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Section |

| nt roducti on

Public safety is an obligation of all crimnal justice
agencies. It is an especially troubl esone goal of
correctional agencies, which nust bal ance the need to
protect public safety with concerns for cost and the desire
to rehabilitate of fenders. Decisions about placenent,
treatnment, and service provision seek to serve these often
conflicting goals. Generally called case classification,
correctional agencies devote consi derable resources to
devel opi ng i nformation useful to these deci sions.

A core part of classification is an assessnent of
of fenders risk and needs. Over the past several years
there has been growing interest in the devel opnent of
standardi zed case classification instrunents. As Jones
(1996) observed, the construction of such instrunents is a
costly and time-consum ng process. Few operating crim nal
justice agencies have the expertise or resources required
to develop their own standardi zed cl assification
instrument. Rather, as Jones (1996:65) notes, *“Not
surprisingly, agencies often decide to select an ‘off the
peg’ rather than custom made instrunment.” Such

i nstrunments, however, may not be valid for use with the



agency’s popul ation, or may not be optimally scal ed for
t hat popul ation (Jones 1996; Wight, Cear, Dickson 1984).
One instrunent that has gai ned much popularity over
the | ast several years in the classification of adult
of fenders is the Level of Service Inventory-Revised (LSI-
R)D The LSI-Ris currently being used in a variety of
correctional contexts across the United States. The
instrunment is being used to guide sentencing decisions,
pl acenent in correctional progranms, institutional
assignnments, and release frominstitutional custody.
Proponents of the LSI-R claimthat the instrunent is
valid for all types of offenders across jurisdictions.
There is a growi ng body of evidence that woul d support such
a claim(Andrews 1982; Bonta 1989; Bonta and Mti uk 1985;
Bonta and Motiuk 1992; Coul son, |l acqua, Nutbrown,
G ul ekas, and Cudj oe 1996; Cunberl and and Boyl e 1997
CGendreau, Little and Goggin 1996; Harris, Rice, and Quinsey
1993; Kirkpatrick 1999; Lowenkanp, Hol singer and Latessa
2001; Rettinger 1998). Prior experience with other
“universal” classification systens, however, indicates that
it isunlikely for a single classification instrunent to

have universal applicability (Wight et al 1984).

YI'n a recent study, Jones, Johnson, Latessa and Travis (1999) found that
14% of the agencies surveyed in a national study were using the LSI-R
wi th anot her 6% pl anning on inplenenting it in the near future.



In OChio, many probation departnents and correctional
prograns have adopted the LSI-R for case classification.
The Community Based Correction Facilities (CBCFs) in Ohio
are a group of prograns that use the LSI-R to determ ne
pl acenent and needs of offenders. The research contained
in this reports seeks to determ ne how well the LSI-R
predi cts CBCF outconme and recidivismw th a sanpl e of
of fenders sentenced to CBCFs across Chio. The utility of
any risk assessnent instrunent is dependent upon several
criteria. The criteria that causes greatest concern is the
degree to which the instrunment accurately predicts what it
purports to predict, or the instrunent’s predictive

validity.

The Level of Service |Inventory-Revised

In the late 1970s devel opnent of the Level of
Supervision Inventory (LSI) began in Canada. The
instrument was revised (LSI-R) in the md 1980s and now
includes 54 itens that neasure ten conponents of risk. The
conponents nmeasured are crimnal history, education and
enpl oynment, financial, famly and marital, acconmopdati ons,

| ei sure and recreation, conpanions, alcohol and drug



probl ens, enotional and personal, and attitudes and
orientations.

The LSI-Ris the only third generation risk/needs
assessnment instrunment that is theoretically derived. The
instrunent is the nost heavily researched risk/ needs
assessnment and fromthe first validation study in 1982
(Andrews 1982) has continued to show consistent predictive
validity for a range of correctional outcones (for a review
of this literature see Andrews and Bonta 1998). After
considering this body of research and the needs of
correctional agencies, Gendreau, Goggin, and Paparozzi
(1996) concluded that for the classification of adult

offenders, “.the LSI-Ris the recommended neasure to date.”

Met hods

I n August 1999 a letter was sent to each CBCF
operating in the State of Chio. This letter was a request
for a list of all offenders assessed with the LSI-R prior
to the end of the fiscal year 1999. Fromthat request,
twel ve agencies sent in lists of offenders. The names of
the offenders were then entered into a conputer program
that allowed for the random sel ection of a snaller sanple

of offenders. This list was then sent back to the agencies



along with data collections sheets and instructions for
data collection. Fromthis mailing, seven facilities
provi ded the data requested. Two additional agencies
provi ded electronic files containing part of the
informati on requested. The total nunber of agencies
represented in this report is nine. Data was collected on
a total of 2030 offenders. This sanple is representative of
over 8000 offenders assessed with the LSI-R

The data collection form (see Appendi x A) contains
i nformation pertaining to denographics of the offender,
termnation status, rule infractions while in the program
and ot her outcone data such as subsequent involvenent with
the crimnal justice systemand technical probation
violations. In addition to the outcone data reported by
the CBCFs, all offenders were checked agai nst the prisoner
dat abase mai ntained by the State of OChio Departnent of
Rehabilitation and Correction for subsequent incarcerations
in a state facility.

In order to provide useable information to each agency
that participated in this study and the State of Onio,
anal yses were conducted for the entire sanple and then by
each agency. Analyses included cal cul ati ng descriptive
statistics on each sanple, developing a profile of offender

ri sk and needs (where the data was avail able), and



validating the instrument using a nunber of outcone
vari abl es.

The race of the offender was collected as a pol yt onous
variable with six categories (Black, Wite, Asian, Native
American, O her, and Unknown). Based on the descriptive
statistics for this categorization race was col | apsed to
three categories white, non-white, and unknown. Wite
of fenders were coded as 0 while non-white offenders were
coded as 1. The sex of the offender was coded as O for
mal es and 1 for fenuales.

Term nation status was coded using five categories.
This vari able was col | apsed into three categories to
enconpass successful, unsuccessful, and other or unknown.
Rul e viol ations were coded as the actual nunber of rule
violations with those offenders having 98 or nore coded as
98.

LSI-R scores were cal culated to provi de an over al
LSI-R score and scores for each sub-conponent. For two
agencies, only the LSI-R total score was provi ded which
prohi bited the cal cul ati on of the sub-conponent scores.
Fromthe total scores, categories of offenders were
devel oped using the guidelines published by Multi-Health

Systens. The values for the categories of offenders are:



Low 0-13

Low Mbder at e 14- 23
Moder at e 24- 33
Moder at e/ Hi gh 34- 40
Hi gh 41 and above

Finally, several outcone neasures were devel oped.
These included technical violations reported to the court,
whet her an of fender was arrested for any new of f ense,
whet her the of fender was convicted of any new of fense, and
whet her the offender was sentenced to a secure institution.
In addition, the above neasures were devel oped for specific
of fenses (by type and level). Wth all of these vari ables,
a value of 1 indicated that the event occurred whereas a

value of 0 indicated the event did not occur.
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Section Il: Results for Entire Sanple

The results of this analysis are reported in five
separate sections. The first is the analysis of
denographi ¢ characteristics of the sanple. The second
contains descriptive statistics on the outcome neasures
avai lable. The third section reports descriptive
statistics on the LSI-R and the subconponent scores. The
fourth reports the analysis of correlations between the
LSI-R and sel ected outcone neasures. Finally, the fifth
section reports on the perfunctory quality assurance checks

on the default scoring items in the LSI-R

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

The descriptive statistics for the entire sanple are
contained in Table 1. As illustrated in Table 1, the
average age of the offender is 29.11. Ei ghty-one and one-
hal f percent of the sanple is male and 18. 5% of the sanple
is female. Roughly 56% of the sanple is white while 44%
are categorized as non-white. Also from Table 1, note that
alittle nore than 81% of the sanple is classified as
successfully conpleting the CBCF program whereas just under

18% wer e unsuccessfully term nated fromthe CBCF program

11



Qut cone Measur es

Tabl e 2 contains the descriptive statistics for the
out cone neasures developed in this analysis. Note that not
all cases had the sanme depth of information pertaining to
subsequent crimnal justice involvenent. Therefore, the
total nunber of offenders listed for each variable differs.

As indicated in Table 2, over 80% of the offenders
were successfully discharged fromthe CBCF facility.
Slightly I ess than 18% were unsuccessfully di scharged
| eaving roughly 1% classified as “other” type of discharge.
D scharge type data was available on the total sanple of
of fenders. The only other outcone variable available on
the total sanple of offenders was subsequent incarceration
in a state facility. Thirty-six percent of the sanple was
re-incarcerated in a state facility while 64% of the sanple
was not during the follow up period.

Data on the remai nder of outcome variables was only
avail able on less than half of the total sanple (N=921).

As shown in Table 2, nore than two-thirds (709 of the
sanpl e engaged in at |east one rule infraction while during
their stay at CBCF and al nost half of the offenders had
technical violations reported to the court.

Turning to arrests, a full quarter of the sanple was

re-arrested after their initial LSI-R assessnent. A total

12



of 5% were re-arrested for traffic offenses or driving
whil e intoxicated, 8% were arrested for a m sdeneanor
of fense, and 8% were arrested for a felony offense.

An analysis of the type of crinme arrested for reveal ed
that 4.3% were arrested for a drug offense, 5.4% were
arrested for a property offense, and 7.6% were arrested for
a violent offense. Eighteen percent of the sanple was
convi cted of a subsequent offense with only 3.5% being

incarcerated in a local jail.

LSI-R

Focusing on the information pertaining to the LSI-R
it can be seen that the average score is a 27.28. This
means that the average offender is noderate risk and
according to the norm ng sanple used by Miulti-Health
Systens has a 48% chance of recidivating. The descriptive
statistics regarding the LSI-R risk |evel categories also
indicates that the majority of offenders are noderate risk
of fenders. Smaller percentages can be seen in | ow noderate
and noder at e/ hi gh categories (24.3% and 16. 7%
respectively). The smallest categories are the low (3.2%
and high (1.6% . The distribution of these scores is

represented graphically in Figure 1

13



Correl ati ons between LSI-R and Qutcone Measures

Table 4 reports the correlations between the LSI-R
Conposite score (both initial and reassessnent) and the
out cone neasures developed. Note that all correlations are
significant and the proper direction indicating that as
ri sk increases the likelihood that one has a new arrest, a
technical violation reported to the court, is sent to
prison, or fails to successful conplete the CBCF program
al so increases. While these correl ations are encouragi ng,

t he magni tude or size of the correlations causes sone
concern. Wth the exception of one correlation, all the
correlations are below .200 and woul d be consi dered weak
relationships by traditional standards.

Figures 2 through 5 illustrate the percentage of each
ri sk group, which experienced unsuccessful term nation from
CBCF, a new arrest, technical violations reported to the
court, or incarceration in a state prison. The trend
identified with the correlations is again seen in these
figures. As one noves froma lower risk group to a higher
ri sk group the percentage of the group that experienced the
event in question increases, however, these increases in
sone cases are very slight. These slight increases do

little to inform pl acenent and supervi si on deci si ons.
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Measur enent of O f ender Needs and Resi dual Scores

Wil e the prediction of crimnal behavior is the
forenpst utility of the LSI-R, it also provides information
pertaining to offender needs. Re-assessnent allows for an
exam nation of how those needs were inpacted by the
i ntervening progranmng. Figure 6 shows the initial
subconponent scores and reassessnment subconmponent scores
for 777 and 727 offenders respectively.

Figure 6 indicates, as one would expect, that the
crimnal history section does not change from assessnent at
time one to time two. 1In all of the other sections,
decreases in risk are noted. T-tests on the differences
between the initial assessment and reassessnent indicate
that all differences are significant (p < .00). A cursory
i nspection of this figure may | ead one to believe that the
reductions in the education and enpl oynent and substance
abuse section overshadow t he reducti ons observed in other
areas, however, this is not the case. An inspection of
Figure 7 would indicate that all areas experienced
substantive reductions. The |owest reduction is a 16%
reduction in the al cohol/drug problens section with the
hi ghest percentage reduction (47% being observed in the

| ei sure/recreation section.
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Ri sk Reduction By Ri sk Category

Qur final analysis was to determ ne whether the risk
| evel (as determned by the LSI-R) of the offender at
i ntake had an effect on the reduction in risk provided by
programm ng. Figures 8 and 9 present the findings
regarding this question. As observed in Figure 8, for |ow
ri sk offenders, the CBCF progranm ng reduced their LSI-R
scores by 0 points on average. For |ow noderate offenders
an average reduction of 3 points was observed. For
noder at e, noderat e/ high, and high-risk offenders, average
reductions in the LSI-Rwere 7, 9, and 7 points
respectively.

Figure 9 presents the average point reduction as a
percentage of the average initial score for each risk
category. Again, the percentage reduction for |ow risk
of fenders is zero. For |ow noderate and high-risk
of fenders the percentage reduction in risk is approximately
15% and for noderate and noderate/ high the percentage
reduction is approximately 25% It would therefore appear
that as a whole, the CBCF prograns are nost effective in
reduci ng risk for the noderate and noderate/ hi gh-ri sk
of fenders. The CBCF prograns are equally effective in
reducing risk for | ow noderate risk offenders, however, one

maj or qualification nust be made to this finding.
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Wi |l e the CBCF prograns appear equally inpact
| ow noderate and hi gh-risk offenders equally when one
consi ders the percentage of risk reduced, the savings in
subsequent crim nal behavior are not equal. For exanple,
| ets assune there are 100 | ow noderate and 100 hi gh-ri sk
of fenders. |If both groups of offenders are placed in CBCF
prograns we can expect on average that their risk, as
measured by the LSI-R w il be reduced by 15% But, when we
| ook again at the raw scores it is apparent that a 15%
reduction in risk for | ow noderate offenders (with an
average score of 20 points) does little to change the
probability that they recidivate as they are still in the
sanme risk category in spite of the three point or 15%
reduction. When | ooking at the high-risk group, a 15% or
7-point reduction in risk (wth an average of 43) reduces
the risk level fromhigh to noderate/high with an
associ ated decrease in the probability of recidivism

Even if the CBCF progranms were able to reduce the risk
of | ow noderate offenders to low risk the payoff would not
out wei gh the reduction of high risk to noderate/high-risk
Agai n using our hypothetical groups of offenders and real
data fromtwo CBCF prograns (see Figure 10) a reduction of
risk fromlow noderate to |low risk would equal a savi ngs of

15 offenses (the difference between 31 and 16 percent

17



recidivismrates with a group of 100 of fenders) whereas a
reduction fromhigh risk to noderate/high-risk would equal
a savings of 40 offenses (the difference between 100 and 60
percent recidivismrates with a group of 100 of fenders).

So, even though the percentage reduction in risk for both

| ow noderate and high-risk offenders is the sane, the
outcone of simlar reductions in risk is very different.
This information should not be surprising given what we

al ready know about the risk principle and should be used to
drive the State of Chio’s targeting guidelines for

pl acenent into CBCF prograns.
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Section Il1l: Results for Eastern Chio Correctional Center

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

Tabl e 5 presents the descriptive statistics for age,
race, and gender (N = 103). As indicated in Table 5, the
average age of offenders in this group is 28.82. This is

an all male sanple and is predom nantly white (85%.

Qut cone Measur es

Table 6 indicates that approximately 7% of the
sanpl e was unsuccessfully term nated fromthe EOCC program
Such a | ow base rate nmakes prediction rather difficult. One
third of the offenders had one or nore violation while in
the program and only 21% had a technical violation reported
to the court. Re-arrest data indicates that slightly under
25% of the sanple was re-arrested while incarceration data

i ndi cates that 33% of the sanple was re-incarcerated

LSI-R

Data on the LSI-R (see Table 7) indicates that the
average score for this group of offenders was 24.16, which
was slightly | ower than the average for the whole sanple.
The average re-assessnent score was 18.54 indicating an
average reduction in LSI-R score of approximately 6 points.

Reducti ons were noted in each sub-section with the

19



exception of crimnal history (as expected). Particularly
| arge average reductions were noted in the education and
enpl oyment sub-section (1.2) and the al cohol /drug probl ens
sub-section (3.9).

Finally, classification based on the LSI-R score
indicates that the majority of offenders at EOCC are
noderate-ri sk offenders followed by | ow noderate with equa
percent ages being classified as | ow and noder at e/ hi gh.
There were no high-risk offenders in this sanple. Upon re-
assessnent, classification would indicate that nost
of fenders are | ow noderate foll owed by |ow, noderate, and

noder at e/ hi gh

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and CQut cone Measures

The correl ations between the LSI-R and outcone
measures are provided in Table 8. The first relationship
reviewed is that between the LSI-R and unsuccessful program
conpletion. As noted earlier given the rarity with which
this occurs prediction becones difficult. This is
reflected in the weak and non-significant relationships
bet ween the LSI-R and unsuccessful program conpletion. Al
other relationships are significant and noderate in
strength. Note that the strength of the rel ationship

beconmes greater when | ooking at the re-assessnent scores.

20



This is nost likely the case as the anount of information
avai |l abl e and know edge about the offender is greater at
the tinme of re-assessnment than at initial assessment. In
addi tion, rapport between the client and assessor may have
been established during the offender’s stay in the
facility.

Figure 11 represents the relationship between the
of fenders’ risk classification and the various outcone
nmeasures. Note the lack of a relationship for unsuccessful
program conpl eti on. \When | ooking at new arrests and
subsequent incarceration in prison fairly strong
rel ati onshi ps can be seen with clean or discernable ‘steps’

in the probability of the outconme occurring.

21



Section IV: Results for Lucas CTF

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

Tabl e 9 contains the descriptive statistics for the
Lucas sanple (N = 168). The average age of offenders in
this group was 31. Eighty-four percent of the sanple was
male with 16% being female. Forty-five percent of the

sanpl e was white and 55% was non-white

Qut cone Measur es

The out come neasures are contained in Table 10. The
of fenders in the Lucas sanple term nated unsuccessfully
about 12% of the tinme while 40% had a technical violation
reported to the court. Al nost 40% had a new arrest and 37%

had a subsequent incarceration in a state facility.

LSI-R

Tabl e 11 provides the descriptive statistics on the
LSI - R, sub-conponent scores, and the change scores. The
data in Table 11 indicates that the average LSI-R score was
a 26.49. The average re-assessnment score was a 21.04. The
average difference between the initial and re-assessnent
scores was 5.2. Al subconponent areas showed a decrease
inrisk (including crimnal history which was probably due

to nmore accurate information at the time of reassessnent).
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Classification of the offenders in this sanple
i ndi cated that just over 45% were noderate. Thirty-five
percent were | ow noderate while 17% wer e noder at e/ hi gh and
2% were high risk. Reassessnent data indicates that 12%
were | ow risk, 55% were | ow noderate, 30% were noderat e,

and 3% wer e noder at e/ hi gh ri sk.

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and Qutcone Measures

Tabl e 12 and Figure 12 present the findings of the
anal ysis between the LSI-R and outcone neasures. Note in
Table 12 that all relationships between the initial LSI-R
and the outconme neasures are significant and in the
anticipated direction. Also note that the magnitude of
t hese rel ationshi ps strengthens, with one exception
(technical violations reported to the court), upon re-
assessnent. The reassessnent correlations, particularly
for unsuccessful program conpletion and prison sentence are
prom sing given their relative magnitude.

Turning to Figure 12, fair increases in the
per cent ages can be seen when one noves across the
categories of risk for all four outconme nmeasures. However,
t he percentage increases are nuch clearer and distinct when

| ooki ng at the new arrest and prison neasures.
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Section V: Results for Lorain/ Mdina

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

Tabl e 13 provides the descriptive statistics for the
Lor ai n/ Medi na CBCF. This programis an all nale program
and the participants (N = 124) had an average age of 28.73.

Roughly 55% of the sanple was non-white.

Qut cone Measur es

The outcone neasures reported in Table 14 indicate
that 13% of the sanple was unsuccessfully term nated from
the Lorain/Medina CBCF. Fifty-one percent had technical
violations reported to the court, 30% were had a new
arrest, and 45% were coded as havi ng a subsequent

i ncarceration.

LSI-R

The descriptive statistics for the LSI-R conposite and
subconponent scores indicate that the average overall score
is 25.42. The average reassessnent score was 19.22
i ndi cati ng an average di fference between the initial and
reassessnent LSI-R was 5.6 points. Wen considering the
initial and reassessnment subconponent scores all but two
areas show a decrease (crimnal history and

enotional / personal). Substantial reductions were noted in
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t he educati on/ enpl oynent sections and substance abuse
section.

Anal yses of classification |levels indicate that npst
of fenders were classified as noderate (57% foll owed by
| ow noderate (30%, noderate/ high (8%, and then by | ow
(699. None of the offenders in this sanple were classified
as high risk. Reassessnent classification indicates that
nost of fenders were | ow noderate (60%, followed by

noderate (21%, low (16%, and noderate/ high (29%.

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and Qutcone Measures

The correlations for the initial assessnents at the

Lor ai n/ Medi na CBCF i ndicate significant rel ati onshi ps whose
size is average or |ess than average conpared to other
published statistics. Oddly, the correl ati ons between the
reassessnment LSI-R and the outcone neasures are all non-
significant and weaker than those correl ations associ at ed
with the initial assessnent. The initial assessnents were
used to create classifications and distributions of the
out cone neasures by risk level. This data is contained in
Fi gure 13.

As indicated by Figure 13 and the correlations in
Table 16, the initial LSI-R did a fair job in providing

classification of offenders that entered the Lorain/Mdina
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CBCF. The clearest relationships are seen for successful
program conpl eti on and any new arrest. Moderate/Hi gh
of fenders had a 50% chance of failing to successfully
conplete the programand a 50% of a new arrest. This
informati on could be useful in structuring noderate/high

risk offenders’ tine in progranmm ng.
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Section VI: Results for Licking/Mskingum

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

The denographic characteristics of the sanple fromthe
Li cki ng/ Muski ngum CBCF are contained in Table 17. The data
inthis table indicates that the of fenders’ average age was
29. 17 years. The offenders were all male and 87% were

whi t e.

Qut cone Measur es

Qut cone neasures for the Licking/ Muski ngum sanple are
contained in Table 18. Simlar to other sanples,
approxi mately one-third of the sanple was unsuccessfully
term nated fromthe program Sonewhat atypically, two-
thirds of the sanple had a technical violation reported to
the court. Only 18% were re-arrested while 44% were ended

up in a state prison

LSI-R

Descriptive anal yses of the LSI-R reveal an average
initial assessnent of 32.25 and an average reassessnent
score of 27.41. These nunbers yield an average reduction
inrisk of 4.8 points.

Wi | e nost subsections denonstrated sone decrease from

the initial assessnent to the reassessnent, the education
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and enpl oynent section denonstrated the | argest decrease at
2.5 points.

Initial classification of the offenders with the LSI-R
indicates that 47% were noderate risk, 29% were
noder at e/ hi gh, 15% were high risk, 7% were | ow noderate and
1% was |low risk. Cassification based on reassessnent
reveal s that 50% were noderate, 22% were |ow risk, 20% were

noder at e/ hi gh, and 4% were | ow and hi gh ri sk.

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and CQut cone Measures

Tabl e 20 provides the correl ations between the LSI-R
and the outcone neasures. Only the relationship between
the initial LSI-R and program conpl etion was significant
when |l ooking at the initial LSI-R  Wen considering the
reassessnment LSI-R, only the relationship between LSI-R
score and technical violations reported to the court was
significant. Figure 14 indicates the |ack of relationships
found in this data. In three out of four instances,
of fenders classified as noderate are nore likely to engage
in the behavior of interest than those classified as

noder at e/ hi gh ri sk.
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Section VIl: Results for SEPTA

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

SEPTA' s sanpl e included 94 nale offenders with an
average age of 26.71. Over 90% of the sanple was white

(see Table 21).

Qut cone Measur es

The descriptive statistics for outcone neasures are
contained in Table 22. Term nation status indicates that
27% of the sanple was term nated unsuccessfully. Twenty-
ei ght percent of the sanple was arrested and 46% had
technical violations reported to the court. Twenty-six
percent of the sanple was subsequently incarcerated in a

state prison

LSI-R

The average score for this sanple (see Table 23) was
25.14. The average reassessnent score was 20.93 which
| eads to an average decrease in LSI-R scores of 3.4 points.
As woul d be expected, no change was observed in the
crimnal history subsection. Increases in risk were
observed in the enotional/personal and attitudes/
orientations subsections whereas decreases were noted in

all other sections. One possible explanation for the
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observed increases is the availability of additional
information and the ability to observe of fender behavi or
for a | onger period of tinme.

Classification of offenders using the initial LSI-R
score indicates that 41% were noderate risk, 39% were
| ow noderate, 13% were noderate/ high, 4% were | ow, and 3%
were high risk. Cassification based on reassessnent
i ndi cates that 47% were | ow noderate risk, 34% were

noderate risk, 13% 1| ow, and 6% noder at e/ hi gh.

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and Qutcone Measures

The correl ations between the LSI-R and the outcone
nmeasures are contained in Table 24 (see also Figure 15).
Three of the correlations are significant and rel atively
large with the fourth relationship being borderline
significant. The relationships between the reassessnent
LSI -R conposite score and outcone indicate two significant
rel ationships (technical violations reported to the court
and any new arrests), again, the measure prison sentence is
borderline in ternms of significance.

Figure 15 is sonewhat misleading as it indicates that
50% of the |l ow group had a subsequent arrest. Wile this
is true, note that the | ow group consisted of only 4

of fenders. Wiile this small group did not have a
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substantial inpact on the correlations, it can be sonewhat
decei ving when reviewing the figure. Note the |arge point
differences in the probability of unsuccessful term nation,
technical violations reported to the court, and subsequent
i nprisonnment (58, 67, and 33 respectively) between | ow risk

and hi gh-ri sk of fenders.
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Section VIII: Results for SRCCC

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

The sanpl e from SRCCC contai ned 173 mal e of fenders
with an average age of 28.28. The mpjority of the sanple

(68% was white (see Table 25).

Qut cone Measur es

The descriptive statistics on outcone neasures (Table
26) indicate that 92% of the offenders successfully
conpl ete the CBCF program Twenty-ei ght percent were
rearrested, 50% had technical violations reported to the

court, and 38% were incarcerated in a state facility.

LSI-R

Tabl e 27 indicates that the average score for this
sanpl e was 24.99 with an average reassessnent score of
20.45. These two scores yield an average di fference of
5.32. A small increase was noted in the crimnal history
section (either due to nore accurate information upon
reassessnment or additional crimnal behavior since the
initial assessnent) and the enotional/personal section
remai ned the same. Al other sections indicated a decrease

inrisk fromthe initial assessnent to the reassessnent.
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Classification wwth the initial LSI-R score indicates
that the majority of offenders are noderate risk (45%
The next largest class is |ow noderate (32%, followed by
noderate/ high (14%, low (8% and finally high risk (19%.
Classification based on reassessnent scores indicates that
58% of the sanple is | ow noderate, 25%is noderate, 14%is

low risk, 3% is noderate/high and 1% is high risk.

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and CQut cone Measures

The correl ati ons between the LSI-R and out cone (Table
28) for this sanple are significant in three out of eight
rel ationships. There is a significant correlation between
the initial LSI-R score and unsuccessful program
conpl etion, and technical violations reported to the court.
There is also a significant correlation that is relatively
| arge between the reassessnent LSI-R score and term nation
t ype.

Figure 16 reveals sone inconsistencies in the
patterning of the predicted behaviors and the LSI-R
categorization. In many instances, the probabilities fal
when noving froma |ower to a higher category of risk
G ven the | ow nunber of cases in the high-risk category, we
conducted additional analysis w thout the high-risk cases.

While this did inprove the visual presentation of the data
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only one additional relationship appeared as significant
(the rel ationship between technical violations and
reassessnent) while the rest still failed to attain

si gni ficance.
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Section I XX Results for NEOCAP

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

Tabl e 29 indicates that there were a total of 158 nmmle
offenders in this sanple. The average age for these

of fenders was 28.73. Most of the sanple (78% was white.

Qut cone Measur es

The outconme neasures for this sanple (Table 30)
indicate that only 7% failed to successfully conplete the
program Further only 11% were subsequently arrested, and
49% had technical violations reported to the court.
Twenty-si x percent of the sanple was subsequently

i ncarcer at ed.

LSI-R

The average score on the initial LSI-R was 29.88 while
t he average reassessnent score was 22.53. The average
di fference between initial assessnent and reassessnent was
7.0 points. All subconponent scores (except crim nal
hi story) showed a decrease fromthe initial assessnment to
reassessnment with relatively | arge decreases seen in the
educati on/ enpl oynent and al cohol /drug probl ens subsecti ons.
Classification based on the initial assessnent

indicates that the typical offender was a noderate risk
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of fender followed by noderate/high risk. Low noderate nade
up 15% of the sanple while high-risk of fenders conprised 3%
and |l ow risk about 1% Reassessnent classification

i ndi cated no high-risk offenders and the majority becane

| ow noderate offenders (56% followed by low (5%, and

noder at e/ hi gh (4% .

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and Qutcone Measures

The correl ations between the LSI-R and the outcone
nmeasures are contained in Table 32. The information in
that table reveals that five of the relationships are
significant. Wen considering the initial LSI-R scores,
significant relationships with term nation type, technica
violation reported to the court, and prison are identified.
When | ooking at the reassessnent LSI-R score significant
rel ati onshi ps between it and term nation type and prison
are observed. Notice that while the correlation between
the LSI-R and prison renains the sane frominitial
assessnment to reassessnent, the size of the relationship
for term nation type increases.

Figure 17 indicates that the while the relationship
bet ween risk category and any new arrest are sonewhat
difficult to discern a discernable increase in risk of the

ot her outconmes is easily seen. It is acknow edged t hat
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different cutoff and classification scores would define
t hese rel ationships better (for exanple di chotonpus
classification (e.g. high risk versus all others) for the

term nation type and technical violations).
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Section X Results for MONDAY

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

The descriptive statistics for denographic
characteristics are contained in Table 33. The sanple from
MONDAY (N = 665) was 66% mal e and 34% fermale with an

average age of 28.97. Mst offenders (55% were non-white.

Qut cone Measur es

Qut cone neasures for this sanple included
term nation type fromthe program and subsequent
incarceration in a state facility. The descriptive
statistics for these two variables are contained in Table
34 which indicates that 88% of the sanple successfully
conpl eted the CBCF program and 36% of the sanple was |ater

incarcerated in a state prison facility.

LSI-R

Tabl e 35 contains the descriptive statistics on the
LSI-R initial conposite score and classification. The
average initial LSI-R score was 29.34. Sixty-two percent
of the offenders were classified as noderate risk. Twenty-
three percent were classified as noderate/high, 14% were
classified as | ow noderate, and 1% was classified as high

risk.
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Correl ati ons between LSI-R and CQut cone Measures

The correl ations between the LSI-R and outcome are
contained in Table 36 and the visual display of these
relationships is contained in Figure 18. The data fromthe
table and figure indicate that the LSI-Ris a significant
predi ctor of both term nation type and subsequent
incarceration. The relationship between term nation type
and LSI-R, however, is sonewhat tenuous. This nmay be due
in part to the | ow base rate of unsuccessful term nations.

Turning to the rel ati onship between LSI-R and
incarceration, the relationship is relatively strong and in
t he expected direction. Further, an inspection of Figure
18 indicates that the difference in the probability of
i ncarceration ranges from 19% for the | ow noderate group to

100% for the high-risk group of offenders.

39



Section Xl: Results for ORI ANA HOUSE

Denogr aphi ¢ Characteristics

Tabl e 37 displays the descriptive characteristics for
the sanple from Oriana House CBCF (N = 439). The average
age of those in the sanple was 29.69. Seventy-two percent

of the sanmple was nmal e and 55% of the sanple was non-white

Qut cone Measur es

Descriptive statistics on outcone neasures (Table
38) indicate that about 37% of the sanple failed to
successfully conplete the CBCF program Further, about 40%
ended up in a state prison facility sone tinme after their

initial assessnent.

LSI-R

The average LSI-R score for this sanple was 25.10 (see
Table 39). Most offenders were noderate risk (56%,
foll owed by | ow noderate (32%, noderate/high (7%, |ow

risk (5%, and high risk (< 1%.

Correl ati ons between LSI-R and CQut cone Measures

Correl ations between the initial LSI-R assessnent and
the two outcone neasures are reported in Table 40. Table

40 and Figure 19 reveal that the LSI-R perforns
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substantially in predicting successful program conpletion
and subsequent incarceration in a state institution. The
correlations are significant and relatively large. Figure
19 reveals that there is a full 58-point difference in the
probability of unsuccessful term nation when one noves from
the low risk to the noderate/ high risk category. Wen

| ooki ng at subsequent incarceration, there is a 59-point

di f f erence.
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Section XlII: Summary and Di scussion
This section provides a conparison of the prograns on
several neasures used throughout this study, discusses the
findings overall, presents concerns identified by this

project, and provides solutions for sone of those concerns.

Conparing LSI-R Conposite Scores

A review of all of the sections of this report
indicates that the average initial LSI-R score for the
entire sanple is 27.28. The average reassessnent LSI-R
score is 21.11, with an average reduction in LSI-R points
of 5.5. Wen |ooking at each programindividually, for
whi ch t hese nmeasures coul d be cal cul ated, slight variations
fromthe group averages are noted. Figures 20, 21, and 22
present the data for the entire group and by each agency.

Note, with one exception (Licking/Mskingunm, al
program average LSI-R scores are within 3.25 points of the
group nean (see Figure 20). This trend is again seen with
t he average reassessnents in Figure 21. That is with the
exception of one program (Licking/Miskingun al
reassessnment averages are within three points of the group
average. Finally, when | ooking at the average change in
LSI-R scores (Figure 22), all but two prograns(SEPTA and

NEOCAP) are within one point of the group average. The two

42



prograns that fall outside this range are |less than 2

points fromthe group average.

Conparing Correl ati ons Between Prograns

Fi gures 23-26 provided conparisons of the correlations
between the LSI-R and the outcome neasures for each of the
nine prograns and the total sanple. As can be seen in
Figure 23, nost of the progranms LSI-R correlated with
term nation type at a level higher that the correlation for
the total sanple. This, does not however, indicate a
satisfactory relationship. Defining a practically useful
rel ati onship as one that reaches a magni tude of over .20
narrows the nunber of programs to five.

The correl ati ons between technical violations and the
LSI-R are reported in Figure 24. As can be seen, only two
prograns have scores that are greater than the correl ation
for the entire sanple. \When one considers those prograns
that have a correlation of .20, the nunber of programs is
increased to three.

Figure 25 presents the correlations between the LSI-R
and arrest. This graphic indicates that while nost of the
prograns that reported this data had correl ati ons greater
than the total sanple correlation very few denonstrated

correlations over .20. Thus again indicating that for the
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majority of progranms the LSI-Ris |imted as to the
information it can provide.

Finally, Figure 26 provides a program by-program and
total sanple presentation of the correlations between the
LSI-R and incarceration in a state prison facility. This
data again is sonewhat discouraging as only four prograns
attained correlations of over .20.

Taken together, this data indicates that the
predictive validity of the LSI-R appears to be hit or mss
bot h across program and dependi ng on the outcone neasure
used. A fair nunber of progranms denonstrate noderate
sized correlations on certain outconme neasures while sone
fail to attain noderate relationships or any relationship
at all. Some prograns denonstrate good correl ati ons on
some out conme variables and | ow correl ati ons on others.

What can be gathered fromthis is that sonme prograns
are doing better than others at the adm nistration and
scoring of the LSI-R  This notion would account for one
program havi ng consi stency in the correlations between the
LSI - R and t he outcone neasures.

There are several possibilities that explain the
differing rel ati onshi ps between outcone nmeasures within a
program First, unsuccessful termnation is a very

i nfrequent occurrence at sone prograns. It is extrenely
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difficult to predict rare occurrences which is why the
predi ction of violent or sex offending (both officially
occur (i.e. arrest) rather infrequently) is so difficult
and usually takes a battery of tests and neasures to do
accurately. Second, while unsuccessful termnation is a
potential nmeasure of poor program adjustnent and behavi or
within the program those that exhibit poor program
adj ust mrent or behavior within the program may not al ways be
term nat ed unsuccessfully. So, even though the LSI-R may
correlate with program behavi or and adj ustment the outcone
measure, unsuccessful termnation, is not related to the in
program behavi or. Consequently, unsuccessful term nation
is not truly measuring aberrant behaviors while in the
program

A simlar explanation potentially exists for technical
violations reported to the court. There is great
di scretion in whether a probation officer returns an
of fender to court for a technical violation. This
di scretion may turn into technical violations reported to
the court neaning very different things across program
sites.

The data and correlations on arrest are perhaps the
nmost di scouraging and the nost difficult to devel op

classification scores for. This may be in part to

45



differences in reporting anong police agenci es across
jurisdictions and differing data collection sources used by
each of the agencies in this study.

Finally, the data on re-incarceration is probably the
nmost prom sing. A good nunber of sites had lowto
| ow noderate correl ati ons between this outcone nmeasure and
the LSI-R score. For many sites this correlation increased
when | ooking at the correlation between the LSI-R
reassessnment score and re-incarceration. This is likely
due in part to the fact that one source was used to coll ect
this data (ODRC s dat abase) and variations in reporting are
nmost |ikely constant across the jurisdictions and agencies
in the study.

A final potential explanation is that the LSI-Ris
bei ng adm ni stered and scored incorrectly. This would
explain many of the contradictory findings in this report.
In an attenpt to explore this explanation anal yses on the
default scoring itens on the LSI-R were conducted. Results

of those anal yses are reviewed in the next section.

Errors and Quality Assurance

An analysis of the default scoring itens indicates
several areas of concern and potential explanations

regarding the inconsistent findings in this report. Were
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data was available, itemby item anal ysis on was conduct ed
for those questions on the LSI-R where it’s scoring is
potentially inpacted by the scoring on previous itens (e.qg.
guestion one nust be score yes if question tw is scored
yes). The analysis of initial LSI-R scores (777
assessnments) produced 801 errors on default itens. This is
greater than one per assessnent and while this would not
cause concern, analysis of the data indicated that these
errors were concentrated on | ess than 25% of the
assessnments indicating that roughly 200 assessnents had 4
errors each. This alone greatly conprises the validity and
reliability of the assessnent. Add to this the potential

ot her scoring errors which is not outside the real m of
possibility given errors on other itens would be easier to
make as there is no way to quickly check the accuracy of
their scoring and these itens require a deeper

under standi ng of the offenders situation, problens,
characteristics, and beliefs.

When the sane anal ysis was done on reassessnents, 777
assessnments produced 1,192 errors on the default scoring
itenms. Again, as with the errors in the initial
assessnents, these errors were concentrated in a fraction
of the total assessnments. A breakdown of which sections

these errors occurred is contained in Table 41.
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G ven the anount of errors in these assessnents it is
recommended first that the prograns establish internal
audi ti ng procedures, which may include random checks of
default itens or the utilization of the conputer based
version of the LSI-R which prevents errors on the default
itenms. In addition, the prograns should strongly consider
devel opi ng trai ning and booster training prograns for the
proper use and scoring of the LSI-R Finally, the prograns
shoul d periodically, either through direct observation or
t hrough vi deot aped assessnents, nonitor the quality, skill,
and ability of the individuals conducting the LSI-R
assessnments. This will ensure that the instrunment is being

properly adm ni stered and scor ed.

Uilizing the LSI-R

While the results of this study indicate sonme problens
with the use of the LSI-R by Chio’ s CBCFs, the instrunent
provi des useful information for sone sites. It is
recommended that the sites considering using the
information contained in this report to determ ne how t hey
can better structure the progranms to deal with offenders
that are at higher risk for unsuccessful program

conpletion. It is also recommended that the sites and the
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State of Chio consider using the information contained in
this report to informthe eligibility requirenent for

adm ssion to the CBCF progranms in Chio as admitting | ow and
| ow noderate risk of fenders appear to be a poor allocation
of resources.

Finally, it is recommended that each site devel op
cutoff scores specific to its popul ation of offenders
served. This may provide a better fit to the data and
all ow for nore nmeani ngful decisions to be made based on the
LSI-R score. Different cutoff scores have been devel oped
for the entire sanple using re-incarceration as the outcone
measure. The percent of each category that recidivated is
contained in Figure 27. Wile there are not extrene
contrasts observed in this Figure and Figure 5 we believe
it provides a better fit to the data and nore useful
classifications for placenent, supervision, and

progr anmm ng.

Concl usi ons

Overall the data contained in this report causes sone
concern. There were quite inconsistent results across the
prograns in terns of predictive validity of the LSI-R
however, the LSI-R scores from sone prograns perfornmed very

well. And while the predictive validity of the LSI-R
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vari ed by outcone neasure within sone prograns this is
likely due to inaccurate data collection, or the outcone
nmeasure failing to be a true neasure of aberrant behavi or.

Encouragenent is provided in that the LSI-Ris a
significant predictor of the outcone neasures for the
entire sanple and holds a noderate relationship with many
of the different outconmes in sonme of the sights. It
appears that those sites that have used the LSI-R for |ong
periods of time (Monday and Oriana House) or have
integrated the LSI-R into case planning which then in turn
informs the re-assessnent (EOCC) had LSI-R scores that
denonstrated predictive validity.

The LSI-R al so casts sone light on the inportance of
risk principle and targeting the noderate and hi gher risk
of fenders for adm ssion to the CBCF. It is strongly
encouraged that the State and the program sites determ ne
how best to use the LSI-R scores as adm ssions criteria.

It is strongly recommended that the programsites
devel op quality assurance procedures for the adm nistration
and scoring of the LSI-R  These should include internal
trai ning and booster sessions, random audits of assessnents
(or the utilization of conputer based scoring), and yearly
reviews of assessnents by those who adm nister the LSI-R

These suggestions will likely help to increase the validity
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of the LSI-R and the useful ness of the information
provi ded.

Finally, it is pertinent that the programsites
devel op cutoff scores based on their unique popul ations.
Wil e these scores won't differ substantially fromthe
cutoff scores utilized by Miulti-Health Systens, custom zing
t hese nunber based on local data will only increase the
useful ness and accuracy of the information provided by the

LSl - R
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Denographics

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 2006 29. 11
N Per cent
Sex
Mal e 1654 81.5
Femal e 376 18.5
Race
VWite 1132 55.8
Non- Wi t e 898 44. 2
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Vari abl es

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St at us 2006

Successf ul 1653 81.4

Unsuccessf ul 353 17. 4
Rul e I nfracti ons 919

None 279 30. 4

One or nore 640 69. 6
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 915

No 494 54.0

Yes 421 46. 0
Any New Arrests 921

No 685 74. 4

Yes 236 25.6
New M sdeneanor Arrest 921

No 848 92.1

Yes 73 7.9

53



Tabl e 2 (continued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Vari abl es

Vari abl e N Per cent age
New Fel ony Arrest 921

No 847 92.0

Yes 74 8.0
New Drug Arrest 921

No 881 95.7

Yes 40 4.3
New Property Arrest 921

No 871 94. 6

Yes 50 514
New Vi ol ent Arrest 921

No 851 92.4

Yes 70 7.6
New Convi cti on 921

No 754 81.9

Yes 167 18.1
New Pri son Comm t nent 2030

No 1292 63. 6

Yes 738 36. 4

54



Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R Conposite Score and Subconponent Scores

Vari abl e N Mean
LSl -R 2030 27. 28
Reassessnent LSI-R Score 724 21. 11
Initial Crimnal History 921 4.7
Reassessnent Crimnal History 724 4.7
Initial Education and Enpl oynent 921 6.0
Reassessnment Educati on and Enpl oynent 724 4.3
Initial Financial Problens 921 1.0
Reassessnent Fi nanci al Probl ens 724 0.8
Initial Fam |ly/Marital 921 1.9
Reassessnment Fami|y/ Marit al 724 1.5
Initial Accommodati ons 921 1.0
Reassessnment Accommodat i ons 724 0.6
Initial Leisure/Recreation 921 1.7
Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation 724 0.9
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Table 3 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R Conposite Score and Subconponent
Scores

Initial Conpanions 921 2.5
Reassessnent Conpani ons 724 2.0
Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens 921 5.6
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens 724 4.7
I nitial Enotional/Personal 921 1.1
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal 724 0.9
Initial Attitudes/Oientation 921 1.2
Reassessnment Attitudes/Oientation 724 0.7
Difference in Initial/Reassessnent 724 5.5

56



Table 3 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R Conposite Score and Subconponent
Scores

Initial Cassification 2030
Low 64 3.2
Low Moder at e 493 24. 3
Moder at e 1101 54. 2
Moder at e/ Hi gh 340 16.7
Hi gh 32 1.6
Reassessnment C assification 724
Low 91 12.6
Low Moder at e 382 52.8
Moder at e 216 29.8
Moder at e/ Hi gh 32 4.4
Hi gh 3 0.4
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Table 4. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and out cone neasures

LSI - R Conposite Score

LSI - R Conposite Re-

Assessnment
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 130* .161*
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court L 217* . 169*
Any New Arrest . 076* . 115*
Pri son Sentence LAT7T7* .119*

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics for

Denogr aphi cs for EOCC

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 103 28. 82
N Per cent
Sex
Mal e 105 100
Femal e 0 0
Race
VWhite 89 84.8
Non- Wi t e 16 15. 2
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Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Variabl es for

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 105

Successf ul 98 93. 3

Unsuccessf ul 7 6.7
Rul e I nfracti ons 105

None 70 66. 6

One or nore 35 33.3
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 105

No 83 79.0

Yes 22 21.0
Any New Arrests 105

No 80 76. 2

Yes 25 23.8
New M sdeneanor Arrest 105

No 94 89.5

Yes 11 10.5
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Table 6 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for EOCCC
New Fel ony Arrest 105
No 99 94. 3
Yes 6 5.7
New Drug Arrest 105
No 100 95.2
Yes 5 4.8
New Property Arrest 105
No 102 97.1
Yes 3 2.9
New Vi ol ent Arrest 105
No 98 93.3
Yes 7 6.7
New Convi ction 105
No 90 85.7
Yes 15 14. 3
New Prison Conm t ment 105
No 71 67.6
Yes 34 32.4
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Table 7. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for EQCCC
Vari abl e N Mean
105

LSI-R 24.16
Reassessnent LSI-R Score 92 18. 54
Initial Crimnal History 105 3.8

Reassessnent Crimnal History 92 3.8

Initial Education and Enpl oynent 105 5.8

Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent 92 4.6

Initial Financial Problens 105 0.9

Reassessnent Fi nanci al Probl ens 92 0.8

Initial Fam |ly/Marital 105 1.7

Reassessnent Fam | y/ Marit al 92 1.1

Initial Accommodati ons 105 0.8

Reassessnment Accommodati ons 92 0.4

Initial Leisure/Recreation 105 1.6
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Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation 92 0.6

Table 7 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for EOCCC

Initial Conpanions 105 2.4
Reassessnment Conpani ons 92 2.0
Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens 105 5.1
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens 92 1.2
Initial Enotional/Personal 105 0.9
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal 92 0.7
Initial Attitudes/Oientation 105 1.1
Reassessnment Attitudes/Oientation 92 0.2
Difference in Initial/Reassessnent 92 6.0
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Table 7 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for

LSI - R and Subconponent Scores for

ECCC

Initial Classification
Low
Low Moder at e
Moder at e
Moder at e/ Hi gh
Hi gh

Reassessnment C assification
Low
Low Moder at e
Moder at e
Moder at e/ Hi gh
Hi gh

105

14
34
43
14
0

92
23
47
21
1
0

13.3
32. 4
41.0
13.3

25.0

51.1

22.8
1.1
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Table 8. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and outconme neasures for EQOCC
LSI - R Conposite Re-

LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 059 . 198
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court . 242* . 285*
Any New Arrest . 265* . 313*
Prison Sentence . 275% . 333*

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for

Denogr aphi cs for

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 168 31.13
N Per cent
Sex 168
Mal e 141 83.9
Femal e 27 16. 1
Race 168
VWhite 76 45, 2
Non- Wi t e 92 54. 8
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Tabl e 10. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for Lucas

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 161

Successf ul 141 87.6

Unsuccessf ul 20 12. 4
Rul e I nfracti ons 168

None 73 43.5

One or nore 95 56.5
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 168

No 102 60. 7

Yes 66 39.3
Any New Arrests 168

No 105 62.5

Yes 63 37.5
New M sdeneanor Arrest 168

No 159 94. 6

Yes 9 5.4
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Tabl e 10 (conti nued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Variabl es for

Lucas

New Fel ony Arrest
No
Yes

New Drug Arrest
No
Yes

New Property Arrest
No
Yes

New Vi ol ent Arrest
No
Yes

New Convi cti on
No
Yes

New Pri son Conm t nent
No
Yes

168
106
62
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Tabl e 11. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for Lucas
Vari abl e N Mean
LSI-R 168 26. 49
Reassessnment LSI-R Score 146 21. 04
Initial Crimnal History 168 4.8
Reassessnment Crimnal History 146 4.4
Initial Education and Enpl oynent 168 5.5
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent 146 5.1
I nitial Financial Problens 168 1.0
Reassessnent Fi nanci al Probl ens 146 0.8
Initial Fam|ly/ Marital 168 2.2
Reassessnment Fami | y/ Marit al 146 1.6
I nitial Accommpdati ons 168 1.3
Reassessnment Accommodat i ons 146 0.7
Initial Leisure/Recreation 168 1.5
Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation 146 1.0
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Tabl e 11 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for

LSI - R and Subconponent Scores for

Lucas

Initial Conpanions

Reassessnent Conpani ons

Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens
Initial Enotional/Persona
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal
Initial Attitudes/Orientation
Reassessment Attitudes/Orientation

Difference in Initial/Reassessnent

168

146

168

146

168

146

168

146

146

2.

2

70



Tabl e 11 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for

LSI - R and Subconponent Scores for

Lucas

Initial Cassification
Low
Low Moder at e
Moder at e
Moder at e/ Hi gh
Hi gh

Reassessnment C assification
Low
Low Moder at e
Moder at e
Moder at e/ Hi gh
Hi gh

168
0
59
78
28
3

146
17
80
44
5
0

B A W
'—\
o005
SN NG

11.6

54.8

30.1
3.4
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Tabl e 12. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and out cone neasures for

Lucas

LSI - R Conposite Re-

LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 165* . 220*
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court C171* . 027
Any New Arrest . 159* . 168*
Prison Sentence . 168* . 222*

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Tabl e 13. Descriptive Statistics for Denographics for Lorain/ Mdina
Vari abl e N Mean
Age 124 28.73
N Per cent
Sex 127
Mal e 127 100
Femal e 0 0
Race 127
Wiite 58 45.7
Non- Wi t e 69 54.3
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Tabl e 14. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for Lorain/ Medina

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 123

Successf ul 107 87.0

Unsuccessf ul 16 13.0
Rul e I nfracti ons 127

None 50 39.4

One or nore 77 60. 6
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 127

No 62 48. 8

Yes 65 51.2
Any New Arrests 127

No 90 70.9

Yes 37 29.1
New M sdeneanor Arrest 127

NO - - - -

Yes - - --
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Tabl e 14 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variabl es for Lorain/ Mdina

New Fel ony Arrest --
No -- --
Yes - - - -

New Drug Arrest - -
No -- --
Yes - - --

New Property Arrest - -
No -- --
Yes - - --

New Vi ol ent Arrest - -
No -- --
Yes - - - -

New Convi cti on - -

No -- --
Yes -- - -
New Pri son Conm t nent 127
No 70 55.1
Yes 57 44.9
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Tabl e 15. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for Lorain/ Mdina

Vari abl e N Mean
LSl -R 127 25. 42
Reassessnment LSI-R Score 111 19. 22
Initial Crimnal History 127 5.5
Reassessnment Crimnal History 111 5.4
Initial Education and Enpl oynent 127 5.7
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent 111 3.4
Initial Financial Problens 127 1.0
Reassessnment Fi nanci al Probl ens 111 0.7
Initial Fam|ly/ Marital 127 1.4
Reassessnment Fami | y/ Marit al 111 1.2
Initial Acconmmopdati ons 127 1.0
Reassessnment Accommopdati ons 111 0.7
Initial Leisure/ Recreation 127 1.7
Reassessnment Lei sure/ Recreation 111 0.6
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Tabl e 15 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for

Lor ai n/ Medi na

LSI - R and Subconponent Scores for

Initial Conpani ons 127 2.1
Reassessnent Conpani ons 111 1.9
Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens 127 5.3
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens 111 4.3
Initial Enotional/Personal 127 0.6
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal 111 0.6
Initial Attitudes/Orientation 127 1.0
Reassessnment Attitudes/Orientation 111 0.4
Difference in Initial/Reassessnment 111 5.6
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Tabl e 15 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for
Lor ai n/ Medi na

Initial dassification 127
Low 7 55
Low Moder at e 38 29.9
Moder at e 72 56.7
Moder at e/ Hi gh 10 7.9
Hi gh 0 0
Reassessnment C assification 111
Low 18 16. 2
Low Moder at e 67 60. 4
Moder at e 24 21.6
Moder at e/ Hi gh 2 1.8
Hi gh 0 0
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Tabl e 16. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and out cone neasures for

Lor ai n/ Medi na
LSI - R Conposite Re-

LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 270% . 130
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court . 208* . 064
Any New Arrest . 215* . 050
Prison Sentence . 153* . 114

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Tabl e 17. Descriptive Statistics for

Denogr aphi cs for

Li cki ng/ Muski ngum

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 92 29. 17
N Per cent
Sex 95
Mal e 95 100
Femal e 0 0
Race 95
VWhite 83 87.4
Non- Wi t e 12 12.6
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Tabl e 18. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for Licking/Miskingum

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 88

Successf ul 60 68. 2

Unsuccessf ul 28 31.8
Rul e I nfracti ons 93

None 6 6.5

One or nore 87 93.5
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 95

No 32 33.7

Yes 63 66. 3
Any New Arrests 95

No 78 82.1

Yes 17 17.9
New M sdeneanor Arrest 95

No 87 91.6

Yes 8 8.4
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Tabl e 18 (conti nued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Variabl es for

Li cki ng/ Muski ngum

New Fel ony Arrest
No
Yes

New Drug Arrest
No
Yes

New Property Arrest
No
Yes

New Vi ol ent Arrest
No
Yes

New Convi cti on
No
Yes

New Pri son Conm t nent
No
Yes

95
88
7

95
92
3

95
93
2

95
92
3

95
82
13

95
53
42

55.8
44, 2
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Tabl e 19. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for Licking/ Muski ngum

Vari abl e N Mean
LSI-R 95 32. 25
Reassessnment LSI-R Score 54 27.41
Initial Crimnal History 95 4.7
Reassessnment Crimnal History 54 4.6
Initial Education and Enpl oynent 95 6.6
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent 54 4.1
I nitial Financial Problens 95 1.3
Reassessnent Fi nanci al Probl ens 54 0.9
Initial Fam|ly/ Marital 95 2.3
Reassessnment Fami|y/ Marit al 54 2.1
I nitial Accommpdati ons 95 1.4
Reassessnment Accommodat i ons 54 1.0
Initial Leisure/Recreation 95 1.9
Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation 54 1.4
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Tabl e 19 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for
Li cki ng/ Muski ngum

Initial Conpanions 95 3.4
Reassessnent Conpani ons 54 3.3
Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens 95 7.5
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens 54 7.4
Initial Enotional/Personal 95 1.8
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal 54 1.6
Initial Attitudes/Oientation 95 1.4
Reassessnment Attitudes/Oientation 54 1.3
Difference in Initial/Reassessnent 54 4.8
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Tabl e 19 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for
Li cki ng/ Muski ngum

Initial dassification 95
Low 1 1.1
Low Moder at e 7 7.4
Moder at e 45 47. 4
Moder at e/ Hi gh 28 29.5
Hi gh 14 14. 7
Reassessnment C assification 54
Low 2 3.7
Low Moder at e 12 22.2
Moder at e 27 50.0
Moder at e/ Hi gh 11 20. 4
Hi gh 2 3.7
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Tabl e 20. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and out cone neasures for

Li cki ng/ Muski ngum

LSI - R Conposite Re-

LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 253* . 142
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court . 164 . 293*
Any New Arrest . 028 -.053
Prison Sentence . 012 . 005

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Tabl e 21. Descriptive Statistics for Denographics for SEPTA
Vari abl e N Mean
Age 94 26.71
N Per cent
Sex 95
Mal e 95 100
Fenmal e 0 0
Race 95
Wiite 90 94.7
Non- Wi t e 5 5.3
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Tabl e 22. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for SEPTA

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 93 73.1
Successf ul 68 26.9
Unsuccessf ul 25
Rul e I nfracti ons 95
None 25 26. 3
One or nore 70 73.7
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 90
No 49 54. 4
Yes 41 45. 6
Any New Arrests 95
No 68 71.6
Yes 27 28. 4
New M sdeneanor Arrest 95
No 83 87. 4
Yes 12 12.6
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Tabl e 22 (continued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Variabl es for SEPTA

New Fel ony Arrest
No
Yes

New Drug Arrest
No
Yes

New Property Arrest
No
Yes

New Vi ol ent Arrest
No
Yes

New Convi cti on
No
Yes

New Pri son Conm t nent
No
Yes

95
85
10

95
91
4

95
88
7

95
93
2

95
76
19

95
70
25
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Tabl e 23. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for SEPTA

Vari abl e N Mean
LSI-R 95 25. 14
Reassessnment LSI-R Score 68 20. 93
Initial Crimnal History 95 4.1
Reassessnment Crimnal History 68 4.1
Initial Education and Enpl oynent 95 6.3
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent 68 3.7
I nitial Financial Problens 95 1.2
Reassessnent Fi nanci al Probl ens 68 0.7
Initial Fam|ly/ Marital 95 1.6
Reassessnment Fami|y/ Marit al 68 1.4
I nitial Accommpdati ons 95 0.9
Reassessnment Accommodat i ons % 0.6
Initial Leisure/Recreation 95 1.9
Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation 68 0.9
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Tabl e 23 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for SEPTA

Initial Conpanions 95 2.3
Reassessnent Conpani ons 68 2.0
Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens 95 5.3
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens 68 5.1
I nitial Enotional/Personal 95 0.9
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal 68 1.2
Initial Attitudes/Oientation 95 0.8
Reassessnment Attitudes/Oientation 68 1.2
Difference in Initial/Reassessnent 68 3.4
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Tabl e 23 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for SEPTA

Initial Cassification 95
Low 4 4.2
Low Moder at e 37 38.9
Moder at e 39 41.1
Moder at e/ Hi gh 12 12.6
Hi gh 3 3.2
Reassessnment C assification 68
Low 9 13.2
Low Moder at e 32 47. 1
Moder at e 23 33.8
Moder at e/ Hi gh 4 5.9
Hi gh 0 0.0
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Tabl e 24. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and outcone neasures for SEPTA
LSI - R Conposite Re-

LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 246* . 058
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court . 282* . 250*
Any New Arrest . 248* . 247*
Prison Sentence . 142 . 154

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Tabl e 25. Descriptive Statistics for Denographics for SRCCC

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 170 28. 28
N Per cent
Sex 173
Mal e 173 100
Femal e 0 0
Race 173
VWhite 117 67.6
Non- Wi t e 56 32. 4
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Tabl e 26. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for SRCCC

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 172

Successf ul 159 91.9

Unsuccessf ul 13 7.5
Rul e I nfracti ons 173

None 25 14.5

One or nore 148 85.5
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 172

No 86 50

Yes 86 50
Any New Arrests 173

No 124 71.7

Yes 49 28. 3
New M sdeneanor Arrest 173

No 153 88. 4

Yes 20 11.6
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Tabl e 26 (continued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variabl es for SRCCC

New Fel ony Arrest
No
Yes

New Drug Arrest
No
Yes

New Property Arrest
No
Yes

New Vi ol ent Arrest
No
Yes

New Convi cti on
No
Yes

New Pri son Conm t nent
No
Yes

173
146
27

173
162
11

173
161
12

173
156
17

173
131
42

173
108
65
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Tabl e 27. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for SRCCC

Vari abl e N Mean
LSI-R 173 24.99
Reassessnment LSI-R Score 110 20. 45
Initial Crimnal History 173 4.6
Reassessnment Crimnal History 110 4.9
Initial Education and Enpl oynent 173 5.9
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent 110 4.2
I nitial Financial Problens 173 1.0
Reassessnent Fi nanci al Probl ens 110 0.7
Initial Fam|ly/ Marital 173 1.7
Reassessnment Fami | y/ Marit al 110 1.4
I nitial Accommpdati ons 173 0.9
Reassessnment Accommodat i ons 110 0.6
Initial Leisure/Recreation 173 1.4
Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation 110 0.7
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Tabl e 27 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for SRCCC

Initial Conpanions 173 2.3
Reassessnent Conpani ons 110 1.8
Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens 173 5.0
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens 110 4.5
I nitial Enotional/Personal 173 0.7
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal 110 0.7
Initial Attitudes/Oientation 173 1.5
Reassessnment Attitudes/Oientation 110 0.9
Difference in Initial/Reassessnent 110 5.32
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Tabl e 27 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for SRCCC

Initial Cassification 173
Low 14 8.1
Low Moder at e 56 32.4
Moder at e 77 44.5
Moder at e/ Hi gh 24 13.9
H gh 2 1.2
Reassessnment C assification 110
Low 15 13.6
Low Moder at e 64 58. 2
Moder at e 27 24.5
Moder at e/ Hi gh 3 2.7
Hi gh 1 0.9
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Tabl e 28. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and outcone neasures for SRCCC
LSI - R Conposite Re-

LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 236* . 272*
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court . 133* . 144
Any New Arrest -.012 . 125
Prison Sentence . 063 . 106

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Tabl e 29. Descriptive Statistics for Denographics for NEOCAP

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 156 28.73
N Per cent
Sex 158
Mal e 158 100
Femal e 0 0
Race 158
VWhite 123 77.8
Non- Wi t e 35 22.2
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Tabl e 30. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variabl es for NEOCAP

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 155

Successf ul 144 92.9

Unsuccessf ul 11 7.1
Rul e Infractions 158

None 30 19.0

One or nore 128 81.0
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court 158

No 80 50.6

Yes 78 49. 4
Any New Arrests 158

No 140 88. 6

Yes 18 11. 4
New M sdeneanor Arrest 158

No 146 92. 4

Yes 12 7.6
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Tabl e 30 (continued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Variabl es for

NECCAP

Vari abl e N Per cent age
New Fel ony Arrest 158

No 150 94.9

Yes 8 5.1
New Drug Arrest 158

No - - - - - -

Yes --- ---
New Property Arrest 158

No 153 96. 6

Yes 5 3.2
New Vi ol ent Arrest 158

No 154 97.5

Yes 4 2.5
New Convi cti on 158

No 141 89.2

Yes 17 10.8
New Pri son Conm t ment 158

No 117 74. 1

Yes 41 25.9
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Tabl e 31. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for NEOCAP
Vari abl e N Mean
LSI-R 158 29. 88
Reassessnment LSI-R Score 143 22.53
Initial Crimnal History 158 5.1
Reassessnment Crimnal History 143 5.1
Initial Education and Enpl oynent 158 6.6
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent 143 4.3
I nitial Financial Problens 158 1.1
Reassessnent Fi nanci al Probl ens 143 1.0
Initial Fam|ly/ Marital 158 2.1
Reassessnment Fami | y/ Marit al 143 1.7
I nitial Accommpdati ons 158 1.0
Reassessnment Accommodat i ons 143 0.7
Initial Leisure/Recreation 158 1.9
Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation 143 1.0
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Tabl e 31 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for
NEOCAP

Initial Conpanions 158 2.7
Reassessnent Conpani ons 143 2.3
Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens 158 6.1
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens 143 4.6
Initial Enotional/Personal 158 1.7
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal 143 1.05
Initial Attitudes/Oientation 158 1.4
Reassessnment Attitudes/ Oientation 143 0.7
Difference in Initial/Reassessnent 143 7.0
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Tabl e 31 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for
NEOCAP

Initial dassification 158
Low 1 0.6
Low Moder at e 24 15.2
Moder at e 86 54. 4
Moder at e/ Hi gh 43 27.2
Hi gh 4 2.5
Reassessnment C assification 143
Low 7 4.9
Low Moder at e 80 55.9
Moder at e 50 35.0
Moder at e/ Hi gh 6 4.2
Hi gh 0 0.0

106



Tabl e 32. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and outcone neasures for NEOCAP
LSI - R Conposite Re-

LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent
Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 138* . 212*
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court . 156* . 106
Any New Arrest . 068 . 083
Prison Sentence . 201* . 201~

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Tabl e 33. Descriptive Statistics for

Denogr aphi cs for

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 665 28. 97
N Per cent
Sex 667
Mal e 443 66. 4
Femal e 224 33.6
Race 667
VWhite 298 44. 7
Non- Wi t e 369 55.3
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Tabl e 34. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for MONDAY

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 667
Successf ul 592 88. 8
Unsuccessf ul 75 11.2

Rul e I nfracti ons -
None .- -
One or nore - - -

Techni cal Violations Reported to Court ---
No - S
Yes --- ---

Any New Arrests ---
No - S
Yes --- ---

New M sdeneanor Arrest -
No - S
Yes - -
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Tabl e 34 (continued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutconme Variabl es for

MONDAY

New Fel ony Arrest
No
Yes

New Drug Arrest
No
Yes

New Property Arrest
No
Yes

New Vi ol ent Arrest
No
Yes

New Convi cti on
No
Yes

New Pri son Conm t nent
No
Yes

110



Tabl e 35. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for MONDAY
Vari abl e N Mean
LSl -R 667 29. 34

Reassessnment LSI-R Score

Initial Crimnal History
Reassessnment Crimnal History
Initial Education and Enpl oynent
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent
Initial Financial Problens
Reassessnment Fi nanci al Probl ens
Initial Famly/ Marital
Reassessnment Fami|y/ Marital
Initial Acconmopdati ons
Reassessnment Accommopdati ons
Initial Leisure/Recreation

Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation
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Tabl e 35 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for

LSI - R and Subconponent Scores for

MONDAY

Initial Conpanions

Reassessnent Conpani ons

Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens
Initial Enotional/Personal
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal
Initial Attitudes/Orientation
Reassessment Attitudes/Orientation

Difference in Initial/Reassessnent
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Tabl e 35 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for MONDAY

Initial Cassification 667
Low 0 0.0
Low Moder at e 95 14. 2
Moder at e 415 62.2
Moder at e/ Hi gh 152 22.8
Hi gh 5 0.7

Reassessnment C assification - .-
Low
Low Moder at e
Moder at e
Moder at e/ Hi gh
Hi gh
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Tabl e 36. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and outcone neasures for MONDAY

LSI - R Conposite Re-
LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent

Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 101~ ---
Technical Violations Reported to Court --- .
Any New Arrest - .
Pri son Sent ence . 245* S

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel
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Tabl e 37. Descriptive Statistics for

Denogr aphi cs for ORI ANA

Vari abl e N Mean
Age 439 29. 69
N Per cent
Sex 442
Mal e 317 71.7
Femal e 125 28.3
Race 442
VWhite 198 44. 8
Non- Wi t e 244 55.2
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Tabl e 38. Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for ORI ANA

Vari abl e N Per cent age
Term nati on St atus 442
Successf ul 284 64.3
Unsuccessf ul 158 35.7

Rul e I nfracti ons -
None .- -
One or nore - - -

Techni cal Violations Reported to Court ---
No - S
Yes --- ---

Any New Arrests ---
No - S
Yes --- ---

New M sdeneanor Arrest -
No - S
Yes - -
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Tabl e 38 (continued).

Descriptive Statistics for Qutcone Variables for ORI ANA

Vari abl e

Per cent age

New Fel ony Arrest
No
Yes

New Drug Arrest
No
Yes

New Property Arrest
No
Yes

New Vi ol ent Arrest
No
Yes

New Convi cti on
No
Yes

New Pri son Conmi t nent
No
Yes

117



Tabl e 39. Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for ORI ANA

Vari abl e

N

Mean

LSl -R

Reassessnment LSI-R Score

Initial Crimnal History
Reassessnment Crimnal History
Initial Education and Enpl oynent
Reassessnent Educati on and Enpl oynent
Initial Financial Problens
Reassessnment Fi nanci al Probl ens
Initial Famly/ Marital
Reassessnment Fami|y/ Marital
Initial Acconmopdati ons
Reassessnment Accommopdati ons
Initial Leisure/Recreation

Reassessnent Lei sure/ Recreation

25.10
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Tabl e 39 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for

LSI - R and Subconponent Scores for ORI ANA

Initial Conpanions

Reassessnent Conpani ons

Initial Al cohol/Drug Problens
Reassessnent Al cohol /Drug Probl ens
Initial Enotional/Personal
Reassessnment Enoti onal / Per sonal
Initial Attitudes/Orientation
Reassessment Attitudes/Orientation

Difference in Initial/Reassessnent
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Tabl e 39 (continued). Descriptive Statistics for LSI-R and Subconponent Scores for ORI ANA

Initial Cassification 442
Low 23 5.2
Low Moder at e 143 32.4
Moder at e 246 55. 7
Moder at e/ Hi gh 29 6.6
Hi gh 1 0.2
Reassessnment C assification ---
Low
Low Moder at e
Moder at e
Moder at e/ Hi gh
Hi gh
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Tabl e 40. Correl ati ons between LSI-R and out cone neasures for ORI ANA

LSI - R Conposite Re-
LSI - R Conposite Score Assessnent

Unsuccessful Program Conpl etion . 236* ---
Techni cal Violations Reported to Court --- ---
Any New Arrest --- ---
Prison Sentence . 261* ---

* indicates significant at the .05 | evel

121



Tabl e 41. Default Scoring Errors in the LSI-R

Initial Re- Assessnent LSI-R
Crimnal Hi story 40 18
Educat i on/ Enpl oynent 181 243
Conpani ons 323 215
Al cohol / Drug 241 705
Enot i onal / Per sonal 6 4
Tot al 801 1192
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Figure 1. Distribution of Risk Category

For Entire Sample
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Figure 2. Unsuccessful Completion by Risk Category
For Entire Sample
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Figure 3. New Arrest by Risk Category
For Entire Sample
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Figure 4. Technical Violations by Risk Category
For Entire Sample
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Figure 5. Subsequent Incarceration by Risk Category

For Entire Sample
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Figure 6. Initial and Re-assessment Domain Scores
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Figure 7. Percent Reduction In Initial and Re-assessment

Percent Reduction
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Figure 8. Risk Reduction By Risk Category
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Figure 9. Percent Risk Reduction By Risk Category

Low Low/Moderate Moderate Moderate/High High

131



Figure 10. Risk of Incarceration by Risk Category
For Two CBCF Programs
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Figure 11. Outcome by Risk Category

For EOCC
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Figure 12. Outcome by Risk Category

For LUCAS
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Figure 13. Outcome by Risk Category
For LORAIN/MEDINA
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Figure 14. Outcome by Risk Category
For LICKING/MUSKINGUM
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Figure 15. Outcome by Risk Category

For SEPTA
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Figure 16. Outcome by Risk Category

For SRCCC
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Figure 17. Outcome by Risk Category

For NEOCAP
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Figure 18. Outcome by Risk Category

For MONDAY
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Figure 19. Outcome by Risk Category
For ORIANA
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Figure 20. Average LSI-R Score for Entire Sample and By
Program
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Figure 21. Average Reassessment Score for Entire Sample and
By Program
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Figure 22. Average Change in LSI-R Scores for Entire Sample
and By Program
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Figure 23. Correlations Between Termination Type and the LSI-R
for the Entire Sample and By Program
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Figure 24. Correlations Between Technical Violations and the
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Figure 25. Correlations Between Any New Arrest and the LSI-R
for the Entire Sample and By Program
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Figure 26. Correlations Between Subsequent Incarceration and
the LSI-R for the Entire Sample and By Program
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Figure 27. Percent Re-incarcerated by Risk Category Using New
Cutoff Scores
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