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Introduction 
. ". - .. - .. --'.: ... __ ..... 

d d t P~cvide an overview of the Department of This Summary is inten e 0 ~ 

Information is pro-Community Corrections activities in calendar year 1980. 

vided about Department clients, services, and operations. 

ment of the Department's performance has also been included. 

A broad assess-

This summary 

is intended to focus on those dimens~ons . of the Department's efforts which 

l and explanations of the Department's manifest chang,es -- to review ana yses 

evolution as well as its productivity. In that respect, the extent to which 

new clients are similar to or d~f eren . f t than previous clients is described, 

the impact of new methods of case ass~gnmen . t and supervision on productivity 

assessed, and the changing support ro e e epar 1 th D tment plays for Circuit 

and District Court in Washington County is noted. 

The characteristics of new c ~en s I , t are reviewed in this chapter. The 

similarities and differences between these clients and those who have 

entered the Department's system in prev~ous ye , ars are identified. The second 

source of client "dynamism" is. terminations. The characteristics of ter-

. t' noted and impliminated clients are reviewed, circumstances of term~na ~on 

~ations for the Department's operations discussed. 

The Department restructured t e core h of its service delivery system in 

1980 -- the probation staff. The changes which were made are briefly described. 

in service delivery on overall productivity The impact of these modifications 

are described in Chapter II. 

of the Community Corrections Department is a One of the central roles 

support function for Circu1t an . d District courts in Washington County. Case 
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disposition patterns and the role of the Department in the sentencing of 

convicted offenders are extensively reviewed in Chapter III. 

The broad costs of corrections se~ices in Washington County are de-

scribed in Chapter IV. Although the Department is a significant component 

of the county's corrections system, other corrections services are provided 

by the Sheriff's Department (jail) and the state (penitentiary). All system 

costs are itemized. 
Likewise, collections, revenues and other benefits to 

the county from all corrections services are identified. 

The final chapter, V, analyses the extent to which the Community Cor-' 

rections Department can be cost justified in its current fomat. This 

analysis is executed by reviewing the likely benefits and costs of having no 

community corrections services in the county a~(. those which would accrue 

from a Regional Manager type plan in Washington County. 

STUDY POPULATION 

This report is based upon data captured by the Washington County Community 

Corrections Department. This includes information about ~ new probation 

clients, ~ clients receiving support services, ~ clients in the Restitution 

Center and all clients doing Community Service work. 
The onl~ ongoing pro-

bation service information available was for the Department staff; ~ infor

mation about ongOing probation activities was available for the State Field 

Services Unit (since merged with the Department). 

, 
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Chapter One 

Client Dynamics 

NEW REFERRALS 

The volume of criminal cases in Circuit and District courts was essentially 

identical in 1980 as it had been in 1979. This contrasts markedly from the 

changes from 1978 to 1979. In Circuit Court, the increase was 36%, contrasting 

with a 2% increase in 1980 over 1979. In District Court, there was a decline 

of 9%. Nevertheless, the number of new referrals to the Community Corrections 

Depa~tment increased. As noted in Table 1.1, New Referrals, the number of 

referrals from Circuit Court declined in all major service areas. Probation 

useage by the Circuit was down a total of 6%, Community Service down J.6%, and 

Presentence Investigations down by 50%. The Presentence decrease reflects 

changes in state law which no longer require Presentence Investigations in 

all felony conviction cases. 

The District Court increased its use of Probation (up 28%) and remained 

essentially constant in the other categories. Municipal and other courts con-

tributed the biggest increase in the Department's caseload. Community Service 

increased almost 3.5 times and Probation almost 4 times. 

NEW CLIENT REFERRALS, SOURCE, 1979 & 1980 

TABLE 1.1 

Community 
Presentence Service Probation 
1979 1980 1979 1980 1979 1980 

Circuit 451 225 171 144 635 598 
District 235 246 234 331 378 485 
Muni & Other 31 47 59 206 21 102 

Total 717 518 462 681 1034 1185 
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NEW CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS 

The characteristics of new clients are presented in Table 1.2. Except 

for an increase in the proportion of males in the caseload, there are rela-

tively few notable differences in the characteristics of 1980 new clients 

as compared with those in 1979. 

NEW CLIENT CHARACTERISTICS 
Table 1.2 

FELONS MISDEMEANORS 

A Felony (#) 
B Felony (#) 
C Felony (#) 

Male (%) 
Female (%) 

White (%) 
Other (%) 

79 80 
44 46 
42 59 

303 310 

72 87 
28 13 

90 
10 

88 
12 

No Prior Record (%) 56 53 

TERMINATIONS 

A Misd. (#) 
B,C , Unspecif. (#) 

Male (%) 
Female (%) 

White (%) 
Other (%) 

No Prior Record (%) 

79 80 
574 774 

17 131 

75 78 
25 22 

91 90 
9 10 

54 59 

There were a total of 456 clients terminated in calendar year 1980 as com-

pared with only 216 in 1979. The types Qf terminations for each year are noted 

below in Table 1.3. Early terminations are those where a client is released 

from probationary custody, typically as a result of staff recommendation. Com-

pleted refers to a client who serves the entire time on probation ordered by 

a judge. Revoked indicates that probation status has been ended, either as a 

result of violations of probation requirements (conditions) or when a new 

offense is committed. Abscond refers to unauthorized flight from the juris-

, 
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diction. Transfers are formal transfers of probation jurisdiction to other 

counties. 

TERMINATIONS 

TABLE 1.3 

Early Completed Revoked Revoked Abscond Other 
(Cond. ) (Ne\,l Off.) 

# 157 141 
1980 

10 20 65 63 

% 34 31 2 4 14 14 

# 90 47 13 12 33 21 1979 
~ 41 22 6 6 15 10 

A review of the personal characteristics of successful and unsuccessful 

clients resembles a classic sociological portrait. The older, more stable 

in terms of employment and residential, and the better educated, the higher 

the likelihood of success. For younger, geographically mobile, unemployed 

or underemployed and less well educated individual, chances for success are 

substantially reduced. 

Seventy-six percent of all District Court referrals were terminated 

successfully in 1980. Seventy-two percent of all Circuit Court referrals were 

terminated successfully. Specific offenses evidencing high success rates were 

sex offenses, 89% successful, drug offenses, 89% successful, theft, 83%, DUll, 

82%. The two grotlps of offenses evidencing the lowest success rates were 

.. DWS (54%) and assault (56%). It is interesting to note the difference in 

success races between DWS offenders and DUll. 

I' 

6 

As with new clients, the number of terminations was up for 1980 compared 

to 1979 but the general distributions of types of terminations was very compar-

able. 

, 
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Chapter Two 

Restitution Center 

The Restitution Center evidenced major increases in efficiency in 1980. 

These gains are partly a function of moving to a larger facility and partly 

also a function of accelerated programming within the Center. In the spring 

of 1980, the Center moved from a small house which allowed a maximuo' of 11 

residents to a larger dwelling which now allows up to 27 residents at any 

one time. As a consequence, the capacity of the program is much greater than 

it was in 1979. In 1980, a further change occurred in terms of the length 

of time residents spend as residents in the center. The average length of 

time served in the center dropped from almost six months under the earlier 

programming approach to approximately three months in 1980. Actual service 

information is noted in Table 2.1. 

Reflecting the shortened period of average residence, the 10 hours of 

individual counseling on average is provided to residents, which compares 

to almost 15 in 1979. Group counseling accounts for 36 hours in 1980; in 

1979,51 hours of group counseling were provided residents. Total number of 

residents in 1980, unduplicated, was 119; in 1979 the total was 58. Of the 

1980 residents, 60% had been found guilty of A misdemeanors, 36% C felonies, 

with the balance more serious offenses. 

As of the end of 1980, a total of 181 different individuals had been 

assigned to the Restitution Center, operated by Washington County. Of this 

number, 118 (65%) successfully completed in-center residency. ~O individuals 

referred to the center had their residency privileges revoked and were re-
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turned to the county jail, 22% of all referred. At the end of the quarter, 

the balance of the population, 23, were still residents. 

RESTITUTION CENTER SERVICES 

TABLE 2.1 

Service Time (Hours) 

Individual Counseling 10 

Group Counseling 36 

Community Service 37 

GED 12 

Other 8 

41% of the residents who have successfully completed in-center resi-

dence have committed at least one prior offense and 50% have committed at 

least three prior offenses. In part, this probably accounts for the resident 

having been originally assigned to time in the county jail. 30% of the 

successfully terminated clients in the Restitution Center had committed 

crimes against property, 60 ~ad committed traffic crime, the other 10 other 

non-violent .zrimes. 

In terms of the person3.l characteristics of offenders who have been 

residents at the Restitution Center, it is interesting to note that 20% of 

all those who have successfully completed residence have been r<;arried at 

the time of their residency. 60% have been single, the balance either separ-

ated or divorced. 51% of all the successful residents have been between the 
D 

ages of 18 and 24; 20% have been over the age of 30. 38% had not received 

either a high school diploma or a GED at the time they began residence. 
, 
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55% of all in-center residents who have successfully completed in-center 

residence have been referred from District Court, 45% from Circuit Court. 

most common crimes committed by residents of the center are stolen vehicle, 

criminal mischief, and burglary, along with criminal traffic offenses such 

as driving under ~~e influence, or driving while suspended. 

The 

Of the 1980 residents, 49% had been referred from Circuit Court and 47% 

from District. Table 2.2 displays the offenses of 1980 residents. 

Only 33% of all of the residents who have successfully completed the 

program were employed at the time of their residence. On the oth(lr hand, 100% 

were employed when they left the center. 

~STITUTION CENTER RESIDENT OFFENSES 

TABLE 2.2 

Offense % 

Sexual Offense 1 

Burglary 14 

Theft 11 

Drug 2 

DUII 26 

DWS 24 

Fraud 3 

Assault 2 

Other 20 
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Chapter Three 

Specialized Caseload Analysis 

In I~y 1980, the Department began consideration of a major change in 

the staffing of. probation responsibilities. At that time, all probation 

counselors had comparable caseloads in both number and general type __ in terms 

of of~ense, sex, age and prior record. The change contemplated involved moving 

to more specialized caseloads. Each caseload would be more homogeneous in 

terms of the types of Offenders on probation. In addition, SOme caseloads, be-

cause of the types of individuals on probation and time required for super-

vision, would be larger than others. In June, the Department moved to use of 

specialized caseloads as the basis for assignment of new cases s.nd for super-

vision. The new caseloads were: Intensive, Short and Intensive, Alcohol, 

Casebank and General. 

The Intensive caseload was designed to p~ovide probation supervision to 

"serious" offenders those where violence may have been involved in the 

crime, where there was extensive prior record of failure in prior probation 

periods. The intent was to have a relatively modest number of cases on this 

caseload which would receive much more contact/supervision than other cases 

or than these cases may have received in the past. 

ASR designed a series of tests desi.gned to identify the extent to whi.ch 

the objectives of the specialized caseload were met. The tests can be illus-

trated by the IntensiVe caseload. Individuals Who were clients of the Depart-

ment prior to the reorganization and who continue~ after the reorganization were 

reviewed in terms of the 3.Illount of time spent directly with ·the client each 

month. The amount of direct time, indirect time and contacts per month prior , 
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to the reorganization were compared to comparable figures following the re-

organization. In the case of the Intensive caseload, the objective of the 

reorganization was to increase the direct contact time _th the offender and 

to increase the number of contacts per month. As noted in Table 3.1, Special-

ized Caseload Analysis, these objectives were accomplished. For the Intensive 

caseload, the average monthly time in direct increased almost 50% with some 

additional time spent on in.direct work related to the case. This increase, 

however, did not occur as a result of more contacts. Clearly, the duration 

of each contact with Intensive clients was increased substantially. 

A second set of tests assp.ssed the extent to which support resources 

were utilized prior to and following the reorganization. In the case of the 

Intensive caseload, mental health service utilization increased dramatically 

from 28% of all clients to 47% of all clients. Use of other resources did 

not change appreciably. 

The Shox't and Inter .. oive caseload consists of individuals whose offense 

is not as serious as the Intensive caseload, where the expected duration of 

the probation period is limited and a high likelihood exists for early ter-

mination, and where there is limited or no prior record. One primary response 

to these clients is placement in a group therapy session supervised directly 

by the Department staff member or one of the groups operated under contract 

to the Department. As noted in the table, the average direct time per month 

went down for these clients while indirect time increased. The total number 

of direct contacts per month after the reorganization was half the number prior. 

Although use of ~lcohol and Job Development components did-not change notice-

ably for the Short and Intensive Caseload, mental health service rates almost 

doubled, going from 11% of all clients to 21%. 
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SPECIALIZED CASELOADS 

TABLE 3.1 

Intensive (N=62) Pre Post 

Time (min. ) 
Average Month. Direct 47 67 
Average Month. Indirect 42 51 

Contacts (#) 
Average per month 1.9 2. 

Resource Utilize (%) 
Mental Health 28% 47% 
Alcohol 2% 2% 
Job Development 6% 3% 

Short and Intensive (N=135) 

Time (min) 
Average Mo. Direct 51 31 
AVe. Mo. Indirect 33 41 

Contaets (#) 
Average per month 2.5 1.2 

Resource Utilize (%) 
Mental Health 11% 21% 
Alcohol 3% 4% 
Job Development 8% 6% 

General (N=146) 

Time (min) 
Average Mo. Direct 50 40 
Ave:t.'age Mo. Indirect 31 31 

Contacts (#) 
Average per month 2.1 1.7 

Resource utilize 
Mental Health 10% 9% 
Alcohol 3% 9% 
Job Development 6% 6% 

Alcohol (N=181) Pre Post 

Time (min. ) 
Average Month.Dir. 51 34 
Ave. Month. Indir. 53 27 

Contacts (#) 
Average per month 2 1.6 

Resource Utile 
Mental Health 5% 2% 
Alcohol 10% 12% 
Job Develop. 4% 5% 

Casebank (N=234) 

Time (min) 
Average Month.Dir. 38 18 
Aver. Month. Indir 31 37 

contacts (#) 
Average per month 1.8 1.2 

Resource Utilize 
Mental Health 7% 7% 
Alcohol 7% 4% 
Job Development 6% 3% 

, 
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The Alcohol caseload evidenced very different changes compared to the 

two caseloads described previously. Average direct time per month declined 

from 51 minutes to 34 minutes and indirect from 53 to 27. contacts per month 

also decreased from 2 to 1.6. Interestingly, however, there were minimal 

changes in resource utilization -- including use of the alcohol component. 

This absence of change in resource utilization may be the one area of short-

coming in the entire caseload reorganization. 

The casebank caseload was intended to include those offenders requiring 

minimal supervision. Typical clients on the casebank were individuals who had 

been on probation for an extended period with little or no trouble who were 

awaiting termination and clearly non-serious offenders. The results of the 

reorganization for this specific caseload are suggestive of the overall effi-

ciency introduced by this change. Substantially less direct contact time is 

devoted to each specific client == ~B minutes versus 3B. The same amount of 

indirect time is spent on the case, the average number of contacts declined 

over 25% and resource utilization did not change. The net result of changes 

such as these is to "free" staff time on some cases to either spend more on 

other cases or accommodate an increase in overall caseload without a diminu-

tion in the intensity of probation supervision. 

The General caseload is essentially a grab bag of cases which did not 

"fit" into any of the other specialized caseloads. A.1.though there was some 

decrease in direct contact time and contacts per month, overall there were no 

major changes with exception of an increase in the use of alcohol services. 

.. These changes in probation supervision patterns are also reflected in 

differing direct time allocated to clients in terms of their conviction 

offense. One of the groups evidencing the biggest change was sexual offenders 

14 

(N=39). The amount of dir~ct contact tbae spent on sexual offenders after the 

reorganization was 165% of the time spent prior. Theft (N=llB) was only 64% 

of the pre-reorganization direct contact time. Driving Under the Influence of 

Intoxicants (DU!!, N-143) offenders received only 74% of the direct contact 

time as previously, and Fraud offenders (N=23) received only 52%. 
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Chapter Four 

Case Disposition and Sentencing 

The most important role the Department of Community Corrections plays 

in the criminal justJ.ce sys em 0 , t f WashJ.'ngton County is a support function for 

the cour' ~. The purpose of the Department is to provide support to the courts 

and assist in the implementation of certain sentences assigned by Washington 

County judges. Among the activities carried on by the Department in pursuit 

of this responsibility are the provision of presentence investigations, oper

-ation of a community service program, funding of a victim assistance and 

restitution program in the district attorneys' office, as well as probation 

services -- which might include requirements for drug or alcohol treatment 

as part of a sentence. 

The sentences assigned by District and Circuit court judges in Washing

ton County are graphically presented in Tables 4.1 and 4.2. The percentage of 

all cases resulting in monetary penalties, bench probation, required community 

service, supervised probation, jail and jail plus probation are noted. In the 

case of Circuit Court, offenders can also be assigned to state institutions. 

The Community CorrectJ.ons , Department provides the community service, probation 

and the probation portion of jail and probation sentences. 

of sentencJ.'ng throughout this chapter, a standard In the presentation 

convention has been followed. The category "monetary" includes only individuals 

"bench" may include individuals who also received receiving monetary penalties, 

't service may include individuals who received monetary penalties; communJ. y 

monetary penalties and/or were assigned bench probation. Supervised probation 

may include individuals who were ordered to perform community service work and/or 
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assigned monetary penalties; jail may include individuals ordered to do 

community service work, given monetary penalties and/or assigned a period of 

bench probation. The category jail/probation may include required community 

service and/or monetary penalties. 

The District Court sentencing patterns are noted in Table 4.1. The 

biggest single change OVer time has been the steady decline in the incidence 

of jail as a sentence. In 1977, 38% of all convictions in District Court in-

cluded some J'aJ.'l t~~e. In 1980 0 1 12% 'd ' '1 
~.. , n Y receJ.ve JaJ. as part of the sentence. 

During that period, use of supervised probation increased from only 6% of all 

convictions in 1977 to 15% in 1980; jail and probation increased from 4% to 12% 

as the disposition for convictions and use of monetary penalties as a sanction 

increased from 35% of all convictions to 41%. 

Sentencing patterns in Circuit Court evidence even more extensive changes. 

Although monetary penalties continue to be a small portion of the sentences 

assigned, as does community service, probation and jail and probation evidence 

substantial increases. Use of bench probation dropped dramatically after the 

start-up of community corrections. A sentence 'l<7hich includes supervised pro

bation increased from 46% of all convictions in 1977 to 64% of all convictions 

in 1978, dropping slightly in 1980 to 58%. A combined sentence including both 

jail and probation increased from 7% of all convictions in 1977 to 21% in 1980. 

Illustrating the broad goal of the Community Corrections Act, use of state in

stitutions decreased from 14% of all Circuit Court convictions in 1977 to 6% 

in 1980; less than half the earlier level. See Table 4.2. 

Table 4.3 identifies the sentences assigned to convicted C felons over 

the period 1977 to 1980. Although not the exclusive focus of the Community 

Corrections Act, C felons nonetheless are those offenders for whom counties 



17 
, , 

I 

DISTRICT COURT SENTENCING PATTERNS 

Table 4.1 
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are charged a "penalty" if they are assigned to state institutions. These of-

fenders constitute the largest portion of the Circuit Court caseload and, not 

surprisingly, changes in sentencing patterns for that court are mirrored here. 

There is a substantial decline in use of bench probation down from 22% of 

all C felony convictions to 1% in 1980. There is little change in use of 

either monetary penalties or community service as sentences. Note the increase 

in probation. 1977, the year prior to start up of the Community Corrections 

program in Washington County, found 42% of all convictions resulting in pro-

bationi in 1980 the percentage was 67. Although there is little change in use 

of jail, there appears to be a clear shift away from state institutions and 

towards combined sentences of jail and probation. Penitentiary assignments 

declined from 16% of all C felony convictions to 6% while jail and probation 

increased from 11% to 24%. 

There are greater year to year variations in sentencing patterns for 

A and B felons than for CIS. As a consequence, "trends" are not as clear cut. 

There definitely has been a reduction in the use of bench probation for A and 

B felony convictions -- down from 22% to 1%, as can be seen in Table 4.4. Use 

of jail, community service and monetary penalties was not high through the 

period. Use of jail and probation was up sharply for all three years following 

start-up of the community corrections program compared with the year prior. In 

light of the population problems at state institutions, the increased use of 

probation and jail ~nd probation might reasonably be expected to continue at 

the levels existing in 1980 (57% and 22% respectively) . 

Sentencing patterns for Band C Misdemeanors do not appear to change 

radically over the study period with the exception of the decrease in use of 

jail as a sentence. Jail assignments occurred in 24% of all Band C misde-



$ Bench Com.Serv. 

65% 
60 
55 
50 
45 
40 
35 
30 
25 
20 
15 
10 

5 
~i~. 

1977 _ 

~ 1978 ~ 

$ Bench Com.Serv. 

55% 
50 
45 
40 
35 
30 
25 
20 
15 
10 

.~ 
5 ~~e; 

:) 

/ I 
Ail 

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

19 

Table 4.3 
C FELON 

Sentences by Year 

Sup.Pro. 

Table 4.4 
A,B FELON 

Sentences by Year 

Sup.Pro. 
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meanor convictions in 1977 and only 11% in 1980. There also appears to be a 

greater use of bench probation than simply monetary penalties, although there 

is some variability in each category. See Table 4.5. 

The decrease in use of jail noted for Band C misdemeanors is even more 

pronounced for A misdemeanors (see Table 4.6). Jail as·a sentence decreased 

from 36% of all convictions to 13% in 1980. On the other hand, probation 

increased immediately following the start of the community corrections depart-

ment -- going from 11% to 19% in 1978 and 23% in 1980. Use of jail and pro-

bation increased in 1980 over previous levels. 

These changes in sentencing p~~terns occurred with only minor alterations 

in the types of crimes which composed the court caseload. In Circuit Court, 

the percentage of drug cases increased as a percentage of all cases although 

the 1980 percentage (25.5%) is not materially different than the 1977 per-

centage (22.8%). In most other respects, the distribution of offenses yea:r:~ to 

year were comparable. 

There was somewhat more change in the District Court1s caseload. The 

percentage of drug offenses was down (10.4% in 1977 to 1.9% in 1980), DUII 

offenses were also down from 1978 and 1979 levels although they remained 

higher than 1977 (13.3% in 1977,22.1% in 1978,28.9% in 1979 and 18.7% in 1980). 

Driving while suspended increased markedly from 1979 levels (17.3% to 36.6% 

of all cases in 1980), as did Theft (19.9% to 24.8%). 

Serious offenders, convicted of such crimes as homicides, arson, kid·· 

napping, and robbery were assigned less frequently to the state penitentiary 

in 1980 than in any previous year studied -- 10% in 1980 compared to 38% in 

1977. Use of jail and probation for these offenders increased substantially, 

going from 0 in 1977 and 5% in 1978 to 43% in 1980. Sexual offenders also were 

, 
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Table 1,[.5 
B,C MISDEMEANOR 

Sentences by Year 

Com.Serv. Sup.Pro. 
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,assigned to the state institutions less frequently -- 20% in 1977 to 10% in 

1980. The alternative disposition which evidenced the greatest increase was 

supervised probation -- toing from 50% of all convictions in 1977 to 71% in 

1980. 

Assault offenses were another specific crime which resulted in greater 

assignment to supervised probation during the study period -- 22% in 1977 to 

49% of all assault convictions in 1980. The same was true for burglars -- 48% 

of all burglary convictions in 1977 resulting in assignment to supervised pre-

bation in 1977 and 65% in 1980. 

Where some crime types evidenced a gradual change from year to year, 

Theft convictions showed a dramatic change in 1977 to 1978 and virtually no 

change from that time: 12% of all convictions resulting in probation as compared 

with 30%, while bench probation declined from 20% to 8% in the same two years. 

Drug offenses had a marked change in sentencing pattern over the study 

period. In 1977, 52% of all convictions resulted in monetary penalties and 

22% were assigned supervised probation. In 1980, 16% were assigned monetary 

penalties and 54% given supervised probation. 

Driving Under the Influence of Intoxicants is the last major crime which 

saw changes in sentencing practices related to the community corrections de-

partment. In 1977, 51% of all DUll convictions resulted in a sentence of jail 

and only 12% both jail and probation. In 1980, 12% were assigned to jail and 

36% sentenced to both. Community Service also increased in use as a sentence 

for these offenders, 'going from 10% in 1977 to 17% in 1980. 

f 
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Chapter Five 

Collections, Contributions, and Corrections System Costs 

This chapter briefly reviews the expenditures and revenues of the 

corrections system of Washington County. The Department's contributions are 

noted separately. The costs and revenues of other dimensions of the correction~ 

system of Washington County are also reviewed in this chapter. This is done 

to better understand the role the Community Corrections Department plays in 

the corrections system of the county, both from an expense and revenue stand-

point as well as a service standpoint. 

Costs of the Community Corrections Department are noted in Table 5.1. 

The probation component annual expendit~es are $394,244. This represents atn 

incr~ase from the 1979 figure of $273,379. The number of clients on probation 

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

services in 1980 was $271. 

AS noted earlier, the Restitution Center has experienced substantial 

changes in its operating efficiency. The number of clients has increased 

almost 100%, as noted in Table 5.1. The overall costs of the center have 

increased only marginally. In 1980, the Restitution Center expenditures 

totaled $208,325, for an average per client cost of $1,765. The average per 

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

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

client load more than doubled. 

The supplemental expenses are those items not directly related to client 

services for the department. The biggest single change in supplemantal costs 

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

Ii 
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penalties were paid. In 1980 the figure was $48,000. 
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COM.P.ONENT COSTS 

Probation 

Restitution Cente~ 

Alcohol Service. 

Mental Health Service 

Community Service 

Job Development 

SUBTOTAL 

SUPPLEMENTAL COSTS 

Volunteer Program 

Vic tom Assistance Program 

Jail Service 

System coordination2 

Training & Evaluation 
MIS 

Class C Felony payback 

Miscellaneous3 

SUBTnTAL 

TOTALS 

WCCC 
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WCCC COSTS (CY 1980) 

TABLE 5.1 

CY80 

$394,244 

208,325 

39,855 

76,847 

24,424 

18,318 

$762,013 

30,530 

10,000 

30,530 

54,954 

47,000 

48,000 

-0-

$221,014 

Annual 
Expenditure 

$983,027 

Number of 
Clients 1 

1457 

118 

312 

373 

681 

182 

Unduplicated 
Client Count 

2138 

Clients may receive service in more than one component 
Includes intake processing. 

Average Cos;t 
Per Client 

$ 271 

1765 

128 

206 

35 

100 

Average Cost 
Per Client 

$460 

1 
2 
3 

Includes capital outlay for the Work Release Center and construction 
planning for the Restitution Center. 

;/ 
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Table 5.2 summarizes the costs and client counts for other components in 

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

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

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

the increased use of community service by District Court discussed earlier. 

214 clients did community Service work directly through the courts in 1979, 

while only 127 were ordered to do so in 1980. Average costs of both the jail 

and penitentiary are up approximately 10% from 1979. The total number of 

inmates in state institutions sent from Washington County was constant in 1980 

as compared with 1979. Jail expenditures noted in Table 5.2 are those pro-

rated expenses attributable to sentenced offenders. Year to year it has been 

found that sentenced offenders are responsible for approximately 30% Ijf the 

total jail operating costs. 

OTHER CORRECTIONS COST 

BENCH 

Annual Expenditure 

Number of Clients 

Average Cost Per Client 

ALTERNATE COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Annual Expenditure 

Number of Clients 

Average Cost Per Client 

MONETARY PENALTIES 

Annual Expenditure 

Number of Clients 

Average Cost Per Client 

TABLE 5-2 

CY 1980 

$369 

469 

$.79 

$369 

127 

$3 

$24;848 

1,544 

$16.09 

JAIL* CY 1980 

Annual Expenditure $341,962 

Number of Clients 688 

Average Cost Per Client' $497 

PENITENTIARY * * 
Annual Expenditure $1,496,108 

Number of Inmates 189 

Average Cost Per Inmate $7,916 

* Post sentence 

** W. C. Pro-rated share 
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The total corrections services d't expen ~ ures incurred either directly or 

indirectly in Washington County are summarized in Table 5.3. The pen it en-

• the overall institution tiary expenses reflect the pro-rated port~on of 

population and operating budget attributable to offenders from Washington 

County. These expenditures are up approximately 10% from 1979. 

CORRECTION8 SYSTEM COSTS -- TOTAL 

TABLE 5.3 

Community Corrections $ 983,027 

Penitentiary $ 1,496,108 

Jail 341,962 

SFO 365,361 

Monetary 24,848 

Alternative Community Service 369 

Bench Probation 369 

TOTAL $ 3,212,044 

• I 

COLLECTIONS 

The collections made under the ausp~ces of th • e Department and those 

collections.which accrue directly to the court are noted in Table 5.4. For 

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

attorney fees, and probation fees. Particularly as regards the probation fees, 

note the total is $33,759. G' th ~ven e Department's overall budget, this is not 

a major revenue source. Nevertheless, it covers substantially more than one 
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full-time probation staff position, plus fringe and overhead. 

The fines, restitution, and attorney's fees collected directly by the 

courts exceed by a factor of ~lmost one and a half times the collections of 

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

lections is restitution -- restitution has risen from $66,787 in 1977 to its 

present level of almost twice that amount. 

COLLECTIONS 

TABLE 5.4 

Washington County 

Fines $ 12,018 

Restitution 49,484 

Attorney Fees 11,307 

Probation Fees 33,759 

$106,568 

Alternate Dispositions 

Fines $ 91,128 

Restitution 113,755 

Attorney Fees 48,201 

$253,084 

OTHER BENEFITS 

The courts in Washington County can order an individual to either perform 

community service work under the supervision of the Community Corrections 

Department or under the direct supervision of a judg'e. The overall number of 
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offenders aS$igned community service work has increased dramatically over the 

past four years, as noted previously. At least for 1980, this has also 

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

to be performed directly under a judge. The total hours worked in 1980 under 

the supervision of the Community Corrections Department was up over 80% from 

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

of this work. As a result of an increase in the minimum wage, the estimated 

value of community service work performed by clients of the Department in-

creased over 100% from 1979. The same approach was used for job development 

and volunteers in the Department. 

Counting all of the revenues and benefits produced within the county, 

the total is $1,045,604 (see Table 5.5). Note that the Community Corrections 

Department is responsible for $777,650 worth of these revenues and benefits 

with an additional $267,954 accruing from collections and community service 

work performed directly through'the courts. 

TOTAL BENEFITS 

TABLE 5.5 

Community Corrections 

Collections 

Community Service 

Job Development 

Volunteer contrib. 

Alternative Dispositions 

Collections 

Community Service 

TOTAL 

$ 106,568 

82,962 

565,545 

22,575 

$ 777~650 

$ 253,084 

14,870 

$1,045,604 
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Chapter Six 

Cost Benefit Analysis 

The analysis of case dispositions and sentencing in Chapter 2 suggested 

changing patterns of sentencing from 1977 through 1980. Some portion of the 

changes are almost certainly a function of the extraordinary increase in 

cases handled by the courts over this period. Also, the availability of 

resources within the Department allows judges to "fine tune" their sentencing 

practices and more specifically tailor a given sentence to a given offender. 

The question of "what would have happened in the absence of community 

corrections" is important from a public policy standpoint. The county 

commission in the fall of 1977 had the opportunity of deciding whether to 

participate in the Community Corrections Act or not. In addition, it had the 

opportunity to make decisions regarding the level of participation -- as a 

fully participating county, or as a regional manager county. The cost-benefit 

analysis described in this chapter addresses the question of what might have 

happened in the absence of the Community Corrections Department. 

Two basic alternatives to the current Community Corrections Department 

are considered. The first, described as a No Expansion Program, assumes a 

local program in addition to the State Field Office in place as of the end 

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

Community Corrections Program funded by the Law Enforcement Ass'stance Ad-

ministration grant (which ended on Dece~er 31,1977). This program had a 

limited probation caseload and operated the restitution center in its earlier 

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

is not wholly different than the scope of corrections programming which would 
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be POssible in Washington County were it to select 
the regional manager option. 

In testing the impact of this model th 
, e following assumptions are made: 

1. That the sentencing pattern h' h 

2. 

3. 

"in 1980. w ~c prevailed in 1977 continued 

That the same caseload capacity which prevailed in th local 
program in 1977 continued as the capacity for 1980. e 

In ~he event that the number of offenders who would have been 
~ssd~~ned, to the local program exceeds capacity the "excess" 
~s ~str~buted to other d' 't" ' 
the sentencing patterns f~;P~~i~~si~~i:i~::~:rn:~ich :efl~cts 
to the community corrections program. ass~gne 

A second model has also been constructed. Th{s d • secon model, the Cutback 

or No Program model, suggests the changes {n d' 
• case ~sposition patterns which 

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

participate in the Community Corrections Act at all. 
In deliberating Choice 

of level of partiCipation, the County Commission also 
has the option at any 

point of withdrawing entirely from the Community Corrections Act. 
In essence, 

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

corrections resources that . 
are ava~lable under the auspices of the State 

Corrections Division Field Office, and the local jail. 

Assumptions built into this model include: 

1. The sentencing practices which prevailed in 
in 1980. 1977 would prevail 

2. That in t~e event an individual is assigned to the "scal d-
back vers~on" -- No Ex ' . e , pans~on Model -- these offenders would 
be reass~gned to other dispOSitions based on sentencin 
~~tt~~~; for similar individuals who had not been assi~ned to 

e evel community corrections program. 

The first step in the analysis is to construct a model 
which correctly 

predicts the sentencing practices which prevailed in 1977. 
When a model has 

been refined to the point where it can 
correctly predict known events, it is 

, 
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applied to the "experimental data." The model which correctly predicted 

sentencing practices as they occurred in 1977 is applied to all the criminal 

cases handled by Circuit and District Courts in 1980. The object is to 

identify what dispositions wouJ,d have been utilized in 1980 had sentencing 

practices continued as they prevailed in 1977. The results of the analysis 

yields a "simulated" pattern of case dispositions for 1980 reflecting both 

the sentencing practices and corrections system caseload capacity. A simulated 

pattern was produced for both the No Expansion and No Program models. The 

predictor variables which proved most important in these modeling activities 

were: conviction class, court of referral, and prior record. For each 

"simulated" pattern, costs and benefits can be constructed using the infor-

mati on presented earlier. 

RESULTS OF THE ANALYSIS 

Table 6.1 contains results of the first simulation -- No Expansion. The 

same disposition options used in describing sentencing patterns in Chapter 4 

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

of offenders assigned each disposition. The second row reflects the number 

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

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

.If' ' 
prevailed in 1977 serves as a constraint on sentencing patterns. The bottom 

row -- Net Change -- indicates the change which would occur in sentencing 

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

local corrections program at the level which prevailed in 1977. 

If 
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NO EXPANSION MODEL 

TABLE 6.1 

Probation Jail Penitentiary I Bench Monetary Corom" svce.1 

Actual 1047 600 50 360 1794 533 

Simulated 312 678 95 704 1797 0 

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

The major changes in sentencing include a substantial number of offenders 

(735) who had been assigned to probation in 1980 who could not have been with 

the more limited corrections system of the No Expansion model. The jail popu

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

have aeen sent to the state penJ.'tentJ.'ary. I th f n e case 0 both the county jqil 

and the state penitentiary, it should be borne in mind that these two institu

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

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

344 individuals would have been assigned bench probation and an additional 

3 individuals would have been fined. I dd" n a J.tJ.on, the community service pro-

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

The costs and benefits of the No Expansion model and Actual 1980 community 

corrections are noted in Table 6 •. 2, below. Th f ' 1 ' e J.rst J.ne identifies expenses 

and revenues which actually were produced by the Community Corrections Depart

ment and probably would have been produced in its scaled down No Expansion 

size. The second line, alternative dispositions, notes actual and probable 

expenses and revenues for the other portions of the corrections system. The 
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final line notes the net cost of the actual 1980 corrections system and the 

probable cost which would have been incurred without an expanded Community 

Corrections Department. These figures simply represent costs minus collections, 

other revenues and monetary benefits. The Community Corrections Department, 

compared to a much scaled down version such as a Regional Manager Plan, is 

an attractive alternative. 

COSTS AND BENEFITS OF NO EXPANSION 

'TABLE 6.2 

Actual No Expansion 

Costs. Benefits Costs Benefits 

983,027 777,650 214,191 208,406 

Alternative Dispositions 2,229,017 267,954 2,624,003 269,336 

SUBTOTAL 3,212,044 1,045,604 2,838,194 477,742 

NET COST 2,174,756 2,260,452 

The Cut Back or No Program model represents an even more extreme divergence 

from actual sentencing practices of 1980. Bear in mind the corrections system 

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

in Washington County. Given the financial uncertainties which have prevailed 

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

construed as modeling what would have happened to sentencing practices in 

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

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

additional 73 offende%'s would have been assigned to the county jail, and 63 

'. 
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offenders sentenced to the state penitentiary. An additional 470 offenders 

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

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

is identical to that described in the No Expansion model. 

CUT BACK/NO PROGRAM 

TABLE 6.3 

I Probation Jail Penitentiary Bench Monetary Comm. Svce. 

Actual 1047 600 50 360 1794 533 

Simulated 115 673 113 830 1750 0 

Net Change -932 +73 +63 +470 -44 -533 

Table 6.4 below displays the financial consequences, when the cost and 

revenue implications of the No Program model are computed using the estimated 

number in each disposition. 

TABLE 6.4 

Actual I No Expansion 

Costs Benefits Costa Benefits 

Community Corrections 983,027 777,650 0 0 

Alternative Dispositions 2,229,017 267,954 2,764,006 249,096 

SUBTOTAL 3,212,044 1,045,604 2,764,006 249,096 

NET COST 2,166,400 2,514,910 

, 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Tfte results of these two analyses can be seen graphically below. 

NET COST COMPARISON 

FIGURE 6-A 

Millions 

2.75 
No Program ($2,514,914) 

2.5 
No Expansion ($2,260,452) 

2.25 
Actual ($2;166,400) 

2.0 

1. 75 

1.5 

1977 1978 1979 1980 

When compared with alternatives such as the No Expansion Model and the No 

Program model, the actual corrections system in Washington County is superior 

on a net cost basis. This is an excellent illustration of a circumstance in 

which more money has been sp~nt (actual gross costs greater for community 

corrections) and has produced proportionately more benefits. Clearly in 

the case of the Community Corrections Department, Washington County's decision 

to participate in the Community Corrections Act at the level of Full Partici-

pation was a sound public investment decision. Figure 6-A-.graphically summar-

izes the result of this net cost analysis. That the program produces a superior 

net cost result in 1980 given the continuing increases in caseload's is a 

genuine accomplishment for the Department. 
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