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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In accordance with Senate Bill 4798, the alternatives to incarceration
planning project was conducted by the Office of Program Development,
Department of Corrections between March 31, 1984 and December 1, 1984,
The project has four major components: analysis of literature and nation-
al and other-state experience; collection and analysis of national and
Washington program and population information; generation and analysis
of policy-related information; and a study of local correctional facil-
ities. The plan is designed to outline the issues for an improved alter-
natives system. In developing the planning project the department had
extensive meetings in local communities with local government officials,
criminal justice professionals, special interest groups and private
citizens. The concept of alternatives has historical and popular accep-
tance.

Analysis of literature and national and other-state experience (Chapters
I and II) found that many strategies have been used to control prison
overcrowding and to provide community correctional services. While
the concept of alternatives to incarceration is not precise, the approach-
es taken to alternatives have many common themes. Washington has experi-
ences similar to other states. There is a strong national and state
tradition in the use of alternatives. The types of alternatives used
in a state tend to reflect the state's political history.

Analysis of Washington program and population information (Chapters IlI,
IV and V) resulted in several findings. First, there will be approxi-
mately 8,200 felony offenders in 1986 who will be eligible for alternative
sentences. Included in this total are approximately 3,975 first-time
offenders, 3,450 other nonviolent offenders, 310 violent offenders, and
460 sex offenders. Second, there are obvious gaps in certain geographic
locations between the supply of alternative to incarceration services
and the numbers of offenders who will be eligible for alternatives.
Third, the Department of Corrections now provides a wide range of alter-
natives, but it cannot unilaterally meet emerying needs, such as the
development of community treatment resources for sex offenders. Fourth,
the existing alternative system is greatly dependent on public funds.
The state is the principal source.

The issue of liability is examined. It's chilling effect on alternatives
is noted. The report urges legislative action to manage the tort claims
process with due regard to the state's reasonable liability and limited
resources (Chapter VI).

The issue of the relationship of state and local government in the oper-
ation of jails is examined (Chapter VII). Four administrative approaches,
with associated costs, are discussed. These are presented as the Status
Quo Model, the State Standards Model, the State Financing Model, and
the State Jail Operation Model. No impediments were found for local gov-
ernment's development of alternatives for local prisoners. The Department
of Corrections recommendation (Chapter IX) is that no major change be
made at this time.
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Analysis of policy-related material (Chapters II and VIII) resulted
in the identification of a number of fundamental policy issues that
need resolution before a comprehensive, coherent system of alterpative
programs can be implemented (Chapter IX). This analysis resulted in
the development of three optional alternatives to incarceration madel
systems. Two of the three systems are based on a shared responsibility
?etween the Department of Corrections and loeal government. The third
is a state-operated system. The Statewide Advisory Group, established
to help with this project, recommended that the legislature adopt a
system based on shared responsibilities. The Department of Corrections
also endorses the principle of mutual involvement proportionate to the

§§?ponsibilities, resources and needs of the agencies involved (Chapter

-iii-
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ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION PLAN

SECTION ANALYSIS

Senate Bill 4798 requires that the Alternatives to Incarceration Plan
include & number of elements. The following listing of relevant sections
of Senate Bill 4798 indicates how the requirements are set forth in the
law. The discussion indicates how the Départment of Corrections responded

to each and where in the plan it is addressed.
Section (5) ... The plan shall include, but is not limited to:

(1) The establishment of goals and objectives for the development, imple-

mentation, and expansion of alternatives to total confinement;

Discussion: Goals for the alternatives to incarceration system are
contained in Chapter I. The objectives for meeting the goals are pre-
sented as possible optional alternatives systems. Extensive discussion

of the optional systems is found in Chapter VIII.

(2)  An identification and evaluation of current state and local alternatives
to total confinement, including, but not limited to, probation-type

services and court-ordered community service programs authorized under
RCW 72.09,100(5);

Discussion: Chapter II contains a general identification and evaluation
of different alternatives to incarceration strategies. Reference to
Washington State experience is also contained in Chapter II. A survey
of community programs in Washington providing alternatives to incarcera-

tion services was carried out. The analysis of survey results is
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(3)

(4)

presented in Chapter III. Chapter IV contains a discussion of the

state~level probation and community services programs administered

by the state Department of Corrections.

An evaluation of the existing organizational structure and of the
services provided by the department’s division of community services
and its role in providing or administering programs that are alterna-

tives to total confinement after July 1, 1984;

Discussion: The role played by the department’s Division of Community

Services is described in Chapter IV.

The establishment of policies and procedures to improve and expand
existing alternatives to total confinement including, but not limited
to, probation~type services and court-ordered community service, and to
develop new alternatives to total confinement. Policies and procedures
on program site selection, offender intake assessment, program and
offender monitoring, and evaluating and reporting the effectiveness of
alternatives to total confinement should be included;

Discussion: Policy needed to improve and expand existing alternatives
to total confinement are touched on in most of the Chapters. Chapters
II, VI, and IX draw attention to substantive policy issues that should
be addressed by the legislature. Chapter VIII, in its discussion of
optional alternative systems, alludes to procedures that would be neces-
sary to implement the various systems and stresses the importance of
evaluating the effectiveness of alternatives to incarceration. Details
such as policies and procedures on program site selection, offender
intake asessment, and program and offender monitoring must await

discussions about the direction the alternatives system should take.

~vii-
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(6)
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The identification of projected numbers of nonviolent offenders who

may be eligible for alternatives to total confinement;

Discussion: Estimates of the number of offenders who may be eligible
for alternatives to total confinement are found in Chapter V. This
Chapter also contains information about the relationship of the eligible

offender pool and current service supply.

A delineation of the role and functions of affected state and local
government entities and state and local service providers with respect
to the administration and operation of programs that are alternatives
to total confinement;

Discussion: Chapter VIII contains the delineation of the role and
function of affected entities, as part of the description of a series

of optional alternatives to incarceration systems.

The identification of funding sources, funding responsibility, and costs
associated with alternatives to total confinement and how funding for

such programs can occur within state and local budget limitations;

Discussion: Chapters III, IV and VIII include information on funding
sources, funding responsibilities, and costs associated with alterna-
tives to total confinement. A detailed analysis of exactly how funding
for such programs can occur within state and local budget limitations
and exactly what level of funding would be needed to serve the eligible
offenders would not be possible until decisions are made about the

direction the alternatives system should take.

-viii-




(8)

(9)

(10)

An analysis of the legal liability of state and local government
entities and private sector service providers, and a determination of
what types of insurance or other mechanisms are available to provide

legal and financial safeguards;

Discussion: Liability concerns are mentioned in various chapters.
The analysis of the legal liability of state and local government
entities and private sector service providers is presented in Chapter

VI. Mechanisms to provide legal and financial safeguards are also
considered there.

An identification of the statutory changes which may be necessary to

permit full implementation of the plan;

Discussion: Chapters I, II, IV, VI, VIII and IX all touch upon possible

statutory changes that could serve to facilitate full implementation of

alternatives to incarceration,

An analysis of the role local correctional facilties should assume under
Chapter 9.94A RCW. The analysis shall determine: (a) Whether the state
should assume financial responsibility for operating local correctional
facilities, (b) whether the state should contract for county jail beds
to house state prisoners, (c) whether new jail facilities have adequate
programs to meet the needs of state prisoners, and (d) the feasibility

of counties using minimum security facilities for low-risk offenders.

Discussion: Chapter VII contains the study of local correctional

facilities.

Process requirements of Senate Bill 4798 and the manner in which those

were met are discussed in Chapter I.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The provision of correctional services to convicted felons in the com-
munity is not a new idea in Washington. Probation and parocle services
have been major programs for many years. Historically approximately
80% of the felons convicted each year have been placed on probation.
The emphasis on community corrections and alternatives to incarceration
has, however, intensified the last few years. Expectations for alter-
natives to incarceration are high. But the expectations held by one
group may differ widely from the expectations held by another. Com-
peting objectives for alternatives to incarceration will be apparent as
one reads this plan. The following discussion should help the reader

understand the context in which this plan was developed.

A. Factors Leading to the Alternatives Planning Project

Two major factors have amplified the growing interest in alternatives
to incarceration. The first is the overcrowding phenomenon. The second
is passage and concerns about implementation of the Sentencing Reform
Act.

Both the state prison system and select county jails have experienced
severe overcrowding beginning in the late 1970s. Lawsuits and riots,
as well as a variety of management problems, are possible consequences.
An initial response to overcrowding was to expand capacity. While the
state and numerous counties have Eaken this approach, the growth in the
numbers of persons being incarcerated has outpaced the growth in capac-
ity. Early release and work release strategies have also fallen short.
A strategy focused on community corrections was endorsed in December
1983 by the Governor's Emergency Commission on Prison Overcrowding.
This body recommended that the legislature adopt a community-based correc-
tions program. The recommended program would expand on the following com-
ponents:  restitution, community service, use of jail space, anr the com-

munity corrections concept delineated in legislation introduced but not

~1-
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passed in the spring of 1983. That legislation would have established a
statewide funding mechanism to allow local units of government to plan,

develop, and implement alternative programs at the local level.

Prison and jail overcrowding concerns were not the main impetus for enact-
ment of the Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 (SRA). However, the SRA did
introduce the concept of rationing prison beds to the violent. The
issue of overcrowding was acknowledged and addressed in this legislation.
The Sentencing Guidelines Commission was required to conduct a study to
determine the capacity of existing and planned correctional facilities and
programs. While the commission did not need to consider such capacity as
it developed sentencing guidelines for recommendation to the legislature,
it did need to project whether the implementation of the recommended
guidelines would result in exceeding such capacity. If that were the
case, then the commission was required to prepare an additional list of
standard sentences consistent with capacity. In addition, if overcrowding
should persist, the Govenor may call on the Sentencing Guidelines Com-
mission to deal with the problem. The link between the SRA and correc—
tional facility overcrowding concerns is further reflected in a 1983
amendment to the SRA which established a reporting mechanism. The report
that is to be presented to the 1987 Legislature must include an assessment
of the effectiveness of the guidelines and impact on prison and jail pop-

ulations and community corrections programs.

A more direct link between the SRA and concern about alternatives to
incarceration is apparent. A major intent of this law is to emphasize
confinement for the violent offender and alternatives to total confinement
for the nonviolent offender. The sentencing ranges adopted into law in
1983 reflect this legislative direction. The amended law emphasizes that

in sentencing nonviolent offenders for one year or less, the court

should give priority to available alternatives to total confinement.

Explicit direction for converting total confinement sentences to alter-

native sentences are also included in the law. A troubling realization

confronts people when they start thinking about execution of these pro-

visions of the law. Tn order for judges to sentence offenders to alter-

native programs, the programs must exist and Jjudges must feel confident

using them. It is not apparent that this is so. If the lack of alter-

native programs were to result in a shift in the historical distribution
of offenders between alternatives end prison, toward prison, it  would
have dire affects on prison population and correctional costs. Super-
imposed upon questions about the availability and accessibility of alter-
native programs is the issue of funding of programs if the use of standard
sentencing ranges and alternative conversion sentences result in a dra-

matic increase in the demand for alternative programs.

Preliminary investigation of the availability and acceptability questions
was carried out in late 1983, The Sentencing Guidelines Commission
(1983), with the assistance of the Department of Corrections (DOC), Divi-
sion of Community Services, identified and provided a description of many
of the programs in operation at that time. Staff of the Washington State
Senate Committees on Institutions and Ways and Means (1983) conducted a
survey of the 128 superior court judges to assess judicial amenability‘to
using alternatives to total confinement. Together these two studies paint

only a partial picture. Neither speaks directly to funding issues.

These studies did, however, point up the need for a more thorough analy-
sis of the problems and potentials associated with increased use of
alternatives to total confinement. The 1984 Legislature acknowledged
this need by requiring that DOC prepare a comprehensive plan for the
development, implementation, and operation of alternatives to total

confinement for nonviolent offenders.

B. Development of the Alternatives to Incarceration Plan

This plan is a response to Sections 3-8 of Engrossed Senate Bill No. 4798,
the Prison Overcrowding Act of 1984, Chapter 246, Laws of Washington,
1984,

Planning Requirements

A number of tasks are specified in Senate Bill 4798. The tasks and

sub-items within major tasks are outlined below.

1. Formulate a comprehensive plan for the development, implementation,
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and operation of alternatives to total confinement for nonviolent

offenders. During formulation of the plan, it will be

necessary
to:
a. establish guals and objectives for system development, implemen-
tation, and operation;
b.  identify and evaluate current state and local alternative pro-
grams;
c. evaluate existing DOC structures and programs for administering

alternatives to incarceration;

establish policies and procedures to improve and expand existing
alternatives to incarceration;

estimate the number of offenders who may be eligible for sentenc-

ing to the various alternatives to incarceration;

f.  identify the costs and existing or potential funding sources
’

as well as governmental budget impacts of funding, for alter-
natives to incarceration; and

9. identify areas of legal liability and determine mechanisms
available to provide legal and financial safeguards.

Delineate the role and functional relationships of state and local

government entities, as well as state and local service providers
’

in both the administration and operation of alternatives to incarcer-
ation programs.

Analyze statutory changes which may be necessary to permit full
implementation of the plan.

Analyze the role of local correctional facilities.
analysis the following will be explored:

During this

4o

a. whether the state should assume financial responsibility for

operating local correctional facilities;

b. whether the state should contract for local jail beds to house

state prisoners;

c. whether new jail facilities have adequate programs to meet

the needs of state prisoners; and

d. the feasibility of counties using minimum security facilities

for low-risk offenders.

Senate Bill 4798 made DOC responsible for plan development. Within DOC
the Office of Program Development was designated the responsible unit.
The Division of Community Services, which is in the position both strate-
gically and under current law to provide and administer certain alter-
native programs, was a major source of program-related content material

that was incorporated into this plan.

The mandating legislation also provided that DOC be able to request
necessary staff assistance, data, information, and data processing assis-
tance from the Office of Financial Management, the Board of Prison Terms
and Paroles, the Administrator for the Courts, the Sentencing Cuidelines
Commission, the Corrections Standards Board, and the Department of Social

and Health Services.

Planning Process

Various approaches to completing, under severe time constraints, the
massive undertaking called for in the legislation were considered.
The agreed upon approach proceeded along three parallel tracks: analysis
of literature and other-state experience, collection and analysis of
national and Washington program/population information, and generation and
analysis of policy-related information. Care was taken to make sure the
planning process took into account: the availability of planning re-
sources; the experience and skills of available staff; the views and

values of citizens, local government, special interest groups, and the
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private

sector; the expectations of individuals who would be using the
plan; and the demands of the criminal Justice system,

The first step involved gathering background information. The

literature search and other-state data gathering and analysis occur-

red during this step. A letter was sent to the chief state
tions administrator

correc-
in each state requesting information specific

The National Criminal Justice Research Service
provided valuable assistance with the

to individual states.

national literature search.
Previously published descriptive information on

was also gathered.

Washington programs
These materials contributed to a draft describing

the historical, philosophical, and political context in which the

planning for alternatives to incarceration took place.
constitutes the bulk of Chapter II.

This material

The second step was an assessment of alternative

system needs.
A number of "Community Consultation"

group meetings were held to

obtain local interest group, value-based information about what

supporting. The types of
entities the legislation mandated that DOC receive

represented in this process step. The

types of programs are viewed as worth

input from were

task of these groups was

to develop and explore ideas which could lead to the development

of programs having high levels of public satisfaction.
and policy input from these group meetings, along with
experience

The program

other-state
and DOC program design experience, were reflected in

alternative system models that were developed in a later step.

The Community Consultation Report is included as Appendix A.

Surveys of existing programs and criminal Justice system users

of programs were conducted to obtain information that
the basis

served as
for an evaluation of current state and local alternatives
to incarceration. Consideration was taken
as barriers

of factors that serve
to the initiation or expansion of alternative programs.
Estimates of the size of offender target groups that would be sen-
tenced to alternative pragrams were also taken into account. This
evaluation served to identify existing or

potential problems of
which users of the plan should be aware.
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The third step involved identifying policy questions and deveiopizz
objectives for the alternatives system in Washington. Manzh o o
policy questions were of a nature that would not a%low ém o
answered or fully addressed in this plan. The magér objective
for alternatives to incarceration are presented, as optional systems,

in Chapter VIII of this plan.

A statewide advisory group, representative of state-level age?c1ez
and organizations and special interest groups, was formed and rev1:we
draft material produced in the planning process. A roster' an ) :
statement of the roles of the Statewide Advisory Group are inclu :l
in Appendix B and C. The advisory group help?d 'assure that dgj:ezhe
agreement and broad-based support for the principles reflec et .
plan were sought. The statewide planning group was ca}led on‘ 0 -
uate options and recommend objectives for the alternative to incar

ation system goals supported by the planning process.

. .  ows
4. The final step of the planning process involved a series of review

by involved groups. A preliminary draft was reviewed byCD?C~azj
revised before being sent to the Governor's Interag?ncy rlmlT
Jusice Work Group. The legislation required that this body iev%zz
the plan before its submission to the legislature. The Statewl

Advisory Group reviewed the preliminary draft at thé same time the
Governor's Interagency Criminal Justice Work Group did. ‘Neces§ary
revisions were made in the draft following the Work ?roup s rev1::;
The plan also was reviewed by the Office of Financial Managem

before it was submitted to the legislature.

Uses of the Plan

The Alternatives to Incarceration Plan is a direct response to the ieg%s—
lative mandate of Senate Bill 4798. It will be ccnsidéred by the e?;i;
lature as that body deliberates about alternatives to 1ncarc§rét10n. o
plan is a tool to be used by the legislature as it sets po%1c1e? re i es
to alternatives to incarceration. While the mandating leglslatlin retizn
to the plan establishing policies and determining what course of ac

hould be taken, it can not do that. It can, however, provide information
S b
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and guidance to the legislature as it carries out its decision-making and
policy-setting function.

This document may also be used as g planning tool by other agencies
and individuals. It presents information that has not previously been
collected or easily accessible. For example, it includes: an estimation
of the number of offenders who could potentially be served by alter-
native to incarceration programs; a description and analysis of existing
alternative to incarceration programs; an indication of the match between
the supply and demand for programs in numerous locations throughout
the state; and estimations of the economic impacts of making various
changes in the housing and management of state prisoners. Local govern-

ments and alternative program service providers should find such infor-
mation useful,

Data Adequacy

Is it important to call the reader's attention to certain timing and data
factors that will be reflected in various sections of this plan. First,
this study took place simultaneously with initial implementation of the
SRA.  Not only was this a time of great confusion and uncertainty, it was

a time of great change. Conditions or services that were in existence at

the beginning of the study were not necessarily operating at the conclu-

sion of the study and vice versa. Second, the timing of the study pre-

cluded making inferences based on actual SRA sentencing experience.

Finally, criminal justice data are far from perfect. Improvements, some of
them dramatic, as is the case with the Washington State Offender Based

Tracking System, are being made. But voids, gaps, and inadequacies exist.

To the extent possible, well recognized data sources have been used. At

times it has been necessary to combine a number of sources of information

to get a relatively complete picture of a given situation.

C. Relationship of sentencing Reform Act Sanctions and Alternatives
to Incarceration

The SRA establishes five categories of sanctions: total confinement,

partial confinement, community supervision, community service and fines.

B
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The definition of each sanction is given in the law. Guidelines for
converting days of total confinement of one year or less to partial
confinement or hours of community service are also included. A strict
reading of the law would limit alternatives to total confinement to these
two options.

Given the historical use of probation, and various treatment stipulations
as conditions of probation and parole, it is understandable that a broader
interpretation of the term alternatives to incarceration is common.
In addition, the concern about prison overcrowding encourages people
to think about alternatives to prison more readily than they think about
alterpatives to jail. This is certainly reflected in the definition
of alternatives to total confinement found in Senate Bill 4798. There,
alternatives to total confinement means residential and nonresidential
programs that meet the definitional requirements of the five categories
of sanctions established under Chapter 9.94A RCW (the SRA) and that
are operated by the department or local government entities to serve
nonviolent offenders who hzve been convicted of crimes, in lieu of incar-

ceration in state priscns or loecal jails.

The following discussion does indeed cover all five sanctions established
in the SRA. But the scope is somewhat broader than either the SRA
or Senate Bill 4798. A justification for this approach is the dynamic
nature of the SRA. The following discussion also encompasses alter-
natives to prison, although the major focus is on alternatives to Jjail.

Total Confinement

Total confinement means confinement inside the physical boundaries of
a facility or institution operated or utilized under contract by the
state or any unit of local government for twenty-four hours a day, or
pursuant to RCW 72.64.050 and RCW 72.64.060 (these statutes pertain to
labor and honor camps).

The state's prisons, work camps, and honor farms qualify as total con-
finement, as do local jails. It is not uncommon for people to view

work camps, honor farms and jails as alternatives to prison, although

A
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each meets the definition

certain treatment settings, such as:

The programs for sexual offenders at Wester
Hospitals.

2. The alcohol treatment program, Pioneer
a long-term,

voluntarily committed clients.

A fence surrounds this institutio
‘ n
and clients only leave the grounds

under escort.

Portions of time spent in some residential drug treatment programs

that the client spend the first

. "house arrest," alsg termed a '"blackout period."
During this period, individuals

Usually these programs stipulate
30 to 90 days under

are unable to leave the facility,

receive initi hon it
or initiate telep one calls, write or receive letters or
b

receive visitors, The goal

is to "break“ persons from the’
associations and habits. ir past

sentencing ranges set forth in the SRA sentencing grid

! are expressed
in terms of total confinement.

The SRA stipulates that terms of confine-

er contract by the state whereas te
rm
under a year shall be served in a facility o , ;

perated, licensed i1j
under contract by the county, ’ » oF utilized

S - There are exceptions possible in the
certain sex offenders or first-time, nonviolent offenders

Partial Confinement

Partia] confinement means eonfinement for no more

tha i
oottty N one year in g

contract by the state
st eight hours each day with

The offender is required to re

5 ' . port to the
facility at designated times and may be required to comply with crim
related prohibitions. -

institution operated or utilized under
or any unit of loeal government for at lea
the balance in the community,

Bot
oth state and county work release facilities qualify as partial confine-

~10-

of total confinement. This is also true for

n State and Fastern State

o Center North. This is
minimum security alcoholism treatment program for in-

e o b

ment.  Some portions of time spent in residential drug and alcohol treat-
ment programs might also qualify. Usually these programs operate a
phased level of security where the supervision initially is very severe
and the person is confined to the facility. Restrictions are gradually

removed as the person progresses through treatment.

Partial confinement is an alternative to total prison confinement.
In the case of persons sentenced under SRA to between one and three
years, no more than the final three months may be served in a partial
confinement setting. In cases of sentences of longer than three years,
no more than the last six months may be served in a partial confinement
setting. Whether or not this post-prison alternative to total confine-

ment is used is a DOC administrative decision.

Partial confinement is also an alternative to total jail confinement
The SRA states that one

day of partial confinement may be substituted for one day of total con-

for persons sentenced to less than one year.

finement. Although the SRA stresses the use of alternatives to total
confinement for nonviolent offenders, it is clear in the law that the
conversion of total confinement to partial confinement for violent of-
fenders with less than one year sentences is alsoc allowable. The sen-
tencing judge decides whether or not the partial confinement sentence

will or may be used.

Community Service

Community service means compulsory service, without compensation, per-
formed for the benefit of the community by the offender. Current state
law stipulates that the work be done for a unit of government or for

a nonprofit organization which assists the poor or infirm.

Community service sentences are often used by municipal court judges
in lieu of fines (in traffic violation cases, for example). Superior
court judges have commonly ordered community service sentences in wel-
Such sentences have generally
been arranged on an ad hoc basis through defense attorneys. The of-
fender is interviewed by staff at the worksite and an agency placement

fare fraud, burglary and drug -cases.
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decision is made. The offender signs a contract to complete a specific
number of contracted hours. The agency and the offender's probation
officer may both monitor compliance. Offenders who fail to perform
are either booked into jail or required to pay a fine. The use of com-
munity service by the courts has been sporadic. Only a few counties

have had established community service work programs.

Organized community service programs provide offenders a structured en-
vironment in which to work off all or part of a court ordered community
service sentence. Community service work programs not only furnish
a supervised, task-specific, monitored work environment for offenders,
they benefit the community through the work done by offenders and by
serving an accountability function.

The SRA allows for the substitution of eight hours of community service
for one day of total confinement, up to two hundred and forty hours
or thirty days. The courts are encouraged to use such conversions for
nonviolent offenders with sentences of one year or less. This is why
many people feel there will be a marked increase in the number of of-
fenders given community service sentences, and why it is important to

have a structured environment in which they will serve their sentences.
All offenders sentenced to terms involving community service are to
be under the supervision of the Secretary of the DOC or such persons

as the Secretary designates.

Community Supervision

Community supervision means a period of time during which a convicted of-
fender is subject to crime~-related prohibitions and other sentence condi-
tions imposed by the court. The SRA allows community supervision to
be ordered in three instances: as part of a first-offender waiver sen-

tence; if an alternative sentence conversion is ordered by the court;

and with an exceptional sentence. At the same time, the SRA places
some restrictions on community supervision that are not associated with
traditional probation. The conditions of the community supervision

sentence must be crime-related prohibitions, defined as orders prohibit-
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ing conduct which directly relates to the circumstances of the crime
for which the offender has been convicted. They are not to be construed
to mean orders directing an offender affirmatively to participate in

rehabilitative programs or to otherwise perform affirmative conduct.

Rehabilitative-oriented sentences are reserved for the first-time, non-
vioclent offender. Under the section of the law dealing with this sub-
ject, it is made explicit that the court may impose up to two vyears
of community supervision which may include, in addition to crime-related

prohibitions, requirements that the offender:
1. Devote time to a specific employment or occupation.

2. Undergo available ocutpatient treatment or inpatient treatment not

to exceed the standard range of confinement for that offense.
3. Pursue a prescribed, secular course of study or vocational training.

The court may impose up to one year of community supervision on all
sentences of confinement for one year or less. In such cases, unless
otherwise ordered by the court, the period of community supervision
begins at the date of release from confinement. For nonconfinement
sentences, the period of community supervision begins at the date of
entry of the judgment and sentence. The supervision is to be by the
Secretary of DOC or such person as the Secretary designates. Although
not as explicitly as partial confinement and community service, community
supervision serves as an alternative to incarceration. The Senate Bill
4798 requirement that this plan include an evaluation of current alter-
natives to total confinement, including probation-type services, rein-
forces the idea that community supervision should be used as an alter—

native to total confinement.
Fines
Fines means the requirement that the offender pay a specific sum of

money over a specific period of time to the court. All offenders sen-
tenced to terms involving fines are to be supervised by the Secretary

13-




of DOC or such person as the GSecretary designates. It is sometimes
expressed that fines should not serve as an alternative to incarceration.
Instead, fines are often viewed as an added sanction for individuals
sentenced to total confinement or one or more of the above-described

alterpatives to total confinement.

Exceptional Sentences

The SRA allows the sentencing court to go outside the standard sentencing
range if it believes there are aggravating or mitigating circumstances
in the crime. The court decision to impose an exceptional sentence
may be appealed by either the prosecution or the defense. Exceptional
sentences alter the time requirements in individual cases. They may

include any of the appropriate SRA sanctions.

D. Conceptual Framework

The immediate objective of Senate Bill 4798 is the production of a com-
prehensive plan for the development, implementation, and operation of
alternatives to total confinement for nonviolent offenders. A longer
term objective is the development of a system of community alternative
programs that can be used by offenders who can best serve their sen-
tences in the community without substantial danger to the community.
This objective goes hand in hand with the SRA exhortation that alter-
natives to total confinement be given priority when sentences of less

than one year are imposed on nonviolent offenders.

Jail Issues

Senate Bill 4798 calls for an analysis of the role local jails should
assume in the implementation of the SRA. An analysis of this type calls
for a review of the relationships between state and local government
in providing total incarceration and alternative services to convicted
offenders. Historically, local jails have served both convicted felons
and misdemeanants in addition to pretrial detainees. Because it changes
historical relationships between state and local governments, the SRA

has the potential of drastically altering the way many jurisdictions
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carry out their criminal justice responsibilities.

Limits of the Study

Criminal Jjustice services are interrelated but may be placed on a con-
tinuum ranging from arrest to final discharge. Changing any part of
the continuum causes changes in other parts. The Alternatives to Incar-
ceration Plan is limited to those points on the continuum expressly
mandated by Senate Bill 4798, It does not address the related issues
of: detainee jail population relief through bail reform; displacement
of misdemeanants, detainees and felons in the finite capacity of the jail
system; competition between misdemeanants, felons and juveniles for com-
munity service sites; convicted misdemeanant jail population control
through determinate sentencing; or the operational differences between
the concepts of public safety, public satisfaction and victim satis-

faction,

Alternatives To Incarceration System Goals

Although the mandate to develop a system of community alternative pro-
grams is very clear, the desirable characteristics of the alternatives
system are not. In other words, neither Senate Bill 4798 nor the SRA set
out goals that would serve as an adequate framework for planning. The
need for such a framework became apparent as individuals and organizations
expressing an interest in the alternatives planning project presented
conflicting expectations for the study. In addition, it has been the
experience in other states that evaluation of an alternatives system is
greatly simplified if the system goals are clear. Therefore, project
staff drew up a number of goals to set the stage for the planning called
for in Senate Bill 4798. The initial goals were modified and amplified
in response to information and insights gathered in the initial stages of
the study. Finally, goal statements were reviewed and adopted by the
Statewide Advisory Group prior to that group's consideration of optional
alternatives systems for Washington State. Those goal statements are as
follaows:

To develop and maintain a supply of alternatives to total confine-
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ment that provides a full spectrum of nonincarceration choices in
sentencing felons: partial confinement, community supervision, com-
munity service and fines.

To develop and maintain alternatives to total confinement of suf-

ficient quality that Jjudges are confident sentencing felons to them.

To develop and maintain alternatives to total confinement that

satisfy community needs for Justice in the criminal Justice system.

To develop and maintain alternatives to total confinement that

satisfy the treatment and rehabilitative needs of convicted felons.

To administer alternatives to total confinement in a manner that

encourages and utilizes substantial local participation in program
development and implementation.

To administer alternatives to total confinement in a manner that

assures quality programs and adequate accountability to the funding
source(s).
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CHAPTER II

BACKGROUND -- ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION

Until very recently, most American penological innovation centered on
the prison. For more than a century, penal reform has meant endowing
correctional institutions with new names, plant designs, operational
philosophies, treatment modalities, staff and inmates. To the fortress
prisons of the nineteenth century we have added education, health and
mental health programs. Vocational training and state-use industry
have replaced the crank and the rockpile. The lockstep and the silent
system have given way to Transcendental Meditation and group therapy.
We have variously expected prisons to redeem, to break the spirit, to
inculcate habits of industry, to educate, to train, to medicate and,

simply, to quarantine.

Over time, our perception of what these institutions should accomplish
has changed. But, until recently, there were few questions about who
should be in prison. Criminals belonged there. The purpose of prison
reform -~ an American tradition nearly as old as the prison -- has en-
dured: to help the institution do to the confined whatever society then
felt ought to be done.

A. Purposes of Alternatives to Incarceration

What we have come to think of as alternatives to incarceration have
nonetheless long been with us. Fines are among the oldest of penal
sanctions. Probation has a long and venerable history. But these
sanctions, whatever their initial design, have seldom been used for
persons who were otherwise prison-bound. The penitentiary was the heart

of the American system of social control.
In the period following the end of the Second World War, our attitudes

towards imprisonment underwent a fundamental change. Social consensus

over the response to crime deteriorated as did faith in basic political,
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religious and social institutions. An awakened sensitivity to the plight
of minorities spotlighted the fact that prisons were disproportionately
occupied by the poor, the black and the brown. Newspaper stories which
followed riots and the exhumation of apparently murdered inmates told
citizens that prisons were places of not only punishment but sometimes
degradation and lawless terror as well. Social scientists, with renewed
interest and more sophisticated tools and techniques, turned to criminol-
ogy as never before. The new evaluation literature produced the "nothing
works" doctrine and caused a seasoned correctional administrator to pub-
licly remark that he often wished that violators were never caught, be-
cause "...too often they become worse in our care" (President's Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967).

One scholar surveyed the earnest reforms of the decades and solemnly pro-
nounced the history of correction "a graveyard of abandoned fads" (Martin-
son, 1976). The American infatuation with the prison, always ambivalent,
was over. Attention shifted to alternatives to incarceration. The opti-
mism over the malleability of human character which spawned the modern
prison moved outside the walls. 01d non-prison penalties were re-exam-
ined, and new sanctions were sought. The President's Task Force on Law
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice declared in 1967 that
imprisonment should be used sparingly, and that wherever possible offend-
ers should be diverted to community programs. Model penal codes produced
by the American Law Institute and the National Council on Crime and Delin-
quency placed major restrictions on incarceration. The National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals issued a 1973 report
which would have virtually restricted imprisonment to violent offenders

and which called for a ten-year moratorium on prison construction.

Prison populations generally did decline in the late 1960s and through
much of the next decade, even during periods in which the reported crime
rate rose. State and local program development was stimulated by grants
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Aministration, the National Institute
of Mental Health and other federal agencies. Most large jurisdictions

developed community corrections or alternative to incarceration programs.

Then, in the late 1970s, reported crime rates and fear of crime soared.
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Frustrated citizens displayed less tolerance for offenders. Minority
communities spoke less often of political prisoners. With increasing
frequency they demanded more police protection. Courts committed record
numbers of felons to prison, and parole boards sensitive to public out-
rage kept them there longer than ever. Some alternative programs sur-
vived economic retrenchment, but many fell victim to competition tor

scarce public dollars.

In the 1980s more Americans than ever -- by number and proportion -- are
behind bars. Confronted with bulging prisons and epic budgetary pres-
sures, public officials look to alternatives for relief. For most, the
optimism over treatment outcomes has diminished. The rehabilitative
potential of programs is seldom mentioned. Reform is now driven pri-

marily by pragmatism.

Throughout all this, it is apparent that the relevant terms -- community
corrections and alternatives to incarceration, whirh are sometimes used
interchangeably -- lack specific meaning. Small prisons located in urban
or suburban areas are often labelled "community correctional centers."
Many programs hailed as alternatives to incarceration deal primari%y
with offenders who would have received another nonsecure sanction in

their absence (a problem to which we will return later).

There are also different stages at which alternatives may be utilized
and by which they may be classified. Generally, there are pre-trial,
sentencing and exit alternatives. Pre-trial alternatives are used
to minimize pre-trial detention and prevent a subsequent sentence of
imprisonment. Examples of these are summons and citation release, bail,
release on recognizance, third-party release and home detention. Pre-
trial diversion, deferred prosecution or acceptance of guilty plea/sen-

tencing and mediation are other program models.

Sentencing alternatives are those used by the court in lieu of prison
and include probation, restitution, fines and others which will be dis-
cussed later. This category also includes mechanisms to provide judges

with information to support the application of alternative sanctions.
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Exit alternatives are applied after some period of incarceration and
are usually the result of administrative rather than Jjudicial discretion.
These are probably the best known programs. They include halfway houses,
work release, furloughs and parole.

Within all this variation, how do we approach the subject? First of
all, for the purpose of this discussion alternatives to incarceration are
only those procedures, processes or programs which accommodate offenders
who in their absence would go to jail or prison or, if already there,
remain incarcerated. While in the survey and planning portions of
this work we focus on programs that meet the definition of alternatives
to total confinement found in Senate Bill 4798, at other times we use

the term alternative for any program that is a substitute for total
confinement.

Second, we recognize that pre-trial alternative (diversion) programs
have indirect effects on incarcerated populations and on sentencing and
exit options. For example, effectively using alternatives to incarcer-
ation for unsentenced prisoners provides space in local facilities and
flexibility in dealing with sentenced offenders. This discussion, how-
ever, will concentrate on sentenced felons and, therefore, on sentencing
and exit alternatives.

The purpuse served by alternative programs is an overarching concern
which must be resolved by society itself. We do not pretend to settle
the issues here. Alternatives to incarceration may serve humanitarian
goals by providing effective social control with minimum cost in human
terms. Despite the discouraging results of the early evaluation liter-
ature, there is new evidence that carefully designed treatment programs
in the community may indeed steer some persons away from crime (Sechrest,
et al., 1979, and Martin, et al., 1981). There is support for the opinion
that alternative programs, if fully used, could limit the staggering costs
that will be incurred if prison populations continue to grow as they have
in the past five years. And they may ameliorate the population crisis
which already exists and which increases the severity of all challenges to
effective correctional administration.
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What alternatives to incarceration are needed, and how and where they
are implemented, flows directly from a fundamental public policy debate
on crime and punishment. To amend the penal policy presumes there is a
penal policy. The contemporary context, unfortunately, inciudes sub-
stantial ambivalence towards the criminal justice system. In the absence
of clear social consensus on the response to crime, this study recognizes
that alternatives to incarceration may serve in varying proportions all of
the purposes listed above. The data and observations which follow help
to clarify some of the issues in the continuing public debate regarding

crime contrel.

B. Alternative To Incarceration Strategies

Community Supervision

Probation is the best known and most used alternative to incarceration in
the United States. On September 1, 1976, there were almost 1.5 million
persons under community supervision in this country. Of these, almost one

million were adult probationers.

Probation can be an independent sentence, or offenders may be placed on
probation along with the suspension of a jail or prison term. It may be
administered as simply the (conditional) absence of incarceration; or it
may be coupled with numerous treatment options and collateral penalties.
Philosophically, probation may focus on deterrence and incapacitation, in
which case the objective is surveillance and control; or it can be treat-
ment-oriented, with an emphasis on counselling, support and service
brokerage. These approaches may be embraced wholesale by any administra-
tive unit, or both may be applied to different types of clients within the

same office,.

Third Party And Contract Agreemerts

The basic concept of probation has not changed since its ostensible begin-
ning in a Boston Police Court at the behest of a cobbler, John Augustus,
in 1841. Numerous variations on the theme have, however, emerged. In

contract probation, the offender and the probation officer -- rather than
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the court -- negotiate a performance contract with specific, measurable
goals. In third party probation, an individual Or group volunteers to
assume responsibility for an offender assigned to their custody. Typi-
cally, the third party will provide support and encouragement as well as

help finding employment, education, vocational training, housing, medical
care and other services.

Differential/Intensive Supervision

The separation of whole caseloads into groups requiring different levels

of control or help, depending upon the predeominant administrative philos-

ophy, has been tried in many jurisdictions. It is a basic management

strategy for maximizing the use of scarce resources. Its minimum require-

ment is an assessment instrument to segregate offenders at intake and
place them into appropriate categories. All offenders can be initially

placed into the highest level of supervision and gradually phased through

diminishing levels of control. Or a discriminating function may be ap-

plied immediately to sort offenders into initial
perceived risk. Generally,

requirements at each level.

classes according to
such systems specify a schedule of contact

Washington initiated an Intensive Parole Program in June 1976 to provide
a well-structured alternative to incarceration for low-risk committed
felons. This followed a 1974 Department of Social and Health Services
(DSHS)  report which concluded that 21% of those sentenced to prison could
be immediately paroled without Jeopardizing community safety. The fol-
lowing year, another study by Mathematica, Inc. estimated that 14.1% of
all incarcerated felons in the state could safely be placed on immediate
parole. A 1981 evaluation by the DSHS Analysis and Information Services
Division found that the program exceeded its goals. 1In 1979 the program
was expanded to include probationers, many of whom would have been incar-
cerated if intensive supervision were not available.

Volunteers

The use of volunteers in probation increased during the 1970s. Trained
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volunteers can free professional staff for field supervision by assuming
some of the administrative and clerical burden. Mary programs, however,
use volunteers in a one-to-one role as caseworkers. In some places they
substitute for professionals on low-risk caseloads, and some jurisdictions

have used them in high-risk cases.

Washington was a leader in the use of volunteers during much of the last
decade. The program deteriorated badly, however, and efforts to rebuild
a strong volunteer component in the Community Services Division of the

Department of Corrections (DOC) are underway.
User Fees

Just as residential facilities commonly charge for room and board, some
probation departments have begun to charge offenders for services. Ala-
bama, Florida and Oklahoma have legislatively mandated supervisory fees
for probationers. An order of the Colorado Supreme Court in 1978 required
supervisory fees for probationers and set separate levels for misdemean-
ants and felons. In all, nine states report the use of such fees, with
sums varying from $2.00 per month to $2.00 per day. There seem to be few
claims that these fees have a salubrious effect on either the programs or
probationers' morale. They do, however, produce revenue for community

supervision during a time of fierce competition for funds.

The Washington State Legislature has acknowledged and endorses the use
of this resource. The Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 requires that persons
placed on community supervision pay an assessment of not less than $10
and not more than $50. The exact amount of the assessment is to be

determined by DOC by rule, and numerous exemptions are established.

Considerable revenue is at stake. [OC now has more than 17,000 individ-
uals under community supervision. Universal application of this law
and aggressive management by DOC could potentially produce a sizable

sum.

Supported Work

Several specialized probation programs have been developed in recent years
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to address needs that ape common to many offenders on probation. They are
based on the hypothesis that certain social deficiencies increase the
likelihood that offenders are higher probation risks. Poor work histories
are frequently encountered. The Vera Institute of Justice in New York
City formed a company, the Wildcat Service Corporation, to provide jobs
for probationers, parolees and others. Wildcat specializes in conserva-
tion and cleaning Projects, making street barriers and some clerical work.
Participants are expected to move eventually into non-subsidized jobs in
the community. A 1978 evaluation found that Wildcat returned more than
its $9,130 Per capita cost via work value, reduced welfare expenditures
taxes paid, reduced arrests and victim losses. Company revenue, onc;
%argely limited to foundations and the federal government, now comes
increasingly from client agencies (Friedman, 1978).

New York City government also developed a supported work project, the
Transitional Employment Program (TEP). Drug addicts in treatment are
placed by TEP in one-year slots as community service aides. They are
assigned individually, as opposed to Wildcai's workcrew structure, to
clerical, research assistance, pest control, janitorial and social service

Positions. Evaluation revealed, compared to Wildcat, somewhat lower costs
for TEP (Friedman, 1978).

The New York programs are probably the largest, but supported work has
been used elsewhere, In E1 Paso, Texas, the probation department operates
a Jjob-training program for unmotivated, young probationers with poor work
skills. Project WORK (Willingness, Opportunity, Reward, Knowledge) wutil-
izes contracts with a private, nonprofit agency which provides training
slots in auto repair, carpentry, welding and so forth.

Community Service

The community service ganction places offenders in unpaid positions with

nonprofit gr tax-supported agencies to work a specified number of hours

as punishment, Community service orders seem to be used with growing

frequency in the United States and abroad, often without the benefit of
law,
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Sentences requiring community service are popular for a variety of rea-
sons.They place responsibility squarely on offenders, requiring them to
repay the community for the insult of the crime. By providing services,
they may compensate society in a way which would otherwise be impossible.
These offenders are spared the stigma of prison, and the public is spared

the costs of confinement.

Great Britain pioneered the use of community service orders. A 1972 crim-
inal justice act intended to slow the growth of the English penal system
began the practice as an experiment. Community service was one of several
mandated programs aimed at diverting prisoners. A two-year experiment in
six jurisdictions tested a referral and placement system that was so ef-
fective it was made a national program. The sanction has been extensively
used since. More British offenders received community service orders than
suspended or deferred sentences in 1976 (Harland, 1980). It was expected
that community service dispositions would exceed probation by the early
1980s.

The British system explicitly targets individuals who would otherwise be
imprisoned. Work is usually scheduled in the evenings and on weekends to
prevent conflict with paying jobs. Newton (1979) has stated that sen-
tences range from 40 to 240 hours, and those of 100-240 hours duration
are considered to be the equivalent of one year's confinement. These
programs are administered by the Probation and Aftercare Service in con-
cert with community organizations. The sanction is a sentence in its own
right, however, and not a condition of probation. It is estimated that,
currently, some 800 offenders are doing mandated community service work

in Great Britain each Saturday.

In the United States, community service has commonly been restricted to
misdemeanants, traffic and minor felony offenders. It is more often than
in England an alternative to fines or an adjunct to probation, and it
is wusually administered in conjunction with probation. Alameda County,
California, is generally credited with creating the first modern American
community service project. That program, begun in 1966, accepted only
indigent female traffic offenders, who were allowed to work off their
fines through unpaid work. The idea was popular, and variants of it
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emerged around the country. Between 1978 and 1981, the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration disbursed $30 million to establish community
service programs in 85 sites.

No one knows how many of these programs exist today. Many perished with
the end of federal support. Others have continued with a combination of
foundation and 1local government funding. There are indications that the
sanction is thriving in hard times. More than 55 programs have been re-
cently counted in California, with eight in Los Angeles alone. Referrals
to some of these Programs have reportedly increased 200% per year. In

Quincy, Massachusetts, the demand for placements by using agencies has
exceeded the number of court referrals.

The source of the apparent boom in sentencing to community service is not
clear. One reason may be that, by 1981, 13 states had passed laws author-
izing community service for traffie offenders, notably drunk drivers.
Criminal justice personnel in California surveyed by Corrections Maga-
zine in 1982 estimated that one-half to two-thirds of those in such pro-

grams were drunk drivers. There is some concern that this group may
squeeze out other offenders.

This usage pattern threatens the utility of community service as a punish-
ment for serious felony and misdemeanor offenders, as it is used in Great
Britain. First, the programs have a finite capacity. Excessive volume
and limited runding are likely to decrease completion-of-service rates and
damage the credibility of the sanction. Also, when Judges, prosecutors
and the public see community service primarily as an option for mostly

middle class and white defendants, others are likely -- by default -- tq
head for jail.

Much evidence suggests that community service may be headed that way.
Several evaluations have revealed programs which deal almost exclusively
with offenders who are unlikely candidates for imprisonment. The National
Assessment of Adult Restitution Programs, which included comminity service
in its study, concluded that, "In almost every .... program, [it] has
been used in an add-on fashion, even where the original program objectives

included reducing the intrusiveness of the system" (Galaway, Hodson
and Jovack, 1980).
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These studies are not definitive, but the risk appears to be substantial.
If this tendency is not countered, community service sentencing may be-
come, in the words of the Vera Institute's Douglas McDonald, "another of
those fads that California periodically sends out to the nation and [which]
then falls into disuse and disfavor after enjoying great popularity."
(McDonald, 1984.)

There are indications, however, that serious cases are being successful.ly
referred to community service ir some locations. The Community Restitu-
tion in Service Project (CRISP) operated by Pima County, Arizona, was
designed as an alternative to incarceration, fines and money restitution.
Virtually all of its participants are felons. One-third of the clients in
the Solano County, California, Volunteer Work Program were convicted of
felonies for which they could be imprisoned. In Georgia's Probation
Diversion Centers, community service is part of a program combining com-

munity work with intensive, residential supervision of probationers.

Prisoners and Community Together, Inc. (PACT) in Porter County, Indiana,
accepts persons convicted of Class A (more serious) misdemeanors who were
initially sentenced to jail. Some of PACT's programs accept only con-
victed felons or misdemeanants whose offenses were pleaded down from
felonies. One-third of PACT clients have prior convictions. The program
estimates that half of its clients would be in Jail or prison if the com-
munity service program did not exist. The Off Days Sentencing Program in
Dade County, Florida, converts jail sentences to weekend service work
after an initial one night in Jail. The initial impetus was to prevent

offenders' job loss through absenteeism.

The Community Service Sentencing Project operated by the Vera Institute of
Justice in New York City is possibly the best example of thorough use of
the sanction as an alternative to confinement. Begun as a pilot project in
the Bronx in 1979, the program spread to Brooklyn in 1980 and, in the face
of a massive jail crisis, to Manhattan in the spring of 1981. The Vera
eligibility criteria assured a relatively hardcore clientele. First-time
offenders were excluded. Of the 260 in the pilot group, one-third had
felony convictions, and as a group they averaged 2.5 prior convictions.
Ninety-five percent were Black or Hispanic. Almost all were unemployed
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at the time of their arrest. Most were in their mid-20s, and at least a
third had evident drug or alcohol problems. Vera's research indicates

that 42% of them would have been jailed without the program (Greene,
1983).

These offenders spend 70 hours each -- regardless of offense -- on work
crews managed by Vera supervisors. They have cleaned up senior citizens'
centers and neighborhood parks; they have repaired playground facilities;
and they have demolished condemned structures and carried away debris.

Because the work is mostly undesirable, little union resistance has been
encountered.

Vera monitors compliance carefully and works closely with the N.Y.C.
Police Warrant Squad to secure the resentencing of those who fail to per-
form. As a result, the project claims a compliance rate of 85% to 90%.
The Vera Community Service Sentencing Project now processes over 1,200

offenders per year at an average cost of $750 each.

Restitution

Restitution refers to the compensation of the victim by the offender.
In some programs offenders make direct payments to the victim. In others,
they pay into a central fund which disburses the payments. It is a finan-
cial penalty, but the victim, rather than the state, is the beneficiary.
Like community service, it emphasizes personal responsibility and account-
ability. Even more than community service, restitution appears to be a
collateral penalty; that is, it is usually a condition of probation or,
improbably, an addition to a Jjail or prison term. Restitution is some-
times a condition of a suspended sentence (Oklahoma) or a condition of
placement in a pre-release or community residential facility (Arkansas,
Georgia, Mississippi and North Carolina).

A recent national review by Chesney, et al. (1978) identified 54
restitution programs in the United States and its territories. Of those,

35 were nonresidential and 19 were residential. Twenty-six were adminis-

tered by state government, 19 by county prebation departments and four by
local prosecuting attorneys. In most of these programs, restitution was
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not the sole sanction. Most often, it was a condition of probation. In

some cases, probation was terminated as soon as repayment was completed.

Fines

Fines penalize by reducing temporarily an offender's standard of living.
Their wuse in the United States has not changed appreciably in many years.
In some other countries, however, fines are being applied to a broader
range of criminal offenses. Monetary sanctions are one of the most used
penalties in Europe. In England fines are authorized for virtually every
offense but murder. They are now applied to one-quarter of all offenses
in Denmark. Fines were levied in 83% of crimes in Sweden in 1976. Two
out of three offenses in Holland result in fines. Australia, Japan, Fin-
land, New Zealand and West Germany make extensive use of Ffines. Closer
to home, the Canadian penal code authorizes the substitution of a fine
for imprisonment for all offenses with the exception of those carrying a

penalty of more than five years in prison.

The pre-eminence of the fine in the penal system of so many nations ap-
pears to be the product of explicit policy decisions. Fines are clearly
punitive. They can be tailored to the severity of the of the offense.
They can be designed in a socially equitable fashion. The collateral
consequences of a fine are wusually less than incarceration, and they
limit the state's intrusion into private lives while preserving its right

to control certain behavior.

Many offenders' limited ability to pay has decreased the utility of fines
in the United States and raised social justice issues as well. Fines tend
to impose disproportionate burdens on people of different income levels
when they are set by law, as they generally are in this country. This
approach tends to disqualify low income persons from consideration,
boosting by default their candidacy for jail. For the upper middle class,
fines can be seen as an occasional "tax" for criminal behavior. A partic-
ular fine may be beyond the means of one offender but merely an inconven-
ience for another. A similar fine for a brain surgeon and a waitress, for
example, does not dispense a comparable amount of punishment for a given

crime.
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This problem has received more formal attention in other countries, not-
ably in the form of the "day fine." The concept appears to have begun in
Finland in 1921. The term "day fine" derives from the procedure wherein
an offender's income is calculated as a per diem amount which is then
multiplied by a factor representing the gravity of the offense. The re-
sult is a varied scale which accurately adjusts fiscal penalties to both
crime severity and the offender's ability to pay. As a result, day fines
can have a similar impact on persons of different means. To Europeans,
this makes them more palatable and more useful for a broader range of

criminal behavior.

Noncompliance is a major issue in the use of fines. Traditionally, in
this country incarceration has been used to enforce payment. The U.S.
Supreme Court, however, has ruled that an alternate resolution must be
sought prior to jail. Imprisonment is available as an option in other
countries as well but is seldom used. Compliance issues should be mini-
mized where the fine is adjusted to the offender's resources in the first
place, as in the "day fine" system. In addition, a management structure
to deal with missed payments may help -- that is, some degree of noncom-
pliance should be expected, and the system should be prepared to respond
quickly and appropriately to it. In some cases, it may be advantageous
to convert fines to community service when it is apparent that offenders
are not simply obdurate but lack the ability to pay, as is done in Sas-

katchewan's Fine Option Program,

It may be that American offenders are less financially responsible than
their counterparts overseas. It is possible, however, that financial
penalties have not received optimal use. But fines in this country have
not generally been designed to maximize the capabilities of this old

punishment.

Partial Confinement

Supervised community residence, or "halfway houses" as mast forms are
known today, is likewise not a new program. The almshouse or jail was
often a cottage industry of sorts in colonial America, and public payment

to families to house the poor, the infirm and, even, the criminal ante-~
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dates the prison. In more recent times the halfway house has emerged as
a method of easing the transition from total confinement to community
life.  Such programs are operated by both government and private agencies
under a variety of philosophies. Some provide only bed and board while
placing full responsibility on residents for obtaining a job and maintain-
ing lawful behavior. Others provide a rich mix of treatment opportuni-

ties, and some brand themselves, as a whole cloth, "therapeutic communi-
ties."

Most such programs have been of the "halfway out" variety, providing of-
fenders with a form of phased release into the community. Increasingly,
however, "halfway in" residences have been developed to provide placements
for persons who require more control or supervision than probation affords
but who do not require prison. Partial confinement in a community setting
-~ which in some cases is a section of a county or city jail -- may there-
fore be the last phase of a term of incarceration or a complete sanction
in its own right.

Placements of either type have increased markedly over the past 20 years.
In 1971 the U.S. Bureau of Prisons released 19% of its inmates through
community facilities, generally operated by purchase of service contracts.
In 1978 it discharged 46% through these programs. The states made in-
creasing use of work release, education release, pre~release, conditional
release and similar Programs in the 1970s. Some 400 public and private
adult residential aftercare facilities were identified in a 1978 survey,
and recent projections suggest they now serve 30,000 to 40,000 offenders
each year (Hylton, 1982). Evaluations of these programs have generally
found that they are effective: that is, they lower the cost of correction
without appreciably increasing the risk to the public. Research in some
areas has suggested that community-based reintegration programs of this
type have had a positive effect on post-prison behavior (recidivism).

In the 1980s, correctional administrators are often wary of recidivism
data. Community corrections facilities have also been plagued by lack of
funds, questionable management practices, and concerns about their foster-
ing net-widening instead of serving as alternatives. There are, however,
a plethora of justifications for community residential facilities.

-31-

© At a— A TR A S RS -




-- They are more humane than incarceration.

-- They are less disruptive of positive social ties (family and jobs)
which some offenders have.

-- They are more compatible with other collateral sanctions, such as

fines, community service and restitution.

-~ They are often less costly than imprisonment, especially when offend-

ers' contributions to room and board, family support and taxes are
considered.

-- They fill a gap in the continuum of social control, providing more

supervision than probation but less than prison or jail.

-~ They substantially restrict the freedom of offenders and are there-

fore generally seen by residents and the community as punishment.

-- They can be designed with varying levels of security and treatment
modalities to accommodate many types of offenders.

-- They can be publicly or privately operated.

-- They can readily conform to community standards and are more flexibly
operated than institutions.

The development of these programs in the 1960s and early 1970s was based
primarily on humanitarian ideals and high treatment expectations. Cost
was wusually an ancillary factor. Recently, community placements have
been accelerated by severe prison and jail overcrowding and the rapid
growth of crime control budgets. Michigan, for example, was the first
state to legislate an emergency powers act to control prison populations.
The same pressures led to the development of a network of halfway houses
for persons approaching parole. In 1978 the Michigan Legislature also
allocated $1.2 million for a series of halfway houses for young, felony
probationers who might be sent to prisons. The Michigan Department of
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Corrections formed a Community Alternatives to Prison Program (CAP) to
administer these funds by telling local communities about the availability
of money and to provide technical assistance in program planning and im-
plementation. Thirteen such programs were operational in 1980, and more
are planned.

The existence of a community corrections network and an emergency powers
act together may suggest that community programs will not prevent prison
overcrowding. But it may be that the Michigan early release legislation
might have been triggered many more times than it has been were the

residential network not in place.

While community residential Ffacilities have historically been used pri-
marily to provide a transition from total confinement, they have real
potential as substitutes for incarceration. This will require a dedi-
cated maragement structure, clear program identity and theory, trained
staff, appropriate classification/referral mechanisms and routine evalu-
ation -- in short, those things which miiitate towards success for any
correctional program. Funds, of course, are required. With these attri-
butes, there is every indication that community residential programs can
adequately accommodate a wider range of felony offenders.

Multimocal Programs

A substantial number of new programs defy categorization in conventional
terms, because they combine several distinct concepts. Alabama's Super-
vised Intensive Release (SIR) program, for example, is an early parole
release model begun in 1983. It allows the placement of select inmates,
after at least 90 days confinement, in their homes under intensive super-
vision which focuses on surveillance, job placement and maintenance.
Restitution and/or community service (a minimum of eight hours per week)
are required, and offenders must pay a supervision fee as well. By law,
victims must receive written rctice one week prior to release and pros-
ecutors get two weeks notice. Five supervisory contacts per week are
required, including job site visits. A home curfew is strictly enforced.

The placement is considered an extension of confinement. Alabama

classifies it as nonresidential work release. But clearly, it contains
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the elements of many others programs as well.

Oklahoma created a Specialized Offender Accountability Program in 1983.
It requires that nonviolent offenders placed on early parole have a per-
sonal plan which includes intensive supervision, restitution, community
service, employment, urinalysis and a curfew. Special conditions may be
established pursuant to a professionally conducted mediation session with
the victim, allowing the latter to play a key role in the determination
of sanctions for the offender. Young (age 18-22) candidates undergoing
screening for the program are placed in the Regimented Inmate Discipline
Programs (RID) at the state reception center prior to release. They are
subject to stringent rules and requirements such as the following:
physical conditioning, rigid dress code, rigid grooming/hygiene standards,
limited personal property, structured leisure activities, controlled move-
ment, strict cleanliness standards, early lockdown, and minimal idleness.
These inmates may also be compelled to participate in substance abuse
education, Alccholics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonymous, adult education
programs, and various life skills training classes.

Perhaps the best example of a multimodal program is provided by Florida.
The Community Contract Program begun there in 1983 combines intensive
supervision, by special "community control officers," who handle only those
cases, with community service, restitution, fine payment, mandatory par-
ticipation in self-improvement programs and payment of a supervisory fee.,
Community control officers operate in teams to ensure daily contact,
including evenings and on weekends. With the exception of presence at
specified activities, the program constitutes virtual house arrest. The
target group is non-forcible felony offenders who would otherwise be im-
prisoned. Probation and parole violators are also screened for partic-
ipation in lieu of committal to prison. Offenders in the program may be
required to: submit to and pay for urinalysis, breathalyzer or blood
specimen tests whenever so ordered; maintain an hourly accounting of all
activities on a daily log; and file a monthly report. These restrictions
are meant to substitute for the loss of freedom inherent in incarceration.

These programs are emblematic of the genre. Others, while primarily of

one type or another, also combine several treatment modes to a lesser
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degree. This appears to be a trend. Correctional programs seem increas-
ingly likely to apply at once several techniques or procedures. As a
group, they tend to emphasize offenders’ responsibility for their own
behavior, to present an overtly punitive profile but to combine aspects

of both punitive and therapeutic programming.

Perhaps this is a response to the lack of consensus over how to respond to
criminal offenders. No dominant theory on the treatment of criminals has
emerged to fill the current vacuum. Also, many of these programs are the
results of initiatives to reliesve prison overcrowding. Such programs are
likely to contain people who were, or would have otherwise been, incar-
cerated. Extensive programming may be an attempt to approximate the
levels of control and supervision provided by incarceration. It may also
represent an adaption to society's generally punitive contemporary mood.
Throughout these programs' design, one senses a determination to make sure
that offenders and the public recognize that these programs, though not
imprisonment, do constitute punishment,

D. Community Corrections Legislation

This statutory genre can be traced to California's Probation Subsidy Act
of 1965, which provided funds to counties as an incentive to reduce com-
mitments to state institutions. Past commitment patterns were used to
develop quotas, with annual adjustments for population changes. To be
eligible for subsidy funds, counties were required to commit fewer than
the stipulated number of offenders. The total subsidy was $4,000 times
the number under the quota. Probation Subsidy resulted in annual reduc-
tions of 3,000 to 5,500 commitments per year to California prisons from
1967 through 1976. At its peak in the early 1970s, it provided $22 mil-
lion yearly to 74% of California's 58 counties.

Washington enacted a similar program, the Probation Subsidy Program, in
1973.  While the law provides for the state to share in the cost of local
correctional programs and requires the state to develop rules and pro-
cedures for disbursement, in fact the law was part of a pilot project
to dispense federal funds provided by the federal Law Enforcement Assis-

tance Administration (LEAA). Only five counties received the funds,
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which ended with the demise of LEAA (Patton, 1975). Only one of the
projects, a pretrial diversion program in Snohomish County, continues
today with state funds. The Sentencing Reform Act renders this law in-
applicable to felonies committed on or after July 1, 1984,

Since 1970, at least eleven states —- Colorada, Georgia, Indiana, Iowa,

Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Ohio, Oregon, Utah and Virginia -- have en-
acted similar legislation.

Like alternatives to incarceration, the concept of community corrections
legislation lacks precise meaning. State community corrections acts have
diverse goals and objectives. There does seem to be at least one common
thread in all of them: a mechanism to transfer state funds to local gov-
ernment to encourage development of local correctional services. The
means to accomplish this varies considerably among the states as does the
degree of success. Oregon and Kansas use a dual system. State funds pro-
vide an incentive, but those subsidies can be reduced (through charge-
backs) if counties commit more than a stipulated number of of fenders.
Other states, such as Minnesota and Utah, have attempted to directly
affect sentencing practices by the establishment of sentencing grids.
Other states, 1like Colorado and Iowa, have depended more on the legisla-
tive establishment of sentencing alternatives in addition to probation and

prison to encourage different sentencing practices.

The American Correctional Association (1982) has defined community correc-
tions legislation as '"a statewide mechanism through which funds are
granted to local units of government to plan, develop, and deliver correc-

tional sanctions and services at the local level." Such legislation, it
declares, usually has eight key elements,

1. A clearly defined target group of prison-bound offenders.
2. A subsidy to a local unit of government.
3. A performance factor or enforcement mechanism.

4. Local involvement in planning.
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5. An annual comprehensive plan.

o

A formula for calculating subsidy amounts.

7. Voluntary participation on the part of localities.

8. Restrictions on use of subsidy funds.

This format is helpful but not definitive. Because they have different
objectives, these statutes are difficult to compare. Some mandate a high
degree of local planning, while others do not. Some, like Minnesota,
distinctly encourage the development of innovative, community-based
rehabilitative programming, while others tend only to enhance probation.
Some delegate considerable authority, yet in others complete control over
correctional decisions remains with the state. Many have diverted very

few offenders from prison.

Analysis is complicated by the lack of agreement about what community cor-
rections is. Denhardt (1980), in an evaluation of community corrections
in Kansas, defined community corrections as an approach to bhandling of-
fenders that has the following four elements: decentralization of author-
ity from the state to local levels; citizen participation in program plan-
ning and policy making; deinstitutionalization of offenders; and an empha-
sis upon rehabilitation through community programs. Lauen (1982) used
this definition to examine states' implementation of the community correc-
tions act concept. He found considerable variation among the states on
all four of these variables. While Lauen's analysis is not complete -- he
does not examine all relevant states -- it is helpful in assessing what
structural aspects of legislation are associated with what outcomes. The
diversity of these impacts carries a major implication: that, to be suc-
cessful, community corrections legislation should not be too diffuse.
Laws that intended population reduction, for example, but concentrated on
planning and local involvement have had marginal impact on the original
problem. The lesson is that community corrections legislation cannot be
all things to all people. The aims of effective law must be explicitly
tied to clear policy objectives.
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Further information on community corrections legislation will come from a
multi-site evaluation now being conducted for the National Institute of
Justice.  This evaluation should be completed next year. As in the
earlier works, however, interpretation will probably be complicated by

the diversity of objectives, administrative mechanisms and implementation
processes.

E. Washington State Community Acceptance

As evident from the foregoing discussion, one type of alternative program
may be readily accepted in one state but be judged completely unsuitable
in another. To a lesser degree the same can be said about different
localities in a given state. The drafters of Senate Bill 4798 acknowl-
edged this fact. Section 7 requires the alternatives to incarceration
plan te reflect regional differences. Further, the department was in-
structed to consult with and receive input from affected agencies, organ-

izations, service providers, and individuals working at the regional
level.

To accomplish this mandate DOC asked special interest groups and individ-
uals in different geographical areas vhat they saw as the most desirable
alternatives to incarceration. Most groups and individuals were reached
through the Community Consultation effort, which is reported on in the
Appendix. In addition, staff presentations were made to the Washington
Jailers Association, the Washington Association of Sheriff and Police
Chiefs Association, and the Washington Association of Counties. Informal
contacts were made with numerous interested individuals. In all cases,
peoples' opinions on alternatives to incarceration were solicited. Infor-
mal responses provided valuable contextual information for this study.
They also aided in the the development of the jail operations models and

the optional alternative to incarceration systems models presented in
Chapters VII and VIII,

As seen in Table 1 and discussed below, a number of program strategies
or program elements would be acceptable to different Washington communi-
ties. Most of them have the potential for encouraging the use of alter-

natives and/or enabling them to run smoothly. Many of them require
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Table 1

PROGRAMS RECOMMENDED BY THE
COMMUNITY CONSULTANTS -~ RELATIONSHIP TO
THE SENTENCING REFORM ACT SANCTIONS

Sancticn 1st time non- Repeat non- Exceptional
violent offenders violent offenders Sent. Offender

Total Confinement
Jail X X X

Partial Confin#ment X X X
. Residential Community

Service Work X X X
Indentured Work 0 0 0
Community Supervision X X X
. Treatment X 0 X
Education/Training X 0 X
. Restitution X X X
House Arrest X 0 X
Community Service Work X X X
Fines X X X

Not addressed in the Sentencing Reform Act: prevention, public education
and joint state/local ventures.

X

Provided for without legislative change; may need resources.

0

[}

Requires legislative change; may need resources.

some minor modifications of the Sentencing Reform Act or other exist-

ing laws which may inhibit if not prevent their use. Some of the programs
have fiscal impact, but in the main the fiscal impact is relatively low or
represents the potential of cost savings or at least cost avoidance. When
people were asked about desirable alternatives to incarceration, no con-
straints were placed on them. Therefore, it is not surprising that com-

munity opinion is not exactly complementary with SRA provisions,

Identifying Alternatives As Sanctions Of Choice

Many of the community consultants felt that in the course of refinement
and amendment of the Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 (SRA), the strength
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with which the use of alternatives is stressed as the sanction of choice
has decreased. To encourage the use of alternatives, they proposed that
the prosecutor's office, the defense counsel and DOC jointly recommend to
the court the use of alternatives to total incarceration, in either the

jail or prison, for all convicted offenders with sentences of two years
or less.

Nonsecure Total And Partial Confinement Facilities

A number of community consultants proposed the use of nonsecure facili-
ties. These facilities would be residential facilities for offenders who
do not represent a threat to the community. While lodged in these facili-
ties, offenders may receive counselling, training, and participate in
community service work programs. The high cost of secure construction
and a custody staff would be avoided.

These facilities would provide a feasible alternative for offenders
who are too young or too poor to have sufficient resources or community
support to meet the requirements of regular community supervision, com-

munity service work, fines and/or restitution.

Include Substance Abuse Treatment As A Crime-Related Prohibition

The apparent de-emphasis of treatment concerned many of the community
consultants.  Currently the SRA, except in the case of the first-time,
nonviolent offender, precludes requiring subsfance abuse treatment as a
component of a sanction. By legislatively expanding the eligible popu-
lation, a number of the existing substance abuse treatment programs could

continue to play a significant role as alternatives to incarceration.

Noncompliance Commissioners

Under the current language of the SRA, individuals who violate the con-
ditions of their court ordered sanctions are subject to return to the
committing court for the imposition of up to 60 days of total confine-
ment for each violation. The opinion was expressed that in some juris-

dictions the wuse of the superior courts for this function will severely
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clog an already overcrowded court system. It was suggested that consid-
eration might be given to modifying existing law to permit district courts
to appoint commissioners to hear these noncompliance cases. These commis-
sioners would have the authority to impose up to 60 days of total confine-
ment. The commissioners' decisions would be subject to review by the
superior court. By making the language permissive, local jurisdictions

could appoint commissioners if their court docket load warranted.

Day Fines

In many places throughout the state fines are rarely used as a sanction
and more rarely used as a single freestanding sanction. Typically,
they are only applied to those who can afford the fines or in com-
bination with other sanctions. Judges have expressed their concern about
the equitable wuse of fines and the limited ability of many offenders to
pay a specific dollar amount. For example, a $1,000 fine to a poor person
is a more harsh sentence than a $1,000 fine to a wealthy person. The
European courts have resolved this dilemma by assessing fines relative to
the income of the individual and requiring payment equivalent to a given
number of days wages for similar crimes. Several community consultants

suggested that a similar approach might be usable in Washington.

Double Shifting Of Partial Confinement

Partial confinement wusually involves a person living at a partial con-
finement facility and working in the community for eight hours or more
a day. The definition of partial confinement in the SRA does not man-
date that the individual spend the night at the partial confinement
facility. Many of the community consultants felt that significant in-
creases in the capacity of the existing partial confinement facilities
could be realized if part of the population were confined in the facility
at night and worked in the community during the day, and another part were
confined in the facility during the day. During their stay, the latter
individuals might receive education or training or be assigned to work
programs. They would spend their evenings and nights in the community.

s
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Expand The Offender Based Tracking System To The Misdemeanor System

This expansion of the Offender Based Tracking System (OBTS) to misdemean-
ants would not only provide research and management information to the
county, but would establish a continual record for individuals who may
eventually be involved in the felony system. The expansion of this
system was supported by community consultants because it would increase
the strengths of county correctional systems, while enabling them to avoid

the high development costs of a.management information system.

Joint Misdemeanor And Felony Programming

In many communities of the state the volume of convicted felony or mis-
demeanor offenders does not Justify the development of a full range
of alternative programs. It was suggested that if s mechanism were devel-
oped to allow state and local governments to develop joint and/or recipro-
cal programs on the basis of g negotiated cost sharing formula, the
potential scope of the alternatives system could be greatly expanded.

Cost Sharing

As anticipated, and reflected in the preceding discussion, there were
differences in values and Judgments on appropriate alternatives between
different regions and communities across the state. They were not over-
whelming. Persons in all communities agreed that funding for new programs
would be a problem. The community consultations reinforced the idea that
decisions about the numbers and types of alternative programs needed in a
given area can be made only after larger policy questions are resolved.
Questions like what mechanism will be used to distribute funds to local
units of gevernment to allow them to plan, develop and deliver correction-
al sanctions and services at the local level?

F. Unresolved Policy Issues

As the SRA goes into effect, and supportive program planning and develop-
ment begins, a number of unresolved policy issues are apparent. In the

course of the study, both from the literature and from the discussions
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with community groups, state and local government and special interest
groups, seven major policy areas were identified. Prior to the develop-
ment and implementation of an alternatives system, these policy issues

must be addressed by the legislature.

The Definition of A State Prisoner

SRA provisions for less than one year total incarceration of, or conver-
sion to alternative sentence for, certain felony offenders serve to muddy
the traditional distinctions between state and local offenders and attend-
ant responsibility, Traditionally, the misdemeanor offender was the
responsibility of local government and the felony offender was the _e-
sponsibility of state government. The SRA makes the State DOC respons-
ible for control of only some felony offenders with sentences less than
one year, and there is mixed responsibility for others. In addition, the
SRA raises the issue of the 60-day sanction for the noncompliant offender.
Should the individual who is serving up to 60 days total confinement for
noncompliance of an alternative sentence fall under the responsibility of
the state or the county, as current law provides. Problems related to the
unclear definition of a state prisoner are discussed further in Chapters
VI and VII,

Liability Issues

Three distinct types of liability issues have emerged. The first revolves
around the liability of a participating local government or nonprofit
agency in the implementation of r.amunity service work sanctions. The
second issue arises around the responsibility and vulnerability of a
participating agency, whether state, local or nonprofit, as regards
any tortious action of the offender. The third relates to the general
liability issues arising out of a recent supreme court decision in the
Petersen v. State case. These liability issues are discussed in greater

length in Chapter VI.

Fiscal Issues

The SRA raises a number of fiscal issues. While an alternative system
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may yield long term savings, much of these savings are related to capital
construction cost savings and other long term cost avoidances. In the
shorter range an alternative system will incur greater costs. An unre-
solved issue is where should these new costs lie -- with the state or
with the communities? Some individuals and groups have arqued that
the SRA raises a number of issues related tq Initiative 62. Others have
raised the issue of fiscal resource. Counties with their property taxa-
tion caps have little flexibility in generating revenues. Similarly,
the state with its constitutional commitments to K-12 education, ete.,
has limited resources. Alternative systems will cost money and this money
will come from the taxpayers in the State of Washington. The possible

distribution of responsibilities for funding alternatives is discussed
further in Chapter VIII.

Administrative Feasibility

The literature, national experience, and the Washington State experience
demonstrate that an alternative system must be based on cooperative
state and local government activities. The appropriate balance between
state and local government in the areas of authority, responsibility and
costs is not clear. A system which places the authority in one area byt
the responsibility in another is inherently unworkable. Similarly so, a
system which places authority or responsibility in one area but the cost
responsibility in another will lead to dissent and eventual collapse. The
issue then is how to strike a proper balance between these three areas.
Three possible approaches to this dilemma are discussed in Chapter VIII,
but the solution lies with the legislature.

Alternatives to What?

As pointed out in the preceeding discussion, the term alternative is an
inexact term. Under the SRA, jails may be seen as an alternative to pris-
ons.  However, in Senate Bill 4798, alternatives are seen as alternatives
to total confinement, inclusive of both prisons and Jjails. Other programs
which are termed alternatives such as Treatment Alternatives to Street
Crime (TASC) are seen as alternatives to penetration into the criminal

Justice system. A detailed description of the scope and nature of an
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enhanced alternative system in Washington awaits the public palicy deci-

sion as to what an alternative program is an alternative to.

Public Perception Of A Sanction

The public perception of the nature of a criminal sanction directly ef-
fects its use and the public's satisfaction with the implementation of the
sanction. If alternative sanctions are to be satisfactory to the public,
they must be responsive to public perception. The SRA mixes treat-
ment sanctions (first-time offenders and sex offenders) with just-desert
sanctiaons. The sentencing guidelines are predicated upon total confine-
ment with alternatives being conversions, yet the central thrust of the
reform act is towards the limited use or rationing of total confinement.
Should alternatives be exhausted before total confinement becomes the
sanction of choice? The community consultations suggested a public expec-
tation of a guided behavioral change of offenders. It may be that the

people of Washington have not given up on rehabilitation.

Multiple Decision-Makers In The Use Of Alternatives

Although the SRA allows for the extensive use of alternatives to incar-
ceration, there is concern that a myriad of factors may be at work to
inhibit their use. A commonly expressed concern is the existence of
multiple decision-makers, which results in unclear and often conflicting
approaches to sentencing and/or managing offenders. The following pre-
sentation will briefly discuss the roles and biases of the principal

decision-makers.
1. The Courts

The superior courts in the state of Washington determine the number
and nature of the sanctions that will be used. In making their
decisions they are guided by the sentencing guidelines. Factors that
may influence the courts in deciding on the use of alternatives in-
clude: the law; an individual Judge's desire to be responsive to
perceived public wishes; justice for both the offender and society;
the fiscal and social costs involved; and an individual Jjudge's philo-

sophical position.
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Public Prosecutor

The prosecutor's office is second only to the courts in effecting
the use of alternatives. The broad powers of the prosecutor in
Plea and charge selection do much to control the eligibility of
an offender for an alternative placement. Prosecutor's in their
decision—making are influenced by the following factors: the law;
public wishes and pressure; the financial impacts of their decisions;

and an individual prosecutor's philosophical position.

The Sentencing Guidelines Commission

The Sentencing Guidelines Commission serves as the principal re-
search arm for the legislature in articulating the array of sanctions
available to the courts, The Commission, while having no direct
power, is in a position to exercise considerable influence upon
the legislature in developing the array of sanctions. By law, the
Commission is guided by three factors: the law; the availability
of public resources; and its multi-representative, thereby philo-
sophically diverse, structure.

Local Government

A successful system of alternatives is dependent upon the support
of the communities in which the alternatives are implemented. By
nature, an alternative system, contrary tg a total incarceration
system, cannot function without the cooperative support of the com-
munity and local government, In considering alternatives, 1local
government may be guided by at least the following factors: the
values and wishes of the local citizens; available, often limited,

public funds; and the community philosophy,

The Department Of Corrections

DOC, as part of the administrative branch of government, has re-
sponsibility for implementing the decisions of the legislature and

the courts. It has little autonomous authority in making decisions
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about the placement of an individual in an alternative. Its dis-
cretion is primarily limited to the placement of an individual in
partial confinement after a pericd of total confinement. Within
its limited mandate, DOC is influenced by the following factors:
the law; the perception of public wishes; the wishes of local govern-
ment; available, often limited, public funds; and administrative

philosophy and experience in managing offenders.

Decision-makers have distinct limits on the degrees of discretion they

may exercise and thereby constraints on their ability to expand or con-

tract a system of alternatives. In addition, there are three significant

leverage points that must be recognized in any effort to enhance the

alternatives system.

The legislature has the exclusive authority for developing and
modifying laws and articulating public policy. The size, scope and

nature of alternative programs is the prerogative of the legislature.

Local government represents the site/location of the alternative

programs. In addition, it is the political partner of the legislature.

Therefore, it is in a position to greatly influence the implementation
and size of an alternatives system. Without the cooperation and sup-

port of local government, a system of alternatives cannot exist.

The public must endorse the practice or intent of an alternative
system. Frequently the public is not well educated in the reasons,
rationale and costs of an alternatives system. The public may tend
to deny the more abstract alternative sanction system in favor of
the more concrete total incarceration system. Certainly, no alter-
natives system can survive and flourish without public education and

public support.
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CHAPTER III

EXISTING PROGRAMS IN WASHINGTON

Studies done in late 1983 suggest that there is a gap between the po-
tential for alternatives to incarceration and present reality (Sentenc-
ing Guidelines Commission, 1983; Senate Committees on Institutions and
Ways and Means, 1983). Establishing a comprehensive system without
a sufficient understanding of existing conditions would be ill advised.
More information was obviously needed to provide the guidance required to
improve and/or expand the existing system of alternatives to total con-

finement. This is reflected in Section 5 (2) of Senate Bill 4798 which
calls for:

An identification and evaluation of current state and local al-
ternatives to total confinement, including, but not limited to,
probation type services and court-ordered community service pro-
grams authorized under RCW 72.01.100(5).

To help accomplish this mandate, the Department of Corrections (DOC) con-
ducted a telephone survey of programs that serve as alternatives to incar-
ceration as defined in Senate Bill 4798. The development, administration
and results of this survey are described below.

A. Survey Methodology

Research Papulation

The research universe was defined as all programs in the state of Wash-

ington that could serve as alternatives to incarceration.

In order to identify potential programs, staff of DOC Division of Com-
munity Services, members of the Washington State Prosecutors Association,
the Washington Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs, and the Washing-
ton Association of Judges were asked to identify any such programs. Let-
ters containing both a description of the legislative mandate and an
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"Alternatives to Incarceration Study -- Agency Identification" form were
sent to over 500 individuals and organizations. The letter asked respon-
dents to provide the following information on potential programs: 1)
program name, address and telephone number of Program contact person; 2)
Program administration; 3) estimated number of clients served per year;

4) geographical area served; 5) types of clients served; and 6) types of
services provided.

While many of the completed agency identification forms contained only
a fragment of the requested information, it was possible to
a list of over 300 potential programs.

generate

Since the department wished to exclude programs that could not serve as
alternatives to incarceration as defined in Senate Bill 4798, and since
programs were identified by persons not entirely familiar with the term,

it was necessary to screen the list rigorously. Programs were eliminated
using the following criteria:

1. i ativel: o i i
Any program answerin negatively +to the question, "Do you consider

your program an alternative to total confinement?"
2. Any program involved only in pre-trial diversion,
3. Any program serving only misdemeanants or juveniles.

This elimination process took place during the data collection period

and resulted in a final research population of 118 programs (in some
cases a single agency provided more than one program). A list of the
Survey agencies is contained as Appendix D.

Questionnaire

The phone survey questionnaire was designed to provide data on four

conceptual areas. These were: 1) the major service focus of the various

alternative programs, 2) the number and type of offendsprs served, 3)

the programs!’ organizational structures, and 4) funding sources. Ques-

tions used to measure these areas were selected and developed on the
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basis of consultations with individuals involved in drafting the legis-

lation and previous research.

Questions about the maximum daily capacity and average daily population
of felons and misdemeanants were used to measure the concept of number
of types of offenders served. This concept was also measured by ques-
tions about whether programs provided treatment for substance abusing
offenders, individual or group counselling, or job training and referral.
The concept of major service focus was measured by asking if the program
was a community service work program or if it was a residential or nonres-
idential program. Questions about staffing and advisory board involvement
were used to measure organizational structure. Finally, questions about

the source of funds were used to provide information on funding sources.

While a pretest is mandatory for a new instrument, similar versions of the
present survey have been used and found tao be adequate (Wayson and Funke
1984;.

After the final survey questions were developed, they weve converted
into a pre-coded format so that the data could be key punched directly
from the srrveys themselves. In order to do this, each question had
to be divided into small, specific sections. Item responses were de-
signed to be mutually exclusive. The resulting survey consisted of
120 items. Of these, six were open-ended and not amenable to key punch-
ing. These items were left in their original state in order to obtain

anecdotal data. A copy of survey questions is contained as Appendix E.

Reliabilitx

Every effort was made to build reliability into both the questionnaire
and the data collection procedure by reducing potential sources of random

measurement error.

Reliability was built into the questionnaire in two important ways.,
First, survey items were designed to elimirate guessing. One way in
which this was achieved was to force respondents to respond to certain
questions in ranges instead of exact numbers. While allowing respondents
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to respond with exact numbers provides more precise data, it can produce
guessing and recall problems for certain types of questions. For example,
responses to questions on the number of staff were presented in ranges

in order to prevent guessing by subjects from large programs or those
with a high staff turnover.

Second, terms such as 'work release" and "community supervision", were
defined concisely in g glossary.  Whenever respondents had questions
about such terms, interviewers Provided them with the glossary definition.

This was done in order to standardize the data.

Staff not only attempted to build reliability into the questionnaire
itself, an additional endeavor was wused to build reliability into the
data collection process. The six selected interviewers attended a three
hour training session.  Training was designed to promote interviewer
Consistency, a Popular technique used to enhance reliability. The train-
ing consisted of the following activities, First, the glossary described
above was provided to each interviewer. Second, interviewers were told
to read interview items verbatim. Next, all were advised to use a friend-

ly voice tone in order to avoid interviewer effects that could
from differences in tone of voice.

result
This was also intended to encourage
participation. Fourth, practice interviews were done. Next, interviewers
were told not to suggest answers. If subjects had difficulty remembering
an answer, interviewers read item responses as a memory probe. Sixth
considerable attention was spent clarifying the difference between miss-
ing, don't know and not applicable Teésponses.  Finally, interviewers

were told to record Iesponses to open-ended items verbatim, in order
to obtain the most accurate responses possible.

Validity

Validity was enhanced in two ways. First, all survey items were scruti-
nized for face validity by qualified research staff, Second, all inter-
viewers were instructed to interview the project director whenever pos-
sible.  This was done in order to reduce potential bias from respondents'’
organizational positions. For example, it might be possible that certain

staff positions might consistently over op under-report on variables
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such as funding.

Data Collection Procedure

The data collection procedure consisted of two parts. F%rst, the depar?—
ment mailed copies of the survey to directors of poten%lal programs a;z
May. This was done in order to acquaint respondents with the survey ’

to allow them the opportunity to formulate answers to some of the surZ y
items. The second part of the data collection procedure was the tele-

phone interview, which took place between June 1 and July 13, 1984,

Each telephone interview began with an attempt to contact the priiei:
director. While this wusually required multiple phone calls, the effo
was ultimately successful for the majority of surveys. | ?nce the app;?;
priate person was reached, the interviewer then VE?lfled th: prog:ief
name, address, and telephone number. Next, the interviewer read a -
of the mandate, in order to orient the respondent to the

description

i i iled to meet the
survey topics. Following this, any program that fai

. . de-
research population inclusion criteria was excluded in the manner de
scribed above. At this point, the interviewer began asking the survey

questions.

While most surveys were between 20 to 40 minutes long, a few were longer.

Data Adequacy

While every effort was made to obtain a reliable, valid, and comprehen-

i i i ams, the
sive data set on existing alternative to incarceration programs,

following caveats are relevant.

. . ¢

First, information contained in this report represents the situation a
) . )

the time of data collection only. This is important because the correc

tions field is currently in a state of flux. It is possible that the

i t
situation could change greatly as a result of the Sentencing Reform Ac
(SRA). Therefore, these data could become outdated quickly.

Second, this study does not include data on every alternative program
econd,

~53.




in Washington State. This means that the extent to which the data shown
here are representative of all programs in this state is unknown. Some

very promising programs may not have been included.

Third, it is impossible to rule out all bias associated with a respon-
dent's position in the organization. While the interviewers tried to
interview the project directors, this was not always possible. For
example, sometimes directors were out of town for extended periods or
simply wunable or unwilling to accept the phone call. In such cases,
other persons familiar with the alternative service were sought. Not only
was it not always possible to reach the directors, but some directors were

new and relatively unfamiliar with the program. '"Don't know" responses in
the data reflect this.

Fourth, while survey questions were scrutinized rigorously during the
survey development, some unanticipated ambiquities in the questions
emerged during the data collection. For example, it was assumed that
"referral” is an unambiguous term. However, the interviewers learned
that while some respondents defined 'referral" as any name given to
the program by any criminal justice agency, others defined it as of-
fenders either admitted to the program or on its waiting list. Use
of the second definition would result in a smaller number, since it
is more restrictive. This ambiguity and others will be discussed more
thoroughly as they become relevant to the data analysis.

A factor peculiar to the programs' organizational structures has also
influenced the data to some extent. This factor is that many programs
have multiple functions and do not serve only as alternatives to incar-
ceration.  Sometimes the alternative portion of a program is added on
after the program has been in existence for a long period. This means
that some of the data of interest to this study reflect the conglomer -
ate of program activities instead of that section functioning as an
alternative. This may tend to inflate some of the data items. This pro-
blem became apparent especially in the budgst and capacity data. While
interviewers were aware of it and tried to obtain only the relevant data,
this was not always possible.
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While the flaws in the data are real and should not be ignored, they
do not negate the utility of the data to a critical degree. As the
first endeavor to collect comprehensive data of this kind in Washington,
the present study provides a substantial amount of unique and useful
information about alternatives to incarceration in Washington State.

B. Results: Overview of Regional Distribution and Funding Sources

Because of the diversity among the 118 alternative programs, most of
the data analysis was done using subsets of the surveyed programs. However
two issues of concern required analysis of the entire population of
programs. These issues are regional distribution of programs and an

overview of funding sources.

Regional Distribution

Table 1 and Map 1 show the distribution of alternative progréms and felony
convictions by DOC region.* In general, the data show that each region
contained alternative programs and made contr«butions to felony convic-
tions. However, the relationship between the number of programs and
percentage of felony convictions was far from even. For example, al-
though Region IV had 20% of the programs and accounted for 32% of the
felony convictions, Regions I and II had nearly as many programs (21%
and 19%, respectively) but far fewer convictions (10% and 12%, respec-
tively). On the other hand, Region V had 11% of the programs but 19%
of the convictions. In other words, program distribution does not neces-
sarily coincide with conviction experience.

Funding

Each program surveyed was asked for its source of funds: state gov-

¥ For research purposes, DOC had divided Washington State into six
geographical regions representing a reasonable balance of popula-
tion and resources. Conviction data are only approximate, based
on reports supplied to the Administrator for the Courts.
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Table 1

ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS BY
DOC REGION OF FACILITY LOCATION

Region Frequency Percent Percent
Of Convictions

1983
I 25 21.2 10
II 23 19.5 12
III 13 11.0 9
IV 24 20.3 32
v 13 11.0 19
VI 18 15.3 18

Out Of State 2 1.7

118 100 100

ernment, local government, federal government, foundations, United Way,

client fees, other sources and in-kind contributions. They were also
asked to provide a total budgst figure for Fiscal Year 1983. As seen
in Table 2, state government and client fees were the most common sources
of funds for the Programs surveyed, while the least common funding
Sources are foundations and United Way, It is obvious that multiple

sources of funding is the rule for alternative to incarceration programs,

Table 2
PROGRAM SQURCE OF FUNDS

Source No. Of Programs Receiving
Funds From That Source
State Government 71
Local Government 49
Federal Government 36
Foundations 22
United Way 27
Client Fees 72
Other 43

C. Results: Breakdown By Program Category

The following section of this report focuses on a breakdown of the data

by program category. Such an approach allows the examination of patterns
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MAP |

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCENT OF PROGRAMS AND PERCENT OF CONVICTIONS*
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in the data that are obscured when they are analyzed as a single group.

There are seven program categories. Four of the seven are largely sanc-
tion-oriented in nature. These are state work release, local work re-
lease, community service work, and Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime
(TASC).* The remaining three programs are basically rehabilitative.
These are inpatient substance abuse treatment, outpatient substance abuse
treatment, and job training programs. Following is a brief description

of the seven program categories.

All work release programs are partial confinement programs.** (Offenders
divide their time between a government operated or contracted facility
and working or going to school in the community. Such programs are gener-
ally sanction-oriented. Work release may be either a state or local
program.  While basically similar in structure, state and local work
release differ in two ways. First, they receive major funding and are
operated or contracted by the state and county, respectively. Second,
state work release facilities primarily house offenders released from
prison while local facilities house offenders who might otherwise be
in prison or jail. However, a given program may serve in both capacities
and may house both types of offenders.*¥* Eighteen state and 15 local

work release programs are represented in this survey.

¥ TASC programs were placed in the sanction-oriented category because
they are not involved directly with treatment. While they make
referrals to treatment, their major function is substance abuse
monitoring and client case management.

** Partial confinement, one of the sanctions in the Sentencing Reform
Act, is defined in Chapter I.

¥*¥ The DOC, as discussed at length in Chapter 1V, has a specific, well
defined role in providing work release. In many cases, the facilities
that provide state-contracted work release services also provide
local and federal services, therefore the information for state
work release gathered during the survey will not correspond directly
to the data presented in Chapter IV.
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Community service work programs serve offenders who must do compulsory
service, without compensation, performed for the benefit of the commun-
ity.* Offenders may be sentenced to a given number of hours of service
in lieu of a prison or jail sentence. Typically, the service is done in
nonprofit or tax-supported agencies, such as food banks or senior centers.
The service is not designed to be rehabilitative. There are 11 of these

programs in this report.

The final sanction-oriented category is Treatment Alternatives to Street
Crime (TASC). TASC is a community supervision program.** Designed for
substance abusers, these programs consist of three sections. First,
offenders are identified as substance abusers. Second, both the sub-
stance abuse problem and treatment needs are diagnosed. Third, individ-
uals are monitored for any substance use (usually through urinalysis).
Recruitment may be voluntary or through referrals. Violent offenders
are not served. While TASC programs may be used for pre-trial diversion,
the focus here 1is on TASC as a condition of probation (community super-
vision). With the SRA prohibition of deferred sentences, the future role
and scope of TASC programs is unclear. There are four TASC programs

represented in this study.

The remaining three program types are rehabilitative in nature. Under
the SRA, rehabilitative requirements are mainly reserved for first-time,
nonviolent offenders. Under the section of the law dealing with this type
of offender, the court may impose up to two years of community super-
vision, require the offender to engage in specific job training or employ-
ment, or to wunderge outpatient or inpatient treatment not to exceed the
standard range of confinement for that offense. At the time of the
survey, the offenders participating in substance abuse treatment or job

training programs often did so as a condition of probation or as part of

*  Community service work, one of the sanctions of the Sentencing Reform
Act, is defined in Chapter I.

**  Community supervision, cne of the sanctions in the Sentencing Reform
Act, is defined in Chapter I.
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a parole plan. Substance abuse treatment programs may operate on an in-
patient or outpatient basis. Regardless of whether the program is resi-
dential or not, treatment usually consists of individual and/or group
counselling, substance abuse education, and possibly participation in
Alcoholics Anonymous (AA) or Narcotics Anonymous (NA). Data are avail-
able on 32 inpatient and 37 outpatient programs.

Job training programs provide vocational training, referrals, and counsel-
ling for offenders. Again, at the time of the survey, offenders may
have received this kind of sentence as a probation condition. There are

six job training programs in the present study.

Survey data are presented in three major sections. These are: 1) cli-
ents served, 2) organizational structure, and 3) funding sources. Each
of these three sections is divided further into different facets of the
larger topic. In addition, differences between sanction- and rehabilita-
tion-oriented programs will be noted. The results are displayed in
Tables 3 through 20. The geographical distribution of surveyed programs
is shown in Map 2. The geographical distribution of surveyed programs,
as a function of service category, is presented in Table 21.

Clients Served: Capacity, Referrals and Length of Stay

Tables 3 through 6 present data on capacity, referrals, and length of
stay for felons and misdemeanants, respectively. The obvious conclusion
is that there is no doubt that all four measures revealed substantial
differences by program category, in both capacity and average daily pop-
ulation. The most interesting finding in Table 3 is the comparison be-
tween capacity and average daily population. It seems that most of the
program categories were operating below capacity, with the exception of
outpatient substance abuse programs.

While initial inspection of Table 3 suggests the existence of sex and
offender type differences, these conclusions are probably unwarranted
from this data. Conclusions on sex differences are probably invalid
because many programs operate on a first-come-first-served basis and do
not distinguish capacity by gender. This means that capacity for each
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sex depends partially on the pattern of offender admissions for these
programs. For example, if all beds are taken by females, the capacity
for males is zero. Capacity figures may not be summed across gender for
this reason. However, while some programs did have specific capacities
for males and females, the proportion of these programs is not known.
Conclusions on offender type differences are invalid because the numbers
of misdemeanants were artificially 1low. This is due to the exclusion

from the survey of programs serving only misdemeanants.

Table 3

CLIENTS SERVED: MAXIMUM
CAPACITY AND AVERAGE DAILY
POPULATION FOR PROGRAM CATEGORIES

Maximum Capacity* Average Dglly
Male Female Population
Felon Felon Felon Misdemeanant
State Work Release 806 116 630 g;
Local Work Release 670 80 478 Lo
Community Service Work 226 39 11 .
TASC 558 504 5490 Lo
Inpatient Substance Abuse 76? 175 Sgg s
Outpatient Substance Abuse 28B4 242 2 o
Job Training 1,277 86 232

* imum capacity figures reflect the sum of offenders who coglq
gEXlgg?vedp by gart?cular program types. State work release.capac1t1e§
are higher than the current 714 male and_98 _female,‘ and m1§deme§nin/
populations are included, because facility information on joint s aAil
local facilities is reflected in the state work release category.
figures are averages at the time the survey was conducted.

Comparison of capacity to referrals, shown in Table 4, suggests that

many more offenders were referred than were accepted. However, the
extent to which data on referrals were accurate is not known because
some respondents defined referrals as any name provided to the program
by any criminal justice system agency, while others defined it as any
offender accepted or on the waiting list. In addition, while there
were fewer referrals than persons in the average daily population for
TASC programs, this is due, at least partially, to both the newness

of these programs and the survey timeframe.
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Comparison of referrals between fiscal 1983 and 1984 demonstrates that
most of the program categories showed a projected increase. (Even the
exceptions, outpatient substance abuse treatment programs and TASC,

showed a projected increase for felons.)

Table 4

CLIENTS SERVED: REFERRALS BY PROGRAM CATEGORY

Fiscal 1983 Fiscal 1984*
Felon Misdemeanant Felon Misdemeanant
State Work Release 5,117 5,141 36
Local Work Release 3,149 688 3,489 1,456
Community Service Work 1,473 1,900 1,617 2,130
TASC 450 15 1,936 15
Inpatient Substance Abuse 2,272 1,504 2,445 1,733
Outpatient Substance Abuse 4,691 3,456 5,435 3,417
Job Training 1,642 121 2,514 440

* 1984 referrals are projections,

Data on length of stay are interesting because together with average pop-

ulation values, they allow us to get a rough estimate of volume. For
example, Table 5 shows that the average length of stay for the majority
of felons in all programs, except outpatient substance abuse treatment,
was likely to be six months or less. This was also true of micrdemeanants
assigned to community service work, TASC, inpatient substance abuse treat-
ment and job training (see Table 6).** This means that if offenders were
sentenced to an alternative for six months or less, the average daily
population figures could be doubled (or more) to show the number of of-

fenders who could be served per year,

In conclusion, results from the analysis of clients served suggest sever-
al things. First, it seems that most programs were under capacity.

Second, programs were anticipating an increase in referrals through 1984,

¥* The percentages for TASC and Job training take into account only
programs for which the question was applicable. Note that percent-
ages for these two program types are subject to large fluctuations,
due to the small number of programs in each.
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TABLE 5
CLIENTS SERVED: .
FELON LENGTH OF STAY -

State Work Local Work Community

Inpatient Outpatient Job

Release 2. Release Service Work TASC Substance Abuse Substance Abuse Training
Less than 1 wk. 1 (92)
1 wk, - 1 mo. 3 (202) 3 (2710) 12 (382) 3 (82) 1 (172)
I mo. - 6 mos, 13 (722) 9 (602) 3 (2710) 4 (1002) 12 (382) 10 (28%) 3 (50%)
6 mos. - | yr. 4 (22%) 2 (13%) 1 (92) 4 (132) 8 (222)
1 yr. - 2 yra, 1 (70) 3 (9%) 8 (222)
More than 2 yrs, 1 (30 1 Q)
Unknown 1 (6%) 2 (182) 5 (14%)
Not Applicable 1 (92) 1 (32) 1 (3%) 1 (172)

TOTAL 18 15 11 4 32 36%/ 6

Y

~ Data represent the number of programs in each category that serve felons for the corres

2/data presented in terms of percentages. Percentages may not total due to rounding,
— Data not available from one outpatient program,

3/ State work release daty are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

ponding average lenath of stay, Numbers in parentheses are the
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0 wke = 1 wk.
1 wke ~ 1 mo..
1 mo, - 6 wos.
6 mos. - 1 yr.
1l yro - 2 yrs.
2 yrs.

Unknown

Not Applicable

TOTAL

J/Data represent the number of p
parantheses are the data presen

2/

State Work
Release 3/

1 (6%)
1 (6%)

1 (6%)
15 (83%)

———

18

Local Work
Release

1 (72)
4 (272)

5 (33%)
1 (72)

4 (272)

15

rograms in each cate
ted in terms of perc

~'Data not available from two outpatient programs.
32/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

£

entages.

TABLE 6
CLIENTS SERVED:

MISDEMEANANT LENGTH OF STAY L1/

Community
Service Work TASC

1 (97)

3 (27%)

4 (36%) 2 (50%2)

1 (%)

2 (182)

2 (50%)

11 4

gory that serve misdemeanants for the
Percentages may not total du

Inpatient

Substance Abuse

12 (38%)
11 (34%)
4 (13%)
2 (62)

3 (9%)

32

corresponding average length of stay,

e to rounding.

Outpatient Job
Substance Abuse Training
3 (8%)
12 (322) 3 (50%)
9 (24%)
5 (14%)
3 (87)
_3 (82) 3 (50%)
352/ 6
Numbers in
A)
. U
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(This is a likely ronsequence of the Sentencing Reform Act, implemented
July 1.) In addition, since the average length of stay in programs was
six months or less, capacity figures reflected at a minimum only half of
the annual volume of offenders who could be served. Next, there were few
general differences between sanction and treatment-oriented program cate-
gories. Finally, it is quite likely that figures on offender types (such
as felons or misdemeanants) could be artificially inflated among programs
that serve post-prison or pre-trial offenders in addition to offenders
sentenced to the program instead of prison. Because the point of refer-
ence of this plan is alternatives that can be used in lieu of total
confinement in jail, from the perspective of capacity, referral and daily
population figures could be too high, particularly for state work release
programs. On the other hand, while the degree to which these figures are
inflated for substance abuse treatment and job training programs is un-
known, data from community service work, TASC, and local work release
programs may better reflect the current situation. This is because post-
prison and pre-trial offenders are not as likely to be found in these

three program categories.

In general, the data provided here reveal that while there are alter-
natives to incarceration in Washington State, and that many were not
at capacity at the time of the study, most programs anticipated an in-
crease in referrals. It remains to be seen whether or not existing
programs are adequate for increasing numbers of eligible offenders. (An
example of this problem will be discussed in a later section.) It also
remains to be seen what changes in number and scope of the existing
programs will be brought about by the SRA limitations on crime-related

prohibitions that programs routinely impose.

Program Organization: Staffing and Advisory Boards

Given that there are many alternative programs in the communityv which
could, and expect to, serve more offenders, the way in which these pro-
grams are organized is of interest. Relevant data on staffing and com-

munity boards are presented in Tables 7 through 10.

Tables 7, 8 and 9 provide data on number of full-time, part-time and

volunteer employees, respectively. In general, work release and substance
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abuse programs indicated the largest full-time staff, as shown in Table 7.
Over 50% of the programs in these categories had full-time staffs of
at least six. However, this result could be misleading because the values
may reflect staffing of an entire organization instead of the section
serving as an alternative. Since the extent to which this is true is
unknown, it is impossible to ascertain the amount of bias, if any, in the
data. 0f greater interest is the finding that so many programs had
staffs of under six. This means that it is possible to operate such pro-
grams with very few staff. This is an important finding since the demand

for such programs may increase dramatically in the near future.

Comparisons between Tables 7, 8 and 9 show that there was a moderate
tendency to employ full-time staff, as opposed to part-time and volunteer
staff. The fact that a substantial number of programs did employ volun-
teer staff, however, suggests community interest and involvement in

these types of programs.

Table 10 displays data on the proportions of programs that had community
boards. In fact, most programs did use community boards. The exception
was local work release programs, of which 60% did not have such a board.
Otherwise there were few differences on this characteristic. The exis-
tence of so many community boards further supports the idea of public

interest and involvement in alternative programs.

There was a slight tendency for the rehabilitative programs (substance
abuse treatment and job training) to use administrative boards more
than the sanction-criented programs (work release, community service
work, and TASC). The latter group tended to use advisory boards more
than the former group.*

In summary, the data on organization show modest differences in staffing

and type of community board used. While the findings presented here

¥  Work release programs often use a screening board which, while not

strictly an advisory board, serves some of the roles of such a board.
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State Work
Releage
None
1
2 - 5 1 (62)
6 -~ 10 7 (391)
11 - 25 8 (442)
26 - 50 2 (222)
51 or more
Unknown
TOTAL 18

Ly Data represent the number of progrems e
in terma of percenteges. Percentages

2/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar

Local Work
Releage

1 (77)
3 (200)
3 (202)

5 (332)
3 (202)

15

mploying the corresponda
may not total due to rounding.

as they reflect state/local facility data.

TABLE 7
PROGRAM ORGANIZATION:

NUMBER OF FULL-TIME EHPLOYEESl/

Community

Service Work TASC
2 (182) 1 (251)
3 (210)
3 (273)
1 (92) 2 (50%)

1 (252)

2 (182)

11 4

ng range or full time ataff,

Inpatient

Substance Abuse

1 (30)

1 (327)

2 (62)

5 (162)
11 (342)
9 (282)
3 (97)

32

Outpatient Job
Substance Abuse Iraining
1 (32)
2 (5%) 1 (1720)
7 (197) 2 (332)
14 (382) 1 (1730)
9 (242) 2 (337)
3 (82)
1 (3%)
37 6

Numbers in parentheses are the data proaented
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State Work 2/
Releasg__ =

None 5 (28%)
1 3 (172)
2 - 5 6 (33%)
6 -~ 10 4 (22%2)
11 ~ 25
26 - 50
51 or more
Unknown

n TOTAL 18

o)

1

g £y Data represent the number of

in terms of percentages.

Percentages ma

TABLE 8
PROGRAM ORGANIZATION: 1/
NUMBER OF PART-TIME EMPLOYEES~

Lgc;l Work sCom@uni&y . TasC . gngntienzb
elease ervice Wor ubstance Abuse
——=-ta8se ——=—2CE Work L) ——-2£1ce Abuse
7 (477) 4 (362) 1 (25%) 5 (16%)
7 (472) 1 (9%) 2 (502) 4 (13%)
L (70) 3 (277) 1 (25%) 12 (382)
1 (92) 7 (227)
1 (92) 3 (9%)
1 (92) 1 (32)
—— —— —_— —
15 11 4 32

Outpatient Job
Substance Abusge Training
11 (30%) 2 (33%)
5 (14%) 2 (33%)
10 (272) 2 (33%)
10 (27%)
1 (32)
37 6

ploying the corresponding range of part-time statt, Numbers in Parentheses are the data presepted

y not total due tg rounding,

¢

o S
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None

1

2 - 5
6 -~ 10
11 - 25
26 - 50

51 or mere

Unknown

TOTAL

1/

~ Data represent the. numb
in terms of percentages.

2/ State work release data are inaccu

State Work 2/

Release fed,

5 (282)

6 (337)
2 (11x1)
3 ()
1 (62)

1 (62)

18

Percentages may not

Local Work

Release

8 (531)

5 (332)

1 (%)
1 (72)

15

TABLE 9

PROGRAM ORGANIZATION: 1/
NUMBER OF VOLUNTEER EMPLOYEES—

Community

Service Work
2trvice work

6 (552)

2 (182)

1 (92)

2 (18%)

11

Inpatient
TASC Substance Abuge
4 (1002) 6 (197)

3 (92)

15 {472)

3 (92)

1 {31)

1 (32)

3 (9x)
4 32

er of programs utilizing the corresponding range af volunteer enplayees,
total due to rounding,

Numbers

Outpatient
Substance Abuse
——Dfhrance Abuse

17 (481
3 (82)
9 (241)
3 (830)
3 (8%)

1 (37)

1 (32)

37

Job
Trnining
2 (50%)

1 (172)

1 (17%)
1 (172)

in parentheses are the data presented
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TABLE 10
PROGRAM ORGANIZATION: 1/
PROGRAM RELATIONSHIPS To COMMUNITY BOARDS.

State Work Local Work Community Inpatient Outpatient Job

Programs Release 2/ Releage Service Work TASC Substance Abuse Substance Abuge Training
Wl thout
Community Boards 4 (227) 9 (60%) 2 (18%) 1 (252) 10 (31%) 5 (14%) 1173
Advisory Boards 8 (44%) 3 (20%) 3 (2712 6 (192) 11 (302) 1 (172)
Policy Boards 37D 1 (7%) 2 (182) 5 (16X) 6 (16%)
Administrative Boards 2 (11%) 2 (137) 3 (2717 1 (25%) 8 (25%) 12 (32%) 2 (33%)
Other 1 (6%) 1 (9%) 2 (50%) 3 (8%) 3 (87) 2_(33%)

TOTAL 18 15 11 4 32 37 6

y Dats represent

the number of programs with the corresponding Community Board relationship, Numbers in parentheses are the data presented in

terms of percentages, Percentages may not total due to rounding,
2/ State work release data are inaccurate Insofar as they reflect state/local facility data. The boards reported

for state

work release, with the exception of Screening committees, represent boards of contracting agencies,

. o 5 1 M L
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are not striking, they provide scme support for the argument, that failing
to look at differences betwesn program types would result in a loss

of information.

Funding Sources

Data on funding and revenue sources are presented in Tables 11 through 20.

Table 11 1lists proportions of program categories which received state
funding in 1983. State work release and inpatient substance abuse treat-
ment programs scored highest in this regard, while community service
work and local work release received very little (82% and 60% received
no state funding, respectively). It may be that the state tends to

fund residential programs more than other types.

Tables 12, 13 and 14 exhibit data on local, federal and foundation funding
respectively. While the data display a general paucity of funding from
all three sources (particularly federal funding), there are some ex-
ceptions.* Forty percent of local work release, 55% of community service
work and 45% of outpatient substance abuse treatment programs received
some amount of funds from local governments. In additicn, 33% of the job
training programs received funds from the federal government and 50%

of them received funds from foundations.¥#*

The rehabilitative programs reported that they received some funding from
United Way. Inpatient and outpatient substance abuse treatment and job

training programs received this kind of funding, as seen in Table 15.

Table 16 shows a propensity for rehabilitative programs to receive money
from client fees, since 75% and 86%, respectively, of inpatient and out-

patient substance abuse treatment programs received such fees. TASC

* The data demonstrate clearly that this is not an era of generous
federal funding for innovative types of criminal justice programs.
**¥ Again, this is only 2 programs,
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-Dollarsg

None

1 -~ 15,000

15,001 to 30,000
30,001 to 50,000
50,001 to 100,000
100,001 to 300,000
500,001 to one million
More than one million

Do not know

TOTAL

1/ Data represent the number of

presented in terms of percent
2/ Data are not available from
3/ Data are not available from

Ey State work release da

State Work
Release 4/

1 (62)
10 (56%)
2 (11%)

1 (6%)

4 (220

18

Programs receiving sta
Percentages may
one TASC program.

two outpatient programs.

ta are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

ages,

Local Work
-Releage

9 (60%)

4 (272)

1 (72
1 (72

—l 0

15

TABLE 11
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FROM
STATE FISCAL 1983 L1/

sk o
£ ———

te funds in FY83 j
not total due to rounding.

Community
Service Work TASC
9 (82%)
1 (3372)
L (9%) 2 (67%)
1 (9%)
11 32/

n the carresponding range.

Inpatient

Substance Abuse
2uastance Abuse

14 (47%)

2 (%)
9 (30%)

1 (3%
4 (137

303/

Outpatient

Substance Abuse
2ubstance Abuse

9 (242)
1 (22)
3 (82)
2 (5%)
3 (82)
14 (38%)

5_(143)

37

Numbers in parentheses are the data

Job
Training

1 (172)
1 Q)

1 .(172)

2 (33%)

1 (17%)
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Dollars

None

1 - 15,000

15,0001 to 30,000
30,001 to 50,000
50,001 to 100,000
166,001 to 500,000
500,001 to one million
More than one million

Do not know

Numbers 1n parentheses

2/ Data not available from

é/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data,

State Work

Release 3/

15 (832)
1 (6%)

1 (62)

1 (62)

18

ber of programg receiving
are the data presented n
one TASC program,

Local Work

Release

7 (470)
1 ()

1 (77)

2 (132)
1 (72)

2 (13%)

15

[

TABLE 12
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FROM 1/
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 1983 L

Community

5 (452) 3(100%)
2 (182)

2 (18%)

1 (92)

bo(92)

nds in FY 83 in the corres
terms ot percentages. Percentages may not t

Inpatient
Substance Abuse
2udatance Abuse

22 (691)
3 (91)
1 (3%

1
1 (32)

1 @32

3_(92)

32

ponding range.
otat due to rounding.

Outpatient Job |
Substance Abuge Training
2r28tance Abuse

15 (41%) 5 (832)
11 (30%)
2 (52)
1 (32)
3 (81)
5 (142) 1 (172)
37 6
0

e o
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Dollars

None

1 - 15,000

15,0001 to 30,000
30,001 ro 50,000
50,001 to 100,000
100,001 to 500,000
500,001 to one million
More than one million

Do not know

TOTAL

1/ Data represent the number of programs receivin

Local Work

Release

12 (862)
1 {7%)

1 %)

172/

TABLE 13
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECELIVED FROM 1/
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 1983 ~

Community Inpatient
Service Work TASC Substance Abuse
10 {91%) 3 (75%) 18 (56%)

4 (13%)

1 (32)

2 (6%)

3 (9%)

1 (37)
1 o0 1o 3 (e
11 4 32

are the data presented in terms of percentages, Percentages may not total due to rounding,
2/ Data not available from one local release program.

3/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

g federal funds in FY 1983 in the corresponding range.

Numbers in parentheses

Outpatient Job
Substance Abuse Training
22 (592) 3 (502)
2 (5%)
1 (32
@G
3 (8%) 1 (172)
1 (3%)
1 (37) 1 Q172)
6 (16%) 1 (17%)
37 6
- A
A\
» ¢




TABLE 14
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FRO¥ /
FOUNDATIONS 1983 —

State W0r¥3 Local Work Community Inpatient Outpatient Job
Dollars Release __/ Release Service Work TASC Substance Abuse Substance Abuse Training
None 16 (89%) 15(100%) 10 (91%) 3(100%) 24 (75%) 29 (78%) 2 (332)
1 - 15,000 1 (9%) 3 (9% 1 (3%) 2 (33%)
15,0001 to 30,000
30,001 to 50,000 2 (62) 1 (3%)
50,001 to 100,000 1 (6%) 1 (3%)
100,001 to 500,000 1 (17%)
500,001 to one million
More than one million
Do not know I ten) 3 (9%) S (14%) 1 (17%)
2/
TOTAL 18 15 11 3= 32 37 6

1/ Data represent the number of programs receiving foundation funds in FY 1983 in the corresponding range.
Numbers in parentheses are the data presented 1in terms of percentages. Percentages may not total due to rounding.

2/ Data not available from one TASC program.

3/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

4



TABLE 15
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FRO¥/
UNITED WAY 1983 -~

State Work Local Work Community Inpatient Outpatient Job
Dollars Release ;i/ Release Service Work TASC Substance Abuse Substance Abuse Training
None 17 (947) 15(1002) 8 (72%) 3(100%) 22 (69%) 24 (65%) 3 (50%)
1 - 15,000 2 (18%) 2 (6%) 4 (11%) 1 (17%)
15,0001 to 30,000 1 (9%) 3 (9%) 3 (8x)
30,001 to 50,000 1 {3%) 1 (3%
50,001 to 100,000 1 (172)
100,001 to 500,000 1 (3%2)
500,001 to one million
More than one million
| Do not know 1 (6%) 3 (9%) 5 (14%) 1 (177)
?‘ TOTAL 18 15 1 32/ 32 £y 6

1/ Data represent the number of programs receiving funding trom United Wa

y in Fiscal Year 1983 in the corresponding range.

W ep———— e VTR TS,

Numbers in parentheses are the data presented in terms of percentages. Percentages may not total due to rounding.
2/ Data not available from one TASC program.

3/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.
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TABLE 16
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FROM.
CLIENT FEES 1982 =/

State Work Local Work Community Inpatient Outpatient Job
Dollars Release ,_/ Release Service Work TASC Substance Abuse Substance Abuse Training
None 11 (61%) 7 (47%) 8 (732) 1 (33%) 8 (271%) 5 (14%) 5 (83%)
1 - 15,000 2 (112) 3 (202) 2 (18%) 2 (662) 3 (10%0) 6 (162)
15,0001 to 30,000 1 (62) 1 (72) 1 (9%) 2 (7%) 4 (112)
30,001 to 50,000 3 (202) b (30 2 (5%
50,001 to 100,000 2 (110 1 (%) 2 (10 5 (14%)
100,001 to 500,000 3 (107 4 (11%)
500,001 to one million 1 (62) 1 0
More than one million 1 (32 1 (32)
Do not know 1 (61 9 _(322) 10 (27) 1 (172)
TOTAL 18 15 1 3%/ 30 3 6

1/ Data represent the number of programs receiving client fees in Fiscal Year 1983 in the carresponding range, Numbers in parentheses
are the date presented in terms of percentages. Percentages may not total due to rounding.
2/ Data not available from onc TASC program.

3/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

T p——————— T s




-rograms also received a considerable amount of client-generated funds,

since 66% responded positively. This has implications for offender pro-

cessing, because most offenders could nct pay stiff client fees themselves.

As demonstrated in Table 17, most program categories obtained some fund-
ing from other miscellaneous sources, although again, inpatient and out-
patient substance abuse treatment and job training programs scored highest

here. TASC programs reported no funding from other miscellaneous sources.

Except for TASC, most programs received in-kind contributions ({see Table
18). Community service work and job training programs were most likely

to receive in-kind contributions.

Table 19 provides data on total budgets. It is interesting that some
programs in five of the seven categories have budgets of more than one
million dollars. Only TASC and community service work programs were not
included in this group. Overall, state work release and both types of
substance abuse treatment programs had the largest total budgets, since
over half of the programs in each of these groups had budgets of at least
$100,000. However, total budget figures do not necessarily provide an
estimate of the expense of processing offenders, if programs also serve
nonoffenders. While it is known that all persoens in work release are
offenders; this cannot be said for substance abuse treatment programs. In
addition, the proportion of persons in the latter type of program who are

offenders is unknown.

This problem is compounded further by the fact that there may be pre-
trial and post-prison offenders in some of the programs. Further, in-
accuracy could result for programs in which the alternative is an adjunct
program. Again, the proportion of the budget used for offenders sentenced

to alternatives is unknown.

Table 20 displays data on proportions of program categories that require
client payments. There were several differences among the program cate-
gories. First, community service work programs were the most likely to
require liability insurance (36%). While in general most other program

categories did not require this, 19% of inpatient substance abuse treat-
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State Work Local Work Community Inpatient

Dollars Release 4/ Release Service Work TASC Substance Abuse
None 16 (89%) 13 (87%) 7 (642) 3(1002) 14 (45%)
1 - 15,000 1 (7%) 2 (182) 5 (16%)
15,0001 to 30,000 . 2 (6%)
30,001 to 50,000 2 (6%)
50,001 te 100,000 1 (3%)
100,001 to 500,000 1 (6%) I (7% 2 (62)
500,001 to one million

More than one million

Do not know 1 (6%) 2 (18X 5 (16%)

TOTAL i8 15 11 32/ 03/

TABLE 17
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FROT/
OTHER SOURCES 1983 —

Outpatient Job
Substance Abuse Training
18 (49%) 3 (50%)
9 (24%) 1 (17%)
2 (5%) 1 (17%)
1 (3%)
1 (3%)
6 (16%) 1 (17%)
37 6

Data represent the number of programs receiving funds from other sources in Fiscal Year 1983 in the corresponding range.

Numbers in parentheses are the data presented in terms of percentages. Percentages may not total due to rounding.

Data not available from one TASC program,
Data not available for one fnpatient program.

State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

v
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Dollars
None

1 - 10,000

10,001 to 50,000

50,001 or more

Do not know

TOTAL

1/ Data represent the number of programs receiving in
Numbers in parentheses are the data presented in terms of percentages.

2/ Data not available from one state work release program.

3/ Data not avallable for one TASC program.

State Work

Release

14 (82%)
1 (62)

2 (12%)

172/

5/

Local Work

Release

13 (87%)

2 (13%)

15

4/ Data not available for ! job training program.

5/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

TABLE 18

PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FROM

Community

Service Work

4 {36%)
2 (18%)
2 (18%)

3 (278

11

IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS 1983 y

TASC

Inpatient

Substance Abuse

3(100%)

18 (64%)
1 (4%)
3 (11%)
2 (%)
4 (14%)

33/

28

-kind funds for Fiscal Year 1983 in the corresponding range.
Percentages may not total due to rounding.

Outpatient Job
Substance Abuse Training
20 (63%) 2 (40%)
3 (9%) 2 (40%)
4 (13%) 1 (20%)
5 (16%) -
32 54/
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Dollars

None

1 - 15,000

15,0001 to 30,000
30,001 to 50,000
30,001 to 100,000
100,001 to 500,000
500,001 to one million
More thaw oune million

Do not know

TOTAL

State Work Local Work
Release 4/ Release
1 (6%) 1 ()
1 (%)
2 (13%)
7 (39%) 3 (20%)
4 (22%) 1 (7%
2 (11%) 2 (13%)
4 (222) 5 (33%)
18 15

1/ Data represent the numbers of proorams with a total bud
are the data presented in terms of percentages.

2/ Data not available from one TASC program.
3/ Data not available for one inpatient program,

TABLE 19
PROGRAM FUNDING:
FUNDS RECEIVED FROM 1/
TOTAL BUDGET FOR 1983

Community

Service Work TASC

Inpatient
Substance Abuse

3 (27%)
2 (18%)
2 (18%) 1 (337)
1 (9%}

2 (18%) 2 (662)

1 (9%

11 32/

3 (102)
11 (37%)
4 (132)
4 (13%)

et in Fisca)l Year 1983 in the corresponding range.
Percenfages may not total due te rounding.

4/ state work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data.

Outpatient Job
Substance Abuse Training
1 (32)
4 (112} 2 (33%)
20 (54%) 2 (33%)
4 (11X)
2 (5%) 1 {178}
6 (16%) 1 (17X)
37 6

Numbers in parentheses

L b A B 2 53 S




) TABLE 20 p
PROGRAM FUNDING: PERCENTAGES L.
REQUIRING CLIENT PAYMENTS

State Work Local Work Commurity Inpatient Outpatient Job
Release 2/ Release Service Work TASC Substance Abuse Substance Abuse Training
Liability 6% (1) % (1) 36%  (4) Q 192 (6) LIZ (&) 0
Insurance
Required
General 6% (1) 132 (2) 92 (L) 0 53% (17) 86% (32) 3327 (2)
Participation
Fees
Required
Room and 78% (14) 93%Z (14) 182 (2) 0 50% (16) 22% O 0
Board Fees
Required
Other Fees 112 (2) 202 (3) 0 1002 (4) 282 (9) 35% (13) 0
Required

1/ Values represent the percentage of programs in each category requiring a given type of client fee.

The number of programs requiring
each type of fee is listed in parentheses.

2/ State work release data are inaccurate insofar as they reflect state/local facility data,
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ment programs did so. Second, the rehabilitative programs required gen-
eral participation fees. The scores were 53%, 86% and 33% for inpatient
and outpatient substance abuse treatment and job training programs,
respectively. Third, and not surprisingly, residential (work release
and inpatient substance abuse treatment) programs were most likely to
charge room and board fees. Finally, all TASC programs charged for urin-

alysis,

In conclusion, data on funding sources show that there were important
differences by program cateqory. Some of the differences are cansistent
with common sense. For example, residential programs required room
and board fees. State work release received state funds. Community
service work programs charged liability insurance fees. It seems also
that rehabilitative programs may be more costly than some sanction-
oriented programs, such as community service work. However, it is dif-
ficult to assess the extent to which this is true for substance abuse

treatment programs, since not all persons in such programs are offenders.

Other Potential Program Types: Sex Offender and Mental Health Programs

Sex offender and mental health programs as distinct categories were
excluded from this analysis due to the inability to group such programs
on the basis of the data collected. In fact, the data revealed that
no one program served sex offenders exclusively. Mental health programs
designed especially for offenders are not represented in this study.
However, both sex offenders and offenders with mental or emotional dis-
orders are of great concern to both the department and the public.
Whether or not such offenders would be eligible and/or benefit from
sentences to these kinds of alternatives is a topic of great interest.

While the present study lacks the data required to include sex offenders
in the analysis, it is known that 21 programs indicated that they pro-
vide some type of service for sex offenders, if they happened to be sen-
tenced to that particular program. It is probable that counselling
services for sex offenders were merely a small part of a larger organ-
ization. Examples of programs that provided services to sex offenders

are Adams County Community Services, Quincy Inn and Skamania County

~83~
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Counselling Center.

Felony offenders have not always been viewed as suitable clients by
mental health agencies. However, most programs that offer individual and
group counselling offer it as part of their general program. This is
especially true for substance abuse treatment programs. Nevertheless,
six programs indicated that their main focus was mental health, and that
they did accept felony referrals. While offenders composed only a minor-
ity of client loads at the time of the study, it may be that the use of
this type of program may become more common with the movement toward using

alternatives to total confinement.

D. Conclusions And Unresolved Issues

Results from the analysis provide strong support for the argument that
different types of programs vary considerably, especially on capacity
and funding variables. While the differences reported here were not

quite as outstanding for staffing, there were differences here as well.

The results given in this report have implications for corrections policy
and bring up issues that are relevant to the search for viable alter-
natives to incarceration. One obvious issue is whether or not the exist-
ing programs have the capacity to cope with the anticipated increase in
offender referrals. This is especially critical for community service
work programs because it is assumed by some that felony referrals to
such programs will nearly triple the referral figures presented in this
report. In fact, the Department of Corrections assumes that there will be
approximately 6000 felony referrals to community service work programs
per year during the 1985-1987 biennium. While the data presented here do
not provide a definitive answer to this question, there can be no doubt

that there are many promising alternatives available in Washington State.

Another vcritical issue concerns funding. This is especially problematic
for the substance abuse treatment programs. Since inpatient substance
abuse treatment may cost several thousand dollars, the question of pay-
ment for offender participation will need resolution. In addition, there

are many reasons to believe that increased numbers of female offenders

-84~
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and sex offenders will be receiving alternative sentences. Resources
for treatment and/or meeting support needs of these types of offenders

are now viewed as wholly inadequate. Program design and funding are
both issues that require attention.

Another unresolved issue is the size of the eligible pool of offenders
vis a vis the program capacity by type. A narrow interpretation of
eligibility, e.g., only first-time arrested or convicted nonviolent

offenders, may result in an under-utilization of this resource, Similar-
ly a narrow definition of crime-related prohibitions, e.g., no alter-
native programs at all other than punishment and supervision, may make
the offender population incompatible with this diverse resource unless

the participating agencies make major changes in their programs and/or
philosophies.

A final unresolved issue is the unknown future use of exceptional sen-

tences and plea/charge bargaining to make certain special needs offenders
eligible for these programs.
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MAP I

GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS
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TABLE 21
GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION 1/
OF SURVEYED PROGRAM SERVICES —

Region
Program Category Out of
I IX II1 1V A VI State Total

State Work Releage 2 2 2 4 6 2 18
Local Work Release 3 4 4 1 2 1 15
Comnunity Service Work 0 3 2 2 1 2 1 11
TASC 0 0 1 1 1 1 4
Inpatient Substance Abuge 7 6 2 9 4 4 a2
Outpatient Substance Abuge 14 8 1 3 3 8 37
Job Training 0 1 1 2 0 2 [
Other 2 4 1 5 0 0 1 13
Tocallj 28 28 14 27 17 20 2 136

1/ The values presenteq in Tab
corrections field is in suc
programs that were in opera
services instead of the num

le 21 do not Precisely correspond to the number of programs in Washington State for three reasons., First, the
h a state of flux that the data are out of date almost as soon ag they are collected. Second, a small number of
tion during the 8urvey were, for one reason or another, omitted. Third, these values represent the numba: of
ber of programs. Many programs offer multiple services.
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CHAPTER IV

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS ROLE IN ALTERNATIVES

As 1is the case in many states, the State Department of Corrections (DOC)
plays a major role in providing and administering programs that are
alternatives to total confinement. Section 5 (3) of Senate Bill 4798

requires that the alternatives to incarceration plan include:

an evaluation of the existing organizational structure and of the
services provided by the department's division of community serv-
ices and its role in providing or administering programs that are
alternatives to total confinement after July 1, 1984.

An evaluation of this nature represents a major effort under the most
stable of circumstances. Given the changing conditions and uncertainty
surrounding the implementation of the Sentencing Reform Act (SRA) it is a
formidable task. In order to place reasonable bounds on this activity,
the timeframe for analysis will be limited, to the extent practicable,
to the period from July 1, 1983 to July 1, 1985. The timing of this
study precluded analysis of post-SRA experience. New proposed plans
will be described in the context of the SRA.

A. Department of Corrections Organizational Structure

The mission of the department of Corrections is protection of the public

through confinement, supervision and redirection of adult felon:. The

department's main objectives are:

-- Ensuring the safety of the public, staff and offenders.

-- Punishing the offender, through the denial of 1liberty, for his/her

violation of the law or for violation of conditions of supervision.

-- Fair and equitable treatment of all offenders.

Preceding page blank .
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-- Effective and efficient management of resources.
-~ Providing for restitution, fines, court fees, and supervision fees.
-- Accountability to the citizens of the state.

-~ Compliance with national standards appropriate to the state of Wash-
ington and establishment of a system that is reflective of the values
of the community and which seeks to avoid idleness, adopt the work
ethic, provide opportunities for self improvement, provide tangible
rewards for accomplishments, and share the obligation of the com-

munity.

The DOC organizational structure is designed to facilitate attainment
of those objectives. DOC has three operating divisions--Prisons, Com-
munity Services and Institutional Industries. The Division of Manage-
ment and Budget provides fiscal support to all agency divisions and
sections, manages the offender information systems and develops contracts
with service providers. The Assistant Secretary, Program Development,
is responsible for the development and oversight of the department's
health, mental health, educational and vocational training, religious
and recreational programs, volunteer and community involvement programs,
the department-wide offender grievance system, and the planning and re-
search functions. The Office of Employee Services is responsible for all
personnel matters. A Senior Assistant Attorney General from the Office
of the State Attorney General manages the staff responsible for legal
guidance to the department.

DOC has divided the state into six regions for administrative purposes.

These regions, shown in Map 3, represent a reasonable balance of geography,
population and resources. The six regions are the base of demographic
planning for the various community based services the department provides.

Each of the divisions and offices has a role to play in the department's

provision or admiristration of alternatives to total confinement. The

lead role is played by the Division of Community Services.
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B. Services Provided by the Division of Community Services

The Division of Community Services has five separately budgeted programs
for which it is responsible. These programs include Work/Training Re-
lease, Geiger Field Work/Training Release, Adult Probation and Parcle,
Intensive Supervision, and the Victim/Witness Notification . Program.
Operationally these programs are administered in a manner vh%ch allows
the state to manage felony offenders within local communities. 'The
programs are designed to allow offenders varied access to the community.
From a program standpoint, the access ranges from very restrlctéé acc?ss
to virtually open access. The following description breaks the five major
budgeted programs down into smaller administrative programs. They are
presented in the order of the most supervisory involvement to the least
involvement by DOC staff. A fuller description will be provided for the

programs that function as alternatives to total confinement.

WORK RELEASE

Phase 2 Work Release Programs

Phase 2 is the tcrm used to describe the most secure work release pro-
gram.* Offenders placed in Phase 2 programs are allowed access to the
community only while under direct supervision. The purpose of the Phase
2 programs is to receive, evaluate and classify offenders as they ére
transferred from the Division of Prisons into the Division of Commun%ty
Services. The Division of Community Services maintains two facilities
with a total capacity of 225 beds dedicated to this program. The Phase 2
beds are in Pierce County (Tacoma Work Release, Western State Hos?ital
Grounds, capacity 140) and Spokane County (Geiger Phase 2, Geiger Field,
capacity 85).

In addition to receiving all offenders from the Division of Prisons,

the Phase 2 programs also serve as training facilities and interchange

———

* Phase 1 work release involves brief periods of total confinement

for disciplinary purposes or holding for transportation purposes.
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for offenders who have been unable to adjust acceptably in a normal

work release facility.  Offenders within these programs have access
to educational Programs which include adult basic education, high school

diplomas and GED Certification. Further, if offenders can afford college

classes (home study), they are allowed to Participate in availab
respondence programs.

le cor-

One of the obligations of all offenders placed in the Tacoma facility
is that they work a required number of hours at Western State Hospital,

A variety of Jjobs including maintenance, culinary work, laundry worker,

grounds keeper, and heating plant worker are all available. Inp addition
to providing some training and experience for the offender,
provide an opportunity to work
Jurisdiction of DOC.

these jobs
in an environment outside the direct

Upon arrival in Phase 2, the offender's case jig prepared for review

by a local work release screening committee for consideration for accep-
tance into a Phase 3 (regular work release) program. The
provided with orientation to work

offender is
release programming and is informed
of the various options available. Since most offenders

arriving in
the Phase 2 program

are within the timeframe necessary for development
of a parole plan, Phase 2 staff follow up on determining whether a
parole investigation has been completed.

pre-
If pot, a pre-parole referral
is made. In short, Programming is intended to prepare the offender
for placement in a4 Phase
status,

3 work release Program or directly on parole

nase 3 Work Release Programs

Normal work release Programming is available to of fenders through the
state of Washington.  There are currently 17 work release facilities
in the state. All but one of the work release programs (Tri-Cities)
are contracted Programs for which the state provides professional staff

and the contractor provides the facility, food and correctional staff,

Offenders are required to be in residence for a defined period of time

each day and, under brescribed conditions, are allowed to work at paid
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employment and/or participate in vocational training. Each work release
facility has specific guidelines which enable the offender to earn the
privilege of increased access to the community. The basic responsibility
of the offender is to find work, develop some resources, and begin re-
integration into the community. While in work release, the offender
is required to pay $9.00 per day in board and room. All monies earned
by offenders are placed in trust by the Department of Corrections and
an offender is allowed a controlled number of dollars toc meet everyday
expenses. Offenders are also required to pay any restitution, fines,

and/or court fees they owe.

Special privileges such as furloughs and sponsored outings are available
to offenders who have demonstrated their ability to participate in work
release programming. All individuals who are allowed to serve as spon-
sors for either furloughs or social outings are screened and receive

orientation from the various work release facilities.

Through the support and cooperation of the Division of Institutional
Industries, a number of offenders have jobs available to them which
pay less than minimum wage but nevertheless help them meet board and
room obligations. These jobs (Class IV Industries) are the result of
contractual agreements between DOC and various governmental agencies
and/or non-profit organizations. Until an offender finds a job in the
open i~bor market, the availability of such work is important in helping
to retain offenders in work release. At the present time there are 12
such programs available for offenders in work release. Two additional
programs are anticipated to be in operation within the next 30 days.

Class IV Industries provide job sites for 82 offenders.

Two work release programs exist to meet the needs of offenders with

special problems.

1. Work Release for the Developmentally Disabled Offender

One of the more unique programs in the Division of Community Serv-

ices is a work release facility which is progammatically designed to

-
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respond to the necds of developmentally disabled offenders. Histor-
ically, such offenders have been unable to effectively compete in the
normal job market or to effectively adjust to a normal work release
program. As a result, a special program has been developed at Rap
House for 20 offenders (both male and female) who are developmentally
disabled. Staffing at this facility has been enhanced to help provide
for some of the special needs of this target popula’ion. The Rap
House program is especially concerned with identifying community sup-
port systems which will enable the developmentally disabled offender
to receive the kind of support necessary for ultimately making a non-
delinquent adjustment.

Work Release for the Mentally I1l Offender

Similar to Rap House, a work release program designed for respond-
ing to the needs of the mentally ill offender has been established
by DOC. Lincoln Park is located adjacent to Rap House and is designed
to house 30 mentally ill offenders. Again, these offenders have
been identified during their incarceration as requiring special
mental health support. Lincoln Park programming is specifically
concerned with identifying community resources potentially available
for the mentally ill offender once he/she paroles, and with identify-
ing jobs which are available to the mentally ill offender. The
staff at Lincoln Park are also available for consultation with field
staff in order to help field supervisors better understand the unique
needs of mentally ill offenders on parole.

This program also maintains a contract psychiatrist who helps monitor
the emotional needs of the offenders. Significantly, a close working
relationship with the Special Offender Center of the Division of
Prisons enables Lincoln Park to utilize the Special Offender Center
to stabilize those offenders subject to emotional deterioration.
Such offenders are returned to the Division of Prisons for the time
period necessary for stabilizing their symptoms. They are then
returned to the work release facility for continued programming.
Such flexibility enables the work release program to effectively
respond to the instability characteristic of mentally ill offenders.
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Between July 1, 1983 and June 30, 1984 the average daily work release
population was 513 inmates (prerelease from prison) and 230 probationers
and parolees, These facilities operated at approximately 89 percent
of capacity during that period. Felons resident in work release facili-
ties spend from 8-12 hours per day in the facility, and the average
length of time they stay in that setting is four months. Approximately
2,700 state felons resided in state work release facilities in fiscal
year 1984. As of November 14, 198% the state work release capacity and

population was as noted in Table 1.

Approximately 130 state salaried employees work in the state work
release program. This staff is augmented by contract staff at certain
facilities. 1In addition, over 100 volunteers relate to the work release
Program. A number of volunteers function by serving on advisory/screen-
ing committees that oversee individual programs and/or participate in
the approval/placement process. In summary, primary functions of work

release progrems are:

-- To provide public safety through a structured residential program
and ongoing case supervision of each adult offender from correctional
institutions as a transition to parole, grantesd probation by the

courts or parole by the Board of Prison Terms and Paroles.

-~ To assist each offender through establishing behavior limits,
counselling, the use of community resources, referral, and priori-
tized supervision. To redirect his/her former unlawful behavior
toward law-abiding conduct.

~-- To conduct investigations and to submit reports as required to the
Secretary, Department of Corrections, the Board of Prison Terms and
Paroles, the superior courts and the interstate compact authorities
in matters concerning supervision of adult offenders (pre-parcle
investigations, furlougt investigations, termination reports, prog-

ress reports, supplemental and special reports, and interstate
reports),
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TABLE 1
State Work Release
Capacity and Occupancy
November 14, 1984

WORK/TRAINING CAPACITY INMATE PAROLE PROBATION TOTAL
RELEASE FACILITY MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
REGION I

Geiger 123 12 99 0 3 2 56 4 164
REGION II

Tri-Cities 13 2 9 2 0 ] 0 0 11

Yakima 38 2 3 0 3 0 15 0 21
REGION III

Bellingham 21 4 12 1 3 0 6 2 24
REGION IV

Bishop Lewis 24 0 17 0 4 0 3 0 24

Madison Inn 28 0 13 0 4 0 2 0 19

Pioneer House 54 6 34 8 2 0 2 0 46

Reynolds 88 12 56 6 7 1 9 0 79
REGION V

Kitsap 26 4 3 0 0 0 24 1 28

Lincoln Park * 25 5 7 1 7 0 4 0 19

Port Angeles 15 0 5 0 1 0 5 0 11

Progress House 50 10 52 4 0 0 6 0 62

Rap House * 15 5 5 0 3 0 10 0 18

Tacoma 126 14 105 13 1 0 1 0 120 -
REGIONR VI

Clark County 30 10 12 0 0 0 18 5 35

Longview 20 5 13 0 3 0 2 0 18

Olympia 18 7 16 1 0 0 2 0 19

TOTAL 714 98 461 36 41 3 165 12

GRAND TOTAL 812 497 44 177 718

Offenders with mental and physical problems make up the population of these facilities.




--  To collect all earnings of offenders and develop an individualized
budget whichk ensures priorities set by law, (room and board, family
support, restitution to victims, court costs, legal debts, savings
towards parole, etc.).

-= To monitor the offender's behavior through close observation, bed
checks, employer and home visits and contacts, drug and alcohol

tests and contacts with community resources who provide services
to the offender.

-~ To recommend and participate in hearings for offenders who violate
the law or residential program rules,

The amount of money coming from the state general fund to provide state
work release program services in fiscal year 1983 was approximately
$8.8 million. Client fees, for room and board, of approximately $895,000
were collected and used to offset state funds.

COMMUNITY SUPERVISION

Intensive Supervision

The Division of Community Services operates a number of programs that
fall under the rubric of community supervision. One of the most signif-
icant is the Intensive Supervision Program (ISP). Initially designed
as a program which would allow for diversion from incarceration, ISP
has undergone some significant modifications. 1t represents the maximum
investment of case management time for offenders on probation or parole.
The courts have frequently identified ISP as an alternative to state
Prison incarceration. It is a program which clearly addresses the treat-
ment as well as the surveillance needs of the offender. If an offender
is not placed under ISP at the time of sentencing by the court (proba-
tion), the Board of Prison Terms and Paroles has the option of using
ISP (parole) as a means of reintegrating the offender into the community
under a highly structured environment.

All  offenders Placed on ISP are evaluated and an assessment of their
risk level as well as identification of their needs is made. In addi-
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tion, each offender has an individual case plan developed which iden-
tifies the specific supervisory needs and goals of the offender. Where
some offenders require significant help in obtaining treatment and/or
counselling, others obviously require very intense surveillance. The
case assessment plan which is developed helps to clearly identify the

type of supervision given the offender.

Frequently, one of the conditions of placement on ISP is that the of-
fender reside for a Period of time in a work release facility. During
this time the offender may locate normal housing and obtain adequate
employment. The next major objective is that of ensuring that all coun-
selling or treatment needs are being addressed by the offender and that
the offender has help finding suitable living arrangements upon leaving

the work release facility.

Because of extensive involvement of staff time in the management of
those individuals under ISP, caseloads of community officers having
an intensive clientele are restricted to 25 rather than the normal aver-

age of 90 offenders on regular probation and parole.

In brief, ISP staff engage in the following functions:

-- Conduct investigations and determine the acceptability for the ISP
of felony offenders.

-- Enforce conditions upon which probation and parole have been granted
by the superior court or the Board of Prison Terms and Paroles.

~-  Conduct investigations in matters concerning the offender under
supervision and submit reports as required to superior courts

and the Board of Prison Terms and Paroles.
-~ Place under arrest offenders who give reason to conclude they are

a danger to the public, or have committed a new offense wur another
serious violation of probation or parole.
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Participate in hearings for offenders charged with violation of
probation or parole and to make recommendations for disposition
of these charges.

Assist each offender through counselling, use of and referral to
existing community resources and, where hecessary, development of
Néw resources in the community; to redirect the offender's former

unlawful behavior toward law-abiding conduct.

Fiscal Year 1983, the state appropriated approximately $11.5 mil-

lion for the provision of adult probation and parole services. Of that,

appr

oximately $10.4 million went to regular probation and parole and

$1.1 million went to ISP,
Parole
Over 95% of the 2,028 individuals released from DOC facilities during
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need

al Year 1983 were subject to parole supervision by DOC community
ices staff. Prior tg consideration for parole, a Pre-Parole Investi-
on is completed for each offender. This investigation is specifically
erned with determining whether or not a parole plan is realistic in
s of potential employment, residence, and community needs. This
stigation is forwarded to the Board of Prison Terms and Paroles to
in their determination of whether or not the parole is to be granted.
decision by the Parole Board may include a short period of time in
release prior to normal parole supervision.

sk and need assessment is done when the parolee arrives in the field
if necessary, a case assessment plan is developed. The level of
le supervision obtained by any one offender is determined by the

S of that offender. The intent of parole supervision is to provide

the most supervision for those offenders who are most in need -- whether

in

terms of public safety or in terms of developing necessary support

systems.
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Presentence Investigations

One of the major services provided by the Division of Community Services
is that of preparing presentence investigations for the superior courts
prior to the sentencing of felony offenders. During the last few years,
the courts requested such investigations for approximately B80% of all
convicted felons. The presentence investigation includes a comprehensive
description of criminal history, social history, Psychological factors
and fipancial history. In addition, information about education, special
skills and the offender's community resources are described. Over the
last several years, presentence investigations have included a recommen-
dation to the court relative to sentencing. 1In effect, the Judge relied
upon the Division of Community Services to provide these investigations
as an unbiased report (in contrast to a defense attorney's recommerdation
OT @ prosecutor's recommendation) about the offender.

Probation

Approximately 80% of the individuals convicted of felonies over the
last several years have not gone to prisan. Instead, they have been
placed under the supervision of the DOC Division of Community Services,
on probation. Probation, therefore, has been serving as a major alter-
native to prison incarceration.

The probation program provided by the Division of Community Services
covers the largest group of offenders under DOC Jurisdiction. This
program allows for a continuum of offender management, responsive to
both the needs of the community and the offender. Through risk and
need assessment, case planning and resource identification, comprehensive
case management can be provided for those offenders placed on probation
by the superior courts. This particular program necessitates close com-
munication with the superior courts, local prosecuting attorneys, and
defense attorneys within the community. Supervising community correc-
tions officers maintain careful records of the offender's adjustment and
participation in court mandated programs. Officers provide regular
information to the courts in order to help Judges make an ultimate dis-
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position of a probation case. Further, when a probationer becomes in-
volved in behavior which is unacceptable (as defined by the special
conditions of probation) this information is presented to the court in
preparation for the possibility that the probation be revoked and the
offender be placed under the Jurisdiction of the Division of Prisons.

The Division of Community Services provides community supervision serv-
ices through 47 field offices throughout the 39 counties. As mentioned,
probation represents the largest client group served by DOC. In addition,
it is impossible to clearly differentiate between DOC services to pro-
bationers and parolees. Therefore, the remaining discussion of probation

will include reference to other community supervision programs.

A thumbnail sketch of the duties of an individual community corrections
officer is provided by the following list of responsibilities: intake
interview; completion of intake face sheet; completion of intake summary;
completion of a case assessment plan; completion of needs/risk assessment ;
case supervision of mandatory contracts; case oversight and monitoring
of conditions of supervision; oversight of collection of fees for super-
vision; routine contracts with law enforcement, courts, community re-
source, etc.; resource referral and development; completion of routine
progress reports; completion of appropriate termination reports, i.e.,
conditional discharge from supervision, request for dismissal, ete.;
investigation of alleged violations; submission of notice of violation;
service of due process papers, i.e., violation specified, etc.; prepara-
tion of violation reports; identification and subpoenaing of witness;
testifying at hearings; conducting routine field investigations; prepara-
tion/dictation of routine reports; completion of special investigations/
reports, as assigned; case file maintenance including chronological
entries, filing, etc.; preparation and submission of public safety and
conviction information forms; preparation of victim/witness lists; com-
pletion of wmonth end summaries and population counts, investigation
and reporting of off count violations involving all activities previocus-
ly noted; maintaining 24~hour warrant verification processes; participa-
tion in statewide task forces, as assigned; participation on various

regional/office comittees and task forces; participation in ongoing/re-

~-102-

o
e TR :

S TSRS AL i i it oo

quired training; monitoring and log maintenance of state car usage,
repairs, etc.; supervision of volunteers; preparation of volunteer re-

ports; routine correspondence; and routine administrative tasks.

The average monthly community supervision caseload between July 1, 1983
and June 30, 1984 was 21,937 clients. As of June 1984 the number of
individuals jin each case type was as follows:

Probation - Regular 17,177 Parole - FOS 213
Parole HB 922-Early Rel. 333 On Appeal 114
Parole - Regular 2,696 Insanity Acquittal 166
Probation - FOS 932 Intensive Supervision 755
Probation - Out-of-State 1,319 (approximately 40/60

Parole - Out-of-State 546 probation and parole)

The staff, including clerical and support staff, employed to serve this
number of offenders is 444, They are geographically distributed as

follows:
Region Regular Supervision Intensive Supervision
I 60
II 44
III 41
Iv 128 14
v 60
VI _56

7
389 55

Of the regular supervision staff, approximately 240 are community cor-
rections officers (CCO). Of the intensive supervision staff, approximate-
ly 40 carry caseloads. The approximate caseload per CCO is 90 for regular
supervision and is limited to 25 for intensive supervision.

Paid staff are supplemented, but not supplanted, by volunteers who are
able to help the department provide services that otherwise would not
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be available. Approximately 100 volunteers are associated with the
community supervision function. Many of these individuals are student
interns who receive academic or similar credit while they engage in
some of the following tasks: research, tutoring, assisting with counsel-

ling, presentence investigations, and parole assistance.

OTHER COMMUNITY SERVICES PROGRAMS

Victim/Witness Notification

As of spring 1983, DOC was directed to develop a program which would

Provide notification for victims and witnesses of violent crimes. In

effect, this program informs witnesses and victims whenever an offender

who is involved in a violent crime reenters the community, Victims, wit-
nesses and law enforcement officials are notified when offenders escape,
are placed on furlough, moved to work release or are paroled. Victims
and witnesses are given the opportunity to request such notification and

are responsible for letting DOC know when they are interested in receiving

this information. This program has enjoyed a significant amount of publie

support and provides significant information to key individuals involved
in the initial crime.

Pre-trial Diversion

DOC contracts with a private non-profit organization to provide support

services for offenders identified by the superior courts (Snohomish
County) as eligible candidates for participation in a diversion program.
In effect, this program allows the superior court Judge to identify
a support program which precludes the necessity of continued involvement
in the criminal justice system by an offender. For the 1983-85 biennium,

$236,000 was appropriated for the Snohomish pre-trial diversion program,

Fines and Restitution

DOC has been responsible for monitoring and reporting the extent to

which offenders have paid court-imposed fines, as well as for developing

schedules for payment of restitution, Through assessment of the of fend-
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er's economic condition, schedules are developed and offenders are re-
quired to agree to payment schedules which realistically meet restitution

requirements.

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) Programs

Under contract with six separate organizations, DOC contracts for the drug
and alcohol related services provided by Treatment Alternatives to Street
Crime (TASC). These contracts currently provide programming in Snchomish
County, King County, Pierce County, Clark County, VYakima County
and Spokane County. Offenders who have been identified as having prob-
lems in the area of substance abuse are referred to TASC, which assesses
their needs and identifies treatment programs to which they can be re-
ferred. In addition, TASC helps in monitoring offenders in an effort
to help determine the extent to which such offenders comply with court
ordered restrictions relative to substance use. Although TASC programs
are strongly oriented toward a treatment model of dealing with offenders,
they also play a key role in monitoring those offenders having a high

likelihood of continued substance abuse.

Mental Health Services

The Division of Community Services contracts with a number of vendors who
provide a broad variety of mental health services. These contracts in-
clude psychological as well as psychiatric services. Psychological eval-
uations, psychiatric evaluations, and psychopharmacological need assess-
ments are all available to those offenders who have been identified
as being in need of support in the area of mental health. In addition,
treatment programs available in the community have been identified,
and available resources have been targeted for helping offenders defray
the cost of participation in mental health programs. Although a signif-
icant effort is made in motivating offenders to pay for their own services
whenever possible, both assessment and treatment services have been

made available for offenders as needed and resources permit.

Perhaps the most significant involvement of the Division of Community
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Services in responding to mental health needs has been that of establish-
ing close working relationships with other state and community agencies
who are providing mental health services in the community. Whenever
resources have been identified, staff have been able to effectively
determine the extent to which such services may be made available to

the felony offender.

Community Involvement and Criminal Justice Liaison

In addition to providing programs that focus directly on offender manage-
ment, the Division of Community Services conducts a variety of programs
directed towards helping the offender establish and maintain a non-delin-
quent adjustment within the community. One of the primary programs
in this category involves volunteers. Volunteers are involved in sponsor-
ing offenders in work release programs who are eligible for furloughs
and/or social outings. In addition, volunteers actively participate
in screening committees where offenders are screened prior to their
being admitted to a local work release program. Volunteers are utilized
by probation and parole offices throughout the state as a means of pro-
viding work support in non-sensitive areas. Further, volunteers partici-
pate by identifying resources and by providing transportation, escort
services, and job contacts for offenders under community supervision.
One of the most critical elements of the volunteer program is the extent
to which it provides community education and helps the community better
understand both the risk and the needs of the felony offender.

Division of Community Services staff not only work with volunteers,
they are actively encouraged to provide information through lecturers
and interviews to service groups, the media and interested citizens upon
request. Staff participate in educational programs at all educational
levels and in virtually all the service organizations working within
the state of Washington. In addition, the Division of Community Services
has been actively involved in providing special interest information
to the news media in an effort to further educate the public relative

to the needs and accomplishments of the offender population,
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Another critical activity in which the Division of Community Services
is involved is not so much a formal program as it 1is an ongoing effort
to maintain close liaison with all aspects of the criminal justice sys-
tem. Division Administrators are involved in regular meetings with an
interagency work group which addresses problems and works on projects
requiring the cooperative effort of various agencies. The exchange of a
number of work release beds for jail space in the King County area is the
product of such cooperation. In addition, each Regional Administrator
is actively involved in making contacts with local law enforcement
officials, superior courts, prosecuting attorneys and local government
leaders. This participation is specifically concerned with maintaining
close contact with various communities as they work to resolve criminal

Jjustice issues.

Individual staff members have responded to the general expectation that
corrections be accurately perceived as only a part of the overall criminal
Justice system. They know it is their responsibility to share both time
and knowledge about DOC in an effort to improve and facilitate effective
problem solving at the community level.

£. Services Coordinated With The Division Of Institutional Industries

The department's Industries program was originally established by the
1954 Legislature with the intent of providing work opportunities to
minimize idleness among inmates, to teach marketable skills, and to
dispose of products and services produced by inmate employees. With
the passage of the Corrections Reform Act of 1981 (SSHB 235) the depart-
ment was charged with the responsibility of providing work opportunities
to other offenders under the department's jurisdiction. Two of the five
classes of work programs the department is authorized to conduct have a
community focus.

Class IV, or Community Work Industries, allows a unit of government
or nonprofit organization to employ inmates housed in work release facil-
ities, as well as prisons. The work or services can be done either

within the facility or in the community, depending on the needs of the
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hiring agency and the classification of the inmates in the area. The
on-site supervision and/or on-the-job training is provided by the hiring
agency, as is a gratuity up to the minimum wage. The department pro-

vides needed space, intermittent supervision, and a representative to

coordinate the program. The development of this class of industry
was initially hampered by the revenue shortfalls suffered by both local
and state government. But, public sector partners have slowly bequn

to respond to this industry, and a number of pilot projects operated
during 1983.

Class V, or Community Service Programs, enables an offender who is not
sentenced to prison to work off all or part of a community service oprder
imposed by the sentencing court. Employment is 1limited to work for
a community service program operated by the state, a local unit of gov-
ernment, or a nonprofit agency which assists persons who are poor or

infirm. Programs in this class are subject to supervision by DOC.

During Fiscal Year 1983 the department concentrated on the design and
development of the Class V Industry program. These efforts were directed
at having a well structured program that would be implemented coincident—
al with implementation of the SRA. Therefore, the department's major
involvement in court ordered community service work was limited to the
role played by staff of the Division of Community Services in those
cases where community service work was a special condition of probation.
In general, this involved: an intake interview with the of fender re-
ceiving the court order, to discuss specific conditions of the order
including how the client would complete the community service; provision
of needed assistance in locating a work site; and some type of monitor-

ing and reporting on the completion of the community service work.

Although data on yearly caseloads are not available, the following data
from November 1982 gives an indication of the numbers of offenders given
community service work sentences prior to the implementation of the
SRA. People are anticipating that there will be a marked increase in
such sentences in the coming years.
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Court Ordered Community Service Caseload

Region Region Region Region Region Region Totals

I 11 III Iv v VI
Numbe? of Cageload
ggggzégggﬂiflcers 31 23 24 50 32 23 193
Numbe; of Ca§eload
Esrﬁgsggnﬂiflcers 36 30 28 68 42 39 243

Percentages of
Caseload Carrying y 5 3
Officers Reporting 86.1% 76.6% 85.7% 73.5% 76.2% 58.9% 9%

Ngmber of Proba-

tiggiﬁngggsg ?;532— 2,151 1,569 1,668 4,806 2,627 2,474 15,295

Ngmber of Proba-

tiggiﬁngcginggger~ 86 53 140 466 255 89 1,089

Percentage of Proba- ,

tioners Given COCS 4.0%6  3.4% 8.4% 9.7% 9.8% 3.6% %

*NOTE ¢ The presentence units are not included.

SOURCE:  Statewide Survey of Court Oudered Community Service Class V
Industries, Department of Corrections, November 1982.

D. Post-Sentencing Reform Act Role In Providing And Administering

Altezrnatives

The Sentencing Reform Act of 1981 which became effective July 1, 1984,
will substantially alter the historic sentencing practices in the state
of Washington. While SRA mandates a number of programmatic changes, many
of them will be made incrementally. Therefore, adjustments in many of the
department's functions as regards alternatives to incarceration may not be
fully realized during the next year. The purpose of this section is to
describe some of those changes as they are being currently interpreted.
One of the more sensitive issues that needs to be dealt with relative to

the SRA is the question of operational interpretation of certain aspects
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of the law. In short, many decisions are being made on an interim basis
via the Interim Directives of the DOC, Division of Community Services.
They will not be converted into policy until DOC has been able to ensure

that they are appropriate directions.

Work Release Programs

Partial confinement sentences are anticipated to make use of many of
the present work release programs. Under the SRA, partial confinement
is the sole responsibility of the committing county. It is apparent,
however, that the counties did not anticipate the dollar impact of this
responsibility. The Division of Community Services anticipates that a
number of DOC work release programs, through contractual arrangements
with counties, will have partial confinement offenders. The division has
developed screening as well as participation criteria for those potential
offenders. The current budget law identifies dollars that have been made
available to the state for housing a "probationer" population which would
include those individuals sentenced after July 1, 1984. The issue of
unanticipated costs to the county should be addressed by the 1985 State
Legislature.

It is expected that the various work release facilities will continue
to function in much the same way that they are at the present time.
Partial confinement offenders who violate work release rtules will be
faced with the possible sanction of being returned to the county jail

to serve the balance of their sentence in total confinement at the local
level.

All partial confinement participants will continue to be responsible
for payment of board and room, and all partial confinement participants

will be subject to prior screening by the facility's screening committee.
It 1is anticipated that the programs at Rap House and Lincoln Park will

continue to function as a means of providing partial confinement facil-

ities for special needs offenders.
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Intensive Supervision

The Intensive Supervision Program (ISP) will undergo some significant
changes in terms of entry criteria for those offenders under this level
of supervision. Intensive supervision will be one of four levels of
supervision provided by the Division of Community Services for offenders
living within the community. The court may request an assessment which
would inform it of the level of supervision under which the Division of
Community Services would place any one offender. The level of supervision
will be determined by a risk and needs assessment as well as through the
development of a case assessment plan, The court may then determine
whether or not to exercise the option of placing an offender under com-
munity supervision. This information is expected to be especially helpful

to the courts if an exceptional sentence is being considered by the court.

Intensive supervision will provide the highest 1level of community
supervision for offenders under the jurisdiction of the Division of
Community Services. If an offender's behavior warrants consideration for
reclassification and the reclassification committee determines that a
period of intensive (or maximum or medium) supervision is required the

classification committee will be expected to make that determination.

Parole

Parole has been eliminated for individuals sentenced under SRA. DOC will
continue to be responsible for providing parole supervision for those
offenders who committed crimes prior to July 1, 1984. It should be noted
that the Sentencing Guidelines Commission is currently preparing suggested
legislation to be considered by the 1985 Legislature relative to the
development of a post-release supervision program for sex offenders.
Without legislative intervention, parole supervision is expected to

diminish significantly by 1988,

Presentence Investigations

The presentence investigation generally provides the same information
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under the SRA as it was designed to provide under the old structure.
A major difference under SRA is that an increase in the number of investi-
gations is anticipated. In cases where a presentence investigation is

not required, an intake form will be prepared on the sentenced offender.

The DOC has determined that sentence recommendations are something that
should be provided to the court by prosecutors and defense counsel.
This was concurred in by the Sentencing Guidelines Commission and the

Governor's Interagency Criminal Justice Work Group.
Probation

The probation program that has been operated by the Division of Community
Services takes on an entirely new structure under the SRA. A Judge
now has the option of imposing sentences involving jail time, partial
confinement, inpatient treatment, outpatient treatment, fines, restitu-
tion, and community supervision.  Only community supervision appears
similar to the old concept of probation. Under community supervision,
it is significant that the most severe sanction which a judge may impose
on an offender who violates a condition of community supervision is a
sanction of 60 days jail time. Under the old sentencing structure,
Judges had the option of terminating the probation and placing the offend-
er in prison. Under the new structure, this option is not available
to a judge. Once an offender is placed under community supervision,
that offender remains within the community. Community corrections of-
ficers will be monitoring offender compliance and will be reporting
non-compliance to the sentencing court. DOC will not, however, be making

a recommendation concerning non-compliance sanctions.

The Division of Community Services is responsible for tracking community
sanctions imposed by a superior court. This tracking includes virtually
all of the community based sanctions imposed by the court. One of the
major purposes of this tracking is to allow DOC, as is required, to notify

the court when the sanction has been satisfied.
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Supervision Fees

The SRA authorizes DOC to charge fees to offenders under community super-
vision. A process for assessing the offender's ability to pay has been
established, and a sliding scale has been set which takes into account

the level of supervision being provided as well as the offender's ability
to pay.

Victim/Witness Notification

The Victim/Witnsss Notification Program will continue to operate as
it has under the old sentencing structure.

Fines and Restitution

The Division of Community Services will continue to assume responsibility
for the monitoring of Payment of fines and restitution by the offenders
receiving such sanctions from the courts. This monitoring will be con-
ducted on the Offender Based Tracking System.

Mental Health Services

Under the SRA, a major emphasis has been placed in the area of providing
support services for those offenders requiring mental health support.
Within the Division of Community Services, an increased effort will
be made in the area of diagnosis, referral and monitoring of all offenders
in need of mental health services. In cooperation with the University
of Washington, a screening device is being developed which will help
identify these offenders a5 soon as they ccre to the attention of DOC
(at the time the presentence investigation is written or an intake inter-
view is done). With early diagnosis and identification, it will be

possible to more effectively respond to mental health needs of offenders
within the community.

Community Involvement

The one very clear message of the SRA is the expectation of the legisla-
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ture that DOC will be cooperatively involved with communities throughout
the state of Washington in the effective management of the overall crim-
inal justice system. The Criminal Justice Information Act of 1984 further
mandates clear and accurate coordination of information by all agencies

involved in criminal justice.

To this end, the Division of Community Services fully anticipates exten-
sive involvement at the local and regional level as well as the state
level in order to facilitate the management of the felony offender within

the state of Washington.

Community Service

One of the major programs developed under the SRA is the program to
accommodate an increased use of the community service sanction. The
implementation of this program (Class V Industries) has resulted in
the Division of Community Services making major staffing assignments
and increasing coordination with the Division of Institutional Industries.
The program is managed, overall, by a staff person from the Division
of Institutional Industries, and each Community Services region has
a community service regional manager who is responsible for the implemen-
tation of the program in his/her respective region. Through the coordin-
ation of the Division of Institutional Industries, a program for identi-
fying potential job sites and developing agreements between DOC and
agencies receiving work hours is being established. In implementing this

program, DOC has developed a system which:

-~ matches offender by location, skill and schedule with available
job work site;

-- monitors offender activity for compliance to court order;
-- provides training as necessary for all participants of program; and

-~ provides reports as necessary for Jjudges, prosecuting attorneys,

DOC job work sites and state legislators.
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Once an offender is placed with an agency for carrying ocut the sentence,
a community corrections officer maintains contact as needed to ensure
the offender's completion of work. Monitoring may include telephone,

mail and in-person contacts with the agency. Problems are referred

to the community service regional manager.

A computer system has been developed which will help in monitoring all
offenders with a community service sanction and all of the government
agencies and nonprofit organizations eligible to receive community serv-
ice. A series of conferences with local officials has been conducted
throughout the state in an effort to describe the Community Service
Program. In addition, a meeting was held in Olympia with representa-
tives of various state agencies to inform them about the SRA to describe
the community service sanction. This particular program will require
intensive ongoing coordination between DOC and nonprofit organizations
and local government entities. The program supply data presented in
Chapter V reflects the number of community work sites established in

July, August and September 1984.

E. Unresolved Issues

Historically the Division of Community Services has provided services
which balance the needs of the offender and the safety concerns and
expectations of the community. The SRA changes this balance towards
less treatment and more supervision. This changed balance limits the
capacity of the Division of Community Services to provide some types
of behavior change programs that it has historically provided. This
is particularly true in the areas where offender's mental health, mental
capacities, and substance abuse behavior are relevant issues. Legis-
lative actions and interpretations and/or practices of the courts in
the implementation of the OSRA will undoubtedly provide direction for
future DOC responses. It is unknown how apparent community expectations
for treatment will impact the courts and through this DOC's role in
community alternative programs.
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CHAPTER V

SERVICE DISTRIBUTION AND ELIGIBLE OFFENDER PROJECTIONS

~The purpose of this chapter is to identify the projected numbers of

offenders who may be eligible for alternatives to total confinement.
The total statewide numbers presented here are useful for estimating
potential cost impacts of enhancing the alternatives to incarceration
system. The county-specific information on estimated offender popula-
tions and/or service availability may be useful for community-level

program planning purposes.

A. Projections Of The Numbers Of Offenders Who Will Be Sentenced In 1986

Due to the lack of sufficient time and resources to collect original data,
the department decided to use an existing data set to develop the popula-
tion forecasts necessary for this and other sections of this plan.
While several data sets were available, most of them lacked the informa-

tion needed by the present study.

After consultation with criminal justice organizations such as the Admin-
istrator for the Courts, the Sentencing Guidelines Commission, and the
Corrections Standards Board, as well as the Office of Financial Manage-
ment, it was decided to use the data collected and the assumptions adopted
by the Sentencing Guidelines Commissinn during the Jail Impact Study
(1982) for the bulk of the analysis. Data for most of the remainder of

the analysis was obtained from the Office of Financial Management.

The Sentencing Guidelines Commission data set consists of a sample drawn
from 18 counties in Washington State. It includes 3215 felony commitments
to the DOC (this includes both admissions to prison and admissions to
probation). Consisting of over 300 variables, it includes extensive data
on offender criminal history, jail time served, sentencing to various
types of rehabilitation programs, and demographic information such as age

and race. Data analysis by the original investigators produced varicus

Preceding page blank
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weighting and scoring systems which are used in the present study.*

The Office of Financial Management. provided data on annual number of
commitments to DOC for Fiscal Years 1982 and 1986.

Procedure For Estimating Offender Populations

The offenders who are eligible for alternatives to incarceration, as
defined in Senate Bill 4798, are first-time offenders as weil as other
offenders with sentences of one year or less. The procedure used to
estimate the 1986 offender population eligible for alternatives included
a number of steps. First, data from the Office of Financial Management
were used to estimate the projected increase in commitments to DOC be-
tween 1982 and 1986. The Sentencing Guidelines Commission data were
used to calculate the numbers of committed offenders in the 18 county
sample (1982) in each of the various categories eligible for alternative
sentences. The figures from the county sample were weighted in order
to estimate county totals and a statewide figure representing the number
of felony offenders who would have been eligible for sentencing alter-
natives in Washington during 1982.% This figure is 7644. The estimated
numbers of offenders in each of the categories in 1986 was calculated
by applying the appropriate percentages to the projected number of com-
mitments to DOC in 1986. The projected total is 8199.

Since different types of offenders may receive different sentences,
it is useful to know the relative numbers of first-time offenders, non-
violent offenders, violent offenders, and sex offenders who make up
the pool of offenders who may be eligible for alternatives. Following
is a table of the numbers of different types of offenders.

These values represent the estimated number of felons that will be

eligible for participation in alternative programs in Washington State.

*  Permission was obtained from the Sentencing Guidelines Commission
to use the weighting and scoring systems.,
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Table 1

FELONY OFFENDERS ELIGIBLE FQR ALTERNATIVES IN WASHINGTON STATE

Category 1986
First-Time Offenders 3976
Nonviolent~nonprison

Offenders 3449
Violent-nonprison

Offenders 312
Sex Offenders 462
TOTAL 8199

Although the SRA emphasizes alternative sentences for nonviolent of fend-

ers, under certain circumstances violent offenders are eligible for
alternative sentences, Therefore, they are included in these figures.
In addition, sex offenders are eligible for rehabilitation—oriented, sen-
tences as are first-time offenders. Because of the very few resources for
community treatment of sex offenders (see Chapter III) the remainder of

this Chapter will focus on the nonviolent-nonprison offender and the
first-time offender populations, *

Since offenders and alternative programs are not distributed evenly
throughout Washington State, it is important to know whethep or not the

offender pool exceeds program supply within any given county. This is
the topic of the next section.

B. County by County Presentation of Alternative Program Supply
and Eligible Offender Pool

Data on Supply and the Eligible Offender Poo]

Most of the data on program supply come from the alternatives to incarcer-

* It is not possible at this time to speculate about the number of
offenders who might receive exceptional sentences which could include
@ requirement for alterpate placement.
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ation survey of June 1984, discussed in Chapter III. Because the field
of corrections is currently undergoing substantial changes, the data
are augmented by records from the Division of Institutional Industries,
the Sentencing Guidelines Commission, and the Department of Social and
Health Services. With one exception, values on both the number of pro-
grams and maximum capacities reflect the number of services instead of
the number of programs. This is due to the fact that many programs
provide multiple services. For example, many substance abuse programs
provide both inpatient and outpatient treatment; this means that values
in the following tables may reflect double or even triple counting. This
is true of both the number of programs and program male/female capacity
figures. The one exception is work release programs, where combined
state/local work release programs have capacity listed only once. Since
much of the data reflect double counts, and the programs in the various
categories are quite distinct, the reader is cautioned against trying to

total program or capacity values.

Data on eligible offender pools come from the Sentencing Guidelines
Commission data described in the previous section. Even though this data
set includes only 18 counties and is drawn from a 1982 sample, it is the
best source of information for the present task. The relationship betwee

program supply and offender pools, however, can be examined only for
the 18 sampled counties. Also, the reader should be aware that various
county interpretations of the SRA and the actual experience of implement-
ing the SRA may significantly alter the conclusions of this study.

There are two aspects to program supply that are relevant. The first
is program capacity. While it is not possible to add the program capac-
ities and get a direct comparison of the program capacities to numbers
of eligible offenders, it is possible to get a general idea of whether
or not the existing programs have the capacity to attempt to process the
sentenced offenders. For example, if a given county has 40 community
service positions, 100 state work release beds, 50 job training positions
and expects 150 offenders in 1986, it is reasonable to suggest that this
particular county could probably meet the needs of that offender pool.
The second relevant aspect of program supply is program diversity. This

is important because, given a population of offenders with widely diver-
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gent criminal histories, it would seem that different types of programs
would be required to service them adequately. For example, it is unlikely
that all offenders in a given county would be drug offenders who would
do best at substance abuse treatment centers. The present study has

data on program capacity and diversity for all 39 counties.

In summary, program supply needs to be sufficient in both capacity and
diversity in order to meet the needs of the eligible offenders. While the
following analysis bhas data on both program supply and offender pool
for only 18 counties, data on program supply are available for all coun-
ties and provide enough information to allow preliminary speculution for

all counties.*

The results of the analysis presented in Tables 1 through 39 demon-

strate clearly that the annual eligible offender pool both exceeded and

will exceed program supply by a substantial masrgin in almost half of the

counties for which data are available.** This argument is supported by the
finding that while there was some number of eligible offenders in each of

the 18 counties, there were two counti:s with only one program (Pacific

and Pend Oreille), and six with only a few programs (Clark, Grant,

Jefferson, Lewis, Mason and Skagit).

The situation was better in some of the remaining counties. For example,
Franklin, King, Snohomish, Spokane, Thurston and Walla Walla Counties
did not reveal a large discrepancy between program capacity and the of-
fender pool. The remaining four members of the 18 county sample had

programs as wall. A graphical summary of the relationship between program

* The 18 sampled counties account for approximately 75% of the total
eligible offender pool. Therefore, approximately 994 first-time
offenders and 862 nonviolent-nonprison offenders would be sentenced
in the remaining 21 counties in 1986.

** Tt was not possible to assess normal client flow across county lines,
which may either increase or decrease apparent disparities between
supply and the offender pool.
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supply and offender pool is presented in Map 4.

The results of the data analysis demonstrate that while program supply
fared little better when measured by diversity than when measured by
capacity, there were a few counties that seemed to have a diversity of
programs. Five counties had six or more types of programs. These were
King, Pierce, Snohomish, Spokane and Thurston Counties. Nine counties
had from three to five programs. These were Benton, Clallam, Clark, Cow-
litz, Franklin, Kitsap, Walla Walla, Whatcom and Yakima Counties. The
remaining 25 counties had two or less program types.

In summary, the counties varied considerably in the degree to which
program supply matches, and is anticipated to match, the eligible offender
pool. For example, while King, Franklin, Snohomish, Spokane and Thurston
Counties appeared to have adequate capacity, and while King, Pierce,
Snchomish, Spokane and Thurston appeared to have adequate diversity, many
of the 18 counties had gaps between supply and the offender pool.

Conclusion

There is . doubt that the discrepancy between the eligible offender
pool and program supp.y is abysmal in many areas in Washington State. In
addition, it is possible, even likely, that areas which appear to have
adequate program supplies (such as King and Snohomish Counties) are
expected to, and do, serve offenders from areas lacking in this regard,
These situations have implications for public policy. Fipally, the
Fit between program or service offerings and offender need is not re-
flected in a mere accounting exercise.

First, the costs of transporting offenders to distant areas to serve
their sentences could become prohibitive. Second, if one of the benefits
of community corrections is that it takes place in the offenders' com-
munities, transporting to distent areas destroys one of the benefits
of serving this kind of sentence. Third, it may not be necessary to
saturate each county with alternative programs if programs in adjacent
areas are close enough to offset transport costs and to retain the com-

munity focus. Fourth, the concept of community must be clearly defined.
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One county may contain numerocus communities. When this is the case, it
would probably be unfeasible to expect each community to contain many
and diverse alternative programs. Finally, offender needs and community
response to those needs must play a pivotal role in local program plan-

ning.

MAP IV

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PROGRAM SUPPLY AND OFFENDER POOL
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é Apparent balance between program supply and offender pool

33:35 Offender pool exceeds supply somewhat
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mm' i offender pool exceeds supply substantially
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TABLE 1 TABLE 2

ASOTIN COUNTY
ADAMS COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY 70 NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM_SUPPLY
PROGRAM SUPPLY -

Number of Male Felon Female Felon Service N;gge:agi Mgieaiit°“ Fegzlzcizloﬂ
Service Programs Capacity Capacity —_— - =
State Work Release Q 0 0 State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 0 0 Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work 0 0 0 Community Service Work 0 0 0
TASC 0 0 0 TASC o] 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0 Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 [¢]
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 3 4 Qutpatient Substance Abuse 2 - -
Job Training \] ) 0 Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0 Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (-) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

Legend: A dash (=) indicates that no capacity figures are avallable. A
plus {+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
A'plus (+) indicates thst data are avatlable for one program only. An asterisk (%) indicates that more than one service ig provided by at least

asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
cne program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
gservice provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Gource: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are bssed on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources.
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TABLE 3
BENTON COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM_SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 1 11 4
Community Service Work 2 52 52
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 1% - -
Outpatient Substance Abuse 3% - -
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 3 3+ -

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Offender Type 1982 1986
Firat Time Offender 138 153
Other Nonviolent Offender 74 82

Legend: A dash (=) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service i{s provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources. Offender demand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines
commission data (1982) as a baseline.

o
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TABLE 4
CHELAN COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
‘TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL
PROGRAM SUPPLY
Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacitcy Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work 0 0 0
TASC 0 [4] 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 1% 7 8
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1% - -
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (=) indicates that no capacity figures are avallable.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC Burvey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sOUrces.



=921~

TABLE §
CLALLAM COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity _Capacity
State Work Release 1 15 o]
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Coumunity Service Work 1 10 10
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuge 3 - -
Job Training 0 0 4]
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Offender Type 1982 1986
First Time Offender 27 30
Other Nonviolent Offender 28 31

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are avaflable.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice 1f there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey

conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources. Offender demand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines
commission data (1982) as a baseline.

o
TABLE 6
CLARK COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL
PROGRAM SUPPLY
Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 1 30 10
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work 1 - -
TASC 1 - 2
Inpatient Substance Abuse 3* - -
Outpatient Substance Abuge 3% - -
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER EGQL

Offender Type 1982 1986
First Time Offender 197 219

Other Nonviolent Offender 146 162

Legend: A dash {(~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) fndicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service 15 provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programg are counted once for each
service nrovided and capacities are shown twice 1f there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey

conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources. Offender demand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines
commission data (1982) as a baseline.
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TABLE 7
COLUMBIA COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY
~—mpn anti LY

Number of Male Felon
Service Programs Capacity
State Work Release 0 [
Local Work Release 0 0
Community Service Work 0 0
TASC 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 (¢}
Outpatient Substance Abuge 1 -
Job Training 0 0
Mental Health 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Female Felon
Cagncitx

0

4]
0

Legend: 4 dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An

Source: Number of programs and capacity dats are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other

sources.

TABLE 8
COWLITZ COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY
——Al LY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Releasge 1 20 5
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work 1 15 18
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 3 114 2+
Job Training 0 0 1]
Mental Health 4] 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (-) indicates that no capacity figures are available,

A plus (+) indicaceg that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each

totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a hoC Burvey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources.
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TABLE 9
DOUGLAS COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

~=chenan SUPPLY
Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work 0 0 0
TASC 0 [} 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 4] 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (=) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only,

sOurces.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are baged on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other

&

TABLE 10
FERRY COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NUNVIOLENT OFFENDER PQOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 0 Q
Community Service Work 0 [ 0
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse ] Q 4}
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 - -
Job Training 0 0 4]
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL_NONVIOLENY OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are avallable for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programg are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differenstiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capaclty data arve baged on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources.
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TABLE 11
FRANKLIN COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 1 13 2
Local Work Release 1 20 8
Community Service Work 1% 17 3
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 1% 17 3
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 - -
Job Training 0 0 0
Hental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL, NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Offender Type 1982 1986
First Time Offender 50 56
Other Nonviolent Offender 55 61

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one sxrvice ig provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should mot be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources. Offender demand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines
commission data (1982) as a baseline.

[

TABLE 12
GARFIELD COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work 0 0 0
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse (4] 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 - -
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available,

A plus (+) indicates that data are avallable for one program only. An
asterisk (*) Indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice 1f there ig no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled,

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
gources.,
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TABLE 13
GRANT COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felow Female Felon

Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 4] 0
Community Service Work 1 2 2
TASC ¢} 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Outpati~nt Substance Abuse 2 - -
Jiob Training o] 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

!

U Offender Type 1982 1986

[on3

f First Time Offender 35 39
Othexr Nonviolent Offender 43 48

Legend: A dash (-) indicates that no capucity flgures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterigk (*) indicates that more then one aervice is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are ccanted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there i{s no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Humber of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources. Offender demand was estimated by ueing Sentencing Guidelines
commission data (1982) as a baseline.

TABLE 14
GRAYS HARBOR COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Pelease 0 4] Q
Local Work Release 0 0 [}
Community Service Work 0 o} 0
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse i* 1 1
Outpatient %ubstance Abuse 2% - -
Job Training 0 ¢ 0
Mental Health ] 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are avallable.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (¥) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programas and capacity data are based on & DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
Bources.
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TABLE 15 TABLE 16
ISLAND COUNTY JEFFERSON COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL
PROGRAM SUPPLY PROGRAM SUPPLY
Number of Male Felon Female Felon Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0 State Work Release [ 0 0
Local Work Release 4] 0 0 Local Work Release 0 0 0
Comamunity Service Work 0 0 0 Community Sexvice Work 0 0 0
TASC 0 0 0 TASC 0 0 Q
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 (¢] 0 Inpatient Substance Abuse 1 15 18
Outpatient Substance Abuse 2 - - Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 - -
Job Traiaing 0 0 0 Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0 Mental Health 0 0 0
ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL
Information Unavailable Offender Type 1982 1986
First Time Offender 17 19
Legend: A dash (=) indicates that no capacity figures are available.
A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An Other Nonviolent Offender 8 9
asterisk (*) indicates the: more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
totalled. asterisk (*) {ndicates that more than one service is provided by at least

one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other totalled.
sources.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, anugmented by additional data obtained from other
sourceg. Oftender demand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines
commission datn (1982) as a baseline.
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TABLE 17
KING COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM_SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Sexrvice Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 4 221 36
Local Work Release 1 160 6
Commyvaity Service Work 40% 240 1281,
TASC 1 168 112
Inpatient Substance Abuse 11% 5762/ 943/
Outpatient Substance Abuse 17% 59A/ 654/
Job Training 2% 20+ 10+
Hental Health 1 - -

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Qffender Type 1982 1986
First Time Offender 923 1024

Other Nonviclent Offender 818 908

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data ave available for one program only.
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
gervice provided and capacities are shown twlce 1f there is no service

differentiastion between male and female clients.

totalled.

Source: Nunber of programs and capacity data are based on n DUC survey

These data should not be

An

&
TABLE 18
KITSAP COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL
PROGRAM SUPPLY
Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 1 26 4
Local Work Release Il/ - -
Community Service Work 9% 30 30
TASC 0 [\] 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 1 6 6
OQutpatient Substance Abuse 3% 10+ 10+
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLERT OFFENDER POOL

Offender Type 1982 1986
Firet Time Offender 156 173
Other Nonviolent Offender 85 94

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicstes that datan are available for one program only. Aa
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service

differentiation between male and female clients.

totalled.

These data should not be

conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other

dour:

ces. Offender demand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines

comigsion data {1982) as a baseline.

1 One program does not serve females and the capacity is unavatlable for
2/ one program.
3/ Capacities are unavallable for four programs.

One program does not serve females and capacities are unavailable for
a/ four programs.

Capacities are availeble for only two programs.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey

conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other

sources. Offender desand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines

commission data (1982) as a baseline.

1 One program provides state and local work release jointly, The
capacities for the coubined services are listed under state work release
only.
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TABLE 19
KITTITAS COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAH SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon TFemale Felon
Service Prograuns Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 o
Local Work Release [¢] 0 0
Community Service Work 0 0 0
TASC o] [ 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 - -
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Information Unavailable

Legend: A dash (-) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (%) indicates that more than one service i{s pruvided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once fur each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
EOUTCEB .

&
TABLE 20
KLICKITAT COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL
PROGRAM SUPPLY
Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work ] 0 0
TASC 0 [ 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 - -
Job Training o] ] 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Informat{on Unavailable

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plus (+) indicates that data are avallable for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is nc service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
sources.
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TABLE 21
LEWIS COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Humbar of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 1 6 4
Local Work Release 0 0 ]
Community Service Work 0 0 0
TASC 0 Q 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse O Q@ 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 2 - -
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 0 0

ARNUAL HONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Offender Type 1982 1986
First Time Offender 102 113
Other Nonviolent Offender 74 82

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are avallable.

A plus (+) indicates that data are available for one program only. An
asterisk (*) indicates that more than one service ig provided by at least
one program. Except for work releage, programg are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled.

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
gources. Offender demand was estimated by using Sentencing Guidelines
cormission data (1982) as a baseline.

TABLE 22
LINCOLN COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Sarvice Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Release 0 0 0
Community Service Work 0 0 0
TASC ¥} [y 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse Q 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 2 7+ 3+
Job Training 0 0 0
Mental Health 0 4] 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Informatinsn Unavailable

Legend: A dash (=) indicates that no capacity figures are available.

A plug (+) indicates that data are avallable for one program only. An
asterisk (%) Indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
gervice provided and capacities are ghown twice if there is no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled,

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in June, 1984, aupmented by additional data obtained from other
sources.
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TABLE 23
MASON COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TC NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAH SUPPLY
——e oTRE LY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Cagacitz
State Work Release 0 0 0
Local Work Releage 0 0 0
Community Service Work 2 2 2
TASC 0 0 ¢}
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Job Training (] 0 0
Mental Health 0 4] 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

Offender Type 1982 1986
Firgt Time Offender 32 36
Other Nonviolent Offender 35 39

Legend: A dash (~) indicates that no capacity figures are available,
A plus (+) {ndicates that data are available for one program only. An

differentiatior between male and female clients, These data should not be
totalled,

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are based on a DOC survey
conducted in Jupe, 1984, augmented by additional data obtained from other
Bources. Offender demand wag estimated by using Sentencing Cuidelines

TABLE 24
OKANOGAN COUNTY
RELATIONSHIP OF PROGRAM SUPPLY
TO NONVIOLENT OFFENDER POOL

PROGRAM SUPPLY

Number of Male Felon Female Felon
Service Programs Capacity Capacity
State Work Reléaae 0 0 0
Local Wotk Release 0 0 0
Conmunity Service Work 0 o} o]
TASC 0 0 0
Inpatient Substance Abuse 0 0 0
Outpatient Substance Abuse 1 - -
Job Training ] ¢] 0
Hental Health 0 0 0

ANNUAL NONVIOLENT OFFENDER PoOL

Informution Unavailable

Legend: A dash (~) indicates chat no capacity figures are available,

A plus (+) indicates that data are availlable for ome program only. An
astevdsk (%) indicates that more than one service is provided by at least
one program. Except for work release, programs are counted once for each
service provided and capacities are shown twice if there 18 no service
differentiation between male and female clients. These data should not be
totalled,

Source: Number of programs and capacity data are baged on a DOC gurvey
conducted in June, 1984, augmented by additional data obratned from other
sources.
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F.  PARTICIPATION BY CORRESPONDENCE
In addition to those individuals who participated in the meet-
ings, a number of individuals or organizations corresponded di-
rectly to express their views, opinions and recommendations.
Thirty individuals and/or organizations participated in this way,

For specifics concerning the individuals and organizations involved,
please see Appendix A for a list of the participants.

The input from this process is discussed below. The order of the
discussion is determined by the frequency of a particular recommenda-
tion. A given recommendation may have been offered by an individual
or a group or represents a meeting group consensus. No value Jjudg-
ments have been made. Listings are made solely on the basis of the
frequency of the recommendation.

The frequency tabulations include all recommendations received from
all sources and all mediums. In some of the responses the profes-
sional and/or regional identification was not known. The frequency
responses to the types recommendations, therefore, will not tabulate
with the frequency of response by profession or region.

A draft of this report was circulated to all participants for review
and corrections. The corrections were incorporated in the Ffinal
draft.

The recommendations include but are not limited to the classes of
sanctions noted in the Sentencing Reform Act. As such, possible
implementation of a specific recommendation may require legislative
action.

GENERAL POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

In the course of the consultations, a number of general policy recom-
mendations were made. These recommendations relate to policy that
cuts across all programmatic areas. These general policy recommend-
ations will be discussed below in the order of their incidence of
occurrence.

A. JOINT VENTURES (46 occurrences)

The core of the essence of this recommendation is that al-
ternative programs should be developed and implemented through
a joint venture involving actors other than solely the state.
There is no clear consensus as to what would be the optimal
form of this joint venture. Twenty recommendations called
for contracts between the state and nonprofit and/or local
units of government, while eighteen called for state/local
consortia, In twu communities with strong, active United
Funds, a third recommendation of "“a middle-man"  brokerage
structure was made. Although there was diversity in detail
among the recommendations, Lhere were several common charac-
teristics; these joint ventures should have clearly stated
objectives and performance criteria, and a clear plan of action
which is measurable and accountable, not only in terms of per-
formance but in terms of cost.

4-A
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The nature of the relationship between the state and the partici-
pating agency, be it local government or private sector, should
be by way of formal contract.

Fiscal responsibilities should be in detail and explicit in the
contract. Included in the fiscal system should be sufficient
funds to provide for reasonable rates of overhead and indirect
costs on the part of all participants.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY (44 occurrences)

The essence of this general policy recommendation is that the
total costs for programs for convicted felons, either in total
confinement or alternatives, is the responsibility of the state.

1. LEGAL AND TAX BASE ISSUES (17 occurrences)

The essence of these recommendations is that programs
for convicted felons are a state responsibility and under
state law, Proposition 62, it is the responsibility of the
state to pay all direct and indirect costs that may be
accrued by county or local government. Associated with

this is the perception that the state, with its larger
tax base, tas the capacity to fund these programs, while
local  governments, with narrower and more restricted
bases, do not have the capacity.

2. LIABILITY (11 occurrences)
These recommendations focused onto two general areas:

a) Labor and industry insurance liability for those of-
fenders involved in community service programs or other
programs where they were providing goods or services. The
recommendation is that this is a cost of the program and,
as such, the responsibility of the state.

b) General liability; issues related to damages or losses
that may be suffered by participating units of government
and/or the general public. The recommendation is that
liability for the actions of state offenders lies with
the state, and the state should bear the fiscal responsi-
bility for paying for general liability insurance.

3. THE REALITY OF CORRECTIONAL COSTS (8 occurrences)

The essence of this recommendation is that correctional
programs are costly. Some programs may be less costly
than others, but all programs have a real cost. It is
unrealistic to expect that a correctional program, either
through its products, services, fees, or contributions
from offenders, can be without cost. In planning any cor-
rectional program, therefore, the real cost should be budg-
eted fully in the beginning. Any recovery of costs should
be regarded as coincidental recovery of revenue,

5-A
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C. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT (24 occurrences)

The essence of this recommendation is that for an alternative
to incarceration program to be successful in the community
it must actually involve individuals from that community.
Individual involvement on the part of community members cannot
be replaced by organizational or bureaucratic pronouncements.

Community involvement was seen as being implemented in a variety
of ways, but two areas were most frequently mentioned.

1. LOCAL SCREENING COMMITTEES (11 occurrences)

i.ocal screening committees would be made up of individuals
from a community. The composition would vary between the
communities, but it would include the general public,
special interest groups and some government representation.
The purpose of these screening committees would be to make
recommendations to the courts and/or the Department of
Corrections as to whether or not an individual should
be considered for alternatives in that community.

2. VOLUNTEER INVOLVEMENT (11 occurrences)

The essence of this recommendation is that, wherever pos-
sible, volunteers should have an active and meaningful
role in the implementation of programs. This role would
include direct service in community service, community
supervision, partial confinement, and job development acti-
vities. Citizen involvement was seen not as a cost saving
activity, but rather as a vehicle for active involvement
of the citizen in the alternative program.

D. PUBLIC EDUCATION (13 occurrences)

The essence of this recommendation is that the general public is
not informed concerning correctional issues in general, and
alternatives to total incarceration in specific. All operating
alternative programs should have an adequately staffed and funded
public education component. The responsibilities of this public
education unit is to educate the public about the issues of rel-
ative cost of alternatives vs. total incarceration, public safety
issues, and the general nature of the correctional activity.

ALTERNATIVE PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

E%even general categories of alternative programs were identified and
discussed by the community consultation groups. Each program will

be discussed within the parameters of analysis mandated by the
legislation.

A. COMMUNITY SERVICE WORK (70 occurrences)

Community service work was far and away the most commanly cited
altermative. It was generally seen as a satisfactory alterna-

e oot mprmrem st T
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as it would be highly specific and highly visible. Through
production of actual goods and services it was perceived
being sufficiently punitive to meet the general public's per-
ion that the offender was not "getting away with something".

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Community service work programs are programs where con-
victed offenders are assigned the responsibility to pro-
vide a specific number of hours or products to the general
community withcut compensation. The majority of the recom-
mendations called for the recipient agency of these services
to be a unit of local government. Other recipients would
be: an established service provider agency, e.g., food
banks, senior centers, etc., and nonprofit, general service
organizations. The offenders' work programs should be clear,
specific, visible and performance measurable. Make-work,
over-staffed, or under-supervised programs were seen as
detrimental to the success of this alternative. The most
common examples of unsatisfactory programs were drawn from
some of the excessively staffed '"make-work" programs of the
Work Progress Administration (WPA) of the 1930s. Also cited
were those juvenile community service work programs which
were either unsupervised or were based on self-sought, self-
reported community service work. An individual sentenced to
the program should be held specifically accountable for
performing visible tasks. The visibility of these tasks
was seen as an important component for gaining and main-
taining public support.

The individual may be sentenced to a community service
program for a specific number of hours, or until the accom-
plishment of some specific goal, e.g., numbers of cords of
wood cut, miles of road cleared, etc.

The experience of the communities in the number of community
service hours suggests that the mandated 240 hours maxi-
mum ceiling is significantly below common practice. This
is particularly true in the medium to small communities
where 300-500 hour sentences are common.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

The core client group to be served would be the sentenced
felony offender. Community service work was frequently seen
as an appropriate sanction for certain types of violent
crimes, e.g., negligent homicide, as well as for nonviolent
crimes. In addition to serving the felony offender, com-
munity service programs should be so designed and structured,
through their contractual arrangements, that local units of
government would sentence misdemeanor offenders to a single,
existing community service project within a given community.
Large numbers of misdemeanor offenders were seen as eligible
clients.

7-A
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ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

The most common recommendation for administrative structure
would be that the Department of Corrections would contract
with a local unit of government to mount a community service
work program(s). Typically, this contractual relationship
would be negotiated based on the needs and capacities
of the local community and the offender population, both
quantity and quality, from the state. It would be the
responsibility of the state to initiate the development of
community service work programs throughout the state. Fol-
lowing this developmental activity,however, it would be the
responsibility of the local units of government to admin-
ister the programs. In some communities, the local unit of
government may choose to subcontract this responsibility to
a nonprofit organization with the consent of the state. The
state would retain the responsibility for compliance super-
vision, e.g., assuring that the specific tasks were accom-
plished by the assigned individuals and reporting this
performance to the court. The participating local unit of
government would be responsible for on-the-job supervision.

There is no clear consensus as to how individual offenders
should be assigned to different work projects. The recom-
mendations were equally divided (10 each) between develop-
ing a system of matching the needs of the offender to the
available work, and a system where offenders would be arbi-
trarily assigned with no choice.

The administrative structures would vary by the community,
but they would have a common characteristic of a clear,
concise written contract to undergird the relationship.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

Community service work was seen largely as a decentralized
enterprise taking place in localities under the guidance,
directions, and accountability structures of the state. It
was seen as a general alternative to total incarceration,
not only for felons but for misdemeanants. It was recom-
mended  that provisions be devised in the contractual
relationships to allow for felons and misdemeanants to
participate in identical programs. This was seen as de-
sirable, not only by way of cutting administrative costs
but also by reducing confusion and competition for available
work opportunities.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The program was seen essentially as a state program with the
state bearing the costs for mounting the program. Included
in the state cost would be the costs of compliance super-
vision, work opportunity development, public education,
general liability, Labor and Industries insurance, and gen-
eral overhead costs. The cost for on-the-job work super-

e e At e i e ey

vision would be the responsibility of the agency which
accrued the benefits of the program, e.g., if il was a
county project, the county would bear the supervisory costs,
a nonprofit would bear the supervisory cosls in Lhal snt—
ting, and the state would bear the cost in a state setting.
Costs for equipment and materials would also be borne by the
agency which accrued the benefits.

B.  TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES (27 occurrences)

1.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

In this type of an alternative program a convicted offender
would be sentenced to receive treatment, either on an
outpatient or inpatient basis, for his/her illegal acti-
vity. Most frequently the offender was seen as a person
with an established pattern of abuse of alcohol and/or
drugs. There was no consensus as to whether the person
would be sentenced to a treatment program as an alternative,
receive a deferred sentence (a la the Treatment Alter-
native to Street Crime program), or if treatment would serve
as an alternative sentence similar to the sex-offender
statutes in the Sentencing Reform Act. The common charac-
teristic, however, was that the individual would be_sen-
tenced to treatment with the altermative for noncompllange
and nonconformance being total confinement. The program is
generally seen as the more realistic approach for the com-
pulsive abuser.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

The client group was seen as first-time and repeat offenders
who have a substantial history of substance abuse. The
principal client group would be convicted felons, although
misdemeanants would be eligible for the program on a pur-
chase of service basis.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

There is no clear consensus as to the desirable administra-
tive structure. Included in the recommendations were:

a) Treatment programs directly responsible to the Depa?t-
ment of Corrections, which would subcontract then to gnlts
of local government or nonprofit agencies for the delivery
of service.

b) Contracts between the Department of Corrections and
the Department of Social and Health Services3 Burgau gf
Substance Abuse, for the provision of services; in this
latter case, the Bureau of Substance Abuse would be re-




sponsible  for developing and monitoring the inpatient
and outpatient service programs to the Department  of
Corrections' standards.

c) If an individual is declared in need of treatment by
the court, the individual and the state would contract with
a service provider on a mutually-negotiated basis with
specific goals and accomplishments; payment would be by
voucher from the state to the service provider.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

As discussed above, this type cf alternative might be simi-
lar to either the Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime
program and/or the sex offender program in the Sentencing
Reform Act. As such, it is a form of deferred sentence.
This program would also be significantly different from the
other alternative programs, as an individual with a previous
criminal history may be eligible for commitment to this pro-
gram.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

This program is seen as a directly operated state program
with the state having full responsibility for all fiscal
costs. Participating local units of government may Jjoin in
the enterprise on a fee-for-service basis.

C.  PARTIAL CONFINEMENT (23 occurrences)

1.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Partial confinemenc is seen as a program where an individ-
ual would reside for 8 hours per day in a fFacility owned,
operated or leased by the state. These 8 hours would not
necessarily include or be limited to the nighttime hours.
A person might be placed in partial confinement directly
from the sentencing court or indirectly following a period
of total confinement.

The person in partial confinement may be working in the
community, going to school in the community, receiving
treatment in the community, or residing in the community
and coming to the partial confinement facility for educa-
tion, training, treatment and/or work. While associated
with the partial confinement facility, the individual
would be subject to the rules and reqgulations of the fac-
ility. Noncompliance with the facility rules, requlations
and expectations would make the person eligible for up to
60 days total confinement sanction.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

The principal client was seen as a convicted felon. It was

10~ A

e
o TR T T

tsenaies

A et

D.

recommended that convicted misdemeanants be included in the
same programs, however, on a fee-for-service basis. This
recommendation 1is based on the maximum use of a relatively
scarce resource.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

A wide variety of administrative structures were recom-
mended. These included: state operated partial confinement
facilities, private facilities operating under contract to
the state, county facilities operated conjointly or under
contract with the state, and county operated facilities. It
appeared to be the consensus of the consultants that the
administrative structure was highly dependent on the politi-
cal nature of the host community. In some communities only
a county run facility would be palatable, in others only a
state run facility. The recommendation was that the facil-
ities be negotiated on a case-by-case basis. In all cases,
there should be clearly understood expectations and reponsi-
bilities enforced by negotiated contracts.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

A wide diversity of partial confinement facilities was
recommended. The relationships would involve a tri-party
negotiation between the local government unit, the state
and the local community. All partial confinement facili-
ties would have local citizen advisory boards controlling
their admissions.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

Because of the wide diversity of administrative structures
recommended by the community consultants, fiscal responsi-
bilities would have to vary by the administrative structure.
In general, however, there was a consensus that Ffiscal
responsibilities should be negotiated by contract. This
negotiatior should include specific daily unit costs for
participation in the program. These unit costs would
include all direct costs, indirect costs, public education
costs, and the amount of retirement of capital costs. It
was seen that it would not be uncommon for a partial con-
finement facility operator to have a contract with more
than one government agency. These contracts might include
minimum use guarantees.

On three occasions, recommendations were made that the
proevision for fiscal accountability also include a profit,
so as to allow profit making enterprises to provide this
type of alternative.

RESIDENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICE WORK PROGRAMS (20 occurrences)

The concept of residential community service work is derived
from the old work farms of the past. In rural communities
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it was seen as a work farm, but in more urban communities it
was seen as a sheltered workshop and/or a residential facility

for

community service work offenders. In all cases it would

be a nonsecure facility.

1.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The essence of this program is that people would be sen-
tenced to a period of residential community service work.
While in residence, they would work, either within or out-
side the facility, in a variety of jobs. Although the ma-
jority of the community consultants recommended these jobs
be performed without compensation, a minority (5) recom-
mended that the individuals be paid the prevailing wage for
that work and billed back for the cost of care. The purpose
of the program is to provide residential care and work ex-
perience for the unstable offender. This is the offender
who does not have the community structure to function in
community service work or community supervision, but does
not need the security and custody of partial confinement or
total confinement. Residential comminity service centers
would provide residential services, lodging and food, but
not custody. As such, they were ceen as less costly than
partial confinement or total confinement. An offender par-
ticipating in this program would work during working hours
and would receive education and counselling services outside
of those hours.

These facilities would be located in counties and/or regions
of counties. Typically, they would not be of special con-

struction, €.g., converted motels, military quarters and the
like.

The work programs would not be dissimilar to nonresidential
community work service programs. The custody level would be
nonexistent. An individual sentenced to the facility, who
absconds, would be subject to 60 day jail sanctions
and/or a new crime.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

The principal client group was seen as the chronic, low
level offender, be he/she a misdemeanant or a felon. This
person lacks sufficient self-structure and discipline
to survive unsupervised in the community, but does not
constitute a severe enough risk to merit the expenditure
of funds for partial or total confinement. Both felons
and misdemeanants would be eligible for the program. Felons
and misdemeanants with previous convictions would also be
eligible for the program on a selected basis.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

Residential community service programs would be administered
by local units of government, either directly or through
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contract with profit making or nonprofit organizations.
The relationship to the state for state offendgrs would
be a purchase of service on the basis of a negotiated con-
tract. Specific expectations and standgrds would be em-
bodied in the contract. Special service programs for dej
velopmentally disabled offenders, or other 8980131 need
cases, would be negotiated on a case-by-case basis.

4.,  RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

This is a local diversionary program for the chron;c, low
risk offender. It is seen as a low-cost alternative to
partial or total confinement. The state Department of
Corrections would have access to this program on a purchase
of service basis for selected offenders. These selected
offenders would, in the main, be low-risk chronic offenders,
including some with disabilities.

halfway house
The program falls somewhere betwgep the way  F

and tEe congregate care, welfare facility. The. s%gnlflcapt
difference is that the predominant gharagterlstlc of this
resident is a pattern of chronic law violations.

5.  FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The primary fiscal responsibility would pe that gf local
government. However, state government in purchaglng Serv-
ices from the county would pay a negotiated dally. rate,
which would include direct and indirect costs, public e@u—
cation costs, capital retirement costs and other cogts. in-
cluding Labor and Industries insurance and liability
insurance reimbursement.

EDUCATION AND TRAINING INVESTMENTS (19 occurrences)

ssence of this recommendation is that the typigal, young
;?isifiime nonviolent offender has nei?her the education, tralg-
ining, nor resources to be able to survive on a Qay—to—day ’b381s
in any alternative program. For the 1nd1v1dua} to hdvihan
opportunity to successfully completg an altgrpatlve, whe 'ir
it is partial confinement, community supervision or commugl y
szrvice work, it will be necessary for the 1nd1v1@ual to ave
some  basic skills and training. If the gltgrqatlves of resti-
tution and fines are to be realistic, the .1pd1v1qual will havs
to have the capacity to generate sufficient income, over.ano
above the cost of survival, to make these alternatives
realistically available.

1. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The essence of this proposal is that the state should make
an investment in education and training programs Fogiselect—
ed unskilled, uneducated, no work experlence.offenders.
This investment would be in the form of a eommuplty super-
vision sentence to a community college or technical school.
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Upon completing the basic education and work skill training
mandated by the sentence, the individual would be respon-

sible for making restitution to the state for the cost of
education and training.

2. CLIENT GROUP SERVED

The client group would be the young, first-time, nonviolent

offender who has no history of education, training or
work skills.

3. ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

This program would be administered by the Department of
Corrections, Division of Community Services. The Depart-
ment would negotiate individualized, specific educational
plan  programs with community colleges and technical
schools. The offender would agree in writing to these
programs and the specific performance levels. Noncompliance
or nonperformance would be subject to court-imposed total
confinement sanctions per incident.

4. RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

This recommendation is for individualized sentences for
the first-time, nonviolent offender, where education, train-
ing and work experience are provided for, rather than treat-

ment and therapy. Its intent is to break the cycle of
inadequacy at an early time.

5. FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

This program would be a state program with the state bearing
the responsibility of all costs of both the supervision
and tuition. The offender, upon successfully completing
the regimen of study and work experience, would be charged

with making restitution for all or part of the cost of
the education and training.

PRIMARY PREVENTION (13 occurrences)

The essence of this proposal is that correctional services
do not have the capacity to compensate for or correct the
individual, group and societal deficiencies of its clientele.
Corrections is inevitably in a position of attempting to re-
spond with too little too late to individuals who have become

well ingrained in unacceptable behavior patterns before being
known to corrections.

1. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The essence of this recommendation is that Lhe state should
make e:igrdficant investment in primary prevention to re-
duce the use of corrections, mental health, developmental
disability resources and public welfare. The tactic would
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ies ssible intervention, probably begin-
for the earliest possible interven y PrG 0q]
2§ng prior to admission to school, and continuing lhlough—
out. It is recognized that this program would havg tg pe l?
operation for an excess of 18 years before any significan
results could be seen.

2.  CLIENT GROUP SERVED

i i icular attention to those
The general public, with particu : :
indiv?duals and Famiiies with acute or chronic adjustment
problems.

3.  ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

This program would be administered by state, loc?l,cand
private human service agencies. The Dgpgrtmen? o or-
rections would not be involved in the administration.

4,  RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

i osal is a broad front proposal aimed at addr9381ng
lzéseagispidentification and treatment of probl§? Cligugé
stances and problem individuals. As. such, 1 wouvail_
involved in the wide gamut of humgn service programs 23
able in the state, both in the private and public arenas.

E.  FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

ibili i 1d lie with the state.
Responsibility for this program wou
Fisgal resources would include .both new 'resourgeshuazg
redirected rescurces from existing education an
service programs.

RESTITUTION (12 occurrences)

The purpose of restitution proarams is Eo bzakiomggggatgimaggi
uffered by others. These damages can t

ihrough eitzer direct money payments! indirect payments, or
in-kind or piecework indirect compensation.

1. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

the community consultants haq some 1nt§res§ in
gitzggggng programs of direct offender/v%ctlm rgstltugigsé
they felt that in the main this‘was a dgllcate an ienid'the
area and should be left discretionary w;th the goui a g e
community corrections officer: The blgggst sing etPiution
of restitution programs, partlgularly direct ﬁes lt tien
programs, is that the vast majoylty gf of fenders totggir ave
the capacity to generate sufficient income to m?el helr own
survival needs and an additional charge.‘ Thls‘ ?c dovoten
source question has led a number QF JUPlSdlCtlDﬂ? 0 émﬂie
indirect, piecework type restitution programs. ordexqtgck:
Clallam County will sentence a person to cuttlpg an . ste
ing 30 cords of wood at the senior center. This wood is
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then given out to needy senior citizens in the county. As
previously discussed, the largest problem with restitution
is available resource on the part of the offender and the
offender's capacity to generate resources.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

In general it was seen that the realistic client group
would be the older, established property and personal
crime offender. This person would be an individual who
had a well-established pattern of adjustment and success-
ful survival in the community, who had become involved
in an offense. In general, the young, first-time offender
was not seen as able to respond to a restitution order.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

The administrative structure tended to vary by the tradi-
tions in the different localities. In the main, however,
the court would order restitution, and it would be the
responsibility of the state community service officer tou see
that restitution is made. Typically, the payment would

be made through a third party, such as the clerk of the
court, local center, etc.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

The restitution program was seen typically as a add-on
sentence to some other alternative, where it could be
applied to an individual with means. As such, it is not
a general utility alternative.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

This program is seen as a state program for felons. The
cost Fo? the program should be borne by the state. This
would include a local handling fee by the third party.

HOUSE ARREST (7 occurrences)

1.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

As proposed this would involve an offender being confined
to the premises of their residence, except for specific,
greviously authorized excursions. These excursions might
include work, education or treatment. The program is
seen as satisfactory for the fairly stable individual,
and for the young, first-time, nonviolent offender who
comes from a relatively established community. In general,
house arrest was seen as effeclive in small and rural
communities, but less effective in larger urban communities.
Compliance would be maintained by one or more of the fol-
lowing struclures:

a) A designated volunteer, who would woik directly with
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the individual, not only in monitoring his/her house arrest
but also in job seeking and counselling.

b) The individual's compliance be monitored by a cadre
of part-time employees drawn from the ranks of students
and/or the retired. These people would be paid an individ-
ual fee for the supervision, with a bonus if the person
successfully completed house arrest.

c) Neighborhood block watch; this variation builds on the
existing neighborhood block watch programs to have neighbors
ensure accountability and compliance with the order.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

The middle class, relatively stable, small town offender
is seen as the most potentially eligible client. Exist-
ence of the program is dependent upon pre-existing social
mores in the community and on the part of the offender.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

The administrative responsibility would lie with the state
Department of Corrections, Division of Community Services.
They would have the responsibility for recruiting, training
and supervising the house arrest personnel, be they volun-
teers, partially paid students, or retired people. These
monitors would report compliance to community corrections
officers, who would in turn report to the judge.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

This was not seen as a general program, but it does appear
to have some applicability for small and rural areas around
the state,

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

As this is a state felon program, the state would be re-
sponsible for paying all costs of the program. Included in
those costs would be general liability insurance and Labor
and Industries insurance for the monitors.

INDENTURED WORKERS (7 occurrences)

1.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The concept of this program is derived from the indentured
worker  programs in colonial America. Essentially, an
individual, either a farmer or a manufacturer, will centract
with the Department of Corrections for the unpaid services
of an offender for a specified period of time. In the
contract, the offender works without pay but receives room,
board and clothing. The employer has the responsibility
for meeting all of the survival needs of the offender, as
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well as for providing education and training necessary for
the offender to gain worthwhile employment. Abuse controls
would have te be developed urder contract and then be close-
ly monitored by the Department of Corrections. Control of
employer abuse could be handled by a civil or criminal sanc-
tion, and nonperformance on the part of the indentured work-
er by 60 day incarcerations.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

The client group would be the young, unskilled, untrained,
unexperienced, first-time offender. Depending upon the
level of complexity of the training, some provision may
have to be made for increasing the length of placement in
this alternative in excess of 12 months.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

This program would be lodged in a local Department of Cor-
rections community services office. The Department would
have the responsibility for recruiting, developing, training
and monitoring the private sector partners in this program.
They would have to develop highly specific contracts and
well-developed standards. Reports on client progress would
be made to the committing court.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

This program is a select alternative program designed
for the first-time, nonviolent offender, or an offender
who has an appreciable amount of time to serve and is
deficient in skills. It is a resurrection of an old pro-
gram used in this country which was discontinued because
of abuse of the participants.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

The costs for the education, training, care and tools
of the offender is borne by the profit-making participant.
The state bears the responsibility for the recruitment,
training, monitoring and supervision of the program.

COMMUNITY SUPERVISION (7 occurrences)

1.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Community  supervision as described constitutes "pure"
community supervision. By this is meant that it is "stand
alone" community supervision and is not linked to any
of the specialty or ancillary programs described above. It
is the simple monitoring of an offender in the community.
Concerns about monitoring capacity were expressed in
light of the high caseloads for community supervision. The
general proposal is that community supervision would be
a viable alternative if the caseloads were brought down
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to the 30 to 40 case lavel. At levels higher than that,
there is little reason to expect that the intent of moni-
toring can be borne out by a community corrections officer.
On the other hand, a markedly reduced caseload. allows undue
interference with the day-to-day life of the offender and
extends beyond the monitoring function. The community con-
sultants did not resolve this issue, but recommended the
Department do an exhaustive restructuring of the community
supervision program.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

Any client of the Department of Corrections either under
a direct exception sentence, a direct sentence or a con-
version sentence would be served.

ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

Community  supervision is a directly mandated function
of the Department of Corrections under the Sentencing
Reform Act. As such, the Department of Corrections has
the responsibility for administering all aspects of this
program, unless it so chooses to contract out or delegate
parts of these responsibilities.

RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

Community supervision in its "pure" sense is simple monitor-
ing. As such, it has close relationships with the law
enforcement and employer sectors of the community. Where
the program extends into other types of community service
related programs as discussed in the categories above,
the scope of relationships with other agencies expands
concomitantly.

FISCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

As this is a mandated state program for state offenders,
the responsibility is solely with the state.

K. FINES (5 occurrences)

1.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Fines are a sanction where an individual is required to
pay a monetary penalty. The flexibility of time payments
was seen by the consultants as enhancing the availability
of this program; nonetheless, it was seen as a relatively
minor program.

CLIENT GROUP SERVED

It is anticipated that the client groups served here would
be the middle class and upper middle class offenders who
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had the wherewithal to make a fine payment without crip-
pling side effects. [t was not seen as an effective sanc-
tion for the young, first-time offender, as that person is
typically unemployed or underemployed with little skills and
little capacity to generate surplus income.

3. ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE

This would be a state program where the individual offender
made the payment on a reqular scheduled basis to the clerk
of the court until the obligation was resolved. The
Department of Corrections community service people would
have the responsibility for monitoring the schedule of
payments and for taking appropriate action if there was a
failure.

4.  RELATIONSHIP WITH OTHERS

In the main, fines have little relationship with other
parts of the system. It was recommended, however, that
if the law were modified to allow local governments to
directly participate in the income from fines, it would
anticipate that fines would be more broadly used. There
was no clear understanding as to whether or not fines
would be enhancements of sanctions or an authentic
alternative sanction.

5. FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY

As a §tate program for state offenders, the state is re-
sponsible. The clerk of the court handling the funds
would charge the state a handling fee.

VI PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS BY REGION

An anticipated outcome of the community consultation was that there
wguld be differences in values and Jjudgments on appropriate alterna-
tives between the different regions and communities across the state.

The identified alternative programs were sorted by region of origin
of the recommendation. The following table displays this distribu-

tion of recommendations by programs and by regions. (See page 22
for table 1.)

Ap examination of this table suggests that while there are some re-
gional variations, they do not appear to be overwhelming.  Examining
the source of the recommendations at a finer level, e.qg., community
rather than regional, suggests that there may be greater variations
on an urban/rural scale than on a regional scale. In general, the
smaller communities were open to a wider range of alternatives, given
local participation, than larger communities.

However, Lhe nature of the communitly consullation provides inherent
limitations in making statislical analysis from the generalized dala
sets, and limits the power of any elaborate analysis of the recommend-
ations by regions,
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VII ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS BY INTEREST GROUP

The body of alternative recommendations was sorted by interest group.
For the purpose of this sort, nonprofit and provider agencies were
combined with the general public as an interest group.

The following table displays the distribution of the recommendations
by special interest groups and by alternative program. (See page
22 for Table 2.)

The size of the data sample and the discreteness of the categories
limits the strength of an analysis. The data suggests that the law
enforcement group tends to be more traditionally minded in terms of
alternatives than the other groups.

VIII REFINEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

The community consultants made a number of recommendations to modify
or refine the Sentencing Reform Act. This includes the following
listed in order of their occurrence.

A, THE. PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATION (17 occurrences)

The central core of this body of recommendations is that the
presentence investigation report be upgraded to include specific
information about the individual's mental, economic and social
status. Fifteen of the 17 recommendations called for the pre-
sentence investigation report to have a recommendation for a
specific alternative to total incarceration. Twelve of the 15
recommended that the presentence investigation report should
also contain recommendations for exception sentences.

B. DEFERRED SENTENCES (4 occurrences)

The sense of this recommendation was that the legislation be
modified to allow the courts to give deferred sentences as an
exception sentence for all types of offenders. This body of
four recommendations is separate from the earlier recommendations
for a deferred or delayed sentence for treatment purposes.

C. PROHIBITION VIOLATION COMMISSIONERS (2 occurrences)

The core of this recommendation is to speed up tLthe process
of dealing with individuals who violated court-ordered prohibi-
tions associated with alternative sentences and who are subject
for the up-to-60 days total incarceration sanction. The recom-
mendation is that the law te modified to allow for the appoint-
ment of commissioners and/or hearing officers Lo hear cases of
violation. These commissioners would have the power to place a
person 1in up-to-60 days total incarceration if they were found
to have violated a court order. The commissioners' decision
would be subject to automatic review by the sentencing court.
The product of this activity would be to reduce docket congestion
for the Superior Court and to sharply abbreviate the time inter-
val between the occurrence of the violation and the imposition of
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TABLE 1

REGION REGION REGION REGION REGION REGION
RECOMMENDATION I II II1 \ \2
Community .
Service 10 (2) 27 (1) 8 (1) (1) 13 (1) 5 (1)
Treatment
Alternatives 1z (D) 3 {4 3 (4) (2) 2 (5) 4 (2)
Work Release/
Partial Confine. 2 (3) 3 (4) 6 (2} (4) 2 (5 2 (3
Residential Class
V Industries 4 (4) 8 (2) 1 (6) (4) 4 (3) 2 (3)
Education & Train-
ing Investment 2 (6) 3 (4 4 (3) (3) 6 (2) 2 (3)
Primary
Prevention 4 (4) 1 (6) 4 (3) (0) 3 (@) 1 (4
Restitution 3 (5) 4 (3) 2 (5) (3) 1 (6) 0 (0)
House Arrest 4 (4) 2 {5) 0 (0 {0) 1 (6) 0 (o
Indentured/Ap-
prenticed Workers 3 (5) 1 (6) 0 {0) {4) 1 (&) 1 (4)
Community
Supervision 1 {7 2 (5 3 (4 m 1 (8) o (0)
Fines 3 (5 1 (6) 0 (0} {0} 1 (&) 0 (0)
Numbers in { ) reflect ranking of recommendations in each region.

TABLE 2
CRIMINAL ELECTED

RECOMMENDAT ION JUSTICE JUDGES OFFICIALS PUBLIC
Community )
Service 20 (1) 14 1) 13 (1) 29 (1)
Treatment
Alternatives 2 (6) 5 (2} 4 (3) 19 (2)
Work Release/
Partial Confine. 8 (2) 5 {(2) 1 (5) 9 (&)
Residential Class
V Industries 3 (%) 5 (2) 6 {2) 12 (%)
Education & Train-
ing Investment 4 (4) 3 (4) 6 (2) 9 (4)
Primary Prevention 2 (6} 1 (6) 34 7 (%)
Restitution 5 (3) 2 (5) 4 (3) 7 (5
House Arrest 4 (&) 3 (W 1 (5) 2 (8)
Indentured/Ap-
prenticed Workers 1 (%) 2 (5) 1 (5) 6 (6)
Community
Supervision 4 (&) 3 (4) 3 (4) 3D
Fines 1 (7) 4 g 0 ()

Numbers in ( ) reflect ranking of recomwendations in each interest group.

(3)
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the up-to-60 days total incarceration sanction.

MODIFY THE 60 DAY TOTAL CONFINEMENT SANCTION (2 occurrences)

The sense of this recommendation is to modify the law to allew
for alternatives to be used for all or part of the 60 day total
incarceration sanction for noncompliance. The thinking behind
the recommendation is that for the inadequate, chronic, low-skill
offender the intent and purpose of the alternative system can
quickly be defeated as the person accumulated a large number of
total incarceration days.

PARA~PROFESSIONALS/INTERN UTILIZATION (2 occurrences)

This recommendation would modify the law and/or the Department
of Corrections budget to allow for budgeting for a number
of year-round intern and para-professional positions. These
intern positions would be used to supervise compliance with
community service work orders. In addition, it would serve as a
career entrance for students and other individuals who lack the
education and/or experience to begin a career in the Depart-
ment of Corrections.

CORRECTIONS STANDARDS BOARD RESPONSIBILITIES (2 occurrences)

It was recommended that the Corrections Standards Board's re-
sponsibilities be modified to include standard setting and audit
responsibilities for alternatives to total incarceration. In
addition, they would have the responsibility for contract dispute
resolution if a dispute should arise between the Department of
Corrections and units of local government or the private sector
in alternative program management or contracting.

PROFIT MAKING AGENCY PARTICIPATION (2 occurrences)

The core of this recommendation is that the law be modified
to allow profit making agencies to participate in the implemen-
tation of the alternatives and other correctional programs on an
equal footing with state and local government and nonprofit
agencies.

REPEAL THE SENTENCING REFORM ACT (2 occurrences)

The essence of this recommendation is that the Sentencing

Reform Act be repealed and the state return to an indeterminate
sentencing system. Sentences should be based on the condition of
the offender and/or subsequent progress as much as on the crime
of conviction.

MULTI-AGENCY ALTERNATIVE MONITORING (1 occurrence)

It is recommended that a statewide computer-borne information
system be developed. This would allow police officers to have
immediate information as to an individual's status if they were
in an alternative program.
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IX FOLLOW-UP CONSULTATIONS ILLUSTRATION i

MEETING SCHEDULE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE OFFICIALS

sy T T T

Following the public regional consultations d i

. g 011 escribed above -
Ject staff had additional consultations with other special in%egggt g
groups. They included the following:

A.  Washington Jail Association. This group was particularly DOC REGION 1 DOC REGION 2
concerned about the impact of the Sentencing Reform Act on | Spokane MAY 15 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m Union Gap JUNE 14 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m
Jail populations and cost/administrative structural changes. i Sgokane Community Coilege‘ T B Yakina Vleey Mall : et PR
]
B. The Washington Association of Sheriffs a i i . N 2000 Green DSHS Conference Room
This group shared the interests of the jaile?:. PO%;ZG 352;§§:: , Lair Bldg - Basonent 21> Main St
tion created a subcommittee to work with project staff. Spokane  MAY 30 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Pasco MAY 31 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.
; Spokane Community College Red Lion Motor Inn
C. The Washington Association of Counties. Project staff met % Lgir Bldg - Base;ent ° 2525 N 20th
with and made preseptations to the County Commissioners who
gftiggzd Ege tAsSoc1§t19n's three regional meetings in the fall . E. Wenatchee JUNE 12 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Walla Walla JUNE 1 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.
otato énd Tn yl omnissioners were generally concerned about ' Security Bank of Washington Walla Walla Community College
o local cost sharing, gounty/state relationships, and © Valley Mall Park Way 500 Tausick Way
€ responsiveness of the alternatives system to local values. College Cafeteria
Inf 1 di . DOC REGION 3
nforma _discussions were also held throughout the course of the Ellensburg JUNE 13 3:00-5:00 p.m.
glternatlves s?udy with members of organizations such as the Wash- Everett MAY 17 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Holiday Inn
ington .Correctlons Association, the Washington Council on Crime American Red Cross Building
and Delinquency, Leadership Tomorrow, etc. 1925 26th Street DOC REGION 4
Bellingham JUNC 8 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. Seattle MAY 9 10:30 a.m.-12:30 p.m.
Whatcom County Courthouse University of Washington
County Council Meeting Room Savery Hall 315
Second Floor
Seattle MAY 23 10:30 a.m.-12:30 p.m.
DOC REGION 6 University of Washington
Savery Hall 315
Olympia  MAY 14 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.
Capitol Campus DOC REGION 5
House Office Building
Hearing Room A Port Orchard MAY 22 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.
Kitsap County Courthouse Complex
Olymnia  MAY 29 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. 66)1 Taylor-next to work release bldg
House Office Building
Hearing Room A Tacoma MAY 10 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.
Region % Conference Room
Vancouver  JUNE 6 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. 2367 Tacoma Avenue South
Fire Station /3 -
213 NL 120th Avenue Tacoma MAY 24 10:00 a.m.~12:00 p.m.
i Region 5 Conference Room
i Aberdeen JUNE 6 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m. 2367 Tacoma Avenue South
{  Aberdeen Library
121 E. Market Port Angeles  JUNI 7 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.w.
Clallam County Courthouse Complex .
Emergency Services Room \
FOR INFORMATION CONTACT: Basement .
Linda Howell
Department of Corrections >
Mail Stop FN-61
Olympia, WA 98504
i 753-6180 or scan 234-6180 -
g 4-30-84
i ¢ DOC/RPPS
24-A y |

25-A




ILLUSTRATION 1 cont.

MEETING SCHEDULE

JUDGES

DOC REGION 1

Spokane  MAY 15 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Spokane Community College

N 2000 Green

Lair Bldg - Basement

Spokane  MAY 30 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Spokane Community College
Lair Bldg - Basement

E. Wenatchee JUNE 12 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Security Bank of Washington
Valley Mall Park Way

DOC REGION 3

Everett  MAY 17 12:00-2:00 p.m.
American Red Cross Building
1925 26th Street

Bellingham  JUNE 8 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Whatcom County Courthouse

County Council Meeting Room

Second Floor

DOC REGION 6

Olympia  MAY 14 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Capitol Campus

House Office Building

Hearing Room A

Olympia  MAY 29 12:00-2:00 p.m.

House Office Building
Hearing Room A

Vancouver  JUNE 6 12:00-2:00 p.m.

Fire Station #3
213 NE 120th Avenue

Aberdeen  JUNE 6 12:00-2:00 p.m.

Aberdeer Library
121 E. Market

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:

Linda Howell

Department of Corrections
Mail Stop Fu-61

Olympia, WA 98504
753-6180 or scan 234-6180

-26-A

DOC REGION 2

Union Gap JUNE 14 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Yakima Valley Mall

DSHS Conference Room

2515 Main St.

Pasco  MAY 31 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Red Lion Motor Inn
2525 N 20th

Walla Walla JUNE 1 10:00 a.m.-12:00 w.m.

Walla Walla Community College
500 Tausick Way
College Cafeteria

Ellensburg
Holiday Inn

JUNE 13 3:00-5:00 p.m.

DOC REGION 4

Seattle MAY 9 12:30-2:00 p.m.
University of Washington
Savery Hall 216

Seattle MAY 23 12:30-2:00 p.m.,
University of Washington
Savery Hall 216

DOC REGION 5

Port Orchard MAY 22 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Kitsap County Courthouse Complex
661 Taylor-next to work release bldg

Tacoma  MAY 10 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Region 5 Conference Room
2367 Tacoma Avenue South

Tacoma MAY 24 12:00-2:00 p.m,
Region 5 Conference Room
2367 Tacoma Avenue South

Port Angeles JUNE 7 12:00-2:00 p.m.
Clallam County Tourthouse Complex
Emergency Services Room

Basement

4-30-84
DOC/RPPS

s bt

1 ————— AT ¥

ILLUSTRATION 1 cont.

MEETING SCHEDULE
ELECTED OFFICIALS

DOC REGION 1

Spokane  MAY 15 2:00-4:00 p.m.

Spokane Community College
N 2000 Green
Lair Bldg - Basement

Spokane  MAY 30 2:00-4:00 p.m.

Spokane Community College
Lair Bldy - Basement

E. Wenatchee JUNE 12 2:00-4:00 p.m.

Security Bank of Washington
Valley Mall Park Way

DOC REGION 3
Lverett  MAY 17 2:00-4:00 p.m.

American Red Cross Building
1925 26th Street

Bellingham JUNE 8 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Whatcom County Courthouse

County Council Meeting Room

Second Floor

DOC REGION 6

Olympia  MAY 14 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Capitol Campus

House Office Building

Hearing Room A

Olympia  MAY 29 2:00-4:00 p.m.
House Office Building
Hearing Room A

Vancouver  JUNE 6 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Fire Station #3
213 NE 120th Avenue

Aberdeen  JUNE 6 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Aberdeen Library
121 E. Market

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:
Linda Howell

Department of Corrections
Mail Stop FN-61

Olympia, WA 98504
753-6180 or scan 234-6180
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DOC REGION 2

Union Gap JUNE 14 2:00-4:00 p.m.

Yakima Valley Mall
DSHS Conference Room
2515 Main St.

Pasco  MAY 31 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Red Lion Motor Inn
2525 N 20th

Walla Walla JUNE 1 10:00 a.m.-12:00 p.m.

Walla Walla Community College
500 Tausick Way

College Cafeteria

Ellensburg JUNE 13 3:00-5:00 p.m.
Holiday Inn

DOC REGION 4

Seattle MAY 9 2:00-4:00 p.m.
University of Washington
Savery Hall 216

Seattle MAY 23 2:00-4:00 p.m.
University of Washington
Savery Hall 216

DOC REGION 5

Port Orchard MAY 22 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Kitsap County Courthouse Complex
661 Taylor-next to work release bldg

Tacoma MAY 10 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Region 5 Conference Room
2367 Tacoma Avenue South

Tacoma MAY 24 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Region 5 Conference Room
2367 Tacoma Avenue Sauth

Port Angeles JUNF 7 2:00-4:00 p.m.
Clallam County Courthouse Complex
Emergency Services Room

Basement

4-30-84
DOC/RPPS
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ILLUSTRATION 1 cont.

MEETING SCHEDULE
ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION STUDY

DOC REGION 1

Spokane  MAY 15 6:00-9:00 p.m.
Spokane Community College

N 2000 Green

Lair Bldg - Basement

Spokane  MAY 30 6:00-9:00 p.m.
Spokane Community College
Lair Bldg - Basement

E. Wenatchee JUNE 12 6:00-10:00 p.m.

Security Bank of Washington
Valley Mall Park Way

DOC REGION 3

Everett MAY 17 6:00-10:00 p.m.
American Red Cross Building
1925 26th Streel

Bellingham JUNE 8 6:00-10:00 p.m.
Whatcom County Courthouse

County Council Meeting Room

Second Floor

DOC REGION 6

Olympia MAY 14 6:00-10:00 p.m.
Capitol Campus

House Office Building

Hearing Room A

Olympia  MAY 29 6:00-10:00 p.m.
House Office Building
Hearing Room A

Vancouver  JUNE 6 6:00-9:30 p.m.
Fire Station #3
213 NE 120th Avenue

Aberdeen JUNE 6 6:00-10:00 p.m.

Aberdeen Library
121 E. Market

FOR INFORMATION CONTACT:

l.inda Howell

Department of Corrections
Mail Stop FN-61

Olympia, WA 98504
753-6180 or scan 234-6180
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DOC REGION 2

Union Gap JUNE 14 6:00-10:00 p.m.
Yakima Valley Mall

BSHS Conference Room

2515 Main St.

Pasco MAY 31 6:00-10:00 p.m.
Red Lion Motor Inn
2525 N 20th

Walla Walla JUNE 1 12:00-4:00 p.m.
Walla Walla Community College

500 Tausick Way

College Cafeteria

Ellensburg JUNE 13 10:00 a.m.-3:00 p.m.

Holiday Inn
DOC REGION 4

Seattle MAY 9 6:00-10:00 p.m.
University of Washington
Smith Hall 120

Seattle  MAY 23 6:00-10:00 p.m.
University of Washington
Smith Hall 120

DOC REGION 5

Port Orchard MAY 22 6:00-10:00 p.m.

Kitsap County Courthouse Complex
661 Taylor-next to work release bldg

Tacoma  MAY 10 6:00-10:00 p.m.

Region 5 Conference Room
2367 Tacoma Avenue South

Tacoma MAY 24 6:00-10:00 p.m.

Region 5 Conference Room
2367 Tacoma Avenue South

Port Angeles JUNE 7 6:00-10:00 p.m.

Clallam County Courthouse Complex
Emergency Services Room
Basement

4-30-84
DOC/RPPS
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Bob Boschee
Division of Community Services
Seattle

Larry Schaffer
Seattle

Mike Dumovich
8.L.H.
Seattle

Carol Huehnerhoff-Roberts
Bellevue

Diana Thompson
Seattle

John Hulsell
Public Defenders Assn.
Seattle

Pat Steel
King Co. Executive's Office
Seattle

George Bridge
University of Washington
Seattle

Corinne Seully
Pierce Co. Alliane
Tacaoma

Jennifer Belcher
State Representative
Olympia

Anne Ellsworth
Tumwater

Dave Thysens
Saint Martin's College
Tacoma

Lois Stratton
State Representative
Spokane

Mark Provo
NE WA Rural Resources
Colville

Dr. A, LaMont Smith
WA Correctional Assn.
Spakane

Ernie Packebush
Department of Corrections
Spokane

Raymond "R.J." Johnson
Spokane Urban Indian Health Serv
Spokane

APPENDIX A

Vicki Fabre
Senate Institutions Committee
Olympia

Osborne B. Jones
Olympia

Margaret Schiltz
King County TASC
Seattle

Helen S. Rateliff
WCCD
Seattle

Leon H. Vaughn
Seattle

Jean Hueston
WCCD
Kent

Ken Ristine
United Way of King County
Seattle

Diane M. Pedersen
Department of Corrections
Tacoma

Austin A. Burch
Tacoma

Jean Marie Brough
State Representative
Federal Way

Kurt Sharrar
WA ST Assn of Counties
Olympia

James Henning
WA ST Assn of Counties
Colfax

Ken Sands
Spokesman-Review/Chronicle
Spokane

Merwin Cederblom
Assoc, General Contracters
Spokane

Meral Lowns
Pine Lodge Cit. Adv. Comm.
Spokane

Jack Pearson
Spokane Police Dept.
Spokane

Robert F. Patrick

Whitman County
Pullman
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Ruta Fanning
Senate Ways & Means Committee
Olympia

Dorrie Peterson
Department of Corrections
Seattle

Clarence Schrag
University of Washington
Seattle

Joe McDonald
TASC
Seattle

Lena Berg
Public Defenders Assn.
Seattle

Larry Fehr
WCCD
Seattle

Helen Dorsey
Pioneer Human Services
Seattle

Charles E. Harlow
Tacoma

Kathy Friedt
Corrections Clearinghouse
Olympia

Karryl Bullington
Olympia

Jim Lux
House Ways & Means Com.
Olympia

Dan Boone
Whitman County Commissioner
Colfax

Jon W. Tyler
WA Water & Power Co,
Spokane

George Stearns

Volunteer Coordinator
Adult Probation & Parole
Spokane

John C. Packebush 0
Spokane g\ -

Don Manning
Spokane County Jail NN
Spokane

Py

Donna Kelly/Al Lozano
Channel 4, KXLY-TV »
Spokane




Robin H. Hickok
Edmonds Police Department
Edmonds

Walter Deierlein
Superior Court Judge
Mount Vernon

Mary Margaret Haugen
State Representative
Camano Island

Lou Kaufer
M-2/Jab Therapy
Snohomish

William Harper

Snohomish County Dept. of DOC

Everett

Terry R. Williams
Tulalip Tribes
Marysville

Steve Rantson
Orug Abuse Council-Treatment
Everett

Pat Fawcett
Red Carpet Duce Realty
Everett

Nancy Anderson Taylor
TASC
Everett

Duane A. Wilcox
Kitsap County SO
Port Orchard

Dan Clem
Prosecuting Attarney
Port Orchard

Bill Howard
Superior Court Judge
Port Townsend

Phil Drouin
City of Bremerton Councilman
Bremerton

Margaret Schiltz
TASC of King County
Seattle

Dick Nelson
State Representative
Seattle

Bernie Warner
Second Chance/Reynolds W/R
Seattle

Karen Noud

University aof Washington
Seattle

Scott A. Reiman

Sea-King Public Defender Assn.

Seattle

Douglas C. Engelbretson
Sheriff Bob Dodge
Everett

Gerald Knight
Superior Court Judge
Everett

Jeannie Long
State Representative
Mill Crek

Russ Anderson
Winthrop

Donnitta Walser
Monroe

John Fawcett
Red Carpet Duce Realty
Everett

C.E. Robinson
Department 2-§
Everett

Philip Balliman
Everett

Marie A. Jack

Snohomish County Family
Counselling

Everett

Larry Bentholf
Kitsap County
Port Orchard

Jim Roper
Superior Court Judge
Port Orchard

Carolyn Pawers
State Representative
Port Orchard

Gerald H. Gross
Prosecuting Attorney
Port Orchard

Joseph M. McDonald
TASC of King County
Seattle

Bob Williams
King County Council
Seattle

Margaret Casey
WA ST Catholic Conf.
Seattle

Frank Joynson

Second Chance/Reynolds W/R
Svattle

[arol Ceiling

Victim Offender Reconcilia-
tien Program

Seattle
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Larry McKeeman
Snohomish County Prosecutor
Everett

John Wilson
Superior Court Judge
Everett

Michael L. Hammond
Everett Police
Everett

Patrick A. DeRyke
Everett

Scott Spencer Dolff
Snohomish

L. Kirschner
Snchomish County Jail
Planning committee

Everett

Jim McKinney
Snohomish

Sharon Toquinto
TASC
Everett

Sig Faveson
Everett

Jerry Guthrie
Pathways Association
Port Orchard

Jim Maddock
Superior Court Judge
Port Orchard

Senator Barbara Granlund
Port Orchard

Audrey Bayer
Bremerton

Patrick Fitzsimmon
Seattle Police
Seattle

Ray Coleman
King County DAD
Seattle

Herbert M, Kagi
Seattle University
Seattle

Janet Rui

Seattle-King Co, Public
Defender

Seattle

Ben Lindekugel
United Way of King Ca.
Seattle

Ruth Coffin, President
League of Women Voters
Seattle

Karen Fraser
Thurston County Commissioner
Olympia

Grace Howell
Lacey

John S. Engen
TASC
Tacoma

Jennifer Freimund
YWCA
facoma

Barbara Miller
Olympia

Dona Carlsaon
Interaction/Transition
Olympia

Dennis Johnston
Division of Prisons
Olympia

John J. Ripple
Spokane Co. Superior Court
Spokane

Jonnie Harris
Image Self Esteem
Colbert

Marti Waed
Victim Witness
Spokane

Chris A. Montgomery
Colville

Nancy McBridge
Department of Corrections
Kennewick

Dave Savage
Department of Corrections
Yakima

Kay Fritz
Voluntary Action Center
Kennewick

Lane Merryman
Department of Corrections
Pasco

Stan Moore

Franklin co. Presecuting
Attorney's Office

Pasco

Dick Patrick
Super Court
Kennewick

Bob Schrader
Department of Corrections
Seattle

George Barner
Thurston County Commissioner
Olympia

Kathy Kay Robbins
Metropolitan Dev. Council
Tacoma

Bill Gilbert
Tacoma

Judith Smith
Department of Corrections
Olympia

Virgil S. Clarkson
Olympia

John P. Hutchens
Olympia

Dan Beockett
Prosecuting Attorney
Spokane

Denis Dellwo
State Representative
Spokane

Jan Elizabeth Ross
Spokane

Lorna Beyens
Victim Witness
Spokane

Debra Prichard
Department of Corrections
Kennewick

Jim Moon
Department of Corrections
Kennewick

Jack Kopp
Department of Corrections
Kennewick

Becky Clark
Voluntary Action Center
Kennewick

Wilbert Butcher
Pasco

Shirley Billingsley
Franklin Co. Work Release
Pasco

Fred Staples
Superiar Court
Kennewick
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Dell Durden
United Way
Seattle

K.J. Davis
Sumner

Barry McCabe
Prison Fellowdship/Care
Tacoma

Ty Metseln
Pierce Co. TASC
Tacoma

Craig Apperson
Corrections Clearinghouse
Olympia

Walter Hatch
Lengview Daily News
Longview

Bonnie VanlLoo
Olympia

Peggy Hoffman
Department of Corrections
Spokane

Beth Santos
Spokane Community House
Spokane

Virginia M. Main
Victim Witness
Spokane

Kitti Gillespie
Spokane Taxpayers Assn.
Spokane

Ruta Abercrumbie
Department of Corrections
Kennewick

Antovid Santoy
Corrections Clearinghouse
Yakima

Tom Tovar
Department of Corrections
Pasco

General Davidson, Director
Voluntary Action Center
Kennewick

Sam H, Edwards
West Richland

Jerry Adam

Franklin County Prosecuting
Attorney's Office

Pasco

A.J. Yencopal
Superior Court
Kennewick

A
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Cos Edwards
City of Pasco Community

Relations Task Force
Pasco

Howard J. Martin

Walla Walla District Court
Walla Walla

Jim Cummings
Probation & Parole
Walla Walla

Ronald Graham

Columbia County Services
Dayton

William Weiss

Cowlitz Co. Offender Services
Kelso

Walt Church
Cowlitz Co.
Kelso

John McKibbin

Clark County Commissioner
Vancouver

Linda Hewerts
Clark Ca. Corrections
Vancouver

Steven L. Sanders
Vancouver

Larry Thomas

Okanogan Co. Sheriff's Dept.
Okanogan

Charles Cone

Chelan Co. Superior Court
Wepatchee

Rev. Frank B. Lowell
Okancgan Cg.
Okanogan

Ed Bartlett
Yakima

Cathy Lecompte

Department of Corrections
Yakima

Alfonso Dabalosg

Department of Corrections
Yakima

Ken Benjamin

Department of Corrections
Yakima

Dorathy Edgerton

St. Elizabeth Med. Center
Yakima

Jo Newhouse
Greater Yakima 0,8.
Yakima, WA 9890}

Jenny Carmichael
United Way
Kennewick

John D, Swank
Walla Walla City Council
Walla Walla

Clancy Reser
Superior Court
Walla Walla

Richard A. Garcia
Walla Walla

Tom Lodge

Superior Court Judge
Vancouver

Carl Mason
Yancouver

Art Curtis

Clark County Prosecutor
Vancouver

Robert L. Songer

Clark Ca. Sheriff's Dept.
Vancouver

Ken Badgley
Wenatchee Police Dept.
Wenatchee

Joe Collins
Chelan Co. Sheriff
YWenatchee

Tillman Wells

Douglas County S,0,
Wenatchee

Eric Thompson » Ph.D.
Clinical Psychologist
Winthrop

Spurgeon Keeth
Yakima

£d Newhouse

Department of Corrections
Yakima

Walter Nelson

Department of Correctiong
Yakima

Reid Follanshee

Yakima Police Department
Yakima

Patty Houts-Hussey
Volunteer Chore Services
Yakima

Ronald V. Nauo
Toppenish
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Rod Simons
KVEW
Kennewink

Richard White
Columbia County
Dayton

Mike Bates

Depart. of Court Services

Walla Walla

Tim Kittelsan

Cowlitz Co. Offender Sery.

Kelso

Fin Phelan
Clark Co. Defense Bar
Vancouver

Barry Messer

Clark County Commissioner
Vancouver

Jane Johnson
Clark Co. Correctiong
Vancouver

Frank A, Cooley, Jr.
Vancauver

Bill Brooks
E. Wenatchee Police
E. Wenatchee

Pat Allen
5.0. Chelan Co.
Wenatchee

W.H. Schmidtman

Douglas Co. Commissioner
E. Wenatchee

Robert F. Patrick
Pullman

Bernie Freeman

Benton Co. Sheriff's Dept.
Kennewick

Ley Estes

Department of Corrections
Yakima

Alvin Artz

Department of Corrections
Sunnyside

Tom Kirschman
Yakima

Eleanor Fuele
DSHS Vol. Services
Yakims

Doug Blaip
Yakima Co. Sheriff
Yakima

b e
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Marcia L. Madeegal
Chalet Nursing Home
Selah

Heather K. VanNuys
Yakima Co. District Court
Yakima

Lynn Lodmell )
Department of Corrections
Olympia

Bruce Copley
Comprehensive Mental Health
Yakima

Catherine Fonchic
Yakima

Thomas R. Hichen
Yakima

Judge Meiner
Clallam Superior Court
Port Angeles

David Hamilton
Port Angeles

Larry Mount

Whatcom County Sheriff Office

Bellingham

Shirley Van Zanten
Whatcom Co. Executive
Bellingham

Wanda A. Boyles
Bellingham

Joyce A, Peterson
Bellingham

John J. Ripple, Judge
Superior Court
Spokane

James Crabb, Regional
Administrator-DOC
Everett

Margaret Schacht, Director
Dept. of Court Services
Walla Walla

Albert J. Yencopal, Judge
Superior Court of Benton/

Franklin Counties
Vancouver

Joseph M. McDonald
TASC of King County
Seattle

Frank Kanekoa, Sheriff
Vancouver

Russell Heator, Jr.
Myer

Diana Guzman
Yakima Co. District Court
Yakima

Shirley Doty
Yakima city Council
Yakima

Roy L. Pleascot
Corrections Clearinghouse
Yakima

Patti Nagle
Yakima

Roger Jim

Tribal Chairman, Yakima
Indian Nation

Toppenish

Tony Schall
Clallam Co. Sheriff
Port Angeles

Chuck Rice
Port Angeles

Ray Gordon
Whatcom County Sheriff Office
Bellingham

Mary Kay Becker
Wnatcom Council
Rellingham

Hilda Bajem:
League of Women Voters
Bellingham

Bruce N. Tuesley, President
Bank of Reumond
Redmond

A. LaMont Smitk, D.P.A.
Spokane

Sherry Burnham
Samizh Indian Tribe of WA
Anacortes

Maya Dickhoff
La Petite Palete
Kirkland

James Rennick M.S.
Sexual Abuse Clinic
Partland

John Skimas, Chief Presiding
Superior Court Judge
Vancouver

Timothy R. Brown, Ph.D.

Rainier School
Buckley
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G. MeGlothan
District Court
Yakima

John R. McAuley
Institutional Industries
Mercer Island

Sharon Collefson
Yakima County Commission
Yakima

Terry D. Flinder
Yakima

Elizabeth Hicken
Yakima

Carol Monchon
State Representative
Raymond

Cass Mazur
Clallam Co. Sheriff
Port Angeles

Mike Towell
Bellingham

Senator Barney Goltz
Bellingham

Kathleen Heppell
Northwest Regional Council
Bellingham

Jon E. Ostlund

Whatcom County Public
Defender

Bellingham

Patrick S. Fitzsimons
Seattle Police Department
Seattle

Lee Kirschner
Job Therapy of Snohomish
Everett

Horton Smith, Judge
King County Superior Court
Seattle

James A. Metcalf
Olympia

John S. McKibbin, Chair
Board of Commissioners
Vancouver

Art Curtis
Prosecuting Attorney
Yancouver

Harry Thomas, Deput.
County Executive
Seattle

-
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Craig Appersan
Corrections Clearing House
Olympia

Joseph D. Lehman
Department of Corrections
Monroe

Catherine Lecompte
Department of Corrections
Yakima

Robin Moses
Department of Corrections
Walla Walla

Irene Smart
Department of Corrections
Twin Rivers Corrections

Carolyn Donnestad
Department of Correctiaons
Twin Rivers Corrections

Lawrence Sutton
Department of Corrctions
Walla Walla

George Edmondson

Department of Corrections
Yakima

Roy Pleasant
Corrections Clearinghouse
Yakima

Marjorie Littrell
Department of Corrections
Wenatchee

Virginia Swanson
Department of Juv, Rehab.

John Prideaux

Department of Corrections
Yakima

T. T. Vassar

Corrections Clearinghouse
Olympia

Senator Phil Talmadge
Seattle

Richard Simonson
Department of Corrections
Yakima

Ralph Merthon
Department of Corrections
Yakima

Robert Schroeder
Department of Corrections
Seattle

Laurie Porter
Department of Correctiaons
Twin Rivers Corrections

Marilyn Lodmell
Department of Corrections
Olympia

Aurelio Gonzalez
Department of Corrections
Walla Walla

Christopher Silva
Department of Corrections
tllensburg

William Bridges
Department of Corrections

Peter Keenan
Department of Corrections
Wenatchee

Carol Moses
Department of Corrections

Dave Savage

Department of Corrections
Yakima

3 A

Chris Dulis, Supervisar
Department of Corrections
Vancouver

Alvin Artz
Department of Corrections
Sunnyside

Israel Gonzales
Department of Corrections
Yakima

Alma Lobach
Department of Corrections
Twin Rivers Corrections

Sharon Clark
Department of Corrections
Twin Rivers Corrections

Royce Bynum
Salvation Army
Grandview

Stanley Hanson
Department of Corrections
Walla Walla

Kenneth Benjamin
Department of Corrections
Yakima

Judy Davis
Department of Corrections
Lakewood

William Stutz
Department of Corrections

Paul Bird
Department of Corrections

D. J. Lewis
Corrections Clearinghouse
Olympia
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APPENDIX B

ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION STUDY

STATEWIDE ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS

Mike Bates o
Assistant Administrator
Department of Court Services

Walla Walla County
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION STUDY
ADVISORY GROUP

Revised Roles

The Alternatives to Incarceration Study Statewide Advisory Group will
serve to advise the Department of Corrections as it formulates a compre-
hensive plan for the development, implementation, and operation of alter-
natives to total confinement for nonviolent offenders. Through the
process of review, deliberation, and suggesting modifications of sections
of the plan, the Statewide Advisory Group will assist in development

of the plan's content.

Through informal conversation between group members and colleagues or
other interested individuals, the Statewide Advisory Group will support
efforts to increase public awareness and understanding of alternatives
to incarceration. By evaluating optional objectives for the system

of alternatives and recommending priority objectives, the Group will
help assure that proposals in the plan are both acceptable and feasible.
Through review of the draft plan, the Statewide Advisory Group will
promote general agreement and broad-based support for the principles
reflected in the plan."

)
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APPENDIX D

LOCATION OF ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION SURVEYED AGENCIES

REGION 1: Adams County

Adams County Community Services 0~Sub
Chelsn County -
Cheian-Deuglas Community Alcoholism I-Sub
Services Center
Grant County
Grant Coursity Alcoholism Programs 0-Sub
Grant County Mental Health and 0-Sub
Family Services
Quincy Inn Other
Lincoln County
Lincoln County Counseling Services 0-Sub
Gkanogan County
Okanogan County Mental Health 0-Sub
Pend Oreille County
Pend Oreille County Mental Health Ctr O-Sub
Spokane County
Community Alcohol Center 0-Sub
Deaconess Medical Center I-Sub
Deep GCreek Lodge Other
Geiger Corrections Center & Phase III WR-L&S
Horizon House I-Sub
Medicipe Wheel Alcohol Trearment 0-Sub
Salvation Army Booth Care Center I-Sub
Serenity House 0=-Sub
Spokare Alcohol Rehabilitation Center I0-Sub
Spokane Comrunity House I-Sub
Substance Treatment/Educaticon Programa O0-Sub
of Spokane (STEPPS)
Whitman County
Whitman County Alcoholism Center 0~Sub
Whitman County Corrections Facility WR-L
Work Release
Whitman County Mental Health Center 0~Sub
REGTON 2: Benton County
Benton Cousnity Work Release WR-L
Lutheran Social Services 10-Sub
Mid-Columbia Mental Health Center MH
Dr, Dan Mclvor MH
Tri-Cities Residential Services MH
Voluntary Action Center, Kennewick csW
Franklin Count:
Benton/Franklin County Alcohel Ctr O-Sub
Franklin County Work Release WR-L
Salvation Army 1-~Sub,CSW
Tri~Cities Work/Training Release WR-5
Garfield County
Garfield County Mental Health 0-Sub
Walla Walla County
Blue Mountain Action Council/Job Job
Training Center
Community Alcohol Center 0-~Sub
VA Hospital Alcohol Treatmant 10-8udb
Vallay Reaidential Services MH
Walla Wella Community Alcohol Centar  10-Sudb
Yakime Councy
Columbis Hospital Alcoholism Trestment I-Sub
Community Alcochol Center I0-5ub
Opportunities Industrial Center [4:1
Sunnyside Jail Work Release WR-L
Toppenish Municipal Court Work Release WR-L
Valley Alcohol Gouncil, Sunnyside 0-Sub
Yakima Indian Nation Alcohol Program O-Sub
Yakims/Kitticas Work/Training Center WR-S
REGION 3: Snohomish County
Community Alcohol Services 0-5ub
Conquest Center I-Sub
Counter Point WR-L
Everett Work/Training Release WR-5
Family Counseling Services MH
Job Therapy Job
Snohomish Co Community Work Program CSW
Snohomish County TASC TASC
Snohonish Co Work/Training Release WR-L
Volunteers of America csW

REGION 3: Whatcom County
(Cont)

Bellingham Work/Treining Release WR-L&S
Lighthouse Mission Work/Training Release WR-L
Olympic Treatment Center I-Sub
REGION 4: RKing County
Alternative Sentencing Program 0-Sub
Rellevue Domestic Violence Program Other
Bishop Lewis House Work/Training Release WR-S
Cabrini Alcohol Program 10-5ub
Care Unit of Kirkland I-Sub
Carriage House Other
Cedar Hills Alcoholism Tr2atment I-Sub
Court Referral Program Csw
Harborview Community Mental Health Ctr MH
Interaction/Tranzition 0-Sub,Job
Job Therapy Job
King County Dept of Detention WR-L
King County TASC TASC
Madison Inn Work Relesse WR-S
North Rehabilitation Facility 1-5ub
Northwest Treatwent Canter I-Sub
Pioneer Fellowship House Work Release WR~S
Pioneer Human Services I-Sub
Reynolds Work/Training Releuse WR-S
Salvation Army (Family Center) I-Sub,CSW
Sea DruNarx I-Sub
Transition House Other
Victim/Offender Reconciliation Program  Other
Washington Drug Rehabilitation I-Sub
REGION 5: Clallam County
Port Angelrs Work/Training Release WR-S
Jeffirson County
Halcyon House I-Sub
Kitsap County
Olalla Guest Lodge I-Sub
Pathway Associates (Xitsap County W/R)  WR-L&S
Peninsula Lodge, Inc 0-Sub,CSW
Pierce County
The Center 0-Sub
The House I0-Sud
Lincoln Park Work/Training Release WR~S
Progress House Association, Work WR=5
Training Release
Puget Sound Alcohclism Center I-Sudb
RAP House Work/Training Release WR-S
Tacoma TASC TASC
Tacoma Work/Training Releaase WR-L&S
REGION 6: Clark Count
Clark County Community Corrections Ccsw
Clark County TASC TASC
St. Joseph Hospital Alcoholism 10~5ub
Treatment Center
SW Washington Alcohol Recovery I~-Sub
Foundaticn (SWARF)
Cowlitz County
Drug Abuse Prevantion Centerx 0-Sub
Longviaw Work Release WR~-S
Offander Servicee for Cowlife County csw
Klickitar County
Klickiratr County Mental Health 0=-Sub
Skamania County
Skamania County Counseling Center 0~5ub
Ihuraton County
Career Awareness Program Job
Priendship, Inc./A Beginning Alliance Job
Olympia Work/Training Release WR-S
Social Treatment Opportunity Programs 0-Sub
TAMARC/Outpatient & Recovery House I0-Sub
Thurston County Jail Work Release WR-L
Thurston/Mason Comsunity Mental 0-~Sub

Health Center

PROGRAM LEGEMD¢

Ccsw Comamunity Sevvice Work

I-Sub Inpatient Substance Abuse

10-Sub Inpatient & Outpatient Substance Abuse
Job Job Training

MH Mental Baalth

0~Sub Outpatient Substance Abuae

TASC  Treatmant Alternatives to Street Crime
WR-L  Work Relexss, Local

WR-S Work Relasse, State

'JR-I,.&S Work Release, Local and State
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APPENDIX E

ALTERNATIVES TO INCARCERATION SURVEY QUESTIONS

Total confinement is twenty-four hour a day confinement inside

the physical boundaries of a facility or institution operated or
utilized under contract by the state or any unit of local govern-
Terms of total confinement of less than one year are served
in a local facility. Do
to total confinement?

ment .

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

Does

your
your
your
your
your
your
your
your
your
your
your
your
your
your

your

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

program

provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide
provide

provide

you consider your program an alternative

treatment for substance abusers?
treatment for sex offenders?

services for special needs offenders?
services specifically for females?

for pre~trial diversion?

for post-sentence diversion? -
individual counseling?

group counseling?

vocational training?

job referral/placement?

community service work?

residential work release (state)?
residential work release (local)?
community supervision (case management ) ?

other services?

Is your program residential or non-residential?

What gender of offender does your program serve?

What

What

What

What

is the
is the
is the

is the

current maximum daily capacity for male felons?

current maximum daily capacity for male misdemeanants?
maximum daily capacity for male juvenile offenders?

maximum daily capacity for male special needs offenders?
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27
28
29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

What is the maximum daily capacity for female felons?

What is the maximum daily capacity for female misdemeanants?

What is the maximum daily capacity for female juvenile offenders?

What is the maximum daily capacity for female special needs

offenders?

What is the current average daily population for felons?

What is the current average daily population for misdemanant g?

What is the current average daily population for juvenile offenders?

What is the current average daily population for special needs

offender?

What is the average hours

per day felons spend in your program?

What is the average hours per day misdemeanants spend in your

program?

What is the average hours
your program?

What is the average hours
your progtam?

What is the average hours

per

per

per

day juveniles offenders spend in

day special needs offenders spend in

week felons spend in your program?

What is the average hours
program?

What is the average hours
your program?

What is the average hours
in your program?

per

per

per

What is the average length of

week misdemeanants spend in your
week juvenile offenders spend in
week special needs offenders spend

stay for felons in your program?

What is the average length of

program?

What is the average length of

program?

What is the average length of

your program?

stay for misdemeanants in your

stay for juvenile offenders in your

stay for special needs offenders in

For fisca} year %984'(projected) what was the total number of
felony criminal Justice offender referrals to your program?

2-1
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48

49
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51

52

53

54

56
57

58

59

60
61

62

For fiscal year 1984 what is the projected total number of misde-

meanant criminal justice offender referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1984 what is the projected total number of juvenile

criminal justice offender referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1984 what is the projected total number of special

needs criminal justice offender referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1983, what was the total number of felony criminal

justice referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1983, what was the total number of misdemeanant
criminal justice referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1983, what was the total number of juvenile
criminal justice referrals to your program?

For figscal year 1983, what was the total number of special needs
criminal justice referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1982, what was the total number of felony criminal

justice referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1982, what was the total number of misdemeanant
criminal justice referrals to your program?

For fiscal year 1982, what was the total number of juvenile
criminal justice referrals made to your program?

For fiscal year 1982, what was the total number of special needs

criminal justice referrals made to your program?

Is there a waiting list for your program?

How many people are on the waiting list?
On the average, how long do they wait?

Does your program emphasize offender payments of restitution,
fines and/or court fees?

Are offenders sentenced to your program in lieu of payments of
restitution, fines, and/or court fees?

Are you a community service work program?

For offenders who are sentenced, do offenders do professional,
technical or managerial occupations?

For offenders who are sentenced, do offenders do clerical and
sales work?
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63

64

65

66
67

68

69

70

71
72
73
74
75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82
83

For_offenders

For. of fenders

who

who

industrial work?

For offenders
work?

For offenders
For offenders

For offenders
work?

For offenders
work?

For offenders
work?

who

who

who

who

who

who

are

are

are

are

are

are

are

are

sentenced, do offenders

sentenced, do offenders

sentenced, do offenders

sentenced, do offenders

sentenced, do offenders

sentenced, do offenders

sentenced, do offenders

sentenced, do offenders

Does a community board oversee your program?

do service occupations?

do agricultural and

do processing

do machine trades?

do bench work?

do structural

do miscel laneous

do other types of

What is the number of full-time paid employees in your program?

What is the number of part-

What is the number of volunteers in your program?

time paid employees in your program?

What is ratio of full-time equivalent paid staff to client?

For fiscal year 1983, how much

government?

For fiscal year 1983, how much

government?

For fiscal year 1982, how much

government?

For fiscal year 1983, how much

For fiscal year 1983, how much

Way?

For fiscal year 1983, how much

fees?

For fiscal year 1983, how much

What amount of in~kind cont

fiscal year 19837

funding did you get from state

funding did you get

funding did you

funding did you

funding did you

funding did you

funding did you

get

get

get

get

get

from local

from federal

from foundations?

from United

from client

from other?

ribution did your program receive in

84
85
86
87
88
89
90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

101

102

103

Including in-kind contributions, what was your total budget in 19837
Are_ liability insurance fees required for program participation?
Are general program participation fees required?

Are room and board fees required for program participation?

Are other fees required?.

Would you like to increase the size of your program?

Do time constraints serve as a barrier to increasing the number of
of fenders served by your program?

Do funding concerns serve as a barrier to increasing the number of
offenders served by your program?

Do staff limitations unrelated to funding limit increasing the
number of offenders served by your program?

Do facilities serve as a barrier to increasing the number of
offenders served by your program?

Does an insufficient supply of clients limit the number of
of fenders served by your program?

Do program guidelines serve as a barrier to increasing the number
of offenders served by your program?

Do other factors serve as a barrier to increasing the number of
offenders served by your program?

Do you consider liability/insurance issues to be a major barrier
to establishment of new alternative programs?

Do you consider organized laibor to be a major barrier to establish-
ment of new alternative programs?

Do you consider social service agencies to be a major barrier to
establishment of new alternative programs?

Do you consider the business community to be a major barrier to
establishment of new alternative programs?

Do you consider insufficient flexibility in choosing target pop-
ulation a major barrier to establishment of new alternative programs?

Do you consider zoning regulations to be a major barrier to
establishment of new alternative programs?

Do you consider funding to be a major barrier to establishment of
new alternative programs?

5-E
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106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

115

116

117

118

119

120

Do you consider safety and sanitation codes to be a major barrier
to establishment of new alternative programs?

Do you comsider residents within the community to be a major
barrier to establishment of new alternative programs?

Do you consider other factors to be major barriers to establishment
of new alternative programs?

What factors motivated initiation of your program, and what
incentives played a part in establishment of the program?

What was the source of ''seed money" for your program, and what is
the relationship of that funding source to current operation?

Do you refuse to accept into your program, either formally or
informally, any of the following offenders?

a. Offenders with particular charges.
b. Offenders with prior convietions.
c. Offenders with substance abuse histories.

What individuals and/or organizations in your community do you
consider your major program supporters?

What have been your positive and negative experiences in working
with other community and criminal justice agencies?

Would it be desirable for your program to expand the number of
offenders served?

1f yes, would it be possible to serve more felons?

Would it be desirable for your program to expand the types of
offenders served?

I1f yes, would it be possible to expand to serve felons?

Would it be desirable or feasible for your program to be enhanced
by adding new types of services?

If yes, would it then be possible to serve felons if you do not
already?

Would it be feasible for your program to serve as a statewide
model by expanding to accept clients from a larger area?

Would be feasible for your program to serve as a statewide prog-
ram by serving as a model that could be set up in other locations?

How well do you think your program is doing?
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