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Executive Sunmary

The follow ng study reviews the inpact of the State of OChio-
subsi di zed, county-operated Comunity Corrections Act prograns
(CCA), Intensive Diversion Units (IDU), and Comunity-Based
Correctional Facilities (CBCF).

The major results of this study can be summarized as foll ows.
First and forenpst, it is clear that offenders placed in Chio's
Community Corrections Prograns have:

1) Been sentenced for nore serious crines;

2) Possess nore lengthy crimnal histories; and

3) Have higher levels of program needs than traditional
felony probationers. The Pilot Probation Prograns

including Intensive Diversion Units (IDU and Comunity-
Based Correctional Facilities (CBCF) offenders' crimna
and denographic characteristics are simlar to offenders
sentenced to prison for Cdass 3 and 4 determ nate
sent ences.

It is therefore concluded that Chio's Community Corrections
Prograns and, In particular, the DU and CBCF prograns do serve to
divert offenders from prison. The Community Corrections Act (CCA)
program has less i1npact on diverting offenders from prison but
does, at a mninum select the nore serious cases typically placed
on felony probation. If CCA did not exist, there would be
increases in prison adnmssions and less flexibility for |ocal
corrections to supervise and service the nore serious felony
probati oners.

Wth respect to service needs, Comunity Corrections Program
of fenders have extrenely high levels of service needs, especially
in the areas of substance abuse, vocational training, and
enpl oynent . Consi derable effort needs to be nade to ensure these
of fenders are being properly diagnosed as to need and that their
needs are being addressed.

This aspect of the Community Corrections Prograns (program
need assessnent and service delivery) needs to be strengthened via
staff training, greater utilization of existing service providers,
and creation of additional service providers especially in the
areas of substance abuse, enploynent, and vocational training.

Finally, the larger question of whether Community corrections
Prograns positively inpact public safety and are cost-effective is
answered. The re-arrest rates for offenders placed in the I1DU and
CBCF are well below a matched group of offenders sentenced to
prison, and these prograns produce substantial savings in
oper at i onal costs when conpared to even short term prison
confi nenent . As a group, these offenders typically are
incarcerated for |ess than one year. In the present study, the
prison group averaged about 10 nonths of incarceration. The CBCF



group is presently averaging about four nonths in the comunity
facilities, while the IDU and CCA groups are not incarcerated as
a condition of the program

These results denonstrate that carefully screened offenders
can be diverted from prison to controlled community supervision
settings wthout conmprom sing the safety of the comunity. In fact,
it appears that the diverted offenders, when conpared to a simlar
group of incarcerated offenders, have significantly higher success
rates.

The criteria for deciding diversion eligibility is crucial.
I ncarceration remains an appropriate sanction for serious
of f ender s: Indeed, to the extent which diversionary prograns are
safe and effective for selected offenders, these programs will help
al leviate crowded prison conditions which could otherwise result
in the early release of nore dangerous offenders.

According to GChio Statute, only non-violent 3rd and 4th degree
offenders can be admtted into the CCA Program Unli ke CCA
prograns, the IDU and CBCF prograns afford the court greater
discretion as to the type of offenders who may participate in the
pr ogr ans. There are only three types of offenders who are
prohibited by statute for placenent in an IDU or CBCF program
They are as follows:

1) A dangerous offender as defined in section
2929.01 of the Onio Revised Code.

2) A drug dependent person as defined in section
3719.011 (3719.01) of the Revised Code.
3) An enotionally disturbed person.
Al t hough individuals who do not fall in the above categories

and are probation eligible can be admtted to the I1DU and CBCF
prograns, many of the prograns by policy have restricted their
of fender population to 3rd and 4th degree non-violent offenders.
These policy restrictions are limting the potential of the I1DU and
CBCF progranms to have a dramatic inpact on prison adm ssions. Qur
time series analysis shows that counties participating in the
community corrections prograns are commtting a | ower nunber of 3rd
and 4th degree offenders than would otherwi se occur if the prograns
did not exist. However, the inpact is marginal at this tine
| argely because the program is nodestly funded. A nore anbitious
program would certainly increase the programis inpact on prison
adm ssi ons.

Based wupon the findings of this study, NCCD nmkes the
follow ng recomendations:

o The current Community Corrections prograns intended for
prison diversion (CCA |IDU and CBCF) be continued and
significantly expanded;



Expansi on of the current program should include not only
the addition of other counties to the program but also
result in the expansion of offenders from 3rd and 4th
degree felons to include 2nd degree of fenders with | onger
expected periods of incarceration but who al so pose a | ow
risk to public safety;

Conversely, any efforts to expand programeligibility for
m sdenmeanor or other offenders now being controlled at
the local level should be rejected since the inpact of
these offenders on the state prison systemis negligible;

That the proposed offender risk assessment instrunent be
adopted and inplenented by all prograns to guide not only
program selection but also the delivery of differential
| evel s of conmunity supervision;

That the current CCA data base be nodified to include (1)
the recording of specific services and their outcones,
(2) the proposed risk instrunent, and (3) adjustnents to
current intake and release variables.
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CHAPTER 1
| NTRODUCTI ON

Background to The Study

In recent years, correctional population nmanagenent has becone
the nost critical issue facing corrections. Prison and jai
popul ati ons have risen faster than the resources available to
effectively handle the increase. Spurred by resultant prison
cromding, as well as costs associated with secure facilities and
recent Federal Court decisions regarding the totality of conditions
in correctional institutions, states have, 1n increasing nunbers,
sought alternatives to traditional nethods of dealing wth
of fenders.

As alternative prograns and procedures have been devel oped to
deal with increased nunbers of cases, so0 has the need for decision
maki ng systems which identify offenders who can be safely
supervised in comunity-based settings. As a result, the use of
risk assessnments for both release and diversion decisions has
increased markedly in recent years.”

In July 1979, the Chio |egislature enacted a state-w de Commu-
nity Corrections Act (CCA). As with many other state prograns of

this nature, Chio's CCA was intended to divert the "non-dangerous”

Y See for exanple Vincent O Leary and Todd R dear,
Directions for Community Corrections in the 1990s (Washi ngton
DC. National Institute of Corrections) 1985.
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of fender from prison and provide intensive supervision and
i ndividualized services while wunder the court's jurisdiction. In
so doing, the CCA was expected to: (1) reduce the need for addi-
tional prisons and (2) decrease the likelihood that offenders
diverted into the CCA will continue their crimnal careers. Conse-
quently, the tw primary justifications for the CCA are cost
savings and public safety. By diverting prison-bound offenders
and/or providing enriched community-based sanctions, CCA wll
reduce the inprisonnment costs to state governnent and al so reduce
the anmount of crime that would have occurred had CCA not existed.

In 1990, GChio wll spend over $14 nmllion per year on a
variety of county and other subsidized comunity corrections
pr ogr ans. Approxi mately $9, 896,901 of these funds are subsidies
provided to counties which agree to participate in the Comunity
Corrections Programs which include Community Correction Act
prograns and Pilot Probation Prograns (IDU, CBCF). Under Conmunity
Correction Act progranms, each county is expected to establish a
Local Corrections Planning Board which submts a plan for accepting
and handling targeted offenders.

Ohio's statutes, governing the CCA are fairly specific in
listing the type of offenders to be diverted as well as the
expectations of the CCA. Section 5149.31B) of the Public Wlfare
code lists the offenses which shall disqualify an offender from
eligibility in the CCA and also affirns its intention "to reduce
the nunber of persons commtted to state penal and reformatory

institutions.” Onio's Departnent of Rehabilitation and Correction



(DRC) is directed to admnister the program and set the standards
for county participation. More significantly, the DRC is also
responsible for evaluating the effectiveness of the CCA and
preparation of an annual report summarizing evaluation findings
(Section 5149.31E,F).

It is this final requirenment which leads to the purpose of
this research report. DRCs Division of Parole and Community
Services (DPCS) is directly responsible for admnistration of the
CCA and Pilot Prograns. Concerned wth the rising prison
popul ati on and associated fiscal allocations for both inprisonnment
and the CCA, the DPCS has been desirous of conducting a najor
evaluation of the CCA and Pilot Probation to determne their
current inpact and how best to inprove their overall cost-

ef fecti veness.

A Brief Overview of Chio's Community Corrections Prograns

Simlar to many community based corrections prograns, Chio's
Community Corrections Prograns enbody a diverse array of comunity
supervision and service nodels, plus, various fornms of short-
termed | ocal i ncarceration. Currently, the Ohio Community
Corrections Program operates in 18 counties representing a diverse
m x of rural and urban settings. In 1990, these prograns will be
expanded to seven new counti es. Usual ly only persons convicted of
Felony 3 and 4 offenses are eligible, which generally neans that

only persons convicted of non-violent crimes nmay be diverted.



Chio's Comunity Corrections Program is legislatively
separated into two state funded conponents: (1) a generalized CCA
and (2) Pilot Probation Subsidy Program However, the Pilot
Probation Subsidy actually consists of two separately state funded
conponents: Intensive Diversion Units (IDU and Conmmunity Based
Corrections Facilities (CBCF). The generalized CCA is nore broadly
defined in ternms of its mandate to augnent existing |ocal probation
services, and does not statutorily establish funding for the DU
or CBCF prograns. The latter prograns are intended to provide nore
structured supervision and local inprisonment for offenders who
otherwise would likely be sentenced to state prison terns. The CBCF
in particular allows the county to construct a local facility where
t hese offenders can be sentenced and receive a wide array of |ocal
services comensurate with offender needs. In sunmmary, there are
actually three mmjor conponents being analyzed (CCA |DU, and CBCF)
which are discussed in greater detail below

For nost offenders, admssion into one of the three Comunity
Corrections Prograns occurs after the court sentences the offender
to prison to help ensure that diversion of cases likely to be
commtted to prison is occurring. O fenders originally recomended
by probation staff for commtnment to state prison but eligible by
law for Community Corrections Prograns are then screened by CCA
personnel for possible placenent into the prograns. Al t hough the
of fense | evels noted above represent the statutory restrictions for
CCA prograns, each county has developed a nore refined criteria

which limts the nunber of eligible offenders. For exanple, youth-



ful offenders (age 18-24) and non-repeat property offenders are
other factors used for screening purposes by sone jurisdictions

If an offender is selected for nore generalized CCA
the following intervention strategies can be applied:

o Resi dential Pl acenent

o Wrk Release

o Resti tution

o Community Service

The intention of these sanctions is to both enhance existing

probation services and encourage counties to handl e sone offenders
in the local comunity who mght otherwise go to state prison. How
these prograns are structured and services delivered are generally
left to the discretion of local crimnal justice officials wth

some oversight from the state.

As noted above, the state also admnisters the Pilot Probation
Subsidy Program (PSP) which includes both the IDU and CBCF conpo-
nents. The 1DUs operate in seven counties (Lucas, Montgonery,
Cuyahoga, Franklin, Licking, Mrion, and Miskingun). The |DU
provides intensive probation supervision (weekly contacts) to
diverted offenders for 12 nonths followed by regular probation for
approximately 24 nonths.

The CBCF program currently operates in two counties but wll
be expanded to three new counties in 1990. Ofenders admtted to
the CBCF experience a short period of inprisonment in a county
facility funded by the state. Once released fromthe CBCF, a period

of regular probation supervision and specialized services follows.



D verted offenders can be sentenced to the CBCF for as long as six
months, followed by 12 nonths of comunity supervision. In
actuality, offenders are believed to be spending an average of four
nmonths in these local facilities. Wile incarcerated, the offender
must participate in a well defined treatnent program consisting of
work release enploynent, community  service, and  behavi or
nodi fication or therapy. Failure to conply with these conditions
can result in a re-sentencing to prison for violation of the

condi tions of probation.

Description of the Study Sanples

Background and intervention data were collected on offenders
admtted into the three Community Corrections Program conponents
during the 1986 Fiscal Year. These CCP study sanples were
supplenented with sanples of offenders placed either on (1) regul ar

felony probation or (2) sentenced to prison. Both the probation and

prison sanples were J|limted to offenders sentenced in those

counties participating in the Community Correctional prograns and
who were convicted of Cass 3 or 4 felony level crinmes. The intent
was to inplenent a quasi-experinental design (non-equival ent
sanple) to determne if CCP was in fact accepting cases who
ot herwise would have a strong possibility for prison commtnent.
Once followup data are collected for all five sanple groups
(Probation, CCP, IDU CBCF and Prison), it wll also be possible
to conpare these court dispositional groups wth respect to

recidivism and cost-effectiveness.



The Three CCP Sanpl es

Participating CCP counties are required to conplete a detailed
"adm ssion" code sheet on each offender admtted to its various
prograns. This "adm ssion" code sheet collected basic data on the
of fense for which the offender had been convicted, his/her prior
crimnal record, social and denographic data, and an assessnent by
program staff of the offender's service needs (i.e., drug
treatnent, education, etc.). These forns were forwarded to DPCS
staff for an initial review and audit. Thereafter, the data are
entered onto a custom zed nmnagenent information system designed
and installed by NCCD which operates on the Departnent's mcro-
conput er . %/

A second code sheet is also conpleted for offenders either at
the point of termnation, or six nmonths follow ng CCP adm ssion,
or six nonths after the prior followup form was submtted. This
docunent contains information describing what services the offender
participated in, the date of termnation and the reason for
termnations. From these data it is possible to assess what types
of services CCP offenders received, length of CCP participation,
and the reason for termnation.

In summary, the final design consists of five sanples repre-

senting a total of approximately 2,100 offenders sentenced for

2/ This automated system (PROBER) is a nenu driven
of fender tracking system designed for M5-DOS operating systens.
In addition to queries, the system provides several mnmanagenent
reports to aid the DPCS in nonitoring the CCP in each county.



felony crimes from the participating CCP counties and who received
one of five possible court dispositions. In the next section,
analysis is made to assess how these groups differ or are sinilar

with respect to key crimnal and socio-denographic attributes.

Research (bj ecti ves

If prison diversion prograns are to become an jnportant part
of the overall approach to the problens of crine and prison
overcrowmding, it nust be denonstrated that (1) public safety has
not been conprom sed and (2) that the prograns are a cost effective
alternative to the nore traditional incarceration -approach. The
Chio Departnent of Rehabilitation has contracted with the Nationa
Council on Crinme and Delinquency (NCCD.) to study these issues. The

objectives of the study were to:

Determ ne the success/failure rates of the diversion
pr ogr ans;

Conmpare that rate to the success/failure rates of a
cohort of prison releases and a cohort of typical
probation and conmmunity supervision cases

Devise a Ri sk Assessnent scale based upon data forns
submtted to the Departnent on all diversion and
probation cases.

Estimate the inpact of the diversion prograns on prison
populations and resulting savings from cost of
i ncarcerati on.



CHAPTER 2

RECI DI VI SM AND RI SK ANALYSI S

This chapter presents the recidivism rate for offenders
sentenced to the three major alternatives to incarceration (CCA,
CBCF, and IDU). These rates are then conpared with recidivismrates
for offenders placed on regular probation and those committed to
state prison for 3rd and 4th degree determnate sentences. Al Sso

presented in this chapter is the risk assessnent instrunent which

NCCD devel oped using the recidivism data.

Description of Data Collected

Data for the ongoing operation of the prograns were recorded
on two forns. The first was the Intake form conpleted by program
personnel at the tine the offender entered the program The second
was the Term nation/ Assessnent form conpleted by program staff and
submtted every six nonths or when the offender conpleted the
program The data were entered into a data base designed by NCCD
specifically to enable Departnment of Rehabilitation staff to
evaluate and nonitor the various prograns as they were inplenented
around the state. The Intake forns captured denographic, needs and

crimnal history data on each offender entering the programs. The
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Term nati on/ Assessnent form captured status, treatnent, contact and

outcone information.

Data was submtted to the Chio Departnent of Rehabilitation
adm nistrative offices located in Colunmbus, Chio through two
princi pal nethods. First, the paper forms were forwarded to
Colunbus for entry into the NCCD designed data base. Under the
second nethod, data were entered at each local program site.
Periodically, data were extracted from the |ocal data base, copied
to diskette and forwarded to Col unbus. Once there, a NCCD data
base utility read the files fromthe diskette and copied theminto
the statewi de data base. This second nethod offers the advantages
of each locality having access to and mamintaining its own data;
data entry is located at the source of the data making corrections
easier, and a statew de systemis maintained without duplicate data
entry.

Qutcone information for the followup analysis was gathered
in an intensive data collection effort. Specially trained data
collectors searched files, crimnal justice arrest (RAP) sheets
and the Bureau of Crimnal Investigation (BCl) data base to obtain
the conplete arrest and incarceration history (pre and post program
entry) for offenders entering during the progranms between July 1,
1985 and June 30, 1986. The NCCD data base in Colunbus was
nodified to store an offender's entire arrest history. As the
arrest history of each offender was conpleted, the data were

forwarded to Colunbus for entry. A simlar data base and arrest
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history was conpleted for a cohort of prison releases to provide
a conparison group for the IDU and CBCF prison diversion prograns.

A total of 5,400 arrest records were obtained for the CCA
study population. O that total, 4,067 occurred prior to the study
period, 1,240 during the two-year followup period, and 93 occurred
beyond the two-year cut off point. For the prison cohort, a total
of 2,991 arrest records were obtained, 423 of which occurred in the
two-year followup period.

It nust be noted that an unanticipated data collection problem
occurred with the arrest information. Using the BCl data base, a
hi gh percentage of arrest records showed unknown dispositions. The
percentage for the Conmunity Corrections study group was 46 percent
and for the Prison cohort group 37 percent. As noted below, the
lack of dispositional information limted the outcone scale to a
sinple nmeasure of the nunber of arrests, rather than a nore
conprehensi ve neasure of arrests and severity of sanction such as
-an incarceration.

Unlike the Community Corrections prograns, the prison data
base had only the prisoner's release date and his/her arrest
hi story. However, since no data conparable to the Intake and
Assessnment fornms were recorded on the prison population, they are
excluded from the follow ng profiles.

In total data were collected on 1699 cases admtted between
July 1, 1985 and June 30, 1986. The adm ssions were divided anong
the prograns in the follow ng manner: Probation (469), CCA (584),
IDU (457) and CBCF (189).
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In addition, followup data were also gathered on 426
prisoners admtted to prison during 1985 from the counties
participating in the CBCF and I DU prograns. The cases were sel ected
by the Chio Departnent of Rehabilitation and Correction's research
staff.

A 24-nonth followup period was used for all cases. The two-
year followup period effectively reduced the nunber in the prison
sanple to 308. Thus, any releases after Decenber 1986 were
elimnated from the anal ysis because collection of the arrest data
was termnated in January of 1989. Releases after Decenber 1986
woul d not have been at risk for the required 24-nonth period,
violating a major design paraneter of the study. Data were
collected regarding revocations, arrests, convictions and prison
i ncarcerations. However, the high rate of mssing dispositiona
data limted the use of this data.

Tables 2-1, 2-2 and 2-3 sunmarize the characteristics of the
four populations at the tinme they were admtted to the program
Data gathered at intake reflected an offender's denographic
background, an assessnent of his/or her need for supportive
services, and crimnal history. These data have been grouped into

three separate tables representing these data groups.



Table 2-1

Demographic Data at Intake by Program

Probation CCA (1318 CBCr
(N=46Y) (N=384) (N=437) (N=189)

Age at Admission

32 or older 305 25% 27% 13%
22 through 31 44% 48% 50% 43%
18 through 21 25% 27% 23% 44%
Average Age 29 yrs 27 yrs 28 yrs 24 yrs
Sex

Male 73% S1% 87% 65%
Female 27% 19% 13% 35%
Race

Amecrican Indian 0% 0% 0% 0%
Black 4% 315 54% 30%
Hispanic 1 G o 2% 0%
Oricntal 0% 0% 0% 1%
White 55% ) 67% 4% 69%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0%
Employed when Arrested?

Yes ' 47% 44% 314 27%
No 5244 565 6O% 73%
Highest Academic Level

Attained
0 through 7 2% 3% 4% 5%
S through 11 5190 465, 504 67%
Graduated/G.E.D. 40% 405 204, 2.7,
13 and up 7% 115 8% 4%
Live with Spouse or
Family?

Yes 6O% 805 744, 724,
No R 1957, 2050 REVA
Length of Residence

at Current Address

Under 12 months 26% 425 s34, 57%
12 - 14 months 22% 19% 19%, 13%
25 - 36 months 20% 8 9% 6%
37 - 48 months G 3% 5 3%
49 - 60 months 165 2850 154 21%
Psvehiatric or

Psyebological Tistory?

Yes T S 124 2247,
No 93%, DR S8 I8
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Table 2-2

Needs at Intake by Program

Probation CCA INU CBCF
(N=469) (N=584) (N=457) (N=189)
Need Employment
Assistance?
Yes 499, 47% 59% 84%
No 519 53% 41% 16%
Need Academic
Assistance?
Yes 36% 45% 499 85%
NoO 640 55¢ 51% 15%
Need Financial
Assistance?
Yes 21% 37% 41% 63%
No 7964 63% 59% 37%
Need Domestic Relations
Assistance?
Yes 11% 244 7% 57%
No 895 7650 736 4365
Need Emotional/Nental
Tlealth Assistance?
Yes 1166 174 3065 635
No 89% 83% 0% 37%
Need Substance Abuse
Assistance?
Yes 354, 496, S9% 806
No 65% S16h 41% 20%
Need Living Arrangement
Assistance?
Yes 4% 1460 14 206,
NoO DI S66o SO 71%



15 --

Table 2-3

Criminal History Factors at

Intake by Program

Probation CCA INU CBCF
(N=469) (N=594) (N=457) (N=189)

# of Offenses Committed

Under a Prior Supervision

None 839 7546 S51% 43
One or Morce 1766 2560 4955 57%
# of Offenses Involving

Drugs/Alcohol

None 69% 47% 43% 37%
Onc 21% 28% 229 26%
Two or More 109% 25% 35% 37%
# of Offenses for Auto

Theft

None 939 87% 82% 86%
One or More 7% 13% 18% 14%
# of Prior Arrests During

Past 5 years

Nonc 649 39% 19% 20%
Once or Two 27% 31% 29% 319
Three or More 9% 30% 526 509
# of Prior Prison Terms

None S8 S2%% 67% 85%
Once 9% 1264 21% 11%
Two or More 445 655 12¢ 4%
# of Offenses Involving

Use of Weapon

None 87%% S4% 63% O8%
One 119 1166 256 (%
Two or More 24 N7 uah 20
# of Oflfenses Involving

Serious Injury

Nonce 92% 85% 72% 99%
One 866 1205 22% 1%
Two or More 0% 34 656 0



O fender Profiles

The four prograns evaluated in this project display a clear
distinction in group characteristics. The distinctions are the
result of the various eligibility criteria for the respective
progr ans. Probation and CCA represent the typical comunity
supervi sion cases, Wile IDU and CBCF are nore characteristic of

prison popul ations.

Denogr aphi ¢ Dat a

Wiile the eligibility criteria for the different groups were
based nostly on past and present crimnal behavior, the denographic
di fferences anong the groups are revealing. The CBCF group, for
exanple, is younger (44 percent are 18 to 211, has the |owest
percentage of high school graduates (28 percent), the highest
unenpl oynent at tinme of arrest (73 percent), the highest rate of
psychol ogical problens (22 percent) and the greatest residential
instability (57 percent under 12 nonths at current address). By
contrast, the probation population was older (30 percent over age
32), had the |owest unenploynent rate (52 percent), had a high
school graduation rate of (47 percent) and the |owest residential
instability (26 percent wunder 12 nonths at current address).
Cearly, soci al stability factors such as age, enpl oynent ,
education and residential stability distinguish the probation and
CCA popul ations from the 1DU and CBCF populations. It should be
noted that for this study, the CBCF population was limted to the

one county which was participating during the study period. That
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county is the only CBCF program having a femal e conponent, and the

proportion of females in that population was 35 percent.

O fender Program Needs Data

Asone woul d expect from the differences in denographic data,
the needs assessnents consistently distinguished the popul ations.
For exanple, 49 percent of probationers were assessed as needing
enpl oynent assi stance, while 84 percent of the CBCF popul ati on was
rated as needing such assistance. The CBCF-popul ation consistently
had the highest rated needs, while the probation popul ation had the
lowest rated needs with the exception of "Enploynent Assistance"
where the CCA popul ation was slightly |ower. On nost of the need
itens, two of the groups would show simlar ratings. For "Living
Arrangenent  Assistance", the CCA and IDU groups had identical
rates. For "Enpl oynent Assistance", the CCA and probation
popul ati ons had nearly identical rates. The significantly high
rates of need identification anong the CBCF group may be the result
of the intensive 30-day assessnment period that is part of the
program This extensive tinme period may permt CBCF staff to
collect better information about their program participants than
the other prograns which had nuch less tine available to conplete
their needs assessnents.

However, there are two need itens that clearly differentiate
the four groups. For "Substance Abuse Assistance", the need for
the probation population was 35 percent, for CCA 49 percent, for

IDU 59 percent, and for CBCF 80 percent. In a simlar manner for



Table 2-4

Comparison of Key Offender Characteristics:
Probation, CCP, IDU, CBCI, Prison

Community Corrections Prison
Background _ Felony 3&4 3& 4
ltems Probation CcCp 1DU CBCF Decterminate Indeterminate

(N=471)  (N=56Y) (N=423) (N=113) (N=400) (N=168)

Prior Felony

Convictions
0 62.6% 57.8% 27.2% 34.7% 33.8% 21.4%
1 189% 16.7% 15.6% 21.2% 21.6% 17.3%
2 7.9% 11.8% 20.8% 18.1% 16.8% 16.7%
3+ 10.6% 13.7% 36.4% 26.0% 27.8% 44.6%
Current .
Offense
Person 12.3% 6.5% 19.9% 31% 95% 19.5%
Property 69.6% 72.2% 67.3% 84.5% 69.6% 68.0%
Drugs 17.8% 21.3% 12.8% 12.4% 17.0% 10.0%
Other ) 1.1% 0.7% 2.1% 2.1% 3.9% 25%
Convicted of Multiple .
Crimes 11.8% 24.2% 30.6% 20.2% 23.6% 54.1%
Sex - Male ' 22.8% 81.2% 85.6% 64.3% 80.5% 80.1% -
Rice
Black 45.5% 29.8% 53.7% 30.1% 50.6% 61.9%
While 53.4% 68.8% 43.7% 638.9% 48.9% 36.4%
Hispanic 0.6% 0.9% 1.9% 0.0% 0.5% 1.7%
Age
16 - 19 V9% 13.6% 9.4% 21.2% 7.0% 1.7%
20 - 24 31.3% 30.2% 26.9% 40.4% 24.9% 25.1%
25-29 20.6% 25.1% 23.7% 18.7% 24.3% 23.4%
30 - 34 18.2% 14.7% 19.9%, 10.4% I18.4% 20.8%
35 -39 7.9% 9.0 10.6%4 5.2% 13.2% 15.2%
40+ 12.2% 7.4%: 9.6% 4. 2% 12.2% 13.8%
Employed at Arrest? 48%, 44.6% 28.2% 26.4% 21.5% 23.8%-
Mental Health
IHistory? 6.6% 7.9% 11.4% 22.4% 12.2% 18.29.
Academic level
0 -7 Grade 1.9%, 3.0 4.3% 4.7 2.07% 3.5%
8- 11 Grade 50.4% 46.5% 60.2% 668 56.7% 55.0%
GID/Migh School 40.0% 38.9% 28.9% 23 8% 26 8% 29.4%

13 + 1.7% 6.6% 6.6% 4.7% 14.5% 12.1%



2. CBCF offenders are less likely to be convicted of
crinmes against the person, younger, and fenale than
prison sentenced innates. However, these differences

apparently reflect a selection criteria which focuses
on the younger serious property offender.

3. Indeterm nate sentenced 3rd and 4th Degree offenders
are clearly the nore serious offender group as
evi denced by the proportion with 3 or nore prior felony
convictions for crinmes against a person and multiple
convi ctions. They also contain |arger proportions of
ol der and Bl ack offenders.

In general, these conparisons clarify the question of whether

CCA cases represent prison bound offenders. All three categories
of CCA offender groups are "heavier" then offenders typically
sentenced to probation. Both the I1DU and CBCF offender groups
reflect characteristics of prison bound 3rd and 4th Degree

Determ nate Sentenced O fenders.

Summary of Sel ection Process

In general, the profile data suggests that the |egal and
policy criteria for admssion to the respective prograns are
in fact being followed. The intake data provides a good
picture of the respective popul ations. The probation and CCA
popul ati ons are closest to one another, while the IDU and CBCF
popul ations tend to resenble one another in many respects. The
probation population is clearly the nost socially stable,
requiring fewer services and having the |east extensive
crimnal history. Conversely, the CBCF group is the |east
socially stable, requiring high |levels of services and having
relatively extensive crimnal histories; the 3rd and 4th degree

prison admssions look very simlar to the CBCF and |DU
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adm ssions. Wile sone degree of net widening is occurring, it
appears to be quite mnimal. This issue is discussed In greater

detail in Chapter 4.

Recidi vism and R sk Analysis

Anal yses were conducted to determne if any set of factors
collected for the study could be conbined to predict arrest
out comes anong offenders in the four prograns. These efforts
were guided by NCCD s extensive experience in risk scale
devel opnment as well as reviews of other scale devel opnent
projects conducted in recent years.® Qur experience, as noted
earlier, generally indicates that a conbination of nultivariate
and bivariate techniques yield the best results. Hence, the
anal ysis relied heavily on sinple crosstabul ati ons of outcones
and social or crimnal history factors as well as the nore

traditional nmultivariate approaches.

Measuri ng Qutcones

The first step in the analysis was to determ ne which
nmeasure of outcome would be used as the primary dependent
vari abl e. In order to assess the relative value of the
different progranms, an outconme variable nust be defined.
Qutconme data were collected by gathering the entire arrest

history of each individual in the different prograns and of

4/ Baird, C Ri sk Assessnent in Parole Decision Muking.
Nati onal Council on Cine and Delinquency (1984).
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the cohort sanple of offenders released from prison between
October 1985 and Decenber 1986. A uniform followup of two
years was used to nmaintain a consistent time at risk anong al
of f enders. For the program offenders, the two-year period was
measured from their date of adm ssion. For the prison cohort,
their period was neasured from their date of release. As noted
earlier, data were <collected on revocations, arrests,
convictions and incarcerations over a 24-nonth followup
peri od.

Initially, it was hoped that a conprehensive outcone scale

could be devised based upon dispositional data as follows:

Score Meani ng
0 = No new arrests, no revocations (Success)

! No new arrests, but a revocation recorded
(assuned to be a rules violation)
One or nore new arrests, no prison

Arrest resulting in prison

2
3

However, as noted earlier, high rates of unknown arrest
di spositions rendered the construction of an conprehensive
out conme scale questionable. I nstead, outconmes were neasured
based on the nunber of arrests, disregarding the disposition
of the arrest.

No outconme index effectively incorporates all of the
conmplexities involved in accurately neasuring behavior on a
relational basis. Gven these difficulties, it is our position
that sinple neasures over a uniform follow up period provides
the best overall assessnent of success or failure.

Conpari son of 24 Month Re-Arrest Rates
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Figure 2-1 shows that offenders in the prison diversion
prograns had significantly fewer arrests when conpared to a
prison cohort. This 1is expected given that the prison
adm ssions reflect a nore serious profile than the diversion
popul ati ons. However, the differences between the |DU CBCF
and prison adm ssions are conparable on the key variables of
prior felony convictions, current offense, conviction of
multiple crinmes, enploynent at arrest, nental health history,
and acadenic |evel. Wile one would expect significantly higher
arrest rates than the traditional probation popul ation
(Probation and CCA), it is encouraging that the CBCF and |DU
popul ati ons have re-arrest rates 10-12 percent below the prison

adm ssions. '

Policy Issues in Risk Assessnent

The rapid expansion of the wuse of risk assessnent
instrunents in correctional decision making reflects a
fundanental change in correctional philosophy in recent years.
Initially, the inpetus for structured decision naking systens
in the late 1960's and early 1970's cane from advocates of the
"just desserts" approach. Their goals were to enhance equity

and consistency in sentencing and parol e decisions.
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They argued that incarceration and release decisions
should be based principally on the nature of the instant
of f ense. If other elenents are considered, these should be
limted to the offender's crimnal history. The introduction
of other factors (i.e. social histories, substance abuse, etc.)
woul d only increase disparity and punish offenders for factors
not directly related to the crime commtted, or even nore
i mportantly, characteristics over which offenders have little
or no control. Under the "just desserts" or punishnment nodel
risk assessnment has no role in decision making. Using risk
assessnent nmeans decisions are partially based on the potenti al
for continued crimnal activity rather than acts already
conm tted.

Qpponents of risk argue that risk assessnent instrunents
are based on group statistics which are difficult to relate in
any neani ngful way to decisions regarding individual offenders.
Furthernore, even the best risk instrunments can result in many
prediction errors.”

Al though risk assessnent instruments rely heavily on
crimnal history factors, many also incorporate neasures of

substance abuse, community stability, and enpl oynent histories.

5/ Al prediction instrunents wll msclassify sone
i ndi vi dual s. When a behavior (in this case, a crine) is
predicted to occur, but the individual remains crinme free, the
error is termed a "false positive". Wien no crine is predicted,
but the individual commts a new offense, the error is |abeled a
"fal se negative". Most instrunents tend to over-predict failures

(new crines); generally, the lower the base rate of new offenses,
the greater the degree of over-prediction.
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Use of such neasures introduces a potential for racial and
econom c class bias. Since educational and enpl oynent
opportunities are less available to mnorities, mnority
offenders will generally "rate" as higher risks than will white
of fenders: Blacks and other mnorities, in general, have nuch
hi gher rates of unenploynment and |ower |evels of educational
attai nment.

In total, these problens constitute sonme rather powerful
argunents against the use of risk in correctional decision
maki ng. Proponents of risk assessnent, however, counter wth
argunents which enphasize correction's mission of public
protection and the need to optimze effective use of limted
'resources. At worst, according to advocates, risk assessnent
explicitly identifies how social history factors influence
decisions rather than allowng each decision nmaker to
arbitrarily use these criteria. Ri sk assessnent, then, does
not elim nate discrimnation, but pr onot es systematic
application of factors used and thereby increases consistency.

Despite the ‘fact that nost of the controversy has focused
on use of social and stability factors decision naking,
crimnal histories can be equally discrimnatory: Mnority
menbers are nore likely to be arrested and once arrested, nore
likely to be convicted and often receive harsher punishnents
than their white counterparts. Thus, even systens which rely
only on crimnal histories and severity of offenses to guide

decisions may be inherently biased against specific offender
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gr oups. Furthernore, the fact that prior record is closely
linked to risk is not lost on decision makers. As O Leary and

Clear state so clearly in Drections for Conmunity Corrections

in the 1990's, "This circunstance nmakes it possible to maintain

a posture that risk prediction ought not to influence
sentencing decision, while a salient risk variable--prior
offense history-- is allowed to influence punishnent."” °/  Such
ambiguity--justice to some theorists, crinme control to others-

-obscures goals and does little to pronote equity.

Issues in Scale Construction/Validation

A review of currently used instrunents indicate that the
following factors nost often appear as risk predictors:
Nunber of Prior Convictions
Nunber of Prior |Incarcerations
Age at First Comm tnent, Conviction, or Arrest
Drug Abuse History
Convictions for Burglary, Forgery, Theft
Al cohol  Abuse History
Enpl oynent History
Probation/Parole H story
These instrunents were developed through a variety of
neans ranging from heavy reliance on research from other
jurisdictions (sonetinmes supplenented by sone additional data
anal ysis) to conprehensive original studies. The |evel of

sophi stication of statistical techniques used also varies

consi derably anong studies. Despite the type of analysis
conduct ed, however, the results in terns of predictive
6/ O Leary and Cear, Drections for Community

Corrections in the 1990's (Washington D.C.: NC, 1985
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capabilities and item identification are remarkably simlar.
The fact that different levels of analysis produce simlar
results was first docunented by Stephen and Don Cottfredson
for the National Institute of Corrections in 1979 in a study

entitled Screening for R sk: A Conparison of Methods. The

study assessed the efficiency and accuracy of varying
mat hematical mnmethods of risk prediction, conparing conpl ex
procedures with sinpler nethods. After an exhaustive anal ysis,
the authors concluded that none of the approaches (conbining
bi vari ate anal yses--Burgess Scaling, Miltiple Regression, or
Predictive Attributes analyses) offered advantages over the
ot hers.

NCCD s recent efforts in risk prediction (California,
South Carolina, Al aska, Louisiana) have generally indicated
that conbining the results of sinple bivariate analysis (guided
by results of nultivariate analysis) to create a scale have
produced the best results. This is probably due to

correctional data base problens, principally that of mssing

and inconplete data.’/ Including factors that would be
el i m nat ed usi ng mul tivariate t echni ques (due to
7/ The fact that conbining highly correlated variables

benefits predictive accuracy may also reflect on inconsistencies
in our crimnal justice system that disrupt "normal" patterns of
events. For exanple, arrests for simlar offenses may result in
different conviction patterns due to a nunber of criteria.

Hence, while the two variables may be highly correlated, using
one (rather than both) may elimnate inportant data on sone

of f enders.
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nmul ticollineari ty8/) incorporates a degree of redundancy that

in other fields would be useless (and violate the principle of
parsinony). In crimnal justice prediction, redundancy appears

to be beneficial.

Met hodol oqgy

NCCD used a conbination of bivariate and nultivariate
statistical techniques to 1) ascertain the predictive capabili-
ties of the potential risk scal e’’; 2) determine what changes
could be introduced in itens, weights assigned to itens, and
cut-off scores to increase scale validity; 3) determne if the
scale is predictive for various subgroups (and, if not, what

changes are required for these groups).

8/ Many of the factors selected represent, to sone
degree, the sanme characteristics or behavior. For exanple,
academ c level, enployability, and intelligence are all
i nterrel ated. Low IQ individuals are likely to have experienced
[imted progress educationally, and because of a |ack of
education, they have limted enploynent possibilities. Wil e all
three itens may be highly correlated with failure on parole,
using one of these factors, rather than all three, to predict
out cones, may well produce equivalent results.

Statistical procedures can be used to "sort out" all of the
interrelationships between potential risk predictors and select

the best conbination of predictive factors- In other words, if
enployability is identified as a primary determ nant of risk, the
analysis wll select other factors which add predictive power,

sonmeti nes bypassing itens which are also highly correlated with
outcome, but represent a neasure simlar to enployability.

° This analysis will focus on the initial risk scale
only. A reclassification scale contains neasures of offender
adj ustment, and, as such, is based nore on "just desserts" than
on prediction. In essence, levels of supervision are increased
or decreased based on offender behavior.
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In previous studies, NCCD has found the follow ng steps

to provide the best overall nethodology for scale construction

and validation:

1.

The sanple was divided into two equal groups - the
first to be used to construct a scale, the second
used for validation purposes. The use of
construction and validation sanples allows a scale
to be developed on one population and tested on
anot her. In general, scales best "fit" the
popul ati on used for devel opnent. Validating the
scal e on a separate popul ation better indicates how
a risk assessnment instrument wll perform when
actual ly inplenented. The anount of predictive
power |ost from construction to validation sanple
is termed "shrinkage". Some shrinkage is norma

and fully expected; excessive shrinkage invalidates
the scale. No rule on allowable shrinkage is
applicable to all situations; each analysis nust
be viewed in the context of the base rate and
outcone definitions.

Sinple correlations are developed between each
background factor collected and neasures of
out core.

Itens with significant correlations (.05 Ievel)
with any of the outcone neasures are selected for
further analysis.

Multiple linear regression analysis was conducted
to help guide selection of best conbination of
predictive itens. This analysis provides sone
insights as to which itens should receive prinmary
consi deration for i ncl usi on (based on | ow
collinearity). However, additional variables are
included in subsequent steps.

Crosstabulations (with a nunber of associated
statistics such as chi squares and Pearson
correlations) are conpleted to further determ ne
rel ationshi ps between outcones and all potential
scal e itens. These anal yses help to determ ne 1)
how val ues of each independent factor could best
be conbined to nmaximze the variable's relationship
to the various outcone neasures; and 3) how out cone
val ues should be conmbined (e.g. three or nore
arrests as a single outcone value).
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6. Variabl es are recoded, based on the above analysis,
and the crosstabul ations, chi squar es, and
correlations are repeated. Iltem wei ghts are

selected based on 1) the ability of each to
discrimnate between each factor and 2) outcones

reported during the followup period.

7. ltens are selected for scale inclusion based on
both the results of the crosstabul ations and the

regressi on analysis.

8. The created scale is crosstabulated wth outcones
to determne overall predictive capabilities and
optimal cut-off points for each identified |evel
of ri sk. Items are added and deleted from the
scale, and these crosstabulations are repeated to
test various conbinations of factors.

9. The best conbination of factors is selected and
the scale is conpleted.

10. The scale is tested against the validation sanple
to determine the degree of shrinkage.

Classifying the Popul ation

The data used to construct the scale were from conpleted
forns submitted for offenders in each of the four comunity
supervision programs.  The prison conparison sanple did not
have the same information available, so the risk potential of
that group is unavailable for conparison. Wen the scale itens
were applied to the CCA |IDU and CBCF popul ations as a whol e,
without regard to program the risk scale proved very effective
at separating risk categories.

The ability to predict events is critical to any scien-
tific inquiry. However, the frequently occurring events often
can be predicted with relative ease; rare events, on the other
hand, are extremely difficult to predict. Thus in risk
assessnment studies, the rate at which specific behaviors occur

(the "base rate") is of great importance. O the 1699 cases
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used in the study, 592 had one or nore subsequent arrests.
This results in a base failure rate of 35 percent for the
popul ation as a whole. Cassification based upon risk factors
denmonstrates how the population can be differentiated into
distinct groups with significantly different rates of failure.
The population was classified according to the proposed
risk assessment instrunents. (See Figure 2-2). The scale
ranges from O to 14 points. By conparing scores to outcone
results (no arrests, one or nore arrests), «classification
categories can be defined to group offenders into |ow, nedium
and high risk groups. The cutoff points between any two |evels
of classification are determned by how nmany offenders fal
into the category and the overall success rate of the group
The nost appropriate distributions were Low Risk, 0 to 3
points; Mdium Risk, 4 to 7 points; and Hgh R sk, 8 to 14

poi nt s.
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Figure 2-2

Proposed Risk Scale

Age at Admission

20or0lder L.
2through 31 .o oo
Sthrough 21 .. ... oo

o W

1

# of Offenses Committed Under Previous Supervision
NONE & ot e e e e e e
Oneor MOTC .+ v vt e e et e e e e e

# of Offenses Involving Drugs/Alcohol
NONC © e e

ORI . v s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Two OF MOTC . . o et e e e e e e e e e e e

# of Offenses for Auto Theft
NODC & e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
One or MOTC . v o e i e e e e e e e e e e e

# of Prior Arrests
O None ... e
One or TWO . o ot e e e e e e i
Three or MOre ..o oo e e e e e e e

# of Prior Prison Terms
NONC & e e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e
ONC o e e e e e e e e e e e e e

TwWOo Or MOTE . . e e e e e e e e e e et

Need Substance Abuse Assistance
N S e e e e e e e e e e e

Y S o e e e e e e e e e e e

Y S v e e e e e e e e

Need Financial Assistance?
D Y O



--35-.

As shown in Table 2-5, the success/failure rate varies
significantly anong the classification groups. The Low Risk
group had a 16 percent failure rate; the Medium Risk grbib
failed at a 31 percent rate; and the Hgh Risk group failed at
a 54 percent rate (see Table 2-5). The Low Risk group has a
failure rate that is less than half that of the CCA DU and
CBCF populations (16 percent/36 percent). The Medium Ri sk
group has a failure rate slightly lower than the general
popul ation (31 percent/36 percent). The H gh R sk group has
a failure rate that is nore than 50 percent greater than the
general population (54 percent/36 percent). Cearly these
three populations can be differentiated along a risk of re-
of fending dinensions. The correlation coefficient between the
risk score and the outcone variable (nunber of arrests) is
. 2936, denonstrating a strong relationship between the itens

conprising the scale and the potential for continued unlawfu

behavi or.
Table 2-5
Outcome by Classification
Low Risk Mecedium Risk High Risk
(0-3) (4-7) (8-12)
(N=412) (N=828) (N=539)
Outcome
Success ... ... 849 60% 46%

Fatlure ... ... ... 16% 319 549
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The current cutoff points are, to sonme extent, arbitrary.
Adj ustnments up or down can be nade to increase or decrease the
nunber of offenders falling into the respective groups. For
exanple, Low Risk could be defined as ranging from O to 4
poi nt s. This would increase the nunber of offenders in the
grow, but also increase the expected failure rate of the
gr oup. Thus, the risk assessnment instrunment can be used as a
systemto distribute the population anong different classifica-
tion categories.

Wen the risk assessnent instrunment was applied to the
di fferent program popul ations, it showed remarkabl e consistency
(see Table 2-6). Regardl ess of program type, the H gh Risk
group had failure rates of between 52 percent and 5.7 percent.
Simlarly, the Low Risk failure rate ranged from 13 percent for
probationers to 21 percent for IDU  Only 7 persons in the CBCF
program were rated as low risk, too small a nunber to produce
reliable failure rates. Only the Mediumrisk I DU group showed
a deviation from the pattern.

Table 2-7 shows the distribution of «classification by
program on a sStatew de basis. Probation had the greatest
percentage of Low Ri sk offenders (40 percent) while CBCF had
the |east (4 percent). IDU al so had a small proportion of Low
Ri sk offenders (15 percent) and was second only to CBCF in the
proportion of H gh R sk offenders (IDU - 38 percent, CBCF - 50
percent). This suggests that both formal criteria and infornma

assessnments are placing offenders of varying risk in the
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Table 2-6

Risk Classification by Outcome - Program Data

Probation
Low Risk Mcdium Risk High Risk
N Pct. N Pcl. N Pct.
Success Rate
Success 163 87% 160 68% 22 - 46%
Failure 24 13% 74 32% 26 54%
CCA
Low Risk Medium Risk High Risk
N Pet. N Pcl. N Pct
Success Rate
Success 123 82% 212 73% 61 43%
Failure 27 18% 80 27% 81 57%
IDU
Low Risk Medium Risk High Risk
N Pcl. N Pct. N Pct.
Success Rate ’
Success 54 79% 119 55% 83 48%
Failure 14 21% 96 45% 91 52%
CBCF
Low Risk Mcdium Risk High Risk
N Pcl. N Pct. N Pct.
Success Rate
Success 3 43% 63 72% 44 46%
Failure 4 57% 2:d 280 51 549,
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different prograns. It also suggests that adopting a for-
mali zed risk assessnent instrument as part of the screening
process may inprove the screening process by directing |ower
risk offenders to the least restrictive and |least costly forns
of supervision, while directing the higher risk offenders to

nore restrictive and intensive forns of supervision.

Table 2-7

Risk Classification by Program - Statewide Data

Probation CCA IDU CBCF
N %% N % N % N %%
Classification
Low Risk 187 40% 150  26% 68 15% 7 4%
Medium Risk 234 50% 202 S0% 215 47% 87 46%
High Risk 48 10% 142 24% 174 38% 85 50%

Total 469  100% 584  100% 457 100% 189 100%




-- 39 --

CHAPTER 3

| MPACT OF CCA ON PRI SON | NTAKE

I ntroducti on

A fundanmental goal of Onhio's Comunity Corrections Act
(CCA) is to divert selected groups of felons from the state
prison system This part of the evaluation examnes prison
intake data along with denographic and crine data for a six-
year period (from 1983 through 1988) to assess whether or not
participation in Community Corrections prograns has had an
appreci able effect on reducing the nunber of prison commt-
ment s.

This evaluation wll address four questions: (1) Is-the
programis presence being felt in the system (2) Is it focused
upon the intended population, (3) Is it wdening the cor-
rectional net and (4) Wat is the programs inpact on prison
conmm tnments? The questions of presence, focus, net wi dening

and inpact require a brief introduction.

Presence. Wl | designed and inplenented prograns
can fail their intended goals if inplenentation falls
short of the nmagnitude of the problem I f we cannot

identify the effects of a program anongst the effects
of other forces at work in the system or the random
'noi se' generated by stochastic influences, we cannot

eval uate the program s inpact. In such an instance
we nust conclude that the program has no neasurabl e
effect. If the CCA is sufficiently up to scale, we

should detect sone changes in commtnent patterns
that occur concomtantly wth, and are logically
attributable to, the inplenentation of the program
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Focus. Wenever a program is inplenented, a target
popul ation is defined as the focus of the programs
efJorts. The CCA, for exanple, has targeted 3rd and
4'" degree felons who woul d otherwise be comritted to

prison. If the CCA progranmming is properly focused,
a significant portion of these would-be prison
commtnents will be diverted into community based
progr ans.

Net  wi deni ng. Wiereas the analysis for focus

exam nes the extent to. which targeted popul ations
are admtted into the program net w dening exam nes
t he nunber of admtted cases that are not part of the
targeted popul ati on. Net w dening nost wusually
refers to cases in which prograns intended to reduce
the severity of punishnment for one class of offenders
beconme the vehicle for increasing the severity of
puni shnent for |ess-serious classes.

| mpact . Prograns are intended to effect changes in
a system Assessing the inpact of a program is
generally the process of determning the extent and
direction of change attributable to the program
For the present evaluation, the CCA will have had a
positive inpact if we can denonstrate with confidence
that woul d-be 3¢ and 4'" degree prison conmmtnents
have been diverted -into community based prograns.

Probl ens |Inherent to Evaluating D version Prograns

When attenpting to assess the nunber of prison conmtnents
prevented, one nust face the dilema of mneasuring sonething
that did not occur. Wile direct observation is not possible,
the inpact may be inferred by conparing the commtnent rates
of CCA participant counties against non-participating counties
which are simlar in denographics and other key factors to the
participating counties (conparison groups), or by assessing the
discontinuity of trends between the pre-CCA and post-CCA

peri ods.
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Good matching is criticalto conparison group studies, and
t he problens of assessing the appropriateness of the conparison
groups poses considerable difficulty. Mat ches may be created
upon the basis of quantifiable simlarities, but frequently
gualitative differences exist that defy prior evaluation. For
exanple, crimnal justice policy decisions are typically
sensitive to the prevailing political climate. The respective
political histories of otherwise simlar counties can radically
affect the degree to which the behavior of one will reflect the
behavi or of the other. This is also true of events occurring
during the tinme period under investigation which may influence
behavior in ways that are atypical of counties wth simlar
characteristics.

Pre/post trend analysis, such as interrupted tinme series
analysis, 1is a powerful tool in program evaluation. Wil e
circunventing the difficulties of finding good conparison
groups, this analytical form cannot control for outside
i nfluences that may change performance characteristics and
erode conparability of pre- and post- periods. Finally,
since trends are established as a function of tinme, there is
a need for extensive experience data upon which trends may be

est abl i shed.

Limtations of this Analysis

Beside coping with the foregoing problens, this analysis

is laboring under data limtations. Data collection has been
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hanpered in two fundanental ways. First, the introduction of
a bifurcated sentencing structure in the early 1980s (S-B. 199)
has so altered the prison conmitnent patterns as to render
conparisons of pre-S. B. 199 and post-S.B. 199 commitnent
patterns a tenuous undertaking. Secondly, with only three
years of experience, the CCA program has yet to accrue suf-
ficient data to allow the analysis of trends with confidence.

Statistical significance in the present context /;s a
function of the nmagnitude of group differences and the nunber
of data points in the analysis. As differences between groups
become small, the nunber of data points necessary to establish
a positive finding increases. To say the findings are not
significant is to say that we cannot be confident that the

observed differences between groups were due to "real" effects,

as opposed to random chance.

Met hodol oqgy

Thi s eval uati on has been designed to address the questions
of the presence, focus, net wdening and inpact of the CCA
impl ementation in Chio. Before addressing these issues, it is
necessary to establish conparison groups so counties with a CCA
program nmay be conpared to sinilar, non-participating counties
(referred to hereafter as "Non-CCA' counties). I ncluded in
this prelimnary analysis is sone conparative data regarding
t he popul ation, prevalence of crime, and commitnent rates for

Chio, CCA and Non-CCA county groups.
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Wiile extrapolating trends seens beyond the reasonable
limts of these data, we can engage a conparative analysis,
matching groups upon the tine dinension and assessing the
differences in means or rates. A summary of conparative
anal yses used in this evaluation are outlined in Table 3-1.
Validation refers to assessing the pre-CCA prison comm tnent
data for matched CCA and Non-CCA counties to determne if there
is a significant difference in the proportions of felony |evels
3 and 4 commtnents (LOW felony group). If the initial
mat ching process was successful, there should be no significant
di fferences between CCA and Non-CCA groups, regarding their
rates of conmmtnents.

Presence wll be established if the nunbers of cases
conmmtted to the CCA program represent a significant proportion
of the total commtnents. Focus is determned by the degree to
which the observed changes in system performance are
attributable to changes in the disposition of the targeted
popul ati on. For the CCA program felony levels 3 and 4 (LOW
felony group) are the targets. Net wdening analysis will
attenpt to establish whether or not a significantly |arger
proportion of 3¢ and 4'" degree felons conprise the sentenced
popul ation (prison and CCA program commtnents) for CCA
counties conpared to their Non-CCA counterparts. If this is
observed, it may be due to CCA prograns serving as a nore

restrictive commtnent for |ower |evel offenders, rather than



Table 3-1

Summary of Analyses Used to Evaluate
Ohio’s Community Based Corrections Act

Analysis Proccdure

Validation Compare CCA and Non-CCA commitments of F3/F4s,
1983-1985

Presence Compare prison to CCA and prison commitments in CCA counties,
1986-1988

Focus Evaluate the LIFE/F1/F2 and F3/F4 commitments for CCA counties,
1983-1988 “

Net Widening Compare CCA and Prison commitments to Non-CCA commitments,
1986-1988

Impact Compare CCA prison to Non-CCA prison commitments of F3/Fds,
1986-1988
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as a less-restrictive diversion for those who would otherw se
have gone to prison.

Impact analysis will attenpt to establish the effect of
the CCA program in preventing a significant nunber of 3% and
4t degree felony prison commtnents. If the CCA programis
operating as intended, we should observe a lower rate of 3rd
and 4th degree prison commitnent in participating counties
conpared to non-participating counties.

Al felons were classified as either of a HGH or LOW
felony level. HGH felony levels included Death, Life, F1 and
F2. LOW felony levels included F3 and F4 determ nate and
i ndeterm nate, conprising those felony levels that are targeted
by the CCA program

Paired t-tests are used to evaluate the differences
between groups in this study. Wienever the rates or
proportions are being conpared, (for exanple: (F3s+F4s)/total
commtnents), a logit transformation will be perfornmed prior
to the analysis to linearize the data. Wil e necessary for
proper analysis, this transformation changes the values of
proportions to natural logs which nmakes the reported nean

values difficult to interpret. The reader should be cognizant

of this when reviewing the analysis results.

Grouping CCA and Conpari son Counties

G ouping CCA counties and matching them w th Non-CCA

counties nust be based upon relevant paraneters that wll
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account for substantial proportions of the variation observed
across the 88 Onio counties. A survey of the commtnent
patterns by county shows that simlarities ri;ln nost strongly
according to the popul ation density of the respective counties.

Since the conm tnent rate varies substantially by
popul ati on density, the counties have been matched according
to their population. Table 3-2 shows the county groupings used
for this analysis.

In addition to matching cases by popul ation, this analysis
attenpts to mnimze the differences between counties by
conparing per capita rates rather than raw nunbers. Hence, the
nunbers of index offenses will be neasured as the nunber per
100, 000 popul ation, and the prison commtnents will be neasured
as the nunmber per 100,000 index offenses.

When conparing by felony |level, the nunber of 3rd and 4th
degree felons conmtted annually to the OChio Departnent of
Rehabilitation and Corrections (DRC) for each county was
divided by the county's total annual felony commtnents to the
DRC. If individual counties' sentencing practices differ,
conparing F3 and F4 commtnents as a proportion of total
comm tnents by county should provide a nore conparabl e neasure
than raw nunbers.

Val i dati on. The counties were initially organized into

mat ched groups of CCA and Non-CCA counties according to
popul ati on. This was intended to enhance conparability since

popul ati on density was observed to be related to differences



Table 3-2

Group ldentification of CCA Program
Counties and Their Matched
Non-Participating Counterparts

Group CCA Non-CCA

1. Lucas Hamilton
Montgomery
Cuyahoga
Franklin

2. Mahoning Allen
Marion Clark
Summil Stark

3. Licking Fairficld

4, Pike Scioto
Ross

S. Portage Lake

Trumbull
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in conmm tnent patterns between counties. Qur first
undertaking is to determne the extent to which our matched
groups are simlar on their respective proportions of 3% and 4'"
degree (hereafter called LON felony |evel prison commtnents.

By examning the three years prior to the institution of
CCA progranms, these counties may be conpared w thout CCA
exerting an influence on commtnent patterns. The follow ng
results were obtained from a series of paired t-tests for the
aggregate, and for each of the five county groups, respectively

(Table 3-3).

Table 3-3

A Comparison of CCA and Non-CCA County 3rd and 4th
Degree Felony Commitment Rates by County Groups During
the Pre-CCA Period, 1983 to 1985

Group DF Mecan Difl. Paired

Aggregale 2 -.051 -1.619 > .1
Group | 2 -.077 -1.706 > .1
Group 2 2 a1 4.952 < .02*
Group 3 2 =212 -1.094 > .1
Group 4 2 -.047 -0.246 > .4
Group 5 2 106 0.467 > .1

* significant

Wth the exception of Goup 2, the CCA and Non-CCA
counties do not differ significantly on the proportion of LOW
prison commtments during the pre-CCA period, 1983 through
1985. Goup 2 shows a significantly larger proportion of LOW
prison commtnments anong the CCA counties than the Non-CCA

conparison group (.631 conpared to .579 average).



Popul ation and Prevalence of Crinme in Chio, CCA and Non-CCA
Counti es

As a neans of controlling for differences between crim nal
justice practices in individual counties, we examned the
popul ation |l evels and index offenses for all counties in Chio,
and by CCA and Non- CCA county groupings. Tables 3-4, 3-5 and
3-6 show the data for Chio, CCA and Non-CCA county groups,
respectively. The 1988 Uniform Crine Report for Ohio's
counties was not available at the time of this witing, forcing
the 1988 data out of this analysis.

It may be noted from these tables that the crine rate in
the CCA counties is consistently higher per capita than in the

Non- CCA counties or in Ohio as a whole from 1983 t hrough 1987.

Evaluating for Presence: Conparative Analysis of Aggregate
Prison Conm tnents by vYear

Since prison commtnments are dependent upon the nunber of
of fenders apprehended, convicted, and sentenced to prison. Tphe
best available adjustnment factor to 'normalise' prison intake

between counties and across tinme is the nunber of index

of fenses commtted within a county group. Pri son conmtnents
will be expressed as a nunber per 100,000 reported index
of f enses. We nust assune that crine reporting and clearance

rates remmined stable within counties across the six years

bei ng exam ned.



Table 3-4

Population, Index Crimes, and Crime Rate for
the State of Ohio, 1983 to 1987

Year Population Index Crimes per
Crimes 100,000
1O83 10,096,697 455,955 4,516
108 O, 742,117 425,124 4,364
1985 9,781,-106 416,571 4,257
1986 9,672,233 424373 4,388
1987 0,555,683 445,636 4,643
1988 n/a n/a n/a
Table 3-5

Population, Index Crimes, and Crime Rate in
the CCA Counties, 1983 to 1987

Year Population Index Crimes per
Crimes 100,000

[O83 4,540,317 254,087 5,863

FOS4 4,261,029 210,404 5,639
1985 4,189,900 233,007 5,561

1986 4,238,883 246,082 5,805

1087 4,187,987 238,976 6,184

JUSS n/a - n/a n/a

Table 3-6

Population, Index Crimes, and Crime Rate in
the Non-CCA Counties, 1983 to 1987

Year Population Index Crimes per
Crimes 100.000

JUS3 2,083,380 UH, 643 4,638

198 2,031,972 89,598 4,409

1US3 2,078,000 08,814 4,322

1US6 2,015,265 87,420 4,338

1087 2,002,801 88,831 4,433

FOSS n/a n/a n/i



-- 51 --

Tables 3-7 through 3-9 show the index offenses, prison
comm tnents and commtnments per 100,000 offenses for Chio, the
CCA counties and the Non-CCA counties, respectively.

Wiile trend analysis cannot produce stable neasures of
change given the limted time frane for these data, certain
observations may be nade. First, the prison commtnent rates
in the CCA counties relative to Non-CCA counties increased at
a fairly conparable rate (64.8 per year for CCA counties 45.3
per year for Non-CCA) with CCA counties either converging or
remai ni ng bel ow Non-CCA conmm tnent rates.

This pattern is noteworthy, in that the points of
convergence occurred prior to the advent of the CCA (CCA
counties show an average growh rate of 81 commtnents per
year (R2 = . 895) while Non-CCA counties grew an average of 72.5
per year (R2 = . 488) from 1983 to 1985). In the two years
following the inception of the CCA the prison commtnent rates
in CCA counties have stabilized, whereas the Non-CCA counties
have experienced an average growh of 149.5 (R2 = .991)
comm tnents per 100,000 index offenses per year from 1985 to
1987.

Lower conmmtnent rates in CCA participant counties are to
be expected if the program is having a positive inpact on
prison conmtnents. When conmtnents are adjusted to include
the CCA participants (1,216 in 1986 and 1,315 in 1987), we find
that the commtnment rates for CCA counties increases by about

500 comm tnments per 100,000 index offenses. A paired t-test
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Table 3-7

Index Crimes, Prison Commitments, and
Commitment Rates for Ohio

Year Index Actual Commitments
Crimes Commitments per 100,000

1983 455,955 10,210 2,239

1984 425,124 9,635 2,266

1985 416,371 10,000 2,402

1986 424,373 10,438 2,460

1087 443,636 10,942 2,466

1988 n/a n/a n/a

Table 3-8

Index Crimes, Prison Commitments, and
Commitment Rates for CCA Counties

Year Index Actual Commitments
Crimes Commitments per 100,000

1983 254,987 5,123 2,009

1084 240,494 4,910 2,042

1985 233,007 5,058 2,171

1986 246,082 5,372 2,183

1987 258,976 5,607 2,165

1988 n/a n/a n/a

Table 3-9

Index Crimes, Prison Commitments, and
Commitment Rates for Non-CCA Counties

Year Index Actual Commitments
Crimes  Commitments per 100,000

1983 96,6443 1,979 2,048

1984 89,598 2,015 2,249

1985 89,814 1,970 2,193

1986 87,420 2,069 2,367

1987 88,831 2,214 2,492

1988 n/a n/a n/a
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of the CCA county commtnent rates (linearized by |ogit
transformation) wth and without program participants was
performed. The results show this to be a significant increase
in commtnments (Paired t = -53, 1 DF, p < .005). This increase
causes the CCA county commtnent rate to exceed the comm tnent
rate in the Non-CCA counti es.

To summarize, we have seen that the growmh rate in the
nunber of prison commtnents per 100,000 index offenses was
fairly simlar between CCA and Non-CCA counties prior to the
advent of the CCA program (81 per year for CCA counties, 72.5
for Non-CCA counties). From 1985 through 1987, we have seen
no growh in the coomtnent rate for CCA counties, whereas the
Non- CCA counties grew by 149.5 commtnents per 100,000 i ndex
offenses per year across that same period. Wth the
introduction of CCA in 1986, CCA counties showed an increase
of some 500 conmmtnents (to both prison and prograns) per
100, 000 index offenses over 1985 |evels. By conparison, Non-
CCA counties showed an increase of 174 per 100, 000 i ndex
of f enses. We conclude that this marginal increase is due to

the presence of the CCA program

Eval uating for Focus: A Conparative Analysis of Prison
Commtnents by Felony Levels by year

Wiile the preceding analysis has offered evidence to
support the presence of the CCA program in system perfornmance,
it does not address the issue of whether the changes have

focused upon target population of the CCA program (3rd and 4th
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degree felons). The present analysis wll examne the
distribution of felony levels for CCA and Non-CCA counti es.

What we have seen so far is a lower commtnent rate for
CCA counties which increases significantly when CCA program
participants are included. What we do not know is whether or
not the lower prison conmtnent rate in CCA counties is due to
a decrease in the nunber of LOWfelony conmtnents, an increase
in the nunber of HIGH felony conmtnents, or both. An increase
in the nunber of HGH felony commtnents would negate the
assunption that the CCA program was diverting LOW cases from
the prison system

At the state [level, Ohio's prison commtnents are
increasingly of LOWNfelony levels. Table 3-10 shows the prison
comm tnents and the proportion of LOWNconmmtnents for Chio from
1983 to 1988. Linear regression has established the rate of
change (non-standardized beta) to be .0209 (R = .99). Thi s
means that the proportion of LOW felony |evel commtnents has
i ncreased by an average of 2.09 percent per year from 1983 to
1988. The regression coefficient of .99 indicates a very
consistent pattern of increase across the six years.

In conparison to the state trends, Tables 3-11 and 3-12
show the prison conmmtnents for CCA and Non-CCA county groups
by year. Note the slight divergence in the proportion of LOW
felony levels being commtted to prison across the six years
bet ween these groups. CCA counties are showing an average

annual growth of 0.0219 (R = .96), while the Non-CCA counties



Table 3-10

Ohio Prison Commitments by Felony Groups,
Total Commitments, and Proportion of 3rd and 4th Degree
Felons to Total Commitments, 1983 to 1988

Year Life/FI/E2 F3/F4 Total Prop F3/F4
1983 4,124 6,086 10,210 0.596
198-1 3,668 5,967 9,635 0.619
1985 3,600 6,400 10,000 0.640
1086 3,697 6,741 10,438 0.646
1087 3,537 7,405 10,943 0.677
1988 3,661 8.805 12,466 0.706

* Avcrage annual rage ol change = 0.0209, R = .99

Table 3-11

Ohio County Prison Commitments by Felony Groups,
Total Commitments, and Proportion of 3rd and 4th Degree
Felons to Total Commitments, 1983 to 1988

Year Lile/F1/FF2 F53/1°4 Total Prop F3/F4
1985 2,208 2,015 5125 0.569
1984 2,041 2,869 4,910 0.584
1083 2,024 3,034 5,058 0.600
1986 2,064 3,308 5,372 0.616
1987 2,054 3,554 5,608 ().634
1988 2. 1044 4,672 (6,776 0.689

* Average annual rage of change = 0.0219, R = .96

Table 3-12

Non-CCA County Prison Commitments by Felony Groups,
Total Commitments, and Proportion of 3rd and 4th Degree
1983 to 1988

Felons to Total Commitments,

Year Lile/IFH/F2 [F3/1°4 Total Prop F3/I°4
1083 S72 1,130 2,002 0.56-
1O84 771 2445 2,014 0.617
1983 700 1,271 1,917 (.645
1OS6 719 1,350 2,069 ().652
1O87 79 1.523 2214 0.688
TUSS OHOS 1,671 2.339 0.715

Average annual rage of change = L0279, R = .98
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are increasing their proportion of LOW felony |evel
commtnments at a 0.0279 annual average rate (R = .98).

In contrast to the dynamcs of the LOW felony level, the
H GH |levels have shown no significant change across the six
year period (for CCA counties, p > .025, for Non-CCA counties,
p>.1). This elimnates the HHGH felony level as a possible
expl anation for the changes in commtnent rates between the CCA
and Non-CCA counti es.

The CCA counties are shown to run sonmewhat below the state
average for the proportion of LOW felony level commtnents,
whereas the Non-CCA group runs al nost concurrent with the state
aver age. If CCA is effective, one would expect the CCA group
to commt proportionally fewer LOW level felons to prison,
since these are the ones targeted for CCA prograns.

Wen we add the CCA program participants into the LOW
felony level prison commtnents, we find that the CCA counties’
comm tnents converge with the proportions of the Non-CCA group.
Tabl e 3-13 shows the CCA county group with program participants
factored into the 1986 through 1988 conm tnment figures

By adding the CCA commtnents (program participants plus
prison commtnents), the proportions of LOW felony levels are
el evated above those for the Non-CCA counties and the state

average for the years 1986 through 1988.
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Table 3-13

CCA County Prison and CCA Commitments
by Felony Groups, Total Commitments,
and Proportion of 3rd and 4th Degree Felons
to Total Commitments,

1983 to 1988

Year Lile/F1/F2 - F3/F4 Total Prop F3/F4
1983 2,208 2,915 5,123 0.569
1984 2,041 2,869 4,910 0.584
1985 2,024 3,034 5,058 0.600
1986 2,064 3,947 6,011 0.687
1987 2,054 4,286 6,340 0.703
1988 2,104 5,465 7,569 (0.743

* Average annual rage ol change = 0.038, R = 99



-6 0 - -

prograns, which produced nearly significant ones. I f current
trends continue, the accrual of nore data is likely to show a

significant association between CCA prograns and sone degree

of net w dening.

Eval uating for |Inpact: Statistical Analysis of Cbserved
D fferences Between CCA and Non- CCA Countli es

The CCA objective that is the central concern for this
analysis is the diversion of 3rd and 4th degree felons from
prison. A significantly lower proportion of LOW felony prison
commtnents in the CCA counties for the three years the CCA
program has been active will be indicative of a positive inpact
of the CCA program (consideration is necessary in interpreting
the findings for Goup 2, given the pre-CCA conmmtnent rate for
CCA counties was significantly higher than for their Non-CCA
counterparts). Tabl e 3-15 shows the paired t--test results for
the inpact analysis.

Wth the exception of Goup 1, CCA programm ng is not
associated with a significant proportional reduction of LOW
felony level prison commtments. NMore optimistically, CCA was
associated with a significantly lower rate of LOWNTfelony prison
commtnents for the county group representing 51.8 percent of
all CCA participants to date. The CCA program was not

associated with significantly higher prison commtnent rates

in any group.
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Sunmmary

This evaluation set out to address four aspects concerning
the inplenentation of Chio's Comunity Corrections Act: first,
to ascertain whether its presence could be identified in the
performance of the crimnal justice process; second, to
determ ne whether the focus of the CCA prograns were targeting
the populations for which they were intended; third, to
ascertain the level of net wdening; and fourth, to assess the
i npact of the program on prison commtnents in Chio.

Conparing the prison commtnent rates per 100,000 i ndex
of fenses, we have shown that (1) during the pre-CCA period
(1983-1985) there were no significant differences between CCA
and Non-CCA counties in their commtnment rates for LOW felony
levels, with the exception of Goup 2 where CCA counties have
conmmtted proportionally nore; (2) During the post-CCA period
(1986-1988), CCA counties conmtted fewer to prison than their
Non- CCA counterparts; (3) Wen CCA program participants are
i ncluded, CCA counties show a higher commtnment rate than Non-
CCA counties." W have further shown that the addition of CCA
participants to the prison commtnents produces a significantly
hi gher commtnent rate than prison commtnents alone. This was
offered as evidence that the CCA programis presence was being

felt in the system



Table 3-15

Differences in Prison Commitment Rates
Between CCA and Non-CCA Counties
for 3rd and 4th Degree Felonies by Group, 1986 to 1988

Group DIF Mean Dilf.  Paired t P
Aggregate 2 -.986 -3.970 < .059
Group | 2 -119 -8.920 < .013*
Group 2 2 .038 (0.740 < .538
Group 3 2 -.254 -1.470 - < .280
Group 4 2 335 2.560 <.125
Group S 2 039 0.510 < .663

* signilicant
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Qur exam nation of CCA's focus upon felony levels 3 and
4 (called LOWN in the analysis), showed that the pattern
observed in the foregoing analysis was attributable to
increases in the nunber of commtnents at the LOWfelony |eve
(both prison and CCA prograns) across the six-year period. No
significant change was observed in the nunber of H GH felony
commtnents for either the CCA or Non-CCA groups

The net w dening analysis indicated that Goup 4 and G oup
5 were commtting significantly higher rates of LOW felony
levels than their counterparts. Wiile this represents |ess
than four percent of the total CCA involvenent for the past
three years, there is indication that, in the aggregate, the
CCA counties are increasing their rate of LOWN commtnents
(conmbining prison and prograns) to a level that is nearly
significant and higher than their Non-CCA conparison group

The inpact analysis showed that there was a significantly
| ower prison conmtnent rate of the LONfelony |evel associated
with CCA program participation in Goup 1 but in none of the
ot her 4 groups. Goup 1constitutes nearly 52 percent of the
total CCA program involvenent in Chio from 1986 through 1988.

Recognizing the limtations of the data, we conclude that
the current inplenmentation of Chio's Conmunity Corrections Act
is having a denonstrable inpact upon 3rd and 4th degree prison
conmm t nent s. The program has had a significant inpact in the
nore densely populated counties but has not produced a

statistically significant inpact elsewhere. Finally, there is
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evi dence suggesting that net wdening is operative in the
system notably among the |east populous counties with the
smal | est prograns. As nore data becone available, it is likely
that the both the programis inpact on prison commtnents and
the net wdening effect wIll become significant at the

aggregate |evels.
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CHAPTER 4
THE COSTS OF ALTERNATIVES TO PRI SON

The fact that I1DU and CBCF are handling of fenders who | ook
simlar to offenders sentenced to prison does not necessarily
mean these CCA prograns are |ess costly. In 1988, over 8, 000
of fenders were sentenced to prison for 3rd and 4th degree
crimes. These offenders will now serve an average of 10 nonths

in prison wthout any parole supervision. This translates

roughly into a 6,666 inmate "stock" population which is about
20 percent of the Cnhio 29,000 prison population.

It also represents a very short and inexpensive use of

i mpri sonnent . Diverting these types of offenders at these
levels has only a mnimal inpact on prison population. In
fact, if all the IDU and CBCF cases represented Determ nate

Cass 3 and 4 offenders, the current 29,000 prison popul ation
woul d increase by about 540 inmates (650 | DU and CBCF cases per
year x 10 nonths average length of stay). It is the indeter-
m nate sentenced offender and especially those sentenced for
Cass 1and 2 crimes which are having the greatest inpact on
prison popul ation grow h. Until these offenders are nade
eligible for the I1DU and CBCF programs, nininmal inpact on
prison crowding can be attributed to CCA

Neverthel ess, there is reason to believe that the CBCF and
| DU conponents are cost-effective with respect to operational

costs as presented in Table 4-1. If one assunes that all of
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the CBCF cases and I DU cases who were originally sentenced by
the court to a Cass 3 or Cass 4 prison sentence would have
been admtted to prison, one can nake sone direct cost com
pari sons.

The annualized costs for offenders admtted into the CBCF
program is $20,254 or $55.76 per day. This is significantly
hi gher than the costs of inprisonment ($38.73 per day) and |DU
($4.88). The relatively lower cost for CBCF is even nore
i npressive when conpared to an un-equal econony of scale which
provi des a deci ded advantage for |arge scale and severely over-
crowded prison systens.

During this study period, 190 offenders were admtted to
the CBCF per year and spent an average of four nonths incar-
cerated in the CBCF facility followed by 32 nonths of regular
probation at about $50 per nonth per offender. Follow up
anal ysis al so showed that the CBCFs generated approxi mately $27
per offender in restitution and fines. This produces a total
operational cost per CBCF offender of $7,734, which conpares
favorably with the prison costs of $11,619 (see Table 4-2). The
maj or cost advantage for CBCF sanctions is the brief period of
confinenment (4 nonths) as conpared to prison (10 nonths). The
cost benefit for this sanction is significant despite the fact
that CBCF offenders are supervised for an additional 32 nonths
on regular probation whereas the prisoners incur no post
rel ease supervision costs. One can al so see that as the nunber

of diverted prisoners increase and reflect a |onger period of
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expected confinenent (i.e., Oass 1and Gass 2 prisoners) had
the diversion not occurred, the cost benefits of CBCF will be
even | arger.

Since the 1 DU cases spend no tine in |ocal confinenment and
are estimated to be supervised for 12 nonths at a cost of $4.88
per day followed by 24 nonths of regular probation (again
estimated at $50 per nonth), it represents the least costly
sancti on.

Finally, one nust take into account the differential re-
arrest rates for each group. Since the recidivism rates are
lower for the IDU and CBCF groups, the overall cost benefit
ratio are even higher for the IDU and CBCF groups, as those

sentencing options produced less victim |losses than inprison-

ment . 1°

10/ These findings support other studies show ng
that diverted prisoners can be expected to have |ower re-arrest

rates than those sentenced to prison. See Petersilia and Turner,
1985.
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CHAPTER 5
PCLI CY RECOVMENDATI ONS

The major results of this study can be summarized as
follows. First and forenost, it is clear that offenders sen-
tenced to CCP have (1) been sentenced for nore serious crines,
(2) possess nore lengthy crimnal histories, and (3) have
hi gher levels of program needs than traditional felony proba-
tioners. Wthin the CCP program conmponents, the IDU and CBCF
of fenders crimnal and denographic characteristics are simlar
to offenders sentenced to prison for Cass 3 and 4 determ nate
sent ences.

We therefore conclude that CCP and, in particular, 1DU and
CBCF prograns do serve to divert offenders from prison. The
CCA program has less inpact on diverting offenders from prison
but does, at a mninmum select the nore serious cases typic-
ally placed on felony probation. If Community Corrections
Prograns did not exist, there would be increases in prison
adm ssions and less flexibility for Jlocal corrections to
supervise and service the nore serious felon probationers.

Wth respect to service needs, Community Corrections
Program of fenders have extrenmely high |evels of service needs,
especially in the areas of substance abuse, vocational training

and enpl oynment. Considerable effort needs to be nade to ensure
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these offenders are being properly diagnosed as in need and
that their needs are being addressed.

This aspect of the CCP (program need assessnment and
service delivery) needs to be strengthened via staff training,
greater utilization of existing service providers, and creation
of additional service providers especially in the areas of
subst ance abuse, enploynent and vocational training.

Finally, the larger question of whether comunity correc-
tions prograns positively inpact public safety and are cost-
effective is answered. The re-arrest rates for offenders
placed in the I1DU and CBCF are well below a matched group of
of fenders sentenced to prison. Both 1DU and CBCF are 33 to 80
percent |ess expensive than short prison sentences even wthin
an overcrowded prison system

These results denonstrate that carefully screened of-
fenders can be diverted from prison to controlled comunity
supervision settings at substantial savings and without
conmprom sing the safety of the comunity. In fact, it appears
that diverted offenders, when conpared to a simlar group of

incarcerated offenders, have significantly |lower re-arrest

rates. The criteria for deciding diversion eligibility is
cruci al . Incarceration remains an appropriate sanction for
serious offenders. I ndeed, the extent to which diversionary
prograns are safe and effective will help alleviate crowded

prison conditions which often result in the early release of

nore dangerous offenders.
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Currently, the IDU and CBCF prograns are restricted to 3rd
and 4th degree felons. As a group, by policy rather than
statute, these offenders typically are incarcerated for |ess
than one year. In the present study, the prison group averaged
about 10 nonths of incarceration. The CBCF group is presently
averagi ng about four nonths in the comunity facilities, while
the IDU group is not incarcerated as a condition of the
program

These policy restrictions are limting the potential of

the I1DU and CBCF prograns to have a dramatic inpact on prison

adm ssions and prison population growh. Our time series

anal ysis shows that counties participating in the Comunity
Corrections Program are admtting a |ower nunber of 3rd and
4t h degree offenders than woul d ot herwi se occur if the prograns
did not exist. However, the inpact is marginal at this time
| argely because the program is nodestly funded. A nore am
bitious program would certainly increase the program s inpact
on prison adm ssions. Conversely, if the program elegibility
were to be expanded to include persons not convicted of O ass
3 and 4 felony crinmes and not sentenced to prison, the prograns

woul d have |ess inpact on prison intake.

Based upon the findings of this study, NCCD nakes the
followi ng reconmendati ons:
o The current Comunity Corrections Program prison

di version program (CCA, |IDU and CBCF) be continued
and significantly expanded;
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Expansion of the current program should include not
only the addition of other counties to the program
but also result in the expansion of offenders from
3rd and 4th degree felons to include 2nd degree
of f enders with | onger expect ed periods of
i ncarceration but who also pose a low risk to public
safety;

Conversel y, any  efforts to increase program
eligibility for “msdemeanor or other offenders now
being controlled at the Ilocal Ilevel should be
rej ect ed. M sdeneanor offenses do not result in a

prison sentence and any effort to include such
of fenders would alter the current objective of
reduci ng prison intake

- That the proposed offender risk assessment instru-
ment be adopted and inplenented to guide not only
program sel ection but also the delivery of differen-
tial levels of community supervision;

That the risk assessnent instrunent also be used as
a screening device for exclusion of high risk
of fenders from prison diversion prograns;

That the current Community. Corrections Program data
base be nodified to include (1) the recording of
specific services and their outcones, (2) the
proposed risk instrunent, and (3)adjustnents to
current intake and rel ease variables.



