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Tuesday, July 29,2008-9:00 AM 
Multnomah Building, Sixth Floor Commissioners Conference Room 635 

501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, Portland 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

E-1 The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners will meet in Executive 
Session Pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(d),(e) and/or (h). Only Representatives 
of the News Media and Designated Staff are allowed to attend. News Media 
and All Other Attendees are Specifically Directed Not to Disclose 
Information that is the Subject of the Session. No Final Decision will be 
made in the Session. Presented by County Attorney Agnes Sowle. 15-55 
MINUTES REQUESTED. 

Tuesday, July 29, 2008 - 10:00 AM 
Multnomah Building, First Floor Commissioners Boardroom 100 

501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, Portland 

BOARD BRIEFINGS 

B-1 VERA Institute Research Assessing the Effectiveness of Intermediate 
Sanctions in Multnomah County, Oregon. Presented by VERA Institute 
Representative. 45 MINUTES REQUESTED. 

B-2 Commission on Children, Families and Children Biennial Self-Assessment. 
Presented by Wendy Lebow, Carla Piluso and Jonath Colon. 15 MINUTES 
REQUESTED. 

Thursday, July 31,2008-9:30 AM 
Multnomah Building, First Floor Commissioners Boardroom 100 

501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, Portland 

REGULAR MEETING 

CONSENT CALENDAR-9:30AM 
DEPARTMENTOFHEALm 

C-1 Budget Modification HD-02 Authorizing Two Position Reclassifications 
within the Community Health Services Division of the Health Department as 
Determined by the Class/Comp Unit of Central Human Resources 
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DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY MANAGEMENT 

C-2 Budget Modification DCM-01 Reclassifying One Position in Assessment 
and Taxation as Determined by the Class/Comp Unit of Central Human 
Resources 

REGULAR AGENDA 
PUBLIC COMMENT-9:30AM 

Opportunity for Public Comment on non-agenda matters. Testimony is 
limited to three minutes per person. Fill out a speaker form available in the 
Boardroom and turn it into the Board Clerk. 

AUDITOR'S OFFICE - 9:30 AM 

R-1 9:30 A.M. TIME CERTAIN: Audit of Aging and Disability Services 
Medicaid Long-term Care Program. Presented by LaVonne Griffin-Valade. 
30 MINUTES REQUESTED. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES -10:00 AM 

R-2 RESOLUTION Approving the 2010-13 Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Project List 

DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY MANAGEMENT -10:05 AM 

R-3 NOTICE OF INTENT to Apply for Homeland Security Grant Program 
Funds in the Amount of$312,000 

DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY HUMAN SERVICES -10:10 AM 

R-4 Briefing on Cascadia Transition Plan. Presented by Joanne Fuller. 20 
MINUTES REQUESTED. 

NON-DEPARTMENTAL -10:30 AM 

R-5 RESOLUTION Creating a Contract Compliance Advisory Committee 

R-6 First Reading of an ORDINANCE Amending Multnomah County Code 
Chapter 7.450 et seq. Relating to Art Acquisition and Approving Regional 
Arts and Culture Council Contract Renewal 
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R-7 RESOLUTION Supporting a Proposal by the Multnomah County Youth 
Commission to Establish Fareless Public Transportation for All 6th to 12th 
Grade Students in Multnomah County 

MULTNOMAII COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH -11:05 AM 

(Recess as the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners and convene as the 
Multnomah County Board of Health) 

R-8 ORDER Adopting a Policy Requiring the Nutrition Labeling of Food Items 
at Chain Restaurants and Directing the County Department of Health to 
Promulgate Rules and Regulations to Implement the Policy 

(Adjourn as the Multnomah County Board of Health and reconvene as Multnomah 
County Board of Commissioners) 

BOARD COMMENT -11:50 AM 

Opportunity (as time allows) for Commissioners to provide informational 
comments to Board and public on non-agenda items of interest or to discuss 
legislative issues. 
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Ted Wheeler, Multnomah County Chair 

501 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Suite 600 
Portland, Oregon 97214 
Phone: (503) 988-3308 

Email: mult.chair@co.multnomah.or.us 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Commissioner Maria Rojo De Steffey 
Commissioner Jeff Cogen 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Commissioner Lonnie Roberts 
Clerk of the Board Deb Bogstad 

FROM: Tara Bowen-.Biggs Staff Assistant to Chair Ted Wheeler 

DATE: July 15,2008 

RE: Board Briefing Excuse Memo 

Chair Wheeler will not participate in the Board Briefing and if-needed Executive Session on July 29 
2008. He will be out of town meeting with County Commissioners in Southern Oregon. 

~-h~~(-\ tzc.D ~.,:) 
~-\\:~L- Stscs~~ 

\JlA- ~'~~-e...s\> wv~L--



MUL TNOMAH COUNTY OREGON 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

501 S.E. HAWTHORNE BLVD., Room 600 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 
Lonnie Roberts e DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

(503) 988-5213 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Chair Ted Wheeler 

FROM: 

DATE: 

Commissioner Maria Rojo de Steffey 

Commissioner Jeff Cogen 
Commissioner Lisa Naito 
Board Clerk Deb Bogstad 

Sam Peterson 
Staff Assistant to Commissioner Lonnie Roberts 

July 29, 2008 

Commissioner Roberts is leaving the building early due to illness, therefore he will not be attending 

today' s scheduled Board Briefing. 

Thank you, 

Sam Peterson 



MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST (short form) 

Board Clerk Use Only 

Meeting Date: --=-07:...:./::.:29:.:./.::..08=----­
Agenda Item #: _E=--=1~---­
Est. Start Time: 9:00 AM 

Date Submitted: _0.::..7:...:./2::.:3:.:./.::..08=-----

Agenda Executive Session Pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(d),(e)and/or(b) 
Title: 

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions, 
provide a clearly written title. · 

Requested Amount of 
, Meetine: Date: -=--Ju~ly"--"-29=-'':..::2:..::0..:.0..:.8 _________ Time Needed: 15-55 minutes 

Department: Non-Departmental Division: County Attorney 

Contact(s): _A::..::li2gn:::.e::.::s:..:S::.::o:...:.w:..::le=--------------------------

Phone: 503 988-3138 Ext. 83138 
_::__.:;_:_:....::_::....::...;~--

110 Address: 503/500 
--~~---------

Presenter(s): Agnes Sowle and Invited Others 

General Information 

1. What action are you requesting from the Board? 

No ftnal decision will be made in the Executive Session. 

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand 
this issue. Please note which Program Offer this action affects and how it impacts the results. 

Only representatives of the news media and designated staff are allowed to attend. Representatives 
of the news media and all other attendees are specifically directed not to disclose information that is 
the subject of the Executive Session. 

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing). 

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved. 

ORS 192.660(2)( d),( e )andlor(h) 

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place. 

Required Signature 

Elected Official or 
Department/ 
Agency Dire~tor: 

Date: 07/23/08 
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Agenda 
Title: 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST (short form) 

Board Clerk Use Only 

Meeting Date: _0_7_12_9_10_8 ___ _ 

Agenda Item#: _B_-1 _____ _ 

Est. Start Time: 10:00 AM 

Date Submitted: 06/27/08 -------

Presentation of VERA Institute Research: Assessing the Effectiveness of 
Intermediate Sanctions in Multnomah County Oregon 

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions, 

provide a clearly written title. 

Amount of 
Time Needed: 45 minutes 

~~~~~------------- --~-~~---------

Division: ECCS ------------------------ ----------------

110 Address: 503/2 
~~~- ~~~----------

General Information 

1. What action are you requesting from the Board? 

This presentation will provide information to the Board on effective sanctioning practices within 

DCJ. 

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand 

this issue. Please note which Program Offer this action affects and how it impacts the results. 

The Department of Community Justice contracted with the Vera Institute (An independent center for 

policy and practice, making justice systems fairer and more effective through research and 

innovation) to evaluate the impact of the sanctioning practices done in Multnomah County on a 

cohort of offenders ending supervision in 2005. The fmal report has been received and we would 

like the author to present his fmdings to the Board. These fmdings have serious implications in the 

use of custodial settings and can inform future discussions around the use of jail beds. 

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing). 

None 

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved. 

None 
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5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place. 

None 

Required Signature 

Elected Official or 
Department/ 
Agency Director: 

Date: 06/27/08 
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INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE 

ASSESSING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
INTERMEDIATE SANCTIONS IN 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

Andres F. Rengifo 
Christine S. Scott-Hayward 

Vera Institute of Justice 
June 2008 



Suggesting citation: Andres F. Rengifo and Christine S. Scott-Hayward. Assessing the 

Effectiveness of Intermediate Sanctions in Multnomah County, Oregon. New York: 

Vera Institute of Justice, 2008. 

© 2008 Vera Institute of Justice. All rights reserved. This report was prepared by the 

Vera Institute of Justice for the Multnomah County Department of Community Justice. 

Additional copies can be obtained from the communications department of the Vera 

Institute of Justice, 233 Broadway, 12th floor, New York, New York, 10279, 

(212) 334-1300. An electronic version of this report is available for download on Vera's 

web site, www. vera.org. 

Requests for additional information about the research described in this report should be 

directed to contactvera@vera.org. 
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Executive Summary 

In the 1990s the Department of Community Justice (DCJ) in Multnomah County, 

Oregon, initiated a series of evidence-based reforms intended to shift resources and 

change its supervision approach. This study by the Vera Institute of Justice is one of a 

number of studies the DCJ has solicited to look at particular questions about its system. It 

provides an overview of the patterns and practices of adult probation and post-prison 

supervision, based on Vera's quantitative and qualitative analysis of the use of 

intermediate sanctions in response to violations of probation conditions. Specifically the 

authors seek to answer three main questions: 

• What are the most frequent condition violations among clients on supervision 

and the most frequent sanctions associated with those violations? 

• What is the incidence and prevalence of jail sanctions? 

• Is there an association between sanctions and short- and long-term outcomes? 

Overall, we found that most of the people on supervision in Multnomah County did not 

receive any type of sanction or intervention while under supervision. Of 3,642 people 

discharged in 2005, only 29.4 percent registered at least one sanction or intervention. The 

most common condition violations for which sanctions were imposed were failure to 

report to the parole or probation officer and changing job or residence without 

·permission. Together these were listed as the top condition violated for 39 percent of the 

administrative actions carried out by supervising officers. Jail was the most frequently 

employed sanction. Of those who received at least one sanction, 92 percent received a jail 

sanction, averaging 62.9 jail days over the course of their tenure. 

In looking at short-term outcomes-i.e., whether people were able to complete their 

supervision successfully-we found that those who received intermediate sanctions were 

significantly more likely to experience an unsuccessful discharge. Controlling for 

demographic and crime related attributes, we found that people who received any 

sanction or formal intervention were 44 percent more likely to have their supervision 

revoked. 
It is possible, of course, that those who receive jail sanctions might be different from 

clients who don't receive sanctions or who receive other sanctions. To account for this 

potential "bias," we used statistical analyses (propensity score matching) to create two 

samples of clients with a similar propensity to receive jail sanctions. Using these matched 

samples, we found that intermediate sanctions had a negative effect on long-term 

outcomes, both re-arrest and reconviction. The re-arrest rate for clients who received at 

least one sanction or intervention was 20 percent higher than that of the matched control 

group who received no sanctions. Similarly, the reconviction rate for clients who received 
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any sanction or intervention was 15 percent higher than that of the matched control 

group. 

Based on our findings, we suggest four ways DCJ could improve supervision and 

outcomes: 

1. Increase the use of sanctions and interventions other than jail; this would 

allow for this study to be expanded to look at the specific effects of actions 

other than jail. 

2. Examine in more detail how jail is used, specifically the nwnber of jail days 

given for each sanction. 

3. Educate probation and parole officers on DCJ's practices and protocols to 

ensure accurate data collection. 

4. Conduct future studies, which should include cost-benefit analysis, on the 

effect of sanctions other than jail. 
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I. Introduction 

This study examines how intermediate sanctions-a stepped hierarchy of penalty options 

that may forestall a return to prison-and other formal interventions are used as 

responses when people on adult probation or under post-prison supervision in Multnomah 

County, Oregon, violate the conditions of their release. Specifically, our research focuses 

on three main areas: 

1. General patterns of intermediate sanctioning. We look at the types of 

intermediate sanctions and formal interventions given to Multnomah County 

Department of Community Justice (DCJ) clients, as well as the violations 

associated with these sanctions. We also compare the use of sanctions in 

Multnomah County with their use in Washington and Clackamas counties to 

determine whether DCJ sanctioning patterns are different from those of other 

agencies. 

2. Use of jail-based sanctions. In addition to general patterns of sanctioning, we 

look more specifically at the incidence and prevalence of jail-based sanctions 

(local control) and the types of violations for which jail was given as a 

sanction. As with the general patterns of intermediate sanctioning, we 

examine whether DCJ patterns of jail-based sanctioning are different from the 

patterns observed in Washington and Clackamas counties. 

3. Short- and long-term outcomes of supervision and the effoct of sanctions on 

outcomes. Finally, we examine the distribution of short-term outcomes of 

supervision as measured by the type of discharge (e.g., successful completion, 

revocation, administrative discharge) and investigate the effect of sanctions 

and interventions on these outcomes. We also look at long-term outcomes as 

measured by re-arrest and reconviction after discharge to see whether there is 

an association between short- and long-term outcomes of supervision and to 

gauge any impact of sanctions on long-term outcomes. 

Background 

The Multnomah County Department of Community Justice (DCJ) is responsible for 

supervising all people on probation, parole, or post-prison supervision who reside in the 

county. 1 Since the 1990s, it has been a national leader in innovative practices in the 

criminal justice system. In 1997, DCJ officials began redesigning the department's 

operations using evidence-based practices (practices shown to be effective based on 

1 Oregon abolished parole in 1989 when it adopted sentencing guidelines. However, there are people who 

were sentenced prior to 1989 who are still released on parole. People sentenced after 1989 are required to 

serve a period of time in the community following release from prison-this is referred to as post-prison 

supervision. 
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empirical research). They began by developing specialized caseloads for particular 

populations, such as people convicted of sex offenses and clients with mental health 

issues, and new programs and sanctions. They also eliminated services and programs that 

were considered ineffective or insufficiently evidence-based and began concentrating 

resources on clients who were at medium and high risk of re-offending (rather than low­

risk clients). This process of change continued in 1999 when the DCJ developed an 

enhanced needs assessment that would allow them to tailor services to meet individual 

clients' specific psychological, emotional, and educational needs. 

While these reforms were being enacted locally, structured intermediate sanctions 

were being developed at the state level.2 In 1993, Oregon's legislature developed a 

structured sanctions process for people on felony probation. This innovation provided 

probation officers (POs) with a range of sanctions that correspond to particular violations. 

The structured sanction process uses a sanction grid similar to a sentencing guidelines 

grid. 3 This grid, which originally targeted people on felony probation, was later adopted 

by the State Board of Parole and Post-Prison Supervision to be used with a wider number 

of people on parole and under post-prison supervision. The legislature's goal was, in part, 

to reduce the numbers of revocations to prison for non-criminal violations, such as failure 

to attend a required meeting with a P0.4 The DCJ adopted this structured sanctions 

process in 1995 and subsequently developed a sanction process for people on 

misdemeanor probation. 5 More recently, in 2001: as part of a systemwide effort to free up 

jail beds, the DCJ reduced the number of jail days that could be imposed as a sanction. 

As part of this overall process, the DCJ established a Research and Evaluation Unit to 

ensure that system decisions were grounded in research and data analysis. However, in 

addition to conducting its own internal research and data analysis, the DCJ has also relied 

on external researchers. This project by the Vera Institute of Justice is one of a number of 

studies that have been solicited to look at particular questions about the county system. 

2 In the context of community supervision, intermediate sanctions are sanctions given to a person when he 

or she violates a condition of supervision. Intermediate sanctions are generally given in lieu of revoking 

rrobation or parole and sending people back to prison. 

National Institute of Corrections, Topics in Community Co"ections Annual Issue 2006: Effectively 

Managing Violations and Revocations (Washington, DC: NlC, 2006,) p. 22. (Hereafter, referred to as 

Topics in Community Corrections.) In Multnomah County, intermediate sanctions are described as 

sanctions or interventions. The most common sanctions are jail, inpatient treatment, community service, 

and restitution, while interventions include day reporting, outpatient treatment, curfew, cognitive 

intervention, and modification of conditions. 
4 Topics in Community Co"ections. 
5 Wayne Salvo, The Use of Structured Intermediate Sanctions in Multnomah County, November 1997 

through March, 2001 (Portland, OR: Multnomah County Department of Community Justice, Research and 

Evaluation Unit.) (Hereafter, referred to as The Use of Structured Intermediate Sanctions in Multnomah 

County.) 
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Data and Methods 

This study is based on the analysis of client-level administrative records compiled by the 

DCJ and stored by the Oregon Department of Corrections. These records contain 

variables traditionally associated with the performance of people under community-based 

supervision, including key demographics, risk assessment scores, and information on 

prior criminal involvement. The sample comprises people who ended community-based 

supervision in 2005.6 It includes both clients who successfully completed their 

supervision term as well as those whose supervision was revoked. We compiled 

information on these people in order to include events that occurred between their release 

from prison and their discharge from supervision (for those with a prison sentence), or 

between the beginning of their supervision period and their discharge from supervision 

(for those without a prison sentence). 7 Although our research focuses on processes and 

outcomes in Multnomah County, we use patterns detected in two neighboring 

jurisdictions, Clackamas and Washington Counties, for comparison. Overall, 7,542 

people were discharged from supervision in these three counties in 2005, almost half 

from Multnomah County (3,642). 

Our analysis of administrative records is supplemented by information derived from a 

series of semi-structured interviews with DCJ supervising officers as well as focus groups 

with DCJ line officers, all completed in July 2007. We conducted two focus groups, one 

with line officers who had generic caseloads and one with line officers who had 

specialized caseloads (including people convicted of domestic violence offenses and sex 

offenses and people who were mentally ill). We also interviewed three supervising 

officers and met on multiple occasions with several DCJ managers and researchers. 

Gathering this qualitative data helped us understand the practices of supervision and 

intermediate sanctions in Multnomah County. It also contributed to our interpretation of 

patterns detected through our statistical analysis of the administrative records. 

As noted earlier, in addition to describing patterns of intermediate sanctioning, we 

sought to associate sanctioning processes with short- and long-term supervision 

outcomes. We defined short-term outcomes using administrative records on type of 

discharge from supervision. Essentially, we reclassified these discharges into several 

categories of success and failure. To look at long-term outcomes we followed a subset of 

clients discharged from supervision in 2005 to determine how many were re-arrested or 

reconvicted in Multnomah County. 

By applying standard multivariate statistical techniques to the data derived from the 

administrative records, we were able to assess the effectiveness of jail-based intermediate 

6 In Oregon, community-based supervision is a county-level function that includes the supervision of both 
people leaving prison (parole or "post-prison supervision") and those sentenced locally to a term of 

rrobation. 
For people with multiple sentences we focused on their last release from prison or their last admission to 

probation. 
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sanctions on short- and long-term outcomes. Specifically, we developed a series of 

logistic and Cox-regression models estimating the likelihood of short-term failures (i.e., 

being discharged in 2005 due to a revocation) controlling for demographic and crime­

related factors. We used a similar approach to examine the long-term outcomes (i.e., 

being re-arrested or reconvicted after discharge). For both analyses we explored multiple 

measures of intermediate sanctioning practices, focusing on jail-based sanctions. We 

supplemented this approach with the study of a reduced sample that we created using 

propensity score matching (PSM). 8 This technique accounts for any selection "bias" 

implied by the administration of jail-based sanctions (i.e., clients receiving jail-based 

sanctions may be different than clients without sanctions or clients receiving other types 

of sanctions). Using PSM, we created two samples of clients with a "similar" propensity 

to receive jail-based sanctions and compared their long-term supervision outcomes. 

Outline of the report 

The remainder of the report is organized into four sections. In Section II we present a 

brief profile of the clients included in our dataset of administrative records, looking at 

their demographic characteristics, risk assessment scores, and key elements of their 

involvement with the criminal justice system. Section III examines the nature and 

frequency of condition violations and the use of intermediate sanctions. In particular, it 

looks at the use of jail as a sanction, both individually and in combination with other 

sanctions. Section IV presents our findings on the effect of jail and other sanctions on 

short-term and long-term outcomes and discusses prior research on the effect of 

intermediate sanctions on recidivism. Finally, in Section V we summarize the findings of 

the report and suggest ways the DCJ can use these· findings to improve supervision 

practices in Multnomah County. Detailed descriptions and results of the multivariate data 

analyses discussed in Section N can be found in the appendices. 

8 See Appendix I. 
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II. Profile of Clients on Community-based Supervision 

During 2005, 7,542 people exited from community-based supervision in the counties of 

Multnomah, (48.3 percent of all discharges), Washington (32.1 percent), and Clackamas 

(19.6 percent). As the data in Figure 1 show, overall, women represented only 21 percent 

of discharges. On average, people were approximately 33 years old when admitted into 

community-based supervision. White clients comprised more than 75 percent of the total 

discharges, with Hispanic comprising 11.2 percent and black clients comprising 10 

percent. 

Figure 1: Demographic attributes by county9 

Overall Multnomah Clackamas Washington 

Total clients 7,542 3,642 1,480 2,420 

Gender 
Percent female 20.8 19.9 20.1 22.4 

Race/Ethnicity 
Percent white 75.8 68.0 89.3 79.3 

Percent black 10.0 17.2 1.6 4.1 

Percent Hispanic 11.2 11.0 6.7 14.2 

Percent other 3.1 3.8 2.4 2.5 

Age at admission 
Mean 33.1 33.2 34.1 32.2 

Range 15-81 15-80 17-77 15-81 

Although the age and gender of the study sample were consistent across the three 

counties, there were substantial differences in the racial breakdown. As Figure 1 shows, 

the percentage of minority clients in Multnomah County (28.2 percent) was significantly 

higher than in Clackamas and Washington counties (8.3 percent and 18.3 percent 

respectively). Multnomah County also showed a higher level of racial disparity than the 

other counties. For example, as Figure 2 shows, the percentage of black clients 

discharged in 2005 is almost triple the percentage in the general population of 

Multnomah County (17 percent compared with 6 percent). 

9 Due to rounding, percentages in this (and other tables) may not add to 100. 
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level of supervision. The initial needs assessment tool also provides a baseline for each 

client's service plan. 

As Figure 5 shows, on average, DCJ clients have higher initial assessment and 

reassessment scores than clients in Clackamas and Washington counties. The most 

significant variation is in the reassessment score: The average reassessment score for DCJ 

clients is 4.84, compared with 1.99 and 3.46 for Clackamas and Washington clients 

respectively. The assessment score (either initial or reassessment) corresponds directly to 

the level of supervision assigned to a client-the "calculated supervision level." 

However, for reasons to be discussed later in this report, which include the results of the 

Violence Triage Tool, this level may be overridden. In such cases, the actual level of 

supervision would be reflected as the "community supervision level." Figure 5 shows 

differences among the three counties in the calculated supervision levels assigned to 

clients. Just 19 percent of Clackamas and Washington clients received a calculated 

supervision level of medium or high compared with 32 percent ofDCJ clients. 

Figure 5: Assessment scores and levels of supervision, by county 

All Multnomah Clackamas Washington 

Total clients 7,542 3,642 1,480 2,420 

Initial assessment (N = 6, 032) 
Mean score 2.92 3.49 3.25 2.21 

Mean substance abuse score 11 0.68 0.69 0.70 0.64 

Last reassessment (N = 3,943) 
Mean general score 3.99 4.84 1.99 3.46 

Mean substance abuse scoreu 0.58 0.67 0.40 0.52 

Calculated supervision level (IA) 
Percent high 8 10 5 6 

Percent medium 18 22 14 13 

Percent low 42 41 42 43 

Percent limited 32 27 39 38 

Community supervision level (!A) 
Percent high 11 13 9 9 

Percent medium 51 45 60 56 

Percent low 16 17 9 20 

Percent limited 22 25 23 16 

11 Question RS in the Revised Oregon Initial Risk Assessment Instrument reads "Substance abuse problem 

in the community during the three years prior to the current offense?" A client receives a score of 0 for No 

and 1 for Yes. 
12 Question RAS in the Revised Oregon Risk Reassessment Instrument reads "Substance abuse problem in 

the community?" The question asks about behavior since the last assessment. A client receives a score of 0 

for "No use/possession," 1 for "Occasional use," and 2 for "Frequent abuse." 
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Figure 5 shows that there are many instances where the calculated supervision level is 

different from the community supervision level. As a result of discretionary overrides by 

POs, the percentage of cases actually supervised at a medium or high level is lower in 

Multnomah County than in Clackamas or Washington Counties (58 percent compared 

with 69 percent and 65 percent respectively). Although we don't know why there are so 

many overrides outside ofMultnomah County, when we asked DCJ staff about the 

overrides, officers and managers alike noted that in the past there were more of them, 

many of which were arbitrary. Current policy consequently requires a manager to 

approve all overrides. Although some officers told us there were financial pressures from 

management to have more medium- and high-level cases because they received more 

funding for those cases, most officers attributed overrides to concerns about public 

safety: SJ, a manager, told us "overrides usually occur in cases where there is someone 

dangerous and there are high public safety needs." Frequently, the override is necessary 

because of the limitations of the state risk assessment tool. According to one officer, the 

violence triage tool may lead to an override because ''the state tool measures recidivism 

but not violence." SJ told us that the risk assessment tool gives property crime more 

weight than other crime types, which does not reflect current crime demographics in the 

county: "Many officers use other risk assessment tools based on best practices ... these 

give a better of view of where the offender stands." Finally, we were told that there are 

certain crimes for which clients must be supervised at a high or medium level for the first 

six months out of prison, which leads to an automatic override. 
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III. Violation of Conditions of Supervision and the Use of 
Intermediate Sanctions 

This portrait of the clients supervised in Multnomah County suggests that DCJ officers 

supervise a greater number of parole clients with more serious offenses and more 

prolonged contact with the justice system than neighboring counties. These 

circumstances affect the nature of community-based supervision in multiple ways. For 

example, the average supervision tenure in Multnomah is significantly longer than in 

Clackamas and Washington (40.1 months vs. 30.1 months). 

Given these differences, we might expect to see a greater number of condition 

violations and intermediate sanctions, as well as more serious sanctions in Multnomah 

County compared with the surrounding counties. We found, however, that despite·the 

relative seriousness of its client-base and the longer tenures on supervision of probation 

and parole.clients, most people supervised by DCJ discharged in 2005 did not receive any 

type of structured action in the form of sanctions Gail, inpatient treatment, etc) or other 

formal interventions (curfew, day reporting, etc.). 13 In fact, more than two-thirds of those 

included in the study cohort monitored in Multnomah County were terminated without 

any sanction or formal intervention by their supervising officers (70.6 percent). The 

remaining 29.4 percent of the clients received at least one sanction or formal intervention 

during their tenure on community-based supervision. As expected, in Clackamas and 

Washington, the percentage of clients receiving sanctions was significantly lower (9.6 

percent). 

Figure 6, below, provides a visual representation of the county-level differences in the 

use of intermediate sanctions and other formal interventions. It shows that not only is the 

incidence of actions greater in Multnomah County but also that a greater percentage of 

clients in this jurisdiction received a combination of sanctions and formal interventions 

during their supervision tenure (34.6 percent of those registe~g at least one action 

compared with 4.3 percent in Clackamas/Washington).14 It was rare for a client to receive 

only a formal intervention. 

13 In Multnomah County, intermediate sanctions are described as sanctions or interventions. The most 
common sanctions are jail, inpatient treatment, community service, and restitution/work center. 
Interventions, meanwhile, include day reporting, outpatient treatment, curfew, cognitive intervention and 

modification of conditions. However, DCJ staff more commonly refers to ''jail only sanctions" and ''jail 
plus a program" sanctions. Generally, sanctions are perceived as being more severe than interventions. 
14 In Multnomah County, sanctions can either be initiated by the court or by a line officer. Because we are 
interested only in how the DCJ administers sanctions, we exclude court-initiated sanctions from our 
analysis. 
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percent were given only sanctions, with only 4.3 percent receiving a combination of 

sanctions and interventions. On very few occasions, formal interventions were the only 

type of intermediate action employed (0.3 percent in Multnomah). Overall, while 

structured actions are used more frequently in Multnomah than in Clackamas or 

Washington, there is also more diversity in the type of structured action in Multnomah. 

When asked about their use of treatment programs, DCJ staff monitoring generic 

caseloads and those on specialized caseloads expressed different views on how the 

system operates. Generic officers complained that it is often difficult to get clients into 

programs-not because of skepticism about the programs' effectiveness, but because 

there isn't always a bed available. They cited long waitlists for many treatment programs 

and said that specialized units have an easier time getting clients a slot-an assertion that 

officers with specialized caseloads confirmed. The generic caseload officers also said that 

they would use jail sanctions less often, "if there were more resources that were easy to 

use." 

Figure 7 provides a more detailed examination of the patterns of intermediate 

sanctioning. As shown, most of the sanctions given to the study cohort were jail-based 

measures. In Multnomah County, 92.5 percent of clients receiving a sanction were given 

jail. However, jail was registered as the only type of sanction for about 65.8 percent of 

this subset of clients. The remaining 34.2 percent received jail in combination with other 

types of sanctions administered throughout the tenure of supervision. Likewise, about 

one-third of those receiving at least one jail sanction also received at least one formal 

intervention throughout their supervision tenure. In the two comparison counties the 

percentage of clients given jail was significantly lower (63.5 percent in 

Clackamas/Washington vs. 92.5 percent in Multnomah). Very few clients in Multnomah 

County received a sanction in the form of restitution/work center (1 percent of those 

receiving a sanction) whereas in the two comparison counties, almost two-thirds of those 

sanctioned were given restitution/work center (see Figure 7 below). 
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clients without sanctions were classified as "high risk," for example, compared to 18 

percent of clients who were given at least one sanction (see calculated risk level, Figure 

11, below). 

Figure 11: Characteristics of clients by subpopulation, 
Multnomah County 

Without 
With sanctions 

sanctions Any sanction At least one 
.iail sanction 

Total clients (N = 3,470) 2,449 1,021 941 

1. Demo2raphics 
Gender 

Percent female 20.5 17.0 17.1 

Race!Ethnicity 
Percent white 67.7 69.2 68.7 

Percent black 14.0 24.2 24.8 

Percent Hispanic 14.3 3.4 3.6 

other 4.0 3.1 3.0 

Age at admission 
Mean (years) 33.4 32.9 32.8 

2. Crime and supervision 
Type of supervision 

Percent probation 76.9 63.8 32.5 

Percent post-prison 23.1 36.2 67.5 

Initial assessment 
Mean score 2.68 5.28 5.51 

Risk- calculated/community 
Percent high 6.3 I 1.4 18.5 I 26.1 19.5 I 27.5 

Percent medium 17.7 I 42.3 20.5 I 52.4 32.0 I 51.0 

Percent low 42.8 I 18.5 37.2 I 11.0 35.6 I 11.0 

Percent limited 33.1 I 31.8 14.7 I 10.5 12.9 I 10.4 

Criminal history 
Percent A-D 9.1 23.5 24.2 

Percent E- I 54.1 60.5 61.1 

Percent None 36.8 16.0 14.7 

Current offense 
Percent class A felony 13.5 13.3 13.4 

Percent other felony 61.4 76.3 77.1 

Percent class A misdemeanor 18.7 7.8 6.9 

Percent other misdemeanor 6.4 2.6 2.6 

Supervision tenure 
Mean (months) 39.4 44.2 45.0 
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We found that in Multnomah County not only does a relatively small proportion (35 

percent) of violated clients receive more than one type of sanction or formal intervention 

over the course of their supervision tenure, but more importantly, it is rare for officers to 

respond to a particular violation with more than one type of sanction or formal 

intervention. This was surprising to us, as officers and managers emphasized that officers 

are generally supposed to add another sanction or intervention to jail and said they did: 

"Often it is a combination of things-jail with something else." One officer told us that 

"supervisors won't sign off on a sanction that is jail only, so you have to put something 

else on there so that the supervisor will sign it." Of course it is possible that another 

sanction is being imposed but not recorded. One manager told us that we would rarely see 

reprimands recorded because an officer will issue them but then not write the reprimand 

up because he or she doesn't have the time. 

More generally, we were surprised by the fact that most supervised clients in 

Multnomah County do not receive sanctions, but when they do, they mostly receive jail­

based sanctions. The DCJ officers and managers we spoke with all confirmed that jail is 

the most frequently used sanction: "There's not a lot of diversity in terms of sanctions." 

They agreed that jail is used more frequently now than in the past and said that this is 

because the current focus is on supervising medium- and high-risk clients: with a "highly 

criminal" population, they "use more jail now and more often." Some of those cases 

involve "graduated" sanctions, but that often means that they start with "a low sanction of 

5 to 10 days" and then "quickly work up in length of time." Both managers and officers 

said they use jail when it is the most appropriate sanction based on the risk of the client: 

"The usual reasons for jail are flight risk, risk to the community, or risk to themselves." 

Officers on generic caseloads also agreed that once you have given jail for a violation, 

you cannot give a client a less severe sanction: "How will it look to the judge if you give 

them five days and then something less?" 

Officers on generic caseloads also told us that jail was the "easiest" sanction to give: 

"It's a waste of time to use sanctions other than jail." One PO told us that "out of custody 

sanctions are ineffective and too much work." In part, this is because unlike other 

sanctions, jail requires no follow-up: "Once they're in jail, they're out of your mind." 

Some alternative sanctions were specifically cited as taking too much time that might 

otherwise be spent on other cases. No one, for example, wanted to impose increased 

reporting as a sanction: "We don't want to see [clients]. We want them to go away." 

Officers also noted that jail was often more comfortable for the clients-it can be a lot 

easier to spend a few days in jail than to try to complete a program. Some clients 

frequently fail to complete programs like community service so ''they end up in jail 

~yway because you have to violate them for failing to complete the program." One 

officer told us that some clients see jail as not such a bad thing-"four hots and a cot." In 

addition, officers will sometimes send clients to jail for their own good-so they can get 

clean and thus be eligible for certain treatment programs. 
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Officers with specialized caseloads had varying views about what sanctions to 

impose, based on the types of clients they were dealing with. For example, for 

low/limited-risk clients, jail is used only as a last resort. Given the limited number of jail 

days available as a sanction, they might prefer to assign such clients to day reporting or 

community service, interspersed with a few jail days. By contrast, special supervision 

officers told us that their clients don't do well in treatment or on community service: 

"They would just find new victims or disrupt the group." Instead they just give them jail: 

"I impose the maximum or use a whole lot of discretion to throw ihem off balance, 

disrupt their whole cycle." 

The officers and managers we spoke with acknowledged the county philosophy of 

graduated sanctions. One officer in particular emphasized the importance of going from 

"small interventions to small sanctions and then moving up." However, another officer 

pointed out that despite this philosophy, there is not a lot of consistency: while some 

officers follow the graduated sanctions model, others just give 15 or 30 days for every 

sanction. 

The DCJ Administrative Sanctioning Guidelines state that officers can impose up to 

five days of jail or 30 units of another sanction, but that a supervisor must sign off on 

more onerous sanctions. Although the managers we interviewed took different 

approaches to supervising their officers' sanctioning practices, all emphasized the 

importance of officer discretion. One manager signs off on every sanction an officer 

imposes and will try to encourage the officers who are more "punishment-oriented" to 

use incremental means rather than just jail. Another works with his officers to "instill the 

notion ... that they are trying to manage risk so they are not responding to one specific 

behavior but [dealing] with the overall issues." He tries not to override a sanction: "If it is 

within a range, then it's usually okay." If he doesn't agree with a sanction he will try to 

convince the officer and "challenge [the officer] to think differently." Occasionally he 

will bargain: "They want 30 days. I want 5. We may do 15." Officers agreed that 

generally they have discretion and come up with the appropriate sanction themselves. Yet 

some also noted that sometimes it is the supervisors who are derelict in their 

responsibilities, resulting in huge inconsistencies. Some supervisors take the time to look 

at each sanction and some actually work with officers to help them better articulate the 

reasons for certain decisions, they said; others approve everything and just act as a 

rubber-stamp, often because they don't have time to look in detail at every sanction. 

Condition violations 

The administration of intermediate sanctions and/or other formal interventions is 

triggered by a client's violation of one or more of the conditions of his or her parole or 

probation. We found that overall, clients in our study cohort were given a total of9,531 

violations. In response to these events, supervising officers implemented 4,530 

administrative actions in the form of sanctions or formal interventions. Clients discharged 
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officers. Despite their low incidence, violations of special conditions were generally more 

likely to result in custodial sanctions. 

The frequency distribution of violations presented in Figure 12 is similar for 

violations resulting in a jail-based sanction. For example, in Multnomah County, 22.2 

percent of the total number of custodial sanctions ordered were responses to unauthorized 

changes of job or residence, while violations involving failure to report to the supervising 

PO triggered about 18 percent of the jail sanctions. However, a condition violation was 

less likely to result in a jail-based sanction when the condition violated was spe~ific. For 

example, 77 percent of violations in Multnomah County for failure to "obey alllaws"-a 

non-specific violation-resulted in jail sanctions; by contrast, just 54 percent of the 

violations for failure to "participate in substance abuse programs"-a specific violation­

resulted in jail sanctions. Moreover, DCJ supervising officers were more hesitant to 

initiate jail-based sanctions when violations involved a failure to comply with a program 

(community service work, behavioral interventions, etc.). However, even when 

confronted with these violations, jail was imposed in just over a third of the PO-initiated 

administrative actions (39 percent). 
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IV. Effect of Sanctions on Outcomes 

One of the long-standing research questions in the field of community corrections has 

been whether or not there is a connection between core elements of the supervision 

process and the performance of clients. Measures of client performance have often 

involved indicators of compliance with treatment regimens and criminal recidivism. In 

addition, research on the nature of supervision processes has included a variety of 

assessments of the workload of probation/parole officers, the use of referrals, and the 

integration of services, among others. In recent years, an emerging body of research has 

begun to focus on sanctioning patterns for people on active supervision, moving beyond 

the description of these patterns to include the impact of sanctioning on client outcomes. 

This project built upon this relatively new approach by associating the frequency and 

nature of the intermediate sanctions received by clients while on probation or post-prison 

supervision with short- and long-term indicators of their success and failure. In this 

analysis, short-term outcomes were measured using administrative discharge data and 

long-term outcomes were measured using re-arrest and reconviction data from 

Multnomah County, with an average follow-up period of20 months. 

Short-term outcomes 

As previously stated, the main short-term outcome of interest in this analysis is whether 

or not a client was successfully discharged from supervision. Clients were discharged 

from probation and post-prison supervision for a variety of reasons, ranging from the 

expiration of sentences to termination due to administrative reasons (transfers, deaths, 

etc.). 18 Discharge data were reclassified as successful or unsuccessful using criteria from 

previous research. Successful discharges comprise terminations due to expiration of 

sentence, early release, and discharge from supervision.19 The unsuccessful discharge 

category comprises revocations for new offense and revocations due to a technical 

violation (including absconders).20 The remaining discharge types were reclassified as 

administrative terminations-these included the transfer of clients to other jurisdictions 

and the reversal of charges on appeal. 

Using this classification system, we found that the majority of clients in the study 

cohort successfully completed their supervision term (59.5 percent). In Multnomah 

County, this percentage was significantly higher-79.1 percent of exits in 2005 were 

successful. Figure 13 provides a graphic representation of the distribution of these short­

term outcomes of supervision. 

18 Exit codes requested: EARL, BNPB, EXPI, DISC, DIED, RTNS, CRTR, SCOM, V ACA, APPE, VIOL. 

These exits correspond to person discharges from supervision, rather that docket or case-level exits. 
19 EXPI, EARL, DISC. · 
2° CTRT, ABEX, RTNS. 
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Figure 14: Short-term outcomes by subpopulation (sanctions/interventions), Multnomah 

Subpopulation 
Type of discharge Without With 

sanctions/interventions sanctions/interventions 

Successful (N = 2,745) 1,851 (88.3%) 894 (92.9%) 

Unsuccessful (N = 313) 245 (11.7%) 68 (7.1 %) 

Total (N = 3,058) 2,096 962 

Note: The cross-tabulation excludes clients who were administratively discharged. 

We subsequently reproduced this analysis to look specifically at jail-based sanctions 

(Figure 15, below). The results are very similar to those presented above: About 92.7 

percent of the clients receiving at least one jail-based sanction were successfully 

discharged from supervision. Among those without a jail sanction (or any sanction), the 

percentage was slightly lower (88.6 percent).23 

Figure 15: Short-term outcomes by subpopulation (jail sanctions), Multnomah 

Subpopulation 
Type of discharge Without any With a Jail 

sanction sanction 

Successful (N = 2,745) 1,919 (88.6%) 826 (92.7%) 

Unsuccessful (N = 313) 248 (11.4%) 65 (7.3%) 

Total (N = 3,058) 2,167 891 

Note: The cross-tabulation excludes clients who were administratively discharged. 

We also looked at clients discharged in Multnomah County who received a jail-based 

sanction and another sanction or intervention while on active supervision. In particular, 

we compared clients who were given exclusively custodial sanctions with those who 

received both jail and an additional sanction or intervention ("jail+ program"). As shown 

in Figure 16, below, we found that about 88.8 percent of those receiving "jail only" were 

successfully discharged from supervision. In contrast, among those receiving 

programming in addition to jail, about 96.2 percent were successfully discharged.24 

23 A chi-square test indicated that observed differences were statistically significant (x2=11.88, p<.OOl). 
24 A chi-square test indicated that observed differences were statistically significant (x2=17.99, p<.OOl). 
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Figure 16: Short-term outcomes by subpopulation (jail vs. jail +program), Multnomah 

Subpopulation 

Type of discharge Jail+ program Jail only 

Successful (N = 826) 454 (96.2o/~ 372 (88.8%) 

Unsuccessful (N = 65) 18 (3.8%) 47 (11.2%) 

Total (N = 891) 472 419 

Note: The cross-tabulation excludes clients who were administratively discharged. 
-' 

The results presented in Figures 14 and 15 suggest that the use of sanctions and 

interventions correlates with lower rates of success for clients at discharge (short term). 

However, we also found that among clients who received a jail sanction, those who also 

participated in some type of program were more likely to be successfully discharged than 

those who did not (Figure 16). For the group who received jail and a program, success 

rates at discharge were approximately 96.2 percent compared to 88.8 percent for those 

receiving jail only and 88.3 percent for those without any sanction/intervention. 

We also examined whether there was any association between the type of condition 

violated and variations in short-term supervision outcomes. As shown in Figure 12, 

sanctions and interventions were more likely to be given for certain violations. For 

example, 77 percent of violations in Multnomah County for failures to "obey all laws" 

resulted in jail sanctions; by contrast, just 54 percent of the violations associated with 

failures to "participate in substance abuse programs" resulted in jail sanctions. Building 

upon these findings, Figure 17, below, relates conditions violated to type of discharge 

from supervision (i.e., successful or unsuccessful). Results are limited to the most 

prevalent types of conditions violated among those who were eventually unsuccessfully 

discharged. Figures indicate that about 25 percent of clients who failed at discharge 

registered a failure to report sanction (General Condition #13). Similarly, about 15 

percent of the clients with negative short-term outcomes (failure at discharge) received a 

sanction or intervention due to possession of controlled substances (General Condition# 

2). 

Figure 17: Short-term outcomes by subpopulation (jail vs. jail +program), Multnomah 

Top_ condition violated % Unsuccessful discharge 

General Condition 13- Failure to report to PO 25.0 

General Condition 02 - Possession controlled substances 14.9 

General Condition 07- Failure to notify changes of address 10.1 

General Condition 10- Failure to obey all laws 10.8 

General Condition 04- Failure to _participate in programs 6.8 
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The bivariate analyses presented earlier in Figures 14 and 15 showed significant 

associations. Yet, such measures may be biased due to the influence ofthird variables or 

other interactions between variables. For example, the association between the presence 

of intermediate sanctions and short-term failure at discharge may simply reflect the fact 

that clients with more serious criminal histories are more likely to receive sanctions and 

more likely to fail at discharge. A more robust approach is needed to assess the extent to 

which the correlation between sanctions and discharges exists independent of these other 

influences. 
To address this question, we ran a series of stepwise logistic regressions examining 

the impact of both intermediate sanctions and a number of other explanatory factors on 

the likelihood of an unsuccessful discharge for clients terminated in Multnomah County. 

Results are presented in Figure 18, below, with each model representing a particular 

combination of factors. The percentages in Figure 18 indicate how much higher or lower 

the odds of unsuccessful discharge are given a particular factor.25 

Figure 18: Percentage increase or decrease in the odds of unsuccessful discharge 

(N = 3,058 clients) 

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 ModelS Model6 

Female -53* -48* -47* -47* -47* 

Black 9 42 39 38 40 

Hispanic 43* 109* 128* 136* 113* 

Age (at admission) -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 

Criminal history -8 -9 -10 -8 

Felony offense -92* -92* -92* -92* 

On parole (last status) -98* -98* -98* -98* 

Tenure (in months) 3* 3* 3* 3* 

Risk assessment score 17* 16* 16* 16* 

Any sanction/intervention -43* 44* 

Jail-based sanction 76* 

Total jail days given 0 

* Indicates statistical significance 

The first model in Figure 18 confirms the associations detected in the cross-tabulations 

above: clients given sanctions/interventions while on active supervision were less likely 

25 Full results from the logistic models are presented in Table A in Appendix II. 
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to experience an unsuccessful discharge. Model 2 predicts failure at discharge using a set 

of demographic controls. Results indicate that females have lower odds of failure, and 

being Hispanic increases the odds of failure by about 43 percent. In Model 3 we added to 

the estimation routine a series of covariates capturing crime-related and supervision­

related attributes of clients. Estimates highlight the fact that the odds of failure are lower 

for people on parole and for people serving sentences for felony offenses. Clients staying 

longer on supervision increased their odds of failing at discharge as did clients with 

higher risk scores. Models 4, 5, and 6 test three different versions of intermediate 

sanctions: in all cases estimates indicate that once we control for demographic and crime­

related attributes, people given jail or other forms of sanctions/interventions have higher 

odds of failure at discharge. Further, the odds of failure for clients receiving jail-based 

sanctions were significantly greater than estimates obtained when considering all types of 

sanctions/mandates suggesting that the use of jail has a heightened negative impact on the 

short-term outcomes of clients on supervision Findings presented in model 6 indicate 

that the number of jail days given is not significant when predicting failure at discharge. 

Insignificant results were also obtained when comparing the effect of jail-only sanctions 

to other interventions that combined jail with other sanctions/interventions-that is, there 

was no difference in patterns of success or failure in terms of whether clients received 

exclusively custodial sanctions or were given custodial sanctions in addition to other 

programs while on active supervision. 

While these logistic models allow us to estimate the independent impact of 

interventions on the success or failure of clients at discharge, they are still limited in the 

sense that they do not fully examine the relationships between supervision time (tenure), 

intermediate sanctions, and unsuccessful discharge. People who are unsuccessfully 

discharged quickly may have a greater propensity to engage in behaviors that lead to 

unsuccessful discharges than those who unsuccessfully discharge at a later point in time. 

Thus, it is more meaningful to examine the impact of various factors on time to failure. 

We used survival analysis and a series of Cox regressions to estimate the rate at which 

clients in Multnomah County experienced an unsuccessful discharge. 26 This is similar to 

the logistic regression (see Figure 18) but includes information on the time to 

unsuccessful discharge. We found that clients who were given at least one sanction or 

intervention were not only more likely to receive an unsuccessful discharge than clients 

who received no sanctions but that this discharge was more likely to happen earlier in 

their supervision tenure. 27 Consistent with the logistic regression results, we found that 

clients receiving jail sanctions failed faster than those receiving other 

sanctions/interventions. However, we did not find differences in the failure rates by type 

of jail-based sanction received ('jail only" vs. jail + programs). 

26 See Appendix I for a fuller description of this method. 
27 See Figures B, C, and D in Appendix II. 
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In sum, our assessment of short-term outcomes of probation/parole supervision in 

Multnomah County reveals that compared to other clients, people who received 

intermediate sanctions were not only more likely to experience an unsuccessful discharge 

but also to experience an unsuccessful discharge more quickly. Furthermore, the 

relationship between intermediate sanctions and unsuccessful discharge was maintained 

even when other competing influences were taken into account. 

Long-term outcomes 

In addition to examining the impact of intermediate sanctions on the type of discharge 

from supervision, we also looked at the effect of intermediate sanctions on the 

performance of clients after discharge. In particular, we examined recidivism outcomes 

for people discharged in Multnomah County, using two different measure of recidivism: 

arrests and reconvictions in the jurisdiction?8 Outcome data was obtained using records 

from local courts and law enforcement agencies and matched to the study cohort using 

state ID numbers, which uniquely identify people who have been monitored in Oregon. 

Arrests and reconvictions were tracked between January 2005 and August 2007, although 

the follow-up period is different for each person depending on his or her exact date of 

release. The average follow-up period was 20 months. 

Preliminary descriptive analysis indicates that of the 3,058 people successfully or 

unsuccessfully discharged in 2005 in Multnomah County, 26.2 percent were re-arrested 

at least once during the follow-up period in this jurisdiction. Furthermore, as of August 

2007, 14.5 percent of the members of the exit cohort were reconvicted locally. Despite 

the relative magnitude of these recidivism rates, figures also indicate that most clients 

discharged in 2005 did not experience further local contacts with the criminal justice 

system-about 3 in 4 were not re-arrested and an even greater proportion were not 

reconvicted. 

We found a weak association between short- and long-term outcomes of supervision: 

the re-arrest rate for clients with an unsuccessful discharge was 28.4 percent whereas for 

successful clients the rate was 26.0 percent; a similar gap was observed for reconviction 

figures (see Figure 19 below). In other words, clients who were successfully discharged 

in 2005 were slightly less likely to be re-arrested or reconvicted at follow-up. However, a 

chi-square test indicated that observed differences were not statistically significant 

(x2=.91, p=.341). 

28 People discharged in Multnomah County who were re-arrested or reconvicted in other jurisdictions in 

Oregon are not included in this analysis. 
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Figure 20: Percentage increase or decrease in the odds of re-arrest 
(N = 3,216 clients) 

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 ModelS 
Female -24* -8 -5 -6 
Black 132* 90* 84* 84* 
Hispanic -71 * -70* -59* -60* 
Age (at admission) -1 -1 * -1 * -1 * 

Criminal history 9* 6* 6* 
Felony offense -43* -43* -43* 
On parole (last status) 56* 9 4 
Risk assessment score 9* 8* 8* 
Short-term failure 51* 38 33 

Any sanction/intervention 344* 217* 
Jail-based sanction 226* 
Total jail days given 

* Indicates statistical significance 

Model6 
-6 

87* 
-68* 
-1 * 

8* 
-44* 
29* 
8* 
50* 

1* 

Our first model showed that clients who were given sanctions/interventions while on 

active supervision generally had greater odds of re-arrest after their initial discharge. 

Models 2 and 3 focused on a series of individual-level covariates, indicating that the odds 

of re-arrest were higher for black clients, as well as those with more serious criminal 

histories and heightened levels of supervision. By contrast, younger clients as well as 

those of a Hispanic origin had lower odds of recidivism. Consistent with our descriptive 

assessment, we found a positive association between short- and long-term client-based 

measures of performance-those successfully discharged had lower odds of re-arrest 

when controlling for other factors. However, the significance of this relationship was 

inconsistent. Models 4, 5, and 6 re-introduce intermediate sanctions/interventions in a 

multivariate setting. Results suggest that controlling for individual-level factors, 

(demographics, crime-related, and supervision-related) clients who were given 

sanctions/interventions had greater odds of re-arrest at follow-up. 30 These results hold 

across different specifications of intermediate sanctions/interventions (i.e., any sanction, 

jail-only, etc.). However, we found that the increase in the odds of failure was the lowest 

when clients were given a combination of jail and programs (that is, while still associated 

with a heightened risk of recidivism at follow-up, clients receiving jail and programs 

were at a lower risk than those who were only receiving jail). 

30 Despite the importance of these observations, indicators of the overall goodness of fit of these models 

suggest that the explanatory power of these estimations was moderat~ovariates only explained about 11 

percent of the variation in re-arrest rates across clients. (Pseudo R2 ranged from .05 to .14, see Figure E in 

Appendix II). 
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Figure 22; below, lends more insight into differences between people who received 

intermediate sanctions/interventions and those who did not. This table presents results 

from significance tests, which indicate whether or not differences that exist between the 

two groups with respect to demographic, crime-related, and supervision-related factors 

are statistically significant (rather than due to chance). As shown, clients given 

intermediate sanctions are significantly different than those who were not with respect to 

a number of factors. In fact, aside from parole status and age, there were significant 

differences in all of the co variates examined. Results were the same when the analysis 

was limited to jail-based sanctions. 

Figure 22: Differences in baseline characteristics by exposure to 

sanctions/interventions, prior to matching 

Without With 
sanction/intervention sanction/intervention 

n=2,449 n=l,021 

Percent female* 21.7 17.3 

Percent black* 14.1 24.2 

Percent Hispanic* 15.9 3.3 

Age at admission (mean) 33.0 32.7 
Criminal history (mean)* 2.0 3.6 

Percent felony offense* 79.0 90.4 
Percent on parole (last status) 24.2 64.3 

Supervision tenure (mean)* 34.1 44.5 
Risk assessment score (mean)* 2.74 5.3 

* Indicates statistical significance 

Given the significance of the differences among sub-samples of clients with or without 

intermediate sanctions/interventions, we resolved to develop a selection model to 

generate comparable sets of clients with similar degrees of exposure to sanctions. 

Creating such matched samples could neutralize the possibility that variables influencing 

the selection of clients for intermediate sanctions may not be independent of the variables 

associated with criminal recidivism. Specifically, we used a technique called propensity 

score matching to create a comparison sample that includes cases that have similar 

statistical odds for receiving a sanction but did not receive one during the study period.33 

The differences in the treatment (with sanctions) and comparison (without sanctions) 

groups are presented in Figure 23. 

33 See Appendix I for a fuller description of this method. 
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Figure 23: Differences in baseline characteristics by exposure to 

sanctions/interventions, matched sample 

Without With 
sanctions/intervention sanctions/intervention 

n=226 n=226 
Percent female 21.5 18.5 

Percent black 21.5 19.5 

Percent Hispanic 3.8 6.2 

Age at admission 32.7 33.1 

Criminal history (mean) 2.5 2.1 
Percent felony offense 77.4 80.6 

Percent on parole (last status) 31.7 30.5 

Supervision tenure (mean) 34.6 35.9 
Risk assessment score (mean) 3.7 3.4 

* Indicates statistical significance 

Using the matched sample, we examined the effect of intermediate 

sanctions/interventions on client performance after discharge (re-arrests and 

reconvictions). Results are presented in Figure 24, below.34 The average treatment on the 

treated (A TT) is the difference between the probability of recidivism for those who 

actually received sanctions-given that these were actually given to them-and the 

probability of recidivism of clients who did not receive any sanction. (In other words, it 

allows us to compare the likelihood of failure among those who received treatment to the 

likelihood of failure among a comparable group of people who did not receive treatment.) 

Results indicate that the re-arrest rate for clients who received at least one intermediate 

sanction/intervention while on supervision is 20 percentage points higher than of the 

matched control group members. The significance and direction of the estimated 

relationship between sanctions/interventions and re-arrest is further confirmed by the 

average treatment effect (ATE), which measures the average difference in the likelihood 

of re-arrest between two randomly-selected individuals from the treatment and the 

comparison groups. 

34 Full results are presented in Figure G in Appendix II. 
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Figure 24: Estimates of treatment (sanction) effects using matched sample 

Re-arrest Reconviction 
Likelihood of failure by: 

Treatment (with sanctions/intervention) 39.8% 24.8% 

Comparison (without sanctions/intervention) 19.9% 9.3% 

Average treatment on the treated (ATT) 19.91 * 15.49* 

Average treatment effect (ATE) 19.24 15.04 

* Indicates statistical significance 

Figure 24 also shows that results for the estimation of recidivism based on reconvictions 

are similar to those obtained for re-arrest models. Among clients who received 

sanctions/interventions while on supervision, the reconviction rate was 24.8 percent at 

follow-up (vs. 9.3 percent of the clients not exposed to these events). On average, the rate 

of reconviction was 15 percentage points higher for clients who received at least one 

sanction or intervention while on active supervision. Results were consistent when 

restricting our analysis to clients who were successfully discharged from supervision 

regardless of their exposure to intermediate sanctions/interventions. 

Figure 25: Estimates of treatment (jail) effects using matched sample 

Re-arrest Reconviction 
Likelihood of failure by: 

Treatment (with sanctions/interv) 47.37% 27.63% 
Comparison (without sanctions/interv) 20.17% 11.40% 

Average treatment on the treated (A TT) 27.19* 16.23* 
Average treatment effect (ATE) 26.99 16.15 

* Indicates statistical significance 

When we supplemented our analysis of supervision processes and outcomes by focusing 

on the use of jail-based sanctions only, we found that clients who received jail-based 

sanctions while on supervision were more likely to recidivate than those who did not (see 

Figure 25, above).35 Results were consistent when restricting our analysis to clients who 

were successfully discharged from supervision regardless of their exposure to 

intermediate sanctions/interventions. Our analyses presented in Figures 24 and 25 also 

35 Full results are presented in Figure H in Appendix II. 
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indicate that the recidivism of those receiving exclusively jail-based sanctions appears to 

be higher than for the more general group of clients receiving any type of 

sanction/intervention (comparison of A TT for re-arrest and reconviction in Figures 24 

and 25). 
Overall, results from the analysis of matched samples indicate that clients who 

received sanctions or interventions while on active supervision were more likely to 

recidivate after discharge from DCJ. The negative effect of sanctions/interventions is 

consistent across model specifications (i.e., different sets of predictors, different 

approaches to the matching of cases). However, while all models suggest that 

intermediate sanctions/interventions do influence the performance of offenders after 

release, different types of exposure to these events have different effects on recidivism: 

clients who received ''jail-only" sanctions have the greatest likelihood of failure 

compared to other clients with different patterns of sanctioning. Clients who were given 

''jail+ program," while still more likely to recidivate than clients who did not receive any 

sanctions, have a lower likelihood of failure compared to the "jail-only" sub-sample. 

Discussion 

Over the past decade, a number of studies have looked at whether intermediate sanctions 

have an effect on long-term client outcomes, particularly recidivism. While most of these 

focus on a specific intermediate sanction, some examine them generally. The results of 

these studies are mixed: some intermediate sanctions have been shown to reduce crime 

outcomes, some increase re-arrest rates, and others have no effect at all. 

The most recent comprehensive study of this issue was a meta-analysis of"what 

works" in adult correctional programs that also looked at the benefits and costs of these 

programs. 36 The only type of intermediate sanction in this study that showed a positive 

effect was treatment-oriented intensive supervision programs, which yielded a 16.7 

percent decrease in crime outcomes. By contrast surveillance-oriented intensive 

supervision programs showed no effect. Participation in adult boot camps and electronic 

monitoring similarly showed no statistically significant reduction in re-offense rates. For 

example, one of the studies on electronic monitoring was a 2000 evaluation of three 

Canadian programs, which found that the use of electronic monitoring was unrelated to 

program completion or recidivism and that it actually had a net-widening effect. 37 

36 Steve Aos, Mama Miller, and Elizabeth Drake, Evidence-Based Adult Corrections Programs: What 

Works and What Does Not (Olympia, WA: Washington State Institute for Public Policy, 2006); Steve Aos, 

Mama Miller, and Elizabeth Drake, Evidence-Based Public Policy Options to Reduce Future Prison 

Construction, Criminal Justice Costs, and Crime Rates (Olympia, W A: Washington State Institute for 

Public Policy, 2006). 
37 James Bonta, Suzanne Wallace-Capretta, and Jennifer Rooney, "Can Electronic Monitoring Make a 

Difference? An Evaluation of Three Canadian Programs" Crime and Delinquency 46 no. 1 (2000): 61-75. 
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An older, but more inclusive study analyzed results from a survey that tracked 

probationers during the late 1980s.38 Ninety-one percent of the sample received at least 

one sanction. The author looked at the relationship between intermediate sanctions and 

re-arrest rates and found that, overall, 45 percent of people on probation who received 

any intermediate sanction were re-arrested for a felony, compared with only 37 percent of 

those who were not sanctioned. This difference was statistically significant. When broken 

down by type of sanction, alcohol treatment, psychological counseling, day reporting, 

and community service were all found to be associated with statistically significant 

reductions in re-arrest rates within three years. Intensive supervision and split sentences, 

however, were associated with increases in re-arrest rates. There was no statistically 

significant effect for drug treatment, residential placement, drug testing, house arrest, 

supervision fees, and victim restitution. Of those sanctions that did have a positive effect, 

day reporting showed the largest effect: 25 percent of those sanctioned were re-arrested 

compared with 43 percent for those who were not.39 

A different study examined the impact of general probation on outcomes of a group 

of 126 people who began a term of probation in Virginia between 1994 and 1996.40
. 

Relying on both self-reports and official records, the study found that, overall, probation 

by itself both reduced the overall numbers of offenders committing crimes and reduced 

the amount of crime committed by those who continued to offend. However, an 

examination of the impact of probation violations found no evidence that any response by 

a probation officer to violations had any impact on future crime or violations. 

Even more relevant to Multnomah County, a 2002 report from the Oregon 

Department of Corrections (DOC) examined the effectiveness of community-based 

sanctions in reducing recidivism.41 The study cohort consisted of all people on probation 

and parole who received their first sanction in 1999, 2000, or 2001, a total of 13,219 

people. All were followed for 12 months after that sanction to measure the effect of the 

sanction on recidivism. The study examined three kinds of recidivism-reconviction of a 

felony, re-sanctioning for a violation, and re-arrest for any reason-and compared 

outcomes for people who received a jail sanction and those who received a community­

based sanction. There was no clear indication that either jail or community sanctions 

affected either arrest rates or re-sanctioning for a violation; however, when comparing 

groups of people who had the same crime type and the same risk to re-offend, for all 

groups, those who were given a jail sanction were reconvicted at higher levels than those 

38 Patrick A. Langan, "Between Prison and Probation: Intermediate Sanctions" Science 264 (1994): 791-
794. 
39 Day reporting, however, was one of the least frequently given sanctions. Only I percent of the sample 
received this sanction. 
40 Doris Layton MacKenzie, Katherine Browning, Stacy B. Skroban, Douglas A. Smith, "The Impact of 
Probation on the Criminal Activities of Offenders," Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 36(4) 
(1999): 423-453. ' 
41 Oregon Department of Corrections, The Effectiveness of Community-Based Sanctions in Reducing 
Recidivism. (2002). 
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who were given a community sanction. The differences were significant for all groups 

except people with medium-risk person offenses and those with high- or medium-risk sex 

offenses. The effect of jail stay length did not matter for people with high-risk offenses, 

but for those with medium-risk offenses, longer jail stays corresponded with higher 

recidivism. 

There are two problems with this group of studies. First, few of them consider jail­

based sanctions as intermediate sanctions and thus ignore any possible effect, either 

positive or negative, that using local control as a sanction might have on outcomes. The 

Oregon DOC study is the only one we found that looked at jail as a sanction. The second 

and more serious problem is that few of these studies take into account pre-existing 

differences and other characteristics of people on probation that might affect both their 

propensity to receive a particular type of sanction and their likelihood of recidivism. 

Again, the only study that takes any non crime-related factor into account is the Oregon 

DOC study, which looks at risk scores. Our study overcomes this important limitation by 

generating samples of clients with relatively similar degrees of exposure to sanctions and 

interventions. This approach allowed us to assess the significance of these events 

independent of the selection process by which some clients are more likely to receive 

sanctions compared to others. 

Despite the unique approach taken in our study, we found similar results to the one 

study that looked at the overall re-arrest rate. We found that 39.8 percent of people on 

probation who received at least one intermediate sanction were re-arrested compared with 

45 percent from a previous study.42 However, the re-arrest rate for those who did not 

receive a sanction is much lower in our study than in the previous study (19.9 percent 

compared with 37 percent). 

42 Langan, 1994. 
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V. Conclusion: Findings and Recommendations 

Main findings 

General patterns of intermediate sanctioning. Overall, we found that most people we 

studied did not receive any type of sanction or intervention during their tenure on 

supervision. Of the 7,542 people discharged in 2005, only 21.4 percent (1 ,617) were 

given at least one sanction or intervention. The percentage of clients receiving a sanction 

was slightly higher in Multnomah County. Of the 3,470 who were discharged in 2005, 

29.4 percent (1,021) received at least one PO-based sanction or intervention. 

The group of people who did receive a sanction combined for 9,531 violations 

overall, 6,932 in Multnomah County (resulting in 3,529 separate administrative actions). 

The most common condition violations for which sanctions were imposed were failure to 

reportto PO and changing job or residence without permission. Together these were 

listed as the top condition violated for 39 percent of the administrative actions carried out 

by supervising officers. 

Use ofjail-based sanctions. Jail was the most frequently employed sanction across the 

board. Seventy-four percent of clients who received at least one sanction received at least 

one jail sanction (1,196 out of 1,617). In Multnomah County, this percentage was even 

higher: ofthose who received at least one sanction, 92.1 percent received a jail sanction 

during their tenure. While the total number of jail days given to clients who received a 

jail sanction varied significantly, the average number of jail days given over the course of 

their tenure was 63.9 jail days. 

Short- and long-term outcomes of supervision and the effect of sanctions on outcomes. 

We found that the majority of people in our study cohort successfully completed their 

supervision term (59.5 percent). In Multnomah County, this percentage was significantly 

higher-almost 80 percent of exits in 2005. Controlling for demographic and crime 

related attributes, we found that clients who received any sanction or formal intervention 

were 44 percent more likely to have their supervision revoked than clients who did not. 

We found a weak association between short- and long-term outcomes of supervision: 

clients who were successfully discharged from supervision were slightly less likely to be 

re-arrested or reconvicted at follow-up. However, this relationship was not statistically 

significant in most of the multivariate models. The effect of sanctions on recidivism was 

similar to their effect on type of discharge. Based on our matched samples, we found that 

intermediate sanctions/interventions had a negative effect on long-term outcomes, both 

re-arrest and reconviction. The re-arrest rate for clients who received at least one sanction 

or intervention was on average 20 percent higher than that of the matched control group 

who received no sanctions. Similarly, the reconviction rate for clients who received any 

sanction or intervention was 15 percent higher than that of the matched control group. 
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The negative effect of sanctions and interventions is consistent across model 

specifications (i.e., different sets of predictors, different approaches to the matching of 

cases). However, while all models suggest that intermediate sanctions and interventions 

do influence the performance of offenders after release, different types of exposure to 

these events have different effects on recidivism: clients who received ''jail-only" 

sanctions have the greatest likelihood of failure compared to other clients with different 

patterns of sanctioning. Clients who were given "jail + programs," while still more likely 

to recidivate than clients who did not receive any sanctions, have a lower likelihood of 

failure compared the ''jail-only" sub-sample. 

Recommendations 

As these findings show, most DCJ clients successfully complete their period of 

supervision and are not re-arrested or reconvicted after discharge. However, while 

Multnomah County's innovations in criminal justice have been associated with 

improvements in probation processes and outcomes, significant areas for potential reform 

remain. For instance, although the county's current three-year probation recidivism rate is 

slightly lower than the state average (23.4 percent compared with 24.8 percent), its use of 

structured intermediate sanctions appears to remain largely dependent on custodial 

measures. (Outcomes effects aside, it bears mentioning that this over-reliance on jail as 

an intermediate sanction increases pressure on county resources.) More importantly, until 

this study, little was known about the effect of sanctioning on jail use and short- and 

long-term supervision success. 

Few organizations have the courage to examine their own effectiveness in such a 

comprehensive way, and the DCJ's willingness to conduct this study shows that it is a 

learning organization that is constantly seeking to improve. Based on the findings 

described above, we suggest a number of ways in which the Department of Community 

Justice can improve its supervision processes and outcomes. 

Increase the use of sanctions and interventions other than jail. The structured sanctions 

grid should be re-examined, and officers should be re-educated in its use. Currently it 

does not appear that officers are using all the sanctions available. Special emphasis 

should be placed on using sanctions other than jail. Some officers indicated that it is not 

always easy to access other sanctions and interventions; therefore, a service inventory 

should be conducted to ascertain whether an adequate continuum of options is available. 

Meanwhile, some managers indicated that officers are not using the services that 

currently exist. During the course of this study, we heard a number of complaints and 

suggestions about jail alternatives from both managers and officers. These included a 

need for more treatment beds, both residential and out-patient, increased use of electronic 

monitoring, establishing a work release or restitution center in Multnomah County, and 

re-examining the issue of community service. Although increasing the number of slots in 
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other sanctions will cost money, if less money is spent on jail stays, more money could be 

allocated to other sanctions. 

Examine how jail is used We found that on average clients who received a jail sanction 

spent 63.9 days in jail over the course of their supervision tenure. Although jail might be 

the appropriate sanction in many cases, the number of jail bed days given warrants 

scrutiny. We found that the number of jail days had a negative effect on outcomes in both 

the short and long term. It is therefore possible that shorter jail stays might be more cost­

effective. In addition, Multnomah could follow the example of other counties in Oregon 

and strictly regulate the number of jail beds available for use as sanctions. Umatilla 

County, for example, allocates a specific number of jail units to individual teams, and 

these jail units must be shared by all the officers on the individual team. 

Educate officers. Our findings raised the possibility that sanctions other than jail are 

being given but not being recorded, or they are recorded in a notes field rather than the 

designated sanctions field. The standards for recording sanctions should be examined and 

made clear to all officers. The importance of entering data accurately and consistently 

should be emphasized, especially given that management will continue to make decisions 

based on the results of data analysis. Moreover, we found that a group of officers is 

focusing more on punishment than rehabilitation or anything else. This is consistent with 

a recent internal study on the extent to which staff decisions aligned with the mission of 

the DCJ. That study found that a significant proportion (37 percent) ofDCJ staff strongly 

agreed that punishing offenders was one of the most important things the DCJ does. 

Future study and cost-benefit analysis. At the moment, because so few clients are given 

sanctions or interventions other than jail, it is not possible to replicate this study and look 

at the specific effects of sanctions other than jail. Once the use of other sanctions and 

interventions is increased, however, the DCJ should examine the effect of other sanctions 

and interventions on outcomes. That examination should include a cost-benefit analysis 

that examines, in addition to immediate costs and savings of different types of sanctions, 

the costs and savings associated with outcomes for people who receive these sanctions. 

For example, if a particular type of sanction costs less money up front but increases 

recidivism, this may actually make the sanction more costly in the long term. The DCJ 

could benefit from a cost-savings analysis that takes these secondary costs and savings 

into account as well. Further, the DCJ and researchers should consider the viability of a 

study on intermediate sanctions that is based on a true experimental setting. 
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Appendix I: Description of Methods 

Short-term outcomes: Survival analysis and Cox regression 

We use a series of specific proportional hazard models in order to account for the 

importance of ''time" in models predicting success/failure at supervision discharge. 

Proportional hazard models are generally designed to explicitly account for the ''time at 

risk" of a population modeling the period elapsed between a given set of events and 

variations in the proportion of the population experiencing such events. This technique is 

based on the examination of the hazard rate or ''the probability of an event occurring in 

time t+ 1, given survival to time t." Applied to the current study, this indicator measures 

the rate at which clients in Multnomah County experienced an unsuccessful discharge. 

We used a Cox regression to estimate this pattern. This approach is similar to more 

traditional techniques based on logistic models because both approaches examine the 

effect of a series of covariates affecting the probability of occurrence of a given event 

(i.e., demographics, crime-related factors, etc.). Unlike logistic models, Cox regressions 

include information on the time to this event. 

Cox regression is a specific type of proportional hazard models requiring a less 

stringent set of assumptions than other models.43 For example, as a type of semi­

parametric model, Cox regression does not assume a given distribution of the hazard 

rate--instead, model estimates are empirically derived. For this reason Cox models focus 

on the order of events rather than the actual time of occurrence of these events. Cox 

models are particularly appropriate when modeling relatively rare occurrences or 

occurrences for which it is very difficult to associate a sample of events to a theoretical 

distribution of these events in a given population. However, even in these cases, model 

estimates assume that there are no between-individual differences in the hazard rate. 

There are a growing number of studies that rely on Cox regression models to study 

offender-based performance. For this particular study we operationalize failure as the 

revocation of the probation/parole grant. The hazard ratio indicates the risk for revocation 

for any given offender in the study sample as a function of tenure on supervision and 

other individual-level covariates. 

Long-term outcomes: Propensity score matching 

Given the impossibility of following an experimental approach to generate matched 

samples, we calculate a propensity score for each client reflecting the likelihood of 

receiving sanctions/interventions while on active supervision. These scores predict the 

placement of each person in the study or the comparison group using variables such as 

race, criminal history scores, etc. We fit a logistic model using patterns detected in Figure 

22 highlighting significant differences in the two sub-samples, or the treatment and 

43 David R. Cox and David Oakes. Analysis of Survival Data (London: Chapman and Hall, 1984). 
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comparison groups (i.e., clients without sanctions/interventions vs. clients with 

sanctions/interventions). Next, people in the overall sample are matched on the basis of 

their propensity scores following different measures of"similarity." The resulting sample 

includes people who shared approximately the same risk of exposure to sanctions. 

We tested several matching algorithms with varying assumptions about the strength 

and type of similarity required in order to produce a match between clients. In each case 

we evaluated the resulting match using a balance test-a procedure that calcul~tes the 

reduction in the differences across covariates in the matched sample-as well as the 

number of cases dropped because no efficient match was produced. Using a nearest­

neighbor matching procedure (caliper =.0001), we were able to significantly reduce the 

selection bias generated by demographic and crime-related variables. We restricted the 

matching algorithm to only consider one-to-one matches with a narrow difference in 

propensity scores (caliper was set at .0001). The implementation of this procedure 

resulted in a newly configured sample of 452 matched people. 
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Appendix II: Data Tables 

Short-term outcomes 

Figure A: Logistic models predicting unsuccessful discharges in Multnomah 

N=3,058 clients 

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 ModelS Model6 
Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) 

Female44 .47*** .52* .53** .53** .53** 

Black 1.09 1.42 1.39 1.38 1.40 

Hispanic 1.43* 2.09** 2.28*** 2.36*** 2.13** 

Age (at admission) .99 .99 .99 .99 .99 

Criminal history .92 .91 .90 .92 

Felony offense .08*** .08*** .08*** .08*** 

On parole (last status) .02*** .02*** .02*** .02*** 

Tenure (in months) 1.03*** 1.03*** 1.03*** 1.03*** 

Risk assessment score 1.17*** 1.16*** 1.16*** 1.16** 

Any sanction/interv. .57*** 1.44* 
Jail-based sanction 1.76** 
Total jail days given 1.00 

Constant .13*** .16*** .24*** .22*** .21 *** .24*** 

Pseudo R2 .01 .02 .18 .18 .18 .18 
-2log likelihood 2003.4 1991.2 1182.5 1178.8 1174.4 1181.8 

% correctly classified'~' 89.8 89.8 90.8 91.3 91.2 90.9 

* p< .05 ** p <.01 *** p<.OOI (two-tailed tests) 

44 The reference category for female is males, for black is non-black, and for Hispanic is non-Hispanic. 

These categories hold for all regressions described in this appendix. 
45 

Indicators of goodness of fit for the six models are also included in Figure A. They indicate that the 

addition of control variables increases the predictive ability of the models, increasing the explained 

variation in the outcome variable (unsuccessful discharge). A series of post-estimation tests confirmed the 

overall goodness of fit of the models (for example, via the Hosmer-Lemeshow (2000) goodness of fit test 

and the visual inspection of other plots such as the area under the ROC curve). 
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Figure B: Survival function for Multnomah clients 
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Note: events censored at 84 months of supervision tenure. Mean values on all covariates (model4). 
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Figure C: Cox regressions predicting time to unsuccessful discharge 

N=2,907 clients46 

Modell Model2 Model3 Mode14 
Exp(B) Exp(B) Exi!{ID Exp_(ID 

Female .53** .64* .64* 

Black 1.20 1.26 1.26 

Hispanic .67 .67 .67 

Age (at admission) 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Criminal history .96 .95 

Felony offense .07*** .07*** 

On parole (last status) .05*** .04*** 

Risk assessment score 1.13*** 1.12*** 

Any sanction/intervention .64** 1.41 * 

Jail-based sanction 
-2 log likelihood 2960.7 2955.4 2283.1 2278.2 

Change x2 8.8** 13.4** 804.1 *** 805.9*** 

* p< .05 ** p <.01 *** p<.OOI (two-tailed tests) 

ModelS 
Exp(B) 

.66 
1.27 
.64 
1.00 

.95 
.07*** 
.04*** 
1.12*** 

1.78*** 
2273.5 

808.2*** 

46 
Supervision tenures varied widely in the study cohort, ranging from less than one month to 541 months. 

Given this highly skewed distribution, we censored the data to include only clients who were discharged 

prior to completing seven years of supervision time (84 months). This cut-off allows the retention of 

approximately 90 percent of the cases-2,761 out of the 3,058 cases in Multnomah with a successful or 

unsuccessful discharge. The rate of failures within the reduced sample is 7.6 percent (vs. 10.2 percent on 

total sample) reflecting the fact that people who ultimately failed at discharge exhibited longer tenures on 

supervision. 
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Figure D: Survival function for Multnomah clients, by exposure to sanctions/interventions 
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Note: events censored at 84 months of supervision tenure. Mean values on all covariates (model4). 
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Long-term outcomes: Logistic regression 

Figure E: Logistic models predicting re-arrest at follow-up in Multnomah 

N=3,058 

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4 ModelS 
Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) Exp(B) 

Female .76* .92 .95 .94 

Black 2.32*** 1.90*** 1.84*** 1.84*** 

Hispanic .29*** .30*** .41 *** .40*** 

Age (at admission) .99 .99** .99* .99* 

Criminal history 1.09*** 1.06* 1.06* 

Felony offense .57*** .57*** .57*** 

On parole (last status) 1.56*** 1.09 1.04 

Risk assessment score 1.09*** 1.08*** 1.08*** 

Short-term failure 1.51 * 1.38 1.33 

Any sanction/intervention 4.44*** 3.17*** 

Jail-based sanction 3.26*** 

Total jail days given 

Constant .20*** .44*** .41 *** .28*** .31 *** 

Pseudo R2 .09 .05 .10 .14 .14 
-2 log likelihood 3217.7 3368.4 3017.4 2887.9 2888.7 

%correctly classified 73.8 73.8 74.3 75.5 75.4 

* p< .05 ** p <.01 *** p<.OOI (two-tailed tests) 

Model6 
Exp(B) 

.94 
1.84*** 
.32*** 
.99** 

1.08*** 
.56*** 
1.29* 

1.08*** 
1.50* 

1.01 *** 

.40*** 
.11 

2981.0 
74.8 
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Figure F: Logistic models predicting reconviction at follow-up in Multnomah 

N=3,058 

Modell Modell Model3 Model4 ModelS 
Exp(!J) Exp(B) Exp(Bl Ex_j)_(B) Exp(B) 

Female .74* .88 .92 .91 

Black 2.34*** 1.86*** 1.80** 1.80** 

Hispanic .26*** .28*** .40** .39** 

Age (at admission) .99 .99* .99 .99 

Criminal history 1.07** 1.04 1.04 

Felony offense .64* .65* .64* 

On parole (last status) 1.92*** 1.38* 1.31 

Risk assessment score 1.08*** 1.07*** 1.07*** 

Short-term failure 1.62* 1.47 1.40 

Any sanction/intervention 4.67*** 2.96*** 

Jail-based sanction 3.14*** 

Total jail days given 

Constant .09*** .19*** .15*** .10*** .11 *** 

Pseudo R2 .07 .03 .07 .10 .10 
-2log likelihood 2320.2 2432.3 2196.5 2118.4 2112.6 

% correctly classified 85.5 85.5 84.9 84.7 84.6 

* p< .05 ** p <.01 ***p<.OOI (two-tailed tests) 

Model6 
Exl!{B) 

.91 
1.80*** 
.31*** 

.99 

1.07* 
.64* 

1.54** 
1.08*** 

1.61 * 

1.005*** 

.15*** 

'.09 
2158.9 

85.1 
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Long-term outcomes: Propensity score matching 

Figure G: Estimates of treatment (sanction) effects using matched sample 

Re-arrest Reconviction 
Cases included in the analysis 452 452 

Likelihood of failure by: 
Treatment (with sanctions/interv) 39.82% 24.78% 

Comparison (without sanctions/interv) 19.91% 9.29% 

Average treatment on the treated (ATT) 19.91 ** 15.49** 

Standard error 6.17 5.35 

T -statistic 3.22 2.89 

Average treatment effect (ATE) 19.24 15.04 
Notes: Estimation uses bootstrapped standard errors (50 simulations) and IS restricted to 

regions of common support. The matching is based on nearest-neighbor without 
replacement, with a caliper of ( .0001 ). 
Controls include race (black), ethnicity (Hispanic), age (years), criminal history, last 
offense (felony), parole status, length of supervision (tenure), and risk score. 

* p< .05 ** p <.01 *** p<.OOI (two-tailed tests) 

Figure H: Estimates of treatment (jail) effects using matched sample 

Re-arrest Reconviction 
Cases included in the analysis 224 228 

Likelihood of failure by: 
Treatment (with jail sanction) 47.36% 27.63% 

Comparison (without jail sanction) 20.17% 11.40% 

Average treatment on the treated (ATT) 27.19*** 16.23** 

Standard error 5.90 5.54 

T -statistic 4.61 2.93 

Average treatment effect (A TT) 26.99 16.15 
Notes: Estimation uses bootstrapped standard errors (50 simulations) and IS restricted to 

regions of common support. The matching is based on nearest-neighbor without 
replacement, with a caliper of(.OOOl). 
Controls include race (black), ethnicity (Hispanic), age (years), criminal history, last 

offense (felony), parole status, length of supervision (tenure), and risk score. 

* p< .05 ** p <.01 *** p<.001 (two-tailed tests) 
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Appendix III: Multnomah County Codes 

MTCB: Reduced Supervision Team (Casebank) 

MTGR: Gresham Office 

MTDV: Domestic Violence Unit 

MTCE: Central Office 

MTNO: North Office 

MTSW: Southwest Office 

MTSX: Sex Offender Units 

MTEA: East Office 

MTDC: Centralized Intake (formerly Diagnostic Center) 

MTDZ: High Risk Drug Unit 

MTMX: Mentally Ill Offender Unit 

MTFS: Family Services Unit 

MTGN: Gang Unit 

MTDX: DUI Unit 

MT AP: African American Project Unit 

MTST: Special Supervision Team (for Psychopaths) 

MTPN: Peninsula Office (now defunct) 
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY 
AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST (short form) 

Board Clerk Use Only 

Meeting Date: _0_7_/2_9_/0_8 ___ _ 
Agenda Item#: _B_-2 _____ _ 

Est. Start Time: 10:45 AM 

Date Submitted: 07/11108 -------

Agenda Commission on Children, Families and Children Biennial Self-Assessment 
Title: 

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions, 

provide a clearly written title. 

Requested Amount of 
Meeting Date: _J-'u-'-'ly"---2~9,'-2_0_0_8 _________ Time Needed: ---'-15::...__m_in_u_t..:..es::...__ __ --,-__ _ 

Commission on Children, 

Department: Non-Departmental Division: Families & Community 

Contact(s): Wendy Lebow 

Phone: .....:5:.....:0-=-3-=-9-=-88=--6:..::.9-=-8-=-1 __ Ext. 86981 110 Address: 167 /200/CCFC 

Presenter(s): Wendy Lebow, Carla Piluso, Jonath Colon 

General Information 

1. What action are you requesting from the Board? 

Engage in discussion of Commission on Children, Families & Community (CCFC) self-assessment. 

Provide feedback based on the self-assessment by CCFC Board regarding its effectiveness in 

fulfilling its mandated roles. Discuss ideas for strengthening the effectiveness of the CCFC in 

relationship to its roles in the coming year. 

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand 

this issue. Please note which Program Offer this action affects and how it impacts the results. 

The CCFC is both the Community Action Commission for Multnomah County, and the local 

Commission on Children and Families (CCF). This self-assessment relates to the CCF roles. 

Through a Partnership Agreement between the Oregon Commission on Children and F amities and 

the Board of County Commissioners, expectations for work in five component areas are outlined. 

The five components under which the CCFC operates are: advising the Board of County 

Commissioners regarding children and family policies, planning for children and families, 
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community building and mobilization, monitoring and evaluation of local commission on children 

and families' funded activities, and management of local commission resources. 

Through the Partnership Agreement, Board of County Commissioners agreed to participate in a self­

evaluation of local commission functioning. This briefing is intended to serve that function. 

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing). 

None. 

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved. 

None. 

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place. 

The CCFC Board is actively involved in the self-assessment. The CCFC Board is a diverse entity 

composed oflow-income persons, advocates, state and local government employees, staff from 

community-based agencies, youth and the business community. 

Required Signature 

Elected Official or 
Department/ 
Agency Director: 

Date: 07-11-08 
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ACADEMIC & LIFE SUCCESS 

Early Childhood Council 
The ECC coordinates efforts to help all children develop to their full 

potential. The ECC is the local inter-agency Coordinating Council and 

Healthy Start advisory group. 
Focus Areas: 

• Family Support 
• Health and Wellness 
• Social/Emotional Development 
• Early Care and Education 
• Early Childhood Systems 

Academic & Life Success Work Group 
The Work Group supports the success of all young people by building on 

community strengths, youth input, and current research. 

Focus Areas: 
• Closing the achievement gap for ethnic and low-income students 

• Youth outreach for medical care access 

Blue Ribbon Month (April) is a partnership creating activities and events 

focusing on the safety and well-being of children and their families. 
Focus Areas: 

• Roots and Wings event at Lloyd Center-Information, resources 
and family fun 

• Family Recreation and Resources Guide-A community calendar 

of family activities and parenting workshops 

Teen Pregnancy & Youth Parenting Network 
We promote collaboration among individuals and agencies to support 

young parents, reduce teen pregnancy, promote adolescent health, and 
empower yourig people to make informed life choices. 
Focus Areas: 

• Teen Pregnancy Prevention 
• Adolescent Sexuality Training Series 
• Networking Opportunities . 

• Support Young Parents 

CONTACT: Elana Emlen 503-988-5859 elana.s.emlen@co.multnomah.or.us 
Lisa Hansell 503-988.-4008 lisa.m.hansell@co.multnomah.or.us 
Lori Thompson 503-988-6311 lori.thompson@co.multnomah.or.us 

Policy Advisory Board 
The Board is comprised of volunteers who live, work, or attend school 

in Multnomah County. We are committed to having a diverse board­

ethnically, racially, culturally, and people of varying abilities and geography. 

One-third of the members are living on a low-income. The Board is 

appointed by the Board of County Commissioners and oversees the work 

of the Commission on Children, Families & Community. 
Focus Areas: 

• Develop and implement strategies to improve outcomes for 
children, youth, families and for poverty reduction 

• Policy advice to the Board of County Commissioners 

• Actively engage our diverse community on behalf of children and 
family issues and for pover.ty across the lifespan 

• Direct funding for prevention and early intervention services and 

supports 
• Promote effective practices and collaboration 

Multnomah Youth Commission 
The MYC is the official youth policy body for both Multnomah County 

and the City of Portland. This group of young people, ages 13-21, provides 

a voice for youth in the County and City's work. We strive to change policy 

affecting young people, as well as stereotypical community perceptions. 

Focus Areas: 
• Positive Youth Development 
• Youth Involvement Awards 
• Our Bill of Rights: Children & Youth 
• Youth VOTE-Working to engage youth in local elections 

• Y~uthPASS-Promoting the expansion of free access to public 

transportation 
• Youth on Board-Increasing the number of youth serving on 

boards & commissions 
• Budget Advocacy 

CONTACT: Wendy Lebow 503-988-6981 
Joshua Todd 503-988-5839 

wendy.c.lebow@co.multnomah.or.us 
joshua.l.todd@co.multnomah.or.us 

ECONOMIC SECURITY & ASSETS 

Project Summer: Everybody Eats 
The project is a collaborative effort designed to ensure that children, youth, 

and parents receive information on where to access free, nutritious meals 

in their neighborhood during the summer. 

Focus Areas: 
• Marketing and Outreach 
• Convening School and Program Partners 
• Tri-County Collaboration ofMultnomah, Washington and 

Clackamas Counties 

Poverty Action Council 
The Poverty Action Council is comprised of consumers, advocates, and 

agency staff all working together to eliminate poverty in Multnomah 

County. We are committed to creating a community that enables all 
people to be successful within our economic, social, and cultural systems. 

The Council promotes policy and planning solutions that are focused on 

increasing individual and family economic resources. 
Focus Areas: 

• Anti-Poverty Planning 
• Family Economic Security Project-Promoting the Advance 

Earned Income Tax Credit, free tax assistance, and financial 

education 
• Walk-A-Mile Project-Linking policy-makers with consumers to 

advocate for the needs of persons living on a low-income 

• Advocacy and Community Education-Speaker's bureau 

highlights the impact of poverty on our community 
• OregonHelps! Website-Provides free, on-line eligibility 

. information on 28 different programs for low-income people 

CONTACT: Janet Hawkins 503-988-3707 janet.c.hawkins@co.multnomah.or.us 
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