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FOLLOW-UP STUDY 
SAMPLE OF FISHKILL WORK RELEASE PARTICIPANTS 

HIGHLIGHTS 

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 following release?" 

2. Site Selection. The initial study in th~s research series 
examined the return rate of satisfactory participants in the 
Rochester Work Release Program. The Rochester Work Release 
Program involves most of the inmates at this relatively 
small community based facility who are scheduled for release 
to the Rochester and western New York area. 

The Fishkill Correctional Facility program was gelected for 
the second study in this series to provide a geographic and 
program contrast to the Rochester Correctlonal Facillty 
program. The Fishkill work program involves only a small 
percentage of the inmates at th~s major Department 
facility. The participants in the Fishkill program are 
released to the lower Hudson Valley counties. 

3. Research Design. This survey selected all 179 satisfactory 
work release participants released from Fishkill 
Correctional Facility from 1979 to 1982. 

4. Follow-up Erocedure. These 179 satisfactory program 
partiCipants were tracked from their varying release dates 
to December 31, 1983 • 

. 5. Comparison of Return Rate of Satisfactory Program 
Earticipant~and Overall Return Rate of Department 
Releases. Using the average return rate of all Department 
releases, a projected return rate of 29.6% was computed for 
the sample of satisfactory program participants based on the 
number of months since their release. The actual return 
rate (15.6%) of thlS group was thus notably less than the 
projected rate (29.6%) based on the Department's overall 
return rate. 

6. Conclusion. The findings of thls research and the prlor 
study of the Rochester program suggest that satisfactory 
participation in these two work release programs is 
positively related to successful post-release adjustment (as 
measured by return to the Department). Future studies of 
other facility work release programs are planned to explore 
the generality of these findings to other program sites. 
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FOLLOW-UP STUDY 
SAMPLE OF FISHKILL WORK REL;:ASE PARTICIPANTS 

The present report exam~nes the return rate of a sample of 
offenders involved in the work release program at the Fishkill 
Correctional Facility. 

a 

~ackground. The New York State Department of Correc~~onal 
Services currently operates a temporary release program for male and 
female ofenders at a number of its facil~t~es~ .U~der this pr?g~am, 
selected offenders are permitted to leave fac~l~t~es for spec~f~ed 
purposes. 

A major component of the Department's overall temporary release 
program is the work release program. Under the work relea~e program, 
eligible inmates are allowed to leave the correct~onal fac~l~ty for a 
specified number of hours each day for employment purposes. At the 
end of the indiv~dual'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 follo~ing 
his/her release. It is argued that ~o~k.rel~ase programs ass~st 
offenders in avoiding subsequent rec~d~v~sm ~n a number of ways. 
Work release programs are seen to aid of tenders by en~bling them to. 
secure employment situations that will hopefully cont~nue after the~r 
~elease, ~o gain valuable ,job experience and skillS, and to earn 
funds that can be utilized upon.release. ' 

PUrpose of Present Research~ In recent years, qu~stion~ have. 
been increasingly raised on the ~mpact of program serv~ces, ~nclud~ng 
work release progams, on the subsequent recidivism rate of program 
participants. 

At the request of the Department's Director of Temporary 
Release, the present research was intitiated to generate statistical 
data pertinent to th~s basic question: "Does satisfactory 
participation in a work release program enhance an offender's 
likelihood of making a successful adjustment in the communi~y 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 to 
assess the impact cf work release on the return rate of participants 
from difterent facilit~es with work release programs. 

A series of facil~ty based reports was planned to ensure 
reasonable homegeneity within each of the successive samples drawn 
from different facilit~es. 
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Each report in the series is being prepared With the same basic research approach. 

The principal diff@rence in the successive reports will be the 
programmatic differences in the programs at the various facilities. 

Site Selection. The first report in this planned series focused 
on the Rochester Correctional Facility Work Release Program.Ll 

The Rochester Work Release Program was chosen as the site for 
the initial study due to the stability of its work release program 
population during the entire sampling period. From 1979 through 
1982, this community based facility provided opportunities to male 
offenders scheduled for release to the western New York area, 
primarily Monroe County, and the six surrounding counties. A 
signifi,cant number of the program participants continued their work 
release jobs upon release. 

The Fishkill Work Release Program was selected to prov~de a 
geographic and program contrast to the Rochester program. The 
Fishkill Work Release Program is part of a major faciilty operation 
(1,500 inmates) while the Rochester prog~am involves a self-contained 
facility devoted solely to work release. As noted above, the 
Rochester program covers the Rochester/Western New York area. In 
contrast, the Fishkill program provides work release opportunit~es to 
inmates scheduled for release to the lower Hudson Valley counties of 
Dutchess, Orange, Delaware, Putnam, Ulster, Sullivan, and Broome. 

As such, the Fishkill Work Release Program was seen to prov~de a 
valuable contrast to the Rochester program in terms of assessing the 
impact of differing types of work release programs. 

~le Selegtion. To generate th~s sample of similar cases, 
this survey selected all work release participants leaving the 
Fishkill 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, wh~ch underwent major rev~sion in 1978. The 
cut~Off date of December 31, 1982 was selected to permit a follow-up 
per~od of at least 12 months. 

lMacdonald and Bala, Follow-Up Study of Sample of Rochester Work 
Release Participants, New York State Department of Correctional 
Services, April 1983. 
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Sampling Procedure. In line with the research design the 
D~par~ment's Director of Temporary Release asked the Director of the 
~1Shk~1~ Co~rectional F~cility to provide the names and Department 
1de~t1f1cat1?n n~mbers of all work release program participants 
lea1ng the F1Shk111 Correctional Facility from 1979 through 1982. 

This listing was diVided into two main sections. One sect10n 
listed by year all of the sa~isfactory program participants who were 
paroled from Fishkill Cor rectional Facility. 'rhe other mal.n sect.1on 
listed by year all of the unsatisfactory program participants who 
were removed from the program due to their unsatisfactory performance While on work release. 

~ or 
Facility: 1979 - 19B2. 
the following number of work 
from 1979 to 1982 by release or 

Year Left 
Program 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Total 

Satisfactory 
Partici"pants 
Parol~~d 

24 
52 
61 

-U 

179 

Unsatisfactory 
Participants 
Removed for 
Disciplinary 
Reasons 

3 
4 

21 
li 

42 

Total 

27 
56 
82 
~ 

221 

.. Follow-up pro?edure. The DepartmeLt's computer file was then 
ut117z~d to determ1ne (a) the number of unsatisfactory program 
par~1c1pants who were subsequently released and (b) the number of 
sat1sfact?ry and unsatisfactory program participants returned to Departmenc custody. 

.. AS noted previously; a cut-oft date of December 31, 1982 was 
ut111~ed for r~leases to permit at least a 12 month follow-up period. 
As ~uch, unsat1sfactory program participants who were not released 
unt11 1983 were excluded from this survey. 

R~le~se Dates of unsatisfactory Program Participf~~. The table 
belo~ 7nd1cates how many of the total 42 unsatisfactory program 
part1Cl.pants had been released by the cut-oft date of December 31 1982. . , 

Year of R~leas§ 

1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 

Total 

lln2gtisfactory Program Participant§ 
(relea§ed a§ QI-l2131/B2) 
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As noted on the preceding page, only 22 of these 42 . 
unsatisfactory program participants had been released by December 31, 
1982. This very small sample does not permit a valid comparison to 
the 179 satisfactory program participants released by December 31, 
1982. 

Simil~r to the preceding report on the Rochester program, a 
subsequent report will compare the return rates of satisfactory and 
unsatisfactory program participants in the Fishkill program. 

Comparison to Overall Return Rate of Department Relea§e§. For 
comparison purposes, the average return rate of Department releases 
can also be used to compare the actual return rate of paroled program 
participants. 

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

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

D§y§lopment of Proj§cted Return Rat§ for Comparison Purpos§s. 
The Bureau of Records and Statistical Analysis 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 1980, a projected return rate can be developed 'for the 
satisfactory program participants based on the number of months since 
their release. 

Rel§ase Year 

1982 
1981 
1980 
1979 

Months Since 
R§lea§e 

(as of 12/31/83) 

13 24 Months 
25 - 36 Months 
37 - 48 Months 
49 - 60 Months 

Projected 
Eercent Returned 

23.4% 
29.3% 
32.9% 
35.3% 

For example, the program participants released in 19~2 would 
have been in the community between 13 and 24 months as of 
December 31, 1982 depending on their respective release dates. Based 
on the Department's average return rate, it may be projected that 
23.4% of these individuals released in 1982 would be returned to 
Department custody for a parole violation or with a new sentence by 
December 31, 1983. 
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~hese projected return rates can then be applied to the number 
of satisfactory program participants released in each of these year8 
to generate the number of expected returns. 

Number Released Projected projected Number 
E.§.l.§,g.§.§LX.§,gb _____ . ____ l!LX.§,gr. X _.B.§j;.YLIL.B,g.!;.e . = _.B'§.!;.YLn.§g_QY_12L~lL~~ 

1982 42 X 23.4% = 10 
1981 61 X 29.3% = 18 
1980 52 X 32..9% = 17 
1979 _2...4 X .l5~.:G. = _.a 

Total 179 29.6% 53 

Overall, it might be projected that 29.6% (or 53) of the 179 
satisfactory program participants would have been returned to the 
Department's custody as of the end of December 1983. 

~QID£,gki'§Qn_Qi_Ag.!;'y,gl-,gng_gLQj.§g.!;.§g_E.§j;.YLn_.B,g.!;.§.§. The following 
table ~ompares the actual return rate of the satisfactory program 
participants to the projected rate based on the Department's, overall 
release populQtion. 

As illustrated by this table, the actual return rate (15.6%) of 
the program participants was considerably lower than their projected 
return rate (29.6%). 

Number Released 
.B.§l.§,g.§.§_X.§,g.L _______ -.IILX.§s r 

1982 42 
1981 61 
1980 52 
1979 _2~ 

Total 179 

Projected 
__ E.§'!;.YLn_Es.!;e 

_1 __ .:G. __ 
10 23.4% 
18 29.3% 
17 32.9% 
--.a .3..5. .... .3 . .%. 

53 ' 29.6% 

Actual 
- _E.§.!;.YJ:ll_E,g.!;.§ 

-.it -_.%._-
7 16.7% 
9 14.7% 

10 19.2% 
_2 _.a..L~.%. 

28 15.6% 

Based on the Department's avera.ge return rate, it was projected 
that 53 of the 179 program participants would be returned to the 
Department's custody by December 31, 1983. 

This survey found that only 28 were actually returned by this 
date. 
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Conclusion. This survey found that the sample of satisfactory 
work release participants had a substantially lower return rate than 
a projected rate based on the Department's overall release 
population. Based on this finding, it might be claimed that the 
Fishkill Work Release Program had served to reduce the recedivism 
rate of program participants. 

In reviewing this finding, however, it may be argued that those 
inmates who successfully complete work release programs are more 
motivated and/or more capable than those who do not complete these 
programs and that these same factors are related to their future 
satisfactory adjustment on parole. As such, it could be contended 
that these individuals might be expected to do well on parole. 

In view of this possible selt-selection bias, it may then be 
asked how the impact of these programs (if any) can be clearly and 
conclusively identitied. A definitive analysis of program impact 
would ideally require a controlled experiment in which equally 
motivated and competent offenders were randomly assigned to work 
release programs or a control group without work release programs. 
However, such an approach in a correctional setting raises ethical 
legal and operational questions. ' 

In light of these considerations, this research series was 
designed to analyze the relationship of successful work release 
prog:am completion and post-release recidivism without attempting to 
attrlbute any observed differences wholly to the impact of the 
program. As such, the lower return rate of the sample of of tenders 
~h~ satisfac~orily completed the Fishkill Work Release Program may be 
JOlntly attrlbuted to both the otfenders' motivation and capabilltles 
and the impact of the program. 

,In con~lusion, the~e,r7search con~iderations and the sample size 
cautlon agalnst any deflnltlve conclUSlons concerning the overall 
impac~ o~ the Depa~tmentfs statewide work release program. However, 
the flndlngs of thlS report and the preceding report on the Rochester 
program do suggest that successful par~icipation in these two work 
re~ease programs is positively related to satisfactory post release 
a~Jus~ment as measured by return statistics. These flnaings 
hlghllght the value of continued research in this area with respect 
to the work release programs of other facilities. 
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