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Section F:  Cost-Benefit Analysis 

 This section of the report estimates the relative correctional and associated cost regarding offenders 

under community supervision following the implementation of SAC, as compared to matched subjects in the 

historical (pre-SAC) study group. 

 

Methods 

 

 As described previously, one of the primary distinctions of SAC, as compared to HOPE, was its 

intent to reduce correctional costs. It was expected that offenders would likely incur sanctions more 

frequently in the early stages of supervision but that reduced confinement times for “low level” violations 

would, in time, decrease costs related to violation sanctioning. While the additional investment in correctional 

programming was expected to be a slight increase to supervision costs, any reductions observed in 

reconvictions were anticipated to reduce costs associated with offending. Combining these fiscal outcomes of 

SAC a final study question was stated. 

5)  Do SAC participants possess lower correctional and associated costs than comparison  
      subjects? 

 

Measures 

For the subsequent cost-benefit analysis, three cost types are estimated. The first is the cost of 

treatment programming provided to offenders. Two drug treatment programs are tracked: inpatient/intensive 

outpatient drug treatment for offenders in the community (valued at $1,039.82 per class), and 

outpatient/non-intensive drug treatment for offenders in the community ($844.35 per class) (WSIPP, 2014b). 

Cognitive behavioral therapy treatment is also tracked, priced at $427.21 per class. Cost estimates were 

originally in 2013 USD and adjusted to provide for 2015 USD inflation. The second cost type is the 

Department of Corrections supervision. The daily costs of community supervision were $8.04 for 

comparison group members and $8.09 for SAC group members10. The daily costs of prison and jail per 

offender were estimated to be $57.76, $93.51, respectively (WSIPP, 2014a). These estimates were adjusted 

from 2014 to 2015 USD.  Finally, costs associated with recidivism during the follow up were also calculated. 

Specifically, calculated costs account for expenses related to arrest, court processing, and tangible victim 

costs, and were calculated for seven different crime types. Specific reconviction crime type costs calculated 

included felony sex crimes, robbery, aggravated assault, felony property, felony drug, any felony, and 

misdemeanor (WSIPP, 2014a). These estimates were also adjusted from 2009 to 2015 USD inflation. 

                                                           
10 It should be noted that a slight increase in costs for SAC participants was observed during the sample frame data 
collection period, due to higher community corrections staff overtime and travel expenses attributed to the SAC 
program. 
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Analysis Plan 

To examine this final research question, five t-tests were conducted to assess cost differentials. Mean 

differences is costs were tested for treatment programming, supervision (prison, jail, and community 

supervision), recidivism, and finally total mean costs. The sum of all costs contrasted between SAC and 

comparison subjects is reported, from which a ratio of costs-to-benefits was computed. 

 

Results 

 

 The results of the cost-benefit analysis (CBA) are presented in Table 4. Differential dollar allotments 

are organized into “Costs,” or costs of the treatment program being evaluated, and “Benefits,” the 

subsequent benefits of the treatment in the form of reduced DOC incarceration and recidivism costs. Costs 

of the SAC program included the costs of treatment program enrollment and community supervision costs. 

As anticipated, treatment costs were found to increase significantly for SAC group members relative to 

comparison subjects. However, differences in community supervision costs were not significant, while, on 

average, were larger for SAC members. Regarding the benefits, incarceration expenses were found to be 

significantly reduced as a result of SAC participation. However, while recidivism costs were reduced for SAC 

group members, the differences were not significant. Finally, combining costs and benefit estimates, findings 

revealed significant cost savings for SAC participation, overall. 

Table 4. Average Costs in 2015 USD per Offender 
Hypoth. Cost Comparison M$ SAC M$ t 

H4 Costs:    
   Treatment 72.27 99.03 4.58*** 
   Community Supervision 2,034.03 2,078.36 1.83 
 Benefits:    
   Incarceration 1,057.32 292.17 -16.54*** 
   Recidivism 4,344.71 3,973.38 -0.92 

 Total costs 7,508.33 6,442.93 -2.6** 

 Cost-Benefit Ratio 1 16 -- 
* p<.05,   ** p<.01, *** p<.001 
 

 The sum of the costs for treatment programming and community supervision provided to the SAC 

participants was $10,534,181, whereas $10,190,263 was spent on the comparison, resulting in a difference of 

$343,917. The total amounts of DOC “benefits” for incarceration and recidivism at follow up for the SAC 

and comparison subjects was $20,636,721 and $26,135,028, respectively (a difference of $5,498,307). The 

amount spent on treatment programming relative to the costs of supervision and recidivism at follow up 

yields a cost benefit ratio of 1:16, indicating a $16 return on investment for every dollar spent on SAC 

participants. 
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Summary 

 Overall the CBA of SAC was positive and anticipated. As one of the primary objectives of the 

initiative was to reduce correctional costs, there was an expected savings resulting from reduced confinement 

sanctioning. The added benefit associated with reduced reconvictions added to the CBA ratio. The estimated 

1:16 savings associated with SAC is not only large but is in line with CBA estimates of similarly effective 

initiatives (see WSIPP, 2014b)11. Extending the findings of HOPE, the CBA results presented provide a base-

understanding of the potential of SAC-like initiatives in reducing correctional budgets.  

 

 

  

                                                           
11 WSIPP provides an annual meta-analysis of cost-benefit analyses of criminal justice programming. Placed within the 
list of adult programs, 1-to-16 ratio would rank fifth (out of 35) on WSIPP’s list, just behind highly effective programs 
such as – correctional education, drug treatment, CBT, and employment and job training.   
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Section G:  Conclusion and Recommendations 

 Since the promising results of HOPE many states have ventured to test the deterrence strategies that 

demonstrated effectiveness in Hawaii. Making use of technical assistance funds provided by the Bureau of 

Justice Assistance, 40 jurisdictions across 18 states have begun pilots to examine results of programs similar 

to that of SAC. However, early results are not replicating the glowing results of HOPE.  

 Unlike HOPE, which was notably focused on drug offenders, Washington State’s SAC population 

and scope were remarkably different and provide a more definitive evaluation of deterrence principals. As 

indicated, SAC differs from Hawaii’s probation model in two important ways. First, the effects of SAC were 

demonstrated with a more heterogeneous and notably higher risk population. Meaning, the WADOC 

population possessed a greater propensity for recidivistic outcomes and increased incident severity. Second, 

after an abbreviated pilot, the entire community corrections population was converted to the SAC 

supervision model; thus, creating a naturalized experiment. The current study examined the effectiveness of 

SAC’s implementation efforts and the achievement of outcome and cost-benefit goals. What is most 

remarkable about the process and outcome study findings is that regardless of the accelerated timeline for 

implementation, and the challenges that CCOs faced, adjusting to changes in organizational culture, the SAC 

policy is still reaching the intended goals of reducing costs while ensuring public safety.  

 This final report first discussed the qualitative results of SAC. A review of thousands of pages of 

policies, communication materials, power points slides, quality assurance resources, and reports, coupled with 

the results of over 16 hours of offender and CCO focus groups combine to describe this major initiative. 

Based on our qualitative findings, SAC received a relatively efficient roll out, established good practices and 

maintained fidelity. While staff are still adapting to changes in day-to-day operations, SAC has provided a 

sustainable practice resulting from numerous implementation adherence measures. These practices, put in 

place by the WADOC, are a likely contributor to the positive program outcomes. Practices to be adopted by 

agencies seeking to implement similar practices include the following:  

1) A “rolling training” model that was launched statewide, and delivered by subject matter experts 
(SMEs) in SAC.  The training covered the WADOC policy changes, implications for workload, new 
forms and the Behavior Accountability Guide.  

2) Use of Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to answer questions, clarify policies and lend support.   
3) The creation of quality assurance safeguards to monitor the adherence model through a Sustainability 

Review process carried out by the implementation team.  
4) The use of “Community Corrections Weekly Messages” to relay important information about SAC.  
5) Operations feedback from CCO’s and administration was evaluated on a weekly basis to monitor 

public safety and program effectiveness.  
6) Use of outside consultants to guide implementation efforts.   
7) Continued use of data to measure impacts of SAC 
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 With that said, SAC was not without its faults and growing pains. Given that SAC’s implementation 

created a major shift in correctional culture, it is not surprising that ambivalence and even opposition to the 

new practices were identified by a substantial portion of CCOs. Offenders discussed sharing many of the 

same concerns as CCOs. While training and other forms of support were provided by the WADOC, SAC’s 

departure from the CCO discretion-based methods, challenged core beliefs and values rooted in years of 

experience and practice. Assumptions surrounding the “right way” to supervise offender make dramatic 

cultural shifts such as SAC difficult to craft into a sustainable policy, allowing staff and offenders to “pull on 

the loose strings” of the policy, finding methods of maintaining the status quo, or returning to known and 

previously accepted practices. Essentially, SAC created overlapping philosophical models of supervision that 

clearly still exist among CCOs. Continued support and education of staff (using data-driven findings) will 

bring about greater legitimacy and sustainability to the SAC efforts.  

 The trend towards a sustainable model can be credited to the WADOC continual training model, 

quality assurance measures and the work of local CCSs in managing, monitoring and supporting their staff 

through this change. With continued quality assurance, it is likely that shifts in culture will continue and the 

consistent implementation of SAC will improve as a result. With that said, SAC should be monitored for policy 

drift, as not all CCOs have been able to embrace the SAC model. Our findings identify a trend among CCO 

staff that may be younger (new to WADOC), or those that had been recently received academy training. If 

efforts are made by experienced CCOs to “re-train” to the traditional pre-SAC supervision model, policy drift 

will likely be observed. To counteract these efforts, senior and veteran CCO staff should be made to feel 

supported and attempts to improve buy-in to the SAC model should be a goal over time.  

 With regard to study outcomes and the CBA, SAC’s results are remarkably consistent, identifying 

positive results that are generally in line with expectations and in some instances exceed anticipated findings. 

Although questions may remain in terms of dosage, increased confidence is provided for the more consistent 

(i.e., frequent) use of graduated sanctions and a reduction in longer confinement periods for violation 

behavior. Although notable barriers were identified, modifications to SAC policies were implemented in 

December of 2013 and findings indicate that the intended effects in absconding occurred as a result. The 

expansive sample collected from the program being “taken to scale” resulted in a relatively large state-wide 

data set not typically seen in program and policy evaluation. This large scale initiative allowed for the 

examination of violation propensities via growth curve models, illustrating the program’s intended effects 

overtime. This type of modeling effort has, to our knowledge, not yet been attempted for correctional 

populations and represents a novel illustration of SAC’s effects that will likely be replicated in future 

correctional program evaluations and examinations of deterrence. Therefore, this evaluation of SAC fills an 

important gap in existing research while providing a guide for state supervision practices nationwide. 
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 Our key findings demonstrate that SAC’s goals to increase proportionality of violation sanctioning 

with quicker and more consistent/frequent use of shorter jail confinements. Based on study findings, this 

goal appears to have been achieved, as both the proportion and duration of violation sanctioning was 

identified. The key to the WADOC’s success in achieving this goal was the establishment of the BAG, 

making clear and proportional sanctioning guidelines for offenders to be informed of and held accountable to 

while supervised. In addition, the ability for “low level”, non-serious violations to be sanctioned by CCOs 

immediately, avoiding a lengthy sanctioning hearing, was a progressive step forward in the use of deterrence-

base correctional strategies. 

 Next, the WADOC wanted to make rehabilitation efforts a priority of SAC, reinvesting dollars saved 

on confinement in programming. Two programs were the primary focus – CD and CBT – and findings 

indicate greater utility. While noted delays in CBT training occurred during the study period, the use of said 

programming has expanded greatly since and is likely utilized at greater rates than current findings 

demonstrate. Furthermore, CD came to no longer be used as a sanction under SAC, reducing the unwanted 

uses of mandated treatment. Simultaneously, duration of CD programming increased as a result of SAC 

policy changes, moving the community use of treatment closer to best practices guidelines.  

 While the modified utilization of sanctioning and treatment programming were anticipated findings, 

based on policy and statute changes, the recidivism goals of SAC were simply to “maintain” public safety. 

Here, even non-significant differences between SAC and comparison offenders would have been viewed as a 

“net win”, as the discussed cost reduction goals of the state would have been achieved. However, findings 

indicate a reduction in recidivism as a result of SAC. These reductions in reconvictions demonstrate the 

increased positive effects of SAC and give support to this deterrence-based strategy. 

 However, there should be some caution when examining these findings as the current study is not 

without limitations. In particular, because randomization of SAC and control group subjects could not be 

implemented, a historical comparison was created. Because this method lacked that ability to control for 

other WADOC policy changes and associated impacts, a multitude of additional factors may be producing 

the reductions in recidivism identified. While not entirely certain that the positive recidivism effects can be 

attributed to SAC alone, it is highly probable that the reductions in reconvictions were due in part to SAC 

and, at the very least, public safety was maintained, as nearly all findings indicate that safety was improved 

following SAC’s implementation. Furthermore, as one of the only studies to demonstrate a positive impact on 

recidivism using a HOPE-style model, these findings are decidedly important for policy makers considering 

adoption of SAC-style programming or those agencies currently implementing similar programs. 

 What is most the remarkable evaluation finding is observation of deterrence in action. While 

deterrence is often used as a rationale to increase the use of incarceration and the duration of offender 
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sentences, prior research has demonstrated that fidelity of the deterrence principles is important. Specifically, 

as was previously the case in Washington, when the severity of sanctions is provided disproportionally and/or 

with greater severity than necessary, the other principals (swiftness and certainty) were provided 

idiosyncratically. Once SAC was implemented, severity of “low level” violation sanctions were greatly 

reduced, which allowed for swiftness and certainty to be reestablished. Although collectively study findings 

do not provide definitive confirmation that deterrence is effective, results demonstrate that, overtime, SAC 

offenders reduced their propensity for violations at a greater rate and were less likely to commit serious 

violations as compared to their matched counterparts. While studies of violation behavior are not standard 

practice of evaluations in community corrections settings, we feel that our examination of these behaviors 

over the supervision time period provided needed descriptive results that should become a more common 

evaluation practice going forward. 

 Finally, our CBA revealed substantial and significant correctional and associated cost reductions as a 

result of SAC. While costs of confinement were likely to generate savings due to reduced jail duration 

sanctions, the reductions in recidivism further drove the savings upward. The one to sixteen dollars spent-to-

saved ratio is quite large as compared to other corrections CBAs (see WSIPP, 2014b), indicating likely savings 

of similar programs where agencies have begun or are considering replication of SAC.  

 Although, strongly positive, we would like to caution readers that the savings generated will likely not 

happen with any generic application of deterrence principles. Over the last thirty years there have been many 

efforts to implement and evaluate the effects of deterrence-style models. SAC’s application is unique in that it 

reduced confinement times for sanctions. Many perceptions of deterrence focus on providing “accountability”, 

which commonly results in escalating sanctions. The efforts of SAC that likely led to its successful 

implementation was the modifications of sanctions to produce not only swiftness and certainty of sanctioning 

but to couple these methods with proportionality of confinement durations. By reducing the duration of 

confinement for “low level” violations, offenders were more likely to maintain employment, social supports 

and continue to participate and receive needed treatments and services in the community. Without the 

notable component of proportionality, SAC would likely have not achieved the positive outcome and cost 

savings identified. Although further research may be needed to provide a more accurate calibration of 

violation sanctioning dosage, the current results extend the promising findings of HOPE and indicate that 

SAC’s broader application of deterrence-based supervision can substantially reduce the impact of 

incarceration to both offenders and tax payers, all while maintaining public safety. 

 To conclude the current study and identify ways of increasing SAC’s initial success, we offer the 

following recommendations: 

 Continue to invest in treatments, programs, and services in the community and provide an array of well-rounded services 

available within all correctional area offices. Drawing from qualitative findings, programs such as anger 
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management, vocational training and mental health services could also be expanded and improved 

similar to the efforts that surrounded CD and CBT. 

 Examine a greater variety of societal costs and benefits of SAC. While we were effectively able to assess the 

base costs that resulted from SAC’s implementation, societal costs (such as tax revenues generated 

through offender employment) were not examined and may prove to further increase understanding 

around the reduced confinement duration efforts of the policy. 

 Examine if recidivism effects are short-term. While optimal for examining violation and sanctioning, our 

one year follow-up is likely insufficient to provide a robust understanding of SAC’s effects on 

recidivism. It is possible that the effects identified are short-term and fade over time. Additional 

research efforts are needed to examine the effects of SAC on recidivism at the more traditional two 

or three year follow-up intervals. 

 Monitor population differences to examine dosage and responsivity needs – particularly for drug offenders. Identified 

to be effective for the general supervision population, the guidelines set forth by the BAG may not 

be effective dosages for all offender types. Specifically, our findings revealed non-significant effects 

in reducing drug felonies, and it was certainly the perception of CCO and CCSs that SAC is 

ineffective for drug abusing populations. While drug addicted offenders were the focus of HOPE, 

SAC was not devised to specifically impact drug offenders. Examining for who SAC is most effective 

and creating an understanding of why would improve its provision and may allow practitioners to 

alter confinement and other supervision services and dosages to provide greater specific responsivity. 

 Examine the reduction in offender risk over time both on and off supervision. SAC was designed to increase an 

offender’s sense of accountability. It is anticipated that lessons learned wile supervised will improve 

prosocial behaviors after supervision is complete. While the effects of SAC during supervision are 

identified, prosocial behaviors following supervision should also be studied to provide a greater 

understanding of prevention efforts. 
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Appendix A. WADOC Behavior Accountability Guide 

VIOLATIONS 

High level  Violations 

 6th or subsequent low level violation process on an open cause 

 Weapons use/possession 

 Contact with a prohibited business/location or person  

 Domestic Violence related violation behavior 

 Threatening/Assaultive behavior 

 Search refusal 

 Use of device/adulterants to interfere with/alter the UA process 

 Unauthorized possession of ammunition or explosives 

 Absconding from supervision as defined in DOC 350.750 
Warrants, Detainers, and Holds 

 Unapproved residence for a sex offender (current offense) 

 Failure to submit to a scheduled polygraph test 

 Any behavior resulting in a new misdemeanor, gross 
misdemeanor, or felony arrest that requires a Failure to Obey All 
Laws violation hearing (Underlying Felony offenders only) 

Low level Violations 

 All other violations not listed as High 

*A low level violation can be addressed through a Department hearing if defined aggravating factors  
are present and validated per DOC 460.130 Violations, Hearings, and Appeals. 

VIOLATION PROCESSES 

1st Low level Violation Process or a Mitigated Arrest – Stipulated Agreement 

 If the offender refuses to sign the stipulated agreement or is arrested on a Secretary’s Warrant, s/he is ineligible for the 
non-confinement option 

2nd - 5th Low level Violation Process – Mandatory Arrest 

 1-3 days confinement 

 Misdemeanor offenders with insufficient suspended confinement time remaining will be referred back to the sentencing 
court for revocation/termination 

6th+ Low level Process, all High level Violations, Low level Violations with validated aggravating factor(s), and all 
Combination Violations (contains both High and Low Violations) – Mandatory Arrest 

 Proceed with a Department hearing with a maximum of 30 days confinement 

 Misdemeanor offenders with suspended confinement time remaining may have a Department hearing or be referred 
back to the sentencing court for revocation/termination.  Misdemeanor offenders with no suspended confinement time 
remaining must be referred back to the court. 

 Mandatory 30 day sanction for threats/assault violations committed against employees or their families 

AGGRAVATING FACTORS 
to address Low level Violation through a Department Hearing 

(must be directly related to the alleged violation) 

 Escalating aggression 

 Behavior during the commission of the violation that manifested deliberate harm, cruelty, or intimidation of the 
victim(s) 

 Physical resistance 

 Posing a significant risk to public safety while failing to comply with Department imposed electronic monitoring  

 Offense Cycle Behavior that indicates potential harm or threat of harm to a previous or potential victim(s) 
 

 



Appendix B. WADOC Pre- and Post-SAC Policies 

Policy Area Policy Pre-Swift and Certain Policy Change to Support SAC Interim 
Policy 
Date 

Standard 
Policy 
Date 

Intake Added Policy statement II. On interim 
policy for staged implementation sites 

Adjusted order of intake process.  Adjusted 
references to other policies 

04/19/12 12/6/13 

Arrest & 
Search 

Emergency Arrest Emergent Arrest:  Defined as an unexpected 
event that requires prompt attention.  

06/01/12 12/6/13 

Community 
Supervision 

Added interim policy for staged 
implementation sites.   

Incorporated interim policy changes 04/19/12 12/6/13 

KIOSK can be used to: supplement, but not 
replace in person reporting for High and 
Moderate risk offenders, and Low risk 
offenders required to register.  DOSA 
offenders can use KIOSK, but also have 
weekly in- person contact.  Non-registered 
Low risk offenders primarily managed by 
KIOSK.  KIOSK may be used to enhance, 
but not replace reporting for homeless 
offenders.  KIOSK may be used as a 
supervision enhancement of legal financial 
obligations and to assist in scheduling of 
drug testing requirements.  

KIOSK reporting may be used as an 
enhancement to supervision, but will not 
substitute for required face to face contacts 
per new schedule 

  

Community Corrections employees will 
provide office coverage to ensure that 
services are available to offenders and 
stakeholders during regular business hours. 

Community Corrections employees will 
provide office coverage to ensure that 
services are available to offenders and 
stakeholders during regular business hours.  
Exceptions may be approved by the Field 
Administrator/designee. 

  

Contact Standards for: 

 High Risk/High Violent:  3 face to 
face per month of which 1 is out of 
office and 1 collateral contact per 
month.   

 High Risk/Non-Violent: 2 face to 
face contacts per month, 1 of 
which is out of the office, and 1 

Updated minimum contact standards:  

 High Risk/High Violent 
Offenders:  3 face-to-face contacts 
per month, of at least one which is 
in the office and at least in the 
field.  1 collateral contact per 
month.  

 For low-risk offenders:  1 face-to-
face office contact per month.  

4/19/12 
and 
06/01/12 

12/6/13 
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collateral contact per month. 

 Moderate:  1 face to face office 
contact per month, 1 face to face 
contact out of the office per 
quarter, and 1 collateral contact per 
month. 

 Registered Low Risk:  1 face to 
face contact per month, 1 face to 
face contact out of the office per 
quarter, and 1 collateral contact per 
month. 

 All other Low Risk: KIOSK 
reporting when change occurs to 
address, phone, employment, 
contact information, or if arrested.  

 Homeless Offenders:  1 face to 
face contact per week in the field if 
possible.   

 Homeless offenders 1 face to face 
contact per week and 1 collateral 
contact per month. 

Violations, 
Hearings & 
Appeals 

Violation response time:  “as soon as 
practical, but not more than 14 days.” 

Violation response time:  “at earliest 
opportunity, but not more than 3 business 
days” 

  

 For those offenders that are SAC eligible 
and were sentenced before 05/31/12, must 
have an orientation to new policy.  Those 
sentenced after 05/31/12 can be sanctioned 
under SAC regardless of orientation  
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High level violations 

 6th or subsequent low level violation 
process on an open causes 

 Weapons use/possession 

 Contact with a prohibited 
business/location where the offender’s 
presence poses a threat of physical 
harm to a previous or potential victim.  

 Contact with a prohibited person(s) 
where the offender’s presence poses a 
threat of physical harm to a previous or 
potential victim. 

 Domestic Violence related violation 
behavior that poses a threat of physical 
harm to a previous or potential victim. 

 Threatening/Assaultive behavior 

High level violations - added the following: 

 Search refusal 

 Use of device/adulterants to 
interfere/alter UA process 

 Unauthorized possession of 
ammunition/explosives 

 Absconding from supervision 

 Unapproved residence for sex 
offender 

 Failure to submit to polygraph test 

 Any behavior resulting in a new 
misdemeanor, gross misdemeanor, 
or felony arrest that requires a 
Failure to Obey All Laws violation 
hearing (Underlying Felony 
offenders only) 

4/19/12 
Revised: 
6/1/12 
Revised: 
6/8/12 
Revised: 
8/3/12 
 

12/6/13 

Warrants, 
Detainers & 
Holds 

Secretary’s Warrant (SW) issued for 
absconding 

Warrants may now be issued for 
violations of supervision, not just 
absconding.  

4/19/12 
Revised: 
6/1/12 
Revised: 
6/8/12 
Revised: 
8/3/12 

12/6/13 

 Absconding now includes:  a) Offender 
fails to report and a Secretary’s Warrant 
(SW) is issued and they have not turned 
themselves in within 7 days; b) travels 
out of state w/out permit and is 
arrested for a new crime; c) fails to 
report following a conditional release 
Absconding is now a high level 
violation and requires a hearing.  

  

 “Escape” no longer used in violation 
behavior; it is a crime. 

  

 Prior to issuing a SW staff must attempt 
to call offender by phone.   

  

 

  



Appendix C. Propensity Score Modeling and Sample Descriptives 

    Pre-Match Post-match 

Model Fit Summary           

Percent significant differences    31.7 36.9    4.8 4.8 
Mean STD Difference    4.96 4.66    2.09 2.10 

Maximum  STD Difference    19.21 23.53    12.40 10.68 
AUC    0.64 0.67    0.53 0.53 

 
Domain/Measure E1 % E2 % Comparison % 

STD %  
E1 vs. C 

STD %   
E2 vs. C E1 % E2 % Comparison % 

STD % 
E1 vs. C 

STD % 
E2 vs. C 

Demographics           

Age at time of assessment    3.66 15.95    1.24 0.88 

60+ 1.8 2.3 2.2   2.1 2.2 2.0   

50-59 8.0 8.8 8.4   8.3 9.0 8.1   

40-49 19.1 19.4 20.4   19.3 20.8 19.2   

30-39 28.1 29.4 27.7   26.9 28.6 27.3   

20-29 39.6 36.8 37.5   39.6 37.1 39.8   

18-19 3.1 3.1 3.6   3.6 2.7 3.4   

<18 0.2 0.1 0.2   0.2 0.2 0.2   
Non-White 31.7 34.0 33.6   33.3* 33.1 33.2 2.26 0.74 

Criminal History           

Age  at first conviction  ** *  5.16 17.90  †  2.39 1.88 

24 or older 29.0 29.6 32.3   31.1 31.1 28.7   

18 to 23 34.9 33.7 33.5   33.3 34.0 34.2   

15 to 18 22.3 22.1 20.5   22.3 19.7 22.3   

Less than 15 13.8 14.5 13.7   13.6 15.1 13.8   

Number of juvenile felony convictions  **  5.04 13.96    0.96 0.49 

None 74.7 74.5 77.5   74.8 76.9 74.7   

One 12.1 12.4 10.9   11.6 10.6 11.9   

Two 6.3 6.5 5.5   6.8 6.0 6.6   

Three 3.8 3.3 3.2   3.0 3.1 3.3   

Four 1.7 2.0 1.5   1.9 1.5 1.8   

Five or more 1.4 1.3 1.5   1.8 1.8 1.7   

Adult Felony Conviction History            

Violent property    4.80 10.4    1.35 2.43 
One 13.4 12.2 11.8   12.7 12.3 13.1   
Two or more 2.2 1.8 1.9   2.4 2.3 2.2   

Assault  **   5.86 11.54 †   0.27 0.05 
One 18.2 17.8 17.1   16.6 16.7 17.3   
Two 3.0 2.9 2.9   3.5 3.4 3.3   
Three or more 1.5 1.0 0.8   1.2 1.0 1.4   
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Domestic  assault    1.55 12.02    1.82 0.00 
One 12.0 13.0 12.1   11.2 13.0 11.7   
Two or more 4.2 5.0 4.5   4.5 4.7 4.3   

Weapon  **   3.33 2.08    0.21 0.10 
One 9.5 10.2 8.9   9.7 9.2 9.7   
Two or more 2.2 1.5 1.4   1.6 1.8 2.0   

Property  * *  7.18 0.49  **  0.77 1.01 
One 22.6 23.3 22.5   23.0 23.5 22.3   
Two 12.2 12.3 10.8   11.2 11.0 11.8   
Three  7.8 7.5 6.8   6.1 7.3 6.9   
Four 3.8 4.9 4.7   4.7 5.0 4.5   
Five or more 6.7 7.3 7.4   6.0 7.3 6.4   

Drug    2.75 5.22    1.90 6.50 
One 23.1 24.5 24.1   26.1 25.4 24.4   
Two 9.6 8.7 9.8   10.4 10.6 9.8   
Three or more 9.8 9.2 9.7   10.8 9.9 10.5   

Escape  - One or more 5.5 5.1 5.2 0.40 1.72 5.0 5.2 5.4 4.80 1.43 
Total number of adult felonies ** ***  2.18 4.11  *  0.92 1.68 

One 9.0 9.0 11.5   10.0 11.2 9.8   
Two 9.2 7.4 9.6   9.5 9.2 9.3   
Three 6.7 8.5 7.9   7.6 7.4 7.2   
Four 6.6 7.8 7.0   6.9 6.9 6.8   
Five 6.5 5.8 6.0   6.2 5.4 6.4   
Six 6.8 5.8 6.2   6.7 6.0 6.6   
Seven or more 55.3 55.8 51.9   53.1 53.8 53.9   

Adult Misdemeanor Conviction History            
Assault  **  1.26 4.03    1.40 0.83 

One 19.0 21.8 19.1   18.4 20.2 18.7   
Two 9.5 8.6 8.7   9.6 8.6 9.6   
Three  4.5 4.5 3.9   4.3 4.1 4.5   
Four 3.2 2.1 2.6   3.2 2.7 3.2   
Five or more 3.1 4.0 3.6   3.2 4.0 3.3   

Domestic  assault   ***  1.87 9.92    3.46 0.45 
One 14.0 15.2 14.4   14.0 16.0 14.1   
Two or more 16.4 18.4 15.1   15.2 17.5 16.2   

Sex    2.38 1.11    0.33 2.05 
One 1.8 1.9 2.4   2.2 2.1 2.1   
Two or more 0.7 0.8 0.9   0.7 0.7 0.7   

Domestic  Non-violent – One or more 4.1 4.8 4.3 2.87 2.02 4.8 4.6 4.5 4.75 0.69 
Weapon – One or more 7.6 7.4 7.2 0.18 0.63 6.8 7.8 7.5 1.81 2.68 
Property *** ***  8.25 11.70    5.03 0.80 

One 14.9 14.9 15.4   15.4 14.8 15.0   
Two 11.6 11.7 9.9   9.6 10.3 10.5   
Three or more 44.3 45.5 40.9   43.7 46.1 43.9   

Drug    3.36 1.58    0.22 1.76 
One 16.6 16.5 16.1   17.3 17.4 16.9   
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Two or more 8.5 8.4 7.6   8.1 8.1 8.2   
Escape – One or more 2.2 2.6 2.3 1.84 0.26 2.5 2.2 2.5 1.40 1.47 
Alcohol related – One or more 27.8 28.8** 26.4 2.05 3.85 26.8 28.0* 27.4 2.87 0.55 

Institutional           
Time since last conviction occurred *** *  2.40 3.57    1.92 4.01 

No prior conviction 24.0 28.1 28.7   24.8 28.4 23.9   
Over three years  16.1 12.8 13.7   15.5 13.2 14.9   
18 months to three years 14.5 13.8 15.0   13.3 13.7 15.1   
Six months to 18 months 34.7 33.4 32.4   34.8 33.7 34.9   
Up to six months 10.7 11.8 10.2   11.2 10.1 11.1   

Prior prison infractions over the person’s incarceration 
history 

   
 

     
 

Any infraction *** ***  19.21 16.54  **  1.20 7.37 
1 to 3 20.7 17.9 19.9   17.2 17.4 17.1   
4 to 10 20.6 19.8 17.6   17.1 15.4 17.3   
11 or more 18.9 17.5 12.8   15.9 12.9 16.8   

Violent  infractions **   1.73 2.28 †   2.86 1.40 
One 9.7 8.3 8.6   6.9 5.0 7.1   
Two or more 8.4 7.0 6.6   3.5 2.1 3.4   

Serious infractions *** *  1.08 4.29 *   6.49 1.36 
One to two 24.2 22.4 20.4   21.6 20.5 22.7   
Three or more 24.1 21.3 21.4   21.4 20.5 11.6   

Prior prison infractions during most recent incarceration           
Any infraction *** ***  19.09 19.58    1.27 3.41 

1 to 2 17.0 14.7 16.2   20.9 20.0 21.3   
3 to 6 17.0 15.1 14.2   19.9 18.4 20.1   
7 or more 17.6 14.9 11.5   17.6 16.0 18.2   

Violent  infractions **   4.77 0.06    0.68 1.10 
One 9.7 5.7 8.6   8.4 8.1 9.3   
Two or more 8.4 2.7 6.6   8.8 7.0 8.5   

Serious infractions during current incarceration *** *  4.56 0.59    1.17 3.92 
One to two 23.6 20.5 20.1   21.5 31.9 23.2   
Three or more 10.9 8.6 10.1   23.7 17.7 23.9   

Prior technical violations while in the community     2.10 0.75  †  1.63 0.01 
One 10.7 9.9 11.3   11.6 12.1 11.3   
Two 10.4 11.1 11.0   10.6 11.6 10.3   
Three or more 20.9 20.5 19.0   19.0 18.0 20.2   

Education           
Highest grade completed – 11th grade or less 31.0 32.1 32.2 2.57 1.15 33.5 33.7 33.5 2.50 2.11 
Expelled or quit school prior to high school graduation    3.03 2.83    1.54 3.90 
     No – expulsion or quit 34.9 35.5 36.9   34.0 37.6 34.4   
     Quit 37.0 38.0 36.9   37.8 33.9 37.8   
     Expelled 28.1 26.5 26.2   28.2 28.5 27.8   
Academic motivation ** ***  3.07 7.65 † **  2.96 0.74 
     Participating in or has a high school diploma/GED 39.1 36.1 40.7   40.7 37.8 40.6   
     Some/No desire to continue education 57.7 60.5 55.0   54.5 57.2 55.3   
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     Legal mandate to participate in education 3.2 3.4 4.3   4.8 5.0 4.1   
Employment           
Longest period of continuous employment – Less than 
three years 

   
2.37 

0.49    3.27 
0.73 

More than 3 years 38.3 38.9 38.9   36.9 39.0 37.3   
1 to 3 years 25.5 24.0 25.2   25.2 25.4 25.5   
6 months to 1 year 14.9 15.2 15.9   15.2 15.2 15.3   
Less than 6 months 13.4 13.7 12.7   14.0 12.6 13.6   
Never employed 7.9 8.3 7.2   8.6 7.8 8.3   

General labor skills at time of assessment or reassessment 28.3 27.7 28.8 5.35 0.50 26.1 27.8 26.8 1.67 0.52 
Primary source of income during the most recent 6 
months in the community 

*** ***  
6.22 

0.49 **   3.67 
5.77 

Income from employment or student loans 33.6 31.8 36.3   33.5 34.4 34.0   
Income dependent 34.3 38.4 35.8   37.5 37.2 35.4   
Illegal income 32.1 29.7 27.9   29.0 28.4 30.0   

Average monthly legal income *** ***  11.16 7.68 **   4.01 6.68 
2000+ 10.4 10.8 13.1   11.6 11.3 11.1   
1000-1999 20.7 19.1 19.9   17.0 19.0 18.2   
Under 1000 27.3 28.8 29.4   31.1 30.2 29.0   
No legal income 41.6 41.3 37.6   40.3 39.5 41.1   

Does not possess health insurance of any kind *   7.23 10.11 **   9.19 4.77 
Private insurance 7.0 7.2 7.8   6.5 6.9 6.9   
Suspended, public or tribal 20.2 23.9 22.2   24.0 22.4 21.6   
No health insurance 72.8 68.9 70.0   69.5 70.7 71.6   

Employment status at time of assessment  **  6.66 9.37    3.04 5.75 
Full-time employment 23.4 21.9 24.6   23.1 22.0 23.6   
Retired, homemaker, or disabled and unable to work 6.6 6.3 6.2   7.4 6.6 6.9   
Part-time employment 13.1 13.3 13.9   12.9 13.9 13.3   
Unemployed but able to work 56.9 58.5 55.3   56.6 57.4 56.2   

Problems while employed since age 18           
Performance related issues 20.4 20.8 20.9 0.19 0.28 21.9 21.5 21.3 2.40 1.37 
Problems with co-workers 10.4 10.5 10.6 1.36 1.23 10.7 11.6 10.5 4.31 3.17 
Anti-social behavior on the job 13.9 12.5 13.1 1.15 1.13 14.4 13.3 14.1 0.05 3.78 
Barriers unrelated to employment 22.5 22.7 22.8 1.70 4.73 27.3 23.9 22.7 1.07 2.17 

Employment barriers           
Poor social skills 5.6 5.5 5.4 2.73 2.63 5.4 6.3 5.5 1.89 1.70 
Education related 0.8 0.8 0.7 3.03 4.10 0.7 0.6 0.8 1.40 5.27 
Child care issues 1.2 1.4 1.3 2.84 2.72 1.5 1.1 1.3 4.31 5.02 
Developmental disabilities 2.4 2.2 2.4 0.30 0.25 2.8 2.7 2.6 6.11 1.63 
Mental health issues 8.5 9.4* 8.1 0.48 2.36 8.8 9.3 8.3 9.56 2.64 
Criminal conviction 46.4*** 45.2** 42.4 12.96 11.23 44.2† 45.2 45.5 12.4 3.67 
Drug use 23.4** 26.6*** 20.9 11.25 16.89 22.0 23.7 22.6 2.18 9.72 

Financial issues           
No interest in finances 9.8 9.1 8.9 1.49 0.16 9.5 9.0 9.8 4.12 0.91 
Problems meeting financial obligations 73.1** 73.8*** 69.9 6.89 10.75 73.6 73.6 73.2 1.41 6.71 
Relies on public assistance 22.9*** 25.9*** 19.3 11.92 23.34 22.4 24.3 21.8 6.07 10.68 
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Relies on family 35.7*** 39.3*** 31.3 15.93 22.88 35.1 37.1 35.8 2.49 8.44 
Pays some child support 4.6 5.0 5.3 3.88 1.65 4.2 4.3 4.6 0.36 2.93 
Required to pay child support 93.2** 93.0** 94.6 5.46 6.18 92.5 93.1 93.0 3.45 2.57 
Relies on illegal activities 19.0*** 18.7*** 15.4 9.03 8.32 17.8 17.4 18.4 2.39 2.04 
Relies on selling drugs 5.4 4.4 4.8 2.63 1.93 5.6 5.0 5.4 0.34 0.65 
Protective payee 0.6 0.7 0.6 0.24 1.89 0.6 0.7 0.6 1.05 0.00 
Cannot manage finances 28.2* 26.0 25.9 5.05 0.25 27.3 25.4 27.8 2.51 3.21 

Friends/Associates           
No friends 20.0 21.9** 25.0 11.08 7.55 21.8 22.7 21.3 2.59 0.89 
Friends are unstable  10.1 11.1 9.5 4.68 3.89 11.4 10.7 10.1 4.28 0.00 
Friends willing to help  67.3** 68.9 67.7 0.80 2.67 68.7 69.8 67.8 0.66 0.00 
Has prosocial friends  91.0 91.3** 90.9 0.36 1.41 90.8 91.4 91.0 1.63 1.32 
Has antisocial friends  44.0 45.6*** 39.2 9.62 12.90 42.5 44.4*** 43.0 2.12 0.18 

Gang member friends  6.1 5.9 4.7 5.79 5.33 5.9 5.6 5.8 0.82 0.27 
Antisocial friends in the last six months     11.09 10.30    0.73 1.09 
     No antisocial friends or associates  29.8 30.2 35.4   32.2 31.9 34.1   
....Chooses not to associate with antisocial friends or associates  14.2 13.7 13.5   12.4 14.0 13.3   
   Almost always resists going along with antisocial friends or associates 15.8 16.0 15.2   15.3 15.8 15.6   
....Rarely resists going along with antisocial friends or associates 28.0 28.8 25.1   28.2 27.8 28.1   
....Never resists, emulates, or leads antisocial Friends or associates 12.1 11.2 10.8   11.7 10.6 11.7   
Residential           
Residence primary occupant 20.5 20.9** 23.1 6.55 5.41 22.3 21.0** 21.5 4.71 0.84 
Family residence 46.8 46.0* 46.1  1.36 0.09 46.5 45.9 46.2 0.93 0.25 
Friends residence 11.5 11.7* 11.8 0.82 0.22 12.3 11.9 11.8 2.07 0.29 
Group home 3.8* 3.7* 3.1 3.82 3.31 3.8* 3.6† 3.1 0.40 0.33 
Residential treatment 1.2 0.2 1.0 1.88 3.19 1.2 0.8 1.0 0.35 4.61 
Homeless 6.3 6.8 6.1 1.14 3.10 5.7 6.7 6.0 2.73 2.36 
Transient 9.8 10.1† 8.9 3.21 3.96 8.7 9.9* 9.4 4.17 0.00 
Reside with spouse 22.6** 24.3 24.5 4.44 0.50 22.9 24.4 22.6 0.83 1.41 
Resides with positive friends 9.8 8.9 9.6 0.85 2.34 9.9 9.1 9.4 1.82 3.89 
Reside with adult children 2.7 2.2 2.8 0.17 4.16 2.8 2.1 2.7 0.47 1.67 
Reside with father 5.1† 5.3 5.0 0.41 1.34 5.1 5.4 5.2 0.88 1.18 
Reside with minor children 13.6 13.3† 10.0 3.99 4.82 13.3 13.7 13.4 1.47 3.89 
Reside alone 8.1 7.6 8.4 1.12 3.22 8.1 7.6 8.2 0.56 1.65 
Resides with mother 22.5 28.1 21.5 2.31 0.51 23.0 21.9 22.9 1.49 1.69 
Reside with father 12.3*** 12.3** 12.7 1.50 1.42 12.2 12.6 12.3 0.35 0.68 
Residential support    8.70 9.98    0.45 1.94 
   Strong prosocial environment 25.7 24.8 26.3   25.4 25.6 25.5   
   Living in a remote and  isolated area with minimal or neighborhood 
influence 

2.9 3.0 2.9 
 

 3.0 3.0 3.0  
 

Some exposure to antisocial influence, lacking ties/ attachment to 
neighborhood 

47.0 48.1 48.1 
 

 49.1 48.7 48.2  
 

Significant barriers (frequent crime, drug transactions, police presence 24.4 24.1 22.8   22.5 22.7 23.0   
Family           
Number of minor children    3.74 2.18    1.71 1.55 
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   No minor children 51.7 51.3 52.6   53.0 52.2 52.7   
   One 19.9 21.9 21.2   19.9 22.2 19.6   
   Two or more 28.4 26.7 26.1   27.1 25.5 27.7   
Offender living with minor children at the time of the 
offense 

19.2 17.9 19.2 
0.32 

5.13 18.0 17.8 18.6 2.68 
0.94 

   No minor children 50.0 49.3 50.2   50.7 50.3 50.7   
Offender plans to reestablish relationship with the child 32.2 33.9  0.97 2.84 31.3 31.9  0.85 0.35 
   No minor children 51.7 51.3 52.5   53.0 52.2 52.7   
...Currently residing with minor children 9.8 8.4 9.4   9.2 8.9 6.4   
No current partner relationship 64.8 64.9*** 64.3 1.18 1.38 65.6 65.2 65.3 0.89 0.58 
Positive partner influence 81.5 82.5 81.2 0.90 3.46 82.8 82.4 82.0 2.80 0.16 
Negative partner influence 3.8 3.5 4.1 1.17 3.10 4.2 3.5 4.0 2.43 9.12 
Partner enables antisocial tendencies 2.2* 1.8 1.9 2.26 0.26 2.3 1.8 2.3 0.53 2.36 
Partner with drug or alcohol problem 6.8 6.4 6.3 1.97 0.52 7.9 6.0 7.1 1.55 5.86 
Partner antisocial 3.6 3.4* 3.1 2.56 1.55 3.9 3.5 3.6 2.12 1.73 
Partner criminal 5.2 4.8 5.3 0.44 2.50 5.9 4.7 5.3 3.17 6.79 
Partner has employment problems 1.9 1.9 1.6 2.22 2.23 1.6 1.8 1.8 2.56 1.18 
Partner mental health issues 1.9 1.6 1.7 1.46 2.67 1.4 2.0 1.6 3.19 2.49 
Partner conflict domestic violence perpetrator 0.5 0.8* 0.7 3.45 1.02 0.6 0.9 0.7 2.28 0.00 
Partner conflict domestic violence offender is perpetrator 3.0 3.7 3.2 1.42 2.75 3.4 2.7 3.3 2.32 5.24 
Partner help occasional 70.9 71.4 71.9 2.16 1.11 73.0 70.5 71.7 4.02 1.38 
Partner not willing to help 2.1 2.7 2.8 4.78 0.04 3.1 2.8 2.6 6.63 2.49 
Partner hostile relationship 0.7 0.8 0.6 0.54 1.91 0.4 0.9 0.6 1.92 1.39 
Family influence positive 43.3 44.5** 47.0 7.22 5.15 46.1 46.4** 45.7 1.57 0.94 
Family influence negative 2.2* 2.1 1.9 2.43 1.36 2.0 1.8 2.0 1.58 1.32 
Family estranged 2.9 2.5 2.5 2.47 0.08 3.2 2.2 3.0 3.10 6.36 
No family problems 37.5 37.1* 40.7 6.57 7.35 39.8 38.8* 39.5 0.72 1.74 
Family problems alcohol 4.1 4.6 4.1 0.38 2.16 4.6 4.2 4.2 2.39 0.76 
Family problems antisocial 2.1 1.9† 1.7 2.89 1.83 1.9 1.7 1.8 1.10 1.16 
Family problems criminal 2.8 3.2 2.6 1.23 1.99 2.9 2.4 2.6 2.13 2.70 
Family member employment t problem 1.5† 1.0 1.1 2.87 1.62 1.2 0.9 1.1 3.59 2.30 
Family member physical or mental health problems 4.8 4.4 3.4 6.43 4.71 4.2 3.9 3.7 4.81 1.61 
Family conflict domestic violence perpetrator 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.14 1.91 0.3 0.1 0.2 2.65 2.65 
Family conflict domestic violence (offender is perpetrator) 0.5 0.2 0.5 0.52 1.83 0.6 0.4 0.6 1.09 3.43 
Family help occasional 29.5 29.3 34.0 9.80 10.23 32.5 31.5 32.0 1.27 1.83 
Family not willing to help 3.2 3.1 3.2 0.79 0.70 3.2 2.7 3.2 1.73 2.21 
Family hostile 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.94 0.04 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.59 1.11 
No minor children 51.7 51.4* 52.6 1.89 2.42 53.2 52.5 52.8 1.48 0.43 
Minor children no current contact 9.0** 11.7 8.9 0.19 8.84 9.7* 11.0 9.0 0.68 0.09 
Minor children support required 12.8 14.7* 12.0 2.56 7.63 9.1 13.7* 9.2 2.33 0.54 
Minor children legal action pending 10.8 9.9† 9.0 5.80 3.12 11.6 9.4 9.8 2.93 2.37 
Minor child is victim 0.9* 0.9† 1.0 1.36 1.56 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.86 0.65 
Minor child resides with offender 95.3 95.9 95.4 0.81 2.14 95.1 95.9 95.5 3.46 2.46 
Minor child supervised visit 99.0 98.0 98.7 0.98 1.06 95.9 98.8 98.7 4.19 3.74 
Minor child no restrictions 87.6 87.1† 86.9 1.84 0.61 87.3 86.9 87.3 0.11 1.30 
Substance Use/Abuse           
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Age of first drug/alcohol use    4.56 3.23    0.40 0.59 
>17 19.4 20.7 21.1   19.3 20.6 19.3   
14-16 54.2 52.6 54.0   54.5 52.7 54.4   
<14 26.4 26.7 24.9   26.2 26.3 26.2   

Alcohol abuse * ***  5.34 3.50    0.54 2.68 
History 47.8 48.1 47.9   45.2 49.0 48.0   
Last 6 months prior to incarceration 19.7 18.9 17.8   33.4 18.1 18.8   

Drug abuse *** ***  9.42 17.30    2.78 1.24 
History 44.9 42.4 46.4   48..1 45.7 45.5   
Last 6 months prior to incarceration 34.9 39.1 30.7   33.2 34.8 33.4   

History of problem with:           
Alcohol 68.4 71.3*** 67.5 1.87 8.46 67.8 70.8 67.9 0.25 1.26 
Meth  53.4*** 58.9*** 47.3 12.28 23.53 52.0 56.0 52.5 1.48 1.18 
Cocaine 45.3 47.1** 43.8 3.09 6.62 44.8 45.4 45.1 0.07 1.33 
Heroin 23.9*** 28.9*** 19.0 11.62 21.96 23.8 26.4 23.2 0.36 0.16 
Prescription drug use 16.2*** 19.2*** 13.2 8.04 15.24 14.6 12.5 15.1 2.87 3.26 

Use/abuse in the last 6 months            
Alcohol problem 28.8 28.6 28.8 0.04 0.36 27.8 29.4 28.0 0.34 0.13 
Meth problem 27.7*** 33.6*** 23.7 8.83 20.86 25.8 31.6 26.2 3.84 1.66 
Cocaine problem 7.9* 6.2*** 9.3 5.05 12.52 7.4 6.7 7.7 2.01 0.79 
Heroin problem 10.2*** 12.6*** 7.0 10.70 16.97 9.6 10.5 9.5 1.30 8.24 
Prescription drug use 5.1 5.3 5.0 0.46 1.32 5.6 6.8 5.3 2.32 0.00 

Impact of drug use history           
Caused family conflict 59.5 61.7*** 58.0 2.90 7.48 57.9 59.7 58.2 1.50 1.53 
Education and employment problems 51.0 52.7** 49.7 2.60 6.07 48.6 51.4 49.7 4.36 0.99 
Interfered with keeping pro-social friends 67.7** 70.6*** 64.8 6.25 12.85 67.8 69.7 67.3 1.24 1.83 
Current conviction 61.7*** 63.0*** 56.9 9.72 12.50 60.9 60.9 60.7 0.79 2.25 
IV use 5.8*** 5.6*** 4.0 7.81 7.25 5.0 4.8 5.1 1.69 1.54 

Impact of most recent drug use            
Education and employment problems 18.4 19.2 18.0 1.14 3.19 17.8 19.3 17.8 1.72 0.47 
Interfered with keeping pro-social friends 33.0* 36.3*** 30.8 4.78 11.48 31.7 35.5 31.9 2.90 1.89 
Current conviction 35.9† 38.6*** 33.9 4.14 9.75 35.8 39.1 35.4 0.32 3.55 
IV use 7.1*** 8.9*** 4.9 8.74 14.17 6.0 6.9† 6.1 3.39 3.43 

Support for drug use/abuse           
Legal income 37.8† 36.2*** 39.6 3.85 7.15 37.8 36.4 37.7 0.88 0.06 
Illegal income 15.9† 13.7 14.4 4.14 1.94 15.3 13.8 15.9 2.13 0.81 
Selling drugs 20.8 21.7 21.3 1.20 1.00 22.8 21.8 21.1 1.86 0.99 
Property crime 19.5** 20.7*** 17.1 6.16 9.05 17.4* 19.7 18.5 5.31 0.07 
Prostitution 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.25 2.63 1.1 1.0 0.9 3.45 2.08 
Sharing/bartering 43.0** 46.8*** 39.8 6.42 13.95 41.9 44.3 41.7 2.48 1.37 
Other criminal acts 19.3 20.0 19.4 0.19 1.50 20.6 23.2 19.6 3.77 5.91 

Drug treatment * *  2.53 2.74    1.31 0.35 
Currently participating 21.3 19.8 21.8   22.4 20.5 22.0   
Has participated in the past 10.9 10.3 9.4   10.3 10.2 10.3   
Never participated in treatment 42.9 43.2 41.7   42.5 42.9 42.6   
Referred for treatment, but unwilling to participate 24.9 26.7 27.1   24.8 26.4 25.1   
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Drug protective factors           
Has never been clean 31.0** 30.2* 28.2 5.94 4.14 31.0 29.7 31.2 0.67 2.38 
Family/friends 75.8 74.5** 77.1 2.73 5.16 77.4 74.8 83.9 2.30 1.36 
Changed residence 67.7 65.9† 67.5 2.95 5.79 67.8 66.7 76.8 1.58 0.26 
Attends support groups 83.3 82.3** 84.3 0.34 3.29 84.1 83.0 68.3 2.63 0.24 
Other 91.2 89.7** 91.4 0.63 5.16 92.1 90.9 92.0 1.93 1.75 

Mental Health           
No evidence of mental health issue 35.8* 37.9 35.7 2.23 6.65 33.9 36.3 33.7 0.16 2.51 
Mental health diagnosis 35.8 38.0 34.8 2.26 6.58 30.1 36.3 30.7 0.24 2.32 
Number of in-patient commitments    1.67 4.27    0.45 0.40 
    None 64.2 62.0 62.2   66.0 63.7 66.2   
   One 26.4 28.5 25.4   24.7 27.1 24.7   
   Two 5.3 5.3 5.3   5.1 5.2 5.1   
   Four 4.1 4.1 4.1   4.2 4.0 4.0   
No history of suicide 18.1 17.1 15.9 5.58 3.07 16.5 16.2 16.7 1.22 0.83 
Prior suicide attempt 10.1 9.5† 8.6 5.25 3.11 9.5 9.0 9.2 2.49 0.64 
Provoked suicide 0.2 0.1 0.3 3.79 0.58 0.6 0.1 0.4 10.86 6.49 
Suicidal thoughts in the last six months 2.0† 2.4 1.7 4.44 2.13 2.3 1.8 2.2 0.79 1.39 
Suicide attempt in the last six months 1.2*** 0.7 0.7 4.98 0.08 1.0* 0.5 1.0 0.79 2.14 
No history of outpatient treatment 10.9** 12.1† 11.8 3.01 0.90 10.6 12.1 10.7 0.24 0.09 
History of outpatient treatment 21.5** 22.1 19.4 4.93 6.49 20.9* 21.2 20.7 0.57 2.28 
Counseling not required 1.0* 0.8 1.2 1.27 4.01 1.0 0.7 1.0 0.38 3.13 
Current outpatient treatment 95.1 94.4 95.0 0.59 2.53 95.7 94.9 95.1 5.35 0.82 
No history of medication 5.7 6.0 6.1 1.70 0.43 5.5 6.0 5.6 1.67 2.35 
Prior medication history 22.9 24.1 20.4 5.73 8.57 21.1 23.0 21.4 3.17 6.03 
Current medications used 87.1 86.0 87.1 0.06 3.06 87.4 86.9 86.7 5.28 0.63 
Current medications prescribed but not compliant 1.1* 0.9† 0.8 2.22 0.21 1.0 0.8 0.9 1.87 0.70 
Aggression           
Threatening, aggressive, or violent behaviors during the 
offender’s lifetime 

   
 

     
 

In the community 60.9** 61.5** 58.4 4.98 6.15 58.9 60.5 59.8 1.35 0.00 
During any period of confinement 10.8** 9.4 8.7 6.64 2.43 10.5 9.7 10.6 0.37 2.78 
Currently an ongoing issue 5.4† 6.5 6.5 4.57 0.37 6.6 6.7 6.1 5.71 1.41 

Characteristics of threatening, aggressive, or violent 
behaviors over lifetime 

   
 

     
 

History of aggressive characteristics 63.4 64.0† 62.3 2.40 3.70 62.8 64.8 63.1 0.80 3.24 
Past 6 months prior to incarceration 86.4** 87.3† 88.5 6.00 3.57 87.6 87.2 87.2 2.17 1.52 
Domestic violence with current partner 7.2 6.8 6.4 2.95 1.32 6.8 6.9 7.0 0.60 0.62 
Domestic violence involving family member 7.9† 8.1* 6.8 4.07 4.71 6.9 7.1 7.3 2.18 2.85 
Property destruction  7.3 5.9 6.4 3.33 2.30 7.7 5.6 7.2 1.65 2.53 
Stalking 2.7 3.8** 2.6 0.47 6.06 2.5 3.3 2.6 0.72 0.26 
Fixated unwanted relationship 0.9 1.1 1.1 2.23 0.57 1.1 1.4 1.0 2.83 0.50 
Threats 1.9 1.9 2.2 2.02 1.78 2.1 2.4 2.0 3.16 5.25 
Excessive violence 5.4† 4.8 4.6 3.61 1.02 4.8 4.5 5.1 0.51 4.53 
Bazar behavior  0.4 0.4 0.3 1.26 2.07 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.00 0.44 
Random violence 3.7 4.2* 3.4 1.49 3.74 3.9 3.8 3.8 1.25 7.50 
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Fire setting 1.2 1.2 0.9 2.91 2.64 1.2 1.0 1.3 0.00 1.86 
Violent conduct during custody 7.5*** 6.7* 5.5 7.30 4.53 7.0 6.0 7.0 0.74 0.12 
Physically assault authority 5.4 5.9** 4.6 3.34 5.36 5.5 5.1 5.1 1.05 2.41 
Physically assault a child or adolescent 8.0† 7.9† 7.0 3.67 3.35 7.6 7.4 7.7 0.43 0.70 
Physically assault an adult 22.6*** 21.8** 19.1 8.18 6.50 21.6 21.2 22.0 1.77 0.83 
Physically assault a male 21.1** 20.1* 18.2 6.92 4.76 20.3 19.4 20.2 0.67 0.55 
Physically assault a female 21.5** 22.9*** 18.5 7.23 10.29 20.8 21.5 20.5 0.76 0.82 

Motivation for threatening, aggressive, or violent  behaviors 
over lifetime 

   
 

     
 

Aggressive motives used to achieve goal, including material gain 10.8 10.3 9.8 10.09 1.49 11.6 10.6 11.1 1.62 0.92 
Power, dominance, or control 17.8 17.8 17.8 0.10 0.03 18.1 19.8 18.1 0.00 4.17 
Impulsive 28.9*** 28.7*** 25.3 7.74 7.46 27.3 25.9† 28.0 0.86 3.89 
Peer status, acceptance, attention, or compliance with rules of  peer 
group 

5.5* 4.6 4.5 
4.55 

0.39 5.7 4.3 5.7 0.51 
0.45 

Retaliation, vengeance 7.4 7.9 7.6 0.66 1.33 7.7 7.7 7.5 2.22 0.23 
Excitement, amusement, or fun 3.4 3.8 3.7 1.68 0.57 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.85 0.32 
Hatred for other individuals or specific groups 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.16 0.15 0.8 0.7 0.8 1.92 1.58 
Chemically induced violent behaviors 21.2** 22.2*** 18.9 5.60 7.75 19.4 21.6 20.1 4.51 0.30 
Mental health medication issues 2.2 2.2 2.1 0.52 0.73 2.2 2.1 2.2 0.26 0.42 
Hostile toward women 1.0 0.9 0.8 2.05 1.07 0.7 0.8 0.7 3.11 1.36 

Attitudes/Behaviors           
Motivation for criminal behavior during the offender’s 
lifetime 

   
 

     
 

Anger 11.2** 12.7 13.4 7.07 2.12 11.0* 12.8 11.2 0.61 1.03 
Retaliation, vengeance 13.9 12.6 13.4 1.51 2.52 11.9 13.7 13.1 5.04 2.82 
Impulsive, opportunistic 5.9 5.8 6.5 2.44 2.79 7.2 6.4 6.5 6.66 3.06 
Sexual gratification 34.5 31.9 33.0 3.21 2.19 34.1 32.1 34.2 0.08 0.53 
Reaction to conflict or stress 29.7*** 31.7*** 26.2 7.59 11.79 29.0 30.5 29.1 1.62 1.88 
Power, dominance, or control 8.7 9.6 8.7 0.14 2.85 8.8 9.1 8.8 0.13 2.86 
Money or material gain 10.2 10.5 10.4 0.71 0.17 10.6 9.9 10.3 1.79 1.72 
Excitement, amusement, or fun 8.9 8.3 8.1 2.67 0.81 9.4 7.4 9.3 1.09 3.25 
Peer status, acceptance, or attention 29.4 31.5** 28.4 1.99 6.58 27.4 30.3 28.1 2.56 0.60 
Obtain drugs, chemical addiction 50.4*** 53.0*** 45.6 9.60 14.66 50.2 50.5 50.1 0.00 2.99 

Anti-social tendencies that are rooted, firmly established, 
and constant 

   
 

     
 

Glib/superficial charm 11.3* 11.1* 9.8 4.56 4.12 11.0 11.2 11.0 0.98 1.51 
Need for thrill or stimulation 6.8 8.0 7.5 3.00 1.71 8.0 8.3 7.5 5.78 2.43 
Pathological lying 6.4 6.5 5.7 2.60 2.91 6.2 6.2 6.3 0.32 0.65 
Conning / manipulative 11.5 10.8 10.5 3.16 1.09 11.4 11.3 11.4 0.00 2.15 
Parasitic lifestyle 14.1*** 13.4*** 10.9 9.02 7.32 13.4 12.2 13.8 1.79 0.83 
Lacks empathy or tact 11.0 10.9 11.6 1.90 2.23 13.0 12.1 12.2 6.50 3.95 
Lacks remorse/guilt 17.1 15.5 16.5 1.71 2.60 18.2 16.7 18.0 1.86 4.19 
Lacks realistic long term goals 23.0** 24.6*** 20.3 6.26 9.82 22.1 24.2 22.7 2.04 1.17 
Irresponsibility 27.2* 26.8* 24.9 5.17 4.40 25.8† 27.3 27.0 2.28 1.70 
Criminally diverse – has a diversity of types of criminal offenses and 
associates great pride with them 

7.5 7.3 7.8 
1.14 

1.92 8.5 8.1 7.8 5.81 
5.01 
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Criminal acceptance           
Does not accept responsibility for anti-social behavior 63.7** 60.6 60.7 6.06 0.33 63.4 61.4 63.8 1.29 1.72 
Superficial acceptance 36.3*** 35.3*** 31.6 9.77 7.64 35.9 34.1 36.1 0.16 0.13 
Minimizes, denies, or blames others 32.1 29.7** 32.2 0.32 5.58 32.5 31.2 32.5 0.58 2.32 
Disregards societal conventions or rules of supervision 5.6 5.4 5.3 1.43 0.27 6.0 5.6 5.9 2.70 1.53 
Disregards societal conventions or rules that apply to him/her 7.6* 7.5* 6.5 4.23 3.75 6.9 7.1 7.2 1.18 0.60 
Rules do not apply to him /her 3.0 3.2* 2.4 3.22 4.26 2.9 3.4 3.0 0.68 2.26 
Views crime as useful 2.5 2.6 2.3 1.11 1.56 2.2 2.5 2.4 0.76 1.65 
Proud and boastful 1.2 1.2 1.2 0.01 0.58 1.2 1.3 1.2 0.35 3.04 

Attitudes toward authority    3.18 3.24    0.19 0.38 
Respectful and compliant 61.7 61.2 62.8   61.5 62.1 61.7   
Indifferent toward authority 33.3 34.4 33.1   34.3 33.9 33.7   
Resentful and refuses to comply 4.9 4.4 4.1   4.1 4.0 4.6   

Respect for property of others  ** ***  1.99 10.04  ***  0.14 0.40 
Respects property of others 49.0 47.3 53.2   49.3 49.4 49.1   
Respects personal but not public/business property 13.1 13.2 12.7   12.0 12.8 12.4   
Conditional respect for personal property 26.6 29.6 23.8   27.2 25.8 27.0   
No respect for personal property of others 11.3 9.9 10.3   11.6 12.0 11.4   

Readiness to change    0.57 0.43    0.05 4.63 
Taking specific steps towards change 39.1 39.5 39.7   37.6 37.4 38.0   
Verbalizes but not taking specific steps for change 50.4 50.6 50.4   52.2 52.2 51.3   
Does not see need for change 8.5 8.0 8.1   8.6 8.2 8.8   
Hostile towards change, unwilling to change 2.0 1.9 1.8   1.7 2.2 1.9   

Belief in successfully completing supervision  †  2.03 2.04    1.17 8.79 
Believes in success, has developed skills to support pro-social lifestyle 35.8 36.6 36.2   34.4 33.5 34.8   
Believes in success, but has not yet developed skills to support pro-social 
lifestyle 

49.4 49.6 48.5 
 

 49.8 49.5 49.8  
 

Believes in success only if external controls are in place (DOC, family, 
friends, etc.) 

10.1 9.4 11.2 
 

 12.2 12.5 11.2  
 

Does not believe in success 2.3 2.0 1.9   1.7 2.1 2.0   
Hostile to supervision 2.4 2.3 2.3   2.1 2.5 2.0   

Coping           
Demonstrated consequential thinking in most recent 6 
months 

   
2.03 

0.17    0.28 
1.42 

Behaviors and/or verbalizations demonstrate understanding of 
consequences 

60.0 61.0 61.0 
 

 59.8 61.3 59.7  
 

Behaviors and/or verbalizations demonstrate connection not yet 
made 

37.1 36.1 36.3 
 

 37.6 35.8 37.5  
 

Cannot cognitively connect behavior and harm 2.9 2.8 2.7   2.6 2.8 2.7   
Demonstrated impulse control in the last 6 months ** **  6.79 7.25                         *   4.72 0.54 

Uses self-control, thinks before acting 31.9 31.1 34.0   33.2 31.2 31.9   
Some self-control, sometimes thinks before acting 55.0 56.3 55.2   56.0 55.6 55.9   
Impulsive, doesn’t think before acting 13.1 12.7 10.8   10.8 12.8 12.2   

Demonstrated skills dealing with others in most recent 6 
months 

†   
2.93 

0.38    0.76 
4.42 

Uses social skills effectively 53.6 53.8 53.9   53.2 53.0 53.5   
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Has adequate social skills, but isolates self by choice 29.5 29.7 29.8   30.0 30.0 29.6   
Avoids dealing with others due to limited or lack of social skills, shy 
or withdrawn 

9.4 10.3 10.2 
 

 10.8 9.7 10.2  
 

Attempts to deal with others, but rejected by peers 2.0 1.7 1.5   1.7 1.8 1.9   
Interactions are characterized by aggression, conflict, arguments and 
fights 

5.5 4.5 4.6 
 

 4.3 5.5 4.8  
 

Demonstrated problem-solving skills in most recent 6 
months 

   
0.08 

1.62    2.4 
7.04 

Thinks through situations 43.9 44.2 43.2   41.7 40.8 42.2   
Problem solving skills limited 45.9 45.7 46.6   47.5 48.3 47.2   
Passive response, withdraws from difficult situations 5.5 6.2 6.3   6.8 6.2 6.2   
Hostile response, strikes out verbally and/or physically 4.7 3.9 3.9   4.0 4.7 4.4   

Need for independent living services at time of assessment           
No need for services 59.1*** 60.6*** 53.4 11.65 14.84 59.6 59.9 59.2 1.66 0.76 
Employment services 32.1 33.6** 30.8 2.70 5.94 31.9 33.0 31.5 0.75 1.19 
Housing services 28.2 29.6** 26.7 3.33 6.27 28.6 27.7 28.3 1.21 1.30 
Clothing services 15.3 15.4 14.5 2.10 2.48 16.0 15.4 15.5 3.15 1.74 
Food services 18.4 19.5 18.7 0.70 2.12 19.7 19.1 19.1 4.43 1.27 
Budget services 15.3 15.8 15.4 0.29 0.87 16.9 15.8 16.2 3.78 1.29 
Transportation services 20.6 21.6 20.8 0.66 1.83 22.0 22.5 21.0 3.76 5.21 
Hygiene services 2.6 2.4 2.7 0.95 1.98 2.9 2.5 2.8 1.22 0.20 
Medical services 8.1* 7.3*** 9.8 6.07 9.53 8.2 7.5 8.1 1.56 0.35 
Mental health 10.2 10.4 10.1 0.31 1.12 10.3 10.7 9.8 5.45 5.46 

†p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001  
Note – the p value for dichotomous categories is next to the comparison group value, while it is in the empty cell of the variable title for multinomial measures 
 

  


