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Chapter 1
Introduction

One of the most significant developments in the criminal justice system in the past ten years has been
the widespread implementation of initiatives designed to divert people with mental illness and drug
addictions away from incarceration and into treatment (Petrila, 2005). In 1992, there were approxi-
mately 52 jails in the United States operating diversion programs for people with mental illness and co-
occurring substance abuse disorders to treatment and support services; by 2005 the number had
climbed to more than 300 (Steadman and Naples, 2005, p. 164). Steadman (2004) credits the “recent
surge in jail diversion programs” to federal funding and support from national committees and
organizations including the President’s New Freedom Commission in Mental Health and the Council of
State Governments’ Criminal Justice/Mental Health Consensus Project. Steadman notes that the
President’s Commission recommended “widely adopting adult criminal justice and juvenile justice
diversion” strategies to avoid “unnecessary criminalization” and incarceration of non-violent adult and
youth offenders. Cumberland County’s Divert Offenders to Treatment program was one of the first jail
diversion programs funded under the targeted capacity expansion (TCE) program of the Substance
Abuse Mental Health Services Administration (SAMSHA), Center for Mental Health Services (CMHS).

The expansion of jail diversion programs, drug courts, and mental health courts has been fostered by
the belief that these programs address a pressing policy issue and they will save money. Programs claim
to have produced a significant reduction in recidivism and to have saved money while doing it;
estimates of cost savings to the justice system—and especially to jails—range from the hundreds of
thousands of dollars into the millions. Yet across the country, sheriffs who have implemented programs
continue to see their jail budgets continuing to grow. The natural question that arises is “where is the
return on taxpayer investment?”

This project was initiated by Cumberland County, with the idea that | could help pinpoint cost savings
from the diversion project and develop a model to project savings into the future. Although | agreed
to search the literature for information on the costs and benefits of diversion programs and to look at
budget trends for the jail, to see whether cost savings had been accruing, | advised Sheriff Dion that
it was unlikely that “saved bed days” would translate into budget reductions in the foreseeable future.
The reason is simple. Because the Cumberland County Jail has room to spare, an empty bed does not
save money. If a jail is filled and the extra inmates must be boarded, then saving a bed saves money.
| emphasized that the benefits of a diversion program are many, nonetheless.

Diversion interventions are very complex. They span government systems including corrections and
mental health, cross levels of government and jurisdictional boundaries, and involve public, non-profit
and private sectors. From an academic perspective, diversion programs are interdisciplary, with
treatment interventions encompassing many fields. Evaluating diversion programs requires a range of
skills and knowledge. Deciphering the costs and benefits of diversion programs requires specialized
knowledge in economics and accounting. Understanding the likely budgetary impacts of correctional
interventions is complicated by the peculiar structure of costs in the public sector. A reasonable
grounding in accounting and cost analysis is a pre-requisite for reasoning through some of the issues
involved with economic evaluation of programs.

While working on this project, it became clear that corrections is at a crossroads in Cumberland County
and in Maine. During the past four years, several commissions and committees have deliberated about
the corrections system. Many presenters have provided snapshots of budget and corrections system
data. Often the data has been aggregated, with the overall trend assumed to apply to all counties
equally. Understanding the challenges facing Cumberland County and Maine requires a better



understanding of trends and how they do and do not differ across counties. The costs of state and local
corrections has been rising rapidly and will be propelled to a whole new level with two new jails coming
on line over the next few years.

This report provides frameworks for thinking about the costs and benefits of diversion programs and
other correctional interventions. Some basic instruction is provided in benefit cost analysis and the
structure and behavior of costs in an institutional setting. The emphasis is on gaining a working
command of tools, so you can use them to help you think through policy options. While it will be
tempting to bypass the instruction and turn to the charts and graphs that describe and analyze the
current state of corrections in Cumberland County and Maine, the grounding in cost concepts and the
benefit cost framework provide an essential and necessary foundation for corrections policy analysis.
The report analyzes trends in spending and jail populations and examines in detail the state’s role in
financing community corrections.

A number of disturbing trends and issues emerge from the analysis, primarily with respect to state laws,
policies, and practices. Solutions will require state policy action and a commitment to doing better in
the future. It is my plan to adapt this report for a statewide audience, in hopes of promoting dialogue
that can lead to meaningful changes and a strengthened state-local partnership for quality justice
programs.



Chapter 2
Frameworks for Ensuring Qecountobility

€ Social Return on Taxpayer Investments
2.1 Introduetion

State budget shortfalls, widespread dissatisfaction with property taxes, referenda that seek to limit
tax increases and constrain policymakers’ authority to allocate resources, and rapidly growing jail
populations are but a few of the many factors contributing to difficult fiscal times for Maine’s counties.
Because Cumberland County’s citizens face some of the heaviest property taxes in the state and would
see some of the most severe budgetary impacts were a tax limitation to be enacted, the policy climate
is all the more difficult.

Given the fiscal climate in Maine, it is not surprising that voters expect greater accountability for tax
dollars and positive returns on tax investments. As policy makers, you live the reality day in, day out.
And as you know, the situation facing government officials is especially complex, because the decisions
you make affect the quality of many lives and determine who will benefit from public services and who
will pay and how much. Not only do you have the opportunity to do great good, you also have the
opportunity to cause harm.

In recent years it has become commonplace to hear inflated claims for benefits of proposed programs.
As discussed in the introductory chapter, proponents of correctional interventions ranging from jail
diversion to drug courts have been offering the carrots of federal funding and cost-savings to induce
state and local governments to undertake projects to divert people with mental illness and drug
problems from the criminal justice system. Yet budgets continue to grow. While the opportunity to
reduce costs usually is not the deciding factor in whether a program is implemented, controlling
spending and property taxes is on everyone’s mind. You want to ensure that investments of tax dollars
are producing a positive return. If undertaking or continuing a program will require an increase
property taxes, or prevent another program from being operated, you will want to determine whether
there sufficient justification. How do you sort through the claims and decide what to believe? How do
you decide whether it is fiscally feasible to expand community corrections programming? How do you
decide whether to develop special services or programs?

Suppose you had a tool that could help you think through policy options and constraints systematically?
How about a tool that would enable you to evaluate claims about cost savings or other purported
benefits of program proposals? How would you like to be able to decipher the likely effects of policies
and programs and to spot negative, unintended consequences before they occur or while there is still
time to turn things around? Now these would be very useful devices! This is where the benefit-cost
analysis framework and basic knowledge of cost analysis techniques come in.

Benefit cost analysis (or cost benefit analysis, as it also is called) is a specialized technique used by
economists to define a range of benefits and costs, to quantify as many benefits and costs as possible,
and to reduce the numbers to a single figure that in theory provides “the answer” to questions about
public expenditure decision alternatives. Benefit cost analysis has been criticized for causing policy
makers to focus too much on costs and benefits that can be converted to dollar values. Unfortunately,
it is a tool that is applied incorrectly as often as it is applied correctly, frequently by people who are
“experts”. Major problems with studies stem from taking too narrow a view of benefits and costs, or
focusing heavily on either costs or benefits, without adequate attention to the other side of the
equation.



Policy makers typically have little sense of whether corners have been cut. Some knowledge of benefit
cost analysis prepares elected officials and other decision makers to ask good questions about studies,
to spot inadequate specification of benefits and costs and faulty assumptions, and to use the best
feature of the technique, its information structuring framework. You do not need to be an economist
or even “good with numbers” to use the most important tool of benefit-cost analysis, systematic
consideration of alternatives. Many policymakers, managers, and citizens routinely utilize an informal,
intuitive form of benefit-cost analysis to delineate the pros and cons of an option—usually without
realizing they are doing so!

The beauty of the benefit-cost analysis framework is its emphasis on exploring the potential
consequences of decisions—good and bad, intended and unintended, quantitative and qualitative. The
person or group faced with a choice works through a process of considering carefully all possible
positive outcomes (benefits) and all possible negative consequences (costs), from the perspectives of
various stakeholders. Even if you go no further than generating a list of legitimate costs and benefits,
the approach has served two crucial functions. First, using the benefit cost framework forces people
to be specific and candid about their goals and expectations. Second, the process helps to get all the
cards on the table, so they can be discussed openly, with tradeoffs considered and debated.

The benefit-cost analysis framework can be used by an individual and is most easily tackled initially
through application to a personal choice. However, benefit cost analysis really lives up to its potential
when a group of people must make a decision. Policy makers, citizens groups, or managers are great
at brainstorming benefits and costs: one idea leads to another, producing a more complete array of
benefits and costs. Taking things to the next step—reducing all benefits and costs to a common,
comparable unit, i.e., dollars—is the step the numbers wizards love, and the one that is least well
developed for analyzing social science problems such as those encountered in criminal justice. While
there is some emphasis at present in finding ways to assign dollar values to quantitative factors like the
psychological impact of being victimized, this is still a very underdeveloped field (Cohen, 2000). To the
extent that benefit cost analysts limit analyses to only those variables that can be monetarized, this
is a problem. On the other hand, if we recognize up front that we can not reduce complex issues to a
single magic bullet, then we can utilize the decision framing aspects of benefit cost analysis to assist
us to structure and guide examination of issues.

Understanding whether and to what extent an initiative like Cumberland County’s Divert Offenders to
Treatment project is likely to affect budgets requires three types of knowledge. First, you need to
think carefully about all the potential benefits that may accrue from a program and all the possible
costs, including not just the dollars required to mount the program but also any negative effects, like
an increase in victimization that may accompany diversion. This is where the benefit cost analysis
framework comes in. Second, a basic understanding of cost accounting is necessary. You do not need
to be an accountant! Rather, you must understand some basic cost terms, such as the difference
between average and marginal costs, and also a working knowledge of how the structure of costs in
some public services like jails and schools affects costs and budgets. This chapter will provide you with
the grounding you need. Third, you must have good information about the department(s) affected.
Were we projecting the impact of new development on a school district, we would need to know how
much space is available in the school: “How many more pupils can be accommodated before expansion
is necessary?” If the district is losing pupils, the question would be: “How much will the student body
need to be reduced before we can consolidate some classes and scale back?” These are the same kinds
of questions facing jails that have growing or declining inmate populations .

The next two sections of this chapter provide you with the basics of benefit-cost analysis and cost
analysis, complementary tools that will enable you to critically review program proposals that claim
benefits and costs and to decipher the likely costs and benefits of your own policy options.



2.2 Using o Benefit Cost Framework to Evaluate Poliey Options

Benefit cost analysis begins with an explicit statement of what you expect to gain from a particular
course of action. In other words, you identify the expected benefits of a program. Benefits are the
“pros” of the option and include both quantitative and qualitative effects. Next, you will list all all
costs associated with an option, even if they will not occur right away. Costs are the “cons” of an
alternative and include any required expenditures, plus all potential negative consequences of selecting
a particular course of action. Like benefits, costs include both those that are expected to occur soon
and those whose impact will be felt further into the future. Also like benefits, costs may be
quantitative or qualitative. Once both the benefits and costs of an alternative have been identified,
a comparison may be made to determine the "net benefit” of an option. If the net benefit is positive,
the project is "worth"” doing. As noted in the introduction, trying to convert all benefits and costs to
dollar values can be counterproductive. Policy makers are capable of weighing a listing of benefits
against a listing of costs, and deciding whether a project is worth undertaking. You really do not need
a single number to make your decision.

Benefits and costs included in an analysis are not limited to those that occur within a short time frame,
as some studies would have us believe. Instead, benefits are estimated for the useful life of the project
and costs projected for as long as they are expected to occur. A bond issue to build a new civic center
is a great case in point, because the costs associated with repaying debt will go on for many years, but
so will the benefits of the investment. When costs and benefits occur well into the future, a common
financial technique called discounting is used to make the two streams of dollars comparable. Rather
than comparing unadjusted benefits and costs, benefits and costs that have been discounted to their
present value are compared. A “social rate” of discount, a lower rate, may be used when there are many social
impacts that accrue well into the future. For example, an investment in a pre-school program for low
income inner city kids may not “pay off” fully for decades (Barnett, 1993), but the costs occur in the
present. So if benefits have been quantified, a social discount rate may be used to acknowledge the
intangible value to society.

It is not difficult to inflate benefits and costs, either by accident or be design. Knowing how to
distinguish legitimate benefits and costs from strategic or poorly prepared presentations is important.
In addition to meeting the straight face test, the major constraints on the identification of benefits and
costs are that they may be counted only once and they must be real, not inflated.

Types of Benefits and Costs

Real Benefits and Costs. When computing benefits and costs, it is important to count only the change
produced by the implementation of an option. Gains and losses that are net of the prior circumstance
are called "real” costs (not to be confused with “real” used to mean net of inflation). Real benefits and
costs must be attributable to program, not coincidental. Real benefits are those that represent net
gains, while real costs are those that involve net losses. An example may clarify this concept.

Assume a corrections officer is considering returning to school to obtain a masters degree. Some real
benefits of graduate study would include the projected increase in earnings, over and above current
earnings, which is likely to occur as a consequence of earning the degree. Some real costs of returning
to graduate school would include not only the tuition paid and costs of materials, and also the
reduction in income. If the student works part-time while in school, the net loss of income would be
computed as the difference between what the student would have earned had he or she remained on
the job and what will be earned from part-time employment while in school.

The previous examples of benefits and costs all involve factors that may be assigned dollar values.
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Therefore, these quantitative benefits and costs are called “tangible”. In addition to tangible factors,
there is another set of real benefits and costs that are more qualitative than quantitative; this class
of costs and benefits is referred to as “intangible”. Some intangible benefits of earning a masters
degree might include the personal rewards of new learning, increased prestige, and increased self-
confidence. Some intangible costs of returning to school might be loss of time with family members
and the psychological impact of being away from home several nights per week. Exhibit 2.2.1 gives
examples of potential benefits and costs.

Exhibit 2.2.1: Personol Benefits £ Costs of Ottending Groduate School

Benefits Costs
TONGIBLE
v Higher expected earnings (amount over and above | ¢ Tuition, fees, books, materials and
what would have been earned without a degree). incidentals.

v Access to jobs that require a master’s degree.
v Ability to defer payments on undergraduate
student loans while in school.

v Professional contacts gained while in school and
through the graduate school alumni network.

Cost of living expenses in excess of current.
Child care expenses (above current).
Current and future student loan interest.
Foregone earnings (net only).

Foregone work experience.

Being out of the job pipeline.

Cost of health insurance (the amount that
exceeds any previous payment).

AN N N N N N N

INTANGIBLE
v Personal satisfaction. v Stress at home.
v Increased prestige v’ Possible hostility/resentment from former
v Increased self-esteem co-workers.
v The ability to get more out of work, due to v’ Psychological impact on student and family
increased knowledge. of student being away from home several nights
v New friendships per week.

Notice under tangible benefits that some of the items listed, such as professional contacts, may not
seem to be quantitative. By estimating the increase in lifetime earnings rather than a short term
increase in salary, these types of gains can be built into estimates.

Although non-monetary in nature, intangible benefits and costs have "value”, just not one to which a
dollar tag may be realistically or even ethically attached. When benefits and costs can not be converted
to dollars easily, they can be forced to take back seat to tangible benefits and costs. It is very
important to recognize that the classification of a benefit or cost as either tangible or intangible does
not in any way denote "importance.” In fact, it is not uncommon for intangible benefits and costs to
be at least as important as tangible effects. Forgetting or ignoring intangible effects can make a policy
seem like a good one when it is not, and vice verse. Arguing that certain costs or benefits do not need
to be included in a study because they are difficult to quantify can be a liar’s trick. Cohen (2000)
revisited benefit cost analyses done by others and found that “if the cost of recidivism includes the
intangible costs of crime to victims, the benefit-cost ratio [sometimes] goes the other way” (p. 301).
Policy makers can require intangibles to be considered, right along side the numbers cards.

Opportunity Costs. Many of the costs listed in Exhibit 2.2.1 will occur only if the corrections officer
decides to return to school rather than opting for the next best alternative, staying in his or her current



job. For example, leaving employment to go back to school means the corrections officer will be out
of the loop for awhile, missing out on experience that could be gained, word-of-mouth leads on new
positions, and other “fall out” from leaving. None of these costs will occur if the alternative option
of staying in the job is selected. On the other hand, none of the benefits of returning to school and
increasing knowledge will accrue if the officer decides to keep working rather than attending school.
When one option is selected over a second option, something is given up. An opportunity cost is a loss
that occurs because a particular option is selected over the best alternative option. Opportunity costs
are real costs. However, as with any real cost, only the net change is relevant.

Direct and Indirect Costs and Benefits. The
objectives of a project or option- that is, why Wlw,ndmng o benefit-cost analysis, it is less
it may be undertaken- determine whether

benefits and costs are direct or indirect. 'mpm to eatego»rize b"’""&ts and. costs
Direct benefits and costs are related directl . . o e .
Y oppropriately (direct, indirest, tongible,

to the objectives of the project. Direct
benefits are the primary or anticipated effects mmglb[z) than it is to M&‘y the
that a program or policy is expected to

achieve, while direct costs are the price that wmprel\enswe range of poitential impaets,

must be paid to attain the direct benefits.

Higher lifetime earnings, increased self QM‘"“" bad, intended and unintended, and

esteem, and new friendships all are direct . .
benefits of choosing to attend graduate school. quantitotive and q"“‘m”&

Tuition, fees, materials expenses and the cost
of living that exceeds the amount required
when not in school all constitute direct costs.
Opportunity costs like foregone experience are both real and direct costs of attending graduate school.

Indirect benefits and costs are secondary effects that occur in addition to the direct or primary effects.
Indirect effects constitute “real” benefits and costs that should be included in the benefit-cost
analysis. For example, a pre-school education project may be directed principally towards preparing
low income children for school, but it coincidentally reduces criminality in teen and adult years. So the
reduction in criminal behavior is an indirect but important benefit. If a project produces negative
effects, such as increasing criminal behavior, the value of this very real effect is an indirect cost that
must be included in the delineation of costs. Indirect costs often reflect serious impacts on people and
places and as such require diagnosis and examination. On the other hand, positive unintended impacts
of public programs and choices can make the difference between a project that is not especially
beneficial and one that deserves strong support.

Identifying All Costs and Benefits

Policies and programs affect people and their lives. Deciphering the full range of benefits and costs
requires the analyst to think about all the potential beneficiaries of a program or policy, and all the
people or conditions that may be affected negatively. In the example of the corrections officer thinking
about attending school, we were using benefit cost analysis for a personal assessment, so the only
beneficiary/payor of concern was the corrections officer. If, however, the county was asked to pay
tuition and continue the corrections officer’s salary during the school year, the focus would change.
Now we would be concerned with return on tax investments. What would the costs and benefits be to
Cumberland County taxpayers of paying for a corrections officer to attend school?

The major costs are easy to identify: the charge for tuition and the amount of salary that would be paid
in the officer’s absence. If a temporary replacement must be hired or overtime paid to compensate for



the leave time, these are costs that must be included. There might be other costs, too. For example,
if the corrections officer is experienced, losing him or her for the year could adversely affect
operations and place the jail at higher risk. On the other hand, benefits might include having the
officer return to work more motivated and knowledgeable. This is one of those situations where the
intangible benefits and perhaps even the intangible costs may be more important than the direct outlay
of cash required.

Exhibit 2.2.2: Recap of Closses of Benefits and Costs

—
ST e ey pery

Coastal Enterprises, Inc. (CEl) in Wiscasset, Maine specializes in financing small, start up businesses
called “microenterprises” whose owners do not qualify for traditional bank financing. CEl works with
the business owner to prepare and implement a business plan. An evaluation project focused on moving
beyond the simplistic “bean counting” of jobs that is the norm in economic development, to consider
a much broader array of benefits and costs (see LaPlante, 1996). On the next page, Exhibit 2.2.3 shows
a diagram used to identify the expected range of benefits by beneficiaries of CEl’s business assistance
and “gap” financing programs. Notice that two set of beneficiaries are identified, those who benefit
from investments in plants, property and equipment, and those who benefits from the investments in
people. While there is overlap, differentiating CEl’s investments into the business and the person
helped to identify a more comprehensive range of possible effects. A similar method was used to
identify costs.

Exhibit 2.2.4 lists some expected benefits and costs identified during focus groups with Coastal
Enterprises employees and people who had received assistance from CEI. The recipients “government”
and “community and society” have been combined in this exhibit. Notice that many of the expected
benefits listed on the left are listed on the right, in the reverse, as costs. When an expected benefit
does not materialize, it does not necessarily produce a cost, so not all missed benefits need to be
recorded as costs. On the other hand, sometimes expectations about effects are wrong and things go
the other way. Some of the anticipated benefits, for example, increased self-confidence and greater
self-esteem, might turn out to be costs, such as lowered self-confidence and self-esteem in the face
of a business failure. One insight we gained through the study was that some of the females with
children who started their own businesses were not happier or more confident at the end of year one,
because they were trying to be all things to all people and not succeeding as well as they would have
liked.

A review of the listed benefits and costs of the microenterprise program at Coastal Enterprises should
lead to lots of ideas about the potential benefits and costs of correctional interventions such as jail
diversion programs. While it is usually easy to identify benefits, be sure to also consider costs. For
example, increased victimization should always be included as a potential cost of any diversion
program. Similarly, a cost is incurred by the harm done to offenders with mental illness or drug abuse
disorders who enter drug courts and are sanctioned by placing them in jail.



Exhibit 2.2.3: Identifying Expeoted Benefits of Constal Enterprises’ Gap Finaneing Programs

Investments In Plant,
Facllitles, & Equipm ent:
- Stronger Business
- Jobs Retained
- Jobs Created a Government
- More Competitive
- Increased Market N Community/
"GAP" Fenetration Soclety

- New Markets
BUSINESS . More Adaptable

ASSISTANCE:

Businesses

Financing Investm ente In People: Individualst

- Jobs Retalned Famlles
& Added - More Job Security

Knowledge - Wage Increases
- Beneflts Added d Government
» Training Provided
- Jobs Enriched \ Community/
+ Low Income & Soclety

Unemployed Hired

- Less Stress; Galnes
In Self-Esteem




Exhibit 2.2.4: Possible Benefits and Costs of Microenterprise Ossistonce

Reeipient

Expeocted Benefits

Potential Costs

Individual £
F .l

Tangible Direct

® |Increased Earnings (net of taxes)
More Work Hours

More Job Security

Fewer Periods of Involuntary
P-T Work or Unemployment
Improvement in Benefits
Reduced Travel Expense
Reduced Costs of Daycare
Improved Health & Well Being

Intangible Direct

® Greater Self-Esteem
Increased Happiness
Acquisition of Skills
Increased Self-Confidence
Increased Job Satisfaction
Increased Chance for Career
Advancement

Tangible Direct

® Reduction in Income

® Loss of Benefits

® Increased Travel Costs

® Increased Child Care Costs
® Fewer hours of work

® Less job security

® More involuntary
unemployment

® Job Destruction/Fewer Job
Opportunities

Intangible Direct

® |ncreased Stress

® Uncertainty About Future
® Less Happy

® Family Unhappy

® Lowered Self-Esteem

® Lowered Self-Confidence
® Reduced Job Satisfaction
® Less Advancement

Government &
Society

Primary or Direct
® Increased Business Taxes
® Increased Individual Taxes
® Increased FICA Contributions

® Reduced Spending for "Safety Net”

Programs

Direct Intangible (Psychic or Social)
® Social dynamism
® Stronger families
® Reduced dependency
® Increased social satisfaction

Indirect or Secondary (Including Multipler

Effects)

® Increased Business Taxes

® Increased Individual Taxes

® Increased FICA Contributions

® Reduced Spending for "Safety Net"
Programs

Reduced crime & asocial behavior
® Increased social satisfaction

® More citizen participation
°

More vibrant, sustainable communities

Primary or Direct

® Job Destruction

® Reduced output in other
businesses

® Reduced Business Taxes

® Reduced Individual Taxes

® Reduced FICA Contributions

® Increased Spending for "Safety
Net" Programs

Two Common Errors in Tallying Benefits and Costs:

Double Counting & Forgetting to Compute Net Benefits and Net Costs

Double counting occurs when the same benefit or cost is counted more than once. Double counting
tends to occur because policies and programs often have multiple beneficiaries, as the example of the
framework applied to Coastal Enterprises’ programs underscores. Wages often are counted as a benefit
to an individual and tax receipts to government. If the individual’s salary is used as the basis for the
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individual benefit, it still includes taxes that will be paid. Attributing the taxes as a benefit to
government leads to a double count. So the figures need to be separated, with take-home pay counted
as a benefit to the individual and taxes counted as a benefit to government and society. It also is
common to include as benefits several overlapping effects, such as higher lifetime earnings,
professional contacts, and greater access to jobs. Any overlap needs to be removed to remove the
double count and arrive at net benefits.

Failing to consider net benefits and net costs also occurs without double counting. If someone was
working previously, the benefit of a new job is the increase in wages, not the entire salary. Similarly,
if someone was unemployed previously, starts a business, but still qualifies for Medicaid, the benefit
to government is the difference between the estimated amount of safety net assistance that would
have been paid and the amount actually paid. On the cost side, if someone is unemployed, starts a
business, but then works fewer hours than anticipated, the benefit is less than expected but it is not
a cost. In contrast, if the person had been employed full time prior to starting the business but then
works only part time, the difference between what would have been earned and what is earned is a
net cost.

Distributional Consequences of Policies

A common decision facing government is whether to undertake a public works project like a road or
a bridge. The new “third bridge” in Augusta is a good example. Construction of a new road or a bridge
alters the spatial demand for services, and as a consequence, affects prices and sales volumes.
Businesses along new routes tend to do better, while businesses along old routes lose customers.
Economists call a shift of this type a “pecuniary” or “price” effect in economics. A price effect occurs
when a project or policy choice reduces demand for some goods and services and increases the demand
for others. When this occurs, one person’s gain is offset—at least in part—by someone else's loss. In the
case of the new bridge in Augusta, there will have been some price changes that are benefits to one
business and costs to another. For example, businesses along Western Avenue may find that they are
selling less, because travelers are taking a different route. At the same time, stores at the Civic Center
exit may pick up business, because more vehicles are going past that exit on the way to the new, third
Augusta exit.

When a redistribution occurs, one person, one group, one county, one state, or one nation gains. At
the same time, one person, one group, one county, one state, or one nation loses. Economists try to
remain neutral, so they often choose to ignore price effects, and argue that they are irrelevant
because a loss offsets a gain. As policy makers you know it is absolutely essential to look at
distributional issues and to listen to what people have to say about impacts on their livelihoods. There
are other good reasons for considering price effects. First, if nothing else, it is easy to mistakenly
include only one half of a price impact, neglecting to record the offsetting price change. This will have
the effect of inaccurately inflating benefits or costs. Second, unless the changes are costed out and
included in the analysis, there is no way to know in advance whether the price impacts actually sum
back to zero. Third, talking about impacts on individuals, groups, and businesses gets the dialogue
going. Often, it is during discussions of how a project will affect various stakeholders that a light goes
off and forgotten qualitative benefits and costs are identified. Spotting potential problems early lets
policy makers design solutions. Recognizing an overlooked cost can make a seemingly good project a
“no go”, while identifying a neglected benefit can turn the decision the other way. Including all
benefits and costs permits computation of a net gain (or loss). Finally, redistribution rarely is neutral,
even when the numbers suggest “no net change”.

In corrections and health and mental health service provision, policies often have significant impacts
on individuals and groups of people. For example, it has been argued that smoking bans in jails and
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prisons disproportionately affect people with mental disorders, possibly aggravating their conditions.
In addition to considering benefits and costs, sound public sector decision making requires careful
examination of the potential distributional impact of policies. Is there one or more groups that may
benefit significantly from this policy? Is there one or more groups who will be penalized or made
worse off by this policy? Is it possible to modify a program or policy to reach an underserved group?
Cohen (2000) points out that the neutrality stance of economists conducting benefit cost analyses can
lead to underestimation of costs and benefits. For example, if a poor person is victimized, the value
of the victimization is lower than for a higher income individual. This is good example of why
monetarizing all benefits and costs may take benefit cost analysis to a place to which policy makers
may not wish to travel. Like any tool, we need to understand its uses and limitations.

A Look Ahead

This short introduction to benefit cost analysis is intended to familiarize you with the terminology and
key concepts of benefit cost analysis, to prepare you to critically examine studies done by others and
to utilize the framework to structure evaluations and decision making. The framework offers
significant benefits for policy makers and other groups who wish to brainstorm about the expected
impacts of programs and the potential for unintended effects, both good and bad. It can be especially
useful when a funding decision needs to be made about a program, because the intangible costs and
benefits may tip the balance. To assist you with reading and working on benefit-cost studies, two guide
sheets are provided as an appendix to this report. The first covers steps in a benefit-cost study and the
second provides a checklist you can use to review your own work or work done by others. Now we will
move on to cost analysis and consider a complementary set of concepts.

2.3 Cost Structures and Cost Behaviors

There are a variety of types of costs, as the exhibit on the next page highlights. It is important for

public managers and elected officials to gain a working knowledge of costs, because the various types

of costs affect budgets differently and may constrain greatly policy and management choices,

especially in the short term. Just as importantly, misunderstanding or over-simplifying “costs”—as

though there is just one type—can lead to expectations for cost savings when they are unlikely to occur,

or to implementation of policies that unintentionally penalize or reward select stakeholders.

In the case of a jail, the structure of costs is quite different than the traditional textbook view, and

the behavior of costs—how they change in response to changing conditions—differs, too. Many

misconceptions exist about the potential for “cost savings” from correctional interventions. Under-

standing the cost structures that face criminal justice programs of different types will enable program

planners and public officials to decipher

whether and how an initiative is likely {0 I e T T
avoid costs, thereby saving money. Used .

with the benefit cost framework, this Fixed Costs

knowledge facilitates a comprehensive view

of an option. $

Types of Costs
Fixed and Variable Costs

. Do not
Fixed costs are expenses that do not vary } change
with increases or decreases in the amount
of service provided. Fixed costs include Quantity
prior financial commitments that obligate Produced
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resources, such as principle and interest payments for debt. Think about a small walk-in health clinic,
staffed and ready to receive patients. The clinic faces a variety of fixed costs like the lease for the
facility, heating, and repayment of loans for equipment, whether they see one patient in a day or
thirty. Jails face a similar situation: when a new jail opens, whether one or one hundred of the
available beds are occupied, debt must be repaid, the facility heated, and at least a base set of lights
operated.

Variable costs are expenses that are incurred as a result of delivering service to one recipient or
producing a single unit of a product. No variable cost is incurred if no service is delivered or product
produced. In manufacturing, “inputs” like raw materials are a variable cost, because the amount
required depends on the number of units that are being produced. In services sectors, supplies
consumed as part of providing a service to one recipient (e.g., lab supplies), travel and gasoline for
vehicles, and other expenses that relate directly to each unit of service provided are variable costs.
In a jail, food and incidental expenses incurred for each inmate are variable costs.

There are two ways to compute total cost. First, total cost is the sum of fixed and variable costs:
& Total Cost = Fixed + Variable Cost

This is the most common way of

conceptualizing costs and is useful The Relationship Between Fixed & Variable Costs
for analyzing the potential cost

savings from programs or for figuring 3

out why per inmate costs are higher

or lower than expected, so we soon Variable

will delve further into these } Costs Total
concepts. The model portrayed at Fixed Cost
right depicts the relationship } Costs

between fixed and variable costs,
and shows how they combine to form Quantity
total cost. Notice that the fixed cost
line does not change as quantity
increases, while the variable cost line increases.

Direct and Indirect Costs

A second method for computing total cost considers the combination of direct and indirect expenses.
€ Total Cost = Direct + Indirect Costs

Direct costs are incurred because a service or program is offered. For example, the salaries of the jail
manager and correctional officers are direct costs. Indirect costs, which sometimes are called
“overhead”, are a necessary component of offering a program, but they typically exist to support the
functioning of a larger organization first and the program second. Administrative functions like the
county manager’s office, finance, and personnel services are examples of indirect costs that support
the operation of the Cumberland County Jail. In addition, the Sheriff’s Office supports the operation
of the jail and is a second layer of indirect cost. Both direct and indirect costs involve fixed and
variable costs, so they are a complementary and broader method of measuring cost. This alternative
view of costs has become increasingly important in public and nonprofit agencies seeking to recover
all costs of providing service, whether through a fee for service or charges to a grant or contract.

Indirect costs often involve little“avoidable” cost, which is the ability to save money if a program
ceases operation. However, while some indirect costs may not be avoidable, it is important to
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Exhibit 2.8.1: Cost Terminology

AVERAGE (UNIT) COST = Total Cost + Number of Units of Service Provided. For example, the average
annual cost of housing an inmate in jail is equal to total cost divided by the numbers of inmates.

AVOIDABLE COST: A expenditure that can be avoided when a program or policy is changed.

CAPACITY: The maximum number of persons/households/businesses who can receive services during a
specified time period, for example, the maximum number of inmates a jail is designed to hold.

CAPACITY UTILIZATION: The percentage of capacity being used. For example, when a jail designed to
hold 500 inmates is housing 400, the capacity utilization is 400/500 or 80%. Capacity utilization may be
greater than 100%, for example, when a jail is housing more inmates than it is designed to accommodate.

DIRECT COSTS: A cost is incurred because a service or program is offered, e.g., the salary of a jail
manager.

DISECONOMY OF SCALE: Increased expense or higher unit costs that accrue from the scale of operations.

Diseconomies tend to plague small scale operations and facilities, but also occur when scale is very large.
® Higher capital costs plague small scale facilities at the time of construction or renovation
because there usually is a “threshold” cost for the architect, laying the foundation, for example.
® Higher unit operating costs plague small scale operations due to the need to achieve a
threshold level of activity if the service is to be provided at all (e.g., one teacher, place for
learning.)
® Very large scale operations may be less efficient than their smaller—albeit still large—
counterparts due to the breadth and depth of operations, which often requires additional mid-
level personnel to span the gap between top managers and staff.

ECONOMY OF SCALE: Cost savings or a reduction in unit costs achieved by having a larger operation.
® Savings of capital costs may accrue at the time of construction or renovation because the
marginal cost of purchasing more of the same declines.
® Savings on operations may accrue from dividing direct expense and overhead over more units
of service and from discounts for bulk purchases.

FIXED COSTS: Costs that do not change when there is a change in the quantity of goods or services
provided, for example, a monthly car payment.

INDIRECT COSTS: A cost necessary for the functioning of the organization as a whole, such as
administrative functions like finance and personnel services. Indirect costs may be divided among
programs and services on the basis of an accepted allocation base, for example, budget size.

MARGINAL COST: The cost associated with a given unit of service provision. For example, the marginal
cost of each additional inmate coming into a jail is any additional expenditure required to accommodate
that person.

SCALE OF OPERATIONS: The size of a facility and/or the magnitude of programs.
v With respect to facilities, scale is a combination of the number of facilities and the size of
each.
v With respect to programs, scale refers to the span of operations, for example, the numbers of
teachers and pupils per school superintendent or the number of inmates per jail manager.

SEMI-FIXED COSTS: Costs that do not vary in the short or intermediate term with increases or decreases
in the amount of service provided, for example, teaching or correctional staff.

TOTAL COST = Fixed + Variable Costs or TOTAL COST = Direct + Indirect Costs.

VARIABLE COSTS: Costs incurred in the process of producing one unit of a product or providing service to
one person, for example, tongue depressors and disposable gloves used in a health clinic.
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recognize that large programs generate the need for overhead spending. When a program has been
operating for a long time, it may not be obvious that the staffing levels are higher because of the
program. When a new program is started, the addition of administrative staff will be more visible.

Because a jail often is the largest component of county spending in Maine, a large share of indirect
costs are attributable to supporting the functioning of the jail. A procedure called a “cost finding” may
be used to allocate Indirect costs to the various services and programs in government, using an
accepted basis for allocation. Budget size is the most common method used to allocate costs: the costs
of the county manager’s office and the budget office, for example, would be allocated to the jail
based on the jail’s percentage of total county wide spending. Similarly, the jail budget’s percentage
of the Sheriff’s budget could be used to allocate the department’s administrative expenses.

Threshold Spending ]

even one unit of service,
organizations must spend at a $
minimum level if the program is to
operate. For example, a small health
clinic may need to rent or purchase a

facility, furnish exam and waiting Threshold = Fixed Costs

rooms, and purchase basic supplies Expenses

and equipment. Similarly, a jail or a

school will need a building, furniture, Quantity
and equipment. Rent, debt, Produced

te[ephone, heat, [ights, and other
spending required to run a facility

need to be paid, regardless of the number of people served. These fixed costs of operations establish
a spending threshold, as the diagram at right shows.

Semi-Fixed Costs and the Operative Spending Threshold

In some public and private services, the threshold established by fixed costs is only the beginning of

the minimum cost that must be incurred if a service is to operate. When services may be delivered to

a group of people at the same time, a minimum staffing complement is required. Think about a

commercial airline: if an airplane is to fly at all, a pilot and a base crew must be on board. Because

the minimum crew is required whether one person or one hundred people fly, it is a semi-fixed cost.
®_Semi-fixed costs can not be varied in the short or intermediate term in response to changes
in the amount of service provided.

The distinctive characteristic that makes the cost structure of airlines, public and private schools and
colleges, jails, prisons, and even police and fire departments different from the typical business is
collective consumption: one person provides service to many consumers. Think about common govern-
ment functions like police, sheriff, and fire departments. These public services must make a high
investment in equipment and often acquire buildings. In addition, they must staff for readiness to
provide services. For example, the bare bones operation for a sheriff’s office may include the sheriff,
a deputy, and a dispatcher. If the department is to operate 24-7, a minimum of 5 officers will be
required. This staff complement must be present—and ready to provide service—whether there are calls
for service or not. If there are no calls for service, the department is not able to send the officers
home, thereby saving money. Sheriffs in Maine have experienced this issue when approached by towns
seeking additional patrols but who are unwilling to pay what the sheriffs know is a fair price.
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As the exhibit on the next page illustrates, the semi-fixed component of the cost structure of these
kinds of services establishes a secondary and operative threshold for spending.

Semi-Fixed Costs Establish an Operative Threshold

Operative Semi-Fi
emi-Fixed
Threshold = P
Long Term, Fixed .
Thr:eshald Fixed Costs
Quantity
Produced

Whether one person or many are served, the operative threshold is the minimum expenditure required
if there is to be any service. The impact of semi-fixed costs is even more pronounced when service
provision is linked with a large facility like elementary and secondary schools, colleges and universities,
jails, and prisons. Not only are services provided in chunks, there is an unusually high fixed cost
component. Jails and schools face some variable costs, but these expenses tend to be small relative
to fixed and semi-fixed expenses. For example, personnel costs tend to run between 65% and 80% of
the total expenditure of jails. Because the operative spending threshold is so high, the marginal cost
of providing service is low.

Marginal cost is an expense associated with a given unit of service provision.

v The marginal cost of one additional offender brought to a jail is any additional spend-
ing required to accommodate that specific inmate.
v The marginal cost reduction of diverting one person from the jail is the added cost that

would have been incurred, had that person been housed at the jail.

Marginal costs are the appropriate cost measure to use when figuring out whether a program will save
money and how much a program will cost. The fact that marginal costs are so low is the reason small
diversion programs do little to reduce jail spending. Most studies of correctional interventions have
used average cost instead of marginal costs.

Average or “Unit” Costs

Average cost is equal to total cost divided by the number of units of service or goods produced.
¢ Average or “Unit” Cost = Total Cost + # of Units of Service Provided

For a jail, the average or unit cost is the per inmate expenditure: total expenditures divided by the
average daily population. Often, annual per inmate expenditures are converted to a per diem amount
by dividing the annual average cost by 365 days. An average for a school is the per pupil expenditure:
total expenditures divided by the number of pupils.
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The magnitude of the average cost depends on several factors. First, facilities and programs face a set
of input and situational factors called “cost differences” that affect the operating expenses. Cost
differences include the cost of living in the area that affect salary levels, rents, and other inputs,
heating and cooling conditions, and the age of the facility, among others. A second factor that affects
the cost of running a jail or a school is its “scale”. Scale refers to the size of the facility and/or the
magnitude of operations. The two dimensions of scale may be clearer if you think about a school
district. Assume a district is very small, but it uses only one large building and one teacher, who serves
as the principal and superintendent. The district makes up for a lack of overall, district level scale by
consolidating activities into a single facility under the supervision of one person with a broad span of
responsibilities. In contrast, a large school district may sacrifice the benefits of its large scale by using
many small schools and many administrators.

Larger facilities that are not excessively large can tap into economies of scale. Cumberland County’s
jail has the advantage of being large, without being so large that it incurs the higher costs associated
with very large scale. Diseconomies of very large scale emerge because the optimal point of oper-
ations is exceeded, requiring more layers of supervision, more specialized staff, and more boundary
spanners to interface between the many levels of the organization.

Small jails also face higher unit costs, but these are due to_diseconomies of small scale. The 1999
Census of Jails conducted by the Bureau of Justice Statistics found that Maine’s jails tied with Alaska
for the lowest inmate to correctional officer ratio in the U.S., with only 1.8 prisoners per correctional
officer compared with a national average of 4.4." To avoid the high unit costs associated with small
scale service provision, programs often are limited.

A third key influence on facility costs is the percentage of the program’s or facility’s capacity that is
being used, which is referred to as its_capacity utilization. As the next diagram illustrates, as
utilization of capacity increases, average cost declines. Notice that the rate of decline tapers off as
more and more people are added to the facility. In general, the more people served within the existing
capacity, the lower the average cost, but the initial “returns to scale” are the greatest.

|
Think about a jail that can

hold 600 inmates. Assume Declining Average Costs

on opening day that there is Maximum
only one inmate. The Capacity
average cost is equal to the A\:;rsatge mn
total budget divided by one

inmate! When a second

inmate arrives, the average

cost drops by 50%. When

inmate number three

arrives, the average cost

takes another drop, because

now the budget is divided

by three. As more inmates

are added, the average cost

will continue to decline, but

not as rapidly.

Very High
Average Costs

Declining
Quickly

Declining, but at
Slower Rate
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Number of Inmates —

' Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics Online data set: http://www.albany.edu/1995/t198.wk1.

17



Declining average costs often
can be observed by graphing opmtm Spe.nding Per Inmate
budget data on a per inmate Net of Medicol Seni 0

basis. The graph shown on the
next page, which is borrowed
from Chapter 4, traces oper-
ations spending trends for the
Cumberland County Jail, from
1996 through 2005. Notice the
sharp drop in per inmate
spending that occurred
between 1996 and 1997, when
the number of inmates
increased from fewer than 200
to about 250. The decline in

per inmate expenditures
continued as the average daily
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In 2001, the Bureau of Justice Statistics reported that per inmate spending in Maine’s state prisons was
the highest in the United States (Stephan, 2004). Since then, the number of inmates has increased
greatly, increasing the utilization of capacity and reducing the average cost.

Discussion

Before proceeding with a few more useful concepts, let’s place the claims of cost savings made by jail
diversion programs into perspective. It is frustrating for sheriffs and other public officials to be
promised cost savings from diversion programs that never materialize. The claims are based on some
faulty assumptions and use of average rather than marginal costs.

Without actually thinking about it, many people assume that all costs are variable. In education
finance, the idea of “an equal number of dollars behind each pupil” has come to signify “equal
educational opportunity” in the minds of many. It is common for states to provide school aid based on
the number of pupils to be educated multiplied by the statewide average cost of education. When the
amount of state aid is small, this may be an efficient means of distributing funding. However, when
districts become dependent upon states to help them offer adequate education programs, the lack of
recognition of the need to meet an operative threshold expenditure can lead to serious
underestimation of spending needs. Other issues arise from the average cost approach. The per pupil
allocation method assumes that each time a district adds a pupil, they will need to spend the
foundation amount. Each time a district loses a pupil, the state assumes they may reduce spending by
the foundation amount. In Maine, using a funding approach in which the dollars follow the child has
promoted sprawl, because school districts that are gaining pupils see larger portions of their budgets
subject to state subsidy. Meanwhile, the rural and urban districts that are losing the pupils see smaller
and smaller portions of their spending subject to subsidy by the state’s general purpose education aid
formula. Essentially, the funding approach assumes a teacher can be whittled down as pupils depart
the district.

The claims for cost savings from diversion programs are based on the same logic: it is assumed that
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each time a jail “loses” an inmate, the average daily cost of housing one inmate is saved. The assumed
daily savings is then multiplied by the estimated number of days the diverted offender would have
spent in jail. While the derivation of the estimated number of jail days averted often is questionable,
the assumption that an empty bed saves money is the essential flaw. As noted earlier, marginal cost
is the appropriate measure of the impact of increasing or decreasing the jail population by one person.
However, marginal cost data is not always available (or analysts do not know they should be using
marginal costs), so average cost is used instead.

When an inmate is not incarcerated, the average cost increases for the remaining inmates. If an
average cost approach is used, according to benefit cost analysis methods a net cost should be
computed. The cost saved by diverting one individual would need to be presented net of the increased
average cost of those left in jail. There are likely to be some variable cost savings, such as a reduction
in spending for prescriptions, but these are difficult to estimate due to the “what ifs?” involved. Some
variable costs that might seem to offer savings, like food, may not produce any savings. When large
numbers of meals are prepared in institutions, one or two fewer inmates does not reduce the cost of
the meals, it simply lets someone else eat more or produces waste.

Pricing methods used in the health care sector another factor contributing to the use of average costs
to project savings from diversion programs. Hospitals need to cover their fixed costs, so they estimate
the likely number of patients and decide how much each will need to contribute towards coverage of
threshold costs. Then, depending on the specialized equipment used, the patient may face another
contribution towards fixed costs. Finally, variable costs associated with treatment are added to the
patient’s bill (each tongue depressor, aspirin, etc.) to arrive at a total cost. Since this is how bills are
determined, many health researchers use the same process to estimate cost savings from not being
hospitalized. Depending on the point of view, the method may make sense. The individual or the
insurer does save money when hospitalization is avoided or reduced; this is the basis for managed care.
What is crucial to realize however, is that the hospital saves little or no money when a potential
patient is diverted from the hospital. Unless the hospital bed can be filled with another paying patient,
the average cost of treating everyone else increases and the hospital faces running in the red. The jail
is like the hospital: the empty bed saves little, and unless the bed can be filled, the average cost for
all other inmates increases.

Cost savings occur in the short term in the form of reductions in overtime payments and wages for part-
time workers. In the longer term, cost savings come in the form of averted spending: not needing to
expand a facility or build a new jail. In contrast, smaller programs usually do not make enough
difference in the average daily population of a jail to avert costs. However, by reducing crowding, a
small reduction in population can make a big difference in other, less immediately visible ways.

The Benefits of Reducing Jail Crowding

Reducing crowding has significant benefits, even when the reduction in population is comparatively
small. When a jail is full, reducing the population by even a few people can change the environment
from risky to manageable. The benefits may be even greater if the population reduction occurs through
the diversion of people with mental illness and addictions, who are more difficult to manage, more
likely to be victimized, are more at risk for suicide. Lamb and Weinberger (1998) reported that
corrections officer rated having people with mental illness in jails and prisons as the second most
serious workplace problem, after overcrowding.

Crowding brings many other costs that may or may not be reflected directly in current operating
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expenditures. For example, crowding has been associated with an increase in use of sick and other paid
leave time by correctional staff and more injuries of officers on the job. Griffin (2006) reports that
next to police officers, corrections officers have the second highest rate of non-fatal violent incidents.
Inmates are at greater risk In crowded conditions for injuries, homicide, and suicide. Hospital visits,
psychiatric assessments, medication expense, and other variable costs can increase rapidly.

When crowding occurs, . _____________________________________________________________________________________|]

average costs tend to Average Costs Increase Sharply

increase sharply, as the When Jails Approach and Exceed Capacity
diagram at right shows.

The spiking occurs as a Maximum
consequence of the rising Average Capailty
variable costs combined Cost
with purchasing additional

increments of semi-fixed

costs. For safety reasons,

these costs should not be

controlled too tightly: the
opportunity costs of not

staffing sufficiently in

times of crowded con-

ditions can be immense.
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Number of Inmates —

Adding Capacity to
Facilities
|
Adding personnel may
solve the problem for awhile, but chronic crowding often leads to the decision to build a new facility.
When additional capacity is added, the entire cost structure for the jail moves
to a new plateau, as the next diagram of a “step” cost function shows. The step cost function is
peculiar to operations that offer services collectively. The “step up” to a higher operative threshold
characterizes the addition of semi-fixed cost items such as personnel, but is especially evident when
a facility is expanded, because both fixed and semi-fixed costs rise. The impact on average cost of
adding capacity is substantial, especially because average costs will have fallen to their lowest levels
just prior to expansion. When a jail operates near 100% capacity, average costs are minimized. As
capacity is exceeded and the excess costs of crowding are felt, average costs rise, but not to a level
anywhere near as high as experienced with low utilization of capacity, as the diagram on the previous
page shows. When a jail is expanded, average costs climb: fixed and semi-fixed costs are much higher
and divided over the same number of inmates (at least for awhile). The new, much higher average cost
can make it seem like the jail is spending uncontrollably. Similar issues arise for schools in Maine,
because the state funding formula makes no recognition that a new or expanded facility has bumped
average costs up to a higher step, so the per pupil aid allocation remains the same. A school district
finds itself moved from being a fiscal winner, receiving extra aid dollars each time a pupil was added
(even though unit costs were falling), to a fiscal loser, when the opening of a new school causes the
per pupil expenditure to exceed appreciably the state’s estimate of “necessary spending eligible for
» 2

subsidy”.

2 Spending above the foundation amount is the origin of the “local appropriation other” portion of school
spending, which is “outside” Maine’s funding formula. Exclusion of some spending from computation of state aid leads to
discrepancies between the percent of education expenditure the state claims they finance versus the reality districts face.
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Avoiding expansion or construction is obviously a better route, fiscally speaking, than adding capacity.
Aggressive diversion programs and efforts aimed at reducing use of a jail can make the difference
between getting by with the existing facility and needing to move ahead with expansion plans.

Scale of Operations (and a Tale of Maine Jails)

You might notice that the first level of the step cost function shown on the previous page is taller than
the second step. Initial planning, architectural renderings, and construction of a facility involves a base
or threshold expenditure. If the facility is small, the up front cost can be quite high because the
threshold must be met. In contrast, as the size of the planned facility increases, or as capacity is
added, the extra expense for the services that formed the initial threshold rise slowly. Also, as scale
increases, discounts reduce square footage costs. This is where economies of scale can make a big
difference in costs. It is not that big facilities cost less than small facilities, it is that the price per
square foot is lower. When the capacity of an existing facility is expanded, many of the costs of the
original facility have been covered already. If the jail constructed the original building with eventual
expansion in mind, it may be even less expensive to expand.

Many Maine jails have been plagued by high average construction and operating costs because they are
very small or small. As Figure 2.3.1 shows, only five of Maine’s 15 jails hold more than 100 inmates at
present, while nine hold 55 or fewer. When a jail serves only fifty inmates, there needs to be at least
a skeleton crew on board. So the average cost will be very high, relative to larger facilities. This
problem is caused partly by diseconomies of small scale. Increasing the jail size to hold 100 inmates
doubles capacity, while increasing the cost of construction and eventual operations by a smaller
percentage. Efficiency is gained because the jail has increased its scale and tapped into
economies—incremental cost savings—due to increased scale. However, a jail that holds 100 or even
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Figure 2.3.1
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150 inmates is still a relatively small facility. Once inmates are divided by gender, level of custody
(minimum, medium, maximum), status by pre-trial or sentenced, very small numbers are held in
various sections. The smaller the jail, the more difficult it becomes to provide adequate segregation
and security, programs are limited greatly, and overcrowding is more likely, especially at peak times.
The Somerset County Jail Sourcebook (2005) cites many of these issues as reasons why the current jail
“is not safe for staff or inmates” (p. iii), does not meet correctional standards, can not offer inmates
adequate opportunities to make productive use of their time in confinement. Only Cumberland and
York counties have jails that are large enough to achieve economies of scale, while only Cumberland
County is the only jail in Maine to achieve a consistent critical mass of inmates—especially females—to
make feasible differentiated programming that targets identified needs of confined persons.

There is an economic perspective that says “build larger to tap into economies of scale and be more
efficient”. When thinking about scale, and whether to go bigger, understanding the relationship
between total costs and average costs is very important. Often a argument is made to go bigger
because the average cost per client or per inmate will be lower. Take, for example, the following
rationale used to help persuade Somerset County voters to support a bond referendum for a large new
jail: “When fully occupied [the jail] will provide capacity for 4 times as many inmates as the current
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jail, but requires only 89% more staff.”?
v The ratio of added prisoners to added staff sounds great, until you realize the flier says 89%
more staff will be needed (not to mention the $30 million in debt that will need to be repaid).

While the idea that going bigger taps economies of scale provides a reasonable rule of thumb, when
a small county needs a larger jail or a small school district needs a larger school building, increasing
the current capacity by a factor of nine, as the Twin Bridges Regional Jail has done, or even four, as
Somerset County is doing, is unlikely to tap into sufficient economies of scale to even begin to offset
the massive increase in operating and debt service costs.* Going larger by going regional and perhaps
specializing, in contrast, makes good sense, so long as the region is large enough to spread the higher
costs across enough taxpayers to make the budgetary and property tax impacts tolerable. However,
when planning regional facilities, policy makers must consider the relationship between planned scale
and ability to achieve reasonable unit costs of intended programming. Despite being nine times the
size of the current Lincoln County jail, the Twin Bridges Regional Jail still is too small to offer the kinds
of programs Cumberland County can mount effectively and at a reasonable unit cost, due to its much
larger scale.

2.4 What Do We Know About Costs, Benefits, & Effectiveness of Jail Diversion?

At the outset of my work on this project, | searched for studies that had examined the costs, benefits,
and cost effectiveness of jail diversion programs. While many studies limit the literature search to peer
reviewed work, it has been recognized that there is a “publication bias” in academic journals that can
promote publication of positive results and findings that coincide with the work of leading researchers.
Therefore, my search sought all studies, regardless of publication status. When | identified a relevant
study, | used the references to identify other studies. | also emailed colleagues in other states to ask
whether they were aware of any good studies. The fruits of my work were very slim. As Cowell, Stewart
and Ng note: “There is little published evidence on the costs of jail diversion, and no study to date has
examined the cost effectiveness of jail diversion programs (2004, p.294). Cowell, Stewart and Ng add
that there is only a small body of literature on evaluating the effectiveness of jail diversion efforts, the
results of which are mixed. This surprised me, because there have been an enormous surge in jail
diversion programs across the U.S., with the total number increasing from 52 to over 300 since 1992
(Steadman, 2004).

Unfortunately, the view that there is not a sound, large body of research supporting the effectiveness
of jail diversion is substantiated by Steadman (2004), who is one of the principal and best known
proponents of jail diversion programs, due to his employment as director of the TAPA Jail Diversion
technical assistance program, which is funded through SAMSHA to coordinate the evaluation of the
targeted capacity enhancement sites funded through their Center for Mental Health Services. Steadman
(2004) reports that there have been only seven published empirical outcome studies of jail diversion
programs; he calls into question the quality of the studies when he states: “The small-scale studies had
differing methodologies and examined different out-comes” (p. 2). In 2005, in an introduction to a
symposium volume of Behavioral Sciences and Law on criminal justice diversion programs, editor John

3 Somerset County Jail Committee Flier, 2005. Included as an appendix to this report, and available online:

http://www.nicic.org/Library/021070.

4 Projected budgetary impacts on Lincoln, Sagadahoc, and Somerset County of debt repayment requirements
and added operating expenditures are discussed in Chapter 4.
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Petrila (2005)introduces the journal issue and a paper by Steadman and Naples by saying: “Few
empirical data exist regarding initiatives, despite their rapid adoption by jurisdictions in the United
States and elsewhere” (p. 161).

In the diversion symposium issue, Steadman and Naples (2005) review six empirical studies in the issue.
Most of the studies of jail diversion programs reviewed used simplistic before and after comparisons
of arrests to assess effectiveness of diversion programs, with no attention to the nature of the arrest
or the seriousness of the charge. The review by Steadman and Naples would not be considered
“critical”, but instead selects tidbits of information to share with readers. The authors then report on
their own involvement with evaluations of six SAMSHA funded projects. Steadman’s TAPA Jail Diversion
Center is coordinating the evaluations of the jail diversion programs funded under the CMHS targeted
capacity expansion initiative. Steadman and Naples characterize their studies as “quasi-experimental”
because they use comparison groups from neighboring cities and counties. They note that their design
is based on “non-equivalent” control groups (p. 165). The non-equivalency of control groups means that
comparisons are made between people who were diverted and people who did not qualify for diversion.
Because the groups are not matched, differences in outcomes can not validly be attributed to
participation in the program.

Methodologically, this approach offers little if anything beyond not using a control group, and worse,
may mislead through implied relevance of comparisons. Steadman and Naples defend their method,
stating: “By definition they are non-equivalent groups. If they were the same, most of the non-diverted
would be diverted. The issue here is not what would happen if equivalent people were diverted,. The
question is, given the criteria actually in place in the six programs studied, how those people who were
diverted did absolutely and relative to other persons with co-occurring disorders identified at the same
point in the criminal justice process, some in the same cities/counties and some in nearby
cities/counties, who were not diverted” (p. 166). Well, if that did not satisfy you that the method was
a good one, you are not alone.

In a major critical review of diversion programs was undertaken for the Canadian Solicitor General by
Joan Nuffield in 2005. Nuffield was charged with the responsibility of looking at relevant studies
worldwide, to identify promising diversion practices that could be adapted and implemented in Canada.
Nuffield states: “No rigorous evaluations were found of programs for diverting the mentally ill from
pretrial detention and later justice processing” (p.9). Nuffield rejects Steadman’s published works as
being empirical studies or evaluations, and instead classifies the body of his work as “process
descriptions”. She says that the results of Steadman’s and other process studies “suggest that it is
possible to divert from pretrial detention seriously mentally ill disordered persons and place them in
more appropriate settings, although how long some of them will remain out of jail is an open question”
(p- 10). With respect to the cost savings aspect of diversion, she advises the government of Canada:
“Expectations that diversion programs will reduce justice system costs have not been supported in the
literature. Most programs affect only a very small proportion of criminal cases . . . no instances were
found of diversion programs which resulted in reductions of justice system expenditures” (p. ii).

The best analytical work identified is four cost-effectiveness studies undertaken by Cowell, Stewart
and Ng (2002a,b,c,d). Their 2004 publication summarizes these studies, presenting “the first such
estimates” on the costs and effectiveness of jail diversion programs for persons with mental illness and
co-occurring substance abuse disorders. Their studies, done for RTI International, looked at four
SAMSHA funded targeted capacity expansion programs. | was able to obtain from Alex Cowell the full
reports for the four site studies (Cowell, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2002d) and a summary report (2002¢).
These studies are cost effectiveness studies, not benefit cost studies, as the authors emphasize.
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Cost effectiveness is a less ambitious policy tool than benefit cost analysis, which compares costs with
select benefits, such as the cost to achieve a specified percentage reduction in crimes (Cohen, 2000,
p. 265). Cost effectiveness studies can be very helpful in identifying and ranking the capacity of
programs to achieve a stated goal(s). However, in pursuing evidence on a specific outcome, they can
leave unaddressed other potentially important effects, both positive and negative.

In addition to their own 2004 publication about their work, the four 2002 cost effectiveness analysis
reports by Cowell and his colleagues have been summarized by Steadman and by Broner (2005) and
Steadman (2004), and are in part the topic of a 2004 published paper by Broner, Steadman, Cowell,
and colleagues. In a TAPA paper entitled “What Can We Say About the Effectiveness of Jail Diversion
Programs for Persons with Co-Occuring Disorders”, Steadman (2004) reports accurately that Cowell and
his colleagues found no significant cost difference between being diverted and not being diverted in
two of the four study sites, costs of the diversion program were significantly higher in one site, and
diversion resulted in net cost savings in one site. Steadman also summarizes correctly the effectiveness
evidence of the Cowell studies, which showed “few statistically significant differences” but noted that
in each of the sites, diversion was associated with differences in one of the outcomes considered (p.
7). However, despite accurately summarizing Cowell’s work, Steadman goes on to summarize
inaccurately the cost findings, stating: “Jail diversion results in lower criminal justice costs”. He then
generalizes from the effectiveness portion of the Cowell studies and apparently from anecdotal
evidence gather through the TAPA Center: “Taken together with the findings from previous studies on
jail diversion, these findings provide evidence that jail diversion results in positive outcomes for
individuals, systems, and communities” (p. 7).

Aos, Miller, and Drake (2006) of the Washington State Institute for Public Policy share the view that
diversion programs have not been successful, especially with respect to recidivism or cost savings.
They conducted an extensive search for evaluations of jail diversion programs and identified eleven
studies they felt were rigorous enough to include in their analysis of “what works”. Interestingly,
although they say they used eleven studies, only four are listed in their bibliography. They do,
however, list a paper by Broner, Steadman, Cowell, and others involved in the TAPA evaluations, which
includes reports for eight SAMSHA sites studied, including the four separate evaluations conducted
Cowell and his colleagues at RTI International. So essentially they are rehashing the work Cowell and
others have reported on already. The conclusion from the Aos and colleagues analysis work is: “On
average [emphasis added] these approaches have not demonstrated a statistically significant reduction
in the recidivism rates of program participants.” There are some significant methodological issues with
the way in which students are reduced to a common denominator that can be translated into “worth
doing” or “not worth doing” that are discussed further in the next section.

The results of the examination of the very limited literature on the costs of jail diversion programs was
extremely disappointing. In an effort to identify studies from other areas of corrections that might
provide useful guidance for researchers interested in evaluating the benefits and costs of jail diversion
programs, | extended my search to look at benefit-cost, cost-benefit, and cost-effectiveness studies
of other types of diversion programs, especially drug courts. There are a fair number of evaluations of
drugs courts and a few cost benefit analyses. For the most part, however, what is referred to as a “cost
study” or a “cost benefit analysis” reports only limited cost data and a very narrow range of benefits
and costs. Cohen wrote in 2000 that despite increasing demand for cost studies of various types, “cost-
effectiveness and benefit-cost analyses have not been staples of the criminal justice policy analyst’s
tool kit” (p. 263).

Cohen is not alone in his concerns about the lack of rigorous cost analysis in corrections and the
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questionable quality of evaluation research (see also Welsh and Farrington, 2000; Swaray, Bowles,and
Pradiptyo, 2005; Logan et. al., 2004; McDougall et. al., and Roman, 2004). A September 2003 U.S.
General Accounting Office (GAO) report on “justice outcome evaluations” chastises the National
Institute of Justice (NIJ) after finding that only one-third of the evaluations funded by NIJ were
“methodologically rigorous in both design and implementation, enabling meaningful conclusions to be
drawn about program effects” (p.1). GAO found that some studies were well designed, but encountered
problems during implementation that limited the evaluators’ abilities to measure program effects. The
GAO acknowledges that “optimal conditions for the scientific study of complex social programs almost
never exist”, but argues that methodological adequacy can be improved and urges the National
Institute of Justice to take steps to overcome evaluation design and implementation problems, “so
evaluations can produce more conclusive results.”

A Look Ahead

It is frustrating for policy makers and corrections professionals to hear so much about the benefits of
jail diversion, and to be assured repeated by SAMSHA and Henry Steadman that diversion saves money,
only to see little change in their budget situation. Learning that the small number of evaluations done
to date do not support the rhetoric is perplexing , at best. The National GAINS Center for People with
Co-Occurring Disorders in the Justice System held their 2006 annual national conference in Boston in
April. Many of the sessions turned out to be showcases for various technical assistance products that
may be purchased from Policy Research Associates (PRA) of Delmar, New York, which is home to the
TAPA Jail Diversion Center. (It was unclear to me where the distinction between Policy Research
Associates and the TAPA Center lies.) One product for which PRA currently is recruiting participants
is for a cost analysis system they have designed, based on average costs.

One thing that did come across to me clearly at the GAINS national conference is the high level of
excitement around jail diversion. People around the U.S. are very excited about the work they are
doing and believe they are providing a much needed and tremendously vital public service. Talking
people about their programs confirmed my sense that we are doing a great disservice to programs by
not asking harder questions and looking deeper, beyond simple concepts of benefits and costs. The lack
of sound evaluations of important social programs is disturbing, not so much because people are
claiming many benefits that they can not substantiate, but because so much is being missed due to
inadequacies in method and boxed in thinking about benefits and costs. Despite her indictment of the
quality of evaluations and benefit cost studies of diversion programs, Nuffield is staunch in her support
of the need to “remove mentally disordered persons from the justice system”, saying: “Questions of
diminished criminal responsibility aside, the justice system is ill-equipped to deal effectively with such
persons, including problems of treatment, safety, and control which they present in the correctional
population” (p. 9). The costs associated with missed opportunities are huge.

One of the important findings of my work on this project is that despite the frequent references to
“evidence based practice” and how much we know, it appears that there is still a great deal to learn.
Efforts are underway to raise the bar on the quality of correctional evaluations and research. In
addition, there is a small but growing group of researchers who are encouraging economists and social
scientists with strong backgrounds in benefit cost analysis to become involved in corrections projects.
This may lead to an improvement in practice, but there will be a lag before a body of work is available
to inform policy makers and guide future research. Meanwhile, there is work underway that is being
disseminated widely and viewed by policy makers, some of which is not especially sound, and worse,
some of which may be misleading.
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Policy makers are in a unique position to ask good questions and to help shape what gets looked at and
how it is looked at when an evaluation and/or a benefit cost analysis is undertaken. The remainder of
this chapter focuses on identifying some serious issues in the current cache of cost benefit studies,
which are being used to guide policy development, choices, and the investment of tax dollars.

2.5 O Brief Critique of Cost Studies of Joil Diversion Programs

McDougall (2003) points out: “It is increasingly being recognized that it is essential to know not only
what is effective in reducing criminal behavior but also the relative costs and benefits of criminal
justice interventions (p. 160). She notes further that a sound analysis builds on rigorous evaluation that
captures the benefits and costs to society of a particular correctional intervention or sentencing option
(p.160). The quality of cost benefit and cost effectiveness studies hinges on the quality of the
underlying evaluation. While this section focuses on issues in the current practice of benefit cost
analysis of diversion programs, we want to keep in mind that sound evaluation is an integral part of
benefit cost analysis used for policy decision making. Here are some steps we can take to improve our
work in this area.

1) We need to use marginal, not average costs, to determine what programs cost and how much
diversion does, or does not, save.

Earlier in this chapter, the discussion of cost structures outlines a major issue with cost analyses, cost
benefit, and benefit cost studies of jail diversion programs. Rather than using marginal costs, analysts
rely on average costs. The method assumes incorrectly that each time an inmate is diverted from the
jail, the jail saves money equal to the average daily cost of housing the inmate. If a jail is full and
inmates are being housed in a motel, then this savings would actually accrue. Occasionally, this actually
happens! Analysts may argue that marginal cost data is not available, but it is easy to find out to what
extent of a jail or prison’s capacity is used. Then, an assessment may be made of the potential for the
program to save money in the short run, while also considering how the program is likely to affect
longer range facility needs.

2) We need to refine the measurement of recidivism.

Almost universally, evaluation and cost studies look at recidivism, as either the single indicator of
success or primary among several. Fluellen and Trone accurately point out that “preventing subsequent
criminal behavior has the greatest impact on correctional resources over time, so it makes sense that
researchers have been concentrating on measuring recidivism” (p. 2). What does not make sense is how
researchers and corrections professionals have gotten away for so long with doing studies that treat
recidivism as either black or white, with no shades of gray: someone either does or does not recidivate.
In recidivism research, qualifying events span a broad array, with traffic tickets even in the list of
offenses. In Maine, it is estimated that 10% of probation violations are for traffic violations (Austin,
2003). The zero tolerance approach to recidivism and probation violations sets up an ex-offender or
a probationer for failure. The overly simplistic treatment of recidivism also does a real disservice to
corrections professionals. Corrections officers, jail and prison administrators, and other corrections
employees are dedicated professionals who do make an important difference in many lives.
Unfortunately, these hard working men and women are set up for failure by a measurement approach
that chomps at the bit to call any and every misstep “recidivism”. Not surprisingly, the public views
our public systems as broken and loses confidence in government. Some people undoubtedly suffer
anxiety as a consequence of hearing so much about all those recidivists. And, of course, the jails keep
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filling up.

We can do a better job of measuring and reporting recidivism. We certainly would want to begin by
excluding offenses that are “excused” routinely for everyone else, such as failing to pay a fine on time,
which in Maine is a major cause of operating after suspension arrests (and being jailed). Beyond that,
we need to compare the previous criminal history with the current offense. The woman who has served
her time in prison for mugging grandmothers, gets out, gets a job, and then impulsively shoplifts a CD
at the mall is hardly a threat to public safety. So let’s avoid excessively criminalizing an act that would
bring a slap on the wrist for a first time offender. On the other hand, when a young man is placed on
probation for shoplifting a CD, but then graduates to aggravated assault, we have a recidivism problem
that requires attention.

3) We need to improve assessment of the benefits of justice interventions, by (a) broadening the range
of benefits considered, by moving beyond the current singular focus on reductions in recidivism and
savings of jail bed days to include other tangible and intangible benefits that accrue to society; (b)
increasing the range of stakeholders considered as potential beneficiaries, by looking beyond the
departments or agencies involved directly with program to other government departments, criminal
justice agencies in other jurisdictions and at the state level, and society; and (c) lengthening the time
period of measurement, to permit the effects of the intervention to be observed and to accrue.

There are many potential benefits of diversion programs that simply have been ignored in evaluation
and benefit cost analysis studies. Often, analysts limit consideration of benefits to those that can be
quantified easily (although not necessary well), and may take the perspective of considering only those
benefits that accrue to the governmental unit financing the study. As discussed earlier in this chapter,
there are many benefits to diversion programs that accrue directly to the jail, such as the reduction
of jail crowding, the reduction of risk of suicide, the reduction of risk of harm to inmates and
corrections officers, and improved productivity among correctional personnel, among others. We want
to be careful not to get so carried away that we are excused of “shooting everything that flies,
claiming everything that falls”, but armed with knowledge of how to determine whether enumerated
benefits and costs are “real” and pitfalls like double counting, we should be able to delineate a
realistic, defensible list of benefits.

Because people are mobile and involvement in the criminal justice system can progress over time, it
is important to look for benefits that may accrue well into the future and to assign the benefits to the
justice agencies that benefit. Cowell and his colleagues (2002d) determined that probation benefitted
from the jail diversion, by seeing lower caseloads. Cowell points out that because probation officers
can handle only a certain number of probationers, a reduction in caseload translates into either more
room for other probationers, saved dollars, or a forestalled need to hire more probation officers.

A human and social capital investment strategy that targets helping people become more productive
citizens would be costly at first, but would provide returns on taxpayer investments for many years
(Peterson, 2002). California’s Proposition 36, which was passed by voters in 2000, requires that all
people convicted of simple drug use or drug possession no longer will be incarcerated and instead will
be offered treatment (Kerle, 2003). The initiative is anticipated to divert 36,000 people to treatment
in the first year, cutting the inmate population significantly. Belenko (2005, p. 6) points out that
investments in reducing or eliminating substance abuse have more extensive impact on society than
other types of health interventions, because of the close linkage between substance abuse and health
status, criminal behavior, family functioning, mental health and employment. In Maine, a large
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percentage of jail and prison inmates grapple with addictions. Working with adolescents to head off
involvement with the criminal justice system by intervening to get them into treatment for mental
health and substance abuse problems could have significant payoff. A 2004 monograph from The
National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse at Columbia University entitled Criminal Neglect:
Substance Abuse, Juvenile Justice and The Children Left Behind is both an indictment of society’s and
government’s failure to intervene and a call to arms. Drug involvement is very high among teens coming
into contact with justice authorities, but few are directed to treatment. Zero tolerance policies in
schools and by some law enforcement agencies are leading to more serious involvement with the
criminal justice system. We have an opportunity to turn things around.

4) We need to do a better job thinking about the costs of justice laws, policies, and programs, to
include the potential harm that may be done to participants and opportunity costs that may accrue
from not doing things differently. This is a particularly understudied but crucial area for attention.

The criminal justice system is more able than other policy arenas to implement policies without
scrutinizing all the possible impacts, because many people believe punitive policies are necessary to
control crime. Criminal justice may be more prone to reactive policy making, in which laws are passed
because people feel bad about a particular situation. Lobbying by interest groups also has an effect on
the shape of our justice system, with laws passed and resources allocated to address the needs of
select groups of victims or offenders. A more reasoned approach to policy making would identify all the
possible costs of a course of action, and then compare those costs to the benefits to be attained. Using
this yardstick, it is likely that many current laws, policies, and practices would not withstand scrutiny.

Many benefit cost analyses take a stance that personal consequences are not an appropriate aspect of
studies, that instead the emphasis should not be on costs or benefits to participants, but instead, to
government and society. First, this viewpoint assumes that the individual’s “private” benefits and costs
are separate from “social” benefits. Human capital and societal effects are intertwined: what happens
to people is the inside of the “black box” of justice policies and correctional interventions. Second,
ignoring impacts of interventions on justice system involved persons runs counter to requirements for
ethical intervention. Justice policies, procedures, and programs constitute interventions, in many
cases, profound interventions. During the past decade, scrutiny of all social and behavioral sciences
research has increased greatly, to ensure the protection of “human subjects”. Ethical practice requires
us to explore the full range of costs of laws, justice processing and decisions, and programmatic
strategies. A guiding principle for government policy makers and corrections officials must be: “first,
do not harm”.

Drug courts are a fairly recent innovation in criminal justice, whose “therapeutic jurisprudence” is
being heralded as a solution. Most drug court evaluations and the literature on drug courts talk about
the many benefits for graduates. Yet, only 50% of people who enter drug courts graduate and results
of evaluations are showing that people who do not graduate do worse than people who never enter
drug courts. Evaluations rarely ask: “Why did some people fail? Did something about the drug court
contribute to failure?” Evaluations do not examine critically whether drug court practices, such as
using control and jail sanctions rather than increasing treatment, may be harming some participants.
Fluellen and Trone (2000) point out that people who fail in drug courts often are “sentenced more
severely than similar offenders who never entered the program” (p. 2). Zero tolerance policies and
setting a higher standard because the court is giving the offender “a break” are matters to be decided
after careful consideration of all costs.
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Nuffield’s extensive 2005 critical review of diversion studies concludes that some community
corrections and diversion programs formalize the process, especially for juveniles, first time offenders,
and people charged with minor or “nuisance” offenses, and may therefore “increase labeling and widen
the net, creating a formal record which would not otherwise exist, and which will follow the offender,
possibly affecting future dispositions in ways which are unintended” (p. 8). With both adults and
juveniles, Nuffield raises the issue that people are brought into the system because they have
significant life problems that lead prosecutors and diversion staff to try to intervene, by bringing
people into the system and criminalizing them so they can be “helped” (p. 12). Ed Latessa’s
presentation in Portland in November 2005 similarly emphasized that intervening with less serious
offenders may cause harm. Intended and unintentional collateral sanctions, such as denying federal
student aid to people who have been convicted of certain drug offenses, impose heavy costs on not just
the offender but on society. One needs to review policies by asking: “at what cost to society?”

In recent years, there has been a dramatic broadening of the instances in which the Maine Department
of Motor Vehicles is directed to suspend drivers’ licenses. Being charged with driving under the
influence requires immediate license suspension. While some suspensions reflect the accumulation of
points for tickets, licenses frequently are suspended “administratively” for reasons that have little to
do with whether someone is a safe driver. Recent changes to Maine law permit judges to levy a variety
of fines without regard to ability to pay, and direct the Department of Motor Vehicles to use license
suspensions to enforce payment. Licenses are being suspended because someone failed to pay a fine
for fishing without a license. If someone does not drive and loses a job, there is a high of tangible cost.
If someone drives despite a suspension, because they do not want to lose employment, they may end
up in jail. The impact of the stress of job loss can have intangible negative effects on the individual,
influencing mood and substance use, and spillover in negatives ways on loved ones. In a state where
government provides virtually no alternative transportation, driving is an absolute necessity. Policies
that remove someone’s privilege to drive impose a heavy cost.

v Careful identification of costs and comparison of costs and benefits produces better policies.

5) We need better estimates of what would have happened to people accused of crimes if he or she
had gone the normal route and not become involved in a diversion program. These comparisons are
essential to determining the benefits and costs of diversion programs, including the potential for
doing harm to some program participants.

Nuffield (2005) points out that “the diversion literature tends to evoke an image of criminal courts that
prosecute and convict most cases brought before them, even the less serious ones. Yet the pictures
drawn of these courts from a variety of empirical sources undermine this image” (p. 14). Nuffield adds
that most jurisdictions dispose of many cases with discharges, small fines, and lenient outcomes, even
when they are not dismissed outright. Nuffied concludes that “diversion tends to occur in contexts
where some percentage of cases (and perhaps a fairly large one)” would otherwise be screened out of
the system. “Whatever the reason, evaluations of pre-trial diversion have tended to identify a large
proportion of diverted cases which would not have received a significant sentence or would not even
have been prosecuted” (p. 12). Austin and Krisberg (1981) refer to this problem as “wider, stronger and
different nets” (p. 381).

6) We need to learn more about what works and with whom, what does not work with whom and

why, and who we may be missing. Good evidence facilitates reliable identification of costs and
benefits of interventions.
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Numerous studies have identified a common problem with evaluations of criminal justice interventions:
we do not know enough about what works, why some programs work and some fail, whether some
programs are more appropriate for certain offenders, and who are we missing when some people are
accepted into programs and others are not. Who are the people who were turned away from the
program and why were they turned away? What opportunity costs are associated with the foregone
treatment? If people with mental illness and/or co-occurring substance abuse disorders are not being
diverted, are there other options to get them out of jail and into treatment?

7) We need to avoid using over aggregated evaluation outcome data, which tends to produce a zero
sum when failures and successes cancel each other and a negative value when more failures than
successes are located and used in an analysis.

The Washington State institute for Public Policy (WSIPP) was charged by the Washington state
legislature to undertake a program of cost benefit analysis of criminal justice interventions, in order
to advise the legislature on “what works”, with respect to reducing criminality. Their work is being
watched with great interest across the U.S., with many observers intrigued by the approach. Despite
billing their work as “cost benefit analysis”, the WSIPP team acknowledge that studies focus on a single
outcome, recidivism. Comparing impacts of different approaches on a single measure is cost-
effectiveness analysis, not cost benefit analysis.

More troubling than what they call their work is the approach used to determine the relative
effectiveness of various programs. Analysts at WSIPP search out all the studies they can find on a topic
of interest, for example, jail diversion programs. They then combine the results by computing an
average effect; they give greater weight to studies they consider to be more methodologically rigorous.
(Aos, Phipps, Barnoski, and Lieb, 2001). Although Aos, Phipps and Barnoski claim they are comparing
apples to apples, one of the consistent statements in reviews of the corrections evaluation is that
programs differ greatly in methods and clientele. The jail diversion literature focusing on SAMSHA
funded projects is very clear in this respect, pointing out that there is substantial variation in program
design and implementation (Steadman, 2004; Cowell et. al., 2004; Broner et. al., 2005). Broner (2005)
found significant evidence that client’s demographic factors influence results and points out that
culturally sensitive approaches are needed. Cowell et. al. describe reporting results separately for sites
because they differ so greatly in characteristics of the diversion program and the population served,
and they caution that the differences preclude generalizations.

Although the WSIPP review of jail diversion evaluations concluded there was no statistically significant
impact across the set of studies, the individual studies show that almost all programs evaluated had
positive findings in at least one important domain. Similarly, while on balance the jail diversion
programs cost more than not diverting offenders due to increased health care costs, there were
exceptions. Using the WSIPP methodology, when there are more positive findings than negative, the
approach is deemed a success. If there are more negative findings than positive, the approach is
deemed a loser. Mathematically, one can stack the odds towards failure, success or a zero sum game
through the number of studies used in the computation. Even when applied ethically, an averaging
technique used to decide “what works” dooms successful programs, and programs that could succeed
with adjustment, to the ranks of “failures” because not enough programs with similar titles succeeded.

Policy makers and corrections professionals need to learn why and how some programs succeeded

while others did not, rather than being told what the average effect over the entire set of studies
looked like. Interestingly, Steve Aos and several colleagues from WSIPP tackle this issue in a thoughtful
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chapter in Welsh, Farrington, and Sherman (2001). They conclude that “the main lesson is that some
prevention or intervention programs work with certain groups of people in certain settings. Selecting
and successfully implementing the right programs for the right populations are the real challenge for
policymakers and program administrators” (Aos, Phipps, Barnoski, and Lieb, 2001, p. 171).

There is a high opportunity cost attached to deeming a potentially successful correctional intervention
strategy a failure, simply because the bad implementations of the design outweighed the good. Work
aimed at identifying good programs and finding out what makes them good would be much more of a
contribution to corrections than computing a “magic bullet” that is likely to be used to kill or
perpetuate programs across the country.

8) We need to do a better job of articulating and communicating to the public the benefits we hope
to achieve through implementation and operation of correctional intervention and diversion
programs, and we need to measure progress towards those goals.

Programs often are implemented with only a generalized sense of anticipated benefits. Programs are
strengthened by working towards consensus about specific goals and finding ways to measure progress.
Garcia (2004) argues that agencies and programs should have realistic expectations for community
corrections programs and construct mission-based evaluation methods that acknowledge explicitly
what the program seeks to accomplish. Many of the benefits people really care about are intangible.
Maine taxpayers have shown by their environmental stances and willingness to support programs that
protect Maine’s other intangible assets that they are quite capable of understanding intangible
benefits, and when appropriate, placing them before other considerations.
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Chapter 3
The Context for Jail Operations

3.1 The Uniform Crime Reporting Program

The “Uniform Crime Reporting” (UCR) program is a major source of data on the occurrence of crimes
and arrests across the United States. Currently, more than 17,000 municipal, county, and state law
enforcement agencies voluntarily compile and submit data on offenses known and arrests to the U.S.
Department of Justice’s Federal Bureau of Investigation (F.B.I).

Background

The effort to document crime across the United States was initiated in 1927 when the International
Association of Chiefs of Police formed the Committee on Uniform Crime Reporting. The Committee
agreed that the number of offenses known to law enforcement would be the most appropriate measure
of the Nation’s criminality. In deciding which the crimes would be given priority for reporting to the
national program, the members of the Committee considered (a) seriousness, (b) frequency of
occurrence, (c) pervasiveness of incidents across the United States and across metropolitan and non-
metropolitan communities, and (d) likelihood of the incident being reported to law enforcement. Based
on these factors, seven crimes were identified for regular national reporting: homicide, rape, robbery,
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft. In 1930, at the urging of the International
Association of Chiefs of Police, Congress enacted legislation that authorized the U.S. Attorney General
to gather crime information. The Attorney General designated the FBI to coordinate collection and
dissemination of crime data, which they have been doing since September of 1930 (UCR Handbook,
2004).

Over the years, the UCR Program has been expanding both the range of crimes monitored and the level
of detail collected about crime events. In 1952, law enforcement agencies began contributing data on
the age, sex, and race of arrestees. In 1958, the concept of a national “Crime Index” was developed
as a means to provide a nationwide indicator of criminality. The crime index included the crimes
selected for national reporting, but limited the count for larcenies to those that exceeded $50 in value.
The 1960 edition of the UCR publication Crime in the United States presented for the first time a
compilation of crime data for all 50 states. In the same year, the UCR program began collecting
information about deaths of law enforcement officers; in 1972, collection of detailed data on these
events was initiated. In 1978, Congress mandated the collection of arson data. In 1990, following
passage of the Hate Crime Statistics Act, documentation was begun for offenses that were motivated
in whole or in part by an offender’s prejudice against a race, religion, sexual orientation, or ethnicity
or place of national origin. In 1994, physical or mental disability was added to the list of biases that
collectively are called “hate crimes”.

In 1985, the F.B.l. and the Bureau of Justice Statistics developed and began the implementation of a
new reporting approach that is based on the attributes of each incidence of an offense. The National
Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS) uses a common file number to link together the nature of the
offense, the offender(s), victim(s), and arrestee(s).> Although the F.B.l. released offense specifications

> For more information, see the NIBRS “FAQs” web page at http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/fags.htm.
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and data elements for the incident based system in 1988, participation still is limited. Due to the
greatly increased reporting requirements, small states and states with many small police agencies are
finding implementation of the new system to be a challenge. The F.B.l. has been encouraging phase-in
of the new system as data processing capabilities are expanded. Access to cross-linked data will permit
researchers to delve into issues that previously
required sample-based special studies. The

F.B.l.’s Uniform Crime Reporting website Exhibit 3.1.1: UCR Offenses
cautions:  “Although participation grows

steadily, data is still not pervasive enough to | part | Offenses
make broad generalizations about crime in the 1. Criminal Homicide
United States”. Nonetheless, early products, 2. Forcible Rape
such as the recently released report entitled 3. Robbery
The Structure of Family Violence are 4. Aggravated Assault
demonstrating the tremendous promise the >. Burglary :
. 6. Larceny-theft (except motor vehicle theft)
NIBRS system holds for helping researchers and 7. Motor Vehicle Theft
policy makers gain insight into complex societal 8. Arson
problems.®
Part Il Offenses
Other Assaults

Forgery and Counterfeiting

Fraud
To increase compatibility among jurisdictions, Embezzlement

the terms “misdemeanor” and “felony” were Stolen Property: Buying, Receiving,
elimin-ated from uniform crime reporting. Possessing

The UCR Classification System

UUAWN =

Instead, crimes are grouped into two 6. Vandalism ) _
categories referred to as “Part 1” and “Part 2” 7. Weapons: Carrying, Posses.sw!g, etc..
. . 8. Prostitution and Commercialized Vice

offenses. Part 1 crimes include murder, 9. Sex Offenses
manslaughter by non-negligence, manslaughter 10. Drug Abuse Violations
due to gross negligence, rape of a female 11. Gambling
accomplished by use or threat of force, 12. Offenses Against the Family and Children
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, 13. Driving Under the Influence
motor vehicle theft, and arson, plus reported 14. Liquor Laws
attempts to commit most of these crimes. 15. Drunkenness

. e 16. Disorderly Conduct
(Attempts to commit murder are classified as 17. Vagrancy
aggravated assaults.) Part 2 crimes include all 18. All Other Offenses
other offenses. The exhibit at right shows the 19. Suspicion
crimes included in each group; an appendix to 20. Curfew & Loitering (Persons under 18)
this report provides information about each 21. Runaways (Persons under 18)
crime.

Source: Uniform Crime Handbook (2004)

Part | crimes, and especially “index” crimes,
are assumed by many to constitute the “most
serious” crimes. This is incorrect: seriousness was only one among several factors used to decide
whether crimes would be classified as Part 1 or Part 2 offenses, and whether those among the Part 1
offenses would be counted in the crime index.

While many very serious crimes are classified as Part | offenses, there are a number of Part 2 offenses

® This report is available in electronic format at http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/nibrs/famvio21.pdf.
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that citizens consider to be as serious and even more serious, including kidnaping; sale and
manufacturing of any narcotic drug including heroin and methamphetamine; possession of a narcotic
drug; all sex offenses other than rape of a female; manufacture, sale or possession of deadly weapons;
blackmail; “simple” or “non-aggravated” assaults (which nonetheless may cause significant bodily
injury); and prostitution and commercial vice.

Within both the Part 1 and Part 2 crime categories, the Uniform Crime Reporting classification system
combines serious and less serious offenses under one umbrella term. Some Part | crimes would be
classified as misdemeanors in most states, while others might not be considered crimes at all.

. Larceny includes offenses such as pocket-picking, purse snatching, shoplifting, and
theft of a bicycle that often are referred to as “petit larceny” and treated in most
states as misdemeanors along with more costly incidents of “grand larceny”.

. Homicide (murder) includes justifiable homicide, which is defined as “the killing of a
felon by a police officer in the line of duty” or “the killing of a felon, during the
commission of a felony, by a private citizen”. (Excluded are instances in which self-
defense is claimed.)

Under the Part 2 grouping, kidnaping—one of the most feared crimes—does not even rate its own
category but instead is subsumed under“All Other Offenses”.
. Within the catchall “all other” sub-set of Part 2 crimes, kidnaping shares space with
both other serious offenses like blackmail and far less dangerous offenses such as being
a public nuisance.

Tracking Arrests with UCR Data

Information on Part 1 and index crimes is disseminated through the national UCR program and permits
basic assessment of a state’s comparative criminality. In contrast, data on Part 2 crimes is far less
available. In Maine, the Department of Public Safety includes in its annual publication Crime in Maine
data on both Part 1 and Part 2 arrests of both adults and juveniles, with all data shown by gender. This
data, which is presented for the state as a whole, by county, and by police agency, provides a rich
resource for criminal and juvenile justice system analysis and planning.

In Maine and some other states, publications about crime and corrections trends and news reports focus
almost exclusively on Part 1 crime, with some attention to domestic violence and arrests for drug
offenses. The singular focus on Part 1 and index crimes introduces a bias into crime analysis and
reporting that is echoed in public opinion and policy making. It is not unusual to hear policy makers and
citizens ask: “Why are incarcerated populations increasing when crime has declined so much?” Within
the context of presumed lessened workloads, criminal justice budgets are receiving intense scrutiny
and administrators are criticized for asking for additional resources.

In reality, only Part 1 offenses declined during the past decade. During the period of so-called “falling
crime rates”, reports and arrests for some Part Il crimes—especially drug offenses—climbed sharply
across the United States and in Maine. Rural areas, once a haven from violence and drugs, have been
seeing continuing growth in drug related offenses. “Preliminary” 2005 uniform crime report data
released in June by the FBI shows a reversal of the downward trend in Part 1 violent crime:
“Preliminary data for 2005 showed increases in three of the four violent crimes from the previous
year’s data. The number of murders and non-negligent manslaughters rose 4.8 percent. Robbery
offenses increased 4.5 percent, and the number of aggravated assaults was up 1.9 percent. Forcible
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rape was the only offense among the violent crimes that decreased in volume in 2005, down 1.9
percent from the 2004 figure.”” The Portland Press Herald reported in July that violent crime in Maine
was up by 10% in 2005, and that justice officials see a strong link between the crime wave and drug
addiction.®

Part Il offenses and related behaviors have been placing significant pressure on the justice system for
response, investigation, prosecution, adjudication, and corrections. To understand and accurately
project the demand for criminal justice system resources, it is essential that crime analysts and
planners track both Part 1 and Part 2 crimes. First, the interaction between societal conditions and
crime is well known; with the rise in drug and alcohol offenses can be expected to come increases in
other crimes. Second, trends in arrests for Part 1 crimes are only a slice of a much larger pie: in 2004,

3.2 Maine and Cumberlond County Qlrrest Trends

This section is provides arrest trend data for Cumberland County and the state. The differences
between Cumberland County’s and statewide trends are numerous, demonstrating the importance of
looking at ungrouped data. Most of the tables and graphs are self-explanatory, so there is not much
discussion in this section. This chapter provides background for later chapters, with some of the points
that emerge from a review of the graphs included in Chapter 4, where jail spending is examined, in
Chapter 5, where state funding is tracked and issues identified, especially relative to trends in this
chapter, Chapter 6, where issues, options and opportunities for Cumberland County are considered.
Several charts identify especially important trends and/or disparities between Cumberland County and
the state, so these have been annotated. One chart deserves some discussion, however.

Toble 3.2.1: QOrrests for Substance Abuse Offenses as a. Percent of
Totol Qrrests, 1996 and 2004
Statewide Cumberland County

Offense 1996 2004 1996 2004
Drug Abuse 7.9% 10.2% 6.2% 7.7%
Driving Under the
Influence 18.4% 15.2% 18.9% 15.1%
Liquor laws 4.9% 5.6% 3.2% 6.8%
Sum 31.2% 31.0% 28.2% 29.6%

If you skip ahead to Figure 3.2.7, you will see that it shows the top offenses for which adults were
arrested statewide and in Cumberland County in 2004. Each crime class shown is expressed as a
percent of all arrests.

v The first point that emerges from a review of this graph is the very, very small

7 FBI press release dated 6/12/2006; Accesssed online at http://www.fbi.gov/pressrel/
pressrel06/prelim2005061206.htm).

8 Maxwell, T. Violent crime in Maine jumps 10% in 2005, Portland Press Herald and Maine Sunday Telegram online
at www.mainetoday.com.
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percentage of arrests that are for offenses that we all would agree are very serious.

v The second striking point is the large proportion of arrests that involve substance abuse,
driving under the influence, drug abuse violations, and liquor law violations, which together
comprised 31% of all arrests statewide and 29.6 % in Cumberland County.

Arrest Trends

Although the percentage of total arrests attributable to substance abuse have declined slightly since
1996, the decrease is primarily in driving under the influence arrests which have dropped from the mid-
to-high 18% range to just over 15% of the total statewide and in Cumberland County. This is still a very
high percentage, however, and does not dispel a sense that as a state we are faced with a significant
substance abuse problem. Meanwhile, drug abuse arrests are up significantly statewide, but up less in
Cumberland County, which now resembles the state rate from 1996. Cumberland has seen a doubling
of the percentage of all offenses that arrests for liquor law violations comprise, while this category has
increased much less statewide.

Data on arrest trends by crime type and by gender is provided in Table 3.2.2 for the state and Table
3.2.3 for Cumberland County, and then is compared in Table 3.2.4. Although Part 1 offenses declined
by statewide, there was an increase of 4.8% in Cumberland County, The grand total of all offenses
increased by 10.8% statewide, compared with 19% in Cumberland County. With this divergence in
arrests, it is not surprising that the Cumberland County Jail has seen a significant boost in average daily
population over the period 1996 through 2004. There are some significant differences in the statewide
trends from those in Cumberland County.

Table 3.3.5 shows arrest trends for the various law enforcement agencies operating in Cumberland
County.
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Figure 3.2.1

Statewide Orrests by Type of Crime
Using UCR Clossifications, 1988-2004

1988 1990 1998 2000 200 2004
1989 1991 997 1999 2001 2003

Figure 3.2.2

Trends in Shares of Stotewide Orrests
AUl Port 1 & Part 2 Crimes, 1988-2004
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Table 3.2.2: Comparison of Qrrests of Qdults in Maine, 1996 and 2004

1996 2004 Change, 1996-2004 Percent Change, 1996-2004

Offense Females | Males Total Females | Males | Total Females | Males Total Females Males Total
Part 1 Offenses
Criminal Homicide 0 21 21 2 19 21 2 (2) 0 -9.5% 0.0%
Rape 0 59 59 3 81 84 3 22 25 - 37.3% 42.4%
Robbery 14 86 100 14 122 136 0 36 36 0.0% 41.9% 36.0%
Assault, Aggravated 85 405 490 100 388 488 15 (17) (2) 17.6% -4.2% -0.4%
Burglary 59 956 1,015 123 703 826 64 (253) (189) 108.5% -26.5% -18.6%
Larceny/Theft 1,118 2,644 3,762 1,432 2,365 4,067 314 (279) 35 28.1% -0.3% 8.1%
Motor Vehicle Theft 27 250 277 26 180 206 (1) (70) (71) -3.7% -28.0% -25.6%
Arson 6 45 51 2 16 18 (4) (29) (33) -66.7% -64.4% -64.7%
SUB-TOTAL, Part 1 1,309 4,466 5,775 1,702 3,874 5,576 393 (592) (199) 30.0% -13.3% -3.4%
Part 2 Offenses
Manslaughter (Negligent) 0 3 3 0 4 4 0 1 1 - 33.3% 33.3%
Assault, Simple 1,001 4,696 5,697 | 1,359 4,491 5,850 | 358 (205) 153 | 35.8% -4.4% 2.7%
Forgery/Counterfeiting 55 145 200 || 127 188 35 [ 72 43 115 || 130.9% 29.7% 57.5%
Fraud 587 743 1,330 505 496 1,001 82) (247) (329) 14.0% 33.2% 24.7%
Embezzlement 8 6 14 | 14 11 25 | 6 5 11 | 75.0% 83.3% 78.6%
Stolen Property 40 261 301 | % 185 234 || 9 (76) 67) || 22.5% 29.1% -22.3%
Vandalism 142 894 1,036 144 959 1,103 2 65 67 1.4% 7.3% 6.5%
Weapons 10 214 224 | 13 260 273 | 3 46 49 | 30.0% 21.5% 21.9%
Prostitution/Vice 17 28 45 11 15 26 (6) (13) (19) -35.3% ~46.4% 42.2%
Sex Offenses 5 237 242 13 228 241 8 ) M 160.0% -3.8% -0.4%
Drug Offenses 430 2,920 3,350 1,013 3,806 4,819 583 886 1,469 135.6% 30.3% 43.9%
Offenses-Family 36 173 209 88 240 328 52 67 119 144.4% 38.7% 56.9%
DUI 1,347 6,459 7,806 | 1,441 5,698 7,139 | 94 (761) (667) | 7.0% -11.8% -8.5%
Liquor Laws 376 1,685 2,061 || 535 2,093 2,628 || 159 408 567 || 42.3% 24.2% 27.5%
Drunkenness 2 17 19 5 23 28 3 6 9 150.0% 35.3% 47.4%
Disorderly Conduct 378 1,314 1,692 | 390 1,248 1,638 | 12 (66) (54) | 3.2% -5.0% 3.2%
Subtotal 4,434 19,795 24,229 5,707 19,945 25,652 1,273 150 1,423 28.7% 0.8% 5.9%
All Other 2,075 10,335 12,410 3,339 12,178 15,517 1,264 1,843 3,107 60.9% 17.8% 25.0%
SUB-TOTAL-Part 2 6,509 30,130 36,639 9,046 32,393 41,439 2,537 2,263 4,800 39.0% 7.5% 13.1%
All Offenses

GRAND TOTAL 7,818 34,596 42,414 |] 10,748 36,267 47,015 |] 2,930 1,671 4,601 |] 37.5% 4.8% 10.8%

Source: Computed by author d from Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety.
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Figure 3.2.3

Qrrests Statewide for Part 1 Crimes
by Violent or Property, 1988-2004

1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004
1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003

Figure 3.2.4

Qdult Qrrests by Crime Closs
Cumberlond Co. & Stotewide, 1996-2004

All Crimes ’ []

Statewide

Cumberland County

Part 2 Offenses

Part 1 Offenses

0% 10% 20% 30%
Percent Change in Arrests 1996-2004
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Table 3.2.3 Comparison of Qrrests of Qdults in Cumberland County, 1996 and 2004

1996 2004 Change, 1996-2004 Percent Change, 1996-2004

Offense Females | Males | Total Females Males | Total Females | Males | Total Females Males Total

Part 1 Offenses I
Criminal Homicide 0 1 1 0 5 5 0 4 4 400% 400%
Rape 0 11 11 1 13 14 1 2 3 18.2% 27.3%
Robbery 2 31 33 2 35 37 0 4 4 0.0% 12.9% 12.1%
Assault, Aggravated 20 90 110 2 35 37 ) (24) (28) -20.0% -26.7% -25.5%
Burglary 8 138 146 36 147 183 28 9 37 350% 6.5% 25.3%
Larceny/Theft 288 563 851 354 552 906 66 (11) 55 22.9% -2.0% 6.5%
Motor Vehicle Theft 5 52 57 20 39 41 3) (13) (16) -60.0% -25.0% -28.1%
Arson 1 5 6 0 5 5 (1) 0 (1) -100.0% 0.0% -16.7%
SUB-TOTAL, Part 1 324 891 1,215 411 862 1,273 87 (29) 58 26.9% -3.3% 4.8%

Part 2 Offenses I
Manslaughter (Negligent) 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 3 3 0.0%
Assault, Simple 171 751 922 229 917 1146 58 166 224 33.9% 22.1% 24.3%
Forgery/Counterfeiting 5 22 27 16 32 48 11 10 21 220.0% 45.5% 77.8%
Fraud 28 63 91 47 59 106 19 (4) 15 67.9% -6.3% 16.5%
Embezzlement 3 0 3 4 5 9 1 5 6 33.3% 200.0%
Stolen Property 4 37 41 7 32 39 3 (5) (2) 75.0% -13.5% -4.9%
Vandalism 13 104 117 27 221 248 14 117 131 107.7% 112.5% 112.0%
Weapons 4 75 79 5 102 107 1 27 28 25.0% 36.0% 35.4%
Prostitution/Vice 6 23 29 5 5 10 M (18) (19) 16.7% ~78.3% ~65.5%
Sex Offenses 0 56 56 3 2 45 3 (14) (1) -25.0% 19.6%
Drug Offenses 73 447 520 167 608 775 94 161 255 128.8% 36.0% 49.0%
Offenses-Family 3 13 16 6 14 20 4 1 5 200.0% 7.7% 33.3%
DUI 302 1,295 1,597 303 1210 1513 1 (85) (84) 0.3% -6.6% -5.3%
Liquor Laws 33 236 269 121 558 679 88 322 410 266.7% 136.4% 152.4%
Drunkenness ' 0 0 0 1 5 6 1 5 6
Disorderly Conduct 40 177 217 62 189 251 22 12 34 55.0% 6.8% 15.7%
All Other 513 2,742 3,255 734 3020 3754 221 278 499 43.1% 10.1% 15.3%
SUB-TOTAL-Part 2 Offenses| 1,198 6,041 7,239 1,737 7022 8759 539 981 1520 45.0% 16.2% 21.0%

All Offenses I

GRAND TOTAL 1,522 | 6,932 | 8,454 |! 2,148 | 7884 | 10032 |! 626 952 | 1578 |! 41.1% | 13.7% | 18.7%

Source: Computed by author d from Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety.

' Drunkenness is not a crime in Maine.
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Figure 3.2.5

Orrests of Qdults for Part 1 Crimes
Cumberlond Co. & Statewide, 1996-2004
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Toble 3.2.4 Qrrests of Odults, Stotewide and Cumberland County Trends, 1996 - 2004

STATEWIDE CUMBERLAND COUNTY
Change, 1996-2004 Percent Change, 1996-2004 Change, 1996-2004 Percent Change, 1996-2004
Offense Females | Males | Total Females | Males Total Females | Males | Total Females | Males | Total
Part 1 Offenses
Murder (2) 0 -9.5% 0.0% 0 4 4 400% 400%
Rape 22 25 37.3% 42.4% 1 2 3 18.2% 27.3%
Robbery 36 36 0.0% 41.9% 36.0% 0 4 4 0.0% 12.9% 12.1%
Assault, Aggravated 15 (17) (2) 17.6% -4.2% -0.4% (4) (24) (28) -20.0% -26.7% -25.5%
Burglary 64 (253) (189) 108.5% -26.5% -18.6% 28 9 37 350% 6.5% 25.3%
Larceny/Theft 314 (279) 35 28.1% -10.6% 0.9% 66 (11) 55 22.9% -2.0% 6.5%
Motor Vehicle Theft (1) (70) (71) -3.7% -28.0% -25.6% (3) (13) (16) -60.0% -25.0% -28.1%
Arson (4) (29) (33) -66.7% -64.4% -64.7% (1) 0 (1) -100.0% 0.0% -16.7%
Part 1 Offenses-TOTAL 393 (592) (199) 30.0% -13.3% -3.4% || 85 (61) 58 26.2% -6.8% 4.8%
Part 2 Offenses
Manslaughter 0 1 1 - 33.3% 33.3% 0 3 3 0.0% - -
Assault, Simple 358 (205) 153 35.8% -4.4% 2.7% 58 166 224 33.9% 22.1% 24.3%
Forgery/Counterfeiting 72 43 115 130.9% 29.7% 57.5% 11 10 21 220.0% 45.5% 77.8%
Fraud (82) (247) (329) -14.0% -33.2% -24.7% 19 (4) 15 67.9% -6.3% 16.5%
Embezzlement 6 5 11 75.0% 83.3% 78.6% 1 5 6 33.3% - 200.0%
Stolen Property 9 (76) (67) 22.5% -29.1% -22.3% 3 (5) (2) 75.0% -13.5% -4.9%
Vandalism 2 65 67 1.4% 7.3% 6.5% 14 117 131 107.7% 112.5% 112.0%
Weapons 3 46 49 30.0% 21.5% 21.9% 1 27 28 25.0% 36.0% 35.4%
Prostitution/Vice (6) (13) (19) -35.3% -46.4% -42.2% (1) (18) (19) -16.7% -78.3% -65.5%
Sex Offenses 8 9) (1) 160.0% -3.8% -0.4% 3 (14) (11) - -25.0% -19.6%
Drug Abuse 583 886 1,469 135.6% 30.3% 43.9% 94 161 255 128.8% 36.0% 49.0%
Offenses-Family 52 67 119 144.4% 38.7% 56.9% 3 1 4 200.0% 7.7% 33.3%
DUI 94 (761) (667) 7.0% -11.8% -8.5% 1 (85) (84) 0.3% -6.6% -5.3%
Liquor Laws 159 408 567 42.3% 24.2% 27.5% 88 322 410 266.7% 136.4% 152.4%
Drunkenness 3 6 9 150.0% 35.3% 47.4% 1 5 6 - - -
Disorderly Conduct 12 (66) (54) 3.2% -5.0% -3.2% 22 12 34 55.0% 6.8% 15.7%
All Other 1,264 1,843 3,107 60.9% 17.8% 25.0% 221 278 499 43.1% 10.1% 15.3%
Part 2 Offenses TOTAL 2,537 2,263 4,800 39.0% 7.5% 13.1% 539 981 1,620 45.0% 16.2% 21.0%
All Offenses
GRAND TOTAL 4.8% 10.8% 952 41.1% 13.7% 18.7%

[z930 [ 1671

[ 4,601

| 37.5%

" 626

1,678 |

Source: Computed from Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety.
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Table 3.2.5: Comparison of Qurrests in Cumberlond County by Qrresting Olgency, 1996 and 2004

1996 2004 Change 1996-2004 Percent Change 1996-2004
% of % of

Law Enforcement County’s County’s
Agency Females | Males Total Arrests || Females | Males Total Arrests || Females | Males Total ||} Females | Males Total
Cumberland Sheriff 100 604 704 8.3% 242 894 1,136 11.3% 142 290 432 142% 48% 61%
Cape Elizabeth PD 4 30 34 0.4% 13 86 99 1.0% 9 56 65 225% 187% 191%
Falmouth PD 8 M 49 0.6% 18 42 60 0.6% 10 1 11 125% 2% 22%
Gorham PD 43 224 267 3.2% 105 317 422 4.2% 62 93 155 144% 42% 58%
Portland PD 366 2,191 2,557 30.2% 547 2,779 3,326 33.2% 181 588 769 49% 27% 30%
South Portland PD 214 663 877 10.4% 371 782 1,153 11.5% 157 119 276 73% 18% 31%
Scarborough PD 155 524 679 8.0% 168 581 749 7.5% 13 57 70 8% 11% 10%
Westbrook PD 144 656 800 9.5% 147 524 671 6.7% 3 (132) (129) 2% -20% -16%
Bridgton PD 17 143 160 1.9% 12 100 112 1.1% (5) (43) (48) -29% -30% -30%
Cumberland PD 10 48 58 0.7% 25 77 102 1.0% 15 29 44 150% 60% 76%
Freeport PD 127 309 436 5.2% 50 152 202 2.0% (77) (157) (234) -61% -51% -54%
Yarmouth PD 23 92 115 1.4% 31 77 108 1.1% 8 (15) (7) 35% -16% -6%
Windham PD 50 208 258 3.1% 61 192 253 2.5% 11 (16) (5) 22% -8% -2%
State Police 7 468 539 6.4% 68 393 461 4.6% 3) (75) (78) -4% -16% -14%
Brunswick PD 143 543 686 8.1% 178 509 687 6.8% 35 (34) 1 24% -6% 0%
USM 2 8 10 0.1% 78 284 362 3.6% 76 276 352 3800% 3450% 3520%
MDEA/LigEnforce 45 180 225 2.7% 34 95 129 1.3% (11) (85) (96) -24% -47% -43%
TOTAL 1,522 6,932 | 8,454 100.0% || 2,148 7,884 (10,032 | 100.0% 626 952 1,578 41% 14% 19%

Source: Computed from Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety
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Table 3.2.8: Comporison of Reported Crimes and Low Enforeement Personnel in Cumberland County, 1996 £ 2004 '

1996 2004
Law Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
, , Sworn Law Enforce- , , Sworn Law Enforce-
Enforce- County's County's ment Officers County's County's ment Officers
ment Population | Reported Reported Reported Reported Reported Reported
Agency Served Index Index Crime | Index Crime |Numbe| Per 1,000 Population Index Index Crime | Index Crime Per 1,000
Crimes RANK r Residents Served Crimes RANK Number | Residents

Bridgton 4,343 295 2.8% 10 8 1.8 5,067 181 2.4% 9 8 1.6
Brunswick 21,093 631 6.0% 3 31 1.5 21,719 494 6.4% 4 33 1.5
Cape
Elizabeth 8,931 145 1.4% 13 13 1.5 9,093 99 1.3% 13 13 1.4
Cumberland| 5,886 64 0.6% 14 10 1.7 7,506 33 0.4% 14 11 1.5
Falmouth 7,676 196 1.9% 11 13 1.7 10,675 160 2.1% 10 16 1.5
Freeport 6,964 401 3.8% 8 12 1.7 8,036 151 2.0% 11 12 1.5
Gorham 11,960 308 2.9% 9 16 1.3 15,146 227 3.0% 8 21 1.4
Portland 61,803 4,800 45.5% 1 149 2.4 64,197 3,282 42.8% 1 158 2.5
Scarborough| 12,629 515 4.9% 6 26 2.1 18,622 299 3.9% 7 32 1.7
Sheriff's
Dept 47,262 579 5.5% 5 43 0.9 49,349 629 8.2% 3 48 1.0
South
Portland 22,614 1,421 13.5% 2 52 2.3 23,761 1,121 14.6% 2 51 2.1
Westbrook 15,749 624 5.9% 4 26 2.1 16,193 467 6.1% 5 33 2.0
Windham 13,134 403 3.8% 7 20 1.5 15,584 420 5.5% 6 23 1.5
Yarmouth 7,931 157 1.5% 12 10 1.3 8,363 104 1.4% 12 12 1.4
Total 247,975 10,539 100.0% n/a 429 1.7 273,311 7,667 100.0% 471 1.7
Source: Computed data reported in Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Augusta: Maine Department of Public Safety.

' Table excludes USM Police Services and Maine State Police.
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Figure 3.2.9
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exception of 1994-97, juveniles arrests have tended to decline when adult arrests increase
and increase when adult arrests decrease.

Figure 3.2.10
Stotewide Qrrests by Oge of Offender
Showing Separated Trends, 1986-2004

6 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 2004
1987 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003

I
I
I
I

I I Juvenlles
o
198

47



Figure 3.2.11
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Table 3.2.7: The Top Offenses for Which Juveniles Were Qrrested. in Maine in 2004

Statewide and Cumberland County
Statewide Cumberland County
Percent of Percent of
All Arrests of All Arrests of

Rank Offense Juveniles Rank Offense Juveniles
1 "All Other" Offense Category 21.8% 1 Larceny-theft 27.0%
2 Larceny-theft 21.5% 2 "All Other" Offense Category 26.1%
3 Non-Aggravated Assaults 11.8% 3 Non-Aggravated Assaults 10.5%
4 Liquor laws 11.0% 4 Drug abuse violations 7.8%
5 Drug abuse violations 9.4% 5 Liquor laws 6.5%
6 Vandalism 6.2% 6 Vandalism 6.0%
7 Burglary 5.2% 7 Burglary 4.0%
8 Disorderly conduct 2.0% 8 Runaways 3.0%
9 Runaways 1.9% 9 Driving under the influence 1.6%
10 Motor vehicle theft 1.7% 10 Motor vehicle theft 1.6%
11 Driving under the influence 1.6% 11 Aggravated assault 1.2%
12 Aggravated assault 1.1% 12 Weapons 1.1%
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Toble 3.2.8: Comparison of Qrrests of Juveniles in Maine, by Gender, 1996 and 2004
Change Percent Change
1996 2004 1996-2004 1996-2004
Offense Females | Males | Total Females | Males | Total Females | Males | Total Females Males Total
Part 1 Offenses
Murder 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 (1) (1) -100.0% -100.0%
Rape 1 17 18 1 20 21 0 3 3 0.0% 17.6% 16.7%
Robbery 10 74 84 5 27 32 (5) (47) (52) -50.0% -63.5% -61.9%
Assault, Aggravated 23 106 129 || 12 80 2 || (26) (37) -47.8% -24.5% -28.7%
Burglary 108 995 1,103 41 406 447 (67) (589) (656) -62.0% -59.2% -59.5%
Larceny/Theft 1,077 2,343 3,420 807 1,026 1,833 (270) (1,317) (1,587) -25.1% -56.2% -46.4%
Motor Vehicle Theft 35 213 248 41 105 146 6 (108) (102) 17.1% -50.7% -41.1%
Arson 11 83 9 || 4 25 9 | @ (58) (65) -63.6% -69.9% -69.1%
TOTAL-Part 1 Offenses 1,265 3,832 5,097 911 1,689 2,600 (354) (2,143) (2,497) -28.0% -55.9% -49.0%
Part 2 Offenses

Manslaughter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -
Assault, Not Aggravated 388 905 1,293 342 669 1,011 (46) (236) (282) -11.9% -26.1% -21.8%
Forgery/Counterfeiting 20 23 43 6 25 31 (14) 2 (12) -70.0% 8.7% -27.9%
Fraud 9 30 39 16 31 47 7 1 8 77.8% 3.3% 20.5%
Embezzlement 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 - - -
Stolen Property 21 17 138 11 48 59 (10) (69) (79) -47.6% -59.0% -57.2%
Vandalism 87 858 945 97 429 526 10 (429) (419) 11.5% -50.0% -44.3%
Weapons 1 87 88 4 43 47 3 (44) (41) 300.0% | -50.6% -46.6%
Prostitution/Vice 1 4 5 0 3 3 (1) (1) 2) -100.0% | -25.0% -40.0%
Sex Offenses 0 76 76 3 60 63 3 (16) (13) - -21.1% -17.1%
Drug Offenses 95 641 736 160 646 806 65 5 70 68.4% 0.8% 9.5%
Offenses-Family 1 3 4 2 4 6 1 1 2 100.0% 33.3% 50.0%
DUI 31 123 154 25 110 135 (6) (13) (19) -19.4% -10.6% -12.3%
Liquor Laws 223 547 770 318 620 938 95 73 168 42.6% 13.3% 21.8%
Drunkenness 7 9 16 0 10 10 7) 1 (6) -100.0% 11.1% -37.5%
Disorderly Conduct 66 205 271 54 116 170 (12) (89) (101) -18.2% -43.4% -37.3%
All Other 531 1,983 2,514 491 1,368 1,859 (40) (615) (655) -7.5% -31.0% 26.1%
Curfew & Loitering 26 74 100 22 47 69 (4) (27) (31) -15.4% -36.5% -31.0%
Runaways 344 223 567 90 68 158 (254) (155) (409) -73.8% -69.5% -72.1%
TOTAL-Part 2 Offenses 1,851 5,908 7,759 1,641 4,298 5,939 (210) (1,610) (1,820) -11.3% -27.3% -23.5%
GRAND TOTAL 3,116 9,740 12,856 2,552 5,987 8,539 (564) (3,753) (4,317) -18.1% -38.5% -33.6%

Source: Computed from F.B.l Uniform Crime Reports and Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety
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Table 3.2.9: Comparison of Orrests of Juveniles in Cumberlond County, by Gender, 1996 £ 2004

1996 | 2004 | Change, 1996-2004 Percent Change, 1996-2004

Offense Females | Males | Total || Females | Males | Total || Femates | Mates | Total || Femates | Mates | Total
Part 1 Offenses
Murder 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -
Rape 1 4 5 0 1 1 1) 3) (4) -100.0% -75.0% -80.0%
Robbery 1 15 16 0 8 8 (1) (7) 8) -100.0% -46.7% -50.0%
Assault, Aggravated 3 35 38 3 16 19 0 (19) (19) 0.0% -54.3% -50.0%
Burglary 15 147 162 2 62 64 (13) (85) (98) -86.7% -57.8% -60.5%
Larceny/Theft 303 544 847 275 161 436 (28) (383) (411) -9.2% -70.4% -48.5%
Motor Vehicle Theft 2 36 38 | s 20 26 || 4 (16) (12) || 200.0% | -a4.4% | -31.6%
Arson 0 10 10 0 4 4 0 (6) (6) -60.0% -60.0%
TOTAL-Part 1 Offenses 325 791 1,116 286 272 558 (39) (519) (558) -12.0% -65.6% -50.0%
Part 2 Offenses

Manslaughter 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -
Assault, Not Aggravated 51 134 185 51 119 170 0 (15) (15) 0.0% -11.2% -8.1%
Forgery/Counterfeiting 1 0 1 0 2 2 (1) 2 1 -100.0% - 100.0%
Fraud 4 2 6 2 6 8 2) 4 2 -50.0% 200.0% 33.3%
Embezzlement 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 - - -
Stolen Property 2 9 11 4 7 11 2 2) 0 100.0% -22.2% 0.0%
Vandalism 19 129 148 14 83 97 (5) (46) (51) -26.3% -35.7% -34.5%
Weapons 1 24 25 2 16 18 1 8) (7) 100.0% -33.3% -28.0%
Prostitution/Vice 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 - -
Sex Offenses 0 18 18 0 13 13 0 (5) (5) - -27.8% -27.8%
Drug Offenses 23 131 154 28 98 126 5 (33) (28) 21.7% -25.2% -18.2%
Offenses-Family 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0.0% 0.0%
DUI 3 16 19 5 21 26 2 5 7 66.7% 31.3% 36.8%
Liquor Laws 35 77 112 32 72 104 3) (5) 8) -8.6% -6.5% -7.1%
Drunkenness 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 (1) (1) - -100.0% | -100.0%
Disorderly Conduct 4 13 17 1 7 8 3) (6) 9) -75.0% -46.2% -52.9%
All Other (UCR Category) 79 268 347 125 295 420 46 27 73 58.2% 10.1% 21.0%
Curfew & Loitering 0 2 2 1 0 1 1 (2) (1) - -100.0% -50.0%
Runaways 104 62 166 23 25 48 (81) (37) (118) -77.9% -59.7% -71.1%
TOTAL-Part 2 Offenses 326 887 1,213 288 766 1,054 (38) (121) (159) -11.7% -13.6% | -13.1%
GRAND TOTAL 651 1,678 2,329 574 1,038 1,612 (77) (640) (717) -11.8% -38.1% | -30.8%

Source: Computed from F.B.l Uniform Crime Reports and Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety.

51



Table 3.2.10: Comparison of Trends in Qrrests of Juveniles, Stotewide & Cumberlond County, 1996 & 2004

Statewide Cumberland County
Change, 1996-2004 Percent Change, 1996-2004 Change, 1996-2004 Percent Change, 1996-2004
Offense Females | Males | Total Females | Males | Total Females | Males | Total Females | Males | Total
Part 1 Offenses
Murder 0 (1) 1) -100.0% -100.0% 0 0 0 -
Rape 0 3 3 0.0% 17.6% 16.7% (1) 3) (4) -100.0% -75.0% -80.0%
Robbery (5) (47) (52) -50.0% -63.5% -61.9% (1) (7) (8) -100.0% -46.7% -50.0%
Assault, Aggravated (11) (26) (37) -47.8% -24.5% -28.7% 0 (19) (19) 0.0% -54.3% -50.0%
Burglary (67) (589) (656) -62.0% -59.2% -59.5% (13) (85) (98) -86.7% -57.8% -60.5%
Larceny/Theft (270) (1,317) (1,587) -25.1% -56.2% -46.4% (28) (383) (411) -9.2% -70.4% -48.5%
Motor Vehicle Theft 6 (108) (102) 17.1% -50.7% -41.1% 4 (16) (12) 200.0% -44.4% -31.6%
Arson (7) (58) (65) -63.6% -69.9% -69.1% 0 6) 6) -60.0% -60.0%
Part 1 Offenses-TOTAL (354) (2,143) (2,497) -28.0% -55.9% -49.0% (39) (519) (558) -12.0% -65.6% -50.0%
Part 2 Offenses

Manslaughter 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 - -
Assault, Not Aggravated (46) (236) (282) -11.9% -26.1% -21.8% 0 (15) (15) 0.0% -11.2% -8.1%
Forgery/Counterfeiting (14) 2 (12) -70.0% 8.7% -27.9% (1) 2 1 -100.0% 100.0%
Fraud 7 1 8 77.8% 3.3% 20.5% 2) 4 2 -50.0% 200.0% 33.3%
Embezzlement 0 1 1 0 1 1
Stolen Property (10) (69) (79) -47.6% -59.0% -57.2% 2 2) 0 100.0% -22.2% 0.0%
Vandalism 10 (429) (419) 11.5% -50.0% -44.3% (5) (46) (51) -26.3% -35.7% -34.5%
Weapons 3 (44) (41) 300.0% -50.6% -46.6% 1 (8) 7) 100.0% -33.3% -28.0%
Prostitution/Vice 1) 1) 2) -100.0% -25.0% -40.0% 0 0 0
Sex Offenses 3 (16) (13) -21.1% -17.1% 0 (5) (5) - -27.8% -27.8%
Drug Offenses 65 5 70 68.4% 0.8% 9.5% 5 (33) (28) 21.7% -25.2% -18.2%
Offenses-Family 1 1 2 100.0% 33.3% 50.0% 0 0 0 - 0.0% 0.0%
DUI (6) (13) (19) -19.4% -10.6% -12.3% 2 5 7 66.7% 31.3% 36.8%
Liquor Laws 95 73 168 42.6% 13.3% 21.8% 3) (5) 8) -8.6% -6.5% -7.1%
Drunkenness 7) 1 (6) -100.0% 11.1% -37.5% 0 (1) (1) - -100.0% -100.0%
Disorderly Conduct (12) (89) (101) -18.2% -43.4% -37.3% 3) (6) 9) -75.0% -46.2% -52.9%
All Other (40) (615) (655) -7.5% -31.0% -26.1% 46 27 73 58.2% 10.1% 21.0%
Curfew & Loitering (4) (27) (31) -15.4% -36.5% -31.0% 1 2) (1) -100.0% -50.0%
Runaways (254) (155) (409) -73.8% -69.5% -72.1% (81) (37) (118) -77.9% -59.7% -71.1%
Part 2 Offenses TOTAL (210) (1,610) (1,820) -11.3% -27.3% -23.5% (38) (121) (159) -11.7% -13.6% -13.1%
GRAND TOTAL (564) (3,753) (4,317) -18.1% -38.5% -33.6% (77) (640) (717) -11.8% -38.1% -30.8%

Source: Computed from F.B.l Uniform Crime Reports and Crime in Maine, 1996 and 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety
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Toble 3.2.11: Onolysis of Statewide Qrrests of Juveniles, by Gender and by

Offense, 2004

Analysis of Arrests of Juveniles by Gender and by Offense

Juvenile
Females Males Arrests
% of Total % of Total |Total Number| as % of All
Arrests for Arrests for | of Juveniles | Arrests for
OFFENSES Number Offense Number Offense Arrested Offense
Murder & non-negligent
manslaughter 0 - 0 0 0.0%
Forcible rape 1 4.8% 20 95.2% 21 20.0%
Robbery 5 15.6% 27 84.4% 32 19.0%
Aggravated assault 12 13.0% 80 87.0% 92 15.9%
Sub-Total: Pt 1 Violent 18 12.4% 127 87.6% 145 16.6%
Burglary 41 9.2% 406 90.8% 447 35.1%
Larceny-theft 807 44.0% 1,026 56.0% 1,833 32.6%
Motor vehicle theft 41 28.1% 105 71.9% 146 41.5%
Arson 4 13.8% 25 86.2% 29 61.7%
Sub-Total: Pt 1 Property 893 36.4% 1,562 63.6% 2,455 33.6%
Sub-Total: Part 1 Offenses 911 35.0% 1,689 65.0% 2,600 31.8%
Manslaughter, Negligent 0 0 0 0.0%
Other assaults 342 33.8% 669 66.2% 1,011 14.7%
Forgery/Counterfeiting 6 19.4% 25 80.6% 31 9.0%
Fraud 16 34.0% 31 66.0% 47 4.5%
Embezzlement 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 3.8%
Stolen Property 11 18.6% 48 81.4% 59 20.1%
Vandalism 97 18.4% 429 81.6% 526 32.3%
Weapons 8.5% 43 91.5% 47 14.7%
Prostitution & Vice 0.0% 3 100.0% 3 10.3%
Sex offenses, Other 3 4.8% 60 95.2% 63 20.7%
Drug abuse violations 160 19.9% 646 80.1% 806 14.3%
Offenses family/children 33.3% 4 66.7% 6 1.8%
DUI 25 18.5% 110 81.5% 135 1.9%
Liquor laws 318 33.9% 620 66.1% 938 26.3%
Drunkenness 0 0.0% 10 100.0% 10 26.3%
Disorderly conduct 54 31.8% 116 68.2% 170 9.4%
All other offenses 491 26.4% 1,368 73.6% 1,859 10.5%
Curfew/Loitering 22 31.9% 47 68.1% 69 100.0%
Runaways 90 57.0% 68 43.0% 158 100.0%
Sub-Total: Part Il Offenses 1,641 27.6% 4,298 72.4% 5,939 12.5%
Total-All Offenses 2,552 29.9% 5,987 70.1% 8,539 15.4%

Source of Data: Computed from 2004 Uniform Crime Reports and Crime in Maine 2004, Maine Department of Public

Safety.
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Table 3.2.12: Onalysis of Qrrests of Juveniles in Cumberlond County, by Gender &

Offense, 2004
Analysis of Arrests of Juveniles by Gender and by Offense
Juvenile
Females Males Arrests
% of Total % of Total Total Number as % of All
Arrests for Arrests for of Juveniles Arrests for
OFFENSES Number Offense Number Offense Arrested Offense
Murder & non-negligent
manslaughter 0 0 0 0.0%
Forcible rape 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 6.7%
Robbery 0 0.0% 8 100.0% 8 17.8%
Aggravated assault 3 15.8% 16 84.2% 19 18.8%
Sub-Total: Pt 1 Violent 3 10.7% 25 89.3% 28 16.9%
Burglary 2 3.1% 62 96.9% 64 25.9%
Larceny-theft 275 63.1% 161 36.9% 436 32.5%
Motor vehicle theft 6 23.1% 20 76.9% 26 38.8%
Arson 0 0.0% 4 100.0% 4 44.4%
Sub-Total: Pt 1 Property
283 53.4% 247 46.6% 530 31.8%
All Part 1 Offenses 286 51.3% 272 48.7% 558 30.5%
Manslaughter, Negligent 0 0 0 0.0%
Other assaults 51 30.0% 119 70.0% 170 12.9%
Forgery/Counterfeiting 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 4.0%
Fraud 2 25.0% 6 75.0% 7.0%
Embezzlement 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 10.0%
Stolen Property 4 36.4% 7 63.6% 11 22.0%
Vandalism 14 14.4% 83 85.6% 97 28.1%
Weapons 2 11.1% 16 88.9% 18 14.4%
Prostitution & Vice 0 ERR 0 ERR 0 0.0%
Sex offenses, Other 0 0.0% 13 100.0% 13 22.4%
Drug abuse violations 28 22.2% 98 77.8% 126 14.0%
Offenses against family
and children 0 0.0% 1 100.0% 1 4.8%
DUI 5 19.2% 21 80.8% 26 1.7%
Liquor laws 32 30.8% 72 69.2% 104 13.3%
Drunkenness 0 0 0 0 0 0.0%
Disorderly conduct 1 12.5% 7 87.5% 8 3.1%
All other offenses 125 29.8% 295 70.2% 420 10.1%
Curfew/Loitering 1 100.0% 0 0.0% 1 100.0%
Runaways 23 47.9% 25 52.1% 48 100.0%
All Part 1l Offenses 288 27.3% 766 72.7% 1,054 10.7%
Total-All Offenses 574 35.6% 1,038 64.4% 1,612 13.8%

Source of Data: Computed from 2004 Uniform Crime Reports and Crime in Maine 2004, Maine Department of Public Safety.
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3.3 Some Other Relevant Trends

Trends in crime in crime as influenced by the number of people in the age range from the early teen
years to the mid-to late forties, economic conditions, opportunities to commit crimes, and many other
factors. One important factor identified by sociologists is community structure and how well people
know their neighbors: larger communities and places with a lot of in and out migration will have more
crime. Some of the same forces influence the number of arrests, especially the size of the population
in the age range most likely to be involved in crime. Arrest and crime rates diverge for many reasons,
including clearance rates (which are influenced by community structure, too) and police practices. In
this section, we will consider two factors shown to be important to arrest rates, and in turn, demand
for the jail. First, we will look at trends in the youth population in Cumberland County. Then we will
look at recent trends in arrests by race.

Youth Population Trends in Cumberland County

Like much of the data that various committees and commissions have been using to study Maine’s
corrections system, over-aggregation of statewide population data has created an impression of trend
that does not necessarily apply to every county. Cumberland County’s trends both drive state averages,
due tot he large population, but also differ greatly from the average. Figure 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 and Table
3.3.1 show trends in the youth population by town. As Figure 3.3.1 shows, most towns have been
experiencing rapid increases in their youth population. In contrast, Portland, the largest community,
saw very slow growth, while South Portland, the second largest city, saw modest growth.

Recent Trend in Youth Population
QOged 18-29, by Town, 2000-2005

Baldwin
Bridgton
Brunswick
Cape Elizabeth
Casco
Cumberland
Falmouth
Freeport
Gorham
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Windham
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Figure 3.3.1
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Some important points emerge from a review of Table
3.3.1 and the graphs of trends in Cumberland County’s
youth population.

¢ In the aggregate, with Portland included, Cumber-
land County’s trends tend to mirror the state. How-
ever, with Portland excluded, the trend diverges, with
Cumberland County showing significantly more growth
in the critical ages than the state as a whole.

v In addition to being weighted by Portland,
Cumberland County’s trend reflects the slower growth
in the two large, older Portland suburbs of South
Portland and Westbrook.

v/ When all other towns in Cumberland County are
considered, a very different picture emerges, one of
very rapid increase during the period 2000-2005, with
a projected continuing albeit slowed rate.

v The rates of increase for the two time periods are
most rapid in towns served by the Sheriff, with a
growth between 2000 and 2005 almost double the
state average and projected growth between 2005 and
2010 that is nearly triple the state average.

Rapid increases to the comparatively small populations
of younger people in suburban and rural areas of
Cumberland County are not likely to produce a large
increase in arrests. However, these trends do suggest
a growing role for the Sheriff’s Department in both
enforcement, prevention, and juvenile diversion. The
rapid increases in younger persons in suburbs of
Portland that are both close in and further out also
suggest the need for prevention and diversion
programming. Taken together, Cumberland County is
presented with a significant opportunity to craft and
coordinate the implementation of prevention and
juvenile justice diversion programming.
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Toble 3.3.1.: Population Trends and
Projections Through 2010, by
Municipality, Residents Oged 18-29

Percent Change

Municipality 2000- Projected
2005 2005-2010
Baldwin 12.2% 5.5%
Bridgton 13.0% 7.9%
Brunswick 8.1% 4.4%
Cape Elizabeth 18.8% 6.7%
Casco 19.7% 12.3%
Cumberland 23.4% 10.9%
Falmouth 24.2% 10.6%
Freeport 16.8% 8.6%
Gorham 13.3% 8.9%
Gray 18.2% 11.7%
Harpswell 19.7% 10.8%
Harrison 17.8% 10.0%
Naples 23.0% 14.3%
New Gloucester 15.9% 8.8%
North Yarmouth 24.0% 13.0%
Portland 1.8% -2.1%
Pownal 16.4% 8.1%
Raymond 23.5% 14.8%
Scarborough 20.1% 11.2%
Sebago 22.2% 11.7%
South Portland 4.7% -0.6%
Standish 16.6% 11.9%
Westbrook 7.1% 1.7%
Windham 16.0% 10.0%
Yarmouth 17.1% 9.0%
Cumberland County 9.5% 4.4%
Cumberland County
Excluding Portland 13.4% 7.3%
Average for Towns
Served by Sheriff's
Department 19.1% 11.1%
Statewide 10.2% 3.9%




Figure 3.3.2

Projected Trend in Youth Population
Oged 18-29, by Town, 2005-2010
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Arrests in Maine by Race

Maine’s incarceration rate historically has been very low compared with other states. Many people
interpret this difference as an indication that we have a much lower “taste” or “policy preference” for
incarceration. In reality, when incarceration data is sub-divided by race, Maine’s incarceration rates
for blacks and other people of color is very high relative to rates for white people. Recently, the rate
at which we incarcerate blacks has doubled, placing Maine very close to the national average.

A review of Table 3.3.2 shows that in 2001, Maine’s overall incarceration rate was just over one-third
the U.S. rate, or 222 people per 100,000 residents compared with 639 in all states. Our incarceration
rate for females was very low, both absolutely and relative to the U.S. Notice, however, that our
incarceration rate for white people was 201, compared with 926 for blacks and 518 for Hispanic persons.
The incarceration rate for blacks was 4.6 times the incarceration rate for whites. For the U.S., blacks
were incarcerated at a rate that was 6 times the rate for whites. Maine’s disparity, while lower than
for the U.S. as a whole, was troubling.

Between 2001 and 2005, things worsened substantially, with Maine’s incarceration rate for blacks more
than doubling, from 926 per 100,000 to 1,992 per 100,000, and achieving 87% of the U.S. average. The
incarceration rate for whites also increased in Maine, driven by the growth in arrests of females, but
the rate of increase was only one-quarter of the increase for blacks. By 2005, the rate at which blacks
are being jailed had accelerated to the point where it now is 7.6 times higher than the rate at which
whites are incarcerated, and exceeds the U.S. disparity of 5.6 to 1.
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Table 3.3.2: Incarcerotion Rates by Race, Maine Compared with Ol Stotes,

2001 £ 2005
Incarceration Rote Per 100,000
Residents Change, 2001-2005
2001 | 2005 Maine All States
Per 100,000

Residents

Who Are: Maine All States Maine |All States|] Number Percent Number Percent
White 201 366 262 412 61 30.3% 46 12.6%
Black 926 2,209 1,992 | 2,290 || 1,066 115.1% 81 3.7%
Hispanic 518 759 | na | 742 | n/a n/a 17 2.2%
Male 434 1,208 513 1,249 79 18.2% 41 3.4%
Female 25 105 44 121 19 76.0% 16 15.2%
All 222 639 273 928 51 23.0% 289 45.2%

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics Bulletin, Prison and Jail
Inmates at Midyear Series. Computed from data in Table 16 from 2001 edition; Tables 12 and 14 from 2005 edition.

Generally about 7% of the inmates in the Cumberland County Jail are black and another 6 percent
people of color. Since people of color make up approximately 1% of Maine’s population, these
percentages are much higher than expected, if race is not influencing arrests. About 8% of the
participants in the Divert Offenders to Treatment program are black, which suggests that black people
with mental illness may be more likely to be arrested than white people with mental illness. These
issues merit close scrutiny.

Maine has a rapidly increasing Black population. The August 5™ headline in the Portland Press Herald
read: “Demographic Shift, State’s Minorities Booming, Maine’s black population doubles.” The article
reported: “the number of blacks in Maine nearly doubled between 2000 and 2005, but the state still has
the nation’s whitest population, according to data released Friday by the U.S. Census Bureau” (p.1).
If we are responding to the state’s increasing diversity by increasing the rate at which we arrest people
of color, then we have a problem.

8.4 Trends in Joil Populations

As has been evident throughout this section, widespread views about trends turn out to be either
overstated or incorrect, the product of data that is too aggregated, which disguises a diversity of
situations. The graphs in this section make it clear that (1) Cumberland County data has been weighting
statewide data, thereby providing a sense of share experience that is not always supported by separated
data, and (2) Cumberland County’s experiences and trends set it apart from many other jails.

As Figure 3.4.1 shows, growth in the average daily population of the Cumberland County jail has been

fairly steep since the early days of the new facility in 1995. Table 3.4.1 and Figure 3.4.2 make it clear
that the increases experienced in Cumberland County are not typical of the state, with Cumberland
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Figure 3.4.1

Trends in Qverage Daily Populotions
Cumberlond County Joil, 1995-2005

Average Daily Population

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

showing significantly more growth. Between 1995 and 2005, the average daily population of the Cumber-
land County Jail increased by 147%. While this growth rate lagged behind the percent increases of some
smaller jails, it nonetheless placed 4™ among the counties. However, when we consider the numbers
of persons added to the state’s incarcerated population, Cumberland County is by far the leader.
v’ Over the decade, the average daily population of the Cumberland County Jail increased by
274 inmates, more than double the next largest increase of 122 in York County. This growth
explains approximately one-third of the statewide increase.

Part of the increase in the average daily population Cumberland County Jail reflects a growing boarding
population, as Figure 3.4.6 shows. A greatly increased female population is another important element
of recent jail population dynamics, as several graphs in this section and Table 3.4.2 underscore.
v As figure 3.4.7 reveals, the number of females incarcerated in the Cumberland County Jail
is extremely large relative to the rest of the state and has grown much more over the decade.

Figure 3.4.8 shows that increases in the numbers of females in jails explains varying amounts of overall
growth in average daily population, with Washington County far and away the highest at 45%. Growth
in the female ADP explains between 31% and 23% of the overall increase in Waldo, Piscataquis, Knox,
Aroostook, Hancock and Kennebec counties. Although Cumberland has seen a major numeric increase
in female inmates, this group explains only about 15% of the overall increase in inmates. The un-
expected increases in females housed in jails has placed significant pressure on jails that were not
constructed to serve such a large number of women. As of 2005, the Aroostook, Kennebec, Hancock,
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and Cumberland County jails are exceeding appreciably the capacity dedicated to housing women, as
Figure 3.4.9 shows. Figure 3.4.10 reveals that there is a substantial difference in some counties between
the percentages of admissions who are females and the female percentage of ADP. Females have shorter
stays in all jails, with the disparity between admissions and ADP especially significant in Androscoggin,
Lincoln, and Somerset counties.

Toble 3.4.1: Trends in Jail Populotions by County, 1995-2005
Number of Inmates Change 1995-2005
1995 2005 Number Percent
Androscoggin 78 125 I 47 61%
Aroostook 50 g4 || 34 67%
Cumberland 187 a2 || 274 147%
Franklin 14 72 IEE 94%
Hancock 21 55 || 2 155%
Kennebec 100 170 || 10 70%
Knox 30 66 || 36 119%
Lincoln 17 48 31 183%
Oxford 26 45 19 72%
Penobscot 103 173 70 68%
Piscataquis 20 26 6 28%
Somerset 48 71 23 47%
Waldo 20 43 23 116%
Washington 31 51 20 66%
York 65 187 || 122 189%
Mean 54 109 || s 99%
TOTAL 810 1662 J 852 105%
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Figure 3.4.2

Trends: Overage Daily Joil Populations
Cumb Co & Other ME Jails, 1995-2005
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Figure 3.4.3

Overage Daily Joil Populations
by County, 1995 £ 2005
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Figure 3.4.4

Trend in Statewide Jail Population
by Odjudication Status, 1985-2005
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Figure 3.4.5

Sentenced Pre-Trial

Although much discussion has been devoted to the currently large share of pre-trial inmates,
when the data is separated by county it becomes clear that this issue does not affect all
counties. The Cumberland County Jail has a much higher percentage of pre-trial persons
than any other jail. Evaluation of the reasons for the high pre-trial percentages and solutions
need to be targeted to those counties where this pattern is evident, especially Cumberland.
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Figure 3.4.6

Boarders os o Pereent of Joil ADP
by County, 1997 & 2005
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Relative to their respective ADPs, Piscataquis and Cumberland counties are the primary boarding sites
in Maine. Both counties have seen a noticeable increase since 1997 in the share of daily populations
who are boarders. Because the Cumberland County jail has a much higher ADP now than in 1997, and
is much larger than other jails, the percentage of total understates the significance of the sizable
boarding population to the jail.

Figure 3.4.7 a eDailg Jail.'Po-p loti
of Females, by County, 1995 £ 2005
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Toble 3.4.2: QOveroge Daily In-House Population Served, by Gender, 1995 and 2005

1995

2005

Average Daily In-House Jail
Populations, By Gender

Females as
Percent Total

Average Daily In-House Jail
Populations, By Gender

Females as
Percent Total

Percent Change, 1995-2005

County Males |Females [ Total Males Females Total Males Females Total
Androscoggin 7 7 78 9.4% 111 1 122 8.8% 57% 45% 56%
Aroostook 48 2 50 4.7% 69 1 80 13.3% 45% 352% 59%
Cumberland 170 17 187 9.3% 375 53 428 12.4% 121% 203% 128%
Franklin 13 1 14 6.9% 23 2 26 9.1% 79% 142% 83%
Hancock 21 0 21 0.2% 43 8 51 15.7% 108% 147%
Kennebec 95 5 100 5.0% 143 20 164 12.5% 52% 311% 65%
Knox 29 1 30 4.9% 47 9 56 16.7% 63% 538% 86%
Lincoln 16 1 17 3.7% 25 1 26 4.6% 53% 91% 55%
Oxford 24 2 26 7.0% 40 4 44 8.9% 65% 117% 69%
Penobscot 94 9 103 8.9% 141 17 158 10.7% 51% 84% 53%
Piscataquis 19 1 20 4.2% 23 2 26 9.6% 20% 190% 27%
Somerset 46 2 48 4.3% 54 1 55 1.2% 17% -68% 13%
Waldo 20 0 20 0.3% 27 3 30 10.3% 34% 49%
Washington 30 1 31 2.4% 40 9 48 17.8% 31% 1084% 56%
York 62 2 65 3.8% 163 18 181 9.8% 161% 615% 179%
Statewide 758 52 810 6.5% 1325 169 1494 11.3% 75% 222% 84%

Source of Data: Maine Department of Corrections.
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Figure 3.4.8

% of QDP Growth (ttributable to More
Women in Jails, 1995-2005
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Figure 3.4.9

Copority Utilization in Maine Jails
by Gender, 2005
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Figure 3.4.10
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8.5 Community Corrections: State-Loeal Linkages
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Table 3.5.1 shows trends in the numbers of persons on probation and the numbers held in jails.

Table 3.5.1: Comparison of Trends in Probation Caseloods and Offenders
Sentenced to County Jails, 1992 - 2004
Probation Persons Sentenced Jail as Percent of
Year Caseload % Change to Jail % Change Total Total
1992 8,942 28.8% 464 -8.1% 9,406 4.9%
1993 8,712 -2.6% 414 -10.8% 9,126 4.5%
1994 8,638 -0.8% 467 12.8% 9,105 5.1%
1995 8,641 0.0% 444 -4.9% 9,085 4.9%
1996 7,753 -10.3% 451 1.6% 8,204 5.5%
1997 7,178 -7.4% 561 24.4% 7,739 7.2%
1998 6,953 -3.1% 551 -1.8% 7,504 7.3%
1999 7,524 8.2% 600 8.9% 8,124 7.4%
2000 7,788 3.5% 636 6.0% 8,424 7.5%
2001 8,939 14.8% 527 -17.1% 9,466 5.6%
2002 9,446 5.7% 715 35.7% 10,161 7.0%
2003 9,855 4.3% 688 -3.8% 10,543 6.5%
2004 9,322 -5.4% 697 1.3% 10,019 7.0%
Change 1992-2004 4.2% 233 50.2% 613 -
Source of Data: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, Probation and Parole in the United States,
annual, and jail series data, which was obtained electronically.
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During a time when other states have been increasing their use of probation and other non-incarceration
correctional strategies, Maine has stepped up its use of jails and prisons. As Table 3.5.1 shows,
probation caseloads have increased by only 4.2% since the early 1990s, compared with a 50% increase
in jail populations. While incarceration in jails was 4.9% of the total in 1992, by 2004 7% of the total was
housed in jails. Given the lower number of arrests for serious offenses, it is perplexing why probation
has been falling by the wayside. One important explanation rests in the state’s refusal to staff probation
adequately. Currently, there are 76 adult probation officers for a state the size of the rest of New
England combined. Increasing jail populations stem in part from the large number of probation
violations. Drug court sanctions that rely heavily on jail are exacerbating the problem. Table 3.5.2,
which shows trends in incarcerations in jails and prisons in Maine, provides another perspective that
suggests further that a substantial shift in responsibility from the state to the counties has been
occurring.

In the next two sections, we will look at spending for the jail and state policies that affect jails.
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Table 3.5.2: Comparison of Incarcerotions in Moine State Foeilities and County Jails, 1993, 1999, £ 2005

1993 1999 2005 Change 1993-2005
Percent
Incarceration ncarceration Incarceration Incarceration| Change in
Rate per Rate per Rate per Rate per Incarceration
Incarceration 100,000 Percent of| 100,000 Percent 100,000 Percent 100,000 1993-2005
Type Number | Residents Total Number | Residents of Total || Number | Residents of Total || Number | Residents

State Prisons 1437 112 67% 1724 128 61% 2063 156 57% 626 44 36%
Jail 700 55 33% 1113 89 39% 1545 117 43% 845 62 76%
Total 2137 166 100% 2837 217 100% 3608 273 100% 1471 107 52%

Source of Data: U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics, various data series.
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Chapter 4:
Cumberlond County Jail's Expenditures & Trends

Trends discussed in the preceding chapter have been increasing demand for jail beds and for the
services of the Sheriff’s Department. The budgetary impacts of those trends are likely to have been
significant already and promise to continue to strain fiscal resources. This chapter examines the budget
for the Cumberland County Jail from various perspectives. First, recent trends in the jail budget are
reviewed within the context of the overall county budget and in comparison to other county
departments including the Sheriff’s Department. Second, total jail spending is considered relative to
other Maine jails. Next, the budget is analyzed statistically, using regression analysis, to evaluate
whether spending for the Cumberland County jail appears to be low, high, or at an expected level, given
conditions facing the jail. Finally, jail spending is considered in total and by component for the time
period 1996-2006.

4.1. TheJail Within the Context of Cumberland County's Budget

The 2006 Adopted Budget for Cumberland County totals $29.8 million dollars, as shown in Table 4.1.1.

Toble 4.1.1: Reeent Trends in Cumberland County's Budgeted Expenditures
Change, 2004-2006
DEPARTMENT 2004 2006 Amount Percent
Jail (Corrections) $13,686,288 $14,335,838 $649,550 4.7%
Sheriff $3,719,560 $4,080,182 $360,622 9.7%
Sub-Total|  $17,405,848 $18,645,086 $1,010,172 5.8%
District Attorney $1,024,699 $1,269,235 $244,536 23.9%
Communications $672,535 $781,961 $109,426 16.3%
Debt Repayment $2,766,813 $2,712,773 -$54,040 -2.0%
Executive $1,210,461 $1,022,505 -$187,956 -15.5%
Facilities $2,290,514 $2,709,734 $419,220 18.3%
Registry of Deeds $899,256 $988,002 $88,746 9.9%
Registry of Probate $512,280 $531,232 $18,952 3.7%
All Other $1,083,799 $1,378,404 $294,605 27.2%
Total $27,866,205 $29,809,866 $1,943,661 7.0%

At over $14.3 million and 48% of the total, the expenditure budget for the Cumberland County Jail is
the largest single component of the Cumberland County budget. Easily dwarfing all other departments,
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the jail budget is joined by the County’s second largest expenditure area, the Sheriff’s Department.
Budgeted spending for the two areas Sheriff Dion oversees exceeds $18.4 million in 2006 and comprises
close to 62% of the total County budget. Were this share not important enough, the percent of total
increases further when annual debt retirement for the jail is included. Although debt service is paid
through a centralized account, generally between 70% to 75% of the total is used to repay debt issued
in the early 1990s for construction of the jail. When debt service of $2,155,762 is added to the jail’s
budgeted expenditures, the budget for the jail increases to 55% of the County budget. The jail plus the
Sheriff’s Department account for 68% of the total.

The Jail and Sheriff’s Departments together hold a place of prominence within county government that
is equivalent to schools within municipal budgets. And like school funding, their dominance within total
spending links inextricably the financing of services with the fiscal future of the parent government.

Review of Recent Trends

Between 2004 and 2006, budgeted expenditures for county government increased by $1.9 million or 7%.
During this period, the combined budgets for the Sheriff and Jail departments increased by just over
$1 million or 5.8%. This combined growth falls notably beneath the 7% county-wide increase in budgeted
expenditures. The increase in spending in areas supervised by the Sheriff is a combination of slow
growth in the jail budget (+4.7%) with slightly faster than average growth of 9.7% in the Sheriff’s
Department budget, as Table 4.1.1 and Figure 4.1.1 show.

Figure

4.1.1 Cumberlond County: Budgeted Spending
Trends Before Qdjusting for Inflation

Jail _-
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District Attorney
Communications
Debt Service
Executive
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Although the Sheriff’s Department budget grew at a rate that exceeded the increase for county
government as a whole, several other departments grew much more rapidly. Between 2004 and 2006,
the budget for the District Attorney’s office increased 23.9%, with growth prompted in part by large
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increases in state funding for prosecutors.” The allocation for Facilities increased by 18.3% and the
Communications budget increased by 16.3%.

With a combined increase of 27.2%, the set of departments and accounts that comprise “all other”
showed the largest percentage growth in budgeted expenditures. This group includes the Finance,
Human Services, and Treasury departments, plus specialized accounts such as grants, contingencies,
short term loan repayment, and unemployment insurance. The increase in the total reflects the addition
of some new accounts between 2004 and 2006, including a federal grant ($55,000)", financing for a
referendum and public information ($80,000), and establishment of a contingency account (5$40,000).
The “all other” category comprises only a small portion of total county spending, so the dollar impact
of recent growth (+5$294,605) was not as large as one might expect given the substantial percentage
increase. Nonetheless, a budget increase of this magnitude is highly significant within the context of
the County budget, with the amount actually approaching one-half of the total dollar increase in the
County’s largest department’s budget, the jail.

Gaining Perspective When Rates of Change Differ Widely

As the preceding comparison underscores, rates of increase viewed alone can give an exaggerated sense
of the respective importance of trends. A comparatively large percentage increase in a very small
budget may not add much to the financing responsibility of the county. For example, between 2004 and
2006, repayment of short term loans increased by 61%. However, because the initial budgeted amount
was small, this very large percentage increase added only $24,000 to 2006 budgeted expenditures. On
the other hand, a small percentage increase in a large budget can add many dollars to financing
responsibilities. The jail budget, which grew by only 4.7%, added $649,550 to budgeted expenditures
between 2004 and 2006.

To place trends in meaningful perspective and gain insight into budget drivers, it is important to
consider both percentage and dollar changes.
v Small budgets are disadvantaged in the budget process if only percentage change is
considered, but advantaged if only dollar impacts on the budget total are considered.
v In contrast, large budgets are disadvantaged if only dollar changes are considered, but
advantaged by a singular focus on percent change.

Departments with small budgets may feel that they are at a disadvantage relative to their larger peers
during the budget process. For political and other reasons, this may be true. However, departments
with large budgets face a “quiet bias” in the budget process, which over time and under fiscal
constraint may erode a department’s capacity to deliver quality services. Large budgets are highly
visible, simply due to their scope, and as a consequence will be scrutinized closely and are apt to be
blamed for high or increasing property taxes. Due to their size, large budgets provide a ready target for
budget balancing efforts. Not only do they require more dollars to stay abreast of inflation, they yield
many dollars of savings with only a small percentage reduction. At the municipal level, it is not

® See the review of trends in state aid for prosecutors presented in Chapter 5.

% Grants may increase spending by an amount equal to the grant, or may require additional spending as a county

match. Often the match does not require appropriation of new funds, but instead is accomplished through reallocation of
personnel or other methods. Nonetheless, it always is useful to assess both the full cost and the tangible and intangible
benefits and costs of programs, even those that require little or no new local funds.
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surprising that the school budget is often viewed as the “culprit” when citizens are dissatisfied with the
property tax. At the county level, the “culprit” is the jail. On the other hand, because a small increase
in a large budget places a heavy claim on any new revenues, it is impractical to avoid focusing on the
largest budgets. So we need to make an effort to step back and gain perspective.

When reviewing budget trends, it helps to acknowledge at the outset that large departments are
expected to add more dollars to a new budget than are smaller departments, even if their rates of
increase are identical. In fact, the rate of growth can be much slower in a large department, yet the
number of new dollars required can be larger than other, smaller departments experiencing more rapid
growth. Simply maintaining purchasing power in the face of inflation requires that far more dollars be
added to a large budget than to budgets of smaller departments.

When doing an analysis of financial statements, accountants, and bond raters rely on ratios whenever
possible, to permit more valid comparisons of accounts that differ greatly in size. For example,
comparing the total debt outstanding for Cumberland County to debt in a small county would provide
only a partial and possibly biased perspective on the counties’ respective debt burdens. Expressing debt
on a per capita basis and as a percent of property valuation or personal income not only adjusts the
dollars by the underlying factors of population size and ability to pay, but also reduces large numbers
to a more manageable size. Ratios make it easier to compare and interpret differences in vastly
different dollar amounts, and help the analyst avoid common analytical pitfalls.

We can use two ratio analysis techniques to adjust trends and facilitate review and comparison of
budgets of various sizes. First, we can look at the impact of increases by allocating shares of growth
among departments. This technique will permit us to answer this question: How much did increases in
spending for the jail contribute to spending growth? Second, we can adjust spending trends for the
impact of inflation, so that we may consider changes in purchasing power. We make this adjustment
by deflating dollars to a common base year using a CPl-based price deflator. Once dollars have been
deflated, we can determine how much each department’s budget grew or declined, net of spending
increases required to stay abreast of inflation. Plus, we will be able to evaluate each department’s
contribution toward budget growth net of inflation.

Comparing Expected with Actual Budget Growth

Were every department in county government to grow at exactly the same rate, the beginning and
ending percentages of total budget would remain the same. Comparing departments’ shares of budget
in 2004 and 2006 sheds light on which have gained and which have lost ground. Because the changes in
budget share often are small, it is easy to discount shifts. Yet the effect on the financial capacity of the
departments that are losing ground can be very significant, especially if the erosion of share occurs in
an environment of holding the line on the budget total.

Although departments often would like to receive—and may even expect to receive— a “fair share” of
new revenues, there is no magical equation between the share of the total budget claimed by past
spending and the new share a department is allocated. However, shares of budget allocated to different
purposes provide a snapshot of a government’s policy priorities. During times of fiscal constraint, policy
makers continually make hard choices that do not necessarily coincide with past practices. In addition,
budgets are shaped and reshaped by unexpected and uncontrollable costs, new policy initiatives,
citizens’ expressed priorities, and the availability of funding through grants or fees for purchased
services shape and reshape budgets. Policy makers usually are aware of the overt forces that constrain
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budget choices or forge new directions. However, there are many subtle influences on budgets that may
escape attention and create a cleft between policy priorities and the priorities as evidenced by the
adopted budget. This technique is not used to second guess policy makers, but rather to provide insight
into trends.

Allocating Unadjusted Shares of Spending Growth

We can use the initial shares of budget to place budgetary change under an analytical lens. Based on
the share of budget at the starting point, we can compute each department’s expected contribution
to budget growth. Then we can compute the actual contribution to budget growth and see how the two
compare." An example may make the analytical approach clearer.

Consider the exhibit on the next page. The left hand portion of this exhibit shows expenditure data for
major components of Maine state government general fund spending. This data was presented as a
graph by the Maine Department of Corrections to the Commission to Improve the Sentencing,
Supervision, Management, and Incarceration of Prisoners.'> One message from the presentation is that
spending in the Department of Corrections has increased, but not at a rate that is out of line with other
departments. Let’s look at this data from another vantage point, by considering the right hand portion
of the exhibit.

As you can see, comparing budget shares and contributions to budget growth is an easy and quick means
to improve perspective on budget trends, because dollar amounts are converted to ratios: percentage
of budget is compared with percentage of budget growth. The last column expresses the difference
between expected and actual spending growth as a percentage of expected growth. A review of these
figures reveals that the Maine Department of Corrections budget grew by 46.7% more than expected,

" This technique also may be used to evaluate trends in revenues. In Dollars and Sense: Maine State Budgeting at
a Crossroads, LaPlante and Devlin (1993) used this technique to identify the steadily increasing bite the personal income tax
had taken from income as Maine’s economy grew during the 1980s. In 1980, personal income taxes accounted for just over
13% of state own source revenues, but by 1989 the share had grown to 24%. Because growth in income tax collections
accounted for 47.3% of all revenue growth between 1980 and 1989, the state budget became far more sensitive to economic
changes that produce a “bungee cord” revenue stream of rapid increases during good economic times and plunging revenues
during downturns and recession.

12 presentations to this commission are available at the Maine State Planning Office’s web site:

http://www.state.me.us/spo/sp/commission/presentations.php.
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Exhibit 4.1.1: Example of Assessing Different Growth Rates by Comparing Expected Contribution

Toward Growth with Qllocated Inereases

Spending Trends Dota Presented by Moine Department of Correstions

Qdditional Computations to Foeilitote
Comparison

Trends in Expenditure in Selected Components of the Maine
State Government General Fund, 1998 - 2004’

Comparison of Expected
and Actual Contributions to Growth

1998 Budget Percent
Share= Actual % of Difference

Component of ME Percent Expected % of Budget Between
General Fund 1998 2004 Change ? Change ? Growth Growth Expected
ME Corrections $72,824,367 $128,242,664 $55,418,297 76.1% 5.2% 7.6% 46.7%
Human Services $342,782,196 $654,580,203 $311,798,007 91.0% 24.5% 43.0% 75.4%
Behavioral & $161,851,272 $272,782,582 $110,931,310 68.5% 11.6% 15.3% 32.2%
Developmental
Judicial $35,510,704 $56,307,146 $20,796,442 58.6% 2.5% 2.9% 12.9%
Education $784,831,758 $1,010,779,904 $225,948,146 28.8% 56.1% 31.2% -44.5%
Total for Included
Departments $1,397,800,297 $2,122,692,499 $724,892,202 51.9% 100.0% 100.0% N/A

! The data shown on the left hand portion of this table was taken from a presentation by the Maine Department of Corrections to the Commission to Improve the
Sentencing, Supervision, and Management of Prisoners, September 24, 2003. The PowerPoint slide show is available online at the Maine State Planning Office web site:
http://www.state.me.us/spo/sp/commission/presentations.php.

2 Because larger budgets required larger dollar increases to stay abreast of inflation, for the most meaningful comparison these trends also should be considered net

of inflation.
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based on their relative share of general fund spending in 1998. Increases in spending for the Department
of Human Services were 75.4% above the expected contribution to growth, but both the Department
of Behavioral and Developmental Services (which now is part of Human Services) and Judicial lagged
behind Corrections. Perhaps surprisingly, given a large dollar increase in spending and a seemingly
healthy increase of 28.8%, the increased spending for Education lagged behind expected growth by
44.5%."

The real utility of this analytical strategy lies in its ability to help the analyst to isolate differences
between expected and actual growth, which then may be defined by policy makers as “no surprise”,
“somewhat surprising”, or “a big surprise”. A significant departure from the expected contribution to
growth—whether positive or negative—is not necessarily problematic, but rather, a signal for policy
makers that this may be an area that merits attention. The comparison of actual with expected growth
facilitates distinguishing planned (in the case of new programs and priorities) or anticipated (in the case
of price increases) budgetary redistributions from unanticipated and unintended shifts.™

Let’s apply this method to Cumberland County’s budget trends between 2004 and 2006. On the next
page, Table 4.1.2 applies this technique to trends in Cumberland County’s budgeted expenditures for
major departments and the group of departments and accounts referred to collectively as “all other”.
The first column shows the dollar change in the county budget between 2004 and 2006. This column
differs from Exhibit 4.1.1, because not all Cumberland County budgets grew. In departments where the
budget declined, there is a zero shown in the table, signifying that there was no increase. At the bottom
of the column, a total is shown. This amount reflects the sum of the increases. “Summed growth”
reflects the total of all increases in budgets, without the offsetting reduction to total produced by
declines in other areas. Focusing on growth provides a gauge of how much the budget would have
increased, if there had been no decreases to balance some growth.

The next three columns show the comparison of expected and actual contributions to growth. First,
each department’s 2004 share of budget is shown. The share of 2004 expenditures establishes the
expected contribution towards spending growth. The next column shows the share of budget growth,
which is the increase from the first data column divided by the summed increases. This figure is
important, because it allocates overall growth among departments.

The last column in Table 4.1.2 shows the percent differences between the expected and actual shares
of growth for each department. Budgeted expenditures for debt repayment (principle and interest) and
for the Executive Department declined between 2004 and 2006, so these budgets had no impact on
growth. So the difference between their expected and actual increases in spending is 100%. The Registry
of Probate also exhibited far less growth than anticipated, with the actual increase falling 52.8% behind
expected growth.

In 2004, the jail budget comprised 49.1% of total budgeted spending. In the absence of an important
cost saving initiative at the jail, implementation of a major new program(s) elsewhere in county gov-

13 please note that the data for these comparisons was compiled by the Maine Department of Corrections for the
Commission to Improve Sentencing and is used here to illustrate the analytical technique only.

" The earlier footnote that discussed the application of this technique to the Maine state government budget
crisis in the early 1990s provides a case in point. Policy makers knew personal income tax collections had been growing
rapidly, but they were not aware how much more reliant the state had become on taxes on residents’ income relative to
taxes on other taxable bases, such as corporation income.
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Table 4.1.2: Qssessing Different Rotes of Growth, 2004-2008
Comparison of Expected
and Actual Contributions to Growth

Budget 2004 Budget Share=| Share of Summed Percent Difference

Increase Expected % of Growth= Between Expected
DEPARTMENT 2004-2006 Growth Actual % of Growth | Actual % of Growth
Jail (Corrections) $649,550 49.1% 29.7% -39.5%
Sheriff $360,622 13.3% 16.5% 23.6%
District Attorney $244,536 3.7% 11.2% 204.3%
Communications $109,426 2.4% 5.0% 107.4%
Debt Repayment 0 9.9% 0% -100.0%
Executive 0 4.3% 0% -100.0%
Facilities $419,220 8.2% 19.2% 133.3%
Registry of Deeds $88,746 3.2% 4.1% 25.8%
Registry of Probate $18,952 1.8% 0.9% -52.8%
All Other $40,639 4.1% 13.5% 246.6%
Total $2,013,691 100.0% 100.0% N/A

ernment, or cost escalation in other departments, we would expect increases in the jail budget
between 2004 and 2006 to explain approximately 49.1% of growth in the budget.
v Increases in budgeted expenditures for the jail contributed only 29.7% of spending growth,
lagging behind expected growth by 39.5%.

It is easy to translate “lost ground” into dollar terms. Assuming a constant total (so some other
department would have received less of an increase or declined), to remain at 49.1% of total budgeted
County spending the 2006 jail budget would need to be $14,592,410, an increase of $305,069 over the
actual allocation.

Notice that the Facilities Department grew far more rapidly than “expected”, based on its 2004 share
of total. The extra increase is not surprising, since rapidly rising prices for heating oil and some other
commodities will have affected the Facilities budget greatly. When expenditures for price sensitive
commodities are centralized, rather than being divided across departments, the budgetary impact of
rising costs will be more visible. At the same time, it will appear that other budgets are growing less
quickly than expected, because the cost increases are being absorbed by a single unit. Centralization of
spending will have moderated somewhat the apparent gaps between expected and actual jail spending.
The County may want to consider allocating costs to departments, to facilitate truer costing of services
and to maximize cost recovery from services covered by grants or contracts. In the final chapter of this
report, this issue is revisited and a recommendation made that this be done for the Jail, in order to arrive
at a boarding fee that reflects better the actual costs of running the jail.

The increase in budgeted expenditures for “All Other” explains 13.5% of the summed growth. The actual
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contribution to budget growth by these departments exceeds the expected contribution of 3.9% by 3.5
times. This category increased in importance from 3.9% of the total budget in 2004 to 4.6% in 2006.

As noted previously, differences from the expected share of growth should not be construed as “right”
or “wrong”, but instead viewed as an indication that scrutiny is needed. Whether viewing the overall
county budget or analyzing a department budget, overall change is a combination of increases in some
areas with decreases in other areas. Because growth is offset partially by reduced spending, it is easy to
underestimate its true and long term effects on budget position. Over time, seemingly modest trends can
alter the face of the public budget and the basket of services provided to citizens. Many changes will
reflect explicit policy choices, but others will be driven by trends in underlying factors that affect costs
(e.g., the cost of heating oil) and/or the cumulative impacts of expenditure nips and tucks imposed during
efforts to bring under control an unwieldy public budget.

Adjusting for the Impact of Inflation

The trends reviewed thus far have not been adjusted to reflect the “bite” of inflation. Between the end
of 2003 and the end of 2005, the Consumer Price Index increased by 6.5%. This means that the 7% increase
in Cumberland County’s total budgeted expenditures barely exceeded the decrease in purchasing power
caused by inflation. However, we know from the previous section that the overall change is a combination
of some departments increasing spending significantly with others growing slowly or declining. So now
we will look at spending trends adjusted for the effects of inflation.

On the next page, Figure 4.1.2 compares inflation adjusted or “real” spending trends with unadjusted,
“current” dollar trends. Two pages ahead, Table 4.1.3 shows spending adjusted for inflation, but rather
than deflating all dollars to 1982 value, 2004 budgeted dollars have been updated to reflect how much
those 2004 dollars could buy in 2006."> The adjustments for inflation permit us to assess how the
purchasing power of budgeted expenditures changed between 2004 and 2006. Overall, the county budget
increased by 1.2% in inflation adjusted dollars, for real growth between 2004 and 2006 of only
$352,990.Given this essentially “level funding” situation, changed budget shares will have designated
winners and losers. The sizable unadjusted reduction in spending by the Executive Department becomes
more pronounced once the effect of inflation is removed from the dollars. In real, 2006 dollars, the
budget for the Executive Department declined by $257,052 or 20.1%. Debt repayment declined by
$211,976, for the second largest reduction in real spending.

v The budget for the jail took the third largest hit in real dollar terms, declining between 2004

and 2006 by $131,697. Net of inflation, a seemingly sizable dollar increase in budgeted

expenditures evaporates.

Meanwhile, it is easy to isolate real spending growth, with the Facilities department seeing the largest
dollar increase (+$288,472), followed by “All Other” (+$232,739), the District Attorney (+$186,044),
and the Sheriff’s department exclusive of the jail (+$148,300).

"> The Consumer Price Index was 198.3(%) early in 2006, compared with an index of 187.6(%) in 2004. Using the
traditional method for deflating dollars, all dollar values would be converted to 1982 values, by dividing the 2004 amounts
by 1.876 and the 2006 amounts by 1.983. To bring the 2004 dollars forward to 2006 value, we first obtain a rebased deflator
by taking the ratio of the 2004 and 2006 deflators: 1.876 + 1.983 = 0.946. Budget amounts for 2004 are divided by 0.946,
which converts them to 2006 purchasing power. Because older dollars had more value, this method increases dollar values
from the past.
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Figure 4.1.2

Cumberland County: Budgeted Spending
Cwrrent & Real Dollar Trends, 2004-06

Jail

Sheriff

District Attorney
Communications
Debt Service
Executive

F acilities
Registry of Deeds
Registry of Prabate
All Other

Total

-30% -20% -10%

Exhibit 4.1.2: Definitions of “Current” and “Real” Dollars
Current Dollors:

“Current” dollar trends have not been adjusted for inflation and reflect the purchasing power
of the year in which they are measured. For example, “current dollar”s from 1996 means the
purchasing power of the dollars in 1996.

Real Dollors:

“Real” dollars refer to dollars that have been adjusted to net out the impact of inflation. The
adjustments to current dollar values may either deflate all dollars to an older, common “base
year” year, such as 1982, or bring older dollars forward, to reflect what they could purchase in
the more recent year. Regardless of method, the real percentage change is the same.
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Table 4.1.3: Ossessing Budgetary Change Gfter Qdjusting for Inflotion

2004 Actual 2006 Budgeted Change in Real Percent

Spending Expressed Spending Dollars Expressed in Change in

DEPARTMENT in 2006 $ Values 2006 $ Values Real Dollars
Jail $14,467,535 $14,335,838 -$131,697 -0.9%
Sheriff $3,931,882 $4,080,182 $148,300 3.8%
District Attorney $1,083,191 $1,269,235 $186,044 17.2%
Communications $710,925 $781,961 $71,036 10.0%
Debt Repayment $2,924,749 $2,712,773 -$211,976 -7.2%
Executive $1,279,557 $1,022,505 -$257,052 -20.1%
Facilities $2,421,262 $2,709,734 $288,472 11.9%
Registry of Deeds $950,588 $988,002 $37,414 3.9%
Registry of Probate $541,522 $531,232 -$10,290 -1.9%
All Other $1,145,665 $1,378,404 $232,739 20.3%
Total $29,456,876 $29,809,866 $352,990 1.2%

In reviewing these numbers, it is important to notice that none of these increases are “large” relative to
the size of the County budget. Nonetheless, their impact on the overall budget is moderated largely by
real dollar losses in other areas.

Allocating Inflation Adjusted Shares of Spending Growth

On the next page, Table 4.1.4 shows budget increases by department, which sum to $964,005. In the
absence of offsetting real dollar decreases in other budget components, this is the amount of growth
beyond the impact of inflation that would have occurred in the county budget. Table 4.1.4 also allocates
shares of real spending growth to departments.

Once adjusted for inflation, the 2006 adopted expenditure budget for the jail did not increase, so its share
of allocated responsibility for spending growth drops to 0%, down from 29.7% of growth before adjusting
for inflation. Similarly, the Registry of Probate saw no real growth, so this department drops out, too. In
the cases of both the Jail and the Registry of Probate Department, the shift from the “growing” to the
“not growing” sub-groups reinforces the earlier finding that both had grown more slowly than expected.

The remaining expenditure areas include Facilities, which is responsible for 29.9% of all real (inflation
adjusted) spending growth, increase in the budgets for the group of departments and accounts comprising
“all other” explains an additional 24.1% of real growth, the District Attorney’s department accounts for
19.3%, the Sheriff’s Department (exclusive of the jail) 15.4%, Communications 7.4%, and the Registry of
Deeds 3.9%.
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Table 4.1.4: Contributions to Real (Inflation
Odjusted) Budgetary Growth
Percent of
Real Growth in Summed Real

DEPARTMENT Budgeted Spending Growth
Jail 0 0.0%
Sheriff $148,300 15.4%
District Attorney $186,044 19.3%
Communications $71,036 7.4%
Debt Repayment 0 0.0%
Executive 0 0.0%
Facilities $288,472 29.9%
Registry of Deeds $37,414 3.9%
Registry of Probate 0 0.0%
All Other $232,739 24.1%

Sum of Increases $964,005 100.0%

Figure 4.1.3

Comparison of Expested £ Oeotual
Contributions to Budget Growth 2004-08

Jail

Sheriff

District Attorney
Communications
Debt Service
Executive

F acilities

Registry of Deeds
Registry of Probate
All Other
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Caution Required When Evaluating Spending Trends in Isolation

Interpreting expenditure trends is made more difficult by the isolation in government budgets of
expenditures from revenues.'® Increases may be the consequence of an influx of external funding, which
partially or even fully offsets spending growth. In recent years, the District Attorney’s department has
received additional funding from state government to increase prosecutorial staff. Similarly, following
changes in state law that increased the length of time for which an offender could be sentenced to jail
from nine months to 364 days, state aid for community corrections was increased. As the preceding
chapter outlined, increasing jail populations are explained in part by growth in the number of inmates
from other counties being boarded; Cumberland County receives daily boarding fees from sending
counties. While none of these revenues are conditioned upon an increase in spending, they each address
an expected increase in workload.

The isolation of spending and revenues may create problems during budget deliberations and citizen
review. In the absence of net budget figures, which show the claim of spending on own source revenue,
it is easy to overestimate or underestimate the offsetting effect of state or federal aid, grants, or fees
for services. On the one hand, it is not uncommon in public budgeting for requests for spending increases
to be approved because an expectation exists that external revenues or fees will cover budget growth.
For example, one of the identified impacts of California’s Proposition 13 was the tendency of local budget
makers to approve expanded and new programs when the initiatives could pay their own way, while
denying other new spending. Sometimes, revenues do not materialize, so the net budget amount shown
is inaccurate.' As noted earlier, with the new Twin Bridges Regional Jail due to come online this fall, the
Jail is likely to see some reduction in boarding revenues, which would need to be factored into an
estimate of net spending. A common and eq