors’ approach 1s based
on the theory, supported by research (Buck, 2000; Tumer & Petersilia, 1996; Dion, Derr,
Anderson, and Pavetti, 1999), that employment reduces factors that lead to crime and
demonstrates an individual’s commitment to living as a productive member of the community.
Chattanooga Endeavors recognizes that most offenders have trouble finding or maintaining
employment because of many of the issues described in Chapter 2 of this report. Through
December 2004, Chattanooga Endeavors addressed these barriers through a 6-week intensive
program combined with less intensive case management and mentoring services that continue for
up to 12-months. The specifics of the program are described in more detail in the remainder of
this chapter.

1. PROGRAM HISTORY

Chattanooga FEndeavors originally started as a demonstration project of Dismas House.
Dismas House was a transitional living house that provided limited employment services. But,
some staff thought that greater benefits to a larger number of clients could be achieved by
changing their focus from housing services to preparing ex-offenders for the workforce.
Therefore, in 1999 the program was reincorporated as Chattanooga Endeavors and focused on
employability training and job placement in Chattanooga and the surrcunding county. The
program is staffed by 10 people and has a 24 person board of directors,

2. PROGRAM MISSION

The primary purpose of the Chattanooga Endeavors program is to increase the likelihood
that offenders released into the Hamilton County (Chattanooga), Tennessee arca will avoid re-
arrest and re-incarceration. The program is based on the idea that it takes time for ex-offenders
to become reintegrated into their community and that ex-offenders need support throughout the
reintegration process. The stated program mission is offered below:

“To restore ex-offenders to productive roles in society through training,
counseling and education programs that remove the barriers to meaningful
employment and that teach the skills needed to enter the workforce and to live
within the law.” Excerpt from the CHATTANOOGA ENDEAVORS, INC.:
STRATEGY & GOALS (Jan thru Dec 2004)

' Additional examples of the “new breed” of programs include Opportunities to Succeed Program (Rossman, 1998),
Texas’ Project R10 (Finn, 1998), The Center for Employment Opportunities (Finn, 1998}, and Chicago’s Safer
Foundation (Finn, 1998}
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The program attempts to remove barriers and support its clients through simultaneously
improving the community’s capacity to accept ex-offenders and increasing their clients’ ability
to contribute to the community. Exhibit I11-1 shows the community-level and individual-fevel
barriers that the Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program addresses.

®  Stereotypes/stigma regarding offenders m Ineffective interpersonal communication and
®  Employment opportunities functioning
®m  Service availability and quality {(e.g., housing, B Lifestyle sustainability (e.g., realistic goals

child care) and expectations)
m Interagency relationships (e.g., information s Skill levels (vocational/personal)

sharing, service gaps, coordination of services) ® Poor coping mechanisms (e.g. substances,
»  Community restoration/making the community avoiding responsibility, anger)

whole »  Coming to terms with past experiences and
®  Community cohesiveness and quality of life behaviors

® A lack of a sense of hope/belief in the future

3. PROGRAM LOGIC MODEL

To address the barriers shown in Exhibit 111-1, Chattanooga Endeavors focuses attention
on program improvement and sustainability as well as direct client service. The program logic
model, shown in Exhibit [1I-2, provides an overview of the activities conducted by Chattanooga
Endeavors staff as well as the path through which they attempt to meet their goals of reducing

recidivism and increasing client employment.

Assumptions. As stated in the program mission, the program operates based on the
theory that in order to break the cycle of crime and re incarceration, ex-offenders need support to
improve their ability to live within the law and that an important part of that ability is based on
being able to financially support themselves and their families through obtaining and maintaining
employment. While there are other factors, such as substance abuse and housing instability, that
increase ex-offenders’ likelihood of reincarceration, the Chattanooga Endeavors Building
Bridges program’s primary focus is on employment readiness and support.

Inputs. In 2003, the most recent complete year of operations, the program had revenues
of $365,909. The bulk of the program’s revenue, 81percent, was derived from Federal grants
with the remainder representing private contributions, investments, and program services. The
program also reported assets of $13,169. Other resources available to the program were the
human resources of its staff and volunteers, and the building, which is leased to them at a
reduced rate.
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In addition to these tangible resources, the program has the hard to quantify resources of
high regard in the community and of a moderate level of community capacity based on a
community of providers that have worked together over the years and who are working towards
the same goal.

Program Activities and Outputs. The Chattanooga Endeavors program employs a self-
described three-phased approach. While the program employs client assessments, the results are
not used for program admissions but rather to help link clients to ancillary services, place clients
in either the substance abuse treatment or educational track, and help clients gain insight into
their own strengths and weaknesses. The amount of service offered is consistent across clients.

B Pre-training and preparation. This is a 4-week component that focuses on
“resocializing” the ex-offender by enhancing emotional intelligence and developing
employability skills. These skills include communication, self-awareness, problem-
solving, decision-making, personal interaction and team building. Clients participate
in the program daily from 9:00 AM to 4: 00 PM and receive approximately 140 hours
of service. This includes 30 hours of individual case management and three hours per
week of either substance abuse counseling or educational skills building.

M Skills training. This is a 2-week component that teaches job search skills like
networking, completing job applications, and interview preparation. Program
participants are also encouraged to make realistic career goals with an emphasis on
job retention skills such as meeting employer expectations, job survival and earning
promotions. Clients reccive approximately 40 hours of service.

m  Post-program retention services. This component is designed to provide support
following graduation from the program. For up to 46 weeks, program graduates
attend monthly case management group sessions to share their experiences with
fellow program participants. Using this format, the graduate receives follow-up
support, reinforcement for the positive steps s/he is taking, and preparation for
advancement in their jobs. The amount of service offered is approximately 20 hours,
but there are mentoring and other services that clients can access. For this component
hours of service received per client vary.

While not separate components, the program also engages in recruitment and outreach activities
to attract clients, and provides individualized in-program support. The only model program
component not offered 1s traditional placement services. In addition, the program also relies on a
coalition of community organizations to link clients with other services such as the Chattanooga
Neighborhood Enterprise for housing and the Community Coalition Against Domestic Violence.
While this coalition is mentioned as an input, it also constitutes a program component because
one manifestation of this coalition is the Chattanooga Reentry Roundtable, founded in December
2003 and described in more detatl in Chapter V. The Roundtable provides a forum for
Chattanooga Endeavors’ clients to participate in the community capacity building process.
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Client Flow. During the 12-month period between October 2003 and September 2004,
the program ran nine 6-week sessions. As shown in Exhibit HI-3, the program received
applications from 311 people. Of those, 231 were processed for intake with 194 clients being
admitted to the program and 145 enrolling in the program. During this period, 89 clients
successfully completed their program requirements. This translates to a 45 percent completion
rate among those admitted to the programs but a 61 percent completion rate among clients that
actually enrolled in the program. These rates are consistent with program estimates and the
results of an evaluability assessment.

ExuiBrr 111-3
12-MONTH CLIENT FLOW
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Client Demographics. Client demographic information is available for 109 clients
enrolled in the program between January 2004 and July 2004.

N Age. The median client age was 30 vears old with a range from 18 to 61 years old.
B Gender. The majority, 66 percent, of clients were male.

®  Race. Scventy percent of the clients served were African American and 26 percent
were Caucasian. Four percent self reported another race.
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Education. Fifty-three percent of clients had a high school education and 44 percent
had received at least some vocational {raining. For the 41 clients for whom
educational assessment data were available, their average level of academic skill was
at a 6th to 8th grade level.

Clients enrolled in the Chattanooga Endeavors program for a variety of reasons, including some
clients who enrolled for more than one reason. These included 79 percent who reported an

interest in employment training, 31 percent in relapse prevention, 31 percent in obtaining a GED

and 52 percent in improving their computer skills.

Program Goals/Quteomes. The primary outcomes of the Chattanooga Endeavors
Building Bridges program are described in terms of the short term, intermediate, and long terms

outcomes of the program for both clients and the larger community.

The short-term, or immediate, outcomes for the program are increasing knowledge about
the program within Hamilton County and changing clients’ attitudes and skills, The specific

arcas for client attitude change are listed below:

Creating a more positive outlook on life
Instilling a belief that they are capable of positive change

Increasing client comfort being open and sharing personal information including
repairing damaged relationships

Creating a willingness to divorce themselves from negative influences, behaviors, and
people (referred to within the program as “poisoning the well”).

The skills that clients are expected to develop while in the program include the following:

Communication
Being able to act in a civil manner even during difficult situations

Being able to function in “straight” society and within the constraints of a job
(referred to within the program as “working the man™)

Being able to present themselves appropriately in different situations both in terms of
attitude and appearance {referred to within the program as “playing with masks™)

Increased educational ability

Ability to build and use a personal support group.
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The primary intermediate term outcomes include changes in client behaviors and which reflect
the skills learned in the program. For example, clients are expected to remain drug-free and
employed, avoid arrest, and complete their justice requirements. Intermediate term community-
level outcomes are to change the practices of Jocal employers and service providers in order to
increase the jobs and services available to, and appropriate for, ex-offenders.

Long-term client-level outcomes of the program include continued employment, and
continued avoidance of arrest, conviction and re incarceration. In the long-term, the program

strives to increase community capacity to support ex-offenders and their reintegration processes.

Contextual Factors. The city of Chattanooga has been aggressively pursuing economic
development which increases its impetus to effectively deal with reentry issues and may increase
the number of jobs available to ex-offenders. As of December 2003, the city was also
considering ending its administration of curbside pick up of recyclables and this may present an
opportunity for Chattanooga Endeavors to take over this function. This would result in the
program having an income producing activity that would provide employment opportunities for
clients and contribute to program sustainability. Another important contextual clement is that
Hamilton County has a history of collaboration among service providers and Chattanooga
Endeavors is specifically building on relationships developed as part of the existing Coalition to
End Homelessness. Chattanooga Endeavors also has several program specific factors working in
its favor. These include that it was an outgrowth of an existing program that had a history and
local track record and that it is using an existing effective practice (the Delaney Street model®).
Further, the program and its staff have a good reputation in the community. Less positively, the
program, during their fiscal year 2003, ran at a deficit with expenses running 13 percent over
revenue. In addition, the program’s heavy reliance on a single Federal grant may create
problems upon the conclusion of the grant.

* This model involves a non-profit organization operating a commercial enterprise that is both staffed by program
clients and provides financial support for the non-profit services provided.
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IV. JOB ANALYSIS

1. PURPOSE

This chapter describes the purpose, methods, and results of the job analyses conducted
from May 2004 through August 2004 for 10 positions within the Chattanooga Endeavors
Building Bridges program. The primary purpose of these job analyses was to gather data for use
in defining the content of each position within the Chattanooga Endeavors program. An
additional objective for this work was to obtain information for each position that is specific
enough to allow other organizations that wish to emulate the Chattanooga Endeavors program, to
hire staff that posses the competencies necessary to perform the duties of their respective
positions. In this chapter, we provide a review of the resulits of the job analyses across all
10 staff positions. More specific information for each position is provided in Appendix B. It is
the information in these appendices that will be of most help to organizations that desire to
replicate the staffing structure at Chattanooga Endeavors.

2. OVERVIEW OF APPROACH TO JOB ANALYSIS

To ensure that our job analysis process is able to capture the relevant information about
each position examined, we incorporated the following features into our approach:

®  Gather and review information. We used as many relevant sources of information
as possible to ensure that we could capture the full scope of each position. To this
end, we used sources such as the Federal Government’s Occupation Information
Network (O*NET) as well as job descriptions and job analysis information for
positions in programs similar to Chattanooga Endeavors. We also used phone
interviews to discuss the positions with the incumbents in each job and existing job-
related information provided by Chattanooga Endeavors.

¥ Involve subject matter experts (SMEs). In this job analysis effort, because of the
small size of the program, we considered the incumbents as the subject matter
experts. Because of their intimate knowledge of the program and their role within it
incumbent involvement is critical to the analysis process. In addition to speaking
with incumbents during the initial collection of job relevant data, we involved
incurnbents a second time with the review of draft items related to their position.
This review allowed for an additional check of job-relevant information before job
analysis ratings were gathered.

& Obtain job analysis data. Job analysis questionnaires typically ask SMEs to make
numeric ratings on different characteristics of job dimensions, job functions, and the
associated knowledge, skills, and abilitics (KSAs) needed to perform them. Such
ratings are advantageous because they are easily summarized and permit the objective
identification of critical job components. To this end, each incumbent completed a
job analysis questionnaire for his or her position. These questionnaires also allowed
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incumbents one last chance to add or modify the job dimensions, job functions,
and/or KSAs associated with their positions.

m  Identify critical job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs. Using data from the job
analysis questionnaires, we identified critical job dimensions, job functions, and the
KSAs that incumbents indicated were needed for successful performance in their
positions. Additionally, the ratings made on the job dimensions, job functions, and
KSAs allowed us to make determinations about which of these dimensions and
functions applicants must be able to perform and which KSAs applicants must
possess on their first day of work.

B Adhere to professional guidance. We have constructed our approach to follow
well-established professional guidance (Standards for educational and psychological
testing [American Educational Research Association, American Psychological
Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education, 1999]; Principles for
the validation and use of personnel selection procedures [Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology, Inc., 1987]; Uniform guidelines on employee selection
procedures {Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Civil Service
Commission, Department of Labor, & Department of Justice, 1978]).

The remainder of this chapter describes the method and results of our job analysis efforts in more
detail.

3. METHOD
To conduct this job analysis, we engaged in the following steps:

m  Gather background information

®  Submit draft job analysis items to position incumbent
& Administer job analysis questionnatres

B Analyze data.

These steps are described below.
3.1 Gather Background Information

The first step in our job analysis process was to gather documents and other picces of
information about each position. The major purpose of reviewing the background information
was to assist us in the development of draft job dimension, job function, and KSA lists. After
reviewing the background information, we created draft lists for each position. These draft lists
provided the basic content for subsequent job analysis work.
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We used as many relevant sources of information as possible to ensure that we could
capture the full scope of each position. To accomplish this task, we used sources such as the
Federal Government’s Occupation Information Network (O*NET), job descriptions and job
analysis information for positions in programs similar to Chattanooga Endeavors, we used phone
interviews to discuss the positions with the incumbent or, when possible, his or her supervisor.
We also used existing job-related information provide by Chattanooga Endeavors. Each of these
sources provided a unique perspective for developing a comprehensive understanding of each

position.
3.2 Submit Draft Job Analysis Items to Position Incumbents

The purpose of this step was to review and finalize the draft lists of job dimensions, job
functions, and KSAs that were developed in previous steps. For the review of the draft items we
distributed the draft lists of KSAs and asked each incumbent to conduct an independent review
of the draft lists and to make note of any changes, additions, or comments. Caliber staff
reviewed the completed forms and phone interviews were conducted, as needed, to clarify the
information provided by the incumbents. Based on the information we gathered from these
efforts, we refined the job dimensions, job functions, and KSA lists. The items were used in the
Job Analysis Questionnaire (JAQ) administered to each incumbent.

33 Administer Job Analysis Questionnaire (JAQ)

We assembled all of the refined statements for job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs
into a JAQ) that we sent to the incumbent, In the JAQ the incumbent was first asked to review an
existing position description and to make alterations to the description as he or she saw fit. Next,
the incumbent was asked to rate the frequency with which each job dimension and job function
was performed on the job. The incumbent was also asked to rate the importance of the job
dimension and job function for effectively performing the job. Lastly, the incumbent was asked
to rate whether a person would need to be able to perform the job dimension or job function upon
entry into the job. These three questions were presented separately for each set of job
dimensions and job functions. The discussion of this process is condensed here because the
process was the same for each set of job dimensions and job functions. Examples of the rating
scales used by incumbents are provided in Exhibit [V-1.
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Job Dimension and Jeb Function Frequeney Rating Scale:
How ofien is this job dimension performed on this job?
How often is this job function performed on this job?

0= Never

1 = A few times per year or less
2 = (Once a month

3 = Once a week

4 = Once a day

5 = More than once a day

Job Dimension and Job Function Importance Rating Scale:
How important is this job dimension for effectively performing this job?
How impariant is this job funciion for effectively performing this job?

O = Not important

t = Somewhat important

2= Important

3 = Very important

4 = Extremely important

Needed at Entry Scale:
Would a person need ta be able (o perform this job dimension upon entry into the joh?

0= No
= Yes

In the next section of the JAQ the incumbent was asked to rate a set of KSAs on two
scales: 1) importance of the KSA for successful job performance and 2) necessity of the KSA at
entry to the job. The set of KSAs used for each position consisted of the specific KSAs
identified in the existing job description for each position and a set of “core”™ KSAs that were
included in the JAQs for all positions. This “core™ set of KSAs was used to possibly identify a
common set of KSAs that apply across all positions at Chattanooga Endeavors. The incumbent
made his or her judgments using the rating scales provided in Exhibit IV-2.
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Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities Importance Rating Scale:
How imporiant is this knowledge, skill, or ability for effectively performing this job?

1 = Somewhat imporiant
2= Important

= Very important
4 = Extremely imporiant

Kanowledge, Skills and Abilities Necessary at Entry Rating Scale:
Must new employees have this knowledge, skill, or ability when they first start this job?

0= Ao
1= Yes

Within each job analysis questionnaire incumbents were given one last chance to add or
modify the job dimensions, job functions, and the KSAs associated with their position. If
mcumbents made changes or additions to the KSA list, they were asked to make ratings on the
new or modifted items.

3.4 Analyze Data

Our analysis of the data included the following procedures:

m [atering and verilying the data

®m  Producing final screened hists of job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs.
These procedures are reviews in detail below,

Entering and Verifying the Data

A Caliber staff member first entered the JAQ responses into a spreadsheet. The JAQ data
were then checked using a comparison formula to identify possible data entry errors. Differences
were resolved by consulting the original JAQ documents and entering the correct responses.

If a respondent rated the frequency of a particular dimension or function as “0” (i.¢.,
indicating that he or she never performs it), we coded the Importance rating as “0” (i.e., Not
important). This was done to ensure that dimensions and functions that are not performed did
not make it into the final results of the job analysis process.
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Producing Final Screened Lists of Job Dimensions, Job Functions, and KSAs

There were two purposes for conducting these job analyses. The primary purpose of this
work was to produce a screened list of job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs that could be
used to represent/describe each position. An additional purpose of this process was to identify
the job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs that would be appropriate for use in developing
selection methods/instruments. In this section we describe the methods used to fulfill these two
purposes. We first discuss how the job analysis data were used to arrive at a set of retained job
dimensions, job functions and KSAs that could be used to describe each position. We then
discuss how the data from the job analysis were used to identify the aspects of each position that
were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods.

Identifying Job Dimensions, Job Functions, and KSAs for Use in Describing a Position

More job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs are used to describe a position than those
used to define what is appropriate for use in selection because the items used in selection must
meet more criteria than those used to describe a position. To determine which job dimensions
and job functions were appropriate for use in describing a given position we used incumbent’s
ratings of how important each dimension and function was and how frequently those dimensions
and functions were performed. As indicated by the formula below, the Importance rating was
double weighted since it is the more crucial rating. The formula results in a continuous scale,
from 0 to 13. Once the accuracy of the data was checked and all data coding operations were
complete, the Frequency and Importance ratings gained from the incumbents were used to
compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance} + Frequency.
Job Function Example: Criticality of 11 = (2 ¥4) + 3

In the example above the incumbent gave a particular job function an Importance rating
of 4 “Very Important” and a Frequency rating of 3 “Once a Month.” Based on the formula used,
the Criticality of that dimension would be 11. We retained job dimensions and job functions that
had a criticality score of at least 5.0. We uséd this rule to ensure that anv job dimension or job
function receiving an Importance rating of “2” {i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed
critical, and any job functions with an Importance rating of 0™ {i.e., Not important) would only
be deemed critical if their Frequency rating was “57 (i.e., More than once a day). Job
dimensions and functions that met this initial cutoff were referred to as “qualifying” job
dimensions or job functions. Exhibit IV-3 shows the combinations of Importance and Frequency
ratings and the resulting task criticality scores.
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0 = Not important 0 1 2 3 4 5

1= Somewhat NA 3 4 5 6 7
important

2 = Imporiant NA 5 6 7 3 9

3 = Very important NA 7 8 9 16 11

4 = Extremely NA 9 10 1 12 13
important

Note: Some cells are marked “NA” because Importance values greater than “0” are not possible when the
Frequency rating is “0.”

In a manner similar to the one used to assess job dimensions and job functions, we
assessed the importance of several knowledge types, skills, and abilities for each position.
Within the entire set of KSAs proposed for each position we included KSAS unigue to each
position as well as a set of “core” KSAs that we predicted would apply across all positions at
Chattancoga Endeavors. Also, as was done with the analysis of the job dimensions and
functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs that were used to determine which KSAs are
appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. This was accomplished by
asking incumbents if each KSA was necessary at entry. To determine which KSAs were
appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs that received Importance
ratings of at feast “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use in defining the potential
test domain met all of the following criteria:

m  An Importance rating of at least 2.0
® Rated as Necessary at Entry.

Identifying Job Dimensions, Job Functions, and KSAs for Use in Selection Methods

An additional purpose of this process was to identify the job dimensions, job functions
and KSAs that would be appropriate for use in developing selection methods/instruments. The
use of the “Needed at Entry” ratings helps to define the porential selection test domain by
identifying the aspects of each job that, in the opinion of the incumbent, are necessary on the first
day of the job in order for an applicant to perform in a job at a basic level.

This distinction between what is needed at entry and what can be learned on the job is an
important one when one is designing fair selection procedures. It would not be appropriate to
deny someone work because they did not have experience with a job dimension or function with
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which they could gain familiarity reasonably soon after beginning work. Likewise, it would not
be appropriate to deny an applicant employment if they did not possess a knowledge, skill, or
ability that could be readily learned while on-the-job or through training. As an example, it is
generally appropriate to expect an accountant to possess a certain level of familiarity with the
field of accounting to and to posses a certain set of general abilities related to accountancy.
However, expecting an applicant for an accountant position to already know the details of a
particular organization’s accounting practices before he or she has worked in the organization is
not appropriate when making selection decisions.

While the “Needed at Entry” information may not be immediately wseful to Chattanooga
Endeavors; it will be useful the next time they need to fill a vacant position. Furthermore, the
information provided by the “Needed at Entry™ ratings will help other organizations that are
interested in emulating the Chattanooga Endeavors program discern which aspects of each
position are appropriate for use in developing selection methods and assessments.

To select job dimensions and job functions that could be used to describe the potential
test domain we retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least
5.0 and were rated as needed at entry to the position. In a manner similar to the one used to
assess job dimensions and job functions, we retained KSAs that had an Importance rating of at
least 2.0 and were judged to be “Needed at Entry.”

4. RESULTS

This section describes the program incumbents that participated in the job analysis, and
provides information about the KSAs, job dimenstons, and job functions most relevant to each
position. Information about the elements that were deemed necessary at entry into each position
is also described. The detailed results of the job analysis are available in Appendix B.

4.1 Staff Demographics

Most incumbents had no more than three years tenure in their positions with the
exception of the Managing Director who reported having more than three years tenure. The
figures for time in profession varied considerably across incumbents from more than ten years
for the Managing Director to less than six months for two of the peer facilitators. Incumbents in
the higher positions in the organization tended to have more experience in their respective fields
than did incumbents in lower-level positions. Additional staff characteristics are listed below:

®  Experience with offender populations. All incumbents reported having some level
of experience with ex-offenders-a factor deemed critical by the Managing Director
and common for programs of this type. The length of experience with ex-offenders
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ranged from more than 10 years to 1 year with a trend of more experience being had
by those incumbents in the higher-level positions. Most incumbents reported that
they had been previously incarcerated.

®m  Prior work in corrections. Five of the eleven incumbents that provided data
reported that they had previously worked for county, state, or Federal correction
systems. Three incumbents reported that they had worked for the Tennessee
Department of Corrections. The maximum amount of experience reported, across all
incumbents, for work in other correctional systems was two years with the minimum
being six months.

m  Educational levels. The education levels reported by the incumbents included four
incumbents with advanced degrees; one with a bachelors degree; one with an
associates degree or other certification, one incumbent with at least one year of
college, and one incumbent with a traditional high school diploma.

m  Experience as a program client. Six of the incumbents that provided data reported
that they had completed or were currently completing all three phases of the
Chattanooga Endeavors program. Lastly, only one incumbent reported having
experience with a program similar to Chattanooga Endeavors,

4.2 KSA Common Across Positions

The program staff has well defined positions with specific duties and performance
expectations; there is significant overlap in the kinds of knowledge that is needed across
positions. Exhibits IV-4 to IV-6 show the overlap across positions with regard to knowledge,
skill, and ability categories. In general there were two types of KSAs common to staff positions.
The most common related to understanding and serving the targeted client population of ex-
offenders. The remaining common KSAs were things that would benefit staff at any kind of
organization. Specifically, Exhibit IV-4 shows that it is important for all staff to be
knowledgeable about the roles and responsibilities of the other staff positions and the mission of
the overall program. It is important for most staff to understand the basic areas in which the
program functions, including the Tennessee Board of Probation and Parole (BOPP), as well as
issues that confront ex-offenders at reentry and worktorce development.
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As shown in Exhibit V-5, there was no single skill that was important for all staff. Four
of the five skills important to the majority of staff focus on client support: obtaining services for
clients, discussing sensitive topics with clients, and retaining clients in the program. The
remaining skill was a general skill applicable to many work environments: working
autonomously. A similar kind of division was evident among the abilities that were common to
most of the staff positions (See Exhibit FV-6). Specifically, of the 17 abilities that were relevant
to at least seven of the positions, 11 related to client services and included acting as a role model
for clients, speaking openly and communicating well with clients about staff’s own past
experiences, and gaining client trust. The remaining 6 abilities are more general and include
fundraising, responding to third party requests for information and supervising other staff.
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ExHisiT IV-5
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4.3  Individual Position Descriptions

The remainder of this section provides information about each of the 10 program staff
positions. After a brief position definition, the most highly rated job dimensions and functions
are offered as well as a summary of the KSAs deemed important for this position. Additional
information about each position is offered in Appendix B.

Managing Director

The Managing Director is directly responsible for the efficient and effective operation
and overall management of the organization’s activities and provides staff supervision. Based on
the self-report by the position’s incumbent, the three most important dimensions of the position

are listed below:

m  Providing assistance to the Board of Directors and all of its committees in
accomplishing the priorities of the organization
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m  Supervising and assisting staff members in accomplishing their various job functions
and assignments with special attention to established performance measures and
strategic initiatives

®m  Researching issucs and intervention strategies related to crime and corrections and
designing programs and services to improve the effectiveness of Chattanooga
Endeavors.

The three job functions that received the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in the
frequency with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position)
are listed below:

®  Remains aware of committee responsibilities and assignments, advises appropriate
chairs of duties and deadlines, and assists committees in effectuating established
goals

m [dentifies potential income generation measures to contribute to sustainability; with
the Executive Committee or its designee, performs cost analyses and protects
potential income levels; presents business proposals to Board for approval and
implements in accordance with plan

m  Continually reviews and improves methods of establishing the successes of the
program and reporting results of the program with an accountability that can be
proven.

The only job function to receive a criticality score of zero was “Monitors Student (i.e., chient)
Support Staff.”

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires
knowledge about the program’s partner agencies and hands on knowledge of assessment and
community building. This position also requires abilities in the areas of communication,
information analysis, and the ability to coordinate multiple activities and meet deadlines. As
compared to some of the other positions, this position requires less direct client or administrative
work, such as paper work. All of the job dimensions and functions were deemed as needed at
entry and the only KSAs that were not needed at entry were the ability to follow existing filing
protocols, to contribute to fundraising and to conduct drug tests.

Program Manager

The program manager helps to implement the program and ensures that it operates
smoothly. Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbent, the most highly rated
dimensions of the position are listed below:
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m  Providing assistance to the Program Director in accomplishing the priorities of
Chattanooga Endeavors

m  (Coordinating program activities

m  Managing and assisting staff members in accomplishing their various job functions
and assignments with special attention to established performance measures and
strategic initiatives.

While the incumbent rated all of the listed job functions as important, the job functions that
received the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in the frequency with which the task is
performed and its importance to performance in the position) are listed below:

w  Oversee activities directly related to making products or providing services

m Evaluate the work of staff and volunteers in order to ensure that their work is of
appropriate quality and that resources are used effectively

m  Direct activities of professional and technical staff members and volunteers
m Establish program objectives and evaluative the program against those criteria.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires broad
knowledge about topics ranging from knowledge about reentry and workforce development to
program specific knowledge about the Tennessee Board of Probation and Parole and services
available in Hamilton County. The most important abilities were those related to service and
task coordination. This position involves both program management and client contact. All of
the job dimensions and functions were rated as needed at position entry and the only KSAs rated
as not needed at position entry were the ability to contribute to fundraising and to perform drug
tests.

Community Volunteer and Marketing Coordinator

The primary responsibilities under this position are to provide recruitment, development
and supervision of community volunteers and to coordinate marketing activities of the
organization. Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbent, there were only three job
dimensions. These are provided below:

B Assisting the Marketing Committee in publicizing the activities of the organization

® Recruiting, training and placing community volunteers in positions that advance the
interests of the organization
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B Collecting and tabulating information to establish the performance of volunteers
related to specific goals, objectives, and outcomes.

The three job functions that received the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in the
frequency with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position)
are listed below:

m  Assists the Marketing Committee in all of its activities

m  Coordinates all aspects of community volunteer involvement in the activities of the
program

m  Responds to general inquiries about the organization.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires
stgnificant program knowledge, time management skill, and communication ability. This
position requires almost no client contact. All of the job dimensions were rated as needed at
entry, but several functions could be learned on the job. These included production of the
program newsletter and annual report, coordination of media activities, being able to respond to
inquiries about the program, and maintaining the program webpage. KSAs not needed at entry
included things like knowledge of workforce development, issues related to ex-offenders,
substance abuse, or the position functions of other staff; skill motivating people or working with
clients; and the ability to speak openly about own experiences, serving clients or gaining client
trust.

Admissions Coordinators

This position 1s primarily accountable for recruiting and screening ex-offenders for the
program. Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbent, the most highly rated dimensions
of the position are listed below:

m  Coordinating all aspects of promoting the programs with ex-offenders in order to
provide reasonable access to Chattanooga Endeavors for all eligible candidates

m  Determining which candidates satisfy criteria for general eligibility, whether they are
suitable for the program to which they have applied, and whether any special
conditions need to be attached to their program acceptance

m In the absence of the Case Management Coordinator, conducts routine case
management functions.
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The job functions that received the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in the frequency
with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position) are listed
below:

® Conducts recruiting activities for ex-offenders to the programs and services of
Chattanooga Endeavors

® Provides information on programs and eligibility requirements to individuals and
organizations

® Interprets regulations and applicant information to determine applicant eligibility

®  Makes determinations of applications based upon established criteria and subjective
assessments, engaging the Board of Probation and Parole, the local court system, or
other correctional or law-enforcement officials as required

®  Protects confidentiality of clients’ records.

Only one of the listed job functions received a rating of zero: Attends training to enhance skills
that will benefit the program and its students, especially as related to marketing and sales,
assessments, and the characteristics of ex-offenders.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires
strong interpersonal and communication skills and the ability to advocate for clients and to
interpret a range of client cues. All of the job dimensions, functions and KSAs were rated as
needed at entry.

Case Management Coordinator

This position focuses on the provision of case management and related support services
to ex-offenders enrolled in the program, and participation in Community Justice Case-
Management Committees. Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbent, the most
important dimensions of the position are listed below:

®  Providing case management and related support services to ex-offenders enrolled in
the program and participating in Community Justice Case-Management Committees

®  Coordinating case management activities between clients and their committees
B Providing peer support groups.

The job functions that received criticality scores over 10 (a score that factors in the frequency
with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position) are listed
below:
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m Protects sensitive information on clients, providing for strict standards of
confidentiality

®  Oversees data-entry and case-management records in Service Point; provides training
and support to staff and volunteers with functions related to Service Point.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires
knowledge about client confidentiality, the ability to communicate effectively with clients, earn
client trust and defuse tense situations. The position is primarily focused on client service. All
of the job dimensions, functions and KSAs were rated as needed at entry.

Education Coordinator

This position focuses on educational assessment and the provision of educational services
such as literacy and GED training. Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbent, the
most important dimensions of the position are listed below:

m  Overseeing the activities in The Learning Center

®m  Setting up and monitoring programs for students and peer facilitators who wish to
expand their educational background

®  Assisting students on an individual basis when they have difficulty understanding
material in their self-study program

B Teaching portions of the core program.

The two job functions that received criticality scores of at least 10 (a score that factors in the
frequency with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position)
are listed below:

m  Assist clients in understanding course material as needed
m  Participate in core program when appropriate.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires
knowledge of educational theory and an ability to act as a teacher. Job dimensions rated as not
needed at entry include, assessing clients for program participation and teaching sections of the
core program. Job functions that could be learned on the job included administering and grading
educational assessments, assisting with client intake, and teaching in the core program. This
position had a high number of KSA’s that could be learned on the job, with the primary things
needed at eniry being knowledge of educational theory, the ability to keep organized client files,
and good communication skills.
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Job Development Coordinator

This position is responsible for assisting graduates of the Core program in their search for
meaningful employment and a living-wage. Based on the self-report by the position’s
incumbent, the only dimension to receive a criticality score of at least 10 is developing and

sustaining relationships with local employers.

The two job functions that received the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in
the frequency with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the
position} are listed below:

m  Conducts exercises and small group discussions about the various dimensions of the
workplace, such as building productive relationships with colleagues, meeting the
expectations of employers, and governing the negative influence of family members
and peers in career moves

m  Assesses the skills, aptitude, and interests of clients for targeted job search activities;
creates customized career advancement plans; makes community referrals to assist
clients accomplish the goals in these plans.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires
knowledge of offender rehabilitation theory and the ability to act as a role model This position
requires a blend of c¢lient advocacy and employer contact as well as significant direct service to
clients. Most job dimensions were rated as needed at entry with the exception of developing
relationships with tocal employers. The job functions that could be learned on the job were
related to meeting and conference attendance. The incumbent rated most of the generai
knowledge areas as things that could be learned on the job. These include knowledge of issues
related to ex-offenders, workforce development, the local criminal justice system, fair Jabor laws,
and substance abuse treatment. All of the relevant skills were rated as needed at entry, and the
abilities that could be learned on the job included helping clients complete program paperwork,
and other program specific tasks.

Peer Facilitator

This position provides support of routine training activities, classroom and administrative
support. Principally, the Peer Facilitator is to act as a mentor to the students. As an ex-offender,
the Peer Facilitator’s rapport with the students is the most significant factor of this position.
Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbents, all of the job dimensions were critical and
are listed below:

®  Sets up and maintains training facilities for the preparation and presentation of the
classroom exercises

The measure of excellence 1vV-18



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.

Job Analysis

® Performs morning and evening tasks on a daily bases, per “Facility Moring
Checklist/Facility Evening Checklist”

® Performs a supporting role in the “training process™ by acting as a peer to the students
that are working through the exercises in the classroom

B Maintains Class Log relevant to the Core Curriculum and student participation and
performance therein

W Acts as the principal support person to the Program Manager in the classroomn.

The three job functions that received the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in the
frequency with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position)
are listed below:

w  Uses methods and technigues that support the principles of Community Building and
the established culture of Chattancoga Endeavors

m  Ipsures standards of conduct, including attendance, are clear to students and that
students understand that performance against these standards is recorded

® Participates as a facilitator in group sessions of the Community Building Workshop
and the Core Communication Program.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires
intimate knowledge of the issues facing program clients and program operations as well as the
ability to act as a role model. The Peer Facilitator provides both hands on experience in actual
work situations and specific training in group facilitation and communications skills. The bulk of
the job dimensions, functions and KSAs were deemed as needed at entry, with the exceptions of
attending training, knowledge about maintaining chain of custody, the ability to process large
amounts of information, and responding to third party requests for information. The ability to
supervise other staff and to administer drug tests were also rated as not needed at entry.

Office Administrator

This position is respensible for the smooth operation of the front office including some
accounting functions. Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbent, the most important
dimensions of the position are listed below:

B Assisting the Treasurer with the day-to-day finances of the organizations
®  Maintaining records in FundMaster/Raiser’s Edge including gift details

B Maintaining office technology, including the administration of network servers.
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The three job functions that received the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in the
frequency with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position)

are listed below:

# Maintains office technology and administers network servers, providing technical
assistance to other stafl as needed

®m  Assist the treasurer by performing routine entry of financial data in QuickBooks,
making deposits, creating invoices and check requests, preparing instruments and
getting signatures as needed

m  Coordinates with the Treasurer to ensure proper accounting for the use of restricted
grant funds, that reports are made in a timely and accurate fashion, and that the use of
funds is consistent with the nature and goal of each award.

In addition to the common KSAs described in the previous section, this position requires the
ability to manage a large quantity of information effectively and attend to details. The job
dimension not needed at entry was measuring program performance. While general functions
related to office administration are needed at entry to bulk of the functions that are specific to
this program can be learned on the job. Knowledge about the otffender population and related
issues was rated as something that could be learned on the job, as were providing client services,
and the ability to work with clients and support other staff in their duties,

Office Assistant

This position provides support to the office administrator and is used as a training
position for program clients. Based on the self-report by the position’s incumbent, the three
most important dimensions of the position are listed below:

®m  Receiving visitors, identifymg the purpose of their visit, providing them with generic
information about the program as appropriate, and ensuring that their needs are
adequately addressed

®m  Understanding the roles and responsibilities of each staff member and effectively
processing mail and routing mquiries to their proper destinations

®  Confirming appointments with program candidates during the screening process and
assisting in the notice and confirmation of board and committee meetings.

The four job functions that tied for the highest criticality scores (a score that factors in the
frequency with which the task is performed and its importance to performance in the position)

are listed below:
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B Receives and directs all incoming telephone calls, places key outgoing calls, and
forwards detailed information to staff members as needed

B Processes and routes incoming mail and other correspondences, including e-mails, to
the responsible staff person

®  Prepares outgoing mail and other correspondences, including e-mails, at the request
of the administration staff

B Files correspondence and other office related records.

This position did not require any special KSAs not covered in the list of KSAs common across
positions. As this is a training position, it is not surprising that almost all of the dimensions,
functions and K8As were rated as things that could be learned on the job.

5. SUMMARY

The results of the job analysis suggest that the program is comprised of two positions that
focus on the “big picture” and general program operations (the Managing Director and the
Volunteer and Marketing Coordinator) with the remaining positions focusing primarily on client
service and client interaction. While there is significant overlap in the general knowledge that
program stafl must have, there were notable differences in the primary job dimensions and
functions. This suggests that while staff needed to know about the duties of each position and
possibly fill in when needed, in practice there was little redundancy across positions. With 80
percent of the program positions focused on client service, the program may want to consider
ways to increase staffing related to the big picture of program operations and funding. In
addition, there were several positions in which much of the knowledge about the client
population and local service capacity was rated as something that could be learned on the job, as
this information is central to the mission of the organization, this is something that should be
reassessed.
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Research suggests that the role of the community in community justice initiatives is
critical with regard to long-term program success and sustainability. 1n addition, collaborative
community justice initiatives can have significant positive impacts on the communities in which
they operate (Roman, Jenkins and Wolff, forthcoming). In 2003, Chattanooga Endeavors
received a planning grant from the JEHT Foundation to expand and develop the Chattancoga
Reentry Roundtable (Roundtable). As an official intergovernmental and community
policymaking forum, the Roundtable is tasked with completing the city-wide mapping of public
and private agencies that serve prisoners and ex-prisoners to: assess the feasibility of redirecting
correctional dollars for more community-based services; apply the lessons learned and provide
intensive reentry services locally; and develop a long-term funding strategy for the
implementation of the plan citywide. In order to better understand the reciprocal relationship
between the Chattanooga Endeavors Building Bridges program and the Roundtable and to
understand this important part of the context in which the program is operating, Caliber
conducted community stakeholder telephone interviews with Roundtable participants. This
chapter provides background about the community capacity model that is being applied to the
Roundtable, describes community stakeholder interview methods, and presents telephone
interview findings.

1. COMMUNITY CAPACITY MODEL

This part of the evaluation focused on documenting Chattanooga Endeavors’ role as a
community justice partner and the application of the Community Capacity Mode] to the Reentry
Roundtable. The model was applied to the program to both increase understanding of the
program and the context in which it is operating, as well as to test the model with a partnership
that was in the process of being developed.

Community capacity in this context involves building the competency of the community
(e.g., local organizations and service providers, government agencies, businesses, and residents)
to withstand the needs of, and to provide support to, returning ex-offenders. Community justice
is defined as “a participatory process in which stakeholders join in collective problem solving
with the goals of improving community safety, promoting community capacity for collective
action, and healing the harms imposed by crime. Community organizations must be active
partners; simply having a place at the table does not constitute community justice.” (Roman,
Moore, Jenkins and Small, 2002). This point-of-view identifies the community as an active
participant in reducing crime, pooling resources of public and private service providers, and
implementing crime prevention solutions that benefit the community as a whole. Community
justice partnerships, therefore, are “linkages between criminal justice (and other government)
agencics and the community that have a community focus and indirectly or directly enables
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crime prevention or crime control at the neighborhood or community level as specified by
community stakeholders.” (Roman, Jenkins & Wolf, forthcoming). Such partnerships are useful
in that they include citizens and public officials alike, provide a voice for the community,
highlight community issues, and focus on improving the quality of life for ex-offenders, crime
victims, and the larger community.

Under separate contracts for the National Institute of Justice, Caliber and The Urban
Institute jointly developed and refined a conceptual framework on the nature, role and impact of
community capacity as it relates to community justice partnerships. Community justice
partnerships are complex and fluid entities that vary across a wide range of aspects, such as
partnership function and activities, agency and organizational involvement, community
mobilization, and overall community context. Through an iterative process a model was
developed for understanding the role of the community in community justice partnerships as well
as the impact of the partnership as an entity that is larger than the sum of its members. The
current model provides a basis for specifying and testing hypotheses about important
components and dimensions of partnerships. According to Roman, et al. (2004), the revised
conceptual framework is useful for:

W Examining ways organizations work together to increase public safety and
community weil-being

®  Providing formative feedback to partnerships and partnership members about
partnership functioning and progress

m  Collecting evidence of the effectiveness and impact of the overall partnership with
regard to intermediate outcomes such as increased community capacity and long-term
impacts such as crime reduction

= Ensuring accountability of the partnership to the community and external funding
sources

m  Informing others/transferring knowledge of what works and what doesn’t within
particular types of partnership and with regard to specific types of problems

m  Making comparisons across partnership sites that utilize similar strategies or models
(i.e., multi-site evaluation of particular model).

The key elements of the model, shown in Exhibit V-1, include four phases and nine components,
The four phases describe the level of implementation of the partnership and are described below:

®  Phase I: Assessment and Planning. During this phase, potential partners assess and
determine the community problem, whether or not a partnership will be an effective
approach to solving it, which agencies to include in the partnership, and what role
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each partner should have in the partnership. The group’s mission statement and
agreements between partners are also developed during this phase.

®  Phase II: Implementation. During this phase, the partnership has been formed and
the partners are conducting activities. The group should be able to collect
information about partnership outputs (direct products of the partnership) and the
related immediate outcomes of the partnership effort.

®  Phase III: Goal Achievement and Maintenance. This phase occurs when the
partnership has stabilized, has been conducting activities over a period of time, and is
witnessing some change in the problem it is addressing.

® Phase 1V: Reassessment and Sustainability. This phase occurs when the activities

of the partnership have become institutionalized or when the problem identified has
been largely or entirely solved.

ExHIBIT V-1
COMMUNITY CAPACITY MODEL
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The nine components identified across the four phases of partnerships are:

®  Impetus for partnership. Research has shown that the impetus for the partnership can
influence partnership success in many ways (Goodman, Wheeler, and Lee, 1995;
Mulroy, 2000). The reason for establishing the partnership may influence the overall
success of the partnership, its longevity, and its ability to accomplish varying goals
and objectives.
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m Partnership members. A primary asset of the partnership is a partnership’s
membership (Foster-Fishman, 2001). The partnership members component consists
of the features of member organizations that help describe and assess the capacity of
individual member entities, and, that together, will form the basis for the partnership.

m Partnership characteristics. This component include six sub-categories: Lead agency
type and leadership; Conflict transformation; Structural complexity; Readiness;
Vertical and horizontal integration; and Resources.

®  Goals/Plan. Perhaps the most defining feature of the partnership is the purpose or
mission of the partnership. The extent of a partnership’s mission or goals, or purpose,
will often dictate the size, shape, and target area of the partnership and the likely
duration of its existence. Partnerships may be more likely to succeed when all partner
agencies can articulate and agree on a common mission. Hence, partnerships should
be able to specify the priority objectives that will set the initiative along the path to
achieve stated goals. In addition, it is impossible to track progress or evaluate
initiatives without a clear understanding of program goals, implementation sequences,
and the expected link between them and the expected program benefits (Butterfoss, et
al. 1996b; Harrell et al., 1996).

®m  Activities. Articulation of activities is part of the planning process and is essential to
the success of the effort.

B Jmmediate cutcomes: Partnership functioning/capacity. Partnership capacity is the
result of the characteristics of the partnership. Leadership and resources form a new
collaborative structure that enables the ability to: recruit and mobilize stakeholders,
problem solve, develop and implement plans and associated activities, communicate
and collaborate internally, network with outside agencies, engage resources that were
unavailable to individual partner members, establish new process and technologies to
facilitate communication and collaboration, and to make larger changes in the
external environment. Failure to achieve these immediate outcomes will indicate that
the partnership may not have any demonstrated value over activities that would have
occurred in absence of the partnership (Yin, Kaftarian, and Jacobs, 1996).

B [ntermediate outcomes related to: (a) crime reduction, and (b) community health.
These intermediate outcomes are often referred to as mediating variables. Strong
theory and repeated empirical examination of intermediate and long term outcomes
facilitates the specification of outcomes over time. Partnerships will differ markedly
in articulation of intermediate and long-term outcomes. In addition, one partnership’s
intermediate outcomes may be another partnership’s long-term outcomes. Although
outcomes should be articulated with a foundation in theory and program practice, the
research is limited about the ordering of particular outcomes related to reduced crime
and increased quality of life.
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m  [ong-term outcomes related to: (a) partnership functioning (systems change), and (b)
specific programmatic objectives (programs or projects that resulted from partnership.
Similar to intermediate outcomes, these will relate to the overall goals of the
partnership and may be refined over time. Measurement may pose a challenge as
attribution of change in the precipitating problem, reentry in this case, to the
partnership may be difficult without a full scale evaluation.

®  Community context. Community context can include structural characteristics of the
neighborhood, such as concentrated disadvantage, residential stability, population
density, and homogeneity as well as environmental characteristics, such as the local
and state level political and economic environment.

Components 1-5 identify the reasons behind the formation of the partnership, specify the partner
agencies involved, and specify the key characteristics and dimensions of partnerships.
Components 6-8 outline immediate outcomes related to partnership functioning, as well as
intermediate and long-term outcomes. Component 9, community context, influences all other
components and is relevant to all phases of partnership (Roman et al., 2004).

2. METHODS

This section describes the process used to select and conduct interviews with community
stakeholders. A review of the data collection, analysis and reporting procedures used in this
effort are also presented.

2.1 Community Stakeholder Interviews

The community stakeholder interviews involved a two-phase method including survey
mstrument development and telephone interview implementation. During Phase I, Caliber and
The Urban Institute developed and designed a telephone interview protocol and corresponding
database for data collection and analysis. The development of the community stakeholder
questionnaire content involved compiling questions to better understand the role of participating
agencies and organizations in the reentry initiative. The telephone interview protocol is designed
to take a maximum of 60 minutes to administer. It includes an introductory statement identifying
the interviewer, his or her affiliation, and the purpose of the call. The protocol targets Roundtable
participants and includes initial screening questions requesting the participant’s cooperation and
ensuring confidentiality. Finally, the telephone interview protocol includes a series of questions
that inquire about the respondent’s background and affiliation; the structure of the Roundtable
member with which they are affiliated and that organization’s resource capacity. Respondents
are also asked about their view of the Roundtable including challenges, collaboration,
community involvement, leadership, successes, and sustainability.
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During Phase II, Caliber conducted telephone interviews, and collected data. First,
Chattanooga Endeavors supplied Caliber with a list of Roundtable participants current as of
April 2004 for mnterview selection. This list included representatives of both public and private
agencies and organizations that provide a wide range of resources and services to support
prisoners, ex-offenders, and their families. Roundtable members received a flyer about the
proposed data collection etfort at their April 2004 meeting and in May 2004, Caliber staff made
contact with the majority of Roundtable participants to schedule telephone interviews.
Respondents were initially contacted via e-mail—if they provided this information—to inform
them of the evaluation and to solicit their participation in the interview process. If e-mail
addresses were not provided, participants were contacted by telephone. In some instances,
respondents requested further information in writing and were a sent a letter or e-mail describing
the purpose of the study in detail.

Second, a total of three interviewers were trained to schedule and conduct telephone
interviews and collect data. Scheduling participant interviews proved to be the most difficult
challenge during telephone interview implementation. While the list included participants from
32 organizations, the completed telephone interview sample included 25 respondents
representing 22 organizations (a 69 percent response rate). During the data collection period,
non-respondents from the list were contacted via telephone and email on several occasions. In
some instances, scheduling conflicts resulted in non-completion or incomplete interviews that
required follow-up calls. In other instances, respondents rescheduled interviews on more than
one occasion. Repeated scheduling difficulties prompted a change in methods to include group
telephone mnterviews involving more than one participant from the same agency or organization.
While a maximum call limit was not established, repeat call attempts were carefully monitored to
track telephone interview participation. Community stakeholder interviews were considered
concluded when each section of the protocol was completed.

During the interviews, or soon thereafter, interview data was entered into a customized
database. This database was developed to facilitate telephone interview administration and data
collection. The database design is based on the Community Stakeholder Interview Guide. The
data entry sites are divided into nine sections that categorize questions based on content. For
example, the Background Information section allows for the collection of data on respondent’s
name, job title, organization name, job description, vears of service, and whether or not their
organization is a direct service provider. The remaining sections—Organizational Structure,
Organizational Resource Capacity, Reentry Roundtable Partnership, Roundtable Structure,
Organizational Integration, Community Role, Partnership Context, and Partnership Resources
and Sustainability—also contain relevant questions from the telephone guide.
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Third, a variety of quality control methods were used during the interviews. These
controls included data verification and call monitoring and tracking. Prior to administering the
telephone interview protocol, respondents were screened to determine their eligibility (i.e.,
having attended at-least one Roundtable meeting) and their willingness to participate in the study
(i.e., electing to participate in the telephone interview). Eligible participants were sub-sampled
as appropriate and individuals (or groups) were interviewed. The verification process was
instituted for two reasons: to reduce telephone interview time and to verify information provided
during the interviews. While shorter interviews averaged 30-45 minutes, longer interviews
averaged 45-60 minutes. To reduce interview time and increase participation, interviewers
utilizing Internet links to the agency websites Roundtable participants represented to collect
background program documentation, which was later validated or invalidated during the
telephone interviews. During data collection, regular meetings were held among interviewers to
respond to issues involving scheduling conflicts and making adjustments to the protocol. The
timing of community stakeholder calls and data collection was planned to allow respondents
ample opportunity to attend at least one Roundtable meeting. Thus, the majority of respondents
were able to answer specific questions about their Roundtable experience. Community
stakeholder interviews were completed in June 2004,

3. RESULTS

This section presents the results from the information collected during the community
stakeholder telephone interviews. This section also includes a discussion and application of the
Community Capacity Model to the Reentry Roundtable based on the interview resulis.

31 Partnership Phase

According to the Community Capacity Model, the Reentry Roundtable is an example of a
community justice partnership in Phase [-—Assessment and Planning. During telephone
interviews, Roundtable participants were capable of discussing the first four components of the
Model (shown in Exhibit V-1 above). The Roundtable participants who were interviewed report
that they have come to a consensus about who should be involved in the partnership and that
forming the partnership is one approach to addressing the community reentry problem. The
members have also agreed to the assessment of the community problem. Namely, that, like other
communtties across the country, Chattanooga is experiencing an influx of a large number of
returning ex-offenders on parole or probation who require community services. Roundtable
participants are in the process of solidifying the goals and identifying objectives of the
partnership, but are in agreement on the overall mission of the partnership.
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As shown in Exhibits V-2 through V-5, the Reentry Roundtable appears to have a solid
foundation. Specifically, as shown in Exhibit V-2, all of the responding agencies have had prior
contact with other Roundtable members. In fact, many of the agencies have had contact with a
majority of the other members. This is positive, because prior contact tends to be positively
related to interagency understanding and trust, features that are critical for partnership
development and success. Another positive sign is, as shown in Exhibit V-3, consistent attendance
at meetings and respondents reporting feeling that they are able to participate in meetings.
Consistent attendance allows the partnership to move forward efficiently by reducing the need for
updating of absent members. High levels of meeting participation are related to member buy-in
and supports ongoing member commitment. It also ensures that a wide range of views is heard.
With regard to meeting facilitation, respondents were very positive. As shown in Exhibit V-4,
respondents Jargely felt that they had a voice in meetings and that decisions were reached
according to a consensus model. Exhibit V-5 suggests that there are few barriers to information
sharing among the Roundtable members. Information sharing is another critical element of
partnerships that is related to trust and the ability of members to work together effectively.

3.2 Partner Responsibilities

The primary purpose of the Roundtable is to bring together community stakeholders to
develop long-term solutions to the multiple challenges of prisoner reentry. Roundtable
participants provide a wide range of resources and services to assist thousands of residents in the
Greater Chattanooga area. While specific roles within the partnership are still being defined,
areas of expertise among members include: advocacy; building safer communities; banking and
financial services; career counseling; children and family services; community development,
correctional services, court services; crisis intervention; economic development; educational
opportunities; employment services; health care coverage; housing assistance; job placement,
retention and training; neighborhood revitalization; probation and parole; law enforcement; legal
aid; substance abuse prevention and treatment; unemployed and underemployed services; victim
assistance; violence prevention; workforce development, and youth services. While the
strengths of Roundtable participants are varied, they share a commitment to serving needy
individuals including prisoners, ex-offenders, and families and communities,

3.3 Shared Vision and Mission

Roundtable patticipants share a vision of bringing hope to residents disproportionately
affected by incarceration and poverty. The mission statements of the member organizations are
commonly dedicated to improving the quality of life and well being of poor persons and
communities via promoting individual responsibility and self-sufficiency, family stability and
reconciliation, and community safety and revitalization.
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Whether public agencies or private organizations, Roundtable participants share a
common vision and mission to enhance economic, social, and physical conditions that plague
inner city neighborhoods.

Member organizations also share interrelated goals and objectives. Among justice
system participants, goals include prometing public safety and building safer communities via
offender incarceration and rehabilitation, the restoration of ex-offenders to productive roles in
society, and the provision of legal services to the indigent. Consistently, community-based
organizations reported objectives invelving building healthy, socio-economically diverse
neighborhoods via improving resident quality of life and promoting economic development;
revitalizing neighborhoods and restoring blighted communities; and providing affordable
housing and health care services. Similarly, workforce development participant goals include
reducing poverty and promoting economic self-sufficiency via the provision of employment and
job services assistance including education and vocational training. Other Roundtable
participant objectives involve strengthening individual and family life via transforming anti-
social behaviors, reconciling interpersonal relationships, and developing solutions to domestic
violence and other social problems.

3.4  Roundtable Support

Roundtable participants overwhelmingly support the goal of improving outcomes for ex-
offenders retumning to the community. In most instances, community stakeholders serve similar
clients and respond to comparable circumstances that require compatible services. Roundtable
participants recognize that increasing numbers of individuals are returning from prison and jail
with inadequate assistance during their reintegration process. Community stakeholders also
understand that these individuals face multiple barriers to successful reentry including
employment, housing, and substance abuse prevention and treatment. In addition, Roundtable
participants are commonly concerned that the majority of ex-offenders are returning to poor
urban neighborhoods that already face enormous social and economic disadvantages. Support
among community stakeholders is grounded a shared belief that a “holistic” approach is required
to achieve positive results in at-risk neighborhoods (e.g., increasing public safety, physical
revitalization, economic development, and social justice).

Each of the representatives of the Roundtable brings something significant to the process
of reintegrating ex-offenders into the community. For example, the literature on best practices
and model post-release programs like Chattanooga Endeavors indicates that support from a wide
variety of community stakeholders is essential to the successful transition of ex-offenders.
Roundtable participants represent agencies that can provide a range of basic services. The basic
program components for reentry programs include: Recruitment and participant selection
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strategies, Pre-training and preparation services, Skills training, In-program support, and
Placement and Post-placement services. Exhibit V-6 below displays the level and type of support

of each of these components that Roundtable community stakeholders provide.

Community-based v v v > v v
(12)

Carrections (2) v

Courts® (5) v v
Law Enforcement/

Probation & v v v v

Parole {2)

Local Business y

(

Local v y y v v
Government (3)

*Includes judges, district attorneys, public defenders and defense attorneys.

35 Community Revitalization

Roundtable participants view the reentry initiative as essential to the success of a larger
community revitalization effort currently underway in the city of Chattanooga. Community
stakeholders concur that the initiative is consistent with local plans for community revitalization,
The city recently initiated a public “visioning” process involving citizens from various
communities and government agencies. The process, called “Tomorrow’s Chattanooga,”
revealed that suitable and affordable housing is among the primary needs in poor neighborhoods.
As part of the Roundtable, community stakeholders are developing a comprehensive community
action plan to transform these neighborhoods—and make a significant and lasting difference via
increasing public safety and improving the quality of life for residents. Community stakeholders
concur that the Roundtable offers the occasion for neighborhood residents to collaborate with
leaders in the community, learn from, and support each other, and share experience and expertise
to develop long-term solutions.
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3.6  Collaborative Partnerships

Roundtable participants identify collaborative partnerships and communication as keys to
the early success of the reentry initiative. First, collaborative partnerships are viewed as
essential. The City of Chattanooga has a history of public/private partnerships to solve social
problems. This history involves interagency cooperation, information sharing, and pooling
resources to develop solutions. Second, communication is critical. Communication builds
consensus among government agencies and community organizations, the business and faith
community, and local colleges and universities. Roundtable participants reported that they work
in close collaboration with other government agencies and grassroots organizations to provide
services, improve efficiencies, and achieve results. Creating and maintaining these strategic
partnerships is important for addressing the multiple challenges facing communities and
accomplishing desired reentry outcomes. Community stakeholders recommend that a successful
reentry partnership requires that participants “do what they do best” focusing on their mission,
goals and objectives. As the Roundtable develops, it will be interesting to see how member roles
and responsibilities are defined.

3.7  Reentry Resources

Meeting the multiple challenges of offender reentry requires that community stakeholders
combine limited resources, in effect creating a partnership that is larger than the sum of the
individual member organizations. In an climate of increasing demand for services and declining
resources, Roundtable participants contribute a number of complementary resources including
professional and program services, content and subject matter expertise, and volunteers and
referrals (e.g.. counseling, employment services, housing assistance, job training and placement,
legal aid, mentoring and coaching, substance abuse prevention and treatment). City government
and non-profit sector partners also provide client information, data collection and analysis, grant
writing experience, and limited financial assistance. Community stakeholders agree that the
availability of financial resources is a major challenge. In January 2005, the JEHT Foundation
grant ends making securing additional funding a priority.

3.8  Impetus for Involvement

The primary impetus for Roundtable participation is the increasing numbers of ex-
offenders returning to the community with inadequate support. Community stakeholders share
the concern that more ex-offenders are reentering the City of Chattanooga with inadequate
employment, housing, and substance abuse treatment opportunities. Prison crowding and
growing demand for jail bed space has resulted in record numbers of returning ex-offenders.
According to a Tennessee Jail Summary Report from August 2004, Hamilton Jail is operating at
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116.8 percent of capacity and Silverdale CCA at 114.1 percent of capacity. In many instances,
ex-offenders are returning to communities experiencing a nexus of high rates of ¢crime and
unemployment. In other instances, returning ex-offenders and their families are experiencing
increased victimization. These fragile families include a growing number of children who are
facing the challenges involved with repeat victimization and chronic homelessness. Thus, the
impetus for involvemnent in the Roundtable is a commitment to increasing public safety and
promoting positive sustainable change in the City of Chattanooga. Community stakeholders
concur that the development of solutions to the challenges of ex-offender reentry demands a
planming and problem-solving partnership that includes both public and private social service
agencies and organizations.

3.9  Building Trust

Building trust has been targeted as a method to increase the success of community justice
partnerships, but trust is a complex construct-—holding different meanings for different
audiences (Roman, Jenkins, and Wolff, Forthcoming). Roundtable participants view trust as an
integral part of building interagency and community partnerships to promote public safety and
improve housing, employment, and sobriety among returning prisoners. Trust is fundamental to
working with public agencies and private organizations in an environment that requires the
referral of clients in need of social services. Roundtable participants suggest that trust is the key
to gaining the cooperation, confidence, and support of offenders and offenders, and their families
and communities.

3.10  Perceptions of Endeavors

Roundtable participants view Chattanooga Endeavors as the lead agency of the
Roundtable. The community stakeholders describe Chattanooga Endeavors’ role as that of group
facilitator with equal partnership responsibilities shared with other Roundtable participants.
Therefore, while Chattanooga Endeavors is viewed as the lead agency, community stakeholders
indicate that the group determines the direction of the Roundtable. Chattanooga Endeavors
Managing Director Timothy Dempsey is described as a caring, charismatic, competent, and
committed leader. He is currently leading Roundtable efforts to identify goals and objectives by
a process of group consensus. This teadership style can be considered “transformational”
leadership. Transformational leadership has been proffered as a style of management for
effective leadership within organizations.

311  Community Involvement

While the Roundtable has engaged the community, stakeholders suggest that residents
have invaluable experience to share and should be encouraged to become more involved in the
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meetings. Prior to creating the Roundtable, the process of community engagement involved
working closely with citizens to identify problems related to ex-offender reentry. The process
also included an emphasis on increasing public safety by ensuring law enforcement buy-in and
building political capital via the support of the Mayor’s Office. Moreover, the Roundtable has
successfully partnered with key community stakeholders with established credibility among
community residents.

3.12  Political Support

Community stakeholders concur that the political atmosphere is very supportive of the
Roundtable’s reentry initiative. As previously stated, the Roundtable is viewed as part of a
larger revitalization effort. Community stakeholders routinely work closely with the City of
Chattanooga and counties in the Tri-State Area to identify reentry problems and develop long-
term solutions. The Roundtable is respected and this support is attributed to the participation of
the Attorney Generals Office, Police Department, Mayor’s Office, and various community- and
faith-based groups representing a variety of neighborhood interests.

3.13  Sustainability

Roundtable participants conclude that sustaining the Roundtable requires continued
funding for the reentry initiative, and continued commitment to a shared vision and mission. As
previously mentioned, funding is a priority given the fact that the JEHT Foundation grant ends in
the near future. Community stakeholders, however, are committed to improving outcomes for
ex~offenders and the quality of life for families and communities disproportionately impacted by
incarceration,

4. SUMMARY

The Roundtable is in the first phase of partnership development. They have the strong
foundation of prior relationships among members and a level of trust and positive
communication. A potential weakness is the focus on a single feader and primary lead agency,
which while important for keeping the partnership on track, may create a problem if that leader
leaves the partnership. The evaluation will continue to examine the Roundtable through its
development process with a particular eye towards goal setting and goal attainment.
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The information gathered through the process evaluation suggests that the Chattanocoga
Endeavors Building Bridges program is addressing an identified community problem according
to accepted practices in the field. Specifically, the Community Stakeholder interviews conducted
with Roundtable members highlight the severity of the local reentry problem and the
community-wide agreement that it must be addressed. The program is implementing five of the
six common components of reentry programs, and provides ongoing case management. The
program combines a number of services in a way that addresses multiple client needs
simultaneously and during the core, 6-week program, service provision is very intensive. In
addition, the program staff focus on both internal client change as well as the enhancement of
hard skills. The program also has the benefit of long-term relationships with other community
agencies and the criminal justice system.

Areas for improvement, suggested by the information gathered include:

m  Diversification of funding. The bulk of the funding received during the first year of
the evaluation came from a single Federal grant. The program will need to secure
other funding in order to sustain itself. At the time of writing this report, the program
has been notified that the Federal grant will not be renewed, and it is unclear how,
and in what form, the program will continue.

m  Client Retention. The client success rate is approximately 50 percent. The program
should explore ways of increasing their retention rate either through implementation
of a more rigorous acceptance and admissions process or through implementing
methods to keep enrolled clients engaged in the program. Increased client retention
should enable to program to use its resources more efficiently,

. Staffing. While the program appears to have the correct level of statfing and staff
have clear roles and responsibilities, as several of the key staff reported that it was not
necessary to have knowledge of important areas for the program (e.g., workforce
development and barriers faced by ex-offenders), the program may want to set up
staff training in these areas. Also, as there is no one staff member wholly dedicated
to development work, the program may want to consider adding such a position.

The evaluation was originally scheduled to continue collecting client-level information as part of
an outcome evaluation and to start the process of gathering cost data for a cost benefit analysis.
Based on the program’s ltoss of funding and expected reorganization, the evaluation plan will
need to be revisited.
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APPENDIX B:
POSITION-SPECIFIC RESULTS OF THE JOB ANALYSIS

1. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE MANAGING DIRECTOR POSITION
1.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Imporiance) + Frequency

We retained job dimenstons and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an Importance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” (i.e., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMEs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
each job dimension, Exhibit B-1 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met g/l the job analysis criteria (i.c., criticality and needed-at-entry).

- Werk Behavior and Task Statement - ‘Criteria?
31 | Providing assistance to the Board
of Dlrf:ciors.and all of its 5 4 12 Yes Yes
committees in accomplishing the

priorities of the organization.

ID2 | Developing adequate funding
streams fo support the work of the
organization and to provide for the 4 4 i2 Yes Yes
completion of special projects and
strategic initiatives,

JI3 } Managing community and public
relations activities and events,

3
*a
>
é

No
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JD4

ch d Task State
Supervising and assisting staff
members in accomplishing their
varicus job functions and
assignments with special attention
to established performance
measures and strategic initiatives.

Yes

Yes

ID5

Researching issues and
intervention strategies related to
crime and corrections and
designing programs and services
to improve the effectiveness of
Chattanooga Endeavors.

12

Yes

Yes

1.2

Job Functions

Exhibit B-2 lists all of the job functions for the Managing Director position. For each job
function, Exhibit B-2 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings, Criticality
scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job dimension met

* all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

. Ex’iBITB-2

ior and Task Statemient

F requency

Importance | C

. JoB FUNCTION SUMMARY DATA

Needed ai-
“Entry

“Mee

Criteria?

JF1

Executes all resolutions and directives
of the Board of Directors and consults
and advises the Board on annual
strategic initiatives, programs,
pelicies, budget matters, and any other
issues requiring the Board’s
involvement.

Yes

iF2

Keeps thoroughly informed on federal,
state, and local laws and policies,
procedures, requirements, philosophy
of corrections affecting the operation
of Chattanocga Endeavors and as a
recipient of federal funds.

Lt

IF3

Consults the organization’s legal
counsel on contracts, agreements, or
other matters requiring legat
interpretation or advice.

No

The measure of excellence
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JF5 | Advises and assist the organization’s
Development Committee to create and
implement an annual fundraising plan
which will include proposed activities
for the year and their projected
incomes.

JF6 | Advises and assists the organization’s
Marketing Committee to create and
implement an annual marketing plan
which will include measures aimed at
increasing local awareness of
Chattanooga Endeavors, promoting
donations to support the work of the
organization, and persuading ex-
offenders to apply for the programs
and services provided.

IF7 | Keeps all records necessary to comply
with governmental requirements,
including equipment inventories,
reguired policies and similar
documents.

JF8 | Coordinates with the Treasurer and
bookkeeper as to the proper utilization 3 4 3] No No
and accountability of funds received.
IF9 Insures that all Federal, State, and
local reports, tax forms, and similar
deadlines that are necessary to comply
with are met by the organization.
JFi0 | Continually reviews requests,
applications, reperts, brochures, and
simifar publications to insure their
accuracy and accurateness.

JF11 | Conducts research, prepares
documents, premotes applications,
and drafts requests to granting entities
for submission.

JF12 | Ensures that grant accounting
guidelines are followed, reports are
timely and accurately made, and that
the organization’s activities are
consistent with the nature and goal of
each award.

i 4 9 Yes Yes

1 4 9 Yes Yes

[¥5
1
L]
Z

No

[¥S)
e
N

Yes Yes

a3
Y
—

Yes Yes
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Vork Beha Ik Statemp
JF13 | Identifies potential income generation
measures to contribute o
sustainability. With the Executive
Committee or its designee, performs 4
cost analyses and protects potential
income levels. Presents business
proposals to Board for approval and
implements in accordance with plan.
JF14 | Provides assistance to the Personnel
Committee in establishing
performance objectives and strategic
goals for staff members and in
conducting routine reviews and
evaluations of staff performance.

4 12 Yes Yes

JF15 | Makes regular reports to the Board on
performance measures, status of staff
projects and strategic initiatives in 2 4 10 No No
addition to other activities of the staff
that warrant attention.

JF16 | Advises the Board as to the need and
justification for additional staff,
provides accurate cost assessment for
any proposed hire, cooperates with the
Personnel Comimittee in the creation i 3 7 No No
of new job-descriptions, assists in the
recruitment, selection and orjentation
of new staff, and designs and
implements training programs.

JF17 | Maintains awareness of national
programs that have achieved positive 1 2 5 No No
resulis with ex-offenders.

JF18 | Evaluates existing correctional system
and develops specific plans to address
the needs of the identified target
population. Identifies potential
sources of funding or financing and 1 2 5 No No
develops models and projections
accurately in order to determine the
overall Teasibility of each individual
project.

JF19 | Develops relationships with agencies,
institutions, and organizations with
interests similar to those of
Chatiancoga Endeavors and works 3
with their leadership to obtain
strategic alliances, joint partnerships,
collaborations and the like.

L
N

No No
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methods of establishing the successes
of our program and reporting results 4 4 12 Yes Yes
of our program with an accountabifity
that can be proven,

JF21 | Consistent with the priorities and
plans of the Marketing Committee,
conducts public and community
relations on behalf of the organization.
JF22 | Continually reviews communications
material for accuracy and for
adherence to established image and 2 4 10 No No
position and make revisions as
needed.

JF23 | Provides regular updates of the
activities of Chattanooga Endeavors to 2 2 6 No No
sponsoring organizations.

JF24 | Prepares and carries out annual
events, including the “Perspective
Series™ and the “Lenten Cross
Project” In the absence of the Office
Manager, performs necessary
financial and personnel functions as
Maintains personnel records including
sick leave, leave, tardiness, etc.

JF25 | Monitors Student Support Staff. 0 0 0 No No

3 4 11 Yes Yes

i3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that recetved Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

®  An Importance rating of at least 2.0

® Rated as Necessary at Entry.
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Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-3. For each KSA, Exhibit B-3 provides the

Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the
job dimension met glf the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Ki

Knowledge of the organization and function of
all Chattanocga Endeavors departments.

No

K2

Knowledge of the problems, strengths,
weaknesses, and statistical data of the criminal
justice system especially as related to the
Tennessee Department of Corrections and the
Board of Probation and Parole.

Knowledge of tools and theories as to the
methods, procedures and goals of rehabilitative
techniques for those who have violated the law
and especially as related to the training
programs of Chattanooga Endeavors.

Yes

Yes

K4

Knowledge of the following techniques:
community building and core communication.

Ne

Knowledge of Biblio-therapy, adventure-based
counseling, and process group theory and
practice.

No

K6

Krowledge of teaching methoeds, substance
abuse prevention, basic employment, and skills
training to aid ex-offenders to avoid repeat
offenses and to make better citizens of
themselves.

No

K7

Knowledge of assessment programs and
psychological testing that are helpful in the
training programs at Endeavors.

No

K$

Knowledge of confidentiality standards to
include what client-related information may be
released, who the information may be given to,
and where the information may be stored as
needed to protect client’s rights of privileged
information.

No

No

K9

Knowledge of how the Tennessee Pepartment
of Corrections and the Beard of Probation and
Parole operates.

ad

No

No

K0

Knowledge of common barriers to success for
ex-offenders.

(o2

No

No

K1l

Knowledge of how to maintain the chain of
custedy (for drug tests or other similar ifems).

[#5)

No

No

Ki2

Knowledge of the issues and concerns of
community members with regard to the
reentry of ex-offenders into the community.

No

K13

Knowledge of the workforce development field.

No

K14

Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment
fietd.

No

No
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Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities
of other program staff,

Kle

Knowiedge of the purpose and mission of
Chattanooga Endeavors.

S]

Skill in getting clients needed services/goods.

o]

82

Skill in discussing sensitive topics with
clients,

53

Skill in retaining clients in the program.

[ SE R ]

5S4

Skill in conducting program outreach and in
publicizing the program within the
community.

No

No

55

Skill in warking autonomously/without much
supervision or direction.

Yes

Yes

Al

Ability to communicate orally using proper
language rules and diction, asking appropriate
questions, and choosing words appropriate for
people of varying levels of education and
understanding.

Yes

Yes

A2

Ability to communicate in writing, to
compose correspondence, compile reports,
and develop presentation materials according
to the needs of the audience.

Yes

Yes

Ability to analyze & large amount of
information, assess data, and apply relevant
research to the programs and activities of the
organization,

Yes

Yes

Ad

Ability to coordinate multiple projects and
assignments simultaneously while mesating
deadlines.

Yes

Yes

AS

Ability to use software (i.e., Microsoft Word
and Excel, Internet Browsers, and Microsoft
Outlook) competently.

e

Yes

Yes

A6

Ability to follow existing filing protocols in
retrieving documents and in creating new

files,

ol

Yes

Yes

AT

Ability to coordinate routine recurring
activities and meet deadlines and expectations
for special requests from other stafl.

Yes

Yes

A%

Ability to help clients complete the program
paperwork (e.g., assessments, application,
time cards).

A9

Ability to act as a role model for program
clients.

AlG

Ability to speak openly about your own
eXperiences.

23

All

The ability to create appropriate boundaries
with clients and other programs staff,
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Al2 Ability to share your experiences openly with

others (e.g., other staff and clients). 3 Yes Yes
Al3 Ability to recognize when a client is in danger
. 1 No No
of dropping ouf of the program,
Ald Ability to advocate for clients (e.g., with 5 No No
probation officers, judges, other staff).
AlS Ability to take appropriate action when
clients are not following program rules or ; No No
protocols.
Als Ability to evaluate large quantities of 4 Yes Yes

information and draw valid conclusions.
Al7 Ability to read non-verbal cues. 4 Yes Yes
Ail8 Ability to develop working relationships with

. . . 4 Yes Yes

other community-based or service agencies.

Al9 Ability to assess client likelihood of program 0 No No
SuCCess.

A20 Ability to suppost other program staff in 4 Ves Yes
completing their duties,

A2l Ability to respond to questions about the
program from clients and other community
members in a clear and understandable 4 Yes Yes
manner.

A22 Ability to work comfortably with ex- 4 No No
offenders.

A23 Abihity to gain the trust of the ex-offender 4 Yes No

client population.

AZ4 Ability to organize a large amount of
information in a way that makes it easy to use
(e.g., information about the services available 4 Yes Yes
in the community, information about clients
chrcumstances).

AZ25 Ability to create coherent client files that

; Lo . ] No No
contain complete chent information,
5 e =

A26 {l?};hty t? keep cl:l;cnz files and program | No No
information up to date.

A27 Ability to maintain client contact pre and post | No No
prograrmi.

A28 {\blhty to respond to third part requests for 4 Yes Yes
information.

A29 Abtlity to contribute to program fundraising. 4 Yes Yes

A306 | Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 2 No No

A3l Ability to supervise other staff, 4 Yes Yes

A32 Ability to conduct drug screening tests. i No No

The measure of excellence B-8



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.

Appendix B

1.4  Summary
The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all five job dimensions and that 23 of the
25 job functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position. Of
the 53 KSAs for this job analysis, 45 were judged by the SME to be important for successful
performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information
needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated four of the five job dimensions and nine of the
25 job functions met both criticality and needed-at-entry ratings. Twenty-one of the 53 KSAs
were judged by the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These four job
dimensions, nine job functions, and 21 KSAs define the potential test domain for this position.
With further work, these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop
selection methods for this position.

2. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE PROGRAM MANAGER POSITION
2.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used the SME ratings of how important each dimension and
function was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings
were used to compute a criticality score for each job dimenston and job function according to the
following formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance} -+ Frequency

We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important} or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an Importance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” (i.c., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMEs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
each job dimension, Exhibit B-4 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
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Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no} as to whether the job
dimension met af the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

IJD1 | Providing assistance to the
Program Director in
accomplishing the priorities of
Chattanooga Endeavors.

J2 | Coordinating program activities, 5 4 13 Yes Yes
JD3 | Managing and assisting staff
members in accomplishing their
various job functions and
assignments with special attention
to established performance
measures and strategic initiatives.
ID4 | Maintaining knowledge of and
competency in strategies related to
crime and corrections and
designing programs and services
to improve the effectiveness of
Chattanooga Endeavors.

3 4 13 Yes Yes

5 4 i3 Yes Yes

Yes Yes

(o)
o
-
—

2.2 Job Functions

Exhibit B-5 lists all of the job functions for the Program Manager position. For each job
function, Exhibit B-5 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings, Criticality
scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job dimension met
all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

TExn

JOB FUNCTION SUMMARY

 Work Behavior and Task

IF? Determine staffing requirements,
interview, hire and train new ) 4
employees or oversee such personnel
processes.

JF2 | Manage staff, preparing work
schedules and assigning specific
duties.

(%]
4

Yes Yes

JF3 Establish program ohiectives and
evaluative the program against those 4 4 12 Yes Yes
criteria.
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JF4

Direct activities of professional and
technical staff members and 4
volunteers.

12

Yes

Yes

IF5

Evaluate the work of staff and
volunteers in order to ensure that their
work is of appropriate quality and that
resources are used effectively.

Yes

Yes

JF6

Oversee activities directly related to
making products or providing services.

13

Yes

Yes

2.3

Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities {KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that received Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

m  An Importance rating of at least 2.0

m  Rated as Necessary at Entry.

Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-6. For each KSA, Exhibit B-6 provides the
Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the
job dimension met afl the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Necessary atEatry

K1  Knowledge of the organization and function of ali 4 v v
Chattanooga Endeavors departments. s ©s
K2 Kn_ovy]edge of the follow:ng tephmques: community 4 Yes Yes
building and core communication.
K3 | Knowledge of Biblio-therapy, and process group
iheory and practice. 4 Yes Yes
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Knowledge of teaching methods, substance abuse
prevention, basic employment, and skills training to
ald ex-offenders {o avoid repeat offenses and to make
better citizens of themselves.
K5 Knowledge of common barriers to success for ex-
offenders.
K6 Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community
members with regard to the reeniry of ex-offenders 4 Yes Yes
into the community.
K7 Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parcle 4 Yes Yes
operates.
K8 Knowledge of the workforce development field. 3 Yes Yes
K9 Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of other "

3 Yes Yes
program staff.
K10 | Knowledge of the purpose and mission of
Chattancoga Endeavors.
K1t | Knowledge of principles and procedures for
personnel recrujtiment, selection, assessment, and 4 Yes Yes
training.
S1 Skill in motivating, developing, and directing people
as they work, identifving the best people for the job.
52 Skill in using logic and reasoning to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of alternative solutions, 4 Yes Yes
conclusions or approaches to problems.
83 Skill in determining cause of a problem and deciding
on a correct course of action to address the problem.
54 Skill in considering the relative costs and benefits of
polential actions to choose the most appropriate one.
S5 Skill in managing own time and coordinating with
others.
56 Skili in discussing sensitive topics with clients. 4 Yes Yes
S7 Skill in retaining clients in the program. 4 Yes Yes
Al Ability to communicate orally using preper language
rules and diction, asking appropriate questions, and
choosing words appropriate for people of varying
levels of education and understanding,
A2 Ability to communicate in writing, to compose
correspondence, compile reports, and develop
presentation materials according to the needs of the
audience.
A3 Ability to analyze a large amount of information,
assess data, and apply relevant research to the 4 Yes Yes
programs and activities of the organization.
A4 Ability to coordinate muliiple projects and
assignments simultancously while meeting deadlines.

4 Yes Yes

4 Yes Yes

4 Yes Yes

4 Yes Yes

4 Yes Yes

4 Yes Yes

4 Yes Yes

4 Yes Yes

Yes Yes

Tt

4 Yes Yes
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AS Ability to use software {1.e., Microsoft Word and
Excel, Internet Browsers, and Microsoft Outlook) 3 Yes Yes
competently.
Ab Ability to follow existing filing protocols in retrieving
. . 3 No No
documents and in creating new files.
A7 Ability to coordinate routine recurring activities and
meet deadlines and expectations for special requests 3 Yes Yes
from other staff.
A3 Ability to help clients complete the program
paperwork (e.g., assessments, application, time 3 Yes Yes
cards}.
A9 Ability to act as a role model for program clients. 4 Yes Yes
Al0Q | Ability to speak openly about your own experiences. 4 Yes Yes
All T}}e ability 1o create appmprlat‘e boundaries with 4 Yes Ves
clienis and other programs stafi.
Al12 | Ability to share your experiences openly with others i
{e.g., other staff and clients). 4 Yes Yes
Al3 Abihiy to recognize when a client is in danger of 4 Yes Ves
dropping out of the program.
Al4 | Ability to advocate Tor clients (e.g., with probation
officers, judges, other staff). 3 Yes Yes
A15 1 Ability to take appropriate action when clients are not
. 4 Yes Yes
following program rules or protocols.
Ale | Ability to evaluate _%arge quantities of information and 4 Yes Yes
draw valid conclusions.
Al7 | Ability to read non-verbal cues. 4 Yes Yes
A18 | Ability to develop working relationships with other A
. . . 3 Yes Yes
community-based or service agencies.
Al9 Abilhty to support other program staff in completing 3 Yes Yes
their duties.
A20 | Ability to respond to questions about the program
from clients and other community members in a clear 4 Yes Yes
and understandable manner.
A21 | Ability to work comfortably with ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
A22 | Ability to gain the trust of the ex-offender client 4 Yes Ves
population.
A23 | Ability to organize a large amount of information in a
way that makes it easy to use {e.g., information about n
. . . S - 3 Yes Yes
the services available in the community, information
about clients circumstances).
b . TE s 1 1l . -
A24 _Abihly to respond to third part requests for 3 Yes Yes
information.
A25 1 Ability to contribute to program fundraising, 3 No No
AZ26 | Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 3 Yes Yes
A27 1 Ability to supervise other staff. 3 Yes Yes
A28 | Ability to conduct drug screening tests. 3 No No
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2.4 Summary
The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all four job dimensions and all six of the
Jjob functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position. All of
the 46 KSAs for this job analysis were judged by the SME to be important for successful
performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information
needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions. It
should be noted that it is likely that this position has more than just six job functions. Given
more time to work with the incumbent, conduct job observations, and to discuss the position with
other SMEs relevant to this position it is likely that more job functions could be discovered.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all four of the dimensions and all six of the
job functions met both criticality and needed-at-entry ratings. Forty-three of the 46 KSAs were
judged by the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These four job dimensions, six
job functions, and 43 KSAs define the potential test domain for this position. With further work,
these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop selection methods for this
position.

3. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE COMMUNITY VOLUNTEER AND
MARKETING COORDINATOR POSITION

3.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for cach job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance) +~ Frequency

We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of 27 (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an Importance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
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Frequency rating was *“5” (i.e., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMESs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
each job dimension, Exhibit B-7 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

IDT | Recruiting, training and placing
community volunteers in positions
that advance the interests of the
organization.

3 3 9 Yes Yes

JD2 | Colecting and tabulating
information to establish the
performance of volunteers related 2 3 8 Yes Yes
to specific goals, objectives, and
outcomes.

ID3 | Assisting the Marketing
Committee in publicizing the 5 3 11 Yes Yes
activities of the organization.

3.2 Job Functions

Exhibit B-8 lists all of the job functions for the Community Volunteer and Marketing
Coordinator position. For each job function, Exhibit B-8 provides the following: Frequency and
Importance ratings, Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to
whether the job dimension met g/f the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Data

. Work Behavior and Task Statement = |- Importance | Criticality | a

JF1 Coordinates all aspects of community
volunteer involvement in the activities 3 3 9 Yes Yes
of CEL

JIF2 | Cultivates positive public relations by
participating in community outreach 2 2 6 Yes Yes
activities.

JF3 | Coordinates the production of CE} | 5 5 No No
Newsletter,
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Coordinates the creation of the CE]

annual report.
JES A§§1sts tfvle-Marketmg Committee in all 1 Yes Yes
of its activities.
JF6 Devc?lops and implerrents annual and q Ves Yes
special events.
JF7 | Coordinates media activities. 6 No No
JF8 | Oversees bulk mailings. 6 Yes Yes
JF9 | Maintains CEI donor base as it relates
to volunteers and other special 6 Yes Yes
categories therein.
IFI0 Responds‘ to generai inquiries about 9 No No
the organization.
JF11 + Maintains CE1 Webpage. 4 No No
JF12 | Tabulates volunteer data and assesses
it against past performance and stated 4 Yes No
eoals and objectives.
IF13 | Attends meeting of the Marketing
Committee and the Board of Directors
. . 6 Yes Yes
and keeps minutes for the secretary in
his or her absence.
3.3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities {(KSAs)

Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-9. For each KSA, Exhibit B-9 provides the
Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication {yes/no) of whether the
KSA met the all the criteria used in the job analysis. We assessed the importance of several

KSAs for each position., As was done with the analysis of the job dimensions and job functions,
we collected ratings on the KSAs. These ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were

appropriate for use in describing a given position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in
developing employee selection methods. To determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we retained KSAs that received Importance ratings of at least “2.”
KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use in defining the potential test domain met all of the

following criteria;

®  An Importance rating of at least 2.0

® Rated as Necessary at Entry.

The measure of excellence




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.

Appendix B

Kl

Knowledge of recraiting methods as needed to
accomplish job functions.

Yes

Yes

K2

Knowledge of marketing principles and methods as
needed to advance the interests of the Chattanooga
Endeavors program.

Yes

Yes

K3

Knowledge of business and management principies
involved in resource allocation, human resources
management, leadership, and coordination of people
and resources.

No

K4

Knowledge of principles and methods for curriculum
and training design as needed to train volunteers.

Yes

Yes

K5

Knowledge of media production, communication, and
dissemination fechniques as needed to accomplish job
functions related to promoting the Chattancoga
Endeavors program.

Yes

Yes

Ké

Knowledpe of accounting principles and practices as
needed to perform job functions.

(>

Yes

Yes

K7

Knowledge of bulk mailing and other literature
distribution methods.

[

K8

Knowledge of available community mental and public
health resources as needed to accomplish job
funictions.

No

K9

Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole
operates.

No

Knowledge of common barriers to success for ex-
offenders.

K1l

Knowledge of how to maintain the chain of custody
{for drug tests or other similar items).

Ki2

Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community
members with regard to the reentry of ex-offenders
into the community.

Ki3

Knowledge of the workforce development field.

Ki4

Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment fietd.

K15

Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of other
program staff.

K16

Knowiedge of the purpose and mission of
Chattanooga Endeavors.

K17

Knowledge of all phases of the Chattanooga
Endeavors program.

S1

Skifl in managing own time and coordinating with
others.

s52

Skill in motivating, developing, and directing people
as they work, identifying the best people for the job.
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53 Skill in nsing legic and reasoning to identify the
strengths and weaknesses of alternative solutions, 2 No No
conclusions or approaches to problems.

S4 | Skill in determining cause of & problem and deciding

-
on a correct course of action to address the problem. - Yes Yes
S5 Skill in considering the relative costs and benefits of
. . . 3 Yes Yes
potential actions to choose the most appropriate one.
S6 | Skill in assessing the performance of yourself and
volunteers to make Improvements or take corrective 3 Yes Yes
action.
S7 | Skill in getting clients needed services/goods. 1 No No
S8 | Skillin discussing sensitive topics with clients. 1 No No
S9 | Skill in retaining clients in the program. 1 No No
510 | Skill in conducting program outreach and in .
s pp s . 3 Yes Yes
publicizing the program within the community.
S11 | Skiil in \ivork'mglau‘fo_nomoustyfwnhoul much 4 Ves Yes
supervision or direction,
Al | Ability to communicate orally using proper language
rules and diction, asking appropriate questions, and 4 Yes Yes

choosing words appropriate for people of varying
levels of education and understanding.

A2 | Ahility to communicate in writing to compose
correspondence, compile reports, and record client 4 Yes Yes
information in treatment plan file.

A3 | Ability to use office-related software (e.g., Microsoft

Word, Excel) to accomplish job related functions. 4 Yes Yes
A4 | Ability to help clients complete the program .
L . 1 No No
paperwork {e.g., assessments, application, time cards).
A3 | Ability to act as a role model for program clients. 2 Yes Yes
A6 | Ability to speak openly about your cwn experiences. 0 No No
A7 | Ability to creat_e appropriate boundaries with clients 5 Yes Yes
and other programs staff.
AS | Ability to share your experiences openly with others
y . 0 No No
{e.g., other staffl and clients).
A9 Abillty to 1'ecogmze Wl’]el—’l a chient is in danger of 0 No No
dropping out of the program.
ATO0 [ Ability to advocate for clients (e.g., with probation 0 N N
officers, judges, other staff). ° 0
ATl | Ability to take appropriate action when chents are not :
- . 0 No No
following program rules or protocols.
Al12 | Ability to evaluate }arge quantities of information and 5 Yes Yes
draw valid conclusions.
A13 [ Ability to develop working relationships with other 3 Yes Yes

community-based or service agencies.

A4 1 Ability to assess client likelihood of program success. 0 No No

AlS Ab%hty to support other program staff in completing Yes Yes
their duties,

2
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Al6 | Ability to respond to questions about the program

from clients and other community members in a clear 3 Yes Yes
and understandable manner.
Al7 | Ability to work comfortably with ex-offenders. 3 Yes Yes
Al8 | Ability to gain the trust of the ex-offender client | No No
population.

A19 | Ability to organize a large amount of information in a
way that makes it casy to use {e.g., information about

the services available in the community, information 3 Yes Yes
about clients circumstances).

A20 Ab]lzty to respond to third party requests for 3 Ves Yes
information.

A2l i Ability to contribute to program fundraising. 3 Yes Yes

5 e -

A22 Ab]l]ty_ tf) work gutopomously/wnhout much 4 Ves Yes
supetvision or direction.

AZ23 | Ability to conduct drug tests. 0 No No

3.4  Summary
The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Emportant

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all three job dimensions and that 10 of the
13 job functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position. Of
the 51 KSAs in this job analysis, 35 were judged by the SME to be important for successful
performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information
needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/lmportant and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated all three of the job dimensions and seven of the
13 job funetions met both criticality and needed-at-entry ratings. Twenty-six of the 51 KSAs
were judged by the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These three job
dimensions, seven job functions, and 26 KSAs define the potential test domain for this position.
With further work, these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop
selection methods for this position.
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4. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE ADMISSIONS COORDINATOR
POSITION

4.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance) + Frequency

We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an Importance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” (i.e., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMESs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
each job dimension, Exhibit B-10 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met aff the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

: il’ﬂ;)(! rtance | i

promoting the programs with ex-
offenders in order to provide for
reasonable access to Chattanooga
Endeavors for all eligible
candidates.

ID2 | Determining which candidates
satisfy criteria for general
eligibility, whether they arc
suitable for the program to which 5 4 13 Yes Yes
they have applied, and whether
and special conditions need to be
attachead to an acceptance.

ID3 | In the absence of the Continued
Care Coordinator, conducts
routine case managemernt
functions.

5 4 13 Yes Yes

4 3 10 Yes Yes
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4.2 Job Funections

Exhibit B-11 lists all of the job functions for the Admissions Coordinator position. For
each job function, Exhibit B-11 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job

dimension met gff the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

JF1 Conducts recruiting activitics for ex-
offenders to the programs and services 5 4 13 Yes Yes
of Chattanooga Endeavors.

JF1-A | Provides information on programs and
eligibility requirements to individuals 5 4 13 Yes Yes
and organizations.

JF2 Responds to inquiries made by ex-
offenders.

JF3 Interviews applicants and gathers
information for eligibility certification
process.

JF4 Interprets regulations and applicant
information to determine an applicant’s 5 4 13 Yes Yes
eligibility.

JE3 Oversees the input of data in “AIMS”
{Automated Information Management 4 4 12 Yes Yes
System).

iFe Conducts recruiting activities for ex-
offenders to the programs and services
of Chattanooga Endeavors.

JF7 Promeotes applicant status according to
established timelines and expectations.
IF8 ‘When appropriate, refers applicants to
other services, programs and community
organizations

JFS Assists applicants with the completion
of documents and requests additional 4 2 8 Yes Yes
information when necessary.

JF10 Insures that required consent forms and
other documents Hmiting exposure for
the organization are signed and filed
with candidates’ applications.

JFi1 Makes determinations of applications
based upon established criteria and
subjeciive assessments, engaging the
Board of Probation and Parole, the local
cotrt system, or other correctional or
law-enforcement officials as required.

4 3 10 Yes Yes

Yes Yes

[F8)
et
=

Yes Yes

353
[}
o

4 2 3 Yes Yes

[9%]
2
O

Yes Yes

Lo
™
~J

Yes Yes

5 4 13 Yes Yes
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P12

Beh; ]
Protects confidentiality of clients’
records.

i3

Yes

Yes

JF13

Maintains regular contact with ex-
offenders who have been accepted to
Endeavors but who remain confined for
prolonged periods.

Yes

Yes

JF14

Prepares rosters for each programs
session.

Yes

JF15

Maintains files on referring agents.

JE16

Responds.to requests for information
and reports by official third parties.

JF17

Conducts exit interviews for students
who fail to complete established
curriculums,

Tud

Yes

JFi8

Completes reports on status changes to
official third parties.

Lo

Yes o

YcS_."

TF19

Collects data and, as needed, conducts
critical discussions on the recruiting
activities of Endeavors.

Yes

Yes

JF20

Assists in developing new marketing
and promotions activities to (1) insure
reasonable access to the programs and
services for eligible ex-offenders, and
(2) improve the ability of the
organization to meet the needs of
referring agenis.

(%]

Yes

Yes

F2]

Reviews approved eligibility
certifications for consistency and
accuracy.

Lk

b

Yes

Yes

2z

Identifies, understands, and develops
recruiting tactics that meet the perceived
needs of (1) ex-offenders who are
desirous because of limited risk, and (2)
corrections officials who make referrals
1C our programs.

L3

Yes

Yes

J23

Attends training to enhance skills that
will benefit the program and its students,
especially as refated to marketing and
sales, assessments, and the
characteristics of ex-offenders.

Yes

Note: Job Functions 16 and 18 were thought to be similar enough by the SME to combine. So for the purposes of
this job analysis the two functions were combined. SME and CE1 should choose the most appropriate wording for
this Function.
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4.3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that recerved Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

®  An Importance rating of at least 2.0
B Rated as Necessary at Lntry.
Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-12. For each KSA, Exhibit B-12 provides the

Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the
job dimension met g// the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

KSA

K1 Knowledge of basic public relations techniques. 3 Yes Yes
K2 Knowledge of basic sales techniques. 3 Yes Yes
K3 Knowledze of standard case-management practices. 2 Yes Yes
K4 | Knowledge of the client population’s characteristics. 2 Yes Yes
KS Knowledge of criminal justice system with an
emphasis on the Tennessee Department of 2 Yes Yes
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole.
K6 Knowledge of Office software (Access, Excel, 4 Yes Ves
Outlook).
K7 | Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole 2 Yes Yes
operates.
K8 Knowledge of common barriers to success for ex-
: 3 Yes Yes
offenders.
K9 Knowledge about how to maintain the chain of 5 Yes Yes
custody (for drug tests or other similar items).
K10 | Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community
members with regard to the reentry of ex-offenders 2 Yes Yes
into the community,
K11 | Knowledge of the workforce development field. 2 Yes Yes
K12 | Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment field. 2 Yes Yes
K13 | Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of other 5 Yes Ves
program staff.
K14 ér:ovleedge of the purpose and mission of 4 Yes Ves
attanooga Endeavors,
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K15 | Knowledge of ali phases of the Chattancoga Endeavors 4 Ves Ves
program.
S1 Skill in working with individuals from a variety of ”
3 Yes Yes
backgrounds.
S2 Skill getting clients needed services/goods. 3 Yes Yes
S3 Skill discussing sensitive topics with clients. 3 Yes Yes
S4 Skill retaining clients in the program. 3 Yes Yes
85 Skill in conducting program outreach and in publicizing
. . 3 Yes Yes
the program within the community.
36 Skill in \_workmg.auto-nomousEy/w1th0ut much 3 Yes Yes
supervision or direction.
Al Ability to communicate orally using proper language
rufes and diction, asking appropriate questions, and
choosing words appropriate for people of varying levels 4 Yes Yes
of education and understanding (e.g., ex-offenders to
executives).
A2 Ability to communicate in writing, to compose
correspondence, compile reports, and develop o Ves v
presentation materials according to the needs of the ° e
audience.
A3 Ability to use software {i.e., Microsoft Word and Excel, o Yes Ye
Internet Browsers, and Microsoft OQutlook) competently. 2 i
Ad Ability to maintain confidentiality. 3 Yes Yes
A5 Ability to coordinate routine recurring activities and
meefing deadlines and expectations for special requests 3 Yes Yes
from other staff.
A6 Ability to help clients complete the program paperwork
] CF . 4 Yes Yes
(e.g., assessments, apphlication, time cards).
AT Ability fo act as a role model for program clients. 3 Yes Yes
A8 Ability to speak openly about your own experiences. 3 Yes Yes
A9 The ability to create appmpr;ate boundaries with clients 3 Yes Yes
and other programs staff.
AT0 | Ability to share your experiences openly with others " )
(e.g., other staff and clients). ’ Yes Yes
ATl Ability to recognize when a client is in danger of -
q ; 3 Yes Yes
ropping out of the programt.
A12 | Ability to advocate for clients {e.g., with probation .
officers, judges, other staff). 4 Yes Yes
Al3 Ability to take appropriate action when clients are not N
. 3 Yes Yes
following program rules or protocols.
Ald | Abihity to evaluate large quantities of information and -
- . 3 Yes Yes
draw valid conclusions.
Als Ability to read non-verbal cues. 4 Yes Yes
Al6 | Ability 10 develop working relationships with other n
. . ) 3 Yes Yes
community-based or service agencies.
A7 Ability 1o assess client likelihood of program success. 2 Yes Yes
Al Ability 10 s i i
Al8 ility to :?upport other program staff in completing 5 Yes Yes
their duties.
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Ability to respond to questions about the program from

clients and other community members in a clear and 3 Yes Yes
understandable manner.
A20 | Ability to work comfortably with ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
A2l Ability f:o gain the trust of the ex-offender client 4 Yes Yes
population.
A22 | Ability to organize a large amount of information in a
way that makes it easy to use {e.g., information about 3 Yes Yes
the services avaitable in the community, information
about clients circumstances).
A23 | Ability to create coherent client files that contain 5 y
- - Yes Yes
complete client information.
A24 | Ability to keep client files and program information up A Yes Yes
to date.
A25 | Ability to maintain client contact pre and post program. 2 Yes Yes
A26 | Ability to respond to third part requests for information. 3 Yes Yes
A27 | Ability to contribute to program fundraising. 2 Yes Yes
A28 | Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 3 Yes Yes
A29 | Ability to supervise other staff. 3 Yes Yes
A30 | Ability to conduct drug tests, 2 Yes Yes
4.4 Summary

Dimesnsions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important

The tollowing conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all three job dimensions and that 21 of the

22 job functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position.
Two job functions were, in the opinion of the SME, repetitive (i.e., JF16 and JF18). For this

reason, these two job functions were counted as one job function. The SME and Chattanooga

Endeavors should arrive at the most appropriate wording for this job function. Of the 51 KSAs

in this job analysis, all 51 were judged by the SME to be important for successful performance in

this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information needed to develop

performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated all three of the job dimensions and 21 of the 22
job functions met both criticality and nced-at-entry ratings. All 51 of the KSAs were judged by

the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These four job dimensions, nine job
functions, and 21 KSAs define the potential test domain for this position. With further work,
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these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop selection methods for this
position.

5. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE CASE MANAGEMENT COORDINATOR
POSITION

5.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance) + Frequency

We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any dimenstons or job functions
with an Importance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” (i.e., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMEs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
each job dimension, Exhibit B-13 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met a/f the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Needed | Meets

v | ‘Importance | Criticality | at Entry | Criteria?

JD1 | Compiling service contracts for
clients partictpating with 3 3 9 Yes Yes
Community Justice Cormittees.
D2 | Coordinating case management

activities between clients and their 4 3 10 Yes Yes

commistecs.
ID3 | Overseeing the collection and - .

input of data in Service Point. > 4 3 Yes Yes
JD4 | Providing peer support groups. 4 3 10 Yes Yes
ID5 | Making referrals. 4 2 8 Yes Yes
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3.2 Job Functions

Exhibit B-14 lists all of the job functions for the Case Management Coordinator position.
For each job function, Exhibit B-14 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication {yes/no) as to whether the job

dimension met @/l the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Performs intake procedures for clients
who completed Phase [ and are
eligible for the Community Justice
Project.

3 3 9 Yes Yes

JF2 Establishes intermediary goals as a
“safety plan” when there is to be a
pericd of delay in services or when
acceptance has been deferred; assists
clients with basic human needs during
this period; fracks progress against
plan; makes recommendation as to
whether a candidate is suitable for the
program in cases where acceptance
has been deferred.

JF3 Converts the Life Skills Management
by Objective into an “individual
service plans” for each client who
completes Phase-I; determines needs
as related especially to progressive
employment, stable housing,
supportive relationships, control of
substance abuse, and educational
development; presents case to
Community Justice Committee; tracks
progress against goals; modifies plan
as justified by performance; intervenes
as needed.

Lad
(%]
o

Yes Yes

(8]
[x¥]
-]

Yes Yes

JF4 | Makes home visits with clients
according o established guidelines;
attempts to gain contact with
immediate family members; involves
family members in service plans
whenever possible.

JF5 Provides family support groups to
clients and their families when
participating in family case 1 1
management as an extension of the
Community Justice Project.

2 2 6 Yes Yes

Yes No

ud
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IF6 Receives reports from Community
Justice Case Management Commitiees
on the progress of clients against
established goals; keeps accurate 2 2 6 Yes Yes
records of services provided, referrals
given, interventions made, and
progress against established goals.
JE7 Oversees data-entry and case-
management records in Service Point;
provides training and support to staff
and volunteers with functions related
to Service Point.

IF§ Maintains the Copy Folder and
provides for adequate supplies of
documents, forms, and other printed
material including staff desk-kits.

IF9 Prepares repotts on clients served and
the outcomes/impacts of the services
provided.

JF10 | Provides routine status reports on
clients to their probation or parole
officer and additional information on
their performance as requested.

JF11 | Closes cases when services are
terminated; completes final interviews
and files report; summarizes
achievements and probable needs
associated with closed cases at staff
meetings.

JF12 | Makes court appearances and testifies
as to the performance of clients as
required.

JF13 | Provides staff support to the Inner
Circle Chair and assists in the notice
- and preparation of IC meetings.

JF14 | Oversees routine tracking activities on
established performance measures for 2 1 4 Yes No
program gradnates.

H15 Attends staff meetings and other
related meetings as required.

JF16 | Supervises interns conducting field
work or research projects at i | 3 Yes No
Chattanooga Endeavors.

JF17  } Networks with other sccial service
and health providers in the
community; collaborates with these
providers to meet client needs.

tad
=
o
oy

Yes Yes

1 1 3 Yes No

[F5)
(o)
b=

Yes Yes

95}
)
&

Yes Yes

3 2 7 Yes Yes
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[
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Yes Yes

[F5]
—
LA

Yes Yes

Ll
P2
—3

Yes Yes

[¥53
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Yes Yes
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5

JE18 | Protects sensitive information on
clents, providing for strict standards 4
of confidentiality,

12

Yes

Yes

JF19 } Conduct routine drug testing of clients
participating in case management
activities and keep accurate records of 3
the results of this testing and of any
referrals made for drug treatment.

(8

Yes

Yes

5.3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the

analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These

ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that recetved Importance ratings of at least “2." KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

®  An Importance rating of at least 2.0

® Rated as Necessary at Entry.

Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-15. For each KSA, Exhibit B-15 provides the
Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the
job dimension met g/l the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

~ EXHIBITB-15

S

~ KSA SUuMMARY Da

~ Impertanee:

Necessary at Ent

K1

Knowledge of confidentiality standards to include what
client-related informationr may be released, who the
information may be given to, and where the information
may be stored as needed to protect client’s rights.

Yes

Yes

K2

Knowledge of counseling theories, technigues and
treatment planaing methods to include signs of substance
abuse, stress indicators, personality disorders and family
interactions.

(W8]

Yes

Yes
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K3 | Knowledge of available community mental and public health
resources as needed to make client referrals, meet client’s 3 Yes Yes
needs and achieve treatment plan goals.
K4 | Knowledge of interviewing techniques that facilitate the 3 Ves Yes
assessment of an employee’s state of mind and needs.
K5 | Knowledge of mental health problems such as anxiety, 3 Yes Yes
depression, stress, and personality disorders,
K6 | Knowledge of addictive disorders such as alcohol or drug
abuse as needed to develop a treatment plan and/or refer an 3 Yes Yes
employee to treatment.
K7 | Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of Corrections 3 Yes Ves
and the Board of Probation and Parole operates.
K& | Knowledge of common bartiers to success for ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
K9 | Knowledge of how to maintain the chain of custody (for drug 3 Yes Yes
tests or other similar items).
K10 | Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community members - v v
with regard to the reentry of ex-offenders inte the community. ’ ©s i
K11 | Knowledge of the workforce development field. 3 Yes Yes
K12 | Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment field. 3 Yes Yes
K13 i;}gfwledge of the duties and responsibilities of other program 3 Yes Yes
K14 | Knowledge of the purpose and mission of Chattanooga 4 Ves Yes
Endeavors.
K15 | Knowledge of Service Point Software and other office software 3 Ves Ves
as needed to create, maintain, and report on client cases.
K16 | Knowledge of all phases of the Chattanooga Endeavors a ¥ v
program. ? o8 e
K17 | Knowledge of confidentiality standards to include what client-
refated information may be released, who the information may "
. . ; 3 Yes Yes
be given to, and where the information may be stored as
needed to protect client’s rights.
K18 | Knowledge of counseling theories, techniques and treatment
planning methods o include signs of substance abuse, stress 3 Yes Yes
indicators, personality disorders and family interactions.
S1 Skilt in using logic and reasoning to identify the strengths and
weaknesses of alternative solutions, conclusions or approaches 3 Yes Yes
to problems.
52 Skill in determining cause of a problem and deciding on a 3 Yes Yes
correct course of action to address the problem.
S3 Skill in managing own time and coordinating with others. 3 Yes Yes
54 Skill in getting clients needed services/goods. 3 Yes Yes
55 Skill in discussing sensitive topics with clients. 4 Yes Yes
56 Skill in retaining clients in the program. 4 Yes Yes
57 Skill in conducting program outreach and in publicizing the 5 Yes Ves
program within the community.
S8 Skill in working autonomously/without much supervision or N
direction. : ’ ’ ° Yes Yes
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59 Skill in understanding the motivations, needs, etc. of clients,
client parents, officials, and other relevant parties.

wr
-
<)
w

Yes

S10 | Skill in mediating meetings/communications between parties
(e.g., clients, client parents, and other officials).
Al | Ability to help clients develop time management skills. Yes
A2 | Ability to create, track, and modify client’s “individual service

N e g Yes Yes
plans” as needed to ensure the client’s timely progress.
A3 | Ability to communicate orally using proper language rules and
diction, asking appropriate questions, and choosing words 5
appropriate for people of varying levels of education and
understanding.
A4 | Ability to communicate in writing to compose cofrespondence;
compile reports, develop presentation material; and record 4 Yes Yes
employee information in treatment plan file.
A5 | Ability to read and comprehend documents such as
psychological evaluations, case narratives, and social 4 Yes Yes
summaries as needed to understand case-related information.
A6 | Ability to engage clients in a therapentic refationship as needed
to advocate the client’s needs.
A7 | Ability/willingness to travel with little advance notice to meet
with clients.
A8 | Ability to demonstrate patience, tact, and appropriate courtesy
as needed to maintain a professional demeanor, and alleviate
hostility, anger, confusion and aggression when dealing with
individuals,
A% | Ability to recognize and be sensitive to different cultures and
their customs as needed to develop appropriate case actions 4 Yes Yes
and plans.
A0 | Ability to make court appearances to testify regarding a client’s
performance.
A1l | Ability to diffuse tense situations in order to provide freatment
to client effectivety and efficiently.
A1Z | Ability to utilize software (i.e., Service Pomnt and Microsoft
Word) to track recruitment activities and results for reporting 4 Yes Yes
PUrposes.
A13 | Ability to help clients complete the program paperwork (e.g.,
assessments, application, time cards).
A4 | Ability to act as a role model for program clients.
Al5 | Ability to speak openly about your own experiences.
Al6 | Ability to create appropriate boundaries with clients and other
programs stafl.
A17 | Ability to share your experiences openly with others (e.g.,
other staff and clients).
Al18 | Ability to recognize when a client is in danger of dropping out
of the program.
A19 | Ability to take appropriate action when cHents are not
following program rules or protocols.

Yes Yes

L

[N}

Yes Yes

2 Yes Yes

2 Yes Yes

2 Yes Yes

Yes Yes

(8]

4 Yes Yes

]

Yes Yes

Yes Yes
Yes Yes

Yes Yes

4 =N S PR)

Yes Yes

(8]

4 Yes Yes

(W51

Yes Yes
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K

Ability to evaluazgfarge quantities of information and draw

A20 . . 3 Yes Yes
valid conclusions.

AZ1 | Ability to read non-verbal cues. 4 Yes Yes

A22 § Ability to develop workm_g reIat;oz}shlps with other 3 Yes Yes
community-based or service agencies,

A23 | Ability to assess client likelihood of program success. 3 Yes Yes

A24 Ab]_hty to support other program staff in completing their 2 Yes Ves
duties.

A25 | Ability to respond to questions about the program from clients
and other communify members in a clear and understandable 4 Yes Yes
manner.

A26 | Ability to work comfortably with ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes

A27 | Ability to gain the trust of the ex-offender client population. 4 Yes Yes

A28 | Ability to compile information from a variety of sources. 2 Yes Yes

A29 | Ability to create coherent client files that contain complete v v
client information. s ©s

A30 | Ability to maintain client contact pre and post program. 2 Yes Yes

A3]1 | Ability to respond to third part requests for information. 3 Yes Yes

A32 | Ability to contribute to program fundraising. 2 Yes Yes

A33 | Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 3 Yes Yes

A34 | Ability to supervise other staff. 3 Yes Yes

A35 | Ability to conduct drug screening tests. 3 Yes Yes

54 Summary

Dimensions, I'unctions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/ITmportant

The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all five job dimensions and that 15 of the
19 job functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position. Of
the 63 KSAs for this job analysis, all 63 were judged by the SME to be important for successful

performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information

needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Ilmportant and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated all five job dimensions and 15 of the 19 job

functions met both criticality and needed-at-entry ratings. All of the 63 KSAs were judged by

the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These five job dimensions, 15 job
functions, and 63 KSAs define the potential test domatn for this position. With further work,
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these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop selection methods for this
position.

6. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE EDUCATION COORDINATOR
POSITION

6.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance) + Frequency

We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an Importance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” (i.e., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMEs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
each job dimension, Exhibit B-16 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met gff the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Importance:

JD1 | Assessing all clients enrolled in
the Chattanooga Endeavors core 3 3 9 No Ne
program.

JD2 | Setting up and monitoring
programs for students and peer

facilitators who wish to expand 4 1 12 Yes Yes
their educational background.
JD3 | Overseeing the activities in The 5 4 13 Yes Yes

Leaming Center
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JD4 § Assisting students on an individual
bases when they have difficulty

understanding material in their self 4 4 12 Yes Yes
study program.
JD5 | Teaching poriions of the core 4 4 12 No No
program.
JD6 | Assisting other members of the
operational staff with their 3 I 5 Yes Yes

computer problems and education,
D7 | Working on special computer 4
projects as needed.

1 6 Yes Yes

6.2 Job Functions

Exhibit B-17 lists all of the job functions for the Education Coordinator position. For
each job function, Exhibit B-17 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met g// the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Work Behavior and Task Statement
JFI Give and grade the TABE and SDS
tests to all chients. 2 2 6 No No
JEI-4 | Give and grade the TJ and IAT tests t©
all clients. 3 2 7 No No
JF2 Give SASSI test to all clients.
2 1 4 No No
JF3 Assist clients in understanding Plaio
material as needed. 4 4 12 Yes Yes
JF4 Produce reports on Plato activity for
outside agencies when appropriate. I 2 5 No No
JF3 Help clients and peer facilitators
develop an edocational plan, 3 3 9 Yes Yes
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JF6 Keep the computers in The Leaning
Center clean of unwanted downloads 3 3 9 Yes Yes
and functioning properly.

JF7 Ass‘tst w;th.mta}ke; collect data from 3 > 7 No No
online application and tests.

IF8 Assist operation :sie_sz with computer 4 9 % Yes Ves
problems and training.

IF9 Pamc:pgte in core program when 4 3 10 No No
appropriate.

JF10 | Work on special projects as directed. 4 1 6 Yes Yes

Note: Job Function | was separated by the SME into two parts to form JF1 and JF1-A.
6.3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that received Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

B An Importance rating of at least 2.0
® Rated as Necessary at Entry.
Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-18. For each KSA, Exhibit B-18 provides the

Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the
job dimension met alf the job analysis critenia {i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

S OKSA 3 mportance | Necessary at Entry.
K1 | Knowledge of principles and methods for
curricuium and training design, teaching and 4 Yes Yes
instruction for individuals and groups.
Knowledge of training assessment methods. 2 No No
K3 l}(r_eowled‘ge of: the Windows operating system and 4 Ves Ves
Microsoft Office programs.
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found on the GED test.
K5 Knowledge of how to administer and score the 5 No No
following: TABE, SDS, TJ, and IAT tests.
K6 | Knowledge of how to administer the SASS] test. I Neo No
K7 Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole 1 No No
operates.
K8 | Knowledge of common barriers to success for ex-
3 No No
offenders.
K9 Knowledge about how to maintain the chain of 0 No No
custody (for drug tests or other similar items).
K10 | Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community
members with regard to the reentry of ex-offenders 2 No No
into the community.
K11 | Knowledge of the workforce development field. 2 No No
K12 | Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment field. 1 No No
K13 | Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of other 5 No No
program staff.
K14 | Knowledge of the purpose and mission of 5 No No
Chattanooga Endeavors.
St Skill in selecting and wsing training/instructional
methods and procedures appropriate for the 4 Yes Yes
situation.
82 Skill in identifying measures or indicators of system
performance and the actions needed to improve or
‘ . . 3 Yes Yes
correct performance, relative to the goals of the
system,
S3 Skill in teaching others how to do something. Yes Yes
5S4 Skill in being aware of others’ reactions and
. 2 Yes Yes
understanding why they react as they do.
S5 Skill in communicating effectively in writing as 5 y v
appropriate for the needs of the audience. s ©5
S6 Skill in getting clients needed services/goods. 2 No No
57 Skill in discussing sensitive topics with clients. 2 Yes Yes
S8 Skill in retaining clients in the program. 2 No No
59 Skill in conducting program outreach and in .
L o . 1 No No
publicizing the program within the community.
ST0 | Skill in working autonomously/without much N
.. . 3 Yes Yes
supervision or direction.
Al Ability to communicate imformation and ideas in
: . 4 Yes Yes
- speaking so others will understand.
A2 Ability to communicate information and ideas in "
s - 3 Yes Yes
writing so others will understand.
A3 Abihty to control one’s own emotions and remain
objective as needed to gather information to
determine appropriate case actions, and ensure 3 Yes Yes
consistency in providing appropriate services fo
clients.
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TW&MW complete program paperwork
N : 2 No No
(e.g., assessments, application, time cards).
AS Ability to act as a role model for program clients. 2 Yes Yes
A6 ! Ability to speak openly about your own experiences. 2 Yes Yes
A7 T%.le ability to create appropriate boundaries with 4 Yes Yes
clients and other programs staff.
A8 Ability to share your experiences openly with others
. Y Y
{e.g_, other staff and clients). 2 * ®
A9 Ablht)'/ to recognize when a client is in danger of 5 No No
dropping out of the program.
A0 | Ability to advoceate for clienis (e.g., with probaticn 5 No No
officers, judges, other staff).
A1l | Ability to take appropriate action when clients are :
. 2 No No
not following program rules or protocols.
Al12 | Ability to evaluate large quantities of information X
. . 1 Yes No
and draw valid conclusions.
Al3 | Ability to read non-verbal cues. 2 No No
Al4 | Ability to develop working relationships with other
. . . 2 Yes Yes
community-based or service agencies,
Al5 | Ability to assess chient likelihood of program | No No
success.
Al6 Ab{lsty to support other program stafT in completing 5 Yes Yes
their duties.
Al7 | Ability to respond to questions about the program
from clienis and other community members in a 3 No No
clear and understandable manner.
A18 | Ability to work comforiably with ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
Al9 | Ability o gain the trust of the ex-offender client 5 No No
population,
AZ20 | Ability to compile information from a variety of 5 Yes Yes
sources.
AZ21 1 Ability to organize a large amount of information in
a way that malfes it casy to use {e.g., mfom?zlitlon 5 No No
about the services available in the community,
information about clients circumstances).
A22 | Ability to create coherent client files that contain
L A 2 Yes Yes
complete client information.
A23 | Ability to keep client files and program information 3 Yes Yes
up to date.
AZ24 | Ability to maintain client contact pre and post 5 No No
program.
AZS Ab;i;ty to respond to third part requests for 3 No No
information.
A26 | Ability to contribwte to program fundraising. 1 No No
A27 1 Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 3 No No
A28 | Ability to supervise other staff. 0 No No
A29 | Ability to conduct drug tests. 0 No No
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6.4  Summary
The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/ITmportant

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all seven job dimensions and that nine of
the 11 job functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position.
Of the 53 KSAs in this job analysis, 43 were judged by the SME to be important for successful
performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information
needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated five of the seven job dimensions and five of the
11 job functions met both criticality and needed-at-entry ratings. Twenty-two of the 53 KSAs
were judged by the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These five job
dimensions, five job functions, and 22 KSAs define the potential test domain for this position.
With further work, these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop
selection methods for this position.

7. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE JOB DEVELOPMENT COORDINATOR
POSITION

71 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance} + Frequency

We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an Importance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” (i.¢., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
tunctions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMEs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
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each job dimension, Exhibit B-19 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job

dimenston met g// the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

D1

Conducting the Job Acquisition

program {Phase-17) for graduates
of the Core program.

(%)

Yes

Yes

D2

Assessing the skills, aptitude, and
interests of clients for targeted job
search activities,

(A3

D3

Preveloping and sustaining
relationships with local employers,

(V8]

D4

Providing job upgrade
opportunities and career
advancement training to clients.

(5]

[¥8}

Yes

Yes

D5

Providing on-going support
through case-management

activities,

2

Yes

Yes

7.2

Job Functions

Exhibit B-20 lists all of the job functions for the Job Development Coordinator position.
For each job function, Exhibit B-20 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,

Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job

dimension met a/f the job analysis criteria (.., criticality and needed-at-entry).

Vork Behavior and Task Séatement

TF1

Introduces Phase-1 students to the
computer lab; provides them with an
overview of the resources available in
this lab — especially those that are used
during the job search activities of
Phase-11.

La

Yes

Yes

IF1-A

Teaches basic lessons in MS Windows
and the Internet as a part of this
introduction.

td

Yes

Yes
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JF2 Provides information and conducts
exercises during Phase-1I to help
students understand the rules that
govern successful careers; assists 3 3 9 Yes Yes
studenis establish realistic career goals
and to define achievable objectives
advancing these goals.

JF3 Conducts exercises and small group

. discussions about the various

- dimensions of the workplace, such as
building productive relationships with
coelleague meeting the expectations of
employers, and governing the negative
influence of family members and peers
in career moves.

r4 Assesses the skills, aptitude, and
interests of clients for targeted job
search activities; creates custormized
career advancement plans; makes
community referrals to assist clients
accomplish the goals in these plans.
IF5 Makes job search kits for Phase. 4
TF6 Conducts the lesson plan and job
search activities that make up Phase.
IF7 Introduces Phase-1 students to the
computer lab; provides them with an
averview of the resources available in
this lab — especially those that are used
during the job search activities of
Phase-1l.

JF8 Makes employer Kits, establishing
basic information about each graduate
and setting forth the advantages of
hiring ex-offenders.

JF9 Contacts local and regional employers
to develop job opportunities for
clients; develops and sustains
relationships with these employers
through effective customer relations
activities; makes appropriate referrals 4
for job interviews with supportive
employers; supports employers in
intervening with clients who are
delivering unsatisfactory performance
on the job.

5 4 13 Yes Yes

L
e
e
e

Yes Yes

(78]
[

Yes Yes
Yes Yes

d
[F%)
o

4 3 10 Yes Yes

[¥8)
Lad
N

Yes Yes

[*%)
-

Yes Yes
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JF10 | Maintains a current listing of
supportive employers and a file on
each containing information about his
or her company, positions available,
qualifications, pay scale, benefits,
limitations on hiring ex-offenders, 4
personnel policies, sample application,
etc; makes this information available
to graduates for review in preparing
them for interviews with respective
companies.

JF11 Provides job upgrade opportunities and
career advancement traiping to 4 2 8 Yes Yes
graduates.

JTF12 | Manages the Job Lead message for
graduates, updating this message as
positions are opened with supporting
emplovers.

JF13 | Provides on-going support through
casc-manageiment activities as related
to employment and career
advancement; keeps accurate records
and relevant documents in files.

JF14 Coordinates the Continuing
Community Group to provide peer
support to clients during the job
search; accesses this group for
graduates who have become
unemployed, who are dissatisfied with
their employment, or who are
performing poorly on the job; works
with members of COMPASS in
conducting these sessions.

JF15 Performs routine tracking activities on
the employment status of participants
who have completed the Core
program; updates employment records
in Automated Information
Management System (AIMS).

JF16 | Attends meetings and conferences on
workforce development.

JF17 | Attends staff meetings and other
related meetings as required.

JF18 Networks with other social service and
employment providers in the
community; collaborates with these
providers fo meet client needs.

10 Yes Yes

[US]

4 3 10 Yes Yes

Yes Yes

L
[}
~J

Yes Yes

L
ae]
-

2 2 6 Yes Yes

[#%3
fa]
~J

Yes Yes
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7.3

in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that received Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use

®  An Importance rating of at least 2.0

m Rated as Necessary at Entry.

Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-21. For each KSA, Exhibit B-21 provides the
Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the

job dimension met g/l the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

K1 | Knowledge of tools and theories as to the methods,
procedures and goals of rehabilitative techniques for those 4 No No
who have violated the law; especially as related to the
training programs of Chattanooga Endeavors.
K2 | Knowledge of standard case-management practices. 2 No No
3 | Knowledge of local labor market. 3 Yes Yes
K4 | Knowledge of criminal justice system with an emphasis on
the Tennessee Department of Corrections and the Board of 2 No No
Probation and Parole.
K5 | Knowledge of carcer training methods. 3 Yes Yes
K6 | Knowledge of Office software (Access, Excel, Qutlook). 2 No No
K7 | Knowledge of Fair Labor Laws. 2 No No
K8 | Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole 2 No No
operates.
K9 | Knowledge of common barriers to success for ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
K10 | Knowledge about how to maintain the chain of custody (for
) Co 4 Yes Yes
drug tests or other similar items).
K11 | Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community
members with regard to the reentry of ex-offenders into the 4 Yes Yes
community.
K12 | Knowledge of the workforce development fiefd. 2 No No
K13 | Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment field. 2 No No
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K14 { Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of other program 5 No No
staff,
K15 | Knowledge of the purpose and mission of Chattanocoga 4 No No
Endeavors.
K16 | Knowledge of all phases of the Chattanooga Endeavors 4 No No
program.
S1 Skill in working with individuals from a variety of 4 Yes Ves
backgrounds.
S2 Skill in motivating clients. 4 Yes Yes
3 Skill in getting clients needed services/goods. 3 Yes Yes
S4 Skill in discussing sensitive topics with clients. 4 Yes Yes
S5 Skill in retaining clients in the program. 4 Yes Yes
86 Skill in conducting program outreach and in publicizing the
e . 4 Yes Yes
program within the community.
S7 S}ul] in working autonomously/without much supervision or 4 Ves Yes
direction.
Al Ability to communicate orally using proper language rules and
diction, asking appropriate questions, and choosing words 4 Yes Ves

appropriate for people of varying levels of education and
understanding (e.g., ex-offenders to executives).

A2 | Ability to communicate in writing, to compose
correspondence, compile reports, and develop presentation 4 Yes Yes
materials according to the needs of the audience.

A3 Ability to use seftware (i.e., Microsoft Word and Excel,
Internet Browsers, and Microsoft Outlook) competently.
A4 | Ability to maintain confidentiality. 4 Yes Yes
A5 Ability to coordinate routine recursing activities and meeting

4 Yes Yes

deadlines and expectations for special requests from other 3 Yes Yes
staff.
Ab Ability to help clients complete the program paperwork (e.g., -
. : 3 No No
assessments, application, time cards).
A7 | Ability to act as a role model for program clients. 4 Yes Yes
A8 | Ability to speak openly about your own experiences, 4 Yes Yes
A9 | The ability to create appropriate boundaries with clients and
. 4 Yes Yes
other programs staff.
A10 | Ability to share your experiences openly with others (e.g.. 4 Yes Yes
other staff and chents).
A1l | Ability to recognize when a client is in danger of dropping out 4 Ves Yes
of the program.
Al2 Ablhty to advocate for chents (e.g., with probation officers, 4 Yes Yes
judges, other staff).
Al3 | Ability to take appropriate action when clients are not
. 4 Yes Yes
following program rules or protocols.
Al4 | Ability to evaluate large quantities of information and draw
. . 4 Yes Yes
valid conclusions.
A15 1 Ability to read non-verbal cues. 4 Yes Yes
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Al6é | Ability to develop working relationships with other 3 v
. . ) es Yes
community-based or service agencies.
A17 | Ability to assess client likelihood of program success. 3 Yes Yes
Alg Abi'lity to support other program staff in completing their 3 No No
duties.
A19 | Ability to respond to questions about the program from clients
and other community members in a clear and understandable 3 No No
manner. _
A20 | Ability to work comfortably with ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
A21 [ Ability to gain the trust of the ex-offender client population. 4 Yes Yes
A22 1 Ability to organize a large amount of information in a way that
makes it easy to use (e.g., information about the services 3 Ves Yes
available in the community, information about clients
circumstances).
A23 | Ability to create coherent client files that contain complete - v
S . es Yes
client information.
A24 i Ability fo keep client files and program information up to date. 3 Yes Yes
A25 | Ability to maintain client contact pre and post program. 2 No No
A26 1 Ability to respond to third part requests for information, 2 Yes Yes
A27 | Ability to comribute to program fundraising. 3 Ne No
A28 1 Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 3 Yes Yes
A29 | Ability to supervise other staff. 3 Yes Yes
A30 | Ability to conduct drug tests. 2 No No

7.4 Summary
The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all five job dimensions and all 18 job
functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position. Of the
53 KSAs in this job analysis, all 53 were judged by the SME to be important for successful
performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information
needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated four of the five job dimensions and 17 of the
18 job functions met both criticality and needed-at-entry ratings. Thirty-six of the 53 KSAs were
judged by the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These four job dimensions,
17 job functions, and 36 KSAs define the potential test domain for this position. With further
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work, these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop selection methods
for this position.

8. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE PEER FACILITATOR POSITION
8.1 Job Dimensions

Unique dimensions were not used with the Peer Facilitator position. In the place of
individual job dimensions, a summary paragraph is used. The paragraph was reviewed by the
SME:s in the JAQ. No changes to the paragraph were suggested by the SMEs. The summary
paragraph is provided below.

Dimension Description

The Peer Facilitator will provide both hands on experience in an actual work situation
and specific training in group facilitation and communications skills. The schedule for work and
training is 30 hours of work experience and a minimum of 10 hours in training per week.
Principally, the Peer Facilitator is to act as a mentor to the students. As an ex-offender, the Peer
Facilitator’s rapport with the students is the most significant factor of this position.

82 Job Functions

To determine which job functions were appropriate for use in describing a given position
we used SME ratings of how important each function was and how frequently those functions
were performed. The ratings were used to compute a criticality score for each job function
according to the following formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance} + Frequency

We retained job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0. We used this rule to
ensure that any job function receiving an Importance rating of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher
would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions with an Importance rating of “0”
(i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their Frequency rating was “5” (i.e., More
than once a day). Further, to retain job functions that were appropriate for use in the
development of selection methods we asked incumbents/SMESs to indicate if the function was
needed at entry to the job.

Exhibit B-22 lists all of the job functions for the Program Manager position. For each job
function, Exhibit B-22 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings, Criticality
scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job dimension met
all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).
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k Beha ask Statement

Sets-up and mantains training
facilities for the preparation and
presentation of the classroom
£xercises.
JF2 Performs morning and evening tasks
on a daily bases, per “Facility Morning 5 4 13 Yes Yes
Checklist/ Facility Evening Checklist.”
JF3 Performs a supporting role in the
“training process™ by acting as a peer
to the students that are working
through the exercises in the classroom.
r4 Mazintains Class Log relevant to the
Core Cwiriculum and student 5 4 13 Yes Yes
patticipation and performance therein.
IFS5 Acts as the principal support person to
the Program Manager in the classroom.
JFe6 Uses methods and techniques that
support the principles of Community
Building and the established culture of
Chattanooga Endeavors, Inc.
IF7 Insures standards of conduct, inclading
attendance, are clear to students and
that students understand that 5 4 13 Yes Yes
performance against these standards is
recorded.
JF& Intervenes, with help from an
appropriate staff person, with students
who are performing poorly to make
sure a performance contract is
executed as needed.
JF9 Participates as a facilitator in group
sessions of the Community Building
Workshop and the Core
Communication Program.
JF10 Assists .ihe appfopne}ie staft person in 3 4 10 Yes Yes
overseeing drug testing.
JF1t Attends training to enhance skills that
will beneftt the program and its
students, especially as related to group 1 3 7 No No
facilitation, ex-offenders, and
waorkforce development.

5 4 13 Yes Yes

5 4 13 Yes Yes

5 4 13 Yes Yes

5 4 13 Yes Yes

U8}
L
o=l

Yes Yes

5 4 13 Yes Yes
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8.3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that received Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the tollowing criteria:

m  An Importance rating of at least 2.0
m Rated as Necessary at Entry.
Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-23. For each KSA, Exhibit B-23 provides the

Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the
job dimension met all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

K1 | Knowledge of the Core Program.
K2 | Knowledge of offender population.

A

3 Knowledge of the group processes and dynamics

associated with the Core Program of Chaitancoga 4 Yes Yes
Endeavors.
K4 Knowledge of community building methods as
associated with the Core Program of Chattanooga 4 Yes Yes
Endeavors.
K5 Knowledge of group facilitation technigues
{especially “process” and/or “experimental” 4 Yes Yes
methods).
K6 Knowledge of the exercises in the “Student Guide.” 4 Yes Yes
K7 Knowledge of principles and methods for
curriculum and training design, teaching and 4 Yes Yes

instruction for individuals and groups.
K8 Knowledge of the Windows operating system and

Microsoft Office programs. i Yes Yes
K9 | Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole 3 Yes Yes
operates.
K19 1 Knowledge of common barriers to success for ex-
4 Yes Yes
offenders.
K11 | Knowledge about how to maintain the chain of .
= | No No

custody (for drug tests or other similar jtems).
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K12 | Knowledge of the issues and concerns of
community members with regard to the reentry of 4 Yes Yes
ex-offenders into the community.
K13 | Knowledge of the workforce development field. Yes Nao
K14 | Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment field. 2 Yes No
K15 | Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of

-t

other program staff. 3 Yes Yes
K16 | Knowledge of the purpose and mission of 4 Yes Yes
Chaltanooga Endeavors,
Si Skill in teaching others how to do something. 4 Yes Yes
52 Skill in being aware of others’ reactions and 4 Ves Yes
understanding why they react as they do.
53 Skill in communicating effectively in writing as 4 Yes Yes
appropriate for the needs of the audience.
sS4 Skill in communicating effectively orally as
appropriate for the neebds of the agdience. 4 Yes Yes
S5 Skill in getting clients needed services/goods. 4 Yes Yes
56 Skill in discussing sensitive topics with clients, 4 Yes Yes
S7 Skill in retaining clients in the program. 4 Yes Yes
S8 Skill.ir.] QOHducting program (?utreach and in. 4 Ves Yes
publicizing the program within the community.
Al Ability to establish rapport with ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
A2 Ability to interact with students. 4 Yes Yes
A3 Ability fo adhere to the schedules associated with .
) 4 Yes Yes
classroom programs at Chattanooga Endeavors.
Ad Ability to control one’s own emotions and remain
objective as needed to gather information to
determine appropriate case actions, and ensure 4 Yes Yes
consistency in providing appropriate services to
clients.
A% Ability to help clients complete program paperwork 4 Yes Yes

{e.g., assessinents, application, time cards).
A6 Ability to act as a role model for program clients. 4 Yes Yes
A7 Ability to speak openly about your own

: 4 Yes Yes
experiences.
AR T}}e ability to create appropriate boundaries with 4 Yes Yes
clients and other programs staff.
A9 Ability to share your experiences openly with
others {e.g., other staff and chients). 4 Yes Yes
Al0 Abl]zty to recognize when a client is in danger of A Yes Yes
dropping out of the program.
All Ability to advocate for clients (e.g., with probation
officers, judges, other staff). 4 Yes Yes
Al2 | Ability to take appropriate action when clients are
; 4 Yes Yes
not following program rules or protocols.
Al3 | Ability to evaluate large quantities of information ..
. = 2 No No
and draw valid con¢lusions.
Al4 | Ability to read non-verbal cues. 4 Yes Yes
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. . . 3 Yes Yes
conununity-based or service agencies.
Al6 | Ability to assess client likelihood of program 4 Yes Yes
success.
Al17 | Ability to support ot?er program staff in 3 Yes Yes
completing their duties.
Al8 | Ability to respond to questions about the program
from clients and other commumity members in a 4 Yes Yes
clear and understandable manner.
Al19 | Ability to work comfortably with ex-offenders. 4 Yes Yes
A20 | Ability to gain the trust of the ex-offender client 4 Yes Yes
population.
A21 | Ability to compile information from a variety of ) Yes No
sources.
A22 | Ability to organize a large amount of information
in a way that makes it easy to use (e.g., mformation
. . . . 1 Yes No
about the services available in the community,
information about clients circumstances).
A23 | Ability to create coherent client files that contain
L . 2 Yes Yes
complete client information.
A24 Ability to keep client files and program information 3 Yes Yes
up to date.
A2S Ability to maintain client contact pre and post ” Yes Yes
program.
A26 {-\bthty to respond to third part requests for 0 No No
information.
A27 | Ability to contribute to program fundraising, 2 Yes Yes
A28 | Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 4 Yes Yes
A29 | Ability to supervise other staff. 0 No No
A30 | Abtlity to conduct drug tests. 0 No No

8.4 Summary

The tollowing conclusions are based on the information from two incumbents and
one SME.

Functions and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important

The findings of the job analysis indicated that the existing job dimension description was
viewed by the SMEs as accurate and that all 11 of the job functions were judged by the SMEs as
being “critical” to performance in this position. Of the 54 KSAs in this job analysis, all 54 were
judged by the SMESs to be important for successful performance in this position. These
dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information needed to develop performance
assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.
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Functions and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated 10 of the 11 job functions met both criticality
and need-at-entry ratings. Forty-seven of the 54 KSAs were judged by the SMEs as being both
important and needed-at-entry. These four job dimensions, nine job functions, and 21 KSAs
define the potential test domain for this position. With further work, these job dimensions, job
functions, and KSAs can be used to develop selection methods for this position.

9. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE OFFICE ADMINISTRATOR POSITION

9.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance) + Frequency

We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an Importance rating of “07 (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” (i.e., More than once a day). Further, to retain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMESs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
each job dimension, Exhibit B-24 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

PRI S| | Needed | Meets
- Work Behavior and Task Statemen “Importance | Criticality | at Entry | Criteria?
ID1 | Collecting and tabulating
information to establish
performance related to specific
goals, objectives, and outcomes.
JD2 | Maintaining records in
FundMaster/Raiser’s Edge 4 4 12 Yes Yes

including gift details.

3 3 9 No No
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JD3 | Assisting the Treasurer with the
day-to-day finances of the 4 5 13 Yes Yes
organizations.

JD4 | Overseeing payroll and keeping

; 3 3 9 Yes Yes
personnel files.
JD3 ¢ Maintaining office technology,
including the administration of 3 5 11 Yes Yes
network servers.
JD6 | Coordinating volunteers, i 3 5 Yes Yes

9.2 Job Functions

Exhibit B-25 lists all of the job functions for the Office Administrator position. For each
Jjob function, Exhibit B-25 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings, Criticality
scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job dimension met
alf the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

- Work Beh; Task Statement

JF1 Oversees office activities, providing
for the most efficient use of agency
resources and for the highest
percentage of staff time to be dedicated
to the delivery of program services.

L
[a
~3
Z
]

P
<

IF2 Organizes and maintains various file
systems, insuring that standards of
confidentiality as well as public
inspection are kept as required by taw
or by the organization’s policies.

[¥5)
(5]
O

Yes Yes

JF3 Establishes and oversees the schedules
of training programs, including the
Core Curriculum, Continued Support,
GED, and Relapse Prevention,
COMPASS, etc.

W
L
O
Z
5]

Z
s]

JF4 Keeps schedule of recurring meetings,
gives notice of these meetings,
confirms attendance, distributes
agendas and other material, reserves
and prepares facilitics, and records and
transcribes minutes of meetings as
required.

No No

W
L
o
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Conducts aflernoon wrap-up meetings
with relevant staff members.
JF6 Maintains office technology and

administers network servers, providing

technical assistance to other staff as 3 4 13 Yes Yes
needed,

JE7 Maintains routine personnel records
including sick leave, vacation time, 3 3 9 Yes Yes
and payroll

JF8 Keeps proper records of Board
fimctions and activities, distributes
these to members as needed, maintains 2 2 6 No No
Board of Directors handbook and
distributes updates and revisions.

JF9 Keeps all records necessary to comply
with governmental requirements,
including equipment inventories, 2 2 6 No No
required policies and similar
documents.

JF10 | Establishes and maintains information
channels to collect duta related to the
overall performance of the programs
and services of the organization as well 2
as that related to the strategic
initiatives of the organization and other
goals and projects of the staff.

JFi1 Tabulates performance data and
assesses it against past performance 2
and stated goals and objectives.

JF12 | Maintains complete donor records in
FundMaster/Raiser’s Edge and makes
timely acknowledgements of gifis
received. Prepares weekly reports on 4 4 12 Yes Yes
gifts received by the organization and
monthly summaries for the Board of
Directors.

JF13 | Maintains complete files on all
financial transactions,

JF14 Assist the treasurer by performing
routine entry of financial data in
QuickBooks, making deposits, creating
invoices and check requests, preparing
instraments and getting signatures as
needed.

IF15 Prepares purchase orders. 2 1 4 No No

L
==

No No

"
oo
Z
o
Z.
Q

4 3 10 Yes Yes

5 4 13 Yes Yes
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rh Beluvior and Task Stat
IF1o Coordinates with the Treasurer to
insure proper accounting for the use of
restricted grant funds, that reports are
made in a timely and accurate fashion,
and that the use of funds is consistent
with the nature and goal of each award,

5 4 13 Yes Yes

JFi7 Insures that all Federal, State, and local
reports, tax forms, and similar
deadlines that are necessary to comply
with are met by the organization.

2 4 10 Yes Yes

JF18 Attends all board meetings and keeps
minutes for the secretary in his or her 2 2 6 No No
absence.

JF19 | ldentifies potential areas for cost
savings related to existing or proposed
operations, performs cost analysis, and 2 2 6 No No
implements measures that result in net
cost savings to the agency.

JF20 | Responds to general inquiries of the
organization and monitors the source
of these inquiries to establish the
cffectiveness ol publicity efforts.

JF21 Coordinates volunteer involvement
with the organization; prepares
descriptions of volunteer positions;
conducts orientations as needed;
maonitors activities; keeps record of
time donated and assignments
completed; cultivates positive relations
through outreach activities and
recognition.

i 3 Yes Yes

S}

9.3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that received Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

®  An Importance rating of at least 2.0

m Rated as Necessary at Entry.
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Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-26. For each KSA, Exhibit B-26 provides the
Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the

job dimension met gll the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

s
Kl Knowledge of general administrative and clerical
procedures and systems as needed to oversee an 4 Yes Yes
office.
K2 | Knowledge of basic accounting concepfs. 4 Yes Yes
K3 Knowledge of basic business administration and
4 Yes Yes
management concepts.
K4 | Knowledge of filing systems including alphabetical, f, v
- . - 3 es Yes
numencal, geographical, and chronological.
K5 Knowledge of Intuit QuickBooks and Blackbaud
R . 4 Yes Yes
Raiser’s Edge software applications.
Ké Kno.wleFige of basic computer systems and 4 Yes Yes
applications.
K7 Knov_vledge of basic personnel record keeping 2 Yes Yes
practices.
K8 | Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole 2 No No
aperates,
K9 Knowledge of common barriers to success for ex- 0 No No
offenders.
K10 | Knowledge about how 1o maintain the chain of 0 No No
custody (for drug tests or other similar Htems). ’
K1t | Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community
members with regard to the reentry of ex-offenders 0 No No
into the community,
K12 | Knowledge of the workforce development field. 0 No No
K13 | Knowledge of the substance abuse freatment field. 0 No No
K14 | Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of other 5 No No
program staff.
K15 | Knowledge of the purpose and mission of ) No No
Chattanooga Endeavors.
S1 Skill in managing own time and coordinating with 5 Ves Yes
others.
52 Skiil in providing information orally that is clear and 5 Yes Yes
understandable.
53 Skill getting clients needed services/goods. 0 No No
S4 Skill discussing sensitive topics with clients. 0 No No
S5 Skiil retaining clients in the program. 0 No No
S6 Skill in conducting program outreach and in
. o . 0 No No
publicizing the program within the community.
S7 Skill in working autonomously/without much \
- N 3 Yes Yes
supervision or direction.
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Al Ability to communicate orally using proper language
rules and diction, asking appropriate questions, and 3 Yes Yes
choosing words appropriate for people of varying
levels of education and understanding,
A2 Ability to communicate in writing to accomplish such
tasks as: composing CGI‘l‘BSpO.ildenCB, cpmplimg 3 Yes Yes
reports, developing presentation materials; and
maintaining records,
A3 | Ability to help clients complete the program
L - 0 No No
paperwork (e.g., assessments, application, time cards).
A4 Ability to act as a role model for program clients. 2 Yes Yes
AS Ability to speak openly about your own experiences. 2 Yes Yes
A6 | The ability to create appropriate boundarjes with 3 Yes Yes
clients and other programs staff. ) '
A7 | Ability to share your experiences openly with others 3 Yes Yes
{e.g., other staff and clients).
A8 Ability to recognize when a client is in danger of
7 0 No No
dropping out of the program.
A9 | Ability to advocate for clients (e.g., with probation 0 No No
officers, judges, other staff).
A10 | Ability to take appropriate action when clients are not
. 0 No No
following pregram rules or protocols.
All | Ability to evaluate large quantities of information and Yes Yes
draw valid conclusions. N
Al12 | Ability to read non-verbal cues. |0 No No
Al13 | Ability to develop working relationships with other ,
. . . 2 No No
community-based or service agencies.
Al4 | Ability to assess client likelihood of program sucecess. 0 No No
AlS Abfi;ty to support other program staff in completing 5 No No
their duties.
Al6 | Ability to respond to questions about the program
from clients and other community members in a clear 1 No No
and understandable manner,
Al17 | Ability to work comfortably with ex-offenders, 4 Yes Yes
Al8 | Ability to gain the trust of the ex-offender client ! No No
population.
A19 | Ability to compile information from a variety of 3 1 Yes
SOUrces.
A28 | Ability to organize a large amount of information in a
way that makes it easy to use (e.g., information about
. . . R . 0 No No
the services available in the community, information
about clients circumstances).
A21 | Ability to create coherent client files that contain
L . & No No
complete client information, . ]
A22 | Ability to keep client files and program information
i No No
| | upto date.
A2Z3 | Ability to maintain client contact pre and post 0 No No
prograsm.
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A24 | Ability to respond to third part requests for 3 Yes Yes
information.

A25 | Ability to contribute to program fundraising. 2 No No

A26 | Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 0 No No

A27 | Ability to supervise other staff and volunteers, 3 Yes Yes

A28 | Ability to conduct drug tests. 0 No No

9.4  Summary
The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all six job dimensions and that 18 of the
21 job functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position. Of
the 50 KSAs in this job analysis, 27 were judged by the SME to be important for successful
performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information

needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated five of the six job dimensions and nine of the
twenty-one job functions met both criticality and need-at-entry ratings. Twenty-one of the 50
KSAs were judged by the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. These five job
dimensions, nine job functions, and 21 KSAs define the potential test domain for this position.
With further work, these job dimensions, job functions, and KSAs can be used to develop
selection methods for this position.

10. JOB ANALYSIS RESULTS FOR THE OFFICE ASSISTANT POSITION
10.1 Job Dimensions

To determine which job dimensions and job functions were appropriate for use in
describing a given position we used SME ratings of how important each dimension and function
was and how frequently those dimensions and functions were performed. The ratings were used
to compute a criticality score for each job dimension and job function according to the following
formula:

Criticality = (2 * Importance) + Frequency
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We retained job dimensions and job functions that had a criticality score of at least 5.0.
We used this rule to ensure that any job dimension or job function receiving an Importance rating
of “2” (i.e., Important) or higher would be deemed critical, and any job dimensions or functions
with an [mportance rating of “0” (i.e., Not important) would only be deemed critical if their
Frequency rating was “5” {i.e., More than once a day). Further, to refain job dimensions and
functions that were appropriate for use in the development of selection methods we asked
incumbents/SMESs to indicate if the dimension or function was needed at entry to the job. For
cach job dimension, Exhibit B-27 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings,
Criticality scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job
dimension met all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

ID1 | Understanding the roles and
responsibilities of each staff
member and effectively processing
mail and routing inquiries to their
proper destinations.

JB2 | Receiving visitors, identifying the
purpose of their visit, providing
them with generic information
about CEi as appropriate, and
ensuring that their needs are
adequately addressed.

ID3 | Confirming appointments with

CEi candidates during the
screening process and assisting in 4
the notice and confirmation of
board and commitiee meetings.
ID4 | Providing support to the Inner
Cirele in its various activities,

La
th

11 No No

(S}
£
<

No

10.2  Job Functions

Exhibit B-28 lists all of the job functions for the Office Assistant position. For each job
function, Exhibit B-28 provides the following: Frequency and Importance ratings, Criticality
scores, Needed at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the job dimension met
all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).
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¥l Receives and directs all incoming
telephone calls, places key outgoing
calls, and forwards detailed 3
information to staff members as
needed,

i1 Yes Yes

(8]

IF2 Processes and routes incoming mail
and other correspondences, including
e-mails and faxes, to the responsible
staff person.

JE3 Prepares outgoing mail and other
correspondences, including e-mails
and faces, at the request of the
administration staff.

JF4 Files correspondence an other office
related records.

JF5 Makes confirmation calls for recurring
and special meetings, distributes
agendas and other material, and
reserves and prepares facilities.

IF6 Greets visitors and conducts to [them]
o appropriate area or person.

JF7 Makes copies and prepares folders,
binders and other presentation 4
packages.

JF8 Maintains the Copy Folder and
provides for adeguate supplies of
documents, forms, and other printed
material including staff desk-kits.
IFo Schedules appointments and makes
reminders of these appointments as 4 2 8 No No
needed.

: JF10 | Prepares inventories of supplies and

= take action to replenish supplies as
needed,

JF11 Monitors the use of equipment and
orders maintenance as needed.

JF12 Oversees completion of routine student
cheres in the office.

[F¥)
L
SO

No No

10 No No

[F5)

5}
b
~J
Z
=)

Z
=}

.
b
N
Z
(=)

z
=)

JF13 Provides staff support to the Inner
Circle Chair and assists in the notice 2
and preparation of IC meetings.
JF14 Coordinates the Student SolicHation
project,

JF15 Monitors In/Out fracker. 5 2 No
JF16 | Monitors Student Support Staff. 0 { 0 No No

b2
L=}
e
)
Z
]

=
Z,
=1
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10.3 Knowledges, Skills, and Abilities (KSAs)

We assessed the importance of several KSAs for each position. As was done with the
analysis of the job dimensions and job functions, we collected ratings on the KSAs. These
ratings allowed us to determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given
position and which KSAs are appropriate for use in developing employee selection methods. To
determine which KSAs were appropriate for use in describing a given position we retained KSAs
that received Importance ratings of at least “2.” KSAs that were deemed as appropriate for use
in defining the potential test domain met all of the following criteria:

m  An Importance rating of at least 2.0

® Rated as Necessary at Entry.

Data for the KSAs are provided in Exhibit B-29. For each KSA, Exhibit B-29 provides the
Importance ratings, the Necessary at Entry ratings, and an indication (yes/no) as to whether the
Job dimension met all the job analysis criteria (i.e., criticality and needed-at-entry).

K1 | Knowledge of general administrative and clerical -
h - 3 No No
procedures and systems as needed to oversee an office.
K2 | Knowledge of basic accounting concepts. 3 No No
K3 | Knowledge of basic business administration and A
3 No No
management concepts.
K4 | Knowledge of filing systems including alphabetical,
. . . 2 No No
numerical, geographical, and chronolegical.
K5 | Knowledge of Intuit QuickBooks and Blackbaud
R . . 2 No No
Raiser’s Edge software applications.
Ke6 Kno_w]efige of basic computer systems and 5 No No
applications.
K7 Knoxyiedge of basic personnel record keeping 9 No No
praciices.
K& | Knowledge of how the Tennessee Department of
Corrections and the Board of Probation and Parole 3 No No
operates,
K9 | Knowledge of common barriers to success for
. & No No
ex-offenders.
----- _ K16 | Knowledge about how to maintain the chain of custody
: L 2 No No
(for drug tests or other similar items).
K11 Knowledge of the issues and concerns of community
members with regard to the reentry of ex-offenders ] No Ne
into the community,
K12 | Knowledge of the workforce development field. 2 No Neo
K13 | Knowledge of the substance abuse treatment field. 3 Yes Yes
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K14 | Knowledge of the duties and responsibilities of other 4 Ves Ves
program staff.
K15 | Knowledge of the purpose and mission of Chattanooga > No No
Endeavors.
S Skill in managing own time and coordinating with 5 No No
others.
82 | Skill in providing information orally that is clear and 5 No No
understandable.
53 | Skill getting clienis needed services/goods. 3 No No
S4 | Skill discussing sensitive topics with clients. 3 No No
55 Skill retaining clients in the program. 3 No No
S6 | Skill in conducting program outreach and in publicizing
s s 3 No No
the program within the community.
S7 | Skill in \:vorkmg_autqnomously;’wuhout much 3 No No
supervision or direction.
Al | Ability to communicate orally using proper language
rules and diction, asking appropriate questions, and
; . : 2 No No
cheosing words appropriate for people of varying levels
of education and understanding,.
A2 | Ability to communicate in writing to accomplish such
tasks as: composing correspondence, compiling reporis,
. . S LS 2 No No
developing presentation materials; and maintaining
records.
A3 | Ability to help clients complete the program paperwork
S . I No No
{e.g., assessments, application, time cards).
A4 | Ability to act as a role model for program clients. 3 No No
AS | Ability to speak openly about your own experiences, 3 No No
A6 | The ability to create appropriate boundaries with clients
2 No No
and other programs staff.
AT | Ability to share your experiences openly with others 2 No No
(e.g., other staff and clients).
A8 | Ability to recognize when a client is in danger of - .
: 3 No No
dropping out of the program.
A9 | Ability to advocate for clients {e.g., with probation I No No
officers, judges, other staff).
A10 | Ability to take appropriate action when clients are not
. 2 No No
following program rules or protocols.
All | Ability to evaluate large quantities of information and :
) - . 1 No Ne
draw valid conclusions.
A12 | Ability to read non-verbal cues. i No No
A13 | Ability to develop working relationships with other
. ; . 2 No No
community-based or service agencies.
A14 | Ability to assess client likelihood of program success. 1 No No
AlS Ab%lzty to support other program staff in completing 3 No No
their duties.
A16 | Ability to respond to questions about the program from
clients and other community members in a clear and 3 No No
understandable manner.
Al7 | Ability {o work comfortably with ex-offenders. 3 No No
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Al8 | Ability to gain the trust of the ex-offender client 3 No No
population.
A19 | Ability to compile information from a variety of » No No
SOUrces.
AZ20 | Ability to organize a large amount of information in a
way that makes it easy to use {e.g., information about 1 No No
the services avaitlable in the community, information
about clients circumstances).
A2] 1 Ability to create coherent client files that contain
. L . 1 No Ne
complete client information.
A22 § Ability to keep client files and program information up 5 No No
to date.
A23 | Ability to maintain client contact pre and post program. 1 No No
AZ4 | Ability to respond to third part requests for information. 1 No No
_________ AZ5 { Ability o contribute to program fundraising. 1 No No
AZ26 | Ability to help clients develop realistic goals. 2 No No
A27 1 Ability to supervise other staff and volunteers. 2 Ne Ne
A28 | Ability to conduct drug tests. 0 No No

10.4  Summary
The following conclusions are based on the information from one incumbent.
Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important

The findings of the job analysis indicated that all four job dimensions and that 13 of the
16 job functions were judged by the SME as being “critical” to performance in this position. Of
the 49 KSAs in this job analysis, 37 were judged by the SME to be important for successful
performance in this position. These dimensions, functions, and KSAs provide the information
needed to develop performance assessments, training efforts, and to refine job descriptions.

Dimensions, Functions, and KSAs Judged as Critical/Important and “Needed-at-Entry”

The findings of the job analysis indicated none of the four job dimensions and one of the 16
job functions met both criticality and need-at-entry ratings. Only two of the 49 KSAs were judged
by the SME as being both important and needed-at-entry. This 1 job function, and 2 KSAs define
the potential test domain for this position. These numbers are low and do not leave much material
for selection development purposes. These results are not surprising considering that there is little
need for previous experience with the type of work performed in this position and that this is a
work experience position and most all of the work in this position can be learned while on the job.
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CHATTANOOGA ENDEAVORS, INC.
APPLICATION FORM

NAME: Prison No:
last first middle
Birthdate: ______ Birthplace: {Age: YSocialSecNor
e county state

If incarcerated, institution State . Counselorf/IPO

Current/Expected Free-World Residence: _
street city state zZip

Whose address is this? Phone:

e if this address is a part of your release plan, has it been approved?

Alternate contact: Retationship to you:

Address: —.. Phone:

street city state Zip

Marital Status: If married, date: ______________ No. of previous marriages:
Number and ages of children:
Who is their guardian? Relationship to you:
Do your children receive welfare? If yes, what
HEALTH:

Have you ever been diagnosed for any heaith problems?

i yes, please list and note any treatment received:

Will these problems interfere with your working?
Are you currently taking any prescription medication?

If yes, please list:

Have you ever been prescribed medication for mental heaith?

If yes, please [ist:

Have you ever been recommended for mental health treatment?

If yes, please name the facilities and dates there:
Did you complete the treatment programs listed above?

If not, please give the reason:

ALCOHOL & DRUG HISTORY:
Do you now or have you ever abused alcohol or drugs?

List the your "drug/s of choice” including alcohol if applicable:
1.

2.

3.
Have you ever been arrested for driving under the influence of alcoholidrugs? How many times?
Have you ever been convicted of public intoxication/possession of drugs? ... How many times?

Were vou using alcohol or drugs prior to or during your offense?

If yes, what were you using?
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List any treatment/counseling received and dates:

Did you compete?

If no, please give the reason:

What are your plans to slay “clean and sober™?
Has anyone in your family ever abused alcohol or drugs?

If yes, who:

EDUCATION:

Grade school Highest grade completed Date
High school Highest grade completed Date
GED Date ... Location
Trade school: Certificate: Date

College: Degree: Date

MILITARY:
Military Service ______ Combat Experience ___ Months .. Where

Years of Service ... Type of Discharge: Date:

EMPLOYMENT:

List the last five jobs you've held with the most recent listed first.

Company City/State Beginning Ending Wages Hours Position Reason for Leaving

Were you employed at the time of your arrest? 4 Yes LI No
Were you self-employed and now out of work? 2 Yes L No
Are you unlikely fo return to your previous occupation? L1 Yes d No
Have you received a termination or layoff notice? Ld Yes I No
Have you been unemployed for 15 of the last 26 weeks? L1 Yes g No
Do you have a disability of any kind? L} Yes [d No Ifyes, please explain:
What are your future employment plans?
CRIMINAL RECORD:
Current charge/s:
Current convictions, if different:
Current Sentence: Date: .. Was this a piea bargain? —
Judge: Attorney: County: . Stater_______

Did you know your victim? If yes, how?
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if you were incarcerated on these charges/convictions:

Date Incarceraled: .. Date Released: ______ Institution:

Was this a parole/probation violation? if ves, what were the circumstances of the
violation?

Who was your supervision officer? County:

How long were you in the community before being violated?
if you are presently under supervision in the community:

Type of Supervision: Expiration:
Special Conditions:
Supervision Officer: County/State:

Iif you are presently incarcerated:
Release Eligibitity Date: _________ Nextparolehearing: .. ... Anticipaied release? ... .

Wil you use Endeavors as part of your release plan? L1 Yes L1 No

List the last five felony convictions.
Date Conviction City/State Sentence Time in FPrison Institution

How much time of your adult live has bsen spent in prison?
Age at firstarrest: ____ No. of juvenile convictions: ____ In juvenile facilities?
Number of aduit fetony convictions: ________~ Number of times incarcerated:

What program or service of Chattanooga Endeavors are you applying for?
Employment [1 Yes [} No Relapse Prevention (3 Yes L1 No
GFD LI oves [ No Computer Skills B ves O No

Please use the following space to explain your interest in Chattanooga Endeavors and any expectations you
may have of our program (attach additional pages, if needed).

How did you hear about Endeavors ?

signafure date

By signing this application Fverify that the information T have provided is frue and complirie as Fknow it | furthernore authorize Chaltanooga Endeavors,
inc. or any of ifs representatives o make any necessary third party verification of anything [ have wiillen on this application or anything I have said
inany intake inferview. Tam aware that my accepiance Is not guaranteed and thal the information on this application, the stafements [ make in my intake
interview, and the results of screening instruments adminisiered wilf be considered in delermining the status of iy application. | am further aware thaf
1 wilf be taking drug lests as a port of iy participaiion in Endeavors. 1 hereby verify thal | am nof presenty using any un-presciibed or ilicit drugs and
agree that my acceplance to Endeavors is condilioned upon passing a prefiminary drug lest at or before ihe first day of the program.

Chatianooga Endeavors, Inc. does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion. sex, national origin, age, or any other characlerislic protected by law.
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APPLICATION
OBSERVATION & CONTACT NOTES

Accepted:  YES NO  Date: For Session Beginning:
By: Title:
Waiting List:

Recommendation:

Probable Needs:

Referral:

Special Conditions to reapply:

Page 4



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.

Appendix C:
Building Bridges Evaluation Phase | Recording Form



Name
Correctional Status
Special Conditions of Supervision
Special Conditions of Acceptance

Prmary Case Manager
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Chattanooga Endeavors, Inc.

Screening

Pre-App

AIMS

App Rec'd
initiai Contact
Determination Intv

Determination Lir
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Need
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SD3

Work Keys

Start Dates
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Phase-li}

AD

Contract

Education
Computer
Cther e

PHASE-! (Likert)

Date
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Punctuality
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Completion
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Interpersonal
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Drug Test

Totat
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TITITTT

Doc 9805
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Case Number
Supervisor
Stamp

Other i Other
Vital Stats QOther

Gender Consent

Race/Ethnicity Application
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Eves Drug Test —
Medical Qther

Med List Contracts

Med Check-up Warning

Physical Written Contract
18 Documents Compliance

Driver Licence _— Miscellaney

Birth Certificate Service Point

83 Card e MNeeds Statement

Selec Service No Clothing e
Releases MB O By

Liabiiiy WOTC

Records inner Circle By

Gorr Officer e Voice Mall Box

Employer __ Commencement Pic

Fhotograph — Bridging

Quote Sponsor

Final Score Final Rank

.

7
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.

i

i

.

.

.

7

7
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BASIC-ID Worksheet
Date ATTENDENCE Staff
Date PUNCTUALITY Staff
Date APPEARANCE Staff

Date ATTENTION Statf
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Date COOPERATION Staff
Date PARTICIPATION Staff
Date COMPLETION Siaff

Date COMPREHENSION Staff
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Date INITIATIVE Staff
Date INTERPERSONAL-BEHAVIOR Staff
Date RULES Staff

Date DRUG-TEST Staff
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Appendix D:
Building Bridges Evaluation On-Site Records Review
Recording Form
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APPENDIX D: BUILDING BRIDGES EVALUATION
ON-SITE RECORDS REVIEW RECORDING FORM

Data Elements Outcomes
Demographics of Offender:
“Index” Offense (offense that hrought Name of offense:
client into prison that then led client to
programy:
Additional charges to index offense: Other charges:
“Index” Incarceration Dates. From: mm/dd vy to mm/iddiyy

Indicate if incarceration was a
suspended sentence.

Employment Dates employed; Date of
verification of employment (i.e.,
paysheck stub, application filled
out, P.C. contact to employer};
Fuli time/ Part time/

Unemployed

Days worked Number of days spent in current
job

Salary (hourly) $dd.cc per hour

Education level .
High schoot diploma

: GED

i Apprenticeship program
Associates degree
Bachelor's degree
kasters degree

Doctorate
Marital status Single/Married/Separated/
DivorcedMidowed/Cohabitating
Facility of Incarceration Name of facility:

Technical Violations/Warrants/Re-arrests:

Dates of any Technical Viclations mm/ddiyy
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Outcomes

Desc r:ptlon

Dates of ény Stints in Jail Since Refease  From: mm/ddlyy to mm/ddivy Comple%ed/P.end.ing

from index incarceration

Dates of any Technical Violations mm/ddfyy

Dates of any Stints in Jail Since Release From: mm/ddlyy to mm/ddlyy  Completed/Pending
from index Incarceration

Dates of any Technical Violations mim/dd/yy

Dates of any Stints in Jail Since Release  From: mm/ddlyy to mm/ddiyy  Completed/Pending
from index incarceration

Dates of any Warrants mm/ddfyy; offense

Dates of any Stints in Jail Since Release  From: mm/ddlyy to mm/ddlyy  Completed/Pending
from index Incarceration

Periods Off Street:
Residential Drug Treatment Date assigned: mm/dd/yy Status:
Date liffied: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Residential Alcchol Treatment Date assigned: mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddfyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Residential Mental Healih Treatment Date assigned: mm/dd/iyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddfyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Aclive

[ates of any Stinis in Jail Since Release  From: mm/ddiyy to mm/dd/yy  Completed/Pending
from Index Incarceration
Dates of any Stints in Jail Since Release  From: mm/ddfyy to mmiddlyy  Completed/Pending
from Index Incarceration
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Ct%‘:k Data Efements - Description: " - _
Absconded from Supervision Frem: mmvddfyy to mm/ddlyy  Completed/Pending
Absconded from Supenvision From: mm/ddlyy to mm/ddiyy  Completed/Pending

Special conditions:
Date of iniake mm/ddfyy, Level of Supervision
Drug test required? yesine
Dates of Urinalysis Testing mm/dd/yy Passed/Faifed
Dates of Urinalysis Testing mm/ddfyy Passed/Faited
Dates of Urinalysis Testing mm/dd/yy Passed/Failed
Endeavors Date assigned: mm/ddiyy Status:
st Date kfted: mm/ddfyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Active
Court ordered fees Lump sum Due: $ddd.cc/ Curren¥/Delinqiuent
Balance remaining: $ddd.cc {30+ days late)/In
Dollar Amount Payment Default (30+ days late}
Schedule: $dd.cc per
(day/week/month/ quarter/year)
Restitution to victim Lump sum Due: $ddd.co/ Curren/Celinquent
Balance remaining: $ddd.cc (30+ days late)/In
Dollar Amount Payment Default {90+ days late}
Schedule: $dd.cc per
(day/week/month/ quarter/year}
Supervision fees Lump sum Due: $ddd.cc/ Curreny/Delinquent
Balance rernaining: $ddd cc {30+ days late)/In
Doliar Amount Payment Default {90+ days late}
Schedule: $dd.cc per
(day/week/month/ quarter/year}
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_ ts ~Description: Qutcomes. -
Cammunity Service (public work) Hours assigned:, Balance Stafus:
remaining: Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Level(s) of supervision and amount of Date began level 1: Completed/Pending/MNot
tirme at each ievel Date ended level 1: Apglicable
Level(s} of supervision and amount of Date began level 2: Completed/Pending/Not
tirea at each level Date ended level 2: Applicable
Level(s} of supervision and amount of Date began level 3: Completed/Pending/Not
time at each level Date ended level 3: Applicable
A sample (hard copy) of Probation
Contrasct Agreement for each fevel
Other Special Conditions:
Drug Treatment Date assigned: mmiddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddlyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Alcohol Treatment Date assigned: mm/ddfiyy Status:
Date lified: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Courl Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Substance Abuse Testing Bate assigned: mmiddfyy Status:
Date lifted: ram/dd/fyy Removed/Satisfisd/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Aclive
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Che

Alcohol Restrictions Date assigned: mm/dd/iyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Coust Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Mental Health Treatment Date assigned: mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mmvddfyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Active
Sex Offender Assessment Date assigned: mm/dd/yy Status:
Date lifted: mm/dd/yy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Panding/
Aclive
Sex Offender Treatment Date assigned: mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddfyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Aclive
Life Skilis Counseling Dale assigned: mmyddiyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddfyy Removed/Salisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Education/Training Requirements Bale assigned: mm/ddlyy Status:
Cate lifted: mm/ddfyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Active
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"' DataElements

No ne‘;i.v.de.btfcredit

Date assigned: mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspendad/
Deferred! Pending/
Active
Financial Disclosure Date assigned: mmiddfyy Slatus:
Date liffed: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Active
Cooperate with IRS Date assigned: mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lified: mm/dd/yy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Active
Child Support Enforcement Cate assigned: mmy/dd/fyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Other Financial Obligations Date assigned: mmy/dd/yy Status:
Date lifted: mm/iddivy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Home confinement Pate assigned: mm/dd/fyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred! Pending/
Active
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Check RO
off Descrigtion: =
Date assigned: mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddiyy Remaved/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active
Reside in community facility Date assigned. mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddfyy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/

Travei Restrictions

Date assigned: mm/ddfyy
Date lifted: mm/dd/yy

Deferred/ Pending/
Active

Status:
Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferreds Pending/
Active

Employment Requirements Date assigned: mm/dd/yy Status:
Date lifted: mm/dd/yy Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/

No contact wi victim

No contact w/minors

Date assigned: mm/dd/fyy
Date lifted: mm/dd/yy

Date assigned: mm/ddfyy
Date liked: mm/ddivy

Deferred/ Pending/
Active

Status:
Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active

Status:
Removed/Satisfied/
Court Suspended/
Deferred/ Pending/
Active




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.

Cr;?;:k -Data Elements. + - Description: - Oufcomes
Association Restrictions Date assigned: mm/ddfyy Status:
Date lifted: mm/ddiyy Removed/Satisfied/
Coust Suspended/
Defarred/ Pending/
Active
Check L R P T Dosage - :
off DataElements -~ Dates = - Frequency (length of ~Outcomes
Program/Service Confacts:
Employment Programs Date referred/contacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
mm/dd/yy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ houwrs Contacted/
Received/
Successful
Completion
Vocational Frograms Date referred/contacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ $-2 Siatus:
mm/ddivy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Contacted/
Received!
Successful
Completion
GED Programs Date referred/contacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
mmfddfyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Contacted/
Received/
Successful

Completion
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Data Elements. .~ -~ Dates ngth of -~ Qutcol
SRR : L Lisession) ook
Substance Abuse Treatment Date referred/contacted: Daity/ weekly/ menthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
mamiddfyy hours/ 2-3 hours/  Referred/
3+ hours Contacted!
Raceived/
Successiul
Campletion
In-patient/Residential {(be sure  Date referred/contacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
to list dates in residential) mm/ddfyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Contacted/
Receivad/
Suceessiul
Completion
Out-patient Date referred/contacted: Dailyf weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
mm/ddyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referrad/
3+ hours Contacted/
Receivad/!
Successful
Completion
NA/AA Program attendance Date referred/contacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
(dates) mrs/ddiyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Contacted/
Received/
Successful
Complation
Referrals for Housing and Date referredicontacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
related senvices, eg., vouchers  mimdddlyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Contacted/
Received/
Successful

Completion
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S Cn Dosage .
Dates Frequenc “(length of -
Mental Healih Counseling Date referred/contacied: Daity/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
mim/ddfyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Contacted/
Received!
Successful
Completion
Other Counseling Date referred/contacted: Daity/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1.2 Status:
mm/ddlyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Contacted/
Received/
Successful
Completion
Referrals for Health Screening Date referred/contacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
or Doctor's Visits mm/ddlyy hoturs/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Conlacted/
Received/
Successful
Completion
Other Services (specify): Date referred/contacted: Daily/ weekly/ monthly < 1 hour/ 1-2 Status:
mim/ddlyy hours/ 2-3 hours/ Referred/
3+ hours Coniacted/
Received/
Successful
Completion
Number of P.O. contacts Date: mnvddfyy Daily/ weelkdy/ monthly ~ Phone Contact/
Face to Face/
Indiract Contact
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