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	The Clackamas County Community Corrections Division's Intensive Drug Program (IDP), a program targeted on offenders with substance abuse problems, combines electronically monitored house arrest with treatment for substance abuse.  After two years of operating the program, the Corrections Division contracted with Portland State University for an evaluation of the program's performance.



	The evaluation used two main approaches for investigating program performance:  1) examination of how clients changed while in the IDP program, and 2) comparison of IDP clients' recidivism rates to rates for the Corrections Division's Electronic Surveillance Program (ESP) and Work Release Program (WR).  IDP clients greatly reduced their use of drugs while in the IDP program, and alcohol consumption also declined.  IDP clients have higher re-arrest and re-conviction rates than ESP and WR clients, but these higher rates appear due to the more serious offenders and drug users in the IDP program.  When differences in the type of clients are taken statistically into account, re-arrest rates appear the same or lower for clients who completed the IDP program, compared to clients who completed the ESP and WR programs.  The evaluation also found that drug offenders and more serious felony offenders have high rates of successful program termination in the IDP program.



	The evaluation examined program operating costs as well.  The daily cost for maintaining an offender on the IDP program was estimated to range from $19 to $21.  Because IDP involves extra drug-treatment services, the IDP program costs between $5 to $13 more than the ESP program.  Still, the county pays $15 to $26 less per day to maintain an offender on IDP than on work release, and $33 to $35 less than in jail�-a potential savings of about $4,600 to $13,000 annually per offender.
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	The Clackamas County Intensive Out-Patient Drug Program (IDP) combines a clearly identified rehabilitative purpose with punishment (electronically enforced home confinement).  The stated purpose is to offer "an outpatient program that provides intensive substance abuse treatment and intensive...supervision of clients in the community" (Biennial Plan, 1991-93: 14).  The IDP program's goals are to reduce substance abuse, to stabilize offenders' lives sufficiently to ensure program completion, and to reduce recidivism (Biennial Plan 1991-1993: 10).  The target population consists of male and female adult offenders whose substance abuse has led to failures in prior substance abuse programs or to probation/parole violations.  The program intends to meet two basic needs of this group of offenders:  1) to provide them with structured living without incarceration, and 2) to treat their substance abuse problems.  The primary methods for meeting these needs are around-the-clock electronic surveillance, weekly treatment meetings, and drug and alcohol testing.



	Delivering these services involves the combined effort of two Clackamas County agencies: the Community Corrections Division and the Mental Health Division.  The program consists of fourteen weeks of surveillance plus treatment, followed by fourteen weeks of aftercare.  During the first fourteen week stage the offender moves through five levels of supervision/privileges, from most restrictive/no privileges to least restrictive/most privileges.  The second fourteen week stage differs from the first stage by entailing no electronic surveillance and involving less frequent attendance at treatment meetings.  Offenders who violate the rules while on the program will, according to the Biennial Plan (1991-93: 12) "be dealt with as soon as possible and in a variety of ways depending on the severity, nature, and number of violations."  Consequences range from increasing the number of drug tests per week, to loss of earned privileges, to ultimately returning the offender to jail.



	Other prominent features of the IDP program include a one to eight counselor/offender ratio, electronic surveillance combined with three weekly group counseling sessions, attendance at a minimum of two additional weekly self-help group meetings (e.g. Alcoholics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonymous, etc.), and routine drug and alcohol testing.  Participants offset program costs by paying a daily fee, and participants who are not employed must actively seek employment.
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	This evaluation uses two different approaches to evaluate the effectiveness of the IDP program.  The first approach examines how IDP clients changed while they were in the IDP program.  The second approach compares IDP clients to clients in two other Clackamas County Community Corrections (CCCC) programs.  Since each of these evaluation approaches has both advantages and disadvantages, using both approaches together should provide better information on the performance of the IDP program.



	The first approach focuses on changes in IDP clients' substance abuse while in the IDP program, using data on clients' recorded drug use obtained from the Clackamas County Mental Health Division.  This approach offers the advantage of focusing on client behavior that the IDP program was designed to change�-substance abuse.  The approach suffers from the limitations, however, of relying on data obtained during the narrow time-period of clients' program participation, and of lacking similar data from other client groups for comparison.



	The second approach focuses on recidivism of IDP clients compared to recidivism of clients in other CCCC offender programs.  Data on re-arrests and re-convictions of IDP program clients, as well as clients from the CCCC Electronic Surveillance Program (ESP) and the Work Release (WR) Program, were obtained through the Oregon Law Enforcement Data Systems (LEDS) computerized records.  Using these data to compare IDP clients to offenders from other programs has the advantage of focusing on the potential impact of the IDP program in affecting criminal behavior after termination from the program.  However, because the client groups in the other programs differ somewhat from IDP clients, these differences themselves could affect recidivism and need to be taken into account when making group comparisons.



	Because the second approach uses comparison groups differing somewhat in composition from IDP clients, several procedures were used in carrying out the evaluation to take those client differences into account.  First, when samples of clients were drawn from the ESP and WR programs, a stratification or matching technique was used to make the ESP and WR client groups used for analysis as similar as possible to the IDP client group (See Appendix A).  Second, when analyzing the data, comparisons were made for specific sub-groups of clients, as well as for all of the clients.   Finally, special statistical techniques were used for taking into account client characteristics when comparing the three program groups.
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	The data for this study come from three separate sources:  1) the State of Oregon Mental Health Division Client Progress Management System (CPMS), 2) the Clackamas County Community Corrections Division Probation (CCCC-P) files, and 3) the Oregon Law Enforcement Data System (LEDS) computerized offender files.



	The Mental Health Division CPMS files contain information which is obtained from clients when they enter and exit mental health division treatment.  The files contain demographic data as well as treatment related information.  The Mental Health Division maintains CPMS data in computerized form for individual counties and on a statewide basis.  At the request of the evaluators, the Clackamas County mental health staff made available a total of fifty-six IDP-CPMS files.  These files do not completely overlap with IDP/CCCC-P files.  Of the fifty-six IDP-CPMS files, forty-eight pertained to clients used in the analysis of recidivism rates, and the remaining files involved IDP clients who had been terminated from the IDP program after the cut-off date for the recidivism analysis.



	The CCCC probation staff provided the evaluation team with data from the probation files for the IDP, ESP, and WR clients used in the analyses comparing the three programs.  These data included the following client information that was used in the statistical analysis:



	?termination status from the program

	?reason for unsuccessful termination (if applicable)

	?offense committed leading to sentencing to program

	?classification of offense leading to sentencing

	?risk assessment instrument scale score

	?substance abuser or not

	?age

	?marital status

	?sex

	?race

	?employment status at program entry

	?employment status at program termination



	The risk assessment scale score is a score assigned to each client using an instrument to assess the offender's likelihood of future criminal behavior.  However, two versions of this scale were used over the period that the data used in the evaluation were generated:  1) a 0-38 scale with 38 indicating high risk, and 2) a 0-11 scale with 11 indicating a low risk.  In order to eliminate this non-comparability for purposes of statistical analyses, both scales were transformed to a 0-100 risk assessment scale, with 100 indicating a high risk (See Appendix C).



	Oregon Law Enforcement Data Systems maintains computerized crime related data on offenders in the State of Oregon.  The evaluators obtained re�arrest and re�conviction data for the IDP, ESP and WR clients used in the recidivism analyses from this source.   CCCC probation staff retrieved the necessary information using data retrieval forms and instructions prepared by the evaluation team (See Appendix D).



	After all data were collected, a variety of computerized checks were made on the data to identify inconsistencies and incorrect data (See Appendix B).  Errors uncovered by these checks were corrected.
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	The IDP recidivism analysis involved two comparison groups, clients from the Clackamas County Electronic Surveillance Program (ESP) and clients from the Clackamas County Work Release Program (WR).  These programs, like the Intensive Drug Program, are administered by the Clackamas County Community Corrections Division and are operated by the Probation Department's Residential Services.  



	Clients in the Electronic Surveillance Program are primarily sentenced and/or supervised Clackamas County adult offenders.  Prospective ESP clients must agree to program rules, have a stable residence, and have a telephone.  Clients' home confinement schedules are monitored electronically either through programmed contact or continuous signalling.  Non-compliance with curfew regulations and other program rules, such as mandated counseling and abstinence from drugs or alcohol, may result in a variety of disciplinary actions including return to jail.�

 

	Work Release clients, like IDP and ESP clients, are primarily sentenced and/or supervised Clackamas County adult offenders.  Clients on WR reside in the Clackamas County Residential Center.  They are authorized to leave for purposes of work, counseling sessions, medical treatment, and limited other reasons.  Otherwise, WR clients are under continuous correctional staff supervision.  Thus, the WR program is more restrictive than either the ESP or the IDP programs.



	Clients used in the evaluation's analysis of comparison groups were limited to a specific time period of program participation.  Because participation in the IDP program began on July 26, 1988, only clients entering their program on or after that date were used for this analysis.  In order to allow for a minimum six month period between program termination and the collection of the recidivism data, only clients terminated from their program no later than July 31, 1990 were used in this analysis.  Therefore, client eligibility for inclusion in the evaluation's analysis of comparison groups was restricted to clients entering and terminating their program between July 26, 1988 and July 31, 1990, respectively.  This resulted in the following total number of eligible clients:  IDP program, 70; ESP program, 390; WR program, 331.  Because of the necessity to limit the amount of additional effort to collect recidivism data, 100 clients from the list of eligibles for each of the two comparison programs were sampled, resulting in total client group sizes for the comparison analyses of 70, 100, and 100 for IDP, ESP, and WR, respectively.  The sampling was carried out using a stratified random sampling procedure that implemented matching on risk assessment categories.�
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	The Intensive Drug Treatment Program has three general goals:  1) to reduce substance abuse, 2) to ensure successful program completion, and 3) to reduce recidivism.  The evaluation examines measures of program outcomes corresponding to each of these goals.



	Changes in substance abuse behavior are recorded in Mental Health Division treatment files.  The Mental Health Division uses standard statewide Client Performance Management System (CPMS) forms to document substance abuse at program entry and exit.  Other measures of substance use come from Community Corrections files which record substance abuse related program violations.  Re-arrest and re-conviction records constitute an additional indicator of substance use.



	The Community Corrections Division maintains computerized records on the type of termination for each client.  These records include the termination status (program completion, program violation, abscond, etc.) and, for terminations due to violations, the type of violation.  Violations can involve infractions against treatment provisions, such as drug use, or disregarding home confinement rules.  CCCC designates some types of program terminations as successful terminations and others as unsuccessful terminations.  For IDP clients, successful terminations include finishing the first fourteen week electronic monitoring stage of the program, completing the amount of time sentenced, and others.  Unsuccessful terminations include removal from program because of rule violations, removal because of committing a new crime, and others.  Not all clients designated as successful terminations actually complete the full IDP treatment program including aftercare.�



	Recidivism is measured as re-arrest and as re-conviction. Re-arrest data, as is well known, may exaggerate actual criminal conduct, and as such may inflate the actual risk posed by an offender group.   Re-conviction data on the other hand, may reflect peculiarities of the criminal justice system rather than offender guilt.  Several authors (Petersilia and Turner, 1990; Maltz, 1984; Blumstein and Cohen, 1979) feel that arrest is a better indicator of offender conduct than conviction.  The evaluation used Oregon Law Enforcement Data Systems (LEDS) computerized offender records to determine whether clients had come into contact with the criminal justice system since program termination.  Because the data are from LEDS records, the recidivism data reflect re�offending in Oregon but not in other states.
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	As noted earlier, IDP, ESP and WR clients all are under the correctional jurisdiction of the Clackamas County Community Corrections Division.  Sentencing judges deemed these clients suitable for serving their sentences in the community.  In other words, they were judged to pose minimal, or at least acceptable, risks to society at large.  However, in so far as Community Corrections offers programs which vary in restrictiveness and/or correctional focus, attendant differences may exist in client characteristics.  To find out what differences do exist between clients in each of the three groups the evaluation examined information on a number of factors known or suspected to influence recidivism.  Of these, several pertain to clients' criminal behavior while others concern relevant social demographic characteristics.   



	Offense classification refers to the Oregon Penal Code misdemeanor and felony categories for those crimes that lead to the offenders' placement in the respective programs.  Offense type identifies the crime as either drug-related, alcohol-related or non-substance abuse related.  Past criminal and crime related information is reflected in a summary risk assessment score which is computed by CCCC staff for each client at intake.  Its purpose is to rank clients' risk of re-offending.  Since the agency changed risk assessment instruments about mid-way through the study period the two types of risk assessment scores were re-computed on the same 0�100 scale (see Appendix C).  Substance abuse is recorded as either yes or no on the basis of client file notations, client self-report or substance abuse related crime.  Time at risk refers to months elapsed between the client's termination from the program and the evaluation study cut-off date.  The remaining offender characteristics such as age, marital status, race and employment status are self-explanatory.
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	The IDP treatment component mandates that clients attend three weekly group counseling sessions and two self-help meetings.  They also must submit to a minimum of three scheduled weekly drug tests.  Mental Health Division personnel who are primarily responsible for this part of the IDP program document client behavior at entry into the program and at termination from the program.  The Mental Health Division's Client Performance Management System (CPMS) form serves as recording device.  Table 1 and Figure 1 show recorded changes in client drug and alcohol use during the course of their participation in IDP.  Based on records of 56 IDP clients, the percentage not using drugs changed from 5% at entry to 68% at termination.  Likewise, though less dramatically, the percentage not using alcohol changed from 54% at entry to 80% at exit.  When drug and alcohol use categories are combined, CPMS records indicate that at termination 59% of the IDP clients are either abstinent or drug free. This figure compares favorably with a statewide minimum outpatient treatment standard of 40% set by the Oregon Mental Health Division, as well as the state average of 45%.  The finding that 59% of IDP clients are abstinent or drug free at termination coincides with the overall Clackamas County average for outpatient treatment.



	Table 2 provides a slightly different view of the same data.  We see that between entry and exit from IDP, 75% of the clients reduce their drug use and 27% reduce their alcohol use.  Combining the two categories, shows that 71% of the IDP clients with recorded drug and/or alcohol use at entry, have reduced their use at termination.  This compares favorably with the state minimum standard of 55% and the state average of 58%.  Again, the IDP "reduction-in-use" finding differs little from the overall Clackamas County Mental Health outpatient drug treatment average of 69%.  It appears that criminal clients who are maintained on electronically monitored house arrest while they undergo treatment show changes in drug and alcohol use patterns similar to non-criminal Clackamas County outpatient clients.



	Insofar as IDP clients have multiple problems, i.e. those which stem from their criminal behavior and those which stem from their substance abuse behavior, it may be fair to assume that they represent a more difficult population than the average drug treatment outpatient client.  A CCMH report refers to the IDP clients as "previously seen as difficult and/or unworkable by the correction department and by drug treatment programs" (CCMH, 1989: 2). To underscore this point CPMS records show that 77% (44 of the 56) of IDP clients have multiple drug problems.  Records indicate that 57% use two types of drugs and 21% more than two. Typical drug combinations include:  heroin�alcohol�marijuana,  cocaine�amphetamines�alcohol,  amphetamines�cocaine,  and
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�PRIVATE ���Program

Entry�Program

Termination��Drug Use*����		No Use�5%�68%��		Less than once a week�2%�0%��		Once a week�0%�11%��		Several times a week�7%�5%��		Once a day�43%�5%��		2-3 times a day�39%�9%��		Over 3 times a day�4%

--------

100%�2%

--------

100%

��Alcohol Use����		No Use�54%�80%��		Some Use�7%�2%��		Moderate Abuse�9%�5%��		Serious Abuse�18%�7%��		Moderate Addiction�5%�2%��		Serious Addiction

�7%

--------

100%�4%

--------

100%

��	*Does not include alcohol use.��Number of Clients = 56��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Mental Health Division, Client Process Monitoring System Records���	Figure 1
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Source of Data:  Clackamas County Mental Health Division, Client Process Monitoring System Records
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�PRIVATE ���Percent�Number��Drug Use*����		Less Frequent�75%�42��		No Change, Non-User�5%�3��		No Change, User�18%�10��		More Frequent�2%

--------

100%�1

--------

56

��Alcohol Use����		Less Frequent�27%�15��		No Change, Non-User�54%�30��		No Change, User�18%�10��		More Frequent

�2%

--------

100%�1

--------

56

��	*Does not include alcohol use.��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Mental Health Division, Client Process Monitoring System Records���amphetamines�cocaine�marijuana.  The seriousness of this drug problem among IDP clients makes the large decrease (Tables 1�2, Figure 1) in recorded drug use of IDP clients appear more impressive.



	The IDP program design designates employment as an indicator of client stabilization which is expected to be associated with successful program completion.�  CPMS records of 56 IDP clients, as depicted in Table 3, show a full time employment rate of 64% at entry and 69% at exit.  Changes in employment status were as follows:  18% of IDP clients showed improvements in employment status, 67% remained the same and for 15% of the group the employment picture worsened between entry and termination.  A comparison of IDP clients and the general outpatient drug treatment population shows that the 18% employment improvement rate of IDP clients is just above the state minimum standard at 15%, below the state average at 28% and considerably below the CCMH average of 41%.  However, when considering the IDP figures it is important to keep in mind that IDP clients have in effect two "strikes against them"�-a criminal record and a substance abuse problem�-and would therefore tend to have lower employment rates. 
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	Whether or not offenders comply with program rules is of particular concern when the offender serves his or her sentence in the community rather than in a secure or semi-secure facility.  Hofer and Meierhoefer (1987: 58) point out that community sentences, even when offenders are electronically monitored, raise concerns about public protection.  Acceptance or non-acceptance frequently depends on the community's perception of a new program.  Corrections administrators are necessarily interested in information about successful versus unsuccessful completion rates for program participants.  From the standpoint of protecting the public, violations involving the commission of new crimes are of greatest concern.  From the standpoint of effective offender rehabilitation, violations involving treatment-related program rules are of interest.  



	Table 4 depicts successful and unsuccessful program termination rates for offenders in the IDP program and in the two comparison groups.�  IDP clients successfully

�Table 3



�PRIVATE ��IDP Clients' Employment Status at Program Entry and at Program TerminationIDP Clients' Employment Status at Program Entry and at Program Termination�tc  \f O  \l 9 "IDP Clients' Employment Status at Program Entry and at Program Termination"�



�PRIVATE ���Percent�Number��Employment at Entry����		Full-time�64%�36��		Part-time�5%�3��		Irregular�2%�1��		Unemployed, looking�27%�15��		Unemployed, not looking�2%

--------

100%�1

--------

56

��Employment at Termination����		Full-time�69%�38��		Part-time�6%�3��		Irregular�2%�1��		Unemployed, looking�15%�8��		Unemployed, not looking�9%

--------

100%�5

--------

55

��Changes in Employment����		Better Employment Status�18%�10��		Same Employment Status�67%�37��		Worse Employment Status�15%

--------

100%�8

-------

55

��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Mental Health Division, Client Process Monitoring System Records���terminate from the program less often than ESP clients but more often than WR clients.�  Hofer and Meierhoefer (1987: 60) caution that violation data may not always reflect offender behavior but instead may reflect how vigorously program staff monitor program rules and sanction program violations.  The termination rates in Table 4, show that WR offenders who are under continuous staff supervision also have the highest failure rates.  IDP clients, with the next highest failure rates, live in their own homes under electronically monitored confinement and therefore experience less direct staff supervision than WR clients.  Yet, due to the drug treatment component in the IDP program these clients are subject to a large number of program rules.  ESP clients, who have the lowest failure rates, have fewer rules than IDP clients while they experience presumably similar levels of surveillance.  If one accepts the argument that violation rates are, at least to some extent, a function of supervision intensity and the number of program rules, then the findings in Table 4 appear consistent with expectations.



	Not surprisingly, Table 4 shows that IDP clients more often fail to terminate successfully from the program for drug-related violations than do offenders in either of the other groups.  The reasons for failure in each group are consistent with the type of offenses committed by the clients (see Table 6).  Comparing Table 4 with Table 6 shows that offenders with more drug problems (IDP) are more likely to incur drug-related violations, offenders with more alcohol problems (ESP) are more likely to incur alcohol-related violations, and offenders who serve more sentences not related to substance abuse (WR) are more likely to incur violations unrelated to substance abuse.  Thus, differences in the types of violations leading to unsuccessful terminations reflect differences in the types of offender populations which the programs service.



	Traditionally, the most common outcome measure for any type of correctional program has been recidivism.  A program's failure or success is frequently measured by how well it performs in deterring future criminal behavior in program participants.  This outcome measure is not without its critics, particularly in cases when it represents the sole measure of a program's success or failure.  In this evaluation recidivism is only one of the outcome measures.  This report has already examined changes in IDP clients' substance abuse behavior, changes in employment status, and program completion rates.  Recidivism rates are an important outcome measure, however, because they provide the only measure of possible long-term program effects.  



	Table 5 presents information for our two main recidivism measures, re-arrest and re-conviction rates.  IDP clients have higher re-arrest and higher re-conviction rates

�Table 4



�PRIVATE ��Program Termination Success:Program Termination Success:�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Program Termination Success\:"�

IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients



�PRIVATE ���IDP�ESP�WR��Termination Status�����		Successful�54%�76%�47%��		Unsuccessful�46%

--------

100%�24%

--------

100%�53%

--------

100%��	Number of Clients�63�98�71*

��Reason for Failures�����		Drug-Related�38%�8%�9%��		Alcohol-Related�3%�33%�11%��		Non-Substance Abuse�59%

--------

100%�58%

--------

100%�80%

--------

100%��	Number of Clients�29�24�35

��	*Excludes clients transferred to other programs��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���Table 5



�PRIVATE ��Conviction and Arrest StatisticsConviction and Arrest Statistics�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Conviction and Arrest Statistics"�

Since Termination from Program:

IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients



�PRIVATE ��Statistic�IDP�ESP�WR��Percent Re-Arrested�47%�32%�33%��Percent Re-Convicted�30%�15%�18%��Mean Number of

  Re-Arrests�.92�.58�.59��Mean Number of

  Re-Convictions�.66�.20�.33��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Substance Abuse�20%�13%�17%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Property Crimes�25%�5%�16%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Person Crimes�5%�7%�5%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Felony Crimes�34%�11%�18%��Number of Clients�64�98�96��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���than both ESP clients and WR clients.�  This pattern persists with respect to two of the three offense categories, substance abuse offenses and property crimes.  In the category of violent or person crimes, IDP clients differ little from clients in the comparison groups.  The observed differences among the three programs do not necessarily result from differences in the effectiveness of the three programs, but could also result from differences in the type of offenders in each of the programs.�  The following sections will investigate these possible "contaminating" differences in client characteristics, and attempt to statistically separate out the effect of the programs.





�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r3 \*arabic�3�. Possible Contaminating Differences in Comparison Groups�seq level0 \r3 \*arabic�3�. Possible Contaminating Differences in Comparison Groups�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r3 \*arabic�3�. Possible Contaminating Differences in Comparison Groups"�



	Table 6 compares offense classifications and type of offenses that brought offenders into their respective programs.  Offenders in the Intensive Drug Program had convictions for felony offenses at a much higher rate (85%) than offenders in either the ESP (24%) or WR (49%) programs.  From the perspective of offense classification it appears then that IDP clients are the most serious, WR clients the next most serious, and ESP clients the least serious offenders.  Offenders in the three groups also differ by type of offense.  IDP clients have more drug-related charges than offenders in either of the other two groups.  ESP offenders show considerably more (56%) alcohol-related offenses than either the IDP (8%) or WR (27%) offenders.  In a recent overview of electronically monitored programs, Baumer and Mendelsohn (forthcoming) note that there may be significant differences in performance between offender populations.  In this context they report that DWI offenders tend to do better while they are on electronically monitored house arrest and have subsequently lower recidivism rates than non-DWI offenders.  For administrative reasons DWI offenders were specifically excluded from participation in the IDP program.



	Table 7 compares the three programs on other client characteristics.  The mean risk assessment scores show WR offenders to have slightly higher values than IDP offenders, and substantially higher ones than ESP clients.  WR clients have the lowest rates in documented substance abuse, followed by ESP clients and IDP clients for whom substance abuse constitutes a program eligibility requirement.  Time at risk is an important factor in recidivism analyses, for it indicates the length of time offenders have to re�offend.  This is calculated, in this evaluation, in months elapsed from program termination to the date

�Table 6



�PRIVATE ��Offense Leading to Sentencing to Program:  IDP, ESP, WR Program ClientsOffense Leading to Sentencing to Program:  IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Offense Leading to Sentencing to Program\:  IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients"�



�PRIVATE ���IDP�ESP�WR��Offense Classification�����	C Misdemeanor�0%�0%�3%��	B Misdemeanor�0%�0%�0%��	A Misdemeanor�15%�76%�48%��	C Felony�57%�13%�30%��	B Felony�16%�5%�6%��	A Felony�13%

--------

100%�6%

--------

100%�13%

--------

100%��	Number of Clients�62�98�64*

��Offense Type�����	Drug-Related Offense�42%�11%�16%��	Alcohol-Related Offense�8%�56%�27%��	Non-Sub. Abuse Offense�50%

--------

100%�33%

--------

100%�57%

--------

100%��	Number of Clients�64�98�96

��	*Excludes 32 federal felony offenders housed in the residential center.��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���Table 7



�PRIVATE ��Comparison of Client Characteristics:Comparison of Client Characteristics:�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Comparison of Client Characteristics\:"�

IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients



�PRIVATE ��Characteristic�IDP�ESP�WR��Mean Risk Assessment

  Score (0-100)�49.1�42.8�51.0��Percent Substance Abusers�100%�87%�77%��Mean Age at Termination�28.4�31.0�29.7��Mean Time at Risk (months)�17.1�17.7�17.2��Percent Married�13%�26%�27%��Percent Male�97%�94�83%��Percent Non-White�0%�5%�13%��Percent Employed at Entry�64%�86%�38%��Percent Employed at

  Termination�89%�87%�82%��Number of Clients�64�98�96��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���the offender records were checked for recidivism.  Obviously, if one group is at�risk longer than the others, increased recidivism findings for that group might be a result of time at risk rather than program effectiveness.  As Table 7 indicates virtually no differences exist in time at risk between the three groups.



	Looking at the remaining social demographic factors we find that IDP clients are more likely to be young, single, white males than WR and ESP clients.  ESP has the highest program entry employment rate (86%), IDP the next highest (64%), and WR the lowest (38%).  However, at program termination employment rates are nearly the same for each of the three groups.  Consequently, the gains in employment status are most notable for the WR group with an entry rate of 38% and a termination rate of 82%.  IDP rates improved from 64% at entry to 89% at exit.�





�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r4 \*arabic�4�. Comparison of Groups Controlling for Differences�seq level0 \r4 \*arabic�4�. Comparison of Groups Controlling for Differences�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r4 \*arabic�4�. Comparison of Groups Controlling for Differences"�



	As already discussed, the differences in successful termination and recidivism rates for the three programs could result from differences in the types of clients rather than from differences in program effectiveness.  The evaluation uses two analytical methods to attempt to take client differences into account:  1) group comparisons based on similar client sub-groups, and 2) special statistical analyses using techniques for taking into account, or statistically "controlling", for client differences.



	Table 8 compares successful program termination rates and recidivism rates for single male substance-abusers.  Focusing on this sub-group of clients lowers the potential differences between the types of clients being compared from each of the three programs.  As Table 8 shows, IDP clients have a lower (52%) successful termination rate than ESP (72%) and WR (69%) clients.�  The re-arrest rate for IDP clients (50%) is higher than for ESP clients (30%), but about the same as WR clients (48%).�  The re�conviction rate for IDP clients (35%) is higher than for both ESP clients (15%) and WR clients (26%).� Most of the other recidivism statistics (Table 8) show a similar pattern.  In short, these

�Table 8



�PRIVATE ��Program Termination Success Rates and Recidivism Rates for Single, Male Substance Abusers:  IDP, ESP, WR Program ClientsProgram Termination Success Rates and Recidivism Rates for Single, Male Substance Abusers:  IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Program Termination Success Rates and Recidivism Rates for Single, Male Substance Abusers\:  IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients"�



�PRIVATE ��Statistic�IDP�ESP�WR��Percent Successful

  Termination Status�52%�72%�69%��Percent Re-Arrested�50%�30%�48%��Percent Re-Convicted�35%�15%�26%��Mean Number of

  Re-Arrests�.94�.53�.91��Mean Number of

  Re-Convictions�.73�.20�.57��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Substance Abuse�19%�12%�26%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Property Crimes�27%�3%�19%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Person Crimes�6%�7%�5%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Felony Crimes�35%�8%�21%��Number of Clients�52�60�42��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���comparisons show relatively large differences between IDP and ESP, and comparatively smaller�-and usually not statistically significant�-differences between IDP and WR.



	In order to better take into account the variety of differences (see Tables 5-6) between the different client groups, the evaluation used the statistical technique of logistic regression (logit) analysis.�  This technique attempts to predict whether one of two outcomes occurs (the dependent variable), based on a number of independent variables or predictors.  In this application the dependent variable is whether the client was re-arrested, and the independent variables include the various client characteristics and the CCCC program in which the client was a participant.�  The statistics this method produces allow examination of the effect or predictive power of each independent variable, and allow computation of predicted probabilities of re�arrest for different types of clients.



	Table 9 presents the logistic regression analysis results, first for an analysis using all clients, and then for an analysis using only those clients who successfully terminated.  Examining the signs of the coefficients shows that when all clients are analyzed the ESP and WR clients have lower probabilities of re�arrest than IDP clients, but when only clients with successful program terminations are analyzed the ESP and WR clients have higher probabilities of re�arrest.  Table 10 attempts to present this finding in a clearer way.  Table 10 compares the estimated re�arrest probabilities, calculated using the Table 9 results, for clients from each of the three programs.  The calculated re�arrest probabilities are for a single male substance abuser convicted of a C felony drug-related offense, employed at program entry and program termination, and having the average age and risk score of IDP clients.  Considering clients who both successfully and unsuccessfully terminated the calculated re�arrest probabilities are .43, .36, and .35 for the IDP, ESP, and WR programs, respectively.  Considering only clients who successfully terminated, the calculated re�arrest probabilities are .24, .34, and .42 for the IDP, ESP, and WR programs, respectively.  In short, the Table 9�10 results make IDP look worse then the other programs in terms of recidivism if all clients are considered, but better if only clients successfully terminating from the program are considered.

�Table 9



�PRIVATE ��Statistical Analysis of Recidivism (Re-Arrest) Using Logistic Regression Analysis:Statistical Analysis of Recidivism (Re-Arrest) Using Logistic Regression Analysis:�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Statistical Analysis of Recidivism (Re-Arrest) Using Logistic Regression Analysis\:"�

IDP, ESP, WR Program Clients



�PRIVATE ���ADVANCE \D 10.80�Predictors�All Clients�Successful Clients���Coef.�t-stat.�Coef.�t-stat.��Constant�1.13�1.04�.15�.08��ESP Program�-.33�-.76�.51�.84��WR Program�-.36�-.80�.84�1.17��C Felony�.43�.87�.93�1.21��B Felony�-.04�-.05�.87�.86��A Felony�.08�.13�.26�.32��Drug-Related Off.�-.39�-.87�-.91�-1.41��Alcohol-Related Off.�-.12�-.27�-.40�-.64��Risk Assess. Score�.01�1.11�.02�1.87��Substance Abuser�-.05�-.09�.87�1.09��Age�-.03�-1.63�-.04�-1.38��Married�-.23�-.58�-.19�-.39��Female�-.63�-.94�-.24�-.27��Employed at Entry�-.20�-.54�.08�.13��Employed at Term.�-.60�-1.22�-1.88�-1.81��% Correctly Predicted� 63%� 73%��Number of Clients�221�135��Note:  The "Coef." and "t-stat." columns show the coefficient and the associated t�statistic from a logistic regression analysis of whether clients were re�arrested.��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���Table 10



�PRIVATE ��Estimated Probabilities for Re-ArrestEstimated Probabilities for Re-Arrest�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Estimated Probabilities for Re-Arrest"�

Based on Logistic Regression Analysis:

IDP, ESP, and WR Clients



�PRIVATE ���IDP�ESP�WR��All

Terminations�

.43�

.36�

.35��Successful

Terminations�

.24�

.34�

.42��Note:  Probabilities are for a single, male substance abuser convicted of a C felony drug-related offense, employed at program entry and termination, and having average age and risk score of IDP clients.  Calculations are based on the logistic regression results in Table 9.��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division����PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r5 \*arabic�5�. Comparisons Using Clients Who Successfully Terminate�seq level0 \r5 \*arabic�5�. Comparisons Using Clients Who Successfully Terminate�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r5 \*arabic�5�. Comparisons Using Clients Who Successfully Terminate"�



	The recidivism analyses in Tables 9�10 showed different results for clients with successful program terminations compared to all clients.  To explore this further, the evaluation examined recidivism statistics for only those clients who successfully terminated from their CCCC program.�



	Table 11 presents recidivism statistics for clients who successfully terminated from their respective programs.  Because the IDP program involves an additional aftercare component, Table 11 also presents recidivism statistics for IDP clients who successfully terminated and went on to complete the entire treatment component of the IDP program by finishing aftercare.  The results show almost exactly the same re�arrest and re�conviction rates for all programs.  In contrast to Table 5, IDP does not have higher recidivism rates than the other programs�-in fact, the re�arrest rate for IDP clients completing aftercare is lower than the other programs (26% versus 30%).  The more specific recidivism measures also reveal largely minor differences.  In short, when only clients who successfully terminate are considered, the overall re�arrest and re�conviction rates across programs show very little, and no statistically significant, differences.





�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r6 \*arabic�6�. Summary of Findings About Recidivism Rates�seq level0 \r6 \*arabic�6�. Summary of Findings About Recidivism Rates�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r6 \*arabic�6�. Summary of Findings About Recidivism Rates"�



	This report has presented a number of findings about recidivism of IDP clients compared to ESP and WR clients.  To summarize these findings and aid in making an overall assessment, Figure 2 contrasts each of the different results from the previous tables.



	As Figure 2 depicts on the left side of the graph, recidivism of IDP clients compares unfavorably to ESP and WR when characteristics of the different client groups are not considered.  Moving from the left side of the graph towards the right side of the graph shows that as differences in client characteristics are taken into account, and as the analysis focuses on clients who successfully terminated from their program, the IDP program no longer compares unfavorably.  Indeed, when the analysis focuses only on those clients who successfully terminated and also finished aftercare, IDP looks slightly better.



	The appropriate interpretation of these results depends on whether one considers it appropriate to make the comparisons using all clients, or only clients who successfully

�Table 11



�PRIVATE ��Comparison of Recidivism for IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate, IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate and Complete Aftercare, and ESP and WR Clients Who Successfully TerminateComparison of Recidivism for IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate, IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate and Complete Aftercare, and ESP and WR Clients Who Successfully Terminate�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Comparison of Recidivism for IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate, IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate and Complete Aftercare, and ESP and WR Clients Who Successfully Terminate"�



�PRIVATE ��Statistic�IDP�IDP+*�ESP�WR��Percent Re-Arrested�32%�26%�30%�30%��Percent Re-Convicted�15%�15%�15%�15%��Mean Number of

  Re-Arrests�.53�.48�.57�.67��Mean Number of

  Re-Convictions�.53�.59�.20�.31��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Substance Abuse�9%�7%�11%�21%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Property Crimes�21%�19%�4%�15%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Person Crimes�3%�4%�7%�6%��Percent Re-Arrested

  for Felony Crimes�21%�19%�11%�18%��Number of Clients�34�27�74�33��	*IDP clients who successfully terminated and completed aftercare.��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���	Figure 2



�PRIVATE ��Re-Arrest Rates of IDP Clients Compared to ESP and WR Clients:  Comparisons Using Five Different Statistical MethodsRe-Arrest Rates of IDP Clients Compared to ESP and WR Clients:  Comparisons Using Five Different Statistical Methods�tc  \f P  \l 9 "Re-Arrest Rates of IDP Clients Compared to ESP and WR Clients\:  Comparisons Using Five Different Statistical Methods"�



��seq Figure  \* Arabic  \h�2�

Methods of Comparison



1.	Rates for all program clients (Table 5)

2.	Rates for single male substance abusers (Table 8)

3.	Rates for clients who terminated program successfully (Table 11)

4.	Rates for clients who terminated program successfully, including IDP aftercare (Table 11)

5.	Rates for clients who terminated program successfully, estimated using logistic regression results (Table 10)

�terminated.  Without restricting the analysis to successful program terminators (Figure 2, sections 1�2; Table 9, left side) IDP compares unfavorably.  Once the analysis is focused on successful program terminators (Figure 2, sections 3�5) IDP appears as good or better on recidivism as the other programs.



	Arguments can be made both ways for the appropriateness of restricting the analysis to successfully terminating clients.  The argument against restricting the analysis to successful terminators is that doing so biases the results by focusing on the sub-set of better behaved offenders.  However, since the successful termination rate was even lower for the WR program than the IDP program (Table 4), this argument implies that restrictive selection biases the results even more in favor of the WR program than the IDP program, but Figure 2 shows that restricting the analysis to successful program terminators in fact makes IDP rates look better than WR rates.  The argument in favor of restricting the analysis to successful terminators is that only when clients go through the whole program, including IDP aftercare, can the program have an effect on the clients that later shows up in recidivism rates.  By that argument, evaluating the program's impact requires focusing on those clients who received the treatment by completing the entire program.





�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r7 \*arabic�7�. Types of IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate�seq level0 \r7 \*arabic�7�. Types of IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r7 \*arabic�7�. Types of IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate"�



	Criminologists are becoming increasingly aware that treatment programs are not equally effective for all offenders.  There are those who suggest that programs like electronically monitored house arrest work best for drug offenders (Erwin, 1987), for employed offenders (Byrne and Kelly, 1989), or for those who have committed alcohol related traffic offenses (Baumer and Mendelsohn, 1990).  As Petersilia and Turner (1990: 88) put it "the appropriate question to ask when looking at outcomes is not, Did it Work? but, For whom did it work best?"   Knowing from what "candidate pool" to choose program participants may be of critical importance for the correctional as well as the rehabilitative success of a program (Baumer and Mendelsohn, forthcoming).  For a new program such as the Intensive Drug Program it is of potentially great value to identify clients who are able to take advantage of the full range of rehabilitative services it offers.



	Table 12 compares characteristics of clients who successfully terminated from the IDP program with characteristics of those clients who were not successful.�  The evaluation found that clients with the more serious charges, B and A felonies, have higher successful termination rates than clients with the less serious charges.  Clients with drug�related  charges  have  higher  success  rates  than  those  with  either  alcohol  or

�Table 12



�PRIVATE ��Differences Between IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate from the Program and Clients who Do Not Successfully TerminateDifferences Between IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate from the Program and Clients who Do Not Successfully Terminate�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Differences Between IDP Clients Who Successfully Terminate from the Program and Clients who Do Not Successfully Terminate"�



�PRIVATE ���Program Termination���Successful�Unsuccessful��Offense Classification����	A Misdemeanor�9%�21%��	C Felony�53%�61%��	B Felony�18%�14%��	A Felony�21%

--------

100%�4%

--------

100%

��Offense Type����	Drug-Related Offense�47%�38%��	Alcohol-Related Offense�6%�10%��	Non-Sub. Abuse Offense�47%

--------

100%�52%

--------

100%

��Mean Risk Assessment

  Score (0�100)�49.5�48.0��Mean Age at Termination�29.0�27.7��Percent Married�21%�4%��Percent Employed at Entry�77%�48%��Number of Clients�34�28��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division��Table 13



�PRIVATE ��Successful Program Termination Rates for Different Categories of IDP ClientsSuccessful Program Termination Rates for Different Categories of IDP Clients�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Successful Program Termination Rates for Different Categories of IDP Clients"�



�PRIVATE ���ADVANCE \D 7.20�Category�Percent Successful�Number in Category��Offense Classification����	A Misdemeanor�33%�9��	C Felony�51%�35��	B Felony�60%�10��	A Felony�88%�8

��Offense Type����	Drug-Related Offense�59%�27��	Alcohol-Related Offense�40%�5��	Non-Sub. Abuse Offense�52%�31

��Marital Status����	Married�88%�8��	Single�50%�54

��Employment Status at Entry����	Employed�65%�40��	Not Employed�35%�23

��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division���non�substance abuse charges.  Table 13 presents the same data in slightly different form, and again shows that as offense seriousness increases so does successful program termination.  The mean risk assessment score, a measure which presumably reflects clients' re-offending risk, is consistent with the pattern so far:  successful program termination is associated with slightly higher risk scores than unsuccessful termination.  Andrews et al. (1990: 374) found in an extensive review of correctional programs that "the effects of treatment typically are found to be greater among higher risk cases than among lower risk cases."  While these observed differences are neither of great magnitude, nor are they based on a large sample, they do suggest that the focus on drug treatment yields slightly better results for offenders who are charged with drug offenses than non-drug offenses.�



	There are no unexpected findings with regard to the remaining three characteristics.  Age, being older rather than younger, marital status, being married rather than single, and employment, being employed rather than unemployed,� are all characteristics which have previously been linked to better performance on most outcome measures, including recidivism (Petersilia and Turner, 1990).





�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r8 \*arabic�8�. Cost Comparisons�seq level0 \r8 \*arabic�8�. Cost Comparisons�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r8 \*arabic�8�. Cost Comparisons"�



	Issues of cost effectiveness have figured prominently in discussions of electronically monitored house arrest since its inception in 1985.  Correctional administrators, simultaneously hard pressed for money and for bed space, saw in electronic monitoring a promising remedy for both problems.  According to a 1987 Rand Corporation national survey, annual costs per offender ranged between $2,500 and $8,500.  Annual expenditures for housing an offender in jail were estimated to range between $8,000 and $12,000, while those for routine probation fell between $300 and $2,000 (Petersilia and Turner, 1990: 47).  Figures similar to these were reported by Hofer and Meierhoefer (1987: 55) based upon their survey of 25 electronic monitoring programs.



	Table 14 presents information on costs for the Clackamas County Community Corrections programs.  Converting these daily cost figures (Table 14) to annual figures

�	Table 14



�PRIVATE ��Daily Costs per Offender:Daily Costs per Offender:�tc  \f O  \l 9 "Daily Costs per Offender\:"�

IDP and Other Sanctions

Clackamas County, Oregon



�PRIVATE ���Daily Cost���ADVANCE \D 7.20�Sanctions�With 100% Fee

Payment*�Without Fee

Payment*��Routine Probation�$1.88�$2.29��ESP***�$6.16�$16.16��IDP***�$19.56�$21.56��Work Release�$34.22�$47.22��County Jail�$54.77**�$54.77��	*Fees (per day):   Routine Probation $0.82; ESP $10.00; IDP $2.00, plus sliding scale fee for substance abuse treatment; WR $13.00��	**No fee assessed��	***Involve programmed contact and continuous signalling to monitor house arrest��Source of Data:  Clackamas County Community Corrections Division.  Cost figures based on total annual program budgets, including personnel, indirect costs, materials, services, etc., divided by the number of offenders in the respective programs.���shows that the annual cost ranges in Clackamas County for routine probation ($686�$834) and for electronic monitoring ($2,251�$5,901) fall within the cost ranges of programs nationwide.



	Since expenditure analyses generally have established that electronically monitored house arrest is less expensive than jail or work release, using electronically monitored house arrest for jail-bound offenders can realize considerable savings.  But, as Petersilia and Turner (1990:47) note, there are several complications.  One complication concerns the purpose for which electronic monitoring is used.  Although using electronically monitored house arrest for jail-bound offenders reduces costs, when the correctional purpose aims at increasing community protection the cost picture reverses.  Costs for routine probation, according to the Rand study's figures, range between $300 and $2,000 per offender annually.  Thus placing probation-bound offenders on electronically monitored house arrest will increase expenses.  Since electronically monitored house arrest may be used for both purposes, the net effect of electronically monitored house arrest on costs is less clear than early enthusiasts proclaimed.



	Table 14 shows that adding rehabilitative services to electronic monitoring, not surprisingly, adds to the cost.  The Clackamas County Intensive Drug Treatment Program costs between $5-$13� more per day per offender than the electronic monitoring program without the treatment component.  Still, the county pays between $26-$15 less per day to maintain an offender on IDP than on work release, and between $35-$33 less than in jail�-a potential savings of $4,619 to $12,850 annually per offender.





�PRIVATE ���seq level0 \r9 \*arabic�9�. Other Considerations�seq level0 \r9 \*arabic�9�. Other Considerations�tc  \l 2 "�seq level0 \r9 \*arabic�9�. Other Considerations"�



	This evaluation has focused on the performance of the IDP program, without discussing the broader context in which the program was developed.  Evaluating the full significance of the IDP program, however, requires an understanding of how the IDP program fits into the on-going trends in the criminal justice system.  The relative absence, in general, of intermediate sanctions between prison and probation has prompted corrections officials and criminologists to call for the expansion of correctional options in this country.  Barry Krisberg, the president of the National Council on Crime and Delinquency, is quoted in a recent New York Times article (Malcolm, 1990: A1X9) as saying "Right now we can give criminals an aspirin or a lobotomy.  We need more steps in the middle to make some kind of punishment more certain."  Morris and Tonry (1990) devote their entire book, Between Prison and Probation, to the "development and application of a range of punishments between imprisonment and probation."  "Imprisonment," they argue, "is used excessively; probation is used even more excessively; between the two is a near vacuum of purposive and enforced punishments" (1990: 3).  In a review of the state of electronic monitoring since its beginnings in 1985, Baumer and Mendelsohn (forthcoming: 13) point out that most early programs emphasized surveillance as a main goal.  Rehabilitation, they remark, was more of an afterthought, or a nice side effect, not an explicit goal.  In offering the Intensive Out-Patient Drug Program (IDP) as a community-based sentencing option, Clackamas County is at the forefront of these on-going efforts to develop better intermediate punishment options.
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	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�1�.	Beginning and Cutoff Dates



	The earliest date of entry for IDP participants was July 26, 1988, and this date established the beginning date for defining eligibility of program participants from each group for inclusion in the analysis.  Only participants who entered their program on or after July 26, 1988 were included.  A cutoff date was established based on the need for six months to elapse after a client's termination from the program before collection of recidivism data.  Therefore, only participants who were terminated from their program no later than July 31, 1990 were used in the study.



	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�2�.	Deletion of Cases



	Some cases were deleted from analysis due to problems with the recorded data.  Specifically, cases were deleted if either the participant's name or risk category were missing in the recorded data.



	Some cases were deleted from the ESP comparison group because of the type of placement they had in the ESP program.  Specifically, cases combining jail with ESP, the WR program with ESP, or anything else other than a placement in the ESP program alone were eliminated from analysis.  In other words, the ESP comparison group allows a comparison to a pure ESP program.



	�seq level0 \c \*arabic�1�.�seq level1 \*arabic�3�.	Number of Cases in each Group



	After deletion of cases for the above reasons, the cases from each available for this study were as follows:



		?	IDP:	 70 cases

		?	ESP:	390 cases

		?	WR:	331 cases



�seq level0 \*arabic�2��seq level1 \h \r0 �. Sampling of Cases from the Comparison Groups



	Although it would have been desirable to use all of these 390 ESP cases and 331 WR cases for the analysis, the work required to collect the necessary additional data (recidivism and specific risk assessment scores) made it infeasible to use all of these cases for data analysis.  Because the staff resources were simply not available to collect the additional data for all of these cases, sampling a subset of cases from each comparison groups was necessary.



	After considering the availability of staff resources to collect the additional data, it was decided to sample 100 cases from each of two comparison groups.  Each group of 100 cases from the ESP and WR programs would then constitute the comparison groups for the actual data analysis.  It was decided to use a stratified random sample, with stratification based on strata defined by the risk assessment categories.



	Stratifying based on risk assessment categories has the advantage of making the two comparison groups better matched with the treatment group.  Matching in this manner introduces some control for the initial group differences in risk of criminal behavior, but does not preclude also statistically controlling for the specific risk assessment scores, after those data had been obtained for the clients selected for analysis.



	The procedure used for stratified sampling, or matching, was as follows.  The percentage frequency distribution of risk assessment categories was determined for the treatment group, and is shown in Table 15.  As Table 15 shows, 50% of the IDP clients were assessed with the old risk instrument and were given numerical (1-4) risk categories, and 50% of the IDP clients were assessed with the new risk instrument and were given verbal (low-medium-high) risk categories.  The percentage of clients in each category for the IDP group then determined the number of clients in that category for the ESP and WR groups.  For example, since 29% of the IDP clients are in the "medium" category, the samples for the ESP and WR groups were chosen so that 29 out of 100 clients in those samples were also in the medium category.  Within each category, simple random sampling was used to choose the quota for that category.  In short, the matching on risk assessment categories was achieved by simple random sampling of clients within risk categories for each of the two comparison groups, and the number of clients chosen for each category was determined by the percentage of the treatment group in that category.

�Table 15
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	Extensive data cleaning and consistency checking was done to detect errors in the data entered on the data retrieval sheets, and to detect errors in the entry of that data for computer analysis.  First, after receiving the filled-out data retrieval sheets from Clackamas County Community Corrections (CCCC) personnel, the evaluators examined the retrieval sheets for omissions, coding problems, and any other problems.  The evaluators contacted CCCC personnel with questions they had, and made some corrections to the retrieval sheets.  The data from the retrieval sheets were then entered as computerized data, and after entry all entered data for all clients were manually examined, case-by-case, to detect data entry errors.  After discovered errors were corrected, another person randomly sampled cases to check for remaining errors, and none were found.  A set of logical consistency checks were then applied to the data.



	The logical consistency checks that were applied were the following:



		?	If an arrest was made for substance abuse, a property crime, or a person crime, then the total number of recorded arrests must exceed zero.



		?	If the risk assessment instrument was the old instrument, then the risk score must be in the range 0-38.



		?	If the risk assessment instrument was the new instrument, then the risk score must be in the range 0-11.



		?	If the arrest most serious variable has the value no arrests, then the number of arrests, arrest for substance abuse, arrest for property crimes, and arrest for person crimes variables must have the value no arrests.



		?	If the number of arrests variable has the value no arrests, then the arrest most serious variable must have the value no arrests.



		?	If the number of arrests variable has a value of one or more arrests, then the arrest most serious variable must not have the value no arrests.



	After inconsistencies discovered by the above checks were corrected, frequency distributions for all variables were produced and all variables were examined for any out-of-range values, of which none were found.



	Finally, several cases were deleted because of missing data on one of the variables.
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	A score on an instrument measuring the risk of criminal behavior was available for all clients analyzed in this evaluation.  However, there were two versions of the instrument�-an old version, and a new version that replaced the old version.  About one-half of the clients used in this evaluation were scored using the old version, and about one-half were scored using the new version.  Both versions cover substantially the same content, including prior felony convictions, other convictions, age at first conviction, parole violations, and substance abuse problems.�  However, the old instrument generated a score on a 0-38 scales, with 38 indicating a high risk, whereas the new instrument generates a score on a 0-11 scale, with 11 indicating a low risk.  The old risk scores had a mean of 17.592 and a standard deviation of 8.643, whereas the new risk scores had a mean of 5.656 and a standard deviation of 2.315.  Therefore, a procedure was required to compute a risk assessment score on a common scale from the scores from each of these separate instruments.



	Two alternative procedures were used for computing a score on a common scale:  1) calculating risk scores on a 0-100 scale, with 100 indicating a high risk, and 2) calculating standardized risk scores with a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1, with high scores indicating high risk:



	Procedure 1.  Old and new risk scores were combined by stretching both ranges, 38 and 11 respectively, to 100.  For clients with old risk scores:

			Computed Score = (Old Score)*100/38

	For clients with new risk scores:

			Computed Score = (((New Score)*(-1))+11)*100/11	



	Procedure 2.  Old and new risk scores were combined by setting both to a mean of zero and a standard deviation of one.  For clients with old risk scores:

			Computed Score = ((Old Score)-17.592)/8.643

	For clients with new risk scores:

			Computed Score = (((New Score)-5.656)/2.315)*(-1)



	The two alternative computed risk scores were correlated, and were found to have a correlation of .998.  In short, the two alternative computed risk scores are for practical purposes identical for statistical analysis.  For convenience of presentation it was decided to use the score calculated following procedure 1 when doing the statistical analysis.
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��seq Figure  \* Arabic  \h�3�

�Instructions for the Use of IDP, ESP and WR Information Retrieval Sheets



Two sources of information must be consulted:

	1. client rap sheets

	2. client files



1. Information to be obtained from client rap sheets



	For column 1:

		Count the number of convictions between DOT and January 31, 1991.  Enter this number (0 if none) in column 1 on the Client Information Retrieval Sheets.



	For column 2:

		Count the number of arrests between DOT and January 31, 1991.  Enter this number (0 if none) in column 2.



	For column 3:

		If any of the above recorded arrests involved drug or alcohol crimes, record this information in column 3.

		Y = yes; N = no.



	For column 4:

		If any of the above recorded arrests involved property crimes, record this information in column 4.

		Y = yes; N = no.

		See attached sheet for property crimes as they are defined for purposes of this study.



	For column 5:

		If any of the above recorded arrests involved person crimes, record this information in column 5.

		Y = yes; N = no.

		See attached sheet for person crimes as they are defined for purposes of this study.



	For column 6:

		Review all charges (between DOT and January 31, 1991) leading to the arrest of a client and record the most serious charge among them.

		In column 6 enter:

				F = felony

				M = misdemeanor

					P = probation/parole violation*

					0 = no arrest



			*Code as P = probation/parole violation only when no new crime is associated with the revocation.  When a crime is listed together with the PV, record the crime as either felony or misdemeanor but not as probation/parole violation.



2. Information to be obtained from client files



	For column 7:

		Indicate whether the old or new risk assessment form was used.

		In column 7 enter:

				O = old

					N = new



	For column 8:

		Enter the numerical risk score.



	For column 9:

		Record the following information for the ESP and WR groups only.

		Review the risk assessment document and determine whether either alcohol or drug use history is indicated.  On the old form* this information is recorded in answer to questions 3 and 4.

		A "0" in response to both questions is to be recorded as:

				N = no in column 9.

		Anything else must be recorded as:

				Y = yes



		On the new form* check item "F" for a Y/N recorded answer.  The new form associates the number 1 with N (no) and the number 0 with Y.

		If you find the answer to item F recorded as "Y" or "0":

				enter Y = Yes in column 9

		If you find the answer to item F recorded as "N" or "1":

				enter N = No in column 9



			*A copy of each risk assessment form is attached.



Partial list of offenses categorized as person or property crimes



	Person Crimes

	Murder, manslaughter, robbery, kidnap, rape, assault, sodomy, menacing, recklessly endangering, sexual misconduct, public indecency, harassment etc.  In the event that it is not clear how an offense should be categorized consult the Criminal Code of Oregon (1990) pp. 270-294.



	Property Crimes

	Theft, unauthorized use of vehicle, burglary, criminal mischief, arson, fraud, embezzlement, forgery,  criminal trespass, firearms violations, etc.  In the event that it is not clear how an offense should be categorized consult the Criminal Code of Oregon (1990) pp. 295-311 and pp. 313-327
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    �The Community Corrections Division publishes a Program Handbook which contains a detailed description of all ESP, IDP, and WR program specifications.

    �See Appendix A for a description of the sampling procedures used in creating the comparison groups.

    �Of the 64 IDP clients used in the recidivism analysis, 34 had successful program terminations, and 31 finished aftercare.  Of the 34 successful program terminations, 27 finished aftercare.

    �Tables 12 and 13 show that this is indeed the case.

    �These rates are based on the CCCC distinction between successful and unsuccessful termination status, as discussed earlier.  A successful termination for an IDP client does not necessarily mean that the client completed the full IDP treatment program including aftercare.

    �The difference between IDP clients (54%) and ESP clients (76%) is a highly statistically significant difference (p<.01).  The difference between IDP clients (54%) and WR clients (47%) is not statistically significant.

    �The p-values (2-tail) for the difference in IDP compared to ESP and WR arrest rates are .05 and .08, respectively.  The p-values (2-tail) for the difference in IDP compared to ESP and WR conviction rates are .02 and .08, respectively.  Thus, only the differences between IDP and ESP are statistically significant, .05 level.

    �This difficulty results from the quasi-experimental nature of the research design, with the possibility (indeed, likelihood) of pre-existing group differences.

    �The IDP employment information in Table 3 differs slightly from Table 7.  Reasons for this discrepancy could include the different, but over-lapping, client groups, and different practices in recording part-time and irregular employment.

    �The associated p-values (2-tail) are .03  and .10, respectively.  Thus, only the IDP/ESP difference is statistically significant (.05 level).

    �Only the IDP/ESP difference is statistically significant (.05 level), with a p�value (2-tail) of .03.

    �The IDP/ESP difference is statistically significant, .01 level (2-tail p�value=.01), and the IDP/WR difference is not statistically significant (p�value=.35).

    �For an introduction to the statistical technique of logistic regression analysis see Hosmer and Lemeshow (1989).

    �Categorical (nominal-level) predictors are entered using dummy variables, with one of the categories serving as the reference category.  The reference category for program type is the IDP program.  The reference category for offense classification is A misdemeanor (two clients with C misdemeanors were discarded).  The reference category for offense type is non�substance abuse.

    �Successful termination is again based on the CCCC distinction, as discussed earlier, and successful termination status for an IDP client does not necessarily mean that the client finished the entire IDP treatment program including aftercare.

    �Again, Tables 12-13 are based on the CCCC successful/unsuccessful termination status, not whether the client finished the entire IDP treatment program including aftercare.

    �This evaluation does not address several deeper interpretation issues concerning successful completion rates.  First, as Baumer et al. (1990: 10) observe, program completion reflects staff tolerance as well as clients' behavior.  Second, variables such as offense seriousness and risk assessment scores themselves reflect trends in criminal justice�-for example, current efforts to treat drug-related offenses more harshly.

    �Employment has a somewhat equivocal status as a background characteristic since, as noted above, employment can be regarded as an outcome measure.

    �The figures do not include fees collected by the Clackamas County Mental Health Division.  These fees are assessed monthly based on a sliding scale.  Of the 63 IDP clients in this study, 34 were assessed no fee.  The total dollar amount collected for the remaining clients was $3,640.

    �There are, however, several differences in content, since each version includes items not covered by the other version.  The old version includes number of address changes in the last twelve months, percentage of time employed in the last twelve months, attitude toward self-change, and conviction for assaultive or sexual offenses.  The new version includes whether the client had a verified period in the community of three years conviction-free prior to the present supervision.
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