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Abstract 

 In 2007, under the direction of Governor Martin O’Malley, the Violence 

Prevention Initiative (VPI) was launched in Maryland.  Developed and implemented by 

the Maryland Division of Parole and Probation, now known as Community Supervision, 

the goal of VPI was to identify, and closely monitor the state’s most dangerous 

supervisees. In 2010, Dr. James F. Austin from the JFA Institute completed a 

preliminary evaluation of VPI while analyzing specific data regarding the VPI population. 

Expanding on these preliminary findings, GOCCP conducted a study with additional 

research to determine if VPI was truly accomplishing its goals by lowering recidivism 

among a violent subgroup of offenders, and providing swift and certain punishment to 

violent offenders who violated the terms of their community supervision. This current 

study used a quasi-experimental design to analyze two groups of offenders. The control 

group consisted of paroled offenders who were assigned to Maryland’s intensive 

community supervision program for the three years prior to the implementation of VPI in 

2007. The experimental group consisted of paroled offenders who were assigned to 

Maryland’s Violence Prevention Initiative from January 1, 2008 to June 30, 2008. 

Criminal and technical violation data was collected on both cohorts for a period of three 

years from their assignment to their respective supervision. Results indicated that the 

2004 control group had a statistically significantly higher mean number of arrests while 

under original supervision, violent arrests while under original supervision, arrests 3 

years after the start of supervision, and violent arrests 3 years after the start of 

supervision than the VPI group. In addition, offenders in the 2008 group were violated, 

served warrants, and apprehended swifter than offenders in the 2004 group. Finally, 

offenders in the VPI group were more likely to have their supervision revoked for a new 

offense, a violent new offense, and a technical violation when compared to the 2004 

sample. An analysis of the substance treatment aspect of VPI yielded inconclusive 

results due to limitations in data collection. Overall, evidence supports the theory that 

when compared to the intensive supervision program in place prior to VPI, the Violence 

Prevention Initiative aids in the reduction of crime, and administers swift and certain 

sanctions when supervision is violated. 
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Introduction and Scope of Study 

The Violence Prevention Initiative (VPI) was first launched in 2007. Created 

under the O’Malley-Brown Administration, VPI is an intensive community supervision 

program which uses a data driven risk assessment tool to identify offenders with a high 

propensity for committing future violent crime. VPI offenders are subject to much stricter 

supervision in the community than other non-violent offenders. This research will 

attempt to answer the following questions: 

 

1. Does VPI reduce violent crime among the cohort subject to VPI supervision? 

2. Does VPI provide swift and certain punishment for violators? 

3. Does VPI provide for successful treatment of offenders?  

 

The results of this study can be used to both access VPI as a model community 

supervision program, as well as assist program administrators in developing the most 

comprehensive tool for identifying the offenders who should be monitored under VPI 

once they reenter society and are placed under the supervision of the Maryland 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS). 

Overview of VPI 

In July 2007, at the direction of Governor Martin O’Malley, the Division of Parole 

and Probation (now Community Supervision) developed the Violence Prevention 

Initiative (VPI), a statewide, divisional commitment to reducing violent crime in 

Maryland. In conjunction with Dr. Richard Berk at the University of Pennsylvania, 

Community Supervision created an easy-to-administer, common-sense risk assessment 

tool to identify the state’s most dangerous supervisees. Prior to its implementation in 

2007, this tool was formulated by researching the attributes of probationers and 

parolees who had a heightened risk of committing violent crime, or being the victim of a 

homicide, or attempted homicide. Using specific screening criteria, Community 

Supervision identified approximately 2,300 offenders under supervision who had a high 

propensity for committing future violent crimes. The department then developed 

enhanced supervision and containment models to manage these high-risk offenders. 

The criteria for an individual to be placed on VPI were as follows: 
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1. Is the offender under the age of 30? 

2. Does the offender have 7 or more prior arrests? 

3. Is the offender’s current offense for felony drugs, felony assault, armed 

robbery, possession of a handgun, carjacking, kidnapping, murder or 

attempted murder? 

 

After the inception of VPI in July 2007, Community Supervision began assigning 

full-time agents to intelligence units, also known as watch centers, across the Maryland. 

The first Community Supervision agent was assigned to the watch center in Baltimore 

City. The role of the watch center agent is to research the background of arrestees to 

identify high risk offenders. Once these offenders are identified, this information is 

brought to the attention of the offender’s supervising agent, as well as the State’s 

Attorney’s office so that prompt action can be taken to seek a violation of parole or 

probation warrant. Since 2007, agents have been assigned to the Baltimore County, 

and Prince George’s County Police Department to complement the intelligence role 

Community Supervision plays in creating and maintaining a safer Maryland. In addition, 

Community Supervision has added a part-time agent assigned to the watch center in 

Salisbury Maryland. This is the intelligence arm of the VPI strategy; to ensure that 

information on violent incidents involving Community Supervision offenders is 

immediately available to VPI, and other agents, whose response to these incidents is 

immediate. These individuals, embedded on a full-time basis in strategic units of the 

respective police departments, constitute the primary component of the intelligence unit. 

This unit was developed to strengthen the agency’s presence in the community, and its 

role in the constant effort to make our communities safer. This strategy also promotes 

increased collaboration among local, state, and federal law enforcement agencies. 

Currently, there are over 2,100 offenders in VPI throughout the state. Community 

Supervision recognizes the importance of monitoring the effectiveness of VPI. As such, 

hand-selected VPI agents are responsible for meeting the standards of VPI supervision 

as set forth by Community Supervision. Agents, who are not performing as expected, 

are removed from VPI caseloads. In an effort to maintain the integrity and effectiveness 

of VPI, Community Supervision is continuing to evaluate the risk assessment tool and 

screening criteria. As necessary, the department will make changes to ensure that the 
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most violent offenders under community supervision are supervised in an effective 

containment model with strict compliance standards. 

In March 2009, Community Supervision developed modified VPI screening and 

selection criteria. This criterion was created in an attempt to enhance the effectiveness 

of the screening process by analyzing four additional variables that were not being 

considered in the VPI screening process. These variables were: 

 

• History and number of juvenile criminal complaints 

• Age at first arrest 

• The involvement of a weapon in prior arrest 

• Total number of adult and juvenile arrests 

 

 In January 2011, a third VPI screener was implemented. This program however 

was limited because it was designed using data solely from Baltimore City. This risk 

assessment tool forecasts potential victims and perpetrators of homicide. One limitation 

of the modified screening criteria implemented in 2009 and 2011, is that a formal study 

was never conducted to empirically test the effectiveness of the original 2007 VPI 

screener. Despite the fact that there have been modifications to VPI’s original screening 

criteria, the goal of this study is to research the effectiveness of the original 2007 VPI 

screener, providing valuable insight into the true success of VPI when compared to 

previous intensive community supervision initiatives in Maryland. 

Previous Study on VPI 

 In 2010, a report entitled “A Preliminary Evaluation of the Maryland Violence 

Prevention Initiative” was prepared by the JFA Institute under the direction of James 

Austin, Ph.D. The JFA Institute is an organization focused on conducting justice and 

corrections research for effective policy-making. The report was the culmination of an 

exploratory research project commissioned by the Governor’s Office of Crime Control 

and Prevention (GOCCP). One of the goals of the evaluation was to examine the first 

two to three years of VPI, and compile a list of preliminary generalized conclusions in 

regard to the VPI population. First, Austin (2010) presented some descriptive data 
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regarding the current VPI population (Table 1).1 A summary of the VPI population at the 

time was as follows: 

 

1. The majority of cases were supervised in Baltimore City and Baltimore 

County (69%), Prince George’s (8%), and Anne Arundel County (6%) 

2. The most represented demographic was male (99.8%) and black (88%) 

3. The most common current offense was felony drug (43%), followed by assault 

(13%), robbery (13%) 

4. The average age of the offender under supervision was 26 

 

Table 1. Attributes of the VPI Population in 

2009/2010 

Attribute N % 

Total VPI Population 2077 100% 
Primary Counties   

Baltimore City & County 1484 69% 

Prince George’s County 173 8% 

Anne Arundel County 118 6% 

Rest of State 302 15% 
Gender   

Male 2073 99.8% 

Female 4 .2% 
Race   

White 252 12% 

Black 1817 88% 

Other 8 0% 
Current Offense   

Murder 60 3% 

Assault 272 13% 

Robbery 263 13% 

Felony Handgun 198 9% 

Felony Drug 903 44% 

Other 381 18% 
 

 Austin (2010) also discovered that 47% of those assigned to VPI, failed to 

complete probation or parole. Failures consisted of individuals assigned to VPI who 

were either violated after committing a new crime while under supervision, or had their 

supervision revoked for other reasons, including technical violations. Of the 47% who 

failed VPI, 30% of all VPI cases were convicted of a new offense, while 17% were 

violated for other reasons. 

                                                           
1
 Austin, J. (2010). Preliminary Evaluation of the Maryland Violence Prevention Initiative. The JFA Institute. 
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 The second goal of Austin’s evaluation was to compile a list of recommendations 

that would strengthen the VPI model that was in place at the time. Shortly after the 

implementation of VPI in 2007, Community Supervision sought to improve the selection 

criteria for VPI cases. They looked at additional characteristics that would make the VPI 

screening tool more accurate in selecting the individuals needing the highest level of 

supervision. Austin (2010) found that the risk assessment tool being used at the time 

may not have been capturing a large percentage of parolees and probationers who 

were likely to become involved in, or be the victim of violent crime.2 These cases, 

referred to as “false negatives,” were offenders who did not qualify under the original 

VPI screening criteria, but became involved in serious crimes. Examining the 

characteristics and criminal histories of these offenders, Austin (2010) found that there 

were four variables that needed to be added to the VPI screening criteria. These 

variables were: 

 

1. History and number of juvenile criminal complaints 

2. Age at first arrest 

3. Involvement of a weapon in prior arrest 

4. Total number of juvenile and adult arrests 

 

 Austin (2010) determined that the original selection criterion for VPI was also 

identifying a number of “false positives,” – offenders assigned to VPI who were 

predicted to commit serious crimes, but did not. One of Austin’s (2010) first 

recommendations was for Community Supervision to examine and implement a new 

risk assessment instrument being developed by Dr. Richard Berk at the University of 

Pennsylvania. Berk’s algorithm “proved to identify a much larger proportion of parolees 

and probationers who become involved in life-threatening assaults resulting in serious 

injury or death, either as a victim or a perpetrator.3  

Austin (2010) also recommended that VPI add a treatment component in order to 

curb the violent behavior associated with most VPI cases. In 2008, 55% of all murder 

                                                           
2
 Austin, J. (2010). Preliminary Evaluation of the Maryland Violence Prevention Initiative. The JFA Institute. 

 
3
 Austin, J. (2010). Preliminary Evaluation of the Maryland Violence Prevention Initiative. The JFA Institute. 
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victims and/or suspects in Baltimore City were being supervised under a Community 

Supervision program at the time of the event. Austin (2010) called for a more 

comprehensive analysis and evaluation of VPI, with a focus on rehabilitative services. 

While the current study will conduct a pre-test, post-test evaluation of VPI, it will not 

make generalized conclusions regarding specific treatments beyond those associated 

with the VPI program.  

Methodology 

Study Design 

As noted in the previous section, the VPI screening criteria has changed since 

the target dates (2007-2011) of the current study. However, it’s important to determine 

whether the concept of VPI, and the components used when the program was initiated 

in 2007, experienced any statistically significant positive outcomes prior to the Austin 

(2010) analysis. Again, the Austin (2010) analysis was not an empirical study, or formal 

evaluation of the initial VPI screening criteria. The current study hypothesized that upon 

violation, offenders supervised under VPI would either experience more successful 

outcomes, or receive more consistent sanctions than the control group. This evaluation 

focused on 3 research questions:  

 

1. Does VPI reduce violent crime among the cohort subject to VPI supervision? 

- It is hypothesized that the post-VPI cohort will be arrested for fewer violent 

offenses than the pre-VPI cohort over a three year period following the start of 

supervision. 

2. Does VPI provide swift and certain punishment for violators? 

- It is hypothesized that the post-VPI cohort will have a higher technical 

violation and revocation rate for the offenders, taking less time to remove 

offenders from the streets than the pre-VPI cohort over a three year period. 

3. Does VPI provide successful treatment of offenders? 

- It is predicted that the post-VPI cohort will have a lower new offense violation 

rate.   
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 To determine program effectiveness, a quasi-experimental nonequivalent groups 

design was used to compare a pre-VPI, and a post-VPI group for both a program, as 

well as a process evaluation of the initial 2007 VPI screening criteria. 

Sample Selection and Screening 

The initial step of this evaluation was to identify the two groups for comparison, a 

pre-VPI, and a post-VPI sample. The pre-VPI sample consisted of all statewide 

offenders under the age of 30, who received parole or mandatory release any time 

from January 1, 2004 until June 30, 2004. The post-VPI sample consists of only 

statewide VPI offenders under the age of 30, who received parole or mandatory 

release any time from January 1, 2008 until June 30, 2008. This sample was drawn 

from Community Supervision intake over each of the 6 month periods.  

 

2004 Pre-VPI sample (Control Group) 

Since VPI wasn’t created and implemented until 2007, it was necessary to create a 

pre-VPI cohort of offenders, who, if VPI had existed in 2004, would likely have been 

assigned to VPI based on the original screening criteria. This screening criterion was as 

follows: 

 

1. Age – under age 30 

2. Current offense – must be for felony drug, felony assault, armed robbery, 

possession of a handgun, carjacking, kidnapping, non-negligent 

manslaughter, or murder. 

3. Number of prior arrests – 7 or more 

 

 First, a list of all statewide offenders, under the age of 30, who received parole or 

mandatory release any time from January 1, 2004 until June 30, 2004, was obtained 

from DPSCS. After this initial step, all of the offenders in this sample now satisfied the 

“age” criteria that would have been required for assignment to the original VPI program, 

if VPI had existed in 2004. This list included approximately 1,200 offenders, and a total 

of over 35,000 charges. Of the 1,200 offenders, over 250 of the offenders were 

immediately eliminated because their current offense, the offense which resulted in their 

community supervision, was not for felony drug, felony assault, armed robbery, 
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possession of a handgun, carjacking, kidnapping, non-negligent manslaughter, or 

murder. At this point, those remaining in the 2004 cohort satisfied the “age,” along with 

the “current offense” criteria that would have been required for assignment to the 

original VPI program, if VPI had existed in 2004. In order to determine the total number 

of prior arrests, juvenile arrest data was provided by the Maryland Department of 

Juvenile Services (DJS) on the remaining 940 offenders. This list included 

approximately 10,000 total charges. Each offender’s total number of juvenile arrests 

was added to their total number of adult arrests. If the resulting number of arrests was 7 

or more, the offender now satisfied all three of the criteria that would have been 

required for assignment to the original VPI program, if VPI had existed in 2004. This 

process resulted in a 2004 Control group consisting of n=367 offenders who would likely 

have been assigned to the original VPI program, if VPI had existed in 2004. 

 

2008 Post-VPI sample (Experimental Group) 

In the previous section, a manual process was used to create the control group. The 

control group was a pre-VPI cohort of offenders, who, if VPI had existed in 2004, would 

likely have been assigned to VPI based on the original screening criteria. The 

experimental group, a post-VPI cohort, was much easier to determine. The post-VPI 

sample consisted of statewide VPI offenders, already assigned to VPI, under the age of 

30, who received parole or mandatory release any time from January 1, 2008, until June 

30, 2008. Again, the VPI screening criterion used was as follows: 

 

1. Age – under age 30 

2. Current offense – must be for felony drug, felony assault, armed robbery, 

possession of a handgun, carjacking, kidnapping, or murder. 

3. Number of prior arrests – 7 or more 

 

 This sample was drawn from Community Supervision intake, and consisted of a 

list of 352 offenders, and almost 12,000 charges. After researching each of the cases 

provided for the experimental group, it was determined that in some cases, offenders 

were assigned to VPI despite the fact that their current offense did not satisfy the 

requirement defined under the “current offense” criteria. It was never determined why 

the offenders were assigned to VPI, despite the fact that they did not fully meet the 
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original screening criteria. This created a limitation to the study. As a result, 30 of the 

offenders from the 2008 sample were immediately eliminated because their current 

offense, the offense which resulted in their community supervision, was not for felony 

drug, felony assault, armed robbery, possession of a handgun, carjacking, kidnapping, 

non-negligent manslaughter, or murder. Of the remaining 322 offenders, it was 

determined that in 15 cases, offenders were assigned to VPI despite the fact that they 

were 30 years of age or older. Therefore, these offenders did not satisfy the 

requirement defined under the “Age -under age 30” criteria. It was never determined 

why these offenders were assigned to VPI, despite the fact that they did not fully meet 

the original screening criteria. This created another limitation to the study. These 15 

cases were removed from the sample and subsequently the 2008 experimental group 

consisted of offenders who received parole or mandatory release, and were assigned to 

the VPI program any time from January 1, 2008 until June 30, 2008 ( n=307). 

 

Pre-test Comparison of Samples 

 During the sample selection portion of this study, the ultimate goal was to create 

two samples, a control group and an experimental group, with as equal variances as 

possible. The previous section described the steps taken to most accurately identify and 

select the two samples required for hypothesis testing. Surprisingly, without altering or 

controlling for any extraneous factors, the two natural samples were very similar in size, 

n=367 for the control group, and n=307 for the experimental group. It was now 

necessary to run statistical tests in order to determine if the pre-test characteristics of 

each group were statistically similar. 

 It’s important to note that the characteristics compared in this section had little or 

no impact on whether the subjects would likely have been assigned to VPI. The 

selection criteria for VPI placement was addressed in the previous section. The 

comparisons made in this section are an attempt to see if any statistically significant 

relationships, outside the VPI selection criteria, exist between the two samples. Ideally, 

the samples would be statistically similar, not only in VPI selection criteria 

characteristics, but in other demographics as well. Detailed descriptions of all variables 

are found in Appendix 1. 
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 Table 2 shows the results of both frequency and statistical analysis of both 

samples. Statistical tests were conducted on 7 categories of social and demographic 

attributes of the two samples. The control group was statistically similar to the 

experimental group in 4 of the 7 categories. These attributes included race, age, current 

(qualifying) offense violent, and supervision length (Diagrams 1, 2 & 3). Chi-square tests 

confirmed the descriptive findings, with no significant differences in race and current 

(qualifying) offense violent. T-tests confirmed the statistical similarities for the variables 

age at intake, and days case open to expiration (Table 2, Diagram 2, and Diagram 4). 

For 3 of the 7 attributes, statistical tests showed a statistically significant difference in 

the samples. These categories include gender, and individual variables under the 

categories of special conditions of parole, and pre-supervision arrest history. The 

control group had ten more females than the experimental group, accounting for the 

statistically significant difference in gender (Diagram 5). When compared to the 

experimental group, under the category of special conditions, the control group had a 

significantly higher mean number of offenders with drug, money, and other special 

condition, but a statistically similar mean number of offenders with alcohol special 

conditions when compared to the experimental group. Under the category of pre-

supervision arrest history, the control group had a statistically significant higher mean 

number of adult arrests pre-supervision, and adult violent arrests pre-supervision, than 

the experimental group. For this study, a violent arrest consisted of the following 

charges: 

 

� Murder (1st & 2nd Degree) 

� Non-negligent manslaughter 

� Forcible Rape 

� Armed Robbery 

� Felony Assault (1st & 2nd Degree) 

� Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons 

� Kidnapping 

 Under the variable adult firearms arrests pre-supervision, the experimental group 

had a significantly higher number of mean arrests than the control group. The final 
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analysis of the samples involved frequency testing on 2 additional variables, current 

(qualifying) offense, and primary counties. The most significant finding from this 

frequency analysis involved the supervising counties of offenders. The top five 

jurisdictions where VPI supervision was initiated were Baltimore City, Washington 

County, Anne Arundel County, Prince George’s County, and Baltimore County (Diagram 

6). 

The second frequency involved the current offense, the offense which qualified 

the individual for intensive supervision. The 2004 control group had a much higher 

percentage of offenders (30.2% vs. 13%) whose qualifying offense was assault 

(Diagram 7). This is most likely the statistic that made the 2004 control group the 

statistically significantly more violent pre-supervision cohort when compared to the 2008 

experimental group in the aforementioned statistical tests. In regard to non-violent 

crime, felony drug offenses accounted for more than 50% of both samples’ qualifying 

offenses. 
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Table 2. Social and Demographic Attributes of Samples (Pre-test) 
Characteristic 2004 –  

Control Group 
2008 –  

Experimental Group 
Test P-Value 

 

Sample Size 367 307 n/a n/a 
Gender     

 Male 356 (97%) 306 (99.7%) 
Chi-square p = .009 

 Female 11 (3%) 1 (.3%) 
Race     

 White 24 (7.8%) 46 (12.5%) 

Chi-square p = .087*  Black 320 (87.2%) 283 (92.2%) 

 Other 0 (0%) 1 (.3%) 
Age (Mean)     

 Age at Intake 24.63 25.05 t-test p = .064* 
Supervision Counties of Offenders (Top 5)     

 Baltimore City  240 (65.4%) 231 (75.2%) n/a n/a 

 Washington County 7 (1.9%) 11 (3.6%) n/a n/a 

 Anne Arundel County 8 (2.3%) 11 (3.6%) n/a n/a 

 Prince George’s County 9 (2.5%) 9 (2.9%) n/a n/a 

 Baltimore County 61 (16.6%) 8 (2.6%) n/a n/a 
Special Conditions of Parole     

 Alcohol Special Condition 61 (16.6%) 55 (17.9%) Chi-square p = .658* 

 Drug Special Condition 140 (38.1%) 89 (29%) Chi-square p = .012 

 Money Special Condition 358 (97.5%) 274 (89.3%) Chi-square p = .000 

 Other Special Condition 106 (28.9%) 65 (21.2%) Chi-square p = .022 
Current (Qualifying) Offense     

 Murder 6 (1.6%) 7 (2.3%) n/a n/a 

 Manslaughter 1 (.3%) 5 (1.6%) n/a n/a 

 Forcible rape 1 (.3%) 2 (.7%) n/a n/a 

 Armed Robbery 32 (8.7%) 44 (14.3%) n/a n/a 

 Assault 111 (30.2%) 40 (13%) n/a n/a 

 Felony Firearm 24 (6.5%) 53 (17.3%) n/a n/a 

 Kidnapping 0 (0%) 1 (.3%) n/a n/a 

 Felony Drug 192 (52.3%) 155 (50.5%) n/a n/a 
Current (Qualifying) Offense Violent?     

 Yes 175 (47.7%) 150 (48.9%) 
Chi-square p = .761* 

 No 192 (52.3%) 157 (51.1%) 
Supervision Length (Mean)     

Days Case Open to Expiration    617.25 627.23 t-test p = .792* 
Pre-Supervision Arrest History (Mean) 

Adult Arrests Pre-Supervision 10 8.18 t-test p = .000 

Adult Violent Arrests Pre-Supervision 2.84 2.26 t-test p = .000 

Adult Firearms Arrests Pre-Supervision .95 1.27 t-test p = .001 
*denotes statistically similar p > .05 
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Results and Discussion 

Once the 2004 control group, and the 2008 experimental group were identified 
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� Days – case open date to supervision expiration date 

� Days – case open date to violation/arrest date 

� Days – violation/arrest date to warrant/summons issue date 

� Days – violation/arrest date to date returned to custody 

� Days – warrant/summons issue date to date returned to custody 

� Days – returned to custody to hearing date 

� Days – violation/arrest date to hearing or revocation date 

� Days – warrant summons issue date to hearing or revocation date 

� Days – case open date to hearing or revocation date 

� Days – case open date to warrant/summons issue date 

� Type of violation 

� New offense 

� Violent new offense? 

� Hearing outcome 

� Type of close 

� 1st level of supervision 

� 5th level of supervision 

� Arrests while under original VPI supervision dates 

� Violent arrests while under original supervision dates 

� Most serious offense while under supervision 

� Total adult arrests 

� Total adult violent crime arrests 

� Total adult firearms arrests 

� Total adult arrests post supervision (3 Years) 

� Total adult violent arrests post supervision (3 Years) 

� Total adult firearms arrests post supervision (3 Years) 

� Most serious adult offense charged with through the end of the study period 

� Most serious adult offense convicted of through the end of the study period 

 

 Data on each offender was collected for 3 years from the Case open date (see 

Appendix 1 for detailed variable definitions). The 3 year follow up was chosen in order 

to eliminate any possibility of overlap between the two sample groups, and to coordinate 
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with the 2007 implementation of the Violence Prevention Initiative. Therefore, the 2004 

control group was tracked until 2007, and the 2008 experimental group was tracked 

until 2011. Analysis of this data was used to answer the 3 main research questions. 

 

Research Question #1:  

Does VPI reduce violent crime among the cohort subject to VPI supervision? 

The first research question was answered by obtaining the adult arrest records of 

all 674 offenders assigned to the two samples. All adult arrests were counted and used 

to determine an offender’s criminal history. The theory behind counting arrests, as 

opposed to convictions, stems from the philosophy used by VPI in determining inclusion 

in the program. During the study period, one of the criteria for selection into VPI was the 

presence of 7 or more arrests. Those who drafted the inclusion criteria for VPI 

determined that arrest history, not conviction, provided a more accurate assessment of 

an offender’s propensity toward violence and repeated criminal behavior. If the analysis 

showed that a subject had multiple charges for the same arrest, only the most serious 

charge was counted. Violent crimes were ranked in order of seriousness based on the 

FBI’s Uniform Crime Report. Non-violent crimes were ranked in order of seriousness 

based on the penalties each charge carries in Maryland (Table 3). Each offender’s 

arrests were tallied, and then broken down into the following categories: 

- Total number of adult arrests 

- Total number of adult violent crime arrests 

- Total number of adult firearms arrests 

- Number of arrests while under original intensive supervision dates 

- Number of violent arrests while under original intensive supervision dates 

- Total number of adult arrests pre-supervision 

- Total number of adult violent crime arrests pre-supervision 

- Total number of adult firearms arrests pre-supervision 

- Total number of adult arrests for the 3 years post-supervision 

- Total number of adult violent crime arrests for the 3 years post-supervision 

- Total number of adult firearms arrests for the 3 years post-supervision 
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Table 3. Crimes – Ranked by Seriousness 

Violent Crimes Nonviolent Crimes 

Murder (1st & 2nd Degree) 
Non-negligent manslaughter  
Forcible Rape 
Armed Robbery 
Felony Assault (1st & 2nd Degree) 
Kidnapping 
 

Felony Drug 
Manufacturing/Distribution CDS 
Possession CDS    
Arson 
Burglary 
Motor Vehicle theft 
Felony Theft 
Resisting Arrest 
Fleeing Police 
Destruction of Property 
Violation of a Protective Order 
Trespassing 
Gambling/Gaming/Dice/Cards 
Disorderly Conduct 
Misdemeanor Theft 
Urinating in Public 
Rogue and Vagabond 
Traffic 
Absconder 

 

Table 4 presents selected results of this data from a series of t-tests. Results 

suggest that a statistically significant difference exists between the two samples in 4 of 

the 5 indicators related to violent crime reduction. The 2004 Control Group had a 

statistically significantly higher mean number of arrests while under original supervision 

(mean = 1.28, p = .000), violent arrests while under original supervision (mean = .36, p 

= .005), arrests 3 years after the start of supervision (mean = 2.51, p = .000), and 

violent arrests 3 years after the start of supervision (mean = .69, p = .000). The only 

category that showed no statistically significant difference between the 2 samples was 

the number of total firearm arrests 3 years post supervision (p = .52). These 5 statistics 

present the cumulative number of arrests committed by each sample. Therefore a 

cross-tabulation was conducted to determine how many offenders in each sample 

committed a violent crime. Out of 367 offenders in the non-VPI Control group, 106 

(29%) committed a new violent offense while under their original intensive supervision, 

while only 64 (21%) of the VPI Experimental Group committed a new violent offense 

while under their original supervision (Table 4). An 	��  analysis of this data confirmed 

that the 2004 Group had a statistically significantly higher (�� = 8.220, p = .042) number 

of offenders who committed a violent new offense while under supervision than the 

2008 Experimental Group. This evidence suggests that offenders in the 2008 VPI 
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sample were less likely to commit violent crimes than offenders in the 2004 control 

group.  

 

Table 4. Research Question #1 Intervention and Post-Test Data 
Variable 2004 –  

Control 
Group 

2008 –  
Experimental 

Group 

Test P-Value 
 

Sample Size 367 307 n/a n/a 
Arrests (Mean)     

Arrests While Under Original Supervision 1.28 .76 t-test p = .000* 

Violent Arrests While Under Original Supervision .36 .24 t-test p = .005* 

Total Arrests 3 Years Post Supervision 2.51 1.77 t-test p = .000* 

Total Violent Arrests 3 Years Post Supervision .69 .46 t-test p = .000* 

Total Firearm Arrests 3 Years Post Supervision .21 .24 t-test p = .52 
Did Offender Commit a Violent New Offense 
While Under Supervision? 

    

Yes 106 (29%) 64 (21%) 
Chi-square p = .042* 

No 261 (71%) 243 (79%) 
*denotes statistical significance at p > .05 
 

There was a concern about the propensity toward violent crime when the pre-test 

comparison of samples revealed that the 2004 control group had a statistically 

significant greater mean number of violent arrests when compared to the 2008 VPI 

group. In order to determine if this propensity toward violence would affect the results of 

the study, 3 additional frequencies were analyzed. The first frequency analysis was 

conducted to answer the following question: Were offenders who committed a violent 

qualifying offense more likely to commit any new offense? In all but 1 category, 

kidnapping, offenders from the 2004 control group were arrested more often while under 

supervision than offenders in the 2008 VPI group (Table 5). For example, of the 111 

offenders in the control group whose qualifying offense (for supervision) was assault, 68 

of those offenders, or 61.3% were arrested for a new offense while under supervision 

(Table 5). In contrast, of the 39 offenders in the experimental group whose qualifying 

offense was assault, only 21 of those offenders, or 53.8% were arrested for a new 

offense while under supervision (Table 5).  
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Table 5. Offenders who committed a Violent Qualifying Offense, and were 

arrested for a New Offense while under supervision 

 2004 – Control Group 

N = 175 

2008 – Experimental Group 

N = 152 

Qualifying Violent Offense % Frequency % Frequency 

Murder 83.3% (5 of 6) 57.1% (4 of 7) 

Manslaughter 100% (1 of 1) 80% (4 of 5) 

Forcible rape 100% (1 of 1) 50% (1 of 2) 

Armed Robbery 71.9% (23 of 32) 52.3% (23 of 44) 

Assault 61.3% (68 of 111) 53.8% (21 of 39) 

Felony Firearm 79.2% (19 of 24) 55.6% (30 of 54) 

Kidnapping 0% (0 of 0) 100% (1 of 1) 

Total* 66.9% 117 of 175 55.3% 84 of 152 

*(�� = 4.617, p = .032), statistically significant difference at p > .05 

 

This, however, was just the first step. The second frequency analysis was 

conducted to answer the following question: Of the offenders who committed a violent 

qualifying offense, and at least 1 new offense while under supervision, how many of 

those were violent new offenses? Table 6 shows that there was no statistically 

significant difference in the number of violent new offenses among those violent 

offenders in either group. This adds evidence to support the theory that although the 

2004 control group had a statistically significantly greater number of offenders with 

qualifying violent offenses, their propensity toward violence was about the same as the 

2008 experimental group. 

Table 6. Offenders who committed a Violent Qualifying Offense, were arrested for a New 

Offense while under supervision, and at least 1 of those was a Violent New Offense 

 2004 – Control Group 2008 – Experimental Group 

Qualifying Violent Offense % Frequency % Frequency 

Murder 60% (3 of 5) 0% (0 of 4) 

Manslaughter 100% (1 of 1) 50% (2 of 4) 

Forcible rape 0% (0 of 1) 100% (1 of 1) 

Armed Robbery 64.7% (11 of 23) 43.5% (10 of 23) 

Assault 52.9% (36 of 68) 47.6% (10 of 21) 

Felony Firearm 31.6% (6 of 19) 43.3% (13 of 30) 

Kidnapping 0% (0 of 0) 100% (1 of 1) 

Total* 48.7% 57 of 117 44% 37 of 84 

*(�� = .428, p = .513), not a statistically significant difference at p > .05  



 

22 

 

 In order to further confirm these findings, a final frequency analysis was 

conducted to answer the following question: Of the offenders who committed a violent 

qualifying offense, how many were arrested for at least 1 violent new offense 3 years 

after the start of supervision. Table 7 confirms that no statistically significant difference 

exists between the two samples when the offenders with violent qualifying offenses are 

tracked for violent new offenses 3 years following the start of supervision. 

 

Table 7. Offenders who committed a Violent Qualifying Offense, were arrested for 

at least 1 Violent New Offense 3 years after the start of supervision 

 2004 – Control Group 2008 – Experimental Group 

Qualifying Violent Offense % Frequency % Frequency 

Murder 50% (3 of 6) 28.6% (2 of 7) 

Manslaughter 0% (0 of 1) 40% (2 of 5) 

Forcible rape 0% (0 of 1) 50% (1 of 2) 

Armed Robbery 56.3% (18 of 32) 38.6% (17 of 44) 

Assault 47.5% (53 of 111) 51.3% (20 of 39) 

Felony Firearm 54.2% (13 of 24) 33.3% (18 of 54) 

Kidnapping 0% (0 of 0) 100% (1 of 1) 

Total* 49.7% 87 of 175 40.1% 61 of 152 

*(�� = 3.015, p = .082), not a statistically significant difference at p > .05 

 

 Ideally, the results of these tests would show a significant reduction in violent 

crime for the 2008 VPI group. However it’s important to remember that this set of 

statistical tests were only conducted on those whose qualifying offense was violent. 

When these tests were run for the entire sample, the 2008 experimental group exhibited 

the more favorable results (Table 4). These results may assist in validating the inclusion 

of non-violent crimes in the VPI screening criteria.  

 

Research Question #2:  

Does VPI provide swift and certain punishment for violators? 

Much like Hawaii’s HOPE Program, the Maryland Violence Prevention Initiative 

(VPI) uses sanctions, as opposed to treatment, in hopes that offender compliance will 

be achieved under the threat of swift and certain punishment. Both programs operate 

under the theory of Specific Deterrence. Under this theory, human beings are viewed as 

rational thinkers, freely choosing both their conforming, as well as their deviant 
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behaviors. In order to reduce crime under deterrence theory, swift, certain, and severe 

sanctions must be applied. The first part of this report discussed the use of multiple 

variables aimed at identifying those offenders whose criminal behaviors have displayed 

a pattern consistent with deterrence theory (i.e. career criminals). Therefore, these 

criminals were assigned to a parole supervision requiring the adherence to a stringent 

set of guidelines under the threat of immediate and costly sanctions. If the terms of an 

offender’s VPI supervision are violated, a supervision agent is expected to immediately 

request a retake warrant. Once the warrant is issued, service of the VPI warrant is 

expected to take priority for the serving agency. After service, an expedited hearing is 

held.  Offenders found in violation of the terms of their VPI supervision are expected to 

have their supervision revoked, and serve the full remainder of their sentence.  

 The second research question was answered by obtaining the adult arrest 

records, as well as selected mandatory supervision data for all 674 offenders assigned 

to the two samples. In order to determine if VPI violations were enforced swiftly, the 

following variables were measured for those offenders who violated the terms of their 

VPI supervision (Appendix 1): 

� Days – violation/arrest date to warrant/summons issue date 

� Days – warrant/summons issue date to date returned to custody 

� Days – violation/arrest date to date returned to custody 

� Days – returned to custody to hearing date 

� Days – violation/arrest date to Hearing or revocation date 

� Days – warrant summons issue date to hearing or revocation date 

 Table 8 and Diagram 8 presents selected results of this data from a series of t-

tests. Results suggest that sanctions were enforced on the 2008 VPI group in a 

statistically significantly lower number of mean days, when compared to the 2004 

control group, in 5 of the 6 variables related the swift application of punishment for 

supervision violators. These variables include the number of days from violation/arrest 

date to warrant/summons issue date (mean = 26.7, p = .000), the number of days from 

the warrant/summons issue date to the date returned to custody (mean = 81.76, p = 

.000), the number of days from violation/arrest date to date returned to custody (mean 

105.6, p = .000), the number of days between the violation/arrest date to hearing or 



 

 

revocation date (mean 205.5, p = .001), and the number of 

warrant/summons issue date to hearing or revocation date 

The only category that showed no statistically significant difference between the two

samples was the number of days returned to custody to the hearing or revocation date 

(p = .465). This evidence suggests that offenders in the 20

and issued sanctions significantly swifter than offenders in the 2004 Control Group.

 

Table 8 Research Question #2 Intervention and Post
Variable 

Days – Violation/Arrest Date to 
Warrant/Summons Issue date 

Days – Warrant/Summons Issue Date 
to Date Returned to Custody 

Days – Violation/Arrest Date to 
Returned to Custody Date 

Days – Returned to Custody to Hearing 
or Revocation Date 

Days – Violation/Arrest Date to Hearing 
or Revocation Date 

Days – Warrant/Summons Issue Date 
to Hearing or Revocation date 

*denotes statistical significance at p > .05
 

Diagram 8 - Research Question #2 Intervention and Post
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(mean 205.5, p = .001), and the number of days between the 

warrant/summons issue date to hearing or revocation date (mean = 178.5, p = .031).

The only category that showed no statistically significant difference between the two

samples was the number of days returned to custody to the hearing or revocation date 

(p = .465). This evidence suggests that offenders in the 2008 VPI sample were violated, 

and issued sanctions significantly swifter than offenders in the 2004 Control Group.

Table 8 Research Question #2 Intervention and Post-Test Data 
2004 –  

Control Group 
2008 –  

Experimental Group 

55.6 26.7 

Warrant/Summons Issue Date 144.96 81.76 

194.7 105.6 

Returned to Custody to Hearing 87.08 98.29 

Violation/Arrest Date to Hearing 284.4 205.5 

Warrant/Summons Issue Date 226.6 178.5 

*denotes statistical significance at p > .05 

Research Question #2 Intervention and Post-Test Data

144.9
194.7

87.1

284.4 226.6

26.7

81.7

105.6 98.2

205.5
178.5

2004 Control Group

2008 Experimental Group

days between the 

(mean = 178.5, p = .031). 

The only category that showed no statistically significant difference between the two 

samples was the number of days returned to custody to the hearing or revocation date 

08 VPI sample were violated, 

and issued sanctions significantly swifter than offenders in the 2004 Control Group. 

Test P-Value 
 

t-test p = .000* 

t-test p = .000* 

t-test p = .000* 

t-test p = .465 

t-test p = .001* 

t-test p = .031* 

Test Data 

 

2004 Control Group

2008 Experimental Group
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 In order to determine if VPI violations were enforced with certainty, the following 

variables were measured for those offenders who violated the terms of their VPI 

supervision (Appendix 1): 

 

- Type of violation 

- New offense 

- Violent new offense? 

- Hearing outcome 

- Type of close 

- Arrests while under original VPI supervision dates 

- Violent arrests while under original supervision 

- Most serious offense while under supervision 

- Total adult arrests post supervision (3 years) 

 

VPI is considered a containment model. While a reduction in offender recidivism 

would be an immense benefit, VPI was never intended to be a treatment program for 

chronic offenders. The goal of VPI has always been to identify the most violent 

offenders those who have shown a history of criminal behavior. Once these offenders 

are identified, VPI is designed to keep those offenders under the tightest supervision 

once they are back into the community under parole or probation supervision. Without 

the application of “certain” enforcement in response to an offender’s violation, VPI would 

fail at one of its primary objectives. Table 9 presents results of the first set of variables 

relating to the certainty of punishment. Results suggest that when a violation of parole 

was identified, offenders in the 2008 VPI group had their supervision revoked 56% of 

the time. In contrast, offenders in the 2004 group only had their supervision revoked 

38.1% of the time following either a criminal or technical violation of supervision (Table 

9). This disparity represents a statistically significant difference during chi-square testing 

(�� = 23.738, p = .000).  

Table 9. Percent of Offenders whose Parole was revoked as the result of any violation 

 2004 – Control Group 2008 – Experimental Group 

Hearing Outcome % Frequency % Frequency 

Supervision Revoked* 38.1% 72 of 189 56% 117 of 209  

Crosstabs: (�� = 23.738, p = .000), statistically significant difference at p > .05 
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 Table 10 expands on this data, and displays the hearing outcomes of cases 

where a new criminal offense was committed while under parole supervision. Once 

again, statistics confirm that the 2008 VPI group had a statistically significantly higher 

variance in revocation rate. Offenders in the VPI group were more likely to have their 

supervision revoked for a new offense when compared to the 2004 group. 

 

Table 10. Hearing Outcomes of cases where a New Offense was committed while 

under supervision  

 2004 – Control Group 2008 – Experimental Group 

Hearing Outcome % Frequency % Frequency 

Supervision Revoked 34% (53 of 157) 45% (63 of 139) 

Supervision Continued 23% (36 of 157) 14% (20 of 139) 

Case Closed 20% (32 of 157) 11% (15 of 139) 

Warrant Recalled 19% (30 of 157) 29% (40 of 139) 

Other 4% (6 of 157) 1% (1 of 139) 

Crosstabs: (�� = 16.302, p = .006), statistically significant difference at p > .05 

 Further analysis is presented in Tables 11 and 12. Table 11 once again looks at 

hearing outcomes, this time in relation to a violent new offense. Results once again 

show that supervision was revoked at a much higher rate for the 2008 VPI group when 

a violent new offense was committed.  

 
Table 11. Hearing Outcomes where Violent New Offense was committed under 

supervision  

 2004 – Control Group 2008 – Experimental Group 

Hearing Outcome % Frequency % Frequency 

Supervision Revoked 31.9% (22 of 69) 48.9% (23 of 47) 

Supervision Continued 20.3% (14 of 69) 10.6% (5 of 47) 

Case Closed 21.7% (15 of 69) 8.5% (4 of 47) 

Warrant Recalled 21.7% (15 of 69) 31.9% (15 of 47) 

Other 4.3% (3 of 69) 0% (0 of 44) 

Crosstabs: (�� = 9.835, p = .043), statistically significant difference at p > .05 

 Table 12 addresses the issue of case closure. Often times, the result of a hearing 

may not necessarily corroborate with the case closure status. This is normally the case 

when a warrant for a violation is recalled, or supervision is continued.  When comparing 

the type of close, offenders in the 2008 group who had at least one arrest while under 
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supervision, received some type of revocation related closure 52.9% of the time, while 

offenders in the 2004 group only received a revocation closure 30% of the time. The 

2004 group also received a favorable expiration of supervision at a statistically 

significantly higher rate than the 2008 VPI group (29.5% vs. 19.1%) despite the fact that 

the 2004 sample had a higher mean number of arrests while under supervision than the 

2008 VPI group (Table 4). 

 

Table 12. Case Type of Close when offender had at least 1 arrest under 

supervision  

 2004 – Control Group 2008 – Experimental Group 

Type of Close % Frequency % Frequency 

Expiration 29.5% (73 of 247) 19.1% (33 of 172) 

Revocation New Offense 17.4% (43 of 247) 28.5% (49 of 172) 

Revocation Technical 12.6% (31 of 247) 24.4% (42 of 172) 

Unsatisfactory Close New 

Offense 

10.5% (26 of 247) 7% (12 of 172) 

Unsatisfactory Close Other 24.3% (60 of 247) 14% (24 of 172) 

Case Open / Unknown / 

Other 

5.7% (14 of 247) 7% (12 of 172) 

Crosstabs: (�� = 38.858, p = .000), statistically significant difference at p > .05 

 The aforementioned results suggest that following criminal violations of 

supervision, punishments were administered with a higher rate of certainty among the 

2008 VPI group when compared to the 2004 sample. In terms of technical violations, 

the results are similar. Table 13 shows that 22.8% (70 of 307) offenders in the 2008 

experimental group were violated for technical violations. Only 8.7% (32 of 367) of the 

control group were violated for technical violations. From those violations, the 

subsequent hearing resulted in a supervision revocation 77.1% of the time for the 2008 

VPI group, as opposed to 59.4% of the time for the 2004 control group (Table 13). 

These statistics confirm that the implementation of VPI resulted in a measurable 

increase in the certainty at which technical violators under intensive parole supervision 

were being taken off the streets, unable to commit future crimes. Table 14 shows the 

result of failing to violate offenders for their criminal activity while under supervision. 

When tracked for three years following the start of supervision, the 2004 group had a 

more favorable supervision expiration rate, despite the fact that they had a higher 
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number of mean arrests than the 2008 VPI group. In theory, the group committing the 

lower number of arrests did so because they were violated early and often, thus 

incapacitating them from future criminal activity.  

Table 13. Hearing Outcomes of cases where a Technical Violation was committed 

under supervision  

 2004 – Control Group 

N = 367 

2008 – Experimental Group 

N = 307 

Hearing Outcome % Frequency % Frequency 

Supervision Revoked 59.4% (19 of 32) 77.1% (54 of 70) 

Supervision Continued 12.5% (4 of 32) 14.3% (10 of 70) 

Case Closed 15.6% (5 of 32) 2.9% (2 of 70) 

Warrant Recalled 12.5% (4 of 32) 5.7% (4 of 70) 

Other 0% (0 of 32) 0% (0 of 70) 

 

Table 14. Total Adult Arrests 3 Years Post Supervision by Type of Closure 

 2004 – Control Group 

N = 359* 

2008 – Experimental Group 

N = 307 
  

Type of Closure 
N Mean # of 

Arrests 

N Mean # of 

Arrests 

Test P-Value 

Expiration 
156 2.13 111 1.89 t-test p = .348 

Revocation 
83 2.82 138 1.80 t-test p = .000** 

Unsatisfactory Closure 
98 3.21 39 1.82 t-test p = .000** 

Other*** 
22 .77 19 .79 t-test p = .963 

Totals 
359 2.51 307 1.77 t-test p = .000** 

* 8 cases were missing “Hearing Outcome” information 
**denotes statistical significance at p > .05 
***Includes Open Cases, Absconders, Out of State Transfers, Death 

 

Research Question #3:  

Does VPI provide for successful treatment of offenders? 

 As mentioned in the previous section, VPI was designed to be a containment 

model, not a treatment program. The Austin (2010) evaluation of VPI recommended 

adding a treatment component in order to strengthen the program’s ability to reduce 

criminal behavior. One limitation of the current study was the inability to collect data in 

regard to treatment and special conditions. Due to these data collection restraints, the 

only information provided on treatment were the presence of, and adherence to special 
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conditions of parole for each offender. In order to answer the third research question, 

the variable drug special condition was analyzed. Early in the analysis, it became clear 

that due to the limitation experienced during the data collection phase of this research, it 

would be difficult to make accurate generalized conclusions in regard to the relationship 

between special conditions, and the successful treatment of VPI offenders. Most 

problematic was the coding that identified the presence of special conditions in the data 

received from DPSCS. Under the special conditions variables, offenders were labeled 

with either a “yes,” or a “no or unknown” code. The coding of “no or unknown” was far 

too ambiguous to be considered statistically relevant.  

 Table 15 presents the results of four tests of the data relating to drug special 

condition. Two of the tests resulted in no statistically significant difference between the 

2004 control group, and the 2008 VPI sample. 18.9% of the 2004 group successfully 

completed a drug special condition with no violations during supervision, while only 

17.3% of the 2008 VPI group successfully completed a drug special condition with no 

violations during supervision. This was not a statistically significant difference between 

the two samples. For the 2004 sample, offenders who successfully completed drug 

special conditions with no violations were arrested a mean number of 1.04 times when 

tracked for three years following the start of their supervision. Although the 2008 VPI 

sample were only arrested a mean number of .57 times, this was not a statistically 

significant difference from the 2004 group due to the small sample size (Table 15). The 

most notable statistic compares the mean number of arrests 3 years post supervision 

for offenders with a drug special condition. The 2004 group had a mean number of 2.4 

arrests, while the 2008 VPI group only had a mean number of 1.4 arrests per offender, 

3 years after the start of supervision. While this is a statistically significant difference, it 

explains little about how adherence to a drug special condition could have resulted in a 

lower rate of recidivism. The final statistic regarding treatment is no different. 30.8% of 

the offenders in the 2008 VPI sample, who had a drug special condition as part of their 

supervision, received a technical violation while under supervision. In contrast, only 

7.9% of the offenders in the 2004 sample, who had a drug special condition as part of 

their supervision, received a technical violation while under supervision. Although this 

represents a statistically significant difference under a chi-square analysis, it does 
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nothing more than confirm the fact that offenders in the 2008 group were violated at a 

swifter and more certain rate than offenders in the 2004 group. Once again, this statistic 

cannot tell us how the “special condition” had an effect on the statistical outcome. A 

future study examining the Violence Prevention Initiative should include a much more 

comprehensive focus on both drug and alcohol special conditions. Although VPI was 

not meant to be a treatment program, there is data pertaining to special conditions 

available. However, the data collected for the current research yielded unforeseen 

restrictions in regard to offender treatment programs. 

 

Table 15. Research Question #3 Intervention and Post-Test Data 
Variable 2004 –  

Control Group 
2008 –  

Experimental Group 
Test P-Value 

 

Number of offenders who successfully 
completed Drug Special Condition 
with no violations during supervision* 

 
24 of 127 = 18.9% 

 

 
14 of 81 = 17.3% 

 
chi-square p = .769 

Mean number of arrests, 3 years post 
supervision, of those who 
successfully completed drug special 
condition with no violations 

25 / 24 = 1.04 6 / 14 = .57 t–test p = .236 

Mean number of arrests 3 years post 
supervision, of those with drug special 
condition  

300 / 127 = 2.4 113  / 81 = 1.4 t–test p = .000** 

Number of offenders with drug special 
condition who received a technical 
violation while under supervision 

16 of 127 = 7.9% 25 of 81 = 30.8% chi-square p = .001** 

*Cases which were “Open” at the end of the study period were omitted 
**denotes statistical significance at p > .05 

 

Limitations and Conclusion 

   There are several noteworthy limitations of this study. First, there was a limitation 

of the experimental design in terms of sample selection and assignment. From a 

practical standpoint, it was would have been difficult to conduct this study using random 

sampling. If offenders in the State of Maryland qualified for VPI from 2007 - present, it 

was impossible to randomly remove a sample of those who qualify for VPI, and assign 

them to another level of parole supervision. If an offender qualified for VPI, it would 

have been a severe public safety risk to assign them to an alternative supervision 

program as a control group. As a result, the control group had to be comprised of 

offenders who were supervised during the 3 years prior to the implementation of VPI, 

but would have likely been assigned to VPI if the program was in place. In regard to 
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sample selection, the decision not to include offenders on probation as part of either 

cohort also created a limitation. In Maryland, DPSCS has full authority over clients on 

parole. For clients on probation, all DPSCS policies governing client management upon 

violation are finally vetted and approved at a judge’s discretion. Any DPSCS risk 

recommendations or “swift and certain” responses regarding an offender on probation 

are a middle step before a judge decides the outcome of the violation. In contrast, 

parole retake hearing dispositions are determined by the Maryland Parole 

Commissioner, a Division of DPSCS. Therefore, this study sought to evaluate the 

effectiveness of the program as originally designed and not through the lens of judicial 

discretion. 

Access to certain data sources served as the next limitation. The research 

agreement for the current project only authorized the collection of juvenile criminal 

history data for the 2004 control group. In order to ensure that the two samples were 

comprised of individuals with 7 or more adult and/or juvenile arrests, juvenile arrest data 

for the 2004 group was analyzed. This information wasn’t needed for the 2008 group 

because those offenders were already determined to have the required minimum 

number of arrests as part of their assignment into VPI. For this reason, data sources 

determined that dissemination of the juvenile arrest data for the 2008 sample wasn’t 

necessary. Analysis of both sets of juvenile arrest data could have led to several 

additional generalizations in regard to life course criminal behavior, and the 

effectiveness of intensive supervision. In addition, the inability to collect juvenile arrest 

data of the 2008 VPI sample, made it impossible to confirm that each offender qualified 

for VPI based on the original screening criteria, as opposed to other factors including 

overrides, or recommendations by state’s attorneys, parole boards, law enforcement 

entities, or community supervision agents. In addition to the lack of juvenile data for the 

2008 sample, neither federal nor “out of state” criminal records were obtained for the 

two samples.  

After researching each of the cases provided for the 2008 experimental group, it 

was determined that in some cases, offenders were assigned to VPI despite the fact 

that their current offense did not satisfy the requirement defined under the “Current 

Offense,” criteria of VPI. It was never determined why the offenders were assigned to 
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VPI despite the fact that they did not fully meet the original screening criteria, thus 

creating another limitation to the study. If this limitation had not existed, the 2008 VPI 

sample would have been approximately 352 offenders. This would have represented all 

offenders who were assigned to VPI between January 1, 2008, and June 30, 2008. This 

limitation resulted in the elimination of 45 cases, resulting in a 2008 sample of 307 

offenders.  

The final and most anticipated limitation of this study was data integrity. Most 

databases are only as good as the human being controlling the data input. In many 

cases, data required for this research was either missing, or clearly inaccurate. For 

missing data, 3 categories were created: “None”, “Not Applicable,” or “Unknown.” In 

SPSS Statistical Analysis Software, these 3 categories each represented a different 

meaning when a field was coded as “missing.” A coding of “None” meant that there 

should have been data in the field, but there wasn’t. For example, if an offender had 

committed a new offense, and received a hearing, but there was no “warrant issue” 

date, the warrant issued field was coded as “None.” A coding of “Not Applicable” meant 

that the field was missing data because there was no reason why this data should have 

existed. For example, if an offender was never rearrested during their supervision, then 

all information pertaining to the issuance of a new warrant and hearing was considered 

not applicable, and coded as such. Finally, a coding of “unknown” meant that despite 

efforts to obtain the data, the data was missing due to human input error from the data 

source. A great deal of time and effort was put into ensuring that if a field was missing 

information, all avenues were exhausted in an attempt to obtain the missing information. 

Ultimately, this limitation likely had little or no effect on the final outcomes. 

 Currently, Dr. Richard Berk is working with GOCCP and DPSCS on developing a 

new model that will broaden the current VPI approach. This model will incorporate three 

levels of crimes, as well as three levels of supervision. For instance, Part I crimes and 

violent Crimes will be classified under a high level of supervision. Other crimes will be 

classified under a moderate level of supervision, and no crimes will be classified as a 

low level of supervision. The goal of the new model will be consistent with the current 

objective of VPI: to identify and closely monitor offenders that are more likely to 

recidivate violently while under supervision. Future research should include a follow up 



 

33 

 

study, evaluating VPI under the latest screening criteria, and making comparisons to the 

results presented in this current research. A future study of VPI should expand on this 

current research, this time allowing probationers in the samples. In addition to the 

analysis of criminal history, a future study should also focus on obtaining and analyzing 

data relating to the substance abuse treatment elements of VPI.  

In conclusion, this research produced statistically significant and evidence based 

conclusions about the first 3 years of Maryland’s Violence Prevention Initiative intensive 

supervision program. Results lend support to the hypothesis that VPI has the potential 

to both lower violent crime, and act as a swift and certain response to criminal behavior 

for those under community supervision. This study was unable to come up with any 

definitive conclusions in regard to the treatment components of VPI. The evidence from 

this research shows that VPI is more effective than the intensive supervision protocol 

being used prior to its implementation, and serves as a model program for the 

containment and supervision of the most violent offenders. 
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Appendix 1 - Data/Variable Definitions 
 
Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
1 OFFENDR OFFENDER   nominal 
 OFFENDER is defined as the individual who is under parole supervision 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2 GROUP GROUP    nominal 
 GROUP identifies the study group of the OFFENDER  

 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Experimental Group – 2008 Sample 
2 Control Group – 2004 Sample 

____________________________________________________________________________________  
 
3 SID SID #    nominal 

SID #, or State Identification number, is a unique identifier issued by the Criminal Justice 
Information System (CJIS) Central Repository. The CJIS Central Repository receives, 
maintains, and disseminates Maryland's criminal history records. An SID number is also 
used as an identifier in the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
(DPSCS) management information systems 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4 GENDER GENDER    nominal 
 GENDER is the gender of the OFFENDER 

 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Male 
2 Female 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5 RACE RACE    nominal 

RACE is the race/ethnicity of the OFFENDER 
 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Black 
2 White 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6 AGE AGE AT INTAKE ratio 

AGE AT INTAKE is the OFFENDER’s age (in years) when placed on intensive parole 
supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
7 OFFENSE OFFENSE    nominal 

OFFENSE is the criminal offense the OFFENDER committed resulting in the 
OFFENDER’s assignment to intensive parole supervision during the research period. If 
multiple convictions were associated with the same incident, the most serious offense is 
listed here 
 
For the purpose of this study, crimes are numbered in order of seriousness (1 = 
most serious) 
 
Value Value Label 

1 Murder (1
st
 & 2

nd
 Degree) 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

Non-negligent Manslaughter 
Forcible Rape 
Armed Robbery 
Felony Assault (1

st
 and 2

nd
 degree) 

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons 
Kidnapping 
Felony Drug 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
8 VIOLENT VIOLENT    nominal 

VIOLENT answers the question: Is the criminal offense the OFFENDER committed, 
resulting in the OFFENDER’s assignment to intensive parole supervision during the 
research period, a violent* one?  
 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No 

 
*For the purpose of this study, the following definitions apply:  
 
Violent crimes include:   Nonviolent crimes include: 
Murder (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)   Felony Drug 

Non-negligent manslaughter 
Forcible Rape  
Armed Robbery 
Felony Assault (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree) 

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons  
Kidnapping  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
9  DPP    DPP #     nominal 

DPP is a unique identifier assigned to each individual supervision case opened by 
Community Supervision  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
10 COUNTY COUNTY nominal  

County is the Maryland County where the OFFENDER resides while he/she is under 
supervision. Some counties were not represented in these samples 
 
Value Value Label 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Allegany County 
Anne Arundel County 
Baltimore City  
Baltimore County 
Calvert County 
Carroll County 
Charles County 
Frederick County 
Harford County 
Howard County 
Kent County 
Prince George’s County 
Somerset County 
St. Mary’s County 
Talbot County 
Washington County 
Wicomico County 
Worcester County 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
11 DOB DOB    nominal 
 DOB is the OFFENDER’s date of birth in the following format YYYYMMDD 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
12 ALCOHSPECIAL ALCOHOL SPECIAL   nominal 

 CONDITION 
ALCOHOL SPECIAL CONDITION identifies the presence of a special condition of parole, 
requiring the OFFENDER to comply with a specific alcohol related protocol in order to 
stay in compliance with the terms of their supervision (example: alcohol testing) 
 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No or Unknown 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
13 DRUGSPECIAL DRUG SPECIAL    nominal 

 CONDITION 
DRUG SPECIAL CONDITION identifies the presence of a special condition of parole 
requiring the OFFENDER to comply with a specific drug related protocol in order to stay 
in compliance with the terms of their supervision (example: drug testing) 
Value Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No or Unknown 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
14 MONEYSPECIAL MONEY SPECIAL   nominal 
  CONDITION 

MONEY SPECIAL CONDITION identifies the presence of a special condition of parole 
requiring the OFFENDER to comply with a specific money related protocol in order to 
stay in compliance with the terms of their supervision (example: restitution payments) 
 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No or Unknown 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
15 OTHERSPECIAL OTHER SPECIAL    nominal 
  CONDITION 

OTHER SPECIAL CONDITION identifies the presence of a special condition of parole, 
other than an alcohol, drug, or money special condition, requiring the OFFENDER to 
comply with a specific protocol in order to stay in compliance with the terms of their 
supervision (example: restraining orders) 
 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No or Unknown 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
16 ALCODRUGSPECIAL ALCOHOL OR DRUG  nominal 
                                                               SPECIAL CONDITION 

ALCOHOL OR DRUG SPECIAL CONDITION identifies the presence of an alcohol, 
and/or a drug special condition of parole requiring the OFFENDER to comply with a 
specific protocol in order to stay in compliance with the terms of their supervision 
(example: restraining orders) 
 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No or Unknown 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
17 ALCOMONDRUGSPECIAL ANY SPECIAL    nominal 
  CONDITION 

ANY SPECIAL CONDITION identifies the presence of either an alcohol, money, or drug 
special condition of parole requiring the OFFENDER to comply with a specific protocol in 
order to stay in compliance with the terms of their supervision (example: restraining 
orders) 
 
Value 

 
Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No or Unknown 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
18 CASEOPEN CASE OPEN DATE  nominal 

CASE OPEN DATE refers to the date the OFFENDER first reported to their Community 
Supervision Case Manager following their assignment to the current parole program 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
19 EXPIRATION EXPIRATION DATE  nominal 

EXPIRATION DATE identifies the date the OFFENDER’s community supervision is 
scheduled to expire providing they satisfy the terms and conditions of their parole 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
20 VIODATE VIOLATION /    nominal 
  ARREST DATE 

VIOLATION / ARREST DATE (if any) identifies the date on which the OFFENDER 
committed either the criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community 
supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
21 WARRISSUED WARRANT/SUMMONS   nominal 
  ISSUE DATE 

WARRANT / SUMMONS ISSUE DATE (if any) identifies the date on which the parole 
commission issued a warrant/summons for the OFFENDER’s criminal or technical 
violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
22 DATERETURNED DATE RETURNED  nominal 
  TO CUSTODY 

DATE RETURNED TO CUSTODY (if any) refers to the date the OFFENDER was 
returned to Law Enforcement, or the Department of Correction’s custody following the 
technical or criminal violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
23 HEARINGDATE HEARING or    nominal 
  REVOCATION DATE  

HEARING or REVOCATION DATE (if any) identifies the date on which the parole 
commission held a hearing with the OFFENDER, for the OFFENDER’s criminal or 
technical violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
24 DAYSOPENEXP DAYS CASE OPEN DATE  ratio 
  to EXPIRATION DATE 

DAYS CASE OPEN DATE to EXPIRATION DATE refers to the number of days between 
the date the OFFENDER first reported to their Community Supervision Case Manager 
following their assignment to the current parole program, and the date the OFFENDER’s 
community supervision is scheduled to expire providing they satisfy the terms and 
conditions of their parole 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
25 DAYSOPENVIO DAYS CASE OPEN to   ratio 
  VIOLATION ARREST DATE 

DAYS CASE OPEN to VIOLATION ARREST DATE (if any) refers to the number of days 
between the date the OFFENDER first reported to their Community Supervision Case 
Manager following their assignment to the current parole program, and the date on which 
the OFFENDER committed either the criminal or technical violation of the terms of their 
community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
26 DAYSVIOWARR DAYS VIOLATION/  ratio 
  ARREST DATE to  
  WARRANT/SUMMONS  
  ISSUE DATE 

DAYS VIOLATION/ARREST DATE to WARRANT/SUMMONS ISSUE DATE (if any) 
refers to the number of days between the date on which the OFFENDER committed 
either the criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community supervision, and 
the date on which the Parole Commission issued a warrant/summons for the 
OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
27 DAYSVIORET DAYS VIOLATION/  ratio 
  ARREST  DATE to  
  DATE RETURNED  
  TO CUSTODY 

DAYS VIOLATION/ARREST DATE to DATE RETURNED TO CUSTODY (if any) refers 
to the number of days between the date on which the OFFENDER committed either the 
criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community supervision, and the date 
the OFFENDER was returned to Law Enforcement, or the Department of Correction’s 
custody following the technical or criminal violation of the terms of their community 
supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
28 DAYSWARRRET DAYS WARRANT/   ratio 
  SUMMONS ISSUE 
  DATE to DATE RETURNED 
  TO CUSTODY 

DAYS WARRANT/SUMMONS ISSUE DATE to DATE RETURNED TO CUSTODY (if 
any) refers to the number of days between the date on which the Parole Commission 
issued a warrant/summons for the OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the 
terms of their community supervision, and the date the OFFENDER was returned to Law 
Enforcement, or Department of Corrections’ custody following the technical or criminal 
violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
29 DAYSRETHEAR DAYS RETURNED TO  ratio 
  CUSTODY to HEARING  
  OR REVOCATION DATE 
 DAYS RETURNED TO CUSTODY to HEARING DATE (if any) refers to  

the number of days between the date the OFFENDER was returned to Law Enforcement, 
or Department of Corrections’ custody following the technical or criminal violation of the 
terms of their community supervision, and the date on which the parole commission held 
a hearing with the OFFENDER for the OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the 
terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
30 DAYSVIOHEAR DAYS VIOLATION/  ratio 
  ARREST  DATE to  
  HEARING OR  
  REVOCATION DATE 

DAYS VIOLATION ARREST DATE to HEARING OR REVOCATION DATE (if any) refers 
to the number of days between the date on which the OFFENDER committed either the 
criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community supervision, and the date 
on which the parole commission held a hearing with the OFFENDER for the 
OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
31 DAYSWARRHEAR DAYS WARRANT/   ratio 
  SUMMONS ISSUE 
  DATE to HEARING  
  DATE 

DAYS WARRANT/SUMMONS ISSUE DATE to HEARING DATE (if any) refers to the 
number of days between the date on which the Parole Commission issued a 
warrant/summons for the OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the terms of their 
community supervision, and the date on which the parole commission held a hearing with 
the OFFENDER for the OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the terms of their 
community supervision  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
32 DAYSOPENHEAR DAYS CASE OPEN  ratio 
  DATE to HEARING or 
  REVOCATION DATE  

DAYS CASE OPEN DATE to HEARING or REVOCATION DATE (if any) refers to the 
number of days between the date the OFFENDER first reported to their Community 
Supervision Case Manager following their assignment to the current Parole program, and 
the date on which the Parole Commission held a hearing with the OFFENDER, for the 
OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
33 DAYOPENWARR DAYS CASE OPEN  ratio 
  DATE to WARRANT/ 
  SUMMONS ISSUE 
  DATE 

DAYS CASE OPEN DATE to WARRANT/SUMMONS ISSUE DATE (if any) refers to the 
number of days between the date the OFFENDER first reported to their Community 
Supervision Case Manager following their assignment to the current parole program, and 
the date on which the Parole Commission issued a warrant/summons for the 
OFFENDER’s criminal or technical violation of the terms of their community supervision 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
34 TYPEVIOLATION TYPE OF VIOLATION  nominal 

TYPE OF VIOLATION (if any) provides a broad category for the OFFENDER’s criminal or 
technical violation of the terms of their community supervision 

 
Value Value Label 

1 New Offense 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

Technical 
Absconder 
None 
Unknown 
Traffic 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
35 NEWOFFENSE NEW OFFENSE   nominal 

NEW OFFENSE (if any) provides the specific crime committed by the OFFENDER, 
resulting in the criminal violation of the terms of their community supervision. If there 
were multiple infractions as part of the same arrest, the most serious infraction is noted  
 

 Crimes are numbered in order of seriousness (1 = most serious) 
 

Value Value Label 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Murder 
Non-negligent Manslaughter 
Forcible Rape 
Armed Robbery 
Felony Assault (1

st
 and 2

nd
 degree) 

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons 
Kidnapping 
Manufacturing or Distribution CDS 
Possession CDS 
Arson 
Burglary 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Felony Theft 
Resisting Arrest 
Fleeing Police 
Destruction of Property 
Violation of a Protective Order 
Trespassing 
Gambling/Gaming/Dice/Cards 
Disorderly Conduct 
Misdemeanor Theft 
Urinating in Public 
Rogue and Vagabond 
Traffic 
Absconder 
None 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
36 VIOLENTNEW VIOLENT NEW OFFENSE  nominal 

VIOLENTNEW answers the question: Is the specific crime committed by the 
OFFENDER, resulting in the criminal violation of the terms of their community 
supervision, a violent crime*? 
 
Value Value Label 

1 Yes 
2 No 

 
*For the purpose of this study, the following definitions apply:  

 
Violent crimes include:   Nonviolent crimes include: 
Murder (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)   Felony Drug 

Non-negligent manslaughter   Manufacturing/Distribution CDS 
Forcible Rape    Possession CDS    
Armed Robbery   Arson     
Felony Assault (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree) Burglary   

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons  Motor Vehicle Theft    
Kidnapping    Felony Theft 
   Resisting Arrest 
   Fleeing Police 
   Destruction of Property 
   Violation of a Protective Order 

    Trespassing 
    Gambling/Gaming/Dice/Cards 
    Disorderly Conduct 
    Misdemeanor Theft 
    Urinating in Public 
    Rogue and Vagabond 
    Traffic 
    Absconder 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
37 HEAROUTCOME HEARING OUTCOME  nominal 

HEARING OUTCOME refers to the formal result of the Parole Board revocation hearing 
addressing the NEW OFFENSE 

 
Value Value Label 

1 Revoked  
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Continued Under Supervision 
Warrant Recalled  
Case Closed  
Absconder  
Death  
N/A  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
38 TYPECLOSE TYPE OF CLOSE   nominal 
 TYPECLOSE refers to the final adjudication of the OFFENDER’s parole 
   

Value Value Label 
1 Expiration 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

Revocationnew Off 
Revocationtechnicl 
Unsat Clnew Off 
Unsat Clother 
Open 
Death 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
39 FIRSTLEV 1

st
 LEVEL OF SUPERVISION nominal 

FIRSTLEV refers to the security level the OFFENDER is assigned to when they are first 
assigned to parole. 
 
Value Value Label 

1 VP1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

VP2 
HGH 
MOD 
LOW 
LMD 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
40 FIFTHLEV 5

th
 LEVEL OF SUPERVISION nominal 

FIFTHLEV refers to the last level of security OFFENDER is currently (at the end of the 
study period) assigned to, or when they exited their parole status 
 
Value Value Label 

1 VP1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

VP2 
HGH 
MOD 
LOW 
LMD 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
41 ARRESTSUP ARRESTS WHILE   ratio 
  UNDER ORIGINAL 
  SUPERVISION DATES  

ARRESTSUP refers to the number of times the OFFENDER was arrested between the 
CASE OPEN DATE and the EXPIRATION DATE, or the end of the study period 
(whichever date comes first). If the OFFENDER’s parole was revoked, then 
ARRESTSUP represents the number of times the OFFENDER was arrested between the 
CASE OPEN DATE and the HEARING OR REVOCATION DATE 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
42 VIOARRESTSUP VIOLENT ARRESTS   ratio 
  WHILE UNDER ORIGINAL 
  SUPERVISION 

VIOARRESTSUP refers to the number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for a 
violent crime between the CASE OPEN DATE and the EXPIRATION DATE, or the end of 
the study period (whichever date comes first). If the OFFENDER’s parole was revoked, 
then VIOARRESTSUP represents the number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for 
a violent* crime between the CASE OPEN DATE and the HEARING OR REVOCATION 
DATE 

  
*For the purpose of this study, the following definitions apply:  
 
Violent crimes include:   Nonviolent crimes include: 
Murder (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)   Felony Drug 

Non-negligent manslaughter   Manufacturing/Distribution CDS 
Forcible Rape    Possession CDS    
Armed Robbery   Arson     
Felony Assault (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree) Burglary   

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons  Motor Vehicle Theft    
Kidnapping    Felony Theft 
   Resisting Arrest 
   Fleeing Police 
   Destruction of Property 
   Violation of a Protective Order 

    Trespassing 
    Gambling/Gaming/Dice/Cards 
    Disorderly Conduct 
    Misdemeanor Theft 
    Urinating in Public 
    Rogue and Vagabond 
    Traffic 
    Absconder 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
43 MOSTSERIOUS MOST SERIOUS OFFENSE nominal 
  WHILE UNDER 
  SUPERVISION 

MOSTSERIOUS (if any) refers to the most serious offense the OFFENDER was arrested 
for and charged with between the CASE OPEN DATE and the EXPIRATION DATE, or 
the end of the study period (whichever date comes first) 
 

 Crimes are numbered in order of seriousness (1 = most serious) 
 
Value Value Label 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Murder 
Non-negligent Manslaughter 
Forcible Rape 
Armed Robbery 
Felony Assault (1

st
 and 2

nd
 degree) 

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons 
Kidnapping 
Manufacturing or Distribution CDS 
Possession CDS 
Arson 
Burglary 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Felony Theft 
Resisting Arrest 
Fleeing Police 
Destruction of Property 
Violation of a Protective Order 
Trespassing 
Gambling/Gaming/Dice/Cards 
Disorderly Conduct 
Misdemeanor Theft 
Urinating in Public 
Rogue and Vagabond 
Traffic 
Absconder 
None 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
44 TOTAD TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS  ratio 

TOTAD refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested between their 
18

th
 birthday and the end of the study period 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
45 TOTADVIO TOTAL ADULT VIOLENT  ratio 
  CRIME ARRESTS  

TOTADVIO refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for a violent 
crime between their 18

th
 birthday and the end of the study period 

  
 Violent crimes include:    

 Murder (1
st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)    

 Non-negligent manslaughter   
 Forcible Rape       
 Armed Robbery        
 Felony Assault (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)    

 Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons    
  Kidnapping  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
46 TOTADFIRE TOTAL ADULT  ratio 
  FIREARMS ARRESTS  

TOTADFIRE refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for a 
firearm and handgun related offense between their 18

th
 birthday and the end of the study 

period 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
47 TOTADPRE TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS  ratio 
  PRE SUPERVISION 

TOTADPRE refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested between 
their 18

th
 birthday and the date the OFFENDER first reported to their Community 

Supervision Case Manager following their assignment to the current parole program 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
48 TOTADVIOPRE TOTAL ADULT VIOLENT  ratio 
  CRIME ARRESTS PRE 
  SUPERVISION 

TOTALADVIOPRE refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for a 
violent crime* between their 18

th
 birthday and the date the OFFENDER first reported to 

their Community Supervision Case Manager following their assignment to the current 
parole program 

  
 *Violent crimes include:    

 Murder (1
st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)    

 Non-negligent manslaughter   
 Forcible Rape       
 Armed Robbery        
 Felony Assault (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)    

 Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons    
  Kidnapping  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
49 TOTADFIREPRE TOTAL ADULT FIREARMS ratio 
  ARRESTS PRE SUPERVISION  

TOTADFIREPRE refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for a 
firearm and handgun related offense between their 18

th
 birthday and the date the 

OFFENDER first reported to their Community Supervision Case Manager following their 
assignment to the current parole program 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
50 TOTADPOST TOTAL ADULT ARRESTS  ratio 
  POST SUPERVISION (3 YRS) 

TOTADPOST refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested 3 years 
from and including their CASE OPEN DATE 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
51 TOTADVIOPOST TOTAL ADULT VIOLENT  ratio 
  CRIME ARRESTS POST 
  SUPERVISION (3 YRS) 

TOTALADVIOPOST refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for 
a violent crime* 3 years from and including their CASE OPEN DATE. 

  
 *Violent crimes include:    

 Murder (1
st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)    

 Non-negligent manslaughter   
 Forcible Rape       
 Armed Robbery        
 Felony Assault (1

st
 & 2

nd
 Degree)    

 Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons    
  Kidnapping  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
52 TOTADFIREPOST TOTAL ADULT FIREARMS ratio 
  ARRESTS POST SUPERVISION  
  (3 YRS)  

TOTADFIREPOST refers to the total number of times the OFFENDER was arrested for a 
firearm and handgun related offense 3 years from and including their CASE OPEN DATE 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
53 MOSTSERCHG MOST SERIOUS ADULT nominal 
   OFFENSE CHARGED WITH  
  THROUGH THE END OF  
  THE STUDY PERIOD 

MOSTSERCHG identifies the most serious crime the OFFENDER was charged with, as 
an adult, through the end of the study period 
 
Crimes are numbered in order of seriousness (1 = most serious) 
 
Value Value Label 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Murder 
Non-negligent Manslaughter 
Forcible Rape 
Armed Robbery 
Felony Assault (1

st
 and 2

nd
 degree) 

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons 
Kidnapping 
Manufacturing or Distribution CDS 
Possession CDS 
Arson 
Burglary 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Felony Theft 
Resisting Arrest 
Fleeing Police 
Destruction of Property 
Violation of a Protective Order 
Trespassing 
Gambling/Gaming/Dice/Cards 
Disorderly Conduct 
Misdemeanor Theft 
Urinating in Public 
Rogue and Vagabond 
Traffic 
Absconder 
None 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Position Variable Name Variable Label Variable Type____ 
 
54 MOSTSERCONV MOST SERIOUS ADULT nominal 
   OFFENSE CONVICTED 
  OF THROUGH THE END  
  OF THE STUDY PERIOD  

MOSTSERCONV identifies the most serious crime the OFFENDER was convicted of, as 
an adult, through the end of the study period 
 
Crimes are numbered in order of seriousness (1 = most serious) 
 
Value Value Label 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

Murder 
Non-negligent Manslaughter 
Forcible Rape 
Armed Robbery 
Felony Assault (1

st
 and 2

nd
 degree) 

Felony Handgun/Firearms/Weapons 
Kidnapping 
Manufacturing or Distribution CDS 
Possession CDS 
Arson 
Burglary 
Motor Vehicle Theft 
Felony Theft 
Resisting Arrest 
Fleeing Police 
Destruction of Property 
Violation of a Protective Order 
Trespassing 
Gambling/Gaming/Dice/Cards 
Disorderly Conduct 
Misdemeanor Theft 
Urinating in Public 
Rogue and Vagabond 
Traffic 
Absconder 
None 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


