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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

   

The goal of this project is to identify the process of how Hawaiʻi’s Opportunity

Probation with Enforcement (HOPE) was implemented, and to understand that process

using the a network approach model, the key strategies of which are aligning perspectives

and managing interaction costs. HOPE's induction was a result of the coordination efforts

of service-delivery, supervisory, and administrative level professionals who worked

within the existing statutory framework to establish new procedures for the handling of

probationers.

In 2004, the Honorable Steven S. Alm of Hawaiʻi's First Circuit Court,

implemented a new style of probation in an attempt to change the problem of violations

and recidivism among Hawaiʻi's probationers. The existing style of Probation As

Usual (PAU) had a poor record of individuals making it to their probation appointments

on time, staying off of drugs, and refraining from criminality upon being released. In

PAU, probationers repeatedly violated the terms of their probation for extended periods

of time without consequences due to court dates deferred up to a year. In theory,

individuals that experience immediate consequences were less likely to repeat offenses.

Judge Alm incorporated this theory by creating a modified system of monitoring and

sentencing probationers named HOPE.

Individuals admitted into HOPE are more closely monitored than probationers in

PAU. Initially, participants are randomly drug tested up to six times a month. As they

demonstrate their ability to comply with the terms of probation, the frequency of random

drug testing is decreased. When the terms of HOPE are violated, probationers are quickly

apprehended and given expedited hearings that typically result in small sanctions of two

or three days in jail, depending on the number of their previous violations. In as little as

three months, the new system of probation has shown significant improvements in

offender compliance with their terms of probation. At three months HOPE reduces the

rate of missed appointments and failed drug tests by 75 percent, with the reduction

peaking at 95 percent (Research and Statistics Office, Department of the Attorney

Genveral, State of Hawaii, 2009). Findings of the effectiveness of HOPE have been
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verified through independent research (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). Since HOPE was

introduced, it has gathered national attention and other states have started similar

programs and more are in planning.

In our research we conducted interviews of key figures regarding HOPE’s

implementation. From the information gained from these interviews, as well as from

available literature, we were able to compile a timeline of the process of how HOPE was

implemented. Existing survey data conducted about the attitudes of the professionals

involved in HOPE, its impact on their workload and perceived job effectiveness, and

overall impression of the program were utilized to highlight areas deserving attention and

assess the level of perspective alignment and management of interaction costs achieved.

Using the network approach to examine the implementation of HOPE shows

multiple examples of actions taken to align perspectives and manage interaction costs,

and this is reflected in the surveys of the involved professionals. Our conclusion is that

using the strategies of the network approach were successful in achieving buy-in from the

necessary actors in the program, and that those strategies should be employed in future

implementations. The survey data is used to identify some areas that could receive

additional improvements in the perspectives of professionals that are involved with the

program, and suggestions are provided for how that might be accomplished.

II

INTRODUCTION

All effective programs are a synthesis of two distinct elements: a sound policy and

a successful implementation. The study of policy and its importance is well established.

When the start of a new program is in discussion, the focus is often entirely on the

strength of the policy. After a policy has been decided on, the matter is typically
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considered being settled. Producing an effective program requires a careful and skilled

implementation. A skilled implementation is no more an accident than is a sound policy.

Unfortunately, the process of putting a policy into practice rarely receives the same level

of attention as the policy itself. This lack of attention is a concern for those who study the

field. Erin Hargrove’s The Missing Link (1975), Benny Hjern’s Implementation

Research- The Link Gone Missing (1982), Peter deLeon’s The Missing Link Revisited

(1999), and Bobbie Waters Robichau’s and Laurence E. Lynn Jr.’s The Implementation of

Public Policy: Still the Missing Link (2009) are all examples of this theme in policy

studies.

HawaiɄi’s Opportunity for Probation with Enforcement (HOPE) is a program that

has produced a large body of evidence demonstrating its effectiveness when compared

with probation as usual (PAU) at achieving its desired outputs and outcomes: increasing

the rates of probationer compliance and decreasing their rates of incarceration (Hawken

& Kleiman, 2009). Its effectiveness has earned it attention beyond its home in HawaiɄi.

Two states, Nevada and Oregon, have recently started their own programs modeled after

HOPE, and others are in the planning stage. With federal legislation introduced in

Congress for the funding of pilot projects based on HOPE’s model, the number of states

that start this type of program may increase significantly. HOPE owes its success to a

combination of a sound policy and skilled implementation, as do all effective programs.

The processes of HOPE and their application need to be well understood to create

achieve similar results, but the effectiveness of any HOPE-like program will be

jeopardized by a lack of careful implementation.

The goal of this paper is to describe the environment that HOPE was created in,

the process of how it was implemented, and to provide recommendations that can be used

to assist future implementations of programs based on the HOPE model. The ideas

behind HOPE can serve as a model for other policies. The process of how HOPE was put

into practice can serve as a model for other implementations and assist programs in

achieving their deisired effectiveness.
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III

PROBATION: BACKGROUND AND HISTORY

Understanding the implementation of HOPE requires an understanding of the

environment that it was developed in. A description of probation, including how it
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functions, who is put in it, as well as its benefits, problems, and origins, provides a

context for understanding the implementation process.

History of Probation

For a historical context of probation, we can begin by looking back to the

Kingdom of Hawaiʻi. Early Hawaiʻi, though untouched by ideals of Western civilization

prior to the 1800s, was not exempt from governance by a hierarchical structure, the

Kingdom of Hawaiʻi being a monarchy. People of ancient Hawaiʻi lived in a society

consisting of classes controlled by centralized power. Prior to the introduction of Western

ideas, Hawaiian kapu laws were extremely strict. Sanctions ordered by chiefs were based

upon their discretion, and their authority was final. Judgments were pronounced by the

chief and swiftly carried out. Strict adherence to the rules was important because the

slightest disobedience could result in "skull-splitting, head-lopping, finger-mashing,

garroting, and tree-creeper strangulations" (Schmitt 1990, p. 6). The people generally

obeyed laws and took responsibility for their roles in the community. 

Chiefs established an early form of probation in Hawaiʻi, which were places of

refuge called puʻuhonua. People found guilty of breaking kapu laws were able to retreat

to these safe havens. If the officials at the gates granted them access, they would be free

from punishment as long as they remained inside. Once an individual was allowed into

the puʻuhonua they typically remained until friends and family were able to persuade

officials to grant them a pardon (Greene, 2001). If a pardon was not granted they would

stay in the puʻuhonua where they would be free from punishment.

Probation in the United States began as a goodwill movement in 1841 by a Boston

resident named John Augustus. He petitioned the court to release a man convicted of

public drunkenness into his custody as an alternative to incarceration. After being denied

several times, Augustus gained the court’s trust and took the man into his custody with

the goal of reforming him. Augustus continued to have offenders placed into his custody

so that they could be reformed. He helped integrate them into society by “sending those

persons to school or some place of employment” (Augustus, 1972, p. 34). Following this

early model, probation was formally created in Congress through the Federal Probation

8



Act of 1925 giving “courts the power to appoint probation officers and place defendants

on probation” (Federal Corrections and Supervision Division, Administrative Office of

the U.S. Courts, 2001, p. 2). What began as a citizen’s act of compassionate service

became an important part of correctional systems across the world.

Probation Today

Probation today is a form of community supervision imposed as a sentence upon a

convicted offender in lieu of incarceration. Probation allows offenders to serve a sentence

while retaining many of the normal aspects of their lives. Probation comes with a variety

of terms, some standard and others case-specific. Offenders on probation are required to

meet regularly with their assigned probation officer, not possess firearms, and are often

required to submit to drug testing; this is especially true if the offender has a history of

drug use. Special conditions of probation can include completion of drug rehabilitation,

avoiding contact with groups or specific individuals (often victims), curfews,

employment, as well as other conditions.

If a probation officer believes an offender to be a threat to the public, or in

Hawaiʻi’s case after a new felony conviction, they are required to submit a motion for

the revocation of probation (Social Science Research Institute; Research & Statistics

Branch, 2000). A motion for revocation leads to a hearing to determine if the offender

should be removed from probation and placed into jailprison, or to be placed on a new

term of probation. Probation officers are also able to file a motion for revocation at their

discretion. The most common reasons for revocations in Hawaiʻi are arrests for other

violations, non-compliance and an unwillingness to change, a continued failure to report,

and a failure to comply with drug testing (Social Science Research Institute; Research &

Statistics Branch, 2000).

Who is Placed in Probation

The majority of offenders are placed in probation at sentencing. In 2008, there

were 4,270,917 individuals in the United States probation system (Glaze & Bonczar,

2009, p. 3). That same year had 2,304,100 individuals in either jail or prison, showing
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that the population of probation is nearly double that of incarceration (Glaze & Bonczar,

2009, p. 3). Hawaiʻi law restricts offenders from being placed in probation if they are

repeat offenders, felony firearm offenders, guilty of non-drug offense Class A felony

convictions, or convicted of murder (HRS §706-625-61). Public safety plays a large role

when deciding who is incarcerated and who is put on probation. To preserve public safety

offenders should be incarcerated when they are too violent, or won't stop stealing (Alm,

2010). Judges can examine an offender's history as well as his or her current conviction

during sentancingsentencing to help them make this determination. Statistics are not

available for Hawaiʻi, but in Missouri 88 percent of offenders convicted of nonviolent

crimes with no prior felonies were placed on probation, dropping to 55 percent with one

or two prior felonies, and 40 percent if the offender has previously been incarcerated

(Missouri Sentencing Advisory Commission, 2009, p. 2).

Benefits of Probation

Placing an offender on probation offers several advantages for the offender over

incarceration. The offender is able to maintain a support network of friends and family to

assist in their reform (Social Science Research Institute; Research & Statistics Branch,

2000). They are also able to retain employment, pay taxes, and be a functioning member

of society (Social Science Research Institute; Research & Statistics Branch, 2000).

Probation also avoids the problems of offenders' reintegration into society following

incarceration (Social Science Research Institute; Research & Statistics Branch, 2000).

Placing an offender on probation also saves the states substantial amounts of money due

to the lower cost of probation versus incarceration. In Hawaiʻi probation costs

approximately $1,000 a year per offender; compared to the cost of incarceration on

Oʻahu of $50,000 a year per offender, the financial benefits of probation are considerable

(Alm, 2010; Essoyan, 2010).

Problems with Probation

In 2008, 63 percent of probationers in the United States who completed their

probation did so in a satisfactory manner (Glaze & Bonczar, 2009, p. 4). The failure rate
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for probation has continued to hover around 40 percent nationwide (Hawken & Kleiman,

2009, p. 7). According to Hawaiʻi probation officers, the most common problems with

their clients are missed appointments, substance abuse issues, and failure to complete

treatment programs (Social Science Research Institute; Research & Statistics Branch,

2000). Probation officers also believe that substance abuse issues may be at the root of

their offenders' other problems: loss of employment, missed appointments, etc. (Social

Science Research Institute; Research & Statistics Branch, 2000). Substance abuse is a

problem that probation has struggled to deal with. Dr. Haken and Dr. Kleiman’s study of

HOPE reported that offenders in the control group (PAU) failed an average of 47 percent

of their urine analyses (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009, p. 64).

IV

HOPE Probation:

Hawaiʻi’s Opportunity Probation with Enforcement

            HOPE is a new style of probation that began in October of 2004, in the First

Circuit Court of Honolulu. It was designed as a modification of the procedures of

Probation as Usual that uses swift and certain consequences to obtain offenders’

compliance with their terms of probation. The project was started by Judge Steven Alm,
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and has continued to steadily grow though his and others’ efforts and its success at

improving probationer compliance. 

            HOPE was designed to address the problems with noncompliance that currently

plague the probation system. In PAU, probation officers lack an effective tool to coerce

compliance from probationers who do not change their behavior. The only options in

PAU a probation officer has when an offender fails to report for meetings with their

probation officer, or fails a urinary analysis, are to file a Motion for the Revocation of

Probation or to give her or him a warning and to continue with the status quo. Filing a

Motion for the Revocation of Probation is a time-consuming procedure on the part of the

probation officer, as well as leading to a hearing that requires the probation officer’s

presence. As a result, revocations of probation are typically only preformed when the

probation officer has assembled a strong case for revocation, with the probationer

accumulating a dozen or more violations of the terms of probation. A successful Motion

for the Revocation of Probation can have two results: the probationer being resentenced

to a new five-year probation term, or a lengthy prison sentence. As a result, probation

officers are left with only a warning without immediate consequences as their primary

tool for securing probationer compliance. 

            Further complicating the task of the probation officer was the fact that the existing

drug testing program had significant deficiencies. Normally, drug tests were conducted

once a month, and scheduled weeks in advance. Many illicit drugs, such as

methamphetamine, only stay in the body for 48-72 hours. Consequently, drug tests

provided little guarantee that probationers were staying clean and sober as required.

How HOPE Works

            HOPE was designed to address PAU’s problems by providing probation officers

with the ability to start the process that would impose a small sanction of jail time each

time offenders violate, and to create a system of random drug testing that would be

effective at uncovering drug use. This was accomplished through implementing a new set

of procedures within Hawaiʻi’s existing statutory framework. 

            Offenders who are placed in HOPE probation begin with a higher rate of

monitoring compared to PAU in the form of increased drug testing. They meet with their
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probation officers more frequently, and are tested for drug use more frequently as well.

An offender’s introduction to the HOPE system is done through a warning hearing.

During these hearings, a judge explains to the offenders (warning hearings are frequently

done en masse) what the terms of HOPE probation will be, and that violations will bring

immediate and certain consequences.  The judge also encourages the offenders to succeed

and stresses the concept of personal responsibility. 

            Once in HOPE, offenders are required to call an automated drug testing hotline

each morning. Each offender is assigned to a color group, which corresponds to a

required frequency of testing. If an offender’s color is announced on the hotline, that

offender is required to report to Adult Client Services for drug testing that day. For the

first two months of their probation under HOPE, the offenders are required to be tested a

minimum of once a week (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). So long as the offender does not

violate the terms of their probation, the drug testing is gradually decreased to a minimum

of once a month (Inouye, 2010). 

            If the offender fails to report for their drug test, a bench warrant immediately goes

out and is served in an expedited fashion. The goal is to have the offender be given a

sanction as soon as possible (Alm, 2010). A failure to report to their probation officer for

an appointment has the same result. When the offender appears for their urinary analysis

(UA), the results are returned immediately. If a clean result is provided, the probationer

goes about their day. If they provide a dirty sample, they are arrested on the spot by a

probation officer, and are held until sheriffs arrive to take them into custody. 

            When the offender violates a term of their probation, their probation officer

completes a “Motion for the Modification of Terms of Probation” form. The form was

designed for HOPE with the goal of simplifying the process for the probation officer. The

modification hearing itself is brief, with the average hearing lasting less than 8 minutes

(Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). The first sanction is typically short, three days being typical

(Alm, 2010). Studies have not shown an improvement with an increase in the severity of

the sentence, so sanctions have been kept minimal, optimizing the cost-benefit ratio

(Hawken & Kleiman, 2009).
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This method ofof treatment probation is also different in how it assigns drug

treatment. In Drug Courts, drug treatment is stipulated as a special term of probation.

Probation officers dealing with offenders in drug court face many of the same challenges

as dealing with offenders in regular court; they lack an effective method of enforcement.

The offenders in Drug Court are able to fail at drug treatment with little or no

consequences available other than a revocation of probation. offenders . AftThus, even

offenders without a diagnosable substance abuse problem are sent to treatment.  This is

expensive and takes up treatment slots that could be better utilized by offenders with

more severe substance abuse problems.er years of drug treatment failure, they wind of

being incarcerated.

HOPE identifies those individuals that are able to quit using drugs on their own.

The application of moderate sanctions is an effective motivation for the majority of

offenders. Through the use of sanctions HOPE weeds out those offenders who are unable

to quit using drugs on their own. These offenders are then required to receive drug

treatment, saving the State’s resources for those who truly need them. Offenders are also

able to request treatment.
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The Effects of HOPE

            The Research and Statistics office of the Crime Prevention & Justice Assistance

Division of the Department of the Attorney General was brought in at the beginning of

the project to monitor its effectiveness. In as little as three months HOPE was shown to

reduce missed appointments by over 76%, and positive UAs by over 86% (Crime

Prevention & Justice Division, 2009, p. 2). The results of the program continued to

improve over time and peaked at approximately a 95% reduction for both measures as

shown in figure 1 (Crime Prevention & Justice Division, 2009, p. 2). 

Because of the ability of the program to produce dramatic reductions in probation

violations, it has attracted attention outside of Hawaiʻi. In December of 2009, Dr. Angela

Hawken of Pepperdine and Dr. Mark Kleiman of UCLA released their report on an

independent investigation into the effectiveness of the program (Hawken & Kleiman,

2009). Their results were based on a random control and study group and measured a

variety of factors. In addition to reductions in probation violations, they found that

probation revocations under HOPE occurred one-third as often as under PAU, and while

offenders in HOPE served as many days in jail as offenders in PAU, they were

resentenced to nearly one-third as many prison days through revocation hearings

(Hawken & Kleiman, 2009, p. 25-6). HOPE was also found to reduce the rate of arrests

for new crimes recidivism to one-half the level of PAU (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009, p.

64).

It currently costs approximately $50,000 a year to house an individual in prison in

the state of Hawaiʻi (Alm, 2010). With HOPE’s reduction in prison sentences, the

monetary savings for the state could be substantial. Dr. Hawken and Dr. Kleiman plan to

release a report later in 2010 with final estimates of the costs and savings of HOPE, but in

March of 2010, Dr. Hawken gave her early estimates while testifying about the program

before the Hawaiʻi State Legislature. According to Dr. Hawken’s testimony, HOPE costs

approximately $1,000 a year above regular probation per offender, but estimates that it

provides savings in the region of $4,000 to $8,000 per offender over the course of

probation (Essoyan, 2010). 
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Figure  (Crime Prevention & Justice Division, 2009, p. 4)
It currently costs approximately $50,000 a year to house an individual in prison in

the state of Hawaiʻi (Alm, 2010). With HOPE’s reduction in prison sentences, the

monetary savings for the state could be substantial. Dr. Hawken and Dr. Kleiman plan to

release a report later in 2010 with final estimates of the costs and savings of HOPE, but in

March of 2010, Dr. Hawken gave her early estimates while testifying about the program

before the Hawaiʻi State Legislature. According to Dr. Hawken’s testimony, HOPE costs

approximately $1,000 a year above regular probation per offender, but estimates that it

provides savings in the region of $4,000 to $8,000 per offender over the course of

probation (Essoyan, 2010). 

 HOPE Receives Attention 

HOPE has continued to gather national attention because of the effectiveness

of the program. Articles about the program have appeared in the New York Times

Sunday Magazine, The Wall Street Journal, and the Boston Globe, among others. The

recent attention has inspired other states to attempt to implement probation reforms based

on HOPE. Nevada has started OPEN (Opportunity Probation with Enforcement in

Nevada), Oregon has begun a similar project, and Alaska organizinghas begun to

implement its own Project HOPE. Other states have expressed interest in starting trial

HOPE programs as well. Federal legislation has also been introduced in the House of

Representatives to fund state probation programs modeled after HOPE. The fact that

studies have shown that HOPE is effective and efforts are currently underway to

implement similar programs in other states, understanding the process by which HOPE

was successfully started in Hawaiʻi is both relevant and valuable.

  

V

Methodology
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            The goal of this project is to gain an understanding of the process by which a

program was successfully implemented. To gain a full understanding of how HOPE

probation was implemented, we began with a review of probation. This was to understand

the environment HOPE was designed in, as well as the problems that created a need for

new solutions. 

            We reviewed the available literature on HOPE probation to learn how it currently

works, and the impact it has had on probation. Because HOPE is a new program, the

available literature was limited. Consequently, many of the primary sources of

information in our study were interviews. Early on we met twice with Judge Alm, who

created the program. The purpose of these early meetings was to learn more about how

HOPE probation functions, and to gain a general understanding of how it was

implemented. During this time we also observed different HOPE hearings first-hand. 

            Once we had gained a general understanding of PAU and HOPE, we began to

review implementation literature for the major approaches to program and policy

implementation, as well as for models and methods that were relevant to the process that

was followed for the implementation of this program. Our goal was to find a model that

would describe the process by which HOPE was implemented from a theoretical

standpoint, and then allow us to assess the different aspects of the implementation

process and offer recommendations for improvements to the existing program as well as

for future efforts at starting similar programs. 

            After our review of the literature was complete and we had decided upon a

relevant implementation model for HOPE, we began a second round of more formal

interviews, beginning with Judge Alm. Our third interview with him, which was recorded

and transcribed, served as our key interview. Our goal was to obtain specific information

about the process that he went through to develop and implement the program, the level

of involvement of the other major actors, and the challenges encountered along the way.

From this interview, we generated a timeline of the implementation and growth of HOPE

probation, which we were able to use to identify other key interviewees, identify gaps in

our information, and formulate questions for subsequent interviews. 
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            Our other interviews were scheduled following our third meeting with Judge Alm,

and with the exception of our interview with Karen Okamoto, were recorded as well. The

following is a list of the individuals we met with in chronological order: 

• Cheryl E. Inouye, Section Administrator, Adult Client Services Branch, First

Judicial Circuit 

• Ty Tamasaka, Senior Probation Officer, Sex Offender Unit, Adult Client

Services Branch, Probation

• Karen Okamoto, Senior Probation Officer, Sex Offender Unit, Adult Client

Services Branch, Probation

• Boisse P. Correa, Chief, Honolulu Police Department (Retired)

• Paul Perrone, Chief of Research and Statistics, Crime Prevention & Justice

Assistance Division, Department of the Attorney General, Hawaiʻi 

When interviewing these individuals, our goal was to find out what their role in the

implementation process was, how they were approached about the program, and to gain

an understanding of the implementation process as it occurred from their perspective. 

These interviews were compiled with the available public information about

HOPE probation to create a detailed description of the implementation process. We then

analyzed the process using the tools provided by the relevant implementation model. An

assessment of the success of the implantation aspect of the program is made possible

through the use of existing survey data. The relevant data consists of the perspectives of

the actors involved towards the program as an outcome of the implementation process.

The available survey data was generated by independent researchers from UCLA and

Pepperdine, as well as through the Research and Statistics office of the Department of the

Attorney General. Based upon our conclusions about the implementation process, we

generated recommendations both for Hawaiʻi’s HOPE probation, and for future

implementations in other jurisdictions.
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VI

HOPE Implementation Process

In June of 2004, Judge Steven Alm took over his current felony trial calendar in

Hawaiʻi's First Circuit Court. He immediately noticed that the current system of

probation was failing to achieve the desired results from the probationers it watched over.

Judge Alm repeatedly presided over probation revocation hearings where the individuals

had spent the last several years accumulating dozens of probation violations without any

consequences. After years of noncompliance without any consequences the cases were

finally brought before him with the probation officers recommending and the prosecutors

arguing that the offender was not amenable to probation and should be locked up in

prison for several years (Alm, 2010). In his own words Judge Alm thought, "This is a

crazy way to try to change anybody's behavior" (Alm, 2010). Being a father, he

recognized that the way that the rules are enforced in probation would never result in the

desired behavior from a child, and that only swift and certain consequences would work.
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Swift and certain consequences were missing from probation. He thought that swift and

certain consequences would help create a culture of accountability for the offenders. If

the probationers could have clear rules, followed up by swift sanctionspre-determined

sanctions, it would help probationers to see the immediate consequences of their actions. 

After researching Hawaiʻi's probation law, it was revealed that Judges in Hawaiʻi

have the authority to modify the terms of an individual's probation, including imposing

jail time, if the judge feels that it will help them "in leading a more law abiding life"

(HRS §706-625). Although this provision had only been used in special circumstances, it

provided the authority that Judge Alm was looking for to apply small sanctions to

probationers. 

He had determined that he had the authority to implement the new system, and he

began building the foundation for the new program. He contacted Cheryl Inouye, the

administrator of the Integrated Community Sanctions section of probation, which

oversees offenders convicted of sex-crimes or who have proven themselves in need of a

higher rate of monitoring due to issues such as severe drug problems. Ms. Inouye was

receptive to the idea and willing to work with Judge Alm to implement the project. She

recognized that the probation system could be improved, and was a believer in pursuing

evidence-based practices. Ms. Inouye also has fostered a culture of innovation in her unit,

creating an environment conducive to trying the new system. Working with the

probations office on coming up with the methods for this new idea made it clear that for

any new program to be successfully implemented, it was necessary for it to add the least

additional burden upon the probation officers possible. Providing a sanction for each and

every violation would mean that probationers would routinely have to drop what they

were doing to have to begin filing a Motion for Modification of the Terms of Probation. 

At different points, Judge Alm had been talking with all the parties who would be

participating in the new processes. He sought the involvement of Kevin Takata, the

supervisor of the largest trials division in the prosecutor's office, and Jack Tonaki, the

Public Defender. To help streamline the procedures for the probation officers, Judge Alm

asked Mr. Takata if he would be able to create a "fill in the blanks" Motion for

Modification of the Terms of Probation form. The goal was to create a form that could be
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completed as simply as possible. Mr. Takata was able to do this, and Judge Alm had it

approved by Mr. Tonaki. Jack Tonaki expressed concern from a due process standpoint

that the probationers would be caught off guard by a sudden change in enforcement

procedures, and that suggested some kind of warning would be a good idea. Judge Alm

decided to introduce offenders to HOPE through a warning hearing, explaining the new

processes of the program. 

Paul Perrone, the Chief of the Research and Statistics division of the Attorney

General's office was also brought in during these early stages. It was agreed that

monitoring of the program from the beginning was essential for determining its

effectiveness. Mr. Perrone's input was important for recognizing the role of probation

officers in keeping accurate records, without which solid conclusions about the impact of

HOPE would have been impossible. Mr. Perrone was given the responsibility of keeping

track of the new program's impact. 

Before attempting to start the program, Judge Alm briefed the jail, Oʻahu

Community Correctional Center (OCCC)  on his plan, and explained that although they

would likely not notice it at first, they may begin to see an increase of in-and-out traffic if

the project began to take off. He also recommended at that time that they look for ways to

streamline their intake procedures, because each time a prisoner came in their intake was

done from scratch. 

One major component that needed to be addressed before the project started was

the serving of bench warrants. The serving of warrants had typically not been a high

priority for law enforcement officials, but it was recognized as being essential for

HOPE. For the program to work as intended, the probationer who had absconded needed

to be picked up as soon as possible in order for them to receive the swift and certain

sanctions that are the basis of HOPE. Judge Alm had experience working with the

High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area (HIDTA) during his time as thea U.S. Attorney

for HawaiʻiProsecutor. He was able to use those contacts to work with U.S. Marshal

Mark “Dutch” Hanahano to have the Marshals serve the bench warrants for the HOPE

program, and have HIDTA pay the necessary overtime. 
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HOPE is Put Into Practice 

Ms. Inouye's probation unit reviewed their cases and identified all of the

probationers that had originally been sentenced out of judge Alm’s courtroom (mostly by

his predecessor)chose and was mostly supervised by her section. That totaled 34

individuals for the new project: 18 sex offenders and 16 drug offenders. On October 1st,

2004, less than four months after Judge Alm began to designimplement the new program,

the first HOPE warning hearings were held; one for the drug offenders and one for the

sex offenders (Alm, 2010). 

After the program began in earnest, monthly meetings were held between some of

the major actors, including Judge Alm and Cheryl Inouye. The purpose of these meetings

was to monitor the progress of the new project. In these meetings Mr. Perrone's office

was able to report on the statistics relating to the impact of HOPE as well as the

compliance of probation officers. This also was an opportunity for all the parties present

to bring up issues as they arose, and continually refine the processes of the program.

When the first internal statistics were released by Mr. Perrone's office they demonstrated

the effectiveness of HOPE after offenders had been in the new system for only three

months. When the program achieved such strong results after only three months, Judge

Alm saw that they were on to something. 

Probation officers in the high intensity unit began to identifyrecognize other

individuals who were not succeeding in regular probation, and requested that they be

transferred to Judge Alm so that they could be placed in HOPE. HOPE grew through

20054 to approximately 100 probationers by the end of thate year. On October 1, 2005,

the domestic violence felony probationers were added to HOPE. Up until this point, the

new HOPE project had been conducted relatively under the radar without any additional

sources of funding. With 100 individuals in the program, it was apparent that dedicated

funding was necessary to continue expansion, which required an increased level of

warrant service and increased capacity for drug testing. It was decided to put together a

package for legislative funding towards the end of the year. 

Expansion of HOPE 
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In early 20065 Judge Alm appeared before the Hawaiʻi State Legislature to

request a package of $1.2 million to fund an expansion of HOPE probation. He met with

legislators to answer their questions, and also presented them with statistics developed by

Paul Perrone's office. According to Judge Alm, the legislators were receptive and

interested in the new program, and asked questions about HOPE for over two hours. He

attributes this level of interest to the fact that he was able to bring statistics to back up the

claims about the program, rather than just approaching them with an idea (Alm, 2010). 

Around this time, Judge Alm met with the Chief of the Honolulu Police

Department, Boisse Correa, and Deputy Chiefs Glen Kajiyama and Paul Putzulu. Judge

Alm explained the program and its goal to them, and what its goal was. He stated that the

program was working to keep the individuals subject to the rules of HOPE off of drugs,

and therefore less likely to commit crimes. Chief Correa recognized the goal of the

program, and agreed to participate in it largely based the trust and respect he had

developed for Judge Alm when he was the U.S. prosecutor (Correa, 2010). Chief Correa

arranged to have his Specialized Services Division (SSD) assist with serving of the

HOPE warrants (Correa, 2010). 

In May of 20065 the legislature approved the $1.2 million request for funding in

the State's supplemental budget, which would be released in July 2006 at the beginning of

the next fiscal year. The funds were used for drug treatment, as well as to hire additional

probation officer and social service aides to conduct drug testing. A part of the funds were

also allocated for Paul Perrone's office to hire part-time staff to work on keeping track of

the data on HOPE. The program continued to expand, and in October of 2005 grew to

include domestic violence felons, starting with 10 (Alm 2010). 

By June of 2005, the Research and Statistics office had conducted a survey of the

high intensity probation officers to determine their opinions of the new program.

According to the survey, the attitudes of the POs were overwhelmingly positive, and they

supported expanding the program. The survey was conducted using 18 questions ranked

on a Likert scale of 1-7, with 7 being "Strongly Agree." When the probation officers were

asked if "the new policies and procedures should be extended to include other judges'

high intensity probation cases," all respondents gave it a 7 (Research & Statistics, 20095).
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In May of 2006, changes were forced upon the Sheriff's office in how they booked

offenders. Traditionally, the sheriffs had offices available at the District Courthouse in

downtown Honolulu, which had booking facilities and holding cells. The District Court's

caseload had grown to the point that they were forced to expand, moving the sheriffs to

their facility at Halawa Valley, which was outside the metropolitan area. The sheriffs

expressed concern that they would be spending a large amount of time transporting

offenders in HOPE to a remote facility for booking, and then back to the Circuit Court.

Procedures were developed to eliminate this extra work for the sheriffs by having the

HOPE absconders picked up on bench warrants for contempt. As soon as they are picked

up, the bench warrant is recalled, eliminating the need for a new booking, with the bail

transferred to the underlying offenses that resulted in the probation sentence. The

offenders taken into custody at the courthouse or the probation officers, the sheriffs

eliminated the booking process as well. 

HOPE probation was expanded to all nine Judges at the First Circuit Court in the

summer of 2006 with the support of the First Circuit Court Criminal Administrative

Judge Derrick Chan, and Chief Justice Ronald Moon. All the judges in the First Circuit

Court began to place probationers in the HOPE program. The Research and Statistics

office tracked the impact of HOPE probation on a judge-by-judge basis, looking for

differences between the effectiveness of the different courtrooms, but found no

significant difference. HOPE probation continued to expand through the funding

provided by the legislature, which was renewed on an annual basis. 

Through Judge Alm's role as an advocate for the program, both in the State

Hawaiʻi and nationally, the program's results got the attention of researchers on the

mainland. Dr. Mark Kleiman, a professor at UCLA, had been an advocate for this type of

probation reform. One of Dr. Kleiman's colleagues, Dr. Angela Hawken, of Pepperdine

University, began a study of the effectiveness of HOPE probation with Dr. Kleiman in

October of 2007. It was In 2008, they began a federally supported study of HOPE, using

the gold standard of a randomized control trial study. 

By 2009, Hawaiʻi found itself in a fiscal crisis, which required broad budget cuts.

Hawaiʻi's Judiciary was one of the branches of the state government that suffered budget
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cuts, and special court programs, HOPE included, had their budgets cut by 30%. Judge

Alm met with Janice Yamada, the head administrator for Hawaiʻi's probation, to discuss

seeking federal funds to offset the budget cuts incurred at the state level. Later in the year

they were successful in securing $420,000 through a National Institute of Justice

Byrne/JAG grant. 

In December of 2009, Dr. Hawken and Kleiman's report was published and

demonstrated that HOPE was highly effective at achieving the desired outcomes. Her

report also included surveys of the various actors involved, probation officers,

Prosecutors, Public Defenders, Court Staff, as well as the probationers themselves. By

this time, HOPE had grown to include nearly 1500 probationers, including virtually all of

the high risk probationers on the island of Oʻahu. The processes of the program

continued to be refined based upon the monthly meetings that were still being held

between the judiciary, probation and the Research and Statistics office. This can be

witnessed through the development of the standardized template for probation officer

reports to judges on offender history that was produced in December of 2009. Another

change in the program was the reconsolidation of all HOPE cases under one judge, Judge

Alm. This decision was based upon the feedback from prosecutors in the survey

conducted as part of Dr. Hawken and Dr. Kleiman’s study (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). 

With the additional resources available due to the federal grant, it is planned for

HOPE to continue to expand to include nearly 3000 probationers on Oʻahu. The program

is expected to continue to grow in Hawaiʻi probations, with expansions to parole planned

through legislation. During the 2010 legislative session the Hawaiʻi state legislature

passed SR90SD1, a resolutionand accompanying legislation to initiate thea HOPE parole

pilot project (Hawaiʻi State Legislature, 2010).
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VII

Literature Review

  

            The literature review will include a summary of the current state of

implementation theory and research, including a brief history of the recent evolution in

thinking about policy implementation. This review of the history of implementation

theory and research highlights the strengths and shortcomings the different perspectives

on policy implementation have developed, and how they have attempted to overcome the

weaknesses of their predecessors. The focus is on identifying theories relevant for

analyzing the implementation of HOPE and for making recommendations for future

implementations. 

            First, it is important to ask how the literature defines “implementation.” In his

article, The Missing Link Revisited: Contemporary Implementation Research, Peter

deLeon offers two accepted definitions of what is meant by “implementation” in the

policy context (deLeon, 1999). First deLeon describes Barbara Ferman’s definition of

implementation as “what happens between policy expectations and (perceived) results”

(deLeon, 1999, p. 314-5). DeLeon (1999) also presents a quote from Mazmanian and

Sabatier that defines implementation, and offers several other characteristics they see

view as being key, which will be referred to later: 

Implementation is the carrying out of a basic policy decision, usually incorporated
in a statute but which can also take the form of important executive orders or
court decisions. Ideally, that decision identifies the problem(s) to be addressed,
stipulates the objective(s) to be pursued, and, in a variety of ways, “structures” the
implementation process. The process normally runs through a number of stages
beginning with passage of the basic statute, followed by the policy outputs
(decisions) of the implementing agencies, the compliance of target groups with
those decisions, the actual impacts of agency decisions, and, finally, important
revisions (or attempted revisions) in the basic statute. (p.315)

The characteristics outlined above by Mazmanian and Sabatier will be useful to refer to

later in order to show the complexity and variety of situations that implementation

models are required to address. Despite the plethora of variables in the context in which a

policy implementation occurs, the concept itself can be understood with relative ease;

implementation is the processes and actions that put a policy into effect. 
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History of Implementation Study

While the academic study of policy is not new; little has been said on

implementation itself until the last several decades. In his article, The Missing Link

Revisited, Peter deLeon traces the genesis and evolution of policy implementation

studies. The study of implementation as a separate and distinct aspect of policy began to

develop in the early 1970s (deLeon, 1999). When researching for their volume

Implementation, which was released in 1973, authors Jeffery Pressman and Aaron

Wildavsky reviewed the available literature on implementation and were surprised with

how little they found (deLeon, 1999). Demonstrating the lack of study the

implementation aspect of policy had received, Erwin Hargrove released his book on

implementation two yeas after Pressman and Wildavsy’s Implementation with the title

The Missing Link (deLeon, 1999). 

            The work on implementation that occurred at this time is considered to compose a

“first generation” of implementation study (deLeon, 1999; Goggin, 1986). The work of

this first generation of implementation scholars, such as Pressman and Wildavsky, is

characterized as taking the form of highly detailed case studies. They were typically

analyses of policy implementations that occurred as a result of earlier policy decisions,

whether they came about through statutory enactments, rule promulgations, or executive

orders (Goggin, 1986). 

            Being primarily descriptive in nature, this case study analysis method lacked

several features that would allow policy implementation to further develop as an

academic discipline. The analysis at this time was done outside of a theoretical

framework (deLeon, 1999). The lack of a theoretical framework meant that the work that

was done, while descriptive, lacked predictive power or the ability to build upon an

existing framework of knowledge (deLeon, 1999). Each analysis that was done largely

existed as a stand-alone set of observations. Instead of focusing on generalizations that

could be made about the implementations they studied, the prevailing wisdom of this

time was to focus on the complexity of the environment and the difficulty in successfully

implementing a policy (Goggin, 1986). 
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            The problems of the first generation gave rise to a “second generation” of

implementation scholars who could be divided up into two main schools of thought, those

who took a top down perspective on implementation, and those who argued that it was

best conducted and examined from the bottom-up (deLeon, 1999). The second generation

of policy scholars introduced the use of theories that provided testable hypotheses to the

field. The scholars who examined implementation from a top down perspective,

Mazmanian and Sabatier being the most prominent, viewed implementation as something

that occurred within a Weberian modeled bureaucracy (deLeon, 1999). They viewed

policy implementation as following a path from the passage of a statute, to decisions of

implementing agencies, to compliance of target groups with the decisions, to the impact

or outputs and outcomes that resulted, followed by eventual revisions in the basic statute

(deLeon, 1999). They created a series of variables in an attempt to test their theories, 17

in total, but the imprecise measurements generated did little to create an empirically

based model due to the variables being difficult to quantify and subjective in nature (the

“clarity of the directives,” and “skill level of the administrators” are examples) (deLeon,

1999). 

Another criticism of the top down model is that it placed “too much emphasis …

on legalistic and stable sequential relationships between politics and administration,”

ignoring the dual roles of negotiators and conflict managers that leaders have to play in

order to manage the relationships required for successful policy implementation (Hern,

1982, p. 303). 

            Criticisms of the top down model aside, its application to the implantation of

HOPE probation is limited, as HOPE was formed through cooperative agreements at the

ground level and designed around the existing statutory framework. The alternate school

of thought that arose in the second generation of implementation literature took the

bottom-up approach, and lends itself much more to the case at hand. This model focused

on street-level bureaucrats as key figures in the implementation process as sources of

expertise on service delivery and the associated processes (deLeon, 1999). It was argued

that the bottom-up implementation theory was better at describing the actual

implementation process based on the belief that street-level bureaucrats played an
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important role in the policy process that the top down models had ignored. Street-level

bureaucrats often have the ability to make policy decisions through the use of discretion,

interpretation, and selective enforcement that their expertise in a complex system of rules

afforded them. With this in mind, the bottom-up model was believed to be a more

complete understanding of the implementation process (deLeon, 1999). 

According to deLeon, a “third generation” of implementation research was

introduced in the late 1980s (deLeon, 1999). Malcolm Goggin, who pushed for a more

scientific, empirical study in the field characterized this era (deLeon, 1999; Goggin,

1986). Despite the theory-based approaches of the second generation of implementation

research, the field was still plagued by both a lack of cumulative knowledge and easily

testable hypothesis (Goggin, 1986). The push to give implementation research a more

sure footing in the scientific method led Goggin to title his 1986 publication The “Too

Few Cases/Too Many Variables” Problem in Implementation Research (Goggin, 1986).

In that article, he proposed a three-step process for improving the scientific rigor of the

field: decrease the variables (to as few as two), increase the cases, and control for the

simplification by selecting cases that are comparable and similar (Goggin, 1986). In this

way, large numbers of cases could be analyzed, easily producing results that, if not rich in

contextual detail, could provide large bodies of comparable data. While this method of

study allows for the analysis and accumulation of a large body of data on implementation,

its use for analyzing and drawing recommendations from a single case is limited. 

            Laurence O’Toole presents a contemporary model of policy implementation that

built on the work of the bottom-up models, but is focused on the role of interagency

cooperation and coordination (deLeon, 1999; O'Toole, 1986). According to O’Toole,

“multiorganizational implementation is the rule, in dense policy spaces; for complicated,

often-crosscutting public problems; and in political systems where power and often

authority are shared among several units” (O'Toole, 1986). Yet when he asks the question

“what policy recommendations have actually been generated in the research literature on

multi-actor implementation,” his answer is “not much” (O'Toole, 1986). The ubiquity of

multiorganizational implementation aside, the necessity of cooperation between the

judicial, penal, enforcement and probation systems that the successful implementation of
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a program like HOPE requires makes the work of scholars like O’Toole of interest for the

purpose of examining the implementation of HOPE probation. 

            One of the underlying theories behind the multi-agency approach to

understanding implementation is game theory (deLeon, 1999). In Public Management

and Policy Networks Erik-Hans Klijn and Joop F. M. Koppenjan describe the use of game

theory in an implementation context (Klijn & Koppenjan, 2000). Game theory is used in

policy implementation to explain how the various actors of a network (the network is

often multi-agency) develop rules, both formal informal, and strategies for governing

interactions within the network. These strategies are developed based upon the various

perspectives of the different actors towards their role in the network, the available

resources, and the power of the different actors. Implementing a new policy requires the

actors to reformulate the strategies that govern their interactions, and to some extent, a

reconstructing of the rules of the network. Implementing a policy using the network

approach involves high levels of interagency communication, negotiation, and can call

for conflict resolution. 

            The network approach requires that at the earliest stage of the implementation

process it is essential to recognize the various actors involved and the different roles that

they play. Any actor who will interact in a way that will affect or be affected by the new

policy should be considered in the implementation, and the level of power they hold

needs to be assessed. Klijn and Koppenjan describe any actor with the power to block or

hold up, either though action or inaction, the implementation or function of a policy as

having “veto power” (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000). 

            The first step in the implementation process that the network approach calls for is

to align the perspectives of all the involved actors around the problem that the new policy

is designed to address. This process can be facilitated by an individual who functions as a

leader in the implementation process, or in the words of Paul Williams, as a “Boundary

Spanner”  (Williams, 2002). After this is done, consensus on common solutions can be

reached. Each actor needs to recognize what their role in the network is and what their

responsibilities are for instituting a chosen solution. The actors need to recognize what

the roles of others are, as well as when others hold veto power, and the mutual
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interdependence this creates. If changes to the network are implemented while actors

have differing perspectives, an attempt to reformulate the strategies and rules of the

network runs the risk devolving into power struggles over network resources. 

When attempting to reach consensus on a solution and ways to implement it, the

different “interaction costs” of the changes the various actors will incur needs to be

assessed and managed. Examples of interaction costs could be new processes that require

an increased amount of time, financial, material or other resources, or any negative aspect

associated with an interaction. If the different actors are locked into their own

perspectives, and are not taking into consideration the duties and capabilities of the other

actors involved, then the rule reformulation can result in some of the actors using their

veto-power to avoid suffering excessive interaction costs. Klijn and Koppenjan

acknowledge that participation of all the actors need not be voluntary. There are

situations where cooperation can be coerced, but this can require unnecessary time and

effort (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000). 

In summary, policy implementation using the network approach involves aligning

the varying perspectives of the different parties involved around common problems and

common solutions. The interaction costs of the different actors needs to be assessed and

managed in order to achieve buy-in from the parties involved, and prevent any actor from

taking on a prohibitive burden, which can lead to them exercising their veto power. 

One benefit of the network approach is that it gives clear criteria for the

evaluation of an implementation. Because the implementation process of the network

approach is collaborative, the success of the implementation cannot be based upon the

perspective of one individual, even that of the person who functioned as a boundary

spanner, or leader of the process. Klijn and Koppenjan recommend measuring the

perceptions of the policy implementation of all the various actors involved, compared

against the measured success of the policy as implemented at producing the desired

outputs and outcomes (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000). This is different approach to

assessment than is commonly used in other implementation strategies, such as those that

focus on a top-down model of implementation and evaluate the process by measuring a

program’s fidelity to the program as originally planned (Dariotis, et al. 2008). The three
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areas Klijn and Koppenjan recommend surveying are the perceived benefits and costs

resulting from the implementation, as well as the general impression of the program that

resulted from the implementation process (Klijn and Koppenjan, 2000). Comparing these

impressions against the actual effectiveness of the final program will reveal the success of

the implementation process with regard to the network approach. Comparing the attitudes

of the actors against the effectiveness of the program is significant because a program

that fails to achieve the desired outputs and outcomes likely will not produce a favorable

impression in those that carry it out, while an effective program has greater potential to

produce a favorable opinion in those who perform its processes. In a successful

implementation through the network approach the attitudes of the actors should

correspond with the program effectiveness. 

            While there currently exists a large and diverse body of implementation literature,

some are more relevant to the case at hand than others. The literature on the network

approach lends itself well to not just providing a model for understanding what happened

that allowed the HOPE program to be successfully implemented, but provides tools for

assessing and measuring the implementation process through the perceptions of the

parties involved.
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VIII

Analysis of HOPE's Implementation

  

            Studying the process by which HOPE was implemented and expanded reveals

where Judge Steven Alm effectively exercised two of the fundamental concepts of the

network approach to policy implementation. After interviewing Judge Alm and the other

key actors in the implementation of HOPE probation, it became clear that Judge Alm

approached the implementation of the new program with knowledge of what the specific

problems were with the current system of probation. Possessing a clear understanding of

problems with the current system was necessary for him to formulate procedures that

were designed to directly address those issues. A clear knowledge of the problems of

probation also allowed him to communicate his solutions to other actors. Combined with

his knowledge about the functions of the different departments whose involvement was

necessary in the project allowed him to effectively work to reach a consensus on the

problems of, and solutions for, probation in Hawaiʻi. This was further aided by a broad

and high level of trust for Judge Alm, which was expressed by all the individuals who

were interviewed in the course of this study. 

When assessing the role of network approach strategies used in the

implementation of HOPE probation, it is essential to make the distinction between where

there was a bottom-up approach or a top-down approach. The majority of the process of

starting HOPE was bottom-up, but there were numerous instances where a top-down,

hierarchical approach was used. One readily evident instance of this was the role of the

Honolulu Police Officers who were responsible for carrying out the actual warrants.

Judge Alm approached then Chief of Police Boisse Correa, but Chief Correa got the

follow through from his officers largely based upon the hierarchical structure of the

Police Department. The role of the court staff was addressed in a similar fashion. The

court administrators were employees of the judiciaryjudges, and their cooperation was

secured through the judges.  

Perspective Alignment:
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Consensus around a solution required consensus of the problem. Each of the

different actors had a unique perspective of the problem based upon their role in the

network. These perspectives had to align before a solution could be implemented. The

probation officers felt that they had the means to coerce compliance from uncooperative

probationers, only to have them suffer severe sanctions after years of non-compliance

(prison sentences, added years of probation). Public defenders recognized that the

probation system was not serving their clients. It did not often lead to rehabilitation but

instead often resulted in years of probation followed by heavy prison or jail sentences.

Prosecutors were unhappy with offenders on the streets able to continue using drugs

without punishment. Law enforcement officials were unhappy with probationers able to

continue to lead life styles that could result in continued crime. Judge Alm’s experience

in the judicial system working with these different departments allowed him to recognize

these differences in perceptions, which allowed him to address each appropriately,

leading to perspective alignment around common problems and common goals. The

ability to align the different perspectives of public defenders and prosecutors

demonstrates this. Public defenders can react negatively to HOPE and regard it as a

"punitive system." Judge Alm addressed these concerns by explaining that HOPE uses

the "credible threat" of jail time to avoid jail time (Alm, 2010). Conversely, prosecutors

express frustration with HOPE when offenders violate their terms of probation and

receive small sanctions. These concerns are addressed through explaining that if it were

not for the increased monitoring and system of small sanctions, the offender would be out

on the street, repeatedly violating without consequence, and neither the prosecutor nor the

judge would be any the wiser (Alm, 2010).

            Before Judge Alm attempted to implement any change in the processes and rules

of the network, he recognized the various actors that he would have to approach to

achieve buy-in: probation supervisors and officers, prosecutors, public defenders, law

enforcement officials and jail administrators. The fact that PAU was not achieving the

desired results was widely recognized, but through his discussions with the different

actors involved he was able to clarify this failure as the lack of tools that probation

officers had for enforcing the terms of probation, the negative impact this had on the
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probationers themselves, and the general impact on society that the resulting problems of

recidivism and drug use created. Our interview made it clear that he was able to

understand and address the perspectives of the different actors that would be participating

in HOPE. Prosecutors and public defenders were an example of this. Despite the common

elements in the education backgrounds and professional training these two professions

share, they possess distinctly different perspectives of the probation system.

            After the program began, monthly meetings were held between Judge Alm,

probation supervisors, and people from the Research and Statistics office. The purpose of

these meetings was to monitor the progress of the program. This was also an opportunity

for the different actors to discuss issues and challenges within the program as they arose,

as well as solutions. Paul Perrone's office was able to present statistics relating to the

effectiveness of the program, as well as compliance on the part of the different actors and

organizations with the new procedures, and information from surveys regarding attitudes

toward the program as reported by the probation officers affected by the new procedures.

The probation supervisors recorded summaries of these meetings. These summaries were

then distributed to the probation officers so that they could hear about the perspectives of

the other actors and better understand their own roles in the network and the impacts of

their interactions, promoting perspective alignment.

            Judge Alm had also prepared a bench book for the other judges who would be

taking on HOPE cases. Included in the bench book was a letter from Judge Alm

explaining the goals of the program and containing sample scripts for running HOPE

hearings. This would have helped to align the perspective of the judges around the

problems that HOPE was designed to address, and the processes by which it did it.
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Managing Interaction Costs:

            Communicating closely with the probation department, and collaboratively

working on solutions for implementing new processes for applying swift and certain

sanctions for probation violations allowed Judge Alm to recognize and address the

interaction costs that the new system might have of probation officers. Each of the

probation officers in the high intensity unit was carrying a caseload of approximately 90

probationers at the time (Alm, 2010), and the legal justification for the small sanctions

would require each probation officer to stop what they were doing to fill out and file a

Motion for the Modification of the Terms of Probation form for every violation a

probationer committed. If the probation officers failed to fill out and file this form, or

even failed to fill it out and file it on a timely basis due to their heavy case load and

simply having a lack of time in which to accomplish it, it would in effect result in them

exercising their veto power and derailing the program. The solution was to have the

prosecutor, Kevin Takata, create a simplified form that the probation officers could easily

and quickly fill out, minimizing their interaction costs. Because the prosecutor created the

form, it had his approval. Judge Alm had the Public Defender, Jack Tonaki, review the

form to ensure that it had his approval. The probation officers also voiced their approval.

The result was a simplified process that helped to achieve buy-in from the parties

involved. 

            Another instance where interaction costs where recognized early on was with the

county jail, OCCC. Before HOPE began, it was recognized that some of the individuals

in the program would be doing a lot of in-and-out while serving their short sanctions.

Judge Alm briefed the jail administrators on this, and recommended that they re-examine

their intake procedures (Alm, 2010). At the time, OCCC had been processing their

intakes on a case-by-case basis and hadn’t been keeping records on inmates for use in re-

intaking them. It was recommended that they look at changing that in order to speed up

their procedures for the HOPE probationers who had low compliance rates and would be

serving multiple sanctions. 

            One area of the legal system addressed was the problem of clients who had

private attorneys. For a private attorney, making it to a client’s modification hearing with
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only a one or two day notice could present a problem. Most private attorneys The law

requiresprefer that a client always has representation whenever appearing before a judge

in a courtroom. Many private attorneys would rather have a modification hearing

rescheduled if they are not able to be present. Having the modification hearing pushed

back would affect the swiftness of their application, so a solution was found. It was

recommended that the private attorneys arrange for a backup attorney to take their place

if they had a scheduling conflict with a modification hearing (Inouye, 2010). This

allowed the modification hearings to proceed if a client’s primary counsel were unable to

be present, maintaining the core principal of the program. 

            The challenge of managing the interaction costs continued past the initial

implementation of the HOPE program. When the sheriffs lost their booking facility at the

district court at the end of 2005, it was recognized the extra work they would have to take

on of transporting prisoners back and forth between the booking facilities at Halawa

Correctional Facility and the First Circuit Court would be excessively burdensome. Up

until this point the HOPE absconders were picked up on bench warrants for the charge of

“Contempt of Court.” Holding them on the new charge required that they be booked for

due process reasons. The process that was developed was to have a judicial assistant

contact the sheriff’s as soon as a HOPE absconder was picked up to inform them that

they would be filing a motion to recall the bench warrant. The bail from the contempt

charge was then transferred to the underlying offense that led to the violation of the term

of probation. This eliminated the need for the rebooking, which eliminated the need for

the trip out to the Halawa Correctional Facility. As the HOPE offenders who were

arrested at the probation offices or the courthouse for positive drug tests were committing

a probation violation rather than a new crime, booking for those violations was

eliminated as well. Changing the processes of the network and requiring a nominal

increase in work on the part of the court staff minimized the interaction costs of the

sheriffs. In this case, the extra work on the part of the sheriffs for the trips back and forth

could have been enough to cause them to exercise their veto-power, if not intentionally

then through the simple lack of manpower, slowing the application of sanctions down to

the point where the effectiveness of the program could have been negatively impacted.
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Benchmarks for Success

Judge Alm and the whole HOPE teamhas prepared a brief document with his

recommendations for other Jurisdictions who want to implement a HOPE-like program

(see appendix C). TheHis Benchmarks for Success are composed of 11 points that theyhe

feels are essential for any similar program to be successful and call itself “HOPE”. The

recommendations he outlineds in this document can be analyzed and assessed through the

use of the model provided by the network approach.           

Point one of HOPE’sJudge Alm’s Benchmarks for Success is as follows: 

The Players listed below must be involved, make a long-term commitment, and
agree to the new quicker procedures: 

• The Chief Justice and all Judges participating in the program 

• Probation Administrators and Officers 

• Jail Administrators 

• Prosecutors 

• Public Defenders/Defense Attorneys 

• Sheriff/Police to take offenders into custody who fail drug testing, and to serve
arrest warrants for absconders 

These players are all actors who have veto power; their cooperation is necessary for the

program to be implemented by aligning their perspectives around common problems and

solutions will be necessary in a successful implementation of a HOPE like program, as

well as recognizing and addressing their different interaction costs.           

The second point in the benchmarks relates to placing a judge in charge of the

implementation process to provide the necessary knowledge and leadership needed for

the implementation and management of the program. Judges are in a unique position to

serve in this role as they possess the knowledge, skills, and authority to coordinate and

manage the interactions of the various agencies and actors involved. It is recommended in

the Benchmarks that the implementing judge hold regular meetings with the key

personnel. The benefits of this as process alignment have been addressed earlier in our

conclusions. 

Points 3 through 10 of the Benchmarks for Success relate to the specific actions

and structure that any HOPE-like program should possess. Point 11 recommends that

38



independent research be recorded to evaluate and (publicly) report the effects of the

program, especially early on. If the program is successful, this assists in aligning

perspectives around the program as a solution to problems in probation; conversely, if the

success is not what should be expected, it can help to highlight the negative effects of

compliance issues on the part of the different actors involved, or the need to reevaluate

the processes as implemented. 
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IX

Conclusions From Survey Data

  

            Examining the process of how HOPE was implemented shows instances where

two of the fundamental aspects of the network approach were applied: perspective

alignment and management of interaction costs. Information gained from the available

surveys allows us to surmise how universally and effectively these concepts were applied.

All studies that have looked at the effectiveness of HOPE probation have shown that it

has been successful in achieving its desired outputs and outcomes. Thus, the attitudes

towards the program should be compared to the fact that the program has been successful

from an effectiveness standpoint.

 

Figure , Probation officer response to the question, "My work as a probation officer is
more effective under the HOPE policies and procedures" (Hawken and Kleiman, 2009, p.
44) 
            These data provide insight into both the benefits and costs for the probation

officers, as well as their more general impression of HOPE as implemented. Figure 2

shows the results of Hawken and Kleiman’s survey of 20 probation officers from the ICS

division. Their response is to the question “My work as a probation officer is more

effective under the HOPE policies and procedures” (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). One of

things that the data reveals is that for the majority of probation officers surveyed, the

program did not create extra work for them rather it increased their perceived

effectiveness at their job. This is also reflected in their largely positive perception of the

program. One possible explanation for this is the close involvement of the probation

department in the implementation process, and the resulting instances of perspective

alignment and the managed reduction of their interaction costs, including the distribution

of HOPE meeting summaries and efforts to reduce the time required for them to fill out

and process the required paperwork. Their positive perceptions correlate with the high

level of reported effectiveness of HOPE as implemented.

Figure  (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009, p. 45)
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            For the other groups involved, the available survey data only allows us to look at

their perceptions about the increased workload as a cost of HOPE as implemented, as an

indicator of their general perception of HOPE (see figures 2 and 3). Judges had the

second most favorable general perception of HOPE probation, despite the majority of

judges reporting an increase in their workload. One reason for this could be perspective

alignment occurring as a result of the work of Judge Alm, and his Bench Book.

Prosecutors had the second-most negative opinion of HOPE probation, but based on their

feedback provided in the survey, changes were made to the HOPE processes by

consolidating all HOPE cases under one judge in order to increase the consistency and

predictability of the applied sanctions (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). We are unable to

answer the impact this would have on prosecutors’ opinions of the program. Court staff

most often reported a negative perception of HOPE, as well as the greatest increase in

workload. This could be the result of not having the tools of the network approach

formally applied to their position, and the utilization of a top-down method for

incorporating their cooperation in the program. There is little evidence of formal efforts

at aligning the perspectives of the court staff, or managing their interaction costs,

although these may have occurred on an interpersonal level, but without consistency

across courtrooms.

Figure : Respones to the question, “What is your general perception of HOPE
probation?” (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009, p. 47)
            Examining the implementation of HOPE probation demonstrates that efforts at

aligning perspectives and managing interaction costs were successful for achieving buy-

in, and securing interagency cooperation. This is reflected in the survey data relating to

workload and attitudes about HOPE probation, but the strongest evidence of this is the

fact that the program was implemented successfully with the desired features. While

many of the processes of starting HOPE used a bottom up strategy, there were several

instances of a more top-down, hierarchical approach. 

The environment in which implementation occurs may call for different

strategies. In the case of HOPE probation, the tools of the network approach proved

41



successful in securing the cooperation of the necessary parties across organizational

boundaries. Even within the probation department, aligning perspectives and managing

interaction costs may have had value due to the amount of discretion with which

probation officers typically preformed their job. Police departments are hierarchical

structures with a large emphasis on the authority of rank. Judge Alm approached then

Chief of Police Boisse Correa, but Chief Correa gained the follow through from his

officers largely based upon the hierarchical structure of the police department. The fact

that the warrants were served demonstrates that Chief Correa was able to rely on his

authority and knowledge of HPD to see to it that his officers cooperated in serving of

bench warrants (Correa, 2010). The role of the court staff was addressed in a similar

fashion, with their participation in the program managed by the judge they worked under. 

Looking at the negative perceptions of the court staff, and to a lesser extent the

prosecutors, in relation to the effectiveness to HOPE probation could suggest

opportunities for further formal efforts to improve the perspective alignment and

reduction of interaction costs.

Final Conclusions

It is clear from examining the process of how HOPE was implemented that Judge

Alm was pivotal in the process. He had the vision and drive to create a new set of

procedures for a well-established system. Although the concepts behind HOPE seemed

intuitive once they were introduced, they were untested. He was able to build upon

established relationships, as well as forge new ones, across multiple organizations. He

also was able to find the right people in the right places to work with him to test his idea.

There is no doubt that HOPE could have stalled at any number of steps along the way.

There may have also been an element of luck involved with regard to timing. Like many

states, Hawaiʻi found itself in a fiscal crisis that required numerous broad reductions in

funding across government agencies, including furloughs in the judicial system.

Attempting to implement a new program that required individuals to work harder and

faster would have posed significant difficulties in organizations that were struggling to
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adjust to accomplishing the same workload with reduced hours.  The effect of furloughs

is reduced resources and increased interaction costs.

The advantage for future states that implement HOPE-like reforms is that it has

already been done. Proven effectiveness and cost-benefit analyses can now assist in

bolstering the level of trust and strength of professional relationships. However, future

implementations in other states will still require someone to drive the change and to work

across organizational boundaries. For a reform like HOPE, judges may be uniquely suited

for this task, as is noted by Judge Alm himself. They possess a broad knowledge of the

judicial system, and have the professional capacity to forge the necessary relationships to

put a program into place. Adding to this is the fact that judges possess high levels of

discretion in their own courtrooms. Any successful implementation of HOPE in another

jurisdiction will require the full support of the judge who will be carrying out the

program.
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IX

Recommendations

  

            Several recommendations can be made based upon our conclusions. Managing the

interaction costs and aligning perspectives of the actors involved in the implementation of

HOPE probation corresponded with more positive attitudes of the program in general, as

well as with the increased workloads. 

There were numerous instances where voluntary cooperation across departmental

boundaries was necessary for the successful implementation of effective new processes.

For future HOPE-like programs, the use of the network approach could play a key role in

securing and facilitating this cooperation, especially across organizational boundaries.

The expanded use of these methods may yield positive results for improving the

perceptions of different actors towards the program in general, as well as the associated

individual costs and benefits of the program.

           Hawken and Kleiman observed that the court staff is removed from seeing the

benefits of HOPE probation (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). This fits well with the lack of

evidence of perspective alignment and addressing of interaction costs in a structured

way. One possible remedy for this is to create official summaries of the monthly HOPE

meetings for distribution among the court staff. The court staff is responsible for the

scheduling of hearings, and problems in the schedules would jeopardize the fundamental

component in HOPE probation: swift and certain consequences. 

            Another potential area to improve their perspective is in examining the process by

which the modification hearings are scheduled, and to establish a system that would

decrease the interaction costs for those with the responsibility for their scheduling. This

area of the implementation was carried out successfully in Hawaiʻi, but could pose a

more difficult challenge in other jurisdictions where the short notice scheduling of the

court calendars has been identified as a one potential problem for a successful

implementation (E.M. Hyman, personal communication, April 8, 2010).

  

Study Limitations and Recommendations for Future Studies 
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            The incomplete survey data posed one limitation for this study. A more complete

assessment of the outcome of the implementation process would be provided by survey

data that recorded attitudes towards a broader range of the costs and benefits of the

program. The strength of the data would also be improved through a higher response rate

in the case of the Research and Statistics office data (Research and Statistics office,

2010). One area lacking in survey data was the attitudes of law enforcement officials

towards the implemented program, as well as jail administrators. These groups have been

identified as playing vital roles in the program and possess varying degrees of veto-

power. There is evidence of the management of interaction costs for the sheriffs, but not

for the Honolulu Police Department. Data on the attitudes of these two groups could

highlight the impact of network approach strategies on the perspectives of actors within

the network, but conclusions based solely on that evidence would be limited due to the

different roles the groups play in the program, as well as the different structures of the

two organizations and their emphasis on hierarchy. Because network focused strategies

are designed for bottom-up, mulit-agency implementation, there is also the question of

their appropriateness within police departments due to their hierarchical structure. The

strategies can be used for obtaining the initial buy-in from decision makers from the

department, but within the department they may not be needed.

The network approach is well suited for the implementation of a program like

HOPE. States and organizations considering starting programs based on HOPE’s model

can benefit from the tools it provides for achieving buy-in, as well as using it for

assessing the success or failure of their implementations.  The Benchmarks for Success

also offer valuable advice for future implementation of programs based on HOPE’s

model. The contents of the Benchmarks are supported by both experience and theory. 

X
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XI

Glossary of Terms

Adult Client (Victim) Services (ACS):   This program provides assistance for the victims

and their families that are in the criminal justice system. (Hawaiʻi State Judiciary, 2008). 

Edward Byrne Memorial Justice Assistance Grant Program (Byrne/JAG Grant): This

federal grant is for state and local jurisdictions. It supports various criminal justice

systems that include “multijurisdictional drug and gang task forces to crime preventions

and domestic violence programs, courts, corrections, treatment, and justice information

sharing initiatives" (U.S. Department of Justice, 2010). 

Halawa Correctional Facility (HCF, Halawa Prison): This facility is the newest and

largest prison in the State of Hawai’i. It offers a wide range of educational programs to

the prisoners, including substance abuse treatment and sex offender treatment services

(State of Hawaiʻi, 2010a). 

The High Intensity Drug Trafficking Area program (HIDTA): This federal program works

closely with local, state, and federal law agencies to increase the strength of drug control.

The program provides agencies with resources to prevent drug trafficking and its

consequences in drug trafficking zones by focusing on these critical regions (Executive

Office of the President of the United States, 2007).  

HOPE Warning Hearing: This hearing is held for the probationers who are under HOPE.

It informs them about how strictly the conditions of probation will be enforced (Alm,

2008). 
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Integrated Community Sanction Section (ICS): This section is a “specialized unit dealing

with high-risk probationers" (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). 

National Institute for Justice (NIJ): This institute conducts research, development and

evaluation, and is under the U.S. Department of Justice. It provides “objective,

independent, evidence-based knowledge and tools to meet the challenges of crime and

justice, particularly at the state and local levels” (National Institute for Justice, 2010). 

The Oʻahu Community Correctional Center (OCCC/O-Triple-C): This jail facility is the

largest in the State of Hawaiʻi, and is located on 16 acres in Honolulu (State of Hawaiʻi,

2010b).  

Opportunity Probation with Enforcement in Nevada (OPEN): Nevada has implemented a

program based on HOPE called Opportunity Probation with Enforcement in Nevada

(Alm 2010).      

Probation As Usual (PAU): In this paper, Probation As Usual (PAU) refers to the regular

probation system. This term is found in the Dr. Hawken’s research article and we use it to

differentiate mainstream probation from HOPE (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009).   

Urinary  Analysis  (UA):  In  this  paper,  UA refers  to  urinary  analysis,  a  drug  test  for

methamphetamine, cocaine, opiates, and cannabis (Hawken & Kleiman, 2009). 
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A.) Motion to Modify Terms of Probation form

B.) Affidavit of Probation Officer

C.) Benchmarks for Success
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Appendix A: Motion to Modify the Terms of Probation
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Appendix C: Benchmarks for Success
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HOPE

Hawai`i’s Opportunity Probation with Enforcement

BENCHMARKS FOR SUCCESS 

March 2009

HOPE Probation involves swift  and certain,  but  relatively mild,  sanctions (jail
time)  for  each  detected  violation  of  probation.   When  properly  done,  HOPE
results in greatly reduced drug use, missed probation appointments, probation
revocations and arrests for new crimes.

These Benchmarks should be used as a guide for programs using the HOPE
model.   Any  deviations  should  be  a  cause  for  concern.   Doing  so  could
undermine the active monitoring of the conditions of community release and the
critical imposition of brief incarceration as a swift and certain consequence for
every instance of probation violation/noncompliance.

(1) The players listed below must be involved, make a long-term commitment,
and agree to the new, quicker procedures:

• The Chief Justice and all Judges participating in the program

• Probation Administrators and Officers

• Jail Administrators

• Prosecutors

• Public Defenders/Defense Attorneys 

• Sheriff/Police to take offenders into custody who fail drug testing,
and to serve arrest warrants for absconders

(2) A judge should be in charge of the program in order to answer questions,
quickly address emergent issues and provide the necessary leadership to
drive  the  program.  Regular  meetings  (e.g.,  monthly)  with  the  judge,
probation  administrators,  and  other  key  personnel  are  very  helpful  for
identifying and addressing problems and concerns.

(3) The most difficult,  high risk probationers should be targeted for HOPE,
including violent, domestic violence, and sex offenders.

(4) Start small!  Begin with no more than 100 offenders so as to identify and
resolve the inevitable challenges that arise.
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(5)    A brief warning/notification hearing should be held at the start of HOPE
Probation for each offender to clearly communicate program expectations
and consequences and to encourage their compliance and success.  

(6)    Violation/noncompliance  hearings  should  be  held  swiftly  (within  two
business days of the arrest  date is ideal;  it  should be possible to hold
roughly three-quarters of the hearings within three days).  High bail is  set,
and offenders are usually held in custody pending the hearing.

(7)    A  brief  –  but  virtually  certain  –  jail  sentence  as  a  consequence  for
probation violation/noncompliance is a central tenet  of  HOPE.  In most
cases,  the initial  sentence should be for a few days to one week, with
subsequent violations resulting in similar or longer sentences.  Exceptions
should only be made for rare and compelling reasons (e.g., documented
hospitalization excusing a missed probation appointment).  

(8) Expedited  warrant  service  is  needed  to  ensure  absconders  are
apprehended as quickly as possible.

(9) Routine,  effective  and,  ideally,  randomized  drug  testing  (with  a
confirmation process when positive results are disputed) is very important.
A drug  testing  hotline  is  a  good  way to  ensure  that  every  supervised
offender is aware he or she is subject to testing every week day, with the
number of tests varying from a  maximum of  six per month to a minimum
of once per month.  The frequency of the randomized testing is gradually
reduced  for  offenders  who  consistently  report  for  testing  and  have
negative results.

(10) Resources  and  funding  for  a  continuum  of  care  (e.g.,  outpatient  and
residential substance abuse treatment) should be available for offenders
who request treatment and/or fail to achieve and sustain abstinence with
monitoring and consequences alone.

(11) An independent research component is needed to compile, evaluate, and
publicly report program results. Statistical updates should be provided to
key stakeholders on a monthly or quarterly basis, at least during the first
24 to 36 months of program implementation.

Website:
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www.hopeprobation.org 
Appendix D: Data on the Effects of HOPE (Missed Appointments)

HOPE PO Appointments as of 3/31/09

High Intensity and Domestic Violence Study Groups (Combined)

PO

Appointment

s # Clients

#

Appts

Schd

Appts

per

Client

#

Appts

Missed

 %

Appts

Missed

% Missed

(Pre-Study

Baseline

Missed

Appt Rate

Change

3 Months 1,084 15,085 13.9 482 3.2% 13.7% -76.7%

6 Months 852 20,692 24.3 436 2.1% 13.1% -83.9%

9 Months 713 23,568 33.1 450 1.9% 12.8% -85.1%

12 Months 570 23,211 40.7 377 1.6% 12.0% -86.5%

15 Months 472 22,338 47.3 310 1.4% 11.9% -88.3%

18 Months 376 19,929 53.0 265 1.3% 11.7% -88.6%

21 Months 284 15,948 56.2 209 1.3% 11.0% -88.1%

24 Months 219 12,512 57.1 155 1.2% 9.9% -87.5%

27 Months 83 4,970 59.9 61 1.2% 11.3% -89.1%

30 Months 40 2,425 60.6 19 0.8% 9.5% -91.8%

33 Months 25 1,490 59.6 10 0.7% 9.5% -92.9%

36 Months 15 887 59.1 8 0.9% 8.5% -89.4%

39 Months 13 783 60.2 4 0.5% 8.8% -94.2%

42 Months 6 386 64.3 1 0.3% 3.7% -93.0%

45 Months 4 302 75.5 1 0.3% 6.7% -95.1%

48 Months 3 274 91.3 1 0.4% 6.7% -94.6%

51 Months 3 290 96.7 1 0.3% 6.7% -94.9%

54 Months 1 61 61.0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

(Crime Prevention & Justice Division, 2009, p. 5)
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Appendix E: Data on the Effects of HOPE (Urinalyses)

(Crime Prevention & Justice Division, 2009, p. 5)

HOPE Urinalyses as of 3/31/09

High Intensity and Domestic Violence Study Groups (Combined)

Urinalyses

#

Clients

# UAs

Schd

# UAs

Schd per

Client

# Pos

UAs

% Pos

UAs

% Positive

(Pre-Study

Baseline)

Positive UA

Rate

Change

3 Months 950 8,076 8.5 563 7.0% 52.4% -86.7%

6 Months 761 11,449 15.0 529 4.6% 49.8% -90.7%

9 Months 640 13,179 20.6 553 4.2% 49.9% -91.6%

12 Months 517 13,044 25.2 491 3.8% 48.6% -92.3%

15 Months 434 12,684 29.2 445 3.5% 46.8% -92.5%

18 Months 351 11,326 32.3 374 3.3% 44.2% -92.5%

21 Months 266 8,922 33.5 296 3.3% 43.4% -92.4%

24 Months 205 6,864 33.5 210 3.1% 40.0% -92.4%

27 Months 80 2,970 37.1 89 3.0% 33.6% -91.1%

30 Months 40 1,429 35.7 41 2.9% 34.0% -91.6%

33 Months 25 830 33.2 22 2.7% 56.0% -95.3%

36 Months 15 501 33.4 13 2.6% 66.7% -96.1%

39 Months 13 446 34.3 10 2.2% 72.7% -96.9%

42 Months 6 211 35.2 47 22.3% 50.0% -55.5%

45 Months 4 182 45.5 5 2.7% 60.0% -95.4%

48 Months 3 188 62.7 5 2.7% 60.0% -95.6%

51 Months 3 194 64.7 5 2.6% 60.0% -95.7%

54 Months 1 32 32.0 0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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