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Cook County Day Reporting
Center serves as an
alternative to incarceration

ay Reporting Centers (DRCs) as
D alternativesto traditional

incarceration madetheir U.S.
debut in Connecticut and M assachusetts.
At the beginning of the 1990s, 13 DRCs
were operational inthe United States,
and by mid-1994 therewere 114
programsin 22 states. Correctional
popul ations served by these centers
range from pretrial detaineesto proba-
tionersto released and paroled prison-
ers. Day reporting centershave beenin
operation long enough now to accommo-
date eva uations of program implementa-
tion and short-term effects, aswell as
evaluations of long-term effects after
participantsaredischarged.

The Cook County Sheriff’s Office
has managed the Cook County Day
Reporting Center (CCDRC) since 1993,
providing an dternativetoincarceration
for Cook County’smalepretrial defen-
dants. Annual processand outcome
evaluations of the CCDRC havebeen
conducted since 1996 and have consis-
tently shown that the programishighly
successful inincreasing participants
court appearanceratesand decreasing
their arrest rateswhilethey areinthe
program. Thelllinois Criminal Justice
Information Authority wasasked by the
Cook County Sheriff’s Officeto conduct
an evaluation of theprogram’slong-term
effectson discharged participants.

To assessthe long-term impact of
the CCDRC program, the Authority
examined rearrest and reincarceration
rates of participantsfollowing their

discharge. Nearly 1,400 participantswho
entered the program during 1995 were
tracked through the management
information system at the Cook County
Jail and the criminal history records
systems of the Chicago Police Depart-
ment and I1linois State Police between
1995 and 1998.

Based on theresults of thisevalua-
tion, Authority staff concluded that the
CCDRC hashad apositive effect on
reducing post-releaserecidivism. This
On Good Authority summarizesthe
results of the evauation.

The CCDRC program

CCDRC participants are selected from
among pretrial defendantsin the Elec-
tronic Monitoring program (EM), which
isacommunity-based supervision
program for nonviolent offendersrun by
the Cook County Sheriff’s Office.
CCDRC participants are selected from
the EM program instead of the general
jail population to ensurethat only
defendantswho pose no threat to the
community are allowed to participate.
Thisisaccomplished essentialy by
screening CCDRC participantstwice,
oncefor the EM program and then again
more stringently for the CCDRC. This
two-tiered screening isimportant
because CCDRC participantsare
unsupervised during eveningsand
weekends, even though they aretechni-
cally inthe custody of the Cook County
Department of Corrections.




Unlessthereisapreviously ap-
proved absence, participantsarerequired
to report to the CCDRC Monday through
Friday from8:45a.m.to8p.m. Ap-
proved absencesare obtained for a
variety of reasons, such asfor court
appearances, job interviews, or medical
appointments. A day of programming
consists of lectures, support groups,
counseling, or time spent in the com-
puter lab. Treatment Alternativesfor Safe
Communities (TASC) wastheservice
provider for the evaluation sample.
Servicesincluded drug testing, treatment
and recovery, basiclifeskills, violence
prevention, literacy, job skillstraining,
GED preparation, and job placement.

Previous studies of the CCDRC, and
most of the eval uations of day reporting
centersinthe United States, have
examined program implementation and
short-term program effects. CCDRC
short-term eval uations have shown that
participantsdo well whilein the pro-
gram, but they aso areat high-risk to
recidivate oncethey arereleased.
Participants are characterized asheavy
drug userswith extensivecriminal
historiesand low level s of education and
employment. Participantsintheevalua
tion sample spent an average of 49 days
inthe program. Sixty percent of the
participantsin the samplewereinthe
program 30 daysor less, and only 14
percent werein it for morethan 90 days
(Figurel).

Despitethe short staysand high risk
of the participantsto recidivate, previous
eval uations have consistently shown that
CCDRC participantshave dramatic
decreasesinillegal drug use, low
rearrest rates, and high court appearance
rateswhile participating in the program.
The current eval uation takesthese
findings astep further to assessclient
performance after the program.

Evaluation results

Assessing the effect of the CCDRC
program onrecidivismrequired an
examination of the participants' timein
the program and their rearrest and
reincarceration activity after being
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Percent of participants rearrested and reincarcerated
within one year of discharge, by time in program
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discharged from the program. Of the
1,391 participantstracked, 1,277 had
both arrest and incarceration information
available at thetime of datacollection.
Since each participant was selected for
the program using the samecriteria, they
had similar criminal justice experiences
intermsof being charged with non-
violent offensesand having non-violent

criminal histories. Although they were
essentially alikeregarding their criminal
justice experience, participantshad very
different levelsof exposureto program
services. Comparing those that had
virtualy no servicewith thosewho had
extensive exposure to services provided
apreliminary measurement of the
CCDRC'simpact on post-discharge
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recidivism. Thus, aseparateanalysiswas
performed for thosein the program for
fewer than 10 daysand thoseinthe
programfor at least 70 days. Thosein
the program fewer than 10 daysreceived
little or no rehabilitative services and
wereessentially a“control group,” while
thoseinfor at least 70 daysreceived a
substantial amount of program services
and were considered the* treatment
group.” Thesetwo extremegroups
combined represented 591 of the 1,277
participants, or 46 percent of those
whoserecidivism datawere collected.

Recidivismratesfor participantsin
thetreatment group were considerably
lower than theratesfor the control group
(Figure 2). Theaverage number of days
torearrest for the control group was
303, compared with 425 for the treat-
ment group. Comparing timeto
reincarceration, the treatment group
remained free, on average, 57 days
longer than the control group.

In addition to differing lengths of
program participation, individua
characteristics of the participantsa so
affected therecidivism of the study
group. Recidivism ratesvaried depending
on ageand criminal history. Older
participantswerelesslikely than
younger onesto recidivate (Figure 3).
But there were also far fewer older
participantsin the program—only 8
percent were over the age of 39. Also,
themore prior arrestsaparticipant had,
themorelikely hewasto recidivate
(Figure4). Sixty-two percent of the
participants had morethan four prior
arrests. Similarly, asthe number of prior
incarcerationsfor participantsincreased,
so did therate of reincarceration after
discharge fromthe program.

Although each of thesefactors
independently influenced thelikelihood
of recidivism, specific combinations
might have had varying effectson
recidivism. Examining participant
characteristicsin relation to one
another isimportant in determining if
the CCDRC had anindependent effect
on recidivism even after considering all
other factors. It aso helpsidentify the
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factorsthat exert the most influence on
recidivism and identify those partici-
pantswho are most or least likely to
recidivate.

After smultaneously measuring the
influence of al factorsthat impact
recidivism, theeval uation found that
time spent inthe CCDRC decreased the
likelihood of recidivism even after
considering all combinations of the
other factors. It was a so shown that
criminal history had the strongest
influence of all factors on the odds of a
participant being rearrested or
reincarcerated for anew crime. A profile
of the participantswho weremost likely

torecidivatewas devel oped fromthis
analysiswith those most likely to
recidivate being younger, with extensive
criminal histories, and lesstime spentin
the CCDRC.

Conclusions and
recommendations

Length of timeinthe CCDRC affected
participants' likelihood of being rear-
rested and reincarcerated after being
discharged from the program. Thosewho
werein the program longer wereless
likely torecidivate. Unfortunately, as
Table 1 shows, amgjority (60 percent) of
the participants spent lessthan one




monthinthe program. In addition, many
participantsalsowereat highrisk to Table 1

recidivate because of other characteris- Summary of recidivism rates based on participant characteristics
tics, such asbeing younger than 30 or

ha,l\/ing ha_d pr'ior inVOIVementWiththe_ % Rearrested % Reincarcerated | % of Participants
criminal justice system, all of whichis

reflective of Cook County’spretrial Age

population.

The Cook County Jail houses not 30 and under 86.4 % 69.7% 66.6%
only pretrial defendants but also those Over 40 64.3% 52.4% 6.7

who have been convicted and sentenced

. - Prior Arrests
to lessthan oneyear of incarceration.

One suggestion offered by the evaluators

. . At least one 83.8% 67.1% 94.3%
to mcreasethe benefits of the CCIZ_)RC None 56.2% 50.7% 5.79%
wasto establish away to keep partici-
pantsin the program longer, such as Prior Incarcerations
allowing somedefendantswho receive
jail timeto serve out their sentencesin At least one 87.5% 76.6% 55.1%
theDRC program.‘ None 75.8% 53.3% 44.9%

Length of Stay in DRC

Less than | month | 86.3% 69.6% 60.0%
More than | month | 76.3% 60.9% 40.0%
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