
., .... ,. 

. ':_ J' 
I '/' ... 

\.i .. 

I 

Crime and Criminal 
Justice in Iowa 

V()LUME IX: 

. 

PRISON 
POPULATION' 

.... ~ .. : .' .""".' . . . .' . . ...... - . ~ . . - - -_ ~= 1=_ .... =_ en. _I_! =:., = ___ = :I!' 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



:1 
I 
I 

'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

i I 
,I 
I 
I' 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 

-?l 6Jt 0\., ct¢t'fIP 1 J-r s 2. () N C J R 5 

A~R t 1900 

CRIME AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE IN IOWA 

YOLUME IX: PRISON POPULATION 

STATE OF IOWA 
STATISTICAL ANALYSIS CENTER 

OFFICE FOR PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING 

January, 1980 

AGQtnSITION~ 



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

Office for Planning and Programming 
523 E. 12th Street 

-;I' _' 

DIRECTOR - - - - - -

DATA COORDINATOR - -

RESEARCH ANALYST -

Des Moines, Iowa 50319 
Robert F. Tyson, Director 

Statistical Analysis Center 

- Paul Stageberg, M.A. 

- - - - - - Daryl R. Fischer, Ph.D.* 

Teresa A. Lacsina, M.A.** 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PLANNER - - - - - - - Marcia L. Cohan, M.S. 

SECRETARY Joyce Sarno 

* Study Coordinator/Author 
** Study Assistant/Data Processing Support 

This report was published through financial assistance 
provided by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, U.S. 
Dept. of Justice, through grants 78-MU-AX-0013 and 79-MU-AX-0010. 
Points of view or opinions contained herein do not necessarily 
represent the official position or polihies of the U.S. Dept. of 
Justice. 



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

'I 
I 

PREFACE 

This report is the ninth in a series of reports entitled "Crime and 
Criminal Justice in Iowa." The series reflects much of the analytic 
work of the Iowa Statistical Analysis Center (SAC) during its first 
year of operation. The Iowa SAC is a federally funded program in 
the Office for Planning and Programming dedicated to improved criminal 
justice information and statistics in Iowa. 

In addition to conducting statistical studies of criminal justice 
- such as in the Crime and Criminal Justice series - SAC is involved 
in the development of new and improved criminal justice information 
systems. Currently Iowa has three ongoing systems, including Com
puterized Criminal Histories (CCH), Uniform Crime Reports (UCR), and 
Offender-Based State Corrections Information System (OBSCIS). In 
addition, an. Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS)l system is 
being developed, and discussion is under way concerning the implemen
tation of a Prosecutor1s Management Information System (PROMIS) in 
Iowa. 

Other SAC activities include development of a Management and Adminis
trative Statistics (MAS) capability for gathering and disseminating 
employment and expenditure data, the annual publication of a state
wide criminal justice directory, and the provision of technical 
assistance and feedback to criminal justice agencies in Iowa. 

While Iowa has yet to develop a comprehensive criminal justice 
information system as a vehicle for statistical analysis~ SAC 
has nonetheless had access to a large quantity of historical data on 
crime and criminal justice operations in the state. This infor
mation 9 which forms the basis for the Crime and Criminal Justice 
series, was tali:en from federal and state reports on reported crimes 
and arrests~ biennial reports of the Iowa Board of Parole, and computer
ized offender case files maintained by the Iowa Department of Social 
Services. In addition, some data are available;.;hrough the efforts 
of the Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief. 

In this volume of the series - Volume IX: Prison Population - SAC 
discusses the work of the Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief, 
a group of private citizens formed by legislative mandate in 1976 
to study the problem of rising prison populations in Iowa and to 
recommend appropriate actions to the Governor and the General Assembly. 
The main emphasis of this report concerns two of the conclusions drawn 
by the Commission, as expressed in their final report: 2 

1 A process for recording and analyzing offender movements through 
the criminal justice system. Currently SAC shares responsibility 
for OBTS development with the Iowa Department of Public Safety. 

2 Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief, Adult Corrections in Iowa, 
Report to the 67th General Assembly of Iowa, March, 1977. 
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:n The c.u)v'l,ent c.oJr.Jt.eruon.a.t ,{;;'/,~;Utu .. UaH6 have. adequa.te c.apac);ty to 
houl.le .t.runa.te POpula:t.i1HU:. ,tn-to ;the. nOll.e6ee.ab.e.e. 6u .. tuJte. A tLe.(.l} 

.. iM.tLtu:ti.on -L6 no;t np~c.(U!.,aJl.y a..tth":,6 ,t.{me. 

2) The Commi.J.>.6.ion ma.i.nta.i.n6 ;tha:t at .e.e.aJ.>:t 15-20% 06 :the. c.WlJl.ent 
.i..I1.6Utut1ona.t lXlpulaUon c.ould be Jt.de.a.6e.d :to c.ommu.n.Uy 
pJt.agJt.am6. Jud..i..c..i.oIM .6c.Jt.e.e.lUrl£ c.an e.11.6·uJt.e. :that .t.hL!:l be. 
ac.c.omp.f .. .[6 hed wah vWuaiJ!..y 110 .i..nc.Jt.e.aJ.> e. .in :tMe.a:t :to 
c.ommun.Uy .6a6dy. 

Both of the above conclusions of the Advisory Commission were tied 
closely to the changing picture of community-based corrections in 
Iowa and to the role that community programs play in handling 
criminal offenders who might otherwise be incarcerated. 

In Section I of the report, a brief description is offered of the 
developing stages of community-based corrections in Iowa, including 
the pioneering efforts of the widely publicized Des Moines Project. 
In Section II, research and evaluation activities preceding the 
Commission's work are discussed to provide some background to the 
rather detailed analyses of Sections III and IV. 

In Section III, the origin, organization and final products of the 
Commission's effort are discussed, with particular emphasis on the 
two findings given above. 

In Section IV, the Statistical Analysis Center presents the results 
of a two-year study of these findings and of the assumptions they 
entail. This work, which was instituted by the Adult Corrections 
Master Plan Project in late 1977 and early 1978, provides a number 
of new and interesting perspectives on the development and ongoing 
operation of the adult sentencing and corrections system in Iowa. 

In Section V, the discussion shifts to a concern with the role of 
Ilriskll as a factor in felony sentencing in Iowa, with particular 
reference to the placement of "higher risk ll offenders. This section 
delves into some of the "why" behind the findings of Section IV. 
In Section VI, SAC attempts to summarize the "new view" of sen
tencing and corrections deriving from current findings, and to 
pinpoint some of the errors in thinking that accompanied previous 
perceptions. 

Additiona.l features of the study are presented in Volume V: Felony 
Sentencing Practices, and in Volume VI: Time Served and Parole 
Decision-Making. The reader is encouraged to consult these volumes 
for a better overall picture of the current state and momentum of 
adult corrections in this state. 
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SUMMARY 

One of the most perplexing problems facing the Governor, the 
Legislature, and corrections officials in recent years has been 
the question of what to do about Iowa's rising prison population. 

Iowa, like many other states, has experienced a marked increase in 
the number of prisoners since the early seventies. This increase has 
come about despite rapid growth in the state's system of community
based corrections. 

In 1973, with the passage of the enabling legislation for community 
corrections, there was talk of closing one or more state prisons, 
since many felt at the time that evolv~ng community alternatives to 
imprisonment would further reduce the prison population, perhaps even 
below the 57-year low experienced in September of 1972. 

The Community Corrections Act of 1973 essentially allowed the state
wide expansion of the community corrections model as exemplified by 
the Des Moines Project, a highly successful program of alternatives 
to incarceration for adults operating in the state's Fifth Judicial 
District. One of the key components of the Des Moines Project has 
been the community residential program, consisting of the Fort Des 
Moines facility for men and a pre-and post-institutional halfway 
house for women. 

With the enpbling legislation in 1973, the Iowa General Assembly 
served notice that community alternatives were the wave of the future 
in Iowa corrections. Following enactment of the legislation, the Iowa 
Department of Social Services began an effort to implement the Des 
Moines Project model on a statewide basis, including the development 
of community residential programs in all eight judicial districts. 

Despite the stated intent of the Legislature and the Social Services 
Department, no community facilities of the intended type had opened 
outside the Fifth District until the late months of 1976. By late 
1978, following a mandate by the Legislature in the Spring of 1977, 
residential facilities were available in all judicial districts. 

In keeping with the acknowledged "gap" in correctional services outside 
the Fifth District prior to 1977, there was a common perception around 
the state that sentencing judges in the Fifth Judicial District had 
gone well beyond judges in other judicial districts in the use of com
munity alternatives to imprisonment. Very simply, judges in the Fifth 
District had access to community residential facilities as sentencing 
alternatives for convicted felons, while judges in other districts did 
not. Accordingly, it was believed that a significant portion of the 
prison population consisted of individuals who were imprisoned because 
of the previous lack of a statewide residential program. This was 
consistent with an estimate by Des Moines Project officials that the 
Fort Des Moines residence had operated as an alternative to state-level 
imprisonment for 75% of its clientele. 

1 That is, that judges outside the Fifth District had imprisoned con
victed offenders at a much. higher rate than judges within the District. 

v 



I 
With this accepted base of knowledge, expectations were that the I 
new residential facilities would usher in a new era in adult cor· 
rections in Iowa. Every indication had it that community corrections 
would draw away a significant portion of admissions to state prisons, I 
and that, accordingly, the total population in the prisons would fall. 
In fact, the Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief predicted in 
early 1977 that the total inmate population would drop by 8% by mid- I 
1978 and would not reach previously observed levels within the fore-
seeable future. 

According to this estimate, which was based in large part on the I 
perceived role of new residential facilities, Iowa would no longer 
have to face a prison population crisis. As a result, there would 
be no need to continue discussions of a new state prison. Instead, I 
emphasis could be shifted to improving the conditions in existing 
prisons. The Commission also suggested that the prison population 
could be further reduced by up to 15-20% by releasing prisoners who 
were judged to be the victims of a previously under-developed system I 
of community-based corrections. 

Despite the high degree of optimism expressed early in 1977, the total I 
institutional count continued its upward trend, and by the end of 1977 
had reached a level 19% higher than that projected by the Commission. 
Furthermore, the Iowa Board of Parole refused to release individuals on I 
a list of presumed good candidates for release -- since many had serious 
misconduct records while in prison. 

In an attempt to identify why the prison population was not declining I 
as projected, the Adult Corrections Master Plan staff in mid-1977 began 
an in-depth study of the felony sentencing and corrections system in 
Iowa. This study, which has been continued by the Statistical Analysis I 
Center during 1978 and 1979, has led to a new and surprising view of 
sentencing and corrections in Iowa. This new view is described in 
painstaking detail in this report, in Volume V: Felony Sentencing I 
Practices, and in bits and pieces in ot,her volumes of the series. 

Some of the major findings appearing in this report are as follows: 

1) During 1974-1976 the Fifth Judicial District residential 
corrections program operated as an alternative to imprison
ment for no more than 20% of its clients, and successfully 
diverted from the state prison system no more than 15% 
(p. 102); 

2) There was no pronounced difference in imprisonment rates 
during 1974-1976 between the Fifth Judicial District (19.8%) 
and other judicial districts (21.6%) (p. 102); 

3) No more than 13% of the counterparts to Fifth District 
residential clients - sentenced outside the Fifth District -
were imprisoned offenders who might be considered the 
"victims" of an incompletely developed community corrections 
system. Those among the "victims" who were imprisoned as of 
December, 1976 comprised no more than 17% of the Advisory 
Commission's select group for early release, and constituted 
no more than 6% of the total prison population (pp. 102-103); 
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4) During 1974-1976, the Fifth Judicial District residential 
corrections program reduced the total prison population in 
Iowa by 3.8%. A statewide program - implemented to the full 
extent of the Fifth District program - would have further 
reduced the population by 11.4%. In all, a total statewide 
residential corrections capability would have reduced the 
prison population by an estimated 14.8% (below levels expected 
without any pre-institutional residences). In contrast, if 
the estimates used by the Advisory Commission to compute the 
impact of new residences on prison admissions had been an 
accurate reflection of reality for the years 1974-1916, then 
a total statewide residential capaiblity in Iowa would have 
reduced the prison population by 36.8% (pp. 103-104); 

5) Among 7495 adults sentenced for felonies in Iowa during 
1974-1976, there was virtually a random relationship between 
the risk of recidivism or probation failure1 and the pro
bability of imprisonment (p. 130); 

6) Although "risk" was not a notable factor in determining 
who among convicted felons should be imprisoned in Iowa 
during 1974-1976, it was a very definite factor in the 
placement of residential corrections clients. The major 
portion (63%) of felons directly sentenced to Fifth Judicial 
District residential corrections facilities during 1974-1976 
were higher risk offenders who would otherwise have been 
placed on straight probation or in county jails (pp. 134,137); 

7) In conjunction. with 6) above, the major portion (60%) of the 
other-district counterparts to felons directly sentenced to 
Fifth District residential facilities during 1974-1976 were 
higher risk offenders placed on straight probation or in 
county jails. More generally, during 1974·~1976, the fJssense 
of the "gap" in correctional services between the Fifth 
and other judicial districts was the lack of residential 
corrections facilities for the placement of higher risk pro
bationers sentenced outside the Des Moines area (pp. 140, 141); 

8) As a group, those felony offenders directly sentenced to 
residential corrections facilities in Iowa during 1974-1976 
would have rated as worse risks for release on proba.tion 
than the group of offenders directly sentenced to state 
prisons (p. 143); 

9) Due to a considerable degree of inconsistency in sentencing 
among judges in Iowa, more than half of those offenderEl 
directly sentenced to state prisons during 1.974-1976 would 
not have received prison sentences had they been sentenced 
by different judges assigned at random. This inconsistency 
in sentencing has led to a situation of considerable overlap 
in the characteristics and make-up of clients assigned to resi
dential facilities and inmates in the Men's Reformatory (p. 149); 

1 As dictated by experience with 3051 felony probationers and parolees 
released from caseloads in Iowa during 1974-1976. 
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10) Based on the findings of this study, it is not likely 
that new residential corrections facilities in Iowa 
have had a substantial impact on the state's prison 
population. Without changes in sentencing practices 
as observed during 1974-1976, the new facilities 
cannot be expected to have a sUbstantial impact in 
the future. Other findings suggest, however, that 
there are many individuals currently in the prison 
system who could have been safely sentenced to 
community-based programs, and/or who could be 
released on parole at earlier dates than normal 
without endangering the public. 1 This issue 
is expanded upon in Volumes V, VI and VII of this 
series. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Explanations are due concerning several aspects of this report. I 
First, the SAC staff is aware that the data used in the report 
are somewhat dated, covering the period 1974-1976. The report 
really should have been prepared approximately 18 months earlier, I 
in that the data were available for research at that time. Several 
factors prevented this occurrence, however: 

1) the dissolution of the large-scale effort of the Bureau of I 
Correctional Evaluation; . .' 

2) the termination of the Correctional Master Plan project; 

3) the widespread belief that the findings of the Advisory 
Commission on Corrections Relief were correct; 

4) the necessity to locate and correct problems and inadequacies 
in the data base; 

5) the need for the SAC to conduct criminal justice research 
beyond the boundaries of the corrections system. 

Beyond these reasons, when preliminary analyses of the data indicated 
some surprising results, the SAC staff believed it necessary to exercise 
especial caution prior to publication of results. Findings thus were 
checked and re-checked, and in a number of instances several different 
methodologies were used to analyze the same phenomena. In these 
instances, our original findings, surprising as they might be, were 
consistently confirmed. 

1 In certain cases these individuals are affected by mandatory 
sentence provisions prohibiting probation or establishing minimum 
prison terms. 
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It is useful to note that while the data used here are older than 
ideal, their age does not necessarily reduce their utility for 
research purposes. Having analyzed these original data presents 
the opportunity to do trend analysis comparing new and old data to 
identify changes in operation or policy which otherwise might go un
noticed. It should also be noted that the SAC staff has just recently 
become satisfied with the quality and accuracy of the 1977-78 data 
covering this same area, and that preliminary analyses have shown a 
clear continuation of the trends identified in the 1974-76 data. 
Thus, for example, the actual impact of the new residential facilities 
in judicial districts other than the Fifth has been consistent with 
that hypothesized here. 

This report is intentionally statistical in nature. Because of the 
unexpected findings presented here, the SAC staff thought it necessary 
to present the hard data to the maximum degree possible to buttress 
findings. Without such a statistical presentation, it would still 
have been possible for dissenters to challenge methodology, statistics, 
or findings. This presentation thus seeks to avoid this situation by 
presenting the hard data in painstaking detail, leading the reader 
through the precise analyses performed. In this manner it is hoped 
that even those with an elementary understanding of research and 
statistics should be able to understand our conclusions, the methodology 
used to reach them, and the certainty with which they are presented. 

In assessing the impact of residential facilities on the prison 
population, this report does not attempt to address the role of 
probation as a diversion from the prison system. At this point we 
accept this role as given. Probation developed in Iowa long before 
the advent of correctional data col~ection systems, and it would thus 
be nearly impossible to accurately discern probation's impact on the 
level of admissions to prison. There is some support in the data, 
however, for the diversionary role of probation, in that a considerable 
overlap exists between the types of individuals sentenced to prison 
and probation and/or residential facilities in the state. Given this 
overlap, it appears likely that a number of those currently sentenced 
to probation would have been sentenced to prison in the absence of 
probation. 

Finally, it would be inaccurate to maintain that this report does not 
support the establishment or continuation of residential corrections 
facilities in Iowa. This conclusion does not necessarily follow 
from our analyses. Rather, the data indicate that the residential 
facilities have not in the past been used primarily to divert individuals 
from prison, not that they cannot in the future. The data show that 
there are groups curr~ntly being incarcerated who could safely be housed 
in residential facilities, given changes in sentencing practices in the 
state. The data also indicate that the residential facilities have been 
quite effective in protecting the community while their high risk clients 
are in residence. Thus it should not be concluded that residential 
corrections facilities in Iowa have been fa.ilures. While their impact 
on the prison population has not been great, this is not a comment on 
their potential to have such an effect in the future. 

ix 
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I. COMMUNITY-BASED CORRECTIONS 

Traditionally, judges in Iowa have had several alternatives for 
sentencing adult offenders convicted of criminal offenses. The 
Code of Iowa has perennially allowed judges to impose fines or to 
suspend jailor prison sentences in cases where incarceration was 
considered inappropriate as a criminal sanction. In addition, since 
the early seventies, the Code has provided judges with the option 
to grant deferred judgments to most non-violent offenders without 
prior felony convictions. Under this provision of law, a guilty 
plea is accepted and a period of probation granted. If probation 
is completed successfully, charges may be dismissed by the judge 
and the offender's record of conviction expunged. 

In recent years, virtually all adults granted deferred judgments or 
suspended sentences in Iowa have been placed under the supervision of 
probation officers. Prior to legislation enacted in 1973, most 
persons granted probation were supervised by probation/parole 
officers employed by the Iowa Department of Social Services. 
rrhe remainder were supervised by agents of the cou.rt or by county 
sheriffs, although this practice was not widespread until expansion 
began in Polk County in 1972 under the aegis of the Department of 
Court Services. 

THE MOVE TO COMMUNITY ALTERNATIVES 

Information appearing in Volume I: Statistical Overview and Volume 
IV: Court Dispositions suggests an increasing reliance on the use 
of probation. in Iowa as a sentencing alternative in recent years. 
Table 20 and Figure 5 in Volume I clearly indicate increased sus
pension of prison sentences and a si~nificant movement toward 
deferred judgment in criminal cases. For example, in FY1958, 
just 20% of prison sentences were suspended. By FY1974, this had 
increased to 60%.2 In FY1970, no deferred judgments were granted 
in Iowa, but by FY1975, 14% of those guilty as charged were granted 
deferred judgments. 

In Volume IV, the Statistical Analysis Center took a closer look 
at sentencing practices in Iowa for the years 1971-1976, based on 
District Court disposition data collected by the Advisory Commission 
on Corrections Relief. 3 Some of the conclusions of this study were 
as follows: 

••• (Amon.g ail ciL6po.6fti.ol'l.6) :the peJ1.c.en.:t on c.on.vic.:tiol'l..6/deneJV!.ed judgmen.:t.6 
f1.e.6uffi.n.g in. pf1.obation. f1.O.6e nMm 18% in. 1971, :to 26-29% in. 1972-1973, 

1 Restricted to (felony and indictable misdemeanor) cases handled 
through the District Courts of Iowa. 

2 The rate of suspension of prison sentences increased unsteadily 
during the interim, from 23% during FY1958-1960, to 29;1. during FY1961-
FY1964, 38% in FY1965 , 41% during FY1965-FY1971, 48% during FY1972-1973, 
and 57% during FY1974-1976. 

3 See Section III of this report. 
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Md 31-39% -i..n 1914-1916. In e.one.VLt, :the peJl.e.entlLe.6uLti.ng bt 
Mne.6 CU'td -i..ne.Me.elLa:t,[on 6eLt, wU.h Mne.6 dMpp-i..ng nMm 54% -i..n 
1911, :to 50% -i..n 1912, 46% -i..n 1913, CU'td 42-44% -i..n 1914-1916, and 
with -i..ne.a4c.elLa:t,[ol'1.6 6att-i..ng 6ILom 28% -i..n 1911, :to 24-25% in 1972-1913, 
20-21% -i..n 1914-1915, CU'td 11% -i..n 1976. FlLom 1971-1913 to 1974-1976 
:the Me on n-i..ne.6 and -i..neMe.eJl.a:t-i..on 6eLt by 15% and 24.5% lLe.6pec.:t-i..vei.y, 
wWe the Me 0 6 plLO ba.t<.o n M.6 e by 55. 5 % • Vue:to -i..nc.ll.ea6 ed :to:tal, 
cJb., O.6-i..:t-i..OI'1.6 and :the mOlLe lLe uen:t Me 0 Mbation a6 a. .6entenun 

eJt.na:U..v.e, :t elLe welLe oveJl. noWt limcu, a..6 many pM a;UOn6 gJt.a.n:te 
-i..n Iowa dUlLing 1976 a..6 dUlLlng 1971. 

••• -i..nCMe.~~on Jt.a:tcu, (peJt.c.ent 06 e.onv-i..c.:t-i..on/denell.ll.ed judgment6 
lead-i..ng :to -i..ne.Me.eJt.ailon) WeJl.e MWt :to .6-i..x :timcu, h-i..gheJl. nOlL 6elony 
e.haILge.6 :than nOlL mi6demeanolL e.haJt.ge.6 (40%:to 8% dUlLlng 1971-1916). 

•• • -i..ne.CULc.eJl.a.:ti.on lLatcu, 6eLt much mOlLe .6 halLpty nolL nelony e.hMge.6 :than 
nOlL rn.L6demeanolL e.hMge.6: 

FELONy1 

MISVEMEANOR 

1911-1913 
47.7%2 

8.3% 
25.3% 

1974-1976 
35.2% 

1.3% 
19.1% 

1911-1976 
40.1% 

7.1% 
21.5% 

•• • -i..ne.Mc.elLa:t-i..on lLate.6 welLe .6ub.6:tan:UaLe.y h-i..gheIL 601L 6elon-i..e.6 aga-i..n.6:t 
PeJL601'1.6 OIL -i..nvolv-i..l1g we.apol'1.6 :than nolL o:theJl. 6elon-i..e.6, and nell mue.h 
mOlLe .6hMply nOlL :the RA:t:teJl. e.a:tegolLy :than nOll :the nolLmeIL: 

PERSONS/WEAPONS 

PROPERTY/OTHER 

1911-1973 
64.7% 
45.2% 

1974-1976 
62.7% 
31. 1% 

1971-1976 
63.5% 
36.6% 

F-i..natiy, •••• the lLapid movement :towalLd e.ommun-i..:ty-ba..6ed e.oll.ll.ectioY1..6 
-i..n r owa dwUng 1974-1976 - a..6 lLe nlec.:ted -i..n :the -i..nc.ll.ea.6 ed Me 0 n 
PM ba.:ti.o n - Wa.6 e.o ne.en:tJr.ated -i..n :the e.ategolLY 0 nOn 6 endeJL6 e.o n-
v-i..ete.d 06 le.6.6 .6eJUOU6 6elon-i..e.6. Thi6 glLoup on 06nen.6cu, c.ol'1.6i6:t6 
mO.6:tly 0 6 PILO pVtty c.Jt.-i..mcu, .6 ue.h a.6 bWtglaJl.Y, lMe.eny, mo:tOIL veh-i..c.le 
:thent, 6olLgeJty, bad e.hecfv.., v anda.U.6m, aVtd {lLecuv-i..ng oIL c.oVtceaUng} 
.6:tolen PMPVLty. AppMenily, :the U6e on pMba.:ti.on ha6 lLema-tned .6:table 
nOlL v-i..olen:t c.Jt.-i..mcu" Which -i..nc.fude. man6laug hteIL, ILape, M b belLY and 
agglLavated aM auU - amo n.g o:theJl.6. (NOTE: V WuaUy no pM bat-i..o 1'1.6 
Me glLan:ted on mWtdeJl. chMge.6.) ThM movement :to e.ommun-i..:ty c.oll.ll.ec.:t-i..oY1..6 
nOlL PM pVtty 0 n n endeJL6 JA co 1'1.6.{A:tent wilh :the le.6.6 .6 eJUOU6 VtatWLe a n 
.6ue.h CJUme.6 and :the e.ommon v-i..ew :that v-i..olent 066endeJL6 Me. dangelLOM 
and .6hould no:t be plae.ed -tvL e.ommt..tnU.y pMglLCIDlJ.! (.6ue.h a6 pJtobation} -i..n 
lMge numbeJL6. 

1 Including (fil.ed) felony charges reduced to misdemeanors. 
2 Note Finding 3) at the top of page 8 of Volume IV is incorrectly 
stated. The figures 28.1% and 19.8% should have been 47.7% and 35.2% 
respectively. This does not change the result that incarceration rates 
fell more sharply for felony charges than for misdemeanor charges. 

-2-

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



I 

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

ENABLING LEGISLATION 

With the passage of the landmark Community Corrections Act of 1973,1,2 
the legislature enabled a full range of community alternatives to 
incarceration to operate under the authority of local officials not 
directly responsible to the Department of Social Services. State and 
local monies were provided to match federal grant monies from the Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) for community corrections 
projects throughout the state. The Community Corrections Act allowed 
local projects to supervise convicted felons who formerly would have 
been under the jurisdiction of the Department of Social Services. 
Projects in each of the eight judicial districts of the state were 
encouraged to develop a full range of alternatives to incarceration, 
including pre-trial release with or without supervision, probation, and 
residential services. The legislature gave the Department of Social 
ServiceE the option of developing community corrections in areas where 
local authorities failed to provide such services. 

THE DES MOINES PROJECT 

The move to community corrections in Iowa was most directly the result 
of the widely publicized success of the Fifth Judicial District Depart
ment of Court Services (commonly referred to as the Des Moines Project). 
The Fifth District program had been designated "an exemplary project" 
by the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice of 
LEAA, based on evaluations of the project and its components by the 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) in the early seventies. 
The last of these evaluations, Community-Based Alternatives to Traditional 
Corrections, The 1973 Evaluation of the Fifth Judicial District Department 
of Court Services - State of Iowa, which was published in February, 1974,' 
ended with the following statement: 

I.t mU6:t be. 0..0 n.c..fud eel :tha:t a .6 ub.6:taJ'Lt.[a1. .6 av -£n.g.6 ha.6 ao..cJ1.ueel :to 
.6oc.J..e.ty ,[n. o..OIULe.c;tA.on.a1. o..MU a.6 a 1Le..6ui..:t on :the. e.x.L6te.n.o..e. on 
the. Ve.pa.JLtme.n.t on CoUlLt Se.ILv,[o..e.o. Iu impac..t upon. the. popu1.a.tiOI16 
06 e.x.i.6tin.g o..OIULe.c..tiOn.a1. plLOglLam6 hcv~ be.e.n. o..ol16'[de.ILabte., an.d ill 
cU..e.n.t.6 appe.aIL well .6 e.lLve.d by the. Ve.palLtme.n.t thlLOugh a .6:tILon.g 
lLeLLan.o..e. upon. e.x.L6tin.g o..ommUYU:ty lLeooUILo..e..6. 

This evaluation indicated that $454,229 had been saved during 1973 
as a result of the programs offered by the Department of Court Services. 
These cost savings were identified as resulting primarily from an 
average reduction of 133 inmates at the State Penitentiary and the 
Men's Reformatory, and an average reduction of 56 inmates at the 
Polk County Jail. A reduction in prison populations was suggested 
to have occurred because of the availability of the Fort Des Moines 
Men's Residential Corrections Program as a felony sentencing alternative 

1 CHAPTER 176, LAWS OF THE SIXTY-FIFTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 1973 SESSION 

(S.F. 482) AN ACT relating to the establishment of community-based 
correctional programs and services. (See Appendix I) 

2 CHAPTER 109, LAWS OF THE SIXTY-FIFTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 1973 SESSION 

(S. F. 511) AN ACT to appropriate funds from the general fund of the 
state for establishing community-based correctional programs and services. 
(See Appendix I). 
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for District Court judges. A reduction in jail populations was in
dicated primarily as a result of the pre-trial release programs 
offered by the Department. 

I 
I 
I 

While each of the project's components received favorable evaluations 
in various areas, the hallmark of the overall program was stated to be 
the extensive coordination among the various units of the Department. 
The effective handling of offenders was suggested to be due in sig-
nificant measure to a coordinated effort among staff of the various I 
programs in moving offenders through the pre-trial and correctional 
process. Based on the NCCD evaluGtions, LEAA chose to fund replication 
projects in other areas of the country to see if the community corrections I 
concept, as typified in the coordinated system of the Des Moines Project, 
could work in other set,tings. No similar successes have been publicized 
to date among the replication projects outside Iowa. This may testify 
more to the insight and abilities of the Des Moines Project's founder 
and director, Bernard Vogelgesang, than to any other factors. 

THE IOWA EXPERIENCE: 1974-1976 

The period 1974-1976 was very much a testing period for community 
corrections in Iowa. The concept had apparently worked in the Fifth 
JUdicial District, and the question was whether or not it could work 
on a statewide basis. 

T}:lrough the assistance and guiding hand of the Division of Adult 
Corrections of the Department of Social Services, and with the 
support of both state and federal monies, community corrections projects 
were organized and operated in each of the eight judicial districts 
of the state (some being operational prior to the enabling legislation 
in mid-1973). 

As was the case with the Des Moines project, not all of the components 
of the new projects were implemented at once. Probation services were 
the first to be implemented in all judicial districts, although in many 
cases this involved accepting the supervision of persons who would 
formerly have been under state jurisdiction. 1 Pre-trial release 
programs, on the other hand, sprang up gradually, and were still not 
operational in all districts by the end of 1976. Of particular note 
was the absence of residential programs outside of Des Moines prior to 
1977. 2 ' 

STATE REPLACEMENT OF FEDERAL FUNDS 

State funds for community-based corrections were first appropriated 
by the Legislature in conjunction with the initial enabling legislation 
in 1973 (S.F. 511). State-level funding increased from $350,000 in 
FY1974, to $500,000 in FY1975, $625,000 in FY1976, $2,850,000 in 
FY1977, and $6,500,000 in FY1978. In 1977, the Legislature mandated 
the complete statewide implementation of the community corrections 

1 Also, in some districts, probation remained the responsibility of 
the Department of Social Services, even though grant funds were utilized 
for probation services. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 2 Technically, a few beds for pre-institutional offenders were available 

in HOPE HOUSE, Iowa City, and in cert~in post-institutional halfway 
houses around the state. 
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model, as exemplified in the Des Moines Project, through passage of 
S.F. 112.1 

The legislation mandated the existence of pre-trial release, probation, 
residential, and pre-sentence investigation services in each district. 
This full range of services was to be offered under eight Judicial 
District Departments of Correctional Services, with funding provided 
strictly through state and local monies. Departments were to be 
guided by local boards, with monitoring responsibility to the Social 
Services Bureau of Community Correctional Services. This was the 
format under which community corrections was to flourish in the State 
of Iowa. 

As of the date of this report, the intent of S.F. 112 has been met, 
in that fully operational pre-trial release, probation, residential 
and pre-sentence investigation services are now available in each of 
the eight judicial districts of the state. Full implementation was 
finally accomplished with the opering of a residential corrections 
center in Fort Dodge (Second Judicial District) in late 1978. 

1 CHAPTER 154, LAWS OF THE SIXTY-SEVENTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 1977 SESSION 

(S.F. 112) AN ACT relating to corrections programs by providing work 
adjustment and training positions at the Riverview release center and 
requiring that each judicial district in this state develop and maintain 
a community-based correctional program, providing for the administration, 
support and context of those programs, extending the work release program, 
and repealing sections two hundred seventeen point twenty-four (217.24) 
through two hundred seventeen point twenty-nine (217.29) of the Code. 
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II. RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

In conjunction with the Community Corrections Act of' 1973, Lho Iowa. 
General Assembly mandated a continuing evaluation of community-based 
corrections along the lines of the NCCD evaluations of the Des Moines 
Project. 1 To facilitate the evaluation, the legislature required that 
agencies administering community programs submit performance data 
to the Department of Social Services. 

Initially, responsibility for evaluation of the statewide program was 
expected to go to NCCD i~ recognition of their prior involvements 
with evaluation in Iowa. When contract problems arose and NCCD 
became ineligible to conduct the evaluation, the NCCD employee 
responsible for the evaluation design - Roger Steggerda - formed a 
private firm called Justice Research. In anticipation of being 
awarded the contract for the evaluation, Mr. Steggerda devised data 
forms and instructions, and contacted all community corrections 
agencies in the state to begin the flow of evaluation data. Due to 
a further technicality, however, Mr. Steggerda was judged ineligible 
to conduct the evaluation, and so the search continued to find a 
suitable home for the project. 

1 CHAPTER 160, IOWA VEPARTMENTAL RULES - SOCIAL SERVICES VEPARTMENT - JANUARY, 1974 
SUPPLEMENT 

160.5 (176) Eva1u~~. 

160.5 (1) A c..on.:U~uotU" c..ompJz.e.he.VL6ive. pMgJz.am e.66e.cUve.~e..6.6 e.va.tu.a;t[o~ .6hai..t 
be. c..o~duc..te.d 60Jz. aU. c..ommUYU.ty-bct6e.d c..olVt.e.cV.onai. pJLogJLam6. The. CJt.Ue.tUa. by 
wlUc..h plWgJz.am.6 .6h.a..U. be. e.vai.ua.te.d .6haU. mc1.ude. but not ne.c..e..6.6aJUly be. ilnU...te.d 
.to: 

a.. Commun.liy .6a.6e.ty, wlUc..h JLe.6eM to the. e.x.te.n..t .to wru.c..h the. c..ommwuty 
M pJz.ote.c..te.d 6Jz.om adcLi;U.o nai. c,'l1..me. dWl.ing the. C.OMe.c;UOn..6 PMc..e..6.6. 

b. Soc..iai. e.66e.c;Uve.ne..6.6, wlUc..h Jz.e6eM to impJz.ove.d abLeUy 06 c.OJz.JLe.c..tioJll,6 
c..Ue.n:t6 to 6undian le.gaU.y Md e.66e.c;tLve.ly wlilUn .6oc.ie:ty. 

c... Co 1Vt.e.cV.0 nai. e. 66 e.cV. v e.ne..6.6, wlUc..h Jz.e. 6 eM to the. Jz.e.duc..Uo n a 0 6 u.twr. e. 
~nai. be.havioJz.. 

d. EU1.MUai. e.one.c;UVe.ne.M, wlUc..h Jz.e..oeM to Mai.y.6M 00 pMgJz.am e.66e.cV.ve.ne..6.6 
ct6 J..t Jz.e.la;te..6 to ptWgJz.a.m c..0.6U. 

e.. Sy.6te.m impaet, wlUc..h Jz.e.6eM :to plWgJz.a.m e.66e.et6 on .6uc..h mea,WJLe..6 ct6 jm 
Md pwo Yl. po pulcLtio M 1 aJr.JLe..6t Jc.a:te..6 1 and c..o mmUYU.ty Jz.e6 OUJz.c..e. u.:ti.UzaUo n. 

160.5 (2) AU pMgJz.am.6 .6haU. be. JLe6poMible. noJz. the. c.oUe.ction Md pMv,u.,A-On 06 
.6uc..h e.va.tu.aUve. and admLJ!l.i.6:tJc.a:t,[ve. data ct6 may be. Jz.e.qu.bte.d by the. de.pa.JL:tme.n:t 06 
.6 a uai. .6 e/Lvic..e..6 • 
2 

Although at least one other firm was being seriously considered. 
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BUREAU OF CORRECTIONAL EVALUATION 

With this rather inauspicious beginning, the statewide evaluation of 
community-based corrections in Iowa was finally housed with the Iowa 
Department of Social Services in a special unit called the Bureau 
of Correctional Evaluation (BCE). The new bureau became operational 
in the Department's Division of Management and Planning in October, 
1974. 

During the preceding months of 1974, data forms designed and distributed 
by Mr. Steggerda were being submitted to Social Services for data process
ing. In the early months of 1975, the Bureau became fully staffed and 
the work began on the analysis of data. In June of 1975, a report was 
released by the BureauA summarizing the performance of the statewide 
program during 1974.1,~ 

This first report from BCE failed to draw any firm conclusions on 
the success of the statewide program. Instead, it indicated no 
immediate causes for concern in that failure and rearrest rates for 
community programs operating in 1974 were not abnormally high. Again, 
emphasis was placed on the lower costs of community programs operating 
as alternatives to incarceration. 

In the latter half of 1975, the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation 
began preparation of a new evaluation model for community-based 
corrections that differed radically from the model originally proposed 
for the evaluation. The original model, which was based on the NCCD 
evaluations of the Des Moines Project, proposed comparisons of per
formance 3 among similar programs across judicial districts and 
among dissimilar programs statewide and within districts. The 

intent was to isolate districts and programs achieving greater or 
lesser levels 0 f success. In a way, the model was a natural extension 
of the single project model, seemingly allowing both a statewide and 
a project-by-project evaluation. 

When the evaluation responsibility was housed within the Bureau of 
Correctional Evaluation, the original intent was to continue with the 
approach devised by NCCD and later by Justice Research. In fact, the 
first BCE publication followed the NCCD model very closely, but avoided 

1 Community Corrections in Iowa: An Alternative to Tradition, Iowa 
Department of Social Services, Bureau of Corr~ctional Evaluation, June, 
1975. 

2 Data comparable to statewide figures were provided only for the 
Fifth Judicial District due to time constraints on the evaluation. 

3 As measured by rates of rearrest, failure to appear, revocation, 
service delivery, social improvement, etc., for clients of the various 
programs. 
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making conclusions based on district-by-district and program-by
program comparisons. In conducting statistical analyses for the 
evaluation, BeE staff had discovered several factors that would 
apparently prohibit meaningful comparisons across programs and 
districts, at least in the form proposed by the NCCD model. 1 This 
was not formally publicized and led to considerable dissatisfaction 
with Bureau performance among outside parties concerned with the 
evaluation. 2 

PROBLEMS WITH THE EVALUATION MODEL 

The difficulties identified by the Bureau derived from the lack of 
explicit expectations for the outcome of community programs. The 
position taken by Bureau management was that decisions couldn't be 
made about the success or failure of either individual or statewide 
programs unless some standards were available by which to gauge 
observed variations. S·ince no such standards were forthcoming 
from outside the Bureau, and since the Bureau could not in good con
science make arbitrary determinations left unsupported by the data 
at hand, there was no choice but to redesign the evaluation model. 

Review of literature in the correctional evaluation and research 
field had suggested the necessity of using statistical controls in 
the evaluation of correctional programs. In particular, methods of ' 
controlling for differences in "risk" among clients of programs under 
comparison were emphasized. 

It would make little sense - for example - to directly compare 
recidivism rates between institutional and non-institutional programs, 
since risk of recidivism may well have been a major factor in 
deciding which offenders were placed in community settings. 3 If 
such were the case, then recidivism rates for institutional programs 
could be considerably higher than same for community programs despite 
similar degrees of impact on similar clients. As an extreme example, 
a rearrest rate for a program designed to handle strictly hard-core 
heroin addicts could not be compared meaningfully with same for a 
program designed to handle strictly drunken drivers. 

To further aggravate the situation, little provision was made in 
organizing the statewide evaluation to collect data on persons placed 
in county jails or state prisons. Without comparable data on persons 

1 In this vein, Bureau staff could find no evaluations of correctional 
programs outside of Iowa that were conducted in the manner proposed 
by NeeD and Justice Research. Most successful evaluations relied on 
either an experimental/control approach or some other method of 
ensuring the comparability of observed results. 

2 Including many local project officials, who were anxiously awaiting 
the evaluation results. 

3 In other words, judges may have sent more of the "poor risks" to 
institutions and more of the "good risks" to community programs. 
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not served by community programs, it would be impossible to 1 
determine the comparative effectiveness of the two forms of treatment. 

In addition to the above, there were other difficulties with the 
NCCD model and'the nature of data collected that - when considered 
in unison - dictated the need for a drastic redesign of the evaluation 
model. 2 Such was in fact attempted during the latter half of 1975 
and the early months of 1976. 

CONTROLLING FOR RISK 

Perhaps the main weakness in the NCCD model was the failure to 
allow for variations in "risk" among the clientele of programs 
to be compared. This was highlighted when probation outcomes 
for the local project in the Fourth Judicial District were compared 
with results for probationers handled by projects in other districts. 
The results indicated that the probation failure rate was substantially 
lower for the Fourth District than for any other district. Based on 
this evidence, it was tempting to praise the project for exceptional 
performance. However, further analysis indicated a much higher 
concentration of first offense drunken drivers within the population 
of probationers served by the Fourth District project than was the 
case with any other district. Furthermore, statewide figures 
revealed first offense drunken drivers to have the lowest failure 
rate of any offense group serving time on probation. 

Not only did this and associated findings account for the lower 
failure rate in the Fourth District, they explained it precisely. 
In other words, when statistical controls were used to account 
for variations in the risk of probation failure, the observed 
failure rate for the Fourth District probationers was just as 
would be expected based on statewide results. 

Common sense, background research, and observations such as the 
above, led the Bureau to develop statistical methods of "risk 
rating" criminal offenders to control for variations in clientele 
among the many and diverse programs operating within the corrections 
umbrella of the State of Iowa. Developing such methods entailed 
a very extensive research effort, which culminated with the 3 
publication of the second major evaluative report completed by BCE. 

1 Provisions were made to collect data on persons paroled from county 
jails and state prisons, but the nature of the data collected didn't 
allow for the direct comparison of persons commited to these facilities 
with persons not commited, i.e., age at admission, type of admission 
(direct from court or by probation or parole revocation), employment 
status at sentencing, and other data, were not collected. Further
more, persons directly discharged from jails and prisons without 
supervision were completely ignored. 

2 Including the failure to recognize and correct for variable lengths 
of time served in various programs. 

3 Corrections in Iowa: A System of Growth and Change, Iowa Department 
of Social Services, Bureau of Correctional Evaluation, October, 1976. 
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THF.GROWTH AND CHANGE REPORT 

In addition to providing a wealth of feedback data to local corrections 
projects, the report addressed in great detail BCE research work into 
felony sen:<encing practices and correctional program outcomes (success 
and failure) during 1974 and 1975. Analyses of program outcome were 
facilitated through the application of risk rating methods developed 
by the bureau during the preceding months. These methods allowed 
the classification of convicted offenders into HIGH RISK, MEDIUM 
RISK, and LOW RISK subgroups based on computer-assisted analyses of 
offender characteristics associated with success and failure in 
variou.s types of programs. Separate rating systems were developed 
for five offender groups, including male felons placed on probation, 
male misdemeanants placed on probation, female felons placed on 
probation, male parolees, and male felons placed in the Fort Des 
Moines Men's Residential Corrections Program. 

Some of the major findtngs and recommendations from the report are 
as follows: 

I} fe1.ony Sen;tenc.ing 

••• appfWxA.ma-te1.y one in 6-[ve peJL60n6 c.onvieted 06 a 
6e1.ony (,[n Iowa) -i.6 plac.ed in a c.olULeruona.£. ,[n6:t.Uu,Uon, 
wUh :the bulk. 06 the JtemMndeJL pla.c.ed on pfWba;Uon. 

The Me 06 pMbmon -i.6 a-t leCUJ:t :thJteeume6 lt6 gJtea-t 60Jt 
non-v,[olen;t 066endeJL6 lt6 U -i.6 60Jt violen;t one6 and .u., 
.6-i.m,[,tcvr1.y a.t lelt6t thJtee :tUne6 lt6 gJtea-t 60Jt 06 6endeJL6 
wUh no pJt,[oJt CJCJ..rnina.£. c.ommUment6 lt6 U -i.6 60Jt tho.6e 
wUh :them. 

Ava.,[lable ev,[denc.e ,[nd,[c.a-te6 tha-t v-i.Jttua.tty no non-v,[olen;t 
066endeM Me pla.c.ed ,[1'1. in6:tliuUon6 wUhout .6ome aggJtavmng 
naetoJt .6uc.h lt6 a pJt,[oJt c.onv,[ruon, h-i.6toJr.Y 06 a dJtug OJt 
alc.ohol pfWblem, muLUpf.e o66en6e6, oJt mu£.Uple pwJt 
aIlJl.e6t.6. In 6a.et, a.t leCUJt 54% 06 non-v,[olen;t onnendeM 
c.ommLtted :to ,[n6:tUu,UOn6 have pJt,[oJt c.Jt,[m,[nal c.ommUment.6. 

The6e 6-[nd,[ng.6 wugh agMn6t :the c.on;tenti.on tha-t the 
ptU60n popu1.a,t£on ean be Jteduc.ed by ,[nc.Jtelt6,[ng the Me 
06 pfW batio n noJt no J?-violen;t 0 ill) end eM • OllJt 6-[nd,[n.g.6 
.6ugge6t tha-t the mO.6:t viable op:uon6 60Jt Jteduung :the 
ptU60n population lie bt :the expanded Me 06 pJte-.:and 
P0.6:t-,[n.6:tUu,Uonal Jte6,[den;t,[a.l 6a.UUtie6 {,[n :the c.ommunUy} 
and in :the ecvr1.y Jte1.elt6e nJtom ptU60n 06 low tU6k. on6endeM. 

2} Suc.c.e6.6 and f~e ,[n Commc..mU:y COlULec.liOn6 

Although U -i.6 po.6.6,[ble :to deteJtm,[ne oveJLa.ll melt6llJte6 06 
e66ec.Uven.e6.6 60Jt .6e1.eeted c.ommunUy pfWgJta.m.6, U -i.6 no:t 
pO.6.6ible:to lt6.6e6.6 :the Jte1.a.Uve e66ec.UveneM 06 pfWgJta.m.6 
,[n :tefU11.6 06 lluc.h m elt6llJte6 ala ne. Suc.h deteJmJ,[na..t[o n6 0 6 
e66ec.Uvene6.6, '[6 :to be Med fpJt pllltPO.6e6On c.ompaJr.i..6on 
among .6,[mM oJt d,[MJmlla.Jt PJtogJta.m.6, mll.6:t c.on6,[deJt :the 
va.Jt-i.ation in degJtee6 on tU6k. OJt in o:theJt ,[npu;t 6aetoM 
among :the c.Ue,n;te1.e 06 :the pfWgll.a.m. 
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StCLt..-i..6:Uc.ai. an.a1..y.6 e6 Il.e.ve.ai. tha:t the. de.glt..e.e. 06 .6l.te.e.e6.6 
Oil. 6a11.wLe. 06 0. e.ommunUy pMgll.am .u., hlgfrt£y e.oMe£.ated 
wah the. ,[ndiv'[duai. e.hMac..te.ll.i.6:Uc..6 06 li.6 c.lien..te£.e.. 
Sue.h oac..toM ct6 age., .6 e.x, pWIl. Il.e.e.otui, 06 lle.11..6 e. type., 
dIl.ug all. ai.e.o ho l ,[nvo lv e.me.n..t.6 , an.d e.mplo ym e.n..t .6tcttU.6 
Me. .6.t1l.ongly ct6.6oc.,[ate.d wah c.han.e.e6 06 .6ue.e.eM all. 6cUi.wr,e. 
an.d mU.6t be. e.o l1..6,[dell.e.d to ,[mpaJLtia.ily de..tell.m,[ne. the. 
e.66e.c..t,[ve.ne6.6 06 a pMgll.am. 

We. 6'[nd a .6,[gn.,[6,[e.an..t pote.n..t,[ai. 601l. ,[nc.ll.e.Me.d e.66e.c..t'[ve.ne..6.6 
,[1'1. e.OMe.c..t,[on.aL .6e1l.v,[e.e..6 thMugh a e.Me.6uLey plan.ne.d .6.t1l.ate.gy 
601l. mate.h.Ln.g 066 e.ndeM wah pM gll.amm,[ng appMae.he..6. In 
paJLtie.ulall., by plaung moll.e. e.mphct6.u., a 1'1. the. e.U.6to dy, .tr.e.habili
tation, an.d .6Upell.v.u.,,[on 06 hlgh Jz.-il:,k. 066mdeM an.d a le6.6e1l. 
e.mphct6i.6 01'1. the. .6 arne. 601l. low Jz.-il:, k. 066 e.n.deM, a gll.ea.te.ll. 
Il.e..tMn 61l.0m e.OMe.c.:Uonai. e.xpe.ndliMe. e.an. be. e.xpe.c..te.d, a1..ong 
w..Lth a Il.e.duc..t,[o 1'1. ,[1'1. the. to.tai. e.O.6t to .6 oue..tfj ,[1'1. teJ1.in6 06 
c.Jz..[m,[nai. ac..t,[vay at the. han.d.6 06 e.OfU1.e.c..t.[O nai. c.Ue.n..t.6. 

3) The. H,[gh 1U..6k. 066e.ndell. 

We. 6'[nd that pll.oba..t.Lon hct6 be.e.n e6Pe.c.,[a.ily ,[ne.6ne.c.tlve. 601l. 
the. young mai.e. 06 6e.ndell. wah a pll..LOIl. c.JUnUnai. Il.e.e.oll.d. M 
an ilfu.6.t1l.a.t.Lon, OM 1l.e6uLt6 .6how that ,[1'1. the. Il.e.e.e.n..t pa..6t 
3 06 4 mai.e. 6eiony pMbationeM (adult) undell. the. age. 06 
20 who .6 eIl.ve.d .time. ,[1'1. a j LtV e.n.,[le. ,[11..6.t)Xu.t,[0 1'1. Well.e. (lI1..6Ue.e.e..6.6-
6ul on pll.obation. Th.iJ:, e.ompall.e..6 wah an.. OVell.o.JV'... 6a.ilMe. 
Il.a.te. 06 1 ,[1'1. 4 601l. pMbatione.M. 

OM 1l.e..6uLt6 .6haw that about 1 ,[1'1. 6 male. pMbaUoneM .u., 
an unae.e.e.ptably high 1l.i.6k. 601l. pMbaUon and that appll.Oximate£.y 
thll.e.e. - 60 Wdh.6 06 th.iJ:, hig h Jz.-il:, k. gll.o up Me. Il.e.pe.at 066 e.ndeM 
undell. the. age. 06 20. The. Il.e.ma.,[n.,[ng hig h W k. mai.e. pM baUo neM 
Me. aimO.6t un.,[6oll.mly (71e.n u.ndell. 30 wah e.x.te.~,[ve. c.tU.rrU.naL btX;c.k.~Mund.6. 
It JA vell.Y Uk.ety that hig h Jz.-il:, k. male. pll.O ba.:Uo neM Me. e.o mmilting new 
c.Jz.,[m e..6 a 1'1. at le.a..6t a one. - 60 Il.-a ne. ba..6.£.6. 

The..6 e. f1.e6ui.t.6 e.le.aJz£.y .6ugge..6t that an aUeIl.e.d MMe.c.:Uo nal 
.6.t1l.ate.gy i.6 ,[1'1. oll.dell. 601l. the. young Il.e.pe.at 06 6 e.n,d eIl.. Man.y 
yo ung 066 e.ndeM Me. awMde.d pM baUo n de6 plie. a pll..LOIl. 
Il.e.e.o Il.d due. to the. 1'1.0 1'1.- v,[o le.ne.e. a 6 the. a 66 e.11..6 e. an.d the. lac.k. 
06 anothell. 1'1.0 1'1.-iI'l..6.t..[tu.t,[o nal a.UeIl.na.t,[ve. to ,[ne.Me.eIl.aUo n. ~ .•• 

We. Il.e.e.omme.nd that hlg h w k. pll.e.-,[11..6.t,[.tu.t,[0 nal 066 e.ndeM be. 
.6 c.Il.e.e.ne.d moll.e. e.Me.6uLey by j udg e6 an.d pll.e. -.6 e.n..te.ne.e. ,[nVe6:UgatoM 
and that a .6ma..UVt pell.e.e.n..tage. be. plae.e.d 01'1. pll.oba.t,[on. We. Il.e.e.omme.nd 
,u'/.c11.e.ct6e.d ,[11..6.t..[tu;U.ona.l,[zation 601l. male6 u..ndell. 25 w..Lth pll.,[OIl. e.om
mUme.n..t.6 and the. U.6 e. 06 1l.e6'[de.n.:Ual 6ac.iUtie6 ,[1'1. the.. e.ommu.nliy 
whe,ll.e 01:lell. po.6.6,[ble. 601l. non-viole.n..t 066e.ndeM ,[1'1. the. hlgh JU,!Jk. gJ(.oup. 
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PJWbetUon .6eem6 adv-L6ab.e.e naJt. high fLi..6k 066ende.M onty . 
.in th0.6e c.a.6e..6 whetr.e the 06tSendetr. Wa.6 .6uc.c.e..6.6 tSu..t on 
plLe-.tJL.Lai. lLel.ea.6e. FOIL h-igh Jvi6k otStSendeM entvUng 
PJtobetUon we Jtec.ommend that employment be made a c.on.cLi.tion 
06 pltoba.U.on altd that JtM-ideVltiai. c.oMec..tLOn.6 be U.6ed 
60fL high JU).,k plWba.U.one.M not mai.n.:tabung empioyment. 

We fLec.ommend that high JU.6k .iY/..6Wu.tionai. fLUea.6ee6 be 
ptac.ed in a hai.fi-way YLou..6e noli at. tea.6t nOM moYLtM 
pUOIL to fLUeMe on paJl.Ole. 

4} The Low TU6k 066endetr. 

We 6..[nd that oldetr. pMbatione.M w..i..thou..t ptUofL aduU 
c.onv.ic.UoY/..6, among. otheM, Me extJtemel.y good tU.-6k.6 150IL 
pM bation .in teJrm6 on Pa.6t petr.150fLmanc.e and c.an be .6a6el.y 
ptac.ed undetr. minimum .6Upetr.v-L6-i.o n in the c.ommunLty. Many 
On .tile6e ofine..'1de.Jt6 wetr.e c.oVLvic;ted on non-viotent, le..6.6 
.6 eJr...i.o U.6 CJUme6 .6 uc.h a6 taJtc.eny, 60Jtg etr.y , dJr.a.w1.ng 6ai..6 e 
c.hec.k.6 ofL 6bL6t a tS 6eY/..6 e OMVUI and 011 tS etr. vetr.y £...i..t.tte 
da.ngetr. in teJr.m.6 06 fLepeat c.Jt..i.m..i.nai. behaviofL while on 
pJtObetUon. 

We.. fLec.ommeM that low JiU,k pMbationeJL6 and paJl.Olee6 be 
ptac.ed unde.Jt minimum .6Upetr.v.L.6.ion and that mOfLe 06 the6e 
onnen.de.M be given an eaJt1.y fuc.hcvz.ge 15Jwm pJwbetUon alL 

paJWle. W..i..th the .6ub.6equent C.O.6t .6av.ing.6 fLe...-6u..e.tin.g nJWm 
dec.fLect6 ed .6 upe.Jtv-L6io Yl. a 6 low Jvi6 k 06 tS ende.M a mofLe 
.intert.6.ive and etS 6 ec.Uve e6£pfLt c.a.n be cLiJLec..te.d to the 
fLehabilUa.:U..a n a 6 highetr. JUJ., k a 66 ende.M • 

Add..i..t..i.onatty, we lLec.ommend that low tU.-6k pJte-.iY/..6Wu..t..i.onai. 
066endeM w..i..thou..t pJtLOJL c.onv.ic.UoY/..6 who have identi6..i.ed 
need.6 be d-ivefL.ted 6Mm the CJUminai jU.6uc.e .6y/~tem to 
no n -c.OMec..t..i.o nat bteatme..n.t OJt eo UY/..6 rung .6 eJtvic.e..6 w,{.thin. 
the c.ommu.nUy. 

5} Re..6.identiai. COMc>.cUoY/..6 

We 6ind that the Jtu..i.den.t..i.o£ c.oiULec.ilOYL.6 pMgJtam.6 UMeJt 
the F.i6th and Sixth Jud-iuai. V.L.6.tJL.Lc;t Cou.Jt.t SeJtv-i.c.e..6 
PfLojec.:t6 066e.Jt vWu.atty no thJtea.t to c.ommunU:Y.6a6e:ty 
and aILe c.o~t-e66ec.Uve. aitetr.native6 to inc.Mc.etr.a.Uon 
60Jt high wk 06ne..MeJL6. 

We fLec.ommeM that the highi.y .6uc.C.U.6 15u..t JLe..6..i.dentiai. 
c.OMec.ilOY/..6 pJwglLam .in the.. F.i6th Jud-iua£. V.L.6ttUc..t be 
JtepUc.at.ed a.6 qtU.c.b.ty a!.l p0.6~.ibte ..in aU ugh:t jud..i.c...i.o£ 
futJtLc..t.6. We JLec.ommend that fLe6..i.dentiai. 6a~e6 be 
U.6ed ai.m0.6t exc.f.U.6.ivel.y 60JL high wk pfLe-.iYL.6:t{;tu..t..i.onai 
066 en.deM and that the avetr.age length 06 -&tay in fLe6-i.den.t..i.ai. 
6ac.ilU..i.e6 be 6Mm rUne to twuve montM 60fL high wk mate 
15wYL.6 • 
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We. Jr.e.e.omme.nd .th.at incUviduai.-6 be. p;-~i.ee.d in a Jr.e.6ide.n;ti.al. 
pM gnam ai.mO.6.t e.xe.R.u..6ive.ly a.6 a e.O ncLUi..o 1'1. a 6 pM ba.ti.o 1'1. an.d 
.that no IUgh JU6 k 06 6e.ltdeJL6 be.:tJr.an..6 6e.Me.d .to ne.6ide.ntial. 
6acA.li.;tJ.u 6Mm e.oun..ty jcr.ilA. 

We. ne.e.omme.n.d .that pnoba.:tione.M ne.le.a.6e.d 6Mm ne..6.U3e.n.tial. 
6acJ..U.;ttu be. plae.e.d unde.Jr. maximum .6upe.Jr.vi!.Jion with ali 
.the. e.o ncLLti.o nal. :teJtm6 0 6 lUg h IlJ.6 k p.ta.e.e.me.l1t 6M m .the. 
e.oWLt. 

6 J The. Role. 06 Emplo yme.n..t 

We. Mnd .that. emplo yme.n..t p.ta.y.6 a ke.y Mle. in de.teJ!.Jn[ning 
e.hanc.u 06 .6ue.e.e.M on PM ba.t.i.on and patwle. 60 f t mal.e. 
a 66 e.nde.M • 0 UJr. ne.6 u1..t.6 bl.cUe.at.e. .that. an. inMe.a.6 e.d em pha.6i!.J 
on Mnding and main..taining employme.n..t 60Jt mal.e. pevwle.u 
and 60n IUgh an.d me.cUum JU6k mal.e. pnoba.tione.M e.an. .6ig
ni-6ie.an..t.ty ne.du.e.e. .the. numbe.Jr. a 6 pM ba.t.i.o n a.n.d pMole. 
ViOWOM e.n..teJtJ.ng aduU in..6.titu.tlon..6. 

I.t appe.CVt6 .that. a male. 0 -6 -6 e.nde.Jr. '.6 e.han.e.e..6 (I -6 .6 ue.e.e..6.6 0 n 
pMba.t.i.on on pMole. hnpnove. dJr.ama.t.i.e.aliy i6 he. e.an. main..tai~~ 
employme.n..t 60n at. le.a.6.t .th'1.e.e.-60WLth.6 06 hi.6 peJUod 06 
.6 up e.Jr. v i!.J io n • 

RESEARCH VERSUS APPLICATION 

Following release of the report, discussions were held with DSS 
Bureau of Community Correctional Services staff concerning the 
use of BCE risk rating devices for assigning supervision levels 
to clients of community corrections programs. The basic rationale 
for using risk rating methods in this manner stemmed from concerns 
with the extent of under and over-supervision of correctional 
clients. At this time it was explained by BCE staff that the 
original scales published in the Growth and Change report were 
not meant for implementation as originally developed. The concern 
here was that the original research was not concerned directly 
with screening and decision processes affecting the placement and 
handling of offenders. In particular, the following diff:i..c·ul ties 
were addressed: 

1) Description Versus Prediction 

The original scales were intended solely to identify 
the characteristics of offenders who had failed at high 
rates, at medium rates, and at low rates in community 
programs. No statements were made at that time to the 
effect that these scales would accurately predict future 
patterns of success and failure, although this was judged 
to be highly probable in certain cases. In other words, 
the research results would have to be validated before 
the scales could be used for screening purposes. If not 
proven valid, then the scales would not be recommended for 
implementation, and refinements or improvements would be 
sought. The extent to which a device accurately predicts 
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future behavior is termed "external validity." Such can 
vary considerably depending on the methods employed, and 
the BeE staff wished to ensure that devices recommended 
for field utilization" would indeed be functional in this way. 

I 
I 

2) ,Screening Effects I 

3) 

The original scales were designed to identify and codify 
characteristics of offenders failing at high, medium, and low 
rates within "special sub-populations" of convicted offenders. 
As mentioned above, separate scales were developed for five 
special groups, including three groups of probationers, one 
of parolees, and one of residential correction clients. This 
approach served to pinpoint offender types failing or succeed
ing at high rates in "single" programs based on past screening 
and placement practices identifying clients for the program. 
In other words, the rating methods theoretically could depend 
in part of the sources and characteristics of program clients 
and not just on true likelihoods of success and failure among 

I 
I 
I 
I 

all convicted offenders. If screening practices (sentencing 
policy, parole release policy, etc.) changed the nature of I 
clientele of a program appreciably, then the risk rating methods 
might not remain accurate. 

For example, there was the possibility ·of mis-rating offenders 
who might be atypical of clients placed in the program. Thus 
a predictably "high risk" rapist placed on probation might 

I 
I 
I 

be judged to be a good risk among probationers since he had no 
drug problem and since previous rapists placed on probation 
without drug problems were highly successful. This type of 
problem could cause difficulties not only with future place
ment practices, but also with regard to offenders previously 
placed. To wit) atypical clients such as the above might 
periodically enter programs due to inconsistencies in placement 
and release practices. (Variations can and do occur as the I 
result of differing release policies among decision-makers and 
as a consequence of natural variation in decision patterns over 
time. ) The appearance of "atypical" offenders would have little I 
effect on research (or evaluation) results but could cause 
serious problems with an operational screening mechanism based 
on such research. 

Implementation Problems 

Even if a risk rating device was proven externally valid and 
devoid of screening effects, it would not follow that it was 
suitable for implementation as a screening mechanism. The 
logistics of obtaining the information necessary to code the 
device, or in fact the actual coding of the instrument, might 
prove impractical. The information might not be routinely 
available, or if available might take too much ·time to 
translate for coding purpo~es. 
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Additionally, the device might not be "fair" or "equitable" 
in assigning levels of risk. In particular, it might 
rate all offenders of a certain type at a fixed level 
of risk, e.g., all car thieves as high risk or all men 
over 30 as low risks. To ensure equity, it might be 
advisable to avoid rating an offender at a certain level 
of risk unless he or she exhibits several characteristics 
typical of offenders falling in that level. 

Furthermore, it might not be advisable to include certain 
"sensitive" factors in a risk assessmem: device J such as 
sex or race, since including such might bring charges of 
unequal treatment or discrimination. In this case, it 
might be advisable to st ay away from as many "personal" 
factors as possible, and instead concentrate on factors, 
such as prior record and current offense, that directly 
relate to the offender's criminal involvements. 

Finally, to be useful for screening purposes, a device 
should show a high degree of accuracy or efficiency in 
classifying successes and failures within the study 
population. In particular, it should classify a relatively 
high percentage of successes as "lower risk" and a 
relatively high percentage of failures as "higher risk." 
The original BeE scales were not necessarily developed 
to provide extensive accuracy of this type (internal 
validity), although this type of aCCuracy was a major 
consideration. A device which does not exhibit a high 
degree of internal validity or accuracy in the study 
sample might not be valid or reliable enough to be useful 
in future applications (external validity). Thus the 
development of new devices for implementation involved 
attempts to enhance the internal validity of rating methods. 

The original BeE research did not attempt to take these factors 
into account, since the primary goals were not to develop reliable 
methods of risk assessment. 1 Rather, the original goals were 
1) to highlight types of offenders "previously" failing in certain 
programs at high or low rates, and 2) to take the resulting patterns 
of "ex post facto" risk into account in evaluating past correctional 
efforts. These goals could best be accomplished by analyzing 
"within program ll rates of success and failure, i.e., by "capitalizing 
on" screening effects rather than by "factoring them out." To provide 
valid, reliable and functional risk assessment devices as aids to 
future decision practices in criminal justice, it would be necessary 
to conduct "across program" analyses that would avoid screening 
effects. Such was the intent of BeE staff in developing new 

1 In other words, BeE was not initially concerned with the problem 
of rating "a-priori" chances-of recidivism or program failure among 
all persons convicted ~risk assessment as a research activity), or 
in providing such ratings as an aid to offender screening (risk 
assessment as a functional tool). 
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I 
predictive devices in late 1976 and the first six months of 1977. I 
The findings and recommendations appearing in the Growth and Change 
report (listed above) were offered from two alternative perspectives: I 

1) To highlight the need to "counteract'! previously occurring 
patterns of fail~re among correctional clients and to 
encourage a more efficient allocation of resources within 
correctional agencies. This was attempted through the 
identification of offender groups which might deserve or 
benefit from either more or less attention (supervisory, 
treatment, or both) in various programs. Thus, young 
property offenders with prior records were identified as 
having high failure rates (leading to higher risk ratings) 
and were recommended for closer attention and care. 1 

2) To provide a foundation for discussion and development of 
risk assessment devices as screening tools in criminal justice. 

The use of the term "risk,;! both in the methods of classify
ing offender types and in the presentation of findings 
and recommendations, was intended to suggest the utility 
of "risk assessment" as a tool for screening and managing 
criminal offenders. Although it was not stated explicitly 
in the report, the specific scales and rating methods 
discussed were not intended for direct implementation. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

As mentioned above, release of the Growth and Change report led 
to discussions with Bureau of Community Correctional Services 
(BCCS) staff concerning the use of BCE risk rating devices for 
assigning supervision levels to correctional clients. Based on 
concerns listed above, BCE staff chose to develop a new system 
that could be directly implemented for screening purposes. This 
process, which began in December, 1976, was not completed until 
July, 1977. The result was a device called the Bureau of Cor
rectional Evaluation Base Expectancy Scoring System, which con
sisted of a one-page coding schedule and instructions designed 
to apply to all persons convicted of criminal offenses. 

1 The use of the terms "high risk," "medium risk" and "low risk" 
to describe offender types failing at high, medium and low rates 
was particularly unfortunate in this context,since the terms inferred, 
for example, that offenders failing at higher rates were "inherently" 
higher risk, and that offenders failing at lower rates were "in
herently" lower risk. The validity of this inference would of course 
depend to a great extent on screening and program effects. Labels 
such as "high risk" used to describe research results are themselves 
"high .!.'isk" to the extent that they might easily lead to· charges of 
"labelling" and discrimination. (See discussion below). 
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In the meantime, BCCS was involved in the development and dis
semination of minimum performance standards for local correctional 
services departments. 1 Without directly informing BCE, BCCS chose 
to include certain standards requiring the identification of the 
Bureau of Correctional Evaluation "risk score" (later "base expect
ancy score") in each client's case file. Because of the delay in 
completing the development of the new system, BCCS was unable to 
provide the tool necessary to identify such scores when the 
standards were distributed. Unfortunately, the standards and the 
accompanying memorandum failed to mention that revision efforts 
were in progress and that scores need not be recorded pending further 
notification. On August 15, 1977 revised standards were distributed, 
and local agencies became aware of the revision process. 2 

However, prior to the August 15 notification, some local agencies 
apparently interpreted then-available standards to mean that the 
original risk rating scales publicized through the Growth and Change 
report should be used to compute risk scores. 3 Furthermore, there 
apparently was a misinterpretation on the part of the probaticu office 
in Waterloo that levels of supervision should be assigned on the basis 
of these scores. Because racial designations appeared in two of the 
original scales, this oversight led to charges of "blatant discrim
ination" by the director of the Iowa Civil Rights Commission. 

These charges were, of course, unfounded since the scales in question 
were not intended for implementation, or even as methods of assessing 
risk for research purposes. 4 Unfortunately, this fact was never 
officially publicized. As a result, the BCE process of risk rating 
criminal offenders was critizized by the Des Moines Register in an 

1 As required by S.F. 112, local Departments of Correctional Services 
were to assume full responsibility for the administration and operation 
of pre-institutional corrections programs in Iowa by July 1, 1977. 
Per the legislation, BCCS was given the responsibility to monitor and 
regulate community correctional programs. This included the authority 
to develop minimum performance standards and to assist local agencies 
in meeting these standards. 

2 From the memorandum accompanying the revised standards: "Fir'~lly, the 
standards for Pre-conviction Services, Pre-Sentence Investigative 
Services, Probation Services, and Residential Facilities, refer to 
the identification of 'client's base expectancy score. I These scales 
have been under revision since originally published in October, 1976. 
To date that revision process has not been completed. We will not 
expect programs to use the base expectancy scales until the revision 
process has been completed and a training session for their use pro
vided. 

3 BCE was not made aware that this was in fact occurring. If such 
had been known, ensuing problems could have been avoided. 

4 The use of racial indicatiors in two of the scales-"was intended to 
suggest that black offenders in two of the study groups were found to 
exhibit abnormally high failure rates that could not be explained by 
other factors. The purpose was again to encourage the provision of 
more and better services to those with greater established need. (See 
discussion above concerning the intent of the original research as con
trasted with the intent of efforts at "risk assessment. II) 
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editorial entitled "Risky Ratings,,,l 

The editorial criticized the use of racial indicators in the BCE 
risk rating system, suggesting that higher failure rates for blacks 
on probation were due to economic factors not considered in the 
rating method. It was also suggested that the method,was inaccurate 
since it was based only on performance of probationers and not 
on a "random sample" of all those convicted. The implication here 
was that screening effects could distort observed failure rates 
to favor some groups over others. While this would have been a 
problem with the original scales (see above discussion of screening 
effects and their impact on the validity of risk assessment methods), 
the revised system was devised to eliminate just this type of problem. 

The "Risky Ratings" editorial by no means constituted the final 
attempt to disparage the BCE risk rat ing systems. Des Moines City 
Attorney Philip Riley,2 in a guest opinion published by the Register 
in early 1978,3 severely criticized the efforts of the Adult Cor
rections Master Plan Project based in part on the risk rating methods 
initiated by BCE and continued by the Project. Mr. Riley attempted 
to cast doubt on the validity of Project findings through association 
with the IlRisky Ratings" problems previously encountered by project 
staff, despite the fact there was no logical connection between the 
two, save some similarity in personnel. 

Following a discussion of this author's work with the Master Plan 
Project, Mr. Riley stated: 

Th.i6 .6ame. J.:d:.o.:t<AUuan hct6 .6e.YLt to ill 06 the. .6tate'.6 jucUua1.. 
cU.6tJUct6 "a .6WeA 06 gu.LdeLtne.6 nalt. Me. by ill PeMOn.6 wlUUng 
plt.e.-.6e.YLte.nc.e. It.e.po1tt6 on C.OYlv.ic.te.d o66e.ndvv., .in Iowa. BwUe.d.in 
tho.6e gcUd.eLtne.6 (whi.c.h have. qUe..6:u'oVLable. .6.tatM, .6.iVLC.e. the.y have. 
not be.e.VL £e.gilly ado pte.d unde.Jt. ;the. adm.in.i.6.tJt.at.ive. 1t.u1.e.6 pltOc.e.dwr.e.6 ) 
.i6 a It.e.qu.iJt.eme.YLt that e.ve.Jt.y plt.e.-.6e.nte.nc.e. It.e.po4t W~e.VL .in the. 
.6tate. c.oYLtcu..n a .6ta.te.me.YLt 06 the. wk 6ac:tolt. de..te.Jt.m.ine.d by the. 
Bwr.e.a.u. 0 6 COMe.mo VLa.l E v ai..u.a.:ti..o n '.6 6 a Jt.mu£.a. 

A h.idde.VL age.nda.i.6 al60 buJUe.d .in tha.t 60Jt.mula. "The. Sy.6te.m 06 
Glt.owth aVLd ChaVLge.1I pubUc.a.t.ion c.oYL.tcu..ne.d an ana1..y.6.i.6 06 wome.n 
o66e.VLdvv., whi.c.h .iVLd.iC.ate.d Jt.ac.e. af.) a majolt. .ind.ic.atOIt. 06 Uke.Uhood 
06 6cU..ewz.e,. on 1t.e.ie.ct6e. -- Le.., pa4t 06 :the. "wk 6aC';tolt.." Fltom 
that, the. .6to.:t<AUuan .6ugge.6:te.d longe.Jt. .6e.n.te.nc.e.6 601t. mowy 
wome.n 06 6e.ndelt6, wUhou.t .6ugge.6Ung :that .the. .6 Y.6te.m.6, .in.6.ide. aVLd 
a u:t.6.id e. :the. waLt6, PM gltam .the.6 e. wo m e.VL nolt. 6 cU.i.LvLe.. 

Whe.n hJ...t:. .6lmpwUc. c.onc.fu.6.ion Wa.6 c.hille.nge.d, he. wUhdltew U. 
Whe.n :the. buJt.e.au .6e.YLte.nung 60Jt.mu1.a Waf.) cU.6.tJt..ibute.d Jt.ac.e. Wct6 no.t 
a .6:tate.d .ind.ic.atOIt. rPIt. de.te.Jt.mbu.ng .the. wk 6ac..to/t..6 and, .the.lt.e.by, 
.the. pltOPeJt .6e.VL.te.VLc.e.6 601t. Wome.n 06 6e.VLde.M. 

~ See Appendix II for the complete text of this editorial. 

2 Chairman of the now defunct Advisory Commission on Corrections 
Relief. Mr. Riley was reacting to Project findings that con
tradicted earlier conclusions of the Commission. (See Section IV.) 

3 See Appendix II for the complete text of this guest opinion. 
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Mr. Riley's comments are interesting in light of the chain of 
events pre-dating the Risky Ratings editorial. The guidelines 
mentioned in the first paragraph above could only refer to the 
"standards" disseminated by the Bureau of Community Correctional 
Services. These standards were devised without the slightest 
involvement of the author or of the Bureau of Correctional 
Evaluation. Furthermore, they had nothing whatsoever to say about 
recommendations given in pre-sentence investigation reports. During 
the entire tenure of BCE, there was not so much as a single communica
tion between BeE staff and judges or pre-sentence investigators 
(or any other officials for that matter) concerning the use of 
BCE rating systems in the sentencing process. BCE staff were fully 
aware of the concept of sentencing guidelines, and were not so 
naive as to believe that risk ratings would ever form the sole 
basis for sentencing decisions. Perhaps misunderstandings in this 
regard grew from misperceptions by local corrections officials as to 
the intended use of risk assessment methods. Again, the only use 
intended was for the assignment of levels of supervision to community 
corrections clients. Such applications of risk rating systems are 
standard practice in many jurisdictions across the country.1 In 
contrast, the author knows of no jurisdiction using risk rating 
methods as the sole - or even the major - determinant of criminal 
sentences. 

1 M. Bohnstedt, Classification in Criminal Justice: A National Survey 
of Screening Instruments, American Justice Institute, 1979. 
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III. THE ·ADVISORY COMMISSION ON CORRECTIONS RELIEF 

In March of 1976, the Bureau of Corre(.~t;i..onal Evaluation released 
a report entitled "Iowa's Rising Prison Population." The report 
came in response to a 22% increase in the state's prison population 
during 1975. Among study findings was a warning that the "age-bulge" 
in Iowa's general population created by the post-war baby boom was 
just beginning to move through the "crime-prone l1 group of 15-29 
year-old males," and that by the mid-1980's the crime rate could 
increase dramatically as a result. Since more crimes ultimately 
lead to more prison admissions,the report projected that the prison 
population would increase and would likely reach 3000 offenders by 
that time. This would amount to a virtual "doubling" of the population 
since the upward trend began in early 1975. The report recommended 
that immediate consideration be given to means of avoiding serious 
overcrowding in the prison system. 1 

Based on the conclusions of the BCE report, the Department of Social 
Services and the Governor asked the Legislature for authorization 
to construct a new 340 bed medium security prison on the grounds of 
the Riverview Release Center at Newton. The construction cost was 
estimated at $5.6 million, and the yearly operating cost at $4.6 
million, with design features allowing later expansion to accomodate 
500 inmates. 

Because of the high cost of prison construction and operation, and 
in light of'previous commitments to community-based corrections, 
there was considerable sentiment among legislators that other alter
natives (besides construction) should be considered. 

1 Following release of this report, the Des Moines Register published 
an opinion by Charles Bruner, (then) of the Human Resources Association 
of Iowa, entitled "Iowa's Prison Crisis: Economic Problem." In this 
opinion~ Mr. Bruner criticized the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation's 
methods in projecting rising prison populations. Specifically, he 
suggested that rising crime was more a function of unemployment and 
other 'economic factors than of increased numbers of crime-prone 
individuals (aged 15-29) in the general population of the state. Mr. 
Bruner stated, in addition, that "In the men's reformatory at Anamosa, 
there are 348 young men who have no previous criminal records and who 
were convicted of non-violent crimes. If given employment, or training 
for employment, and if not hardened through extensive prison experience, 
they stand a good chance of being rehabilitated. Community-based 
correct ional programs are geared for this type of offender." The figure 
"348" for the number of non-violent first offenders in Anamosa was, in 
fact, an erroneous interpretation of a prison inmate profile developed 
by the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation and forwarded to the Social 
Services Bureau of Community Correctional Services. Indeed, many of 

I 
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I the 348 were probation and parole violators, and many of the rest had 

previously been arrested, convicted or incarcerated, although none had 
previous prison time as adults and all were convicted of non-violent 
offenses. More will be said in a later section concerning inmate profiles. I 
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After much discussion and debate, the Legislature opted for a 
temporary solution by authorizing $1.35 million for the conversion 
or modification of an existing facility in the state to a medium 
security prison facility. The Legislature offered the Governor 
and the Department of Social Services three options: 1 

1) Convert the physical plant occupied by the State Training 
School for girls at Mitchellville. 

2) Modify Building 20 at the Mental Health Institute at Mount 
Pleasant. 

3) Convert the physical plant formerly occupied by Midwestern 
College at Denison. 

The legislation stated: "If the Governor elects to direct the 
department to implement one of the foregoing options, the facility 
so converted or modified shall under no circumstances have a capacity 
in excess of one hundred fifty prisoners, and shall not be operated 
for more than two years after the effective date of this Act without 
specific extension by the general assembly of authority to operate 
the facility." 

Pursuant to the passage of this legislation, Governor Ray selected 
option two? and in a short time work began on the modification of 
Building 20 at the Mount Pleasant Mental Health Institute to a 144-
bed medium security prison facility for male offenders. The new 
facility began accepting inmates by transfer from the Menls Reformatory 
at Anamosa in early 1977. The authority to extend the operation of 
the medium security unit beyond the two-year limit set by the 
Legislature was granted by the 1978 Session of the Sixty-Seventh 
General Assembly. 

FORMATION OF A TRIPARTITE COMMITTEE 

In addition to authorizing a new prison facility, House File 1539 
provided expanded funding for community-based corrections programs 
($2,850,000), authorized the conversion of the minimum security 
dormitory at the Fort Madison penitentiary to either a minimum or 
medium security facility, and called for the creation of a special 
"blue ribbon committee" to study both the adult and juvenile 
corrections systems in Iowa and to report back to the General 
Assembly by March 1, 1977. With respect to the latter, Section six 
states: 

1;t -U :the. .i.u:eM 06 :the. ge.ne.tc..ai. M.6 e.mb.iy :to .6 e.e.k. an. ai'l.ai.y.6-U 06 :the. 
.6:ta:te.'.6 :to:tal. aduLt an.d jave.rUJ..e. COIVte.ctiOVl..6 .6Y.6:te.m, .in.de.pe.n.de..u: 0 n 
adv.ice.:thu..6 6M ILe.cuve.d, 6ILom qu.ai..i6.ie.d peJl...60Yl..6 ch0.6e.n by :the. 
j ad.icJ..a..i, e.xe.cu.Uve. a.n.d .ie.g-U.iative. bJta.n.che..6 06 .6:ta:te. go v e.tc..n.meM , a.n.d 
:to COYl..6.ide.tc.. :th-U a.n.ai.y.6.i.6 be.6oILe. de.cJ..d.ing apon a .ion.g-:te.Jtm pMgILa.m :to 
apda:te. :the. .6:ta:te.'.6 pwo Vl..6 and mak.e. :the..iJt capac);ty ade.qaCLte. nOlL the. 
a.c:taa..i ne.e.d.6 06 :the. .6:ta:te.. 

1 CHAPTER 1043, LAWS OF THE SIXTY-SIXTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 1976 SESSION 

(H.F. 1539) AN ACT to appropriate funds for the purpose of providing a 
program to alleviate overcrowded conditions existing and anticipated 
in state correctional facilities. 
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, II . To c.ewt.y out :the '[ntent expnu.6ed -tn.6ub.6ec.:Uon one (1) 06 :thM 
.6ec..Uon, :theJLe ,u,CJL.eated Gt6 a :tempotr.aJty body :the adv..i40Ji..y c.om
m!.6.6,[on on c.oMec.ti.oM 1teU.e-6 c.ompo.6ed 06 .6,[x peJt6o.u" none 06 whom 
.6hcttt be mem.peJr.6 00 Olt c.and-Ldatu oO/t dewon :to :the gene.Jta£. 
lU.6embiy dWLi.n.g :thw :tenu.Jte on:the c.ommiA.6'[on, two 06 whom .6haU 
be appoWed by the ".c.h,i.e6 ju..6:Uc.e06 :the Iowa .6uplteme c.oWLt, two by 
:the goveJtnolt and twa by :the ieg,u,£.a;Uve c.ounc.il. The.6e appo,[n:tmel1.t.6 
.6hatt be made w-Uhi.n :tfWt:ty day.6 a6:teJt :the e66ec.:t.ive dat.e 06 :thi..6 
Ad. •• S:ta6 fi CtM,u,:tanc.e .6haU. be pltOv,[ded :to :the c.omm-W.6,[on by :the 
ieg-<Aia:Uve .6eJtv,[c.e bu./teatt. 

To 6Wt.theJt c.aJtJty out :the '[ntent ex.pltu.6ed ,[n .6ub.6ec.u.on one {1} 06 
thM .6ec.:tWn, :the advMOIJ!j c.ommiM-wn .6 hail.. lUJr.e p!W6u.6,tonai. c.oJi..-

.. ltec.:Uon6 c.oMu.i.:ta.n.t6 :to evafuate :the .6:ta:te'.6 c.oJtJtec.u.onai. neecL6 .•. 
·Thi:-6 eval.u.a:Uon .6hai..t bec.ompieted and .6ubmi:tted to :the ieg,u,ia:Uve 

c.ounc.U by MaJtc.h 1, 1977, and U .6hai..t be .6ubrrU.tted ai.ong w);th (a) 6,Lna1. 
ltepoJt:t ••• 

The c.omrn.i...6.6..wn .6ha£1. ma.k.e6uc.h in;te/tim pltOgltU.6 ltepoJt:t6 lU the 
ieg,[f.!£.a;Uve c.ounc:Ul. may Itequu:t, and .6haU. .6ubm-U: a 6,[na1. Jt..epoJt:t 
not .ta:teJt :than Mevtc.h 1, 1977. The obtai. ltepoJt:t .6haU. ,[nc£..ude, but 
need not be UmUed to, ,[n60Jtma:t,Lon c.onc.elLn,tng: 
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a. WhetheJt pltuent majolt c.oJtJtec.:tWnal 6acJ.Li;t[u ,[n :the .6:tate aJie I 
.6u66,[uen:t to c.onta.in c.u.JtJten:t and 6oJi..ueeable. popu.ta:UOn6 06 
aduU male and 6emale a 66endeJr.6. 

<"I 

b. WhetheJt pltuent c.ommunay c.oJtJtection6 6acUL<.;t.iu Me .6u66..LUent 
601t mai.e and 6emale OnnendeM. J I 

c.. The need 601t molte med.<.u.m .6ec.uJLUy ,[n6:U:tu:Uom ,[n :the 60llm 06 

d. 

e. 

6· 

eUheJt new c.On.6.tttu.c.:t.io n Olt 06 mod,t-6ic.a;t.{.o n a -6 one Olt molte 
ex,u,Ung .6tate 6a.c.LU:ti..u, inc..tu.cUng :tho.6e no:t now u..6ed a6 penai. I 
iYL.6:U:tu..ti..o M • 
The a1.:teJtno;t..[vu :to c.oM:tJtu.cUon lU c.ontemplated by paJtagJtaph b 
a 6 :thM .6l!b~ ec.:Uo n. 
The ec.onom,i.c. and o:theJt ..Lmpaet6 06 c.On6.tttucti.on 06 new fiac1.Li;ti.u Olt I 
mod..[·{j,tc.a:Uon 06 ex,u,Ung onu on c.ommurUty c.oJtJtec.:Uon6 6acJ.Li;t[u and 
the phUo.6ophy 06 c.ommunUy placement bt thl6 .6:ta.te. 
The appltoptia:te ac.:Uon6 601t :theleg,[f.!la:Uve and exec.u:Uve bltanc.hu I 
06 Iowa goveJtnment in lte6olvb!.g the c.on6Uc.:t,tng demand6 and pltOpO.6~ 
60lt lteLi.e6 06 Iowa'.6 c.oJtJtecti.oY/..6 pltObiem6. 

To hdp iMu./te that :the geneILai. lU.6embiy,u, knowledgeable 06 the 
c.ol11t1li6.6-W n'.6 woltk and a 6 the backgltound a 6 the ltepoJt:t .6ubmi.:t:ted by 

. U , the jo,[nt human ltuou.Jtc.u .6ubc.ommi.:t:teu 06 :the .6enate and hOu..6e 
,; c.ommi.:t:teu on appJWpJt,[a:UOn6 .6ha£1. meet (up to 60Wt :Umu) wLth the 

c.omrn.i...6.6,ton.. • The jo'[nt human Ituou./tc.u .6ubc.ommU:tee .6haU. not have 
au:thofLUy to mandate, aLteJt Olt Itej ed any c.omment olt ltec.ommenda:tW n 
in :the nepaJt:t ltequ.iJr.ed a 6 the c.ol11t1li6.6,[OYl. ••• 

••• The c.omrni.6.6,toYl. ,u, abafuhed Juiy 1, 1977. 

A short time after the passage of H.F. 1539, six persons were appointed 
to serve on the Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief as required 
by the legislation. They were as follows: 
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::?h~{lip 'Riley (CoI!tm:Lssion Chairman) - Corporation Counsel 
for the City of Des Moines 

Janet .Johnson. - Drake Uni ve:esity law professor a.nd (then) 
member of the Iowa Boarel o:E Parole (now a member of the 
Iowa Court of Appeals) 

John Stratton - University of IOWa sociology professor 
Fritz Henn - University of Iowa professor of psychiatry 
Ernest Bur"esh - Anamosa banker and lawyer 
Harold McCormick - former state legislator from Manchester 

Ba,sedon the manda:te of the legislatton, the Commission was faced 
~i.,rj:th the difficult task of clecj.cUng whether or not a new state prison 
would be required or if, in fact, existing facilities would be suf
ficient to meet future correctional needs. The sttuationwas com
plicated by questions concerning the use of community-based correc
t:1.onal facilit:i.es. As there was but one such facility in the state 
a.t that t.ime (Fort Des Moines) that handled a significant number 
of directly sentenced offenders, the Commission would have to decide 
the f-aasibility of new facilities in other areas, and determine the 
potentj.al impact of such facilities on prison admissions. Indeed, if 
felOl'lY convictions were to continue increasing, could community--based 
facilities stem the tide and provide relief from possibly overcrowded 
conditions in the prison system? More generally, assuming a continued 
increase in convicted felons, could the use of community alternatives 
such as probation and residential treatment be expanded to meet the 
expected "crunch" without compromising cormnunity safety or depreciating 
the role of sentencing as a retributive or deterrent force in the criminal 
justice system? Or, from another angle, could the parole board speed 
the release of inmates on parole to accomplish the Same intent and 
with clea~ rationale? 

Specifically,.the·Commissiol1 would need to address the following: 

1) The sources of the observed increase in the prison 
population. 

2) The likely effect of the new criminal code on the prison 
population. 

3) The possible disparity in judicial utilization of 
communit~T·-based corrections in the state. 

4) The possible existence of "lower risk!! individuals serving 
time in prison who might be Teleased ea.:r-Iy without endangering 
the public. 

STAFF SELECTION 

These were serious questions tha.t would require a. detailed and 
sophisticated study of the clientele, structure, and operation of 
the corrections system ill Iowa, at both institutional and corrum.1lli.lcy-* 



based levelsG Because of the importance of the work required, and. 
the desire of Commission members to be directly involved in the study, 
it was decided that the work should not be turned over to a consultant. 
Instead, the Commission hired a staff to collect and a.nalyze data 
and to facilitate Commission deliberations. Accordingly, the Com-
mission chose Roger Steggerda, the president of ,Justice Resea.rch, 
Inc., to head the Commission staff. Mr. Steggerda, in turn, hired 
eight assistants, including Thomas Austin, a graduate student at 
Michigan State University, who was to be responsible for the data 
processing component of the project. 

DATA COLLECTION 

Due to the nature of the questions facing the Commission, it was 
apparent from the outset that much statistical data would have to be 
gatherec. and analyzed before reliable conclu.sions could be reached. 
Rather than rely on existing data collected by units of the Social 
Services Department, Mr. Steggerda chose instead to collect independent 
data. 1 In this vein, five separate data collection efforts were 
begun: 

1) . Collection of extensive data on active prison inmates 
from the files of the Iowa Board of Parole. Two forms 
were coded on each inmate active in the adult prison 
system' on or near October 1, 1976, including a prison 
inmate survey form designed by the National Clearing
house on Criminal Justice Planning and Archit8cture, and 
the correctional evaluation "blue sheet" previously 
designed by Mr. Steggerda for the statewide correctional 
evaluation effort. 2 

Completing the blue sheet on prison inmates would allow 
the comparison of profiles between inm1?tes and communi ty
based offenders, since information on the latter was 
available through computer files of blue sheet informatlol1 
maintained by the Bureau of Correctional Eval1.:tation.. 

2) Gathering of movement summa.ries on all adult correctional 
programs in Iowa. These summaries would provide a time 
series on admissions, releases, and activB populations for 
correctional institutions, parole, and probation. Detailed 
data of this type were provided by the Division of Adult 
Corrections of Social Services. 

1 Th S . l~' . -'.' - '.. f Ad It C t - . 4-' • T'~·· e OCla berVlces ,Ul v :LSl.011 0 - U '07'r(:'C :'OIlS 1:1al,l .... $~1.n0\1 ~nr~. 

card files of statistical data on all pe:l.~sons cm~lln::;!::ted. to J,:;he:)r:i.sOll 
system. In addition, the Bureau of Correctional EY,Ya:::la.-'~,J.on h:e!:.t 
similar - although not directly corresponding - infor~ahic~ on ~rQ
bationers, parolees and residential correct!ons 01~8LtS. 

. 2 Only certain limited 'alElm(:mts were c!)d~~G. on th/.=o ;:':,:::.i:; .3hE'.B·~ f(;r 8,,1) 

inmates. Other elements were eoded on a sample basis. 
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3) 

4) 

5) 

Compilation of disposition reports submitted by District 
Court clerks to the Division of Adult Corrections. Normally, 
these data are compiled for the Biennial Reports of the Iowa 
Board of Parole. Mr. Steggerda wished to compile these data 
in other ways to provide an accurate view of felony and mis
demeanor dispositions and sentencing practices within each of 
the eight judicial ,districts in the state. 

Collection of recidivism data on ex-inmates and former 
clients of community-based programs. A data form was 
designed for this component of the study and was implemented 
on a sample basis, with recidivism data collected from 
Bureau of Criminal Investigation rapsheets. 

Collection of information on staffing patterns, budgets, 
expenditures, and other financial and organizational 
information on adult corrections programs in Iowa. These 
data were again acquired from the Department of Social 
Services. 

DATA PROCESSING 

To facilitate the analysis of data, Mr. Steggerda arranged access to 
the Drake University computer center. Statistical data on prison 
inmates were keypunched and read onto computer tape for data processing 
purposes. In addition, a computer file of data on community corrections 
clients was provided by the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation and was 
modified for processing in the Drake computer system. 

Eventually, a single com£uter file containing all blue sheet data on 
offenders was generated. This file was built in such a way that data 
could be analyzed with the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS), a set of instructtons and programs that could generate fre
quency distributions, crosstabulations, and other statistics from the 
raw data. As Commission staff did not have extensive experience 
with SPSS, this author was asked to assist in the retrieval and 
analysis of data from the computer file~ 

Initially, simple profiles were generated to allow superficial 
comparisons of inmates, probationers, and residential corrections 
clients. These profiles, which gave comparative data on age, sex, 
race, marital status, schooling, employment, skill level, prior 
record, drug/alcohol abuse history, offense type, and other factors, 
appeared in the data book which preceded the Commission's final report. 

In addition, a profile of prison inmates was generated - for each 
institution and for all inmates combined - which broke down the prison 
population according to the seriousness of the offense for wl1i~h the 
offender was committed and the offender'S prior conviction record. 

1 By request the author assisted Commission staff in setting up computer 
files. 
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This profile categorized current offenses as against or n9t against 
persons, with the former separated between those using and those not 
using weapons. Prior conviction record stipulated the most serious 
prior conviction, from an adult felony against persons, to an adult 
felony not against persons, to a misdemeanor or juvenile conviction, 
to no re~ord of conviction. This profile~ which also appeared in the 
data book, revealed that 20% of the prison population consisted of 
non-violent offenders without prior adult felony convictions. See 
Appendix IV. 

Unfortunately, a comparable profile could not be generated for com
munity-based offenders since data on weapon use and prior adult felony 
convictions did not appear on the original blue sheet collected by 
BCE. Accordingly, it was decided to use only those data elements 
available on both sets of offenders to generate a comparative 
profile. The envisiondd strategy was to isolate offender character
istics that differentiate inmates from their community-based counter
parts, and to combine these indicators into a single scale that would 
serve to cont'rast the two groups to a greater extent than could in
dividual factors. But, again, there were complications, since the 
blue sheet items collected on every inmate were insufficient to 
allow meaningful comparisons with probationers and residential 
corrections clients. On the other hand, complete blue sheet items 
were available on too few inmates to allow a valid statistical analysis. 
At this point, the author chose to rely on the BCE data system main
tained in the state computer center to develop the scale in question. 

In particular, the analysis was set up to identify and codify offender 
characteristics differentiating probationers from parolees. The idea 
here was that parolees had been committed to prison, while probationers 
had not, and although directly discharged offenders were ignored in the 
analysis - as well as other factors - the envisioned scheme was judged 
to be adequate for the purposes at hand. 

Thus the scale was designed specifically and only to differentiate between 
those released on probation and those sentenced to prison. It was not 
- as We shall see later - designed to determine who should or should 
not receive either of these sentences, nor was it meant to differentiate 
between good and bad risks in the prison and probation systems. 

The result of this analysis - as completed by this author - consisted 
of a 0-100 additive scale based on the following factors: 

1) Type of Offense (5 levels) 

2) Prior Record (4 levels) 

3) Number of Convicting Offenses (2 levels) 

4) Employment Status (2 levels) 

5) Age at Sentencing (4 levels) 

6) Drug/Alcohol Abuse History (2 levels) 

7) Marital Status (2 levels) 

8) Race (2 levels) 
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After the scale was constructed through use of the state computer 
system, this author incorporated the scale data (coding scheme) into 
the Drake Facility computer file on inmates and community-based of
fenders. Scale profiles for each correctional population under study 
were then generated and this information was provided to Mr. Steggerda. 
He then collapsed the 0-100 scale into seven levels and asked that 
new profiles be generated - based on the 7-level version of the scale 
- for offenders in each program according to the judicial district 
from which the offender was sentenced. Once this was provided, the 
author had very little further contact with the research prior to 
the release of the Commission's final report. In particular, the 
conclusions of the Commission involving use .of the 7-level scale 
- which came to be known as the Offender Attribute Scale - were not 
checked with the author prior to publication. 

In the meantime, Mr. Steggerda, with assistance from the Commission 
staff, was involved in the compilation and analysis of data of the 
other four types mentioned above. This author had very little - if 
anything - to do with these analyses, which concerned court dispositions, 
movement and cost data, and recidivism rates. In particular, these 
analyses made no use of techniques and results of a similar nature 
publicized through the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation's report 
"Corrections in Iowa: A System of Growth and Change," which was 
released just prior to this author's involvement with the Advisory 
Commission staff. Mr. Steggerda had expressed an interest in avoid-
ing use of BCE results and techniques in order to insure the in
dependence of the Commission findings from previous work of BCE. and 
the· Department of Social ServicA 9. 
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FINAL REPORT 

On March 3, 1977, the Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief 
met with the Governor, Social Services officials, and state legis
lators to announce the results of their eight-·month study. Their 
report was received enthusiastically by legislators, as the Commission 
had reached the conclusion that the prison population would not con
tinue rising as projected by the Department, but would instead decline 
as new community residential facilities began accepting convicted 

I 
I 
I 
I 

felons who would otherwise have gone to prison.. 'rhe Commission had 
concluded that no new institution would be required to handle future I 
inmate populations. Instead, they recommended a number of modifications 
and improvements to the sentencing and corrections systems in Iowa. 

Some of the major findings and recommendations from their final 
report 1 are as follqws (emphases added): I 

1) I 
2) The e.ompa.tUJ.,on6 a 6 no n--<-n6.tUutional. and mfl.tUu:Uanai. 06 6endeJL 

pM 6ile6 -<-nue.ate thctt a .6 ub.6tant..ia1. numbeJL 06 peJL6 a n& Me -<-n
e.Me.vz.ated In Iowa who, -<-n ill pMbabWA:.y, e.ou1.d be handi.ed 

I 
I .6 a 6 e1.y -<-n no n --<-n6.tUutio nat PM gll.am6 • A f.CVtg e nwri beJL a 6 e.wur.ent 

-<-n.mate.6 have nat been e.o nv-<-c.:ted a 6 any pJt,[oll. 6e.l.o ny, and an 
adcLi;Uonai.. n.umbeJt have not been Involved 60Jl.meJci..y In any c.aJtJtee.
tional. pMgll.am, aduU all. juvenile. 

The 066 endeJL A:tt.tl.Ibute.. Se.ai..e pll.e..6 ented -<-n the .6 ec.tio nan "066 endeJL 
I 

Pll.O 6ile..6" ae.e.oun.:t6 60ll. the eight e.hcvr.a.c.:teJU.6tic.6 whIe.h mo.6.t .6-<-g- I 
n.,[6,[e.an.:t.ty d-<-6tinguMh among the 06 6endeJL popu1.a.tion6 -<-n u6-
6eJLent e.oJtJtec.tionai. pMgJtam6. The gll.eat majoJtUy 06 the 066endvv., 
In the 6IJt6t thJtee leve1.6 a 6 the .6 e.ate Me -<-n pM batia n all. ll.e..6,[dent,{.a1. 
pM gll.am.6 • Ye:t ma.ll.e than 650 a 6 the -<-ne.Me.eJLated mmate..6 Me -<-n tho.6 e I 
thJtee .6e.ai..e leve1.6. 

The ComrnU.6,[an doe.6 not believe that aU 06 :tho.6e 650 066endeJL6 .6hou.td I 
be ll.e1.ea6ed. Among them Me e.eM;a,[n..ty .6ome 066en.deJz.6 who pO.6e .6ue.h a 
thJteat toe.ommuYLUy .6a6e:ty that they .6hou.td not be ll.e1.ea6ed. HoweveJL, 
the Comm.u...6,[a n I.6 awMe that many 06 th0.6 e 06 6endeJt6 Me mc..Me.eM.:ted 
due to .6 en.:tenc..,[ng d-<-6 paJU:t,i..e..6 amo ng the j uuc..,[at d-<-6tJrJ..c.:t.6. 0 tS tS en.deJL6 I 
wlih ll.e1.a:tIve1.y "low-Jt,L6 k" 2 e.hMac.:teJU.6tic.6 Me -<-nc..cvz.e.eJLa.ted -<-n .6 ome 
juuc..,[at d,[/.):tJtIc.:t.6 at Jrate..6 60Ult all. 6,[ve Ume..6 hIgheJL than .6ImilCVt 
o tS 6 endeJL6 In otheJL j uuc..,[af. d-<-6tJrJ..c.:t.6. T hI.6 dI6 pcvz.Uy -<.6 . c.oJtJteCl:i.ble I 
and e.al'!. be deaU w.U:h -<-n a tS a,[Jt and a b j ec.ti v e manneJt. 

1 Adult qorrections in Iowa: Report to the 67th General Assembly I 
of Iowa, Advisory Commission on C0.rrections Relief, March, 1977. 
2. The use of the term "low-risk'~ in' this context suggests that the I 
Offender Attribute Scale was being viewed - in part - as a risk assessmen~ 
device. 

I 
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3) The ComtrU..6.6ion beU.eve6 that the ann endelL, the il'L6:tLtlLtLo n, and the 
public. would bene6it nMm impMved and ex.pan.ded pwon -tn.du.6.tJUe6. 
(pp.114-115) 

41 

5 ) The m en '.6 e.n.i:te.ntiall. at F 0 IL:t Ma..cU.J., 0 n .6 11.0 u£d be. lLe:tained OIL 
ong-teJun .6e.n.:te.n.c.e.6 an. maJUmwn .6e.c.uJl.fty ne.e. ••• T e. pwon 6aJtm.6 

ana the. dotrmi.:tolLY .6 hOlLtd be utilized pOlL nU.vUmum-.6 ec.wU:th hOM-tng ••• 
Educ.at£onat and :tILeatme.n.:t plLognam.6 .6hoUld be. avaztable, u:t the. 
M lLam c.onc.en.:t!l.at-Lon .6holLtd be. voc.a:tWna.t .6UU de.vV:O en.:t-

an. pM c.ti.ve an. me.a.n.i119n e.mp.toymen.:t. p. 1 6 

6) 

71 

8) With. the de.vV:Opment On 6unc.:Uona.t un.i:t.[zat-Lon and rrU.nJ..mwn-.6ec.UlLi:ty 
c.apabLU,t.ie..6 in the il'L6:ti:tutiol'L6, an.d expan.ded lLe6ide.nliai.. pMglLam.6 in 
the. c.ommuvUtie.6, the R-tveILv-tw Re1.ea..6e Cen.:teIL -L.6 no longeIL n.e.c.e..6.6a.1l.y 
and .6 hou1.d be fu e.o nlinued. ( p. 11 71 

9) 

101 The Se.c.UlLi:ty Med-Lc.ai. Fa.c.ili:ty (at o akda.te I -L.6 .6:t1La:te.g-tc.o.U.y loc.ated 
neall. the Un.-LVeM.ity 06 Iowa... One un.i:t .6houU be c.onve.lL:te.d nOlL Me 
in hOMing 24-30 .i..nmate.6 with p.6yc.hologic.a.t pMblem6 ne.ed-Lng .6ec.UIl.e, 
.tong-tell.m :tILeatme.n.:t. An aMe.6.6men.:t and c.laMi6ic.at-Lon team .6hould be 
c.lLeated an.d ba6ed at the. 6acA.1.ity both to peIL60lWi i-nmate evafuat-Lol'L6 
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11) 

12) 

13 ) 

141 

15) 

and to MULveMaILe.6oWLc.etotheM.6e.6.6mentan.dcJ..M.6.i.-6.i.c.ati..on 
e66oJz.t.6 .i.n the otheJz. .i.n.6:t..U.uU.on.6. (p. 118) 

The Comm<-M.i.on .6Up%t,U, the .i.dea that loc.al c.oMec.ti.onal U1~OJt.t6 .6 houi..d 
be c.ont-wUed and m-i.nl6teJz.ed toc.illy. Loc.al BOMdJ.) .6ho ,mClude 
ILepILe.6 enta.:tlve.6 appo.i.nted by the c.owz..:t.6 M we.te. M loc.al boaJz.d.6 06 
.6UpeJz.V[;.60M. The BWLeau. Ob Commun.Uy COJl.Jt.ec.ti.on.6 SeJz.v.i.c.e.6 (OIL ill 
c.ounteJz.paJr.tl .6hould ILe.:ta.i.n 6.L.6c.al adm.i.n.i..6:tJz.a.:t..i.on and morUtoJU.ng, M 
we1.t M development an.d mon.Uoung 06 opeJz.ational .6tandMd6. (pp. 119-120) 

... The COmmM.6,ion ILec.ommend.6 that the develobment 06 planned p1l.e-
,i11.6:Utu.;:t{.o n ILe.6,[derual c.OMe.ctia n pM gILa.m.6 e. .6uppoJ(;te.d. The.6 e 
pJwgIL(.(ff1.6 .6hoUR..d be Cilo.6ity monltolLed to M.6uJr.e that :the* Me being 
u.uuzed pJUmCiJilly a.6 aUeJz.na;UVe6 :to ..tnc.Mc.eJz.aU.on ILa.:t eJz. :than 
/wba:Uon, and :that:the c.apa.cJtie.6 0 :the JwgJz.am.6 ILe,.6lec.:t :the ac.:tual 

ne 0 n :t e c.ommul'l.li..Le.6 t ey .6 eJz.ve. pp. 120-121 

16) The CommU..6,ion be.,Ueve.6:that a .6:tJz.ong and ac.ti.ve pMole bOaM M 
Vl.ec.e.6.6CVLY ,in IoWa.. It .6UppoJz.t.6 theexpan.6..ton on the boOJi.d nlLOm thILee. 
:to M .. ve membeJL.6, and be.Ueve6 that :the pafLt.-:;t,[me natuJr.e a 6 :the bOaM 
.6hould be 1Le.:ta.i.ned. (p. 122) 
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17) 

181 The. CommW.6-i.on a:tta.c.heJ., mu.e.h -i.mpoM:ane.e.. :tJJ the.. e.o nc.e..pt 06 
ILeJ.,.t{;tu.ti.lm a6 U an 6e..c.t6 both the. 06 6e..nde..Jt and the. v-i.cWn ••• 

The.. Commu...6-i.o n be..U.e..ve..c that ILe..cti:tuilo Vi. to v-i.c;t..i.m.6 a 6 
CJWne.., adm.i.rU6te..Jte.d 6Mm a 6UM made. up 06 .6tate. appMpJUa.t,[On6 
and 066ende..Jt e.on.tJUbuilon6, .6hould be made. an e.6.6e.n.t<..a1.. 
paJLt 06 e.OMe.c..ti..ona1.. pMgILCU1I6. (pp. 125-126) 

19) The CommL6.6-i.on be.U..e..veJ.:, that ;the State 0 Iowa. .6hou1.d ILdab1. 
an in e.teJUn<..nate. .6 entwcUng .6 tJtuc.t.wr. e. 

I;t (the Bocvui) hao molLe ILee.e.nt -i.n6oJunatial1 ;than e.aJLUe..Jt decU.6-<-On mak.eJt.6 
and mak.eJ., the laot de.w.{.on in ;the e.OMemonaf.. pJtOe.e.6.6. StandaJuUzed 
ILcl'.eao.tng poUc.,[e..c that Me well. Mtic.u1.ate.d c.an ILeduc.e .6ome a 6 the 
neiUng 06 ,[ne.qufty expILeJ.,.6e.d by,[nmatu. (pp. 126-727) 

20) A 6wr.:the..Jt .6;tep in pM;temng agMn6;t alLbilMJt.y d.t6 6 e.Jte..nc.e.6 -i.n 
.6 e.n.tencUng M appe.Uate ILev-i.ew 06 .6 ente.nc.e.6 • Fa,[Jtne.6.6 .6u99 e.6.t6 
that .6ente.ncUn9 .6houhl be. ILef..ativef..y UYL.t6olLm while aU.0w,[n9 
60IL cU6c.Jte.t-<.an due. ;to ind-tv-<.dua1.. wc.um.6tanc.e.6. Th~dt 
that ILate..c 06 -i.nc.aJtc.e.Jtat,[on vcvr.y gILe.at.ty bdwe.en jucU ;tJt,[c.t6 
in Iowa .6U99e.6.t6 that .6ome. .6e.ntencUng gtt.LdiUne.6· Me needed ••• 

21) The Cotrmi..6.6-i.on .6ugge.6.t6 the Le.g..i...6.to.t.IVLe. ILee.on6-i.de..Jt the hnpo.6ilion 
06 mandatoJtg m.i.n.hnum .6e.n.te..ne.e.6 60IL 6ef..on.,[ef., ao C.UMe.n;tf..y de.vef..oped 
,[n Senate. File 85, Ad.6 01{ ;the. 66;th Ge.neJidl Ail.6e.mbly. 
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22) 

23) 

ThJc.ough i.:t6 c.oopeJl.a:U.on wlih the adv)AOIl.Ij c.orrrnU,.6ion, the 
c.oMec.:U..o nat mcu,teJL pla.n pMj e.c:t 06 the Iowa. CJWire Co ft'J'YIL6.6io n 
ha..6 palLtiupate.d in and ha..6 a.c.C.U.6 to a. tholl.ough de6CJUpt.i.on 
06 the Iowa. a.duU c.oMec.t.i.o nett .6 lj.6tem a.n.d a. .6tudlj 0 6 lif., 
cvr.c.hliec.twr.a1. need!.,. Rema,Ln..<.n.g 6un.cl6 in. the mcu,teJl. pfun .6 hou£d 
not be depleted thJc.ough 6wz:theJl. e6fpw in. tMU two a/l.ecu,. 

24) While the Commu...6.i.on ha.6 c.ho.6en. a. .6vUe6 06 .6olution.-6 li deem6 
Il.ecu,ona.bie, c.eJLta,Ln. otheJL6 .6houid be note.d 6oll. c.on.-6ideJr.a.Uon blj 
the .61j.6tem'.6 pi.a.n.neJt6 a.n.d 0 pe.M.toM • ThO/.) e Me: 

~----

1 Now referred to as OBSClS (Offender-Based State Corrections 
mation System). 
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1. Move. Roe.lwJe..U. Cliy ,[nma.te. poputa.U.on. :to :the. GJ.JL.t'.6 Tll.cUMn.g 
Se.hool a.t Mlie.he..U.vil.R.e.. Un;tU. n,[n.al de.:teJr.m[n.a:tton. M made. 
on. :the. e.o n.Un.ue.d M e.6 015 :the. T ole.do an.d fvlUe.he..U.vil.R.e. na~e.6 
601l. juve.n.ile.6, :thM .6ofuilon. M 06 qUe.6ilon.able. value.. 

2. Bu.il..d a. n.ew maxhnum-.6e.e.wU;ty pJt1...6on. wah le.M :than. 500-
man. e.apac...uy an.d &0.6 e. :the. p!r..MQ.V!.:t Me.n.'.6 Pe.n.Ue.nUa.tr.y. 
ThM Comm,[,6.6,[on ha..6 60und no n.e.e.d 601l. a n.ew me.dium-.6e.e.wU;ty 
pilion, ,[n :the. .tight 06 :the. v,[abLUty 06 pne.6e.n.:t nac.,U);t[e.6. 
Va.:ta ga.:the.ne.d by :the. Comm,[,6.6,[on. .6UppOW :that pnov'[de.d by 
:the. Ve.pa.tr.:tme.n.:t on Soual Se.nv,[e.e.6 whie.h ,[n.dic..a.te.6 :tha.:t :the. 
e.UfLfLe.n.:t me.n'.6 pe.n.Ue.n.Ua.tr.y pMv,[de.6 n.e.a.tr..ty double. :the. 
maxhnum .6 e.c.UJl...Lty e.apa.c...Lty wa.tr.fLan.:te.d non :the. 066 e.n.de.n 
po putation.. Howe.ve.n,,[n ne.habilliation. 06 :the. Pe.n.Ue.n.tia.tr.y 
pnove.d:to be. :too e.xpe.n6,[ve., dA Il.e.p.ta.c.eme.n.:t by a n.ew 
c.e.n.:tnaily - .to c.a.te.d , maxhnum-.6 e.e.wU;ty ,[n6:t..Ltu.:ti.o n .6 ho uld be. 
e.o n6'[de.ne.d. 

3. Mak.e. .6y.6:te.m 'e.valua.tion. a 6un.c.tion. 06 ie.gMla:tive. OVeJL6,[ght. 
The. "G.A.O." 6un.c.tion. n.ow bun.ge.on6,[de.ne.d by :the. Ge.n.e.nal 
A.6,5 e.mbly c.outd e.on.duc.:t :the. e.vafuation. an.d ne.pon:Un.g 
6un.c.:t,[on. he.ne.:tonone. pnopo.6e.d 60n a :tn,{.-pantl:te. body. Suc.h 
a loe.a.:tion. 60n :tha.:t 6un.c.:t,[on e.ould :te.n.d :to hOMe. :the. pa.tr.ile.uta.tr. 
e.v aluativ e. n.e.e.d.6 0 6 0 n.e. bnane.h 0 6 go ve.nn.me.n.:t na.the.n :than. :the. 
n.e.e.d.6 06 ail :thne.e. bnan.e.he.6 whie.h :the. CommM.6,[on. ha.6 unde.n
.6e.OIl.e.d ,[n. dA ne.e.omme.n.da.tion..6. The. I..JOle. value. 06 .6uc.h an. 
aUeJtJW.tive. m'[ght be. :tha.t :the. 6un.c.tion. woutd be. pe.nnonme.d 
60n :the. e.OMe.c.tion6 .6y.6:te.m in. a man.n.e.n .6,[rn..U.aJr. :to dA 
pe.nnonmane.e. 150n o:the.n de.pa.tr.:tme.n.:t.6. 

Man.y aUe.nnatiVe.6 we.ne. e.on6,[de.ne.d but n.o:t e.n.dOMe.d by :the. Comm,[,6.6,[on.. 
Some. 015 :the. mane. Obv,[oU6 a.tr.e. :to e.on.Un.ue. :to ope.na.te.. :the.. .6y.6:tem 
e.ompo ne..n;v.. a.6 :the..y n.ow e..xL6:t, :to e.o n6.tnuc.:t a ne..w me..dium-.6 e..c.wU;ty 
ptU.6on., :to move.. towa.tr.d a 60nm 015 de.:te.nm<-n.ate.. .6e..n.:te..n.c.i.n.g, :to le..ave.. 
:the.. C.OMe..c.:t,[O n.al .6 y.6:tem wlihin :the.. Ve..paJ1.:tme..n.:t 06 Soc.i.at Se.nv,[e.e.6. 
The.. ne..a.60n6 agcUMt e.ac.h a.tr.e. embodie.d e1.6 ewhe.ne.. ,[n. :the.. ne.pon:t 
an.d wil.R. n.o:t be. ne.pe.ate.d he.ne... (pp. 133-134) 

LEGISLATIVE RESPONSE 

To say that the legislature was pleased and impressed by the Commission's 
report would be an understatement. The Des Moines Register quoted one 
Senator as saying lilt may be the best task force we've ever had. 1I 

Another was to have said lilt is an excellent study. It is similar to 
the conclusions that many of us had reached and which were expressed 
by our own interim study committee. 1I Still another legislator was 
quot,~d as saying IIIn the first place, the Legislature was certainly 
dragging its feet (in authorizing a new prison.) And the Governor had 
some ~eluctance about it. The only people who weren't reluctant were in 
the De)?artment of Social Services. So when you get a solid, professional 
report of this sort, I would doubt that 'anybody would seriously p,ro-
pose a new prison. 1I Finally, another was quoted as commenting IIWe feel 
vindicated. It shows we should never have given the Governor the Mount 
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Pleasant option. II 

Indeed, the final report of the Advisory Commission quashed all 
discussion of a new state prison during the remainder of the 1977 
Session. Instead, legislators became concerned with other aspects 
of the corrections system. Following release of the report, the 
General Assembly acted quickly in authorizing several improvements to 
the prison system as recommended by the Commission. In particular, 
Section 27 of S.F. 112 appropriated $150,000 to the Division of Adult 
Corrections of Social Services for the establishment of a work adjustment 
and training program for inmates housed at the Riverview Release Center. 
This program later came to be known as the Prisoner Employ.ment Program. 

In addition, H.F. 464 authorized two other improvements to the prison 
system. Sections 25 and 26 a.uthorized and appropriated funds for the 
subdivision of cellhouses at the Penitentiary and Men's Reformatory 
into smaller units so that correctional services could be delivered on 
a more individualized ba,sis. This "uni tizat ion" program, which was 
based direct,ly on an Advisory Commission recommendat ion , received 
funding from the Legislature in the amount of $1,255,100. 

H.F. 464 also authorized a special unit at the Mount Pleasant medium 
security facility for the treatment of inmates in the prison system 
"who exhibit treatable personality disorders, with or without accompany
ing history of drug or alcohol abuse." 

In summary, the Legislature felt that the need for a new state prison 
was no longer imminent and that, instead, emphasis should be placed on: 
1) improving the prison system to lessen the effects of overcrowding, 

. and to facilitate the rehabilitation of offende.rs and their return to 
society, and 2) the full development of community-based alternatives 
in Iowa as supported by the Commission and as required by S.F. 112. 

PRISON POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

The central finding of tpe Advisory Commission study was that: 

The. c.UllJl.e.n:t c.oMe.w.ona1. iM.tUut{,OYV~ have. ade.qucde. c.apac.ily 
to hoMe. inmcde. POpue.a;UoM into the. nOfl.e.6e.e.ab.e.e. fiu:twz.e.. A 
new iM.tUuti.o n 1..6 wt ne.c.u.6Cvc.y cd th.W rue.. ( p. 111) 

This finding was based on new population projections developed by 
Roger Steggerda for the Commission which indicated that prison 
populations would drop by the end of FY197'l, would drop further in 
FY1978, and would increase gradually to a peak in FY1980 or 1981 
before a gradual decline. 

According to even the most pessimistic of three projections developed 
by Mr. Steggerda, the prison population would peak at no more than 
1939 inmates (in fY1982), which would amount to an increase of only 
27 offenders over the FY1976 ending population. The following table, 
which is taken from the report, summarizes the three projections 
developed for the Commission. (The figure for FY1.976 is the actual 
prison population as of June 30, 1976.) 
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Fiscal 
Year 

1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 

High 

1912 
1866 
1817 
1829 
1865 
1891 
1939 
1928 
1904 
1868 
1824 
1777 
1732 

Projections 
Low Probable 

1912 1912 
1761 1814 
1644 1752 
1626 1763 
1612 1780 
1626 1811 
1605 1802 
1584 1786 
1555 1758 
1513 1716 
1467 1670 
1428 1630 
1390 1590 

These projections lie in stark contrast with the projections developed 
earlier by the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation,l which were as 
follows: 

Fiscal 
Year 

1980 
1982 
1983 
1985 
1990 
1995 
2000 

High 

2744 
3016 
3050 
2995 
2618 
2290 
1918 

Projections 
Low 

2554 
2754 
2704 
2429 
1664 
1264 
1254 

Probable 

2648 
2893 
2888 
2656 
1980 
1370 
1667 

The difference between the probable estimates given in the two tables 
above is as large as 1091 offenders (at the end of FY1982). Clearly, 
the two projection methods involved drastically differing sets of 
assumptions. The BCE projection labelled "probable" or "intermediate" is 
the one taken an the basis for the Department of Social Services request 
that the Legislature authorize a new state prison. 'Ilhe proj ection was 
based on several assumptions as follows: 

1) that the crime rate would increase in proportion to an 
increase in the size of the crime-prone group of males 
aged 15-29, would accordingly peak in 1980, and then 
would decline roughly in the manner in which it increased, 

2) that the performance of the criminal justice system in 
turning reported crimes into prison admissions would not 
vary from performance observed in the mid-1970's and 

3) -that the average amount of time served in the state 
prison system would also remain at a level observed in the 
mid-1970's. 

-----
1 D. Powers, I. Turpin, D. Fischer, Iowa's Rising Prison Population, 
Iowa Department of Social Services, Bureau of Correctional Evaluation, 
March, 1976, pp. 21-29. 
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The projection amounted to an attempt to estimate, as accurately as 
possible, the likely consequences of these assumptions on future 
prison populations in Iowa. The extent to which the projection would 
indeed be accurate would depend on 1) the accuracy of the statistical 
relationships summarizing past patterns of crime and criminal justice 
performance in Iowa, 2) the accuracy of the methods used to assimilate 
these relationships into a projection, and 3) the accuracy of the 
hypotheses that the projected patterns would indeed hold true. The 
validity of the projection method concerned contingencies 1) and 2) 
only, since 3) involved hypotheses rather than actual estimates. In 
other words, BCE staff did not attempt to "crystal ball" future crime 
in Iowa or the future performance of the criminal justice system. 

Essentially, the projection dictated that if crime increased in 
proportion to the increase in citizens age~15-29, and the criminal 
justice system performed as during the mid-1970's, then prison 
admissions and prison populations were likely to increase as suggested. 
As stated on pp. 26-27: 

The. c.JUme. Jtate. U6e.d wLU de.pe.nd upon one.'.6 a6.6wnpUOYl.6 abou,t.: 
the. .6-<-ze. 06 vcvU.o U6 gJc.OUP.6 -<-n the. po pu1.aU.o n, the. de.gJc.e.e. 06 
ge.neAai. .6ouai. c..hange. OIL fuloc..at-ton, the ec..onomy and W 
a66e.ct (.6-<-c..) u.pon .6pe.u6-<-c.. gILOUp.6, c..hange..6 -<-n c.JUm-<-nai. law, 
and law e.n601Lc..eme.nt ac..;t-<.v-<.ty ••• The. c..ol1ne.c..;t-<.on beVWee.n the. 
CJt.A..tne lLate. an.cl p!L-L6 0 n admi6.6-<-o 1'l.6 ,u ddeJc.mined by: the. 1LaU.0.6 
06 c)Ume.6 to cVVr.e.6U, cVVr.e.6U to adjud-<.ca.ti.ol16 , adjud-tc..atiol1.6 
to conv-<-c.Uol16, and c..onv-<-ct-<.ol1.6 to actual p!L-L6on adm-U.6-<-ol16. 
The.6 e. lLa.;Uo.6 aILe. at} t}e.de.d by the. c.~na.l law I the. quai.-<.ty 0-6 
en60ILcement and plLO.6ec..u,t-<.on, the. natu.Jc.e. and nu.mbeA 06 the. 
066 e.n6 e.6 and 06 nende.lL6, the. quai.-<.ty a -6 the. de 6 e.116 e, :the. .6e.nte.nung 
plLac..tiCe..6 06 the. ju.dge..6. M0.6t 06 thcu e., bL WILn, aILe. -<.n6fue.I'Lc..e.d 
by pub.Uc op-<-Mon, wh-tc..h -i.6 e.x.:tJr.eme.ly d-i.6Mc..u.U to e..6timate.-<-n 
advanc..e. , . The. de.glLe.e. ;to wh-tc..h attvmat-tvcu to p!L-L6on Me. de.veloped, 
the. .6pe.ed and e.nfie.c..;t-<.ve.ne..6.6 06 c..OIULe.ct-<.ol16 -<-n Jc.e.cU1te.c.Ung pwone.lL6, 
poUUe.6 -<-n pcuwUng and Jc.e.vo iu:.ng • •• aLe. thcu e. a6 ned the. U6 e. 06 
p!L-L60116 al'Ld the. amount 06 we. 066e.n.cle.1L6 may .6pe.l'Ld -<-n p!L-L6on. 

In line with the above, the BCE projection amounted to more of a 
"warning" than an actual estimate of future prison populations. 
The warning was essentially that the prison system might have to 
face serious overcrowding in the near future unless something was 
done to curb existing trends moving in the direction of increased 
prison admissions. No attempt was made to incorporate or otherwise 
consider the like.ly consequence of policy changes in criminal justice 
that might influence prison admissions and releases. 

In developing a prison population projection for application in 
Advisory Commission deliberations, Mr. Steggerda took a somewhat 
different approach, as suggested by the following comments from 
the Commission's final report~ 
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Clearly, Mr. Steggerda was taking the position that the likely effects 
of future policy changes in criminal justice could be foreseen and 
could be incorporated into estimates of future prison populations. 
The Commission's report goes on to state: 

PWon pOpu.tatioVL6 Me. not ine.v,uable. e.oVL6e.que.ne.e.6 on e.ve.n-t6 
Oil. e.o nc1J.;Uo VL6 c.le.aM..y v-fAible. in advane.e.. Rathe.ll. the.y Il.e.nle.c..t 
the. many poLLue.6 whle.h Me. opeJ/..a.Uona.l wLthln the. .6Y.6te.m, 
and, to an e.xte.nt, a vaJUe..ty 0 n othe.ll. e.o ncU:ti.o VL6 whle.h Me. no 
le.6.6 dinn-te.uU to pll.e.tUc..t than pllb..on populatioVL6. Many 
popu.tation pll.oje.c.tioVL6 have. gone. wll.ong, nOll. e.xample., by 
ba..6ing n u.;tuJr.e. pll..iA 0 n po pu.tatio VL6 upo n pll.e.dic..te.d une.m plo Ijm e.nt 
Oil. cJUme. 1l£Lte.6, ne.Uhe.ll. 0 n whle.h -fA ve.ll.Y pll.e.dic..table.. Many 
PM j e.c.tio VL6 a1..6 0 min..£m[z e. the. abil1.ty 0 n e.OIl.ll.e.c..tio na.l .6y.6te.m.6 
to anne.c.t pll..iAon popu.taaoVL6 thll.ough poLLe.y, iVL6te.ad e.hMac..teJLiung 
the. e.OIV1.e.c.tiOI1a.l .6y.6tem inneJr.e.n.tiaiJ!.y a..6 a he.lple.6.6 and Il.e.ac.tive. 
Il.e.c.ipie.nt 0 n whate.veJr. pMduc..t.6 Me. c.Il.e.ate.d by a".6 e.t 0 n ine.xoll.a.ble. 
nOIl.c.e.6 nM be.yond -i.:t6 e.on..tfl.OL 

. The. nac..t -fA that e.oll.ll.e.c.tiona.l .6y.6tem.6 e.an and do anne.c.t population 
.6lze. .thMugh pMac.tiVe. poUe.y nOfUrlulation and impleme.ntaUon. 
Thi.6 }.iJ no le.6.6 .tIl.ue. in Iowa than in othe.ll. .6tate.6. ( p. 94) 

In setting the stage for a discussion and selection of projection 
techniques, the report states: 

Pll..iAon population .6ize. -fA cJLe.ate.d by:two na.c..tOlr..6, admM.6ion to 
pwon and 1l.e.le.a..6e.6 nMm pwon. Cale.u.ta..tion on nutMe. pop
ulaUo 11. -fA q uJ..te. .6imple. e.o ne.e.ptuaiJ!.y, in the. .6 e.11.6 e. that new 
adl1'lM.6-Lo 11.6 CUte. added to po pulatio n and 1l.e1.e.a..6 e.6 all.e..6 ub.tll.ac..te.d 
nMm,u. Pwon popu.taUon -fA the. pMduc..t on a .6imple. a.tr.1..thme.Ue. 
ll.e1.aUo 11.6 hlp betwe.e.n. admM.6io n.6 and 1l.e1.e.a..6 eo . In OMe.Il. to pM j e.c..t 
ptU.6on populaUon.6, the.Jte.noll.e., ,u -fA ne.e.e.6.6MY to pMje.c.t both 
admM.6ion.6 and 1l.e1.e.a..6rU. (p. 94) 

To project future prison populations in Iowa, Mr. Steggerda chose the 
following strategy: 

1) Calculate historical rates of prison admission (admissions 
per 100,000 population) for selected age groups, concentrating 
on the groups 18-24 and 15-29 (identified as having high rates 
of admission). 
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I 
2) From projections of future age distributions in the general I 

population of the state, use rates developed as under 1) 
above to project future prison admissions. 

3) Adjust projected prison admissions to reflect ideutified I 
changes in policy toward the sentencing of convicted offenders. 

4) Project prison releases based on the most likely attrition I 
rates for existing and future populations, considering 
policy changes affecting the length of incarceration where 
possible. I 

5) Calculate projected prison populations by simple arithmetic, 
i.e., by adding admissions to existing populations and then I 
subtracting releases. 

To calculate historical prison admission rates (for selected age 
groups), Mr. Steggerda chose three separate base periods: 1971-1976, 
1973-1976, and 1975-1976. In line with increasing prison admissions 
during the six-year period 1971-1976, the three base periods gave 
(in the order listed) increasing admission rates for individuals in 
the crime-prone age groups 18-24 and 15-29. As a result, use of 
admission rates for these three periods would result in three estimates 
of future prison admissions, one judged Low (1971-1976 rates), one 
judged ~robable (1973-1976 rates), and one-judged High (1975-1976 
rates). These three sets of projected admissions would of course lead 
to three projections of future prison populations. 

The resulting projected admissions were as follows: 

Projected" Admissions 
Fiscal High Probable Low 

Year2 (1975-1976 (1973-1976 (1971-1976 
Rates) Rates) Rates) 

1977 943 881 845 
1978 961 896 859 
1979 972 906 871 
1980 982 915 878 
1981 973 907 872 
1982 967 902 865 
1983 954 891 853 
1984 938 875 839 
1985 917 855 820 
1986 893 834 798 
1987 872 814 780 
1988 853 796 763 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

According to these figures, prison admissions would go no higher than 
982 (during FY1982 and at 1975-1976 admission rates), and would pro- ·1 
bably peak at 915 in FY1980. 

1 Prison admissions during the preceding nine fiscal years, beginning with I 
1968, were as follows: 847, 835, 805, 726, 722, 739, 724, 890, 889. 
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The latter figure would be just 26 higher than total admissions during 
FY1976. Again, these figures differ substantially from admissions 
projected by BCE: 

Fiscal Projected Admissions 
Year High Probable Low 

1981 1320 1320 1320 
1986 1225 1050 970 
1991 1075 760 650 
1996 920 550 550 
2000 800 810 550 

The discrepancy between these two sets of projected admissions forms 
a large part of the difference between the final population projections 
developed by BCE and the Commission staff. This discrepancy, however, 
is not the total extent of the difference. In particular, the Advisory 
Commission projection incorporated an adjustment to the original figures 
for projected admissions. To wit, the Commission's report states: 

The J..mpact 06 .thea e ILe6ldenc.e6 upo n lOW 0 n adYlU.-6.6lo Yl.6 wLU 
depend upon a nu.mbeJL 06 6ac..toM. 06 pfLlmMy c.onc.eJLn l.o .the 
ma.YI.neJL -tn. whi..c.h .the6e hIL09ILam6 will be u..oed by .the judge6. 
I.t l.o e6.:tUna.ted .tha.t .t e ILe6ldentiai. c.OfLfLemOJ1L6 pILoglLam oIL 
men In .t e Ifi;t u. CA.. Vl.o.tfLlc.t l.o an a1.teJLnative .to 
pJrMOYl. bOIL abou..t. 75% 06 .tfie men .6en..tenc.ed .theJLe. I.t l.o 
u..ouilly {-.llled and men whO .6uc.c.e6!.> bUlly c.omplde .the JOfLOgILam 
a.fLe ILe1.e.a.6 ed (u..ouaii.y .to .the 10M batio n depaJt.:tment) In an 
aveJt.age (median) 06 abou..t 4 month!.>. AppILoxima.te1.y 30- 35% 
06 ili ILe6lden..t.o CUte ltevok.ed du.fLlng .the pMC.e6.6, howeveJL, and 
Me .tfLa.Yl.6 6eJUted .to j cU1. OIL .to .the ILe6ofLma.t0ILY. (1010. 96- 9 7l 

This statement is referring to the Fort Des Moines Menls Residential 
Corrections program, a minimum-security facility for pre-institutional 
offenders operating under the Fifth Judicial District Department of 
Correctional (then Court) Services. The Fort Des Moines Program, 
one of the first of its kind in the nation, was judged to have 
handled successfully a large number of convicted felons who would 
otherwise have been placed in the Men's Reformatory or the State 
Penitentiary (most to the former). Initially, this conclusion was 
based on evaluations of the program by the National Council on Crime 
and Delinquency. 1,2 The latter of the two evaluations attempted to 

1 P. Venezia, R. Steggerda, Residential Corrections: Alternative to 
Incarceration, National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, 
July, 1973. 
2 R. Steggerda, P. Venezia, Community-Based Alternatives to Traditional 
Corrections, 1973 Evaluation of the Fifth Judicial District Department of 
Court Services, National Council on Crime and Delinquency Research Cent'er, 
February, 1974. 
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estimate the impact on the adult correctional system of the post
conviction programs offered by the Courts Services Department, 
including the Fort Des Moines program: 

AMe.,Mme.Jit 06 the. -impact 06 the. POl.>t-c.onvietion ptwgltam6 
06 the. Ve.pMtme.Jit 06 CoWtt Se.ltvic.e.c upon the. e.xL&.UJtg 
C.OItlte.c;tW na1. I.>Yl.>te.m mUl.>t ruo ne.c.e.M a!U.i.y be. bal.> e.d upon I.>ome. 
aMumpUon!.>. 16 a iI.> aMume.d that aU. On the. c.onvicte.d 
066e.nde.ltl.> who had be.en al.>l.>igne.d the. Pltobation u~ 06 the. 
Ve.paJr.tme.Jit 06 CouJLt Se.ltvic.e.c welte. I.> e.nte.nc.e.d inl.>te.ad to the. 
pltObation and paMle. c.ompone.Jit on the. BUlLe.au 06 Adui.:t 
COMe.etion Se.ltvic.u, the. aveltage. daily population 06 the. 
unit waui.d have. inc.lte.aI.>e.d by appltOxhnate.ly 400 c.Ue.ntI.>. 

The.Wome.n'l.> Ruide.n:UCLt Co.tlJl.e.etiOnl.> FaeilJ.;ty 06 the. Ve.paM:me.Jit 
0-6 CouJLt Seltvic.u hal.> 0 peJLate.d pJtima.Jt.U.y aI.> a hCLt6-way hOM e. 
60~ Wome.n le.aving the. Wome.n'l.> Re.noltmatolty at Roc.~e.ll Cay. 
VwUng the. pe!Uod 06 thil.> e.valuation, 29 c.Ue.ntI.> Welte. al.>l.>igne.d 
.to the. Wome.n'l.> FacUU;ty. In the. abl.>e.nc.e. 06 thil.> pltOgltam, thue. 
c.Ue.n-t6 would e.lihe.tt have. had to I.> pe.nd adcLUi.o nCLt time. at the. 
Wome.n'l.> Re.fiottmatolty, Olt would have. be.e.n al.>l.>igne.d to the. Sta.t:e. 
Ve.pM.tme.nt 06 Pltobation and PMOle., Olt would have. to be. .oe.Jit 
.to aYiOthe.tt hCLt6-way hoMe. pltOgltam de.ve1.ope.d and opeJr.ate.d by 
the. BUJtMU a 6 Adui.:t C OMe.etio nI.> • 1 6 ali 0 6 thu e. wome.n had 
be.e.n Ite.ie.al.> e.d 6ltom the. Wome.n' I.> Re.60ttmaJ:.olty and I.> e.nt to the. 
State. Ve.paJr.tme.Jit 06 PJr.o batio n and PMole., the. paMle. c.aI.> e.-
.eo ad would be. inc.lte.aI.> e.d by 2 9 pe.ltl.> 0 nI.> • 

1 The report also gave an estimate of the impact of the pre-trial 
release program on the county jail population. 
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•.• Bct6 ed upon theAe C.a.tC.u1.a:tiolU, a. c.olUeJr.va.tive e6li.ma.te 
00 the ,impa.ct 00 the VepaJetmen:t 00 CoWL:t Sell.v),c.eA upon the 
exM.:ti.ng c.oll.ll.ec..:ti.o nett I.:J Yl.:Jtem wo u1.d be: 

A Il.educ..:ti.o n 00 a.n a.veJr.a.ge 00 515 c.U..el1t6 peJr. 
da.y oMm the State Vepevz.:tmen:t ob PMba:tion a.nd 
Pa.Mle. 

A Il.educ..:ti.o n 0 6 1 33 a.veJr.a.g e c.U..en:tI.:J peJr. da.y OM m 
the Men'.6 Reooll.ma.toll.Y and Sta.te PerU:ten.:ti.a.Il.y. 

A Il.educ..:ti.on 00 56 )'nma:teA peJr. da.y oMm the Polk. 
County JcUX. 

The Fort Des Moines program, which has an average population of 
from 50 to 55 offenders, had handled approximately 1000 offenders 
from its opening in 1971 through 1976. At the time of the Commission's 
final deliberations (approximately 3 years after release of the NCCD 
evaluation)~ it was estimated by Court Services officials that the 
Fort Des Moines program had operated as an alternative to state-level 
incarceration for 75% of its clients.! This would mean that approximately 
750 offenders were placed in Fort Des Moines in lieu of imprisonment 
during 1971-1976. Recent studies by BCE and the Statistical Analysis 
Center, however, indicate that not all of these 750 offenders were 
successfully diverted from the prison system. In particular, a follow-
up study indicated that about 25% of Fort Des Moines clients admitted 
during 19747 1976 ended up in prison (most by revocation of probation) 
before discharge frGill the system. 

From these figures it would then follow that the Fort Des Moines 
program had successfully diverted 562 persons (75% of 750) from the 
state prison system since its opening, with an average of 102 offenders 
diverted per year for 5i years. The statistics of this ;mpact translate 
to an average._.reduction in the state's prison population of around 
200 offenders, which is indeed significant. 

Mr. Steggerda clearly wished to use the presumed record of experience 
with the Fort Des Moines program to estimate the impact of new 
community residential programs on prison admissions. The new 
facilities were to have a combined capacity of 195 and were to be 
located in Cedar Rapids, Waterloo, Davenport, Sioux City, Council 
Bluffs, Dubuque, and Marshalltown. 2 As stated in the Advisory 
Commission's report: 

1 In response to a request from the Advisory Commission, this author -
while with BCE - was asked by a Court Services official for an estimate 
of the percentage of Fort Des Moines clients who would have gone to 
prison if the program had not been available. No estimate was 
offered at that time since BCE had not studied this particular question. 
Accordingly, the official (or someone unknown to this author) derived 
the 75% estimate from other sources. Note also that the 75% estimate 
is higher than the 65% estimate used in conjunction with the 1973 
evaluat ion. 

2 Residences eventually opened in Cedar Rapids, Waterloo, Davenport, 
Sioux City, CoUncil Bluffs, Dubuque, Fort Dodg~, and Burlington. 
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It b., not Uf'le..ty tha;t "the. new PJte.-,ht6.t,(;tu;U.on Jtuide.nc.e..6 
,,[n the. .6ta,te, wU..e. be u..tU-i..zed ,,[n pJte.cMe..ty :the. .6ame. 
manne.Jt 1M the. FoJttVe..6 Moine..6 pJtogJtam). FOJt pliO j e.c;tiIm, 
pwtpo.6e..6, two cU66e.Jte.nt .6W 06 ((.Mwnp:Uon.6 we.Jte made :to 
pJtoduc.e. ,avo pJto j e.c.:te.d le.ve.l6 06 ,,[mpac.t (both .6 omwha;t 
C.OY1.6e.JtvaUve., a.6 c.ompaJted .to .the. e.xpeJUe.nc.e. 06 .tfte. FiMh 
JucUdal Vl6:tJt,,[c.t) • FOJt both pJtoje.c.t..tol1.6 U WM aMwne.d 
tha,t: 

a 90% oc.cupanc.y Jta;te, would be. ma,,[nta,,[ne.d 

100 be.d.6 would be. avMlable. by Malich , wUh 
.the. othe.Jt 95 be.d.6 ava..U.able. by June 

tho.6e who Me. admUted a6 an CLUe.JtnaUve to 
inc.Mce.Jtation and who .6uc.c.e6.6 6ute.y complete. 
.the. Jte6ide.nUal pJtogJtam will be. Jte..te.a6 e.d 
a6teJt an aveJUtge. Ot 6 montM 

a..e..e othe.Jt6 will have. ,an ave.Jtage. 3 month 
length 06 .6tay 

Usiug these figures for the estimated reduction in prison admissions 
due to Ghe availability of the new community residences Mr. Steggerda 
cdmputed revised estimates of future prison admissions: 2 

1 
On page 98, the report states that a 75% estimate was used for the 

second projection. 

2 That is, he subtracted the estimated reductions in admissions 
due to the residences from the original estimates for prison admissions 
given above. 

-42-

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



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

Fiscal 
Year 

1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 

Revised Projected Admissions 
High . Probable Low 

Est.l Est.2 Est.l E~t.2 Est.l Est.2 

825 807 763 745 727 709 
774 726 709 661 672 624 
785 737 719 671 684 636 
795 747 728 680 691 643 
786 738 720 672 685 637 
780 732 715 667 678 630 
767 719 704 656 666 618 
751 703 688 640 652 604 
730 682 668 620 633 585 
706 658 647 599 611 563 
685 637 627 579 593 545 
666 618 609 561 576 528 

The report goes on to identify the following three projections as 
worthy of further analysis: High (Est.l), Probable (Est.l), Low 
(Est.2). Of these three projections, the first and third essentially 
give upper and lower limits of a "confidence interval!!l for future 
admissions, while the second of the three gives the most probable 
level of admissions. 

According to the Commission IS "most probable" estimate, admissions 
would fall from 889 in FY1976 to 763 in FY1977 and would not rise 
above 728 in any other year through the range of the projection. 
As stated in the report, these admission figures would result 
from a reduction in a9-missions of 118 during FY1977 and of 187 each 
year thereafter, all due to the presence of new residential facilities 
as felony sentencing alternatives in judicial districts other than 
the Fifth. 

After calculating admissions, the report goes on to discuss the pro
jection of future prison releases, based upon: 

1) a determination of release policies and rates, 
2) proj ected attrition of the current institutional population, and 
3) projected attrition of projected future incoming populations. 

In this process, the following were developed: 

1) calculations of the length of time served by persons 
between 1972-1975, 

2) estimates of the impact of new pre-institutional residences 
on the incoming population, and 

3) estimates of the impact of the new criminal code on the 
incoming prison population. 

Based on the above, projected rele~ses were developed to correspond to eac 
of the three final (adjusted) admission projections: 

1 Between which admissions are likely to fall. 
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Fiscal Project~d Releases 
Year High Probable Low 

1977 871 861 860 
19:78 823 771 '741 
1979 773 708 654 
1980 759 711 657 
1981 760 689 623 
1982 732 724 6,51 
1983 778 720 639 
1984 775 716 633 
1985 766 710 627 
1986 750 693 609 
1987 732 667 584 
1988 711 649 566 

Finally, to compute projected end-of-year prison populations: 
Projected admissions for FY1977 were added to the FY1976 ending 
population (1912) and projected releases for FY1977 were sub
tracted from the result. This gave the figures 1866, 1814 and 
1761 for projected FY1977 ending populations. This process was 
repeated successively to generate projected ending populations 
for FY1978-FY1988 (as given earlier in this section). 

The section of the Commission's report dealing with prison 
population projections closed with the following comments: 

It seems fair. to say that the population projections discussed 
above constituted the pivotal conclusion of the Advisory Commission. 
Clearly the finding that no new prison constructioll was necessary 
paved the way for many of the Commission's recommendations. In 
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particular, it is doubtful that the Legislature would have decided 
to fund both a new prison and the unitization of existing facilities, 
although it is impossible to know for sure at this time. 

In any case, the import of the Commission's work was beyond question. 
Indeed, with previously rising prison populations and the spectre 
of future overcrowding, the Legislature was depending on an accurate 
assessment of the situation before proceeding with further deli
berations. To the extent that the Commission was unsure of its 
population projections, and the assumptions upon which they were 
based, their findings constituted a substantial level of "risk-taking." 
It is doubtful, however, that either the Commission members or the 
Commission staff had any significant doubt concerning the projections. 
As quoted above, the report states "Overall, those factors not 
accounted for in the projections would tend to reduce rather than 
increase the projections." Both the apparent quality of the report 
and the background research upon which it was based appeared to be 
beyond question. At the very least, there is no hint of skepticism in 
the method of presentation or in the wording of findings and recommenda
tions. 

In reviewing the development of the Commission's projections, the 
one assumption that appears most vital to the nature of the final 
results is the estimated effect of new pre-institutional residences 
on prison admissions. In a way, this impact was the "clincher." 
Even if the basic methods used to project admissions and releases 
were in question, the impact of the new residences was there to 
clear away any residue of doubt. From the Commission's perspective, 
the new residences would effect a definite change of policy toward 
the sentencing of convicted felons in corresponding jurisdictions. 
In particular~ with the new residences, judges would begin placing 
sizeable numbers of individuals in community programs who would 
normally have gone to prison had the residences not been available. 

In retrospect, one might have easily come to the conclusion that the 
Commission would have taken a different focus if their findings .had 
agreed with those of the Department of Social Services. On the 
other hand, even if the Commission projection had agreed in large 
part with the BCE projection, it is possible that they would still 
not have recommended a new prison. Indeed, they may have chosen to 
concentrate on means of effecting a population reduction, such as 
through accelerated parole release or modified sentencing practices. 
As it was, the Commission's projections and the no-prison recommenda.tion 
were merely buttressed by another finding --- that "at least 15-20% 
of the current institutional population could be released to community 
programs •. Judicious screening can ensure that this be accomplished 
with virtually no increase in threat to community safety." 

FORT DES MOINES "COUNTERPARTS" 

As suggested above, the Commission had a considerable investment 
riding on the accuracy of their population projections. In turn, the 
accuracy of the projections depended heavily on the validity of the 
assumptions upon which they were based. The major assumptions under
lying their "most probable" estimates were: 
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I 
1) that 60% of the clients of new residential facilities I 

would have been imprisoned had the facilities not been 
available, and 

2) that 40% of residential clients would be revoked (sent to I 
prison) during the program. 1 

The four other assumptions were 3) that the facilities would maintain 
a 90%. occupancy rate, 4) that 100 beds would be available by March, 
1977 and another 95 by June, 1977, 5) that those admitted as an 
alternative to incarceration and who successfully complete the 
residential program would be released after an average of 6 months, 
and 6) that all others would have an average 3 month length of stay. 

Of these assumptions, the one most directly tied to the final projec
tions was the first. Clearly, for the projections to be accurate, the 
assumption concerning the future use of residential facilities as 
sentencing alternatives would have to be reasonable. 

This major assumption would be reasonable, for example, if "counter
parts" of Fort Des Moines clients sentenced in judicial districts other 
than the Fifth had in the past been sent to prison in large numbers. 
In other words, the validity of the assumption could be checked if 
a Significant portion of the existing prison population sentenced 
from these other districts could be isolated and identified as 
"counterparts.ll 'rhe same goal could seemingly be achieved by 
comparing sentencing practices among judicial districts to determine 
whether or not they were consistent with the stated assumption, i.e., 
that judges in other judicial districts had incarcerated more offenders 
than judges in the Fifth, and especially S0 for the types who would 
have been placed on probation or in Fort ~es Moines had they been 
sentenced in the Fifth. 

On basic principles, it would seem likely that checks such as the 
above would support the assumption, at least in significant measure. 
This seemed likely since the alternative would mean that judges in the 
other districts had placed many Fort Des Moines "counterparts" on 
straight probation, suggesting that judges in the other districts were 
less severe in their sentencing practices than judges in the Fifth, and 
that, accordingly, reliance on community-based sentencing was as widesprea 
outside the Fifth as within the district. This possibility would not 
have generated much support at the time. 

The implications of such a finding, however, would be staggering. It 
would provide evidence that residential facilities, rather than diverting 
large numbers from the prison system, were operating as a source of 
increased social control over individuals who would otherwise have 

1 
Presumably, this would a.lso include persons whose probations would 

be revoked after release fro~ a facility. 
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received probation. Further, it would contradict the conclusions 
of previous NCCD evaluations which, in part, led to designation of 
the Fifth District project as "exemplary." It would also under
mine many of the assumptions used by the Legislature in supporting 
the expansion of community-based corrections statewide. 

THE OFFENDER ATTRIBUTE SCALE 

As previously explained, this author assisted Mr. Steggerda in the 
development of offender profiles for various adult correctional pro
grams, including a profile which indicated that 20% of the prison 
population in Iowa consisted of non-violent offenders without prior 
adult felony convictions. In addition, a 7-level rating system called 
the Offender Attribute Scale was developed to provide a means of 
statistically differentiating prison inmates from clients of community
based programs. The coding schedule for the scale, which was not given 
in the Commission's report, appears in Appendix III. 

To determine the statistical significance of the Offender Attribute 
Scale as a measure of differences between prison inmates and community
based offenders, 7-level scores were computed for all felony offenders 
active in the adult correctional system as of October 1, 1976. The 
following statistics summarize the results of these caleulations:1 

SCALE % OF TOTAL % IN COMMUNITY % IN PRISON 
LEVEL OFFENDER POPULATION PROGRAMS 2 SYSTEM3 

7 2.5% 6.6% 93.4% 
6 4.9% 21.6% 78.4% 
5 8.5% 34.5% 65.5% 
4 15.0% 57.9% 42.1% 
3 19.7% 76.6% 23.4% 
2 24.0% 86.5% 13.5% 
1 25.3% 94.7% 5.3% 

ALL OFFENDERS 100% 72.7% 27.3% 

Based on these figures, the Offender Attribute Scale was judged to be 
of sufficient accuracy to allow an in-depth analysis of correctional 
program assignments. The accuracy of the scale in this regard is 
supported by a recent SAC computation of the Mean Cost Rating for 
the data in the table apove. 4 

1 Adapted from Tables XXIII and XXVII of the Commission's report. 
2 

Probation and community residential corrections. 
3 

State institutions and post-institutional halfway hous~, but not 
parole. 

4 Mean Cost Rating (MCR) is a measure of the power (ability) of a multi
leve I scale to explain a dichotomous (0,1) vari2 ... ble. MCR ranges from 
0.00 (no explanation) to 1.00 (complete explanation) and increases as 
the explanatory power of the scale increases. In the case of the 
Offender Attribute Scale, MCR measures the extent to which the seven 
levels account for the splitting of the offender population between 
community-based offenders (0) and prison inmates (1). The observed 
value of MCR, which can be calculated from the table above, is 0.625, 
which is an indication of a strong relationship between scale levels 
and the community Iprison dichotomy. 
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The most salient features of the scale are 1) the overall observed 
accuracy in distinguishing prison inmates from community-based offenders, 
2) the high percentage of offenders falling in the lower levels of the 
scale and 3) the hi h ~rcenta e of Offenders in lower levels who were 
assigned to community programs. In particular, 69 0

0 of offenders fall 
in the lower three levels (1,2,3), and 87% of this group were assigned 
to community programs. On the other extreme, 16% of offenders fall in 
the highest three levels, and 26% of this group were assigned to 
community programs. 

To allow the reader to gain an appreciation for the significance of 
the Offender Attribute Scale and the way in which it differentiates 
criminal offenders, the offender profile on the following page was 
developed. For convenience, the seven levels of the scale were grouped 
into four "incarceration ratings" designated HIGH (levels 5,6 and 7), 
HIGH-MEDIUM (level 4), LOW-MEDIUM (level 3), and LOW (levels 1 and 2). 
The profile applies to the group of all persons convicted and sentenced 
for felonies in Iowa during 1974-1976. 1 

From examination of the table, strong distinctions become apparent. As 
one moves from lower to higher incarceration ratings, the percentage of 
offenders sentenced for violent crimes increases, as does the mean age 
at sentencing and prior criminal involvement. Of all factors displayed 
in the table, the fact of a violent crime on the current sentence and 
the fact of prior prison time appear to best differentiate the four 
offender groups. 

Of particular note is the fact that 75% of offenders fall in the lowest 
three levels of the scale (LOW and LOW-MEDIUM incarceration ratings), 
while just 6% of this group were previously in prison or were convicted 
of violent crimes. Stated otherwise, 70% of those sentenced were rated 
in the lowest three levels of the scale, had no prior prison time, and 
were convicted of non-violent offenses. 

Since - for the most part - offenders reside in state prisons as the 
result of criminal sentences, it was deemed appropriate to interpret 
the Offender Attribute Scale as a measure of the factors that judges 
consider in reaching sentencing decisions. In this regard, the Com
mission1s report states: 

AUhough the. 06ne.ndvr. AttJt.).but'2- sC.a£e c.annot be. c.oYL6idelf:e.d a. plte.dic..tolt 
06 w k. (th0.6 e. a.na£y.6 e.6 ha.ve. not be.en. c.omp;e.e..te.d) 1 li i.6 a.ppaJl.e.nt that. 
the. .6c.a£e. i.6 a. lte.plte.6e.n..taUoY/..06 the. 6a.c..t0ll_6 whic.h judge.6 ta.k.e. .u-tX.o 
a.c.c.ount. in the. .6e.n..te.nUn.g pMC.I'Ul.6. (p. 68) 

More accurately, the scale incorporates factors that tend to agree or 
coincide with factors considered by judges. 2 For example, judges might 
explicitly consider the use of a weapon or injury to the victim in 

. reaching sentencing decisions. N(~i ther of these factors is figured 

1 With some further qualificat ion.s. The exact group represented here 
consists of precisely those felony offenders profiled in Tables 34 
through 37 of Volume I. 

2 In statistical jargon, the factors weighted into the Offender Attribute 
Scale would appear to have strong statistical correlations with factors 
considered by judges, but need not coincide exactly with those factors. 

-4.8-

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



OFFENDER PROFILE 
FELONS SENTENCED DURING 1974-1976 

BY INCARCERATION RATING (OFFENDER ATTRIBUTE SCALE) 

YEARS PRIOR NUMBER OF PRIORS 
SINCE ADULT (MEAN}3 

INCARCERATION TOTAL VIOLENT AGE AT FIRST FELONY PRIOR 
RAT ING CASES CRIME1SENTENCING ARREST CONVICT- PRISON CONVICT-INCARCE-

(MEAN) (MEAN) 2 IONS TIME ARRESTS IONS RATIONS 

HIGH (5,6,7) 827 62% 29.6 11.2 66% 61% 6.4 4.7 3.2 

HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 1055 37% 28.1 8.4 46% 39% 5.6 3.8 2.3 
I 

H:> 

'f LOW-MED I UM (3) 1602 9% 24.3 6.0 29% 10% 4.6 2.8 1.5 

LOW Cl,2) 4011 1% 

ALL OFFENDERS . 7495 15% 

1 SENTENCING OFFENSE AGAINST PERSONS. 

2 TO CURRENT CONVICTION. 

25.2 3.8 

25.8 5.6 

11% 0% 2. 1 1.1 0.4 

26% 15% 3.6 2.2 1.2 

3 PRIORS INCLUDE BOTH JUVENILE AND ADULT INVOLVEMENTS. THUS "CONVICTIONS" INCLUDE JUVENILE 
ADJUDICATIONS, AND "INCARCERATIONS" INC,LUDE JAIL TERMS, PRISON TERMS AND JUVENILE COMMITMENTS. 

NON-
VIOLENT 
AND NO 

PRIOR 
PRISON 

8% 

28% 

82% 

99% 

75% 



expliditly into the scale, although they would tend to coincide with 
the more serious crimes categorized as the most serious, according 
to scale coding. In another vein, the amount of dollar loss involved 
in a given crime may be an explicit factor considered by judges. Although 
dollar loss is not incorporated per ~ into the scale, crime cat.egories 
rated higher on the scale might involve - on the average - a greater 
dollar loss. Finally, age and race may not be explicit factors con
sidered by judges, although older and black offenders are more likely to 
be sent to prison if convicted. 1 In this instance, such may be due in 
large part to the fact that older and black offenders are more likely 
than younger and white offenders to have serious or lengthy prior 
ir',ecords and are more likely to be sentenced for more' serious crimes. 2 

While the scale was not devised to be a me~sure of risk,3 it is quite 
evident from statements in the report that the Commission believed 
offenders scoring in lower levels of the scale to be "lower risk.,,4 
This would seem to be a logical assumption if indeed judges routinely 
send (or had sent) most of the worst risks to prison and maintained 
most of the better risks in community programs. 5 The validity of the 
latter would rest on the validity of the assumption that most of the 
truly high risk offenders sentenced in court were either convicted 
of violent crimes or were former convicts. If such were the case, 
then offenders scoring in lower levels of the scale would be especially 
good candidates for success in community programs, in addition to look
ing relatively "clean" in terms of current offense and prior record. 
The (near) coincidence of the factors "high risk" and "violent or 
ex-con" would clearly split convicted felons into two groups, one 
consisting of (generally older) higher risk, violent and habitual 

1 In fact, SAC studies indicate that for the same offenses and the same 
prior records, black offenders - on the average - are sentenced the same 
as white offenders, i.e., race is probably not an explicit factor con
sidered in sentencing. See Volume IV of the Crime and Criminal Justice 
series. 

2 To the exte~t that factors such as age and race "mirror" other explicit 1-
considered factors and are not "true" indicators of sentencing outcomes, 
reaseach should be able to identify (and incorporate into devices such 
as the Offender Attribute Scale) only "legitimate" factors. However, 
for the purposes athand f "stand-ins ll such as age and race allow an 
enhanced statistical (not causal) explanation of sentencing results, and 
thus facilitate the study of offender populations. Inclusion of such 
factors in an actual screening device, such as in sentencing guidelines, 
would be an entirely different matter, bringing into play considerations 
outside the limited concerns of a research study. 

3 Risk as discussed in this context usually refers to '~the risk of 
probation failure," or more generally "the risk of recidivism." Risk 
can also refer to "dangerousness" or "the risk of violence." 

4 And, cor~espondingly, offenders scoring in higher levels to be tlhigher 
risk." 

5 In this context, witness the following comments in the Register editoria 
"Risk Ratings" (Appendix II): "The BCE's entire 'risk rating' scale is 
risky. It is based on statistics concerning those already chosen for 
probation rather than a random sample of all offenders. The judges 
weeded out those they considered bad risks and sent them to jail. The 
probation 'failures' among the remainder could as easily be blamed on 
the criteria used by correction workers and judges." 
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offenders, who were not good candidates for community programs for 
various reasons and who accordingly were incarcerated at high rates 
by judges, and the other consisting of (generally younger) lower 
risk, non-violent first-offenders,l who were good candidates for 
community programs. 

If, on the other hand, the Offender Attribute Scale had no relation
ship to risk, and risk of recidivism or probation failure was not a 
major factor considered by sentencing judges, then releasing large 
numbers of offenders scoring in the lower Jevels of the scale might 
pose a significant threat to the community. 

In developing the Offender Attribute Scale, a large number of factors 
were examined in an effort to identify those factors most highly 
associated with an offender's program assignment. Accordingly, as 
described above, the final product was envisioned to account for the 
major factors considered by sentencing judges - or at le~st indicators 
associated with such factors. In a sense, the scale can be viewed as 
affording an explicit statistical representation of sentencing policy 
according to statewide norms, i.e., according to policies common among 
sentencing judges in the state. Stated otherwise, the scale establishes 
explicit categories of consensus among judges. 

From this perspective, offenders scoring low on the scale who were 
incarcerated might be viewed as exceptions to the rule, associated 
with harsher sentencing philosophies than normal or with exceptional 
circumstances limiting the use of community alternatives. 2 Offenders 
scoring high on the scale who were placed in community programs might 
also be viewed as exceptions, associated with more lenient or liberal 
sentencing practices among certain judges, perhaps in situations where 
greater use of community alternatives was justified. 

The validity of these perceptions would appear to rest on the hypothesis 
that - in most cases - there were no offender-related factors 3 out-
side the domain of the scale that accounted for low-level offenders 
being incarcerated or high-level offenders being placed in community 
programs. Assuming the scale to be a relatively complete measure of 
offender-relat8d factors considered by judges, fairness and consistency 
would dictate that those low-level offenders in the prison system should 
instead have been placed in community programs. 

The table below gives the.riumber and percent of offender~ active in 
adult correc+ional programs in Iowa as of December, 1976 who fell at 
each level of the scale. 

1 No prior adult felony conviction or no prior prison term, depending on 
the nature of the split desired. -
2 facilities or other community resources. Such as the lack of residential 
3 

Such as other aspects of the offender's prior record or circl~stances 
of the current involvement. 

4 The percentages in the table were derived from the computer file and 
reflect the October 1, 1976 population. These percentages were assumed 
to apply also to the December, 1976 population of 7153 active offenders. 
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SCALE ALL . COMMtJNITY PRISON 
LEVEL PROGRAMS PROGRAMS SYSTEM 

7 182 2.5% 12 0.2% 170 8.7% 
6 351 4.9% 76 1.5% 275 14.1% 
5 607 8.5% 210 4.0% 397 20.3% 
4 1075 15.0% 622 12.0% 453 23.2% 
:3 1410 19.7% 1080 20.8% 330 16.9% 
2 1717 24.0% 1486 28.6% 231 11.8% 
1 1811 25.3% 1715 33.0% 96 4.9% 

ALL 7153 100% 5201 100% 1952 100% 
OFFENDERS 

Of particular relevance to th~ discussion at hand are those in the 
prison system who fall in levels 1,2 and 3, and secondarily those in 
community programs who fall in levels 5,6 and 7. The former, 657 in 
number, constitute 33.6% of the prison population, while the latter, 
298 in number, constitute 5.7% of the community population. 

In light of the Commission's charge to consider alternative means of 
avoiding a continuing prison population problem, the existence of 657 
imprisoned off~nders rating in the lowest three levels of the scale 
was of special concern. If, indeed, there were grounds to question 
the incarceration of the 657, then perhaps a sUbstantial portion of 
the group could be released, either in mass or at an accelerated pace. 
If enough could be released at earlier dates than normal, then the 
prison population would likely be reduced to manageable levels. The 
fact that the 657 consisted prioarily of non-violent offenders without 
prior prison time supported the belief that many in the group CQuld be 
safely released. In this regard, the report states: 

The c.ompcvU60n6 on non-,tn6u.,tuUoncd. and ,tn6u.,tu;Uonal ofi6en.deJt 
pM 6Ue6 ,tnd,[c.a:te tha:t a .6u.b.6ta.n.tial Yl.(LmbeJt a fi p<Vt.60n6 alte 
,tnc.aJLc.eJUtted ,tn Iowa who, ,tn aU.. pll.obabilUy, c.ou1.d. be ha.n.d1.ed 
.6afieJ..y ,tn nort.-,tY1..6:tUu.t.tonai. pll.ogJz.am6. A laJLge nwnbeJt 06 c.uJrJten.t 
-inma:te6 have not been c.onv-ic.ted on any ptUOIl. nwny, and an 
addilionai. nu.mbVt have not been -lnvoived 6oll.meJ!i.y ,[n. My c.oMec.ilonai. 
PM gll.a.m , adu.U all. ju.venile. (p. 1121 

In an ensuing section on probation, the Commission's report goes on 
to state: 

A lalt!;.f( ,i ~llmbeJt 0 n fyi.Ju,t ann end eM c.uJrJtenUy -lnc.a.ttc.eJUtted -In Iowa 
pWOYi.t, have not been .6en.ten.c.ed nOllmeJ!i.y to pMba;t,[on. {po 120) 

The above statements on the criminal records of Iowa prisoners 
appear to be ba~ed on information appearing in the Commission's data 
book. 1 

1 See Appendix IV for the data book table upon which these conclusions 
appear to be based. 
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There appeared to be adequate factual support in the data book 
for the belief that a significant portion of the prison population 
consisted of relatively "clean" offenders who were good candidates for 
community programs. Accordingly, the Commission could easily have 
recommended the early or outright release of such individuals without 
probing for the reasons behind their incarcerations. Instead, an effort 
was extended to pinpoint these reasons as a rationale for an envisioned 
release recommendation. 

In this vein, the obvious attack was to search for sentencing juris
dictions imprisoning relatively high percentages of the offenders 
in question. 1 To accomplish this goal, incarceration rates 2 for each 
of the seven levels of the Offender Attribute Scale were broken down 
by the judicial district from which the offender was sentenced. The 
eight judicial districts, major cities in each, and the numbers of 
offenders active in the adult correctional system as of December, 
1976, are as follows: 

JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT 

FIRST 
SECOND 
THIRD 
FOURTH 
FIFTH 
SIXTH 
SEVENTH 
EIGHTH 

OFFENDER 
POPULATION 

911 
891 
489 
332 

1836 
1160 

742 
734 

Dubuque, Waterloo 

MAJOR 
CITIES 

Ames, Fort Dodge, Marshalltown, Mason City 
Sioux City 
Council Bluffs 
Des Moines 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa City 
Clinton, Davenport, Muscatine 
Burlington, Ottumwa 

Incarceration rates, by scale level and judicial district were as 
follows (see p. 77 of Commission's report): 

1 If such jurisdictions could be isolated, and if a large proportion of 
the "clean" group within the prison population were identified as being 
sentenced in these areas, then it could easily be inferred that the 
offenders in question were placed in prison unnecessarily (or at the 
very least that they could be safely released). This would follow 
since similar offenders in other jurisdictions were apparently released 
on probation or to residential corrections without risk to the community. 
On the other hand, if no such jurisdictions could be isolat~~, or if 
isolated didn't significantly influence the size of the group in question, 
then there would be no firm basis - beyond the analysis of offender 
profiles - for recommending early release. In particular, it could 
well be the case that offender-related factors not considered in the 
Commission's analysis explained the incarceration of otherwise Il c l ean" 
offenders. 

2 Percentage of the October 1, 1976 adult correctional population 
residing in the state prison system. 
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SCALE JUDICIAL DISTRICT ALL 
LEVEL 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 DISTRICTS 

7 85.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 96.1 88.2 100.0 100.0 93.4 
6 70.8 84.8 93.3 68.7 86.1 63.8 93.1 50.0 78.4 

'5 70.5 74.6 60.0 81.1 64.8 47.0 59.2 83.8 65.2 
4 36.9 41.4 49.3 42.2 41.2 27.0 48.1 50.0 42.2 
3 33.5 30.4 30.8 35.7 17.4 14.7 30.5 25.6 23.4 
2 14.3 15.6 4.3 20.0 13.9 7.4 14.0 19.0 13.5 
1 4.5 4.4 3.8 22.6 2.8 0.0 11.9 8.5 5.3 

ALL 27.6 26.3 26.2 38.6 28.5 15.9 32.5 30.9 27.3 
OFFENDERS 

Clearly, incarceration rates in the table are highest for the :I!"ourtb 
Judicial District and lowest for the Sixth JUdicial District. To 
highlight differences among districts, Mr. Steggerda chose to group 
districts into three relatively homogeneous 1 cat8gories as in the 
following table, which is reproduced from p. 78 of the report. The 
table indicates incarceration rates for grouped districts and grouped 
levels of. the Offender Attribute Scale. 

GROUPED JUDICIAL DISTRICT GROUPINGS 
SCALE LEVELS 3 2 5 2 6 122 
1,2 5:9 9.4 
3,4 26.5 35.1 
5,6 67.2 74.0 

7 95.4 89.3 

Based on these data, the Commission concluded: 

1 

An 066 e..nde..1l.. in a ne.. a 6 .the.. .oill:t :two le..ve..1J., 06 :the.. J.J c.ale.. iJ.J 
:two and one..-hal.6 .:Ume..6 ct6 Uke1.y :to be.. inc.aJr..c.e..ltate..d i6 c.on
vic;l:e..d in :the.. 6oWt:th, J.Je..ve..n.:th, Oft ugh:th ju.dic.iai.. futJri..c.:t6 
Ct6 in :the.. :thiltd,6i6:th, Oil.. J.Jix:th. The.. 1Jnpac.:t 06 :the..6e.. 
J.J e..n.:te..nc.ing di6 6 e..Ite..nc.e6 -fA c.le..aJr... I 6 :the.. inc.aJr..c.e..Itatio 1'1. 1ta:te6 
06 :the.. :tlWtd, 6i6:th, and J.Jix:th ju.dic.ial. fu:trvi-c;l:J.J We..lte.. :the.. 
noltm6 601l.. e..qu,[val.e..n.:t o66endeM a.c.ItOJ.JJ.J :the.. J.J:tate.., :the.. pltL60n 
populat~on (1,952 at :the.. e..nd 06 1976) in6:te..a.d would be.. 1,684. 
Co n v eM e£y, i 6 all a 6 the.. j u.dic.ial. fu:tJUc.:t6 inc.aJr..c.e..Itate..d 
06ne..nde.1t6 at the.. ave..ltage.. We..6 an :the.. 60U:..'Lth, J.Je.ve..n.:tha.n.d 
ugh:th ju.dic.ial fu:tJUc.:t6, :the.. p1Uf..on papulation at :the.. end 
06 1976 would have.. bee..n 2~342 ••• the.. di-66e..1tenc.e..J.J in 
inc.a.ltc.e..!ta.Uo n ltate..J.J ala ne.. pltOduc.e.. a di.o 6 e..Ite..nc.e.. 0 -6 658 
il1c.a.ltc.e..Itate..d 06 -6 e..nde..1t6 • ( p. 78) 

Homogeneous in terms of incarceration rateso 
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From this analysis, the Commission concluded that a major SOUTce of 
prison overcrowding in Iowa, and indeed the needless incarceration of 
sizeable numbers of convicted felons, was the result of sentencing 
disparity among the state's judicial districts. In referring to the 
657 imprisoned offenders in the lowest three levels of the Offender 
Attribute Scale, the report states: 

The. CommL6.6ion doe..6 n.ot be..U.e.ve. that a..U. o'll tho.6e. 650 o'll'lle.ndeJL6 
.6hoU£d be. Jte1.e.Me.d . •• [Howe.veJ!., we. maintain] that at ie.CI..6t 15-20% 
o the. e.Wr)r..e.nt in..6ruut,[o na1 po pU£atio n e.o U£a be. Jte.R.e.C1..6 e.a to 
e.ommun.Lty pJr..ogJtam6. u' CA.OU.6 .6c.Jte.e.ru.ng e.an e.n..6UJte. t at t' be. 
ae.e.ompw he.a wlih vJJr..tua..U.y no inc.Jte.C1..6 e. in thJte.at to e.ommun.Lty 
.6ab eZy. 1 

The Commission's position clearly evolves from the belief that some 
districts in Iowa could vastly expand their use of probation. Com
bined with this increase, the Commission supported the development of 
residential programs which, in the Commission's view, would be llsed 
primarily as an alternative to incarceration in the prison system. 2 

To ensure that these residential programs had the IIdesired ll effect, 
the Commission suggested that their use be closely monitored. In this 
way the stage would be set for the population reduction foreseen in 
the population projections discussed earlier. 

In the era of expanded community corrections programs, the Commission 
obviously forsaw the elimination of much of the sentence disparity 
that had plagued the prison system in the past and that had led to the 
inequities in incarceration rates discussed above. New residential 
programs were expected to serve many offenders sentenced in districts 
such as the Fourth, Seventh, and Eighth who might otherwise have been 
imprisoned. In other words the new programs would kill two birds -
a prison population problem and sentencing disparity - with one stone. 

For good measure, to correct for past inequities and to reduce the prison 
population below even the levels outlined under their projections, the 
Commission recommended release of 15-20% of the prison population. 
These were to be many of the offenders who would have been placed in 
community residences had they been available, or perhaps placed on 
straight probation had they been sentenced in districts with greater 
reliance on this alternative. Releasing the 15-20% would thus make 
the effect of new residences and expanded probation partially retroactive. 

To support the use of community alternatives, the Commission found that: 

Non -in..6.:U:tut,[o nai. e.o !J1r..e.c.tio nai. appJtO ae.he..6 Me. JteJ..a;t[ v e1.lj 
ine.xpe.n..6ive. on a pe.Jt-o'll'lle.nde.Jt bCl..6M, and, in m0.6t iYL6ta.ne.e..6, 
have. be.e.n e.'ll'lle.c.tive. in PJte..6eJLving the. .6ane.tlj on the. e.ommun.li.lj. 
In addliion, o'llne.ndeJL6 who alr..e. .6ue.e.e.6.66ui.ilj teJ"c1/1in.ate.d nJWm non
in..6ruutionai pJWgJtam6 e.ommli. -6ewe.Jt a:.nd ie..6.6 .6e.ve.Jte. new o-6'lle.YL6e..6 
than 0 -6 -6 e.ndeJL6 JteJ..e.M e.d nJtom iYL6tli.uti.o YL6 • ( p. 119) 

1 For the complete text of this recommendation, see pp. 28-29. 
2 See the Commission's recommendation 14 on p. 30. 
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The latter statement refers to the results of a recidivism study con
ducted by the Commission staff that found post-program recidivism 
(new offense) rates of 17.6% for probationers, 18.1% for parolees, 
40.6% for community residential corrections clients, and 40.5% for 
offenders discharged from institutions. 

Of particular interest to the Commission w~s the fact that the profile 
of Offender Attribute scores for residential corrections clients and 
for residents of the Men's and Women's Reformatories were quite similar" 
as can be seen from the table below (adapted from Table XXVI in the 
Commission's report). 

SCALE STRAIGHT RESIDENTIAL REFORMATORIES 
STATE 

LEVEL PROBATION CORRECTIONS PENITENTIARY 

7 0.2% 1.9% 1.1% 14'.0% 
6 1.4% 4.8% 7.6% 21.4% 
5 3.9% 12.4% 14.7% 24.0% 
4 11.8% 20.9% 28.8% 21.4% 
3 20.7% 24 .. 8% 19.9% 11.4% 
2 28.7% 20.9% 19.3% 5.2% 
1 33.3% 14.3% 8.6% 2.6% 

MEDIAN SCORE 29 39 46 60 
0-100 Scale 

Based on recidivism results and the comparative profiles as above, 
the Commission draws the following parallel between residential 
corrections and prison programs: 

It is quite obvious from the statements above that the Commission 
perceived reformatory inmates as a whole to be quite similar to 
residential corrections clients. This would agree with the contention 
that many of the reformatory inmates were placed there for lack of 
community residences in other than the Fifth Judicial District. This 
mode of comparison would suggest that a large share of the reformatory 
population in Iowa could be taken as the "Fort Des Moines counterparts" 
discussed previously. In other words, if the Commission had hoped to 
find imprisoned counterparts3 to Fifth District residential clients, 
it had no further to look than (virtually) the entire population of two 
of the three major institutions in the state. 

1 Based on slightly lower Offender Attribute Scores. 

2 The reader is encouraged to study the underlined comment closely, 
as the implications of the statement are quite far reaching and lead 
to many side issues. 

3 From districts other than the Fifth. 
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Accordingly, the Commission - in effect - suggested that such 
offenders would be better served in residential corrections programs 
since the average cost per term would be much lower, yet recidivism 
rates would likely be no higher. In other words, most of the younger 
inmates in the prison system shouldn't have been sent there to begin 
with. 

In line with a relatively high number of females at the Women's 
Reformatory scoring in low levels of the scale, the Commission 
r.ecommended that the Rockwell City facility be closed and that the 
physical plant of the Riverview Release Center be altered to house 
up to 50 women. 1 The remaining portion of the female population at 
the reformatory cOuld be safely released to the community, according 
to the Commission. 

DEINSTITUTIONALI ZAT ION 

One might characterize the thrust of the Advisory Commission recom
mendations as formulating an on-going and partially retroactive 
policy of deinstitutionalization. Essentially, the Commission had 
identified a large portion of the population of convicted felons in 
Iowa as being suitable for various types of release or semi-release 
programs, including probation, parole, work release, and community 
residential corrections. This split - as of the wheat from the chaff 
- separated the violent and habitual criminals, traditionally and 
unarguably sent to state prisons, from younger non-violent first
offenders considered to be better risks and more worthy candidates for 
rehabilitation in a community setting. 

Quite clearly, the Commission's perspective on adult corrections 
embraced a strong faith in the viability of community programming. 
Emphasis was placed on the fact of lower costs per term, the 
advantages in maintaining and enhancing community ties, the hardening 
and destructive effects of incarceration, and the minimal threat to 
the community that accompanies the wise use of community alternatives. 

Specifically, the Commission recommended: 

1) an increased use of probation (p. 120), 
2) expansion of residential corrections to a statewide program 

(p. 121), 
3) expansion of post-institutional work release (p. 121), and 
4) an increase in the use of parole (p. 122). 

In addition, the Commission recommended an increase in the minimum
security capacity of the prison system (pp. 116-117), urged the 
Legislature to reconsider mandatory minimum prison terms [that might 
well prove inflationary] (pp. 128-129), and supported the establish
ment of initial parole hearings within 60 days of sentencing. To 
increase the potential for effective rehabilitation in the prison 
setting, the Commission endorsed the development of a tr~atin@jnt program 
at the Mount Pleasant medium security facility for offenders with drug 

1 That is, the Commission recommended that the Release Center be 
closed and that the facilities thus vacated be used as the Women's 
Reformatory. 
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or alcohol problems or personality disorders, and an assessment and 
classification function at the Oakdale Security Medical Facility. 
Clearly, the Commission foresaw that the Mount Pleasant facility would 
be available for the treatment of offenders with special problems once 
community programs began drawing away sizeable numbers of younger of~ 
fenders who would normally be housed there. 

To ensure the orde~ly progression of the existing system to the 
enlightened approach proposed in the report, the Commission urged 
the development of explicit guidelines, monitoring of programs to 
facili t ate compliance with stated expectations , an on-going oversight / 
evaluative function, and the movement of the entire correctional system 
to a unified and coordinated continuum of services. 

SPECTRAL VIEW 

In many ways, the findings and recommendations of the Co~~ission 
addressed the need for a unity of purpose within the Iowa courts and 
corrections system. In fact, one of the criticisms expressed in the 
report was that no one entity in the system had full awareness of its 
role in the overall scheme of criminal justice. To wit: 

Wahou;t .6u.ch k.now.ie.dge. {manageme.nt ..i.nnoJtmatiol1) I each poJr..tion on 
the. .6 Y.6tem w..i..i.i co nt..l.n.u.e. to WOltk. towaJui. ..i..t.6 own. .ie.ve..i 0 n 
au:to n.o mo u..6 e. 6 n..i.eien.cfj wUho u;t lte.v..i.ew 0 n ..i..t.6 co ntJt..i.bu.:ti..o n. to 
the. who.ie.. Wah .6u.c.h k.n.ow.ie.dge. , and on..iy wah a , can the. who.ie. 
be. e.x.pe.cte.d :to be.come. a c.ooltd..i.n.a.ted .6 fj.6te.m. (p. 130) 

As characterized by this indictment, the courts and corrections system 
in Iowa was a hodgepodge of often disparate, counterproductive, and 
ill-timed approaches, aimed at differing goals and with no clear and 
consistent perception as to which offenders should be handled in which 
ways. 

From this vantage point, the system as it was perceived by the 
Commission was virtually powerless to respond to potential crises such 
as rising populations and overcrowding. In effect, the Commission had 
proposed tpat system actors gain a greater degree of control over their 
common destinies through the formulation and application of innovative 
and insightful policies toward the management of convicted offenders. 
Furthermore, this "proactive policy orientation" was envisioned as a 
continuing strategy encompassing actions by the Legislature, the 
judiciary, the parole board, and corrections authorities. In short: 

••• the. 60cu..6 06 .the. lte.c.ommen.datiol1.6 on the Comrn..l.6.6..i.on...i..6 :to 
utilize. .6 y.6te.m man.age.me.n-t I p.iann...i.n.g I pltOgltamm..i.ng I an.d e.vafua.t..i.o n. 
to move. towaJui. a .6fj.6tem wh..i.ch ma.x,(m,[ze.6 the. pltObabUUy rplt 
yJO.6U..i.ve. change ..i.n. ..i.n.d..i.v..i.du.a.i be.hav..l.olt. (p. 109) 

IN SUPPORT 

As previously emphasized, the weight of all available evidence was in 
the Commission's favor. If, indeed, the Department proceeded with the 
full implementation of the Des Moines project model, then according 
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to experience with the residential corrections component of that 
project, prison admissions - and accordingly the prison population -
"would" decrease. There appeared to be no other possibility. 

The Commission was not alone in its assumption that the new residences 
would decrease prison admissions. In faet, in late 1976 thel Division 
of Adult Corrections of Social Services had modified the original BCE 
projection for the impact of the new residential programs, although 
this modified projection still indicated an increase in the population 
sufficient to call for a new state prison. 1 

There was, of course, the possibility th.at judges in districts with 
new residences would use these programs for offenders who normally would 
have been placed on probation (or in a county jail), despite the mandate 
to do otherwise and the potential to do otherwise as determined by the 
Commission's analysi.s of the prison population. 

To allow for this possibility, the Commission specifically recommended 
that the new programs "be closely monitored to assure that they are 
being utilized primarily as alternatives to incarceration rather than 
probation ... " (p. 121) Thus, even if the system - when left to its own 
devices - failed to move in the direction forecast by the Commission, 
there would be a mechanism to ensure a course correction. 

This was but one aspect of the Commission's position that policy was 
the major factor governing correctional populations, and that policy 
could be controlled to achieve the goals of the system. In this instance, 
policy would be manipulated to guide a gradual process of deinstitution
alization in Iowa, and a move to a statewide emphasis on community-based 
corrections as recommended by the Commission and its predecessor, the 
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 
(NACCJSG). 

The final report of NACCJSG2 stated; 

The. 6a.Le.wte. 06 majoJt in6:tUu.tW n6 to Jte.duc.e. cJWne. M inc.onte.6table.~ 
Re.c.icU.vMm Jtatv.. Me. notoJtio!1.61y high. In6:tUution6 do .6uc.c.e.e.d in. 
p!1.1U.6 hing, but the.y do not deteJl.. The.y pJtOted :the. c.ommwu.:ty, but 
that pJtOtec.:tio n Manly tempofUVLy. The.y Jtrue.ve. .the. c.ommun.i.ty On 
Jte.6 po n..6ibLU.:ty by Jtemoving the. a n6 e.n.deJl.J• but the.y make. .6uc.c.e..6.6 6ul 
Jte..[nte.gJtation into the. c.ommun.Lty unlikely. The.y c.hange. the. c.ommit~e.d 
o66e.ndeJl., but the. c.hange. i.6 mOJte. Uk ely to be. ne.gative. than. p0.6iUve.. 
(p. 11 

1 n the. new view, cJUme. and de.Unque.nc.y Me. .6 ymptom.6 0 £ 6cUfuJte. and 
dMoJtgan.,[za,t,[on in the. c.ommwu.:ty a/.) weR.1. Lt6 ,[n the. on6e.ndelL him.6el6. 
He. ha.6 had :too LU:;ti..e. c.ontac..t wah :the. pO.6ilive. 6oJtc.e.6 :that de.velop 
law-ab-UUng c.ondud - among them good .6c.hool.6; gain6ul employme.nt, 
adequ.ate. hOMing, and Jtewcvz.cU.nglwMe.-Ume. ac..tivilie.6. So a 
nundame.ntal obje.c..tive. on C.OMe.c..tion6 m!1.6t be.. to .6e.c.u.Jte. 60Jt the.. 

-::;------
1 The assumption here was that eventually the new residences would 
divert as many as 208 offenders (admissions) per year from state prisons. 
This would reduce the prison population below expected levels by around 
400 in the long run. 

2 National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 
Corrections, Washington, D.C., 1973. 
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on n e.ndtz. c.ontaciA, ~xpeJUe.nc.e6, and a ppoJr.turt.li1e!.> .that pMv,ide a 
mea~/ and a .6timu£.ujfo nOJt pWL6uing a law6u£. I.Jtyle a 6 living bl. the 
c.olWJi.imLty. ThU.6, ~,fJt.h the o6oendeJt and :the c.ommu.n1:ty become the 
nO(.'~U6 06 cOJVLec.;t,[ol1:al. ac.tiv-Uy. wUh thM tlVLUl.Jt, JteA.n.te~Jta.t,[on 06 
~he o66endeJt into ;the commund come!.> to :the, ol1"eJl-6.(h rna oIL UIL O.6e 
06 COJtJLec;tLol1l.J. (p,. 3, emp M.<.I.J 

In this light, the NACCJSG found that: 

.;t) there was a need to expand probation and parole; 
'2) a moratorium Ejhould be placed on lar.ge prison constructioIll; 
3) large juvenilia institutions should eventually be phased out; 
4) too many offenders were classified as dangerous; 
5) a broader rang'e of treat;ment alternatives was necessary. 

']?hus, the thrust of the argument presented by the Advisory Commission 
on Corrections Relief was consistent with the best thinking of the time. 
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IV. A NEW COURSE FOR CORRECTIONS? 

The weeks and months following release of the final report from the 
Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief constituted a p~rio~ o~ 
great testing for the Commission's position. Many of. thelr f.l~dlngs 
and recommendations ran directly counter to the prevlous POSltlon of 
the Department of Social Services that the prison population would 
continue to rise and that a new state prison would be necessary to meet 
the expected "crunch." The Commission felt otherwise, and. their find
ings were wholeheartedly endorsed and applauded by the Iowa General 
Assembly.l 

CONTINGENCIES 

The position of the Advisory Commission was clear. Due to an uneven 
development of community-based corrections programs across the state, 
many individuals had been committed to state correctional institutions 
unnessarily. As a result, a significant portion of the prison population, 
estimated at 15-20%, consisted of good candidates for community programs. 

1 Shortly after release of the report, the De~ Moines Register ran an 
editorial entitled "Alternatives to Prison," which read as follows: "'I'he 
report of the Advisory Commission on Corrections shows the wisdom of the 
1976 Legislature's decision to invest $100,000 in a study of the state's 
prison needs instead of being stampeded into spending millions on a new 
prison. The need for a prison seemed urgent a year ago when the state's 
prisons were bulging and a Department of Social Services study projected 
steady increases in inmate population for the next several years. The 
special study commissioned by the Legislature throws doubt on the validity 
of the projections. The Commission's report notes that the number of 
inmates has remained steady and will decrease for the next 18 months. 
The numbers then are expected to climb gradually until 1982, but even then 
they will be below present levels. 

The Commission's key conclusion: ·'The current correctional institutions 
have adequate capacity to house inmate populations into the foreseeable 
future. A new institution is not necessary at this time.' 

This finding is critical because of the high cost of building and operating 
institutions. The Commission's study shows that the state annually spends 
$16 million and employs a staff of 1000 to keep 1,900 inmates behind bars. 
Iowa spends only $6.3 million a year and employs 393 persons to deal with 
6,200 offenders in Iowa communities. 

The study commission believes many inmates now being sent to prison could 
be handled in the community; it favors eliminating the mandatory imprisonmen' 
features of the new criminal code; it urges closing the prison for women 
at Rockwell City and housing women offenders at the existing release 
center at Newton; it calls for major modifications at the Anamosa and 
~ort Madison prisons~ it wants overhaul of sentencing and parole procedures; 
lt recommends a restltutionsystem, improving prison industries and creat
ing a separate Department of Corrections. 

The report, in short, recognizes that there is no single 'answer' to the 
prison problem. Another state pr:lson is not even part of the answer." 
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The Commission recommended that such individuals be released from the 
prison system - albeit with careful screening - to correct for past 
inequities in sentencing and the aforementioned lack of adequate com
munity alternatives. 

The Commission's statistical analysis of offender populations indicated 
that these 15-20% were similar as a group to probationers and other 
community-based offenders, being for the most part younger non-violent 
"first" offenders. Accordingly, the Commission felt that little danger 
to the community would ensue through the release of such individuals. 
Further evidence indicated that - as a whole - the population at the 
two state reformatories had nearly the same profile as the client 
population of existing community corrections facilities. This finding 
engendered further support for the belief that many offenders in the 
reformatories were housed there for the lack of facilities comparable 
to the above in other judicial districts. 

As a whole, these analyses provided clear and seemingly conclusive 
evidence that the prison population would fall as District Court judges 
began using the new community residences in lieu of incarceration. 1 
Accordingly, the Commission developed population projections for the 
prison system which took into account the reduction in admissions fore
seen to accompany the advent of the new programs. To develop its 
"most probable" estimate or projection of future prison admissiGns, the 
Commission assumed that 60% of offenders admitted to the new community 
residences wo~ld have been sentenced to prison had the new facilities 
not been available as sentencing alternatives. This estimate, along 
with others, was used to develop projections of a reduction in the 
prison population, in contrast to the huge increase projected by the 
Social Service Department's Bureau of Correctional Evaluation. 

The 60% estimate was deemed to be conservative in that it was somewhat 
less than the 75% estimate for the percentage of residential clients 
in the Fifth JUdicial District who would have gone to prison had existing 
facilities in that district 2 not _been available as felony sentencing 
alternatives. 

The combination of the Commission's projections - with the accompanying 
"no prison II recommendation - and the suggestion that 15-20% of the 
prison population was releaseable as a corrective action, created a 
rather dramat ic situat ion. According to the Commission's "most probable1! 
estimates, the prison population in Iowa would fall from 1912 on June 
30, 1976 to 1760 by mid-1978, and then would rise slowly, but would 
peak at no more than 1811 by June 30, 1981. However, in the interim 
between June 30, 1976 and the release of the Commission's final report 

1 Such residences, with a combined capacity of 195, were opening during 
and soon after the final stages of the Commission's deliberations. 

2 The Fort Des Moines program for men, and a smaller facility in Des 
Moines for women. 
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in early March of 1917, the prison population had risen from 1912 to 
just over 2000. Clearly, for their most probable estimate to hold true, 
either: 

1) prison admissions would have to reduce significantly, 
such as through the diversion of many convicted felons 
to new community residences, or 

2) the 15-20% identified by the Commission as good candidates 
for community programs - or a comparable group - would have 
to be released in mass or at a vastly accelerated pace. 

In other words, either admissions would have to decrease dramatically 
(as predicted), or else ieleases would have to increase substantially 
(as suggested), or both. If neither were to occur, then there would 
be no telling where the prison population would go in the months ahead. 
With the uncertainty concerning the effect of mandatory sentence pro
visions of the new criminal code, the failure of the total institutional 
count to decrease in the short run would bode ill for the future trend 
of the population. This, in turn, would cause problems with many of 
the recommendations of the Commission regarding the upgrading of existing 
programs and facilities in the prison system. 

SYSTEM flRESPONSEfI 

Many readers may be familiar with Murphy's Law, which states: fllf 
anything can go wrong, it will!fI In many ways, Murphy's Law best 
characterizes the fate of the Advisory Commission's findings and 
recommendations dealing with the prison population and the envisioned 
expansion of community-based alternatives. 

To lead off, the Iowa Board of Parole was provided with a list of 
potentially good candidates for parole drawn up by the Commission 
staff. Without doubt this list consisted of many of the individuals 
in the prison population who scored in the lowest three levels of the 
Offender Attribute Scale, and who accordingly were given the nod for 
inclusion in the 15-20% release group. According to informed sources, 
the Board conducted approximately fifteen interviews with offenders 
so-selected. Based on these interviews and the accompanying review 
of inmate records, the Board determined that proceeding with the 
screening process would not constitute an efficient or effective use 
of the Board's time. In~ct,the Board found that many of these 
supposedly good candidates had not adjusted well in prison and con
sequently had received misconduct reports that would weigh against 
early release. 2 

1 The fact that the prison population had continued to increase during 
the Commission's deliberations was not inconsistent with the validity 
of their projections since the new community residences were not 
expected to begin having a noticeable effect on the prison population 
until they had been open for several months. 

2 Apparently, institutional misconduct of a more serious nature is a 
major factor in the parole release decision-making process in Iowa. 
(See Volume VI of this series and Table 53 of Volume I.) 
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I 
, Thus the 15-20% recommended'for release by the Commission were I 

not released by the Iowa Board of Parole. In addition, no further 
attempts were made by the Board to identify an early release group. 
If there was to be an early release strategy, it would have to come I 
about through other means than that recommended by the Advisory 
Commission. 

Of even greater significance was the fact that the prison population I 
failed to take the downturn projected by'the Commission. In fact, the 
population continued its upward trend without the,slightest hint of 
deceleration. From the "base pOint"! of 1912 on June 30, 1976, the I 
population increased by 40 - to 1952 - by the end of the year, and 
then increased successively to 1977 by the end of January, 2000 by 
the end of February, 2026 by the end of March, and 2046 by the end of I 
April. In total, the population had increased by 134 during a 10-month 
period for which the Commission had projected a decrease of 82 inmates 
(to 1830).2 As a result, the Commission's most probable estimate was 
in error by 216 (11.8%) after only ten months. I 
In contrast, the most probable estimate according to the Bureau of 
Correctional Evaluation's projection was in error by as little as I 
10-15 inmates after ten months (same base pOint).3 

THE ADULT CORRECTIONS MASTER PLAN 

As stated in the Commission's report, the Iowa Crime Commission had 
received an LEAA grant to develop a long-range master plan for adult 
corrections in Iowa. To avoid duplication of effort, the Cri~(le 
Commission chose to postpone the development of a plan until after 
the final report of the Advisory Commission had been filed. To assist 
the'Commission, some of the master plan funds were used to support 
the Commission's data collection efforts. 

In the weeks following release of the Commission's report, a group of 
'executive branch employees was, organized to continue the master plan 
effort, using the work of the Advisory Commission as a point of 

I 
I 

departure. This group consisted of employees from the Crime Commission, 
the Office for Planning and Programming (OPP), and the Social Services I 
Bureau of Correctional Evaluation. After several weeks of planning 
and orientation, the master plan staff joined forces on the ground floor 
of the Lucas State Office Building in early June, 1977. 

In a planning document prepared shortly after the selection of staff, 
the director of the Iowa Crime Commission spelled out the fQllowing 
areas for emphasis in the master plan project: 

1 The point of departure for the Commission's projections. 
2 ' 

Or 5/6 of the decrease of 98 anticipated during'FY1977, according 
to their "most probable" estimate. 

3 See Figure 32 in Volume I. The original BCE projection was for males 
only. A modification of the projection to include females appears in 
Figure 32. 
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al 

b) 

c.) 

d) 

e.j 

n) 

COMe.c.:ti.on.ai.. pMgJtammi.ng wahln the. bt-6:Utu.tiolt6 ne.e.d.6 to 
be. e.xamined nutty. 

i) CMt on upgJtacUng p.lt-L6on indll-6tJt,[u cu, Jte.c.omme.n.de.d 
by the. Adv-iJ.:,oJty CommiMion on COMe.c.:ti.On6 ReLLe.6. 

ill Fe.a..6ib.LU.:ty 06 e.mphcv.,izA.ng educ.ation at Anamo-6a and 
-6 fUU.e.d indU,6tJty at FoJt:t MacU-6 on. 

,[il) Examine. in de;ta,U. the. pM-6ibLUti.u 06 e.xpanded and 
d1ve.Jt,6iMe.d pM gJtammi.ng -6inc.e. that -iJ.:, a majoJt 6ac.toJt 
rUted by bath the. Ve.palltme.n.t and the. Advi./.JoJty ComrrU.6.6.wn 
in handtlng any in6:Utution. 

iv) PM-6ib"(l--f.tiu 0 6 inU...ia.Ung -6ome. -60Jt:t 06 Jtu.tUu.V..o n 
pM gJtam • E xaminatio n a 6 paM ible. i..e.g at bla c./v., • 

Compatl..e. the. unU...izatio 11. and Jte.mode.LLng pM txJ.6 ai...6 a 6 the. 
Adv-iJ.:,oJty Commi.M.w n nOll. c.o.6~ e.n ne.c.:ti.Ve.ne.M wUh o:the.Jt 
yJO.6.6ible. aJr.c.hli.e.c.tUltCLt a,U.e.itna.Uve.-6, .6uc.h £to: 

i) U.6 e. 06 AnamMa a.6 a max1mum .6 e.c.u.Jtli.y nacLU.;tlj, bu.Ud1ng 
a n a new me.d1u.m .6 e.c.u.Jtli.y nac.1-U;ty, and c.la-6A.ng 06 FoJt:t 
MacU-6on. 

ill CMt 06 c.On6tJtu.cUng a max1mum .6 e.c.u.Jtliy nacLU.;ty and 
phcu,ing aut FoJt:t Mad-iJ.:,on. 

ill) CM.t 0 n c.olt6tJtuc.:ti.ng a new c.OJte. pwo 11. no..c.U.-Uy and 
bu.il.d1ng hOU,6ing unli..6 a.6 ne.c.e.-6.6 atl..y and a.6 unli..6 c.an 
be. c.lO.6 e.d at the. othe.Jt -tn6.tUutio It6 • 

Impac.t a n the. Adv,uoJty COlrm[,6,6ion '/.) JLe.c.omme.nda.Uon6 an C.O-6.t, 
pMgJtamming, .6tanning, hOU,6ing, etc.. 60Jt c.ommunLty-ba.6e.d 
c.OJtJte.c.t,[On6. 

i) PJte.-in6.tUu;Uo;1. nac..LU.:tie.-6. 
ill P0.6t-in6.tUu.V..on 6a.c..LU.:tie.-6. 

,[ill Pa.JtOle. and pMbation .6tan6. 
iv I I n.c.Jte.a.6 e.d hOU,6ing nail. c.ommunLty- bcu, e.d c.oJrJr.e.c;tio n6 • 

FuLe.y e.xploJte. wah the. BoaJtd on Pa.JtOi..e., c.orrmunLty-bct6e.d 
c.OJtJte.c.:ti.On6 -6tate. and i..oc.at -6ta. , c.JWninCLt c.ode. e.x e.Jr.:t6, 
and otheM t e. e.Jtna.tive.-6 to Ju6A..ng pJu60n pop a.tiOIt6. 

An e.xamination. and outUne. on e.ac.h pO.6.6ible. a,U.e.Jtna.tLve. 06 
e.a.c.h pMgJtam and btU1.cUn9 a 6 .:the. c.OJtJte.c;tiolt6 .6 Y.6te.m. 

g) Ve.ve.lapme.n.t 0 n a new -6,ta.ti.6tic.CLt ·anCLty.6~!J c.e.n.te.Jt and CLtte.n.dant 
c.ompJte.he.lt6ive. data -6 y-6te.m nOll. c.oJtJte.c;tio n6 .6 hould be. patl..ctmO u.n.t 
and be. tie.d c.atl..e.6u..Uy to the. .6pe.u6ic. A.nnoJtmational ne.e.d!.> on 
aU.. c.ompo ne.nt:6 0 n the. j ud1cL:li.. and c.oJtJte.c;tio n..6 .6 Y.6te.m. 
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h) 

i) 

Any c.hange in a..dmi,nMdJr.a,U.on On the M.t. Plea6ant nac...LU.ty 
(p~ the Adv~ony Com~~ion ftecommend~n) ~hou.td be 
delayed UJ1..tU. ~tucUu hOW in pMgnu~ 06 dnug and alcohol 
Mage at out, btl.d ... UutiOM and the need non tAea.tment 
pnognctrr16 aJul. pne6ented and evai.u.a.ted. 

Co~.t6 On necommended c.hangu in the Women'~ ~Wu:f<i.ol'L6 
~ hou..td be enum0Mted, ~ uch a6: 

i) . '\ 
,(..{./ 

LU.) 

Co~t o~ moving the 6ac.i.tlty. 
CMt On utab.Whi.ng pJtOgnctrr16 at a new 1'.oc.aUon. 
CMt to incnea6e. c.ommun.fty-ba6ed pMgnCU'nb nOlL women. 
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In addition, the document called for the exploration of contingencies I 
associated with "unitizing" cellhouses at the Penitentiary and the 
Men's Reformatory, as recommended by the Commission: 

a.) 
b) 

c) 

d) 

Stanni.ng c.o~.t6 to be examined. 
Co~t en6ec.tlvenu~ to be det~ned in c.ompanihon wi..th 
otheJt aUeJrY.:aUve6. 
QUUWM 06 u.rr.it.,[ung pJUoIC. to incneMing c.eU. ~ize :to 
be exa.m.<.ne4. 
S.£nce c.o~t 06 a.U. anchliec.tunal lC.ec.ommendaUo Man the 
Adv~ony Com~bion totai6 $27 ~n, C.06t e66ec.tlvene66 
and c.ompcvU..6oY!.6 bhau..td be made wah oth~ po~~ible a1...t~naUVe6. 

I 
I 
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During the middle months of 1977, the Master Plan staff mobilized an 
Advisory Committee, contracted with Folse/HDR1 of New Orleans for the I 
development of architectural alternatives for the prison system,2 and 
proceeded to develop a data base sufficient to meet the analytic goals 
of the plan. 3 In addition, site visits and extensive interviews were I 
conducted to determine the extent to which existing programs and 
facilities in the prison system met proposed standards and goals for 
adult ::!.orrections in Iowa. Finally, staff members assigned to the 
projecttfrofm OPP wOrt~etdt<?n pOpulatior; tr1ends and projections and the ,I 
prospec ,s or a res 1U 10n program 1n owa. 

I 
1 Previously, this firm had conducted a facilities assessment of 
Iowa's major correctional institutions. The results of this assess- I· 
ment appear in the Commission's final report, a supplemental report, 
and detailed data books compiled by the firm" 

2 Folse/HDR in turn subcontracted with SUA, Inc. of Los Angeles for I 
the development of staffing patterns for unitization and for a survey 
of existing programs in the institutions. 

3 No attempt will be made in this report to .systematically review I 
all the work of the Adult Corrections Master\Plan Project. Our 
main concern here is with Master Plan analyses of the 15-20% group 
proposed for l:elease by the Advisory Commission and of the assumption I 
of the Commission that new pre-lnstitutional residences would markedly 
reduce prison admissionS. 

I 
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The following individuals agreed to derve on the Master Plan 
Advisory Committee: Representative Donald Doyle, Sioux City; 
Representative Julia Gentleman, Des Moines; *Janet A. Johnson, 
Des Moines (Iowa Board of Parole); Roland McCauley, Des Moines 
(Adult Corrections Director); Lt. Governor Arthur Neu; Judge Leo 
Oxberger; Senator Richard Ramsey; Senator James Redmond; *John R. 
Stratton, Ph.D., Iowa City; and Harry Woods, Des Moines (Bureau of 
Community Correctional Services Director). 

Several meetings were held over the course of the project during 
which the committee provided valuable guidance to the master plan 
staff. 

During the summer of 1977, the staff arranged for the temporary 
employment of four individuals to assist in the collection of data 
from the inmate files of the Iowa Board of Parole. This effort 
served to augment information on prisoners maintained by the 
Division of Adult Corrections, and allowed the staff to conduct 
statistical analyses of the prison population and of felony sentencing 
practices in the State of Iowa. 

In particular, data elements were collected that would allow the 
applicEtion of "risk assessment" methods to the prison population,l 
facilitating the analysis of Commission findings dealing with 'sen
tencing practices and correctional populations. 2 An effort was 
made to include data that would provide a detailed comparison of 
prisoners with offenders in community-based programs. Data on the 
latter were available to the staff from the files of the Bureau of 
Correctional Evaluation. 

ANALYSIS OF THE "15-20% RELEASE GROUP" 

Once all data had been collected and computerized, the Master Plan 
staff proceeded to analyze as carefully as possible the question of 
the 15-20% release group. 3 The Master Plan staff chose to a.naJ(,vze 
this question from three perspectives: 

* 

1) The characteristics of the 650-group4 and possible reasons 
for their imprisonment; 

2) the effect of sentencing differences among judicial districts 
on the size and character of the prison population; and 

Served on the Advioory Commission on Corrections Relief. 
1 Based on previous work of the present author and SAC's research 
analyst while with the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation. 

2 See p. 172 of Volume I for a list of data elements collected for 
addition to the core data base (forms on pp. 170-171). 
'3 . Recall that the Board of Parole had reviewed only a small number 
of those purported to constitute "good risks" for release. The staff 
Wished to "statistically" review the entire group to develop a better 
view of why they were imprisoned and what the prospects wou.ld be for 
their successful r~lease. . 

4 Since the 15-20% group was to be screened from t~~ 650-group, the 
staff could not actually analyze the 15-20% group itSelf. Furthermore, 
the Commission gave no hint as to which of the 650 should compose the 
15-20%. 
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3) the release potentia11 of the 650-group, without reference 
to reasons for their incarceration. 

The staff viewed tbese perspectives as separate and distinct, in 
contrast to thf.' Commission's "unified view" which identified "releasa
bili ty" with "th<3 lack of an adequate basis for incarceration," and 
"the results of sentencing inequity/disparity." 

In simple terms, the staff wished to determine: 

1) if there were reasons (perhaps not totally justifiable 
in some cases) for the incarceration of offenders in the 
650-group, 

2) if many of the 650 were indeed incarcerated because of 
abnormally harsh sentencing practices in certain judicial 
districts, and 

3) if the 650 were as a group better risks for release than 
the remainder of the prison population, and if so, of how 
much less risk. 

The answers to these questions, although distinct, would all relate 
to the question of whether or not a group such as the 15-20% "should" 
be released .• 

If many of the 650 were indeed incarcerated without good reason, and 
expecially if fOT lack of adequate community alternatives in certain 
districts, then perhaps offenders so-identified should be released 
whether or not they were "good risks," or perhaps only if they were, 
in fact, good risks. 

If, on the other hand, theTe were good reasons for their admissions, 
and most were not imprisoned for the reasons identified by the Com
mission, perhaps many were still "good enough risks" to release. In 
the latter situation, might not "good risks" be identified without 
specific reference to the' 650-group? 

A more difficult situation would arise if reasons were found for the 
incarceration of many of the 650, yet most were imprisoned due to 
sentencing disparity. In this situation! releasing the 15-20% would 
amount to "second-guessing" the reliance of the judges in question 
on those reasons. 2 . 

Finally, the staff might find defensible reasons for the incarceration 
of many of the 650, that most were not in prison because of sentencing 
differences, and that many were not-good ~nough risks for release. 
This would be in direct opposition 'to the portrayal of the Commission. 

As the staff was unaware beforehand of a.ny specific reasons for the 
incarceration of the 650 offenders in question, the initial thrust of 
the analysis dealt with the release potential of the group. The 

1 That is, the potential for success following release and the danger 
to the community that might result. 
2 

In other words, the release of the 15-20% would be a "value judgment" 
that certain judges were "wrong" in the use of selected factors as 
criteria of imprisonment. 
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first observation in this regard was that the Commission's analysis 
considered pre-institutional factors only, whereas the parole board 
had historically placed strong emphasis on institutional factors. 
As mentioned above, the Board discontinued review of offenders 
identified by the Commission staff as releasable, since apparently many 
had recorded serious misconduct records while incarcerated. 

This exemplifies one of the difficulties in designing a "retroactive" 
release strategy, i.e., to be applied to offenders previously sen
tenced. Ideally, a release strategy set up to apply to all active 
offenders should consider current information in addition to tt.~t 
which applied at the time of the sentence - as was the case with factors 
appearing in the Offender Attribute Scale. Incidents of escape, assaults 
on inmates or staff, rioting, and other forms of misconduct - once 
occurring - cannot be wiped off the record, and will likely continue 
to affect release decisions in Iowa unless and until Iowa moves to a 
system of fixed (determinate) sentencing without parole. 

As suggested on page 68 of the Commission's report,l the Offender 
Attribute Scale was not designed to be a measure of risk. However, 
certain aspects of the analysis indicated that it would likely be 
such.2 Common sense seemed to dictate that higher risk offenders would 
reside - for the most part - in institutions, and lower risk offenders 
- for the most part - in community programs. Since the Commission did 
not expressly check on the validity of this assumption, the Master 
Plan staff felt inclined to do so.3 

Accordingly, the staff embarked on a recidivism study for the state 
prison system to determine how well previously released offenders with 
characteristics of the 650-group had done after release, in comparison 
to offenders without such characteristics. In other words, the staff 
wished to determine the extent to which past experience with similar 
offenders would establish the 650-group as good risks for release. 

The Master Plan recidivism study involved the follow-up of 1051 male 
and female offenders released from the prison system by parole or 
expiration of sentence between July 1, 1973 and December 31, 1975. 4 
The study indicated that 243 or 23.1% of the 1051 had returned to 
prison in Iowa during an average follow-up period of 2 3/4 years. 5 
Of those returned, about two-thirds (155 or 14.6% of the 1051) were 
returned on new felony charges (either by revocation of parole or on 
a new commitment). 

1 
"Although the Offender Attribute Scale cannot be considered a 

predictor of risk (those analyses have not been completed) •••• " 

2 In particular, this would seem likely if indeed risk was a factor 
considered by judges in reaching sentencing decisions. See Section 
V of this report. 
3 

The staff was well aware that the parole violation rate in Iowa had 
increased substantially in the ensuing months after a massive release 
of inmates in 1972 .. 

4 This study was later expanded to cover persons releas~d during 1976. 
The results of the expanded study appear in Volume VII of the series 
and Chapter XIV of Volume I. 
5 

All offenders were followed for at least eighteen months, while some 
offenders could be followed for as long as four years~ . 
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The' following is excerpted from a brief report prepared by the 
Master Plan staff for presentation to the Advisory Committee: 

The. ftetwut ftate. (23% J and the. 6e1..ony ftetUftn ftate. (15%) M.eak. 
down among the. thlte.e. p!t.i.6on 6acA.£.ilie6 M 6oUow!.l, w.U:h ftate6 
PILUe.nte.d .6e.pMate.£.y 60ft peJt60n!.l fte.£.e.a.6e.dby paJW£.e. and by 
e.xpbuttion 06 .6 e.n.:te.nc.e.: 

OffENVERS RETURN fELONY 
PR1S0N fACI LlTY fOLLOWEV RATE RETURN RATE 

State. Pe.n.ite.nt.iafty 406 22.4% 14.3% 
- PaJW£.e. 262 26.rr 13.6% 
- Exp.iJLat.ion 144 15.6% 15.6% 

Me.n'!.I Re.6oftmatofty 552 24.0% 15.2% 
- PaftOi.e. 425 26.9% 15.4% 
- Exp.iJr.ati.on 1'21 14.5% 14.5% 

Wome.n'.6 Re.6o~a.tofty 93 21.8% 13.8% 
- PaftOi.e. 71 26.0% 15.6% 
- Exp.Vta.tio n 22 8.3% 8.3% 

AU Ma.£.e. Re.£.eM u 958 23.1% 14.7% 
- Pcvw£.e. 687 26.1% 14.5% 
- Exphta.t.ion 271 15.3% 15.3% 

AU Re.te.a.6 u 1051 23.1% 14.6% 
- Pa.ftO,f.e. 758 26;1% 14.6% 
- Exp.iJtat.io n 293 14.7% 14.1% 

Se.ve.Jta.f. a 6 the. majoJr. Mndin9.6 on the. bMe. .6tudy inc.fude.: 

1} 3.2% 015 ma£.e6 and 0.0% on ne.ma£.e6 WelLe. ftetUlLYLe.d to pwon 
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. 150ft a new neXony aBcUn6t PeJr.60n6, I 
2) an adcUtia na1. 6. 2 % 0 6 ma£.e.6 an.d 1. 5 % 0 6 15 ema£.u We/l.e. ftetuJr.ne.d 

nOlL a new Pcvr.:t I 6e1..ony not aga.-i.n6t peJt60n6 (£.Mc.e.ny, bwr..gf.M.y 
and md:toft ve.hic.le. the.ttl, I 

3 J an addilionctf 5.3% 06 ma.£.u and 1.5% 06 6ema.£.e6 We/l.e. fte.:tUlLYLe.d 
nOft a new Pant II 6e£.ony not aga.-i.n6t peJt60n6 (OMVUI-.6ub.6e.que.n.:t, 
!pftge.fty, 6af..6 e. c.he.c.M, dltug cJlime6, we.apon6 cJlimu, C.On6P.iJr.a.C.Y, 
etc.. ), o;,l7.d I 

4 j 8.4% on ma£.e6 and 8.6% on nema£.e6 WelLe. fte.tuftY/.e.d nOft a m,udeme.anoft 
Oft tec.hnic.a.£. vio£.ation (no new 6etony 066e.n6e.). 

foft c.ompaJr1.l.>on pUltpG.6U the .6tann c.on.duc.te.d an identic.a.£. 60Uow-up I 
.6tudy 06 fte.c.idEvi6m 60ft 6e1..ony cLi.e.n.:a 06 the. mm'!.I ftu.ide.n.:Ua.£. 
c.aftfte.c.U.On6 plWgftam opeJta:ted by the. Eif;th Judic.ia.£. ViA:tJtic.t Ve.paJLtme.nt 
06 CaMe.c.t.iana.i. SeAvic.u (foJ[}C Vu MoinM). We. 60und :that 26.1% 06 the. I 
176 foJtt Vu Moinu c.Ue.n.:t6 .in the .6tudy gltOup We/l.e. a.cfmi.:tte.d :to plLi60n 
dWt.ing the. ave.Jta.se. 2. 3/4 ye.M noUow-up peJrJ..od. New c.cmrmLtme.nt.6 among 
:th~. 176 .inc.i.ude.fjoft the. mo!.lt paJLt fte.voc.at.ion6 On plWbat.ion 150ft c.Ue.nt!.I I 
pldc.e.d .in the. nacil..i:ty M a (!Ondmon on pltOba.ti.on. 
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Although the 26.7% &igune ean be eomp~ed to the 23.1% 4etunn 
Jt..a:te &04 male pJU.6on 4e1.ea6eU, a m04e vaLUJ. eompa.tlMon. woui.d 
eOM4a6t the 21. 7% n.ew fiwn.1j eommUment 4at.e &04 Fou Vu 
Moin.u c.Li..el(1;'U with the 14.6% &eton.1j 4etunn. 4at.e &04 male 
pMAoYl. 4e1.ea.6e.u. 

As suggested abcve, a special concern of the Master Plan recidivism 
study was the relative post-prison performance of 1) those scoring 
in the lowest three lavels of the Offender Attribute Scale, and 2) 
those scoring in the remaining four (highest) levels of the scale. 
The former group (LOW RATING) consisted of offenders who would have 
been tabbed by the Advisory Co~nission as candidates for early release, 
while the latter (HIGH RATING) would constitute those not so-eligible. 
The only difference between these two groups and the corresponding 
groups studied by the Commission was that the former had been released, 
while the latter had not. Presumably the degree of success of t.,Bpse 
who had been released would give an indication of the likely success 
of those who had not. 

The Master Plan recidivism results for the two groups in question 
were as follows: 1 

OFFENDER RETURN TO PRISON? RETURNED FOR? NEW FELONY 
ATTRIBUTE MISD/ NEW AGAINST 
DICHOTOMY CASES NO YES TECH FELONY PERSON(S) 

HIGH RATING 446 74.2% 25.8% 11.7% 14.1% 2.9% 

LOW RATING 406 73.4% 26.6% 11.8% 14.8% 3.0% 

COMPOSITE 852 73.8% 26.2% 11. 7% 14.4% 2.9% 

These results delineate virtually identical recidivism rates for the 
two groups, including overall return rates, return rates for new felonies, 
and return rates for new felonies against persons. In other words, 
those ra.ted high on the Offender Attribute Scale, despite having much 
~.2.!,_~.~~redent ials, did no worse when released on parole. In fact, 
they were slightly more successful. 2 

If these findings are applied to the question of the relative prospects 
for successful release of the 650-group and the counterpart group, one 
must conclude that the Advisory Commission's "Select Group" of offenders 
scoring in the lowest three levels of the Offender Attribute Scale 
would likely have been no more successful after release than would a 3 
group of comparable size selected at random from the prison population. 

1 Restricted to those released by ~irst parole. 
2 

See page 24 of Volume VII for ~pdated findings concerning the com-
parative success of the two groups. 

3 Technically speaking, this would follow if the relative II r isk" of 
those released and those not released was the same for those scoring 
low and for those scoring high on the scale. Follow-up analyses, using 
a parole risk assessment device developed by the M~ster Plan staff, 
indicated that - in fact - this was the case. 
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ThUs, independent of all other considerations - such as the question 
of sentencing disparity and the !Fresence or absence of reasons for 
incarceration - the 15-20% release group would not constitute the 
"good risks" that the Commission had envisioned. Of course one could 
counter this conclusion wi''th the observation that the Commission had 
recognized the possibility that the 650-group might contain Some poor 
risks: "The Commission does not believe that all of those 650 offenders 
should be released. Among them are certainly some offenders who pose 
such a threat to community safety that they should not 'be released." 
(p. 113). However, absent some further criteria for separating the 
good risks from the poor risks among the 650, there would be no way 
- except perhaps through intensive parole screening - to identify which 
of the 650 could be safely released. In other words, the Offender 
Attribute Scale would provide no assistance to the Iowa Board of Parole 
in identifying good risks for early release. 

·With this result, the Master Plan staff chose two separate courses 
for further analysis: 

1) to determine if - in fact - the recidivism results were 
indicative of further problems with the 15-20% finding, and 

2) to develop a mechanism similar to the Offender Attribute 
Scale that would identify good risks for early release. 1 

(In as much as discussion of the latter would divert attention from 
the 15-20% question, we restrict immediate attention to the former). 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Having come to the rather surprising conclusion that members of the I 
650-group were likely no better risks for release than other inmates, 
the staff was most eager to take a closer look at the group to determine 
if there were recognizable reasons for their confinements. Perhaps 
the .Advisory Commission had overlooked one or more factors that would 
explain the incarceration of many of the 650, and that at the same time 
would account for a higher recidivism rate than expected among similar 
offenders previously released. 2 ,3 .-

In reviewing the Commission's argument, it is readily apparent that 

I 
I 

the onUE; for the incarceration of the 650-groap was placed squarely I 
on the ,shoulders of sentencing judges. To wit, the Commission had 
suggested that many or most of the 650 should have been sentenced to 
communit.y eorrections programs, but instead were sentenced to prison. 
In suppo.rt .of this argument, the Commission had identified certain I 
judicial districts as the source of much of the 650-group. With this 

1. That is, to develop a statistical rating system that would bring past I 
experience (in this case post-prison per.formance) to bear aga.inst cur··· 
rent problems (the need to reduce the prison population). 

2 From another - totally independent - perspective, one could hypothesizel 
that the 650-group had as a high a recidivism rate as other offenders 
because they were tncarcerated, i.e., because the prison system had I 
increased their probabilities of recidivism. This would certainly be 
consistent with the Commission's position that young "naive" first 
offenders should not be confined with older "hardened" convicts. 

3 In this· context, the staff wished to avoid value judgments as to. I 
whether certain itidividuals should or should not be incarcerated. 
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in mind, the first item of business was to check on the particular 
avenues by which thes~ offenders had entered the prison system. 

Specifically, the staff was aware that not all offenders enter the 
system direct~ from the criminal courts, and that - in fact -sqme 
entering the system have not been seqjenced at all. From the computer 
f1le,1 the staff determined that th~re were 3446 admissions to the 
prison system during 1974-1976. Of these admissions, just 1586 or 
46.0% were direct criminal court commitments. Of the remaining 1860, 
712 (20.7%) were commitments of probation violators, 362 (10.5%) were 
admissions of parole violators, 22 (0.6%) were other re-admissions of 
criminally committed offenders, 689 (~O.O%) were admissions for safe
keeping or evaluation, and 75 or 2.2% were non-criminal commitments. 
It became apparent to the staff that the Advisory Commission analysis 
leading to the 15-20% finding had ignored the fact that many persons 
admitted to the prison system were not directly sentenced by the court. 

The following table breaks down the prison population (1952) in Iowa 
as of December, 1976 by Offender Attribute Rating and type of admission: 

TYPE OF OFFENDER ATTRIBUTE RATING3 ALL 
ADM][SSION 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 RAT'INGS 

DIRECT COURT COMMITMENT 69 117 194 284 255 182 90 1191 
PROBATION REVOCATION 60 103 123 88 68 30 6 478 

PAROLE REVOCATION2 7 10 29 28 42 664 29 211 
OTHER RE-ADMISSION 0 1 1 0 3 4 1 10 
SAFEKEEPING/EVALUATION 9 5 7 7 3 3 5 39 
CIVIL COMMITMENT 0 0 4 4 2 8 5 23 

ALL ADMISSIONS 145 236 :358 411 373 293 136 1952 

The view of Iowa I s prison population evolving from the above tabulation 
lies in stark contrast to the stated interpretations and conclusions of 
the Advisory Commission. According to the above data, 48.6% of inmates 
falling in the lowest three levels of the Offender Attribute Scale were 

1 Provided by the Division of Adult Corrections, and covering the span 
of time from July 1, 1973 to January 31, 1977. This file was later 
expanded to include all admissions and releases for 1977. 

2 Including parolees with added sentences. 

3 The numbers falling in the various scale levels differ from those 
appearing in the Commission's report (and thus in the preceding tables 
of this report) since the ratings are based on a totally separate data 
collection effort. The numbers, however, are quite similar and in no 
way do the observed difference~ alter the validity of our re-examination 
of the Commission's results. 

4 The fact that more parole violators fall·in higher than in lower levels 
of the scale does not mean that those falling in higher levels have a 
higher parole violation rate. The difference here is that parole vio
lators in higher levels s~rve much more time after returning to prison 
since they more often have added sentences. 
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, not directly committed by the criminal courts of Iowa. In other words, 
almost half of the "select group" tabbed by the Commission for early 
~~lease had 'previously (on the current sentence) violated release 

~"~.:. - conditions, or had not been sentenced for a criminal offense in the 
first place. 

Even more striking is,the fact that a significant number of the select 
group (38.7%) were orIginally placed on pr()bation,! yet were identified 
by the Commission as having been sentenced to prison unnecessarily. 
Stated otherwise, the Commission felt:t;hat such offenders should have 
been p.laced in community programs, but weren't, when - in fact - the 
oppost'te was closer to the truth. To wit, these offenders were placed 
in community programs, but apparently didn't adjust well there-and 
were sent to prison. 

Of particular note with regard to the presence of probation violators 
in the prison population is the fact that such offenders fall dis- 2 
proportionately in the lower levels of the Offender Attribute Scale. 
That this pattern prevails is consistent with the fact that~robation 
violators were - of course - originally placed on probation. 

The appearance of parole violators among the 650 is also of significance 
in that the Commission would have rated these offenders as "good risks" 
for release despite their failure on a previous parole. 

To reiterate, the Commission was class;ifying probation and parole 
violators among the 650 (45% of the group)· as good prospects for 
outright release, when in reality they had been given an opportunity 
in community-based programs and had "failed." 

Overall, the avenue by which an offender entered the prison system, 
i.e., the type of admission, accounted for the incarceration of 48.6% 
of the 650-group. In such cases, it was invalid to suggest that 
sentencing disparity or the lack of adequate community alternatives 
in certain areas had led to their incarcerations. 

The reader may have observed that probation and parole violations are 
"post-sentence" occurrences, while the Offender Attribute Scale considers 
only "pre-sentence" factors. In essense, anything that occurred after 
the date of' sentencing4 would be ignored in the Commission'S analysis. 

In addition to the pure fact of.a.release violation, the Offender 
Attribute Scale fails to reflect new charges that may have been filed 
against the offender while in the prison system or on probation or 

1 Including some who were placed in community residential facilities. 

2 According to figures in the table, 60% of probation violators fall in 
the lower three levels, ,~hile just 32% of the directly committed offenders 
score in these levels. 

3 Since most offenders placed on probation score low on the scale, we 
would expect the same to be true of probation violators, although per
haps not to the extent of successful probationers. 

4 The.original date of senten~ing rather than the possible date of 
"re-sentencing" of release violators. 
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parole. In the area of legal involvements, the scale considers only 
the current (original) sentencing offense or offenses, and the record 
of convictions occurring prior to the current conviction. Any post
sentence behavior, such as new offenses, institutional misconduct, or 
- for that matter - progress while in the prison system, would be 
totally ignored in the Commission!s method of analyzing offender 
populations. 1 

On page 112 of their final report, the Commission states "A large 
number of current inmates have not been convicted of any prior felony, 
and an additional number have not been involved formerly in any cor
rectional program, adult or juvenile." On page 120, the Commission 
goes on to state: "A large number of first offenders currently in
carcerated in Iowa prisons have not been sentenced formerly to 
probation.!! In support of this statement, the Commission comments: 
"Probation appears to be utilized well by the judges in some judicial 
districts, and very rarely, by comparison, in others." 

In the context of the statements above, it occurred to the Master 
Plan staff that perhaps the Commission had labelled some inmates as 
having had no prior probation time, when in fact they had been placed 
on probation "on the current sentence." Indeed, as with the 650-group, 
the staff found that many inmates without prior (adult) felony con
victions were admitted as probation violators (31%). The staff 
determined that, overall, 78% of the December, 1976 prison population 
had prior juvenile or adult commitments or adult felony probations 
(many of the latter on the current sentence). Of the remaining 22%, 
a good share (70%) were currently convicted of crimes against persons 
or on drug charges carrying mandatory prison terms. 5 

1 The Commission is not totally at fault here in that comprehensive 
data on post-sentence factors - including type of admission to prison 
- were not available in the data base. This author was fully aware of 
the above limitations and would have warned the Commission to exercise 
caution in interpreting statistical findings if he had been given an 
opportunity to review the analysis prior to publication. Such, however, 
was not the case. That this author was fully aware of the necessity 
of considering "type of admission" in an analysis of the prison pop
ulation is evident from the fact that he had completed an analysis of 
the same type as attempted by the Commission at least twice in the 
preceding year. (See footnotes 2 and 3 below). Results of an analysis 
completed during the la,te' summer of 1976 ran directly !Counter to the 
conclusions of the Commission. 4 Note also that the Commission wished 
to avoid use of previous findings of the Department of Social Services. 

2 Corrections in Iowa: A System of Growth and Change, Iowa Department 
of Social Services, Bureau of Correctional Evaluation, October, 1976. 
See pp. 39-46, and especially the next to the last paragraph of page 40. 

3 Iowa's Rising Prison Population, Iowa Department of Social SE'I,l'vices, 
Bureau of Correctional Evaluation, March, 1976. 

4 See the finding in the middle of p. xi of Corrections in Iowa: A 
System of. Growth and Change. 
5 . 

These comments are not meant to suggest that all of such offenders 
"should" have been committed to prison. Rather, they are offered to 
provide a more accurate view of Iowa's prison population than that put 
forth by the Advisory Commission. 
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I 
Additional analyses indicated that just 6% of the active ~ri~on pop- I 
ulation consisted of yet-to-be-paroled property offenders wlthout 
prior juvenile or adult commitments or adult felony probations. To 
check on possible reasons for the commitments of these 6%, the Master I 
Plan staff examined inmate files maintained by the Iowa Board of Parole. 
In most files there is a form, completed upon admission, that asks for 
the reason the offender was denied probation. In about three-fourths I 
of the cases examined (the 6%), "reasons for the commitment" were given, 
either on this form or elsewhere in the file. 

Typical "reasons" were as follows: I 
1) The offender was awaiting final disposition on previous 

charges, or was on probation for previous charges, when 
the current offe~se was committed, or when arr,ested on the 
current offense; 

2) Failure to appear in court or new charges while awaiting 
final disposition; 

3) Many current charges - including multiple counts, and 
cases where the offender was known to have been involved in 
a "crime spree" or was suspected of a "string" of crimes of 
a similar nature; 

4) The offender had exhibited a recent assaultive behavior or 
was judged suicidal (although not currently convicted of an 
assaultive crime); 

5) Avery serious or extensive juvenile record (although not 
committed. as a juvenile); and 

6) Charges (ciften serious) dropped or reduced in return for a 
guilty plea. 

With regard to 6), the staff noticed that guilty pleas and dropped 
or reduced charges were quite frequent among offenders imprisoned 
without the usual indicators of a prison term, i.e., current con
viction for a violent offense or prior prison time. In other words, 
because of plea bargaining', the "fin~lll or "convicting" offense con
sidered by the Commission frequently didn't take into account the 
number or seriousness of original charges against the offender. 

In summary, juvenile commitments, adult felony probations', and "aggra
vating factors," such as those listed'above, occurred in almost all 
cases of yet-to-be-paroled property offenders without prior prison time, 

1 
All offenders not cOllvicted of crimes against persons or of drug-law 

violations. 

2 This does not include those whose probations were revoked, as such 
individuals were counted as having prior felony probations (and thus 
did not appear in the 6%). The staff, however, did come upon cases 
where the offender was serving a previous felony probation when com
mitted (directly) for the new felony. 
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and correspondingly among the 650-group identified by the Commission 
as having been sentenced to prison without apparent reason. 1 

To check on the (remote) possibility that many of the property offenders 
without prior commitments or adult felony probations - and without 
aggravating factors - had been released early by the parole board, and 
thus didn't appear in the prison population, the staff shifted focus 
to a study of prison admissions during the three-year period 1974-1976. 
This analysis gave virtually the same results as the preceding, i.e., 
parole release practices didn't account for the absence of the expected 
group of "clean" offenders. 

From another angle, the staff became concerned with the "risk profiles" 
of directly committed offenders in the 650-group, and the question of 
whether or not they would have been ((good risks" for release on pro
bation. At the outset of the Master Plan effort, the staff had extended 
and refined previous work of the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation in 
"risk rating!! convicted offenders. 

In particular, the staff had developed a new rating system - initially 
called the Probation Base Expectancy Scoring System - from data on the 
outcome of 4749 probationers and parolees released from caseloads over 
the three-year period 1974-1976. The new system was perceived as 
greatly improving on previous Bureau systems, and was judged to provide 
a highly accurate gauge of the probability that a convicted offender 
would fail or be rearrested if placed on probation. 

In applying this new rating system to directly committed offenders in 
the 650-group, the staff determined that 51% of such offenders would 
have rated as HIGH or ULTRA-HIGH RISK for release on probation, and 
another 24% would rate as higher than average risk (HIGH-MEDIUM).2 
In applying these results to the broader question of the existence of 
good candidates for community programs within the prison population, 
the staff found that just 5% of the population consisted of directly 
committed offenders in the 650-group who were better than average 
risks for release on probation. Again, a review of inmate files 
revealed many instances of "aggravating factors" that were often given 
as reasons for denial of probation. In fact, the staff felt that -
based on such factors - the 5% would likely be worse risks for release 
on probation than their lower ratings on the risk scale indicated. 

Furthermore, the staff found that among directly committed inmates, 
those in the 650-group would have been only slightly better risks for 
release on probation than other offenders (with higher Offender 
Attribute ratings). In particular - as stated above - 51% of those 
in the 650-groupwould have been HIGH or ULTRA HIGH RISK for probation, 

1 Again, this is not intended to suggest that these factors were !!good 
reasons!! for incarceration, but - instead - that their appearance was 
to a degree inconsistent with the Commission's perceptions. 

2 Just 25.2% would have rated as better than average risks for pro
bation - LOW-MEDIUM RISK, LOW RISK, OR VERY-LOW RISK - in the Iowa 
system. More will be said about the probatiqn risk rating system 
when the stage is set for a extended discussion of this topic. 
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while no more than 54% of other offenders would have been rated as 
such. Again, as with the previously described recidivism results, 
the G50-group didn't stack up as better release risks than other 
offenders. 

In the late summer of 1911, the Master Plan staff was becoming in
creasingly aware of difficulties with the 15-20% finding as summarized 
above. To illustrate the magnitude of these problems and to suggest 

I 
I 
I 

the difficulty that would arise if the Board of Parole were to pursue an 
early release strategy based on the rationale expressed by the Commission! 
the staff drew u,p a short working paper entitled "An Analysis of the' I 
Advisory Commission's Recommendations for De-Escalating Iowa's Prison 
Population. If. The goal of the analysis described in this, document was 
"to determin6\ the number of individuals in our adult ins'titutions I 
who could be ~eleased safely on parole and who exhibit characteristics 

I 

that indicate that probation "could," and in most cases "would," have 
been granted, but was not." 

The basic intent, as expressed in the statement above, was to identify 
the number of inmates who were "clean" in terms of their admission 
characteristics, and who would be "good risks" for parole. This was 
more or less 8.n attempt to translate the observation of the Commission 
that many good candi.dates for community corrections were instead sent 
to prison and could be safely released -- into a target group for 
parole screen.ing. This analysis was not an attempt to judge who should 
be in prison and who not, or who among the prison population were 
releasable. Very simply, it was an attempt to push the stance of the 
COlnmission on the 15-20% to its logical "ends," namely the safe release 
of "clean II offenders. 

This analysis,. which roughly paralleled arguments given above t .. ,~ame 
to the conclusion that 1.3% of the prison population consisted of 
"clean" offenders who could be "safely" released, as a means of cor
recting for the sentencing disparity identified by the Advisory Com
mission. Tbe analysis was based i.n pa.rt on the identification of 
offenders who would be HIGH or ULTRA-HIGH RISK for release on parole. 
The system used to identify such offenders evolved as one of the end
products of the Master Plan recidivism study. This new system, which 
was initia·lly called the Parole Base Expectancy Scoring System, was 
judged to be highly accurate in gauging the likelihood and severity of 
new criminal acts by offenders released from Iowa prisons, in terms of 
past behavior of ex-prisoners. 1 . 

In early 1978, the Des Moines Register published a guest opinion by 
Philip Riley, Des Moines City Attorney and chairman of the then defunct 
Advisory Commission. The opinion, entitled "Risk factor in releases 
set by one statistician," included the following comments by Mr. Riley: 

• • • The adv,v.,oJr.y commi6J.,,{.on i.de.nU6i-ed 15 ;to '20 peJLc.ent on 
c.tWr..ent ..i..ntd:liutiOlitai. popui..at<.on6 a6 ~ei.ec.:l:..i..vely ltelea6able. 
S..i..nc.e ~u.c.h JtUe.a6e Wa6 ..i..n ;the hanM 06 ;the Pa/'&iJ£.e BoaJt.d and 
c.oMec..tion6 a.u:tholLU:.i.e6, .the adv.ihOJl.y commi..6~..i..on c.au:U.oLUly 

1 See Section IV of Volume VII. 
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avd1..ded em 00 dy,[ng that u.tUnate bt .i:t6 po pui.a.Uo n pM j emo YI.-6 • 
ThecornrrU.6.6.[an d1..d deem .6uch ac..t.i.an jUf...t and 6a.i1t, whelte 
waManted, and il en.COUltaged the applWpluate authoJtU,[u in 
the .6y.6tem to make up. 601t the pJt.i.OIt lack d~D commun.Uy cOMemoY1.-6 
ac.IWM the .6tate, .6 enten.c..i.n.g di..6 pMUy, and o.thelt caM u 06 
unneeded bI.CMceJl.a:t--i.on. The new Ma.6.teJl. Plan T a.6 k FOJLce hM 
60CU6 ed an .that poJLtion 06. the advi.6oJLy commi6.6,[o n'.6 .6.tudy 
and htl6 came .to Jr.a£UcaUy d.i.66eJLent con.c.lu.6,[oyl.-6: The .tMk 
60JLce'.6 explteMed brue6 i.6 that iM:tead 06 .the 15-20 peJLcent 
a 6 the '[YI.-6.tliuti.() nal po pu£.at.i.o YI.-6 pM PM ed 60JL lteteM e lall t 
yealL by the adv.i..6oJLY commi6.6'[on, only 1 peJLc.ent 06 tho.6 e 
popuiatioY1.-6 .6hould be cOYl.-6,[deJLed JLeteMable. VMyl F.i..6chelt, 
a .6tctti..6uuan appo'[nted .to the .tMk 60JLce 6Mm the BUlteau 
06 COMemonal Evaluation, :the COMecUoY1.-6 V,[v..iL:,ion'.6 ,[n-
hoUf.. e .6.tat.i..6uuaY/J.), hM ,[den.ti6,[ed a .6 eJUu 06 "JL..i.6 k 6ac.:toM" 
wMch he .6ay.6 Me ,[nd.i.cu 06 the 6ailuJLe po:te.n:ti.al. 06 co n-
v,[cted 066 endeJL6 • He now hall analyzed the ,[nma.tu 06 Anamo.6 a 
and FoJLt Madi..6on in hM woJLk 60JL .the :tMk 60JLce and hM fu.ted 
6ac.:toM wfUc.h. in. h.i..6 judgment pJLe.6ent a Uke1..i.ho ad 06 6a.iluJte 
06 .th0.6e, ,[n.ma.tu x.o .6uccee.d '[6 JLeleMed.Apply'[n.g .thO.6e to 
.the ,[n.ma.te "/teteMe" gMUp .6ugge.6ted by .the advi.6oltif commi6.6,[oi1, 
he dec.lMM .that, ,[n. e66ec.:t, 99 peltcen.t 06 tho.6e w£t.hln. the 
wall.6 Me pM peJLty placed .thelte. ••• 1 6 hM .6.tated an.d wJt.i.tten. 
co n.c.lU.6,[O 1'1.6 Me applied in. an analy.6i.6 a 6 c.uM.ent 0 6 6 en.delt 
po puia.tio YI.-6 ,[n. and a at a 6 .the iYl.-6.tliuti.o 11..6 ,[n .th.i..6 .6.tate, we 
fibui .that lcvz.ge numbeJL6 06 066en.deM cU.ItJLen.tly on. pMbaUon. 
would have.to be in.CaJLc.eJr.ated .to me.et h.i..6 "Jr.L!Jk" c.tU;tvU.a, 
dupile :the.i.JL cWUten.t .6UCCe.6.6 on. pMba.tion.. • • Local. community 
cOMed.A.oY1.-6 o6Mua1..6 have had oppoJLtunUy :to JLev,[w .the JLea.6011..6 
F i.6chelt g,[vu 60JL deny,[ng COYl.-6,[deltat{.on 6ate. ltelea.6 e .to .that Po~? n. 
06 .the pJt.i.60n popuR.a.tion who look Uke goad can.d.i.datu 601t com
mun.Uy COMemOYl.-6, .the qUe.6:tWned 15-20 peJLc.en.t. The.i.JL con.
clu.6,[oI1..6 echo my own.. They aflv.i..6e .that '[6 h.i..6 judgment 06 
what maku up "JL..i.6k 6ac.:tOM" welte appUed by .the .6en.tenung 
couJLt.6 06 .th.i..6 .6.tate, an.d i6 ma.n.datoJLy mLn..i.mum .6 entenCe6 . 
Itemain. .the law, commwu.ty COMernOY1.-6 w.i.ll be e66ec.tivety dead, 
dui;.~l.Oyed, -In. Iowa wilhln :two yeaM, at a CO.6.t 06 untold mi.lUoY1.-6 .to 
.the:c..U<.zeY1.-6 06 .tiUJ., .6:tate. 16 we let .the .6 U/tvival 06 .that pM cUJ.:, 
JUnE; eon. .the .technlcal. deteJlm,[naUo 11..6 06 ol'l.e in.div'[duat wilhln. .the 
.6 y.6:tem, 1 .6ubmLt .that we maki2. a gJtave rnv...take. . • • 

Mr Riley was reacting to the above-described analysiS of the prison 
population, with particular reference to the application of parole risk 
ratings. His comments ~learly reflect his dissatisfaction with the 
Master Plan staff's review of the 15-20% finding. He appears to draw 
the conclusion that !'risk factors" are the agents most directly respon
sible for the finding that ~'99 percent of those within the walls are 
properly placed there." He goes on to suggest that the future applica
tion of these risk factors in sentencing decisions - in conjunction 
with the new criminal code - would effectively destroy the community 
corrections system in Iowa within two years. 

Before continuing with an analysis of the Commission's position, 
it is, vital to point out that the major thrust of the preceding 
analyses of the G50-group concerns factors 1 'other th~n "risk," 

1 Such as type of admission, prior non-p~ison convictions p and aggra
vativg circumstances. 

-79-



/, 
l' 

and that "ri.sk" was brought into the argument primarily as a means 
of bridging the gap between the question of an inappropriate 
criminal sentence and the early release of those thus identified. 
In no way were these analyses directed to a determination of "criteria 
for imprisonment." It was not at the time, and is not at present; the 
prerogative of the researcher to dictate "who should be in" and "who 
should be out." 

Another point missed in the above op1n10n is that the Master Plan 
analyses had led to the finding that 24% of the prison population 
consisted of extremely "low risk" offenders who could be released at 
eal"lier dates thannorma,l without risk to the community. In fact, the 
Master Plan staff met with the Iowa Board of Parole to discuss the 
prospects for using rating systems developed by the staff in their 
release deliberations.1 

The difference between the 24% and the 650-group recommended by the 
Commission is considerable. In fact, 74% of the 24%-group fall in 
offen<:1er categories that could2 involve mandatory prison sentences 
under the new criminal code. 3 ,4 Most of the offenders with such 
characteristics would fall in the highest four levels of the Offender 
Attribute Scale, and thus would not appear releasable to the Advisory 
Commission. 

To summarize, the Commission had made use of the Offender Attribute 
Scale to arrive at the conclusion that 15-20% of the prison population 
could be released without danger to the community. The Cowmission's 
analysis had indicated that the group of 650 offenders scoring in the 
lowest three levels of the scale (from which the 15-20% were to be 
drawn) had "the same characteristics" as offenders on probation or in 
existing community residences, and thus would likely be "good risks" 
for outright release. The Commission suggested that many of the group 
should have been placed in community programs, but instead were sen~ 
tenced to prison -- unnecessarily. 

Reviewing the same data, the Adult Corrections Master Plan staff 
discovered a number of "difficulties" with the 15-20% finding and 
associated statements: 

1 See Volume VI of this series. 

2 The word "could" refers to the fact that such offenders have char
acteristics covered by the mandatory sentence prov1s10ns. In practice, 
however, system decision-makers might seek to avoid the imposition of 
such sentences in many cases. 

3 Including mandatory minimum prison sentences and mandatory imprison
ment (no probation). Of the 24%, 10.3% were lifers, 37.0% were others 
who could have received minimum prison terms, and 25.2% were others who 
could have been denied probation (under the new code). 

4 The fact that many of the lower risk offenders in state prisons 
might have mandatory minimum sentences under the new criminal code 
could seriously hamper efforts to 'reduce the prison population through 
an early release strategy. ! 
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1) The Commission's analysis counted all inmates as· if 
they were directly committed by the criminal courts, 
when in fact nearly half of their "select group" were 
admitted as probation or parole violators or for safe
keeping or evaluation prior to trial or sentencing. 

2) The Commission took a "cross-sectional" look at adult 
correctional populations in Iowa, i.e., at those active 
in various programs at a single point in time, yet 
limited consideration to information known at a pre
vious point in time - the date of sentencing - which 
may have been months, years, or even decades into the 
past. Thus the possibility of violations, new charges, 
or institutional misconduct was ignored. 

3) The Commission failed to clearly establish that the 
proposed release group would be "good risks" for release 
based upon past experience with similar offenders. In 
fact, the Master Plan staff found that the Commission's 
select group would likely be no more success£ul after 
rele~e on parole than would offenders not selected. 

4) Perhaps the most noteworthy difficulty with the 15-20% 
finding is the assumption on the ~art of the Commission 
that directly committed offenders in the\select group 
were - for the most part - committed without reason. 
In making this claim, the Commission overlooked the pos- 2 
sibility that many were high risks for probation failure, 
missed the existence of aggravating factors leading to 
incarceration, and ignored the mandatory imposition of 
prison terms in some cases. When the variety of factors 
considered by judges were taken into account, the number 
of inmates who were truly "clean" - and who constituted· 
obviously good candidates for community programs - was 
reduced to nearly zero. 

In a way, the best characterization of the observed difficulties with 
the 15-20% finding is to say, "If it wasn't one thing, it was another!" 
That is to say, if a particular indicator of incarceration was missing, 
then another would pop up to take its place. 3 

In searching for a brief description of the prison population that 
would best exemplify this pattern, the staff came upon the following 
profile, wherein each successive category draws from the pool of 
inmates not covered by the preceding categories: 

1 Assuming the Commission would be willing to delete those in the select 
group who were not directly committed. With this deletion, the select 
group would reduce in size from 34% of the prison population to 19%. 

2 One potential ,criticism of risk ratings-is that they might unjustly 
discriminate against certain offenders because they are young, or black, 
or single, or unskilled, or under-educated. The statistics show, how
ever, that HIGH and UL'l'RA-HIGH RISK offenders generally have serious 
prior records. Within these groups, thrise scoring low on the Offender 
Attribute Scale (lowest three levels) had prior records averaging 5.2 
arrests, 2.8 convictionsi and 0.9 incarcerations. In fact, 85% were 
previously arrested within two years of their current incarcerations. 

3 Without making the judgment that ~ny factor or set of factors was 
sufficient to warrant incarceration. 
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40% NOT DIRECTLY COMMITTED BY THE COURT 
40% COVERED BY MANDATORY SENTENCE PROVISIONS OF THE NEW 

CRIMINAL CODE 
13% HIGH OR ULTRA-HIGH RISK FOR PROBATION OR UNLIKELY 

TO RECEIVE PROBATION1 
6% AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES GTVEN AS REASONS FOR 

COMMITMENT 
1% NONE OF THE ABOVE 

In retrospect, one might ask what circustances would have been suf
fj;cient to ensure the validity of the Commission's assu.rnptions about 
the select group. One such set of circumstances would have been the 
"overwhelming" and "near total" success of community-based programs in 
rehabilitating criminal offenders. In this situation, success rates in 
community programs would have been near 100%, and, accordingly, few 
offenders would have entered institutions by probation or parole re
vocation. In addition, those offenders in the select group who were 
sent to prison would be - for the most part - extremely good risks for 
probation. Thus" assuming such circumstances could exist, the only 
complaint of any magnitude that could be made about the select group 
would involve the question of aggravating factors, and this likely would 
apply in only a small percentage of cases. 

Note also that these circumstances - high success rates in community 
programs - would be consistent with the Commission's major thesis that 
community programs were more likely to end in rehabilitation then were 
institutional programs. ' 

This hypothetical set of circumstances would essentially separate con
victed felons into two groups, namely 1) those violent and habitual 
offenders who normally were sent to prison at high rates and who were 
judged not to be good candidates for community programs J and 2) the 
non-violent most often first offenders who were suitable for community 
programs and who succeeded in such programs at uniformly high rates. 
These two groups would constitute the "blackYl2 (prison types) and the 
"white,,2 (community types), with a clear identification of the offender 
with programming approach. '1'he "black" would fall predominately in 
high levels of the Offender Attribute Scale and the "white" predominately 
in lower levels. As a result, the Commission's analysis would exact 
a near perfect split between the two groups and the programs most 
perfectly attuned to them. 

The difficulty with these hypothetical circumstances is that they could 
not logically have occurred in the context of the Commission's efforts. 
To wit, Iowa would not have reached the situation of potential over
crowding in the prisons that led to the Commission's formation if 
community programs had attained the stated levels of success. Indeed, if 
community programs had recorded extremely high success rates, then 
probation and parole revocations would have been nowhere near the 
observed levels, and furthermore direct court commitments would likely 
have been lower in recognition of the greater rehabilitative efficacy of 
the community approach.' . 

1 Falling in the highest four levels of the·Offender Attribute Scale. 

2 Not racial indicator. 
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One fifia] comment is in order concerning the general strategy of the 
Commission in selecting a target group within the prison population 
for early release. Essentially, the Commission was faced with the 
problem of how to reduce the prison population in an equitable manner 
without endangering the general public. It was natural, in this 
instance, to look for a group of inmates who were eimilar to many 
offenders already serving time in the community, and who would likely 
pose no significant threat to the public if released. Accordingly, 
based on a statistical analysis, the Commission chose to recommend the 
release of 15-20% of the prison population, to be drawn from the 
group of 650 offenders scoring in the lowest three levels of the 
Offender Attribute Scale. 

The essence of the logic involved here was that offenders with "low" 
incarceration probabilities should be handled almost exclusively 
in community-based programs. However, the Commission chose not to 
recommend that offenders with "high" incarceration probabilities 
(top levels of the Offender Attribute Scale) be handled for the 
most part in institutional programs. In other words, they saw the 
logic in handling "good candidates" for community programs in the 
community, but failed to suggest that "poor candidates" should be 
handled in institutions. 1 

In sum, neither the Offender Attribute Scale nor any ll s ingle" 
rating system2 based on limited information can tell the analyst 
how many inmates should be in prison. The reality is that the 
question of who should be 1'1 in" and who should be "out 11 has no simple 
answer. Indeed, any s,uch determination would involve a number of 
value judgments not rightfully within the purview of the unbiased 
analyst. This does not mean, however, that the analyst cannot assist 
in u.he development of improved strategies for sentencing and parole 
decision-making. On the contrary, the potential is great for 
significant contributions in this area. 

Finally - in line with the above - it is vital that the reader not 
jump to the conclusion that the thrust of the preceding analysis 
is to support the incarceration of offenders of the type recommended 
for release by the Commission. Indeed, no statements were made by 
the Master Plan staff3 that the factors isolated in the analysis -
such as high risk ratings - would justify the incarceration of any 
single individual. Rather, the existence of such factors helped 
to explain Wh~ many of the offenders in the select group were 
incarcerated. The sole conclusion of the analysis was that the 
existence of these factors was inconsistent with the characterizations 
offered by the Advisory Commission. 

1 If the Commission had recommended that all inmates scoring in the 
lowest three levels of the scale be released and that all community
based offenders scoring in the highest four levels of the scale be 
imprisoned, then 657 inmates would be released, and 922 community
based offenders would be imprisoned, resulting in a net increase in 
the prison population of 265. 
2 

Such as a risk-rating device. 

3 Or by the SAC staff since the 
4 f 

The concern here was why they 
or not they should have been. 

termination of the Master Plan efforts. 

were incarcerated rather than whether 
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The M"a:ster Plan analysis discussed in the previous section had led 
to the conclusion that felony sentencing practices in Iowa, including 
sentencing disparity among the judicial districtS, had not resulted 
in the inca:rcerat ion of a large number of "obvious candidates" for 
community programs. This would seem to suggest that sentencing dis
parity was not of the nature and extent that the Commission had 
suggested it to be. 

Note, however~ that the Master Plan analysis was limited to an 
examination of the prison population, and thus did not directly 
address the question of sentencing patterns or the characteristics 
(beyond Offender Attribute ratings) of community-based offenders. 
Perhaps a more broadly-based analysis would support the basic 
contentions of the Commission concerning disparate patterns of 
incarceration. 

In fact, the Commission's statement that "maI\Y of those offenders 
(in the select group) are incarcerated due to sentencing disparities 
among the judicial dist:ricts" (p. 113) - is not totally inconsistent 
with the exceptions expressed above. In other wordS, higher incar
ceration rates outside the Fifth District could well have involved 
the incarceration of offenders with the characteristics discussed 
in the previous section. 1 Perhaps "totally clean" offenders were 
consensus picks for probation in all districts, but "intermediate" 
types, such as HIGH and ULTRA-HIGH RISK directly committed offenders 
in the lowest three scale levels, were placed in the community much 
more frequently in the Fifth District. Also, it could well have been 
the case that many of the probation violators in the Fifth District 
were being handled in existing eommunity residences, and accordingly 
that many of such offenders in the select group who were sentenced 
outside the District would have been placed in residences had they 
been available. 

Thus, it would be necessary to examine actual sentencing practices to 
determine whether or not sentencing disparity and the lack of community 
residences in other than the Fifth District had led to the incarceration 
of a significant portion of the existing prison population. 

In reviewing the Master Plan analysis of difficulties with the select 
group, one might note that the factor least open to debate was the 
presence of offenders in the select group who were not directly 
committed by the court. Of the 6572 offenders in the select group, 
48.6~' were admitted as probation or parole violators or for special 
reasons such as safekeeping or evaluation prior to trial or sentencing. 
In such cases, one cannot legitimately argue that sentencing disparity 
was the "cause" of incarceration. 

1 Probation or parole violations, r"atings of HIGH or ULTRA-HIGH RISK, 
prior non-prison records, and aggravating circumstances. 
2 

~The Commission referred to the group as containing 650 offenders. 
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When offenders admitted by other than direct court commitment are 
deleted from the select rou those remainin would have constituted 
19.4% of the prison population. The existence of a group of directly 
committed offenders of this size in lower Offender Attribute levels 
could still be consistent with the Commission's major thesis on 
sentencing disparity. 

Indeed, the 19.4% could well have exhibited characteristics common 
among a significant portion of the community-based population. 1 
Note also that no comments have been offered to this point to explain 
or rationalize the similarity in Offender Attribute scores between 
the reformatory population (men and women) and the client population 
of community residences. 

To examine actual sentencing practices, it is necessary to take a 
somewhat different approach than that of the Advisory Commission. 
As discussed previously, the Commission's analysis constituted a 
"cross-sectional" view of the adult correctional population in 
Iowa in that only those offenders active in the system as of 
October 1, 1976 were examined. 

This particular approach does not generally give an accurate view 
of the results of the sentencing process since it qoesn't cover all 
(and only those) persons sentenced during a given interval of time. 
Namely, persons serving shorter periods of time are under-represented 
and persons serving longer periods of time are over-represented. 2 
Another aspect of the cross-sectional method is that many persons 
placed in community residential programs or in county jails are 
counted as being on straight probation since offenders entering 
such programs generally serve only short periods in the facility 
itself and longer periods on probation after release. 3 

The comments above emphasize the advantages of examining the 
totality of sentences for felonies in Iowa during a given interval 
of time. Accordingly, the Master Plan staff - and later the SAC 
staff - examined available inform.ation on felony sentencing in 
Iowa during the three-year period 1974-1976. During this period, 
there were a total of 7495 persons sentenced for felonies in Iowa, 
not including those already in the criminal justice system when 

1Witness the following comments from the Register guest opinion 
"'Risk'factor i in releases set by one statistician," by Philip Riley: 
"If his (this author's) stated and written conclusions are applied 
in an analysis of current offender populations in and out of the 
institutions in this state, we find that large numbers of offenders 
currently on probation would have to be incarcerated to meet his 
"risk" criteria, despite their current success on probation ..• " 
See Appendix II for the complete text of the opinion. 

2 In other words, types of offenders serving short terms in cor
rectional programs move through the system more quickly and are 
less likely to appear in any given active population. 

3 Thus the 85 (active) residential corrections clients examined by 
the Commission didn't include former clients on probation as of October 
1, 1976. 
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arrested (and thus not including probation and parole violators).l 

This new2 approach of examining only directly sentenced offenders 
(hot already in a correctional program when sentenced), and all 
offenders sentenced over a fixed period of time, Was judged to 
conrect for many of the ditficulties (as identified aboVe) with 
the 'Commission's cross-sectional approach. Namely, the analysis 
concentrated on the event of sentencing itself, without reference 
to the fact that the offender was or was not in a particular program 
(such as a state prison) at a later point in time, e.g., October 1, 
1976. In other~ords, a case (Dr sentence) was identified with the 
date of sentencing and the i~formation known about the offender at 
that date, and not with inform3i:tion applicable at a later pqint in 
time, such as prison misconduct or new offenses while in a release 
condition. In short, the period-in .... time method was judged to be 
more directly suited to an analysis of sentencing practices and 
their eff'ect on prison admissions than the point-in-time method 
of the Commission. 3 

In particular, use of the Offender Attribute Scale as a measure of the 
probability of incarceration was judged to be more appropriate for 
the new period-in-time approach, since information coded into the 
scale applied directly to the date of (original) sentencing in a 
case~ Furthermore, a study covering the three-year period 1974-1976 
was judged to cover most directly these aspects of sentencing that 
would affect the active prison population in late 1976. 

The following thus reflects an effort initiated by the Master Plan 
staff - and carried forth by SAC - to thoroughly study felony 
sentencing disparity in Iowa during 1974-1976. 

Of the 7495 cases examined by the Master Plan staff, the following 
breakdown of sentences was observed: 

1 The population of offenders covered here includes all adults who 
were convicted of felonies or received deferred judgments on felony 
charges during 1974-1976, with several further stipulations.-Namely, 
persons receiving fines or straight jail sentences (without pro
bation) and, persons ,who were already in the criminal justice system 
when arrested were excluded. In addition, persons convicted of 
delivery or possession with intent to deliver a controlled SUbstance 
- accomodation offense (an indictable misdemeanor) -, were included 
to give an accurate view of sentencing on drug charg~es. 

2 Actually the approach wasn't new in that the Bureau of Correctional 
Evaluation had conducted similar analyses of felony sentencing over 
a period of time prior to the work of the Commission. Again, the 
Commission chose not to make use of this informatio,n. 
3 ,But, of course, not to an analysis of an active prison population. 
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SENTENCE CASES % 

STRAIGHT PROBATION 5322 71.0% 

RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 363 4.8% 

COUNTY JAIL 224 3.0% 

STATE PRISON 1586 21.2% 

7495 100% 

It is interesting to note that this percentage breakdown of felony 
sentences during 1974-1976 is similar to thi percentage breakdown 
of the active adult correctional population studied by the Com
mission, which was as follows: 

CORRECTIONAL ASSIGNMENT CASES % 

PROBATION 5116 71.5%2 

RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 85 1.2% 

PRISON SYSTEM 1952 27.3%3 

7153 100% 

The basic sentencing statistics itemized above document a high degree 
of reliance on community alternatives to imprisonment in Iowa during 
1974-1976. In all, 79% of felons were handled in community programs. 
The question of primary interest with regard to the Commission's 
work is the extent to which these results vary among the judicial 
districts in Iowa, and in particular, the extent to which the results 
support the Commission's assumptions on sentencing disparity. 
Indeed, do sentencing results support their contention that the lack 
of community residences outside the Fifth District led to a SUbstantial 
number of unnecessary incarcerations? 

1 Of those sentenced for felonies. 

2 Most of those originally sentenced to residential corrections 
and county jails were released from these facilities and were on 
probation at the point in time (October 1, 1976) examined by the 
Commission. 

3 The percentage of active offenders who are in the prison system 
is higher than the percentage of offenders se.ntenced to prison 
(in the preceding b:reakdown) because of the admission of probation 
violators - originally counted as sentenced to probation - and 
the fact that offenders on the average serve more time in prison 
than in the community. (See Volume I). 
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Here, then, are the statewide results broken down accordinI to 
i, the judicial district in which the offender was sentenced. 

JUDICIAL TOTAL STRAIGHT RESIDENTIAL COUNTY STATE 
DISTRICT SENTENCED PROBATION CORRECTIONS JAIL PRISON 

FIRST2 950 82.2% 0.2% 3.3% 14.3% 

SECOND 1129 77.6% 0.2% 1.9% 20.4% 

THIRD 561 75.4% 0.0% 4.5% 20.1% 

FOURTH 379 69.4% 0.8% 1.6% 28.21-

FIFTH 1922 61.11- 18.2% 0.91- 19.8% 

SIXTH 857 79.7% 0.1% 2.6% 17.6% 

SEVENTH2 784 64.4% 0.1% 2.4% 33.0% 

EIGHTH 753 66.3% 0.5% 9.6% 23.6% 

STATEWIDE 7495 71.0% 4.8% 3.0% 21.2% 
(5322) (363) (224) (1586 ) 

According to these figures, the First (14.3%), Second (20.4%), 
Third (20.1%), Fifth (19.8%) and Sixth (17.6%) Districts had less 
than average (21.2%) reliance on state prisons for felony sentencing, 
while the Fourth (28.2%), Seventh (33.0%.), and Eighth (23.6%) Dis
tricts had greater than average reliance on the prison system. 

On the other side of the coin, the First (82.2%), Second (77.6%), 
Third (75.4%), and Sixth (79.7%) Districts had greater than average 
(71.0%) reliance on straight probation, while the Fourth (69.4%), 
Fifth (61.1%), Seventh (64.4%), and Eighth (66.3%) Districts made 
less than average use of this alternative. Most noteworthy is the 
fact that the Fifth Judicial District made the least use of straight 
probation at 61.1%. 

Notice, however, that the Fifth District made the greatest use (19.1%) 
of intermediate alternatives (residential corrections and county 
jails).3 In fact, only the .Eighth District - among other districts -
made any SUbstantial use of intermediate alternatives (10.1%). 

1 See also Table 18 of Volume IV. 

2 Figures for the First District exclude results for Dubuque County, 
while figures for the Seventh District exclude results for Cedar and 
Jackson Counties -- due to missing data. All counties are represented 
in the statewide figures, however. 

3 Most of the offenders among the 19.1% were placed in the Fort Des 
Moines Men's Residential Corrections program. 
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Due to the fact that our primary interest here is with differences 
in sentencing between the Fifth and remaining judicial districts, no 
attempt will be made to ·discussin detail results on a district
by-district basis. Rather, concentration will be placed on obtain
ing answers to the following questions: 

A) What were the Observable differences in sentencing 
between the Fifth and remaining districts during 
1974-1976? In particular, did Fifth District judges 
commit significantly fewer offenders to state prisons 
- on a percentage basis - than did judges in other 
districts? 

B) What would a comparison of results suggest was the 
use of Fifth District community residential facilities 
as alternatives to other sentences? Specifically, 
what percentage of the offenders sentenced to such 
facilities wou1d likely have received prison sentences 
had the factlities not been aVl;dlable as sentencing 
alternatives? 

C) What would have been the most likely sentencing 
pattern outside the Fifth District had residential 
facilities been available, and had they been used 
to the extent of the Fifth District facilities? What 
would such assumptions dictate as the number of 
offenders sentenced to prison outside the Fifth District 
who would have been placed in residential facilities had 
they been available?' Again, under these assumptions, what 
would have been the impact of such residences. on direct 
court commitments and on the prison population? Finally, 
what percentage of total direct court commitments falling 
in the lowest three levels of the Offender Attribute Scale 
could have been avoided had resident iiI facilities been 
available outside the Fifth District? 

D) Would there likely have been a significant difference in 
sentencing between the Fifth and other districts had 
residential facilities not been available as sentencing 
alternatives? Indeed, would sentencing outside the Fifth 
District have been "more severe?" 

E) Did offenders sentenced outside the Fifth District have 
"the same profile" as offenders sentenced in the District? 
Would we expect more - or less - severe sentencing outside 
the Fifth Distr~ct based on a more - or less - serious 
offender profile? Assuming a significant difference in 
profile - and thus in sentencing expectation - how should 
we take this into account to provide more accurate answers 

...,-------
1 Recall that 19.4% of the prison population consisted of directly 
committed offenders scoring in the lowest three levels of the Offender 
Attribute Scale. The question remains: How many of this 19.4% were 
imprisoned due to the lack of residential facilities statewide? 
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to the qUestions expressed above. (Note: The reader 
should review questions A-D to determine if they need to be 
- and how they might be - reworded to reflect consideration 
of "a difference in profile.") 

To identify direct diff~~ences in sentencing between the Fifth and 
other districts, the following table was constructed: 

RESIDENTIAL 
JUDICIAL TOTAL STRAIGHT CORREC- COUNTY STATE 
DISTRICT(S) SENTENCED PROBATION TIONS JAIL PRISON 

FIFTH 1922 61.1% 18.2% 0.9% 19.8% 
(1175) (350) (17) (380) 

OTHER DISTRICTS 5573 74.4% 0.2% 3.7% 21.6% 
(4147) (13) (207) (1206) 

STATEWIDE 7495 71.0% 4.8% 3.0% 21.2% 
(5322) (363) (224) (1586) 

According to the table, there was a big difference (13.3%) between 
the Fifth (61.1%) and other districts (74.4~) in the percentage of 
sentences to straight probation, and a rather small difference (1.8%) 
in the percentage of prison sentences (19.8% for the Fifth to 21n6% 
for other districts). In fact, the difference in the use of cQunty 
jails (3.7% minus 0.9% or 2.8%) was greater than the difference in 
the use of state prisons. 

THE ASTONISHING THING ABOUT THESE FIGURES IS THAT 
THEY SUGGEST THAT THE RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS PROGRAM 
IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT DID NOT OPERATE PRIMARILY 
AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO IMPRISONMENT DURING THE PERIOD IN 
QUESTION. 

Indeed, one would have expected a much greater difference in the use 
of state prisons than the observed 19.8% to 21.6%, had residential 
facilities in the Fifth operated primarily as an alternative to 
imprisonment. If, in fact, the 1.8% difference in the use of state 
prisons was due solely to the availability of residential facilities 
in the Fifth District, and if sentencing results would have been 
expected to be identical - absent the residential program - then 
it would follow that the facilities had oEerated as an alternative 
to imErisonment for no more than 10.4% of the 350 felony offenders 
directly sentenced to the program.! 

We now raise the question as to whether or not the assumption on 
which the 10.4% figure is based is indeed a correct one. Would 
sentencing likely have been the same - inside and outside the Fifth 
District - had residential corrections not been available in the 
Fifth District? 

. 1 This fi.'ndillg follows simply and directly from the stated assumption 
and tbe figures in the table above. 
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This concern can best be addressed by comparing the total population 
sentenced in the Fifth District with same for the other districts. If, 
in fact, these populations had "the same profile" or at least lithe same 
sentencing expectation,,,l then one would have little basis for questioning 
the stated assumption. 

To determine whether or not the offender population sentenced in the 
Fifth District differed significantly from same for the other districts, 
Offender Attribute scores were examined. The following condensed 
profile shows that - in fact - offenders sentenced in the Fifth District 
tended to score slightly higher on the scale than did offenders" sentenced 
outside the District. We would thus expect to see a somewhat higher rate 
of imprisonment in the Fifth District -- all else equal. 

OFFENDER ATTRIBUTE FIFTH OTHER ALL 
GROUPING DISTRICT DISTRICTS DISTRICTS 

5,6,7 (High impris.) 13.6% 10.3% 11.1% 

3 1 4 (Medium impris.) 36.2% 35.2% 35.5% 

1,2 (Low impris.) 50.2% 54.5% 53.4% 

Furthermore, the noted difference dictates that one cannot legitimately 
compare sentencing results as above, since observed results for the 
Fifth District would apply - on the average - to a more serious case 
with higher expectation of imprisonment. Accordingly, it was deemed 
necessary' ~-:r~"2, compare sentencing results -- while allowing or controlling 
for the difference in Offender Attribute Scores between those sentenced 
inside and outside the F':Lfth District.-

In order to control for dttferencesin Offender Attribute Scores y it is 
necessary - and sufficient: - to re-examine sentencing results for each 
level of the scale: 

'. 

1 The same prof:ile 01 characteristics associated with sentencing decisions. 
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SCALE JUDICIAL TOTAL 
LEVEL DISTRICT(S) SENTENCED 

7 
-FIFTH 22 
-OTHERS 43 

6 
-FIFl'H 
-OTHERS 

5 
-FIFTH 
-OTHERS 

4 
-FIFTH 
-OTHERS 

3 
-FIFl'H 
-OTHERS 

2 
-FIFTH 
-OTHERS 

1 
-FIFTH 
-OTHERS 

ALL LEVELS 

-FIFTH 
-OTHERS 

86 
162 

153 
367 

281 
771 

416 
1192 

453 
1449 

511 
1589 

1922 
5573 

STRAIGHT RESIDENTIAL COUNTY 
PROBATION CORRECTIONS JAIL 

0.0% 
7.9% 

1,4.1% 
2,4. 0% 

21.6% 
40.1% 

44.8% 
56.9% 

57.0% 
71.1% 

74.9% 
86.2% 

83.6% 
89.5% 

61.1% 
74.4% 

5.0% 
0.0% 

17.7% 
0.0% 

26.3% 
0.5% 

22.1% 
0.6% 

25.9% 
0.2% 

15.6% 
0.3% 

10.4% 
0.0% 

18.2% 
0.2% 

0.0% 
0.0% 

1. 3% 
2.9% 

1.5% 
2.2% 

0.8% 
3.8% 

1.1% 
6.3% 

0.5% 
3.0% 

0.9% 
2.9% 

0.9% 
3.7% 

STATE 
PRISON 

95.0% 
92.1% 

66.8% 
73.1% 

50.6% 
57.1% 

32.4% 
38.7% 

16.1% 
22.4% 

9.0% 
10.5% 

5.1% 
7.6% 

19.8% 
21.6% 

According to the table, the percentage of offenders placed on straight 
probation was higher outside the Fifth for each of the seven levels of 
the Offender Attribute Scale. On the other extreme, the percentage 
imprisoned was lower within the Fifth District for all levels except 
the highest (7). Clearly, we can't explain away the original per
ception as being the consequence of differing offender populations. 
On the other hand, we can ask whether or not the 10.4% figure would 
hold up under this refined perspective. 

Indeed, we can compare observed sentencing results for the Fifth District 
with results that would have been expected had the sentencing pattern 
in the District been the same as the pattern outside the District --
for each level of the Offender Attribute Scale. In other words, we 
can apply the observed rates for the other districts - per scale 
level - to cases handled in the Fifth District, accumulate the results, 
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and compare the end product with the observed pattern for the District: 1 

FIFTH JUDICIAL TOTAL STRAIGHT RESIDENTIAL COUNTY STATE 
DISTRICT SENTENCED PROBATION CORRECTIONS JAIL PRISON 

EXPECTED 1922 72.2% 0.2% 3.7% 23.9% 
(1387.6) (4.6) ("11. 3) (458.5) 

OBSERVED 1922 61.1% 18.2% 0.9% 19.8% 
(1175) (350) ( 17) (380) 

DIFFERENCE 0 11.1% 18.0% 2.8% 4.1% 
(212.6) (345.4) (54.3) (78.5) 

61.6% ~ t ;,. 15.7% ;) 

According to the above, the 18.0% difference (345.4) splits into 
three parts as follows: 

RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS-
ALTERNATIVE TO: CASES % 

STRAIGHT PROBATION 212.6 61.6% 

COUNTY JAIL 54.3 15.7% 

STATE PRISON 78.5 22.7% 

22.7% 

In other words, to obtain the expected results from the observed, the 
345.5 residential correction cases that must be shifted to the remain
ing alternatives split as 61.6% to straight probation, 15.7% to county 
jails, and 22.7% to state prisons. 

IF THE RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS PROGRAM IN THE FIFTH 
JUDICIAL DISTRICT~ AND A HIGHER OFFENDER ATTRIBUTE 
PROFILE AMONG OFFENDERS SENTENCED IN THAT DISTRICT~ 
WERE THE SOLE SOURCES OF SENTENCING DIFFERENCES BE
TWEEN THE FIFTH AND OTHER DISTRICTS DURING 1974-1976~ 
THEN DURING THAT PERIOD THE PROGRAM OPERATED AS AN 
ALTERNATIVE TO IMPRISONMENT FOR 22.7% OF THE FELONY 
OFFENDERS DIRECTLY SENTENCED TO THE FACILITIES. 

1 For example, we apply the 92.1% imprisonment rate for offenders in 
level 7 sentenced in other districts to the 22 offenders in that level 
who were sentenced in the Fi:Eth District to obtain the expected number 
of level 7 imprisonments in the Fifth District. When this is repeated for 
all scale levels, the seven resulting figures are added to obtain total 
expected imprisonments for the District. The overall expected imprisonment 
rate for the District is then computed by dividing by 1922. The overall 
procedure essentially "corrects" the observed results for the other dis
tricts .so that they will apply to I1the profile l1 of cases handled in. the 
Fifth District. 
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Under':;itheitip~t ated hypotheses, and according to the above -st at ed . 
resul~s, th~ Fifth District residences operated as art alternat1ve 
to pre~~exis!.tiIr;gn,9.IJ.~~.n,'i3titutional programs for 77.3% of clients 
directly se11tehil(:}dfor "felonies, and indeed to straight probation 
for 61.6%. ,. 

Had the residences not been available, an additional 22.7% of 345.4 
or 78.5 offenders (round to 78) would have received prison sentences, 
and accordingly total direct court commitments from the Fifth District 
would have been 20.5% higher at 458 (up from 380). Also, direct court 
commitments across the state would have been higher by 4.9% at 1664 
(up· from 1586), and the prison population an estimated 4.0% higher ~ 

From the other side of the ledger, one Gan use the stated assumptions -
that Fifth District residences and higher Offender Attribute ratings 
in the Fifth District were the sole sources of sentencing differences 
between the Fifth and other districts - to determine what the impact of 
residence.s would have been on sentencing outside the Fifth -- had they 
been available as sentencing alternatives, and had they been used to 
the same extent as residences in the Fifth. Again, we accomplish this 
aim by comparing observed results for the other districts with results 
that would have been expected had sentencing followed the pattern 
observed in the Fifth District: 1 

OTHER JUDICIAL TOTAL STRAIGHT 
. 

RESIDENTIAL COUNTY STATE 
DISTRICTS SENTENCED PROBATION CORRECTIONS JAIL PRISON 

EXPECTED 5573 63.5% 17.9% 0.9% 17.7% 
(3540.6) (997.2) (48.1) (987.0) 

OBSERVED 5573 74.4% 0.2% .3. '7% 21.6% 
(4147) ( 13) (207) (1206) 

DIFFERENCE o 10.9% 17.7% 2.9% 3.9% 
(606.4) (984.2) (158.9) (219) 

61.6% ~ ~ ~ 16.1% ~ 22.3% 

According to the above, the 17.7% difference is the union of three parts 
as follows: 2 

HYPOTHETICAL RESIDENTIAL 
CLIENTS WERE SENTENCED TO: CASES ., 

10 

STRAIGHT PROBATION 606.4 61.6% 
COUNTY JAIL 158~9 16.1% 
STATE PRISON 219.0 22.3% 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
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1 Expected results were computed in the same manner as before, only I 
observed rates for the Fifth District - per scale level - were multiplied 
by observed .numbers of case~j for the other districts (opposite of ·previous 
calculations). I 
2 Previously, in comparing observed with· expected rates for the Fifth 
Dis~rict, the 18.0% difference was seen as splitting into three parts. .' 
N~t1ce that the arrows move back to the 17.7% rather than away from the 
f1gure - as was the c,as~ before. 
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To obtain the expected results, including 997.2 residential corrections 
clients judges would have placed in these (hypothetical) facilities 
606.4 p~rsons who otherwise would have received straight probation, 
158.9 who otherwise would have been placed in county jails, and 219 
who otherwise would have received prison sentences. Accordingly, under 
the stated assumptions, residential facilities outside the Fifth District 
would have reduced direct court commitments from these districts from 
the observed 1206 to 987, or by 18.2%. Total direct court commitments 
across the state would have dropped from 1586 to 1367, or by 13.8%, and 
the prison population would have dropped by an estimated 11.4%. 

Under the stated assumptions, one could then calculate that a statewide 
residential corrections program - including the Fifth District facilities 
- could have reduced direct court commitments in the state from 16641 to 
1367, or by 17.8% (drop of 297). This, then, would have been the total 
estimated impact of statewide residential corrections programs on direct 
court commitments -- under the stated assumptions. 

Stated otherwise, without residential programs - in or out of the Fifth 
District - total direct court commitments would have been 297/1367 or 
21.7% higher than in the situation of ~otal statewide programming. 
This, then, would have been the total estimated impact of not having a 
statewide residen~ial corrections program -- under the stated assumptions. 

In terms of the sentencing disparity issue raised by the Commission, the 
results - and the assumptions on which they are based - lead to the 
conclusion that 219 offenders were directly committed to state prisons 
during 1974-1976 because of higher rates of incarceration outside the 
Fifth District. To better illustrate the source of these 219 offenders, 
observed and e~pected results for the otner districts are displayed 
individually for each level of the Offender Attribute Scale. Again, the 
expected rates are observed imprisonment rates - for individual scale 
levels of persons handled in the Fifth Judicial District. 

SCALE 
LEVEL 

7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

ALL OFFENDERS 

IMPRISONMENT 
EXPECTED (E) 

95.0% 
66.8% 
50.6% 
32.4% 
16.1% 

9.0% 
5.1% 

17.7% 

RATES - OTHER JUDICIAL 
OBSERVED (0) 

92.1% 
73.1% 
57.1% 
38.7% 
22.4% 
10.5% 

7.6% 

21.6% 

DISTRICTS 2 
O-E 

-2.9% 
6 .• 3% 
6.5% 
6.3% 
6.3% 
1.6% 
2.5% 

3.9% 

1 The estimate previously given of what total direct court commitments, 
would have been had the Fifth District residential program not been in 
existence during 1974-1976. 
2 

Note that the largest differences are in levels 3 through 6. 
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These differences in imprisonment rates translate into hard numbers 
of sentenced individuals as follows: 

SCALE 
LEVEll. 

7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

ALL OFFENDERS 

NUMBER 
EXPECTED (E) 

41.3 
108.,0 
185.6 
249.4 
191.4 
130.2 
81.1 

987 

IMPRISONED - OTHER JUDICIAL DISTRICTS 
OBSERVED (0) O-E 

40.1 -1.3 
118.1 10.1 
209.8 24.1 
298.3 48.9 
266.7 75.3 
152.9 22.7 
120.2 39.1 

1206 219 

The connection between the numbers given above and the thesis of the 
Advisory Commission regarding sentencing disparity is direct. That is, 
these numbers provide precisely the information that the Advisory 
Commission would have examined to isolate the effects of sentencing 
disparity between the Fifth and other judicial districts, had it been 
available at the time. 1 

As previously stated, the assumption leading to the 219 figure was 
that observed differences between incarceration rates in and out of the 
F~fth District - for the same offenders - were due solely to the lack of 
residential facilities outside the Fifth. Thus the 219 offenders would 
constitute the total number ofllvictims" of the type of sentencing dis
partty concerning the, Commission, at least among felons directly sen
tenced to prison during 1974-1976. Again, as previously noted, the 219 
amounted to 13.8% of all offenders directly committed during 1974-1976, 
and an estimated 11.4% of the active prison populatiQn as of December, 
1976. The question remains: How does the existence of the 11.4% relat~ 
to the issue of the 15-20% release group? 

Quite clearly, with the 15-20% recommendation, the Commission was aiming 
at what they felt were a good number of the "victims lt mentic;med above, 
i.e., imprisoned offenders who would have been placed in community 
residences had they been in existence. The difficulty in translating 
this recognition into a release strategy was that there would be no direct 
way of pinpointing precisely which individuals would have been ha~dled 
in this manner had statewide residential programs been 3.vailable. To 
address this gap, the Commission chose instead to recommend the release 
of individuals with low Offender Attribute ~atings - regardless of the 
judicial district from which they were sentenced. The idea here was 
that it seemed likely that most of the so-called victims would be rated 
low on the scale, and that accordingly, most would be released if those 
in low levels were uniformly released. Releasing in-mass all those 
scoring low - except those screened out by the parole board - would also 
seem a more just procedure, since otherwise offenders with worse (higher) 
scores might be released ahead of offenders with better (lower) scores. 
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However, as was previously discussed, an analysis of the 650-group 
of inma.tes scoring in the lower three 1evels of the scale determined 
that many were,in fact, "poor risks" for release, and that many had 
recognizable factors behind their incarcerations. Thus how would the 
wheat be separated from the chaff? 

Ideally, if the "victims" could be individually identified, then there 
would seem to be sufficient cause to release them. However, it will be 
observed that the 219 group (last column of last table above) contains 
offenders scoring in all but the highest level of the scale. Releasing 
counterparts of the 219 in an active prison population would then involve 
releasing a number of 'thigher level" individuals while at the same time 
ignoring "lower level" offenders who were not so-identified. This too 
would cause a problem. 

One might then think of rL leasing only those '!vict ims" who scored low 
on the Offender Attribute Scale~ This would serve the dual purpose of 
limiting consideration to actual "victims," and simultaneously to 
"better candidates" for community programs. Indeed, the group of offenders 
scoring in the lowest three levels of the Offender Attribute Scale who 
were imprisoned because of sentencing disparity wou.ld seem to be the 
ideal or "true" select group for the Commission. 1 ,2 

According to the last table above, this group of low-level victims 
contained just 137 (75.3+22.7+39.1) among the 1586 directly committed 
offenders for 1974-1976 -- or 8.6%. Furthermore, low-level victims 
would likely comprise no more than 5.7% of the active prison population 
as of December, 1976. Thus a suita~release group of persons incar
cerated for the reasons identified by the Commission might contain 6% of 
the prison population. However, there would be no obvious way to draw 
the 6% from those inmates scoring low on the scale. 

From another angle, one can observe that the victims of sentencing dis
parity among the (65C-member) sel~ct group comprised only a small fraction 
of that group, namely 5.7%/33.6% or 17%. In other words, of the 650 in
mates scoring in the lowest three 'levels of the Offender Attribute Scale, 
only 17% were incarcerated for the reasons addressed by the Commission, 
i.e., higher imprisonment rates outside the Fifth District directly 
attributable to the under-development of community-based corrections. 

According to the logic used by the Commission, the "true" select group 
(as discussed above) would have consisted of that portion of other~ 
district Itcounterparts" to Fifth District residential clients (among 
directly sentenced felons) who scored in the lowest three levels of the 
scale and who were imprisoned. The following is' a breakdown of all 
counterparts according to Offender Attribute score and sentence imposed: 

1 This since the Commission tied releasability of the 15-20% to sentence 
disparity and to the characterization of the 650-group as good candidates 
for release. 

2 Even though the individuals in the group couldn't be individually 
identified. 
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SCALE 
LEVEL 

7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

-- ----------------

TOTAL 
COUNTERPARTS 

2.2 
28.6 
96.6 

170.1 
308.3 
225.9 
165.5 

STRAIGHT RESIDENTIAL 
PROBATION CORRECTIONS 

3.4 0 
16.0 0 
67.8 2 
93.4 5 

168.3 2 
16:3.5 4 

93.9 0 

COUNTY 
JAIL 

o 
2.5 
2.7 

22.8 
62 .• 6 
35.8 
32.4 

STATE 
PRISON 

-1.3 
10.1 
24.1 
48.9 
75.3 
22.7 
39.1 

ALL 997.2 
OFFENDERS (100%) 

606.4 

(60.8%) 

13 

(1.3,0 

158.9 

(-15.9%) 

219 

(22.0,0 

According to this table, most of the counterparts (699.7 or 70.2%) 
fell in the lowest three levels of the Offender Attribute Scale. If 
a large share of this group (the 699.7) had been committed to prison, 
then many more counterparts would have appeared among the Commission's 
select group than the observed 17% (as in the paragraph above). But, 
according to the observed sentencing of the counterparts, just 19.6% 
of the 699.7 (137.1) were imprisoned. Thus most (80%) of the Commission's 
ideal candidates for corrective release were not imprisoned to begin with. 
Indeed, as many as 61% 'were placed. on straight probation. 

IN LARGE PART (83%)" THE SELECT GROUP OF THE ADVISORY 
COMMISSION ON CORRECTIONS RELIEF WAS A MIRAGE ASSOCIATED 
WITH AN INACCURATE ASSESSMENT OF PAST SENTENCING PRACTICES 
IN THE STATE. INDEED" MOST OF THE "TRUE" SELECT GROUP -
CONSISTING OF "COUNTERPARTS" OF OFFENDERS PLACED IN COM
MUNITY RESIDENCES IN THE FIFTH DISTRICTI - WERE ALREADY 
SERVING TIME IN COMMUNITY PROGRAMS. 

In short, the fact that most (80%) of the lltrue ll select group had not 
been impris()ned to begin with explained why most (83%) of the "chosen" 
select group (of prisone~t's) were not victims of sentencing disparity, 
and - secondarily - why so few of the seled; group came through the 
Master Plan analysis looking "clean" and like "obvious candidates" 
for community programs. Indeed, most of the expected group of "victimsll 
of sentencing disparity among prisoners either were serving time on 
probation, were discharged to the free community, or ha.d been placed in 
jailor prison as probation Violators. In fact, many of the latter 
(probation Violators) were recommended for release along with the 
intended group of "victims." 

1 Who scored in the lowest three levels of the Offender Attribute Scale. 
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COMMUNITY RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 

In discussing the use of the Fifth District residential program as an 
alternative to other programs, and the actual sentencing of counterparts 
to the Fifth District residential clients, we have referred to this 
point only to those offenders directly sentenced by the court for felonies. 
Indeed, the following results - based on the stated assumption1 - play 
key roles in the renewed perspective on the use of residential facilities 
as sentencing alternatives: I 

1) Of the 350 directly sentenced felony residential clients 
in the Fifth District (1974-1976), 61.6% (215.4) were 
placed as an alternative to straight probation, 15.7% (55.0) 
as an alternative to county jail placement, and 22.7% (79.5) 
as an alternative to imprisonment. 2 

2) Of the 984 other-district counterparts to the 350 Fifth 
District residential clients (1974-1976), 61.6% (606.4) 
were placed on straight probation, 16.1% (158.9) were placed 
in county jails, and 22.3% (219) were placed in state prisons. 3 

Thus, without any residential placements whatsoever in the Fifth District 
during 1974-1976, direet court commitments from the District would have 
been ~ (over expected levels) by 80. Similarly, with a full residential 
program outside the District (used to the extent of the Fifth District 
program) direct court commitments from the other districts during 1974-
1976 would have been down (below observed levels) by 219. The questions 
remain: 

1) What percentage of total Fifth District residential 
corrections admissions during 1974-1976 were as alternatives 
to direct court (prison) commitment? 

In other words, to what extent did the Fifth District residential 
program operate as an alternative to direct court commitment for all 
admitted clients? 

2) What percentage of total out-of-Fifth District resi
dentialcorrections admissions during 1974-1976 (again 
assuming similar level of use to Fifth District) would 
have been alternatives to direct court commitment? 

1 That the availability of residences and higher Offender Attribute 
scores among offenders sentenced in the Fifth District were the sole 
sources of observed sentencing differences between the Fifth and other 
districts. 

2 These figures were derived to apply to the 345.4 difference between the 
Fifth and other districts, but are applied in this context to all 350 of 
the Fifth District group. 

3 Not including the 13 offenders who were placed in existing pre-instit
utional residential beds. 
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In 'other words, to what extent would an other-distri(~t residential 
program have operated as an al ternat i ve to direct court commitment 
for all admitted clients? 

II 

~Hi anSwe~ td th~ first 4tiestioh is dictated ih part b~ the result 
tb,iat'2Z.7%. of directly sentenced felony clients were admitted "as an 
a.lternative to imprisolfment." The complete answer then rests on 
knowledge of the percentage of Fifth District residential clients 
who were admitted by direct sentence from the court for felonies. 
An analysis by the SAC staff of all data on 1974-1976 admissions to 
Fifth District facilities indicates that this percentage was approxi
mately 58%." Namely the 350c'i:irectly sentenced felons composed 58.3% 
of an estimated 600 total admissions.! 

We then have the results that 58.3% of Fifth District residential 
admissions were of directly sentenced felons, and that 22.7% of the 
latter group were placed lias an alternative to imprisonment (direct 
court commitment)." It then follows that 22.7% of 58.3% (79.5 among 
600) or 13.2% of total Fifth District residential admissions during 
1974-1976 were as alternatives to direct court (prison) commitment. 

Assuming that the 58.3% figure would have applied equally to the other 
districts had a full residential program been in existence, it would 
result that 22.3% of 58.3% or 13.0% of an estimated 1710 residential 
corrections clients outside the Fifth District would have been placed 
as an alternative to direct court (prison) commitment. 2 

In a broader context, one can ask to what extent the Fifth District 
residential corrections program operated as an alternative to imprison
ment in general, and - equally - how often the group of counterparts 
to "all" ~ifth District residential clients were imprisoned (in 
general) • 

To answer these questions, we rely on previous findings, and on the 
further estimate that no more than 7% of admissions to Fifth District 
residences during 1974-1976 were of persons who would have been im
prisoned by other than direct court commitment (probation revocation, 

1 Indeed, about 25% of admissions were of misdemeanants who could not 
possibly have received prison sentences, and an additional 17% were 
of pre-trial or pre-sentence (alleged) felons who were not directly 
sentenced to the facilities. The latter group (of felony offenders) 
included offenders transferred from other (pre-trial and post-con
viction) programs, including pre-trial services, state parole, pro
bation, state prisons (work release), drug and alcohol treatment 
facilities, and county jails (the latter by administrative transfer 
rather than delayed imposition of sentence). 

2 Based on a full count of 997 expected admissions of directly sentenced 
felons (13 of whom were actually· placed in residential beds). 

3 In other words, how many Fifth District residential clients would 
have been imprisoned by direct court commitment, probation revocation, 
etc., had the program not been in existence, and how often were 
their counterparts in other districts imprisoned by direct court 
commitmeJlt, probation revocation, etc.? 
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I 
etc.) had the program not been in existence. 1 We could then conclude I (by adding the 13.2% and 7% figures) that: 2 
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DURING 1974-1976J THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS PROGRAM OPERATED AS AN 
ALTERNATIVE TO IMPRISONMENT FOR NO MORE THAN 
20% (120) OF THE ESTIMATED 600 OFFENDERS ADMITTED 
TO THE PROGRAM,3 

But, according to program outcome and recidivism data developed by SAC~ 
approximately 25% of Fifth District residential clients (and particularly 
those most likely to fall among the 120) were admitted to prison before 
discharge to the free community.4 Thus: 

DURING 1974-1976J THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS PROGRAM SUCCESSFULLY 
DIVERTED FROM THE STATE PRISON SYSTEM NO MORE 
THAN 15% OF ITS CLIENTS, 

Based on parallels drawn between the Fifth District residential cor
rections experience and the likely experience in other distric~s -
had residences been available, we can estimate that: 

JUST 15% OF THE OTHER-DISTRICT "COUNTERPARTS" TO 
FIFTH DISTRICT RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS CLIENTS WERE 
IMPRISONED OFFENDERS WHO WOULD HAVE BEEN SUCCESSFULLY 
DIVERTED FROM THE PRISON SYSTEM HAD RESIDENCES BEEN 
AVAILABLE, 

IN CONTRAST 

With the above, we can now bring into focus the essense of the contrast 
between views of the Adv~sory Commission on Corrections Relief and find
ings of the Adult Corrections Master Plan Project and the Statistical 
Analysis Center. . 

In simple terms, the Advisory Commission perceived the state of adult 

1This 7% consisted of all persons admitted to the residences as 
probation or parole violators, or on institutional work relea~e status, 
plus a (very) few others who rated as "possibles." It is likely, how
ever, that a significant (but unknown) fraction of the 7% would have 
been placed in county jails or state halfway houses had the facilities 
not been in existence. Thus the 7% figure is an "upper limit." 

2 Again, retaining the assumptions upon which the 13% figure and other 
results were based, namely that the availability of residences in the 
Fifth District and higher Offender Attribute scores among Fifth District 
offenders were the sole sources of observed sentencing differences. 

3 That is, no more than 120 of the 600 would have been admitted to 
prison (or would have remained in prison) had the program not been in 
existence. 

4 This 25% includes those who were transferred directly to ·prison from 
the residential facilities, and those who were subsequently sent to 
prison while serving time on probation (or parole) after release from 
the facilities. 
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corrections in Iowa to be along the following lines: 

1) Existing community corrections facilities in the 
Fifth Judicial District had operated mainly as 
alternatives to imprisonment. 

2) The void created by the lack of community corrections 
facilities outside the Fifth District had led to 
high rates of incarceration outside the District. 
Indeed, sentencing disparity based in part on the 
lack of a statewide residential program had resulted 
in a large number of unnecessary incarcerations. 

3) New residential facilities outside the Fifth District 
held the potential to substa~tially decrease prison 
admissions, and - accordingly - the prison population. 
No thought would need to be given to the possibility 
of a continuing increase in the number of prisoners. 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The contrasting portrait of adult corrections leading from more 
recent work of SAC and the Master Plan Project is as follows: I 

1) During 1974-1976 the Fifth Judicial District residential 
corrections program operated as an alternative to imprison- I 
ment for no more than 20% of its clients, and successfully 
diverted from the prison system no more than 15%. 

2) There was no pronounced difference in imprisonment 
rates during 1974-1976 between the Fifth Judicial 
District and other districts. 

JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT(S) 

FIFTH 

OTHER DISTRICTS 

IMPRISONMENT RATE 
ACTUAL CORRECTED 1 

19.8% 17.7% 

21.6% 21.6% 

3) It is likely that no more tha;,n 15% of the "counterparts ll 

to Fifth District residential corrections clients (from 
other judicial districts) were imprisoned offenders who 
would have been successfully diverted from the state 
prison system had residential corrections programs been 
available outside the Fifth District. Indeed, no more 
than 13% of these counterparts were directly committed 
offenders who might be considered the "victims" of an 
incompletely developed community corrections system. 

1 Fifth District rate corrected to apply to "profile" of offenders 
handled in other districts. 
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In addition, those among the "victims" who were 
imprisoned as of December, 1976 comprised no more 
than 17% of the Advisory Commission's select group 
for early release. In all, the actual "victims'! 
among the select group consisted no more than 6% 
of the prisort population, and furthermore were rtot 
individually identifiabli for the purposes of 
early release screening. 

An independent analysis of the Commission's select 
group found that nearly half (48.6%) were inmates who 
had previously been placed in community corrections 
programs on the current sentence and had failed (pro
bation and parole violators), and others who were not 
committed for criminal acts in the first place. 2 
Furthermore, recidivism results for similar offenders 
previously released suggested the select group to be 
no better risks for release on parole than other 
inmates. Among members of the select group who were 
directly committed, 75% would have been rated - at 
the time of sentence - as worse than average risks 
for release on probation. 3 For most of the rest 
(25%) '!aggravating circumstances" were given (in 
case files) as reasons for commitment. 

4) The current study estimates that if residential 
facilities had been available outside the Fifth 
District during 1974-1976, and if they had reached 
the level of use of the Fifth District facilities, 
then the facilities would have admitted a total of 
1710 clients. With an aver~ge 570 admissions per year 
(1710 over three years), and an average length of stay 
of four months, 1904 beds would have been required 
(plus a few extra to act as a buffer against uneven 
flow) . 

5) During 1974-1976, the Fifth Judicial District resi
dential corrections program reduced the total prison 
population in Iowa by an estimated 3.8%.5 A statewide 
program, such as that contemplated in this study, would 
have further reduced the population by an estimated 

1 Indeed, the victims were "in number only," i.e., they didn't have 
precise identifiable characteristics that would separate them from 
other offenders. 

2 The latter consisting of civilly committed persons, and individuals 
admitted for safekeeping or evaluation prior to trial or sentencing. 

3 According to a probation risk assessment device developed in the 
early stages of the Adult Corrections Master Plan project. 
4 

An average four-month length of stay would have meant three pop-
ulation turnovers per year on the average, and accordingly 1/3 as 
many beds as total admissions. 
5 

From an expected 2030 to 1952, as of December, 1976. 
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11.4%.1 In all~ a total statewide residential 
corrections ca:pability would have reduc~d the 
prison population by an estimated 14.8% (below 
levels expected without any pre-institutional 
residential c_apability). 

, : 

If the estimates3 used by the Advisory CommiSsion 
to compute the impact of new residences on prison , 
admissions had been an accurate reflection of 
reality for the years 1974-1976, then a total 
statewide residential capability in Iowa would 
have reduced the total prison population by 
36.8%.4 This level of impact would have been 
150% higher than that estimated here. Indeed, 
the 150% discrepancy is a simple way to "sum up'l 
the essential differences between the Advisory 
Commission and Master Plan/SAC positions on the 
matters at hand. 

SUPPORTING OBSERVATIONS 

In retrospect, one can gain an appreciation for the wide divergence 
of views as expressed above by examining the circumstances that 
would have had to be in effect for the Commission's assumptions 
to be accurate. 

Essentially, the Commission's position revolved around the validity 
of the assumption '- left unsupported - that 75% of Fifth District 
residential corrections clients were admitted as an alternative to 
imprisonment~ i.e., that 75% would have been imprisoned had the 
program not been available. If this assumption had been correct, 
then it would seem logical that most of the residential corrections 
"counterparts" sentenced in other districts were being imprisoned, 
that most of these indivip.uals would fall in the "select group," 
and that new residences outside the Fifth District would hold the 
potential to substantially decrease prison admissions. But, as 
seen above, the weight of available evidence suggests that the 
75% estimate was vastly in error. Indeed, an analysis of sentencing 
differences between the Fifth and other judicial districts during 
1974-1976 suggests that residential facilities operated as an 
alternative to imprisonment for no more than 20% of their clients. 

1 From 1952 to an expected 1729, as of December, 1976~ 
2 From an expected 2030 to an expected 1729, as of December, 1976. 

3 That 75% of 600 Fifth District residential corrections admissions 
and 60% of 1710 admissions to residences in other districts, would 
have been "as alternatives to imprisonment," and that 40% of those 
admitted to the new residences would have failed (and been sent to 
prison) before completing the program. The stated result (36.8%) 
is also based on the fact that 25% of the Fifth District residential 
clients did fail in this way. 

4 From a~xpected 2296 to an expected 1451, as of December, 1976. 
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For the 75% estimate to have been accurate, it would need be the 
case th~t all or virtually all felony clients (of the Fifth 
District residential programs) were placed as an alternative to 
imprisonment. This follows since from 20-30% of program clients 
were misdemeanants who could not possibly have received prison 
sentences. That the Commission staff director believed 75% of 
program clients to be sentenced for felonies and that all of such 
were placed as an alternative to imprisonment follows from state
ments appearing in the last of the NCeD evaluations,l which Mr. 
Steggerda authored: 

On. the bM,U, a n the f., eJUOlL6 n.e..6f., a 6 the f., en.ten.cJ..n.g 06 n en..6 e 
- 6el.on.y olt.. n.on.-6ehmy - a WM c:LiAc.ovelt..ed that. the 
[1t..e..6),den..ttal.] pIWglt..am ewu both M an. a.e.telt..n.a,t.{.ve to 
jail a.nd M an. aLtelt..n.a.:V.ve to pwo n.. 06 the 246 c.LLen.t.6 
in. the 6bu.,t 18 mon.th6, 188 (76%) weJt..e f.,en.ten.c.ed on. nel.on.y 
c.hMg e..6 and 5 8 (24 % ) on. n.o n. - n el.o n.y c.hMg tU> • ( p. 6 1). • • 
16 a.te. a 6 the c.LLen.t.6 .6. ~n.ten.c.C?d to :the Re..6iden..ttal. COIt..
It..ec.tion.6 pMglt..am (F04t Ve..6 Mu,{n.e..6) on. nel.on.y c.on.viwon.6 
had been. f.,en.te.n.c.ed in.f.,tead to the Men. ' f., Renolt..matolt..y Olt.. 
State Pen.lien;t.[MY a.nd had f., eJt..ved an ctv eJt..a.ge on 684 dayf., 
in. 0 n.e 06 the..6 e f., tat e. irLf.,illwtW n.6, a. total. 06 75, 2. 94 da.yf., 
woul.d be f.,elt..ved in. the f.,ta.;te in.6tUu,Uon.6 by the..6e c.LLew, 
theJt..eby ,tnc.lt..ea.oin.g the a.veJt..a.ge da..U.y po pu1.a.:V.On.6 06 thof., e 
;two in.6illu.Uon..6 by 111 peMOn.6. Sin.c.e the Re..6iden.ilal. 
CoMection.6 ptwglt..a.m ten.c:Lo to c:LiApof.,e 06 pelt..~OM molt..e 
qu,ic.kly than. .the .6ta.te irLf.,illutJ..on.6, thAA nwnbelt.. c.ou.td 
be expec.ted to n.eaJl1.y dou.ble wahln. the n.e.ti: yeM. (p. 151) 

Suppose, then, that all felony offenders sentenced to residential 
corrections programs during 1974-1976 were placed as an alternative 
to imprisonment. It would then follow that the Fifth District 
imprisonment rate would have been 38.0% had the residential pro
gram not been available (including the observed 19.8% who were 
imprisoned). This 38.0% rate would have been 59% higher than the 
comparable 23.9% rate2 for the other districts. Even if the 
Commission had assumed that just half of felony residential cor
rections clients were placed as an alternative to imprisonment, 
it would still follow that judges in the Fifth District tended to 
imprison significantly more often (28.9% to 23.9%). 

If, in fact, all (18.2%) of the residential clients were placed as 
an alternative to imprisonment, it would seem logical to assume that 
their "counterparts" ill other judicial districts were ~ll imprisoned. 3 

1 R. O. Steggerga, P.S. Venezia, Community-Based Alternatives to 
Traditional Corrections - The 1973 Evaluation of the Fi:fth Judicial 
District Department of Court Services - State of Iowa, National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency Research Center, February, 1974. 

2 Corrected from 21.6/,': to apply to the same profile of offenders as 
handled in the Fifth District. 

3 In other words, that the lack of comparable programs in other 
districts had led to the imprisonment of comparable offenders. 
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In other words, the original assumption regarding the 75% leads 
logically to the conclusion that residential programs outside the 
Fifth District would have drawn all of the counterpa~rts (17.9% 
of all sentenced outside the District) away from the prison system, 
thereby reducing the imprisonment rate for the other districts trom 
the observed 21.6% to 3.7% (21.6%-17.9%). The 3.7% figure is 79% 
lower than the corrected 17.7% rate for the Fifth District. That 
this result is out-ot-bounds is consistent with the specious nature 
of the 75% estimate. 

In short, for the Commission to have been correct with the 75% 
estimate, and the resulting implications concerning sentencing 
disparity, judges in the Fifth District would have to have been 
much more inclined' - a-priori - to imprison offenders than judges 
in other districts. Considering the fact that community corrections 
first came to the fore in Iowa in the Fifth District, it would seem 
highly unlikely that this situation could have existed during the 
period in question. 

There is another - independent - line of reasoning that casts doubt 
on the validity of the Commission's assumption that all felony 
residential corrections clients were placed "as an alternative to 
imprisonment," and on the accompanying 75% estimate. The stated 
assumption essentially would mean that judges could identify precisely 
what the sentence would have been - absent the residential alternative 
- and, in addition, that they chose not to place any felony offenders 
in the program who would otherwise have been placed on probation or 
in a county jail. 

In other words, the assumption assumes that judges knew precisely 
who the "prison types" and the "probation types'·1 were, and chose 
to place only the former in residential facilities. The only other 
alternative to this high degree of prescience would be that judges 
somehow made the residential placement decision as an "afterthought" 
to the original sentence, and that the availability of thr residential 
program had no effect on the initial sentencing decision. Anyone 
with knowledge of the way sentencing decisions are made would know 
that~both of the above possibilities are baseless. 

Judges do not know precisely who the "p:rison types" and the "pro
bation types" are, and furthermore could not totally ignore the 
residential capability in imposing the "original" sentence. Even 
if judges could exercise prescience or could ignore the residential 
capability in imposing sentences, there would be little reason for 
them to restrict use of the residences to "prison types" or to those 
receiving prison terms. In fact, there could well be a group of 
offenders who would normally receive probation, who would be good 
candidates for the residential program. Such could include offenders 
showing a need for more supervision and control than that afforded 
by straight probation, but who were not in serious enough circumstances 
to warrant imprisonment. That judges would place none of such indi
viduals in residential programs is another baseless assumption. 

1 That is, judges kept the residential capability "out-of-mind" in 
imposing the original sentence, and -then selected residential clients 
solely from those receiving prison terms. 
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We also make note of the fact that the Commission's report itself 
gives evidence that the stated conclusions are erroneous. Namely, 
the report shows that the incarceration rate for offenders active 
on October 1, 1976 was actually higher for the Fifth District than 
for the rest of the state. Indeed, figures on page 77 of the final 
report 1 establish that the incarceration was 28.5% for the Fifth 
District and 26.9% for the other districts. Somehow this fact was 
disguised in the Commission's discussion of sentencing disparity. 
If the 75% estimate had been correct, then there should have been 
a substantially lower incarceration rate in the Fifth District. 
That there was not should have been an indication that one or more 2 
of the assumptions on which the conclusions were based was in error. 

Qrre of the Commission's most interesting conclusions - which appears 
not to have been supported with any evidence whatsoever - was the 
statement on page 120 that "probation is used far less frequently in 
Iowa than in many other states." If sentencing disparity was of the 
type envisioned by the Commission, then it would seem possible that 
Iowa could be behind many other states in the use of probation. 
Without this form of disparity, the validity of the assumption 
becomes somewhat more tenuous. In this vein, make note of the 
following comments, which appeared in the March, 1977 issue of 
Corrections Magazine: 

Flanagan's comments are interesting in light of the fact that 
during 1974-1976, 79% of felony sentences in Iowa involved the 
use of probation, and 71% straight probation. This would seem 
to suggest that Iowa has been among the most progressive of 
states in its reliance on community-based alternatives. 

In retracing the arguments presented in this report, the reader 
will find that most of the key numerical results derive from the 
assumption that the sole sources of sentencing differences between 
the Fifth and remaining districts were the availability of residential 
facilities in the Fifth District and higher Offender Attribute 
scores among offenders sentenced in that district. This assumption 
was adopted since it provided exactly the format necessary to test 
the Commission's observations on sentencing disparity and the 15-20%. 
Having reached the conclusion that the Commission's position was 

1 See also page 54 of this report. 

2 Also, the observed incarceration rates are inconsistent with the 
Commission's statement on page 120 that "probation appears to be 
utilized well by the judges in some judicial districts, and very 
rarely, by comparison, in others." Note that no district placed 
fewer than 61% of offenders on straight probation. 
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essentially without merit, one can now go back and question the 
validity of the original assumption. Would sentencing have been 
more or less severe in the Fifth District - for the same offenders 
.. , had the residences hot been available? 

In reviewing the given arguments, it follows that the validity of 
the assumption in question is most nearly equivalent to the validity 
of the following result -- which paved the way for most of the 
remaining observations: 

DURING 1974-1976~ THE RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS PROGRAM 
IN THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OPERATED AS AN ALTERNATIVE 
TO IMPRISONMENT FOR 22,7% OF THE FELONY OFFENDERS WHO 
WERE DIRECTLY SENTENCED TO THE PROGRAM. 

To the extent that the stated assumption was inaccurate, this result 
would be inaccurate in like measure, and vice versa. Thus it is 
appropriate to provide support for the above conclusion through 
other evidence not directly tied to the original assumption. 

The most obvious way to accomplish this aim is to restrict attention 
to sentencing in the Fifth Judicial District, thereby ignoring 
aspects of comparative sentencing between the Fifth and other 
districts. In particular, one can examine the characteristics of 
the residential corrections clients of concern and relate these 
characteristics to observed sentencing for "similar,,1 offenders 
who were not placed in residential facilities. The idea here is 
that the sentencing of similar non-residential clients might 
reflect - in large part - the likely sentencing of the residential 
clients had the residences not been available. This in turn would 
provide evidence as to the validity of the 22.7% result. 

One simple way to address this question is to note that the average 
(mean) Offender Attribute score (1 to 7 scale) for Fifth District 
residential clients is 3.04, which ,suggests that the "typical" 
residential client was a "3" on the scale. 2 But, among non-resi
dential clients rated at level 3 (LOW-MEDIUM incarceration rating), 
21.7% were imprisoned. In other words, the rate of imprisonment 
(21.7%) for non-residential clients with characteristics of the 
"typical" residential client very nearly matched the )'hypothetical" 
imprisonment rate (22.7%) for residential clients in a non-residential 
environment. 

To expand this approach somewhat, we can tal,{e observed sentencing 
results for non-residential clients in the Fifth District as expected 
results for the residential clients in a non-residential environment, 
while controlling for offender differences via the Offender Attribute 
Scale. 

1 Similar meaning roughly "the same profile." 
2 . 

Note also that more of the residential clients rates at level 3 
on the scale (30.7%) then at an,y other level (next highest at l,evel 
2 (20.2%». 
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The results of this calculation show that 28.8% of non-residential 
clients - with "the same profile"l as the residential clients - were 
imprisoned. In other words, we might have expected 28.8% of residential 
clients to have been imprisoned - absent the residential program - hard 
they been sentenced in the same manner as observed non-residential clients. 
However, the same procedure yields a very low percentage (1.1%) of 
offenders placed in county jails, suggesting that in reality more of 
the residential clients would have been jailed tha:n that anticipated 
by experience with other offenders. Indeed, more detailed analyses 
that are beyond the scope of this report suggest that as many as 15.5% 
of the residential clients would have been placed in county jails -
absent a residential program. The likely sentencing of the residential 
clients in a non-residential environment would then have been as 
follows: 2 

SENTENCE 

STRAIGHT PROBATION 59.9% 

COUNTY JAIL 15.5% 

STATE PRISON 24.6% 

The 24.6% result is not so far removed from the original 22.7% result 
as to cast doubt on the validity of the latter. 

Essentially, the result suggests that the observed pattern of sentencing 
in the Fifth District (for non-residential clients) was consistent with 
the stated assumption that led to the 22.7% finding. 

THUS WE DRAW SUPPORT FOR OUR STATED CONCLUSIONS 
FROM TWO DISTINCT - AND INDEPENDENT - PATTERNS 
OF SENTENCING IN THE STATE DURING 1974-1976. 

1 Result corrected from observed 24.2% to apply to the Offender Attribute 
profile of residential clients. 

2 Assuming intra-district sentencing of non-residential clients could 
dictate - in large part - the likely sentencing of residential clients in 
a non-residential environment. 
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RECIDIVISM 

Shift:Lng focus to a.nother concern of the Commission, there are some 
comments that should be voiced concerning recidivism rates developed 
by the Commission as measures of correctional effectiveness. On 
page 81 of their final report, the Commission summarized the results 
of a special recidivism study as follows: 

OUTCOME FINAL PROGRAM ASSIGNMENT 
CATEGORY PROBATION RES. CORR. PRISONS PAROLE 

REVOKED DURING 43 24 1* 77 
PROGRAM PROCESS (18.7% ) (42.9%) (0.5%) (30.3%) 

RELEASED FROM 187 32 185 177 
FINAL PROGRAM (81.3%) (57.1%) (99.5%) (69.7%) 

-NO NEW OFFENSE 154 19 110 145 
(82.4%) (59.4%) (59.5%) (81.9%) 

-NEW OFFENSE 33 13 75 32 
(17.6%) (40.6%) (40.5%) (18.1%) 

------- ------ - - - - ------ - - - -
TOTAL REVOKED OR 76 37 76 109 
NEW OFFENSE1 (33.0%) (66.1%) (40.9%) (42.9%) 

TOTAL FOLLOWED 230 56 186 254 

On pages 81 and 82 of the report, the Commission comments, "There was 
considerable variation between programs with regard to frequency of new 
offenses, as indicated in Table A (the above). Of those released, pro
bation and parole programs had similar recidivism rates (17.6% and 18.1% 
respectively) as did residential and institutional programs (40.6% and 
40.5%). • •• As mentioned earlier in "Offender Populations" Section, 
the residential population had 45.7% within levels 3 and 4 of the 
Offender Attribute Scale, while Men's and Women's Reformatories had 
48.8% in the same levels. It might be concluded, then, that the 
offenders sentenced to residential corrections are slightly less 
seriot.:s risks than persons sentenced to an institution, yet spend far 
less time in the program, and have a similar rate of recidivism. ", 

It seems evident from the nature of the preceding statement that the 
Commission wished to support the use of residential corrections as an 
alternative to imprisonment by contrasting past exper.ience between the 
two forms of correctional programming. 

1 This combined mea.sure wa,s not considered by the Commission. 

* Escaped. 
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The recidivism data summarized above and the Commission's supporting 
comments merit Some discussion. 

First note that the Commission measured recidivism solely in terms of 
new offenses charged against the offender after release from the final 
assigned program. 1 In the case of probationers, parolees, and res
idential corrections clients, this definition would not cover new 
offenses charged against these offenders while under supervision, 
nor would it cover the fact of a revocation of release status. Because 
failures (and revocation) while under supervision tend to pull away 
more of the "poor risks" than the "good risks" from the pool eligible 
for post-program follow-up, it is not good practice to restrict attention 
to post-program recidivism rates. 

Note, for example, that parolees have a higher revocation rate than 
probationers (30.3% to 18.7%), but nearly the same (post-release) 
recidivism rate (18.1% to 17.6%). It could well be the case that the 
small difference in the latter is due in large part to the large 
difference in the former. The same argument can be made concerning 
observed rates for residential corrections and the prisons, namely 
revocation may have drawn out many of the worse risks from the res
idential population, thus negating the possibility of a valid comparison 
of post-program recidivism rates with the prisons (note the high revocation 
rate [42.9%] for residential corrections). Thus a valid comparison of 
recidivism rates is hampered by restricting attention to post-program 
events. 

Secondarily, a valid comparison of recidivism rates between community 
programs and the prison system should control for differences in "risk," 
i.e., differences in offender populations that can markedly affect 
recidivism rates. In this area, SAC studies and previous studies of 
the Bureau of Correctional Evaluation have suggested that differences 
in risk imposed by screening effects may well dictate more of the 
variation in recidivism rates than any other observable factors - such as 
treatment or other program effects. The Commission did attempt to bring 
in the issue of risk by suggesting that residential corrections clients 
were less serious risks than prison inmates, since they tended to score 
somewhat lower on the Offender Attribute Scale - on the average. We 
comment, however, that findings of SAC and t'he Master Plan Project
suggest the Offender Attribute Scale not to be a measure of risk. 
Indeed, those inmates scoring high on the scale have been shown not 
to be significantly better risks for release on parole than other 
inmates. Also, a similar result has been found to hold true for the 
chances of success on probation at the time of sentence. The Commission 
does comment - on page 68 - that the scale was not derived so as to be 
a measure of risk, but their use of the term "risk" with regard to the 
scale (pages 82 and 113) suggests that they assumed the scale to apply 
in this way. 

1 The final assignment program would be "parole" for those released from 
the prison system by parole, and would be "prisons" for persons released 
from the system by direct discharge (expiration of sentence). . 
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A third point of concern is the manner in which ex-prisoners are split 
between those released on parole and those directly discharged to the 
free cornmunity. If those released l;>y parole are counted as a group 
with those discharged, then the prison system would have a recidivism 
rate - according to the CommisSion's definition - of 29~6%. As it was, 
the Oornmissioil cornparedthe rate. (40.6%) for residential correctiorts with 
the rate for ex- risoners who were dischar ed (40.5%) and thereb failed 
to take lnto account the lower rat e for parolees (18.1"0 • 

Finaily, no statements are offered as to the length of follow-up for 
any of the groups in question. In terms of the way the study was 
designed" it seems likely that the Commission staff followed all 
individu~ls to a fixed date representing the collection of rapsheets 
from the Bureau of Criminal Investigation (BCI). If this were the case, 
and if candidates for the study were chosen based on their dates of 
release on probation (including residential corrections) or from in
stitutions (parole Or discharge),l then length of follow-up after release 
from probation or parole could be considerably less on the average than 
length of follow-up for those discharged from prison or released (favor
ably) from residential facilities. In short, the lower recidivism rates 
for probation (17.6%) and parole (18.1%) could be due to shorter lengthS 
of follow-up. . 

To correct for the attrition effect (drop-out of higher risk offenders 
by revocation) and the inequitable splitting of ex-prisoners between 
parol~es and dischargees, and to lessen the problem of uneven follow-up, 
it makes sense to compare the combined measure at the bottom of the table 
(revoked or new offense2 ) among three groups as follows: 

PROGRAM OFFENDERS REVOKED OR NEW OFFENSE 
ASSIGNMENT FOLLOWED N % 
PROBATION 230 76 33.0% 

RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 56 37 66.1% 

PRISON SYSTEM 440 185 42.0% 

According to this newer definition, the residential corrections pro~ram 
entails a much higher rate of program failure and recidivism than either 
probation or the prison system. 

The fact of a higher rate of recidivism for residential corrections 
programs is supported by the results of the Master Plan recidivism 
study, which revealed the following rates of movement to (or return to) 
the prison system in Iowa during an average 2 3/4 year follow-up of 
individuals released to the community during the mid-1970's: 

1 This seems likely, considering the method of compiling case outcomes, 
i.e., the inclusion of revocations along with post-program events. 
2 New offense after successful release from a program. 
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PROGRAM 
ASSIGNMENT 

STATE PENITENTIARY 
MEN'S REFORMATORY 
WOMEN'S REFORMATORY 

PRISON SYSTEM 

MEN'S PRISONS 
RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 

OFFENDERS 
FOLLOWED 

406 
552 

93 

TOTAL 

22.4% 
24.0% 
21.8% 

IMPRISONED 
NEW FELONy1 

14.3% 
15.2% 
13.8% 

1051 23.1% 14.6% 

958 
176 

23.1% 
26.7% 

14.7% 
21.7% 

According to these results, we again see a higher rate of program failure 2 

and recidivism for residential corrections than for the prison system. 

The concern then shifts to questions of screening effects and risk. Can 
we explain higher recidivism rates for residential corrections in terms 
of a selection process that identifies. "higher risk" offenders for the 
program, and indeed higher risk offenders than those entering the prison 
system? If this were to be the case, it would run counter to the 
Commission'S observation that residential clients were lower risk since 
they tended to score lower on the Offender Attribute Scale. It might 
also relate to the potential risk of residential corrections "counter
parts" sentenced in other judicial districts, and perhaps explain in 
part the similarity (by way of risk?) between the Anamosa and residential 
corrections popUlations. 

IMPLICATIONS 

As stated in our initial discussion of the Advisory Commission's find-
ings and recommendations, every indication seemed to point to the 
validity of their overall position. Indeed, the 75% estimate and the 
accompanying assumption concerning the potentia) impact of new res
idential facilities on prison admissions were supported by previous 
statements and perceptions of the Legislature, the Department of Social 
Services, and local corrections officials. 3 Witness, for example, the 
statement of the Fifth District project's founder and director Bernard 
Vogelgesang: "We're really skimming the cream (of the prison population)." 

1 Sent to (or returned to) prison in conjunction with a new felony charge. 

2 The figures above cover both new offenses and technical violations of 
probation and parole, if they ·lead to imprisonment. 

3 According to a former official of the Fort Des Moines program, visitors 
from other states were frequently told "You have to remember that these 
people (clients) would have been in prison without the program." 

4 In other wordS, the Fort Des Moines program handled only the "best risks" 
among "prisoners. '.' Mr. Vogelgesang was so-quoted in the September, 1976 
edition of Corrections Magazine. 
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In reviewing the major points of the Commission's argument, we 
find a number of points that seem mutually supportive and -
indeed - near conclusive, when considered as a whole. For example, 
the fact that 34% of the prison population fell in the lowest three 
levels of the Offender Attribute Scale was consistent with the fact 
that (apparently)1 20% of prisoners were non-violent and had no prior 
(adult) felony convictions,. Both - in turn - were consistent with 
the (apparent)2 similarity in Offender Attribute scores between re
formatory inmates and residential corrections clients. Again, all 
o:f:'these observations were consistent with the belief that the lack 
of statewide residential facilities had led to a substantially 
higher incarceration rate outside the Fifth District. Finally, the 
latter belief was consistent with the (perceived) past role of the 
Fifth District residential program as a sentencing alternative, i.e., 
with the 75% estimate. 3 

That none of the above were based in fact is indicative of the extent 
to (F)ich common percept ions about the recent history of adult cor
rections in Iowa have been off the mark. 4 Essentially, the work of 
the Master Plan project, and more recently of the Statistical Analysis 
Center, casts a whole new perspective on the comparative development 
of community-based alternatives inside and outside the Fifth Judicial 
District. Carefully compiled sentencing statistics for the years 
1974-1976 show that - in effect - even more faith and reliance was 
placed on community alternatives outside the Fifth District than 
within the District. While the Fifth District residential facility 
did, indeed, divert a number of offenders from the prison system, 
still more were found to have been "diverted" from straight pro
bation. 

1 Recall that many of the 20% had previously been on probation "on the 
current sentence," and had entered institutions as probation violators. 

2 T~is similarity was also - to an extent - artifical, although we 
have not yet discussed this fact. (See next section.) 

3 As an afterthought, we might note that the 75% estimate was 
supported by 'the (apparent) near-coincidence of recidivism rates 
for ex-prisoners (40.6%) and ex-clients of residential corrections 
programs (40.5%). In other words, the fact that the recidivism rate 
was so high for the latter suggested that the program was dealing with 
individuals who otherwise would have been in the prison system. Our 
conclusion that the recidivism rate was - in fact - even higher for 
the residential program than for the prisons would lend even more 
weight to this argument. 
4 It is appropriate to indicate that without Mr. Vogelgesang's 
emphasis on evaluation and accountability - which led to the NCCD 
evaluations and later the statewide data collection. system now 
operated by the Department of Social Services - the erroneous con
clusions, about program operation and effect would likely yet be 
perceived as accurate. 
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One might easily conclude from these results that the counterparts -
overall - received less supervision and control than the Fifth District 
residential clients to whom they are matched (in this analysis). This 
assumes, however, that straight probation involves as much "less" of 
such as imprisonment involves "more."l 

To settle this concern with "degree of supervision and control," we 
assign hypothetical "control points" to the various correctional alter
natives, and then compare the total amount of contro12 between the 
residential and counterpart groups. 

If one assigns points in the proportion 0:1:1:2 to STRAIGHT PROBATION, 
RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS, COUNTY JAIL, and STATE PRISON respectively, it 
results that the residential clients in the Fifth District were the 
subjects of 65% more control than their counterparts in other districts. 3 
Other point assignments and the corresponding percentage differences 
are as follows: 

CONTROL POINTS 

0:1:2:3 
0:1:1:3 
0:1:2:4 
0:1:2:2 
0:1:1:4 
0:2:2:3 
0:2:3:3 

% DIFF.4 

1% 
20% 

-18% 
30% 
-5% 

102% 
74% 

Note that the only assignments involving more control within the 
counterparts group are those in which we assume a low degree of control 
for th(~ residential program in comparison to the prison system. In 
particular, all assignments with a control point ratio of 1:2 or 1:35 
involve more control for the residential clients (as a group). 

Above and beyond a consideration of degrees of control afforded by 
various correctional alternatives, one might ask whether or not the 
total corrections cost of handling the residential clients in the 
community facilities was greater or less than the total cost of handling 
an equivalent num.ber of counterparts in other districts (straight pro
bation, jail and probation, prison and parole). Preliminary analyses 
completed by SAC suggest that the cost of corrections was not signi
ficantly less for the residential group than for their counterparts 

1 In comparison to residential corrections. 

2 As the sum of control points. 
3 The fact that "0" points is assigned to straight probation is not 
meant to suggest that this alternative involves "no" supervision or 
control. Rather, this condition involves the "least" extent of such 
for alternatives considered in this study. Since the comparison desired 
must be based on a "ratio" scale, it was necessary to assign "0" points 
to straight probation. 
4 Extent to which total points are higher in the Fifth District. 

5 Residential corrections to the prisons. 
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in other districts. 1 In fact, there is evidence that the total cost may 
- in fact - have been less for the counterparts group (depending on the 
methodology used to asseSs total cost). 

Although it may not have cost significafitly more to handle the counter
parts group in traditional programs, we do note that the costs of im
prisonment, and - to an extent - the prison population, would have been 
reduced had residential programs been available to handle these indivi
duals. (Recall our estimate that the prison population would likely 
have been 11.4% below observed levels had resident.ial programs been 
available statewide, and had they been used to the extent of the Fifth 
District program). 

The SAC estimate (11.4%) assumed that judges would ha"iTe used the 
residential program as an alternative to imprisonment to the same extent 
as was the case with the Fifth District program. In reality, however, 
this assumption may not be an accurate one. Indeed, preliminary analyses 
of admissions to the new facilities during 1977-1978 suggest that the 
programs are being uSed even less as an alternative to imprisonment than 
were the Fifth District residences. This is supported by analyses of 
sentencing results for 1977-1978 which indicate no significant reduction 
in the imprisonment rate - outside the Fifth District - below the ob
served rate for 1974-1976. 2 

Due to the fact that the potential impact of new residences on the prison 
population was much less than that envisioned by the Commission, and the 
further likelihood that new residences have not reached even that level 
of impact, there would seem to be little likelihood that the reduction3 
in the prison population projected by the Commission will actually take 
place. 

In fact, the Commission's "most probable" estimate was in error by 20.5% 
after only one year (1780 projected to 2145 actual).4 This error remained 
stahle at 21.0% after two years (1755 projected to 2123 actual).5 The 
reader should examine the chart on page 160 of Volume I to gain a full 
appreciation for the extent of error in the Commission's projection. 

We note also that the original BCE projection was highly accurate after 
one year, but has been very much inaccurate after two years due to a 

1 The highest figure for the cost differential of the residential group 
over the counterpart group was 12.5%. Under the Cornmission's hypothesis 
that all felony clients were placed as an alternative to imprisonment, 
the cost differential would be 300%, i.e., the prison experience would 
cost four times as much as the residential experience. 

2 A thorough discussion of these data appears in Volume V: Felony 
Sentencing Practices. 

3 Recall that the major factor behind the projected reduction was the 
estimated reduction in prison admissions to accompany the advent of the 
new residential programs. 
4 March 1, 1978. 
5 March 1, 1979. 
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leveling off of the prison population during 1978. We observe that 
the actual population trend is midway between the BCE and Advisory 
Commission (most probable) projections. In fact, the actual population 
in the prisons was exactly at the midpoint of the two projections as 
of the end of 1978. 

THE PRISON POPULATION - UP OR DOWN? 

As of June 30, 1979, the total prison population in Iowa rested at 
2173, or 410 over the Commission's most probable estimate (1763) for 
that date. The source of this large-order difference after only three 
years (from the base of the projection - June 30, 1976) appears to rest 
primarily with a faulty estimate of the potential impact of new resi
dential facilities orr prison admissions. It may be the case, however, 
that the Commission failed to give enough weight to other factors that 
would tend to push the population up. Indeed, it would appear that 
the "age bulge" movement of the general population in the state into 
the most crime-prone category for adults (18-24) may account for more 
of an increase in the prison population than that projected by the 
Commission. 1 

In addition, the new criminal code may have had an im~act on the pop
ulation that could not be foreseen by the Commission. Indeed, the 
major conclusion of this study might well be the following: 

THE GOVERNORJ THE LEGISLATURE J AND CORRECTIONS 
OFFICIALS CANNOT RELY ON COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 
TO COUNTERACT THE POTENTIAL INCREASE IN THE 
PRISON POPULATION ACCOMPANYING MANDATORY SEN
TENCING PROVISIONS OF THE NEW CRIMINAL CODE. 

The Master Plan project and SAC have been involved in a detailed 
study of the new criminal code and of its potential impact on the 
prison population. The results of this study will appear in a.nother 
report from the Statistical Analysis Center. 

1 This factor would tend to increase the population only into the 
early 1980's, as thereafter the age bulge will move into less crime
prone age categories. 

2 The impact of the new code was given very little weight in the 
Commission's projection method. 
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IN SUPPORT OF THE ADVISORY COMMISSION 

In retrospect, the evidence available at the time of the Commission's 
deliberations clearly gave strong support to their stated conclusions. 
Their position appeared to be correct both from the standpoint of 
common perceptions about adult corrections, and from the weight of 
available statistical evidence. In sum, their position appeared to 
be "air-tight," with various checks and balances figured in to assuage 
any doubt that might remain in the mlnds of the Governor, the Leg
islature, and corrections officials. 

That the stated characterization of adult corrections was far off the 
mark did not become apparent until their work had been studied and 
refined extensively over ~ period of many months. 2 Indeed, the 
difficulties with various aspects of their position came to light 
only after a much refined perspective could be provided on the types 
of data considered by the Commission, and then only after careful 
analyses of many varied aspects of the sentencing and corrections 
system in Iowa. It is doubtful that the Commission could have dis
covered the true situation in adult corrections in the limited time 
allocated for their study. 

It is important to recognize that the exceptions expressed in this 
report are not intended to be criticisms of the Advisory Commission 
itself. In fact, the Statistical Analysis Center respects the high 
degree of dedication and competence manifested by the Commission and 
its staff. The overall quality of their final report - short the 
difficulties discussed here - was bey.ond reproach. Both the depth 
and breadth of its concerns led right to the heart of problems facing 
adult corrections in Iowa. This report should not detract from the 
appreciation due the Commission for its landmark effort. 

1 At the time, this author held no grave objections to the Commission's 
stance, except perhaps from the standpoint of several technical points 
that were judged not to be of major significance. It was only with the 
work of the Master Plan ~roject that serious difficulties with the 
Commission's methodology came to light. 

2 The Statistical Analysis Center perceives this study to be a con
tinuation and refinement of the work of the Commission, rather than as 
a rival effort attuned to an opposing interest. Without the work of 
the Commission, we would still be ignorant of many of the key forces 
operating in adult corrections in Iowa. 
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UNANSWERED QUESTIONS 

In many ways; the scenario developed above is near-paradoxical. 
At the very least, the major findings are beyond normal intuition. 
Instead of being good risks for release, the Advisory Commission's 
select group consisted of only marginally better risks than other 
prisoners. Since the select group consisted of those prisoners 
most like community corrections clients, one would have expected 
them to constitute better risks for release than those who were 
more nearly consensus picks for imprisonment. 

Beyond the above, we find that the residential corrections program 
in the Fifth Judicial District had a higher rate of recidivism than 
the state prison system, yet dealt mainly with individuals who would 
have received probation had the program not been in existence. This 
runs very much against the grain of intuition in that it suggests a 
group of "probationers" or "community corrections types" to be more 
prone to recidivism than "prisoners." 

Finally, no comments have yet been offered to explain the high degree 
of' similarity between inmates at the reformatories and clients of 
resid1)ntial programs. If thi.s similarity were to hold up under 
closer scrutiny, one would have an even more baffling set of cir
cumstances to explain than that portrayed by the above. Indeed, how 
could such circumstances have found reality? Why wouldn't the select 
group be good risks? Why were offenders placed in co~nunity residences 
if not as an alternative to imprisonment? Are there some underlying 
forces that would account for the seeming illogic of the above? 
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V. RISK FACTORS AND SENTENCING 

As discussed in Section II, research activities of the Social Services 
Bureau of Correctional Evaluation during 1975 and 1976 led to the 
development of a number of "riSk rating" systems that identified 
specific types of offenders as failing at high, medium, and low rates in 
community corrections programs. Initially, these systems were utilized 
strictly for measuring past correctional performance. With time, how
ever, refined systems were developed that could be used for screening 
purposes in the criminal justice system and for analyses of criminal 
justice decision-making patterns. 

One of these new "risk assessment" duvices, called the Probation Risk 
Assessment Scoring System,l was developed by the author and SAC's re
search analyst in con,'junction with efforts of the Adult Corrections 
Master Plan Project. This system was carefully developed over a number 
of weeks to ensure the utility of the final product as a vehicle for 
the intended applications. Based on extensive work with the system 
over a ~wo-year period since its development, the SAC staff believes 
the system to vrovide a highly accurate ranking of criminal offenders 
according to the propensity to fail in community-based corrections 
programs or to commit recidivist acts after conviction in court. 2 

It is important to recognize that the system is strictly a method of 
establishing "relat i ve" risk among "groups" of criminal offenders, i. e. , 
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it tells us whether or not one "type" of convicted offender would typi
cally be a better risk for success on probation than would another "type. " I 
No known methods exist to tell precisely what an individual offender's 
chances of success on probation would be or whether or not the offender 
would - in fact - fail if placed on probation. Strictly speaking, the I 
system provides the best available indiG~tion of relative likelihoods of 
probation success based on past performance. 3 

~. This system is not to be confused with another system developed for 
use irt assigning supervision levels to probationers in the First, Third 
and Sixth Judicia.l Districts. To date, the original system has not 
been used for screening purposes by any criminal justice agency in Iowa. 

2 The system was not intended to provide rankings according to the 
propensity to fail or recidivate after release from prison, although it 
has a considerable degree of utility for such. Two other systems, the 
Parole Risk Assessment Scoring Systems - Versions I and II, were 
developed for this purpose. See Volume VII: Recidivism. 

3 The system was dev.eloped to reflect degrees of success and failure of 
probationers and parolees released from caseloads in Iowa during 1974~· 
1976. The system was structured so as to avo~d screening effects 
associated with correctional placement decisions, e.g., sentencing. 
See pages 13-19 of this report. Also see Volume V: Felony Sentencing 
Practices for additional information. 
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The Probation Risk Assessment Scoring System was developed so as to 
apply directly to the sentencing decision. By this we mean that the 
system can be used for the purposes of studying past sentencing decisions, 
apd perhaps also as a tool for improving future decisions. 1 To appreciate 
the utility of the system for studying past sentencing decisions, it is 
necessary first to establish the validity of the scale as a measure of 
"risk," and to provide the reader with enough background data to allow 
an appreciation of the distinctions between offenders rated at various 
"risk levels." 

RISK ASSESSMENT SCORING 

The forms on the following two pages illustrate the calculations and 
manipulations necessary to determine the risk level or risk rating of a 
given convicted offender. 2 The methods were designed to apply to all 
persons guilty of criminal offenses - misdemeanors and felonies alike. 
The particular method of computation of an individual risk rating is 
based on the results of a computer-assisted analysis of offender
related factors associated statistically with the propensity to violate 
the conditions of probation or parole or to be re-arrested while on 
probation or parole. A weighted scale of outcome was utilized in 
which more serious violations/charges were given more weight. 3 Detailed 
discussions of the specific features and development aspects of the 
system are beyond the scope of this report and will be explained in a 
coming report from SAC. 

The calculation of a risk rating involves a multi-stage process in 
which three measures of risk are computed separately, and are then combinec 
into a single final measure of risk. The three "components" of risk are 
based respectively on 1) Socio-Demographic Profiles, 2) Criminal/Substance 
Abuse History, and 3) Current Offense Category. The first two components 
are sCQred by adding "points" applicable to an individual offender and 
then finding the t:risk level 11 corresponding to the total score for that 
component. Thus a single male offender of age 26 at conviction, with 
a high school diploma but no employable skill, wo.uld score "3" under 
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE, and - in turn - 3 points would result in a 
risk level assignment of "2." If, in addition, the offender was com
mitted (and thus also arrested) as a juvenile, had (overall) four prio~ 
arrests and a history of narcotics use (thus also a history of drug 
abuse), but had no aliases and no prior jail, prison or probation terms, 

1 It is vital to recognize the independence of these two applications 
of risk assessment, since the latter would entail the assumption - or 
jg~gment - that decision-making should be changed to reflect past perfor
mance in the system. 

2 The first form applies to male offenders and the second to female of
fenders. 
3 . 

Thus a new felony against person(s) was given the most weight. 
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STATE OF IOWA 
PROBATION RISK ASSESSMENT SCORING SYSTEM 

MALE OFFENDERS 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE CRIMINAL/SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY 

4 Three or more prior arrests 

I 
I 
I 
I 

1 Current ag~ 25-29 
2 Current age 20-24 
3 Current age under 20 
1 No employable skill 

4 Arrested as a juvenile I 
4 Committed as a juvenile 
3 History of drug or alcohol abuse 

1 No High School diploma 
1 Common-law or not married 

6 History of narcotics use I 
1 One or more aliases 
4 1-3 prior jail, prison, probation 

TOTAL POINTS 8 4 or more prior jail, prison, probatio; 

-,- TOTAL POINTS I 
RISK ~EVEL: 1. 0-2, ~ 3-4, ~ 5-6 

CURRENT OFFENSE CATEGORY - RISK LEVEL 
RISK LEVEL: 1. 0, ~ 1-3, ~ 4-8, 

i 9-13, 5 14-20, 2.. 21-30 

1 Sex offense against juvenile, driving under influence - first offense, others 
npt listed below. 

2 Manslaughter, controlled substances except narcotics, driving under influence -
second or third offense, stolen property, carrying weapons, vandalism, attempted 

'rape, embezzlement, shoplifting. . 
3 Aggravated assault, murder, rape, narcotics, going armed with intent, larceny, 

fraud except bad checks, crimes against public morals, crimes against public 
justice and authority, conspiracy. 

4 Robbery and assault to rob, burglary and attempts, motor vehicle theft, forgery/ 
counterfeiting, bad checks, arson, extortion. 

RISK PROFILE = SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE/CRIMINAL-SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY/CURRENT 
= OFFENSE 

RISK RATING 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK .-

HIGH RISK 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 

LOW RISK 

VERY -LOW RISK 

RISK PROFILES FALLING UNDER THIS RATING 

163,164,263,264,353,354,363,364 

154,162~244~253,254,262~334~342~343~344,351,352,361~362 

124,134,143,144,152,153,161,223,224,233,234,243,252,261, 
323,324,332,333 
114,123,133,141,142,151,214,232,241,242,251,313,314,322, 
331,341 
113,131,132,213,222,231,321 

111,112,121,122,211,212,221,311,312 

*Rate misdemeanants with thest;l profiles as HIGH-MEDIUM RISK. 
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STATE OF IOWA 
PROBATION RISK ASSESSMENT SCORING SYSTEM 

FEMALE OFFENDERS 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE 

1 Current age under 30 
1 No High School diploma 
1 Common-law or not married 

TOTAL POINTS 

CRTIMINAL/SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY 

1 Three or more prior arrests 
1 Arrested as a juvenile 
1 Committed as a juvenile 
2 History of drug/alcohol abuse 
1 History of narcotics use 
2 One or more aliases 

RISK LEVEL: 1 0-1, 2 2, ~ 3 2 1-2 prior jail, prison, probation -±- 3 or more jail, prison, probation 

TOTAL POINTS 

RISK LEVEL: 1 0-2, 2 3-5, ~ 6-12 

CURRENT OFFENSE CATEGORY - RISK LEVEL 

1 Driving under influence, embezzlement, stolen property. 
2 All other crimes. 
3 Prostitution, bad checks, forgery, larceny, shoplifting, controlled substances 

except marijuana. 

RISK PROFILE = SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE/CRIMINAL-SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY/CURRENT 
= OFFENSE 

RISK RATING 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 

LOW RISK 

VERY LOW RISK 

RISK PROFILES FALLING UNDER THIS RATING 

233,331,332,333 

133,223,232,322,323 

113,123,131,132,213,222,231,312,313 

112,121,122,212,221,311,321 

111,211 
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then he would score a total of "21" under CRIMINAL/SUBSTANCE ABUSE 
HISTORY, which - in tUrn - would lead to a risk level assignment of 
"6" for that component. Finally, if the offender was convicted of 
larceny, he would rate at level "3" under CURRENT OFFENSE CATEGORY. 
These three risk levels, "2" for SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE, "6" for 
CRIMINAL/SUBSTANCE ABUSE HISTORY, and "3" for CURRENT OFFENSE CATEGORY, 
would lead to a composite "risk profile" of "263." According to the 
assignments given at the bottom of the form, an offender with risk 
profile 263 would be rated as "ULTRA HIGH RISK" for probation. 

The reader is encouraged to experiment with the forms by assigning 
arbitrary characteristics to hypothetical offenders and by noting the 
resulting risk level assignments. 

PAST PERFORMANCE ON PROBATION/PAROLE 

The Probation Base Expectancy Scoring System was derived from a 
statistical analysis of patterns of probation/parole outcome in Iowa 
during the three-year period 1974-1976. 1 The specific variables and 
coding categories were identified from analyses of outcome during 
1974-1975, with the results checked for validlty against performance for 
cases closed during 1976. 

The table on the following page summarizes the overall ability of the 
system2 to distinguish "successes" from "failures" within the total 
study population of 4749 probationers and parolees. The reader should 
study these figures carefully to gain an appreciation for the relative 
extent of "failure" among the various risk levels. 3 For those con
cerned with such matters, the system was found to have MCR ratings as 
high as .62 (construction), .53 (validation), 'and .59 (combined), 
depending on the exact criterion of "failure."4 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1 All persons leaving adult probation and parole caseloads in Iowa during I 
this period by discharge, revocation or absconsion were considered. This 
population reflected 4749 "cases,!! including 2457 felony probationers, I 1684 misdemeanor probationers, and 608 parolees. The use of the terms 
"success" and "failure" is for convenience only, as the SAC does not 
wish to make value judgments as to which types of probation/parole 
performance constitute true success or failure. 

2 The combined system applicable to both male and females. 
I 

3 Th~ 4749 offenders in question served on the average (mean) approximate:1 
one year on probation or parole. Actual recidivism rates over a longer 
period - say two, three or four years - would be somewhat higher than 
the "within program" rates given in the table. 

4 The stated levels of MCR apply to an 8-level weighted scale of 
probation/parole violation defined as follows: 0) NOT 1-7; 1) P.O. 
judged offender's condition to have deteriorated during probation! 
parole; 2) disciplinary action taken. against the offender; 3) offender 
placed in jailor isolation at some time during probation/parole; 4) 
offender arrested .for misdemeanor, absconded, or probation/parole 
revoked for technical violation; 5) offender arrested for Part II 
felony not against person(s); 6) offender arrested for Part I felony 
not against person(s); 7) offender arrested for felony against person(s). 
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OFFENDER TOTAL 
RISK RATING CASES 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 404 

HIGH RISK 687 

I HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 108~ 
I-l 
N 
CJl 
I LOW-MEDIUM RISK 1024 

LOW RISK 786 

VERY-LOW RISK 766 

ALL OFFENDERS 4749 

PROBATION RISK ASSESSMENT SCORING SYSTEM 
PROBATION/PAROLE OUTCOME 
CASES CLOSED IN 1974-1976 

BY OFFENDER RISK RATING 

NEW ARREST/CHARGE REVOKED 
FELONY MISD. ONLY TOTAL NEW OFF. TECHNICAL TOTAL 

37.4% 16.3% 53.7% 37.4% 6.2% 43.6% 

25.2% 15.2% 40.6% 23.5% 7.6% 31.1% 

15.9% 11.2% 27.1% 12.9% 4.3% 17.2% 

9.0% 9.3% 18.3% 7.4% 1.6% 8.9% 

2.6% 5.9% 8.5% 1.9% 1.4% 3.3% 

1.2% 4.1% 5.2% 1. 7% 0.1% 1.8% 

13.0% 9.8% 22.8% 11.7% 3.2% 14.9% 

ABSCONDER JAILED/ DISCIP. PNf OF 
~GE ISOLATION ACTION PRECEDING 

5.7% 57.2% 66.2% 77 .8% 

4.9% 45.1% 55.4% 67.2% 

3.0% 26.2% 38.6% 47.6% 

2.9% 16.4% 25.7% 33.3% 

1.8% 7.7% 16.4% 21. 5% 

0.4% 3.6% 11.2% 13.1% 

2.9% 22.7% 32.5% 40.1% 



----- ----- ---

I 
The reader may be curious as to why the system was developed as a I 
measure of both probation and parole performance, when the stated 
intent Was to measure the risk of failure on probation (only). The 
logic of this procedure (including both probationers and parolees) I 
was that the performance of various categories of probationers could 
well have been affected by sentencing decisions, i.e., judges may have 
sent more of the "poor risks" to prison among certain categories of of- I 
fenders than among others. Thus a risk assessment device based solely 
on the performance of probation.ers might well be biased by the "screen-
ing effects" of the sentencing decision. 1 By including parolees in the 
study groups, we essentially would have "stand-ins" for imprisoned I 
offenders screened away from probation by judges. The staff found, 
for example, that the inclusion of parolees in the study sample gave 
higher risk ratings for certain categories of I1violent" and "habitual" I 
offenders - 'Who were infrequently placed on probation - than would 
have been the case had parolees been ignored. 

To fully appreciate the significance of the Probation Risk Assessment 
Scoring System and the way in which it ranks criminal offenders it is 
necessary to carefully examine the characteristics of offenders scoring 

I 
in various risk levels, and to study failure rates for various categories I 
of offenders defined ip terms of some of the major "risk factors." The 
reader is encouraged to consult Volume V: Felony Sentencing Practices 
for information of thiB type. I 
SENTENCING BY RISK 

As one of the major aspects of SAC's study of felony sentencing in 
Iowa,concentration has been placed on assessing the role of "risk" 
as a factor in sentencing decisions. SAC has not been so much concerned 
with whether or not risk was an explicit factor considered by sentencing 
judges as with the question of the degree of correlation of risk with 
the severity of sentencing decisions. Briefly stated, SAC has been 
concerned with whether or not judges historically have sent most of 
the "poor risks" to prison and placed most of the "good risks" in com
munity programs. 

This particular question - concerning riSk factors and sentencing -
came to light when the Master Plan staff, and later the SAC staff, 
was faced vIi th the unanswered quest ions expressed at the end of the 
preceding section. Indeed, the following results of the Master Plan/ 
SAC study seemed to suggest that "risk of recidivism" or "risk of 
program failure" may have played a somewhat different role in the 
sentencing and corrections system than had been previously envisioned: 

1) Prison inmates who were "most like" clients of community 
corrections programs were not significantly better risks for 
release on parole (or on probation at the time of sentence) 
than were other inmates. 2 

1 See page 14 of this report for a discussion of screening effects and 
their impact on risk assessment. 

2 That is, prisoners scoring in the lowest three levels of the Offender 
Attribute Scale were not better risks than prisoners scoring in the 
remaining four (highery-levels of the scale. 
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2) The Fifth Judicial District residential corrections 
program had higher recidivism rates than the state 
prison system,despite the fact that most (80%) of its 
clients would have been placed in non-prison programs 
had the residential program not been in existence. 

3) Most (80%) of the other-district counterparts to Fifth 
District residential clients were placed in non-prison 
programs (despite a similarity to residential clients -
who had high recidivism rates). 

The above would seem to suggest that many "community corrections 
types" were as high risk as - or higher risk than - prisoners., 
If this was the case, then one could not conclude that judges had 
historically sent all (or even most) ~the "poor risks" to state 
prisons. 1 Indeed, it would suggest that a "gray area" existed be
tween clear-cut "prisoner types" and clear-cut "community types," 
where the latter would constitute consensus picks for community 
programs and good risks for placement in such. If, in fact, this 
"blurringeffect" had a basis in reality, then the new perspective 
thus afforded might explain the apparent inconsistencies raised by 
the above findings of the Master Plan Project and SAC. 

It should be noted at this point that SAC has great faith in the 
accuracy of its risk assessment methods. Numerous efforts to pin down 
possible failings in rating methods have served only to provide more 
and more evidence that the criteria are accurate. In fact, there 
~eems to be a very definite empirical basis for establishing which 
convicted offenders are the most prone to recidivism, and furthermore 
the theory thus established applies well at virtually all stages of 
the criminal justice process, from pre-trial release programs, to pro
bation, residential corrections, the prisons (misconduct), work release, 
parole, and post-program recidivism. Forthcoming reports from SAC 
will help establish the validity of this perception. 

In any case, the SAC staff has a great deal of confidence in the 
Probation Risk Assessment Scoring System as a measure of the likelihood 
of recidivism and probation failure. At the very least, the system 
is judged to provide a valuable perspective on past sentencing pro
cesses in Iowa. In this vein, it should be noted that both the risk 
assessment methods and the sentencing results are based on observed 
experience in Iowa during 1974-1976. Ideally, one would hope to 
apply a risk assessment device based on prior experience, say for 
1971-1973, to decision-making during an ensuing period, in this case 
1974-1976. 2 This would be ideal since one could then hypothesize 
that judges had applied (1974-1976) knowledge of past experience 

1 . 
We take care to distinguish judges' perceptions of which offenders 

are the "poor risks ll for what actual experience dictates. It may well 
have been the case that judges uniformly sentenced to prison offenders 
whom they felt were the worse risks, despite the lack of an empirical 
basis for such perceptions. That is, judges may not have been able to 
determine precisely who the worse risks were among convicted felons. 

2 SAC is in the process of applying risk assessment methods developed 
from 1974-1976 data to sentencing results for 1977-1978. The results of 
this effort will appear in a forthcoming report from SAC. 
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(1971-1973) to their sentencing decisions. That risk assessment 
addresseS the same period as the sentenci.ng study suggests that 
the risk ratings are in part "after the fact," and not strictly 
contingencies that might apply "before the fact." However, the 
apparent universal~ty of the underlying theory suggests that this 
distinction would cause no major difficulty in the context of the 
studies at hand. 

All questions of interpretation aside, here are the statewide 
sentencing results for 1974-1976 expressed separately for each the 
six risk levels (ratings) of the Probation Risk Assessment Scoring 
System: 

RISK TOTAL STRAIGHT RESID. COUNTY STATE 
LEVEL SENTENCED PROBA- CORREC- JAIL PRISON 

TION TION 
" ULTRA-HIGH RISK 919 54.6% 11.3% 6.3% 27.9% 

HIGH RISK 1626 59.4% 6.6% 4.6% 29.4% 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 2009 68.9% 4.4% 1.9% 24.8% 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 1555 81.8% 2.7% 2.4% 13.1% 

LOW RISK 834 83.3% 2.0% 1.3% 13.4% 

VERY-LOW RISK 552 91.2% 1.0% 0.9% 6.9% 

ALL LEVELS 7495 71.0% 4.8% 3.0% 21.1% 

The first thing to note in the table above is that nowhere near a 
majority of offenders in any of the risk levels were sentenced to 
state prisons. In fact, just 28.8% of the 2454 offenders rated as 
HIGH or ULTRA-HIGH RISK were sent to prison. 

THE POPULAR PERCEPTION THAT SENTENCING JUDGES IN 
IOWA IMPRISON HIGH PERCENTAGES OF TRULY YHIGH RISKY 
OFFENDERS IS NOT SUPPORTED BY THE FINDINGS OF THIS 
STUDY. 

Of the 2454 offenders rated HIGH or ULTRA-HIGH RISK, 59.8% received 
straight probation, 8.6% were placed in residential facilities, 
5.4% were jailed, and 28.8% were imprisoned. 

The lack of a strong correlation between risk level and rate of im
prisonment would suggest that perhaps risk - as defined here - was 
not a major factor in determini¥g who among convicted felons should 
be imprisoned during 1974-1976. To test this hypothesis it is 
necessary to control for other sentence-related factors, i.e., to 
ensure that any observed variations are due to the impact of "risk" 
and not to the correlation of risk with other factors considered 
by judges. 

1 In other words, that the "risk factors" that underlie the risk ratings 
were not major considerations of judges in handiri"g out prison sentences. 
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Accordingly, we break out imprisonment rates, as in the last column 
of the table above, by Incarceration Rating, i.e., according to the 
4-level grouping of the 7-level Offender Attribute Scale: 

INCARCERATION RATING 
RISK 
LEVEL LOW LOW-MEDIUM HIGH-MEDIUM HIGH 

(1 ,2) (3) (4) (5 26 2 7) 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 11.5% 15.6% 31.5% 62.4% 
(175) ( 358) (196 ) (190 ) 

HIGH RISK 13.4% 22.1% ,..-.. 38.4% 61.9% 
(524) (521) 

0\0 

(285) (296) '-/ 

CI) 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 10.3% 21.6% 
j:l.:l 

~ 
43.3% 65.3% 

(1021) (410) (337) (241) 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 6.1% 24.0% ! 32.3% 56.4% 
(1121) (233) (138) (63) 

CI) 

LOW RISK 7.3% 20.9% l;1 33.7% 72.5% 
(666) (61) ~ (69) (38) 

VERY-LOW RISK 5.6% 21.4% 15.5% -----
(495) (25) (27) (5) 

ALL LEVl!1LS 8.5% 20.7% 37.0% 62.9% 
(4002) (1608) (1052 ) (833) 

The reader should carefully examine the variation in imprisonment 
rates within individual columns of this table. Such an examination 
will reveal that: 

1 

1) Overall, there is very little relationship between risk 
level and imprisonment rate. 1 

2) The extent of association between risk and imprisonment 
rate in the first table - with no control for Incarceration 
Rating - is almost totally explained by the Incarceration 
Rating itself. More simply, most of the association of 
risk and imprisonment rate is explained by higher Incar
ceration Ratings among higher risk offenders. 

3) Only for the lowest Incarceration Rating (LOW) does'any 
apparent relationship of risk and imprisonment rate appear. 
Within this level, those rating higher risk (highest three 
levels) have higher imprisonment rates than those rating 
lower risk (lowest three levels). Within each of the higher 
and lower risk groupings, however, there is no significant 
difference in the rate of imprisonment. 

If there were a strong relationship, one would expect consistently 
lower percentages as one reads vertically down the table. 
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In sum, we are forced to conclude: 

OVERALL" THERE WAS VIRTUALLY A "RANDOM" RELATIONSHIP 
BETWEEN THE RISK OF RECIDIVISM OR PROBATION FAILURE 
AND THE PROBABILITY OF lMPRlSONMI:NT IN IOWA DURING 
1974-1976,l 

The careful reader may s:ense a possible difficulty with the above 
interpretation, namely that offenders labelled as higher risk within 
a giv(::m IIlCarcerat:\(>n Rating may not indeed he higher risk. This 
ctitild occur if the Offender Attribute Scale was statistically cor-
.related with risk to the extent that offenders with higher Offender 
Attribute scores had higher failure and recidivism rates (that is 
were higher risk) than offenders with lower scores -- within individual 
risk levels. If this were the case, then the preceding table would 
not reflect an accurate perception of reality. That this possibility 
is without basis - and thus that our stated conclusions are correct -
follows from the table below, which establishes that Offender A~tribute 
scores have no relationship to probation/parole violation rates with
in individual risk levels: 3 

RISK 
LEVEL 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 

HIGH RISK 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

LOW:"MEDIUM RISK 

LOW RISK 

VERY-LOW RISK 

ALL LEVELS 

LOW 
(1,2) 

72.2% 
(54) 

47.8% 
(176) 

31.5% 
(359) 

19.9% 
(487) 

10.6% 
(302) 

4.3% 
(232) 

23.3% 
(1610) 

INCARCERATION RATING 
LOW-MEDIUM HIGH-MED. 

(3) (4) 

59.7% 
~ 

60.3% Q\Q 

'-' 
( 126) 

U) 
(73) 

~ 

52.8% ~ 50.7% 
( 163) 

~ 
(136) 

33.0%-
l-! 

32.8% S (200) (128 ) 
0 
l-! 

23.0% ::> 22.8% 
(100) ~ (57) 

~ 16.7% 12.9% ~ 

(30) Z- (31) 
0 
l-! 

10.0% ~ 0.0% 
(10) @ (16) 

p., 

40.7% 39.0% 
(629) (441) 

ALL 
HIGH OFFENDERS 

(5,6,7) 

59.6% 61.7% 
(99) (352) 

46.4% 49.5% 
(123) (598) 

29.4% 31.8% 
(95) (782) 

12.9% 20.3% 
(31) (675) 

6.2% 11.1% 
(16) (379) 

-_.--- 4.9% 
(7) (265) 

40.7% 31.4% 
(371) (3051) 

1 Tests of Significance reveal virtually a "random" relationship between 
risk and imprisonment rate for the three highest Incarceration Ratings, 
and a non-significant relationship within the lowest rating. 
2 Re-arrested, revoked or absconded-. 

3 Based on outcomes for 2445 felony probationers and.606 parolees (no 
misdemeanants). These are closed cases, only a portl0n of which fall in 
the 7495-member sentencing study population. 
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The two preceding tables establish a persuasive case for the 
independence of "risk" and "the probability of imprisonment." 
Since the Offender Attribute Scale is purported to provide a 
measure of that probability, it is of interest to examine the 
statistical relationship between risk levels and incarceration 
ratings: 1 

INCARCERATION RATING 
RISK LOW LOW-MEDIUM HIGH-MEDIUM 
LEVEL (1 22) (3) (4) 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 175 
I 

358 196 I I I 
HIGH RISK 524 I 521 285 I I I 
HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 1021 I 410 337 I 

LOt;?-MEDIUM RISK 1121 233 138 

LOW RISK 666 61 69 

VERY-LOW RISK 495 25 27 

HIGH 
(5 2 6 2 7) 

190 

296 

241 

63 

38 

5 

A careful examination of this tabulation and of the percentage break
down of risk within each of the incarceration ratings reveals 
absolutely no correlation of risk level and incarceration rating 
within the portion of the table to the right of the dashed line. 
In other words, for offenders with other than the lowest incarceration 
rating, there is absolutely no correlation between Ifrisk" and "proba
bility of imprisonment." The only significant instance of correlation 
derives from the relatively large number of offenders (2282) with 
LOW Incarceration Rating and VERY-LOW to LOW-MEDIUM Risk Level. 

" 

These and previous findings raise the question as to how higher risk 
offenders with a lower incarceration rating differ from lower risk 
offenders with a higher incarceration rating,' and other questions 
along a similar vein. Information of this type appears in gr~at 
detail in Volume V: Felony Sentencing Practices. . 

With the weight of evidence as given above, there appears to be an 
adequate basis for our conclusion that the "risk of probation failure 
or recidivism!! was not - during 1974-1976 - a major factor in deter
mining which convicted felons should be imprisoned. The question 
remains: Did risk have anything whatsoever to do (statistically) with 
felony sentencing? That is, can we find any pattern of association 
of risk ratings with observed sentencing results?2 

1 Within the 7495-member felony sentencing study population. 

2 If the risk assessment system provides a valid measure of the likeli
hood of probation failure, we certainly would find no support for such 
from the sentencing behavior of judges as described to this point. 
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Returning to the first of the tables above, which gives sentencing 
results by risk level, we make note of the strongest assodiation in 
the table, namely that the percentage of offenders placed in residential 
corrections increases significantly from lower to higher risk levels. 
Of particular note is the. relatively high rate (11.3%) of residential 
placement for ULTRA-HIGH RISK offenders. 

Since residential programs of any significance were available only 
in the Fifth Judicial District, it is of interest to break out 
sentencing by risk between the Fifth and other districts: 

RISK 
LEVEL 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 

HIGH RISK 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 

LOW RISK 

VERY-LOW RISK 

ALL LEVELS 

JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT(S) 

- FIFTH 
- OTHERS 

- FIFrrH 
- OTHERS 

- FIFTH 
- OTHERS 

- FIFTH 
- OTHERS 

- FIFTH 
- OTHERS 

- FIFTH 
- OTHERS 

- FIFTH 
- OTHERS 

TOTAL 
SENT
ENCED 

294 
625 

413 
1213 

522 
1487 

356 
1199 

196 
638 

141 
411 

1922 
5573 

STRAIGHT 
PRO

BATION 

38.9% 
62.0% 

44.7% 
64.4% 

62.3% 
71.3% 

73.7% 
84.2% 

82.6% 
83.6% 

90.1% 
91.6% 

61.1% 
74.4% 

RESID. COUNTY STATE 
CORREC- JAIL PRISON 

TIONS 

34.5% 
0.3% 

24.8% 
0.4% 

16.4% 
0.2% 

11.1% 
0.2% 

7.8% 
0.2% 

3.9% 
0.0% 

18.2% 
0.2% 

1.2% 
8.7% 

1.1% 
5.8% 

0.9% 
2.2% 

1.3% 
2.8% 

0.0% 
1.7% 

0.0% 
1.2% 

0.9% 
3.7% 

25.6% 
29.0% 

29.4% 
29.4% 

20.4% 
26.3% 

13.9% 
12.9% 

9.6% 
14.6% 

6.0% 
7.2% 

19.8% 
21.6% 

i'fhis table is reproduced in figure form on the following page. From 
the nature of these results, we might hypothesize that: 

1) Risk was an important factor in the selection of clients 
for the residential program in the Fifth Judicial District. 
Correspondingly, the residential program dealt with a pre
ponderance of higher risk offenders, most of whom would have 
received probation had the program not been in existence. 
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SENTENCING BY RISK 
FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT VERSUS OlliER DISTRICTS 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 

- FIFlli STRAIGHT PROB. RES. CORR.II PRISON I 

- OTHERS STRAIGHT PROBATION IJAIL\ PRISON] 

HIGH RISK 

- FIFlli I STRAIGHT PROBATION I RES. CORR.1I PRISON 

- OTHERS STRAIGHT PROBATION I\JLI PRISON 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

- FIFlli STRAIGHT PROBATION R.C. \\ PRISON 

- OTHERS o PRISON 
L--_____ .. , __ .. _____ --L-1-. ___ ----J 

STRAIGHT PROBATION 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 

- FIFlli STRAIGHT PROBATION 

- OTHERS STRAIGHT PROBATION 

LOW RISK 

- FIFlli STRAIGHT PROBATION \ RC IpRISI 

- OrnERS Sl1U\IGHT PROBATION ~PRISON I 
VERY-LOW RISK 

- FIFlli STRAIGHT PROBATION 

- 01HERS STRAIGHT PROBATION 
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2) Most of the l1 counterparts" to Fifth District residential 
? c1ients were higher risk offenders who wer(:; placed on 

straight probation or in county jails. 

3) The availability of community residences for the placement 
of higher risk IIprobationersti was the essense of the 
difference in sentencing results between the Fifth and 
remaining districts during 1974-1976. 

To establish the extent to which risk was .a factor in the selection 
of residential clients in the Fifth District, we need to examine sen
tencing results broken out both by risk level and incarceration 
rating: 

INCARCERATION 
RATING/RISK LEVEL 

HIGH (5,6,7) 

TOTAL 
SENT
ENCED 

- ULTRA-HIGH RISK 74 
- HIGH RISK 93 
- HIGH-lJEDIUM 

RISK 76 
- LOWER RISKl 18 

HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 
- ULTRA-HIGH RISK 61 
- HIGH RISK 77 
- HIGH-MEDIUM 84 
- LOWER RISK 59 

, - - - - - - - - - - -
LOW-MEDIUM (3) 

- ULTRA-HIGH RISK 106 
- HIGH RISK 127 
- HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 100 
- LOWER RISK 83 

LOW (1,2) 
- ULTRA-HIGH RISK 54 
- HIGH RISK 116 
- HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 263 
- LOWER RISK 532 

FIFTH DISTRICT 
. STRAIGHT RESID. 

PRO- CORR. 
BAT ION 

20.9% 
11.9% 

20.3% 
18.1% 

42.3% 
43.7% 
40.3% 
55.0% - - - .... 

43.9% 
53.4% 
66.3% 
67.8% 

49.4% 
62.0% 
79.9% 
86.3% 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I - .... 
I 
I 
I 
I 
: 

21.0% 
22.7% 

19.0% 
30.4% 

25.0% 
21.1% 
23.4% 
18.4% 

46.1% 
28.1% 
16.6% 

8.0% 

40.6% 
25.4% 
13.4% 

7.0% 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

-+- -
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I 
I 
I 
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I 
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COUNTY 
JAIL 

0.0% 
2.4% 

1.5% 
0.0% 

1.9% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
1.9% 

0.0% 
1.8% 
2.3% 
0.0% 

4.2% 
0.0% 
0.4% 
0.6% 

STATE 
PRISON 

58.0% 
63.0% 

59.2% 
51.5% 

30.8% 
35.2% 
36.3% 
24.7% 

10.0% 
16.8% 
14.8% 
24.2% 

5.8% 
12.6% 

6.4% 
6.1% 

From the table, we can see very clearly that "risk" was strongly 
associated with the probability of residential placement for offenders 
with LOW or LOW-MEDIUM Incarceration Ratings. For those rated HIGH
MEDIUM or HIGH~ there was no association whatsoever between the two. 
Since offenders rated LOW or LOW-MEDIUM (Incarceration Rating) generally 
receive probation at high rates, we have an indication that many of the 
higher risk ofi\3nders sentenced to the Fifth District. residential pro
gram were placed as ,an alternative to probation. 

1 LOW-MEDIUM, LOW or VERY-LOW RISK. 
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To address the latter concern, we need to estimate how Fifth District 
offenders in the various risk levels would have been sentenced had 
the residential program not been in existence. To accomplish this 
aim, we use the same technique as was originally used in the last 
section,l namely we take observed sentencing results for the other 
judicial districts as expected results for the Fifth District, holding 
levels of the Offender Attribute Scale constant. 2 This procedure was 
repeated for each of the six risk levels, with the following results: 

RISK 
LEVEL 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 
- EXPECTED 

- OBSERVED 

HIGH RISK 
- EXPECTED 

- OBSERVED 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 
- EXPECTED 

- OBSERVED 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 
- EXPECTED 

- OBSERVED 

LOW RISK 
- EXPECTED 

- OBSERVED 

VERY-LOW RISK 
- EXPECTED 

- OBSERVED 

1 See pages 91-94. 

TOTAL 
SENT
ENCED 

294.4 

294.4 

412.8 

412.8 

522.3 

522.3 

355.5 

355.5 

196.3 

196.3 

140.5 

140.5 

FIFTH DISTRICT 
STRAIGHT RESID. 

PROBA- CORR. 
TION 

59.5% 
(175.0) 

38.9% 
(114.4) 

61.6% 
(254.4) 

44.7% 
(184.4) 

70.0% 
(365.6) 

62.3% 
(325.4) 

83.0% 
(295.1) 

73.7% 
(262.1) 

86.5% 
(169.8) 

82.6% 
(162.1) 

91.7% 
(128.8) 

90.1% 
(126.6) 

0.4% 
(1.1) 
34.5% 

(101.5) 

0.4% 
(1.8) 
24.8% 

(102.5) 

0.2% 
(1.0) 
16.4% 

(85.7) 

0.2% 
(0.6) 
11.1% 

(39.5) 

0.1% 
(0.2) 

7.8% 
(15.4) 

0.0% 
(0.0) 

3.9% 
(5.5) 

COUNTY 
JAIL 

8.3% 
(24.3) 

1.2% 
(3.4) 

5.6% 
(23.2) 

1.1% 
(4.5) 

2.2% 
(11. 3) 

0.9% 
(4.5) 

2.8% 
(9.9) 
1.3% 

(4.5) 

1.6% 
(3.2) 
0.0% 

(0.0) 

1.2% 
1.6 ) 
0.0% 

(0.0) 

STATE 
PRISON 

31.9% 
(94.0) 

25.6% 
(75.3) 

32.3% 
(133.4) 

29.4% 
(121.4) 

27.6% 
(144.4) 

20.4% 
(106.7) 

14.0% 
(49.9) 
- 13.9% 
(49.3) 

11.8% 
(23.2) 

9.6% 
(18.8) 

7.2% 
(10.1) 

6.0% 
(8.4) 

2 Observed sentencing breakdowns for the other districts - for each 
combination of risk level and incarceration rating - were multiplied 
by the number of Fifth District offenders falling in this same (cross) 
category. Results were then added (across the four incarceration ratings) 
and then the sum was divided by the total count -- for each of the six 
risk levels. The results of this process were the expected sentencing 
results appearing above. 
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By subt.racting observed from expected results, as in the preceding 
section,l we can estimate the extent to which Fifth District resi
dential corrections clients in each of the risk levels were placed 
as an alternative to straight probation, to county jail placement, 
and to imprisonment. For this purpose we combine the lower three 
risk levels. The results are as follows: 

RISK 
LEVEL 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 

HIGH RISK 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

LOWER RISK 

ALL CLIENTS 

FIFTH DISTRICT 
TOTAL 
SENT
ENCED 

101.5 

102.5 

85.7 

60.4 

350 

RESIDENTIAL CLIENTS 
PLACED AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO: 

STRAIGHT COUNTY STATE 
PROBATION JAIL PRISON 

60.5% 20.9% 18.6% 
(61.4) (21.2) (18.9) 

69.5 18.6% 11.9% 
(71.3) (19.0) (12.2) 

48.4% 6.2% 45.3% 
(41.5) (5.4) (38.8) 

71.8% 17.0% 11.2% 
(43.4) (10.3) (6.7) 

62.2% 16.0% 21.9% 
(217.6) (55.9) (76.6) 

According to the above tabulation, when we control for Offender 
Attribute score and Probation Risk rating, the estimated use of the 
Fifth District residential program as an alternative to other programs 
changes somewhat. 2 Recall that in the last section, using only Offender 
Attribute scores, we estimated that the program operated in lieu 
of other programs in the following manner: STRAIGHT PROBATION - 61.6%, 
COUNTY JAIL - 15.7%, and STATE PRISON - 22.7%. From the above we see 
that these figures change respectively to 62.2%, 16.0%, and 21.9% 
when risk is brought into the analysis. 

When we examine the question as it applies within individual risk 
levels, we find that the program operated as an alternative to 
imprisonment for a significant portion of its clients only for 
offenders rated HIGH-MEDIUM RISK (45.3%). Together, for offenders 
rated HIGH or ULTRA-HIGH RISK, the program operated as an alternative 
to imprisonment for 15.2%. For those rated at lower risk levels, the 
comparable figure is 11.2%. 

The following table gives. the percentage breakdown of the 350 Fifth 
District residential clients according to risk level and aGcording to 
the program to which the residential placement was an alternative: 

1 
Se~pa;ge 93. 

2 For directly sentenced felons. 
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RISK 
LEVEL 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 

HIGH RISK 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

LOWER RISK 

TOTAL 

PLACED AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO: 
STRAIGHT PROBATION COUNTY JAIL STATE PRISON 

17.5% 

20.4% 

11.9% 

12.4% 

62.2% 

6.1% 

5.4% 

1.5% 

2.9% 

16.0% 

5.4% 

3.5% 

11.1% 

1.9% 

21.9% 

According to these figures, the program operated as an alternative to 
straight probation or county jail placement for higher risk (HIGH-MEDIUM, 
HIGH or ULTRA HIGH RISK) offenders for 62.8% of felons directly sentenced 
by the court. 

THE MAJOR PORTION (63%) OF FELONS DIRECTLY SENTENCED 
TO FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 
FACILITIES DURING 1974-1976 WERE HIGHER RISK OFFENDERS 
WHO WOULD OTHERWISE HAVE BIEEN PLACED ON STRAIGHT PRO
BATION OR IN COUNTY JAILS. 

Additional analyses show that 64.5% of the 62.8% group had LOW or LOW
MEDIUM incarceration ratings, and thus exhibited- characteristics con·
sistent with placement in community-based programs. The following 
table provides a simple breakdown of the residential clients (350) 
according to dichotomous risk-level (HIGHER versus LOWER RISK), 
Incarceration Rating, and the program alternative: 

RISK LEVELl PLACED AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO: 
INCARCERATION RATING STRAIGHT PROBATION COUNTY JAIL STATE PRISON 

HIGHER RISK 
- HIGH (5,6,7) 10.6% 0.8% 3.0% 
- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 8.5% 2.4% 3.4% 
- LOW-MEDIUM (3) 15.6% 5.8% 7.6% 
- LOW (1,2) 14.8% 4.4% 5.7% 

LOWER RISK 
- HIGH (5,6,7) 0.9% 0.1% 0.6% 
- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 1.8% 0.1% 1.2% 
- LOW-MEDIUM (3) 1.5% 0.8% -0.4% 
- LOW (1,2) 8.2% 1.9% 0.5% 

TOTAL 62.2% 16.0% 21.9% 

1 The latter followed by release on probation. 
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FromOthe above tabulation, we can see that 54% of the 350 Fifth 
. District residential clients we.re higher risk offenders with LOW 
or LOW-MEDIUM incarceration ratings. Thus we find a very clear 
indicatIon of why the residential program was found to have high 
recidivism rates, yet dealt mainly w,i th .individualS who would have 
been sentenced to other community programs had the residences not 
been available, i.e., the majority of clientele! exhibited char
acteristics consistent with ~his patte~n. 

From the weight of the evidence as spelled out above, there appears 
jo be sufficient justification for the following generalized statement 
of the role and function of the residential program during the period 
.) 

in question: 

DURING 1974-19761 THE FIFTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS PROGRAM OPERATED MAINLY 
AS AN ENRICHED ALTERNATIVE FOR THE PLACEMENT OF 
HIGHER RISK PROBATIONERS.2 

The question as to whether or not the program was effective in pro
tecting the community or in reducing recidivism -- beyond the level 
of pre-existing programs -- is a mattel' to be. dealt with in Volume V: 
Felony Sentencing Practices. . 

As to the other-district counterparts to Fifth District residential 
clients, we would like to estimate the percentage of such who were 
higher risk offenders placed on straight probation or in county jails. 
The reader may recall that in the previous section we were able to 
identify "numbers" of counterparts at each of the seven Offender 
Attribute levels according to the program to which each was sentenced. 
This was accomplished by comparing observed sentencing results - by 
Offender Attribute level - for the other districts with results ex
pected if sentencing agreed with ·the observed pattern in the Fifth 
District (per scale level).3 By subtracting observed from expected 
results for each scale level, we were able to obtain the programs and 
scale levels of the "counterparts," but not their precise identities. 4 
Here we repeat this procedure, only controlling for both incarceration 
~~ting and risk level. The results then give the incarceration ratings, 
risk levels and (actual) sentencing programs of the counterparts. 

Since the above described process is simply the mirror image of the 
process (for Fi~th District residential clients) summarized by the 
four tables directly above (last four), we could achieve our present 
goal by providing the "mirror images" of the four tables above J as 
they yield information about the counterparts. To avoid what we feel is 
!,leedless detail, we give only the latter three of these tables -- which 

1 That ~s, directly sentenced felony clients. 
2 

Some of whom may hav~ served a short period of time in a county jail, 
absent the program. 
3 

See page 98. 

4 Note that the same process of comparing observed with expected results 
per scale level, only in reverse, led to the identification of program 
alternatives for residential clients. 
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directly concern the counterparts group.1 

The first of the three tables to be presented concerns the sentencing 
of counterparts by risk level: 2 

'. 

OTHER-DISTRICT "COUNTERPARTS" 
RISK TOTAL STRAIGHT COUNTY STATE 
LEVEL SENTENCED PROBATION JAIL PRISON 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 221.7 61.0% 21.0% 18.0% 
(135.2) (46.6) (39.8) 

HIGH RISK 299.4 67.7% 19.6% 12.6% 
(202.7) (58.8) (37.8) 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 240.6 47.0% 8.5% 44.4% 
(113.2) (20.5) (106.9) 

LOWER RISK 209.1 66.0% 16.2% 17.7% 
(138.1) (33.8) (37.1) 

ALL COUNTERPARTS 970.73 60.7% 16.5% 22.8% 
(589.3) (159.7) (221.7) 

Thus, when we control for Offender Attribute score and Probation Risk 
rating, the sentencing of counterparts changes somewhat (as was the case 
with alternative sentencing of Fifth District residential clients). 
Recall, that the original estimates for sentencing of the counterparts 
(see page 111) were STRAIGHT PROBATION - 61.6%, COUNTY JAIL -16.1%, and 
STATE PRISON - 22.3%. From the above tabulation, we see that these 
figures change respectively to 60.7%, 16.5%, and 22.8% when risk is 
brought into play. 

As was the case with the residential clients, counterparts were im
prisoned at a significant rate only if they were rated HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 
(44.4%). Together, 14.9% of HIGH and ULTRA-HIGH RISK counterparts were 
imprisoned, while 17.7% of LOWER RISK counterparts were given such 
sentences. 

The following gives a percentage breakdown of the 970.7 counterparts 
according-to risk level and sentencing program: 

1 
We concern ourselves here only with those counterparts who were not 

placed in residential beds. The reader may recall that there were---
13 such placements during 1974-1976 outside the Fifth District. 

2 As stated above, we used both risk levels and incarceration ratings 
to obtain these results. 

3 Previously, when we controlled only for 
residential) counterparts numbered 984.2. 
incarceration rating and risk level, such 
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COUNTERPARTS SENTENCED TO: RISK 
LEVEL STRAIGHT PROBATION COUNTY JAIL STATE PRISON 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 

HIGH RISK 

13.9% 4.8% 4.1% 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 

LOWER RISK 

TOTAL 

20.9% 

11.7% 

14.2% 

60.7% 

6.1% 

2.1% 

3.5% 

16.5% 

3.9% 

11.0% 

3.8% 

22.8% 

According to the above, 59.5% of the other-district counterparts to 
Fifth District residential clients (among directly sentenced felons) 
were higher risk (HIGH-MEDIUM, HIGH or ULTRA-HIGH RISK) offenders placed 
on straight probation or in county jails. 

THE MAJOR PORTION (60%) OF THE OTHER-DISTRICT 
COUNTERPARTS TO FELONS DIRECTLY SENTENCED TO 
FIFTH DISTRICT RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES DURING 
1974-1976 WERE HIGHER RISK OFFENDERS P1ACED ON 
STRAIGHT PROBATION OR IN COUNTY JAILS. 

Going beyond the above, we find that 68.9% of the 59.5% group had 
LOW or LOW-MEDIUM incarceration ratings, and thus characteristics 
consistent with placement on probation. In this veiu, the following is 
a .breakdown of the counterparts group (970.7) according to dichotomous 
risk level (HIGHER versus LOWER RISK), Incarceration Rating, and the 
sentence imposed: 

I 
I 
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RISK LEVELl 
INCARCERATION RATING 

HIGHER RISK 

COUNTERPARTS SENTE~CED TO: 
STRAIGHT PROBATION COUNTY JAIL STATE PRISON I 

- HIGH (5,6,'7) 7.8% 0.4% 2.0% 
- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 7.9% 2.3% 3.5% 
- LOW-MEDIUM (3) 15.2% 5.5% 7.8% 
- LOW (1,2) 15.6% 4.8% 5.6% 

LOWER RISK 
- HIGH (5,6,7) 1.6% 0.1% 1.1% 
- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 1.1% 0.2% 2.4% 
- LOW-MEDIUM (3) 1.2% 0.9% -0.2% 
- LOW (1,2) 10.3% 2.3% 0.5% 

TOTAL 60.7% 16.5% 22.8% 

From the above, we see that 54.5% of the 970.7 other-district counter
parts to Fifth District residential clients were higher risk offenders 
with LOW or LOW-MEDIUM incarceration ratings. This result is virtually 
identical to the 54% figure (of the s.ame type) for the 350 residential 
clients. Indeed, as the mirror image of the above highlighted con
elusion, we can state that: 

1 
The latter followed by release on probation. 
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DURING 1974-1976J THE ESSENSE OF THE "GAP" IN COR
RECTIONAL SERVICES BETWEEN THE FIFTH AND OTHER 
JUDICIAL DISTRICTS WAS THE LACK OF RESIDENTIAL 
CORRECTIONS FACILITIES FOR THE PLACEMENT OF HIGHER 
RISK PROBATIONERS SENTENCED OUTSIDE THE DES MOINES AREA. 

To fully comprehend the significance of the above findings, it is 
helpful to examine comparative sentencing results between the Fifth 
and other districts, for individual combinations of risk level and 
incarceration rating. The table below is set up to provide just 
such a comparison. We have highlighted that portion of the table which 
entails the most notable impact of the Fifth District residential pro
gram. Examination of that portion of the table should illustrate quite 
clearly the major thrust of the findings of this study. In this portion 
of the table we see offenders with LOW and LOW-MEDIUM incarceration 
ratings who are also ULTRA-HIGH RISK. Such offenders would have the 
characteristics that would suggest placement in community-based prog
rams (based on observed sentencing patterns), yet would be rated as 
very high risk for success on probation. 

RISK LEVELl TOTAL STRAIGHT RESID. COUNTY STATE 
INCARCERATION SENT- PRO- CORR- JAIL PRISON 
RATING ENCED BAT ION ECTIONS 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 
- HIGH (5,6,~) 

= FIFTH 74 20.9% 21.0% 0.0% 58.0% 
= OTHERS 117 30.1% 0.9% 4.0% 65.1% 

- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 
= FIFTH 61 42.3% 25.0% 1.9% 30.8% 
= OTHERS 136 62.1% 0.0% 6.0% 31.9% 

LOW-MEDIUM (3) ---------------------------------------------- 1 

= FIFTH 106 43.9% 46.1% 0.0% 10.0% 1 
1 

= OTHERS 252 70.3% 0.0% 11.7% 18.0% 1 
1 

LOW (1,2) 1 - 1 

= FIFTH 54 49.4% 40.6% 4.2% 5.8% 1 
1 

= OTHERS 121 75.3% 0.8% 9.8% 14. i~4 1 
1 1 1 ______________________________________________ 1 

HIGH RISK 
- HIGH (5,6,7) 

=: FIFTH 93 11.9% 22.7% 2.4% 63.0% 
= OTHERS 203 35.2% 0.5% 2.9% 61.4% 

- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 
= FIFTH 77 43.7% 21.1% 0.0% 35.2% 
= OTHERS 208 53.9% 1.0% 5.6% 39.6% 

- LOW-MEDIUM (3) 
= FIFTH 127 53.4% 28.1% 1.8% 16.8% 
= OTHERS 395 68.8% 0.3% 7.2% 23.8% 

- LOW (1,2) 
= FIFTH 116 62.0% 25.4% 0.0% 12.6% 
= OTHERS 407 80.0% 0.2% 6.2% 13.6% 

(continued on next page) 
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(continued from preceding page) 

RISK LEVELl TOTAL STRAIGHT RESID. COUNTY STATE 
INCARCERATION SENT- PRO- CORREC- JAIL PRISON 
RA'rING ENCED BAT ION TIONS 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 
- HIGH (5,6,7) 

= FIFTH 76 20.3% 19.0% 1.5% 59.2% 
= OTHERS 165 31.1% 0.0% 0.7% 68.2% 

- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 
= FIFTH 84 40.3% 23.4% 0.0% 36.3% 
= OTHERS 254 51.8% 0.8% 1.8% 45.6% 

- LOW-MEDIUM (3 ) 
= FIFTH 100 66.3% 16.6% 2.3% 14.8% 
= OTHERS 310 72.8% 0.3% 3.1% 23.8% 

- LOW (1,2) 
= FIFTH 263 79.9% 13.4% 0.4% 6.4% 
= OTHERS 758 86.0% 0.0% 2.4% 11.7% 

LOWER RISK 
- HIGH (5,6,7) 

= FIFTH 18 18.1% 30.4% 0.0% 51.5% 
= OTHERS 88 36.1% 0.0% 1.3% 62.6% 

- HIGH-MEDIUM (4) 
= FIFTH 59 55.0% 18.4% 1.9% 24.7% 
= OTHERS 173 63.9% 0.6% 2.7% 32.8% 

- LOW-MEDIUM (3) 
= FIFTH 83 67.8% 8.0% 0.0% 24.2% 
= OTHERS 235 73.6% 0.0% 3.5% 22.8% 

- LOW (1,2) 
= FIFTH 532 86.3% 7.0% 0.6% 6.1% 
= OTHERS 1751 91.5% 0.1% 2.0% 6.4% 

Readers maintaining any degree of doubt concerning the validity of our 
conclusions on the use of Fifth District residences as sentencing 
alternatives (22.7% of directly sentenced felons placed as an alter
native to imprisonment) should reach complete understanding after careful 
examination ,of the table above. Indeed, it would be very difficult 
- if not impossible - to explain the cibserved sentencing pattern as 
depicted in this table from any other perspective than that described 
herein. 

RI SK PROFILES AND liRE-SENTENCING" 

Our characterization of Fifth District residential clients and their 
other-district counterparts as generally higher risk, and the identi
f.ication of risk as a major factor in residential placement, suggests 
that these two groups were lias a whole lf exceptionally high risk, and 
perhaps even higher risk than prisoners Has a whole. If That these 
clients and their counterparts could be higher risk than prisoners is 
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also suggested by. an earlier result (see page 130) that there was virtualll 
a random relationship between risk and the probability of imprisonment _ 
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in Iowa during 1974-1976. To settle the question of comparative risk, 
we present the following "risk profile" of offenders in our sentencing 
study group - broken out among the major sentencing alternatives: 1 

RISK ALL STRAIGHT RESID. COUNTY 
LEVEL PROGRAMS PROBATION CORR. JAIL 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 12.3% 9.4% 28.5% 25.7% 

HIGH RISK 21. 7% 18.1% 29.6% 33.7% 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 26.8% 26.0% 24.4% 16.8% 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 20.7% 23.9% 11.4% 16.9% 

LOW RISK 11.1% 13.1% 4.5% 4.8% 

VERY-LOW RISK 7.4% 9.5% 1.5% 2.1% 

TOTAL SENTENCED 7495 5322 363 224 
(100%) (100%) (100%) (100%) 

From this tabulation, we see that - indeed - those sentenced 
dential corrections facilities were higher risk - as a group 
were offenders sentenced to state prisons. 

AS A GROUPJ THOSE FELONY OFFENDERS DIRECTLY 
SENTENCED TO RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS FACILITIES 
IN IOWAl DURING 1974-1976 WOULD HAVE RATED AS 
WORSE RISKS FOR RELEASE ON PROBATION THAN THE 
GROUP OF OFFENDERS DIRECTLY SENTENCED TO STATE 
PRISONS. 

STATE 
PRISON 

16.2% 

30.1% 

31.4% 

12.9% 

7.1% 

2.4% 

1586 
(100%) 

to resi-
_. than 

This finding applies most specifically to the Fort Des Moines Men's 
Residential Corrections program in the Fifth JUdicial District, and 
is consistent with the previous result that the Fort Des Moines program 
recorded higher recidivism rates than the state prison system. 

To provide a single ranking of the major correctional alternatives 
according to risk,3 it is necessary to attach expected probation vio-
lat ion rates to each of the six risk levels, i. e., to establish how 
much higher risk a HIGH RISK offender is, for example, than a HIGH-
MEDIUM RISK offender. To this end, we use the violation rates given on 
page 1-25, with violation defined as revoked or absconder at large. With 
this definition, probation/parole violation rates 4 for the six risk levels 
are as follows: ULTRA-HIGH RISK - 51.3%, HIGH RISK - 36.0%, HIGH-MEDIUM 
RISK - 20.2%, LOW-MEDIUM RISK - 11.8%, LOW RISK - 5.1%, and VERY-LOW RISK 
- 2.2% 

1The percentages add "down" column of this table rather than "across" rows. 

2 Including those placed outside the Fifth District. 

3 That is, th(: Htypical" or "average" degree of risk of an offender 
sentenced to the program. 
4 As discussed previously, we use probation/parole experience - rather than 
just probation experience - to avoid screening eftects. 
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By multiplying the expected violation rate for a risk level by the 
number of offenders falling in that level, we obtain the expected 
nun,lber of probation violators at any given level of risk, within any 
of the sentenced populations. By adding the resulting number of 
violators across risk levels, we obtaih the total number of expected 
violators, and then the expected probation violation rate by dividing 
by the total offender count. Repeating this process for each of the 
major correctional alternatives - and each of the major correctional 
institutions - we obtain the following comparative risk ratings of 
offenders directly sentenced for felonies in Iowa during 1974-1976: 

CORRECTIONAL TOTAL RISK 
ALTERNATIVE SENTENCED RATING1 

RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 363 31.8% 

COUNTY JAIL 224 31.0% 

MEN'S REFORMATORY 957 28.5% 

STATE PRISON (ALL) 1586 27.4% 

MEN'S PENITENTIARY 543 26.9% 

ALL PROGRAMS 7495 22.7% 

STRAIGHT PROBATION 5322 20.3% 

WOMEN'S REFORMATORY 86 18.6% 

The reader will note that these ratings ~re strictly measures of 
offender characteristics and in no way reflect the actual performance 
of offenders placed on probation, e.g., we can't talk about the 
(actual) probation violation rate of prisoners. In essence, the 
ratings reflect "a-priori" probabilities of probation violation 
applied "after the fact." For example, the 28.5% figure for the 
Men's Reformatory suggests that if all reformatory inmates had 
received probation instead of prison sentences, 28.5% would have had 
their probations revoked or would have absconded. Thus, the above 
figures reflect contingencies that would have applied to these offenders 
~,'.f th~ had been re-sentenced, and if all had received probation. 

In the same vein, one can ask how many within any given group (straight 
probationers, residential clients, prisoners, etc.) would have received 
prison sentences had they been sentenced by a different judge selected 
a random, and had the same sentencing pattern applied as that observed 
here. To this end, we utilize observed imprisonment rates for each 
combination of risk level and incarceration rating as given on page 129. 
For the reader's convenience, we re~list these rates as follows: 

1 Expected probation violation rate for all those sentenced to the 
given alternative. 
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IMPRISONMENT RATES 
RISK INCARCERATION RATING 
LEVEL LOW LOW-MED. HIGH-MED. HIGH. 

ULTRA-HIGH RISK 11.5% 15.6% 31.5% 62.4% 

HIGH RISK 13.4% 22.1% 38.4% 61.9% 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 10.3% 21.6% 43.3% 65.3% 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 6.1% 24.0% 32.3% 56.4% 

LOW RISK 7.3% 20.9% 33.7% 72.5% 

VERY-LOW RISK 5.6% 21.4% 15.5% 28.6% 

These figures give tlexpected tl rates of imprisonment for any group of 
offenders sentenced or re-sentenced in the state during 1974-1976. 
To calculate the most likely imprisonment rates for re-sentenced 
offende"l's - according to the observed sentencing program - we ,need to 
apply the above expected rates to the cross-profiles (risk level by 
incarceration rating) of each of the sentenced populations. These 
cross-profiles are as follows: 

STRAIGHT PROBAfrION 
RISK INCARCERATION RATING 
LEVEL LOW LOW-MED. HIGH-MED. HIGH TOTAL 
ULTRA-HIGH RISK 2.2% 4.2% 2.1% 0.9% 9.4% 

I ---------------------, 
HIGH RISK I 7.5% 6.4% I 2.7% 1.5% 18.1% I I 

I I 
I I 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK I 16.2% 5.5% I 3.1% 1.3% 26.0% I I 
I 

__________ 1 

I 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK I 18.7% 3.1% 1.6% 0.4% 23.9% I 
I 
I 

LOW RISK I 11. 3% 0.8% 0.7% 0.2% 13.1% I 
I 
I 

VERY-LOW RISK I 8.7r, 0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 9.5% I I I __________ l 

TOTAL 64.6% 20.4% 10.6% 4.4% 100% 

In each of the cross-profiles we have highlighed the five to seven 
categories occurring most frequently. Thus, among straight probationers, 
most rate LOW on incarceration rating and VERY-LOW to HIGH RISK, or 
LOW-MEDIUM on incarceration rating and HIGH-MEDIUM or HIGH RISK. 
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..::;:;:"" I 
RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS I 

RISK INCARCERATION RATING 
LEVEL LOW LOW-MED. HIGH-MED. HIGH TOTAL I r~~~----~~--------~---1 

28.5% ULTnA-HIGH RISK I 6.3% 13.4% 4.2% 4.6% , , , , , 
I HIGH RISK , 

8.4% 10.1% 
, 5.0% 6.1% 29.6% , , 

I ._-----------' 
I , 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK I 9.7% I 4.9% 5.9% 4.0% 24.4% , , , , 
I , , 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK , 7.8% " ~ 1.2% 1.5% 0.9% 11.4% I I L __________ , 

LOW-RISK 2.4% 0.3% 1.2% 0.6% 4.5% I 
VERY-LOW RISK 0.6% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 1.5% 

..;~",>. I TOTAL 35.2% 30.2% 18.4% 16.1% 100% 

RLsK 
COUNTY JAIL I INCARCERATION RATING 

LEVEL LOW LOW-MED. HIGH-MED. HIGH TOTAL 
r-------------~--------

I ULTRA-HIGH RISK ,6.3% 13.2%: 4.1% 2.1% 25.7% 
, I , 

HIGH RISK : 11. 2% 13.7% 5.2% 3.6% 33.7% 
I r-----------' 

I I 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 
, 

8.5% 5.2% 2.1% 1.0% 16.8% , , 
I 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK : 12.2% 2.6% 1.5% 0.5% 16.9% 

I • __________ 0# 

LOW RISK 2.7% 1.1% 1.0% 0.0% 4.8% 

VERY-LOW RISK 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1% I 
TOTAL 43 .. 0,1 35.8% 14.0% 7 • 2i~ 100% 

I STATE PRISON 
RISK INCARCERATION RATING 

I LEVEL LOW LOW-MED. HIGH-MED. HIGH TOTAL , 

1.3% 3.5% 3. 9~'. 
r---------, 

16.2% ULTRA-HIGH RISK I 7.5% ' , , 
~ .----------------------. , 

HIGH RISK 4.4% 
t 

7.3% 6.9% 11.5% 
, 

30.1% I I 
I 

.. -:0,'" - - - - - - --. I 

HIGH ... MEDIUM RISK 6.6% 5.6% 9.2% 9.9% 
, 

31.4% , 
I 

I -----------------------~ 

LOW-MEDIUM RISK 4.3% 3.5% 2.8% 2.3% 12.9% 

LOW RISK 3 .1/~ 0.8% 1.5% 1.7% 7.1% I VERY-LOW RISK 1.7% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 2.4% 

TOTAL 21.4% 21.0% 24.5% 33.0% 100% I 
I 
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I MEN'S REFORMATORY 
RISK INCARCERATION RATING 
LEVEL LOW LOW-MED. HIGH-MED. HIGH TOTAL 

I ULTRA-HIGH RISK 2.1% 5.0% 4.0% 5.6% 16.8% 
----------------------------------------------. 1 1 

34.0% ~UGH RISK 1 7.3% 10.9% 8.1% 7.8% 1 

I 
1 1 
1 1- - - - - - - - --. 
1 

7.3% 
1 

HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 1 9.3% 6.9% I 5.4% 28.9% 
1 1 

~----------------------------------~ 

I LOW-MEDIUM RISK 4.4% 3.8% 2.7% 1.7% 12.5% 

LOW RISK 3. 2/~ 0.6% 1.2% 0.6% 5.6% 

I VERY-LOW RISK 1.5% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 2.1% 

I TOTAL 27.8% 27.5% 23.5% 21.2% 100% 

WOMEN'S REFORMATORY 

I RISK INCARCERATION RATING 
LEVEL LOW LOW-MED. H':'}H-MED. HIGH TOTAL 

4.4% 
,-------, 

·2.9% 16.2% ULTRA-HIGH RISK 0.0% 1 8.8% 1 

I 
1 __ -----. 

HIGH RISK 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
.. ------------
1 

7.4% 4.4% 5.9% 5.9% 23.5% I HIGH-MEDIUM RISK 1 
1 
1 1---------- .. 
I 

10.3% 
I 

4.4% 36.8% LOW-MEDIUM RISK I 17.6% I 4.4% 
I I L ______________________ 4 

r------~ 

I 5.9% 1.5% 4.4% 
I I 

23.5% LOW RISK 111 8% I 
I • I 
... -------

VERY-LOW RISK 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

I TOTAL 30.9% 20.6% 23.5% 25.0% 100% 

I MEN'S PENITENTIARY 
RISK INCARCERATION RATING 
T..JEVEL LOW LOW-MED. . HIGH-MED. HIGH TOTAL 

I ULTRA-HIGH RISK 0.0% 0.9% 3.2% r- i1-.-4%--: 15.5il: 
.. --------- - --" I 

0.2% 2.2% 
I 

5.8% 19.2% 
I 

27.4% HIGH RISK I 1 

I 1 I 
I 1 

2.0% 3.5% 
I 

13.0% 18.2% 
I 

36.9% HIGH-MEDIUM RISK I I 
I I L _____________________ J 

I LOW-MEDIUM RISK 2.4% 2.0% 2.8% 2.8% 10.1% 

LOW RISK 2.2% 1.1% 1.5% 2.4% 7.3% 

I VERYI-LOW RISK 2.2% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 3.0% 

I TOTAL 9.1% 10.2% 26.6% 54.0% 100% 
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The reader should take careful note of the relative degrees of 
similarity and dissimilarity a.mong the preceding cross-profiles, . 
concentrating on a comparison of marginal totals and of highlighted 
portions of·the tables. Note, for example, the great similarity 
between the.cross-profiles for the categories RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 
and COUNTY JAIL,and the near-opposite nature1 of the cross-profile 
for the category MEN'S PENITENTIARY. 

Of particular interest with regard to our discussion of Advisory 
Commission findings is the extent of similarity or dissimilarity 
between the categories RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS and MEN'S REFORMATORY. 
Indeed, although reformatory j,nmates rate somewhat higher on the in-
9arceration scale~ and were somewhat better risks for release on pro
bation, a strong degree of similarity is still present - as was the 
case with the profiles analyzed by the Commission. 

How can we rationalize this residual similarity, in light of previous 
results concerning the USe of residential corrections as a sentencin~ 
alternative? '1.'0 wit r. if residential clients were so very similar to 
reformatory inmatf'js, shouldn't we have expected that more would have 
been imprisoned had the residential program not been in existence? 
The answer to this question - surprisingly - is no! Indeed, the above 
similarity in cross-profiles between residential clients and reformatory 
inmates is not inconsistent with known facts about the felony sentencing 
process in Iowa. 

To clarify this point, we proceed with the original intent of developing 
cross-profiles, namely to calculate e~pected imprisonment rates for the 
"re-sentencing" process discussed above. To calcUlate these rates, one 
for each of the sentencing alternatives, we simply multiply the matrix 
(table) of expected imprisonment rates - based on risk and incarceration 
rating <p .. '145) - by each respective risk b~1' incarceration rating cross
profile, that is by multiplying corresponding entries and then adding 
the results. 2 The outcome of this process is as follows: 

SENTENCING TOTAL EXPECTED RE-SENTENCING 
ALTERNATIVE SENTENCED IMPRISONMENT RATE 
MEN'S PENITENTIARY 543 47.4% 

STATE PRISON 1586 36.6% 

WOMEN'S REFORMATORY 86 31.6% 

MEN'S REFORMATORY 957 30.6% 

RESIDENTIAL CORRECTIONS 363 26.3% 

ALL PROGRAMS 7495 21.2% 3 

COUNTY JAIL 224 20.8% 

STRAIGHT PROBATION 5322 16.2% 

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

1 That is, the degree to which that cross-profile is opposite same for I 
community-based programs. 

2 Very simply, we multiply the expected imprisonment rate for a cross- I 
category by the percentage of total cases falling in that category to 
obtain expected imprisonments - the latter as a percentage of total cases. 

3 Naturally, this agrees with the imprisonment rate for all offenders. I 
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From this table, we see precisely why the noted similarity between 
residential clients and reformatory inmates is consistent with 
previous findings, namely expected re-sentencing imprisonment rates 
are similar -- 26.3% to 30.6%. Yes, we can estimate that no more 
than 30.6% of felons directly sentenced to the Men's Reformatory would 
have received prison sentences had they been re-sentenced through 
random :illQca"V-0n of sentencing judges. More generally: 

IF ALL 1586 OF THE FELONS DIRECTLY SENTENCED TO STATE 
PRISONS DURING 1974-1976 HAD BEEN SENTENCED BY A 
DIFFERENT JUDGE SELECTED AT RANDON~ T~EN JUST 36.6% 
WOULD HAVE RECEIVED PRISON SENTENCES,l 

In other words, in the situation envisioned, most (63.4%) of ·the 
offenders in question would not have received prison sentences 
- despite the fact that they had originally received such sentences. 

The essense of the matter - very simply - is that the lack of express 
criteria for imprisonment in Iowa has le~ to considerable inconsistency 
in sentencing among sentencing judges, with the result that distinct 
correctional populations along the so-called correctional continuum 
have considerable overlap in characteristic and general make-up. More 
directly, judges have not separated the "community types" from the 
"prison types" with a high degree of consistency. 

In short, most offenders are in prisop. ilbecause they were sentenced 
there," and not because they exhibit .any express characteristics that 
dictate imprisonment. In such an environment, it makes little sense 
to discuss who "should" or "should not" be in prison. 

1 Those familiar with statistical methods might note that this finding 
is partly an artifact of the statistic~l efficiency of the Offender 
Attribute Scale and the Probation Risk Assessment Scoring System in 
separating "prisoners" from "community-based offenders." Theoretically, 
the better we can statistically exact "the split," the more consistent 
judges would "appear to be" in sentencing decisions. Lengthy experience 
in the analysis of Iowa sentencing data suggests, however, that con
sistency in sentencing does not go substantially beyond that character
ized by the two rating systems. Accordingly, the true figure for the 
re-sentencing imprisonment rate of the STATE PRISON eategory would 
likely be somewhat higher than 36.6%~ although not substantially 
higher. It is true, nonetheless, that the similarity of residential 
corrections clients and reformatory inmates - according to rlsk and 
incarceration ratings - is equivalent to the similarity in expected 
re-sentencing imprisonment rates. 
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VI. KNOWLEDGE IN CORRECTIONS 

Clearly the findings of this study run counter to many previously 
accepted beliefs about the adult sentencing and corrections system 
in Iowa. Perhaps the best way to typify the "new view" engendered 
by this study is to say that it runs "at right angles" to previous 
perceptions. 

THE KNOWN AND ACCEPTED 

According to previous beliefs, there was (and is) a clear distinction 
'between prisoners and community-based offenders. Many (or most) of 
the former were believed to be "high risk," and many (or most) of 
the latter "low risk." Indeed, this view is perhaps best described 
by the following comment appearing in the Des Moines Register Editorial 
"Risky Ratings:"l 

The j udgu weeded ou..t :thaI.! e .they c.on6.i.deJLed bad J'.M Iv., and I.! en.t .them 
.to ja-i.l. 

In line with this view, many believed that the Fort Des Moines 
residential corrections program in the Fifth Judicial District 
accepted only the "best risks" among would-be prisoners sentenced in 
the District, that is, that the program was "skimming the cream" of 
the prison population. With the advent of a statewide residential 
program, expectations were that many more of·these "better risks" 
could be kept in the community, that sentencing disparity among th.e 
judicial districts would thus ,be greatly reduced, and that the prison 
population would fall in response. 

In short, residential programs would further enhance the splitting 
of higher risk and lower risk offenders between the prison system 
and community-based programs respectively. 

THE NEW VIEW 

In direct contrast to previous perceptions, this study illustrates 
the existence of a large "gray area" of higher risk offenders who 
are placed in community corrections programs at high rates. Essenti
ally, the study illustrates that many offenders not considered to be 
worthy of imprisonment are - in fact· - high risk for success on pro
bation. 

During 1974-1976, many higher risk probationers in the Fifth Judicial 
District were assigned to the residential program, while their 
counterparts in other judicial districts were under the street super
vision of probation officers. Accordingly, a statewide residential 
program would not have substantially reduced the prison population, 
although it may well have served to protect the community from D,ew 
crimes committed by higher ri.sk offenders. 2 

1 See Appendix II. 

2 See Volume V: Felony Sent~ncin!?= Rracti,ces for more on this. Results 
show that Fort Des Moines clients, despite being higher risk, are not 
frequently re-arrested while residing in the facility. 
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

The reader should note that the Statistical Analysis Center has not 
taken a stand on the sentencing of higher risk offenders. The 
question of who should or should not be imprisoned is a very complex 
issue encompassing a number of concerns. 

To arrive at any sensible conclusions whatsoever, it is necessary to 
carefully examine the goals and philosophy of sentencing and the 
application of such to the sentencing of various offender types. 
In addition, past experiences in sentencing and corrections must be 
carefully studied to determine the relative degrees of utility of 
various sentencing strategies. 

This report offers no direct evidence of the threat to the conlmunity 
of higher risk offenders, or whether or not recidivism rates for such 
individuals can be reduced by any given correctional alternatives. 
No attempt has been made to weigh the relative gains and losses in 
dollars and crimes of placing various types of offenders- in community 
programs. Certainly no evidence is presented here as to the relative 
effectiveness of various correctional alternatives. Some of these 
issues are addressed in Volume V. 

CAUTION 

Besides the substantive aspects of the "new view" previously discussed, 
this report has served to highlight various errors in thinking about 
sentencing and corrections and some of the damaging consequences of 
such. One of the most potentially damaging errors is to assume that 
a stated intent will be fulfilled in practice. That community resi
dential programs were intended to be alternatives to imprisonment does 
not mean that they will operate as such. That a function of sentencing 
is to protect the public does not mean that higher risk offenders 
will be imprisoned. That a certain group of offenders are identified -
as releasable does not mean that they will be released. 

Another error is to pin a "ready cause" to a particular result, with
out reference to other possible causes. That the recidivism rate for 
one correctional program is higher than same for an.other does not mean 
that the one program is less effective than the other, nor does it 
imply that offenders placed in the former are higher risk. Recidivism 
rates, in isolation, cannot tell us anything about causes, or even 
effects. Great care should be exercised in interpreting the results 
of follow-up studies that concern recidivism since the "obvious" 
conclusions may be in direct opposition to the truth. In a similar 
vein, we cannot assume that a group of prisoners were imprisoned 
because of sentencing disparity just -because they exhibit "certain 
characteristics" common among non-prisoners. More generally, offender 
profiles do not provide comprehensive measures of the forces dictating 
program placement, and are not sufficient to yield the "causes" of 
placement. 

Above all, it seems evident that to think effectively about sentencing 
and corrections it is necessary to use the "total system" view, that 
is, to consider the role of each program and decision-making process and 
the contribution of each to the total functioning of the system. Without 
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considering th~ broader context of felony sentencing and of pro
bation/par-ole experiences, no proper conclusions could be d~awn 
about the role of residential programs as sentencing alternatives. 
Without knowledge of the past role of residential programs, no 
accurate perceptions could be gained on the extent of sentencing 
disparity in the state. 

In sum, things are not always what they seem to be. 
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APPENDIX I 

CHAPTER 176, LAWS OF THE SIXTY-FIFTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY. 1973 SESSION 

(S.F. 482) AN ACT relating to the establishment of community-based 
correctional programs and services. 

SECTION 1. Chapter two hundred seventeen (217), Code 1973, is amended 
by adding thereto sections two (2) through (6) of this Act. 

SECTION 2. NEW SECTION. As used in this Act, unless the context 
otherwise requires: 

"Community-based correctional programs and services" means 
locally administered correctional programs and services designed to 
rehabilitate persons charged with or convicted of a felony or indictable 
misdemeanor and persons on parole or probation as a result of a sentence 
for or conviction of these offenses. 

SECTION 3. NEW SECTION. Community-based correctional programs and 
services may be established to serve the judicial districts of the state. 

SECTION 4. NEW SECTION. The department of social services shall 
provide assistance, support and guidelines for the establishment and 
operation of communi.ty-based correctional programs and services. 

SECTION 5. NEW SECTION. The department of social services shall provide 
for the allocation of any state funds appropriated for the establishment, 
operation, maintenance, support and evaluation of community-based 
eorrections programs and services. State funds shall not be allocated 
unless the department has reviewed and approved the programs and services 
for compliance with state guidelines. If community-based correctional 
programs and services are not established in a judicial district, or 
if established are designed to serve only part of a judicial district, 
the department of social services may provide community-based correc
tionalprograms and services for the judicial district or the parts of 
the judicial district not served by the established program. 

SECTION 6. NEW SECTION. The guidelines established by the department 
of social services shall include, but not necessarily be limited to: 

1. Providing for the utilization of existing facilities with a 
minimum of capital expenditures for acquisition, renovation 
and repair. 

2. Providing for the maximum utilization of existing local 
rehabilitative resources, such as, but not limited to: 
employment; job training; general, special and remedial 
education; psychiatric and marriage counseling; alcohol and 
drug abuse treatment. 

3. Providing for pre-trial release, pre-sentence investigation, 
probation and parole services and residential treatment 
centers. 
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4. Providing for locating community-based correctional programs 
and services in or near municipalities providing a sUbstantial 
number of rehabilitation resources. 

5. Providing for practices and procedures which maximize the 
availability of federal funding. 

6. Providing for gathering and evaluating performance data. 

SECTION 7. Section two hundred forty-seven point twenty-one (247.21), 
subsection two (2), unnumbered paragraph one (1), Code 1973, is amended 
to read as follows: 

Of the chief parole officer. The chief parole officer may 
also accept the custody, care and supervision of any person granted 
probation or parole from a sentence to a term in a county jail. 
Jurisdiction of these persons shall remain with the sentencing 
court. The chief parole officer shall not, however, accept the 
custody, care and supervision of any person who is his judgment 
could not be properly supervised. 

SECTION 8. Rules and guidelines issued pursuant to the authority 
granted in this Act shall be confined to programs and services 
authorized by this Act and supported by state funds. Notwith
standing any other provisions of the Code, any rules, regulations or 
guidelines issued under provisions of this Act shall be subject to 
approval by the departmental rules review committee and the attorney 
general. Approved July 20, 1973. 

CHAPTER 109, LAWS OF THE SIXTY-FIFTH GENERAL ASSEMBLY, 1973 SESSION 
(S.F. 511) AN ACT to appropriate funds from the general fund of the 
state for establishing community-based correctional programs and 
services. 

SECTION 1. There is appropriated from the general fund of the state 
for the biennium beginning July 1, 1973 and ending June 30·, 1975, to 
the department of social services the following amounts, or so much 
thereof as may be necessary, to provide assistance in the ·establishment 
and operation of community-based correctional programs and services. 

1973-74 
Fiscal Year 

$350,000 

1974-75. 
Fiscal Year 

$500,000 

SECTION 2. Before any of the funds appropriated by this Act shall be 
exp.ended, it shall be determined by the department of social ·services 
that the expenditures shall be pursuant to the provisions of law 
providing for the establishment of community-based correctional 
programs and services. 

SECTION 3. 'fhe department of social services, the governQr, and the 
state comptroller may obtain federal funds for the state to be used 
in connection with the funds appropriated by this Act. 

SECTION 4. Any unencumbered balance of the funds appropriated by this 
Act remaining as of June 30, 197.5 shall revert to the general fund of 
the state as of June 30, 1975. 
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APPENDIX II 

Des Moines Register - Editorial - "RISKY RATINGS" 

Des Moines Register - Guest Opinion (Mr. Philip Riley) 
- "'RISK FACTOR' IN RELEASES SET BY ONE STATISTICIAN" 
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ItRISKY RATINGSIt The Iowa Bureau of Correctional Evaluation (BCE) will 
no longer include race among the factors it lists in predicting whether 
felons placed on probation will stay out of trouble. A statistical 
analysis conducted by BCE researcher Daryl Fische~ indicated that 
non-white women placed on probation after commiSsion of felonies 
posed a greater risk than white women; also that non-white male 
felons were more likely than whites to get in trouble if placed in 
residential corrections programs. 

The BeE's ltrisk ratinglt scale was prepared for use by corrections 
workers in Iowa in helping them to decide whether to recommend prison 
or probation for offed~ders. 

'- I, 

The racial designati'bns brought charges of "blatant discrimination" 
from Thomas Mann, director of the Iowa Civil Rights Commission, and 
two Waterloo corrections workers. 

ItWe're not admitting a mistake,1t Fischer said; the decision to drop 
racial designation was made simply to avoid Ita civil rights problem. II 

Fischer's statistical survey involved persons placed on probation 
in Iowa in 1974 and 1975 and lists the rate of failure for varying 
age groups, by marital status, education, employment history, use 
of drugs and alcohol, etc. Included in the survey were 284 female 
felons. Fischer sees significance in the finding that 38.2 per cent 
of non-white women felons failed on probation, compared to 11.8 
per cent of white women felons. "The scale is not going to be as 
good as it would if race were included," he said. 

Including race, however, is an oversimplification. That more black 
females fail on probation could be largely a matter of economic 
class. A high proportion of Iowa blacks have low income levels. To 
correlate failure with skin color rather than this factor is racial 
stereotyping. 

The BeE's entire "risk rating" scale is risky. It is .based on statistics 
concerning those already chosen for probation rather than a random 
sample of all offenders. The judges weeded out those they considered 
bad risks and sent them to jail. The probation "failures" among 
the ~emainder could as easily be blamed on the criteria used by 
correction workers and judges. 

BeE officials emphasize that the rating scale is to be used only as 
a guide; corrections workers must consider a wide range of factors 
in. making probation recommendations. It is sound advice. A risk 
scale that told precisely what an offender's chance of success would 
be on probation would be a handy tool, but it does not exist. 
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"RISK FACTOR" IN RELEASES SET BY ONE STATISTICIAN - Guest opinion By 
Philip Riley - The most recent of Iowa's perennial prison studies, 
conducted this time by a task force of state executive branch employees, 
is coming in with a request that the Legislature start on a $50-million 
prison-building program to produce 900 more beds (cells). The task 
force is in the process of producing an adult corrections master plan 
which would map out Iowa's directions for adult corrections for the 
presently forseeable future. 

Last year the tripartite (executive, legislative and judicial branch 
appointees) Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief was directed 
to study pretty much the same ground, and reported its findings 
and recommendations to the General Assembly last spring before 
going out of existence. The Legislature endorsed the commission's 
conclusions. 

The advisory commission identified 15 to 20 percent of current 
institutional populations as selectively releasable. Since such 
release was in the hands of the Parole Board and corrections 
authorities, the advisory commission cautiously avoided embodying 
that estimate in its population projectives. The commission did 
deem such action just and fair, where warranted, and it encouraged 
the appropriate authorities in the system to make up for the prior 
lack of community corrections across the state, sentencing disparity, 
and other causes of unneeded incarceration. 

The new Master Plan Task Force has focused on that portion of the 
advisory commission's study and has come to radically different 
conclusions: The task force's expressed belief is that instead 
of the 15-20 percent of the institutional populations proposed for 
release last year by the advisory commission, only 1. percent of those 
populations should be considered releasable. 

Daryl Fischer, a statistician appointed to the task force from the 
Bureau of Correctional Evaluation, the Corrections Division's in-house 
statisticians, has identified a series of "risk factors" which he 
says are indices of the failure potential of convicted offenders. 

He now has analyzed the inmates of Anamosa and Fort Madison in his 
work for the task force and has listed factors which in his judgment 
present a likelihood of failure of those inmates to succeed if 
released. Applying those to the inmate "release" group suggested 
by the advisory commission, he declares that, in effect, 99 percent 
of those within the walls are properly placed there. 

In October, 1976, The Bureau of Correctional Evaluation published a 
document entitled "Corrections in Iowa: A System of Growth and Change." 
That document contained and explained Fischer's risk factors for 
probationers, parolees, and community corrections residents. While 
for some reason it did not directly match the offender population in 
residential community corrections (principally at Fort Des Moines) 
with inmates sentenced to Anamosa for similar offenses, its overall 
thrust reveals those populations to the reader as quite parallel 
in "risk factor" and make-up, which might lead one to believe that 
either many of those in Anamosa should be out or those in Fort Des 
Moines should be in. 
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Irenically, he has been heard by the w~iter to. state that cemmunity 
cerrectiens releasees cause no. greater danger to. the cemmunity than 
these released frem Iewa's penal institutions. 

If his stated and written cenclusiens are applied in an analFsis ef 
current effender pepu1atiens in and eut ef the institutiens in this state, 
we find that large numbers ef effenders currently en prebatj.en weuld have 
to. be incarcerated to. meet his "risk" criteria, despite,theil:' current 
success en prebatien. 

This same statistician has sent to. alIef the state's judicial districts 
a series ef guidelines fer use by all persons writing pre-sentence reperts 
en cenvicted effenders in Iewa. Buried in these guidelines (which have 
questienable status, since they have net been legally adepted under the 
administrative rules precedures) is a requirement that every pre-sen
tence repert written in the state centain a statement ef the risk facter 
determined by the Bureau ef Cerrectienal Evaluatien's fermula. 

A hidden agenda is alsC) buried in that fermula. "The System ef Grewth 
and Change" publicatien centained an analysis of wemen effenders which 
identified race as 'a majer indicater ef likelihoed ef failure en release 
- Le., part ef the "risk factor. 1.1 From that, the statistician suggested 
lenger sentences fer minerity wemen effenders, witheut suggesting that 
the systems, inside and eutside the walls, pregram these'wemen fer 
failure. 

When his simplistic conclusien was challenged, he withdrew it. When 
the bureau sentencing formula was distributed, race was net a stated 
indicater fer determining the risk facters and, thereby, the preper 
sentences fer wemen effenders. The elements that go. to. make up "risk 
facters" apparently can ceme and go. as pressures dictate. 

Lecal cemmunity correctiens efficials have had eppertunity to. review 
the reasons Fischer gives fer denying censideratien for release to. 
that po.rtion ef the prisen pepulatien who. leok like geed candidates 
fer cemmunity correctiens, the questiened 15-20 per cent. Their co.n
clusiens echo. my ewn. They advise that if his judgment ef what makes 
up "risk factors" were applied by the sf3ntencing ceurts ef this state, 
and if mandatery minimum sentences remain the law, community cerrectiens 
will be effectively dead; destreyed, in Iewa within two. years, at a 
cest ef unteld milliens to. the citizens ef this state. 

If we let the survival ef that precess hinge en the technical deter
minatio.ns ef ene individual within the system. I submit that we make a 
grave mistake ..•.•...... 
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APPENDIX III 
OFFENDER ATTRIBUTE SCALE 

CODING SCHEDULE 

For any given convicted felon, circle points as applicable to the 
offender for each of the following variables, and then add the 
results to obtain a total score: ---

CRIMINAL HISTORY* 

o 
7 

15 
22 

o 
1-4 
5 
6 or more 

*Score 1 for each probation term, 
adult jail term or juvenile commit
ment, and 5 for each adult corrmit
ment. 

CURRENT OFFENSE GROUP 

o 
11 
23 

34 

45 

OMVUI, embezzlement, shoplifting 
All other felonies 
Non-narcotic drugs, motor vehicle 

theft, burglary or B & E, utter
ing forged inst. 

Narcotics, assault, manslaughter, 
robbery (2nd deg.), crimes agt. 
children 

Murder and assaults, rape or sexual 
abuse and assaults, robbery with 
agg. (1st deg.) 

NUMBER 0F CURRENT OFFENSES 
o One 
8 Two or more 

TOTAL SCORE. ___ _ 

EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT SENTENCING 
o FUll-time employed 
4 Unemployed or part-time 

A9E AT SENTENCING 

o 
4 
9 

13 

19 or younger 
20, 21 
22, 23 
24 and older 

HISTORY OF DRUG/ALCOHOL ABUSE* 

o 0,1, 2 
3 3 or more 

*Score 1 for each type of non
narcotic involvement and 3 for 
narcotic involvement. 

RACE 

o White 
3 Non-white 

MARITAL STATUS AT SENTENCING 

o Married 
2 Not Married 

- - - - - - - ~ - - - - - -
SCORE RANGE OFFENDER ATTRIBUTE RATING 

0-24 
25-33 
34-44 
45-55 
56-66 
67-82 
83-100 
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APPENDIX IV 
IOWA CORRECTIONAL POPULATION 1 

CURRENT OFFENDER PROFILE (CONTINUED) 

Rockwell Luster 
Anamosa Ft. Mad. City Oakdale NeTNton Heights Total 

SERIOUSNESS PROFILE 
Most Serious 

Current Offense Prior Conviction 

Felony Against Persons Felony Against Persons 20/3% 103/13% 2/3% 6/12% 6/7% 0/0% 137/8.3% 
(Weapon Involved) Othey Felony 57/9% 133/16% 2/3% 6/12% 10/11% 0/0% 208/12.6% 

Felony Against Per~ons Felony Against Persons 3/.5% 38/5% 0/0% 2/4% 3/3% 0/0% 46/2.8% 
(No Weapon) Other Felony 18/3% 25/3% 0/0% 2/4% 1/1% 0/0% 46/2.8% 

Felony Against Persons Misdemeanor/Juvenile 36/6% 40/5% 1/1% 3/6% 2/2% 1/5% 83/5.1% 
I 
~ 

(Weapon Invo"lved) No Prior Convictions 73/12% 54/7% 13/19% 8/16% 3/3% 0/0% 151/9.2% 
en 
0 

Felony Against Persons I Misdemeanor/Juvenile 13/2% 9/1% O/O~ 1/2% 1/1% 0/0% 25/1.5% 
(No Weapon) No Prior Convictions 25/4% 14/2% 1/1% 4/8% 2/2% 0/0% 46/2.8% 

Other Felony Felony Against ~erso~s 26/4% 84/10% 2/3% 0/0%" 10/11% 0/0% 122/7 .4% 

Other Felony 153/2.5% 217/27% 20/29% 9/18% 33/38% 15/71% 447/27.2% 

Misdemeanor/Juvenile 66/11% 44/5% 11/16% 6/12% 13/15% 5/24% 145/8.8% 

No Prior Conv:i.ctions 111/18% 53/7% 18/26% 4/8% 3/3% 0/0% 189/11.5% 

Total Number 602 814 70 51 87 21 1645 

lTaken from the data book prepared for the Advisory Commission on Corrections Relief. 
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