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STAF‘F REPORT OF THE
SENATE COMMITTEF ON STATE AFFAIR‘?

‘,“‘LEGISLATIVE OPTIONS IN RESPONSE TO CROWDIN(‘ IN TEXAS PRISONS

~ INTRODUCTION

In the past ten years,‘ the Texas pr:Lson system has :mcreased

- from 14,000 prlsoners ‘to 30,000, 1

Thls :anrease has put a
gs1gn1.f1cant straln on both the Texas Department of CorrectlonS'
’personnel and 1ts fac111t1es.t The straln has become so. great

‘ffthat 1t 1s questloned whether the system, as 1t”'resent1y stands,_._

can adequately house, superv1se, and care for prlsoners.,-

The most 1mportant issues of thls problem were ralsed 1n the,i
, 2 :

‘adec181on of Rulz v. Estelle Judge WLlllam Wayne Justlce

?ffpresadgdgoverjthe rial" and 1ssued ‘an oplnlon polntlng out flve -
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

| DEAL WITH QVERCROWDING IN TEXAS PRISONS:
i POTENTIAL DIVERSION AND COST e

‘f}l;:fTIJﬂ Probation

OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE LEGISLATURE TOf ‘

Cost per yr.

‘ u;'lPotential Numbers i
e e ”,”:fV;'a;tIntensive supervision ilﬂf6 OOO/yr;J.»,« ‘
e . . : . %fje;fHalfwaY house/ l?;f
. f’Q.;community servicesf<
"‘Pre-trial programsl
Zill7‘"‘kwaetroactive*;

Diversion

A 200/yr. ;‘;bis% FY 8

tfkl:$ 5 S million

6. 5 million

2 2 million
f: .5 million

; Cost

‘\li;; 1, 454;

R T D I S oA e . S - :

625/yr.llf
z 000/yr,j;'1___‘,__'

' x;lMed security prison=

;ﬂthe restitution. or

8.0 million
3.5 million

42,5 milliong
31 3 million ‘

2. 5 million ~
1.5 million 3

~cost about SOZ less
32,7 milllon4’,

If the utilization of
this average in ‘half
: 000) the savings

, %“C maintenance s
he maintenance and

tend to

fcategories e

aMedicaid if these
‘rm”fat apnrox~‘ -

o and not including

L




”‘},;:Z{PROBATION

- w;;infg;V'jAmend r t; 42, 121 o;' sive the |

DIVERSION =

: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY &

 OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE LEGTSLATURE Ioil7f,l
DEAL WITH. OVERCROWDING IN TEXAS. PRISONSQ*”]

: wll; ,.Approve funds for intensive supervision.;l;f.uw;“\pf ,
20 Approve funds for three additional Court Residentialy'
']‘Treatment Centers.;;»nvf*f” e o | |

e e o Approve funds for TAPC contracts with halfway houstskn“y,

»Divert or appropriate funds to TAPC to contract fori‘
i»:treatment programs for the nonviolent sex offender
vf_Fund a- mediwm security treatment facility in TDC for
‘\zfviolent sex offenders _,‘ “,f HAC “_ ;Ji, . Filn
h4fFund TAPC and B/PP to contract with half-way houses for :

Q}hprogramslst assist probation and parole revokees.;'

‘and community service programs

hiW'4gjf'Approve funds for training of probation officers;"fh“
‘f;fiserﬁAmend Art 42 12 Sec. 3e(a) of Tex.~Code of Crim. Pro St

‘“"7fiAnn.‘to give the judge the right to grant probation forlx‘dl

o7 . any felony . e
Aduit Probatlon" H
";i;Commission. authority to aid and co-ordinate pretrial‘*‘

‘-intervention programs.l;\ff '_AVClD~;

’ ‘ Lol

ﬁf&éAmend Art 42 03 Code of Crim.,Proc to require a judge¢
‘,fto make. restitution a part of the sentence.d7 ‘

.“fiEnact a felony community service act similar to Artfi
!fl%f42 13 Code of Crim. Pro. which is the community service

ﬁf,jract for misdemeanants._f o

yi*]ﬂi'iProvide funds for -pre- trial programs

'”flﬂj‘; Amend Chap 17 of the Tex Code of Crim Pro. Ann

‘*j{allow judges to place conditions on honds

1. Divert or appropriate funds j",waAPc or”iTDCA for*f‘*~'"}

‘€?appropriately structured treatment‘ progranm"for

?ﬁghvn
:'offenders.;g,f”‘*x“ s

"2}‘°fnivert‘,or:Eapproprfaté'“fﬁﬁdg | f}ﬁﬁﬁé;,é' operate*t{ghp :
7pfacilitiesi and treatment programs for the mentally;’ffﬁ’

Sretarded of fender

5iimpact statement.l;;'w"l

?‘iNCARcERATion‘;C

£

fiﬁAmend Art 4tv13 Code of Crim. Pro to make imprison-t.;'
'n}iment a. last resort and to mandate that judges consider =

”mhdfialternative sanctions before incarceration.et"‘ |

;lhiRefer bills which increase the penalties for crimes to.

‘{ifa 'Criminal Justice Co-ordinating Committee‘ for~ anif'

fb~1Amend the habitual offender&statute so that it may be7
‘riiinvoked | only “inﬂ carefully defined crrcumstances ;«CC

Lfiiginvolving violent offenders-e’y

ISP
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PAROLE

'k.fllngProvide support staff to utilize computers as much as

‘h'possible in the parole process.:l_*ﬁ”

~'v'l-”‘2'.'“~11’1ace a ceiling on the length of time a person can be'

‘1on parole..‘

utfﬁrfc:nAppropriate funds to allow the Board of Pardons and,‘k

'Paroles to contract with community-based facrlities forggd

gprograms for parolees and parole v101ators.'"

i‘f4.~p;Parole revocation hearings Could be held 1n the countyih

Nwhere the alleged violation occurs.

B i 5;¢EIStrengthen the leadership of the Board of Pardons and]

T‘Paroles.% i

’lfég“ﬁdgstablish a parole program for offenders over 65 years

. GENERAL

“~f1;g'_gmph3312e7° comprehensive,“ varied k comnunity-based

"7facilities and smaller medium ot minimum security :

._,prisons over the present type of prison.

EZ;vfiEstablish a Criminal Justice Co-ordinating Committee to\

‘i_share ‘ information, train staff : co-ordinate the

~‘delivery of services to offenders and recommend changes~c

_,oto the legislature.,,‘g

| tC,~ OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO RESPOND TO THE
OVERCROWDING ISSUE IN ‘RUIZ v. ESTELLE

' ,Of the issues raised by Ruiz, overcrowding deserves primary
attention since it is interrelated With most of the other issues,

Direvtor Estelle testified during the trial that overcrowding

‘affects every single operation. There are five basic approaches

to addressing the problem of overcrowdiug They are: (1) build—

ing more prison facilities‘ (2) diverting offenders into alter-

'natives to incarceration in IDC; (3) avoiding confinement whenever
;possible, (%) decreasing the time ‘spent in TDC by those sent

there, and (5) utilizing emergency measures to reduce population

on a one time bas
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for three new prisons.

1, BUILDING MDRE PRISON FACILITIES

Prisons have traditionally been a primary response to crime.

The three purpcses of incarceration aref punishment of the

criminal protection of the community, and ‘creation of an

environment in which rehabilitation of the criminal to productive";
7citizenship can occur.~ o ’ ""f S 2N f' & :
The cost of running TDC for the year ending Aug 31 1980fl
was over $137 million.v There were approximately 28 000 inmatesf"
during this ' year. That is a cost of about $5 000 per inmate.:»
This figure does not include loss of earnings, the ‘cost of”b

welfare for the inmate s family, and the loss of taxes the inmate; -

would pay

TDC projects that by 1990 it population. given. current°

trends, will double.l The 1982 83 budget recommendation from thel'

Board of Budget and Review is for $562 1 million,;av762 increase

over the 1980- 81 budget 2, The‘proposed budgetfinclples a'requestki

e

In the male units only 207 cells are. single croLs. If thel I:
final order in the Ruiz decision mandates a goal or one man perlr"
cell the cost of compliance for Lhe r'urrent population of 29 OOOw_aI
~would - require building approximately 10 000 cells at a cost ofiﬁ k |
_between $25 000 and $34 000 per cell or. approximately $320f:;”‘r
. million. G ' | o

4

Using inmate labor, TDC can build 500 cells a year which is}pff
-’not enough to keep up with the current yearly rise in population.'}ff?I

.To achieve this solution to‘,vercrowding, TDC would have to useﬂljjjfd

II: 1free world labor which would increase the cost approximately;ff‘ly

one-third (l/3)lper cell.5 PTOJeCtlonS on the cost of housing
inmatesf in WTDC~”'n~ 1990, given preuentv'trends,:vrangeV from
S1. 3 billion to $2 2 billion.ﬁ» ) a3

The total cost of | 1ncarceratlon 1ncludes more than the $7. 34

per day lt costs TDC to malntain a prlsoner in the system To

that figure should be added the fost of currently planned capital

expenditures ‘and the‘ cost of rneeting the mandates of Ruizuu.
Estelle ‘ Also 1ncluded in the calculatlon should be the 1osslof
tax dollars in welfare payments to 1nmates famllies. If we

assume that there lS a llmlt on the total amount that the state

can afford to spend on our total system of correctlons , a dollar

spent ‘on 1ncarceratlon is a‘ dollar not spent on other
alternatives . e | I_ | ; ‘
The Beto Unit lS scheduled to be complete in 1984 and wrll

have a capac1ty of 4 000 If the populatlon. were to Temain

static this new fac111ty would only bring the population for the

other facrlities down to what lt was when the. Ruiz suit was
1nst1tuted ’ /' ‘ | o ‘
The Leglslature should con31der alternatives that can help
achieve the three goals of correctlons punishment protectlon
and rehabllitation at ‘a lower overall cost to “the taxpayers of

the state.; With proper monitoring such alternatives could help o

a°Icontrol the riselin prison population and relntegrate the offender'

: Vinto the communlty as a functioning, law-ablding c1tizen. ,ﬂ;ﬁ*




2. ALTERNATIVES 0 INCARCERATION Lo

In Wbrking Paper 65~ 09 80 A Studz to Assess the Impact of;;t

Various Diversron and Population Reduction Methods released July’:‘

calternatives

'731 1980 the Texas Department of Corrections states that the,‘,v‘”
"overcrowding problmn calls for alternative solutions to regainfg

and retain an, appropriate equilibrium This study indicates that_h_ ;kfa

incarceration re_ initiallv successful

reducing prison population but then become less effective.;‘dti'
concerted effort of the entire criminal justice system 'Wlthl f.

eproper controls might be able to make alternatives effective on a:"

long term baSlS

a. PROBATION

The chief alternative to incarceration is probation. Texas:h‘”’
. has’ an Adult Probation Commission established under Articlef;v',ﬂv’
42 121 of Tex. Code of Crim Pro Ann. (Vernon 1979) which givesff',b.i
technical and financialrsupport to 107 locally autonomous adultfw
probation departments.- These lcc 1 _gpagt_éafg are'direetgd;%_;g,q,i-’i
state district court judges and managed by chief adult probationffv:}?
vofficers There are about 123 000 adults on probation in Texas,}:p
of - that about 70 000 are under felony convictions.;- Probationf;szn |
,ycosts the taxpayers less than $1 per day per person. because{ffh;ii |
B probationers pay up to $15 OO per month in superviSLOn fees't{lpiffiy
htDuring state fiscal year 1979 probationers paid $4 43 mil ion inihffdﬁﬁi
frestitution, $l 84 million in courthcosts and. $5 13fmillion intﬁli
' f'ﬁ_fines Additionally most of those on probation were able tofﬁd

' fdfcontinue to contribute to the support of their dependents.7apbfaﬁf

About 917 of those on probation are successful 8

The Texas Adult Probation Department has funded a Courtn
. ‘Residential Treatment Center‘ (CRTC) run by the West Texas,
T'Regional Adult Probation Department for the last two years. The_
CRTC gives the‘ court ‘an additional sentencing tool for those i
cases which may. present too high of a. risk for traditional

‘probation but for which the judge feels incarceration in a

maximum security facility is not indicated A total of 216

_offenders were admitted to the CRTC in FY80 Follow up informa-;

,~tion available to date indicates a- 152 rearrest rate for ex-,

residents EAR

The CRTC served as an alternative to prison for 69 residents )
band as zui alternative to county jail for 43 individuals The‘
‘reSident population on September 12, 1980 indicated that 657 had i
aleohol abuse problems, 322 had drug abuse problems,” 182 had
nbehavior adjustment problems, 137 had mental problems, and 362V
had immediate housrng problems.' li6 were unemployed upon intake.
of Which 97 were employed When released Based on ‘a. maximum' ,‘
,daily capacity of 60 persons,‘tb; costs approached $ll 91 perb

capita/per day Based on “the dynamic population,_the cost wask

10 -

k’$3 31 per resident/per day...»" 4 . ‘ o
: The CRTC anticipates that 300 persons will be served during;iin
“FY81 About 150 of those will be diversions from TDC o kw
| The Texas Adult Probation Commission model for the use of 2
f;cresidential facilities calls ifor' contracting With localpz__
pdfacilities or identifying local leadership and support }andﬁff
"iiworking with it to establish a CRTC in an area S e

T

RN




'risk offenders

‘hcontrol for those who need it and support services.!_‘{lh:gﬁ:d“

2 ,offenders thev sunervi se. f

‘judges do not

h’-QBEiﬂﬁi The legislature can increase the Potential number off_;a“‘

k‘offenders who can be diverted from TDC to probation by,if“’w;,g;ogﬁi 2
'il,‘ Approving TAPC s request for intensive supervision funds.fg7,;g,

l{jThese funds would allow probation officers to supervise highertagf_

"2 APProving funds for additional Court Residential Treatment}s‘k
~'Centers.; With sufficient funding TAPC esrimates it could get lgfff‘
i--more CRTC operating in FYBl and 2 operating in FY82 This couldugi l
’fpotentially divert 300 from TDC in‘ FY81 and 1200 in FY82 pﬁg‘f
f,CRTC 's are also a good tool for dealing with a probationer who;fll
| 'faces revocation for a minor violation of probation.kdiglgj,ﬁ;7s"g A
,‘g3. Approving funds to allow TAPC to contract with enisting halfupl: p :

»way houses and community service programs to prov1de residential;i .

,v4 Approvmng funds for training of probation officers to enableﬁéa

»]them to evaluate better the risk and need factors of theggy'ﬁ

‘5{} Amending Article 42 12 Section 3e(a) of Tex.‘Code of Crim._,}h”x
', Pro,‘AnnL (Vernon 1979) to allow the judge to grant probation&;b‘ﬁ
when gth'i offense is criminal homicide, rape, or robbery.y! B

k, Currently under this statute juries have this discretion, butira'

‘.l‘ i

6 Amending Articlei 42, 121 ° glve the Adult ProbationVl:u
,commission the ability to aid and coordinate prftrial inter_gﬁ;:g»np,

ﬁdvention programs., Since 1978 when the Attorney General of Texasgi§:f' g
"A}'rendered opinion #1283 TAPC has been limited to assisting post-!_fil”dv

”;trial programs.: Pretrial authority would enable TAPC to

. diversion Appropriate funding must also be given

A,
BRI TR S T N NGO MG ool s Yo el

| intervene early with treatment in those cases where the real
’problem is alcohol drugs, or other treatable conditions “and

7 .might result in more individualized sentencing or in totalv'

; '/~

Fj_7;f Adding provisions to Chapter 17 of the Tex Code of Crim._
;r’Pro. Ann.,(Vernon 1979) to give judges the authority to place_
. conditions on a bond This would have to be carefully drawn tot:
l'vavoid constitutional problems, Hb it would seem that in:‘
tconsideration of the safety of the community and the likelihoodﬁ -
iof reporting to trial a judge could be given the discretion of;
"placing the condition of reporting for treatment on someone with
:'an obvious problem like drug or alcohol abuse

o ’EXPERIENCE OF OTHER STATES -rhe% Saginaw Project in Saginawh

_County,‘ Michigan was a three year experiment conducted between‘_v
kirl967 and 1970 that illustrated the benefits that can ~occur from a;'
"rwell-planned and adequately funded community corrections programsgﬂb
?In this experiment, probation was the method of correction used jg
Probation staffs and facilities were strengthened to provide an
'adequate level of services through small caseloads and intensivelg_

supervision The proportion of convicted felons put on probationﬁi"

"nwas raised from 59 57 to 67 IZ B o i S
“As a result of this type of highly intensified and individ-l‘.,l
b”jualized treatment the proportion of probation failures experi-pi»t.
'lenced a decline from 32 22 during the three prior years, to l? az’?f

C‘”fduring the three experimental years.n,l‘fi”l b " W '_b ’
g Estimated savings to taxpayers over the period was almostgg;d:&

';fH?half a xnillion dollars. because of the reduction of costs of;fifok“”

11

PN




,Tinstitutional care, costs of welfare for prisoner s families, and

‘i parole expenditures 11

Another program of interest here is the Des Moines Communityffi‘
"'Corrections program Because of 1ts high level of coordinatedil .
»‘effort and success it was the first criminal justice project to;fdivi

"~rbe designated "exemplary"' by the National Institute of Lawfp:

‘71Enforcement and Criminal Justice._ Of particular interest are its;b‘

""pretrial release and the supervised release components.ief;;;ifﬁ;fi’

e The pretrial release component of the Des Molnes program is}vibﬁ

"_modeled on. the Vera-Manhatten Bail Reform PrOJect It is af:‘

typical release-on-own-recognizance program.g The staff of theﬁf

vpretrial releasef component lS housed in the Municipal Court;;fh‘l )

Building, site of the city jail and the Des ,Moines“'”

jDepartment. Every defendant booked into the jail isiinterviewedril
immediately after processing._‘ (Persons charged with simpleﬁl | ;
¢;¥ intoxication. ‘are excluded principally' because their cases are»;ifﬁlbiv
:diSPosed of almost ,mmed ate ly.) : pretrial release staff 5i“
cinterViews the defendant to determine lf he meets the criteriafﬁ
ffor release on his own recognizance., The release criteria areilbf‘ :

._totally objective, and a point system is used to gauge the degree;h i

to which the defendant has stable roots in the community

. are earned for length of resrdence in a particular location,

“stability of employmentr and the presence of family tles., Pointsgeiflilw

‘kf‘are lost as a result of the frequency and the recency of prlot;tf”

'convictions,iand because of past incidents of failure to appear

fﬂ’for trial If a defendant scores a total

,};.staff recommends to the court that he be released

recognizance.‘"

Pointsiipb

b*five{points, the

' Defendants who fail to score a sufficient number of pointsp,

'ito‘qualify for release on their own recognizance, but who mightpw
iocbe qualified for supervised release,‘iare, referred to' the
uSupervised release screening staff by release on own recognizanceu
| interviewers. f A member of the supervised release staff then
i interviews the defendant Unlike the 'release <x1 recognizancewh
‘Cinterview, however, the supervrsed release intervieW' is open-“
’ended and the decisron as to whether the defendant qualifies fort

~j,entry into the component is subJective.IZ‘

Program statistics show that offenders who are released‘

prior to trial get shorter sentences than similar offenders who

f are not released

11 i




‘“;types?of offenders

'falternaplves

Uy;lntox1cated offender

]f200 300 non vrolent"

‘:hfstatusi of drug possessron 2655 offenders’kln' the mentallyffdf

Jlﬁfsex offender

"‘*fcategory

*ngwhen‘ tested

’7efprlson.f_1nk”

'llfQProbatlon. Departmentti

b DIVERSION FOR SELECTFD CLASSES OF OBFENDERS LJ thelr reports,"

;;non Reducrng the Texas *Prmsron Populatlon, TDC 1dent1f1ed four

:fThey are the drun

w:fthe nonv1olent sex offender,f‘and the dr1v1ng ‘whllei{

' TDC estrmates that ln thelr annual admlss1ons there areh¥f7“

‘offenders 2 OOO mentally

: sex offenders . 25,7,[ , 5‘0 :

T}lntox1cated offenders and 400 l OOO offenders Who mlghh benefltt_f

‘ifrom shock probatlon If dlverSLOn of these classes of offendersl,'f“

'x

‘“djretarded category,;478 offenders 1n the category of nonv1olentg

13*

f:nd1v1dua11y,v and Lhat those who mlght fno

'ﬁlisuccessful :1na'the alternatlve would have to be returned tof*{Vnt

Tte of these events the numbers are srgnlflcant

:7f};cou1d be dlverted to other types of penallzatlon.» These peoplef;fdf'

',;iwould 1og1ca11y be put under the JuIlSdlCtlon of the TexasiAdultfsﬁ

J,fadequate funds need,to be addedfto the TAPC budget to coverhthefbthu

"mﬁléff“j

i‘nllts‘populatlon whlch could be dlverted 1nto [,Jf',

offender the mentally retardedi e

vretarded offenders,r{’f‘

;idr1v1ng whlle,;”3

“pplred retroactlvely, 1454‘1nmates would quallfy 1n the’

wfsevere, 1ong term mentally 111

'tf121 1nmates 1n the dr1v1ng whlle 1ntox1catedf“

TDthas lden”?fied approx1mately 7 0007current 1nmates whoff?

TDC est]_matesulé ;

ﬁIf_ thlS dlverSlODkllS to be successful S

’Shlftyln responsrblllty It is understood that a dollar for dollar
‘ [transfer‘ can’ not be made fron1 the TDC budget because IDC 1is
‘overcrowded and would only be reducrng 1ts populatlon to the level
"1:or1g1nally 1ntended ix> be housed ln 1ts unlts Only when TDC

‘fcould get to the p01nt of c1031ng a unlt would a 51gn1f1cant drop

‘~1n operatlng costs be reallzed

Addltlonally,, TDC has- ldentlfled between» 3 OOO to 4 000

t3adm1381ons yearly who‘cou d be dlverted , These could also be

",handled through the probatlon departments

l Drug Offenders TDC suggests dlvertlng drug offenders to

VlMHMR and estlmates the per day cost at $65 a day ThlS is MHMR S

‘gcost of care 1n a mental hospltal care that is: reserved for the~

Ak

Presumablyw most drug offenders could hold JObS at . someJ
‘lp01nt 1n thelr treatment 11ve Ln halfway houses,fcontrlbute to .

"tfthe cost of thelr care and get treatment for thelr drug problem

[y The

F'kfanalysls fThe Texas Department of Communlty Affalrs w1th1n thek
kriMcAlllster Act mlght be the most approprlate agency for handllngkd'
cstthese offenders ‘;l_ o “,_ k”h 'N ‘ . |
| Under thrs plan the offender would be supervrsed by thej

fliAdult Probatlon Department Whlch would contract w1th communlty-;vf
E‘g:based servtces for res1dent1a1 care and treatment The tost of

.fi‘thls alternatlve would be closer to $15 OO.a day than the $65 OO ‘f.

‘ffiday,, $7 34 and thls, $15 OO estrmate could. be offset by ‘thef
vhsfoffender s contrlbutlontg It mlght also be p0331ble to requlre

\5dthe offender to pay for treatment

15

fffofv;drugs could be. effectlvely mOnltOfed bY urlne’

$7 76 dlfference""between TDC s cost per’
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i‘structured treatment programs

Article 4476- lSa, of Tex Rev ClV Stat Ann. (Vernon supp

>b1979), the R. B McAllister Drug Treatment Program Act prov1deqf

.athatv“ thes, Tcxas Departmcnt of? Community Affairs providﬂ’
'ares1dent1al serv1ces for short temn and long term treatment ofg;'

':.drug dependent persons and day care and outpatient serv1cesl§ l

'When_ the McAlllster Act was passed‘.it was only funded at ar.'

fraction. of the amount ‘necessary' to umplement lt If JJ: were

sadequately funded ther Texas Department of Community Affalrs'
ficould become,:av s1gnif1cant factor ln provrdlng diverSLOnaryj“
| fac111t1es for those now belng sent to TDC o e .
| ‘h Adult Probation Comm1831on and th Department f{~“>k
P";Community Affairs could coordlnate their cfforts Lo devrse agd].:'
-'successful alternative to 1ncarceration for the type of offenderir{“
| .1dent1f1ed by TDC CIf statistical procedures were refined to}:'
1}Ldentify those offenders who are sentenced under another charge
;11ke burglary,‘ but whose drug lnvolvement 1s the‘ motlvatlonpek'
idbehlnd the offense this category might realistically be expanded j[
Since TDC 5 estimate of $7 34 per day reflects only the cost"vpn'
f”of malntaining a prisoner and does not lnclude construction costtr.°f
: ‘or any of the other hidden costs of the prlson system 1t gives atldil“

:1east a ball park figure of what might be leerted from TDC tof

~TAPC for each offender dlverted

kd”hf‘Optlon iTh_ Leglslature could divert ’f aPPIOPrlate :he

l~ﬁt-necessary funding to locate drug offenders dn’ appropriately e

“" o " a
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: ik Mentally Retarded Offenders. TDC ‘again estimates"ay
dﬁ$65 00 a day cost ‘to divert these offenders into a MHMR
| facilitY. f S vh | | | :“ﬂ .l « -
. Since the majority of mentally retarded offenders currently
d fall into the mild retardation category they should not need thek
-'full state school regime.ir They could be housed 1n half way

‘b»houses, el receive ‘ vocational behavorial and* educational

+

counseling,i and eventually work to contribute to the cost of o
' their care._ MHMR estimates that this would cost about $43 00 a
Qfdaynb Since this type of facility would qualify for Medicaid the‘
‘f»FederaT government would pick up 552 of the cost 167‘a> SR
“’”TdMHMR7fis currently ‘operating program 'of Communitytb
bh»Adolescent Treatment Services at Rusk Hospital : 45 adolescentsd
idin the mild or moderate range of developmental retardation w1th afd;b
' d'documented history of illegal behaviors are being served in a 3,y
xphase program Similar services could be provided in a continuum;\‘“
zleading to successful community 1iving for adult offenders.}
Additionally, MHMR could be given the mandate to seek foster'
~;home situations for some of these offenders._‘_‘k k SR | ;
i ngEi&E-fdfTﬁea Legislature could divert :F'ééﬁfspriéggrptpe;,f'
‘kfnecessary funds for this alternative. o ge

;3 Nonviolent Sex Offenders ,i»Tqud could divert theseﬂ

| '»idoffenders to MHMR ard again estimates a $65. 00 per day cost Eor_‘ff“’b
”*fthe same readons as noted above this estimate may be high J

Generally, ‘this type of offenoer could be handled by thet:‘

'ebprobation departments and a condition of probation could be

bfltreatment :nz a community-based program For the protection of

17 , i
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»the community,vthis type of offender might be required to live in\
e~a. residential treatment facility until the treatment people

.believe he can . safely serve out his probation outside such a‘

controlled environment

; Since the sex offender' most frequently' has psychological,if“h
‘:problems which counterindicate the living conditions prevelant inp
"most maximum security prisons, it unght be sound to divert the:
vrolent sex offender to a special medium security unit under TDCi
"as well and appropriate money to allow TDC to contract with MHMR:‘4
or. a private group to train the TDC personnel who will _work inh
this unit and to ‘run a treatment program. for the offender.-y‘
‘Medium security facilities are usually less expensive to run than

maximum security facilities.;7 TDC could avoid the capital_

outlay by contracting for this facility

g, Driving While Intoiicated Offenders TDC s report*

‘suggests that these offenders ha placed on mandatory probationyl'
'with attendance at alcohol ab fh programs as a condition of:

'probation.k

The Bexar County District At.orney s Office has been running

Pretrial program for 'selected driving while intoxicateng%ft
‘ offenders. They require the offender to pay ¢25 OO to attend the o
tprsgram. Their experience has been excellent 18‘hr | ,
_ S‘milar pretrial programs could be encouraged and would if‘;:kfh
e the Legislature amended Article 42 121 as suggested above 19 Iffthf“.
:the offender has committed a nwre serious driving while intox-""”v

rlicated offense the offender could be probated hlS license could,;

[

~'be brestricted to driving to or froul work during the time ofiieo‘

18

probation, and he could be required to participate in an alcohol

‘abuse program.

: If the offender in question has already been probated

several times and has already completed an alcohol abuse program

he could be sentenced to week end incarceration in a local

ffacility rather than in TDC.

The cost of . this program . could be. almost entirely offset by
requiring the offender to pay, for treatment.,

‘hAs for the drug offender, not all the people who have

~alcohol at. the root of their criminal activrty are identified by

‘the figure given for driving while intoricated _ If the fivures,

could be captured treatment for alcohol problems might be more

‘effective and cost efficient than incarceration for assault or

*

some other crime.,_ -l




C. PAROLE AN PROBATION REVOCATION

parole revoked

“to require these people to live in a halfaway house rather than'

-

returning or sending them to TDC

If the Legislature were to increase the responsibility of.f
TAPC and the Board of Pardons and Paroles to the extent indicatedﬂ
by these numbers a certain amount of lead in time would be

required and adequate funding to guarantee success would have toh

accompany the mandate.j‘fif

Some things would also have to be done to encourage thég
growth of adequate °°mmunitY-based facrlities to handle this’ku
volume. Thls could be done by developing a SPecial structure tOQTIl
oversee this development or. by funneling monies through exrstinghg“
state agencies like Adult Probataon:f BQ??d of Pardons”gnafA

Paroles,,Dept"of Community Affairs, orlDept of Mental Healthf

and Mental Retardation,

When the violation is minor it might be betteruf

D. SUBSIDY PROGRAMS Some states have encouraged communities to

develop alternatives to incarceration through subsidy programs.
Minnesota 8 Community Forrections Act has four key elements a
financial incentive to counties to develop local correctionalg

facilities; a financial disincentive against committing nenviolent

‘adults to state institutions; a local decision-making structure to

insure ‘better coordination of the various components - of the
criminal justice~system and a local planning‘proceSS that results
in comprehensive plans for the delivery of correctional services.

~Several counties in Texas, notably Bexar‘ County, have
established commissions or councils to coordinate their Justice
and corréction policies.

California ‘glves a grant to a county' for every convicted
offender who ‘they place in a community -based correctional program
rather than a state penitentiary. If a county which averaged 25
inmates in state: prisons for every 100,000 people in the county,
cuts down to 15 by usrng community-based programs, it can receive

up to” $4 000 "each for the ten offenders not sent to the state

‘facility.zl

To work subsidy programs must require that the subsrdy be

k3gused to davelop, maintain, and expand community-based corrections
‘4and they must be rigidly tied ‘to a decrease in. the rate off
'i‘ commitment to state facilities.;

Early experience :hx Minnesota showed success in reducing

'commitments ,,to_» state : institutions, ;5in* developing local@
"‘”correctional programs, and in bettering the organization and co-fj

‘lordination of the local criminal Justice system.22 California‘

i




:rThe success has leveled off i Officials'ahelie”

ufrocriminal justice scheme worked at crosspurposes

fexperienced initial success in reducing the prison populationaﬂf"'

1,because theidsubsidy was not rigidly tied:‘to fa 1ure to sendnaﬁffgf

iy e

“‘poffenders to the state facility and because other forces in thefgjj”y

| i FUNNELING THROUGH S'I’A'IE APEN ES: .,_,'.T.'.P
this occurede

hf*oEiHumaanervices has called forkthe establishment of a Coordi-

o

stimulate the growth of community-based facilities under the R.B.

5if‘McA11ister Act : : , S :
| MHMR could provide adequate facilities and supervis1on for
;i*the mentally retarded offender with greater funding

The legislature is currently considering Senate Bill 125 by]v
'YVFarabee and HB 365 by Geistweidt, which would

Whether subsidy or funneling is chosen there would seem. to

‘;be a. need for coodination.r The Special Committee on the Deliveryfx

now. has limited fundsVlk

diavailableﬁto contract with private halfway houses. An increaseiﬁ

«J;in funding fdr this purpose would stimulate the growth of Suchh”

"rfacilities., If TDCA Was provided with greater funding they couldh

among otherk
1;~tnings, provide for funding of half-way houses through the Board"

‘7\of Pardons and Paroles.~




M b e R A

The‘;committee could B led by an executive"head

A

ff;offenders, and recommendingrlegislative:changesiﬂ

anaretblnterested in seeing offenders provide‘“

57ficommunity service.~twbta(%m

”*:more palatable to the public.f{*""'”

fffwill fe made a condition of a suspended sentencei?l

"skalternatives _mentioned ,above,?ﬂtﬁe”

'dflegislature{could signal more strongly to the Judiciary that they"f“

»restitutionwfand:u

Nreview of 1egls1ative changes,_ programs,'cand'f

:riresearch related fl restitution :identified 54 restltutiontv

‘programs in the United States and its territo es, of which 35

'ifare nonresidential'and 19 are residential 25

Some states view restitution less as an alternative to other"‘

'5penalties;than as an adjunct to them.‘ Restitutlon would surelydl'

d7make the increasedduse of probation or shorter jail sentencesd,,

Cllorado% speciflysyvthat vrestitution may be ordered inr?f

'}fcon nction with such sentences asrincarceration 1n a local Jarl

xfﬂprobation,; imprisonment or 'parole.jk In Oklahoma‘ ai_j

‘“Trest Jtion order is to be made in congunctron wrth probatlon andf-”

Restitution Centers vAct ‘authorized:;the establishment fjfﬁ“

convicted

In Tennessee,“gw~7
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“sentencnd fcr theft offenss*‘~

",Usentencing options indicated above

j,solution for the victim as well

'jaVOid an equal protection problem.;fk'

~j{in a halfway house, imprisonment or parole.sp-”

S Centers are required 'to completej'SO,;hours:

‘:‘5community, in addition to paying restitution and

Currently over 667 of the people,incarcerated in‘TDC are'lli

Vspace would be availablel,*f judges :employed some' of the;54

fparticularly those whose j offense involved gﬁ; violence.ltj~‘ :
5 Restitution is an important alternative for rectifying the harm};""

sdone by these offenders.f It is generally a. more satisfyingrbfhn]fw

28

Restitution ndght also play a part in shortening sentenceseg
'j"for those the court feels must be incarcerated in TDC If TDCln
ytfwere required to pay a basic wage of $l 00 an hour a judge couldr;gd;'.w
h,order an 1nmate to pay a certain amount of restitution out of;;[;f.f
“vthat money and combine his restitution order with a shorter;;it~f .
:isentence or With a reservation to consider shock probation at thef
.end of a given period The amount it would cost TDC in. wage“_ik'
v payment could be umde up in savings due to shorter sentences.,hhk

In using restitution it is important that judges use care to;;rf

Community service is another option which can be combinedd:lpffb

[swith probation incarceration in a local jail .a fine, placementf,{?“

Per3°n3 in Georgia s community-based Probation DiverSion4JgZ7*

Wt

-from their wages. Six hours of community serv1ce is consideredgu}yshf

t{dfﬂthe equivalent of a day in jail

these offenders,ai'”’

’~benefit ,o“jthe;’county. while outlay for the'

:of work inppthe[fh7 o

hrogram costsj‘“

In a year 8 period during 1978—79 the 243 program referraIS"

'performed 9, 005 hours of service, instead of spending 1 418 days
in jail In financial terms, at a daily jail residence cost of
$18, 50, 326 233 was. saved by this alternative, in addition to the

»f$27 193 value of the work performed for a total of $53,426 of

program’ was'

Texas has a. community service probation ‘act for misdemean-}

ants, Texas Code of Crim. Pro, Ann (Vernon 1979) Art 42 13 lA“

.l‘similar act could be written for felons.

_v2€7‘ - o ;",hb,;ﬁp.,Ly
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‘ ’fG NONRESIDENTIAL STATE RUN WORK FACILITIES

uivnonresidentisl, state-run,fwork facilities (NRWF) This
-1[at home or in a halfway house.

'f‘-but a portion could be withheld for restitution to the victim.

»‘”icould be subject to a loss of "good time

';‘would present a difficulty

'lfdzimplemented on a large scale.,.nl;sﬂ~""'"

1basically the opposite of work furlough Offenders 'would 'beie"

‘fjsentenced to work in a state-run work facility while they reSLdeVpev
Under this plan offenders could be paid the prevailing wagef;[iﬂ |

If new crimes were committed while under sentence the residentialwd
‘h.frelease could be revoked and the offender would have to servej;"
the remainder of the sentence in the traditional institutional-f

: ized manner. For minor v1olations of work rules an offender .

The N. R W F sidesteps the most costly and critizizedflb'\m
';:component of prison, the resideftial while Stlll restricting theﬁgffi;:

’ 'freedmn of Lhe offender for tl vmajor portion of tne day TDQ,it"f
‘ihas the industrial components fr-essary to. this type of plan’ffl'

*lthough the distance netween TDL 1nits and centers of populationj:'v*"'

The N.R. W F : sentence could be considered for nonviolent:ff*'f*
"roffenders.-. It is lessr costly and serves the reintegrative} f‘"‘
d:process better than the traditional prison sentence., Its crucial‘

'"ff advantage when compared to work 'furlough is. that it could be_ff;lﬁfi‘

sted alternative to the present prison system is;f;-f

‘forestalled o

to coprai o - - ool T ———
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.f CONCLUSION

Alternatives to incarceration have to be carefully monitored

,to insure that they do in fact draw from the population thati
”would otherwise go to state prisons.f If they do not they fail'
’?to effect ‘the desired goals of population reduction and cost-
"effectiveness., The subSidy plan outlined above is a successful‘

“method if tied directly to a performance factor, i e. a failure

to send people to the state facility

If strategies like fining or week end sentencing reduce the
g 'population in local jails, these Jails could begin housing some'
diipeople who may now be sent to TDC | Likely catagories are thosek

‘awaiting appeal those awaiting revocation hearings,ithose who
,'have minor violations of probation or parole, ‘and nonviolent
lfirst offenders. Local authorities :could be ‘subsidized for
*jkeeping these people. If the subsidy is lower than the cost ofd
keeping thmn in TDC a saVings will be realized Additionally,x

i the necessity for capital outlay will be avoided or,;atileast,f

...............
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_Committee

3. ‘AVoiDrNc co NFINEMENT

Dec eas g thef"umb of neople who will come in contactﬁi
widn the criminal justice system at ‘a point where incarceration“ |
‘v‘lS a possibility needs the cooperation of the whole criminalﬂ»k:“,."
‘justice system,{aisinglemindedness of purpose, and education of,gd
the general population.: If all the actorsuare not keyed in toe;ev
the goal what is saved in one area will be lost by increases inaj
fanother. California s experience shows this.clearly 3;p If there li
3is not an understanding of goals, attempts to decriminalize orsV .
'reduce the consequences of criminality' are perceived. as 'being;;,;‘
’soft on crime' rather than as being a reasoned “response to_a:

3 increased crime rates and the increased cost of incarceration.:
o It is clear that TDC ‘has no - control over the number of’l‘,;‘,"
peOple sent to them for incarceration.' The resnonsibility forff
"who is called criminar in Texas and for the length of time they L
| are put in he custody and care of the state rests with thes
‘ljudges,»leg- "ators and ultimately, the citizens._" |

In repc‘ ing to the California Legislature,'the JOint Rulesﬁl~

32 .

“population which included (l) decriminalizing, or reclassifyingx;
certain penal offenses to punish them civilly, (2) establishing ol

- neighborhood Justice centers where disputes could ‘be settled sft
ukberorei chey ‘ge ~'classifind ,;g. crimes,\ (3)‘ using Pretrialqu
‘Diversion programs.‘L(é)w‘utilizing alternatives. to pretrialcl""
confinement like citations instead of arrest, ’release on‘“
"recognizance, or in the custody of a third party,kor lOZ cash

bond (5) changing the sentencing part of the trial to require~f

'\30_"

‘probation, fines,, restitution, forfeiture,

ot up a strategy for reducing the California prisonh;‘

that'the state‘shOW'why incarceration would be desireable‘in a

‘given case and requiring the' judge to consider alternatives 1ike

community servrce,

intermittent incarceration and term imprisonment in institutions'

other than a state institution of maximmm security

Many of these strategies could ‘be successfully used in Texas

to- control prison population.
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.‘compared to 14 37 for the traditional route.

,:neighborhood justice centers

‘”well ‘ag’ civil/consumer cases,

a. RsonlssIFICArxon"

’;;A; small impact on prison population mignt be made by;bdvh
freclassifying certain crimes 1ike bigamy, criminal nonsupport,;.

Junauthorized use of a vehicle, credit card abuse, hindering

secured creditors, and public intoxication.;ii

[?b COMMUNITY ARBITRATION}NEIGHBORHOOD JUSTICE CENTERS fq‘;:;-ﬂ'

Under current Community Arbitration programs misdemeanants;b
are issued a citation which records the offense end schedules a
' hearing'to‘arbitrate the case ' The hearing (usually before an'
:attorney arbitrator) consists of a finding of facts.; If the
| misdemeanant admits to committing the offense and consents to
: arbitration, .the‘ arbitrator makes dan informal adjustmentkpl‘
lsentencing the person to a. prescribed number of ‘hours Ofv~.
community work and/or restitution, counseling, or an educationalrf‘
: program. The case is left "open" to be closed in 90 days upon a
idpositive ,report from. ‘the (field site supervisor.v A Maryland;h-

fk_dprogram dealing w1th juveniles showed a recidivism rate of 9. 823.‘

33

The Institute for Social Analysrs recently evaluated three_ H"‘

34

’ sCity and one in Los . Angelesr It concluded among other things;f‘
- that the centers are capable of handling a wide variety of minora

interpersonal disputes, including interpersonal/criminal cases as -

35

The study concluded that in an overall sense the centers‘

"g‘have been successful “and - meet a public need.'with indices offr

.‘Q

”,‘cost was $5 00 per person.

one in Atlanta,, one in..Kansas._.‘ ;hd SENTENCING

ddisparity in sentencing.

performance and satisfaction that are extraordinary, but that the

: observable impact on' court caseloads has ‘been negligable. 36 By
‘disposing'ofiinterpersonal/criminalbcases efficiently and early

- the centers may prevent the e from escalating into felonies.

c. PRETRIAL DIVERSION«

" Pretrial = diversion ‘*aIIOWS“ first-time - offenders to

: participate in programs designed to solve the underlying problems

leading to crime. It helps to break up the backlog in the courts

‘as well ‘as giving an offender the chance to turn himself around

uf-before going the whole prosecution/ sentencing route.

The District ALtorney s office in Bexar County was operating”
Project Detour for four years for first cSfender misdemeanor,

theft or theftlike offenses,-such as shoplifting. It started as

a: 90 day progrmm for | offenders PrOJect»staff would report to

‘the DA on- the offender s performance every 45 days o The last

ﬁ:ieport would usually recommend dismissal based o having done
\~we11 in the program. The program has been discontinued because

kof & lack of funds The estimated recidivism rate was 67 and the

37

Texas sentencing laws provide that someone convicted of a’

‘lst degree ielony may be incarcerated for 1ife or for not more
uh’than 99 years or less than 5 2nd degree felony not more than 20

.br less then 2 3rd degree felony not more than 10 or less ‘than
“;gge The maximnm ranges provided for are higher than those |

. wf viewed as useful by many authorities “and ‘the range‘ invites

38,]:,:1-~~
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fprobation.

"‘In”icases sheref'long sentences;’are necessary for the;g‘
protection of the public theylrshouldw be*~encouraged~ : Most*"
penologists and parole boards,‘however, believe that in 901 of.ﬂ
the:;cases %in ‘which long sentences = are issues they are not,i
justified-39 _‘In its Model Sentencing Act the American Barjf
Association concluded its study of sentences w1th the recommenda-“i

tion that five, years was"an"adequatel sentence ‘for_;mostut~

offenders.éo_

Advisory Committee '«Ofi’.the, JSarai Association has,v
: accordingly concluded that the authorized sentence for most»*
felonies should be me the five-year range., There may be somef
cases, it is conceded where the term should perhaps be raised tot
ten years,» Armed robbery may be one case.v And finally there mayqiu
be.sone very;fewioffenses,J rder was,the only example on which“v

the 'Advisory Coﬁmittee .could unanimously«~agree,,;where,;the‘

authorized sentence should exceed ten years.a;‘

‘In‘itswstudy, Adult Probation and Community Corrections inv

Texas: A Master Plan,‘1977 the Texas Center for the Judiciaryj'

recommended that a practical study of felony and 1nisdemeancrli
sentencing lxe undertaken. It further recommended that if juryk* 8
sentencing is to continue the Legislature should make possible,
Judicial imp031tion of special probationary conditions strictlyf"i

for constructive, rehabilitative purposes when a juxy recommends%

, ogtion, The Legislature could amend Article 42 03 of the Code ofdk
Criminal Procedu re to mandate Judges to look at alternativeus

. sanctions before deciding on incarceration.l,]T :

34

The Legislature could;Vrequire. an impact statement for
legislatiVe-.~proposals '”to‘”iincreaserﬁ”sentenceS‘ ‘for criminal
violations;;*Such,'avstatementhould include information on how

many prisoners are currently in prison for the particular crime

and the. projected nnmber of additional prisoners sentenced for
that offense over~the~next five year period, ‘and the increased

kcost ‘to' the state because of the increased penalty

o Legislation_couldﬂbe enacted making it possible to invoke

the habitual offender status only in carefully defined circum-

stanceS»involving violent offenders. As of October 31, 1980, 566
people were in TDC as habitual offenders. Of those, 130 could be
classifiedfas;violent'offenders.43

s
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o s S SHORTENING THE TERM 05' CONFINEMENT
It is difficult to predict the effect of these techniques on

Parole The principal meens of decreasing the time spent5

g , ";f]inf,TDC by persons sentenced there is parole. Parole is an’
,‘hﬁiis°n population.‘ At the moment approximately 600 peoplef é,, 2’effective incentive to good behavior if the offender understands‘

cidlmonth are sent to TDC by the courts of Texas.; If the suggestedsphi v ‘s,the working of the parole system.45~ e

‘J‘changes were 152 effective they wrnld keep 100 people a_#méféaftleﬁ | Parole has ‘been called the srngle greatest tool for reducingl

jlprison population.4§;

irfrcm becoming 3 burden t° taxpa"ers.,;;;#“‘:t;;u::'" Previous committees have cailed for stream-'_

lso decrease the timefkr‘ - ;

Changes‘ n the sentencing laws could a . : ]ining the procedure and increasing the number of decision makers
o More 0 tions for?"* '
spent in TDC once B person is connicted A . ?v, SR “so as . to process a greater number of potential paroles.
_'vdecreaSing that time follow.fgng?ﬁ;vjw[?*9'"’ =

Several legislative committees have made recommendations forf
- lncreasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the parole system.f

‘dIn 1977, the beby-01syton Committee said that the state could“

&save $10 million a. year and possibly avoid oonstruction of a new'ﬂ

prison if the parole process were sped up,"is

Other committeesf‘

»have recommended major restructuring of the Board of Pardons and7

iParoles.égh;ﬂﬁg

In 1977 the Board of Pardons and Paroles published a Ten?

'ferar Action Plan designed to project it into the 80 a. For theti‘

fftTNOSt part this plan is not being implemented Strengthening thefh'

'parole process through intensive supervision and utilization&’ff'

‘gfcommunity residential }facilities could protect the community,féut(

"[Isﬁa higher riSk Person thanﬂf”'” ‘

;ﬁpreviously, and 1t could increase the parolee s,chancenof beingf;,i‘bvu

dgsuccessful in his reintegration,l‘**“”
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»f‘that they need

iPanel Policy Initial Review

"“{Factor Score

ere tew can be proJecte
”kfh"«Score is being used as an a

“~treliance on this score could

fTheir earnings also reduced the amounts paid ‘out in welfare‘"k’f[”
'd‘gpayments to their families.g Keeping tnese people iﬂ prison would!f‘

‘have cost the state $34 million compared to the $7 million spent”f

v’uto superVLSe them. > *‘f*h : 2
' One of the threads consistently reappearing in earlier*-”

recommendations to improve the Board of Pardons and Paroles wesf~f

'fpcommunicate these to the inmate and others involved in the7:f L
: process The Roard of Pardons and Paroles has opted to approach‘7' |
“'~rthis by analyzing Paiole Panel decisrons fandu making-wtheirfffﬁju«

pimplicit criteria explicrt A research project entitled "Paroleig"f

1149

i:case pull and a IOOZ sample of the 3/80 case pull to determine ifi;},_c‘;,
o parole decisrons are made in such. a consistent pattern. as toiffb .
‘1g,covstitute an mmplicit policy The answer ‘was yes,l and theﬁfii"?l,w

results were pulled together into what is called the Significantlftgfji

50

‘bfi‘decisions,, the orobability Of being denied P&T-'O]-e at initialif;fg;j. v

d 51

7‘of the parole process.;;

&

L v S ; , C e .477 fl"‘d
ban estimated $78 million in wages on which they paid taxes.: :

develop ‘Parole Selection Criteria dfi

examined a SOZ sample of the 9/79ddCf“'

By using this score, based on previous panef?gtu

At the moment the Significant Factorﬁnlkt‘n
igin determining disposition.r Moreﬁa;l;&zv

_‘esult”in increasing the efficiency*il;f?ffi

people would automaticailj be paroled unless the Board found a

clear danger in granting ‘parole. New Jersey has “adopted a

‘pPresumption of‘parole '

At the other end if a person s score falls between 24 and 8

’ they have an 892 chance of being denied parole on initial review,

It would be more efficient to eliminate full consideration by ‘the

Board for this group° The process would make more ‘sSense to the

“inmates if the Significent Factor Score was communicated to-them

and if those in the 24-8 catagory understood that because of ‘the

. relevant factors, usually ‘the nature of the offense and pastf
'criminal pattern, they would automatically be put off until what
'ywould now - be their second review This could be done through a’
' lparole caseworker: to insure ~the advantages ‘of face-to-face
contact without necessitating involvement of the Board This'
'ffcaseworker could | also safeguard v against overlooking !kthe‘
"‘:‘exceptional case which deserved ceview by the Board R l
| The Board could then spend more time and care. in weighingf
'e:the factors of the persons falling in the 7 5 range who now have'

S”a 642 chance of denial A presumption of parole might also bef?

5gg;might be greater than for the 0 4 group. The Significant Factorj .
C.Score might also be utilized to identlfy people for extended workfg'

'irelease as. discussed below.~~77?“"~”'

cu

It is true that lf

'“fjvinstitutionalized Board policy' would tend 'to freeze At this"
'ﬂflmoment in time this could ‘be desireable because it would allowbi"

*iféiidentification of the criteria being used in the future it might'k

Significant Factor Score is J
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“f_fensure that such facilities are available.;\f*

'l[alleaed violation occured

 become undesiresble. At suah a point the Board of Pardons and
"'Paroles could experiment with alternative utilizations of the;t
dhfactors involved S "“ , | p'- : ; “ o
| The Significant Factor Score can: be used to great benefit,' ey
and can be adjusted when Board policy changes or problems facingu'
v'}the criminal Justice system change.; 5 , ' s y
| The Board of Pardons,and Paroles will beginvusing‘a neWa
Ecomputer system. in 1981 If ‘used to its optiummx this systemmf
mshould greatly increase the Board's efficrency R
uﬁdh‘Options._ If the Legislature provides the necessary support staff;
' rthe Board of Pardons and Paroles could make full use of the newi,
~¥computer capability | e b_”_ | dg e
The Legislature could place a ceiling on the length of timeiil
",e_’,a person is on ps.role._ As it is now. a person paroled earlier*,'
i'supposedly because he is a lower risk stays on parole longer thani{lh

“another person paroled later in his sentence.}_ The Senatefsil

Committee on Delivery of Human Services recommends that a paroleeg .
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}“’f.ibe released after two successful years on parole.~¢.gfih7r3“rw
| ‘A The parole officer and the court involved coulo make use ofwo ;;37]
fan increased number of community-based facilities if they wereffp‘

4ravai1able for those who face revocation of parole for minorfype<'

'”violations., The Legislature could appropriate adequate funds tojﬁi__“?

| Additionally, as recommended by Lhe Senate Committee on the‘d“”:'

td[Delivery' of Human Services,‘the Legislature could require thatfs

"Jthe parole revocation,hearings be held in the county where theefvlr»i:
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b. PAROLE FOR OFFENDERS OVER 65

“;Ihe Senate Special Committee on the Delivery of Human

’VServices in- Texas ‘has: also recommended that TDC identify and

'recommend to the Board of Pardons “and - Paroles selected inmates'

over 65 who should be: placed in a pilot project programmed to

‘assist them in: obtaining parole._s4 There -are  between 700 800’

inmates 65 or over in TDC




“sentence.

MANDATORY SUPERVISION

: The Sixty~fifth Iegislature amended Article 42 12 of the-
| Tex. Code ‘of Crim. Pro. (Vernon 1979) to require ‘that allfh‘fs:
‘persons discharged from TDC be released to Mandatory Supervision.iu
’This - was. done help these people reintegrate into the*
'community‘ It is important that newly released persons get thisih
type of aid but the reach of . the supervision could be restrictedVU
i w1thout harm .‘ | ' .
The length of time- a releasee is on Mandatory Supervrsionij*
‘could be cut either statutorily to a maxrmum of twelve months or¢s° &
~thdiscretion could be given to the parole officer to discharge thei
kperson from mandatory supervision after six months if they havelf’
"isuccessfully ‘met the terms of parole. The goals of umndatory:
1ﬂsuperv1s10n should be arrived at by the releasee and the parole~'fi’
‘diofficer and formalized in a contract e : : |
. The Board of Pardons and Paroles now has the authority to‘ihb
s,drelease a person who hasn t been paroled to mandatory superv1sion b

'fwhen they have 180 calendar days or. less remaining on their S
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'date rather than tht maximmn discharge date it would occur sixt

’f;months earlier and serve to reduce the population

If this were calculated from the mininm.m release o

d. SHOCK PROBATION

In its Wbrking Paper on- Reducing the Texas Prison Population

- TDC . suggests an increased use of shock probation indicating that

000 inmates might possibly qualify,, ‘Shock probation is a

k,-nabilitative technique by which a defendant is given a brief
_taste of prison and then placed on probation It is authorized

kiby Art. 42 12 Section 3c(a) of the Tex. Code of Crim. Pro. Ann.

(Vernon 1979) TDC estimates that as many as 3 000 offenders

currently incarcerated could be put on shock probation. They do

. not indicate which types of offenders would be targeted

,s_,Generally5 ic is believed ‘that shork probation. might be

'*‘veffective‘with young offenders,~driving~while intoxicated cases,

and unsophisticated first offenders. Since Texas shock probation‘

'llaws have been in effect less than three years, there is little‘

: ‘information concerning its effectiveness

' According to a study of shock probation done by TAPC it

‘~b costs approximately $1300 to put one felon in TDC for 120 days
band probate him for 610 days and approximately $5500 to keep the
,same felon in TDG for 2 years.$6 VFurther, these cost estimatesf
'do not take into consideration suth indirect cost savings as: (l)

: taxes paid by probationers, (2) family support paid by taxpayers,
Wand (3) restitution to victims, payment of court costs, fines andih

‘ ;‘fees paid by probationers
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, cut future prison,population.

PRERELEASE PROGRAMS

TDC operates a. 1imited prerelease progrmn at its Jester I

unit The program 's effectiveness could be lncreased 1if it gaved*
‘the inmate.eontactawithﬂthevcommunity»to which heniseabout tof.
_retum 5 | k ‘ | £
- North Carolina has a prerelease and after -care program in df
‘,which all inmates within 13 months of the expiration of their]‘~»k
k,sentence are interviewed for voluntary part:.cipation in one or‘jf
more progrmn components.~ Of the most interest here is the pren~
release tralning program.‘ Inmates are housed in minimum custody;
”prisons, attend coeducational four week programs at prereleasek
:centers away from the prison.p They are counseled in areas of
‘selt»;understanding@aivocational,_and:veducational plans, familyfi:
slife,Lthe.community,vand“finances; They make a plan with their”
icounselor for the hest available job cand - residence and are‘
-icon31dered by ‘the Parole Commission for reentry perole. .Reentrysl

:parole consists of 12 months of supervision. _13¢<ffijf Z[:ud§*~*

fThi program saved North Carolina E 34 million i‘

’r:incarceration costs in 1977 It had a 17 927 recidivism rate.sji
If£ such a program were adapted to Texas 1t could reduce the‘"“
~v’prison population and help the releasee adjust to the free world

By strengthenlng the releasee S ohance of making it we. would also:v

i
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‘¢months of their sentence.sod,“f - 'f~ll7

South Carolina ha

‘release program for first or second time offenders who have been;;

'qsentenced for nondangerous,knonviolent crimes.w They live at home« 5

- l

~w1th their families or others and work at Jobs for the last 31x

/,"

| }‘ ,5 EMERGENCY RELEA‘SE MEASURE& =

had good success with an extended work:y:p¢§?

jstate prishifpopulations._‘

”,fEmergency Powers Act

“for violent

'apfpossession of a controlled

"sentences OCCUIS.,

‘prison be‘

“’Vconditionsi

; : " ) B
*‘”ﬂ*@a&hwm&wﬁf S g T e e e e K T N I e 2 P

Other «states Qfacing 1compliance with court orders have

wutilized aivariety of approavhes to make a one time reduction in

Notable among thesev is the Michigan Prison Omercrowding

61 This proposed act would provide that

';whenever prison population exceeds the rated design capacity for

30 continuous days the Corr tions Commission requests that the

: Governor declare a state of emergency. All minimum se;tences are

(/' "

'frecuced by 90 days. If this doesn t get prison population to,95z 
jkof the racedﬂde ign within 90 days the Corrections CommlSSLOn can

5 refuse to accept offenders except that (1) offenders sentencedf

iffor 5 years or mpre willibe accepted and (2) offenders gentenced

g T
substance or weapons will be accepted

':1fIf this doesn t bring the prison population to 957 °fi”[}1

?»;

‘capacity within,ka fyear another 90 day reduction of minimumj

When the population éreaches 9SZ of rated capacity the'f

cGovernorireswinds the state of emergency

Rated design capacity is that capacity in institutional*

R

pprisoner confinement.;} *<s~w}f

M : L e e

Early Release

'7‘ i e

Anothersstrategy is toireiease all who have had one parole~

hearing,

*Maryland has done.sz

7assau1tive \crimes,v ‘sex crimES; 'escapes“orv‘

that provides f rf constitutionally ‘acceptable

‘:nless therefis;nlearwevidencewof danger’presented~ as

A variation of this was used in Kentucky"

i
il
S
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;Mandatory'SuperviSion;r

discharge.k

to allow those scheduled for parole to be released 30 40 daySw

earlier, if they have n’job and ayphome' addresszcan-ibe :

verified 63

b. Maximize Good Time

- To reduce»~its prlson population, Illinois increased thef

amount of good time given to one day off for each day served~‘

w1thout ‘incident. 64_f

Texas already has a liberal good time statute and gives two
days credit for every three days served to Class I inmates. fandjge
one . for three for blasstI inmates,i with ‘a bonus; of ’one“
additional day for every three served if the inmate 13 a trustee.sb
In its working paper, TDC suggests _that two days for each day“*dd
served be. awarded to inmates in the four State Approved Trustyfhb
‘class1fications beginning from.the date they entered the system.lg*

This - would result in an increase in the number of inmates~;

eligrble for parole: consideration from 6 306 t_»‘124894;

vAdditiGRallY, 154‘jinmatesoxwould;ube»,eligible.ﬁfo:*hrelease7jto"r‘

65

e, Gommutationﬁ‘”

‘In théir' bwafking‘b:PaPer“‘=TDél also | suggests‘t sentenceff*
commutation in connection with the Mandatory Supervrsion Statute.ttl
7Under the Mandatory Supervision Statute the Board of Pardons andlh
Paroles can release inmates to mandatory supervisron 180 dayslnddi'
prior to their scbeduled release date.ilf a- 90 day commuta‘ion};gf"b
'were applied to sentences of inmates who entered TDC prior toifff:

“1978 approximately 606; inmates : would bfg”,ellgible f v

Nnasgyﬁug

CONCLUSION

In many wavsfthe measures suggested”in the last section are
merely~a way‘of playing With numbers and categories to affect a
reductionuofisentences.’fThey would not be palatable except in an
snerpeney. | i |

A coordlnated use of a11 the options dlscussed herein should

;be cons1dered | But even more’ important than solvrng the current

.crisis is developlng diver31fled criminal Justice approach which

glves the state more alternatives than 1t currently has. We havef
1mportant correctional tools in probation, work furlough and

parole, The Legislature has the options avallable to develop an

'extensrve‘ network ‘of community ‘correctlonal facrlitles‘ and

servrces ]Jl a coordlnated way under centralized leadership It

should carefully cons1der the costs and benefits that such options‘

can. produce
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~ COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS IN VARIOUS STATES*

Communlty correction. programs are. usua]ly adminlstered in'

bone of three ways

‘ﬁltl,flnd1v1dual countles run the programs

o2, b Two or more unlts of. government usually counties, form~;

frmulti Jurisdictlonal governmental adminlstrationsftoj

'frun the programs

'f: SQJQ;The state runs the programs

All of the models have 1nherent strengths and weaknesses,

o but geography, population and resources are prime con31derationsi:“"

Cin ch0051ng any one model

.

FinanCing lS usually from state general revenue funds or: onf”

In the latter case, the state‘

-a charge back. 1ncent1ve ba81s.‘f

':ggrants funds ‘t partrcrpating »units of government lt keepxa

f'offenders

1n. the community Communities sending offenders tog-f

i;prlson Who~cou1d be kept 1n the community are charged for theyni

*~fu11 or a portlon of ‘the cost for keeping the 1nmate in the statedjoﬂ

v’prlson system

The followrng is a brlef summary of community corrections inif

‘varlous states _‘ P TR f«g\& I e b T

4Ca11fornia

California originally utrlized probation subsrdies asf‘

~:f11ncent1ves for probation departments to keep more offenders underffv

”This summary was prepared by the Natlonal Conference of;jhgﬂ
State Legislators and appeared in 3 CJ Monitor (Dec. i980)_rjx'

,fprogram but works

‘;th state g

»considered

-fzresidential o) 40 nonresrdential prograum or facilities.

‘community corrections.

o up through private contractors.,

',of stay

:.support are also eligible for aid and counseling

<. jagencres
i CorrectionS”

~:feducation as well as

”/jtogether the citizen,

- gsolutions.;}cg

“,[hthey ;fjhf'agsentence.

their'supervision.puThefmoney*sas used5by'affected'agencies.»fIf~

ithe counties exceeded a certain commitment rate monies were cuti

off Certain crimes were exempt from the commitment calculation.rv,

‘kThe current subvention program has the same goal as the subsidy'

with ‘a slightly different formula. ‘The

‘eincreased convrction rate has increased the number of commitment3f7

Land ‘the state has insufficient available bed space._ A program"

that would involve more state-county cooperation as opposed to*f

monitoring of county commitments, ;is znow*~be;ngaf

fColorado-‘NonViolent felons may be sentenced directly to either i

Facilities may be ‘run by the state 0T by*{_

‘:pprivate contractors with the state.‘

'Connecticut- Connecticut has a; network reintegration program set‘f"‘

Five months is an’ average length"

have contracts with the

of their

Connecticut Department f;ﬁf

Part rcharge is

direct services.g

~-nyducationa1 Center coordinates such activities and tries to bringffﬁ"

legislator and professronal to athievetﬁ

’ffFlorida?'Florida utilizes extensive work release”programs near’"fflr

i,

In the;‘f‘ g
i,last year, Colorado had a total of 708 felons participating in

Families of offenders who find themselves withoutf*'k

Twenty-twofﬁ,’_,.,"

to provide community‘F;'"

The Criminal Justice37fi'

_There is a new trend to sentence some?ﬁ"J ’
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‘housrng state inmates in a. variety of facilities. g;;_ugl

ff-distributed to specifigi

lf'are operated by both the state

foffenders directly work krelease programs.lw Funds arecr
fappropriated by the Department of Corrections according to thetﬁyk
‘needs of each of :he five regions Working offenders contributef_ﬂb
a sliding scale percentage of their income to their room andff"
k~lGeorgia~ Both probationers and parolees Lmilize the services offﬁ
,“community restitution centers when possible restitution is a;f‘?«"'
f*;factor under consideration‘ Close to $1 6 million in restitution.‘",‘_,i
‘s‘was collected in Fiscal Year 1979 The Department of Offender'

pRehabilitation (DOR) counties new receive over $4 1 million for%g':

& Hawaii Halfway houses which serve as. pre-trial and pre- entence}ff‘
.diverSLOn centers, transitional prenrelease centers and minimum?f°~r
br'security correctional centers are utilized for work release,th‘
j,vocational and educational programs. Some inmates may get anff“
jextended furlough live at home, but report to ‘a correctionalz?x

| ”center f»supervisor.:, Financing l__ from ;th general fundaggf,

agencies.,,;l,“”

foIllinOis., IllinOis is in the process of extenSive communityigg:,,{f

"\services planning Community correctional work release centersﬁj‘

| irpand one—half million dollars was appropriated in 1979 under the{%fl

| lfl’Welfare and Rehabilitation Services Planning Act

PN PRI ity r i .

"nd private so"rees, About seven?3‘

-

~‘1sh0rt“unsupervised furloughs;:‘There“iS'a7charge to*counties who

"incarcerate inmates eligible for community correctios.«”CloSe*to~f

87 million. was appropriated for community corrections in l979~

7.Iowa-i Multi county divisions have facilities and. programs for -
‘alternatives to incarceration. - A. case management system sets;f
;goals for ‘each client Problems, such as low education level: or

alcholism,:which,interface with criminal activrty, are delt w1th T

All the geographic regions in Iowa participate. ~There ‘has been-

:i*community acceptance based on a pragmatic acknowledgement of -
gprison-'costsm.andt_off~u_e‘ benefits' received from communityg
'~‘corrections. r‘~iffi“,wvhfqybf;ﬁfffflf; o *nﬂ*r |
y.Kansas- Less’serious felons are sent to community corrections.l{
"There is a. charge back to the agencies that send those offenders‘
.to prison.u Counties have the option to join or not . to join inff
the community corrections program.~ P“‘vranm are targeted for
‘5fijuvenile~and~adult-offenders;r It lS ho dbthat-the prison»williﬁk
‘ confine primarily 'voilent predatory' ar dangerous‘inmates;whd.l
kare a threat to physical safety.‘ . ‘ ‘g ,ll_ ;‘,‘,‘ | . _
»l Kentuckz A “gradual release approach is used to reintegrate the“i
ikeparoled offender back into the community Volunteers ‘and: \job,fl;,%”
",'referral centers are used to achieve successful reintegration.f'” | _
kf;Marzland Community Adult Rehabilitation Centers l(CARC) houseﬁi‘kkw‘
fll;those convicted of crimes, but who do not present a danger to the7hlh
ffcommunity Ih Montgomery County Work Release/Pre-Releaseﬁh
‘13‘;Progrmn is recognized as an exemplary project., Working on ther*
fbpremise that most inmates do return to the community, the Work?dh

’,{fRelease/Pre-Release Program accepts almost anyone prior to
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v‘fffthrough responsibility. ,

voffenders.~‘}4l

)

7parole,r Inmates are under intensive supervrsion but are givenvfy;
: extensive reintegration help Anyone who "flunks"'the progrmnff"

“loses parole eligibility The program s motto iS“"freedom*fgc

";;Egggggggé. The Minnesota Community Corrections Act passédfdigvf-

‘1973 is the model for many other programs.y; It assumesxithath;‘k

ik(l) most 'offendersiﬁdd'Lno; reQuire incarceration a"ii(Zlfr
l.incarceration' decreases the chance of success upon.‘release.>‘ o

‘County participation is Voluntary, with. over 7QZ of the pop-ﬁfr;‘.

ulation now included Serious offenders are still incarcerated fd B
‘The goals of community corrections are to (l) protect the public’,f,

(2) save ,money and (3) encourage appropriate treatment ofgiﬂi

| y chigan- Michigan operates both work release and furlough f‘
- Qprocrams before parole eliglbility Housing may be in the YMCA fﬂrf

;private homes or hotel rooms.’, Costs are 1ess than half of*fﬂh
k;‘incarceration. Inmates in such programs pay taxes, contribute tof“'

ftheir own support and that of dependents,vand save money forfcl

}‘r~ftherr release.,»}rvfyggx;r'gffa;?j”ajﬁfQQE}{sgrgffgjep_fﬁf_:fgﬁﬁQ*7«

' New«Jersez- New Jersey operates a number of programs’ in the"tl‘
gfgeneral category of Work release,‘ educational release andf7
k?_furlough The NeW' Jersey Correctional Master Plan E calls forrfl

:}ifalternatives to incarceration that will lead to more successfu1d7
:‘~frlreintegration ofy5gthe offender into society " f*‘ diemcf_"
“ffvyinstitution costs average out to about $32 Community correctionsf”

vthcosts vary between $12 00 and $26 00 per day bﬂfjkbj*fﬁ\f”ﬁff;ia‘

New Yorki*Long~termntemporarydrelease and Short’term*temporary’7

release’Programs°are;operationaleianew~York“"The~total‘number”

of participants in both programs in’ the years 1978 and 1979 was

10 245:‘ The highest percentage of absconders in one year was

yl 297 and the highest percentage of new. arrests 4in one year was -

- 0.67%: Naw york also~operatesffurlough programS”for some ' inmates

w1thin a year of release to strengthen family ties.

‘Qhag Some - felony offenders in- Ohio are fined ‘some -are’ givenf*‘
"short county 'Jail sentences,; and about half are placed ‘on .
,probation. Montgomery County operates a \structuredf communityf’
grelease program for non-violent felons who would otherwrse to to
:a state institution. A secure setting is provrded along ‘with
'educational and vocational programs. “The county subsidy programs .
‘arerexpected'to~reduce the numberwofrpriSOn‘commitmentsdwithout
increasediriskftxx theﬂcommunity;’vNine of’the‘SSFCOunties‘are'f”

‘,presently7participatingg Generally;~working offenders contribute

15% of. their ‘gross. income towards their room and board

leahoma Fifteen. percent of Oklahoma s population are now in
C°mﬁunity centers- MOCEIS.vapartments, a school ‘and  a hOSPLtalf'“
- arer7among,~the";structures purchaSed or leased and remodeled
,Rééidénts-afé*Affeféa workf education and counseling Programw.i”
Men - ‘must be w1thin srx months of probable release and women’

iwithin cone. year.s Residents must ‘be - non-violent inon~escape'j'
:risks, and have a good institutional record There areﬁcurrently w
9 centers in the state.._ " | “ " "” wf
50regon--l Less serious felonS““aref ’eligible‘»ﬁfi : community"'*

fgcorrections. Lf a: participating county sends such a felon toff*
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I,”prison, it must pay back to the state a portion of its communityt

7corrections grant money.‘ Community correction funds can be used,w_

’yto provide servrces in the county jails,’but not for repair,

construction or . renovation. Under certain circumstances, state”%f

,probation personnel may become county employees.\ Whether‘or notf

they do, the county has authority over work assignments ‘and )

‘ performance appraisals.i The specxal needs and attitudes of ther»

"communities are reflected in the varied county plans.
in Pennsylvania authorizesf

Pennsylvania- The Pre-Release Act

‘temporary home furloughs, work release, and educational release.ju,]~

Inmates «can utilize halfway' houses for work or. school Most i

t'participants are w1thln 6 months of parole..;5-si

| 'Virginia In 1980

'lDiverSLOn Incentive Act

- the General Assembly' enacted the Gommunity Tni

Participating localities may receive upfp5

;‘to sS4, 000 for each adult offender diverted from incarceretion,'“"i

swhich now costs nearly 312 000 per year., Non~v101ent offendersff,'-

E Whor‘ meet _ specific , criteria~f eligible if divexsron,ygfs s
‘r‘Diagnostic evaluation will be made of each client who will be*fj
”]expected to pay restitution,, if. applicable,,~participate in;~f

‘icommunity services; and get and keep a job The Chief Circuit;.{"‘

Judge must approve the diVersion in writing | ,
e'Washington. Conventional probation and intensive superVision areﬁu
“autilized in Washington to manage adult felons in the community at;#

‘no greater risk and much less cost Marginal offenders

and:];:f S
_probation and parole violators maY go into intensive supervisiOn}?;
: 'after ca‘rEful

screening._r Institutionalization is at least lsffﬂrﬁb””‘

_times as. costly as superv1sion. Eligibility is determined ins;’le

level of risk the-

part, ‘by,;the. offender : presents to the
community Violent acts = are . examined in  context and such
offenders are not necessarily ruled out . The ability of the

-offendethO-respond to-programs and.ofathe community to provice

the necessary programs are also considered If certain elements

of a community are especially fearful of or hostile to. a specific

- offender, approval will be denied At present ASOrmen and women

are in- intensive superVLSion.

IWisconsinrrThe Bureau*ofvCommunity,CorrectionsﬂsuperYiSes adults

and ;youthfule offenders pin_ecommunityy;centers and . those on

probation and parole. The drug, alcohol and vocational services
are Under’privatefcontract About_gs dozen‘haIEWay.hOuses»are
\also under private contract

The follow1ng observations can be made:

,11”5,Community corrections Jrograms can be designed to serve
I';misdemeanants, felons, or both
rkZ,d.oThey may serve adults or adults and Juveniles;tu
-3? “yThey may be Tun by the state,,the county, a local unit
:‘r;h‘of government or by private contractors.
_JAEV’iA person mayf be :sentenced direc*ly yto.:community
v;nio',corrections or sentenced to community corrections as a
Hif; :condition of probation or pre—parole release.r .
EssrtgPrograms may divert offenders before conviction, before
;fﬂfy ;incarceration,} or proviue supervised early release.,‘~
bfét"’Restitution is ‘a common component of programs.fk~k ’
‘7,'IfPrograms bring money into participating communities and

k5employed offenders directly and indirectly contribute“

‘financially to the community
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8. Incarceration generally does ‘not affect the crime rate,ifi
; 'ﬁbut the effect ¢f community corrections on incercera-’f
7ftion rate depends on the population growth populationf” |
'ﬂﬁ‘at-risk unemployment inflation,;and akhosteof othet‘k"k
,Btvariables T iv ;_ik "J 1'_‘ "
u39.3!ePrograms can be improperly used to‘"niden*the"net°"f
lr"i,e., to extend control over people who do not really""

| ’need‘it.

10, Most communities have not been educated to the factfif

© that' over 902 of “the offenders w1ll return at some‘d" :

b ;11,,Jffhefvﬁf¢8ram~°or services tendsfto"~be,5blemed79if7fefi 8

rparticipant recidivates, fbutfwthe success df”?theff“

"Pr?Vént on measures is difficult ‘to assess.7"z7*'“

‘\3'0\ LY (I S I W -

o

18

19

”~Corcections

"QDavid Boork.~
' (1976) at l

"Findings.."‘

e SR : L S T e T

“FOOTNCTES,

: TDC "Tentative 10 Year Projections"

Legislative Budget Board TDC Budget Budget Proposal (Nov

1980)
- TDC "Bed Count"‘ Aug 18 1980,
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