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The length of the classification process was found to be greater
than expected: a two-week median for Central Office to decide upon
Area Board recommendations: two weeks from the decision to a trans-
fer; and a four to five week median time period overall for class-

ification to be completed (from hearing to transfer).

The outcome analysis of Area Board recommendations demonstrated
a fairly high degree of consistency between the security level of
_the original placement recommended by the Board, those approved by
Central Office, and the actual placements following the hearings.’
These latter two were slightly more conservative than the original
recommendations. Finally, examination of six-month placements
evidenced a substantial degree of movement through the various
security levels of the corrections system. A large propcrtion
(36.5 percent) were residents of a community-based program Or OR
parole. _

No definitive conclusions are offered, since little empirical
support could be gleaned from the available data. The second
study draws a sample of these cases and empleys a more in-depth
anaiysis utilizing additional variables. These include & contin-
uous institutional movement tracking, the rationales upon which
‘decisions are premised, and incarceration experience data. Thus,
guestions regarding the bases for the decisions, and the accuracy -
of the placements, will be addressed. Implications of the present
study did note the. need for more training and communication, and
an upgrading in the efficiency of the decision-making. ‘
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Abstract

This report is the third'and_final_part of an evaluation of.the

Area;Board_Classification'System formerly used in the'MaSSachusetts

- Department of Correction. This_study reports on a six-month

‘_follow-up of those offenders recommended for and placed in a- lower
-securlty settlng. "Overall, 75 percent of these placements were |
'ldetermlned to be successfulr: An analysis found.eight variables
.thatcdistinéuished successful and unsuccessful placementsﬁ'minimnnrt
'sentence length time to serve before ‘parole ellglblllty, maximum ;
sentence length area board seen, committing 1nst1tutlon,_age at o
:flrSL arrest, number_of charges for-drug_offenses, and age at
incarceration,m An analysis was_also done that compared offenders
recommended for no'placement.change With-successful.lower.security
placementSrWWInpgeneral offenders recomnended for no'change.in?
current placenent were younger;'had problems during their:present'
: 1ncarceratlon and were. rated as having motlvatlonal and attltudlnal
.problems. Halr of the group recommended to remain at current-
status were moved to a lower securlty settlng during the 51x~month
dr:followeun perlod and 82 percent of those- placements were successful

jThls group of- 1nd1V1duals recommended to remaln at current was more

- ;;llke the successful lower securlty placements than the unsuccessful_

1n terms of those varlables that seemed to determlne success.~fInfﬁ
,general the cla551f1catlon system had a- hlgh success rate in 1ts
'lower securlty placements. There was a large group of offenders not.

' I
.recommended - for lower securlty placements who were successful as well




,.“2.._ .'

Acknowledgements .

Thls report is the last phase in a serles Lok three reports

pﬁon the Area Board Cla551flcatlon process.' The orlglnal de51gn_ '

. for the study was completed by Ellen Chayet, who also completed ERC IS ;

t.the earlier volumes in this series. Her work greatly facilitated:

- our abiTity to finish this report.' Major responsrblllty for data'
collection and tlmely consultatlons durlng the preparatlon of thls
' report;were prov1ded_by Paul.Jones. We would like to thank them"

.:“both for'their'efforts.z Many thanks also to Cheryl Chase whose

.-efforts in typlng made thls 301nt effort pos51ble.-'




:Thefréseérch was funded in-paft by the Comﬁonwéalth'éf
“ﬁassaéhusetts Committee on.Criminal Justice Model Evaluation ?rogram,l’
"-and-inipart through a;grant'from_the_NétiOnai-Institﬁte:of,-“ | -
 Cofre¢£i6ns,.Grant Number'AZ—S.', . B o '

o ,7Poin£s of view 6f'§pinions“éxpressed in thié;répo;t‘are those-.ja 
;of'thé_reéééfcﬁers_and do not négessarily_représeht.the“offiéial'
'ppinion:oi.polidy 6f-£hé_Committeé on Cﬁiminal_Justice or thé_

National Institute of Correctidns;'




t_tTable of Contents

Title

B " Abstract

Acknowlédgements

'funding_Informationr

- Introductlon

rnghllghts of the Area Board Cla551flcat10n Sy5tem 3'“'

- Methodology '
Research ObJectlvos
.The Sample
Deflnltlons
Analytlc Methods-t
.Find%ngs - Lower Security_TransfertoutCOmos_

Cliént Profile-

Completers ‘and Non—Completers, A Comparlson:_

Flndlngs ~ Current Status Recommendatlons.r
Cllent Proflle

Completers & Current Status, a Comparlson

Effectlveness of-the-AreanBoard.Process._oas"

'Discussion o

| Appendlx I ‘Client Pr oflle-'Completers, Non—--'
¥ Completers & Current Status =

© Page Number . .

1

Y
e
s
B '. 13

14
16
gy ': ‘
| 17

 _iél .
22 o
| ’"_'24_;','_
2
33




‘Table of Contents .

_'Appendix IT Completers & Non-Completers' Statlstlcally S 60
- Slgnlflcant Varlables _ . -

' Appendlx III Current Status and Completers, Statlstlcally 83
' : Slgnlflcant Varlables_” _ . _ L .

¥




“Introduction

The_widespread-dfﬁersiffeafion of.correcfional systems has
.necessiteted'a'mechanismffor the differential handling-andf': |
fplaoemenf.of offenders. Recognizing that a heterogeneous prison -
fp¢pulation'will require varied progremming.and'diffefingfsecurity;fff
llevels end finding thetfmovement of offenders intollower security
settlngs 1ncreases the llkellhood of future success in the communlty,
-the admlnlstratlon created system~w1de classification capabllltles:
fand used them to aeelst:dec1s;on5-effectlng.1ndlv1dual placementsf
w;thln ‘the system.. | : - | |

These c1a551flcatlon mechanfsﬁs operate within a framework

of confllctlng-goals of the correctlonal-system The system must

achleve the dual and sometlmes coneradlctory, goals of maxxmlzlng

B _lthe-beneflts derlved by offenders from the 1ncarcerat10n experlence:;"

(rehabllltatlon) -and malntalnlng secure and . smoothly functlonlng
fa0111t1es (securlty and. custody) _Effectlve,class;flcatlon,

f orocesses must carefully balance-theiéoals'of security and |
rehabllltatlon, by allow1ng max1mum utlllzatlon of rehabllltatlve

opportunltles by offenders and 51multaneously not jeopard121ng the




| 'secnrity ofithe comﬁunity or.facilities.throogh.excessive'failure
_‘rates., | | | | |
o xt is 1mportant that such classrflcatlon procedures be carefully o
- reviewed. Analysis of ‘the types of offenders recommended for f
various placements and assessment of the ratesrof success of those_
';placement-decisions, is likely to provide criticai_information for
- those people naking classification decisions.. It may also"be _H
'p0551ble to 1dent1fy factors in an’ offender's background that are _de'
._.partlcularly useful in making placement de0151ons. | |
This report is the third in a series of an evaluationfofithe

Area Board Classification System of the Massachusetts Department -

'_fof:Correction'(DOC). These three studies prOV1de an 1n—depth

documentatvon of procedures utlllzed by the DOC to revrew cases for:;d
'1nter 1nst1tutlonal transfer fOllOWlng 1n1tlal classrf1cat1on._.
'Although the DOC has restructured its approach to class1f1catlon
.'dand no longer uses the Area Board concept the rlndlngs of +hls
study should still be useful to the. extent that factors assoc1a+ed
.w1th-successfu; classification placements are ldentlfled, ..
.'dTheffirst study_presented~a_description offtne Area*Boarden- 4

lclassificationiprocess”and a statistical description of the popuiation;s“

‘seen By the area boards: durlng the time period under con51deratlon.f':3;7

~ The second study developed proflles of cases most likely to be
edrecommended for varlous types of placements by the Area Boards and

”explored the ratlonales glven for these varlous de01s1ons.;,Thet7"




-_present study incorporates the flndlngs of reports one and two_'“:
-1n.an outcome analysis. The effectlveness of the classrflcatlon :
process will be assessed by looklng at successes and fallures of {

"placement de0151ons andmmeasurlng the. utlllzatron of elther theﬂ-
trehabllltatlve or.securlty 1deology 1n the-c1a551f1catlon process.

In the. flrst part of this report the Area Board classification -
process W1ll be rev1ewed 3 Second,_the methodology used in |

"_conductlng-the evaluation will be given.,.In the evaluation; the p
”flrst discussion con51ders successful and non—successful lower
:securlty transfers in an attempt to 1dent1fy those characterlstlcs
.that dlstlngulsh the two groups. Next, those 1nd1v1duals who were

not recommended for lower securlty placement w1ll be compared with.

successful 1ower security placements in. order to 1dent1fy

characterlstlcs that dlstlngulsh those two groups. Flnally those_d3'.

'factors that dlstlngulsh,successful and non—successful lower R
'-securlty=placements will he applred to the'group that was not
°-recommended for movement to determine what proportlon of that group;

Z_mlght be llkely to succeed in a lower securlty sett1ng..~




h'_Highlights-of the Area Board Classification System

A brleF overV1ew of the Area Board Classification process that
: formerly was.used in Massachusetts is lmportant in order to' |
tunderstand the.forthcomlng analysrs. Under thls c1a351f1catlon
scheme; four types of cla551f1catlon capabllltles were 1ntegrated
'1nto the system: intake reception/diagnostic centers; 1nst1tutlonw
] based program revrew boards, lnter~1nst1tutlonal class;flcatlon
(Area Boards) and- specral types of boards._f |
| ‘Two receptlon/d;agnostlc centers were designed to initiallp'
classify all court chmitments to a state-level correctional
':faciiity-'lThis process resulted in a determination;of an
apprOpriate-security.level: corresponding facility;d nd aﬁfairly;t
_ comprehen51ve assessment of needs and recommended programs to.
'address these concerns, ' o | |
| Institutional boards were convened at each facility..'Their
'_srole.was muitifaceted including‘intake planning when the7offender. '
first arrlved at the partlcular 1nst1tutlon,eperlod1c program and |
:adjustment revrews, and 1n1t1a1 transfer screenlng to determlne
'referrals to Area. Boards.:-;' | L
Area. Boards convened prlmarlly to review cases for 1nter;_'
"_1nst1tutlonal transfers. A Varrety of recommendatlons resulted from r'
‘an appearance before one of” these Boards, for example, for the n

immate to remaln in h;s current fac111ty (remaln at current status),’

to transfer to hlgher securlty, lower securlty, to make a lateral
|

- move. Area Boards were not based at.spe01flc fac;lltles;_rather,
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"membership was-draWn from'one:of the'three separate'DOC areas, and
Boards saw 1nmates currently housed 1n that area only._ S
Flnally; the special boards encompassed those’ c13551f1cat10h
d.hearlngs not lncluded above, such as a massive endeavor to review:
all poc res1dents for pre-release, or to assess the cla551f1catlond
of 1nmates;housed_1n.the Departmental Segregatlon Unit (DsU) .
‘_ All final-decisions on classification recommendatiohs were-made

by Central Office admlnlstratlve staff, who acted on behalf of the

-.Comm1ssroner of Correctlon. Dec151ons may be in accordance w1th

:the recommendatlons, or central office may deny (overturnl a. Board
o assessment and approve the case to another fa01llty f Conditions
with whlch the individual must comply may also be specified at this_-
poiht ~in-lieu of, or in addltlon to those that the cla851f1catlon
: boards had deemed approprlate.: - S | |
| As mentloned in Interim. Report I, this structure had some very
real problems.. Whlle thls structure was orlglnally de51gned to

_lnduce improved effectlveness by upgradlng the quallty of dec151ons,3
"fcne conseguence was reduced eff1c1ency.. Flnal deC131ons were often.

:delayed which- caused problems for 1nd1vrduals awaltlng placements
_and lnstltutlonal staff ‘who felt that thelr recommendatlons were
-not glven adequate cons;deratlon.

| In 1980 thls classification. organlzatlon was altered
'Ba51cally the decentrallzed organlzatlon,_whereby the state was

"d1v1ded 1nto three geographlcal areas, was abandoned 1n favor of
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éentrélized fundtibns.and_classificatibn proceduﬁes. .dne |
reception diagnostié-center was-uéed:insteéd'of two and'Afea_':”
Boafds §é:¢"no lpngér used,n'Inter-institutidnai_tfaﬁsfe:s.are.f" 
now'done_by Claséification Review Boards which makeﬁrecommehdatidnshﬁl
:tOﬂCéntrél Office. -While:the étfucture of the'cléésificatioh_ a'
iproééss_changed, its purpose rémained.the'samé: to*:eview |
offender cases for appropriate placement into one offthew'

bépartment{s_varied.institutions;_ '5




Methedology

E Thefenalysis presented in'this report is based on the'research"d

' des1gn and data collectlon efforts done durlng the flrst two phases

- of thls study. Detailed descrlptlon of the overall de51gn, data

. sources and methodology are found in Interim Reports I and II. .
“Aspects of methodology that are particularly relevant to .analyses -

of this report are presented here.

The Research Objectives

The research objectives of this paper can best be'understood_

by teviewing the overall goals'of the evaluation. Slmply, these

- are: 1} to descrlbe the operatlon of the Area Board System° 2) to

-

'-develop proflles for cases recommended and approved/denled for the.
- various pTacement 0pt10ns,.31 to document the rationales underlylng
'recommendatlons and dec151ons, and the correlatms of these dec151ons,_ _“dﬁ

~.and 41 to assess the effectlveness of the cla551£1catlon process.

Interxm Report I addressed the flrst of these, Interlm Report

.II_addressed_the second and thlrd;gthe present study-responds to

theifeurthgobjeetive by investigeting theszllowing'set of derivative_

questions:
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'a)  What proportion of lower security placements are
' successful and what characteristics dlstlnuglsh
completers from non—completers9' : =
b) . What are the characterlstlos of those remaining at
-~ their current status and how do they differ from
'.successful lower securlty placements7.
cl . What proportion of those. remalnlng at their current

status have characteristics s1m11ar to successful
- lower security placements?

- gample

The.original population coneisted'of.a randoﬁ eample'of cases
:.appearlng before Area Boards from July 1977 through January 1978

N= 5901 . Erom these_590 caees, three groups_were selected for
'l.further sﬁudy. 'The three‘groups_are: those recommended.fof.1owef_ =
“'Hsecugity and who successfully oom?leted that plecement,fthose_ﬁho_
failed to oomplete.fheir_lower security placement end_we:e'returhe&

to higher security, and those for whom no movement was recommended.

" Definitions

”_Qggg;-'A_case_isoanoappearanoe.before.the Area Eoerd;,-An
“inmate appea;ing more than_oﬁce during'the periodeundefﬂstudy Wouldj.gmewog
-beeoounted_ee;e separeteeoase1forteech_abéearanoe;;oThefe.afef590
:oaees'in theﬁsemple;_' | | | | ' |

Completers-j Complete:s-are'those‘individﬁals-who were recommended

for_transferlto_lower Secufity by;the“Aree7Boardeehd the Central Office,. . ..
S N S S L e o
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who'had_their initial”placement as a result of-the.Area.Board'_
.decrsron, and ‘who remalned at that lower level of securlty or wereiknltf
'at an even: lower level six months after the Area Board made the_}
Lrecommendatlon._ It 1s 1mportant to ‘note that transfers to lower
:securlty include transfers from any securlty level to a lower one,
“_Thus a.transfer from a maximum securlty 1nst1tutlon t0'a medlum
securlty lnstltutlon as well as a transfer from a medlum security
, 1nst1tutlon to a pre-release center would be consrdered in the
.analy51s. _mhere were 106 completers 1n the sample.-" o

Non—Completers- A non- completer is an 1nd1v1dual who was

t_'recommended for transfer to lower securrty by the Area Board and’

" the. Central Offlce, whose first move was a result of thls decrslon,
and who was returned to a higher securlty fac1llty durlng the six
months followrng the Area Board dec1s1on.' There were 36 non—completers

in the sample.rw

'”Current Status: A current status 1nd1v1dual is a person who

’ was recommended to remain in thelr current placement by the Area
_Board and the Central Offlce and whose flrst move was not the
‘Zresult of the Area Board de01sron. There are 114 current status

"1nd1v1duals in the sample.f}e'

"Analytic Methods

From all data collected 77 varlables were selected for analysrs;v"‘
'1n this. segment of the study. These varlables deal w1th background
.,characterlstrcs, crlmlnal hrstory, current offense, current incar-

o '} R
-_ceratlon -and Area Board hlstory._ﬁDetalls_about sources of.these s
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.variabies-appears in Interim Report II.

Descrlptlons of the three—sub—groups being analyzed here were
‘carried out by usrng frequencY dlstrlbutlons. Where approprlate |
-dmodes, means: and medlans are used to summarlze these frequenc;es.

_ COmparlsons between the sub-groups were accomplished u51ug
one of three distinct methods.- In comparlng completers and non-

. completers the chi-squareWtechnique*ﬁaswuséd, This technique-'

_dlcaotomlzes varlables at that point whlch max1mlzes the Chl—square tu'r?

'rstatlstlc and 1nd1cates that split Wthh shows the largest dlfference:”
between-the.twovgroups. In_comparlng-current status_and completers,':"
the dlfference-ofnmeans test evaluated with the t statistic was B
.applled to 1nterval level Varlables and- the chl—square test was
applled to. nomlnal and ordlnal level V&Il&bléSa |

A 51mp1e scale was created in order to perform a multl—varlate
comparlson of the current status and completer group The scale is
'fa simple addltlve device Wthh a551gns p01nts for the presence or
: absence-of different characterlstlcs.' Comparlson of scale ‘scores
dlndlcates ‘the 51mllar1ty between groups on a number of varlables

"51multaneously.

Test statistics were evaluated at the .05 1evel of 31gn1flcance. __“F

',Cases where data were missing were not 1ncluded in maklng comparlsonsr

between groups.
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Findings‘e7Lower.Security‘Transfer Outcomes

Client Profile

At the beginning of the study period most of these clients Were-.

"inla-maximum security setting.' Of the 142 cllents transferred to

slower securlty as a result of the Area Board 83 (58%) began 1n_.'

maximum securlty, 30 {219) began in medlum securlty, 8 (6%) began T

‘in medlum/mlnlmum securlty and 21 (15%) began in minimum securlty

As a result of_the Area Board Classification process 51% were trans-

ferred from a walled to an unwalled facility, 32% were transferred

_fromroneiwalled_institutiOn'to ancother and 15% were transferred from:,l.;ﬂ

‘one unwalled institution to another.

*:A description can'bevgiven_for the clients who formed the

'successful and unsuccessful completer sample. The majority of the
_re51dents had c0mm1tted person offenses, were Waloole commltments,
were whlte, srngle w1th no prlor mllltary serv1ce, no prlor drug use

1mentloned ‘no prlor charges for sex offenses, no prlor charges for -

Y

'drug offenses, no prlor charges for drunkenness offenses, and no

prlor.charges-for escape‘offenses._ The majorlty ‘of the populatlon '

':also had no prlor juvenlle 1ncarceratlon no prlor'county incar- O

ceratlons, no prior state oxr federal 1ncarcerat10ns, no juvenlle'

'h paroles or parole VlOlathDS, no adult paroles or parole v1olatlons,__p;ﬁ-
77-and had not recelved any furloughs._ The majorlty were from Area III
7had not recelved any minor or. major dlsc1p11nary reports,_had not

"had .any prlor prewrelease placements, no prior returns to. hlgher

securlty from minimum’ or medlum securlty, ‘no prlor parole revocatlons,

hwere from the greater Boston SMSA,_and had not any prlor paroles or

~ parole v1olat10ns. The medlan max imum sentence was 5 years and the

median amount of tlme on most skllled p051tlon and on jOb of 1ongest

duratlon was between 1 and 2 years, and nlnth grade was the last
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- grade completed. The medianenumber ofxprior court_apoearances was

between lzjandIIS three prior person offenses, 5 prlor property

ioffenses; 1ndlv1duals were 25 at 1ncarcerat10n, 16 at: flrst court

_appearance, and had between 2 and 3 years until thelr parole

eligibility date.
A statistical profilefef'the'sample broken down into prograh_*""

completers_and_non—compleﬁers is included in Appendix I. =

COmpléterS‘and'NonéCompleters:_A CompariSon :

A comparison of the differences between program completers and

1non—completers for the sample resulted in elght varlables that

produced statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant di fferences - The elght varlables

were as follows-

-

',: 11 'Lr_T1me ﬁntilﬁoriginel parole eligibiiity datei*f7
2y ':w_Maximum:sentence'. RO ) .
3[ ' : Arear ' '
.&@p .ruCowmiﬁting Insfituﬁiqn
';51 ';:_hge'at First Court Appearence :
61 | IJNumber of Court Appearances for Drug dffenses
_r'jj  :_Age at Incarceratlon |

-8} . Minimum Sentencez

:'1A1brief_diecussion'ofleach.variable'followe:"'
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1) - Time Until Original Parole Eligibility Date

When examlnlng thls varlable, 1t was dlscovered that
s1gn1r1cantly more of the non—completers (at their commltment) had

a shorter time to wait until their orlglnal parole ellglblllty

| date. Specifically, 77% of-the non-completers had two-years or_less

‘until their parole eligibility compared to only 43% for the successful f.f

completers. In terms of completion rates, 61% of those individuals

~ who had two'years or less until their original parole e;igibility ;' 
date were conpleters whereas 88% of those'with more than two years

N untll thelr orlglnal parole ellglblllty date were con51dered to be -

completers.

2) Maximum Sentence -

-

' All of the individuals who had a maximum sentence of more than

'tWenty-yeérs'were completers in the sample._fOf those who had

maximum sentences of ‘less than twenty years, 70%'were completers.

'_'This‘&ifference_was-found_td be significant;"'

'3) . Area .

Those individuals in Area II or III had a higher probability

- of being completérs.than_did thqsé from Area I. ;Specifically, 60%-';
. of those indiﬁiduals in Area I were cpmpleters,_as% of those from
Area II and 82%ﬁqf thdse.from'Area_III.' EOf“the:cbmbined;grdu§ of

'individuals_in Area 11 and I1I1, 82%~weré completers.

SR
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45 -"Committing Institution

The majorlty of the non«completers were Concord commltments,
whereas the vast majorlty of successful completers were Walpole

| commitments.. Slxty-three percent of the 1nd1vrduals-who were |
" Concord commitments were successful completers,ibur 82% of the

Walpole commitments were successful.

5) Age at First Court Appearance

Significantly more of‘the non—completers-were sixfeen or-
_ younger at thelr age at first court- appearance than were the
-succeSSrul completers. Half of the successful completers were:
srxteen ox younger at thelr first court ‘appearance while 69$ of the

1._unsuccessful completers were s1xteen or younger at thelr flISt

epyears of age or younger at- thelr first court appearance were

"successful whlle 84% of - those who were older than 31xteen years at-

'thelr flrst oourt appearance were: successful

? o _"”pGLH_ ,.Number of Court Appearances for Drug Offenses

' An analysisfof_this variable reveals that significantly more
of the non-completers had Oone or more prlor court appearances for -
--a drug offense than did the successful completers._ Also, 66% of

-those people in the sample w1th.prlor court appearances for dvug

"court appearance._ Slxty—elght percent of the sample who were 51xteen ',_pi
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:'offenses were successful whlle 82%- of the sample who had never .

appeared 1n ‘court for a drug cffense was successful._

'7)-7; ‘Age at Incarceratlon

The:majority of.the.sﬁcceSSful_coﬁpleters'were age_fwehty—threedd ['
or;older ﬁheh.incarcerated.V Sixty-~five percent of the.completion_ |
. sample were 23 or older when committed‘compared to only 44% for_the__c
non-completers. Sixty—fourfpercenﬁ of the_Sample who were twenty-
 two yearsfor younger_at-their-commitment'wefe euccessful_while 8os
of ﬁhe individoals Who were older than tWenﬁy-two;at their'ihcar;c

ceration were successful.

"81_." Minimum Sentence

.The results for thlS Varlable correspondended ‘to the results‘
found 1n Number 4 above, that is, a 1arger proportlon of the Concord
commltments were_unsucceseful; 'Spe01f1cally,'57ﬁ_of those 1nd1v1duals
‘who received indetermihate minimuhdeeotences (indicetive of Concord_f
7commi£men£el were euccessful. while 85% of those who received a
_flxed mlnlmum sentence CWalpole commltment) were'successful |

c A proflle can be constructed of the typlcal completer as:.
comparable to non-completer for the Sample.:.Thé'lnlelduals who'are'
. less llkely to be successful are young Concofd commltments w1th early

s parole ellglblllty dates (at thelr commltment) from Area I.
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a_The.unsuccessful lower securlty.placement was also 11kely to ‘have a-
short sentence {maxrmum'sentence of 19 years or less), have been :
'younger at their flrst court appearance (16 years or- younger) and have
:prlor court appearances for drug offenses. |

. One llmltatlon of thls analy51s 1s that different types of
':movemeats to lower securlty were treated in the same manner.r Forj

example, moves from maximum to- medlum_or from medlum to pre-release

- could'both.be considered successful lower security'placements in this .

analysis._ Further research should drfferentlate various types of

J_ lower security placements to test for dlfferences in outcomes,_ h_h_""
ppartlcularly for differences in outcomes between transfers from 5
.ﬁwalled 1nst1tut10ns to unwalled 1n contrast to moves between walled

" institutions.

The.purpose of this section of the Study is to assess the
'valldlty of - the Area Board decrsron—maklng process in 1dent1fy1ng
'lndlv1duals likely to be successful in lower - securlty settlngs. .In..

"yorder to do this, those 1nd1vrdua1s who were successful in a loner
securlty settlng will be,compared wrth those 1ndlv1duals who were

r_recommended by the Area Board and the Central Offlce to remain in
;therr current status.* This comparlson will show in what ways these
':two populatlons ‘are srmllar in their background characterlstlcs and
-what proportlon of the group remaining at current status could bej'.

: expected to succeed in lower securlty.p The Valldlty of the Area
”Board decrslon—maklng process will be consrdered greater 1f thls.r.f'
-}proportlon is small that is. the Area Board has effectlvely S

-dlstlngulshed oetween llkely successes and fallures,.

i -
There were 114 1nd1v1duals who were recommended for remalnlng

at thelr current status by the Area Board and the Central Offlce.fhj57*Lt*3




22— o

Any move.nede was not the result of the Area Board orocess. - The firstfgpi
part of this sectlon will descrlbe thls group of offenders. . The
'second part W1ll compare them w1th successful lower securlty placements; i,
:Flnally, a multl—varlate analy51s w1ll be attemoted to dlstlngulsh

the proportlon of llkely successes in thls group

~.Client Profile_'

A complete.description-of,tne 114 individuals recoﬁmended forr'
current status plecement appears in Appendix'I. Some of the major.f
1ldent1fy1ng characterlstlcs of this populatlon are hlghllghted here.
At the beglnnlng of the study perlod 66 (58%) of this group were in
-a maxrmum securlty settlng, 23 (20%) were 1n a medlum/mlnlmum
securlty settlng, 21 (18%1 were in a medium securlty setting and 4

(4%) were in a mlnlmum security settlng. o | -
qMosz people are currently 1ncarcerated for an offense commltted
: agarnst-another person.- Most are currently serVrng Walpole sentences.'g“f
fThe median mlnlmum‘sentence for: Walpole commltments is 6 years. Tnerp.
i_medlan maximum sentence for Concord commltments is lO years.,.The'g
:medlan age at the tlme of 1ncarceratlon is 22 years.— - |

' MOSt Offenders in thls group are Whlte, Slngle, and were never'm“

in the mllltary.. ‘The medlan length of tlme in job with most sk111

- is 5 to 6 months._ The medlan tlme.ln jOb of longest duration is -

;also 5 to 6 months.. Most have experlence 1n manual or service

occupatlons.' The medlan educatlonal level 1s elghth grade and most

"..need their GED : Half of thls group have no hlstory of drug use, one-

"fourth have a hlstory of herorn use. ‘Alcohol use is not a problemppft"

"for'most people. "Over half the sample'eomes from the Boston area .
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- SMSA lncludlng suffolk and Middlesex countles.'
The medlan age of flrst court appearance is 15 for thls group.
fThe medlan number of prior court.appearances_ls-lo, 1nclud1ng_three .
.prior-eharges'forsperson foenses,rfeur prior'charges for.property
.offenSes, no prior sex;'drug; drunkenness.or escape-eharges.-fThe
median number of prior adultrincarcerations:is one,_adult and
juvenile incarcerations islrwo.- Most people have.no prior Pé:ole
uor parole violation hlstory. | | | N |
Regardlng thelr present rncarceratlon, only one- thlrd.of thlS
'fgroup has:ever been furloughed “Most of these furloughs ended w1th'
;no problems. The median number of minor and major dlsc1p11nary |
frenorrs iS'one. Inmate motlvatlon is labelled lacklng or negatlve
.for more than half of thls group. Inmate attitude 1s rated as fair
- or poor for most of thls group.' Where 1nformat10n is avallable,
famlly members are equally llkely to visit frequently as to never
visit. | |
_.Pregrameparticipation'uas'heaviest in counseiingH(N=40)'and
educatlon (N= 36) Fewer members of this group partlclpated in.
?vocatlonal programs (N—22), Work,release (N 131, or educatlon release
.(N—O) _ : :

'Most o§ this_group has no prior pre-release experience. One—:~“
sQuarter of the_group'has'pre-release experiencer;.ﬂost Qf these
ekperiences ended.negatively and.werewof short duratien.{eFifteen
”-peoPle were prev1ously returned from mlnrmum.securlty fa0111t1es and__
15 pe0p1e were prevrously returned from medlum securlty fa0111t1es.n

i

The medlan tlme until parole ellglblllty isg- 2 +o 3 years at the tlmer:'

'of the Area Board s decrslon.
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Most people: in. thlS sample appeared before the Area III Board

Most were recommended by the Area Board and the Central Office for

max1mum securlty placements. One-thlrd of the boards were called

by immate request- in other cases boards: convened for perlodlc rev1ews

-”and dlsClpllnary actlon Most of the board's decrslons were made
unanimously. The medlan number of prlor area boards seen is two
.for this group. Most had no prior area_board recommendatlons‘for_ '

. higher or lower security placements.

,'Completers.and Current Status: A Comparison - -

‘In this section a comparison'will be made between the 114

.1nd1vrduals who were recommended to remaln at their current status

-Flrst, those varlables that dlscrlmlnate between the two’ groups Wlll

be dlSCUSSQd Second those variables that fall to dlscrlmlnate -

'between the two groups will be dlscussed.-

There are 14 varlables that showed statlstlcally 51gn1f1cant

B dlfferences between these two - groups of offenders._ These varlablese
‘fall 1nto three baslc categorles. age of offender, problems in

present 1ncarceratlon and relatlonshlp w1th the Area Board

Those offenders recommended . for current status were 51gnlflcantly

'younger at their flrst court appearance and at the tlme of incar-
-ceratlon than those who were successful at 1ower securlty : Those

.offenders who were recommended to remaln at thelr current status'”
'twere more llkely to come from Suffolk and Mlddlesex Countles and to

have hlstorles of hard_drug-usage.

3

‘and the 106 individuals who were successful 10wer securlty placements.'”
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The:offenders.whodwere recommended_to.remain at current status.
~ had significantly more disciplinary’reports, both minor.and major'
~ than those who were successful at'lower security. Thelr attltude.
was more 11kely to be. described as fair or poor, while those whoir
'were successful 1n-lower securlty_were llkely_to'have;gooddor-'
'excellent-attitudes.:'The motivation of those recommended for
',current status was.described as "moderate" or "lacking" while for
successful'lower.security placements”attitude'was usually-"high"
. to "only'moderate“ Famlly and communlty tles were 31gn1f1cantly
.weaker among the group of offenders recommended for current status
V;Ehan the successful lower security placements. Those w1th prior
"prewrelease experlence spent significantly fewer months in that
settlng than successful lower security placements. |
| Those recommended to remain at current status had seen s;gnlfl-d
'_.cantly more Area Boards than those successful at lower securlty
The reason for appearing before the Area Board also differed between
_;these_two groups. ThOse.successful at lomer security'were more
;llkely to have 1n1t1ated the Area Board process wh;le those 1nd1v1duals.-
who- remalned at their current status were less llkely to have requested
‘a meetlng of the Area. Board : Current status recommendatlons were moreh

'llkely to have dlSClpllnary boards and perlodlc reviews than the

"other group. The institution recommended by Central Offlce and the

. -'h'Area Board was lrkely to be max1mum securlty for thrs current

status group, whlle communltyvbased was the most common for the

successful lower securlty placements.-j'
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.'_In general the_persons recommended'forlcurrent-status'are in.
a.marimumfsecurity setting. They were_younger offenders, having
'been in court and incarcerated at an earlier age. In their present
'1ncarceratlon they were v1ewed as hlgh risks with dlsc1pllnary reports;.‘
motlvatlonal and. attltudlnal problems and a lack of communlty
support.: They had seen more Area Boards in the past and were llkelj

" to be seeing them on a dlsc1p11nary or periodic basis. Complete
information regardlng differences between these two groups can be S
found in Appendix III. | |

There were 63 varlables that dld not. dlStngUlSh current status

;recommendatlons from successful lower security placements. Onla

-_w1de variety of'personal background characteristicsvmprior-criminal-'

-hlstory 1nd1cators, program participation varlables, present orfense

'characterlstlcs and present incarceration varlables, these two

groups are very s:Lmllar, :

-

. Effectiveness of the Area Board Process

"It has been establlshed that 75 percent of the offenders
'recommended for a lower securlty settlng were successful in that
.placement six months later. This would seem to be a hlgh rate of

. success in the dec1slon-mak1ng process._.In terms of evaluating therp".
'effectlveness of thls de0151on maklng process, the questlon could be

l-ralsed as to\whether ‘more individuals could successfully complete a

'1ower securlty placement 1f given: the chance._
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Of the 114 offenders recommended to.remain at current status,
"9_57 moved within the Six month period and 57 remained at their current
- placement. _These moves’ resulted from some other. deCiSion making
' process.- Of the 57 offenders who did move,VZl (37%) moved_from a-.

d walled.institution'to-the street, dlS'f26%) moved from a walled to
ean unwalled institution and 11 (19%) moved from one walled insti—.
~_tution to another. Of the 57 offenders “who- did move, after 6 months
:_47 were considered successful lower security placements and 10 canl_
be considered unsuccessful, yielding a success rate of 82 percent.,

'This compares favorably with the 75 percent success rate_of'the_
Area Board lower security recommendations, -

.In .order to further assess the effectiveness of the Area Board
_deCiSion—making process a.scale was constructed based on those' |
'fvariables that were found to be related to success in lower security

‘settings. There were 8 variables found to distinguish between
':successful and*unsuccessful placementsiin_lower securitg:.time.until.
'pardle eligibility.date, hrea Board seen;-age at:first'arrest,
committing institutiOn, minimum and maximum_sentence, prior'drug
';charges} and age at first incarceration.' One-point.was assigned
for each item in the scale according to the dichotomies established :
in Appendix II’, That half of the dichotomy most linked. With success.-
received one pOint the half linked With failure received no pOints..“
””Eight is- the max imum ‘score on the scale and would be assoc1ated
_With success at a lower security setting.- Comparing the scores on
..thlS scale of the three groups under discuSSion (completers, non-
ﬂconpleters and current status) should permit an assessment of - |

- the proportion of those recommended for current status who might i“.
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'_bepexpected.to succeed in a lower securltf setting
o Table 1 shows the dlstrlbutlon of scores of all three groups
.pon the scale. Table 2 shows the distribution of all three groups d.:h'
on each 1tem of the scale. There is a 1arge dlfference between -
‘the unsuccessful lower securlty group and the other two groups.d
- There is very llttle difference on the total scale ‘score between.
-the current status and the successful lower securlty group.- About
AdGO percent of the current status group have scores above the_
average of'the successful.group. On only two of the elght |
_varlables, age at first arrest and age at first 1ncarceratlon was
h;there any great dlfference between these groups,' |

In general, based on a multlwvarlate analy51s of the varlables p
that dlstlngulsh successful and unsuccessful lower securlty
B placements, there is llttle dlfference between the current status.
group and the successful lower securlty group,_ A large proportlonp:
,_of_the current,status,group,have_characterlstlcs_similar to the
'lower security placements,' There are other variahles considered-'

-'earller that dlstlngulsh between these two groups that 1nd1cate .

other factors that Area: Boards are taking 1nto con51derat10n. Based__"”

-.ion the fact that such a large proportlon of the current status

'1group did succeed in a lower securlty settlng 1t would seem that
1some of the varlables on whlch the class1f1catlon de01510n maklng
_process is done should be. re—evaluated | Lol
Further study comparlng dlfferent types of classrflcatlon
deC151ons, in partlcular more spec1f1catlon of types of lower

l :
securlty placements may vield useful results.ffr
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Table -1
Schés on Scale Representing Variables Associated -
-With Success in Lower Security :

Lower - ' - Successful _ e
Security -+ . Current Status . Lower ' _ Unsuccessful - | Total
Scale Score " Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

0 | S I G s S8 e Co1s)  -18'_ - f_‘3)'
1 - ";‘_ | '_  11 [ f_('10) _—:_ 11 .( 12f'  i'- .7- o 21) 1_ | 29'._::( 121;"”
2_. : SO .._9' ( '8) - : 7 (7) 4 -.('.12)'._ _20_. ) ¢ 8)'.'. '
3 e _(_"8) BRI ( é) s L (15) 17 g 7
d L e 14 .('13) o1 (1 a 6 (:18)' ey : ( 13)
5 . f_;“'  16 (1s) 1718 4 (1 37 S 16)
e o 25 (20 (21 ¢ L e o #OJ
7 : o . .1.:-12'- : ( 11) _3 C1a _ ( 13) f : € .1 RO  725' R ‘(111)1 E
g T PR 7 c::vg : o _ : (o 11 .(' 5}

TOTAL - - . 106 . (100) 94 - (100) - . - 34 (100} - 234  (100)

Mean Score S 4.3 L as o sTae

 Standard Deviation - (2.2) - (2.4) . - (2.0)
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.. Table 2

Scores on Individual Items in Lower Security
Success Scale By Classification Group . -

. - Remain At . .';'_ - Successful | " Unsuccessful
- Individual - _ . < Current Status - Lower Security - . Lower Security.
. Scale Item : . Number Percent Number Percent - Number Percent

Minimum Sentence

_ Indeterminate -3 (2m 31 29y 230 (62)
Non-~Indeterminate o83 (73 75 (71 1300 38)

Total 0 114 (100) 106 (100) . 36 (100)
Chi~-Square = 16.6 with 2 degrees of freedom,kb=.00023_- o

- Time From Commitment to
Original Parole

Eligibility .

 Two Years or Less < 41 (38) - a2 (43 21 o (1D
More Than Two Yeaxrs 67 (620 55 . (57) - 8. (23

Total 108 (0@) 97 . (100) . 35 (100)

‘Chi-Square = 16.8 with 2 degrees of freedom, p=.0002

. Maximum Sentence

19-Yedrs or Less - 85 - (75 83 L (78) .";:.~36_..' - (100)
- 20 Years or-More - 29 (25 - - 23 (22 B R LR G )

Total . : : S . 114 = (100) 106 j;.-(lOQ) -f'f ”;35 1 . (100)

Chi-Square = 11.4 with 2 degrees of freedam, p=.003




: —31*-5:""~
Table 2

Scores on Individual Items in Lower Security
‘Success Scale By Classification Group

. S - Remain at : Successful . - Unsuccessful
Individual . .~ Current Status Lower Security- = Lower Security
Scale Item : . Number -~ Percent Number = Percent ' Nuhber' . Percent’

Area

area 1 S 29 . (280 28 . (200 13 - (s1)
Area IT or III ;  -85 L 74) Lo I8 g { 74): ST 49)

CTotal . . 114 00 - 106 (1000 3% (100) -

- 'Chi-Square = 9.9 with 2 degrees of freedom, p=.007

' ‘Committing Institution

_ Concord 33 (200 35 (34 C21 (5T
Walpole R . 80 071 69 (€6} . 15 ( 43)
Total - - 113 @00y . 104 (100} - 3B . (100}

Chiwséuare'= 9.4 with 2 degrees of freedom, p=.009 . .~

Age at Fixst Arrest

.16 Years or Younger: 78 (82} o 53 { 50) " _ .25 o ( 89)
17 Years or Older - 35, - (31) . 52 - (50 . 11 (31)
Total . 113 . (00) 105 - (100) . - 36 . (100)
Chi-Square = .9,0 with 2-degrees.of freedom, p=.01 *

'Number'of'bourt'Appear- .
ances-for Drug Charges

- One or More . . .. 48 {42) ___f 43+ -(40) o220 0 (.59)

CTetal . 114 (o) 106 (100} B . (100)

-Chiquuare - 4.3 withAé degreés_of1freedpm, p:.l2'

Ndne-_ : o L f_“_. --66 - ( 581 ; _..: &3 '..IILZGQ)'.T.   .14_ ..-:( 41)J. D
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" Table 2.

Scores on Ihdividual'Items in Lower Security
Success Scale By Classification Group .

‘Remain At . "-{-Successfui o fl_Unsuccessful

Individual . - - .Current Status Lower Security - Lower Security
Scale Item o " Number . Percent Number Perceént Number Percent
Age at Incarceration
22 Years or Younger - - 64 (57 36 (38 20 _ {56)
23 Years or Older - .49 L 43y . 66 - (65} - 16~ . ( 44)
Total . . 113 . (1eq) - 102 . (100} . - 36 . {100)

Chi-Square = 10.8 with 2 degreées of freedom, p=.004
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‘Discussion

The purpose of this report:was to evaluate the effectlveness
.of.the Area Board cla551f1catlon system.' Effectlveness-was measured
in. two ways. ‘First, effectlveness was measured by ‘the proportlon
| of offenders recommended for lower securlty who were successful in
pthose placements. Second, ~effectiveness was measured.by the-proportionmr
ox cases who were rejected for transfer who were likely. candldates o
.for a- successful lower securlty placement.r". | o

| Thls,report found~a high degree -of success~in'the'group of
offenders recommended for lower security placements.. ThoSe who
succeeded represented 75 percent of the group recommended for and
eventually transferred to lower security. ~ These individuals tended
ddto be older, to have less exten51ve prlor 1nvolvement in the.
”crlmlnal justlce system and to be serving longer sentences than the'
25 percent of the group- who were unsuccessful at lower securlty
‘l;Generally this flndlng 1nd1cates that the classzflcatlon system
was successful in thelr placement de0151ons.» | |

- An analV51s of those 1nd1V1duals recommended to remain at

'-.,current status revealed that ‘half of _this. group moved to a lower '

security settlng during the follow-up perlod and were 82 percent
.successful in those.placements. .Generallyuthis group of current"
status recommendatlons were younger, experlenced more dlfflcultles“

durlng thls 1ncarceratlon and had a. longer hlstory of deallngs-'
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with the Area'Board sYstem. When.comparing thetcurrent statusf

jsuccessful lower. security and unsuccessful lower security grouDijﬂ'

it was determined that the current status group more resembled the_"”

successful than the unsuccessful group wrth the exception of
~indicators of age.
In summary, the Area Board classification system was

effective in selecting a group of offenders that would succeed in

a lower. securlty setting. .However, there was a large group ofnjnﬂssﬁ

-offenders for whom no lower security placement was’ recommended

"who matcned in many respects the group that was successful and

who demonstrated that they could succeed in a lower security— e
setting. A number of variables such as subjective 1nd1cators of
attitude and motivation as well as institutlonal adjustment should

be rewevaluated in terms of thelr utility for cla551flcat10n :‘”

-

purposes. . one variable that continuously appeared in the analy51s_'hﬂ

- was that of age. Younger offenders were: less likely to be

recommended for lower security and were less likely to succeed 1n-f“

'those_placements. This clearly indlcates a. need for. programming
”._and monltoring in- order to 1nc1ude this group. successfully in the

' reintegratlve programmlng of the Department.;-
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Appendix I

Client Profile: Completers, Non-Completers And Current Status
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"Completions - Non=-Completions ' Current Status
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

10 Years

. Life

20 to 24 Years - .. 11 - (10)

Present Offense

Person - Co T e 70 . (66) - 24 (e 8
Sex . B - S i & L 8
Property . oo oo 14 0 (013) {11} 10
. 'Drug o E : . T { 73 { 6) 7
© Other o : 3 (3 ( 8) 8

- 731)
7y
9)
6)
7

LR o

TOTAL . 106 (100) . 36  (100) 114 (100)
‘Minimum Sentence in Years.

27)
4)

" 6)
7)

13)
8)
5)
'3
1)
a4y .
4y .
4y .
2

13)

64y

3) -

8)
6)
6)

. 0)
3)
2)
0)

.'2)
0)
0)
0)

29)
1)
6)
ne

12)
8)
8)

7)

4)

5)

0 -
4y
'3)
9)

w
X

ODOHOHFONNMINWIER G
L

" Indeterminate
Years IR
Years
Years
Years
Years
Years
Years
Years

— .

)
LELIN SR Oy I S e PRI AN U RS I+« BN Y Sy

LN RN T SRR
WBEBHODJODWDd N R

11 to 12 Years -
13 to 15 Years
-16 to-1l9 Years

Lo B e T s W B R N e N N e N e

o
o
=

9]
o)

owotan, 106 (100) (100) - - 114  (100)

. Maximum Sentence ©

L1y 3
«t o0 . 1
L 0y 1

17y 10

S8y 10

L3y 12
{ - 8) 2.
(00 0

S22y 18
14y .8
(11 - - 17 -

- 8 03

L0 10

Loy 4
¢y 15

31
2)
o
6]
e 8
10y

2 Years.
Years . .

2
3 1)
o4
5 Yeras
6
7
8
9

1)
9)

- 9)
10}
2}-
0) .
16)
7
15) .
3y

L 4)

“13)

Years o
Years ' - . coa 't
Years C : '

MR AOO N W

9 Years T L2y
10 Years - . 22 {21y

© 11 to 12 Years = - 14 S 13)

13 to 15 Years ST 15 (14)

16 to 19 Years . '~ . . .2 0 (2)

R T T W T N o T T T T e S Y

25 or More Years i 2 (02)
Conife . . o o 10 (9
. TOTAL - o o - 106 (100) °

OO ONAUNTROWHWOOD B

R
o

C@ooy 114 (100)

3)_1: -
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Current Status-
Number Percent

~ Completions _'an—Completions'
Number Percent Number Percent

" Race

White

:Black -

Other -
Unknown

TOTAL
. Marital Statusfgﬁg¢{-m-'

_Marriéd..
" Single

Divgrced
Widowed

Separated
" Unknown

TOTAL

Military Discharge

No Service-
Honorable

“ Bad Cénduct -

Medical
Discharge Unknown

. Unknown o

TOTAL

70
34

‘106

- 106

Time at.Most Skilled Position

' .Less;Than 1 Month,JL
~'1-2 Months -

3-4 Months
5-6 Months ===
79 Months

:10~12 Months
- 1«2 Years '

2~5‘Ye§rs_'-”

- ‘More Than 5-ye§r§fﬁz:_
- Unknown - g . :

. TOTAL

15
16

10

_ 14_;

T

ISl o

10
17 -

T (.66)
( 32)

¢ 1)
¢ 1

. (100)

gy
{ 54)

-9}

(100)

5}
-1)

{ 5)

f.ftlooz'

C.8y. .
C 9
(.16}
L 8-

{31

s
A 14)

( 15}

09

13)

' -£1003':1f"'

3)fa
1) -

76)

R S
13y

o2
12

T 36

12

OO0 OO0 W

- 36

36

WO

BN WAD ® WO

w.
R

16

78

34

114

.22
76 .

i0

114
89

11
11

114

T
24

10

18

114

(21)
{8
{4y
(

( 68)°
{ 30)

1)

(

(100}

(19)

L8

¢ 10)

9} .

(14,
{8

(4

(18 -

'1.(1QQ): 
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‘Completions " Non-Completions _Current Status
Number Percent Number Percent = Number Percent

8. Time on Job of Longest Duration

0) - 5
- 8) 8 .
17) 24
6) - 12 10)
8) 6 5)

( 4
{
(
(
o
8) - 10 ( 9
o
(
(
(

7}
21)

Less Than 1 Month = . .5 (. 5)
.. 1-2 Months R 10 9
. 3~-4 Months . ST 17 { 1e)
5-6 Months ; _ ' 6 { 6)
7-9 Months . - E -3 ¢ 3)
- 10-12 Months - 5 { 5)
1~-2 Years = - 19 ( 18) 19) S8 13)
B { 17} - 10 2)
( 6} -7 6)
¢ 1)y 17 15y

2-5 Years - 2 - 17 ( 1e)
‘More Than 5 Years o ' 10 o 9) .
Unknown . - . 14 13}

BN MWW NG WO
e~

W
[9))]

SwoTAL - 106 (100)
9. ' Last Grade Completed

) . |
o3 0
{ &) - 7

L) 14
S 16
C19) - 20

(11) - - 24
L2y T

( 25 - 16

¢.oy .. 4

B ¢ ) T ¢
-0 0) 5

o)

2)

6}
a)
17)
13)
18)
8} -
20)
1)
Q) :
8)

1
0)
6)

12)
14)
18)

21)

6)
14)
4)
oy
4)

Third Grade or Less. . - . 1
Fifth. . 2

Sixth o B

- Seventh - o 9.
Eighth o o 18 -

. Ninth . .13
o Tenth 019

. "Elevemth N o K 8

High School Graduate =~ - . 21

Some College =~ = . . . . 2

. College Graduate R 1
Unknown .. o - SR - R

il el R e il
OO0 QWUWHB NN

TOTAL . - . 106 (100}

S
R

(100) 114 (100)
to. "Drug ss

" None o . o | |

- Non-Specific - . e g ey o 30 ¢ 8) . 10 (9

Heroin Lo 29 2Ty 13 o (38 . 28 { 25)

Marijwana - . . .. . 5 ¢ 5 . .4 11y .9 ( 8)..

.. Other e IR C 6 -~ 1 (.3 8 (.
. Umknown - . 2 (10 o) 3. (3

POTAL . . 106 (00) .. 36 - :Llooi 114 (100)f

(lo0) . 114 (100) o

55 (s52) 15 (42 se (49 .
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Completions L Non—Completions  Current Status
‘Wumber Percent Number Percent = -Number Percent

_-1l. - Total Number of Court Appearances

5)
6)
€)
5)
. 5)
10)
17}
16)
12)
17
1)

3)
3)

3 3}
4
6) R
3
8

o
6)

- Pirst Offense 5 (
mwo S (
Three =~ = - E T (
" Four S ' 5 (3
Five : : _ -5 ¢ 3
Six to Eight R | (
. Nine to Eleven S 18 (
Twelve to Fifteen - R (
- Sixteen to Twenty = - 13 (
... More Than 20 . o 18
' Unknown . . 020

7)
16)
18)
18)
11)
14)

0)

- 14) 18
(11) 21
17y 21
i4) . 13
(25 16

W g oy i RN e

W
o

POTAL L . T 106 (100} C{100) . - 114 - (100)
12. Number of Charges for -
Person Offenses .

A P ) 4
17 13
L1y 20

17 19
( 14y 9
(14 8-

S (11 26

L o4 15

4)
11)
18) -
17

8)
7
23)
13)

Nore . . 8 (8
One . . . 16 - { 15) -
Two L o 20 ( 19)
Three .~ '~ . .~ . .. .16 o 15) -
Four . . s (g
Five o e 1B (0 14)
'Six to EBight . . . 13 . (12)]
. Over 8 . . o100 Lo9)

[ SRS 2 T e s (s ) O O

poTAaL R _frr -';106_ (100 (100) . _;14 {100) -

W
()]

13.'  Number of Charges for Property
';Offenses e

141,_ .14 12y
- 8) . 9 { 8
gy .3 )
6y 13 (1)
e) .11 "0y

. 21)
61
-9}
9)

None  R S22
Two A AT I [ SR
CThree . L9

CPour o o 6)

S Pive L3 2)

.. Bix to Elght B le - (15)
‘overs .34 (32

iakalakaka R ol

18)

3) © 20 |
31) -

47) 35

MW Wweon o

o
',r~r~h4r~r¥r-r~r-

W
Lo)]

TOTAL - fj'7141‘_'_{ S 106 (100) IVrcloo)-,:  114 (100)

3
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Completions - Ndn—Completions - Current Status
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

'_'Threé

. 8ix to Elght

Number of Charges for Sex
_Offenses' '

(89) 94

None Co '85.- - (80) - -3 _
' . . . S I 10

Cne - { 15)
Two

(

( 9

o

o ¢ 1)
1) (
(

0)

( O
{ 0
{ 0

0)

'six to Eight
. 1)

Over 8

L
oK WO
‘coocoan ..

.""-f-'-'-\
i I

TOTAL . 7 " 106 (00) 36 . (100) - 114  (100)

Number of charges for Drug o
Offenses .

None D o .83 - ( 59) 14 3%y ... 66 - ( 58)
‘One . BRI ( 13) © 11 (31 24 ( 21)
WO 8) . 5
‘Three . 8) '
Four 6) .
Five 0}

-8ix to Eight . 2)

- Over 8 6).

8) - 3
4) -
2)

0).

5)
9

4)
1)
gy

4) 

: ) —
0T R s 0

R T T S N

.f"‘\f-\f-\r"\("\f"-\

N O N W

© TOTAL .o 106 @00y - 36 (100). 114 (100)

- Numbexr of Charges for
. Drunkenness Offenses '

(en .74 - (65

(1 - 18 . ( 1e)

L 8) - '
(B
R S 5
o (0
e Y
SR N

‘None SR 67 . (83) - 2
- One - o T T P ) L
Crwe . o
. Three -
.- Four
Five

1SN

2y
-4)

3y
3)

e laiaiatste
Y
o
OO0 hN
WwsNse

“Over 8

N N

U (100) . 114 ¢ (100)

oY)
o

CwomAL - . 106 - ooy
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Completions = - Non-Completions - Current Status
Number Percent -Number Percent = Number Percent

17. - Number of'Chargeé for Escape
' . Offenses ' — o

(81) . 94 = {82
(. 6) ié { 14)
( 11) L (D
( o)
(0
( '2)

. None A .8
One T ' R

. Two )

" Three

-Four . o
Six to Eight

(

« 8
4

( ( 2

( 1)

( ¢ o0

2)
2)
s

N VI SR
Foo®sNMY

O N

STOTAL . . 106 (100) - 36 - (1000 114 . (100)

18. Number of Prior Juvenile
’ Incarcerations B

( 53y . 73 (64
(25 17 ( 18)
2) . 9 8)
8) - 3)
6) . 8)
8 2y
) 1y

None o o " : 78

One : -_-_.':' o © g

L Dwo T : 10

© ' Three . - - e :
Four
Five

- Six or More .

9)
9)
5}
3)
0}
.0}

(5
NN N s
[aEalaNals
TN WY W
Pl ot e Baan W

O H W
S ONN WY

SUTOTAL ... 106 - (100) . 36 (100) . 114 (100}
19.  Number of-Connty Incarceratiohs o

53) 71 (6
(19 - 19 { 17y
(14 . 10 9y

¢ 8 1o 9
L0y T3 3)
L8y 0 0)
Loy 1t

None ' ¢« . ... . " .88 . . (585 ;. 1
Qne Lo 23 (22
.Three ~ .~ . ool 3 0.0 3
. Four oo 3 L-3)
CFive oo 5 (5
Six or More = - . . 2 . 1)

CRNO WL
Lann B e B B i S e}

TOTAL : . . 7!{ - oo 106 (100} - 036 . (100) . 114 . (100) -
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Completions Non-Completions = Current Status
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

20. Number of Prior State or
' Federal Incarcerations .

(69} 74 - ( 65)
(17y . 28 ( 25)
2 (. 5)
( 8 ( 3)
(.8 ( 3
¢ 0 (0

- None ... S C © 70 {66y S 2
One - = o : {15 -
Two - _ ( 2)

- Three - (. 8)

" Four { 2 ..
" Bix or More ( 0

o
0w o

SO NN KGN
O W W o

‘ToTAL 106 (100) 38 (100) - 114 (100)
21 ) Number of Juvenile Paroles

( 67) E -9
1)
{.8)
( 8)
( &)

80y 2 { 79)
{ 8} o
(. 9)

(0

“Neme - e 8
One o ‘ '

Pwo

Three

Four or More

6)

w0 on

B W o

SN0 O
—

TOTAL . ~ 16 (100} - 36 (100) 114 (100)

' 22. Number of Juvenile Parole
Violations . B

" Never Paroled e o - .85 - { 80). . 24 (67 . -9
 None o x : (10} (17
_One Lo6). ( 11)
Two o .5
Three. S L2y ¢ o
~ Four ok More . - (.1 C o

(° :
{ 8)
7N
{2)
L-3)
( 2

SR

CHNR O
COowae
N W DY O

Cwomar 0 7 106 0 (00) - 36 . (100) . 114 (100)
23. . Number of Adult Paroles

( 78) SRR - I (72)
11y - 22 - ( 19)
¢ 8 - 9 | ( 8)
¢ .3 Sl
C oy . 0o L0y -

None e 75 Ty 2

Two. ' R R - T G -

Three o 5 - ( 8)
“Four or More -~ . .2 00 1)

O Wi -

TOTAL . . 106 (100) . 36  (100) - 114 . (100)
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Completions Non-Completions Current Status
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

24, - Number of Adulﬁ.Parole
— Violations - - S

{ 78) .. B2 { 72)
S e 12 ( 10)
{ 5) 160 (14)
( 11) 4 ( 4
(o -0 (0

- Never Paroled L 75 (71 .2

' None S .1 o o 9) R
One : B oo 11 o (1o)
Four or More =~ . .= - S N

OB O

TOTAL - .106 . (100) 36 . (100) . 114 - (100)
' 25. Total Number of Furlqughs"
. Nome . . . e (e 21 (7% - .75 66)
one - - - 0 (9 -
2 to 5 - ' {13)
6 to 10 7
11 to 15 4)
21 to-30 " 4)
31 to 50 . 1)

18)
4)
2)
2)
2)

( 14)
- 3)
0}
0)
0}

-
Bl N R N

(=l aell S SRR
e e e

el el e
. N
BN N O W

TQTAL: : __ 3'..- o 108 - (100} - .36 (100} . 114 -+ (100)

26, - Nuwber of Succeésfnl_ ' _

Eurlcughstutcomes_ L
C75) 75 66)
¢ 86) 1

@

5 I
H b Oy 05y
r"‘q
!_I
N
P

‘Never Furloughed: -
None o '
- Qne’
2 to 5
6 to 10
11 to 15 .
2} to 30 .
31 to 50

(Lo ol
[has Ry

- 16} |
2) 4
o
oy
0}

o

o
cCoOOoORBNN T -
—~ e~

~~
-+
=t
S

: . [

FSEYEN) 0

S I S I
| e e

,'w

TOTAL . 106 ¢ (100} L@oo) 114 - (100)

..( o
{ B8)
{
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Completions  ~ Non-Completions Current Status
Number Percent = Number Percent Number Percent

- 27. . Number of Late_Under -
_ Furlough OutcomeS'

L7575 o ( 66).

{ 22) 32 ( 28)

: 3) 2 ( 2
0 -5 (4

" Never Furloughed : S 66 62) C2
_ None Lo 03300 (3L -
One . T o 6 . (8}
2 to 5 S 1 (D

S ko g o
E e

TOTAL 106 (100) - 36 (100) . 114 (100).
28. Number of Late Over:
: Furlough Qutcomes

. . Never Furloughed o 66 (62). - 27 - (75 75 ( 66)

None - S S 4D 38). = (28 .38 . (33
One - .- A R O SR S ) B S A A I

Lts]

TOTAL 106 ooy 36 (100) 114 . (100)

29. - Number of Escape Furlough
- Outcomes

C75) 75 . { 66)
A ) 36 - { 32)
2. 0 (0.

;Never Furloughed o "._].fj' 66 (. 62) L2
‘None o Lo 39 { 37} '

ome T .. 1 (1)
2tS5 o o 00

R SR ]

romAL . 106 ooy 36 (1000 114 (100)
304 _ Area
T 28 (280 19 (51 28 (28
SIT e o1 (1) 2 . (L osy - 11 (10)
JITT o 87 6e4) o 15 - (a2 .74 (65)

o omoTAL . 106 (100} 36 (100} . 114 (100) G,
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'Completions L - Non-Completions - Current Status
Number Percent - Number Percent Number Percent

+31. Institution Recommended by
Board a oo

56) .

18)
4)

19)
2)
0)
o
1)

RGN ) R 64 -
- 28) 20
(19 5
« 3 22
{ 50)
¢ 0)
0]
{ o

Maximum - S 00y
© Medium 2T o 26)
‘Minimum - R 20 S 19)
Medium-Minimum | S8 L 8)
‘Community-Based R 46 - { 43)
House of Correction ' : 3 £ 2)
Other . o : 4 - (4
Unknown - o 0 o)

[

OO0 OO :

+—I
8]

oo

TOTAL . 106 (100)

.
()]

 (100)' 114 (100} .

32. . Institution Recoﬁmended.by-
' Central Office = '

57}
18} -
4}
20)
1
0 -

- Maximum o _ ' e B ¢ B A ¢ : A o R ¢ ) : 65
- Medium . - S 26 (25} 11 31) 20
‘Minimuam . ' o220 L 21) -7 ( 19y 5
Medium-Minimum B - B 1o 3 23
Community-Based . 45 (43 17 (47 L
House of Correction . R 1) o - (O 0
Other -~~~ - 4 (& 0 TR ) I ¢

<

TOTAL .. 106 (00Y . 36 (100) . 114 = (100)

. 33. ° Commitment Institution
© Walpole ~ - g (&5 15 (42 80 (70) -
. Concord = L -7 35 33 - 21 - (B8 . . 33 (29

JTomAL -0 106 (1000 . 36 (100) . 114 (100}
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Completions Non—Completions Current Status
'Number Percent Number - Percent Number Percent

34.

35,

36.

- 37.

S TOTAL

Reason for Board

Unknown:
Periodic Review

. Inmate Reguest
“Reclassification Disc
" Other o
Recc. of ICC
. Open Reserve

Superintendent

_Reclassification Fail Cond. _
" Other Reclassification .

TOTAL
Board Vote Tally-f-

Unanimous
Minority Dissent

. Unknown
TOTAL
Educational Needs -

_'Unknown1
"G.E.D.

Adult Basic Education

'Pre~College "
_ Vocatitnal
.Other .

'TOTAL -
-_Faﬁily:and.Ccmmunity'Ties_-"  .
Unknown .
. Visit Freguently
- Visit Seldom '

Never Visit E
'~ Cannot Determine

16 -

59

106

21
S 11

106

14

49

16

16

106 ”

31

le

.50

106

' b
Ralalaia ety

( 3

{-15)

- ( 56)
(13)

0)

3)
. 6)
- 0)

aoo)

¢ 86)
(1
o4

Cwoo)

)
( 46)

3]
{ 15}

18y
Ry

. (100) .

¢ on.
(29)
S5y
(o8
S Lan

© (100}

4}

0) -

2%

OCRNONWRNWHWD

.w'
- th

36

FoWwo g K

36

Habkwuno

0)

6)
8
6)
0)

- 0)

(100}

(92)
SR
)

ooy

o3

( 69)

L0
8
(1

¢ 3

~(100)

¢ -0}

( 14)

U 11).

(17)

- 38)

o0

8).
58) -
8)

6)

- 27
- 42

114

95
18

114

- 10
70

17
13
- 114

21
i6

21

114

RS
FHODWYO W

(3

( 24)
(- 37)
{ 20)
( 3
( 8
{ 3
¢ 2)
( 1
(1

S (200) -

S { 83)

( 16}
¢ 1)

(100)

(9
( 61)

o3
( 15)

( 11
( 1

© (100

4y

( 18) .
( 14)
( 18)

{ 45)

o160y
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- Completions - Non—-Completions Current Status
Number Percent Numbey Percent Number Percent

8. . Drug Use -

(39 . 44 (39
-2y -2 (2
(22) 22 19)
( & 6  ( B
¢ 31) 40 ( 35)

Inappropriate . Ny 50 o 4T
Current Soft Usage . .~ © ( 9y
Current Hard Usage = - - 13 = = ( 12).
Past Soft Use S 7 (8
Past Hard Use = . - 27 -{ 26)

= T~
R0

. TOTAL - - 106 (100} - 36 . (100) 114 - (100).
3. Alcchol Usage |

{ 56) . 61 . { 54)
C2 . 4 (4
(22) - 28 ( 25)
¢ 6 1 (D
{ 14} 20 { 18}

No Use 3 . 80 (57 . 2
- Current Mild Use = -~ - - | 7. {7 2
- Current Use a Problem 230 22y
Past Mild Use 7 - ' ) :_' ( 4
Past Problem - . 11 {10}

SN SR e

TOTAL 106 . ooy 36 . - (100) 114 (100)
40.  Number of Minqr D. Reports

None . - S 6é2 's9y .. 19 (53 .- 8 (57

" One oo w723 (22) ¢ 12 0 033) . 35 25)
Two T . 15 ('14) (o8 .17 (12
Three BT : 5y. . e 7 { 5

_ Four 0) ¢ 2) o1 (0D

- Five 0) (
Nine or More - 0} (

_ o) 11 { 10}
C0) 1. 0)

o~

O oW
eN=-RERRS

SwoTAL S . 106 (100) . 36 (100) 142 (100)
41. Number of Major D-Reports .

(89} . 41 . ( 38)
Ce19) o220 L 1ey
3) - 150 (13}
6). . 10 )
3 L e (8
0) ' 3)
S0y 2) -
S0y
0y -

.:0)

None - S S ' e5. . (Bl) ... .
Some o021 20)
Two . 0 100 9]
Three ' T DR 1}
Four - 1)
Five 2}
: Six 0).
| - Beven -3}
| ' Eight’ 1)
'Nine or More 2y

..M

OO ODOKMNKIG

- 0},
7y

S e e

N WO N
B e R e N ke

[so e I N (L ]

L
o

TOTAL 1060 (100) 100y ¢ 114 (200
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~ Completions = - Non-Completions Current Status =~
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

42.  Motiwvation

Unknown = e S (R § IR S SR Gl & INUIEC R - SERAPRNN (I I
Highly = - N 29 (27 12 . ( 33) 6 (5
Somewhat, .. 59 (56) 16 . (44) - 35 {31
Lacking e ol s 13y . 2 - (. 6) . . .45 ( 40)
Negatively . . .3  3) 2 6. 20 - ( 18)

TOTAL o ' 106 - (100) - 36 (100) . 114 (100}
43, . Attitude of Inmate

cExcellent =~ . . - 25 (24 11 (3. 5 (4
Good o - S a9 (46) 15 . ( 42y . 17 (15)
Fair o280 (28) 0 o8 (22) .59 (52)
Poor E - I 4 & 2 LBy 30 U ( 26)
Unknown o R - Q Co - -0 O T 3 (3)

TOTAL - 106 (100) 36 (100) 142 (100)
240 Eduéation_P;ogrém Participation

Yes | s o as o (as) 12 (33 - 41 (38)
No - e : 54 -C51) .24 (67 . 67 {59
CWaiting . oo 4 4 o 0 0y -~ 6 . ( 5

TOTAL . . 106 (100} 36 (100) . . 114 (100)
. 45. . Education Ppbgram_Termination_Type.

{ 64) 73 ( 64)
(1) - 15 {13)
03 6  ( 5)
{0y 2 )
19 0 15 (13
3 05 3y

No Participation. . 58 . {55 .. .2
Positive = oo 23 22y
- Negative . . . 4 4
Neutral - -~ o 4 B GRS
‘Currently Participating 13 L12)
Unknown . - . 0. R SR G > T

= 3 O b b

STOTAL 106 (100) 36 (100) - 114 (100),
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Completions - Non-Completions - Current Status
Number Percent . Number Percent Number Percent

46, 'ﬁCdunselingiPar;icipation_"

Yes - e Co44 (41 17 47y 45 . . { 40)
No - oo B6& . (53) 16 { 44) 58 . ( 51)
‘Waiting . . . 6 (6 - '3 ¢ 9 10 (9
Unknown : . c SR » R { 0} . 0 ( 0) 1 ( 1)

TOTAL 106 (100) 36  (100) 142 (100)
47. Counseling Termination Typé_
- No Participation - 61 (58 - - 16 - (44 - 69 (
Positive . - . a4 a1 (a2 (
Negative . . - 7T e (1 . 9. - (o8)
~'Neutral ' ' : L4 L 4) 0 T o 6 {
' Currently Part1c1pat1ng : 27 { 26): Loox2 0 (033) 25 {
" Unknown _ _ 3 ¢ 3 { 8 - 3 {
TOTAL ©. 106 . {100) - 36 . (100) 114 (100)
48, Voceational Participation =
Yes. . . .. 29 (21
No N - TR O 20 §
_Waiting - L2 2

27y 12 (33) 22 { 19) -
) 24 - {67y - 90 - ( 79)
) 2

 rorArL oo 1067 (100) 36 . (100) 114 T (100}
~ 49.  Vocational Termination Type

(64} 9

{B) '
€0}
L0
S 22)
(8)

No Participation “ 76 {72) . 2
Positive . .. 1 @
Negative =~ - . 4 (@)
- Weutral . % : 3 { 3}
| Currently Part1c1pat1ng o o180 L 1n
- Unknown ... . A 4)

¢
( 3
(5
¢ 1
( 8
( 3)

TWwmoonw
Rt N W RN

TOTAL . .. 106  (100)- 36 - (100) - 114 - (100)
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: ‘Completioné . Nop~-Completions Curfent_status
©Number Percent  Number Percent =~ Number Percent

" '50.  Work Relea?e Participation . :

. Yes SRR 130 (12 0 20 0 L 8) -13 0 (I

“~No _ R R - Y (82 33 - (920 .96 (84
‘Waiting R 300 3 0 oy ce0 0
Unknown S o 3 L 3y e 1 . ( 2y - 5 (4

ToTAL . . 106 - (100) . 36 {100) 114 - (100)
51. -quk-Reléase Termination Type

C e 2 (b
. (92) - 1loo  (.88)
RO R R
o6y 1l ( 10)
(2 0 (0
(- 0y . - 1 1)

Neutral _ e o Q- { o S
No Participation SR a1 -{ 86y - 3
Positive e " : AT G B I
‘Negative BT 21D
Currently Participating -2 o 2)
TUnknown R o : 0 -0

orNOLO .

S romaL 106 . (100) . 36 (100) 114 (100
52. . Education Release Participation
Yes . 0 i w0 (0 0 (0
No - o S - 1lo00 (94 35 o { 98) . 111 {97
Waitiamg ~ ° . 33y L2y 0 0 o)
Unknown S e w0 (o 3y
TOTAL . 106 (100} . 36.° (100} 114 - (100
53./ 'Education Release. Termination Type.- : ”
No Participation: _.: 1oa. 98) . _ 35 -(197)” 114 T (100)
Positive . e A I T IR (P o) B 0w
Negative. - 7~ SR TR (R S T BN G- BN « BN R )

TomAL . 106 - (100) . 36 (100} 114 - (100)
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" Completions ~ Non-Completions . Current Status
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

54.  Number of Pre-Release Placements -

None S S -8 - (80 2
One - ST 18 1y
Two 6 (8

Three . . o . 0

(19)y. .- 23 20y
8 5 T a
SO B S S S B

O N

ToTaL 106 (100) 36 (100 114 (100)

55. ' Current Termination Type for
" . Pirst Pre~Release Placement

(758 - -8 (75
(le) 24 - (21) -
¢ 6y .3 (.3
¢ o) - 0 oo
¢ o) 1 1)

No Prior -~ oo g (80) 0 . 2
Negative - . . .18 - {17}y
Neutral = ' .. . o2 L2y
"Unknowvn . . S AP S A 5 I
Positive =~ A « I )|

COON w1

TmoTAL . 106 (1000 36 (100) 114 - (100 .

56, . Months in Pre-Release Placement . . -

0

=Wk

None

" One
Two o
Threé

_ Four

- Five
Six
Seven

82) 27 . - ( 75) 86 . (75 -
5) o1y © {10}
3) 6) .- 8)
2) 6) -4)

" 3) ) 1)
2) 2) 1)
31 A 01 'l} :

0) - 0) 0}

0 ol A S o g W
f;r~rvﬁqﬁkﬁ

OO HO NN S
OKFHHRFMWNW R

aiala R ol

57.  Current Termination Type for
. Second Pre-Release Placement

Negative . 5 L2 0 e) - R )

No Prior. . v 101" (@5 .34 - (o4 . 108 . (95
. Neutral 0 { o) S0 0y {1

woTAL . ... . le6 - (100) . 36  (00) - 114 (200)

(75 - 8 (7%

. moman . 106 (1G0) - - 36 . (100) . 114 - (100} .




Completions | Non-Completions  Current Status
Number FPercent ~ Number Percent Number Percent

- 58. Months in Second Pre-
Release Placement ’

94) 108
3)-
3)
0)
0)

‘None .- .. .. I L 101
Cne . - S E '
Two
Five
‘Seven .

(
L3)

{ o
(1

¢ 1) .

O w
OO

~ e e _
OO R

omomr. . 106 - (100y 36 (100) 114 - (100)

59, V'Current Number of Returns to
. Higher From Mlnlmum

: None_'  o " 74 70y 25 . (69 99
one = - . 26 ¢ 25) i1 (31 1o
Two S 5 (5 0 (0 s
Three S " R0 A 0] S ¢ )] 0

87) "
9)
4y
0)

TOTAL ; 106 (100) 36 . (lo0) 114 (100)
 _ 60.  Current Returns to ngher From
,.Medlum T -
‘None: * .- .85 (s} . 33 (92 99 - (87
one .o 19 (18 - e o1 (9
o T T (g e s (a)

< W

potaL | 106 (100) . 36 (100) . 114 (100)

" 61.  Number of Area Board
. .. Recommendations to Lower -
' : Securlty -

o Nome - . ..~ S U8B - (B2Y .24 L 6T - 64 - { 36)
S Ome . . - ¢ cla e 260 . (025) . %11 . ((31) . .31 L2
CoTwo oo e L) 1 2y 15 13)
. Three . T A L4y 0 o) 1 - ( 1)
Four .- . S0t 1.0 .0 o0 3 (3

oTomAL oo 106 (1000 36 (100) 114 (100)
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Completibns_ "~ Non-Ceompletions  Current Status
Number Percent - Nuuber Percent - Number Percent

' 62. . Number of Area Board
B ‘Recommendations to Higher
" Security ' '

98) .7 97. { 85)

2) 12 1oy
0) . -3 3
'v) B | (1) :
0y .1 (1

- None e 195 90) .3
One AR 11 ( 10)
Two o ' 0 0

" Three Lo ( 0}

, Four - AR [ R )]

COoOOFUt
ek alakaka)

TOTAL - S.106 0 (2000 - 36 (100) 114 - (100)
_63."_Past'Parole Recovétions

None R Lo 82 I 2
. One SRR 18 sy
TwWo RPN S5 L8
Three . . . : g : I SRR A 5
‘Four ., | S 2 ( 2)

( 19) 21 ( 18)
) B (5
o 0 (.0
e . o ( 0

OO O~

ToTAL . 106 (1000 - 36 (100) 114 . (100)
64. - Total Area Board'Seen »

S One - L 4T a4y o 17 ATy 36 { 32)
S Pwo 26 € 25) 10 (28 29 - ( 25)
Three ~ = oo s C14) & (11 { 25)
Four . IR -1z 13y 6) ~ 5)
1) 0) 1)
0) 3) - 2)
1) e
0}y S0y .

2
2)

MWRNR OGO

HFOOKrHORN
~ N e

&
 dd
EL
rt
MO RORW

TOTAL 106 (100) - 36 - - (100) . 114 L (100)

(81 87 (7€)
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Completions -’ Non-Completions Current Status
Number ~Percent = Number Percent Number Percent

65. ~Prior Address ~ SMSA

.50}
o)
3y
6}
3}
3)
0
7 -
14)

=

51)
4y
- 2) -
1)
4)
0)
2)
0}
15)
8)
0)
0)

Boston
Brockton
" -Fall River o
- Leominster-Fitchburg .
Haverhill - :
" Lawrence~Lowell
New Bedford
Pittsfield o :
Springfiela =~ . - 1
" Worcester - L '
~ Other Mass.
Qut of State”
- Unknown '

S~

MBSO ONDONNDN & - .

65) .
2)
3
2)
7)
o)
5)
a4y
6)
4y
2)

. o -

HEO®OMNOBRFD b B

b O
[ )
FE TR T ST ST ST S s AT T e e, e

T W
(93]

TOTAL 106 (100) . S(100) 114 (100)

| 66. Prior Address - County o

Q) -
-14)
11}
28}
' 6)
) R
8} -
17}y
0}
0y
2} .
L 2)

204

1)
3
23)
44)
-2y
6) .
. 3),
~4)
-4y
- 0)
T2y

)
13
-£'7)_-
{ 35)
(- 5y
e
- 8)
(«7.7) .
{15y
L2) .
L1y o
)
{0

Franklin
Worcester
‘Middlesex
Suffolk
Norfolk
Bristol
Plymouth

| Essex

. Hampden

- Berkshire

. Barnstable -

- Out-of State

Unknown =

-
b
o

i_l

HHODOWNNNO L WD
o,
S

C

POonNONOBRN IS dQ

N

Rl e e S
NWNOUW W

2y

L
[43]

TOTAL .. 106 (100) SU100) 0 114 (100) .

3
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.Cbmpletions_ : ' Non-Completions . Current Status -
Number Percent Number Percent Number .Percent

~67. - Prior Address-Selected Towns

" Boston 25) - 41)

P

033 (31 9 o 7 {
Brockton | 3 ¢t 3 ~ 0 (. 0y 2 « 2)

‘Cambridge 1 SO D B R G ) N 3. ( 3)
Fall River 2. € 2) o - { oy 1 4L
Framingham 0 ( O 0 L 0) 1 ( 1)

. Holycke - 2 L2 -0 ( 0) -0 { 0)
Lawrence 3 { 3) 2 (86 L0 ( a)

- Lowell a (o) 1 {3 . 6 { 5

CIynn 2 ¢ 2 1 (0 3) 2 (2
New Bedford 2 o2y 1 L3y 2 ( 2
Somerville 3 ¢ 3.0 € 0 8 (
Springfield iz { 11) 4 { 11} 5 {4

 Worcester 5 - 5) 5 (1) 3 { 3}

- Other Mass.. 3z { 30) "9 £ 25) 28 {.25)
Quincy . 0 { o o2 ( 6) L ( 1
Out of State 5 { 5} 1 ¢ 2) 3 ( 3) -
Unknownh - : ki  0) 1 L 2) 2 { 2)
TOTAL R . 106 (100} 36 (100) 114 {100}

68. Occupation . L
Professional o0 o - ( 0)- 2 (.2)

. Business . B (&) 0 { -0} 2 (- 2)

- 'Sales, Clerical R TR G-} 2 6) 12 . 10)
Semi-Professional G S 0o0) 2. (-8 2 { 2y

. Manual . ' 57 (. 54) 21 o 58) B0 U { 44)

' Services 22 (21 8 (22) 3 { 27)
‘Agriculture . - 1 { o) 0 { o) Tl { 1

- Student - 2 ¢ 1) - 0 )] 4 { 4)
Unemployed - 4 B Y R & C 2) S 7L o8)

- Unknown .5 L B 2 (. 6) 4 ( 4y

CPOTAL - - o 106 . (100) 36 . (100) 114 . (100)

N
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 Completions .. Non-Completions ~ Current Status
Number Percent . Number  Percent  Number Percent

69. . Total Number of Any Prior
Incarcerations T

30).
19)
14)
10)
13)
5)
8)

(33 34
{ 14) : 22
{18y - 16
{ ©) S 12
( 11y . 15
(03 e
19y 9

“ None - . i 38 (38) - 1
One L R 18 (18) .
Two - . oo 18 - 15)
Three T . o 8 - 8)
Four S S8 { 8}
Five ' e ' S 3Ly

. 8ix or More = .15 (14)

SN NEG R LY
L T e S s W R R

TOTAL . . 106 (l00) 36 . (100) 114  (100)
-.70. - Total Number of Prior |
' (Adult Inecarcerations
43)
26)
10)

( 44) 49
( 19} - 30
S 1y 12 _
L 8§) l10° - 9)
L 8y 8 7
¢ 3 1 .t
(1) 4 ¢ 4y

None - - .. o 47 (44 1
" One T _ . 19 (18 .. -
™wo - S 17 Cle}
~Three T {5
“Four : FE - S TR G- )
. Five o S22
'Six or More - . . .11 -~ (10)

ﬁ.Fnr\»\wi

Sromar’ 106 (1000 36. (100) 114 (100)
71. Total Mumber of Paroles

¢ 58) 70 ey

{17y - 18 ( 18)
- (. 8) 10 (.9
11y 6 (5

" None © -l . 67 . (e3y 2

. One R 15 . (14

oTwo 100 - ()

. Three -~ .~ o S & ( &)
‘Four or More . . . . s o8

L woe S

L TOTAL 106 - -(100) . 36 . (100) . © 114 . (100) -
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'Completions' : Non~C6mpletions ‘Current Status
Number Percent ~ Number Percent: Number Percent

Total Number of Parole
Violations o

(56 . 70 ( 61}
(19 . 13 - (.11
{8 . 18 o 16)
(11 8 7
03 0 2
[QRC) I

- Never Paroled -~ .67 - {83) 2
None : Lo la (13 '
. One e o 11 { 10}
Two : ' _ 8 8
Three ' : Co2 ¢ 0
Four or More . == - o 4 (4

Ll N PR R

-~
L
s

ToTAL .. 106 (100) 36 (100) = 114  (100)

Age at Incaréeration

" Fifteen
‘Sixteen -
 Seventeen
'.Eighteen.
Nineteen
- Twenty =
‘Twenty-One’
Twenty-two
‘Twenty-three "
Twenty-four -
Twenty-five
26 to 29
. 30 to 39
.. 40 and Qldex
. Unknown '

- 0)
0)
o) .
7
4)
11)
S 4y
6)
.5) .
7y
221
17
6)

0)
3)
) 0) -
- 6) 1
17) 12
8} . 10'
17} 11 10) -
¢} T S 4y
8y .5 (4
& . . 5 4y
25y . - 19 17}
3 .13 11)
1 . 3 3
0 1 1) -

10).

W WH-

10}
2)

oo =] o .
" PWONOBNRNOO O

>
.
19
et

e E a i a e E kel e T
g g g,

OHFOVWNWORWANNDHO

w
()]

CpoTAL. 106 . {100} “(100) ¢ 114 (100)
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Completions  . " Non-Completions .~ Current Status
Number Percent -~ Number Percent Number Percent
74.  RAge at First Court Appearance S B

. Seven a0 o o -0 1 (.1)
Eight 0 (.o I G ) o
Nine 1 (o o0 -0 Q) 4 o0 g)
Ten 4 (- 4) 2 e) 4 { 4y
"Eleven 5 { 5 3 (¢ 8) T { ©)

- Twelve 4 {4y 1 (3 - -{8)
Thirteen 6 (&) 6 (17 10 ( 9y
Fourteen’ 15 (14 % (17 11 {10)

" Fifteen 11 1oy -2 { 8 : 12 - ( 10}
‘Sixteen & ) 4 (11 S 20 {18)
Seventeen -18 - 17) 37 . f 8y .-~ 15 { 13)
Eighteen L7 7 S0 oy L 3 o3y
Nineteen - 3 (3 0 {( O 504
Twenty _ 3 L 3) 2 S 8) -0 {0y

. Twenty-one 3 ( .32) 1 ( 3) 2 €{ 2)

| Twenty-two 3 L 3) 20 L8y 2 { 2)
‘Twenty-three 6 { 6) . 0 -0 2 {2

. Twenty-four - 2. 2y 0. { 3 {
Twenty-five 1 0 o (.0 o {0
26 to 29 2 ( 2) - 2. ( 8 2 o (2)

30 to 39 e 2 2 0 {0 1 (1)
40 and Older - 20 2 S0 (0) 0 (- 0)
Unknown - o2 S S A ¢ ) I 1 ( 1)

' TOTAL oo 106 {100) 36 (100) ;. 114 (1oo)
75. Age at First Drunk Court Appearance
Not Applicable - 67 . - { 63} 23 { 64) 75 ( 66)
. 8 to 14 o ' 1o 0y 2 0 ( ey 1o (1)
15 to 17 11 {. 10) 4 o1y - 15 o 13):

18 to 19 g8 . (8 3 ( 8) .8 (7
20 to 21 . 5 ( 5 1 (. 3y 3  3)
22 to 24 8- (.8} 1 ¢ 3) 8 (D
25 to 29 6 (. . 6) 1 (0 3) 1 (.1

30 to 34 0 L0 0 - (.0) -3 ( 3

 Unknown - 0 )] 1 {2y 0 {0

TOTAL . .. . 106 - (100) 36 - {100) 114 = (100)

0

3
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Completions - Non-Completions '~ Current Status
Number Percent . Number Percent Number Percent

76. Age at First Drug Court Aﬁpearance

60)
1y
14)

10}

36). - 68 . . {
(
(
-
( 5
(
(
{
(
(

Not Applicable - _" 64
8 to 14 . DT o1
15 to 17 R _ E i3
18 to 19 . o
20 to 21.
- 22 to 24
25 to 29
30 to 34
40-or More
- Unknown

19) - 1e
14) 12
3]
14)
3)
3)
0)
2) .

4)
3)
1)
1)
1)

e lanianlnlalaitataslse
oY
b * k .
FOMFMMHED N W

S I = B RO, SR
N T

W
0‘ . .

TOTAL L. . 106 . (100) - (100) . 114 . (100)

77.  Time Until Parole Eligibility
Date SRR ' '

o)

3
3)

3)
6)
3
19) s17
228y 10
19 8
8) 15
11) 21
3} 16

0) '
0y ..
0) . .

S 3).

1 to 3 Months _ o Q
"4 'to ‘6 Months = . ' SR o :
.7 to © Months - o2 2y -

10 to 12 Months - - 10 9)
13 to 18 Months - .- 16 .- {15) .

19 to 24 Months' o o0 14 (L 13)

_ _t0'3 Years - E PR I {10}
. 3 to 5 Years - - . . . .21 20}
5 to 10 Years S 1 o

10 to 15 Years e ' 9
15 or More Years { 0y

Life - - ¢ 3
' Unknown™ (9

Q).
o))

alaEala
W w o

9)
N
13).
18)
14)

1)
7).
5)

HOOOPR B W0 Rk

0 W oW

Do

gie0y o114 (100)

[}

Cworan - o 0 106 - (100)

15y .~
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. Appendix II

Complétefs-&‘Non-Complefers: Statistically Significant_Variables
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- Variables That Produced Statistically Significant Results

. Completion  Completions . .. Non-Completions
- Rate ' . Number Percent = Number Percent

1. Minimum Sentence

 Indeterminate S B7R 31 (20 23 ( e4)
Non-Indeterminate - =~ - 85% 75 (71 o 13 - ( 36)
Total S 75% 106 (100) . 36 (100)
(x%=13.6857, 1af , p<.001) B
2. Time Until Origiﬁai_Parole"
- Eligibility Date (Unknowns -
‘Excluded) - : e T

Less Than 2 Years - 6ls 42 (43 27 - (1D
More Than 2 Years R . B7% 55 . - (57} 0 -8 . (23)

|  Tota1~_~ ER o S 73s 97 __ (;0di'-;-_ 35_7--(100);-
cx2=11_81,;a:,'g<;¢ql; o | i o
3.. Maxiﬁum_séntence'_ o
19 Years'og-Léss : 7."_ _ L ’  §¢% ;.: ‘ff_gg 3 'L.78):5  *_736 S (100) .
20 Years .or More A ' . 100% _{_; - '?3't ”l(_22¥--ff:__-0‘. ..{- Q).
";Total ﬁ-”f f' -,-; SR 75% | 106 (00) 36 (100) .
:(x2=9;32,1af, p4.oi; | | S UL e
:4;*‘ Afeal o |

ITorIIr .~ . . -~~~ 8% 78 . (74 ... . 17 ..(47)
CTotal o 75106 © (1000 36 {100)

(x°=8.43,1af, p¢.01)
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Variables That Produced Statistically Significant Results

Rate _ © Number Percent == Number Percent

Completiqn . Completions - . Non~Completions -

5.. Committing Institution
' {(Unknowns Excluded)

‘Walpole . . 823 89 (. 66) 15 . ( 42)
Concord a SR S '63% 35 . 0 (34) .21 . ( 58)

Total . 745 104 . {100) ~ . 36 . (100}
(x°=6.79,1df,p(. 01)

6. = Age at First Arrest (Unknowns .
' Excluded) .. - - IR P

16 Years or Younger = . 682 520 (50) - 25 (69
17 Years or Older : § g84% ‘B2 (50 10 (3L

Total . .75% 104 @om . 35 . (100)
| (x%=4.87,1d£,p¢.05) .

7. Numb®r of Charges for Drug
‘Offenses’ o

‘Neme - . . . . sxm 63 (59 . 14 . (39
.One or More -~ - . . R 66% . 43 (41 o222 0 (el). -

~otal S 758 106 (100) - 36 (100}
©(x%=4.57,18f,pg.05) -
8.  Bge at Inéarceraﬁion;(Unknowns.__
| Excluded . L
| 22.Years or Younger - 64 - .36 . (35 . 20 (56"
23 Years or Older -~ . .. . 80% .66 (85} . i6 . o { 44)

Total o - . 7a% -~ 102~ (1001 - 36  (100)

(x°=4.53,1df, pc.05)
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. Appendix ITII

_'Current Status & Completers, Statisticailly Signifiéént Variablés“‘7'




PV

- ‘Standard
© Mean Deviation

Number of Minor: D-Reports

Current Status e S 1.7 | ( 2.3) .

‘Successful Lower _ S -'C_ L7 { 1.2)'

_t =3. 78 w1th 172 degrees of freedom, p=.001"

Number of Major D- Reports

.'Current_Status _' __'. .L: ?: R  2-1'-; :' (_2;6)f‘:" 

successful Lower . 1,0 . (2.0)

t=3.7 with 208 degrees of freedom, p=.001
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Current

© gtatus

Number Percent

:.SuCCessful

‘Lower
Number Percent

Motivation

Highly

- Somewhat

_'Lackingz
Negatively

. TOTAL

o . o 615'

:35 S0 (033)
45 ( 42)
20.-_' ( 19)
106 (100)

"29”'f ' (:28)
59 ~ ( 56)
14 _'('13)'

. ;i( o

105 - (100)

.X2#50.1_with 3 degrees Of'freedomr.p=,001) 

" Attitude of“Inmate

‘Excellent .

Good
Fairff

Poor

- TOTAL

5 (4

17  _.(Hl5y

59 (53)
"'.30"f"( 27)

%2259, 7 with 3 degrees of freedom, p=

25 (24)
S 49 ( 46)

28 (26

106 (100)
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. Standard

Mean Deviation

"Tdéal_Area Boards Seen Rt

.‘Current"Stétus  '2.5l‘:._  (.1;9):
SdCcéséfui Lower .2.1 ) (1.8
t=2;ld with 206 degreeguof_freedém; p - .04 o |




~g7~

curr

ent

“Status
. Number Percent

Successful '-

- Lower

Number Percent

.. TOTAL . 112

©+ Prior Address - County.
- Worcester = S R

'?ranklin ' ) o . “_l

Middlesex 26

© suffolk 50
_ ﬁ°rf01k L | B
© Bristol o T

:.-Ess.ex- : o .
 Hampden" . | .:-“Z. .5
Be?kéhife . = . :-0 
.“Barnétéblé” "fl E  .__  2

. Out of State .. . - 3

:X2é27.01with il degrees}of
o iﬁstitution_Recom@énded_hy
Maxiﬁﬁm“"i'f  :' o  64-
. Meaiuﬁ- ,ft':_"'.“f:'*"éa]5

CMindmum . - - .5

;fCommunity—Based”,"' 2

. House of Correction - 0

ToTAaL . 114

1)
23)

45)

6)
3)

- 5)
-

¢ 21
o3

_freedom,'p=.01'  

‘Board -

' Ln_2i  {  T
x4 012 . ? ;f
(100}

.2}: 

CCa
oy

C 5712]
18y
'[L ‘4i"'

Medium-Minimum .22 (200

o105

a7

'536 

© x%=130.4 with 6 degrees of freedom, p-.00l .

ﬁ,465'7
S TR
106 -

:f 13)

o
";(.”5) |
o

( *6}_'

e
sy

¢ o2y

.31(1001 _

ooy
( 26)
19y

(am
€3
e

{100}
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Current . . ' - Successful .
Status - : Lower _
Number Percent - . Number Percent

. 8. - Institution Recommended
' 'By Central Office

. Maximum B -.-' _ 65: sy '"ljo_-e' (”Lb)
 Medimm 20 (18 26 B 24)
:Mihimﬁm st 22 ( 21)
:Medium-Minimum - | 'i 23:-' i( 20) "   .6-_:' ( .65'..
:_Community-Baéed. _   " 1 € 1) . _ ':_45: g (-42)
House of qurecﬁion _  }0   _T(-70) o  '3” ::(”ﬂsx_
other o o Co & (a4
 TOTAL e i 12 ooy 106 (100)
X25l35.4, with 6 d?grees of freedom,'pé.OOI_.‘
 .9, ‘Reasonifpt'Boardf. UEREE |
 Periodic Review 27 (240 16 - (16
| Inmaﬁe“ReqUest  ”' 42...  £.381 %  fﬁ.‘59 T. -( 57}' 
Reclass D-Board 23 : ('211_;*. - i4l',1_( 14)
Reclass Fail cond . 1 ( 1} f_   b o
.   0§eﬁ_Re§erve |  ._.'  3 _ft' 31 151'._' 5.. ;7( 331f

| Superintendent o _} ' 2* L2 _f :w;'6]57 ( ~6)

Cother . 4 - Coa 1 (1

TOTAL . . 111 . (leo) - 103 . (100)

'.Xgél4QSFWith;7-d§grees of freedom; P %..OSHg'
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Curr
" Btat
© Numb

ent

us
er

Percént .

Successful-
Lower :

. Number = Percent

o 10.

'  Visit_Erequently o2

11,

- TOTAL . -

' Cannot'Determihe

- Past Hard Usage

Visit Seldom . S 16
Never Visit
- .51

TOTAL . -

Drug Usage

iﬁapprbpriaﬁe: : .  44-
'Current Soft Usage = . 2

Current Hard Usage = 22

=5

Past Soft Usage = . ,6_ '

‘a0

114

-Family and Community Ties . -

21 .

109

CC1y

__( 15):

( 19) .
(100)

_'X2=7,7_with 3 degrees of.f:eedom, p.= .05

| £_39),:3

| ("23 ' ..
."_L 191";:"
-
Cim
©ony

106

31 ( 30)
16 (15

g (8

50 f_(ués)

105 - (100)

Cs0 (a7

13 (12
V{_§'7:_ f.;7)
27 ( 26)
  (1001

,X2;9ﬁ5, withAé_ﬂegreés of freédom, P %F;Ong
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t=2.40 with 28 degrees of freedom, p = .02

Standard
Mean Deviation -
.12. Agé at Incarceration
Current Status 23.9 ( 7.5)
Successful Lower ' 25.9 ( 6.7)
t=2.12 with 213 degrees of freedom, p = .04
i3. Age at First Arresﬁ |
Current Status -~ 15.4 ( 4.0)
Successful Lower 17.2 ( 6.5)
£=2.40 with 171 degrees of freedom, p = .02
14. Months in First Pre-~Release
Placement
Current Status 2.1 { 1.3)
- Successful Lower 3.4

{ 2.0)




