
r 

! 

! ________ ..rN-v-ati ............... onal Criminal Justice Reference Service 
l ~~----------------------------------------------____________ _ 

ii nCJrs 
This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality . 

. , 

I 
I 1.0 IA.£ ~~I~ "III~ I ~ 

~ w .2 1:.\ 
I~ t.:.. 

I:J 

1Jl. C,l w ~ ... .. "' ..... 

I l.8 

'""1.25 1111/1.4 1111,1.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BURf.AU OF STANDARDS-1963.A 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 
the standards set forth in 41CFR lQ1~11.504. 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. 

National Institute of Justite 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 201;31 

• 

,~ " 
! 

it 
~" 
lj , 
: t 
I' 

""I 

\8/14/85 

-; '. 

1-
!, ., 

I· 
III ", 
!~;~~ 
If:" 
f:?1! 
~.{: 

~ lie">': 

~l 

I ' -\. 

~ 
1'*', 

P , " 
Ii>" 
i 
2'~<~ 

II,'" , 
f' 

f' f 

r 

'- .. " 
.' . 

,,-: .. 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person O'f organization originating It. Points of view or opinions stated 
in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the official position or policies of the National Instituta of 
Justice. 

Permission to reproduce this @jjP\'~i9bllld material has been 

g~a9ted by otO.e J." 
CAI.y. ~ri l' ~rt:. Old ~~ 

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis­
, sion of th~ht owner. 

, II 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



.. ; w 

.' 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

DEPARTMENT OF CORR~CTIONAL SER1Lt(S, J rt1. ,f\ 
THE STATE OFFICE BUll-DING CAMPUS 
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FOLLOW-UP STUDY 
SAMPLE OF ROCHESTER WORK RELEASE PARTI~IPANTS 

lllilliLIGHTS 

1. Purpose of Research. At the request of the Department's 
Director of Temporary Release, this research project was 
designed to generate statistical data pertinent to the basic 
question "Does satisfactory participation in a work release 
program reduce the participant's likelihood of return to the 
Department's custody followin.g release?" 

2. Research Design. To generate a sample of similar cases, this 
survey selected all work release participants leaving the 
Rochester Correctional Facility from 1979 to 1982. This 
sample was composed of 291 satisfactory program participants 
paroled from the facility and 85 unsatisfactory participants 
transferred to other facilities dUring this time period. 

3. Follow-up Procedure. Of the 85 unsatisfactory participants, 
74 had been released as of December 31, 1982. These 74 
unsatisfactory program participants and the 291 satisfactory 
program participants were tracked from their varying release 
dates to June 30, 1983. 

4. Comparison of Return Rates of Satisfactory and unsatisfactory 
Program earticipants. The return rate of the'291 
satisfactory program participants (16% or 46 cases) was 
considerably less than the return rate of the 74 
unsatisfactory program participants (28% or 21 cases). 

This finding is particularly notable since the unsatisfactory 
group participants as a group were in the community for 
shorter periods than the satisfactory program participants. 

5. Comparison of Return Rate of ,Satisfactory Program 
Participants and Overall Return Rate of Department Releases. 
Using the average return rate of all Department releases, a 
projected return rate of 23.7% was computed for the sample of 
satisfactory program participants based on the number of 
months since their release. The actual return rate (16%) of 
this .group was thus notably less than the projected rate 
(23.7%) based on the Department's overall return rate. 

6. 'conclusion. The findings of preliminary research suggest 
that satisfactory participation in the Rochester. Correctional 
Facility work release program is positively related to 
successful post-release adjustment as measured by return to 
the Department. . 
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This ~pproach was chosen to permit a comparison of the return 
rates of satisfactory and unsatisfactory program participants. 

The primary objective of this survey is thus to assess 
whether or not the satisfactory work release participants in the 
sample have a lower return rate than the unsatisfactory program 
participants. 

This survey also includes a preliminary comparison of the 
return rate of the satisfactory program participants and the 
overall return rate of Department releases. 

Sample Selection. To generate this sample of similar cases, 
this survey selected all work release participants leaving the 
Rochester Correctional Facility from 1979 to 1982. 

This sample was restricted to work release participants 
(rather than the overall temporary release program) to insure the 
individuals had all participated in the same type of temporary 
release program. 

The sampling period of 1979 through 1982 was selected to 
insure all of the sample cases were covered by the same state 
statute and Department regulations, which underwent major 
revision in 1978. The cut-off date of December 31, 1982 was 
selected to permit a follow-up period of at least 6 months. 

The Rochester Correctional Facility was chosen as the site 
for this initial study due to the stability of its work release 
population during the entire sampling period. From 1979 through 
1982, the Rochester Correctional Facility provided work release 
opportunities to male offenders scheduled for release to the 
Western New York area, primarily Monroe County and the six 
surrounding counties. 

Sampling Procedure. In line with the research design, the 
Department's Director of Temporary Release asked the Director of 
the Rochest~r Correctional Facility to provide the names, DIN and 
NYSID numbers of all work release program participants leaving 
the Rochester Correctio~al Facility from 1979 through 1982. 

This listing was divided into two main sections. One section 
listed by year all of the satisfactory program participants who 
were paroled from Rochester Correctional Facility. The other 
main section listed by year all of the unsatisfactory program 
participants who were transferred from Rochester to other 
facilities due to their unsatisfactory performance while on work 
release. . 

The Rochester Correctional Facility also provided data on the 
nine offenders who absconded from the work release program during 
this time period. All of these individuals were returned to 
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FOLLOlv-UP STUDY 
SAMPLE OF ROCHESTER WORK RELEASE PARTICIPANTS 

The present report examines the return rate of a sample of 
offenders involved in the work release program at the Rochester 
Cor.rectional Facility. 

~ackground. The New York State Department of Correctional 
Services currently operates a temporary release program for male 
and female offenders at a number of its facilities. Under this 
program, selected offenders are permitted to leave facilities for 
specified purposes. 

A major component of the Depar.tment's overall temporary 
release program is the work release program. Under the work 
release program, eligible inmates are allowed to leave the 
correctional facility for a specified number of hours each day 
for employment purposes. At the end of the individual's work 
day, the inmate returns to the correctional facility. 

The basic objective of the work release program is to assist 
the offender in subsequently making a successful adjustment 
following his/her release. It is argued that work release 
programs assist offenders in avoiding subsequent recidivism in a 
number of ways. Work release programs are seen to aid offenders 
by enabling ,them to secure employment situations that will 
hopefully continue after their release, to gain valuable job 
experience and skills, and to earn funds that can be utilized 
upon release. 

Purpose of Present Rebearch. In recent years, questions have 
been increasingly raised on the impact of program services, 
including work release programs, on the subsequent recidivism 
rate of program participants. 

At the request of the Department's Director of Temporary 
Release, the present research was initiated to generate 
statistical data pertinent to this basic question: "Does 
satisfactory participation in a work release program enhance an 
offender's likelihood of making a successful adjustment in the 
community upon release?" In other words, the question might be 
phrased: "Does satisfactory participation in a work release 
program reduce the participant's likelihood of returning to the 
Department's custody?" 

Research Methodology. This research project was designed as 
a preliminary effort in this broad area of assessing the impact 
of work release on the return rate of participants. 

This initial research project in this area focuses on a 
narrowly defined sample of work release participants to insure 
reasonable homogeneity among the sample population. 
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This approach was chosen to permit a comparison of the return 
rates of satisfactory and unsatisfactory program participants. 

The primary objective of this survey is thus to assess 
whether or not the satisfactory work release participants in the 
sample have a lower return rate than the unsatisfactory program 
participants. 

This survey also includes a preliminary comparison of the 
return rate of the satisfactory program participants and the 
overall retur.n rate of Department releases. 

Sample Selection. To generate this sample of similar cases, 
this survey selected all work release participants leaving the 
Rochester Correctional Facility from 1979 to 1982. 

This sample was restricted to work release participants 
(rather than the overall temporary release program) to insure the 
individuals had all participated in the same type of temporary 
release program. 

The sampling period of 1979 through 1982 was selected to 
insure all of the sample cases were covered by the same State 
statute and Department regulations, which underwent major 
revision in 1978. The cut-off date of December 31, 1982 was 
selected to permit a follow-up period of at least 6 months. 

The Rochester Correctional Facility was chosen as the site 
for this initial study due to the stability of its work release 
population during the entire sampling period. From 1979 through 
1982, the Rochester Correctional Facility provided work release 
opportunities to male offenders scheduled for release to the 
Western New York area, primarily Monroe County and the six 
surrounding counties. 

Sampling Procedure. In line with the research design, the 
Department's Director of Temporary Release asked the Director of 
the Rochester Correctional Facility to provide the names, DIN and 
NYSID numbers of all work release program participants leaving 
the Rochester Correctio~al Facility from 1979 through 1982. 

This listing was divided into two main sections. One section 
listed by year all of the satisfactory program participants who 
were paroled from Rochester Correctional Facility. The other 
main section listed by year all of the unsatisfactory program 
participants who were transferred from Rochester to other 
facilities due to their unsatisfactory performance while on work 
release. ' 

The Rochester Correctional Facility also provided data on the 
nine offenders who absconded from the work release pro'gram during 
this time period. All of these individuals were returned to 
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Department custody. Since these individuals were not released to 
the community, these cases are excluded from this study in 
accordance with the Department's regular practice in follow-up 
research. To include these offenders in the unsatisfactory 
participation gr~up would unduly bias the survey's findings. 

Comparability of Samples of Satisfac'tory and Unsatisfactory 
Frogram participants. Prior to reviewing the return rates of 
these two samples of satisfactory and unsatisfactory program 
participants, the comparability of these two samples should be 
highlighted. 

All offenders in these two groups had previously been 
approved for transfer to Rochester Correctio,i'lal Pacili ty in 
accordance with the facility's eligibility criteria and the 
Department's Temporary Release point system. This approval 
pr?c~ss involves consideration of numerous factors, such as prior 
cr~m~nal record, conviction crime and institutional behavior. 

. .AS such, these two samples may be viewed as representing 
s~m~lar groups of program participants, whose primary difference 
is their performance in the work release program. 

.a~rk Release partiCipants Lliaving Rochlister Corrlictional 
Facll~ty: 1979 - 1~82. The Rochester Correctional Facility 
reported the follow~ng number of work release participants 
leaving the facility from 1979 to 1982 by parole or transfer. 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Participants 

Year Left Participants Transferred to 
Facility- Paroled Other Facilitilis ~Qtgl 

1979 67 22 89 

1980 84 25 109 

1981 70 21 91 

1982 -1Jl. 11. J2 

TOTAL 291 85 376 

Follow-Up P.t;:ocedu.t;:e. The Department ro1IS file was then 
utilized to determine (a) the number of the unsatisfactory 
program partiCipants who were subsequently released from other 
facilities, ~n? (b) the number of satisfactory and unsatisfactory 
program part~c~pants returned to Department custody. 

. ~s noted previously, a cut-off date of December 31, 1982 was 
ut~~~zed for releases to permit at least a six month follow-up 
per~od. As such, unsatisfactory program participants who were 
not released until 1983 were excluded from this survey. 
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Ret~n Rate of Surveyed Program Participants. The table on 
the next page indicates the number of work release participants 
in each category who were returned to Department custody for a 
parole violation or with a new sentence as of June 1983. 

Unsatisfactory 
Satisfactory participants 

Year Left Participants Transferred To 
Rochester ParQl~d .Q!cher Facilities 

Belea,sed Returned ~ased Rlitu.t;:ned 
Numblir Percent Nurnblir Percent 

1979 67 15 22% 22 8 36% 

1980 84 15 18% 23 10 43% 

1981 70 11 16% 20 2 10% 

1982 ..:JJ1. -5. ...:J..% J -l. ll% 

TOTAL 291 46 16% 74* 21 28% 

As indicated by the above table. 16% (46) of the 291 
satisfactory program partiCipants paroled from Rochester 
Correctional Facility had been returned to Department custody as 
of June 30, 198j. 

Of the 74 unsatisfactory program participants who were 
transferred to other facilities and subsequently released, 28% 
(21) had been returned to Department custody. 

As illustrated by this table, the return rate of the 
satisfactory program partiCipants was notably less (16%) than the 
return rate of the unsatisfactory program participants (28%). 

Comparison Based Qn Relegse Datli. In reviewing the above 
comparison, it should be noted that a number of the 
unsatisfactory program participants were not released in the year 
during which they were transferred from Rochester Correctional 
Facili~y. For example, 10 of the unsatisfactory participants 
transferred from Rochester in 1981 were not released until 1982. 
As such, the unsatisfactory participants as a group were in the 
community for shorter periods than the satisfactory 
participants. Their "periods at risk" during which they could 
have been returned to the Department were thus typically 
considerably less. Despite this bias in favor of the 
unsatisfactory program p~rticipants, their return rate was 
notably higher. 

*Of the 85 unsatisfactory program participants transferred to 
other facilities, 11 have not been released as of December 31, 
1982. 
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~omparison to Overall Return Rate of Department Release~. 
For comparison purposes, the average return rate of Department 
releases can also be used. 

The average return ra~e of Department releases can be 
utilized to compute a projected return rate among the 
satisfactory program participant group. 

This approach permits a ~omparison of the return rate of the 
satisfactory participant group and the Department's overall 
return rate. 

Deyelopment of Projected R~tu~n Rate for,Comparison purposes. 
The Bureau of Records and Stat~st~cal Analys~s tracks all 
Department releases for a five year period to generate return 
rate statistics. Using the average return rate of all Department 
releases from 1972 through 1976, a projected return rate can be 
developed for the satisfactory program participants based on the 
number of months since their release. 

Release Yeat 

1982 

1981 

1980 

1979 

Months Since 
Bglgasg 

(As of 6/30/83) 

7-18 Months· 

19-30 Months 

31-42 Months 

43-54 Months 

projected 
Percent 
Bgturned 

22.6% 

28.9% 

32.7% 

Compatison of Actual and Ptojgcted Retutn Rates. These 
projected return rates can then be applied to the number of 
satisfactory program participants released in each of these years 
to generate the number of expected returns. 

The table on the next page compares the actual return rate of 
the satisfactory program participants to th~ pr.ojected rate based 
on the Department's overall release population. 
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Release Number 
Year Rgleas..!i.Q 

1982 67 

1981 84 

1980 70 

1979 -10. 

TOTAL 291 
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Projected 
.Return Bate 

Numbe..r .I:grcel}j; 

7 10.9% 

19 22.6% 

20 28.9% 

II 32.7% 

69 23.7% 

Actual 
Beturn Bate 

Number Percent 

5 

11 

15 

7% 

16% 

18% 

46 16% 

Overall, it might be projected that 23~7% (69) of the 291 
satisfactory program participants would have returned to 

.Department custody as of the end of June 1983. 

The actual return rate (16%) of the satisfactory program 
participants was considerably lower. 

Conclusion. In brief terms, the major findings of this 
survey may be summarized in the following fashion: . 

1. The sample of satisfactory work release participants at 
the Rochester Correctional Facility returned to the 
Department's custody at a notably lower rate (16%) than 
the comparison group of unsatisfactory program 
participants (28%). . 

, ,T~is,finding is particularly noteworthy in view of the 
s~m~l~ar~ty of these two samples. The individuals in these two 
samples had all previously been approved for transfer to 
Rochester Correctional Facility in accordance with the facility's 
eligibility criteria and the Department's temporary release point system. 

2. The sample of satisfactory work release participants also 
had a lower return rate than a projected rate based on 
the Department's overall release pop~lation (23.7%). 

In reviewing these findings, it should be noted that there 
may be a selection bias caused by the Department's screenig 
p~ocedures in approving inmates for the work release program. It 
m~ght thus be argued that inmates selected for work release are 
better risks and should be expected to have a lower return rate 
than the Department's overall release population. 

. However, it should also be noted that this possible selection 
b~as ~oUld no~ apply to the comparison of satisfactory and 
unsat~sfactory progrum participants. All of these cases were 
approved for the Rochester work release program under the same 
procedures. As such, these samples may be more appropriately 
compared with respect to the impact of the program. 
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As noted in the introduction to this report, the specific 
question addressed by this program was "Does satisfactory 
participation in a work release program reduce the participant's 
likelihood of returning to the Department's custody?" 

With respect to this qUestion, this survey's findings rnay be 
seen to suggest that satisfactory participation in the Rochester 
Correctional Facility work release program is positively related 
to successful post-release adjustment as measured by return to 
the Department. 

The preliminary nature of thils research cautions agains:t any 
definitive conclusions concerning this program and certainly 
against any generalizations to th.~ Department's overall work 
release or temporary release progcams. However, these positive 
findings do clearly suggest this posi.tive impact and the value of 
further research on this Rochestel: Correctional Facility cohort 
as well as research with other saI~ples of work release 
participants. 
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