Appendix 7
Profile of State Agency Implementation Efforts: Strategy 15.1 D3
Emphasis Area: Reducing alcohol-related collisions  

Strategy Name and Number: Strategy 15.1 D3: Monitor All Convicted DWI Offenders Closely
Agency and Jurisdiction: Los Angeles County, California
Problem(s) Identified:  
Traditional sanctions for DWI offenders usually include jail time. Alternatives to incarceration have received increased attention because of the lack of jail space, the high cost of incarceration, and studies suggesting that incarceration is ineffective in reducing recidivism among DWI offenders. Home confinement with electronic monitoring (EM) is one such alternative. EM is a promising and potentially cost-effective approach for ensuring compliance among convicted DWI offenders with court-ordered obligations.
Goals and Objectives Established:
The objective of the study was to evaluate an electronic monitoring program for repeat offenders in Los Angeles County, California. The success of the program was gauged by comparing recidivism rates of offenders assigned to the program with a comparison group of offenders who were not assigned to the program. The researchers also evaluated the cost-effectiveness of the EM program in Los Angeles County relative to incarceration, and they measured public support of the program.
Description of Strategy Implemented:

The Los Angeles County Electronic Monitoring/Home Detention program became operational in October 1992. Repeat DWI offenders are sentenced to the program immediately after conviction. A schedule is created for each offender that may allow them to leave home for employment, counseling or treatment meetings, court hearings and other approved activities. A transmitter on a band is placed securely around the offender’s ankle by a tamper-resistant strap. The transmitter emits a radio signal to a receiving unit that is connected to the offender’s telephone.  If the offender goes beyond a certain distance from the receiving unit, a message is sent to the monitoring station recording the time and date of the occurrence. All violations are reported immediately to offender’s probation officer. 
Summary of Implementation Effort (Lessons Learned):  
Staff with the court system estimated that up to 98% of repeat offenders would be eligible for the EM program (a history of violence or no permanent address being the primary exclusion criteria). Nearly all offenders who are offered the program choose to accept it. It was reportedly a popular option because it enabled offenders to maintain their employment. The caseload for the Los Angeles County program was 40 to 50 offenders per month, with each offender spending an average of approximately 80 days in the program.  
Monitoring of offenders was performed by a private contractor rather than Los Angeles County. The EM contractor provided routine reports to the court’s probation officer regarding an offender’s progress in the program. Violations of EM requirements were reportedly quite rare. Less than 10% of offenders drop out of the EM program. Non-completion was usually the result of financial difficulty, resumption of drinking, or offenders failing to understand that they were not allowed to leave their home except for court-approved activities. Very few problems were reported with EM equipment over the course of the program.
A survey of 437 licensed drivers in Los Angeles County found that EM was considered to be nearly as effective as jail in reducing recidivism among repeat offenders. However, only about one-third of respondents were aware that EM was available as a sentencing option in Los Angeles County.
Summary of Results:   
The EM program in Los Angeles County was effective in reducing recidivism among repeat offenders when compared to offenders receiving traditional sanctions (e.g., jail). The one-year recidivism rate for the offenders in the EM program was 3.4% compared to 6.0% for the comparison group. After two years, the recidivism rates were approximately 6% and 9%, respectively.
The Los Angeles County EM program was self-sufficient, with offenders paying the cost of the monitoring. The amount that offenders were charged was based on their ability to pay; wealthier offenders paid higher fees which helped subsidize indigent offenders. On average, program participants paid $15 per day for the EM program. Considering what Los Angeles County saved in jail space (estimated at $1,600 per offender), the program clearly provided significant cost benefits and reduced pressures on correctional facilities.
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