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1311 \;1 nc,;(\ocl Bonl CVti 1'<1 
Tallah·.:.f.ee.:"]tll:;.d:l 32301 
Tc lq'lil:.':w el()!I) ItHS- 5021 

In rl'~~p(>I1"':4 t (l a )(qll(,:~ t Ly foP!!c! lo'- Id c-hal:d .1. D('ub of St. f\' t<'r!>},urq, t!"le 
n0J1:lrtw.'nL of Off,·uir·r Ht'llah'lit1'4tit.r. ha:, dC'velopl"d a co;np:1rh'.-:>;. f.H F'1at 
'l'i:wJ ;'PI'd, •• tCinq v'it-ll !.'xi!.;dnq r';E'ntC'Il(;iu9 prttctit·c in Flori,lei ... :!';c;h is Cr.ll­
ta i!lf' j i Jt tl'ir; dn;;u:'l'll t . 

At tad''iwni s 1 and" of ti.is 1,1oculnC'nt ::-ontain infon'.1t'i,on wl;irh li,u' b~~en fc-r­
ltJal(lv~l to tJH: D('J:,H't!;!!'nt of tlffC'ndm' Rr>habilitation bllt doC's nol n(:~t!!;S(l1: i 1)" 
l"('fl (.C';:' PF' opir:ion" of thi~~ I)(~partment. 

Flat Tint> SC'nt(>w::inq i .. a vc.:l'y compl('x proposul \'lhieh c,n .. ld hnve fiir-reachiI,'J 
eff(>(:t,~ :in the ftntC' of F1ori(la . 1:: is my opinion ,w sc><'retary of the 
D('partrtll'r.t' of Offnnder Rehabilitation th~t based upon thQ pre1 ir.ln0.t"y re­
sulU; of this ntudy, a gn'at d~'al morc tir:ln needs to he npcnt Lyall ele7..(:ntn 
of t.hu Criminal Junt.ieo Systt!m in a thorough study of this proposal. 

'I'his cO'olr.arcltiv(' study alonf> reveals tlh~ ponsibili ty of 4,987 man ye:ars that 
could hc- m'rvcd ulicicr th£' Flat. 'rime Sent.(mcing prol)(,)(,:l1 which ' . .;;:uld thC'rt::­
fore rl'q\11n, adrli t ional If'onic's for housing and rnaintcI1t.ncc. By COli·p.:u~ir.g 
1(1)91.11 (If senUmc('~ of first. tir;\p IJffendpY's and hahitt'al offcndcn; in TaiJIC's 
I and II f :i t \o{ould indicate a total of 3,458 additionn1 man years. Trans-
1at('d into faciljth~s dnd oporat:ing cosL, the linr,ac:t of rlat 'rime Sr.>ntcncjn9 
could result in th',~ noed of six additional GOO-rn;:m institutions at an 
apprmdmatC' cOBt of $54 mill ic:m plus opc::rating costs of $3.3 million per 
insLi tution, for a tot[ll of $19.8 millic.'fl dollars in m1dit.iona1 operating 

eo&t. 

In addit.ion, the increase in cO!Uf!1itrnents dllring the calendar yonr 1975 jnst 
endC'd, amounted to 4,469 innultC's, ... ,hieh almost exceeds the total net gain 
for th~ past 10 years combined. 
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STATE OF Fl.GiU(l;\ 
m~PART~·II:XT OF OFFE,\j)l:J~ REIlAB! LlTAT! 0:-: 

A CO~lp,'.PJSn!'\ OF FIAT-Tl~m SE~Tl:XCl~;t; \',TnI 
EXISTIXG SE~TE!\CIXG l%\CTICE l~~ FL('RHlA 

This f.tudy compares the effect of a nat-time sC'ntcncing model 

(sec attachment 1) proposed by Senator Richard .J. D'!hb of St. Peters-

burg \d th the ('xistin;:: sentencing practi co in Florida. Th~ ('x igting 

scnt('ncinr. practice involves tll(' usC' of indeterminate sent<.'nces, split 

sentences, fix(:d sentence.'s, mandatory mInimum sentences, amcl iO)'at ion 

of sentencing through &ranting of statutory and extra gain time, and 

amelioration of sentencing through p:n'don and pande. Flat-time sentcIlc-

ing involves sentencing an offender to prison according to a prescrib~~.J 

length of sentence for each felony class. Under flat-time sente>ncing, 

gain time may he awarded for good behavior on 1.day-for-day basis. Parole 

would be abol ishc:d. 

Background 

The flat-time sentencing model proposed by Senator Dceb is based upon 

the Illinois flut-time scmt('ncin~ modcl--The Walker-rogel JU5tice ~1Q(kl (see 
~ ---

attachment II). This is a comprehensive model which provides guidelines for 

flat-time sentencing of both first and multiple offenders. Its specific 

goal is "to improve Illinois criminal lavl by: 

-1-

.,... 
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(1) rc·quidng :1 just and $JH'(,dj" trial for nll :teC'\l,(..'u (..-dminahj 

(2) ('\II) iIi!! 1I1wqua 1 foC ntt~Ilt' ing of persons \:ho have commi t tl'd tl!l' 

same cril:1('; H'HI 

(3) str"ngt!H'ldng the T('$OUTCCS of the rOllrt~~ .mll the COl rcct iOIl:> 

agc:ncic!'O to pffectivc'lr r1l1ministC'l' the pro~;ram." 

The \\'annr-fog('! modrl proposes to me(·t its goal by (>~tablishjng 

sentenCC$ of a fixed length for each class of felollY. Also, it provides 

for the abolishment of parole. Each prisoner sentenccd under 1.his system 

would ht' required to serve the full time h)l' which he/51\(' is sentel1ceJ I 

unless the requlrcTI\('nts for "good time" are met. "Good title''' in the 

Illinois model is a~nrdcd on a day-for-day basis: that is, for each in­

fraction free day spent b)' the inmate, one day would be removC'd from his/ 

her sC'ntcBl'e. Under the maximum provision for good time l a prisoner could 

be released after serving no l('ss than 50~ of the flat sentence. Good time 

for second offenders \-:Quld be computed using different vnlues and thus ,o:ouhl 

reflect longer sentences. 

1~e mode] proposed by Senator Decb for Florida identified five felony 

classes 1 namely Murder (capital) or Capital Felonies. ~lurdel' (non-capi tnl) 

or Life Felonies, and Class I, Class II, and Class III fclonies.* 

Definitions 

For the purpose of this analysis l a first offender is defined as a 

person now under sentence who has never been committed or confined in a 

state of federal correctional facility for one year or more on a felony 

conviction . Multiple or llabitual offenders are those persons \'lho have been 

* The original proposal has been amended to reflect the categories 
as listed. 

------ ---- -------~------~ 
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com:ni He'd to a state or f(,()01'a1 illStJtllti on uno or 1ll0)'C t imC'<, wHh a 

felony conviction for one year or more. 

For this Hna1y!.;is, data rcflecting existing practices \\'('1'1,.) st'lected 

from t\\O sources: (1) to compare avcl'agt: h~llgth of St'nt ences for existing 

sentencing practices, datu were derived from the file for persons admitted 

to DOR during FY 73-7.1, and (2) to compare the average time served under 

the existing sentencing practices, data wore derived from the i\umber 2 

release cards for FY 1973-74 which art" used in procC'ssing relense papers. 

In both instances the data reflect the most complete audj ted infor-

mation curr0ntly available and this available data reflect the most current 

prevai}j ng sent end ng and reI casing pract j ces. * 

Some difficulty \\'as encountered in converting avajlable data to con-

form to the criteria embodied in the flat-time sentencing model. It was 

necessary to make some arbitrary decisions in the classification of present 

offenses into the proposed felony classes. The classification mot hod which 

was developed attempted to conform with the intent of the Florida Statutes 

as well as the purpose of flat-time sentencing. A generalized vcr~ion of 

this classification scheme is as fo11O\'15: 

(1) Capital felonies with a death $.,:mtence under Florida Statutes 

were equated with the proposed lI~fL!rdeT (capHal)" class; 

(2) Life felonies and Capital felonies with a life sentence were equated 

with "Murder (non-capital)" class: 

*Audited data for admissions for FY 74-75 will bn available by December 
1, 1975 and audited data for Releases for FY 74-75 will be available by January 
I, 1976. 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-4 -

(0') Class 1 fc.'li.mi(!$ lInd('l' Florida Stittutl'.s "ere equtlt('d with the 

propo.>t'd Cln~~s J fl' 10ld l'S: 

(/\) etas!> 11 fl'lonlcs \\lore equatl'd ,dth tlU' propos(:d Class Tl feJoni(':.;; 

and (5) Cla~s Il J fdllni('!, 1';(,1'C C'quatcd l\'ith the proposcd Class J II. 

Dntn were anal),?pu to dctf'rmillc the probable impnct upon the Dcpnrtr:lent 

of Or1'('ndor R('hnbiJ itnt ion if the proposed flat-time :sentencing model \'Ins 

adopted in Florida. 

A cOr.lf,nrison of average lC'ngth of sentt'nce for the flat-time sC'ntendn~! 

moue 1 and <'xistin!; s(,lltencing practic(' is presented :in Table I and Tilb}(· II. 

In ortle}' to refleet prevailing practice', life seJ1t~nccs in C'xist:ing dnta we're 

comput('d as being c<jtdvalent to a sentence of twenty-fivo )'cars.* 

Tht' av(~rage length of scntl"ncc for first offenders, untler existing 

sentencing prnctico, is greatC'r in all categories exc('pt the Life Felony 

Category. Ovcr:>U, the existing sentencing practice imposes longer sentC'IH'es 

for fi rst offenders, averaging 1.08 years more than under the 111'oposed flat 

time sentencing mod"l. 

As the data in Table II indicate, the average length of sentence l'eccivcJ 

by habHu,Jl offcndeT:5 under flat-time sentencing would be increa.sed an average 

of 3.27 ),('(1.1'<; (4S.I~.i) or an aggregate of 7,420.62 man years. The greatest 

effect would be noticed for habitual offenders cOI.Jicted of Class I felonies. 

Under the present system, Class I offenders would receive an average sentence 

*A life sentonce imposed in lieu of a death sentence requires that a 
person serve t ... mnty-five years prior to becoming eligible for parole. From 
another perspective, persons paroled serve on the average approximately 40% 
of their sentence prior to releasl>. Applying the same ratio to persons paroled 
with a life sentence suggests that the equivalent o£ a life sentence is twenty­
five years. 
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of ~),16 yem'!" \'/h(,1'<':l5 under flat-time sel1t('llC.:h:g, tIll' :JvC'ragt.' s<.'ntt'IH:C 

wun](! b(~ 15 /,t'ars--nn average inCl'N1Se of 5.8·1 }'Nll'S (6;L 7~,). The oppu~;it(' 

wnuld be ttl/(' of hnhitlwl offenuers convi('te'd of Clas~ 11 fdonit's, wlll'rein 

the "vcragt~ length of sentence undcl' existing rractices is 9,24 ),NlJ'S, hut 

this \':ould bl' reducod under flat-time' scnte'ncing to 9 ),l"ll·s--n eli [f<'-1'ol1(.'(' of 

.24 Y03rs (2.6t). 

!2vc2:.Dge .. :~i.ln.~..:(;~'r\~e_L.!. 

A compari son of average time sCl'vcll for flat-t ime scnu-ndng model and 

existing sentC'ncing practice is presented in Table 111 and Tahle IV, In 

co~putjng the average time servC'd under tIle flat-timC' sentence model, several 

assllmptions \\'ore mad(', First, it was assumed that "good time" , ... mlld be 

enrlwd on a day-far-day has is and that ('ach j nmate '.;QuIll ('arn 90°0 of the 

good time avn ilahl<'l, It was further assumed (similar te the III inais model) 

that at least n:o (2) 1I10nths jail tim(' would be credited to til(' statute 

sentence. Thus, time-to-be-served for each felony class was calculated 

according to the following formula: 

Ti = Xi .90 (.50 x Xi) - 2 months, 

where: T = time-to-he-served 

X = length of sentence in years 

I = felony class (CF, LF, I, 2, 3) 

2 months = jail time, calculated as ,16667 years 

The resultant average time ~erved for the various felony classes under 

the flat-time sentence model is shown in Tables III and IV. In these t\\'O 

tables data are not analyzed for th~ capital felony class since i!. i~_ pre­

~E!. that persons sentenced under this class will be ex ('(:utcd • The 'emaining 
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data ill \loth tablcs intiic(ltes an ov{'rall inC'l'('u!H.' in timc sl'rvl'd if fJal-

Uma sC'ntelldllg were adopted in Florida, 

j ng sy~tem w(\uhl lengtJ1L'll incarccrat i on time for a1] fC'10ny l'}ass(.'5 (,Xl'!'pt 

Class ITT. The av(~ragc time serv('d for all first offenders \o/Ould hl' in·· 

creased .73 years (33.64~),un aggregate in~rease of 2484.19 man-yC'ars. 

A more important effect of fl3t-timc sentc.'ncing, as indicated in 'Cable 

IV, is the increase in the aV('ragc time served by habitual orfe'nders, On the 

avcrnge, flat -tim(' St'llt<'w..:ing would increase time served for thi S c<J'Lcgory 

by 2,97 years (109.59!'o). The greatest increase :in ~ny one feloll), class \\Quld 

be for Class I felol~ies. lIn:.iC'r the existing sellten.:ing practh'c, fcl01iS in 

this duss \IIl)llld servo an average of 3.19 years. Under flat-tim0 scnteneing, 

th(' time sC'rveJ would be increased by 4.89 yoar~ (lS3~). 1~c least effect 

\IIould be' experienced by felons convicted of Class III ~rimes. Flat-time 

sentencing \oJould only increase time sen'ed for this latter category by 1.11 

years (57.28~o). 

The average time served by habitual offenders under the flat-time 

sentencing model would he increased an average of 2.97 years (109. 59 r
,,) or an 

aggregate of 2~502.S9 man-years. 

Under the proposed flat-time sentencing model, inmates committed to DOR 

during FY 1973-74 would have had to serve an additional 4,987 man-years prior 

to release. 

Sununnry 

The average length of sentence and the avernge time served were compared 

for each felony class under the proposed flat-time sentencing model and the 

existing sentencing practice for all offenders. Under the existing sentencing 
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pra{'lln~, for first offcllUl.!l'S, th(' aVl'rago length of scntl~JlC(' would ht' 

r,re:der, wll('l'l~a!; the i1vl'l'agt' t:im(' ~'H:rvcd \-;ould bl' les!; than ulldl'r the 

propos('d flat-tilli<.' sentencing moclt~1. Conversel)" for first of;I.'nd~rs. tilt' 

nverngC' ll'n!~th of sentence undl'l.' flat~til1lc 'sentencing would be lC'!'s, hut, 

bas(d l1F~n dilt n for Fi scal Year 1973-7·1, th(' avC'ragc time served I·mulli 

great"!'. For habitual off(!ndors, the avcra!w h'ngth of sentence under 

the existing 11I0(\cl I"ould he .less than under the pl'()posed flat-time 

sentendn!~ T.10dd, and the average til1le served l'.'QuIll also reflect a sil1lilar 

re 1 [.t iOIl;:,]) i p. 

Overall, th(' propo~ed flat-time !'C'ntcncing mOllcl would impose :tchli·· 

tion~l dC'JanI1l1s far bells and maintcnanec upon th(' Department of Off('ndt'l' 

Rehabi) itation-· a tota'. of 4,987 man-years of demand, and therefore l\'Quld 

require that aclJiti0nal moniC's be appropriated to accommodate the inmates 

~la would have to be hous0d in the system. 

-, 
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Class 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
DEPARTMENT OF OFFENDER REHABILITATION 

TABL!:: I 

A COMPARISON OF AV£RJ."\GE LENGTH OF SENTSNCE 
UNDER THE EXISTING SENTENCING PFA~Tlr:r:: 

AND THE FL..n.T 'rIME SEt~Tm;C:IN8 NODEL 
FOR FIRST OrFr::~:DrRS 

Existing Sentencing Practice* Proposed Flat Time sentencing Medel 

N 
I Average Length 

Of Sentence 
Man 

Yeers Class ! Average Length 
Of SCl"t('nr:e Years 

Difference** 

Length ofl 
Scr.tct!::~ ! YCr1rs 

1 , 
1 
I 

" 

T I 54 1,233.90 54 30 yrs. 1,620 +7.15 I - 3::6.1e . 
~-----+----~------------~--------~------~----4-------------~-------~--------~-- I 

Life 

I I N 

Life 

11414 8.40 yrs. 11,877.60 I 1414 8 yrs. 11,312 I - .40 I - 563.6~ ! 
462 9.22 yrs. 4,259.64 II 462 5 yrs. 2,:nO -4.22 i -1/9~.6'; I 

I 

II 

~I-I-I----~1-4-8-6--~---4-.-0-2--y-r-s-.---+--5--,9-7-5-.-6-8~---I-I-I--~~1-4-8-6-4------3--y-r-s-.----~--4-,-4-1-3--+-----1-.-02-----+---1-,--562.63 I 
Total 3416 6.83 yrs. Total 3416 

* Based upon records for inmates ad~itted to the Department 
of Offender Rehabilitation during FY 73-74 who have no 
prior felony commitments of one year or more to a state 
or federal correctional institution. 

Prepared by: 
Research & Statistics section 
Bureau of Planning, Research & Staff Development 
Dccew~er 30, 1975 

5.75 yrs. 19,655 -1.03 I -3,961.82 

** Calculated in terms of the amount the 
existing sentencing practice differs frc~ 
the proposed flat-time sentencing model. 
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Class 

Life 

I 

II 

III 

Total 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
DEPARTt-mNT OF OFFENDER RZHABILITATION 

TABLE II 

A COMPARISON OF lWERi'\GE LENGTH OF SENTENCE 
m1)ER THE EXISTING SE!~Tr:NCING PRi\CTICE 

AND Tr!E FLAT TIME SENTENClt\G :·~ODZL 

FOR HABITUAL OFFENDERS* 

Existing Sentencing Practice** Proposed Flat Time Sentenci.ng 

Average Length Man Average Length 
N of Sentence Years Class N Of Sentence 

I 25 22.40 yrs. 560.00 Life 25 I 30 yrs. 

[ 979 9.16 yrs. 8,967.64 I 979 15 yrs. 
I 

r-'-~ ----..... _ .. _--- -
i 270 9.24 yrs. 2,494.80 II 270 9 yrs. 

! 9(.0 4.35 yrs. 4,181. 94 III 960 6 yrn. 

I 2234 7.25 yrs. 16,204.38 Total 2234 10.52 yrs. 
L 

! 
Model Differcnce*** I 1;--1 Man Length of :'~.'3.n I 

Years Sentence I Y~ars ! 
750 +7.60 :+ 190.00 I 

I I - ..... 
I 14,635 I +5.84 I +5,717.36 

I 

6~~ 2,430 - .24. I -
---l-

I ! 
5,760 -n.43 +1,573.0G 'j -- +-----i 

23,625 +3.27 1+7 ,420. 62 1 

*Those persons with one or more prior felony commitment. 
**Based upon records for inmaten admitted to the Department 

of Offendor Rehabilitation during FY 73-74. 

***Calculnted in terms of the amount the 
existing practice differs from the proposed 
flat-time sentencing mcc~el. 

prepared by: 
Research & Statistics Section 
Bureau of Planning, Research & Staff Development 
December 3D, 1975 
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I 

STATE np FLOR!~A 
DEPARn·lEt-!T OF CFFE~DER F'::!iliBIL:;:TATION 

TABI.£ III 

A Cm~PARISO~ OF A\S~ACF 
U~~DER THE EXISTI:-;-:; SE;;:'I;:~~_.J.:lG :~!~~7\\Cr:!CE 

At!D TiiE FLAT TI:-!E SE:;'l'l: :J:I:~G ~~!JDEL 

Existing Sentencing Practice* I Proposed Flat Ti!'"a S~nt:cncing r'!ocb1 .. 
! J • i Average :1an I lwcrage I Nan 

C~.ass I N Time Served Years I Class N Time S(>rvcd I Years 
I I ! I 

I 
' .. "" I 

I I 
I f I 

Life 25 7.8 195.00 I Life 25 1G.33 yrs. I 403.33 yrs . I , 

J 
I 1444 2.41 yrs. 3,480.04 I I I 1444 4.23 ~'r!'~ . I 6,108.12 

.... ~-

2.58 yr.sl , 

1,166.3-=---1 461 l,189.38 II 461 2.53 yrs. II 

I 
-• I II! ~14~~i--:' 74 yr~.:.. ~55:':'43 III 1467 1.48 yr~. i :-!,171.16 

I -- I 
-1 'l'otal l3397 2.17 yrs. 7,392.80 I Total 3397 I 2.90 yrs. 9,876.99 

.L 

. :;,1 f:erc::.=~** 

I . 
I Ti~Q I ~:an 

I Sc;rv-::d ; YC':lrs 
I I 
i 

i I 
.!.8.53 I .J --- ~., 

I ... ... .,._-
I • , 

I I +1. 82 +2,E2B.C3 

I 
I 

,..~ .... 2'3.::: + .,,;) I 
; 

! - .26 - ..... _- "..-

I ",".':"..". ~ 

I ,+ - .. -i:,484.1S~ • I ~ 
i I 

"'Based upon records for il"mateB released from thf~ DepartMent 
of Offender Rehabilitation d'.lril"q FY '73-74 .,.:ho had no prinr 
felony co~tments of one year or more to the Department of 
Offender Reh~ilitation. 

**C~lculated in tQr~s of the a~~~r.t t~1: ~he 
p:,orC's·~d flat-ti:ne scntc!4~ir:.q :::c;:'i·::;;' cx::c~ds 

tho existing sentencin:; practice. 

Prepe.red by: 
Research & Statistics Section 
Bureau of Planning, Re5carch & Staff Development 

December 30, 1975 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 
DEPAIa'HENT OF OFFENDER RBHABILITATION 

TABLE IV 

A COMPARISON OF AVER~GE TI~£ SERVED 
UNDER THE EXISTING SENTE~;Cn~G PR~CTICS 

ANt: THE FLAT-TIHE SENTE~~CING ~10!)EL 
FOR HABITUAL OFFEt~DERS 1< 

Existing Sentencing Practice** Proposed Flat Time Sentencing Hodel Diffe=.~nce*** I 
I 

Average Man Average I Nan Ti:::e I l·:an I 
Class N Time Served Years Class N Tim~ Served Years S~rved I Years I 

I 

i 

! Life 9 8.60 yrs. 77 .40 Life 9 16.33 yrs. 146.97 +7.73 I ~ 69.57 I 

I 372 3.19 1,186.€,8 8.08 I I .1.1,819.08 
I 

yrs. I 372 yrs. 3,005.76 4-4.89 
I 

I . 
II 116 2.88 yrs 334.08 II 116 4.78 yrs. 554.48 +1.90 + 220.';') I I ; I I 

I ! I I ~-r:I 346 1.99 yrs. 689.44 III 346 3.13 yrs. jJ.,082.98 +1.14 4- ~Q~ ::. i _ ..... - --., 
-

Trtal 843 2.71 yrs ~ 2,287.60 Total 843 

*Those persons with one or more prior felony commitments 
to the Depar~~ent of Offender Rehabilitation 

**Based upon records for inmates released from the Department 
of Offender Rehabilitation during FY 73-74. 

Prepared by: 
Research & Statistics Section 
Bureau of Planning, Research & Staff Development 

December 30, 1975 

5.68 yrs. 
I 

4,790.19 +2.97 I +2,502.59 i 
i 

***Calculated in terms of the ~~cunt 
that the proposed flat-ti~e sentencing 
model exceeds the existing sentencing 
practice. 
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'I'll!! stalc! of Florida i!i l'xpcrif..'n('in~J <:1 c':Hltinuin9 riGC in 

rc'puru·(] exir,\o ilCli.vi.l:y - up lmollwr rn for t.Ih~ first. h:llf of J.975! 

t.:b" :'('11 tcncC! 
---~- --------

il!:'C lhe mo:;t important f.:\cLon, in the C!nti~0 criiainul just.ice pro('('ss. 

'1.'he sentcnce tells the acd'c.'!Hlant. \·;h.:lt. his pcnalt:y \~'ill bc: and it tells 

t.he state h'h~lt its respunsibilit.ies art: in relation to this dcfend.:l:1L 

'l'i1e effects of thl'! sen tence cLlrry over heavily to t~1e corJ~0ctional 

systel:1. If \';e are scriou~l .;:lJout modQ~;-.izing corrccti ons, ',~'e ~ust begin 

'. \·;ith t:w SC:lt,('Dcing stru2turl!. Norn, .. G1 CarlSO!l, Din.!cl:or of t:-!C FeC::C!1-':11 
, :. 

oVer tIle c:1t.irc criminal justic0 SyStC::l jn this COl1ntr,i, and this pub, 

more hn,?cr"!:ance on confinement of crir.,:'nals. 

crimir~als Hill l.H.C! going to p:rison, \·,it..h more punitive, SU!"8J: and •. :or8 

s\,liftly i~!?osed sentcnc('s~ F~13~I. Dirc::ctor Cla~:encc-: Kelle:/ has s .. :ici, 

1tThere is <:.n urgent nCt;d for meaningful penal tics a5 the ce:::::-t.ain con-

seqt;cnce for those found guilty of crir::e, Hhatf'ver their D:Jti 1:£ltion. 11 

'. 
1,lalc!oir!1 13cill"'cl, C}lclirrr"cJ.!1 0: t11e·!-""]oric1a S11t::ri£='s ;~ssoci.:ltion 

Legislative COITu.ti ttce has stated, "Th~ first lhjng :';8 h::.ve to do is c:c=:!i-:': 
,. 

\-lha t \';e are doing is no t working." He also S ta ted: 

"We need pun.ishr.:n.nt. for these \'iho deserve it., \·;i t!1 less 

emphasis on idealistic and "1asteful rehabilative p!:'ogra:":1s 

for every offender." 

"\'1e need t.o reaffirm tht;> right. of soej,ety to protcftion 

under the lavl ins tead 0 [ con tint.:ing to gUCl!"an tee t::-!c !?crsonal 

privileges of individual offenders at the ex?cnse of the 

public. II 

(~·:OIB ) 

ATrAG~\IE~T T .. . " 
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"'l'ilc citizc:n:, ,1.r(! ':lfr.:.lic!. .. 
chu:1g(!s 111 orcl·':t to turn ~ i:i~· 

It ,.' 

confidt'nce of the pe0tJ1l'." 

panel 0:1 St~ntencing Clt the ~jurw conft-!:"c:nc(' In 01'1£1:1(:0 or. "Cril::inal 

I Just.ice System ImprovQ:\:t2~lU;II callecl b~' th~' Cbi('£ Ju:.:t:.i.Cl! of tb,e Flor:"du 

I 
I 
I 
I 

SUpreTI:f~ Court and the Sec:n~ tary c f H.~. S . 

It. 

Specific sentences for s!-)ccific cri:r.c3 - fi:{cd, set, s?cC"ificc! s(!nt.(~;.cc:) 
,. 

Hi thout parole. But \'li th specified tH'~ of: for cvcr:l d.:!y of "~o()c1 

establishin·.J an every duy pattcrn of gsod behavior.. Good adj t:s trr-.t'l1 t 

I' of p!:"isoners also res ul ts from Cl knC",·; 1-:.:..:1gc th:! t €'vC'r;Yo:l(~ se :!:"vc s th(~ 

I 
I 
I 
I' . 

"same tiJ:\e for the San1l2 crinc. II 

A model jusLicc [H09r.uffi calh; 1 '-"r 

~' 

. " .... 

the fol1o·,·;~n:;: 

(j:om:) 



- --p ,l.~f(' 1: 1 
" 

I 
II 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

!:;Ollh·llr:i.ll~I HwioJ'l'l «.:onl.inw.·cl) 

Dc n lI1 

Li J (' Ol" ') r: 
... :J 

g Yt.' .. \!"b 

5 yt! iLL!; 

F0)ony-Cla:~s 3 3 y(>a:n; 

Pclony-CL:.l~;S <1 2 YCCll"S 

U;)der ellis sys l'l!In inc1c Lerl:1ina to 

. ( 

1\.111 ~t! .i.1I i\~JiJ .t'~l v d t. i 0:1 O.l~ 
IIi t.i ,; ~l H em .. - ."'----<'-- -- .. " .... ---... -~.-....... , 

l/l~ c..11":; --.;. 01 - up Lo 5 ytl~r~l 

'1 or - U~) to ? ':/«"11.' ,."1-.... <... - ".}. 

+ or .. up Lo 2 j'U ~~!~£i 

+ or -. Ur) l:o 1 yQa~~ 

+ or - u·) l. Lo 1 YCE!r 

s.:."n lc!nces a!lG parole, :'1 c:~ 
...... 1 \,'C 

tense that He an! relca:..:,nlg criminc~) s only ~-!.':t(>r i..:hr!y a:::-c safe. \~0 
J ; .. 

should punish for the c:ri me, and gri':!:l t rcl<:'Ll~('> ai:lc!." the p'..~nL.:.I::(!n t 

hu...> ended. 

I t is rccon .... ':lenc1ed th;) t rchdDi Ii tel tio •• of pr isonel:s bo a\'t!i labIc 

only for those who rcqu~st it --- but tlla~ it no longer bu us~~ as a 

tool for priscm(~rs to con the parolu of.[ic'::l:s th~t. t.:~('!y arc reCldy to 

return to society. SomE~ prison officials have called the pri5~:!!5 

"drama schools I" \lhcrc the priso:1crs learn to play c! pc:::rt in o~der to 

gain their frcedom. M~ny slates are now following t.h8 lead of fcde~al 

prisons i.n making t.he rehabili ta tion prog!."~t:'.;s en tirely voll~~) tEt!."y. 

should noL forcy; l thd.t former 7\tl..:orney Gcr!~:ra) 0: t.he U. s. t;;illi~m Sc!xLe I 

called rchabili tation a !'myt.h." Too often I accordi:;g to c:;::-j r:;i!'!ologist 

Hans l·jattick, \';8 put a mugger in a \'loocsho? course and all \'18 get wh(!n 

he's through is a mugger \·;ho can cut \-/ood. 

"1.1andatory Supervision" outs ide of prison shoul c1 carry so;::e con-

ditions such as financial restitution to the crime victim, pe!."iodic 

imprisonment, fines, etc. This would insure Ulat every felon would 

receive some degree of punishment. 

1'he shift in philosophy from coddling p.tisoners to S\·;ift., sure 
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j). tlfl' 'I t1 
fi t '1\ l (' I\(: .i n CJ ( C(; 11 t j n 1.lC' d) 

j U~; t.: ,-mu ~; .:d~(! • 

$ 30 0 r ~; 0 a cl llj') • 

Vlct.:5 .. :;~!j \':ould S('l' 

and fairly. 

Offenders would receive a unifor~ ~~~t~~c~. 

need fea.;-, ··hanging"ju~;(·;;. ?l~t ~;e:ltcnces 
,"I 

ntlrrow Yudicial discrcUon. 

Guards arc given u. more possil.J10 jo::, siLu.:ition 

stake in maintaining o~d~r. 

"Pro~essiontlls" have an oppo:-:tU!1::' "!:.y to s(!:--;ic(.' 

only those offenders who really want to 

learn and change for the ~etter. 

The import~"1ce of this type progra:n is indicated. by t..:-.e ::act that 

.Illinois hus aJ.rcc::.::y put n variation c: i::. ::'::::0 c~':~::e:::!:. a;lC 2G other 

states n~c studying it. 

as has one J:?ody of eli fornia' s Legis la turc. r;VC:1 tJ-:e priso:-:e:-s in 

California's Soledad Prison have voted 80":; in ::avor of it. Surely 

transi tion \'Ii 11 pose problems - but the adva.n tag~s Hill :na~ce -the change 

\'lOrtln'lhile. 

(END) 
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FLAT-TIHE 

SERVll,G Tn-m IN PRISON: 

A NEW WAY IN ILLJ~\JIS: 

.. , 

It ••• the old way hasn 1 t worked. 1110 way 
we've handled criminals has itself been 
a crime. I have asked for a ne\\' model 
of justice t a comprehensive program that 
revamps the system of sentencing criminals 
in Illinois. It 

• 

Attachment 'I! 
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1 NTROl )tl.CTl ():~ 

i~ littJc VO~5ibi1ity of either. We kno\'l that, too. 

The most cont-ro\'crs:ial p;wt of the program you arc about t.o read 

is the elimination of parole as , ... e know it. 

But both convicts and 1m,' enforcement officials favor the program. 

We propose to improve Illinois criminal lmv by: 

•.. requiring a just [md speedy. trial of all accused criminals. 

., . ending the unequnl sentencing of persons ,.,rho have comnitted the 

same criJnc . 

••. strengthen the resources of the courts and the corrections agencies 

to effectively adr.'.';nister the program. 

-------- ~~ 

TIUS ENTIRE P;\.\W\IT.F.T DE/\.LS WITIl 
Q'JESTIO~S A"{J) A'JSKERS 0>1 TIiE SJDJECr 
PREPA1U;n 1W 11IE STAFF OF TIlE lLLI~QIS 
LAW. ENFORCE.\fl:.'ff, DAVID rCXlEL, EXEOJTIVE 
DIRECTOR. 
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P~l&O 1 - flnt-Til"!~ ;{i .. '" ./ .... 
. /. I 1/, 
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Q. \\1{AT IS A rL\T-TJl.1E SENI'Et\CE'( ~~t"I.' .. 
~""J' l 

{ 
A. A set, de fjnl te s(.'ntC'HCO ~ fOJ: C'xnmp] e. S rears. '" . 

'. 

Q. IN A NlJfSIiEI,L, h1L-\T IDES 'nns FLAT-TJME PROCIV\l,t 'fRY TO~lY-1.? ... 
< " 

I 

A. InsuTu that 41] 1 offenders scn'(.~ a flat-tin'.C sentence. Without 

parole. Insure as 710ur1)' as possible thnt each offender gets 

the snme time for the same crinK!. 

Q. l\U PAROLD? ISN'T 11!AT 1'Q.'1 IV\RSH? 

A, On the contrary. It lets everybody knO'd HherC' they stand. 

It is more equitable, more desirable anc1 both convicts and 

Im-J cnforccnr::-nt officials prefer it. 

Q. IiJW LX) 1m SEi{ffi~CE l\DW? 

A. Present 1m\' rcqtd res the Courts to sentence a criIillna1 to 

an llldetel11linate sentence. Such as 1 to 10 years; 4 to 20 

years; etc. Actu~ll release is dete111ri.ncd by the Purole Board. 

Q. CAN YOU GIVE l .... 'J. PX:\.\tpLE OF INDETER\IINATE Sl1WINCING? 

A. Yes. The chart beloH 5hmol5 i.l1dctenn:i.nate sentencing under 

present law. Under flat-time sentencing this chart "<'ould no 

longer apply . 

. ITN~D£'n;r~}'{!NA'1~E S'E.,'1r6'\c!l'C 

(Court chooses Hi thjl1 these rangesi':) 

FELONIES 

Murder, Death or 14 years to Life 
Class 1, 4 years to life 

(for cxamp1 c, rapc, armed robbe17) 
Class 2, 1 to 20 ycars 

(for example, robbery and burglary) 
Class 3, 1 to 10 years 

(for exan~le, theft of $150) 
Class 4, 1 to 3 years 

(for example> petty theft) 

* There is also parole supervision for two to five years 

- ,., 
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shu'\'s hOI': f1.1t·'t:i)il~'" scntendng ,muld v:o'l'k. 

shm,'1) nre fen' illttstrntive purposes only. 

AssC'I:lbly would fix the tCl111S. 

'D1C General ~.l' /" 
V 

EXA\H'I:rrol~AT-Tl~U: SlRft~\Cl:--tG SYS1T5i 

Offense 

}lh..lrder (c.upitnl) 

Murder (non -cnpi tal) 

Felony-Class 1 

Felony-Class 2 

H:'~lony-Class 3 

Felony~Cla5s 4 

FJ at Sentence 

Death 

Life or 25 years 

8 years 

5 years 

3 years 

2 years 

Rru1gC in AgS:Ytwation 
or Miti.(!ntjoH ___ ...... C-..._._. __ 

.:. up to S )"('[tr5 

:. up to 2 rears 

:. up to 2 years 

.!. up to 1 ),ear 

:. up to 1 year 

Under this schy1ulc, the judge could sC"'l\tcnce a murderer to death, 

or to life m prison, ,vi thout eligibility for relo:1se except for 

executive clemency. 

All other cr:imos, based upon tP.,: existing classification of offenses, 

would carry flat sentences )'lith a set schedule of longer or shorter 

ranges for aggl'avating or mitigating circtDnstanc~s. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. \',Hf\f AI',eur CAkEE:~ CRIMINALS OR RE·\LLY DX~GEROJS PERSO;\S? 

nOES '11 m Flxr·-TJ~.n: PROGlv'\:,1 PROVlDr: FOR 'n J!1·\? 

A. Y('s. TIwsc cl'iminals mny -reed ve enhauC\.'d or loneC'r flat-time 

Q. 

A. 

sentences a~..; provided by tJle General Assembly. For illustl'ativr. 

purpose:::, ~·Udl a sc hC'\1u) c is shmm belo\\'. 

1----- J:I\1IAh\'lJ) ~D,'TE:\CJ;\G 

Offense Flat-Time 

Felony-C1ass 1 15 years 

Felony-Class 2 9 years 

Felon;'-Clnss 3 5 yeal's 

Felony-Class 4 5 years 

M-IY CI 1\J'\GE SE.'-rI'li'\CING AT ALL? 

13cca-usc t,·:o persons convicted of the sa.rno crime cun and do 

rcceivc ereatly different sentences and actually serve vastly 

different timc oodcr thc present set-up. This is illogical 

and tmfair. 

'IlleTc is nothing to prcvcnt one judge from sentencing armed 

robbcrs too lightly and another too harshly. Even if they 

received the same sentence, fOT example, 4-12, one could get 

out in 3 years, the other only after 12. 

.\ 
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J;~~~ 
PilgC ~ .. Flat~'1'in:e /;·'~\/'i) I~,Y' /'.¥'/0 .. . . .' ." .. ') 
Q. so \\lIm ,,; . .' ' ",,i: /',. 

. ,-.' 'I 

A. 'J1lis lt~nds to conv:l ct fl'llst!'nt:i on) pdson ten~:;j ~H:?nd riots, '~md r", 

PAROLE 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

n p,reutcr thl'C<.!t to society. Uncertain sentcndng ~\6cs not detor '.,'~~ 
( _ ,l~. 

crime. '1110 cl·iminal. should knmv .. in advance - the pennii( f.or '" .' /0,) ,.. : I' 

what he is about to do. Noh' he doesn't. Under flat-time he would'. '/ . " <:....,. ' 

ruT D()ES~' T OUR PAROLE BOAIID DETER\llNE ",HO SllooLD BE RELEASED 
AND hlH:.N? 

In theory that's 1'j ght, but actual1 y decision.s on who gets 

l'clea!.>ed from Pl'j son and ""hen, are arbitral')' and based on a 

concept of IIrehabilitation" ,.,.hich cmmot be proven to have , 

any relation to future criminal behavior. Not only that, 

parole elates don't seem to be related to the length of 

sentence irn;?osed originally. (Of all burglars in Illinois 

paroled over tl': past two years, the average time served 

\vas .1 year 9 months, although the average sentence for 

burglary is 4 years.) 

ARE YOO SAYING 11LI\T m lEN A JUDGE GIVES A CO~VICTED CRIMINAL 
A LONG SEt'lTEKCE 11L·\T HE WON'T l\13CESSAIULY SERVE 'filE SE."ITENCE? 

" 
1bat's right. Nopody knows be:-.4use the sentence is "indetermjnate". 

The offender must serve the minimum or one third of the maximum 

of the term to which he is sentenced, less tjme off for good 

behavior. This is where the disparity anci' inequity fol' both 

tile public ru1d the offender becomes a reality. 

"~ 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

r 

, . 

l 

One may [)(' paroled many ),c·ars before the other. 

The net effect of this present ;,jtuaUon is that the public 

is never a~surcd of just punis)u.!ent, and the cr:iminal suffp,rs 

an equal :injustice by never knowing how long he must serve. 

TIle system i5 not only illogical) but lcads to serious problems 

of control] ing offenc1crs within p1'i50:1s. 

BOW WJULD FIAT-TT1·fE ~;E'\IE\Ci;';G CIL\>.:GE TlrE WAY CO~'\'ICTED 
OFFENDERS ARE SE\lE·:.:ED? 

As we have st~ted, a flat-time sentence would be gi\'cn to 

every offencie'r. Three general niles h'ould apply to all 

prison sentences: 

1) The term ,,'ould be fixed at the' beginning of the tel1n 

by the .Judiciarv. 
---'----'-

2) The 0[[('11(1(,:1 would never ha\re to g'L.:ss ,.;hnt the 

punishTIlent \'iould be. 

3) The inequality which nm-; exists m sentencing uould be 

eliminated. 

DOES FLAT-Tt,m SENTFSCING 1'-£EA.'1 TIt:\T NO OFffi"IDER WOULD BE 
PAROLED BEFORE HIS SE.\TE~~CE IS C0.\1PLETED? 

Right. "Parol ell , as we know it, is done a,,,ay ,,,ith. And 

along ''lith it, ~ he false pretense that we are only releasing 

ct:iminals after they are safe. \1e propose to punish for 

the crime, and grant release afLc:.r the ptmishment has ended. 

---------'----------------.~ -- - -----
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Plt[!<' 6 .. Flat-T:iml.! 

Q. 

Q. 1'-1[.\T 1}J YOU l·fI~\~~ PY "OX')!) Tgm"? 

A. GooJ tin;" is (1 reward fer responsibJ e behavior fro:n offenders. 

Q. 

A. 

Every prisoner rf'c(dv~~s a tiny off his sentencc for cvery infrac-

tion-free dar :in pri:,on. Thus, if a person TC'Cc.:i\-cs a flat 

SClltcllt'C of 8 Years, he will be out in 4 years if he is not 

futUld gUilty of <my s('r IOtIS infractions '''hile in prj S0n. 

Arm YOU SCR·\PPIXt~ 'l1fE IDI:·\ OF REi V\B1I.ITATIO~? 

~~o. The f1at-t.i!;:~' pr('lgrmn only rejccts "re])abilHation"as 

the.> l-ey to release from prison. But, if em inmate truly 

"/ants to reh~bil Hntc hiJiL'l('lf voltmtarily - in the sense 

of lenrlling n trade, completing his basic education or 

seeking mental l:~ .. l th sen'ices, even though he knv .... s his 

releas(\: date doesn't depend on it - such ~~rvicC's will 

contimw to be r.:....~d.:, r:.vaiJ able to him. 

TIle diffe·rence is that a convict will ask for these services 

only bC'cause he really wants them - not jUst so he can convince 

the Parole Board that he is rchabilitated. For the first time 

tJlcse llClping se!Yices l1i11 be able to operatc as they ,."ere 

Supposed to - solely as personal incentives for those who 

~ish to spend their time constructively. Because of this, 

lve believe they will be much more effCl:tive. 
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Q. 

A. 

MODEL'! " ... t' ;' .. ~~ .. I' ,1 /~ 
,~ No. Qllitt' the em,nary is tnlC. 11,e )<ork of hc,)':mIOl; nnn 

" 
......... ,,; 'l 

Pm'o)t' l'.vanJ takes on Hev.' l'l(!,minp. undC'f the :C1.1t:-tj;1~l' sC'.,t)tencinr;'-

" ~'ij 
/ : ...... !t 

'" l . 
"./ 

1m.". lts tlutics \-:ill incluue: 

1) Parol ing ard releasing of all inmates sentenced under 

prim' 18M, ha~cd upon the J'K'W f1at-t.1J~lC law, and the 

actual tC!l111 intended h)' the sentencing court. 

2) Rcylc,dr.g for release all prisoners sentenced under 

I the nCll 1m.;, ccrtifying goo(l time nnc.l tjlilC served by 

the DeJ]artlllC'nt of Con'cct iOllS. 

3) Advi~;inr. the Governor in co:n.'11uting, reprieving, and 

l)ardoniIlg offenders. 

Thi!> [unction p)'ovides a 11snfet)' valvell and the avenuc 

for release from prison. of unusual offenders v:hose 

continUt2li imprisonment wou) d be an iJ1justice. 

PROl~ATIO:~ 

Q. OOES ALL 'nus }.!EAN PROBATIO~ IS ENDED? 

A. No. It becomes even morc important. 

First, let 1 5 define Probation: 

It is supervision outside of prison subject to conditions, 

aimed at young or first offenders. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

APPEAL 

\'.lIAT HAPPE.'~S TO l'i..:(lll-\nO~? 

This illch'Jes 30,000 adults no\.,' OIl prohntion. 

TI10 tClln "Probati.on" is ch:mgcd to ''!-I~mdntory Supervision", 

, ... hich call1lClt be imposcJ ,.,.ithOl.lt ncldC'ct conditions such as 

finand n1 restitution to the crir.l~ victim, periodic j)::prison-

m,:mt J finc's, and so forth. 11tis insures that every fcJ ony 

offender \\'.ill recci ye so:::c degree of plmish':l(;nt, even outside 

prison. 

IF TJ-m nUlU:AU or cn,~? !>JITY SAFETY IS ESTABLISHED, \\1f .. \T "'ILL 
Ht\.PPEN TO 1i tE IJRESE.\T PROBATIO:\ OFFICERS? 

Cir~uit-wi.t1e departments of Court Services \\'ill be instituted 

under the authority of the Chief Circuit Judge. Emplc)yees of 

the CirClli t Court Services departments shall remain Cm.mty 

employees. 

All prescnl.. ("OtUlty adult anJ juvenile probation officers 

will remain employee!:> i .. 'l the Circuit Court Service Depart­

ment embracing their county. They will have a crucial job 

of assisting the court in pre'-sentence investigations of each 

convicted criminal. These investigative reports "'ill become 

mandatory. 

Q. WI'lli EVERYTIUNG SO CUT k'ID DRIED J WHAT llJ\PP.B~S TO TIIE RIGHT OF APPFAL? 

A. It is retained as ah/uys. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

imposeJ on com' j c1 cd crimil1:l)!i ,,;il] be c).p~\lldcd. 

\my l~) THIS SPEClAL REVJEW m~Sl;~\nLE? 

A. The flat-tjl~\C' pl'C~r.ram :is rooted in the principle thai: perso!'s 

. . 

'oJho commit the smr,c offense in similar d retunstancClS should 

receiYe substanU ally the smile.'. sent ('nee. Rj ght no\,' there al'e 

gn'at dispnrHj cs in sentencing hy t.rial judges ,·:hi ell cannot 

be effectivcly n~\'i<.'\\'ec.l because t.he 1 egislnture has permi tt-cd 

a , ... idc l~<lngc of sc'nt.enccs ,:i th0ut c1 ear st~mdm'ds. 

11115 legislation hoth provjdl.:s clear stnncbnls and PC::111its the 

Appc!1] ate Court. to lhOclify sentences imposed by tll('! trial court 

to insure: 

1) Thnt the senteIlce was npp:opriate to the offense committed 

as aggTavated or miti~at.ecl in that particular case; 

2) 'D1C sent ('nr(' ,,'as consistent \'lith t.)1P public. interest 

imd ~;afcty of the community Cl!yJ most likely to ,""ork a 

f,u1.1 measure of justice bet\o:ecn th.: offender anJ his 

victim; 

3) The sentence ,."as in line with the sentences imposed on 

other offenders for similar offenses committed in 

similar circumstaIlces. 
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Q. 

A. 

, ' / J,' . ',~ 
~' , I / .; I I''',~ 

\"(") t.l"Y "lll)I:.\\ "51:'"] }:"('}: 'I"') 'l~ II: \ 111'J'11 \(JT ('(")P'I'? " " l ( I t. l" ,1\ 1\ _, J\ ~ ,'\ .... ,' I. I .. J\l .... r~ ,,~.\ ' ,t ""\l~ 

'~1. / ,. ",.. "~~~~I"h 
Hither tl)(, dt'rt'J.~bnt or til..! St.ate 111:\)' apP(!\l} t11~ (,('ntcncc, ," "",'~(~ .. 

'~0, .' , ,'i //~i.:J 
all !loUi:h the grmUl,ls upun ,·:hich tllc State mar appeal an): .. j / ,I~' / I 

(,' . ./ ' / £; restricted, 

Q. TlIUS FAR, ALL OF '11IE PRJrISIO!\S OUrLI! .. lJ) Ii, 'TIlE JUSTICE ~!oDEL 

ADD!UJSS 'Dm ADULT CRT}.qj\:\L JUSTICE SYS1'It-L \\ll\T J\F,:)UT JU\'E.\HLES? 

\\11.\'1' IL\PPE-;S TO 'DrD·1? 

A. First of all, it. must be l'ccogni;r.C'd t.hat the plogram is an adult 

crhninal 1<1\\' and corrcctic.nal model. Unc1eT pre!'l"'nt Illinois] aN I 

juvcniJ e (1'1 years and undc>r) offenders arc r,OVl'111Cd under the 

Juvenile Court Act (Chapter 37, Illinois Revised Statutes). 

Juvenilcs are spec:ificaJ 1y excluded [rom the p1'ovisjons of 

the flat-sentcnce pl'ogrnm in recot,nition of the more malleable 

nature of youth, the dj ffcr~nce in treatment accorded juveniles 

tmdcr present 1a\',', and the juvenilc 1 s likelihood for positive 

response to reh~bil i tati ve measures. There are, hm,'ever) four 

major provisions in the Justice Pl'ogTClJll l·jo<.lel legislation t!!at 

address various aspects of juvenile ju::tice. TI1ey are: 

1) Provisions for juvcniJ e proh~·:ion services 

2) Removal of juvenile parole from the juriscEction of 

the Parole and Pardon Board 

3) Due-process rights of juvenilcs in custodial institutions. 

4) The Department of Corrections is reorganized to provide 

for a "Bureau of Youth Services". 
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t' 5) Gu:rrl.' s ,:lio ,,:.iJ 1 ,,'or): )n a he·ttL·]" a1.L:.)~~!,L('r~, or~e in \dd eh , . 

1, 

offem~ers \·:ho l'ca11 y want. to lcarn and change, 

Q. IDN IS TIll S Pi~OG1~\\! TO BE I!'-IPU:~·fJ:.:;nJ)'? 

A. Rcprcsentnth..:· }1h:l;:-!~)l Getty :lClS introduced )('~),slatioa for 

a corruni,ssjo;l to report l);)ck on this progr3!\\ durins. 1975. 
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