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The CSG Justice Center focuses on public safety topics with federal, state,

and local policymakers.
Justice Reinvestment

.Y =

National membership association of state
government officials that engages
members of all three branches of state
government.

JUSTICE # CENTER

THE CouNcIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS

Justice Center provides practical,
nonpartisan advice informed by
the best available evidence.
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Ohio state leaders requested technical assistance through the
Justice Reinvestment Initiative.

Q90 _ In July 2017, Ohio state leaders submitted a
e signed letter requesting technical assistance
R to reengage in justice reinvestment.
T In November 2017, the Justice

AT R I PN Reinvestment Ad Hoc Committee, created
W casfR under the Criminal Sentencing
m———— .. Commission, held its first meeting.
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Proposed objective and principles for Ohio’s JR 2.0

Proposed objective

Develop a statewide public safety strategy to reduce crime, improve
behavioral health treatment, and adopt more cost-effective sentencing,
corrections, and supervision policies.

Core principles to guide the process

1.
2.
3.

Each state is unique.
Data should inform decision making.

New initiatives should be relatively cost neutral and should, on balance, improve public
safety.

Bipartisan, interbranch commitment for reform from top policymakers is essential.
Policy and budgetary changes must result.

Engagement of stakeholders—in local and state government and in community
organizations—is critical.

Sustainability planning and ongoing data analysis and reporting are essential elements to
successful reform.
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Ohio’s criminal justice system faces major new challenges and three
persistent barriers to solving these challenges.

Major New Challenges to Public Safety and Public Health

. Recent increases in most violent crime categories

. The epidemic of opioid abuse and overdose

Persistent Barriers to Reinvesting in Public Safety and Health Challenges

. Ohio still lacks a coherent strategy for recidivism reduction for the huge
population under probation supervision

. Ohio’s sentencing structure is ad hoc, convoluted, and opaque

- Prison crowding and costs remain high
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Ohio’s criminal justice system faces major new challenges and three
persistent barriers to solving these challenges.

. Recent increases in most violent crime categories

The epidemic of opioid abuse and overdose

Persistent Barriers to Reinvesting in Public Safety and Health Challenges

Ohio still lacks a coherent strategy for recidivism reduction for the huge
population under probation supervision

Ohio’s sentencing structure is ad hoc, convoluted, and opaque

Prison crowding and costs remain high
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Ohio’s violent and property crime rates have resembled national trends for
more than 50 years.

Index Crimes per 100,000 Residents, 1960-2016 Change in Crime
6.000 Rates since 1990
Property Crime Rates Property Crime
U.S. Total -52%
5,000 - Ohio -41%
Violent Crime
U.S. Total -47%
000 Ohio -41%
3,000 - 578
Ohio
726 2,451  U.S. Total
2,000 -
1000 | A7 Violent Crime Rates
386
161 — U.S. Total
084 T T 1T 1T 17T 17T 17T 17T 17T 17T 17 17 17 17 17 17T 171717 17T 17T 17 17 17 17 17T 1T 17T 17T T T T T T 17T 1T 1T T 17 17 T 1T T T 1T T T1TT°TT I3I0I0I Ohio
A R O

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report Data Tool.
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| There were decreases in all types of reported index property crime from

2011 to 2016.

Reported Index Property Crime in Ohio, 2011-2016

Total property crime
volume was down 23%
450,000 from 2011 to 2016.
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Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report.

2014

2015

2016

Each of the three offenses comprising index property
crime had reported decreases from 2011 to 2016.

The only notable uptick during this period was for motor
vehicle theft in 2016, with a 14% increase over the
previous year.

Motor Vehicle
Theft -7%

Burglary -41%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
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The total decrease in reported violent crime between 2011 and 2016 masks
an increase since 2014, with increases in most violent crime categories.

Reported Index Violent Crime in Ohio, 2011-2016

Total violent crime
volume was down 2%

40,000 from 2011 to 2016...
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Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report.

2014
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2016

The majority of the violent crime increase

is due to an increase in aggravated
assaults, but homicides and rapes
increased as well.

Homicide +27%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Note: This is the legacy definition of rape.
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Violent crime increased in Cleveland, Dayton, and Toledo between 2011 and
2016 but decreased in five other large cities.

Reported Violent Crime (2011 and 2016) Reported Violent Crime for Cleveland, Dayton, and
Toledo, 2011-2016

2011 ®m2016 o
6,000

0
-16% | _ +149% I .___./I\.
6,000 I I 5,000
5,000 I I 4,000
4,000
3,000
I I 2000
2,000 I I o e Y e, — | — = = =
1,000
1,000 I |
0
0 I . I 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Q Q QO 2 Q O Q (o) ——Cleveland —%—Toledo =< -Dayton
Q > 3 y
¥ & & & 2 0K Note: Cleveland tincluded in the 2015 UCR dat
C)\Q Oo \)Q c)\@ ote. eveland was not Inciuaead in the ata.

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report.
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Every year there are many more reported homicides and aggravated
assaults than there are arrests for those offenses.

Murder

Reports and Arrests, 2011-2016
1,000 3:1
800 |21 3:1 2:1 41
600 -
400 -
200 -

0

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Aggravated Assault
Reports and Arrests, 2011-2016

25,000 - 44 41 41
20,000 1 : 4:1 41 5:1

15,000 -
10,000 -
5,000 -

. 1 1 1 1 1 |
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report.

Percent Change

2011-2016 2014-2016
Reported 27% 41%
Murders f f
Murder 0 0
Arrests ‘ 0% ‘ R
2011-2016 2014-2016
Reported 7% 9%
Agg Assaults
Agg Assault
Arrests f 1% f 7%
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Arrests for low-level offenses drive most arrest activity.

Part | and Most Frequent Part Il Arrests, Ohio, 2016

Arrests in Ohio, 2016 Larceny-.. 28,735
Agg. Assault
Part | Arrests purglary
(1 9%) Robbery
Motor vehicle theft
Rape
Murder
Part Il Arrests Drug Violations 32,324
(81 %) Other assaults 28,812
DUI
Disorderly..
Total Arrests Liquor..

213,801

Vandalism

Note: Other assaults, often called simple assaults, are assaults and attempted
assaults where no weapon was used or no serious or aggravated injury

Source: FBI 2016 Uniform Crime Report. resulted to the victim. Stalking, intimidation, coercion, and hazing are included.
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Ohio’s criminal justice system faces major new challenges and three
persistent barriers to solving these challenges.

. Recent increases in most violent crime categories

. The epidemic of opioid abuse and overdose

Persistent Barriers to Reinvesting in Public Safety and Health Challenges

Ohio still lacks a coherent strategy for recidivism reduction for the huge
population under probation supervision

Ohio’s sentencing structure is ad hoc, convoluted, and opaque

Prison crowding and costs remain high
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Between 2011 and 2016, opioid overdose deaths tripled, driving the
significant increase in total drug overdose deaths.

Drug Overdose Deaths, 2011-2016

4,500 ~
4,000
3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000 -
1,500
1,000

500

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Source: Ohio Department of Health 2016 Ohio Drug Overdose Data: General Findings

4,050

2016

Total drug overdose
deaths

All other drug
overdose deaths

All other opioid
overdose
deaths

Fentanyl
overdose
deaths

Between 2011 and
2016, all drug
overdose deaths
increased by 129%
and opioid
overdose deaths
tripled.

In 2016, 86 percent
of drug overdose
deaths were opioid-
related.

In 2016, Ohio spent
$124 million on
medication-assisted
treatment for opioid
use.
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Drug overdose deaths are concentrated in the Southwest region of the state.

Counties with Highest Age-Adjusted Average Age-Adjusted Drug Overdose Death Rate by County,
Unintentional Drug Overdose Death 2011-2016
Rates, per 100,000

Montgomery: 42.5 (320 deaths in 2016)
Brown: 41.0 (18 deaths in 2016)
Butler: 40.5 (211 deaths in 2016)

Clermont: 39.5 (96 deaths in 2016)
Adams: 37.2 (12 deaths in 2016)
Clark: 36.6 (73 deaths in 2016)
Trumbull: 34.2 (111 deaths in 2016)
Scioto: 34.1 (35 deaths in 2016)
Clinton: 34.0 (12 deaths in 2016)

Ross: 33.4 (40 deaths in 2016)

Source: Ohio Department of Health 2016 Ohio Drug Overdose Data: General Findings.
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The growth in opioid overdose deaths between 2011 and 2016 outpaced

traffic fatalities and homicides.

Opioid Overdose Deaths, Traffic Fatalities, and Homicides, 2011-2016

6,000
5,000
4,000 3,495
3,000
2,000
1,163 1133
1,000 —_—— e T e e e —_———————
654
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Source: Source: Ohio Department of Health 2016 Ohio Drug Overdose Data: General Findings,
Ohio State Highway Patrol Statistics, and FBI Uniform Crime Report.

Opioid
Overdose
Deaths

+201%

Traffic Fatalities

+12%

Homicides

+27%
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Arrests for drug violations increased between 2011 and 2016, peaking in
2014.

Arrests for Drug Abuse Violations, 2011-2016 Arrests for drug abuse

violations increased
40,000 12%, from 28,943 in
2011 to 32,324 in 2016.

35,000
30,000

25,000 North and South Dakota

are the only states that
had a larger percent
increase than Ohio.

20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0

5,609 people were
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 committed to ODRC for
a drug offense in 2016.

Source: FBI Uniform Crime Report.
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Between 2011 and 2016, ODRC saw an increase in commitments for drug

offenses.

Commitments to ODRC for Drug Offenses, 2011-2016

3,500 Drug
2,926 possession:
3,000

+32%
2,500 2,290

k 1,834 Drug trafficking:
2.000 | 2,213 -20%

==

1,500
lllegal manufacture:
1,000 691 +78%
500 | 508 158 Other drug
- _210
. | 236 offenses: -33%

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Source: ODRC Commitment Sheets.

+9%
All drug offense
commitments

5,609 people
were committed
to ODRC for a
drug offense in
2016.
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One in six people admitted to prison are involved in opioid use.

Drug Involvement as Percent of Admissions, by Drug Type, 2005-2015

Cocaine / Crack Opioids

30%

25%

20%

15%

10%
-l
0% l

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Note: ODRC Intake Sample Series. Percentages reflect drugs used alone or in combination with other
drugs.

Source: ODRC Prison Population Update, February 2017.
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Ohio’s criminal justice system faces major new challenges and three
persistent barriers to solving these challenges.

. Recent increases in most violent crime categories

. The epidemic of opioid abuse and overdose

. Ohio still lacks a coherent strategy for recidivism reduction for the huge
population under probation supervision

Ohio’s sentencing structure is ad hoc, convoluted, and opaque

Prison crowding and costs remain high
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The rate of people on probation in Ohio is among the highest in the country.

Georgia
Rhode Island
I Ohio
Idaho
Minnesota
Michigan
Indiana
Delaware

New Jersey
Colorado
Hawaii

Texas
Pennsylvania
Washington
Maryland
Mississippi
Kentucky

US Total
Alabama
Connecticut
Arizona
Florida
Arkansas
lowa

Illinois
Tennessee
Massachusetts
Louisiana
Wyoming
North Carolina
South Dakota
North Dakota
Montana
Oklahoma
Wisconsin
Vermont
District of Columbia
Missouri

New Mexico
South Carolina
Nebraska
California
Virginia
Kansas

New York
Maine

West Virginia
New Hampshire

Source: Bureau of Justice Assistance Probation and Parole in the United States, 2015.

Probationers per 100,000 Adult Residents, 2015

Ranked 3

2,706 people on probation
per 100,000 adults

243,710
probationers at the end of
FY2015

1in 48

Adult Ohioans on probation

1,000

2,000

Note: Probation rates for Alaska and Oregon unknown

3,000

4,000 5,000 6,000
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ODRC reports that probation violators routinely make up 21-24 percent of
commitments.

Probation Violator Commitments to ODRC, 2011-2016

23% 24% 23% 23% 23% In 2016, probation
violators accounted for
23% of commitments to
prison.

21%

Between 2011 and 2016,
21 counties received
probation improvement
and incentive grants.
Probation violators
accounted for 21% of
commitments from these
counties.

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Source: ODRC Prison Population Update, February 2017.
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Onhio has raised the bar for probation practices but large challenges remain.

Ohio HB 86 (2011) Remaining
* Required probation officer job Challenges
posting No tracking of population
_ _ » Required probation officer training No enforcement of
Probatlon. officers standards standards
and practices * Required risk assessment No technical assistance
» Required to sort people by risk level resources
* Required single supervision
agreements
Data collection Supreme Court reporting requirements: Lack of data definitions,
# placed on probation (e.g., type of
# terminated by type of termination termination)
# under probation supervision (monthly) ~ Limited usage, at local
discretion
Prioritize programs  CBCF/CCA admission standards F4/F5 and probation
for higher-risk violators continue to drive
populations ODRC commitments.
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Ohio does not collect statewide probation data so current perspective is
limited to three measures in Bureau of Justice Statistics data.

Probation Population Measures, 2011-2015

300,000 -
253497 243,710
250,000 - Probation
Population
200,000 -
156,000
150,000 - 137,800 Probation
’ . Entries
- e s e ° — .
131,555 Probation
100,000 - 122,881 _ -
50,000 -
0 . . : , |

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Source: Bureau of Justice Assistance Probation and Parole in the United States.

Ohio lacks basic information:

How many people are on felony
versus misdemeanor probation?

How do dispositions to probation vary
by county, offense, criminal history,
etc.?

What are demographics and risk
levels of people on probation?

How many people on probation are
arrested while on supervision?

Texas

Monthly systemic probation data
Formula and incentive funding

Promotes EBP to counties (e.g.,
Bexar) with high probation violator
rates

Promotes effective violation response

More expansive list of probation EBP
in statute
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Ohio’s criminal justice system faces major new challenges and three
persistent barriers to solving these challenges.

. Recent increases in most violent crime categories

. The epidemic of opioid abuse and overdose

Ohio still lacks a coherent strategy for recidivism reduction for the huge
population under probation supervision

. Ohio’s sentencing structure is ad hoc, convoluted, and opaque
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Ohio sentencing benchmarks reflect the history of sentencing in the

U.S.
Indeterminate S _
sentencing entencing
= Legislatures set guidelines
ranges states
& federal

» Judges choose
= Parole boards

Right to a Jury on

Sentencing Factors
2000 — Apprendi

release . .
“Tough” policies 3882 - g'akf'y
. » Mandatory minimums — Dooker
Determlr!ate « Three strikes 2013 - Alleyne
sentencing = Truth-in-sentencing
CA, IL, IN, ME = Life without parole
- ] ] i ] —>
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2017

[ 2006 - State v. Foster }
|

[1984—88199} [ 1996 — SB 2 }

[ 2011 — HB 86 }
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General Assembly’s sentencing policy approach in SB 2 was
upended by Foster in 2006.

“trial courts have full discretion

to impose a prison sentence “Where sentencing is left to
within the statutory range and the unguided discretion of the
are no longer required to make Judge, there is no judicial
findings or give their reasons for 'MPingementupon the

: . : traditional role of the jury.
imposing maximum,

consecutive, or more than the

minimum sentences.”

B : i i ; —>
1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2017

[ 2006 - State v. Foster 1
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Ohio’s determinate prison sentencing ranges are straightforward.

F-1 3—11 years
Presumptive prison
F-2 2—-8 years
F-3 9-36 months
No guidance other than or

Purposes and Principles 12—60 months

F-4 1-year community control 6—18 months
for some;

11-factor guidance
F-5 6—12 months

Council of State Governments Justice Center | 30



Ohio’s “quick reference guide” has seven pages of dense, difficult
descriptions of hyper-legislated sentencing laws.

Contents:

Purposes and principles

Factors to consider

Mandatory prison terms

Length of mandatory terms
Optional prison terms

Length of optional terms
Sanctions

Other sentencing considerations

MANDATORY PRISON TERMS

“‘Note: The General Assembly frequently
changes this list and doesn’t always
include changes in [§2929.13(F)]'s list.

Always check individual offenses. . . .”

OHIO

CRIMINAL SENTENCING COMM)SSION
'Conmor, Chak

f Justicn Moureen O o Sara Angrews, Director

FELONY SENTENCING QUICK REFERENCE GUIDE

In Collsborstion with the Obio Jodicial Conference » Aprl 2015

PURPOSES AND PRINCIPLES OF SENTENCING

The sentonce meust comply with Sose purposes and principles IRVGL
mmﬂﬁ“dnﬁ*hhhhh“ﬂ“

*  “Usng the minimam accomplish the purposcs withost imposing s
Susden on state o¢ local government resosroes. ™
mwuﬂlﬁ.‘hm ‘Ocwamence, rebabidzanoe, and restitution

sy
shoul be commensurate with, and not demeaning 10, e seriousess of offender’s conduct and its mmpact on
uhd“ﬁmh“hwuum
* Do not semtonce based on the offender’s race, cthuicity, gender, or religion [SRUNO]

FACTORS TO CONSIDER IN EVERY CASE

The coun must weigh these, If present, snd ofer relevan ¢ Offender acted under stroag provecation
factons) «  Offender did not Gaase or expect 30 camse physical barm
Offender’s Condoct Is More Serious [5S90W): > peron or property
+  lejury exacerbated by victim's plrysical o mestal = M’“;‘“‘“”W""“‘d‘w
condticn of age conduct, even if they don't comstitune » deferne
*  Victim suffered serious phrysical, psychelogical, or Offender’s Recidivism Is More Likely D50900):
eccoomi barm Offense while on badl, awaitieg sestencing, on
*  Offender beld public office or position of wnest and the M«mmm( or after PRC unfavorably
efense related to the office or position
*  Offender's cocupation obliged the offender 10 prevent She
ofonse or to bring those committing 1t 10 justce delinquoncy adfedatons
+  Offender’s or affice facil the «  Offender has not respoaded favorably 10 sancsions
icne o is Tiscl lylonﬂamu oftery” conduct provicusly imposed in adult or juvenile court
*+  Offender’s relationbip with Bc victim facilitsed the + Offender shows patiers of aleohol-dnag-use relased 1o
Mezae officzsc and doown™t acknow lodge # or refuses treatmest
»  Offender actod for hire or &8 part of ceganieod crimnal + Offender shows mo gemsne remone
activity
*  Offender was motivated by peejedios based on rce, Oﬂ?):uilt::d.::;”l’ u-w:mmm
. In-d:’u‘wx \Q:xu:‘umt':::n:bw- 5 O“Mmemn«}n;mm
2 parcat o other custodian, vicm was 3 family or o d()ﬂmd«lod law-sbiding life for & sigaificant mamber
Sowchold member, and offcase was commatted in the . m’:::‘- ol -~
o
Offender shown pesume ramene
M\\mﬂmn&lﬂ»}o

. Oﬂwhumdmltwﬂw«mm

vicinity of cac o more chikires other fhan the victio

Offender’s Condect Is Less Serfous [R50
*  Victim induced or faciliued the offense

MANDATORY PRISON TERMS

Note: The General Assembly froquently changes this list sod
doownt always inchade changes in [SMNER] bat. Abways chack
individaal offeracy. [RRNEF)) and clcwhers:

BCI investigator who vaffered scrows phywical barm
(ANBFNA o ()] A0, 2B, et HET)

*  Amasgles against Progaant Womes: Feloniows,
agpravetcd, :od simple st if offender knew of
prograncy, with specification [RSSBFN] sad
RSSER|

or murder A5 DIXT
*  Assanits agadest Peace Oficors: felomious, aggravated,
or simple assaul whes the victim & & peace officer or
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The guide reflects the length and complexity of the law.
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Ohio’s criminal justice system faces major new challenges and three
persistent barriers to solving these challenges.

. Recent increases in most violent crime categories

. The epidemic of opioid abuse and overdose

. Ohio still lacks a coherent strategy for recidivism reduction for the huge
population under probation supervision

. Ohio’s sentencing structure is ad hoc, convoluted, and opaque

Prison crowding and costs remain high
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Ohio has the second-highest incarceration rate in the area and the 13th-
highest in the country.

2015 Incarceration Rates per 100,000 Residents Nearby States’ Rank:
Kentucky — 489
Ohio — 449
| Michigan — 429
‘ Indiana — 412
Pennsylvania — 387

West Virginia — 386
oH Wisconsin — 377
lllinois — 360

Source: Bureau of Justice Statistics Prisoners in the United States in 2015.
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Since 2000, the ODRC population increased 9 percent, and modest growth
has continued since 2007 even though commitments fell by 9,000.

2000-2016 Change
60,000
49,691 50,839 L
£0.000 ODRC population:
, 46,537 +9%
40,000
30,000 29,069
19,418 20,109
20,000 Commitments: +4%
10,000
0
QO N 4 O X O O A & ©O 9O N v O W™ v o
" O O O O O O O O O N N N N N N N
PR P PR PP PR PP PP PP P

Source: ODRC Prison Population Update, February 2017.
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Under the state’s most recent projections, the prison population is expected
to remain stable with only modest growth through 2020.

Ohio’s Projected Prison Population, FY2012-FY2020
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Source: DRC Prison Population Projections.
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Lengths of stay are increasing across felony levels.
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Source: Ohio Department of Rehabilitation and Corrections Time Served Reports by calendar year.

Average Length of Stay in Prison by Offense Degree, in Months
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Numbers for 2016 are preliminary.

Change from
2009-2016

+99%, *+7.2mo

+8% +3.6mo

+1% *2.4mo

+17% *1.9 mo

+129% +1.0 mo
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ODRC reports that consecutive sentences have increased for all felony
levels since Foster, and decreased little after HB 86.

Percent of Multiple Conviction Commitments with Consecutive Terms Imposed,

Pre- and Post-2006

by Felony, FY2000-FY2015 Average % of multiple
conviction terms with
2006 consecutive terms imposed

Foster Pre Post
2006 | 2006
41% 46%
32% 39%
35% 42%
32% | 40%
27% 40%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 20'1 2012 2013 2014 2015

Source: ODRC Prison Population Update, February 2017. 20 1 1

HB 86
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Ohio’s general fund spending on corrections approaches $2 billion annually.

General Fund Spending on Corrections, 2011-2016
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Source: NASBO State Expenditure Report, DRC Population Sheet.
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Overview

1 New Challenges

RN

2 Persistent Challenges
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JUSTICE
REINVESTMENT

A data-driven approach to reduce
corrections spending and reinvest
savings in strategies that can decrease
recidivism and increase public safety

The Justice Reinvestment Initiative is supported by funding
from the U.S. Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice
Assistance (BJA) and The Pew Charitable Trusts
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Justice reinvestment prioritizes public safety.

“Reduce recidivism” means people who
commit crimes are held accountable, receive
the intervention they need to change their
behavior, and do not reoffend.

: - Build trust Reduce
“Repair harm” means victims are safe, o o recidivism

have access to help, understand how the
criminal justice system works, see
accountability, and heal.

“Prevent offenses” means a state uses
policing strategies and public safety
approaches to decrease crime and violence,

not just reported incidents of crime. Prevent

. " : offenses
“Build trust” means communities heavily

impacted by crime and incarceration are
supported, and conditions of distrust are
directly addressed.

In Ohio: Develop a statewide public safety strategy to reduce crime, improve
behavioral health treatment, and adopt more cost-effective sentencing,
corrections, and supervision policies.
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(1) Recent increases in most violent crime

Recap:
* Increases in most violent crime between 2011 and 2016.

« Every year there are many more reported homicides and aggravated assaults than
there are arrests for those offenses.

« Low-level crimes drive arrest activity and limit law enforcement’s capacity to
respond to violent crime.

Key Questions:
* What is driving upticks in violent crime?

« What does the research say works to address violence?
» To what degree can reducing recidivism help drive down crime?

Potential JR 2.0 Approach:

* Analyze data to quantify people arrested for violent crime and their previous
interaction with the criminal justice system or status on supervision—pretrial,
probation, community corrections, or post-release control.

« Engage and survey law enforcement to clarify needs and goals.

 |dentify how state policymakers can best support local law enforcement in
addressing violent crime.
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(2) Opioid abuse and overdose epidemic

Recap:
» Overdose deaths increased 129% and opioid overdose deaths tripled, 2011-2016.

« In 2016, Ohio spent $124 million on medication-assisted treatment for opioid use.
* Increases in drug abuse are apparent in arrests and prison admissions.

Key Question:
 How can the response to people with behavioral health needs in the criminal justice
system be improved to:

o Enhance identification of people with behavioral health needs in the criminal
justice system?

o Ensure an array of timely, specialized treatment options?
o Increase treatment’s effectiveness at improving public safety and health?

o Strengthen state and local collaboration between behavioral health and criminal
justice agencies?

Potential JR 2.0 Approach:

* Analyze data to understand the overlap between criminal justice and behavioral
health populations.

« Coordinate with stakeholders to assess the availability of behavioral health
treatment.

 |dentify opportunities to increase connections to timely, specialized treatment.



(3) Large and fragmented probation system driving one-quarter of prison
admissions

Recap:

Ohio has the third-highest probation rate and fourth-largest probation population in
the U.S.

Probation violators make up 21-24% of prison commitments.

Revocation pressure on prison population can be affected using state improvement
and incentive funding.

There is no statewide recidivism-reduction strategy for probation.

Key Question:

How can the consistency and effectiveness of probation be improved statewide
while respecting local control?

Potential JR 2.0 Approach:

Work with counties to understand data collection and reporting challenges to help
the state better contribute to this effort.

Analyze data, if available, to understand violations and responses leading to
revocation or incarceration.

Conduct focus groups to identify local supervision challenges and work to improve
the ability of probation officers to decrease the number of total violations and
revocations to prison.

Review law and policy related to supervision practices and strengthen foundation
for counties to adopt EBP.



(4) Ad hoc, convoluted sentencing structure

Recap:

The current sentencing system has contributed to crowded prisons and large
misdemeanor and felony probation populations.

The use of aggravating and mitigating findings to guide sentencing has failed.

Ohio law shows a micromanaged approach to sentencing policy that is needlessly
complex.

Key Question:

How can Ohio sentencing laws be refocused and simplified to prioritize
incarceration for the most serious and violent offenses while facilitating recidivism
reduction among people on supervision?

Potential JR 2.0 Approach:

Explore using BCI, ODRC prison data, and individual county sentencing data to
better understand the system due to lack of statewide sentencing data.

Use practitioner interviews (prosecution, defense, judiciary) to inform
recommendations.

Explore the capacity of Criminal Sentencing Commission to evaluate proposed
sentencing changes in the future and provide objective impact analysis.



(5) Prison population and costs remain high

Recap:
» Ohio has the second-highest incarceration rate (449) among neighboring states.

» Modest growth in prison population continues, despite fewer commitments.
» Growth and crowding are projected into the future.
« Corrections spending is the seventh-highest among all states.

Key Question:

* How can Ohio use sentencing and probation reforms to ease crowding and
generate savings for reinvestment in strategies to increase public safety at the local
level?

Potential JR 2.0 Approach:
* Analyze data to identify sentencing patterns and drivers of incarceration.

* Analyze impacts of recent policy changes.
* Improve probation and community corrections to reduce prison admissions.



Ohio data analysis is challenging because of database structures and silos
at the state and local levels.

— Crime and Arrests

Sentencing

Prison (admissions,
releases, and population
snapshots)

Probation Supervision

Post-release Control
Supervision

Community Based
Correctional Facility

Jail

County Probation

Ohio Bureau of
Criminal
Investigation

Ohio Courts
Network

Ohio Department
of Rehabilitation
and Correction

Ohio Department
of Rehabilitation
and Correction

Ohio Department
of Rehabilitation
and Correction

Counties

Counties

Crime and arrest trends

Arrest trends for those on community
supervision

Disposition trends

Re-arrest recidivism analysis

Sentencing trends
Criminal history comparisons for
sentences

Sentencing trends
Length of stay trends
Re-arrest recidivism analysis

Sentencing trends
Length of stay trends
Re-arrest recidivism analysis

Sentencing trends
Length of stay trends
Re-arrest recidivism analysis

Length of stay trends
Pretrial/sentence population trends
Re-arrest recidivism analysis

Sentencing trends
Length of stay trends
Re-arrest recidivism analysis

Requested August 15; Submitted
data assurance documents October
2; data expected December 1

Data will not meet project’s needs

Requested September 8; ODRC data
meeting October 4; submitted
research application October 13; data
expected December 1

Requested September 8; ODRC data
meeting October 4; submitted
research application October 13; data
expected January 15 (probation) and
February 15 (PRC)

Requested September 8; ODRC data
meeting October 4; submitted
research application October 13; data
expected January 15

Still scoping

Still scoping



Ohio’s justice reinvestment process will extend through November 2018 with
at least four working group meetings.

Launch First Second Third Fourth Policy
Meeting Meeting Meeting Meeting Meeting Options
A
|
Nov. Dec. Jan Feb. March April May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov.
2017 2017 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018 2018

First Committee

Second Committee
Meeting

Meeting

Third Committee

Fourth Committee
Meeting

Meeting

Public safety and Drivers of Crime/Arrests
Examine local and regional trends
- Explore which high volume crimes drive statewide trends

Sentencing and Sorting of Cases

- Examine sentences using BCI criminal history data
Research relevant case law

- Provide examples of statutory changes

Community Supervision, Programs, and County Innovations
- Delve into county-based probation systems

Analyze county-level probation and CBCF data
- Provide recommendations to reduce recidivism

Behavioral Health Systems

Review behavioral health system’s intersection with criminal justice system
- Promote collaboration across systems to improve behavioral health outcomes
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JUSTICE ¥ CENTER

THE CouNcIL OF STATE GOVERNMENTS

Thank You

Patrick Armstrong, Senior Policy Analyst
parmstrong@csg.org

Receive monthly updates about justice reinvestment states
across the country as well as other CSG Justice Center
Programs.

Sign up at:
CSGJUSTICECENTER.ORG/SUBSCRIBE

This material was prepared for the State of Ohio. The presentation was developed
by members of The Council of State Governments Justice Center staff. Because
presentations are not subject to the same rigorous review process as other printed
materials, the statements made reflect the views of the authors, and should not be
considered the official position of the Justice Center, the members of The Council of
State Governments, or the funding agency supporting the work.
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