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 eatly 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?

Measnres

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 ate 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 wete
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 members!C. 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.

10Tt 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 434471 3973.38 -0.92
Total costs 7,508.33 6,442.93 -2.6%%
Cost-Benefit Ratio 1 16 -

Fp<05, #* p<0l, 7 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
yvields 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)!!. Extending the findings of HOPE, the CBA results presented provide a base-

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

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 secking 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 yeats 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
redneed 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:

o Continne to invest in treatments, progranms, 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.

Excamine 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.
Excamine 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 Low level Violations

e (™ or subsequent low level violation process on an open cause e All other violations not listed as High

e Weapons use/possession

o Contact with a prohibited business/location or person

e  Domestic Violence related violation behavior

e  Threatening/Assaultive behavior

e  Secarch refusal

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

e  Unauthorized possession of ammunition or explosives

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

e  Unapproved residence for a sex offender (current offense)

e  Tailure to submit to a scheduled polygraph test

e 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)

*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

1t Low level Violation Process or a Mitigated Arrest — Stipulated Agreement
o If the offender refuses to sign the stipulated agreement or is arrested on a Secretary’s Wartant, s/he is ineligible for the
non-confinement option

2rd - 5th Low level Violation Process — Mandatory Arrest

e 1-3 days confinement

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

6"+ 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

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

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

e Mandatory 30 day sanction for threats/assault violations committed against employees ot their families

AGGRAVATING FACTORS
to address Low level Violation through a Department Hearing

(must be directly related to the alleged violation)
e  Escalating aggression
e Behavior during the commission of the violation that manifested deliberate harm, cruelty, or intimidation of the
victim(s)
e  Physical resistance
e  Posing a significant risk to public safety while failing to comply with Department imposed electronic monitoring
e  Offense Cycle Behavior that indicates potential harm or threat of harm to a previous or potential victim(s)
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Appendix B. WADOC Pre- and Post-SAC Policies

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

Intake Added Policy statement II. On interim Adjusted order of intake process. Adjusted | 04/19/12 | 12/6/13

policy for staged implementation sites references to other policies
Arrest & Emergency Arrest Emergent Arrest: Defined as an unexpected | 06/01/12 | 12/6/13
Search event that requires prompt attention.
Community | Added interim policy for staged Incotporated interim policy changes 04/19/12 | 12/6/13
Supervision | implementation sites.

KIOSK can be used to: supplement, but not | KIOSK reporting may be used as an

replace in person reporting for High and enhancement to supervision, but will not

Moderate risk offenders, and Low risk substitute for required face to face contacts

offenders required to register. DOSA per new schedule

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.

Community Corrections employees will Community Corrections employees will

provide office coverage to ensure that provide office coverage to ensure that

services are available to offenders and services are available to offenders and

stakeholders during regular business hours. stakeholders during regular business hours.

Exceptions may be approved by the Field
Administrator/designee.
Contact Standards for: Updated m%nimu.rn cor.ltact s.tandards: 4/19/12 12/6/13
e  High Risk/High Violent and
e  High Risk/High Violent: 3 face to Offenders: 3 face-to-face contacts | 06/01/12

face per month of which 1 is out of
office and 1 collateral contact per
month.

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

per month, of at least one which is
in the office and at least in the
field. 1 collateral contact per
month.

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




collateral contact per month.

e 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.

e 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.

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

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

e 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 High level violations - added the following: 4/19/12 12/6/13
e 0™ or subsequent low level violation e  Secarch refusal Revised:
process on an open causes e  Use of device/adulterants to 6/1_/12
e Weapons use/possession interfere/alter UA process Revised:
o Contact with a prohibited e Unauthorized possession of 6/ 8_/ 12
business/location where the offender’s ammunition/explosives Revised:
presence poses a threat of physical e Absconding from supervision 8/3/12
harm to a previous or potential victim, e Unapproved residence for sex
e  Contact with a prohibited person(s) offender
where the offe':nder’s presence poses a e  Tailure to submit to polygraph test
threat Qf phy.smal harm to a previous or e Any behavior resulting in a new
potential victim. misdemeanor, gross misdemeanor,
e Domestic Violence related violation ot felony arrest that requires a
behavior that poses a threat (?f ph§r§ical Failute to Obey All Laws violation
harm to a previous or potential victim. hearing (Underlying Felony
e Threatening/Assaultive behavior offenders only)
Warrants, Secretary’s Warrant (SW) issued for Warrants may now be issued for 4/19/12 | 12/6/13
Detainers & absconding violations of supervision, not just Revised:
Holds absconding. 6/1/12
Revised:
6/8/12
Revised:
8/3/12

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.
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Appendix C. Propensity Score Modeling and Sample Descriptives

Pre-Match Post-match
Model Fit Summary
Percent significant differences 317 369 48 48
Mean STD Difference 496 4066 209 210
Maximum STD Difference 1921 2353 1240 1068
AUC 064 067 053 053
STD % STD % SID%  SID%
Domain/Measure E1% E2%  Comparison %o Elvs.C E2vs.C E1% E2%  Comparison% Elvs.C E2w.C
Demographics
Age at time of assessment 366 1595 124 088
o0+ 18 23 22 21 22 20
5059 80 88 84 83 90 81
4049 191 194 204 193 208 192
3039 281 294 277 269 286 273
2029 396 368 375 396 371 398
1819 31 31 36 36 27 34
<18 02 01 02 02 02 02
Non-White 317 340 336 3B3* 331 332 226 074
Age atfirst conviction ok * 516 1790 7 239 188
24 oroldler 290 296 323 311 311 287
18023 349 337 335 333 340 342
5wls 23 21 205 23 197 23
Lesthan 15 138 145 137 136 151 138
Number of juvenile felony convictions ok 504 1396 096 049
Nore 747 745 775 748 769 747
One 121 124 109 116 106 119
Tiw 63 65 55 68 60 66
Three 38 33 32 30 31 33
Four 17 20 15 19 15 18
Faeormore 14 13 15 18 18 17
Adult Felony Conviction History
Vvkent propenty 480 104 135 243
One 134 122 118 127 123 131
T armore 22 18 19 24 23 22
Asault wE 586 1154 7 027 005
One 182 178 171 166 167 173
T 30 29 29 35 34 33
Tloree ar maore 15 10 08 12 10 14




Faeornuore

One
T
Three or nore
Esegpe - Ore or more
"Total number of adult felonies
Ore
T
Three
Four
Fae
Six
Seen ormore
Adult Misdemeanor Conwiction History
Assanlt
One
T
Three
Four
Fieornuore
Donzstic assank

T ormuore
Sex
One
o ormwore
Donzstic Nor-viokri— One or naore
Weapon— One ormwre
Property
One
Tho
Three or niore

One

553

190
95
45
32
31

140
164

18
07
41
76

149
116
43

166

130
50

102
15

233
123
75
49
73

245
87
92
51

90
74
85
78
58
58
558

218
86
45
21
40

152
184

19
08
48
74

149
117
455

165

121
45

89
14

25
108
68
47
74

241
98
97
52

115
96
79
70
60
62

519

191
87
39
26
36

144
151

24
09
43
72

154
99
409

161

155

333

718

275

040
218

126

187

287
018
825

336

1202

208

049

522

172
41

403

992

111

202
063
1170

158

112
45

97
16

230
112
61
47
60

261
104
108

100
95
76
69
62
67

531

184
96
43
32
32

140
152

07
48
68

154
96
437

173

130
47

92
18

25
110
73
50
73

254
106
99
52

112
92
74
69
54
60

538

202
86
41
27
40

160
175

21
07
46
78

148
103
401

174

117
43

97
20

118
69
45
64

244
98
105
54

98
93
72
68
64
66
539

187
96
45
32
33

141
162

21
07
45
75

150
105
439

169

182

021

077

190

480

140

346

033

475
181
503

022

000

010

101

650

143
168

083

045

205

069
268
080

176
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Tino ormore
Esegpe— One or more
Aleolol wledecd— One ormore
Institutional
"Time since last conviction occutred
Nopraor aonvidion
Ouer three ears
18 rmonths 1o toree years
Sexcrmonths 1o 18 months
Up 1o six raontls
Prior prison infractions over the person’s incarceration
Ay it
T3
4010
11 ornore

Viokent infractions
One
T ormuore
Sertous infractions
Oneto o
Three or nore
Prior prison infractions during most tecent incarceration
A i
1n2
36
7 ornwore

Viokent nfadions
One
Tnoarmwre
Oretotwo
Tloree o 1more
Prior technical violations while in the community
One
T
Tloree or 1rore
Education
Highest grade completed — 11t grade or less
Expelled or quit school priot to high school graduation
No—expulsion or quuit
Ot
Expelld
Academic motivation

Partigpating in or has a bigh sobool diplorna) GED
Sornae/ No desire fo contirnee echueation

85

218

240
161
145
347
107

207
206
189

97
84

242
241

170
170
176

97
84

236
109

107
104
209

310
349
370
21

301
577

84
26
288+

281
128
138
334
118

179
198
175

83
70

24
213

147
151
149

57
27

205

99
111
205
321
355
380
265

361
605

76

264

287
137
150
324
102

199
176
128

86
66

204
214

162
142
115

86
66

201
101

113
110
190

322
369
369
262

407
550

184
205

240

1921

173

108

1909

471

456

210

257
303

307

385

357

1654

429

1958

006

059

075

115
283

765

81
25
268

248
155
133
348
112

172
171
159

69
35

216
214

209
199
176

84
88

215
237

116
106
190

335
340
378
282

407
45

81

280%

284
132
137
337
101

174
154
129

50
21

205
205

200
184
160

81
70

319
177

121
116
180

337

376
339
285

R
378
572

82
25
274

239
149
151
349
111

171
173
168

71
34

27
116

213
201
182

93
85

232
239

113
103
202

335
34
378
278

406
553

140
287

192

120

286

649

127

068

117

163

250
154

296

147
055

401

737

140

136

34

110

392

001

21
390

074
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Legal yraandlate 1o particpate in echuetion 32 34 43 48 50 41
Employment
Longest period of continuous employment —Iess than 237 049 307 073
three years )
More than 3 years 383 389 389 369 390 373
1103 years 255 240 252 252 254 255
6 montls 1o 1 year 149 152 159 152 152 153
Less than 6 montls 134 137 127 140 126 136
Naerenployed 79 83 72 86 78 83
General labor skills at time of assessment or reassessment 283 277 288 535 050 261 278 268 167 052
Primaty mofnme during the most recent 6 oo oo 62 049 . 367 577
months in the community
Tneonze froms exmploypmsent or strcent loans 336 318 363 335 344 340
Tneore chpencent 343 334 358 375 372 354
Dlegal rneomee 321 297 279 290 284 300
Avetage monthly legal income whk ok 1116 768 * 401 668
2000+ 104 108 131 116 113 111
1000-1999 207 191 199 170 190 182
Undr 1000 273 288 294 311 302 290
No kegalinooree 416 413 376 403 395 411
Does not possess health insurance of any kind * 723 1011 ek 9.19 477
Priviate insrmanee 70 72 78 65 69 69
Suspencd, public or tribel 202 239 22 240 24 216
No bealth inssmanee 728 689 700 095 707 716
Employment status at time of assessment o 666 937 304 575
Fudttine omployment 234 219 246 21 20 26
Retied, homemaker; or disabled and nnabke 1o nork 66 63 62 74 66 69
Parttime omployment 131 133 139 129 139 133
Unermployed bt able 1o 1norke 569 585 553 566 574 562
Problems while employed since age 18
Poformance rleted issves 204 208 209 019 028 219 215 213 240 137
Problyss with arnorkers 104 105 106 136 123 107 116 105 431 317
At social belavioron the job 139 125 131 115 113 144 133 141 005 378
Baniias rnrelated to emgployment 25 27 28 170 473 273 239 27 107 217
Employment bartiets
Poor sodid skeills 56 55 54 273 263 54 63 55 189 1.70
Echeation related 08 08 07 303 410 07 06 08 140 527
Chitd care issoes 12 14 13 284 272 15 11 13 431 502
Daelyprrental clsabiliies 24 22 24 030 025 28 27 26 611 163
Mented lealth issves 85 94 81 048 236 88 93 83 956 264
Grtrainal convicion 464+ 452+ 24 1296 1123 4421 452 455 124 367
Diguse B4+ 2667 209 1125 1689 20 237 26 218 972
Financial issues
No interest in finanees 98 91 89 149 016 95 90 98 412 091
Probiysas meeting finanial obligations T31%* 738 9 639 1075 736 736 732 141 671
Relies on puiblic assistree 2.9k 259 193 1192 2334 24 243 218 607 1068




Releson iy

Pays some dhild support

Reguiied o pay child suport

Relies on selling dhngs

Protectve payee

Cannot naanage finanees
Friends/Associates
No friends
Friends are unstable
Friends willing to help
Has prosocial friends
Has antisocial friends
Gang member friends
Antisocial friends in the Jast six months

INo cuntisoddal friends or assodiates
. Clhoases ot o assocdate i) cytodial fiindds or assodiates
Rarel) resits going albng swith antisocial fendk or associates
Neer resists, enmilates, or leads aritisodal Friends or assoaates
Residential
Residence primary occupant
Friends residence
Grouphome
Residential treatment
Homeless
Transient
Reside with spouse
Resides with positive friends
Reside with adult children
Reside with father
Reside with minor children
Reside alone
Resides with mother
Reside with father
Residential support

Stongproscial emivonment
Livingin arenmote and ivolated areanith naininial or neighbortood

ifluene

Sore expossne 1o antiocial infhence, ldking ties/ attadment 1o
rieighborbood

Stgaifaant b (frequent ame, dimg transacions, poliz presence
Family

Number of minor children

35,7k

932k
190
54

06
282k

200
101
673
910
440
61

208
142
158
280
121

05
468
115
38
12
63
98
26+
98
27
514
136
81

12.3%¢

257
29

470
244

303
50
9Bo*
187+
44

07
260

21.9%¢
111
689
913+
4564+
59

302
137
160
288
112

209

17
37
02
68
101+
243
89

53
133t
76
281
123+
248

30

481
241

313
53
946
154
48
06
259

250
95
677
209
392
47

354
135
152
251
108

231
461
118
31
10
61
89
245
96
28
50
100
84
215
127

263
29

481
28

1593

546
903
263
024
505

1108
468
080
036
962

579
1109

655
136
082
38
188
114
321
444
085
017
041
399
112
231
150
870

374

2288
165
618
832
193
189
025

755
389
267
141
1290

533
1030

541

022
331
319
310
396
050

416
134
482
322
051
142
998

218

31
42

178
56
06

213

218
114
687
208
425

59

322
124
153
282
117

23
465
123
38*
12
57
87
29
99
28
51
133
81
230
122

254
30

491

371
43
931
174
50
07
254

27
107
038
914

44

56

319
140
158
218
106

210%
459
119
367

08
67
99*
244
91
21
54
137
76
219
126

256
30

487
27

358

930
184
54
06
218

213
101
678
910
430

58

341
133
156
281
117

215
462
118
31
10
60
94
26
94
27
52
134
82
29
123

255
30

482
230

249
036
345
239
034
105
251

259
428
066
163
212

082
073

471
093
207
040
035
273
417
083
182
047
083
147
056
149
035
045

171

844
293
257
204
065
000
321

089
000
000
132
018

027
109

084
025
029
033
401

000
141
389
167
118
389
1.65
1.69
0068
194

155
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No rainor hildhen
One
Too armre
Offender iving with minor children at the time of the
offense
No ainor hildhen
Offender plans to reestablish refationship with the child
No rainor dhildhen
No cutrent partner relationship
Positive partner influence
Negative partner influence
Parter enables antisodial tendendies
Partnerwith drug or alcohol problem
Partner antisocial
Partner criminal
Parter has employment problems
Parter mental health issues
Parter conflict domestic violence petpetrator
Partner conflict domestic violence offender is petpetrator
Parter help occasional
Partmer notwilling to help
Partmer hostile relationship
Family influence positive
Family influence negative
Family estranged
No family problems
Family problems alcohol
Family problems antisocial
Family problems criminal
Family member employment t problem
Family member physical or mental health problems
Family conflict domestic violence petpetrator
Family conflict domestic violence (offender is petpetrator)
Family not willing to help
Family hostle
No minor children
Minor children no current contact
Minor children support required
Minor child resides with offender
Minor child supervised visit
Minor child no restrictions
Substance Use/Abuse

517
199
284

192

500
322
517

98
48
815

38

68
36
52
19
19
05
30
709
21
07
433

29
375
41
21
28
15t
48
02
05
25
32
04
517
9
128
108
09
953
90
876

513
219
267

179

493
339
513
84
(e

35
18
64
34
48
19
16
08¢
37
714
27
08
4450
21
25
37.1%
46
19
32
10
44
01
02
293
31
04
514+
117
147*
99t
09t
959
980
8714

526
212
261

192
502

525
94
643
812
41
19
63
31
53
16
17
07
32
79
28
06
470
19
25
407
41
17
26
11
34
02
05
340
32
04
526
89
120
90
10
954
987
869

032

097

118
090
117

197
256
044

146
345
142
216
478
054
72
243
247
657
038
289
123
287
643
014
052
980
079
094
189
019
256
580
136
081
098
184

513

284

138
346
310
026
052
155
250

267
102
275
111
004
191
515
136
008
735
216
183
199
162
471
191
183
1023
070
004
242
884
763
312
156
214
106
0061

530
199
271

180

507
313
530
92
656
828
42
23
79
39
59
16
14
06
34
730
31
04
461
20
32
398
46
19
29
12
42
03

325
32
05

532

o7
91

116
09

951

959

873

522
22
255

178

503
319
522
89
652
84
35
18
60
35
47
18
20
09
27
705
28
09
4044
18

388*
42
17
24
09
39
01
04

315
27
03

525

110

137*
94
10

959

988

869

527
196
277

186
507

527
64
653
820
40
23
71
36
53
18
16
07
33
v
26
06
457
20
30
395
42
18
26
11
37
02
06
320
32
04
528
90
92
98
10
955
987
873

2068

085

089
280
243
053
155
212
317
256
319

232
402
663
192
157
158
310
072
239
110
213
359
481
205
109
127
173
059
148
068
233
293
086
346
419
(0301

094

035

058
016
912

586
173
679
118
249
000
524
138
249
139
094
132
636
174
076
116
270

161
2065
343
183
221
111
043
009
054
237
065
246
374
130
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Age of first drug/alcohol use

>17

14-16

<4
‘Alcohol abuse

History

Laast 6 raonttas pror 1o incareeration
Drugabuse

History

Laast 6 roaontlas pror 1o incareenation
Histoty of problem with:

Alwhol

Meth

Coane

Herwin
Use/abuse in the last 6 months

Doty eivg ol o
Cnrent conviction
IV nse
Impact of most recent drug use
Edhuetion and employpment problerns
Dot i i i
Cment conmviction
IV nse
Suppott for druguse/abuse
1 eoal ineome
Hlegal incomme
Sellng dhes
Prepery aine
Prostivdtion
Sharing/ bartoring
Otler atrinal ads
Drug treatment
Has partigpated in the past
Newr partigpated in treament

Refared fr et but nomyiling o penispete

194
542
264

478
197

449
349

684
534k
453
2300k
162+

288
27740k
T9*
102#+¢
51

595
510
G7.7%¢
GL7Hk
5.8k«

184
3B0%
3507

7

3787
1597
08
195+
09
B
193

213
109
429
249

207
526
267

481
189

424
301

13w
58,9k

47.1%¢
289k
192

286
33,60
62
1264
53

617wk
527
T06%+*
630
564

192
363+
386

362%¢
137
217
20748
09
468+
200

198
103
432
267

211
540
249

479
178

464
307

675
473
438
190
132

288
27
93
70
50

580
497
648
569

40

180
308
339

396
144
213
171

10
398
194

218

94
417
271

456

534

942

187
1228
309
1162
804

004
883
505
10.70
046

290
200
625
972
781

114
478
414
874

385
414
120
616
125
642
019
253

323

350

1730

846
2353
662
2196
1524

036
2086
1252
1697

132

748
607
1285
1250
725

319
1148
975
1417

715
194
100
905
263
1395
150
274

193
45
262

452
334

48.1
332

678
520
48
238
146

278
258
74
96
56

579
486
678
09

50

178
317
358

378
153
28
174*
11
419
206

24
103
425
248

206
527
263

490
181

457
348

708
560
454
264
125

204
316
67
105
68

597
514
697
609

48

193
35
1
697

364
138
218
197

10
43
232

205
102
429
264

193
544
262

480
188

455
334

679
525
451
232
151

280
262
77
95
53

582
497
673
07

51

178
319
354

61

377
159
211
185

09
417
196

20
103
426
251

040

054

278

025
148
007
036
287

034
384
201
130
232

150
436
124
079
1.69

172
290
032
339

0838
213
1.86
531
345
248
377
131

059

268

124

126
118
133
016
326

013
1.66
079
824
000

153
099
183

154

047
1.89
355
343

006
081
099
007
208
137
591
035
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Drug protective factors
Has never been aban
Changed resickree
Attonds spport gorps
Other
Mental Health
No evidence of mental health issue
Mental health diagnosis
Number of in-patient commitments
Nore
One
T
Four
No histoty of suicide
Prior suicide attemipt
Provoked suicide
Suicidal thoughts in the last six months
Suiicide attempt in the last six months
No histoty of outpatient treatment
History of outpatient treatment
Counseling not required
Current outpatient treatment
No histoty of medication
Prior medication history
Cutrent medications used
Cutrent medications presctibed but not compliant
Aggression
Threatening, agotessive, o violent behaviors during the
offender’s lifetime
Dusigay i f o
Gty an ongomg issve
Characteristics of threatening, agoressive, or violent
behaviors over lifetime
History of aggressive charactristis
Past 6 montls proor to incareration
Donestc viokce it et partrer
Dorrsestc vioksnee irwobing farnaihy emier
Property destrmetion
Stalking
Theats
Bazar bebavior
Renc viokrnee

310
758
677
833
912

358+
358

42
264
53
41
181
101
02
200
1.2k
109+
21 5%«
10*
95.1
57
29
871
1.1%

09
108+
547

@34
864
72
797
73
27
09
19
547
04
37

302+
45w
697
823+
897

379
380

620
285
53
41
171
957
01
24
07
1217
21
08
944
60
241
860
097

615+
94

407
8737
68
81*
59
38+
11
19
48
04
40¢

282
771
675
43
914

357
348

254
53
41

159
86
03
17
07

118

194
12

950
61

204

871
08

584
87

623
85
64
68
64
26
11

46
03
34

594
273
295
034
063

167

558
525
379

498
301
493
127
059
1.70
573
006

498
664
457

240
600
295
407
333
047
223
202
361
126
149

414
516
579
329
516

665
658
427

307
3n
058
213
008
090
649
401
253
043
857
300
021

615
243
037

370
357
132
47

606
057
178
102
207
374

310
774
678
841
21

339
301

660
247
51
42
165
95

1.0%
106
209*¢
10
957
55
211
874
10

589
105

628
876
68
69
77
25
11
21
48
03
39

207
748
667
830
909

363
363

637
271
52
40
162
90
01
18
05
121
212
07
949
60
230
869
08

05
97
67

A48
872
69
71
56
33
14
24
45
06
38

312
839
768
683
920

337
307

662
247
51
40
167
92
04

10
107
207

10
91

56
214
86.7

09

598
106
61

631
872
70
73
72
26
10
20
51
04
38

067

158
263
193

016
024
045

12
249
1086
079
079
024
057
038
535
167
317
528
187

135
037
571

080
217
060
218
1.65
072
283
316
051
000
125

136
026
024
175

251
232
040

083
064
649
139
214
009

313
082
235
603
063
070

000
278
141

324
152
062
285
253
026
050
525
453
044
750
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Fiieeting 12 12 09 291 264 12 10 13 000 186
Vit andht g sty 75k 67 55 730 453 70 60 70 074 012
Physiadly s athriy 54 59 46 334 536 55 51 51 105 241
Plysiudh asauba didor achhsant 807 797 70 367 33 76 74 77 043 070
Plysiadly s an 26 218+ 191 818 650 216 212 20 177 083
Physiady ascaa muak 211 01+ 182 692 476 03 194 202 067 055
Physiadly asabafru 2155 2904 185 723 1029 208 215 05 076 082

Motivation for threatening, agotessive, or violent behaviors

over lifetime
Agpesive nties seelto adhive o, ichidig matrialgin 108 103 98 1009 149 16 106 111 162 092
Pane;cominanes o bl 178 178 178 010 003 181 198 181 000 417
I 289w 28744 253 774 746 273 259 280 086 389
;‘;’; sttt casptane; atenton, o nplane vith ks g per 55+ 46 45 5 039 57 43 57 051 045
Retaldin, vengeane 74 79 76 066 133 77 77 75 22 023
Extonnt, anmseomnt orfin 34 38 37 168 057 41 40 39 38 032
FHated firatferindiichas o pecfcguaps 07 06 06 016 015 08 07 08 192 158
Clemicaly bkt Eehains 2125 204 189 560 775 194 216 201 451 030
Mentafealt nacaatin isves 22 22 21 052 073 22 21 22 026 042
ot tmandwomen 10 09 08 205 107 07 08 07 311 136

Atitudes/Behaviors

Motivation for criminl behavior during the offender's

lifetime
Angr 12 127 134 707 212 110¢ 128 12 061 103
Retaldin, vengeane 139 126 134 151 25 119 137 131 504 28
Inpudivg pportunis 59 58 65 244 279 72 64 65 666 306
Seaulgtatin 345 319 30 321 219 341 21 342 008 053
Reacton to it or st 2075 3170 262 75 1179 20 305 21 162 188
Pose; i or bl 87 96 87 014 285 88 91 88 013 286
Mongyor mateial gan 102 105 104 071 017 106 99 103 179 172
Exxtrnent ansonens orfin 89 83 81 267 081 94 74 93 109 325
Parstatus asptans; or aterion 204 315 284 19 658 274 303 281 256 060
Ot dhgs chomicl cciion S04 530+ 456 960 1466 502 505 501 000 299

Anti-socil tendendies that are rooted, fimnly established,

and constant
Gl spafidcham 13* 111* 98 456 412 110 12 110 098 151
Needfrthillorsrmuldin 68 80 75 300 171 80 83 75 578 243
Patobgicd fing 64 65 57 260 291 62 62 63 032 065
Conming | e 115 108 105 316 109 14 13 14 000 215
Panaic e 14105 134t 109 902 73 134 122 138 179 083
Laksenpatlyortat 110 109 116 190 223 130 121 122 650 395
Laks e it 171 155 165 171 260 182 167 180 186 419
L ks ealitc bng o ok 230 A6 203 626 082 21 %2 27 204 117
Insponsitily 272+ %8¢ 249 517 440 2587 773 270 228 170
Grininaly dierse—has adversiy oftpesof aiminaloffns and 114 501
P 75 73 78 192 85 81 78 581



Criminal acceptance
Superfiial awpplanee
Mininazes, denies, or blevsees otbers
Disregards sucieal comentions or rus foctt appphy 1o b/ her
Rodes o ot apply 1o b / ber
Viens ame as nsgfl
Provd and boasstnl
Attitudes toward authority
Repei and annplint
Tndlferent tovvewd conthority
Reenfpiandrifesto amply
Respect for property of others
Regpes propeny f tlers
Regpeats personal but ot puubl/ busivess propenty
Condltional resped for personal property
Norptfirpoonalpropety of s
Readiness to change
Tkeing spegfc steps tomards dhemge
Vel but ot kg specfe st for gy
Does ot see eed for change
Hostie torvercs hengg, mmailing 1o change
Belief in successfully completing supervision
Belves in sucess, has develped skeills 1o suyport pro-social estyle
Belies in suceess, but has 1ot yet deaeloped skills 1o svfypont pro-social
Yestye
Beleres in suoness only if excternal conroks ave in place (DOG, feoraih
finds )
Does ot beleve in suaress
Hastib to supenvision
Coping
Demonstrated consequential thinking in most fecent 6
months

ansequuences
Behaviors anel or verbaliations dermonsivate aonviection ot yet
maack
Cannot oty conmeat beleior and ez
Demonstrated impulse control in the last 6 months
Sorrse selfonirol, sometinses thinks before acting
Inpuli, e ik e atig
Demonstrated skills dealing with others in most recent 6
months

Uses soudal skeills efectively

637
363+
321
56
76*
30

25

12

617
333
49

490
131
266
113
391
504

85

20
358

494

101

23
24

600

371
29
319

550
131

536

606
353w
297+
54
75¢
32¢
26

12

612

496

94
20

610

361
28
311

563
127

538

607
316
322
53
65
24

12
628
331

41

532
127

103
307
504
81
18

362
485

112
19

610

363
27
340

552
108

539

606
977
032
143
423
322
111
001
318

199

057

203

203

679

293

033
T4
558
027
375
426
156
058
324

1004

043

204

017

725

038

634
359
325
60
69
29

12

615
33
41

493
120
272
116

376
522
86
17
344

498

122

17
21

598

376
26
332

560
108

532

614
341
312
56
71
34
25
13

621
339
40

494
128
258
120

374
522
82

335
495

125

21
25

613

358
28
312

556
128

530

638
361
325
59
72
30
24
12

617
337
46

491
124
114

380
513
88
19
348

498

112

20
20

597

375
27
319

559
122

535

129
016
058
270
118
068
076
035
019

014

005

117

028

472

076

172
013
232
153
060

1.65

34

038

040

463

879

142

054

442



Has adquatesocial sill, but ioltes sef by choie 25 297 28 300 300 26
A gt e e o e or e of wia skl sy 94 103 102 108 97 102
ornithdram
Attmpts 1o cal it obers, b e by pers 20 17 15 17 18 19
ég’”g"””m e duanatord by cggesion, anes agonots nd 55 45 46 43 55 48
Demonstrated problem-solving skills in most recent 6 008 162 24 704
months ’
Thinks throngh sintions 49 42 432 47 408 422
Problon sabing il it 49 457 466 475 43 472
Passie respons, niichans fiom difidsivations 55 62 63 68 62 62
Hastil responss shikes out verbealy canel) or plysically 47 39 39 40 47 44
Need for independent iving services at time of assessment
Noneed frsenies 50,1 606+ 534 1165 1484 96 599 52 166 076
Enployment envies 321 3B 308 270 594 319 330 315 075 119
Horasing senies 282 296+ 267 333 627 26 277 23 121 130
Clithing envies 153 154 145 210 248 160 154 155 315 174
Fuodsenizs 184 195 187 070 212 197 191 191 443 127
Budetsenizs 153 158 154 029 087 169 158 162 378 129
Transpontation sevies 206 216 208 066 183 20 25 210 376 521
Hygie svies 26 24 27 095 198 29 25 28 122 020
Medialsies 81 7 3ok 98 607 953 82 75 81 156 035
Mentd el 102 104 101 031 112 103 107 98 545 546
To=1, %p<.05, #p<.01, Fekp< 001

Note—the p value for dichotomous categoties is next to the comparison group value, while itis in the emipty cell of the variable title for multinomial measures
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