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Executive Summary

The report addresses the impact of the requirement in the Corrections and Conditional Release
Act (1992) that day parole be used to prepare offenders for full parole and statutory relesse.
This study aso provides a description of the planning process used to prepare offenders for day
parole and activities pursued during the day parole period which facilitate reintegration.
Anayses of the relationship between the various aspects of ingtitutional preparation and day
parole outcome are presented. In addition, atwo year follow up comparing full release
outcome for offenders who did not complete their day parole to offenders who completed day

paroleis presented.

Lessthan athird of offenders released on day parole between January and June 1994 had a
correctiond plan in their Offender Management System (OMS) files, and of these less than half
(47%) mentioned day parole. All of the progress summary reports had mentioned day parole.
Some of the missing documentation may have been due to the introduction of OMS coinciding
with the year that the offenders were obtained for the study.

Prior to day parole, most offenders (98%) were referred for at least one program with an
average of four program referras per offender. The programs that offenders were most
commonly referred to were: substance abuse, cognitive skills and sdlf help groups (e.g.,
Alcohalics Anonymous). On average, offenders only completed about two thirds of the
programs they were referred for. The primary reason for offenders not completing a
recommended program was the lengthy waiting lists. A large percentage of offenders
recommended for Cognitive Skills (23%) and Anger and Emotions Management (12%) were
unable to attend the programs because of waiting ligts.



Of offenders released on day parole, approximately equal percentages were classified as high
risk (39%) and low risk (45%), while the balance of offenders were in the moderate risk group.
This result demongtrates that day parole is used for offenders at dl risk levels, but additiona
evidence indicated that high risk offenders have a high probability of a negative outcome both
during the day parole period and after release on full parole and Satutory release.

Most offenders (92%) were required to achieve prescribed goas in order to receive postive
support for their day parole gpplication. The most common of these goa's was the compl etion of
aprogram(s) (85%), followed by regular CMO meetings and abstinence from acohol and
drugs. Approximately 15% of the offenders received unconditiond positive support for their

day parole application.

The filesfor most offenders (77%) made reference to future release on full parole (81%) and
satutory release (19%). In generd, success on day parole was indicated asa condition for full
parole or atutory release. The results demongtrate that day parole was being used to prepare
offenders for full parole and statutory release.

The release plans indicated that most offenders (94%) were required to attend rehabilitation
programs in the community and approximately haf were to secure ajob (48%). Only asmall

number of offenders (18%) were released to attend educationa/vocationa programs.

During the day parole period most offenders (96%) resided at halfway houses, while a small
percentage of offendersresded at ingtitutions. During the day parole, most offenders (87%)
attended the recommended programs or secured ajob (87%). Unfortunately,
educationd/vocationa programs had lower participation rates with only 55% of the offenders
recommended actudly participating.

Two thirds of the sample successfully completed day parole, a quarter of the offenders had
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technicd violations which resulted in revocation and seven percent committed a new offense.
There were some regiond differences in the proportion of successful completions. Ontario
region had the highest successful completion rate a 85% while Quebec region had the lowest
successful completion rate at only 55%. However, most of the offenders (81%) in the Quebec
region were returned for technicd violations rather than anew offense. Pacific region had the
highest reoffense rate at 12% while Ontario and Atlantic regions had the lowest recidivism rate
at only 4%.

The best predictors of outcome on day parole were the SIR score, having atemporary absence
(TA) and atendance at recommended community programs (rehabilitation programs, work, and
educationa/vocationa programs). Approximately 90% of the low risk offenders (as identified
by the SIR scde, which isameasure of crimind hitory risk) successfully completed their day
parole while high risk offenders only had a 40% successful completion rate. High risk offenders
had a 20% recidivism rate while only 1% of low risk offenders recidivated with a new offence.
Over three quarters of the offenders who had TAs were successfully completed day parole,
while fewer than two thirds of the offenders who did not have TAs successfully completed their
day parole. Offenders who participated in recommended community programs had successful
completion rates that were up to five times higher than offenders who did not attend

recommended programs.

About two thirds (62%0) of the sample were not readmitted to prison within two years of full
release. Attendance at recommended programs was related to higher positive outcome rates
and increased time spent in the community. Offenders who successfully completed day parole
hed lower rates of readmission, technical violaions, recidivism and violent recidivism after full
release. Offenders who did not successfully complete day parole were more than three times as
likely to commit a new offense within two years of their release than offenders who completed
day parole successfully. Similar results were obtained by Grant and Gillis (1997).



Based on available case documentation, it appears that day parole is being used to prepare
offendersfor full parole and statutory release as required by the CCRA. While the CCRA
limited the scope of day parole by requiring it to be preparation for full parole and statutory
release, it had aways been used for this, o the impact of the CCRA was minimal in terms of
how it isused. However, other research has shown a dramatic decline in day parole use since
the CCRA (Grant , 1997). Other release programs, work release and personal development
TAs have replaced some of the purposes day parole was formerly used for.

Ovedl, day parole is an effective program for asssting offendersin their reintegration into
society. In part, thisis due to the recommended activities (community programs/work) that the
offenders participate in while on day parole. These activities in conjunction with community
supervision facilitate re-adjustment to community life and subsequently successful reintegration
into society.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

There are three possible levels of supervison for offenders released from custody into the
community. The lesst desrable of these is no supervision which occurs when the offender is
released a the end of the sentence. This resultsin no support systems being avallable to assst
the offender with change from prison to life in the community. The next leved of supervisonis
either full parole or statutory release. Thistype of release provides the correctiona system with
the opportunity to more closdly monitor the behavior of the offenders while at the same time
providing services which meet their needs, and hopefully reduce the likelihood of areturn to
prison. Thethird level of supervison occurs with ardeaseto ahdfway house. Thisform of
release provides for the greatest level of supervison and dso provides atrangtion from the
highly controlled prison environment to life in the community. In Canada, federd inmates
released to a halfway house are generaly released on day parole.

Offenders released to a hafway house on day parole can be divided into groups based on the
level of risk they pose to the community. For low risk offenders, day parole provides an early
release, prior to their full parole digibility date or early in the parole digibility period. Early
release benefits the offender because lesstime is gpent in the prison environment and o
benefits the correctional system because there is lower cost associated with sentences served in
a hafway house without an increase in risk to the community. Release on day paroleis

available sx months before the parole digibility date.

For higher risk offenders, release to a halfway house provides for a gradua release to the
community with additiona safeguards associated with the resdentid requirement. The hafway
house provides structure and a somewhat controlled setting from which to look for work,
participate in trestment and educationd activities and search for accommodation which will be
needed once full parole is granted, or the statutory release date is reached.

The Nationd Parole Board is respongible for determining if offenders can be released safely on
day parole. Indtitutiona case management staff from the Correctiond Service of Canada
1



prepare the offender’ s documentation for the National Parole Board to review and provide
recommendations, but the Parole Board makes the final decision on whether or not to release

the offender.

A hafway house could be a Community Correctional Centre operated by the Correctiona
Service of Canadaor a Community Residentid Centre operated privately on afee for service
basis for the Correctiona Service. Some offenders may continue to reside a a correctiona
ingtitution, but are released daily for work or other activities. In exceptiona cases, other
residential locations may be used where no halfway house exigs.

Day parole has been arelease option for federaly sentenced offenders in Canada since 1969.
During the period from 1969 to 1992 the use of day parole increased asits definition and
function was broadened. In particular, the introduction of autométic review for day parole
during 1986 resulted in a steady increasein day parole use (Grant et d., 1996). However, the
Corrections and Conditional Release Act (1992) made a number of changesto day parole
including a more precise definition of its purpose.

The Corrections and Conditional Release Act (CCRA) (1992) replaced the Penitentiary
Act (1985) and the Parole Act (1985). It made anumber of significant changesto the
operation of Canadian prisons and the Nationa Parole Board (NPB). Included in the Act were
three mgjor changes to day parole:

1. The CCRA changed the purpose for which day parole could be used. While previous
legidation had permitted a variety of purposes for day parole, including community
work, the CCRA required that day parole be used to prepare offenders for full parole
or statutory release.

2. The CCRA changed the digibility date for day parole from one-sixth of the sentence to
gx months prior to parole digibility. Since parole digibility isa one-third of the
sentence, offenders with sentences longer than three years, are digible for day parole at
alater date now than before the CCRA.

3. The CCRA discontinued the automatic review by the Nationa Parole Board for day
parole. Therefore, offenders must gpply in writing to have a day parole hearing.



The purpose of this report is to evauate the effect of the changes made by the Corrections and
Conditional Release Act (1992) to day parole. In particular, the study focuses on the change
identified in item (1) above, which required that day parole be used as a preparation for other
forms of full release such as parole and statutory release. The study makes use of information
collected from approximately 500 case files of offenders released on day parole, reports on the
preparation of the offender for release and the outcome of the day parole.

The CCRA required areview five years after its implementation and this report is one of a
number of studies prepared for the review. In terms of day parole, this study is one of apair of
dudies evauating the effects of the CCRA. The other study (Grant, 1998) provides information
on the trendsin day parole use and is an andlysis of dl day parole releases in the past five years
including afollow-up of casesto the end of their sentence.

Previous Correctional Service of Canada Research

Two recent reports (Grant et d., 1996; Grant and Gillis, 1998) provide some background to
the questions being sudied in this report. These studies andlyzed offenders released on day
parolein 1990-91 from Correctiond Service of Canadaindtitutions and followed them until
March 31, 1994 to determine factors associated with day parole release, the outcome of the
day parole, and the outcome of the release period after the day parole.

Grant et d. (1996) reported that prior to the CCRA only 8% of offenders released on day
parole were released earlier than six months before their parole digibility date. This represents
about 250 offenders who were released earlier than would be permitted under the CCRA.
Risk analyses indicated that most of these offenders were low risk suggesting that concerns
about releasing offenders too early in their sentence may have been unjustified. However, the
study did suggest that some higher risk offenders were being released early and these could be
eliminated by the use of risk and need assessments which identify cases that should not be
released early.



Another important finding from these sudies is that day parole outcome is associated with full
release outcome. That is, offenders released on day parole, and who successfully complete
their day parole, are more likely to have a positive outcome after their release on full parole or
dtatutory release than offenders who did not complete day parole. An additiond finding in
Grant and Gillis (1998) is that offenders released after their parole digibility date do not vary a
great ded in terms of successful completion of their sentence. That is, those offenders released
early, in preparation for full parole, are about as successful in their release as offenders released
later, in preparation for statutory release.

Day Parolein Other Jurisdictions

Other jurisdictions operate day parole programs, however, the purpose behind the release
varies. Many jurisdictions in the United States have programs similar to day parole which
require offendersto resde at a hafway house. Historically, the halfway house movement in the
U.S. expanded in the 1950s with the expansion of parole (Latessa & Allen, 1982). At that
time, its primary function wasto help offendersfind jobs. Inthe early 70's, the function of the
halfway house expanded to include education, work release, furloughs, after-care resdentia
and support services, including specidized programs. Wilson (1985), describes the halfway
house as afacility that provides specific and substantid support and ass stance to the offender
during the period of readjustment to the community. During resdency at the hafway house,
offenders are ill serving their sentences and residing at the house serves as atest of their

readiness for parole and release in the community (Latessaand Allen, 1972).

Offenders released to hdfway houses in the United States have Smilar characteristics to
Canadian offenders released on day parole. These offenders are lesslikdly to be serving time
for violent crimes, and very few are high risk (Latessa& Allen, 1982).

In terms of effectiveness of the halfway houses, Saiter et d. (1977) concluded that halfway
house programs may reintegrate prisoners returning to the community more effectively than
direct rdlease to parole. In addition, based on areview of 14 sudies, Latessaand Allen
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(1982) concluded that the hafway houses operated a a daily cost less than most ingtitutions,
but higher than parole and probation. Therefore for some offenders, release to a hdfway house
may be very cos effective by reducing the length of time in custody, while for the lowest risk
offenders, use of a hdfway house may actudly cost more than full parole release.

Structure of the Report

The remainder of thisreport is organized into three sections. Chapter 2 provides a description
of the methodology used to obtain the day parole sample and the file review. Chapter 3
provides a detailed description of the components of the correctiona planning process involved
in preparing an offender for condition release. Chapter 4 provides a description of the activities
the offenders were involved in during the day parole period and the factors associated with
success or fallure on day parole. Chapter 5 provides a description of atwo year follow up.

Chapter 6 discusses the results in relation to the day parole program.



Chapter 2 : File Review Methodology

Although the Correctiond Service of Canada maintains basic demographic and offense history
information in eectronic data bases, these do not provide sufficient information for a detailed
review of an offender’s progress in the ingtitution nor do they alow for a detalled review of the
correctiona planning process in relation to conditiona releases. Therefore, in order to
understand how day paroleis utilized in the correctiond planning process, areview of the
offender’ sinditutiond fileis required. To prepare thisinformation for andyses it must be
reviewed and coded. Chapter 2 describes the method used to code the data as well asthe
method used to sdlect the sample.

Sampling and Samples

As noted in the introduction, the purpose of the study was to investigate a number of factors
associated with day parole following the introduction of the CCRA in 1992. While arandom
sample of cases released from November 1992 to April 1996 would have provided the best
sample, the need for a reasonable follow-up period and the need to use the eectronic verson of

paper files made such a sample impossible.

The Offender Management System (OMS), which provides e ectronic access to most offender
documentation from anywhere in the country, was used to obtain the file information. Using
OMS diminated the need to travel across the country obtaining paper files and the disruption
this causes for intitutions where researchers must use active files. However, the use of OMS
introduced some limitations in the sampling. OMS only became active in October 1993 and
case information was only available ectronicdly after that date. In addition, the three month
period from October to December 1993 was expected to be less reliable as case management

officers learned to use the new system.



Therefore, the period from January to June 1994 was sdlected for sampling to ensure that there

was a minimum follow up period of two yearsfor dl cases.

There were approximately 1,500 offenders released on day parole during the period and from
these 686 released offenders were randomly selected using the SAS random procedure (SAS,
1990).

Of the 686 offenders selected, 80% (546) had filesin OMS that could be coded. The
remaining 20% (140) were deemed non-codable for one of four reasons. Sixty nine percent of
the cases had insufficient informetion in the offender's OM Sfile; 23% had multiple consecutive
day paroles (3 or more), most of whom were serving alife sentence; 6% were released on
non-ordinary day parole which does not require the offenders to reside at the designated facility
seven days aweek and two percent were deceased.

The minimum information required for incluson in the sample was: a least one progress
summary report before the day parole which contained information about (1) programs, (2)
where the offender was to resde and (3) the activities that the offender was to pursue while on
conditiond release. Of the cases with insufficient information, most (69%) had no information in
OMS prior to their release on day parole, 27% did not have one or more of the required
pieces of information, and 4% did not appear to have been released on day parole.

Some of the missing information occurred because OM S was implemented in October 1993.
Prior to this date dl offender information was recorded in paper files. These documents were
not transferred to OMS. In addition there was a phase-in period while case managers learned

to use the new system.

Femad e offenders were excluded from the case file review, however data on femde offenders
granted day parole since the enactment of the CCRA are presented in areport by Grant

(1998). There were two reasons for the exclusion of femae offenders. First, our review of the



OMS dataindicated that there was little information for femae offenders prior to 1995.
Second, while it may have been possible to use paper files for femae offenders, problems with
this option existed because femde offenders resding at the Prison for Women were being
transferred to the new indtitutions throughout Canada & the time of the study.

National and Regional Samples

Two samples were created for the sudy. Thefirgt provides abaanced national sample and the
second includes over-sampling of cases from the Atlantic region. The nationa sample includes
463 offenders released on day parole between January and June 1994. Theregiona
digribution for the nationd sampleisfairly representative of dl the offenders released on day
parole between January and June 1994, as shown in Table Chapter 2 -1 with Quebec dightly
underrepresented in the national sample. However, thisis duein part to the higher percentage
of cases where the files could not be coded from the Quebec region. All of the other regions
are within two percentage points of the population.

Table Chapter 2-1. Regional distribution of all offendersreleased on day parole and
the national sample

All day parolerdleases Nationd sample

between January and
June 1994
Atlantic 15.9 17.9
Quebec 34.7 28.5
Ontario 19.6 21.0
Prairies 21.8 21.8
Pecific 11.8 10.8




The regiond sample conssts of 546 offenders. Over-sampling occurred in the Atlantic region,

but for comparisons across regions, this does not affect the results.

In order to ensure the representativeness of the sample, current offenses of the national sample
were compared to the non-coded sample as well as the indtitutiona population for fisca year
92-93 and these results are reported in Table Chapter 2 -2. Results show that the non-coded
cases had a higher percentage of homicide offenders. The explanation for thisis that most
offenders serving life sentences were admitted prior to OMS and therefore there islittle
electronic documentation for these offenders. In addition, offenders serving life sentences are
more likely to receive multiple day paroles, and these cases were excluded from the sample.
Overdl, the non-coded sample did not differ Sgnificantly, in terms of offense, from the coded

Cases.

Given that the nationa sample adequately represents the regions and given that the fileswhich
could not be coded did not differ from those in the sample on the basis of type of offense, it may
be concluded that the sample is an accurate representation of al day parole cases.

Table Chapter 2 -2. Percentage of caseswith each type of offense

Conviction Day paolesample®  Non-coded Ingtitutional population 2
Homicide 10.6 18.6 16.1
Attempted murder 4.5 4.3 1.8
Sexud offense 5.9 9.3 14.2
Robbery 37.2 35.7 23.9
Drug 213 24.3 8.9
Property 42.0 41.4 13.6
Other® 68.3 70.0 21.7
Violent (non-sexud) 40.0 42.0 N/A




Number of cases 460 140 14,500

! Percentages exceed 100% because there are multiple offenses.
2 Numbers obtained from Basic Facts about Correctionsin Canada: 1993 Edition.
% These tend to be | ess serious offenses.

File Review

File reviews provide information about the ingtitutional process used to prepare an offender for
conditional release. Thefile review addressed three areas, ingtitutiona preparation, day parole
planning and the day parole period.

Ingtitutiona preparation involved examining facets of the correctiona planning process used in
preparing offenders for day parole. Theseinclude the use of :

Correctiond plans (presence or absence, number of correctiona plans)
Progress summary reports

Programs (referras, completed programs)

Temporary Absences (escorted temporary absences, unescorted temporary
absences ; purpose of the temporary absences)

Generd Statisticd Information on Recidiviam (SIR)

Correctiona goals

The review of day parole planning involved examining the components of the correctiond
planning process that were directly related to day parole. These componentsinclude:

god s to achieve on day parole (e.g., atend community programs, finding ajob)
direction to achieve those gods
the relationship of day parole to other conditiond releases

Findly, the review of the day parole period involved examining what was occurring during the
day parole period. The components examined include:

Time of reease within the sentence
Type of day parole facility (CCC/CRC/ indtitution)
Purpose of day parole
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Accomplishment of goas on day parole
Day parole outcome (successful completion of day parole/return to custody)

Coding

A coding manua was developed to ensure consstency in extracting the information from the
filesand is presented in Appendix A. The coding manuad was designed to obtain forced choice
responses and reduce subjectivity in coding.

The coding manual was findized after extensve testing. A two day training sesson was
developed for the coders. During the training session, coders were shown how to accessfile
information from OMS, where to locate the specific information to complete the coding manud,
and they aso practiced accessing information from OM S and coding. Two graduate students
coded the files. A francophone coded the files written in French.

Follow up Period

Offenders were followed for gpproximately two years after their index day parole release. The
average follow up period was 21 months and the range of the follow up was from 1 month to

34 months. Most cases (86%) had follow periods greater than twelve months.

Processing of Data.

Data from the coding manuas were entered into the computer using the FSEDIT procedure
from Statistical Andyses System (SAS, 1990). Some error checking was done automatically
during the data entry and data cleaning was aso performed using frequency and crosstabulation
tables. Statistical analyses were conducted usng SAS Version 6.11 (SAS,1996).
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Chapter 3: Preparation for Conditional Release

I ntroduction

The Corrections and Conditional Release Act (CCRA) requires that day parole be used as
preparation for full parole (FP) or statutory release (SR). In order for day parole to be
preparatory for subsequent conditional releases, an effective correctiond planning process
should beinitiated in the ingtitution.

Preparing an offender for conditiond release is one domain in which case management may
have the grestest opportunity to influence the offender’ s risk to reoffend via effective
correctiond planning. The purpose of this chapter isto examine dements of the correctiona
planning process used in the preparation of offenders prior to their release on day parole. The
components examined were the use of correctiond plans, the setting of correctiona goals for
offenders to achieve while incarcerated, programs, temporary absences, and General Statistical
Index of Recidivism Scores(SIR)(Nuffield, 1982).

In addition, components of the release plan were examined. The release plan compliments the
programming, work and other activities which the offender was involved in while incarcerated.
The rdease plan should include destination and accommodation plans, educationd and
employment plans and other requirements, such as programs to be completed in the community.

This section examines the dements of the release plan as well asthe follow up of the release

plan.

The relationship between day parole, full parole and statutory release, are examined to
determineif day paroleis used as preparation for conditional releases as required by the
CCRA.
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Do offenders have a correctional plans?

The correctional plan isatool that provides aframework for both the case manager and the
offender about what is required during the period of incarceration to prepare the offender for
release. When used, “the correctiond plan alows the case manager to identify the best
gpproach for managing the offender throughout the entire sentence so that intervention can be
logical, sequenced and mogt effective’” (Case Management Manual, 1996).

Since the CCRA requires day parole to be preparation for full release, there should be evidence
of day parolein the correctiond plan. The correctiona plan, which is produced shortly after
admission to prison, identifies the needs of the offenders, how the needs can be addressed
through programs and what is required of the offender prior to conditiond release. This section
examines the percentage of offenders who had correctiona plans and if the correctiona plan

mentioned day parole.

Overdll, it was found that 31% (144) of offenders released on day parole between January and
June 1994 had a correctiond plan in OMS. There were considerable regiona differencesin the
proportion of offenders who had a correctiond planin OMS. As shown in Figure Chapter 3 -1,
the Pacific region had the lowest percentage of offenders with correctiond plansin OMS while
Ontario and Atlantic had the highest proportion, at about 40% of cases. These differences may
reflect OM S usage rather than correctiona plan usage and should be interpreted cautioudy.

Figure Chapter 3-1. Percentage of offenderswith a correctional plan in OMSprior
to release on day parole by region.
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Do correctional plans mention day parole. Examination of al avalable correctiond plans
reveded that 47% (68/144) of the correctiond plans mentioned day parole. Generaly, when
day parole was in the correctiona plans it was mentioned in the context of what the offender
was required to do in order to receive support for their day parole application. In 87% (59) of
the cases where day parole was mentioned, support for day parole was contingent upon
completion of programs and/or compliance with conditions (e.g., remain incident freg). In
approximately 12% (8) of the cases, day parole was recommended for the offender without any

conditions.

Do progress summary reports mention day parole? Asaresult of the smal number of
offenders who had correctional plansin OMS (31%), progress summary reports were also
examined to determineif day parole was mentioned as part of the ongoing correctiond planning
process. Review of the progress summary reports revealed that day parole was mentioned in at
least one progress summary report before day parole.

Correctional Goalsto be Achieved in Order to Get Day Parole

In both correctiona plans and progress summary reports, most case managers suggested goals
that offenders should achieve in order to receive support for day parole. These gods ranged
from participation in programs to meeting with the case manager on aregular basisand a
summary is presented in Table Chapter 3 -1. Approximately 92% of the offenders had at least

one god to achieve. The most common of these goas was to complete programs.
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Table Chapter 3-1. Recommended goalsto achievein theingtitution

Godl Percentage* (n)

Complete programs 90.3 (418)
Remain dcohol and drug free 25.5 (118)
Remain incident free 9.1 (42
Meet with case manager regularly 9.3 (43)
Work to best of ability 8.6 (40)
Move to lower security inditution 1.7 (8)

1Percentage total is greater then 100 because most offenders had more than one goal.

Although most offenders (92%) had at least one god to achieve while incarcerated, the
percentage of offenders required to achieve the specific types of goas varied from region to
region. Prairies region had the highest percentage (93%) of offenders who had completing
programs as agod, while Atlantic had a lower rate of 86%. Quebec had the highest percentage
of offenders (53%) who had the god to remain acohol and drug free, while Ontario had the
lowest percentage at 7%. Atlantic, Quebec and Ontario region had less than 15% of their
offenders with the god to work to the best of their ability and to remain incident free. Atlantic
region had the highest percentage of offenders (24%) who had the god to meet with their case
manager regularly, followed by Ontario region at 11% and Quebec at 5%.
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Table Chapter 3-2. Recommended goals by region

Atlantic Quebec Ontario Prairies Pecific
% (n) % (n) % (n) % (N % (n)
Complete programs 855 (142) 917 (121) 876 (85 931 (94) 920 (46)

Refrain from drugs & 211 (35 530 (70) 72 (7)) 119 (12) 140 (7)
dcohal

Work tobest of ability 102 (17) 114 (15 124 (12)

Remain incident free 9.0 (19 129 (17) 144 (19

Meet with CMO 235 (39 46 (6) 113 (11

regularly

Tota 254 229 129 106 53

Note: Blank cells have insufficient information

! The goal ‘moveto alower security institution” was not included in this table because there was insufficient
regional information

Programs

Programs should address the needs of the offenders and thereby reduce the overdl risk to
reoffend. Ninety eight percent of offenders released on day parole were recommended to take
at least one program. In this section, the number of programs offenders were referred to, the
number of programs completed and the types of programs taken are examined. Table Chapter
3 -3 digplays the nationd results for program referrals and the outcome of those referras.

Most offenders (98%) were referred for at least one program. On average, offenders were
referred to four programs with arange from zero to nine. Programs for substance abuse (66%)
and cognitive skills (53%) were most commonly recommended. Case management officers and
program facilitators agreed to offenders program participation in 98% of the cases.

16



Although referred for an average of four programs, most offenders only completed about three
programs. Overdl, only 65% of the programs referred to were completed. Approximately 6%
of those referred for programs did not complete any programs prior to being released on day
parole. There aretwo reasonsfor not starting programs. Firgt, the offenders may beon a
waiting lig, that is, the offender has been interviewed by the program facilitator and accepted
(deemed suitable), however, there is no space in the program. Second, the referrd isin
progress, but the offenders has not been interviewed by the facilitator for the program when the

release occurs.

Completion rates for programs ranged from less than 65% (cognitive skills) to over 95%
(religious programs). Programs were grouped into Six categories as shown in Table Chapter 3 -
3. Program types dso varied in their completion rates. On average, psychologica trestment
had an 86% completion rate as did persona development programs.

Substance abuse programs had the second lowest completion rate, which is a serious problem
considering that over 70% of the offender population has a serious enough substance abuse
problem to merit treatment (Millson, Weekes & Lightfoot, 1995) and given that substance
abuse violations were the most common cause for being returned to custody during day parole
(see Chapter 4 for outcome on day parole) .
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Table Chapter 3-3. Percentage of offendersreferred to programs and outcome of
referral process

Referral Outcome of referral in percentage
Program/ treatment  Percentage Number | Completed Referra in @ Waitinglig  Incomplete
progress
Substance abuse
Alcohol 66.3 307 789 78 94 29
Drugs 66.1 306 774 8.8 9.8 29
Psychological
Sex offender 50 23 86.9 4.4 43 43
treatment
Psychologist/ 296 137 825 5.8 94 6.6
psychiatrist
Mental health 73 K’} 882 0 29 8.8
Cognitive/behavioral
Cognitive ills 53.3 247 64.7 111 27 12
Anger & emotions 201 93 795 86 118 0
management
Educational and vocational
Adult basic 95 a4 84.1 136 23 0
education
GED 279 129 729 16.8 <1 70
Vocationd training 110 51 804 98 7.8 20
Employment Sills 121 56 839 10.7 54 0
training
Per sonal development
Sdf hep? 488 226 911 49 2.2 <1
Rdigious programs 102 47 95.7 21 21 0
Hedlthy 39 34 66.7 333 0 0
relationships
Breaking barriers 153 71 90.1 2.8 70 0
Violence
Living without 95 44 818 114 45 23
violence
Family violence 37 17 823 118 59 0
Note: 'N=463

2 Self help refers to programs such as Alcoholics Anonymous and Narcotics Anonymous.
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The percentage of offenders whose referrd was in progress at the time of release ranged from
2% to 33%. Referrdsin progress were most likely for educationa programs, including Adult
Basic Education, GED, vocationd training and employment skills training. Approximately 9% of
offenders were gtill being considered for substance abuse programs when they were released.

The percentage of offenders on waiting lists to enter into a program ranged from zero (Hedthy
relaionships) to 23% (Cognitive Skills). Approximately 10% of offenders referred to substance
abuse programs were on awaiting list. Persona development programs and violence programs

had asmall percentage (gpproximately 5%) of offenders on waiting lists.

Most offenders completed a program once they began one. The percentage of offenders who
did not complete a program ranged from none (Persona Development programs and Anger
Management) to about 9% (Menta Hedth programs). Offenders were most likely to have not
completed GED (upgrade to graduate 12) and psychologicd treatment programs.

Figure Chapter 3 -2 presents the number of programs referred and number of programs
completed per region. Overdl, Prairie region refers offenders for the largest number of
programs (4.6) while Ontario refers offenders for the fewest programs (3.3). Differencesin the
number of programs referred by region were atisticaly reiable (F (5,541)=24.92, p< .001)

Figure Chapter 3 -3 presents the percentage of programs completed by offenders for each
region. Offenders in the Pacific region completed the most programs at 79% of the programs
that they were referred to while Quebec had the lowest percentage of completed programs
(60%).
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Figure Chapter 3-3. Percentage of referred programs completed by region
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SIR Scale Scor es
The Statidica Index on Recidivism (SIR) (Nuffield, 1982) is used to predict recidivism to the
end of the sentence. The SIR scale combines measures of demographic characteristics and
crimind history in a scoring system that produces estimates of the chances of recidivism for
different groups of offenders. In 1988, the NPB endorsed the SIR as a component of the Pre-
Release Decison Policies and the SIR became part of the normal case management
documentation prepared for individuals being considered for release (Research and Statistics
Branch, 1989). To date, the SIR has not been vaidated for Aborigina offenders and therefore
the following results gpply to non-Aborigina offenders only.

Approximately 75% of offenders for which the SIR was applicable had a SIR scale scorein
either their correctiond plan or their progress summary reports. SIR scores can range from -27
to +30, with lower scores associated with higher risks of recidivism. The SIR scores for the
day parole sample ranged from -20 to +22. Asillustrated in Table Chapter 3 -4, gpproximately
onethird of the offenders released on day parole were a a low risk to reoffend, while a quarter
of the offenders released on day parole were at a high risk to reoffend according to the SIR.
The remaining 45% were in the moderate risk range. One might expect that most offenders
released on day parole would be classified in the low risk categories, however, the results
suggest thet there was approximately an equa number of offendersin the high risk range (high
risk and moderate high risk)(39%) as there were in the low risk range (low risk and moderate
low) (45%).

Regiond differences were noted in the availability of SR scale information. Both Prairies and
Pecific regions reported SIR scores for only 50% of their non-Aborigina offenders. Atlantic
region only reported SIR scores for only 62% of their non-Aborigina offenders while Quebec
had SIR scores for 93% of their Non-aboriginad offenders and Ontario had SIR scores for 86%
of their non-Aborigind offenders.

Table Chapter 3 -4 presents the regiond differencesin the risk level of offenders being released
on day parole. The Ontario region gppears to have released the highest percentage of high risk
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offenders (42%); while Prairies region released the highest percentage of low risk offenders
(44%). The Quebec region released the highest percentage of combined low risk (low risk &
moderate low risk combined) offenders (55%). Atlantic region released an amost equa
digtribution of offenders at each risk leve, except for the moderate high group.

Table Chapter 3 -4. Percentage of offendersat each risk level (SIR scale) by region

Atlantic Quebec Ontario Prairies Pacific National
SIRrisk
level % M % N % N % N % M| % ()
Low 203 (21) 298 (36) 222 (18) 438 (14) 375 (9) | 28.8 (90)
Moderate 252 (26) 256 (31) 74 (6) 31 (1) 83 (2) | 163 (51)
low
Moderate 214 (22) 157 (19) 123 (10) 156 (5 250 (6) | 163 (51)

Moderatee 7.8 (8) 214 (15) 160 (13) 156 (5 167 (4 |13.1 (40)

high
High 252 (26) 165 (20) 420 (34) 219 (7) 125 (3) | 256 (80)
%of cases 624 (103) 931 (121) 862 (81) 501 (32) 500 (24)| 752 (313)
Number of

165 130 94 63 48 416
cases!

! Does not include Abori ginal offenders

Recommendations and Conditionsfor Recelving Day Parole

Case managers prepare a progress summary report for the Nationa Parole Board with a
recommendation for day parole. Based on the last progress summary report or correctional
plan, day parole was recommended in 17% of the cases, recommended with programs
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completed” for 79% of cases and not recommended for 4% of the cases. Table Chapter 3 -5
presents the regiona distribution of recommendations and conditions for recelving day parole.
Atlantic region had the highest percentage of cases (26%) in which day parole was

recommended unconditiondly, while for the other regions about 15% of the recommendation

were unconditiondl.

Table Chapter 3-5. Type of support for day parolein last progresssummary report
or/ correctional plan by region

Region Recommended Recommend if programs  Not recommended
completed

Atlantic 259 72.9 12

Quebec 14.4 76.5 9.1

Ontario 16.5 82.5 1.0

Prairies 13.9 85.2 1.0

Pecific 18.0 78.0 4.0

Most positive recommendations required that programs be completed before the day parole
redlease. Completion of programsis frequently a requirement because the day parole hearing
may be held while the offender is participating in aprogram. While in three regions, only 1% of
cases did not carry arecommendation for day parole supported by case management, 9% of
cases in Quebec and 4% in Pacific were not recommended. Only asmall number of offenders

granted day parole had a negative recommendation from their case managers.

! Thefinal progress summary report is submitted to NPB 30 days before the parole hearing and therefore an
offender may not be finished a program at the time that the report is submitted.
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Goalsto Achieve on Day Parole and Direction to Achieve Those Goals

Correctiond planning involves setting of goas for offenders to achieve while on conditiona
release. Mogt offenders (98%) had a set of goasto achieve during the day parole period.
Godls were frequently trestment oriented, such as attending programs and abstaining from
alcohol. Other gods were related to education, work and associates. More detailed
information is presented in Table Chapter 3 -6.

In addition to setting godls, it is useful to provide concrete directions on how to achieve the
god(s). To quantify the quality of the directions for achieving gods, the gods were rated as
good, some and none. For example, the direction for “find ajob” was ranked as ‘good’ if the
offender had job interviews and job club participation were pre-arranged while the offender
was in the ingtitution or ajob was dready in place. Directionsfor “find ajob” was ranked as
‘some if the report mentioned going to unemployment offices to find employment. The
direction for find ajob was ranked as ‘non€' if dl the report stated was that “while on day
parole the offender should find ajob”.

Table Chapter 3 -6 presents the leve of direction given for each type of god outlined and
indicates there is congderable varighility in the level of direction given. The goals for which the
best direction was provided were, meeting with the parole officer, maintaining sobriety and
atending community programs. Unfortunately, other god's such as refraining from associating
with known criminas and finding ajob did not gppear to get the same type of attention.
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Table Chapter 3-6. Goalsto be achieved on day parole and quality of direction to
achievethe goals

Qudlity of direction (%)

Goals to achieve on day parole Percentage who had

the godl listed Good Some  None
Complete programs 84.9 94.9 51 0.0
Maintain sobriety 68.5 84.3 14.2 16
Find ajob 35.6 93.7 36.0 104
Refrain from associating with other criminds 23.5 24.0 73.2 2.7
Complete education or vocationd training 15.1 77.1 21.4 14
Attain a pogitive community network 35 64.7 34.3 0.0
Meset with parole officer on aregular basis 35 100.0 0.0 0.0
Note: N=463,

Referenceto Full Parole or Statutory Release

Given that the CCRA requires that day parole be used to prepare the offender for full parole
(FP) or gatutory release (SR), it would be expected that case management documentation
would mention this. This section examines whether case management made reference to either
full parole or statutory release. Reference to other releases was rated as present if information
about full parole or statutory release (e.g., what the offender would have to do during the day
parole period to get FP; what the offender would do on subsequent release; where the offender
would reside;) was made in a progress summary report or correctiond plan. Theresultsare

presented in Table Chapter 3 -7.
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Onthe nationd leve, 77% of cases made reference to either full parole or Satutory release,
with 62% referring to full parole and 15% referring to Satutory rlease. Regiond differencesin
the percentage of cases with reference to full parole or statutory release are aso presented in
Table Chapter 3 -7. Therewereregiond differences in the proportion of offenders who had
reference to other conditional releases. About three-quarters of progress summary reports
mentioned either full parole or statutory release in the Quebec, Ontario and Prairies regions,
while 85% mentioned full parole or statutory release in the Atlantic and Pacific regions. In most
cases the day parole was described as being in preparation for full parole.

Table Chapter 3-7. Percentage of caseswith reference to other conditional releases

by region
Referenceto full parole  Reference to statutory No referenceto
(n) release (n) subsequent conditiona
releases (n)

Region % (n) % (n) % (n)
Atlantic 705 (117 127 (21) 16.8  (29)
Quebec 538  (71) 189 (25) 272 (36)
Ontario 56.7  (55) 155 (15) 278  (27)
Prairies 67.3  (69) 79 (8 248  (25)
Pacific 660  (33) 200 (10) 140  (7)
National 62.2 (289) 145 (67) 233 (108)

Day Paroleasa Trial for Other Conditional Releases

In some cases, day parole is mentioned as atrid for either full parole or statutory release which
may reflect some degree of reluctance on behdf of the case manager to release the offender on
aless structured release, such asfull parole or satutory release. Day parole provides an
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opportunity to closdy monitor the progress of the offender and to determine suitability for aless
structured release.

Specific reference to day parole being used as atrid period for subsequent releases did not
occur frequently. On the nationd levd, reference to day parole being used as atrid for full
parole occurred less than 15% of the time and only 4% of the time for statutory release. Case
management officers in the Quebec region were most likely to suggest that day parole be used

as atrid for other forms of release.

Summary

Only asmdl number of offenders (31%) had correctiona plansin OMS. Of these,
approximately haf mentioned day parole. When day parole was mentioned in the correctiona
plans, it generdly specified what the offender was required to accomplish while incarcerated in
order to receive positive support for their day parole application.

Mogt offenders (92%) had at least one correctiona god specified in their case management
documentation. Practicaly al offenders (98%) were referred for at least one program, with an
average of four program referrals. However, on average, offenders only completed 65% of the
programs that they were referred to. The most common reason for not completing a program

was that the offender was on awaiting list to get into the program.

For the most part, support for day parole was contingent upon the successful completion of a
program(s). However, some case managers provided support for the day parole gpplication
without programs. A smdl number of offenders (4%) did not have support from their case
managers for their day parole application.

It was expected that most offenders released on day parole would be classified in the low risk
categories on the SIR. However, there was dmost an equd digtribution of offendersin the high
(high and moderate high risk) and low risk (low and moderate low risk) classfications of the
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SIR. Ontario region released the highest percentage of high risk offenders, while Quebec
region released the highest percentage of low risk offenders.

Most offenders (98%) had specific goasto achieve while on day parole and in most cases
these were trestment oriented. Examination of the quality of the direction of the goasto be
achieved revealed that the best directed gods were those that were trestment oriented (e.g.,
attending programs).

The filesfor most offenders (77%) in the sample included reference to ether full parole or
datutory release, with 62% referring to full parole while the remaining 15% made reference to
satutory release.
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Chapter 4 : The Day Parole Period and Factors Related to Outcome

The previous chapter examined aspects of the correctiond planning process that were
developed to prepare the offender for conditiond release. This chapter is divided into two
parts. Thefirst part examines the day parole period from when offenders are released on day
parole, where offenders reside while on day parole and the activities offenders engaged in
during the day parole period. The second part identifies those variables that are the best
predictors of outcome on day parole and sentence completion and is divided into two sub-
sections. Thefirst discusses the overal outcome of the day parole, and the second discusses

the individua components of the correctiona planning process and their relationship to outcome
on day parole.

Although outcome on day parole is frequently messured as a dichotomy of success or return to
custody, this study collected more detailed information on the reasons for technical violations.
Four reasons for return to custody were defined: substance abuse violation, unlawfully at large

(UAL), other technicd violations and new offenses.

The Day Parole Period

When Do Offenders Get Released on Day Parole?

The introduction of the CCRA in 1992 brought about changesin the digibility date for offenders
to receive day parole from one sixth of their sentence to sx months before their full parole
igibility date. The current study examined the time of release for asample of offenders
released on day parole between January and June 1994, the findings are presented in Table
Chapter 4 -1.

Approximately, 30% of offenders released on day parole were released before their full parole
eigibility date. Thisisabout 35% fewer offenders being rdleased on day parole before their full
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parole digibility date compared to the 1991 sample obtained by Grant et d. (1996) in which
46% of day parole offenders were released before their full parole digibility date.

Table Chapter 4 -1 digolays the regiond differencesin the time of rdlease. The regions that
released the highest percentage of offenders before their full parole digibility dete were Ontario
(46%) and Atlantic (45% ). The Prairies region released 32% of their day parole cases before
the parole digihility date. The Quebec (13%) and Pacific (6%) regions released the fewest
offenders before their parole digibility deate.

The regiond distribution is somewhat different for the percentage of offenders released before
serving 50% of their sentence. Atlantic region was the highest at 81 %, followed by Prairies
(73%) and Ontario region (67%). In the Pacific region, only 24% of the day parole releases
occurred before offenders served 50% of their sentence. In terms of offenders released after
serving 50% of their sentence, Pacific region was highest at 76%, followed by Quebec region
(55%). These results suggest that Pacific and Quebec region are more likely to use day parole as
preparation for satutory release than the other regions.

Overdl, the change to the digibility date for day parole appears to have resulted in alarger
number of offenders being released later into their sentence (e.g. after their parole digibility
date) than pre-CCRA. Similar findings regarding when offenders are being released on day
parole were obtained by Grant (1998).
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Table Chapter 4 -1. Time of release by region

Region Pre-parole digibility Before 50% of After 50% of

sentence served sentence served

% (n) % (n) % (n)
Atlantic 445 (73) 365 (60) 189 (31)
Quebec 13.6 (18) 311 (4 55.0 (73)
Ontario 463 (44) 21.0 (20) 326 (31)
Prairies 317 (32 416 (42) 268 (27)
Padific 60 (3 180  (9) 76.0 (39)
National 29.4 (135) 29.9 (137) 40.7 (187)
Residency

The case manager must determine the suitability of an offender for the hafway housein which
the offender isto resde. An offender can reside a either a Community Correctiona Center
(CCC), or Community Resdential Centers (CRC). Alternatively, an offender may resdein a
ingtitution for the day parole period.

Table Chapter 4 -2 presents the number of facilities contacted by case mangers prior to the
offender being released on day parole. Most case managers (84%) only needed to contact one
facility to obtain resdential accommodations for the offender. The remaining cases required two

or more contacts with residential centres.
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Table Chapter 4-2. Number of halfway houses contacted by case managers

Number of facilities contacted Percentage (n)

One 84.4 (313)
Two 10.5 (39)
Three or more 51 (29
Total* 371

! For 92 of the cases, the progress summary reports did not indicate the
number of facilities contacted by the case manager.

Table Chapter 4 -3 presents the nationa and regiona percentages of offender’ s residence type
during the day parole period. Most (74%) offendersresided at CRCs. Approximately one
quarter (23%) of offenders stayed at CCCs while 4% resided in an ingtitution. None of the
offendersin Atlantic or Ontario regions resded at an ingtitution during the day parole period.
Although Quebec had the highest proportion of offendersresiding a an inditution, the number is
reflective of the fact that one of Quebec region’s prisons had a specid facility for day parole
releases. Ontario had the highest percentage of day parole offenders residing at CRCs, while
both Atlantic and Quebec regions had the lowest percentage of day parole offenders residing at
CRCs.

Table Chapter 4 -3. Percentage of offenders by type of halfway house and region

Atlantic Quebec Ontario Prairies Pecific National

% (n) % (N % (N % (n) % (N % (n)
CCC 30.7 (1) 212 (28) 165 (16) 238 (24) 240 (120 | 227 (105
CRC 69.3 (115 69.7 (920 835 (81 733 (74 740 (37)| 739 (342
Indtitution 9.1 (12 35 (16)

Note: Blank cells have insufficient information.
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Activitiesto Pursue on Day Parole

Activities to be pursued by offenders while on day parole are specificdly outlined by case
management in the last progress summary report submitted to the Nationa Parole Board as part
of the rdlease plan. The activities are divided into three broad categories: work, rehabilitation
and education/vocationa training. Rehabilitation refers to specific trestment programs that are to
be taken in the community (e.g., cognitive skills, seeing a psychologig, etc.). The three broad
categories were then divided into 7 combinations and the results are presented in Table Chapter
4-4.

Table Chapter 4-4. Activitiesto be pursued on day parole

Activity(ies) Percentage (n)
Rehabilitation 51.0 (236)
Work and rehabilitation 294 (136)
Education and rehabilitation 7.1 (33)
Work, rehabilitation and education/vocationd training 6.7 (31)
Work 3.2 (15)
Work and education/vocationd training 19 9
Education/ vocationd training 10 3

The resultsindicated that the most common activity to pursue while on day parole was
rehabilitation (90%), followed by work (40%) and educationa pursuits (17%). These results
suggest that there was an effort to continue the rehabilitative process from the ingtitution to the
day parole period in the community. The results dso suggest that educational pursuits are not
percaived to be asimportant as finding ajob or continued rehabilitation.
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Table Chapter 4 -5 presents the number of offenders who were to pursue specific activities
while on day parole and the actual number and percentage who did. Mogt offenders required
to participate in community programs did attend programs (87%). Work related activities (e.g.,
looking for ajob or actua work) also had a high compliance rate with 87% of offenders
required to engage in work related activities actudly participating. Only half (55%) of offenders
who were supposed to engage in educationa and vocationd training actudly did. Unfortunately,
as mentioned in chapter 2, approximately 20% of parole offices did not use OMS, and
therefore for gpproximately 20% of offenders, information regarding their activities on day

parole was unavailable.

Table Chapter 4-5. Percentage of offenders pursuing recommended activities on day

parole
Activity Number supposed Information Engaged in Did not engage
to engagein available on activity in activity
activity*
% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
Work 477  (221) 812 (181) 873 (158) 127 (29)
Rehabilitation 94.4  (437) 82.4 (360) 86.7 (312 13.3 (48)
Educationd/ 18.1 (84) 69.1 (58) 55.2 (32 44.8 (26)

vocational

L An offender required to participate in more than one activity would be counted more than once.

SUmmary

The preceding section examined when offenders were released on day parole and what

activities they participated in during the day parole period. Most offenders (70%) were

released after their full parole digibility date and resded at a CRC (74%) during the day parole

period. The most common activities offenders participated in were rehabilitation programsin

the community and work. Of those referred for rehabilitation and work, most offenders (87%)
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participated in these activities. Only a smal number of offenders were referred for
education/vocationd training (18%), and of those referred, only 55% participated in education

pursuits.

Factors Associated with Day Parole Outcome

Approximately two thirds of the sample successfully completed their day parole. Offenders
were returned to custody mostly for violation of conditions (25%) and new offenses (7%).
Violations of conditions included: substance abuse violations (44%), being unlawfully &t large
(UAL) (44%) from the day parole facility, and other technicd violations (12%).

There was congderable variability in the percentages of offenders who successfully completed
day parole across the regions as illustrated in Table 4-10. Ontario had the highest rate of
successful completions at 84%, while Quebec had the lowest rate of successful completions at
only 55%. However, most of the returns to custody in Quebec were the result of technical
violations. Offenders from the Pecific region had the highest rate of reoffending a 12%, while
Atlantic and Ontario region had the lowest rate of reoffending at less than 4%. With regard to
type of technicd violation, Quebec region had the highest rate of substance abuse violations at
18% and Ontario region had the lowest at just under 4%. Prairies region had the highest
percentage of offenders who went UAL during the day parole period (15%), while Ontario
region was the lowest at 7%. Quebec region had the highest percentage of offenders with other
technica violations (9%) (e.g., not participating in programs, efc.) while the remaining regions

were dl under 5%.
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Table Chapter 4 -6. National and regional day parole outcomes

Atlantic Quebec Ontario Prairies Pecific Nationa
Outcome % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
Completed day parole 69.4 (86) 55.0 (72) 83.7 (72) 67.5 (56) 68.3 (28) 67.0 (267)
Committed a new offense 32 (4 84 (11) 35 (3 72 (6) 122 (5 70 (28)
All technical violations 27.4 (34) 36.6 (49) 12.8 (11) 25.3 (21) 195 (8) 26.3 (105)
Types of technical violations
Substance abuse 153 (19) 17.6 (23) 35 (3 72 (6) 73 (3 108 (43
Unlawfully & large 8.1 (10) 9.9 (13) 70 () 145 (12) 122 (5) 105 (42
Other 40 (5 9.2 (12) 23 (2 36 (3 0 (0) 50 (20)
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Aspects of the Correctional Planning Process Related to Day Parole

The CCRA specifiesthat day parole be used to prepare offenders for full parole or the statutory
release. This section specificaly examinestheindividua componentsidentified earlier (eg.,
correctional plans, TAs, programs etc.) that are part of the structured correctiona planning

process and their relationship to outcome on day parole.

Correctional Plans. Correctiona plans provide the framework for the rehabilitative process
and in theory, if properly structured, should be related to outcome. Table Chapter 4 -7
indicates that having a correctiond plan in OMS was not directly related to day parole outcome.
However, as noted in chapter 3, only 31% of the offendersin the sample released on day
parole had a correctiond planin OMS and therefore the results may not accurately reflect the
relationship.

Additional analyses were conducted to examine the reasons for return to custody, and reveded
that offenders who did not have a correctiond plan were dmogt 2.5 times more likely to commit
anew offense (26%) as those offenders who had a correctiona plan (10%). In addition, of
those who had a correctiona plan 90% were returned to custody for technical reasons, while
only 73% of those who did not have a correctiona plan were returned for technica reasons.
(c?=4.91, p<.03).

Table Chapter 4-7. Presence of correctional plansand day parole outcome

Completed  Technica New Number of

day paole  violaions'  offense cases
Had a correctiond plan 64.4 32.2 34 118
Did not have a correctiona plan 67.4 24.0 8.6 279

MTechnical violationsinclude substance abuse viol ati ons, other technical violations and UAL from the day
parole facility.
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Recommendations for Day Parole. Case management officers have more opportunity to
observe offenders than does the Nationd Parole Board. Therefore, their day parole
recommendations are important in the release decison. Table Chapter 4 -8 reved s that 68% of
offenders recommended for day parole by case management staff successfully completed their
day parole while those offenders who were not recommended had alower completion rate at
56%. The completion rate for offenders who were recommended for day parole without
programs (61%) was aso lower than for those who were recommended for release with

programs, however, these differences are not satisticaly rdliable (c*=5.35, p<.ns).

However, follow up analyses comparing new offense rates to completion rates across levels of
recommendation reved that, offenders who were recommended for day parole with programs
were lesslikely to commit a new offense (7.6%) than offenders released without programs
(17.4%) and offenders who were not supported for day parole (18.2%), however this result
should be interpreted cautioudy as the chi-square only approached significance (c=5.18,
p<.07).

Table Chapter 4-8. Leve of support for day parole and day parole outcome

Completed  Technicd violation' New Number of
day parole offenses Cases
Recommended 61.3 25.8 12.9 62
Recommended with 68.0 26.3 5.6 319
programs
Not supported 56.3 313 12.5 16

! Technical violationsinclude substance abuse violations, other technical violations and UAL from the day
parole facility.
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Number of Previous Federal Offenses

The number of previous offenses shows a negetive relationship with day parole outcome. As
shown in Table Chapter 4 -9, offenders who had no previous offenses had a completion rate of
73% while offenders who had 11 or more previous offenses had a completion rate of only
54%. There was no difference in the overdl completion rate for offenders who had one to three

previous offenses (57%) and four to ten previous offenses (58%).

Some interesting differences emerge with the number of previous offenses and reason for being
returned to custody during the day parole period. Resultsin Table Chapter 4 -9 show that
offenders with no previous offenses and one to three previous offenses had asmilar rate of
substance abuse violations at under 8%-9% buit this percentage more than doubles to 16%
when the number of previous offenses is above three and reaches 22% when the number of
offensesis greater than 10. The rate of being unlawfully at large increased from 9% for
offenders with no previous convictions to 15% or more for offenders with one or more previous
convictions. There was no clear pattern of variation for the other technica violations which

accounted for about 5% of al offenders being returned to custody.

Therecidivism rate during the day parole period increased with the number of previous offenses
an offender had. The rate increased from alow of 5% for offenders with no previous offenses

to ahigh of 17% for offenders with 11 or more offenses.
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Table Chapter 4-9. Number of previous offenses and outcome on day parole

Reason for return to custody

Number of

previous

offenses Completion  Substance Other Unlawfully at New Number of
of day parole abuse technicad large offense cases

None 727 8.2 53 9.0 49 245

1-3 571 8.9 7.1 19.6 7.1 56

4-10 58.1 16.4 14.6 9.1 55

11 or more 53.7 220 17.1 41

Chi square 29.51"

"p< .01

1A correlation was conducted between the number of previous offenses and outcome on day parole. The
resultsindicated there was a negative relationship (r =-.15, p < .01) suggesting that the more previous
offenses an offender had the more likely they were to be returned to custody during day parole.

The SIR Score

Asdiscussed earlier, the SIR scores provides a measure of risk to reoffened and therefore
should be agood predictor of outcome on day parole. Table Chapter 4 -10 and figure 4-1
demongtrates that the SIR is an excellent indicator of outcome on day parole.
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Table Chapter 4-10. Risk level (SIR) by outcome on day parole

Completion Substance UAL Other New offense
of day parole abuse technicd
violations
%

SIRrisk leve % % % % N
Low 87.3 7.0 2.8 14 14 70
Low moderate 86.1 2.8 5.6 5.6 0 36
Moderate 62.5 16.7 14.6 4.2 2.1 48
Moderate high 56.5 8.7 15.2 13.0 6.5 46
High 41.6 195 14.3 7.8 16.9 77
Missng* 70.4 7.4 9.9 25 9.9 81
Overdl 66.3 10.9 10.3 53 7.2 359

"Missi ng refers to those cases who should have had a SIR score but didn’t have onein their case
documentation

Table Chapter 4 -10 displays outcome on day parole by risk level of the offender. Low risk
offenders had the highest completion rate of 87% while high risk offenders had the lowest
completion rate at 42% suggesting a strong linear relationship between risk level and
completion of day parole. Offenders classified as high risk had the highest rate of substance
abuse violations at 20%, while offenders classfied as low-moderate risk had arate of less than
3%. In terms of other violations, the SIR showed a moderate linear trend, with the lower risk
offenders having asmaler percentage of other violations than the higher risk offenders. The SIR
was agood predictor of UAL violations, with the high risk offenders going UAL at arate of
14% and the low risk offenders going UAL at arate of 3%. The SIR wasadso a good
predictor for offenders who committed new offenses. Of offenders classified as low risk only
1% committed a new offense on day parole while among offenders classfied as high risk, 17%
committed anew offense. The results for new offense need to be interpreted cautioudy as the
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numbers are quite low. Overdl, the SIR isagood predictor of technical violations, new
offenses and the successful completion of day parole.

Figure 4-1 shows that astherisk level to reoffend increases so does the percentage of offenders
who commit anew offense. A smilar trend was obtained for technica violations (substance
abuse, other violations and UALS). These results suggest that, as expected, the SIR was an
excdlent predictor for new offenses, and it isaso agood predictor of technicd violations.
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Figure4-1. Risk level (SIR) and outcome during day parole
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Programs

Programs should help to reintegrate offenders, however the number of programs an offender
completed prior to being released on day parole was not related to outcome ( F (2,396=.12,
p<ns). Thisresult may reflect alack of matching offenders with the program(s) that mest their
needs and where multiple needs are identified, programming that meets one or two needs may
not be sufficient to reduce the likelihood of being returned to custody. In addition, as Grant et
d. (1996) stated, participation in a program does not ensure that the offender will achieve the
gods of the program. Nor does it guarantee that the offender will incorporate the behavior
taught in the program into hislifestyle.

Thisfirst explanation gppears to be subgtantiated by the fact that the number of programs
completed by offenders does not vary with the risk level of the offender. Table Chapter 4 -11
reveds that most offenders participated in two or more programs regardless of their risk level.
Thisfinding is condstent with the Auditor Generd’ s report (1996) which found that in asample

of 50 low risk/ low need offenders, there was an average of three program referrals.

Table Chapter 4-11. Number of programs completed by risk level of offender

No programs One Two-three Four or more  Number of
completed program programs programs Cases

SIRrisk level % % % %

Low 6.3 25.0 51.3 17.5 80
Moderate-Low 12.2 17.1 43.9 26.8 41
Moderate 11.8 17.7 39.2 314 51
Moderate-high 59 21.6 54.9 17.7 51
High 9.0 19.1 40.5 315 89
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Temporary Absences

TAs provide an opportunity for CSC to assess potentid outcome on other forms of conditiona
releases and provide the offender with opportunities for gradua release. Approximately 25% of
the day parole offenders received ETAs and 20% received UTAS prior to their day parole.
The most common purpose for receiving ether an ETA or UTA for these offenders wasto
attain a positive community network. Outcome on day parole with and without TA experience
are presented in Table Chapter 4 -12.

Individuas who had ETAs were more likely to complete day parole (77%) than those who did
not (63%) (c? (397) =6.03, p <.05). Similarly, those who went on UTAs were aso more likely
to complete day parole (76%) than those who did not (64%), however the statistical test only
approached significance (c? (397) =4.02, p <.13). In terms of reasons for return to custody,
offenderswho had TAswere less likely to have technica violations and were somewhat less
likely to have committed a new offense. These results provide support for the usefulness of TAs
in providing insght for outcome on conditiona release and their vaue in aiding the gradud

release of offenders.



Table Chapter 4 -12. Temporary absences experience and outcome on day parole

Completedday  Technicd violations New offenses Number of cases
parole
ETA
Yes 76.8 17.9 53 95
No 63.3 29.1 7.6 302
4°=6.03p<.05
UTA
Yes 75.6 18.3 6.1 82
No 64.1 28.6 7.3 315
4%=4.02p<ns

Time of Release

Although one would expect that offenders released earlier would be the most likdly to
successfully complete day parole, Figure Chapter 4 -2 illudtrates that thisis not dways the case.
Table Chapter 4 -13 which examines SIR scores and time of release, provide additiona

evidence related to time of release.

Offenders released between their full parole digibility date and 50% of their sentence served
had the lowest completion rate at around 58%. Interestingly, those released before PE and
those who were released after 50% of their sentence served had a smilar completion rate at
goproximately 70%.

Offenders released before their full parole digibility date were more likely to have technica

violations, and were also equaly likely to reoffend as offenders released just after their PE date.
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Surprisingly, offenders released before statutory release had the lowest rate of new offense

during the day parole period.
100
90 mPre-Parole Eligibilty |
80 W Before 50% of SR served | |
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O After 50% of SR served

Completion Technical
of day violations
parole

B =l

New offense

Day Parole Outcome

Figure Chapter 4-2. Day Parole Outcome and Time of Release

Table Chapter 4 -13 displaystherisk level of offenders released on day parole by time of

release. Surprisingly, over 25% of the low risk offenders were released late, after serving 50%

of their sentence, and over 20% of the offenders released early, before their parole digibility
date, were classified as high risk, while 36% of the offenders released between their parole
eligibility date and fifty percent of their sentence served were aso high risk.

Previous results indicated that the offenders rd eased between the PE date and 50% of their

sentence were the most likely to be returned to custody while on day parole. Therisk results
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presented in Table Chapter 4 -13 indicate that this probably occurred because over 55% of the
offendersin this group were ether high or moderate-high risk, whereas in the early and late

release groups only 32% were high or moderate-high risk cases.

Table Chapter 4-13. Risk level (SIR) by time of release

Pre-PE Before 50% of After 50% of
sentence sentence
SIRrisk leve % (n) % (n) % (n)
Low 431 (44) 116 (10) 274  (20)
M oderate-low 137 (14) 93 (8 192 (14)
Moderate 108  (11) 221 (19) 205 (15)

Moderatehigh 108  (11) 209 (18) 164 (12)
High 216 (22 360 (31 164 (12)

Total 102 86 73

! Missing or not applicable scores are not included in thistotal .

Another set of analyses was conducted to determine if the percentage of offenders who
completed day parole would vary by risk level and time of release. Table Chapter 4 -14 shows
that only about 50% of high risk offenders successfully complete their day parole regardless of
when they are released. Whereas 92% of low risk offenders released early (pre-PE)
successfully completed their day parole and this declined to about 80% for offenders released
later. These results clearly point to the fact that risk level, as measured by the SIR, isa good
predictor of success and should be used consistently as part of an overdl risk/needs

assessment.
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Table Chapter 4-14. Percentage of offender s who completed day parole by risk level
and time of release.

HighRisk  Number of Cases Low Risk Number of cases

Pre- PE 52.8 36 92.0 50
Between PE and .50 50.8 63 80.0 15
After 50% of sentence 51.4 72 83.3 42

Security Level of the Releasing I nstitution

Offenders released from lower security indtitutions have higher completion rates while on day
parole than offenders from higher security indtitutions as shown in Table Chapter 4 -15. Chi
square anayses reveded that the differencesin day parole completion rates among the security

leve of the rdessing ingtitutions were statitically relisble (c? (2) 29.52, p<.001).

Table Chapter 4-15. Security leve of releasing institution and outcome on day parole

Minimum security  Medium security  Maximum security

% ") % ") % (")

Completed day 775 (113) 632 (141 41.9 (13)
parole

Substance abuse 75 (12) 130  (29) 9.7 ©)
UAL 8.2 (12) 112 (25) 16.1 (5)
Other violations 3.4 (5) 5.8 (13) 6.5 (12)
New offenses 3.4 (5) 6.7 (15) 25.8 )
Total 146 223 31

Offenders released on day parole from minimum security indtitutions had the highest completion
rate & 77%, while offenders rdeased from maximum security ingitutions had the lowest
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completion rate at approximately 42%. In terms reason for return to custody, offenders released
from minimum security ingtitutions tend to have more technica violations (e.g., substance abuse)
and fewer number of new offenses (3%) than offenders released from medium or maximum

Security inditutions

Offenders rdleased from medium security ingtitutions have dightly more new offenses (7%) and
UALSs (11%) than minimum security offenders. Surprisingly, the rate for substance abuse
violations among offenders released from medium security inditutions (13%) was higher than

both the minimum security and maximum security offenders.

Of particular concern isthe rdatively high percentage of offenders released from maximum
security ingitutions who reoffend with a new offense (26%) or who are reported UAL from the
day parole facility (16%). However, these numbers need to be interpreted cautioudy because
there are only a small number of maximum security inmates released on day parole. These

numbers indicate a problem with the selection of releases from maximum security ingtitutions.

Day Parole In Relation to Other Conditional Releases

As mentioned earlier, the CCRA requires that day parole should be used to prepare offenders
for subsequent conditiond releases. Mentioning other conditiond releases establishes long term
gods beyond the day parole. The establishment of these long term goas may enhance the
chances for successful completion of day parole, by providing the incentive of aless structured
releaseif the day parole is completed. This section explores the relationship between day parole
as preparation for subsequent releases and outcome on day parole.

Table Chapter 4 -16 shows that offenders who had progress summary reports that made
reference to full parole were more likely to complete day parole, less likely to commit an offense
on day parole and d =0 less likely to have atechnica violation while on day parole. These results
were gatigticaly reliable ( ¢? (397)= 10.4, p<.006). In addition, a higher percentage of
offenders who had reference to statutory release (73%) completed day parole than offenders
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who did not have reference to statutory release (66%), however the results were not Satistically
rdiable ( ¢? (397)= .963, p<ns).

These results suggest that when day parole is used as part of a structured plan for subsequent
conditiona releases, the probability of completing day parole increases. In contrast, when there
gppears to be no mention of subsequent conditiond releases, thereis a Sgnificant drop inthe
completion rate on day parole. The results support the notion that the more structure provided
to an offender, the more likely he will successfully reintegrate into society.

Table Chapter 4-16. Case management referenceto other conditional releases and
outcome on day parole

Completion of Technical New offense c?
day parole vidlations'
N % (n) % (n) % (n)
Reference to FP
Yes 247 725 (180) 21.7 (53) 5.7 (14) 10.4 p.<. 006
No 153 569 (87) 340 (52) 9.2 (14)
Referenceto SR
Yes 51 726 (37) 216 (11) 59 (3 963 NS
No 349 656 (227) 27.1 (94) 7.16 (25)

! Technical violations refer to substance abuse violations, other violations and offenders who went UAL.

The Release Plan

As mentioned previoudy, the preparation involved in releasing an offender on day parole
requires that a release plan be developed. The components of the release plan are; finding a
facility where the offender will resde during the day parole period and the setting of day parole
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gods to be accomplished. This section examines the relationship between the components of

the release plan and outcome on day parole.

Type of Facility. Table Chapter 4 -17 presents the outcome on day parole for offenders at
different types of facility. The resultsindicate that offenders resding & CRCswere more likely
to complete day parole (70%) than offenders residing at CCCs (59%) or ingtitutions (37%) (c?
(397) =11.75 p<.02).

Table Chapter 4-17. Type of halfway house and day parole outcome

Completion of day  Technicd vidlations New offenses

parole
% ") % () % ")
CCC (88) 501 (52) 307 (27) 102 (9)
CRC (296) 703 (206) 242 (71) 54 (16)
Ingtitutions (16) 375 (6 438  (7) 188 (3

One possible explanation for the differentid completion rates among community based facilities
may be the risk leve of the offenders resding at the facility. Table Chapter 4 -18 presentsthe
risk level of offender by day parole resdentid facility. More than 35% of offendersresding at
CCCswere classfied as being in the moderate-high to high risk categories and only 15% were
in the low risk categories. In contrast, the CRCs have just over 25% of their offendersin the
high risk categories and over 30% who are in the low risk categories. Over 55% of the
offenders resding a indtitutions were in the high risk categories and only 5% were in the low
risk categories. The differential completion rates gppear to be accounted for by therisk level of
the offender, rather than the type of facility where the offenders are residing. To further test this
hypothes's, apartid correation, controlling for level of risk between facility type and day parole
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outcome was conducted. The results indicated that when levd of risk was controlled for, there

was no relationship between facility type and outcome on day parole (r=.05, p< ns).

Table Chapter 4 -18. Risk level of offender and type of halfway house

CCccC CRC
SIRrisk level % (n) % (n)
Low 95 (10 207  (70)
Moderate-low 5.7 (6) 10.0 (34
Moderate 16.2 @ 9.7 (33
Moderate-high 143  (15) 91 (31
High 219 () 183 (62
Aboriginal® 114 (12 9.7 (33
Missng 210 (22 224  (76)

The SIR score does not apply to Aboriginal offenders.

Activities Pursued While On Day Parole

The previous chapter examined whether or not the activities set out for offenders were actudly

being participated in. This section examines the relationship between completing a specific

activity and outcome on day parole. Given that the sample sze were extremdy smdl (eg.,

pursuing education), al of the reasons for being returned to custody categories were collgpsed

into one.

Table Chapter 4 -19 dearly displaysthe effect of ensuring that an offender engagesin the

activities that they are supposed to pursue. When education and work were pursued the

completion rate was double that of offenders who did not engage in educationd and work

pursuits. Attending programs led to athree-fold increase in the percentage of offenders who

completed day parole. These results were Satisticdly reliable. Overdl, these results suggest
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that ensuring that offenders participate in the activities that were outlined in their release plans
contributed to successful completion of day parole.

Table Chapter 4-19. Recommended activities pursued during day parole and
outcome on day parole

Completed day Return to N c?
parole custody
Activity recommended % (n) % (n)
Work
Participation 78.2 (115) 21.8 (32) 147 16.93
No participation 364 (8) 63.6 (14) 22 p<.001
Rehabilitation
Participation 76.2 (214) 23.8 (67) 281 62.62
No participation 174  (8) 82.6 (38) 46 p <.001
Education
Participation 833 (25 16.7 (5) 30 9.33
No participation 440 (11) 56.0 (14) 25 p. <.002
Summary

Most day parole releases (70%) occurred after the offenders parole digibility date. Compared
to releasesin a 1991 sample obtained by Grant et a. (1996), 35% fewer offenders were
released before ther full parole digibility date. In part thisislikely due to the changesin day
parole resulting from the CCRA. The CCRA discontinued autométic review for day parole,
changed the digibility date from one-gixth of the sentence to Sx months before parole digibility
and required that day parole be used as preparation for subsequent rel eases.
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Mogt case managers (67%) contacted only one facility to obtain aresdence for the offender for
the day parole period. Most offenders (96%) resided in the community at either a CRC or
CCC, while the remaining 4% resided in an inditution. Higher risk offenders were more likely to
resde at a CCC than a CRC.

Mog offenders (94%) were required to continue with their rehabilitation programsin the
community during the day parole period. Approximately half (48%) of offenders were required
to work or look for work and 18% were to attend educationa/vocationd training. While on
day parole, most offenders (87%) did attend rehabilitation and work, however only 55%
attended education or vocationd training. Ensuring that an offender participates in the activities
set out by case managers, isrelated, to as much as, athree-fold increase in the rate of
successful completions of day parole. Thiswas true for work, rehabilitation and educationd

pursuits.

In terms of outcome, two thirds of the sample successfully completed day parole. Thetwo
most common reasons for being returned to custody were violating substance abuse conditions
and the offender going UAL from the day parole facility. A smal percentage were returned to
custody for other technical violations. Seven percent of the offenders committed a new offense.
Regiondly, Ontario region had the highest completion rate (85%) while Quebec region had the
lowest completion rate (55%).

Numerous factors were related to outcome on day parole. Among the best predictors were the
SIR score, with the lowest risk offenders having a 90% completion rate and the highest risk
offenders only having a 40% completion rate. Another factor related to completion of day
parole was having a TA before rdlease. Offenderswho had a TA had a higher completion rate
and fewer technical violaions as well as a somewhat lower new offenserate. In addition, being
recommended for day parole with programs was aso related to a higher successrate and

lower new offense rate. However, regardless of the recommendation for day parole, the rate of

technical violations was the same. Having a correctiona plan and correctiona goals were



associated with lower new offense rates, however they did not contribute to the overal

completion rate,

With regard to time of release, offenders released early in their sentence have a higher
completion rate than offenders released later into their sentence. Surprisingly, offenders
released after serving 50% of their sentence fared better than offenders released in the middle of
their sentence. In part, this may be explained by therisk leve of the offenders being released a
the different times. Offenders released in the middle of their sentence were classified as being
higher risk according to the SIR than the other two groups. Although most of the offenders
released before their full parole digibility date (57%) were classified as low risk, over 20%
were classfied as high risk offenders. Smilarly, over a quarter of the offenders released after
serving 50% of their sentence were classified aslow risk. The rationdization for releasing
offenders a a particular time agppears to be based on a combination of factors and not
congstently in the use of standardized measures of risk.

The security leve of the rdeasing indtitution was aso related to completion of day parole, with
offenders released from minimum security ingtitutions being more likely to complete day parole
than offenders released from elther medium or maximum security inditutions. Interestingly, the
rate of substance abuse violations was Smilar across the security levels of the rdleasing
inditutions. This suggests that substance abuse is a persstent problem a dl levels of inditutiona

security.
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Chapter 5: Subsequent Releasesand Two Year Follow up

I ntroduction

The previous chapter examined activities pursued during the day parole period, the outcome of
the day parole period and factors that were related to day parole outcome. This chapter
examines post-day parole period and is divided into two sections. The firg part examinesthe
number and types of releases that offenders receive after their day parole. The second part
examines outcome two years after the day parole, including factors related to outcome after the

day parole release.

The Next Release

The CCRA specifies that the purpose of day paroleisto prepare offendersfor full parole or
gatutory release. This section examines the type of release offenders recelved after their index
day parole and the results are summarized in Table Chapter 5 -1. Approximatdy hdf of the
offenders received a second day parole period, 22% were released on full parole and 30%
were released at their statutory release (SR) date. In terms of the first full release type,
approximately 50% of offenders were released on full parole after their day parole(s) and 50%
were released at their SR date.

Table Chapter 5-1. Type of release after day parole

Release type Full rdlease

after day parole type
Release type % n) % (n)
Day parole 456 (194) N/A N/A
Full parole 219 (93)  47.8 (186)
Statutory release 295 (125) 488 (190)
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Asaresult of the high percentage of offenders (46%) who received a subsequent day parole as
their next release, the reationship between the time of the index day parole release and number
of subsequent day parole releases was examined and is presented in Table Chapter 5-2. Only
about athird of the offenders granted day parole before their full parole digibility date had
another day parole. Multiple day paroles were most common for offenders released later in
their sentence. Forty three percent of offenders released between PE and 50% of their
sentence and just over half (51%) of the offenders released after 50% of their sentence had
multiple day paroles. These observed differences are statisticdly reliable.

Table Chapter 5-2. Number of day paroles granted after index day parole by time of

release
Timeof firg day parole None One Two Three or more
% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
Pre-parole 682 (92) 230 (3) 52 (7) 37 (5

Between PE and 50% sentence 56.6 (77) 235 (32) 132 (18 6.6 (9)

After 50% sentence 487 (91) 188 (34) 144 (27) 187 (35)

c? (df =6, N=458)=32.6""

" p<.001

Table Chapter 5 -3 presents the results of time of release by first non-day parolerelease. The
resultsindicated that most offenders released before their full parole digibility dete (75%)
received full parole and only 25% received statutory release. Approximately 50% of the early
day parole releases who were released at their SR date failed on day parole, while the
remainder had multiple day paroles. Surprisngly, only athird of offenders released between the
full parole digibility date and 50% of their sentence served received full parole while the
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remaining 66% received statutory release. Aswould be expected, the mgority of offenders
released after serving 50% of their sentence (59%) received statutory release, while the

remaining 41% received full parole.

Table Chapter 5-3. First full release after day parole by time of releases

Timeof release Ful Prodle  Statutory Release
% (n) % (n)
Pre-parole 74.7 (86) 25.2 (29)
Between PE and .50 sentence 34.3 (36) 65.7 (69)
After .50 sentence 41.3 (64) 58.7 (91)

c? (df =6, N=375") =43.3""

~* p<.001
! Some offenders were not granted any type full release.

Post-Day Parole Outcome

This section examines what happened to offenders after the day parole period. Factors that
showed the strongest relationship to day parole outcome were sudied to determine their
relaionship to post-day parole outcome. The factors included: number of previous federa
offenses, SIR risk scores, temporary absences, time of day parole release, activities pursued on
day parole, day parole outcome, and type of first non-day parole release. Post-day parole
outcome was measured using readmissions, type of readmission (violation of
condition/offense),number of days in the community and time in custody during the two year
follow up period.
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Type of First Readmission After Index Day Parole

The data base used for the two year follow up did not contain a breakdown of the types of
technical violaions that offenders had, and therefore violations of conditions cannot be divided
into substance abuse, UAL and others as was done in the previous section. The average follow-
up period was 21 months and the range of the follow-up was from 1 month to 34 months.

Most cases (86%) had follow up periods greater than 12 months Just under haf of the
offenders (47%) had areadmission to prison after their index day parole. Most were returned
to custody for technical violations (36%) and the remainder were for the commission of anew
offense (11%). While the rate of technicd violationsis higher in this sudy than the Grant and
Gillis (1997) 1991 sample, the rate of new offenseisthe same.

Proportion of Timein the Community

Grant and Gillis (1998) suggested thet an aternative measure of outcome is to examine the
amount of time the offender gpent in the community under supervision after the completion of the
day parole. The argument being that the greater the amount of time spent under supervision in
the community, the greater the likelihood of success after the sentence is completed. In
addition, the lesstime spent in the indtitution, the less expensive it is to monitor and provide

savices to the offender.

On average offenders spent 486 days (SD=263) in the community with arange of 36 daysto
1017 days. Table Chapter 5 -4 presents the potentid community time from the day parole
completion date until the end of the study (approximeately 2 years later), the actua amount of
time in the community and the proportion of time in the community. The proportion of timein the
community was caculated by dividing the number of actud days in the community by the
number of potentia days in the community and multiplying it by 100 to produce a percentage.
For example, if an offender was not returned to prison, the proportion of time in the community
would be 100%.
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The results indicated that offenders who successfully completed day parole spent sgnificantly
more time in the community (84%) than offenders who did not complete day parole (60%) t
(392)=-8.15 p< .001).
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Table Chapter 5 -4. Day par ole outcome by time (days) in the community

Potential Percentageof ~ Number of cases

community days'  community days
Day parole
outcome
Completed 641 84% 264
Returned to 691 60% 130
Custody
T-test 8.15 p<.001

! From day parole completion to warrant expiry date or end of study.

Table Chapter 5 -5 digplays the reationship between the number of previous offenses and two
year outcome. Similar to the day parole outcome, offenders with no previous admissions had
the lowest readmission rate at 24%, while offenders with one or more any previous offenses had

an average readmission rate of 46%.

Less than one quarter of the offenders with no previous offenses had technicd violations while
amog hdf of the offenders with any previous offenses had technicd violations. The new
offense rate was lowest among offenders with no previous offenses and increased steadily with
increesng number of previous offenses to 22%. In addition, offenders with any previous
offense were, a leadt, twice aslikdy to reoffend violently as those offenders who had no

previous federa sentences.
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Table Chapter 5-5. Number of previousfederal admissions and post-day parole

outcome
Re-admission Technicd Any offense Vidlent Number of
violaions offense cases
Number of
previous
admissons
None 24.4 24.0 8.8 2.1 283
1-3 52.2 49.3 10.1 58 69
4-10 38.7 371 17.7 8.1 62
11 or more 45.6 45.7 21.7 46
Chi square 2297 225" 9.2 6.2"

"p<.10 "p<.05 " p<.001

SIR Score

Earlier it was demongtrated that the SIR score was an excellent predictor of day parole

outcome. Not only wasit predictive of successful completion of day parole and overdl return

to custody, it was aso predictive of the reasons for return to custody, the exception being

substance abuse violations. Table Chapter 5 -6 disolays the results of SIR risk level and post-

day parole outcome.

62



Table Chapter 5-6. SIR Score and outcome

Re- Technicd Non-Violent  Violent Number of
admisson violations offense offense cases
% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
Low risk 190 (23) 182 (22) 83 (1) 83 (1) 121
Moderaterisk ~ 37.3 (19) 314 (16) 59 (3) 39 (2) 51
High risk 436 (61) 414 (58) 189 (26) 50 (7) 140
Chi square 18.2°" 165" 245" 3.75

“*'p <001

Overdl, theresults for the SIR scores produced smilar results for the two year follow up asthe
day parole outcome. The return to custody ratesincreased as the risk level increased. Less
than afifth of the low risk offenders were readmitted while 44% of the high risk offenders were
readmitted. Only 2% of the low risk offenders had a new offense while gpproximately 25% of
the high risk offenders had a new offense. Although, there were differencesin the level of violent
recidivism, the results were not Setigticaly religble. However, the base rate for violent

recidivism in this sudy was quite low (less than 4%).

Temporary Absences

In the previous chapter, it was shown that offenders who had either an ETA or UTA were more
likely to complete day parole than offenders who did not have TA’s. Table Chapter 5 -7
shows the relationship between ETAs and UTAs and post-day parole outcome. Experience
with ETAs and UTAs was congstently associated with lower rates of recidivism (readmissions,
technical violations); but the differences were not statisticaly reliable. However, the new
offense rate among offenders who had ETAS (6%) was sgnificantly lower than offenders who
did not have TAs (13%) (& *=5.22, p<.05). The percentage improvement in the new offense
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rate with ETA experience is 59% (13.4-5.5/13.4). Differencesin the same direction and smilar

magnitude are evident for UTA experience, dthough the results are not Satigticdly reliable.

Table Chapter 5-7. Temporary absence experience and post-day par ole outcome

Re-admission Technicd Any offense Vidlent Number of
violaions offense cases
Typeof TA
% (n) % (n) % (n)

ETA 309 (34) 281 (31) 55 (6) 1.8 (2) 110
No ETA 340 (119) 329 (115 134 (47) 43 (15) 350
Chi Square .84 522" 1.4
UTA 30.1 (28) 29.0 (27) 75 (7) 32 (3 93
No UTA 341 (125) 324 (119) 1253 (46) 38 (14) 367
Chi Square 40 1.83 .08
"p<05

Although offenders who received TAs did not show any datidticaly rdiable differencesin their

rates of readmission and reasons for readmisson, the proportion of time in the community may

be a more sengitive indicator of outcome and results are presented in Table Chapter 5 -8.



Table Chapter 5-8. Temporary absence experience and time (days) in the community

Temporary Potential Proportion of Number of

Absences community community days cases
days'

ETA 700 80.9 109

No ETA 628 73.2 347

t-test value 2.4

UTA 726 814 93

No UTA 625 734 363

t-test value 257

! From day parole completion to warrant expiry date or end of study.
" p<.057p<.01""p<.001

On average, offenders who had ETAs spent gpproximatdy 19 months in the community, while
offenders who did not have ETAs only spent gpproximately 15 months in the community. In
terms of proportion of time spent in the community, offenders who had ETAs spent 81% of
their potentid time in the community, while offenders who did not have ETAs only spent 73% of
their potentia time in the community. Both of these differences are datidicdly reiable.

On average, offenders who had UTAs spent approximately 20 monthsin the community, while
offenders who did not have UTAs only spent approximately 15 monthsin the community. In
terms of proportion of time spent in the community, offenders who had a UTA spent 81% of
their potentia time in the community, while offenders who did not have a UTAs only spent 73%
of their potentid time in the community. Both of these differences are Satisticdly relidble.
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Time of Day Parole Release and Two Year Outcome

Earlier it was shown that time of day parole release was related to day parole outcome. This
section presents results on the relationship between day parole and outcome within two years of
full release. Approximately 30% of offenders released early (before parole digibility) and late
(after 50% of their sentence) were readmitted while 44% of offenders released during the
midpoint of the sentence were readmitted. Similar results were obtained by Grant and Gillis
(1998).

Table Chapter 5 -9. Post-day parole outcome by time of day parolereease

Re- Technicd  Any offense Violent Number of
admission violations offense cases

Time of day
parole release

% % % %
Pre-full parole 29.6 27.4 19.3 6.7 135
digibility
Between PE and 43.8 40.9 14.6 3.6 137
50% served
After 50% 27.8 27.8 3.7 1.6 187
sentence served
Chi-squarevalues ~ 10.18™ 7.80° 20.26 5.64"

"n<.06'p<.05 "p<.01” p<001

A smilar pattern was found for technica violations with 41% of offenders released at the
midpoint of their sentence having atechnica violaion while 28% of the other groups were
readmitted for technica violaions.

Surprisngly the overdl recidivism rate and violent recidivism rate was highest among the

offenders released before their full parole digibility date at 19% and 7%, respectively. The
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overd| recidivism rate and violent recidiviam rate was lowest among offenders released after

serving 50% of their sentence at four percent and two percent respectively.

Overdl, these results suggest that offenders rel eased between their full parole digibility date and
50% of their sentence had the highest rate of readmission, the highest rate of technicd violaions
and the second highest recidiviam rate and this group aso had the highest SIR scores. Similar
results were obtained by Grant and Gillis (1998). Thisfinding isinteresting and further analyses
needs to be conducted on why this group is returned to custody more frequently than other

offenders.

Activities pursued on day parole and post-day parole outcome

Most offenders released on day parole were required to participate in rehabilitation programs.
Results presented in Table Chapter 5 -10 show the relationship between participation in
recommended activities and post day-parole outcome.

Table Chapter 5-10. Participation in recommended treatment programs by post-day

par ole outcome

Re- Technicad  Any offense Violent Number of
Activity admission violations offense cases

% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
Rehabilitation 317 (98) 301 (93) 94 (29 29 (9 308
Norehabilitation ~ 479 (23) 438 (21) 250 (12) 83 (4) 47
Chi Square value 4.9 3.6" 9.97" 35"

" <06 p<05 " p<0l

Offenders who participated in recommended rehabilitation programs had a sgnificantly lower
overal readmission rate (32% vs 48% for non-participators), alower rate of technica violations
(30% vs 44%), lower new offense rate (9% vs 25%) and alower rate of violent recidivism (

3% vs 8%) than offenders who did not attend recommended programs. These results clearly
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show that failure to participate in recommended programs is associated with higher rates of

recidiviam.

Other measures of the effect of participation in recommended activities is number of days spent
in the community, proportion of time in the community and number of days spent in custody
after the completion of day paroleis examined and the results for these are presented in Table

Chapter 5-11.

Offenders who pursued recommended community rehabilitative programs spent significantly
more time in the community (gpproximatdy 17 months vs 14 months) and alarger percentage of
their time (77% vs 59%) in the community, than offenders who did not participate in
recommended programs In addition, offenders did not participate in the recommended
programs spent significantly more time in custody following release than offenders who did
participate in rehabilitative programs. All of these results are setigticdly religble.

68



Table Chapter 5-11. Participation in recommended programs by time (days) in the

community
Activity Potentid Percentage of Time (days) in Number of
recommended community community days  custody fromday cases
days' parole completion
date
Rehabilitation
Participation 647 77 147 308
No 694 59 276 47
participation
t-test vaue 3.6 -3.5
Work
Participation 687 87 87 156
No participation 734 57 320 23
t-test value 417 417
Education
Participation 677 93 51 32
No perticipation 635 70 188 26
t-value 357 -3.17
“p<.01""p<.001

! From day parole completion to warrant expiry date or end of study

Offenders who pursued recommended work related activities a'so spent sgnificantly more time
in the community (approximately 20 months) and a grester percentage of their post-release time
(87%) than offenders who did not participate in the recommended work related activities
(approximately 14 months and 57% of thetime). In addition, when offenders did not
participate in the recommended work related activities, they spent on average four times as
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much timein custody than offenders who did participate. All of these results are satigticdly
religble.

Findly, offenders who pursued educationd activities soent significantly more timein the
community (21 months) and a grester percentage of their post release time in the community
(93%) than offenders who did not participate in rehabilitative programs (15 months and 70% of
time). In addition, offenders who did not participate in recommended educationd programs
gpent three times more time in custody than participators. All of these results are satidtically
religble,

Day Parole Outcome and Post Day Parole Outcome

More than two thirds of the offenders (71%) who successfully completed day parole had no
readmissions within two years of their release as shown in Table 5-13., while only 56% of
offenders who were returned to custody during day parole had no new admissons. In addition,
the negative outcome rate for offenders who successfully completed their day parole was lower
than offenders who did not complete their day parole period successfully for technicd violations,

new offense and new violent offensss.

Table Chapter 5-12. Day parole outcome and failure within two years of release

Day parole Re-admisson Technicd Any offense Vident Number of
outcome violations offense cases

% (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
Overdl 34 (135) 325 (129) 115 (46) 35 (14) 397
Completion 28.8 (76) 273 (72 6.1 (16) 15 (4 264
of day parole
Returnedto 444 (59) 429 (57)  21.8 (29) 7.5 (10) 133
Custody
Chi Square 9.6 9.8” 21.8" 9.4"
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" p<01" p<001

Overdl, these results suggest that offenders who completed day parole are more likely to have a
positive outcome on other conditiona releases as well. These results are Smilar to those

reported by Grant and Gillis (1998).

SUmmary

Approximately half of the offenders were released on another day parole before being released
on ether full parole or satutory release. In terms of the first type of full release, therewas an
equal percentage of offenders released on either full or statutory release. Offenders released on
day parole early were sgnificantly lesslikely to get another day parole then offenders released
after their parole digibility date. Offenders released early were dso more likely to be granted full
parole a their parole digibility date

Overdl, 62% of the offenders had no new admissions. The most common reason for offenders
being readmitted was for technica violations (36%). The number of technicd violationsin this
gudy is sgnificantly higher than the Grant and Gillis (1998) day parole sudy. However, this
difference may reflect the impact of the introduction of urine andyses for suspicion of acohol

and drug use.

Approximately 12% of the offenders had a new offense. Interestingly, there was not a significant
difference in the amount of time spent in custody between offenders who had technicd violaions
and offenders who committed a new offense. This may be duein part, to the fact that most new

offenses (79%) were non-violent.

A number of factors were related to post-day parole outcome. Offenders with no previous
offenses were less likely to be readmitted for any reason after their index day parole than
offenders who had previous offenses. Offenders with four or more previous offenses were

more than twice as likely to commit new offenses than offenders with no previous offense.
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The SIR score was dso an excellent predictor of post-day parole outcome. Low risk offenders
were less likely to be returned to custody (20% returned) and less than 1% committed a new
offenses. In contrast, dmogt haf of the offendersin the high risk category were returned to
custody, with dmost afifth committing a non-violent offense and five percent committing a
violent offense. Violent recidivism was the only outcome that the SIR did not predict well.

While offenders with TA releases had lower readmission rates than offenders who did not have
TAS, these differences were not datidticdly rdiable. However, examination of time spent in the
community, reveals amuch different picture. Offenderswho had TAs were spending 4 -5
months longer in the community than offenders who did not have TAs. These results suggest
that TAs may provide a benefit for other releases, however, this requires more study.

Time of day parole release was dso related to outcome. Offenders released after serving 50%
or more of their sentence had the lowest rate of reedmission, technical violations as well asthe
lowest recidivismrate. Surprisingly, offenders released before their parole digibility had the
highest rate of both violent and generd recidivism.

Similar to the day parole outcome, offenders who participated in recommended rehabilitation
programs in the community during the day parole period did sgnificantly better than offenders
who did not participate in these recommended programs. In generd, these offenders had lower
readmission rates, lower rates of technica violations, and lower rates of recidivism. In addition,
these offenders spent significantly more time in the community than the offenders who did not
participate. Moreover, when the offenders who participated in the rehabilitation programsin the
community were returned to custody, they spent sgnificantly lesstime in custody than offenders
who did not participate.

In terms of the relationship between day parole outcome and post-day parole outcome, most
offenders (71%) who completed day parole also had positive outcome on subsequent rel eases
(71% vs 56%) Offenders who were returned to custody during day parole had a higher rate of
technical violations, and higher rate of generad and violent recidivism. Offenders who completed
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day parole dso spent sgnificantly more time in the community than offenders who were returned
to custody during day parole.
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Chapter 6 : Discussion

The introduction of the CCRA brought about three mgjor changes to the day parole program.
One was the change in the date offenders are eigible for day parole from one sixth of the
sentence to Sx months before the parole digibility date. Another was the dimination of
automatic review for day parole by the Nationa Parole Board. The third was the specification
that the purpose of day paroleisto prepare offenders for full parole and/or statutory relesse.

An earlier day parole study (Grant et a., 1996), suggested that since most day parole periods
end after the full parole digibility date, the function of day parole, even before the CCRA, was
to prepare the offender for eventual release on either full parole or satutory release. However,
the purpose of day parole, imposed by the CCRA, reduced the flexibility of day paroleasa

release option.

The introduction stated that the purpose of the study was to determine if day parole was being
used to prepare offenders for full parole and statutory releases as required by the CCRA.
Based on the case documentation, it gppears that day parole is being used to prepare offenders
for full parole and statutory relesse. Evidence for this lies with anumber of factors. Firs,
reference to ether full parole or statutory release occurred in 77% of the cases, indicating that
case management created a plan that went beyond the day parole period. Second, the activities
pursued on day parole, including trestment programs, job related and educationa activities, are
associated with decreased recidivism and overall success (Andrews & Bonta, 1994). In
addition, the day parole period provides offenders with an opportunity to participate in
programs that promote prosocia behavior while living in the community, yet they have a
relatively structured environment.  These programs should enhance the likelihood of successful
reintegration. In fact, offenders who attended recommended programs in the community were
amost fivetimes as likely to be successful on day parole as those offenders who did not attend
recommended programs. Given that successful completion of day parole is associated with
positive outcome on full release, day paroleis clearly preparation for full rlease.
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This study dso examined what, if any, impact limiting the purpose of day parole had for the
current use of day parole. Theintroduction of the CCRA limited the scope of the purpose of
day parole by requiring it to be preparation for full parole or statutory release. However, as
Grant et d. (1996) pointed out, this appeared to be the purpose of day parole even before the
CCRA. Examination of activities pursued on day parole pre-CCRA and post-CCRA reved
that thereisagreet ded of amilarity in terms of preparation for full release.

The change in the purpose of day parole has reduced some types of activitiesit can be used for.
In the early 1980's, The Solicitor Generd’s Study on Conditiona Release (1981) identified

seven functions of day parole :

(2) aform of gradud release and testing

(2) aform of mitigation and punishment

(3) amethod to employ inmates on specia projects in the community
(4) an ad to the community adjustment of resourceless offenders

(5) away to provide access to community resources or programs

(6) away to ease socidization; and

(7) acodt effective method of sentence management

The change in the purpose of day parole introduced by the CCRA probably had no impact on
how day parole was used, since most of the functions of day parole in the above list served to
prepare offenders for full release. However, the use of day parole has declined since the
introduction of the CCRA, (Grant,1998). To compensate for limiting the scope of day parole,
two additiona programs (persona development TAs and work release) were created to permit
offenders access to the community without the restriction associated with day parole. Itis

unclear if these changes improved the gradua release process.

In addition to addressing the two preceding issues, the present study examined how day parole
is used to prepare offenders for release as required by the CCRA. It dso presentsinformation
on the relationship between a variety of factors and day parole outcome and post-day parole

outcome.
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Lessthan athird of the offenders had a correctiond plan in OMS. Of these, only half mentioned
day parole. When day parole was mentioned, it was in the context of what the offender had to
accomplish while incarcerated in order to receive positive support for the day parole
gpplication. Mogt offenders had aleast one correctiona god specified in their case
management documentation and support for the day parole gpplication was generaly contingent
upon the completion of programming.

Most offenders were referred for at least one program and, on average, were referred for four.
However, on average, offenders only completed about three programs. Completion of
recommended programs ranged from 65% (Cognitive skills) to 96% (rdligious programs) with
an average completion rate of about 80%. Failure to complete programsis generdly the result
of being on awaiting lig, the referral being in progress, and in a smdl percentage of cases,
inability to complete the program (2% to 3%). Substance abuse programs were recommended

for 66% of the offenders, and the completion rate for these programs was 78%.

Most of the pre-release documentation included reference to either full parole (62%) or
datutory release (14%) suggesting that day paroleis being viewed in the context of other
releases. While statutory release was mentioned in pre-release documents for only 14% of the
offenders, 50% were actudly released at their Statutory release date. Interestingly, about 50%
of the day parole completions result in another day parole.

In terms of specific day parole planning, most offenders had specific goads to achieve while on
day parole and in most cases these goas were treatment oriented. God's such as attending
programsin the community were given good direction, while goas such as attaining jobs were
not given the same qudity of direction. The results suggest that there may be a need to more
completely address dl gods specified in the day parole release plan.

The release plansindicated that most offenders (94%) were required to continue rehabilitation
by attending programs in the community, gpproximeately haf of the offenders were required to
look for work or work at an existing job, while less than afifth of the offenders were required to

attend education/vocationd training. During the day parole period, most offenders resided at
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CRCs and participated in rehabilitation and work programs. Educationd/vocationd programs
were not frequently recommended for day parole and only 55% of those who were
recommended for these programs actudly participated. For offenders who failed to participate
in recommended programs 65% were returned to custody while those who did participate only
21% were returned to custody.

Outcome on day parole was examined in terms of successful completion and four reasons for
being returned to custody including: substance abuse violations, being unlawfully at large (UAL),
other technical violations and new offenses. Overdl, 67% of the sample successfully completed
day parole and only asmal number of offenders (7%) committed a new offense while on day
parole. Of the reasons for return to custody, most (79%) were technical violations (substance
abuse, other violations and being UAL) while the remaining were for new offenses (21%). A
breskdown of the types of technical violations shows that the most common were substance
abuse violations (44%), and being UAL (44%) and other violations (12%). There were regiona
differences in outcome on day parole, with Ontario region having the highest successful
completion rate (84%) while Quebec region had the lowest successful completion rate (55%).
Pecific region had the highest rate of new offenses (12%), while Atlantic region had the lowest
rate of new offenses (3%). Technica violations were highest in Quebec region (36%).

One of the best predictors of success on day parole was the SIR score, with 87% of the low
risk offenders successfully completing day parole while only 42% of the high risk offenders
completed day parole. High risk offenders were dmost eight times as likely to commit an
offense on day parole as were low risk offenders. In terms of releases on day parole, it was
found that there was dmost an equd digtribution of offenders in the combined high (high and
moderate high) and combined low risk (low and moderate low) classfications on the SIR scae,
suggesting thet risk level (as measured by the SIR) may not have been used in selecting some
offenders for day parole release. In addition, 22% of offenders released early, before their
parole digibility date, were high risk offenders. However, the return to custody rate for high
risk offenders was consstently around 50%, regardless of time of release, indicating that

crimind history risk isagood predictor of day parole outcome.
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Other factors which were positively related to day parole outcome were having a TA before
release, the security leve of the releasing ingtitution and participation in the activities set out in
the release plan. For example, approximately 77% of offenders who had temporary absence
rel eases successfully completed day parole, while those without TA experience had a
completion rate of only 64%. Interestingly, some factors (e.g. being recommended for day
parole with the completion of programs and having a correctiond plan) appear to be better
predictors of the reason for return to custody (technica versus new offense) rather than actua

successful completion.

Of particular concern isthe rate of substance abuse violations and its lack of association with
failure and other factors, making it difficult to predict who islikely to be returned to custody asa
result of a substance abuse problem. This suggests that there is a need to ensure that all
offenders substance abuse problems are addressed effectively, both in the ingtitution and the

community.

Approximately 50% of the offenders were released on another day parole prior to afull release.
There was an equa number of offenders released on full parole and statutory release asthe first
non-day parole rdlease. Offenders released early on day parole were more likely to receive full
parole than offenders released later into their sentence.

A two year follow up of the offendersin this day parole sample was conducted. Overdl, about
40% of the offenders were readmitted, however this was primarily due to technicd violations.
Less than 12% recidivated (new offense) during the follow up period, and their offenses were

non-violent.

Reaults of the two year outcome indicated that the factors associated with outcome on day
parole were dso influentid in the two year follow up period. Offenders with no previous
offenses were less likely to be readmiittted and when readmitted, were readmitted for technica
violations. The SIR was dso an excdlent predictor of the post-day parole period with less than
afifth of the low risk offenders being readmitted for any reason and only 1% being returned for

the commission of anew offense. In contrast, 44% of the high risk offenders were readmitted
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and 20% committed a new offense. Offenders who had TAs spent more time in the community
than offenders who did not have TAs, however the rates of readmisson were not rdligbly
different. Attending recommended programs in the community was associated with lower rates
of readmission, lower technical violations, and lower rates of recidivism. In addition, offenders
who atended recommended community programs spent more time in the community and, when
returned to prison, were in custody for shorter periods of time, than offenders who had not

attended community programs.

Similar to the Grant and Gillis (1998) day parole study, offenders who successfully completed
day parole dso completed other releases. Only 6% of the offenders who were successful on
day parole recidivated (any readmission), while over 20% of the non-successful offenders
recidivated.

Day parole is an effective program for assgting offendersin their reintegration into society. In
part, thisis due to the activities (community programs/work) that the offenders participate in
while on day parole. These activities in conjunction with community supervison fecilitate re-
adjusment to community life and subsequently a successful reintegration into society. Support
for this comes from the fact that offenders who participated in recommended activities were not

only more successful on day parole but more successful on subsequent releases as well.

Grant and Gillis (1998) demonstrated that offenders who successfully completed day parole had
more positive outcome on subsequent releases. Their finding was replicated in this study.
Together, these results suggest that day parole is an effective way to manage low risk offenders
in the community early in their sentence and high risk offenders later in their sentence without
posing a threet to the community.

Despite its success, there has been a decline in the use of day parole over thelast 6 years
(Grant, 1998). Thisisunfortunate, as not only is day parole an effective way to manage
offenders risk in the community, it is dso more cogt effective to supervise them in the community

than in the inditution. Future research should focus on the specific community programs and

79



type/amount of supervison required for specific types of offenders so that more offenders can
benefit from day parole.
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Coding Manual for Day Parole Study

To code any of theinformation below please use both the correctional plan and

progress summary report asthey compliment each other.

FPS#

For the purpose of this study, only ORDINARY day paroles will be used. Ordinary Day

parole requires that the offender returns each evening to an ingtitution, Community Correctiona
Center (CRC) or a Community Residentia Center (CRC).

Isthisan Ordinary Day Parole: 1.Yes 2.No

If no, go to next offender

Admission Date (yy/mm/dd)

1. Electronic Index Data: OMSDATES:

A) DPED date (yy/mm/dd) DPED date (yy/mm/dd)
B) PE date (yy/mm/dd) PE date (yy/mm/dd)
C) SC date (yy/mm/dd) SC date (yy/mm/dd)
D) WED (yy/mm/dd) WED (yy/mm/dd)

E) Release Date (yy/mm/dd) Release Date (yy/mm/dd)
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2.Do dl of thedatesmatch? 1. Yes 2.No

* If yes go to start on page 2

If NO: What isthereason for the mismatch?

4. New Term

5. Unknown

If the explanation for the mismatch is reasonable record new dates and go to start. If thereis

NO explanation, check with research manager and go to next offender.
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—=2>START:

For each question where there is an option, circle the appropriate number.

A.Documents

5. Isthereacorrectiona plan before day parolerelease date? 1. Yes 2. No
6. Progress Summary Report before day parolereleasedate? 1. Yes 2. No
7. Isthere sufficient information to code ? 1.Yes 2.No

If there are no documents or insufficient information, go to next offender.

B.Correctional Plan | nfor mation

8. Isthefirst approved? correctiond plan available in dectronic form? 1.Yes 2.No

If thefirg correctiond planisNOT available GO TO question 10

9. Isday parole mentioned in the first gpproved
correctiond plan? 1.Yes 2.No

10. *Number of approved correctiond plans (in OMS) prior to day parole.

*|f thereisno correctional plan enter zero (0) and enter the security level of the
ingtitution at the bottom of question 11 and then go to question 14.

2 An approved correctional plan isonein which there are 2 people who have signed the report. Approved
correctional plans tend to be longer and more detailed than non- approved plans. If you are unsureif a
correctional plan was approved please see Marlo.
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11. Frg correctiona plan (in OMS) to mention

day parole
(order) (dateryy/mm/dd)
Security Leve of Indtitution: Minimum 1
Medium 2
Maximum 3
SHU 4

12. Was day parole (as noted in correctiona plan for question 10):

1. Recommended
2. Recommended only if certain programs were completed successfully
3. Recommended with other conditions
4. Recommended with programs and conditions
5. Not recommended &t al
6. Not mentioned
7. Not applicable
13. Was the correctiona plan (identified in 11 above) the most recent before day parole?
1. Yeswith others preceding
2. Yes but thisisthefirg correctiond plan
3. No
4. Not gpplicable
14. Inthelast correctiona plan or progress summary report prior to day parole, was day
parole?.
1. Recommended
2. Recommended only if certain programs were completed successfully
3. Not recommended &t al
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C. Institutional Programs

15. Beow isaligt of programs that the case manager may have recommended that the offender
take in order to receive support for his’her day parole application.

For each program, circle 1 if the program is recommended, circle O if it is not recommended,
and circle 2 if the program is recommended by the case manager but the program facilitators
disagreed.

Recommended in
correctiona plan

Program
facilitators
disagreed

No

<
B

A) Substance abuse - acohol
B) Substance abuse- drugs

C) Sex offender trestment

D) Psychologist

E) Psychiatrigt

F) Cognitive Skills

G) Employment killstraining
H) Adult basic education

|) GED/ upgrade to grade 12
J) Vocationd skills

K) Anger management

L) Other persona development- AA
M) Other- Religious Programs
N) Bresking Barriers

O) Living without violence

P) Family Violence

Q) Hedthy Relationships

R) Mentd Hedlth Program

P R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R
OO O O O O O O O O O O 0o o o o o o o
N NN N RN DN RNDNDNDNDDNMDNDDNDNDDNDNDDNDDNDDN
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D. Goals

16. Were correctiona goas for day parole outlined in any correctiond plan (e.g., complete

Specific programs)?
1. Yes 2.No

17. Bedow isaligt of potentia correctiond gods that case managers may have outlined for each
offender. Circle yes or no for each correctiona goal listed in the offender’ s correctiond

plan:

Yes No
A) Complete programs 1 0
B) Remain drug/dcohol free 1 0

C) Work to the best of ability 1 0

D) Remain incident free 1 0

E) Move to alower security 1 0
leve inditution

F) Meet with case manager or 1 0

COll or aregular basis

18. Are day parole goasoutlined (eg., findajob)? 1. Yes  2.No

19. Below isalist of potentia day parole godsthat case managers may have outlined for each
offender. Circle yes or no for each day parole god listed in the offender’ s correctiona plan
pr progress summary report: 1n addition, rank the extent to which the offender received
direction to achieve each of hisher goas usng the following guiddines.

1. Nodirection (eg. thegod find ajob, but there is no mention of job clubs or
interviews)

2. Somedirection ( eg., the god is maintain sobriety, to do this the case manger
suggest that the offender attend AA, however there is no mention to stay away from
bars or peers that drink excessively).
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3. Good directions provided (e.g., the god isto find ajob and the case manager has
arranged meetings a job clubs or interviews for the offender)

A) Maintain sobriety

B) Attarn/maintan apostive community
network

C) Réfran from associating with other
criminals or others known to be engaging
in crimind activity

D) Findajob
E) Non-crimind lifestyle
F) Complete school/upgrading

G) Paticipation or completion of community
programs

H) Meet with parole officer or other CSC
personnel on aregular bass

Rank the direction given for each god

Yes No | None Some Good Does not
apply
1 0 1 2 3 9
1 0 1 2 3 9
1 0 1 2 3 9
1 0 1 2 3 9
1 0 1 2 3 9
1 0 1 2 3 9
1 0 1 2 3 9
1 0 1 2 3 9
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E. Actual programsthat the offender completed prior to receiving day
parole

20. For each program, circle the appropriate number.

Yes No Waitinglig  Incomplete  Removed

A) Substance abuse - acohol 1 0 2 3 4
B) Substance abuse- drugs 1 0 2 3 4
C) Sex offender treatment 1 0 2 3 4
D) Psychologist 1 0 2 3 4
E) Psychiatrist 1 0 2 3 4
F) Cognitive Skills 1 0 2 3 4
G) Employment skillstraining 1 0 2 3 4
H) Adult basic education 1 0 2 3 4
|) GED/ upgrade to grade 12 1 0 2 3 4
JVocationd ills 1 0 2 3 4
K) Anger Management 1 0 2 3 4
L) Other persona development 1 0 2 3 4
M) Other 1 0 2 3 4
N) Bresking barriers 1 0 2 3 4
O) Living without Violence 1 0 2 3 4
P) Family Violence 1 0 2 3 4
Q) Hedthy Relaionships 1 0 2 3 4
R) Mentd Hedlth program 1 0 2 3 4
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E. Temporary Absences

Exclude TAs that were medical, compassionate and or adminigtrative.
1. Wad were there ETA(S) mentioned? 1.Yes 2.No

If yes, how many ETAs were there

* |f unknown enter 99

2. For the ETAs mentioned:

A) If the day parole goa was to maintain sobriety, was there an ETA
for AA (or other substance abuse treatment)?
1.Yes 2.No 3.N/A

B) If the day parole goa wasto attain work, was there an ETA for
job hunting/ interviews or other work related event?
1.Yes 2.No 3.N/A

C) If the day parole god was rehabilitative (community programs),
were there ETAs for community programs or an opportunity to meet
the program(s) coordinators/facilitators?
1. Yes 2.No 3.N/A

D) If the day parole god was to attain a positive community
network, were there ETAs to attend community functions
(eg. pow wows, AA socids, reigious activities, family vist)
1.Yes 2.No 3.N/A

E) If the day parole goa was school related (upgrading/
GED/ college/university), were there ETAs to register
for classes or to take classes or meet with school counsdlor?
1.Yes 2.No 3. N/A
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3. Wad were there UTA(S) mentioned? 1.Yes 2.No

If yes, how many UTAswere there

* |f unknown enter 99

4. Of the UTAs mentioned,

A) If the day parole goa was to maintain sobriety, wasthere an UTA
for AA (or other substance abuse treatment)?
1.Yes 2.No 3.N/A

B) If the day parole goa was to attain work, was there an UTA for
job hunting/ interviews or other work related event?
1.Yes 2.No 3.N/A

C) If the day parole god was rehabilitative (community programs),
were there UTAs for community programs or an opportunity to meet
the program(s) coordinators/facilitators?
1. Yes 2.No 3.N/A

D) If the day parole god was to attain a positive community
network, were there UTAs to attend community functions
(eg. pow wows, AA socids, rdigious activities, family visit)
1.Yes 2.No 3.N/A

E) If the day parole god was school related (upgrading/
GED/ college/university), were there UTAS to register
for classes or to take classes or meet with school counsdor?
1.Yes 2.No 3.N/A
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G. Activities to Pursue While on Day Parole

Work 1
Rehatilitative (programs) 2
Educational/ \V ocationd 3
Work and Rehabilitative 4
Work and Educetiona/vocational 5
Educational/V ocationa and Rehabilitative 6
Work, Rehabilitative and Educational/\V ocationa 7
On day parole:

( N/A means not applicable; Unknown means the data was not in thefile)

Was work pursued? 1.Yes 2.No 3. N/A 4. Unknown
Was rehabilitation pursued? 1.Yes 2.No3.N/A 4. Unknown

Was education or vocationd training pursued? 1. Yes 2.No 3. N/A 4. Unknown

H. Destination / Accommodations

Home with Family 1
Haf way house - CCC 2
Haf way House- CRC 3
Other 4

Was the CSC or CRC hdfway house recommended for the programs that they offer?
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1.Yes 2.No

| . Accommodation Problems

1. Was the offender granted day parole but could not go on day
parole due to spacing problems a afacility?

1.Yes 2. No
2. How many facilities did the offender or case manager
contact before they were accepted?
*
* enter 9 if unknown
3. Isthere any reference made to full parole? 1.Yes 2. No
4. Isthere any reference made to statutory release? 1.Yes 2.No

5. Isday parole mentioned as atria period for full parole ? 1.Yes 2 No

6. Is day parole mentioned as atrid period for Satutory release? 1. Yes 2. No

SIR score

7. Isthe offender alifer? 1.Yes 2. No
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Appendix B

OMSissues (transitional period/ location of data)

OMSisacomputer based system that maintains offender information used during the
incarceration and supervision period of the sentence as well as decision information from the
Nationa Parole Board (NPB). While some information on offenders is available in summary

data sets, text information from reportsis not available in aform that can be andyzed.

This study is one of the first research projectsto use OMS for retrieving file information on
offenders. Therefore, the project may be viewed astrid to determine OM S sfunction asa

research tool in the future.

The primary advantage of usng the OMS system is the ability for many individuasto retrieve
offender file information, on any offender, in any region, in amatter of minutes. In addition,
there is no disruption to the ingtitution because there is no remova of files. Moreover, paper files
are maintained by CSC and NPB and information may be needed from both files. Thisrequires
additiona effort and time asfiles must be reviewed at CSC stesand at NPB sites. OMS keeps
al filesin the ectronic data system. In this respect, OMS can be viewed as being highly cost
effective because researchers do not have to trave to retrieve the information and coding can be

centralized to ensure consistency and control.

Unfortunately, OMS has its share of disadvantages as well. One disadvantage of OMSisthe
combination of lack of availability and the amount time required to retrieve an offender’ sfile.
For example, OMS is not available weekends and Monday mornings because the archive node®
isdtill being backed up. In addition, there is gpproximately a 10% down time for OMS (eg.,

% The archive node is the location of OM S that contains file on information on those offenders who have
past their warrant expiry.
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the archive node breaks down or some other node becomes inaccessible). Occasiondly the
systemn becomes extremely dow and it can take upwards of 15 minutes to retrieve an offender’s

completefile.

A second problem that arose utilizing the OM S system, relates to the number of OM S users
regiondly and inditutionaly. Since the inception of OM S in 1993, there has been a dramétic
increasein its use. However, for case information in the early part of 1994 there were many
offender files that did not have sufficient information for conducting research such asthis project.
OMS useisincreasng and problems encountered as a result of missing information should be
reduced for research using data samples post- 1994. Higtorica reviews will still encounter
problems with pre-1995 data. 1t should aso be noted that thereis very little text information in

OMSfor cases or events which occurred prior to its implementation in October 1993.

The lagt problem relates to the manner in which OMS is used both between and within
indtitutions. For example, some case managers only use progress summary reportsin OMS,
while others have dl relevant offender correctiond informetion in different locations on OMS
(e.g., correctiona plans, progress summary reports, program reports, psychological reports
€ic.). In summary, the location and type of information available was not consstent. A smdll

percentage of parole offices did not use OM S to record the offender's progress while on day
parole.

Overdl, the mgor advantage of OMSisits cogt effectiveness and efficiency. Should the
availability and speed of OM S increase in the near future, it would be highly recommended asa
research tool for access to offender file information that would otherwise be unattainable except

by going to the inditutions.
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