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| have worked in the Oregon justice system as a prosecutor since 1981, almost all of that time with
the Multnomah County District Attorney’s Office. | left that office in October 2012, but during the my
last two years there | was assigned to follow the proceedings of Governor Kulongoski's Public Safety
Re-Set Committee and the subsequent two Commissions on Public Safety. | have retained a keen
interest in the subject of those proceedings and am now assisting several District Attorneys and the
Oregon District Attorneys’ Association in policy matters that have arisen as a result of the conclusions
of those bodies. | write to express extreme dismay at the manner in which data was assembled for
the 2012 Commission by the Pew Foundation Center for the States.

Doug Harcleroad, Executive Director
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As the members of the Governor's Commission on Public Safety know, the presentation of “data” by
Pew was tightly controlled, with little input from most, if not all, of the commission members. In fact,
although information may well have been shared with certain selected members of the Commission,
that information was not made available to most Commission members until it was displayed publicly
in PowerPoint presentations at meetings, which effectively eliminated the ability of most commission
members to review and evaluate the data prior to the meetings. Most commissioners were never
able to learn who made the decisions about what information would be presented to them, how those
decisions were made and, perhaps more importantly, what information would not be shared.

Even more discouraging was the actual data that the Pew organization presented. As will be outlined
below, it is a fair description to say that Pew excluded important information that did not fit their
message and handpicked only the data that would support what is established agenda of that
organization. A review of extensive Pew Foundation literature available to the public would lead any
reasonable observer to conclude that the Pew Foundation Center for the States is committed to a
drastic reduction of incarceration in the United States, and that this is a message they seek to convey
throughout the nation, with no regard to the dissimilarities among the states in justice and
incarceration policies.

Since the 2012 Commission issued its report | have taken time to review in detail the work done by
that body, and especially the manner in which the Pew organization presented “data” to the body. |
am now convinced that representatives of the Pew Foundation, far from being neutral analysts of
data, came to our state as an interest group to advocate their own political position on sentencing. It
is still far from clear how a group such as this was selected to do this work and why. Regardless,
their presentation of biased data has discredited this process and has directed the work of the
commission away from solutions that would effectively reduce costs and only towards prison
sentence reductions. And it has risked poisoning the dialogue that produced in Oregon perhaps the
best criminal justice system in the nation.

Although I will not raise all of the issues with the performance of the Pew Center in this process, let
me just mention a few of the most glaring examples.

Cost per day. On June 6, 2012, the Pew Center for the States authored a report entitled "Time
Served--the High Cost, Low Return of Longer Prison Terms."! In that report, Pew analyzed the
corrections budgets of 34 states, as presented to the Vera Institute? and to the National Association
of State Budget Officers®, and computed the 2010 costs per month of inmate incarceration in the
various states. At $5304 per inmate per month (or $174/day), Oregon was ranked by Pew as the
most costly prison system of all states surveyed in the nation (Attachment 1).

Three weeks later Pew representatives in Oregon working for the Commission on Public Safety were
asked to analyze the daily costs per inmate of Oregon prisons. It was, in fact, the number one
request by Commissioners, as listed by Pew on their June 29, 2012 document. This should have
been a simple task, since their own organization had just released a report that included those
figures.

! Pew Charitable Trusts report, June 6, 2012. http://www.pewstates.org/research/reports/time-served-85899394616

% Vera Institute and Pew Charitable Trusts, The Price of Prisons, 2/29/12. http://www.vera.org/pubs/price-prisons-what-incarceration-
costs-taxpayers

® National Association of State Budget Officers, Fiscal Survey of States, 2012. http://www.pewstates.org/research/reports/time-
served-85899394616
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Despite the fact that their own organization had just written a report that detailed prison cost, ranking
Oregon as the most costly in the nation in their survey, Pew representatives made no mention of their
own report, ever, in the entire Commission proceedings. Instead, when called on to produce a per-
day bed cost for Oregon prisons on July 23, Pew representatives relied on a figure of $82.48 per day
(Attachments 2 and 2.2), as provided by the Oregon Department of Corrections, knowing all the while
that their own analysis demonstrated that Oregon inmate costs were more than double that figure.
Pew accepted the $82.48 figure of the Oregon Department of Corrections, apparently at face value,
despite the fact that their own agency itself had on February 29, 2012 just released another report
which had concluded that cost information from prison administrators could not be trusted because it
virtually always concealed true costs.* In this February 2012 report Pew in fact actually developed a
methodology for analyzing true prison costs which they simply ignored when analyzing Oregon prison
costs.

More troubling, on August 23 Pew presented a synopsis of "findings.” They attempted to highlight
what they judged to be the intolerable taxpayer cost of prisons in Oregon. In Slide 11 of their
PowerPoint presentation (Attachment 3) that day, in an apparent attempt to demonstrate how
"unsustainable" prison spending was in this state, they outlined just how much each county's inmates
cost the state. In assembling this data, however, they quietly returned to using a much higher figure,
$165/day, to multiply inmate days to arrive at their total cost, although they pointedly did not mention
a daily cost in the graph. The figure seems to be derived from the 2011 budget analysis of the
Oregon corrections budget by the National Association of State Budget Officers, the same source
used by Pew to assemble the $174/day number for 2010.

The import of this is obvious. The Pew Group has sought to demonstrate that sentencing policy, not
ineffective prison management, is responsible for the cost of Oregon's prisons. Wastefully high
prison costs and administration were not topics that Pew, and certain members of the Commission
itself, wanted to discuss, because it directed the discussion away from the fundamental goals of
changing sentencing policy.

When Pew sought to show that Oregon prisons were operated at what some might view as a
reasonable cost, they used the $82.48 figure provided by DOC, and which our state Legislative Fiscal
Office itself admits does not include all corrections costs (Attachment 2). When they sought to show
that total prison costs were astronomical and unsustainable, they used a figure that was double that,
and was supported by their own research, although that multiplier was never explicitly stated and was
carefully disguised.

It is deeply troubling that a supposedly neutral group of data analysts would assemble two separate
sets of figures for the discussions on a single topic, each to be used according to how it suited their
purposes at a given time, and that they would hide their very own studies when it failed to support a
political goal that, as purportedly unbiased analysts, they had no right advocating in the first place.

Increasing prison population of non-violent offenders. The Pew Group has repeatedly asserted
that in Oregon non-violent offenders make up an increasing share of prison inmates. In fact, the Pew
PowerPoint presentation on prison cost "drivers,” presented June 29 at the very first meeting made
exactly this point:

* Vera Institute and Pew Charitable Trusts, The Price of Prisons, above.
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“PERSON CRIMES MAKE UP THE LARGEST SHARE OF PRISON INMATES. PROPERTY AND
OTHER CRIMES MAKE UP AN INCREASING SHARE COMPARED TO PAST YEARS.”

This contention was central to the assertion that it was Oregon sentencing policy, especially related to
non-violent offenses, that was driving our prison costs up. Pew was advised that this figure was
false, and that they need only go to Oregon Department of Corrections statistics to confirm that. In
fact, DOC figures, readily available online,® reflect the percentage of Oregon prison inmate population
comprised of non-violent offenders is 31%, exactly the same as it was ten years ago.

Actual Oregon Prison Non-Violent Inmate Percentage
1994 - 2013
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Data compiled from Oregon Department of Cormrections Inmate Population Profile for Janmary 1st of noted vear.
*Non-Person category inclhudes crime types: Property, Statute, Other

The percentage of non-violent inmates in Oregon prisons has not changed in a decade. The Pew
Group was well aware of this but has continuously and repeatedly ignored the truth in order to
promote a vision of Oregon sentencing policy that is false. In fact, when it was pointed out to
representatives of Pew that the federal Bureau of Justice Statistics had determined that Oregon has
the lowest percentage of non-violent inmates in prison in the nation® (Attachment 4), that figure was
simply ignored by Pew, whose representatives made no mention of it throughout the Commission
proceedings, and who continued to falsely claim that Oregon's prisons contain an increasing
percentage of non-violent offenders.

Length of sentencel/length of prison stay. Also central to Pew's policy agenda is their assertion
that Oregon prison inmates are receiving greater sentences and serving increasingly long terms than
in past years.

> See Oregon Department of Corrections Inmate Profiles, http://www.oregon.gov/DOC/RESRCH/pages/inmate_population.aspx

® See attached data chart in Appendix to this letter, from data series for Bureau of Justice Statistics, Prisoners in 2010. The chart was
provided by William Sabol, PhD, of BJS http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/p10.pdf. Correspondence with Dr. Sabol is available
on request.
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For instance, at the very first informational meeting on June 29, 2012, Pew representatives asserted
that the length of stay in Oregon prisons for property offenders had increased by 7% between 2000
and 2009, from 1.6 months to 1.7 months, and presented a graph documenting this increase (Slide
31 of that PowerPoint presentation). However, Pew's own report, "Time Served," released earlier
that same month, addressed the very same issue and concluded exactly the opposite, that average
time served for Oregon property offenders had actually declined between 2000 and 2009 by some
9%, from 2.1 years to 1.9 years (Attachment 5).

Since Ballot Measure 57 property sentencing structure is a key target of Pew in this process, it is
apparent they intended to demonstrate that Oregon sentencing policy was producing increased
prison sentences for property offenders. It appears that they were willing, again, to ignore their own
statistics in an attempt to demonstrate a point whose falsity is proved by their own organization. They
developed a brand new set of figures that was again tailored to their needs of the moment.

Sadly, misstatements and omissions such as these were far from isolated incidents before the
Commission on Public Safety. Pew representatives failed to reveal other important information on
Oregon non-violent prison sentences before the Commission, information that was readily available to
them because it was contained within their own "Timed Served" report.

Pew representatives in Oregon failed to report to the Commission that their own researchers had
determined in June 2012 that the national average property crime prison length of stay was 21%
higher than property crime length of stay in Oregon prisons, and that national drug crime length of
stay averaged 29% higher than in Oregon, as well. Since the Pew group went to great lengths to
discuss national justice practices (including presenting the state of Texas as an example of
enlightened justice policy), it was incumbent upon them, as neutral analysts, to present a comparative
picture of Oregon justice practices. This is especially so in light of the fact that their own organization
had placed sufficient emphasis on documenting length of prison stays across the nation to publish a
detailed report on the topic. Their failure to do so can only be attributed to the fact that it would have
been inconvenient for their position to do so.

It would have also been inconvenient for Pew to reveal that their own researchers had determined in
June 2012 that non-violent offenders' length of prison stays in Oregon had actually declined by 11%
between 1990 and 2009. (Attachment 6) According to Pew's own researchers, only four of the 34
states they surveyed reduced non-violent offenders length of prison stays more than Oregon did
between 1990 and 2009. That fact would not have fit their goal in Oregon, so they failed to provide
that information.

It would have also been inconvenient for Pew that a key Bureau of Justice Statistics report in 2009
determined that felony prison sentences across the nation averaged 59 months in 2006’, at a time
when Oregon felony prison sentences averaged 34 months.® So comparisons with national
sentences were never discussed by Pew with the Commission.

Incarceration rate. Oregon has a low incarceration rate (ranked in the bottom third of the 50
states), a point that the Pew representatives were forced to acknowledge. Their response to this
established fact exemplifies their analysis was intentionally biased to favor the position they were
advocating. In Slide 8 of their in their June 29 overview of the Oregon justice system they displayed a

" Bureau of Justice Statistics, Felony Sentences in State Courts, http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/content/pub/pdf/fssc06st.pdf, Table 1.3
& Oregon Criminal Justice Commission Statistical Spreadsheet on Oregon Prison Sentences, 2012
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graph of Oregon's incarceration rate set against the national incarceration rate. The point they chose
to underline in their presentation, heavily emphasized throughout the commission proceedings, was
that from 2000 to 2009, they had detected the troubling "trend" that Oregon's incarceration rate
increased almost four times faster than the national rate. (Attachment 7) The intent was obviously to
demonstrate just how destructive our sentencing policy had become.

Interestingly, they failed to point out some other reasonable observations that could have been made
from their own figures, and engaged is gross statistical distortions, such as:

When Pew reported these figures to the Commission they chose to utilize two statistical tricks
designed to falsely construct “trends” which did not exist.

First, they chose not to use the latest incarceration statistics available to them from the Bureau
of Justice Statistics. At the time they testified about incarceration rates on June 29, 2012, the
2010 BJS national incarceration statistics had been available online for over four months.
Those statistics showed a marked decline in Oregon’s incarceration rate. They would have
refuted Pew’s argument about inmate population growth rates. They were conveniently
omitted even though they were the most current statistics available, and in presentations Pew
showed 2009 to be the most current year data was available, even though that was false. Pew
chose, however, to use post-2009 statistics in other areas of their presentations, indicating that
the omission of 2010 statistics in this one area was intentional.

Second, Pew chose to extend the starting date of their comparison period back to 2000. This
was done so they could take advantage of a definite surge in incarceration rates in the early
2000s as Measure 11 came into effect in prison populations. After 2004 there is no dispute
that Oregon’s incarceration rate flattened out. Had Pew chosen 2004-10 as the appropriate
period to demonstrate “trends” they would have been forced to admit the Oregon’s
incarceration rate actually declined while the national incarceration rate actually increased. So
by carefully choosing their period of comparison, and by choosing to omit the most current
statistics available to them, Pew managed to demonstrate a “trend” that was the exact
opposite of the truth.

Despite the fact that Oregon has experienced higher incarceration rate growth than in the rest
of the nation in the period of time they chose to highlight, Pew failed to point out that the
national incarceration rate in the rest of the nation (478 per 100,000) was actually 29% higher
in 2000 than it is in Oregon today (373 per 100,000). So while Oregon's rate might have
increased faster than the nation's from 2000 to 2009, it is still well below the rest of the nation.

Despite the fact that Oregon experienced a higher incarceration rate growth than in the rest of
the nation in the period of time they chose to highlight, Pew failed to point out that the 2009
national incarceration rate (502 per 100,000) was still 34% higher than it was in Oregon (373
per 100,000). In fact, Oregon’s incarceration rate has been well below the national average
since the time the federal government began collecting statistics on the subject in their current
data series in 1990. Pew has failed to point out that the 1990 national incarceration rate was
33% higher than Oregon's, and today the national incarceration rate is 34% higher than
Oregon's. So, essentially, nothing has changed in the comparison of national and state rates
for 23 years, with Oregon’s rate being significantly lower than the national rate before and after
Measures 11 and 57.
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Pew representatives could have chosen any of the above facts to present a fair analysis of Oregon's
incarceration practices, but that would not have served their purpose. They chose to cherry pick, and
then distort, the one statistic they believed would support their contention that Oregon sentencing
policy was excessive and leading our state into financial hardship. This conduct is characteristic of
how they presented their so-called data throughout the proceedings.

“Technical violators” going to prison. On June 29, 2012 Pew presented PowerPoint Slide 19
which purported to show that in 2011 Oregon sent 534 probationers to prison for “technical
violations.” (Attachment 8) This slide was presented as part of a larger presentation on “prison cost
drivers and as part of their assertion that Oregon was sending more and more people to prison for
less serious crimes.

After being challenged to explain this finding, Pew later reported that all of these “technical violators”
were in fact serious criminals who had originally been facing presumptive prison sentences because
of the seriousness of their crimes of conviction and/or their criminal records. In fact, rather than being
sentenced to their presumptive prison terms, these offenders had all been allowed to remain out of
custody in the community on supervision, and had failed on that supervision. Furthermore, Pew was
later forced to disclose that, in fact, half of those “technical violators” had committed new crimes while
on probation. Of course, Pew failed to voluntarily share any of this follow-up information with the
commission until they were asked to do so by members of the commission.

In addition, Pew failed to disclose to members of the Commission that, in fact, Pew had themselves
published another of their numerous national reports in April of 2011 which had followed prison
releases for three years, 2004-07°. In that report, Pew praised Oregon for having the lowest
percentage of technical violators returned to prison (3%) of any state they studied. In fact, Oregon’s
former DOC director, Max Williams, is quoted as saying Oregon does not have a “revolving door.”

Of course, Pew never chose in this conversation to share with the members of the commission the
fact that they themselves had declared that Oregon was “leading the Nation” in our efforts to manage
“technical violators” being returned to prison.

Unfortunately, Pew’s 2001 study also failed to disclose that in Oregon very few convicted felons can
be sent to prison for failing probation for any reason. The only felons who go to prison have been
convicted of much more serious crimes with more serious criminal histories than felons in other
states. When this is added to the cumulative effects of 1145 (which requires that any felon who fails
on supervision and is given 12 months or less as a sentence must serve it in local jail, not state
prison) it is clear that members of Oregon’s probation population who fail supervision are much more
dangerous than probation populations from other states.

But, of course, Pew chose not share any of this, including their own organization’s work, with the
Commission, and chose to not even attempt to engage the Commission in any detailed evaluation of
their data. And the obvious reason for this type of conduct was to once again direct the discussion
towards the result they wanted, which is to prohibit any kind of “technical violators” of supervision
from ever being eligible for a prison sentence.

® “State of Recidivism: The Revolving Door of America’s Prisons”, Pew Center on the States, April 2011.
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Low risk offenders. | do not wish to review here the entire subject of Pew's presentation regarding
low risk offenders. Their analysis on that topic has already been sufficiently discredited by outside
observers. | raise the matter only to illustrate how this organization has brought their misleading data
analysis to our state in order to influence public debate. The low risk offender debacle should have
alerted everyone involved in this conversation to the fundamental lack of credibility and neutrality of
the Pew organization. Having dealt in great detail with this issue, | feel confident in saying that this is
a view shared by all District Attorneys and, | suspect, law enforcement in general.

PEW’S FAILURE TO FOLLOW THROUGH ON ITS PROMISE TO PRODUCE DATA REQUESTED
BY PUBLIC SAFETY COMMISSIONERS

The Pew organization began its work with the commission last year by asking all the members of the
commission to forward their “requests for data” to them, with the clear implication that those requests
would help direct the work of Pew. | have attached Commissioner John Foote’s email to Pew with his
‘requests for data” to illustrate the data that particular member of the commission, who represented
the Oregon District Attorney’s Association, wished to see. (Attachment 9). He requested 19 different
pieces of data, as well as a discussion about the purpose of sentencing. By the end of the
commission process at least 14 of those data requests were unanswered. And a broad discussion
about the purpose of sentencing never occurred.

CONCLUSION

What is truly unfortunate about the manner in which the Pew organization was allowed to control
Oregon’s recent discussion of public safety issues is their efforts to deflect conversation away from
what should be the primary issue of daily inmate costs and misdirect it towards the much less
financially productive issue of sentence reform. Oregon could quickly and much more effectively
solve prison budget issues by modestly reducing prison operating costs than could ever be possible
with sentence reductions, particularly when one considers how moderate and effective sentencing
policy has been in this state for the past 20 years. Instead of having a robust and productive
examination of current costs per day and how they can be effectively reduced, the commission
wasted months struggling with how to unnecessarily reduce sentences for violent and career property
criminals. We would respectfully suggest that Oregon should redirect its efforts towards the kinds of
reforms that would actually save the most money without jeopardizing public safety or criminal justice.
That would logically start with prison operating cost reductions, followed by strategic investments in
rigorously tested programs for those who are currently failing on probation and parole.

It is with sadness and dismay that | have observed our state’s system of public debate being twisted
by factual distortions, omissions, and misrepresentations. The introduction of this type of conduct by
an officially sanctioned, well-financed out-of-state interest group into our public forums is an
unfortunate deviation from the road we have followed in public policy discussion for so long in this
state. The fact that a bill is now being debated in our legislature which is entirely based upon such a
clearly biased process should be a troubling moment for our state.

[Z2pzk

Charles R. French
Policy Advisor for Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington County District Attorneys
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Attachment 1

PEW Report - “Time Served”

June 2012

State by State Data

Average Cost Average Cost Per

Per Month Year
Cregon 55,304 $63,648
Mew York 35,006 $60,072
Mew Jersey 572 554 864
Washington 54,315 551,780
California $3,952 547,424
Pennsylvania $3.528 #2,336
Minnesota $3.447 541,364
Morth Dakota $3.273 $39,276
Ilincis %3,169 538,268
Wisconsin 53,166 $37,992
Hawaii 53,073 536,876
Mebraska 52,966 $35,502
Mew Hampshire $2.840 £34 020
lowa 52,744 $32,928
Marth Caralina §2,497 529,964
Utah $2.446 $29,352
Michigan $2,343 $28,116
West Virginia 52,208 526,496
Virginia 52,094 $25,128
Arkansas $2,033 24,396
South Dakota 52014 $24 168
Sputh Carolina £1,909 522,908
Missouri 51,863 $22,356
Tennessee 31,834 322008
Texas $1,783 $21,396
Georgia %1753 521,036
Mevada 51,721 520,652
Florida 51,713 $20,556
Colorado 51,665 519,980
COklahoma 31,539 $18,468
Louisiana §1457 517,484
Alabama £1,440 $17.280
Mississippi 51,313 $15,756
Kentucky $1,217 $14,604

Prepared by John Foote — March 4, 2013
From PEW Report: Time Served - The High Cost, Low Return of Longer Prison Terms
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Attachment 2
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Attachment 2.2
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Attachment 3
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Attachment 4
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Attachment 5

Time Served

The average offender released in 2008

served 3.2 years in custody, 32% more
than the average offendear released in 19
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Tima Served

Property offenders veleased o West

Vg anel Thaecsii in 2000 served 3.2
ard 2.5 WEALH D A, | [l VAT ic-r_g:'_‘
than the maboral aversge (see lahls 3
Somth Tiakeors and Termesses ties [

the shirtest avemge TOS 2o mropery
o Terclers melessed i 2008, 20 1.3 wears

each stace, a [Ull wear lesstbar (he sverage,

Trends

Tz highes: save of growth was in
Flovida, wlhere the incresse im0 105 wes
181 [ZETCETL, Oklabma (2% sercent)
ama West Virginda (20 percentt alao

had -'|i.>:'s| imereases i LU, But mors
than & carer of states had an overall
decrease in LOS lor propeny alenders,
ctelueling lennessee (4% pereentl, Sauth
Tokota (23 pervert), and Dnepon (14

peentl Toe wics varaten amonry,
states vould reflect chenging oifense
compositions, in which more low level
procerty ollendars e bnprisoned

ar & deliberats shifling of resonrces
within prisons to make more qoom G
viclent olfengers, Bolh possibilinies are
discuzsed Monber below

Pelicy Changes

Beleased property offenders sesved an
average of 07 percenn clther conr
crdera] senlences in 2005, a sigpificen
jrrpoup rem 4 percens in 1590, Awirage
serenees drozped rom L3 vears to 3.4
wiars, illustrating that tme served was

PE CEMTER 3 THE BTATES

| REETE

Awvg. Time served Estimates

PROPERTY CRIMES
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Attachment 9

Faote, John

Fram: Zoe Towhe <2lowmisi vewbrusts.ong -
Sant: Friday, June D8, 2012 618 AR

Tar Faote, lohn

Cer 'PRIMS Craip * 2

Subject Kl Roguests for Cata

118, Focte,

Thanks wery maach Far this, | will revlew Lhis along with aur data teans and will reach ant for clarlficasion wheg
NELEEESTY,

Appreciate your Lhooghtful gestions.

Al best,

Fromm: Faole, John [mailla: JchnFaootegies dackamas.or. us]
Sant: TAUrsday, June OF, 2012 4:232 PM

T Zae Towns

G 'PRINS Creig ™ CIC

Subject Pequasts for Date

Fine,
Al our mesting s week vou adked @il of us whar kind pf data we wanted for aur fobere discossions. 1have pivea this a
goond il ol thanght and Jeeaded o send these (o vou ax iy oighlapply o sach ol our apeoming meedings GspesDeeadly

maciings #2-8). 1 have tried Lo makc the 45 undecsindable as possibie, bug 05t 01 case heew is any contusion aboul how
I havrg askoed Bov the infenuation, pleasc do net hesitale 10 ask me for a clanilteation, Thaetks,

Crelw foor Mesting #2. #1 end #4:

What (2 Cacoon s incancration e (oamiber of inales compared e stats popnlation) el of e past 20 years ang hew
dnca it comgpa s bo the athor 511 states

What fias Orreson’s viclent crime rate baan eack af the pazt 20 veors o5 compated 1o oUF imcarseraticn rates?

Whial buas Crrspon's proopetly erime rade been in eacde o the past 210 vowrs? Whal s geing on conoouy wilh propenty crime
pAtes 1 e gt U3 24227 [low dees e maener in whicty e FBT eolbects propecly crines duts (index crimes only) alfecl
the way propecty erime is reportad in Crggon’ Does the PRI meibiod o coliveting, praperty aringe dirs acon el jeport
the lavel of atl seciows property oritie m OrggEon?

¥hal pereentae of conyicted tolnns wetually we o prison in Ovegon? Home Jocs thar somipare ta the other St statesy
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Hew ddo the avorage langth of Mensuee L1 zenenes in Greson compere Lo e other 50 sberes™? |k any of thise states alze
heve mandatory minimmm senbcnsss o these erimes? W so, which vrimes and i what sates?

Have any of the ofher 16 statas in which PRW has workad om puhlic safaty fssucs getually reduced el prison senikuos
for their Meaaare 11 aquivalent cefmes? IDse, i whivh states and for which avimes?

In wehat sacentape of Meisure 1 cases does the senomeing judee azteally impeae 3 santence that js longer than the
muneliary ininmm sobeec? Ca iou give ws this inlbrmation for e time period thar Moasure 11 has been ia place?

What was the peesumed setbence for cach Maazuwre 11 critue prior o Measurs 117

T1 Liins beem suiid Lhat the mhemdanory sentences U bensong 1L lave reduced 1he number of bMeazure 31 eaies that achiafly
gatodeial. Oy you provide us with the dara for the trial vates for Measore ] sises over the pasl 17 yars 2 compamed
the sl rates for other non-Measuca 11 coses?

What i3 the teseaich sl ubol whether or vt meacserating viedent crieodeals rednces coitne or saves momey? Tn
parricalar, | have read stadies fom Weeshingion Siate that shaw significmmt zavingz to he mubtic amd 3 dramatis deep in
vielimizulinn when violoss crimingls s incaccseared? Can pou Tl (hal duls amd provids 1Lt us?

What porcentage ol Cregon’s prisen inmates eve actally acrving 3 acnnence for a viclent erime? Hewe does Mal sorapare
s the olher 50 alutos?

What peroentage o Dhepon imoales are sereing o senterce for a deog offenac {other than dmg presession whizh does oot
wany A noesibfc prison sentenecy? Howr dogs thal compare 1o (i olber 50 slales?

What iz the Hisk profile for Orepon ifmabes az compured to nther states?

Wbzt e e current duidy bed eosts for Oregon’s prizons? - Howr da they conipare e the arfer 50 smfes? How Lave ey
wceedssd ve devoeazed vver ihe past 10 wears® How does that higstedsw compars tn the othor atatce?

What arg Orggon’s ennvan daily inmetes medical eosts? [low ey Dcrsesad ur decressad o the past 10 vears? Tlow does
that compane b the athor 51 statesy

What haz bean the Regidiviz cote W Orepoc sinee 20007 Cun vou give us Qe Koo idivism gales For each of e pag 11
YRATHT

How iz Roaldivizm defined i Ouegon Thow duss ol defimiGon vismpare (he delmition in obher states? Does Oremn's
delinilivn eaplure the aclu] eominal govduet of Teleased or corristed? Do other definitions from offier states do a bemer
by of capuring fodwes ericningl sundoel mune socucalelye?

TEuzee many different kinds af toatment programs ar there W Ovenon riplé nowe? L there an gemal Iaventars? A low
eetamy ol ket prigramys have been evaluated for thedr offeetivensas in redizing criming] bohayio®! Can yau pravide nz
with the cach of the stadies that show a proorotn is effeelive or successful?

Tifactnetian for helestites #7 and #8:

Iwould like te make sore wa hawe a Al ad fale diseussion aboul mace Than simply e oo issee of eros
prevenlivn. That is obvivasty very inparant tooall of a5, Bt ot itg gara, muse geindnal seotengiog seve otler mons vitnl
[rarpeacs tiest? |lars dm sorne yuestions | woeld like to consider in chose discuastons.

What iz the first vespansbility in senteocing? s itto provide fustic to victims, defandants and the comrosnity? Llow do

e et justice? 15 itmoted in che songeprof & critne(s) of aomeivlivn Ll Doy represent wehat the defendamit fuw

Pone? CAsturodilp Oial the person 35 actoally meiby of the orimads 1. [Fnod then fostios obviously demands ap aequittal or
1
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