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INTROBUCTION

One of the most significant develgpments in prison programming
in the late sixties and early seventies was the greatly increased
use of temporary release programs. The term "temporary release"”
encompasses a variety of correctional programs in which inmates are
temporarily allowed to leave prison without escort for specified-
purposes. Temporary release programs were instituted to help inmates
make the transition from confinement to release to the community.
Since over 98% of all offenderé are eventually released, reintegration
is considered an important goal of prison programs. The most wide~-
spread forms of temporary release have been work release, allowing in-
mates to work at a regular job in the community during the day while
nreturning to the correctional facility at night, and furloughs -
leaves from prison several days in duration during which inmates may
visit their home or relatives or look for a job or housing prior tb
release. '

Although work release programs were run as long ago as 1806 in
Vermont, it was not until the 1960's that work release and other
forms of temporary release were adopted in many states on a large
scale. Once established, these programs experienced an exceptionally
rapid growth. Although most states had not established furlough
programs before 1968 or'70, by 1975 over 450,000 furloughs were

granted nationwide by state and federal corrections departments.

1“Nationaﬂ Survey on Prison Furlough Programs", Corrections Magazine,
July/August, 1975.
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The rapid grqwth of these programs demonstrated their popularity

with inmates and prfson administrators alike. Inmates, of course,

were happy to be able to "“go outside the walls", if only for a few
hours or days. In addition, they were able to see family and friends
cutside the prison environment, to receive education or training, or to
work and earn money, all while serving their sentences. Many prison
administrators liked the program because it did much to reduce tension
and behavior problems in prison,as well as meeting the reintegration
needs of inmates. Temporary release served as an escape vaive for
pent-up emotions as well as an incentive to good behavior for inmates
trying to get into the program.

However, by the early seventies it became clear that prison re-
lease programs were'iﬁ trouble politically. Across the nation states
were forced to suspend or curtail release programs due to public out-
cry over crimes committed by inmates while on temporary release.
California, in 1972, was one of the first states to experience poli-
tical pressure to cut baﬁk the program. Releases were reduced from
a high of 14,000 in 1971 to 5,000 in '72 and 1,100 in '74.2 Other
corrections departments to experience political controversy over the
program and subsequent cut backs wereé Massachusetts, I1linois,
Washington D.C., and New Jersey. Although in each of these states,
inmates who committed crimes while on temporary release represented
a small percentage of the total number of inmates participating
in these programs, it became clear that a few highly publicized
crimes could call the entire program into question. Angry legislators,

and administrators who were interested in preserving the program and

2Michael S. Serrill, “Prison Furloughs in America" Corrections Magazine,
July/August, 1975.
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its perceived benefits to inmates, began to focus more sharply on the
question of how inmates were selected for the program,.

In 1975, consideration of this selection question lead the New
York Department of Correctional Services, which had operated a tem-
porary release program since 1970, to ask the Vera Institute of
Justice to study how inmates were being selected for its temporary
relgase programs. A preliminary study of the history of the program
and of the existing selection process‘revea1ed that New York was
experiencing problems simi1ar to those encountered by other states
across the country.

In New York, the state legislature enacted a statute authorizing
work release from state prisons in 1969.3 The statute was amended
in 1972 to expand the range of allowable forms of temporary release
to include furloughs, leaves of absence (for medical emergencies),
community service, educational leave, and industrial training leave.

Beginning with 33 work release participants in 1970, temporary
reiease had grown to a program whicﬁ, in 1975, had 2,649 work release
participants and granted 30,119 fur1oughs.4 Authority to select in-
mates for temporary release from New York State prisons was vested
in a Temporary Release Committee in each correctional facility. The

Temporary Release (Committee usually had a representative from each

3New York Corrections Law, Article 26.

4Statistics prepared by N.Y.S. Department of Correctional Services,
Temporary Release staff. Furlough statistics reflect the number of
furloughs granted, not the number of participants. This number in-
cludes weekend furloughs granted toc inmates on work release. The
number of actual participants is estimated to be about 15,000.
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of the three main staff areas in the facility: security, parole, and
programs. All inmates within a year of possible paraole or conditional
release (roughly one~half of all inmates incarcerated in state faci-
1ities) could apply to the Temporary Release Committee for participa-
tion in temporary release.

The Committee, however, had few useful guidelines to follow
in deciding on these applications. The criteria in the statute’for
deciding which inmates should be granted temporary release were
very general, merely stipulating that an individual's participation
in the program shall be "consistent with the safety of the community...
in the best interests of rehabilitation of the applicant and...con-
sistent with rules and regulations of the department“.5 An adminis-
trative bulletin issued by the Department of Correctional Services
specified certain categories of inmates not normally to be chosen for

the program, but the categories listed were too broad to be practica].6

faken together they excluded the majority of applicants. Department
bulletins instructed the Temporary Release Committee to weigh the
potential benefits to the inmate and others from his participation
against the danger to community safety involved, but this only restated

the statutory criteria. No other specific guidelines existed for

5New York Corrections Law, Article 26 § 853.4

6They are: “{1) those associated with organized crime; (2) the noto-
rious; (3) those convicted of violent crimes against a person; (4) those
considered to be escape risks; (5) absconders from bail and parole
supervision; (6) those with detainers, holds or warrants; (7) those
with additional sentences to follow:; (8) those with very long sentences;
(9) those known to have made threats against persons outside the in-
stitution; (10) those who display undue emotional upset; {(11) those con-
fined at institutions for the mentally i11." (New York State Depart-
ment of Correctional Services, Administrative Bulletin #63, June 22, 1972.
A Vera survey revealed that this criticism may also be made of pro-
gram guidelines in other states. Typical exclusions are all inmates
who have ever been convicted of a violent crime, organized crime figures,
and sex offenders. Some states allow only those who are in minimum
custody or within a certain period of release, say 30-60 days, to
be considered for the program.



7 The Committee customarily

selecting temporary release participants.
made its decision by reviewing an applicant's case history and then
making its own intuitive judgment about whether he should be accepted
for temporary release. Both prison staff and inmates found this
decision-making system unsatisfactory. Members of the Temporary
Release Committee, all of whom had other full-time duties in their
correctional facilities, were overburdened by the need to review
large numbers of applications. Yet, consequences of an error in
judgment were great. The absence of specific criteria governing
selection for the program left inmates, as well as staff, with no
clear guide to the selection process. Consequently, many saw the
selection process as arbitrary and unfair, aeryception which caused

increased frustration and tension within correctional faci!ities.g

Inmates had many complaints about the selection process.
They claimed that temporary release policy varied dramatically from
facility to facility. Inmates approved for the pr;gram at one insti-
tution would be denied in another. Inmates also alleged that grant
of temporary release was used as a reward for informing and other
types of "cooperation®" with facility officials. "Trouble-makers"
would be denied participation in the program. Inmates also cémpTained

that the process was unreasonably slow. Most applications approved

by the Temporary Release Committee had to be sent to Central Q0ffice for

TNew Yark State Department of Correctional Services, Administrative
Bulletin #12 amended and #63, June 22, 1972.

8 Another consequence of this lcosely structured selection process

has been charges that entrance into the program can be obtained

through payments to Committee members. See, for example, the series of
four articles in the New York Daily News, March 21-24, 1976. Allega-
tions of bribes and payoffs have been made in other states experiencing
controversy over the program. See Michael S. Serrill, "Prison Fur-
loughs in America® Corrections Magazine, July/August, 1975.
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review before the inmate could be released. These referrais increased
processing time considerably.9 Another source of frustration was the
inmate's lack of information about the appiication process. Applica-
tions of some inmates were "lost" or in processing for months.

In some facilities pre-selection procedures were employed. Only in-
mates who had been recommended by a counselor or other staff member
were allowed to apply. '

Another major area of discontent Qas the lack of a meaningful
appeals procedure. Appeals to Central Office of denials of temporary
release could only be taken if the Temporary Release Committee and
the Superintendent disagreed on a case, a situation that rarely
happened, given the power of the Superintendent over facility life.

A further deficiency of the system was that 1ittle information
about temporary release applicants, processing, or nerformance was
being collected by the Department in a retrievable form.

_ After discussion of the preliminary report,the Department asked
Vera to design a new selection process‘with the following primary
objectives:

1. to daﬁe]op a single, efficient selection process for tempo-

rary release, to be carried out in a uniform and consistent

fashion at various facilities of the Department and explore

9This "Special Review" procedure required that applications of inmates
falling into the following categories had to be reviawed by Central
0ffice before grant of temporary release.

1) inmates with five years or more to maxi
sentence;

2) inmates serving sentence for a sex offense or those with a re-
cord involving sexual assaults or aberrations within a 5 yea
period nreceding date of present conviction, or :

3) inmates serving a sentence for any offense involving use of a

. weapon in the commission of the crime,.
(New York State Department of Correctional Services, Administrative
Bulletin Supplement #4 to Administrative Bulletins #12 Amended and #63,
August 27, 1974.) ' .

mum expiration date of
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the possibility of using objective point systems to guide or
control the selection of inmates for temporary release pro-
grams;

2. to increase inmate understanding of and involvement in the

selection process;

3. to develop a management information system td‘monitor effec~

tively the performance of the selection process criteria.

The decision to explore the use of an objective point system to
guide or control selection of inmates for temporary release was made
for a number of reasons. Vera had had some success in developing a
point system to aid decision-making in cases concerning grant of bail
or release on one's own recognizance. The Manhattan Bail Project,
which is now institutionalized in the New York City criminal justice
system as the Criminal Justice Agency, yielded much information about
the use of point systems 1n criminal justice decision-making.

Point systems have several general advantages which appeared to
address many of the problems identified in New York's temporary re-
lease selection process. They can impose uniformity on the selection
process and thereby reduce arbitrariness. All individuals are eva-
Juated using the same criteria, and the relative importance of dif-
ferent criteria is the same for all applicants. This prevents the in-
trusion of personal bias and clearly inappropriate criteria into the
selection process. A point system may, therefore, produce fairer
decisions than a subjective judgment process. Point systems also make
the basis of decisions explicit and easier to explain to applicants.

A further advantage of point systems is that they may be easier and
quicker to administer than more subjective decision-making procedures,
resulting in a more efficient use of personnel. Finally, the system-

atic use of a point system may make it easier to detect any corruption
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of the decision-making process.

1f applied to temporary release applicants, a point system could
examine selected aspects of an inmate's record prior to his applica-
tion for temporary release and award points to those aspects of be-
havior that are indicative of probable success in the program. Ad-
mission into the program could be based upon an applicant’s total
point score, with applicants with high point scores generally being
given preference over those with low scores.

Work began on the development of a point system in December of
1975. A pilot test of the selection process based con an cbjective
point scale was instituted in four Department facilities in the fall
of 1976. The pilot point system consisted of 10 items, 6 items de-
tailing criminal history looked at the number of prior felony and mis-
demeanor convictions, prior incarcerations, parole or probation re-
vocations, outstanding warrants at the time of commitment and the
nature of present or prior crimes agains; the person. Program par-
ticipation, prior temporary release record and the number and quality
of disciplinary infractions were rated in the institutional record
partion of the point system.

Point scores were divided into three ranges, low, middle and
high. Low scoring inmates were automatically rejected and high
scoring inmates were automatically accepted for the program. Appli-
cants who scored in the middle range were referred to the Temporary
Release Committee for decision. Inmates in the high range who had
a history of mental instability, were members of organized crime,
notorious or sex offenders were also referred to the Temporary Re-

lease Committee for decision.
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Inmates were personally informed of their point scores by a
temporary release interviewer, a position created in the develop-
ment of the new system. Inmates in the middle range appeared before
the Temporary Release Committee for a personal interview. AIl in-
mates were informed in writing of the Committee's decision and, in
cases of denial, given reasons.

The pilot system was closely monitored and the initial results
were very encouragding. The new selection process appeared to be
fulfilling the original goails of the project quite well. The use
of a point system took some pressure off of the Temporary Release
Committee by its_automatic decision-making capabilities in tbe Tow
and high range. It also provided a framewark for evaluating those
inmates who scored in the middie range. The addition of an inter-
viewer to the temporary release staff who could thoroughly review
case files and process applications was an important step fn making
the temporary release process more organized and careful.

In addition, it appeared that the use of the point system did
a good job of protecting the temporary release program from fTailures
that would jeopardize public acceptance of the program. The furlough
abscondance rate at the pilot facilities declined from 2% to .5%
while the number of partiéipants increased by 30%. During the first
7 months of the pilot, 3 absconders were arrested on criminal charges,
none for a violent crime. In the first 5 months of the pilot there
were only 55 furlough failures of any kind out of 1363 releases.
Late returns accounted for 40 of these failures.

Information collected from inmates and staff and from the tem-

porary release Management Information System yielded data useful in
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révising the system. Possible revisions were developed and tested.
The impact of suggested revisions was resegrched using a sample drawn
from the pilot population. A final revised system was ready for a
projected phased-in statewide implementation in the summer of 1977.

The law authorizing temporary release programs was due to expire
in September. However, during the course of the spring and early
summer of 1977, political opposition to temporary release was mounting.
Several temporary release bills were before the Tegislature,
including the Governor's bill which, in part, provided for an ex-
pansion of temporary release eligibility. Just as the matter of
temporary release was before the legislature, a series of highly
publicized crimes by inmates on temporary release from state and
city prisons occurred. Two of the crimes were especially serious -
an alleged murder and an alleged rape-kidnap; and the program re-
ceived prolonged attention from the media and the legislature.
The temporary release bill that finally passed the legislature in
Jﬁ]y of 1977 severely éurtai1ed the program. It excluded some
inmates from participation in the program and required review by
Central Office and the personal approval of the Commissioner in all
cases where the applicant had committed any crime against the person.
This provision necessitated Central Qffice review of approximately
75% of all temporary release cases, an averwhelming administrative
burden, considering that over 12,000 inmates were entitled to apply
for temporary release at least 6 times each year.

These legislative changes required a dramatic modification of
the new temporary release selection process. Central 0ffice review,
the elimination of which was one of the primary goals of the project,
was now mandated by statute. (Central Qffice review had been found

to contribute l1ittle to the quality of temporary release decisions
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and was extremély time-consuming.) In addition, the legislature
emphasized the applicant's current violent crime record rather than
evaluating the inmate's entire criminal history as well as his insti-
tutional record. The requirement that the Commissioner personally
approve all temporary release participants made impossible the use

of the automatic high range. The changes also eliminated the
possibility of further refining the predictive qualities of the point
system. Except in the Tow range, the new review procedures completely
masked the effectiveness of the point system. Inmates who would

have been chosen for temporary release under the point system were
denied temporary release under the procedures developed in response
to the new law.

Therefore, the final temporary release selection process
described in this report is a cémbination of the system that was
designed and tested and of procedures required by the new bill. This
combination is not, in our view, thé best method of selecting in-
mates for temporary release. The pilot selection process appeared
to respond well to the needs of inmates and staff alike without
increasing the risk to the public. The revision process further
improved the system. It is hoped that, at-some future date, it will
be possible for the Department to use this point-based selection
process for temporary release in its original form. Information
derived from the use of the point system should be helpful in de-
veloping predictive instruments to aid in decision-making, not anly
in temporary release, but in parole, classification and other areas

of criminal justice.
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SUMMARY

This report describes the tasks performed and research under-
taken by the Vera Institute as part of an effort to design a new
selection process for temporary release programs based on a point
. system. The development and implementation of the point system for
ﬁemporary release selection was conducted under a contract with the
New York State Department of Correctional Services.

Section I reports on research activities culminating in the
development of a trial point system. The research effort began with a
study to identify those aspects of an inmate's record, such as crimi-
nal history, demographic measures, and institutional behavior, which
were associjated with and could help predict success in the program.

- Infarmation on a sample of 146 men and 213 women who had participated
in Department temporary release programs was studied to determine

if measures that could be incorporated into a point system correlated
with success or failure in the program. Also entering into the design
of a point system were other considerations, such as the_temporary
release needs of the inmate population, ease of administration, con-
cern for fairness and the need for assessing the applicant's post-
commitment record. The point system that was developed consisted

of ten point score items relating to criminal history and institu-
tional behavior. The system awarded points for those factors in an
inmate's record which were indicative of probable success on temporary
release and deducted points where negative factors were present.

The overall distribution of scores was divided into three ranges.
Applications scoring in the low range were denied participation and
applications scoring in the high range automatically gained entry

into the program. Those scoring in the middle range were referred
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to the Temporary Release Committee for further consideration. In
addition, four types of applicants were identified as requiring
additional screehing before participation in temporary release could

be granted. App1icafions for offenders with a history of mental insta-
bility, sex offenders, members of organized crime and notorious
offenders required the abprova1 of the Temporary Release Committee
regardless of their score under the point system.

Section II describes the implementation of the point system
on a pilot basis and the revisions that were made in the point system
as a result of data collected during the pilot. The pilot point system
was implemented at four maximum and medium security institutions in
September, 1976. The four pilot facilities were Auburn, Wallkill and
Elmira, for men, and Bedford Hills, for women. The pilot test of the
point system was generally a success. The experience with the point
system during the pilet period indicated that it reduced the workload
of_the Temporary Release Committee and protected the temporary re-
lease program -from major failures. Inmate reaction to the selection
process was mixed. The revisions of the new selection process ad-
dressed several criticisms that arose during the pilot period.

Both staff and inmates felt that certain aspects of the point system
were unfair and tended to_-have a disincentive effect on institu-
tional behavior. These included the point system's emphasis on prior
criminal record and the inability of certain inmates to score high
enough for consideration by the Temporary Release Lommittee regard-
tess of their institutional record.

The research presented in Section Il represents an effort to
refine and clarify the point system items and to provide inmates with

more potential to raise their -scores while. simultaneously main-
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taining the predictive value of the pilot point system. The point
score items were reformulated and then tested in order to examine the
effects of change in individual items and their cumulative impact an

the distribution of scores when combined into revised point systems.

Of the various point systems that were examined, three were identified
as the strongest candidates for implementation. After further analysis
and comparison of the modified point systems, the final revised

version was selected and proposed to the Department of Correctional
Services.

Section III reports on changes in the context of the Temporary
Release Program, in particular, the significant revisions in the
overall point selection process made in response to amendment of
Article 26 of the Correction Law (authorizing Temporary Release
Programs) which became effective on September 1, 1977. Modifications
in the revised point system and changes in the se]ectién procedures
are described in this section. A more detailed presentation of the
new selection pfocedures as well as the management information forms
appears in Appendix A and Appendix B.

Section IV presents the results of several research tasks
related to the operation of the temporary release selection process
during the pilot period. Changes in the temporary release law and
the resulting revisions in the selection process,as well as delays
in the implementation of the revised system,forced a reappraisal of
the value of carrying out the research tasks as originally described.
A complete description of the revised grant tasks is presented in
Appendix I. The research tasks were modified to concentrate on the
record of the point selectian process in its original form. Thus,

research was conducted at the four pilot facilities where the point
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selection process was first pﬁt into effect.

Included in Section IV are descriptive analyses of temporary
release acceptance rates both before and after the implementation
of the point system and a comparison of the average time to process
work release and furlough épplications. These studies were designed
to exprre the effect of the point system, if any, on entry into
temporary release programs. The results of the research are inte-
resting in several respects. WNo consistent patterns could be detected
in the processing or approval rates of either furlough or work re-
lease applications. Generally, however, the number of applications
for both pfograms increased. For work release, as the number of appli-
cations increased, the number of approvals increased but the propor-
tion of approvals decreased, poséibly a reflection of better screening
under the point system. However, in one facility, the number of work
release applications decreased, the number of approvals decreased,
but the proportion of approvals increased.

Three facilities experienced an increase in furlough ap-
plications while at one facility the number remained essentially
the same. For the three facilities which experienced an increase,
one facility approved more applications both in number and propor-
tion, one facility approved fewer applications both in number and pro-
portion, and one facility approved greater numbers of applicants but
approved less proportionately. There was no change in the number or
proportion of approvals at the facility in which the number of appli-
cations remained the same.

Whenever possible, an attempt was made to document any pre-

existing conditions or events occurring within a particuiar facility



xvi

during the study period that wmight account for the observed trends.
While the findings presented in the second study indicate that the
general trend was toward an increase in processing time during the
pilot period, this pattern may have been affected by the fact that the
initial implementation of the point system coincided with the Thanks-
giving and Christmas holidays when the volume of applications is
unusually heavy. In sum, the regearch presented in this section fur-
ther illuminates the temporary release decision processes while
raising additional questions for research.

Section V presents the results of a study of inmate attitudes
toward temporary release during the pilot period, including their re-
action to the point system and its accompanying selection procedures.
A slightly larger percentage of inmates were found to be in favor
of the new process.although responses to questions specifically com-
paring the new selection process to the 0ld were mixed. The analysis
also compared differences in responses according to point score range
and the inmate's knowledge of the new selection brocess.

In summary, the studies presented in this report describe
the design and development of the point system as well as its operation
during the pilot period and document the subsequent modifications
of the selection process resulting from the pilot experiences and

changes in the temporary release legislation.



SECTION I - THE DEVELOPMENT OF A POINT SYSTEM
FOR TEMPORARY RELEASE SELECTION

INTRODUCTION

Discussions between the New York State Department of Correc-
tional Services and the Vera Institute of Justice resulted in a plan
-~ for the development of a new selection process for temporary raiease
‘programs{ It was agreed that the decision-making process would be
.based on a point system which wauld be developed within the following
framework. The point system was to be viewed as an aid to the deci-
sion-making process, not as a way of totally eliminating more sub-
jective judgments. Applications for temporary release would be scored
according to a point system under which points would be awarded for
the presence of factors in the applicant's record increasing his pro-
bability of success in the program. The overall distribution of scores
would be divided into three program ranges. Inmates with the highest
scores would automatically gain entry into the program, and those with
the lowest scores would be denied participation. Inmates in the middle-
scoring category would have their applications referred to the Tempo-
rary Release Committee. The Committee would use its best judgment
in deciding on these cases.

The primary goals in designing a point system to guide selection
for temporary release were to identify applicants 1ikely to benefit
from and perform well on temporary release while minimizing the risk
to the public associated with releasing, if only temporarily, incar-
cerated felons into the community. Learning how to identify those
potentially successful applicants least 1ikely to pose a risk to the
community could best be done by examining the performance of a sample
of past participants in the program. Consequently, Vera researchers
undertook a study of temporary release participants that corralated

success or failure in the program with measures that could be incor-



porated into a point system.

RESEARCHING THE POINT SYSTEM

Selection of Sample
Since it was thought that patterns of social and criminal be-

havior might differ between men and women, the collection of data
and the analysis necessary to design a point system were carried out
separately by sex. The sample of 146 men included all residents at
Edgecombe Correctional Facility, a Department work release facility
in Manhattan, who completed or were removed from temporary release
from August, 1974 (the date of the facility's opening), through April,
1975. Iﬁmates at Edgecombe after April, 1975, were not sampled since
they were unlikely to have been on parole long enough to establish
meaningful patterns of parole behavior. The sample of 213 women was
taken from a 1ist of work release and educational leave applicant§
approved at Bedford Hills Correctional Facility for participation in
temporary release beginning in November, 1971. To allow for suffi-
cjent parole follow-up, the sample included only those women who had
completed or had been removed from the program by July, 1975.1

These two samples contained only participants in work release and
educational leave. It was anticipated that the point systems developed
for work release and educational Teave could be modified, if necessary
(for instance, by eliminating consideration of work history or skill

level), to make them appropriate for selecting furlough participants.

T. As a result of prior parole release or administrative delays, 22
women in the sample did not participate in temporary release. Since
they could not be scored on temporary release success measures, they
were not used in the analysis for developing the point systems.
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Data Collection

Two types of data were collected for each individual in the sam-
ples: (1) information known at the time of application for temporary
release that might be useful in predicting performance in the program,
and (2) measures of success or failure in temporary release. Predic-
tor data examined were of three kinds: demographic variables (such
as age, education, occupational history and marital status), crimi-
nal history {juvenile record, number of felony convictions, previous
parole or probation violations, and so on), and behavior in Department
facilities prior to application (such as disciplinary behavior and
program participation).

The success and failure measures examined were chosen against the
background of the general goals of temporary release - to ease the
transition of inmates from remote maximum security prisons to the
community and to provide an opportunity for rehabilitative gxperiences,
gither in the family or at work, before release.2 One category of
success measures focused on the participant's performance during work
release itself - whether the individual found and kept a job, avoided
disciplinary probiehs at the temparary release facility, and did not

abscond or get rearrested-3 Since ane goal of temporary release is

2. As with other correctional programs, there jis 1ittle conclusive
evidence that temporary release programs rehabjlitate inmates. For

an attempt to demonstrate that work release does reduce recidivism,

see Robert Jeffrey and Stephen Woolpert, "Work Furlough as an Alter-
native to Incarceration--An Assessment of its Effect on Recidivism

and Social Cost," Journal of Criminal Law and Criminclogy, September,
1974, For a Florida study which shows no appreciable differences in
recidivism for work release participants, see Gordon P. Waldo and
Theodore G. Chiricos, "Work Release and Recidivism--An Empirical Evalu-
ation of a Social Policy," Evaluation Quarterly, February, 1977,

3. The nature of the data available in Department files 1imited the
measures of work release performance that could be developed in the
present study.



to facilitate inmate reintegration into society, other success mea-
sures examined the participant's performance after completion of the
program, while on parole. As with temporary reiease performance,
parole performanqe:yqslmeasured by employment, avoidance of re-arrest
or abscondance, and so an. In view of the transitional nature of
temporary release, an additional success measure was continuity from
temporary release to parole: did the inméte keep his work release
job (or change to a better one), or did he quit his job socon after
being paroled and have only a sporadic work history thereafter?

Data were collected from several sources. Predictor variables
and performance in temporary release were obtained in most cases from
the files of the appropriate temporary release facility. Parole fol-~

low-up information was obtained by contacting parole officers.

Coding

Once data collection neared completion, code building began.
For most variables, such as date of birth and educational Tevel,
the construction of a code was straightforward. Other codes, such
as occupation, were built by reading through a representative group
of the data collection forms and devising categories that would
reflect meaningful variations in the data. Each case was coded on
sheets corresponding to 80 byte computer cards. Coders were instruc-
ted to make note of any problems that arose, and all coding was checked,
with special attention given to.codes requiring the most judgment.

After coding, the data was keypunched and verified. Coding was
once ggain checked by instructing the computer to 1ist cases with

logically inconsistent codes, such as individuals coded with prior



felony convictions but no previous arrests, Similar checks were
performed on items that, although not logically inconsistent, were
substantively unlikely, for instance, participation in a drug coun-

seling program without a history of drug use.

Data Analysis

Analysis of the data began by examining the relationships be-
tween each predictor variable, such as prior incarceration or skill
1éve1, and the various success/failure measures, such as abscondance
on temporary release or arrest on paroie. For the most part, cross-
tabulation was used to explore the relation between the predictor
variables and the success/failure measures.?

The first stage of the analysis located the strongest predictors
of program success/failure, which were then considered for inclusion
in point systems. Those variables whose predictive ability was poor
or inconsistent, such as military service and education, were elimi-
nated.

A few selected tables are presented out of the hundreds examined
in the course of the research. Tables 1 through 6 give a taste of

the different kinds of relations found in the data.

4. See the Section "Alternative Technigues" on page 28 for a dis-
cussion of the results obtained with more sophisticated statistical
techniques.



TABLE 1
PRIOR DISCIPLINE BY ABSCONDANCE
{Men)

Number of Disciplinary Infractions Prior
to Participation in lTemporary Release

0 1 or 2 3 or more
Did Participants No : 92% 84% 80%
Abscond during
Temporary Release? Yes 8% 16% 20%
100% 100% 100%
(N) (61) (44) (40)

Table 1, prior disciplinary record by abscondance, indicates that
the likelihood of absconding from temporary release increased with
the number of prior disciplinary infractions. The difference in ab-
scondance rates between the group with no disciplinary infractions
and the group with three or more is, however, only 12 percentage points.
This amount of fluctuation in the dependent variable across the range
of variation in the independent variable is typical of the strength
of relationships between the independent and dependent variables:in
the study.

The relationship described in Table 2, juvenile delinquency his-

tory by continuity from temporary release to parole is atypica1.5 The

5. As discussed on Page 4, continuity of behavior from temporary
release to parole is an important success measure in view of the pro-
gram's goal of facilitating re-entry into society. The "yes or im-
proved® continuity measure in Table 2 includes all those who kept

the same job or continued in the same educational program when moving
from temporary release to parole as well as those whose performance
on parole improved over that on temporary release {e.g., they changed
to a better job).



?e]ationship between the predictor and success variables is one of

the strongest in the study. Of those men who had histories of juvenile
delinquency, only 21 percent exhibited continuity from temporary re-
fease to parole, whereas 55 percent of those without juvenile histories

had continuity.6

TABLE 2
HISTORY OF JUVENILE DELINQUENCY BY CONTINUITY7'
(Men)

History of Juvenile Delinquency

NO YES
Continuity from No 45% 79%
Temporary Release
to Parole Yes or
Improved 55% 21%
100% 100%
(N) (82) (19)
6. This table does not include those participants who were removed

from the program, absconded, etc., while on temporary release and hence
were not on parole supervision prior to .data collection. This accounts
for the smaller number of individuais in Table 2 than in Table 1. Si-
mitarly, other tables based on measures of parole performance do not
inciude all members of the original sample.

7. This finding held for various measures of success on temporary
release and parole and was consistently observed for both men and
women. Individuals in the tenth or eleventh grade category also have
other characteristics associated with poor performance such as youth,
previous juvenile history and drug addiction. This pattern may re-
flect the policies of the New York City school system under which
individuals can legally drop out of school at age 16 or 17, the age
when they would most Tikely be in the tenth or eleventh grade.



Table 3 offers the example of a variable, educational level,
that was eliminated from further consideration for inclusion in the
point system since success rates did not change consistently with
educational level. That is, individuals with tenth or eleventh grade
educations.had a lower success rate in finding a job than other par-
ticipants with either more or less education. While it would be
possible to assign peints to educational level in such a way as to
reflect the predictive abifity of this variable {(for example, giving
2 points to High School graduates, 1 point to those with ninth grade
or less, and 0 points to those in the tenth or eleventh grade), this
would be inadvisable. The-value this society places on attaining as
high a2 Tevel of formal education as possible would make it seem unfair
to award more points under the point system to an applicant who had

completed the eighth grade than to one who had completed the eleventh

grade.
TABLE 3
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL BY FINDING A JOB ON WORK RELEASE
(Men)
Educational level
High School gradu-
Through 9th 10 or 11 ate or better
Did participant Mo 16% 25% 9%
find a job on
wark release? Yes 34% 75% 91%
100% 100% 100%
(N) (37) (44) (35)

Since this table does not include individuals on educational leave,
the number in the table is less than the total sample of men.



Table 4 i?lustratés a variable that had no predictive value.
The same percentage (14%) of those with prior military service ab-
sconded from temporary release as did those without prior service.
Overall, of the twelve tables relating success variables to military
service, five showed those with prior military service performing
slightly better than those without service, four revealed those with
service doing worse than those without, and three showed no difference
between the two groups. Military service was therefore eliminated

from further consideration for the point system.

TABLE 4
PRIOR MILITARY SERVICE BY TEMPORARY RELEASE ABSCONDANCE

Military Service

No Yes

Did participant No 86% . B6%
abscond on

temporary release? fes 14% 14%

100% 100%

(N} (104} (35)

Table 5 shows the predictive relationship in the case of women
participating in temporary release between length of previous employ-
ment and continuity. The longer a participant had been employed
previously the more likely she was to exhibit behavioral continuity
from temporary release to parole. This relation between previous
employment and continuity is just one example of the many predictive

relationships studied which are more or less the same for both men
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and women. One exception . was marital status. Marital status was
generally more predictive of success for the sample of men than for

the women. For example, married men were more likely than other men

TABLE 5
LENGTH OF MOST RECENT EMPLOYMENT BY CONTINUITY

{Women)
Length of Employment

Never Less than Year or

Worked One year More
Continuity from No 83% 73% 57%
temporary release
to parole? - Yes 17% 27% 43%

100% 100% 100%
(N) (46) (62) (35)

to perform better on both temporary release and parole, although
none of the remaining marital categories exhibited a consistent
pattern of failure. For the women, on the other hand, no category
of marital status demonstrated consistent success or failure across
a variety of success measures. Table 6 is a typical example. Unlike
the men there is no difference between single and married women in
terms of their disciplinary record while on temporary release.

Other tables, however, showed different patterns. 1In sum, mari-
tal status was eliminated from further consideration because of its
inconsistency, and also because of its prejudicial effect on younger

applicants.
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TABLE 6
MARITAL STATUS BY DISCIPLINE IN TEMPORARY RELEASE
(Women)

Marital Status

Separated,
’ Widowed,
Single Common-Taw Married Divarced

Disciplinary in- None 67% 77% 68% 77%
fractions in tem- :

porary release 1 or more 33% 23% 32% 23%
100% 100% 100% 100%
(N) (72) (34) (25) (77)

As a conseguence of this screening for a relationship between
possible predictor variables and the various success/failure measures,
the following variables were retained for further investigation:

age at beginning of present
sentence ’

number of previous misdemeanor
convictions

age at entry into work release previous parole or probation
violations

record of juvenile delinquency

prior incarceration following

history of drug addiction a conviction

occupational skill Tevel

length of most recent
employment

number of dependents
number of prior arrests
number of previous convictions

number of prior felony
convictions

outstanding warrants

convictions for violent crimes
against the person

number of disciplinary
infractions for current
incarceration

participation in vocational
programs

record of successful furlough

The relatijonship found between these predictor variables and

program success can be summarized in this way: (1) demographic



- 12 -

variables that indicate greater personal stability {such as greater
age and length of latest job) and stronger links to the community
(such as number of dependents) were associated with success in the
program. (2) Long or involved criminal histories were associated
‘with a higher risk of program failure. (3) Finally, good institu-
tional adjustment was associated with program success.8

One important finding emerging at this stage was that there did
not appear to be sets of variables that predicted one aspect of pro-
gram success, such as employment on work release, but not other types
of performance, such as recidivism or abscondance. Instead, those
variables that were predictive were for the most part predictive for
all aspects of program success or failure. It would not, therefaore,
be necessary to choose among alternative point systems which would

each predict some aspect of program success/failure better than others.
DESIGNING THE POINT SYSTEM

General Considerations in Point System Design
While the ability to predict success in the program, inciuding
minimizing risk to the community, was the single most important cri-
terion in designing the point system, other considerations were also
taken into account.
Need for the possible benefits resulting from participation in
the program was an important consideration in designing the point

system. Among the possible benefits of participation in work release,

8. See "Incorporated Program Participation”, below.



- 13 -

for example, is the chance to acquire regular work habits and, to a
Tesser extent, skills learned on the job.g Inmates most in need of
these possible benefits have several characteristics in common: they
are younger, have fewer skills, have more sporadic work histories,
have lower educational attainment, and so forth. Thus a point sys-
tem designed to select into the program those who need it most should
avoid discriminating against individuals with these characteristics.
The use of certain types of information in a point system may
be inadvisable on ethical or legal grounds. A number of variables,
such as ethnicity, marital status, juvenile record, and number of
arrests, which have been explored in.previous criminological studies,
were included in this study for the purposes of basic research. Al-
though they were examined in the preliminary analysis of data, they
were not incorporated in the point system because of the ethical and
legal problems inclusion would have raised. For example, Juvenile
record and number of arrests were excluded to avoid penalizing appli-
cants on the basis of unadjudicated allegations of criminal behavior.
Administrative considerations are afso relevant in desiging
a point system. Because the accuracy of the data used to calculate
scores'is crucial to the fairness of the point system, the items in

the point system should be easily verifiable. For exampie, items

9.. The skill level of many work release jobs is low, and participants
may have little opportunity to acquire skills. Nevertheless, since
regular attendance and satisfactory job performance are to some extent
conditions for remaining in the program, there are incentives for the
inmate to do well in the program and possibly acquire good work habits.
The extent to which participants profit from the experience has not
been systematically evaluated, so these considerations remain speculative.
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measuring the extent of an applicant's community ties, such as num-
ber of dependents and Tength of prior employment, are more difficult
to verify than criminal history and institutional behavior, and are
therefﬁre less preferable, other things being equal, for inclusion
in a point system. The various point systems in use should also be
as similar to one another as possible. The routine processing of
a large number of applications is eased if work release and furlough
point systems, for example, are similar or identical. Also, the like-
Tihood of charges of unfair sexual discrimination will be decreased
if point systems for men and women can be made similar or fdentical,
provided this results in no significant loss in predictability for
either group.

Since the number of openings in the work release and educational
"leave programs is limited, the boundaries of the scoring ranges in
the point system should be set so that the number approved for those

10

programs is roughly equal to the number of places available. This

means that the distribution of point scores should be sufficiently

10. Contrast this situation to the use of a point system in guiding
bail release decisions. Since there is no Timit to the number of

casas that can be, for example, released without bail, each release
decision is made independently of other decisions. Point systems

used in release without bail decisions thus evaluate each defendant's
suitability for the program on an absolute basis, that is, a recom-
mendation for release on own recognizance is made if the defendant's
probability of reappearing is estimated to be above a certain Tevel
deemed compatible with low risk to the community. With work reiease
and educational release decisions, though, the Timitation on the over-
all number of participants means that applicants are evaluated relative
to each other. The point system is used to rank applicants in terms

of their probability of success in the program, and highest scoring
applicants ~- that proportion of all applicants who can be accommodatead
in the program -- are selected for participation.
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continuous so that small changes in the position of the boundaries
between scoring categories will make small changes in the flow of
participants into the program. One way of ensuring a smooth distri-
bution is through the use of a large number of items and/or grada-
tions within each item, more than would be necessary solely in the
interest of predictability. For instance, a point system based on
five or six items might be as good a predictor of temporary release
performance as a point system based on ten items. But the distri-
bution of scores resulting from its application to applicants for
temporary release would tend to contain clusters of scores. Increasing
the number of point system items would make the distribution smoother,
and the point system easier to administer,

Finally, incentives may play a role in point systems for tempo-
rary release. Since it is desirable both to maintain order in cor-
rectional facilities and to encourage applicants to participate in
educational, vocational, or counseling programs, points might be
awarded to inmates with good disciplinary records and a favorable

history of program participation.

Construction of Point Systems
After the data gathered about previcus temporary release parti-
cipants was analyzed, selected predictor variables were combined into
trial point systems. These were then tested to determine their ability
to predict program success. Each sample member was scored on the
various point systems, and the resulting frequency distribution of
each point system was examined. The scores of each point system were

grouped into three ranges--low scores, medium scores, and high scores--
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with roughly equal numbers of individuals in each. The three re-
sulting categories for each trial point system roughly correspanded
to the three categories under the proposed selection process -- the
automatically rejected group of applicants, the discretionary group,
and the automatically accepted group, respectively. Altogether, 37
di fferent point systems were constructed for the men and 26 for the
women. Most of the point systems constructed for the women were
identical to the ones devised for the men.

As examples of the point systems tested, this section presents
four point systems that differ in the relative emphasis they place
on the considerations discussed in the section. The choice of the
paint system to be tested in Department facilities was made from
among these four. Common to all four systems is the following core

of ten items.

Criminal History
1. Previous incarceration (1 point if none, 0 points if one or more).

2. Number of prior felony convictions (1 point if none, 0 points if
1, minus 1 point if 2 or more).

3. Number of prior misdemeanar convictions (% point if none, 0 points
if 1 or more)

4. Previous parole or probation violations (1 point if none, 0 points
if 1 or more).

§. Outstanding warrants (1 point if none, 0 points if 1 or more).

5. Nature of prior and current convictions of crimes against the
person (minus one point if any rape, murder, manslaughter, or
first degree arson convictions; O points if any robbery or assault
convictions; 1 point if no convictions of violent crimes against
the person).



10.

The

- 17 =

Institutional Behavior

Program participation (1 point if participated in any program,
0 points if no participation}.

Discipline I (1 point if two or fewer Adjustment Committee deci-
sions imposing an actual penalty within past year; 0 points if
three or more).

Discipline II (1 point if no Adjustment Committee decisions im-
posing actual penalty within last three months; 0 points if one
or mare).

Previous furloughs (minus 2 points if had any failures -- arrest,
abscondance or late return -- within last three months; minus 1

point if any failures within last six months; 0 points if had no
furloughs, 1 point if had only successful furloughs in last six

months;.

four point systems were defined as follows:

Point System No. 1

CORE ITEMS +

1. Age at application (1 point if 26 or oider, 0 points if 25 or
younger. :

2. Occupational skill tevel (1 point if semi-skilled or better,
0 points 1if unskilled).

3. Length of most recent employment (1 point if year or Tonger,
0 points if less than 1 year). .

Point System No. 2

CORE ITEMS +

1. Age at application.

Point System No. 3

CORE ITEMS +
1. Age at application.

2. Two point bonus if employed on most recent job for Tess than
one year.
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Point System No. &

CORE ITEMS ONLY

Selected characteristics of these point systems are presented
in Tables 7 through 12. The point scores in these tables have been
grouped into three ranges as discussed on page 15.}T The highest
and lowest scoring applicants would be automatically accepted and re-
jected, respectively, while those in the middie range would have their
applications referred to the Temporary Release Committee for discre-
tionary decision.

Tables 7 and 12 show that to some extent all four point systems
predict performance in the program in terms of risk to the community,
disciplinary behavior, and job performance. Each point system tends
to screen out of the automatically accepted category individuals with
Tang criminal record; and convictions of violent crimes against the

persan.

11. The point scores in Tables 7 through 12 were divided into three
groups with roughly equal numbers of participants in each. This
decision about the relative size of the categories was tentative

and was made to obtain a preliminary assessment of the point systems'
predictive abilities. The final positioning of the category bounda-
ries is discussed in *Setting Category Boundaries," below.
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TABLE 12
PERCENT IN EACH CATEGORY OF THE TRIAL POINT SYSTEMS
(Aged 26 or Lass)

(Men)
LOW . MIDDOLE HIGH
Automaticalily Automatically
Rejected Discrationary Accepted
Point System

1 53% 29% 17%

2 40 33 21

3 32 31 31

4 28 32 34

Cell numbers are the percent in the category of the'appropriate point
system that are age 26 or less. Since the complements to each cell
are omitted, the results do not add to 100% either by rows or columns.

Point System 1 s the strongest predictor of success, of the four
point systems. Of the eight success variables in Tables 7 through
10 (the first eight rows of each table}, Point System 1 shows the
greatest predictability on six, as measured by the percentage peint
difference between the automatically rejected and automatically ac-
cepted categorées.12
While it is the strongest predictor of success, Point System 1

has certain disadvantages. One is administrative. Skill level and

length of most recent employment are difficuit to verify. Since Point

TZ. Point System | was also the best predictor of all the point sys-
tems examinad in this research. Thus it is a touchstone against which
the predictability of other point systems may be gauged.
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System 1 awards points for skills and jobs held a year or longer, in-
mates have an incentive to misrzpresent these facts. Although case
folders do contain data on occupational history, lengthy and time-
consuming checks with former employers would be required to resolve
disputes about this information.

Another disadvantage of Point System 1 is that it may screen out
individuals most in need of the program. As shown in Table 7, only
19 percent of the automaticaily accepted group are unskilled, and, as
indicated in the first line of Table 12, only 17 percent of the auto-
matically accepted group were twenty-six or younger at the time of
their admission into work release or educational leave. Thus, Point
System 1, because it awards points to skilled, older, and longer-
employed inmates, would tend to screen out individuals with the great-
est need for the program’-* younger inmates with no skiils and paor
work histories.

Point System 2 attempts to correct some of the deficiencies
of Point System 1 by omitting the two work-related items. As in-
spection of Tables 7 through 11 shows, this omission somewhat redu-
ces its predictive ability. One advantage of Point System 2, however,
is that it gives the young and the unskilled a better chance of entry
into the program. It would alsoc be easier to administer because its
components pose fewer verificatién problems than those of Point Sys-
tem 1.

Point System 3 was developed to take positive action to address
the "need" problem, This point system awards two points to those ap-

plicants who held their most recent job for less than a year. Since
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inmates with lengthier previous employment perform better in the pro-
gram, awarding points in this manner works directly against the pre-
dictive ability of the point system. The difference in percentages
of applicants with major program failure between the two outer cate-
gories (automatically rejected and automatically accepted) falls from
26 points for Point System 2 to 19 points for Point System 3. Ad-
dition of need as a point system item makes applicants likely to

have a major failure in the program more difficult to identify.

Point System 3, however, as shown in Table 9, improves the chance
inmates with poor occupational histories have of getting into the
program. One cost of this achievement, though, is to re-introduce
the problem of verifying the length of an apb?fcant's most recent
employment.

Point System 4 consists of the ten core items. Among its
several advantages is that it does not discriminate against younger
inmates, as shown in Table 12. This results from the omission of
age in the point system and the fact that six of the ten items in
the point system measure criminal behavior. Since, on the average,
younger applicants have shorter criminal histories than older ones,
the point system's penalizing of extensive criminal histories dis-
criminates in their favor. (Compare the age distribution on Point
System 1 in Table 12.) Point System 1 discriminates against the
young in two ways: by awarding points to older inmates, and by giving
points to skilled and semi-skilled applicants and to those employed
for a year or longer on their most recent job {(two conditions that

are more likely to be met with increasing age).
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Similarly, Point System 4 does not discriminate against appli-
cants with poor work histories as do Point Systems 1 and 213 point
System 4 is also the strongest predictor for women of the four point
systems. Since it is desirable that the same point system be used
for both men and women, the anly disadvantage Point System 4 has is
that for men it is not as strong a predictor of success as is the
first point system. 7

While each of these point systems 1is predictive of temporary
release success to some degree, none is a vefy strong predictor. For
example, of the five success measures pertaining to community safety,
the four point systems are best at predicting "major temporary re-
lease failure." Point System 1 discriminates maximally beiween suc-
cesses and failures on this variable, with a difference of 35 percentage
points between.the tsutomatically rejected" and "aytomatically accep-
ted" groups (see Table 7, line 3). But even here there is "overpre-
diction." The majority of those applicants in the automatically re-
jected group, 63 percent (=100% - 37%), do not, in fact, have major
failure on temporary release.

It is probable, however, that these point systems will prove
to be stronger predictors when applied to the entire applicant popu-
lation. The samples used in this research were composad of parti-
cipants who had already been screened by the temporary release com-

mittees. By eliminating those applicants least suitable for the pro-

13. Point System 4 does not do as well in this regard as Point Sys-

tem 3, of course, since the latter was specifically designed to in-

crease this subgroup's chances of entry into the program through the
use of bonus points.
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gram, this screening process reduced the amount of variation in the
sampie of important variables such as c¢riminal history and disci-

piinary problems. Since, in descriptive statistics, restricting the
range of variation of variables weakens their predictive ability,

the point systems may be stronger predictors for the total applicant
popuiation.}4

Because of its advantages, Point System &4 was chosen for trial

use in four Department facilities. Several minor changes were made
in Point System 4, however, to make it more suitable for routine use
in an institutional setting. The final version of Point System 4 is
as follows.!S

(Changes are in italics)

Criminal History

1. Previous incarceration follewing a conviction (2 points if
none, 0 points if one or more).

2. MNumber of prior felony convictions (2 points if none, O
points if 1, minus 2 points if 2 or more)

3. Number of prior misdemeanor convictions (1 point if none,
0 points if one or more).

4, Previous revocations of parole or probation if resuiting
from abscondance or rearrest (2 points if naone, 0 points if
1 or more).

14, 0On this point see, for example, Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., Social
Statistics (New York: McGraw HiT11, 1960}, p. 2971.

15. This point system differs from earlier ones in that the most com-
mon increment is two points, as opposed to one point increments of
gariier systems. The main purpose of this change is to avoid the aone-
half point increment of misdemeanor convictions, yet still maintain
the relative weighting between this and other predictors. To avoid
point scores with negative numbers, 25 points were added to each score.
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Qutstanding warrants at time of commitment (2 points if none;
0 points if 1 or more}.

Mature of prior and current convictions of crimes against
the persaon (minus 6 points if any convictions for murder
or sex crimes or For kidnapping first or second dagree.

Minus 4 points if any manslaughter or first and second

degree arson convictions; minus 2 points i1f any robbery,
assault, possession of dangerous weapon, menacing or first
degree reckless endangerment convictions; 0 points if no
convictions of violent crimes against the person.

Institutional Behavior

7.

10.

Program participation (2 points if completed program or
participated continuously for six months during the last
two years or if carried out any work assignment or series
of work assignments for ten months out of the past year;
0 points if not).

Discipline I (2 points if two or fewer Adjustment Committee
decisions imposing an actual penalty within past year; O
points if three or more).

Discipline II (2 paoints if no Adjustment Committee decisions
imposing an actual penalty within last three months; 0 points
if one or more).

Previous furloughs: Minus 6 points If coavicted of a crime
(or arrested, pending disposition of charges) or absconded
while on temporary release within the last ypear; minus- 3
points if convicted of a crime (or arrested, pending dis-~
position of charges) or absconded while on temporary release
from one to two years ago; minus 2 points If returned late

or under influence of drugs or alcohol within the past 6
months; plus 4 points iIf most recent participation oa tempo-
rary releass was successful and occurred during the past year.
¢ points if none of the above.

A1l of these final changes in Point System 4 were made on the

basis of considerations other than predictability. Items 1 and 5
were defined more tightly to prevent their misinterpretation. The
more narrow wording of Item 4 reflects the belief that denial of

noints should rest on a more objective basis than a parcle or pro-

bation officer's discretionary judgment. Elaborations in Items ©
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and 10 were made so that they would cover all possible variations in
these items. Finally, as the next section describes, the changes

in Item 7, "Program Participation," reflect a tradeoff between re-
search findings and other considerations, such as administrative feasi-

bility and concern for fairness.

Incorporating Program Participation
The early phase of the research (see “Data Analysis® above)
found that participants in facility vocational programs did slightly
better in temporary release than applicants who did not participate
in these programs. Participants in educational programs, on the

other hand, did not perform as well as non—participants.16

If pre-
dicting success wwas the sole consideration in designing the point
system, participants in vocational programs would gain points, while
those in educational programs would lose them. This would not be

a wise poTiby, however. First, it would appear unfair to inmates
because it rewarded participation ia some Department programs while

penalizing participation in others. Secondly, it would explicitly

establish a distinction between desirable and undesirable programs.

16. One cannct infer from this finding, however, that vocational-
programs in correctional facilities are better than educational
programs, since there are probably differences between the popu-
lations participating in vocational as ooposed to educational pro-
grams. While inmates are not required fo participate in any programs,
individuals who score below certain levels on scholastic tests are
strongly encouraged to enroll in educational programs. Assuming that
inmates who score lowest in schoiastic achievement are alsa likely to
perform poorly in other programs, the different success patterns

for the two types of programs are easily explained.
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inmates would have an incentive to participate in vocational programs,
earning them points on the point system, even if educational programs
were better suited to their needs. If program assignments followed
inmate preferences, there would be a tendency to overload vocational
programs, while Teaving educational pragrams begging for participants.
Clearly, if program participation is rewarded, it must be rewarded
without regard for the type of program.

The same cansiderations argue against making any major distinc-
tion in the point system between programs and work assignments. In-
mates in different facilities have varying access %to programs.
Failure to reward steady performance in a work assignment would un-
fairly penalize applicants housed in facilities with fewer program
opportunities. Moreover, if a work assignment is better suited to
an inmate's needs than a program, he should be rewarded for taking
advantage of it.

Awarding points for program participation and satisfactory per-
formance on work assignments serves as an incentive for inmates to
make good use of their time while incarcerated. It also provides
a way in which inmates can raise their scores during their incar-~
ceration. An inmate who would otherwise scere just below the boun-
dary between the low and middle categories might, for example, earn
an additional two points on this item and thereby qualify for con-
sideration by the Temporary Release Committee.

Points are therefore given in the point system to succassful

participants in both programs and work assignments. [Item 7 of the
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point system that was adopted gives 2 points for completion of a
program or participation in a program for six months or more during
the iast two years. Applicants with more than ten months partici-
pation in any work assignment in the last year are also given 2
points. The scoring of this item does not permit a qualitative
evaluation of the inmate's participation in work or programs. Be-
cause the item was not intended to reward only minimal participation
in institutional activities, points are not awarded for carrying
out work assignments unless the inmate has worked for 10 out of the
past 12 months. Program activities are awarded points after only
six months participation on the theory that programs are usuaily
voluntary or in addition to work assignment and require more effort

and intense participation.

Statistical Significance Tests

Tests of statistical significance were not used in the analys%s
for several reasons. A test of significance applied to any bivariate
relationship is based on that relationship alane, independent of other
relationships in the data. The data, however, revealed a number of
predictive relationships that, although too weak to be significant
with these size samples, did form a substantively meaningful pattern.
For example, individuals with longer criminal histories (more arrests,
more convictions, and so farth) did consistently poorer on a variety
of measures of temporary release performance {such as finding a job
and absconding} than other participants. Although these and other

results were not statistically significant, they are both substantively



- 28 -

plausible and consistent with research findings from other studies
attempting to predict success on parole and in work release.

The following hypothetical example may clarify the point about
_nonwsignificant but substantively meaningful patterns in the data.
.Suppose a measure being considered for use in a point system has two
values (such as 26 or older versus younger than 26) and is cross-
tabulated against ten similar success measures, giving ten four-fold
tables. Assume that the success rates of the fwo categories of the
predictor variable differ by 15 percentage points in each table, and
that the sample size is such that a fifteen percentage point difference
is not significant at the commonly accepted .05 Tevel. In Case A,
the differences in the ten tables are consistent in that the presencs
of the predictor attribute (for exampie, being age 26 or older)
is always associated with higher success rates. In Case B, on the
other hand, differences are inconsistent. That is, five of the tables
show the presence of the predictor attribute to be associated with
higher success rates, whereas in the other five tables individuals
with the attribute do worse than those without. The inconsistent
pattern of findings in Case B suggests that the results are probably
due to sampling fluctuation, measurement errors, and so on, while the
consistent pattern of findings in Case A suggests that the results
are substantively meaningful even though no table shows a significant

difference.

Alternative Techniques

The results presented in the body of this section are based on
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tabular analysis. One reason for the use of crosstabulation is that
the level of measurement of many variables was iow (for example, such
nominal items as marital status). Another advantage of tabular
techniques over more sophisticated ones is that the latter do not
easily reveal important features of the data such as non-linearity
that are readily visible in tabular analysis.17 The method for de-~
termining the number of points attached to gach item was based on
subjective judgments about the relative importance of different items.

Although point systems constructed with this technique have
been used in a variety of settings, other techniques, such as mul-
tiple regression and discriminant analysis, provide a more mathema-
tically sound basis for determining the weight to be attached to
any item. To comparé the predictive ability of point systems con-
structed from these multi-variate techniques to the‘corresponding
ability of this simple additive point system, regressions and dis-
criminant analyses were employed using different combination§ of
success measures and predictor variables. As the data in this
section suggest, point systems designed with multi-variate techniques
are not better ﬁredictors than subjectively weighted ones.

One point system was based on a muitiple regression of tem-
porary abscondance using eight predictor variables {all related to
criminal history and disciplinary record.) The regrassion coeffi-

cients for the resulting reqression equation are nresented in Tabls 16.

17yote the discussion of educational level on page 8 for an example
of non-linearity.
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TABLE 16
REGRESSION OF TEMPORARY RELEASE ABSCONDANCE ON CRIMINAL HISTORY AND
DISCIPLINE FOR MEN

Predictor Variable Unstandardized Regression Coefficient
Discipline .02%

Parole aor Probation Violations -.100

Previous Incarceration .164

Number of Arrests .087

Number Felony Convictions -.071

Number Misdemeanor Convictions -.093
Qutstanding Warrants L1045

Yiotent Crime .096

Constant ‘ .504

Multiple R=.357 N=145

A1l eight predictor variables in Table i6 are coded such that
increasingly positive values indicate less serious criminal histories
or disciplinary problems. Thus on a priori basis we would expect all
the signs in the regression equation to be positive, indicating that
better records would be rewarded with additional points. But the
three negative coefffcients in the table indicate that certain types
of failures (prior felony or misdemeanor convictions or previous parole

or probatien violations) would gain points. This palicy would be unde-
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The main reason for using multivariate techniques rather than
sybjectively weighted scales is that the former may be more highly
predictive. To investigate_this possibility we developed several
multivariate based point systems and compared their predictive
.ability to point systems ceﬁpased of the same items, though construc-
ted only with subjective weights. Table 17 presents some of these
results. '

In all cases the correlation of a multivariate point system with
the item used as the dependent variable in deriving the point system
was higher than that point system's correlation with any other success
measure. (The point system based on a multiple regression using the
global measure as the dependent variable, for example, correlated

.404 with the global measure,ig the next highest correlation was .313).

18The three negative coefficients in Table 16 are probably an ex-
pression of multicollinearity problems in regression analysis.
Several of the independent variables (previous arrests, number of
felony and misdemeanor convictions, previous incarceration, atc. )}

are conceptually related to one another, leading to moderately high
correlations among the independent variables. One indication of
multicollinearity effects is that correlated independent variables
have opposite signs in the regression equation even though all bi-
variate correlations between the dependent variable and the predictor
variables are of the same sign. These reversed signs in the multiple
regression equation are statistical artifacts without substantive meaning.

1gThe global success measure contained 5 categories, numbered 1 through
5 respectively, that recorded the participant's progress through tem-
porary release and parole. This variable was coded as follows:

1-Very Poor; did not satisfactorily compliete temporary release;
absconded or removed from program. 2-Poor; completed ftemporary re-
lease without serious problems, but had major failure {such as re-
arrest or revocation) on parole. 3-Adequate; ne major failure on pa-
role, but did not work or attend school aon parcle. 4-Goocd; no major
problems on parcle and worked or went to school on parole, but behavior
lacked continuity; e.g. changed jobs, failad to complete educational
orograms. 5-Very Good; no problems on parole and behavior exhibited
continuity or improvement from temporary release to parole.
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But this is hardly surprising. Since by definitioh a multiple re-
gression maximizes our ability to predict the dependent variable with
a linear combination of independent variables. This result, then, is
little more than a statistical artifact. More significant, however,
is the finding that the average correlation over several success
measures for each of the multivariate point systems {excluding, of
course, the dependent variable) is no greater than the average cor-
relation across the same success measures of the subjectively
weighted point system. In sum, sophisticated methodologies work no
bétter in predicting success than simpler techniques.20

This finding raises the question of whether or not prediction in
criminalogical research can be improved. Prediction could,in principle,
be strengthened in two ways: with the aid of better techniques, and
through the use of better predictors. While a goad deal of research has
focused on the first point (Multiple regression, for example, has been
viewed as a better technigue for criminological prediction than
successive bivariaze crosstabulation), more sophisticated techniques
have yet to yie]d‘accurate predictors. The fact that individual
predictors most frequently used in criminological research show anly

moderate success rate differences suggests that there is a limit to
the extent to which manipulation of these items can significantly
strengthen prediction.

Perhaps use of more subtle predictors could yield stronger
predictions. Since recidivism in particular can-be viewed as the
direct consequence of motivational factors, psychological tests might
be effective predictors, but psychological measures would probably

not be practical in corrections predictions. In contrast, say, to

2Q‘l‘his finding has been confirmed by other researchers. See, for
example Leslie T. Wilkins, "Probiems of Overlap 1in Experience Table
Construction” Supplemental Report 3 of the Parole-Decision-Making
Project, WNational Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center,
Davis, California.
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pre~-trial diversion cituations where the accused must respond to
questions that he has neither previously encountered nor anticipated,
corrections prediction tools are used in a structured, static
environment where the inmate is given ample time to rehearse his be-
havior and rasponses. A body of prison folklore surrounds parole be-
havior, for example, and the issue of what the parole board wants

to hear is the topic of much thought and discussion among inmates.

Tt is likely, then, that inmates could,over time,determine the correct
answers to psychological tests, even if not assisted by prisoner

advocate groups.zE

In sum, psychological and motivational tests are
not likely to be useful in improving prediction in corrections
decisions.

As an alternative to psycholagical predictors, mare subtle
indicators of previous behavior could prove useful in developing
stronger prediction instruments. The issue then becomes what these
jtems would be. Although much thought has gone into the selection of
predictive items, there is considerable repetition of items between
studies. Most predictors refer to criminal history (measured in any
number of variations), personal stability (asAindicated by age, family
ties, and so on), and jnstitutional behavior., While it is conceivable
that other measures could perform better, the administrative constraint
that they be readily obtainable and easily verifiable suggests that
they are not likely to be forthcoming. For this reason also we think
it unlikely that there will be dramatic increases in our ability to

predict c¢riminal behavior.

2lyarious prisoners’' rights groups provide informational and legal
services to inmates. It is possible that a successful suit forcing
disclosure of the grounds for release decisions could reveal the
correct answers to psychalogical tests, theregby rendering them useless.
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Negative Points

The point system adopted for implementation uses negative as well
as positive points., For example, crimes of violence are scored
-6, -4, -2, and 0 points for the categories 1isted in item &. There is no
mathematical necessity for using negative poiﬁts to penalize an
applicant for an unfavorable characteristic.22 Also, it is likely
that a point  system using both negative and positive points will give
more clerical errors in routine administration than a "zero-based
one with anly positive points. Administratively, then a better
scoring of crimes of violence would be 0,2,4, and 6 points.

From the perspective of public opinion, however, positive points
avermuch less palatable. Since we cannot expact the public to be
familiar with the mathematics of linear transformations, it might
percejve én award of say, 4 points for armed robbery as indicating
official approval for this crime. The possible embarrassment o the
Department from the use of a zerg-based scoring system thus pre-
cluded its adoption.

Setting Category Boundaries

The point system was designed so that temparary ralease
selection would be both fairer to inmates. and as easy as possible
to administer. One implicatien of these considerations 1s that
category boundaries should be at the same level for all facilities.

It would be unfair, for example, if an inmate were aligible for

22The purpose of the point system is to group applicants into three
categories according to their point score. In terms of this result it
makes no difference if one gives, say, -2 and 0 points or 0 and 2
points {assuming, of course, that the category boundaries in the latter
case differ by 2 points). The important fact is that in both cases

one group is being penalized by two points relative to the other group.
Statistically speaking, this is but an expression af the fact that
correlations are invariant under linear transformations, that is,
changes of scale or origin.
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furiough consideration by the Temporary Release Committee at one faci-
tity, but fell in the automatically rejected category at another faci-
1ity with higher category boundaries.

On the other hand, a wide variation in the distribution of
point scores among the facilities or between the male and female
populations could create pressures against uniform category boundaries.
For exampie, if inmates at some facilities score substantially
higher than those at other facilities, they would fi1l a dispro-
portionate share of the Department's work release spaces and would
also participate in the furlough program at a much higher rate than
inmates at the remaining facilities. Administrators at relatively
lTow-scoring facilities would be forcéd to deny these popular pro-
grams to a higher proportion of applicants. These disparities could
lead to demands that the scoring category boundaries ba adjusted to
the population characteristics of each facility.

To determine whether it would be feasible to establish uniform
category boundaries for all the facilities using the point system,
a representative sample of recent applicants for temporary release
was drawn from each of the pilet facilities. Point scores were com-
puted and thé%r distributions were obtained for the entire sample
and for each facility. These distributions, which allow a comparison
among facilities and betwesen the male and female samples, are pre-
sented in Table 13.

Since the point system was designed to provide inmates with
the opportunity to improve their chances of acceptance into the

program by raising their scores, an attempt was also made to

estimate the effect that improved inmate behavior might have on the



TABLE 13
POINT SYSTEM DISTRIBUTION

(CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES) SCORES AS
RAW SCORES Imgggﬁgg?ggHig?OR
Women Men Men Women
SCORE (BEDFORD) AUBURN ELMIRA WALLKILL  COMBINED Bedford
SAMPLE |
19 1.0%
20 1.0
21 3.1 | 1.0%
23 4.2 1.8% 2.5% 3.8% 2.6% 0.4% 2.1
24 5.2 1.8 2.5 5.1 3.0 0.4 2.1
25 5.2 6.4 6.2 11.5 7.8 3.3 2.2
26 6.2 7.3 7.5 15.4 9.7 4.8 4.2
27 12.5 16.4 13.8 25.6 18.3 7.7 7.3
28 14.6 19.1 16.2 28.2 20.9 8.4 9.4
29 21.9 30.9  26.2 35.9 31.0 19.4 13.5
30 28.1 35.5 33.8 39.8 36.2 24.2 16.6
31 37.5 49.1 42.5 28.7 47.0- 35.2 23.9
32 42.7 56.4 50.0 53.8 5§3.7 39.9 30.2
33 51.0 62.7 63.8 66.7 64.2 51.3 38.5
34 53.1 69.1 68.8 75.6 70.9 58.6 39.6
35 61.4 76.4 73.8 78.2 76.1 67.4 51.0
36 70.8 80.0 77.5 87.2 81.3 73.3 62.5
37 72.9 84.6 83.8 88.4 85.4 79.9 §8.7
38 80.2 90.9 87.5 94.9 91.0 85.4 75.0
39 81.2 96.4 92.5 96.1 95.1 90.1 76.0
40 90.6 99.1 96.2 98.7 98.1 96.3 89.6
41 93.7 100 98.8 98.7 99.2 98.2 92.7
42 86.8 100 100 100 98.5 95.8
43 96.8 99.3 96.8
44 100 100 100

N 96 110 80 78 268 273 36
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point score distribution. Inmates can raise their scores during
incarceration either by improved program participation, by improv-
ing their disciplinary record, or by successful completion of fur-
Joughs. Overall performance on the item rewarding successful com-
pletion of a furlough is unlikely to improve, however, unless the
proportion of inmates granted furloughs increases. There is also
1ittle likelihood of change on the item rewarding participation in
programs and work assignments, since most inmates applying for
temporary release meet its criteria for earning two points.23
Therafore, in calculating the distribution of scores in Table 13, as
corrected for improved behavior, two points were awarded to all
applicants for successful participation in program or work assign-
ments. It was then further assumed that one-half of these applicants
with room for improvement on the disciplinary measures would gain the
points associated with those items.

The distribution of scores for the male population indicates
1ittle varjation among the facilities. Table 13 shows that at
"each of the men's facilities the minimum score was 23 and th& maximum
score was 42. A score of 32.1 was the mean value for the men. The
distribution for the female population in the sampie expibits a wider
range of scores, with a minimum of 19 and a maximum of 44. The women
§cored higher than the men, with a mean value of 33.6. The similarity
of these distributions of scores meant that using the same scoring

category boundaries at each of the four pilot facilities would not

23 1nformation on work assignment performance was not collected for
the sample of applicants from the four pilot facilities. But since
61% of these applicants earned the two points on the basis of pragram
participation atone, the addition of satisfactory performance oan

work assignments as & way of earning two points on this item would
leave very few applicants who had not earned their two points here.
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lead to substantially different rates of participation in temporary

release among the eligible inmates at the different facilities, or to
the tension that might accompany such different rates of participation.

Although it would be possible to use the same scoring category
boundaries at each facility, a different set of category boundaries
would have to be considered for each type of temporary release, be-
cause of the different risks involved in each type of temporary re-
lease and the differing capacities of each type. For example, at the
time 800 beds were available for wark release and educaféona] leave,
which allowed approximately 2,600 participants per year. Since 12,000
jnmates may be eligible over the course of a year, only 22% of those
eligible can participate in these 2 types of temporary release.

It was also necessary to ;ear in mind that nct all the approvals
for work release or educational leave in the revised salection pro~-
cess should come from the high category. If category boundaries
were such that the high category supplied all or most of the partici-
pants that could-be accommodated in these programs, the Temporary
Release Committee could itself approve few, if any, applicants in
those programs. The members of the Committee would be dissatisfied
by such an arrangement, In addition, many inmates who might be good
choices for work release score in the middie range.- Therefore, it
was decided that approximately half of these work release partici-
pants should come from each of the high and middle scaring categories.

In addition, it was necessary to bear in mind the relatiaons
between the types of temporary release. For instance, furlougns are
frequently used as a testing ground for later participation in wark

release. Inmates successfully completing furloughs would earn
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four points on the tenth item in the point system. The lower boundary
of the middle scoring categary for furloughs could therefore be set
lower than the equivalent boundary for work release. Inmates with
initial scores too low to gain consideration for work release would
then have an opportunity to be considered for furlough and to raise
their scores through successful complietion of a furlough. (The lower
boundaries of the middle scoring category for work release and for
furlough could not, however, be set more than four points apart.
Otherwise this progression would not be possible.}

Taking these considerations into account, the following category
boundaries for work release and educational leave were set on a trial
basis. Applicants must score 40 or above to place in the high
category. The middle range includes applicants who score between
33 and 39. The first half of Table 14 presents the percentage of
applicants from the sample collected at the pilot facilifies who
fall in each work release or educational leave scoring category. In-
cluded in the table are figures based on the raw sample data, and the
"corrected" scores of applicants in the sample, taking into account
possible improvements in their institutional behavior resulting from
the use aof the point system, as described in note 23. \Using the
®"corrected” figures, about 10% of all applicants would fall in the
high category for work release, or roughly half of the program's
capacity of 22% of the eligible population. The Temporary Release Com-
mittee would thus be able to select the remaining half of the inmates
that could be accommodated in the program.

In the absence of a clear ceiling on the number of appiicants
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TABLE 14
PERCENTAGE QF APPLICANTS IN POINT SYSTEM CATEGORIES

WORK RELEASE AND EDUCATIONAL LEAVE

Point System Raw “Corrected""Scores
Categories Men Waomen Men Women
Low )

(0-32) 54% 439 404 304

Middle .

(33-39) 414 38% 50% 46%

High

(40-44) 54 199 10% 249

FURLOUGHS AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE

Raw "Corrected" Scores

en Women Men Women
Low
(0-29) 31% 22% 19¢% 14%
Middle
(30-37) 54% 51% 61% 55%
High
{38-44) 15% 27% 20% 31%

who can participate in the furlough progrém, both the high and
middle categories for furloughs can include a larger propertion of
applicants. The category boundaries for furloughs and leaves of
absence were set as shown in Table 14. Furlough applicants need to
score 38 or above to place in the high category. Those who score
from 30 to 37 will be subject to discretionary consideration. The
boundary between the high and middle scoring categories is two
points below the equivalent boundary for work release-educational
leave. The boundary between the middle and low categories for
furlough is three points below the equivalent baoundary for work re-

lease. For both the raw and "carrected® scores, the proportion of
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inhates to be considered for furloughs increases by about 20 percentage
points over the proportion to be considered for work release and
educational leave. Applicants at the bottom end of the furlough
discretionary category who successfully complete a furlough will
gain four points, and will thus be etigible forlconsideration for work

release by the Temporary Release Committee.
The final type of temporary release for which boundaries between

the scoring ranges had to be set is supervised community service,24
This program allows inmates to leave a facility under the immediate
supervision of facility personnel to participate in religious,
cultural, or athletic activities. Since all participants are escorted,
and there are few risks to the community, boundaries can be more
liberal. For the same reason, the low or automatically rejected
category was eliminated here, giving all app?icénts the oppoartunity
to appear before the Temporary Release Committee for its consider-
ation. The lower boundary of the high scoring range for supervised
leave was placed at 36, putting 25% of all male applicants in that
top range. The remaining three-quarters would have the right to be
considered by the committee.

These category boundaries are higher than may ultimately be
desirable if the new selection process is permanént]y instituted
at all Department facilities. 1In view of the inevitable yncertainties
in predicting the final point score distribution of the total gligible

population as influenced, for example, by the incentive aspect of

the new selection process, this was the safer course to follow. (1t
is always easier to liberalize a selection process than to make it

more stringent.) The experience gainad by use of the system can be

24 : . . . . . .

Applications for unsupervised community service leaves involving
voluntzer work in the community, would be screened using the work
release scoring categories.
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used to Jower tne boundaries, if necessary, ance the point system 1is

introduced throughout the Department.

Comparison of Selection Procedures
One of the first questions to be asked in assessing the impact
of the point system is the extent to which its decisions differ
from those of the selection process it replaces. Table 15 shows
the relation between the two selection processes. Each individual
in the sampie of applicants at the four pilot facilities is
characterized according to the category of the point system he would

fall in for furlough applications and according to whether he had

actually been approved by the Temporary Release Committee for furiough.

TABLE 15
COMPARISON OF RESULTS OF POINT SYSTEM TO THOSE OF EARLIER

TEMPORARY RELEASE COMMITTEE DECISIONS,

Point Score

oW Middle High*
{Discretionary)
No 58 30 3
77% 48% 5% 47%
0id Decision Yes 17 98 54
23% 52% a5% 3%
N 75 188 57

Total N=320

The results indicate a substantial degree of compatability between
the two methods of selection. If it is assumed that applicants falling

in the middle category would receive the éame treatment by the

* Includes only those cases which fall into the high category and are
not subject to special screening . (See page 42



- 42 -

Temporary Release Committee under both the old and the new pro-
cedures, then selection in or ocut of the program differs in only

% (20) of the cases in the sample. O0f those applicants auto-
matically accepted by the new selection process, 3% were approved
by the Temporary Release Committee. The greatest difference
occurs at the other end of the scoring range; 23% of those scor-
ing in the lowest range of the point system, who would be rejected
under the point system, were approved by the committee for furlough
participation.

The close agreement between the two methods of selection on
cases falling in the high scoring range may indicate the con-
servative nature of the category boundaries set for the beginning
of the new selection process. It may also be a sign that the
Temporary Release Committee emphasizes some of the same items which
the point system picks up, such as length of criminal history,
violent crimes, and\institutiona1 adjustment. On the other hand,
those applicants most likely to successfully complete a temporary
release program may be the easiest to identify, regardless of the
criteria being used, so that those applicants who score highest
on the point system are also almost always approved by the

Temporary Release Committee.

- Special Screening
There may well be cases where the routine application of a
point system for selecting participants for temporary release may
not be consistent with protecting the public. Some individuals
who score high on the point system may have conditions that make
them unsuitable for the program, such as & history of mental

instability. Also, the participation of cartain types of
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individuals, such as notorious offenders and members of organized
crime, might undermine public acceptance of the program. Con-
sequently, a screening process was incorporated into the
application procedures for the following kinds of individuals:
notorious offenders, members of organized crime, offenders with a
history of sex offenses, and offenders with a history of mental
instability. Applicants falling in any of these cafegorées can
not automatically qualify for the pragram on the basis of their
high scores, but will always have to be approved by the Temporary
Release Committee.

Another category aof offenders posing special probiems for the
point system are youthful offenders. Youthful offender status
is given to defendants aged 16 to 19 if, in the opinion of the
court, the interest of justice would be so served. Youthful
offender designation is given only to youths with no pravious
felony conviction. Being so adjudicated does not constitute a
convictien for & crime.25 Since so many of the items in the point
system relate to criminal history, it is likely that a youthful
offander would score high in the point system. But some of these
individuals, especially those with tendencies toward viclent be-
havior,might not be suitable for temporary release. It was there-
fore stipulated that the point system not be used in evaluating
temporary release applications for youthful offenders. Rather,these
applicants will continue to be avaluated by the Temporary Release
Committee as in the past. [t is estimated that all of the special
screening categories will account for no more than ten per cent of

all appiicants.

ZSNew York Criminal Procedures lLaw, § 720.
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SUMMARY

The design of a point system for evaluating temporary release
applications began with a study to identify those aspects of an
inmate's record which would predict performance on temporary re-
lease, but did not end there. Although the ability to predict per-
formance in the program was a central consideration in choosing
among alternative point systems, other issues, such as address-
ing the needs of the population, ease of administration; fairness,
and the need for incentives, also played important roles in
determining the final version.

Care was aiso taken, for this initial test of the concept of
a point system, to continue, in certain cases, to make use of the
intuitive judgment of individuals acquainted with the applicants.
Only applicants at the two ends of the point system's distribution
were evaluated on the basis of their scores alone; applications
falling in the middle of the distribution were referred to the
Temporary Release Committee for its assessment of the individuals’
suitability for the program. The selection process also
acknowledged that some inmates who score high, such as sex offenders,
youthful offenders, and mentally unstable applicants, may never-
the]gss, be unsuitable participants in temporary release. These
individuals were referred to the Temporary Release Committee for
its assessment of their application.

The next step in the development of the point system selection
process was the pilot test of Point System 4 at four Department
facilities. It was anticipated that the actual use of the point
system wou]d result in suggestions for improving the point system

and the procedures that were developed to accompany it.
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SECTION II - REVISIONS IN THE TEMPORARY RELEASE POINT SYSTEM

Introduction

The pilot test of the new point system for the selection of par-
ticipants in temparary release was implemented at Auburn, Elmira,
wallkill, and Bedford Hills in September, 1976. The selection of
the pilot facilities was based on considerations of geographic loca-
tion, security designation and characteristics of the inmate popu-
lation. The pilot aimed to test the utility of the new selection
process for the entire system. The facilities were selected to
provide a representation of maximum and medium security institu-
tions, younger inmates, glder inmates and females. During the pilot
period, performance of the new system was continuously monitored
_through facility visits, telephone contact, examination of the ap-
peal process and the project's Management Information System.
Additiuna} information about the workings of the new selection
nrocess was gathered through correspondence from inmates and through
two conferences - a three day meeting in January, 1977, attended
by the staff responsible for operating the pilot project at the
facilities, and a meeting of inmates in April, 1977, attended by
inmates from Auburn, Elmira, and Wallkill. Inmaté interviews were
conducted at Bedford Hills.

In general, the pilot demonstrated that a selection process
for temporary release based on 3 point score was workable and
helpful. The addition to the temporary release staff of an inter-
yiewer who could thoroughly review case files and process appli-

cations made selection of candidates for temporary release a more
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organized and careful process.

Use of the point system took pressure off the Temporary
Release Committee members by automatically excluding some candidates
and by providing a framework for evaluating the records of those
who scored in the middle range. The relative severity of a
candidate's recard was made plain by the point score. Point
scoring clarified the grounds for selection into the program for
inmates and staff alike.

The record of the temporary release point system during the
pilot suggests that it protected the temporary release program from
failures that would jeopardize public acceptance of the program.

The furlough abscondance rate at the pilot facilities declined
from 2% to .5% while the number of participants increased by 30%.
(0f the eleven absconders from furlough during the first seven
months of the pilot, three were arrested on criminal charges - two
for grand larceny and one for petty larceny.)

In the %frst four months of the pilot there were only 40
furlough failures of any kind: most were late returns. This low
féi?ure rate had an unexpected negative effect on the process of
revision. It was too low to generate a statistically significant
hasis for modifying the point system to improve its predictability.
Nevertheless, as anticipated in the original project design,
experience with the point system also revealed weaknesses which
would have to be addressed before extending its use to the remainder
of the Department's general confinement facilities. Because pilot

data did not yield any predictive basis for changes in the system,
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the primary focus of the_revision was to imprave the fairness, uni-
formity and administration of the selection process. In particular,
it seemed possible to improve the fairness of certain point system
items without sacrificing their predictive qualities. Within this
framework, the project tried to accommodate the needs of adminis-
trators and inmates, and to respond to complaints about weaknesses
in the system whenever possible. Those weaknesses, and the sug-
gested revisions in the point system which would help correct thenm,
are the subjects of this section. A description of the procedural
aspects of the selection process is followed by a description of

the problems to be addressed by the revision. This section concludes
with a description of the revisions and an analysis of how they

were made.

It should also be noted that the revisions presented here were
further modified in response to the amendment of Article 26 of the
Correction Law in the summer of 1977. These subsequent revisions
substantially changed the nature and use of the point system. The
consequent lack of data about the point system's effectiveness
has made refinement of the predictability of the system impossible.
The performance of Eny point system should be periodically reviewed
to ensure that the judgments on which it is based have noi become
outdated. It is hoped that at a future date it may prove possible
to further refine the predictability of this point system.

A discussion of the new regulations governing inmate eligi-
bility for temporary release and the final revision of the selec-

tion system in response to the amendment 1is presented in Section I11.
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Procedural Aspects of the Selection Process

Although the use of a point system to guide decision-making
was the most dramatic change the Vera selection process made in
the way inmates were chosen for temporary release, it was only
one of several changes made in the process. Many of the problems
that surfaced in the preliminary study of temporary release
selection procedures were addressed by procedural changes. These
procedural changes were the result of extended exchange with the
Department’s temporary release staff. With few exceptions these
procedural changes proved to be workable, even welcome, additions
to temporary release processing.and required only minor revision
after the pilot. Selection procedures were developed to fulfill
two primary geals of the project: to develop a single, efficient
selection process for temporary release to be carried out in a
uniform and consistent fashion and to increase inmate under-
standing of and involvement in the selection process. Three major
chgnges were made in pursuit of these goals: 1) development of
inmate and staff manuals and forms, 2} institution of inmate
appearances before the Temporary Release Committees and 3) insti-
tution of an appeals process. -

1. Devalopment of Inmate and Staff Manuals and Forms

Inmates were informed of the new selection procedures
in an Inmate Temporary Release Manual distributed to all
inmates as well as through the use of posted bulletins,
video tape presentations and inmate radio.~I A policy and

procedures manual was also developed Tor staff use.

1.Manuals and video tape presentations were prepared in Spanish and
English.
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Facility staff also participated in sessions training them
in the new procedures and in interviewing techniques.

A standardized procedure with appropriate forms was
established for the submission and processing of temporary
release applications. Inmates were to be notified of the
progress of their applications at each important step
fn the process: upon receipt of the application, ciassi-
fication as a further investigation case, scoring of the
application, appearance before the Temporary Release Committee,

release decision, right to appeal, and results of appeal.

Institution of Inmate Appearance before the Temporary

Release Committee.

A1l inmates who scored in the discretionary range were
required to appear before the entire Temporary Reieasase
Committee for a personal interview. Some facility
administrators opposed the requirement that all serious
candidates for temporary release be interviewed, arguing
that such interviews would take up too much statf time{
However, the seriousness of the release decision
appeared to justify this use of staff time and the
Department approved the measure. In addition to providing
important additional information about the applicant, it
provided a focus for Committee deliberations.

The institution of inmate appearances before the Com-
mittee was one of the most popular changes introduced
by the new system. interviews with inmates and the
Inmate Attitude Study revealed that inmates who had an

opportunity to appear before the Committee, even if they
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were not ultimately approved for temporary release,
viewed the system more favorably than inmates who had
not appeared. (For a complete discussion see Section V,
Inmate Attitudes Toward Temporary Release.)

Institution of an Appeals Process

A right to appeal an adverse decision at the Commit-
tea or €entral Office level was built into the selection
process. Inmates were routinely notified of their right
to appeal and of appeal procedures when they were notified
of the decision approving or disapproving their appli-
cation,

The appeal procedure underwent some modifications as
a result of the pilot experience. Under the pilot system,
appeals related to mistakes in scoring of the point items
were heard by the facility Temporary Release Committees.
After the revision, appeals related to accuracy of point
scoring were heard by Temporary Release staff in Centrai
O0ffice. Other grounds for appeals heard by Central Office
inciuded challenge of a designat%on as a further investii-
gation case and appeal of a Temporary Release Committee deci-~
sion on the merits. All appeals were required to be taken
within 10 days after notice of a final decision had been
sent by Central Office staff or the Temporary Release
Committee.

Additional attempts to improve the uniform processing
of applications included development of standardized proce-
dures for treatment of warrants and discipiinary infrac-

tions. Uniform program rules for all temporary release
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programs were established, including penalties for late-
ness, absconding and drug and alcohol abuse.

Special procedures for emergency applications for
furlough and leave of absence were alsc developed. (For
a detaiied description of Temporafy Release Procedures,
see Appendix B, Temporary Release Selection Process
Staff Manual, and Appendix C, Inmate Manual).

Problems to be Addressed by Revisions in the Point System

Criticisms of the point system during the pilot cen-
tered chiefly on its emphasis on the prior criminal history
of applicants and on the resulting inability of some appli-
cants, regardless of their institutional performance,
to score high enough on the point system to have their
applications even considered by the Temporary Release Com~
mittee. Long-termers, in particular, were discriminated
against under-the point system. They are 1ikely to have
heavy criminal records, yet the limited impact!of
institutional record on the point system gave little
recognition to long-term efforts to benefit from Depart-
ment programs. Although the number of applicants for tem-
porary release in this situation was relatively small,
their predicament strengthened the general belief among
inmates that the point system penalized them too severely
for past events and was not forward-looking enough. A
related problem concerned the scoring of individual cri-
minal history items in the point system, in particular,
$ts lack of discrimination between recent convictions and

those that were over 10 years old. Staff and inmates alike
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felt strongly that it was unfair to treat both old and
recent convictions alike.

The point system's haﬁdiing of an applicant's insti-
tutional record was also criticized, principaily on the
ground that it did not give inmates enough room to im-
prave their scores. Also, the point system did not dis-
criminate between average and outstanding institutional
records. The program item, for example, provided no
additional recognition to long-term participation fin pro-
grams or work assignments. In addition, although appli-
cants could earn four points for a good discipiinary
record, their hold on those points could be precarious.
Because of the way the item was scored 1in particular cases,
a single new infraction would cause the ioss of all four
disciplinary points. _

Finally, although a major objective of the project
was to substantially reduce the Temporary Release Com-
mittee's work load, the great bulk of applications scored
in the middle range, and required Committee action.
During the pilot, point system boundaries for furloughs,
for example, resulted in 67.5% of all furlough applica-
tions.fa}ling in the middle range. This distribution
suggested that greater reliance should be placed on the
automatic decision-making capabilities of the point system,

particularly in the high range.
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THE REVISED POINT SYSTEM

To address the problems that were identified in the pilot
temporary release point system, the project formulated a number of
variations on the items in that point system. The better reformul-
ations, from the point of view of fairness and administrative con-
venience, .were then tested by rescoring actual applications from the
pilot pericd. This made it possible to assess the affect on scores
of changes in individual point score items and to identify their
cumulative impact on scoring when combined into new point systems.
(Eighty-four revised point systems were tested.} Differences in
the distribution of the old and new scores were compared in terms of
the number of inmates gaining and losing points, the number remain-
ing at their original point scere and the proportions scoring in
the ]ow; middle and high ranges. The results of this analysis are
discussed at the conclusion of this section. Following these tests
of the revised point score items, one of three final candidates for
the revised'point system was modified further to create the pro-
posed revision presented here. (The items pertaining to
institutional program participation and discipline were completely
reformulated, while two items pertaining to ¢riminal history were
modified slightly.)

The proposed revised point system is set out below. It aimed
to eliminate weaknesses in the pilot point system while retaining the
predictive value of that point system. It is a more flexibile pofnt
system providing greater opportunity for inmates to earn points
in the facilities and gain consideration for temporary release. It is
alsg a clearer and fairer point system, reducing ambiguities and

inequities in the scoring of items. The proposed revision of the
noint system is set out here, alongside the pilot point system, to

make comparison of the two easier. The point system items relating
=
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to criminal history are desc¢ribed and discussed f?rst, followed by

the items pertaining to the applicant's institutional record.

CRIMINAL HISTORY ITEMS

PILOT POINT SYSTEM

. Previdus incarceration following
-adjudication (2 pts. if none,
0 pts. if one or more)

Number of prior felony convict-
jons (2 pts. if none, 0 pts. if
one, minus 2 pts. if 2 or more)

Number of prior misdemeanor con=-
victions (1 pt. if none, 0 pts.
if one or more}.

REVISED POINT SYSTEM?

Previous incarceration following
adjudication (2 pts.-if none,
1 pt. if misdemeanor incarcer-

ations anly, 0 pts. if one or
more felony incarcerations).

Number of prior felony convic-
tions (2 pts. if none, O pts. if
one, minus 2 pts. if 2 or more)

Number of prior misdemeanor
convictions (1 pt. if none, ,
0 ots., if 3 or less, minus 1 pt.

it 4 or more).

4, Previous revocations of parole 4, Previous revocations of parole
or probation if resulting from or probation if resulting from
abscondance or rearrest (2 pts. abscondance or rearrest (2 pts..
if none, 0 pts. if 1 or more) if none, 0 pts. if one or more)

5. OQutstanding warrants at time 5. Qutstanding warrants at time
of commitment (2 pts. if none, of commitment (2 pts. if none,
0 pts. if 1 or more.) 0 pts. if 1 or more}.

6. Nature of prior and current con- 6. Nature of prior and current
victions of crimes against the convictions of crimes against
person (minus 6 pts. if any con- the person (minus 6 pts. if any
victions for murder or sex crimes convictions for murder or sex
or for kidnapping in the first crimes or for kidnapping in the
or second degree. Minus 4 pts. ~first or secaond degree. Minus
if any manslaughter or first 4 pts., if any manslaughter or
or second degree arson con- first or second degree arson
victions. Minus 2 pts. if any convictions. Minus 2 pts. if
robbery, assault, possession of any robbery, assault, arson in
dangerous weapon, menacing or the third degree, possession of
first degree reckless endanger- dangerous weapon, menacing or
ment convictions. 0 pts. if no first degree reckless andanger-
convictions for violent crimes ment convictions. O pts. if
against the person). no convictions for violent

crimes against the person.)

2The ten year rule, follaowing the Second Felony Offender lLaw, is
applied to each criminal history item. For each item, the fen year
period for which the criminal history items will be scored is counted
back from the date of present incarceration. Any period of incarcer-
ation is excluded in calculating the ten year period, in effect
extending the ten year period by an equal amount of time.
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A11 of the criminal history items were modified to conform
with the Second Felony Offender Law, which, for sentencing purposes,
does not recognize convictions over 10 years old. For each
criminal history item, the ten year period is counted back from
the date of present incarceration. Any neriod of incarceration
during that period, is excluded, in effect extending the ten year
period by an equal amount of time. This change was made in response
to one of the most frequent complaints of inmates énd staff ébaut
the pilot point system--that it gives unwarranted weight to very old
canvictions and ravocations of parole or probation. The impact of
this revision on the overall distribution of appliicants among the
high, middTe and low scoring categories is minimal.

Item 1, Previous Incarceration Following Adjudication, was

modified to distinguish between felony and misdemeanor incarcerat-
ions. The item awards two points if the applicant had no previous
incarcerations and gives one point if any previous incarceration
was for a misdemeanor only. The change provides both a fairer and
more precise guide to the prior incarceration history. Although

it is more detailed than the original item, the additional inform-
ation is easily documented. (This révision of item 1 has a minor
drawback. In providing 1 point if incarcerated for a misdemeanor
only, it puts the Department in the position of awarding points

for a negative attribute. Arithmetic changes in the point system
can correct this easily, however. The item has been left in a form
which parallels the current item in order to facilitate comparison
of the two systems.)

Item 3, Number of Prior Misdemeanor Convictions, was altered

to reflect an applicant's entire misdemeanor record. Inmates with
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four or more misdemeanar convictions are penalized by minus 1 point.
Wwhile the change is mere stringent than the ariginal item, it com-
nlements the revision of Item 1, which reduces the penalty for pre-
vious misdemeanor incarceration. Taken together, the jtems more
accurately describe an applicant's prier criminal hisfory and its
likely effect on temporary release performance.

The most extensive revisions appear in the items pertaining to
institutional behavior, which were changed to make them more

sensitive to differences in the institutional record of applicants.

INSTITUTIONAL BEHAVIOR ITEMS

CURRENT POINT SYSTEM

7. Program participation (2 pts. 7. Program participation I

if completed program or (Max. 3 pts.) Participation
participated continuously : mos. are used to calculate
for 6 mos. during the last this score. A participation
2 yrs. or if carried out month is a 30 day period of
any work assignment for 10 regular participation in
mos. out of the past yr, either a program or a work

0 pts. if not.) assignment within the 2 yrs.

prior to application. 1 pt.
may be earned by accumuiating
either :

a) 8 participation mos. in
work assignments

b) 8 participation mos. in
. programs,
-Qr‘-
¢) 8 participation mos. in
any combination of work
assignment and program

2 pts. may be earned by ac-
cumuTating 16 participation
mos. provided that no more
than 12 of these mos. are for
work assignment. 3 pis. may
be earned by accumulating

24 participation mos. pro-
vided that no more than 12 of
these are for work assignment.
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Discipline I (2 pts. if two or 8.

fewer Adjustment Committee deci-
sions imposing an actual penal-
ty within the past year; 0 pts.
if three or more.)

Discipline Ii
Adjustment Committee decisians
imposing an actual penalty
within the last 3 mos; O pts.
if one or more}.

Temporary release record 10:

(minus 6 pts. if convicted of
a crime (or arrested, pending
disposition of charges) or
absconded while on temporary
release within the last year;
minus 3 pts. if convicted of
a crime {(or arrested pending
disposition of charges) or

absconded while on temporary 11.

retease within the past 2
yearss; minus 2 pts. if re-
turned late or under the in-
fluence of drugs or alcohol
within the past 6 mos; plus
4 pts. if most recent unes-
corted participation on tem-
porary release was successful
and occurred during the

past year; 0 pts. if none of
the above).

(2 pts. if no 9.

Program participation II
mum 1 pt.)

An inmate may earn this point by
accumulating 8 program or work
assignment participation mos.
for the perijod 25-36 mos. prior
to application.

(Maxi-

Disciptine I {Maximum 4 pts.)

(1 pt. if 0 Adjustment Commit-
tee decisjons imposing an actual
penalty in the last 3 mos; 1 pt.
if 1 or fewer Adjustment Committee
decisions imposing an actual
penalty in the last 6 mos; 1 pt.
if 2 or fewer Adjustment Com-
mittee decisions imposing an
actual penalty in the last 9 mos;
1 pt. if 3 or fewer Adjust-

ment Committee decisions im-
posing an actual penaity in

the last 12 mos.)

Discipline Il (Maximum 1 pt.)

{1 pt. if 3 or fewer Adjust- _
ment Committee decisions imposing
an actual penalty in the period
12-24 mos. prior to application
provided that the inmate has

been incarcerated at least 24 mos.
at the time of application).

Temporary release record {minus

6 pts. if convicted of a crime(or -
arrested pending disposition of
charges} or absconded while on
temporary release within the last
year; minus 3 pts. if revoked

from work release or educational
leave for reasons other than re-
arrest or abscondance within the
last year; minus 3 pts. if convic-
ted (or arrested pending disposi-
tion of charges) or absconded
while on temporary release with-
in the period 13-24 mos. prior to
applicatiaon; minus 2 pts. if re-
turned Tate or under the influ-
ence of drugs or alcohol within
the last 6 mos; plus 2 pts. if
most recent unescorted participa-
tion on temporary release was suc-
cessful and occurred during the
past year; 0 pts. if none of the
above.)
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Item 7, Program Participation I, incorporated several changes.

First, the revision is weighted more heavily than the original program
item, allowing applicants fo earn up to 3 points for program partici-
pation. At the same time it is highly selective, awarding 3 points
ohiy when maximum involvement is evident. Second, program complietion
is no longer taken into account. Instead, points are awarded solely
dn the basis of-participation months, that is, a 30 day period of regu-
lar participation in a program or wark assignment. In order to gain
points on this item, completion of short-term programs must be supple-
mented with add%tionaliparticipation months. Finally, the revision di%-
farentiates between program participation and work assignments. No
more than 12 participation months for work assignments may figure 1in
the total score. Although the change makes it more difficult for an
inmate to gain the maximum number of points, the differentiation pro-
vides a clearer indicator of the quality of the inmate's program acti-
vity and greater opportunity for applicants to increase their scores.

The decision to limit the number of points that could be earned
by only performing one's work assignment was made after extended dis~-
cussions with inmates, facility staff and Central Office personnel.
The pilot test of the original point system revealed strong dissatfis-
faction with the way the program item was scored. While most inmates
were happy to be able to earn the maximum number of program partici-
pation points quite easily, those inmates who were very active in in-
stitutional programs felt cheated. The system did not reward qua1i£y
leng term participation in institutional activities any more than it
rewarded a2 mediocre effort. Staff also considered the systam unfair
in this respact.

The inmate attitude study had revealed that inmates regarded
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program participation as a valid consideration in temporary release
decision-making. {See Section V, Inmate Attitudes Toward Temporary
Release). The problem, then, was to provide an incentive for all inmates
to participate in programs while distinguishing between merely adequate
and outstanding performance. It seemed obvious that the potential to
earn more points had to be built into the item. However, the number

of points added to the 1item should not be disproportionate to the entire
point system and thereby, substantially affect its predictability.
(Program participation was one of the weaker predictors of performance
gn temparary release). Therefore it was decijded to structure the
scoring of the item in such a way that only exceptional participation
would yield the maximum number of points. As a matter of poficy,
the_Department decided that program participation should, in general,
be more highly regarded than carrying out a work assignment. Although
some jobs are challenging and demanding, many require minimal effort
and ability. The Department.wished to reward the persconal planning,
initiative and more intense effort that participation in programs
generally required. The Department was aware that this solution

might raise other problems, particularly in the area of availtability

of programs and the need for inmate workers within the institutions.
However, the Department held the view that these questions were ones
that needed to be raised, and not merely for purposes of temporary
ralease. Therefore, with some reservations, the new scoring for pro-
gram participation was adopted.

The addition of Program Participation 11 was one way to give

thase inmates who are severely penalized under the point system for

lengthy or severe past criminal records, a chance to be considered
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for temporary release. The formulation of the jtem corresponds 1o
that of Program I. It provides a bonus point for the accumulation of
8 program or work assignment pérticipation months within the period
24 to 36 months prior to application. This formulation attempted

to preserve the incentive effects of the point system for iaong term,
frequently older, inmates.

The scoring of revised items 7 and 8 placed a greater re-
liance on the accuracy and completeness of institutional records re-
lating to program participation., It was apparent that some records
might not justify that reliance, but there seemed to be no alter-
native if the need for a more discriminating assessment of program
participation was to be met. The ravision stopped short, however,
of incorporating subjective judgements of the quality of an applicant's
program performance into the point system.

Discipline I and Discipline Il were combined into one item,

Ttem 9,with a maximum of 4 points. Points are accumulated according
to the distribution of infractions during a 12 month period. Al-
though Item 9 is slightly more difficult to document than the initial
version, its chief advantage is that it is mare specific and dis-
criminating than the original ftem. By using four discrete time
periods it reduces the chénces that an applicant would lose all four
disciplinary points on the basis of a single new offense. This struc-
turing of the item is responsive to a frequent criticism of the
pilot point system - that institutional points are hard to earn and
easy to lose.

Item 10 was added to provide an opportunity to those appli-
cants who have been in the custody of the Department for at least

94 months to earn an extra point. An inmate can gain | point on this jtem.
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foy having no more than 3 Adjustment Committee decisions imposing
a penalty in the period 12-24 months prior to application,

Temporary Release Record, Item 11, was expanded. I% added

a specification imposing a penalty of minus 3 points for raevocations
from work release Or educational leave for reasans other than re-
arrest or abscondance in the first year. This addition fills a gap in
the evaluation of an inmate's temporary release record that became
apparent during the pilot. The item also differs from the pilot
version in that points for successful participation in temporary re-
Jease are rewarded in two increments. An inmate receives 2 points
if the most recent participation in temporary release Was successful
and occurred during the past year, or 4 points if the first twq;mrtici»
pations were successful, This change creates & more continuous in-
rentive for inmates to establish a good record on several furloughs
hefore applying for work release and & better indication to the De~
partment of the inmate's readiness for an extended release program.
Two of the revisions gave long-termers further opportunity
to increase their chances for temporary release by earning additional
institutional peints. ~In some cases, however, inmates who made the
hest of those opportunities s+111 scored in the low range. T1he axis-
tence of cases of this type did much to undermine the perception of
the point system as a fair system of selection. (See Section V¥,
Inmate Attitude Study). It therefore was proposed that inmates who
have earned 7 of the § points to be carned in items 6-10, the insti-
tutional behavior items, be entitled to have their applications for
tempordry release considered by the Temporary Release Committee,
even if they scored in the low range. However, hecause of the serious

nature of their criminal histories as eyidenced by their low scores,
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their applications would not be approved without the unanimous agree-
ment of the three committee members, plus the Chairman. This repre-
sented a very small addition to the overall caseload of the committee,
while granting significant relief to low-scoring inmates with excel-~
lent institutional records.

Sétting Category Boundaries

The distribution of scores for the pilot point system and the re-
vised system varies substantially.3 On the average, point scares are
higher under the revised system. For example, Table 1 shows that
37.1% of the males whose applications were scored under the revised
system scored 32 or below. The corresponding proportion under the
pilot system is 45.0%. A comparison of the high end of the point
score range shows that 14.0% of the wmales would score 39 or above under
the revised system compared to 7.0% under the pilot system.

' Scoring differences between men and women persist under the re-
vised system. While 37.1% of the men would score 32 or below, only
22.5% of the women would fall into %this range. However, these dis-

parities are not so gqreat as to justify different scoring boundaries

3The point score ranges under the pilot point system were as follows:

TYPE OF TR PROGRAM RANGE
LOW MIDOLE ] HIGH

Work refeasa, educational leave,
community services program - Q0 to 32 33 to 39 50 to 44
volunteer work

Furlough, leave of absence,
industrial training leave

0 to 29 30 to 37 38 to 44

Community services program - { .
supervised athletic and religious ; 0 te 35 36 to 44
activities ] i




TABLE I

Point Score Distribution
cumulative percents

MALES FEMALES
Revised Pilot Revised Pilot

Score Point System Popint System Point System Point System
23 .4

24 1.3 0.4 2.5
25 2.2 2.6 2.5 7.5
26 3.9 3.9 2.5 7.5
27 6.1 8.3 2.5 10.0
28 8.3 10.5 5.0 10.0
29 14.8 22.7 7.5 15.0
30 19.2 27.5 12.5 15.0
31 27.1 41.0 17.5 22.5
32 37.1 45.0 22.5 30.0
33 45.9 53.7 32.5 40.0
34 59.0 67.7 40.0 47.5
35 67.7 75.5 42.5 5.0
36 73.4 83.8 50.0 62.5
37 80.8 87.8 60.0 65.0
38 86.0 93.0 70.9 77.5
39 90.0 94.8 75.0 85.0
40 94.3 96.9 83.5 92.5
41 897.4 98.3 90.0 92.5
42 98.7 95.6 87.5 §7.5
43 106.0 100.0 100.8 100.0
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for men and women, particularly given the possible constitutional
problems that the use of different boundaries would raise.

The point system was revised to eliminate ambiguities and dis-
crepancies in various point score items and to provide inmates with
additional opportunities to gain consideration for temporary release.
Undér the proposed revised point system, the proportion of inmatas
in the middle range would rise dramatically and wouid account for most
of the applicants that could be accommodated by temporary release
programs. Such a result would be unsatisfactory, as it would place
an additional burden on the Temporary Release Committees rather than
making a reduction in the number of decisions the Committee has to make.
Taking this consideration into account, a shift in category boundaries
was proposed to raduce the proportion of applicants scoring in the
middle range for the various types of temporary release.

The proposed scoring boundaries continued to reflect the different
risks involved in each type of temporary release and the different
capacities of each program. For example, at the time of the revision
the Department had 1055 available beds for male work release and
educational leave participants. This number would permit 2110 program
participants a year assuming a six month length of stay. If the length
of stay were four months, the number of participants that could be
accommodated in a year was 3165. As 11,667 males were statutorily
eligible to apply for temporary release over the course of a year,
the percent of eligib?és who could participate in work release or
educational leave would be 18.1% assuming a six month length of stay,
or 27.1% assuming a four month length of stay.‘ The number of female
participants in work release and educational Teave would be between

150 and 225, assuming 75 available beds and the turnover rates set out
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above. As 333 females were eligible over the course of the year,
the percentage of eligible women who could participate 1in these
forms of teﬁporary release was between 45.0% and 67.6%.

The propaosed point score boundaries for work release and educa-
tional leave were developed as follows: applicants must score 39 and
above to place in the high range, while the middle categary includes
applicants who score between 33 and 38. The first half of Table 2
presents the percent of applicants who fall in the work release and
educational leave scoring categories. About 14% of the men would fall
into the high category for work release. With 11,667 males becoming
eligible for work release in the course of a year, the automatic
acceptance rate created by the proposed boundary would result in 1633
acceptances for work release. Assuming a six month length of stay,
and an estimated capacity of 3%10, males in the automatic range would
account for 77.4% of the work release beds. Assuming a four month
length of stay, the proportion would be 51.6%, an acceptable propor-
tion. As in the pilot, the Temporary Release Committee would be
free to select the other half of the total male population that could
be accommodated by the program. Similarly, the proportion of females
scoring in the high range, 30% or 99 participants would account for
66% of the available places assuming a six month program length, and
44% assuming a four month praogram.

The revised category boundaries for furloughs and Teave of ab-
sence are set out in the bottem half of Table 2. Both the high and
middle categories include large proportions of applicants. Furlough
applicants would need to score 36 and above to place in the high

range. Those scoring in the 30-35 range would be subject to dis-
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cretionary consideration by the Temporary Release Committee. The
boundary between the middle and high scoring category was set 3

points below the equivalent boundary for work release and educational
leave. The boundary between the low and middle scoring categories

was also set 3 points helow the equivalent boundary for work release and
educational leave to allow inmates to use successful furlough partici-
pation to earn their way into consideration for work release. (Accord-
ing to the revision in Item 11, applicants at the bottom end of the
furlough discretionary category would have to successfully complete

two furlecughs in order fto be eligible for consideration for work
release by the Temporary Release Committee.)

TABLE 2
Revised Point System

Percentage of Applicants in Point System Categories

Point Svystem Categorias Work Release and Educational Leave
Males Females
Low ' 37.1% 22.5%
{0-32)
Middle 48.9% 47.5%
(33-38)
High 14.04% 30.0%
(39-44)
Total 100.0% 100.0%
(229) (40)

Furloughs and Leaves of Absence

Low 14.8% 7.5%
(0-29)

Middle 52.8% 35.0¢
(30-35)

High 32.3% 57.5%
(36-44)

Total 100.0% 100.0%

{229) (40)



- 66 -

Finally, the Tower boundary of the high scoring range for super-
vised community service projects was set at 34, placing 54.1% of the
males in the top range.

The proposed adjustments in the scoring category boundaries were
intended to take advantage of the increased capacity of the work
release programs and to reduce the furlough caseload of the Tem-
porary Release Committee to the pilot prograh’s original target of
about 50% of all furlough applicants.

Proposed downward adjustments of the work release high range
boundary from 40 to 39 and the furlough high range boundary from 38
to 36 would not be Tikely to create any substantial additional risk
to the programsl The great majority of applicants scoring at these
levels would be accepted for temporary release anyway. At the four
pilot facilities, for example, all work release applicants in the
Tirst seven months of the pilot who scored 39 were accepted for work
release by the Temporary Release‘ Committees. In the same period,
of furlough applicants scoring 37 points, 83% were accepted, and of
those scoring 36 points, 72% were accepted by the committees.

Further Investigation Categories

Not all applicants for temporary release whose scores fall in
the high range and who therefore would be entitled to automatic
acceptance into the program are suitable for participation in the pro-
gram. Four types of applicants were identified before the pilot period
began as requiring additional screening bafore participation in tem-
porary release could be granted - offenders with a history of mentatl
instability, sex offenders, membérs of organized crime, and notorious

offenders. During the pilot period all applicants in the middle and
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high ranges whose records rajsed these issues were given an oppor-
tunity to contest their classification in these categories, either
before a special hearing officer or before the Temporary Release Com-
mittee. 1If the classification was upheld, the applications of those
inmates found to fall in these further investigation categories were
then decided upon by the Temporary Release Committee, which was entitled
to deny participation in the program on the basis of the adverse
classification.

During the first four months of the pilot, out of 1312 cases
falling in the middle or high ranges, the issue of the mental insta-
bitity of the applicant was raised in 68 cases. In 23 of those cases,
the inmate was finally classified as having a history of mental
jnstability that could be considered in making a release decision.

Of seven applicants given a hearing on the issue of their notoriety,
one was found to be notorious. OFf nine applicants given a hearing to
allow them to contest their classification as a sex offender, eight
were found to be sex offenders despite the absence of a conviction
for a sex offense in their record. There were no hearings on the
jssue of membership in organized crime during the first four months
of the pilot.

The relatively low number of further investigation cases and the
1imited rate at which the proposed classifications were sustained in
the hearings suggested that the further investigation categories were
being used judiciously and with restraint as a further screen for
high risk cases. However, in a very small number of cases, the
local Temporary Release Committees had approved inmates for release
despite a finding that they should be classified in a further inves-

tigation category. Those cases gave rise to concern in the Depart-
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ment's Central Office over %the risk posed by releases in these in-
stances, particularly in the case of sex offenders. The probliem was
addressed by requiring Central 0ffice approval of all decisions to
release applicants who had been classified as a fdrthér investigation
case. On the basis of experience with these cases in the pilot, it
seemed doubtful that more than 50 cases of thié type would arise each
year, so the burden on Central Office staff was thought to be minimal.
During the course of the pilot, some facility and Central Office
staff were troubied by a few cases in which applicants with one or
more recent disciplinary offense had scored well enough to be given
automatic acceptance into temporary release. Automatic acceptance of
these inmates, it was argued, undermined facility discipline and seemed
unfair to low range inmates who had good disciplinary records but were
ineligible for the program because of an extended past criminal
history. A special screening process that would be analagous to a
further investigation category was caonsidered for such applicants.
Any screening of this sort would have functioned as an adjunct to the
point System’s avaluation of the applicant's disciplinary record and
would therefore have focused on only the most serious disciplinary
offenses. One proposed procedure provided that the applications of
all inmates scoring in the high range who were sentenced to special
housing during the last three months be referred to the Temporary
Release Committee for decision. The project did not favor the adop-
tion of such a procedure, primarily because it would present still
another special exception to the rule of decisien by the point system,
further jeopardizing its clarity and fairness. The decision of the

Department to respond to the new temporary release Taw by requiring
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all high range cases to appear before the Temporary Release Committee
ultimately mooted this discussion. The problem of an isolated serious
disciplinary charge receiving inadequate consideration because the
point system focuses on the gquantity rather than the quality of
infractions was partia1?y addressed by the inclusion of a rule which
made inmates ineligible for release participation until eight weeks
after confinement in special hoﬁsing for any length of time or keep-

lock for longer than 14 days.
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Analysis of the Revisions

Background

Several goals were pursued in revising the point system for
temporary release selection., First, in an effort to tighten the
selection process, the project wanted to refine and clarify the
point items. Second, the project aimed to minimize the negative
effects on the point system caused by the low range. Maintenance of
the low range was considered important in screening out the worst
candidates and in reducing the workload of the Temporary Release
Committees. However, the creation of a large pool of inmates with ex-
tensive prior criminal histories and with Tittle to gain by good insti-
tutional behavior was not considered desireable. Third, the project
wished to maintain the predictive relationship between point system
items and success-failure measures. To somé extent, these goals con-
flict with one another.

The purpose of the research was to find the formulation of the
revised point score items that would best accommodate the three
goals. This required determining the effect of changes in individual
paint score items and identifying the cumulative impact of the revised
items.® In addition to evaluating the effect of the revisians on the
overall population of applicants scoring in the low and middie ranges,
the project was interested in focusing on a sub-group consisting of

those who had received the maximum number of institutional pm‘nts5

4The Vera staff collected information from Department files on a sample
of 251 inmates from Auburn, Bedford Hills, Elmira and Wallkill who had
applied for temporary release since the inception of the point system

in October, 1976. The sample was selected from 1ists of inmates scoring
in the low and middle ranges. The information gathered was pertinent to
the prospective changes in point score items and was used to rescore
sample applications.

Snder the pilot system, institutional points refers to the number
of points accumulated for Program Participation, Discipline I and
Discipline II. The maximum number of institutional points was *6.
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under the pilot system but whose total score fell in the Tow range.
Inmates in this group had no chance to be considered for temporary
ralease. These inmates were studied to determine if the point system
could be modified to provide more potential for movement into the dis-
cretionary range without substantially affecting the usefuTness'of

the scoring categories and the predictive quality of the point system.
The analysis of this group supplemented data on the saﬁp?e of the entire

applicant popuiation described in footnote 4.

Results

As the pilot did not yield data that could be used to improve
the predictability of the point system, the thrust of research during
the revision was to determine to what extent the point system and
the individual items that comprised it could be changed without having
a substantial negative impact on predictability. Data analysis
served as a check against changes that were largely motivated by
concerns of fairness and administrative convenience. If proposed
changes did not appear to weaken the predictability of the point
system, they were adopted. h

First, the effects of modification of individual point score
items were examined. In some cases, proposed changes in the scoring
of individual items had very little effect on inmate scores. The use
of the ten year rule, for instance, affected only 7 inmates in the
sample. In some cases, the effect of a change in the scoring of one
item was offset by a change in another. For egamp1e, some inmates

who gained a point on the revised Prier Incarceration item lost it on

the revised Prior Misdemeanor Convictions item. Other changes produced

significant score differences, but for aonly a very limited number of
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inmates. Changes in the scoring of Program Participation and Qiscip-

line are of this type. In a few cases, the effect of a change on an
individual's point score was clear but its effect on predictabiiity was

negative or uncertain. The decision to retain the Qutstanding Warrants

item was prompted by this kind of finding.

After examination of proposed changes in indi?idua] items and
selection of the most promising, an analysis of their combined effect
on the point system was begun. Eighty-four possible combinations
were developed and examined. Of these 84 point systems, 3 were selectad
as the strongest candidates for the revised system. These 3 point
systems, and a description of the analysis that lead to the choice of
one of them, are presented here. Selected cross-tabulations have been
included to illustrats the relation between pilot point system items

and propesed revisions.



- 73 -
REVISED SCORE 1

Criminal Historyb

1. Previous Incarceration Following Adjudication (2 points
if none, 1 point if misdemeanor incarceration only,
0 points if one or more felony incarcerations).

2. Number af Prior Felony Convictions (2 points if none,
0 points if 1, minus 2 points if 2 or more).

3. Number of Prior Misdemeanor Convictions (1 point if
none, 0 points if 3 or less, minus 1 point if 4 ar
more}.

4. Previous Revocations of Parale or Probation if re-
sulting from abscondance or rearrest (2 points if
none, 0 points if 1 or more).

5. OQutstanding Warrants at time of Commitment (2 points
if none, 0 points if one or more}.

6. Nature of Prior and Current Convictions of Crimes
Against the Person (minus 6 pc?nts if any convictions
for murder or sex crimes or for kidnapping in the
first or second degree. Minus 4 points if any man-
slaughter or first or second degree arson convictions;
minus 2 points if any robbery, assault, possession
of dangerous weapon, menacing or first degree reckless

endangerment convictions; 0 points if no convictions for

6'The ten year rule, following the Second Felony Offender Law, has
been applied to each criminal history item, with the exception of
Previous Revocations of Parole or Probation. The ten year period
is counted back from the date of present incarceration. Any period
of incarceration during that peried is excluded in calculating the
ten year period, in effect, extending the period by an equal amount
of time.
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violent crimes against the person).

Institutional Behavior

7. Program Participation I - Maximum 2 points.
(1 point for each completed program or continuous
participation in a program for 6 months during the
last 2 years prior to application; 1 point for carrying
out any work assignment or series of work assignments
for 10 months out of the past year prior to apptication.
A maximum of 1 point may be earned for wark assignments.)

8. Program Participation II (1 point for completicn or
continuous participation in a program for 6 months with-
in the period 25 - 36 months prior to application}.

9. Discipline I (2 points if 2 or fewar Adjustment Com-
mittea decisions imposing an actual penalty within
the past year, 0 points if 3 or mare). '

10. Disicpline IT (2 points if no Adjustment Committee
decisions imposing an actual penalty within the last
3 months, 0 points if one or more).

11. Discip1ine.II§ (1 point if 2 of fewer Adjustment Com-
‘mittee decisions imposing an actual penalty within the
period 13 - 24 months prior to application, 0 points
if 3 or more).

12. Temporary Release Record (Minus 6 points if convicted
of a crime (or arrested pending dispositioen of charges)
or absconded while on temporary release within the
last year; minus 3 points i°f convicted of a crime (or
arrested pending disposition of charges) or absconded

while on temporary ralease within the past 2 years;
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minus 2 points if returned late or under the infliuence
of drugs or alcohol within the past 6 months; ptlus

4 points if most recent unescorted participation on
temporary release was successful and occurred during

the past year. 0 points if none of the above).

A1l three of the revised point systems selected for further
examination and presented here contained the following revisions
in the criminal history portion. These revisions were based on
an analysis of the individual point system items and consi=
derations of fairness.

In response to inmate and staff camplaints, the criminal
history items in each of the revised point systems were modi-
fied to conform with the Second Felony Offender law which does
not recaognize very old convictiens. This change had a minimal
impact on scoring but did much to improve the perception of the
point system as a fair way to choose inmates for temparary re-
lease. |

Two other changes were also made prfm&ri1y in response to

claims of unfairness. Previous Incarceration Following Adju-

dication, item 1, was changed to grant ane point if any previous
incarceration had been for a misdemeanor only. Under the pilot
system, any incarceration would result in O points.

Item 3, Number of Prior Misdemeanor Convictions, was de-

veloped in conjunction with item 1. The pilot item 3 awarded 1
point if the applicant had no misdemeanor convictions and
gave 0 points if he had 1 or more. The revision also takes away

1 point if the applicant had &4 or more misdemeanor convictions.
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Therefore, while the revision of item 1 gives an appiicant
another point if he has a record of misdemeanor incarcerations
only, in effect, item 3 takes away that point if he has a
substantial misdemeanor conviction record.

The original discipline items, Discipline I and Discipline 11,

were retained in Revisaed Score #1. Discipline III was added to

provide those who have been in the custody of the Department for
at least 24 months an opportunity to earn an extra point for an
extended good disciplinary record. In the initial structuring

of Discipline III, an inmate could gain 1 point for having 2

or fewer Adjustment Committee decisions imposing a penalty within
the period 13 - 24 months prior to application.
The program participation items are somewhat changed in

the revision. Program Participation I is substituted for the

pilot program item. The major change lies in the differen~
tiation between program participation and work assignments.

Under the pilot system, an inmate could receive & maximum of

2 points by participating in a program or work assignment.

Under the revision of this item, an inmate would receive the
maximum 2 points only if he participated in 2 programs or

1 program and 1 work assignment within the designated time period.
An inmate may earn only 1 point by participating in 1 program

or by successfully carrying out his waork assignment. This change
made it more difficult for most inmates to earn the maximum
number of points. It was intended to distinguish between

minimal participation in institutional activities {generally

work assignment only) and more active involvement in programs and

work. This scoring might also have an incentive effect on program
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participatian.

An additional item, Program Participation II, provides

a bonus point for completion or continuocus participation in a
program for 6 months within the period 25 - 36 months prior to
application. It was hoped that this formulation, which rewards
extended participation in programs, would help long-term in-
mates without distorting the predictive ability of the system
for the bulk of temporary release appii;ants who serve shorter
sentences.

The fcrguTation of item 12, Temporary Release Recaord, is

the same as the pi!ot item,

REVISED SCORE 3

Revised Score 3 excludes Qutstanding Warrants at Time of

Commitment and substitutes the pilot Program Participation item

for Program I described above. The pilot item awarded 2 points
for completion of or continuous participation in a program for

6 months during the 2 years prior to application or for carrying
gut a work assignment for 10 months .of the year prior to appjin
cation.

Each of the point score items were analyzed to determine
the effects of the various revisions on the original items.
Several cross tabulations have been selected to show
affacts of some of the tentative revisions of items and to
clarify the differences between the pilot point score system and

the revision.
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Table 3 illustrates the minimal impact of the tem year rule.

When applied to Item 6, Nature of Prior and Current Convictions

Against the Person, only 7 people in the sample are affected. The

ten year rule does not alter the score of the vast majority of
inmates (most are not old enough to be affected by it) but it
does much to enhance the apparent fairness of the system.

| TABLE 37

01d Violence Score {Item 6) by New Violence Score

01d Score
-6 Pts. -4 Pts. -2 Pts. 0 Pts.
-6 Pts. 100. 0%
(6)
-4 Pts, ©92.5%
(37)
NEW
-2 Pts. 97.2%
SCORE (139)
0 Pts. 7.5%
- (3) 2.8% 100.0%
(4) 51
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1060.0%

Table 4 shows the relation between the pilot Prior Incar-

ceration item and the revised item. The pilot item awarded 2 points
if an inmate had no prior incarcerations and 0 points if he had any.
The revision added an award of 1 point if a prior incarceration was

for a misdemeanor conviction only. Almost half of those who scored

7?he analysis of point score changes set out in the Tables below

was restricted to inmates scoring in the low and middle ranges under
the pilot point system.
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0 on Prior Incarceration under the pilot system received the added

point under the revision (47.7%). Thus, the differentiation between
felony and misdemeanor incarcerations helped a substantial portion
of inmates.

TABLE 4

01d Prior Incarceration Score {Item 1) by New Prior Incarceration

Score
01d Score
0 Pts. 2 Pts.
0 Pts. 52.3% -
(78)
NEW
1 Pt. 47.7%
SCORE (71)
2 Pts. - 100.0%
{102}
Total 100.0% 100.0%

Table 5 shows the relationship between revised Item 1, Prior

Incarceration, and revised Item 3, Number of Prior Misdemeanor Con-

victions. 0f the applicants who gained 1 point on item 1 for
having a misdemeanor incarceration anly, 12.9% lost a point on
Item 3 for having 4 or more misdemeanor convictions. These cases

constituted 3.3% of the total sample.
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TABLE 5

New Prior Incarceration Item by New Prior Misdemeanor Item*

Prior Incarceration

1 or More Misdemeanor
Felony In- Incarceration
carcerations Only None Total
(0 pts.) (1 pt.) (2 pts.)
Prior 4 or more 17.3% 12.9% 1.0% 3.6%
Misde~ (-1 pt.) (14} {(8) (1) (23)
meanor
Convig-
tions
3 or less 48.1% 87.1% 19.6% 46.7%
{0 pts.) (39) {54) (19) (112}
Nane 34.6% - 79.4% 43.7%
(28) (0) (77) (108)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
{81) (62) (97) (240)

*Elaven cases were
items.

excluded due to coding errors in the scoring of these

Table 6 shows the difference between the original Program

Participation item and the initial revision, Program I.

0f the 193

people in the sampie who earned 2 points for program under the pilot

system, 83 or 43.0% lost 1 of those points under the revised item.

The change from the original version weights program participation more

heavily than work assignments and requires participation in more than

one program or work assignment in order to gain the maximum number of

points.
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TABLE 6

Original Program Parficipation Score by MNew Program [ Score

01ld Score
g Pts. 2 Pts.
3 Pts. 100% -
(58)
NEW 1 Pt. 43.0%
: (83)
SCORE
2 Pts. 57.0%
(110)
Tatal 100.0% 100.0%
{(58) (183)

Almost one-third of the sample received an additional point

for Discipline III. Table 7 shows that those gaining the extra

point weres also more 1ikely to have received the maximum number of

points for Discipline H and'Discip}ine 1I. About three-fourths of

those who received 1 point for Discipline 111, also received ¢

points for Discipline 1 and Discipline II.

TABLE 7

Pilot Discipline Total Score* by Discipline III Score

Discipline III Score

0 Pts. T Pt.
0 Pts. 18.8% 7.4%
_ , (32) (6)
Discipliine I
2 Pts. 38.8% 17.3%
and . (66) (i4)
Discipiine Il 4 Pts. 42.4% 75.3%
(72) (61)
Total 100.0% 100.0%

*The original discipline total score refers to combined points re-

ceived for Discipline I and Discipline I1.
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In comparing the revised point systems, the project was also
interested in the numbers of inmates gaining and losing points, and
the preportidns moving into different point score ranges under the
reyised systems.

The changes in applicants' scores resulting from the use
of the three revised point systems are summarized in Tables 8 and 9.

TABLE 8

Point System Distributions
{cumulative percentages)

Score Pilot Revised Revised Revised
Pt. Score Score 1 Scare 2 Score 3

23 0.4

24 0.7 1.9 1.5 0.4
25 3.3 3.3 2.2 1.9
26 4.4 5.6 3.7 3.0
27 8.6 8.6 5.9 4.8
28 i0.4 10.8 8.2 8.2
29 21.6 20.8 15.2 11.2
30 25.5 25.7 18.90 18.0
31 38.3 33.1 27.5 25.3
32 42.8 43.5 36.4 34.6
33 51.7 50.2 45.4 42.4
34 64.7 5§2.5 58.4 54.3
35 71.7 68.4 65.1 62.1
36 80.7 73.6 71.0 72.1
37 84.4 81.8 79.2 77.3
38 80.7 86.2 84.8 84.8
39 93.3 B89.6 88.1 87.0
490 96.3 95.2 94.1 93.7
41 97.4 97.0 96.3 96.3
42 99.3 99.3 98.9 g8.9
43 99.6 99.6 39.6 59.6
44 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
N 260 269 269 269

Revised Score 3 produced the most dramatic change in scoring
patterns. Under Revised Score 3, 11.2% of the sample fell into
the low range for furloughs compared to 21.6% under the pilot system.

Under Revised Score 2, 15.2% scored in the low range, while the
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proportion for Revised Score 1 did not differ greatly from that

of the pilot point system.

Pt. System
Categories

Low
{0-32)

Middle
(33-39)

High
(40-44)

Pt. System
Categories

Low
(0-29})

Middle
{30-37)

High
(38-44)

TABLE 9

pPercentage of Applicants in Point System Categories

Work Release and Educational Leave

Pilaot Pt. Reyised Ravised
System Score 1 Score 2
4z2.8% 43.5% 36.4%
50.6% 46.1% 51.7%

6.7% 10.4% 11.9%

Furloughs and Leave of Absence

Pilot Pt. Revised Revised
System Score 1 Score 2
21.6% 20.8% 15.2%
§2.8% 61.0% 63.9%
15.6% 18.2% 20.8%

Revised
Score 3
34.6%
52.4%

13.0%

Revised

Score 3

11.2%

66.1%

22.7%

Table 10 shows movement from the low to the middle furlough

range. Over half of those in the low range under the pilot point

system moved into the middle range under Revised Score 3.

Under

Revised Score 2, 41.4% moved from the low to the middle range,

compared to 27.6% under Revised Score 1.
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TABLE 30

Number and Percent Moving from Low to Middle Furlough Range

Revised Sc¢.] Revised Sc.?2 Revised Sc¢.3

Moved into Middle Range 27.6% 41.4% 51.7%
(18) (24) (30)

Remained in Low range 72.4% 58.6% 48.3%
(42) (34) (28)

Total 100. 0% 100.0% 100.0%

Movement from the middle to the high furlough range did not
yary greatly among the revised point score (Table 11). More-
over, the proportions moving from the middle to the high range
were smaller than those moving from the Tow to the middle range.
The revised systems tended to have a greater effect on those

originally scoring in the low range.

TABLE 11

Number and Percent Moving from Middle to High Furlough Range

Revised Sc.l Revised Sc.2 Revised Sc.3

Moved into High Range 6.7% 7.8% 7.8%
(13) (15) (15)
Remained in Middle Range 93.3% 92.2% 92.2%
(180) (178) (178)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Table 12 shows downward movement from the middle furlough range
to the low range. Again, the proportions are relatively small,

ranging from 7.3% for Revised Score 1 to 2.6% for Revised Score 3.
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TABLE 12

Number and Percent Dropping from Middle to Low Furlough Range

Revised Sc.i Revisad Sc.2 Revised S5c¢.3

Moved from Middle to Low 7.3% 6.2% 2.6%
Range (14} (12) {5)
Remained in Low Range 92.7% 93.8% 97.4%
(179) (181) (188)
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

On the basis of the preceding analysis, Revised Score 1 was
determined to be the best candidate for the revised point system.
Althaugh Revised Score 3 provided more mobility into the middle
range, its chief limitation was the retention of the unsatis-

factory pilot program item. Revised Score 2 was rejected because

it excluded Item 5, Qutstanding Warrants. Even though Item 5

is somewhat difficult to séore it was retained in the revision.

An analysis of 69 serious temporary release failures at the Lin-
coln and Bayview Correctional Facilities between November, 1976
and May, 1977 revealed a high incidence of outstanding warrants.8
A1l but two of the inmates had been chosen for work release with-
out the use of the point system. Subsequent scoring under the
point system revealed that 35% had outstanding warrants on commit-
ment. As earlier research héd shown that only 10% of all appli=-
cants lost points on this item, this constituted a dispropor-

tionately high number with cutstanding warrants. Thus, the item

SThis analysis was interesting in several respects. Subsequent
point scoring of the inmates revealed that 42% of the cases scored
in the low range and would have been automaticaily excluded from
consideration for the program. Three cases would have been referred
for further investigation. Four cases would have been automatically
approved. Of the 69 failures, 10 were rearrested for violent crimes.
Six of these would have been automatically exciuded. None would
have been automatically approved.
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was retained as yet another aspect of the effect of prior crimi-
nal history.

The final version of Revised Score 1 was outlined at the
beginning of this section. The proposed final revisions were
not entirely based on computer analyses. For example, the final
versions of the program and discipline items were based on
estimates of the distribution of scores on these items. In
addition, figures included in the cumulative point distribution
(Table 8) are based on "corrected” scores, taking into account
possible improvements in various point score items. The further
modifications in Revised Score 1 were made to inject further

clarity and fairness into the point system selection process.
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SECTION III - MODIFICATIONS IN THE TEMPORARY RELEASE SELECTION PROCEDURES

In July, 1977, the legislature passed a bill to take effect
September 1, 1977 amending Article 26 of the Correction Law to require
promulgation of new regulations governing inmate eligibiiity for

temporary release programs.T

In an effort to shape the Department's
response to the provisions of the new law on temporary release eli-
gibility, the Vera staff worked with DOCS on the development of an
putline of the empirical basis for a set of guidelines satisfying
the following principles:
1. The selection process for temporary release would be governed
by clear and workable standards to guide all Department staff
members to whom the Commissioner delegates his authority

to approve inmates for temporary release. These standards

should be designed to do the best possible job of choosing inmates

1The new temporary release law made general changes in the eligibility
and selection criteria for temporary release as well as mandating pro-
mulgation of new comprehensive rules and regulations for temporary re-
lease programs by January 1, 1978. According to Section 851(2) "Eli-
gible Inmate" means a person confined in an institution who is eligible
for release on parole or who will become eligible for release on parole
aor conditional release within one year. In the case of a person ser-
ving an indeterminate sentence of imprisonment imposed pursuant to

the penal law in effect after September 1, 1967, for the purposes of
this article parole eligibility shall be upon the expiration of the
minimum period of imprisonment fixed by the court or where the court
has not fixed any period, after service of the minimum period fixed

by the State Board of Parcle, If an inmate is denied release on
parple, such inmate shall not be deemed an eligible inmate until he is
within one year of his or her next scheduied appearance befare the
STate Parole Board. MNo person convicted or any escape or absconding
oFfense detined in Article 205 0f the Penal Law shall be eligibie for
temporary release. MNotwithstanding the foregoing, no person who 1s an
otherwise eligibie inmate who is under sentence for a crime involving:
(a) infiliction of serious physical injury upon another as defined 1in
the Penal Law., (D) & sex offense involving forcible compulsion, or {c)
threatened use of a deadly weapon may participate in a temporary re-
Tease program without the written approval of the Commissioner. The
Commissioner snall promulgate requiations giving direction to the Tem-
porary Release Committee at each institution in order to aid such Com=-
mittees in carrying out this mandate.
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who would perform well in the program and screening out those
whose participation would jeopardize the program's future.

2. The annual number of participants in the Department's temporary
release programs should be reduced by roughly 25%.

3. New procedures would be established in order to assure Cen-
tral O0ffice review of applications that present particularly
important or sensitive issues.

This report describes modifications of the point system and

changes in the selection processes that were established in order to
meet these object‘ives.2

Modifications of the Point System

The base of the revised selection system was the point system,
which provided a uniform framework for the evaluyation of each applicant.
The temporary release law required that the Department's Temporary Re-
lease Committees approve for participation in the program only those in-
mates whose release would be "econsistent with the safety of the community
and the welfare of the applicant.” (§855(4)) The point system, as the
vehicle for guiding the decision of the Temporary pelease Committees,
was far more specific. It directed the committee's attention to the sig-
nificant elements of the applicant's criminal history - prior felony and
misdemeanor convictions, prior incarcerations, parole or probatjon viag-
Jations, outstanding warrants at time of commitmant, and violent crime
convictions - and to his institutional disciplinary record and his record
of participation in programs. As piloted, the points it awards or takes

away from an applicant for his record on each item are combined into an overall

25 detailed presentation of the revised temporary release selection pro-
cess appears in the Staff Manual, Appendix B.
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score which gives a balanced appraisal of the length and seriousness of
the applicant's criminal history and the degree of his adjustment to
incarceration. Based on studies of inmate performance on temporary
release and an extended pilot test in four Department facilities, the
point system was the starting point for a uniformly administered selec-
tion process, grounded on the consideration of factors shown to have
predictive value in assessing an appiicant's-chances for success in the
program.

When the new temporary release law was passed the point score
system had already evolved in sufficient detail so that, with certain
modifications to take account of the specific focus of the recent amend-
ments to Article 26, it could usefully serve as a set of detajled di-
rections to the Temporary Release committees. Promulgation of regulations
based on the point system was considered to be an appropriate first
step by the Commissioner in carrying out the mandate of the new temporary
retease law, Use of the point system could substantially reduce
the number of cases "eligible" for temporary release by manipulation of
paint score boundaries, it cmﬂd‘exthe inmates whose prospects for success
on release were relatively lower than the best candidates, and it could
penalize (for the purposes of determining eligibility) those inmates
under sentence for the crimes specified in the new law. The discretion of
Temporary Release Committees (when carrying out the statutory mandate to
balance "the safety of the community" with the "welfare of the applticant”
[§855(4)1) would in this way be guided along 1ines that research had
approved, and that were even more detailed and sensitive than the broad
categories to which the legislature had directed the Commissioner’'s
attention.

The version of the peint system tested in the pilot facilities

largely anticipated the new statute's concern with applicant's committed
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for violent crimes by specifically penalizing them on the basis of the
most violent crime of which they have been convicted according to the
following scheme:
Convictions for -
murder in 1°, 2°%;
kidnapping in 1°, 27%;
rape in 1%, 2%, 3°%;
sexual misconduct;
sodomy in 1°, 2°%, 3%;
incest;
were penalized by a loss of 6 points.
Convictions for manslaughter in the 1° and 2° and arson in the 1°
and 2° ware penalized by a Toss of 4 points.
Convictions for -
rabbery 1°, 2°, 3°;
assault 1°, 2°, 3°%; )
possession of a dangerous weapon;
menacing;
reckless endangerment 1°;
uniawful imprisonment;
coercion 1°%;
riet 1°%;
were penalized by a loss of 2 points.3
The revised selection process needed only to incorporate penalties
for four additional felonies - burglary in the ]5, 2°, criminal trespass
in the 1° and criminally negligent homicide~to respond to the full
range of the new statute's violent crime categories. Thus, as a first
step toward carrying out the mandate of the recent bil11l, it was decided
that the Commissioner would modify the point system £o include every
offense covered by the statute. The final point system incorporated

thase crimes into item 6 of the point system.

31n fact, these penalties went beyond the concerns of the statute, since
they applied not only to an applicant's crime of commitment but also to
any prior crimes of violence in his c¢riminal history.
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FINAL TEMPORARY RELEASE POINT SYSTEM

Criminal History

1.

Previous incarceration following adjudication (+1 point
if none within last 10 years, 0 points if misdemeanor

of youthful offender incarcerations only within last

10 years, -1 point if one or more felony incarcerations
within last 10 years. The 10 year period is counted

back from the date of present incarceration, excliu-

ding any period of incarceration in that time, in effect,
exte?ding the 10 year period by an equal amount of

time).

Number of felony convictions prior or subsequent

to commitment offense. (2 points if none within
last 10 years or subsequent to commitment date

of current incarceration, 0 points if one within
past 10 years or subsequent to commitment date

of current incarceration, -2 points if 2 or more
within last 10 years or subsequent to commitment
date of current incarceration. The 10 year period
is counted back from the date of current incarcera-
tion, excluding any peried of incarceration in that
time, *n effect, extanding the 10 year periocd by an
equal amount of time).

Numbaer of misdemeanor convictions prior or sub-
sequent to commitment offense. {1 point if none
within Tast 10 years or subsegquent to commitment

date of current incarceration, 0 points if 3 or less
in last 10 years or subsequent to commitment date

of current incarceration, -1 point if 4 or more in
last 10 years or subsequent to commitment date of
current incarceration. The 10 year period is counted
back from the date of current incarceration, exclu-
ding any period of incarceration in that time, in
effect extending the 10 year period by an equal amount
of time}.

Previous revocations of parole aor probation in

last 10 years or subsequent to commitment date of
current incarceration if resulting from abscondance
or rearrest (2 points if none, 0 points if one or
more.. The 10 year period is counted back from the
date of current incarceration, excluding any period
of incarceration in that time, in effect extending
the 10 year period by an equal amount of time).

Qutstanding warrants at time of or subsequent to
date of commitment. {2 points if none, 0 points if 1
or more).
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6. Nature of prior, current and subsequent convictions
of crimes against the person within the last 10 years
or subsequent to date of commitment of current
incarceration (-6 points if any conviction for murder
or sex crimes or first or second degree kidnapping;
-4 points if any convictions for manslaughter or first
or second degree arson, or first degree robbery or
burglary; -2 points if any convictions for second or
third degree robbery, assault, possession of a dan-
gerous weapon, menacing, first degree reckless endan-
germent, second degree criminally negligent homicide,
burglary, first degree criminal trespass, unlawful
imprisonment, coercion and riot; 0 points if no con-
victions for crimes against the person. The 10
year period is counted back from the date of current
incarceration, excluding any period of incarceration
in that time, in effect, extending the 10 year period
by an equal amount of time).

Institutional Behavier Items

7. Program participation I (Maximum 3 points)
Participation months are used to calculate this
score. A participation month is a 30 day period
of regular participation in either a program or a
work assignment within the two years prior to ap-
plication. 1 point may be earned by accumulating
either -

a) 8 participation months in work assignments

b) 8 participation months in program, or

c) 8 participation months in any combination of
work assignment and program.

2 points may be earned by accumulating 16 parti-

cipation months, provided that no more than 12 of

these months are for work assignment.

3 points may be earned by accumulating 24 parti-

cipation months, provided that no more than 12 of

these months are for work assignment.

8. Program participation II (Maximum 1 point})
An inmate may earn this point by accumulating 8
program or work assignment participation months
for the period 25-36 months prior to application.

9. Discipline I (Maximum 4 points total)
(1 point if 0 Adjustment Committee decisions in
the last 3 months imposing any term of speciatl
housing or keepiock or a loss of privileges for
14 days or more; 1 point if 1 or fewer Adjustment
Committee decisions imposing such penalties in the
last six months; 1 point if 2 or fewer Adjustment
Committee decisions imposing such penalties in the
last nine months; 1 point if 3 or fewer Adjustment
Committee decisions. imposing such penaities in the last
12 months.)
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Discipline I1 {Maximum 1 peoint)

(1 point if three or fewer Adjustment Committee
decisions imposing any term of special housing

or decision imposing any term of special housing

or keeplock, or a loss of privileges for 14 days

or more in the period 12-24 months prior to appli-
cation, provided that the inmate has been incar-
cerated at least 24 months at the time of application;
0 points if 4 or more)

Temporary release record

(minus 6 points if convicted of a crime [or arrested
pending disposition of charges] or absconded while
on temporary release within the last year; minus

3 points if revoked from work release or educa-
tional leave for reasons other than rearrest or
abscondance within the last year; minus 3 points

if convicted [or arrested pending disposition of
charges] or absconded while on temporary release
within the period 13-24 months prior to application;
minus 2 points if failed to proceed to or stay at
approved destination while on temporary release, or
if failed to comply with parole check-in requirements,
or if returned late or under the influence of drugs
or alcohol within the last 3 months; plus 2 points
if most recent unescorted participation on temporary
release was successful and occurred during the past
year or plus 4 points if the two most recent unes-
corted participations ontemporary release were
successful and occurred during the past year; O
points if none of the above).
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The Temporary Release Committees were then directed to score ali
applicants according to this final point system. The committees were
stripped of discretion to approve for release any inmate scoring below
the thresholds approved by the Commissioner. During the pilot peried,
inmates could become eligible for consideration by the committees
only if they scored 30 {(or better) when applying for furlough and 33
(or better) when applying for work release. (The committees, after
determining threshold eligibility in this way, subjectively weighed
the inmate's file, his demeanor and his proposed program for temporary
release, before approving participation. At the four experimental
facilities, the committees had been approving only 44 percent of
applicants scoring above the work release eligibility threshold.)
While at the pilot facilities these thresholds proved high enough to
exclude from consideration a number of the riskier inmates who were
otherwise eligible, it was possible to raise these thresholds so
that the number 1ikely to be approved for temporary release was re-
duced by roughiy 25 percent. It was felt that this reduction would
exclude those inmates whose scores indicated a relatively lower pro-
bability of success.

Data from the pilot facilities were analyzed in order %to esti-
mate the impact of various changes in the point score boundaries on
the number of temporary release participants. The analysis indicated
that if the furlough eligibility threshold was raised to 31 points
from its previous level of 30, and if the work release threshold was
raised to 34 from 33 points, participation in the general confine-
ment furlough program would be cut by 5 percent and participation in
work release would be cut by 15 percent. (These projections assumed

that there would be no change in the rate at which the committees
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refused temporary release to eligibie furlough applicants, and that
the rate of refusal in the work release program would increase from
56 to 60 percent.) Raising the eligibility threshoeld to 32 points
for furiough applicants and to 35 points for work release applicants
would yield reductibﬁQ“fn'these programs of 16 and 38 percent respec-

tively. It was suggested that the thresholds be raised to 32 and

35 points.4

The spread of 3 points between the eligibility thresholds for
furlough and work release could not be preserved if both programs
were cut by the same percentage. Maintaining this spread was of some
importance to the incentive effect of the point system in that
successful participation in furlough programs awarded inmates 2 - 4
additional points, thereby making them eligible for work release
consideration. Moreover, data from the pilot and general experience
from the temporary release program, suggested that the risks of
furlough are less than the risks of work release. Thus, it was decided
that the 25 percent overall reduction would be achieved by cutting
back more substantially in the work release than in the furlough pro-
gram.

Data on temporary release applications at the four pilot faci-
lities were used to examine the effect of the proposed tightening of
thresholds on the eligibility of inmates with records of violent
offenses. {Table 1). Seventy-four percent of temporary release
applicants were found to have a current or prior offense which,

because of its violent or potentially violent nature, reduced their

score and the 1ikelihood of their being eligible for consideration by

the Temporary Release Committees; for 5 percent of all applicants,

ARaising the furlough threshold to 33 and the werk release threshold to 36

would yield reductions of 21% and 44%--cutbacks that were ratner excessive

if the work release program was to be cost effective in the utilization of

available community space and, in fact, would offer no significant decrease
in the risk of failure (as Table 1 shows.)
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the score reduction flowed from conviction for murder, kidnapping or
violent sex crimes. The percentage of inmatas with serious records

of this type who scored at or above the eligibility threshoid (and
therefore were eligible for consideration by the Committees) was also
reduced as the threshold increased. The following table shows this
relationship. There is no doubt that by making low-scoring applicants
ineligible for temporary release programs, the point system reduced the
likelihood that an inmate with a serious record would be eligible for
considertion by a Temporary Release Committee. It also reduced the
1ikely incidence of major program failure such as rearrest and abscon-

ding for those inmates chosen.

TABLE 1
Percentage meeting thres- Percentage meeting thres-
hold who have records that hold who have records ‘
Threshold include murder, kidnapping that include any violent
Score or violent sex crimes. or potentially violent
—_— crime.
No
threshoid 5.0% 74%
31 2.6% 69%
32 : 2.4% 66%
33 2.1% 64%
34 1.9% 62%
35 0% 56%
36 0% 55%

From these data it seemed clear that if the temporary release
programs were cut back roughly 25% the incidence of major program
fajilure could be reduced. This could be accomplished by raising the
eligibility thresholds 2 points and implementing the scoring criteria
by systemwfde regulation. ({Of course, it should not be forgotten that
the majority of inmates in any of the score categories discussad here
would not, in fact, abscond or be rearrested if granted participation in

temporary release. And every incremental rise in the eligibility threshalds ex-
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cludes from participation a greater proportion of inmates who would,
neither abscond nor be rearrested if temporarily released. Yet,

there are no levels at which the thresholds could be set (except if they
wara set tg exclude all inmates from eligibility)so that the risk of major
failure would be reduced to zero..

Under the revised selection process adopted by the Department, all
applicants were scored under the point system. Only furlough applicants
scoring 32 points or higher and work release applicants scoring 35 points
or higher were to be considered for the program. These threshold levels
were each two points above the boundaries established in the pilot point
selection process. As previously discussed, the projected reductions in
the level of participation in the program were 15% for furlough and 38%
for work release facilities. The higher boundaries alsoc reduced the pro-
portion of applicants convicted of violent crimes in the pool from which
participants would be selected. Appliicants scoring at these levels or
higher were considered by the temporary release committees for release.
There no longer was any automatic apprové] for temporary rélease based
on a high point score. Al1 applications scorin§ above the thresholds
were substantively reviewed by the Temporary Release Commitiee.

Revisions of the Selection Process

As in the pilot period, the Temporary Release Committee was re-
quired to meet with each applicant as part of the assessment of the appli-
cant's suitability for the program. In response to Section 851{2)
of the new temporary release law, additional procedures not implemented
during the pilot period were established in order to bring the review

‘o ' .o . 5
process within the Commissioner's direct control.

5sac. 851{2) requires written approval of the Commissioner authorizing the
temporary release participation of any eligible inmate falling into the fol-
lowing categories: Sec. 851(2a) Inmates under sentence for a crime invol-
ving the infliction of serious physical injury upon another. "Serious phy~-

sical injury means physical injury which creates a substantial risk of
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These procedures were used together with the other methods of evaluating
inmates, including special procedures discussed below to identify and
evaluate sex offenders, members of aorganized crime, notorious offenders
and offenders with a history of mental instability. The development
of the new procedures is fully described in Apbehdix Section A (Guide-
lines for Reviewing Applications for Temporary Release”}.

Once eligibility was established,® a summary of the applicant's
criminal history would be compiled using the Criminal History Form.7
According to the design of this form, low scoring inmates are better
candidates for temporary release and should be further evaluated for
possible approval. Inmates scoring above 11 points on the Criminal

History Form should be automaticaliy rejected for work release and

educational leave. Inmates scoring above 13 points should be auto-
matically rejected for furloughs, community service leave, leave of
absence and industrial training. Inmates scoring below 11 or 13

points, respectively would be considered

death or serious and protracted disfigurement, protracted impairment of
health or protracted loss or impairment of the function of any bodily
organ. Sec. 851(2b) Inmates under sapntence for a sexual offense in-
yolving forcible compulsign. “Forcible compuision means physical
force that overcomes earnest resistance; or a threat, expressed or
implied, that places a person in fear of immediate death or serious
physical injury to himself or another person, or in fear that he or
another person will immediately be kidnapped." Sec. 851(2c) Inmates
under sentence for an offense involving the use or threatened use of

a deadly weapon. “Deadly weapon" means any loaded weapon from wnich

a snot, readily capable of producing death or other serious physical
injury, may be discharged, or a switchblade knife, billy, blackjack or
metal knuckles. -

6E1igibi]ity requirements are specified in the Temporary Release Staff
Manual. See Appendix section B.

7The Criminal History Form was designed for interim use in facilities
not yet operating under the point system. The Vera staff recommended
that it be used at the preliminary stage of the selection process in
assessing general qualifications and screening applicants who appear
to be the strongest candidates for temporary release.
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serious candidates for temporary release and reviewed by the Temporary
Release Cemmittee.8
After the initial review of the applicant's criminal history,

the Temporary Release Decision Guidelines were then used as an aid to

further examine the inmate's record. Although the guidelines were not
exhaustive of all factors that could be raken into account by the
Temporary Release Coﬁmittee, they reflected the wmost jmportant factors.
{Some factors are more important than others, but in general, no one
factor can be viewed as determinative. A preponderance of "yes®
answers to the items suggests that the inmate may have greater diffi-
culty on temporary release and should be very carefully evaluated.)

On the basis of the point score, the Criminal History Summary
and the Temporary Release Dacision Guidelines, the Temporary Release
committee scheduled interviews with inmates who were serious candi-
dates for temporary release. The Committee would then determine which
factors were of greaﬁest importance to the individual applicant after
considering the point score, the impressions gained from the personal
interview, the recommendations of professional staff and the guidelines,
keeping in mind the statutory goal of promoting the welfare of the in-
mate without endangering the community. The Committee's decision to
approve or disapprove was tg be made within the context of a meeting

of the full Committee. A decision to approve an application would have

8Wwhen examining the record, the C ommittee was to give careful attention
to the circumstances surrounding the offense. If it was a crime of vio-
lence against the person, the degree of aggressiveness involved and
whether it resulted in serious physical injury to any party or involved
the use of a weapon was to be established. The testimony of the appii-
cant and the degree and nature of the crime of conviction as well as

any pre-sentence orvr sentencing document was to be considered in deter-
mining the circumstances of the crime. This procedure is of particular
importance when reports detailing offense behavior are conflicting.
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to be accepted by all three committee members. If only two members of
the committee favored acceptance, the case would have to be referred
to the Chairperson of the Temporary Release Committee for decisfon.

If only one member of the Committee was in favor of acceptance, the ap-
plication would be rejected.

Applications of inmates accepted by the Temporary Release Com-
mittee were to be forwarded to the Superintendent and accompanied by
a memorandum setting forth the proposed temporary release program and
stipulating the extended bounds of confinement. The Superintendent would
then review all of the documents in deciding whether to accept or
reject an application. Where an application was rejected, the Superin-
tendent would state his reasons in writing and a copy of his statement
would be forwarded to the inmate and to the Director of Temporary
Release Programs. (Inmates were informed that such rejections.
are subject to review by the Commissioner. If the Commissioner also
rejected the program, the inmate would be informed in writing.} The
interviewer would then be advised of the Superintendent's decision for
MIS updating.

The further investigation procedures initiated during the pilot
also were used to identify and screen out particular groups of appli-
cants whose participation in the program might jeopardize its public
acceptance - inmates with histories of mental instability, sex offen-
ders, members of organized crime and notorious offenders. Initially,
Central Qffice review of Temporary Release Committee decisians was
to be limited to those cases where, despite a determination by the
furthef jnvestigation hearing that an applicant fall énté one of these
categories, the committee approved the application. 1In approving any

of these further investigation cases, the committeses were required to
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specify in their decision those positive factors in the applicant’s
record which outweighed the risk to the program indicated by the
applicant's inclusion in a further investigation category. Central
0ffice staff reviewing these cases were to be guided by the same set of
specific instructions for evaluating an applicant's record ih use by
the Temporary Release Committee. This system of review was adopted

for the "non-statutory® cases, applicants whose cr{mes were not covered
by Section 851(2) (i.e. did not involve possession of a weapon,
infliction of serious injury or a forcible sex offense.} However,
applications for inmates described in Section 851(2) of the Temporary
Release Law were forwarded to Central Office for further review.?

These appiications were monitored by Central 0ffice staff to assure

compliance with program guidelines and policy. The following procedures
were followed by Central Office persaonnel when submitting temporary

release applications to the Commissioner for his written approval:

A. Procedures to be fgllowed by the Director of Temporary Release Programs

When a temporary release application was received in Central
Office from an inmate within the statutory categories, the Director
of Temporary Release Programs and his staff reviewed the file. When
he or a member of his staff concurred with the decision of the Tem-

porary Release Committee and the Superintendent, the application was

Ips 74 percent of temporary release applicants fell into the statu-
tory categories, this further review process dramatically altered

the selection process as originally designed and piloted. As origin-
ally envisioned, a selection system based on objective ‘
criteria,with articulated guidelines for decision-making at the
facility level,would eliminate the need for removed and time~consuming
levels of Central Office review. In a somewhat iraonic turn of events,
at a point when such a system had been developed and appeared workable,
the legislature intervened to require full scale Central 0ffice review.



- 102 -

transmitted to a Deputy Commissioner or Associate Commissioner who
reviewed the application in accordance with the procedure described
below. In the case of work release applications, the inmate's file

and a summary of the reasons which led to the recommendation for
approval by the Director of Temporary Retease was transmitted to the
appropriate Deputy or Associate Commissioner. In the case of furlough
applications, the summary prepared by the Temporary Release Committee,
the Superintendent's endorsement, the Criminal History Summary, the
Temporary Release Dacision Guidelines, and the recommendation of the
Central Office staff were forwarded to the apprepriate Deputy or
Associate Commissioner.

B. Procedures to be followed by Deputy and Associate Commissioners

Each Deputy or Associate Commissioner served as Chairman of an
advisory panel of three Central Office staff persons periodically
assigned by the Executive Deputy Commissioner. Each panel reviewed
and recommended either approval or disapproval of each temporary
release application. Disapprovals were returned to the Director of
Temporary Release Programs along with a written statement of reasons
for such disapproval which was forwarded to the inmate. The Deputy
or Associate Commissioner endorsed the file of recommended approvals.
Such endorsements were issued only where the Deputy or Assoctiate
Commissioner were satisfied that both the Temporary Release Committee
and the Superintendent had complied with the guideiines of Directive
7001}0and that the decision to grant the application was consistent

with the purpose of Section 851 of the Correction Law and with the

10The full text of Directive 7001 appears in Appendix A, Guidelines for
Reviewing Applications for Temporary Release.
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welfare of the inmate and the safety of the community.

If a Deputy or Associate Commissioner recommended approval of an
application that was reversed on appeal after disapproval by gither
the Temporary Release Committee or the Director of Temporary Release,
the application and its accompanying documents was submitted to the
Executive Deputy Commissioner for review.

A1l applications recommended for approval by a Deputy or Asso-
ciate Commissioner were submitted to the Commissioner for final
review and written approval or disapproval in accordance with Sec-

tion 851(2) of the statute.



-éEC?ION [V -~ STUDIES OF ACCESS TO TEMPORARY RELEASE

DURING THE PILOT PERIOD

Introduction

The following studies were designed to explore entry prbcedures
for furlough and work release programs by comparing trends in access
to temporary release under the pilot point system with access during
a perioed prior to its implementation at the four pilot facilities.

In developing the point system, the primary intent was to promote

more equitable and consistent decision-making by articulating the
criteria to be followed in the review of applications. The point sys-
tem imposes uniformity on the selection process by ensuring that all
applicants are avaluated according to the same standards and by eli-
minating the intrusion of personal bias and inappropriate criteria. It
was felt, however, that the new selection procedures might have two
additional consequences which are discussed below.

First, by clarifying the considerations on which decisions are
based, the point system could have an effect on the proportions of appii-
cants approved for furloughs and work reiease. Among the questions to
be asked is whether the new selection procedures haé any effect on the
decision-making of facility personnel. The secand issue pertains to the
amount of time between the date of the application and the date of the
final decision on the application. It was possible that the average
processing time would decline as a consequence of certain attributes of
the new selection procedures including automatic decision-making and the
elimination of Central Office review on applications scoring in the low
and high ranges. It was reasonable to expect that the revised procedures

would enable the Temporary Release Committee to concentrate their attention on
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middle range applications. The data on average time to process appli-
cations would also provide an assessment of the need for possib1é
improvement in the coordination of temporary release operations at

the correctional facilities.

The data presented in the following reports will describe
changes in furlough and work release approval rates and in the pro-
cess of reviewing applications in a preliminary effort to assess the
impact of the pilot point system on temporary release decision-
making and procedures. In documenting access to temporary release,
the following measures were utilized: 1) the proportion of appli-
cations that have been approved for temporary release and, 2) the
average time to process an application. The research focused on the
following aspects of the decision-making process:

1) the proportion of applications approved for temporary refease
under the point system as compared to the proportion approved
prior to the implementation of the pecint system.

2) the average time to process furlough and work release applica-
tions prior to and following the implementation of the point
system.

3) the variations in processing time among applications falling
into the three point score ranges.

The research designs and analyses are presented in the following
sections. In the first report, a descriptive analysis of temporary
release acceptance rates is presented in order fo determine whether
the proportion of approvals has increased under the point system.

The second report documents the average time to process waork release

and furlough applications. It will be shown that the pre?im?nary
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results raise further gquestions regarding the overall functioning
of the point system. No clearcut patterns emerged in either of the
studies outlined below. Possible explanations for these findings
are suggested in the summaries and conciusion to this section.

The findings and conclusions of this report may reflect the old
temporary release system, which differed at each of the pilot facilities,
as much as they reflect the new process. O0f the four institutions,
Elmira appeared to have the best run and most utilized temporary re-
lease program. Auburn, on the other hand, approved few people for tem-
porary release and had great difficulty processing the greatly in-
¢reased number of applications during the pilot. Wallkill, a medium
security institution with ne exterior wall, used temporary release as
a reward for good institutional behavior. Wallkill relied on Central
Office review to turn down candidates who had a good institutional re-
cord but a bad criminal ﬁistory. Wallkill also had a disproportionately
jarge number of temporary release eligibles in its population. The
selection process at Bedford Hills suffered from long-term disorgani-
zation due,among other reasons, to inadequate staff. Applications for
temporary release were routinely pre-screened. An inmate had to have a
counselor's recommendation before she was allowed to apply. It is
assumed that the past practices of facility personnel and their per-
ception of the program affected temporary release processing and may

help to explain some of the findings described here.



PROPORTIONS APPROVED FOR TEMPORARY RELEASE

The purpose of this study was to document access to temporary
release programs during the pilot period and to determine the extent
to which acceptance rates may have changed since the implementation of
the point system. In a preliminary effort to assess the impact
of the point system on temporary release acceptance rates, data were
collected on all inmates from the pilot facilities who had appiied
for temporary release under the old selectijon procedures and under
the point system.

METHOD

The study was designed to account for seasonal fluctuations in
the volume of temporary release applications. The proportion of in-
mates at Bedford Hills, Auburn, 4allkill and Elmira who were approved
for temporary release during a three month pilot period (October -
December, 1976) were compared with the proportions approved during the
correspanding months in 1975. Similariy, the propertions approved
during a three month pre-pilot period (July - September, 1976} were
comﬁared with the proportiong for the months of July - September, 1975.
Comparable data were collected on all inmates from four comparison
facilities {Attica, Greenhaven, Eastern and Woodbourne) that were
not operating under the point system during the months covered in this
study. Data from these facilities were included in order to account
for evenfs other than the point system that might have had an effect
an the proportion of temporary release approvals. Thus, the analysis
was designed to approximate a before/after experiment with one control
group. However, it is important to understand that the initial selec-
tion of the pilot facilities was based on numerous administrative con-
siderations having to do with geographic location, security desig-

nation and demographic characteristics of the inmate population.
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Although the comparison facilities were chosen because they appeared
to reasonably match two of the pilot facilities, Bubarn and Wallkill,
in terms of security designation and composition of the population,
it is possible that the two groups of facilities differ from one
another in some systematic way.

The data were collected from several sources. Temporary Release
Monthly Reports (TRP@) maintained in Central Office provided aggregate
data on the number of furlough applications and approvals during each
month included in the study. The data on work release applications and
approvals were obtained from temporary release logs compiled in Central
Office, while data from the pilot period were available from the manage-
ment information system for temporary release programs.

Data on the proportions of inmates who were approved for fur-
lough and work release during the study periods are presented in the
following sections.

RESULTS - FURLOUGH APPROVALS

A. Analysis of Maximum Security Facilities

The number of furlough applications and the proportions approved
appear in Table 1. The findings for Auburn indicate that there was a
substaqtia] increase in the proportion of applicants whﬁ were approved
for furloughs under the point system. While 25.3% of the furlough
applications were approved during the pilot period (October-December, 1976)
only 15.1% were approved during the same period in 1975. Moreover, the
data from these periods indicate that the total number of furlough ap-
plications rose from 417 to 689. In contrast, differences in the pro-
portians of approvals during the pre-pilot period (July-September, 1376)
and the corresponding period in 1975 were small. The number of appli-

cations was again higher in 1976, although the increase was not as
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dramatic as that observed during the pilot period.

Auburn data were compared with patterns of approval at three
maximum security facilities that were not operating under the point
system during the study periocd. The purpose of their inclusion in the
analysis was to rule out any events, other than the impact of the point
system,as factors affecting the proportion of temporary release approvals.
In two of the facilities, Eastern and Greenhaven, there was almost no
change from 1975 to 1976 within either of the successive time perfods.
The data also indicate that the number of applications was markedly
Jower in 1976. 1In contrast, the findings for Attica show a substantial
jncrease in the proportion approved during both periods in 1976.

The data suggest that increases in the proportion of furiough
approvals at Auburn can be attributed, at least in part, to the impact
of the point system. However, because of the somewhat inconsistent
patterns that were found among the three comparison facilities, it is
not possible to rule out the effect of other factors on the trends ob-
served at Auburn. Thus, any conclusions pertaining to the Auburn

data should be regarded as tentative.



TABLE 1

NUMBER AND PROPORTION OF APPLICATIONS APPRGVED FOR FURLOUGHS

1975 AND 1976

A. Maximum Security Facilities

NUMBER OF NUMBER NUMBER PERCENT

FACILITY APPLICATIONS APPROVED DENIED APPROVED
Auburn {Pilot July-Sept.1975 395 57 339 14.4
Facility) - July-Sept.1976 471 73 398 15.5
Oct.-Dec.1875 417 63 354 15.1
Qct.-Dec.1976 689 174 515 25.3
Eastern (Comp. July-Sept.1975 331 151 180 45.6
Facility) July-Sept.1976 272 123 149 45,2
Oct.-Dec.1975 475 238 236 50.2
Oct.-Dec.1976 338 163 175 48.2
Greenhaven July-Sept.1975 331 58 273 17.5
(Comp. Faci- July-Sept.1876 219 33 186 15.1
lity) Oct.-Dec.1975 330 78 252 26.3
Oct.-Dec.1976 187 46 141 24.5
Attica (Comp. July-Sept.1975 335 33 302 10.0
Facility) July-Sept.1976 335 88 247 26.3
Oct.-Dec.1975 417 74 343 17.0
Qct.-Dec.1976 475 156 319 32.8

B, Medium Security Facilities

Elmira {(Pilot July-Sept.1975 256 82 174 32.0
Facility) July-Sept.1978 288 105 183 36.5
. Qct.~Dec.1975 447 257 190 57.5
Oct.-Dec.1976 448 261 187 58.2
Wallkill July-Sept.1975 393 181 112 46.1
(Pilot Faci- July~-Sept.1976 222 113 189 50.9
lity) Oct.Dec.1975 289 208 80 73.2
Qct-Dec.1976 316 177 139 56.0
Bedford Hills July-Sept.1975 100 84 16 84.0
(Pilot Faci- July~-Sept.1976 71 46 25 £4.8
Tity) Oct.-Dec.1875 126 108 18 85.7
Qct.-Dec.1976 178 131 47 73.86
Woodbourne July-Sept.1975 10 4 & 40.0
(Comp.Faci- July-Sept.1976 284 131 153 46.1
Tity) gct.-Dec.1975 379 154 225 40.6
Oct.-Dec.1976 298 143 155 48.0



. ANALYSIS OF MEDIUM SECURITY FACILITIES

Data from the medium security institutions yielded mixed results.
Findings for Elmira indicatg that there was virtually no change from
1975 to 1976 in either the proportion of furlough approvals or the
number of furlough applications. Thjs ﬁattern held for both study periods.

The data for both Wa11ki11 aﬁd ﬁédford Hills sﬁow that a decrease
in the ﬁroportjon of furlough approvals during the pilot period
(October - December, 1976) was accompanied by an increase in the
number of applications (Table 1). At Wallkill 73.2% of the furlough
applications were approved during the pre-pilot period (QOctober -
December, 1975) compared to 56.0% during the pilot period. The corres-
ponding figures for Bedford Hills are 85.7% and 73.6% respectively,

The data for Bedford Hills during the July - September pre-pilot period
again indicate a decrease in 1976 in the proportiaon of approvals.
Howevar, the number of applications at Bedford Hitls during the pre-
pilot also decliined in 1976. At Wallkilt, the differences in the pro-
portion of approvals during the pre-pilot period were minor, although
there was a sharp decline in the number ofraﬁplications from 1975 to
1976.

Data from the medium security institutions were compared with
patterns observed at woodbourne; The findings show that the propor-
tion of fur1odgh approvals remained stable as there was Tittlie change
from 1975-1976. During both study periods, Woodbourne experienced
only moderate increases in the proportion approved for furloughs.

In summary, the data indicate that the point system did not have
an effect on the proportion of ?urlough approvals at Eilmira. The
higher appreyal rate at Bedford Hills during both July~September,

1975 and October to December, 1975 may be attributed to the fact that
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in that year, no temporary release applications were accepted by

the Temporary Release Committee without a positive recommendation
from a Corrections Counselor or a Parole Officer. In contrast, one
intent of the point system was to eliminate the problem of pre-
selection whereby only favored candidates would apply for temporary
release. This aspect of the new selection process might account for
some of the observed decline in the proporticn of approvals during
the pilot period. The patterns at Wallkill may also be due to the
policies of the Temporary Release Committee at that facility.

During 1975, the inmates’ succassful institutional adjustment was

1 Con-

generally given the most weight on deciding on applications.
sideration of an applicant's criminal history was left to the Special
Review process in Central Qffice where the final decision was made.
During the pilot perfod, when the final decision rested with the
Temporary Release Committee, the Committee tended to be more conser-

vative,

EDepartment of Correctional Services, Progress Report on Temporary Re-
lease far Quarter Ending 12/31/77, p. 7.
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WORK RELEASE

A. Maximum Security Facilities

The patterns observed for work release applications at Auburn
are not consistent with those observed for furlough applications at that
facility (Table 2). When the pre-pilot period (July-September 1976)
was compared with data from the same period in 1975, no changes were
observed in either the proportion of work release approvals or the
number of applications. 1In contrast, data from the pilet period
indicate that there was a decliine in the proportion of work release
approvals following the inception of the point system.Moreover, the
decline from 78.4%(during October-December, 1975) to 49.0% during the
pilot period (October-Decamber, 1976) was accompanied by an increase
in the number of applications.

A considerable disparity was observed among the comparison faci-
Tities. At Attica, during both study periods, there was an increase in
the proportions of approvals in 1976 in combination with a decrease of
approximéte]y 50% in the number of applications. In contrast, the
changes between 1975 and 1976 were found to be minimal at Eastern.

At Greenhaven, a decrease from 1975 to 1976 during the perijod July to
September was followed by an increase during the months of QOctober to
December. The absence of any clearcut patterns among the three com-
narison facilities suggests the need to account for aspects of the
decision-making process which might be peculiar to each facility.
Future research efforts in this area should include documentation of
unique events or procedures within the individual facilities. This
information could be obhtained through interviews with Department
personnel. Its inclusion in the research design would provide a

clearer picture of the extent to which facilities are comparable.



TABLE 2
HUMBER AMD PROPORTIGN OF APPLICATIONS APPROYVED FOR

WORK RELEASE, 1975 AND 1876

A. Maximum Security Faciltities

NO.OF NG, HO. No % 1 pA
FACILITY MONTHS APPLICATIONS APPROVED DENIED DECISION APFROVED APPROVELD
Auburn July-Sept.1975 68 41 27 ¢ £3.3 §0.3
(pilot July-5ept.1976 69 42 20 7 60.9 7.7
Facilisy) Oct.-Dec.1875 37 29 8 0 78.4  78.4
Qct.-Dec.1976 112 51 53 8 45.5 49.40
Eastarn July-Sept.1975 119 41 78 g 34.5 34.5
{Comp. July-Sept.1976 1581 44 104 1 30.4 30.7
Facility) Oct.-Dec.1978 166 63 192 1 38.0 8.2
Qct.-Dec.1976 149 64 84 1 43.0 43.2
Greenhaven July-Sept.1975S 132 56 78 g 42.4 42.4
(Comp. July=-5apt.1976 95 21 72 2 22.1 22.86
Facility) OGct.-Dec.1978 73 17 56 0 23.3 23.3
Oct.-Dec.1976 102 32 68 2 31.4 3z.¢
Attica July-Sept.1978 52 24 23 Q 46.2 46.2
(Comp. July~Sept.1976 27 16 11 g 58,3 59.3
Facility} GQct.-0ec.1873% 68 21 . 46 i 30.8 31.3
Qrer -Noc 1678 38 ) 29 5 Q 2.8 az.4
. §. Hedium Security Facilijties
© Elmira July-Sept.1875 8 8 a g 180.0 100.0
{(Pilot July-Sept.1976 g 5 g 0 100.0 104.0
" Facility) Oct.-Dec.1975 7 7 g 3 100.¢ 100.0
fct.-Dec.1976 17 - 51 24 2 66.2 68.0
Walikili July-Sept.187§ 175 102 74 q 58.0 58.0
{Pilot July-Sept.1976 108 81 45 2 56.5 57.5
Facility) Oct.<Dec.1975 206 119 87 ¢ 57.8 57.8
Oct.-Dec.1976 78 59 18 1 75.6 76,8
Bedford July-Sept.1975 26 24 1 1 2.3 96.0
Hills July-Sept.1376 12 7 2 3 58.3 77.7
(Pitot Oct.-0ec.1875 18 <17 2 0 89.4 89.4
Facility} Oct.-Dec.1976 36 19 16 1 2.7 54.3
Woodbourne July-Sept,1975 - - - - - -
{Comp. July-Sept.1976 - 172 55 117 ] 32.0 32.0
. Facility) OQct.-bec,1975 151 74 77 ] 4%.0 49.0
Oct.-Dec.1975 191 61 129 1 31.8 3z

Ttncludes applications upan which no decisien was made.
ZExcludas applications upon which no decision was made.



- 113 -
B. Medium Sgcurity Facilities

It was not possfble to assess the extent of change at Elmira as
the number of work release applicants prior to ihe pilot period was
negligible. During the pilot period, two-thirds of 77 work release
applications were approved (Table 2).

At Wallkill, comparisons of data from 1975 and 1976 show that the
percentage of applications approved for work release increased
during the pilot period (October to December, 1876). The data indicate
that the increase from 57.8% to 76.6% was substantial. For the months
of July to September, there were no appreciable differences between
1975 and 1976.

The findings for Bedford Hills indicate that there was a sharp
deciine in the proportion of approvals during both periods in 1976.
However, there was a 50% increase in the number of applications during
the pilot period. As was noted in the section on furlough applications,
the larger proportion of approvals in 1975 may be due to peculiarities
in the selection procedures at that institution.

The comparison facility, Woodbourne, experienced a decline from
1975 to 1976 (49.0% to 32.1%) during the period Qctober~December. There
were no work release applications during the period July-September, 1875.
The changes observed at Woodbourne during the Qctober and December
period suggest the possibility that factors other than the impiemen-
tation of the point system could account for at least some of the patterns
observed at the pilot facilities.

SUMMARY

The pattgrns observed among the four pilot facilities indicate a
wide disparity in the proportions of temporary release approvals.
Increases in the proportion of furiough approvals at Auburn and work

release approvals at Walikill may have been affected by the new selec-

tion procedures. However, it is not possible to rule out the effect
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of other factors on the observed chanées, particularly given variations
that also occurred among the comparison facilities. For example, it

is possible that work release approvals at Auburn and Elmira were af-
fected by the efforts of community groups interested in cutting back

on the number of participants in these programs.

Several of the pilot facilities were found to approve fewer tem-
porary release applications under the point system. This pattern per-
tained to furlough applications at Wailkill and Bedford Hills and work
release applications at Auburn and Bedford Hills. However, the decline
in the proportion of approvals was consistently accompanied by an in-
crease in the number of applications, perhaps reflecting better screening
procedures under the point system. Peculiarities in the selection
processes prior to the implementation of the point system,including the
passible pre~selection of applicants, were suggested as a possible ex-

planation for the observed patterns.

Given the relatively short period of time covered in the analysis,
the inconsistent patterns and variations in the proportions of approvals
are not surprising. More caonsistent trends might have emerged had the
analysis of the pilot period been extended to cover a broader time span.
It was also suggested that a process description of operations at the
individual institutions would be useful in order to disentangle the
effects of factors other than the point system on the proportion of

temporary release approvals.



TIME TO PROCESS TEMPORARY RELEASE APPLICATIONS

The fo?lowin§ analysis was designed to further document change in access
to temporary release programs under the pilot mﬁntsystgm Accordingly, the
research will describe the selection proceddres in terms of the time to
process an application from the date of application to the date of the

final decision.

METHOD

The analysis is based upon temporary release applications that were
processed at the four pilet facilities during the period October 1,‘1976
through December 31, 1976 and during the period three months prior to the
implementation of the point system, July 1, 1976 through September 30, 1976.
Comparative data from the same time periods were also collected on a
systematic sample of temporary release applications at Attica and Wood-
bourne. The two comparison facilities were included in the analysis in
order to rule out the possibility that factors other than the point
system are related to the obserﬁed outcomes. Attica and Woodbourne were
selected because they appear to be most comparable to Auburn and Wallkill
in terms of security designation and age distribution of the inmate
population. Thus, the research methodolegy is based on the statistical
framework and analysis of experimental design, although it does not in-
clude the randomization and pre-experimental sampling equivalence of
true experiments.2
Data from the three month pilot period (October-December .1976) were

obtained from the management information system for temporary release

zzdeaily, it would be preferable fto have a true experiment in which in-
mates are randomiy assigned to the treatment group (that is, the pilot
facility) and the control group, with data collected prior to and after
the impiementation of the point system. However, the constraints of ope-

rating temporary. release programs prevented the development of a true
experimental design.
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programs. Data pertaining to the period prior to the implementation of
the point system were derived from facility records available in inmate
files. The study includes all temporary release applications received at
the four pilot facilities during the period corresponding to the imple-
mentation of the point system. Since it is more difficult to obtain data
from the period prior to the point system, a systematic sample was selected
from a listing of all applications received during the period July -
September, 1976 at Auburn, Bedford Hills, Wallkill and Elmira and July -
December, 1976 at Attica and Woodbourne. The poal of temporary release
applications from which samples were selected were identified from the
following sources:
1. The sample of work release applications were selected from
records maintained in Central 0ffice.3
2. The sample of furlough applications were selected from facility
records listing inmates who had applied for furloughs during the
two study periods.®
Two measures were used to describe the time to process temporary
release applications. First, the mean and median number of days from the
date of application to the date of the final decision were calculated.
These figures were used to measure differences between the pilot and com-
parison facilities during the successive study periods. Data from the
pilot facilities were also compiled for several subséts of applications
corresponding to the point score ranges. However, although the average
number of days is a relevant measure, it does not capture all of the

quantitative issues involved in the analysis of processing time. Thus, a

3At three of the facilities, Bedford Hills, Elmira and Attica, there were
not enough work release applications to select samples of adequate size.
Therefore, data were collected on the total population of work release ap-
plications at these faciltities.

Ii'*i}isc:rz-:q:;am:ies were noted when data on the total number of furlough appli~
cations were compared with the numbers recorded in the Temporary Release
Monthly Reports {TRP4). These differences can probably be attributed to
daficiencies in facility records, Prior to the impiementation of the point
system, there were no uniform criteria for maintaining logs on temporary
release applications.
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second measure was also utf]ized in order teo document the processing of
applications in terms of time-dependency, that is, the prohbability that
an application will be processed by a given point in time. The
1ife table technique was applied to data from the four pilot facilities
inlorder to further document the experience under the point system.
It supplements the information based upon summary statistics by providing
a distribution of the proportion of approvais over time.

Differences between the pilet and the comparison facilities are
presented in the following sections. The analysis of sub-sets of appli-
cations within the pilat facilities and the 1ife table adaptations are

presented in the sub-section of this report entitied "Further Analyses."”



TABLE 1
MEDIAN AND MEAN NUMBER OF DAYS TO PROCESS WORK RELEASE APPLICATIONS

JULY, 1976 - SEPTEMBER, 1976 AND OCTOBER, 1976 - DECEMBER, 1976

FACILITY. MEDIAN NUMBER OF DAYS MEAN NUMBER OF BAYS
JULY-SEPTEMBER OCTOBER-DECEMBER JULY-SEPTEMBER OCTOBER-DECEMBER

A. Pilot Facilities

Bedford 28.5 10.7 40,4 14,2
Hills (N=10) ‘ (N=33) (N=10) {N=33)
Auburn 18.0 27 .6 18.4 29.6
(N=17) {N=100) (N=17} {N=100)
Wallkill 6.8 34.9 190.2 41.6
(N=27) (N=75) (N=27) (N=75)
Elmira 10.1 7.1 9.8 3.8
(N=5) (N=62) {N=5) (N=62)
B. Comparison Facilities
Attica 28.5 11.7 33.2 13.1
(N=6) (N=10) {N=6) (N=10)
Woodbourne 29.6 14.2 35.0 16.2
{N=28) {(N=31) {N=28} {N=31}
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RESULTS

Work Release Applicatiaons

Table 1 presents the mean and median number of days for the
two study periods. The median will be referred to in the text of the re-
port as the distributions tended to be somewhat skewad. The data indicate
that there were appreciab?e differences among the pilot facilities both
before and after the 1mp1ementation of the point system.

At two of the pilot facilities, applications were processad more
rapidly under the point system. The data from Elmira indicate that there
was a moderate decline from the pre-pilaot period to the pilot period as
the median number of days were 10.1 and 7.1 respectively. Moreover, the
volume of work release applications increased during the three month
pilot period. AL gedford Hills, the time to process applications declined
proportionately more,as the median number of days wWas 2g8.5 during the preé-
pilot period and 10.7 during the period corresponding to the introduction
of the po}nt system. Again, there was an increase in the volume of appli-
cations.

The findings £or Auburn and Wallkill show that it took cansiderably
longer to process work release applications under the point system. At
Auburn, the median increased from 18.0 to 27.63 at Wallkill, the increase
was from 6.8 1o 34.9. It is possible that the longer processing time at
Auburn can be attributed, at least in part, tO the sharp increase in the
yolume of applications under the point system. In contrast, Walikill
experienced 2 deciine in the number of work release applications during the
pilot period. Thus, it is difficult to assess the effect of changes in
the volume of applications on the average time to process applications.

Since the point system was not implemented at Attica and Woodbourne,
it was expected that the time to process applicatiens would remain stable

during the two study periods. The findings did not confirm this expec~
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tation as the median number of days declined dramatically during the
periods corresponding to the implementation of the point system. In

contrast to the findings for Auburn and Wallkill, Table 1 shows that the
median npumber of days dropped from 28.5 to 11.7 and from 29.6 to 14.2

at Attica and Woodbourne respectively. In addition to differences in the
direction of change, it is important to note the variations in average
processing time between the pilot facilities and the two comparison
facilities. During the period July through September, 1576, the medians
at Attica and Woodbourne were higher than those at the pilot facilities.
Thus, it took longer to process applications at the comparison facilities.
During the following period, the medians were found to be Tower at the
comparison facilities, reflecting a decline of more than 50% in the time
to process work release applications. These findings further illustrate

disparities among Department facilities in the processing of applications.



FURLOUGH
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APPLICATIONS

The data on time to process furlough applications appear in Table 2.

Bedford Hills and Attica are not included in this stage of the analysis

as the relevant data were not available from these facilities.

At each of the pilot facilities, it took somewhat longer to process

furlough applications under the point system. This may be due to the

fact that the implementation of the point system covered a period prior

to and during the Thanksgiving and Christmas holidays when the volume

of applications is unusually heavy. The increases observed

and Wallkill ranged from 5.4 to 11.0 and from 7.2 to 13.9

respectively.

at Elmira

At Auburn, the median number of days was 19.5 during

the pre-pilot period compared to 34.9 during the pilot period. Thus,

wide variations were again observed among the pilet facilities during

both study periods.

The
previous
days was
However,

stantial

findings for Woodhourne are similar to those observed in the

section on work release applications. The average
found to decline during the period October through
the magnitude of the change, from 29.3 to 21.5 was

than that observed for work release applications.

in the previous chapter on temporary release approvals, the

number of
December, 1976.
less sub-

As was noted

changes

that were observed at the comparison facilities indicate that it is ex-

tremely difficult to disentangle the impact of the point system from the

jmpact of other factors that might have been operating at the pilot

facilties.



TABLE 2

MEDIAN AND MEAN NUMBER OF DAYS TO PROCESS FURLOUGH APPLICATIONS

JULY, 1976 - SEPTEMBER, 1976 AND OCTOBER, 1976 - DECEMBER, 1976

FACILITY

A. Pilot Facilities.

MEDIAN NUMBER OF DAYS

JULY~-SEPTEMBER

OCTOBER-DECEMBER| JULY-SEPTEMBER

MEAN NUMBER OF DAYS

Bedford
Hills

Auburn

Wallkill

) Eimira

R. Comparison
" Facilities

Attica

Waodbourne

- 12.5 - 15.9
(N=146) (N=146)

19.5 34.9 20.1 35.1
(N=27) (N=213) (N=27) (N=213)

7.2 13.9 13.9 21.4
(N=19) (N=201) (N=19) (N=201)

5.4 11.0 7.2 15.2
(N=69) (N=201} (N=69) (N=281)

29.3 21.5 30.8 24.4

{N=36) (N=46 (N=36) (N=486)

OCTOBER-DECEMBEF
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SUMMARY

Determining whether the point system had an effect on the time te
process applications is a complicated problem. With the exception of work
release applications at Bedford Hills and Elmira, the trend among piTot
facilities is toward an increase in processing time during the period
corresponding to the introduction of the point system. In interpreting
the results, it is important to consider the possibility of uncontrolled
factors accounting for the observed outcomes. Qver a period of time, selec-
tion biases and exogenous events unrelated to the point system may influence
the time to‘process applications. For example, the workload of Temporary
Release Interviewers at the pilet facilities would vary depending upon
the volume of applications. This could result in a backlog at facilities
where the voiume of appiications was heaviest. [T there were no selection
biases, then whatever trends existed prior to the point system should
exist in both the pilot and comparison facilities. Following the intro-
duction of the point system, the measures would be expected to show a de-
cisive change in the pilot facilities, but not in the comparison facilities.
The data do not confirm these expectations. Comparisons of the medians
and means within each time period showed considerable variations among
the facilities; comparisons between study periocds showed that change
occurred at both the pilot facilities and at Attica and Woodbourne.

The evidence presented in this report suggests that variations in
‘time to process temporary release applications cannot be attributed
solely to the advent&of the point system. Had the analysis been re-
strictad to the pilot facilities, the research might have led to the
erroneous conclusion that there is a relationship between the imple-
mentation of the point system and an increase in the time to process
applications. However, variations observed within the comparison groups

necessarily qualify any conclusions regarding the impact of the point

system on access to temporary release,.



- 122 -

FURTHER ANALYSES

Introduction

This section will compare the time to process temporary release
applications that have been_groupgd'into four dispositional categories
corresponding to different point score ranges: low range--automatically
denied; middle rangé--denied; middlie range--approved; high range--
automatically approved. The study included all applications that were
received at the %our pilat facilities during October through December,1876.

Initially, the mean number of days were examined in order to com-
pare differences among;the various point score ranges. The life table
technique was then applied to the data in order to describe the manner
in which applications are processed during a period of time. This tech-
nique has several advantages over summary measures. First, the time to
process temporary release applications was found to be skewed. While
some appliications were processed in less than one week, for others,
the application process took six months or longer. Since the life
table technique offers the opportunity to obser;e the decision process
over an extended period of time, it was felt that it would provide a
clearar picture of processing time than summary measures. Moreover, the
data can be used to provide an objective means of determining the most
effective program components by compar%ng differences among applications
falling into various point score ranges. For example, it would be possible
to determine if applications scoring in the automatic decision catego-
ries are actua?]y-processed more rapidly than those in the discretionary
categories. Specifically, it provides the foliowing information on tem-
paorary release applications:

1. The number of applications that will be processed within a given
period of time.

2. The probability that anm application will be processed "T" time
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periods after it was recgived by the Temporary Release Committee,
e.g. the probability that an application will he processed within
four weeks from the date of admission to the TRC.

fhe cumulative proportions of applications that have been pro-

cessed over varijous points in time.



TABLE A-}

MEDIAN AND MEAN NUMBER OF DAYS TO PROCESS WORK RELEASE APPLICATIONS

BY-POINT SCORE RANGE, OCTOBER - DECEMBER, 1976

é. MEDIAN NUMBER OF DAYS

FACILITY LOW MIDDLE RANGE MIDDLE RANGE HIGH
RANGE DENIED APPROVED RANGE

Bedford 9.3 13.3 B.7 11.0
Hills {N=3) (N=11) (N=13) (N=6)

Auburn 25.6 43.4 28.5 35.5
(N=42) (N=9) (N=42) (N=4)

Wallkill 53.0 33.8 39.0 35.5
s (N=9) (N=9) (N=47) (N=10)

Elmira 7.5 11.0 7.8 4.9
(N=10) {N=9) (N=36) {N=5}
b. MEAN NUMBER QF DAYS

FACILITY LOW MIDDLE RANGE MIDDLE RANGE HIGH
RANGE DENIED APPROVED RANGE

Bedford 8.7 18.0 12.6 13.3
Hills (N=3) (N=11) (N=13) (N=6)

Auburn 21.2 44 .4 31.2 39.0
(N=42) (N=9) (N=42) (N=4)

Wallkill 56.1 40.0 35.1 45.3
(N=9) (N=47) (N=9) (N=10Q)

Eimira 8.9 18.8 6.9 5.4
(N=10) {(N=9) {(N=38) (N=5)
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RESULTS--WORK RELEASE APPLICATIONS

Table A-~1 presents the average number of days to process work re-
lease applications grouped according to point score range. 5 With the
exception of Wallkill, applications in either of the automatic deci-
sion ranges tended to be processed more rapidly than applications that
scored in either of the discretionary categories. Again, at three of
~the four facilities, middle range denials required the Tongest time to
process. Aside from these similarities, the patterns-were not.consis-
tent across facilities. At Bedford Hills and Auburn, low range
applications were processed most efficiently, while at Elmira, this was
true of the high range. The pattern at Wallkill was unique as middle
range denials were processed more rapidly than applications in any of
the other ranges.

One possible explanation for the unusual processing pattern at
Wallkill is related to the proportion of eligibles in the Wallkill popu-
Jation and the pilot requirement that all inmates meet with the inter-
viewer to discuss their point scores before appearing before the Tempo-
rary Release Committee. Because Wallkill had more eligibles than
usual for a facility of its size, the temporary release interviewer
was overworksd. Committee meetings were often scheduled on short no-
tice. Therefore, when the interviewer was behind in processing, he

would interview middle range applicants first so they would be able to

appear before the Committee for consideration. Wallkill was also often
behind‘in the typing of the formal notice forms on which this study
js based. iInmates were informally notified of their scores at the time

of their interview.

5In some cases, adjustments were made in grouping work release and fur-
lough applications into the four categories. Low and high range appli-
cations that were not automatically denfed or approved were excluded
from the analysis. These applications pertain to 0DOPs and further
investigation cases that scored in the high range. Among work release
applications, 5 cases were excluded, 3 from the low range at Auburn,

and 2 from the low range at Elmira.
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The.lifg tab}e applicatiqns appear in Tables A2 to AS; The
findings dgriQed from the analyses are necessari]y selective rather
than exhaustiye a&d ijT focus-on the cumulative proportions of appli-
cations that were processéd within a given period of time. The cumu-
lative proportions appear in Column Pe3 of the life tahles. The tahles
should be consulted for additional information.® A comparison of the
cumulative proportions of work release applications illustrates the
variabilities among the four facilities. At Bedford Hills, 70% of the
applications were processed within two weeks and almost 90% were pro-
cessed within 28 days. Table A5 shows that the vast majority of appli-
cations were processed within two weeks at Elmira. In contrast, the
distributions at Wallkill and Auburn were found to be highly skewed.
This is particularly true of Wallkill, as only 43% of the applications
were processed within the first 28 days. At Auburn, slightly over 50%

of the applications were processed within the first four weeks.

6The 1ife tables also provide information on the probability that an
application will be processed within a particular time period. Thus,
it provides the proportion of applications that are processed within
a given week from the date of application. For example, Table A2
shows that during the second week (8-14 days since the date of appli-
cation), 55% of the unprocessed work release applications at Bedford
Hills were processed (Column Pul). .

The 1ife table also shows the proportion of applications that have
been processed after a certain number of weeks from the date of appli-
cation. Table A2, for example, indicates that at Bedford Hills, 36%
of all work release applications are processed within the second week
(8-14 days) from the date of application (Column Pu2).



TABLE A-2
TIME TO PROCESS WORK RELEASE APPLICATIONS,

BEDFORD HItLS, OCTOBER 1, 1978 - OFCEMBER 31, 1978

LENGTH OF TIHE NUMBER OF # QF APPLIC. # OF APPLIC.

SINCE APPLIC. WORK RELEASE RESULTS NQT PROC.
(DAYS) APPLICANTS DURING TIME DURING TIME 1 2 3
PERIOD PERIQD Pul Pu2 Pel

0-7 33 11 22 S .33 .33 .33
g8-14 22 12 [] .58 .38 .7Q
15-21 10 5 5 .50 -15 .85
22-28 S 1 4 .20 .03 .88
29+35 4 2 2 .50 .35 .94
36-42 2 ] 2 - - .94
43-49 2 1 0 .50 .03 .97
50-58 : 1 0 1 - - .97
57-63 i 0 i - - .97
64-70 ) i i 0 1.0 .aQ3 1.00
n-77

78-84

85«91

§2-98

99-105

F105

¢*14.2  Md=10.7

I-P:-z:f::abi'h‘ty that applifcation will be processed during the time perioad.

2Probability that application will be procassed "T" time periods after
date of application.

Icumulative 2 of applications processed.



TABLE A 3
TIME TO PROCESS WORK RELEASE APPLICATIGNS,
AUBURN, QCTOBER ', 1976 - DECEMBER 31, 1976

LENGTH OF KUMBER OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
TIME SINCE WORK APPL. RESULTS  APPL.NOT PROC.
APPLICATION RELEASE DURING TIME DURING TIME 1 2 3
{DAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOD Pul _ Pu2° pa3
0-7 100 19 81 190 .19 .19
g-14 a1 g 72 Jd1 0 .08 .28
15-21 72 9 63 L1300 .09 .37
22-28 §3 15 48 .26 .15 .52
29-35 48 17 31 .35 .17 .89
36-42 3 6 25 .13 .08 .75
43-49 28 14 11 .56 .14 .89
50-56 11 4 7 .36 .04 .93
§7-63 7 1 6 14 .01 .94
64-70 6 ¥ & - - .94
11-77 6 1 5 .17 .01 .85
78-84 5 2 3 L4000 .02 .97
85-91 3 0 3 - - .97
92-98 3 0 3 - - .87
99-105 3 0 3 - - .97
1405 3 3 o} 1.00 .03 1.00

3529.6 Md = 27.5

]Probabiiity that application will be processed during the time period.

zPrubabfifty that application will be processed “T" time perieds after data
of application.

3gumulative % of applications processed.



TABLE A 4

TIME TO PROCESS WORK RELEASE APPLICATIONS,

WALLKILL, OCTOBER 1, 1976 - DECEMBER 31, 1978

LENGTH GOF NUMBER QF NHMBER oF NUMBER QF

TIME SINCE WORK APPL.RESULTS  APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION RELEASE DURING TIME DURING TIME

 {DAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOQD pull pu22 pe3sd
0-7 75 13 §2 A7 v a7
8-14 62 § 56 .10 .08 .28
15-21 56 8 48 L4 11 L36
22-28 48 5 43 Jda .07 .43
29-35 43 5 37 g4 .08 L51
36-42 37 4 13 Jd1 .08 .56
43-43 i3 9 24 .27 .12 7 .88
50-56 24 3 21 B - TR T S &
57-63 ‘ 21 3 18 14 .04 .75
64-70 18 2 16 a1 .03 .78
71-77 16 4 12 .25 .05 .34
78-84 12 2 10 A7 .03 .87
85-91 10 ¥ 10 - - .87
92-38 10 1 9 .16 .01 .88
99-108 E] 0 3 - - .88
=108 3 g g 1.00 .32 1.40

§ = 41.6 Hd = 34.9

iProbabitity that application will be processed during the time period.

2probability that appliction will be processed “T" time periods after date
of application.

3Cumulat1ve % of applications processed.



TABLE A §
TIME TO PROCESS WORK RELEASE APPLICATIONS,

ELMIRA, OCTOBER 1, 1976 - DECEMBER 31, 1978

LENGTH OF  NUMBER OF  NUMBER OF NUMBER QF

TIME SINCE WORK APPL.RESULTS  APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION RELEASE DURING TIME DURING TIME

(DAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOD Pull py22 pe3d

07 62 33 29 .53 .53 .53
8-14 29 23 6 .79 .37 .90
15-23 6 1 5 37 .02 .92
22-28 5 2 3 .40 .03 .95
29-35 3 0 3 - - .95
36-42 3 1 2 .33 .0z .97
43-49 2 0 2 - - .97
50-56 2 1 1 .58 .02 .98
57-63 1 1 0 1.00 .02 1.80
§4-70 .

71-77

78-84

85-91

92-98

99-105

=105

;= 9.8 Md= 7.1

1Prcbabi]ity that application will be processed during the time period.

2pprabability that application will be processed "T" time periods after
date of application.

3gumutative % of applications processed.
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FURLOUGH APPLICATIONS

Table A 6 shows that at three out of four facilities furlough appii-
cations in the automatic high range were processed more rapidly than
those in any other peint score categories. (The exception was noted
at Auburn, where the lowest means and medians were observed
among low range applications). However, no further uniformities
were apparent from the data;

The data for Bedford Hills indicated only minor differences
among the low, middle-denied and middle approved categories. At
Auburn, a somewhat higher median was observed.for the middle-denied
range compared to the middle-approved and high ranges. The pattern
at Wallkill was characterized by an increase in the medians for the
low and middle-denied ranges compared to the middle-approved range.
Finatly, at Eimira, the medians for the low range and the middle-
approved range were found to be lower than that of the middle-denied
range.

Tables A -7 to A 10 show the 1ife table analyses according to
facility and point score range. The comparisons by range illus-
trate the advantage of analyzing the data in terms of time depen-
dency. The examination of processing over time serves to supple-~
ment summary measures by amplifying differences that were initially
observed among the mean and median number of days. Thus, they further
document the importance of point score range as a source of variation
in processing time.

Table A-7 shows sltight variations among the point score ranges
that were not apparent from the summary measures of processing

time at Bedford Hills. While 90% of all applications were processed



TABLE A 8

HEDIAN AND MEAN NUMBER OF OAYS TO PROCESS FURLOUGH APPLICATIONS

BY POINT SCORE RANGE, OCTOBER - DECEMBER, 1976

4) Median Number of Days

FACILITY LOW MIDDLE RANGE MIDOLE RANGE HIGH

RANGE DENLED APPROVED RARGE

Badford Hills 13.5 12.1% 13.8 11.2
(N=16} (N=213) {N=61) (N=48)

Auburn 22.4 39.9 37.3 29.0
{§=58) (N=77) (N=66) (N=12)

Wallkill 20.6 17.0 12.7 8.9
(N=28) (N=50} (N=8%9) (N=24)

Elmira 10.3 16.9 10.4 §.4
{(#=59) (N=75) (N=98) (i=49)

b) Mean Number of Days

FACILITY LOW MIDDLE RANGE MIDDLE RANGE HIGH

RANGE NENIED APPROVED RANGE

Badford Hills 18.0 17.4 15.9 12.9
(N=18) (N=23) (N=61) (N=246)

Auburn 25.3 39.8 35.9 34.5
X (N=58) {(Na77) {N=68) (N=12}

Wallkill 27.6 26.6 19.2 12.8
{N=28) © {N=5Q) {N=89) {N=224)

Eimira 11.6 25.4 R -2 2.7

{N=59) (N=75) {N=98) {N=49)
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within 28 days, only 83% of the middle-range denials were processed
within this period. 1In contrast, the proportion of approvals within
the high range during this period (97%) was disproborﬁionateiy

high. Findings for the Tow range and the ﬁidd]e—approved range were
similar as 88% and 90% of the applications were processed within

28 days.

Wider variations were observed at Auburn {Table A-8). Only
37% of all applications were processed within 28 days, although
over 50% were processed within 35 days. However, the corresponding
figures in the low and high ranges were found to be disproportionately
high. Within the respective ranges, 72% and 50% of the applications
are processed duriﬁg the 28 day period. In contrast, within the same
period, the respective findings for the middle~denied and middie-
approved ranges are 18% and 26%.

At Wallkill, 78% of all furlough applications were processed’
within 28 days (Table A-9). The comparisons by point score range
indicate that a disproportionately high percent of applications in
the high range (88%) were processed during this perjod. In contrast,
data from the low and middle-denied ranges indicate that only 66%

‘and 74% respectively were processed wtihin 28 days.

The findings for Elmira indicated that the most apparent
difference was observed between the middie-denied range and all other
point score ranges {Table A-10). While 72% of the middie range
denials were processed within 28 days, the ?indings for all other

point score categories indicate that over 90% were processed during

this period.



TABLE A-7

TIME TO PROCESS FURLOUGH APPLICATIONS,

BEDFORD HILLS, QCTOBER 1, 1978 - DECEMBER 31, 197§

a) A1l Furloughs

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF HUMBER QF

TIME SINCE RUMBER OF APPL.RESULTS  APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION FURLOUGH DURING TIHE DURING TIME
{DAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOD pull puza? pe3d
1.7 146 38 108 .26 .26 .28
8-14 108 29 59 45 .34 .60
15-21 59 30 29 .81 .21 .80
22-28 25 15 14 .52 .10 .90
29-35 14 3 1 .21 .02 .93
36-42 " 2 9 .18 .01 .94
43-49 9 3 § .33 .02 .96
50-58 § 8 6 - - .96
57-63 6 2 4 .33 .01 .97
§4-70 4 3 1 75 .02 .99
71-77 1 0 1 a - .99
78-84 i 1 0 1.00 .01 1.00
- 85-91
92-38
99-108
MMos

g = 15.3 Md = 12.15

]?rubah11ity that zpplication will be processed during the time period

z?rubabi1fty that application will be processed "T" time periads after dates
of application.

3Cumu1at1ve % af applicatians processad.



b) Low Range

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF HUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL,.ROT PROC.

APPLICATION FURLOUGH DURING TIME  DURING TIME
{DAYS) APPL. PERLOD PERICOD putl  puz2 pa33
1-7 16 2 14 .14 14 .14
8=14 14 7 7 .50 .44 .56
15-21 7 5 2 .71 .31 .88
22-28 g 2 - - .88
29-35 2 0 2 - - .88
36-42 2 0 2 - - .88
43249 2 1 1 .50 .06 .94
50-56 1 0 1 - - .34
57-63 1 0 1 - - .94
§4-70 1 1 i) 1.00 06 1.00
71-77
78-84
85-91

3 = 18.0 Md=13.5



¢) Middle Range - Approved

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF RUMBER OF

TIME SINCE KUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLOUGH DURING TIME  DURING TIME
(DAYS) APPL. PERIQD PERIOD pul!  puz?  pe3d
1-7 61 17 44 .28 .28 .28
g-14 44 15 29 .34 .25 .52
15-21 29 16 13 .55 .26 .78
22-28 13 7 6 54 LT .90
29-35 § 1 5 A7 L0z .92
36-42 5 1 4 .20 .02 .93
43-49 4 0 I - - .93
50-56 4 0 4 . - .93
57-63 4 2 2 .50 .03 .97
64-70 2 1 1 .50 .02 .98
71-77 1 3 1 - - .98
78-84 1 1 0 1.00 .02 1.00
85-91

§=16.9 Md=13.8 "



d) Middle Range - Denied

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF 'APPL,RESULTS  APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION FURLOUGK  DURING TIME QURING TIME
(DAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOD pul!  puz? pe3?
1-7 23 5 18 22 .22 .22
g-14 18 10 8 .56 .43 .65
15=21 8 3 5 .38 .13 .78
22-28 5 1 & .20 .04 .83
29-35 4 1 3 .24 .04 .87
36-42 3 0 3 - - .87
4349 3 2 1 .67 .09 .96
50-56 1 0 1 - - .96
57-63 1 0 1 - - .96
§4-70 1 1 0 1.00 .04 1.00
71-77
78-84
85-91

7= 17.4 Md = 12,1



e} High Range

LENGTH OF NUMBER QF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE HUMBER OF APPL.RESULTS APPL.NCT BROC.

APPLICATION FURLOUGH DURENG TIME OQURING TIME
(DAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIGD Ful Pu2™ Pel
1-7 46 14 32 .30 .30 .30
8-14 32 17 15 .53 .37 .87
15-21 15 g 9 .40 .13 .80
22-28 g 7 2 .78 i3 .97
29-35 2 i 1 .50 .02 .98
36~42 1 1 0 1.00 .02 1.00
43~439
50-56
5762
64-70
71177
78-84
85-91

§=12.9 Md = 11.2

-



TABLE A 8

TIME TG PROCESS FURLOUGH APPLICATIONS, AUBURH

OCTGBER 1, 1975 - DECEMBER 31, 197§

A} A1Y furloughs

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF  NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.ROT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLQUGH DURING TIME  OURING TIME : ’ ]
{BAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOD pul’!  puz? pe3
1-7 213 10 203 .05 .05 .08
g-14 203 17 186 .08 .08 .13
1521 186 22 164 Jdz .10 .23
22-28 164 30 134 18 .14 .37
2935 134 30 104 .22 14 L8
36-42 104 40 64 38 .18 .70
43-49 64 37 27 .58 .17 .87
50-56 27 10 17 .37 .05 .92
57-63 17 5 12 .29 .02 .94
64-70 12 2 10 A7 .a1 L85
71-77 10 3 7 .30 .ol .97
78-84 7 2 5 .29 .02 .98
85-91 5 g 5 - - .98
92-98 5 0 5 . - .u8
99-105 55 1 4 .20 .01 .98
105 4 4 0 1.00 .02 1.00

§ = 35.1 Hd = 34,9

1Probabthy that appliication will be grocessad during the time peried.

2Probabﬂity that application will be

of application.
Icumulative % of applications processed.

procassad "T" time periods after date



b} Low Rangas

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF . HNUMBER OF
TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.
APPLICATION  FURLOUGH- DURING TIME  DURING TIME . a
(DAYS) APPL. PERIOD ‘PERIOD Pul Pu2” Pe3
1-7 58 5 53 .09 09 .09
8-14 53 10 43 18 .17 .26
15-21 43 12 A .28 .21 a7
22-28 N 15 16 .48 .26 .72
29-35 16 6 10 .38 .10 .23
3§-42 10 a 6 40 .07 .90
43-49 6 1 a7 .02 .91
50-56 5 1 4 .26 .02 .93
57-63 4 1 3. .25 .02 .95
64-70 3 1 2 33 .02 .97
7177 2 1 R .- .50 .0z .98
78-84 1 0 R - .98
85-91 1 0 T - - .98
" 42-98 1 0 1 - - .98
99-105 1 1 0 1.0 .02 1.00

= 25.4

Md = 22.4



c) Middle Range - Approvad

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLOUGH DURING TIME  DURING TIME . >
{DAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOD ST el puz®  pe3
1-7 66 2 64 .03 .03 .03
8-14 64 3 61 .05 .05 .08
15-21 61 5 56 .08 .08 .15
22-28 56 7 49 A3 1 .26
29-35 49 1 13 22 17 .42
16-42 38 15 , 23 .39 .23 .65
4349 23 2 11 .52 .18 .83

| 50-56 1 6 5 .55 .09 .92
§7-63 5 1 i 4 .20 .02 .93
§4-70 4 (. 4 - - .93
7177 4 0 KR DRI - )

- 78-84 4 2 Sz T .50 03 . .97
85-91 2 0 2 - - L7
92.98 2 0 e . - .97
99-105 2 g 2 - - .97

=105 2 z 0 1.00 .03 1.00

% = 35.9 Hd = 37.8



d} Middle Range - Qenied

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
TINE SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.
APPLICATION  FURLOUGH. DURING TIME  DURING TIME ] » 3
(DAYS) APPL. PERICH 'PERIOD : Pul Pu2® Pe3
| — : :
1-7 : 77 1 76 .01 .01 .01
76 ' 2 74 .03 .03 .04
74 4 70 .05 .05 .09
70 7 63 e .09 .18
63 13 50 .21 A7 .35
50 RERET 3z .36 .23 .58
32 S a3 éﬁ 72 .30 .88-
3 3 s .33 .04 .9z
6 3 3 .50 .04 .96
3 1 2 .33 .01 .97
2 0 2 < SN
2 0 2 - B 1
2 0 _‘2. - - .df -
2 - 0 2 e
2 0 2 . - .97
2 2 0 1.00 .03 1.00

7= 39.8 Md = 39.9



2) High Range

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF HUMBER OF
TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.
APPLICATION  FURLOUGH.  DURING TIME  DURING TIME
" {DAYS) APPL. PERIOD ‘PERIOD Pul’  Pu2“ pe3
1-7 12 2 0 a7 a7 L
8-14 10 ' 2 8 .20 7 .33
1521 8 1 7 13 .08 .42
22-28 7 1 § .14 .08 .50
29.35 § 0 & - - .50
36-42 6 3 3 500 .25 .75
43-49 3 . Tz 33 .08 .83
. 'sopss' 2 a 2 S - .83
57-53 2 0. 2 - - .83
§4-70 2 0 2 - - .83
71 77 2 2 “a 000 5 .17 i.00
78-84" e e -
. 85-91 -
. 92-98 o SRR
i 99-105
L M08
: = 34.5 Md 2 29.0

-




TABLE A 3

IIME TO PROCESS FURLOQUGH ARPLICATIONS,

WALLKXILL ., OCTOBER 1, 1976 - OFECEMBER 31,1975

LENGTH OF "~ NUMBER OF . NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE MUMBER QF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.
APPLICATION FURLOUGH  OURING TIME  DURING TIME T 5
{DAYS.) APPL. PERIQD __PERIOD put! - puz? pe3
1-7 201 47 154 23 .23 .23
g-14 154 58 96 .38 .29 .52
15-21 9% 10 §5 31 s L7
22-28 86 21 45 .32 .0 .78
29-35 45 1 34 .24 .06 .83
e6-42 34 8 26 .24 .04 .87
43-49 25 . 7 19 27 .04 L9
50-56 19 1 18 .05 .05 .91
57-63 18 2 16 A1 01 ez
§4-70 16 5 1 .31 .03 .95
71-77 11 2 3 .18 .01 .96
78-84 9 1 8 ©.11 .005 .96
84-91 8 3 5 .38 015 .97
92-98 5 1 4 .20 .005 .98
99-108 4 0 4 - - .98
=105 4 ' 0 1.00 .02 1.00

%214 md o= 13.9

-~

1Prcbab11ity that application will be processed during the time period.

zProbabiTity that application will be processed "t" time periods after date
~aof application.

dcumulative % of applications processed.



b. Low Range

LENGTH OF - NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLOUGH DURING TIME  DURING TIME : »
(DAYS) APPL. PERIOD 'PERIOD - Pul'  Pu2® Pe3
1-7 18 3 15 .08 .08 .08
8-14 35 9 26 .26 .24 .32
15-21 25 8 18 31 .21 .s3
22-28 18 5 13 .28 .13 .66
29-35 13 2 1" 5 .05 .71
16-42 1 5 6 45 .13 .88
43-49 § 2 4 .33 .05 .89
50-56 e 0 8 - - .89
§7-63 4 1 3 .25 .03 .92
§4-70 3 0 3 - - .92
71-77 3 1 2 .33 .03 .95
78-84 2 0, 2 - - .35
85-91 2 1 1 50 .03 .97
92-98 1 1 0 t.00 .03 1.00
99-105
>1g5

;= 27.6 Md. = 20.6



c) Middle Rande - Apbroved

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION FURLOUGH - DURING TIME DURING TIME 1 5
(DAYS) ARPL. PERICD ‘PERICE : Pul Pu2° Pe3l
1-7 a9 23 8 .26 .26 .26
8-14 66 ' 29 37 . .44 .33 .58
15-21 37 11 26 .29 Jdzo.n
22-28 26 10 16 .38 11 .85
29-15 16 4 12 .25 .04 .87
36-42 12 3 9 23 .03 50
43-49 9 2 7 .22 L0300 .92
§0-56 7 1 § .14 .01 .93
57+63 § 1 5 .17 01 .94
§4-70 5 2 3 .40 .02 .97
71-77 3 1 2 .33 .01 .98
78-34 . 2 0 2 - - .98
85-91 2 1 1 .50 .0 99
92-98 1 0 - 1 - - .99
99-105 A 0 1 - - .99
>105 1 1 0 ) 1.00 .01 1.00

s = 15.2 Md. = 12.7



d) Middle Rangs - Deniad

LENGTH OF NUMBER QF HUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLOUGH DURING TIME  DURING TIME 1
(DAYS) APPL, PERIOD ‘PERIOD ful’ Pu2® Pa3
1-7 50 i 39 .22 .22 .22
8-14 39 10 29 .26 .20 .42
15-21 29 11 18 .38 .22 .54
22-28 18 5 13 .28 .16 .74
29-35 13 3 10 .23 .06 .80
36-42 10 0 10 . - .80
43-49 10 3 7 .30 .06 .86
50-56 7 0 7 - - .86
57-63 7 0 7 - - .86
64-70 7 2 5 .23 .04 .30
71-17 5 0 5 - - .90
78-84 5 1 4 .20 .02 .92
85-91 4 1 3 .25 .03 .94
92498 3 0 3 - - .94
99-105 3 0 3 - - .94
=105 3 3 0 1.00 .06 1.00

7 = 26.6  Md. = 17.0



e} High Range

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE  NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APSLICATION  FURLOUGH  DURING TIME  DURING TIME . ]
{DAYS) APPL. PERIOD ‘PERIOD Pul'  Pu2” Pe3
1-7 24 10 14 42 .4z .42
8-14 14 10 4 1 .42 .83
15-21 4 0 4 - - .83
22-28 4 1 3 .25 .04 .88
29-15 3 2 1 .67 .08 .96
3642 1 0 1 - - .96
43-49 1 0 1 = - .9
50-56 1 0 1 - - .96
§57-63 1T 0 1 - - .9
§4-70 1 1 0 1.00 .04 1.00
71-77
78-84 .

85-91

92-98

193-105
=108 -

§ = 12.8 Md. = 8.9



TABLE A - 10

TIME YO PROCESS FURLGUGH APPLICATIQONS, ELMIRA

OCTOBER 1, 1276 - DECEMBER 31, 1978

a) A1t furloughs

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF  NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE  NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLOUGH DURING TIME  OURING TIME , ) ,
{DAYS) APSL PERIOD PERIOD pull  puz? pe3
1-7 281 32 189 33 .33 .33
8-14 189 36 93 51 .34 .67
15.21 93 44 49 47 16 .83
22-28 49 20 28 41 .07 .90
2915 29 4 25 14 .0t .91
36-42- 25 10 15 .40 .04 .95
43-49 15 4 1 .27 .01 .96
50-58 1 3 8 .27 Lol .97
57-63 8 1 7 .13 .004 .98
§4-70 7 1 § 14 L0086 .98
71-77 § 0 5 . - .98
78-84 § ' 2 4 .33 .007 .99
8591 4 1 3 25 .004 .99
9298 3 0 3 . - .39
93-108 3 1 2 .33 .004 .99
>105 2 2 .00 .007 1.00

g5 15.2  Md.'= 11.0

1Probab11ity that appiication will be processad dyring the time pericd.

2Probab111ty that appiifcation will be procassed "T" time pericds after date
of applicatian. .

Icumulative 2 of applications processed.



b} Low Ranga

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.
APPLICATION  FURLOUGH.  DURING TIME  DURING TIME

(BAYS) APPL. PERIOD PERIOD pull  puz® pe3
1-7 59 22 37 37 .37 .37
8-14 37 T 18 51 .32 .89
15-21 18 13 . 5 72 .22 .92
22428 5 3 2 60 .05 .97
2935 2 1 1 .50 .02 .98
3642 1 0 1 - - .98
43-49 1 1 0 .00 .02 1.00
50-56

57-63

64-70

71-77

78-84

85-91

92-98

39-105
=105

$=11.5 Md. = 10.3



¢) Middle Range - Appravaed

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLOUGH.  DURIRG TIME  DURING TIME : 2
(DAYS) APPL. PERIOD ‘PERIOD - Pull  Pu2® Pe3
1-7 98 32 66 .33, .33 .33
8-14 66 s 25 .62 .42 .74
15-21 25 14 11 56 .14 .89
2228 1 5 5 .55 .06 .95
29-35 5 1 4 .20 .01 .96
36-42 4 2 2 .50 .02 .98
4349 2 g 2 - - .ee
5056 2 1 1 50 .01 .99
57-63 ' 1 0 1 - - .99
§4-70 1 0 1 - - .99
71-77 1 0 1 - - .99
78-84 1 0 o - - .99
85-91 1 g ] 1 - - .99
92-98 1 0 1 - - .99
99105 1 0 1 - - .89
>105 1 1 0 . 1.00 .01 1.00

§ 2 12.7 Md., =2 1¢.4



d} Middle Range - Denied

LEHGTH OF NUMBER QF NUMBER OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF  APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION  FURLOUGH DURING TIME  DURING TIME ) 5
{DAYS) APPL. PERIGD ‘PERIOD Pul’  Pu2® Pe3
1-7 75 9 66 g2 12 L2
8-18 66 25 ' 41 .38 .33 .45
15-21 a : 10 31 .24 .13 .59
22-28 31 10 : 21 32 13 .72
29-35 21 2 _ 19 .10 .03 .75
36-42 19 7 _ 12 .37 .09 .84
43-49 12 3 9 .25 .04 .88
50-56 9 2 7 .22 .03 .91
57-63 7 1 6 .14 .01 .92
64-70 6 1 5 .17 .01 .93
71-77 § g 5 - - o3
78-84 5 2 3 .40 .03 .95
85-91 3 1 2 33 .01 .97
92-98 2 0 2 - - .97
99+108 2 1 1 .50 .01 .99
>105 R 1 0 ~l.00 .01 1.00

g = 25.4 Md. - 16.9



e) High Range

LENGTH OF NUMBER OF NUMBER 0OF

TIME SINCE NUMBER OF APPL.RESULTS APPL.NOT PROC.

APPLICATION FURLOUGH DURING TIME QURING TIME 1
{DAYS) APPL. PERIOD ‘PERIOD Pul puz® pe3
1.7 49 29 20 .59 .59 .59
g-14 20 n 9 .55 .22 .82
15-21 9 7 2 .78 .14 .98
22-28 2 1 ' 1 .50 .02 .98
29-35 1 0 1 - - .98
3642 - 1 1 0 .ao .02 1.00
43-49
50-5§

X - 8.7 Hd. * 6.4
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CONCLUSION

The studies were conducted in a preliminary effort to compare
tyrends in access to temporary release prior to and after the imple-
mentation of the point system. The findings presented in this report
provide general statistical information regarding the functioning of
temporary release decision—making and are not intended to imply causal
conneciions between the point system and temporary release decision
processes. The research designs are vulnerable to a number of con-
founding effects relating to the selection of the pilot facilities and
the peculiarities of program implementation. Since the analyses cover
a limited period of time during the pilot phase, the observed trends
may refiect the problems associated with' the implementation of any
new administrative procedure. It is possible that the functioning
of the point system would be smoother and more consistent after the
new procedures settled into routine use. In addition, the various
trends that were observed among both the pilot facilities and the
comparison facilities make it especially difficu?t to disentangle
the effects of ektraneous factors on the observed outcomes.

Given the methodological limitations of the present study, the
best course would be to extend the analysis. Starting with measures
from the pilot perﬁoa, the evaluation should take similar measures
of new facilities operating under the pointvéystem after the pilot
test of the selection procedures. Thus, “post-tests" from the pilot
facilities could be compared with "pre-tests" from the new facilities.
By repeating measures and comparisons at given periods over time,
more valid conclusions could be drawn. Such time-series data would
provide an effective basis for continuous program modification and

evaluatiaon.
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The findings also suggest additional areas of inquiry and raise
a2 number of questions pertaining to the overall functioning of the
selection procedures including:

1. What is the disposition of temporary release applications

by point score range?

2. How do applicants who are approved for temporary release
compare on demographic and criminal history attributes
with disapprovals?

3. How frequently are applicantsreferred for further investi-
gation and what effect does this have on temporary release
approval or denial?

4. How many decisions are appealed to Albany? How often does
Albany overrule decisions at the local facility and what
are the reasons given for the decision?

These questions can be answered by facility and temporary re-

lease type and would document the extent to which the criteria for
acceptance or rejection are relatively constant across facilities.

The MIS would routinely supply the data necessary for such analyses.



SECTION V - INMATE ATTITUDES TOWARD TEMPORARY RELEASE

The pilot point system, implemented in September, 1976, was
designed to remedy some of the problems of the old selection proce-
dure, a system that relied on the judgment of a three-man committee
in each correctional facility.! Under the old system few explicit
criteria existed.to aid committee members in their choices, and in-
mates therefore had no clear idea of how entry into the program was
gained. As a consequence of this loesely structured decision process,
inmates felt temporary release selection to be arbitrary and unfair,
leading to increased frustration and tension within the faciiities.

One of the main objectives of the new selection process was
to be fair in the treatment of applicants. From the point of view
of decreasing inmate discontent with temporary release selection, it
matters 1ittle if the new selection process is fairer than the old
one unless inmates perceive it as such. Therefore a forty~-two page
inmate manual was distributed to each eligible inmate in the pilot
facilities. The manual described the various types of temporary
re]ea§e programs; the new selection process (including both the
point system and the associated procedures), and the forms used in
processing an application. Also, a videotape describing the new
selection process was prepared and shown to inmates in order that they
might better understand the new procedures. (Uqéortunately, not all
inmates had seen the videotape at the time of the interviews des-
cribed in this report.) An additional feature of the new procedures

was a personal interview with each applicant by a temporary release

1For a description of the development of the point system see Section I,
Development of a Point System for Temporary Release Selection.
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interviewer at the beginning of the épp?ication process. During the
interview the applicant's point score and its implications were ex-
plained to the inmate, along with any special circumstancgs {such as
outstandigg warrants thatlprec?uded participation in the program),
and any éuestionﬁIthe-fdﬁéte-might have were answered.

Since considerab}g-effcrt had been taken to explain the new
process to inmates, Vera researchers decided it would be useful to
talk to inmates whose applications had been processed under the new
selection system during the pilot period to gauge their reaction to
the point system and its accompanying procedures. Consequently, 139
inmates were contacted at the pilot facilities. Structured, self
administered questionnaires were given to 126 of these inmates. (A
copy of the questionnaire appears at the conclusion of this section).
It contained 43 items measuring the inmate's attitudes toward various
aspects of the temporary release selection process. The format of the
questionnaire required each respondent to read the question and then
indicate his own opinion by placing a mark in thé blank corresponding
to'“agree étrong1y", “agree moderately", "disagree moderately", or
"disagree strongly”. Respondents were instrucied to leave the four
spaces for an item-b1ank if they did not understand the question,
disagreed with the wording or assumptions of an ‘item to the extent
that they could not respond, or had no opinionf' ATl respondents were
promised complete confidentiality.

In addition to the structured quesionnaires, 38 inmates wera
interviewed in half hour interviews (26 of these interviews were
with applicants who also comp?gted the questionnaire). The in-person
interview was largely open-ended, thereby allowing the inmate cémpTete

tatitude to respond to such questions as "What do you like about the
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new selection process? (Prqbe for spgcifics.)f The in-person inter-
yigw was designed to allow for greater subtliety of reséonse than can
be obtained with a forced-choice questionnaire. |

An important methodological issue in giving a self-administered
questionnaire to inmates is whether or not individua]s,hsuch as
inmates, with poor 'educational backgrounds can meaningfully respond to
- a questionnaire that presupposes the ability to read and think through
questic_)ns.2 The only way of answering this question was to see if
the responses were consistent with our substantive expectation; that
is, did the answers "make sense*? Fortunately, they did. For example,
anly 5% of those completing the self-administered questionnaire

agreed with item 18, "Only inmates convicted of crimes of violence

3 An inspection of the

should be allowed in temporary release."
responses to each item, shown at the conclusion of this section,
shows that on the whole it appears that most inmates were able to
-complete the questionnaire. Also, other patterns in the data were
evidence that the responses to the items appeared to be meaningful.

Knowledge of the System

In contrast to some other characteristics of the temporary re-
lease program and selection process, the use of the point system was
found to be something that almost all inmates understand and relate to.
Thus 92% of the 38 applicants interviewed knew which category of the

point system they fell in. Sixty-four percent had determined their

2For example, 38% of a sample of 379 temporary release applicants had
attained no more than ninth grade; only 29% had g¢raduated from high
school. These fTigures were provided by the temporary release management
information system.

3The content of this item is, of course, preposterous; it was included
precisely for the purpose of checking to see if responses were substan-
tively meaningful.
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score hefore meeting with the interviewer.4 Furthermore, only 8%
of those completing the questionnaire gave an incorrect answer {(i.e.
agreed) to item 20, "Under the new selection process, the longer an
applicant's criminal record, the more points he gets."

Inmate knowledge about other aspects of the temporary release
program also appeared substantial, if not as high as for the point
system.5 As shown in Table 1, 3 of the other 4 factual guestions were
answered correctly by majorities of inmates. The one question which
only a minority of jnmates {roughly one-third) answered correctly con-
carned the legal definition of temporary release eligibility.

‘ In sum, inmates appeared to understand quite well the concept
of the point system. Furthermore, most applicants understood the
point system well enough to determine their scores by themselves.
Finally, other factual questions showed a substantial understanding of
the temporary release program.
TABLE 1
PERCENTAGE RESPONDENTS GIVING CORRECT ANSWER TO FACTUAL QUESTIONS

Item No. ' % Carrect
3A The only reason you can get a furlough is to maintain 70%
family ties.
g Educational leave is only for finishing high school. 75%

14 Anybody within 2 years of parole or conditional reilease, 35%
according to the law, is eligible to apply for temporary
release. -

38 Furloughs are given for any purpose. 67%

4There were strong differences by sex; only 25% of the women, as con-
trasted with B1% of the men, had scored themselves.

5Since the inmate manual describing the new selection process discusses
ail of the factual questions asked on the questionnaires, an appliicant
who read and understood the manual should be able to answer all five
questions correctly.



Attitudes Toward Temporary Release Selection

A frequent complaint about the old selection process was that
it took too long. Eighty nine percent of the applicants completing
the questionnaire agreed with Item 6, "the old selection process took
too long." Of the 30 applicants interviewed in person wtih previous tem-
temporary release experience, 40% mentioned in responsé to an open-
ended question the length of the old process as something they dis-
1iked.5 These figures are especially meaningful in view of the im-
portance inmates attached to a prompt disposition for their application:
1% agreed with Item 26, "knowing right away if you're allowed to go
out on temporary release is almost as important as going out." Since
the selection process during the pilot period efiminated Albany review
for the great majority of cases, the time needed to process an appli-

cation was expected to be substantially less than before.7 Although

no question was asked about this aspect of the new procedures, it is
porbably accurate to assume that most inmates would view the new pro-

cess better on this count.

6 The question read "What did you dislike about the (old)process?”
Forty percent is a sizeable proportion for an open-ended question.

7At the time of this survey, no accurate statistics on processing time
under the old system were available. Subsequent research comparing
processing times under the old and new systems did not establish taht
the new system was faster. (See Section IV - Studies of Access to
Temporary Release during the Pilot Period.)}
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The amcunt of time taken to process applications was the only
feature mentioned by any sizeahle proportion of those questioned
about the old process. The issue of reasons for dental did not appear
highly salient as a sourcé:of discontent to ihmates: of the 19
applicants rejected undér the old system, only 1 (=5%) mentioned
this as something they dis?iked.a

Turning to questions that measured general attitudes toward the
new selection process, we found opinjons to be divided in favor of
and opposed Lo the new system. 'For example, 41% of the sample
agreed with item 10, "temporary release selection is unfair®,

48% agreed that "given the difficulty of making selection, the tem-
porary release process is ébout as fair as possible” (item 39),

and 47% agreed that "the temporary release selection process should
he completely overhauled" (item 32)}. Forty percent agreed that "only
the best people are selected for temporary release" {item 38).
Similar responses were obtained from questions in the personal
intgfview. When asked to name things they both liked and disliked
about the new selection process, 18% of the 37 respondents named
only things thgy disliked, 35% named things they both liked and dis-
Tiked, and 46% 1isted only things they Tiked. AFinal!y, the poinf
system was endorsed by roughly half the respondents (52% agreed with
jtem 5, "a point system is a fair way of selecting people for
temporary release"). In sum, opinions were found to be split for
and against the new selection process, with a stightly

larger percentage of inmates in favor of the new process than

opposed.

SThese responses do not necessarily mean that inmates do not care about
knowing reasons for denial; a plausible interpretation is that reasons
for denial under the old system are adequate explanations from the in-
mate's point of view, although inmates may (and probably will) disagree
with the decision.
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We again found mixed responses to guestions explicitly comparing
the new selection process to the old one. Forty-three pgrcent agreed
that "the new selection procedures are basiéa]]y the same as the old
ones," (item 15}, a not inaccurate perception in view of the simiiar
results of the old and the new selection process.9 In a more
evaluative comparison of the two selection systems, 73% of the respon-
dents disagreed with item 30, “tbe new selection procedures are not
as good as the old," and a majority of those questioned agreed that
"the new selection process is better than the old one” (item 43).IO
When asked in the personal interview "do you think the new selection
process is fairer than the old one?", 68% of the 28 respondents
answered 'yes'.

A number of questions were asked about specific aspects of the selecw
tion process. One feature of the new procedures that proved unpopular
with inmates was the heavy emphasis of the point system on prior
criminal record, especially as measured by crimes of violence.

Forty two percent of inmates interviewed in person did not think it
fair to take away points for crimes of violence.!! Fifty nine percent
agreed that "everyocne should be allowed in temporary release, regard-
less of what he or she has been convicted of" (item 4). Large majori-
ties of inmates in the sample felt that an app{icant should not be
denied temporary release on account of his record; 72% disagree with

item 29, "some people have such bad records that they should never be

JRefer to Section I, p.41

Wrhys question was not asked at Auburn Correctional Facility. Since
inmates at Auburn are c¢ritical of the new process, having asked this

gquestion at this facility would probably have lowered the total per-

centage agreeing with the question from the 67% level in our data.

11The question read "do you think it's fair to take‘away points for
crimes of violence?"
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allowed in temporary release", and 90% disagree that "inmates convicted
of crimes of violence, such as robhery or assault, should not be
allowed to éarticipate in temporary release” (item 36). The attitudes
of the vast majority of inmatgs were succinctly captured in item 37,‘
since 93% agreed that "it's not fair to evaluate an applicant on the
basis of what he did before he got to prison since he may have changed
while doing time."

One of the ways available to inmates to demonstrate that they
have changed is program participation. That most inmates appeared
willing to engage in these activities if they thought it would bring
them rewards such as temporary release and parole is evidenced by the
75% who agreed that "not participating in programs or work assign-
ments should make if harder to get into temporary release" {item 25).
These résponses aoccurred in the context of a point system heavily
penalizing applicants w%th lengthy criminal records; whether or not
a smaller percentage would be willing to base temporary release accep-
tance on program participation if the past intruded less remains to be
seen, .

Aside from participation in programs and work assignments, in-
stitutional behavior can most easily be judged by an inmate's discip-
linary record. But inmates on the average were less inclined to be
evaluated for temporary release on the basis 0% their disciplinary
record: 55% agreed that "an inmate's disciplinary record is not a
good way of judging nis suitability for tempérary release? {(item 31).
The irony in these responses is that inmates would Eikg to be evaluated
in the way that is least predictive of temporary release success.
Criminal history and disciplinary behavior were predictive of success,

while program participatian was no’t:.}2

125¢e Section I, pages 25-27
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Another aspgct of thg new process found to be unpopular with
inmates was automatic rejgct?on for thoée having a pofnt score in the
low range. Seygnty seven perCenf disagreed that "inmates with lTow
point scores should not be allowed to participate in temporary
release" (item 41), and 89% agreed that “no applicant should be
denied an opportunity %o appear before the Temporary Release Committee"
(item 34).

Several guestions focused on the Temporary Release Committee's(TRC)
decision-making. Inmates did not appear to believe that the committees
grant temporary release participation either on the basis of bribes
or persaonal relationships. {Note the answers to items 2, 23, and 35
in Appendix II.} But inmate evaluation of the TRCs' performance was
again mixed: 49% agreed that "the Temporary Release Committee
Qenera11y does a good job in making its decfsion“ {item 19). The
sample was almost evenly split over the issue of less discretion in
the committees' decisions. Fifty four percent agreed that "the Tem-
porary Release Committee should not have so much discretion in deciding
on temporary release applicants" (item 33). In addition, 61% agreed
that "there should be more rules about how—the Temporary Release Com-
mittee chooses participants for temporary release: (item 22). Finally,
there did not appear to be any consensus on the-~issue of TRC composi-
tion. Sixty four percent agreed that fthere should be inmate repre-
sentatives on the Temporary Release Committee" (item 27). Fifty per-
cent agreed that "corrections officers should be on the temporary
release committee sfnce they know inmates best" (item 8) and 59%
disagreed that “"corrections officers shouldn't be on the Temporary Re-
Tease Comﬁittee since all they care about is discipline™ (item 24).

Despite whatever criticisms they might have about the TRC's decision-
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making, though, inmates seemed to welcome the opportunity to appear
in person before the committee. Of the 16 inmates interviewed in
person who had appeared before the committee, 81% thought the experience

worthwhile. 13

DETERMINANTS OF ATTITUDES TOWARD TEMPORARY RELEASE SELECTION

Thus far the analysis has examined the answers to each question
independently of anything we know about the respondents. In this sec-
tion we examine the distribution of responses according to the facility
the inmate is in and his point score category.

Each item in the questionnaire was crosstabulated against the
respondent's facility and the range-disposition category he fell 1n.14
Since this produced 86 tables (twa for each item imn the questionnaire},
it is impractical to reproduce all of them here. Tables 2 through 5
are four of these, chosen because they clearly portray the interesting
relationships in the data.

Tables 3 and 5 indicate that a respondent's attitudes toward
the selective process change according to the range-disposition cate-
gory he falls in. Inmates who are approved, either automatically
or by the Temporary Release Committee, were much more favorably dis-
posed toward the selection process than those who were rejected. Many
of these differences were quite large for survey data. For example,
Table 3 shows that only 18% of those in the Tow range agreed that “the
Temporary Release Committee generally does a good jobh in making its
decisions" (item 19), while fully 78% of those in the high range

agreed (either strongly or moderately) with the item. It is interes-

]3Exact1y the same percentage of the 36 respondents questioned ahout

their meeting with the temporary release interviewer thought the inter-
view to be worthwhile.

]4R§nge—d§sposition is defined as follows: Tow range-automatically
denjed; middle range-denied by TRC; middle range-pending; middie range-

approved by TRC; and high range-automatically approved.
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TABLE 2

19 BY FACILITY

Item 19: The temporary
release committee gene~

FACILITY

rally does a good Jjob
in making its decisions Elmira Bedford Auburn Wallkill
Agree Strongly 19% 37% 3% 10%
Agree Moderately 42 31 24 28
Diségree Moderately 15 9 33 24
Disagree Strongly 23 23 _35 _38
Total % 99% *  100% 994 * 100%
Number in Column {26) (35) (33) (29)
* Does not sum to 100% due to rounding ervors.
TABLE 3

ITEM 19 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION
Item 19: The temporary Low,auto- Middle, Middle High,
release committee gene- matically disap- Approv. Automa~
rally does a good job denied proved Middle by TRC tically
in making its decisions : by TRC _Pend. Approved
Agree Strongly 0% 10% 4% 48% 17%
Agree'Moderately 18 30 24 26 61
Disagree Moderately 30 | g- 32 16 13
Disagree Strongly 52 60 40 10 9
Total % 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Number in Column (27) (10) {25) (31) {23)



Item 5: A point
system is a fair

TABLE &

ITEM 5 BY FACILITY

way of selecting FACILITY
people for tempo-
rary release Elmira Bedford Auburn Wallkill
Agree Strongly 48% 39% 12% 10%
Agree Moderately 20 22 31 26
Disagree Moderately 4 11 19 16
Disagree Strongly 28 28" 38 _48
Total % 100% 100% 100% 100%
Number in Column {25) (36) {32) (31)
TABLE 5

ITEM 5 BY RANGE-DISPOSITION
Item 5: A point
system is a fair Middie, Middle, High,
way of selecting Low,auto- disap- Approv. automa-
people for tempo- matically proved MNiddle by tically
rary relesase denied by TRC Pand. TRC Approved
Agree Strongly 7% 30% 32% 47% 26%
Agree Moderately 1 20 24 27 39
Disagree Moderately 14 10 12 13 13
Disagree Strongly 68 40 32 _13 22
Total ¢ 100% 100%  100%  100% 100%
Number in column (28) (10) (25) (30) (23)
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ting to note that since applicants in these two ranges would not go
before the Temporary Release Committeg, ?hgrg is no logical reason
why attitudes towaré the committee shoﬁ1d differ betweén these two
groups. Two possible explanations are,first, that applicants mis-
understood the process to the extent that the committee is credited
with the responsibility for decisions falling in these ranges, and,
second, that the range and disposition so affect the applicant's
attitudes that opinions with respect to all aspects of the selection
process are colored by range and disposition.

Tables 2 and 4 show how attitudes toward the process varied by
facility. Although differences between facilities were not as large
as those between categories of range-disposition, there were consis-
tent differences. Elmira and Bedford Hills inmates were more posi-
tive in their attitudes toward selection than inmates at Auburn and
Wallkill. Far examp1e; majorifﬁes of inmates at both Elmira and
Bedford Hills (61% and 68% respectively) agreed with item 19, while
the situation was reversed at Auburn and Wailkill, with 27% and
38% agreeing respectively.

Since the proportion of inmates falling in the ranges of the
peint system varied by facility {See Table 6), the differences by
facility shown in Tables 2 and 4 may simply reflect the fact that
some facilities had an overall lower-scoring pnpulafion than others,
and hence had applicants who were less positive in their attitudes
about the selection process than respondents at other facilities.
Thus, the facility differences in attitudes observed in Tables 2 and
4 may result wholly from the different scores of the people in the
facilities. Another possibility is that there was something about
the facilities{differences in types of inmates or temporary release

administrative practices, for example,)that might account for attitude



differences between facilities over and above those differences we
would expect solely on the basis of point scores. In brief, the
strategy used to answer this question was to form two attitude
scales, one measuring general affect towards the selection process
{(the extent to which the respondent approved or disapproved of the
selection process) and the other measuring the extent to which the
respondent feels that some people should be excluded from temporary
release, and then use these scales as dependent variables in a multiple
regression. The details of the analysis are presented in the following
sub-section {"Multivariate Analysis of Attitudes").

The results of the multivariate analysis indicate that, for
general affect towards the selection process, the facility did
have an effect on.aftitudes in addition to that explained by range-
disposition. Thus, differences in attitudes between facilities were
not explained wholly by the range-disposition category an applicant
falls in. Unfortunately, these results did not tell us what it is
about a facility that accounts for these differences, though some
speculation is useful. One possibility is the different adminis-
trative practices in the temporary release programs at facilities
(such as varying interviewer styles, lengths of time needed to pro-
cess anplications, the way applicants are trea}éd by TRC's, and so
on) accounted for these differences. Another possibility is that
inmates at various facilities had different characteristics accoun-
ting for these attitudinal differences. For example, a policy of
transferring the more 'difficult' inmates - those with greater ex-

pressed hostility towards the correctional system - to Wallkill and
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Auburn could also account for the patterns observed in the data.
Although both explanations are possible, observations of program im-
piementation at the four pilot facilities certainly suggest the
plausibility of the first one.

The results of the analysis have other implications. For ex-
ample, the tendency of applicants denied by the TRC to have more
favorable attitudes than those falling in the low range suggests
that hostility towards the program can be reduced by somehow giving
inmates in the lew range an opportunity to appear before the TRC.
Among the alternativas considered by Vera staff were eliminating the
low range altogether, lowering the boundary between the lTow and middle
ranges, and instituting a periddic review by the TRC of those appli-
cants in the low range with no possibility of gaining enough points
through improved institutional behavior to move into the middle range.

The results also showed that an applicant's evaluation of the
process was more favorable the more he knew about the selection pro-
cess. Again, the explanations of this finding are speculative.

One is that greater understanding of the process leads to more favor-
able attitudes. Ancother is that the results are spurious, that the
type of inmate most likely to understand the selection process well is
also the type likely to have favorable attitudes toward the process.
Although we cannot establish the truth of eith;r hypothesis, the
plausibility and pragmatic implications of the first hypothesis,

if true, suggest that greater effort be taken in the future to explain
the system to inmates.

Finally, we found that in terms of explaining affect toward the
selection process during the pilot period we have done remarkably well.

Almost half of the variance of AFFECT, the scale measuring general
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approvail or disapproval of the selection process, has been explained
by the regression, an amount that is certainly high for attitude
data. Furthermore, one-third of the variance was explained by
range-disposition categories alone. In other words, attitudes toward
' fhe system were strongly determined by whether or not and how the
'app}ication wés apbroved or denied. While we have pointed out a

few ways that the results suggest the program might be modified so
as to increase its acceptance by inmates, it is clear that no matter
how much the selection process is designed, modified, or explained
to inmates, denying an inmate's application will, on the average,
create some hostility towards the program. In short, the only way
to win complete acceptance of the selection process by inmates is to

let everyone out, an implication of no great practical importance.
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MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS QF ATTITUDBES

As discussed previously, it is of interest to know if different
degrees of support for the new selection process in the four pilot
facilities were accounted for by the differences in scores at‘the
four facilities or whether facilities had an effect independent of
score. One problem adding to the difficulty of answering this ques-
tion is the correlation between facility and point score range-dis-
position. As shown in Table 6, inmates at Bedford scored highest,
while those at Auburn scored lowest. Inmates at the two remaining
facilities, Wallkill and Eimira, scored on the average about the
same, and were jntermediate in their scores compared to the other
two facilities.

This type of problem can best be analyzed using multiple
regression, a technique that examines the effect of several inde-
pendent or predictor variables on a single dependent variable and,
if two or more independen; variables are correlated with one another,
determines the corrected effect of any variable on the dependent
variable by controlling for the effect of other variables in the
equation. In the present circumstance there were 43 possible depen-
dent variables {each item on the questionnaire), which, if each were
analyzed separately, would be more regressions, than convenient to
analyze. Thus, we combined some of theAitems into two scales and
analyzed the scales, not the individual ijtems.

The scales were construcied by scoring the four possibie
answers - "agree strongly", etc.- 1, 2, 3 and 4 such that

the response most approving of the point system and allied



TABLE 6

RANGE-DISPOSITION BY FACILITY*

FACILITY
Bedford
Auburn Wallkill Elmira Hills
Low-automatically denied 24% 18% 17% 10%
Middle~denied by TRC 34 39 36 13
Middle~approved by TRC 31 3] 36 42
- High-~automatically approved 11 13 11 34
(Total % Approved)** (42%) (443) {473y 77%
Total % 100% 101% 100% 99%
(Number) (231) (204) {351) {155}

*These figures are based on 941 applications processed during the first
nine weeks of the pilot period. They are taken from a DOCS memorandum
from Leo Bisceglia to Clark Wilson, dated December 13, 1976. Due

to rounding errors all columns may not total to 100%.

** This is the percent of all applications approved at the facility,
efther by the TRC or as result of falling in the high range. It

is (subject to rounding error) the sum of the third and fourth rows
of the table.
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procedures {either "agree strongly" or "disagree strongly",
depending upon the wording of the item) is scored "4". The
next step was to compute a matrix of correlations (Pearson r's)
of all 43 items. This matrix was visually examined to locate

groups of items that mutually correlate with one another. 15

Examination of the intercorrelations led to the development of
two scales consistiné of ten and foﬁr items each. The first
scale, labelled AFFECT, consisted of ten items measuring the
respondents' affect towards the present selection process}6
The second scale, called EXCLUDE, contained four items measuring
the extent to which the respondent agreed with the present
policy of excluding some applicants from the program.]7 Each
respondent was assigned a scale score equal to his average
value on the items in the scale. Since items are scored 1, 2,
3, or 4, scale scores range from 1 to 4, with a higher value on
the first scale corresponding to a positive attitude toward the
selection process, and a higher score on the second scale
indicating greater acceptance of the exclusionary policy.

Each of these scales was regressed on the following set of
efght variables: four dummy variables corresponding to each
category of range-disposition save low-automatically denied;

three dummy variables corresponding to each facility save

15According to scaling theory,items must be measuring the same
underlying dimension if they are to be combined into a scale.
One indication that a set of items measures a common dimension
is that they correlate with one another. In choosing items to
combine ints a scale, one must consider the substantive meaning
of the items as well as their intercorrelations.

16The ijtems are numbers 2, 5, 10, 15, 19, 23, 30, 32, 35, and 39.

17The items are numbers 4, 13, 29 and 41.
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Bedford Hills; and a variable measuring the number of correct
responses to the five factual items on the quest?onnaire.18

The last variable, MNFACT, was formed by counting the number
of correct responses to items 3A, 9, 14, 20, and 38, the five
factual items on the questionnaire. A correct answer was con-
sidered to be "disagree strongly" or "disagree moderately",
since all items were worded such that agreement would cerrespond
to an incorrect answer. The distribution of scores on NFACT

is 'as follows:
Cumulative

Mumber of Correct Answers Percent Percent
None 1.6% 1.6%
One 3.5 11.1
Two 271.4 32.5
Three | 20.6 53.2
Four 26.2 79.4
Five ' 20.6 100.0

These figures indicate, for example, that 20.6% of the sample
answered exactly three questions correctly, and that 53.2% answered

three or fewer questions correctly.

18y dummy variable is one coded 1 if an attribute is present in a
particular case and 0 if the attribute is not present. For tech-
nical reasons a set of n nominal variables-must be represented in
a regression equation by n-1 dummy variables. Thus the five
categories of range-dispositions are represented by only four
dummy variables. An inmate falling in the middle-pending cate-
gory would be scored 1 on the dummy variable corresponding to this
category and 0 on all others. The omitted category, low range-
denied, serves as the reference peint in the analysis to which the
other four dummy variables are compared. An applicant falling in
the low range is uniquely identified by the fact that he is scored
0 on all four of the dummy variables corresponding to the other
four range-disposition categories. Similarly, the four facilities
are represented by three dummy variables. Bedford Hills has been
omitted and serves as the reference point for the facility

dummy variables.



TABLE

7

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF AFFECT AND EXCLUDE

Dependent Variable = AFFECT

Independent Variable

Middle - Denied
Middle -~ Pending
Middle - Approved
High - Approved
Wallki11

Elmira

Auburn

NFACT

Dependent Variable = EXCLUDE

Independent Variables

Middle-Denied
Middle-Pending
Middle-Approved
High-Approved
Wallkill

Elmira

Auburn

NFACT

Unstandardized
Regression
Coefficient

.38
.42
.68
.56

-.49

-.03

-.49
.13

Standard

Error

.23
.15
.15
.16
.14
14
.15
.04

TOTAL CORRECTED R2 =

Unstandardized
Regression

__Coefficient

.54
.44
.54
.86
11
.24
1
.06

Standard
Error

.33
22
22
.24
.21
.20
.22
.06

R2

Increment

.325

135

.057

RE

Increment

.150

.015

.012

TOTAL CORRECTED RZ = ,099

In each equation, residual degrees of freedom =

108
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Table 7 shows the results of regressing AFFECT and EXCLUDE
on the eight independent variables. AFFECT was explained much
more strongly by the variables in the regression than EXCLUDE
{47.2% and 9.9% of the corrected variance respectively). Substan-
tively, this means that knowledge of an applicant's range-disposi-
tion category, facility, and so forth, gave us a much more accurate
prediction of his overall affect for the selection process than
did his feelings about excluding people from the program. Thus,
being rejected by the program, for instance, was much more Tikely
to leave one with a negative feeling for the selection process than
to cause a change in attitude toward admitting people into the program.
Another implication of the findings was that facility does have
an effect on attitudes dindependent of range-disposition, especially
pronounced on AFFECT. Thus, adding facility dummy variables added
13.5% to the variance explained of AFFECT over that explained solely
by range-disposition. The regression co-efficients for facilities
in the AFFECT equation indicated that Elmira inmates did not differ
noticeably in their attitudes toward the selection process from Bedford
Hills inmates, and that Wallkill and Auburn inmates were about one-

half a point less favorable than Elmira or Bedford Hills inmates.lg

Looking at the AFFECT equation, Elmira inmateshén the average were
.03 scale points less favorable in their attitudes than Bedford
Hills inmates when controlling for the other variables in the equa-
tion, while appliicants from Auburn and Wallkili were both .49 points

less favorable. Since the four possible responses to each item are

195ince no dummy variable is present for Bedford Hills, it is the
reference point against which other facilities are compared.
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scored 1-2-3-4, a .03 point difference is insignificant. A difference
of one-half points, however, is substantively meaningful.

Looking at EXCLUDE, facility differences were not large enough
to be statistically significant (adding the three facility dummy
variables to the equation increased R2 by only 1.5 percentage points,
as compared to 13.5 percentage points for AFFECT)}. Thus facility
appeared to have an independent effect on AFFECT, but not on EXCLUDE.

The category of range-disposition without a dummy variable
and hence serving as the reference point was the low-automatically
denied range. The positive coefficients for the other four
categories indicated that respondents falling in these Tlatter
four categories were on the average always more favorably oriented
to the new procedures than those in the Tow categories, a finding
that was substantively plausible. The finding that applicants who
were denied by the Temporary Release Committee were more positive
in their attitude than were those falling in the low range suggests

that the chance at least to argue one's case before the Committee

tended to result in more support for the system,
Differences between the last four categories of range-disposition
were not large enough to be statistically significant with tfhis
size sample, though %the resulis were suggestive.in substantively
plausible ways. Respondents whose application§ were approved - either
by the Temporary Release Committee or by virtue of falling in the high
range - appeared more approving of the system than those who were danied.
Finally, we also found that as one's factual knowledge about the
new selection process increased, so did support for the system.
Moving from zero to 5 correct answers appeared to increase one's
support, as measured by AFFECT, by about two-thirds of a scale point,

an amount which is not insignificant. The possible interpretations of



this finding were discussed in the previous sub-section of this report.

-



INMATE QUESTIONMNAIRE October 1976

JEMPORARY RELEASE PROGRAM

Temporary Release Program Applied For: Furlough Work Release

Educational Leave

Your Point Score: Range: Low Middle High

Application was Approved Disapproved

Answer each of the following questions according to whether you agree
strongly, agree moderately, disagree moderately, or disagree strongly.
Put a check in the blank corresponding to your opinion. If you don't
have an opinion about any statement or don't understand the statement,
leave 1t blank and go on to the next one. For example, suppose you
disagree strongly with the statement, “"Temporary Release is not a

good program.” Then you should mark the blank on the right as

shown. For the most part, there are no right or wrong answers te
these questions. None of your answers will be revealed to any one

in the Department, either in Albany or in this facility. Your answers
are completely confidential.

" AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY

1. Temporary Release is not a good
program. {Example) b///

—— ee——— ve——— e——

2. Tﬁe best wa} to get a furlough
is to be good friends with a
staff member. 10% 11¢% 22% 58%

3a. The only reason you can get a
furlough is to maintain family i
ties. 12 - 18 20 50

3b. People with serious psychiatric
problems should not be allowed
in Temporary Release. 26 - 22 31 20

4. Everyone should be allowed in
Temporary Release, regardless
of what he or she has been con-
victed. 33 26 25 16

5. A point system is a fair way
of selecting pecople for Tem-
porary Release. 27 25 13 36

Figures are percent of respondents giving each answer to every question. Due
to rounding error, numbers may not sum to 100% across every row.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The 0ld selection process took
too long.

Inmates should be able to meet
with a counselor both before
and after going on a furlough.

Corrections officers should
be on the Temporary Release
Committee since they know
inmates best.

Educational leave is only for
finishing high school.

Temporary Release selection
is unfair.

A1l Temporary Release deci-
sions should be made in Albany.

People should be selected into
Temporary Release on the basis
of a lottery.

Everybody should be allowed in
Work Release, even if only for
a few months.

Anybody within 2 yeérs of parocle

or conditional release, accor-
ding to the law, is eligible fo
apply for Temporary Release.

The new selection procedures
are basically the same as the
old ones.

The Temporary Release prodram
should be abolished since most

people don't get much out of it.

Only inmates with good work
records should be allowed in
Work Release.

Only inmates convicted of
¢rimes of violence should be
allowed in Temporary Release.

AGREE

AGREE

Inmate Questionnaire

DISAGREE

DISAGREE

STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY

69%

62

Pt

20%

28

16
11

16

17

14

22

7%

10

17

28

20

26

12

24

24

5%

40

58

31

57

80

18

31

31

68

39

71



AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY

The Temporary Release Com-
mittee generally does a good
job in making its decisions.

—
o
w2

31% 20% 31%

Under the new selection pro-

cess, the longer an applicant’s

¢riminal record, the more

peints he gets. 4 4 14 78

The number of spaces for
Work Release should be greatly :
increased. 77 16 3 3

There should be more rules

about how the Temporary Re-

lease Committee chooses parti-

cipants for Temporary Release. a0 | 21 23 16

Members of the Temporary Re-

Tease Committee generally

give furloughs only to in-

mates they like. ' 15 13 22 50

Corrections officers shouldn't

be aoan the Temporary Release

Committee since all they care

about is discipline. 29 12 25 34

Mot participating in programs

or work assignments should

make it harder to get into

Temporary Release. 44 32 11 14

Knowing right away if you're

allowed to go out on Tem-

porary Release is almost as im- 70 21 5 4
portant as going out.

There should be inmate repre- )
sentatives on the Temporary
Release Committee. 48 17 13 23

Only the best people are selected
for Temporary Release. 19 21 30 30

Some people have such bad records
that they should never be allowed
in Temporary Release. 12 15 32 40

The new selection procedures are
not as good as the old method. 12 15 34 40




31.

32.

33‘

34‘

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40‘

-4 - Inmate Questionnaire

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STROMNGLY

An inmate's disciplinary

record is not & good way of
judging his suitability for .
Temporary Release, 30% 26% 26% 185%

The Temporary Release selec-
tion process should be com-
pletely overhauled. 24 22 29 24

The Temporary Release Com-
mittee should not have so
much discretion in deciding

on Temporary Release Ap-
plicants. - 24 29 25 21

Mo applicant should be denied
%n cppgrtunity to app$ar be~
ore the Temporary Release
Committee. ’8 10 3 8

An easy way to get a furlough
is to bribe a member of the

Temporary Release Committee
{or staff). 7 3 9 80

Inmates convicted of crimes
of violence, such as robbery
or assault, should not be

"~ allowed to participate in 7 2 21 69

Temporary Release.

It's not fair to evaluate an
applicant on the basis of
what he did before he got

to prison since he may

have changed while doing
time. ) 70 23 3 4

Furloughs are given for any ) .
pUrpose. 19 14 31 36

Given the difficulty of

making selection, the Tem-

porary Release process is

about as fajr as possible. 24 24 29 . _ 23

The Temporary Release Com-

mittee should be allowed to

look at anything it wants

in an applicant's folder

in making its decision. 28 31 21 20




- 5 - Inmate Questionnaire

AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY MODERATELY MODERATELY STRONGLY

41. Inmates with low point
scores should not be allowed
to participate in Temporary
Release,. 6% 16% 25% 529

42, It is unfair to check an ap-
plicant's record for a history

of mental illness. 9 1z 35 45
43. The new selection process is
better than the old one. 37 27 11 25
(N-83)*

*Since this question was not asked at Auburn and of some respondents
at Bedford Hills, the number of respondents is smaller for this item.

A1l other jtems were administered to 126 inmates.



