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This report was authored by graduate students from the Gerald R. Ford School of Public Policy at the University of Michigan for the Washtenaw County Office of Community Corrections.  The authors would like to thank all interviewees and contributors for their input into this analysis.  The project was supervised by Professor John R. Chamberlin.
Executive Summary

From large counties dominated by metropolises of a million or more people to rural counties consisting of small towns, the nation’s jails are overcrowded.  As part of efforts to alleviate Michigan’s overcrowding emergencies and subsequent early releases, Community Corrections Advisory Boards were developed to provide alternative options to jail for nonviolent offenders, to reduce recidivism rates, and to target at-risk offenders who may benefit from rehabilitation programming.  To that end, many offices of Community Corrections across the state have invested in probation residential centers, or PRCs, to provide oversight and support to candidates who are not appropriate for prison or jail commitments.

The combined factors of smaller than normal jail capacity, the passage of truth in sentencing laws, the closure of mental health facilities, and changes in crime trends, policing practices, and prosecution procedures have all contributed to the overcrowding emergencies within Washtenaw County, generating a need to examine methods such as PRCs to alleviate this problem.  As our data analysis indicates, probation violators and non-violent sentenced offenders – primary target populations for the state’s PRC programs – account for a large number of the inmates in Washtenaw County’s Jail.

PRC models throughout southeast Michigan show that viable programs do exist to provide services to those primary target populations.  It is important to note, however, the political environment in which Washtenaw County currently operates and the challenges which such an environment will present when attempting to develop a PRC.  It is recommended, therefore, that the development and implementation of a PRC be conducted with an eye not only on the best practices of PRCs in the area, but also on the local politics and internal hurdles that could impair the project.

Introduction

Like most counties in Michigan and around the country, Washtenaw County has recently been plagued by the problem of jail overcrowding, causing a strain on its system of corrections.  In 2003, Washtenaw experienced fourteen jail overcrowding emergencies resulting in early releases of jail prisoners.  In total, 353 prisoners were released because of overcrowding in 2003.  Of those released, 177 had been convicted of misdemeanor crimes and 176 of felonies (See Appendix A).  Among the county’s many efforts to help alleviate this critical problem has been the exploration of the advantages and feasibility of a community probation residential center (PRC) as part of the county’s correction system.  

This report examines the topic of establishing a PRC in Washtenaw County within the Office of Community Corrections (OCC).  Currently, if a judge provides this sanction in sentencing, the county transfers most offenders to PRCs in other counties, as Washtenaw has only two private facilities that serve very specific populations.  Out-of-county locations of PRC sites inhibit the use of this sentencing alternative.  It also disrupts the offender’s ties to the community, housing, family, and local services.

As part of an effort to reduce jail overcrowding and provide a full continuum of corrections alternatives within Washtenaw County, a PRC may be a significant addition to the corrections system.  It is seen by advocates as an important facility to help fill the gaps between jail time and probation.  This study explores that possibility and attempts to provide an assessment concerning the feasibility and challenges of establishing such a program.

Our report is organized as follows:

Sections 1 and 2 describe community corrections and PRCs as well as past efforts directed at developing a PRC in Washtenaw County. 

Sections 3, 4 and 5 provide background information on current correction trends both nationally and in Michigan, as well as develop the causes of jail overcrowding in Washtenaw County.

Section 6 offers an understanding of our attempts to analyze jail data statistically to help develop recommendations for this study.  

Section 7 presents the political environment surrounding PRC development in Washtenaw County.

Section 8 describes four examples of model PRCs that were interviewed by this research group for our analysis.

Section 9 presents our summary and recommendations concerning the development of a PRC in Washtenaw County.

Finally, various appendices provide detailed information concerning important aspects of this study and the information it provides.

I.  Community Corrections & PRCs

The Washtenaw County OCC was created under P.A. 511 (1988), which provides funding for community-based corrections programs through local government subdivisions or certain nonprofit agencies.  The OCC supplements the services provided to inmates by the Michigan Department of Corrections and assists in improving public safety by attempting to lower crime through controlled recidivism rates.  The OCC’s mission is to design, implement, monitor, assess, and evaluate community corrections programs in the County to strengthen the effectiveness of the county jail and inmate services.  It seeks to provide alternative options to jail for nonviolent offenders, to reduce recidivism rates, and to target at-risk offenders who may benefit from the rehabilitation programming offered by the OCC.

The OCC utilizes various methods to accomplish its mission, including diverting non-violent offenders into cost-effective, credible treatment alternatives such as electronic monitoring systems, day reporting programs, or individual outpatient treatment plans.  Another alternative to jail is to sentence particular non-violent offenders to PRCs: facilities that provide oversight and support for clients who require supervision but who are not appropriate candidates for jail or prison sentences.  Such facilities offer residential services typically up to 90 days and are less restrictive than jails.  They provide rehabilitative services for clients, such as substance abuse counseling, education and job training, mental health services, and cognitive behavioral programming.

II. Momentum toward County PRC Development

The County has considered the necessity and feasibility of a PRC several times in recent years.  Through internal and external assessments, the OCC has identified a few primary recommendations that may help to alleviate jail crowding.  Among these recommendations is a PRC, but several other ideas, outlined below, pertain to improving the court system and corrections legislation.

In 1998, the OCC successfully submitted an application for state funding for the construction of a PRC, and was awarded $500,000.  The proposal included a procedural outline for building a new facility, hiring staff, and developing rehabilitative services such as job training, educational classes, and substance abuse and domestic violence counseling (OCC Application for Funds, 1998).  For reasons unclear, the OCC eventually returned all of the grant money without attempting to implement its PRC ideas.  In light of current statewide budget cuts that make securing future corrections grants difficult, county officials are frustrated with the previous decision to return this much-needed funding.

A private consultant hired by the OCC provided recommendations for better coordination between various agencies that have contact with the correctional system.  Among the consultant’s findings was the need for a cross-system policy group that would include staff from community corrections, the courts, the jail, human service agencies, and the police.  The policy group’s task would be to better integrate services and improve communication between agencies and departments, allowing an inmate readily available, efficient wrap-around services.  The OCC has implemented this suggestion by creating a Task Force that meets regularly to discuss problematic areas in the inmate service integration.  Another primary recommendation was to co-locate the OCC in proximity to other correctional facilities, creating a “one-stop” location for probation services (Ptaszek, date unknown).  In response, the OCC moved its facilities from its previous location by the Briarwood Mall to its current location on the same campus as the County Jail.  The new site provides a safer, more efficient space, with adequate room for services.

The recently created Jail Overcrowding Task Force (JOTF) has also identified areas for improvement to alleviate jail overcrowding.  Its primary recommendation, with a suggested timeline for completion of one year, is the development of a local PRC.  The JOTF views a PRC as crucial in the long-term control of incoming inmate populations.  In conjunction with a PRC, the Task Force recommended developing an electronic “bench book” for judges to use when sentencing offenders, that would also be linked to current jail population statistics (JOTF Recommendations “Action” Summary, 2003).  For the PRC to be fully effective in alleviating jail overcrowding, judges must be aware of the different types of sentences available for particular offenses.  Ideally, with knowledge of the present jail and PRC capacities, a judge would be able to effectively send “target” inmates to an alternative facility while reserving the Jail for offenders in need of a stricter sentence.

The Task Force also evaluated jail capacity and the feasibility of jail expansion on the current site.  In September 2003, an architectural firm was retained to analyze the possibility of expansion and projected construction costs.  Furthermore, the Task Force recommended a change in policy to allow the early release or transfer to less restrictive facilities of certain inmates.  While effective in alleviating jail crowding, the Task Force also noted the necessity to develop standards for those inmates who would be eligible for transfer or early release, so that violent offenders are not included in the early release/transfer target population (JOTF Summary, 2003).

The County also has created several Communities of Interest teams that seek to strengthen partnerships within the community by SWOT analyses, department visioning, and internal alignment of services (Communities of Interest Summary, date unknown).  These teams are formed around various social issues, including Public Safety and Justice, Homelessness and Housing, and Child Well-being.  The goal of these projects is to develop methods to use community resources more effectively by partnering with one another.  For instance, the Public Safety and Justice team is attempting to better integrate the service agencies that an offender might encounter upon entering the criminal justice system.  The Public Safety and Justice team has sought advice from Judges, staff from the police department, Department of Corrections, Washtenaw Community Health, County social services agencies, and local non-profits to evaluate the availability and possible overlap of services.  Their primary recommendation is to develop a long-term comprehensive space plan for both the Jail and the Office of Community Corrections (Public Safety and Justice Planning Session, date unknown).
In October 2003, the National Institute of Corrections (NIC) evaluated the Jail, primarily focusing on the efficiency and effectiveness of services.  While the report has not yet been made public, it is suspected that the NIC will recommend either expansion of the jail or the creation of a PRC to address the County’s current overcrowding problem.  According to contacts within the OCC concerning the NIC report, one primary recommendation is to improve the data systems and data collection processes used by the Jail and Community Corrections (NIC Evaluation, 2003).
Models of PRCs
III. National Trends

Nationally, there are 3,376 jails in the United States with 99.7 percent operated by state and local governments.  Almost half (48.1 percent) of all jails are located in the southern region of the United States, with Texas operating the most jails (271) in the country.  The Midwest operates 28.9 percent of total national jails (Bureau of Justice Statistics). 

The average daily population of inmates incarcerated in the nation’s jails has increased 30.2 percent between 1995 and 2000 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, Appendix Table 8), with a daily average of 990,617 jail inmates incarcerated in 1995 rising to an average of 1,289,889 in 2000.  While this growth was consistent among all regions of the nation, the western region of the United States, at a 35.8 percent change from 1995 to 2000, experienced the largest increase; the northeast, meanwhile at 17.6 percent, had the lowest increase across the nation
.  The Midwest, and in particular, the state of Michigan, trailed the national average, at a 26.3 and 16.2 percent change, respectively.  As the rated capacity of the nation’s jails fails to keep up with this increase, overcrowding can occur
.  

Average Daily Population & Arrest Rates

The increase in average daily population and corresponding jail overcrowding cannot be solely attributed to an increase in crime or its corollary, an increase in arrest rates.  FBI Uniform Crime Report statistics report a 4.9 percent crime index decrease from 1998 to 2002, with a decline of 16.0 percent from 1993 to 2002
.  This reduction was consistent across all reported categories, including violent crime (25.9 percent from 1993 to 2002), property crime (14.5 percent from 1993 to 2002), murder (33.9 percent from 1993 to 2002), and robbery (36.3 percent from 1993 to 2002).  (FBI Uniform Crime Reports, Table 1)

Correspondingly, the number of arrests decreased from 1998 to 2002.  Total arrests declined 7.9 percent from 1998 to 2002, with reductions experienced across most crime categories.  Suspicion, murder, and weapons arrests declined the most of all reported categories at 66.4, 41.5, and 40.9 percent respectively.  Six categories of charges experienced increased arrest rates, with three rising more than 25 percent (embezzlement at 27.4, drug abuse violations at 34.5, and curfew and loitering violations at 29.5).  (FBI Uniform Crime Reports, Table 34)

Sentencing Guidelines

Passage of sentencing guidelines can change how long people stay in jail and when they leave.  Examples of changes in sentencing guidelines can include revisions of the length of sentence for jailed inmates (e.g., increasing the maximum length of stay for a jailed inmate from one year to two years) or modifying how parole violators are punished.

As jails are operated by local and state governments, guidelines for sentencing can vary from state to state and from municipality to municipality.  As a result, a comprehensive analysis aggregating national sentencing guidelines would prove difficult.  In addition, data on average length of stay of jail inmates is not easy to obtain.

An examination of the number of convicted inmates in the nation’s jails, although not ideal, may suggest if there is a change in this population’s demand for jail space.  
In 1993, convicted inmates represented 49.7 percent of the total jail population.  This decreased only slightly to 46.2 percent in 1998 (Bureau of Justice Statistics, Table 6).  
It is important to note, however, that jails may undercount the number of convicted inmates since many jurisdictions do not distinguish between those who are sentenced to jail and those who have been convicted and are still awaiting sentencing.

Overcrowding Statistics

In 1999, the nation’s jails were 93 percent occupied, with the 11 federally-operated jails reaching 139 percent capacity.  Of the nation’s regions, western United States’ jails were more crowded than the rest of the nation, with a 96 percent occupancy rate.  The Midwest, meanwhile, experienced the lowest occupancy rate, at 90 percent.  Of all states and the District of Columbia, DC’s jails were the most occupied (120 percent) with Virginia a close second, at 118 percent.  The least crowded jails were housed in North Dakota, which trailed the national average at 64 percent occupancy.  (Bureau of Justice Statistics, Appendix Table 1) 

IV. State Trends

While state-level jail data is largely unavailable, an examination of the change in Michigan’s prison commitment rates can provide an idea of the use of alternative means such as community corrections to reduce the number of offenders sentenced to prison.  Including offenders given mandatory prison sentences, the prison commitment rate for the State of Michigan decreased 7.7 percent from 1988 to 2001; excluding mandatory prison-sentenced offenders, the prison commitment rate declined 1.7 percent during this time period (MDOC 2001 Statistical Report, Table A).  

In 2001, Michigan’s Criminal Courts disposed 13.0 percent of total cases to jail.  Of these, the charge of carrying less than 25 grams of cocaine or another narcotic accounted for 14.8 percent of jail sentences, and resisting and/or obstructing a police officer accounted for the second highest disposition charge at 5.1 percent of total cases (MDOC 2001 Statistical Report, Table A2). 

With 93 total jails in the state, Michigan contains 2.8 percent of the nation’s jails.  At an occupancy rating of 94 percent, Michigan’s jails are only slightly above the national overcrowding average of 93 percent (Bureau of Justice Statistics, Appendix Table 1).  

During FY 2001, Michigan spent over $12.9 million to support community corrections programs in 71 counties, with over 36,927 new offenders disposed to P.A. 511 programs.  Of these, 56.3 percent were sentenced felons and a little under a quarter were sentenced misdemeanants (MDOC 2001 Statistical Report, E-25, Figure E-14). 

The State of Michigan allocated an additional $14.9 million to support local probation residential services in 2001.  Michigan’s probation residential program served an average of 906 inmates per day in 2001, with an average utilization rate of 95.5 percent.  Kent and Oakland Counties experienced the highest utilization rates in 2001, at 99.8 percent; the Northern Michigan programs meanwhile had the lowest utilization, at 70.0 percent
 (MDOC 2001 Statistical Report, Figure E-16).

V. Causes of Washtenaw County Overcrowding

Sentencing Guidelines

Jail overcrowding in Washtenaw County, like other counties across the state and nation, is the result of the combination of several occurrences, including legislation changes and possible fluctuations in crime and/or policing.  For example, the state implemented sentencing guideline reform legislation, which has changed how judges may determine who is eligible for prison, jail, or treatment programs.  Specifically, jails may now hold inmates for up to two years, an increase in holding time that has contributed to inmates being sent to jail that would have previously been given prison terms (Jail Crowding Summary, 2003).

In addition, a significant number of violent offenders are now assigned to an Intermediate Cell range, indicating that they cannot be sentenced to prison but are also ineligible for P.A. 511 diversion programs.  As a result, offenders of certain assaultive felonies must be held in jail but still cannot be diverted to treatment programs because of the violent nature of their crime.  The Jail now has a greater concentration of violent offenders who are ineligible for P.A. 511 than other jails across the State.  In addition, several assaultive felonies are now scored as Intermediate Cell crimes because the definitions of violent behavior have been narrowed and there now exist distinctions between threats of violence and actual violent actions (P.A. 511 Eligibility Discussion, date unknown).  Yet, offenders in the Intermediate Cell range are equally likely to serve jail time as non-violent Intermediate Cell offenders, indicating that the eligibility criteria used in sentencing is tied to the nature of the offense rather than the risk of individual offenders (P.A. 511 Eligibility Discussion).  There is little evidence to support this particular group’s exclusion from PRC services, or why offenders in this group are sentenced to jail rather than alternative sanctions.  The use of jail as a sanction for Intermediate Cell offenders convicted of violent offenses has been virtually the same as for non-violent Intermediate Cell offenders.

Another example of a sentencing change is the raised threshold for property crimes, from $100 to $1000.  Several property offenses are now classified as misdemeanors rather than felonies, which eliminates the possibility of a prison sentence.  Also, higher-risk and more recidivism-prone felons are now given split sentences, consisting of jail and probationary time rather than a prison term (P.A. 511 Eligibility Discussion).  These offenders often violate probation upon reentry because they may have been better suited for prison.  They typically return to jail after violating probation, increasing the number of overall jail inmates.  Finally, over 65 percent of technical violators of probation within the County will be sentenced to jail time for their probation violation offense, but 81 percent of these violators were on probation for non-violent offenses (Jail Crowding Summary, 2003).  The result is an increase in the number of jail inmates, in particular, non-violent inmates who may benefit from P.A. 511 programs but are instead sentenced to jail.
Extending the sentencing guidelines for eligibility of P.A. 511 is one solution to the County’s jail overcrowding crisis.  Diverting certain violent offenders from jail to P.A. 511 programs would alleviate crowding in the jail, but to do so would require changes in the sentencing guidelines for judges.  Additionally, while the public generally supports programs and services for non-violent offenders, it is typically reluctant to extend services to violent offenders, in particular if that offender commits a subsequent violent act.

Jail Capacity
The County Jail also faces severe capacity limitations, causing it to pre-release inmates when it experiences overcrowding.  The Jail, rated at 332 beds, is too small for the number of inmates the County must accommodate; it is 40 percent smaller than the State average jail size.  The Jail capacity equals 1.04 beds per 1000 in population, while the state average is 1.77 beds per 1000 in population (Jail Crowding Summary, 2003) (See Appendix B for table of comparative jail population data for mid-size Michigan counties).  Consequently, the Jail has declared overcrowding emergencies 14 times in 2003, being forced to release inmates early in order to bring the jail’s population down to its required limit (Washtenaw County OCC website).  A complete statistical compilation of each of these early releases can be found in Appendix A.  
Truth in Sentencing Laws

Truth in Sentencing reform, P.A. 217-218 (1994), implemented in part because the public felt the Michigan Department of Corrections had lost credibility as inmates continually served far less than their full sentences, has increased the amount of time an inmate serves in several ways.  The legislation actually took effect in 1998 because it was tied to the sentencing guidelines reform legislation, which did not go into effect until that time.  Truth in Sentencing eliminates disciplinary credits from the sentences for violent and assaultive crimes, and limits judicial discretion in sentencing chronic recidivists.  It adds “disciplinary time” to inmate sentences of those found guilty of breaking prison rules, which can extend one’s actual sentence.  It also ends the possibility of placement in a PRC for all offenders.  By 2007, the law is expected to add 5,400 more offenders to the state’s prison system.  (MI DOC Annual Report, 1998).
Mental Health Services

State budget crises have drastically reduced the quantity and accessibility of mental health services for those suffering from mental illness.  Only 4 state psychiatric hospitals remained open in Michigan in 2003, with at least 6 such hospitals closed throughout the 1990’s (MI Department of Community Health website).  These closures have resulted in a population shift from mental health facilities to jails and prisons.  There has been a substantial increase in the number of inmates with diagnosed mental illnesses, an increase partly due to the improved awareness of mental illness and psychiatric care within the criminal justice system.  However, the increase in mentally ill inmates is also likely caused by the lack of residential psychiatric treatment for those who need, but are unable to receive, proper care.  For example, there was a 23% increase between 1994 and 1997 in prison inmates who were former patients in state psychiatric hospitals.  This trend is likely true within the jail population as well.

Crime, Policing, and Prosecution

It is reasonable to suspect increases in crime rates, especially for particular offenses, policing habits, and prosecution of specific crimes.  For instance, violent offenses in the county have increased at a disproportionately higher rate than other dispositions.  There has also been aggressive prosecution of domestic violence offenses in recent years.  In 1998, 1 in every 12 inmates was a domestic violence offender, as compared to 1 in every 7 inmates in 2003 (Jail Crowding Summary, 2003).  Since domestic violence offenders are currently ineligible for P.A. 511 programs, the increased prosecution of these offenders has contributed to increases in the jail population.  In addition, there may be possible changes in the County’s policing priorities, with departments choosing to aggressively crack down on certain offenses.

Impact of Overcrowding on Stakeholders

Jail overcrowding impacts county stakeholders and offenders in several ways, which ultimately may exacerbate the problem.  Overcrowding potentially threatens public safety and inmate safety.  Pre-releasing inmates because of overcrowding emergencies can contribute to an increase in overall crime in the county as offenders are released before they have a chance to be potentially rehabilitated within the criminal justice system.  It also has negative political implications for county officials who must publicly announce the occurrence of pre-releases.  Overcrowding also has negative consequences on inmate safety because it is more difficult to control and separate certain populations from one another.  For instance, it is difficult to physically separate inmates with differing gang affiliations, or non-violent offenders from violent offenders.  Overcrowding also decreases rehabilitation opportunities for inmates because it is more cumbersome and costly to offer treatment programs, increasing the chance that an offender may recidivate upon reentry.

A lack of an in-county PRC can negatively impact an offender eligible for such services.  Sentencing to out-of-county PRCs limits the offender’s ability to maintain family and employment ties.  Being sent some distance away to serve a sentence puts the offender’s job security at risk and inhibits effective utilization of aftercare services upon release from the PRC, thereby increasing the possibility of recidivism.  In addition, out-of-county PRCs may not offer cognitive behavioral restructuring services, which have been shown to be as beneficial to certain offenders as substance abuse treatment programs.

VI. Data Analysis

In addition to a qualitative analysis, Ford School students also analyzed jail data.  Jail data and statistics were examined to:

1) Understand the jail population (e.g., demographics of jail inmates, average length of stay, etc.) and 

2) Examine the true need for a PRC in Washtenaw County. 

Databases

Michigan’s jail population data are maintained at both the state and county level by the Michigan Department of Corrections (MDOC) and Office of Community Corrections and the Washtenaw County OCC.  Together, over eight different databases/data systems exist containing statewide or county data on Washtenaw’s jail population.  However, none of the databases “talk” or interface with each other, causing barriers to using key information from each database to yield good data on the Washtenaw County Jail.

For this project, the Washtenaw County OCC shared extracted copies of two databases with the project team: the Jail Population Information System and the Basic Information Report database.

· Jail Population Information System (JPIS).  The Jail Population Information System is the jail’s main database that contains information on jail bookings (the result of arrest or sentencing) for misdemeanors, felonies, and some civil offenses.  JPIS data tells who went to jail, length of stay, and the reason for release.  Maintained by the Washtenaw County Jail, JPIS also includes important data such as demographics of individuals.  Each county with a jail electronically transmits jail utilization and inmate profile data to the state. 

· Basic Information Report (BIR).  The Basic Information Report database, maintained by the Michigan Department of Corrections, reflects primarily the circuit court proceedings for felon sentencing.  BIR, like JPIS, also includes a host of information on demographics, offenses, criminal history of individuals, and whether individuals have a history of drug or alcohol abuse or mental health problems.

Strengths and Weaknesses of JPIS and BIR

JPIS and BIR each have their own strengths and weaknesses.  In terms of strengths, JPIS is known for its accuracy in length of stay data, clearly displaying the time elapsed between inmate booking/charges and discharges.  This feature helps counties track jail utilization, study utilization trends, examine characteristics of offenders being sent to jail, and evaluate specific factors affecting jail utilization.  The results of these analyses help “formulate objectives to improve utilization and to monitor the utilization of the jails after various policies, practices, procedures, or programming are implemented.”  Likewise, BIR is important in determining prison or jail alternatives for sentenced felons (Personal Communication with Joe DeGraff). 

Conversely, both JPIS and BIR are hindered by missing and inaccurate data.  As mentioned previously, both JPIS and BIR include a wealth of information on each jail – if the information is inputted into the database.  There are over 40 different fields to collect data in JPIS; however, over three-fourths of the fields are currently blank.  In addition to missing data, the original booking charge in JPIS tends to be incorrect, as the original booking charge is almost never updated during an inmate’s stay (in the pre-trial supervised release program, half of the offenders charged with felonies are ultimately convicted for misdemeanors).  With BIR, there are some problems with the accuracy of the data, especially with the early information.

Limitations of Analyzing Data for This Project

While there are some inherent problems with JPIS and BIR, there are also problems with the data that are specific to our project.  First, codes to supplement the data were not provided.  Although half of the data fields are missing in both databases, many fields do have data that can be used for analyses.  For example, the “education” field may have codes “1” through “5”; however, we could not decipher this information because we did not know what “1” represents.  Throughout our project, it was unclear who the correct employee was to seek this vital information.  

Second, only one of the extracted copies of databases given to our group contained a unique identifier (e.g., a social security number or state identification number).  Names or birth dates could not be used as identifiers because many people changed their last name over time (e.g., the female’s maiden vs. married name), the name was not entered into the databases in a consistent format, or many people had identical names or birth dates.  As a result, our group could not “link” the JPIS data to the BIR data.  In other words, no analysis could be performed to evaluate how long a person sentenced for a non-violent felony actually stayed in holding before they were sent to jail.  The ability to link data is necessary when examining the feasibility of a PRC because it assists in needs assessment analyses.  Because of these problems, all data presented below are from existing analyses, jail “snapshots” information, and jail utilization reports.

General Jail Population

According to the Jail Snapshot analysis, on September 29, 2003, there were 338 inmates housed in the Washtenaw jail, indicating an over-capacity level.  Approximately 89 percent of the 338 inmates were male.  The average age for male inmates was 35 years, while it was 30 years for females.  Of the 338 inmates, over half were considered violent offenders and almost half were sentenced on a criminal matter.  The average time in jail custody was 64 days, yet over half of the inmates sentenced for a criminal offense were sentenced for a term of at least 9 months.  Eighteen percent of inmates have had at least one probation violation.  The majority of new jail bookings were unsentenced offenders (73 percent), while 14 percent were sentenced offenders awaiting court action for a violation of sentence, according to a June 2003 admission study (Jail Overcrowding Task Force, 2003). 

In the past few years, the jail population has become more violent in terms of the type of crime committed.  The number of felony dispositions for violent offenses has increased at a disproportionately higher rate than the overall increase in disposition.  By July 2003, 64 percent of jail inmates were lodged on an assaultive offense, compared with 43 percent in February 1998.  The number of inmates who have committed less severe, nonviolent crimes is decreasing because non-violent offenders are being diverted into treatment alternatives, or are the first to be released during periods of jail overcrowding. 

According to the jail snapshot measured in September 2003, domestic violence was the crime group represented the most (15 percent) among sentenced and unsentenced persons, followed by drug crimes (12 percent), burglary and assault crimes (each 11 percent), and property (e.g., breaking and entering) (10 percent) (Figure 1).  Crime groups with less than 10 percent include, but are not limited to, safety, robbery, OUIL, sex, arson, and traffic.

Figure 1. 
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Source: Jail Snapshot Data, 9/29/03.

Notes: OUIL includes arrests related to alcohol and drugs (e.g., drunk driving, illegal possession of drugs, minors in the possession of alcohol, etc.)

Target Population of the PRC

The target populations for a probation residential center are: 

· Non-violent sentenced felons,

· Non-violent sentenced misdemeanants, 

· Parole violators, and 

· Probation violators. 

According to the September 2003 snapshot, 79 inmates were non-violent sentenced felons and spent an average time of 78 days in custody.  Among these 79 inmates, 20 percent were drug offenders.  In addition, 53 inmates were non-violent sentenced misdemeanants.  At 46 days, the average time in custody for non-violent sentenced misdemeanants was less than non-violent sentenced felons (Jail Snapshot Data, 2003).

In 2001, probation and parole violators accounted for approximately two-thirds of the prison intake, and probation violators constituted the fastest growing group of new prison commitments (Michigan Department of Corrections, 2003).  Since sentencing guideline reform went into effect, the average monthly number of felony probationers identified as high risk increased 34 percent (Jail Overcrowding Task Force, 2003).  In 2000, the number of felony dispositions for a technical violation of probation doubled (14 to 27 percent), and in 2001 the number of convictions for a new offense committed by a probationer more than doubled (6 to 13 percent).  (Jail Overcrowding Task Force, 2003)

When data were collected for the jail snapshot in September 2003, over half of the prison population had had at least one prior probation violation.  Three out of every five probation violators (59 percent) had at least one prior probation violation on the case for which they were sentenced to jail.  Most offenders returned to jail after serving a split sentence as probation violators (Jail Overcrowding Task Force, 2003).  Of the 61 offenders lodged in connection with a probation violation, 47 (77 percent) were booked on probation violation warrants, while only 24 were committed to jail from court (Jail Snapshot Data, 2003).  In addition, statistics show that probation violators typically spend longer terms in jail than new court commitments at both the felony and misdemeanor levels. 

While jail time may be the most appropriate sanction for violent offenders, mandatory rehabilitative and probational treatment programs that include cognitive therapy may be most effective for recidivism-prone offenders like parole and probation violators.  Research shows that probation violators often benefit the most from the structure and support of remedial services (Washtenaw County Community Corrections’ website, 2003).  Offenders need structured cognitive-based behavioral interventions as much or more than treatment for drug addiction.  National research studies show that cognitive restructuring and substance abuse programs reduce recidivism.  For instance, cognitive-based treatment is associated with reductions in recidivism for probation violators of 24 to 40 percent under some treatment models (Washtenaw County Community Corrections’ website, 2003).  Yet, according to the Michigan Department of Corrections, felony and misdemeanant sentencing disposition may be influenced by the availability of sanctions and treatment programs in the community.

But as the numbers show, there is clearly a need in Washtenaw County to have its own PRC.  The Washtenaw Jail Overcrowding Task Force, in its jail crowding summary document, indicated that “there are service gaps and process barriers to utilization of a full continuum of jail alternative programs for specific populations of offenders.”  Community corrections funds have been used to fund these types of programs based upon these national studies.  Yet in Washtenaw County, community-based alternatives for recidivism-prone sentenced felons and probation violators have been primarily confined to residential drug treatment, since Washtenaw County currently does not have its own local cognitive-based residential treatment center. 
VII. PRC Examples

To better understand the operations of PRCs and identify best practices, Ford School students contacted a number of facilities across Michigan in the fall of 2003.  Students conducted formal phone interviews with executive directors and coordinators of these programs.  In an effort to conduct uniform interviews, the students developed a standard list of questions to cover (See Appendix C).  

Findings from the interviews are presented on the following pages.  PRCs generally are non-profit organizations contracted by counties to provide services.  Typical clients are non-violent felony probationers, parole violators, and OUIL (drunk driving) clients.  The state of Michigan awards $43 per day for providing probation residential services to a P.A. 511 client.  In addition, some centers charge clients a small daily fee and/or offer other, non-residential services.
Community Programs, Inc.

Background

Community Programs, Inc. (CPI) was established in 1968 and is a private, nonprofit organization located in Waterford, Michigan.  Originally named Residents Awareness Program, the organization was renamed CPI in 1990.  CPI contracts with the Michigan Department of Corrections (MDOC) and county Community Corrections Advisory Boards to provide probation residential and other program services.  CPI is considered the regional provider for these services covering seven counties, including Oakland, Ingham, Genesee, Eaton, and Washtenaw. 

CPI’s focus is to provide alternatives other than incarceration to substance abusing criminal offenders.  The goal is to offer intervention services and teach basic life skills and values system changes that will help clients modify their social dysfunction and reintegrate into the community.

Facilities and Locations

CPI operates out of a single facility constructed expressly for their organization’s needs.  According to CPI’s director of clinical services, the building’s carefully designed space has been very effective for their programming.  CPI’s building is 28,000 square feet and has a capacity of 216 beds.

Services and Programming

The population that CPI serves consists of both male and female clients over the age of 17 who have substance abuse problems and patterns of criminality.  The programming and services offered reflect the needs of these clients.  

In the residential probation program, clients normally stay at the center for up to 90 days.  The standard probation residential program at CPI includes the following programming:

· Cognitive treatment/behavioral intervention

· Substance abuse testing and treatment

· Adult education classes, plus high school diploma and GED instruction

· Living skills, including parenting and HIV/AIDS classes

· Psychological evaluations provided by a psychologist

· Rigorous physical training exercises for 2 hours, 3 times a week

CPI also offers a variety of other residential programs, including a work release and treatment program, a boot camp, and an Alternative to Incarceration program (ATI).  In addition, CPI provides some programs on an outpatient basis. 

In the treatment programs at the facility, they use a dual approach method, consisting of both the Classic Behavioral Model and Cognitive Behavioral Model of treatment.  In a personal interview, the director of clinical services explained that CPI developed this treatment model into a 90-day residential program for the Michigan Department of Corrections that is currently used across the state.  

The clinical staff is licensed with the Michigan CIS and Bureau of Health and specializes in substance abuse diagnosis and treatment.  CPI employs nine certified counselors that hold either master or bachelor degrees.

Funding

CPI has separate contracts with the Michigan Department of Corrections (MDOC) and the Office of Community Corrections (OCC).  In an effort to make its program more attractive to the state, the center charges P.A. 511 clients less than the regular state contractual rate of $43 per resident per day.  While staff were not at liberty to release specific cost information per client, they did state that their basic costs were covered by the state reimbursement for these programs.

Funding for P.A. 511 clients is through either the MDOC or the client’s OCC.  In programs other than CPI’s standard residential probation one, the funding for these services may be paid by the OCC, or by the client on a per diem basis depending upon the circumstances.  Many outpatient programs are offered to clients on a per diem basis.   

The center’s major cost components are those associated with employees, especially the expenses of providing health insurance coverage.  Staffing expenses account for CPI’s greatest single expenditure.

Capacity and Volume

While the facility has a capacity of 216 beds, the program generally has an average of 196 clients.  Staff have found that they could regularly operate at full capacity if they desired to operate at that level.  The center’s volume of clients remains quite steady and does not experience great fluctuations in numbers.  

Outcomes

CPI uses various outcome measures.  They are not all verifiable to the same extent.  The staff conducts follow-up surveys on clients, with reports conducted at 30-day, 60-day, and one-year post-discharge intervals.  The responses come from the clients themselves and are recorded by CPI staff.  

The center has conducted studies evaluating the success of their programs.  Measurement of success assesses whether the clients:

· are still drug free;

· are not incarcerated;

· have committed no new legal offenses; and

· are still living.

The outcome studies from these surveys reveal that the center has a 50 to 75 percent success rate.  However, the center acknowledges that since the information comes from the residents themselves, it may not be considered as reliable as some survey techniques.  

Kalamazoo Probation Enhancement Program

Background

Established in 1980, Kalamazoo Probation Enhancement Program (K-PEP) is a private, non-profit organization that contracts with various counties’ community corrections advisory boards (CCABs) to provide probation residential services and other programming.  According to its executive director, K-PEP “is basically a cost-effective alternative to incarceration.”  K-PEP has five centers in southwestern Michigan, including two in Kalamazoo and one each in Calhoun, Muskegon, and Berrien counties.  K-PEP’s centers benefit the counties by relieving pressure on crowding at the local jails and by saving money.

Facilities and Locations

K-PEP has used only existing buildings; it purchased two of its five facilities and leases the other three.  The level of NIMBY opposition to K-PEP’s facilities has hinged on their location, according to the executive director.  Since the K-PEP centers in Muskegon and Battle Creek occupy space previously used by corrections centers, residents of the surrounding neighborhoods were already accustomed to the presence of offenders in the area.  On the other hand, another center encountered stiff opposition when it was located between a Catholic church, an elementary school, and a boys-and-girls club.

In compliance with the state’s standards, K-PEP’s facilities have approximately 50 square feet of living space per resident.
Services and Programming

K-PEP’s standard probation residential program includes the following components:

· Cognitive treatment/behavioral intervention

· Substance abuse testing and treatment

· Vocational training

· Education

· Living skills, including employability, parenting and nutrition classes

· Community service

Standard probation residents stay at a K-PEP center from 90 to 180 days.  In addition to its standard residential program, K-PEP offers several other residential programs, such as work release, drug court, and a weekend intervention for drunk drivers.

Finally, K-PEP offers a variety of outpatient programs, including domestic violence intervention, anger management, substance abuse treatment, and successful thinking seminars.  The executive director reported that from a security perspective, it is not difficult to serve the wide variety of clients at K-PEP’s main Kalamazoo facility.

Funding

At K-PEP’s main facility, total costs are estimated to be equal to $50 per resident per day.  Staffing accounts for approximately 75 percent of the center’s costs.  With the CCAB acting as a pass-through, the state pays K-PEP $43 per resident per day.  K-PEP also receives an $8 per diem that is charged to standard probation residents that help defray the cost of inpatient services.  Additionally, K-PEP staff members have found that this daily payment raises the level of each client’s personal involvement.

Capacity and Volume

The beds at the main K-PEP facility are usually full and sometimes the center operates above its capacity.  “We haven’t had any problems working with the state to get reimbursement when we go over capacity,” noted the executive director.  He advised that a probation residential center must have at least 30-40 clients at a time to be feasible.  “Once you’re over the 30-40 bed range, there are economies of scale and you can improve your programming and services,” he explained.  “You can also cross-subsidize your smaller, less profitable centers, like our 15-bed women’s center [in Kalamazoo].”

Overall, K-PEP’s volumes are fairly stable.  There are slight variations around the holidays and when judges are on vacation.  The executive director stated that it is very important to communicate with the courts and the probation officers, who make recommendations to the sentencing judges.  “They will sentence more people to your center if they know there are unused beds,” he said.

Outcomes

K-PEP’s executive director commented that it is difficult to measure the outcomes of a probation residential center.  “We tend to look at one- or two-year recidivism rates.  Drunk drivers is our group that traditionally is highest in recidivism – from 5 to15 percent are re-arrested within a year.  But it’s hard to get a good handle on recidivism, because what do you compare the rate to?  We’ve found that a better indication of success is accomplishments – clients are working, paying restitution, doing community service, getting education, and not committing more felonies.”

House of Commons

Background

Based in Mason, Michigan, the House of Commons is a 40-bed residential center focused specifically on substance abuse treatment.  The center has provided services for 30 years and has had an OCC contract since 1992.  Currently, the House of Commons maintains three contracts for different populations of clients, with services to the P.A. 511 population as one of these three.  The other two referral sources are the Department of Corrections Substance Abuse Section and the Mid-South Substance Abuse Commission for individuals who are indigent or have Medicaid.  Between 12 and 20 of the House of Commons’ 40 clients are probation residential/P.A. 511.  

Facilities and Locations

The House of Commons is part of Community Mental Health of Clinton-Eaton-Ingham Counties, which initially rented a three-story house for the program in a Lansing neighborhood.  In 2000, the House of Commons moved to Mason, south of Lansing.  The new facility looks like a nursing home, according to the coordinator.  The sleeping area resembles a dormitory, with 10 bunk beds on either side.

Ingham County’s CCAB helped secure a low-interest loan and a building for the House of Commons.  Unlike the previous site in Lansing, the House of Commons’ current location in Mason is not in a neighborhood.  Since some businesses are located nearby and the site previously housed a county jail, the area was virtually immune to the arrival of the House of Commons.

Services and Programming

All clients at the House of Commons are male substance abusers, and none may have a violent criminal history.  Program length generally runs 30, 75, or 90 days, during which the clients are not allowed to work.  Therapy services are provided by licensed therapists and social workers with master and bachelor degrees.

Programming emphasizes cognitive behavioral skill building and includes the following courses:

· Strategies for Self Improvement & Change

· Anger Management

· Relapse Prevention

· Learning the Steps

· Rational Recovery

Funding

The House of Commons receives state funding that passes through the Community Corrections Advisory Board.  The facility focuses on substance abuse treatment, which is not a core service provided through the $43 per resident per day payment from the state.  “The $43 per day is not enough to provide therapy by masters-educated staff,” remarked the PRC coordinator.  As a result, services for probation residents must be cross-subsidized by revenues from other House of Commons clients.

The coordinator noted that a key issue is whether a county wants its PRC to provide therapy to its clients.  “If so, you need the coordinating agency to help defray the costs,” she explained.  The House of Commons works with its local coordinating agency, the Mid-South Substance Abuse Commission, to gain reimbursement for its therapy services.  The coordinating agency receives and distributes states liquor tax dollars and indigent/Medicaid dollars for substance abuse treatment.

Capacity and Volume

The center’s volume is fairly predictable, according to the PRC coordinator.  If demand for beds exceeds supply, the center releases a few clients early to free up space.  Clients chosen for early release are those who have been progressing well in their recovery from substance abuse.

Outcomes

Recidivism data for the House of Commons were unavailable.  The probationers all must complete an outpatient aftercare program, which meets twice a week for the first three months post-release and once a week for the following three months.  If a client does not participate in the aftercare program, it is considered a probation violation.  The House of Commons is accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healthcare Organizations, and is licensed by the state of Michigan to provide residential substance treatment services.

The center sets several service delivery goals for itself; those that can be quantitatively measured are listed below:

· 85 percent of clients will successfully complete the residential phase of the program

· 75 percent of clients completing the residential phase of treatment will be involved in supportive services, including Alcoholics Anonymous, Narcotics Anonymous or other groups

· 100 percent of clients who complete the residential program will be referred for continuation of care, in intensive outpatient or outpatient programming

New Paths, Inc.

Background

Established in 1979, New Paths, Inc. is a community corrections residential probation program located in Flint, Michigan
.  New Paths serves prison- and jail-bound adult male misdemeanor and felony offenders who are nonviolent in nature and offense.  Eligible offenders also must not have extensive incarceration commitments, have a recent history of intravenous drug use, be in need of detoxification, or be suicidal.  Clients are referred to New Paths by a judge or probation agent; sentencing must take place before a person can enter New Paths.  New Paths has established relationships with over 60 community agencies that provide resources for the residents.  In addition, New Paths clients have provided thousands of community service hours to local schools, churches, organizations, and service agencies.

Services and Programming

Residents of New Paths must adhere to strict supervision and behavior standards and participate in substance abuse therapy or prevention classes, educational programs, and life-skills groups.  Referrals are made to service providers as determined by an intake evaluation and assessment.  Work release is permitted at approved work sites, as is participation in job-training programs.  Organized recreational activities and field trips are planned on a regular basis.

New Paths provides residential programs for misdemeanor offenders from the 67th and 68th District Courts of Genesee County.  Individuals convicted of a misdemeanor where alcohol is a contributing factor may be sentenced to New Paths for 30-, 60-, or 90-day terms.  Another service offering is Intervention Weekend, a 48-hour lock-down program for individuals convicted of first- or second-offense drunk driving.  This program is unusual, in that the participant pays the cost of the program ($175).  Payment is made in advance of participation.

New Paths also offers a variety of residential programs for felony offenders in Genesee, Ingham, Lapeer, Livingston, Oakland, Sanilac, Shiawassee, and Washtenaw counties.  The standard felony program is a 4- to 6-month stay based on the awarding of consequences or privileges according to the individual’s adherence to the rules of the program.  Emphasis is on the following:

· Substance abuse therapy

· Continuing education

· Employability skills

· Life skills

· Increasing self-control

Other programs include a more intensive 4- to 6-month OUIL program for individuals convicted of OUIL third offense, Sentencing Alternative to Incarceration (SAI) aftercare and community reintegration program for graduates of the MDOC “Boot Camps,” and a 30-day Probation Rule Violator program for probationers who have violated their probation or the conditions of their electronic monitoring.

New Paths also operates a day reporting center for felony offenders.  This is a non-residential component that involves substance abuse therapy, education, community service, and random drug and alcohol screenings.  Lastly, New Paths serves as the coordinating agency for placement and monitoring of felons who are sentenced to community service.  These referrals are made by circuit court judges or probation agents.

New Paths does not offer inpatient substance abuse treatment.

Capacity and Volume

The New Paths facility has 150 beds.  Since the early 1990s, New Paths has had a contract with Washtenaw County, serving about 15 clients from the county at any given time.  However, in 2002 the organization had only one client from Washtenaw County.  When interviewed in the fall of 2003, New Paths had two participants from Washtenaw.

Outcomes

A two-year follow-up study has revealed that New Paths graduates maintain a consistently low level of recidivism, with 85 percent remaining crime-free following their successful completion of the program.

VIII. Political Environment

Before the close of November, Washtenaw County had fourteen overcrowding emergencies that gave an early release to 353 prisoners in 2003 (Kirk Filsinger Interview, November 17, 2003).  While data on the demographics of offenders released prior to serving their full sentence was unavailable for this study, politically, early releases are looked upon unfavorably by the public and stakeholders alike, prompting a need to look for alternatives that will enable offenders to serve their full sentences. 

The implementation of a program rehabilitation center may encounter state and local political and community challenges.  While internally Washtenaw County Community Corrections labors through staff turnover and changes in authority, outside influences such as space competition, community buy-in, and differing goal definitions also threaten to delay investment in a PRC.  As will be discussed in our Recommendations section, these challenges could be overcome.

Staff Turnover and Changes in Authority

During the course of this project’s four-month analysis into a proposed probation rehabilitation center, two major employees involved in data collection, analysis, and manipulation left the OCC.  From our brief assessment, it appears that much of the knowledge possessed by these individuals was not initially transferred to others who remained.  As a written history of the methods used was not created in a timely manner, current staff were left to “re-invent the wheel” to extract data and conduct analyses.  This not only had implications for our examination of possible target demographics best served by the proposed center, but may prove to slow down future progress and operations of Washtenaw County Community Corrections as a whole.

In addition to the loss of personnel, the OCC also experienced several changes in authority oversight.  While the Washtenaw County Sheriff’s Office has jurisdictional oversight of the Washtenaw County Jail, OCC supervision can be under one of three bodies: the County Sheriff, the County Board of Commissioners, or the County Trial Court.  Upon this analysis’ commencement, Washtenaw County Community Corrections operated under the oversight of the Washtenaw County Trial Court.  In November, jurisdiction was transferred to the County Board of Commissioners.  Jurisdiction was given back to the Trial Courts in a December Community Corrections Advisory Board meeting.

Although these events happened during the course of our project, without a more thorough analysis of the program management of the OCC it is difficult to determine if these events are simply coincidental or if they are indicative of a larger systemic issue.  However, these issues may produce reluctance from judges to sentence P.A. 511-eligible offenders to OCC programs.  This undercuts the purpose of P.A. 511 and will contribute to the overcrowding problems currently experienced by the county.

It is also questionable if the temporary removal of authority from the trial courts was an amicable transition.  If relationships between the entity responsible for assigning offenders to P.A. 511 programs and the CCAB are strained, this again may cause a corresponding reduction in the use of the OCC by the courts.  While intensifying the county’s overcrowding concerns, this may also prove to have deleterious effects upon a proposed center under the OCC.  As its credibility is called into question, the ability of the OCC to adequately and effectively administer a new program under its purview will no doubt be scrutinized.  It is recommended, therefore, that the OCC continue to re-evaluate its internal relations to maintain a good relationship between the Office of Community Corrections and the trial courts. 

Community Buy-In

Community support, both from stakeholders with a vested interest in a PRC program (such as domestic violence and homeless shelters) and from the greater Washtenaw community, is vital to the successful implementation and management of a proposed PRC.  As the Washtenaw community may be willing to consider alternative means towards rehabilitating offenders, it may not be as willing to pass bond measures that will provide the necessary funding to do so (Ann Lin Interview, October 29, 2003).  In addition, if the proposed site is disapproved as the new location of the PRC and a new site is sought after, it could be subject to NIMBY criticism from the surrounding community.

It is important, therefore, that such agencies as Project SAFE HOUSE, area homeless shelters, and other community stakeholders are given the opportunity to participate in the planning, implementation, and management process of the PRC.  Through the participation of these agencies, the importance of a PRC will be legitimized within the community.  Furthermore, community-based organizations’ insight into the specialized populations served will prove valuable in successfully serving the target populations of the PRC.

Space Competition

With many state and local governments, space for operations is at a premium.  Such is the case with Washtenaw County.  As a result, the proposed PRC site is not guaranteed for use by the OCC, but has been examined by such agencies as the Mental Health Division workgroup, court offices, and veterans’ services as possible development locations (Joe DeGraff Interview, September 23, 2003).  

There are several advantages to the use of the site by the OCC, the most persuasive of which is its location on the campus already occupied by the Washtenaw County Jail.  Due to its proximity, transportation costs to transfer inmates from the jail to the PRC would be significantly lower than if the PRC were located off-site.  A close location also enhances the ability of the PRC to both integrate its services with the County Jail and utilize inmate housing services such as a meal site, laundry services, and other inmate needs.  This eliminates the need to build-in such necessities, reducing overall cost.

The proposed PRC location also helps to dampen the impact of a NIMBY backlash from the community.  As the campus already houses a jail, expansion of the OCC may be done with little outcry from neighboring communities who are concerned about the negative externalities of a correctional facility in their area.  It is important to note, however, that although criticism may be reduced, any type of correctional expansion may still be frowned upon. 

Definition of Goals

Defining the goal of the PRC early on will be invaluable to future implementation and administration.  There are two theories on the purpose of the PRC: targeting a specific population or simply reducing jail overcrowding.  Targeting a specific population limits the use of the PRC’s services to the defined population, such as domestic violence offenders.  While this has the advantage of providing targeted services to a unique population cohort, thereby possibly increasing the success of such programs, the risk of underutilization of available space can occur.  

Alternatively, the jail can be open to all P.A. 511-eligible offenders, regardless of court charge, reducing the risk of extreme underutilization of the facility.  Questionable, however, is whether judges will view the extra space of a PRC as an alternative not only for those who would otherwise be housed in the County Jail, but also for inmates whom judges may not have incarcerated at all had PRC beds been unavailable.  If this does indeed occur, the issue of jail overcrowding will be unaddressed. 

IX. Recommendations

Several general recommendations emerged from our research.  To reduce jail overcrowding, it is important that Washtenaw County secure the buy-in of judges and the community to increase the use of Community Corrections as a sentencing alternative.  

· Broader sentencing guidelines for P.A. 511 eligibility also could decrease jail overcrowding in Washtenaw County.  However, it is unclear if the public would support extending such programming to a portion of the violent offender population.

· To gauge the potential effects of a PRC on the county jail, Washtenaw County’s Office of Community Corrections needs to improve its data management practices and, above all, integrate its data systems.  This issue became abundantly clear during our research.  The datasets currently maintained are not useful for the type of analysis that would demonstrate how the county could benefit from a PRC.

· As noted above, the Office of Community Corrections should clearly define the goal of any future PRC in Washtenaw County.  For example, judges’ use of the PRC as a sentencing option will hinge on whether the PRC will be open to all P.A. 511-eligible offenders or only to a specific population.  How judges and probation agents view the PRC will affect its impact on jail overcrowding.

Our interviews of staff at PRCs in Michigan helped uncover several specific operational and strategic recommendations for a new or proposed PRC.  

· Location determines the level of NIMBY opposition to a proposal.  Those projects located in neighborhoods and near schools and churches will encounter stiff opposition, while ones in facilities previously used for corrections purposes will generate less criticism and be accepted more readily.

· Counties considering a PRC should sub-contract with a non-profit service agency to manage and operate it.  None of the PRCs contacted are run by a county’s community corrections office or advisory board.  One consequence of the sub-contracting arrangements is that county jails can be simultaneously served and threatened by service agencies that run PRCs.  As one PRC director remarked, “We are a threat to the same public institutions that are our customers, which can create some friction.  Community corrections departments have become a major bureaucracy.  We’re the charter schools of corrections, and we pose a threat to the public institutions.”  Consequently, it is important to educate county commissioners on the need for a PRC.

· The decision on whether to provide substance abuse therapy and other counseling is an important one.  If a PRC offers therapy, it needs to work with the local coordinating agency to help defray the costs of providing the service.

· PRCs generally need at least 30-40 residents to cover their costs.  This report was to address the feasibility of securing such volumes in Washtenaw County, but data limitations made the exercise unfeasible.

· In times of high volume, it is especially important for a PRC to communicate with courts about the center’s bed availability.  “Judges will sentence fewer – or no – people if they know the center is full,” explained one PRC’s executive director.  At such times, strong relationships with probation agents can be particularly helpful to a PRC.

· Lastly, the establishment of a PRC can be an emotional and contentious issue for a community.  As one interviewee explained, objective analyses of a proposed PRC’s impact on jail crowding, crime, traffic and other considerations may all point to supporting the PRC’s development, but local politics and community sentiment can torpedo the proposal.  “Throw rationality out the window,” this contact advised.  “Everything can be going your way, but the vote might not.”  In other words, politics still trumps policy.
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XI. Appendices
Appendix A.  Washtenaw County Jail Early Prisoner Releases 2003

	Date
	Misdemeanants
	Felons
	Total

	1/17/2003
	11
	10
	21

	1/31/2003
	7
	3
	10

	2/12/2003
	6
	12
	18

	2/12/2003
	18
	9
	27

	3/18/2003
	9
	16
	25

	3/20-21/2003
	6
	4
	10

	3/31-4/3/2003
	7
	2
	9

	4/16/2003
	8
	6
	14

	5/1/2003
	5
	5
	10

	5/12-13/2003
	6
	1
	7

	5/20/2003
	7
	9
	16

	6/2/2003
	22
	26
	48

	6/17/2003
	9
	7
	16

	6/30/2003
	2
	8
	10

	7/14/2003
	3
	4
	7

	7/28/2003
	9
	10
	19

	7/29/2003
	3
	4
	7

	8/27/2003
	4
	0
	4

	10/7/2003
	5
	9
	14

	10/28/2003
	2
	2
	4

	11/5/2003
	0
	4
	4

	11/19/2003
	16
	12
	28

	12/12/2003
	8
	5
	13

	12/30/2003
	4
	8
	12

	Total
	177
	176
	353


Appendix B.  Comparative Jail Population Data for Mid-Size Michigan Counties (pop. 150,000-600,000)

Comparative Jail Population Data for Mid-size Michigan Counties (pop. 150,000 – 600,000) - Source:  Ed Martin, JPIS Systems analyst, OCC.

	County Name
	‘02 Population
	Jail Cap
	Beds / 1,000
	CY 2002 (% cap)
	CY 2001 (% cap)

	Berrien
	162,285
	341
	2.101
	366.4 (107.4%)
	356.9 (104.7%)

	Genesee
	441,423
	680
	1.540
	637.0 (93.7%)
	616.7 (90.7%)

	Ingham1
	281,362
	575
	2.044
	N/A
	N/A

	Jackson
	160,972
	192
	1.193
	226.4 (117.9%)
	211.7 (110.3%)

	Kalamazoo
	241,471
	327
	1.354
	334.9 (102.4%)
	331.7 (101.4%)

	Kent2
	587,951
	1251-1271
	2.128 - 2.162
	1159.7 (91.2%)
	1081.7 (86.5%)

	Livingston3
	168,862
	205-254
	1.214 - 1.504
	195.2 (76.8%)
	180.4 (88.0%)

	Monroe4
	149,253
	343
	2.298
	399.9* (116.6%)
	N/A

	Muskegon5
	171,765
	370
	2.154
	N/A
	N/A

	Ottawa
	245,913
	366
	1.488
	342.8 (93.7%)
	303.5 (82.9%)

	Saginaw
	210,087
	513
	2.442
	559.4 (109.0%)
	494.9 (96.5%)

	St. Clair
	167,712
	171
	1.020
	263.8 (154.3%)
	235.4 (137.7%)

	Washtenaw
	334,351
	332
	0.993
	333.7 (100.5%)
	307.4 (92.6%)

	Averages6
	255,647
	435.4
	1.715
	435.4 (100.0%)
	412.0 (92.6%)


1- JPIS data was unavailable for Ingham County

2- Kent County’s jail bed capacity fluctuated during the period, rising from 1,251 to 1,271 and returning to 1,251

3- Livingston County added 49 beds during the period

4- JPIS data is only available from May 2002 to December 2002

5- JPIS data is unavailable for Muskegon County

6- The averages calculations for percent of capacity include only those counties reporting JPIS data for the year.  For Kent and Livingston Counties, the low range of bed capacity was used to calculate the 2001 data; the high end of the range was used to calculate 2002 data
.

Appendix C.  Probation Residential Centers Interviewed

	Name and Address of PRC
	Name of Contact
	Phone Number

and Web Address

	Community Programs, Inc. (CPI)

1435 N. Oakland Boulevard

Waterford, Michigan 48327
	Glenn Wilson,

Director of Clinical Services
	(248) 666-2720

www.communityprograms.com

	Kalamazoo Probation Enhancement Program (K-PEP)

519 S. Park Street

Kalamazoo, Michigan 49007
	Bill DeBoer,

Executive Director
	(269) 383-0450

www.kpep.com

	House of Commons

706 Curtis Street

Mason, Michigan 48854
	Ericanne Spence,

Program Coordinator
	(517) 244-0393



	New Paths, Inc.

765 E. Hamilton Avenue

Flint, Michigan 48505-4707
	Melvin Ward,

Intake Coordinator
	(810) 233-5340

www.newpaths.org


Appendix D.  Interview Questions for Probation Residential Programs

Background

1. When was the center established?

2. What is the center’s mission?  (In one sentence, what does it do?)

3. Is it run by the county (or other jurisdiction), or does the county subcontract with a non-profit service agency for operation of the center?

4. In the county’s mind (city’s, etc.), why is the center needed?  What is the benefit?

5. What facility or facilities are involved?  Were the facilities built from the ground up or converted from another use?

Programming

6. Who is housed at the center?  What are the different populations, and what are the criteria for these groups?  (local probation violators, etc.)

7. What kinds of programming take place at the center?

· Cognitive-based treatment/ behavioral intervention?

· Substance abuse testing and treatment?

· Vocational training/ employment skills?

· Educational programs?

· Employment development?

· Transportation assistance?

· Other?

8. Does the center provide any outpatient treatment or counseling as well?

9. What services are provided to each group?

10. From either a security or programming standpoint, is it difficult to serve different groups at the same center?

Operations

11. How many beds does the center have?  On average, how many (or what percent) of the beds are used?  (What percent of capacity does the center operate at?)

12. Is the center’s average volume of clients sufficient (to cover fixed and variable costs)?

13. Does the center’s volume fluctuate greatly, or is it relatively stable?  How predictable are the fluctuations?

14. When the center is full and the demand for beds exceeds the supply, are any efforts made to shift some inpatients to other facilities?  Where do they go?  Which people does the center try to transfer?

15. How many square feet is the center?  What percentage is living quarters vs. programming space?

Results

16. Which groups seem to benefit the most from the center?  How so – have any metrics been used to demonstrate success?

17. What has been the impact of the center’s services on the recidivism rates of the individuals served by it?

18. Have any evaluations been conducted?  If so, could you share a copy?

19. How have local judges used the center in their sentencing decisions?

20. How much has the center alleviated jail crowding?

Finances

21. How was the center’s construction financed?

22. What are the sources of funding for the center’s operations?

23. What are the center’s major cost components?

24. What is the cost per client per day for the center?  (cost of offering housing, programming, etc.)

25. How well does the funding meet the center’s costs?  Do certain populations subsidize others?  (Does excess revenue over expenses for some populations cover shortfalls for others?)

26. Are any economies of scale achieved with neighboring, corrections-related facilities?  What kinds and how significant are they?

Politics (if the center is sponsored by the county)
27. When the county was considering building the center, was it a hard sell?

28. How is the center publicized?  Who is made aware of the center – judges?  What public education is involved?

Wrap-Up

29. Looking back, what would you have done differently, and why?

30. What are the major strengths and weaknesses of the program?
Appendix E.  Individuals and Organizations Consulted

Contact:  Tom Coombs

Title:  Director 
Organization:  Project STOP, Michigan Department of Corrections
Phone: (517) 335-1426

Contact:  Bill DeBoer

Title:  Executive Director

Organization:  Kalamazoo Probation Enhancement Program (K-PEP) 
Phone:  (269) 383-0450

Contact:  Joe DeGraff

Title:  Manager (Until 11/03)

Organization:  Washtenaw County Office of Community Corrections

Phone:  (734) 973-4716

Contact:  Kirk Filsinger

Title:  Jail Manager

Organization:  Washtenaw County Sheriff Department

Phone:  (734) 973-4931

Contact:  Jocelyn Fitzpatrick 
Organization:  Detroit Women’s Project Transition
Phone:  (313) 256-9745 
Contact:  Joe Gonzales

Title:  Area Manager
Organization:  Michigan Department of Corrections
Phone:  (734) 677-0042

Contact:  Andy Jerue
Title:  Program Manager
Organization:  K-PEP Calhoun County
Phone:  (269) 963-2085
Contact:  Patrick Hughes

Title:  Supervisor, Field Operations Administration

Organization:  Washtenaw County Probation Department

Phone:  (734) 222-3374

Contact:  Ann Lin
Title:  Associate Professor of Political Science and Public Policy (U of M), 

           Boardmember, Washtenaw CCAB

Organization:  Washtenaw Community Corrections Advisory Board  
Phone:  (734) 764-7507
Contact:  Scott M. Patton  
Title:  Business Improvement Coordinator

Organization:  Washtenaw County

Phone:  (734) 973-4674
Contact:  Donna Powell

Title: Criminal Justice Director 
Organization:  Muskegon County Office of Community Corrections

Phone:  (231) 724-6507

Contact:  Mary Sabaj

Title:  Director

Organization:  Ingham County Office of Community Corrections

Phone:  (517) 676-7232

Contact:  Honorable J. Cedric Simpson

Title:  Judge

Organization:  14A-1 District Court

Phone:  (734) 971-6050   
Contact:  Ericanne Spence 
Title:  Program Coordinator

Organization:  House of Commons, Mason

Phone:  (517) 244-039 

Contact:  Judy Tanner

Title:  Executive Director

Organization:  New Paths, Inc.

Phone:  (810) 233-5340

Contact:  Lt. Rick Visel 
Title:  Acting Manager

Organization:  Washtenaw County Office of Community Corrections 

Phone:  (734) 973-4716 

Contact:  Melvin Ward 
Title:  Intake Coordinator

Organization:  New Paths, Flint

Phone:  (810) 233-5340

Contact:  Reverend Joseph Williams

Title:  Chief Executive Officer

Organization:  Transition of Prisoners, Inc. 
Phone:  (313) 875-3883

Contact:  Glenn Wilson
Title:  Director of Clinical Services
Organization:  Community Programs Inc. (CPI)
Phone:  (248) 666-2720

� The BJS includes Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming in the western region.  Of these Wyoming experienced the highest increase in average daily population (131.5 percent) while Arizona experienced the smallest western region increase (5.8 percent). The northeast area includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont. Of these, New Jersey experienced the highest increase (42.7 percent) while Massachusetts, at 3.4 percent, increased at the lowest rate.  (Bureau of Justice Statistics, Appendix Table 8)


� Rated capacity of a jail is determined by a rating official.  If the jail is 80-100% of rated capacity, it is determined to be crowded. Over 100% is determined overcrowded.


� The crime index is a type of crime reporting used to gauge fluctuations in the overall volume and rate of crime.  The crime index consists of eight crime categories: murder and non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, and arson (FBI Uniform Crime Reports, downloaded from � HYPERLINK "http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_02/html/web/summary/summary.html" ��www.fbi.gov/ucr/cius_02/html/web/summary/summary.html� on January 5, 2004).


� Instead of operating their own community corrections programs, some programs are operated across county lines.  The Northern Michigan program combines the counties of Alcona, Alpena, Cheboygan, Crawford, Presque Isle, Montmorency, Oscoda, and Otsego.


� As the two interviews conducted with New Paths representatives were brief, much of the information in this section is excerpted from a New Paths brochure.
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