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Predicting and Reducing Recidivism: Factors contributing to recidivism in the State of Montana
Pre-release Center population and the issue of measurement:

A final report based on best available data with recommendations for policy change.
Introduction

Between July of 2005 and August of 2006 The University of Montana’s professors, Tim
Conley and David Schantz, assisted by teams of social work graduate students, paid site visits to
all five of the State of Montana’s Department of Corrections, Community Corrections Pre-
release Centers. The primary purposes of these visits was twofold: 1) to collect data by which
predictive models of Pre-release Center recidivism could be developed and 2) to assess the state
of records with an eye to establishing a data system that provides valid, reliable resident data to
be used in program and resident outcomes studies. Helena and Butte were visited once each;
Great Falls and Missoula were visited twice. At these four centers a representative systematic
research sample of paper records were reviewed and data gathered on a variety of variables. At
the fifth center, Billings, information was gathered from electronic records.

This report will describe the sample and its characteristics along with selected statistical
analyses generated from the data gathered at the Pre-release Centers (PRCs). Additional data
secured from the State of Montana’s Advanced Computing and Information Systems (ACIS) was
used to validate the sample and was sometimes incorporated into the analyses presented here.
The second component of this report provides observations of current data collection and
recording practices in the PRC system and specific recommendations for improvements. The
third component of this report provides observations and preliminary recommendations
regarding the intake assessment of residents in the PRC system. Finally, a summary of
intervention/behavior change tools being utilized in the PRC system is provided with basic
observations as to refinement of their use for improved effectiveness as outcome measures.

Methodology

Methodology was developed which would assist the DOC in understanding the nature
and characteristics of the population being held in the PRC system with the goal of developing
predictive models of recidivism. A more complete understanding of the persons moving through
the system and what is associated with their return/non return to institutional status after PRC
entry and/or completion will assist the DOC in developing more effective interventions to
prevent recidivism.

A note concerning the accuracy of the following statistical observations (validity and
reliability) is in order. The authors make this report with full knowledge of the difficulty that
centers are having collecting reliable and valid data for program evaluation purposes. In short,
for every PRC, some of the information needed for this study was not possible to obtain.
Nonetheless, the authors devised systems to ensure accurate recording of what was available.
The methodology used resulted in our gathering the best available data.
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Finally, a note is in order regarding the term “significant.” For this report, the term is
only used when exploring and describing statistically supported differences between groups.

Identifying Variables of Interest

Working in cooperation with DOC and PRC personnel and by reviewing the extant
professional literature, the authors identified a series of information points to collect on each
resident of the PRC system. Because of the goal of predicting recidivism, data was collected for
the calendar year 2002 as well as fiscal year 2004-2005 in order to give an extended period from
which to observe recidivism events.

The following variables were hand collected from paper files at the PRCs in Butte, Great
Falls, Helena and Missoula; the same variables were sought from the computerized materials at
the Billings PRC. Limited computerized material was recoverable. There were also significant
issues with the paper records system-wide. A discussion of the data collection challenges across
all centers follows in this report. The variables examined include:

Offender name; date of birth; offender number (AO number); gender; ethnicity (race);
education; where raised (Montana, other); number of past convictions; number of past arrests;
number of reported previous Pre-release center admissions; where they were before coming to
Pre-release (sentenced from); admission date; discharge date; evidence of mental illness on
admission; evidence of mental illness at discharge; substance abuse diagnosis evident on
admission; substance abuse diagnosis evident at discharge date; amount of money on admission;
amount of money at discharge; amount earned while at PRC; whether or not the offender was
working at discharge; Level of Service Inventory Revised score (where available).

Collecting data on money, employment, and test scores such as LSIR proved exceedingly
challenging; for mental illness and substance abuse variables information was more readily
available.

The following variables were extracted from the ACIS system and added to the data set:

AO number; DOCID; offender name; gender; race; count of felony convictions;
convictions prior to current Pre-release admission; count of misdemeanor convictions - number
of misdemeanor convictions prior to current Pre-release admission; number of prior (including
the current) Pre-release admission; commit type; current Pre-release admitted to; facility
admitted from; date admitted to current Pre-release ; PRC exit date; ACIS exit; exit status from
Pre-release ; exit code; status at time of return; return type; and return date.

In the presentation of data, where needed, there are descriptions of how different
variables were defined (particularly those related to mental illness and substance abuse).
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Sample Description and Selected Statistical Findings

The following material presents bulleted summaries and graphic descriptions of the entire
set of data on key variables of interest. They are presented for the sample as a whole; there are
very few significant differences between facilities, however, when there are, it is noted here.

The sampled records were retrieved from two different time frames defined by discharge
date. Wave I (n=423) offenders were discharged between January and December (calendar year)
of 2002. Wave II (n=725) offenders were discharged between July 2004 and June of 2005 (fiscal
year 2004-2005). 657 paper records were reviewed and an additional 521 records from Billings
were reviewed electronically. In many cases, electronically stored information from the 521
Billings cases was not affordably retrievable; in other cases small amounts of missing data will
result in the number of cases analyzed varying. The sample, by center and time period (wave) is
outlined below:

Sample by Facility

B Helena
m Missoula
0G Falls
Butte

I' ® Billings

Wave 1 Wave 2 Total
Wave and total

Length of Stay

e Those discharged in 2002 spent significantly more days on average in the PRCs (231)
than those discharged in FY 2004-2005 (184). This reflects DOC’s policy of reducing
length of stay.
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Average Length of Stay

g

Age, Gender, Ethnicity, Place of Origin and Education

The following series of bullets and charts describes the sample in more detail and examines
sample characteristic interactions.

e The mean age (average) for the sample is 33.6 the median is 32.3 the mode, or most
frequently occurring age, is 23.

Mean =33.55C
Std. Dev. =9.

60
Age at discharge in years

e 15.7 % of the sample is female; 84.3 % of the sample is male.
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Offender Gender (N=1174)

o 72.6 % of cases are White, 21.4 % of cases are Native American, 4.3 % of cases are
Hispanic, 1.4 % of cases are Black, and .3 % of cases are classified as other ethnic/racial
backgrounds. For the chart below, persons not Native American or White are classified as
other.

Offender Ethnicity (N=1162)

| mWhite
O Native American

m Other

e White offenders are significantly more likely to be male than female in the Pre-release
centers. Native American offenders are also more likely to be male than female in the
Pre-release centers, however, Native American females represent a statistically
significant higher proportion within their ethnic group than White females.
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Offender Gender by Ethnicity: White and Native
American

@ White Males

& Native American Males|| |

0O White Females

0 Native American

e There are no significant differences based on ethnicity as to referral source, place in the
system prior to coming to PRC, or place of discharge.

® 63% of offenders were raised in Montana; 37% were not (n=548). However, there are
significant differences with regards to ethnicity and place of growing up. Native
Americans are significantly more likely to have grown up in Montana, (87%
‘Montanans’) and therefore have deeper roots in community, than are Hispanics or
Whites (57% ‘Montanans’). These findings may have implications for discharge and
treatment planning.

e 70% of the population holds high school equivalency in education, 30 % do not.

e When broken down accounting for gender, 30.6% of males do not have high school
equivalency compared to 24.5% of females who do not. However, these differences are
not statistically significant.

e There are no significant differences between ethnic identification and the likelihood of
holding (or not) at least high school equivalent education.

e There are significant differences regarding education when gender and ethnicity are
accounted for, but only with regard to females. 86.9 % of white females have high school
equivalency (13.1% do not). Native American and Hispanic females have significantly
different high school equivalency rates when compared to white females. 46.4% of
Native American females have high school equivalency and 53.6% do not. Also, while
the sample is small, this seems to hold for Hispanic females as well: 40% have high
school equivalency and 60% do not. These significant differences may suggest a possible
avenue for intervention with minority females in the PRC system.






