ALASKA LEGISLATURE 1683
HOUSE and SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE FILES, 1997-1998









1 HOUSE COMMITTEE REPORT
bage Referred to Committee: March 4, 1998 FURTHER REFERRALS:

Date of Committee Action: 4 1 3 qg
The FINANCE Committee considered: HB 272
HOUSE BILL NO. 272 DO JAIL TIME BY ELECTRONIC MONITORING

“An Act to permit a court to order a defendant who receives a sentence of imprisonment for a misdemeanor to serve
the sentence by electronic monitoring; and relating to the crime of unlawful evasion.
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FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 272 (FIN)
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date: Dept. Affacted  Corrections
Title:  An Act relating to allowing the commissioner of BRU  Administration and Operations
Corrections to allow a prisoner to serve a term of... Component  Community Corrections Dir. OfTn
Sponsor.  Representative Green
Requester: Component Serial No. 1382

Expenditures/Revenues

ghousands of DoIIars%
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 99 FY00 Y 01 FYO0 FY 03 FY 04
Personal Services 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0

Travel
183.2 183.2 183.2 1832 183.2

Contractual
Supplies 124 124 124 124 124

Equipment
Land & Structures
Grants &Claims

Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING 1303 255.6 255.6 255.6 255.6 255.6

|CAPITAL EXPENDITURES | I | ~ I I I

|CHANGE IN REVENUES | ] I I I I I ~T
FUNDS 0 U R C E (Thousands ol Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match
1004 GF 30.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0

1005 GF/Program Receipts 100.3 195.6 195.6 195.6 195.6 195.6

1037 GF/Mental Health

1091 Designated Program Receipts
TOTAL 1303 255.6 255.6 255.6 255.6 255.6
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o

©
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Estimate of any current year (FY97) cost:

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

Page 1 of_2



STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 272 (JUD)
19M LEGISLATIVE SESSION PAGE 20f2
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS . DATE 477/98

This fiscal analysis is based on the following:'

*One pilot program wifi be established in Anchorage beginning In Jan. 1999. Program design will be
developed June through December and the program will be implemented in January. Program costs are
based on six months of operation for FY 99.

The decision to designate an offender to the Electronic Monitoring program as an alternative to
incarceration will be made by the Dept, of Corrections with guidance from the court through sentencing
recommendations.

*No domestic violence or sex offenders win be put into the program.

The programwill have 60 slots available for d total of 21,900 person days of coverage annually.

The Program wfl be administered through a contract with the private sector.

Pereogriayvte— : M jO
Probation Officer Il in Anchorage at Sbdh Avenue Correctional Center 60.0
Contractual Services: 183.2
Communication: Local, long distance, postage, DHL, other related costs 15
Miscellaneous: Risk Management other misc. costs 0.3
Rentals and Leases: Lease of Electronic Monitoring Equipment (estimated) 1205
One drive by unit X $75.00 per month X 12 months 0.9
Electronic Monitoring equipment installer, maintenance contracts 60.0
SuppfiQ 124
Office Supplies: Consumable office supplies, duplicating supplies, etc. 10
Scientific Supplies: Alcohol/Drug test cups for immediate field testing 10.8
Data Processing Supplies: paper forms, diskettes, ribbons, etc. 0.2
Other Operating Supplies: law enforcement supplies, safety and electronic supples 04
*

Equipment: lone time) 25
Standard Personal Computer

Total Annual Cost 255.5

FY 99 130.3

Electronic monitoring is used successfully in other jurisdictions as a cost-effective alternative to
incarceration and has proven to be a good tool for enforcing curfews and monitoring offenders. The $11.70
per day cost of such a program in Alaska will avoid the much higher costs of the only other options
currently available in our state - $100 per day injail or $57 per day in a Community Residential Center.

There are various types of electronic equipment currently in use, including beepers, computerized-
programmed contact devices using either voice or a wom device, trans.nitters, and continuously signaling
devices. This fiscal note is based on known prices of one technology, “ankle orwrist bracelets”, but is not
intended to confine the use to any one technology. That is, the type of technology should be determined
by an Implementation Planning Team, and could change as other technologies are developed or become

available in the market place.

This fiscal note provides for a 6-month planning period for a pilot project in Anchorage and for 6 months of
program implementation. The Implementation Planning Team will involve representatives from the courts,
state and municipal prosecutors, Corrections, law enforcement public defense and the private sector to

assure program SUCCESS.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. CSHB 2721 (JUD)
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Revision Date (Note if correction) 4/7/56 Dept Affected Corrections
Title An Act relating to allowing the commissioner '‘BRU Administration and Operations
of corrections to allow a prisoner to serve a term of... Component Community Corrections Dir. Office
Sponsor Representative Green
Requester House Finance Committee Component Serial No. #1382
Expenditurea/Revenui
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 99 FYOO FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04
Personal Services 30.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0 60.0
Travel
Contractual 91.0 1832 1832 1832 1832 183.2
Suppfles 6.2 12.4 124 124 124 12.4
tqu gt 2.5
Land 4 Structures
Grants A Claims
Mlscalansous

TOTAL. OPERATING 130.3 2SS.6 266.6 2SU.6 256.6 255.6

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

CHANGE IN REVENUES ( |Z E |

FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts
1003 GF Match

1004 GF 130.3 255.6 255.6 255.8 255.6 255.6
1005 GF/Program Receipts
1037 GF/MentaJ Health
Other (Specify Typo)
TOTAL 130.3 255.6 255.6 255.6 255.6 255.6
Estimate of any current yegr (FY98) coet 0.0
POSITIONS
Full-time 1 1 1 1 1
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS:  (Attach a separata peps if nacassary)

Please see attached.

Prepared by Bruce Richards Phone 465-3307

Division Commissioner's Office A Qsl» 4/7/98
Approved by Commissioner Margaret M. Pugh "W W ouon I" N 4/7/98
Agency Department of Corrections

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Offra
(p-« sewormjtwOVa Page_ 1 of__ 2



FISCALNQOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILLNO. HB
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Bhge 0 B2z oo
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS AE e

This fiscal analysis is based on the following:'

*One pilot program wifl be established in Anchorage beginning in Jan. 1999. Program design wiH be
developed Juno through December and the program will be implemented in January. Program costs are
base* on six months of operation for FY 99.

*The decision to designate an offender to the Electronic Monitoring program as an alternative to
incarceration will be made by the Dept of Corrections with guidance from the court through sentencing
recommendations.

*No domestic violence or sex offenders will be put into the program

The programwill have 60 slots available tar d total of 21,900 person days of coverage annually.

The Programwfl be administered through d contract with the private sector.

Personal s fvte—: MJD

Probation Officer Il in Anchorage at Sixth Avenue Correctional Center 60.0

Contractual Services: 1332

Communication: Local, long distance, postage, DHL, other related costs 15
0.3

Miscellaneous: Risk Management, other misc. costs
Rentals and Leases: Lease of Electronic Monitoring Equipment (estimated) 1205
One drive by unit X $75.00 per month X 12 months 0.9
Electronic Monitoring equipment installer, maintenance contracts 60.0

supply; 124
1.0

Office Supplies: Consumable office supplies, duolicating supplies, etc.

Scientific Supplies: Alcohol/Drug test cups for immediate field testing 10.6
Data Processing Supplies: paper forms, diskettes, ribbons, etc. 0.2
Other Operating Supplies: law enforcement supplies, safety and electronic supples 04
£
Equipment: (one time! 25
Standard Personal Computer
Total Annual Cost 255.S
FY 99 130.3

Electronic monitoring is used successfully ir, other jurisdictions as a cost-effective alternative to
incarceration and has proven to be a good tool for enforcing curfews and monitoring offenders. The $11.70
per day cost of such a program in Alaska will avoid the much higher costs of the only other options
currentiy available in our state - $100 per day injail or 557 per day in a Community Residential Center.

There are various types of electronic equipment currently in use, including beepers, computerized-
programmed contact devices using either voice or a wom device, transmitters, and continuously signaling
devices. This fiscal note is based on known prices of one technology, “ankle or wrist bracelets”, but is not
intendad to confine the use to any one technology. That is, the type of technology should be determined
by an Implementation Planning Team, and could change as other technologies are developed or become

available in the market place.

This fiscal note provides for a 6-month planning period for a pilot project in Anchorage and for 6 months of
program implementation. The Implementation Planning Team will involve representatives from the courts,
state and municipal prosecutors, Corrections, law enforcement, public defense and the private sector to

assure program SuUccess.



No: 2
FISCAL NOTE B /ersion: CSHR 272 (JUD)

STATE OF ALASKA (H) Publish Cfate: 374798
1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION /

Revision Date (Note if correction) DepL Affected Corrections/
Trtle An Ad relating to allowing the commissioner BRU Administration and Operations

of corrections to allow e prisoner to serve a term of... Component Community Comechdns Dir. Office
Sponsor Representative Green
Requester House Judiciary Committee Component Serial No. /#1382 "

Expendftures/Revenues (Thousands of Dolla/)

OPERATING EXPENDITURES
Personal Senl/ices

Travel

Contractual

Supplies

Equipment

Land & Structures

Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous
TOTAL OPERATING

FY 04

ICAPtTAL EXPENDITURES

[change IN REVENUES ( )
FUND SOURCE (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal

1003 GF Match

1004 GF 376.5
1005 GF/Program

1037 GF/Mental

Other
376.5 3765 376.5 376.5

Estimate of any current

POSITIONS
Full-time
Part-time
Temporary

ANALYSIS: (Attach a sapannpaga Hnacassary)

Please see attached.

Prepared by/ Bruce Richards Phone__ 465-3307
Division Commissioner's Office , Date 3/2/98
Approved by Commissioner Margaret M. Pugh 'Mola<- .,.r U =m Date 3/2/98
Agency Department of Corrections A

PREPARER TO PROVIDE ALL DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR’S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE
For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

[R« 907) sewormjhomb Page_ 1 of 2

COMMITTEE COPY



Fiscal Nots/DOC
CS HB 272(JUD)
Pag# 2

March 2,1998

This fiscal analysis is based on the folloning assunptions for electronic monitoring;

Two pilot programs will be established - one in Juneau and one in Anchorage.
The progranms will provide electronic monitoring as an alternative to incarceration for misdemeanants
The decision to classify an offender to the electronic monitoring program will be mede by the Dept, of
Corrections with guidance from the court through sentencing recommendations, in an effort to minimize
the effect of net widening.
*No domestic violence or sex offender? will be recommended for the program
The Juneau program will have 20 slots available and the Anchorage programwill have 40 slots available
for atotal of 21,900 mandays of coverage annually.

/The programs will be administered through a contract with the private sector.

Estimated Costa: S381J Total
Personal Services: 112Q.0Q

-Probation Officer Il in Juneau at the Lemon Creek Correctional Center 560.0
-Probation Officer Il in Anchorage at the 6th Avenue Correctional Center $60.0
Contractual Services: S244J.
-Communication: local, long distance, postage, DHL, other related costs 515
-Miscellaneous: Risk Management, other misc. costs $.3
-Rentals and Leases: Lease of Electronic Monitoring Equipment (estimated)
60 units X $5.50 per day X 365 days= S1205
2 drive by units X $75.00 per month X 12 months= S18
Electronic monitoring equipment installer, maintenance contracts 5120.0
Supply: £32°
-Office Supplies: Consumable office supplies, duplicating supplies, etc. $10
-Scientific Supplies: Alcohol/Drug test cups for immediate field testing. $10.8
-Data Processing Supplies: paper forms, diskettes, ribbons, etc. S.2
-Other operating supplies: Law enforcement supplies, safety and
electronic related supplies

Equipment $5 0 tone Timel
-Standard Personal Computer 2 staff X $2.5= S50

The cost per day based on the above assumptions is 517.42 per day. The two probation officers are
needed to process the offenders into the program, handle revocations, and to keep data and statistics
necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of the program

The Dept of Corrections does not anticipate collecting fees during the initial year of operation. After
establishing a fee structure and adopting regulations, fees collected win be depoaosited into the General
Fund. The DOC supports electronic monitoring as a potentially cost effective alternative sentencing

option.



FISCAL NOTE

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO. HB 272

1998 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Revision Date. Department Affected: Administration

Title: *An Act to permit acourt to order a defendant to serve BRU: Legal and Advocacy Services
monitoring...* Component: Public Defender Agency

A sentence by electronic

Sponsor Representative Green
Requestor: H (JUD) COMPONENT SERIAL NO. 1631

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 99 FY 00 FY 01 FY 02

PERSONAL SERVICES

TRAVEL

CONTRACTUAL

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT

LAND & STRUCTURES

GRANTS. CLAIMS

MISCELLANEOUS

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0

FY 03

0.0 0.0 0.0

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 1

CHANGE IN REVENUES t \ | 1 1

FUND SOURCE: (Thousands of Dollars)

1002 Federal Receipts

1003 GF Match

1004 GF

1005 GF/Program Receipts

1037 GF/Mental Health

OTHER

TOTAL. 0.0
Estimate of any current year (FY 98) cost: $.

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME
PART-TIME
TEMPORARY

0.0 , 0.0 0.0 0.0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary.)
This bill authorizes judges to permit the service of a sentence for a misdemeanor crime by electronic monitoring rather than

FY 04

0.0

00

incarceration in a correctional facility. Because the costs of such monitoring are to be assessed to the defendant, it creates serious
equal protection problems - reserving jail for the poor. It also makes tampering with the device or leaving the designated place of

confinement a misdemeanor crime of unlawful evasion. Given the restriction on availability to those who can pay for it, and
current cost of such a program, it is unlikely that this will greatly increase the Agency caseload immediately. However, this
technology is becoming more affordable and widespread. Future fiscal impact is uncertain.

Prepared by: Barbara K. Brink. Director Phone: (907) 264-4414
Division: Public Defender Agency A . Date:

Approved by Commissioner:  Mark Boyer

Agency: Department of Administration A~ Date: If/ ~ S

DISTRIBUTION COPIES TO GOVERNOR'S LEGISLATIVE OFFICE

For further distribution information, call the Governor's Legislative Office

Rev 10/97 Page _J__ of

the
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AMENDMENT

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE DAVIES
TO: CSKB 272(JUD)

Page 3, line 28, following "monitoring":
Insert "but only if *ho commissioner dituniines tiwf the prisoner has sufficient

financial resources to pay the costs or a portion of the costs"



Alaska State Legislature
WHILE IN SESSION
CAPITOL BUILDING
CHAIRMAN JUDICiARV COMMITTEE

JUNEAU ALASKA 99301-1 ie?
VICE CHAIRMAN MEALTH EOUCATION
ASOCIAL SERV'CES COMMITTEE

MEMBER RESOURCES COMMITTEE
INTERIM ADDRESS
finance subcommittees

716 WEST 4TH AVENUE
ANCHORAGE ALASKA 99501 dept OF COMMERCE 4 ECONOMIC
“907) 258 8190 DEVELOPMENT
19071 258-317* FAX ALASKA COURT SYSTEM
Representative Joe Green
District 10

Sponsor Statement

HB 272 - Electronic Monitoring

HB 272 establishes the parameters for an electronic monitoring program in Alaska.

Electronic monitoring SEM) is a system where around-the-clock surveillance is provided for
certain convicted offénders as an alternative to incarceration. The transmitter emits a signal
to afield monitoring device, which receives and records various types of information about
the offender, from [ocation to monitoring alcohol consumption, depending on the degree of

sophistication.

As the number of criminal convictions in Alaska continues to rise, we are faced with only
three alternatives: build more prisons fo incarcerate offenders, exacerbate already
overcrowded prisons in violation of the CIearg decree, or allow more offenders to avoid
Incarceration. Current estimates for new prison oonstructron exceed $100,000 per bed,
which make construction of new prisons nocopressrveyexpensrve proposrtron especially
now, when financial resources aré so strapped.” At the same time, the public is calling for
tougher treatment of criminals.

| believe we must look to alternatives such as EM to hel resolve our ilem m FM s used
widely throughout the Unrted States. Canada, and Euro Here In the US, M equ 8oment
became commercially available In 1984, and it's use ha rown ra idly since. In 9 the
Nat'| Institute of Justice recorded 826 offenders bern o erve trou hEM By the
foIIowrn? year, (his number had skyrocketed to?2 Accord rn survey in 1993,
there were 66, 550 EM units in use.” This rapid escalatron attests thee r eness and
economies of EM as an alternative correction measure to rmprrsonment

Through an EM program, gudges can sentence certain, non-viplent, offenders to house
arrest “or other restrictive sanctions, which leaves more room In our correction facilities for

violent criminals.

HB 272 does not require thatjudges sentence offenders to wear electronic monitoring
equipment, It simply grants statutory authority to thejudiciary to consider EM in

sentencing.
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TONY KNOWLES. GOVERNOR

. MAY T0:

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS J *0 00* 113000

JUNCAU, AIASKA 1M 11-3000
1 fHOWC <*QT1 445-137*

March 26, 1998

The Honorable isldon Mulder
Alaska House of Representatives
Stole Capitol, Room 501

Juneau, AK 99811-1182

Dear Representative Mulder,

In response to your requests for FY 99 budget scenarios regardm% short-term population
management options in response to U<s February 5,1998 court order,, the Department of
CorreCtions is Submitting the followmg annualized cost estimates. The estimates are based upon
assuming an annual incremental offendler population growth of up to 10%, and the Department
mauaging the correctional facility population at the emergency cap of 2,691,

Alternative State Institution Hauiin S330.0 GF

Alternative housing for 125 inmates during July and August at Ketchikan, Lemon Creek,
Fairbanks and Palmer Correctional CenterS. The budgef request includes Stairovertime to cover

new temporary posts and inmate supplies.
Out of State Bed*  SS,496.0 GF

Procurement of out of slate contract beds to annualize the costs of 256, inmates transferred b
May 1, 1998: and incremental transfer of additional 227 offenders during FY99. The budge
reqUiest includes transportation costs, inmate, wages, incidental inmate supplies, limited health
care services, and 2 new Probation Officers in Anchora?e_who will spend‘one week a month at
the contract fa(:|||ty managing the probation caseload, this annualized cost estimate is based
upon $45 day contract beds. "Actual contract cost may vary depending upon bids submitted in

response to RFP # 99-0001.
Community Residential Center Beds (Option 1-82 Beds) 51385.0n1,023.4Ftd.SJ6).6GF|

Annualized costs for 82 Community Residential Center beds anticipated to be procured a [>ethcl
-10; Anchorage - 32 Fairbanks - 20 and Nome - 20. The bud?et 1 based upon 62 beds effective
July 1, 1998 and 20 beds at Nome being effective October 1, 1998, Actual cost for the beds and
locations may vary depending upon bics submitted in response to competitive solicitation.

OK
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Represenwive MuWtr 30639t

Community Residential Center Bedi (Option 2-62 Bcdi) 81,283.0 ffl.0Z3.4Frd. BS9.6CFI

Annualized costs of 62 Community Residential Cenrer beds anticipated to be proceed at Bethel
- 10: Anchorage - 32; and Fairbanks - 20, effective July 1,1998. Actual cost for the beds and
locations may Vary depending upon bids submitted in fesponse to competitive solicitation.

Community Residential Center Offender Supervision Program 8376.0 GF

Community Residential Center offender supervision and management services to monitor up to
123 offenders starting in December 199s.

folnt Mackenzie S314.0 CF

To safely mana?e opulation expansion (20) at Pt. Mackenzie in October 1998, funding is
requiredfor 4 staff, supplies, and inmate wages to increase average hours Worked in agricutture

production.
HB 442 secure Community Residential Center Beds S4200GF 1

Preliminary cost estimates for conversion of 36 beds at Community Residentigl Centers to
provide adequate security and population management capabilities to house offenders requiring a
greater degree of monitoring. This service is to e initiated in July 1998,

HD 272 Electronic Monitoring 8381.5 CF =N

Electronic monitoring of 60 misdemeanants as an alternative to incarceration is to be
implemented July 1998

HB 329 Valdes Treatment Center 52,460.2 (SI33» Frd, M t CAM, m »\.7c A
Budget for 60 Substance abuse treatment beds at Valdez Therapeutic Community is to be
implemented October 1998,

|f you have any further questions please contact me.
Sincerely,

Division of Administrative Services

0‘d bsg2:01 a&-iZ-£0 Y
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DEVELOPMENT OF AN AGENCY-BASED
SELF-EVALUATION INSTRUMENT
FOR ELECTRONIC MONITORING PROGRAMS

PREPARED BY:
ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE SERVICES, INC.

ALVIN W. COHN, D.Crim.
President

15005 Westhaiy Road
Rockville, Maryland 20853

(301) 929-3224

November, 1996
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ABSTRACT

Electronic monitoring of offenders has become a popular and technologically driven
intermediate sanction throughout the field of corrections. The growth in its usage for both adults
and juveniles has been spurred by institutional overcrowding and a clear recognition that significant
numbers of offenders beyond those who normally are placed on probation or parole also can remain
in their communities without serious threat to community safety.

Notwithstanding this ever-increasing growth and the favorable impression the use of EM has
had among all components of criminal justice administration, EM host agencies have not evaluated
their programs to determine cost and program effectiveness or to measure goal attainment. The
consequence is that we simply do not know the utilitarian nature or impact of electronic monitoring
on offender behavior (including recidivism), institutional populations, or community safety.

In an effort to provide a vehicle for EM host agencies to assess their electronic monitoring
programs, an agency-based, self-evaluation instrument has been developed, which, if utilized on a
routine basis, will provide data to these agencies on how well offenders do while being monitored.
The evaluation instrument is designed to collect data and information about offender demographics
and behaviors as well as the organizations providing monitoring services. A guidebook has also been
developed which explains the process of coding information and data.

In order to determine the success of an EM program, the evaluation instrument has also
been designed to capture arrest/disposition data 90, 180, and 365 days subsequent to electronic
monitoring termination. These longitudinal data, it is believed, will provide even more information

about the long-term effects of a program.

In addition to the evaluation instrument and the guidebook, this report also reviews the
published literature on electronic monitoring, including the few reports on program effectiveness.
Further, the results of a mailed questionnaire survey are provided, which illustrate the nature and
scope of agency EM programming, especially among juvenile-serving organizations.

Along with descriptive information about agency-based programs, the questionnaire listed
anumber ofvariables which the literature describes as having potential importance in evaluating EM
programs. Respondents were asked to rank the variables in terras of their value for evaluation as
well as the ease with which data related to these variables could be collected. The resuits of these

rankings were utilized in creating the actual evaluation instrument.

Four EM agencies participated in field-testing the instrument and the guidebook and their
responses provided significant and valuable input with regard to the final product.
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I. INTRODUCTION
A. The Evolution of Electronic Monitoring

As a consequence of overcrowded correctional facilities (juvenile as well as adult),
increasing probation and aftercare caseloads, overstretched prosecution, and overloaded court
dockets, the system of criminal justice in the United States has sought innovative strategies to
bring order and control to its work. Two of these strategies currently being implemented and
tested are alterative dispositions and intermediate sanctions. Probation and parole in their
common practices, even with judicially or parole board imposed "special conditions” which have
included participation in treatment programs appropriate to the client’s needs, have proven to
be lacking in their ability to deal effectively with today’s more aggressive criminal population.

Historically, incarceration of offenders has remained the approach of choice for the
control of those persons who violate the law. Probation became an option over a century ago,
but it was designed essentially for those who could remain safely in the community, while parole
was utilized for those offenders who could be released from institutions to community-based
supervision. However, judges began to realize that without appropriate alternatives to
incarceration (detention) and as a consequence of overcrowded jails and correctional facilities
their options for dealing with offenders became increasingly restricted. While dealing with the
comparatively ‘'minor’ offender was never difficult with regard to decision-making, the chronic,
violent, and more serious offenders were problematic in terms of potential alternatives for both

pretrial and post-sentenced offenders.

Recent Federal legislation as well as state-based developments have increased the
numbers of beds in correctional institutions. However, this construction boom, while helpful
perhaps over the long term, does little to reduce the severe overcrowding that currently exists
in most jurisdictions and provides no solution to the dilemma of providing appropriate options
beyond the probation-incarceratiou-parole continuum.

The need for alternative dispositions forjuveniles is compelling, especially since juvenile
correctional populations have increased dramatically in the last decade, and particularly chronic,
serious, violent offenders. As a result of these increases in adjudicated juveniles and decreases
in available resources, the network of juvenile justice services and agencies has become
desperate for relief. Further, as a consequence of increasing use and abuse of illicit drugs, it
is inescapable that those youth who come under the purview of the juvenile court will continue
to increase in numbers for the foreseeable future.

As juvenile justice agencies follow their criminal justice counterparts in their eagerness
to develop innovative mechanisms to manage and otherwise control such a burdensome increase
in court cases and correctional populati .ns, they have come to recognize that concomitant with
the development of new alternatives, such issues as public safety and cost-effectiveness must
also be addressed. Further, critical decision- and policy-makers also have demanded that these



innovations relate as much as possible to the concerns for punishment; that is, that no
alternative be perceived by offenders, the system, or the public as efforts to minimize in any
way the "just deserts" each offender should receive as a result of his or her delinquent behavior.

While most of these innovative alternatives to incarceration are community-based, it
should be pointed out that they ﬁ_rowde for dispositions that tend to be viewed by the offender
as burdensome and intrusive, while at the same time are viewed by the public as appropriate
punishments. This is true for the serious as well as non-serious adjudicated juveniles. For the
pre-adg]udlcated youth, the use of alternatives has been viewed as appropriate, even though
‘punishment” theoretically is not a consideration. Here, however, community safety and control
of the individual are appropriate concerns,

_ Although Morris and Tonry (Ilg90:10-1l) review both the definition and scope of
intermediate “punishments, especially for convicted adult offenders, their cogent
recommendations are equally applicable tojuveniles. They include:

mThey should be applied to many offenders already in prison, jail, or on
probation;

mAppropriate enforcement and enforcement resources are essential if a
program is to be effective;

m|f intermediate sanctions are to have credibility, violations of conditions
must be taken seriously; and

mSentencing reforms should include intermediate punishments in order to
effectuate a comprehensive sentencing program.

These authors also argue (pp. 17-18) that designers and administrators of new initiatives
must deal with and otherwise overcome serious organizational, political, financial, and
bureaucratic problems if intermediate punishments and/or alternatives are to be
institutionalized and their Brommed_benehts achieved. Further, no new program can be
developed without appreciable material and human resources.

Thus, an underdeveloped program, including undeclared goals and objectives, not only
may create situational problems, it may even be dysfunctional in terms of expected objectives.

In short, poor planning can result in significant "backfires."

~Notwithstanding the above, in the past decade several significant and appropriate
dispositional alternatives to incarceration and pre-trial detention have been developed, including
juvenile justice applications. One of the most recent and poPuIar innovations has occurred as
a result of technological advances, namely the use of electronic monitoring equipment,
Electronic monitoring programs (EM) serving various target populations have iIncreased
substantially across the country as an extension of home detention and/or intensive supervision
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efforts to punish, control, and othervise provide an effective tool for the supervision of selected
pre- and post-adjudicated juveniles who remain in the community.

B. The Technology of Electronic Monitoring

Electronic monitoring (EM) is @ method of maintaining contact with individuals under
the supervision of a correctional agency which is less restrictive than incarceration while
affording closer supervision than traditional supervision programs. It allows for the release
of individuals who might otherwise be judged to be "high risk,” allowing them to reside at home
or in a suitable alternative living arrangement, but in the community. Constant contact is
maintained through the use of an ankle cuff transmitter and a tracking receiver at a base
location that establishes the location of an individual.

An alternative form of EM uses a receiver, usually worn by the supeivised individual,
that alerts the individual that it is time to check in with the supervising agency by telephone.
A variation on this method uses a computer to dial the offender’s residence and his or her
presence is confirmed through either voice or visual verification. Yet another variation uses
pagers to alert releasees. og?, 1990:12-18). One can only assume that the number of
variations available to implement EM will grow as the fields of personal communications, voice
recognition, and computers become more sophisticated.

~ This is not significantly different from the definition of "electronic surveillance" offered
earlier by Friel and Vaughan (1985:4). They characterize the technology as offering the
following approaches to monitoring the movement of offenders:

- Conventional telephone calls to probationers during curfew hours;

- A computer auto_matical!}/_ to dial the probationer's telephone to receive both
voice and electronic identification; and

- A transmitting device worn by the probationer to send a radio signal to a
receiver,

The costs of EM ?rograms are already highly variable. Friel, Vaughn, and del Carmen
(1987:16) a decade ago found that per-day individual costs ranged from $0.95 to $9.04. This
range reflects a wide variety of variables such as the sophistication of the equipment, the
intensity of the supervision, the type of personnel used for monitoring the individuals, and the
method of equipment acquisition (lease versus purchase versus lease with purchase options),
Currently, the general trend of lower equipment costs appears to have driven down the daily

cost per offender to the four to seven dollar range.

~The first serious examination of the use of "electronic surveillance" of offenders (the
initial termmologr used for what is now known as electronic monitoring) can be traced back
to 1966 when Ralph Schwitzgebel described a system for the telemetric tracking of parolees
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(Ford and Schmidt, 1985:1). A version of this system was tested in 1968 to follow the
movement of individuals wearing electronic devices throughout a bmlde. This initial
experimental program was carried out in the Boston area usmg arolees, mental health patients,
and research volunteers (Lilly, Ball, and ergfht, 1986: 189-2 _35). “There was no further interest
in pursuing and implementing the practice of electronic monitoring until the early 1980s when
the "electronic bracelet" was invented. Initial field tests of this device were reported by
Niederberger and Wagner (1985) and declared to be a promising alternative to incarceration,

The first electronic monitoriné;.equipm.ent became commercially available in 1984
LBaumer and Mendelsohn, 1991:5) and its use since has experienced a steady growth. In mid-
ebruary of 1988, the National Institute of Justice conducted a survey which found that 826
offenders (primarily adults) where being supervised throu%h the use of EM. In a survey the
following year, this number had increased to 2,277. By 1989, this f|?ure had almost tripled to
6,490 individuals under some form of EM (Renzema and Skelton, 1990:2). According to the
1993 Electronic Monitoring Equipment Survey (Vaughan, 1993 as cited in BI, Inc. Corporate
Paper, 1993:14) there were 66,650 EM units in use, a 1,010 percent increase from the 1988

Cumber,

Initially, electronic monitoring was used as means of providinq an alternative to pretrial
detention. The objectives were both to save money and to reduce jail overcrowding which had
reached critical levels in many jurisdictions. Ccncomitantly, bail reform began to requwe the
release on recognizance or release at reduced bond levels of individuals who previously would
not have been considered appropriate for community release. Gradually, EM was also adopted
for use in supervising parolees, as well as pretrial detainees. (Renzema and Skeiton, 1990:1-2).

Fogg (1990:12) has offered the following definitions of control levels offered by
electronic monitoring:

Curfew. Confinement and monitoring during specific hours;

Home detention: Monitored at all times, with the ability to leave the home for
work, school, counseling, or other predetermined and authorized purposes;

and

Home incarceration: The offender is not allowed to leave the home except
for medical treatment or limited activities such as religious worship.

~ One form of electronic monitoring that has had manH)/lot ntial and increasing criminal
justice applications is Continuous Electronic Monitoring (C ? CEM Po_es beyon _vern}ung
or denying the offender's ‘location near a receptor site. It allows real-time tracking of an
offendeér within a community. This tracking method allows for eliminating some offenders as
suspects in other crimes by providing rePorts of the whereahouts of offenders within specifically
allowed geographical area. Because of the increased ability of CEM to pinpoint the location
of offenders, this method also allows for more effective enforcement of restraining orders
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(Texas Criminal Justice Policy Council, 1995). This capability has obvious applications for
Individuals released on bond in stalking and spousal abuse cases.

The t_ech_n_olog)( of the future, while unknown at this time, nonetheless can be expected
to expand significantly as has occurred analo%ously in the fields of computers and digital
communications. On the horizon is likely to be rackmﬁ devices that will pinpoint an offender's
exact whereahouts, the use of satellites instead of telephone lines, and eqmlpm_ent that will warn
a potential victim of an assailant/perpetrator's approach. These technological advances are
likely to be implemented in agency-based programs as a consequence of industry-driven needs

to increase usage.
C. Key Issues 'nr the Implementation of Electronic Monitoring

A decade ago, Armstrong, Reiner, and Philips (1987:2-3) Fo_mted out that major
technological innovations are usually accompanied by a set of difficult issues centered on the
implications of implementing the technology and the unintended consequences which result
from implementation. While the use of electronic monitoring has been growing exponentially,
our knowledge concerning its efficacy and appropriateness has been growing only incrementally.
At one level, EM is still considered an emerging technology, only recently moving beyond the

experimental stage.

“In their overview of EM, they recommended that the following issues be considered as
the criminal justice system moves to embrace EM as an acceptable practice:

m  the relationship to the overcrowding of correctional institutions;
m theappropriatenessand relationship to net-widening for offenders selected;

m  the effectiveness in reducing recidivism:

a  theoverall reliability of programs and equipment;

m  themost appropriate duration for each EM application;
m  thecost effectiveness of EM as an alternative; and

m thelegal concerns and constraints.

Although their list was not intended to be exhaustive, it provides a sense of the
complexity of the public policy and administrative issues which need to be explored if EM s
to be widely accepted and effectively applied. While it is apparent that the growth of EM
indicates increased acceptance on the part of criminal justice practitioners and policy-makers,

there are still many unanswered questions which may prevent still broader application of the
technology. Using the above list developed by Armstrong et aL, the following is a review of
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some key issues concerning EM:
1. The Relationship to Overcrowded Correctional Facilities

Electronic monitoring was developed as a presumptive, cost-effective, community-based
alternative to incarceration. The driving forces for EM’s development have been the rising
costs of construction and insufficient jail, prison, and juvenile detention space. EM allows for
the release of individuals who might otherwise be deemed to be unsuitable for less restrictive
community-based options. It allows individuals to remain at home while enablmﬂ the courts
or other criminal justice agenmes to exercise a higher degree of supervision than that afforded
by traditional community-based supervision.

While it was initially hoped that EM would alleviate institutional overcrowding, surveys
soon revealed that EM ‘was being used more for diversion than as an alternative to
incarceration. The goal of relieving secure detention facilities from overcrowded conditions
through the release of margénal-nsk individuals was not being achieved according to one set of
researchers (Maxfield and Baumer, 1990:528-530).

Maxfield and Baumer's findings appear to bear out Schmidt's (1986:57-59) early
argument that EM would be unlikely to solve the problem of prison and jail overcrowding when

she observed that;

..Consideration needs to be given to the likely impact on the total
problem. In a thousand-manjail, the release of twenty monitored
Inmates would reduce the population by only two percent One
hundred monitored inmates would have to be released hefore the
population would be affected by ten percent

2. The Appropriateness of EM for Offenders Selected and Its Relationship to Net Widening

The goal of providing a cost-effective alternative to incarceration is clouded by the
selection criteria being used to place Individuals in EM programs. Aswill be shown in the later
discussion of specific evaluations, there is only limited information about what kinds of
offenders are hest suited to participate in EM programs. Additionally, it is noted below in the
discussion of EM’s cost-effectiveness that there is no clear evidence that EM is being widel
used as an alternative to incarceration, especially as a post-adjudication option. Rather E
may be used in many jurisdictions merely to provide an additional supervision vehicle for some
offenders who might not have required such an increased level of monitoring.

It should be pointed out, moreover, that the scre_ening\ and selection of potential
offenders for EM progrrams_sh_ould be but are not necessarily related directly to the primary
?oalsofthe rogram. Thatis, if the aim of the program is to reduce facility overcrowding, onl
hose offenders who would otherwise be institutionalized should be included in the E
program. To place offenders on EM who would not have been committed obviously reduces
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the integrity of the prog_ram in significant measure. The same applies if the primary EM
pfrfogrgm goal is that of diversion or more intensive community-based supervision of high risk
offenders.

3. The Cost-Effectiveness of EM as an Alternative

_ EM has experienced rapid growth over the last decade, driven by the perception that it
is a cost-effective alternative to incarceration. It is seen as an alternative that, when used
properly, can reduce jail, prison, or detention overcrowding while providing adequate control
and supervision of individuals who might not otherwise be placed in the commun|t¥._ The
growth of EM applications has continued despite the presence of somewhat conflicting,
although limited, "empirical evidence of its success (Renzema, 1991:3-4). What appears to be
most Iackm? in the literature is clear evidence that courts or correctional agencies are using
EM as an alternative to the incarceration of medium to high-risk individuals, rather than as a
supplement or enhancement to routine or intensive community supervision programs.

Without such evidence, it will remain unclear on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis,
whether EM s driving up the cost of community-based supervision or providing a cost-effective
alternative to incarceration. This dilemma renders the true relevance of the cost-based research
done to date suspect. While most programs reviewed note that EM is less expensive than
incarceration, they do not clearly show that the implementation of EM has resulted in real
savings, especially when such agency-based costs such as personnel and support material
factored into the total cost of the program.

In Cook Count gll_linois), asan examﬁle, EM is used to _mana?e inmates who have short
sentences or pretrial detainees who mlght otherwise remain in jail. [nmates and detainees are
released to home detention, allowing them to work and go to school or counseling, thereby
freeing up bed space in the overcrowded jail for more serious offenders (Turnbaugh, 1995:7-9).
As a part of his evaluation, Turnbaugh found that the cost of the EM program to Cook County
is approximately $22 per day per participant This includes the equipment time allocated, and
the staff required to monitor participants.

~ However, the EM Erogram cost is almost 50 percent less than the $40 per day cost of
housing individuals in the Cook County Jail. Less impressive savings were found by the Illinois
Task Force on Crime and Corrections (1993). In its final report, the Task Force stated that
the per capita cost of electronic monitoring was $2,640, or 16 percent less than the $3,143 cost
for Institutionalization. These costs are based on placing incarcerated offenders on EM for the

last six months of their sentences.

Beck, Klein-Saffran, and Wooten found that the costs for home confinement of Federal
parolees was $15 per day (1991:23-27). Comparative data for institutionalization was not
offered. Michigan's Electronically Monitored Curfew Program claimed savings of $180,000 and
6,000ga|| days. _605341990:80,82,84) speculated that EM has the potential to produce savings
of $85,190,000 in 60 days at the national level. This figure is based on an estimated average
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cost of incarceration of $35 per day versus an avera%e cost of EM of §9 per day. He further
speculated, moreover, that cost-gffectiveness would be partially offset by the re-arrest and re-
incarceration of some individuals on EM.

_ Notwﬂhstanding the above findings, it is obvious that any true test for EM cost-
effectiveness must be designed for individuals who would otherwise be incarcerated: offenders
considered high-risk for re-arTest as well as other categories of offenders who could be better
served in a home environment, such as the elderly, disabled, or pregnant women.

4. The Legal Concerns and Constraints

~As is the case with most new and emerging technologies used with clients within the
criminal justice system, there were some initial concerns regarding legal issues associated with
EM programs. Most of these focused on the individual's right to privacy and the guarantees
extended under the Fourth Amendment. These concerns were expressed by Houk (1984:431-
446) when she pointed out that the Fourth Amendment was intended to protect citizens from
physical intrusions into their homes. Therefore, it would be up to the courts to interpret the
constitutional limits of non-physical, electronic Intrusions as represented by new technologies
such as those used in EM programs.

There have been minimal challenges to EM as a tool for monitoring pre-trial releasees,
probationers, and Rarolee_s. In all likelihood, this results from two factors; Past court decisions
concerning the rights of individuals under court supervision (i.e. probation) have consistently
ruled that this population does not possess the full set of_n%hts enjoyed by ordinary citizens.
Since probation has been ruled a privilege rather than a right, judges have been given broad
discretion in setting probation conditions. In prior court cases where offenders have challenged
the conditions of probation, probationers have been accorded some limited Fourth Amendment

protections. However, as Houk (1984:441) notes:

..the courts have permitted restrictions on Fourth Amendment
rights in the probation context when such restrictions are necessary
to achieve the goals of probation. Although an invasion of a
probationer's privacy may be warranted by the nature of the
Probatmner’s_underlymg criminal behavior, it has been suggested
hat courts fairly accommodate the state’s interest in public safety,
rehabilitation, and deterrence as well as the personal liberty
interests of the probationer.

In general, the courts have also accepted the use of electronic momtormq as an
alternative to pre-conviction detention when applied for just cause and under some form of
due process. In the case of pre-conviction programs, it is more likely that the individuals
released would face continued detention because they fit the guidelines for bemg denied bail.
_GeneraIIy,[|udgtJ are reluctant to detain individuals who have not been convicted unless there
Is overwhelming evidence that they pose a danger to society and/or are not likely to appear for
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scheduled court hearings.

~The second factor that may be keeping legal challenges to a minimum is that EM may
be utilized appropriately in most cases as an alternative to incarceration or detention rather
than as a more controlled form of communltF release (despite what the research indicates).
If EM pro?rams can show that they are d_ea.m(_i with individuals who pose a risk to public
safety, are likely to en_?(a%;e in subsequent criminal conduct, or present a high risk of fleeing the
jurisdiction, it is unlikely that a successful court challenge could be mounted against the
program. Additionally, if EM s being offered as an alternative to incarceration, it is
significantly less likely that the client would pursue a course of action that would lead to the
application of more restrictive liberty.

, Four remaining issues that may reflect legal concerns have been without serious inquiry
insofar as current literature is concerned:

»  The Effectiveness in Reducing Recidivism

«  The Overall Reliability of Programs and Equipment

»  The Most Appropriate Duration for Each EM Application
»  Technical Violations That Result in Incarceration

D. Evaluations of Electronic Monitoring Programs

Although the use of electronic_monitoring is becoming relatively widespread and
Penerally accepted as an alternative to incarceration, there is little in the way of evaluative
Iterature on its overall effectiveness (regardless of pro?ram goal). Most agencies hosting EM
Pr_ograms simply do not conduct evaluations, and therefore, at best tend to describe success or
ailure ob jervationally, esapemall¥ including numbers of cases processed and the nature of
terminations (Cohn, 1992:9-12). Furthermare, the range of individual evaluations of programs
within a state, county, or city jurisdiction available today primarily consist of reporting
descriptive and qualitative information with some quantitative, comparative cost information.
This cost information reported is without an in-depth analysis of the client selection process,
criteria for participation, goal attainment as a result of usmg? EM as an alternative to
incarceration, and/or consideration for such ancillary costs as staif and material resources.

A summary of the results from 17 of these studies are presented in the Table | matrix
on the following pages. This matrix does not intend to address all of the available literature
but it does offer illustrative examples of the nature and t)(]pes of results that have been foun
in local evaluations. Judgment is reserved regarding the methodology and results of the
evaluations and no implications are drawn as to the validity or credibility of the results
reported. However, the matrix, which indicates if the evaluation study was conducted internally
by agency staff or by an external evaluator, provides an overview or sample of the published
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HOST
SETTING

Parole

Pretrial

Post
adjudication

Parole

Probation

Post
adjudicatory

Parole

Pretrial

Pretrial

Table 1

Summary of Publisbed Evaluations of Electronic Monitoring Programs

ADULT/
JUVENILE

Adult

Adult

Juvenile

Adult

Adult

Adult

Adult

Juvenile

Adult

INTERNAL/
EXTERNAL

Internal

Internal

External

Internal

Internal

Internal

Internal

Internal

internal

CITE”’

48

16

28

41

35

VARIABLES

Residence, employment

Offense, substance abuse, prior
record

Substance abuse, family support,
community tics, commitment to

program

Sex, race, age, risk factor

Substance abuse, risk factor,
indigence

Prior history, current offense, age,
family ties, substance abuse, jail
behavior

Eligible for Federal parole

Age, prior record

Not able to be released on
recognizance, not able to kaise bail
or get bond

*Thc numbcri n the '‘Cue’ column refer lu (he number whkii *pputi before cacti cuaion m the rofcronoc teakn

FINDINGS

Cost-effective, increased contact
with parole office with acceptable
accountability

Enhances but docs not replace
ability to monitor defendants

Successful in enforcing cuifcws

Cost effective, but not to be used
alone

Encouraging - appropriate offenders

were placed in program

Recommended to continue

Deemed successful

EM not as successful as non EM
but methodology is questionable

Limited usefulness; depending on
charges

=: oo



SETTING

Parole/probatio
n

Parolc/probalio
n

Post

adjudication

Pretrial

Post release

Sentencing -
post
adjudication

Pretrial

Post
adjudication

ADULT/
JUVENILE

Adult

Adult

Adult

Adult

Adult

Adult

Adult

Adult

INTERNAL/

EXTERNAL

External

Internal

Internal

Internal

Internal

External

Intcmai

External

CITE1

44

49

34

22

32

36

33

VARIABLES

OlTensc, prior history

Offense type

High risk for prison return

Living arrangement, prior offenses
are minor

Offense history, employment at time

of sentencing

Age, sex, education, offense

Living arrangement, criminal history

Age, offense, living situation

"Ihc numbers in the “Cte" column refer lo (he number whnb sppesra before caefi ciution in the reference section.

FINDINGS

No impact on offender behavior,
but generally popular

Cost and tune effective, recidivism
inconclusive

Cost effective, can't be used alone
Small sample size makes study
questionable

Importance of defendant screening,
good organization and management,
coordination among agencies

Monitored offenders had fewer
revocations

More integrative and rehabilitative
than jail,cost effective, able lo be
fairly and consistently implemented,
great potential

Limited usefulness, viable jail
alternative. Must screen clients

EM is recommended, but further
evaluation is also suggested, labor
intensive and increases caseworker
workload



evaluation studies to date.

As will be seen in reviewing the matrix, the overall findings of evaluations are similar;
electronic monitoring is viewed as a cost- and time-effective method of close monitoring of
individuals, allowing them to remain in the community while rendering some form of
Pumsh_ment, and possibly allome continued productivity through work or school attendance.
t provides an alternative form of curtailing I|bert)( without an increase in risk to public safety
and can, therefore, be one of several methods of alleviating overcrowding in adult and juvenile

correctional facilities.
£. Findings from Electronic Monitoring Programs for Juveniles

Electronic monitoring began primarw with adult populations but has gradually spread
to use with Luvemles. This W|den|nP of EM usage occurred deSﬁlte the initial concerns and
n

objections that have been raised. [n his review of ?rovyth of the use of EM with Huvenlle
populations, Vaughn (1989:1-36) speculates on the following issues. First, there is a fear that
there would be higher costs associated with juvenile EM programs because younger participants
would be more likely to tamper with or lose the equipment A second issue is the expectation
that more juveniles ‘would simply run awa« from home while under EM, thus driving up the

failure raté and the costs if the équipment were discarded.

~ A third concern is the impact that participation in an EM program would have on the
remam_mP family members.  Most juveniles live at home with parents and siblings who
potentially could find their routines and life styles affected by the EM program. There is also
the potential stigma created by the obvious equipment requirements associated EM programs;
that is, it would readily become obvious to others that a child or sibling was under court or

correctional agency supervision.

A fourth issue is the possible psrchologlcal |mﬁact.of EM program participation. It is
speculated that adults are generally better equipped than juveniles to deal with the challenges
encountered by electronic monitoring conditional requirements. One challenge is seen as the
even greater loss of control of one's personal environment While adults, by virtue of their
positions in the family, could continue to exercise personal control in some situations, juveniles
might perceive a loss in what little freedom and control they had before EM “program
Fartmlpauon. Therefore, the resulting frustration and resentment could further increase the
|

kelihood of in-program failure.

_The_?rowth iri juvenile programs might have been slowed were it not for the fact that
most juvenile programs were initiated as off-shoots of adult EM projects. That is, initial
investments in equipment and time had been made previously and some experience gained
which allowed juvenile agenmes to believe the programmanc risks had been lessened which, as
a consequence, facilitated extending the scope of the programs to include juveniles. And while
the baste program designs essennaII% remained the same, changes were eventually made to
accommodate to the needs of youths. (These will become evident as juvenile "and adult
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programs are discussed in this and the next section respectively.)

|t should be pointed out, however, that one thing in common hetween adult and juvenile
programs is that driving forces toward implementation frequently include the desire to find a
cost-effective alternative to incarceration, to forestall the construction ofadditional secure beds,
and to relieve existing, overcrowded institutions.

Several illustrative evaluation reports include:

1. Kenosha County, Wisconsin

Studies of juvenile EM programs reveal that it is an effective means of enforcing curfews
when used in conjunction with other programs or as part of a sentence (e.g., as a condition of
probation along with substance abuse counseling and/or community serwce}.

A study conducted by Kenosha County reported thatguvenile electronic monitoring
should be considered as a tool and not a stand-alone program (Schulz, 1990:6-7,11). Although
there was a small sample size, the results are similar to other studies in that the variables found
to be predictive cofsuccess include: acceptance of the program and willingness to participate by
both client and family; commitment to the Program; minimal drug or alcohol abuse problems;
and a Po$|t|_ve desire to address these problems. Unsuccessful participants also share certain
characteristics: poor or questionable motivation to participate in the program; severe drug or
alcohol dependency; a lack of desire to deal with those problems; and a history of running

away

The clients in the first pilot program (N=10) were predominantly male (9) and white
(7). They spent from 7 to 48 days on EM with an avera?e stay of 20.5 days. Data collection
problems %not sFecmed b the authors) made it difficult to get an exact number of curfew
violations (undefined), but u was estimated that each individual averaged 3.3 violations while
on EM. The county's second pilot study had a larger sample size (N = 9)] and obtained similar
results. Again, the clients were predommantlgw ite (155) and males (L7). They had a range
of 3 to 151 days on EM, with an average of 20.5 days.

O f these youths, 10 completed the program, fivi had multiple curfew violations, and four
removed the transmitter before program completion, Two of the youths were referred back to
intake services for commission of new crimes &)ropert;() while in the program. The study found
that for the use of electronic monitoring to be successiul, it had to be used in combination with
other programs as a component of an overall approach to client control and supervision.

~ The studies also reported costs are reduced when equipment is shared with other
agencies. Yet, cost-effectiveness tends to decrease when staff are required to spend a good
Bortlo_n of their time following up on false alarm (curfew vmlatmn% reports. However, the cost-
enefit of electronic monitoring still is considered to be greater than that of incarceration, for
both juveniles and adults; that cost savings could be even greater if in fact participation actually
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lowers the recidivism rates of those offenders assigned to EM programs.
2 Forsyth County, North Carolina

~ Forsyth County (North Carolina) was the firstjurisdiction known to have used electronic
monitoring with juveniles. The county implemented EM as part of an aftercare model for
LFvemles being released back into the community, called the Transitional Aftercare Model, or
AM. Selection criteria for participation in the program, upon successful completion of the
training school program, was on a case-by-case basis with four criteria being influential.

1) Absence of a history of abuse or neglect in the home;
2) Positive progress in"the training school program;
i Interest and willingness to participate; and

Family receptiveness and supﬁort for particiEation.
(Clarkson and Weakland, 1991:11)

The one-year pilot project had 16 participants. The trial resulted in a 68 percent success
rate, with only five clients returned to the training school. Four of the five unsuccessful clients
either re-offended or violated parole. The study concluded that the program was beneficial in
that it removed the juvenile from the institution (more humane); was cost effective; structured
the juvenile's transition back into the community; and client progress was based on behavior

(Clarkson and Weakland, 1991). However, the authors Point oulttt.hatdue tohthlesmall sample
e population as a whole.

size, no conclusions can be applied to the at-risk juveni

3. New Orleans, Louisiana

In New Orleans, an electronic monitorin ﬁrogram was initiated to relieve overcrowding
of the Youth Study Center (Marye, 1991). The juveniles selected to be in the program
volunteered to participate; theY were non-status offenders but had not committed a crime so
serious that they posed a threat to themselves or the community; and they had an appropriate
home in which to be placed (with a phone with no call waiting), with parents or guardians who
agreed to participate, accept financial respon3|b|l|t?/ for the equipment, and to report any
violations. The juvenile also agreed to daily school or work participation as well as a daily
curfew schedule. Finally, a judge determined that detention was necessary prior to program

acceptance.

~An initial review of the program included random assignments of youths to an
experimental grouR/land a control group held in the Youth Study Center. The maJorltK of
juveniles in the EM program were male, black, and between 14 and 16 years old. Their
offenses ranged from murder to misdemeanor offenses. AIthougih the program was deemed
successful by the program evaluators, criteria for success are not clear. Over 30 percent of EM
Parnupan_ts were re-arrested for violations while participating in the ro1qram. However, the
ers of violations were not thoroughly documented (Marye, 1991:275). he study concluded

that the progrem exceeded ihe expectations set for it

12



F. Findings from Electronic Monitoring Programs for Adults

In Marion County (Indiana), a pretrial home detention pro?ram was evaluated for a 13
month period (Maxfield and Baumer, 1991%. TheJ)rogram took those individuals who could
not qualify for release on recognizance, or who could not raise hail or secure a bond, and would
otherwise have to be jailed. The evaluation suggested that the EM alternative had limited
usefulness in that those individuals who were placed on home detention may have been able
to raise the hail money had they been given a few more days, therefore releasing the county
from any financial responsibility for them at all. Additionally, it was believed that the
motivation to accept a plea bargain or work for a speedy trial was not as strong in those
individuals who were in the comfort of their own homes as opposed to the confines of the jail
(Maxfield and Baumer, 1990:529).

In Lake County (lllinois) the use of electronic monitoring as part of a pretrial release
pro%ram reportedly was successful in achieving its t};]oal of redu,cmg‘J'aH crowding %Coopnder
1990:28-35). The program, begun in 1986, showed that higher risk offenders could be released
to electronic monitoring (mcludm? any conditions the judge deemed appropriate) and placed
back in the community. The data show that the monitored offenders were more likely to
commit technical violations, but the non-monitored offenders were more likely to be re-
arrested, fail to appear, or both (Cooprider, 1990). However, the increase in the number of
technical violations may have been due in part to the higher degree of monitoring; that is,
closer monitoring provides more opportunities to discover a technical violation than would be
the case for individuals who were not monitored.

Beck, Klein-Saffran and Wooten (1990:23-27) note that electronic monitoring devices
alone are not sufficient to create a successful home confinement program. A supervisor, parole
or prohation officer, or case worker is needed and should be in regular contact with the
offender to ensure_that the conditions of the home confinement are being met (work, living
arrangements, participation in substance abuse treatment programs, etc.).  This sentiment is
echoed in the report of the South Carolina Electronic Monitoring Pilot Program (1990) which
reports that EM should be considered only one component in a whole program.

~Inastudy done by the Youth Study Center at the New Orleans Office of Criminal
Justice Coordination (1991) it was recommended that greater cooperation between the program
and the department (in this case the Juvenile Division) be established; that noncompliance
incidents and the respouses be recorded; that greater contact with the client occur when the
system malfunctions; and the use of wristlets or anklets for riskier offenders be used (currently
only telephone contacts are used). Likewise, the Maxfield and Baumer study indicates the
importance of screening, pr_o?ram coordination and participation, and solid management of the
monitoring program (Maxfield and Baumer, 1992:315-332).

G. Key Variables In Determining Successful Outcomes
Employment IS @ Variable that has been found by some researchers, especially for adult



clients, to be a good indicator of successful completion of an EM program (Holman and Quinn,
1990:1-6). However, in contradiction, Glaser and Watts (1992:112-117) report better outcome
rates are achieved by those who are unemployed at the time of sentencing. The recommended
group for EM used in their study were drug abusers with poor em\oloyment records and minor
offense records. They also found that those with drug abuse problems but who had good jobs
and slight criminal record were recommended to be given community service, fines, or other
monetary sanctions (Glaser and Watts, 1992).

In this study, done in Los Angeles, other variables were race (40 percent white, 35
percent Hispanic, 25 percent African-American), sex (mostly male), age (average age at
sentencing = 30), and prior record (average of five arrests and three convictions). In the first
six months of the study period, 43 percent of the non-monitored subjects and only 34 percent
of the monitored sub{ects had their probation revoked for serious rule violations. Of those
violations in the monitored group, most were on missed curfews, whereas in the non-monitored
group most of the violations came from drug test failures. Of those subjects with no reported
rule violations, 45 gercentwere from the monitored group and only 28 percent from the non-
monitored group (Glaser and Watts, 1992).

According to a studY by Hoster and Meierhoefer (1987, as quoted in Holman and Quinn,
1990:21-32), the typical selection criteria for EM placement consist of;

1. No history ofviolence

Z Stable family dynamics

3. No chronic substance abuse
4. No immigration problems
5. No prior convictions

6. Stable employment

~ Many programs illustrate variations in how stringently these criteria are applied
(including as examples, a record of minor prior offenses, substance abuse treatment, not
employed at the time but seeking emplormen ). Holman and Quinn (1992) add mental health
status to the list of variables they believe are tools in pred|ct|n? success within an EM
supervised sentence. In a study done with 93Probat|on and parole offenders, 37.2 percent who
had high levels of dysphoria (depressive symp omatology} did not complete their EM sentences.
Alternatively, 13.3 ﬁer_cent failed the program but were found to be in the normal range when
measured for dysphoria. The authors point cut that this is not a predictor for recidivism, but
believe that a Esychologmal evaluation prior to sentencing is indicated as an accurate predictor

of success in the program.

At the Federal level, a study done by Beck, et al (199:22-23), tracked 357 parolees in the
Community Control Project in 1989. The offenders were between 20 and 72 *ears of age, with
the majority being at least 30 at the time of prison release. One-half were black or Hispanic,
the majority was male, 69 percent were high school graduates, and almost one-third had some
college education. Their prior records were 'short’ for the majority, but contained relatively
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serious offenses (e.g., robbery, drug distribution). At the end of the study, participants and
probation officers were interviewed (those interviewed were not randomly selected aud should
not be considered representative of the whole population of participants). The researchers
reached the following conclusions:

. It is possible to be reasonably assured o fan offenders presence in theirhome, and
any ahsence will be detected within a short period o f time.

2 Home confinement is cost effective.

3. The rate ofoffenders being returned to prison while on EM does not appear
higher that those offenders in halfway houses. (There wasno comparable comparison
group for a direct comparison.)

4. Electronic monitoring is not to be used as the sole source of supervision; a
probation agent must continue a presence in the offender’s sentence.

5. Electronic monitoring cannot replace halfway houses or other transitional services.

~Ina studY completed by Baumer and Mendelsohn for the School of Public and
Environmental Affairs at Indiana University (1990), the offense of the client as a major variable
was scrutinized. The tar%}et population consisted of those offenders who had committed non*
violent offenses who would otherwise go to a facility without EM as an option, and those who
were considered high risk and needed the extra structure of monitoring, but would otherwise
be placed under a less controlled form of supervision. The study did not include juveniles, but
did include individuals convicted of personal_lnju%or homicide while driving under the
influence (as long as there was no history of prior DWIs).

They found that those offenders who had been charged with DW | were the most likely
to have stayed out of the criminal justice system one year after release from the program. The
authors also found that while EM is an effective method of monitoring an offender, it did
create more “technical" work for the monitors. Further, the program had to be well-defined
prior to introducing it to offenders in order for it to be a success.

~ PRIDE, Inc, set_uE_the first continuous monitoring EM R_rogram in 1984 &Schmidt and
Curtis, 1987 as quoted in Lilly etal, 1992:4247). The demograpnics of the cases studied reveal
that of 415 subjects (the vast majority of whom were arrested for DW 1), most were men, about
three-quarters were single or divorced, and the majority was in the 25-32 years age group.
Most subjects (39 percent) were serving 30-day sentences, while others were serving 60 days (17
Percent), 90 days (39 percent), 10 days or less (two percent), ¢« an indeterminate sentence
enﬁth. The subjects overwhelmingly had jobs (93 percent) or were iooking for work, employed
as homemakers, or disabled.

The issue of race is addressed in the PRIDE survey. At first glance there appears to be
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bias in client selection. The data show that 92[percentof those offenders in the PRIDE survey
were white, with four percent black and four percent Hispanic. PRIDE argues that
approximately 90 percent of the DW1 arrests in the US are white, and since this survey
consisted mostly of DW | arrestees, this was a consistent number and not one that was indicative
of any bias. The survey concludes that electronic monitoring is both cost-efficient and effective,
allowing constructive use of time (for activities such as drug or alcohol abuse counseling) that
would otherwise be idle time if sentenced tojail. Further research is indicated, the researchers

claim, but they are "cautiously optimistic".

~In addition to the variables mentioned above (employment, past record, and family
environment), those that have been found to be predictive of success in an EM program are
We &New Orleans Office of Criminal Justice, 1991), sex and race (Beck, Klein-Safiran and
ooten, 1990), and education (Lilly etal, 1992). Other variables suggested to be considered
could include any previous experience on EM, outcome of that experience, and size of
monitoring officer (such as parole or probation officer) caseload.

H. Summary

The evaluation studies included in this overview are meant to serve as an introduction
to the use of electronic monitoring and the results of published evaluation studies, however
small their numbers. There are multiple studies done on the local, county, or state level that
are similar in breadth and experience as the ones mentioned in this review.” Although comment
cannot be made regarding the methodologies employed by these surveys, or the ones
highlighted here, the majority of the published works suggest that electronic monitoring is both
cost- and labor-effective, and offers a space-saving alternative to jail/prison/detention time for

offenders.

~Further, there is the implication that time on electronic monitoring not only saves
participant jurisdictions money, it also frees up space in correctional facilities for more violent
or serious offenders. For some it is considered an effective form of punishment in those cases
where sentencing to a secure facility is not altogether feasible (i.e. in those cases where the
offender is precT{nant,_elderIy, or disabled). For others, this land of community-based P_rogram
is useful in dealing with offenders recently released from an institution in order to assist in their
reintegration efforts. Add|t|onally, an EM program has proved useful in dealing with those
offenders who are not completely responsive to community-based supervision, but whose

behavior is such that incarceration is not yet the answer.

~ Electronic monitoring indeed can provide an alternative means of offender mo_nitorin?,
but it is important to note that currently it does not track offenders (a system that is wholly

dependent on technological advances within the industry).

Overall, while EM programs may prove to be cost-effective, initial start-up and
operational costs can be substantial, especially since these programs inevitably are labor
intensive. Moreover, certain conditions for candidate eligibility for EM may preclude the poor

16



or homeless from being able to participate, as well as exclude certain high-risk offenders.
Ultimately, each department or agency must decide if EM is a viable option based on its needs
and according to explicit programmatic ?oals and objectives, as well as its assessment of

appropriate public policy (i.e., public safety).
ll. CURRENT PROJECT

It is readily apparent that with more than 10 years of EM experience, little attention has
been paid to program evaluation; that is, assessments related to the success or failure of goal
attainment As the preceding literature surve% reveals, those studies which have been
completed for the most Part have been conducted by interested, outside evaluators rather than
by in-house correctional authorities. This, however, comes as no surprise since few program
evaluations are conducted routinely in other spheres of correctional activity by the field itself.

~As aconsequence of the need to assist agencies in evaluatln% their EM programs, the
Office of Juvenile Justice and D_elmquencty Prevention SOJJDP), U.S. Department of Justice,
awarded a grant to Administration of Justice Services, Inc. to develop an agency-based, self-
evaluation Instrument that, if utilized on an ongoing basis, could provide data for constructive

analysis on an in-house basis.

Such data, itis believed, not only can assist the agency in determining the success/failure
of those clients on electronic monitoring according to various cate_?orles of concern (e.g.,
property versus person offenders, older versusyoun?er.c_hents, those with histories of substance
abuse versus those with no such history, etc.), but facilitate policy development and pro%ram
planning as well. Further, if an agency is capable of evaluating its EM program, through the
use of a similar evaluation instrument, it could assess any other program it administers.

A. Survey Approach

~The purpose of the project, then, has been to construct an evaluation instruro«*'t
containing variables thought to be valuable for determining client success or failure - varial .s
that can De quantified and collected with reasonable ease within the agency. In order to
describe EM programmatic activities and to begin the process of identifying those variables
believed to have potential for program assessment a survey questionnaire (See Appendix C) was

developed.

It was mailed to a purposive _samPIe of 484 individuals or programs compiled from
various lists ofjuvenile EM host agencies, from lists provided by one vendor of EM equipment,
from the progframs cited in the juvenile EM assessment report authored by Wood and Brown
(1989), and from Personal knowledge of the project director of agencies operating EM
programs. Despite the size of the mailing, the final recipient list was not exhaustive, since there
IS no up-to-date list of all EM programs, especially those exclusively serving juvenile

populations.
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The questionnaire was designed to elicit from these agencies information about their
electronic monitoring pro,?rams, numbers of clients being served on a daily basis, the age of the
program, and other details related to EM operations. Additionally, respondents were asked
to rate a set of variables thought to be useful in evaluating EM programs. These variables were
culled rom the literature search previously discussed.

Of the 484 surveys distributed, 106 completed instruments were returned. This
apparently low return rate of approximately 20 percent reflects several factors. First, there
were many duplicate names on the final list since multiple sources were used. Therefore, it was
easier to conduct a larger mailing and cull duplicate responses than to cull the original list for
duplicate names. Second, the mailing list included both individuals and pro%rams. This meant
that a single program could have received two or more surveys. For example, one could have
been sent to the current pro_?ram director, one to a previous pro?ram director, and/or one to
the program without a specific individual named on the address [abel.

~ Since some programs operate at several locations (e.g., a state agency) yet with one
location serving as the central office, it was possible that such agencies received <evera
questionnaires, with each office completing the instrument. Yet, it some such case situations,
all locations received surveys but only one response was returned for the entire program
operation. Finally, observation reveals that some agencies no longer had EM programs and

consequently chose not to complete a questionnaire.

Considering the above factors, a more accurate return rate probably approximate;; 40 to
50 percent. Completed surveys were returned from 36 states, which tends to reflect
programmatic activity across the country. However, caution must be exercised in reviewing the
data since the sample was purposive and therefore not necessarily reflective of the actual
universe of EM users, especially among juvenile justice agencies.

B. Survey Results

~ Among the 106 respondents, 91 indicate their EM programs are operational; 14 agencies
indicate they do not currently operate such programs; one reports the program had just been
terminated; and another states the program had just been initiated. Therefore, unless othe rwise
indicated, the discussion that follows and the percentages used are based on an N of at least
85 respondents and percentages are quoted In terms of the valid responses to each of the

questions posed.

~ The vast majority of programs responding (81) provide services only to juveniles, while
nine programs serve both adults and juveniles, and one serves only adults. The longest running
[?rogram_ began in 1984, while 35 percent of the respandents have heen in operation since 1991,
he majority of programs (65 percent) is less than five years old. (See Exhibit I1-1)

~Survey responses reveal that over one-half (57 percent) of the programs have been
established by an administrative decision and over one-quarter have been created by statutory
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authority. Most of the reporting EM pro?ram_s are operated at the county level (81 percent),
while 11 percent operate at the state level. Eighty percent of the programs report that except
for routine referral sources, there are no ‘other agencies directly involved in the

administration/operation of their EM programs,

The size of the programs vary significantly with the smallest reporting the use of a single
EM unit (N = ”2 and the largest claiming an average of 400 units in use on a daily basls.
However, more than three-quarters of the programs report that 20 or less units are in use on
an average day gSee Exhibit [1-2) Among the programs, caseload sizes also vary. S|xt¥-e|ght
percent of the 75 respondents indicate that caseloads are 30 clients or less. In many of these
jurisdictions, this size caseload is considered as maximum supervision, according to their
classification schema. More than 90 percent of the 79 programs responding say the EM

program involves 10 or less staff.

~ Sixty-five of 81 programs respondm%state they employ some form of screening process
for client selection, while only 40 report that a complete risk assessment is performed on a
routine basis. Even fewer programs, only 33, conduct formal needs assessments of clients.
Approximately three-quarters of the 82 programs report that the average length of time for
clients under EM supervision is 30 days or less. Onlﬁ 15 percent of the agencies indicate that
dedicated personnel are utilized for EM programs; that is, personnel work exclusively on EM
cases. Three-quarters of the programs have mixed caseloads that include routine as well as EM
clients. Three programs, however, report that EM clients are also part of a specialized caseload

of some type, including intensive supervision.

~Seventy percent of the programs state that EM program policies and procedures are in
written form and 85 ﬁercentclmm to have specialized forms for EM clients and staff. However,
only 57 percent of the 80 prO?rams responding to this question have policies and procedures
related to EM violations (curfew and others) and no more than one-third of 54 respondents
have policies and procedures for termination from the program.

C ily four in 10 programs collect fees. Of those assessing fees, 36 percent collect
between three and five dollars per day, while one-half collect fees of more than five dollars, but

not greater than 10 dollars per day.

~Seven of 10programs operate their EM programs with funds supplied by their respective
jurisdictions; while only one in 10 relies entirely on grant funding. Almost nine of 10 programs
report that they do not monitor their own computers and the majority of these programs (72
percent) use vendor-based monitoring stations.

Almost 80 percent of the respondents indicate they have never conducted in-house
evaluations of their programs and 90 percent have never conducted a client follow-up of arrests
or adjudications subsequent to client EM termination. It should also be noted that among the
few agencies reporting some kind of program evaluation, the reality indicates that these have
not been genuine assessments. Rather, they have been “tracking" studies to determine such
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matters as length of stay on EM, numbers of curfew violations, and reasons for termination
from EM. No respondent reports an evaluation to determine goal attainment, client
success/failure, system impact regarding institutional overcrowding reductions, or any kind of
cost-benefit analysis.

~In addition to the above general program information, respondents were asked to rate
variables that could be used in evaluating their programs along two parameters. The first is the
perceived value for EM case evaluation and the second is the perceived level of difficulty for
staff to collect the Information. A rat|n? scale of one to five is used with five (5) representing
high evaluation value and low perceived level of difficulty in collecting the information, and one
(1%] representing low evaluation value and high level of difficulty in collecting the information.

Table Il below has consolidated the two highest value categories for both evaluation
usefulness and ease for collection. Variables are Prese_nted in rank order of evaluation

usefulness. The number of respondents to each question is also presented.
TABLE I

Rank Order of Evaluation Variables by Usefulness
as Perceived by Respondents

Evaluation Collection
Variable N Total Percent Total Percent
"4's and 5’s" "sand 5Y "4's and 5’s" "4's and 5's"
Number of technical 85 81 95% 68 80% 1
violations while on
EM
Number of new 85 81 95% 68 80%
arrests while on EM
Reason for 85 80 94% 67 79%
termination
Number of days in 85 80 94% 67 79% j
detention while on
EM
Number of curfew 85 79 94% 67 79%
violations while on
EM
Number of new adju- 85 79 94% 66 78%
dications while on EM
Fees collected 86 79 92% 68 79%



y

Prior delinquent
history

Instant offense

History of violent
behavior

History of mental
health problems

Number of times in
detention

Number of times
institutionalized
(other than detention)

| Age

History of drug abuse

Number of required
appointments with
agency staff

Number of appoint-
ments with staff not
met

Number of appoint-
ments with referral
sources not met

History of alcohol
abuse

Legal guardian

Number of times in
aftercare

History of serious
medical problems

Number of required
staff home visits

Family involvement in
program

86

78

85

85

85

85

86

86

86

86

86

85

86

85

85

86

86

Evaluation
Total Percent
"4’s and 5's" "4's and 5’s"
78 91%
70 90%
76 88%
68 80%
66 78%
62 73%
62 72%
62 2%
61 72%
61 2%
60 71%
59 69%
52 60%
50 59%
49 57%
47 55%
45 52%
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Collection

Total
"4’s and 5°'s"
74

66

55

41

74

59

82

42

74

74

38

42

65

53

39

74

40

Percent
"4's and 5’s"
87%

69%

69%

48%

87%

69%

96%

49%

87%

87%

44%

50%

76%

62%

46%

87%

47%



Evaluation Collection

Variable N Total Percent Total Percent
"4’s and 5°'s" "A'sand 5's" "4’s and 5's" "4's and 5’s"
Sex 86 44 51% 80 95% j
Employment status 85 37 43% 59 71% f
Race 86 37 43% 79 93% |
Educational 86 31 36% 64 76% |

attainment/status

C. Analysis of Survey Results

~As the above variables indicate, agencies are indeed interested in identifying those
variables which they believe to have importance insofar as EM program evaluation is
concerned. For the most part, the variables fall into three basic categories:

1. Offender variables
2. Agency/management variables
3. Transaction/intervention variables

~As can be seen from an analysis of agency resBonses, the demograﬂhics and prior
experiences of EM offenders appear to be important, but also are those which tend to be
readily collectible. An examination of variables which involve "tracking" client behaviors and
officer transactions reveals that these tend to be viewed as important for evaluation purposes,
but much more difficult to track. Thus, while the respondents recognize the |mPortance of
many of the variables, their routine collection (and data entry) may pose formidable obstacles
for some agencies not already geared for such collection.

~ Certain variables, notwithstanding the difficulty of collection and recording, however,
inevitably must be included in any evaluation effort if an assessment of the EM program s to
have constructive meaning. These will include such variables as violations (curfew and
conditions), responses to collateral resource interventions, histories of substance abuse (alcohol
and drugs) and violent behavior, and reason for termination from the program, as examples.

I1l. MODEL EVALUATION INSTRUMENT AND MANUAL - GUIDEBOOK

A, Identification of Variables

. The survey results serve as the basis for the construction of the project's evaluation
instrument, which is composed of four parts:
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1. Variables related to the client’s status at the time of EM hook-up
2. Variables related to client-based activities/behaviors at the time of EM termination

3. Variables related to the client’s post-EM termination behavior with regard to 90, 180,
and 365 days follow-up

4. Variables related to agency-based program operations.

These sets of variables not only will help to provide a context for the agency's EM
Brogram, they will also serve as the basis for analyzing individual as well as aggregate client-
ased, case information. As a consequence, asan agency enters data on each case, that client’s
"success" or "failure" while on EM can be tracked, while simultaneously offering the agency an
opportunity to compare clients in terms of how well they are doing.” Further, in an agency
where there are district offices, it will be possible to compare them to one another to determine
"success” and “failure" rates according to agency-defined criteria.

‘While the preponderance of data will assist an agency in determining how well clients
do while on EM and at the time of termination, the instrument also provides an opportunity
to explore longitudinal results. That is, if the EM program genuinely has an impact on
"recidivism,” it will be possible to make such a determination when the agency tracks
arrests/adjudications for up to one year after EM termination.

~The value of such data, of course, almost goes without saying, for the agency will have
meaningful data on just what kind of client tends to be a "success" or a “failure.” As an
example, the accurate and on?omg collection of data on each of the EM clients, in the

aggre’\%ate, uItimateéy will reveal, whether property offenders do better than person offenders
on EM, whether older offenders do better than youn%er ones, whether those who abuse drugs

do better than those who do not abuse drugs, and whether probationers do better than those
on aftercare/parole, as well as any other variables/factors an agency may choose to analyze.

Thus, the accurate collection and analysis of case-by-case data, especially when
aggregated, will provide an agency with sufficient raw data to determine the success of the
program as well as provide data to consider possible changes in policies, procedures, client
screening, and, perhaps, the referrals of clients to community-based resources. In short, the
data can help immeasurably in the planning and operating processes for the EM program, and

enhancing program effectiveness.

Additionally, if data are routinely collected and analyzed, it will be ﬁ_ossibl_e for an
agency to determine with some degree of specificity not only the extent to which clients are
successful while on EM, but the level at which the EM’s program goals actuall?/ are attained
(e.g., reducing institutional populations, reducing recidivism, providing alternatives to
Incarceration, etc.). provided "impact" data are also collected and analyzed.

23



B. Construction and Pilot Testing of ths Evaluation Instrument

~As a consequence of the data obtained from the questionnaire, particularly the
identification of critical client- and agencg-bJsed variables and transactions, a four-part
instrument (see above) was constructed. ( cA Appendix A for a copy of the evaluation
instrument) To determine its readability an apgpro riateness, field tests of its use were
arranged with four juvenile-serving, EM agencies. Staff responsible for EM cases were asked
to review the draft evaluation instrument using case histories of terminated cases. They were
given oral instructions regarding definitions, the process for entering code numbers, and were
asked to identify problems in readability, understanding, and appropriateness and ease of

answering each item.

The agencies involved in the field test include:

Juvenile Rehabilitation Administration (Washin?ton)_
San Bernardino County Probation Department (California)
Fairfax Countr Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court (Virginia)
_ Clark tbountY Juvenile Services (Nevada) _
Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs (Washington)

As a consequence of the reviews, these field staffs Provided valuable suggestions which
were subsequently incorporated in both the final form of the evaluation instrument and the
accompanym%gmdebook. Further, they made appropriate recommendations on how to develop
the %mdeboo In a manner that could have the greatest utility for pro?rammers and others who
might be charged with developing their respective agency-based evaluation protocols.

C. Construction of the Evaluation Manual * Guidebook

As indicated above, the experiences of the pilot testing participants were considered in
the development of the guidebook that explains all of the processes involved in EM data
collection and evaluation.” The manual, together with the instrument itself, are designed in a
manner that facilitates the individual worker and aqenc to track cases, enter data routinely,
and conduct analyses of a [partlcular EM case or all of the cases at any time the agency so
desires. (See Appendix B for a copy of the guidebook.)

. The guidebook takes the evaluator through all of the sections of the evaluation
instrument, explaining terms, providing codes, and otherwise detailing the appropriate
responses. Both the evaluation instrument and the guidebook allow an agency to add as many
additional variables as it chooses, should it wish to expand its EM assessment process.

IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR ELECTRONIC MONITORING EVALUATIONS

The history of corrections, both adult and juvenile, is replete with initiatives that once
begun frequently end without any effort to evaluate their success - or failure. The utilization
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of electronic monitoring, regardless of its aims, easily can become another "fadland can pass
into the history books without any qualitative or quantitative assessments of its worth. That is,
EM, like so many other programs, can be seen as immediately useful, but could pass from the
scene as other programs are implemented in their place.

It appears however that EM is indeed a useful tool not only in reducing overcrowded
institutions, but in enhancing community-based supervision of certain categories of offenders
who might otherwise be incarcerated but for the availability of this kind of program.

~ Evaluation of program, then, should not be seen merely to determine the degree to
which the EM program isa success - or failure, but the degree to which it is a success or failure
in terms of explicit organizational and programmatic goals. The rigorous and appropriate
collection and analysis of EM program data should Prove useful in answering the question:
"How well are we doing?" and in providing data and information on such issues as cost-benefits,
appropriate public policy, and in reducing crime and delinquency among clients in the ro?ram.
Ihe latter, actually, shou.|d be the chiefconcern of all correctional administrators - not only the
success or failure ‘of a given program insofar as specific clients are concerned.

Electronic monitoring as a supervision tool is likely to remain with us for many years to
come. Therefore, as it grows in popularity as well as usa?_e among adult as well as juvenile
agencies, it is becoming more and more clear to correctional authorities (and judges and
legislators) that some kind of program evaluation is essential if (1) they wish to determine
Prog_ram and agency goal(s?1 attainment, (2) they hope to obtain continuing if not additional
unding for programs, (SR they expect increased legislative and judicial support, and (4) they
want to prove that special programs, such as electronic monitoring, are approPn_ate alternatives
to incarceration and/or diversion that do indeed reduce institutional populations on a cost-
effective basis and with absolute concern for the safety of the communities being served.

It should be noted that while an EM program may prove to be a valuable supervision
tool as well as an appropriate alternative sanction for selected offenders who can remain in
their communities, it must always be viewed as an adjunct to other routine services and
programs; that is, EM, as other programs, is no more than a tool or vehicle to enhance

supervision effectiveness.

The Broposed evaluation instrument has been designed to determine with some degree
of quantifiable precision just how effective this EM Programmatm tool is and can be provided
that EM-serving agencies do indeed analyze the collected data.

It may also be appropriate to note that if a sizable number of agencies utilizes this
evaluation instrument on a routine basis, it will be possible eventually to create a national data
base on electronic monitoring - a situation that does not currently exist in any form or manner,
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Introduction

As corrections populations and costs
skyrocket, policymakers wiD look to the
development of more cost efficient ways
of managing offender populations. The
key to successful implementation of cor-
rectional options isthe acceptance and
support of key stakeholders, especially
judges, state legislators, and city/county
governing officials, as well as a “buy in"
by the practitioners themselves. Good
communication among the actors and
agencies aboutthe capabilitiesand limi-
tations of sentencing options isessential
(McGany, 1993). Throughout the pro-
cess consensus within the criminal jus-
tice system and a broad level of support
from external constituencies isneeded.
Educating the public and building links
to these external constituencies are nec-
essary aspects of that process (Krauth,
1993).

Electronic home confinement has
surfaced as one correctional option that
is receiving increased attention. On
January 1,199S, the Criminal Justice
Institute, Inc., reported 28,292 proba-
tioners on electronic supervision in the
United States (Camp & Camp, 1995),
an increase of 20,614 (368%) since
January 1, 1993 (Camp 8c Camp,
1993). While these numbers tend to
support the viability of this option, there
are questions as to whether electronic
home confinement has achieved Its full
potential as a correctional option. Limit-
ed stakeholder support and understand-
ing is perceived as one barrier to its
effective implementation. This article
provides a summary of the results from
a recent study of the perceptions of
judges and policymakers about the via-
bility of electronic home confinement.
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Statement of the Problem

Since 1980 the total estimated cor-
rectional population has risen 179%
from 1.8 miflion in 1980 to 5.1 million
in 1994 (BJS, 1995). Thetrend includes
a 213% increase in the prison popula-
tion, a 213% increase in the parole
population,and a 165% increase in the
probation population. The dramatic in-
crease in the offender population has
left prisons operating beyond capacity
(Maguire & Pastore, 1995). Dayreport-
ing centers, intensive supervision, house
arrest, bootcamps, specialized caseloads,
and electronic monitoring programs
have been developed to supervise the
Increasing numbers of offenders divert-
ed from prison/jail. These have enjoyed
varying degrees of support from stake-
holders.

If one believed the political rhetoric,
it would be safe to assume that the
American public wants tougher penalties
for convicted criminals Including in-
creased use of prison sentences. How-
ever, ina 1992 national public opinion
poll, Tilow (1992) found that four out
of five Americans favored community
corrections over prison for non-dangerous
criminal offenders. Similar results were
obtained from studies in Pennsylvania,
Delaware, and Alabama where, after
learning about the availability of alter-
native punishments, a clear majority in
all three slates favored, non-prison sanc-
tions for nonviolent offenders (DiMaatio,
1995). A more recent study by Doble
Research Associates in which 92% of
Oregonians were found to favor alter-
native punishments for nonviolent of-
fenders demonstrates the stability of this
public support (DiMasdo, 1995).

“Not only is there evidence that the
public holds rather favorable attitudes
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toward alternatives to incarceration for
some offenders, there is also research
that indicates policymakers are not al-
ways attuned to public attitudes toward
punishment in general and alternatives
to incarceration in particular" (Brown
Sc Elrod, 1995, p.337). Since this per-
ception is often translated fnto public
policy, it Is critical that the attitudes of
key stakeholders are assessed, under-
stood, and used as the basis for educat-
ing them on the attributes of various
correctional options.

The only study to date that attempts
to determine attitudes about electronic
home confinement was conducted by
Brown and Elrod (1995) in their 1993
study of 1000 households in Oneida
County, New York. They found the
following:

* Ninety-two percent of the respon-
dents were in favor of using electronic
house arrest as a criminal sanction.

» Only 15% believed “serious" offend-
erscould be placed on electronic house
arrest. (A "serious" crime was defined
as stealing or damaging property worth
more than $1000 or committing a per-
sonal crime requiring medical attention.)

« Fifty-four percent indicated elec-
tronic house arrest could be used after
an offender has served time in jail or
prison, however, only 31% felt elec-
tronic house arrest should be used in
lieu of incarceration.

» Nearly 94% of the respondents did
not believe that electronic house arrest
violated an offender’s privacy.

Thus the authors concluded that the
public supported electronic home ar-
resr, with certain contingencies attached
regarding the categories of offenders
for whom it will be used (Brown &
Elrod, 1995).
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Questions Under Study

The purpose of this national study
was to gather baseline information on
the opinions ofjudgesand policymakers
on practices and issues relating to elec-
tronic home confinement. Policymakers
Included state legislators, city/county
governing officials, and state attorneys
general. Judges included federal and
state court judges, both adult and juve-
nile, who preside over bail hearings and
criminal sentencing.

Forthe purpose of the study, the fol-
lowing research questions were posed:

1. How familiar are key stakehold-
ers with electronichome confinement?

2. In the opinion of key stakehold-
ers, do local statutes favor or restrict the
use of electronic home confinement?

3. Howdo key stakeholders rate elec-
tronic home confinementon-, rehabilita-
tion, punishment, public safety, cost
effectiveness, and reliability?

4. In the opinion of key stakehold-
ers, what offenses and offender popu-
lations are appropriate for electronic
home confinement?

5. What are the main reasons key
stakeholders gave for supporting or
oppoang electronic home confinement?

6. In the opinion of Ivy stakeholders,
vdrat partiesshould influence the decision
as to whether or not to sentence an
offenderto electronichome confinement?

7. In the opinion of key stakehold-
ers, what should be the primary goal
of electronic home confinement?

8. How do key stakeholdersview the
future of electronic home confinement?

In addition, the study allowed the
comparison of judges’ and policy-
makers’opinions of key issuesrelating
to electronic home confinement A final
area of study involved an examination
of differences in how judges and poli-
cymakers view electronic home confine-
ment as their level of famillartty varies.

Methodology

Identification and Selection of
Population

The target population was sub-

INC.
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divided into the following categories:
state legislators, state judiciary committee
chairpersons, state attorneys general,
members of county governing boards,
drcuit/dlstrict judges, juvenile and family
courtjudges, federal magistrates, and fed-
eral judges. The following sources were
used to obtain mallhg Usts: The Council
of State Governments, National Asso-
ciation of Counties, The National Direc-
tory of Children, Youth, and Family
Service, and the United States Court
Directory. A stratified random sample
of 2800 individuals was selected from
more than 22,000 individuals in the
target population. The randomly select-
ed lists were reviewed for duplications
(between groups), and correct, com-
plete addresses. As a result, 32 of the
original 2,800 individuals were re-
moved from the sample. An additional
twenty-three surveys were returned by
the U.S. Postal Service. This left a
sample of 2,745 individuals.

Contact Procedures

A cover letter, questionnaire, and a
self-addressed stamped envelope were
sent to each member of the sample
population. The cover letter stressed the
importance of each survey bang return-
ed to maximize the representativeness
of the study. A deadline was Identified
for the return of the questionnaire. Non-
respondents to the first mailing were
sent a second cover letter, question-
naire, and self-addressed stamped en-
velope. A final completion deadline was
established.

Bcrt hundred and forty-nine useable
responses were received for an overall
survey response rate of 31%. Response
rates for each stakeholder group are
reported in Figure 1.

Findings

Familiarity with Electronic Home
Confinement

Survey respondents were asked to
rate their familiarity with electronic
home confinementon a scaleof 1to 5
with 1 representing “* heard of it”
and 5 representing Ate., .amiliar.” The
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Figure 1
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Figure 2
Familiarity witf

average response was 3.93 for all sur-
vey respondents, 3.65 for the policy-
makers, and 4.15 for the judges. The
difference in the means for the two
groups were statistically significant at
an alpha level of .05.

The responses were grouped in the
following manner for the next data
analysis process: 1 or 2 — not familiar,
3 — neither familiar nor unfamiliar, and
4 or 5 — famibar. Fifty-five percent of
the policymakersand 69% ofthe judges
indkated they were familiar with elec-
tronic home confinement (see Figure
2). Only 12% of the policymakers and
11% of the judges Indicated they were
not familiar with It.

Statutes Favor/Restrict Use of
Electronic Home Confinement

Survey respondents were asked if
statutes in their jurisdictions favored or
restricted the use of electronic home
confinement. The responses were
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grouped in the following manner: 1or
2 — restrictive, 3 — neither favorable
nor restrictive, 4 or 5— favorable. Rfty-
six percent of the respondents Indicated
statutes were favorable toward the use
of electronic home confinement. Only
7% of the respondents feft their statutes
were restrictive. Policymakers (10%)
were more likely than judges (4%) to
Indicate that electronic home confine-
ment statutes were restrictive.

Rating of Electronic Home
Confinement on Key Factors

Survey respondents were asked to
rate electronic home confinement on:
rehabilitation, punishment, public safe-
ty, cost effectiveness, and reliability.

* On a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being
“not cost effective” and 5 being “very
cost effective," the average rating for
the cost effectiveness of electronic
home confinement was 4.15.

* On ascale of 1 to 5 with 1 being
“not relrble” and 5 being “very reli-
able,” the average rating for the reli-
ability of electronic home confinement
uas 3.37.

¢ On a scale of 1to 5 with 1 bei:<g
“not safe” and 5 being "very safe," the
average rating for the safety of elec-
tronic home confinement was 2.95.

* On a scale of 1to 5 with 1 being
“noteffective” and 5 being “very effec-
tive," the average rating for the effec-
tiveness of electronic home confine-
ment was 2.90.

¢ On a scale of 1to 5 with 1 being
“lenient" and 5 being “severe," the
average rating for the degree of pun-
ishment of electronic home confine-
ment was 2.63 (see figure 3).

Responses for cost effectiveness
were grouped in the following manner:
1 and 2 — not cost effective, 3 — nei-
ther cost effective nor cost ineffective,
4 or 5 — cost effective. Seventy-eight
percent of the policymakers and 81%
of thejudges rated electronic home con-
finement as cost effective (see figure 4).

Responses for reliability were group-
ed in the following manner: 1and 2 —
not reliable, 3 — neither reliable nor
unreliable, 4 or 5 - reliable. Forty-two
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percent of the policymakers and 52%
of the judges rated electronic home
confinement as reliable (see figure 5).

Responses for public safety were
grouped in the following manner: 1 and
2 — not safe, 3 — neither safe nor
unsafe, 4 or 5 — safe. Thirty-four per-
cent of the policymakers and 30% of
the judges rated electronic home con-
finement as safe (see figure 6).

Responses for rehabilitation were
grouped in the following manner: 1 and
2 — not effective, 3 — neither effec-
tive or Ineffective, 4 or 5 — effective.
Thirty-two percent of the policymakers
and 26% of the judges rated electronic
home confinement as effective at re-
habilitation (see figure 7).

Responses for punishment were
grouped In the following manner.-1 and
2 — lenient, 3 — neither lenient nor
severe, 4 or 5 — severe. Twenty per-
cent of the policymakers and 21% of
the judges rated electronic home con-
finement as severe punishment (see fig-
ure 8).

Appropriate Crimes for Electronic
Home Confinement

Respondents were asked to rate the
appropriateness of electronic horn 2
confinement for nine general offense
categories. A scale of 1 to 3 with 1
representing "never," 2 representing
"sometimes," and 3 representing “al-
ways" was used. The average responses
ranged from 2.14 for traffic offenses
to 1.24 for violent offenses (see figure 9).

Many respondents indicated that of-
fenders convicted of violent offenses
(81%), sex crimes (57%), domestic vio-
lence (39%), and drug offenses (27%)
should never be considered for elec-
tronic home confinement.

Many respondents Indicated that of-
fenders convicted of traffic offenses
(28%), misdemeanors (19%), property
crimes (15%), and DUI (12%) should
always be considered for electronic
home confinement (see figure 10).

Reasons to Support/Oppose
Electronic Home Confinement

Respondentswere asked to select the
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maun reason(s) they support or oppose
the use of electronic home confine-
ment. The top four reasons selected
were to: reduce Jail/prison crowding
(68%), allow offenders to work (64%);
provide cost effective alternativesto jail/
prison(64%); and maintain the family
unit (43%) (see figure 11).

The three leading reasons selected
for opposing the use of electronic home
confinement were: public safety is
threatened (28%), itistoo lenient (26%),
and the technology is unreliable (12%)
(see figure 12).

Stakeholder Opinions In Decision to
Use Electronic Home Confinement

Various stakeholder groups are In-
volved in the decision of whether or
not to sentence an offender to elec-
tronic home confinement Respondents
were asked the Importance of various
stakeholders' opinions in the decision
process. The responses v -odedon
a scale of 1to 3 with a . .~“presenting
“not important,” 2 “somewhat impor-
tant,” and 3 “veryimportant" Respon-
dents rated the opinions of judges (2.84)
and probation and parole officers (2.63)
as very important in the decision of
whether or not to sentence an offender
to electronic home confinement (see
figure 13).

Goals 0fElectronicHome Confinement

Respondents were asked to rank four
primary goals of electronic home con-
finement on a 9ca)e of 1 to 4 with 1
being “most Important” and 4 being
the “least Important” The four goals
were to rehabilitate the offender, to
punish the offender, to reduce costs,
and o protect the public. Judges and
policymakers ivere consistent in treir
ranking with protection of the public
rated as the most important followed
by reducing costs, rehabilitation of the
offender, and punishment of the of-
fender (see Figure 14).

Future of Electronic Home
Confinement

Respondents were asked to use a
scale of 1 to 5 to express their opin-
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ions on the future of electronic home
confinement. The responses were
grouped with Lor 2 coded "no future."”
3 representing "here to stay,” and 4 or
5 indicating electronic home confine-
ment "will grow." Sixty-three percent
of the judges and policymakers feltelec-
tronic home confinement would grow
in the future (see Figure 15).

Differences Between Levels of
Familiarity with Electronic
Home Confinement

Analysis of variance statistical pro-
cedures were used to determine if dif-
ferences In responses could be attrib-
uted to the level of familiarity with elec-
tronic home confinement. Tlie more
familiar respondents were with elec-
tronic home confinement, the more
likely they were to indicate that:

« electron”™ home confinement was not
restricted by statutes in the jurisdiction;

« electronic home confinement pro-
vided for the rehabilitation of offenders;

« electronic home confinement was
a severe punishment;

« electronic home confinement pro-
vided public safety;

« electronic home confinement was
a cost effective correctional option;

« electronic home confinement was
a reliable correctional option;

« electronic home confinement was
appropriate for offenders convicted of
domestic violence and property of-
fenses;

« opinions of judges and probation/
parole officers were very important in
determining whether or notto sentence
an offender to electronic home confine-
ment; and

e electronic home confinement
would grow in the future.

The more familiar respondents were
with electronic home confinement, the
less likely they <vere to indicate tliat:

« opinions of the public, special in-
terest groups, and law enforcement
were very important in determining
whether o>notto sentence an offender
to electronic home confinement.

Figure 7

Reepondeme Ruing of Electronic
Home Confinement on ReneMUtetton

Figure 8

Respondents Ruing &t Electronic
Home Confinement on Puniehmsm

Acyriee

Figure 9

Crimes Appropriate for Electronic
Home ConSnemenc Avetege Responeo

Figure 10

Crime* Appropriate tor Electronic
Home Confinement
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Figure 11

Main Reasons ResponderUe

Supported Electronic Home Confinement

Figure 12

Main Reasons Respondents

Opposed BectronJc Home Confinement

Mgure 13

Importance of Stakeholder Opinions

In Decision to uee Electronic Home Confinement

Conclusions

1. The majority of judges and
policymakers were familiar with
electronic home confinement. Fifty-
five percent of the policymakers and
69% of the judges were familiar with
electronic home confinement.

2.Judges and policymakers did
not feel electronic home confine-
ments statutes were too restric-
tive. Onlyseven percent of the respon-
dents indicated electronic home con-

finement statutes were too restrictive.

3. The majority of judges and
policymakers indicated that elec-
tronic home confinementwas cost
effective and reliable. The average
response for cost effectiveness of elec-
tronichome confinement was 4.15 on
a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 representing
very cost effective. The average re-
sponse for reliability of electronic home
confinement was 3.37 on a scale of 1
to 5 with 5 representing very reliable.

4.Judge* and policymakers in-
dicated electronic home con-
finement should not be used for
offenders convicted of violent,
sex, domestic violence, and drug
offenses. A majority of respondents
indicated that electronic home confine-
ment should never be used for offend-
ers convicted of violent (81%) and sex
(57%) offenses. Many of the respon-
dents feltthat electronic home confine-
ment should never be used for offend-
ers convicted of domestic violence
(39%) and dreg (27%) offenses.

5. Judges and policymakers
supported electronic home con-
finement because they felt it re-
duced jail/prison crowding, it al-
lowed offenders to work, and was
cost effective. Judges and policy-
makers opposed electronic home
confinement because they felt it
did not provide for public safety
and was too lenient. Sixty-eight per-
cent of the respondents identified re-
ducing jail/prison crowding as the top
reason to support electronichome con-
finement Other reasons to support
electronic home confinement Included
that the offender can work (64%) and
cost effectiveness (64%). Twenty-eight
percent of the respondents felt public
safety was the major reason to oppose
electronic home confinement. Twenty-
six percent of the respondents felt it
was too lenient.

6. Respondents rated the opin-
ions of judges and probation/pa-
role officers as the most impor-
tantin deciding whetheror notto
sentence an offender to electronic
home confinement. Eighty-six per-

cent of the respondents felt the opin-
ion of the judge was very important in
deciding whetheror not to sentence an
offender to electronic home confine-
ment. Sixty-five percent of the respon-
dents felt the opinions of probation/
parole officers were very Important.
7.Judges and policymakers
ranked protection of the public as
the numberone goal of electronic
home confinement. Forty-one per-
cent of the respondents ranked protec-
tion of the public as the number one
goal of electronic home confinement.
8. Themore fomittarrespondents
were with electronichome confine-
ment, the more likely they were
to indicate that electronic home
confinementwas notrestricted by
statutes in the jurisdiction, was
effective at rehabilitation'>foffend-
ers, was a severe punishment, in-
creased public safety, and was a
cost effective and reliable correc-
tional option. As the level of familiar-
ity with electronic home confinement
increased, the ratings of electronic
home confinement on rehabilitation,
punishment, public safety, cost effec-
tiveness, and reliability also Increased.
9.Judges and poticymaken felt
electronic monitoring was here to
stay and would grow inthe future.
Sixty-three percent of the respondents
indicated electronichome confinement
would grow in the future, 29% felt elec-
tronic home confinement was here to
stay. Only 8% felt it had no future.

Discussion

Examination of survey results high-
lights two important issues. First, when
asked to rank the primary goals of elec-
tronic home confinement, public safety
was most frequently ranked as the most
importantgoal. However, a concern for
public safety was cited most frequently
as a reason to oppose electronic home
confinement. When compared to other
alternative sanctions, this suggests a
lack of confidence by Judges and
policymakers in the ability of electronic
home confinement to provide for pub-
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lie safety. Forelectronic home confine-
ment to grow and prosper stakehold-
ers must be convinced that electronic
home confinementcan provide the re-
quired level of public safety. How can
this challenge be met? First, key stake-
holdersshould be informed about how
electronic home confinement works.
Second, the effectiveness of electronic
home confinement must be docu-
mented through research/evaluation
results. Research/evaluation studies
should compare electronic home con-
finementto other alternative sanctions
including traditional probation/parole
supervision and incarceration.

In the Introduction to this article, the
pointwas made thateducating the public
and building links to external constitu-
encies were necessary aspects of devel-
oping and implementing correctional
options (Krauth, 1993). Community
corrections professionals have the con-
tinuous task of informing stakeholders
about the goals, features, practices, and
evaluation results from correctional
options. A stakeholder familiar with the
features ofa program such as electronic
home confinement is more likely to
support the practice.

One way to Inform stakeholders
about a correctional option, such as
electronic home confinement, is to in-
voke them in a policy group or policy
team. McGany (1993) recommends the
development ofa policy group or policy
team made up of high-level policy-
makers from the criminal Justice system;
the county, city, or state legislature; and
the general public to guide the process
of developingand/or implementing the
correctional option process.

Another critical step in building stake-
holder confidence in electronic home
confinement is to document its effec-
tiveness. Previous research results are
undearabout the effectiveness of elec-
tronic home confinement In redudng
recidivism. This is because very few
studies have been done that compare
electronic home confinement with op-
tions such as traditional probation and
parole, Intensive supervision, and In-
carceration. The studies that have been
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done indicate that offenders underelec-
tronic home confinement fared no
worse than those sentenced to other
options suggesting that electronichome
confinement does not threaten public
safety (Cullen, Wrinrt, & Applegate,
1995). Many of the studies that have
been conducted on electronic home
confinement were limited by one or
more of the following factors: the
low-rtsk nature of the samples; absence
of an experimental research design; and
the confounding effects of inadequate
program integrity (Cullen, Wright, &
Applegate, 1995). These are the same
problemsthat plague other research on
alternative sanctions.

The level of research on electronic
home confinement programs should be
Increased. Research studies must be rig-
orous and carefully controlled. This in-
cludes the use of experimental research
designs with random assignment and
control groups. Sectronic home con-
finementshould be compared to other
options such as traditional probation/"
parole, intensive supervision programs,
and incarceration. Inaddition, research
efforts should examine which conditions
or combinations of conditions are the
most effective. For example, Jolin and
Stipak (1992) found that offenders who
completed a program combining elec-
tronic monitoring and drug treatment
had lower recidivism rates; and Ren-
zema (1992) found that drug testing
was an integral feature of most elec-
tronic home confinement programs.

A recent ruling by the New York
State Court of Appeals states that con-
ditions of probation, such as electronic
monitoring, must be “fundamentally
rehabilitative" (People us McNair, April
4, 19%). In other words, electronic
monitoring could only be used to ad-
vance the defendant's rehabilitation
(hence public safety). While controver-
sial, the court's ruling Isconsistent with
Jolin and Stipak's (1992) findings that
electronic monitoring is most effective
when it is used in combination with
other rehabilitative options, such as

drug treatment.
Manufacturers and community cor-
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rectionsagendas should encourage and
participate in research efforts. All re-
search studies should follow sound
evaluation practices and monitor the
electronic home confinement process
to insure that ail protocols consistent
with good probation and parole prac-
tices are followed.

The second issue concernsthe rank-
ing of cost effectiveness as the second
most important goal for electronic
home confinement and responses re-
garding the appropriateness of elec-
tronic home confinement for certain
offenders and offenses. If used appro-
priately electronic home confinement
can be a cost-effective sentencing op-
tion. Inaddition to costs associated with
jail/prison diversion, savings are made
because the offender can work and sup-
port themselves and their families and
thus they are less dependent on the
public welfare system and tax revenues
are Increased as a result of the
offender’s employment
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However, using electronichome con-
finement with low risk offenders who
are likelyto be placed an probation were
it not for electronic home confinement
undermines its ability to save money,
aswei as itscontribution to public safety

Community corrections .
professionals must play an active
role in informing stakeholders
about the goals, features, and
practices of electronic home
confinement,

when more violent offenders are not
permitted in the program. Stakeholders’
preference for using electronic home
confinement for traffic, misdemeanor,
property, and DUl offenses leads to net
widening and increased costs. Further-
more, matching intensive services, such
as electronic home confinement, to low-
risk offenders has been found to In-
crease recidivism rates for these offend-
ers, further Inflating co3ts (Bonto, 1995
and Gear & Hardyman, 1992). Elec-
tronic home confinement is only cost
effective when it is used on high risk
offendersuho, withoutelectronichome
confinement, would otherwise be sen-
tenced to jail or prison, commit new
crimes because of a lack of supervision,
and/or violate the conditions of their
probation.

Many stakeholders are reluctant to
recommend electronic home confine-
ment for violent offenses because they
feel these offenders should be incarcer-
ated. But the reality of the situation is
that many violentoffenders are already
being placed undersome form of com-
munity supervision. On any given day
in the U.S. in 1991, there were an es-
timated 435,000 probationers and
155,000 paroleesresiding in local com-
munities who have been convicted of
violent crimes — or over a half million
offenders (Pctersilia. 1995). To facili-
tate the matching of offenders with
appropriate correctional options based
upon their risks and needs, Harland
(1993) recommends the development
of a continuum of correctional options.

With such continuums, the severity of
electronic home confinement is gener-
ally ranked just below a jail or prison
sentence and well above standard and
intensive supervision probation pro-
grams (DiMasdo, 1995). Using elec-
tronic home confinement with high risk
offenders enhances its cost savings
potential and the likelihood of achiev-
ing public safety objectives.

The benefits of educating stakehold-
erson the use of electronic home con-
finement are dear. The survey results
reveal that informed stakeholders are
more likelyto use electronic home con-
finement In general and more likely to
supportitsuse with appropriate offense
categories. Community corrections pro-
fessionals must play an active role in
informing stakeholders about the goals,
features, and practices of electronichome
confinement. Finally, community cor-
rections professionalsand the electronic
home confinement industry mustwork
together with the academic community
to research the effectiveness of all as-
pects of electronic home confinement.

Recommendations

1. Community corrections profes-
sionals must continue to educate key
stakeholder groups of the advantages,
disadvantages, and goals of electronic
home confinement.

2. Community corrections must de-
velop sound policies and procedures for
electronic home confinement pro-
grams. Written policiesand procwkires
will increase the judicial and legislative
confidence in the practice, as well as,
ensure its proper use.

3. The use of electronic home con-
finementshould be restricted to divert-
ing offenders who would otherwise be
sentenced to jail or prison, commit new
crimes because of a lack ofsupervision,
and/or violate the conditions of their
probation.

4. Representatives from stakeholder
groups must be involved at key deci-
sion points in the implementation and
operation of electronic home confine-
ment programs. Involvement in the
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program creates a buy-in and will re-
sult in support of the program.

5. Respondents ranked protection of
the public as the number one goal of
electronic home confinement. Elec-
tronic home confinement programs
should be evaluated using scientific
methodology to demonstrate to key
stakeholders the extent to which elec-
tronic home confinement Is meeting
public safety objectives.

6. To ensure the future of electronic
home confinement, community correc-
tions professionals, as well as other
stakeholders, should play an active role
in the development of technology for
electronic home confinement pro-
grams. Progressive companies are In-
terested in providing exactly what the
profession wants. It is the profession’s
role to make their needs known.
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The Cost Effectiveness of U sing House A rrest
W ith E lectronic M onitoring for D runk D rivers

By Kevin E. Courtright, Ph.D., Bruce L. Berg,Ph.D., and RobertJ. Mutchnick, Ph.D.*

Introduction The DevelopmentofIP Programs
Within Pennsylvania

HIS ARTICLE describes a county house arrest
i i itoring (EM) program and its In 1990, the General Assembly passed the County In-

ring its first full year ofoper-  termediate Punishment Act (1990), which resulted in
ober 1,1992, through October 1, 1993). Sirk@rtain cells within the states sentencing grid being
y under examination is located in Westddicated to non-confinementsentencing options. Coun-
nia. we will refer to it as "Western Countyes were urged to submit their own intermediate pun-
we will refer to the probation departmentiﬁﬁm entplans and wrre givpn fjpynrinl incentive, in the
hin Western County as the ‘Western Coufi@ym of grants, to develop and maintain’lP programs
Department.” This will be done to enstipat hopefully would eliminate the overcrowding crisis
. Since the majority of house arrest with gRpt earlier sentencing guidelines had helped to create.
ts in this county were arrested for the crim&resent Pennsylvania law mandates certain periods of
under the influence (DUD, only those arresf‘epdm‘inementforDUI offenses, the categories ofwhich are
ere included in the study N = 57). Altho@dh second-degree®misdemeanors. For a first offense
ate sanctions such a9 house arrest and EM ¥fithin 7 years/theTegislatvvepenalty specifies a manda-

increasingly popular due to the bridge they form be-
tween standard probation and incarceration, what is
perhaps mostimportant to those presently operating or
considering implementing intermediate punishment
(IP) programs is whether officials can avoid incarcera-
tioa costa, i.e.. jail days.HTTkvorting sufficient numbers
of jail-bound offenders into these new program*.

Some studies have found hOdse”arrest with EM pro-
grams to be cost effective (Armstrong et aL, 1987; For-
gach, 1992; Flynn, 1986; Lilly et al., 1992; Lilly et al.,
1993) while some have found that such programs were
too expensive or did not seriously relieve jail over-
crowding (Ball et al., 1988; Petersilia, 1986). Other re-
ports (Forgaeh, 1992; Palumbo et al., 1992) also have
been negative, finding instances ofnet widening, an oc-
currence where offenders not bound forjail are given a
more intrusive and more expensive sanction than what
they normally would have received had the new pro-
gram not existed. In other words, if offenders who
would have normally been sentenced to standard pro-
bation are now being sentenced to an IP program, e.g.,
house arrest, intensive supervision, or EM, simply be-
cause it is now available, then net widening would have
occurred. Tosummarize, research xegarding the cost ef-
fectiveness of house arrest with EM programs has been
mixed. Meanwhile, these programs continue to grow at
a rapid rate (Klein-Saffran, 1992).

*Dr. Courtright is an assistant professor of criminal jurtic*
at Hilbert College. Dr. Berg is an associate professor of crim-
inal Justice at California State University-Long Beach. Dr.
Mutchnieh is a professor of criminology et Indiana Unirer-
*:ty of Pennsylvania.
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tory minimum confinement period of48 hours (Vehicles
Law of Pennsylvania, 1994). A second DUI conviction
within 7 years yields 30 days of confinement, and a third
translates into a minimum of 90 days in confinement
Lastly, a fourth conviction within 7 years is automatic
confinement fora minimum of 1 year in state prison. In
addition, offenders must usually pay a fine, attend an Al-
cohol Highway Safety Program (safe driving school), sur-
render their license for a period of 1 year, and be com-
mitted to.a drug and alcohol treatment program for
evaluation and treatment (if recommended) purposes.
All offenders must serve a minimum of 48 hours in con-
finement, after which time it is possible for an offender
to be accepted into an IP program. The Intermediate
Punishment Sentencing Act (.1990), however, mandates
that a defendant convicted under 75 Pa C.S. 3731(e) (re-
lating to DUD may only be sentenced to IP: 1) in a resi-
dential inpatient program or in a residential rehabilita-
tive center or 2) by house arrestorelectronic surveillance
combined with drug and alcohol treatment
Participating offenders enter an IP program in lieu of
going tojail, and 1 day of EM or inpatient is equal to 1
day of confinement, representing true jail diversions
and assumed cost savings. An example will more
clearly illustrate the sentencing possibilities. If an of-
fender wa9 sentenced to 30 days for a third DUI con-
viction, it would be possible for him to serve 2 days in
confinement, with the remainder of the confinement
sentence (28 days) being served under house arrest
with EM, or 28 days ofinpatient treatment. Offenders
remain under active parole supervision once their jail
terms or IPs have expired. Once an offender completes
safe driving school, successfully completes drug/alcohol

\Wol. si, No. 3
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counseling, and pays all fines and costs in full, the of-
fender will receive a valid driver’s license once again.
We now will look at Western County's house arrest with

EM program specifically.

Western County’s House Arrest With EM Program

In 1991 Western County submitted an intermediate
punishment plan that was subsequently approved- Ac-
cording to probation department officials, the vast ma-
jority of the cases being placed on EM are DUI offend-
ers; thus, the plan was hypothesized to have its biggest
impact upon the DUI population, A previous study by
the present author (based upon data collection of the
first 70 EM cases) revealed that approximately 72 per-
cent of this population was convicted for the crime of
DUI, followed by those convicted ofa parole revocation
(6 percent).

The Western County Probation Department has ap-
proximately 600 clients under active supervision, and
approximately 40 percent of its overall caseload is con-
victed DUI offenders. Western County’s house arrest
with EM program officially commenced operation in
October 1992 although a few offenders participated as
early as July ofthat same year. Largely because of its
infancy, EM has been utilized only on a limited basis by
the Western County courtB although its use is increas-
ing at a steady pace (Chief Probation Officer, personal
communication, December 3, 1993). The program uses
an active monitoring system and occasionally employs
tracking technology via an autolog monitoring system.
One officer oversees the house arrest with EM program
and is responsible for supervising those under the sanc-
tion. Once offenders complete their EM component,
they may be transferred to another officer within the
department. For the most part, these offenders remain
under regular, instead of intensive, supervision. Those
who participate remain under probation supervision al-
though they are no longer on EM.

The jail in Western County was experiencing the
same overcrowding problem that was afflicting both
jails and prisons across the state. The primary goal of
the intermediate punishment program of Western
County was to divert "sufficient> numbers of eligible of-
fenders from incarceration in the countyjail, thus avoid-
ing overcrowding and increasing the sentencing options
available to the court (Chief Probation Officer, personal
communication, 1991). A specific-objective of the plan
was tp divert 3fl PUT offender* from rmTnty'jainh
1992 in an attemptto save an average of 1,000 jail days.

Selection Criteria

According to the County intermediate Punishment
Act (1990), only the following types ofcases can be sen-
tenced to housenaife'sFwkh-EM: DUI, bad checkblu*en

September 1997

Additionally, the act also mandates that offenders who

participate in an intermediate punishment program do.
not “demonstrate a past or present pattern of-vdolent
behavior.* The offenders participating in the EM pro-
gram are all adults, and, according to officials at the

Western County Probation. Department, offenders are

not excluded from participation because of their sex,

indigence, or age (as long as the offender is an adult).

The EM offenders are selected for participation based

upon the above sentencing limitations plus additional

criteria for selection, which include such factors as a

willingness _to_ 1) undergo"lIriig/alcohol treatment
and/or counseling; 2) bejplaced on EM and tHe"subse-
quent rules.ansLrestrictions.ofthe program;Tnd 3) pay.
a fee of $8 per day to cover the cost of the monitoring

although offenders are not excluded from participating

in the program because ofindigence. Once EM partici-
pants complete their EM component, they are to pay a
$25mor-month Kiipprviainn fee_fordirggular” s upervi-
sion, unless the court waives the requirement. Addi-
tionally, the prospective offender must have a_resL_
dence and a telephone compatible with the EM

equipment with no call lorWwsTfdin'ir'Or~call waiting

features. Lastly, employment is preferred, but not

mandatory, for program participation. Now that the

reader has been introduced to the history of the pro-
gram and its operation, we will turn our attention to

cost effectiveness.

Costa Veraua Benefits

One ofthe main reasons for the development of the 1
EM program in Western County was the fact that the
jailjva.6 experiencing aevg-g~~5vefcFawdingr-Jb house

"one’inmate in the WestenaCounty-Jail nsSte approxi-

mately |42 pflgdayJDeputy Warden, Western County
Jail, personal communication, February 1,1995). The
majority ofthis expense is the result of wages and ben-
efits for correctional officers. From October 1, 1992, to
October 1 1993 (the study ggriodL the EM offenders
(DUIs only) spent a total offl,742 day&under EM. This-*.
translates into a costjavingsnlT 731164. The costs and /
benefits of the program during the study period are k
listed in table 1. Thii*t-sav~ng-sLsjaUdnnlvif-ti-can \
be demonstrated that net widenj*was.notmcEurring. _J
In otner words, were offenders who normally would
haye not gone to jail sentenced to house arrest with
EM? As mentioned earlier, in Western County, 1 day of
EM is directly equivalent to 1 day in jail, unlike some
programs that use the one to three ratio where 1 day
in jail is equal to 3 days under EM (see, for instance,
Lilly et al., 1993). The mandatory jail sentences of the
Vehicles Law of Pennsylvania (1994) stipulate that jail
is the first and perhaps only alternative; _
As noted earlier, EM offenders are charged $8 per day

tail thelf*Timple assaultTahiTseTOfid degree'burglary. V”while under EM. This fee is used to pay for the technol-
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ft TABLE 1. COSTS VERSUS BENEFITS DURING STUDY PERIOD
Cocts Benefits
1. Lease of EM Tkehml%y 1 Collection of EM Supervision Fee*
(Thtal of 1,742 day* # $3.73 par diem ). $10,016.50 @ 38 PEr diOM o $13,512.00
2. Miscellaneous Equipment 2. Jail Days Saved .
EZ Autolog drive-by monitors, portable (Thtal of 1,742 days ® $42 per diem ... $73,184.00
reathalyzer units, camera, briefcase, tc.) ... $ 3,581.50 .
3. Monthly Supervision Fee* m
3. 0ne-Half Salary tor Probation Officer (POSTEM Joororsrssmrsnsmsmsmsnsmsmsssssmsssssssssssssssssns $12,805.00
PIUS BENEIS oo ssemsersssssessesmssssseseseeseesens $11,160.12
TOTAL BENEFITS s $99,481.00
TOTAL COSTS s 24,758.12
OTALLOSTS 24,158 TOTAL SAVINGS oo $74,722.88

ogy, which is presently leased by the Probation Depart-1

ment. The per diem fee of leasing the technology is ap-
proximately $5.75. The difference is used to compensate
for the non-payment by indigent offenders. During the
study period, EM offenders paid a total of $13,512 to-
ward their EM supervision. This figure is drastically
dose to the amountof$13,936, which is the amount tal-
lied when 1,742 days under EM is multiplied by the per
diem fee of $8. According to these data, the department
was very successful in collecting these fees.

/'1Another indicator ofthe success of EM fee collection
frequency in which individual offenders were
ered delinquent in paying their EM supervision
ffenders were considered delinquent if and when
eached the second step ofa two-step process. The
s was a3 follows: If offenders were delinquent in
g the EM fee, they would receive a warning letter
the Department, giving them 10 days to make
entor contact the agency. Ifthe first step was not
sful, then a second letter was mailed 2 months
he first. This letter specified a court date for the
er. According to probation officials, this process
sually successful in recovering delinquent fees.
A idenpe of this®success, the vast majority of of-
fenders (“4-percent))were not delinquent in paying
their EM supervision fee.

In addition to the EM fee, the Department collected
$12,805 in supervision fees and $21,650 in fines during
the study period. According to the chief probation offi-
cer, once they are collected, fines go to the state al-
though some of the money is returned to the count/.
One hundred percent of the supervision fees, however,
are eventually returned to the county of origin; thus,
Athese fees can be counted as revenue for the county, Of-

/ Jicers were largely successful in collecting supervision
i/fees and fines from these offenders as compliance rates
If were 78 percent and 84 percent respectively.

Cost estimates ofnew programs must always address
the issue of staffing. With the advent ofnew programs
comes the hiring of new and additional staff. Western
County did hire one additional probation officer to man

O VT =h T T =+ =h o =

the house arrest program. According to the chiefproba-
tion officer, funds for this position have come mainly
from a federal grant and subsequent state match se-
cured by the director. Since many counties will not be
able to secure grants for their personnel, costestimates
will be calculated without taking such grant funding
into consideration. The reader should remember, how-
ever, that because ofthis, actual cost savings estimates
will be conservative. In addition to the house arrest
with EM progTam, the additional officer does supervise
other (non-EM) offenders, so one-halfofthn new salary,
plus benefits ($11,160.12), was used in the cost calcula-
tion. In addition to the salary, the county did purchase
miscellaneous equipment for the EM program. This is
also detailed in table 1.

It is readily appareat-that-thc-bcnefita outweigh the
Acosts involved. However, if the program returrrera large
/ pToporflon of offenders to jail for technical (rules) viola-
te tions, then cost savings estimates may be invalid

(Palumbo et al., 1992). Tb test this, recidivism statistics
,were analyzed. The authors found that only one EM of-
fender was arrested while participating in the program
-‘and that was for a summary offense (a violation). Sim-
/ilarly, only one EM participant tested positive for druga
land/or alcohol, and this misbhehavior was the basis for a
revocation proceeding and subsequent incarceration. If
success is measured in revocation terms, then the EM
program was 98,2 percentsuccessful. This program cer-
tainly did not pfafftfco-cbBamumty at risk. Since the
jprogram did not return a large percentage of offenders
(or technical violations, positive cost savings estimates

remain.

/i Discussion

This article has demonstrated that house arm t with
EM can be a cost-effective alternative to incarceration
when planned and operated appropriately. The "avoid-
ance" ofjail days was responsible for the majority of
“penefits” reaped by the EM program. The reader
should note, however, that even when ‘jail days saved*
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is not factored into the analysis, the county still man-
aged to come out $1558.88 ahead.

There are several factors that had direct impact on
the program’ success. First, the selection criteria for
program participation was somewhat stringent as they
should be when placing offenders back into the commu-
nity. Second, the countys house arrest with EM pro-
gram waa a true alternative to incarceration. These of-
fenders had three basic options—go to jail, participate
in inpatient counseling if so recommended, or be placed
on EM. Here, the reader should note that the most
costly treatment, inpatient, was utilized much more fre-
quently before house arrest with EM existed as an al-
ternative. This, most likely, was done in an effort to
avoid jail by those offenders unwilling to participate in
EM or not eligible for it. Third, true cost savings were
realized (and easily calculated) due to the direct equiva-
lency ofjail versus EM days. Such equivalency also pro-
tects againstnetwidening as every day of EM wa3 ajail
day saved. Fourth, Western County benefited from the
passage of legislation allowing for grant monies to be
spent on additional personnel needed to operate the pro-
gram. Lastly, members of the Department were com-
mitted to achieving the goals that were set out by the di-
rector when the county’s intermediate punishment plan
was authored and subsequently approved.

To summarize, the Department was able to achieve
its goals without 1) widening the net of social control
and 2)unduly jeopardizing the safety ofthe community.
Other states and jurisdictions could learn from what
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has done.

FEDERAL PROBATION

September 1997
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Satellite Tracking For House Arrest

Florida and
Pennsylvania are
using a GPS-based
system to track
offenders on eauiy
releaseprograms and
reduce the costof

incarceration.
%EMMHE&U

S tate and federal correction
agencies are staggering under the
cost of incarcerating the nation's

16 million inmates — more than all

personnel on active duty in the U.S.

armed forces. And the number is growing,

The Bureau of Justice Statistics estimates

that by the year 2005 the prison

population will be
<35 million. If the
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underlying causes
are not addressed,
that number could
be even higher.
Since the Supreme
Court ruled that
federal prisons can-
not exceed 125
percent capacity,
and state prisons
117 percent —
limits reached by
most in the 1980s
— the criminal
justice system has
been forced to
release increasing
numbers of inmates
before their sen-
tences are up to
make room for dan-
gerous criminals. In
the past, those on
early release were
generally placed in

house-arrest programs, and their
presence in the home electronically
monitored. Nonviolent, low-risk
offenders, allowed out to work at day
jobs, had to be "clocked in" at hours
prescribed by the supervising agency.

ELECTRONIC MONITORING
Monitoring programs are considerably
cheaper than incarceration. They also
enable working offenders to begin paying
restitution to victims and reimbursing the
state for the cost of monitoring. Also,
since 68 percent of incarcerated first-
timers end up back inside, placing them
in monitoring programs instead of in cells
with habitual criminals may help reduce
recidivism among this group.
Conventional house-arTest electronic
monitoring systems use a miniature
transmitter locked around the offender's
ankle. The device communicates with a
modem attached to the telephone. When
the individual comes home, the
transmitter instructs the modem to send
a “time-in" message to a central
monitoring facility. If the subject goes
beyond, say, 150 feet from the house, the
modem automatically transmits a "time-
out" message. The information is relayed
to the supervising agency, where it goes
into a database of case files. Correction or

paroleygffig

home-confihertehlf\WaMSVW5j;
However,f.-'tfeWfi6"

arrest monitoring

movements of

home. “The probftStf*«8tfi?;J

systems," said former FVorfaa'go?6fwim’

and U.S. drug czar Bob Martinez, "is

that if you're not home, no one knows

where you are." With growing pressure

to put more offenders on electronic

monitoring, the need is a system that

enables supervising agencies to know

where the offender is at all limes.

GPS TRACKING

Pro Tech Monitoring Inc., a
company headed by Martinez,
developed the Satellite Monitoring and
Remote Tracking (SMART) system,
which combines CIS, GPS, cellular
phone and Internet technologies for
24-hour tracking. The person under
supervision wears a 3.5-ounce, tamper-
proof ankle bracelet electronically
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“leashed" to a small, portable tracking
device (PTD) carried in a waist pack,
handbag or briefcase. The PTD
contains the microprocessor, GPS
receiver and cellular/land-line
communication system.

According to Martinez, the rules of
behavior can be programmed into each
device from a desktop PC. Constraints
can include boundaries set up by
geography and time — where the
subject is supposed to be at specific
hours of the day and night, routes to
and from wmrk or rehabilitation classes,
restricted areas of the community and

the distance in feet the individual may
be from the device. This can be up to

feet, depending on the type of
work the person does. If the specified
distance is exceeded for more than a
few minutes, the device notifies the
control center of the violation. The
police are then directed to apprehend
the person.

If a guideline is violated, the device
warns the subject with an alarm, a
digitized voice and a liquid crystal
display message. A violation not
corrected within the required time,
usually minutes, triggers a call to the
control center via cellular phone. Wien
the subject is home, the device
automatically switches communications
from cellular to the home telephone.
“The device is like a warden looking
down on you to be sure that you
comply,” said Martinez.

From a desktop PC, a parole officer
or case supervisor can access a file at
the central control Web site, and trace
past movements or track an individual’s
movements in realtime on a
computerized map. The file allows the
agency to see if the person is showing
up for work on time, going to
rehabilitation classes every week, or has
been at or near the scene of a crime. Pro
Tech inventor Hoyt Layson Jr. said the
system can also be used as an
investigative tool. "Imagine being able to
go into a 7-Eleven with a list of mug
shots of subjects that were in the area at
the time of the crime."
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RESTRAINING ORDERS

According to Martinez, SMART is
particularly effective in cases involving
domestic violence. If, for example, an
abusive husband or boyfriend under
court restraint comes within so many
miles of where his wife or girlfriend lives
or works, he is immediately warned of
imminent arrest unless he leaves the
area. At the same time, the victim is
warned to get to a safer place. If the
warning is ignored or the PTD ditched,
police in the area are directed to
apprehend the person.

What happens if the offender tries to
take the system apart? “Turn one
screw," said Martinez, “and the unit
automatically sends a 'help' message to
headquarters."

TESTING BEGINS

SMART will be tested this year in
Florida and Pennsylvania. Bureau Chief
Richard Nimer of the Florida
Department of Corrections said the
agency will begin trial runs in
Tallahassee, Tampa, St. Petersburg,
Clearwater, Orlando, Pensacola and
Jacksonville. "We'U put it on ourselves —
those of us on the implementation team,
probably a few of the judges, maybe the
state attorney — wear it for awhile and
make sure that it articulates where
we've been. After that well start off with
low-risk offenders. If it works properly,
we'll move on to high-risk types."

Nimer said there is no shortage of
eligibles for electronic monitoring in
Florida. “Our community control
program is the largest in the nation —
we've got over 15,000 on house anest; of
that, only about 1,000 are electronically
monitored. Then we’'ve got another

140,000 on state-felony probation. The

vast majority of our caseloads have not
been supervised using electronic
monitoring. With GPS, however, we'll
have a type of supervision that we've
never had before. We envision using this
as a tool to enhance personal supervision
of these offenders.”

He added that plea agreements
involving sex offenders and pedophiles
often result in putting them on the
community control program. "When
witnesses are unwilling to testify, or the
charges are not sound," Nimer said, "the
courts will accept plea agreements. Out
of all the cases disposed of in felony
court in the state of Florida, only 3
percent go to trial. At times you end up
with high-risk types on supervision that
you would rather see in prison. If they
are on supervision, ultimately, they're
the ones we want to pinpoint for
electronic monitoring.

“This approach is the opposite of
that taken by most jurisdictions. They
try to find a group of people who don't
pose a risk that are going to be
successful on the program. We want
electronic monitoring on the worst of
the worst, because they are going to
cause the most problems. For example,
we haven’t used electronic monitoring
on nonviolent drug offenders. We've
used it on sex offenders and pedophiles
because we believe they pose a greater
threat to the community."

Nimer said departments of correc-
tions and local law enforcement can

Ananide bracdlet, wom by the offender, is
dedronically leashedla a tracking davice

work out partnerships based on
the new system. "Tne dispatcher
of the local sheriffs office can be
notified whpn a violation occurs.
The message will pop up on the
mapping software in their office
showing the location of the device.
The dispatcher can then direct a
[patrol car| already in the field to
pick up the person."

He acknowledged that the new
technology is a more expensive
alternative than traditional
electronic monitoring, but felt
communities will be getting
greater protection because GPS
has far more capabilities. "The
new system is going to cost us $12
to $18 a day, per offender,
excluding staff expenses, but we
expect that to drop in time as the
company recovers R&D costs."

PENNSYLVANIA

Lackawanna County, Pa, will begin
field testing SMART, using office staff
and volunteers, then do a six-month
trial with low- to medium-risk
defendants who are already in the
criminal justice system. District

Attorney Michael J. Barrasse saia the
system will eventually be used in certam
bail situations, and with parolees and
various work-release individuals "to
ensure we know where they are, ami
whether or not they are complying with
their conditions of release.

“At this point, however, the county
is looking at the system more as a too.
to provide post-sentence protection for
the victim, where the offender is
classified as low- to medium-risk" said
Barrasse. “One of the strong points of
the system is its ability to track the
abuser as well as the person who needs
protection. If they're both traveling,
and their zones happen to cross, his
alarm will go off. If he gets closer and
violates a second zone, both his and
the victim's alarms will go off, along
with the police being notified, and 0Ul
assistant DA who is on call — '
victim is no longer in the dark."

And if the offender ditches the
device? “All of these monitors have one

failing — if somebody snaps and ditches
the PTD, or snips it off, you may know
where that person was last, but you
don't know where they're going to. With
this system, though, both the
supervising agency and the victim are
going to know the offender has broken
contact with the device. This allows the
victim to move to a safe place until the
offender is relocated.”



DEAD ZONES

Since Lackawanna County is in the
northeast comer of Pennsylvania, near
the Pocono Mountains, one of the
objectives of testing will be to
determine the effects of the mountains
on operating the system and other
areas where satellite signals are
blocked. Since even geodetic-grade
GPS receivers with sophisticated
antennas on tail masts are subject to
occasional signal blocking by
mountains, hills, forests, trees with
heavy canopies, and tall buildings,
jurisdictions may have to work around
these limitations, possibly by requiring
the subject to notify the control center
before entering buildings or going into
areas known to block satellite signals.
“We are not overly concerned about
this," Barrasse said, “for the simple fact
that we would only lose contact with
the device for a few seconds."

Another factor may be accuracy.
With selective availability (SA), a

tradedmedine

feature imposed by the U.S.

Department of Defense (DOD) that

diminishes GPS accuracy for non-

military uses, GPS-derived coordi-

nates have an accuracy of about 300

feet, although measurements made

over 30 minutes or more from a

fixed position r-" >verage out to

about 50 feet. Without SA, raw GPS
is accurate to 60 feet. Since the

president has given the DOD 10

years to remove SA, it is likely to be

around for a while. On the other
hand, if GPS monitoring systems
incorporate differential correction
signals, as broadcast by the Coast

Guard or other agencies, differential

GPS accuracy will be better than 15

feet. But, Layson said, “Jurisdictions

are not interested in knowing which
chair the offender is in, they're
interested in his movements through the
community."

Authorities in Florida and
Pennsylvania have discussed the
feasibility of the system with experts as
well as with judicial, law enforcement
and corrections representatives
nationwide. "We have talked with a
number of district attorneys," said
Barrasse, “throughout the state and on
the national level. Law enforcement and
district attorneys' offices around the
country are looking to see if this is going
to be an effective tool."

OUTLOOK

As research and development
progress in this field, monitoring
systems will get smaller with each
generation. Barrasse definitely believes
this is the direction GPS-based
monitoring systems are heading. "I don't
think we're so far away from this
becoming a more advanced system
similar to heart monitors — not right
now, but down the road."

Martinez agreed. “Obviously, our
devices will get smaller as batteries
become smaller and more cost effective.
Some of our visionary engineers say we
can probably have the system down to
where it would all be in the ankle
bracelet. | don't see that for the next
couple of years, but | do see it being the
size of a typical Motorola cellular
[phone] in the near future."

Higher-risk individuals will eventu-
ally be placed on this new GPS-based
monitoring system if testing in Florida
and Pennsylvania show the system is
consistently reliable and offenders
would rather carry the device, follow
rules, and have a measure of freedom
than be in prison.

As for the voluntary aspect of the
system, with 1.4 percent of America's
population in jail by 2005, a self-
contained, tamper-proof ankle bracelet is
inevitable. Scientists say that identifi-
cation implants are already yossible. Can
monitoring implants be far oehind?

Bill McGarigle is a freelance
writer specializing in commu-
nication and information technology.
E-mail: <bmcgati(s'cntzio.com>
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INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION (ISP)

INTRODUCTION

In (he late 1980s. (he Nebraska Probation Administration was afforded the task of devel oping and operating
an Intensive Supervision Probation (ISP) program With this in mind, in 1987 an aduit Intensive
Supervision Probation pilot program was initiated in the Lancaster County Probatirn Office in Lincdn
Upon conclusion of the study, the Intensive Supervision Probation programwas endor ,ed by the Nebraska
Supreme Court

On July 1 1990, the Legislature passed LB220 which created intensive supfenvisio for adult offenders
statewide. The probation administration divided the responsibility of managing the liip program into six
(6) regions.

The regional Intensive Supervision Probation (ISP) team consists of a Coordinator, pi :baton officers, and
clerical support staff. One Chief Probation Officer from each Regicn serves as an Advisory Chief for the
coordinator and is also a member of the Intensive Supervision Probation Committee.

CONCEPT

The concept of the Intensive Supervision Probetion program targets those idenlried as "'sentencing
alternative” clients. The "sentencing alternative™ client is anaiting sentencing i a crminal metter(s) and
would otherwise be incarcerated. However, upon judicial order after the revit € by the Intensive
Supervision Probation unit, the offender may be sentenced to the ISP program of designated criteria.

EXPECTATIONS OF ISP PARTICIPANTS

Selected offendss in the Intensive Supenvision Probation program shall receive he highest level of
supervision prjvided to probationers. The program nay include, but shall not be lirtifed ta

Highly restricted activities,

Frequent contact between the offender and the probation officer.
. Monitored curfew,
. Home visitation,
« Employment visitationand nonitoring.

Drug and alcohol screening,

Treatment referrals and monitoring.

Restitution and

Community service.

Selected offenders monitored by an electronic system shall be required to pay the ci. si of sucha system
if the offender has the financial ahility. It is the intent of the Legislature that such a pryram shall minimize

any risk to the public.

10/9*
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INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION GOALS/OBJECIIVES

Goals

The goal of Intensive Supenvision Probetion is to be a cost-effective sentencing alternative thet is
consistent with the Nebraska Probation System mmission which is to enhance commi ity safety, promote
accountahility and provide services through risk-reducing supervision strategies.

Objectives

To provide a cost-effective sentencing alternative for offenders who would otherwise be incarcerated.
To promote public safety by providing intensive supervision of offenders with the utlli.-ation of risk control
strategies.

To administer sanctions consistent with the seriousness of the offense.

To provide treatment referral gptions for the rehahilitation of the offender.

To promote a crime-free lifestyle by requiring intensive supervision probation offender*, to remain chemical-
free, be employed, perform conmunity service and make restitution if ordered by the Court

OPERATIONAL POLICIES

Intensive supervision probationers will be placed on probation to the sentencing district and will be
assigned to an intensive supervision team

Each regional intensive supervision team will have a coordinator who is responsible tir the supenvision of
other ISP officers on the team. The coordinator will be responsible to the Chief Pro! ation Officers inthe
region.

The Chief Probation Officers retain responsibility for the cases placed on probation tc their districts where
files are kept.

Once placed on probation, the probationer will be given the policies of the ISP program, the criteria for
supervision and the criteria for electronic monitoring.

Cases may be transferred between regions If certain criteria are met:

a Preapproval by the respective Coordinators:
b Transfer materials indude PS|/Order/Case notes;
(of Timetable: 2 days. Receiving Coordinator to notify district Chief Pi obation Officer.

ICcw
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INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION HSP) ELIGIBH TV

In order to be considered eligible for the Intensive Supervision Probation
program, defendants must:

A. Be persons who, as a result of their conviction, would be sentenced
to incarceration for six months or more, state or local,

B. Be persons who have had the benefit of a presentence
investigation;

C. Be persons who would ngj have been considered a:; an appropriate
candidate for regular probation;

D. Be persons who, as a result of ISP, would minimize risk to the
public.

Respective ISP officer’s present workload (maximum 115 hours per month)
shall be the controlling factor in determining if additional If ? cases can be
handled within a Region. In the event maximum workload levels have
been achieved by all ISP officers within the Region, a decision regarding
the placement of additional ISP cases within the Region shall be a joint
decision between the Regional Chief and the ISP Coordlr ator.

A screening must be completed to inciude, but not bn limited to, the
presentence investigation and any other information to r ;e that the ISP
requirements are met. A suggested procedure would be I:> submit a case
to an ISP screening team for approval. If approved, subnit to judge with
PSI (suggested checklist). The judge sentences and placos defendant on

ISP.

Cases may be transferred between regions if certain crite ia are met:

a Preapproval by the respective Coordinators;

b. Transfer materials include PSI/Order/Case notes;
C. Time Table: 2 days. Receiving Coordinator to noi fv district Chief

Probation Officer.

10/9*
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(OPTIONAL EXAMPLE)

INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION SCREENING CHECKLIST

OFFENDER'S NAME

CASE NUMBER

OFFENSE

NOTE: ELIGIBILITY DOES NOT NECESSARILY MEAN ACCEPTABI .ITY

Yes No

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Date Form Completed

Sentencing Date:_

Eligible for ISP: Yes

Recommended for ISP:

Dees the offense for which the offender hat Deen convicted
carry a six-month jail sentence or more?

Has a presentence investigation been ordered and
completed?

Was offender recommended for incarcerati n and not as a
candidate for traditional probation?

Is there a slot available for intensive supervision probation?
MUST BE VERIFIED BY THE ISP COORDII ATOR OR THE

ISF OFFICER IN YOUR REGION!!

Will the offender have a telephone at the time of sentencing?
Will the offender have a residence in the RE GION for
which he/she is being considered for intensive supervision
probation at the tin:s of sentencing?

Offender’s potential income from all sources iis

$ ; annually. INCOME MUST BE
VERIFIED BY THE PROBATION OFFICER.

Cost of electronic monitoring is $_

perday. (THIS FIGURE CALCULATED BY I. SING SLIDING
FEE SCALE ATTACHED.)

Probation Officer

FOR ISP USE ONLY

Yes No
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(EXAMPLE) ORDER OF INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION

INTHE COURT OF COUNTY, NEBRASKA

THE STATE OF NEBRASKA,

Plaintiff, ORDER OF PROBATION

VS. CASE NO.
Defendant,

THIS CASE CAME ON FOR SENTENCING on lhis__ day of 19 The :'.Me of Nebraska was represented

by . County Attorney of  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ County. Nebraska an INj defimdant is represented by

TheHonorable presiding.

The Court finds that tna defendant wu adjudged guifty on tha charge of ' on the mday of

, 19 . Allocution had: defendant showed no sufficient reason why sentence should not be pronot toed.
fT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the defendant is hereby sentenced to Intensive Supervision Probation :tor a period of months

under tha supervision of m Slate Probation Officer. The defendant shall meet the foDowtng conditions of probatior

1. Not violate arty lew*, refrain from doonsorfy conduct, or acts Jr*¥ - * -j others.

Avoid social oontact win those persons having criminal reewvf:. «* who art on probation or parol >ex:«pf by special permission of
tha probation officer.

Report aa directed by the Court or probation ofitoer.

Truthfully answer questions and alow the probation officer to visit at al reasonable times and tiaces.

Be employed or provide proof that emptoyment is being sought, or i gand school

Obtain permission of the probation officer before any change of address or employment.

Not leave the county without written perrrussion of the probation officer and reside witiir the following locality, to wit.
County. Nebaska.

N

N oY AW

8. Not have possession of any fvaaims or Bagal weapons.

9. Agree to abide by all of the written potionsand procedures of tha Intensive Supervision Probation logram, a copy of which has bear,
given to you.

10. Serve _ _ _ _ _ dsys (minimum of 30 wflh a maximum of 180) on eletSronlc monitoring. S'alt pay for electronic monitoring
equipment if damaged or lost. In the event the defendants telephone service isdisconnectedby vi. ue of the defendant's negligence,
defendant may be jafted resuming in an dftaged probation violation being (tied.

VI. Submit to reasonable search and seizure of premises, parson or vehicle by or upon request otie probation officer.

TIL Shalt abstain hum the use orpossession ofataohotic fiquor. beverages, orcontrolled substance, e> *pt by prescription™ Shall submit
to a chemical test upon request of his/her probation offioer. to determine the use of alcoholic lie. or or drugs. Failure to submit to
lasts shad constitute a violation of probation.

13. Shaft make a payment to tha _sentencing court monthly. Aft payments shaft be paid ir, full withi: 30 dsys of discharge.

A. Court costs: . Restitution:

C. Fine: D. Chanvcal testing: par month for total
of

E. Eteetrontc monftortno: per day for tot2l of.

F. Bond. If previously posted, shall be released. Other.

14, Shaft satisfy tna following additional conditions which are reasonably retried to reconstructing yo [ behavior or as outlined on agé
2 of Uva order.

rr I5FURTHER ORDERED that during the term of this probation, the Court upon application of the Probation Officer orthe defendant, or upon
its own motion, may modify or efiminata any of the above conditions or add further conditions.

BY THE COURT:

Judge

Recurved m copy of the above order this dayof R .

| hereby accapt probation and agree to Ibide by all the conditions of probation ordered by tha court end iolidas of the tSP program. Any
Nation of the above conditions is cause for revocation of probation and a sentence to confinement | do hereby wane extradition to the Slate o
Nebraska H at the time of my apprehension, | am in another state.

Defendant
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ORDER OF INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION

IN THE. COURTOF COUN Y, NEBRASKA

THE STATE QF NEBRASKA,
Plaintiff, ORDER OF PROBATION

VS. CASENO.

N N

Defendant,

Additional Conditions which are reasonably related to reconstructing your behavior.

rr IS FURTHER ORDERED that during the term of Ihfc probation, the Court upon appScedon of the Probation Officer octne defendant or upon
its own motion, may modify or eSminate any of the above conditions or add further condttons.

BY THE COURT:

Judge

Received a copy of the above order Bra, day of. 19

i hereby accept probation and agree to abide by M the conditions of probation ordered by the court and r ilicies of the ISP program. Any
violation of the above condition* is cause for revocation of probation and a sentence to confinement | do hereby irar.-e extradition to the State of

Vaska if, at the time of my apprehension, | am in another state.
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ELECTRONIC MONITORING
SLIDING FEE SCALE

Family $0- $7,476- $10,026- *12.516- *15.126- $17,676-
Size 7,475 10,025 12,515 15,125 17,675 20,225

1 S3.00 $5.00 $7.00 $9.00 $9.00 $9.00

2 3.00 5.00 5.00 7.00 9.00 9.00

3 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 7.00 9.00

4 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 7.00

5 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

i 6 " 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

7 3.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

8 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00

$20,226-
22,775

$9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
7.00
5.00
5.00

3.00

$22,776-
25.325+

$9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
9.00
7.00 '
5.00

3.00

10/94



SUPERVISION CRITERIA OF INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PR11BATION

1. A Risk/Needs Assessment will be completed on each new probationer with an
override up to intensive supervision being signed by the Regional Coordinator (or
the Chief Probation Officer of the District).

2. A reassessment of risk/needs must be completed upon each pt ase change with
an override up to intensive supervision for at least the first year of probation.

3 Electronic monitoring criteria: Minimum - No less than 30 day;:,
Maximum ~ 6 months

4. Drug testing: All ISP probationers shall be tested for drug use .inless the court
finds that testing cannot be reasonably related to the rehabilitatior of the individual

or the protection of society.

5. Supervision criteria;

PHASE |
(At least 90 days)

ADULTS: 6 HOURS of Supervision Credit

Electronic monitoring

30 days to 6 months
Daily call-in may be required after electronic monitoring

Face-to-face - 6 times per month
(2 in office/l in home)

Collateral - 4 times per month
Record checks - Once per month

Chemical testing —4 tests per month

CMC/Case Plan
- To be competed within 30 days

- Goals should be ongoing
- Goals tied into phase criteria
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PHASE I
(After 90 days, if ready, and upon completion of Phase | reci lirements)

ADULTS: 4 HOURS of Supervision Credit

Electronic monitoring
May remain on for 6 months

Face-to-face - 4 times per month
Collateral —2 times per month
Record check - Onco per month

Chemical testing - 2 tests per month
PHASE Il

(After 6 months and upon completion of Phase Il require ments)
ADULTS: 2 HOURS of Supervision Credit
No electronic monitoring
Face-to-face - 2 times per month
Collateral -- Once per month

Record check - Quarterly

Chemical testing —One test per month

In order to move a probationer from one phase to another, a Phase Checklist must b :completed. Each
probationer's case may be staffed by members of the ISP team within the district T<is can also include
the Chief Probation Officer of the district and staff members of the district for changr; in Phases.

When a probationer's case reaches Phase Ill, the district may provide courtesy supervi: ion. The case can
remain in Phase Ill unless the probationer’s actions would constitute elevation back 1: Phase lor Il

The probationer win remain on ISP for a minimum of six months. The ISP Coordii;ntor may. with the
approval of the district Chief Probation Officer, petition the court to change the ‘’rotation Order to
traditional probation. For the duration of probation, the probationer may be supervise i as to the level of

risk/needs reassessments.
Some trade-offs in work can be negotiated between traditional and intensive supervision probation officers.

In order to operate more efficiently, traditional officers can make up to half the required contacts on ISP
probationers. Case notes will be furnished to the ISP officer assigned to the case. Conversely, the ISP

officer can assist the traditional officer.

If geographical limitations become a factor, the override mechanism could be impJerr :nted.

10 1w

- 12
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INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

1) Probationers being supervised on electronic monitoring ®EM) must wear
the bracelet and maintain telephone service for the entire EM perio.". The bracelet
may only be removed by an ISP officer or other designated individu.: I.

2) Probationers are not permitted to have the features note | below on their
telephone service as they can interfere with the signal that is transmitted from the
braceletto the receiver. These features include: call waiting, call forw irding, cordless
phones, answering machines, caller I.D., radio clock phones, etc. Pi :ibationers may
be required to show the ISP officer a copy of their phone bill montlly to verify the
above features are not part of their phone system.

Probationers may not use the phone when the phone busy light is it on the FMD.
When using the phone, the probationer must surrender the line if clicking noises are
heard which indicates the FMD and the host computer are trying to communicate.

3) While under curfew, probationers must remain in their hume at ail times
unless a life-threatening emergency arises at which time the probation § must contact
the supervising ISP officer immediately. Prjbationers must go directly to the
location(s) which have been designated for them when they are out c : curfew. They
may not go anywhere else and may only leave and return within the i esignated time

constraints which have been established.

Acceptable places could include: employment activities, school ac :ivities, AA/NA
meetings, community service work, church, medical appointments and probation

appointments, etc.

4)  Curfew schedules will be set weekly with the ISP officer. Changes to the
schedule may not be made by the officer's secretary or family members. Any
requested changes for the weekend must be made by AM/PM on

5) While on electronic monitoring, probationers may have .ip to seven (7)
visitors excluding relatives. A visitor's form must be completed and :ill visitors must

be approved by the probation office.

6) Probationers are not permitted to move or tamper with the equipment and
are responsible for payment of the equipment if damaged.

70/51
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7) The probationer understands that while on ISP any member of the ISP
team can visit at any reasonable time for any purpose. This could include home visits
announced or unannounced, job visits, school visits, community ser. ice work visits,
chemical testing, etc. Itis further understood that the ISP officers can designate a law
enforcement officer to check on the probationer or request the probationer to submit
to chemical teeing.

8) The probationer understands if telephone service is ¢ sconnected by
virtue of the probationer's negligence, the probationer may be jailed sending further
order of the court.

9 The order of probation and the rules of ISP have been read aloud,
explained in detail, and the probationer has received a copy . ' he probationer
understands failure to follow all terms of the probation order and/or the rules of the
ISP program could result in a probation violation being filed and the probationer being
re-sentenced by the court. The ISP officer has answered all of tf 2 probationer's
guestions. The probationer understands what is expected while on ISP. The
probationer agrees to cooperate in all matters regarding the probatio 1 order and will
be truthful with the ISP officer or any member of the ISP team.

Probationer's Signature Date

ISP Officer's Signature Date

12

14
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INTENSIVE SUPERVISION PROBATION' INFORMATION
YOU AND ELECTRONIC MONITORING

You have been placed on Intensive Supervision Probation electronic nonitoring (EM),
an Elternative to prison/jail. The following information explains how the system
WOTrKS.

1. The Field Monitoring Device (FMD) will monitor you 24 hours 1day so you can
have the freedom to live in your own home.

2. You will welLr a small black transmitter box around your ankle, ft sends a signal
to the FMD so it will know that you are at home.

3. The FMD is plugged into a wall outlet for power. It is also plugged into the
phone line so it can call the host computer at the probation ffice.

4. If you are at home, the FMD tells the host computer that yoL are home.

5. The FMD has three or four indicator lights on its front panel depending upon
your assigned model.

a. The POWER ON light shows that the FMD is plugged ir to the electrical
wall outlet. This light must always be on. If the light gi: es off, call your

ISP officer.

b. The MONITOR FAILURE light is a self-diagnostic tool ar :f should remain
off. If it ccmes on, call your ISP officer. (NOTE: Newer models do not

have this light.)

C. The PHONE BUSY light comes on when the phone line is being used by
the FMD. Do not use the phone when this light is on.

d. The UNIT HOME light is on when you are at home.
6. You can use your home phonr ONLY when the PHONE BUS\ light is OFF.

a. If you are using your home phone and loud clicking n«ises are heard,
similar to rotary sounds, hang up the phone immediately. The FMD is
trying to make a call to the host computer. DO NOT use your phone for
10 minutes. When the PHONE BUSY light goes off, yi:u can use your
home phone again.

b. Occasionally the central computer will call the FMD; th i FMD will pick
up the call at half-ring. Whenever the phone rings, £3J3;!0T pick up the

phone until the second ring.

13 1094
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The transmitter box ground your ankle is waterproof and snfe so you may
bathe, shower, and swim. It will not shock you.

A report will be sent by the FMD to the probation office if the I:MD power cord
or phone cord is unplugged from the wall, if the FMD is damaged, if you leave
your home without permission during a curfew period, or fail  return home at

the designated time.

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

The following questions and answers are provided to help you understand the
Intensive Supervision Probation Electronic Monitoring program and t ie conditions by

which you must abide.

1.

What is the purpose of the equipment?

It provides an electronic means to monitor your compliance with the program
without an officer being assigned to "guard” you 24 hours a iay.

How does the equipment work?

You will wear a small black transmitter box around your ankle 24 hours a day
until your release from the electronic monitoring segment of he program. It
signals the gray monitoring device to let it know that you ar:: at home. The
monitoring device is plugged into an electrical outlet for pow.”r and into your
phone line so it can communicate with the computer at the ct itral office. As
long as you are at home, the computer is informed that even/thing is okay.

What happens if | leave home?

The monitoring device will then call the computer which prints @ violation report
if your curfew is violated. Your ISP officer is then notified :iy pager of the

exact time you left and the exact time you returned home.

What will happen if the FMD power cord is unplugged?

The unit has a battery backup system of its receiver and memory will continue
to operate. It will record the "power disconnect” and all other uvents to report

these to the central computer when power is restored.

1" 10194
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What will happen if the FMD is unplugged from tha phone fir s?

The monitoring device will know that it is no longer connected .0 the telephone
line and will begin storing message including a "Phone Disconnect™ message in
memory. If you leave or return home during that time, those events are also
stored until such time as the phone line is restored. The FMD ivll immediately
call the central computer and report all the messages at one*.

Can | still use my phone?

Yes. you may use your phone, but ONLY when the monitor i: NOT using the
phone. Before you make a call, look at the lights on the monit a device. Ifthe
PHONE BUSY light is on, you must wait until the light goes o | before placing

your phone call.

Always check the monitor lights before using your phone. ('ccasionally the
monitor unit will attempt to make a call while you are \ aving a phone
conversation. You will hear loud clicking sounds in your phcie. You MUST
hang up quickly to allow the monitor to report into the central cjmputer. If you
fail to relinquish the line within a minute or so, the monitor will sfal to complete
its call on schedule and a violation report will result. Refrair from using the
phone for at least ten minutes. This allows sufficient time fo the monitoring
device to make its scheduled report to the computer.

7. Will this equipment interfere with my television or radio reception?

All of the devices meet FCC (Federal Communications Commission) guidelines
and so should not cause a.iy undue interference.

8. Will | have to wear this transmitter box on my ankle "all" the time?

Yes, all the time until you are released from the electronic mor toring segment
of the program.

9. When can | set up times to leave my residence?

You and your ISP officer will update your curfew at the beginning of each
week. Once set, it can only be changed for emergencies. Schedules can only

be changed during office hours and not on the weekends.

15
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10. What if there is an emergency in my home?

Cali your probation officer as soon as possible to report the problem. Common
sense is the key.

Intensive Supervision Probation Officer Phone Number

Back-up Officer Phone Ni nber

16 109



