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Rocco A. Pozzi

Many wonderful and exciting evenis have taken piace over the last several
manntha Aumnnna thaca time Arie ammnial Tactitidba in Chisaa~aa Thic Ta i A
1HIVLIUID. Ml IS LI wad VULl alliudl HIDLILULE 1511 ol IILCBU 11 IID i IDIJlulC wads a
huge success thanks to the efforts of Cook County’s Chief Probation Officer,
Nancy Martin, and all of her staff who served on the host commiittee. Also, Linda
Layton of the Georgia Department of Corrections, who was our program chair,
did an outstanding job in organizing all the training workshops and plenary ses-
sion. Ali of the program track ieaders w'no worked with Linda deserve our deep-
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capacities, you can never truly appreciate the amount of work involved in coor-
dinating an Institute. Of course, as usual, our staff at the secretariat pulled all
these activities together to make this Institute run smoothly.

One of the things which hit me in Chicago was the energy and excitement
which our naﬁonai mee‘tings generate. As an APPA member who started at'tending

o Thaun haan ahla A dtnocs hanr fav thic aconniakia
tnese meetin lsa 1. I Y&ar's ago, 1 nave oeei aoie to witniess now iar this asscciation

has come. There has been a gradual evolution of the quality of these Training
Institutes that has, therefore, been reflected in the number of our colleagues who
attend. However, the most dramatic changes have come over the last nine years
since we joined The Council of State Governments as our secretariat. Much of
this has taken place under the siewardship of our association’s Executive Direcior,
Tim Matthews.

As happens in all organizations, change is inevitable, and we are currently
experiencing it within our association again. On August 14, 1996, I informed
the board of directors that Tim Matthew had decided to leave APPA and had
tendered his resignation to me. In conversations with Tim prior to his official
resignation, he had talked about some personai chaillenges that he wanted to
pursue ouitside of APPA. We both agreed that nine years was a long Ig un for any

person to direct the operations of a young national association. It was with deep
regret that | accepted Tim’s resignation because I knew that we were losing an
individual who proved to be a guiding light and a true visionary.

It is beyond the scope of this letter to list all of Tim’s accomplishments while
he was our executive director. Tim is a true professionai in the best sense of the
word. In all the years | have known Tim, as a member of the board of directors,
a committee chair, and now as president, [ feel strongly that Tim always tried to
do what was in the best interest of this association and the membership.

Tim will be continuing his career with the National Council on Crime and
Delinquency, and we wish him the best. He is a true advocate for community
corrections. He has fought many bat't'les so that we can secure our proper posi-

LlUll w1u|"||u LlLlC Ll llllll la} culu JUVCI lllC Jl.lDllLU byblclllb, Cll ld I Olll LUI lfldClll LhCll hU
will continue this fight because of the depth of his commitment to the “cause.”
Professionally, I will miss Tim's advice and good counsel, and, personally, a
good friend is no longer working at the secretariat.

I hope that all of you will join me in thanking Tim for his years of service,
dedication and commitment he has given to our association and our profession.
His ongoing legacy to us is that he has left us in a very good place to go forward.
Again, thanks Tim and good luck!
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LETTER FROM THE EDITORS

by Robert E. DeComo, Ph.D., Chairman, Editorial Committee

Welcome to the Winter 1997 issue
of Perspectives.

Our Guest Editorial has been con-
tributed by Jim Sinclair. He suggests
that it is time for community correc-
tions to reexamine the constituencies
it purports to have traditionally served.
He argues that victims of crime should
be our frame of reference and the “con-
science of community corrections” in
the years ahead.

The NIC Update announces the start
of that agency’s Community Justice
Project. This multi-year project, to be
conducted in Deschutes County Ore-
gon, involves transforming the county
criminal justice system based on the
elements and principles of the commu-
nity justice concept. NIC will dissemi-
nate the results from this demonstration
site to the community corrections field.

The NIJ News has once again been
thoughtfully prepared by Ed Zedlewski.
He discusses his agency’s efforts to
evaluate the impact of recent sentenc-
ing reforms. He also speculates on the
impact that the current emphasis on
incarceration as a crime control strate-
gy will have on probation and parole,
both collectively and individually.

The Corporate Profile for this issue
is from Norment VoiceTrack, introduc-
ing its latest advances in offender track-
ing technology. This issue also contains
information on the call for nominations
for both APPA elections and awards.
Both of these processes are important
to the health of our organization and
should draw careful attention from our
entire membership. Our regular fea-
tures are concluded with an article on
the benefits of APPA membership by
Harry Boone, Ph.D., APPA Member-
ship Director. We urge you to use this
information to recruit new members for
APPA,

Turning to our special features, our
first is contributed by Don Cochran,

Massachusetts Probation Commission-
er. He serves as the Chair of the Com-
munity Corrections Committee of the
National Law Enforcement and Correc-
tions Committee. In this capacity he
reports to us on the plans of the Na-
tional Law Enforcement and Technolo-
gy Centers to find solutions to some of
our field’s critical problems through the
development of advanced technologies.

Our second special feature is con-
tributed by Reginald Wilkinson, Director
of the Ohio Department of Rehabilita-
tion and Correction. The Director re-
ports on the important role that state
and local partnerships are playing in
Ohio in implementing a true continuum
of sanctions with a strong community
corrections component.

Addressing a similar theme, our third
special feature is contributed by Michael
Connelly, Melissa McLawhorn and Paul
O’Connell of the Oklahoma Truth in
Sentencing Policy Advisory Committee.
Their article presents their state’s legis-
lative proposals to emphasize non-
prison treatment and supervision for
nonviolent offenders in conjunction
with “truth in sentencing” proposals
aimed at increasing incarceration sanc-
tions for serious and violent offenders.
Oklahoma'’s proposals will provide use-
ful models for other jurisdictions con-
fronting the competing needs and goals
created by recent sentencing reform
efforts.

Our last two special features are on
the subject of drug courts, a corrections
program model that will garner increas-
ing attention with the proposed infu-
sion of federal funds in the near future.
Denis Gottfredson, Kris Coblentz and
Michele A. Harmon from the Depart-
ment of Criminology and Criminal
Justice, University of Maryland, present
the results of their evaluation of the Bal-
timore City Drug Treatment Court Pro-
gram. Their preliminary evaluation has

shown positive results both for proper
targeting and reduced recidivism.

Completing our Winter issue is a fea-
ture article by John Carver, Kathryn
Boyer and Ronald Hickey from the
District of Columbia Pretrial Services
Agency. Their article describes efforts
to support a drug court demonstration
project in the District of Columbia with
the development of a Drug Test Man-
agement System. They described goals,
development processes and operational
features of this innovative tracking
system.

In closing, we encourage you to
contact members of the Editorial
Committee with your comments and
contributions. 1

Editorial Committee

Robert E. DeComo
NCCD

685 Market St., Suite 620
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 896-6223

Dan Richard Beto

Director

Correctional Management Institute of Texas
Criminal Justice Center

Sam Houston State University

Huntsville, TX 77341-2296

(409) 295-8138

Arthur J. Lurigio

Dept. of Criminal Justice
Loyola University of Chicago
820 N. Michigan Ave.
Chicago, IL 60611

(312) 915-7564

Faye S. Taxman, Ph.D.

Faculty Research Associate

Dept. of Criminology & Criminal Justice
Room 2220, LeFrak Hall

University of Maryland

College Park, MD 20742-8235

(301) 405-4781
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Public-Public Partnerships in Ohio
Community Corrections

by Reginald A. Wilkinson, Director, Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections

“I had always wondered how to get
out of the hole I had dug myself in,
and when I went through treatment
... I'received the tools to do just that.
Twanted you to know that  am work-
ing a full-time job . . . and I'm happy
to tell you that I got my girls back.
Thank you for sending me some-
where where I could receive help. I'll
always be grateful.”

It's not often that judges get letters
from offenders thanking them for the
sentence they imposed. The quote above
isfrom a letter received by Summit County
(Ohio) Judge dJane Bond, sent by a
woman she had sentenced to the Sum-
mit County Community-Based Correc-
tional Facility (CBCF) instead of prison.

A Look Back

Prison crowding in the 1970’s
spurred the Ohio Department of Cor-
rections and the Ohio Legislature to
look for community solutions to slow
the flood of offenders entering Ohio’s
prisons. A $650 million prison build-
ing program began in 1982, and cor-
rections professionals had convinced
lawmakers that “building our way out
of prison crowding” was not a viable
option. The general assembly provided
the initiative for a pilot probation pro-
gram in 1977.

A range of alternative punishments
was conceptualized, from probation
and parole to Community-Based Cor-
rectional Facilities. In 1981 the Ohio
Legislature passed a bill providing for
additional CBCFs. The CBCFs were to
reduce prison commitments, maximize
public safety and provide treatment and
a more effective method of returning
offenders to the community.

The first CBCF was funded through
a State Pilot Probation Subsidy. The
$310,000 subsidy funded a residential
program in Dayton. That first year, 83
offenders were diverted from state
prison. In 1982, the CBCF program
was expanded through $20 million in
state funds. Since then, 11 additional
facilities have been built and operation-
ally funded. A total of 15 CBCFs are
projected to be completed by 1998.
Some CBCFs cover multiple counties.
The goal is to eventually have CBCF ac-
cessibility for each of Ohio’s 88 counties.

A “Last Chance” Option

Sentencing to a CBCF is generally
the last step before prison incarceration
for eligible offenders. Sentencing to a
CBCF also incurs less of a stigma than
incarceration in a state penitentiary,
allowing offenders a better chance of
turning their lives around upon release.

Strong Partnerships

Eleven CBCFs are currently operat-
ing in Ohio, with four more on the
drawing board. They range in size from
42 to 200 beds. The CBCF program
was developed through a strong part-
nership between the State of Ohio and
local entities. The state provides 100%
funding for CBCF construction and op-
eration. The county provides the build-
ing site and community resources sup-
port. Ohio has allocated an annual
operational budget of $19.2 million and
a construction budget of $52.8 million
to the CBCF program.

The facilities are controlled and op-
erated by local judicial corrections
boards representing common pleas

courts. This “win-win-win” situation
benefits the state, the county and the
offender. The state benefits through
diversions from state prisons. The
county benefits by having in place a
productive way of punishing local
offenders. The offender benefits by
avoiding prison and participating in in-
tensive treatment to combat substance
abuse and other factors that lead to
criminal behavior.

Other partnerships also benefit from

the CBCF network:

e Local service providers are
contracted to provide treatment
and aftercare.

¢ Federal dollars are utilized to
enhance adult basic and literacy
education.

e The Department of Rehabilitation
and Correction’s (DRC) Ohio
Central Schoo! System (the Ohio
Bureau of Education) and the Ohio
Department of Education work
together to develop CBCF
educational programs.

The Programs

The Ohio CBCF program is treat-
ment intensive, offering a highly struc-
tured residential intervention program
to reduce factors that cause criminal
behavior. CBCFs utilize state-of-the-art
technology from drug testing to com-
puterized literacy programs. In all pro-
grams, emphasis is on substance abuse
treatment, employment, education and
aftercare services in the community.

A combination of service programs
along with close supervision and moni-
toring has a positive effect on recidi-
vism. One of the most effective ways
to reduce criminal behavior is through
relapse prevention, the recognition of
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behavior patterns that eventually lead
to a criminal act. By monitoring behav-
jor in a controlled setting, staff can in-
tervene and prevent new crimes from
being committed.

For instance, “John” had served his
country as a Marine in Desert Storm.
While driving home drunk from a “wel-
come home” party, John was in an
accident which killed his best friend and
left John paralyzed. He faced charges
of aggravated vehicular homicide. In-
stead of sending him to prison, the
judge sentenced John to a CBCF. At
first, his wheelchair bound condition
was unsettling to others, but John’s

positive outlook soon won everyone
over. John completed alcohol depen-
dency treatment and availed himself of
the computer learning lab. Self-deter-
mination also helped him abandon his
wheelchair for a cane. John’s determi-
nation to overcome his problems won
him back his job with the military, where
he is assigned to a recruitment office.
CBCEF residents are required to work.
Wages earned by offenders facilitate
restitution to victims, court costs and
the costs of incarceration. A lifetime of
drug dependency and minor felonies
had landed “Frank” in a CBCF. He
performed 63 hours of community ser-

Fabile 1. CBCF Offender Profile

CBCEF resident at the time of arrest:

Fable ¢ CBOF Program Data (Termination) - FY95

AVEIAGE AL .. ..evvuneeriiiieetiiiieeeiiie e ettt e ettt e e e et e eennn e e nanas 27.7 years old
Gender:

FEMales .......oiiiiii e e e 13.4%

VLS ..ttt e et r e e e ree e e 86.6%
Race

CAUCASIAN . ...evvvei et et ieeteeeeeeeeeeeet et eeeeeeeeaaesrecnsaaaaeeerataasebbnnna e eeeenes 51.6%

AFHCAN-AMEIICAN ... .uivvieieeieeenserasesanaesebeaassersbsresseerrererreerenns 46.6%

HISPAMIC . ..ottt e e 1.2%
EMPIloyed .....ooooiiiieiiir e 14.4%
Education:

Grades 0-7 ...ooeieieiiieeeeee et eeeeeeee 1.2%

Grades 8-12 ...oeovivieeieeeieiiiiiaiaiar ettt ettt rea e 53.5%

H.S./GED ..ottt ettt eee ettt a e e eaa e 37.2%

Postgrad ... 8%
Require emotional health assistance.........c.ccccocccviiiiiiiiini 30.8%
Require substance abuse treatment ..., 92.9%
Mandated to work in community SEIVICe ............oeoeereeceieiiiiiiiiiiiaens 55.9%
Mandated to pay court costs, fines and/or restitution ... 72.9%

Employment:
FUL MG oot 50.3%
Part tiMe ...oooiiiiieiiie et s 5.9%
Unemploved .........ooviiiieeiiiiiiee e 37%
Education:
Enrolled in ABE/GED program .............ccooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinneneeneniiienn, 61.9%
Completed vocational training ........ceeeeeeererreeieinii e 13%
Treatment:
Community mental health ..............cccoiiiiii 13.1%
Community substance abuse
Residential ..........uveiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e e 30.4%
OULPEHCIE .....oveeeeeiieie e e et e et ebe e et b e e e e e e seabe e e e 31.5%
Community work service (6,960 hours)............c.covviiiiiiniinii 55.9%
Successful program termination .............c.eeivieeeriiiiiiiiiie e 80%
Average length of Stay .........ccooceiiiiiiiiiiiii 3.9 months

vice and was able to earn a GED. After
three months at the center, Frank was
able to get a job as a laborer and paid
back his court costs. After completion
of his six-month sentence, Frank’s
employer hired him full-time and pro-
moted him to groundskeeper.

Accomplishments

The Ohio CBCF program has at-
tained several goals:
¢ The eleven existing CBCFs diverted
1,915 offenders from state prison
in FY95, leaving more prison beds
available for serious offenders.
e The cost per CBCF diversion was
$9,669 per offender, compared to
a cost per prison inmate of
$15,330 in FY95.
¢ Seventy-one of Ohio’s 88 counties
utilized CBCF services in FY95.
They provide for public safety by ad-
dressing the causes of criminal behavior
and they provide for productive offender
reintegration into the community.

Wide-Ranging Support

Community corrections options were
developed through cooperative efforts
among such entities as the DRC, local
criminal justice and law enforcement
agencies, the Ohio Legislature and
other stakeholders. Ohio’s Community-
Based Correctional Facility Program is
supported by both sides of the legisla-
tive aisle.

A vital key to the success of commu-
nity corrections alternatives to prison
is the selection of appropriate partici-
pants. They must be primarily non-
violent, first time offenders who pose
little risk to public safety. The public
will support non-traditional punishment
if they understand the punishment and
the circumstances of the offense. “Alter-
native sentencing is perceived as giving
judges more flexibility, as tougher on
criminals than probation, and as pro-
viding a better chance for the rehabili-
tation of offenders,” says Steve Farkas
of the Public Agenda Foundation. “Citi-
zens have made it clear, however, that
alternatives are only appropriate for
those offenders who they see as having



little potential for committing violent
crimes in the community.”

A 1993 survey of citizens’ attitudes,
conducted by the Ohio Office of Crimi-
nal Justice Services, found that a ma-
jority of Ohioans support the use of
alternatives to prison for non-violent
offenders, and that creation of commu-
nity treatment centers was the most
popular of five options offered for han-
dling prison crowding in Ohio. “We do
very little to rehabilitate non-violent
property offenders when we put them
in crowded prisons,” says Allen Tapley,
Executive Director of the Sentencing
Institute. “It is not good business prac-
tice. It is not good public policy. It
doesn’t make us any safer.”

Community corrections in general,
and CBCFs in particular, represents the
choice of maintaining offenders in the
local community, offering treatment
and structure, and holding offenders
responsible for their actions and their
own rehabilitation. They also offer
judges the opportunity to tailor punish-
ment, treatment and restitution to the
individual offender. “Any society that
depends on only two sentencing op-
tions — confinement or nothing at all
— is unsafe and unjust,” says Michael
Smith, President of the Vera Institute.
“We need a full array of effective sen-
tencing tools that actually suits our vari-
ous sentencing purposes.”

Senate Bill 2, Ohio’s recently enacted
“truth in sentencing” bill, has balanced
the imposition of longer sentences for
violent and repeat offenders, with a larger
budget for community sanctions. Senate
Bill 2 gives Ohio the tools to continue
to enhance and expand community-
based alternatives to incarceration.

In addition to the tangible benefits of
Ohio’s CBCF system, the partnerships
that evolve between state and local gov-
ernments are just as encouraging. Ohio
has developed a teamwork approach
to dealing with low-level felony offend-
ers in an attempt to help them success-
fully reintegrate back into their respec-
tive communities. The Ohio DRC is
proud to perform a leadership role with
this most needed component of the
criminal justice process. .J
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Assess Sex Offender Dangerousness

At last there is a computer test to enhance your assessment

| The Abel Assessment for Sexual Interest™ 1

EAF

AdF8

Girls 2-4 yrs
Girls 8-10 yrs
Girls 14-16 yrs

Boys 2-4 yrs
Boys 8-10 yrs

Boys 14-16 yrs
Men over 22 yrs

sexual areas

14-16

adults
 Sadism

Women over 22 yrs §

Sadism Against Women |

Sadism Against Men |
| L 1 1 1 | 1 | I L |

024 11.33)
0.15 (3.89)
0.61 {3.50)
0.08(5.0)
0.70(1.0)
2.04(3.5)
0.14(5.33)
0.79 (1.0)
-0.62 (1.0)
-0.49(1.33)
-0.09(1.83)

0.06 (2.33)

-3.0 -25 -2.0 1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 05 10 15 20 25 3.0

p Get Objective Data
« Objective measures of 22

» Sexual interest in
children — 2-4, 8-10,

¢ Sexual violence against

« Both Caucasian and
African-American stimuli
« To help you determine
« Most dangerous
« |east dangerous
 Most likely to re-commit
a sex crime

Gene G. Abel, M.D.,
internationally known for his 25 years of research with sexual aggressives

(Excerpt from Abel Graph)

» Get Fast Results
« Half hour per offender
« Easy to interpret — one page graph

P Any corrections

Setting
Use with incarcerated offenders and
offenders in community corrections

p Software and Slides

$3000
Processing fees range from

$37.50 to $75.00 per test
depending on volume

Developed by

Now Available for Separate Use:

Adult Questionnaire
21 Paraphilias
Cognitive Distortion Scales
Dangerousness Registry

Adolescent Questionnaire
13 Paraphilias
Dangerousness Registry
History as a Victim
Drug & Alcohol Use
Veracity Scale

Circle #4 on the info card.

For More Information Call:

Abel Screening, Inc. » 1-800-806-ABEL
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THE

WATCH
PATROL

SOLUTION

TO OFFENDER
MONITORING
AND
TRACKING!

The proven system that

®* Monitors offenders in
and outside the home

® Activates in minutes
in the safety of your
office

* Reduces program cost

To order or request
further information call:
(800) 589-6003

Circle #27 on the info card.

EEEw
< EMS
uENEAP
ELECTRONIC MONITORING SYSTEMS, INC.

26081 Merit Circle, Suite 108, Laguna Hills, CA 92653
Phone:(800) 589-6003 « (714) 582-3612  FAX (714) 582-5218

NIC UPDATE
NIC Community

Justice Project

by Eduardo Barajas, Jr., Correctional Program Specialist,
Community Corrections Division of the National Institute of

Corrections

The National Institute of Corrections
(NIC) has selected Deschutes County,
Oregon, as its developmental site for
community justice. This is the first
phase of a multi-year effort to identify
elements and principles of the commu-
nity justice concept and promote their
successful implementation.

The goal of this project is to develop
a justice system that is more beneficial
to the community with work practices
focused on crime prevention, promot-
ing safety and security, and repairing
the harm caused to victims and the
community. The focus of the effort will
be a policy formulating community jus-
tice council made up of individuals rep-
resenting criminal justice components,
elected or appointed government offi-
cials, and community and victims’ rep-
resentatives. With input from all coun-
cil members, a common vision for their
justice system will be developed that
encompasses the following community
justice principles:

¢ The community (including

individual victims and offenders) is
the ultimate customer as well as
partner of the justice system.,

» The justice system and citizens
work together to restore victims
and communities to the fullest
extent possible and to solve
crime-related problems.

* The justice system confronts crime
by addressing social disorder,

criminal activities and behavior, and
by holding offenders accountable
to victims and the community.

» Justice system components
collaborate in new, problem-
oriented ways to do what is
appropriate, just and necessary
to preserve community safety and
well-being.

Core Values

The justice system benefits the com-
munity by:
¢ Promoting community protection
and service

¢ Preventing crime and its harmful
effects

¢ Repairing the damages caused by
crime to individual victims and
communities

¢ Promoting universal justice and
fairness through proactive,
problem-solving work practices
focused on creating and
maintaining safe, secure and just
communities where crime cannot
flourish

These principles were developed by
NIC in conjunction with an Office of
dJustice Programs work group on restor-
ative/community justice. NIC will share
what it learns as it facilitates the trans-
formation of Deschutes County from a
“criminal” justice system to “commu-
nity” justice system. -
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GUEST EDITORIAL

Victims of Crime: The Conscience of
Community Corrections

by Jim Sinclair, Assistant Director, Tarrant County Community Supervision and Corrections Department, Texas

Perhaps like no other profession,
community corrections is gifted with a
rare opportunity to view a spectrum of
human behavior denied to even the
most ardent of researchers. Ours is a
world in which collisions between what
is and what ought to be occur with
mind-numbing regularity. There are
stark contrasts that are overwhelming
as we confront heinous crime and its
aftermath, only to attempt comprehen-
sion in a quest to render the offender
again as a contributing member of the
community. Indeed, the seemingly well-
ordered legalistic milieu of the court-
room often draws us to a lull, only to
be shocked upright by the circum-
stances of those individuals who pass
through our offices and facilities daily.

It is true that corrections profession-
als are great storytellers; our audiences
are kept in rapt attention by a devotion
to detail which paints a portrait of our
world of contrasts in bright relief. Our
stories are paradoxical as the illustra-
tions of justice defined and justice
deployed diverge effortlessly to defy
explanation. Why we as a profession
feel keenly about our stories, while fail-
ing to ultimately confront the riddling
clues to the meaning of our work,
speaks volumes of a collective in search
of a conscience.

Why would anyone suggest that a
group of people, united perhaps only
by employment in the same or similar
jobs, be in need of a communal con-
science? The negative implications of
that question are that an individual's
moral and ethical tools do not suffice,
proving to be markedly inadequate in
confrontation with the ugly scenes
which play out daily in probation and
parole. The fashionable cynicism so
evident in our conversations with peers

might offer proof that we cannot
(though we really want to) reconcile
ourselves on a consistent and confident
basis to the behaviors and actions we
undertake on behalf of our criminal jus-
tice system. To do a little reality check
of this proposition, we might ask on a
regular basis, “How do our actions pro-
mote justice?” Unfortunately, it seems
that whenever that question is posed,
a handy retreat to legalism as a re-
sponse is forthcoming.

In truth, many times we do not feel
good about what we do in our jobs be-
cause we have allowed others to de-
fine our profession, dictate the rules,
box us in with a myopic view of crime
and punishment, and essentially assure
an aura of failure by measuring us
against the ignorant, one-dimensional,
win-lose dichotomy of offender recidi-
vism. How else can we explain feeling
so threatened by the future that we
perennially debate the very continued
existence of probation and parole? This
fear and trembling is in our midst de-
spite the record numbers of Americans
under the daily supervision of commu-
nity corrections. We have surrendered
our destiny and consigned our fate as a
profession to others whom we thought
would provide a measure of security;
only to have this small comfort whisked
away amidst politicians’ cries to abol-
ish parole, three-strike offenders, and
squash the struggling programs which
were born of some hope for avoiding
a crime-addled future.

The notion of conscience necessar-
ily includes a frame of reference as to
the goodness of an act, omission, or
thought, coupled with the feeling that
one ought to do right or good. On an
individual basis, the formation of a con-
science is a complex melding of many

sources which results personally in that
most internal of auditors. Needless to
say, for community corrections as a
collective, that frame of reference must
indeed be the community from which
we draw our legitimacy. This is in con-
trast to the law from which we draw
our authority. So, if agreement exists
on the premise that community correc-
tions is in need of a frame of reference
with which to gauge the goodness, not
the legality, of its actions, then that set
of parameters can only be supplied by
a constituency with whose values, atti-
tudes, and beliefs we can not only iden-
tify, but, in fact, see ourselves living daily
in that portion of our lives spent apart
from justice system duties.

To date, policymakers have given
probation and parole essentially two
constituent entities. The first, and most
intimate, is that amorphous class com-
prised of offenders. Secondly, albeit a
little trickier, we act on behalf of the
legal system which created community
corrections. Analogous to an elected
official serving at the pleasure of the
voters, the institutions of probation and
parole continue through the support,
narrowly defined, of the American jus-
tice system. It should be noted at this
point that significant efforts are being
made to align community corrections
with the appropriate constituencies of
community and its subset — crime vic-
tims. The restorative justice movement
and organizations such as the Ameri-
can Probation and Parole Association
embrace a view of corrections working
in and through active partnerships with
community stakeholders. Unfortu-
nately, these initiatives have yet to re-
sult in appreciable overall policy shifts
{at least nationally) that would allow
probation and parole to engage in for-




mally assertive campaigns to solicit
widespread community support.

Given our two current primary con-
stituencies (i.e., offenders and what has
evolved into today’s American legal
systemn) it is small wonder that commu-
nity corrections lacks the ability to as-
sess the integrity of its mission. It will
come as no surprise to those engaged
in the work of corrections that the con-
stituency of offenders cannot align its
moral compass for those actions in
which we engage to control them —
whether under the rubric of commu-
nity protection or that of offender
(re)habilitation. Though we try to keep
in mind that each offender is an indi-
vidual and avoid a cookie-cutter ap-
proach to supervision, it is evident that
exchanges between probation and pa-
role officers and offenders, more often
than not, are one-dimensional and
solely focused on the presence of out-
ward signs of compliance with condi-
tions of supervision.

Notwithstanding offenders’ moral
integrity, their value as an entity to com-
munity corrections exists primarily
when defined more specifically as cus-
tomers or recipients of services. They
are in effect not so much concerned
with the goodness of our actions, as
evaluated against a more or less con-
stant set of community norms or ex-
pectations, but rather with our ability
to affect their lives through the delivery
of rewards or punishments during their
tenure of supervision. Unfortunately,
given the offender-centric orientation
of how community corrections is evalu-
ated by policymakers (i.e. rates of recidi-
vism), we fall all over ourselves pushing
program after program upon an often
resistant, if not outright unwilling group.
In doing so, we unconsciously legitimize
the notion of offenders as constituents.
This is not to say the programs and
interventions we provide are futile.
However, our inability to divorce the
success or failure of offenders under
supervision from the self-image and
sense of worth of community correc-
tions leads us to an abject dependence
upon the behavior and the ultimate fate
of offenders — outcomes which ulti-
mately we cannot determine.
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The second constituency of commu-
nity corrections is loosely identified as
the American legal system. Compo-
nents of this institution (e.g., prosecu-
tion, criminal defense, judiciary, and
ultimately the executive and legislative
functions of government) not only have
a fundamental impact on the operations
of probation and parole, but also help
to define probation’s and parole’s exis-
tence within the criminal justice system.

Perhaps the legitimacy of the Ameri-
can justice system as a constituent of
community corrections ought to go
unchallenged. After all, our form of
government presupposes the vesting of
power in these entities by the people.
And too, of course, the ultimate
policymakers for our agencies are in
place via free election by the people,
albeit often fewer than 50% of eligible
voters. However, to our dismay, valid
and respected opinion polls bring to our
attention the fact that citizens have little
faith in the once-revered institutions of
justice. This is despite the fact that the
marking of a ballot ultimately shapes
those institutions. Furthermore, com-
munity corrections wonders whether its
genesis speaks more to faith in the abil-
ity of humans to change for the better
(absent the consummate coercion of
brick and mortar) or rather to a limited
supply of prison beds. From these in-
stitutions of justice we draw our legal
authority, funding, and mandates. Due
to self-imposed limitations, these insti-
tutions cannot, and indeed should not,
attempt to provide community correc-
tions with their framework for moral
self-evaluation.

Submitted for consideration at this
time is the proposition that our local
communities, as represented by victims
of crime, can fulfill the role of con-
science for community corrections. But
before we go there, it is important to
underscore (1) why as a profession we
need a conscience; and (2) why we are,
or should be, concerned with the good-
ness of our actions as measured by com-
munity standards. These notions are
simple and merely reflect the word that
is found in many departments’ names
and mission statements — justice. The
literal meaning of “justice” is a state of

being in conformity with what is mor-
ally upright or good. Therefore, it stands
to reason that if community corrections
uses the word, its actions are bounded
by definition.

Restorative justice seeks to hold
offenders accountable, while
simultaneously repairing the
damage done to specific crime

victims and the community at large.

In the future, community corrections
will come to embrace crime victims as
its primary constituent group. Several
factors coalesce to enable such a pre-
diction. The first of these is the increas-
ing political power of victims and their
advocates. Throughout the United States,
legislatures are enacting criminal justice
legislation as a direct result of influence
brought to bear by those who have been
harmed by crime. Recently, at the na-
tional level, a proposed constitutional
amendment on victims’ rights was intro-
duced to Congress. As of this writing,
both presidential candidates have en-
dorsed the amendment which, if passed
and ratified by the states, will enhance
the stature of crime victims within the
justice system substantially.

As entities of the legal system, pro-
bation and parole will continue to be
affected fundamentally by the increas-
ing political momentum of the victims’
movement. In response, many commu-
nity corrections agencies are striving to
develop, implement, and enhance ser-
vices for crime victims within their de-
partments. It makes intuitive sense that
if probation and parole’s responsibility
for case supervision can extend over
many years, so can the opportunities
for probation and parole to restore vic-
tims of crime. And, victim restoration,
as advanced by proponents of restor-
ative justice, emerges as a salient com-
ponent of much victim-related legisla-
tion being written and passed today.

A second factor promoting the
ascendance of crime victims within
community corrections is the aforemen-
tioned concept and operationalization
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of restorative justice. Restorative justice
seeks to hold offenders accountable,
while simultaneously repairing the dam-
age done to specific crime victims and
the community at large. It does not seek
so much to demand retribution as it
does to make whole what crime has
broken. This requires a change in per-
spective from an exclusionary justice
system (the mechanisms of which are
entrusted only to “experts”) to an open
process in which all key stakeholders
are invited to participate. Growth in
probation and parole’s involvement
with community service programs, victirm-
offender mediation, victim impact panels,
restitution collection and community
advocacy groups speak to the poten-
tial significance of restorative justice.
Finally, and most significantly for the
future of community corrections, is the
premise that victims of crime, as a col-
lective with the support of the local
community, possess that perspective
which can allow us to accurately gauge
the goodness of our professional ac-
tions. This is so for two reasons. The
first suggests that through their invol-
untary experiences with criminal victim-
ization and subsequent journeys
through the legal system, crime victims
are in an unique position to convey the
“bads” of our system of justice. From
the criminal {dare we say evil?) act to
an offender’s discharge from penal
sanction, a crime victim is likely to en-
counter adversities such as: unpleasant
or indifferent attitudes by justice system
personnel; scant information about the
progress of the case; exclusion from the

courtroom; secretive and hastily con-
structed plea bargains; and inadequate
restitution. From these very failings of
our justice system, victims can, and do,
carry a message to community correc-
tions professionals. Albeit it is a mes-
sage we often do not want to hear. The
message’s content embodies the expe-
riences of every day community mem-
bers who often come face-to-face with
ugly and unintended realities of a sys-
tem that they previously may have
thought they understood. As a collec-
tive representing all citizens of the com-
munity, victims tell us that our actions,
or lack thereof, many times do not re-
flect goodness but rather the rote pro-
cessing of cases which only can occur
when we have not available an ad-
equate frame of reference against which
to gauge our work.

Second, it is obvious that the crime
victims’ movement in this country seeks
to support and encourage community
corrections as an institution that, at least
in expressed principle, builds much of
its activity around hope for a better
future. Why else would probation and
parole pay, at least, lip service to reha-
bilitative programs? Consistently, victims’
groups express their desire to establish
and maintain ongoing dialogues with
community corrections. Once knowl-
edgeable about the missions, activities,
and constraints of probation and pa-
role agencies, victims often help pro-
mote community corrections. Of
course, as members of the community,
victims rightfully expect accountability.
However, having been subject to the

evils of crime they also seek to instill
goodness in our justice system.

As representatives of our communi-
ties, victims of crime are in a position
to become the conscience of commu-
nity corrections. Many in the field, how-
ever, view victims with discomfort —
for victims come not to perpetuate the
status quo deemed adequate (or even
appropriate) by the constituencies of
offenders and the legal systems. Rather,
victims come to make us rethink not
only the mechanisms of justice, but to
challenge us to actually do justice and
to be in conformity with what is good
and morally upright. It is good when
an offender pays a victim back for an
economic loss. It is good when an
offender sincerely apologizes for visit-
ing heartache on another. It is morally
upright for community corrections to
hold offenders accountable to commu-
nity standards.

For far too long we in probation and
parole have pitied ourselves as we have
looked fruitlessly to offenders and the
legal system as our primary constitu-
encies. In so doing, we have been able
to justify our existence; but absent a
deliberate quest for true justice we have
chosen not to flourish. Concern for
goodness pales in comparison to the
concern for funding. Healing the com-
munity torn by crime does not seem to
make it to our priority list. Restoration
of victims is somehow viewed merely
as another add-on to our list of bur-
dens. Meanwhile, our fellow citizens
continue to lose faith in the justice sys-
tems we represent.

An informed conscience can set an

individual on a path to goodness. By
embracing victims of crime, commu-
nity corrections can equip itself with a
constituency that can propel it toward
that elusive ideal of justice. Can proba-
tion and parole afford not to reflect the
values upon which fellow citizens build
their lives? Does our justice system dare
to strive for a time when its actions are
based on doing what is right? These
may be hard questions — tough to
grapple with and tougher to answer;
but these ultimately for each one of us,
as well as for the survival of our profes-
sion, are imperative and unavoidable.

On September 11, 1996, Jim Sinclair was awarded the Senator Ralph Yarborough Al-
lied Professional Award at the Crime Victim Clearinghouse Conference in Corpus Christi,
Texas. This award is given to recognize outstanding leadership by a non-victim service
professional whose leadership and efforts have made a substantial contribution to victim
rights and services. , ,

Mr. Sinclair has been instrumentally involved in developing victim services programs at
the Tarrant County Community Supervision and Corrections Department. According to
Maria Ruiz at the Texas Department of Criminal Justice Crime Victim Clearinghouse, Jim
Sinclair “...continues to be supportive not only during working hours, but also on his own
time by involving himself with crime victim groups in the Tarrant County area.”

Jim Sinclair is an active member of the American Probation and Parole Association. He
serves as chairperson of the association’s membership committee and is an active member
of the victim issues committee. He also chairs the victim issues committee of the Texas
Corrections Association. He has shown selfless giving and dedication to the victims of
crime.
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Spending and Speculations

Edwin Zedlewski, National Institute of Justice

It's been a stupendous year for cor-
rections research. As we close out the
fiscal year at NIJ, 1 am looking back at
the biggest year for corrections research
in our history, or anybody’s history as
far as I can tell. Thanks to the Correc-
tions Program Office of the Office of
Justice Programs, and especially to
Larry Meachum, its director, NIJ was
able to sponsor about $3.5 million in
corrections research under the Violent
Offender Incarceration/Truth In Sen-
tencing portion of the Crime Act. We
also funded another half million dollars
in research on boot camps, this time
for new program models being sup-
ported with Corrections Program Office
funds. We've almost funded, but post-
poned until the fall to allow for longer
proposal response time, a million dollar
array of evaluations for the Residential
Substance Abuse Treatment program
for state prisoners, also courtesy of the
Corrections Program Office. Another
NIJ partner — the Office of National
Drug Control Policy — has supported
our $1.5 million demonstration/evalu-
ation program Break The Cycle, which
will provide an arrest-to-departure con-
tinuum of treatment and testing of
offenders in a criminal justice system.

Consistent with Congressional intent,
the majority of these research and
evaluation funds are focussed on study-
ing sentencing impacts as felt through
incarceration. One large evaluation will
try to assess the cumulative impacts of
state reforms over the life of the Crime
Act legislation. Several Violent Offender
Incarceration projects will track in-
creases in inmate populations created
by state sentencing reforms, and others
will examine how various reforms were
implemented. Naturally, boot camp
research studies boot camps, and resi-
dential substance abuse treatment
evaluations will focus exclusively on

prison treatment programs.

I couldn’t help speculating, however,
on a variety of ways in which commu-
nity corrections agencies are likely to
be affected by Crime Act initiatives.

First of all, there will probably be
many subtle impacts on county govern-
ments from state and national reforms.
Looking at the repercussions of Three
Strikes legislation in California, one sees
immediately that county jails, county
courts, county probation, and eventu-
ally county-based parole systems have
faced significant problems as the risks
of imprisonment increased and con-
victed offenders faced longer terms.
Similar rippling effects can be gener-
ated by Violent Offender Incarceration
and Truth in Sentencing efforts. Some
of the studies supported by this year’s
Crime Act dollars will trace the conse-
quences of these reforms for county
governments and agencies.

A more specific phenomenon that
probation officials should watch for is
the displacement of non-violent offend-
ers from the prison system. States that
qualify for federal funds must increase
the numbers of violent offenders that
they incarcerate. Part of the increase
will be handled through additional
prison construction. It is unlikely,
though, that many states will build
enough cells to absorb the total impacts
of increased numbers of prison admis-
sions and also of longer terms through
Truth in Sentencing. Some states, at
least, will consider changes to sentenc-
ing patterns for non-violent offenders
as a low-cost solution to acquiring ex-
tra confinement capacity. The result is
likely to be a wider spread between
expected sanctions for violent offend-
ers and other offenders, with more vio-
lent offenders going to prison, and fewer
drug and property offenders. This wid-
ening seems to be supported by public

opinions about violence and by the
results of recent research on victims
harmed, which suggests that the social
costs inflicted by violence are orders of
magnitude greater than the damages
inherent in drug and property crime.

Who is likely to be displaced from
the prisons? My guess would be that
low level drug dealers and repeat
non-violent property offenders will re-
ceive extra chances. These populations
are particularly vexing to community
corrections because many will take the
opportunities afforded by these extra
chances and be arrested again in rela-
tively short order.

Probation managers should be think-
ing about new or expanded control
strategies for dealing with these some-
what more risky groups over the com-
ing years. One possibility is day report-
ing centers. Another is expanded use
of electronic monitoring, particularly if
new position-monitoring systems be-
come available soon. A third is more
proactive use of drug treatment and
coerced abstinence programs. NIJ is
sponsoring two research projects to
evaluate intensive drug diversion pro-
grams under the Crime Act in addition
to the Break The Cycle project men-
tioned above. Research and demonstra-
tion funds for stringent treatment and
testing programs should expand in
1997, and community corrections
managers ought to prepare their agen-
cies for possible participation.

Strange as it might seem, parole
managers could face even greater chal-
lenges than probation officials as a result
of Crime Act incentives. The cries to
abolish parole appear to have subsided
in most places and eligibility require-
ments for federal truth in sentencing
funds have been relaxed substantially.
The primary impacts of the federal leg-
islation now seem to be for longer



16 Perspectives Winter 1997

prison terms but not necessarily with-
out post-release supervision. Read here:
“Let’s keep an eye on them when they
get out.”

We see intense interest in transitional
programming, or aftercare, in both
adult and juvenile correctional circles.
Aftercare concepts received a boost
from the otherwise negative findings
from boot camp evaluations. Research-
ers discovered that boot camp gradu-
ates left institutions with very positive
attitudes but that these attitudes decayed
fairly rapidly when the graduates return-
ed to their neighborhoods. Programs
that provided a modicum of transitional
support seemed to do a little better than

those that dropped grads cold turkey.
This finding has reinforced an aware-
ness of the power of environmental
influences on post-release success. It
has also intensified interest in the po-
tential benefits of surveillance and ser-
vices for an interim period after prison
release.

Aftercare does not signal restoration
of traditional parole practices. It chal-
lenges the parole community to develop
programs consistent with the program-
ming delivered by the institution: treat-
ment and testing for drug-addicted
inmates, appropriate job search and
placement to follow vocational pro-
grams, and mental health services for

Attention
APPA Members!!!!

those diagnosed as mentally ill or im-
paired. Institutions for female offend-
ers have been offering family-unification
transition services for some time, and
these efforts need to be reinforced by
the parole profession.

Transitional programming actually
poses two challenges. One is to develop
programs that follow logically from the
programs delivered by institutions. They
should deliver the same message and
point toward the same goals. Drug
abusers who underwent substantial
treatment in prison should be placed
in some treatment program in the
community and treatment should be
reinforced by random drug testing.
Medication and counseling for the men-
tally ill should be continued through
medical and other clinical arrangements
after release. The second challenge is
to deliver this continuity of services
across the many geographies of any
state. The captivity of prisons allows

institutional managers to deliver their
programs daily to every targeted in-
mate. Once these inmates are released,
they are scattered across the many
counties within the state. Counties will
not only differ significantly in the avail-
ability of treatment and mental health
services, but also in the numbers of cli-
ents requiring services. The fewer the
clients, the fewer the delivery options,
and the greater the unit costs.

The combined challenges of time,
place, and service availability are so
formidable that many agencies won'’t
even try to start transitional program-
ming. There is a logical way to start,
however, and it involves some simple
managerial steps: more timely and
more intensive coordination with the
institutions. By working with institu-
tional transition teams, parole manag-
ers can begin to identify who, where,
and what to concentrate their efforts
on. More than likely, many inmates will
return to a few cities and these cities
will have some of the necessary ser-
vices. Working out the delivery of sound
transition services in these few locations
will hopefully suggest how to deliver
some services in more remote places. .1

Effective October 25, 1996, APPA members will receive a 10%
discount on the sale of all publications listed in the 1996-1997
Publications Catalog. To earn your 10% discount, please include
you APPA member number on the order form. Discounts cannot be
credited without a valid APPA membership number.

Quantity discounts are also available for all publications customers.
Orders for 25-74 copies of the same publication will receive a 10%
discount while orders for 75 copies of the same publication will receive
a 15% discount (Only one discount can be applied to each order.
APPA members may take the membership discount or the quantity
discount, not both.)
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How does the detention industry solve all the problems associ-
ated with courthouse and prison overcrowding, shrinking budgets,
manpower shortages and public demands for justice?

How do we decrease prison pupi.ildliux 1S, ease
the burdens of nrohahnn p:rn]o and hro_h'ml of-
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ficials and at the same time, keep the pubhc safe
from criminals? And how do we do this with less
and less money?

No one has all the answers, but there is a new
corrections aiternative that addresses quite a few
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Currently, Norment VoiceTrack (a partnership
between Norment, one of the nation’s largest
detention systems companies, and VoiceTrack
Corporation of Dallas, Texas) is supplying local,
state and federal officials with extremely accu-
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cost generally associated with gathering ° ‘Who

L Lially aso0Lialell Willl Sallielill vviiQ,

When and Where.” It is workmg beautlfully. The
systemn truly brings offender supervision and man-
agement into the 21% Century.

VoiceTrack is simple for agencies. There is no offender equip-
ment needed, and no agency equipment to buy or lease. The
i sets the schedul llo and the VUoiceTrack sustem does
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the w k of tracking and reoortmq the offender’s compliance or

WE SEE A FAIR, JUST AND SAF
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BY EMBRACING A BALANCE OF PREVENTION
We seek to create a system of (;ommunity Justice where:
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lack thereof. A remote terminal provides case officers with imme-

diate access to all data files and up-to-the-minute reports on all

offenders. He can set any kind of schedule for calls if necessary.
A 9 /NP LIRN PRI P Lo
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rolling his voice temnlate and other information
roiiing nis voice tempiate anag other iniormauon,

an offender is on the system. The VoiceTrack
system knows either to randomly page him, to
page him at predetermined times, or to wait to
hear from him. He makes the call via an 800
number. in less than three minutes, the system

can dotormine wha ho ic and if ho'e mado tho
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call at the proper time.

If there is a problem, the case officer is noti-
fied. If the offender is in compliance, the case
officer isn’t bothered. It saves people’s time like
no monitoring system ever has.

T r\ﬂnnr nnrde 1A enimnbo tha Affondare and
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the sanctions, the offenders supply their voice
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over any telephone via an 800 number.
VoiceTrack keeps everyone accounted for.

It may not be the answer to every problem in the corrections
industry, but it is the best thing that has happened in many

years.

o A FULL RANGE OF SANCTIONS AND SERVICES provides public safety by insuring humane, effective, and
individualized sentences for offenders, and support and protection for victims;

e PRIMARY PREVENTION INITIATIVES are cultivated through our leadership and guidance;
« OUR COMMUNITIES ARE EMPOWERED to own and participate in solutions;

o RESULTS are measured and direct our service delivery;
« DIGNITY AND RESPECT describe how each person is treated;

« STAFF ARE EMPOWERED and supported in an environment of honesty, inclusion, and respect for differences; and
« PARTNERSHIPS WITH STAKEHOLDERS lead to shared ownership of our vision.
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The Non-Prison Side of Truth in Sentencing:

° ®
Proadindication Sorvicoe and
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by Michael Connelly, Senior Research Analyst, Melissa McLawhorn, Staff Attorney and Paul O’Connell,

Executive Director, Oklahoma Truth in Sentencing Policy Advisory Commission

Much of the rhetoric and attention
surrounding structured sentencing and
other guidelines systems has concen-
trated on their impact on prisons, i.e.,
increased percentages of sentences to
be served and the subsequent rise in
prison popt rl;\fmnc(R.lA 1996). What
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receives less concern are the possible
opportunities which these systems can
bring to non-prison supervision. The
current case of Oklahoma is instructive
in this regard.

In response to public concern about
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associated costs, in 1994 the Okla-
homa legislature created the state Truth
in Sentencing Policy Advisory Commis-
sion. Composed of representatives of
the major constituencies in the state
criminal justice system, the commission
rocomhlod cimilar hadioe which had
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developed structured sentencing reform
policies on the federal and state level.
A guiding premise of the commission
in formulating its recommendations to
the legislature was that reform efforts
had to address the criminal justice sys-
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integration. Thus, unlike most reforms
of this type, the commission’s proposals
greatly emphasized, and should be of
interest to practitioners of, non-prison
treatment and supervision. To that end,
in spring 1996 the commission recom-
mended three integrated pieces of leg-
islation — the Truth in Sentencing Act,
the Preadjudication Services Act, and
the Community Corrections Act.

The legislation most conforming to
existing practice, the Truth in Sentenc-
ing Act classified felony offenses into

cimd i cnlesdiilan Af Affamons hacad
varitous Stliceuules v vliellodes vasctu

upon similar offense characteristics.
This allowed easier location of criminal
offenses within the statutes and similar
punishment for similar offenses. The
commission developed four structured
sentencing matrices to provide predict-

ahiliti and 1inifaormitu of centencing It
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also assigned ranges of punishments to
different levels within the matrices.
Punishments could be increased using
specific “enhancers” based on aggra-
vating circumstances of a crime.

The commission further recom-
mended uniform sentencing proce-
dures and forms to provide accurate
reporting of an offender’s sentence and
to predict more accurately future re-
source needs. The commission ensured
“truth in sentencing” by requiring
offenders to serve at least 85% of their
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ity of the state Pardon and Parole Board
and Department of Corrections’ “earn-
ed credit” system to the remaining 15%
of the sentence.

Clearly, the application of the 85%
requirement would mean significant
increases in the state pri ison pupuxauut 1S.
In recognition, the commission explic-
itly decided to focus prison resources
on violent and/or habitual offenders.
The question then became what to do
with the non-violent first- or second-
time offenders who could no longer be
accomimodated within prison capacity.
The commission thus sought means to
provide authorities the ability under the
act to identify and filter these offenders
into appropriate treatments and pun-
ishments outside the traditional prison
process. This led to emphasis on two
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oughly by these kinds of reforms, which
broadened the roles and functions of
non-prison programs and those who
implement them. These areas were re-
flected in the titles of the other two
pieces of proposed legislation — the
DevnaAd tmdi e P Prggs |
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Community Corrections Act.

The Preadjudication Services Act

Querview

AVCTUC

The Preadjudication Services Act,
outlined in the schematic in Figure 1,
facilitated appropriate placement of
offenders in the community or in treat-
ment-based programs on better infor-
mation about treatment options and the
offender’s amenability to treatment.
Specifically, these services (1) provided

fnr substance abtise testing. assessment
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and evaluation, (2) amended bail stat-
utes to allow release of offenders to be
conditioned on participation in treat-
ment programs, (3) strengthened de-
ferred prosecution procedures, (4) fa-
cilitated diversion of first and second

affondore At af the cucte
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ment, and (5) authorized counties to
create preadjudication service agencies
to oversee the administration of pre-
trial services.

The Goals of the Act

The goals of the act were: (1) to re-
duce violent and property related crime
by creating a statewide effort within the
criminal justice system to identify and
treat substance abuse addicted or abus-
ing offenders, (2) to provide an accu-
rate assessment and evaluation of an

offender prior to adjudication to assist

m far troat-
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Arrest Assessment
— and Evaluation
—UA Testing

— Criminal History Checks
— Copies of Results to
Prosecutor and Defendant

—Drug Assessment Inventory

Figure 1: Oklahoma Preadjudication Services Act

— Offender enters into a
contract with the court
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release.

DA Assessment of
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— DA can require further
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—Regular Drug Screening
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Conditional
.......... Release

—Case Management by PS Ageat
— Court Ordered Treatment
— Treatment Referral and Follow-up

........................

i{-- Fine
i-- Probation

i Prison

a court in determining an appropriate
sentence for the offender, (3) to moni-
tor released pretrial offenders to ensure
compliance and conditions of release
imposed by the court, (4) to secure the
appearance of an offender before the
court as a condition of bail, (5) to re-
duce the instances of pretrial recidivism
and absconding, and (6) to establish
immediate treatment opportunities for
offenders.

How the Act Worked

The act provided for substance abuse
testing upon arrest. The test would be
administered as soon as possible after
arrest or as a condition of the release
of the offender from custody. If offend-
ers refused to be tested, they had to
receive a substance abuse assessment
and evaluation as a condition of release.
This assessment and evaluation was
also mandated if an offender’s criminal
history indicated substance abuse. The
assessment and evaluation results would
include recommendations concerning
the offender’s need for substance abuse
treatment and the courses of treatment
which were necessary and available.

By the initial court appearance, a
post-arrest report would be provided to

the court, the prosecutor, and the of-
fender. This report would include a
criminal history of the offender, any
substance abuse test results, and a sub-
stance abuse assessment and evaluation.
Thus, under the act, more information
about offenders and their amenability
to treatment would be available earlier
in the criminal justice process. Informa-
tion which was previously available at
sentencing or later would be available
to all parties prior to adjudication. This
increased information would facilitate
the diversion of appropriate offenders
earlier in the process by allowing the
court to better determine the conditions
and placement of offenders.

The pretrial period would be avail-
able for offenders to show their ame-
nability and willingness to rehabilitate
prior to adjudication. The court would
afford the offenders opportunities to
seek treatment, and the offenders’
agreements to participate could be used
as a condition in setting bail. Pretrial
conditional release would allow for
proper monitoring and treatment for
appropriate offenders.

If the offender agreed to enter into
court-ordered treatment, participation
would become a condition of the

offender’s release. The offender would
execute an agreement with the court,
the district attorney, and the treatment
program. The written agreement would
include a schedule of modifications for
non-compliance. This schedule would
recognize that relapse is a part of the
recovery process and would provide
meaningful and immediate conse-
quences for violations of treatment,
short of full revocation. The offender’s
progress while in treatment would be
monitored by preadjudication services
agencies to be created by counties to
ensure compliance and reports to the
court of non-compliance.

The Community Corrections Act

Overview

The Community Corrections Act,
outlined in the schematic in Figure 2,
provided for increased community in-
volvement in the criminal justice pro-
cess by creating community action
boards comprised of citizens and local
criminal justice professionals. Those
boards would solicit funds and other
resources for local criminal justice and
identify and recruit local community

H
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involvement to sponsor and promote
community sentencing options. The
boards would also coordinate with a
state community action council to pro-
vide independent funding decisions
based on effective community correc-
tions programs. With the two acts dis-
cussed above, this act would allow
courts to condition offenders’ sentences
and to sanction offenders appropriately
into meaningful programs.

The Goals of the Act

The goals of the act were: (1) to
promote accountability of offenders by
requiring direct financial restitution to
victims of crime and requiring commu-
nity service opportunities from local
governments and community agencies
representing the community, (2) to pro-
tect public safety from repeat intermedi-
ate offenders receiving a community-
based sentence, (3) to provide a
continuum of treatment services and
programs for offenders from probation
through imprisonment, (4) to increase
the use and availability of statutorily
authorized sentencing options through
encouragement of input and resources
from the local community, (5) to pro-
vide opportunities to the local commu-
nity to utilize the expertise of criminal
justice professionals as to effective sen-
tencing options and the means to sup-

port their availability in a county, (6) to
improve public confidence in the crimi-
nal justice system by educating the
public on the role of community-based
sentencing options for appropriate
offenders, (7) to establish a local com-
munity action administrator to serve as
a liaison between system practitioners
and the community, (8) to establish a
single state entity composed of system
practitioners to establish priorities and
allocate appropriated funding, (9) to
provide options to establish local com-
munity action boards to provide re-
sources to increase the availability of
statutorily authorized sentencing op-
tions and to determine the long range
sentencing and treatment needs of the
community, and (10) to encourage the
involvement of local officials and citi-
zens in their criminal justice system.

How the Act Worked

The act promoted community in-
volvement and input into the local crimi-
nal justice system in developing com-
munity sentencing options. It also
sought input from practitioners and
experts at the state and local level, ad-
vancing collaboration among criminal
justice professionals and community
leaders. The act used and enhanced
existing criminal procedures to allow
criminal justice professionals to tailor

sentencing and treatment to individual
offenders, rather than mandating a
“one size fits all” approach. The trial
judge was the primary decision maker
as to placement of offenders at the com-
munity level.

The act structured local input into the
criminal justice system through forma-
tion of local community action boards.
These boards would be created by a
county or group of counties within a
jurisdiction and be composed of volun-
teer citizens and local criminal justice
professionals able to focus on problems
and solutions unique to their commu-
nities. The boards would work with
elected county officials to increase their
choices in making criminal justice deci-
sions, i.e., identifying and recruiting
local community sponsors to promote
community sentencing options. The
boards would also promote improve-
ment in the local criminal justice system
by soliciting funds and other resources
on behalf of the community for proven
effective programs and services which
could then be used by a court as sen-
tencing options. This could even include
a preadjudication services agency, de-
scribed above.

The act also structured a link between
state and local criminal justice profes-
sionals and communities through com-
munity action administrators. These

Figure 2: Oklahoma Community Corrections Act

I Truth in Sentencing Policy Advisory Commission I

— Evaluates, monitors, and assists in the coordination of
sentencing options
— Collects, develops, and maintains statistical data

— Reports findings to the legislature
_——Appoints local community administrator
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officials wouid proviae stair assistanc
to the particular board and assist in

determining long-term sentencing and
treatment needs of the community. The
local court would also rely on these
administrators to report availability and
effectiveness of various sentencing
options.

The local boards’ counterpart on the

state level would be the Oklahoma
Community Action Council, composed
of treatment providers and law enforce-
ment authorities. This council would

rev1ew ana dﬂdlyle pldllb l()l commu-

mitted by the local boards. The council
would provrde funding based on the
effectiveness of community corrections
options. Assisting the council in its edu-
cation and coordination functions would
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be the Truth in Sentencin ng Commis-

sion. the state Denartment of Correc-

sion, the state Department of Correc
tions, and the state Department of
Mental Health and Substance Abuse
Services. Finally, the act would require
state conferences, training programs,
and continuing education on the role
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Discussion

The commission submitted the three
acts described above late in the 1995-
96 legislative session. Commission lead-
ership plans further deliberation and

study in the interim before the legisia-

crmccimm oo 1 [aY0] A v
tive session begins in 1997 and re-
submittal for approval at that time

Whether or not the acts pass as de-
tailed above, the importance of the rec-
ommendations lies in their recognition
and careful deliberation of programs
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The Preadjudication Services Act
provides a model for other states to
consider to deal with accused offenders
at the “front end” of the criminal justice

process before prison resources are even

considered. Channeling offenders ame-

nable to treatment into effective pro-
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dictions using the process in two ways.
One, it will leverage offenders into less
expensive and more effective treatment
options than prison. Two, it will divert

many of those offenders from the paths

land +~
lead to prison. Key to the success

is effort will be the quality and

l
f this will b
e the quality and

quantity of supervision that the offenders
receive while in the treatment pro-
grams, extending and broadening the
role of non-prison officials in the process.

The Community Corrections Act
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similarly broadens the potential roles

of non- imsen personnel. Not only will
they likely be responsible for the su-
pervision required in the alternative
sanctions applied, they will also likely
be major players in providing the assis-
tance, expertise, and guidance neces-
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the system. The community action ad-
ministrators who will oversee the local
programs will likely be non-prison offi-
cials with experience and expertise in
the areas already mentioned.

The public demand for more cer-
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tainty in sentencing, coupled with fear

of victimization, will continue to drive
policy makers to increase punishments
for crimes and the actual time to be
served. If current sentencing of offend-

ers remains the same, even construc-
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tion of more prisons or the leasing of
bed space in private facilities will not

likely provide the capacity to meet this
demand This will be especrally true over
the years as serious offenders do not
“turn over” as they have previously
Thus, current sentencmg of offenders

emain the same. As

r
realization takes hold, not just in

Oklahoma but in all the states with
structured sentencing or those consid-
ering it, demand will also grow for
meaningful alternatives, not just to
prison sentencing but also to the “front

end” of the process. The two acts pro-
posed herein, in conjunction with
Okla _o a’s structured sentencing sys-

for use in managing the difficult but, as
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Conclusion

In response to public concern and

demand about crime and sentencing,
the Oklahoma Truth in Sentencing
Policy Advisory Commission from

created a familiar system of structured
and certain sentencing. Unlike pro-
posers of most such legislation, how-
ever, the commission understood the
likely increased demands on existing
prison resources and

|32 R 028 resour

dressed the need for, d tructure of
non-prison alternatives in conjunction
with the act.

The Preadjud'ication Services Act
rovided “front end” alternatives for

courts, prosecutors, and even offend-

ers which allowed treatment and diver-
sion from prison. The Community
Corrections Act set up local alternatives
derived by practitioners but resuiting

| P | B,

from deliberation with local communi-

tine whir
Llw which would, in turn, support and

advise the officials. The effect was to
create a sentencing system that
spanned the entire process — from
arrest to reintegration — and would al-

fow appropnate purnsnmen s for ap-

it ££
propriate offenders at appropriate

costs. In a time of significant demand
on correctional resources, this is no
mean feat. However, it does project a
substantially increased role and function
for non-prison supervisors and person-
sl ac tha albavmatione are imnlomont.
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Regardless of the eventual passage of
these acts in Oklahoma, these two pro-
posals of alternative programs and pro-
cesses offer useful and useable models
for other jurisdictions faced with the
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The District of Columbia Approach:
Management Information Systems

and Drug Courts

by John A. Carver, J.D., Kathryn R. Boyer and Ronald Hickey, District of Columbia Pretrial Services Agency

Introduction

Much is now known about the rela-
tionship between drug use and crimi-
nal behavior. We know, for example,
that hard-core drug users tend to be
concentrated in the criminal justice sys-
tem. We know that high rates of drug
use are associated with high rates of
criminality. Many empirical studies have
demonstrated that legal coercion or
court-mandated treatment — enforced
through regular urinalysis — can be
effective in reducing drug use and in-
creasing treatment retention rates. Fur-
thermore, judges already have broad
authority to impose and enforce con-
ditions of pretrial release or probation.
We now have available proven drug
testing technologies that are increas-
ingly cheap, reliable, and quick. This
combination of practical experience,
legal authority, empirical studies, and
readily-available technology presents a
compelling case for criminal justice in-
tervention to break the cycle of drug
use and crime. Indeed, a central ele-
ment of our National Drug Control
Strategy calls for treating hard-core drug
users and encourages the expansion of
criminal justice innovations such as drug
courts.

Yet many jurisdictions are only now
beginning to take advantage of this
opportunity to intervene. Most jurisdic-
tions do little systematically to identify
those drug-dependent individuals flood-
ing their courts every day. Requiring
frequent urinalysis as a condition of
pretrial release or probation is more the
exception than the rule. Court-ordered
referrals to treatment — when they
occur — often are not enforced, sim-
ply because there is no reliable feed-

back mechanism to let the judge know
if the defendant reported as required
and is participating. Even if the indi-
vidual keeps his appointments and en-
rolls in a program, the judge has no
quick or easy way of knowing how the
defendant is doing. To the extent the
justice system is unable to obtain quick,
accurate information on a defendant’s
drug use or participation in treatment,
the court environment is one in which
the addict can remain in denial with no
immediate consequences for continued
drug use. In a very real sense, the crimi-
nal justice system becomes an “enabler”
for the addict. The judge is in the dark,
the defendant knows the judge is in the
dark, and the “con games” continue.
Is it any wonder, then, that the justice
system is viewed as ineffective in dealing
with the underlying addiction that fuels
the problem? Is it surprising that there
is widespread skepticism about the ef-
ficacy of treatment and rehabilitation?
In the face of these failures, forty or
fifty jurisdictions have developed new
approaches known as “drug courts” for
dealing with the hard-core drug users
so prevalent among offender popula-
tions. Although there is a great deal of
local innovation and experimentation
going on, several common principles
seem to be emerging from these treat-
ment-oriented drug courts. First, is the
recognition that the traditional adver-
sarial system has largely failed as a strat-
egy for dealing with drug offenders.
Unless the underlying addiction is ad-
dressed, defendants just cycle through
the system over and over. Second, ad-
diction is a chronic and relapsing con-
dition, in need of intensive long-term
supervision, treatment and aftercare.

Third, judges have an important role
to play in the supervision and treatment
of drug offenders. Rather than main-
taining the conventional wisdom that
“treatment” and “criminal justice” are
separate camps with distinct goals, ter-
minologies and approaches, many are
coming to realize that the treatment and
legal communities can be mutually re-
inforcing. Fourth, treatment interven-
tions should occur early in the criminal
process. A crisis such as arrest is an
excellent opportunity for the criminal
justice system to begin the long pro-
cess of rehabilitation. Fifth, drug addicts
are skillful at finding “holes” in supervi-
sion and exploiting those gaps. To be
effective, the justice system must main-
tain close supervision over the defen-
dant and create an environment that is
honest, unambiguous, and responsive.
This means regular urinalysis tied to a
system of rewards or consequences.
There is a premium on immediacy and
certainty, since anything else promotes
the very ambiguity, irresponsibility and
denial so often associated with addiction.
Taking these concepts and goals and
turning them into operational programs
is a major challenge for the criminal
justice system — a system not particu-
larly known for innovation, technologi-
cal leadership or efficiency. Yet drug
courts are finding ways to succeed, and
the best programs rely heavily on fre-
quent drug testing and well-developed
management information systems.
The following article describes the
approach of one jurisdiction — the Dis-
trict of Columbia — to integrate all of
the necessary information and put it at
the fingertips of the judge. The drug
court described below was established



as a demonstration project funded by
the Center for Substance Abuse Treat-
ment (CSAT) with support by the Na-
tional Institute of Justice (NIJ). The five
year demonstration project is designed
to test the effectiveness of several treat-
ment interventions in breaking the cycle
of drugs and crime. All felony drug de-
fendants in the District of Columbia are
randomly assigned to one of three
master calendars. Two calendars are
devoted to different intervention strate-
gies on a “drug court” model. One in-
volves immediate placement into an
enhanced treatment program. The
other involves immediate and escalat-
ing sanctions for positive drug tests, but
no special requirement to attend treat-
ment. The third calendar serves as the
“control group” for the other two in-
terventions. A schematic diagram sum-
marizing the program and evaluation
structure is included as Table 1. The
principal investigator for the evaluation
is Adele Harrell, Ph.D., of the Urban
Institute.

The management information sys-
tem that is the subject of this article was
initiated several years prior to the fed-
eral demonstration project. It was as-
sembled on a small budget, using only
agency staff and standard PC network
software and hardware. The system was
expanded and enhanced during the
implementation period of the drug
court demonstration project.

The Drug Court in Operation

Walk in to one of the three “drug
courts” in Washington, DC, and you
are likely to see some fairly unconven-
tional scenes. There may be a half
dozen defendants observing the pro-
ceedings from the jury box. The judge
may be having an intense and personal
discussion with a defendant regarding
drug use, completely ignoring the pres-
ence of the defense attorney and the
prosecutor. A defendant may be
“stepped back” to a holding cell or jail,
without a word of protest and maybe
even without an attorney present to
“safeguard his rights.” The judge may
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be communicating with the defendant

using some sort of special language or .

code that the defendant clearly under-
stands, but is meaningless to the casual
observer. The judge may admonish the
defendant for “too much red.” Or the
defendant may, with a smile on his face,
urge the judge to “bring up the screen”
so the judge can see “all green.”

In all of these scenarios, the judge

begins the discussion by turning to a
computer screen, positioned on the
bench but in view of all participants and
spectators of the drug court. It is im-
mediately clear that the judge relies
heavily on the information displayed on
the computer screen. It is the founda-
tion of the drug court. While it contains
much more than the resuilts of frequent
urine tests, it is the immediate access

Table 1: Program and Evaluation Structure

All Drug Felony Cases
(Sale or Posession for sale)
Released on Own Recognizance

Placed on twice weekly urine

Drug use indicated

testing

Randomly assigned to one of

three courts

l

' '

Court 1 Court 2 Court 3
Graduated Consequences Enhanced Treatment Program Existing Treatment.
Program
Screened by Program Screened by Program
Judge places defendant in program Judge places defendant in program
Case manager assigned
Twice weekly urine testing. Attend five days a week Twice weekly urine testing
Positive tests sanctioned by Urine testing five days a week
Judge Acupuncture detox Referral to existing treatment
1st sanction......3 days in courtroom Psycho-educational medules programs in the District
2nd sanction................. 3 days in jail Individual& group counseling
3rd sanction days in detox unit Ut.eracy tutoring
. L Vocational assessment
4th sanction.................. 7 days in jail
Sentenced 4 to € months later Sentenced 6 to 8 months later Sentenced 4 to 6 months later

Y

Review of defendant'’s progress and
assessment for placement in probation
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to test results that creates the drug court
environment. This environment is one
in which there are clear, unambiguous
measures of progress. It is a construc-
tive environment that does not foster
dependency, but empowers addicts to
take responsibility for their actions. It is
an environment in which there are re-
wards for sobriety and consequences
for drug use. Those consequences are
immediate and tangible. The language
of the drug court is clear, immediate
and universally understood. The defen-
dant either appeared for drug testing
or did not. The result of a test was nega-
tive or positive. The rewards or the
sanctions are completely predictable,
and, more importantly, within the
defendant’s power to control.

Whatever is happening in these
courtrooms could not occur without the
support of the Drug Test Management
System (DTMS) — a set of programs
designed and built by the DC Pretrial
Services Agency (PSA) and running on
a PC network accessible to the judge
and pretrial services staff.

The following describes the goals of
the system, its operational features and
its evolution. The system began as a
limited undertaking designed to auto-
mate the collection and processing of
urine samples in the agency’s on-site
drug testing laboratory. Over time, ad-
ditional functions were added to assist
with general case management. Finally,
full drug court capabilities were estab-
lished, giving judges access to not just
test results, but to a chronological record
describing in detail the defendant’s
progress in drug court.

Automating the Collection,
Processing, and Analysis of
Urine Samples

Since 1984 the DC Pretrial Services
Agency has conducted routine drug
testing of virtually all adult arrestees
processed through the DC Superior
Court. In 1986 juvenile drug testing was
added. Soon thereafter, as the crack
epidemic worsened, drug testing ser-
vices expanded yet again to encompass

parents with child abuse or neglect
matters before the court.

By 1990 the agency was testing up-
wards of 300 samples per day. For each
sample, the chain-of-custody had to be
documented from collection to analy-
sis to dissemination of results. Once the
urine samples were tested, results had
to be manually entered into the
agency’s computer system. Since each
of these steps were repetitive, tedious
and subject to human error, time con-
suming systems of checks and double
checks had to be built into the system.
Many pages of logs, worksheets and
annotated printouts were generated
each day, which then had to be orga-
nized into a manual filing system. Ques-
tions about any step in the process
necessitated tedious searches of several
possible paper records.

While the paper-based system
worked reasonably well, it became ap-
parent that the agency could not sup-
port the increasing demands for drug
testing services with such a labor-inten-
sive process. Since the agency’s high
speed drug testing analyzer contained
both a communications port and a built-
in bar-code reader, the solution was
obvious. Each step in the process would
be tracked, not with manual logs and
hand-written notations, but with a bar-
coded control system.

The first stage in the development
of the Drug Test Management System
was to build a specimen processing sys-
tem tied together by the agency’s local
area network. The system had to meet
the following goals:

* Provide an efficient tool for
processing defendants reporting
for testing;

* Reduce the possibility of human
error by minimizing the keystrokes
necessary for data entry;

* Insure system integrity and quality
control through a direct interface
between the analyzer and the
computer network, removing the
necessity for any human
intervention in the testing process
and the recording of results; and

¢ Implement the system while
staying within the agency’s very
limited budgetary and personnel
constraints.

The first version of DTMS went on-
line in June 1992, It automated speci-
men collection and chain-of-custody
through use of bar-coded labels and
scanners. One year later the system was
expanded to include a direct interface
with the laboratory analyzer and com-
plete defendant address, case and de-
mographic information. An automatic
electronic transfer of data between
DTMS and the agency’s venerable
mainframe system was also established.
With this implementation, DTMS grew
to support most of the agency’s daily
operations.

Integrating DTMS into Drug
Court Operations

The final step in the integration of
the Drug Test Management System into
drug court operations occurred when
personal computers were installed in
the courtrooms and a gateway was es-
tablished between the court’s and the
pretrial services agency’s local area
networks. For the first time, judges had
instantaneous access to everything in
the agency’s computer files. No longer
did agency staff have to deliver printed
test results to the courtroom. The judge
could simply direct a defendant to the
drug testing facility in the courthouse
and check the computer screen 20 or
30 minutes later. Moreover, instead of
just receiving the most recent test re-
sult, the judge could review the entire
history of tests and place the current
result in the larger context. A positive
cocaine test might indicate a relapse if
it was preceded by three weeks of nega-
tive tests. Or it could indicate progress
if previous tests showed chronic poly-
drug use.

Many judges have noted that access
to a defendant’s test results has meant
significant savings in the court’s time.
Without test results, judges often had
to engage in frustrating and time-con-
suming discussions with defendants re-



garding drug use and/or progress in
treatment. The judge would question
the defendant, and the defendant —
knowing he could fool the judge — had
every reason to deny drug use and as-
sure the judge that he was in compli-
ance with all court orders. However,
once the test results became available,
the judge could cut through all of these
pointless dialogues and focus immedi-
ately on the defendant’s progress, re-
lapses or missed appointments. The
drug test results have become the un-
assailable measure of progress or lack
of progress in the drug court.

The integrity of the testing process
stems directly from the design of the
management information system. Chal-
lenges to the chain-of-custody are non-
existent, since every step in the urine
sample collection system is logged by
date, time of day, and name of techni-
cian — all done with bar-codes, pre-
defined events, and bar-code wands.
Should a challenge arise, the computer
system is able to provide a minute-by-
minute accounting of each step in the
collection process, complete with the
identity of each employee responsible
for defendant check-ins, sample collec-
tion in the restroom, transfer of the
specimen to the laboratory staff, and
finally to the placement of the sample
on the drug testing analyzer. These
records are available to prosecutors and
defense attorneys alike, and as a result
of these procedures, there have been
no challenges regarding the handling
of specimens. Considering that the lab
now processes over 150,000 speci-
mens per year, it is difficult to imagine
how the integrity of the process could
be maintained without the computer-
ized system.

DTMS Flow of Operations

The collection and processing of
urine samples is the responsibility of the
agency’s Drug Testing Unit. Each day
the Drug Testing Unit collects samples
from three distinct groups of people:
detainees in the daily lockup, defen-
dants reporting for a regularly sched-
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uled surveillance test, and defendants
ordered by the court at arraignment to
report for placement in the PSA test-
ing program.

Daily processing begins early in the
morning as the DTMS daily files are
built. DTMS reads the Person file and
creates a drug test record in the Speci-
men and Drug Events files for every
defendant who is scheduled to test that
day. Each test record is assigned a
unique Specimen Number, which will
be used to track the urine sample as it
is processed. A Drug Status code of
“Scheduled for Test” is assigned to each
blank test record.

The Work file is constructed as part
of the daily file building operation. It
contains a record for every defendant
scheduled to test that day, as well as a
record for every person who appeared
in the daily lockups the previous four
days. The current day’s lockups are
automatically downloaded from the
city’s Criminal Justice Information Sys-
tem (CJIS) and added to the Work file.
Nearly all people who appear for pro-
gram placement were arrested recently;
therefore, the Work file contains infor-
mation for virtually every person who
will be processed that day by the Drug
Testing Unit.

The first task each morning for the
members of the Drug Testing Unit is to
collect a urine sample from every per-
son in lockup. A specimen label is
printed in the Drug Testing Unit for
each detainee. It contains a unique
specimen number in barcoded form,
as well as the person’s complete name,
fingerprint ID number, and date of birth.
The collecting employee takes these
labels, empty specimen cups and a
hand-held data collector unit into the
cell block, where he or she observes
the prisoner produce a urine specimen.
The prisoner is instructed to verify his
or her name on the label and then to
attach it to the side of the specimen
cup. The agency employee then uses
abar-code wand connected to the hand-
held data collector to scan the specimen
number and his or her own employee

ID (from his agency ID card) into the
data collector, which date and time
stamps the event. Later that afternoon,
the data held by the hand-held collec-
tor will be downloaded into the DTMS
Chain-of-Custody file.

This environment is one in which

there are clear, unambiguous
measures of progress. It is a
constructive environment that

does not foster dependency, but

empowers addicts to take
responsibility for their actions.

A defendant reporting to the Drug
Testing Unit for a surveillance test or
placement is checked in by an agency
employee at one of three computer
workstations at the front counter. (At
peak periods during the day, there may
be as many as twenty defendants at one
time to be checked in. Multiple work-
stations are a necessity.) The employee
retrieves the defendant’s data records
by ID number or name. Then he or
she verifies address and court appear-
ance with the defendant and checks for
messages to be delivered. He or she
may also log other pettinent informa-
tion into DTMS as an accompanying
remark to the test record. A specimen
label and an appointment slip are
printed, and DTMS automatically logs
the date and time of the check-in into
the Chain-Of-Custody file. DTMS also
assigns a drug status code of “Reported
for Test” for that specimen.

Another agency employee will then
escort the defendant into the rest room
to collect the urine sample. Upon exit-
ing the bathroom, the escort stops at a
convenient workstation to log the col-
lection, using a bar-code wand to scan,
in succession, the specimen number,
the escort’s employee ID number and
the event code reflecting the results of
the urine collection efforts. If the de-
fendant was unable to void a specimen,
that information is logged into the
Chain-of-Custody file and the defendant
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is given the opportunity to come back

later that day to try again. If the escort

QUTE WGl UGy LUty Qi a uic o

observes some kind of irregularity —
defendants have been known to tamper
with or intentionally contaminate
samples — he or she may reject the
sampie and log it accordingly.

The escort takes the sample to the

Iah vty v v oo Ao b
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the Chain-of-Custody file in a similar
manner the act of “Specimen Turn-In.”
The lab technician on-duty logs in re-
ceipt of the specimen. The lab techni-
cian may also reject a sample if it ap-
pears abnormal; usually a temperature
a‘péCmC gravity or 'pn check will be done
to confirm suspicions. A rejection is
logged into the Chain-of-Custody and
the reason logged into the remarks sec-
tion of the record in the Drug Events
file.

The sample is now ready to be tested.
The laboratory work counter where
specimens are processed is equipped
with a workstation with a bar-code

wand and bar-code printer attached.
The technician uses the wand to scan
the specimen label, and DTMS accesses
the specimen record and displays the
defendant’s name, ID and testing pro-
file (the drugs for which the sample is

+n ho erroonod) 1 Inan victhlo ~anfirimmac
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tion, the technician presses a key to
indicate acceptance. DTMS adds the
specimen to the Loadlist file and auto-
matically generates a small bar-coded
specimen [abel. The technician attaches
this label to a test tube and pours urine

[N tha arnanirmon cin ints tha toct
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tube. The filled tube is then placed into
one of the analyzer’s carousel trays.
Each tray can hold up to 60 test tubes.

The analyzer is capable of perform-
ing 600 drug screens per hour. Since
most samples are screened for three
or five squLaﬁCéS, this translates into
an average throughput of 150 samples
an hour. The analyzer is connected to
a LAN workstation via a serial inter-
face. Once testing is initiated, the ana-
lyzer reads the bar-code on each test
tube and sends a request to the com-

puter host for the selection of drugs for

which each sample is to be screened.

Roailte far tho firet camnlo aro trane
neswis 10 Uie sy satlipie ale ans

mitted to the host computer approxi-
mately 10 minutes after initiation.
DTMS captures this information and
stores it in the Download file. Labora-
tory procedures require a confirming
retest for any positive result, so DTMS
automatically adds a retest to the
Loadlist file upon receipt of a positive
result.

The technician reviews the test re-
sults in the Download file, checking for
errors or inconsistent values. He or she
then releases the results, which are

s d 1L A V.
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Drug Events files. A record is also added
automatically to the Chain-of-Custody
file indicating the date and time that
the sample was released. Once this is
accomplished, the final results are im-
mediately available to all users on the
system. Average turnaround time from
defendant check-in to release of final
results is about one hour, alfhmmh

elapsed times of 25-30 minutes are not
uncommon. All samples collected are
tested the same day.

The following day the Drug Testing
Unit generates a report which lists all
of the previous days’ computer-gener-

atod enecimon nuimhore which da nat
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have a final disposition. For example,
those defendants who failed to show
for their test have a record with a sta-
tus of “Scheduled for Test.” These
records must be changed to “Did Not
Report.” Any tests still showing a status

of “Ronartod far Toat” aro vocparchod
O nEPOried 101 1851 ale reseaidned

to insure that all collected samples were
tested.

The result is a completely paperless
system — from check-in to final results.
The average check-in proceeds through
an orderly sequence of screens, requir-
ing Oi“uy a s:ngxe Ke'y'S‘ﬁ'Or\c to advance
to the next screen. Since demographic
information is extracted in advance
from other automated databases and
inserted into DTMS, it is a rare occur-
rence when a Drug Unit employee must
create a defendant’s record “from
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it can usually be selected from a menu
of pre-formatted statements and auto-
matically inserted into the drug event
record. This feature improves accuracy
and saves a considerable amount of
time — a benefit greatly appreciated

by both staff and defendants.
Conclusion

The preceding discussion has pro-
vided a general overview of the Drug
Test Management System (DTMS) of

s TW DO D sd et a1 Qg 2l A o mm

the DC Pretrial Services hgex 1CY. While
the functions of the software have been
highlighted in the context of their use
in the drug court, its use extends far
beyond this area. Comprehensive, rou-
tine drug testing is the norm throughout
the court system. The agency supports
judges in 23 other criminal calendars
in addition to the three “drug court”

calendars described above. The agency
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also serves judges in the Family Divi-
sion presiding on juvenile and neglect
calendars. Recently the agency began
drug testing of probationers for the
Court’s Social Services Division.

Drug testing must be considered a

hacir olomaont Af an ctratom 4 1100 tho
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court’s legal pressure to enhance treat-
ment outcomes. Drug testing is relative-
ly cheap and increasingly reliable. The
problem of substance abuse is perva-
sive among offender populations. Good
management information systems are

a must IOY any ldrge ]UX]SUIC[IOH that is

serious about doing something about
the problem.

The Drug Test Management System
is an example of what can be done us-
ing only moderate resources, off-the-
shelf-technology and lots of imagina-
tion. It was shaped by those who use it

— judges, urine collection escorts, lab

technicians treatment counselors and
Lennidlans, wreatimnent COUunseiCrs and

case managers. It incorporates and
makes possible a philosophy of risk
management that appears very prom-
ising. Finally, with its attention to the
needs of evaluators, it permits the kind
of research that is rarely possible in the

wimmimal fieian and froatmont aronac
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“Our world is clearly hurtling into the
next century at a rapid pace. New tech-
nologies are on the street that were
unimaginable only a few years ago. Cor-
rections and other criminal justice prac-

titinnere havuo ta he ahlo ta tan inta thoce
uuvlnicrs riave U U auie 10 tap it uiese

advances to ensure an effective and

efficient response to violent crime and

to respond to an increasing offender

population. Indeed, we all must become

par't of the technological revolution that
P e gy i rno [T Uy PPN

s Lo "
is changing our lives, our workpiaces,
and our world.” These remarks were

delivered by United States Assistant
Attorney General Laurie Robinson at
the first National Institute of Justice
Corrections Technology Advisory
Council Meeting in June 1995.

Rar'r\nru—nn that the 1ce of innoua-
n[eCogniZiy gl e use o1 Inndva

tive technolog 1es is essential to law en-
forcement, prisons, jails and community
corrections programs the National
Institute of Justice (NU) joined with Na-

tional Institute of Corrections (NIL), the

Natinnal Aoranaritice and Snace Ad

A
ixatlvliial Acliuvliauuls aliu vpactce mu-

ministration (NASA) and the Depart-

1eitlelii@)] M) Al

ment of Defense (DOD) to share and
develop technologies that would be of
value in both the justice and military

tanding between the various

of the National Law Enforcement Tech-
nology Centers to the National Law
Enforcement and Corrections Technol-
ogy Centers and tasked the newly es-
tablished Centers to work closely with
state and local agencies in identif
and d_e\_lelonmn law enforcement an
corrections onented technology.
The first meeting of the Corrections
Technology Committee of the Law
Enforcement and Corrections Technoi-
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ogy nu'\/lwly' Committee was held in
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orrections Committee
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Charleston, South Carolina, in June
1995. More than 100 state, federal,
and local corrections professionals
(many of the attendees were APPA
members} convened for three days to

technology research and development
The second meeting of the Correc-

tions Technology Advisory Committee

was held in July 1996. During this three

Aoy amemfavnmnn o Aot

aay conterence tne Community Cor-
rections Advisorv Committee (CCAQC)
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reviewed the findings and recommen-
dations from the 1995 meeting and
spent considerable time refining the
1995 recommendations and made spe-

(,IIlC r‘ec,ommenaanons regaramg the

tochnolaou develonment needs for the
eCnnoiOgy Geve:Opmerni needs 10r uie

Community Corrections arena.

At the most recent meeting the
CCAC identified the overall need of the
community corrections field to devel-
op technologies that would auow an offi-

cor ta enond mare Hme unth affordore

A
Cer 10 spena more ume with offender S,

identify methods and technologies that
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enhance the management of larger
groups safely and successfully with less
staff time, and determine the difference
between high and low risk individuals and
deal accommgry with these individuals.

RD!‘QIICD ﬁf H'\o ‘ll‘l“D r‘lulorew\n in
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structures and practice of the proba
tion and parole systems that made up
the committee, ample time was allowed
to identify the universal mission critical
functions that are carried out by ali com-

inn Aanon~ing
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sion critical functions were identified:

(1) Investigations; (2) Supervision/Con-
trol of Offenders; and (3) Accurate
Record Keeping. By focussing on the
overall need statement and the mission

emtdl A 1em mdi e~
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areas for community corrections agen-
cies were identified and specific sug-
gestions were made regarding the
development of technologies that would
allow community corrections practitio-

novre o tarle cmartar and cafor i Aoal
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ing with the over three million offenders

that make up the caseload of Commu-
nity Corrections Agencies in the United

States.

Officer safety was identified as a criti-
Aal anm s e "l"l. Aot gl 5 Py |
Cal requirement. 1ne aevelopiment and
refinement of the following te vh..OIO'
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gies for use by community corrections
agencies have been suggested to NIJ.
Officer locator systems adapted for
community corrections work, such as,
3-Dimensional locators for use in high

rico 11vhan hnildinag distrece alarm cue-
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tems and vital signs monitors. Also,
considerable work needs to be done to
develop more effective less-than-lethal
protective weapons systems.

Because law enforcement and com-

it Anveantinme anancinge avs hath
11l y Luliecuuln ag IILIUD alc vvul
trying to improve safety and the over-

all uality of life in communities, it is
1mportant that community corrections
agencies have integrated communica-
tions systems with law enforcement, as

Well as, access (e} dppropndLe ldW €I-

forcement intellicgence information
1Oréement mieaigence niocrmaton.

Another area where technological
improvement is needed revolves around
offender information. Comprehensive
interactive systems need to be developed
to improve the collection and dissemi-

natinn of infarmation on affondor nra.

Hiauvulil vt 1iuuliiiauul Un Ulicliucel lJlU-
files and histories. The matching of an

offender profile with control strateqnes
and the available community resources
would lead to substantial improvement
in agency effec'tiveness in the supervi-

cirnnm Af AfanAdave Mics TS |
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mooiity of tne present day offender,
inter/intrastate information sharing has

become a crucial need. The need for
accurate, reliable and up to date infor-
mation is important in the transfer of
cases under supervision Because of the
uy“namic nature of trying to ¢

rick of an nffondor in tho commun
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profile with control strategies and
. .

the available community resources

offortivonoce in tho ciinovrncinn ~f
Sne iiveriess 1l wuie su 1ViSiIUIl O1
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. In identifying offender risk it is
important that we no longer be limited
to the past practices of only using in-
formation that is easily available. This
improvement in risk needs assessments

PR 2 PN Semd m daammdinn o laza
has to be integrated into treatment his-

tories and the evaluation of the effec-

tories and the evaluanon of T LU

tiveness of past and present offender
supervision strategies. Also, because the
offender population is so mobile, digital-
ized photographs and improved offend-

or tracling customes are Anennw-\#nl-

<1 lla\«l\llls OyDlCllla alc COPU[ Lcty
needed to enhance the effectiveness of
community corrections agencies.

A third important area that needs
technological development is in the

control of offenders oemg supemsed

echnology of electronic monitoring is
nwded with multiple technologies in-

cluding tethering, kiosks, and voice recog-

nition. The development of more cost
effective portable satellite tracking sys-
tems are needed by community correc-
tions agencies. Given the pervasiveness
of substance abusers under community
supervision, cost effective portable drug

detection and screening technology is
a critical need for community correc-
tions agencies. Given the predatory
nature of sex offenders there is a need
for technological tools to better monitor
and control the sex offenders while in

the community. Technology to improve
victim protection is needed especially
in sex offender, domestic violence and
child abuse cases. lecnnology is needed
hat will improve our
ection agenci

-
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record keequ svstems in collectlon of
all financial orders. Automated credit
reports and work histories would be two
exampies that wouid improve investi-
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gations and collection rates. There is a
need to build unon adult literacy tech-

11T W UVl QUL LTI Gly ol

nology to develop effective life skills
training programs for offenders.

A fourth technology requirement in-
volves equipment There is a need for

Provy smbeiade L b
testing and evaluation by NlJ Technolo-

gy Centers of new equipment that may

be used by community corrections
agencies. This testing could lead to stan-
dards development and would resolve
problems assocxated vmth the purchase

\<
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hat of abid v
ment agency excess equipment could
improve community correction agen-
cies’ bottom line performance. Assis-
tance in developing open systems and

A an o am and o o o~ an -~

n-proprietary soitware is a crucial
npprl in community corrections. Auto-
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mated systems need to be developed
so that smaller agencies can benefit by
resource economies through group
purchasing of equipment

£ .
The final requirement th
tified was staff rlovolrmmonf and train-

1A WGBS Swaul LoV and train

ing. Given the increased complexity and
dynamic nature of the requirements for
effective community corrections officers,

familiarity with the new technology
advances are ‘ieeded in pre-service and
in-service training. Distance learning

with standardized terminology, telecon-
ferencing, simulation and interactive
multidimensional training technology is
amore efficient way to train, assess and

o~k

evaluate officers and programs.

The management and staff associ-

ated with the National Law Enforce-
ment and Corrections Technology
(NLECT) programs are committed to
working with agencies and professional
organizations such as APPA to develop

; X o
technological sclutions tc the myriad

problems facing present day community
corrections. As we near the twenty- first
century the opportunity to collaborate
with NLECT is a truly exciting oppor-
tunity for all community corrections

in the community. Improvement inthe  evaluation, standards setting informa-  practitioners. 3
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by Denise C. Gottfredson, Kris Coblentz and Michele A. Harmon, Department of Criminology
and Criminal Justice, University of Maryland
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p d sthﬂv in the early 1990 S,
the rate of arrest in 1992 was still higher
than in any year prior to the peak in
989. Arrest rates for vio'len't cnmes
oS
oA

o
"‘i

i
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se sharply during the late 80’s
arly 90’s (Federal Bureau of In-

CuUliu Duiduw

Iso
and
vestigation, 1993). Prison populations
escalated, and prison beds were occu-
pied by drug offenders in increasing
proportions.
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cal

(Natlonal Institute of Justice, 1993) re-
veal high rates of drug involvement
among booked arrestees in 23 sites
across the nation. In the fourth quarter
~f 1009 fAv suarminls GA0L AnAd 7OQ04
Ul 1774, 1Vl CARdAlllpiIc, UF/0 Al 7 770
of arrestees in Washington, DC, and

Qliioltoo il Waallnigivll, A, aill

Philadelphia, respectively, tested posi-
tive for at least one of ten illegal drugs.

This national pattern was replicated
in Maryland In Baltimore C‘ity, felony
uelenuamb Cha‘r‘geu b()lely VVlUl a Ccon-

trallod danaoronic aiihstance (CDS) vin-

trolled dangerous substance (CDS) vio
lation at the circuit court level in 1992
made up 54% of the total charged, up
from just 36% six years earlier. At the
point of intake into the correctional

QN £l

sysrem in Marylana 80% of the inmate

nAantilatinn hag cianificant inualuoment
pPUPuIaiIviL QS ol uivaa ant invoivement
with drugs (Maryland Division of Pa-

role and Probatlon undated)
Traditional methods employed by

criminal justice systems for handling

drug-invoived offenders have proven

ineffective {Falkin, Prendergast, &
Anglin, 1994; Fishbein, 1991). Man-

L iR 0t P LR 10,4 1 8 PRR A B 91

datory minimum sentencing, intensive

l |

supervision, and court- imposed special
caonditione all docianed ta “aot +Aa1iah”
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on crime, have met with limited suc-
cess because they fail to address the
underlying addiction. Drug Court Treat-
ment Programs are intended to break
the cycie of crime by treating the ad-

Airtinn that londa +4 Avicans
GiCuon nat 1€adas 1o Crime.

The Baltimore Drug Court Treat-

ment program (BDCT) began provid-
ing services to non-violent male and
female offenders with drug abuse prob-
lems in March 1994 Some of these

C

o T Jome maen Afcised sl £ s
mer ana woir are aiveriea iroim
prosect ition rnnhnn 1t IpON an agree-
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ment to participate in a drug treatment
program. Others who are not deemed
eligible for diversion from prosecution
are required to participate in a drug

treatment program as a condition OI

narnle ar nrohation
l.lul wviC v lJl NIUGALIN/L .

Relapse is anticipated in any drug
treatment population. Intensive super-
vision and frequent drug testing are used
to monitor each client. A drug court
treatment program is then expected to
apply graduated sanctions with non-
compliant offenders in an attempt to

compliant offenders in an atter to
maintain them in the community so that
treatment can continue. Incarceration
is imposed if an offender is judged to
be a risk to public safe'ty or if an of-
famAne faile +a ~armanlir il froata st
TIUCT 1alid W bU“lply Wll.ll uecatliliciic
or reporting requirements. Program
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services may include educatlon, job
readiness and placement, housing assis-
tance, substance abuse treatment, and
life skiils training. The nature and ex-

L1 . o mam e 2 _._.__\L

w©ent OI sanctions dIl(J Ul Services nas nol

hoon ovamined in the nreosent shidy u,
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and these features of the BDCT program

are beyond the scope of this report.
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The BD

higtice Accictan
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through thy
Control and Preventlon (formerly the
Governor’s Drug and Alcohol Abuse
Commission) and state matching funds

Ten ~ A o e [ SR, U,

In addition, a grant from the Bureau of
Justice Assistance to develon a Correc-

CLRSULT FMSSISQLILT LU RVEILP @ Liiel

tional Options Program (a program of
graduated intermediate sanctions) pro-
vides funds for similar treatment ser-
vices and community-based supervision

far narnleoe
MV Hul WVITCO.

In May 1995, The Division of Pa-
role and Probation (P&P) asked the
Department of Criminology and Crimi-
nal Justice at the University of Mary-
£man ot nes PR 2am
1

or assistance in ev'cuuauug the
beginning efforts of the BDCT pro-

LA} S

gram. The goals of the evaluation were
(a) to determine the extent to which the
appropriate population was being tar-
geted for the program, {bj to determine

whothor 1"‘\1) corvicoe nravided 1indor
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this program were more effective than
those provided under traditional parole
and probation, and (c) to recommend
ways to strengthen the program.

mini ictavad
minisierea
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Subjects
The study is limited to offenders who

_____ MY PR MR | amanm
emewu DU\/l UllUqul deUle or pro-

bation. It was not nossible to identify

bation. It was not possible to identify
an appropriate comparison group for
the alleged offenders who were diverted
from prosecution because records were
not kept on diverted individuals who
did not participate in BDCT.
BDCT Treatment Group

The treatment group in this study
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includes 145 offenders who were as-
signed to BDCT parole or probation
during the program’s first year of op-
eration: 84 district court and 34 circuit
court cases who were assigned to the
BDCT and whose cases were opened
between March 1st, 1994, and Febru-
ary 28th, 1995, and 27 district court
violation of probation (VOP) drug court
cases whose hearing dates were be-
tween November 1st, 1994, and Feb-
ruary 28th, 1995. A few circuit court
VOP cases were also assigned to BDCT
during this period. They were not in-
cluded in the study because their num-
bers were too small to permit separate
analysis.

Comparison Group

To assess the effectiveness of the
BDCT, it is necessary to compare the
performance of BDCT participants with
similar offenders who were not assigned
to BDCT. A comparison group was
drawn from all district and circuit court
drug court participants whose cases
were opened between March 1st, 1994,
and February 28th, 1995, and district
VOP parole and probation cases whose
hearing were held between November
1st, 1994, and February 28th, 1995.
From this pool were selected the ap-
proximately 5,000 cases identified as
having a drug or alcohol problem at
P&P intake. These became the poten-
tial comparison group members.

To the extent possible, the same
screening standards used to identify
BDCT participants were applied to the
pool of potential comparison group
participants. Subjects whose alleged
instant offense involved violence were
excluded.! The resulting pool of eligible
comparisons group members was then
classified by gender and date of the
hearing which either resulted in assign-
ment to BDCT or traditional P&P ser-
vices. Because of the large number of
potential comparison group members,
individuals were randomly selected from
these strata in order to create a com-
parison group whose size was propor-

tional to the BDCT population in terms
of source of case (district, circuit, VOP),
gender, and beginning date. Stratifica-
tion by time of program entry ensured
that each group had an equivalent time
at risk for reoffending. This procedure
resulted in a comparison group of 529
individuals: 53 VOP, 351 district, and
125 circuit court cases (see Appendix
Table 1). This study compared the per-
formance of all BDCT cases with all
comparison group cases, separately by
source (district, circuit, and VOP).
Data Sources

Demographic, criminal history, and
recidivism information was obtained
from the following sources for every
study participant:

¢ OBSYS provided intake informa-
tion, demographics, current offenses,
special conditions, type of case, case
status, and information on warrants,
hearings, technical violations, and revo-
cations related to the current offense.

o CJIS provided criminal history for
offenses committed in Maryland, and
the use of aliases.

* OBSYS & Microfiche provided in-
formation regarding periods of past
supervision and their outcomes.

¢ DJJISYS system provided juvenile
criminal histories for those individuals
who grew up in Maryland.

e Urinalysis performed by P&P at
intake for treatment group provided a
measure of drug involvement. This in-
formation was unavailable for the com-
parison group due to a lack of a com-
parable intake urinalysis and equivalent
instruments regarding drug use and his-
tory.

Analyses

Analyses were conducted to (a) de-
scribe the drug court clients and (b) ex-
amine the recidivism of the drug court
clients compared to that which would
be expected in the absence of drug
court treatment. Descriptive analyses
compared drug court clients to the en-
tire comparison group, separately by

source of client (district, circuit, or VOP)
and gender, on measures of demo-
graphics, prior criminal history, and
characteristics of the instant offense.
Because the BDCT treatment and
comparison cases were not equivalent
at the time of entry in terms of their
level of risk for recidivism, a series of
regression analyses were conducted to
statistically control for these pre-existing
differences while examining the effect
of the BDCT program. The following
recidivism outcomes, each measured
during the 180 days following intake,
were regressed on a set of predictors:
¢ Any arrest
¢ Any conviction
¢ Number of days incarcerated as
a result of a new offense
* Number of days “free in the
community” (i.e., number of days
from entry into the study until
rearrest or revocation)

Results

Demographics

The typical BDCT client was a single
black male in his early thirties, who
completed an average of 11 years of
education, was unemployed at intake,
and had a drug condition. Approxi-
mately one-third of the clients also had
alcohol conditions, but this varied by
source of case: 15% of VOP but 50%
of district cases had alcohol conditions
as well as other drug conditions. The
gender composition of the treatment
group also varied by source of client:
48% of VOP, 61% of district, and 82%
of circuit BDCT clients were male.

Intake Urinalysis

Nearly half (48%) of drug court cli-
ents tested positive for cocaine at in-
take; 44% tested positive for opiates
and 3% for marijuana. No clients tested
positive for PCP.

Criminal History

For most measures of criminal his-
tory, significant differences were found



by source of client. Generally, circuit
court clients had more extensive crimi-
nal histories than district or VOP cli-
ents. Also, the differences between the
BDCT and comparison cases generally
depended upon the source of the cases,
indicating that different selection crite-
ria were used in the three sources. The
summaries below are broken out by
source for this reason. Unless other-
wise indicated, criminal history events
refer to events in the adult court.

District Court

* 99% of district drug court cases had
at least one prior arrest, and 76% had
at least one prior conviction. The average
number of prior arrests and convictions
was 6 and 3, respectively, and females
had significantly more prior convictions
than males, although the convictions
were primarily for misdemeanor charges.

® Most district drug court clients had
been arrested previously for property
offenses (81%) and drug offenses
(77%): 52% and 50%, respectively, had
been convicted for these offenses.
About 27% had been arrested for of-
fenses against persons, but only 4% had
been convicted previously for these of-
fenses. A large proportion of the fe-
male clients had been arrested (39%)
and convicted (33%) for sex offenses.

o The typical district drug court cli-
ent had been convicted of 3 prior mis-
demeanor charges. Every fifth client
had a prior felony conviction.

e The typical district drug court cli-
ent was 26 years old at his or her first
arrest, and 29 at first conviction. Juve-
nile records were found for 8%.

e District drug court clients typically
had between one and two prior peri-
ods of supervision, but less than half of
the clients (.4) had a parole revocation.

e The “instant” offenses that led to
assignment to the BDCT were prima-
rily drug-related or property crimes:
53% of district drug court cases were
convicted of a charge involving drugs,
and 50% for a charge involving an of-
fense against property. No charge in-
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volved offenses against persons. The
instant offense was more likely to in-
volve a misdemeanor than a felony
offense.

Circuit Court

* 97% of circuit drug court cases had
at least one prior arrest, and 88% had
at least one prior conviction. The aver-
age number of prior arrests and con-
victions was 7 and 3.

e Most circuit drug court clients had
been arrested previously for drug offenses
(91%) and property offenses (68%):
74% and 47%, respectively, had been
convicted for these offenses. About
47% had been arrested for offenses
against persons, and 18% had previ-
ously been convicted for these offenses.

o The typical circuit drug court client
had been convicted for 3 prior misde-
meanor charges, but fewer than 1
(mean = .65) felony charge.

o The typical circuit drug court client
was 24 years old at his or her first ar-
rest, and 26 at first conviction. Juve-
nile records were found for 6%.

* Circuit drug court clients typically
had slightly more than two prior periods
of supervision, but less than half of the
clients (.4) had a prior parole revocation.

e The convictions for the arrests that
resulted in placement in the drug court
for 97% of circuit drug court cases were
for drug-related crimes. Other charges
were rare. No instant offenses involved
charges against persons. The typical
instant offense involved at least one
felony charge.

Violation of Probation (VOP)

e Prior arrest records were found for
81% of VOP drug court cases. Only 59%
had at least one prior conviction. The
average number of prior arrests and
convictions was 4 and 2, respectively.

o Most VOP drug court clients had been
arrested previously for drug offenses
(78%) or property offenses (48%): 51%
and 22%, respectively, had been con-
victed for these offenses. About 33%
had been arrested for offenses against

persons, but only 4% had been previ-
ously convicted for these offenses.

¢ The typical VOP drug court client
had been convicted for 2 prior misde-
meanor charges, but no (mean = .07)
felony charge.
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A drug court freatment program is

expecied to apply graduated

sanctions with non-compliant

offenders in an attempt to

maintain them in the community
so that treatment can continue.

¢ The typical VOP drug court client
was 25 years old at his or her first ar-
rest, and 27 at first conviction. Juve-
nile records were found for 15%.

¢ VOP drug court clients typically had
3 (mean = 2.85) prior periods of su-
pervision, but only one quarter of the
clients had a parole revocation prior to
the current one.

e For the instant offense, 78% of
drug court cases were convicted of a
charge involving drugs and 15% for a
charge involving an offense against
property. No offenses involved charges
against persons. The offense typically
involved a misdemeanor and not a
felony charge.

BDCT and Comparison Clients

Recall that comparison cases were
randomly selected from a large pool of
probationers whose cases were heard
during the same time period as the drug
court participants, who were identified
as having a special drug or alcohol con-
dition, and whose current offenses did
not involve a violent offense.

Despite these attempts to identify a
similar group of clients, many differ-
ences were found between those cli-
ents referred to drug court and those
assigned to traditional probation. This
indicates that judges, prosecutors, and
other parties involved in the selection
of clients for the drug court are apply-
ing additional selection criteria. Given
the intent of the BDCT to provide an
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effective alternative to incarceration for
drug offenders, one would expect to
find more serious offenders among the
BDCT clients (who would presumably
have otherwise been imprisoned) than
among the cases assigned instead to
traditional probation (from which group
the comparison cases were drawn).
The actual selection process appears
to have differed for the three sources
from which BDCT clients were drawn,
so they will be summarized separately.

District Court

o District drug court clients were sig-
nificantly more likely than comparison
group clients to be male, black, older,
unemployed, and to have been identi-
fied at intake as having a special drug
condition.

e District drug court clients had sig-
nificantly more prior arrests and con-
victions, and these arrest and convic-
tions were more likely to be for drug,
property, and sex (female only) offenses
and less likely to be for crimes against
persons.

e District drug court clients were sig-
nificantly more likely than comparison
group clients to have an instant offense
involving property crimes and less likely
to have an instant offense involving
crimes against persons. The instant
offense is more likely to involve felony
charges for the district drug court
participants.

¢ The length of the suspended sen-
tence imposed by the judge for the in-
stant offense was about twice as long
for the district drug court as for the
comparison cases. The meaning of this
difference is ambiguous. It may indicate
that judges, who would normally im-
pose incarceration sentences for these
clients, suspended the incarceration
sentences for BDCT clients (consistent
with the aim of the drug court). It may
also mean, however, that judges would
not have imposed incarceration sen-
tences at all for these cases, but im-
posed long suspended sentences for the
BDCT clients to provide an additional

deterrent to crime or to provide for a
longer period of treatment under court
supervision. This last possibility appears
especially plausible. Usually, if proba-
tioners violate the conditions of proba-
tion or parole, the suspended sentence
is imposed.

Circuit Court

e Circuit drug court clients were
demographically similar to their non-
circuit drug court counterparts, but they
were more likely to be unemployed.

e Circuit drug court clients were simi-
lar in their criminal histories to tradi-
tional probationers, except that they
were more likely to have felony drug
charges in their histories.

» Circuit drug court clients were sig-
nificantly more likely than comparison
group clients to have an instant offense
involving a serious, felony drug charge
and less likely to have an instant offense
involving crimes against persons or
property.

o The length of the suspended sen-
tence imposed by the judge for the cur-
rent offense was longer for the circuit
drug court than for the comparison
cases, perhaps (as described above) in-
dicating that the judges were using the
circuit drug court as an alternative to
incarceration or to provide for an ex-
tended period of enforced treatment.

Viclation of Probation (VOM)

» VOP drug court clients were demo-
graphically similar to the comparison
group clients except that females were
over-represented.

* VOP drug court clients were sig-
nificantly less likely than comparison
group clients to have prior arrests and
convictions, and less likely to have had
prior convictions for crimes against
property and for serious, felony crimes.

* VOP drug court clients were sig-
nificantly less likely than comparison
group clients to have an instant offense
involving property crimes, and their in-
stant offense was less likely to involve a
felony. The number of drug charges

was, however, greater for the drug court
clients.

Summary

The BDCT succeeded in targeting
non-violent offenders with drug prob-
lems. Drug court clients were histori-
cally frequent offenders even when
compared with other eligible probation-
ers, and their offenses more often in-
volved drug and property crimes and
less often involved crimes against
persons. Offenses for which they had
been convicted were as serious or more
serious in nature than those of the
comparison group members, except for
the BDCT cases contributed through
the VOP track. These cases had fewer
felony convictions and their current
offense was of a less serious nature than
VOP cases assigned to regular probation.

Large differences in the selection
processes utilized in the three tracks
examined here suggest that different
profiles characterize the “ideal” BDCT
client in the minds of different decision
makers who control the flow of clients
into the BDCT. Relative to the com-
parison groups from each track, the
VOP drug court cases are less serious
and the district and circuit cases are
more serious. The circuit court sends
almost exclusively its felony drug cases.
Offenders from the other sources are
more likely to be involved with a wider
variety of crimes.

BDCT Recidivism Outcomes —
BDCT Clients.

Three quarters of the BDCT clients
avoided rearrest during the 180-day
follow-up period.

® 23%, 26%, and 18% of the district,
circuit, and VOP BDCT clients, respec-
tively, were rearrested during the 180
days following intake to the program.
The arrests were primarily for misde-
meanor property and drug offenses.
Only 4%, 6%, and 7%, of the rearrests
from each source were for crimes
against persons.

e 7%, 3%, and 0% of the district, cir-
cuit, and VOP BDCT clients, respec-
tively, were re-convicted during the 180




days following intake to the program.
These reconvictions were primarily for
misdemeanor charges involving prop-
erty and drug offenses. Only one BDCT
client was re-convicted for a crime
against person. Despite speedy trial re-
quirements, few convictions could be
expected for any offender population
in a 6-month follow-up.

* Only seven BDCT cases received
incarceration sentences as a result of
new offenses. For these cases, most of
the incarceration sentence was sus-
pended. The average number of
unsuspended days of sentence was 182
for the six district court cases receiving
sentences, and O for the one circuit
court case.

» The average number of days “free
in the community” (i.e., without rear-
rest or revocation) was 158, 149, and
159, respectively, for the district, circuit,
and VOP BDCT clients — more than
5 months out of the 6 month follow-
up period.

Differences Between BDCT Clients
and Comparison Group

Very few significant differences be-
tween BDCT and comparison clients
were observed for recidivism outcomes.
For the district court cases, no signifi-
cant differences were observed. This is
a positive outcome given the initial dif-
ferences in the two groups which fa-
vored the comparison clients. That is,
the treatment cases would have been
expected to fail more frequently given
their more serious prior records.

For the circuit court cases, most dif-
ferences were insignificant, also a posi-
tive sign given the initial differences fa-
voring the comparison clients. Never-
theless, among the subset of circuit
court clients who were arrested, BDCT
clients had significantly more total
charges (1.4 more, on average) and sig-
nificantly more felony charges (1 more,
on average). These differences were
due only to the circuit court males, and
they had no implication for eventual
days spent behind bars, as all of the
sentences for both BDCT and compari-
son cases were suspended.
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No significant differences were ob-
served for VOP BDCT clients and com-
parison cases.

The above differences (or, more ap-
propriately, absence of differences) are
ambiguous because the BDCT and
comparison cases were not equivalent
to begin with. The comparison proba-
tioners were generally better recidivism
risks than the BDCT clients. These dif-
ferences were taken into account us-
ing regression analyses which controlled
for criminal history and demographic
variables and characteristics of the in-
stant offense which differentiated the
groups and were significantly related to
recidivism. These analyses showed that,
controlling for initial differences be-
tween the groups:

* BDCT clients from all three sources
were less likely to be rearrested than
comparison cases. This difference fa-
voring BDCT clients was statistically
significant over all, and was especially
apparent for district court females. A
difference of the magnitude observed
would have arisen by chance fewer than
5 times in 100. Participation in the drug

court was associated with a 50% de-
crease in the odds for rearrest.

¢ BDCT clients were less likely to be
re-convicted across all three sources.
This directional difference favoring
BDCT clients approached significance
(a difference of the magnitude observed
could have arisen by chance 9 times in
100) only for cases in the VOP track.
For the district and circuit tracks, the
positive trend was due only to females.

¢ Among district court cases, the to-
tal days of incarceration served as a
result of new crimes (i.e., the total days
sentenced minus the days suspended)
was significantly greater for BDCT cli-
ents than for comparison cases. A dif-
ference of the magnitude observed
would have arisen by chance fewer than
5 times in 100. None of the compari-
sons of seriousness showed significantly
greater seriousness for the BDCT
clients.

¢ BDCT clients enjoyed more days
free in the community across all three
sources. This difference favoring BDCT
clients was statistically significant over
all (i.e., a difference of the magnitude

Figure 1: Number of Days Free in the Community
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observed could have arisen by chance
less than 1 time in 100). When the re-
sults are broken out by source of refer-
ral, the difference favoring BDCT cli-
ents approached statistical significance
only for the district court cases, and was
due more to females than to males in
this group. Figure 1 shows that drug
court clients remained free in the com-
munity for about twelve days longer

Although few incarceration days
were served as a result of new
crimes which occurred doring the
brief follow-up period, one finding
suggests that the system may Le
responding more harshly 1o
Baltimore Drug Court Treatment
re-offenders than 1o non-drug
court re-offenders.

than predicted on the basis of their
criminal history data. Control cases re-
mained free approximately three fewer
days than anticipated.

Conclusion and
Recommendations

The preliminary evaluation of the
BDCT program produced positive re-
sults. All three tracks have succeeded
in targeting non-violent, drug-involved
offenders. The pattern of results sug-
gests that the BDCT program for the
district and circuit court clients is being
used as an alternative to incarceration,
as the BDCT clients have more exten-
sive criminal histories and their instant
offenses are of a more serious nature
than the probationers not referred to
the program. This finding is important
in light of the tendency in other experi-
mental programs to place the best re-
cidivism risks in the program. For the
VOP track, the pattern of results sug-
gests that the program is not being used
as an alternative to incarceration, as the
probationers sent to BDCT have less
extensive criminal histories and their
current offenses are of a less serious
nature than those cases continued on

traditional probation. We have no data
on the characteristics of violators of
parole and probation who are incar-
cerated as a result of their violations,
but presumably the more serious cases
eligible for the BDCT are in fact being
incarcerated rather than being sent to
the BDCT program.

The results for recidivism outcomes
are also positive. Because the follow-
up time period was brief, few new
crimes were convicted. But the trend
in the re-arrest data suggests that par-
ticipation in the BDCT program slightly
increases the number of days free in
the community by reducing the percent-
age of clients rearrested. This positive
finding is most statistically dependable
for female BDCT clients from the dis-
trict court track.

Although few incarceration days
were served as a result of new crimes
which occurred during the brief follow-
up period, one finding suggests that the
system may be responding more
harshly to BDCT re-offenders than to
non-drug court re-offenders. The num-
ber of days spent behind bars as a re-
sult of new crimes was significantly
greater for district court BDCT clients
than for comparison cases when con-
trolling for prior criminal history and
characteristics of the instant offense.
Recall that one aim of the BDCT is to
decrease days spent behind bars.

The modest positive effects observed
can most likely be increased by strength-
ening the program. This evaluation was
not designed to measure the actual lev-
els of drug treatment received by BDCT
clients or the extent and effectiveness
of the graduated sanctions which were
to have been applied.

The program would be strengthened
if the Division of Parole and Probation
clarified expectations for (a) the amount
and type of drug treatment services to
be provided to each client and (b) the
type of, and schedule for, graduated
sanctions to be applied. The effective-
ness of this strengthened program
should be studied more rigorously that
was possible in the present study. The
study should be repeated using a longer
follow-up period to capture more varia-
tion in the recidivism outcomes. It

should be conducted with clients who
entered in later months because it is
likely that the very early months of
implementation of the program were
atypical. The study should also be ex-
tended to BDCT participants who enter
through the diversion track, as these cli-
ents may receive different treatment or
they may be more or less amenable to
treatment. Random assignment of eligible
offenders to BDCT and control conditions
would also strengthen future studies.
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Endnotes

! Subjects were excluded from con-
sideration if their alleged offenses in-
cluded murder, assault, rape, kidnap-
ping, domestic violence, violation of
probation, offenses involving firearms,
sex offenses, child abuse, robbery,
felony drug offenses, and any attempts
of these offenses.

2 A large proportion of the female
probationers who violate conditions of
probation and are eligible for the BDCT
are referred to the BDCT. The number
of such offenders available for the com-
parison group was limited. Therefore,
the comparison group contains a
smaller proportion of women proba-
tion violators (2%) than does the treat-
ment group (10%). -
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Attitudes of Coles County, lllinois,
Residents Toward Probation
Supervision in the Community

by William Reed Benedict, Ph.D., Eastern lllinois University and Michael Hughes, Director,
Coles County Court Services, Illinois

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (1995)
report that the nation’s prison and jail
population grew from just over one-half
million in 1980, to nearly 1.4 million
in 1993 — a three-fold increase. Given
this, judges are relying heavily on court
service and probation departments to
alleviate jail and prison overcrowding
(Benedict and Huff-Corzine, 1997).
During 1990, 2,670,234 adults were
on probation in the United States (Bu-
reau of Justice Statistics, 1991). Speci-
fically, linois’ probation population in
January 1990, at 93,944, was the sec-
ond largest in the Midwest. Increasing
1.9 percent in less than 12 months to
95,699 in December 1990 (Bureau of
Justice Statistics, 1991).

One of the most fundamental prob-
lems facing court service departments
today is the public’s perception of the
ever-changing role of probation within
the community. Moreover, the most ar-
duous obstacle faced by Allen (et al.
1979), in conducting research was the
lack of a generally acceptable definition
of probation. “The word probation has
been used interchangeably to mean a
legal disposition, a measure of leniency,
a punitive measure, an administrative
process, and a treatment method, not
to mention a sub-system of corrections”
(Allen et al., 1979: 67). This ambiguity
has been heightened by the increased
use of probation sentences for felony
offenders, specifically, the debate of
citizens’ risk of falling “prey” to this
population of offenders. Some re-
searchers argue that, among felony
probationers, recidivism rates threaten
public safety (e.g., Irish, 1989; Peter-
silia, 1985). However, most investiga-
tions (e.g., Benedict and Huff-Corzine,

1997; Clarke et al. 1988; McGaha et
al. 1987; Vito, 1986; and Whitehead,
1991) conclude that felony probation
is a viable alternative to incarceration.
Further definitional ambiguity accom-
panies such terms as Intensive Proba-
tion Supervision, Electronic Monitoring
and House Arrest, all utilized by many
court service departments in the 1990s.
Henry C. Duffie, a veteran probation
officer of 17 years in Maricopa County
Arizona notes that:

“The overall issue in probation —
now and through my entire career —
is that most people don’t know what it
is. It's not viewed as a punitive sanc-
tion per se; usually it’s viewed as a slap
on the wrist. If you tell the average citi-
zen that you're a probation officer, he
or she usually has no idea what you
do. Probation is almost one of the best
kept secrets around” (Corrections To-
day, 1987: 26).

Community support will emerge only
after court-service departments conduct
community awareness campaigns. Ac-
cording to Lurigio (1987: 23) “Educat-
ing the citizens about Intensive Proba-
tion Supervision and its operations can
serve generally to enhance perceptions
of department creditability and profes-
sionalism, which is critical in light of
lingering negative public opinions about
probation and its effectiveness.” Court-
Service directors should be pro-active
when dealing with the media. While this
effort may initially appear deleterious,
it will likely result in one of the most
effective measures in promoting one’s
department to the community. “You
can enlist the media to publicize the
good works of your department, help-
ing to educate and inform the people

in your community (many of whom
have little understanding of the issues,
problems, ‘hard- realities’ and alterna-
tive solutions to community supervision)”
(Brown, 1996:9). One of the miscon-
ceptions citizens have regarding proba-
tion is its lack of punitiveness. Providing
citizens with accurate probation infor-
mation and knowledge about current
programs, such as Intensive Probation
Supervision, Electronic Monitoring,
House Arrest, Random Drug Testing,
and Restitution Collections, will stress
punishment, and illustrate the value of
probation as an integral community
sanction. Given factual information,
citizens may discern the predicaments
with which court-service departments
deal. Having community support will
likely strengthen a department’s over-
all productivity.

Setting and Methods

Setting

Coles County, with a population of
51,644, is located in east central lllinois
on Interstate Highway 57 (Census, 1990).
The two largest communities in Coles
County were used as the sampling
frame; Charleston and Mattoon. In
1990, (Census Bureau) 20.7 percent
of the population were under the age
of 18, 26.0 percent were 25 to 44,
and 13.7 percent were 65 years and
older. The major difference between the
two communities is the university (East-
ern Illinois University) located in
Charleston which has a student popu-
lation of 10,500 and employs approxi-
mately 1800 people.

Methods
A three percent sample was drawn




from both Charleston and Mattoon
employing CD ROM software of all
households represented in telephone
books across the Nation (ProPhone,
1995). All businesses were excluded.
Also, Eastern Illinois University students
not being permanent residents were
excluded from our sample. The pur-
pose of this study was to assess proba-
tion perceptions of residents living in
Coles County. A systematic sampling
technique was then administered and
every household was chosen for inclu-
sion in the sample. To ensure accuracy,
the software generated sample was
double-checked against the 1995 Coles
County telephone directory.

Initially, thirty questionnaires were
sent out as a pre-test. Subsequently, all
questionnaires were mailed out to resi-
dents in our sample. Postcard remind-
ers were sent out three weeks after the
original mailing. The last mailing in-
cluded a revised cover letter and an
additional copy of the original question-
naire. Seventy percent of the Charles-
ton residents and sixty-six percent of
the Mattoon residents (N=206) com-
pleted the questionnaire.

Siatement Of Purpose

Probation or some form of commu-
nity release is the primary sentence used
by all courts in the United States. Al-
though effective in its purpose and
much less expensive to taxpayers, since
its inception, probation has had a nega-
tive perception by the public. Our sur-
vey was necessary to evaluate the
knowledge or perception of probation
on a local level to enable Court Ser-
vices to focus its viability within the com-
munity. Furthermore, the objective of
the survey was to develop an informa-
tive data base to address the most per-
tinent issues within the community.
Before promoting services provided by
Coles County Court Services, it was
necessary to understand the cognizance
and possible misconceptions held by
residents of Coles County.

Survey Results

The perception portion of the sur-
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vey consisted of fifteen closed-ended
questions measuring the public’s per-
ception of probation. The results of four
of these questions will be discussed.
Two of the questions ascertain the
knowledge possessed by residents re-
garding the rate at which property and
violent offenders were granted sen-
tences of probation in Coles County.
These results were congruent with the
expectations of the researchers. First,
residents were asked the percentage of
convicted property offenders in Coles
County who received sentences of pro-
bation in 1995. Twenty-three percent
of the respondents believed less than
25% of all property offenders received
sentences of probation upon convic-
tion. Thirty-eight percent responded
within the category of 25-49%, and
thirty-nine percent indicated that more
than 50% of these cases resulted in
probation sentences. In 1995, Coles
County had thirty-nine convictions of
property offenses (included in this cat-
egory were the offenses of burglary,
theft, and criminal damage to property).
Eighteen of the thirty-nine cases (46%)
resulted in sentences of probation.
Seventy-seven percent of the respon-
dents were of the opinion that fewer
than fifty percent of violent offenders
convicted in Coles County received sen-
tences of probation. Twenty percent
responded within the 50-74% category
and fewer than 4% chose greater than
75%. In 1995, Coles County tried and
convicted 53 offenders for violent of-
fenses (aggravated battery, domestic
battery, robbery and aggravated crimi-
nal sexual assault). Thirty- one of the
total fifty-three (58.5%) cases resulted
in probation sentences, with the re-
mainder given a Department of Cor-
rections sentence. The overwhelming
majority of residents (77%) believed vio-
lent offenders do or should receive
prison sentences. This perception is
congruent with the general fear of crime
in the United States. Generally, indi-
viduals are less fearful of being victim-
ized by property offenders than violent
offenders, and thus believe a higher per-
centage of violent offenders should re-
ceive sentences of incarceration.

One of the most compelling ar-
guments supporting community sen-
tencing as a practical alternative to
incarceration is probation’s cost effec-
tiveness. The residents selected for our
sample were asked to give their opin-
ions regarding the cost effectiveness of
probation, compared to prison. Clearly,
more respondents believed sentences
of probation to be cost effective (Fig-
ure 1). Fifty-eight percent responded
within the YES category, while only
16% believed probation was not more
cost effective than prison. Probation is
unquestionably a cost-effective sanction
for convicted criminals. The total cost
for an offender being supervised in
Coles County is $572 per year. Four-
hundred-and-seventy dollars of the
$572 is subsidized by the taxpayer,
while $102 is paid by the offender serv-
ing the sentence. In Illinois, however,
standard probation has an annual per
offender cost of approximately $1,000.
An additional $3000 is added for of-
fenders granted Intensive Probation
Supervision. In contrast, the annual cost
is approximately $18,000 for sending
a convicted offender to the lllinois De-
partment of Corrections, with a total
cost of $750 million and an inmate
population of 38,000, compared to
$150 million for an active caseload of
95,000 offenders serving probation
terms (Probation and Court Services
Statistical Report, 1995). The data in-
dicate that Coles County residents un-
derstand the economic advantages of
probation over prison. Moreover, the
annual per offender cost in Coles
County is considerably lower than the
state average. This information should
be used in promoting probation to the
public. While most residents likely un-
derstand cost effectiveness, it is doubt-
ful they are fully cognizant of the stark
financial differences between the two
forms of sanctions.

The last question evaluates the
public’s judgment of probation effec-
tiveness. Seventeen percent of those
returning the questionnaire believed
Coles County probation was not effec-
tive, while the majority (73%) simply
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did not know (Figure 2). Measuring the
effectiveness of probation is a difficult
and often controversial task. For this
project, we measured success or effec-
tiveness versus failure, based on recidi-

vism rates. Maltz (1984) examined over’

90 studies using the term “recidivism”
and concluded that “the recidivism defi-
nition of choice appears to be...arrest
recidivism” (1984:66). Using re-arrest
as the indicator of recidivism also by-
passes problems associated with
prosecutorial, court and correctional
data which are not as complete or reli-
able as arrest data supplied by law-en-
forcement agencies. The recidivism (re-
arrest) rate in 1995 for Coles County
was between 38 and 46 percent. This
figure includes the following felony cat-
egories: property and violent offenses,
drug violations, and sex offenses. Coles
County recidivism rates are consistent
with the most comprehensive proba-
tion study to date; Langan and Cunniff
(Bureau of Justice, 1992) found that
43 percent of the total 79,000 proba-
tioners under study were rearrested for
a felony within three years of receiving
their sentence of probation. Using pa-

role recidivism data as a barometer,
Coles County probation is certainly ef-
fective. A 1989 Bureau of Justice study
representing approximately 109,000
prison releases discharged from pris-
ons in 11 states, found within three
years of their release, 63% of the prison
releasees had been rearrested for new
charges of felonies or serious misde-
meanors (Greenfield, 1992). Based on
re-arrest rates, then, Coles County pro-
bation is not only inordinately cost ef-
fective, but effective based on recidi-
vism data as well. The public needs to
understand that incarceration is a tem-
porary band-aid for convicted offend-
ers. The majority of these convicted
offenders will ultimately serve a large
portion of their sentences in the com-
munity. More importantly, the criminal-
justice system is not using community
sanctions out of choice, but necessity.
If sentences of probation are inevitable,
then the public should understand it is
a viable alternative. Many offenders
sentenced to probation are punished
as well as required to give back to the
community by way of service and vic-
tim compensation.

Summary and Conclusions

The present findings illuminate the
relevance of studies evaluating the
public’s perception of court-service de-
partments in the United States. The ap-
prehension of the researchers, prior to
conducting this study, was twofold:
First, we did not know if there would
be any perception, due to the low vis-
ibility of court services, and second, we
were uncertain whether we would re-
ceive an acceptable response rate. The
apprehension was put to rest with valu-
able information which will be used to
conduct a community awareness cam-
paign, and a response rate of 68%,
which reflects the vested interest Coles
County residents have regarding their
community.

Residents of Coles County had dif-
fering views regarding the percentage
of convicted property versus violent
offenders granted probation sentences.
This is not surprising, given the “get
tough on crime policies” implemented
over the past decade. The media have
further heightened the concern many
citizens have regarding their safety.
However, the fact remains that sanc-
tions within the community are feasible
alternatives to imprisonment.

The majority of Coles County resi-
dents understood the cost effectiveness
of placing convicted offenders on pro-
bation, as opposed to sentencing them
to the Department of Corrections.
However, even though the majority of
respondents understood the cost effec-
tiveness, they did not discern how ef-
fective community sentences were,
compared to sentences of incarceration
and ultimately parole. This is pertinent
information which should be used in
gaining support from the community.

Sentences of probation are increas-
ingly being used as the primary alter-
native to overcrowded correctional in-
stitutions. This trend is not likely to
change any time soon; thus, court- ser-
vice personnel need to work in unison
with the communities in which they
serve, not against them. Arming the
citizenry with facts such as cost effec-




tiveness, re-arrest rates compared to pa-
role statistics, and the implementation
of increased punitive measures, such
as Intensive Probation Supervision,
electronic monitoring and house arrest
will likely bolster the effectiveness and
ultimately, the community support
court-service departments sorely need
and deserve. The implementation of
community awareness campaigns,
however, can only come to fruition af-
ter departments understand the dynam-
ics of their own communities. The best
way to promote one’s services is to
ascertain the knowledge base of one’s
specific community. Having this infor-
mation, then, will not only facilitate, but
also validate the areas of greatest con-
cern. We need to regain the public’s
trust that community sentences will
work. Based on the current trend, con-
victed offenders will continue to be
placed on probation at an alarming
rate. Thus, court-service departments
will increasingly be faced with the di-
lemma of negative public perceptions.
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