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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Washington Intensive Supervision Program (WISP) is a pilot project designed to

determine whether the principles of effective community supervision - clear rules, close

monitoring, and swift and certain, but not severe, penalties for each violation - can succeed

with a group of parolees of diverse risk levels in Seattle. WISP includes offenders with

longer and more serious criminal histories than is typical of HOPE probationers in Honolulu,

which provides an opportunity to test HOPE-style sanctioning on higher-risk offenders.

Program fidelity to date has been extraordinarily high, and both individual performances and

the level of coordination within DOC staff have been exemplary. Parolees appear to have a

clear understanding of the program and are, for the most part, successfully adjusting their

behavior to the new environment. Non-compliance has been consistently sanctioned. The

workload burden, especially on the CCO dedicated to the program, was very high at first,

but has begun to ease. While more time and additional data collection will be required

before a comprehensive evaluation can be conducted, evidence so far points toward a

successfully implemented program and positive outcomes.

Key findings from the outcomes evaluation show that, compared with control subjects,

WISP subjects experienced:

• Reduced drug use

• Reduced incarceration

• Reduced criminal activity

However, WISP subjects were more likely to be the subjects of warrants.

A longer followup period is needed for a reliable assessment of the costs of WISP

compared with routine supervision, but the reductions in incarceration and criminal activity

suggest that WISP will likely yield sizable savings.



INTRODUCTION

In 2010, the City of Seattle agreed to collaborate with the Washington Department of

Corrections (DOC) to launch the WISP pilot. The impetus came from Tim Burgess, the

Chair of the Public Safety Committee of the Seattle City Council. Having heard about the

success of Hawaii's HOPE program, Burgess persuaded the Mayor and the Police Chief to

sign on to a letter to Eldon Vail, then Secretary of Corrections, asking for a trial of HOPE

principles in Seattle. Secretary Vail approved the initiative, under the label Washington

Intensive Supervision Program (WISP), and chose Field Administrator Donta Harper to lead

the initiative and launch the pilot at the Seattle Community Justice Center. Donta Harper

selected Reco Rowe to serve as the hearings officer for WISP cases, and tasked

Community Corrections Supervisor Kimberli Dewing with selecting and supervising the

community corrections officer (CCO) who would serve as the dedicated CCO for WISP

cases. Kimberli Dewing selected Marki Schillingerfrom the group of CCOs who volunteered

for the position. CCO Schillinger holds an MA. Degree in Counseling Psychology and has

nearly ten years of experience as a community corrections officer.

The program was implemented as a pilot effort. The purpose of the pilot is to test the

effectiveness of using swift and certain, but modest, sanctions to address drug use and

other violations of parole by parolees in Seattle. To evaluate whether the Seattle WISP pilot

conforms to the procedural standards of HOPE as described by the HOPE Benchmarks, the

City of Seattle contracted the services of Dr. Angela Hawken and Dr. Mark Kleiman who led

the original HOPE study in Hawaii.

This report provides an overview of WISP operations, details the planned research design,

and describes our assessment of the implementation of WISP. Comments and

observations are based on two site visits (January and March, 2011), WISP-related

materials collected, weekly teleconferences with the key staff involved with the pilot,

interviews and discussions with WISP and parole-as-usual staff, administrative data held by

DOC, and recordings of WISP orientation and violations hearings.



BACKGROUND

Nationally, more than 50 percent of parolees and 37 percent of probationers fail to complete

their sentences satisfactorily. Those high failure rates persist in spite of many local, state,

and federal initiatives - including treatment-diversion programs - intended to improve

offender outcomes. A new community-supervision model called HOPE, based on well-

known psychological principles, has achieved much better results, both as a pilot program

and in a randomized controlled trial, and is now operating at "production" scale in Honolulu.

The program relies on swift and certain but modest sanctions (as little as two days in jail for

the first violation) in response to every violation of any term of supervision, including failure

to appear for an appointment and positive tests for illicit drugs.

In Hawaii, HOPE'S stated goals — reductions in drug use, new crimes, and incarceration

among participants — have been achieved. Results of the initial pilot program among high-

risk probationers within a special probation unit were confirmed in a large randomized

controlled trial among general-population probationers. Even though HOPE probationers

were subject to regular random drug testing (tested randomly at least six times per month

for the first two months, with testing frequency stepped down to a low of one test per month

for probationers demonstrating desistance from drug use) only 10 percent of HOPE

probationers had three or more positive drug tests during the year following program entry.

Unlike clients in standard drug-diversion programs, HOPE clients were not mandated to

treatment except after repeated positive drug tests.

The average rate of missed appointments for probationers assigned to the HOPE condition

was 9 percent compared with 23 percent for control probationers. The average percent of

positive urine tests per probationer (as a percentage of tests taken) was 13 percent for

HOPE probationers compared with 46 percent for control probationers. The new arrest rate

was more than halved (21 percent for HOPE participants compared with 47 percent for

controls). The same was true of probation revocations (7 percent v. 15 percent). Lower

rates of revocation and new arrests led to greatly reduced prison time: HOPE probationers

were sentenced, on average, to 129 fewer days in prison compared to control probationers

(138 compared to 267).



The sizable reduction in prison stays and prison costs associated with HOPE has led many

mainland states to implement similar interventions, including Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,

California, Massachusetts, Nevada, Oregon, and Texas. California was the first state to

implement a HOPE pilot for parolees with the launch of the Sacramento HOPE pilot in

November 2010. Two months later Washington launched its version of a HOPE pilot in

Seattle, named the Washington Intensive Supervision Program (WISP). The WISP pilot is

of national interest for many reasons:

1. WISP represents a mainland replication of the HOPE model on a higher-risk

parolee population, and is implemented with great fidelity to the original model.

2. WISP is a field trial registered with the federal government , which makes it of

great importance for determining whether HOPE-style programs deserve the status

of Evidence-Based Programs.

3. WISP provides the first report of outcomes data and implementation issues for a

HOPE model applied to parolees.

4. While the Hawaii population comprised mostly methamphetamine users, the

Seattle population uses a wide range of drugs, including heroin.

OVERVIEW OF WISP OPERATIONS

WISP provides modest, but swift and certain, jail sanctions for violations of conditions of

parole. WISP differs substantially from parole-as-usual (PAU). Under PAU responses to

violations tend to be sporadic (with many violations going unsanctioned or being met with

verbal reprimands) and when given, tend to involve lengthy delays between the violation

and the sanction. On the other hand, under PAU, any confinement sanction is likely to

involve months rather than days behind bars.

Detecting violations and then delivering sanctions swiftly and with certainty requires a

reconfiguration of parole operations. Many staff members had to make adjustments to their

standard operational practices in order to deliver WISP with integrity. In Seattle, as with

each of the other HOPE replication sites, the move toward a HOPE-style model required a

great deal of public leadership.



The HOPE Principles

The basic tenets of the HOPE program are swift, certain, consistent, and parsimonious use

of clearly articulated sanctions. Each tenet is research-based. The design and

implementation of HOPE sends a consistent message to probationers about personal

responsibility and accountability. It includes consistently applied sanctions (delivered with

certainty) and a swift mechanism (sanctions are imposed immediately) for dealing with

probationer non-compliance. A clearly defined behavioral contract has been shown to

enhance perceptions of the certainty of punishment which deters future deviance

(Grasmack and Bryjak, 1980; Paternoster, 1989; Nichols and Ross, 1990, Taxman, 1999).

Under HOPE, probationers are given clear instructions on the content and implications of

their probation terms and the sentencing judge clearly lays out the rules of the probation

program. A swift response to infractions improves the perception that the sanction is fair

and is vital for shaping behavior (Rhine, 1993; Farabee, 2005). Parsimonious punishment—

the least amount of punishment necessary to bring about behavior change—enhances the

legitimacy of the sanction package and reduces the potential negative impacts of tougher

sentences, such as long prison stays (Tonry, 1996). The delivery of a clear and explicit

warning is in accord with the principles of procedural justice and enhances probationer

perceptions of fairness, which in turn is an important factor in creating compliance rather

than resistance.

Although WISP differs from HOPE in ways related to the differences between probation and

parole and between Honolulu and Seattle, it shares each of the research-based tenets of

the original HOPE program.

Composition of the WISP Team

The core WISP pilot team consists of a hearings officer and a dedicated community

corrections officer. In addition to the two core roles, Donta Harper (Field Administrator)

and Kimberli Dewing (Community Corrections Supervisor), serve as the WISP leadership

and maintain constant communication with the WISP team. Seattle law enforcement and

DOC partners, and in particular, the Community Response Unit (CRU) respond swiftly to

no-shows and absconders. Dr. Angela Hawken and Dr. Mark Kleiman have provided

technical assistance and Dr. Hawken conducted the independent evaluation of WISP

outcomes with the assistance of the Department of Corrections.












































