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Preface

The Colorado Division of Criminal Justice (DCdJ) is mandated, pursuant to 24-33.5-
503 C.R.S. to prepare Department of Corrections population projections for the General
Assembly. This report presents the Fall 2000 projections.

The Colorado adult prison population is expected to grow 48 percent
between January 1, 2000 and January 1, 2007 — from 16,610 to 24,522.

= Growth is expected to increase by an average of nearly 7 percent annually
from FY 2000 to FY 2006.

= Admissions in Colorado have outpaced releases in the last ten years.

* Admissions have nearly doubled (92.4 percent) since 1991, while releases
have increased 77.6 percent.

= In the last year, admissions increased 3.7 percent while releases decreased
.59 percent.

Details on these findings are presented in the Adult Prison Population Projections
Findings section of this report.
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Prison Population Model

The Division of Criminal Justice Prison Population Projection (PPP) Model uses
several data sources to develop projections. Essential data elements in the model come
from the Department of Corrections (DOC), the Department of Local Affairs (DLA) and the
Criminal Justice Database (collected, compiled and analyzed by the Division of Criminal
Justice’s [DCJ] Office of Research and Statistics [ORS]).

The general premise of the DCJ projection model is that state population and aged-
based prison incarceration rates are the primary determinants of new prison
commitments. Further, when new commitments are combined with estimates of average
length of stay (ALOS) in prison, this calculation produces a reliable forecast of the future
prison population. Figure 1 below provides a graphic representation of the Prison
Population Model. The fundamental components of the model are described in greater
detail in the narrative below.

FIGURE 1. PRISON POPULATION MODEL

(B)
DEMOGRAPHER AGE & OFFENSE
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PROJECTED
COMMITMENTS
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(D) (year by
offense type)
AVERAGE LENGTH
OF STAY (ALOS)
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PROJECTED
COMMITMENTS
BY TIME TO SERVE
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PROJECTING NEW PRISON COMMITMENTS

(A) State Population Projections

The Division of Criminal Justice used the Department of Local Affair’s population
projections as the starting point for determining the prison population. Each year the
Department of Local Affairs, through the Division of Local Government (Demographer’s
Office), prepares population projections for the state. Figure 2 below describes the
projected state population growth for years from 1995 to 2007. State population growth is
expected to increase an average of 1.8 percent annually between 2000 and 2007 — the
projection period used in this model.

FIGURE 2. COLORADO’'S POPULATION PROJECTIONS (in Millions and Percent Yearly Growth)*
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* Adults and juveniles, males and females.
Source: Department of Local Affairs

The Demographer’s Office produces these projections by utilizing an economic-
demographic system that models the intra- and interrelations of demographic and
economic change at the county, region and state level! The Demographer’s Office
describes the statewide population projections as a threestep process.

= Step 1: An economic forecast is developed using the Center for Business and
Economic Development (CBED) Model2 The underlying assumption is that the level
of economic activity creates a labor force demand. If the labor force demand exceeds
the existing population, then there will be a “positive” net migration. Likewise, if the
labor force demand is lower than the existing population, then there will be a
“negative” net migration. The theory is that the population will expand or shrink to
accommodate the labor need.

1 Source Internet: www.dlg.oem2.state.co.us/demog/projprog.htm (January 2000).

2 CBED is affiliated with Regis University.
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= Step 2: The levels of net migrations (as calculated in Step 1) are used in the
demographic model to create a population forecast. The demographic model is built
upon the simple premise that Population = Current Population + Births -
Deaths + Net Migration. These population forecasts are then broken down by sex
and age and are compared to labor force participation rates to produce an initial
forecast of the labor force (supply).

= Step 3: This demographically produced labor force supply (Step 2) is compared with
the labor force demand generated by the economic model (Step 1). It is assumed that
the demographic model accurately forecasts labor supply. In the event that there are
discrepancies between the two models, the economic model is adjusted to bring the
labor force demand closer to labor force supply.

By including the Department of Local Affair's population forecasts, DCJ’s prison
projections also include the numerous assumptions (economic and demographic) in those
forecasts. Therefore, any weakness associated with the DLA model is also reflected in
DCJ’s Prison Projection Model.

The Division of Criminal Justice does not use economic factors (employment rates,
Gross Domestic Product growth, etc.) as part of its projection model. Incarceration are
more likely a product of “governmental decision-making” than the vitality of its economy.
This contention is supported by the fact that the number of adults in prison has increased
from 10,802 in 1995 to 15,999 in 2000 (48 percent) during a period of economic prosperity
in the Colorado. Furthermore, criminal justice research concludes that the linkage
between crime and economics is very weak (Andrews and Bonta, 1994).

(B) Age and Offense Profile of Prison Commitments

The Department of Corrections collects a number of demographic variables on
inmates who are sentenced and committed to prison. Age and Offense are the two
demographic variables of particular interest in prison population projections. When
combined annual state population data, these two variables determine the incarceration
rate for each offense type by age.’

(C) Projected Prison Commitments by Offense Type

This aspect of the model is a calculation using the previous two components of the
prison projection model (i.e., State Population Projections and Age and Offense Profile of
Commitments). Based on current incarceration rates and the projected state population,
the model predicts the number of new commitments by crime type and age for the
forecasted period.

This is an important component of the model because it incorporates demographic
shifts that can have a significant impact on prison population. For example, incarceration
rates for adults between 18 and 26 are historically high. If the population of this age group

3 Incarceration rates are not to be confused with offense rates. Incarceration rates refer to the percentage of the
population that is committed to a DOC facility. Offense rates refer to the percentage of the population that commits
a particular offense. It is possible to experience a sit uation where offense rates are declining yet incarceration rates
are increasing. Such a situation currently exists within Colorado and throughout the United States.

11
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1s anticipated to increase, it stands to reason that the number of offenders committed to
prison will also increase.* The ability of DCJ's PPP Model to incorporate this information
is particularly important since it is expected that nationally the number of Americans
aged 14 to 24 will grow one percent a year from 1995 to 2010 (from 40.1 to 47 million).
This represents an overall increase of 16 percent in this age group.®

(D) Average Length of Stay (ALOS) by Offense

The Colorado Department of Corrections (DOC) also collects information about
prisoners released from DOC during the previous year. Using this information, it is
possible to calculate the average time an inmate is likely to serve in prison, based on their
convicted offense type. Also, this component of the model incorporates historical changes
or trends in the decision-making processes that impact an inmate’s length of stay.
Decisions by criminal justice professionals can either increase or decrease the time an
offender spends in prison. For example, if the Parole Board decides not to grant early
releases to offenders convicted of a certain crime type, or if judges increase sentence
lengths, the ALOS would reflect these decisions as evidenced by longer periods of
incarceration.

It is important to note the difficulty in predicting how long inmates will remain
“locked-up.” Numerous variables influence the amount of time an individual will remain in
prison: sentence length, behavior in prison, Parole Board decisions, sentencing legislation,
probation and parole revocation policies, etc. Despite these limitations, ALOS estimates by
offense type have historically been a key component of the DCJ’s PPP model.®

(E) Projected Commitments by Time to Serve

Projected Commitments by Time to Serve is computed by multiplying Projected
Commitments by Offense Type by Average Length of Stay by Offense. This protocol
attaches a projected ALOS to the projected new commitment categories and calculates
how long these new commitments will remain in prison. As the ALOS tables presented
later in this report evidence, some new commitments will remain in prison for longer
periods (e.g., homicides), while others will cycle through DOC relatively quickly (e.g.,
technical parole returns).

FIGURE 3. PROJECTED COMMITMENTS BY TIME TO SERVE CALCULATION

PROJECTED

PROJECTED X OFFENSE 4 X \ AVERAGE

COMMITMENTS
COMMITMENTS TYPE N>/ LENGTH OF STAY

BY TIME TO SERVE

4 However, there has been some recent debate that this theory is flawed. For example, during the past five years
homicide rates for teenage offenders have been falling; whereas the population of adolescents has already begun to
rise.

5 New York Times, January 03, 1999.

6 Averages by offense types are more predictive than aggregating categories (i.e., one large category) because errors
in multiple categories tend to counter-balance one another (assuming a normalized bell-shaped curve).
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PROJECTING THE RELEASE OF REMAINING
PRISONERS

(F) Prisoners Remaining from Previous Year

The Department of Corrections also provides DCJ information regarding the number
of prisoners remaining from the previous year. This information includes the number of
prisoners incarcerated, the offense type under which these prisoners were committed, and
the amount of time served and remaining time to serve on their sentence. From this
information, the model calculates when the current inmate population (a.k.a. stock
population) is expected to cycle-out of prison.

Once the expected termination dates for the existing population are determined, the
new commitments are added in the model. This final calculation results in what the
expected prison population will be at a given time. If new commitments increase at a rate
higher than releases, then the prison population will grow. Likewise, if releases exceed
new commitments, then prison populations will decrease.

SCENARIOS

Scenario Building is an important component of the PPP Model. Scenario Building
enables the model to respond to the changing environment of the criminal justice system.
The following is a list of some of the potential impacts on the PPP Model:

= New legislation

=  Court decisions

=  Changed prison-bed capacity

=  Bureaucratic mandates

= Department policy directives/and or mandates

* Community initiatives

The Office of Research and Statistics (ORS) frequently relies on its Criminal Justice
Database to inform decisions on how these potential impacts may affect the criminal
justice system. DCdJ researchers collect data on a sample of adult criminal case filings. In
1998 the on-site, case file data collection consisted of a 10 percent sample of felony cases
filed in 11 of the state’s 22 Judicial Districts. Some information from the Criminal Justice
Database is contained in the Trends in Prison Sentencing section of this report.

ASSUMPTIONS

The prison population projection figures are based on several assumptions. The more
significant assumptions are outlined below.

*» The data provided by the Department of Corrections accurately describes the number,
characteristics, and trends of offenders committed to DOC facilities for fiscal years
1998-99.

13
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= Incarceration rates will continue to experience predictable and stable growth.

= The data provided by the Colorado Department of Local Affairs Demographer’s Office
accurately describe the current and projected trends for age and gender of Colorado’s
citizens between years 1999 and 2006.

=  Decision-makers in the adult criminal justice system will not change the way they use
their discretion, except in explicitly stated ways that can be incorporated into future
iterations of the model.

= The Colorado General Assembly will not pass any legislation during the projection
period that impacts the way adults are processed or defined for commitment into DOC
facilities.

= Average Length of Stay in a DOC facility will remain constant throughout the
projection period.

» The mandatory parole provisions (as outlined in HB-93-1302) will increase the
commitment population by increasing the pool of parole violators.

» Increased capacity of DOC beds will increase the number of new commitments by
reducing the number of offenders placed in community supervision programs.

=  The General Assembly will not allocate additional resources to community supervision
corrections programs. Increased funding to these programs will likely reduce
commitments.

=  No catastrophic event such as war or disease will occur during the projection period.

IMPORTANT LEGISLATION INFLUENCING
PROJECTIONS

Historical Overview’

= In 1979, H.B. 1589 changed sentences from indeterminate to determinate terms and
made parole mandatory at one-half (the mid-point) the sentence served.

= In 1981, H.B. 1156 required that the courts sentence offenders above the maximum of
the presumptive range for “crimes of violence” as well as those crimes committed with
aggravating circumstances.

7 Source: Rosten, Kristi. Statistical Report, Fiscal Year 1997, Department of Corrections, pages 3-7.

14
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In 1985, H.B. 1320 doubled the maximum penalties of the presumptive ranges for all
felony classes and mandated that parole be granted at the discretion of the Parole
Board. (As a result of this legislation, the average length of stay projected for new
commitments nearly tripled from 20 months in 1980 to 57 months in 1989.)

In 1988, S.B. 148 changed the previous requirement of the courts to sentence above
the maximum of the presumptive range to sentencing at least the mid-point of the
presumptive range for “crimes of violence” and crime associated with aggravating
circumstances. (An analysis of DCJ’s Criminal Justice Database indicated that judges
continued to sentence well above the mid-point of the range for these crimes.)

In 1990, H.B. 1327 doubled the maximum amount of earned time that an offender is
allowed to earn while in prison from five to ten days per month. In addition, parolees
were allowed “earned time” awards that reduced time spent on parole. This legislation
also applied earned time to the sentence discharge date as well as the parole
eligibility date. (The effect of this law was that it shortened the length of stay for
those offenders who did not parole but rather discharged their sentences from prison
and did not parole).

In 1990, S.B. 117 modified life sentences for felony-one convictions to “life without
parole.” The previous parole eligibility occurred after 40 calendar years served.

In 1993, H.B. 1302 reduced the presumptive ranges for certain class three through
class six non-violent crimes. This legislation also added a split sentence, mandating a
period of parole for all crimes following a prison sentence. This legislation also
eliminated the earned time awards while on parole.

In 1993, S.B. 9 established the Youthful Offender System (YOS) with 96 beds within
the Department of Corrections. The legislation created a new adult sentencing
provision for offenders between the ages of 14 and 18 years (except for those convicted
of class one or class two or sexual assault felonies).

In 1993, the Legislature appropriated a new 300-bed facility in Pueblo (subsequently,
an additional 180 beds have been approved).

In 1994, S.B. 196 created a new provision for offenders with a current conviction of
any class one or two felony (or any class three felony that is defined as a crime of
violence) and who were convicted of these same offenses twice earlier. This “three
strikes” legislation requires these offenders be sentenced to a term of life
imprisonment with parole eligibility in forty years.

In 1994, the Legislature appropriated the construction of nearly 1,200 adult prison
beds and 300 YOS beds.

15



FALL 2000 ADULT PRISON AND PAROLE POPULATION PROJECTIONS

= In 1995, H.B. 1087 allowed “earned time” for certain non-violent offenders. (This
legislation was enacted in part as a response to the projected parole population
growth as part of H.B. 93-1302).

= In 1996, H.B. 1005 broadened the criminal charges eligible for direct filings of
juveniles as adults and possible sentencing to the Youthful Offender System.

= In 1996, the Legislature appropriated funding for 480 beds at the Trinidad
Correctional Facility and the reconstruction and expansion of two existing facilities.

Recent Legislation

Two major pieces of legislation were enacted in 1998 that will impact the number of
prison commitments during the projection period: House Bill 98-1160 and House Bill 98-
1156. Both pieces of legislation refer to the length of time spent by an offender under
parole supervision.

House Bill 98-1160. This legislation applies to offenses occurring on or after
July 1, 1998, and mandates that every offender must complete a period of parole
supervision after incarceration. A summary of the major provisions that apply to
mandatory parole follows:

=  Offenders committing class 2, 3, 4 or 5 felonies or second or subsequent felonies which
are class 6, and who are revoked during the period of their mandatory parole, may
serve a period up to the end of the mandatory parole period incarcerated. In such a
case, one year of parole supervision must follow.

= If revoked during the last six months of mandatory parole, intermediate sanctions
including community corrections, home detention, community service or restitution
programs are permitted, as is a re-incarceration period of up to twelve months.

= If revoked during the one year of parole supervision, the offender may be re-
incarcerated for a period not to exceed one year.

House Bill 98-1156. This legislation concerns the lifetime supervision of certain sex
offenders. A number of provisions in the bill address sentencing, parole terms, and
conditions. Some of these provisions are summarized below:

= For certain crimes (except those in the following two bullets), a sex offender shall
receive an indeterminate term of at least the minimum of the presumptive range
specified in 18-1-105 for the level of offense committed and a maximum of the sex
offender’s natural life.

16
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For crimes of violence (defined in 16-11-309), a sex offender shall receive an
indeterminate term of at least the midpoint in the presumptive range for the level of
offense committed and a maximum of the sex offender’s natural life.

For sex offenders eligible for sentencing as a habitual sex offender against children
(pursuant to 18-3-412), the sex offender shall receive an indeterminate term of at least
the upper limit of the presumptive range for the level of offense committed and a
maximum of the sex offender’s natural life.

The period of parole for any sex offender convicted of a class 4 felony shall be an
indeterminate term of at least 10 years and a maximum of the remainder of the sex
offender’s natural life.

The period of parole for any sex offender convicted of a class 2 or 3 felony shall be an
indeterminate term of at least 20 years and a maximum of the sex offender’s natural
life.

17
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Trends in Prison
Sentencing

Researchers from DCJ’s Office of Research and Statistics (ORS) annually collect data
on criminal filings to describe statewide trends. Data from the DCJ 1998 sample (n=2789)
were used here, along with national statistics (Beck, 1999), to describe offender
characteristics.8 ?

WHO GOES TO PRISON?

Whether or not an offender receives a prison sentence, is related to a complex
interaction of factors. The ORS 1998 sample!® showed that characteristics of Colorado
offenders sentenced to prison reflected characteristics related to incarceration in the larger
research literature. Most recently, Spohn and Hollerman (2000) found that race, sex, age
and employment status varied in the extent to which each influenced the likelihood of
incarceration in the three jurisdictions studied. However, each of the four factors had a
significant direct influence in at least one of the three jurisdictions studied.!! In 1998,
males, non-Anglos, and offenders who were unemployed or not steadily employed at the
time of arrest were more likely to receive a prison sentence (ORS Criminal Justice
Database). This analysis also showed that a history of criminal activity increased the
likelihood of receiving a prison sentence, a finding consistent with analyses of the
Criminal Justice data collected in prior years. This information is presented in the tables
below.

According to the ORS Criminal Justice Database, nearly one in four (23.1 percent)
male offenders sentenced to a criminal justice placement were sent to prison in 1998,
compared with slightly more than one in ten (12.1 percent) females.12 13 14

8 It is important to note that the sampling technique for the 1998 Annual Criminal Justice Data Collection differed
from that of previous years. Samples in previous years consisted of 20 percent of felony cases filed in nine of the
state’s twenty-two judicial districts (1st, Jefferson; 2nd, Denver; 4th, El Paso; 8th, Larimer; 10th, Pueblo; 17th,
Adams; 18th, Arapahoe; 19th, Weld; and 21st, Mesa). The 1998 collection was a 10 percent random sample of ten
districts, adding Boulder (20th). Due to the sampling diffe rences, direct comparisons cannot be made. However, to
provide the reader with background, references are sometimes made to data in previous years.

9 See Appendix A for descriptions of offenders by placement from Division of Criminal Justice Data 1993 -1998.

10 1998 data are the most recent ORS data available for this analysis.

11 In all three jurisdictions (Chicago, Kansas City and Miami), men were over 20% more likely to be sentenced to
prison than were women. Offenders age 21 to 29 were more likely than younger or older offenders to be sent to
prison in the three jurisdictions. Unemployment increased one's chances of being incarcerated in Kansas City, but

not in Chicago. Employment data were not available for Miami.

12 These figures are consistent with the five previous years for both males and females where the percentages
ranged from 24.9 percent to 28.5 percent and 8.2 percent to 11.7 percent, respectively.

13 The percentage of females going to prison in 1998 is slightly higher than the average for the five previous years
(10.1 percent).

14 See Appendix B for data from the Bureau of Justice Statistics for data, including women under the jurisdiction of
State or Federal correctional authorities, 1990 -99.
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FIGURE 4. CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLACEMENT BY GENDER, 1998

81%
65% mMALE
COFEMALE
23%
A 12 %
6% 5% 6% 2%
- 7
PROBATION COMCOR JAIL PRISON

Source: Office of Research and Statistics Criminal Justice Database.

Nearly three out of four offenders (72.9 percent) receiving prison placements were
unmarried.’ Offenders who went to prison were also more likely to be unemployed or
employed sporadically’® at the time of arrest (72.6 percent). Further, three out of four
(73.0 percent) had an unstable residential history.l” The majority of offenders who were
sent to prison did not have dependents (62.7 percent).

FIGURE 5. DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF PRISON PLACEMENTS, 1998

73% 73% 73%
63%
47 %
NON-ANGLO NO UNEMPLOYED UNMARRIED UNSTABLE
DEPENDENTS AT ARREST RESIDENTIAL
HISTORY

Source: Office of Research and Statistics Criminal Justice Database.

15 Includes single, divorced/separated and widows. Married includes common law marriages.
16 This group includes persons receiving AFDC or SSI, disabled, students and retired people.

17 Offenders with a continual residence within the last two years were considered stable.
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Offenders sentenced to
prison in Colorado in
71998 were more likely
than those sentenced
to community
placements to be
unmarried, without
dependents,
unemployed or
employed sporadically,
and have a history of
residential movement.




A history of criminal
activity increased the
likelihood of an
offender going to
prison. Most offenders
sentenced to prison in
Colorado in 1998 had
at least one prior felony
conviction. Three out
of four had an adult
arrest for a violent
offense, and one in two
had a violent arrest in
his/her juvenile history.
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Many offenders have a prior criminal record and this history with the criminal justice
system influences placement in prison. According to the DCGJ 1998 sample, most offenders
receiving prison placements had a history of felony convictions (88.4 percent), nonviolent
adult arrests (94.5 percent), violent adult arrests (75.8 percent), and nonviolent juvenile
arrests (63.4 percent). About half of these offenders had prior violent juvenile arrests (48.4
percent). The proportion of offenders with prior arrests and convictions increased
considerably between 1994 and 1998.

FIGURE 6. CRIMINAL HISTORY PROFILE OF PRISON PLACEMENTS, 1998

95%

88%

76%

63%

48%

PRIOR JUVENILE PRIOR JUVENILE PRIOR ADULT PRIOR ADULT PRIOR FELONY
VIOLENT NONVIOLENT VIOLENT NONVIOLENT CONVICTIONS
ARRESTS ARRESTS ARRESTS ARRESTS

Source: Office of Research and Statistics Criminal Justice Database.

The offender’s age at first arrest significantly distinguishes (p<.001) between
offenders sentenced to prison and those receiving a community placement (probation, jail,
or community corrections). However, those offenders with a young age at first arrest were
significantly more likely to have a prior felony conviction or adjudication on their record
(p<.001). Likewise, on average, those receiving community placements were older when
arrested for the first time (mean age is 22), than those going to prison (mean age is 19)}8
and prison-bound offenders were significantly more likely to have a prior felony conviction

or adjudication also.

In terms of age at current offense, offenders who went to prison were, on average,
slightly but significantly (p<.017) older than those receiving community (average age is
32.2 and 31.1, respectively). This difference in age reflects the fact that offenders going to
prison are nearly twice as likely to have a prior felony conviction or adjudication compared
to offenders placed in the community, regardless of age.

18 A conservative t-test was used due to heterogeneity of variance (F=16.7, p<001). Since the t-test is relatively
robust, these results will be used.
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According to the DCJ 1998 sample, nonviolent offenders are generally granted
probation. That is, 71.7 percent of nonviolent cases received probation sentences, and 18.8
percent went to prison in 1998. Of the offenders who went to prison, 70.6 percent were
convicted of nonviolent offenses, but 90 percent of this group had at least one prior felony
conviction or adjudication on their record. Also, nonviolent offenders sentenced to prison
were significantly more likely than violent offenders to have a community corrections
revocation in their criminal history (p=.03).

FIGURE 7. PRISON PLACEMENTS BY OFFENSE TYPE, 1998

34%

FORGERY/FRAUD SEX VIOLENT PROPERTY DRUG*

*Nearly half of drug offenders were convicted of crimes related to cocaine or methamphetamine.
Source: Office of Research and Statistics Criminal Justice Database.

The majority of offenders sentenced to prison committed crimes that were non-
aggressive 19 (79.6 percent) and resulted in no physical injury to the victim (80.4 percent).
But nonviolent offenders who went to prison in 1998 were significantly more likely to have
prior nonviolent arrest histories. All of the forgery/fraud cases in the sample and 95
percent of the drug offenders had a nonviolent arrest history. Additionally, property
offenders were significantly more likely to have a prior probation revocation compared to
other categories of prison-bound offenders.

Over half of the offenders sentenced to prison pled guilty to a lesser offense than
originally charged (60.1 percent).

19 Aggression was measured with an 8-point behavior severity scale ranging from no aggression to aggression with
life threatening force.
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The higher the
offender’s needs and
risk level (measured by
the Level of
Supervision Inventory
or LSI), the more likely
the offender was to
receive a prison
sentence rather than
community placement.
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FIGURE 8. PRISON PLACEMENTS BY DETAILS OF CONVICTION CRIME, 1998

60%
29%
20% 20%
8%
MULTIPLE PHYSICAL PHYSICAL VIOLENT PLED TO LESSER
VICTIMS AGGRESSION INJURY TO CURRENT OFFENSE
VICTIM CONVICTION

Source: Office of Research and Statistics Criminal Justice Database.

The Level of Supervision Inventory is an assessment instrument administered by the
probation department to determine an offender's risks and needs related to criminality20
Higher scores indicate a need for higher levels of supervision. On average, offenders
receiving community placements scored lower on the LSI (mean=28) than those sentenced

to prison (mean=33). This difference was statistically significant (p=<.008)2!

20 LSI domains include criminal history, education, employment, financial, family/marital, accommodations,

leisure/recreation, companions, alcohol/drug, and emotional/personal.

21 A more conservative t-test was used due to heterogeneity of variance (F=22.40, p<.001). Since the t-test is

relatively robust, these results will be used.
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Findings: Adult Prison
Population Projections

HOW IS THE COLORADO PRISON POPULATION
GROWING?

= Nationally, Colorado ranks fourth in prison population growth between 1998 and
1999. Compared to other states, Colorado experienced the tenth highest growth rate
in average prison population between 1990 and 1999 (Beck, 2000).22

» Admissions have outpaced releases in Colorado in the last ten years. Admissions have
nearly doubled (92.4 percent) since 1991, while releases have increased 77.6 percent.
In the last year, admissions increased 3.7 percent while releases decreased .59

percent.23

= The Colorado adult prison population is expected to grow 48 percent
between January 1, 2000 and January 1, 2007 — from 16,611 to 24,523 offenders.

Table 1 (on the following page) describes total and gender-specific growth in prison
populations for the projection period January 1, 2001 to January 1, 2007.

22 See Appendix B for Bureau of Justice Statistics data describing the change in the number of sentenced prisoners

under the jurisdiction of State of Federal Correctional aut horities, 1990-1999. Also, Prisoners under the jurisdiction
of State or Federal correctional authorities, by region and jurisdiction, yearend 1998 and 1999; State and Federal
prisoners held in private facilities, local jails, or other States' facilities by jurisdiction, yearend 1999.

23 Colorado Department of Corrections Statistical Reports, FY97 and FY99.
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TABLE 1. DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE FALL 2000 ADULT PRISON POPULATION
PROJECTIONS BY GENDER

YEAR DATE MEN WOMEN TOTAL PRISON
POPULATION

PROJECTION

2001 January 15,296 1,315 16,611
April 15,577 1,339 16,916

July 15,858 1,363 17,221

October 16,133 1,382 17,5156

2002 January 16,428 1,402 17,830
April 16,702 1,421 18,123

July 17,058 1,445 18,503

October 17,337 1,462 18,799

2003 January 17,637 1,481 19,118
April 17,916 1,499 19,415

July 18,277 1,521 19,798

October 18,576 1,635 20,111

2004 January 18,897 1,549 20,446
April 19,196 1,562 20,758

July 19,584 1,579 21,163

October 19,901 1,591 21,492

2005 January 20,242 1,603 21,845
April 20,559 1,614 22,173

July 20,970 1,629 22,599

October 21,264 1,639 22,903

2006 January 21,579 1,650 23,229
April 21,874 1,660 23,534

July 22,255 1,673 23,928

October 22,545 1,684 24,229

2007 January 22,857 1,696 24,553

= Average annual growth is expected to increase by nearly 7 percent from FY
2000 to FY 2006. The average actual annual growth rate was 8.1 percent for six prior
fiscal year growth periods — FY 1994 to FY 2000 (see Figure 9).
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FIGURE 9. YEARLY PRISON POPULATION GROWTH, ACTUAL?* vS. PROJECTED
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The number of males in prison is expected to climb 49 percent — from 15,296 to
22,857.

We anticipate 29 percent growth in the number of females in prison. This
relatively slower growth in the female population (compared to males) is due to the
following:

- Although the overall projected length of stay increased by over 8 months, the
projected length of prison stay for new female commitments decreased from 37.4
months in 1999 to 31 months in 2000.

- Female commitments grew less than one percent (.92) between FY 1999 and FY
2000. This small increase in commitments, and the shorter length of stay
estimated for these female commitments, combined to reduce the growth of the
female prison population during the projection period.

- The growth in incarcerated females decreased substantially the last fiscal year —
from 16 to 7.4 percent. The growth rate for the first quarter of FY 2001 was 1.2
percent.

24 Actual data is from the Colorado Department of Corrections, Monthly Population and Capacity Report, October
31, 2000.
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= The female prison population is projected to grow 7.7 percent between FY 2000 and
FY2001, 6 percent between FY 2001 and FY 2002, and 5.3 percent between FY 2002
and 2003 (see Table 2), reflecting the trends discussed above.

TABLE 2. COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PROJECTED FEMALE INCARCERATED POPULATION

ACTUAL PROJECTED
YEAR 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
POPULATION 1,016 | 1,179 | 1,266 | 1,363 | 1,445| 1,521 | 1,579 | 1,629 | 1,673
YEARLY GROWTH 16.0% 7.4% 7.7% 6.0% 5.3% 3.8% 3.1% 2.7%

Table 3 (on following page) provides an additional breakdown of the population
figures reported in Table 1 by displaying projections by gender and type of incarceration.
The data indicate the following:

= Technical violations are expected to double between January 1, 2001 and
January 2007. The number of males in prison for technical violations will more than
double between January 1, 2001 and January 1, 2007. The number of incarcerated
females in prison due to technical violations will grow by 50 percent.

= The projected growth in technical violations reflects steep increases in
commitments for technical parole violations in each of the last two years.
Technical violation commitments increased 28.9 percent between 1998 and 1999 and
22.5 percent between 1999 and 2000.

= In fact, the increase in commitments in the last year was due to technical
parole violations. When technical violations were removed, commitments decreased
between 1999 and 2000, from 4,833 to 4,683.
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TABLE 3. DIVISION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE FALL 2000 PRISON POPULATION PROJECTIONS:
ADULT INCARCERATED POPULATION BY TYPE AND GENDER

DATE REGULAR PV TECHNICAL COMBINED
COMMITS NEW CRIME VIOLATORS
YEAR MONTH Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Total
2001 JAN 11,490 933 1,424 116 2,383 266 15,297 1,315 16,612
APRIL 11,672 938 1,433 123 2,472 279 15,577 1,340 16,917
JULY 11,854 942 1,443 130 2,561 292 15,858 1,364 17,222
OCT 12,031 944 1,444 136 2,658 302 16,133 1,382 17,515
2002 JAN 12,222 947 1,445 143 2,761 313 16,428 1,403 17,831
APRIL 12,399 949 1,446 149 2,858 323 16,703 1,421 18,124
JULY 12,628 952 1,447 157 2,983 336 17,058 1,445 18,503
OCT 12,824 962 1,453 157 3,060 343 17,337 1,462 18,799
2003 JAN 13,034 973 1,459 157 3,144 351 17,637 1,481 19,118
APRIL 13,229 983 1,465 157 3,222 359 17,916 1,499 19,415
JULY 13,482 996 1,472 157 3,323 368 18,277 1,621 19,798
OCT 13,667 1,007 1,612 157 3,397 371 18,576 1,535 20,111
2004 JAN 13,866 1,018 1,654 158 3,477 373 18,897 1,549 20,446
APRIL 14,051 1,028 1,693 158 3,652 376 19,196 1,662 20,758
JULY 14,291 1,042 1,644 159 3,649 379 19,584 1,680 21,164
OCT 14,457 1,050 1,686 160 3,758 381 19,901 1,591 21,492
2005 JAN 14,635 1,059 1,731 161 3,876 383 20,242 1,603 21,845
APRIL 14,801 1,068 1,772 161 3,985 385 20,558 1,614 22,172
JULY 15,016 1,078 1,826 163 4,127 388 20,969 1,629 22,598
OCT 15,139 1,087 1,872 162 4,252 390 21,263 1,639 22,902
2006 JAN 15,271 1,095 1,922 162 4,387 392 21,579 1,650 | 23,229
APRIL 15,394 1,104 1,967 162 4,512 3941 21,873 1,660 | 23,5633
JULY 15,6563 1,114 2,027 162 4,675 397 22,255 1,673 23,928
OCT 15,655 1,122 2,076 163 4,814 399 22,545 1,684 | 24,229
2007 JAN 15,764 1,130 2,130 164 4,963 401 22,857 1,695 24,552

Please Note: All projections are rounded to the next whole number. Calculations may appear slightly off.

The average annual growth rate for technical parole violations is projected to be 13.4
percent from the current fiscal year (July 2000) to July 2006 (see Table 4 below). This
estimate is conservative given increases in the past two fiscal years. Also, mandatory

parole policies increase the number of individuals who are supervised after prison.

When individuals are supervised closely, violations are more likely to be found.

Multiple violations generally result in returns to prison.
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TABLE 4. COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PROJECTED COMMITMENTS FOR TECHNICAL PAROLE

VIOLATIONS

ACTUAL PROJECTED
YEAR 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
POPULATION 1,368 | 1,751 | 2,145 | 2,561 | 2,983 | 3,323 | 3,649 | 4,127 | 4,675
YEARLY GROWTH 28.9% | 22.5% | 19.4% [ 16.5% | 11.4% 9.8% | 13.1% | 13.3%

=  The 48.2 month estimated length of stay for admissions in FY 2000 is similar to FY
1999 (48.1 months) but over eight months longer than the projected length of stay for

FY 1998. Components describing length of stay by felony class for men and women are

found in Tables 6 and 7. Finally, projected comparisons of length of stay for males and

females, by felony class are displayed in Tables 8 through 11.

TABLE 5. PROJECTED LENGTH OF STAY FOR NEW ADMISSIONS TO
FY1981- FY2000

PRISON,

BASED ON SENTENCE DATA FROM

AVERAGE LENGTH

OF STAY ESTIMATE*

FY 1980-81 23.4 Months
FY 1981-82 23.4 Months
FY 1982-83 25.4 Months
FY 1983-84 31.7 Months
FY 1984-85 34.7 Months
FY 1985-86 43.2 Months
FY 1986-87 53.3 Months
FY 1987-88 57.0 Months
FY 1988-89 42.0 Months
FY 1989-90 39.5 Months
FY 1990-91 40.7 Months
FY 1991-92 37.6 Months
FY 1992-93 40.7 Months
FY 1993-94 43.1 Months
FY 1994-95 40.2 Months
FY 1995-96 41.5 Months
FY 1996-97 39.6 Months
FY 1997-98 39.6 Months
FY 1998-99 48.1 Months
FY 1999-00 48.2 Months

* Average length of stay reflects the amount of time offenders who were admitted during the representative year
are expected to serve.
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TABLE 6. LENGTH OF STAY COMPONENTS* (IN MONTHS) BY FELONY CLASS, FY 1999-00 - MEN

OFFENSE COURT JAIL TIME EARNED SENTENCE PDE AVERAGE
CATEGORY SENTENCE CREDIT TO PED TIME TO SERVE LENGTH OF

TO PED STAY
F1 480 0.00 0 0 0 0 480
F2 EXT** 941.63 13.16 447.28 111.80 369.40 110.6 480
F2 SEX*** 473.43 12.01 224.88 52.48 184.06 175.0 359.04
F2 DRUG 251.51 10.44 119.47 33.06 88.55 9.3 97.81
F2 OTHER 201.21 9.63 95.57 23.82 72.18 31.0 103.22
F3 EXT 244.23 8.25 116.01 30.92 89.05 48.6 154.20
F3 SEX*** 194.83 9.47 92.54 25.59 67.22 76.8 143.97
F3 DRUG 78.19 8.08 37.14 10.28 22.68 15.3 37.95
F3 OTHER 106.49 7.74 50.58 14.00 34.17 26.4 60.61
F4 EXT 76.81 7.98 36.49 10.09 22.25 28.1 50.33
F4 SEX*** 74.53 7.13 35.40 9.80 22.19 34.7 56.86
F4 DRUG 47.62 7.22 22.62 6.27 11.52 16.0 27.47
F4 OTHER 55.88 6.64 26.54 7.34 15.36 20.1 35.42
F5 EXT 39.07 7.39 18.56 5.13 7.99 15.6 23.58
F5 SEX 52.15 5.50 24.77 6.87 5.00 24.5 39.49
F5 DRUG 30.41 5.80 14.45 4.00 6.16 12.6 18.77
F5 OTHER 48.40 5.29 22.99 6.37 13.75 16.2 29.94
F6 EXT 21.67 5.52 10.29 2.84 3.01 10.0 12.98
F6 DRUG 20.58 5.73 9.78 2.71 2.36 8.7 11.10
F6 OTHER 20.78 4.67 9.87 2.73 3.51 8.8 12.32
HAB LITTLE 0.00 4.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.0 0.00
HAB BIG 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00

* Components of Length of Stay: Court Sentence: the amount of time a convicted felon is sentenced to prison. Jail Credit: the amount of
time an offender spends in jail before being placed in prison. Time to Parole Eligibility Date (PED): The amount of time an offender is
eligible to receive his or her sentence for serving time in prison. This is typically one-half of the sentence length. Earned Time: The
amount of time an offender earns off of his/her sentence for participating in prison programs. The maximum aount of earned time an
offender may receive is 10 days per month. Parle Discretion Effect (PDE): the amount of time added to the sentence to serve to PED by
the discretion of the parole board.

** The offense categories are broken down according to statute enacted in July 1993, which created a category of mostly violent offenses
as “extraordinary risk of harm offenses.” In this table “EXT” refers to offenses included in that category. Also, convicted sexual offenders
typically serve more time, and drug offenders, some of whom are considered “extraordinary risk” crimes, serve less time than other
offenders in this category—they are identified by the projection model as their own offense group.

*** HB98-1156 concerns the lifetime supervision of certain sex offenders. Average length of stay was calculated using the governing
minimum rather than the governing maximum sentence for these individuals. Governing minimum was multiplied by .75 (to account for
a conservative estimate of earned time). The estimated ALOS is neither conservative nor liberal. In the fall of 1999 these sentences were
calculated using the governing maximum sentence. Thus, differences between these two years are more likely due to calculation methods
than differences in average length of stay.
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TABLE 7. LENGTH OF STAY COMPONENTS* (IN MONTHS) BY FELONY CLASS, FY 1999-00 - WOMEN

OFFENSE COURT JAIL TIME TO EARNED SENTENCE PDE AVERAGE
CATEGORY SENTENCE CREDIT PED TIME TO SERVE LENGTH OF

TO PED STAY
F1 480 0.0 0 0 0 0 0
F2 EXT** 411.63 11.5 195.52 57.85 146.76 0.00 220.02
F2 SEX*** 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
F2 DRUG 118.35 2.3 56.22 16.64 43.16 1.59 44.75
F2 OTHER 177.54 8.7 84.33 24.95 59.54 31.52 91.07
F3 EXT 102.72 7.6 48.79 14.44 31.86 21.79 53.65
F3 SEX*** 142.03 8.5 67.46 19.96 46.14 42.18 88.32
F3 DRUG 69.79 6.5 33.156 9.81 20.37 10.03 30.40
F3 OTHER 84.17 12.3 39.98 11.83 20.03 20.68 40.71
F4 EXT 60.52 5.2 28.74 8.51 18.03 16.71 34.74
F4 SEX*** 86.80 4.8 41.23 12.20 28.556 7.45 36.00
F4 DRUG 42.18 7.0 20.04 5.93 9.23 13.78 23.02
F4 OTHER 55.87 5.5 26.54 7.85 15.97 17.31 33.29
F5 EXT 40.74 1.9 19.35 5.73 13.75 10.36 24.11
F5 SEX 35.51 3.7 16.87 4.99 9.91 17.43 27.33
F5 DRUG 27.80 6.2 13.20 3.91 4.48 12.93 17.41
F5 OTHER 32.00 5.2 15.20 4.50 7.12 12.99 20.11
F6 EXT 15.54 4.6 7.38 2.18 1.33 7.90 9.23
F6 DRUG 18.13 4.2 8.61 2.55 2.77 6.91 9.68
F6 OTHER 18.91 4.7 8.98 2.66 2.57 8.41 10.97
HAB LITTLE 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
HAB BIG 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

* Components of Length of Stay: Court Sentence: the amount of time a convicted felon is sentenced to prison. Jail Credit: the amount of
time an offender spends in jail before being placed in prison. Time to Parole Eligibility Date (PED): The amount of time an offender is
eligible to receive his or her sentence for serving time in prison. This is typically one-half of the sentence length. Earned Time: The
amount of time an offender earns off of his/her sentence for participating in prison programs. The maximum aount of earned time an
offender may receive is 10 days per month. Parle Discretion Effect (PDE): the amount of time added to the sentence to serve to PED by
the discretion of the parole board.

** The offense categories are broken down according to statute enacted in July 1993, which created a category of mostly violent offenses
as “extraordinary risk of harm offenses.” In this table “EXT” refers to offenses included in that category. Also, convicted sexual offenders
typically serve more time, and drug offenders, some of whom are considered “extraordinary risk” crimes, serve less time than other
offenders in this category—they are identified by the projection model as their own offense group.

**% HB98-1156 concerns the lifetime supervision of certain sex offenders. Average length of stay was calculated using the governing
minimum rather than the governing maximum sentence for these individuals. Governing minimum was multiplied by .75 (to account for
a conservative estimate of earned time). The estimated ALOS is neither conservative nor liberal. In the fall of 1999 these sentences were
calculated using the governing maximum sentence. Thus, differences between these two years are more likely due to calculation methods
than differences in average length of stay.
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TABLE 8. 2000 PROJECTION MODEL [NEW COMMITMENTS] - MEN (average projected length of stay for all men: 51.70)

Projected Average Length of Stay Comparison: Fall 1999 DCJ Projections vs. Fall 2000 DCJ Projections
OVERALL PROJECTED AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY: 48.23 MONTHS

OFFENSE NUMBER OF MEN COMMITTED TO PRISON % OF ALL COMMITMENTS TO AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY
CATEGORY PRISON: MEN (MONTHS) EFFECT (MONTHS)*
Fall 1999 Fall 2000 Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall

(7/1/98-6/30/99) (7/1/99-6/30/00) 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000

F1 29 27 0.60% 0.58% 480.0 480.0 2.88 2.77
F2 EXT.** 75 54 1.55% 1.15% 213.8 480.0 3.32 5.54
F2 SEX*** 8 7 0.17% 0.15% 344.0 359.0 0.57 0.54
F2 DRUG 7 7 0.14% 0.15% 74.1 103.6 0.11 0.15
F2 OTHER 2 2 0.04% 0.04% 422.3 103.2 0.17 0.04
F3 EXT. 157 161 3.25% 3.44% 139.3 157.6 4.52 5.41
F3 SEX*** 130 135 2.69% 2.89% 147.4 144.0 3.96 9.66
F3 DRUG 338 304 6.99% 6.50% 31.6 36.8 2.21 2.39
F3 OTHER 135 162 2.79% 3.25% 53.6 59.9 1.50 1.95
F4 EXT. 272 298 5.63% 6.37% 34.1 51.6 1.92 3.28
F4 SEX*** 150 174 3.10% 3.72% 135.8 56.6 4.22 7.24
F4 DRUG 529 451 10.95% 9.64% 25.3 26.1 2.77 2.52
F4 OTHER 610 588 12.62% 12.57% 36.6 34.6 4.62 4.35
F5 EXT. 168 202 3.48% 4.32% 22.2 22.8 0.77 0.99
F5 SEX 47 68 0.97% 1.45% 14.5 38.0 0.14 0.55
F5 DRUG 1568 156 3.27% 3.34% 21.4 15.8 0.70 0.53
F5 OTHER 614 602 12.70% 12.87% 26.2 29.7 3.33 3.82
F6 EXT 37 36 0.77% 0.77% 12.9 13.0 0.10 0.10
F6 DRUG 23 33 0.00% 0.00% 21.1 7.8 0.00 0.00
F6 OTHER 395 354 8.17% 7.57% 156.7 11.5 1.28 0.87
HAB-LITTLE 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
HAB-BIG 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
MEN TOTAL 3884 3811 79.88% 80.78% NA NA NA NA

* Average length of stay effect is the amount of time each commitment group contributes to the overall average length of stay of 48.23 months.

** The offense categories are broken down according to statute enacted in July 1993, which created a category of mostly violent offenses as “extraordinary risk of harm offenses.” In this table “EXT”
refers to offenses included in that category. Also, convicted sexual offenders typically serve more time, and drug offenders, some of whom are considered “extraordinary risk” crimes, serve less time
than other offenders in this category—they are identified by the projection model as their own offense group.

**% HB98-1156 concerns the lifetime supervision of certain sex offenders. Average length of stay was calculated using the governing minimum rather than the governing maximum sentence for these
individuals. Governing minimum was multiplied by .75 (to account for a conservative estimate of earned time). The estimated ALOS is neither conservative nor liberal. In the fall of 1999 these
sentences were calculated using the governing maximum sentence. Thus, differences between these two years are more likely due to calculation methods than differences in average length of stay.
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TABLE 9. 2000 PROJECTION MODEL [NEW COMMITMENTS] - WOMEN (average projected length of stay for all women: 31.04)

Projected Average Length of Stay Comparison: Fall 1999 DCJ Projections vs. Fall 2000 DCJ Projections
OVERALL PROJECTED AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY: 48.23 MONTHS

OFFENSE NUMBER OF WOMEN COMMITTED TO % OF ALL COMMITMENTS TO AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY
CATEGORY PRISON PRISON: WOMEN (MONTHS) EFFECT (MONTHS)*
Fall 1999 Fall 2000 Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall

(7/1/98-6/30/99) (7/1/99-6/30/00) 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000

F1 1 0.06% 0.02% 480.0 480.0 0.30 0.10
F2 EXT.** 13 9 0.27% 0.19% 195.2 220.0 0.53 0.42
F2 SEX*** 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F2 DRUG 1 2 0.02% 0.04% 158.4 44.8 0.03 0.02
F2 OTHER 0 1 0.00% 0.02% 0.0 91.1 0.00 0.02
F3 EXT. 16 13 0.33% 0.28% 56.4 52.3 0.19 0.15
F3 SEX*** 2 2 0.04% 0.04% 295.7 88.3 0.12 0.04
F3 DRUG 46 40 0.95% 0.86% 27.6 30.5 0.26 0.26
F3 OTHER 22 8 0.46% 0.17% 64.7 35.6 0.29 0.06
F4 EXT. 26 29 0.54% 0.62% 25.1 35.9 0.14 0.22
F4 SEX*** 0 3 0.00% 0.06% 0.0 36.0 0.00 0.04
F4 DRUG 101 90 2.09% 1.92% 25.8 23.6 0.54 0.45
F4 OTHER 88 68 1.82% 1.45% 35.4 33.3 0.64 0.48
F5 EXT. 28 20 0.58% 0.43% 21.4 27.4 0.12 0.12
F5 SEX 0 1 0.00% 0.02% 0.0 27.3 0.00 0.01
F5 DRUG 29 27 0.60% 0.58% 20.0 16.3 0.12 0.09
F5 OTHER 66 64 1.37% 1.37% 27.7 16.7 0.38 0.23
F6 EXT 1 3 0.02% 0.06% 39.7 9.5 0.01 0.01
F6 DRUG 5 6 0.10% 0.13% 13.8 8.5 0.01 0.01
F6 OTHER 28 34 0.58% 0.73% 13.2 11.0 0.08 0.08
HAB-LITTLE 0 (0] 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
HAB-BIG 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
WOMEN TOTAL 475 421 9.83% 9.00% NA NA NA NA

* Average length of stay effect is the amount of time each commitment group contributes to the overall average length of stay of 48.23 months.

** The offense categories are broken down according to statute enacted in July 1993, which created a category of mostly violent offenses as “extraordinary risk of harm offenses.” In this table “EXT”
refers to offenses included in that category. Also, convicted sexual offenders typically serve more time, and drug offenders, some of whom are considered “extraordinary risk” crimes, serve less time
than other offenders in this category—they are identified by the projection model as their own offense group.

**% HB98-1156 concerns the lifetime supervision of certain sex offenders. Average length of stay was calculated using the governing minimum rather than the governing maximum sentence for these
individuals. Governing minimum was multiplied by .75 (to account for a conservative estimate of earned time). The estimated ALOS is neither conservative nor liberal. In the fall of 1999 these
sentences were calculated using the governing maximum sentence. Thus, differences between these two years are more likely due to calculation methods than differences in average length of stay.
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TABLE 10. 2000 PROJECTION MODEL [PAROLE VIOLATORS WITH NEW CRIME] - MEN (average projected length of stay for men: 36.54)

Projected Average Length of Stay Comparison Fall 1999 DCJ Projections vs. Fall 2000 DCJ Projections
OVERALL PROJECTED AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY: 48.23 MONTHS

OFFENSE NUMBER OF MALE PAROLEES COMMITTED % OF ALL COMMITMENTS TO AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY
CATEGORY TO PRISON FOR A NEW CRIME PRISON: MALE PAROLEES (MONTHS) EFFECT (MONTHS)*
WITH NEW CRIME

Fall 1999 Fall 2000 Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall

(7/1/98-6/30/99) (7/1/99-6/30/00) 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000

F1 2 0 0.04% 0.00% 480.0 480.0 0.20 0.00
F2 EXT.** 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F2 SEX*** 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F2 DRUG 0] 1 0.00% 0.02% 0.0 57.6 0.00 0.01
F2 OTHER 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F3 EXT. 13 11 0.27% 0.24% 97.6 109.3 0.26 0.26
F3 SEX*** 2 0 0.04% 0.00% 133.6 0.0 0.06 0.00
F3 DRUG 17 15 0.35% 0.32% 39.1 60.6 0.14 0.19
F3 OTHER 6 4 0.12% 0.09% 56.0 87.9 0.07 0.08
F4 EXT. 52 42 1.08% 0.90% 31.6 41.7 0.34 0.37
F4 SEX*** 1 3 0.02% 0.06% 100.1 72.2 0.02 0.05
F4 DRUG 54 47 1.12% 1.00% 34.2 40.7 0.38 0.41
F4 OTHER 54 35 1.12% 0.75% 172.2 49.7 1.92 0.37
F5 EXT. 44 72 0.91% 1.54% 22.3 25.7 0.20 0.40
F5 SEX 1 3 0.02% 0.06% 12.7 72.9 0.00 0.05
F5 DRUG 42 38 0.87% 0.81% 37.0 30.9 0.32 0.25
F5 OTHER 60 58 1.24% 1.24% 44 .4 32.4 0.55 0.40
F6 EXT 4 1 0.08% 0.02% 22.8 13.8 0.02 0.00
F6 DRUG 15 13 0.31% 0.28% 53.3 19.5 0.17 0.05
F6 OTHER 67 54 1.39% 1.15% 29.6 18.0 0.41 0.21
HAB-LITTLE 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
HAB-BIG 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
PV MEN TOTAL 434 397 8.98% 8.49% NA NA NA NA

* Average length of stay effect is the amount of time each commitment group contributes to the overall average length of stay of 48.23 months.

** The offense categories are broken down according to statute enacted in July 1993, which created a category of mostly violent offenses as “extraordinary risk of harm offenses.” In this table “EXT”
refers to offenses included in that category. Also, convicted sexual offenders typically serve more time, and drug offenders, some of whom are considered “extraordinary risk” crimes, serve less time
than other offenders in this category—they are identified by the projection model as their own offense group.

*** HB98-1156 concerns the lifetime supervision of certain sex offenders. Average length of stay was calculated using the governing minimum rather than the governing maximum sentence for these
individuals. Governing minimum was multiplied by .75 (to account for a conservative estimate of earned time). The estimated ALOS is neither conservative nor liberal. In the fall of 1999 these
sentences were calculated using the governing maximum sentence. Thus, differences between these two years are more likely due to calculation methods than differences in average length of stay.
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TABLE 11. 2000 PROJECTION MODEL [PAROLE VIOLATORS WITH NEW CRIME] - WOMEN (average projected length of stay for women

Projected Average Length of Stay Comparison:
OVERALL PROJECTED AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY: 48.23 MONTHS

Fall 1999 DCJ Projections vs. Fall 2000 DCJ Projections

1 26.44)

OFFENSE NUMBER OF FEMALE PAROLEES | % OF ALL COMMITMENTS TO AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY
CATEGORY COMMITTED TO PRISON FOR A NEW PRISON: FEMALE PAROLEES (MONTHS) EFFECT (MONTHS)*
CRIME WITH NEW CRIME

Fall 1999 Fall 2000 Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall

(7/1/98-6/30/99) (7/1/99-6/30/00) 1999 2000 1999 2000 1999 2000

F1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F2 EXT.** 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F2 SEX*** 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F2 DRUG 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F2 OTHER 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F3 EXT. 1 1 0.02% 0.02% 32.4 71.3 0.01 0.02
F3 SEX*** 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F3 DRUG 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F3 OTHER 1 1 0.02% 0.02% 17.7 81.5 0.00 0.02
F4 EXT. 8 2 0.17% 0.04% 24.2 18.3 0.04 0.01
F4 SEX*** 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F4 DRUG 5 8 0.10% 0.17% 31.3 16.9 0.03 0.03
F4 OTHER 3 0 0.06% 0.00% 30.8 0.0 0.02 0.00
F5 EXT. 8 20 0.17% 0.43% 20.4 20.8 0.03 0.09
F5 SEX 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
F5 DRUG 4 6 0.08% 0.13% 27.2 22.7 0.02 0.03
F5 OTHER 9 7 0.19% 0.15% 34.4 51.2 0.06 0.08
F6 EXT 0 1 0.00% 0.02% 0.0 8.4 0.00 0.00
F6 DRUG 0 2 0.00% 0.04% 0.0 13.3 0.00 0.01
F6 OTHER 1 0 0.02% 0.00% 18.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
HAB-LITTLE 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
HAB-BIG 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.0 0.0 0.00 0.00
PV WOMEN TOTAL 40 48 0.83% 1.03% NA NA NA NA
4-TABLE TOTAL 4833 4677 100% 100% NA NA 48.13 58.89

* Average length of stay effect is the amount of time each commitment group contributes to the overall average length of stay of 48.23 months.

** The offense categories are broken down according to statute enacted in July 1993, which created a category of mostly violent offenses as “extraordinary risk of harm offenses.” In this table “EXT”
refers to offenses included in that category. Also, convicted sexual offenders typically serve more time, and drug offenders, some of whom are considered “extraordinary risk” crimes, serve less time
than other offenders in this category—they are identified by the projection model as their own offense group.

*** HB98-1156 concerns the lifetime supervision of certain sex offenders. Average length of stay was calculated using the governing minimum rather than the governing maximum sentence for these
individuals. Governing minimum was multiplied by .75 (to account for a conservative estimate of earned time). The estimated ALOS is neither conservative nor liberal. In the fall of 1999 these
sentences were calculated using the governing maximum sentence. Thus, differences between these two years are more likely due to calculation methods than differences in average length of stay.
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Findings: Adult Parole
Projections

In 1981 and 1985, House Bills 1156 and 1320, respectively, combined to nearly triple
the average length of stay in prison. Legislation passed by the General Assembly in the
last decade has significantly impacted parole-eligible inmates. SB90-1327 doubled the
amount of time an offender could earn while in prison awaiting parole or discharge (from 5
to 10 days). HB93-1302 reduced sentencing ranges for certain class three through six non-
violent crimes and mandated a period of parole for all crimes following a prison sentence.
HB93-1302 also eliminated earned time awards for offenders serving time on parole, thus
maximizing parole lengths. However, two years later HB95-1087 reinstated earned time to
these offenders due, in part, to concerns about the projected growth in the parole
population. In 1998, HB 1160 mandated 12 months of parole for all offenders who were
revoked during the period of mandatory parole.

The Division of Criminal Justice's projections reflect that a large number of new
admissions are technical parole violators, and many of these offenders will return to
parole supervision within two years. Thus, the parole population increases 5%, 8% and
then 16% in the first three years of the projection period. This influx of technical violators
into DOC is changing the make-up of the “stock” population. If the current trend of
increases in admissions for technical parole violators continues, DOC facilities will include
a larger proportion of inmates with relatively shorter (post-parole violation) length of
stays. This means that over time, the parole board will see more and more parole-eligible
cases that have already failed parole on the current sentence. Prior failure on parole
results in parole board 