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Chapter On~ 
Introduction 

il 

This report is the second "of three being prepa,red by Applied 

Social Research,Inc •. for t-he Washingt~~ County Department of C6mmunit~ 

Corrections. The first, Service Delivery System Report~ reviews the 

clients served by the Department, services provi~ed by various compon-

ents of the Department and patterns of clie1).t termination. A series 

'1 t d t assess the exten ... ,t to which the 
of special analyses were comp e e 0 

"Specialized Cas?eload" reorganization has accomplish~d its obj ectives. 

b 'f . bf all the an~lyses in hhe 
The third leport will be a r~e "summary D " ~ 

two reports. 

Organiza~ion of This Report 

This report examines the role of the Depa:~tment in supporting 

" 
C t the .co.sts and benefits of services and 

the Washington County our s, 

assesses whether the Department as currently configured represents 

a sound investment for the county. 

The patterns of case disposition and sentencing Which have 

'prevailed in Circuit and District Courts .frolD. 1977 to t980 are described 

in Chapter 2. To facilitate better comprehensio~of what types of 

offenders and crimes are at issue, the crime for which an individual 

(., 

was found guilty is used for the bulk of this analysis. Th,is approach 

does not lump all cases into limited, broad categories containing a 

wide variety of crimes. 

the 

A model of what might have occurred'in terms of sentencing if 

() a . 'lbl' Os ted 
ColIimunity Corrections Department were notnava~ a e ~s pre en 

in Chapter' 3. This simulation is intended to highligh'c what sentences 

might have been assigned if the courts continued sentencing practices 

o 
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"~~gbich existed prior'" to the Department. The difference between what 

Ii 

actually happened and what might have happened in large measure can 

·be attributed to the Department. "No major changes in laws or other 

,factors occurred during this period. 

The costs of the Department's various services both total arid 

on an average client basis are presented in Chapter 4. Other portions 

of the county's correction: system outside theDepart~nt are also 

presented in terms of cos,ts, numbers of offenders and av~rage cost. 

Revenues and" ~ther bl:nefits produced by the corrections system 

of the county are detailed in Chapter 5. These are presented in terms 

of "benefits" generated under the 'f " ausp~ces 0 the Department and 

produced directly by the courts - fines and community servi~e work 

directly collected/supervised by the courts. 

The final chapter examines the gross and net'costs, a cost / 

benefit atlalysis, of the Depari~ment. To inform the County Commission 

about the soundness ~f ~ts dec~s~on t f 11 ' • • • 0 u y part~cipate in the 

Community Corrections Act 
\) , two alternativ,es which l1'esemble OPtio'Q,S/ 

at the county' sri disposal "were analysed. One option would be ,to have 

a program scope similar to the 1977 misdemeanant program. This option 

, , ' () 
~s not entirely d~fferent than "a de.cision to be a Regional Manager 

par:icipant in the Community Corrections Act. A second option would 

be no program - essentially not participating in th~ CCAor what 

might happen if that Act is not() refunded by the ;Legis.lature. 
,., ,\~ 0 

~ 

Data 

The data reported in this document c~mes from three:- sources. 
" 

Information abo'ut offende;~ handled by the Circuit and District Courts 
;l (J 

was collected by ASR staff. All criminal, non-traffic convictions in 

(J. 

'il 
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3 

1980 were included in the study population. Every criminal conviction 

in Circuit·, Court had data recorded about it. Criminal convictions 
q 

in District Court were sampled on a l,in 3 basis. Major tr~ffic 

offenses (i~. DWS, DUll) are much more numerous and were sampled 

on ,a 1 in l3~hasis. 
il 

Data from previous years, tpe second major source 
~,t( fJ 

of data, was also collected by ASR staff and has been described in 
,..:; 

earlier reports. Th~ third d~ta set came from financial records. 

Finan.cial information was provided by the State Corrections Division, 

the Washington County Office of Finance, and from the Department itself. 
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Chapter Two 
·C'ase Dispos-itions 

, , C,~{ , 
'Y<l/, 
'"& 

II 

This chapter reviews the role played by the Community Corrections Depart-

ment in supporting Washington County Circuit and District courts. ,The 

Restituti\?n Program, Oommunity Service program, Supervised Probati~>11 are, ~l 

sentencing options available to judges. ,The more extensively Department of 
1/ (;) .:;:7 

() 

Community Corrections services are utilized.in sentencing of offenders, the 

stronger the support function being performed by th~; department. 
}-/ 

A silbtantial increase in the number of cases being handled by C.ircui t 

and District courts in Washington County was noted in the Evaluation Report 

of 1979. There was a 36% increase in Circuit Court convictions from 1978'to· 

1979, .,The cumulative total increase was 44%. The year to year increase in 

Circuit~Court from 1979 to 1980, however, was only 2%. In District Court, 

there was a 20% decline in convictions.' Separating out traffic offenses 

(DWS, DUll, etc.) from other criminal cases revealstl').at a total caseload 
(;: 

decline from 1979 to 1980 of 9% overall is primaril~ ~ function of ';l- decrease 

in the number of major traffic convictions.· The number of criminal con-
':-:\ ' 

victions, 'both' felony and misdemeanor, was essentially constant from 1979 
[I, 

td 1980. The budgetary problems Washington Comity has encountered in the 
'D ;~j 

last fisq(~l year., including much of'i~a~endar year 1.980, may in part explain 
~~I' I, ul ~ <..' 

this d&crease, Court staff has been reduced and county law enfo~cement 
" 

h~ve been ~dversely impact~d in manyOareas as well. This may explain why 
" 

the number of cr.iminal cases did not increase in its previous pattern and 
.0 

the nkmer of:traffic conviot;j.ons actually decl'in~d. 
".t.,:" 
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Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

.( 
TOTAL COURT CASELOAD BY CLASSIFICATION 

B, C Misd. 
% (N) 

4 (62) 

4 (68) 

7 (155) 

7 (147) 

TABLE 2.1 

A Misd. 
% (N) 

79 (1136) 

78 ,(1312) 

75 (1797) 

74 (1680) 

C Felony 
% (N) 

o 12 (166) 

12 (210) 

14 (339) 

13 (305) 

c 

A, B Felony 
% (N') 

6 (80) 

6 (101) 

4 (103) 

6 (138) 

Looking at the cases the Circuit and District courts have encounter~d 

over the four year perit~~, as noted in Table 2.1, illustrates remarkable 

cclnstancy. There is very little change in the overall "seriousness" of the 

offenses being handled by Circuit and District courts as judged by the 

classification of the convictions. The number 'of A misdemeanors and C 

felonies declined from 1979 to 1980. This numeric decrease is likely a 
I) 

function of the decrea~e in major traffic convictions discussed above. The 

overall di~,;tributi~ns 'of seriousness appear to have changed very little 

despite the increase in cases from 1977 to 1980. 

o w 

The role played by the Community Corrections Department in the criminal 

justice system is summarized in Table 2.,2. The sentences' g;i.ve~all cases are,!, 
,. '~ 

noted in the table. The .label "Monetary" refers to fines, cf~es, and orders '" 
" 

for payment of restitution. The Bench Probation. category refers to indivi­
~ 

duals who were assigned unsupervised probation who may also have been assigned 

monetary penalties. The community Service cateSJory pould inqJ,.ude offenders 

'(:;~;;;!!. ""?A!I"'. __ b""= .... _-~"""'j -, -----.-, -- ,< 
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~ who have been assigned bench probation and monetary penalties as well as a 

requirement to do a certain amount of community service work. 
o 

Supervised 

probation, ~s with the previous, cduld inclu~e a requirement to perform 

communi ty service work and the a t f "~ 1\f= sse~,~:men 0 monetary, penal tics. The Jail 

category includes individuals assig~ed jail time as well as ~ubsequent" bench 

probation or the assessment of monetary penalties. "Jai,l plus probation is 
;:..,/.' 

aI, 1.' those sen, tenced off~\n.ders who were assigned bO,t, h ~'ail and ub '1 s . sequent sll,per-

v~sed probat~on;. they ma~\alSO have received monetary pellaltiEl,s an,9 required 

to perform community serviceowork. " Penitentiary refers to assignment. to 
" 

state institutions and the custody of the state corrections division. 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

TOTAL CASELOAD SENTENCE BY YEAR 

Monetary 
% eN) 

Bench 
% (N) 

26 S40S) 17 (257) 

TABLE 2.2 

Com. Servo 
% (N)' ", 

5 (71) 

27 (475) . 13 (227) 0 8 (137) 

27 (681) 

21 (484) 

/\ 0 

1C;(38l) 

10 (243) 

7 (1,77) 

10 (230) 

o 

Super Pro. 
% (N) 

16 (243) 

26 (465) 

&5 (e;37) 

30 (702) 

Jail 
% (N) 

Jail & Pro 
% (N) 

29 (439) °5 (78) 

16 (289) 9 (165) 

16 '(404) 9 (224) 

lO (244) 16 (381) 

Pen. 
% (N) 

3 (48) 

1 (21) 

2 (50) 

2 (51) 

Loqking specifically at 1980, there are' a number of 't . , ~n erest~ng differences 

~ ~n sentencing patterns. Use of monetary penalties a10neqeclined from 27% in 
'0 

1979 to 21% in 1980. Bench ProbatiC:m a1s,p decreased from lS% to 10% of all 
o 

convictions in Circuit and Distr4 ct Courts, ... _ , Note the in~rease in use of 
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o 
Community Servid'e. As noted 3..nthe Service Delivery System Report, there was 

• 
also a substantial increase in the number of offenders assigned to the depart-

"mentIs Community Service Program by Municipal courts. Supervised probation 

", 
also increas'ed 

."~;) 

Itappears that many offenders who in, the past would' have 

been assig~ed simply jail were assigned jail plus probation in 1980 9% of 
(\.\ 

all convictions given that disposition in 1979 as compared with 16% in 1980. 
"0 

Percent of all cases resulting in assignment to the state penitentiary al~9 
o 

is constant. ) 
" J " 

Looking at the entire history of the de,partrnetlt (1977 through 1980), it 

is interesting to note the overall decline in the role of Bench Probation as 

a disposition option for Circuit and District court. Community Service 

doubles over the same period, as does supervised probation -- increasing 

from 16% in 1977 to 30% of all convictions in Circuit and District courts 

for 1980. The ~ncreasing use of probation o~ jail and probation probably 

accounts for the ongoing increase in Department of Community Corrections 

clientele in the face of a modest decrease in ov~rall convictions in washing-
" r;, 

ton County courts. r;In the face of the current jail crowding problems of the 
":~ 1/ 

county, it should be pointed out that the use of jail as a sentenGe imposed 

by Circuit and District courts has decreased precipitously over the four year 

-~ .. -,-, 'period "-- the combined percentage of jail and jail plus probation for 1977 

was 34%, in 1980 26% of all of£enders\ were assigned jail as either the ex-

clusive or partial sentence in ctheir case." 

" 
Tables 2 .,3 and 2.4 \I array (fircui ~ "and District Court cases by offens! 

conviction. In that respect, it is a refinement ~f the informat~on presented 
\. 

in Table 2.1 of the classification of convictions in Circuit and District 

courts" The "p~rpose" of:' T~fle 2.3 is to suggest Dore concretely and specifi-

!~ , I 
")'~ i 
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'Serious Offense 

Sexual Offense 

Assault 

Burglary 

Theft 

Car Theft 

Fraud 

Drug' 

Major Traffic 
'" 

DUII 

DWS 

Other 

(j 

8 

CIRCUIT COURT CASELOAD BY OFFENSE 

TABLE 2.3 

% of 1977 

5.5 (19) 

2.9 (10) 

2.9 (10) 

17.6 (61) 

,15.9 (55) 

5.8 (20) 

7.8 (27) 

22.8 (79) 

1.4 (5) 

2.6 (9) 

10.1 (35) 

4.6 (16) 

% of 1978 

4.8 (21) 

;) 

6.6 (29) 

15.5 (68) 

15.1 (66) 

5.0 (22) 

8.0 (35) 

16.7 (73) 

1.4 (6) 

1.4 (6) 

13.0 (57) 

50 .5 (::!4) 

" 

% of 1979 

6.6 (47) 

3.9 (28) 

3.9 (28) 

12.3 (.88) 

14.7 (105) I, , 

\\ ,,' 
4.6 (33) 

9.~~ (71) 

16.1 (115) 

1.5 (11) 

4.3 (31) 

11. 7 (84) 

10.5 (75) 

% of 1980 

3.2 (23) 

3.7 (27) 

3.2 (23)" 

13.2 (96) " 

16.8 (122) 

4.7 (34) 

6.5 (47) 

25.5 (186) 

1.6 (12) 

1.1 (8) 

10.3 (75) 

10.3 (75) 

'cally the character of the offenses be~ng handled by Circuit Court and District 

Court during the three year \)history ,0:lZ:c the Department and the year prior ,for 
. , 

comparJ.son purposes. 'rhe category ~erious Offense refers to homicides, kid-

napping, robbery and arson, -- ess~ntially life-t~eat7ning offenses. The 
'0 

otherr? offenses are self-ex,planatory.6 Th Oth e er categ~ includes offenses 

such as obstructing, the police, criminal non-support of family, and criminal 

m~schief. In ge:neral, there do not appear to be major changes in~'Jthe composi-
,.\ i) 

tion of the Circuit Court caEi~loado.n terms 0:£ conviction'offenses from 19'17 

to 1980. 
& 0 

There .. are, however ,\'(::gom~ interesting ye~-to-year changes. Note, 

o 
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for example the increase in ,¢'.rug. convictions" in 1980 as compare¢! with 1979, 
o (IY". 

up from 16% to 25%. It should be borne in mind that""'the 25% level is not 
o 

wholly different in proport~on to that found in 1977. Note the absolute 
f

I

C-\ Il 

number" however, is I!).ore than tW:lC'e tlJ.at convicted in 1977. D 

.District Court case10ad data, noted in Table 2.4, is very similar in 
--, 
~ • c 
There are no striking differences throughout res\11 t .:to the Circuit;l Court. 

7/ 
period in the distribution of There convictions by offense. the four y!=ar 

are year-to-year differences in some cases, however. "Note the increase iil 

the number of theft convictions from 1979 to 1980 isa~ost constant but 

represen:ts almost 25% of a 1:1 cases in 1980 as compared with 20% of 1979. The '" 

drop in DUII convictions from 1979 to 1980 is one of the most striking dif-

ferences found in either Cir~uit or District Court. The decrease is almost 

50% in terms of ~solute numbers. 
(-' /' 

The incre~~e in DWS coAvictions is no 

less striking, going itom 17.3% to 36.6% of all cases. 
~/) ... ~ 
"\) 

" In order to facilitate a careful review of how offensesar~ handled by 

the courts, each of the types of offenses presented in Tab1e}S 2.3 and 2.4 

" are arrayed separately in or4e;r to identify any changes in the "seriousness" 

of each individual offense. The classification of the convictions is.noted. 

" The same J'taxonomy" of sen~ences employed earlier is repeated for each offense. 
\', 

In this way, chang~~~n sentencing patterns can be much more clearly pinpointed 

by offense. 
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DISTRICT COURT CASELOAD BY OFFENSE 

o 
o 
o 
o 
0: 

o 
o 
o 
.0 
o 
o 
D 
U 
D" 
n 
n 
D 

E.' 0 

ri 

Serious 

Sexual Offense 

Assault 
.. , 
Burglary 

Theft 

Car Theft 

Fraud 
,\i 

Drug 

Major Traffic 

DUII 

DWS 

Other 

o 

(j 

TABLE 2.4 

1977 

.2 (2) 

o 

\/') 1.1 (12) 

.1 (J..2) 

22.6 (251) 

.1 (1) 

.5 (6) 

1Q.4 (115) 

5.6 (62) 

13.3 (148) 

33.6 (373) 

1:2.4 (138) 

1978 

o 

.'1. (1) 

1.2 (15) 

.2 (2) 

21.1 (267) 

A 2 (2) 

.8 (10) 

8.4 (106) 

5.8 (74) 

22.1 (280) 

27-'.3 (346) 

13.0 (165) 
,. r"::::: 

.0 

o· 

~::;:;~~ .. -------:--~--~----~~~==~=-=-----.~--~~-------t tr.... __ .. 
~. - -, 

(J 

.7 (12) 

o 

1.1 (19) 

.1 (1) 

19.9 (346) 

.1 (1) 

1.4/:(24) 

8.4 (145) 

6.2 (107) 

28.9 (502) 

17.3 (301) 

16.0 (277) 

o 

.. ' 

1980 

~ 5 (7) 

.3 (4) 

G.6 (23) 

o 

24.8 (357) 

.1 (;2) 

.3 (4) 

1. 9 (28) 

4.1 (59) 

18.7 (269) 

36.6 (527) 

u 
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·-------ri'i 
~ j 



o 
_._ ....... 

0, 

,-

l,'.", -;, ; 
f 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1980 

11 

SERIOUS OFFENSES, 'CLASSIFICATION B'Y YEAR' 

B" C Misd. 
% (N) 

5' (1) 

o 

o 

TABLE 2.5 

A Misd. 
% <W) 

5 (1) 

10 (2) 

o 

20' (6) " 

(iP 

t;, 

C Felony 
% (N) 

o 38 (8), 

33' (7) 

42 (19) 

27 (8) 

A, B Felony 
% (N) 

52 (11) 

52 (11) 

58 (26) 

53 (16) 

Serious Offensep do not ~videncea material 'change in classification from 

1977 to 1980, as noted in Table 2.5. The role played by the Department can be 
D 

o 0 

clearly seen in the sentencing information for serious offenders (Table 2.6). 

Notice the decline in the use of state penitentiary; and a rise in the use 

of supervised probation or probation and some j,;ail time. 

Year 

1977 

1979 

1980 

o 

SERIOUS OFFENSE SENTENCES BY YEAR 

Monetary 
% eN> 

o 

Bench 
~ (N) 

5 (1) 

5 Jl) 0 
"0 

22 (12) 0 

20 (6) o 

u 

TABLE 2.6 
u 

Coo 

Com. Servo Super .Pro. 
% (N) (') % (N) 

10(:2) ,48 (10) 

5 (1) 57 (12) 

o 29 (16) 

o 27" (8) 

Jail 
,%(N) 

o I, 

5 (1) 

7 (4) 

o 

Jail & Pro, 
%, (N) 

o 

5 (1) 

43 (13) 

,):% ,,,. ' . " " , .' ~~~ -.~ -"~',- ...... ~--., 

38 (8) 

24 (5) 

D, 

29 (16) 

lQ(3) 

o ", 

.. " 

D ,',' 
\'lj-" 
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o 
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fl 
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Year 

1977 

1~78 ' 

1979 

1980 

) 

() 

(j 

'n .L o ' 

SEXUAL OFFENSE~, CLASS,IFICATION BY YEAR 

B, C Mis'd. 
% (N) 

\\ 

~ 0 .~ 

o 
o 

o 

, :-, 
appears to have 

TABLE 2.7 

" " J. A!7M~sd. 

% (N) 

o 

29' (9) 

28 (8) 

~ 
26 (8) 

I~' 

50 (5) 

32 (10) 

28 (8) 

42 (13) 

A"B Felony 
% (N) 

50 (5) 

39 (12) 

45 (13) 

29 (9) 

been a decrease in the seriousness of Sexual 

dffenses judged by'the classification <of convictions. Beginning in i978 

andc6rl.tinuing" through 1980, there, was a much greater likelihood ~or A mis-
o ,I ~, 

demeanor"convictions for sexual. offensez-ather than C felony or A or B 

o 
felony. This same phenomena noted for Serious Offenders in terms of sentence 

can be seen in the sen.tences assigned Sexual Offenders. 70% of all Sexual o 
11 ., 

Offenders received either supervised proba~iqnor jail plussuperviseg pro-

bation in 1977. I~ 1980, the corresponding percentage was 90%. Clearly, in 

b-&rms of sexu.al off,enders: the Community correctcions Department is playing 

,an increasing role in ~upporting,.;;:.washington County Courts,,. 
~, .,' 0 _ 

• r;. 

o 
SEXUAL OFFENSE SENTENCES BY YEAR 

, , , 

" 0 

o 

Year 

1977 
" 

],978" 

U1979 

:1,980' 

Monetary 
% (N) 

o 

3 '('],) 

o 

Q 

Bench 
"!li(N) 

," 

10 Jl) 0 

o 

o 

TABLE 2.8 

Com. Se" "1 

% (1'1) 

o 

o 

o 

Super Pro., 
%' (m .. () 

50 (5) 

69 (20) 

48 (14) 

71 (22) 

Jail 
-~). 

%. (J) 

O· 

o 

o 

o 

f) 

Jail & Pro 
% (1'1) 

() 

20 (2) 

28 (8) 

24 (7) 

19 (6) 

20 (2) 

o 

28 (8) 

10(3) 

, , 

o 

"I: 
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'" 
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Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

o 13 '" 

., ASSAULT OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR 

B, C Misd. 
% (N) C 

o 

o 

o 

o 

"TABLE 2.9 

\ 
A Misd. 

ce% CU)' 

30 (7) 

63 (31) 

75 (36) 

"., 75 (B5J 

C, Felony 
,% (N) 

61 (14) 

27 (13)" 

r1S (7) 

21 (lOY 

A, B Felony 
% (N) 

9 (2) 

10 (5) 

10 (5) 

4 (2) 

Assault convictiC?,ns'lhave had a deqrease,in the seriousness of the con-
~ ~ 

viction classification overothefouryear stuqy period. ~ Note the increase 
"0 ' 

in the number of convictions which areoclassed as A m,isaemeanors as compared 

w:;!.th C felonies. S~tences assigned assault offenders clea:t;ly ~vidence the 

role played by the Community Corrections Dep~tment. The percentage of 

assaul t offend~rs assigned supervised probation increased from 22,% in 1977 
, !). 

to 49% in 1980. "Interestingly, the percentage of offenders assigned both 

"'" jail and supervise~ probation did not increase materially over the~four year 

pe~iod. 

Year 

AsSAULT OFFENSE SENTENCES BY YEAR 

Monetary 
% (N) 

Bench 
% (N)·' 

CI 

TABLE 2,.10 

Com. Servo 
% (N) 

Super Pro. 
% (N) 

Jail 
% (N) 

Jail & Pro 
% (N) 

,,1~77 

1978 

4 (1) 

2 (I) 

22 (5) 

6 (3) 

o 

o 

22 (5) 3,5 (8) 

13 (6) 

18, (4) 

19 (9) 

o 

~ (1) 

4 (2) 1979 o 12 (6) o 39 (19) 25 (12) 20 (10) 

1980 2 (1) n 0 49 (23) 13 (6) 17 (8) ,17 (8) 

~; '9JIiii:;\., I, 

- . -\:. ,". 
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o 
o 
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u 
o 
o 
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Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

BUf{GLARY OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR 

B, C Misd. 
% (N) 

2 (1) 

o 

o 

o 

;'l'ABLE 2.11 

A Mis,d. 
% (N) 

3 (2) 

6 (4) 

2 (2) 

7 (7) 

C Felony 
% (N) 

39 (24) 

38 (28) 

46 (41) 

38 (36f 

":)1 

A, B Felony 
% (N) 

56 (34) 

56 (41) 

52 (47) 

55 (53) 

The classification of Burglary offense convictions aoes not appear to have 

changed markedly over the four year period, as evidenced by 'the data in Table 

2.11. As noted., in Table 2.12, however, the sentences assigned to b~lrglars 
",J) , 

have changed substantially. Supervised probation increased as a disposition 

for burglars from 48% in 1977 to 65% in 1980. Jail plus supervised probation 

also increased from 2% to 16%. The cumulative percentage of all burglars as-

signed to spme fol.'"IIl of involvement with the'Conununity Corrections Program 

(supervised probation plus jail and proba'tion) rose from 50% to 71% over the 

four ye~ 'period.) 

(I 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

o 

Monetary 
% (N) 

o 

9 (6) 

o 

o 

BURGLARY SENTENCES BY ~EAR 

Bench 
% (N) 

20 (12) 

1 (I) 

16 (14) 

2 (2) 

1/ () TABL", 2.12 
,f,I 

Com. Servo 
% (N) 

3 (2) 

3 (2) 

6 (5) 

o 
}) 

Super Pro!iL 
., % (N) 

Q 

48 (29) cl' 

57 (40) 

57 (51) 

65 (62) 

Jail 
%,(N) 

2 (1)'" 

4 (3) 

2 (2) 

o 
o 

J,ail & Pro 
% . (N) 

2 (I) 

16 (11) 

13 (12) 

16 a (15)' 

Pen 
%(N) 

26 (16) 

7 (6) 

18 (17) 

" 



Year 

1977 

]'978 

1979 

1980 

() 

15 

THEFT OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR 
" 0 

/' 

I 
B, C Misd. 

% (N) 

1 (2) 

o 

3 (13) 

9 (51) 

There has been a slight 

TABLE 2.13 

A Misd. 
% (N) 

90 (306) 

88 (311) 

85 (436) 

.~' I' 

C Felony 
% (N) 

10 (34) 

12 (42) 

13 (65) 
o 

11 (60) 
o 

A, B Felony 
% (N) 

o 

o 

o 

o 
p 

the seriousness.of Theft offenses 

I~'f 'Note that 9% of al/1 theft handled "by the courts over the four:ryear per~od. 

convictions were classed as B or C misdemeanors in 1980 as compared with 1% in 

1977 . The slight decrease'in the seriousness of offenses is. also reflected in 

sentencing. There.is a diminished use of jail as a sen1;:encing option in 1980 

as compared with 1977 and increase in the use of community service as a 
.;::::; 

sentencing Qption (10% in 1977 and 23% in 1980). Supervised probation also 

evidences a substantial increase, up from 12% in 1977 to 35%.i.n 1980. In 

.) 

f those offender"s assigned J'ail time in 1977 are being all " likelihood, many 0 

assigned to supervised probation in 1980'~ 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

. , 

Monetary 
% (N) 

7 (25) 

5 (16) 

7 (38) 

5 (29) 

THEFT SENTENCES BY YEAR 

Bel1cp 
%(N) 

20 (68) 

8 (27) 

6 (32) 

10 (56) 

,.-

TABLE 2.14 

Com. Servo 
% (N) 

10 (34) 

23 (82) 

21 (106) 

23 (125) 

o 0 

Super Pro. 
% o(N) 

12 (41) 

30 (104) 

34 (174) 

35 '(192) 

Jail 
% (N) 

46 (16l) 

25 (89) 

26 (135) 

:r. 7 (95) 

o 

o 
o 

'. 0 

/.!> 

Jail & Pro Pen 
% (N) . %(N) 

~ (lO) 

a (27) 

~ (9) 

1 (5) 

6 (29) ~l (2) 

9 t54) ,1 (4)" 

~: 

.-. 
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o 
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o 
n 

0' 
o 
o 
U 

110 

"0 
n 
o 
o 
o 

, 'C) 

o 

Year -
1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

16 

~ 

CAR THEFT OFFENSES, C~~SSIFICATION BY YEAR 

B" C Misd. 
% (N) 

o 

,~. 
o 

o 

TABLE 2.15 

A Misd. 
% (N)' 

23 (5) 

19 (5) 

47 (21) 

31 (11) 

C Felony 
% (N) 

77 (17) 

82 (22) 

53 (24) 

69 (25);, 

o 

A, B Felony 
% (N) 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Car Theft offense classifications have changed year to year, but do not 

appear to have been Substantially different in 1980 than 1977, the year )) , 

preceding st~~t-up of community corrections. As noted for other offenses, the 

:Cl. role played by the Department in supporting theocourts His been a significant 
!; '\~' r:: 

one .for car thefts . Note th d 1 ' 'th 
e ec ~ne ~n e number of offenders sentenced 

to the state penitenti~ry as a percentage of all cases from 1977 to 1980 with 
if 

Q 

a corresponding increase in supervised probation and jail plus supervised pro-

bation for these offenders. The cumulative total,jof probation and jail plus 

supervised probation as a sentence for car thieves i~creased from 50% to 86% 

in 198,0. 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

Moneta.~x. 
%"'u,n . 

9 (2) 

o 

o 

CAR THEFT SEl'l'TENCES BY ~E~ 

c;:;:.~ TABLE 2.16 

o 

!iench 
% (N) 

Com. Serv. c StiperPro. 
% (N)' % (N) 

018')(~L 0 

:5 C4f)r 4 (l) 
32 (7) 

.52 (14) 

26 (12) 

Jail 
%(N) 

5 (1) 

4 (1) 

30 (14) 

Jail & Pro 
% (N) 

1~ 0(4) 

22 (6) 

13. (6) 

Pen," 
%(N) 

18 (~) 

4 (1) 

1980 

.17 (8) 

3 (1) 

9 (4) 

3 (1) 

4 (2) 

39 (14) " 6 (2) 
47 (J,7) 3 (1) 

Q 
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FRAUD OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY ~EAR 

o 

8 (6) 

o 

TABLE 2.17 

ii' 

A Misd. 
% (N) 

31 (10) 

46 (16) 

41 (33) 

29 (15) 

C Felony 
% (N)o 

69 (22) 

51 (18) 

51 (41) 

71 (36) 

A, B Felony 
% (N) 

o 

3 (1) 

o 

o 

Fraud offenses j'udged cby the seriousness of the classification do not 

appear to have changed materially over the four yea:r period (see Table 2.17). 

The Department is playing a significant role in serving the cOUl11ts for these 

offenders. Note the decline in the use of b~~ch probation for these offenders, 

from 1977 to 1980, and 'even more dramatic increase in the use of supervised 
:::< " 

" 
probation. Cumulative percentage ,,?f cases handled by tJ;le Department IS pro-

bation serviqes increased from 45% ini.977 to 91% in 1980. 

FRAUD SENTENCES BY YEAR 

TABL,E 2.18 

\\ 

o 

J 
~\ 

/ 

Year Monetary 
% (N) 

Bench Com. Servo 
% (N) 

Super Pro. 
% (H) 

Jail & Proo" Pen. 

1977 o 

1978 o 

1979 6 (6) 

1980 o 

.. ,. 

---. 
% (~) 

(? 

39 (13) 
o 

15 (7) 

19 (18) 

2 (1) 

, , ...... -

o 

7 (3) 

1 (1) 

" 
2 (1) 

39 (13) 

63 (29) 

56 (53)" 

CJ 

77 (40) 

3 (1) 

4 (2) 

8 (8) 

o 

% <- (N) ".:% - (~'r"" 

6 (2) 

7 (3) 

5 (5) 

14 (7) 

o 

12 (4) 

4 (2) 

4 (4) 

6, (3) 
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o'Year 

1977 

1978 " 

Of) 0 1979 

o~980 
o 
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, UG OF, FENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR",' dl DRo 

QB, C Misd. 
% c(N) 

"1 (1) 

1 (1) 

o 

"" '2 (4) 

TABLE 2.19 

1;:, Misd. 
% (N) 

74", (89) 

67 (91) 

79 (205) 

59 (130) 

C Felony 
% (N) 

4 (5) "I 

10 (13) 

18 (46) 

15 (32) 

A, B Felony' 
% (N) 

21 (25) 

'1122 (30) 

4 ,(9) 

24 (53) 

The seriousn~ss of Drug offenses judged by conviction classification has 
G 

changed. There is a greater likelihood of drug offenses resulting in C felony 

convictions r~ther than A misq,emeanor. Nevertheless, the same pattern noted 

;, previously in terms of increased use of the Conununi tyo Corrections Department 
,";~ 

d ff ( T bl 2 20) There J.' s a decrease in use holds true for " rug 0 enses ,see a e • • 

of bench probation and use of monetary penalties for' these offenders. 
. 

declines are mi~~ored but ~e increased in use ?f supervised probation. 
'J 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

,) 

DRUG OFFENSE 'SENTENCES BY" YEAR . . . 

Monetary 
% (N) 

'Bench 
% (N) 

52 (106) 21 (43) 

\ 
51 (95) 12 (23) n 

40 (107) 18 (48) 

lEi (34) 

,q 

c 

TABLE, .2.20 

fJ 

Coni.. Servo 
% (N) 

1 (1) 

1 (2) 

7 (15) 

'Super Prq. 
% (N.) 

32 (59) 
'J 

30 (80) 

54 (118) 

I) -

Jail 
% (N) 

Cl 
2 '(4) 

1" (1) 

2 (6) 

2 "(5) 
'I 

o 

" Jail & Pro. 
% (N) 

"3 '(5) 

4,(7) 

.~ (6) 

9 0 (19) 

i Witi PI $A 

Pen. 
% o(N) 

o 

o 

o 

2 (5) 

:) 
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Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

run. 

o 
19 

MAJOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR 

GI( 

B, C Misd. 
% (N) 

3 (2) 

3 (2) 

9 (9) 

39 (28) 

Tj\BLE 2.21 

A Misd. 
% (N) 

'J 

96 (68) 

89 (69) 

88 (88) 

50 (36) 

C Fe1on~ 
% (N) 

1 (1) 

8 (6) 

3 (3) 

11 (8) 

A, Bf'J'Fe1ony 
% (N) 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Major Traffic offenses are offenses such as reckless driving and hit and 

They do not include violations or infractions. A much higher ,~ercentage 

of cases resulting in convictions as Band C misdemeanors was found in 1980 

, h . , f th ' s ( Table 2 21) Un11.' ke "some other offenses " tan: l.n any 0 e prevl.ous year see ., 

discussed earlier, major traffic convictions have not evidenced changes in 

the use of monetary penalties or bench probation as the primary penalty assigned. 

( supervised probati~n or jail and supervised probation appears to have replaced 
I) 

use of jail alone for the balance of the cases. 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

!:!?netary 
% (N) 

57 (41) 

67 (53) 

61 (72) 

57 (41) 

" , 

MAJOR TRAFFIC SENTENCES BY YEAR 

Bench 
% (N) 

16 (11) 

15 (12) 

8 (9) 

18' (13) 

TABLE 2.')22 

Com. Servo 
-% (N) 

4~(3) 

1 (1) 

,,9 (11) 

1 (1) 

. - ,,' 

o 

Super Pro. 
% (N) 

9 (6) 

9 (7) 

8 (10) 

18, (13) 

Jail 
% (:N) 

013 (9) 

? (4) 

11 (13) 

o 

. , 

Jail & Pro. 
% (N) 

1 (1) 

3 (2) 

3 (4) 

6 (4) 

, 1 £ 

o 

Pen. 
% (N) 

o 

o 

o 

o 

. 
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DRIVING UNDER INFLUENCE, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 " 

1980 

B, e Misd. 
% (N) 

o 

o 

o 

TABLE 2.23 

c' A Misd. 
%' (N)' 

98 (168) 

99 (295) c' 

99 (485)" 

100 (287) 

C Felony 
% (N) 

2 (3)' 

>r (1) 

1 (3) 

o 

A, B Felony 
% (N). v 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Obviously, the ,.c1assification of Driving Under the Influence has not 

changed over the four year . period (see Table 2.23). Sentences ass,igned to 

these convicted of~enders, however, has changed substantially. Note the de­

c11he in use of%jai1 alone as ;! primary sentence. There has been an increase 

in i\the use of c9mmunity service for thes!e offenders and a dramatic increase 
'Yi \1 

I 
in the numI:ier of offenders assigned both il jail and s~bsequent supervised pro-, 

:'\ 

il 
bation' up from 12% of all cases to 36~\ of all cases. 

Year 

,I 
1\ 
1 

" 

I 
! 

DR,IVING UNDER INFLUENCE, SiENTENCES 
II 0 

N 
/1 

)1 

" il 
I: 

II \' 
~~onetal:'y , 

TABLE 2.211 

I' 
I! 

BY YEAR 

o 

{) 

Jail & Pro.' Pen. 

)) 

il % (N) 
II 

Bench 
% (N) 

Com. Servo 
% (N) 

Supar Pro. 
% (N) 

Jail 
%(N) ~ % (N) % ~ 

j 1 (2) 

lil:~_ ::::l u (13) 

1977 

1978 

1979" 

If 
t P 24 

24 (72) 

24 (132) 

12 (39) 

J 
10 (17) 

I, 

" il ,;9 (28) 

,3 (15) Ii 

.51 (88) 

20 (60) 

8 (46) 

20 '(65) (j 12 (39) 

" 18" (56)' 

;1.5 (80) 

o 

1,2 (20) 

14 (43) 

36 (118) 

; 44JiJC., , ') 

o 

o 

o 

;;", 

o 
( ~1 . 

o 
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1977 

1978 
.-:. :r,::" 

1979 

1980 

DRIVING WHILE SUSPENDED, CLASSIFICATION B~ YEAR 

B, C Misd. 
% (N) 

o 

o 

o 

o 

TABLE 2.25 

A Misd. 
% (N) 

93 ,(383' 

91 (3°71) 

86 (311) 

93 (554) 
() 

C Felony 
% (N) 

7 (27) 

10 (39) 

'14 (51) 

7 (41) 

A'i B Felony 
% (N) 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Driving While Suspended" sentences' classifications, as noted in Table 2.25, 

have not changed at all in distribution from 1977 to 1980. It is apparent, 

however, the number of such offenses has increased substantially from 1977 
G 'J 

to 1980. This represerits a 45% increase in the number of ,DWS convictions 

(J in the four year period"h Unlike other offenses described previously i the 1] 

\) ;::::::,..t.....:C) IJ ' 

role played by the community corrections department in sentencin~ these offen-
o 

ders does not appear to have changed significantly. Note the decline in the 

0use "of 0 jail from 1977 to 1980 and corresponding' increase in the use of simple C 

,monetary penalties. 

oj 

(j 

DRIVING WHILE SUSPENDED, SENTENCES BY YEAR 

Year 

1978 

1979 

-1980 

Monetary 
% (N) 

Bench 
% (N) 

41 (171) 12 (49) 
\) (;0 

48 (199) 9 (37) 

36 (136) 6 (24) 

56 (340) 13 (81) 

. "01-

TABLE 2.26 

Com.) Servo 
% (N) 

1 (5) 

2 (7)" 

3 (10) 

r)2 (10) 

Super Pro. 
% (N) 

9 {38) 

12 (50) 

14 (53) 

11 (66) 

'0 

I 
Jail 

% ""'"'[N) 

31 (128) 

o ,\ 

Jail & Pro. 
% (N) 

" 

Pen. 
% TN) 

5 (21) ">1 (1) 

22 (91) 8 (32) 0 

28 (108) 11 (41) 2 (8) 

7 (43) 11 (67) 0 >1_ (1) 

(., ,6 \.. i flllL! 
, 0 

.' 

/1 

o 

, 

0' 

(r.!]:;;. 

U 
U 
U 
n 
u 
u 
u 
u 

u 
U 
~n. 
Uo 

o 

n 
D~~ 

,) Year 

197'7 

1978 

1979 

1980 

22 

OTHER OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR 

TABLE 2.27 G 

B, C Misd. 
% (N) 0, 

34 (55) 

34 (62) 

81 (126) 

42 (61) 

A ;.J.1isd. 
'Ii; (N) 

60 (97) 

60 (110)' 

10 (173) 

9 (155) 

C Felony 
% (:t\l,) '1_ 

:!}V'-

5 (8) 

6(11,), 

9 (32) 

1-2 '"(36) 

A, B Felony 
% (N) 

1 (1) 

.\,-:,Cl),~ 

1 (2) 

4 (5) 

il ,~---, 
;\ (' 

Other offenses, as one might expect in a "catch-all" category, c are.;J1idely 

distributed across the spectrum of offense classifications. Despite the' 
o 

diversity, there do appear to be some notable patterns .. in terms of changing 
'0 0 

sentences, assignecl to this category of " offenders. (. Note the i.ncrease in use 

of supervised probation and the ~ncrease in ~he use of jail plus supervi~~\ 
~,.J 

probatioi? for this category. These ;i.ncreases'appear to have occurred as a 

re,sul t of corresponding decreases in the use of fines and other monetary 

pe~alties plus bench probation for these offenders. Those dispositions declined 

from 35% to 8% and 21% to 10%, respect~vely. 

Year 

1977 

1978 

:J,979 

1980 
.if..:, 

OTHER OFFENSE SENTENCES, BY YEAR 
a 

Bench 
"%00: 

o Monetary 
. % (N)O 

35 (57) 21 (34) 

28 (55) 21 (41) 

D 29 (103) 25 (90) 

8 (20) 10 (27) 

lj 

~,) 0 
(I-~:W 

,.~,,' ... ~ 

o 

TABLE 2.28 
o 

Com. Servo 
% (m 

o 
4 (7) 

5 (10) 

1 (5) 

9 ,(23) 

~l 

Super Pro. 
% D(N) 

\) 

10 (16) 

23 (46) 

21 (75) 
o 

29 (76) 

23 (38) 

16 (31) 

Jail & Pro. 
% (N) 

5 (8) 

8 (16) 

16 (56) 8 (27) 

21 (55) "21 (S6) 

P.en. 
% ('N") 

2 (4) 

0" 

1 (2) 

2 (5) 

(I 

1 , , 
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SENTENCE SEVERI~ 

Desp~te the changing pattern of sentencing for various crimes discussed 
1) ~ 

above, tlt,e severity of sentences does not, appear to ll,ave changed correspond-

" 
ingly. The .number of community service hours ordered for example has declined 

I 0';;'· 

bnly marginally and is within the same general range as the hours which ,have 0 

'" 

been ordered over the four year period. The 57 hours ordered (see ~able 2.29) 

occurs while the number of individuals ordered t" perform community servic~ 

" o 

has increased substantially. The .size of the monetary penalties assigned has 
Q 

'" risenCk~mewhat but considering the rate of inflation over the four year period 
, 

is clea:t'ly comparable to the fines and other monetary penal ties which have 

.j b~,en levied in the past. 

Bench probation evidences an unstable pattern in terms of length of pro-

bation. Supervised probation, o~ the other hand, has remained surprisingl¥ 
9 

stable over the four year period. 
() 

D 
Again, this stability is somewhat counter 

intuitative given the number and types of offenders who are now beingoassigned 
C) 

supervised prob~tion. 
;~ . 

~V1" OJ 

The an> lysis of sentencing patterns indicated that use of jail as a dis-
\ I . " / . 

.. "-." \ 
position has declined fora variety of offenses. One inference which could 

fairly bt=:,,:,"~awn from Table 2 .29 is that while the number ,pf offenders assigned 
'" 

jail may be declining, removal of "light" offenders from the jail has had the 

effect ofvincreasing the average length of thne served. It is not the case, 
. L .~ " 

however ,that the length of time to be served in county jail. has a,ppreciably 
o 0 

increased for the offenders who continue to be assigned.to the jail. These 

more serious offenders are also more frequently being assigned supervised 
o 

probation in addition to jail time. 

G 

a 

.) 

,0 5 44 ;;41 .. 

o 

{;-. . 

o 
o 
o 
o 
B 
o 

() 

o 
o 
u 
o 
u 
o 
o 
o 
[] 

" 

o 

I':' 

90mmunity Service 
,/ 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

19~p 

!!£.urs 

62 

60 

65 

57 

J Bench Probation 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Jail <;) -
Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

" 1980 

c 

Months 

20 

14· 

24 

,13 
\) 

Days 

34 

55 

···86' 

89 

24 

,., \~~ 

SENTENCE SEVERITY 

TABLE 2 29C) 
" 

o 

o 

o 
CO .:'~) 
"--"""J-~_,~,._.,. 

~n~~ary Penalties 
U 

. Year 

1979 

1980 

o 

,'. 
Dollars 

$419.05 
f.,P) 

(1)4.45 

409.14 

460.63 

Supervised ~robation 

Year 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980. 

() 

Months 

31 

33 

29 

31 

Penit~ntiary 7 

Year 

1977 

1'978 

1979 

1980 

Yectrs 

1.8 

5. 

i5.9= 
6.1 

il 

Ip the same way that ave,:t:age jail days has increased dUring ~he course of. 

:' " the fo~ years under (", , . investigation, aver,age length of t.un' f 't' '. , . e. ~r pen~ ent~arY 

stay has lengthened. 
. \;J" It appears to be thi~ 

~ () 

C) /) 

". I W 

~ncreas~ng severity", however, 

that appears to be a function of th f . e .act that "lighter" offenders are no longer 
() ,..;;;;:', 

"1_"," 
In that respect, the 

8 . 

sent to th~, penitentiary as they were in years past. 

,ap.p:~eni: increased sentence sever.:ity ac~uall~reflects th~absence of ligh~~r 
. p 

offenders from that disposition altogether. G 

c" ') ,~ 
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Chapter Three 
Simulation' 

o 
I) 

The analysi~ of 9ase dispositions in Chapter ~) suggested changing patterns 
o 

of sentencing from 1977 through 1980. Some portion of the changes are almost 
'" 

certainly a function of the extraordinary increase in cases handled by the 

courts over this, period. With the availability of resQurce)s wi thin the De-

" partment in providing various services, judges can "fine tune" their sentencing o /1 
. ,"- U 

practices ·a.-,et nl'brespecifically tailor (a:\~iv:en 
\ .? 
,~,-V""' 

sentence to ~ given offender. 

This was found .to be clearly the case in terms of increasing use of community 
q 

corrections for o~fenders who in the past would have been assigned to COID1ty 

jailor ordered to, pay fines. <::::) t..;. G 

Ii 

What would the sentencing pattern be li~~ ~n the absence of tt~ Community 

Corrections Department asa.,resource fo;r Circuit ('Jind District Courts? Although 

one cannot be ~bsolutely certain in reasoning about what ,might .have happened 

we~e community corrections not available to the courts, it is possib~%oto use 

the sentencing practice~ of the c~urts prior to the advent of the Departm~'nt 
o ~~ (\ 

as a gu.ide. The que~tion,of "what wo~ld have happene~ ~P the absence of com-

m~i ty corrections" i~") important from a public policy standpoint. The county 
j 

.. commission in the fall of 1977 had the opportunity of deciding whether to 
.j:) 

parti:c:i:pate in the Community Corrections .Ac,:t or not. In addition, it had the 
0'0 

'"" 
opportunity to mak~ decisions regarding the level of participation as a 

fully participating county, or as a regional manager county. The simulation'~ 
'I , 

'oJ·, 

analysis describ~d in this chapter adaresses the que~tio~ of what might happened 

in the absence "oftheComtnunity Corrections Department. 

C,' 
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(] 
Two basic alternatives to the cdrrent community Correct'ions Department 

are co~'sidered. The first, de'~cribed as a, No Expansion Program, assumes a 

local pro$3'ram in addition to the state Field office in place as of the end, . 

of 1977. The local program's scope of operations" would be identical to the 

Community Corrections Program. funded by ~?e ~woEnforc~merit Assis:ance AOmin­

J-stration grant (iJ"hich ended on December "31, 1977). This program had a 

~imited probation caseload and operated the ~estitution center in its earlier 

and smaller location. In some importantr~spects, the seo}?e ofthar program 

, th th scope of corrections programming which would is not wholly different an • e 

be possible in Washington County w:ere it to select the regional manag.er, option. 

In testing the impact of this model, the .followingassumptions are made: 

1. 

2. 

3. 
~I 

That the sentencing pattern which prevailed in 1977 continued 
in 1980. n 

That the same caseload capaci ty whi~h prevai!'pd in thee? l,!cal 
program in~i977 continued as the capacity £or 1980. 

In ~~e event that the number '~f offenders who would have been 
assigned to the local program exceeds" capacity, the. "excess" 
is distributed to other dispositions in a manner whl.ch ::eflects, 
the ~entencing patterns for sLmilar·individualsnot assl.gned 

z::.tothe coltlLi\unity corrections program. \"\ 

A second model pas also been constructed. This second model, the Cu1;:back 

or No Program model, sugge~tsthe chang,es in casedisposi tion}?atterns which 

would occur for the caseload in 1980 had the county commission decided not" to 
\) 

participate in the co~unityCorrections Act at all. 0 In fteliberating choice 

of l~vel of p~rticipation, the County Commission }I.lsohas the option at any 
" 

"point of withdrawing entirely- i:romthe Community c~rrections A~t. I~q essence, 
~ -;; ::;1' 

a decision to withdraw from the CCA would leave the county with only the 
a 

corrections re!?ources that are available ~er the auspices of the·stat~ 
;C 

Corrections Div.isi."on Fie+d Ofi:iQe i '.and the local jail. 
(r 

As a practical mat.ter, ~ 
.\ 

! 

·'1 

, 
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this analysis basically tests what might happen in the absence of the CCA, 

"since the county clearly does not have the funds to pick up Department costs 

at even the No Expansion level.' 
't 
Assumptions built i~to this model include: 

1. The sentencing practices which prevailed in 1977 would prevail 

in 1980~ 

2. That inth(f event an individual is assigned to the "scaled­
back version" -- No Expansion model -- these offenders would 

Q be reassigned to other dispositions based ,0 on sentencing 
patterns for similar lndividuals who had not been assigned to 
the 1977 level community corrections program. 

A simulation analysis basically involves the development of a mathematical 

model which correctly predicts known events. In this case, the first step is 

to construct a model which correctly predicts the sentencing practices which 

prevailed in 1977. When a model has been refined to the point where it can 

correctly predict known e~::ls, ~t is applied to the "exper~~ntal data". 

The model which correctly predicted sentencing 'practices as they occurred in 

1977 is applied to all the criminal cases handled by Circuit and District Courts 

in 1980. The object is to identify what dispositions would have been utilized 

in 1980 had sentencing practices continued as they prevailed in 1977. The 

results of the analysis yields a "simulated" pattern of case dispositions for 
o 

1980 reflecting both the sentencing practices and corrections system caseload 

capacity. A simulated pattern was produced for both the No Expansion and No 
, 0 

Program models. The predictor variables which proved most important in these 
o 

modeling activities were: conviction class, court of referral, and prior ~ 

record. 
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RESULTS OF THE SIMULATION 

Table 3 .1 contains results f " o the first simulation-- No Expansion. The 

same dispos~~,.tion options us~d in describing sentencJng patterns' in Chapter 2 

are used in the model 
, . The first row of the model indicates the actual 

numb f " , er 0 offenders assigned each dispo . 't'~ • , s~ ~on. The second row.refle~ts the 

number of people "predicted" to have been assigned each disposition. Note 

that in the case of both probation ,and communi t.y service, the case capacity 

thatcprevailed in 1977 serve~ as a constraint on sentencing patterns. The 

indicates the change'which would bottom row -- Net Change -- occur in senten-

cing patterns if the county . comm~ssion had decided to retain I') the scope of 

its local correc.tions v:= program at the level which . I) prevaped ~n 1977. 

NO EXPANSION MODEL 

TABLE 3.1 

" 

Probation Jail Penitentiary \\Bench ~onetary Comm. Svce. 

Actual 1047 600 50 360 1794 533 
" 

Simulated 312 678 95 704 1797 0 
';" 

Net Change -735 +78 +45 +344 +,3 -533 
, ~ 

The major changes in sentencing include a substantial number of offenders 

(735) who had been assigned to probation in 1,980 who could not have been with 

" 
the more limiteq, corrections system of the No Expansion model. The jail popu ... 

lation would have increased by 78 " individuals,and 45 more individuals would 

e s ate penitentiary. h~ve been sent to th t In the case of both the county jail 

o 

., 
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" 

and the state penitentiary, it should be borne in mind that ~hese two institu-
? 

tions during most of 1980 exceeded design standards and were on the threshold 

of being ruled unconstitutional by state and federal courts. An additional 

344 individuals would have been assigned bench probation and an additional 

3 individuals would have °be,~n fined. In addition, the community service pro-

gram would be effectively terminated as a result of the No Expansion model. 

The cut Back or No Progrrun model represents an even more extreme divergence 

from actual sentencing practices of 1980. Bear in mind the correc~ions0system 

implied by the Cut Back model would involve cessation of any local program 

in Washington County. Given the financial uncertainties which have prevailed 
(J !;,J 

in Washington County during the past several 'years, this program might be 

construed as modeling _w~h;...a_t_w;..;o;...;u;...;l;;.;d;;....;h~a~v.;.,. e;;;. .... h=a ... p~p..;:e~n:.;:e:.;:d:......;t;;.:o:.....:s:.;e:;:n:::.t.=e.=n::.:::c=i:.:n:.i2g~p:::r:,:a:.:c:.,:t::i::,:c:.,:e:.,:s:::...,;J.::· n:,:. 
~ r 

community Corrections Act not available. There is Washington County were the 

a predicted decline in offenders placed in supervised probation of 932. An 

additional 73 offenders would have been assigned to the county jail, ~nd 63 

offenders sentenced to the state penitentiary. An additional 470 offenders 

would be placed on ,bench probation, and there would be a decrease in 44 indivi-
~ " " 

=--duals fined or given other monetary penalties. The impact on community service 

is identical to that described in the No Expansion model. 

probation 

Actual 1047 

Simulated 115 

Net Change ·-932 

" 

~ It;:.,:;, 
CUT BACK/NO PROGRAM 

TABLE 3.2 

Jail Penitentiary 

,. 

600 50 

673 113 

+73 +63 

. 
- y, 

Bench Monetary 

360 1794 

' . 
830 1750 

+470 -44 

Q 

Comm. Svce. 

533 

0 <" 

-533 
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In comparing between the two models, it is apparent that the largest 

change occurs between the actual 1980 sentencing patterns and those that would 

have occurred under the Cut Back model. Th t . . a J.s, the bJ.ggest increment of 

change occurs in the increase in resources 'from the level found in 1977 to 

thef level found under the Community Corrections Act. Overall changes from No· 

Program at all to the more lim~ted program found in 1977 are not as extreme. 

This can be seen in the ~h~ge in numb~r'of probationers -~ 735 ch~nge between 

" the No Expansion and the actual system. If th N P e 0 rogram were in place, it 

would represent only an additional 197 not being on p~obation. The difference 

between the two programs in terms of jail is negligible. Although important,c 

the ch'ange in population which are predicted to have been assigned to the peni­

tentiary likewise is not as great between the No Expansion model and the No 
,~ 

Program model as exists between the current system and the No Expansion model. 

45 more individuals would have been sent to the state penitentiary had the 

scope of corrections services been retained at the level found in 1977. 

Abolishing that smaller level of programming would have added only an additional 
IJ 

18 to the total penitenti~ry population. The most important increment of pro-

gram scope Goccurs not from zero program to a modest program, but from either no 

program at all or a modest program and ~he much more extensive program which 

is available in the cou.nty presently. Th l' ese conc uSJ.ons are pursued more ex-

tensively in Chapter 7. 

This finding is broadlYaconsistent with the preliminary results in the 

statewide evaluation. Altho h 1 th h lf ug ess an a the cost of Full Participation, 

the ~egional Manager Plan option appears t~ have a much smaller marginal 
It, 

impact. 

, 
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Chapter ~ Fo.u'r o 

. Analysis of Corrections G~o_sts 
- ~ '''' . . 

This .chapter briefly reviews the expenditures of the COInmtmi ty ;':orrections 

Departmentoin 1980. Department expenses are broken ou,t by major component.o 

Other budgetary i~ems not directly related to the probation activities of the 
'-;'~' :\~, 

Department are also noted. Purpose of this review is to prov~de as detailed 

" 
an understanding of resource allocation within the Department as possible, 

I,' ~ 1;" ",!~ 

particularJJ{ in terms of better understanding costs for clients 'receiving 
II " 

',' . 
various services. 

The costs of other ~imensions of the corrections system of Washington 

CoUnty are also reviewed in this chapter. This is done to better understand 
\'. "",I () 

the role the Community Corrections Department plays in the corrections system 

of the county, both from a cost standpoint as wsllas .a service standpoint. 
= 

Expenses of", other components of the corrections system al:'~ noted as well as 

counts of clients involved in each ofcthese other components of the system and 
(~) 

average costs per client. 

cO~o:~S of the Community Corrections ",Department are noted in Table .1. The 

probation component annual expenditures-are $394,244. This represents an in-

crease from the 1979 figure of $273,379. The number of clients on probation 

increased from 1167 to 1457 in 1980. The average cost per client of probation 

services in .1980 was $271. V 

As noted in th,e SDS Report, the Restitutio~ Center has experienced sub-

stantial changes in'its operating effi,ciency. The number of clients has in-

creased almost 100%., at> noted in Table 4.1. "The overall costs of the center 
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COMPONENT COSTS 

Probation () 

Restitution Center 

Alcohol Service 

Mental Health $ervice 

Community Serv;ce 

Job Developnent 

SUBTOTAL 

SUPPLEMENTAL COSTS 

r~ ~ t..) 

Volunteer Program 

Victim Assistance Program 
'" 

Jail Service 

System coordination2 

" Training & Evaluation 
MIS 

Class C Felony Payback 

Miscellaneous! 

TOTALS 

WCCC 

SUBTOTAL ~ 

I)' 

.. '._--------
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WCCC COSTS (CY.1980) 

o 
TABLE 4.1 ' 

crBO 

$394,244 

208,325 

39,855 

76,847 

24,424 

18,318 

$762,013 

30,530 

10,000 

30,530 

54,954 

4i7,000 

48,000 

-0-

$221,014 

Annual 
Expenditure 

$983,027 

Number of 
Clients 1 

1457 

118 

312 

373 

681 

182 

o 

Unduplicated 
Client Count 

2138 

o 

--------- .-- - ~-~. 

a 
-~~---'-.. ---,.---

Average Cc;>st 
Per Client " 

,$ 271 

),,765 

128 

206 

35 

100 

c' 

Average Cost 
Per Client 

$460 

() 

': 
i' 
i 

Ii 
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t 
! 

I 
I 
i 

t 

! 

I 
\ 

1\ 
h 
P 

1 
2 
3 

I ' . ! ! 
Cli~nts may receive service in more than one component. I 'i 
Includes intake process in gO/ 
Includes capital outlay for the Work ~lease Center and construction planning "'I if 
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has increased only marginally.' In 1980, the Restitution Center expenditures 

totaled $208,325, for an av~~age per 0 client cO,st Of $1,765. The average per 
o 0) 

client costs .in 1979 were $3,316. This drop in cost is attributabl~ to the 
" 

fact that while expenses were up only, $16,000 from ol,le year to tne next, the 

client load more than do~led., ( 

The various resource components of the department, alcohol, mental health, , . 
(J ,., 

" community s~rvice, and job' development, are noted in Table 4 .1 as wel,l. The 
II ',' 

SDS Report indicated that alcohol, mental health, and community service case-

loads owere up from 1~79 levels. 'community Service component, "in fact, was up 

by more than 100%. Actual expenses for mental health services declined from 

$99,630 in 1979' to $76,847 in 1980. As a result of tne increas~s in caseload 

for tbese resource units, average client costs in each case declined. The nunilier 

of placements in the Job Development component declined from 210 to 182, and as 
" 

a 60nsequence the average per client cost increase.d by approximately 17% •. 

The supplemental expenses are those items not directly related to cli;nt 
c 

""" services for the d~partment. The biggest single change in supplemental costs 

for 1980 was the increase in claG~ C payback penalties. In 1979, $21,000 in 

cpenalties were paid. In 1980 the figure was $48,000. 
o 

Table 4.2 summarizes the costs and client counts for other components in 

the corrections system. Note that the costs of bench probation and community 

service ordered qirectly by judges is minimal. The count of clients performing 

community service directly through the courts is down from 1979. This reflects 

the increased use of community service by District Court noted in the Service 

Delivery System Report: 214 clients did Community Service work directly 

through the courts in 1979, while only 127 were ordered "to do so in 1980. 
o 

Average costs of both the jail and penitentiary are up approximately 10% from 

, 'f 
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1979. The total number of inmates in stat~ institutions sent from Washington 
c· , 

County was, donstant in 1980 as compared with 1979. Jail expenditures not~d 
"" 

l.nTable 4.2 are those pro-rated expenses attributabl~ to sentenced offenders. 

o Year to year it has been found that sentenced offenders are responsible for 
{:' 

approximately 30% of the total jail operating costs:' 

o OTHER CORRECTIONS COST 

BENCH \) '::. 

uAnnual Expenditure 
G a, 

Number of C~ients 

Average Cost Per Client 

ALTERNATE~COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Annual Expenditure 

Number of Clients 

Average Cost Per Client 

MONETARY PENALTIES 

JAIL* 

An~ual Expenditure 

Number of Clients 

Average Cost Per Client 

Annual Expenditure 

Number of Clients 

Average Cost Per Client 

PENITENTIARY** 

Annual Expenditure 

Number of Inmates 

Average Cost Per Inmate 

* Post sentence 

** W.C. pro-rated share 

TABLE 4.2 ' 

CY 1980 

$369 

469 
c 

$.79 

$369 

127 

$3 

$24,848 

1,544 

$16.09 

$341,962 

() 688 

$497 

$1,496,108 

1'1189 

$7,916 " 

o 

,) 

, 
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The total corrections serVices expenditures incurred either direct~y or " 
D 

indirectly in Washington'lCounty are~summarized in Table ~.3. The penitentiary 
. ~. 

expenses reflect the pro-rated portion of the overall institution populatio~ and 
o Gl 

operating budget attributable to offenders from Washington County. These ex-

pendit~;;es are up approximately 10% from 1979. 

CORRECTIONS SYSTEM COSTS 

TABLE 4.3 

Community Corrections 

() 

Penitentiary 

Jail n 0 

SFO 

Monetary 

A1~ernative Community Service 

Bench Probation 
':" 

TOTAL 
Q 

I') (f'.' CI 

TOTAL 

o 
$ 983,027 

o 
$1,496,108 

341,962 

365,'361 

214,848 

369 

369 

$3,212,044 

\) 
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'" Chapter Five 
~Revenues S:nd'Other" Benefits 

~, '_11 0 
'c 

all II II 

o 

o 

o 

INTRODUCTION Ii r9 .=> ,,' -

o This chapter briefly review~~he revenues ~olJ.~cted "by various portiorrs 
G./ ''C 

pf the corrections system within Washington County, and othe~ benefits pro­
I:::;) 

::::, 

duced by that system. Where relevant, the distinction is made between the 

Commqnity csrrections Department and those revenues or other benefits that 
" 6 

areproduq§d, typically by the cOUrts~ 

COLLECTIONS 
/, 

The co1.,lections made under the auspices of the Depar-gnent and those 

collections which accrue directly to the court are noted in' Table 5.1,,;' For 
;) 

" community corrections, the collections come in four forms: fines, restitution, 

attor~ey fees', "anq.pro-bation fees. Particulflrly as regards the probation fees, 

not~ the, total is $33,759. Given the Department's overall budget, this is not 

a major revenue source. Nevertheless, i;t covers substantially more than one 
'- (:!J) 

full-time probation staff position, plus fringe and ~yerhead. 
" 

" The fines, restitution, and attorne,y's fees. c?llected direc~ly by the 

courts exceed by a factor of almost one and a half times the colleetions of 

the Department. The biggest single source of" increase in these other col- . 
~ 

.'::, 

lections is restitu~ion --restitution has risen from $66,787 in 1977 to its 
(, 

present level of almost twice that amount. As noted in Chapter 2, the overall 
o 

crimin"al caseload of the courts has not increased from 1979. This; may explain 

why the attorney fees and overall fines collected represent, less than 5% in-

(] 

o 

,-I 
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c' 

creases over amounts co!~ected in calendar year 1979. Because of staff cut-" 

backs made in the courts, ,collections noted for alternate disposition;:; should 
" 

be seen as ~stimates rather than exact. Complete records in all dimensions 

of court !;,9ti vi ty could not be maintaine.d by the courts. 

~OLLECTIONS 

TABLE 5 .. 1 . 

.' Washington County 

Fine9 

Attorney Fees 

Probation Fees 

Alternate Dispositi6ns 

Fines 

Restitution 

Attorney Fees 

o 
(I 

OTHER BENEFITS 

o 

D 

a 

$ 12,018 

11,307 ,. 

33,759 

$106,568 

$ 91,128 

113,755 
C.' 

48,201 

$25'3,084 
,~ 

() 

" 

o 

o 

':-;, 

c:,';I'he courts in Washington County can order'-\an individual to e,i ther perfqrm 

communi ty service':' work 0 under the supervisioh of the", Commun:i. ty Corre~tiohS 
<;, 

D~partrnent or under the direct supervision of a judge. 
~ .~ ".'. . ~ ,_, I.> 

Theo.Jerall number of 

~ 0 

"offenders assigned comm~ity service work has incr~fsed dl:amatically over the 

p~st four years, as noted in Chapter 2~ 
» .... \ c (';J 0 

At.') least for 19'80, th±shas also 

o 
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" meant a reduction in the number of offenders assigned community service work 

to be performed ",d, il:'ec.tly under a J' udge • Th ttl h , e 0 a ours worked in 1980~~der 
o 

the ~upervisie>n of the Commun~ty C t' D " _ orrec ~ons" epartment was up over 80% from 
..:: I) 

1979. The minimum wage is used as the basis for calculating the dollar value 
iC, 

CI 

of th~,s work. As aresul"t of an in~rease in the minimum wage, the estimated 

val~,e of" communi ty S'er~,ice work performed by clients of the Department in­

creased over 100% from 1979.'" 

::::;;., 

o 

VALUE OF COMMUNITY' SERVICE 

TABLE '5.2 

Community Corrections 

Hours worked 

No. of Clients 

Average Hours Worked 

Value 

Alter,native Disposition 

Hours worked 
.' .J 

No. of Clients 

Average Hours Worked 

Value 

o 

26,762 

595 

45 

$82,962 

4,7Q7 

127 

38 
o 

$14,870 

0. 

, Q,_~" ,,0" 
(/ I) 

o 

The ",monetary J:)enefits'cproduced through the r<=stitut~o; center are noted 

, '.-:' 

in Table 5.3. The0four years of Operation of the center iire e~ch noted in the 
, '11 0 .• 

table to facilitate <l clearer&recoglti tion of the cha,nges which haveu been ,occur- ""'" 

o 
o j' ~-~';"~' - ........ ,..,,,",, '~,!"" .. -~-""" -!l!""$"";"'1, I!I!L_"'" •• ___ l

q_1.,"" .... ' ... , __ ...... ~ __ ;d's:J.-...~ 
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ring in progranuning and operating effici~ncy.b The t,wo ar,eas where the increase 
~" \) 

in numbers o~ residence are most clearly evident are in the total fines paid 
Q l-\ "'; 

and room and board payments areas. Room and board payments more 'l;:lian doubled 

as a ,result of a fuil years' operations in the new r7~t,itution ~enter. Fines 

collect;,:d increased substantially, as well. In ternll-:f the b~~e~~ts indivi-
::0 \ 

dual offenders receive from residence in the restitution center, nots the 

amount of personal savings accumulated during 1980 -- $12,591. 

Ii 

MONETARY BENEFITS FROM THE RESTITUTION CENTER 
\\, 

TABLE 

$ 2,920 
o 

$ 2",637 $ ,4,356 $ 7,766 
FINES 

PROB. FEES 

RESTITUTION PAID 

PERSONAL SAVINGS 

ROOM & BOARD PAYMENTS 

DISCRETIONARY COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Hours worked 
'-> 

No. of Jobs 
{ 

Average Hours Worked 

Value (at Min. Wage) 

N/A 

$ 5,483 

(' J 

\:::'N/A 

$ 9,376 

22 

32 

$ 1,610 

N/A N/A 

$14,185 $16,406 

$ 9,760 

$ 9,832 $14,913 

3,350 

39 45 

74 

$ 2,78~ $ 9,715 

$ 3,331, 

$15,186 

$12,591 

$34 ,p59° '." 

4,010 

72 

56 
(I 
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The job development component, which was terminated in the.fall of 1980, 
\) 

placed 182 individuals in new work situations. The' mean wage for those of-
, ' 

fenders was $3.49 per hour, as noted" in Table 5.4. Based on follow-up inter-

views by the job developer with clients placed in work and theme~n wage of 

" positiol'lS secured, it has been estimated that $565,545 in wages were earned 

o by individuals placed through ~~e job developer inc 1980. 

MONETARY BENEFITS FROM JOB DEVELOPMENT 

o TABLE 5.4 

~" r:;) 

No. Of Clients Placed 182 

Mean Wage $3.94/hour 

Estimated 1980 Wages $565,545 

/ 
The number of different volunteers recruited to assist the pepartment 

i;;J 

increased'from 54 in 1979 to 85 in 198Q!. The contribution of these volunteers 

in supporting the activities of the Departmentf is noted in, Table 5.5. The 

administrative support noted in the table reflects assistance that volunteers 

have played in performing cle~ical tas'~s which otherwise wouid either be 
(j 

undone or require paid) staff" to perform. Assuming that these voluu.teer activi-

ties were to be compensated at the hourly wage customarily" charged for tem-
" "\I (' I) I"" 'q., 

poraryhelp -- $5.00 -- this volunteer cO,ntribution translates ,to $ 5 22, 75. 

\\: \. 

o 

;1 .' 

o 

,. 
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VOLUNTEER P~OGRAM CONTRIBUTIONS 

TABLE 5':5 

Administrative'Supp.ort HOurs 

Direct Client Services 

T.otal 

Estimated Value ($5.00) 

c) 

3,504 

1,012 \\ 

~ 

4,515 

$22,575 

c.ountin] all .of the r~;Jenues and, benefits pr.oduced wi thin the c.ounty, 
'~~~ 

the t.otal is $1,045 ,604 (s(~e Table 5.6). 
~ 

Note that the C.ommunity Cprrecti.ons 

\\ 

Department is resp.onsible fqr $777,650 w.orth .of these revenues and benefits 

with an additi.onal $267,954 accruing from c.ollections and c.ommunity service 

w.ork perf.ormed directly thr.ough the c.ourts. 

/1 

TOTAL BENEFITS 

TABLEc5 .6 

C.ommQ~ity C.orrecti.on~" 

C.ollecti.ons 

C.ommunity Service 

J.op Devel.opment 

V.olunteer C.ontrib. 

Alternative Disp.ositi.ons 

Collecti.ons 

C.ommunity Service 

Total 

o 

" 

$106,568 

82,962 

565,545 

22,575 

$777,6"50 

$253,084 

.' 1,,~ ,870 
-\:;J 

$1;0,45,604 
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,Chapter . Six' 
Cost Benefit Analysis" 

',I 

This::" analysis reviews the c.osts 'and benef}tJ'" s .of the c.ommunity c.orrecti.ons 
" '" 

pr.ogram. In an imp.ortant respect, it pr.ovides a summary assessment .of the 

entire C.ommunity C.orrecti.ons Department. This appr.oach essentially c.onsiders 
, 

the advisability .of c.ommunity c.orredt.i~ns as a public investment strategy f.or 

Washingt.on C.ounty. This public investment strategy appr.oach is .one which seeks 

t.o identify the l.owest net c.ost c.orrecti.ons system available to the c.ounty. 

T.o determine netc.ost, .one must bring t.o bear the siiiiulati.on analysis 

(Chapter 3), c.ost analysis (Chapter 4), and the benefit analysis (Chapter 5). 
o 

The simulati.on analysis suggested the ntunber of individuals wh.o were assi~ned 

disp.ositions in Washingt.on C.ounty, and the number wh.o w.ould have been assigned 

to different dispositions had\ the c~unty decided not to expand its program 

.or n.ot ~.o participate in the O.ommunity C.orrecti.ons Act. Chapter 4 reviewed 

0/ 0 
the c.osts .of vari.ous c.omp.onen~s .of the c.orrecti.ons system wi thin thE!,}County 

b.oth tK.ose under the jurisdicti.on .of the C.ommunity C.orrecti.ons Department and 

th.ose under the jurisdicti.on .of th~ sheriff (j~il), .or the c.ourts directly 

(bench probati.on, unsupervised c.ommunity service, and m.onetary penalties). In 
o 

charting the c.osts and the number .ofc.J.ientsth~.ough.out the system, average 

c.osts we:t;e als.o c.omputed. These average c.osts and the simulati.on analysis can 

be used t.o f.o~~late what c.osts might have been incurred under different cir­
CJ 

curnstances -- the N.o Expansi.on and N.o Pr.ogram m.odels. 

a Thec.osts .of each .of the three p.ossible c.orrecti.ons systems f.or Washingt.on 

C.ounty. have been c.omputed.Table 6.1, Gr . .oss Cost C.omparis.ons, 0 indi8ates prior 

o 

o 
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cost history of the Corrections Department as well as three 1980 cost calcu:j.a-

tions for corrections services in the county. The actual 1980 cost calculations 
"\l 

were identified in Chapter 4. They include all dimensions of the Community Cor- 0 

.rectioris Department as well as other dimensions of the corrections system, also 

incorporating the pro-rated share of state penitentiary 

all dimensions of the actual 1980 corrections system in 

County was $3,212,044. 

expenses~~~ Total for 

place j~rving Washington 
, /:) ), 

CORRECTIONS SYSTEM GROSS COST COMPARISON 

TABLE 6.1 

[,I 

1980 1980 1977 
Actual 

1978 
Actual 

1979 
Actual 

1980 
Actual Btl) Expand No Program 

Community 
Corrections 

Alternative 
Dispositions 

162,883 492,102 880,289 

1,736,951 2,090,215 

() 

983,027 214,191 o 

2,229,017 2,624,003 2,764,006 

TOTAL 1,816,287 2,229,053 2,970,504 3,212,044 2,838,194 2,764.00~ 

Taking into account the changes in dispositions and resultant costs 

attendant with those changes, the costs of the No Expanosionmodel have been (\ 

computed, the total costs of the No Expansion model are $2,838,194~ The 

costs .pf the No Expansion model for community corrections are estimated to 

be the same costs in 1980, adjusted for inflation, as were actually incurred 

in 1977. The No progra,; option cos'ts have also been computed. For 1980 they 

are $2,764,006. The data presented in Table '6.1 can be 'portrayed graphically 

in Figure 6.A. Note the increases in overall costs from 1977 through 1978 and 
1'), 

1979. The three options for 1980 are also noted and graphically presented. 
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GROSS COST COMPARISON 

1978 

FIGURE 6.A 

-- -- /l _. 
~--..:-::: ::: -- - ... ---

1979 1980 

Actual 

No Expansion 
No Program 

G 

In the same way that costs f 
o alternative systems can be computed, benefits 

produced by alternative syst, ems l'k 1. ewise can be estimated. The benefits pro-
duced throughout the actual 1980 t' . ,correc loons system were noted ' l.n Chapter 5. 
Those benefits were basically a function of 

activities carried on by the 

Community Corrections Department as well 
as revenues and collections generated 

as a function of disposition patterns. 
o MonetarYjpenalties can illustrate the 

approach. Being assigned a mo t 
ne ary penalty on average resulted in a fine pf 

$460" in 1980. For purposes of estimation, as the 
number of individuals assigned 

to pay monetary penal ties "increased or 
decreased, the estimated revenues pro­

duced from monetary. penalties, are adJ'usted' 
accordingly. A similar procedure 

is followed for all other b " enef1.ts that accrue to the corrections system of 
the county. 

, 
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CORRECTIONS !~YSTEM GROSS REVENUE/BENEFIT C0M¥~~fS9N 
TABLE 

() 

1977 1980 1980 
Actual 

1978 
Actual 

1979 
Actual 

" 1980 
Actual No Expand No Program 

Conununity 
Corrections 

Alternative 
Dispositions 

63,880 

172,856 

241,181 

202,481 
,~ , 

546,761 777,650 208,406 o 

248,987 
n 

267,954 269,336 249,096 

TC'rAL 236,736 443,662 795,748 1,045,604 477,742 249,096 

Table 6.2, Gross Revenue/Benefit Comparison, displays the benefits and 

'h' th correctJ.'ons system for the years 1977 through revenues produced WJ.t J.n e 

1980, and includes estJ.mates , of the benefits which would have been produced 

within the system had the Conununity correctioiis Department Not Expanded beyond 

its 1977 level. A second scenario involving No conununity corrections Program 

t d As noted in Chapter 5, the benefits produced within the county is also no e • 

in 1980 totaled $1,045,604. Estimated benefits ,in the No Expansion model are 

f' t' t ' a "high" one It assumes thCf-t some portion $277,742. This bene J.t es J.ma e J,S • I, 

of the benefits produced by the job development component would have continued 

in 1980 even under the smaller program that was in place for 1977. Of' course, 

the No Program model assumes no benefits accruing from the Department, in fact 
.. 

no Department. Estimated benefits for the No Expansion model are $377j742, 

and $249,096 for the No Program model. C The15e benefits are charged graphically 

on Figure 6.B. 
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GROSS REVENUE/BENEFIT COMPARISON 

FIGURE 6.B 
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When benefits are subtracted from costs, a net cost estimate is produced. 

Such a net cost calculation has been performed for the Corrections Department 

and can be found on Table 6~\3. Note the actual estimated net costs of the 
11 

Department. are less than the net costs in 1979. When compared with alternatives 

such as the No Expansion model and the No Program model,the actual corrections 

system in Washington County is superior on a net cost basis. This is an ex-

cellent illustration ofa circumstance in which more money has been spent 

(actual gross costs. greater for conununity corrections) and has produced 

proportionately more benefits. Clearly in the case of the Conununity Corrections 

Department, Washington County's decision to participate in the Conununity Cor­

rections Act at the level of Full Participation was a sound public investment. 

decision. Figure 6.C o graphically sununarizes the result of this net cost analy­

sis. That the program produces a superior net cost result in 1980 given the 

continuing increases in caseloads is a genuine accomplishment for the Department. 
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TABLE 6.3 

1978 
Actual 

1979 " 
Actual 

250,921 333,52~ 

1,534,470 1,841,228 

1,785,391 2,174i756 

NET COST COMPARISON 

FIGURE 6.C 
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