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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In July 2013, the Oregon Legislature passed House Bill 3194, known as the Justice Reinvestimergsponse to a
nearly 509% Yy ONB | & S rateyof imcatderdt®rifenv@en 2000 and 2010usticeReinvestment is an approach to
spending resources more effectively with the goals of decreasing prison use, reckaaligism, increasing public safety
and holding offenders accountabl&his approaclean only continue to work as long as it is fully funded. The program
depends on certainty of funds for county Justice Reinvestment programs to continue to opkrdietice Reinvestment
is not adequately funded there will be immediate prison bed ctetén excess of the cost of funding the program.

HB 3194&reated the Justice Reinvestment Grant Programs and includedadeemtencing changes. This bifo

created the Task Force on Public Safety with the purpose of reviewing the implementatienbaf. The Task Force

must submit a report to the Legislative Assembly by October 1, 2016 that describes their findings. The Criméal Justic
Commissior{CJC) stéd the Task Force and traghdson bed savings from the semtging changes in HB 31&gunty

prison use for relatedProperty, Drug and Drivirgimes, recidivism and the male and female prison forecasts. This

report includes legislative recommendations and topics for further consideration by the Task Force and summarizes the
implementationof several key areas in the bill, including sentencing changes, the Justice Reinvestment Grant Program
and theCenter for Policing Excellence.

Sentencing Changes
There are two phases that address prison use in HB 3194. First are the sentencing chbiggedle details the
sentencing changes from HB 3194, the projected prison bed savings and the prison bed savimasctiactually been
realized.

Projected and Actual Savings by June 2016
Projected Savings Actual Savings

90 Day Short-Term Trans Leave 258 283
M57 Drug 159 84
DWS 58 28
Marijuana 165 127
ID Theft 142 0
Robbery 3 35 0
Total 817 522

Short Term Transitional Leave (STTL) is the only sentencing changaghatducedall ofthe projected savings from
the 2013 estimates. The other sentencing changes ranged from a portion of what was projected to no actual savings.

Grant Program
The second phasetige Justice Reinvestment Graatogram. In the 20135 biennium, $15 million dalts was
distributed among all 36 counties to begin their Justice Reinvestment programs. Thesstaitiap funds were
dispersedo counties by November 2013. For the 2@f5biennium, the Grants Program was funded in the amount of
$38.7 million. Thee funds reached the counties by December 20B&ch county createtheir own program which
must meet the four goals of Justice Reinvestment; reduce prison use, increase public safety, reduce recidivism and hol
offenders accountable. County programs eaeiewed and approved by the Grant Review Committee and the CJC. In
the 201517 bienniummost countyprogramsrequirehiring and training additional probation officersegtment
providersor victim alvocates whicltan takea significant amount of timeBecause of this we are only now starting to
see county prison use affected by Justice Reinvestmegr®ms in some counties. A f@ounties were in a position to

1 https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2013R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB3194/Enrolled
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more quickly enhance their local systems to safely supervige witenders in the commuty thusreducing county

prison use Below is a table with three examples of the prison use impact of county Justice Reinvestment Programs on
Property, Drug and Driving crime. CJC tracks county prison use and focuses on these crime types for theopurposes
Justice Reinvestment because these programs are intended to deal withislent offenders. The sentencing changes

from HB 3194 also dealt with nanolent Property, Drug and Drivirgfenders.

Drug, July 2012- July 2013- July 2014- July 2015- % Change from
Driving, June 2013 June 2014 June 2015 June 2016 July 2012 to
Property June 2016

Prison
Intakes

Intakes = Average Intakes Average Intakes Average Intakes Average Intakes Average

LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS
Multnomah 607  18.6 565  19.9 372 20.4 399 207 -34.3% 10.9%
Marion 335 26.3 314 27.2 336 29.3 232 26.6 -30.7% 1.1%
Lane 246 37.3 300 34.0 274 32.5 248 29.2 0.8% -21.6%
Statewide 2645 21.8 2587 225 2515 23.0 2400 22.8 -9.3% 4.5%

Note: Intake is an individual offender sent to prison. LOS iatbeage Length Of Stay (duration of sentence) for a given crime type.

Multnomah and Marion both significantly reduced their number of prison intakes while leglveed length of stay.

Many other counties have reduced their prison use. These tbxaeples are anong the most populous counties in the

state sotheir Justice Reinvestment Programs have had the biggest impact on the state prison population.

Fiscal Impact of HB 3194 On DOC Operational and Construction Costs Justice
BIENNIUM PRE 3194 Cost POST 3194 Cost Cost Avoidance Reinvestment
2013-15 Biennium $34,051,014 $21,211,358 $12,839,656 $15,000,000
2015-17 Biennium $91,344,164 $40,412,437 $50,931,727 $38,700,000
2017-19 Biennium $252,265,393 $65,654,816 $186,610,577 TBD
Total Cost Avoidance $377,660,571 $127,278,611 $250,381,960

Figurel: Fiscal Impact of HB 3194 prepared by DOC, April 2016

As we prepardor the 201719 biennium, the sentencing changes from Phase 1 have taken effect and we will not see
additional prison bed savindom those changesAt this point prison bed savings will come frdm tounty Justice
Reinvestment Pgrams. In 2013, Oregowvas projected to need an additional male prison facility up and running by
early 2017. This prison would be built in Junction City over a five year periadratial cost of over $140 million.
Additionaly, Oregon was projected open a second femea facility (OSP Mimum) in January 2014. By the end of
201719 biennium Justice Reinvestment is projectedhiavesaval Oregon ovef250million since HB 3194 was passed
in 20132

Of that avoied cost, $140nillion is due to Justice Reinvestment siogvthe growth of the prison population so that the
Junction City Facility is not needed until late 20d%ere is an additional savings of 0882 millionin the 201719
biennium ofavoidedDepartment of Corrections (DO@)erational costlueto housing feedingand supervising a
smallerincarceratedpopulation CJC has requestduat $52.7 millionin their budget for the county Grant Progranit

is crucial that counties receive funding to continue their Justice Reinvestment Programs in order toecamdimaging

2 Fiscal impact of HB 3194 cost spreadsheet prepared by the Department of Corrections April 2016. See Appendix A.
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the growth of the prison population. If counties do not receive sufficient funds to safely superviseotemt offenders
locally the prison population will very quickly increase to the level predicted in 2013 foineifiOQGo begin

construction of a Junction City facility with an immediate cost of over $140 million and additional operating costs as
well.

Recommendations

The Task Force makes the following recommendations:

V  Fund the Justice Reinvestment Grant Program at $52.7 miitlidme 201719 bienniumto enable counties to
continue their local programs to control the prison population.

V Continue the Task Force for an additional four years to continue to oversee the implementation of Justice
Reinvestment.

V Expand the Family SentengiAlternative Program Pilot to increase eligibility and help divert additional non
violent offenders from prison and into intensive probation.

V Fundingandreplacementof the current DOCsystemto a moderndatacollectionsystemthat meetsthe needs

not only for prisonsand communitycorrections but for the publicsafetysystemasawhole.

Providingongoingfundingfor the Centerfor Policingexcellenceesearchposition.

The Task Force will give further consideration to JuvenilecdaReview

The Task Foe will continue to track success/failure and recidivism rates for STTL and may make further

recommendations at a later date.

Senator Jackie Winters epreseriative Jennifer Williamson

< <<

”"’7,7/’ r//%’/(_,/ S

2y Qlaen

Representative Andy Olson Senator Floyd Prozanski

6| Page



Background

Justice Reinvestment is an approach to spending crirjustite resource more effectively. Generally, Justice
Reinvestment, looks at two types of criminal justice datal2 LJdzf F G A2y RI Gl yR O2ad RIGLH
2010, showed an incarceration rate that grae# 2 dzZNJ G A YSa 2F GKS ylF GA2y L+t | @SNI =
prison population increased by nearly 50§fgwingto more than 14,000 inmates with a total biennial corrections

budget over $1.4 billiortdB 3194 is projected to redutiee growth of theprison population by 870 inmates over the

next 10 years. These future savings, in the form of avoided costs, are to be invested, as grants, in the local public safet
systems.

Justice Reinvestment has four goals:

1 Reduceprisonuse

1 Increasepublicsafety

1 ReduceRecidivism

9 Holdoffendersaccountable

This report is structured around those four goals.

l. PRISON USE

There are two phases to the effort to reduce prison use in HB 3194. First are the sentencing changes from the bill and
second is the Justice Reastment Grants Program. TReEIGracks the impact of the sentencing changes and the Grants
Program on the prison forecaand the implications for DOC facilities.

HB 3194 Sentencing Changes

HB 3194 contains several sentencing changes designed to detréé®&:3 2 Y Q& LINA Bhésy chadgesddeik | (i A 2
effect much more quickly than the Justice Reinvestment Grant Progrdfrhen House Bill 3194 was passed by the
Oregon Legislature in July 2013, an estimate of the prison savings from the sentencing redgrosonlated. This

estimate is referred to as the HB 3194 enrolled bill estimate, and includes thedjgdttedimpacts from HB 3194. The
following describes each sentencing change inldizily, and whether the projecteidnpact has occurred to dateEach
sentencing change displayed from July 2011 to JuB@16. Sentencing changes in HB 3194 were effective for
sentences imposed on or after August 1, 2013. The original prison bed estimate for HB 3194, which was calculated Ju
2013, estimated a dropf 762 prison beds by July 1, 2015, or the end of the B Biennium, when compared to the

April 2013 prison population forecast. The 10 year estimate was 873 prisoséests by July 1, 2023. Figurbelow

shows the estimated bed savings for eapkdfic law change, compared to the actual savings that have been realized to
date.
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HB 3194 Projected and Actual Savings by June
2016

90 DAY SHORT M57 DRUG DWS MARIJUANA ID THEFT ROBBERY 3
TERM TRANS LEAVE

m Projected Savings m Actual Savings

Figure2: HB 3194 Project and Actual Savings

Data on prison intakes and other felony coniintsentences are available frodOC Prison intakeare displayed as

first sentences or probation revocations. First sentences are those sentenced to prison as the first sentence from a
conviction. Probation revocations are due to a revocation of a downward dispositional departure sentence to
probation. To be revoked from probation to prison, an individual must have received a downward dispositional

RSLI NIidzZNBE (2 LINROlFGAZ2Y FNBY | LINRaz2y StA3IA6fS 02y @A Ol
sentence is required. Prison admissiaran include sentences for new crimes, or first sentences, as well as probation
revocation sentences. Each admission is sorted to show the most serious conviction associated with the admission. T
is determined by sentence type, sentence length, aeksity of the crime. If the most serious conviction is for a first
sentence, then the prison admission is considered a first sentence admission. If the most serious conviction is for a

probation revocation, then the prison admission is considered aatiob revocation.
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Driving While Suspended
The sentencing change for criminal driving while suspended or revoked (ORS 811.182) are described in section 3 of F

3194. The bill changes driving while suspended to a presumptive probation sentence, except in cases that involve
murder, manslaughter, aninally negligent homicide, aggravated vehicular homicide, or assault that causes serious
physical injury. Prison intakes for driving wisiltsspended are shown in Figurd&ow from 2011 to June 2016. First
sentences for driving while suspended havbstantially dropped since the passage of HB 3194, while probation
revocations have been relatively flat while accounting for a small number of intakes (ranging from 6 to 15 in these time

periods).

Prison Intakes for Driving While Suspended
Offenses

JULY 20EIUNE 2012 JULY 203:2UNE 2013 JULY 203:3UNE 2014 JULY 20:4UNE 2015 JULY 2013UNE 2016

m First Sentences = Probation Revocations

Figure3: Prison Intakes for Driving While Suspendedr@férs
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While first sentence prison intakes for driving while suspended have dropped, the total number aficosvinas
increased. Figureldelow shows the sentence types for driving while suspended convictions. Prison intakes dropped
after the passag of HB 3194, but local control sentences have increased. It appears that those who served prison

sentences prior to the passage of HB 3194 are now being sentenced to local control jail sentences. The average local
control jail sentence is about three mths.

a

Driving While Suspended First Sentences by
Sentence Type

JULY 20EIUNE 2012 JULY 2032UNE 2013 JULY 20:3UNE 2014 JULY 20H4UNE 2015JULY 2023UNE 2016

4

‘ m Prison m Local Control (Jail) = Probation

Figure4: Driving While Suspended First Sentences by Sentence Type
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The most recent data available on the sentencing trends for driving while suspended was used to estimate the actual
prison bed savings to date. This is then compared to the lexrbill estimate, which was calculated in July 2013. This
analysis shows whether the estimated bed savings at that time have actually occurred. The estimate is based on
comparing 51 prison intakes for these crimes in the year prior to Justice Reinvegthaly 2012 to June 2013) to 34

prison intakes in the most recent year (July 2015 to May 2016). This estimate shows that 28 prison beds have been
saved from this law change, compared to the estimated 58 in the enrolled bill estimated from July 28181difional

prison beds savings from this law change are estimated to be minimal. On these and other estimate impact graphs, thi
0SR al @Aay3a gAftf FElLGGSYy 2dzi FFGSNI GKS aSydiSyoiay3a OKI
of prison use for the specific crimes that are impacted by the law change.

Driving While Suspended Bed Impact Estimates
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Figure5: Driving While Suspended Bed Impact Estimates
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Robbery in the Third Degree
The sentencing change for the crime of robbery in the third degree (ORS 164.395) is des@édmtins 5 and 7 of HB
3194. The presumptive prison sentence for this crime was reduced from 24 months to 18 months. Thus the number o
intakes is not expected to change, but the average sentence lengtpéstexi to be shorter. Figuret&low showshe
average sentence length for prison intakes where the most serious conviction is robbery in the third degree. For about
the first year after the passage of HB 3194, the average length of stay for robbery in the third degree prison intakes wa
down appoximately two and a half months (from 18.5 months to 15.7 months). This follows the expected impact from
the sentencing changes in HB 3194. From July 2014 to June 2015 the average length of stay increased to 18.1 month
FYR GKAA& AY ONBeexceRimmc fyom ihe Seending éhange. The average length of stay from July
Hamp G2 WdzyS Hnanmc Kra Ffaz2 AYONBlFIaASR (2 wnodm Y2yOuKas
change. The number of robbeirythe third degreeorison intakes hasot decreased over this time period.

The enrolled bill estimate from July 2013 estimated 35 prison beds saved from the sentencingfohaoigeery in the
third degree Since the avage length of stay for robbery in the third degneeson intakes has not dropped, and in fact
has slightly increased, it appears there has not been a prison bed savings from this law change.

Robbery 3 Prison Intakes
Average Length of Stay in Months

JULY 20EIUNE 2012 JULY 20:2UNE 2013 JULY 20E3UNE 2014 JULY 203:4UNE 2015 JULY 2023UNE 2016

Figure6: Robbery in the Third Degree Prison Intakigerage Length of Stay in Months
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While the number otonvictions for robbery in the third degree is not expected to change due to the sentencing
changes in HB 3194, a change in sentencing patterns for sentence types could impact the average lengtbr of sta
prison intakes. Figureblow displays sentendgpes for first sentences for robbery in the third degree. Since July
2013 the number of prison intakes has been flat, while the total number of convictions has slightly dropped.

' Robbery in the Third Degree First Sentences by ‘
Sentence Type

140 162

(o] =
w (&)

JULY 20EIUNE 2012 JULY 2032UNE 2013 JULY 2023UNE 2014 JULY 20X4UNE 2015 JULY 20:3UNE 2016

k m Prison m Local Control (Jail) = Probation ‘

Figure7: Robbery in the Third Degree First Sentences by Sentence Type

13| Page



Identity Theft
The sentencing change for the crime of identity theft (ORS 165.800) is described in sections 5 and 7 of HB 3194, and i
the same change as the crime of robbery in the third degree. The presumptive prison sentence was reduced from 24
months to 18 months. Thus the number of intakes is not expected to change, but the average sentence length is
expected to be shorter. Figurel#low shows the average sentence length for prison intakes where the most serious
conviction is identity theft. Ferm July 2011 to June 2012 the average length of stay was 17.5 months. Many of these
convictions would have been sentenced when Measure 57 was suspended, and Measure 57 was reinstated for crimes
committed on or after January 1, 2012. From July 2012 te 2003 the average length of stay was 24.4 months. The
sentencing change in HB 3194 was effective as of August 1, 2013. The following three years show a slight drop in the
average length of stay of just over one month. This lack of a meaningful dearé¢hseaverage length of stay is
counterintuitive to the projected impact at thime of the passage of HB 3194. It is possible that a lower number of ID
theft intakes is due to more downward departures into county Justice Reinvestment programsselfiggarture cases
had a lower presumptive prison sentence, which is now removed from the average, there may be a slight length of stay
increase.

The enrolled bill estimate from July 2013 estimated 142 prison beds saved from the ID theft sentencing Sizcee.
the average length of stay for ID theft has not shown a meaningful decrease, it appears there has not been a prison be
savings from this law change.

ID Theft Prison Intakes
Average Length of Stay in Months

JULY 20EIUNE 2012 JULY 20F2UNE 2013 JULY 20E3UNE 2014 JULY 2034UNE 2015 JULY 2023UNE 2016

Figure8: Identity Theft Prison Intakes®\verage Length of Stay in Months
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While the number 6convictions for identity theft is not expected to change due to the sentencing changes in HB 3194,
a comparison of sentendgpes is shown below. Figureb@low shows sentence types for first sentences for identity
theft. Comparing July 2023dune 2Q.3 to subsequent years, the number of convictions has steadily dropped, while the
number of prison intakes have also dropped. This drgpisonintakes is duén partto county Justice Reinvestment
programs that divert prison bound offenders to probatiand in part to less overall Identity Theft convictions in the past

few years

' ID Theft First Sentences by Sentence Type ‘

JULY 20EIUNE 2012JULY 203:2UNE 2013JULY 203:3UNE 2014JULY 20314UNE 2015JULY 2023UNE 2016

k m Prison m Local Control (Jail) = Probation ‘

Figure9: Identity Theft First Sentences by Sentence Type
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Measure 57 Drug Convictions

The sentencing changes for Measure 57 drug convictions, which include repeaediugyy or manufacturing

convictions, are described in sections 9, 10, and 11 of HB 3194. The bill repeals language that did not allow a court to
impose a probation or shorter prison sentence for these types of convictions. This change restoresiscietiges

to impose éher a shorter prison sentencar a downward dispositional departure to probation. The table below shows
prison intakes for these types of drug convictidhg the crime seriousness scale on the sentencing guidelines. Notice
that the number and percentage of level 9 and 10 convictions increased after the passage of HB 3194.

M57 Drug Prison Intakes
(excluding Marijuana and PCS Convictions)
July 2011- | July 2012- | July 2013- | July 2014- | July 2015-
June 2012 | June 2013 | June 2014 | June 2015 | June 2016
Missing 21 37 22 26 10
Less than 8 122 119 106 97 110
8 446 385 410 351 362
9 68 59 81 79 79
10 16 17 31 36 23
Total 673 617 650 589 584
Level 9 and 10 84 76 112 115 102
% Level 9 and 10 12.5% 12.3% 17.2% 19.5% 17.5%

Tablel: M57 Drug Prison Intakds/ Crime Seriousness Scale

31 ff RNHzZ O2y@AdiAzyas SEOtdzRAY3I YIENKRadzZ yI 2FFSyasSaciond NB A
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For the purposes of tracking drug convictions and potential impacts from the sentencing changes in HB 3194, drug cas
with a crime seriousness of 8 or less are consideréis éxcludes the substantial drug quantity cases that are not

eligible for a downward dispositional departure. The table below shows prison intakes for drug convictions by first
sentences and probation revocations. First sentence prison intakes havpedremce the passage of HB 3194, while

revocations have slightly increased.

'

M57 Drug Prison Intakes
(excluding Marijuana and PCS Convictions)

JULY 20EIUNE 2012JULY 20322UNE 2013JULY 20E3UNE 2014JULY 20:dUNE 2015JULY 2013UNE 2016

m First Sentences = Probation Revocations

L

Figurel0: M57 Drug Prison Intakes
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The table below shows the sentence types for felony drug convictions with a crime seriousness of 8 or less, excluding
marijuanaand PCS$8orvictions. Since HB 3194 passed, the number of first sentence prison intakes has dropped, while
the number of convictionkas also dropped

M57 Drug Convictions
(excluding Marijuana and PCS Convictions)
First Sentences by Sentence Type

S 683 NN o> I _ S
637
| 53 | ¢
__ . [ @ .-7!!:-7 T —

400 pe— 3G

JULY 20EIUNE 2012 JULY 2032UNE 2013 JULY 20:3UNE 2014 JULY 2034UNE 2015 JULY 201X3UNE 2016

m Prison m Local Control (Jail) = Probation

Figurell: M57 Drug ConvictionsFirst Sentences by Sentence Type
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The most recent data available on tfedony drug sentencing trends with a crime seriousness of 8 or less was used to
estimate the actual prison bed savings to date. This is then compared to the enrolled bill estimate, which was calculate
in July 2013. This analysis shows whether the estichbed savings at that time have actually occurred. The estimate is
based on comparing 581 prison intakes for these crimes in the year prior to Justice Reinvestment (July 2012 to June
2013) to 517 prison intakes in the most recent year (July 2015 to2@4a§). This estimate shows that 84 prison beds

have been saved from this law change, compared to the estimated 158 in the enrolled bill estimated from July 2013.
The additional prison beds savings from this law change are estimated to be minimal.

Measure 57 Drug Prison Bed Impact Estimates
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Figure 12: Measure 57 Drug Prison Bed Impact Estimates
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Marijuana
The sentencing change for marijuana offenses is described in Section 1 of HB 3194. Felony marijuana offenses, with t
exception of distributing to minors or distributing within 1000 fedta school, were changed to presumptive probation
sentences. The estimate assumed a decrease in prison admissions for these marijuana offenses, atideigwe
shows prison intakes from July 2011 to June 2016. First sentence and probation revpdato intakes for marijuana
offenses have substantially dropped since the passage of HB &l @ddition to the changes in HB 3194, other law
changes have further decriminalized marijuana offense3ragon. SB0* was passed in the 2013 legislats@ssion,
which reduced penalties for marijuana possession and manufacturing. In November 2014 Oregon voters passed
Measure 9%, which legalized recreational marijuana use beginning July 1, 2015.

Prison Intakes for Marijuana Offenses

JULY 20EIUNE 2012 JULY 2032UNE 2013 JULY 20:3UNE 2014 JULY 20E4UNE 2015JULY 2013UNE 2016

m First Sentences m Probation Revocations

Figurel3: Prison Intakes for Marijuana Offenses

4 https://olis.leg.state.or.us/liz/2013R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/SB40/Enrolled

5 http://www.oregon.gov/olcc/marijuana/Documents/Measure91.pdf
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In addition to the drop in marijuana prison intakes, all marijuana felony convictionsswseantially dropped. Figure
14 below shows felony convictions by sentence type; felony marijuana convictions have steadily declined.

Marijuana First Sentences by Sentence Type

ULY 20FIUNE 2012JULY 20E2UNE 2013JULY 20E3UNE 2014 JULY 2024UNE 2015JULY 20183UNE 2

m Prison m Local Control (Jail) = Probation

Figurel4: Marijuana FirsSentences by Sentence Type
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The most recent data available on the sentencing trends for the felony marijuana crimes was used to estimate the actu
prison bed savings to date. This is then compared to the enrolled bill estimate, which was calculale@0i3. This
analysis shows whether the estimated bed savings at that time have actually occurred. The estimate is based on
comparing 84 prison intakes for these crimes in the year prior to Justice Reinvestment (July 2012 to June 2013) to 3
prison int&kes in the most recent year (July 2015 to May 2016). This estimate shows that 100 prison beds have been
saved from this law change, compared to the estimated 165 in the enrolled bill estimated from July 2013. The addition
prison beds savings from tHew change are estimated to be minimal.

Marijuana Bed Impact Estimates
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Figurel5: Marijuana Bed Impact Estimates
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ShortTerm Transitional Leave
Changes to shoiterm transitional leave (STTL) are described in Section 13 and 14 of HB 3194. The bill increases the
amount ofshortterm transitional leave that an inmate may receive from 30 days to 90 days. This change is applicable
to sentences imposed on or after August 1, 2013. The bill also changes language that describes how an inmate may
apply for shoriterm transitionalleave. Prior to HB 3194, the inmate had to submit a transition plan, and instigate the
process of applying for shetérm transitional leave. HB 3194 includes language that the Department of Corrections
(DOC) shall identify inmates who are eligibletfar program and assist in preparing a transition plan. This change has
allowed DOC to increase the number of inmates who receive a maxim@haf90 days leave. Figure d€low shows
the number of inmates released for both 30 and 90 day stenrn transitional leave from December 2013 to July 2016.
The number of inmates released to 90 day sHertn transitional leave has increased over time, as more applications
are eligible that were sentenced on or after August 1, 2013.

Statewide Short Term Trans Leave Releases
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Figurel6: Statewide Shofferm Trans Leave Releases
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The HB 3194 enrolled bill estimate from July 2013 estimated that 100 inmates per month would receive STTL and that
June 1, 2016 the program would account for 257 fewer prison beds. The number of offenders particighatng in

program has been approximately 100 inmates per month, and the associated prison bed savings on Juneds 2016

283 prison beds. Figure bélow shows the actual bed savings to date from the STTL program, compared to the
enrolled bill estimate from Jy 2013. The actual savings have been similar to the estimated impact. If the STTL prograr
continues to have approximately 100 participants per month, the bed savings will continue to be realized.

STTL Bed Impact Estimates
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Figure 17 STTL Bed Impact Estimates
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In January 208 the CJC released a report on the Siiatm Transitional Leave Program in Oregofhe report shows
performance measures for the program, as well as an analysis of recidivism outcomes on those who patrticipated in the
program compared to those who were statutorily eligible and did not participate. The report shows that inmates who
participate in the STTL program show loweyear recidivism rates than inmates who were statutorily eligible and did

not participate. The-Year conviction and incarceration rates are significantly lower for those who participated in the
program. The dsear arrest rates are not significantly different, but are directionally lower for those who participated in
the program. In the context of the passage of HB 3194, where the STTL program was expanded in order to curb
increases in the DOC population, butdo so in a way that was responsible and in keeping with the goals of protecting
the public and holding offenders accountable while decreasing recidivism rates among released offenders, it can be
concluded that the STTL program has been a success.

STTL and No STTL Releases December 2013 to
October 2014
1 Year Recidivism Rates

ARREST (ANY NEW CRIME) CONVICTION (NEW MISDEMEANORNIGRRCERATION (NEW FELONY ON
FELONY)

m No STTL (n=2312)m STTL (n=1033)

Figurel8 STTL and No STTL 1 Year Recidivism Rates

6 http://www.oregon.gov/cjc/justicereinvestment/Documents/STTL _Analysis _2016.pdf
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DOC has tracked successful completions of STTL, as well as program failures. The program failure rate has been
relatively low, at approximately 5%. Those that fail the program return to DOC.

STTL Successful Completions
December 2013 to July 2016

Failed
5%

m Successfully Completed

m Failed

Successfully
Completed
95%

Figurel9: STTL Successful Completions

Figure 2Ghows the number of jail bed days used for sanctions for those on STTL, compared to the number of prison
bed days saved for those participating in the progra®STTL program participant may receive a jail sanction for a
violation and not return to DOG=rom March 2014 to July 2016 there 4,663 jail bed days used. The STTL releases
account for 168,711 prison bed days saved in the same time period.

STTL Total Prison Days Saved vs. Total Jail
Bed Days Used
March 2014 to July 2016

TOTAL JAIL BED DAYS U 63

TOTAL PRISON DAYS SA
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Figure20: STTL Total Prison Days Saved. vs. Total Jail Bed Days Used
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STTL releases from December 2013 to July 2016 show that about 16% of releases are for femaleat 8Aélzdoe for
males. Figure 2fhielow shows the proportion B TTL releases by gender.

4 STTL Releases By Gender \

December 2013 to July 2016

m Femalem Male

Figure 21 STTL Releases by Gender
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The STTL bed impact estimates were analyzed by gender. The HB 3194 enrolled bill estimate from July 2013 estimate
that 100 inmates per month would receive STTL, anddbaut 8440f those releases would be male. The enrolled bill
estimate shows by June 1, 2016 the program would account for 214 fewer male prison beds. The number of offenders
participating in the program has been approximately 85 male inmates per month, anddbeiated prison bed savings

on June 1, 2016 w&kl7 male prison beds. Figure B&ow shows the actual bed savings to date from the STTL

program, compared to the enrolled bill estimate from July 2013. The actual savings have been similar to the estimated

impact. If the STTL program continues to have approximately 85 male participants per month, the bed savings will
continue to be realizefor the male prisn population.

Male STTL Bed Impact Estimates
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Figure22: Male STTL Bed Impact Estimates
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The STTL bed impact estimates wanalyzed for the female prison population. The HB 3194 enrolled bill estimate from
July 2013 estimated that 100 inmates per month would receive STTL, and that about 16 of those releases would be
female. The enrolled bill estimate shows by June 1, 20&§thgram would account for 44 fewer female prison beds.
The number of offenders participating in the program has been approximately 16 female inmates per month, and the
associated prison bed savings on June 1, 2016 was 42 fensda peds. Figure Z8low shows the actual bed savings

to date from the STTL program, compared to the enrolled bill estimate from July 2013. The actual savings have been

similar to the estimated impact. If the STTL program continues to have approximately 16 female pastjpgpanonth,
the bed savings will continue to be realized for the female prison population.

Female STTL Bed Impact Estimates
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Figure 23Female STTL Bed Impact Estimates
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Prison Population and Forecasts
The figures below show the male and female prison population, along with relpriaon population forecasts. The
April 2013 prison population forecdss shown as the green line, and is the most recent forecast prior to the passage of
HB 3194. The forecast does not include any of the impacts from HB 3194. The most recemigpgation forecast
was released in April 203,6and is represented by the blue lin&he October 2016 prison population forecast will be
released on October 1, 2016 (the same day that this report to the legislature is due) and an update of the two graphs
0St2¢ oAttt 0SS [ Q@PAflIofS 2y /W Qa 6So0ariasSo
Figure24 belowdisplayshe femaleprisonpopulationandforecaststo 2025. TheOregonStatePenitentiary(OSP)
Minimum facility is currentlyempty, and will needto becomeoperationalfor the femalepopulation whenit is
consistentlyabovel,280inmates. Basedon the April2013forecast,the OSAMinimum facility would havebeenopened
January?2014. Basedon the April 2016forecast,the OSPMinimum facility will needto openAugust2016. Theactual
femalepopulationhasdippedaboveandbelowthe thresholdof 1,280inmatessinceApril 2015. In May 2016,DOC
requestedfundsto prepareto openOSPMinimum. TheLegislaturegranteda portion of the fundsanddirectedDOCo
take all availablestepsto avoidopeningOSRMinimum.

FemalePrison Population and Forecasts
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Figure24: Female Prison Population and Forecasts

7 http://www.oregon.gov/DAS/OEA/docs/prison/DOCForecast201304.pdf
8 https://www.oregon.gov/das/OEA/Documents/DOCForecast201604.pdf
9 http://www.oregon.gov/cjc/data/Pages/main.aspx
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Figure25 belowdisplayshe male prisonpopulationandforecaststo 2025. Thepink shadedareafrom 13,490inmates
to 13,820inmatesrepresents the populationthresholdfor addingadditionalpermanentbedsat the DeerRidgefacility.
If the male populationgrowsto 14,020the JunctionCityfacility will needto becomeoperational whichwill require new
prisonconstructionanda costof over $140million. Basedon the April2013forecast,the additionalbedsat the Deer
Ridgefacility would havebeenopenedMay 2014andthe JunctionCityfacility would haveopenedSeptember2017.
Basedon the April 2016forecast,the additionalbedsat the Deer RidgeMedium facility would havebeenneededby July
2016. Sofar DOChasrequestedfundsto opensomeadditionalunits at the DeerRidgefacility. TheApril 2016forecast
R 2 S &eAdhtfie JunctionCitythresholduntil August2025,which puts on hold anyplansto constructthe JunctionCity
facility.

Male Prison Population and Forecasts
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Figure25: Male Prison Population and Forecasts
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Figure 2ebelow displays the total (male and female combined) prison population and forecasts to 2025. The April 2013
forecast shows a total prison population of nearly 16,400 inmates by June 2023. The April 2016 forecast shows a total

prison population of 15,30lhmates by Ma

rch 2026.

Total Prison Population and Forecasts

17,000
16,500
16,000
15,500
Junction City f’\ . A )
vV Vv
15,000
Deer Ridge and OSP Minimum Open . Fr AN

14,500

14,000

13,500

13,000
2012 2014 2016

Figure26: Total Prison Population and Forecasts
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Prison Use Tracking in the-1% Biennium
Section 53 of HB 3194 directs the Oregon Criminal Justice Commission to adopt rules to adiminikistice
Reinvestment Grant Program. The rules were finalized and filed in December 2014, and include a description of speci
ONARYSa GKFdG | O2dzyieQa WdzadAOS wSAy@SadyYSyd F LILX AOK

GdH 2 KSGKSNI GKS FLILJX AOFydQa LINPAINIY Aa RSaA3aySR (G2 NB
FSt2yASa RSAONAOSR Ay hw{ mMoT®dtTmMTI MTpdtpH G2 nTpddo,|

This specific list of ORS numbers includes Measuredpépy crimes, drug crimes, and the specific crimes of driving
while suspending and driving under the influence of intoxicants.

I W  KlFa 0SSy GNIO{Ay3 LINRaz2zy dzaS o0& O2dzyieé O2YLI NBR
calculatel from prison use from July 2012 to June 2015. This time period includes 13 months prior to the passage of H
3194 from July 2012 to July 2013. The remaining 23 months are after the passage of HB 3194, and includes the phas
time for many of the sentecing changes in the bill. This three year time period is used as the baseline comparison to
track prison utilization of specific crimes listed in the Justice Reinvestment Program Rules throughi Thaidrnium.

The largest driver of the total prisonanths will be Measure 57 property offenses, followed by drug offenses, and lastly
the driving offenses included in the Justice Reinvestment rules.

Figure 2elow shows the most recent baseline comparison at the county level. The average of the totahpoisths

over the three year time period is the baseline prison utilization at the county level. As the graph below shows, the
baseline values and prison utilization at the county level varies widely. Multhomah County has the highest threshold
andisO832yQa fINBSalu O2dzyied ¢CKS NHzNFf FYyR FTNRBYGASNI O2
utilization from August 2015 to July 2016 is compared to the baseline value. This shows Marion, Lane, and Multnomat
Counties have shown the largesbg in prison utilization for the specific crimes listed in the Justice Reinvestment Rules.
LT | O2dzyieQa LINRaz2y dziAfATlIGA2Yy A& 06St26 (GKS (KNBaK:
threshold by less than 10% they are 6t$ &, St f 26¢ f SGSt @ 'YR AF | O2dzyie |
INB G GKS awSR¢ fS@St o

Figure28below is another way to look at county prison use for property, drug, and driving offenses. Red, Yellow, and
Green are assigned the same améng but this figure ranks the counties by prison use change from their baseline. So
Marion has the biggest prison use reduction relative to baseline, while Clatsop has the biggest prison use increase
relative to baseline in the past year.

10 http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_200/oar 213/213 060.html
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JRI Prison Utilization by County
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Figure27: JRI Prison Utilization by County
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JRI Prison Utilization by County
September 2015 to August 2016
Difference from Baseline
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Figure28: JRI Prison Utilization by County, Difference from Baselin
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Justice Reinvestment Gratogram
Multnomah, Marion and Lane counties have all made significant changes to the amount of prison they
dzaS F2NJ t NPLISNI &> 5N¥z3 FyR 5NAGAYIT ONRYSaod ¢KS 3
of the last four years as well as intakeatetvide. Multhomah and Marion have both made significant
reductions in their prison intakes for these crime typesl diverted offenders to probation programs
that they enhanced with Justice Reinvestment Grant funds

Drug, Driving, Property Prison Intakes

STATEWIDE MULTNOMAH COUNTY MARION COUNTY LANE COUNTY

m July 2012-June 2013 m July 2013-June 2014 wm July 2014-June 2015 = July 2015-June 2016

Figure29: Drug, Driving, Propertintakes

The next figure shows average length of stay for a prison sentence for Property, Drug or Driving crimes

for the same counties in each of the last four years. Lane and Marion had a length of stay that was

higher than the statewide average, and®&K KA IKSNJ Ay [lFySQa OFaSo rta [
Reinvestment Program has taken shape there has been a significant decrease in average sentence

f SYy3adkK FT2NJ 6KS&aS ONARYS {(eLlSao t NI 2F [FyS [/ 2dzi
greater reentry efforts to help offenders reintegrate into th@mmunity and reduce recidivism.

Drug, Driving, Property Prison Intakes
Average Length of Stay in Months

STATEWIDE MULTNOMAH COUNTY MARION COUNTY LANE COUNTY

m July 2012-June 2013 = July 2013-June 2014 wm July 2014-June 2015 = July 2015-June 2016
Figure30: Drug, Driving, Property Average LOS in Months
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Multnomah County was one of the earliegiunties to begin to reducteir prison use through their
JustcewSA Yy @SaiYSyid t NPMNRPYHMgrameasgesiey @fnkbeks@idetermhmecan

be supervised safely in the community and diverts those offenders from piasiotensive probation.
Many other counties arerdy now beginning to see reductioistheir prison use. Justice Reinvestment
DN} yi FdzyRa I N® RAGARSR Y2y3d GKS O2dzyiASa o6& 5h/
receive sufficient funds to hire additional staff or secaudficientadditional treatment services in the
201315 biennium when Justice Reinvestment Grants were funded at $15 million. In thelZ015
biennium the Grant Program was funded at $38.7 million and counties were able flesh out their
programs by hiring needed staff and contracting with service providerssfmices such as treatment
beds, housing, mentors and employment services. Counties received @&z biennium funds by
December 201%and the hiring and contracting process began all over the state. It can thRar®nths
to hire and train staff tdhe point where they are able to manage their own caseload and now, in late
2016 we are starting to see many county programs coming fully online.

One example of this 82 & / 2 Dpfvim&ar® Beparture/Optional Probation Prograrfihis program
focusesefforts onpresumptive prison offendersThose offenders that enter the program receive
downward departure sentences termof probation. Offenders are theprovided with evidence

based programming in the form of alcol®drugtreatment, mental healthreatment, Moral
ReconationTherapy, work crew, job skills and residential treatmerithis programming as well as other
interventions and any necessary sanctions are paid for with Justice Reinvestment Grant funds. These
funds also pays for a Deputy Dist Attorney (DDA) who works out of the Coos County Parole and
Probation Office. This DDA works with Community Corrections to identify prison bound offenders that
can be safely supervised in the community and offer them downward departures to prolaaiion

access tdreatment and services. Thisllaboration between District Attorneys and Community
Corrections is another important facet of Justice Reinvestment. The most successful programs are the
ones that involve all of the public safety stakédars. From District Attorneys t€ommunity

Corrections, Defense Attorneys, Judges, She@tigefs of Police and service providers there has been
increased collaboration across the state to build and evolve Justice Reinvestment Programs.

It is crucial not onyl that Justice Reinvestment Programs continue to be funded but that counties have
confidence in that funding. Successful programs usually require hiring additional staff and entering into

long term contracts between counties and service providers andetipesgrams cannot be built on

shaky ground.Reforming prison utilization requires both time and continued fundivgthout
NEAYy@SadAy3a | 92ARSR 0O0z2ada Ay GKS O2dzydasSa GKSasS LI
back to the rate of growtliorecast in 2013 causing DOC to begin building a new prison facility in

Junction City at an initial cost of over $140 millpuas additional operating costs
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II. RECIDIVISM

Section 45 of HB 3194 (codified in ORS 423.557) redefines/igtidr Oregon, to includarrest,

conviction, or incarceration for a new crime. Historically recidivism in Oregon has been tracked with a
single definition: a new felony conviction within three years of release for incarceration or imposition of
probation. e CJC has released three statewide recidivism reports that provides the statewide analysis
to include the new definition of recidivism for any new crifaeThe Oregon Statistical Analysis Center
housed within the CJC plans to update this analysis every six months, to continue to track the new
measures of recidivism in Oregon.

It will take some time before recidivism data is available for offenders the¢ Iparti¢pated in Justice
Reinvestment Pgrams. As noted ave, countyPrograms do not immediatetyome online due in part

to the time needed to hire additional staff and contract with service providers after counties receive
funding through the granapplication processOnce a program is up and running three years of data,
FNRBY GKS RIGS Iy 2FFSYRSNI gFa SAGKSNI O2y@AO0GSR
new statutory definition of recidivism. Several counties are focusing Justicedtment funds on

reentry andreducingrecidivismand it will take time to determine the effectiveness of those programs

The CJC will closely follow the data as it comes in and the results will be released amaddiports as

well as on the BeidvismInteractive DataD & K6 2  NR& 2 yimdga\Welowd? 6 S o aA S

Most Recent Three Year Recidivism Cohort InOregon
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1 http://www.oregon.gov/cjc/SAC/Pages/Recidivism.aspx

2 hittp://www.oregon.gov/cjc/data/Pages/recidivism.aspx
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Figure 3below displays recidivism rates for the parole and gmston supervision (PPS) cohorts from
1998 to the second cohodf 2012. DOC defines cohortsalkindividuals redased to parole or PPS

during a six month time period. In this 14 year time frame each recidivism measure shows a slightly
declining overall trend from about 2000 and on. For the second cohort of 2012 the incarceration rate
was 16.9%. Over a five yearrjoal, it is a 7.0% increase compared to the incarceration rate of the

second cohort of 2007 at 15.8%. The conviction rate for the second cohort of 2012 was 40.6%. Itis a
4.0% increase over a five year period compared to the conviction rate of the secbad of 2007 at

39.0%. The arrest rate for the second cohort of 2012 was 54.9%. It is a 6.5% increase over a five year
period compared to the arrest rate of the second cohort of 2007 at 51.6%.

ParolePPS 3 Year Recidivism Rates Statewide
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Figure31: ParolePPS 3 Year Recidivism Rates Statewide
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Figure 3Delow shows the three recidivism measures for the probation cohorts from 1998 to the

second cohort of 2012. D@Efines the probation cohostas comprisingll individuals sentenced for

the first time to felony probation during the six mongleriod. Individuals sentenced to misdemeanor
probation only are not included in the cohort. In this 14 year time frame the recidivism measures show
a declining overall trend from about 2005 to 2009, and then a slight increase from 2009 to 2012. For the
second cohort of 2012 the incarceration rate was 12.7%. This is a 5.6% increase over the incarceration
rate of the first cohort of 2012 at 12.0%. Over a five year period, it is a 27.7% increase compared to the
incarceration rate of the second cohort dd@7 at 9.9%. The conviction rate for the second cohort of

2012 was 40.9%. This is a 4.1% increase compared to the conviction rate of the first cohort of 2012 at
39.3%. Itis a 5.3% increase over a five year period compared to the conviction ratesecane cohort

of 2007 at 38.8%. The arrest rate for the second cohort of 2012 was 47.5%. This is a 4.2% increase
compared to the arrest rate of the first cohort of 2012 at 45.6%. Itis a 9.9% increase over a five year
period compared to the arrest ratef the second cohort of 2007 at 43.3%.

Probation 3 Year Recidivism Rates Statewide
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Figure32: Probation 3 Year Recidivism Rates Statewide
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IIl.PUBLIC SAFETY

Public safety is difficult to quantifyReported Crime data (discussed below) is the best information we

currently have on crime rates @regon. Ideally CJC would be abl¢réwk several data pointas
2FFTSYRSNE Y2 JS ReriniiréljLBtideZysterh. NCBrigtly €JE has ready access to data on
2FFTSYRSNBE O2y@AO0GSR 27F 3¥GréganyhasSransitidrded from theé QIEN cartt G I & &
system to Odyssey (the new eCourt system) there should be opportunities for new ways to access and
compile criminal justice data.

Reported Crime

On Monday September 26, 2016 the FBI released the 2015 Unifiamme Reports (UCR) for Oregon and

all other states in the US. This report, titled Crime in the United States, 2015, shows the number of

property index and violent index crimes reported in all states. The Oregon data in this report should be
interpreted calzli A 2 dzat @ 0SSOl dzaS 2F YAaaiy3da RIEGFE Ay &ASOSNIf
program has estimated the missing data in these cities, and included the estimates in the statewide
ONAYS FAIdNBa hNEI2y Qa Y Aa&llil2 nignthkiof datdziclu®er G A S& G KI
Portland, Gresham, Hillsboro, Beaverton, Tigard, Lake Oswego, Oregon City, Tualatin, and West Linn.

The Oregortrime dataestimate shows that the total index violent crime rate increased 0.2% from 2014
to 2015. The aggvated assault rate increased 3.4%. The rate for robbery dropped 6.8% from 2014 to
2015, while the rate of reported rape dropped 3.1%. The murder rate increased 16.2%, and this is from
an increase of 84 reported murders in 2014 to 99 reported murder91%2 The total index violent

crime rate increased 6.7% in the Western States from 2014 to 2015, and increased 3.0% nationwide.

The Oregortrime dataestimate shows that the total indgxroperty crime ratedropped 5.06 from 2014

to 2015. The larcentheft rate drop 6.0% in the same time period, while the burglary rate dropped
3.3%. The motor vehicle theft rate increased 1.2% from 2014 to 2015. The total index property crime
rate increased 2.7% in the Western States from 2014 to 2015, and dropped Jidé%wide.

Figures 33 and 3ghow the violent and property index crime rates for Oregon and the US fiatal

1990 to 2015 The 2015 Oregon estimates from the FBI are displayed, and include estimates of missing
NELI2NISR ONRYS RI G stpopRlods cifiesy Both2h& OraghidSadd2Ug Daial vidiant
AYRSE ONARYS NIGS KIa RNRLIISR adoaidlyiaAartte aayos
GKFy GKS '{ ¢2dl o hNBI2yQa OAz2fSyid AyHRSE ONAYS
nationwide rate dropped 44%. The property index crime rate also dropped substantially since the early
Mppna F2NJ hNBI2y FyR (GKS ! { ¢2dGlrf> gA0K hNBI2YyQa
G2 HnamMpZ hNBI2yQa LIEpddSINGGAwhile tharationwitledatedBoppedt 45.8%. R NJ

Oregon has benefited from substantial reported crime rate drops over the last two decades. As Justice
Reinvestment programs continue to be implemented, these reported crime rates will be tracked to
identify increases or reductions in reported crime that coincide with Justice Reinvestment activities.
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Figure33: Violent Index Crime Rate
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LPSCC
Thebodieswith the greatestpotentialinfluenceover countydecisionson publicsafety strategiesarethe
LocalPublicSafetyCoordinatingCouncil{LPSCCs).PSCCxe establishedy Oregonstatute® and
require highlevelstakeholdermembershipincludingeachO 2 dzy RokceThief Sheriff,District
Attorney, StateCourtJudge PublicDefender Directorof CommunityCorrectionsCounty
CommissionerJuvenileDepartmentDirector,HealthDirector, Citizen,City Counciloror Mayor, Oregon
StatePolicerepresentativeand OregonYouthAuthority representative. CountyLPSCGtevelop
CommunityCorrectionsPlansgoverningthe useof state fundsfor paroleand probationsanctions,
supervisiontreatment, and services.Bystatute and administrativerule', LPSCGasoare at the core of
the JusticeReinvestmenProgam processandtheir involvementis criticalto developingand supporting
localprogramsthat meet the goalsandrequirementsof JusticeReinvestment.All JusticeReinvestment
Grantapplicationamustbe submittedthroughthe county LPSCC.

Onechallen@ Oregonfacesin successfullymplementingand sustaininglusticeReinvestmenbr any
other PublicSafetypolicychangeis the vastdifferencesacrosghe statein LPSC@&inction,engagement,
andaccesgo resources.In the more populouscounties,LPSCQsaveprofessionaktaff support,greatly
increasingheir ability to useand sharedata, collaborateacrossagenciesand effect systemwide
change.However the majorityof h NS 3 PPECmveminimalor no professionaktaff support. For
JusticeReirvestmentto be sustainablen Oregonwe needeverycountyto havethe supportresources
to fully engagen andimplementa data-drivenapproachto meet JusticeReinvestmengoalsincluding
keepingthe publicsafe.

IdeallyJusticeReinvestmenfundswould be sufficientto provide LPSCGsith necessangtaff, however,
countieshaveto prioritize their resourcesand often thesefundsare neededto bring direct servicestaff
andservicesup to adequatelevels. Thisis especiallytrue in the more rural courties. In aneffort to
enhancedocalresourcesCJ@ppliedfor andwasawardeda federalJusticeReinvestmenGrantfor
MaximizingStateReformthroughthe Bureauof JusticeAssistancé® Thesegrantfundswill assist
selectedcounty LPSCQsecomehighlyfunctioninggroups with the sharedpurposeof improvingthe
localcriminaljusticesystemby workingtogetherto shareinformation, developcomnon goals,and
createstrategies. Grantfundswill be usedto hire coordinatorsfor LPSCGsgho havelittle or no
professionaktaff supportin targeted,resourcepoor counties. Thesecoordinatorswill helplocal
stakeholdersncreasecollaborationwithin andacrosgurisdictiors to identify costdriversanddiscuss
newwaysto reinvestinto resources.The successand sustainabilityof JusticeReinvestmentn Oregon
will largelydependon the ability of localitiesto planand makedata-drivendecisionshasedon local
publicsafetysystemneeds. TheMaximizingLPSCCapacityGrantwill incresse LPSCEinctionin

13 egislative Counsel Committe@HAPTER 423 orrections and Crime Control Administration and Programs
(2013). Accessed April 2016. Available at
https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/lawsstatutes/20130rs423.h{2013)

14 Secretary of State, Oregon Criminal Justice Commission, Division 60, Justice Reimvesbgram (2014). OAR
213-060. Accessed April 2016. Available from
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/pages/rules/oars_200/oar_213/213 060.h{2014)

15 https://www.bja.gov/funding/JRImaximizing.pdf
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selectedcountiesto help Oregonincreasepublicsafetyand achieveits other JusticeReinvestmengoals.

RIC meetings
Anotherimportant part of implementingHB3194hasbeenthe RegionalmplementationCouncilRIC)
meetings. Theseare meetingsthat CJGtaff holdson a quarterly basisin eachof the four regionsin the
state (Metro, Northwest/CoastalSouthwestand Central/Eastern) TheRIOmeetingsbeganasmostly
datasharingpresentationsn which statewideand county prison use,recidivismandthe
implementationof the sentencingchangesand JusticeReinvestmenGrantprogramsfrom 3194would
be discussedvith LPSC@embers. RIOmeetingshavenow beenheldin most Oregoncountiesand
attendancehasincreasedvertime. GountieshaveincreasinglyincorporatedRICdatainto their own
presentationgo countycommissionergndother localofficials. CJtasalsonoticedanincreasen
requestsfor data, especiallyfrom CommunityCorrectionDirectorsand District Attorneys. Counties
havealsobecomemore awareof dataresourcesand havestartedto track someof their own measures.
Asstaffto the PublicSafetyTaski-orceandthe state clearinghousdor criminaljusticeCJtasbeenable
to build better relationshipswith county stakeholderwiathe RIOmeetingswhichhasledto better
collaborationandinformation sharingacrosghe state.

Overtime, RIOmeetingshaveevolvedsomewhat. TheCJGs now ableto displayprisonuse,reported
crimeandrecidivismdatain the form of interactivedata dashboardsn their websitegivingcounties
immediateaccess® Thishascreatedthe opportunity for the RIOmeetingsto becomea forum for
presentationanddiscussiorof other JusticeReinvestmenand PublicSafetyissues.Todate, RIC
meetingshavefocusedon the Aid and Assistpopulationsentto the StateHospital,navigatingthe grant
applicationprocessjegislativeoutreachfor continuedJusticeReinvestmentundingand effective
strategiesin county Grantprograms.

Justice Reinvestment Program Regions

Regions [ Metro [ SouthWest
. NW/Coastal [ Central/Eastern

16 hitp://www.oregon.gov/cjc/data/Pages/main.aspx

44| Page


http://www.oregon.gov/cjc/data/Pages/main.aspx

IV.ACOUNTABILITY

Similar to public safety, the goal of holding offenders accountable is not as easy to measure as prison
use. Yet accountability is an important goal of Justice Reinvestment. County Justice Reinvestment
Programs have many different ways to dhalffenders accountable on probation. The Multnomah

County Justice Reinvestment Program (MCJRP) fundsniimrcement officers that locateffenders
participating in the program who have failed to appear faratment or other probation appointments.
This drastically speeds up the procesa @fobation dficer requesting an arrest wama for an offender

who is not complianand then aaling with the offender when they aeventually arrested biaw
enforcement. The MCJRP prograams to hold participating offenders immediately accountable when
they do not comply with the specific case plan that has been created for them. Additionally, MCJRP
offenders, like most Justice Reinvestment participants in otbenties, are on probation due to a
downward departure sentence. This meahattif the offender violates theijprobation and is revoked

the offender willthen serve theiprison sentence. Several counties have used Justice Reinvestment
funds to hire addional parole and probation officers to bring down caseload size. This allows individual
officers to spend more time focusing on offenders to both provide guidance and services that increase
the chance the offender will be successful andhold the offerder accountable if they are not.

In Umatilla CountyJustice Reinvestment funds pay for probation officers to assess and supervise
Misdemeanor Domestic Violence offenders who would otherwise not be supervised in the community.
Crook County hired an adidinal probation officer that helps downward departure offenders find

housing, employment, treatment and medical care and coordinates with DHS/Child Welfare. Probation
officers assess offenders and provide cognitive behavioral therapy when appropriatelahoffenders
accountable with swift and certain sanctions. Grant County funded a Restitution advocate position with
a portion of their Justice Reinvestment funds. The Restitution Advocate assists victims with the
restitution process during a criminedse by working directly with crime victims to gather necessary
documents and submit them to the courT.hese are just a sampling of the various programs across the
state and how they are meeting the goal of holding offenders accountdbfermation onhow

counties are spending their Justice Reinvestment funds and on individual programs can be found at the
Wdza G A OS wSAy@SadayYSyd AyidSNI Qiageslowk asivell aon hé& 6 2 I NR a
Oregon Knowledge Bank.

17 http://www.oregon.gov/cjc/data/Pages/jri.aspx
18 http://okb.oregon.gov/programs/correctional/
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Justice Reinvestment County Program Money
Qeneral Program Types Detailed Program Type: None
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Earned Discharge

Earred Discharge is a facet of HB 3194 that incentivizes offenders to comply with probation conditions.
Earned Discharge is describadSections 17 to 23 of the bill aatlows for the early termination of a
supervision sentence under certain conditionsJukng a minimum period of supervision that is not

less than six months and that at least 50 percent of the period of supervision is imposed. This change
applies to supervision sentences on or after August 1, 2013. There were some implementation
challengs with the original criteria of earned discharge, and HB Q#at passed in 2015 was

designed to resolve these issues. HB 3070 was effective January 1, 2016.

Figure 3%elow shows the number of earned discharge supervision terminations. The first earned
discharge terminations were in June 2014. There was an average of about 24 earned discharge

19 https://olis.leqg.state.or.us/liz/2015R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB3070/Enrolled
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supervision terminations a month in 2015. The number of terminationsritagased starting January
2016, which coincides with the effective date of HB 3070.

Number of Earned Discharge Supervision Releases
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Figure35: Number of Earned Discharge Supervision Releases
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V.OTHER PROGRAMS

There are several other programs created by HB 3194 that have also been implementdl Kite 6 A f £ Q&
passage. Some of them are highlighted below.

Center for Policing Excellence
t 2t AOAY3 Aa dzyRSNH2AYy3 | OKIFy3dISod LGIQA Y2@0Ay3a FTNRY
answer to crime to a more encompassing perspective that includescafiéty as an outcome of
problemsolving the root causes of crimes, that is, of preventing crimes from happening in the first
place. This change is substantial, and the Center for Policing Excellence at DPSST has the primary
responsibility for ensuringthédt £ f 2F hNB3I2yQa LISFOS 2FFAOSNA | NB
these modern policing strategies.

Leadership Academies

CPE continues to provide the-80ur Supervisory Leadership Academy (SLA) omebihly basis. A

large portion of this pl2 A NJ Y Qa OdzNNR O dzf -based appréa2esimi fBeRentthy/cririe@ A RSy O
building legitimacy and reducing recidivism in order to enhance community safety and improve

organizational performance. So far in 2016, CPE has held four SLA cohorts aatkgr88 public

safety supervisors, and a fifth cohort of 24 students is currently underway.

CPE provides similar training for midditenagers within the Organizational Leadership and
Management Academy (OLM). This program is held twice per year; l&gerarfrom police and/or
corrections agencies throughout Oregon graduated from the OLM cohort held in the spring of 2016; a
new cohort with 14 managers begins on Septembét. 19

Student Projects and MicfGrants

Ly 2NRSNJ (G2 &adzO00S i 8IFAdaid OBEM agaddmisizstudéhts arél@aoVired to @fpiete

a project focused on applying evidenoased decision making. For this project, each student must

identify a specific problem or issue in their community or agency, research a proposed response, and
develop a strategy to assess the success of their proposal. These projects generate innovative; research
informed solutions to locatrime and/or livability issuesiowever, for many agencies implementation is
inhibited by either a lack of resources on@ed for additional technical assistance to develop their

capacity for researctor data-driven improvements.

In response, CPE has partnered with CJC to develop a®liard program to assist local agencies with
implementing and/or enhancing the use afagtices that are supported by research, and community
F20dzASR® {AYyO0S (KS LINRPINI YQA A-yréand dithhagosherkight al & =/
currently pending approval. To receive a migrant, an agency must clearly define the issue with

supportive data, develop a proposal based on credible research, articulate specific project outcomes and
measurements, and agree to submit their results to the Oregon Knowledge Bank.

Police Legitimacy Training Program

Recognizing the importance of buildiagd preserving public trust, CPE has developed basieririce
and leadership level training courses to educate law enforcement officials on research and strategies for
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improving community/police relations and police legitimacy. Three separate traiminiyles are now
available which focus on the following areas: individual interactions (Procedural Justice), officer
conduct/culture (Ethical Leadership), and agency operations (Resbdocmed Decision Making).

Since January 2016, 280 basic police stitsland 104 leadership students have received all or portions

of this training program. Additionally, 151 public safety professionals have participated in at least one of

the modules through iservice trainings provided regionally by CPE. CPE hasSa@8&d 2 LJSthe- ¢ (0 NI Ay
OGN} AYSNE O2dzNBESa 2y (KS&S (G2LA0a Ay 2NRSNI G2 SEGS
Since their creation in June 2016, 21 public safety professionals have participated in these advanced,
instructor-level courses.

Oregon Knowledge Bank
The Oregon Knowledge Bank (OKB) is a collaboration between CJC and the Center for Policing
Excellence. This project is an online resource for Orbgeed public safety programs and research.
The OKB highlights innovative prograoperating in the state and research about Oredmased
solutions. It offers practitioners in the field an online location to find solutions, offer answers, share
research, and contact law enforcement experts. Currently, there are over 100 correctiorablaridg
LINEINF Y& FYR NBA&ASEFNOK adzYYINASa FSIGdz2NBR 2y (KS ¢
200 law enforcement agencies. The Agency Directory has profiles of each agency and a list of Specialty
Units that the agency providégnage bebw).

OREGON KNOWLEDGE BANK

A CLEARINGHOUSE FOR LOCAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE
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