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SUMMARY

More than 2.3 million people are now incarceratethe U.S.—more than one out of
every 100 adult Americans. Incarceration rateseaesn higher for some groups: one out
of nine black men, ages 20 to 34, are serving th$. prison populations have
experienced 15 years of steady growth and are nai all-time high, outstripping that
of any other industrialized country, both numeticahd as a percentage of the overall
population.

As prison populations have expanded, states’ ciooreccosts have risen substantially. In
2007, states spent $44 billion in tax dollars omeaxtions, up from $10.6 billion in 1987,
a 127 percent increase when adjusted for infla#h@the U.S. economy slows and state
budgets tighten, correctional spending is crowainginvestments for other valuable
programs, like health care and education. Moremaark, policymakers are questioning
whether states are getting their money’s worthodyirisons and whether imprisonment
is the most effective means of achieving publiesafespecially when it diverts
increasingly scarce funds away from other socialises, some of which have been
shown to prevent crime in the first place.

Despite the fact that we are spending increasimgiye on prisons each year, recidivism
rates remain virtually unchanged, with about h&Hlbreleased inmates returning to
prison or jail within three years. Most prison €yst are severely crowded, and the
communities to which prisoners return experienoermaber of negative consequences as
well. Clear (2007) argues that mass incarceratiactidres families, threatens the
economic infrastructure of already struggling negthoods, and leads to increased
social stresses, especially for childfdncarceration, in other words, may have exactly
the opposite of its intended effect: it destabgitee community, thus further reducing
public safety.

The debate about the costs and benefits of impmsonis taking place all across
America, but the stakes are highest in Califor@ialifornia’s 173,312 prisoners
constitute the largest prison population of anyest@ne in seven state prisoners in the
United States is incarcerated in California, aniveen 1980 and 2007, California’s
prison population increased over sevenfold, contpasieh a fourfold increase nationally.
And despite a 2003 vow by California Governor Ath8lchwarzenegger to reduce the
prison population, it continued to grow and regangjections predict a prison population
of 191,000 in the next five years.

California’s prison expenditures are also amongibbest in the nation—per inmate,
per staff, and as a share of the overall statedtuddpe average annual cost of housing a
California prisoner in 2006-7 was $43,287, 1.6 srhagher than the national average of
about $26,000. At the beginning of the prison baoddboom in the early 1980s, adult and
youth corrections accounted for four percent offGalia’s General Fund expenditures at

! Clear, Todd R. (2007mprisoning Communities: How Mass Incarceration MslDisadvantaged
Neighborhoods Wors®xford University Press, NY.



$1 billion per year. Today, California’s budget &tate corrections is now over $10
billion a year—and growing at a rate of seven pere@nually, the fastest growing
segment of the state’s criminal justice expend#u&tate corrections now accounts for
approximately ten percent of total California stspending—nearly the same amount the
state spends on higher education. Even after aaljustr inflation, general fund
expenditures to support California Department ofr€cions and Rehabilitation (CDCR)
operations increased 50 percent between 2001-2@0®}9.

UNDERSTANDING CALIFORNIA CORRECTIONS AND THE
IMPORTANCE OF PAROLE VIOLATIONS

Central to California’s entire debate over its pnsystem is the topic of parole and
parole revocation. California’s recidivism raterasasured by the “return to prison rate”
is 66 percent, compared to a 40 percent natioreabge. At the end of three years, 66
percent of all California parolees had been retitoea California prison, 27 percent for
a new criminal conviction and 39 percent for a tecal or administrative violation,
which can result from new crimes or violations lué tonditions of parole. On any given
day, six out of ten admissions to California pris@ne returning parolees.

Part of the explanation for California’s anomalgusigh parole return rate is its unique
sentencing and parole system. California, for tlstrpart, has emandatoryparole

release system. California moved from an indeteaisito a determinate sentencing
system in the late 1970s, and as a result, moshadéirs are released after they have
served their original court-imposed sentence, &gsaccumulated good time credit.
California’s Determinate Sentencing Law allows affers to earn, with some exceptions,
day-for-day “good time” (a 50 percent reductionhlyDoffenders sent to prison on a life-
term (19 percent of prisoners in 2007) are suligediscretionary release, where the
Board of Parole Hearings (BPH) and the Governcgrdane fitness for prison release.
For about 80 percent of California prisoners, themo appearance before a parole board
to determine whether they are fit to return tocbenmunity; instead, they are
automaticallyreleased. Once released, virtualllyprisoners are placed on formal parole
supervision, usually for three years. Californiairsually alone in this practice of
combining determinate sentenciagd placing all released prisoners on parole. Most
other states either have an indeterminate sengsgstem, where a discretionary parole
board determines release dates, or they reserekegar only their most serious
offenders.

California’s growing prison population, combinedhwits universal parole practices and
lengthy parole terms, has resulted in Californigesuising far more parolees than any
other state. The Bureau of Justice Statistics tepbat in 2007, California supervised
about 1220,000 parolees on any given day, accoufaimtp percent of all parolees in the
country:

California’s parole population is now so large @sdarole agents are so overburdened
that parolees who represent a serious public stfedat are not watched closely, and

2 Glaze, L., and T. Bonczar (200Pyobation and Parole in the United States, 20B6reau of Justice
Statistics, Washington DC, NCJ 220218.



those who wish to go straight cannot get the Hedy heed. About 80 percent of all
California parolees have fewer than two 15-minatefto-face meetings with a parole
agent each month, and nearly all of these meetaigsplace in the parole agent’s office.
Two-thirds of all California parolees are thoughthiave substance abuse problems and
nearly all of them are required to be drug tesved, few of them will participate in
appropriate treatment while in prison or on par@alifornia’s recent Expert Panel on
Adult Offender Recidivism found that fully 50 pentef all exiting California prisoners
did not participate imny rehabilitation or work program, nor did they have/ork
assignment, during theéntire prison stay. They didn’t get the help they neeaied

parole either: 56 percent of parolees didn’t pgoéite in any formal program while under
parole supervisiof.

Clearly, this low level of supervision and servprevision does not prevent crime. As
noted above, two-thirds of all California paroleesirn at least once to a California
prison within three years. Due to their high faglwate, parolees account for the bulk of
California prison admissions: In 2006, nearly twods (64 percent) of all persons
admitted to California prisons were parole violatd?arole revocations have been rising
nationally over the last 20 years, but Californiaésse increased more so. Nationally,
over the last 20 years, the number of parole reimtahas increased about six-fold. In
California, the number of parole revocations hasaased 30-fold.

California’s unique decision-making process pagttplains its high parole revocation
rate. The decision to send a parole violator bagkrison for an additional sentence is not
often made in California by a judge, but rathemlyyolitically appointed deputy
commissioner at the Board of Parole Hearings. Grahoigists have coined the term
“back-end sentencing” to describe how the parolegation process centers on parole
board practices. Not only are back-end sentendesndimed by correctional officials
instead of judges, but the standard of evidencd isseuch lower than is required in a
court of law. Parole board officials use the mamént legal standard of “preponderance
of the evidence,” as opposed to the “beyond a redse doubt” standard that is required
in criminal court convictions. This more lenienastiard is deemed appropriate because a
California prisoner still remains in the legal may of the CDCR while on parole. Parole
in California is not a reward for good behaviorjtasight be in an indeterminate
sentencing state, but rather an extension of a'‘ekentence and a period of extended
surveillance after prison. As such, if the paralees not abide by the imposed parole
conditions, the State has the legal right to reuvible& parole term and return them to
prison.

California’s parole revocation process is also uaim another way. The maximum term
for a parole violation in California is 12 montimsgrison. If a parolee is sentenced to that
maximum term, there is usually a day-for-day créatitime served in prison or in jail
awaiting case disposition, assuming no prisoninffactions. The upshot is that the
parole violator who is not convicted of a new cribyea criminal court—totaling nearly

% California Expert Panel on Adult Offender Recidivi Reduction Programming. (200A)Roadmap for
Effective Offender Programming in California: Reptw the California State Legislatur&acramento,
CA: California Department of Corrections and Reltbion.



70,000 prison commitments in 2006—will only speod,average, slightly more than
four months in custodyAnd of course, not everyone gets the maximum 18tmo
sentence. Data analyzed by California’s RehahitaStrike Team found that of all
parolees returned to a prison in 2004, 20 percene-Ho five parole violators—served
less than one month in a California prison.

This system of “catch and release” makes littleseéfnom the standpoints of deterrence,
incapacitation, treatment, or cost. Parolees quilgdrn that being revoked from parole
doesn’t carry serious consequences, and the Silhteawe wasted the resources of the
police, the parole board, and parole officers, Wwhee to reprocess the same individuals
over and over again. This constant churning of lpasoalso disrupts community-based
treatment, since parolees who are enrolled in coniipntreatment programs are
constantly having that treatment disrupted for whrathe treatment providers’ views, are
predictable and minor rule violations (e.g., tegtoositive for drug use). Churning also
encourages the spread of prison gang culture it@@mmunities where inmates are
discharged, while undercutting the deterrent efféserving prison time. And of course,
given California’s overcrowding crisis, there ig thigh opportunity cost of occupying a
limited number of prison beds that, in some casasld be used for offenders who pose a
greater risk to the public safety.

Policymakers and practitioners agree that an owfeCalifornia’s parole system is
urgently needed. In fact, more than a dozen repattdished since 1980 have
recommended changes in California’s parole revongirocedures. Unfortunately,
California’s parole violation process is so compéexi involves decisions by so many
parties, including the police, prosecutors, judgesole agents, and parole board
commissioners, that understanding exasthatneeds to be done to fix the problem is
unclear.

In September 2005, the National Institute of Jesfi¢lJ) funded the authors to undertake
a three-year comprehensive study of the causesarstquences of parole violations
and revocations in California. The study was suggabfully by the California

Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (CDGRg umbrella agency that
oversees all of California state corrections. Thewperation was essential to access and
understand the extensive data that our projectnedjlVe believe our study represents
the largest, most comprehensive, and most rigastudy of parole violations and
revocations (returns to prison) ever conducted.

STUDY RESEARCH QUESTIONS & DATA

To better understand the complexities of the parmlkation process and the
characteristics of parolees who are returned sopriwe needed to unpack the “black
box” of the parole violation and revocation procé&e needed to study not only
parolees’ characteristics, but also the charatiesisf the supervising agency, parole
agents, and the communities to which paroleesreWe needed to identify the key

* California Expert Panel, note 3.
® Governor Schwarzenegger’s Rehabilitation StrikerfidReport (2007), Sacramento, CA: California
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation.



decision points that ultimately lead to parole i&ateon and prison returns, and also how
characteristics of the parole agent, caseload gype variations in community
characteristics impact the processes of violatiwhravocation.

We also had to better understand the critical obkbe Board of Parole Hearings (BPH),
which has the ultimate responsibility for decidimgich parole violators are returned to
prison and which are allowed to remain in the comityuIn the mid-1990s, California
adopted a “zero tolerance” policy for “serious” &mblent” parolees (as defined in the
Penal Code), such that parole agents are requinaporteveryoffender originally
convicted of these crimes who violatasy condition of parole to the BPH for
disposition. The BPH is a politically appointed pahd has a history, especially in
recent years, of returning to prison most paroteesing before it. The BPH may be the
most important gatekeeper of using prison for recsoning of parole violations, and
yet their role and impact has gone virtually unocedi and unstudied.

We assembled an extraordinarily large and compégaldhse that tracleveryadult on
parole in California at any point during the calangears 2003 and 2004. The resulting
study sample consisted of 254,468 separate indilsdThese parolees were responsible
for 151,750 parole violations that made it to tbart or board hearing level (thousands
more were terminated at the parole unit level) dkertwo study years. These parole
violation and revocation incidents were the cerftvalis of our study. In addition to
recording the details of each parolees’ behavioa areekly basis during the two year
study period, we also merged data about each garellecting their personal
characteristics and criminal histories, the naturé types of supervision to which they
were subjected, the characteristics of agents whpersised them, and the communities
to which they returned.

The combined database allowed us to analyze thenwalgich three clusters of
factors—reflecting characteristics of the parotbe,agency and the community—
interact to produce variations in parole outcoriés.address these and other critical
guestions:

1. What basic patterns of violations characterizedobyulation of parolees during
2003 and 2004? What kinds of offenders were onl@aharing the period and
what kinds of violations were they found to commit?

2. What individual, organizational, and community tastaffected violations? Did
different factors affect different kinds of violatis?

3. What basic patterns of revocations characterizegbtipulation of parolees during
2003 and 2004? What kinds of violations were hah@lelocal criminal courts?
What kinds of violations did the parole board pssi®e



4. What case, individual, organizational, and comnmufattors affected decisions
to prosecute criminal violations in criminal coyrs opposed to referring them to
the parole board (California Board of Parole Hegsjror BPH)?

5. What case, individual, organizational, and commufaittors were related to the
likelihood that an offender would be returned ts@n by the parole board,
holding constant the severity of their violatiordaheir criminal history?

In addition to answering these and other reseanelstepns, the research also investigates
the major aspects of California’s sentencing anmdlpaystem that we believe impact
parole revocations and prison returns. Becausiéo@aé releases nearly all prisoners
subject to its Determinate Sentencing Law, witfopportunity to retain even the most
likely recidivists, and then places all of themparole supervision, the state’s parole
agents end up supervising some individuals who pdae more serious threat to society
than the typical parolee in a state with discretigirelease. In states that use
discretionary release, these high-risk prisonensbeadenied parole and kept in prison.
California parole officers often point out thatith@gh revocation rates are caused by the
behavior of parolees who were almost certain téfead and should not have been
released from prison in the first place.

On the other hand, since California law allows mitgzhnical parole violators to be
returned to prison (whereas some states do nat)these prisoners are also eventually
released to parole supervision, California paraketoads also include many “less
serious” offenders as well. This point is critit@lunderstanding parole violations in
California: California parole caseloads likely caintoffenders at both extremes of the
seriousness continuum—offenders who probably waatde on parole in other states,
either because they are too serious to have bésasesl from prison in the first place by
parole boards operating in indeterminate stateBeocause they are such low-risk
offenders that they wouldn’t have been assigngabst-prison parole supervision at
releaseThe upshot is California parole caseloads probataptain some of the nation’s
highest risk offenders as well as the some of dtiem's lowest risk offenders.

California’s Determinate Sentencing Law (DSL) notyochanged the way in which
prisoners got automatically released and requillgatiaoners to serve a post-prison
parole term, but it also simultaneously and sigatfitly increased both the length of the
initial parole supervision term imposed and thegtarof the prison term that could be
subsequently imposed if the parolee violated parotalitions. Before the passage of the
DSL in 1977, prisoners released to parole wereestihp a one-year period of parole. But
DSL tripled the length of time on parole for most prisonegu&ly important, DSL also
doubledthe length of prison time that can be imposed ypaole revocation from six
months to one year. And under California law, whaeyerson is returned to prison for a
parole violation, the “clock stops” on the time alfer parole supervision. So, when a
person leaves prison after serving time for a gavadlation, he still faces the remaining
supervision time he owed the State before he waeck to prison for the violation. As
such, parole supervision can stretch out for yearparticular individuals. Offenders

® BPH was formerly called the Board of Prison Te(BBT).



often call it “doing a life sentence on the instadint plan” since they go in and out, never
able to formally discharge from parole supervision.

In addition to changes in sentencing policy andstinecture of parole, in the last decade,
the discretion held by California parole agentthimmhandling of violations has
substantially eroded. Over the last several y&#$] implemented new regulations that
significantly added to the list of parole violat®BAPO is required to refer to the parole
board, thereby exposing more parolees to BPH aewsdb return them to prison.

Whereas once parole agents and supervisors widldedktion about how to handle
many violations, now much of that authority hadtelito the BPH. DAPO estimated
that in 2005, 85 percent of parole violations, ugithg technical violations, were subject
to mandatory referral policies. This means thableaagents and their supervisors have
very little discretion in the handling of these easind these offenders. The BPH makes a
decision about whether or not to return the pareielator to prison, and the vast
majority of cases that go before the BPH resudt return to prison. In 1993, about 65
percent of parolees referred to BPH for paroleatiohs were returned to prison and 35
percent were continued on parole. By 2007, howelsyut 90 percent of parolees were
returned to prison by BPH and only 10 percent veerginued on parole. Whether these
mandatory referral rules are appropriate or natpslitical determination, but one thing
is clear: parole agents, parole supervisors, aadPO division retain discretionary
decision-making power over a declining percentdgeadations.

Like California’s sentencing system, discretiorparole has shifted from corrections
professionals to legislative and regulatory bodles are politically elected or appointed.
This change has occurred with virtually no discoisir public input, but the
consequences are critically important. For onegans that much is written erroneously
about how changes in parole agent recruitmentitrgj or culture could reduce the
number of parolee returns to prison. The paroletggommends the disposition for the
violation (e.g., to prison or not), but ultimatetiie parole board has the sole authority to
return a parolee to custody. These and other laghbrocedural constraints are
important to understanding the very complicateccesses of prison release, parole
supervision, and all too often, return to prison.

The growth of California’s prison population, coméd with the policy of placingll
exiting prisoners on parole supervision for threarg, simultaneously reducing the
discretion of parole agents to handle minor violasi for an increasing proportion of
parolees, and increasing the prison time serveditdations, provides the requisite
conditions for the growing contribution of parolehators to the state prison population.
No other state has created this hybrid system—usgifimultaneously to fixed-term
prison releasanduniversal parole supervision—while at the same tieticing parole
agent discretion, and lengthening parole termspaisén terms upon revocation.

Our hope is that the empirical data analyzed s t@port will permit California
policymakers to devise more sound parole superviai@ revocation policies which
better balance public safety and public resoudoggortantly, such research should help
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advise policymakers on the “seriousness” of pavakators being returned to California
prisons, which in turn can greatly influence thsg@n capacity discussion.

DATA AND ANALYTIC APPROACH

Our statistical models separately investigate tieeliption ofparole violations which are
largely behavioral events, and the predictiopafolerevocationswhich reflect system
responses to that behavior. We relied solely oiciaffrecords rather than offender self-
reports, even though we recognized that not aléy@n most) parole violations came to
the attention of authorities. Our database corssisteletailed information about every
adult on parole in California at any point durif@d3 and 2004. The resulting sample
was comprised of 254,468 separate individuals. Sadieiduals were already on parole
at the start of our study (January 1, 2003), wieeathers were either free or in prison at
the start of our study, but were released to pabmme time during the two-year study
period. Study subjects were observed for two ygmsuary 1, 2003 — December 31,
2004). However, since many subjects were alreadyaoole at the start of the study
period, we were able, through various methodsaifstical estimation, to analyze
violation and revocation patterns over longer pagiof time.

We assembled a detailed personal and parole sspemrofile for each parolee in the
sample, consisting of their demographic charadtesignd criminal records, the type(s)
of parole supervision to which they were assigmaed, all new technical and criminal
recidivism events that occurred during the studyogle For each parolee, we also
recorded information about their supervising paegent (e.g., age, race, gender, job
tenure) and, using the parolee’s address, chaistaterof the community to which the
parolee returned upon release from prison. Data werged from over a dozen different
state and national databases to create as compredanprofile as possible for each
subject.

With the databases assembled and merged, we varalite to conduct our statistical
analyses. In terms of parol®lations we structured the data for survival analysis—a
multivariate method that examines both the likedith@nd timing of violations. This
statistical approach required that the data benge@ such that each individual parolee
was observed on a weekly basis throughout 2002864. The data format allowed us
to construct multivariate survival models predigtihe likelihood and timing of different
types of violation behavior.

For our analyses of parole revocations, we creatgataset documenting every parole
violation case heard in criminal court and/or by @alifornia Board of Parole Hearings
(BPH). These data, reflecting 151,750 violationomtg were used to estimate logistic
regression models predicting revocation outcomestefest—specifically, whether
criminal violation cases were successfully prosegun court as opposed to being
referred to the parole board, and whether cases hgahe BPH were returned to prison
or continued on parol@hus, we were able to assess the relative impantofidual,
organizational and community level measures on mauseparole outcomes. In all
analyses, we investigated the likelihood (i.e.patmlity) as well as the severity of the
outcome.
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In addition to the administrative data we compiled,also collected extensive
qualitative information from field observationsatinterviews, and reviews of agency
directives and policy memos.

DEMOGRAPHIC AND CRIME PROFILES OF CALIFORNIA PAROLE ES

There were 254,468 adults on parole supervisidailifornia at some time during 2003
and 2004—accounting for one in seven parolees gigeerin the U.S. during that time.
The characteristics of parolees in our sample regahthose of the California prison
population in many ways, which is not surprisingegi that under California’s
Determinate Sentencing Law, all prisoners are seléat the expiration of their prison
term and placed on a three-year term of parolersigi@n. Most parolees in our sample
were male (90 percent), minority (70 percent), yoaing (52 percent younger than age
30). Nearly half (46 percent) had previously beemparole, and more than ten percent
had been on parole six or more times. Most of #mepe had served their most recent
prison term as a result of a property (29 percentirug conviction (35 percent), but 20
percent had been convicted of a violent crime,faredpercent had been convicted of sex
crimes. About 20 percent of parolees were consititserious” or “violent” according to
California’s official penal code designation.

More than one in five (21 percent) parolees hadfacially documented mental health
condition, and seven percent were required by tstéturegister as sex offenders. Six in
ten parolees in the sample had served less thaardryprison prior to their current
release on parole.

WHAT PREDICTS PAROLE VIOLATIONS?

Nearly half (49 percent) of the parolees in our gi@nhad at least one formal parole
violation report during our study period, and 24geat had multiple parole violation
reports. Each report could contain multiple viaas of any type (e.g., criminal,
technical). Together, these parolees were resperfsib296,958 violation reports.
CDCR tracks 247 different types of prohibited paeobehavior, ranging from violations
of the parole process, usually referred to as tiaeh violations,” to serious and violent
criminal offenses like robbery, assault with deadapons, and homicide.

Over a third (35 percent) of all the recorded parablations were for noncriminal or
“technical” violations. Two-thirds of technical Vaions were for absconding
supervision, meaning that the parolee missed aaiafppent and/or his or her
whereabouts were unknown. Other technical violatioclude weapons access,
psychological endangerment, and various violatafrthe parole process, such as
violations of special conditions of parole impo$sch parole agent or deputy
commissioner. Interestingly, if one adds up alir@f parole violation reports that pertain
to drug use or drug sales—there are over 110,00@eafi—they comprise over a third of
all parole violation reports (37 percent) during etudy period.

Two-thirds (65 percent) of all parole violationsredor new criminal behavior (arrests).
Using CDCR’s internal classification system, 39geett of these new criminal violations
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were classified as Type | (“the least serious’—nyodtug use and possession), 17
percent were classified as Type Il (“moderatelymes’—e.g., forgery, drug sales,
burglaries, battery without serious injury, drivimiglations), and ten percent —nearly
29,000 violation reports—were classified as Typ€“the most serious”—e.g., major
assaults, major drug crimes, robberies, rapeshamdcides).

In terms of the timing of violations among parol@eshe study, the risk of all kinds of
violations was highest during the first 180 dayofeing release from prison, and
declined thereafter. A major reason behind thididiag risk pattern was that the most
risk-prone parolees tended to be violated earhérraturned to prison. The remainder
were probably more compliant, less likely to vielaind more likely to successfully
complete their parole period. Indeed, after 36Gsdayparole, a “surviving” parolee’s
risk of violation had dropped 70 percent from wihatas during the first two months of
parole. From 360 to 900 days, a parolee’s risk dnbpped another ten percent. In other
words, after about 360 days, a parolee’s risk ollaton—while not zero—had
substantially leveled off.

In terms of demographic and other personal chaiatits, the youngest parolees, aged
18-30, posed the greatest risk of all kinds ofatioins except Type | criminal violations
(the least serious). Male parolees posed signifigdégher risks for all types of
violations except absconding. Black parolees ptisedame risks as non-black parolees
for technical violations but much greater riskstiparolees from other racial
backgrounds for the most serious and violent cramiolations. Parolees with a record
of mental health problems had higher risks fotygdkes of violations, and they had
particularly elevated risks for the most violentinal violations.

The single biggest predictor of parole violatioskrivas a parolee’s number of prior adult
prison incarcerations in California. For all vietat types, an offender coming out on
their second release from prison had a 20 pereghehrisk of violation than an offender
on their first release. An offender on their thietease had a 39 percent higher risk of
violation than an offender on their first releaBg.the ninth release, an offender had a
124 percent higher risk of violation than an offendn their first release.

In general, the extent of prior criminal record madre predictive value than the
seriousness of prior record, but certain “serioasnedicators” did exhibit relationships
to violation risk. Age at first adult commitmentaadCalifornia prison, for example,
predicted Type Il (the most serious) criminal @tbns. For every additional year older
a parolee was at their first prison commitmentirthsk of a Type Ill violation decreased
by 2.5 percent. However, parolees who were oldemaflist committed to California
prisons tended to present higher risks for techwictations and Type | criminal
violations. This latter group was probably largetynposed of drug offenders that had
substance dependence driving their offending, aralr@sult of drug use, were prone to
generating technical and Type | criminal violatiohst were less likely to be involved in
more serious criminal behavior.

The seriousness of the current commitment offenkée exhibiting a relationship to
violation risk, did not predict violations in theays that policymakers often assume.
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Parolees committed for violent and sex offensesraily had lower risks for most
violations than those offenders committed for propand drug crimes. However, those
who had been committed for violent offenses didisktevated risk for violent criminal
violations and serious sexual violations.

Sex offender registrants posed lower risk for wtiolas than non-sex offenders for several
types of violations (e.g., having any violationsebnding, Type | criminal violations).
Sex offender registrants were no more likely to gotithe most violent violations than
other offenders.

Policymakers are particularly interested in the#that sex offenders pose to commit
further sex crimes, so we investigated these outsmseparately. We did find that sex
offender registrants were more significantly makelly to be violated for sex crimes, but
it is critical to note that sexual violations wemry rare, constituting 1.5 percent of all
violations during the study period, and about thids of them were victimless offenses
caused by sex offenders failing to register unddif@nia Penal Code section 290.
Moreover, the majority of sexual violations, indiug the most serious violations
involving rape, sexual assault, and child molegtativere committed by parolees who
werenot registered sex offenders. Setting aside the wwolatinvolving failure to

register, of the 1,528 sexual violations commitledng 2003 and 2004, just 25 percent
were committed by sex offender registrants. Thé megority of sexual violations,
including 78 percent of the most serious Type ékigl violations, were committed by
non-sex offender registrants.

Intensity of Supervision, Parole Agent Characteitst, and Parole Organization

California parolees are assigned to one of fivelewf supervision, with the assigned
level determining the frequency and degree of agktprovided by parole agents.
Twenty-three percent of parole supervision perfatmering 2003 and 2004 was
classified as “Minimum Service,” with the requirem¢hat parolees see their parole
agents only twice a year. Most contact betweentagard parolees under Minimum
Service supervision is done through the malil; thgbarolees periodically mail a postcard
to their agents to check in. Another 43 percergupfervision during our study period was
classified as “Control Service;” parolees supewvigethis level see a parole officer once
every six weeks. These two classifications—in whigatively little supervision or
programming is actually applied to parolees—acoedifidr 65 percent of the total
supervision applied to parolees in 2003 and 2004.

Given that these offenders are placed in low ragkegories because they are not expected
to be likely recidivists, one cannot help but wondbether the effort expended to

provide cursory oversight to so many former inméagemn effective use of resources.

This issue is particularly pressing because Califoloses track of so many of its
parolees, and one wonders if greater intensityipésvision or services for higher risk
parolees could help prevent new crimes, or if #sources expended could be better used
to locate those whose whereabouts are unknownn@ugigen day, nearly 17 percent of

all California parolees—more than 20,400 people—pagolees-at-large,” meaning they
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have absconded supervision. This is the highesbalsrate in the nation and is far
above the national average of seven percent.

We found that, consistent with prior research, suigeon intensity affected the risk
of reported violations. More intensive parole swispon increased the risk of all
violations, holding constant the offender’s perdat&ributes, offense background,
and community conditions. The biggest differengethie effects of supervision on
violation risk were found in the contrast betweemivhum Service supervision and
“active supervision” (i.e., supervision at all otHevels). Parolees who were on
Minimum Service caseloads, which involved infrequiate-to-face or collateral
contact, monthly mail correspondence, and no narsaésting, had significantly
lower risks for all kinds of violations than thoparolees who were more actively
supervised.

The differences in violation risk between paroleasMinimum Service supervision
and active supervision were most pronounced amio@gnost discretionary
violations—technical violations not involving abswbing and Type | criminal
violations (the least serious, mostly involving guse and possession). Compared to
Minimum Service parolees, actively supervised pagslhad between two and three
times the risk of technical and Type | criminal Ktions. Active supervision parolees
also had consistently higher risks of abscondingeTll, Type Ill, and violent
criminal violations, although the differences werd as great as among the more
discretionary violation types. What became cleanfithe contrast between active
and Minimum Supervision was that more closely sugged parolees did not seem to
be deterred from violation behavior.

We also detected differences in violation risks amactive supervision categories,
but these differences were not as pronounced aethetween active supervision and
Minimum Service supervision. Parolees in more iste@ supervision categories, in
general, posed higher risks for violations.

California is subdivided into four parole regiorach supervising roughly one-fourth of
the California parole population. The regions andarstood to have differences their
organizational cultures and in the types of pamlbey supervise. Region 3, which is
comprised entirely of Los Angeles County, is peredito be the most overstretched and
harried part of the parole system, responsiblsdmervising the most serious parolees in
the state. As a result, some believe that themdasver rate of reporting of less serious
violations in Region 3, as they have more serigiminal violations to contend with (i.e.,
“bigger fish to fry”).

We found little support for regional differencesparole outcomes. Once the
characteristics of parolees and communities wetesstally controlled, Region 3
reported violations in a similar manner as the otheee regions. Region 3 did report
fewer drug use and possession violations (Typenical violations), but its reporting
patterns for technical violations—both absconding ®iolations of the parole process—
was not different from other regions. Nor was tis& that a parolee in Region 3 would
be cited for a Type Il or Type lll criminal violatn different from other regions.
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We also explored the extent to which differencepanole outcomes were traceable
to parole agent characteristics, and were ableeteal some relationships between
agent characteristics and violation risk. We fotimat female agents (who performed
28 percent of parole supervision during 2003-2ppeared to exercise discretion
in ways that were more forgiving of low level crimail violations (i.e., Type I, mostly
drug use and possession). Male agents, on the b#met, appeared to adopt a more
lenient approach toward absconding than femaletag®&lo gender differences were
found in the reporting of the more serious Typaritl Il criminal violations.

Research literature suggests that, as a groupk plaole agents might have more
tolerance for less serious violations. During oudy, 32 percent of all supervision
was done by black agents, 25 percent by Hispamatsg 35 percent by white agents,
and the rest was performed by Asian agents andtfirom other racial categories.
Black agents, like blacks in the rest of Americagisty, may be more likely to have
friends or family members who have had contact whih criminal justice system. As
a result, research suggests they might be moretsent® the conditions that foster
criminal behavior and more wary of the effectivenes$ system responses.
Therefore, black agents may have more tolerancéefs serious violations. Our
results supported this argument. Parolees superbigdlack agents had lower risks
of technical violations and Type | criminal violatis. But parolees with black agents
were no different than other parolees in termshefrtrisks for Type Il and Il

criminal violations.

Nearly half (48 percent) of parole supervision dgr2003-2004 was done by parole
agents having less than three years of job expegias a parole agent. Thirty percent
of supervising agents were under 40 years of ayd 88 percent of agents had
previously worked in a CDCR correctional institutioVe were told that older agents
and those who have not worked in the prison systemorrectional officers are more
likely to see “shades of gray,” and thus toleraime parolee behavior that other
agents would elect to violate. Contrary to expeoted, parolees assigned to agents
with prior employment experience in a prison adgubhd an eight percetdwer

risk of the least serious Type | criminal violatgothan parolees assigned to agents
with no prior prison employment. Prior employmemtai prison did not affect the
risks for any other type of criminal or technicabhation. Moreover, neither parole
agent age, nor tenure on the job as a parole agrastsignificantly related to any
type of criminal or technical violation.

CDCR announced a number of significant parole gatltanges during 2003 and 2004.
One policy, referred to as the “New Parole Modelds announced with much fanfare in
February 2004, before being scaled back signifigantApril 2005. The New Parole
Model proposed the greater use of intermediatetsanscfor parole violators and the
adoption of a parole violation matrix to standaedize handling of violations. We found
no evidence that this announced policy change hgabservable impact on parole
decision-making or case processing outcomes aggeegate level.
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Community Conditions and Reentry Environments

Research suggests that community characteristichaae criminogenic or reintegrative
effects on parolee behavior. In other words, nedghbod factors can either promote or
guard against illicit activities. Communities wigheater financial resources may be able
to fund more rehabilitation and work programs, vemhean provide parolees with
pathways out of criminal lifestyles. Communitiegtwimore progressive political views
may have more tolerance for minor rule violatidress socioeconomically
disadvantaged communities may provide better inébsocial supports that suppress
criminal activity (i.e., increased residential sli&g. On the other hand, socially
disorganized (i.e., disadvantaged) communities nmype able to fund many alternatives
to prison, and may exhibit other conditions that @nducive to criminal behavior.
Politically conservative communities may have legsrance for illicit behavior, and

may exhibit an increased propensity to violate |z

To explore these ideas, we used parolee addresmsisgo link individuals to data about
their communities. For example, we mapped pardeeesses to U.S. Census Tracts to
compile measures of poverty, unemployment, andipalskistance. As a measure of
service availability in parolees’ reentry enviromtge we drew data from the United
States Substance Abuse and Mental Health Servidesmstration (SAMHSA) listing
the addresses of all substance abuse and menli#l tieatment providers in California
that accept clients from criminal justice agenciesd to generate a county-level measure
of the “punitiveness” of different communities, wellected information on the results of
ballot proposition voting and party registratioarfr the Secretary of State. We selected
data reflecting voting patterns of ballot prop@sis that pertained directly to state
correctional practices—for example, Proposition\8Bich allows some nonviolent, drug
offenders to receive treatment instead of incatmeraand Proposition 66, which
proposed a scaling back of California’s “threekssi’ law. Our hypotheses were that
community conditions and attitudes, as well asatvealability of treatment, would be
related to parole practices.

We found modest support for these hypotheses sge¢hate to an understanding of
parole violations in California. Parolees who livacheighborhoods that scored highly
on socioeconomic disadvantage were at greatetaiakscond than parolees who lived
in less disadvantaged environments. However, pasalkesiding in disadvantaged
neighborhoods did not pose a greater risk to corathér kinds of violations than those
from less disadvantaged neighborhoods.

Importantly, we found some evidence that the albdity of substance abuse and mental
health treatment services lowered the risk of Tiyftlee least serious) criminal
violations—which mainly involved drug use, drug pession and misdemeanor
violations of the law. This may have been attriblgao the effectiveness of these
programs, but it may also have been due to a “pagént effect;” that is, parole agents
may have been less likely to violate paroleesdur level violations when they perceived
that there were program opportunities that posedredtives to initiating the formal
violation and revocation process. Given that tivezee few alternatives to prison during
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2003-2004, this observed effect is important angl beastrengthened if more programs
were in existence.

WHAT PREDICTS PAROLE REVOCATIONS AND RETURN TO PRIS ON?

There are two ways parolees experience revocatoough county criminal courts and
through the parole board (BPH). Courts only hawdiminal violations—those that result
from an arrest by a police officer or parole agé@ihie BPH handles technical violation
cases, as well as criminal violation cases thabhocourts do not successfully prosecute.
Technical violations are violations of the rulesconditions of parole. These violations
do not involve new convictions, although they cawoive a new arrest for which there
was no conviction. The process by which casesatedthrough one venue versus the
other, as well as the reasons that some parolateislare returned to custody while
others are allowed to remain in the community,rextewell-understood.

The parolees in our study sample generated 15h&&e violation cases in 2003 and
2004 that were processed either through the crircmart system or the parole board
(BPH). Eighty-four percent (127,742) of these caseslved new criminal violations.
These criminal violation cases were heard firstriminal court, and if a conviction
could not be obtained in court, they were refefoedaissessment by the parole board.
Sixteen percent (24,008) of all cases only involieazhnical violations, and these cases
were heard by the parole board. Importantly, trertd@perates under a more lenient
standard of evidence than the courts, and mayreftilyn a parole violator to prison for a
maximum term of 12 months.

Of the 127,742 criminal violation cases reportedrap2003 and 2004, 25 percent
(31,417 cases) resulted in a new prison term deld/an criminal court. The other 75
percent (96,325 cases) were referred to the phoded. Among these referred criminal
violation cases, the board elected to return 78gugrto prison. Not surprisingly, more
serious criminal charges were more likely to result prison return. Type Il violation
cases—the most serious—resulted in prison retunmed&nt of the time. Moderately
serious criminal cases (Type Il) resulted in re@most as frequently; these parole
violators were returned 80 percent of the time. [Bast serious criminal cases (Type 1)
only resulted in return to prison 52 percent oftihee. Thus, when moderately serious
and very serious criminal parole violations arelea®d by the board, the certainty of
return is extremely high. The board appears to@segreater discretion over cases
involving Type | crimes—most of which involve druge and possession violations.

A small but significant number of violent crimesch as homicide, robbery and rape,
were processed through the parole bdaftlese crimes carry lengthy prison terms when
they are prosecuted in courts of law. However, winemdled through the parole board,
the maximum return time is capped at 12 monthsnEveugh the proportion of
homicide, robbery and rape cases constituted asragjl share of the total number of
criminal parole violations returned to custody thgh the board, the fact that such cases

"In 2003 and 2004, the board returned parolee246rhomicides, 1,006 robberies, and 691 crimes
involving rape or sexual assault—together accogrftim 1.5 percent of all criminal violation casasidg
this time.
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were pursued in this arena is significant. The doeas clearly not a venue that
exclusively dealt with “small time” criminal casdsven though minor offenses appeared
to be the norm, cases involving serious offenseg wakso heard in this venue. Further,
because the board operates under a more leniefasthof evidence, there is a greater
possibility that factually innocent criminal paral®mlators may be returned to custody.

Adding together the criminal violation cases thesuited in a new term through criminal
courts, and those criminal violation cases thailted in a return to prison through the
parole board, we found that among the 127,742 paiiiolation cases officially
recorded in 2003 and 2004, over three-quarterpér@ent) resulted in some form of
prison return, either through the courts or throtighboard.

In addition to criminal violation cases referredrfr courts, the parole board also heard
24,008 technical violation cases (16 percent ofadles)—many of which involved
absconding. Like criminal violation cases, techhwalation cases heard by the parole
board exhibited a high rate of prison return. Ab®bippercent of these technical violation
cases resulted in a return to custody. Those wagelsing technical charges (without
absconding) were returned 79 percent of the tinase€ involving absconding (without
other technical charges) were returned 85 perdahedime. Cases involvingoth
technical and absconding charges were returne@@Ept of the time. Overall, the board
returned 75 percent of all violation cases it heard

We next turned to understanding the patterns agid tof the parole revocation process.
Our analysis was designed to answer two interrelgtestions: What factors affected the
sorting of violation cases through the courts vetsuough the parole board, and, once in
front of the parole board, what affected the charibat a parolee would be returned to
custody, as opposed to being continued on parake?dur multivariate analysis of

parole violations, we examined how parolee chareties, organizational factors, and
community characteristics impacted revocation decismaking. We also investigated

the relationship between case characteristics—asithe number and severity of
violation charges—and revocation outcomes.

Case and Individual Characteristics

Violation case characteristics were critical toedetining whether or not criminal
violation cases were processed through criminattsaar through the parole board. They
also influenced whether a case processed by tlodepgamard resulted in a return to
prison. As expected, cases involving more chamges more serious charges, were likely
to receive harsher treatment. In court decisidresnumber of criminal charges contained
in a case was not related to decisions to reimpyisot the severity of those charges did
predict court sanctioning decisions. Board decswere, for the most part, driven by
both the number and severity of charges involvedaofation cases.

In terms of individual factors, parolees with longend more serious, histories of
criminal behavior were likely to be considered peiBhfety risks by court and board
decision-makers, and their cases were treated @diogty. Net of the seriousness of their
current parole violations, parolees’ historiesroprisonment, for example, were
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significantly predictive of harsher treatment irthbdecision venues. Those who had
served more adult prison spells (both for new cowlered terms and returns to custody
on parole violations) in California were more Iiikéb be sent back to custody by both the
court and the board. Parolees on their “seconkieStwere also significantly more likely

to be returned through the court than paroleesowitbuch status, and when their cases
were referred to the board, they were significanityre likely to be re-incarcerated in
cases involving criminal violations.

Statutorily-defined “serious” and “violent” offendewere actually less likely than others
to experience court return to prison, but whenrtbeminal violation cases were referred
to the parole board, they were more likely to liameed to custody. Similarly, registered
sex offenders were less likely than others to b&med to prison through court, but they
were treated more severely by the board. One eaptanfor these findings is that the
criminal violation cases of serious and violeneofiers, as well as sex offender
registrants, may have been unappealing to coursideemakers because they tended to
lack compelling evidence. However, court decisioakars may have also referred these
cases because they felt that the board, usingerIstandard of evidence, could act
quickly and decisively to re-incarcerate parole&® were perceived as particularly
threatening to public safety. The board sanctidhede types of parolees especially
severely in low level (Type I) criminal violatiormses—the type allowing for the most
discretion. It appears that low-level criminal &it}i, much of which is detected through
parolee drug testing, was a crucial mechanism hglwthe parole board re-incarcerated
“high profile” parole violators. Note that the ciimal courts could not legally impose
very harsh sanctions for these low level crimed, smthey seemed to opt, through case
referral, for the greater certainty of punishméuatt the board was able to provide.

Demographic characteristics were also somewhaiqtiesl of case outcomes. Parolee
age affected criminal court decisions, but not dadacisions. Courts were inclined to
prosecute the criminal violation cases of the yashgarolees (ages 18-30). Black
parolees were more likely to have their cases nedetio the Board—the more
discretionary venue—and when their cases were lmatide Board, they were more
likely to be incarcerated for criminal violationssian and Hispanic parolees were the
most likely to be successfully prosecuted in crimhicourt, and Hispanics were further
penalized in front of the board, where they wer@magnthe most likely to be returned to
custody in criminal violation cases. White paroleglso had the lowest likelihood of
court conviction, also had the lowest likelihood-eturn through the Board for criminal
violation cases (although they were among the iady to be returned when they
absconded). These findings suggest that there map$ervable or unobservable traits
associated with parolees of different demograplocgs that affect their case outcomes.

Organizational factors

Over and above case- and parolee-specific chaistatey organizational factors also
affected revocation decisions by the court andotirele board. Los Angeles County
(Region 3) appeared distinct in its treatment ebfgaviolators. Criminal violations in
Los Angeles were more likely to result in reincaat®n through the court. Board
decisions were also uniquely patterned in Los Aegjel echnical parole violators were
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more likely to be returned to custody by the baarthis region, while absconders were
less likely to be returned by the board. Theseitfigsl could have been due to many
factors: differences in organizational culture asrparole regions, unmeasured variation
in local parolee populations that affected sanatigulecisions (e.g., gang affiliation,
addiction and employability), or the effectivene$policing practices in different
regions.

Practical constraints on decision-making also apguketo play a role in violation case
outcomes. A key practical constraint was availabistodial space. We found that when
available space in prison reception centers deededsr example, the parole board was
more likely to continue cases on parole, as opptseeturning parolees to prison.
Moreover, in courts, workload pressures (measusdti@ratio of felony cases to district
attorneys in each county) were linked to an inaddskelihood of case referral to the
parole board. As felony court caseloads increasmafts were inclined to refer more
criminal parole violation cases to the parole board

Community Factors

Our statistical models showed that, net of all otheasured factors, some characteristics
of parolees’ communities were related to the trestnof parole violations in court and
before the parole board. For example, more “pugiitoounties—as measured by

political party affiliation and electoral ballot thog outcomes—were more likely to

return criminal parole violators through the coarid in violation cases heard by the
board, these counties were more likely to retumolpas to prison, regardless of whether
the case involved a criminal violation, abscondimgother technical violations.

Community characteristics can also serve as cudsdigion-makers that reflect
something about individual parolees themselves.eibent of “racial threat” in a
community is illustrative of this point. Censusctsawith higher proportions of black
residents, and those with higher black unemploymeges, may be perceived as
particularly unstable or crime-ridden, and paroléed live in these communities may be
penalized by decision-makers because they come ainthare therefore representative
of, these disadvantaged environments. In our mpgatelees who came from
communities that had more black residents, andeniglack unemployment rates, were
more likely to be returned by the court with a newn, as opposed to being referred to
the parole board. When their cases were heardebpalole board, these parolees were
generally more likely to be returned to prison,exzsally for criminal violations.

However, while community characteristics can hagdgmatizing effect on case
outcomes, they can also have the opposite effectexample, census tracts with more
mental health and substance abuse services inloginity were associated with more
lenient outcomes among criminal violation casestaotnical violation cases (not
involving absconding) decided by the parole boatds may have been due to the fact
that decision-makers had more treatment optiotisase communities, and therefore
more opportunities to keep parole violators oyprason, or that parolees from service-
rich communities somehow appeared less threatehargparolees from communities
that lack services.
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A central implication of our analyses of revocasias that the response of criminal
justice institutions does not totally derive froamd is not necessarily proportionate to,
the extent of parolees’ criminal behavior, as temfassumed by policymakers,
government officials, and the public. While casarelsteristics matter in terms of court
and board outcomes, so too do the characteridtite ondividual, the organizations
handling that individual’s case, and the commutht the person comes from.

POLICY & RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS

Our findings suggest a number of policy and regeanplications, the most important of
which are:

1. Concentrate supervision and services on the firsixsmonths. Parole should
front-load services and surveillance to focus @ai®lee’s first six months after
release, when the risk of recidivism is the highest

2. Expand use of early and earned discharg&arolees are most at risk of all kinds
of violations during the first six months on pardkarolees that make it to the
sixth month without violation pose significantlywer risks than parolees who do
not. The duration of the imposed parole term shbeldlosely linked to an
offender’s risk level or accomplishment of indivadioenchmarks. Low-risk
offenders might not be assigned parole supervigiail, or those who adjust well
to parole could be released after six months oésugion. Moderate-risk
offenders might be assigned a year or two of pawihereas high-risk offenders
might serve two years or more, and very high-ri§&ra@ers might be assigned
lifetime parole.

3. Align parolee risk and supervision levelsParole services and surveillance
should be primarily risk-based rather than offenased. The CDCR needs to
assign parole caseloads and supervision levelsas@tfenders are “matched” to
types of surveillance and services that are mgstogpiate for them. Resources
should be more heavily focused on higher-risk pg®| and very intensive (and
expensive) programs should be reserved for thossevhisk and need profiles
suggest they will likely benefit from program paipiation.

4. Employ a parole violation matrix. The parole division and the parole board
should adopt policy-driven approaches to paroléatimns using a decision-
making matrix and graduated community-based sam&tibhis tool would allow
parole officials to respond consistently to panot#ations, using a well-
developed range of intermediate sanctions. Theoresgpshould reflect the
original risk level of the parolee coupled withr@jportionate response to the
seriousness of the violation. Every major studyCatifornia’s prison system
published since the 1980s has recommended thef sseloa tool, but it has
never been implemented, even though such instrinaeatused in over 20 other
states. California is currently developing suchretrument and plans to pilot test
it in fall 2008.
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5. Expand intermediate sanctions optionsThe CDCR should implement
additional intermediate sanction programs, paréidyifor drug-involved
parolees. Current program offerings are woefulfdequate to appropriately deal
with the wide range of parole violations. The CDE&&not do this alone, as the
most effective reentry programs and intermediatetsans require community
engagement and collaboration. The expansion okecelbased intermediate
sanctions should both reduce recidivism and sapereive prison beds for the
most violent criminals.

6. Encourage criminal prosecution.Parolees who commit new crimes should be
prosecuted in criminal courts whenever possibldif@aia’s “back-end
sentencing” system allows some very serious crilgittaevade the more severe
criminal penalties that would have been imposedthanl cases been criminally
prosecuted as opposed to handled by the parold,behere the maximum term
imposed was only 12 months. Further, we found sewdence that stresses on
the capacity of California’s justice system—as nueed by jail and prison
overcrowding and district attorney caseloads—resluh greater likelihoods that
the BPH would handle criminal violation cases. Wluhse and offender
characteristics are appropriate criteria for baafdrral decisions, system
capacity should not affect these decisions.

7. Track extra-legal factors affecting revocation.The CDCR should develop
better evaluation methods to reduce the influeriextra-legal factors—
particularly parolee race—on violation case outcenvée found that black parole
violators were more likely to experience refermathie parole board, and more
likely to be returned by the board for certain typé violations. We also found
effects related to age, gender and mental heathsstThe state must explore the
causes and consequences of the influences of daptogrand personal
characteristics on sanctioning decisions.

8. Expand substance abuse and mental health programSubstance abuse-related
violations and the violations of parolees with na¢tiealth problems make up a
large share of all violations. These populatiorsrast well-served by short
returns to prison, where there are few servicessandtions are of insufficient
duration to improve their outcomes. The CDCR shexipand intermediate
sanctions specifically for these populations, stwasdlow for community-based
and in-custody treatment in a non-prison environnf@nsufficient time periods
to address these criminogenic needs.

This study is just the first step towards a baittaterstanding of California’s parole
violation and revocation process. The data we ctdtéwere primarily administrative;
other types of data, such as systematic intervieit¥sparolees about their parole
experiences, would highlight issues of discretind sanctioning that are difficult to
capture through quantitative analyses alone. Fusearch on parole outcomes could
also benefit from improvements to data quality. 8ahour variables were under-
specified (e.g., the community variables, paroleragharacteristics). Other factors that
may be related to parole outcomes (e.g., addictioployability of parolees) were
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beyond the scope of our data collection effort.eDat the extent and type of programs
parolees participated in could also expand on wieahave done here. Given that many
parolees are violated for program non-complianod,that others may benefit from work
and educational programming, it would be usefldrtow the degree to which parolees
are engaged in assigned programming. Future stodgtg also address parole policies
more specifically. Our research has generated nmanyhts that can inform certain
policies, such as early discharge from parole Aeditning of service delivery.

It is also important to note that our data is fr20©3-2004 and California’s parole system
is currently undergoing the most significant chamnigeits procedures since the late
1970s. Currently, California is implementing a nevidence-based parole violation
decision-making instrument (PVDMI) to help agentd #éhe parole board assess risk and
needs in determining sanctions. The PVDMI was s$pgady designed for California
parolees using another new instrument, the Caldddtatic Risk Assessment (CSRA).
The CSRA uses the offender’s past criminal historgl characteristics such as age and
gender to predict the likelihood they will re-oftén

The CSRA, combined with the severity ranking ofpatole violations, has been
incorporated into the PVDMI, which results in acthat designates the appropriate
violation response level. The response levels rémge least intensive (i.e. community
programs etc.) to most intensive responses (imdysdrug treatment or return to prison
recommendations). The PVDMI is designed to focug@aia’s prison resources on
higher-risk parolees while targeting less sericar®ie violators for community-based
alternatives that address the root sources of finelslems. DAPO is acquiring or
redirecting treatment resources to plan for theaagpd use of community based
sanctions in responding to parole violations iniféedia. The PVYDMI was developed
with the full participation and support of BPH ahds anticipated that it will impact their
decision-making as well. Implementation of the PVDMIll be evaluated by the UCI
Center for Evidence-Based Correctidns.

As these and other parole reforms move forward,pamdle data systems and knowledge
about parole outcomes improve, it should be easienplement studies that focus
specifically on the potential effectiveness of was policy choices. We hope that this
piece of research will provide guidance for futteeearch efforts, as well as the
important discussion that will be taking place otrex next several years about parole in
California and the United States.

8 The details of the PVDMI and CSRA can be found at http://www.cdct.ca.cov/News/2008 Press Releases/Oct 3.html
(accessed October 6, 2008).
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF STUDY ISSUE S

One of America’s most vexing challenges is the ngangent of its prison system. More
than 2.3 million people are now incarcerated inWh®.—more than one out of every 100
adult Americans. Incarceration rates are even hiffirtesome groups: one out of nine
black men, ages 20 to 34, are serving time, asraen 36 Hispanic men. U.S. prison
populations have experienced 15 years of steadytgrand are now at all all-time high,
outstripping that of any other industrialized coynboth numerically and as a
percentage of the overall populatidn.

As prison populations have expanded, states’ cooreccosts have risen substantially. In
2007, according to the National Association of &@tidget Officers, states spent $44
billion in tax dollars on corrections. That is uprh $10.6 billion in 1987, a 127 percent
increase when adjusted for inflation. States artramk to spend an additional $25 billion
by 2011. On average, states spend almost 7 pestdmir budgets on corrections,
trailing only health care, education, and transxtioh*°

As the U.S. economy slows and state budgets tighterectional spending is crowding
out investments for other valuable programs, ligeltih care and education. For example,
a study by the Pew Foundation found that overdake20 years, inflation-adjusted
general fund spending on corrections rose 127 peweile higher education
expenditures rose just 21 percEhiore and more, policymakers are questioning
whether states are getting their money’s worthodyirisons and whether imprisonment
is the most effective means of achieving publiesafespecially when it diverts
increasingly scarce funds away from other socialises, some of which have been
shown to prevent crime in the first place.

Despite the fact that we are spending increasimgiye on prisons each year, recidivism
rates remain virtually unchanged, with about h&Hlbreleased inmates returning to
prison or jail within three years.Most prison systems are severely overcrowdedthznd
communities to which prisoners return experienoermaber of negative consequences as
well. Clear (2007) argues that mass incarceratiactidres families, threatens the
economic infrastructure of already struggling negthoods, and leads to increased

° The Pew Center on the States, “One in 100: BeRarg in America in 2008”
(http://www.pewcenteronthestates.org/report _detpk&id=33428The Pew study combines prison and
jail populations. In 2007, the U.S. prison popuativas 1,596,127.

104y.S. Imprisons One in 100 Adult, Report Finds dan Liptak,The New York Time&ebruary 29,
2008:A2.

1 pew Charitable Trust. (200Bublic Safety, Public Spending: Forecasting Amési¢aison Population
2007-2011 Chicago, lll.

12| angan, Patrick, and David Levin (200Recidivism of Prisoners Released in 199#shington, D.C.:
Bureau of Justice Statistics.
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social stresses, especially for childféincarceration, in other words, may have exactly
the opposite of its intended effect: it destabgitee community, thus further reducing
public safety.

The debate about the costs and benefits of impmeanis taking place all across
America, but the stakes are highest in Califor@ialifornia’s 173,312 prisoners
constitute the largest prison population of anyest@ne in seven state prisoners in the
United States is incarcerated in California, anveen 1980 and 2007, California’s
prison population increased over sevenfold, contpaiith a fourfold increase nationally.
And despite a 2003 vow by California Governor Ath8lchwarzenegger to reduce the
prison population, it continued to grow and regangjections predict a prison population
of 191,000 in the next five yeals.

California’s prison expenditures are also amonghigaest in the nation—per inmate,
per staff, and as a share of the overall statedtuddpe average annual cost of housing a
California prisoner in 2006-7 was $43,287, 1.6 srhgher than the national average of
about $26,000° At the beginning of the prison building boom i tharly 1980s, adult
and youth corrections accounted for four percer@alifornia’s General Fund
expenditures at $1 billion per year. Today, Califais budget for state corrections is
now over $10 billion a year—and growing at a rdteeven percent annually, the fastest
growing segment of the state’s criminal justiceenglitures. Corrections now accounts
for approximately ten percent of total Californtate spending—nearly the same amount
the state spends on higher educatfoven after adjusting for inflation, general fund
expenditures to support California Department ofr€cions and Rehabilitation (CDCR)
operations increased 50 percent between 2001-2@0®}9.

Yet despite these vast expenditures, Californisoms remain dangerously overcrowded.
More than 15,000 inmates—approximately ten peroétite total prison population—
are housed in gyms, dayrooms, holding cells, are éallways. This level of crowding
also appears to contribute to California’s anomslphigh rate of prison violence.
California prisons have nearly twice as many assad the Texas prison system, and
both states have roughly the same number of pris6hBuring a recent three-year
period, California’s Legislative Analyst’s OfficeAO) reported that 1,700 staff health

13 Clear, Todd R. (200A)nprisoning Communities: How Mass Incarceration Mslisadvantaged
Neighborhoods Wors®xford University Press, NY.

4t is important to note, however, that Califorsianmate population declined by almost 1,900 insate
http://www.lao.ca.gov/analysis 2008/crim_justicefnjl08009.aspx#zzee link 1 12028461t38
unclear whether this downward population trend wdihtinue but it may signal a historical shift. @ahia
Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. (208&8lult Population Projections 2008-2013.
Sacramento, CA. Available at
http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/Reports_Research/Offenddorination_Services_Branch/Population_Reports.as
p, accessed May 23, 2008.

15 See Legislative Analyst’s Office (200 alifornia’s Criminal Justice System: A Primé&acramento:
CA; and also Legislative Analyst’s Office, Analysisthe 2008-09 Budget Bill, Judicial and Criminal
Justice, ahttp://www.lao.ca.gov/laoapp/Analysis.aspx?2008&caftoc=1, accessed May 2008.

'8 sterngold, James (2007) “Prison Budget to Trumfie@es,”San Francisco ChroniclMay 21:A1.

" Legislative Analyst’s Office, Analysis of the 2006 Budget Bill, Judiciary and Criminal Justice 080
http://www.lao.ca.govanalsis.aspx?year=2005&chapted&], accessed May 2008.
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and workers’ compensation claims were filed fourigs resulting from inmate violence.
This is partially attributable to prison overcrowgj but it is also the result of the state’s
violent prison gang culture and the fact that smynamates sit idle, without
participating in any prison programming.

In October 2006, Governor Schwarzenegger declastata of emergency, allowing him
to transfer inmates to prisons in other stategderoto help relieve some of the pressures
of overcrowding. In May 2007, the Governor signet ilaw historic prison reform
legislation, Assembly Bill 900, or the Public Sgfand Offender Rehabilitation Services
Act of 2007. AB 900 authorized $7.9 billion in spkmg for the creation of 53,000 more
prison and jail beds. But the crowding has not distied, and a federal court is now
threatening to take over the entire prison systemesponse to claims that overcrowded
conditions violate the constitutional rights ofsmmers. As California’s economy slides
into recession, state leaders are asking theargigestion: Are rising prison costs really
worth the public safety benefits?

No one disputes the fact that California’s prisgstem is in deep crisis. The state must
either continue to divert public resources awaynffuigher education and other public
programs, raise taxes to provide more funds, ar akard look at who is currently in
prison and decide whether some of them could bésped in less expensive community-
based programs. This latter option requires a denation of two aspects of the criminal
justice system that California politicians and pgfhakers have been reluctant to
approach: the sentencing system, which determitesgees to prison and for how long,
and the parole revocation system, which determiies happens to parolees when they
violate parole. In other worddpes everyone now being committed to a Californsop
really need to be thereRre these prisoners’ crimes so serious that thdipulould not
allow such persons to be placed in the communigy, the principles of retribution or
“just deserts”), or is their risk of recidivism bah that they cannot be allowed to return
to the community for fear of the crimes they aredicted to commit (i.e., the goal of
incapacitation)? These are the central questiatstilust be answered before California
policymakers can decide whether they need to sped money on expanding prison
capacity. If the prison population is sufficienigrious, then expanding prison space
might be warranted. But if a significant portionpsfson population is not so steeped in
criminality that they cannot be released, therriadtive sanctions might be pursued.

THE IMPORTANCE OF PAROLE VIOLATIONS AND REVOCATIONS

Central to California’s entire debate over its pnsystem is the topic of parole and
parole revocation. In terms of the ratio of prisen® resident population, or the ratio of
incarceration rates to crime rates, Californiaoisghly at or just above the average for the
50 states® The most striking anomaly in the California stétsis the recidivism rate.
Traditionally, a recidivism rate is based on a ¢hyear follow-up period. The three most
common recidivism measures are rearrest, recoowmictir return to prison (for either a
new court conviction or a parole violation). Catif@’s recidivism rate as measured by

18 petersilia, Joan (2008)nderstanding California Correction€alifornia Policy Research Center,
University of California. Available at http://ucio®ctions.seweb.uci.edu/
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the “return to prison rate” is 66 percent, compared 40 percent national averdgeAt

the end of three years, 66 percent of all Calitoparolees had been returned to a
California prison, 27 percent for a new criminahetion and 39 percent for a technical
or administrative violation, which can result fraraw crimes or violations of the
conditions of parole. On any given day, six outasf admissions to California prisons are
returning parolees.

Part of the explanation for California’s anomalgusigh parole return rate is its unique
sentencing and parole system. California, for tlstrpart, has emandatoryparole
release system. California moved from an indeteaisito a determinate sentencing
system in the late 1970s, and as a result, moshadéirs are released after they have
served their original court-imposed sentence, &gsaccumulated good time credit. For
example, first-degree burglary is punishable byrisgmment for two, four, or six years;
the particular sentence depends on the decisitmegtidge. Once prisoners have served
the prison term specified by the sentencing judg@is good time), they are
automatically angnandatorilyreleased. California’s Determinate Sentencing bBdows
offenders to earn, with some exceptions, day-for-gaod time” rate (a 50 percent
reduction). Only offenders sent to prison on atéam (19 percent of prisoners in 2007)
are subject to discretionary release, where thedBoiaParole Hearings (BPH) and the
Governor determine fitness for prison release.abaut 80 percent of California
prisoners, there is no appearance before a papalel o determine whether they are fit
to return to the community.

Once released from a California prison, virtuallyprisoners are placed on formal parole
supervision, usually for three years. Californiairsually alone in this practice of placing
all released prisoners on parole. Most other staterve parole for only their most
serious offenders. New York, Florida, and Texasgbample, only place about one-third
of released prisoners onto formal parole supemi€lo

California’s growing prison population, combinedhwits universal parole practices and
lengthy parole terms, has resulted in Californipesuvising far more parolees than any
other state. The Bureau of Justice Statistics tefbat in 2007, California supervised
about 120,000 parolees on any given day, accoufamtb percent of all parolees in the
country®! California’s parole population also continues tipace the growth in the rest
of the nation: in 2006, California experienced h@ercent increase in its parole
population, compared with the U.S. state averagease of 2.2 percefft.

California’s parole population is now so large aggnts are so overburdened that
parolees who represent a serious public safetgtlare not watched closely and those
who wish to go straight cannot get the help thesdnébout 80 percent of all California
parolees have fewer than two 15-minute face-to-faeetings with a parole agent each
month, and nearly all of them take place in thelgaagent’s office. Two-thirds of all

19 petersilia, note 10 above.

2 petersilia, note 10.

% Glaze, L., and T. Bonczar (200Pyobation and Parole in the United States, 20Breau of Justice
Statistics, Washington DC, NCJ 220218.

2 Glaze and Bonczar, note 11.
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California parolees are thought to have substabhaeeaproblems and nearly all of them
are required to be drug tested. Yet, few of thefthpairticipate in appropriate treatment
while in prison or on parole. California’s recengdert Panel on Adult Offender
Recidivism found that fully fifty percent of all g#xg California prisoners did not
participate imany rehabilitation or work program, nor did they haeork assignment,
during theirentire prison stay. They didn’t get the help they neealegarole either: 56
percent of parolees didn't participate in any forpragram while under parole
supervisiorf>

Clearly, this low level of supervision and servprevision does not prevent crime. As
noted above, two-thirds of all California paroleetirn at least once to a California
prison within three years. In Texas, the state rmostparable in the size of its prison
population to California, the “return to prisonteds about 20 percefitDue to their
high failure rate, parolees account for the bullCafifornia prison admissions: In 2006,
nearly two-thirds (64 percent) of all persons atkdito California prisons were parole
violators. Parole revocations have been risingonatly over the last 20 years, but
California’s have increased more so. Nationallygrawe last 20 years, the number of
parole revocations has increased about six-fol@dhfornia, the number of parole
revocations has increased 30-fold.

Part of California’s high parole revocation rateiglained by its unique decision-
making process. The decision to send a paroletaeiokack to prison for an additional
sentence is not often made in California by a judge rather by a politically appointed
deputy commissioner at the Board of Parole Heari@gsinologists have coined the
term “back-end sentencing” to describe how the lpamvocation process centers on
parole board practicés Not only are back-end sentences determined byciional
officials instead of judges, the standard of evaensed is much lower than is required
in a court of law. Parole board officials use therenlenient legal standard of
“preponderance of the evidence,” as opposed tthinond a reasonable doubt”
standard that is required in criminal court coneies. This more lenient standard is
deemed appropriate because a California prisoitleresbains in the legal custody of the
CDCR while on parole. Parolees involved in the Haawocation process do not have
their cases heard in front of a jury and they haveight to appeal board decisions.
(However, they do have legal representation.) learoCalifornia is not a reward for
good behavior, as it might be in an indeterminatgencing state, but rather an extension
of a felon’s sentence and a period of extendedesllamce after prison. As such, if the
parolee does not abide by the imposed parole dondjtthe State has the legal right to
revoke their parole term and return them to prison.

2 California Expert Panel on Adult Offender Recidivi Reduction Programming. (200&)Roadmap for
Effective Offender Programming in California: Reptwr the California State Legislatur&acramento,
CA: California Department of Corrections and Relittion.

%4 Governor Schwarzenegger’s Rehabilitation Strikeriid=inal Report (200W)leeting the Challenges of
Rehabilitation in California’s Prison and Parole 8gm , Sacramento, CA. Available at
http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/News/Gov_Rehab _Strike TeRelease Rpt.htmhccessed May 15, 2008.

% Travis, Jeremy (2005But They All Come Back: Facing the Challenges i§d?rer ReentryThe Urban
Institute, Washington, DC.
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California’s parole revocation process is also uaim another way. The maximum term
for a parole violation in California is 12 monthmsgrison. If a parolee is sentenced to that
maximum term, there is usually a day-for-day créatitime served in prison or in jail
awaiting case disposition, assuming no prisoninflactions. The upshot is that the
parole violator who is not convicted of a new crilnyea criminal court—totaling nearly
70,000 prison commitments in 2006—will only speod,average, slightly more than

four months in custods’

Due to the complexities of the inmate receptiorcpss and the number of inmates
moving through the State’s eleven reception cengeisoners spend an average of 90
days (sometimes much longer) in one of these rexepénters before being transferred
to their assigned prison. By the time the parotdator is transported from the local
county to the State prison reception center, getsgssed and then recommended for a
specific prison placement, that parole violator rhaye served the required prison
sentence and simply be paroled (again) right otih@feception center. And of course,
not everyone gets the maximum 12-month sentende. &welyzed by California’s
Rehabilitation Strike Team found that of all paesleeturned to a prison in 2004, 20
percent—one in five parole violators—served lesa thrae month in a California prison
(they may have served additional time in local gaaiting disposition). Fully 77 percent
of California parole violators served less tham fimonths in prison. Since the reception
center process takes an average of 90 days, tehsusfands of parole violators
discharged directly from CDCR reception cenférs.

The result is that more than 45,000 parole viotatiases annually go through the
arduous parole revocation process—which includesmaal revocation hearing with a
parole commissioner, court reporter, parole offie¢torney representing the parolee, and
often law enforcement and witnesses. If the parmkation charges are sustained at this
hearing (and 80-85 percent of the time they ahe) parolee is then transported by bus to
a reception center, where staff begin the prockassessing the offender (for physical,
mental, gang-related, and other sensitive needsjenrommending that the inmate be
“endorsed” to serve time in a specific prison. Aine point during the routine processing
of parole violators, many prisoners will be relehd®aving served the required sentence
before the reception process is complete. Theypailble right out of the reception
center, and the State will again pay for their$portation back to their county of
commitment. This system of “catch and release” esdittle sense from the standpoints
of deterrence, incapacitation, treatment, or ecoa@ensibility. Parolees quickly learn
that being revoked from parole doesn’t carry sevicansequences, and the State will
have paid thousands of dollars to classify, as$ess,and endorse inmates to prison who
will not be there long enough to serve a prisomter

Rapid “churning” into and out of prison also wadies resources of the police, the parole
board, and parole officers, who have to reprodessame individuals over and over
again. Churning disrupts continuity of treatmenakimg it difficult or pointless for
inmates, who know they will be back on the straet few months, to begin participating

% Callifornia Expert Panel, note 15.
2" Governor Schwarzenegger’s Rehabilitation StrikarfidReport, note 16.
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in sorely needed educational, vocational, or sugstabuse programs. It also disrupts
community-based treatment since parolees who ao#ieshin community treatment
programs are constantly having that treatment gistufor what, in the treatment
providers’ views, are predictable and minor rulelations (e.g., testing positive for drug
use). Churning also encourages the spread of pgaog culture into the communities
where inmates are discharged, while undercuttiegltterrent effect of serving prison
time.

The fiscal consequences of handling parole viotatiois way are also staggering.
Processing the prison admissions of parole viatai@kes as much time and money as
processing admissions of new convictions—recerdlyrated to be $900 million per
year in Californi&®—for offenders who mostly will be in prison onlyrfa few months.
And of course, given California’s overcrowding @sighere is the high opportunity cost
of occupying a limited number of prison beds tiasome cases, could be used for
offenders who pose a greater risk to the publietgaf

In sum, California’s “catch and release” systenmafdling parole violators makes little
sense from a deterrence, incapacitation, rehaimlitaor economic standpoint. And
because the parole system contributes so heavigigon crowding, improved parole
practices could have an immediate and lasting itngathe need for more prison beds.
Unfortunately, scientific knowledge about Califalisi parole system is so scant that,
despite the fact more than a dozen reports havedllag overhaul in California’s parole
revocation procedures, exactifyratneeds to be done is not clear.

In September 2005, the National Institute of Jesfi¢lJ) funded the authors to undertake
a three-year comprehensive study of the causesarstquences of parole violations
and revocations in California. The research projes supported fully by CDCR, the
umbrella agency that oversees all of Californidgestarrections. Their cooperation was
essential to access and understand the extengeavéhad our project required.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS & DATA

To better understand the complexities of the parmkation process and the
characteristics of parolees who are returned &opriwe need to unpack the “black box”
of the parole violation and revocation process.n#ed to study not only parolees’
characteristics but also the characteristics ofthgervising agency, parole agents, and
the communities to which parolees return. We needdédntify the key decision points
that ultimately lead to parole revocation and priseturns, and also how characteristics
of the parole agent, caseload type, and variatonemmunity characteristics impact the
processes of violation and revocation.

We must also analyze data that allows us to bettéerstand the critical role of the
Board of Parole Hearings (BPH), which has the w@dtmresponsibility for deciding
which parole violators are returned to prison atnictv are allowed to remain in the

8 |ittle Hoover Commission. (2007%olving California’s Corrections Crisis: Time is fing Out
Sacramento: CA, and Little Hoover Commission (2083ck to the Community: Safe & Sound Parole
Policies Sacramento: CA, both reports availablétib://www.lhc.ca.gov/Ihcdir/crime.html
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community. In the mid-1990s, California adoptedzar®d tolerance” policy for “serious”
and “violent” parolees (as defined in the Penal €pduch that parole agents are required
to reporteveryoffender originally convicted of these crimes wholatesany condition

of parole to the BPH for disposition. The BPH igdditically appointed body and has a
history, especially in recent years, of returniogptison most parolees coming before it.
The BPH may be the most important gatekeeper ofyjysiison for the sanctioning of
parole violations, and yet their role and impaa gane virtually unnoticed and

unstudied.

We designed this project to be the largest, masiprehensive, and most scientifically
rigorous study of parole violations and revocatiewsr undertaken. With the full
cooperation of CDCR, we assembled an extraordininige and complex database that
trackseveryadult on parole in California at any point durihg calendar years 2003 and
2004. The resulting study sample consisted of ZBlithique individuals. These parolees
were responsible for 151,750 parole violations thatle it to the court or board hearing
level (thousands more were terminated at the parutdevel) over the two study years.
These parole violation and revocation incidentsawibe central focus of our study. In
addition to recording the details of each paroléeiavior on a weekly basis during the
two year study period, we also merged data abalt parolee reflecting their personal
characteristics and criminal history, the nature e of supervision to which they were
subjected, the characteristics of agents who sigezhthem, and the communities to
which they returned.

The combined database allowed us to answer thesether critical questions:

* What are the personal and criminal history charaistics of California
parolees? How are they supervised? What typesroframities do they come
from and return to?

* How many parolees violate parole, and how do irtlial background, current
supervision, and community environment affectiteithood an individual will
violate parole?

* What factors affect the occurrence and timing abjeaviolations? Do different
factors predict different types of violations (i.eriminal, technical, absconding)?

» Do different factors predict more and less seriousninal violations?

* What factors shape decisions to prosecute crimii@tions in criminal courts,
as opposed to referring them to the parole boardHBP

» What factors are related to the likelihood an offenwill be returned to prison,
holding constant the severity of their current atadns and their criminal
history?

* Do community characteristics and parole regionuefice the decision to return
an individual to prison?
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These and other questions are answered in thistrépar hope is that this empirical data
will permit California policymakers to devise ma@eund parole supervision and
revocation policies, which better balance publieseand public resources. Importantly,
such research should help advise policymakers@fstiriousness” of parole violators
being returned to California prisons, which in teem greatly influence the prison
capacity discussion.

ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

This report is organized in the following manneha@ter Il describes the study’s
conceptual framework and the details of our dateection. Chapter Il briefly describes
the major aspects of California’s sentencing armdlpaystem that we believe impact
parole revocations and prison returns. Chapterdyfirs the presentation of our study’s
findings, describing the demographic and crimeif@®ff our sample, as well as the
parole supervision regimes to which they are stlged the characteristics of the
communities to which they return. Chapters V anghkésent the study’s major
multivariate analyses and findings. Chapter V amswee question, “what predicts parole
violations?” and Chapter VI answers the questioradt predicts parole revocations and
return to prison?” Finally, Chapter VII presentsuenmary of our major findings, along
with relevant policy implications.
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CHAPTER Il. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND DATA
COLLECTION

Our study’s core question is “what parolee charéasttes, parole agency activities, and
community conditions affect parolee recidivism?”giirse we recognize that not all
violation behavior comes to the attention of paagjents or law enforcement and hence
is not recorded in any fashion. The actual ratéedinical violations and new criminal
behavior are unknown and have only been estimatied self-reports. Our current study
design does not incorporate parolee self-repotti®adgh future phases of this project
could do so.

The aspect of our project that is perhaps mostuanis| that we view the parole violation
process as reflecting not only the parolee’s barabut the system’s responses and
communities’ influences on that behavior. Our owenang question thus necessitates a
set of separate investigations into parole vioketjawhich are largely (but not entirely)
behavioral events, and revocations, which reflgstesn responses to that behavior.

Figure 2.1 illustrates our notions of how threestdus of factors, reflecting characteristics
of the parolee, the agency and the community intécaproduce variations in parole
outcomes.

At a general level, parolees face three major kofdecorded recidivism events while on
parole. First, they caviolate the terms of their parole agreement. Some stijpumisiare
standardized such that all parolees must abidadm.tFor example, a parolee must
report changes in their residence, they must gatoapl from their parole agent to travel,
they may not have any access to weapons, anducdeahey must not commit a new
crime. In addition, a parolee typically has a dedpcial conditions that relate to the
crime for which they were convicted. These condgiare designed by their parole agent
and represent the individualized portion of theirgle agreement. Violation of any of
these conditions may result in revocation, butateys. Parole agents and supervisors
have considerable discretion in determining howandle less serious violations and
may not refer an individual case to the parole thafthe violations are not sufficiently
numMerous or serious.
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Figure 2.1: Trinity of Factors that Influence Parole Outcomes

A second type of recidivism event is amest for a new crime-itself a form of parole
violation, as mentioned abave this circumstance, parole is not necessaripked
automatically, as one might assume. When a pamel@eested, the county criminal court
will first evaluate the case. If the prosecutorcassfully convicts the parolee for the new
crime or crimes, the parolee is given a new prisom of any length appropriate to the
crime(s) and the parolee’s parole term is “reé&tf'the prosecutor declines to prosecute,
or cannot obtain a conviction, the case is typyctaken up by the parole board. Here, the
process is the same as for other violations, atth@ometimes the parolee will be
returned to prison even though the new chargedisn@ssed. Sometimes a parolee who
has committed a new crime will be allowed to comtion parole while undergoing
criminal proceedings for new crimes; in such cagesparolee is typically held in
custody, making return to prison less necessapydtect public safety.

The third major recidivism event is paro&vocation which is the process of sanctioning
the criminal and noncriminal parole violations désed above, typically through a brief
return to prison. If a parole agent and his ordugrervisor feel the violation is serious
and that the parolee poses a threat to publicysdfety can recommend to the state
parole board (BPH) that the parolee be returngaismn. The BPH, which in California
is represented in revocation hearings by a singtengissioner, typically follows the
recommendation of the parole unit, and then a casimer uses his or her discretion to

% That is, when the parolee is released from prigfter serving a new term, the parole time clock stdrt
over again. The parolee will get no credit for poerg periods of parole.
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set the length of time for the parolee’s returprison. At the parole revocation hearing,
the BPH commissioner may impose a maximum sentent2 months in prison.

Violation, arrest, and revocation represent kegihg points in an individual’s career on
parole and yet little is known about the factora thffect each kind of event and how the
events might be interconnected. Policy makers wakhow what types of offenders are
most likely to violate their parole agreements, aye¢sted, and have their parole revoked.
They also want to know which types of offendersramge likely to survive six months or
a year on parole without a violation—those whothtes less in need of costly
supervision. Such information would be useful fargle agents who currently design
supervision programs based on such things as ppstiences, established unit practices,
unscientific folk wisdom about types of offendeand even biases regarding certain
types of offenders. This problem leads to idiosgticrapplications of parole supervision
and sanctions. Without data on aggregate patténparolee behavior, decision-makers
may apply more supervision than necessary to masegs; thereby misallocating
resources that that might be better deployed dw lvigh risk parolees.

Moreover, policymakers also want to know what cnatihistory and personal
background factors affect the risk of violationspecially the most serious criminal
offenses. Such knowledge will assist parole agerbetter targeting supervision to the
most risk-prone parolees. Finally, policymakers tatarknow if the discretion used by
parole officials in the system is being used appabgly (i.e., in accordance with state
laws and regulations, professional norms, or wel protocols). Are there instances
where parolees who do not pose a threat to pualetysand have not committed a new
criminal offense (i.e., parolees whose violatiores @grimarily “technical” violations of
the terms of their parole agreement) are treatedhéoshly? Related, does the system
produce a reasonable degree of standardizatioh,teatsimilarly situated cases receive
similar treatment? If variability exists in thedtenent of similarly situated cases, which
set of factors contributes the greatest amourttabvariability?

These policy-relevant questions are central tatieyses presented in this report, and
guide our interpretations of the findings.

DATA COLLECTION

Our research required us to assemble an extenafabake that included information
about California parolees and their behavior whieparole, details about the agency and
its agents, as well the communities to which pa®lare released. We also required a
study population that was large enough for us smere variation across people,
locations, and organizational units, and a longughdollow-up period in the community
so that violations would have proceeded throughddeesion-making process with the
final outcome (to prison or not) recorded. No singhtabase contained all of the
information our study required, and we knew thaeatbling the data would be difficult
and time consuming. Indeed, assessing, mergingglaading the requisite data
consumed a full year and a half of effort. We badié is the most comprehensive data
set ever assembled on parole outcomes.
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We received full cooperation from the Californiadaetment of Corrections and
Rehabilitation (CDCR), the Division of Adult PardDperations (DAPO), and the Board
of Parole Hearings (BPH). Each of these divisionsspsses data relevant to the project’s
goals. This project was also helped tremendouskyeyact that the two principle
investigators were working closely with CDCR durthe project’s duratiory’

We made the decision early in the project to coliiata oreveryadult on parole in
California at any point during the calendar ye@82and 2004. The resulting study
sample consisted of 254,468 unique individuals, (ne individual was double counted).
These individuals were responsible for 296,958 learmlation cases. 151,750 violation
cases were heard by a criminal court or the BoARhoole Hearings (BPH) over the two
years (thousands more were terminated at the pandiéevel). These parole violation
and revocation incidents were the central focusunfstudy.

Figure 2.2 illustrates the three ways that paroles® selected for inclusion in the study.

1. Already on parole at the start of the study First, a parolee could have been
released from prison before January 1, 2003, aad be parole at the start of the
study period.

2. In prison at the start of the study, but released dring the study. Second, a
parolee could have been incarcerated at the stdrestudy period and released
onto parole during the study period.

3. Free at the start of the study, but committed to pison and released during
the study period.Finally, a person could have started a prison gunng the
study period and been released onto parole bdierertd of the period.

%0 Dr. Grattet took a leave from his faculty positmirthe University of California, Davis, and senasi
acting Assistant Secretary for Research in thef@ala Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation
where he established the Office of Research anddg®d a voice for research at the executive lewétp
and planning discussions. Dr. Petersilia is theafting director of UCI's Center for Evidence-Based
Corrections, a research center devoted to assistiigctions officials analyze data for policy posps.
She also co-chaired CDCR'’s Expert Panel on Reltatidln, and chaired the Governor’s Strike Team on
Rehabilitation. In each of these capacities, shefacused on prison and parole operations in Galidio
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Figure 2.2: Study Subject Selection Criteria

For each parolee who “entered” our study samptmmof the three ways described in
above, we assembled a personal and parole superypsifile for them, which consisted
of all of the data elements illustrated in Table Relow. Broadly, this profile was
comprised of information describing their demogtaptetails and legal histories,
recorded recidivism events that occurred duringsthey period, details about the
intensity of parole supervision, information absupervising parole agents, and
characteristics of the communities that paroleesdlin. Information about each parolee
was extracted from several CDCR data systems amaected to other pieces of data
using appropriate administrative and geographintifiers. The central databases used in
the study were:

Offender Based Information System (OBIS):OBIS contains information on all
offenders in California correctional institutiothe database includes
background information on all active parolees dy2003 and 2004. OBIS
contains parolee identification codes (called C@hers), which allowed us to
link individual parolees to other data sources. ®Blthe principal source of
demographic, criminal and institutional historyalat

Revocation Scheduling and Tracking System (RSTSWsing parolees’ CDC
numbers, RSTS tracks the dates and details ofgaialations that result from
arrests or are referred from parole units, inclgdipecific charges and outcomes.

Statewide Parolee Database (SPDB$PDB was used to identify the parole
violations that did not produce RSTS revocatioresaSPDB identifies the
parolee’s address, and the parole unit and pagaetdo which a parolee is
assigned. SPDB also provides information on wephklple caseloads across
agents and units.

The data sources described above provided infoom&br the outcome variables of our
study—specifically, the timing of violations, artesand revocation decisions—as well
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as information about parolees’ personal chara¢tesiand criminal histories. These data
were combined with other CDCR sources to consineasures of parole agent, unit, and
community characteristics. Organizational measwerg drawn from the following
sources™

Parole Agent Database (PACD)We used data from the California State
Personnel Board to compile the background chaiatitsr of all state parole
agents (gender, age, race, tenure at job, histomprking in a correctional
institution).

CDCR Annual Population Reports Prison reception center occupancy, a
measure of organizational pressure on decisionimyakias compiled monthly
and these data were drawn from CDCR'’s publiclylatée annual population
reports (e.g., CDCR 20023,

California Corrections Standards Authority Jail Profile Surveys County jail
occupancy, another measure of organizational presaas measured quarterly.
The data were obtained from California’s Correcti®tandards Authority (e.g.,
California Board of Corrections 200%).

Judicial Council of California Court Statistics Reports: Felony caseload data
was used to gauge the impact of organizationaltcaings on local criminal
justice agencie¥ This data was put together with staffing datatenrtumber of
prosecutors was provided by the California Attor@snerals Office to construct
workload ratios for county prosecutors offiées.

Finally, we used parolee address records to lidkviduals to data about their
communities. Measures of community conditions wiFeavn from the following
sources.

The 2000 United States Censu¥Ve geocoded (mapped) parolee addresses to
U.S. census tracts to compile measures of commauaitgitions, downloaded

from the Census websité These measures included indicators of socioecanomi
disadvantage such as poverty, unemployment, pabtistance and the
prevalence of single-parent households. They aldaded measures of “racial
threat”—specifically the proportion of black resig and the black
unemployment rate in any given tract.

¥ There were several other sets of organizational-cammunity-level data which we ultimately decided
not to use for empirical and/or theoretical reasons
3http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/Reports_Research/Offenddoriation_Services_Branch/Annual/CalPris/CAL
PRI1Sd2004.pdf

33 http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/Divisions_Boards/CSA/FSOM2004_JPS_Annual_Report.pdf

% http://www.courtinfo.ca.gov/reference/documents2684.pdf

% http://ag.ca.gov/cjsc/statisticsdatatabs/Persd@o.p

3 http://www.census.gov/

39



» The United States Substance Abuse and Mental Heal®ervices
Administration (SAMHSA) : As a measure of service availability in parolees’
reentry environments, we drew data from SAMHSAi3tthe addresses of all
substance abuse and mental health treatment previd€alifornia that accept
clients from criminal justice agenci@sWe geocoded their addresses and then
created a measure indicating, for every censusitrdbe state, the number of
providers within 50 miles of the center of the trAe chose the 50 mile standard
because that is typically the distance that pascéee allowed to travel from their
homes without special permission from their paegjents.

» California Secretary of State To generate a county-level measure of the
“punitiveness” of different communities, we colledtinformation on the results
of ballot proposition voting and party registrativom the Secretary of State.
We selected propositions that pertained directistéde correctional practices and
created a combined “factor” measure based on tieteeant indicators. The first
was based on county-level voting on PropositiofZ8®0 election), which allows
first- and second-time nonviolent, simple drug esssn offenders the
opportunity to receive substance abuse treatmstdad of incarceration. The
second was based on voting outcomes about Prapoéii (2004 election),
which proposed to limit the application of Califats “three strikes” law.

Finally, we included a measure indicating the prtpo of registered
Republicans in each county.

* Religious Congregations and Membership Study, 2000Ve compiled data on
the number of church adherents by county to see¢h@heommunities with
greater faith-based communities were more or leppative of reentry,
including both violations and revocations.

Table 2.1 displays and organizes the various measue have compiled.

37 http://findtreatment.samhsa.gov/ufds/locstates
3 http://www.sos.ca.gov/elections/elections_electibtm
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Table 2.1: Measured Study Factors Related to Parol@utcomes

| NDIVIDUAL ADMINISTRATIVE COMMUNITY

Parolee Characteristics Parole Supervision Community Conditions

Age, race, gender Supervision level Socioeconomic

disadvantage

Most recent commitment Absconding reports

offense Racial/ethnic composition
Parole agent characteristics

Age at 1st commitment Minority unemployment

Agent prior work experience rate
Number of prior incarcerations

Agent workload Residential turnover

History of "serious" and

"violent" offending Parole region Public assistance support

Sex offender registrant Criminal Justice System Church attendance
Characteristics

Second striker District attorney caseloads  Treatment service

availability

Documented mental health  Jail overcrowding

conditions Community punitive
Prison overcrowding attitudes

Parole policy changes

With the databases assembled and merged, we waralite to conduct our violations
and revocations analyses. The specific methoddogik be described in greater detail
in the chapters devoted to these analyses, butilveutline them briefly here. In terms
of parole violations, we structured the data favsal analysis, which required that the
data be assembled such that each individual pan@sebserved on a weekly basis
throughout 2003 and 2004. This data format allowgtb run multivariate survival
models predicting the likelihood and timing of éifént types of violation behavior.
Thus, we were able to assess the relative impantofidual-, institutional- and
community-level measures on the outcomes of interes

For our analyses of parole revocations, we creatgdataset documenting every parole
violation case heard by the parole board or thailted in a return to prison from a
criminal court. These data were used to estimajistioc regression models predicting
revocation outcomes of interest—namely, whethenicial violation cases were
successfully prosecuted in court as opposed tglreilerred to the parole board, and
whether cases heard by the board were returnadstody or continued on parole.
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FOCUS GROUPS, INTERVIEWS, OBSERVATIONS AND REVIEWS OF
CDCR POLICY MEMORANDA

In addition to the administrative and communityadaéscribed above, we also collected
extensive information from field observations, miews with parole agents and
managers, and reviews of agency policy memos aedttlies. Since Dr. Grattet and Dr.
Petersilia were both working closely with the CD&@fd DAPO on various parole
initiatives during this study, they had ample oppoity to observe staff training,
participate in retreats and meetings, and conaetviews with parolees and staff. Dr.
Petersilia chaired the parole working group on@o®ernor's Rehabilitation Strike
Team, and in conjunction with that effort conducte@rly a dozen interviews and focus
groups focusing on parole violation policy. Dr. Geaobserved parole revocation
hearings, interviewed parole agents and superyiparsle regional administrators,
deputy commissioners, parole and parole board attomstaff, and parole and parole
board executives. He and Dr. Jeffrey Lin also pguéted in the executive group formed
in 2007 to develop a parole violation matrix. Admate student research assistant also
conducted personal interviews and field observatisith more than thirty parole agents
throughout California during the summer of 2006adtdition, project staff collected all
major CDCR policy memorandums pertaining to parel@cation policy written
between 2003 and 2007. These qualitative data thgjpiele the study design and our
interpretation of the findings.

Having sketched the framework of our analysis andees of data we rely upon, in the
next chapter we describe the broader context afi@am California, emphasizing some
of the unique features of the system and provitihegnecessary background for
understanding the empirical analyses that follo&lmapters 1V, V, and VI.
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CHAPTER IlIl: UNDERSTANDING CALIFORNIA’S UNIQUE
PAROLE ENVIRONMENT: RELEASE, SUPERVISION, AND
SANCTIONING

California’s prison and parole system is unlike aftyer in the U.S. and many of its
unique aspects are not well understood by policwrsmkesearchers, and the public.
Since our study’s main objective is to explain aons in parole violation and

revocation practices, we must first understand G@ahfornia’s broader sentencing and
parole laws constrain and influence parole decismaking. This is not the place to
conduct a complete review of these issues, buttiapter briefly describes those aspects
of California’s sentencing system and parole sup&n regulations that may influence
parole recidivism rates.

CALIFORNIA'S DETERMINATE SENTENCING LAW AND PAROLE
REQUIREMENTS

One main driver of parole revocations is the sgatigiterminate sentencing law, which
dictates who will be released to parole and hewbe, is subject to parole supervision
and potential revocation. This fact alone has §icamt implications for the state’s parole
system. In a determinate sentencing system, ptisenserved by offenders is primarily
determined by the length of sentence imposed bjuttge, rather than by the
discretionary release decisions of a parole bo&alifornia adopted its Determinate
Sentencing Law in 1976. Prior to that, Californiasman indeterminate sentencing state,
where offenders who were sentenced to state pwsahd not be released to parole until
they had completed a minimum term determined bysémencing judge, and parole
authorities had determined that they were suitbdyleclease.

Under California’s current sentencing system, onigates convicted of very heinous
crimes (such a murder, or kidnap for ransom), &odd convicted of a third strike, are
still given an indeterminate sentence and appdardée BPH to seek parole. Because
of their long and indeterminate sentences, thgsestpf offenders comprise a much
smaller fraction of the parole population than othe

As of June 2007, 12.5 percent of all the adultqmréss were serving life with the
possibility of parole, 4.7 percent were third strikmates, and 0.4 percent were serving
death sentences. Therefore, just 17.6 perceneddtttte’s prison population is serving an
indeterminate sentenééThe remainder—82.6 percent of California’s inmatese
serving determinate sentences. Once an offendesenasd his or her sentence, timeyst
be released from prison to a set period of passid,no review is conducted in advance
of release to determine in advance if the inmagaiigble for placement in the
community. The only way for prisoners to get oupason is to serve the statutorily
mandated percentage of the sentence a judge gawve With some reductions allowed
for good time credits. Under state law, inmatesreaeive 50 percent off their sentences

39 CDCR: “Prison Census Data as of June 30, 2007”
http://www.cdcr.ca.gov/Reports_Research/Offenddorination_Services_Branch/Annual/Census/CENS
USd0706.pdf
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if they were convicted of nonviolent offenses ahithéy behave well in prison, and 15
percent off their sentence if they were originaibnvicted of a violent offense.

Once released from prison, virtually all offendars required to serve a period of parole
supervision, overseen by CDCR. Technically, s@atepgermits the parole board to
discharge an eligible offender from state prisod avoid parole altogether for “good
cause,” but this occurs in only a handful of casssh year. In 2006, only 1,994 of
129,811 felons (1.5 percent) released from stasepmvere not released to parole
supervisiort? By law, a parolee must generally be released tedb@ty that was the
offender’s last legal residence before commitmemrison.

Because California releases nearly all prisondgestito its determinate sentencing law,
with no opportunity to retain even the most likedgidivists, and then places all of them
on parole supervision, the state’s parole agerdsuprsupervising some individuals who
pose a far more serious threat to society thatyfieal parolee in a state with
discretionary release. In states that use discratjorelease, these high-risk prisoners can
be denied parole and kept in prison. Californiaofeofficers often point out that their
high revocation rates are caused by the behavipamfiees who were almost certain to
reoffend and should not have been released frasompin the first place. On the other
hand, since California law allows minor technicatqgie violators to be returned to prison
(whereas some states do not), and these prisareeadsa eventually released to parole
supervision, California parole caseloads also mhelmmany “less serious” offenders as
well. This point is critical to understanding paeiiolations in California: California
parole caseloads likely contain offenders at batheenes of the seriousness
continuum—offenders who probably would not be orofgin other states, either
because they are too serious to have been rel&asegrison in the first place by parole
boards operating in indeterminate states, or bectney are such low-risk offenders that
they wouldn’t have been assigned to post-prisonlpaupervision at releasehe upshot
is California parole caseloads probably contain goaf the nation’s highest risk
offenders as well as the some of the nation’s lovigs offenders.

California’s Determinate Sentencing Law (DSL) notyochanged the way in which
prisoners got automatically released and requillgatiaoners to serve a post-prison
parole term, but it also simultaneously and sigatfitly increased both the length of the
initial parole supervision term imposed and thegtarof the prison term that could be
subsequently imposed if the parolee violated parotalitions. As Table 3.1 shows,
before the passage of the DSL, prisoners releaspdrole were subject to a one-year
period of parole (the maximum was 18 months). B8t Eripled the length of time on
parole for most prisoners. Prisoners whose offensee committed on or after January
1, 1979 are subject to a three-year period of parnless the parole hearing division sets
a shorter period, which it rarely does. Most redelgrisoners can be discharged from

“0 An indispensible guide to understanding the ldigaliof California’s parole system was prepared by
attorney Rowan Klein, entitled “An Overview of PeEr@and the Board of Prison Terms in California,tlan
much of the information in this chapter draws fribnit can be found at
www.freebatteredwomen.org/pdfs/parole.ptiie best comprehensive description of the opersiid the
California prison and parole can be found in Fagat.al. (2006The California State Prisoners
Handbook Prison Law Office, Berkeley, CA.
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parole after 13 months if they have committed nmlgaviolations or new crimes while

in the community’!

Equally important, DSL also doubléde length of prison time that can be imposed upon
parole revocation from six months to one year. Ander California law, when a person
is returned to prison for a parole violation, tleotk stops” on the time owed for parole
supervision. So, when a person leaves prison sét®ing time for a parole violation, he
still faces the remaining supervision time he owexlState before he went back to prison
for the violation. As such, parole supervision s&metch out for years for particular
individuals. Offenders often call it “doing a ligentence on the installment plan” since
they go in and out, never able to formally discleargm parole supervision. Typically,

in order to discharge from parole, a parolee masetspent a minimum of 12 months in
the community with no parole violations or new asnEven then, the parole agents and
the parole board, both of whom have a say in them@Bth discharge decision, are more
often than not reluctant to release parolees, @ a given parolee is eligible. Table
3.1 below describes the conditions of parole disgdhand revocation in California.

Table 3.1: Parole and Revocation Periods for Non-f& Sentences

Date of Type of Discharge Max Period Max Max Period
Commitment Offense Review of Parole Revocation  of Parole
Offense Period Jurisdiction
Commitment Non-Life None 1 year 6 months 18 months
offense on or
before 12-31-78
Commitment Non-Life During 18 3years 1 year 4 years
offense on or month of
after 1-1-79 cont. parole
Commitment Violent Within 30 3or5years 1year 4 years or
offense on or Felony PC  days of Life based
after 9-26-88 667.5 completion on
of 2 years commitment
cont. parole offense

Source State of California, California Department of @aations, Operation Manual,
Section 81080.1.1. Updated in 2007.

The growth of California’s prison population, coméd with the policy of placingll
exiting prisoners on parole supervision for threarg, simultaneously reducing the
discretion of parole agents to handle minor violasi for an increasing proportion of
parolees, and increasing the prison time serveditdations, provides the requisite
conditions for the growing contribution of parolehators to the state prison population.
No other state has created this hybrid system—usgifimultaneously to fixed-term

*1 Murderers who receive and serve a life sentenmkage subsequently released on parole, are subject
being on parole for the rest of their lives. Felosseiving a life sentence for an offense othen tmarder
are subject to supervision in the community foefixears. Certain types of sex offenders are sutgext
five-year parole term as a result of an amendntetite California Penal Code enacted in 2000 (Fawiz

32).
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prison releasanduniversal parole supervision—and at the same tangthening parole
terms and prison terms upon revocation.

Mandatory Referral Policy

In addition to changes in sentencing policy andstinecture of parole, in the last decade,
the discretion held by California parole agentthimhandling of violations has
substantially eroded. Over the last several y&#$] began implementing new
regulations (15 CCR 2616), referred to as the “Rdteagan rules,” that significantly
added to the list of parole violations DAPO is regd to refer to the parole board,
thereby exposing more parolees to BPH decisionstton them to prison. Whereas once
parole agents and supervisors wielded discretiontaioow to handle many violations,
now much of that authority has shifted to the BRHL993, about 65 percent of parolees
apprehended for alleged parole violations werermetiz custody by BPH and 35 percent
were continued on parole. By 2007, however, abOuyiércent of parolees were returned
to custody and only 10 percent were continued ool@

The reason for the loss of agent discretion lighéncreation of a policy requiring
mandatory referrals to the parole board for mapgsyof parolees and violations. These
include violations deemed “serious” or “violent” biate law (California Penal Code
Sections 667.5 and 1192.7), as welaagviolation, technical or criminal, by an offender
who has previously been convicted of a “serious’varlent” offense (Appendix A).

21.7 percent of parolees have at least one sepiouslent offense in their criminal
history. All of their violations would have to bertsidered for revocation by the parole
board. In addition, any parole who commits thedwihg violations are also subject to
mandatory referral: possession, control or us&@hfm, explosive and/or weapon
(including knife with blade over 2"), involvement schemes over $1000, sale,
transportation or distribution of narcotic/contesllsubstance, absconding for over 30
days, failure to register as a sexual offenderif@ala Penal Code Section 290), and
refusal to sign parole agreement, including coadgiof parole (California Code of
Regulations Title 15 2616). These regulations veel@pted as a result of a heinous
murder by a parolee and are known as the Robindeades. DAPO estimated that in
2005, 85 percent of parole violations, includinghi@cal violations, were subject to
mandatory referral policies. This means that paaglents and their supervisors have very
little discretion in the handling of these cased tirese offenders. The BPH makes a
decision about whether or not to return the pareielator to prison and the vast
majority of cases that go before the BPH resudt return to prison.

Whether these mandatory referral rules are apgtepar not is a political determination,
but one thing is clear: parole agents, parole sugans, and the DAPO division retain

2 LAO report, note 20.
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discretionary decision-making power over a dectinercentage of violatioris.Like
California’s sentencing system, discretion in patwhs shifted from corrections
professionals to legislative and regulatory bodles are politically elected or appointed.
This change has occurred with virtually no discaissir public input, but the
consequences are critically important. For onmaans that much is written erroneously
about how changes in parole agent recruitmentitrgj or culture could reduce the
number of parolee returns to prison. The paroleaggommends the disposition for the
violation (e.g., to prison or not), but ultimatetiie parole board has the sole authority to
return a parolee to prison. These and other laghpaocedural constraints are important
to understanding the very complicated processesisdn release, parole supervision,
and all too often, return to prison.

SUPERVISION OF PAROLEES

A prisoner remains in the legal custody of CDCRIl&/bin parole. CDCR'’s Division of
Adult Parole Operations (DAPQO) governs palg@ervisiorwhile the BPH’s
responsibilities include all parole violation heas as well as the recommitment of
parolees to prison. DAPO has an annual budgetmite#810 million (about one-tenth of
CDCR'’s annual budget), which supports 2,300 paagknts in the field dispersed among
190 parole units, across four parole regions. DAIEO operates 19 reentry centers and
two restitution facilities. Parole also operatasgbe outpatient clinics and has about 150
clinical social workers serving the mentally illcasex offenders. According to CDCR, it
currently spends $4,300 per year to supervise@gmrcompared to the $43,000 annual
cost per prisoner.

The BPH, on the other hand, has an annual budgtas million. The board has
seventeen Commissioners who are political appointsn@ade by the Governor and
confirmed by the California State Senate. The Bagfthe administrative board
responsible for setting parole dates, establispargle length and conditions, discharging
sentences for certain prisoners and parolees;iggaméscinding, suspending,
postponing, or revoking paroles; conducting disigasantence reviews; advising on
clemency matters; and handling miscellaneous aia¢utory duties” (15 CCR § 2000
al0). While Commissioners conduct revocation hgarthemselves, the vast bulk of the
roughly 45,000 revocation cases are delegated patpeCommissioners. Only the BPH
can return a parolee to prison after holding acation hearing.

Prior to release, parolees are assigned a pareld agthe parolee’s community. A
prisoner released on parole is usually paroletiéccounty of his or her legal residence
prior to incarceration. Generally, “high controldqplees—those deemed to require a
high level of supervision—must report to a pardfece within 24 hours of release from
prison. All other parolees must make face-to-famsact with their parole agent by the

3 Mr. Tom Hoffman, current director of DAPO spoke against the rules which send certain cases
“straight to the Board,” and in his opinion, resdltin rather minor parolees being returned to prihee to
these mandatory rules. As a result of his viewscbinfirmation was opposed by two senators, whedall
his “philosophy is a threat to public safety.” Semébenham: “California should not be soft on crime
http://republican.sen.ca.gov/news/12/pressrele&&ed8p urged more discretion, and was republican
senators were “outraged over his confirmation.”
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first working day following prison release, and tgent typically will have them sign off
on the written description of their conditions apsrvision. Certain conditions (called
general conditions), such as not to violate theicral law and to report to the local

parole officer, are imposed on all parolees. Otoeditions (called special conditions),
such as requiring narcotics testing or prohibitimg use of alcohol, may also be imposed.
The basic requirements of parole imposed on aif@ala parolees are to report
immediately to their assigned parole agent upagasa from prison and as directed by
the agent; to immediately report any address ofl@yngent change; to obey all parole
agent instructions; to carry or have access to @apens, including guns and knives with
long blades; and to commit no new crimes.

The BPH can impose additional conditions on pattwdé it deems proper at the time of
granting parole, and it can impose additional cbo$ in response to a parolee’s
violations. The most common special conditionsthag a parolee abstains from use of
drugs and/or alcoholic beverages, submits to nasctdsting, or participates in
psychiatric treatments. But Penal Code Section @)58quires that all conditions placed
on parolees be “reasonable,” which means that tinesdo be a relationship to the crime
for which the offender was convicted, or that tbadition be reasonably related to the
prevention of future criminality.

Penal Code Section 290 requires some paroleegigigeas sex offenders and avoid
certain housing locations (e.g., near an elemersengol). Parolees are notified of these
parole conditions before they are released, andrthest sign a parole agreement
indicating they are willing to comply with them grito their date of release. The
supervising parole agent may also impose additisp@tial conditions of parole. For
example, most parolees have drug-testing conditiwettsallow them to be randomly
tested by parole agents. Parolees with historigmog-related violence may also be
required to refrain from associating with gang mersb

DAPO has the responsibility for providing serviegsl supervising all California
parolees. State law does not specify exactly howLRD parole division is to supervise
and provide services to most parolees. The firestfication of parolees lies with the
DAPO and parole supervisors in the field. To deteena parolee’s supervision level,
parole agents use a method of assessment thatéscoude in comparison to modern
risk assessment techniquf@st begins with an examination of the parolee’s otitment
offense and includes a subjective assessment gietieral features of the parolee’s past
offending history (Table 3.2).

*41n 2006, DAPO adopted an actuarial risk assessinsmtiment called COMPAS, a product of
Northpoint, Inc. However, the division continuesuse the older method for placing parolees into
supervision categories.
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Table 3.2: Risk Assessment Methodology

Prior pattern of
response to

Pattern of criminal custody /
behavior Prior patterns supervision
Score: 8-10 Long history of Frequent or severe  Frequent or severe
predatory/violent crimes incidents in 3 or more incidents (gangs,
areas escape, etc.)
Score: 5-7.99 Long history of non- Frequent or severe ~ Moderately
violent or brief history incidents in 1 or 2 frequent or severe
predatory/violent crimes areas incidents (minor
parole violations)
Score: 0-4.99 Brief history of non- Moderate or Minor or infrequent
violent crimes occasional incidents  incidents
(nuisance)

Source CDCR Department Operations Manual C8:A49.

A “Base Risk Score” is computed by averaging thewes in the three columns above and
a rating of commitment offense, also based upoti@ cale. This score is then put
together with a “Base Needs Score,” which averagescales that are designed to
measure various offender needs (housing, meangpbst, health, transportation,
community survival skills, and patterns of societivaty). The reliability and validity of
these assessments has never been subjected teahe3ée Base Risk Score and Base
Needs Score are then used to determine which cfugigrvision categories a parolee
should be placed in.

Characteristics of Parole Agents

California parole agents are sworn officers and tmens of the powerful California
Correctional Peace Officers Association (CCPOA)PCA currently has over 30,500
members, representing parole agents and the domakofficers who work inside the
state’s 33 prisons.

As parole populations have increased so too hasuhwer of parole agents. Increases in
parole agent hiring in recent years has primanigneh from the ranks of CDCR’s
institutions and prisons system. California pasagents starting pay is $60,396 per year
and receive the same peace officer retirement gaskas correctional officers. Parole
agents in California are required to have eithieaehelor’s degree or up to two years
experience supervising inmates. When parole agerancies occur, priority and
preference points are given to persons currentiyleyed by CDCR. Parole agent
positions are generally thought to be preferableotoectional officer positions in a
prison because there is more autonomy and fleiililiwork activities, and the
community environment is not as oppressive as tisem As a result, the majority of
parole agents hired in California over the last tlegades have come from the prisons.
During 2003 and 2004, 80 percent of supervisinglpaagents had previously worked in
CDCR prisons.
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Some scholars, along with of the parole staff weehdiscussed the issue with, have
speculated that this influx of prison personngbaoole has altered the culture of the
parole division towards a more legalistic, punitisarveillance orientation, and away
from a service orientatioff.Others have questioned whether the symbiotic oelakiip
between prison and parole staff is healthy, argthiagprison guards and parole officers
have a financial incentive to keep the number ofates high—helping to preserve their
jobs, ensure high salaries, and increase membetsbpfor the politically powerful
CCPOA.

It is not clear whether recent changes in paroénahiring practices have influenced the
culture or violation practices of DAPO. One couidwe that prison officers who apply to
become parole agents do so because they wishnmiihelpful than they can be within
the prison setting. In fact, parole agents in @eut groups often revealed this motivation
for joining DAPO.

In our analyses, we are able to test whether th@gagents’ prior work experience—
specifically whether they had worked previouslaiprison or not—is related to their
handling of parole violations. We are also ablexamine whether parole agents’
characteristics (e.g., race, gender, age), and wodk experience are related to parole
outcomes.

Caseload Size and Contact Standards

Despite increased the hiring of parole agentsy tiaaks have not kept pace with the
growth in parole populations. Caseloads used tneeagent for every 45 parolees in the
1970s, and are now funded by the California Legiséaat 70:1 (70 parolees for every
parole agent) for purposes of determining DAPO’ddat, but actual “average”
caseloads are often over 100:1. The American Pmbahd Parole Association recently
endorsed 50:1 for adult caseloads. Caseloads,at@téandards and working conditions
for parole agents are delivered in accordance avitingstanding agreement with the
CCPOA. Agents’ caseloads are measured in “pointshielwvreflect the number of
parolees under supervision, as well as the intep$gupervision delivered. (That is,
parolees in higher supervision categories contilmubre points than those in lower
categories.) According to the current CCPOA agregnagent points may not exceed
160 points, and any changes in workload must betreggd with CCPOA'’s bargaining
unit.

At release, parolees are assigned to one of fixeddeof supervision, with the assigned
level determining the frequency and level of owvgisprovided by the parole agent.
Agents have no discretion regarding is the placeémiparolees on their caseload. The
possible classifications are: high control, highvgee, control service, second striker,

“5 See for example, Simon, J., (19%R)or Discipline: Parole and the Social Control bktUnderclass
University of Chicago Press, Chicago, lll., and NegLy, R. (1979Pangerous Men: The Sociology of
Parole, Sage Publications, Thousand Oaks: CA, and th#utessof Governmental Studies (2008)
California Correctional Peace Officers AssociatiBerkeley, California. Available at
http://igs.berkeley.edu/library/htCaliforniaPrisonion.htm, accessed May 15, 2008.
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high-risk sex offender, minimum service, and otiable 3.3 describes what each
designation means, relevant contact levels, anetr atbnditions of supervision.

Table 3.3: California Parole Population Caseloadsral Supervision Requirements

LEVEL OF SUPERVISION SELECTED PAROLE CONTACT AND
TESTING REQUIREMENTS

High Control
Parolees who were convicted of violent = 2 face-to-face contacts per month (one must
felonies in Penal Code 667.5(c), must  be at residence)
register as sex offenders, are validated = First home visit within 6 days of release
gang members, or high-notoriety cases. = 1 drug test per month, if required
= 2 collaterals per quarter
High Service
Refers to parolees who have special = 2 face-to-face contacts per month (one must
service needs (severe addiction problemshe at residence)
or behavioral patterns (severe mental = 1 drug test per month, if required (Civil
illness). addicts may have weekly testing)
= 2 collaterals per quarter
Control Service
Require active supervision. Refers to = 1] face-to-face in residence every other
parolees who do not meet the criteria for month
High Control or High Services = 2 drug tests per quarter
= 1 collateral every 90 days
= Most CS cases drop to MS automatically at
180 days
High Risk Caseloads
Second Striker
Parolees with at least two prior convictions 2 face-to-face per month; 4 per quarter in
for serious or violent offenses. Ideal ratio home
of 40:1 = 1 drug tests per month
= 2 collaterals per month
High Risk Sex Offender
Defined by the CA Dept of Justice, uses = 2 face-to-face per month; 4 per quarter in
criteria set forth under PC 290(n)(1), PC home
667.5 and 667.6. Ideal ratio of 40:1. = 1 drug test per month
= 2 collaterals per month
= Quarterly meeting with person who knows
parolee well.
Minimum Service (MS)
This classification refers to parolees who = 1 home visit within 30 days of being
are on monthly mail-in, and these are assigned to MS
counted as ‘contacts.’ These individuals = 1 face-to-face or collateral every 4 months
need to make only two to three face to face 1 monthly report turned in by"of every
or collateral contacts with their parole month.
officer each year = Face-to-face contact 30 days prior to
discharge
= Drug testing waived
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Parole Officials’ Responsibilities and Powers

Ensuring that parolees live up to their parole @it is the principal responsibility of
parole agents. California parole agents are eqdippth the legal authority to carry and
use firearms, to search places, persons, and pyopignout the requirements imposed
by the Fourth Amendment (in other words, the prixdecagainst unreasonable search
and seizure), to order arrests without probablseaand to confine without bail.
Importantly, the standard CDCR “Notice and Condisi@f Parole” provides that “you
and your residence and any property under yourclmiay be searched without a
warrant by an agent of the Department of Correstmmany law enforcement officer.”

The constitutional right to be free from unreasdeaearches and seizures is virtually
non-existent while on parole. A parole officer naajthorize a search without the
parolee’s consent, without a search warrant, atlidowt probable cause or even a
reasonable suspicion that the parolee has viofseale. The power to search applies to
the household where a parolee is living and busind®re a parolee is working. The
ability to arrest and confine the parolee for Mimlg the conditions of agreement makes
the parole agent, in a sense, a walking court sy&te

These broad search powers, combined with urinatgsitng as well as office and home
visits, often reveal parolees being out of commewith parole conditions—the result of
which can be the revocation of parole. Parole @reloked for cause, including but not
limited to violating any general or special conafitiof parole, absconding from parole,
psychiatric endangerment, failing to sign a paegezement containing lawfully imposed
conditions of parole, or committing a crime

Revocation of parole can result in the paroleeivéwg up to one year in prison and
extending the parole period to 48 months, or 84thwim cases where the parolee is
subject to five years on parole. Parolees are alibiw earn one-day credit for each day
in prison on a parole revocation period, subjedextain restrictions. Parole revocation
hearings determine whether a preponderance of mxéds present to show a good cause
finding that the parolee has violated any law arditon of parole. Parolees may be
returned to custody for up to 12 months with a goadise finding. Typically, the hearing
is presided over by a deputy commissioner, andnsidered administrative by nature.
Present at the hearing are the agent of recorghdtaee, a hearing agent, requested
witnesses and an attorney for the parolee.

There is another agency that is often involvedhiatpoint: the county District Attorney’s
office. The majority of parole violations in Califaa involve the commitment of new
crimes. Some parolees who commit new crimes argeptded for the criminal offense in
the courts and sentenced to a new prison term—wdaintbe of any length appropriate to
the crime of conviction. When this happens the lga’s parole is considered revoked by
the county court and they are returned to custatly asnew term. However, prosecutors
often decide not to prosecute parolees for newnefie—either because a lack of
evidence would make a court prosecution difficoittbecause the prison sentence

“® This information is taken from Fama et al., noZe 3
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resulting from court prosecution would not be miartger than the penalty that could be
imposed by the BPH for a parole violation. Thessesaare then referred to BPH for a
revocation hearing.

A parolee’s parole period terminates after the hehe has served the entire term of
parole, or if the Agency discharges the parolemfparole early for good behavior. For
nonviolent parolees (those whose crimes are naherated in Penal Code section
667.5¢c), parole automatically terminates at thearahy continuous 13 month period in
which 1) parole has not been revoked or susperatembtconding; 2) the DAPO has not
recommended retention on parole; and 3) DAPO or BB$inot acted on a
recommendation to retain them within that peflbth most cases, parolees—even those
with no violations—ar@ot discharged early.

In sum, while California’s incarceration rate atglratio of parolees to the California
population is not the highest in the U.S., its ensal application of parole supervision,
combined with its long initial parole supervisi@rm and its mandatory parole
revocation rules, provide the requisite condititorsthe increasing contribution of parole
violators to its prison system.

CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM CAPACITY

Beyond California’s state sentencing and parol&jgd, the characteristics and capacity
of its local criminal justice system also impactaeations. Presumably, if county jails
are overcrowded, or the resources of the DistrithrAey (who prosecutes parolees’ new
crimes) are strained, the pressure to return pasdteprison via the parole violations
route, instead of seeking new criminal convictiomeuld be expected to increase.

California’s jail system is dangerously overcrowgdadd as such, counties may have a
significant incentive to quickly transfer parold¢esstate prison to alleviate crowding in
local custodial institutions (and save the assediabsts). A recent study of California’s
jails found that its adult facilities are burstiagthe seam® In 20 of California’s 58
counties, the local jail system is under a coudeoed population cap. An additional 12
counties have imposed population caps on themstvegoid the costly litigation that
could result from crowding. The study reported thiat 2005, 233,388 individuals in
California avoided incarceration or were releasatlydrom jail sentences due solely to
lack of jail space.”

The fact that many county jails are under coureoed population caps, while the state
prison system is not—and must accept all commitsieind critically important for
understanding parole revocations. Crowded jailbgloty put pressure on local criminal
justice systems to revoke parolees through thelgarolation process rather than use the
local criminal courts to prosecute new crimes, esly if the violations are less serious.

If parole violators get processed through the dBRel parole revocation route, they
usually await the disposition of their case inaesfunded prison as opposed to a county-

" See Klein, note 32.
“8 Callifornia State Sheriffs’ Association (20 the Crime, Do the Time? Maybe Not, in California
Sacramento: CA.
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funded jail. Moreover, if the violation hearing udts in a return to custody, they will
serve their revocation term in state prison vecsusty jail. Alternatively, if the district
attorney chooses to prosecute them for a new anmeminal court, the parolee awaits
their case disposition in county jail and if corteid, will often serve their time in a local
jail. But due to jail crowding, these parole vialet may be released early to comply with
county court-ordered jail population caps.

Since the standard of proof for a new criminal gotien is higher than the standard of
proof to sustain a parole violation, if the evidemng weak or witnesses do not cooperate,
the district attorney may end up losing the casel éven if they win the case but the jail
is overcrowded, the parolee may end up spendithg fine incarcerated. Given these
factors, district attorneys often go for the “sthreng” of a BPH hearing—with the
maximum term of 12 months and the lower standamt@df—and this dramatically
impacts the prison return rate of parolees. Aakfornia Coalition on Corrections
recently concluded: “Problems at the local leveédily cause overcrowding at the state
level. The huge shortage of county jail beds haslted in a massive shift of short-term
offenders to prison® This problematic relationship has major implicagdor the
processing of parole violators in California.

COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS AND REENTRY ENVIRONMENTS

Researchers often examine “recidivism” outcomest@sming from parolee attributes,
such as personal characteristics and criminal dedorecent years, researchers have
expanded modeling efforts to include static andadyic risk factors, but still the models
are limited and person-centric. We believe paradations and revocations are a
function of the offender, the system, and the comitguas previously discussed.
Certainly the underlying characteristics of thentegenvironment (e.g., job availability,
poverty, housing) as well as the political prefeesof the local citizenry may be
important contributors to how parolees are supedvend served, and how parole
violations are handled.

California is the largest state in the nation.uitrently has a population of over 37 million
residents, continues to be fast-growing, and 12querof all U.S. citizens now live in
California. It is the third largest state in terofgyeographical area, and also represents
the nation’s most diverse population in terms ahaity, political preferences, and
economic status. In the middle of the state liesGhlifornia Central Valley, which is
California’s agricultural heartland and grows apqmately one-third of the nation’s

food. Democratic strength is centered in coastgibres, especially the San Francisco Bay
Area, Central Cost and Los Angeles County. Repablgtrength is greatest in the San
Joaquin Valley, which includes the rapidly growmities of Stockton, Modesto, Fresno,
and Merced, Orange County, and certain sectio®anfDiego County.

California is often thought of as wealthy, but th@d is highly variable across the state.
Per capita personal income in California averagg®¥66 in 2006, ranking 11th in the

“9The California Coalition on Corrections (200Rebuilding CorrectionsSacramento, CA. Available at
www.rebuildcorrections.lincal.com/REBUILDING%20CORRTIONS%20June%2027%20%202007 %2
OFINAL.pdf
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nation, but this varies widely by geographic regio profession. The Central Valley is
the most impoverished, with many migrant farm woskaaking less than minimum
wage. Recently, the San Joaquin Valley was charaeteas one of the most
economically depressed regions in the U.S., owtthrAppalachia. Yet many of
California’s coastal cities include some of the ltreast per-capita areas in the U.S., as
do some of the entertainment centers (e.g., BeWlly). California prisoners returning
home face very different community contexts depegaif which of the state’s 58
counties, and which areas within those counties; #re released to.

Figure 3.1provides a graphical representation of the numbprisoners released by the
CDCR and the counties to which they return&gignificant proportion of California’s
prisoners are released in the state’s southerntiesunhe four southern counties of Los
Angeles, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Riversideumted for over half of all
parolees (53 percent) on July 1, 2006. The couhbys Angeles alone accounted for
over 30 percent of these parolees.

Parolees are not distributed evenly across the,diat are instead highly concentrated in
some neighborhoods. For example, in Los Angelesatgothe 1 percent of census tracts
with the most parolees in them contained 8.6 perakall parolees on July 1, 2006. The
top 5 percent of the census tracts contained 23&ept of the state’s parolees. The top
10 percent of the census tracts contained 36.®peat parolees (California Expert
Panel 2007).

Prisoners are also returning to neighborhoodsatepoorer, have more unemployment,
crime, single-parent families, and transient potiotes. These environments provide
greater anonymity, fewer job and positive socigapunities, and tend to be places were
there are already high concentrations of drug usetlsyang activity. Sociologists have
conceptualized these kinds of communities as “dgaaorganized” (Bursik and
Grasmick 1993; Shaw and McKay 1942; Sampson anddiWil995) and proposed
various ways of objectively measuring the phenon{&aanpson, Raudenbush, and Earls
1997; Kubrin and Weitzer 2003). Two key indices haciologists use are “concentrated
disadvantage”—which tracks the number of individua¢low the poverty level,
unemployment, the median income, the percent bkaud the percent of single-headed
households—and “residential instability,” which lundes the percent of renters in a
neighborhood and the percent of residents who otiyréve in the neighborhood who
lived somewhere else five years earlier. Parole&zalifornia reside in neighborhoods
that are significantly more socially disorganizedbmth measures.
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Figure 3.1: Number of Prisoner Releases by California County, @6 Source:
CDCR).

In Los Angeles County alone, the census tracts igh numbers of parolees have
poverty rates over double that of tracts with lawners of parolees. These high-density
parolee tracts also have double the proportionngfies parent households, double the
unemployment rate, 43 percent lower median inc@nd,over double the violent crime
rate of low-parolee tracts (Hipp and Yates 2007).

California is not unique in this aspect, as redeaias shown that most parolees return to
a small number of census tracks within large udoraas (Clear 2007). There is also the
sense that with new restrictions on where sex dencan live (as a result of Jessica’s
Law), there are fewer and fewer places they can Bwnd so certain parolees are being
concentrated in ever-shrinking geographic areas inoCalifornia and nationally.

In sum, California’s diversity in economics, paldl preferences, and concentration of
parolees is likely to significantly influence thartdling of parole violations.
Communities with greater financial resources delyi to have access to more
rehabilitation and work programs, and those hawioge progressive political views may
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have more tolerance for minor rule violations. Camnities with both resources and
liberal leanings might be willing or able to fundyeeater array of intermediate sanctions
to respond to violations. On the other hand, resspoor communities suffering from
high levels of poverty, homelessness, and unempoymay not be able to fund many
alternatives to prison, and if scant resources @xigolitically conservative communities,
we may see a higher return-to-prison rate in tiptsees. These and other interactions
between parolee behaviors, community charactesistentry services, and returns to
prison are explored in our multivariate statistiaahlyses.
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CHAPTER IV: CHARACTERISTICS OF CALIFORNIA’S ADULT
PAROLEES AND THEIR SUPERVISION

California’s parole system is the largest in theama—probably the world. On the last
day of December in 2003, the parole populationatif@nia was 110,173. It has grown
about six percent since then. However, point iretestimates such as these, which are
frequently used to characterize the scale of teeegqy, are misleading. Many more
individuals go on and off parole in a given yearother words, the parole system
manages many more people that a static estimagalse\un fact, during 2003 and 2004
there were 254,468 individuals that spent time amle.

Figure 4.1 below illustrates the scale and fluiditg parole population. At the beginning
of 2003 many prisoners were completing their prigm and preparing for release to
parole; others were on parole but nearing dischaw®ae were in-prison for a parole
violation waiting to be released; others abscorfde@art of 2003 and 2004, but were on
parole for some portion of the period; and fin@bme spent the entire period under
supervision. All of these individuals placed densnd the parole system during 2003
and 2004. In this chapter, we describe the charatibs of this population.

150 200 250
| | |

# Parolees, in 1,000's
100
I

January 2003 July 2003 December 2003 July 2004 December 2004

_ On Parole, Not Absconded _ On Parole, Absconded
_ In Prison, Additional Sentence _ In Prison, Original Sentence
_ Discharged from Corrections _ Not Yet Entered Corrections

Figure 4.1: Parole Population Status during Study Briod
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND CRIMINAL-LEGAL PROFILES OF CALIFORN 1A
PAROLEES

The fact that California places everyone on pamodans that the characteristics of its
parole population are similar to its prison popolat The only difference is that certain
offenders (e.g., Third Strikers, Lifers) will bergimg longer terms so that in any given
year, fewer of them are released and placed oreparo

Gender, Age, Race

California parolees are mostly male, minority, &etiween ages 30 and 44. About 90
percent of parolees were male, and about 70 pewsnet persons of color—mostly black
(26 percent) and Hispanic (39 percent). Roughlp&tent of parolees in 2003 and 2004
were white’® The average age at release (on the current teas B#.5 years. 34 percent
of parolees are aged 30 and under and 15 peraeotvar age 45 (See Table 4.1).

Table 4.1: Demographic Characteristics of Californa Parolees, 2003 and 2004

Number Percent
Gender Male 227,665 89.5
Female 26,800 10.5

Race White 78,194 30.7
Black 66,393 26.1
Hispanic 99,082 38.9

Asian/P.1. 2,441 1.0

Other 8,355 3.3

Age group Age 18-30 93,095 36.6
(at release) Age 31-44 113,631 44.7
Age 45+ 41,354 16.3

Don’'t know 6,388 2.5

Average age 35.5

Current Commitment Offense and Prior Criminal Reawr

Table 4.2 presents the details of parolees’ comentroffenses. The plurality of parolees
in 2003 and 2004 (35 percent) were released aft@ny served a prison sentence for
drug charges. Almost 30 percent were property ofées, 20 percent were violent
offenders, and about five percent were serving fonsex offenses.

Almost 11 percent of parolees were committed tegurion aseriousoffense, and
another 11 percent committed offenses that wersidered botlseriousandviolent

Y The prison population also over-represents rawiabrities relative to their proportion in the stat
resident population. Racial and ethnic minoritiess 33 percent of the California population but &2gent
of the prison population. In this regard, Calif@mirrors the nation, which over-incarcerates mitiesr

compared to their percentage in the general papual@Petersilia 2006).
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State law (California Penal Code Sections 667.51492.7) provides official definitions
of these termsViolentoffenses include murder, robbery, and rape aner&ix offenses.
Seriousoffenses encompass the same offenses as thetwalegory, but also include

other offenses such as burglary of a residenceasasault with intent to commit robbery.

Table 4.2: Current Commitment Offense Characteristcs of California Parolees,
2003 and 2004

Number Percent

Commitment offense Violent 50,628 19.9
Property 74,528 29.3
Drugs 89,252 35.1
Sex 12,035 4.7
Other 27,042 10.6
Don’t know 983 0.4
Serious/violent commitment
offense Neither 198,934 78.2
Serious 27,332 10.7
Serious and violent 28,202 11.1
"Strike count" 2 striker 34,610 13.6
3rd striker 25 0.0
Sex offender registration required Yes 18,260 7.2

About 14 percent of parolees were on their “secnke”—stemming from California’s
1994 “three strikes and you're out” statute (Chapfs Statutes of 1994, AB 971, Jones).
Under this law, courts are required to impose sgprisentence of 25 years-to-life to
offenders convicted of three felonies if the fingb were serious and/or violent, as
defined above. The third strike can be for anyrfg|/so parolees on their second strike
who commit another felony will face the extendedqn sentence associated with a third
strike. There are only 25 third strikers in ourdstgpopulation because the vast majority
are serving long prison sentences and haven’tggn beleased.

About 7 percent of parolees in our study sampleewequired by law to register as sex
offenders. Under this law (California Penal Codet®a 290), offenders convicted of
specified sex offenses are required to register #uelress with the local police or
sheriff's department upon parole. Some areas cegie places where registered sex
offenders can live, and due to the passage of Biio@o 83 in 2006, California is
currently moving towards GPS-monitoring of all iggred sex offenders.

Table 4.3 presents the offending histories of thdyspopulation. The average age of
first commitment to California adult prison was &icluding the current commitment,
parolees averaged 1.5 lifetime prison sentence &nlifetime prison “spells.”
(Sentences are commitments for new offenses, anthclude multiple prison spells,
which are comprised of all prison entries and exitsluding those for parole violations).
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Almost 12 percent of parolees had one or more sempoior offenses on record, and
almost 10 percent had one or more violent priorsegcord.

Table 4.3: Offending Histories of California Parolees, 2003-4

Number Percent
Age at ' commitment to CA prison Average 31.2
Number of prior prison sentences (includes
current term) 1 186,885 73.4
2 39,455 15.5
3 15,340 6.0
4 7,035 2.8
5 or more 5,753 2.3
Average 1.5
Number of prior prison Spells (includes current
spell) 1 136,297 53.6
2 37,320 14.7
3 24,345 9.6
4 16,965 6.7
5 or more 39,541 155
Average 2.5
Number of serious prior prison commitments 0 225,052 88.4
(Does not include current commitment offense) 1 21,711 8.5
2 4,704 1.8
3 1,183 0.5
4 455 0.2
5 or more 436 0.2
Average 0.2
Number of violent prior prison commitments 0 229,862 90.3
(Does not include current commitment offense) 1 17,709 7.0
2 3,646 1.4
3 1,136 0.4
4 499 0.2
5 or more 689 0.3
Average 0.1
Churner status Yes 19,161 7.5

(6+ returns within 7 years)

As mentioned previously, policymakers and reseaschee concerned about the number
of offenders who repeatedly “churn” into and oupdgon. Blumstein and Beck (2005)
define churners as people who enter prison sixarertimes over a seven-year span. By
definition, churners’ correctional histories arexdcterized by frequent short spells in
prison interspersed with frequent short spells amole. Churners are believed by parole
officials to have high rates of drug and alcohdliation, and to be especially difficult to
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employ and house. While they do not occupy a largeunt of prison bed-space on any
given day, churners consume a greater-than-avetraye of correctional agency
resources because of the processing costs assbeigttetheir frequent prison entries and
exits, as well as their entries to and removalsfpgarole caseloads. Based on Blumstein
and Beck’s definition, 7.5 percent of California@aes in this study can be
characterized as churners—meaning that they exyeriesix or more returns to a
California prison over a seven year period.

PAROLE CASELOAD AND PAROLE AGENT CHARACTERISTICS

Table 4.4 presents characteristics of parole siggervand supervising agents during
2003-4. Twenty-four percent of parole supervisi@swver parolees in the “Minimum
Service” category, with the requirement that theselees see a parole agent only twice
a year. This sort of parole oversight costs moogydvide, and takes up parole agents’
time, but cannot possibly be expected to provideaningful check on parolee
criminality. Another 52 percent of supervision va®r parolees in the “Control Service”
classification; these parolees see a parole offiwiee every three months. This level of
supervision is perhaps not quite as remote agptoatded in Minimum Service
supervision, but is still unlikely to give a parela particularly strong sense that the state
is paying attention to his or her actions.

“Minimum Supervision” and “Controlled Service”—inhich relatively little supervision
is allotted to parolees—accounted for 76 perceth®fotal supervision applied to
parolees in 2003-4. Given that these offendersnatially placed in low-risk categories
because they are not expected to be likely reatdivone cannot help but wonder
whether the effort expended to provide cursory sight to so many former inmates is an
effective use of resources.

Characteristics of parole agents vary in severasueble ways. During 2003-4, 35
percent of parole supervision was done by whitelpaagents, 32 percent by black
agents, 25 percent by Hispanic agents, and thédye&sian agents and those from other
racial categories. In terms of agent age, 30 péfesupervision during 2003-4 was
done by agents under 40 years of age, 61 perceagdyts between the ages of 40 and
55, and 9 percent by agents over 56 years of agerrs of gender, 71 percent of parole
supervision was done by male agents.

The majority of parole supervision during the stpayiod was performed by agents with
less than ten years on the job; 48 percent of pagbervision was done by agents with
three years or less of job tenure as parole agéatsercent by agents with three to ten
years of job tenure; and 20 percent by agents gvéhter than ten years of job tenure.
Agents who previously worked in CDCR correctionstitutions were responsible for 83
percent of parole supervision during the studyqukri
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Table 4.4: Characteristics of Parole Supervision ifCalifornia during 2003 and 2004

Percent
Supervision Type
Min Supervision 24.1
Controlled Service 51.7
High Control 11.7
High Service 0.9
High Risk Caseload 11.7
Parole Region
Region 1—Central Valley 21.1
Region 2—Central and North Coast 19.6
Region 3—Los Angeles County 32.2
Region 4—San Diego and Southeastern Counties 27.1
Parole Agent Points
0-160 2.3
161-277 (Mean) 59.2
277+ (Above Mean) 38.5
Parole Agent Race/Ethnicity
Black 31.5
Hispanic 26.1
Asian 5.6
White 34.6
Other Race 2.2
Parole Agent Age
26-39 31.3
40-55 60.6
56-72 8.2
Parole Agent Tenure
3 Years or Less 47.6
3-10 Years 32.9
10+ Years 19.5
Previous Prison Employment 82.6

This chapter has described the characteristicsabfothia parolees and the nature of
their supervision. The description illustrates &ighlights a key point made in Chapter
lll. Parolees in California include both individgakith very serious and sometimes
violent criminal offending histories and a muchglar group of individuals who are prone
toward less serious drug and property offendings gitoups are also stratified by the
degree to which offenders “churn,” committing newnes and parole violations, and
cycling in and out of prisons for years. Thus, $keousnessf a parolee’s past offending
and therisk they pose for committing new crimes and violatiogresent two separate
dimensions of the parole population and both dinwgrssneed to be considered in the
creation of parole policy. Overlaying this popubatis an overstretched supervision
system in which large proportions of parolees apesvised at minimal or moderate
levels and where the focus of attention privilethgsseriousness of past offending over
the risk of new crime. Moreover, parole agents \&oyng several dimensions that may
indicate differences in the ways they respond ttations. These two concerns—how to
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conceptualize which kinds of offenders who posegtteatest risk to reoffend and how to
ration and match supervision to those offenders méed it the most—are further
developed in Chapter V.
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CHAPTER V: WHAT FACTORS PREDICT PAROLE VIOLATIONS?

As we discussed in the previous chapters, Califoparolees vary in their criminal
backgrounds and personal characteristics, the kihdesmmunities to which they return,
and the systems of law enforcement and parole gigp@r to which they are subject.
Throughout this report, we combine these three dgioas to form a triangulated view of
parole outcomes. The extent to which individuamoaunity, and organizational factors
lead to variation in reported parole violationshie subject of the present chapter.

Although most parole violations in California dotmesult in revocation, parole
violations represent the starting point of the mtamn process. Officially recorded
violations are the most proximate measure of paroiesbehavior and failure, much
more sensitive, for example, than re-arrest, reiotion, or reincarceration data. Since
many violations are technical violations of the @itions of parole, rather than criminal

in nature, violation reports are not necessarilgaagus as the aforementioned outcomes.
Nonetheless, the largest share of violations ifadh alleged criminal behavior, which
can range from relatively minor misdemeanor offertseviolent felonies. How

violations are handled is a subject that has gatharsignificant amount of policy
attention in the midst of the broader movemengetorm the parole system in California.
Specifically, concerns have been raised about vehé#ithnical parole violators are being
return to prison at an unnecessarily high rate;thdresimilar violations are treated
similarly across offenders and across the statethan the mandatory referral of certain
violations to the parole board for consideratiomexocation is a necessary or desirable
policy; and whether violations might be better confed with a range of intermediate
sanctions, as opposed to the simple binary chdicetarning to prison or continuation

on parole. On top of these concerns, policymakexsnéerested in whether or not the
current methods of supervision are, in fact, igratnent with the kinds of offenders who
pose the greatest risk to public safety. In otherds, do parole supervision practices
match offender risks?

In this chapter, we briefly review the researcéréture relevant to the topic: “what
predicts parole violations?” Then we provide a gahéescription of parole violations in
California, noting the distribution of violationsrass different types of violations and the
basic temporal patterns of violations. This sect#followed by a discussion of the data
and methods of analysis we used to examine theesaiglifferent types of parole
violations. Then we describe the findings of ouldthmariate analysis, focusing on the
role of individual, organizational, and communiggfors in predicting violations. A short
conclusion summarizes the chapter and provideslage to our analysis of revocations.
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PAST RESEARCH ON PAROLE VIOLATIONS: INDIVIDUAL, COM MUNITY,
AND ORGANIZATION FACTORS

There are several research literatures that praodee insight into the question “what
predicts violations?” To start, there is a decaaldditerature on parole prediction
instruments. Such instruments have been used irridameparole since the 1930s to
forecast the likelihood of recidivism among parslésee review in Harcourt 2007).
Prediction instruments typically rely on a rangeoddictors, from “static” factors, like
personal characteristics (i.e., age, race, gerahelpast and current criminal offending
experiences, as well as “dynamic” factors like sahse abuse, mental health problems,
cognitive orientations favorable to offending, emyphent, and marital statd5Such
factors have emerged as the lynchpins of conveatioisdom about what predicts parole
violations, especially criminal violations. Thetstdactors inform the selection of the
individual-level variables we employ belo®.

However, there is reason to suspect that indivitacbrs are not the only relevant
considerations in an analysis of violations. Criahigists have long devoted attention to
the community dynamics that shape the emergencemoinal behavior, and thus point

to the importance of the community environment i@leg returns to as a potential factor
shaping violations. The “social disorganizatiogigpective is the oldest and most
consistently supported approach (Bursik and Grasd®93, Sampson, Raudenbush, and
Earls 1997, Shaw and McKay 1942). This perspedtivases on three dimensions of
communities that lead to a weakening of informaliaacontrol and, in theory, an
increase in criminal activity: residential turnoyethnic heterogeneity, and poverty. High
levels of residential turnover, ethnic heteroggneind economic disadvantage combine
to produce a “criminogenic” environment which bathreases the attractiveness of
involvement in criminal behavior and reduces thandes that neighborhood residents
will work collaboratively to manage the deviant beior of its members through

informal social controls. While no study has exiflijctested this idea on parolees,
Kubrin and Stewart (2006) recently found econonsadvantage, one of the three key
measures of social disorganization theory, to beetaied with the risk of parolee
recidivism in Multnomah County, Oregon.

However, attention to the criminogenic aspectsoohimunities needs to be balanced with
attention to aspects of communities that may algta&d parolee reintegration.
Institutional buffers against the anomic conditieriee absence of strong common
values in a community—produced by economic margyahd stress is a central theme
of criminologists Messner and Rosenfeld’s (1994jitational anomie theoryloreover,
the focus on developing community-level activitisl partnerships to support reentry
has become a major thrust of recent work in thetgi@ner literature in community

*1 For a description of a current application obtpiactice, see literature related to the Proactive
Community Supervision model (Sachwald, Eley andmax 2006; Taxman, Yancey and Bilanin 2006).

2 Beyond mental health designations, the CDCR dictapture other data relevant to assessing dynamic
risk factors during the period of our study.
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corrections (Petersilia 2003; Taxman et al. 20BR} there is little empirical research

that specifically addresses whether communitieb mibre abundant social supports
experience better success with parolees than thitiséewer supports. Below we

examine whether violation risks are lower for paes residing in communities that are
richer in social services (e.g, welfare, substainese, and mental health treatment), have
stronger religious institutions, and whose resigliératve expressed greater support for
prisoner rehabilitation ballot measures.

In addition to individual risk factors and commuyninditions, the ways that the
institution of parole is organized may shape tlwations process. Research on
supervision practices has convincingly shown thatmhore intensively parolees are
supervised, the more likely they will be cited ¥olating parole. Petersilia and Turner’s
(1992) research on the Intensive Supervision Prodt&P) experiments revealed that
parolees given intensive supervision, but littleAmy of services and treatment,
generated the highest rates of violations. The gétesson was that the more closely
parolees are watched, the more misbehavior witldiected. The broader implication for
our study is that there may, in fact, be aspectwwof supervision is organized that lead to
lower or higher violation risk. Building on the I$€search, in the present study we
measure the supervision categories into which pasohre placed and thereby estimate
the effects of greater or lesser supervision intges violations, holding constant the
risk factors described abova.

We also explore other organizational aspects o$tipervision system, such as variation
in parole agent caseloads, posing the questiorotAér things being equal, do parolees
assigned to agents with higher caseloads have I@ates of reported violations? In
addition, a common conclusion of qualitative reskam parole agents suggests that
agents vary in terms of the amount of tolerancg #®w for less serious violations. This
argument was also given by the CDCR parole agent®#icials with whom we
discussed the research, who told us that agertathalder and who have not worked in
the prison system as guards are more likely todswdes of gray,” and thus tolerate
some parolee behavior that other agents wouldteiofdong these same lines we were
also told by parole officials that Region 3 (ileos Angeles County) was more tolerant of
parole violations because they “have bigger fisfrfband are so overburdened by the
sheer scale and concentration of the parole papal#iat they pay less attention to
minor violations. The crux of these arguments esittea that the chance that a parolee

%3 Similarly, the individual risk factors measuredtfie parole prediction instruments discussed abftes
emerge as salient factors in how officials detemfiow blameworthy a particular offender is, as asl|
the level of risk a particular offender poses tblmusafety. This implies that some attributes and
background experiences of offenders, such as whttbg have been convicted of a violent or sexual
offense, or have a history of mental problems, mégluse an agent to intensify supervision. Thahge
put certain categories of offenders “on a shorash” is clear from the qualitative research omlear
agents (Lynch 2000). The implication is that theegaries of “violent offender,” “sex offender,” or
“offender with mental iliness” are not merely refiiens of the inherent risk an offender poses tdeve,
they are also measures of the intensity of supervighe interaction between agents conceptionshaf is
risky, how they supervise such persons differemthd the actual inherent risk a parolee possesst is
typically recognized in parole prediction researdoreover, it is impossible to definitively say &ther a
given parole violation resulted more from a par@léeherent risk or whether it resulted from thetfehat
they were watched more closely and given lessdota. This issue is discussed further below.
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will be violated may depend upon agent charactesisind the region that they happen to
reside in.

VIOLATIONS: PATTERNS AND PROCESSES

Before discussing the factors that affect the oiskiolations, it is important to describe
some of the data we collected on different typeaahtions. Data on violations were
culled from three CDCR databases. The Statewidel¢bDatabase (SPDB) captures
violations recorded by parole agents and includasynviolations that were not
subsequently recommended for a revocation hea®R®B provides information on the
timing of violations, as well as violation serioess. The Revocation Scheduling and
Tracking System (RSTS) is a jointly managed dastesy used by the CDCR parole
division and the parole board to track revocatiases. It contains every violation that the
board considers for revocation and includes detdntaut all of the violations a parolee is
alleged to have committed. The third data systetnd<Offender Based Information
System, which records parole absconding in its dat@house known as PALTERMS.
PALTERMS records when parolees abscond, as welhas they resurface. A
comprehensive picture of violations was only pdssily merging information from all
three systems.

During 2003 and 2004 there were 254,468 individual$er parole supervision. These
parolees were responsible for 296,958 violationstyFnine percent of parolees violated
parole during 2003 and 2004 at least once and @&&pehad multiple instances of parole
violation. CDCR tracks 247 different types of piaited parolee behavior, ranging from
violations of the parole process, usually refetmeds “technical violations,” which

involve failure to report to your parole agent avimg access to weapons, to serious and
violent criminal offenses like robbery, assaultwiteadly weapons, and homicide.

Violations can be aggregated into the categorgtediin Table 5.1. Technical violations
include noncriminal administrative violations oétparole process. Two-thirds of
technical violations were for absconding. The aheclude weapons access,
psychological endangerment, and various violatafrthe parole process, such as
violations of special conditions of parole impo$sch parole agent or deputy
commissioner, failure to report to the parole dosis failure to follow parole agent
instructions, and failure to attend an outpatidimicfor mental health services. Criminal
violations can be subdivided into three levelsarf@isness. Type | criminal violations
are the most frequent of all violations and consighe least serious behaviors, which
includes drug possession, drug use, and miscellsnéolations of law—the most
common of which are “failure to register under Health and Safety code 11590”
(controlled substance offender registration), “urttie influence of a controlled
substance,” “false identification to a police offi¢’ and “driving with a suspended
license.” Forty-five percent of Type | criminal l@&bions involve methamphetamine use
or possession, not including possession for satettfer 20 percent are for possession
and use of cocaine and another eight percent app&session and use of herain.
Combined methamphetamine, heroin, and cocainengsp@ssession make up 75
percent of Type | criminal offenses, 44 percentrohinal violations, and 29 percent of
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all violations. As a whole, Type | criminal offersseonstitute 40 percent of all violations
and 60 percent of criminal violations.

Table 5.1. Violations by Type, 2003 and 2004

Violation Category

Description Frequency Percent

Total Violations

Technical Violations

Absconding

Other Technical Violations

Criminal Violations

Type |—Least Serious

Type II—Moderately Serious

Type II—Sexual Violations

Type lll—Most Serious

Type lll—Violent Violations

All noncriminal and criminal beHav
resulting in a law enforcement/parole
agent arrest or a parole violation report

Violations that are not crirairin
nature, stemming instead from violations
of the conditions of parole

Escape from parole supervision

Includes psycholog®adangerment,
weapons access and failure to report or
comply with parole conditions, such as
changing residences without notification,
travel beyond 50 miles from residence,
failure to report to parole agent, to
follow instructions, to attend mental
health services.

Behavior alleged to violate Gainia
Penal Code.

Drug use, possession, asceltaneous
violations of law, including failure to
register as per health and safety code
11590 (controlled substance offender
registry), false identification to a police
officer, under the influence of controlled
substance, driving with a suspended
license, drunk in public, etc.

Sale and possessiosdle of
controlled substance, battery without
serious injury, petty theft,"2degree
burglary (noninhabited building), failure
to register as per 290, resisting arrest,
other nonviolent crimes, etc.

Failure to reg@r under the sex offender
registry law, consensual sexual behavior
in jail, indecent exposure, statutory rape,
pimping/pandering, and other non-
aggressive sexual offenses. not involving
minors

Robbery$'tegree burglary, battery of
spouse or child, criminal threats, murder,
rape, etc.

Murder, rapaggravated assault, and
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296,958

103,524

100%

35%

68,824 23%

34,700

193,434

115,838

48,692

3,380

28,904

13,152

12%

65%

39%

16%

1%

10%

4%



robbery

Type lll—Sexual Violations Rape, attemptagde, child molestation, 1,094 3%
and sexual assaults.

Type Il criminal violations include theft and forge miscellaneous non-violent crimes,
minor drug sales/trafficking, burglary, minor adsamd battery, and sexual offenses not
involving rape or sexual assault. Type Il violaBare 25.2 percent of criminal violations
and 16.4 percent of all violations. Type Ill viotats include homicide, robbery, rape and
sexual assaults, major battery and assault, majgtdry, major drug violations, major
driving violations, and miscellaneous violent cren&ype llI violations are 14.9 percent
of criminal violations and 9.7 percent of all vitians. “Violent” is a category we devised
to approximate the Uniform Crime Reports, Partoélgnt Crimes, which include
homicide, robbery, aggravated assaults, and farcdgpe. Violent violations are 6.8
percent of criminal violations and 4.4 percentlb¥/mlations. “Sexual violations”

include Type Il offenses, such as “Failure to Regiper Penal Code Section 290"
(California’s sex offender registry), consensuaiuseg behavior in jail, indecent exposure,
statutory rape, pimping/pandering, and other nagregsive sexual offenses not
involving minors. Eighty-four percent of Type Iba&l violations are for “Failure to
Register.” Putting aside the “Failure to Registé@dlations, Type Il Sexual Violations

are 0.3 percent of criminal violations and 0.2 pat®f all violations. Type Il sexual
violations include rape, attempted rape, child rsiaigon, and sexual assaults. While
very serious violations they are extremely rargp& il Sexual Violations are 0.6 percent
of criminal violations and 0.4 percent of all vitians.

The Timing of Parole Violations

The risk of all kinds of violations is most interdgring the first 180 days after release
from prison, and declines thereafter. The reasemisfk falls is that the most risk-prone
parolees tend to be violated earlier and returoedistody. The remainder are more
compliant, less likely to violate, and more likétysuccessfully complete their parole
period. Indeed, after 360 days on parole, a surgiparolee’s risk of violation has
dropped 70 percent from what it was during the fir® months of parole. From 360 to
900 days, a parolee’s risk will only drop anothear percent. In other words, after about
360 days, a parole’s risk of violation—while not@e-has substantially leveled off.
Table 5.2 presents parolee failure estimates based our data and illustrated with a
hypothetical sample of 1,000 parolees.
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Table 5.2: Failure within Selected Time Periods (pel,000 parolees)

Technical Type |

Violations Criminal

not Violations
Days Since  Any involving (Least Violent Sexual
Release Violation Absconding Absconding Serious) Violations  Violations
0to 10 45 9 10 20 1 0
10 to 90 272 35 92 118 12 6
90 to 180 170 29 58 92 13 4
180 to 270 96 22 36 61 10 3
270 to 360 62 18 24 44 8 2
360 to 450 45 15 21 34 7 2
450 to 540 33 13 16 28 6 2
540 to 630 26 12 14 23 6 2
630 to 720 21 11 12 19 4 1

By day 720, or the end of the second year on paadietal 770 parolees of the original
1,000 will have experienced at least one violat#t0 of those will be for the Type |
criminal violations—the least serious criminal \@bbns, mostly consisting of drug use
and possession. 283 parolees will have abscon@édwill have a technical violation.
Considerably rarer than these are violent and $exaolations. Only 67 of the parolees
will have a violent violation, and twenty two wilhve a sexual violation (either Type Il
or Type lll severity).

Below we consider how the risk of violation varasoss agents, units, neighborhoods,
and counties. We discussed the individual, orgaioizal, and community factors that we
investigate previously in Chapters 2, 3, and 4. 3pecific measures of these factors are
summarized in Appendix A. However, before turniogtdiscussion of how and why
parole violations vary across individuals, orgati@aal units, and communities, we
briefly discuss the statistical approach and thait@logy we use to convey our results.

METHODOLOGY: COX MODELS OF PAROLE VIOLATIONS

To examine the factors that influence parole vioted we use a multivariate regression
technique calledurvival analysisThere are several different types of survival gied
(Allison 1995). We use the Cox regression modelctvis named for the English
statistician Sir David Cox, and which combines @portional hazards model with partial
likelihood estimation (Cox 1972). Given the natafe®ur data, the fact that violations are
repeatable events, that the risk of a violatiotoistinuous rather than experienced only in
discrete time periods, and given the left trungatioour data, Cox models are the most
appropriate statistical technique. In fact, Cox giedhave become a standard approach in
studies of recidivism and parolee behavior (e.gnd&, Toombs, and Peacock 2002;
DeJong 1997; Langton 2006; Hepburn and Albone8¥) &'

54 For further information on Cox models and their interpretation, see Allison (1995) and Singer and Willett (2003).
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MULTIVARIATE RESULTS: WHAT PREDICTS PAROLE VIOLATIO  NS?

This section describes the results of our multatarsurvival models predicting various
types of parole violations. Detailed model resadia be found in Appendices B
(technical and criminal violations) and C (sexualations).

Offending History

The best predictors of parole violations are aemder’s past and present offending
experiences, which is consistent with existing aese (Beck 1997, Langan and Levin
2002). The single biggest predictor of violatiosshe number of prior California adult
prison incarcerations. This effect is nonlineadigating that the biggest impact of
returns to prison comes after the first, second,third releases. The effect diminishes
slightly with each additional incarceration anceesde. In other words, for all violations,
an offender coming out on their second release fsason has 20 percent higher risk of
violation than an offender on their first relea&a.offender on their third release has a 39
percent higher risk of violation than an offendartbeir first release and an offender on
there fourth release has a 56 percent higher figlotation than an offender on their first
release. By the ninth release, an offender haglgpé&&ent higher risk of violation than
an offender on their first release (Figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1: The effect of prior prison incarceratians on violation risk
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Additionally, the effect of prior commitments vasiacross different violation types.
Technical violations, including absconding, weapaosess, psychological
endangerment, and other violations of the paradegss, are more greatly affected by the
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prior returns to prison than criminal violations.dther words, the relative increase in
risk associated with each additional adult prissamtis greater for technical violations
than criminal violations. Both types of violatiomanifest evidence of the effects of prior
incarceration, the effect is just greater for techhviolations. Whether the effect is due
to increased supervision, a criminogenic effeaepkeat incarceration, a cognitive or
behavioral proclivity on the part of parolees, moabination of these factors, is
impossible to say with the available data.

Age at first adult commitment to California prisisra common component of risk
assessment instruments and, as a measure of aadyad a criminal career, is thought to
be a powerful predictor of future criminality. Hese find that it does indeed predict the
most serious Type Il criminal violations. For ey@additional year older a parolee was at
their first commitment, their risk of a Type lllolationdecreasedy 2.5 percent.
However, we also find that parolees who are oldeemthey are first committed to
California prisons tend to have more technicalations and Type | criminal violations.
For every additional year older a parolee wasaeit first commitment their risk of
technical and Type | criminal violatiomscreasesdy 1.6 to 1.9 percent. There is no age
at first commitment effect on moderately serioupd ¥yl criminal violations. The
differences across the violation types may be ésalt of differences in the offending
careers who individuals who enter the prison systarher rather than later in life.
Offenders with younger ages of first (adult) commant to prison may be more likely to
have careers characterized by serious offensesahénose first committed at older
ages may tend to commit less serious offenses jvthk® longer to accumulate to the
extent that would warrant a prison sentence. Howereaverage, they have either less
serious offense histories, or more slowly cumutatiareers, resulting in later first adult
commitments to prison. The latter group is probddtgely composed of drug offenders
that have substance dependence issues that deivettending, and as a result of drug
use, are prone to generating technical and Typienir@al violations, but are less likely to
be involved in more serious criminal behavior. VEhile control for some aspects of
parolees’ criminal histories, more detailed crinhicareer data is necessary to unpack the
precise reasons for the relationship we observe.

Commitment offense, which is the most serious @&feof the most recent term for which
an offender was committed to the state prison sysi®a critical factor in several legal
and parole policy matters. For example, commitnoffeinse is used to determine the
supervision category into which an offender is pthancluding whether they are placed
on a specialized caseload; it affects which tygesffenders’ violations constitute
mandatory referrals to the parole board; it affedigther or not a parolee can participate
in certain rehabilitative programs, and when th@lgacan be reviewed for discharge
from parole.

However, commitment offense does not predict viotet in the ways that many
policymakers and parole policies assume. Whilelpasocommitted for violent and
sexual offenses are often believed to pose thdéagieeecidivism risk, our analyses show
that parolees with drug and property commitmergrmges pose much greater risks to
violate than parolees with violent or sexual connmeiht offenses (See Tables 5.3, 5.4,
and 5.5). An offender with a violent commitmentesfée has a 26 percent lower risk of
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all kinds of violations than an offender with a gmommitment offense. Parolees with
violent commitment offenses pose no greater rigk ttirug offenders to be cited for non-
PAL technical violations, and pose 20 percent loisk to be cited for absconding. They
have 43 percent lower risk for Type | criminal wtbns and they have no lower or
higher risks for moderately serious (Type II) cm@i violations and the most serious
(Type 1lI) criminal violations. The only type ofalation parolees with violent
commitment offenses are at greater risk for are BR@R | violent crimes (homicide,
aggravated assault, rape, and robbery), whichemerare, constituting only 4.4 percent
of all violations.

Table 5.3: Relative Risk for Parole Violations, byCommitment Offense

Technical
violation (not

Compared to drug Criminal incl.
offenders Any violation violation Absconding) Absconding
Property offenders No additional No additional risk ~ 26% more risk No additional
pose: risk risk
Violent offenders 26% less risk 32% less risk No additional 20% less risk
pose: risk
Sex offenders pos&:  37% less risk 47% less risk No additional 35% less risk

risk
"Other" offenders 15% less risk 18% less risk No additional 18% less risk
pose: risk

Table 5.4: Relative Risk for Criminal Parole Violatons, by Commitment Offense

Least serious Moderately Most serious
(Type 1) serious (Type  (Type lll) Violent
criminal II) criminal criminal criminal
Compared to drug offenders violations violations violations violations
Property offenders pose: 18% less risk  38% moke risNo additional  39% more risk
risk
Violent offenders pose: 43% less risk  No additional No additional 46% more risk
risk risk
Sex offenders pose: 57% less risk  No additionalNo additional No additional
risk risk risk
"Other" offenders pose: 30% less risk  No additional No additional No additional
risk risk risk

55 “Sex offender”—indicating most recent prison commitment for a sexual offense—should not be confused with
“registered sex offender”—which indicates prior conviction for a more limited list of serious sexual crimes.
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Table 5.5: Relative Risk for Sexual Parole Violatins, by Commitment Offense

Most serious (Type III) sexual

Compared to drug offenders  Sexual criminal violatios criminal violations
Property offenders pose: 16% more risk No additiosk
Violent offenders pose: No additional risk 29% mosk

Sex offenders pose: 24% less risk No additionél ris
"Other" offenders pose: No additional risk 35% mos&

Other indicators of offender seriousness are aksdad to violation risk, although not in
the manner that many policymakers and parole gsliassume (See Tables 5.6, 5.7, and
5.8). Parolees with past commitments for “violegriininal offenses, as defined by
California Penal Code 667.5, do not have greas&srior moderately serious (Type 1)
criminal violations, the most serious (Type lll)ramal violations, or UCR Part | violent
violations. Parolees with one or more violent offes are, however, more at risk for
absconding. Second Strikers—offenders with twdkesriunder California Three Strikes
law—have similar risks. They have a ten percentlorisk of any violation than non-
Second Strikers, 11 percent lower risk for Typerhaal violations, and the same risk
for technical violations, Type Il and Il criminalolations, and UCR Part | violent
violations as non-Second Strikers.

Table 5.6: Relative Risk for Parole Violations, byindicators of Offender Seriousness

Technical
violations
(not
Any including Criminal
violations Absconding) Absconding  violations
Each “violent” prior 3% more risk  No additional 7% more risk  No additional
conviction adds: risk risk

Parolees on their “second 10% less risk No additional No additional 9% less risk
strike” pose: risk risk

Registered sex offenders 18% less risk ~ No additional 29% less risk  16% less risk
pose: risk

Sex offender registrants and offenders with segaaimitment offenses also pose
significantly lower violation risks for violatiorthan non-sex offenders for several types
of violations. Sex offender registrants have 1&eet less risk for any violation than
non-registrants. They have 29 percent lower rigk thther offenders for absconding, and
40 percent lower risk of Type | criminal violatiar3ex offender registrants have no
higher risks than other offenders of technicalafioins not involving absconding, and the
most serious Type Il criminal violations; They dave a higher risk for Type Il criminal
violations; however, 85 percent of Type Il sexualations are for “Failing to Register
under California Penal Code section 290,” the déender registration requirement. Sex
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offender registrants are no more likely to cominé most violent violations than other
offenders.

Table 5.7: Relative Risk for Criminal Parole Violatons, by Indicators of Offender
Seriousness

Least serious Moderately Most serious

(Type 1) serious (Type (Type lIl) Violent
criminal II) criminal criminal criminal
violations violations violations violations

Each “violent” prior adds: No additional No additional No additional No additional
risk risk risk risk

Parolees on their “second 11% less risk No additional No additional No additional
strike” pose: risk risk risk

Registered sex offenders  40% less risk ~ 67% more risk No additionalNo additional
pose: risk risk

Table 5.8: Relative Risk for Sexual Parole Violatins, by Indicators of Offender
Seriousness

Most serious (Type IIl) sexual

Sexual criminal violations criminal violations
Each “violent” prior adds: No additional risk Noditional risk
Parolees on their “second No additional risk No additional risk
strike” pose:
Registered sex offenders  2,421% more risk 188% more risk
pose:

Sexual violations are very rare, constituting lebcpgnt of all violations, and about two-
thirds of them are victimless offenses by sex aftes for failing to register under
California Penal Code section 290, as discussedeal#dso, the majority of sexual
violations, including the most serious violationgalving rape, sexual assault, and child
molestation, are done by parolees who are nottergi$ sex offenders. Setting aside the
failure to register violations (which are only nedat to sex offender registrants), of the
1,528 sexual violations committed during 2003 a@@4£ only 25 percent were
committed by sex offender registrants. The vasbnitgjof sexual violations, including
78 percent of the most serious Type Il sexualatiohs, are committed by non-sex
offender registrants. The implication is that eifeall sex offenders were rendered
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completely incapable of committing sexual offenskes,percentage of sexual violations
committed by parolees would only drop 22 percent.

Sexual violations are rare events and the populatioegistered sex offenders is fairly
small. (Registered sex offenders only comprise aBgercent of the parolees in our
data.) Nonetheless, our multivariate analyses ghawsex offender registrants do, in
fact, pose significantly higher risks of sexuallyemted violations, especially the most
serious types of violations. Specifically, they bavnearly three and half times higher
risk of the most serious Type lll Sexual violatidhan parolees who are not sex offender
registrants.

A parolee’s offending history is an important pidr of violations. Moreover, of the
different facets of a parolee’s offending backgmbuine most important is the sheer
number of returns to prison a parolee has expegteas an adult. Parolees with more
repeat visits to prison have increased risks folations of all kinds. A second key
finding about parolee background is that the emigh@aced by policy and statute on
commitment offense and the various offense flagsh @s serious and violent, sex
offender, and second striker, is not particuladgful for identifying parolees with
greater risks to violate. Offenders with violentsexual commitment offenses, or with
flags for past violent or sexual offenses, gengmdd not pose greater risks to public
safety than other kinds of offenders. The only pxicas are that parolees with a violent
commitment offense have higher risks of the masiewit, but fortunately rarest, violent
crimes involving homicide, rape, robbery, and aggted assault, and parolees who are
sex offender registrants have higher risks of thstrserious, but again rare, sexual
violations.

Personal Characteristics

Several personal characteristics of adult paradfest their risk of violations (See
Tables 5.9 and 5.10). Younger parolees, aged 18¢® the greatest risk of all kinds of
violations, except the least serious Type | crirhuialations. Compared with parolees
aged 31 to 45, parolees aged 18-30 have 28 pdrggar risk of absconding and 53
percent higher risk of other technical violatiormd mvolving absconding. They have 29
percent higher risk of the moderately serious Tiygeiminal violations and 42 percent
higher risk for violent violations involving homate, rape, robbery, and serious assault.
Older parolees, over age 45, pose the lowest figK kinds of violations.

Male parolees pose significantly higher risk fdrtgbes of violations except absconding.
The effect of gender is most pronounced in the reesbus and violent criminal
violations. Compared to females, males have 66epe¢tugher risk of the moderately
serious Type Il criminal violations, 128 percergler risk for the most serious Type I
criminal violations, and 166 percent higher risk ¥@lent violations involving homicide,
rape, robbery, and serious assault. Also, not simgly, males are more than 25 times
more likely to commit a serious Type Ill sexual latoon.

Table 5.9: Relative Risk for Parole Violations, byParolees’ Personal Characteristics
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Technical

violations

(not
Any including Criminal
violations Absconding)  Absconding  violations

Compared to parolees age®4% more risk  53% more risk  28% more risk  20% mizle
31-44, those aged 18-30
(the youngest) pose:

Compared to parolees age®6% less risk  36% lessrisk  24% lessrisk  27%1lis&s
31-44, parolees aged 45
and above (the oldest)

pose:
Compared to female 26% more risk  42% more risk  No additional33% more risk
parolees, male parolees risk

pose:

Compared to non-black  No additional No additional No additional No additional
parolees, black parolees risk risk risk risk

pose:

Compared to parolees 36% more risk  70% more risk  41% more risk  32% misle
without documented

mental health problems,

those with such problems

pose:

Black parolees pose the same risks as nonblackeeartor technical violations.
Compared to all other racial groups, blacks havpertent lower risk for the least
serious Type | criminal violations, suggesting tbantrolling for other factors black
parolees are less likely to be cited for drug usk @ossession violations. However, they
have 19 percent higher risk for Type Il criminabhations, 36 percent higher risk of the
most serious Type Il criminal violations, and 4&gent higher risk of violent violations.
In other words, black parolees pose much greatks than parolees with other racial
backgrounds for most serious and violent violations

Parolees with a record of mental health problenve imégher risks for all violations and
they have particularly elevated risks for the mastent criminal violations and the
technical violations. Individuals who are desigdads “CCCMS” (Correctional Clinical
Case Management Services) and “EOP” (Enhanced @eripawhich are different
levels of mental health services, have 36 percghieh risk of all kinds of violations.
They have 41 percent higher risk of abscondinggét@ent higher risk of technical
violations other than absconding, 32 percent higis&rof criminal violations, and 52
percent higher risk of the most serious violentations. These findings highlight the
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difficulties faced by parolees with mental issugeadjusting to supervision and to the
community environment

Table 5.10: Relative Risk for Criminal Parole Violaions, by Parolees’ Personal
Characteristics

Most

Least Moderatel Most serious
serious y serious  serious (Type III)
(Type 1) (Type II) (Type lIl)  Violent Sexual sexual
criminal criminal criminal criminal criminal criminal
violations  violations  violations violations violations violations

Compared to paroleesNo 29% more No 42% more 92% more 50% more

aged 31-44, those additional  risk additional  risk risk risk

aged 18-30 (the risk risk

youngest) pose:

Compared to parolees29% less  No 40% less 48%less 42%less 38% less

aged 31-44, parolees risk additional  risk risk risk risk

aged 45 and above risk

(the oldest) pose:

Compared to female 14% more 66% more 128% 166% 310% 2,689%

parolees, male risk risk more risk morerisk more risk  more risk

parolees pose:

Compared to non- 10% less 19% more 36% more 43% more 56% more 54% more

black parolees, black risk risk risk risk risk risk

parolees pose:

%% Qur qualitative field research indicates that pmements treat parolees with mental illness diffiely
than others. Specifically, because mentally ilighees are perceived to be more unpredictable acalise
the standards for their revocation are broadegleagents appear to have less tolerance for their
violations. In an excellent review of the multipticof issues mentally ill prisoners face within CR,
David Ball (2007) notes that while some of Califie‘a programs have shown promising results for the
mentally ill parolees, such programs fail to rea@my offenders who need them. Mentally ill parolees
often return home without the needed medicati@atiment, and supervision required to reduce their
recidivism. He writes that “too many mentally ikilees are returning to prison, and too many a$eh
are returning for reasons unrelated to the comomssf new crimes.” (2007:25). As Ball explains, glaes
can obviously be sent back to prison for committiegv crimes, but those who decompensate to the poin
where their illness is acute can also have thewlpaevoked: as the standard form for conditiohgasole
states, “When the Board of Prison Terms determadigsed upon psychiatric reasons, that you pose a
danger to yourself or others, the Board may, ifessary for psychiatric treatment, order your plaesm
a community treatment facility or state prison aymevoke your parole and order your return toqoris
(California State Prisoners Handbook, at app. 1(&#pp. 2004). Parole officers are required to riefmor
the Parole Board if a parolee’s mental conditiotederates “such that the parolee is likely to eyegm
future criminal behavior.” Cal.Code Regs. Tit. Z685© (2006). As Ball notes, “parolees must then be
returned to prison upon a finding of future crinlihahavior. Finally, parolees an be returned tsqoriif
they have a mental disorder “which substantiallpaimns his or her ability to maintain himself or &elf in
the community” and “necessary psychiatric treatneaminot be obtained in the community.” (p. 27). Séhe
regulations are much broader than those for pasolédout mental illness, and importantly include
predictions abouiuture behavior and are influenced by the lack of avédélabental health treatment
services in the community. These factors are likadglaining the empirical results shown in our gegl.
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Compared to parolees26% more 48% more 35% more 52% more 150% 161%
without documented risk risk risk risk more risk  more risk
mental health

problems, those with

such problems pose:

Personal characteristics like age, gender, racknantal health status all contribute to
violation behavior and reporting. While, in genethese findings are consistent with
prior research on recidivism, it is important tdenthat the effects of personal
characteristics can vary quite a bit across viotatype. As mentioned above, very little
research on parole violation and recidivism bresgsart violations in the detailed way we
do in the present analysis. The impacts of age, igender, and mental health status can
be greater or lesser and can sometimes be inaahifdirection altogether, depending
upon whether the outcome of interest is abscon@ingther technical violation, or a
more or less serious criminal violation. The nex¢stion is: beyond offending history
and personal characteristics, what other factdextathe risks of violations?

Supervision

The second dimension of our tripartite focus onwitial, organizational, and
community predictors of violations includes asp@ftghe parole supervision system. We
examined various aspects of supervision, suchwadttensively parolees were
supervised, to see if more intensity led to gredétection or deterrence of violations.
We also measured the workload of a parolee’s pagéat to see if greater workloads
led to lower rates of detection and reporting ofations. We compared parolees across
parole regions to test the departmental folkloeg thfferent administrative units have
different cultures of tolerance relative to parail@ations. We explored the effect of
parole agent characteristics to see whether thee aae, job tenure, or prior employment
in the prison system had effects on the detectmhraporting of violations. And we
examined whether parole policies announced fronddngarters had any impact on
violations.

Consistent with prior research (Petersilia and €udr992), more intensive supervision
increases the risk of all violations, holding camgtthe offender’s personal attributes and
offense background, as well as their community @, and other aspects of
supervision to which they are subject. The biggéd&trences in the effects of
supervision are found in the contrast between adupervision and Minimum
Supervision. Parolees who are on Minimum Supemisihich involves only one face-
to-face or collateral contact every three monthsntinly mail correspondence, and no
narcotics testing, have significantly lower risksah kinds of violations than parolees
who a more actively supervised. The differencassiof violations between active and
Minimum Supervision parolees are most pronounceongnthe most discretionary
violations—technical violations not involving absciing and Type | criminal violations.
Compared to Minimum Supervision parolees, actigelyervised parolees have between
two and three times the risk of drug use and psgsgsmiscellaneous misdemeanor
violations of law, and technical violations of tharole process (not including
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absconding). This is likely the result of the fdwdt, in addition to having less contact
with their parole agents, Minimum Supervision paed are not subjected to many of the
same demands as other parolees. They do not htaresise parole process requirements
or special conditions of parole and they are notinely tested for drugs. As a result,
they are subject to fewer formal requirements &wf opportunities to detect and report
their bad behavior. Thus, they generate fewer teahand drug related criminal
violations.

Minimum Supervision parolees also have consistdatlier risks of absconding, Type Il,
lll, and violent violations, although the differents not as great as with the more
discretionary violations discussed above. Whaldardrom the contrast between active
and minimum supervision is that more closely suisen/parolees are not deterred from
violations, as many parole officials would likelielieve, since the more intensively a
parolee is supervised the greater their violatisk. r

There is also evidence to suggest that gradierdastofe supervision matter specifically
for technical violations. As described in Chaptérthe California parole system has a
category of supervision called Controlled Servigbich represents a medium level of
supervision and consists of one face-to-face mgetith a parole agent every two
months, two drug tests per quarter, and one cadlatentact every three months. In
addition, the system has three categories of “hgylgervision, called High Control, High
Services, and High Risk Specialized or non-Spemdlicaseloads. The latter consist of
sex offenders, second strikers, gang members,rolges with serious mental health
problems. With respect to technical violations,wituals placed into one of the high
level supervision categories pose consistentlydngisks to violate than individuals
placed in the lower supervision intensity categ@gntrolled Service. In other words,
higher gradients of supervision result specificatlynore detection of technical
violations, both absconding and the other technicdations not involving absconding.

With respect to the criminal violations, the medilawel of supervision, Controlled
Service, have lower risks than the High Controbjpees, but is roughly similar to or even
a bit higher than the risks of parolees who arenF8grvice or High Risk Caseloads. In
other words, gradients of supervision matter lessife detection and reporting of
criminal violations. In the analysis of the mostisas Type Il criminal violations and
violent violations there is evidence that the H&grvices parolees actually have risks
that are not statistically different from Minimunou@rvision parolees. This might be
taken to mean that parolees on High Service cadelaa actually deterred from the
most serious violations by the type of supervigmwhich they are subjected. However,
some caution is warranted given that the statissigaificance is inversely correlated

with both the event frequency and the small numbgparolees who occupy these
categories. In other words, there are small numisepsirolees on High Service caseloads
(.9%), and the Type Ill and violent events we aysg to predict are rare (only 9.7% of
total violations). The combination makes it hardch&tve as much confidence as we do
about the other findings. However, we can conchhdéthe other kinds of high
supervision categories, High Control and High Risiseloads, have large and significant
differences from the Minimum Supervision category.
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Supervision intensity does, in fact, matter for dle¢ection and reporting of violations.
The biggest impact of intensity is evident when Mhiam Supervision and active
supervision are compared; however, there are difewvahces between gradations of
active supervision in the reporting and detectibtechnical violations. However,
supervision intensity is only one aspect of theesugion system that may affect
violations. Next we consider differences acros®learegions.

Regional Differences

The California parole system is subdivided intorfBegions. Region 1 stretches from
northern to southern California, covering counirethe central valley and on the state’s
mountainous eastern side. Region 2 includes theMBad, as well as coastal counties
north to the Oregon border and south to VenturanGouRegion 3 is entirely composed
of Los Angeles County, and Region 4 includes casndiast of Los Angeles and adjacent
to San Diego County. Regional differences in pasaolgervision are part of the folklore
of the department, and many parole agents idedtifiss issue during the project’s field
research. The regions are understood to have eliifes in the types of parolees they
supervise, the kinds of communities their parolesgle in, and the organizational
culture of agents and administrators. The uniguenéRegion 3 on these dimensions is
the most commonly noted difference. There is agmion that Region 3 supervises
parolees who have more extensive criminal hist@reswho tend to return to more
socially disorganized neighborhoods, with more gaangd drugs. Region 3 is also
perceived within the parole division as the mosretretched and harried part of the
parole system. As a result, it is believed thaistirtttive organizational culture has arisen
in Region 3 where there is lower reporting of task serious violations. However,
having controlled for the differences in the paegb®pulation and the characteristics of
their communities, we find limited support for thetion that Region 3 differs from the
other regions in a way that would confirm the intpace of the organizational culture
argument. Region 3 does report fewer drug use assiggsion violations—the low
seriousness Type | criminal violations—but agentRégion 3 are the same as those in
other regions or even higher (compared to Regian &)eir reporting of technical
violations—both the absconding and the violatiohthe parole process violations.

Moreover, the risk that a parolee in Region 3 idlcited for a moderately serious
criminal Type Il violation or the most serious cnimal Type Il violations is no different
than other regions. The implication of these firgdims that the organizational culture of
Region 3 is the least important of the differenoesveen regions. What are more
important are the types of parolees supervisedffadommunity environments to
which parolees return, which we have statisticadigtrolled in our models.

Agent Workload

There has been much discussion nationally abowddbeability of reducing parole agent
workload, so that they can devote more time eash (Retersilia 2003). While California
parole agents’ workload is defined in their laboram contract to be no more than 160
points they routinely have many more points. Poamésbased on each parolee’s
supervision level. A Minimum Supervision parolensrth one point. A Controlled
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Service parolee is worth 2 points, and high cordara high service parolees are worth 3
points. High Risk caseloads are set at 40:1 raith¢ating that each parole is equivalent
to 4 points. Despite the concern about workload a@mount of points a parole agent
carries appears to have little impact on parolétimn outcomes. We compared parolees
whose agents have under 160 points with those watr@ed between 160 and the mean
(277), and those who carried over 277. These ldiftgrences in workload did not lead
to differences in parolees’ violation risks. Of ceel these are essentially comparisons
across agents, many of whom may find ways of adgpt higher or lower workloads in
ways that do not affect their violation decisionie findings should not be used to draw
inferences about whether increasing or decreasorgload across the board would have
an effect on violation reports.

Agent Personal Characteristics

The ideological orientation of agents toward pakatdations has been the focus of much
of the research literature on parole agents (Magl&878, Lynch 2000). Although there
are several typologies in the literature, parolerdg have been described as favoring a
more social work orientation or a more legalistientation. To the extent that parole
agents bring a social work orientation to their, jiiey may be expected to prefer
handling less serious violations informally, usthgir discretion to avoid initiating the
revocation process. More legalistically-oriente@ratg, on the other hand, are expected to
bring a more “black and white” approach to violagpfocusing on finding and officially
recording each violation. These differences inrdagons may not be reflected in the
handling of every case, but an assessment of aggregtterns of decision-making may
reveal some differences. While we do not have sipggifically on parole agent attitudes,
we can explore the degree to which differencesalations are traceable to personal
characteristics that may be associated with pdatidinds of orientations. Female
agents might be expected, on average, to bring ofagecial work orientation to their
jobs. We find that there are gender differencewéeh male and female agents, but only
with regard to absconding and the least serioug Tyriminal violations. Parolees
supervised by female agents have 10 percent higlkeof absconding, as compared to
those supervised by male agents. Parolees supghysemale agents have 11 percent
lower risk for the least serious Type | criminabhations. This provides some support for
the notion that female agents tend to exerciseatisn in ways that are more forgiving
toward lower-end drug use violators. Male agemshe other hand, appear to adopt a
more lenient approach toward absconding than feagdats. No gender differences are
found in the reporting of the more serious Typanidl Il criminal violations.

We also expected that, as a group, black agentstin&ye more tolerance for less
serious violations. Black agents, like blacks ie thst of American society, are more
likely to have friends, acquaintances, or familynmbers who have had significant
contact with the criminal justice system. Thus,expected that they might be more
sensitive to the social situations that breed erahbehavior and more suspicious of the
operation of the criminal justice system, of whibby are a part, in delivering justice
(Wilson and Dunham 2001). Therefore, black ageratg exercise their discretion to be
more lenient, specifically, with regard to less@es violations (i.e., they may ignore
violations they are aware of). The results bear ahgument out. Parolees with black
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agents have 18 percent lower risk of technicalatiohs not involving absconding and 8
percent lower risk of the least serious Type | anathviolations than parolees with agents
who are not black. Parolees with black agents ardifferent than other parolees in
terms of their risk of absconding violations, thermserious Type Il and Il criminal
violations, or violent criminal violations.

Many of the parole agents and officials with whom adscussed this research suggested
that certain types of parole agents were moressrti@lerant of parolee behavior.
Informants told us that parole agents who had presly worked inside of a prison,
younger parole agents, and those with less jolréeame generally known for their more
legalistic “black and white” attitude toward vidlats and, in general, are understood to
violate quicker and more often than those that mteserved inside prisons, older

agents, and those with longer job tenures. Thegethgses were presented to us as based
upon parole officials’ practical experiences wotkin parole, rather than empirically
validated knowledge about what works in changingle& behavior.

We found mixed support for these ideas. For exangalmlees with agents who have
less than three years of job tenure have nine pehigher risk of the least serious Type |
criminal violations than parolees with agents viadtween three and ten years job tenure.
However, parolees assigned to agents with greaaerten years job tenure have the
same risks as those with less than three years, Tt respect to the least serious Type
| criminal violations, agents with very long jomtee do not appear to differ in the way
they handle violations from agents with the leasbant of job tenure. Moreover, we
found no other job tenure effects with respectrtp @ther type of criminal or technical
violations.

In addition, we did not find support for the effectf having an agent that previously
worked in a prison. Contrary to expectations, pslassigned to agents with prior
employment experience in a prison actually haveight percent lower risk of the least
serious Type | criminal violations than paroleesigised to agents with no prior prison
employment. Prior employment in a prison did ndeefany other type of criminal of
technical violations. Moreover, parole agent age alad no effects on any type of
criminal or technical violation.

Parole Policies

The California parole system is highly decentraliagith 187 parole units operating
largely independent of one another. Parole unégaganized into 23 parole districts that
oversee various administrative functions. Distrintturn are organized into four parole
regions. Official policies are instituted from hegadrters and typically contain mandates
for the entire system. The folklore of the deparitne that “street-level” parole agents
either pay little attention to policy pronouncengaimanating from headquarters or view
them as attempts to meddle in their decision-makimgp major policies were adopted
during 2003 and 2004 that may have affected howl@agents handle violations. The
first related to search and seizure compliancet@decond was the announcement of a
“New Parole Model,” which, among other things, peed the use of intermediate
sanctions for parole violators and a violation ety standardize the handling of
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violations. The New Parole Model was a source gbmansion between the

correctional officers union and the department bsegarole agents felt it reflected a
reduction in their discretion and a softening & #pproach to violations. Agents also
expressed frustration about the model becausgédaapd to them to reflect an endemic
mismanagement of the parole system by CDCR exexsHimainly because it
recommended the use of intermediate sanctionsdo#ierprograms were actually up and
running.

The other policy related to a lawsuit brought iSlDistrict Court. The cas®,.S. v.
Crawford (323 F.3d 700 [9th Cir. 2003]), centered on theessity of parole agent
compliance with federal search and seizure rulésdrcase of parolee searches. The
initial court inCrawfordruled that parolees can only be searched if tiset@asonable
suspicion that they are involved in criminal adyviThe case was subsequently
reconsidered the following year and overturned iyuthe period when thé"@ircuit
Court was reconsidering the ruling, the parolesion announced a policy that while the
Crawforddecision was pending parole agents were to useagdnable suspicion”
standard as a basis for searches of paroleespdlty altered the longstanding rules
used in parole that limited appropriate searchekdse that were “nonarbitrary, non-
capricious, and non-harassing.” Ori@e@wfordwas overturned, the parole division
retracted its policy requiring the higher standafrduspicion, and reverted back to their
original policy. We hypothesized that this policygiit impact the ability of parole agents
to detect some kinds of criminal violations, parzly Type Il and Il criminal

violations. We expected to see the policy havielgffect on technical violations and the
drug-related Type | criminal violations, since hett of these kinds of violations would
be greatly impacted by changes in search standards.

Table 5.11. Major Parole Policy Announcements, 2003004

Date Title Info
2/6/2004 Policies and procedures for the Discusses agreement between
community correctional reentry CCPOA and state regarding new
centers/halfway back program parole model and reentry centers.

Will use violation matrix (only US
and DA use until workload
agreement reached). Change in
mission of CCRCS from inmates to
parolee needs. Memo outlines all
duties of all players in process.

9/9/2003 Impact of US vs. Crawford regarding Until final ruling, P&CSD will

parole compliance searches perform parole searches based on

reasonable suspicion of criminal
activity or parole violations.
Defined here

7/30/2004 Crawford decision overturned Reasonable suspicion not required
for search and seizure of CA
parolee.
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Neither policy had the hypothesized effect, whiclyrauggest that policies created at
headquarters typically have little impact on dexismaking and case processing at the
street-level.

Despite the weak policy effects, the general inglan is that the way supervision is
organized can impact violations. The most consetipleaspect of supervision is clearly
intensity. More intensively supervised paroleesratginely found to be at greater risk
for almost all types of violations. However, weafeund some evidence to support the
idea that parole agent tolerance, as measure nyp#rsonal characteristics, can
influence some types of violations, but not tydic#he most serious kinds. These
findings call out for a further investigation thegtes more precise measures of parole
agent ideological orientation. Finally, there apgda be little support in our data for the
effects of workload and policy changes on how paeglents handle violations.

Next we consider the third dimension of our analfitamework—community factors.
Community Factors

The characteristics of communities in which parslesside form a third aspect of our
analysis—with individual and organizational factaraking up the first two levels. We
begin with the assumption that community charasties can have criminogenic or
reintegrative impacts on parolee behavior. In otherds, neighborhood factors can
either promote or guard against illicit activiti€allowing this logic, we substantively
divide community characteristics into two subcategg—criminogenic contextand
reentry environments.

Criminogenic contexts refer to neighborhood factbeg foster an environment that is
more conducive to crime and illicit activity. Werde these factors from social
disorganization theory, which argues that certaigimborhood conditions facilitate
criminal activity through the breakdown of locatsd controls (Shaw and McKay 1942;
Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 1997). Accordititgg@pproach, the critical sources
of disorganization are concentrated socioeconoiseddantage, ethnic heterogeneity
and residential turnover. Concentrated disadvaraffgets crime through the inability of
communities to invest in appropriate community colneasures. Ethnic heterogeneity
(i.e., diversity) is thought to foster isolation ang different ethnic groups, thereby
creating an atmosphere of difference and confResidential turnover is associated with
crime because residents are thought to investiassighborhoods where they do not
plan to establish permanent or long-term residence.

We find modest support for the criminogenic corgésdcial disorganization hypotheses
as they relate to an understanding of parole vaiatin California. Concentrated
disadvantage is a combined factor measure thatiatséor the following community
characteristics: percent of households in poveeycent of adults who are unemployed,
median household income, percent of children liwinp unmarried parents and percent
of residents who are black. Parolees who live ighit®rhoods that score highly on
concentrated disadvantage are at greater riskstmoal than parolees who live in less
disadvantaged environments. However, paroleesingsitisadvantaged neighborhoods
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do not pose a greater risk to commit other kindg@htions than those from less
disadvantaged neighborhoods. Parolees who liveighborhoods characterized by high
residential turnover have greater risks of tecHnizdations other than absconding (i.e.,
violations of the parole process and weapons acddewever, there is no effect of
social disorganization variables on any other lahdriminal violations. Thus, support
for the notion that parolees in more socially digmized communities are more crime-
prone is not consistently supported by these aaalys

The effects of reentry environments are similaather weak. Neither public assistance
generosity, measured as a ratio of public assistarpenditures to public assistance
recipients, nor the percent of the population wieocurch adherents have any effect on
any type of technical or criminal violations. Pivehess, as measured by voting results
on correctional ballot measures and the percenibtezan in a community, decreases the
risk of absconding, but does not affect any otiaee tof technical or criminal violation.
This finding is actually the opposite of what weltlgypothesized.

The availability of substance abuse and mentakihd8AMSHA) services affects both
the risk of technical violations and the least@&si Type | criminal violations. This
suggests that parolees situated in more “resoiglséanvironments have lower risks of
technical violations (not including absconding)wasl as drug use and possession
violations. This may be partly attributable to #féectiveness of these programs with
respect to curtailing lower seriousness violatidng,it may also be a “parole agent
effect,” such that parole agents are less likelyidtate parolees for lower level
violations when they perceive that there are sergportunities that pose an alternative
to initiating the formal violation and revocatioropess. The effects of the concentration
of SAMSHA services is not present in the analydabke other types of technical and
criminal violations.

SUMMARY OF VIOLATIONS ANALYSIS

Although we began our investigation with a setyidtheses about the individual,
organizational, and community factors affectinggbawiolations, our findings indicate
that individual and organizational factors aretiest critical. Individual characteristics,
such as prior offending history, matter a lot, imatinly in terms of the frequency of
offending—the number of times an offender has beearcerated. The type of offender
also matters, although not in ways many peopleupnes Offenders who have committed
serious or violent offenses or are sexual offendereerally poséessrisk than drug and
property offenders. The current laws and poliae€alifornia focus heavily on violent
and sex offenders and thus our results suggessulcatattention may be misplaced—if
the goal is to reduce recidivism. These categaiesised to determine how parolees are
supervised, what programs they can access, andwilhaappen to the parolee if they
violate parole. These policies rely on a set ofgiestions that mark particular categories
of offenders as “sex offender registrants,” “Sec&tiikers,” and “serious” and “violent”
offenders. Arguably, these categories serve duglgses. On the one hand, the
categories are meant to identify individuals whe tiie least deserving of leniency and
“the benefit of the doubt” both formally and infoafty in the parole supervision and
revocation system. They are, in effect, categdhesugh which the “just deserts” aspect
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of punishment is extended into and enacted durangle supervision phase of a felon’s
sanction. On the other hand, they are frequentiietsiood to designate individuals who,
by virtue of their past behavior, pose elevatedats to the public safety. In regards to
this latter point, our research shows that thesegoaies do not function well as
indicators of the potential for future deviant beba

These findings reveal that the heavy emphasis fema@ér categories like Sex Offender,
Second Striker, and other methods of denoting B&andér as “serious” or “violent” in
California law and policy needs to be tempered w&ithore nuanced conception of risk—
if the goal is to spend scarce supervision ressuscethe offenders most likely to
reoffend. In other words, being designated as acpdar kind of “bad” offender draws
attention away from the offenders who are respdaé$dr the vast bulk of criminal
violations. In this regard, the department’s pekcand practices could benefit from a
greater appreciation of the “risk principle”—thafpervision should be concentrated on
the individuals who are estimated to pose the getaisk and away from the individuals
who pose lesser risks. While the department hantlgcbegun to conduct risk
assessment based upon an actuarial risk instrurhdongs not link the assessment of risk
to actual supervision practice.

Drug and property offenders, on the other hand] terbe seen as “low-level” offenders,
posing less risk, and deserving of less attentimwever, we show that such offenders
are more likely to pose higher risks for the mgpes of criminal violations. Conversely,
violent and sexual offenders, with a few exceptiooted, do not appear to pose greater
risks of committing the most serious and violemids of violations. Drug and property
offenders are also particularly prone toward acdatmg violations that involve drug
use and drug possession, which constitute thedapgeportion of all violations. The
pervasiveness of such violations indicates theesziaihe drug problem among the
parolee population and illustrates the need fomagpd use of treatment as a
programmatic response. The lack of service pronigalso evident in the
extraordinarily high rates of all kinds of violati® posed by individuals with diagnosed
mental illness. Expanding opportunities and paréiton in such programs could produce
desirable outcomes. Our evidence suggests thdirgyeservice opportunities can reduce
the chances of some types of violations.

System responses are critical in another regandglisit is important to recognize that
reports of a parole violation are a joint productietween individual behaviors and
organizational attention. In other words, it depend what the parolee does and how the
system is structured and how it responds. It iguletive to think of parole violations as
an iceberg, with the detected and reported vialati@presenting the observabile tip.
Which violations get reported depends upon whaptrelee does, but also who they are
and how they are supervised. We found that supervistensity matters for whether or
not violations are detected and reported. Thiruis tor all kinds of violations, even the
Most serious.

One of the distinctive features of our analysisus ability to break violations into
various types. We found different factors at womkoag different types of violations.
With regard to some violations, like technical ®itbbns and Type | criminal violations,
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agents’ personal characteristics have effectsnbutor other kinds of violations.
Supervision intensity effects are also more prowedrfor technical violations and Type
| criminal violations. The same is true of regioddferences. The implication is that
among the more discretionary violations, organarel dynamics matter more than for
more serious violations. It also means that theraare uniformity in the ways serious
violations are handled.

Many of these individual and organizational proessslso operate with respect to
revocations—the subject we turn to next.

89



CHAPTER VI: WHAT FACTORS PREDICT PAROLE REVOCATIONS
AND RETURNS TO PRISON?

Having described the basic patterns of parole tiamia and the individual,

organizational, and community factors that do amahat affect them, we now turn to the
second key decision point in the career of a pareléhe determination of whether the
parolee should be returned to custody for theilations. It is critical to understand the
revocation process because, as noted earliemya peioportion of the standing state
prisonpopulationis comprised of parole violators who have hadrtparole revoked,

and because they are often returned to custodglfatively short periods, violators make
up an even larger share of annual prisdmissionsAt the end of 2005, 36 percent of the
California prison population was comprised of paesl who had been re-incarcerated,
and parole revocations accounted for 62 perceall admissions during that same year
(CDCR 2006). Therefore, any examination of prismwaling in California must account
for the role of parole revocation in contributirtgthe problem. Indeed, recent research by
correctional scholars has shown that reformingéwecation process can be a promising
way to control prison population growth (Burke arahry 2006; Petersilia 2003,
Jacobson 2005).

Understanding revocation decisions is also impotacause of the questionable
effectiveness of California’s current system ofctaming, which relies heavily on brief
custodial spells as punishment for parole violaiorhe vast bulk of returns to prison
come not through criminal courts, but by decisibthe parole board, which uses a more
lenient standard than criminal courts in deterngrgnilt, and is only able to return
parolees to custody for a maximum term of 12 marflasolees charged with criminal
violations first have their cases assessed bydb#,cand if the court is unable or
unwilling to prosecute the case, it is then ref@te@the parole board. Violation cases
processed through parole board can return partdgasson when the evidence in their
criminal cases is too weak to warrant a court oot or when the sentence obtained
via the court is no greater than what the boardgbas As some have pointed out,
revocation for criminal offenses by the parole lboaises procedural justice concerns
(Petersilia 2006; Travis 2003). On the one handhlpas who could not be successfully
returned to prison in a criminal court are returnedetheless via the parole board. On
the other hand, parolees accused of quite serifersses are returned by the parole
board for shorter sentences than they would rededetheir cases been prosecuted in
court.

Returns via the parole board are also notoriousbytsWhile a brief prison stay will
certainly incapacitate a parole violator for a $ip@riod of time, it can also sever that
parolee’s ties to employment, family support anciaservices, which may lead to
further violation behavior upon release. Revokealeas spend all or the majority of
their time incarcerated in a reception center, Wwhypically has fewer program
opportunities than a prison. Moreover, even if thpeograms did exist, a short
revocation spell would not provide sufficient tifoe completion. Thus, because
California’s system of revoking parole for shorispn returns provides both minimal
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incapacitation and rehabilitative benefits, andaose it potentially disrupts prosocial
networks, it likely has, at best, neutral and, atst; negative impacts on public safety.

In this chapter, we continue to examine paroleeaaes by considering the individual,
organizational, and community factors that shapeaation decisions. We are concerned
with two central questions: What factors affect $eting of violation cases through the
courts versus through the parole board and, onfrernh of the parole board, what affects
the chances that a parolee will be returned toodysias opposed to being continued on
parole? Before turning to these questions we begma brief overview of prior research
on parole revocation.

RESEARCH ON PAROLE REVOCATION

The existing research literature about parole rattons is quite limited, but there are a
few studies that have generated findings thatelevant to our analyses. Kassebaum
(1999) examined parole revocation patterns in Hawacking released prisoners for two
to three years and identifying factors associatitd parole failure. He found those who
werenot being released for the first time, drug users, @amemployed parolees to be
more likely than others to experience revocaticacd?ethnicity was not a predictive
factor in the Kassebaum study. A follow-up studwag$kebaum and Davidson-Corondo
2001) found only criminal history and participationa “conventional lifestyle” to be
associated with revocation. Hughes, Wilson and BE20R1) looked at national data on
parole failure between 1990 and 2000 and identdiedmber of demographic and legal
characteristics that were associated with faillireese included male gender, non-
Hispanic ethnicity, young age, prison commitmemtd@roperty offense, and, in contrast
to Kassebaum (1999), first release to parole.

In perhaps the most methodologically sophisticatealysis of parole revocation to date,
Steen and Opsal (2007) identified individual-lefesitors that were predictive of parole
revocation decisions in four stat¥d.egal factors, unsurprisingly, were significantly
predictive of these decisions. Offenders who haat pelonies on record and property
offenders were the most likely to experience retionaSteen and Opsal also identified
demographic characteristics that increased théHib@d of revocation. Male parolees,
younger parolees, and black parolees were all iiaky to have parole revoked.
Importantly, the degree of difference across delmglgic categories was greater for
technical violations than for criminal violationghat is, the penalty for being black, for
example, increased the chances of revocation eahaical violation more than it
increased the chances of revocation on a crimiétion. This suggests that the
influence of extra-legal factors is greater amoages in which more discretion can be
exercised by decision-makers, and because ofStegn and Opsal recommend
investigating the sanctioning of technical and anahviolations as distinct phenomena.

Our study extends this existing body of researdivmmajor ways. First, as Steen and
Opsal propose, we examine revocation decisionstabimainal and technical violations
separately. In fact, we conduct separate analgsegiminal violations, technical

" The states were New York, Kentucky, Michigan arndH{Steen and Opsal 2007).
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violations, and absconding. We also analyze crimiizdations according to their level

of seriousness; there are three main severity gagagions (Type |, Il and Ill) and we

run separate models to predict the sanctioningadftvons within each category. Second,
we are able to include measures in our analysédétier proxy the discretionary
elements of revocation decisions in California. WHhe studies discussed above are able
to draw some conclusions about discretion relangdividual factors (e.g., racial
inequality and gender bias), they do not accoundfganizational and environmental
conditions that may also affect revocation patteimsther words, differential
sanctioning can occur because decision-makersyspdtialize certain parolee groups in
evaluating their cases, but it can also occur beafiorganizational pressures and
because of the perceptions of decision-makers @heuteighborhoods that parolees will
return to.

Organizational and community factors, in termsheiiitimpact on parole revocation
decisions, have received almost no research aiteriiowever, criminological theory
suggests that they can play an important roleiwrdy these decisions. Organizationally,
workload and population pressures may affect samiciiy patterns because decision-
makers are expected to pay less attention to “éwmelf cases as their workloads increase
and as sanctioning opportunities (e.g., jail anggor space) become scarcer. Community
conditions are expected to affect revocation rat@scouple of different ways. First,
parolees from more disadvantaged neighborhoods iméye minds of decision-makers,
be stigmatized by their environments, and thus eepee harsher treatment. Second,
decision-makers may believe that disadvantagedhberpoods provide fewer resources
for facilitating legitimate parolee reintegratiar, more opportunities for criminal
behavior, and thus be more reluctant to re-relpasalees to those areas. These
considerations are important to understand bedhes@aclusion of organizational and
community conditions as decision criteria indicateertain amount of unwarranted
discretion on the part of court and board actohatTs, sanctioning decisions may be
influenced by factors far beyond the nature ofdtwent parole violation and the legal
history of the parole violator.

To better understand the discretionary and norrelisnary elements of the revocation
process, we draw on theoretical literature aboaifdbal concern®f criminal justice
decision-makers. Focal concerns theory begins thérassumption that criminal justice
decision-makers are expected to make sanctionidgedease decisions in an
environment of organizational uncertainty, base@ dimited knowledge of the offenders
under scrutiny and within a larger institutionaleanment that prioritizes both
efficiency and legitimacy (Albonetti 1991). To ngiéite uncertainty, decision-makers rely
on important cues that signal the probable consempseof their decisions, and utilize
three critical dimensions as a framework for thésesions. The three dimensions of
legal decision-making are: public safety, offenidieameworthiness and practical
constraints (see, for example, Huebner and Bynudé;2Bteffensmeier, Ulmer and
Kramer 1998). Below, we explicate these dimensions.

Concern for public safety is understood to be ingoarto sanctioning decisions, and is
expressed as the potential of applied sanctiodstier and incapacitate offenders,
thereby reducing crime. The inclusion of blamewimitss as an object of inquiry is
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rooted in the belief that punishment must be apjatgto the offense and to the
offender, and that offenders should get the sanstibat they deserve (i.e., “just
deserts”). The blameworthiness of parole violatasswell as their perceived threat to
public safety, is signaled by the nature of paviddations, as well as by the offender’s
legal record. The consideration of community cadndg by decision-makers also fits
with these principles. Court and board actors ne&y that parolees from particularly
disadvantaged communities are somehow represemtatihese places, and therefore
more likely to re-offend because they embody tlmiaogenic characteristics of their
neighborhoods (blameworthiness). These actors isaypanalize parole violators from
bad communities because they feel that criminarafing is more likely in
disadvantaged environments that lack legitimateodppities (public safety).

The practical constraints dimension of focal consgheory suggests that decision
makers must also consider logistical factors sscavailable agency resources and
correctional crowding. As time and resources disfindecision-makers may consciously
or unconsciously shift their working thresholds pomishment, showing increased
leniency toward less serious cases. Although armsydbund that parole board actors did
not think that prison overcrowding affected thesci$ions (Burns, Kinkade, Leone and
Phillips 1999), these dynamics could be operatutigsnsciously. For this reason, we
examine the influence of workload pressures andabla custodial space on parole
revocation decisions.

REVOCATIONS: PATTERNS AND PROCESSES

There are two ways to experience revocation: thmaaynty criminal courts and through
the parole board. Courts only handle criminal iolas—those that result from an
arrest® The parole board, the Board of Parole HearingdH)BRandles technical
violation cases, as well as criminal violation caeat county courts do not successfully
prosecute. The process by which cases are sormagthone channel versus the other, as
well as the reasons that some parole violatorsem@ked while others are allowed to
return to the community, are not well-understoodwtexactly does the revocation
process work in each venue? Again, returns thraigleriminal courts all result from
arrest. If district attorneys (DAs) choose to pmsge these cases, they remain in the
courts. Parolees returned because of court coaungtre called “parole violators with
new terms” (PVWNTSs) and can be re-imprisoned for l@ngth of time that is
appropriate to their crimes. Those criminal viaatcases that DAs decline to prosecute,
or that are dismissed from court for other reasaressubsequently referred to the board,
where they may result in a return to custody. R@®keturned to custody through the
parole board are referred to as “parole violatetsrned to custody” (PVRTCSs). Those
that return to the community are “continued on fr¢COP)>° The board also hears
technical violation cases, including those involyabsconding from supervision, other

*8 The arrest can be made by a police officer orralpagent.

%9 Cases returned through the parole board can segubntly successfully prosecuted by a local cairgourt. When
this happens the parolee shifts from being a “gav@lator returned to custody (PV-RTC)” to a “plareiolator with
new term (PV-WNT)” without ever leaving prison. Bese the court “trumps” the parole board in terfrth® amount
of return time, as well as the effect on the offarglrecord and parole term, we treat such caségiag returned by
the court rather than the board.
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violations of the parole process, access to weag@mispsychiatric endangerment. Since
these violations involve no legal transgressionsty-violations of parole conditions—
they cannot be evaluated by criminal courts.

There are two key differences between revocatigeséhat are tried in court and those
that are heard by the parole board. First, theusvaues use different legal standards
regarding evidence. In court, a parolee must bedauiltybeyond a reasonable doubt
before a sentence can be imposed. The board, howeust only find a parolee guilty
according tahe preponderance of eviderea much more lenient legal standard—
before issuing a sanction. Thus, because parolegged with criminal violations who
have their cases dismissed in court must then theenecases heard by the board, they
essentially endure a legal form of double jeopandyhich they are first tried according
to a strict standard of evidence, and then a nesrieht one. Parolees charged with
technical violations will stand in front of the lydaand their cases will also be decided
according to the more lenient standard.

The second key difference between the two venuasvies the degree of punishment
that can be issued. When the court finds a paguéty of a new crime, it can impose
any custodial sentence appropriate to that crinmeth® other hand, if the board finds a
parolee guilty of a new crime or a technical viaat it can only impose a return to
custody of up to one year. The two venues arengisished by different priorities:
certainty versus severity. In court, punishmeméss certain because of the stricter
standard of evidence, but when guilt is establistiezlseverity of punishment can be
very high. The board, using a more lenient standéeVvidence, guarantees greater
certainty of punishment, but the severity of pumsint is limited, as returns to custody
through the board cannot exceed one year. Theidedsrevoke parole may be
contingent upon the ability or will of local cowfficials to proceed with a criminal case
that could lead to a new term. Some cases may appdastrict attorneys as either too
difficult to prosecute or not sufficiently seriotsswarrant their attention. In these
circumstances, they may defer to the parole baent;h can move more quickly and
will more likely force the reincarceration of tharplee, even if it is for less time than a
criminal conviction from the court. In effect, dist attorneys may be weighing the
certainty of return against the severity of theeptial sentence that a parolee is likely to
receive.

The dynamics of violation case sorting and thendte outcomes of these cases are
reflected in the data we collected for this stugigure 6.1 below displays the flow of
parole violation cases through criminal courts teparole board, along with their
outcomes. Among the 151,750 total parole violati@morted in 2003 and 2004, 84
percent (127,742) were criminal violations. Of gnesminal violation cases, 31,417—
25 percent of all criminal violations tried in ciimal courts—resulted in a new prison
term. The other 96,325 cases (75 percent of aingl violations) were referred to the
parole board.

In addition to the criminal cases referred fromrnt®uhe parole board also heard 24,008
technical violation cases (16 percent of all casss}here were 120,333 total violation
cases heard by the board during this period. Antbege cases, 86,945 (57 percent of all
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cases) resulted in a return to custody, 28,37%€r8ent of all cases) resulted in
continuation on parole, and 5,009 cases (threeepeaf all cases) resulted in another
outcome.

Violations

127,742 arrests/criminal
violations
(84.2% of all violations)

Case sorting

24,008 non-criminal
“technical” violations
(incl. absconding)
(15.8% of all violations)

A 4

Criminal courtsheard
127,742 criminal
violation cases.

Case outcomes

96,325 criminal
violation cases were
referred to BPH from
criminal courts.

A 4

Parole board (BPH)
heard 120,333 total
violation cases.
(96,325 criminal
violation cases +
24,008 technical
violation cases)

A 4

31,417 cases were
returned from court with
new terms (PVWNTS).
(20.7% of all violation
cases)

\ 4

86,945 cases were
returned to custody
through BPHPVRTCs).
(57.3% of all violation
cases)

A 4

28,379 cases were
continued on parole by
BPH (COPs).

(18.7% of all violation
cases)

A 4

5,009 cases resulted in
an unknown outcome.
(3.3% of all violation
cases)

Figure 6.1: Flow of Violation Cases through the Cods and Board, 2003-2004
As discussed earlier in this chapter, criminal afi@ns and technical violations are quite
different, and thus, it is useful to examine eaidhation type separately. Table 6.1 below

therefore presents descriptive statistics on tlieomoes ocriminal violation cases that
went through the courts and the board during awaysperiod.

Table 6.1: Revocation Outcomes dEriminal Violation Cases, 2003-2004
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Venue Outcome Number Percent

Court WNT (court return) 31,417 24.6
Board RTC (board return) 67,361 52.7
Board COP (board declines to return) 24,901 19.5
Board Other 4,063 3.2

Total 127,742 100.0

Among criminal violation cases in 2003 and 200425 percent resulted in a new
prison term delivered by a criminal court. Morerthralf (53 percent) resulted in a return
to custody through the parole board, while ano#epercent resulted in continuation on
parole. Thus, among criminal violation cases, almms out of five result in some form
of prison return, either through the courts or tigio the board.

Technical violation cases heard by the parole beahibited a similar rate of prison
return as criminal violation cases. Over 80 percéméchnical violation cases resulted in
a return to custody. It is important to keep in daihowever, that criminal violation
returns were issued through both the courts anddhed, while technical violation
returns were only issued through the board. Seé&eTab below.

Table 6.2: Parole Board Revocation Outcomes dfechnical Violation Cases, 2003 -
2004

Outcome Number Percent

RTC (board return) 19,584 81.6
COP (board declines to return) 3,478 14.5
Other 946 3.9
Total 24,008 100.0

While court cases center exclusively on criminarges, revocation cases heard by the
board can be comprised of any number of crimirghmnical and absconding charges. To
further explore the dynamics of prison return tlgiothe parole board, we break down
board return rates, by the specific compositiontafrges, in Table 6.3 below. We have
excluded 5,009 cases in which violation details amdomes were unknown.

Overall, the board returned three-quarters ofiallation cases heard. Unsurprisingly, the
highest rate of prison return among board casesamasg those cases containing all
three charge types (criminal, technical and absog)dThese cases resulted in return to
prison 95 percent of the time. The lowest rateetiinn was among those cases involving
only criminal charges; these cases resulted ircagaeration only 49 percent of the time.
We believe that this low return rate among “crinhioialy” violation cases is related to

the fact that county courts had already succeggbutisecuted those cases that were most
likely to result in custodial sentences. Thus, Bease, the parole board receives a
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“watered down” roster of criminal cases from thert8° However, the board is
substantially more punitive towards those crimwialation cases that have technical or
absconding charges attached to them. When the bheard cases involving criminal
charges alongside technical and/or absconding ebargturn rates ranged from 88 to 95
percent.

Table 6.3: Parole Board Return Rates, by ViolatioType, 2003-2004

Total Percent

cases returned
Only criminal charges 37,081 48.5
Only technical charges (not including absconding) ,808 79.3
Technical and absconding charges 5,955 90.9
Only absconding charges 10,305 85.2
Mix of criminal and technical (no absconding) 28,97 88.1
Mix of criminal and absconding 16,501 87.5
Mix of criminal, technical and absconding 12,709 .®5
Total 115,324 75.4

Those cases involving only technical charges, ablsconding charges, or a combination
of these two types also experienced a high ratetafn—ranging from 79 to 91 percent.
This may be the result of a selection bias on #ré @f parole agents and units. That is,
parole agents may only choose to report “techrung}” cases to their unit supervisors
when charges accumulate to such an extent thactreyo longer be ignored. Relatedly,
among cases that do not require mandatory refemél may “hold back” on technical
violation cases that have not accumulated enougbusaess to result in a likely
reincarceration.

While many criminal violation cases heard by thardanay be the “watered down”
variety mentioned above, some others involve veripss charges. Travis (2003) was
among the first to identify this phenomenon indmalysis of “back-end sentencing,” and
our data corroborate his contention that the boaoasionally assesses serious criminal
cases.

A comparison of some selected types of criminamges returned through the board and
those returned by county courts in 2003 and 20@4esented in Table 6.4.

% we find some evidence to support this hypothésisuigh an analysis of the specific types of offsnse
that comprise the “criminal only” category (crimingolation cases without technical or absconding
charges attached), compared to other criminal desasl by the board. Thirty-five percent of “crimin
only” cases involve “drug use”—typically identifigdrough a failed urinalysis and generally consdeio
be among the least serious types of violationsomparison, only 19 percent of other criminal viiwa
cases (i.e., those also involving technical or abding charges) heard by the board involve “drugy’us
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Table 6.4: Comparison of Returns to Prison by Offese Type and Return
Mechanism, 2003-2004

Offense Type Courts Board
Homicide 288 246
Robbery 1,269 1,006
Assault and Battery 2,995 8,943
Rape/Sexual Assault 315 691
Burglary 2,762 2,132
Theft/Forgery 5,610 5,509
Drug Offenses 7,077 18,535

A surprising number of violent crimes, such as hwdd, robbery and rape, are processed
through the parole board. These crimes carry Ilgngtison terms when they are
prosecuted in courts of law. However, when hantheough the parole board, the
maximum return time is capped at 12 months. Evengh the proportion of homicide,
robbery and rape cases constitute a very smak sifahe total number of criminal
parole violations returned to custody through tbart, the fact that such cases are
pursued in this arena is telling. The board isrtye@ot a venue that exclusively deals
with “small time” criminal cases. Even though mimdfenses appear to be the norm,
cases involving serious offenses are also heatdsrvenue. Furthermore, because the
parole board decides cases under a more lenierdasthof evidence than courts, parole
violators who are factually innocent face an insezhlikelihood of being returned to
custody. The fact that court prosecutors refernede serious criminal violation cases to
the board suggests that there was insufficienteemd to prosecute the cases under a
stricter standard of evidence.

When serious criminal parole violations are evaddiy the board, they typically result
in return to custody. Board cases involving the nsesious types of criminal
violations—Type lll offenses, which include homiejdape and serious assault—are
returned at higher rates than cases involvingdessus criminal activity. See Table 6.5
below. Type Il violation cases are returned totodg 88 percent of the time. Moderately
serious criminal cases (Type Il) result in retumast as frequently; these parole
violators are returned 80 percent of the time. [Elast serious criminal cases (Type 1) are
only returned 52 percent of the time. Thus, wherenately serious and very serious
criminal parole violations are evaluated by thertdpthe certainty of return is extremely
high. The board appears to exercise greater dignrever cases involving Type |
crimes—75 percent of which involve failed drug asel possession violations.
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Table 6.5: Parole Board Return Rates for Criminal Molations, by Violation
Severity, 2003-2004

Criminal violation severity Total cases  Percent rairned
Type | (least severe) 40,908 52.3
Type Il 34,702 80.2
Type lll (most severe) 20,651 87.7
Total 96,311 69.9

It is critical to acknowledge the complexity ofshssue. Parolees accused of Type Il
offenses may indeed be murderers, robbers, ortsaplsose cases prosecutors did not, or
felt they could not, successfully prosecute. Papolard officials must have concluded
that these parolees truly posed a threat to pshfiety and that there was a
preponderance of evidence sufficient to justifyjcarceration. Parolees do not enjoy the
same procedural rights as other citizens accusedminal behavior. However, these
cases deserve close scrutiny. Justice demandsitinatiuals who have committed
serious crimes should be punished relative to piesahdicated by the criminal law.
When a parolee is returned for a serious crimeéhbypairole board for a short stay in
prison, released back into the community aftemarfeonths, justice is denied.

Our multivariate models, presented later in thigpthar, address some of the key issues in
parole revocation. We investigate factors assatiaieh decisions to return parolees
through the court versus through the parole bd@ydocusing on the characteristics of
cases and offenders, as well as organizationatamnunity factors, that influence the
sorting of cases through each venue, we are alglentoibute to a more detailed
understanding of the how back-end sentencing usfaisl well as the consequences of
how the process works.

DATA AND DATA SOURCES

As discussed in Chapter I, the data used in oalyars of parole revocations have been
assembled from many sources. Most importantlyctiagacteristics of violation cases
and parolees themselves are drawn from CDCR’s tipeeh data systems—specifically,
the Revocation Tracking and Scheduling System (B3N8 the Offender Based
Information System (OBIS). These sources contaiasuees indicating violation types
and severities, as well as the details of paroléesiographic and criminal-legal
characteristics.

We compiled measures of organizational pressure-eiwdie expected to affect
reincarceration decisions through variation in Eldé sanctioning options and the
workloads of decision-makers—from numerous publahgilable datasets. Prison
reception center occupancy was measured monthlyhease data were drawn from
CDCR’s annual population reports (e.g., CDCR 20@®unty jail occupancy was
measured quarterly and the data were obtained @alifornia’s Corrections Standards
Authority (e.g., California Board of Corrections@). Regarding criminal violation

51 We excluded 14 cases in which violation detailsenenknown.
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cases heard in criminal courts, we hypothesizettiigacaseloads of district attorneys
would affect their decisions to prosecute or refeses, so we calculated a variable
measuring the number of felony cases divided bytimber of district attorneys
annually in each county—a standardized measurewt evorkload pressure. Felony
caseload data were taken from the Judicial Cowh@lalifornia’s annual Court Statistics
Reports (Judicial Council of California 2004) aratadabout district attorneys was
provided by the California Office of the Attorneye@eral’? Felony caseload data were
incomplete, or missing, for ten counties in 2008 &wve counties in 2004. To fill in these
values, we estimated felony court caseloads basé¢deonumber of felony arrests in the
county for a given yedr

Our measures of community characteristics contae@riable measured at the county-
level and others at the census tract-level. Oungelevel measure of “punitiveness” is a
combined factor score based on voting on correatisghabilitation-oriented ballot
propositions.

Census tract-level measures were downloaded freryif. Census’s website and reflect
data from the 2000 census survey. To assess whegthnemunity socioeconomic
conditions affect revocation decisions, we creategnsus tract-level factor score
indicating “concentrated disadvantage’—a concept/dd from criminological theories
which posit that poor environmental conditions wlur criminal activity’* While
concentrated disadvantage indicates potentialiginongenic conditions in a community,
other factors measure community characteristidsitiag protect against criminal
behavior. We thus include a tract-level measungutslic assistance generosity, which is
calculated as the percent of households in povkatyreceive public assistance income.
Similarly, we include a measure of available sexgim the community. From data
provided by the federal Substance Abuse and Métgalth Services Administration
(SAMHSA), we used Geographic Information Softwareteate a variable indicating the
number of service providers within 50 miles of @egi California census tratt.

Criminological theorists have contended that sysdenisions can also be affected by the
degree of “racial threat” presented by a communiitgt is, communities with higher
proportions of minority residents, and those wiighhminority unemployment rates, are
expected to be more punitive in their responsesitoe (Blalock 1967; Kent and Jacobs
2005; Stolzenberg, D’Alessio and Eitle 2004). Wiestinclude two census tract-level
measures of racial threat: the percent of bladkleess and the percent of black residents
that are unemployed.

62 http://ag.ca.gov/cjsc/statisticsdatatabs/Persd@o.p

83 We attempted a number of different solutions fis problem, including multivariate techniques, but
decided on a simple arrest-to-caseload ratio bedhis approach produced the most consistent and
realistic estimates.

% The specific measures included in this factor sewere: percent of households under the povergy lin
percent of residents who were unemployed, mediasétwld income, percent of children living with
unmarried parents, and percent of residents wholaok.

% To qualify, the provider must accept clients refdrfrom criminal justice agencies.
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Appendix D lists the independent variables inclugiedur multivariate revocation
analyses, sorting them by conceptual categories ¢ase characteristics, individual
characteristics, organizational factors and comiyutiaracteristics}®

METHODOLOGY: LOGISTIC REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF PAROLE
REVOCATIONS

We estimate two sets of multivariate logistic regien models predicting revocation
outcomes. Logistic regression is a statistical aaghn that is commonly used to predict
the probability than an event will occur, and isréfore appropriate for the analyses we
present in this chapter, which predict “either/odtcomes—specifically, whether a
violation case results in court conviction, and thlee the board decides to return a parole
violator to custody. The models produce, for eactependent (predictor) variable, a
standardized “odds ratio” that indicates the eftéda one-unit change in that variable on
the outcome of interest. So, for example, in pitcboard decisions to return to
custody, if the odds ratio associated with the ‘&hahriable (a dichotomous one) is 2.0,
this result would indicate that males are twicédikady as females to be returned. The
interpretation of odds ratios for continuous vaabsuch as the number of criminal
charges associated with a violation case, worKereifitly. In this situation, an odds ratio
of 2.0 would indicate thaachadditional criminal charge doubled the chancestiimn to
custody. For more detailed reviews of this stat@tapproach, see Allison (2001),
Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000), and Kleinbaum and KROO5).

Our first set of analyses is concerned with idgntd the factors that that affect whether
criminal violations are handled by criminal courtsby the parole board—what we refer
to as the “case sorting” process. Regarding casmgowe are primarily concerned with
the characteristics of parolees and communitietsaiteaassociated with criminal

violations that are returned to custody thoughcibwgrts, as opposed to being referred to
the parole board. We also focus on organizaticaabfs, such as court caseloads and jail
overcrowding, which may influence these dynamics.

Our second set of analyses are focused on criraimthtechnical violations handled by
the parole board, and designed to identify parokegacteristics, organizational factors
and community characteristics that are likely &di¢o returns to custody. We analyze six
different dependent variables: all criminal viotets, Type | (least serious), Type Il
(moderately serious), and Type Il (most serioughinmal violations, and two types of
technical violations—absconding and technical \tioles other than absconding (i.e.,
psychological endangerment, weapons access, aladiors of the parole process).

We have chosen to model criminal, absconding actthieal violations separately
because, as Steen and Opsal (2007) suggest, itheatas by which different types of

% Appendix D also reports descriptive statisticsualpmrole violation/revocation cases that were dhéar
court and by the board during the study periocddition, certain variables are excluded from derta
statistical models. We exclude independent measunes there is no logical reason for them to bateel
to the outcome of interest. For example, the felcamseloads of district attorneys are not expededlate
to board revocation decisions, so this measurrdisided from our board return models. Further deta
many of the measures are included in Chapter \herahalysis of parole violations.
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violations are sanctioned may be unique to each. tye further break criminal violation
cases into three subgroups reflecting case seesadrecause the board may utilize
different reasoning in dealing with criminal viatats of different severities. Type |
violations, 75 percent of which involve drug use aossession violations, are likely to
receive different treatment than Type Il criminalations, which involve serious
offenses like homicide, rape and assault.

THE SORTING OF CRIMINAL VIOLATION CASES BETWEEN COU RTS AND
THE PAROLE BOARD: MULTIVARIATE RESULTS

In our first multivariate regression model, we prinarily concerned with identifying
factors associated with courts’ decisions to reparolees to prison for criminal parole
violations, as opposed to having these cases eeftorthe parole board. Independent
(predictor) variables measure the characterisfigmmlees’ cases, parolees themselves,
time- and place-specific institutional pressuresl eharacteristics of parolees’
communities. Detailed results are available in Aje E.

The cases that are included for analysis are appet&ly 128,000 criminal parole
violations that occurred in 2003 and 2004—all @& thiminal violation cases that were
processed by local courts and the parole boardd&pendent variable is whether a
parolee’s violation case wasturned to prison through the court or handledthy
parole board®’ This variable effectively measures the succegsfsecution of criminal
parole violations in court.

Case and Individual Characteristics

As with violations, the most decisive factors detiing court returns are individual and
case characteristics. The number and severityimirgal charges are mainly included as
control variables. While theumberof criminal charges associated with a criminal
violation case is not predictive of successful tguosecution, chargeeveritydoes
predict return by the court. Cases with higher arahseverity scores—those involving
more serious charges—are more likely to be suaaggsgirosecuted in court, suggesting
that court actors tend to pursue cases involvingerserious criminal activity.

In terms of parolee characteristics, those witheypevious returns to prison, counted as
the number of previous returns by either the pavokrd or by court conviction, are more
likely to be returned through the court. Each addal California adult prison stay on a
parolee’s record increases the likelihood of reiceeation through the court by roughly 7
percent. Parolees’ present commitment offensealaoesignificantly related to returns to
custody through the court. Those who had originladlgn imprisoned for property and
“other™® offenses are the most likely to be returned thinathg court, followed by those

®7 Cases that were handled by the parole board iaatades where “good cause” is found but rather than
being returned to prison, the parolee is continuegarole. Cases that were referred to the boatdrem
“dismissed” without good cause were excluded fromanalysis. In our data, about 4.5% of criminal
violation cases were dismissed.

% Other offenses are mostly weapons possession (4B#ing under the influence (17%) and literally
“other offenses” (32%).
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who had been imprisoned for drug crimes. Paroldeshad been committed for violent
and sexual offenses are the least likely to bemetlito prison by the court, and the most
likely to have their cases referred to the boaiab(é& 6.6).

Table 6.6: Ranked likelihood of court return, by oliginal commitment offense

Original commitment offense

Most likely to be returned by the court “Other”
Property
Drug
Sexual
Least likely to be returned by the court Violent

Similarly, offenders whose previous offending higtbas resulted in them being labeled
as “serious” or “violent” are actually about 17 gemtlesslikely to be returned through
the court. Also, registered sex offenders are aB8ygercent less likely to be returned
through the court. These patterns may be dueast ie part, to the relative strength of
evidence in and/or the seriousness of the crimiizddition cases of different parolee
subgroups, but they may also be attributable togyeed notions of dangerousness.
Serious and violent offenders, as well as regidtsex offenders, may be considered
particularly likely to reoffend in the absence wimediate incapacitation, and court
actors may tend to refer their cases to the bodndre the certainty of return is higher.

The one exception to the conclusion that violefgrafers are less likely than other
offenders to be returned through the court is gard to “Second Strikers.” Holding
constant other factors, Second Strikers are 4%epéernore likely than others to be
returned to prison by the court, as opposed tongathieir cases referred to the board.
This may be due to concerns about public safebfaaneworthiness, with Second
Strikers perceived as particularly dangerous o#esdand thus in need of the long
periods of incarceration that only court senters@sprovide. This finding may also be
interpreted as a “labeling” effect. Those parolres have been “labeled” as Second
Strikers appear to arouse more concern from the,cand are more likely to be returned
to prison by court actors. A final explanation nieythat Second Strikers’ violation cases
are more appealing to prosecutors because thd tifradhird strike gives them more
leverage in plea bargaining.

While the characteristics of cases and the offantistories of parole violators may be
legitimately considered in making prosecution agfémal decisions, other factors should
not be germane to criminal violation case outcome®urt and indicate a certain amount
of unwarranted discretion in these decisions. \We fhat over and above the
characteristics of cases and histories of offendimg demographic and psychological
characteristics of criminal parole violators alswé& some influence on court prosecution
and referral decisions. While gender does not imtese outcomes, race does. Black
parole violators are 15 percent less likely thamteg#hto experience successful court
prosecution, while Hispanic parolees are 4 percent likely than whites to be
prosecuted in court. Asian parolees and thosetbktd racial groups are the most likely
to be successfully prosecuted in court (24 andektdgmt more likely than whites,
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respectively). In terms of age, the youngest paso(ages 18-30) are 17 percent more
likely than others to be returned to prison throtlghcourts. Finally, parolees with
officially recognized mental health conditions &rpercent less likely than parolees
without such conditions to experience court retiitmus, our results indicate that race,
age and mental health conditions can be importamiderations to district attorneys and
judges in criminal courts. Like indicators of crimal seriousness, demographic and
psychological characteristics may indicate diffé@spects of perceived threat to public
safety. Court decision-makers may—consciously @ousciously—consider some
parolees (e.g., black parolees, those with mewalkih conditions) to be in need of
immediate incarceration, and tend to refer these<#to the board, where the certainty of
return is higher. On the other hand, court actaay feel that the youngest parole
violators are so dangerous that longer court-odisemtences must be pursued.

Organizational factors

Regional and other organizational factors alsocaffeurt prosecution and referral
decisions. Specifically, decision-making discretcam be identified in the geographic
variation of case outcomes and in the relationbbigveen workload pressures and
prosecution decisions. This implies that “like caseay not be treated alike” and
guestions the consistency of this decision acressi&s in different places, and under
variable organizational conditions.

Holding constant all other included measures, Logeles County (Parole Region 3) is
82 percent more likely to return criminal parolelators to custody through the court
system, compared to other regions. There can lbender of explanations for this
finding. There may be something unique about tigamizational culture of criminal
courts in Los Angeles County, such that they areenmeclined than other county courts
to pursue the reincarceration of criminal parotdators. Or, criminal parole violators in
Los Angeles may exhibit unmeasured traits thapeaedictive of court return. For
example, they may have less stable employmentwsihg, on average, than other
California parolees; they may be more likely tonbembers of gangs; or local officials
may simply believe that they are somehow moreneditoward dangerous behavior.
Another possibility is that the police in Los Angglare more effective in assembling
evidence, so that criminal courts find these case® prosecutable.

We also find evidence that institutional populatéord workload pressures can influence
the treatment of criminal parole violations in doM/hen prison reception centers are
crowded, courts are less likely to return parotegszrison, and more likely to refer
criminal parole violations to the board. As popuaas increase in California prison
reception centers, court prosecutions go down ttjigBonversely, as populations
increase in county jails, court prosecutions galightly. The caseloads of district
attorneys are also related to the likelihood ofrteeturn. As prosecutorial caseloads
increase, the likelihood of court return decreaaed,the likelihood of board referral
increases. Thus, over and above the characteridtazases and offenders, organizational
factors appear to influence court actors in themspcution and referral decisions.
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Community factors

Finally, some community characteristics are assediwith an increased likelihood of
successful prosecution of criminal violation casesourt. This suggests inconsistencies
rooted in decision-makers’ perceptions of paroleesh\munities, or in the value systems
of decision-makers from different areas.

Court decisions can reflect the values of the comitias in which the courts are located.
For example, communities that score higheponitiveness-as measured by ballot
initiative voting outcomes and political party &fftion—are more likely to retain their
criminal violation cases in court. That is, comntigs with more punitive attitudes
toward crime punish parole violators more harshly.

Variation in court revocation decisions may alsalbe to the fact that parolees from
certain communities exhibit characteristics thatrt®“penalize,” or that parolees are
actually stigmatized by the conditions of their reoneighborhoods. That is, decision-
makers may believe that the criminogenic conditiamd the lack of services in certain
neighborhoods may inhibit successful reintegratidommunities that rate highly on
“concentrated disadvantage™—a combined factor nreabat includes measures of
poverty, unemployment, family stability and mingnesidency—are more likely to
return parole violators through cou@ommunities that score higher acial threat—
those that have larger black populations and higleak unemployment rates—are also
more likely to pursue violation cases in court.iAcrease of one percent in a census
tract’s black population is found to be associatéti a three percent increase in the
likelihood of court return to custody. An increageone percent in a census tract’s black
unemployment rate is associated with a one peroerdase in the likelihood of court
return.

PAROLE BOARD DECISIONS TO RETURN PAROLEES TO CUSTODY:
MULTIVARIATE RESULTS

The analysis described above describes the faatfersting whether violation cases are
processed through the court or the parole boargt, Me examine decision-making by
the parole board. Our second set of revocation fe@k@mine only parole violation
cases heard by the board. These include crimin&tion cases referred to the board
from criminal courts, as well as absconding andcniamnal “technical” violation cases
referred to the board directly from statewide panahits. We askiVhat case-specific,
individual, organizational and community characgtics are associated with board
decisions to return parolees to custody?

To determine whether, and to what extent, differeeasures are predictive of prison
return for different violation types, we estimaéparate models for all violations,

criminal violations, absconding, and other techivalations not involving absconding
(i.e., violations of the parole process, psychalagendangerment, and weapons access).
We also estimate separate models for Type |, lllHr@iminal violations (i.e., violations

of different criminal severities).
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The dependent variable of interest is return taazysthrough the parole board versus
board decisions to “continue on parole.” The depandariable is dichotomous, with a
value of “1” indicating return to custody throudtetboard and a value of “0” indicating
continuation on parole (i.e., release to the comtgumhe models therefore assess the
ability of each independent variable to predictrdadecisions to return parolees to
custody among the violation cases of interest.

We include the same independent variables fronptéeious “sorting” model as
predictors in our board return models, with certay differences. First, the variable
measuring district attorneys’ felony court casetomdexcluded from the board return
models because it is not theoretically connectdzbsrd members’ return decisions.
While higher prosecutorial caseloads may causeéstmrefer more criminal violation
cases to the board because of increased worklezgdyres, they should not have any
impact on board returns, which are decided outsid®urtrooms. The second key
difference relates to the fact that different vilma types (criminal, absconding, other
technical not involving absconding) can be combiméol the same case. Most violation
cases contain multiple violations. Moreover, cdseguently include multiple types of
violations. As such, for each violation type modet, control for other types of
violations that may exist alongside the specifiedation type. For criminal violations,
we include independent control variables that iatliche number of absconding (PAL)
and other technical violations contained in a paléir case. For absconding violations,
we include independent variables indicating the Ipeinof criminal charges in the case
and the number of non-PAL technical violation clegrg-or non-PAL technical
violations, we include independent variables thdtdate the number of criminal charges
and the number of PAL violations in the case. Tinggpendent variable effects on case
outcomes control for other violation types that reaist within that case. Detailed model
results can be found in Appendix F.

Case and Individual Characteristics

As with the sorting models described above, caseacteristics are significantly
predictive of returns to custody among parole viotacases heard by the parole board.
Effects are fairly large and generally operatexpeeted directions. Cases with higher
severity scores—the summed seriousness of all ekagsociated with the case—are
more likely to result in reincarceration. The séyeof technical charges is generally
more predictive of returns to custody than the sgvef criminal charges—with the
exception of cases involving absconding. In abstwndases, only criminal severity is
associated with the likelihood of return to custody

The number of charges involved in a violation dasaso associated with the likelihood
of reincarceration. Cases containing more crimamarges, absconding violations and
technical violations not involving absconding &og,the most part, more likely to result
in decisions to return parolees to custody. In ganthe effects of added criminal,
absconding, and other technical violation chargegyeeatest for criminal violation cases
heard by the board. Among these criminal violatases, each additional criminal
charge increases the likelihood of reincarcerabipi4 percent; each additional technical
violation not involving absconding increases tlkelihood of reincarceration by 89
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percent; and each additional absconding chargeases the likelihood of reincarceration
by 255 percent.

However, our models predicting criminal violaticofsdifferent severities show that there
is substantial variation in the ways that thesea$#f play out across levels of criminal
seriousness. Additional criminal charges providel#ngest penalty in the most serious
criminal violation cases (Type lll); each additibneminal charge increases the
likelihood of reincarceration by 18 percent amamgse casestrangely, additional
criminal charges are actualtggativelyassociated with the likelihood of return among
Type | and Il (less serious) criminal violationdhéelpresence of absconding and other
technical violations have a greater effect on casgdving less serious criminal offenses
(Types I and Il). Among the most serious (Type tkses, the presence of technical
violations has no impact on the likelihood of rereeration, and the presence of
absconding charges has a more modest effect tlaeston lesser criminal cases. Thus,
it appears that among the most serious crimindatian cases, board members are
highly concerned with the presence of additionamhiral charges, but in lesser criminal
cases, additional criminal charges matter lesgeatthical charges matter more. Board
decisions about the most serious criminal violatases, therefore, center on the
criminal offenses under consideration, while decisiabout less serious criminal
violation cases allow for the increased influent&eohnical and absconding charges.

Additional charges are also associated with highieicarceration likelihoods in cases
involving technical violations not involving absating. In such cases, each included
criminal charge increases the likelihood of reiceaation by 10 percent and each
included absconding violation charge increasedikkBhood by 78 percent. Absconding
cases appear to proceed slightly differently. lchstases, each additional criminal
charge is actually associated with a 7 pertmmér chance of reincarceration. This may
be due to the fact that among absconding casetvingsubstantial numbers of criminal
charges, the seriousness of each charge is faulyEach additional technical charge not
involving absconding in an absconding case, howes@ssociated with a 61 percent
higher likelihood of return to custody.

Absconding violations have large and significafiéets on board violation cases
involving other types of violation charges, incriegsthe likelihood of reincarceration in
criminal violation cases by 255 percent and tecnimolation cases by 78 percent. The
coefficients associated with absconding violatibarges are among the largest in the
models. In other words, an added absconding clmegents one of the largest penalties
for a parolee facing a board hearing on a crimamaéchnical violation, as added
absconding violations increase the likelihood aficarceration more than any other case
or individual characteristic. Board members mags$geecially wary of releasing parolees
who have demonstrated a willingness to abscond &apervisiorf®

9 Here, evidence of absconding can operate in at least a couple of different ways. For example, homeless parolees may be
charged with absconding because they have trouble complying with reporting requirements. Other parolees may evade
supervision because they intend to engage in criminal behavior. Whatever the reasons behind absconding, it is clear that
board members penalize those parolees who engage in it.
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While case characteristics have, as expectedga &fect on board revocation hearing
outcomes, a parolee’s criminal history is also higitedictive of board decisions to
return parolees to custody, net of all other messéaictors. Criminal history is, for the
most part, statistically significant in terms «f relationships to case outcomes and they
are predictive in expected directions. For exampdeolees’ most recent commitment
offenses are significantly related to violationeasitcomes. Across all three of our main
regression models (criminal, absconding, technice of other measured factors,
parolees who had been committed for sex offensgwviafent offenses are the most
likely to be returned to custody by the parole do&rug and property offenders are the
least likely (Table 6.7). Recall that criminal ctsuare more likely to successfully
prosecute the criminal violation cases of propartgt drug offenders. The board, on the
other hand, is focused on returning sexual ancrtabffenders. Holding constant the
seriousness and multiplicity of violations comndtteriminal history and personal
characteristics, sexual and violent offenders myafecantly more likely to be returned to
custody by the board than drug and property offennde

Table 6.7: Ranked likelihood of reincarceration, byoriginal commitment offense

Likelihood of Criminal Absconding Technical
return violations violations, Not
involving
Absconding
Most likely Sexual Sexual Sexual
Violent Violent Violent
Other Other Other
Property Property Property
Least likely Drug Drug Drug

Parolees with a sexual commitment offense are 48&pémore likely than drug
offenders—the reference category group—to be retufar criminal violations, 17
percent more likely to be returned for abscondamg] 33 percent more likely to be
returned for technical violations. Similarly, paget with violent commitment offenses
are about 45 percent more likely than drug offesdete returned for criminal
violations, 16 percent more likely to be returneddbsconding violations, and 29
percent more likely to be returned for technicalaiions not involving absconding.

Among the most serious criminal violation casesdhéy the board (Type IlI),
commitment offense has little impact on the likebld of return. The only types of
violations that are not affected by commitment e are Type III criminal violations.

In such cases, what a parolee has done to eaon hes most recent commitment fades in
importance relative to other factors.

Indicators of parolees’ criminal “seriousness” elated to decisions to return them to
custody; in most instances, relationships appeangést among criminal violation cases
heard by the board, particularly the least sereases (Type |). The more prior adult
prison spells that a parolee has served in Caldpthe more likely that that parolee will
be returned to custody. Each additional prison tenmecord increases the likelihood of
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return among board violation cases by about 4 peroegardless of violation type
(criminal, absconding, technical). Second strikees15 percent more likely than others
to be returned by the board on a criminal violat@ithough it must be noted that this
effect is really only true for the least seriousninal violation cases; they are no more
likely than others to be returned on Type Il ordiiminal violations. Second strikers are
also no more likely than others to be returnedmalzsconding violation or a technical
violation not involving absconding. Similarly, péees with serious and/or violent
offense histories are 28 percent more likely todiarned for the least serious criminal
parole violations, but no more likely than otherde returned on Type Il or Il criminal
violations,”® absconding or other technical violations not imir@y absconding.

Registered sex offender status is a powerful ptedaf return. This status doubles the
chances of reincarceration in criminal violatioses, and increases the likelihood of
reincarceration in absconding cases by 43 percehiratechnical violation not involving
absconding cases by 28 percent. Among criminahtianh cases heard by the board,
registered sex offender status has the greatestt & the lowest level cases, increasing
the likelihood of reincarceration by five times.ejhare about 35 percent more likely to
be returned for the most serious criminal violasighype Ill), but 17 percemesslikely

to be returned for Type Il criminal violations. Asted in the previous chapter, this
finding is likely due to the fact that, among regred sex offenders, a large share of these
Type Il violations are for “failing to register,’hd not for criminal activity involving a
victim.

In terms of their impact on the likelihood of reamceration, demographics and other
personal characteristics matter to a limited deghge has no relationship to case
outcomes for any violation type. Gender only hagféect on absconding cases and the
most serious criminal violations. Women are 13 eetenore likely than men to be
returned to custody by the board for absconding Bre 27 percent more likely than
women to be returned for Type Il criminal violat® Race matters only in criminal
violation cases. White and Asian parolees havéatlvest likelihoods of return. Black
parolees are 9 percent more likely than whitesstoebincarcerated; Hispanic parolees
are 19 percent more likely than whites; and pasotde€other” races are 25 percent more
likely than whites. Thus, parolees of color, witle exception of Asians, appear to be
“penalized” in criminal violation cases.

Parolees’ official mental health statuses havie létfect on board decisions to return to
custody. While parolees with such statuses are@pemore likely than others to be
returned to custody for the lowest level criminallations (Type [), they are no more
likely to be re-incarcerated for more serious cnahiviolations, absconding, or technical
violations.

Organizational factors

Regional and organizational factors are also réladdoard case outcomes. As with
court decisions, the contribution of these factorthe likelihood of return by the board

0 Serious and violent offenders are actually 148slikely to be returned than others for the mosicser
criminal violations (Type IlI).
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suggests decision-making inconsistency based ogrgely and variable institutional
conditions. In other words, like cases may notrbated alike in different places, or
during different times.

As in the previous court/board case sorting mddes, Angeles appears to be unique in

its treatment of parole violations—but only nonatinal violations. Holding constant

other factors, technical violation cases not inirajvabsconding are 46 percent more

likely to result in reincarceration. The effectéversed for absconding cases; these cases
are 20 perceresslikely to result in reincarceration in Los Angel@here may be a

couple of explanations for these findings. Firstparole officials have indicated, Los
Angeles may possess a distinct organizational muthat feeds the differential treatment
of technical violations. Or, parolees accused ofitécal violations in Los Angeles may
exhibit unmeasured characteristics that affecteation decisions (e.g., employability,
addiction). Or, both may be true.

Institutional population pressures also appeaiigelan effect on board returns to
custody. As state prison reception centers becoore nrowded, the board is less likely
to return parole violators to custody, regardidshe type of case under consideration.
For each one percent increase in reception centerpation, there is a corresponding one
percent decrease in the likelihood of reincarcerafior a criminal violation, a two

percent decrease in the likelihood of reincarcerafior an absconding violation, and a
one percent decrease in the likelihood of reincata for a technical violation not
involving absconding. These findings suggest tlegisions by parole board actors can
be influenced by available prison bed space, anfiroo the impact of broader
organizational circumstances on the adjudicatiomaiidual cases,

Community Factors

Finally, parolees’ community characteristics affeiclation case outcomes, implying
that decision-makers vary in their orientationswthmrrectional practices across
different geographic areas, and/or that their dexssare affected by their perceptions of
parolees’ communities.

The “punitiveness” of communities—as measured ey thallot proposition voting
patterns—is strongly predictive of return to custadall violation case types, with more
punitive communities electing to return paroleegratter rates. This effect is larger for
absconding and technical violations not involvilbg@nding than for criminal
violations. Measures of community racial threatas® linked to case outcomes. For
each one percent increase in a community’s prapodf black residents, there is a one
percent increase in the likelihood of prison retiama criminal violation. For each one
percent increase in a community’s black unemploymege, there is a two percent
increase in the likelihood of reincarceration faraninal violation, a four percent
increase in the likelihood of reincarceration farabsconding violation, and a two
percent increase in the likelihood of reincarcerafor a technical violation not involving
absconding. Finally, higher concentrations of mieméalth and substance abuse service
providers in a community are predictive of moraéah case outcomes. The more
services that exist near a community, the les$yliikés that a parolee from that
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community will be returned to custody by the bofamda criminal or a technical violation
not involving absconding. For every ten servicested within 50 miles of a parolee’s
census tract: the chance of reincarceration for a parolee froat tract with a criminal

or a technical violation not involving abscondirecteases by about two percent.
(Service provider concentration is not relatechtltkelihood of reincarceration for
absconding.)

As compared to the community affects on violatitr@amselves, described in Chapter V,
the community findings show consistently more iafiae on revocation decision-making
than they do on actual parolee behavior. They suggest that revocation decision-
making is subject to important extralegal factass specifically relevant to individual
cases. With these points in mind, we next look ssadl of the different analyses
conducted in this chapter and summarize what we f@awnd about revocations.

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF REVOCATIONS ANALYSIS

Before turning to the policy implications that fmiv from these results, it is useful to
recap our central findings with respect to revanei First and foremost, case
characteristics (number and severity of chargeggapto be a critical factor shaping
whether or not cases go through a local criminattcor through the parole board. They
also influence whether a case processed by théepgamard winds up producing a return
to custody.

Beyond case characteristics, the results of ouysesiindicate that parole revocation
decisions can be understood through the examinafiordividual, institutional and
community factors that affect these decisionsetms of individual factors, parolees
with longer, and more serious, histories of crirhimghavior are also likely to be
considered public safety risks by court and boawsion-makers, and their cases are
treated accordingly. Net of the seriousness of therent violations, parolees’ histories
of imprisonment, for example, are significantly gictive of harsher treatment by both
the court and the board. Second strikers are aadisantly more likely to be returned
through the court than parolees without such staiind when their cases are referred to
the board, they are significantly more likely toreeincarcerated in cases involving
criminal violations. Statutorily-defined “seriouahd “violent” offenders and registered
sex offenders are actually less likely than othemsxperience court return to prison, but
when their criminal violation cases are referreth®parole board, they are more likely
to be returned to custody.

One explanation for these findings is that the grahviolation cases of serious and
violent offenders, and sex offender registrantsy beunappealing to court actors
because they tend to lack compelling evidence. Weweourt actors may also tend to
refer these cases because they feel that the heangdy, a lower standard of evidence, can
act quickly and decisively to re-incarcerate pagslesho are perceived as particularly
threatening to public safety. The board penalibesé types of parolees especially
severely in low level (Type 1) criminal violatiomses—the type allowing for the most

" Specifically, this measure counts substance afgenental health service providers located wiiGin
miles ofthe centemf a given census tract.
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discretion in terms of decisions to return to cdgtdt appears that low level criminal
activity, much of which is detected through paraleeg testing, is a crucial mechanism
by which the parole board re-incarcerates “higHilg@oparole violators. Note that the
courts could not legally impose very harsh sanetimn these low level crimes, and so
they seem to opt, through case referral, for tleatgr certainty of punishment that the
board is able, and willing, to provide. Indeed,gbarofficials have told us that courts
frequently refer these cases to the board becausesentences would not exceed those
that the board could impose, so it does not maksest draw on court resources to
prosecute them.

Parolees’ “original” commitment offenses are alsedictive of violation case outcomes,
but these relationships are complex and seem t@atgpeifferently in courts and the
parole board. Courts are inclined to retain andgcate parolees who had originally been
committed for property and “other” offenses—mostiich are weapons offenses and
driving under the influence. Court actors appeatdsire longer prison terms for those
who are in the practice of stealing from otheresthwho have been found to possess
weapons, and those who make state motorways uffsafiece these types of offenses
tend to be more repetitive than violent and serifahses, they might be considered
indicators of the probableequencyor likelihood of offending. The board, on the other
hand, appears more concerned withgbtentialseverityof parolees’ offending—
penalizing violent and sex offenders the mostdrdecisions to re-incarcerate. This idea
is further echoed in the finding, mentioned in pinevious paragraph, that serious and
violent offenders, as well as registered sex oféesdare less likely to be retained in
court, but they are significantly more likely to teurned to custody when their cases are
heard by the board. Again, courts may elect tarredses involving serious parolee types
to the board because the board can re-incarcertit@reater certainty, under a more
lenient standard of evidence. This appears to bepkarly true for low level criminal
violations that would not result in very long cosentences anyway.

Demographic characteristics are also somewhatgregliof case outcomes. Parolee age
affects criminal court decisions, but not boardisieas. Courts are inclined to prosecute
the criminal violation cases of the youngest pasl@ges 18-30). Black parolees are
more likely to have their cases referred to thetbedthe more discretionary venue—and
when their cases are heard by the board, they are likely to be incarcerated for
criminal violations. Asian and Hispanic parolees tre most likely to be successfully
prosecuted in court, and Hispanics are further lpagdhin front of the board, where they
are among the most likely to be returned to custoayiminal violation cases. White
parolees, who have the lowest likelihood of coortwiction, also have the lowest
likelihood of return through the board for criminablation cases (although they are
among the most likely to be returned when they ahd These findings suggest that
there may be observable or unobservable trait<eged with parolees of different
demographic groups that affect their case outcomes.

"2 However, court decisions to prosecute are alsecbas considerations related to the strength of
available evidence in criminal cases. Some amolutiiteocourt’s proclivity to prosecute property and
“other” offenders may be related to the relativersgth of evidence in their cases, as opposecttodhkes
of other parolee types.
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Over and above case- and parolee-specific chaistatey organizational factors also
affect decisions in court and by the board. Los éeg County (Region 3) appears
distinct in its treatment of parole violators. Cimal violations in Los Angeles are more
likely to result in reincarceration through the doBoard decisions are also uniquely
patterned in Los Angeles. Technical parole viokgme more likely to be returned to
custody in this area, while absconders are les$ylio be returned. These findings could
be due to many factors: differences in organizaficalture across parole regions,
unobserved variation in the local parolee poputatiwt affect sanctioning decisions
(e.g., addiction and employability), or the effgetiess of policing practices. Regardless,
the fact that geographic sanctioning variation lsarstatistically identified is reason
enough to call for a closer examination of orgatnzeal issues around the treatment of
parole violations.

Practical constraints on decision-making also apfzeplay a role in violation case
outcomes. A key practical constraint is availahlstodial space. Research suggests that
criminal justice institutions will divert offendefsom custody when institutional

crowding increases, and we find support for thigdiliesis. When available space in
prison reception centers decreases, for exampletscare more likely to refer cases to
the board and the board is more likely to conticases on parole, as opposed to
returning parolees to custody. Moreover, in cowtsrkload pressures are linked to an
increased likelihood of case referral to the boAdfelony court caseloads increase,
courts are inclined to refer more criminal paral@ation cases to the parole board.

This is not to say that court and board actorsaaways consciously making case
decisions in response to institutional and worklpegssures. Rather, these pressures are
probably related to decisions in a variety of we@me decisions may indeed be
conscious responses to correctional crowding and caseloads, but others may be
subconscious reactions. Still others may simplgieto the redistribution of human and
organizational resources as a result of theseymessincreasing court caseloads may
leave less time for district attorneys to evaluatelence and pursue cases, and they may
therefore tend to refer less serious (or more wasnsive) criminal parole violation

cases to the board because they do not have theotistaff to address them. Finally,
there may be some sort of organizational feedbamthiamnism at work. That is, as prisons
and reception centers become more crowded, deaisaiers in court and on the parole
board may become aware of this crowding throughgr&al and professional contacts, or
through the media, and adjust their decision-malagg in subtle ways.

The relationship between community characterigtias sanctioning decisions is
hypothesized from criminological literatures sushsacial disorganization theory and the
racial threat perspective. Indeed, our statistivatlels show that, net of all other
measured factors, some characteristics of parote@smunities are related to the
treatment of parole violations in court and befitve parole board. However, the
characteristics of parolees’ communities can batedlto court and board revocation
decisions in complex ways.

First, certain community characteristics are intiveaof the attitudes of the public and
the decision-makers that represent the publicekample, the preexisting “punitiveness”
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of certain communities is itself predictive of thggregate treatment of parole violation
cases. Counties that score higher on punitivenessreasured by political party
affiliation and electoral ballot voting outcomes-e-anore likely to return criminal parole
violators through the court, and in violation caBeard by the board, these counties are
more likely to return parolees to custody, regassilef whether the case involves a
criminal, absconding or other technical violatiohke concept of community
punitiveness involves a number of factors—the d@wmeount of crime in a community,
residents’ political and moral beliefs about rightd wrong, the processes of election and
political appointment, and media coverage of criemapng other things—but our
analyses show that punitiveness is measurablevewyahat can be empirically linked to
revocation case outcomes (and perhaps other cilijastece system phenomena as well).

Second, community characteristics can serve astoudeision-makers which reflect
something about individual parolees themselves.eitent of “racial threat” in a
community is illustrative of this point. Censusctsawith higher proportions of black
residents, and those with higher black unemploymegiet, may be perceived as
particularly unstable or crime-ridden, and paroléed live in these communities may be
penalized by decision-makers because they come finchare therefore representative
of, these disadvantaged environments. In our mpgatelees who come from
communities that have more black residents, anleniglack unemployment, are more
likely to be sentenced in court; when their caseshaard by the parole board, these
parolees are generally more likely to be returmecustody, especially for criminal
violations.

However, while community characteristics can hagégnatizing effect on case
outcomes, they can also have the opposite effece¥ample, census tracts with more
mental health and substance abuse services inlosenity are associated with more
lenient outcomes among criminal and the technimdation cases not involving
absconding decided by the parole board. This majukdo the fact that decision-makers
have more treatment options in these communities tlaerefore more opportunities to
keep parole violators out of prison, or that pagsl&éom service-rich communities
somehow appear less threatening than paroleesdoommunities that lack services.

A central implication of our analyses of revocasias that the response of criminal
justice institutions does not totally derive froamd is not necessarily proportionate to,
the extent of parolees’ illicit behavior, as isasftassumed by policymakers, government
officials, and the public. While case charactersstnatter in terms of court and board
outcomes, so too do the characteristics of theviddal, the organizations handling that
individual's case, and the community that the persames from. In the final chapter, we
put these findings together with those from ouryses of violations in order to draw
some broad implications for the parole system ilif@aia and specific implications for
policies currently under consideration by the CDCR.
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CHAPTER VII: CONCLUSIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Parole violations and revocations represent aatitssue for California. As we have
shown in the preceding chapters, the state hasteaedinarily high rate and volume of
both violations and revocations. California posssssparole system that contributes to
the prison overcrowding crisis and is extremelytlgo&nd yet it does not appear to do
all that it can to enhance public safety. For mafignders, parole supervision fails to
disrupt the cycle of crime and imprisonment anesffittle hope for behavior change. In
response to these stark facts there have beentedpzls for reform and policy change.
Indeed, the department has made several haltipg stevard reform. The department has
reduced it parolee-at-large abscond rate from 18epéin 2003 to 15 percent in 2008.
CDCR and its parole division have embraced the raaft although not entirely
implemented, “evidence-based” programs, which areectional practices shown by
research to be effective in reducing parolee resdi. The department has begun using
the Correctional Offender Management Profiling Altgive Sanctions (COMPAS)
assessment tool at all its reception centers anekeintry preparation interviews, although
it has not yet integrated it well into its prisonparole supervision practices. The
department is also developing a parole violatiorigien-making instrument to improve
consistency at the agent and supervisor level vidxeed with a violation in terms and
conditions or parole or the commission of a newneriThe Division of Adult Parole
Operations (DAPO) will train parole agents andditdst the instrument in Fall 2008. An
important aspect of the instrument is the develogroéa validated tool to assess a
parolee’s risk for recidivism. CDCR recently contplithe California Static Risk
Assessment, the state’s first validated risk toffend tool. Thus, there is clear evidence
of significant progress and a willingness of Calii@a correctional leaders to reform the
system, but there are substantial organizatioméditigal, and structural impediments to
doing so.

For example, implementation of evidence-based joexcts dependent upon
organizational capacity and the capacity of theewmbmmunity environment. Just as
overcrowding is an impediment to implementing spaigrams in the prison, the
overcrowding in parole has resulted in a systemrevhaatively modest supervision
resources are spread across an enormous populBEtiemesponse to these conditions is
that “catch and release” has become the modus maglida the parole system, with a
heavy reliance on drug testing and other surveiaechnologies that intensify
supervision, make violations easy to evidence atdatl, and allow parole agents to carry
overly large caseloads. With primary attention gite surveillance and violation
detection, program development and implementatomain a weakness for the
department. The department lacks the experiendevelop such programs, typically
outsourcing program development to external vendord communities lack experience
and the resources to truly support programs. Maeadvwill take many years to develop
and implement such programs on the massive scaliedeand several years beyond that
to see positive recidivism-reduction benefits.
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But these organizational capacity issues are really part of the problem. As we
described in Chapter lll, there are structuraldesthat contribute to the problem of
parole violations and revocations, principally detmate sentencing and mandatory
parole. No amount of evidence-based practicesaentirely make up for a structure of
parole that virtually guarantees high rates ofgriseturns. Determinate sentencing laws
have given California a parole population composegart, of many offenders who
would not be released under a discretionary indetete sentencing system. These
individuals, who pose a high risk to recidivates automatically and mandatorily
released under California’s Determinate Sentencaw. Moreover, they are released to
a parole system that provides little in the wagw@bervision and little in the way of
services to reduce their likelihood of recidivativghen they do violate parole, they are
returned for very short stays in prison where trezgive little or no services that would
decrease their likelihood of further involvementiminal behavior.

Universal parole also means that low-risk individuaho likely would not be supervised
in other states are placed on parole in Califordiast other states directly discharge
some non-violent, non-serious offenders once tleeyestheir prison term. Direct
discharge means that the offenders are not placg@dumle supervision after they leave
state prison. Our research in Chapter V confirnesréisults found in previous research:
the more you supervise the more you detect. Thespgcially true of the large numbers
of drug use violations, which result almost exaleyy from drug testing. Over 80 percent
of all California parolees are subjected to driggitg) while on parole. Obviously, such
tests are not applied to individuals who are nateurcommunity supervision. Thus, the
inclusion of low-risk offenders in the parole pogiibn increases the overall number of
violations detected. When enough of those drugvigdations accumulate, those
parolees, many of whom have substance abuse prepégereturned to prison where
they receive little or no substance abuse treatn@aiifornia’s Expert Panel on
Rehabilitation (2007) found that fewer than 10 pet®f prison inmates participate in
substance abuse treatment while in prison. Afsrat time period reimprisoned (the
average is 4 months), they are returned back idotly the same community
environment, the same temptations, the same linpigedle supervision system, the same
social networks, and the same service environn@ytwere in when they were using
drugs previously. It is as if the justice systerpants change to occur miraculously
simply from the disruption provided by a brief inggmment.

In addition, as we described in Chapter Ill, DAPSiraates that 85 percent of all
recorded violations require mandatory referrahi parole board and the parole board, in
turn, returns to prison 80 percent of those caBes.percentage of cases being returned
to prison by the Board of Parole Hearings (BPH) leen steadily increasing over the
past decade, from around 60 percent in the 19888 percent today. Parole agents—the
individuals who work closest to parolee and aretrhnewledgeable about community
resources that might aid a parolee’s reintegratiofien have little say in the ultimate
response to a violation. In fact, parole agentréisan has significantly diminished in
recent years in California as a result of sever@hdatory regulations covering caseload
assignment, conditions of supervision, and the raemy reporting of parole violations.

116



The parole board operates with a relatively lomd#ard of evidence (“preponderance of
the evidence”), fewer procedural protections, agarb the ultimate responsibility for a
parolee who is allowed to remain in the communitye board has both the
accountability for decisions gone bad and the disan to re-imprison offenders. It
should come as no surprise that it seemingly opsmader the principle of “when in
doubt—incarcerate,” even if it is for a short peridhe parole board is also limited by a
lack of intermediate or graduated sanctions—optathsr than prison for a given parole
violator. However, this is another area where thgadtment has made some positive
steps, increasing its community drug treatment lbgd#0 percent, to nearly 7,000 in
2007. Unfortunately, they have thus far been untabfgovide such options on the
massive scale needed. In many cases, prison rethaifisst, last, and only response to
violations.

In addition, California has politicized its corrietal laws and policies, which make
structural change difficult. The punitive approaattorrections, ushered in with the
determinant sentencing law, is highly resistardhtange because it is built upon support
from the public, politicians, and interest groupsblic fear of criminals is easily
mobilized to support ever-more severe sanctiongjmely the subject of ballot measures
in the state. Legislators on both the right aredléit have found tough on crime stances
politically attractive. Elected officials, includyra Republican governor, who favor
rehabilitation or a change in the existing systesk Ibeing labeled “soft on crime.” The
correctional officers union often actively opposbanges that threaten jobs for prison
guards and parole officers. In addition, parolerd@mmmissioners who manage the civil
service deputy commissioners and who oversee niidisé eevocation cases, are political
appointees. These factors mean that significanttsiral changes that could shrink parole
and prison populations are often not politicallggible.

In this chapter, we put aside the organizatiortalctural, and political issues in favor
discussing how our key findings relate to spe@fiicy initiatives, including several that
are currently under consideration or being impleteemy the department. We describe
specific policy issues that our findings directlyindirectly address. We conclude with
some suggestions for future research that willdoor the research presented in this
report.

Concentrate Supervision and Services on the First Blonths

In Chapter V we showed that risks for all kindwimilations peaks within the first ninety
days of parole and diminishes sharply until the™.@8y (or the end of six months),
where it begins to level off. The reason the ralksfis that the most risk-prone parolees
tend to be violated earlier and returned to custdtig remainder are more compliant,
less likely to violate, and more likely to succedigfcomplete their parole period. While
the data do not indicate a specific time thresh@Bdp of the individuals who will violate
have violated by the sixth month. The implicatisrthat changing behavior through
intensive supervision and provision of appropredevices in the first six months will
have the biggest impact in reducing violations,alibis in line with recent research by
the National Research Council of the National Acaigds (2007).
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The first six months are a critical time and shagaderate the most intensive supervision
and greatest emphasis on services designed to@nleintegration. In accordance with
the “risk” principle, the highest risk paroleestetenined by a validated actuarial risk
assessment instrument, programs should be tarfggtdte most intensive interventions
and should be separated from lower risk parolegsdgrams. Substance abuse and
mental health services are particularly importamtes both conditions involve
considerable adjustment challenges for many pasoke& high-risk offenders whose
criminogenic needs do not involve mental health sutastance abuse issues the focus
should be, first and foremost, a cognitive behaliprogram designed to alter the
patterns of thought and habits that lead themitoical behavior and, secondarily, to
programs that attend to employment skills and etttueal deficits. For high risk parolees
who are resistant to participating in programmmgtivational interviewing should be
applied.

Parolees who reach the 8@ay with few or no violations should be “steppeavd” in
terms of supervision level—as they frequently ardar the present system—or
discharged (see below). If services are scarce)ees who are beyond the 18gay
should be de-prioritized in terms of service prons

Expand Use of Early and Earned Parole Discharge

The same temporal pattern of violations that jiestithe concentration of services and
supervision within the first six months also justfthe expanded use of early or earned
parole discharge. Parolees who perform well onlpdos a year are currently eligible to
be discharged, although only a small number ofelebgible actually benefit from the
policy (about 17,000 out of approximately 127,0@@qtees discharge at theirltonth
each year, or 13 percent). Our findings suggestlhieae are many parolees who have
performed well in the first year of parole and pgsée low risks to commit violations in
the second and third years of parole. These pacledd be released without
significantly increasing risk to the public safetyd the savings accrued could be
reallocated to more closely supervising high-rigkgtees. Our findings suggest that it is
possible to identify those individuals as earlysismonths to determine which parolees
would be good bets to be violation-free at 12 merathd thus could be discharged even
earlier than the 3month.

Ideally, the lowest risk parolees might not be gssd to parole supervision at all,
although this may be politically difficult. Instegithere has been some discussion of
implementing a form of parole called “summary patdhat would be for the lowest risk
offenders or offenders who have surpassed the sitivelve month threshold with few
or no violations. As it has been discussed by paofficials, summary parole involves
even less supervision than “Minimum Supervision.p#@olee on summary parole would
not be supervised by a parole agent, however,\ttoeyd still be subject to parole search
standards and if found to have committed a panol@ton could be returned to prison
by the parole board. California Penal Code 8§ 3@puisites that all paroled felons must
submit to unannounced searches and seizures hyla pgent or peace officer at any
time. For this reason, law enforcement officiald &gislators favor summary parole
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instead of earned parole discharge. Moderate fiskhders might be assigned a year or
two of parole, whereas high-risk offenders might/edwo years or more, and very high
risk might be assigned an indeterminate periodedémg upon their risk.

Align Parolee Risk and Supervision Levels

Risk assessment is relatively easy to adopt, bué midficult to embed in the daily
routines of parole supervision and treatment. Qutie period of our study, there was no
actuarial risk assessment used in parole. Supervisvels were determined by the
simplistic grid system described in Chapter lll.r@atly, COMPAS assessments are
devised for many parolees, but they do not rowidelve supervision intensity and/or
case management. In fact, the old assessmentagadsill in use. As we showed in
Chapter V, there is a misalignment between whaopesrised intensively and who truly
poses the greatest risks. To a large degree thexeuse of policies that deem certain
categories of parolees (serious, violent, Sex @#emRegistrants, Second Strikers) as
most in need of supervision despite the fact thase¢ categories are not predictive of
higher risks of violations, even the most serioations. An implication of our analysis
is that misalignment of risks to supervision leveksds to an overreporting and detection
of the violations of the least risky parolees andiaderreporting of the violations of the
most risky parolees. As many other states have,doasldornia needs to use its risk
assessments to drive supervision intensity andmmzel circumstances where it
oversupervises and undersupervises parolees eetatihe risks they pose.

In other words, parole services and surveillan@ailshbe primarily risk-based rather

than offense-based. CDCR needs to assign parapeads and supervision levels so that
offenders are “matched” to types of surveillancestrappropriate for them. Supervision
resources should be more heavily focused on higbleparolees, and very intensive
(and expensive) supervision levels should be reskior those whose risk profiles are
the highest.

Employ a Parole Violation Decision-making Matrix

A central finding in Chapters V and VI is that \abbns and revocations vary across
parole agents, organizational subunits, and comtmegniFor example, Chapter V
provided evidence that parole agent characterisiptain some of the variation in
certain types of violations. Chapter VI showed thetisions by the parole board to
return a parolee to prison are influenced by tlggoreal and community factors and
organizational pressures like how much crowdingtsxin the reception centers. These
findings suggest that how a parolee is dealt wéthes across location in the system and
that the same parolee with the same backgroundrecayve different treatment for the
same violation. One solution that is currently ud@gelopment is to use a violation
matrix, sometimes called a “sanctioning grid,” émder decision-making more uniform
across different locations and levels within thstegn.

The parole division will pilot such an instrumentSeptember 2008. The instrument was
developed in collaboration with the Center for Effee Public Policy (CEPP) in
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Washington D.C. Based on our research for thisegtpye participated in the early
planning stages of the matrix and consulted witlolpaexecutives about its
implementation. The proposed matrix is based ondbe that decisions about parole
violations should be limited to two relevant criget) how much risk the parolee poses to
recidivate further and 2) the severity of the betianvolved in the violation. The risk is
determined by an actuarial risk assessment instryrdeveloped by the University of
California at Irvine’s Center for Evidence-Based@otions and modeled after the
Washington State Department of Corrections riskssaent instrument. For criminal
offenses, the severity of the violation behaviatl e rooted in the FBI Uniform Crime
Reporting system’s crime severity index. For namanal “technical” violations, based
on our research, we recommended that the parokahwndertake a study, like the
present study, but one that could follow paroles Wave committed technical
violations for up to six or seven years. The puepoisthe research would be to determine
the predictiveness of committing any one of 22 momaal technical violations on
criminal behavior. The research would be able tp determine which technical
violations are and are not associated with futuraional violations. Technicals are
understood to be problematic, not because thetibatesthreats to the public in and of
themselves, but because they are predictors afefutiminal behavior. This represents
an empirically testable assumption and a reseawgjbqt with a long enough time frame
and a large enough sample could help identifyélbbnical offenses that predict criminal
behavior. The findings could indicate one of thpessibilities for a given type of
violation: a) the violation does not predict futwrgminal involvement, b) it does predict
violations, or c) it predicts some kinds of crimlin#lations but not others. As we have
done in this study, we propose breaking violations levels of seriousness. Depending
upon the risk dimension, if a particular violatidoes not predict further criminal
behavior than the grid would specify the loweselesanction. If it predicted Type |
criminal violations, most of which are drug use a@ndg possession violations, then a
moderate level of sanctioning would be appropriitié predicted the most serious Type
[l criminal violations, then the highest level sdinctioning would be applied. This would
build on what we have done in the present studywamtiave begun discussions about
this project with the parole division.

Thus far the violation matrix has been developedige by parole agents and their
supervisors. The parole board has not and is moinpig to develop a similar decision-
making instrument but their buy-in to DAPO’s deaisimaking matrix will be critical if

it is to be used effectively to divert parole violies from prison, since they control the
ultimate decision to retain a parole violator ie tommunity rather than returning them
to prison. Our research suggests that the effews®of such a tool will be limited if it is
only applied by parole. As we discussed in Chagteover 80 percent of parole
violations are, by virtue of the administrative uégions (i.e., Robin Reagan rules),
mandatorily referred to the parole board. This nsahat in the vast majority of instances
in which the matrix is applied it will constitutely a recommendation, not an action.
The action in mandatory referrals is the provintthe parole board. This renders the
matrix less of a decision tool and more of an aalyisool. Unless the parole board also
adopts the instrument there will likely continuebma heavy reliance on imprisonment,
as opposed to intermediate sanctions.
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If both parole and the parole board rely on théation matrix and if decision-makers
minimize departures from the matrix, there is digant promise that such a tool will
reduce the variation that we observe in how violadiare handled. This decision-making
tool would allow responses to violations to be mfareand consistent throughout the
agency, based on a common set of guidelines tbhaide a set of options appropriate to
offender risk level and the seriousness of theatioh. While each individual case must
be assessed, responses to violations should bediasvimpartial and consistent with
rules and shared logic. Similar decisions madesiforlar situations increases compliance
of parolees, whereas dramatically different respsritom officer to officer undermine
trust and legitimacy of the system. Such a systemsructures the efficient use of time,
resources, and supports the agency working towaosiremon purpose.

Expand Intermediate Sanctions Options

A violation matrix, of course, depends upon theal@wment, training, and
implementation of a wider range of intermediatecéans than are currently available to
parole decision-makers. If the matrix contains dhky options we examined in the
present study—continue on standard parole supervigi reimprison—it will obviously
have less impact on the volume of parole violatetsrning to prison. Thus, the CDCR
must implement additional intermediate sanctiorgpams (ISPs), which are mid-range
punishments that lie somewhere between routindgatupervision and imprisonment
with respect to their restrictions and costs. Quirparole program offerings are simply
inadequate to appropriately sanction the wide rarigarole violations in California. For
many parolees, prison is too severe a punishmeateal routine parole is often too
lenient. We need program and penalty options tieatad-range (hence the term
“‘intermediate”). The expansion of evidence-bas¢grmediate sanctions, particularly for
drug-involved parolees, should both reduce recsdivand save expensive prison beds
for the most violent criminals. CDCR cannot do thlisne, as the most effective reentry
programs and intermediate sanctions require acbwemunity engagement and
collaboration.

The call for intermediate sanctions is not new.iBeigg in the 1980s, a coalition
emerged among academics and corrections offisiddgh argued that intermediate
sanctions better served victims and the justiceeayshan did indiscriminate
imprisonment. Between the years 1985 and 1995y etate adopted some form of
intermediate sanctions for adult and juvenile ofens, often with a great deal of
ceremony. The most popular ISPs were day repocémders, drug testing, electronic
monitoring, house arrest, and intensive supervisitiese programs were all designed to
be community-based sanctions that were tougherrd@uiar parole or probation but less
stringent and expensive than prison (for a compktew, see Petersilia 1999).

ISPs developed during this period reflected theseorative philosophy of the times.

Rehabilitation had been discredited, and the ndtaahdeclared a war on drugs and
crime. Intermediate punishments were proposedragieas that were tough on crime
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and criminals, but without the costs of prisons.siaf the ISP programs implemented
during this period emphasized stringent conditiammg@ monitoring rather than treatment.
Typical requirements for offenders in ISP programese more frequent meetings with
correctional agents, randomized and frequent uesis, unannounced home visits, and
verified employment. Theoretically, ISPs were basedcipally on notions of
deterrence--that increased surveillance and tieatlof reincarceration would convince
offenders’ to stop their criminal activity.

Many of these programs were evaluated and thereemxasts a substantial body of
research on their impacts. MacKenzie (2006, p. 8@ntly summarized this literature
and concluded that:

“A large body of research, including random assigninstudies, consistently
shows the failure of intensive supervision and tet&ic monitoring programs to
lower recidivism. Restraining offenders in the coomity by increasing
surveillance and control over their activities daast reduce their criminal
activities. In general, program participants rectie as often as their counterparts
who receive less surveillance. The increased diamee may actually increase
the probability of detection and thus, result inrentechnical violations.”

There was some evidence, however, that increasatirtent of offenders in ISP may be
related to significant reductions in rearrests. &ample, Petersilia and Turner (1993)
reported a 10-20 percent reduction in recidivisnthiose offenders who were most
active in programs while they were in the communitye most important finding from
the intermediate sanctions literature is that paotg must deliver high “doses” of both
treatment and surveillance to assure public saetyreduce recidivism. Treatment alone
is not enough, nor is surveillance by itself adégua

MacKenzie (2006) also found that effective ISP paogs focused on individual-level
change. In contrast, she notes that the ineffet8feprograms focused solely on
developing opportunities (e.qg., life skills and w@rograms). She writes that the “what
works” literature suggests that programs that gitdmincrease opportunities must be
precededoy programs focusing on changing the individuabtigh cognitive change,
education, or drug treatment.

There is now sufficient evidence to design a segmartkeration of evidence-based
intermediate sanction options. We know what progrdmand do not hold promise for
reducing criminal activity. If we build those pragns into California’s parole violation
matrix, we have an important opportunity to targiet scarce resources to program
interventions that enhance both the lives of pa®oknd the public’s safety.

Encourage Criminal Prosecution When New Parolee Beles Are Alleged

A key finding of Chapter VI was that there are sal/éactors that affect whether a
criminal violation case is handled by the parolardoor a county court. Readers might be
surprised to learn that a large number of veryossrcrimes were handled by the parole
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board instead of processed in a criminal courtesdained in Chapter VI, California has
a system quite unlike that in other states, in ithatrmits the parole board to handle the
processing of new serious felonies by paroleesutiirats informal revocation process. In
most other states, parolee new crimes are handiedugly through the criminal courts,
where the state’s criminal code and sentencingtstrel apply. The criminal court versus
the parole board is particularly used if the aldegeme is quite serious. But in
California, the parole board and the parole revongtrocess is used in lieu of criminal
prosecution for thousands of offenders who partiieials believe have committed new
and very serious crimes. As shown in Table 6.4ingu2003-2004, the parole board
returned to prison 246 parolees who were allegét® committed murder, 1,006
alleged to have committed robbery, and 691 pardl@espe and serious sexual assault.

California’s system allows some very serious criasrto evade the more severe criminal
penalties that would have been imposed had thee@scheen criminally prosecuted as
opposed to handled by the parole board, where themnum term imposed was only
twelve months. For example, parolees returnedismpiby the parole board for the crime
of homicide served an average of 9.9 months, wikdtesse convicted of homicide in the
criminal courts served 91 months for homicide. &nhy, parole violators returned to
prison for robbery served 9.6 months vs. 53 moséhged if convicted in criminal court
of robbery, and parolees returned for alleged eapgesexual assaults served 8.6 months
vs. 45 months served if convicted in criminal celiftOf course, there is no way to
“match” the seriousness of the crimes being prazk#sough the different routes, but
the resulting prison penalties are so different tha process deserves closer scrutiny.

Jeremy Travis, one of the nation’s leading parolefars, testified about this issue
before California’s Little Hoover Commission. Hekad the critical question: “Why were
these cases classified as “homicide” handled thrahig revocation or parole process,
with a maximum prison sentence of a year, rathem through the traditional prosecution
route? Has California simply created a paralletesysof criminal adjudication, with

lower burdens of proof and lesser adversarial mees? Why should these criminal
events be adjudicated in a process where the maxiprison term is one year?” (Travis
2003) If they charged with such crimes, they shdngigprosecuted to the full extent of the
law in criminal courts. If they cannot be criminatiharged with the crime, then using
parole revocation, with its lower standards of prafoguilt, may result in innocent
parolees being returned to prison.

Of course, we understand that there are many cenagidns that influence which
criminal cases the district attorney chooses tegrote, including the availability and
credibility of witnesses, and whether the differeit prison time between a conviction
and a revocation sentence is substantial enougfai@ant the cost of prosecution. But in
these more serious crimes, it appears that themes® and investment spent in case
preparation may well result in a significantly l@ngprison term for serious criminals if
the case is criminally prosecuted. We endorsegbemmendations made by both the

'3 california Department of Corrections and Rehadtilin, California Prisoners and Parolees 200Rable
47A, “Total Felons, First Releases to Parole Bye@$ke and Time Served,” 2005, Sacramento, CA.
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Little Hoover Commission (2003) and the Califormdependent Review Panel (2004)
that urge greater analysis of the reasons why sty serious crimes are being handled
through the parole revocation process. It is oliebthat if a parolee commits a new
crime, he should be prosecuted for that crime #lgbossible. In fact, if a parolee is
convicted of a new crime, his or her penalty shdaddenhanced to reflect the fact that the
crime was committed while on parole. “True” techaticiolations — which are violations

of the condition of parole and do not involve cmali behavior — should be handled at the
local level under a system of graduated, interntedianctions. California is again using
its resources unwisely because it fails to soermders and crimes according to risk.
California’s policies are simultaneous too harstl &o lenient. At the high end of the

risk and offense seriousness continuum, parole@scemmit serious crimes are often
given a “discounted” sentence over what would beased for a criminal conviction.

One parolee actually told one of us during an inésy that, “It is a good time to commit
crime if you are on parole. If | weren’t on paradleyould have to be prosecuted for a new
crime. But since | am on parole, they usually gestd me back to prison as a parole
violator, where the term is a maximum of twelve tinsrand | will do about half that—

six months, tops. Being on parole is kind of likeiasurance policy against being fully
prosecuted.” California has created, de factoséesy that sometimes discounts rather
than enhances, the new crimes of parolees.

At the low-end of the seriousness continuum, Califois probably too harsh. It
continually violates parolees who have not adhévdtie terms and conditions of their
parole, and they serve almost the same number ofiradack in prison as parolees who
are returned for new criminal violations (5.4 mantbr administrative criminal returns
vs. 4.3 months for administrative non-criminal reg). While administrative violations
must be taken seriously and the parolee shoulcliedtcountable, an expensive prison
bed is not the only viable sanction. The state aSWhgton has enacted legislation
limiting the amount of time a parolee can be rewbke a technical violation to 60 days.
In addition, technical parole violators in thattstare detained in county jails rather than
in state prisons. Austin and Fabelo (2004) repoiindiatives of paroling authorities in
Connecticut, Kentucky, Maryland, New Mexico, ankadg where—using research
based tools—advances have been made in reducingsadns as a result of parole
violations and reducing prison populatidfis.

Further, we found evidence that stresses on thacagof California’s justice system—
as measured by jail and prison overcrowding anlicligttorney caseloads—resulted in
greater likelihoods that the parole board woulddkaeriminal violation cases. While
case and offender characteristics are more apptepstiteria for board referral

decisions, system capacity should not affect thlesesions. If parolees who commit
serious new crimes were more frequently proseaatedminal courts whenever
possible, this would also reduce the volume of s#isat are handled by the parole board.

Track Extra-legal Factors Affecting Revocation

™ Austin, James and Tony Fabelo. 2008he Diminishing Returns of Increased IncarceratioA:
Blueprint to Improve Public Safety and Reduce Cddtashington, DC: The JFA Institute.
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In Chapter VI, we found that parole violators wherevblack were more likely to
experience referral to the parole board, and mkedylto be returned by the board for
certain types of violations. Moreover, we foundttbarolees returning to more heavily
black communities and communities with high blaokmployment rates were also more
likely to have their cases handled by the parokrd@and more likely to be returned to
prison. Consistent with research literature on camities and crime we interpreted these
factors as measures of community racial threateBoh one percent increase in a
community’s proportion of black residents, thera isne percent increase in the
likelihood of prison return for a criminal violaio For each one percent increase in a
community’s black unemployment rate, there is a p@ent increase in the likelihood
of reincarceration for a criminal violation, a fquercent increase in the likelihood of
reincarceration for an absconding violation, aridi@ percent increase in the likelihood
of reincarceration for a technical violation notatving absconding.

In addition, we found that higher concentrationsnantal health and substance abuse
service providers in a community are predictivenoire lenient case outcomes. The more
services that exist near a community, the les$yliikés that a parolee from that
community will be returned to custody by the bofmda criminal or a technical violation
not involving absconding. This is good news in thatiggests that if communities are
able to fund and implement intermediate sanctipasyle agents and other decision-
makers are willing to use them as alternative®itocarceration. On the other hand, these
results suggest that parolees from communities reititively more services face a lower
probability of being returned to prison, all otlvaise and background characteristics held
constant.

While none of these findings is sufficient evidemé¢dias among decision-makers, which
as our examples illustrate can operate both foragadhst the parolee, further
investigation with different data would be necegdar that conclusion, it is something
that should provoke concern. We recommend thaCID€R should develop better
evaluation methods to reduce the influence of eefyal factors—particularly parolee
race—on violation case outcomes. The state musbexihe causes and consequences of
the influence of community and personal charadiesi®n sanctioning decisions.

Expand Substance Abuse and Mental Health Programs

As Chapter V shows a substantial amount of viofetiare drug use and possession.
Combined methamphetamine, heroin, and cocainengsp@ssession make up 75
percent of Type | criminal offenses (the most comrype of violation), 44 percent of
criminal violations, and 29 percent of all violat® This likely underestimates the
pervasiveness of parolees with substance abusesibgcause it doesn’t include violators
caught for sales and trafficking violations andgeuay offenses, who are highly likely to
also have substance abuse problems. This is amensrpopulation whose violation
behavior is unlikely influenced by “catch and raleapolicies. For them, parole has
become a poorly functioning drug treatment agesogething that does not appear to be
a core competence of the agents or the agencyeTh@iziduals could potentially be
better served by an expansion of drug treatmemssiply overseen by a self-identified
drug treatment agency.
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California has some recent positive experience wipnogram that has some of the
elements that are needed. In the late 1990s, @ahftegislators funded a statewide,
community-based program intended to reduce parelg@divism. Overseen by DAPO,
the Preventing Parolee Crime Program (PPCP) programided literacy training,
employment services, housing assistance, and sueséduse treatment to tens of
thousands of parolees. An external evaluation wasducted by Zhang and his
colleagues (2006), and the results showed modésttiens in reincarceration and parole
absconding. PPCP participants, as a whole, haddivism rate 8 percentage points
lower than on-PPCP parolees (45% vs. 53%). Moreavereasing levels of immersion
in the PPCP services was associated with even letiem-to-prison rates. Multivariate
logistic regression was used to control for pre@xgsdifferences between the PPCP
participants and the non-PPCP control group, aeddbults still confirmed a statistically
significant benefit from PPCP participation andueed reincarceration and absconding
(Zhang et al. 2006¥, The researchers used these findings in a cosfibanalysis and
found that even with the relatively small differesdn recidivism outcomes, the PPCP
has created the potential for substantial long-tesnings for California taxpayers.
PPCP’s positive effects were strongest for paroldes completed their services. These
positive results have been used to expand the gmggailoring more of the services to
those with certain risk/need profiles.

Similarly, parolees with mental health issues avemore at risk to commit violations.
Individuals who are designated as “CCCMS” (Cormuai Clinical Case Management
Services) and “EOP” (Enhanced Outpatient), whiehdiiferent levels of mental health
services, have 36 percent higher risks of all kiofd@olations. They have 41 percent
higher risks of absconding, 70 percent higher rigkgchnical violations other than
absconding, 32 percent higher risks of criminalations, and 52 percent higher risk of
the most serious violent violations. Moreover séhendividuals make up about 20% of
the parole population. Although some mentally dtqgees are placed on specialized
caseloads with parole agents who become very kulp&bble about how to handle such
cases, most parole agents are not specificallyadaio deal with mental ill offenders.
The lack of intermediate sanctions means that whemtal ill offenders have their parole
revoked they are removed from the community, disngpany treatment they may be
receiving. David Farabee at the UCLA'’s Integratetbs§ance Abuse Programs research
shows that parolees who sustain outpatient meetdtihtreatment over a period of
several months have significantly higher chancesieteeding on parol&His research
indicates that the Mental Health Transitional Celegagement program, which manages
the transition from prison to community clinics foentally ill parolees, has had

5 Zhang, Sheldon, Robert Roberts, and Valerie Callafreventing Parolees From Returning to Prison
Through Community-Based Reintegration, Crime & Bgliency, Vol. 52, No. 4, October 2006, 551-571.

® Farabee, David, Dave Bennett, David Garcia, Umada/aand Joy Yang. Third Annual Report of the
Mental Health Services Continuum Program of the if@alia Department of Corrections and
Rehabilitation—Parole Division. Research ReportrSiied to the California Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation—Parole Division., June 30, 2005.

126



de7r7nonstrable successes, but that there are mamgyinaviduals who could benefit from
it.

Parolees with substance abuse issues and thosenetittal health issues account for the
single largest segment of the parole population as@ur research indicates, an even
larger segment of all violations. These are indiaid that are particularly ill-served by
catch and release policies. Reception centers tani the programs and the parolees
returned by the board don’t have sufficient timeustody, even if the programs did
exist. The alternative is to expand substance alndenental health program
opportunities in the community and intensify thengitional case management that is
necessary to keep parolees in such progfams.

Future Research Recommendations

In the course of conducting this research, we hiweloped a number of ideas that can
guide future research about parole. These ideabedivided into two categories:
improvements to future studies that are similasucs, and ideas for related studies. In
this section, we will address each of these categan turn.

Improvements to our design

Our study was innovative in that we included predecmeasures reflecting multiple
“levels” of influence—case, individual, organizatad, and community. This
comprehensive approach went much further than pegearch on violations and
revocations, but some of the specific measurestiveed could be improved, and others
could be added.

We used a wide range of individual-level measungzrédict violation and revocation
patterns. Most of these reflected demographic aintirial-legal characteristics that, in
theory, could predict these outcomes. However eoupirical analyses and discussions
with correctional officials indicated that therere@ther factors, which we could not
measure, that may have had major effects on tleogs of interest. Substance abuse,
for example, emerged as a potential factor thaldcaffiect success on parole. A
substantial amount of evidence suggests that molegh substance abuse issues are
among the least likely to complete parole succdlgsfaince many parolees are subject to
regular narcotics testing, failing drug tests ie ofithe main causes of violation and re-
incarceration. Parolees with more serious substabase problems are the most likely to
fail these tests, and they may be more likely thitners to commit certain types of drug
and property crimes in order to support continudngg use. At the revocation stage of
sanctioning, those with more severe drug problemag Ine penalized by court and board
decision makers, who may believe substance abpsiralees pose greater threats to

" Farabee, David (2006). An evaluation of Califoimiflental Health Services Continuum Program for
parolees. Corrections Today, 68(7), 38-41.

8 See also National Research Council of the Natidwaldemies (2007). Parole, desistance from crime,
and community integration. Washington, DC: The biaal Academies Press.

127



public safety, or to be less likely to be able eeatthe standard requirements of parole
supervision.

A related issue is employability. We were unablelttain data about parolees’
employability and vocational backgrounds, but tHesgors also likely relate to success
on parole. Parolees with poor job skills have feagportunities for legitimate
employment, and may be more likely to engage ith&rrcriminal activity. At the
revocation stage, these parolees, like those attiiotdrugs, may be penalized by
decision makers for their poor prospects. Futurdiss of parole violation and

revocation should therefore attempt to explorditilebetween vocational skill and

parole failure. Measures of educational attainncantbe used to supplement, or stand in
for, vocational measures.

Other measures of social attachment may also gigcle outcomes, and we encourage
correctional researchers to explore these are@®inwork. Parolees with more stable
family lives (i.e., married, children), for examphaay be more likely to pursue

legitimate opportunities and avoid illicit onesrélaes who regularly socialize with peers
who are not involved in criminal activities may@ksxperience more success on parole,
whereas those who associate with criminals (eamggnembers) may have a hard time
avoiding further sanctioning.

Many parolees are ordered to participate in progranservices as conditions of their
release. We were not able to obtain reliable datprogram participation for our study
sample. However, it is clear that program noncoamalé can lead to violation and re-
incarceration. Those parolees who fail to attendryage in required programming will
likely draw the ire of their parole agents. On titleer hand, parolees who demonstrate a
willingness to participate in programs may gaindiawith their agents. Program
participation may also lead to improvements in [ea® lives that can suppress further
illicit behavior. Successful engagement with a dinegtment program, for example, may
help a parolee overcome addiction, and quell vimfabehaviors associated with
continuing drug use.

Information about individual characteristics sushsabstance abuse, employability,
family stability and program engagement—otherwisevin asdynamic risk factors-is
becoming more available as a result of the incngdhgwidespread adoption of risk
assessment instruments to make supervision andeseeferral decisions for
correctional populations. As these data become mressible to researchers, future
studies will be better able to introduce dynams& fiactors into their analyses.

In terms of organizational variables, future reskanight focus on collecting better data
on the backgrounds of parole agents. We were almbtain basic demographic
information about agents, as well as some inforonmagibout tenure on the job and prior
experience working in prisons, but we would alseehigked to know more about the
vocational and educational backgrounds of thesal@agents. As mentioned earlier in
this report, some research suggests that ageritsogctal work experience will be more
forgiving of violation behavior, while agents widaw enforcement backgrounds will be
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less forgiving. Thus, it would be useful to knove tiypes of degrees that agents possess,
as well as their experiences working in therapeatid/or enforcement-oriented
occupations. Researchers might also attempt tdatsedrawn from interviews or

surveys of parole agents to create measures iafigtierapeutic and punitive attitudes.
Administrative data, at best, can be used to devetoxies for these attitudes, but simply
asking the agents themselves would likely yield miietter information.

Future studies

This study was designed to generate concrete pamymmendations for the state, and
we have been able to generate findings that atenpet to parole policies. Future studies
might address parole policies more specificallyr @search has generated many
insights that can inform certain policies, sucleady discharge from parole, graduated
sanctioning systems, and the timing of servicevaeji. As parole data systems and
knowledge about parole outcomes improve, it shbeléasier to implement studies that
focus specifically on the potential effectivenessarious policy choices. The
effectiveness of early discharge policies, for epkancan be tested by comparing the
arrest patterns of discharged parolees to thoparolees who were not discharged.
Graduated sanctioning policies can be assesseaafthevaluation studies of their
implementation and outcomes. Researchers can exgpmropriate service options
through analyses of program participation datataedelationship between program
engagement and violation behavior. Our study pewgbme guidance for these efforts,
but lacks the targeted analytical focus that islededo fully understand parole policy
choices.

We hope that this piece of research will providelgnce for future research efforts, as

well as the important discussion that will be tgkplace over the next several years
about parole in California and the United States.
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Appendix A. Mandatory Referral Policy for Parole Violations

Mandatory Referral to Parole Board

Behavior that MAY be reported

Source California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 15yiSion 2, Section 2616(a) and 3901.19.2.

Any conduct described in Penal Code section 66Y,.6f@ny conduct described in Penal Code
section 1192.7(c), or any assaultive conduct rieguih serious injury to the victim.

Possession, control, use of, or access to anyiiigaxplosive or crossbow or possession or use of

any weapon as specified in subdivision (a) of @atifa Penal Code section 12020, or any knife
having a blade longer than two inches, except egighed in section 2512.

Involvement in fraudulent schemes involving ovej0fD.

Sale, transportation or distribution of any narcati other controlled substances as defined in
division 10 of the California Health and Safety €od

A parolee whose whereabouts are unknown and hasumesrailable for contact for thirty days.
Any other conduct or pattern of conduct in violatiaf the conditions of parole deemed sufficiently
serious by the P&CSD staff, including repetitivegla violations and escalating criminal conduct.
The refusal to sign any form required by the Daparit of Justice explaining the duty of the
person to register under Penal Code section 290.

The failure to provide two blood specimens, a sati@mple, right thumb print impressions, and
full palm print impressions of each hand as prodidePenal Code sections 295 through 300.3,
requiring specified offenders to give samples tefetease.

The failure to register as provided in Penal Castgign 290, if the parolee is required to register.
The failure to sign conditions of parole.

Violation of the special condition prohibiting aagtive participation or assistance in, or promotion
or furtherance of, prison gang, disruptive groupcriminal street gang activity, as enumerated in
Penal Code section 186.22(e), if such condition wgmsed.

Violation of the special condition prohibiting aagsociation with any member of a prison gang,
disruptive group or criminal street gang, as defimes 2513(e), or the wearing or displaying of
any gang colors, signs, symbols, or paraphernafiacated with gang activity, if such condition
was imposed.

Violation of the special condition requiring congpice with any gang-abatement injunction,
ordinance, or court order, if such condition wapased.

Conduct indicating that the parolee's mental caonlihas deteriorated such that the parolee is
likely to engage in future criminal behavior.

Violation of the residency restrictions set fonthHenal Code section 3003.5 for parolees required
to register as provided in Penal Code section 290.

In addition, for any parolee whose commitment adteis described in Penal Code section
1192.7(c), the P&CSD shall report to the board sugh parolee who is reasonably believed to
have engaged in the following kinds of behavioy afthe behaviors listed above, any criminal
conduct, any violation of a condition to abstaimnfralcoholic beverages.

Any conduct which the parole agent, unit
supervisor, or field administrator feels is
sufficiently serious to report regardless of
whether the conduct is being prosecuted
in court.



Appendix B. Data and measures for the analysis ofgpole violations (n=254,468)

Measurement Summary
Variable Definition Level
Past and Present Offense History
Prior Number of Returns to Prison Count of the fma's previous episodes of imprisonment Individual 1.5 (mean)
Commitment Offense Most serious offense for whiahparolee was most recently Individual
incarcerated
Drug Offense Crime involved use, possession, satasafficking of illegal drugs Individual 35.1%
Violent Offense Crime involved violent behaviortbe threat of violent behavior Individual 19.9%
Property Offense Crime involved taking or damagprtuperty Individual 29.3%
Sex Offense Crime involved sexual behavior or thoégexual behavior Individual 4.7%
Other Offense Miscellaneous other offenses inclydirunk driving and weapons  Individual 10.%
offenses
Number of violent priors A parolee’s humber of prammmitment offenses defined by Individual 9.3% (have one or
California Penal Code § 667.5 (c) as “violent offes’ more)
Number of serious priors A parolee’s number of pdommitment offenses defined by Individual 11.6% (have one or

Sex Offender Flag

Second/Third Striker

Personal Characteristics
Black

Male

Age

Age at First commitment

Mental Health Flag

Supervision Characteristics
Presently Absconded

Supervision Level

California Penal Code § 1192.7 (c) as “seriousrcss”

Parolee has committed an offdafired under California Penal Codendividual

§ 290 (a) (2) as a sexual offense requiring regfistn with the
California Sex Offender Registry

As per Proposition 184 (eGalifornia Three Strikes law), denotes a Individual

parolee who has accumulated two or more “seriousviolent”

felony convictions and who are eligible for a maodga sentence of 25

years to life for their next felony conviction

Attributes of the parole that may be associated vi#k of violation
Parolee is black
Parolee is male
Parolee is between in one of three age catxydB-30, 30-45, and
over 45

Parolees age at the timéhefr first commitment to the California
prison system

Parolee has been identifiedsainly one of three levels of mental
illness

Parolee is “at large” durirggdhserved week

Type and intensity of parole sus#on

Individual
Individual
Individual

Individual

Individual

Individual-
Week
Individual-

more)
7.2%

13.6%

26.1%
89.5%

31.2 years (mean)

21.1%

15.1%



Minimum Service Level

Controlled Service Level

High Control Level
High Services Level
High Risk Spec/Non-Spec

Parole Region

Policy
Crawford Search and Seizure

The New Parole Model
Workload
Parole Agent Characteristics
Male
Black
Age

Job Tenure

Prior Prison Employment

Community Environment
Social Disorganization

Reentry Supports
Public Assistance

Week
Parolee is under a minimurrelef supervision; communication with Individual-
parole agent is mainly via mail; no drug testing Week
Parolee is under a moddmatel of supervision and may need servicesdividual-

for drug use, mental health problems, educatioenguloyment Week
deficits
Parolee is under a high levesgpervision, with an emphasis on Individual-
detecting or preventing the most serious crimictivay Week
Parolee is under a high le¥slupervision in which their service Individual-
needs are to be emphasized Week

Parolee is under a higl lefrsupervision and supervised by a paroléndividual-

agent whose caseload is composed entirely of lsgtparolees Week
Parolee is located within one of fmanole regions Individual-
Week
Parole Division policies adopted during 2G0®I 2004 Week

Policy elevated theekesnd seizure requirements to “reasonable  Week
suspicion,” adopted during the period in which @rawford case was
being adjudicated in federal court

Policy announced the “New Ravtodel” to field staff Week
The number of caseload points carriecheypiarolee’s parole agent Agent-Week
Personal charactesisfiparole agent Agent
Parolee’s parole agent is male Agent
Parolee’s parole agent is black Agent

Parolee’s parole agent is one of three aggedes: 26-39, 39-55, and Agent
over 55

Number of years a parolee’s parole dgenbeen on the job broken Agent
into three categories: Less than 3 years, betwesm 3.0, and more
than 10

The parolee’s parole ageswiously worked in prison Agent

Parolee resides in mor@ss triminogenic environment as measuret.S. Census

by concentrated disadvantage (poverty, unemploynnegdian Tract
income, single headed households, and percent)bkttkic
heterogeneity, and residential turnover

Parolee resides in communitly witnore or less generous public County

assistance system as measured by the ratio of pyp@nditures to the

24.1%

51.7%

11.7%
.9%
11.7%

Region 1: 21.1%
Region 2: 19.6%
Region 3: 32.2

Region 4: 27.1%

Adopted 9-9-2003
Rescinded 7-30-2004

Adopted 2-6-2004
277 (mean)

70.1%
31.5%
26-39: 31.3%
40-55: 60.6%
>56:8.2
<3:47.6%
3-10: 32.9%
>10: 19.5%
82.6%

Based upon factor
scores and indices*

Based upon an index*



number of public assistance recipients
Punitiveness Parolee resides in a community thetd@e or less punitive attitudes County Based upon a factor
toward parolees as measured by voting on the 2@f)foBition 36 score*
(drug treatment of offenders), the 2004 Proposi@i6ér{to limit Three
strikes), and the percent Republican in community
Religious Adherents Parolee resides in a communiity greater or lesser numbers of County 55.7% (Weighted Mean)
religious adherents as measured by the Associafi®eligion Data
Archives’ Religious Congregations and Membershijd$t 2000
Substance Abuse and Mental HealtlParolee resides in a community characterized labandance or U.S. Census 95.4 (Weighted Mean)
Services scarcity of substance abuse and mental treatmegtgms as Tract
measured by the number of the Substance Abuse anthMHealth
Services Association treatment programs withiy fifles of the
centroid of the parolee’s U.S. Census Tract

*These measures are based upon factor analysistb@dmethods used to combine several variablestandardized scales. As such, the central
tendencies and distributions of these variablesmareneaningful in and of themselves, althoughnieasures do delineate between locales that

are high or low on a given dimension.



Appendix C: Cox Regression models predicting parolgiolations (Hazard Ratios Reported)

Technical
Any Technical Violations--  Any Criminal Criminal Criminal
Any Technical Violations--  Other (non-  Criminal Type | Type Il Type Il Violent
Violations Violations Absconding PAL) Violations Violations Violations Violations Violations
Past and Present Offense History
Number of Prior Returns to Prison 1.212** 1.268** .2@4** 1.279* 1.195* 1.192* 1.179* 1.236** 1.19**
(0.029) (0.021) (0.024) (0.032) (0.029) (0.030) 0883) (0.046) (0.054)
Number of Prior Returns to Prison 0.992** 0.991** 0.991** 0.989** 0.992** 0.993** @93** 0.989** 0.992**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) 001) (0.002) (0.003)
Number of Prior Violent Commitments 1.034* 1.046* .087** 0.996 1.034 1.044 1.007 1.020 1.046
(0.014) (0.024) (0.026) (0.046) (0.019) (0.023) 089) (0.048) (0.070)
Number of Prior Serious Commitments 0.979 0.943 5@.9 0.935 0.997 1.006 0.871* 1.102 1.112
(0.023) (0.030) (0.037) (0.050) (0.027) (0.028) 085%) (0.069) (0.093)
Sex Offender Flag 0.821** 0.775** 0.708** 0.884 0.840* 0.602** 1.66%* 0.673 0.772
(0.050) (0.074) (0.090) (0.131) (0.062) (0.063) 109) (0.144) (0.222)
Second/Third Striker 0.903** 0.885* 0.899 0.861 0.906* 0.894* 0.917 Q196 1.065
(0.032) (0.052) (0.060) (0.081) (0.038) (0.044) 07®) (0.100) (0.153)
Commitment Offense
Violent 0.739** 0.857** 0.797** 0.982 0.681** 0.573* 0.858 0.981 1.456*
(0.024) (0.046) (0.053) (0.089) (0.028) (0.029) o) (0.097) (0.213)
Property 1.010 1.152** 1.101 1.263** 0.949 0.821** 1.383* 996 1.390*
(0.029) (0.048) (0.056) (0.091) (0.031) (0.032) 092) (0.084) (0.179)
Sex 0.631** 0.841 0.655* 1.123 0.526** 0.429** 0.728 639 0.938
(0.049) (0.104) (0.113) (0.203) (0.052) (0.061) 1) (0.187) (0.366)
Other 0.847** 0.903 0.822* 1.072 0.819** 0.696** 1.023 175 1.172
(0.031) (0.057) (0.066) (0.110) (0.036) (0.039) 0g®) (0.130) (0.209)
Personal Characteristics
Black 1.036 1.068 1.083 1.043 1.017 0.897** 1.188* 1356 1.434*
(0.025) (0.044) (0.055) (0.073) (0.031) (0.036) or®) (0.108) (0.164)
Male 1.256** 1.154* 1.039 1.416* 1.325* 1.137* 1.664* 2.283* 2.657*
(0.045) (0.066) (0.072) (0.145) (0.058) (0.061) 168) (0.345) (0.636)
Age 18-30 Release 1.243** 1.362* 1.277* 1.529* 1.202** 1.125 1.291 1.239 1.423*
(0.058) (0.078) (0.091) (0.146) (0.068) (0.072) 129) (0.139) (0.235)
Age 45+ Release 0.742** 0.717* 0.761** 0.638** 0.732** 0.706** 0.88 0.599** 0.517*
(0.034) (0.048) (0.063) (0.072) (0.039) (0.045) 095) (0.098) (0.125)
Age at First commitment 1.010* 1.019* 1.014* po** 1.006* 1.016** 0.994 0.974** 0.984
(0.002) (0.004) (0.005) (0.006) (0.003) (0.004) 00B) (0.008) (0.011)
Mental Health Flag 1.364** 1.504* 1.409** 1.697* 1.322* 1.261* 1.83** 1.347* 1.523*
(0.094) (0.082) (0.086) (0.128) (0.096) (0.090) 182) (0.136) (0.195)

Supervision Characteristics



In PAL This Week

Supervision Level
Controlled Service Level

High Control Level
High Services Level
High Risk Spec/Non-Spec

Parole Region
Region 1--Central Valley

Region 2--Central and North Coast
Region 4--San Diego/Southeastern Counties

Workload
PA Points 161-277 (Mean)

PA Points 277+ (Above Mean)

Parole Agent Characteristics
Male

Black

Age 26-39 Yrs

Age 56-72 Yrs

Tenure 3-10 Yrs

Tenure 10+ Yrs

Prior Prison Employment

Parole Policy
Crawford Search and Seizure

The New Parole Model

10.911
(14.667)

2.101%
(0.157)
2.408*
(0.313)
2,617
(0.303)
2.239%
(0.234)

1.142*
(0.072)
1.141*
(0.059)
1.103
(0.058)

1.222*

(0.103)
1.184*

(0.101)

1.028
(0.029)
0.925*
(0.021)
1.055*
(0.029)
0.952
(0.041)
0.947*
(0.025)
0.982
(0.031)
0.987

(0.032)

1.045

(0.104)
1.160

(0.160)

2.002*
(0.143)
2.854*
(0.251)
2.900**
(0.421)
2.582%*
(0.225)

0.812*
(0.085)

0.751*
(0.069)

160.9
(0.081)

1.272

(0.199)
1.236

(0.198)

0.902%
(0.036)
0.893*
(0.035)
1.044
(0.043)
0.918
(0.063)
0.964
(0.040)
1.019
(0.052)
1.024
(0.048)

0.957

(0.094)
1.300

(0.176)

1.630%*
(0.148)
2.448*
(0.267)
2.453*
(0.441)

2.071%
(0.223)

0.825
(0.108)
77
(0.088)
0.953
(0.102)

1.506*

(0.313)
1.488

(0.312)

0.899*
(0.044)
0.933
(0.044)
1.023
(0.051)
0.911
(0.077)
0.956
(0.049)
1.006
(0.064)
1.039
(0.061)

0.933

(0.092)
1.326*

(0.188)

G4
(0.332)
3.845*
(0.518)
3.979*
(0.997)
8@+
(0.536)

0.782
(0.137)

0.702*
(0.105)
0.855
(0.124)

0.979

(0.234)
0.92

(0.226)

0.904
(0.060)
0.822%
(0.056)
1.083
(0.075)
0.932
(0.108)
0.978
(0.066)
1.042
(0.089)
1.002

(0.078)

1.002

(0.113)
1.255
(0.173)

12.480
(16.762)

2.201%
(0.169)
2.327%
(0.311)
2.588*
(0.356)
2.147%
(0.242)

1.359%
(0.106)
1.408*
(0.091)
1.229%*
(0.080)

1.158
(0.118)

1.115
(0.115)

1.104%*
(0.038)

0.943*
(0.027)
1.061
(0.034)
0.971
(0.052)
0.936*
(0.029)
0.961
(0.036)
79.9
(0.038)

1.093
(0.113)

1.107

(0.145)

832
(9.393)

2.794%
(0.301)
2.938*
(0.465)
2.922%
(0.479)
3.058*
(0.382)

1.511%
(0.149)
1.633*
(0.134)
1.368*
(0.115)

1.229
(0.167)

1.173
(0.160)

1.112%
(0.045)
0.920*
(0.034)
1.047
(0.040)
0.945
(0.062)
0.914*
(0.035)
0.950
(0.045)
0.917*
(0.041)

1.130
(0.135)

1.037
(0.137)

23.036*
(30.491)

1.516%*
1ga)
1.505**
2q)
1.858*
498
1.265
199)

1.227
167)
1.107
147)

1.098
140)

1.181

248)
1.150

240)

1.082
06R)
1.005
059)
1.077
o)
1.008
108)
0.969
08m)
0.986
o)
1.036
083)

1.053
0¢2)
1.260
1)

23.621*
(31.483)

1.669*
(0.181)
1.892%
(0.288)
2,902+
(0.848)
1.201
(0.223)

0.949
(0.192)
1.059
(0.178)
0.895
(0.147)

0.888

(0.208)
0.880

(0.208)

108
(0.095)
B4
(0.071)
1.080
(0.083)
1.037
(0.138)
0.967
(0.076)
0.966
(0.098)
1.190
(0.120)

1.006

(0.107)
1.202

(0.173)

30.106*
¢89)

1.500%*
(0.235)
1.740%
(0.350)
3.451%
(1.276)
1.095
(0.255)

1.147
(0.346)
1.155
(0.288)
0.779
(0.192)

1.483

(0.626)
1.393

(0.592)

1.166
(0.139)
1.029
(0.111)
0o4L.
(0.116)
860.9
(0.194)
1.047
(0.120)
981.0
(0.164)
1.221
(0.177)

1.016

(0.135)
1.087

(0.175)



Community Environment
Social Disorganization

Ethnic Heterogeneity (std) 0.983 0.961 0.965 0.956 0.995 1.026 0.947 0.958 1.128*
(0.013) (0.020) (0.024) (0.032) (0.015) (0.019) 029) (0.036) (0.069)
Concentrated Disadvantage (std) 1.024 1.051* 1:069* 1.010 1.011 1.026 0.973 1.008 1.008
(0.015) (0.022) (0.028) (0.038) (0.018) (0.023) 082) (0.043) (0.064)
Residential Stability (std) 1.024 1.045* 1.028 108 1.014 1.012 1.047 0.967 0.969
(0.015) (0.023) (0.027) (0.040) (0.018) (0.021) @3 (0.041) (0.062)
Reentry Support
Public Assistance (std) 0.974 0.977 0.976 0.978 7D.9 0.940** 1.026 1.011 0.992
(0.013) (0.019) (0.024) (0.032) (0.016) (0.018) 023) (0.036) (0.053)
Punitiveness (std) 1.004 0.956 0.904** 1.064 1.023 1.056* 0.953 0.991 1.053
(0.018) (0.030) (0.035) (0.057) (0.022) (0.029) 043) (0.057) (0.090)
% Church Attendance (std) 1.002 0.968 0.989 0.936 .014 1.054 0.941 0.928 1.029
(0.038) (0.041) (0.050) (0.054) (0.042) (0.044) 083) (0.063) (0.102)
SAMSA Services (std) 0.924** 0.931* 0.941 0.909* 9O7** 0.897** 0.942 0.958 0.994
(0.018) (0.027) (0.033) (0.043) (0.021) (0.024) 045) (0.057) (0.090)
Goodness-of-fit
n parameters 42 41 41 41 42 42 42 42 42
-2LL 133334 47844 31282 16442 86204 54527 19256 11565 3251
p (versus null model) <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01

Standard errors in parentheses.
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Appendix D: Cox Regression models predictingexualparole violations (Hazard Ratios reported)

Any Sex Sex Violations, Sex Violations,
Violation Criminal Type Il Criminal Type llI
Past and Present Offense History
Number of Prior Returns to Prison 1.296** 1.306** 2711*
(0.018) (0.020) (0.039)
Number of Prior Returns to Prison 0.989** 0.990** 0.985**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.003)
Number of Prior Violent Commitments 0.991 0.999 4.9
(0.018) (0.020) (0.048)
Number of Prior Serious Commitments 1.000 1.001 940.9
(0.027) (0.031) (0.054)
Sex Offender Flag 25.216** 65.758** 2.880**
(1.184) (4.318) (0.317)
Second/Third Striker 1.082 1.046 1.138
(0.046) (0.050) (0.104)
Commitment Offense
Violent 1.000 0.877* 1.292*
(0.054) (0.058) (0.128)
Property 1.156** 1.141* 1.191
(0.055) (0.064) (0.108)
Sex 0.760** 0.713** 1.208
(0.039) (0.040) (0.172)
Other 1.052 0.921 1.350*
(0.071) (0.076) (0.159)
Personal Characteristics
Black 1.563** 1.555* 1.543*
(0.055) (0.064) (0.108)
Male 4.101* 1.814* 27.890**
(0.618) (0.291) (14.002)
Age 18-30 Release 1.921* 1.936** 1.499*
(0.102) (0.122) (0.159)
Age 45+ Release 0.585** 0.566** 0.620**
(0.034) (0.037) (0.087)
Age at First commitment 1.027** 1.034** 0.997
(0.003) (0.003) (0.007)
Mental Health Flag 2.504** 2.484** 2.614**
(0.085) (0.098) (0.180)

Supervision Characteristics
In PAL This Week 5.057** 7.336* 1.300**



(0.179) (0.298) (0.112)
Supervision Level
Controlled Service Level 1.602** 1.789* 1.813*
(0.133) (0.213) (0.210)
High Control Level 2.914# 3.331* 2.469*
(0.235) (0.373) (0.322)
High Services Level 3.376** 4.092** 3.230**
(0.551) (0.859) (0.861)
High Risk Spec/Non-Spec 2.768** 3.288** 2.621*
(0.230) (0.376) (0.348)
Parole Region
Region 1--Central Valley 1.440** 1.371** 1.798**
(0.068) (0.075) (0.165)
Region 2--Central and North Coast 1.325* 1.301* A96**
(0.061) (0.069) (0.139)
Region 4--San Diego/Southeastern Counties 1.281** 316 1.219*
(0.059) (0.069) (0.115)
Goodness-of-fit
n parameters 24 24 24
-2LL 77358 53770 221693
p(versus null model) <.01 <.01 <.01

Standardized coefficients reported.
Standard errors in parentheses.

* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Appendix E: Independent variables in revocation modls, with descriptive statistics (n=151,750)

Category Variable Descriptive Statistic

Case Case contains non-PAL technical violation 35.8% Percent
Case Case contains PAL violation 31.3% Percent
Case Number of criminal charges in case 1.8 Mean
Case Number of non-PAL technical violations in case 0.7 Mean
Case Number of PAL violations in case 0.4 Mean
Case Total criminal charge severity of case, dividedliop 6.1 Mean
Case Total technical charge severity of case, divided 6§ 0.7 Mean
Individual Number of lifetime prison spells 34 Mean
Individual Drug commitment offense 35.2% Percent
Individual Violent commitment offense 17.2% Percent
Individual Property commitment offense 33.7% Percent
Individual Sex commitment offense 3.7% Percent
Individual Other commitment offense 10.2% Percent
Individual Second/third striker 16.3% Percent
Individual Serious or violent offender 17.3% Percent
Individual Registered Sex Offender 6.8% Percent
Individual Male gender 91.2% Percent
Individual Race/ethnicity: White 35.4% Percent
Individual Race/ethnicity: Black 31.0% Percent
Individual Race/ethnicity: Hispanic 30.2% Percent
Individual Race/ethnicity: Asian 0.7% Percent
Individual Race/ethnicity: Other race 2.7% Percent
Individual Age 18-30 34.6% Percent
Individual Age 31-45 51.7% Percent
Individual Age over 45 13.7% Percent
Individual Age at first commitment to California prison 30.0 Mean
Individual Officially documented mental health problem 32.7% Percent
Organizational Case is in Los Angeles 22.1% Percent
Organizational CDC reception center, percent occupied 236.9% Mean
Organizational County jail population, percent occupied 104.1% Mean
Organizational Felony court caseload divided by number of DAs 80.1 Mean
Community (county) “Punitiveness” factor Based upon a factor score* Mean
Community (tract)  “Concentrated disadvantage” factor Based upon a factor score* Mean
Community (tract)  Percent black residents in tract 6.6% Mean

Community (tract)  Percent black unemployment in tract 7.0% Mean



Community (tract)  Percent of poor households receiving public agsista 5.9% Mean
Community (tract)  Count of SAMHSA services within 50 miles of tract 83.6 Mean

*These measures are based upon factor analysistb@dmethods used to combine several variablestandardized scales. As such, the central
tendencies and distributions of these variablesmareneaningful in and of themselves, althoughnieasures do delineate between locales that
are high or low on a given dimension.



Appendix F: Logistic regression model predictingeturn to custody from cour{Odds Ratios reported)

Return to prison from
court (PVWNT)

Violation Case Characteristics

Number of Charges in Case 1.006
(0.005)
Total Criminal Charge Severity (/100) 1.083*
(0.001)
Past and Present Offense History
Number of Prior Returns to Prison 1.068**
(0.002)
Commitment offense
Violent 0.810**
(0.023)
Property 1.220**
(0.021)
Sex 0.837*
(0.055)
Other 1.242**
(0.032)
Second/Third Striker 1.451**
(0.038)
Serious/Violent Offender 0.829**
(0.022)
Sex Offender Flag 0.761**
(0.025)
Personal Characteristics
Male 0.962
(0.028)
Race/Ethnicity
Black 0.853**
(0.017)
Hispanic 1.039*
(0.019)
Asian 1.237*
(0.126)
Other race 1.143**
(0.057)
Age Group
Age 18-30 at Release 1.172*

(0.027)



Age 45+ at Release 0.999

(0.032)
Age at First Commitment 0.998
(0.002)
Mental Health Flag 0.945**
(0.017)
Organizational Characteristics
Case is in Los Angeles 1.822*
(0.056)
CDCR Reception Centers: % Occupied 0.996**
(0.001)
County Jails: % Over/Under Capacity 1.013**
(0.001)
Felony Court Caseload/ # DAs 0.997**
(0.001)
Community Environment
Punitiveness (std) 1.346*
(0.017)
Concentrated Disadvantage (std) 0.969**
(0.010)
Percent Black Residents (std) 1.031*
(0.003)
Percent Black Unemployment (std) 1.011*
(0.005)
Public Assistance (std) 0.967*
(0.014)
SAMHSA Services (std) 1.008**
(0.002)
Goodness-of-fit
n parameters 29
-2LL 124,462
p (versus null model) <.01
Observations 122,067

Standard errors in parentheses.
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%



Appendix G: Logistic regression models predictingeturn to custody through the parole boa(@dds Ratios reported)

Violation Case Characteristics
Number of Criminal Charges in Case

Number of Non-PAL Technical Violations in Case
Number of PAL Violations in Case

Total Violation Criminal Charge Severity (/100
Total Violation Technical Charge Severity @).0

Past and Present Offense History
Number of Prior Returns to Prison

Commitment Offense
Violent

Property

Sex

Other
Second/Third Striker
Serious/Violent Offender
Sex Offender Flag

Personal Characteristics
Male

Race/Ethnicity
Black

Hispanic

All Violations

Criminal
violations
0.956** 4B
(0.012) (0.015)
1.908** 1.889*
(0.078) (0.095)
4.812* 3.550
(0.214) (0.197)
1.224* 1.222*
(0.004) (0.004)
1.700** 1.823*
(0.098) (0.130)
1.049** Bo4
(0.003) (0.004)
1.414* 1.453*
(0.043) (0.050)
1.080** 1.053*
(0.020) (0.023)
1.484* 1.493*
(0.080) (0.087)
1.292* 1.286**
(0.039) (0.044)
1.120* 1.147*
(0.031) (0.040)
1.090** 1.098**
(0.029) (0.036)
1.790* 2.003**
(0.066) (0.083)
0.996 1.041
(0.030) (0.035)
1.058* 1.089**
(0.023) (0.026)
1.146* 1.193*

Criminal
Violations,
Type |

0.130*
(0.010)
2,767
(0.257)
5.514*
(0.567)
5.604*
(0.280)
1,577
(0.215)

1.073*
(0.005)

1.904*
(0.108)
1.040
(0.034)
1.888**
(0.198)
1.512%
(0.084)
1.331%
(0.068)
1.284*
(0.082)
5.174*
(0.370)

1.015
(0.048)

1.035
(0.040)
1.235%

Criminal
Violations,
Type Il

0.789**
(0.024)
1.555%*
(0.131)
2.892%
(0.267)
1.458%
(0.017)
2.023%
(0.233)

1.006
(0.006)

1.325%
(0.078)
1.115%
(0.044)
1.441%
(0.153)
1.131*
(0.068)
1.046
(0.054)
1.083
(0.060)
0.828*
(0.050)

0.957
(0.064)

1.028
(0.044)
1.102*

Criminal
Violations,
Type I

Technical
Violations not
Absconding involving
Violations Absconding
1.183** 0.925* 1.101**
(0.033) (0.020) 0RD)
0.991 1.613* -
(0.097) (0.113)
1.427% - 1.777*
(0.158) (0.061)
1.018* 1.104** 1090**
(0.006) (0.008) 00®)
1.760** 0.917 J99**
(0.230) (0.090) 047)
0.999 1.043** 1.036**
(0.009) (0.005) 00®)
0.921 1.159** 1.285%
(0.069) (0.063) 068)
0.930 1.056 1.084*
(0.055) (0.036) 08®)
0.813 1.170 1.326**
(0.113) (0.151) 128)
0.918 1.117 1.206**
(0.071) (0.064) 088)
0.973 1.074 1.081
(0.065) (0.048) 088)
0.855* 1.057 1.029
(0.062) (0.062) 087)
1.349* 1.429** 1.25*
(0.151) (0.109) o)
1.268* 0.869** 0.951
(0.129) (0.046) 0fD)
0.816** 0.919* 0.969
(0.050) (0.035) 0q7)
1.084 0.997 1.036



(0.023) (0.027) (0.042) (0.047) (0.069) (0.040) 088)
Asian 1.039 1.091 1.112 0.964 1.045 0.632* 0.966
(0.117) (0.139) (0.244) (0.202) (0.321) (0.136) 141)
Other Race 1.179* 1.245* 1.295* 1.225 0.955 1.044 1.167
(0.068) (0.082) (0.132) (0.148) (0.152) (0.117) 1)
Age Group
Age 18-30 at Release 1.015 1.002 0.936 1.028 1.005 1.026 1.001
(0.044) (0.045) (0.064) (0.062) (0.085) (0.081) o@)
Age 45+ at Release 1.046 1.064 1.042 1.117 1.029 1.018 0.979
(0.050) (0.058) (0.075) (0.089) (0.114) (0.067) o)
Age at First Commitment 0.996 0.996 0.996 0.994 0.999 1.001 0.996
(0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) 003,
Mental Health Flag 1.042 1.041 1.094* 1.021 0.975 1.053 1.031
(0.028) (0.029) (0.044) (0.041) (0.057) (0.048) 083)
Organizational Characteristics
Case is in Los Angeles 0.990 1.010 0.999 0.819** 1.059 0.803** 1.455**
(0.030) (0.035) (0.053) (0.052) (0.094) (0.046) 08D)
CDCR Reception Centers: % Occupied 0.987** 80*9 0.992** 0.976** 0.989** 0.982** 0.988**
(0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) 002)
County Jails: % Over/Under Capacity 1.000 90.9 1.001 0.998 0.996 1.002 1.000
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) 00)
Community Environment
Punitiveness (std) 1.103** 1.081** 1.146** 1.145** 1.056 1.226** 1.149
(0.012) (0.012) (0.021) (0.022) (0.031) (0.024) 019)
Concentrated Disadvantage (std) 1.007 1.006 9950. 1.006 1.052 1.019 1.012
(0.009) (0.010) (0.020) (0.018) (0.029) (0.016) 019)
Percent Black Residents (std) 1.011* 1.014* 0.995 1.005 1.001 0.991 0.999
(0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.008) (0.005) 003,
Percent Black Unemployment (std) 1.021* 1920 1.028** 1.026** 1.000 1.044* 1.016*
(0.004) (0.005) (0.007) (0.009) (0.014) (0.010) 00T)
Public Assistance (std) 1.006 1.002 1.015 1.008 1.015 1.058 1.005
(0.014) (0.016) (0.021) (0.030) (0.044) (0.033) 0RD)
SAMHSA Services (std) 0.987** 0.982** 0.974* 1.011* 0.986* 0.998 0.982**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) 003)
Goodness-of-fit
n parameters 31 31 31 31 31 30 30
-2LL 102,145 79,855 34,227 25,304 14,144 32,778 38,673
p (versus null model) <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01 <.01
Observations 114,721 91,667 38,293 33,418 19,956 44,840 51,428

Standard errors in parentheses
* significant at 5%; ** significant at 1%






