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- V ’ . i AN s o ‘ This ia'the second atpdyugﬂ‘;ime served in Delawvsare
) prisons and ie concerned with the group of individuals who

This document, funded by the Bureau ot Just i istict ’ ' -
ce Statis s s
. N tics of the comprise the Delaware "Jail" population, or the population
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U.S. Department ot Justices is the result of data collection and of inmates whose sentence was legs than 1 year. Of the 3527%

analysis by the Statistical Analysis Center and represents a inmates re¢leased in the years 1980, 1981, and 1982, 2216 or
N ¢ ? }

continuatian of the first analytical product of the Delaware Justice 62.8% of the inmates fell into ‘the jail group
. a * -

’ In+urmatiun»8ystem (DELJIS}. This shqulé be uséd in eonjunction with

In December of 1982, the final month of the study,
Repart Number 1, »THE PRISON POPULATION”
. ! only 9.3% of the inmates incarcerated were serving eentences

Dep;rtment of Corrections for their assistance%@n developing the

V : > i relative sizes in the study group and the incarcerate&ygroup
Corrections data and Captain Edmund Finley and his statf at the State co 5 j

attests to the tremwmendous turnover in the number of -
Bureau of toenti¥|catisn far their assistance in developing the arrest individuals who serve less than 1 year, and to the problem
) »

data. We wigh to especially acknowledge the contributions of Me.

. of compounding the long term population in prisons. «
Richard lavino and his staftf, Gail Garbutt; Kamlesh Sheth;, Kimbérly Table 1 £s a breakdown of the 2216 released ,3&11,
Miller and Vince Lamphier of the Oftice of Information Systems; State of ; inmates by the method of release

- i t e y .

Delaware; whg technical assistance made this project possible.

&QETHOD OF RELEASE . NUMBER PERCENT
Expiration of Maximum sentence 533 24.1
Maximum Sentence less Good Time 1024 _ 46.2 y
Court Order ) 423 ‘ 19.1 , ‘
. M| Meritorious Release 231 10.4 :
£ i Parole B 2 0.1
: ’ R Release to Other Authorif) 3 0.1
Totals 2216  100.0
#
Ta“le 1. Distribution of the jail group releases by the
= mejihod of release. :

//

*QLSZ of the.étpdy p@pulation contained incompleted or unussble
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The nable shows that 75 9%. of the jail 1nmates‘
received some form of time remduction. Overwheluingl;.‘this
reductioﬁ was a Good Time Earned redumtion.

Table 2 presentq the distribution of thg Full Term
Sente;ces and measures of centrality of the jail group.
Figure 1 is a graphie preaentatiop of thie table. The data
shows that more than 50% of the jail population had an
imposed sentence of 30 days or less, while the average

sentence length was 71 days. This distribution ig heavily

loaded with individuals with short sentences, 65.5% of the

‘group had sentences equal to or less than the average of 71

days. This "skewed" distribution becomes even more so when
examining the Actual Time Served. . $

FULL TERM SENTENCE

DAYS NUMBER PERCENT CuM X
1-10 489 22.1 22.1
11-30 672 30.3 52.4
31-60 224 10.1 62.5
61-90 214 9.7 72.2

.91-120 139 6.2 78.4
121-150 68 3.1 81.5
151~180 89 4.0 85.5
181-210 193 8.7 94.2
211-240 21 1.0 95.2
241270 24 1.1 96.3
271-300 38 1.7 98.0
301r-330 19 . 0.8 98.8
331-364 26 1.2 100.0

B memeeas -- mmme eeees
TOTALS 2216 100.0

MEAN = 71 DAYS

group.

MEDIAN = 30 DAYS

—-c—--.-n..-.---—--—-----—-_-———--.-——---—.-—-

Table 2. Distribution of full term sent
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Table 3 is the distyxibution of the Actual Time Served

on an 1ncarcerated status by the jail group. Figure 2 is the

graphic representation of the table. While 52.4% of the
group had a nentence of 30 days or leea. 60.2 X of the group
actually served 30 days or less. In fact, 50X of the jail
group served 24 days or less;iﬂote the reduction in the
average times; from 71 days imposed to 47 days actually
served. Note also that the time served most often {(the

mode) was 9 days.

TIME SERVED INCARCERATED

DAYS NUMBER PERCENT CUM %
1-10 689 31.1 31.1
11-30 643 29,1 60.2
31-60° 317 14.3 74.5
61-90 207 9.3 93.8
91-120 66 ‘ 3.0 86.8
121-150 124 5.6 92,4/
151-180 88 3.9 96.3
181-210 24 1.1 97 .4
211-240 3s 1.6 . 99.0
241-270 12 0.5 99,5
271-300 10 0.5 100.0
301-330 1 0.0 A1Y06.0
331-364 0 0.0 100.0

100.0

TOTALS 2216

MEAN = 47 DAYS MEDIAN = 24 DAYS MODE = 9 DAYS

_-—-—-———m--—-..---u—--———--——————--—-—-—-—-u---——--c----—u.——-——-—

" Table 3. Distrxibution of actual time served for the jail
group. N
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While the methods of release are the same for the
"jail" populaticn as for the prisen population. the effects
these ;ethod- have, due to the specific“requir;nentl. are
considerably different for the tweo groups. Figure 3 in a
graphic représentation of Table 1 with the average perxrcont
of the senfence served include&. In contrast to the prison
group (Report #1) there is a much greater percentage of
released inmates in the jail group who served the full term
sentence. This is due to the large proportion of the jail
group who inéurred sentences of less than 30 days, which
makes them'ineligible for any good time reduction. In fact,
with the éxception of a court ordered release,. this group

\
(less than 30 day sentence) are ineligible for any sentence

reduction, therefore forced to serve the entire sentence.
The data shows that 28.6% of the jail group had sentences of

Q

1?:- than 30 days and 24.1% of the group served the full
term sentence.

I The majority of releases in the jail group were made
under good time provisions, with 46.2% of'all releases of '
this nature. This release group served an average of 80.5%
of t™je imposed sentence. All inmaté¢s with sentences greater
than 30 days (with the exception of ;andntory sentences),
would be eligible for:good time reduction.

Court~ordered releases acgoﬁnted for 19.12 of alil

releases. This group served on average, the smallest

-r

12094
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808.5%

 MAXIMUM GOOD
SENTENCE TIME

METHOD OF RELEASE

36.1%

COURT  MERIT
ORDER

METHOD OF RELEASE

PAROLE

OTHER

Figure 3. Distribution of methods of Feleasé, jail group.
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peréent of the imposed sentence. Inmates in this groﬁp
served oﬁly 27.lznof the imposed sentance.

Meritorious plus good tfn: releases accounted for
10.4%Z of ali release types and this group nervéd an average
of 76.7% of the imposed sentence. ’

Parole releases accounted for a negligible propartgyﬁ
of the jail group. This is due to the exclﬁ-ion of inmates
with sentences of less tﬁan l year from the parole proc&ray‘:

The relationships between the full term mentence and
the time served are varied, as they were with the prison
group. Cbmparing these two sentence factors for the entire
"jail" group results in a strong cor;elation. (R-QE&) with
the full term sentence explaining 74% of the variation in
time served. This relationship changes con.idernbly uhen
viewing the relationahip by method of releaue. Table 4 lists

the correlations and explained variation by method of

release.

"AVERAGE . PERCENT
METHOD OF RELEASE SENTENCE SERVED R VALUE VARIKTION
Maximum Sentence . ’ 16, 16 o 1.0 1002 .
Good Time 75 60 «97 94X
Court Order N 87 22 <58 A :::
Merit and Good Time \ 146 113 .98 ?
Parole 342 124 " N
Release to Other Authority 97 31 *

L

s

*Gr%up too small to compare

Table 4. Correlations and Explained Variations

I
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" The relationships found in those methods of release

which fequire little sdministrative decision, such as good

time.’gre strong, indic&ting 8 close adherence to a formula

approach of sentence reduction. In those methods requiring
extraneous decisiona, i.e. court ordered release, the

relationnhip between the full term sentence and time served

ia weak.

COMPARING THE JAIL AND PRISON GROUPS
The relationships between the amount of tine served
and ehe methods of release are precilely what may be
exn»cted in light of the policiea governing the releage
process. In the jail group, where only those inmates who

have aentences greater than 30 days are eligible for a good

time reduction, we find & pPreponderence of inmateg (24.1%)

who served the full term sentence due to the large under 30

. day gentence group. This is in contrast to the prison group

(Report #1) where all inmates were eligible of good time
§reditn and the proportion of inmates who served the full
term sentence was very low (1.22).

Good time release is the method for which thogé in

the "jail" group are most eligible. Tﬁe.group-neeting the
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good time requirements receives a 5 day r;ﬂuction for every

30 days :erved,~reaglting in r?duction of a@ﬁroximately 17%
of the senténce. Again, in cgmparing the prison group to the
jeil group;ﬂ:he percent relea-eq via good time is greater
for the jail group (46.2% for the jail group versus 12.2%
for the prison group). While the jail group served an
average of Soi‘of the sentence, the pYiéon group served
73.8% of th; s;ntence. This i; due to the‘escalating amount
of good time offered as the sentence lengthens in annual
units;

Court ordered releases for the two groups are aonewpat
more c0ng;uous. Where 9Z of the prison gr;up were released
by this method, 19.1% of the jail group was released by

v
court order. The average percent:of the time merved was
21.72‘f0r the prison group and 27.1% for fhe jail grohp. In
both groups this meh?gd of “elease resultea in the least
percent of time served. | .

Merit¢ plus good time releases again diverge when
comparing both groups, Of‘the priseon group, 30X were
releas?d with wmerit plus good time while only 10.4X of the
jail group was 80 released. This di’pa;ity is most likely
due to the short nature of the jail group's sentences, which
for practical purposes, may exclude them from engaging in

prograus which carry merit credits as incentives. The prison

group served an average of 72.4% of the sentence prior to

B . e e . R e e e e s £ B PN E SR S O AT AT B A SR R R LA SR R I AT L

releaseiUnder this method which closely compares éo the
average of 76.7% for the jail group. The slight difference
most likely due to the increased good time offered fog/the
lon«er priaoP group sentences.

The use of parole &5 an early release 1is montrqramatic
in combaring the two groups. Pgrole accounts for thé;large-t
segment of therprison group released, 47.5%Z where only 2
individuals in the jail group were paroled. This is due to
the exciuaion of less than 1 year sentences from the parole
process. .

The release comparisons in total suggest a particular
pattern. The pattern may be simply stated as the propensity
for all inmates (both groups) to move out of incarceration
via thé faiteat route possib{e. By the fastest is m?ant the
method offering the greatest relative reduction of the
sentence. This 'propensity' is perhaps an obvious statement
considering the overcrowded nature of our prisons and in

light of human nature in general. However the data does bear

)
out thig intuitive perceptizé.
Secondly, and less ng;icable, is the role that the
imposed sentence appears to play in the release selection
process. While there is a tendency to move out by the
fastesat route, the length of the sentence may play a

significant rolé in determining which route will be taken.

For both groups it appears that the shorter term sentence is

i e iRt R Sl o T
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more likely to maximize while th% longer term sgentence is
more likely to follow the route offering the greatest
relative reduction. Specifically, this route is pavole,
which offers a possible reduction of 66X of the sentence.
A raﬁk order comparison of the full term sentence and

the percent of time served for each population group by

¥ .

wethod of release shows a perfect negative correlation of
f1.00 for the jail group and a negative corrqln;ion of -0.80
for the priéon group. These comparisons are shown in Table
5, and appeﬁr to sﬁpport the contention that sentence length
plays an important role in determining the method of
release.

This information should prove extremely useful in the
development of a determiﬁgntic model of the relecage
populati&n; or the papulation to be released, in Delawvare's
prizons. |

RANK COMPARISONS

RANKED
METHOD OF RELEASE % REDUCTION SENTENCE % SERVED
MAXIMUM SENTENCE 0 1 5
GOOD TIME 17 2 4
COURT ORDER: ? 3 3
MZRIT & GOOD TIME >17 4 2
PAROLE _ 66 5 1
The Jail Group R==1.00
R N R o e e e o o o e ———
MAXIMUM %ENTENCE o 2 5
GOOD TIME 17 1 4
COURT ORDER ? -3 1
MERIT & GOOD TIME >17 3 3 .
PAROLE . 66 4 2

The Prison Group R==0.80

Table 5. Rank order conpariuoh of sentence 1ength and
percent of time served by method of release. '
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