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a control group of inmates eligible for the I CC program but who
did not participate in the program




Eval uati on of Post-Rel ease Success for the First 4 Cl asses
Graduating fromthe Lew sburg Intensive Confinenent Center

November 15, 1996

@) Eval uation results for the first four classes graduating
fromthe Lew sburg Intensive Confinenment Center (1CC) denobnstrate
that placenent in the | CC achi eves the sane post-rel ease success
rate as does placenent in a conventional prison. Lew sburg ICC
graduates who were transferred fromthe general prison population
into the programwere rearrested at a 13.0 percent rate during
the first two years in the conmmunity (See Figure 1), while

Lew sburg | CC graduates who entered the programdirectly fromthe
court were rearrested at a 13.9 percent rate. Rates for these
two groups are not statistically different fromthe 13.8 percent
adjusted rate for a group of simlar programeligible inmtes,
who did not participate in the | CC program and i nstead conpl eted

their full prison term

O As of May 1996, |ICC graduates with a 30 nonth or |ess
sentence are eligible for reduction in their prison sentence.
Sentence reductions allowed range froma 3 nonth reduction for
persons with a 12-16 nonth sentence to a 6 nonth reduction for
persons with a sentence of 26-30 nonths. As shown in Table 2,
the estimated incarceration cost saving for an ICC inmate with a

one year and a day sentence is $ 2,519.66 when conpared to a non-



| CC mi ni mum security inmate with a one year and a day sentence.
For an ICC inmate with a 30 nonth sentence, the incarceration
cost saving is $ 9,330.58 when conpared to a non-1CC m ni num
security inmate with a 30 nonth sentence.! Note, however, that
inmates wth sentences between 30 and 60 nonths and who
constitute the bulk of transfers into the | CC program are not

eligible for a sentence reduction.

O In addition to possible cost savings associated with the
shorter period of confinenent for current |ICC participants, the
program al so has the benefit of returning very low risk offenders
sooner to their famlies and to their jobs, presumably reducing
public assistance costs to inmates' famlies and all ow ng these
former offenders to becone taxpayers once nore. Furthernore,
earlier release contributes to inmate famly stability, which
crim nol ogi cal research shows to be a key el enent in reducing

juveni |l e delinquency and crine anong future generations.

O Background neasures used to assess differences in recidivism
ri sk between the I CC participant groups and the Control G oup
were chosen fromprior recidivismstudies of Federal prisoners,

conducted both by the BOP O fice of Research and Eval uati on and

! Because of current unused mninum security bed space, the
actual marginal daily cost per inmate for a mninum security bed
may be substantially |Iower than the full cost used here of
$42.22, and this could dramatically alter cost savings estimtes.



by the United States Parole Conm ssion. These risk neasures,
listed in Table 1, are: the United States Parol e Conm ssion's
Salient Factor Score (see Attachnent A for the formused to
calculate the Salient Factor Score); age at release to

supervi sion; stable enploynent during at |east six nonths in the
two years prior to the current inprisonnent; marital status;

al cohol abuse (note in Attachnment A, that heroin abuse is a
conponent of the Salient Factor Score); prison m sconduct; and
pl anning, while still in prison, for enploynment upon release to a
hal fway house or to supervision in the community. Race (percent
bl ack) and ethnicity (percent Hi spanic) are reported, in Table 1

for conparison purposes only.

O Conpari sons of background characteristics for the two I CC
partici pant groups, |CC Dropouts (persons who entered the ICC
program but for whatever reason did not conplete it), and the
Control G oup show the follow ng statistically significant
differences (see Table 1): The I CC Prison Transfer G oup had
significantly higher Salient Factor Scores and were nore |likely
to have nade pre-rel ease enpl oynent plans than the Control G oup
Both of these differences suggest that the I CC Prison Transfer
Group had lower risk of rearrest when conpared to the contro
gr oup.

The ICC Direct Court Adm ssions were significantly nore

likely to have stable pre-prison enploynent, |ess prison



m sconduct, and to have made pre-rel ease enpl oynent plans than
the Control Goup. Al three differences suggest that the Direct
Court Adm ssion group was at a |lower risk of rearrest than the
control group

| CC dropouts had significantly lower (i.e., poorer) Salient
Factor Scores; were younger; were less likely to be married; were
nore involved in prison m sconduct; and were less likely to have
made pre-rel ease enpl oynent plans than the control group
Therefore, based on these differences, the I CC dropouts were at a
much greater risk of rearrest than the control group
Furthernore, fromthe risk profiles shown in Table 2, the ICC
dropouts were also at higher risk of rearrest than the two other

| CC participant groups.

O Results fromthe conplete (nultivariate) anal ysis of
recidivismduring release to the community (not shown here, but
reported in the full evaluation report) show that for inmates
studied as part of this evaluation, those with high Salient
Factor Scores, who were older, and who had made pre-rel ease

enpl oynment plans were significantly less likely to be rearrested
than inmates with | ow Salient Factor Scores, who were younger

and who did not nmake pre-rel ease enpl oynent pl ans.

@) As al ready noted, both the I CC prison transfer and | CC

direct court comm tnent groups denonstrated a significantly
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greater reliance on pre-rel ease enploynent planning than did the
control group. (See Table 1). That is, they were nore likely to
have arranged for enploynment prior to release to a hal fway house
than inmates in a conventional prison canp. Analysis shows that
such planning had a significant and dramatic effect in reducing
recidivismfor both program partici pants and control group
menbers, when conpared to those in either group not making such
plans. While differences between the control group and | CC
groups in the percent naking pre-rel ease enpl oynent plans nay be
due at least in part to | CC program enphasis on such pl anni ng,
the nmean differences may al so reflect a | arger nunber of nore
ef fective social and community contacts and resources avail abl e
to those referred to the I CC program conpared to those who are
not referred. These contacts and resources may reflect a
fam |ly/community support network in place prior to incarceration
t hat appreciably aids in post-rel ease adjustnent beyond that

provi ded by obtaining and nmai ntai ni ng enpl oynment al one.

O As not ed above, background characteristics of the ICC
Dropouts indicate that they will be rearrested at a higher rate
than either the control group or the two groups of |CC graduates.
The rearrest rate for |1 CC dropouts was 33.3 percent (See Figure
1), which is a substantially higher rearrest rate than for either
program graduates or control group nmenbers. Since this is a

group of inmates who did not conplete the ICC program this



finding suggests that, besides providing intensified or

accel erated correctional programm ng, the | CC serves to screen
eligible, but nore recidivistic, inmates who are unable to
benefit fromthe program and places them back into the general
prison population to serve their full prison term However,
because of the small nunber of program dropouts in this study
(N=27), any concl usive statenent about a screening effect would

be prenmature.

@) It should be noted that the 13 percent rearrest rate over 2
years for Lewi sburg I CC graduates is substantially | ower than
that for graduates of simlar progranms run by many State
correctional systens, as reported by Mackenzie and Souryal in
their 1994, National Institute of Justice final report,

"Mul tisite Evaluation of Shock Incarceration.” For exanple,
37.3% of graduates from a Louisiana programwere rearrested in
the 2 years followi ng rel ease; 56.5 percent of Florida graduates
were rearrested during the first year in the comunity; 49.5
percent of New York program graduates were rearrested during the
first year in the community; 40.4 percent of South Carolina
graduates were rearrested during the first year in the comunity;
and 51.7 percent of Texas program graduates were rearrested
during the first 2 years in the community. Differences in
rearrest rates between graduates fromthese State run prograns

and graduates of the Lewi sburg I1CC are nost likely due in |arge



part to the younger age of State program participants when

conpared to Lewi sburg I CC participants.

O Wil e the evaluation of the Lewi sburg I CC was able to assess
the effect of the overall programon post-rel ease outcone, it was
not possible to assess the effectiveness of individual program
conponents because they continued to be devel oped through 1995
(see attached chronology). 1In light of these changes, a work
group was assenbl ed by the Correctional Prograns D vision,
including representatives of ICC staff, researchers, and Regi onal
and Central Ofice admnistrators to review various program
conponents. Now that | CC program conponents have matured and
stabilized, this work group will develop a set of performance
measures for nmonitoring the contribution each conponent makes to
a set of outcones including, but not limted to, post-release
rearrest. For exanple, inprovenents in academ c skills m ght be
nmonitored by testing at adm ssion, intermttently during

participation, and at program conpl etion.

@) G ven the ICC s denonstrated success regarding | ow rearrest
rates, consideration m ght be given to expanding opportunities

for transferring eligible inmates fromother facilities into the
program especially if referrals fromcourt do not fully utilize
the additional bed space capacity provided by the new | CC at

Lompoc. Also, since inmates with a sentence of 60 nonths or



less, wwth no history of violence, and no serious prison

m sconduct are eligible for 1 CC placenment within 24 nont hs of

rel ease, case managers m ght consider informng potentially
eligible inmates at tinme of adm ssion to prison about the ICC
program and the prospects of serving nmuch of their sentence in a
hal fway house or on hone confinenent rather than in a prison
facility. Such early notification mght provide an incentive
toward good behavi or anong this group of new adm ssions.
Currently, inmates with sentences of greater than 30 nonths are
not eligible for a sentence reduction if they successfully
conplete the I1CC, but nmay be rel eased to a hal fway house earlier
t han conparabl e m ni nrum security i nmates who do not participate
inthe ICC. As of Cctober 26, 1996 there were 3,095 nmale inmates
(3,043 m nimum security and 52 | ow security) who neet m ni mum
eligibility requirenents for placenent into the I CC and an
additional 368 male inmates (355 m nimum security and 13 | ow
security) who will becone eligible as they nove toward 24 nont hs
remai ning to serve on their sentences, barring any prison

m sconduct. Anong fermale inmates there were 751 (747 m ni mum
security and 4 |low security) who neet mnimumeligibility

requi renents for placenent into the I1CC and an additional 32
female inmates (31 m ninmum security and 1 | ow security) who w ||
becone eligible as they nove toward 24 nonths remaining to serve
on their sentences, barring any prison msconduct. In sum on

Cct ober 26, there were 3,846 inmates mnimally eligible for



i mredi ate placenent into the ICC and an additional 400 inmates
who will be potentially eligible in the future, for a total of

4, 246.

@) Both persons admtted to the ICC directly fromthe court and
those transferred fromthe prison popul ati on pass through
mul ti ple review stages during which their appropriateness for the
program and their recidivismrisk, especially for violent

of fendi ng, are assessed. For those entering the ICC directly
fromthe court, these are: 1) the initial judicial review and
recommendation; 2) the formal programeligibility requirenents;

3) the informal review by the ICC staff and adm nistrator prior
to actual adm ssion; 4) the rigors of the programitself (see the
above di scussion regardi ng program dropouts); 5) the period of
observation during hal fway house stay; 6) for sone, the

surveill ance during hone confinenent; and 7) the final period of
surveillance during supervised release. Persons transferred to
the 1CC fromthe general prison population are subject to the
sanme review and assessnment with the addition of a period in

pri son when their behavior and appropriateness for the program

can be observed and assessed by Bureau of Prisons staff.

@) We shoul d highlight the inportance of screening |ICC
participants both for personal characteristics seen as benefiting

from| CC programm ng and for |ikelihood of recidivating,
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especially for crinmes of violence. 1In this regard, both form
and informal eligibility requirenents and conditions for
remaining in the | CC program should be continually revi ewed
regarding their capability to predict positive returns from

program participation and post-rel ease success.



Tabl e 1.

Vari abl es

Sal i ent Fact or
Scor e

Age at Rel ease
to Community+

Percent with
Stabl e Pre-
Pri son

Enpl oynent

Per cent
Marri ed

Per cent

Who Abused

Al cohol Prior
to Prison

Percent Bl ack

Per cent
Hi spani c

Pri son
M sconduct +

Per cent Maki ng
Pr e- Rel ease
Enpl oynent

Pl ans

| CC Prison

Means or

Tr ansf er
G oup
N=100

8.
(1.

29.
(4.

84,
(0.

22.
(0.

33,
(0.

30.
(0.

24,
(0.

0.
(0.

79.
(0.

630* *
186)

200
634)

000
368)

000
416)

000
473)

000
461)

000
429)

310
631)

000*
409)

| CC
Direct Court
Admi ssi ons

N=43

8. 477
(1.651)

28. 907
(4. 155)

95. 349*
(0.213)

30. 233
(0.213)

27.907
(0. 454)

16. 279
(0. 373)

9. 302
(0. 294)

0. 070**
(0. 258)

83. 721**
(0.374)

* Significantly different fromContro
** Significantly different from Contro
+ Difference of neans tests were conducted on the natural

of this variable.

group at

Percent ages for Analysis Variabl es
(Standard Devi ations in Parentheses).

Cont r ol | CC

G oup Dr opout s
N=143 N=27

8. 098 7. 259*
(1.804) (2.194)
28. 391 26. 704*
(4. 155) (5.172)
87.413 77. 777
(0.333) (0.423)
23. 776 7.407**
(0.427) (0. 269)
39. 161 40. 741
(0.490) (0.501)
24. 476 33. 333
(0.431) (0. 480)
25.175 11.111*
(0. 435) (0.320)
0. 224 0. 888**
(0.549) (1.368)
69. 231 40. 741**
(0.463) (0.501)

.10 | evel.
.05 | evel

group at

| og



Tabl e 2:

Costs for

I ncarceration Length Cal cul ation for

I ncarceration Costs for an I CC Participant with a Sentence of One Year and One
Day and a Participant with a Sentence of 30 Months Conpared to Coventiona
Inmates with Simlar

| ncarceration
Sent ences

One Year Plus One Day Sentence

ICC I nmate Non-1 CC | nmat e
1 Year Plus 1 Day Sentence 1 Year Plus 1 Day Sentence
Days Days
Lengt h of Sentence 366 366
| CC Reduction -90 0
Good Ti ne Reduction -55 -55
Total Time To Serve 221 311
Estimate | npri sonnent Cost for One Year Plus One Day Sentence
ICC I nmate Non-1 CC | nmat e
Ful | Ful |
Days Cost/Day Total Days Cost/Day Tot al
| CC 180 $47.39 $8,530.00

M ni mum Security

Institution 221 42.22  9,330.62
Conmuni ty

Corrections Center 30* 43.52 1, 305. 60 60* 43.52 2,611.20
Home Confi nenent 11* 21.76 239. 36 30* 21.76 652. 80
Tot al 221 $10, 074. 96 311 $12,594. 62

Estimated total cost savings per
*Estimate |l ength of stay

| CC i nmate using ful

cost/day = $2,519. 66



Tabl e 2 continued: Incarceration Costs for an ICC Participant with a Sentence of One Year
and One Day and a Participant with a Sentence of 30 Months Conpared to Conventi ona
Incarceration Costs for Inmates with Simlar Sentences

I ncarceration Length Calculation for a 30 Month Sentence

ICC I nmate Non-1 CC | nmat e

30 Month Sentence 30 Month Sent ence
Days Days
Lengt h of Sentence 912 912
| CC Reduction -180 0
Good Ti ne Reduction -135 -135
Total Time To Serve 597 777

Estimate | nprisonnent Cost for a 30 Month Sentence

ICC I nmate Non- | CC | nmat e
Ful | Ful |
Days Cost/Day Tot al Days Cost/Day Tot al
| CC 180 $47.39 $8, 530. 00
M ni mum Security
Institution 539 $42.22 $22,756.58
Conmuni ty
Corrections Center 200* 43.52 8,704.00 154* 43.52 6, 702. 08
Hone Confi nenent 217* 21.76 4,721.92 84* 21.76 1, 827. 84
Tot al 597 $21, 955.92 777 $31, 286. 50

Estimated total cost savings per ICC innmate using full cost/day = $9, 330. 58
*All length of stays are nedi ans.



Chronol ogy for |1CC

July 16,1990 - Proposal submtted to executive staff on operation of |CC
Lew sburg.

Novenber 19,1990 - ICC activated began to accept participants.

Novenber 20, 1990 - Operations Menorandum (174-90) established procedures
of the inplenentation of the Federal I|Intensive Confinenent Center (I1CC) on
the site of the fornmer Federal Prison Canp at Lew sburg, Pennsyl vani a.
Eligibility criteria established in this Ops Meno consist of the foll ow ng
requi renents:

*serving a sentence of nore than 12, but not nore than 30 nonths.
*serving their first period of incarceration or have a mnor history of
prior incarcerations.

*m ni mum security

*35 years of age or |ess

*Wi t hout nmedical restrictions

*vol unt eers

January 28,1991 - The first training cycle began consisting of 42 | CC
i nmat es accepted to Team 1 (Al pha).

April 19,1991 - Operations Menorandum (82-91) this will serve to notify
institutions that they may, until further notice, continue to refer
eligible inmates to the | CC.

May-June, 1991 - Scheduling changes at the I1CC went into effect. Evening
study for GED students was cut out.

July 1991 - Exit Interviews Team 1l (Al pha) Sunmary avail abl e.

August 1991 - Drug counselor M. Davis was in a contract position and his
contract ended. H's contract was unable to be renewed. M. Davis was
liked by staff and well as by ICC inmtes. H s leaving the ICCinitially
caused a big change to the drug counsel or/educator conponent of the |ICC
pr ogr am

Fi t ness Book provided to inmates as part of the fitness program
Exit Interviews Team 2 (Bravo) Sunmmary avail abl e.

Septenber 1991 - Work day hours change to 7 hours per day and progranm ng
in the evening. This left less tinme for educational programm ng.

Cctober 1991 - Exit interviews Team 3 (Charlie) summary Avail abl e.

G eater enphasis on work conponent as opposed to educational and
vocational opportunities. Many inmates found the | CC becom ng too nmuch of
a work canmp and the educational aspects of the programin particular were
bei ng negl ect ed.



Decenber 1991 - Operation Menorandum (285-91) establishes a procedural
change in ICC inmates who are transferred fromother institutions to the
| CC. This change states that I1CC referrals will be limted to a total
sentence of 60 nonths or |ess. These inmates shall be transferred to the
| CC not earlier than 24 nonths prior to a projected release date with the
optimumtinme for placenent at 18-20 nonths.

January 1992 - Exit Interviews Team 4 (Delta) Summary Avail able. Chaplain
still a part time position.
Warden Patrick Koehane | eaves USP, Lew sburg.

March-April 1992 - Many schedul i ng changes were taking place. No drug
treatment specialist.

May 1992 - David Chapnman Adm ni strator of | CC announced he will be |eaving
the ICC. Assistant Admnistrator Wllie Jusino will be acting
Adm ni strator until the new adm nistrator arrives.

June 1992 - Paul Horner newly appointed | CC Adm nistrator arrives at the
| CC.

Sept enber 1992 - Schedul i ng and progranm ng changes. Programmng wll be
during the day. Increased hours of programm ng. Interviews conducted
with ICCinmates indicate that sone of the content of the life skills
course is too elenentary and there needs to be nore depth to the course.
Inmates indicate that the problemmay |ie with shorter class periods.

Novenber 1992 - Drug Treatnent specialist added to staff conplinent.
Formal DAP program begi ns.

March 1993 - Added Conmmunity Qutreach Program as part of Red Ri bbon
Canpai gn-1 nmates and staff visit | ocal schools and talk to students about
drug and al cohol abuse.

May 1993 - Al coholics Anonynous begins weekly at 1CC. Innates feel the
need for nore one-to-one counseling. They felt rushed in and out of the
counsel ors offi ce.

July 1993 - Narcotics Anonynous begins weekly at | CC
January 1994 - Added “Enpl oyability” curriculumto education program

| nmates are assisted with resune witing, job searches and interview
skills.



June 1994 - Expanded “Rel ease Readi ness” programto include vol unteers
fromlocal community.
Changes in wel |l ness coordi nator.

January 1995 - Added “Parenting Skills” program and incorporated program
with local juvenile treatnment center (approximately 15 inmates per team
used as pilot progran).

February 1995 - Begin admtting 100% direct court commtnents and no
transfer innmates.

June 1995 - 1CC staffing reduced by 13 positions:

1- Case Manager

1- Wl | ness Fitness Coordi nat or

1- Assi stant Food Services Adm nistrator
1- Recreati on Speci ali st

1- Teacher

2- Team Leaders

6-Correctional Oficers

July 1995 - Begin Community Projects with I CC inmates (cl eaning parks,
setting up for parades, etc.)

July 1995 - Faith Lutze contract researcher conpl etes her project.

August 1995 - [|CC receives accreditation by ACA as first boot canp in BOP
to be accredited and first facility to receive 100% conpliance on both
mandat ory and non- mandat ory st andards.

Sept enber 1995 - Added “Victim Awar eness” programto nmeke i nmates aware of
the i npact of crine and victim zation.

Cct ober 1995 - | CC Chapl ain transferred-position not filled.

January 1996 - Added “Wel ding Vocational Training” as part of the
educational curricul um

April 1996 - Constructed green house and expanded horticultural and farm
oper ati on.

May 1996 - Program Statenent 5390.9 becones effective. Al lows for an
additional 6 nmonth sentence reduction in sone cases.

August 1996 - Added “Masonry Vocational Training” as part of educational
curricul um

August 1996 - Parenting program expanded to include all |CC innates.



Attachnment A. Salient Factor Score Conputation Form Fromthe
RULES AND PROCEDURES MANUAL. United States Parol e Comm ssion
July 24, 1989, Page 61

SALI ENT FACTOR SCORE ( SFS 81)

).
Item A: PRI OR CONVI CTI ONS/ ADJUDI CATI ONS (ADULT OR JUVENILE)........ * *
)
None ........... =3
(© ¢ 1 =2
Two or Three ... =1
Four or More ... =0
).
Item B: PRIOR COM TMENT(S) OF MORE THAN THIRTY DAYS............... * *
(ADULT OR JUVENI LE) )
None ........... =2
One or Two...... =1
Three or Mre... =0
).
ltem C. AGE AT CURRENT OFFENSE/ PRIOR COMM TMENTS. ... ................ * *
)

Age at commencenent of current offense
26 years of age or nore ....... 2
20-25 years of age ............ 1
19 years of age or less ....... 0

***Exception: If five or nore prior commtnments of nore than
thirty days (adult or juvenile), place an "X" here
and score this item........... =0

ltem D: RECENT COWM TMENT FREE PERI OD (THREE YEARS) ................ *
No prior commtnent of nore than thirty days (adult or
juvenile) or released to the comunity fromlast such
conmmitnent at |east three years prior to the commence-
ment of the current offense ................... =1

O herw Se ... e =0



Attachnent A Conti nued.

*

Item E: PROBATI OV PAROLE/ CONFI NEMENT/ ESCAPE STATUS VI OLATOR. . .... ... *
TH'S TI ME )

Nei t her on probation, parole, confinenent, or escape
status at the tinme of the current offense; nor com
mtted as a probation, parole, confinenent, or escape

status violator this time .................... =1
O herw Se. . ... =0
).
[tem F: HERO N OPI ATE DEPENDENCE. . . . . ...t * *
)
No hi story of heroin/opiate dependence... =1
O herwi se. ... ... =0
).
TOTAL SCORE. . . .ottt e e e e e e e e e e * *
)

Not e: For purposes of the Salient Factor Score, an instance of crimnal
behavior resulting in a judicial determ nation of guilt or and adni ssion
of guilt before a judicial body shall be treated as a conviction, even if
a conviction is fornmally entered.



