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Executive Summary

Madison County has experienced prolonged periods of jail overcrowding in the last
decade. At the same time, the county needed more sentencing options for convicted individuals
to repay their debt to society. In response to these needs, the Sheriff's Work Alternative Program
‘(SWAP) was formed. This study was funded by the Illinois Criminal Justice Information
Authority (ICJIA) as an implementation and impact evaluation of the SWAP.
Scope of the Study and Methodology

This evaluation attempted to determine (1) the original goals and objectives of the
SWAP, its initial operating procedures, practices, organizational structure. and resource
allocation, as well as its internal and external relationships; (2) changes in the structure,
procedures, practices, resources, and relationships that occurred over time; and, (3) the impact of
the SWAP on the Sheriff’s Department, the Madison County Jail, the courts. the participants in
the program, and the community. In order to describe the initial framework of the SWAP, its
evolution and impact, the research team examined the program’s documents, correspondence
with the ICJIA and criminal history data bases: interviewed SWAP supervisors and staff. judges,
jail personnel, and community leaders; and surveyed SWAP participants.
The SWAP Initiation and Design

The SWAP was designed and implemented by the Madison County Sheriff’s Department.
It began operation in December, 1992. The Madison County Sheriff" s Department provided a
supervisor who maintained other departmental duties in addition to the SWAP. a half-time
civilian coordinator who was responsible for the day-to-day operations of the SWAP. and a

deputy who worked full-time as the field supervisor for SWAP work crews. One goal for the






SWAP was to reduce crowding in the Madison County Jail by removing sentenced individuals
from the jail to perform labor on work crews in lieu of a jail sentence. Another goal was 10
provide a means by which semencgd individuals could repay their debt to society by performing
public works. The program was devised to include persons convicted of DUI as well as
misdemeanant and felons sentenced for non-violent offenses.
Evolution of the SWAP

The SWAP experienced some changes in personnel and procedures during its existence
that appear to have improved program functioning. In Décember, 1994 a new supervisor and a
new civilian coordinator were brought into the program. These individuals improved the internal
organization of the SWAP. In April 1995, several procedural changes were implemented. First.
the judiciary ceased sentencing offenders directly to the SWAP. Instead, the SWAP coordinator
recruited sentenced offenders from the jail. Second, the process for apprehending individuals
who did not report to their SWAP assignment was streamlined. Specifically, the coordinator was
permitted to prepare the necessary documents for the judge’s signature to obtain a warrant. Also.
at this ime, the judiciary agreed that the penalty for non-compliance with_ SWAP rules would be
to double the offenders’s remaining SWAP time in jail.
Impact of the SWAP on the Sheriff’s Department

Operation of the SWAP required the transfer of one full-time correctional officer to the
field supervisor position and the diversion of a portion of the supervisor’.s time from other duties
in the Sheriff's Department. The supervisor indicated his workload with the SWAP was not
 significant after his first few months with the program. The half-time coordinator was the only

position which required additional personnel monies.






Impact of the SWAP on the Courts

The members of the judiciary in Madison County who had the most contact with the
SWAP believed it provided a benefit to the community by allowing work to be done that
otherwise would go undone. The judges also indicated the work of the coordinator was reliable
and resulted in the operations of the SWAP taking up little of their time.

Impact of the SWAP on the Jail

Operation of the SWAP required daily sharing of information between the jail and the
SWAP coordinator. It also was necessary for the jail to allow the SWAP coordinator access to
the inmates in order for hirﬁ to inquire about SWAP participation. Interviews with jail personnel
indicate these activities did not disrupt the functioning of the jail. In addition, the jailer position
vacated by the field supervisor was not filled after the SWAP began. However, jail personnel did
not believe it was a significant burden on their operation.

The SWAP also was designed to reduce crowding in the Madison County Jail. While the
SWAP did succeed in removing individuals from the jail who othérwise would have been in jail,
the éverage daily population of the jail did not decrease because the spaces vacated by the SWAP
‘participants were filled by others judges previously were unable to incarcerate.

Impact of the SWAP on Participants

The impact of the SWAP on the participants was assessed in two ways: by a mail survey
of a sample of SWAP participants and by an analysis of data regarding the participants' pre- and
post-SWAP offending behavior. Because of a low return rate, statistical analysis of the survey
was not possible.

The majority of offenders placed on the SWAP were convicted of driving or procedural

misdemeanor offenses. such as DUI or violation of order of protection. Over 90 percent of the






offender participants had at least one prior arrest; approximately 50 percent of the offenders had
a prior arrest stemming from a person offense (e.g.. assault). The average sentence length
received by SWAP participants was 15.4 days (approximately three weeks). with over 90 percent
of that time being served. The majority of offenders were satisfactorily discharged from the
program; approximately 10 percent were AWOL.

The majority of participants remained arrest-free after being involved in the SWAP
(65.6%); an additional 19.1 percent were re-arrested once.' Among those rearrested. the most
common offenses committed were crimes against persons.”

Impact of the SWAP on the Community

Interviews with community leaders and recipients of SWAP services revealed broad
support for the SWAP. The consensus is that the SWAP crews performed work that otherwise
would not be completed. Thé beneficiaries of the SWAP work crews inciuded units of local
government, charitable organizations and civic groups.  Typical SWAP tasks included mowing
of cemeteries and \'lacant- properties, cleanup before and after comr;lunity events, painting of
bridges and other jobs involving physical labor. Those beneficiaries contacted by the research

team expressed gratitude for the services and generally commended the crews for their discipline

and hard work.

Although the foliow-up period varied due to original sentencing dates. the criminal history of each
participant was tracked for no less than two years.

“Since some of these arrests were the result of being AWOL from SWAP. the results should be considered
with caution.
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I. Program Setting
A. Locale and Population

Madison County, Hllinois is located in the southwestern section of the state. It shares a
western border with the State of Missouri and is situated along the Mississippi River. The city of
Alton is the most populated (approximately 33,000), and Edwardsville serves as the county seat
and site of the Madison County courthouse.

Census estimates for 1992 placed the Madison County population at just over a quarter of
a million persons (253,260). This represented an increase in the population from 1980; at that
time the population of Madison County was 247,661 persons. However, population projections
estimaie that this trend Will not continue and by the year 2020, the County’s population should
fall below 245,000 persons (Illinois Statistical Abstract: 1995).

With respect to population demographics, the majority of persons residing in Madison
County are white (92.4%), and the largest cluster of the population (16.6%) is between the ages
of 25-34 years old. An additional 7.8 percent is between 39-39 years old. The gender of persons
residing in Madison County is almost equally split; 47.9 percent of the population is male and
52.1 percent is female. In terms of educational attainment, the majority of Madison County
residents who are 25 years old or older have either a high school diploma (36.0%) or have not
graduated (24.2%). Less than 15 percent of the population holds either a Bachelor’s, graduate, or

professional degree (County and City Data Book: 1994).



B. Employment/Income
From 1983 to 1993, earnings of persons employed in Madison County averaged an
annual increase of 5.2 percent. During the same time, the reported rate of unemployment

declined, although with slight fluctuations in the early 1990s (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Madison County Unemployment Rate
1983 - 1994

O T T T e e e e

1983 1984 1985 . 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

In 1989 a median household income of $29,338 was reported for residents of Madison
County. However, when considered by race, a considerable difference was noted: the median
household income for white residents was $30,171, while a median household income of
$16,017 was reported for black residents. Of all families in Madison County, 8.5 percent report
an income below the poverty level; approximately one-third of all female head of household
families live in poverty (32.9%). Within the state, Madison County ranks third in the number of

households below the poverty level, with a reported 10,843 households (Illinois Statistical

Abstract: 1995).



Madison County is part of the St. Louis metropolitan area with an employed civilian
labor force of approximately 113,000 persons. Of these people. the greatest percents are
employed in wholesale/retail trade industries (21.9%) or in manufacturing (21.3%). Other noted
areas of employment include health services (8.6%); finance, insurance and real estate (7.2%));
public administration (4.1%); and, agriculture, forestry, and fisheries (1.6%). In terms of
earnings, the largest industries are durable goods manufacturing (22.6%), followed by services
(21.1%), then state and local government (12.8%). Together these industries account for 56.5
percent of all earnings (http://govinfo.kerr.orst.edu).

C. Prevalence of Crime

According to Illinois Uniform Crime Report (IUCR) data reported by the ICJIA, during
1991, 10,873 serious crimes were known to police working in Madison County.! Of these
crimes, 6.5 percent were violent in nature and 93.5 percent were property-related. This
represents a general decline in the number of serious crimes known to law enforcement as having
occurred in Madison Cdunty over the past decade. In 1985 there were 11,362 serious crimes
known to police, while four years earlier, 13,362 were known to have occurred.

Law enforcement representatives from agencies within Madison County have reported
fluctuations in the number of arrests for property and violent crimes for the years 1982 to 1995.
While decreases in the number of property offense arrests were observed through 1990, since that
time the number has increased, although somewhat erratically. Further, recent statistics still are

lower than those reported in the early 1980s. Total arrests for the crimes which comprise the

"The SWAP began in 1992; 1991 data are used in the description of the pre-SWAP environment.
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Violent Index also fluctuated. However, since 1991 the number of violent crime arrests
consistently have increased. By 1995, a decade high of 714 arrests for violent offenses in
Madison County was reported, more than double of that reported in earlier years.

As presented in Table 1, four separate crimes comprise the [UCR Property Related
Index: burglary, theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson. Of these offenses, burglary and theft
historically have had the greatest impact on total UCR property arrests occuring in Madison
County. During the past 14 years, the number of persons arrested for bdrg]ary has ranged from
alow of 240 in 1989, to a high of 524 in 1983; an average of 326 persons were arrested each
year for this offense. Arrests for theft slowly decreased from 1982 to 1990, although minor
increases were reported for a few of the intervening years. During that period, the number
arrested declined from 1,583 in 1982 to 1,211 in 1990 (a décrease 0f 23.5 %). Arrests for theft
increased from 1990 through 1992, and since then, have not shown a consistent trend. Arrests
for theft in 1995 were slightly below the 1992 level. Over the entire 14 year period, an average
of 1,426 persons per year have been arfested on theft charges in Madison County.

Table 1: Madison County Arrests - Property Related Index Crimes (1982-1995)
1982 | 1983 | 1984 | 1985 | 1986 [1987 | 1988 | 1989 | 1990 [ 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 Avg.

Burg. | 441 | 5241 366 367 295 | 296 | 271 240 261 3031 267 | 263 3411} 331 326.1

Theft | 1583 {1553 {1556 | 1506 | 1513 {1367 1284 | 1337 | 1211 {1395 | 1483 | 1426 | 1281 | 1475 1426.4

MV
Theft | 17 [ 95) o3f ot | n7| 13f 63| as| e8| 721 o1 | 85| 114 153 ] 91.2
Arson| 18| 11] "4 10 12 8| 1o 20 B 221 1| | 8| 14| 178

Total 2159 [2183 {2019 | 1974 | 1937 | 1744 1628 | 1634 | 1553 11792 | 1852 [ 1790 | 1824 1973 11861.6




Arrests for motor vehicle theft represent the third largest contributor to total index
property arrests in Madison County. Over the 14 year period a distinct trend emerged. With the
exception of 1986, there was a general decline in number of arrests from 1982 to 1989. Since
then,’increases have occurred most years. An average of 91 persons were arrested for theft of a
motor vehicle each year.

Each year, few persons were arrested in Madison County on charges of arson. Arrests
generally hovered around 12 to 15 per year. However, in 1994, 88 individuals were arrested.
Reasons for this dramatic increase are unknown.

Four offenses comprise the total Violent Crime Index: murder, criminal sexual assault,
robbery, and aggravated assault. Data for the years 1982 to 1995 are presented in Table 2. Of
these crimes, aggravated assault and robbery are most prevalent in Madison County, followed
by crjminai sexual assault. From the period 1982 through 1995, Madison County averaged 14.6
murder arrests per year, ranging from a high of 33 in 1990 to a low of five in 1995.

Table 2: Madison County Arrests - Violent Related Index Crimes (1982-1995)

1982 11983 [1984 (1985 |1986 1987 (1988 1989 [1990 1991 [1992 {1993 [1994 [1995 Avg.

Murder 14 10 7 7 28 19 16 7 33 15 15 17 11 5 14.6

Crim.
Sex 32 16 17 44 38 28 40 45 48 39 38 69 58 74 419
Assault

Robbery | 120 33 61 70 79 55 47 43 54 57 49 52 71 83 | 624

Agg. < '
Affaull 182 11 195 1 190 1250 |234 [180 ]205 |287 184 | 220 | 282 |531* |[552* [263.2%*
Total 348 170 | 280 | 311 395 [336 1283 [300 |422 [295 [322 |420 | 671 | 714 [382.1

*May include simple assaults.




As stated above, arrests for violent crimes fluctuated until 1991. This trend can be
observed in each of the four offense categories. For example, arrests for robbery shifted from
120 in 1982, to 33 in 1983. Three years later, 79 individuals were arrested for robbery in
Madison County.- Much of the increase observed in total violent arrests since 1991 can be
attributed to aggravated assaults. During the past five years, these arrests increased 244.6
percent (184 to 634), with the greatest increase occurring between 1993 and 1994 -- 282 arrested
in 1993 and 531 arrested in 1994. Of the other violent index crimes, increases in arrests were
observed for both criminal sexual assault and robbery during this time period.

Total drug arrests remained generally stable from 1974 until the early 1990s.> At that
time, arrests increased almost two-fold. In 1994 and 1995, substantial increases were observed
again. Historically, the majority of drug arrests in Madison County have been due to cannabis
contr-ol violations. However, starting in 1990, significant increases in the number of individuals
arrested for controlled substance violations began to appear. In the past, approximétely 80.0
percent of total drug arrests were due to cannabis contro] violétions; by the early 1990s, this
percent dwindled to less than 50 percent. Arrests for other drug violations; including those

under the Hypodermic Needle Act, have had little impact on the composition of drug arrests in

Madison County.

2 . . .
These totals reflect all arrests for cannabis control, controlled substance, and other drug-related violations
(e.g., violations of Hypodermic Needle Act).



I1. Program Description
A. Structure and Operations

The Madison County Sheriff’s Work Alternative Program (SWAP) began operation
December, 1992. . The program was designed to use sentenced offenders as a work crew that
would perform public works throughout Madison County. Documents submitted by the
Madison County Sheriff's Office to the Illinois Criminal Justice Information Authority (ICJIA)
identified two general goals for the program. The first was to reduce jail crowding. The
Madison County Jail was consistently experiencing populations over the facility’s capacity. In
order to relieve jail crowding, the SWAP aspired to remove and employ ten pepple who
otherwise would have been in the jail. The second stated goal was to pi'ovide a means by which
non-violent offenders could repay their debt to the community by performing public works.

The program was devised to include persons convicted of DUI, as well as misdemeanants
and felons sentenced for non-violent offenses. Judges were to make the determination of
whether to include an offender in the SWAP. The initial stratégy for the program called for DUI
and misdemeanor offenders to be sentenced to community service work. The offenders were
instructed to contact the SWAP coordinator to begin serving their sentences. Felons were to be
sentenced directly to the SWAP, with initial contact with the program coordinator being
established through the offender’s probation officer. Inmates from the Jail would be used only
if the number of offenders sentenced to the SWAP was too low.

The first contact between the offender and the SWAP coordir;ator was designed to inform
the offender of the rules and requirements for SWAP participation and to determine the
willingness and ability of the offender to participate. Initial program design also called for the
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use of a skills assessment form. The form was designed as a means to obtain information about
special skills participants might possess and to allow matching of those skills to work
assignments. Interviews conducted with SWAP personnel indicate the skills assessment was
never implemented. The necessity of SWAP offenders working as a single unit made matching
of individual skills to jobs impractical.

In December of 1992, SWARP activities centered around acquiring equipment and hiring
personnel. Initially, the SWAP was supervised by a Sheriff’s Department Lieutenant who had
other duties in addition to the SWAP. The SWAP was coordinated by a part-time civilian
employée. The coordinator was assigned responsibility for the day-to-day operations of the
SWAP including finding and écheduling work; handling all communications with the courts,
jail, and recipients of services; and reporting as required to the ICJIA. A Sheriff’s Department
Sergeant was transferred from the jail to the position of SWAP field supervisor in order to
perform daily supervision of the work crews. During December, the SWAP acquired a twelve
passenger van for transporting SWAP crews, various hand tools, and a trailer for transporting
the tools. In January, 1993, the SWAP began operating work crews.

" The program proceeded with little structural change in the first two years. In March,
1993, the SWAP coordinator position was increased from 15 to 20 hours per week. Otherwise,
program operations and personnel remained unchanged. However, in December, 1994,
significant personnel changes took place. A Captain replaced the Lieutenant who had been the

supervisor and a new civilian SWAP coordinator was hired. As before, the supervisor

maintained other duties in the Sheriff’s Department and the coordinator remained a half-time



position. The work crew field supervisor remained the same. The change in the supervisor and
coordinator was viewed as necessary to improve functioning of the SWAP.

Another significant change in the operation of the SWAP occurred in April, 1995, At
this time, the local judiciary ceas;ad sentencing offenders directly to the SWAP. Instead,
offenders were to be sentenced to the Madison County Jail with the determination of SWAP
eligibility made by the Sheriff’s Department SWAP coordinator. A fier this change, the SWAP
coordinator wa;s responsible for reviewing the daily jail intake list and determining which
offenders where eligible based on the type of offenses committed. The coordinator then
interviewed eligible offenders, obtained a commitment from the offenders to participate in the
SWAP, and prepared and submitted a draft order to the court to allow the offenders to
participate in the SWAP. This change gave the SWAP coordinator more control over the
number and type of participants in the program. Prior to this change, there was no assurance
that the number of offenders sentenced to the SWAP would matcﬁ the number the program
could handle. The change also allowed the SWAP to handle discipline more efficiently.
Previously, individuals who did not show up for work assignments or who violated other SWAP
rules, could only be disciplined via a request to the prosecutor’s office for court sanctions.
Because the SWAP was involved with less serious offenders, SWAP requests for sanctions were
often not high priority items for the prosecutor or the courts. SWAP personnel believed this
resulted in delays in processing or lack of action being taken on many requests for sanctions.
The revised policy allowed individuals who did not report for assignments to be returned to the
Jail after the SWAP coordinator drafted a pick-up order. In addition, the local Judiciary agreed

that the penalty for non-compliance with SWAP requirements would be two times the offender’s

remaining SWAP days.



Throughout the existence of the SWAAP, monthly data reports were submitted by the
SWAP to the ICJIA. These reports included the number of participants and offenses which
resulted in their incarceration. The evaluation team divided these offenses into seven categories:
driving, drug, person, procedural, property, weapon, and other. A list of the individual crimes
the categories include is provided in Appendix A. A sample monthly report form is attached as
Appendix B. Table 3, organized by offense type, was compiled from the monthly reports and
shows the number of SWAP participants from January 1993 (the first month the program
admitted offenders) through September 1996.

Table 3. Type of Offenses Leading to SWAP Participation

Year Driving | Drug Person | Proceedura | Property Weapon | Other Total
l
N 40 8 8 19 5 0 3 83
1993
%] 48.2% 9.6% 9.6% 22.9% 6.0% 0.0% 3.6% 99.9%'
i
N} 110 5 22 8 27 1 17 190
1994 -
%| 57.9% 2.6% 11.6% 4.2% 14.2% 0.5% 8.9% 99.9%'
N[ 107 8 32 18 25 0 8 198
1995
% | 54.0% 4.0% 16.2% 9.1% © 12.6% 0.0% 4.0% 99.9%'
N 88 9 32 14 29 0 2
1996
%] 50.6% 5.2% 18.4% 8.0% 16.7% 0.0% 1.1% 100. O%
N | 345 30 94 59 86 1 30 645
Total
% | 53.5% 4.7% 14.6% 9.1% 13.3% 0.2% 4.7% 100.0%

' Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.
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Driving offenses represent the most common offense type for which SWAP offenders
were sentenced. This group accounted for 53.5 percent of the total population. Property crimes
(13.3%) and crimes against the person (14.6%) are the only other categories that account for
more than ten percent of the total population of SWAP participants. This overall pattern of
offense types is consistent for all years of the program.

A sample of 131 offender records for participants discharged from the SWAP between
July 1, 1995 and March 30, 1996 provides more detailed information regarding the specific
offenses committed by SWAP participants. In this sample, the most common offenses were
contempt of court (26%), driving while license revoked (19.8%), domestic battery (11.5%).
violatién of probation o.r conditional discharge (5.3%), DUI (3.8%), battery (3.8%), possession
of a controlled substance (3.1%), and theft (3.1%). These offenses account for 76.4 percent of
the sample population. Crimes against a person (battery and domestic battery), and the one sex
crime are the only crimes of violence that appear in the sample. These accouﬁt for 16.1 percent
of the sampie; 83.9 percent of the éample are non-violent offenders. Also, with the exception of
the‘sex offense, all of the crimes against a person were misdemeanors.

Funding for the SWAP has been provided from two sources: federal Anti-Drug Abuse
Act funds which were made available through the ICJIA, and a local match of 25 percent each
year. Additional non-matching funds were provided in the last three years in the amounts of
$18,602, $9,084 and $1,105 respectively. During the program’s initial year, $50,000 in Anti-
Drug Abuse Act funds were provided to the SWAP. However, in the following year, funding
was cut almost in half, to $27,716, reflecting the removal of one-time equipment costs. In 1996,

funding was increased to $36,218.
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B. SWAP Participants

1. The Sample and Data Sources

The data in this section were obtained by combining information made available by the |
ICJIA from the Madison County Correctional Institution Management Information System
(CIMIS) database with the individual SWAP participant time sheets provided by the Madison
County SWAP coordinator.>* When the two data sources were combined, information was
available for a sample of 131 SWAP participants.® Because these participants represent a time-
bound sample of the entire Madison County SWAP participant population, generalizations
should be made with caution.

2. Demographic and Personal History Information

A personal history screen is available as part of the CIMIS data collected for each
offender admitted to the Madison County Jail. This personal history screen contains
information on the offender's demographic characteristics as well as health and substance abuse
information. The health status and substance abuse information in this databasc_:'is self-reported
by the offender at the time of admission to the jail. The information in this section of the report

regarding the sample of SWAP participants has been taken from those personal history screen

data.

3 CIMIS data were not available frbm the ICJIA for all offenders who had participated in the Madison

County SWAP. CIMIS data were provided for all SWAP participants with discharge dates between July 1, 1995
and March 30, 1996,

4 . . . . ’
Information was not available for ali offenders on all variables, Therefore, totals in tables and figures
may add to less than 131,
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As shown in Table 4, 77.1 percent of the Madison County SWAP sample are white.
Black offenders constitute 22.1 percent of the SWAP sample. One participant in the sample
(.8%) was identified as Hispanic. The sample contains more male offenders (87.0%) than
female offenders (13.0%). The average age of the Madison County sample was 30.8 years; 50
percent were 30.5 years old or older. Offenders in the sample ranged from 17 to 59 years old.

Table 4: Offender Demographics

Characteristics n %
Racial 1dentification
White 101 77.1%
Black 29 22.1%
Hispanic 1 0.8%
Total 131 100.0%
Gender
Male 114 : 87.0% .
Female A 17 13.0%

Total 131 - 100.0%
Age Upon Release from SWAP |

17-18 years old 5 3.9%
19-21 years 14 ' 10.8%
22-30 years 46 35.4%
31-40 years 54 41.5%
41-50 years 8 6.2%
51 and older , 3 2.3%
Total 130 100.1%'
Average age: 30.8 years Median age: 30.5 years
Standard deviation: 8.3 years Range: 17-59 years

' Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.

Table 5 summarizes the data regarding the family status of participants in the sample.



Over half of the sample were single (57.4%); 13.2 percent were married. Those categorized as
divorced constituted 17.1 percent of the sample; 9.3 percent were separated. Small percentages
were 'categorized as being in a common law marriage (2.3%) or widowed (.8%). Among the
offenders in the sample, 36.2 percent had no children and 26.2 percent had one child. Those
with two children constituted 14.6 percent of the sample. Ten percent had three children; and,

13.1 percent had four or more children.

Table 5: Marital Status and Family

Characteristics n %
Marital Status
Single : 74 57.4%
Married 17 13.2%
Common law marriage 3 2.3%
Separated 12 9.3%
Divorced 22 17.1%
Widowed : 1 0.8%
Total 129 100.1%'

Number of Children

No children 47 36.2% -
1 child 34 26.2%
2 children 19 14.6%
3 children 13 10.0%
4 or more children ' 17 13.1%
Total 130 100.0%

' Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding,
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Because many of the SWAP jobs involve a great deal of physical labor. it is not
surprising that individuals describing themselves as being in good health predominated (see
Table 6). Only 6.9 percent were categorized as in fair health; 1.5 percent (two offenders)
reported being in poor health. A small percent, 3.9 percent of the sample, described themselves
as being under the influence at the time of arrest. None indicated they were suffering from drug
withdrawal at time of arrest, although 2.3 percent (three offenders) described themselves as drug
users.

Table 6: Physical Condition

Characteristics n %

Physical Health

Good 120 91.6%
Fair 9 6.9%
Poor 2 1.5%

Total 131 100.0%

Under the Influence at Time of Arrest

Yes 5 3.9%
No 124 96.1%
Total 129 100.0%

Sufféring from Drug Withdrawal at Time of Arrest

Yes 0 0.0%
No 131 ' 100.0%
Total 131 100.0%

Self-Reported Drug User

Yes 3 2.3%
No 128 ' 97.7%
Total 131 100.0%




3. Offenders' SWAP Offenses

As shown in Table 7, offenders were classified based on the type of offense for which
they were convicted and admitted to the SWAP.® The largest category of SWAP offenders
contained those convicted of driving-related crimes, which constituted 34.6 percent of the
'sample. The second largest category was made up of offenders sentenced for crimes categorized
as procedural in nature (30.0%). Procedural offenses include contempt of court, failure to pay
court-ordered fines, violation of probation, and similar offenses. Offenses against persons led to
SWAP participation for 17.7 percent of the sample.® Smaller percentages of the sample were
convicted of property offenses (8.5%) and drug-related offenses (3.8%).

Offenders convicted of criminal felonies comprised 13 percent of the SWAP sample; an
additional 42.0 percent had committed misdemeanbrs. One-quarter of the SWAP participénts
were placed in SWAP as the result of contempt citations; and 19.8 percent had been'convicted

of traffic offenses.

3 Table 7 displays the categories used to classify offenses. Although the Madison County SWAP
employed a system of categorizing offenses by categories for their monthly data reports, that system has not been
used here. More than one person was employed by the SWAP to categorize offenders by type of offense, although
no effort was made to document intercoder reliability regarding the application of their categorization. Therefore,
the research team has chosen to adopt an independently developed typology for the categorization of offense. The
categorization developed by the research team was checked for intercoder reliability by having five team members
independently apply the typology to the data. No disagreements were found when categorizations were compared.
Because different systems for categorization were used, totals for offense categories from the sample cannot be

compared directly with totals for categories used by the Madison County SWAP in their Monthly Data Reports to
the ICHA. '

® Domestic battery was the most common offense among those who were on SWAP as the result of
committing crimes against persons (14 of the 23 offenders in this category). However, this category also included
two individuals sentenced for assault, three for aggravated assault and four for batter, one for possession of a

firearm by a felon and one for aggravated criminal sexual abuse. All but one of the crimes against persons
committed by SWAP offenders were misdemeanor offenses.
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Table 7: Current (SWAP) Offense Characteristics

Current Offense n %
Offense Type
Driving Offense 45 34.6%
Drug Offense 5 3.8%
Person Offense 23 17.7%
Procedural Offense 39 30.0%
Property Offense 1 8.5%
Other 7 5.4%
Total 130 100.0%
Offense Classification
Criminal Felony 17 13.0%
Criminal Misdemeanor 55 42.0%
Traffic 26 19.8%
Civil Contemnpt 33 25.2%
Total 131 100.0%
Number of Charges Involved
One 63 48.5%
Two 23 17.7%
Three 23 17.7%
Four or more 21 16.2%
Total 130 100.0%" i

Average number of charges: 2.3
Standard deviation: 1.9

Median number of charges: 2.0 '
Range: 1-10

' Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.

SWAP participants also were categorized based on the number of charges for which

they were convicted. SWAP offenders averaged 2.32 charges on their current (SWAP) offense.

About one-half of the offenders (48.5%) were convicted of one charge. Offenders convicted of

two charges constituted 17.7 percent of the sample as did those convicted of three. Individuals

convicted of four or more charges made up 16.2 percent of the sample.

Table 8 summarizes the SWAP participants’ current offense type categorized by level of
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offense. All but one of the current offenses in the person category were misdemeanor offenses.
Among the property offenses. 63.6 percent were misdemeanors and 36.4 percent were felonies.
Sixty percent of the dfug offenses were felonies. A greater diversity existed among current
offenses in the 'driving’ category: 31.1 percent were misdemeanors, 11.1 percent were felonies,
and 57.8 percent were categorized as traffic offenses. Procedural offenses varied in level
although the majority were contempt citations (84.6%).

Table 8: Current Offense Type by Offense Classification’

Misdemeanor Felony Traffic Contempt Total
n 22 1 23
Person
% 95.7% 4.3% 100.0%
n 7 4 1
Property
% 63.6% 36.4% 100.0%
Drug n 2 3 5 |
% 40.0% 60.0% 100.0% "
=1l
n 14 5 26 45 1,
Driving
% 31.1% 11.1% 57.8% 100.0%
Procedural n 2 4 33 39
% 5.1% 10.3% 84.6% 100.0%
n 7 7
Other
% 100.0% 100.0% "

7 .
The one SWAP participant whose current offense was a sex offense (felony) is omitted from the table.
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4. SWAP Participants' Offense Histories

Information was collected on the arrest histories of each offender in the sample.® The
average number of prior arrests was 4.3; offenders in the sample ranged from having no prior
arrests (8.4%) to 22 (.8% or one individual). Fifty percent of the sample had four arrests or
fewer.

Table 9: Number of Prior Arrests

Number of Prior Arrests n %
No priors 11 8.4%
1 prior 17 : 13.0%
2 priors 22 16.8%
3 priors . 10 7.6%
4 priors 25 19.1%
S priors 14 10.7%
6 priors 9 6.9%
7 priors 7 5.3%
8 priors 1 0.8%
9 priors ; 4 3.1%

10 priors or more 11 . 8.4%

Total 131 100.0%'

Average number of prior arrests: 4.3 Median number of prior arrests: 4.0

Standard deviation: 3.8 Range: 0-22 prior arrests

' Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding,.

®Information regarding the prior arrest history of each SWAP participant was collected from Illinois State
Police (ISP) criminal history reports (“rap sheets”) and CIMIS reports. In theory, rap sheets include each felony and
misdemeanor arrest for an individual, regardless of where the arrest occurs, while CIMIS reports include the same
information, as well as traffic and ordinance violations, but are limited to one county. Although attempts were
made to reconcile these two documents, it proved impossible. For example, a felony arrest that occurred in
Madison County should have appeared on both the rap sheet and the CIMIS report. However, more often than not.
this did not occur. After discussions among CLES and ICJIA staff, it was decided the ISP data would serve as the
primary data source. If those data were unavailable for an individual, the CIMIS data were to be used. All

ordinance and traffic violations listed on an individual’s CIMIS report were to be appended to the date from their
rap sheet.
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Using the same typology developed by the research team to categorize the offenses that
placed the offenders on the SWAP, the research team categorized offenders' offense histories.
The offenders’ previous and current offenses were categorized according to type. Then, their
offense histories were categorized based on which offense type was most prevalent. The
resulting categorization of predominant offense type in the offenders' histories is summarized in
Table 10. Approximately one-fourth (24.2%) of the sample had offense histories consisting
predominantly of committing property crimes; an almost equal number (22.5%) were involved
primarily with person offenses. Driving offense histories were found among 10.0 percent of the
sample; few offenders had prior histories of predominant involvement in drug (7.5%),
procedural (2.5%), or other (5.0%) offenses. It should be noted that the largest percent of the
SWAP sample, 28.3 percent, had mixed offense histories (i.e., no one type of offense was most
common).

The .offerise histories of the SWAP participants were examined to determine whether
they contained offenses against persons. As shown in Table 10, the offense histories of most

SWAP participants (51.1%) did not contain offenses against persons.
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Table 10: Offense History Types

Offense History n %

Predominant Type of Offense

Driving offense 12 10.0%
Drug offense 9 7.5%
Person offense 27 22.5%
Procedural offense 3 2.5%
Property offense 29 24.2%
Mixed offense history 34 28.3%
Other _ , 6 5.0%

Total 120' 100.0%

Offense Against Person in Offense History

No 67 51.1%
Yes _ 64 48.9%
Total 131 100.0%

Eleven SWAP participants did not have prior offenses.

5. Time on SWAP and Type of Discharge

Thié section contains the results of two separate analyses. The first, presented in Tables

11 énd 12, uses data taken from the offender time sheets provided by the Madison County

| SWAP Coordinator for participants in our sample. Data were available for the number of days
the offender was required to complete, the number of days the offender actually completed, the
number of hours worked, and the offender's discharge status. This analysis provides information
regarding s'ample offenders’ time on SWAP, and their type of discharge. The second analysis,
presented in Tables 13 and 14, uses data from offender time sheets provided by the Madison
County SWAP Coordinator for all SWAP participants from December, 1994 through July,

1996. These data provide a broader view of the number of SWAP days required and completed
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since the data set goes beyond the group of offenders for which we have CIMIS data.

Offender Sample. Table 11 shows the data regarding the number of SWAP days
sample offenders were ordered to complete. The average number of days required was 15.4,
however, there was considerable variation. The offender with the least days required had three
days, while the offender with the most had 182 days. Half the offenders had 20.5 or fewer days
to complete. |

Table 11: Offender Sample: SWAP Days Required

Number of SWAP Days Required n %
1-5 days 39 _ 29.8%
6-10 days 28 21.4%
11-15 days 23 17.6%
16-20 days 12 9.2%
21-25 days 7 ' 5.3%
26 days or more 22 } 16.8%
Total 7? 100.1%'
Average days required: 15.4 days ’ _Median days required: 9.0 days
Standard deviation: 20.5 days Range: 3-182 days

' Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.

The percentage of SWAP days completed for each offender was obtained by dividing
the number of days completed by the number of days required. As shown in Table 12, the
overwhelming majority of SWAP offenders in the sample completed 100 percent of their days
required. The average percent of days completed was 91.8 percent. Oﬁly one offender failed to

complete any days required and fewer than nine percent completed less than half of their

required days.
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Table 12: Offender Sample: Percentage of Days Completed and Discharge Type

SWAP Performance n %
Percent of SWAP Days Competed
0 percent ] 0.8%
1-20 percent 7 - 5.3%
21-40 percent 3 2.3%
41-60 percent 0 0.0%
61-80 percent 2 1.5%
81-99 percent 5 3.8%
100 percent 113 86.3%
Total 131 100.0%
Average percent completed: 91.8% Median percent competed: 100.0%
Standard deviation: 24.0% Range: 0%-100.0%
Discharge Type
Time served : 113 . 86.9%
Early release 5 3.9%
AWOL 12 9.2%
Total 130 100.0%

Nearly all SWAP participants (86.9%) were successfully discharged from the progfam
for time served (See Table 12). A small percent (3.9%) were granted early release from the
program; 12 participants (9.2%) were listed as AWOL on their SWAP time sheets.

Offender Population (December 94-July 96). According to the time sheets provided
by the Madison County SWAP, offenders in the program between December, 1994 and July,
1996, were required to perform an average of 14 days on SWAP (see Table 13). Half of those in

the program during that time were required to perform ten or more days on SWAP. The days

required ranged from two days to 182 days.



Table 13. Offender Population (December 94-July 96): SWAP Days Required

Number of SWAP Days Required n %
1-5 days 89 27.6%
6-10 days 87 26.9%
11-15 days 51 15.8%
16-20 days 31 9.6%
21-25 days 19 5.9%
26-30 days 29 9.0%
31 days or more 17 5.3%
Total 323 100.1%'
Average days required: 14.0 days Median days required: 10.0 days
Standard deviation: 15.7 days Range: 2.0-182.0 days

Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.

Table 14 summarizes the data regarding the percentage of required SWAP days

completed by the population of offenders in the program from December, 1994 through July,

1996. Over 70 percent of the offenders completed all of their required SWAP days. A small

percent, 2.5 percent, completed none of their days; 9.6 percent completed one-fifth or fewer of

their required SWAP days.

Table 14. Offender Population (December 94-July 96): Percent of Days Completed
Percent of SWAP Days Competéd n %
0 percent 8 2.5%
1-20 percent 31 9.6%
21-40 percent 20 6.2%
41-60 percent 9 2.8%
61-80 percent 7 2.2%
81-99 percent 17 5.3%
100 percent 231 71.5%

Total 323 100.1%'

' Average percent completed: 81.9%
Standard deviation: 33.1%

Median percent competed: 100.0%
Range: 0%-100.0%

' Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding,




Comparison of the Sample and the Population. Data regarding days required and
percentage completion rate were compared to determine whether substantial differences exist
between the offender sample and the population described above. The average number of days
required was 15.4 days for the sample and 14.0 for the population. Fifty percent of the sample
were required to perform ten or more SWAP days; fifty percent of the population were required
to perform nine or more days. The offenders in the sample completed a greater percentage of
their SWAP days than did those in the population. The sample averaged 91.8 percent of their
required days, while the population aQeraged 81.9 percent days completed. The comparison of
the sample and offender population data on these Qariables indicate small, but statistically

insignificant, differences. Thus some similarity between the sample and the population exists.
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1. The Impact of the Madison County SWAP

A. Impact on the Sheriff’s Department, Jail and Courts

1. Impact on the Sherifl"s Department

The impact of the SWAP on the Madison County Sheriff’s Department was assessed in
the areas of personnel, finances, and other resources. Since its inception, the SWAP has
operated at approximately the same staffing level. The supervisor has always been a full-time
Sheriff’s Department employee who has taken on SWAP supervision in addition to other pre-
existing duties within the department. The supervisor relies heavily on the SWAP coordinator
and work crew field supervisor to take care of the day-to-day operations of the SWAP. During
an interview, the current SWAP supervisor estimatgd five to six hours per month of his time is
devoted to the SWAP. This is primarily spent on paperwork and reporting related to the grant
funding. The supervisor indicated that when he first assumed the duties of SWAP supervisor,
the job consumed more of his time. He attributed this to some disorganization in the program
documentation and a backlog in required program reports at the time he assumed his duties.

The only new position in the Madison County Sheriff’s Department attributable to the
SWARP is the coordinator. Initially the coordinator’s position was 15 hours per week. Within
the first six months of the program, this was expanded to its current level of 20 hours per week.
The field supervisor was moved to that position from the jail. The position at the jail left vacant
by the SWAP field supervisor was never filled.

The financial burden of the SWAP on the Sheriff’s Departmént has been small in
relation to the overall size of the Sheriff’s Department budget. Initially, the financial impact of
the SWAP was reduced by ICJIA funding. The first year budget provided for a $50,000 grant
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with a $16,667 local match. In the initial year of SWAP operations, ICJIA funding covered
most of the personnel costs and the costs of initial equipment purchases such as a van. tools and
trailer. Since then, the SWAP has had little need to purchase additional equipment. Most
additional equipment, such as power or hand tools, was donated by recipients of SWAP
services. This has freed most of the SWAP budget to cover personnel costs, which primarily
consist of the full-time salary of the field supervisor and the part-time salary of the SWAP
coordinator. Although ICJIA funding required a 25 percent local match, and then ended
completely on September 30, 1996, local funding has been adequate to meet the SWAP’s
resource needs. In a May 17, 1996 interview, the SWAP supervisor estﬁnated an annual cost of
$50,000 for continued SWAP operations. He believed local funding at this level would have a
limited impact on the approximately $4 million Sheriff’s Department budget. |

2. Impact on the Jail

The number of offenders removed from the Madison County Jail by the SWAP, and the
expenditures of time and other resources by the jail for SWAP-r‘elated activities, are the primary
measures of the SWAP’s impact on the jail. Prior to April, 1995, the data regarding the number
of offenders removed from the jail by the SWAP were unavailable because up to that time, the
courts sentenced offenders directly to the SWAP. There is no way of knowing if offenders
sentenced to the SWAP were sentenced in lieu of jail or in lieu of other sentencing options such
as more traditional community service requirements. Beginning in April, 1995, all offenders in
the SWAP were initially sentenced to jail and then placed in the SWAP through an agreement
with the SWAP coordinator apd subsequent order of the court. Because of this, all offenders in
the SWAP would by definition otherwise have been in the jail. Also, because the type of
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offender in the SWAP did not drastically change after April, 1995 it would appear a large
percentage of those in the SWAP prior to that date would, otherwise have been in the jail.
Based on the monthly reports submitted by the SWAP to the ICJIA from April 1995 through
September 1996, 305 offenders were placed on the SWAP, an average of 16.9 offenders per
month. This is further illustrated in Table 15.

Table 15: Offenders Removed From Jail by the SWAP

Time Periods Number Removed From Jail i Monthly Average

4/95 through 12/95 131 14.6

1/96 through 9/96 174 19.3
Totals 305 16.9

While the SWAP has removed offenders from the Madison County Jail, it has not
resulted in any dramatic downward shift in the jail population. In a description of the program
submitted by the SWAP to tﬁe ICJIA as Exhibit A of Local Agreement #4465, it is stated that
sentenced offenders removed by the SWAP have made room for pre-trial detainees who would
otherwise have been released on bail, albeit with some reservation. In an interview conducted
by the research team on August 1, 1996, the Madison County Jail Superintendent also stated his
belief that those removed by the SWAP were being replaced by others, although he offered no
opinion about what type of offenders were replacing those removed by the SWAP..

The cost of the SWAP to the jail in terms of resources and staff appéars to be minimal.
The most significant cost has been the transfer of one person from the jail staff to the SWAP to
act as field supervisor. In an interview with the jail superintendent, it was noted that the
position had not been filled, but that the jail has “worked around it.” Access to the jail, jail

records, and the jail inmates afforded to the SWAP coordinator was not noted as a problem.
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3. Impact on the Courts

To determine the impact on the courts, interviews were conducted on August 1, 1996,
with the two local judges with primary responsibility for criminal cases. These individuals were
identified as the judges having the most day-to-day contact with the SWAP. Both indicated
broad support for the general idea of the SWAP as well as for £he program as it currently exists.
In addition, both expressed great faith in the work of the SWAP supervisor and coordinator.
Because of this faith, both indicated that little of their time is spent on matters pertaining to the
SWAP. Both rely on the SWAP coordinator for reports and draft orders. One judge further
noted that while he reviews draft orders for the SWAP placement submitted by the. SWAP
coordinator he rarely finds reason to change them. With regard to sentencing practices, neither
judge believéd the existence of the SWAP altered their sentencing practices.
B. Impact on SWAP Participants

The impact of the SWAP participation on the offenders in SWAP has been assessed by
two means. Self-reported descriptions of the impact of the SWAP on Madison County |
participants were solicited through a mailed survey. In addition, data were collected from
CIMIS reports and arrest records made availabie by the Illinois State Police to identify the
participants-’ pre-SWAP and post-SWAP arrest histories. These histories have been examined
to identify any evidence of the SWAP having had an impact on the participants offending
behavior.

1. The Participant Survey

In July, 1996, a short sﬁrvey with a cover letter was mailed to the 131 SWAP
participants in the offender sample. (The survey and cover letter are contained in Appendix C).
The cover letter explained to the SWAP participants why the sﬁrvey was being conducted and
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assured them the results of the survey would be anonymous. To allow responses to be
anonymous, returns were not tracked. Therefore, only one mailing of the survey was done; no
reminder letters or cards were sent. Both the survey and the cover letter were written at a 6th
grade reading level to avoid readability problems with a sample who had varying levels of
formal education.

Only 13 surveys were returned, a return rate of 9.9 percent. Clearly, one cannot
generalize from the 13 returned surveyg to the sample of 131. However, the surveys provide the
only direct comment by offenders on the SWAP in Madison County.!! Therefore, the survey
results have been summarized. (Appendix D contains tables summarizing the characteristics of
the thirteen SWAP participants who responded to the survey.)

Introduction to the SWAP. The first substantive section of the survey asked the
respondents questions about how they became SWAP participants. All respondents stated they
understood participation in the SWAP was voluntary. Ten of the respondents (76.9%) said they
were in jail when they were asked to participate in the SWAP; three (23.1%) said they were not
(see Table 16). The three who said they were not in jail when asked to participate in the SWAP
may-represent the small portion of offenders sentenced by judges directly to the SWAP rather
than selected from the jail by the SWAP coordinator. In fact, two of the three respondents said
their sentencing judge had been the first one to talk to them about the SWAP. A prosecutor
had been the first to speak to two others. Most of the respondents had been informed about the
SWAP by the SWAP Coordinator or jail personnel. Three of the respondents (23.1%) had
known about the SWAP before someone asked them to participate, with each reporting they had

known someone who had been on the SWAP.

" The group of 13 SWAP participants who returned the surveys will be referred to in this discussion as the
survey respondents.
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Table 16: Respondents' Introduction to the SWAP

Characteristic

n %
Were vou in jail when asked?
No 3 23.1%
Yes 10 76.9%
Total 13 100.0%
| Who first asked you to participate in SWAP?

Sentencing judge 2 15.4%
Sheniff’s Office personnel 9 69.2%
State's Attorney's Office personnel 2 15.4%

Total 13 100.0%
Did you know SWAP before you were asked to participate?
No 10 76.9%
Yes 3 23.1%

Total 13 100.0% i

Offenders who had been incarcerated when approached to participate in the SWAP
were asked how many days they had been in jail prior to agreé'mg to work on the program (See

Table 17). On average, the offenders had been in jail 4.5 days when asked to participate in the

SWAP, with the number of days ranging from a low of two to a high of thirteen days.

Table 17: Number of Days in Jail Before Being Asked to Participate in the SWAP

Number of days n %

2 days 4 40.0%

3 dayvs 2 20.0%

4 davs 2 20.0%

10 davs 1 10.0%

13 days 1 10.0%
10 100.0%

Average davs m jail: 4.5

Median days i jail: 3.0
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Time served on the SWAP. Table 18 summarizes the offenders' responses to the
question of how many days they were on the SWAP. Respondents averaged 16.6 days on the

SWAP, with a minimum of three days and a maximum sixty being reported. Fifty percent of

the offender respondents had been on the SWAP 12 days or less. Additionally, offenders were

asked whether they had been on the SWAP more than once, 15.4 percent (n=2) reported they

had been on the SWAP twice.

Table 18. Days and Times on the SWAP

1

SWAP Participation T n %
How many days on the SWAP?
3 to S days 3 23.1%
6 to 10 days 3 23.1%
11 to 15 days 3 23.1%
16 days or more 4 30.8%

Total 13 ‘ 100.0%
Average number of days: 16.6 Median number of days: 12.0 4
How manythnesonthﬁSWAP? B 1
Once 11 84.6%
Twice 2 15.4%

Total 13 100.0%

Impact of the SWAP on Employment. The respondents were asked questions to
determine what impact, if any, SWAP participation had on their employment (see Table 19).

The majority of the respondents said they had a regular job when working on the SWAP: 46.2

percent said they did not. Only two of those with a regular job said that the SWAP caused

problems with their employment. Neither elaborated on the extent of those problems.
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When asked whether they had a job after the SWAP, ten respondents said yes (three
more than the number who had a job while on SWAP). Most respondents said that the SWAP
had no impact on their ability to obtain or keep a job. Three others said their SWAP experience
helped them keep a job; one said it helped him/her find a job.

Table 19: SWAP and Employment

Responses B %

Did you have a regular job?

No 6 46.2%

Yes 7 53.8%
Total 13 100.0%

Did the SWAP cause problems with your job?

No 5 71.4%
Yes N 2 28.6%

Total 7 100.0%
Did you have a job after the SWAP?

No | 2 16.7%
Yes . 10 83.3%
Total 12 100.0%

Did the SWAP help you find or keep a job?

No 8 66.7%
Yes - fmd ' 1 8.3%
Yes - keep ’ . 3 25.0%

Total 12 | 100.0%

Evaluation of the SWAP. Finally, respondents were asked to evaluate the SWAP (see
Table 20). The respondents were unanimous in their support for the SWAP; all 12 said it was a
good idea. Several respondents said it was a good alternative for those unable to pay fines and

those who had families needing them at home.
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Respondents also were asked to describe whaf they liked and disliked about the SWAP.
Eight said they liked the SWAP because it allowed them to get out of jail, although individual
reasons for wanting out of jail varied. One said they wanted out of jail because they did not like
being incarcerated with people who had commined more serious offenses. Another commented
that the SWAP provided a chance to get away from "squabbles in jail." Respondents also said
they liked the opportunity to do hard work outdoors and appreciated the chance to do something
for the small towns. One female respondent commented on the opportunity to work with a team:
"Most of all working with the group of guys I got to be with cause they treated me right. . . "

Although most respondents said there was nothing they disliked about the SWAP, two
mentic;ned they had been exposed to poison ivy. One other said the work was too hard and
another complained that other SWAP offenders had bad attitudes. F urther, one respondent
disliked the fact that failure to satisfactorily complete the SWAP led to a doubling of their jail
sentence.

Table 20: Evaluation of the SWAP

Is SWAP a good idea? n %

No 0 0.0%

Yes 12 100.0%
Total 12 100.0%

2. Correlates of Satisfactory Completion

Tables 21, 22, and 23 were developed, using CIMIS data, in order to identify any
relationships existing between offender or offense chafacteristics and the satisfactory
completion of the SWAP. Table 21 displays the relationships between offender marital status,
gender and racial/ethnic identification. While patterns do emerge from the data, none of thé

relationships are statistically significant at the .05 level. As discussed earlier, the majority of
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Madison SWAP participants are not married, male, and white. Unmarried participants (14.4%)
have a higher percent of unsatisfactory SWAP completions than do married offenders (5.9%).
Female participants were more likely than male participants to have unsatisfactory completions
of their time on the SWAP. The percentage of white offenders with unsatisfactory discharges
from SWAP (11.9%) was higher than the percentage of non-white offenders with unsatisfactory
discharges (3.3%).

Table 21: Offender Characteristics by Discharge Type

Satisfactory Completion | Unsatisfactory Completion Total

Offender
Characteristics n % ] % | %
Marital Stams

Married 16 94.1% 1 5.9% 17 100.0%

Not Married 101 85.6% 17 14.4% 118 100.0%
Gender

Male. 103 90.4% 11 9.7% 114 100.1%'

Female 15 88.2% 2 11.8% 17 100.0%
Racial Identification

White 89 88.1% 12 11.9% 101 100.0%
Non-white 29 96.6% 1 3.3% 30 99.9%!'

'Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.

The potential relationship between discharge type and age, the number of arrests prior
to SWAP participation, the number of arrests after SWAP participation, and the length of
SWAP time received was examined. Of these variables, both sentence length and prior arrests
were related to satisfactory SWAP completion. As detailed in Table 22, those who
satisfactorily completed the SWAP averaged a 13.8 day sentence, compared to a 29 1 day
average sentence received by offenders who failed to complete the program. Similarly, those

with less prior criminal involvement were more likely to satisfactorily complete the SWAP than
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were their counterparts with more extensive prior criminal histories. Those who failed to

complete the SWAP exhibited greater criminal involvement post-SWAP than did those who

satisfactorily completed the program. Additionally, older offenders appear more likely to

complete the SWAP than their younger counterparts.

Table 22: Discharge Type by Various Offender and Offense Characteristics

—i
Offender Characteristics Average Std. Dev. Median Minimum Maximum
Age at Successful 31.24 8.21 30.69 17.0 59.00
Discharge »
Unsuccessful 26.80 7.90 25.15 18.0 38.00
Number of Successful 0.39 0.40 0.28 00.0 220
Prior Arrests' :
Annualized Unsuccessful 1.06 1.13 0.71 0.05 3.64
Number of Successful 0.44 0.80 0.00 00.0 4.82
Post Arrests
Amnualized | Unsuccessful 0.91 1.20 0.64 00.0 431
Length of Successful 13.84 14.88 8.50 3.00 110.00
SWAP : -
Sentence! Unsuccessful 29.08 46.68 18.00 5.00 182.00 i
——

! The difference in means is statisﬁc:lly significant at .05 level

Two offense characteristics (offense type and offense level) were analyzed to determine

their relationship to discharge type. As displayed in Table 23, neither of the offense

characteristics had a statistically significantly impact (at the .05 level) on the SWAP discharge

type, however, some interesting findings were revealed. All participants convicted of drug

offenses received satisfactory discharges from the SWAP. Those convicted of dniving or

procedural offenses had high percentages of completion, 95.6 percent and 94.9 percent

respectively. Lower levels of satisfactory completion were attained by offenders who

committed offenses against persons (87.0%), property> (63.5%) or offenses in the “other”

category (71.4%).
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There was little variation in the percentages of satisfactory completion for the different
SWAP offense levels. They ranged from a low of 82.3 percent, for felony offenders, to a high
of 96.2 percent, for those with driving offenses.

Table 23: Offense Characteristics by Discharge Type

[ Satisfactory Completion | Unsatisfactory Completion Total
Offense
Characteristics n % B Y% n %
SWAP Offense Type
Person 20 | 87.0% 3 13.0% 23 100.0%
Property 7 63.6% 4 36.4% 1 100.0%
Drug 5 100.0% 0 0.0% 5 100.0%
Driving 43 95.6% 2 4.4% 45 100.0%
Procedural 37 94.9% 2 5.1% 39 100.0%
Other 5 71.4% 2 28.6% 7 1100.0%
SWAP Offense Level
Felony 14 82.3% 3 17.7% 17 100.0%
Misdemeanor 48 87.3% 7 12.7% 55 . 100.0%
Traffic 25 96.2% 1 , 3.9% 26 100.1%'
Contempt 31 93.9% 2 6.1% 33 100.0%

! Totals slightly over or under 100 percent are due to rounding.

3. Correlates of Post-SWAP Recidivism

As previously discussed, information was collected on the number of arrests after
SWAP participation for each offender in the sample. While the majority of participants
remained arrest-free after being involved in the SWAP, more than one-third were re-arrested at
least once during the nine-month follow-up period (see Table 24).

Using the same typology developed by the research team, the post-SWAP arrests were
categorized and summarized; those results are included in Table 24. Of the 45 individuals who
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were arrested one or more times since being placed on the SWAP, the largest category (28.9
percent) was accused of committing a crime against persons, such as assault. Arrests for drug

(13.3 percent) and property (15.6 percent) crimes also were common among the SWAP

participants.
Table 24. Post-SWAP Arrest Histories
Number of Post-SWAP Arrests B - % ]
No post arrests 86 65.6%
1 post arrest 25 19.9%
2 post arrests 12 9.2%
3 post arrests 6 4.6%
4 post arrests 1 0.8%
5 or more post arrests 1 0.8%
Total 131 100.1%
Average number of post-SWAP arrests: .59 Median number of post-SWAP arrests: 0
Standard deviation: 1.01 Range: 0-6 post-SWAP arrests
Predominant Type of Post-SWAP Offense
Person offense 13 | 28.9%
Property offense 6 13.3%
Drug offense 7 15.6%
Driving offense 4 8.9%
Sex offense 1 22%
Mixed offense history 12 26.7%
Other . 1 4.4%
Total 45 100.0%

'Totals above or below 100.0 percent are due to roundng.

When the SWAP participants were categorized according to the predominant offense in

their pre-SWAP arrest histories, only one category of offenders was more likely to be rearrested
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post-SWAP (see Table 25).!2 Over half of the SWAP participants whose pre-SWAP offense
histories contained predominantly offenses against persons were rearrested after they completed
the SWAP. Approximately one-third of those whose offense histories were categorized as
mixed, other, procedufal or property offenses were rearrested. One quarter of those whose
offense histories contained predominantly drug offenses were rearrested. Only 18.2 percent of
the SWARP participants with no pre-SWAP offenses were rearrested after SWAP participation.
As shown in Table 25, participants with at least one offense against persons in their offense

history were more likely to be rearrested (39.1 percent) than were those without a person

offense in their history.

Table 25: Pre-SWAP Offense History and Post-SWAP Arrests
Predominant Pro- Rearrested " Not Rearrested Total
SWAP Offense Type n Y n % n %
Driving offense 3 25.0% 9 75.0% 12 100.0% ||
Drug offense 2 22.2% 7 77.8% 9 100.0% f
Mixed offense history 12 35.3% 22 64.7% 34 100.0%

“ Other ‘ 2 33.3% 4 66.7% 6 100.0%
Person offense 14 51.9% 13 48.1% 27 100.0%
Procedural offense 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 3 100.0%
Property offense 9 31.0% 20 69.0% 29 100.0%
No offense history 2 18.2% 9 81.8% 11 100.0%
Offense History Contained a Person Offense
No 18 32.1% 38 67.9% 56 100.0% "
Yes 25 39.1% 39 60.9% 64 100.0% ||

‘ 12 The relationship between type of pre-SWAP offense history and being rearrested post-SWAP is not
statlsnc.all_v significant at the .05 level. However, given the small number of individuals rearrested and the number of
categories for pre-SWAP arrest history. the apparent pattern should be noted even in the absence of a statistically

significant relationship.
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Table 26 displays the relationship between a variety of participant characteristics and
being arrested after SWAP participation. SWAP participants who were married were less likely
to be rearrested than those who were not married. Thirty-six percent of male participants were
rearrested after SWAP participation while only 23.5 percent of females were. Half of the non-
white participants were rearrested after SWAP participation; as were 29.7 percent of the white
participants.'

Table 26: Participant Characteristics and Post-SWAP Arrests

Not Rearrested After SWAP Rearrested After SWAP Total

Characteristics n : % R % ] %
Marital Status

Married 13 76.5% 4 23.4% 17 100.0%
Not Married 71 63.4% 41 36.6% 112 100.0%
Gender

Male 73 64.0% 41 36.0% 114 100.0%
Female 13 76.5% 4 23.5% 17 100.0%
Racial Identification’

White 71 70.3% 30 29.7% 101 100.0%
Non-white 15 50.0% 15 50.0% 30 100.0%

'Relationship is statistically significant at the .05 level.

The analysis presented in Table 27 compares the average age of those SWAP
participants who were rearrested with the average age of those who were not. Those rearrested,
on average, were younger, had more arrests per year before SW AP participation, and had

completed less of their required SWAP sentences than had those who were not rearrested. The

. B The relationship between race/ethnicity and rearrest persisted when controls for type of offense history and
seniousness of offenses were introduced. However, given the small sample size, those relationships ceased to be
statistically significant at the .05 level when the third variable was introduced.
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average length of SWAP sentence was similar for the two groups, however, sentence length
varied more among those rearrested than among those not rearrested. This suggests a portion of
those rearrested may be committing more serious offenses‘ or offending more frequently (as
shown with the comparison of annualized arrest figures) and thus receiving longer sentences.

When drawing conclusions from these data regarding the post-SWAP arrests of the
participant sample, it is important to keep in mind the small size of the sample and the short
follow-up penod during which these individuals were tracked. It is possible that apparently
significant patterns observed here may be a function of a small sample or the short period of
observati_on.

Table 27: Post-SWAP Rearrest by Various Offender and Offense Characteristics

..-‘ —_ﬂ_—_r-—-——-__\
I Offender Characteristics n Average Std. Dev. Median Minimum | Maximum

Age at Not Rearrested 85 324 8.0 325 17.6 59.4
Discharge’

Rearrested 45 277 8.0 27.1 17.3 47.0
Number of Not Rearrested 85 4 .5 2 0 36
Prior Arrests
Amnualized® Rearrested 45 7 5 5 0 22
Length of Not Rearrested 86 15.3 16.7 9.5 30 116.0
SWAP
-Sentence Rearrested 45 155 26.6 9.0 30 182.0
Percentage of | Not Rearrested | 86 95.5 17.4 100.0 10.0 100.0
SWAP Days
Completed ! | Rearrested 45 849 323 100.0 30 100.0

'Relationship is statistically significant at the .05 level.
*Relationship is statistically significant at the .00] level.

C. Impact on the Community
As discussed above in the program description, a major goal of the Madison County
SWAP was to provide community service. In particular, the program architects envisioned an

opportunity to provide workers for public works projects in townships and municipalities that
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could not otherwise afford to have the projects completed. Table 28 summarizes the
accomplishments of the Madison County SWAP. During the period of January, 1992, through
September, 1996, 645 offenders participated in the SWAP. The program averaged 24.6
offenders per month. A total of 365 projects were worked, with a monthly average of 16.
These projects totaled 57,346 hours of public service work, averaging 1,274 hours per month.

Table 28: Summary of SWAP Activity: January, 1993-September, 1996

SWAP Activity Total Monthly Average Minimum Maximum
Offenders in Program 645 24.6 3 32
Projects worked 365 8.1 2 16
Hours worked 57.346 1,274 4 360 2.296

Telephone contact was made with 22 of the work sites in order to obtain their comments
and evaluation of the Madison County SWAP. The majority of the work providers contacted
were municipalities and townships. Others included departments of county government, private
agencies, and not-for-profit organizations. Opportunitieé for work were provided in three
general areas: interior work, exterior work, and community service project participétion.
Examples of interior work included moving property, stripping and waxing floors, painting
hallways, and changing light bulbs. Exterior work included, but was not limited to, lawn care,
sandbagging during floods, repairing vandalized 19th century tombstones, highway clean-up,
creek and nature preserve clean-up, and fence painting. Work completed for a community
service project involved assembling holiday packages.

Of the 22 worksite providers successfully contacted, 16 reported being exceptionally

satisfied with the SWAP workers, and six related satisfaction with the work completed. Only
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one of the worksite providers reported any indication of a problem with the program: it was
difficult to schedule the workers because of the increased demand for SWAP services.

One of the supplementary comments made by some of those interviewed was that the
SWAP has been assisting the police department in cleaning up vacant lots, thereby reducing the
incidence of criminal activity in those areas. Another respondent indicated the SWAP workers
are well-mannered and hard-working and they have been delighted with the program, and hope
it continues. A third evaluator reported that she had third graders and SWAP workers on the
premises at the same time and was "amazed" at the "group dynamics" of the SWAP workers.
Additional comments made included, "they were fantastic. We’d have them back anytime",
"The manner in which they get their work done is very professional.”, "I'd hire any one of
them if they needed work. They’re hard-working and neat to talk to.", and "It’s a worthwhile

program. We've had tremendous success with them "
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IV. Conclusions and Rec.ommendations

The Madison County SWAP has fulfilled its initial objectives: (1) removal of inmates
from the county jail, and (2) provision of a means for offenders to pay back their debt to
socieiy. It appears this has been accomplished while maintaining strict standards for conduct
and job performance. Interviews and documents revealed no incidents where community safety
has been compromised.

Two major changes have occurred since the inception of the Madison County SWAP.
First, the persons in the positions of program supervisor and coordinator have changed, and
second, the judiciary no longer sentences offenders directly to the SWAP. Now, the SWAP
staff makes the initial determination of program eligibility from the sentenced population in the
jail. Based on interviews conducted and data gathered by the research team, both of these
changes appear to be positive. The turn-over in staff has, by all accounts, tightengd internal
contréls. By allowing the SWAP staff to make the initial determination of program eligibility,
the use of the program as a jail removal tool has been assured. This sentencing change also
increased work crew numbers.

The proportion of SWAP offenders who are currently sentenced for a crime against a
person should be examined in light of the SWAP's mission to use non-violent offenders. All .of
the crimes against a person are for either battery or domestic battery. While all of these
offenses are misdemeanors, the research team recommends the SWAP re‘-eva]uate whether these
are appropriate offenders.

The data gathered indicate SWAP had a impact on the community. Both local

government and charitable entities expressed pleasure and gratitude for the work conducted by
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the SWAP. They were pleasantly surprised with the discipline exhibited by the SWAP work
crews. Certain aspects of the structure of the SWAP are responsible for the good discipline in
the program. Structural components which enhance discipline include the agreement by the
judiciary to impose a sentence of double the remaining SW AP time for program violations, and
the use of pickup orders and warrants drafted by the coordinator to allow relatively swift
résponse to program violations. Also, the structure of the SWAP contributes to the positive
commuﬁity impact. For example, because the SWAP is providing labor and services that would
otherwise not be provided, the gratitude of the recipients is fostered by program structure.
However, there are also indications that some of the positive discipline and community impacts
are the result of the individual qualities of the program coordinator and the field supervisor.
While those responsible for hiring these individuals should be commended, efforts should be
made to institutionalize these positive aspects to ensure a smooth transition when these
individuals eventually leave the SWAP.

Finally, all program personnel and judges interviewed recommended expanding the
program to include more offenders. None recommended changing the type of offenders eligible
for participation. For the program to be expanded, additional transportation will be required to

allow for multiple work crews. Supervisors for those crews would also need to be added.
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Appendix A

Offense Codes






SWAP Project - CIMIS, CHRIs, & Monthly Data Reports

OFFENSE CODES

Person Property Drug Driving Related Weapon Other Sex Offenses Procedural
101-assault 201-thef ($300-10K) | 301-pcs 404-DUJ 501-uuw 601-attempt 701-rape 801-contempt
102-aggravated assault | 202-retail theRt 302-mfg/d of cs 403-driving wirev/su lic | 502-uuw felon 603-issuance 702-criminal sexual | 803-perjury
103-battery 203-burglary 303-poss of cannabis | 406-1VC general felony | $03-possess weap / warrant assault 804-bail bond violation
104-aggravated battery | 204-crim dam to prop | 304-mfg/d cannabis 407-leaving accident felon 608-disord conduct 703-criminal sexual 805-felon failure to
105-robbery 205-thefl of mislaid 305-poss narc instru 416-title/reg off poss 504-foid violation 609-gambling abuse rin from furlough
106-armed robbery 206-thefl of labor ser | 306-mfg/d under 18 417-operate uninsur mv | 505-agg discharge 610-resist a cop 704-agg criminal 806-viol probation / CS
107-armed violence 207-poss of burg tool | 307-mfgdp non-narc | 418-excess speed firearm 612-prostitution / sexual assault 807-violate order of
108-murder 208-resident burglary | 308-misc cs violate 419-aggravated DUI 506-possess weapon pimping 705-agg criminal public protection
109-inv manslaughter 209-crim tres to veh 309-mfg/d by school | 420-fail to transfer title 507-deface weapon 614-obstruct justice sexual abuse 808-harass jurors
I'H1-attempted murder | 210-crim tres to prop | 310-mfg/d lookalike 421 -improp use of title 508-reckless 616-mob action 706-att agg criminal | -810-fail to pay support
114-kidnap related 211-crimtres to land | 31i-alcohol carry 422-no seatbelts discharge 617-reckless conduct sexual assault 81 1-fail to appear /
115-home invasion 212-cr dam state prop | 312-rec/possisell 423-mv acc w/ damage firecarm 619-ill liquor sales 707-public indecen warrant
117-unlawful restraint | 213-forgery 313-drug paraphenali | 424-drive w/o valid lic 509-armed violence/ | 621-disturbing peace | 708-cont sex delin of 812-juvenile charge
118-vof mansfaughter 214-dec prac / fraud 314-use intox comp 426-drive without lights CAT | weapon 622-ordinance ) a child (unknown)
122-intimidation 215-auto thefl 315-ped und influenc | 427-careless boat 510-armed violence/ | 623-cruel 1o animals 813-failure to pay fine
123-agg battery great 216-poss stolen vehic | 316-minor poss lig 429-reckless driving CATIl weapon 624-curfew violation 814-parole violation

bodily harm 217-arson 317-drugs (gen) 430-class/spec regis S11-unlawful 628-littering
124-agg battery w/gun | 218-known property | 318-unlaw del of alc | 431 -improper/defective discharge 629-contrib to delinq
125-attempted robbery damage 300-10K 432-limits on backing firearm of & minot
126-agg robbery 219-thefl (no $ Isted) 433-accident injury / 630-prowling
127-2* degree murder | 220-known property death 631-fleeing
128-att armed robbery damage 434-dwr risk harm 632-escape
132-agg assauht w/ 10K-100K 435-drive on rd for tr 633-viol liq con act
deadly wespon 223-attempt burglary 436-mv (gen) 634-contraband in
133-att agg robbery 225-false info on 437-fail to report prison

134-reckless homicide
135-apgravated arson
136-agg vehicle hijack
137-att agg veh hijack
138-conc homicide
139-domestic battery
140-harrass by phone
141-battery unborn kid
142-endanger kid
143-att agg battery
144-trans obs mess
145-disarm cop
146-solic for battery

charge slip
226-use credit card of

another
227-receive goods/

credit card fraud
228-crim tress (gen)
229-crim dam (gen)
230-rec stolen prop
231-vandalism
232-att mv thefl
233-shopflifling
234-attemp thefl
235-crim tres to resid
236-att reaid burglary

accident w/ injury
438-pass bus
439-no registration
440-ivc mids
441-fled / elude
443-disobey signal
499-unknown driving
related

633-solicit prostitute

636-ill use fireworks

637-ill trans liquor

638-clude cop

639-refusing to aid
officer







Appendix B

Monthly Data Report






4559
DATA

Agreement #4559
Moath/Year  November, 1995

Madison County SWAP
Manthly Data Report

Recipients of federal Aati-Drug Abuse Act funds are required, by that Act and pregram guidelines for its implementation,
to submit data which refeict the activity and impact of the program being funded. This farm has been developed 1o
‘capture data which desqibe the work of te Chicago Police Deparmmeat Nareote Nuisance Abatement Unit The farm,

in accordance with the intaagzncy agreement with the Authority, is 1 be sobenitted on 2 monthly dasis by the LSth of
the month following the period covered by the report.

The scrics of tahles that make up this form were designed o streamline the reporting, mansgerment, and analysis of data
It is imperitive that each mble in the form be completed sccurntely, To facilitare this, each ble is accompanied by a

brief set o repartiog directions. Should reparting questions or uncertainties arise a2 agy time, please coatzet the Autharity
for assistance. .

Submiaad by: Norm Nilsson, S.W .A.P. Coordinator

November 30, 1995
Date:

RECEIVED

FEDERAL & STATE GRANT.UNIT
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Offense Clus Number
Driving revoked license Misd.
Theft Misd. 1
___Driving suspended license Mied 2
Viclation Probation Misd.
Domestic Battery Misd. 4
| __Cont, Substance Felony ]
Total = 14

Total number of orfenders in the program
this month

|

“

% |

st

—=
e —

Totnl number of offenders completing the pro-gram this month.

Successfully 14
Unsuccessfully
1 Terminated
Total = 15

Number of offenders in the program who
would have othervise received jail

Lscnumm

Number of offenders Jocating permanent

jobs this month

Unknown
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Number of offender hours worked this

month //é Z /Z

Number of projects worked on this month ?

Number of projects completed this month s~ N
I Number of fees collected this month N H
E Amount of fees collected this month L _9_ H

This month’s activities:

U sy (- Dt fod L, /m/zzq%//
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Problems encountered: {ﬂ 4
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Offender Cover Letter & Survey






UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS
AT SPRINGFIELD

Center for Legal Studies

Institute for Public Affairs ' August 13, 1996
Public Affairs Center, Room 451

Springfield, lllinois 62794-9243

Name
Address
City, State, Zip

Dear Name:

The Center for Legal Studies at the University of Illinois in Springfield is evaluating the
Madison County SWAP (Sheriff's Work Alternative Program). As part of the evaluation we are
asking people who have worked on the SWAP to give us their opinions about the program. We
are sending this survey to all people who have been in the SWAP. These surveys ask you to tell
us your opinion about the SWAP. This information will tell us important information about how
the SWAP participants think the program works and how it could be changed.

You do not have to answer these questions. We are not keeping a record of who returns
these surveys so no one will know if you answered the questions. The Sheriff’s Office and the
judges will not know who answered our questions. If you don’t want to answer these questions,
just throw this survey away.

Please read all the questions. Then decide if you want to answer the questions. If you
want to answer the questions, please answer them by circling the answer or filling in the blank.
No one will know who filled out this form. Do not put your name on the survey. We have not
put any numbers on it to tell us who this survey was sent to. When we write about the answers
we will make sure no one can tell who gave answers to the survey.

If you want to answer the questions, please do so. When you are finished filling out this

form, put it in the stamped envelope and sent it to us. If you have any questions, call us at (217)
786-6343.

Sincerely,
Pinky S. Wassenberg Richard Schmitz
SWAP Evaluation Project SWAP Evaluation Project

UIS

Phone (217) 7866343  Fax (217) 786-7397



Madison County SWAP Evaluation Project

Center for Legal Studies
The University of Illinois, Springfield

We have been asked to evaluate the SWAP (Sheriff's Work Alternative Program) in Madison County.
Part of the evaluation is asking people who have worked on the SWAP to give us their opinions about the
program. Your name was given to us by the Madison County Sheriff’s Office as someone who has worked on
the SWAP.

You do not have to answer these questions. We are not keeping a record of who returns these survey
so no one will know if you answered the questions. The Sheriff's Office and the judges will not know who
answered our questions. If you don’t want to answer these questions, just throw this survey away.

Please read all the questions. Then decide if you want to answer the questions. If you want to answer
the questions, please answer them by circling the answer or filling in the blank. No one will know who filled
out this form. Do not put your name on this paper. We have not put any numbers on this paper to tell us w.
this survey was sent to. When you are finished filling out this form, put it in the stamped envelope and send it
to us.

1. Are you? a. Female b. Male
2. How old were you when you worked on the SWAP in Madison County? years old

3. Are you?
a. Black or African-American
b. Hispanic
c. White or Caucasian _
d. Other (If you chose other, how would you describe yourself? )

4 What was the last grade in school you finished?
a. Less than 8th grade
b. 8th or 9th grade
c. 10th or 11th grade
d. Graduated from high school or completed a GED
e. Some college
f. Other (Please explain: )

S. When you worked on the SWAP, did you live in Madison County?
a. No v
b. Yes

6. Did you work on the SWAP?
: a. Before trial
b. After trial and sentencing

6a. If you went to SWAP after trial, what had you been convicted of?
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10.

11.
12.

13.

14.

15.

Since you became an adult, how many times have you been arrested?
Since you became an adult, how many times have you been in jail?

Were you in jail when you were asked to work on the SWAP in Madison Cohnty?
a. No :
b. Yes

9a.  Ifyou were in jail, how many days had you been there when you were asked to work on the
SWAP?

Who first talked to you about the SWAP?
a. The judge at sentencing

b. A probation officer

¢. Someone from the Sheriff’s office

d. Other (If other, who? )

10a. Did the person who placed you on the SWAP give you a choice?
a. No

b. Yes

10a. If they gave you a choice, why did you agree to work on the SWAP?

How many days did you work on the SWAP? days
What did you like about the SWAP? '

What did you dislike about the SWAP?

How many times have you worked on the SWAP? times

What types of work did you do for the SWAP?




16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Did you have a regular job (other than SWAP) when you were working on the SWAP?
a. No .
b. Yes

16a. If you had a regular job when you were working on the SWAP, did working on the SWAP
cause job problems for you?
a. No
b. Yes

16b. If working on the SWAP caused problems, what kind of problems were there?

Did you have a job after you left the SWAP?
a. No
b. Yes

Do you think the experience from working on the SWAP helped you find or keep a job?
a. No

b. Yes, it helped me find a job.

c. Yes, it helped me keep a job.

18a. If SWAP helped you find or keep a job, how did it help?

Did you know about the SWAP before You were asked to work for it?
a. No
b. Yes

19a. How did you know about the SWAP?

Do you think the SWAP is a good idea?
a. No
b. Yes

'20a. Please tell us why.

Thank you for answermg our questions.
Please return this survey in the en velop we provided.
You do not need a stamp to mail it.
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Appendix D

Offender Characteristics - Survey Respondents






Description of the Respondents. The survey began by eliciting information from the

respondents about their demographic characteristics. That information is summarized in Table D-

1. The respondents were nearly evenly divided by gender: six respondents were female (46.2%)

and seven were male (53.8%). Most respondents were white (92.3%); only one identified

him/herself as black. All respondents were residents of Madison County.

Table D1: Respondent Demographics

Characteristic n %

Gender

Female 6 46.2%

Male 7 53.8%
Total 13 100.0%

RacialEthnic Identification

Black, non- anic 1 1.7%

White, non-Hispanic 12 92.3%

Total 13 100.0%

Resident of Madison County

No 0

Yes 13 100.0%
Total 13 100.0% |

Respondents were asked how old they were when they worked on SWAP. (See Table D-

2.) The average age of respondents when on SWAP was 34.3 years old. One-quarter were

between 22 and 30 years old; half were between 31 and 40 years old. The remainder were

between 41 and 48 years old.



Table D-2: Respondents' Age

Characteristic | n %

Age

22-30 years ! 3 25.0%

31-40 years 6 50.0%

41-48 years 3 25.0%
Total 12 100.0%

Average age: 34.3 Median age: 33.0 years

Standard Deviation: 7.6 vears Range: 22.0-48.0 vears

Respondents were asked to indicate the last grade in school they bad finished. Their
answers are summarized in Table D-3. Approximately 30% of the respondents had not completed
high school; 38.5% indicated they had a high school diploma or had completed a GED and three

(23.1%) had completed some college. One respondent had completed a bachelor's degree.

Table D-3: Res__gondents' Education Level

Education Level Completed - - —
8th or 9th grade I -
10th or 11th grade 3 -
High school graduate or GED 5 "
e 3 . 23.1%
College graduate 1 -
ot 13 100.1%*

! Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.

Arrest History. Table D-4 and Figure D-1 summarize respondents' answers to questions
about their arrest histories. The respondents have been arrested as adults an average of 5.2 times,
with the number of arrests range from one to fifteen. Half of the respondents had been arrested
3.5 times or more. Respondents also were asked how many times they had been in jail as an
adult. They averaged 4.4 times in jail. The number of times in jail ranged from a low of one (the

most frequent response) to a high of ten, with an average of 4.4 times in jail being reported.



Table D-4: Respondents' Arrest History

Average Std. Dev. Median Minimum Mazimum
Number of adult arrests 52 47 35 - i 15
Number of times in jail 44 4] 2.5 1 10
Figure 1. Respondents' Number of Arrest and Times in Jail
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Respondents were asked to indicate the offense for which they had been convicted when they

were placed on SWAP. (See D-5) The most common offense reported was that of driving under

the influence (36.4%). Three of the respondents (27.3%) were placed on SWAP after failing to

pay fines and one was on SWAP for failing to appear in court. Two respondents indicated having

been convicted of other unspecified traffic offenses.




Table D-5: Respondents' SWAP Offense

SWAP Offense B Y
Dnving under the influence 4 36.4%
Failure to pay fines 3 27.3%
| Unspecified traffic offenses 2 18.2%
Failure to appear 1 9.1%
Probation violation 1 9.1%
Total 11 100.1%*

! Totals slightly over or under 100% are due to rounding.
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