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This report is the ‘second ‘of three being‘prepared by Applied

he Washington County Department of Community

rev1ews the

Social Research Inc. for t

Corrections. The first, SerVice Delivery System Report,

serv1ces prov1ded by various compon-—
A

ns of client termination,,

clients/served by the‘Department,

A series
ents of the Department and patter

| s the extent to Whlch the
of special analyses were completed to asses the

| ivés.
‘"gpecialized Caseload' reorganization has accomplished its object

ummary of all the analyses in nh

-The thirdrreport will be a brlef 8

two Teports. - ‘ - | L @

Organizarion of This Report

This report examines the role of the Department in supporting

' ' ces and
the Washington County Courts, the costs and benefits of serV1

s whether the Department,as currently configured represents

o

assesse

a sound 1nvestment for the county

The patterns of case disp051tion and sentenc1ng which have

{7
\

Clrcuit and District Courts £from 1977 to 1

To facilitate better comprehenSion of

prevailed in

Chapter 2. what types of
in ap er ‘

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

5

was found guilty is used for the bulk of this analy51s.

i ‘ ‘ ining a
: does not 1ump all cases into limited, broad categories containl g

wide variety of crimes. - ;, .
A mOdel‘of what might have occurred in terms of sentenclng 1t~

a

) ented
" the Community Correctio

ns Department were not available is- pres

in Chapter'3. This simulation is 1ntended to highlig 1T What sentences

might have been asSigned if the courts continued sentencing practices

o

980 are described

lhis approach

o

Ssn S v SRR atun S cos : ¥ : :

The difference between what

actually happened and what might have happened in large measure can -

© L’-—J

-be attributed to the Department. ,No major changes in laws or other ’ P

T

factors occurred during this period. . .

The costs of the Department's various services both total and
@ D "

” on an average client basis are presented in Chapter 4.

A

Other portions

R

of the county's corrections system outside the Department are also
presented in terms of costs, numbers of offenders and average cost.
Revenues and other benefits produced by the corrections system

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

@ of "benefits" generated under the auspices of the Department and
produced directly by the courts - fines and community servide work

‘directly collected/supervised by the courts. , ~ N

= e

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

benefit analysis, of the Department. To inform the County CommiSSionhf

{}

about ‘the soundness of its decision to fully participate in the

o

f 3

Community Corrections Act, two alternatives which resemble Optiqu’

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

‘a programlscope similar to the 1977 misdemeanant program: This option

is not' entirely different than a decision to be a Regional Manager

participant in the Community Corrections Act.

1

A second option would

© n

be no program - essentially not participating in the CCA or what

. might haPPen if that Act is not, refunded by theﬁ%egislature.
) v R o s .
! : N : : . s w o
i e o ‘
Data | .

& : B L . ‘ e ‘ s
. - .

®

3

. : s . 9 . .

The data reported in this document comes from three- sources. o
ay B E . s N : . - :
Information about offenders handled by the Circuit and District Courts

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

= b Sl ‘ ”';1 R : B g\g&
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1980 were included in the study population. Every criminal conviction

in Circuit Court had data recorded about it. Criminal convictions

Qo

in District Court Wére sampled on a 1 in 3 basis., Major tr%ffic“

' offenses (iJe. DWS, DUII) are much more numéroﬁs and were sampled

Fel

o :

" =, i3 N »
on.al in léwbasis. Data from previous years, the second major source
. S i o .

of data, was also collected by ASk staff and has been,described\in

e B
earlier reports. The third dasta set came from financial records.
. i) %}

Financial information was provided by the State Corrections Division,

R

the Washington County Office of Finance, and from the Department itself.

Q
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Chapter Two
spositions

This chapter reviews the role played by the Community Corrections Depart-
ment in supporting Washington County Circuit and District courts. uThé
Restituti?n Program, Community Service program, Supervised Probation arewéﬁl

sentencing oPEions available to judges. The more extensively Department of

. . R 0
Community Corrections services are utilized.in sentencing of offenders, the

stronger the support function being performed'by the department.

A subtantial increase in the number of casés being handled by Circuit

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

&

of 1979. There was .a 36% increase in Circuit Court coavié¢tions 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, - DUIT, eth) from other criminal éases :evealgithat a total caseload
decline from 1979 to 1980 of 9% overall is primarily a function Sf a decrease

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

2]

victions, both' felony and misdemeanor, was essEntiaily wonstant -from 1979

. 6 . B -
to 1980. The budgetary problems Qeshington County has encountered in the
last’fisd@; vear, including~muéh ofﬁéa%epdar year 1980, may in: part explain

T

} ) ¢ B B i
this décrease, Court staff has been reduced and county law enforcement ’

have been adversely impacted in~many9areas as well. This may explain;why

o €

the number of criminal cases did not increase in its previous pattern and

. 2 o ‘ : 7 Lo : . o
the number of.traffic convietions actually declined. v
e - X - . w .' C‘ ’ P B
.0 ) : . 2 .
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5 B - o : ; b s who have been assigned bench probation and monet i
: \ , = , ary penalti
2 TOTAL COURT CASELOAD BY CLASSIFICATION AR - r | ¥R es.85 well as a
S : i . “% s ‘\\\5 , . t {} requirement to do a certain amount of community service work. Superyised
‘, ) N ) - ’ TABLE 2 .1 - . B ‘ . ¢ ‘ . ° ) . o d
;i :EE O , é Probation, as w1th the previous, could include a requirement to perform
? " ) ) f [1 community service work and. the assessment of mon £
; . : \ ] etary-penalties. i 0
v 7 , Year ' B, C Misd. ‘A Misd. C Felony A, B Felony  ° : = y'P es TheﬁJall
i ig % (N) % (N) %5 (N) % (N) ‘5 [} category includes individuals assigned jail time as well as subsequent, bench
. ; - . : o . 3 ] .. 3 .
I . “. 5 a B o 0 robat ; . ' . B
ﬂ 1977 4 (62) 79 (1136) - 12 (166) 6 (80) probation or the assessment of monetary penalties. Jail plus probation is
; L & : 4 @ . W
%‘ » 1978 4 (68) 78 (1312) 12 (210) 6 (101) o : ;} all those sentenced offenders who were assigned both jail and subsequent super-
o , A ‘ : : . R ' :
H! f ; ; ' v i . " . .
§ ‘:§ 1979 7 (155) 75 (1797) 14 (339) 4 (103) ) ised probation; they ma \?lso have received monetary penalties and required
o e ‘ k} . , . :
b 198 . to perform communi { nedwork . . o, "
. 980 7 (147) 74 (1680) 13 (305} 6 (138) p ommunity service work.ﬁ Penltentlary refers to assignment to
% ;,é ] R i} state institutions and the custody of the state corrections division
i ’ & ‘ ) .
’g v : . B
;Z w;w- Looking at the cases the Circuit and District courts have encounter?d | :} ) TOTAL CASEiOA5'SENTENCE BY YEAR )
»2; {?77M¥ : over the four year peri@¥, as noted in Table 2.1, illustrates remarkable ‘ L - {1 TABLE 2.2 Sez
: 3 . constancy. There is very 1ittle change in the overall “seriousness“ of the R : .
‘;’ [j ’ offenses being handled by Circuit and District courts as judged by the N {} Year M:nit?ryv ‘Bench Com. Serv. Super Pro. - Jail Jail & Pro Pen
. £ N % (W % (N) = » ‘ 2
. Ei Tﬁ classification of the convictions. The number ‘of A misdemeanors and C I C ; a‘) o Ny = # FN) % (N) % (N) $ (N)
0o o « 1977 26 (405) 17 (257) 5 U ye oany o ~ “
- felonies declined from 1979 to 1980. This numeric decrease 1S likely a B [} . (71) 16 (243) 29 (439) 5 (78) 3 (48) .
3 | > - f 1978 27 (475) 13 (227) .
H i d p : ) - \ © 8 l .
 function of the decreage in major traffic convictions d:Lscussed above. The B U 2 : ( 37), ‘ 26 (465) 16 (289) 9 (165) 1 (21)
¢ - s Lo e . : - , % 177 7 , ‘
: overall distributions of seriousness appear to have changed very little o f AR ~ \J (177) 25 (637) 16 (404) 9 (224) 2 (50) 0
| : i ; | - | 1980 21 (484) 10 (243 )
! R . , ; 3) 0 (230) ; '
i despite the increase in cases from 1977 to 1980. B g} > ( O 3 30 (702) 10 (244) 1e (381) 2 (51)
fi% 1} : The role played by the Community Corrections Department in the criminal | N . - g
A - 4
il : , : N
iy justlce system is summarized in Table 2.2. The sentences give&&alltcases are,’ ;¢§l] e ’ .
. ;m& . X . ) "
La A @ : ~ o a ; e i , : ' ¢ ,
=] E} : noted in the table. The label "Monetary" refers to fines, i;;%s, and orders ° . | :} Léqklng,spec1£1ca11y at 1980, there are a number of interesting differences t
S ’ : \ . £ L in® se: ] ; o S ' ' :
. ]i for payment of restitution. The Bench Probation category refers to ;nd1v1— ] in sentencing patterns. Use of monetary penalties alone declined from 27% in ¢
o F o guals who were assmgned unsupervised probatlon who may also have been assxgned, ,j}‘ 1979 to 21% in 1980. Bench Probation also decreased from 15% to 10% of all

convictions in Circuit and District Courts. Note the ineérease in use of e

<
. - R .
o N . w

[

monetary penalties. The Community Service category could znclude offenders

I
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‘ment's Community Service Program by Municipal courts.

Community Servicde. As noted in -the Service Delivery System Report, there was

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

Supervised probation

P

also increaééd. ifwappears that many offenders who in.the past would have

been assigﬂed simply jail were assigned jail plus probation in 1980 = 9% of
all convictions given that disposition En 1979 as éompared with 16% in 1980.
Percent of ;il cases resulEing in assignment to the étate penitentiary also
is constant. - ;,:>

Looking at the entire history of the departmé%% (1977 thgough 1980), it
is interesting to note the overall decline in the ;ol; of Bench Probation as
a disposiéion option for Circuit and District cdédurt. 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 increasing use of probation or jéil and probation probably

accounts for the ongoing increase in Department of Community Corrections

clientele in the face of a modest decrease in overall convictions in Washing- o

ton County cou;ts. 7In the face of the curfént jail crowding problems of the

® [=3
S

county, it should be pointed out that the use of jail &s a sentence imposed

™

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

i G

" ‘period -- the combined percentage of jail and jail plus probation for 1977

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

G N . : . . o -
clusive or partial sentence in ‘their case.. o

Tables 2.3 and 2.4“arrachircuitﬁand District Court cases bﬁioﬁfense

{

» ~conviction. In that respect, it is a refinement of the info;matioﬁ presented

4

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

‘courts. The pprposeqofvTaple 2.3 is to suggest nore concdretely and- specifi=

© 3
D ” Y w 0 N
i <) b &

=

Ea ! :
k e - - . CIRCUIT COURT CASELOAD BY OFFENSE
gg o TABLE 2.3 K
ﬁ Dy )
g} | % of 1977 % of 1978 % of 1979( % of 1980
’ ”Serioﬁs Offense D 5.5 (19) 4.8 (21) 6.6 (47) | 3.2 (23)
Sexual Offense 2.9 (10) 6.6 (29) 3.9 (28) 3.7 (27)
Assault 2.9 (10) 7.1231) 3.9 (28) 3.2 (23).
- Burglary 17.6 (61) 15.5 (68) 12.3 (88) 13.2 (96) ,
} Theft ’ 15,9 (55) 15.1 (66) 14.7 (105) 16.8 (122)
. : 4 : ‘ & :
rJ  car mest 5.8 (20) 5.0 (22) 4.6 (33 4.7 (34)
N Fraud 7.8 (27) é.o (35) 9.8 (71) . 6.5 (47)
] ; Drug ° 122.8 (79) 16.7 (73) 16.1 (115) 25.5 (186)
Major Traffic 1.4 (5) 1.4 () 1.5 (11) 1.6 (12)
;J | pUIz 2.6 (9) 1.4 (6) 4.3 (31) 1.1 (8)
; 3? ~ Dus | 10.1 "(35) 13.0 (57) 11.7 (84) 110.3 (75)
; | i Other 4.6 (1e) 5.5 (24) 10.5 (75) 10.3 (75)
| ,] | . . w . .
T ‘ jcally the character of the offenses being handled\gy Cir;uié Court and District
i}a | Court during tﬁe three year“history‘of>the Department and the year-prior for
I] comparison purposes. ‘The categoryr§erious Offense refers to homicides, kid-
napping, robbery and arson -- essegtially life-tgreatgning\offenses. The
o . ’ .
i] L other’ offenses are sélf—explénatoryﬁs The Other categ%ég includes offenses
¢ such as ob;trgctingvthe police, criminal non-support of family, and criminai
3 mischief;>’In géperal, tﬁere do not apéear to be major changes in¢the composi-
. , - .
i} tipn of the Circuit_Court céﬁ%load(ln_terms of ;onviction~offenses from 1977
fo 1980. 'Thereoa;e, however,<some interestiﬁg year-to-yeér change;. Note,
. . : ,
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for example the incrszase in drug convictions’ in 1980 as compared with 1979,
; . 0 A .
i B : A ) i
52 up from 16% to 25%. It should be borne in mind that “the 25% level is not
k§4 ~ wholly different in proportion to that found in 1977. Note the absolute
¢ { . ‘ . - 0{\»‘.‘\ ' : D . .
o number, however, is more than twite that convicted in 1977. : o
13 _District Court caseload data, noted in Table 2.4, is very similar in
b ‘ . _ ; ’
il ) ; = T oo . . O
h “result to the Circu@ifCourt. There are no striking differences throughout -
f ‘ . o ) ,
g the four year period in the distribution of convictions by offense. There
T are‘year-to—yéar differences in some cases, however. Note the increase ia>
b | : i |
A the number of theft convictions from 1979 to 1980 is almost constant but
’j represents almost 25% of all 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-
47";3 : ‘ o : v . .
j ferences found in ‘either Circuit or District Court. The decrease is almost
;%1 50% in terms of absolute numbers. The incretSe in DWS céﬁVictions is no
U less striking, going from 17.3% to 36.6% of all cases.
< Pla
‘ . . : o , :
(3 " In order to facilitate a careful review of how offenses are handled by
;‘-) < . G )
the courts, each of the types of offenses presented in Tables 2.3 and 2.4 N
{] areJarrayed separately in order to identify any changes in the “Se:iou%ness“
[} of each individual offense. The c¢lassification of the convictions is.noted.
h The same *taxonomy" of sentences employed earlier is repeated for each offense.
— : o : - .
In this way, changgds\\/ijn sentencing patterns can be much more clearly pinpointed
. by offense. ) !
B e . N
. | ﬂ” G .
a & ’ )\53‘7 \‘
t*\ (\\( )
’ 2
_ o ff
’ D :ﬁ
: O o ‘
E RO e T e e v ST R : e v
% R o T 2

iy g o [{\ i R ) B} a* )
© l\ o ) lo -
) 0 DISTRICT COURT CASELOAD BY OFFENSE
Q . . ¢ TABIE 2.4
L 177 1978 1979
Serious 2 (2) 0 -7 (12)
Sexual Offense 0 AL (1) 0
Assault’ Co1aan O 1.2 a5 0 1.1 (9)
Burglary 1 (12) .2 (2) 1w
 Theft 22.6 (251) 21.1 (267) 19.9 (346)
i .
Car Theft .1 (1) .2 (2) ()
Fraud .5 (6) .8 (10) 1.4ﬁ224)
Drug | 10.4 (115) 8.4 (106) 8.4 (145)
Major Traffic 5.6 (62) 5.8 (74) 6.2 (107)
DUII 13,3 (148) 22.1 (280). . 28.9 (502)
DwS 33.6 (373). 27-.3 (346) 17.3 (301)
Other 2.4 (138) 13.0 (165) 16.0 (277)
&
a.
’ o C?
. ﬂ\\’ : y B 2
C.

1980

5

'3

1
U

1.9

4.1

18.7

36.6

11.0

(4)

(23)

(357)
(2)
(4)
(28)
(59)
(269)
(527)
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, °EXUAL OFFENSES CLASSIFICATION By YEAR‘
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©  SERIOUS OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR :© o R
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. © TABLE 2.5 ¢ ef DI

]
.
.
lreacy
&
T

e Q! \: . - ) o o o 5 L s . ; . . ’ - | .
N , . Year . B, C Misd. AMisd. . C Felony ‘2, B Felony
Sy ‘ : % (N) » % (N) % {N) % (N)

Year | B C Misd. A Misd. - C Felony o\a/\Af B Felony L
& () T % (W TR (W)

| " i | . S
1977 | ¥°‘)& ‘ 0 50 (5) 50 (5) : /

1977 5 (1) 5@ 38 (8 52 A1) N

\ an T L o T 289 32 (109 39 a2) L :
1978 5 (1) 10 (2) 33 (7). 52 (11) | BRE |

s

A
¥
- : ; e S oot Rt Ao SRR Ll +
’ E 4 g : e FUo
. ']. ,,l" e ! Bt B R e § g : : ¥ ‘
B N £l g B d © : N
B ’ . . ;

I

; - 28 (8) - 28 (8) a5 (13)
1979 0 0 42 (19) 58 (26) - =

| ﬁ | B 26 (8) a2 a3 a9 (e -
1980 0 20 (6) - 27 (8) - - 53 (16) = ‘ .

s

: 4 Thek appears to have been a decrease in the serlousness of Sexual :
Q = s -
= Offenses judged by the c1a551f1catlon of convrctlons. Beglnnlng 1n 1978
R ° 5 and contlnulng through 1980 there was a much greater llkellhood for A mis- 5

= ~ &

(]
\Le}
~
gle
o

=
7]

on from S
Serious Offenses do not evidence -a material change ln ClaSSlflcatl n oI o  demeanor ° conV1ctlons for sexual offense rather than c felony or A cr B

1977 to 1980, as noted in Table 2:5. The role played by the Department can;be

O

@ -
st I

felony. This same phenomena noted for Serlous Offenders in terms of sentence !

;,% clearly seen in the sentencing information for serious offenders (Table 2.6). ‘ € o can be seen in the sentences ass;gned Sexual Offenders. 70% of all Sexual

?“‘ u

~—

- o
o ¢ = ) )

P

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

P S
auprinmati—
.

| 3 X [ Offenders recelved elther superv;sed probatlon or jall plus superv1sed pro-
: : o ‘ T | S R ¥
S i of supervised probation or probation and some jail time. ‘ ‘ N batlon in 1977. In 1980, the correspondlng percentage was 90%. Clearly, in

L;gj B o §

p :’ | g ' terms of sexual offenders, the Communlty Correctlons Department is playlng 9

o
k!
PR
3}

3
=4

3

3

a4

an 1ncreasrng role in supportlng,Washlngton County Courts. ' ~ “» e

¢ e /)'

SERIOUS OFFENSE SENTENCES BY YEAR ' SEXUAL OF?ENSE‘SENTENCESvBX YEAR S e
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TABLE 2.8 R .

n

£3
o
v
=

Ll
pas
7

g : ©Year Monetary Bench Com. Serv. %'SuperéPro.n Jail ,‘JaiIf&4Pro- Pen -
EREE N = T TTWOEm =M o % (N) @ Em xm

N

I
, :‘ ‘. '.'. 'i)

L s e TR T (N) Ceo % (J) % (N) o7 s (W)

i
1
P

i : ) N :1 ¥ ; ’ & ' ) . . - B K =3 -4 0 B : ) . ‘ YR ) '
Year: - Monetary = Bench - Com. Serv., ”Super Pro. = Jail - Jail & Pro ﬂ&n.' ‘ v%,r
k

g5 T o771 o 5 (1) 102 48 Q0) o 0 38 (8)

R : : : i
- s i : ) :

h

: : g o : e ~ : R B A A P
S 1977 .0 10 (1) - 0. 50 (5) 020 (2) 0 20 (2)

5 G ’ . | ‘ : S & ’ : ’
PR . ) £ ,) e . ' RN : . o . : : o L R ) . : ST ST ; S : R ‘“
O : £978 5() o0 - 5 (1) 57 (12) 5@ 5@ 24 (5) - 1978, 3%1) . o 0 L. :69,(20) o w@ o
v S e . K +q [ . e e Al N o ‘ . : 2 LI : SR T - " S : o S % . L PR o . -

o

L swe 20 o o 27“(8),1 4313 R0 A el o 1980 0 Abomdm (22) 0. e 103
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~ * ASSAULT OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR

., TABLE 2.9

A\
B, C Misd. A Misd.

C:Felony

% (N) ° © % (NY

o 30-°(7)

0 : . 63 (31)

ARy

% (N)
61 (14)

27 (13)°

A, B Felony
% (N)

9 (2)
10 (5)

10 (5)

B

N

o 75 (306 /¢;S %)

1980 0 S .= 75 (35) 21 (105 4 )

con-

; : A 4
viction classification over ithe four year study period. : Note thé increase
W .- o . i .

Assault convictions<have had a decrease in the serioushess of the

in the number of convictions which are.classed as A misdemeanors as compared
with C felonies.{-séﬁteﬁces assigned assault offenders cleagly evidence the

role played by the Commuhityhcorfections Department. The'pe;cehtage of

o

.gssault offenders assignéd supefvised biobation increased from 22% in ‘1977
to 49% in 1980. :Interestingly, thekpércentage of offenders assigned both

~ . jail and superviseg.probétion did not increase materially. over the%fqﬁr vear

k period.

i

ASSAULT OFFENSE SENTENCES BY YEAR ~ e

«

TABLE 2,10

o

Mbnetary

Bench

C Jail

“Jail & Pro

Pen

Year 'Com; Serv. Super Pro.

. .1977

T R )

4w 26 o

% (N) % (M) % (M) - % (M)

22 (5) 35 (8) 18 (4) o0

<

1978

1979

2 (1)

o

6 (3)

12 (e)

0 

0

58 +(28)

39 19)

13 (&)

'19“

(9)

(10)

2 (1)

4 (2)

1980 21 2 W .0

49 (23)

25 (12) 20

13 (6)  17

(8) 17 (8)

2

' — L_.J ’La_J,'}ZL_J’ == ﬁ:ﬁﬁ = ’Eggg,

. 1978

1979

1

0 6 (4)

38 (28)

o

56 (41)

BURGLARY OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR
TABLE 2.11
Year B, C Misd. A Misd. C Felony A, B Felony
’ % (V) % (N) % (M) % (N)
1977 2 (1) 3 (2) 39 (24) 56 (34)
a

1980 . 0 | 7(7) 38

0 o 2.() 46 (41) 52 (47)

(36) 55 (53)

The classification of Burglary offense convictions does 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/Fo burglars

=

Supervised probation increased as a disposition

@

‘have changed substantially.
for burglars from 48% in 1977 to 65% in 1980. Jail plus supervised probation -
also increased frdm 2% tole%, The cumulative percentage of all burglars as-

sighed to some form of involvement with the Community Corrections Program .

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

four year ‘period.s ~j
‘ j

BURGLARY SENTENCES BY YEAR .

D

0 - TaBLY 2.12

[

Year -

1977

Bench .

Com. Serv.

Monetary

Super Proy

Jail ~Jail & Pro

Pen

& (M) - % (W)

% (N)

»% (N)

0 : 20 (12)

3@

48 (29) .

% .(N) % (N)

2 (1) 2.(1)

% (W)

26 (16)

1978 1 3( 57 @0 43 161 10 (7

R e T |

1979

1980

o0 16 (14)

o 242

6 (5)

o
P

65 (62)

57 (51)  °

. 0
 ¥}i f; {]“‘
{
i
0
=

s

2 (2) 13 (12)

0 < 16.(15§

18 Q7

N
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a"j . . . THEFT OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR ) o B ¢
g % TABLE 2.13 = ° N CAR THEFT OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR o
1 e c,:‘? el ‘ ‘ o
Y c S o ¥ <
i . . ‘ o RGN ' "
! % Year B, C Misd. A Misd. C Felony A, B Felony D ] ;.
18 % (N) % (N) % (N) % (N) o b Year . ¢
‘ . ear B,  C Misd. A Misd '
: B : S > - 5 cCF =
1977 . T/ 1 (2) 90 (306) 10 (34) 0 : % (N) % (N) elony A, B Felony
{} / ; L~ S | 3 () 5 (N)
LR (311 | VAN 1977 . | |
» 1978 /. 0 88 (311 12 (42 0 et ! ' » ¢} ‘ ‘ .
, Vo (311) Vo i caee 23 (s) 77 (A7) 0
i - ? ‘ ‘ 1978 ; . ‘ - P
i E} 1979 3’(13)v 85 (436) 13 (65) | 0 o . ; _ﬁggz 19 {5) 82 (22) 5
£ . & : . - N .
3 1980 9 (51) 80 . (438) 11 (60) "0 | O - 1979 0 47 (21) 53 (24 5
| E o “ : S - 1980 ' , T
S _ There has been a slight decre in the seriousness.of Theft offenses [j 0 31 (11) 69 (25), 0
i handled by the courts over the four'year period. Note that 9% of all theft PN v Cor ekt
a b, TS | €b  !: v The offensewcla551f1cations have changed Year to year, Abut do not
5 , convictions were classed as B or C misdemeanors in 1980 as compared with 1% in S ~ appear to b no
4T ' ’ ' . ~ © have been subStantlallY different in 1980 than 1977, the
EOR 1977. 'The slight decrease in the seriousness of offenses is also reflected in 2 ]*L . precedln é// year
. ; . : 7 g s art-up of communlty corrections. As noted for other offe
o sentencing. There.is a diminished use of jail as a sentencing option in 1980 : 2 role played b y ases, the
é; L , . ; h ~ 7?fy; " b Y Yy the Department in supporting thejcourts has been 2 signif
‘R " as compared with 1977 and increase in the use of community service as a : g one . for car‘th s g 1cant
1 v = _ S , . erts. N°te the decline 1n the number of offenders sentenced
i > sentencing option (10% in 1977 and 23% in 1980). Supervised probation also : * to the stat .
1L . | 5 | r] © penitentiary 88 a percentage of all cases from 1977 to 1980
evidences a substantial increase, up from 12% in 1977 to 35% in 1980.  1In . » Ca corresponéln . with ; f
= : 5 p , : . = 9 increase 1n superv;sed probatlon and jail plus superv1sed -
80 all-likelihood, many of those offenders assigned jail time in 1977 are being [} bation for + pro
& , | - _ » o . r these offenders. The cumulatlve total of probatlon and jail pl
| p— ‘assigned to supervised probation in 1980, ; Supervlsed probati J Plus
E s S , " robation as a sent
iRk . i] | ence for car thleves 1ncreased from 50% to 86%
THEFT SENTENCES BY YEAR . o . ‘ in 1980.
k £ b . : 5 s 5
‘ TABLE 2.14 | | \ o i T T e B | | o ;
o : m ~ . e ﬂ ' CAR THEFT SENTENCES BY YEAR DUTRTRNETRE
s 1 BN - : ‘ : . SRR
b ] 5 , i ‘ ‘ , f ‘ === TABLE 2,16
i Mg l Year Monetary Bench Com. Serv. Super Pro. Jail Jail & Pro Pen =, = E} N - gy ‘
,-3 % (N) % (N) % (N) % .(N) % (N) % (N) % (N) - v 5 i
b . - 1 ‘ o , k , o Year Monetary  Bench s R . o i
3 ng 1977 7 (25) 20 (68) 10 (34) 12 . (41) 46 (16l) .3 (10) 3 (9) e [; o ’ % (N) < %é?;?“: Coz'(gﬁrv’q;.super‘Pro. Jail Jail & Pro Pen: if
I 1978 5(16) 8 (27) 23 (82) 30 (104) 25 (89) B (27) 1 (5) 1977 ° () 18 (4)\\,¢° T o X A 3
iU ) ; , S L SR B [ S | e 32 .(7) 5 M 188 18 4
4 : 1979 7 (38) 6 (32) 21 (106) 34 (174) 26 (135) 6 (29) >1 (2) e . 1978 R 15 (4) ‘ . , ; o ~
i 1 | | o o . S R /, 4 W 52 ae 4 26 a4 -
41 1980 -5 (29) 10 (56) 23 (125) - 35 (192) 17 (95) 9 154) 1 (4): By l:* 1979 0 17 (8) : 9 (a L SR ) o - B
e s ’ | | L e ) 26 (12) 30 14) 13 (6) = 4 (2)
i ° TR = o031 3 (L) 47 , o : Sk
/ R j v - 5 1u ” . .‘ ‘k - H b ) . .
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T A ’ v : & » DRUG OFFENSES,; CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR
I . 0 TABLE 2.17 “ S s
. TABLE 2.19 .
¥ o W v ’ o B ’ =
b . i ! N " : e » - . 7 <
i Year B,{C Misd. &r - A Misd. C Felony A, B Felony <, 5 5 B P "\ ) : .
4 T . —g-TET_—__ % (N) % (N)o % (N) “ Yedr 2B, C 'Misd. A;Mlsd., C Felony A, B Felony .
s | . SR % «(N) % (N) % (N) % (M)
r 1977 0 31 (10) 69 (22) 0 g : ’ o N
1 N - . ﬂ?” 1977 "1 (1) - 74 .(89) 4 (5) - 21 (25)
i 1978 0 46 (16) 51 (18) 3 ‘ ' ’ NI
i - | , 1978 1 (1) 67 (91) 10 (13) l22 (309
nE 1979 8 (6) 41 (33) 51 (41) 0 | E
oL | ; : 71979 .0 79 (205) 18 (46) 4 £9) .
- 1980 0 29 (15) 7L (36) 0 ’ e 2 ; . “ w
i ” ; - ¢ 5\3980 2 (4). 59 (130) 15 (32) 24 (53)
) j , - : p
N Fraud offenses judged by the seriousness of the classification do not ’ ; s : g : ' ,
‘ i; : SR ‘ The ‘seriousness of Drug offenses judged by conviction classification has
noYre appear to have changed materially over the four year period (see Table 2.17). L ° e
. ‘ : ! ; . , changed. There is azgreater likelihood of drug offenses resulting in C felony
- The Department is playing a significant role in serving the courts for these : , ) . | ~ o '
4 [3 S , . ' , . - -~ convictions rather than A misdemeanor. Nevertheless,'the same pattern noted
' V?J offenders. Note the decline in the use of bench probation for these offenders, L : . )
sio ' : , ) : < previously in terms of increased use of the Community> Corrections Department
,é g - from 1977 to 1980, and even more dramatic increase in the use of supervised - ¢ & 4t : : . ) ’ g ~ N
g L) : : ' ‘ . ° : N ' ] holds true for drug offenses (see Table 2.20). There is a decrease in use
S _ probation. Cumulative percentage.of cases handled by the Department's pro- o L : ' ‘ ‘ : . e
¥t L ‘ , ) . RER ° “ of bench probation and use of monetary penalties for these offenders. These
;5 {%‘ bation services increased from 45% in 1977 to 91% in 1980. " Ty : v : - : ! oy
fﬁ ‘ , ~ S  declines are mirrorgd but are increased in use of supervised probation. -
i ) ) @ ¢ & ' m ‘ ‘ N
[ FRAUD SENTENCES BY YEAR SRR . .
= ' ; T . DRUG OFFENSE SENTENCE}S BY. YEAR
‘ o . . TABLE 2.18 [ ;i o . : : ®
r. 4 [ ’ ), S ’ R o ’ i
AR S ¢ a o v §

o Year  Monetary - Bench Com. Serv. Super Pro.  Jail Jail & Pros L% =t : TR ‘ ° : N .
\é [E, ™ = (M) ga;% ) 5 N % (0) §(N) . % (N Year Monetary - Bench  Com. Serv,  Super Pro. Jail Jaill & Pro. Pen.
! : : . ‘ ‘ et z Lot % () % (N) % (N) ¥ (N g (M s (N) T % «(N)
i g 1977 0 39 (13) 0 39 (13) S 3 @) 6. (2) SRR ; : ) - o oo ° o

| :[% ﬁ » ] ‘ o 1577 52 (106) 21 (43) 1 (1) 22 (44) . 2 (4) 3 (5) o
1L 1978 0 15 (7) 7 (3) 63 (29) 4 (2) 7 (3) | N R b s T
_g i TS . e AR “ o 1978 © 51 (95) 12 (23)« 1 (2) 32 (592) . 1:(L) -4 (7) 0
‘ 6 (6) 19 {18) 1@ 56 (53)° 8 (8) -+ 5 (5) s : : e : L T - A ,
[ Sl S T LT e 1979 40 (107) - 18 (48) ., -8 (20)- 30 (80) 2 (6) 2 (8) 0 ,
o 2 2 (1) 77 (40) 0 14 (7) e I SRR R RN R N R N e ]
e . : o L B . 1980 : 16 _(34) 102(22) =7 (I5) - 54 (118) 2 (5)  9-(19) . 2 (5)
. } O‘ 0 . . . k{\_
- T T e e— m « ’ “ IS o T R
et 2 RESENAERE g 7 : s
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Py MAJOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR DRIVING UNDER INFLUENCE, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR
s F “ M TABLE 2.2l . TABLE 2.23 :
i B ) e
AT P
% o Year ' B, C Misd. A Misd. C Felony MA, B-Felony Year B, € Misd. A Misd. C Felony A, B Felony
| == e 5 () Pt % (N) T % (M) % (N) R R R
= - . C .
:s ’—: . . ) 2 " . =
I b 1977 3 (2) o 96 (68) 1 (1) 0 1977 0 98 (168) 2 (3) 0
o : £ ; ' <9 “ ‘ ' o
1978 32 89 (69) 8 (8) 0 ; 1978 >0 99 (295) .  >1" (1) 0
i '-E I * B ; 0 <
i ; . .
j .. , 1979 2@ 88 (88) 3. 0 1979 o ~ 99 (485)" 1 (3) 0
Ny 1980 39 (28) 50 (36) 11 (8) 0 1980 ) 0 100 (287) 0 0 J
{ ; , - . = ‘
Q\\ . : i : © ‘ ' @
f r—': ) s o
LS - Major Traffic offeqées are offenses such as reckless driving and hit and y
\ {j run. They do not include violations or infractions. A much highéf(percentage Obviously, the .classification of Driving Under thé Influence hasvnot
2, : of cases resulting in convictions as B and C misdemeanors was found in 1980 ‘ changed over the four year.period (see Table 2.23). Sentences assigned to
S B o than in any of the previous years (see Table 2.21). Unlike some other offenses T ] o, these convicted offenders, however, has changed substantially. Note the de- o
S — ‘discussed earlier, major traffic convictions have not evidenced changes in clﬁge in use of‘jail alone as 2 primary sentence. There has been an increase
Dz 8 Z the use of monetary penalties or bench probation as the primary penalty assigned. ’ ingghe use of community service for these offenders and a dramatic increase
d Y P ‘ . b ) W i : ) P
i i ‘ﬁ ( supervised probatfzn or jail and supervised probation appears to have replaced ’ in the number of offenders assigned both%jail and sybsequent supervised pro-:
ﬁﬂﬂﬁd use of jail alone for the balance of the cases. s ~ g .} - bation -- up from 12% of all cases to 36% of all cases. u -
§ ’—: G - ;‘ ] s l o x"\’ a . ’ . ¢
« i @ o \ )
ot | o ) - - . |
I MAJOR TRAFFIC SENTENCES BY YEAR : , (R s : : )
e 11 ; B - i . ' : (3 : i . 1 .
g [ \ 0 o . ; ] , DRIVING UNDER INFLUENCE, SENTENCES BY YEAR ~ ®
TABLE 2.22 . : : R B & ” ,; S K T
o ) . ' R o ; o | TABLE 2.24 o
¥ ; ¢ | :
) s . }Q '. -
b | e e | E Sk Lo e
i i -« Year:- - Monetary Bench Com. Serv. Super Pro. Jail Jail & Pro. Pen. - ! » E t | o
e — M s W % (N) - % (N) s (M) % (M . % ) - Year . Monetary ' Bench Com. Serv. Super Pro. Jail Jail & Pro.  Pen
LA B \ ; ' ‘ s (M) % (N) -~ % (N) s () % (N) - % (N) % -
RIS . i t ; 4 | k A c “z 1 - N
T8 A 1977 57 (41) 16 (11) 43y 9 .(8) 013,(9) , 1 (1) 0 - ! , - ' - ' o (;)
e ! ; i i 1977 1@ 9 (16) . 10 (17) 17 (29) 51 (88) 12 (2 ‘
S o | oo - L . Yo , 2 (20) 0O
: 1978 - 67 (53) 15 (12) 1) 9. (7) -5 (4) ©3 (2) 0 » ' l‘! S | . o o
- : - . v 1978 16 (48) 24 (72) <9 (28) | 18 (56)" 20 (60) 14 (43) -0
1979 61 (72) 8 (% e (1) 8 (0 11 @xn 34 0 - 6 ’ : g R T o | *
- , ST ey 1979 138 (207) 24 (132) .3 (15) * ° 15 (80) 8 (46) 13 °(70) 0
1980 57 (41) . 18 (13) 1 (1) 18 (13) o 64 ,0 T BN | S o ‘ | S G T At o
” ~ R : ‘ o 1980- 4 (13) 12 (39). - 17 (54) 20 (65) (12 (39) 36 (118) O
=Gy : m = E L . ‘ # “ . ‘
s o = R L. ‘ o
AR R = o e PR ,"‘) o e - i 9 o "*w ‘l : :
‘_ . . & £ 2 o A . . S‘»‘w i , i . t o ‘0 - o kd D :,.:).,‘m ,&‘)(‘



—— - o e L L L T LT N o oo I —— : R R e e e e -
e 2 ] * & =
i ! T
b 0 21 - - , : o et
P T - 22 ﬁ .
Co o |
H {
| N g i
;;‘ K g
z s N . L 2 K
iy [ DRIVING WHILE SUSPENDED, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR ° . X i
B : ‘ ; OTHER ‘OFFENSES, CLASSIFICATION BY YEAR .
1o = ) TABLE 2.25 , ’
gk , TABLE 2.27 ) <
[l Year. a. Misd ' P ‘ -
I ¢ Year . B, C Misd. A Misd. C Felony - ° A; B Felony [ . - " ‘ '
("KL ¥ ¥ ¥ () ¥ (N) ’ ® Year B, C Misd. A.Misd. C relony 2, B Felony
A WL | | N 5 (V) % (M) B0, - % (M
A [ 1977 o - 93 (383) 7 (27) 0 ) :
b ‘ SRR i 1977 34 (55) 60 (97) 5(8) - - 1 (1)
1978 0 91 (371) 10 (39) 0 ’ ' ‘ : . o L .
] Lo 7 1978 34 (62) 60 (110Y 6 (11}, 1 A1)
§ 1979 0 . 86 (311) 14 (51) 0 o ) ‘ Lt TR
) SR - ' 1979 81 (126) 10 (173) 9 (32) 1 (2
- 1980 0 T 93 (554) 7 (41) 0 ' | N ' ’
| 1980 42 (61) .9 (155) 12 (36) 4 (5)
1 D}iving While SuSQendedzsentenceé classifications, as noted in Table 2.25, _ ) ? o
r " have not changed at all in distribution from 1977 to 1980. It is apparent, Other offenses, as one might expect in a "catch-all" category, are.widely .
‘ ' B ' ' ) = ' S 5;5 o . . ‘:u
3 % {i however, the number of such offenses has increased substantially from 1977 »distributed_across the spectrum of offense classifications. Despite the i}
I v 4 ] ! ‘ h i
o M . to 1980. This represerts a 45% increase in the number of .DWS convictions diversity, there do appear to be some notable patterns-in temms of changing
3 in the four year period.; Unlike other offenses described previously; the senterices. assigned to this category of offenders. Note the increase in use
. B , 2 3§
R o AT, . f’ : . . . o . o i end
. i {] role played by the community corrections department in sentencing these offen- of supervised probatiaon ana the increase in th% use of jail plus supervis m}
ders does not appear to have changed significantly. Note the decline in the probaticir for this catggory. These increases appear to have occurred as a
B : s : ,
4 . .H o . . g, Y Iy » “ - ' - 3 r 53 < 3 ta
y _g use of jail from 1977 to 1980 and corresponding increase in the use of simple _result of corresponding decreases in the use of fines and other monetary s
o : ' monétary penalties : ‘Q _ penaities plus bench probation for these offenders. Those dispositions declined -
R ; o : . G ‘ = i . B N o Q .
5[2 ’ ” % from 35% to 8% and 21% to 10%, respectively. - . RN o
. A‘fy‘ _ 8 v - ) ‘h -
0 A E DRIVING WHILE SUSPENDED, SENTENCES BY YEAR " o ) ' o
R R ~ B o OTHER OFFENSE SENTENCES, BY YEAR
.y ) TABLE 2.26 ‘ - o a0 K
2= 5 ‘ TABLE 2.28
i = K ‘ / : RN . ’ g
o Yearx . Monetary Bench Com,. Serv. Super Pro. Jail Jail & Pro. Pen. . g R bl
4 % (N) % (N) % (M) % (N) & (N) s () % (N) . Year Monetary Bench Com. Serv. Super Pro. Jail Jail & Pro. Pen. i
S B o | ol Sy oz sm 500 T R S I )
S . 1977 41 (171) 12 (49) 1 (5) 9. {38) 31 (128) 5 (21) ">1 (1) © ’ 8 ' 8 & . ;
3 f% . T e - . ° - ‘ 1977 35 (57) 21 (34) 4 (7) . 10 (1) 23 (38) 5 (8) 2 (4)
L 1978 48 (199) 9 (37) 2.(7) 12 (50) 22 (91) 8 (32) 0 a _ ~ . , ' :
N : ; ' ‘ ~ SO 1978 28 (55) 21 (41) 5 (L0) 23 (46) 16 (31) 8 (16) 0,
0o 1979 36 (136) 6 (24) 3 (10) 14 (53) 28 (108) 11 (41) 2 (8) Lo E = =
] _ﬁ . ; : ; I S o s 1979 <7 29 (103) 25 (90) 1 (5) 21 (75) - 16 (56) - & (27) 1 42)
] 1980 56 (340) 13 (8l) .2 (l0) 11 (66) . 7 (43) 11 (67), »1 (1) ' - 2 o e ‘ SR .
{3 : ' s ‘ 3 / 1980 8 (20) 1o (27) 9 (23) 29 (76) 21 (55) 21 (56) 2 (5)
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%; {S Despite the changing pattern of sentencing for various crimes discussed 'TABLE 2,29~
: 4 ) . . o Q - : § H
. : ; \ 2 b : !
51 - - above, the severity of sentences does not appear to have changed correspond- 2 s . |
! : ‘ . W : = J
! e : e ‘ : : " o : ) i rd s e ,
% i; ) ingly. The number of community service hours ordered for example has declined ‘ :§9mmun1ty Service . Monetary Penalties
2 : L e N . i Year Hour - S
; [? ‘only marginally and is within the same general range as the hours which haveo . - o ZQUEsS . . Year Dollars '
- been ordered over the four year period. The 57 hours ordered (see Table 2.29) : R “. L] 1977 , 62 - o, ® : . 1977 ' 5419 05 *
- ' ’ : o Rt : 1978 ' ' ‘
: : 1a Snddvd : ' E - C 89 o <978 4 521 45 7 \ .
i occurs while the number of individuals ordered to perform community service L _ 1978 , R ‘ hYs - =2 L
@ o - - i ‘ e _,o ] R ) &5 ' © . ‘ ~1979 @ 409.14 V
- o has increased substantially. The size of the monetary penalties assigned has , 1980 57 ' k 1980 460.6
LR R . Q : s : = e - , o .63
: # Y ; . : o
L risen\somewhat but considering the rate of inflation over the four year period - e e ' ; o
| : o o B Bench Probation : v .
L is clearly comparable to the fines and other monetary penalties which have . & Y 4 ‘ : - Supervised Probation
) ' b X B S -y : , : o ;
= ) : S R ‘ Year Months L
» been levied in the past. ' ; o S P ‘ e - : A fear Months
< s I ‘ ‘ ; o : 1 o , 1977 - 20 R ' 4977 - , R
5 Bench probation evidences an unstable pattern in terms of length of pro- R S 1978 oo ; ‘ E ’ ' . 3L : e =
J - ’ | | ) L e o0 B 1978 33 N
. bation. Supervised probation, on the other hand, has remained surprisingly T 1979 24 o IR 1979 ‘ 55 ' s
g ) o S . T w : . y o - - ) : ’ ; ‘ n ' ") ‘ 3 ~ A
5 ) L} . i S - . . - ) N 5.
- “ stable‘over the four year period. Again, this stability is somewhat counter [} 1280 : 13 > ‘ - 1980, 31
) 3 . s . o - . V E ; . .
10 mintuitative given the number and types of offenders who are now being-assigned (et L Jail g : v B p
A 3 - ) N ' o . ’ . ’ : ‘ — : p ©  Penitentiary = .
! . supervised probation. 7 ’ . , . g L ’ Veap ’ : . " S S ’
RN I I The aﬁﬁiysis of sentencing patterns indicated that use of jail as a dis- RSN B - , e o 5
i . & = <;, “'\ : N L 3. ‘ N - : ) T 1977 1.8 -
fg — position has declined for a variety of offenses. One inference which could o ER R 1978 . - - 1- T e . l978 _
. , e _ _ ‘ ' e s : , Co S " B 2. i ‘
RN S fairly be=dzawn from Table 2.29 is that while the number of offenders assigned RN 1 1979, - 86 T & : 1979 8.9
g & X s X = ) . : ) NS e o . o ’ ' -
: ‘; P"‘ 3= q - 3 3 : s ‘ . 1 2 ’ o Lo ’ 1980 . = 89 . ‘\"" 'iv i, 1980 42 6 l . ;
o : jail may be declining, removal of "light" offenders from the jail has had the ) SR - : _ L R - , R S . s s . 7 AR
. effect eofsincreasing the average length of time served. It is not the case, S = In th 7 . ‘ .
=1 M L ‘ R , : R ' - e same way that average jail days has lncreased durlng the course of.
a4 L however, that the length of time to be served in county jail has appreciably R ] L * the fo
,i J e ) . , , e ‘ ) C oy ur years under 1nvest1gatlon, average length of +time for penltentlary
5 R ~ inéreased for the offenders who continue to be assigned-to the jail. These | ' stay has 1 g . 3 .
% : ; . - , ~ F‘ Y. has vengthened. It appears to be thls "1ncreas;ng SeVerlty"; however e 7
. = E . : r .
B B . more serious offenders are also more frequently being assigned supervised R that o o
E | : | ’ > ‘ Rk - SH , appears to. be a functlon of the fact that “llghter" offenders are no-longer
ﬁ m%, probation in addition to jail time. , : g e sent to the en t t 0 gy S
j y 5 . - > v : i
g B : o g o . : {}‘ P en 1ary as they were in years past In that respect the -
o . : apparent increas d o i
§ F%% > . = e sentence severmty actually reflects the absence of llghter a
g0 L . ~VQ3 ’E} ‘offenders from that dlspos1t10n altogether.~Q . g
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Chapter Three
‘Simulation .

The analysis of case dispositions in Chapter stuggested‘changing patterns
s . ° . K 7 -

of sentencing from‘l977athrough 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 oferesburcés,within the De~-

partment in provrdlng variocus serv1ces, Jjudges can "fine tune" thelr sentenclng
N ,,')

[
practices and more spec1f1cally tailor , d\glven sentence to a given offender.

S .
This was found.to be clearly the case in terms of increasing use of,communlty

corrections for ofifenders who in the past would have been assigned to county

jail or ordered to pay fines. oy

o o S
° What would the sentencing pattern beyli%e inythe‘absence of. the Community
Although

v

Correctlons Department as a.resource for Clrcult ‘dnd Dlstrlct Courts?.

Py

one cannot be absolutely certain in reasoning about what‘might.have happened
weie communlty corrections not avallable to the courts, lt is p0551b e,to use
W

the sentencrng practlces of the courts prlor to the advent of the Department

"o i) o W

.as‘a guide. ' The queStion of "what would have'happened in the absence of com-
. @ = °

L . N R
munity corrections" is important from a public policy standpoint. The county

comm;ssron in the fall of 1977 hud the opportunlty of dec1d1ng whether to

partrc;pate in the Communlty Correctlons Act or not.

B

-In addltlon, 1t had the
opportunlty to make decisions regardlng the level of part1c1patlon -- as a‘

i

fully participating county, or as a regional manager county. The simulationm

&y

analysrs descrlbed in this: chapter addresses the questlon of what mlght happened

N Lo

in the absence of the Communlty Correctrons Department. @’H

. L i : ke
o b . S : )
'\ 23 H ‘ 0
3 Y . N : A o "
iz ° .

i
9

Bl

o tom st
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‘7Commun1ty Cor

istration grant (which ended on December 81 1977).

are considered.

o g

2

<&

N &5
g : ¥
.. L

Two basrc alternatlves to the current Community’Correctlons Department
The first, descrlbed as a No Expansron Program, assumes a

local program in addltlon to the State Fleld office in place as of the end -

of l977. The local program s scope of operatlons would be identical to the

a

rections Program. funded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin=

o N N

{1

This program had a

v

Lllmlted probatlon caseload and operated ‘the restitution center in its earller

and smaller location. In some 1mportant respects, the scope of that program

is not wholly different than the scope of corrections programming which would

be possible in‘Washington County were it to select the regional manager,option.

=

In: testrnq the impact of this model the followrng as;umptlons are made: = -

1. That the sentencing pattern whlch prevalled in 1977 contlnued
in 1980. ; B
: e
2. That the same caseload capacity whlch prevar”=d in th%Dlocal
program lnk~977 contlnued as the capacity for 1980.
: 3.U In the event that the number of offenders who would have been
: => _  assigned to the local program exceeds’ capacity, the "excess"
is dlstrlbuted to other dispositions in a manner which reflects
. the Sentencing patterns for similar-individuals not ass;gned ‘

“rto the communlty correctrons program. b o

This second model, the Cutback

a

S 1 second'model has also been constructed.

ox No Program model, suggests the changes in case.disposition patterns which
would occur for the caseload in 1980 had the county commission decided not-to

N

partlclpate in the Ccmmunlty Correctlons Act at all. "In dellberatlng chorce

of level of part1C1patlon, the County Commrssrcn also has the optlon at any

In essence,“

' p01nt of w1thdraw1ng entlrely from .the Community Correctlons Act
L

a dec151on to w1thdraw from the CCA would leave the county w1th only the

. correctlons resources that are avallable uwder the ausplces of. the- State

Corr ctlons D1vrslon Fleld Offlce, and the local jall.

L . 3
Lo . . o
&l

s
L
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prevailed in 1977.

- correctly predict known evej

9

=7

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

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

at even the No Expansion level.”
A
Assumptions built into this model include:

1. The sentencing practices which prevalled in 1977 would prevall
in 1980. ‘

2. That in.the event an 1ndLV1dual is asslgned to thed"scaizi;d
back version'" -— NO Expansion model -- these offen eri
_ be reassigned to other dispositions based on sentenc:.lgned o
patterns for similar individuals who had not been assig
the 1977 level commuhity corrections program.

- , matical
A simulation analysis basically involves the development of a mathematic

i i is
‘model whlch correctly predicts known events. In this case, the first step

i which
to construct a model whlch correctly predlcts the sentenc1ng practices whi
When a model has been refined to the p01nt where lt can
ts,; it is applied to the "experlmental data".

i ed in
The model whmch correctly predlcted sentencing practlces as they occurr

urts
1977 is applled to all the crlmlnal cases handled by Circuit and Dlstrlct Co

in 1980. The object is to identify what dlsp051tlons would have been utilized
in 1980 had sentenclng practlces continued as they prevailed in 1977. Thev
results of the analysis yields a ﬁsimulatedé pattern of case d:SPOSlFlO#$>fOI
1980 reflectlng both the sentencing practices and corrections system caseload
capacity. A simulated pattern w?s produced for both the No Expansion and No
Psogram models. “The predlctor varlables whlch proved most lmportant in the:e

k icti and prioxr
modeling activities were: ~conviction class, court of referral, P

record.

7

28

RESULTS OF THE SIMULATION
Table 3.1 contains results of the first simulation —-- No Expansion. The

same disposition options used in describing sentencing patterns.in Chapter 2

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

number of offenders assigned each disposition. . The second row,reflecfs the

number of people "predicted" to have beenpassigned each disposition. ©Note

that in the case of both probation and community service, the case .capacity

that ‘prevailed in 1977 serves as a constraint on sentencing patterns. The

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

cing patterns if the county commission had decided to retain the scope of

i
=

its local coxrections program at the level which prevailed in 1977

NO EXPANSION MODEL -

- TABLE 3.1
i
Probation | Jail | Penitentiary ! “ﬁench Monetary Comm. Svce.
Actual 1047 600 50 360 | 1794 533
Simulated 312 678 ;0 95 704 1797 0
Net Change =735 +78 +45 +344 | - 43 =533

@

The major changes in sentencing include a'substantial‘nnmber'of offenders
(735)‘who had been assigned to probation in 1980 who could not have been with

the more limitedﬁcorrections system of the No Expansion model. The jail popu-
lation would have increased by 78 individuals,~and 45 more individuals would
) “have been sent’to the'state penitentiary. In the case of both the county jail

)

v

B
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)

and the state penitentiary, it should be borne in mind‘that these two institu-
tions during most of 1980 exéeeded design standards and were on the thresho;d
of being ruled unconstitutional by state andkfederal courts. An additional
344 individuals would have been assigned bench probation and an additicnal
3 indimiduals dculd haveobéen fined. In addition, the community service pro-
gram would be effectlvely termlnated as a result of the No Expans1on model.

The Lut Back or No Program model represents an even more extreme dlvergence
from actual sentencing practices of 1980. Bear in mind the correcumonscsystem

1mplled by the Cut Back model would involve cessation of any local program

Given the flnanc1al uncertalntles which have prevalled u‘

i

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

construed as modeling what would have happened to sentencing practices in

<o —

s Q .
Washington County were the Community Corrections Act not aval;able. There is

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

additional 73 offenders would have been assigned to the county}jail,‘and 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-
S , o

The impact onfcommunlty'serVLCe

is identical to that described in the No Expansion model.

I»u T i l

s

- cuT BACK/NO PROGRAM

[ TABLE 3.2

‘“§ ‘Prohation Jail | Penitentiary | Bench | Monetary 'Commi Svee. !
3* Actnal 1047 | 600 50 1 360 1794 533
o Simulated 115 | 67_3’ o113 830 1750 | 0

U Net Change | =932 +73 | +63 w70 | -a4 -533

Y AN s S i B S K ) L R s o o et A St L O N 55 Nl g e
[

‘[:jg

- statewide evaluation.

~have occurred under the Cut Back model.

"25

©

In comparlng between the two models, lt is apparent that the largest
change occurs between the actual 1980 sentencing patterns and those that would
That is, the biggest increment of
change occurs in the increase‘inrrescurceS”from the level found in 1977 to

the! level féund under the Community Corrections Act. Overall changes from No

- Program at all to the more limited program found in 1977 are not as extreme.

This can be seen in the change in numher'of probationers -- 735 change between

the No Expansion and the actual system. If the No Program were in place, it

would represent only an additional 197 not being on probation. The difference

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

the change 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.

Abolish%ng‘that smaller level of programming would have added only an additional
" o

lSﬂto’the total penitentiary population. The most important increment of pro-

i

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

program at all or a modest program and the much more extensive program which

is available in the county presently. These conclusions are pursued more ex-

tensively in Chapter‘7.
This finding is broadly consistent with the preliminary results in the
'Although,less than half the cost of Full Participation,

the Regional Manager Plan option appears to have a much smaller.marginal

impact. - - o e
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 Chapter Four .. -
Analysns of Correctlons Costs -

[

This chapter briefly reviews the expen&itﬁres of the Commun@tyfgorrections

Departmentoin 1980. Department expenses are broken ogt{by‘major c%mponent%

Other budgetary rtems not directly related to the probation activities of the
ER J' . ‘

Department are also noted. Purpose of this review is to provide as detailed

an understandlng of resource allocation within the Department as possible,

PR
4
g

partlcularl@ 1n terms of better understandlng costs for clients recezv;ng
W
various services.

B

The costs of other dimensions of the corrections system of Washington

County are also reviewed in this chapter. This is done to better understand

[N}

the role the Community Corrections Department plays in the corrections system

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

)
—_——

Expenses of other components of the corrections system are noted as well as

counts of clients involved in each of these other components of the system and

LA

® o

average costs per client.
Goags‘of the Community Corrections Department are noted in Table .l. The
Ler . \\ W 3
probation component annual expenditures are $394,244. This represents an in-
’ [

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

increased from‘1167 to 1457 in 1980. The average cost per client of probation
services in 1980 was $27l v
lr As noted.in the SDS Report the Restztutlon Center has experzenced sub-

stant;al changes im its operating eff1c1ency. The number of cllents has in-

Q'K " creased almost 100%, as noted in Table 4.l1. “The overall costs of the center -
| ) » , ! nEEE ;
o
r\\\> ! :

B oo

e

!

= 3 £/

o

o
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WCCC COSTS (CY.1980)

s . TABLE 4.1 - °
» o Numbe? of Average Cost

COMPONENT COSTS * cyBo . Clients ! _ Per Client

Probation = °” $394,244 1457 $ 271

'Restitution Center 208:325 . 118 1765

Alcohol Service 39,855 - 312 128

Mental Health Service 76,847 3?3 206

Community Service 24,424 68i 35

Job Development 18,318 182 100

| SUBTOTAL $762,013

SUPPLEMENTAL COSES v

Volunteer Pfg;ram e 30,530

Victim %ss1stance Program 10,000 ®

Jail‘Service 30;530

‘System Coordination2 54,954

Traininé & Evaluation - 0

MIS 47,000

Class C Felony,Payback 48,000

Miscellaneous3 ) ; -0-

SUBTOTAL bR $221,014 J
: b . 9 A
bAnnual ) Unduplioated "Average Cost
Expenditure Client Count Per Client

weee $983,027 2138 $460

1

cllents may receive servxce in more than one component
3';Includes intake process;ng

Includes capital outlay for the Work Release Center and constructlon plannlngi
for the Restitution Center. : , . o

N

PG




&

- } %
i S o

!
¢

H
!

A S D S Y

&

N s rve Dol

lﬁgia

1.

=2 -0

==

. has increased only marginalfy.f In 1980, the Restitution Center expenditures

The aVeragé:per

totaled $208,325, for an average per client cost of $1,765.
client costs in 1979 were $3,316. This drop in cost is attributable to the

o

fact-that While”expenées were up only.$16,000 from oge%year to the next, the

' client load more than doubled. <

i

The varioushresourcg components of the department, alcohoi, mental health,

On

" =

community service, and job development, are noted in Table 4.1 as well. The

[
g o : .
=

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

loads .were up from 1979 levels. qcémmunity 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 the increases in caseload

for these resource units, average client costs in each case declined. The number

o

- of plaéements in the Job Develépment:component declined from 210 to 182, and as
a éonsequence~the averége per client cost increased by épproximately 17%.ﬁ
~ The sﬁpplemental expenses aregﬁhose items not diréctlyﬁrelated to cli?nt
. services for the department. The biggest single cﬂénge in supplemental costs

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

o

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

Table 4.2 summarizes the co;ts and client counts for other compogents in
the’corrections system. Note that the costs of bench probation and community
service ordered directly by judges is minimal. The cdunt of clients performing
community service directly through the courts is down from 1979. This reflects
the increased use of community servlce by District Court noted in thekService
Delivery System Report. 214 clients did Community Sefvice work directly

through the courts in 1979; while only 127 were ordered o do so in 1980.

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

N

2]

o

=

L

=
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&

1979. The total numbex of inmates in state institutions sent from Washington

o

County was constant in 1980 as compared with 1979. Jail expenditures noted
, . "

in' Table 4.2 are those pro-rated expenses attributablg to sentenced offenders.
Year to year it has been found that sentenced offenders are responsible for

o

approximately 30% of the total jail operating costs.

B

L

v OTHER CORRECTIONS COST

TABLE 4 . 2 =

BEN s Te T CY 1980

,Annual Expenditure ’ $369

Number of Clients ! . 469

Average Cost Per Client $.79
ALTERNATE - COMMUNITY SERVICE ’

Annual Expernditure $369

Number of Clients 127 //4=§

Average Cost Per Client $3 l
MONETARY PENALTIES

Annual Expenditure $24,848

Number of Clients 1,544

Average Cost Per Client $16.09
JAIL

. Annual Expenditire ) $341,962
Number of Clients 9 688
Average Cost Per Client $497
&

PENITENTIARX** ‘

Annual Expenditure $1,496,108

Number of Inmates . 9189

Average Cost Pér Inmate $7,916 . ; ’

e ) . o \. I
% . Post sentenée . . :
v , . | N

** W.C. pro-rated share : P
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Tﬁe toﬁal‘corrections

>3
[

indirectly in WashingtonﬂCounty are-summarized in Tableﬂg.3. The penitentiary

expenses reflect the pro-rated portion of the overall institution populationxand

- 35

[

penditiges ére“up approximately 10% from 1979.

, i

B

TABLE 4.3
Community Corrections ©
Penitentiary
Jail , @ ®
SFO
Monetary

~-Alternative Community Service

FoS

Bench Probation

b
5 f
TOTAL
[ “ 0
2 i
o
o
a
X
Iv) it

CORRECTIONS SYSTEM COSTS ~- TOTAL

i

o

s}

&

s 983,027
e

g
$1,496,108

341,962
365,361
24,848
369

369

$3,212,044

a7

services expenditures incurred either directly or

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

Y,

7

2a)

~ Chapter Five <
- ‘Revenues and Other Benefits -

Y
5}

<

o 2

O

. A J

INTRODUCTION

. . [

,This chapter briefly reviewé\;he revenues collected’by various portions
) N Vg , , o : .

of the corrections system within Washington County,; :and 6£he; benefits pro-
' = '

duced by that system. Where relevanﬁ; the distinction is made between the

Community Cgrrections Department and those revenues or other benefits that

5

are produqéd, typically by the courts’
COLLECTIONS _ W
“ " E .

The collgctions made under the auspices of the Department and those

g .

collections which accrue directly to the court are noted in Table 5.1. For

° @ .
community corrections, the collections come in four forms: fines, restitution,
attorney fees}“and_probation,fees. Particularly as regards the probation fees,

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

a major revenue source. Nevertheless, it covers substantially more than one
b = [}

full-time probation staff position, plus fringe and‘qyerhead.

[ B A
) G

* The fines, restitution, and attorngf‘s fees cgllected,direcﬁlybby the

0

cou:ts‘exceed‘by a factor of almost one and a half times the colléetions of

the Department. The.biggést single source of, increase in. these other col- "

@)

lections is're;titution —-‘restitution»has risen.from $66,787 in 1977 to its

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

© Q Q
2

criminal caseload of the courts has not increased from 1979. This may explain

why the attorney fees and overall fines collected represént)less than 5% in-
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; § = . creases over amounts collected in calendar year 1979. Because of staff cut-o
0% {g backs made in the courts, collections noted for alternate dlsp051tlons should: )
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v e be seen as estimates rather than exact. Complete records in all dlmen51ons
; (z .y of court activity could not be maintained by the courts. © N o
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B [ TABLE 5.1° e »
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| T[; 3 . Washington County R . .
¥ {] Fines $ 12,018 , AT
g Restitution 49,484 SR
f ﬁ N Attorney Fees 11,307 ’ o
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BRI | Probation Fees 33,759
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o The courts in Washlngton County can order ‘an individual to eather perform
5. @ 4 communlty servrce work under the superv1s;on of the Communlty Correctlons
p Department or under the dlrect superv1s10n of a judge. The overall number of ;
g D ) X
i offenders assmgned communlty servrce work has 1ncreased dramatlcally over ‘the’
: past four years, as noted in chapter 2; at) least for 1980 thls has also
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: 0 meant a reductlon in the number of offenders as51gned communlty service work
t}  to be performed gireotly under a judge. The total hours worked in 1980§hnder
. the supervmslbn of the Communlty Correctlons ,Department was up over 80% from
{ . P R P : i3
Gﬁi 1979. The minimum wage iS'used'as the basis for calculating the dollar value
: A ‘ - ) ® . Q} YO
= ,§ [I of thrs work. As a result of an ingrease in the minimum wage, the egtimated
R value of> community service work performed by clients of the Department in-
o - i . " e \ . ' "
i L{ creased over 100% from 1979.% ' - L
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i M - ° “Iv a i
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] VALUE OF COMMUNITY SERVICE
g .- . - TABLE 5,2
= l' i * . “‘
= Community Corrections Qg
Hours worked - - 26,762 o 4
‘. No. of Clients =, - 595
: ~ Average Hours Worked 45
‘Value =. $82,962 ¢
Alternative Disposition
bHourskworked a 4,797 L
a ; o i
No. of Clients _ 127 :
L it . o ‘ ‘X ‘ ’
. = . ‘Average Hours Worked B 38
‘Value . ‘$l4,870 ) BRI
) ) E < .O,,o;\ D )
0 B . o } . Y
. The monetary benefits, produced through the restltutlon center are noted
~in Table 5. 3. The: four years of operatlon of the center are each noted in the -
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table to facilitate‘a clearer@reoognition~og the changes which havé)beenroccur— S
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ring in programming and operatlng eff1c1ency.é'The two areas where the increase ] . : - o ‘ o ‘ ;
f 5 s ik clearly ev1dent ;&e in’the total fines paid o g} : ’ placed 182 1nd1v1duals in new work smtuatlons. The mean wage for those of~ P j
1n numbers of residence are m ] : s Lo E ' R g
. N R : de - $3.4 ted’ ble 5.4. Based follow-up inter=- 5
% and room and board payments areas. Room and board payments moreé than doubled - f ’ fenders was $3.49 per hour( as noted'in Table ased on follow-up int ?
g ; o 5 ~ views by the job developer with clients placed in work and the mean wage of
3 as a result of a full years' operatlons in the new restltutlon ceafer- Fines g VS ~ - | .
A l h b cits indivi- g »¢> ; . positions secured, it has been estimated that $565,545 in wages were earned
;i c°llecﬁad increased substantlally, as well. In termf > & bene . é :}‘ b individuais 1 eedcthrou h the job developer in 1980
.y N S , a ; e : i .
5 dual offenders recelve from re51dence in the restltutlon center, note the ¥ :?v P gk e A9 ® . ; <
k amount of perSOnal sav1ngs accumulated durlng 1980 - b12 591. u‘ﬁl Esﬂ
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. I ] » : MONETARY BENEFITS FROM JOB DEVELOPMENT
ia : o . )
! .% Fhn & TABLE 5.4
l{ s : i/ , K |
SR 2 . , : ; TITUTION CENTER g o 7
i B i MONETARY BENEFITS FROM THE RES g o ‘ No. Uf Clients Placed 182 ;
o5 i Cf 3 4
i A4 - -‘,; . " 5 .30 R X 2 g J v u:;g:
i % - (AN o TABLE | ® : 7 " : Mean Wage $3.94/hour 3
‘B [ o . . i ﬂ Estimated 1980 Wages $565,545
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E o " ' =637  $.4,356 $ 7,766 A ,
‘ FINES : ) ${,\2 ;920 sz v ) é | // |
pRoBﬁ FEES N/A . . N/A N/A ‘ ;$ 3,33L. The number of different volunteers recruited to assist the Department
RESTITUTION PAID $ 5,483 $14,185 $16,406 $15,186 {] ' increased from 54 i 1979 to 85 in lQBQg The contribution of these volunteers
R s " 9,760  $12,591 oy ing the activities ment 5.5. R
PERSONAL SAVINGS N/A $1%J042; § 9 ‘ 1 ! [} ‘ in supporting the act1v1t1es of the Department is noted in. Table 5 The | ”
, L(% P To
ROOM & BOARD PAYMENTS $ 9,376 $ 9,832 $14,913 $34,659" administrative support noted in the table reflects assistance that volunteers
: ot CRETTON COMMUNITY SERVICE | D have played in performlng clerlcal tasks which otherwise would either be
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VOLUNTEER PROGRAM CONTRIBUTIONS

“ 33‘ o Chapter Six

. S’ )
moLe SES i  Cost Benefit Analysus o
Administrative Support Hours . . 3,504 . :
Direct Client Services = L 1;012%
: T 4,515 = F )
Total - : ' ! This.analysis reviews the costs and beneﬁips of the community corrections

‘o ~ . S ~ 22,575
Estimated Value (SS 00) o %22, program. In an important respect it prov1des a summary assessment of the

entire Community Corrections Department This approach essentially considers

»Es ‘ SUMMARYC‘ the adVisabllitykof‘community correctipns as a public investment strategy for

B S ' o . : | : » h
4fp\> . i -

S ) Counting all of the revenues and benefits produced w1th1n the county,
&

Washington County. This public investment strategy approach is one which seeks

A

e

)

&

to identify the lowest net cost corrections system available to the county.

LS the total is $l 045,604 (s«e Table 5. 6) Note that the Community Corrections
bl & . ) ) . . B J R S
i ’“% Department is re5ponSible fqr $777,650 worth of these revenues and benefits To determine net cost, one must bring to bear the simulation analysis
a1 Ll E ’

with an additional $267,954 accruing from collections and community service (Chapter 3), cost analysis (Chapter 4), and the benefit analysis (Chapter 3).

i s

work performed directly through the courts. The simulation analysis suggested the number of indiriduals who were assigned

e e ot g o it

e dispositions in Washington County, and the number who would have been assigned

to different dispositions’ha&“the county decided not to expand its program -

ES
=
-

TOTAL BENEFITS o . 0 ‘
) ' h : : or not to participate in the Community Corrections Act Chapter 4 reviewed
LY TABLE 5.6 ) . 3
% T 7 the costs of various components of the correctlons system Wlthln Lhefrounty - \
i) . .
‘ both those under the jurisdiction of the Communlty Corrections Department,and .
Community Corrections. ‘ 7 : » ;
’ ‘ , o s ® those under the jurisdiction of the sheriff (jail), or the courts directly ;
’ Collections $106,568 ‘ : , o ' ‘ ’ .
B : ‘ ‘ (bench probation, unsupervised communhity service, and monetary penalties). In :
Community Service e 82,962 S o K ; o : g
ey - L : ' : charting the costs and the number of :clients throughout the system, average )
A ‘ ~ Job Development 565,545 o . : S Sl o : o , ’
: ' § o costs were also computed. These aveérage costs and the simulation analysis can
Volunteer Contrib. 22,575 ’ o , | ‘ o . ,
‘ ' P - be used to formﬁlate what costs might have been‘incurred under different cir~
. $777,650 o . Q ~ ~ TRt
. . , : ‘ cumstances —-- the No ExpanSion and No Program models., : o AR
= AlternativerDlspositions, o ¢ a The costs of ‘each of 5he three poss;ble corrections systems for Washington
S o .Collections T o _ $253'QB? - County. have been computed‘ ’Table 6,1, Gross Cost Comparisons, indlcateskprior
Community Service = . 14,870 B B R i ; ' ‘
5 $;,045’604 . o CI . CE o . ‘ 5 ;3 G
o ; - N :
. b & .
; ;//*~ _.,,"( R s - B 4 s
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cost history of the Corrections Department as well as three 1980 cost calcula-

st

tions for corrections services in the county. %‘he actual 1980 cost calculations 2

S e g R T

e et R A

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

rections Department as well as other dimensions of the corrections system, also

Z '§ ‘ incorporating the pro-rated share of state penitentiary expenses.-. Total for s
I Al all dimensions of the actual 1980 corrections system in place skrving Washington
. . a ) )

County was $3,212,044,

- CORRECTIONS SYSTEM GROSS.COST COMPARISON

e RS oo S s N

, % TABLE 6.1 o

: § o | \

SRS 1977 1978 1979 | 1980 1980 | 1980
b & Actual Actual Actual - -Actual NHo Expand | No Program

“: . Commnnity : - ‘ 2
i [} Corrections . 162,883 492,102 880,289 983,027 214,191 ‘ 0 F
0o | e , | | | r

T Alternative | ' _ . | s L
‘ {1 : Dispositions 1,653,440 1,736,951 | 2,090,215 2,229,017 2,624,003’ 2!764,006 e ]
S : ! o , N

i " roran - | 1,816,287 | 2,229,053 | 2,970,504 | 3,212,044 | 2,838,194 | 2,764.006

= =

- Taking into account the changes in dispositions and resultant costs

'efg ‘ attendant with those changes, the costs of the No Expansion.model have been

oomputed- the total costs of the No Expans;on model are $2,838, 194 The

=

IR 'ii ; costs of the No Expans;on model for community correctlons are estlmated to

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

‘ln 1977 The No Program4option costs have also been computed. For 1980 they

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

ianigure 6.4, Note the increases in overall costs from 1977 through 1978 and
X . ; :

1979. . The three options,forvl980 are alsoknoted'and graphicallyrpresented,

i
¢

&

&

Actual

No Expansion
No Program

| 44 N
A | |
G o
GROSS COST COMPARTSON
FIGURE 6.2
Millions
3.5
3
3k =—___
Sy -~ ~~ -
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1.5
1
1977 1978 - 1979 1980
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In the s |
same wayvthat costs of alternative systems can be computed, benefits

produced by alternative systems likewise can be estimated

duced: t
; hroughout the actual 1980 correctlons system were noted in Chapter 5

as a functlon of disposition patterns.

; Monetary penalties can illustrate the

approach.

$460_in 1980. For purposes of estlmatlon,

to pay m
pay onetary penalties. ‘increased or decreased, the estlmated revenues pro

duced from monetary penaltles are adjusted accordingly.

is fol
o] lowed for all other beneflts that accrue to the corrections system of

the county

o3

A similar procedure

[\

The benefits pro-

Bei
ing assigned a monetary penalty on average resulted in a fine of

as- the number of individuals assigned
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CORRECTIONS SYSTEM GROSS REVENUE/BENEFIT COMPARTSON

I8

TABLE 6.2
1977 1978 1979 . 1980 1980 1980
Actual Actual Actual Actual No Expand | No Program

Community . ,

Corrections 63,880 241,181 546,761 777,650 208,406 0
Alternative "

Dispositions 172,856 202,481 248,987 267,954 269,336 249,096
TCTAL 236,736 _ 443,662 795,748 | 1,045,604 477,742 249,096

Table 6.2, Gross Revenue/Benefit Comparison, displays the benefits and
revenues produced within the corrections system for the .years 1977 through
1980, and includes estimates of the benefits which would have been produced

within the system had the Community Corrections Department Not Expanded beyond

4

its 1977 level. ' A second scenaric involving No community corrections Program

 within the'county is also noted. As noted in Chapter 5, the benefits produced

. Bstimated benefits in the No Expansion model are
LA P

in 1980 totaled $1,045,604.

$277,742. This benefit,estimate is a "high" one. It assumes th?t some portion
of tne benefits produced by the job development component would have continued )
in 1980 even under the emaller program that ﬁas 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 $377;742,

and $249,096 for the No Program model ° These benefits are charged graphlcally

on Figure 6.B.

o .
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GROSS REVENUE/BENEFIT COMPARISON $

FIGURE 6.B

0

Millions
1.2

Actnal

. No Expand

No Program

i | 1977 1978 . 1979 1980 :

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

Sucn~a net cost calculation has been performed for the Corrections Department

and can b ' Note i
e found on Table GQB' Note the actual estimated net costs of the

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 correetions

system ln Washington County is superior on a het cost ba51s. This is an ex-

cellent illustration of a circumstance in which more money has been spent

(actual gross costs,greater for community corrections) and has produced

Proportionately more benefits. Clearly in the case of the Community Corrections

Department Washlngton County's dec151on to participate in the Community Cor-

rectlons Act at the level of Full Participation was a sound publlc investment

dec1sxon. Flgnre 6.Cagraph1cally summarizes the result of this net cost analy=-

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

continui , , . N : o :
’ ntrnurng increases in caseloads is a genuine accomplishment for the Department
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! i§ CORRECTIONS SYSTEM NET COST COMPARISON
0T TABLE 6.3
é . 1977 1978 1979 . 1980 1980 - 1880
5 acfual | Actual Actual Actual No Expand | No Program
! _ A . - .
¥ . > ,
v Community o ; 9
i Corrections 99,003 250,921 333,528 205,337 5,785 0
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Altermnative
Dispositions

TOTAL

1,480,548

1,579,551

1,534,470.

1,785,391

1,841,228

2,174;756

1,961,063

2,166,400

2,354,667

2,514,910

2,514,910

2,260,452

"' Millions

2.75

2.5

2.25

NET COST COMPARISCGN

FIGURE 6.C

No Program ($2,514,914)
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