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INTRODUCTION

The last NCCD FOCUS devoted to the
topic of prison population growth ad-
dressed the impact of the "war on drugs."
At that time, the nation was experiencing
significant increases in the number of
drug arrests and convictions which in turn
were dramatically increasing the volume
of offenders sentenced to prison and other
forms ofcorrectional supervision (jail and
probation). • Also, at that time, it was pro-
jected that if those trends were to con-
tinue, the nation's prison population
would grow by nearly 60 percent over the
next five years, based upon the experi-
ences of those states utilizing the NCCD
projection methods.

Since that publication was issued in 1989,
there have been dramatic changes in the
drug war which are having important con-
sequences on jail and prison populations.
This FOCUS issue analyzes these trends
and projects their impact on prison, parole
and jail population growth.

As with the previous NCCD prison popu-
lation projections, this analysis is largely
based on those states that employ
NCCD's forecast methodology. By 1991,
15 states were actively using NCCD's
methods. This FOCUS will also include
offender projections for Texas, prepared
by the Texas Criminal Justice Policy
Council, which utilizes a simulation tech-
nology similar to NCCD's methods. In
1990, these 16 states held approximately
395,000 inmates representing 51 percent
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HIGHLIGHTS

Prison populations will increase by 35 percent over the next
five years under current criminal justice policies. This rate of
growth is significantly lower than NCCD' s 1989 estimates (60
percent increase over five years).

The principal reason for the lower growth rate is a 20 percent
reduction in drug arrests, which in turn is reducing projected

jail and prison admissions.

The declining number of drug arrests are related to:

 042the fiscal crises of state and local governments,

 042drug asset and seizure laws, and

 042lowerdrug use.

Prison populations will continue to grow despite reductions in
admissions due to the passage of mandatory minimum sentenc-

ing statutes and lengthier prison terms for certain crimes.

Although national estimates onjail populations cannot be made
at this time, it is likely that jail populations will grow even less

than prison populations. Many major jail populations have

actually declined or stabilized during the past year.

Parole populations will grow at a rate similar to prison popula-
tions. However, in some states, parole populations will increase

rapidly due to early release mechanisms.

Based on the experiences of these states, the nation's state and

federal inmate population will reach 1 million prisoners by 1994.
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FIGURE 1

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF DRUG ARRESTS
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of the nation's 771,242 state and federal
prison population.

DECLINING DRUG ARRESTS

Since 1980, there has been a steady de-
cline in the use of the major illegal drugs
(marijuana, cocaine and heroin). The rea-
sons for these declines is a topic hotly
debated by criminologists and policy-
makers. There is little doubt that the ag-
gressive public education campaign
aimed at discouraging recreational drug
use has had an important impact. Others
believe that the growing application of
increasingly severe criminal justice sanc-
tions and stepped up interdiction efforts
have deterred many potential users and
incapacitated repeat drug offenders.

Whatever the reasons, the decline has
been real and substantial. The major issue
that remains unresolved is whether there
has been a reduction in the hard core drug
abusing population. The same national
household surveys that show declines in
general population drug use also show

little change in the regular drug using
population. And there are some initial
signs that this population may be moving
away from cocaine and its infamous de-
rivative "crack" to heroin, LSD, and new
forms of amphetamines (Ice).

In addition to declining illicit drug use,
there has been an associated decline in
overall arrests and, in particular, drug ar-
rests. Figure 1 shows that after a steady
increase in drug arrests since 1981, there
was an unexpected 20 percent decline in
such arrests in 1990 (a decline of272,200
arrests). There appears to be two addi-
tional basic explanations for declining
drug arrests:

1. Fiscal Crisis of Local Govern-
ments: During the past five years,
law enforcement agencies made a
concerted effort to increase their
deployment of personnel in the
drug area. This resulted in addi-
tional police officers being as-
signed to narcotic divisions and/or
the widespread use of large scale
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YEAR / TOTAL ARRESTS

1980
1981 -
1982 -
1983 -
1984 -
1985 -
1986 -
1987 -
1988 -
1989 -
1990 -

580,900
559,900
676,000
661,400
708,400
811,400
824,100
937,400

1,115,200
1,361,700
1,089,500

police "sweeps" of specific neigh-
borhoods where drug use and drug
dealing, and gang activities were
known to be occurring. These po-
lice tactics were expensive as they
required overtime compensation
for officers involved in these ac-
tivities. As the fiscal crisis of local
and state governments began to ac-
celerate, there were associated
pressures to reduce these efforts,
especially in the large metropolitan
areas. It should also be noted that
government officials began to un-
derstand that local jail crowding,
which was being driven largely by
massive increases in drug arrests,
could be better managed and con-
trolled under a more selective drug
arrest policy within its own law
enforcement agencies.

2. Increased Application of Drug
Asset and Seizure Laws: Related
to local economic pressures was
the increased use of asset and sei-
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FIGURE 2

COOK COUNTY (CHICAGO) TOTAL JAIL POPULATION

JANUARY 1989 TO NOVEMBER 1991
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zure laws that allow law enforce growth in their inmate populations after
ment agencies to keep the assets of several years of growth For example
arrested drug offenders These laws New York, Philadelphia Los Angeles
provide a direct incentive for law and Seattle have all reported unexpected
enforcement agencies to be very declines or stabilizedJail populations dur
Selective in whom they target for ing the past 18 months
arrest Specifically they are en

A noteworthy exception to this trend l S
couraged to go after drug users and

Cook County (Chicago) Like other major
dealers with cars houses boats and Jail systems, Cook County s Jail popula
large amounts of cash rather than tion was relatively stable from January I
the petty drug users and dealer• hv

1989 until July 1 1991 Then, m partial
ing m impovenshed inner city ar

response to growing evidence ot crack
eas use and gang violence the number of

OMPACT OF DECEINING
bookings began to increase sharply as

DRUG ARRESTS CN PRISON
police began to focus on drug and gang

ADMISSDNS activities Consequently Jail bookings
and the population began to grow rapidly

The above noted reductions m drug di (see Figure 2) Such trends may burface m
rests are now having a major impact on other Junsdictions should law enforce
jail and pnson populations Local Jails, ment begin once again to intensify their
which are the direct recipients of arrested efforts to apprehend drug users The ex
persons are the first to feel the effects of penence of Cook County illustrates the
changes in police practices Conse tenuous nature of these trends and the
quently many of the nation s major Jail influence of law enforcement policies on
systems are reporting no significant Jail populations

As drug arrests have declined, there has
been an associated effect on persons sen-
tenced to prison (new court commit-
ments) Table 1 shows that between
Fiscal Years (FY) 1988 and 1990, new
court commitments grew by 37.7 percent,
or at an annual rate of 18.8 percent. How-
ever in FY 1991 new court commitments
for these 16 states grew on average by less
than 3 percent, and seven states actually
reported declmer m new court admis-
sions Mo9t notably in Florida where an-
nual new court commitments had grown
from 29 760 to 42,976 between 1988 and
1990 intakes declined by nearly 7,000
pnsoners ( 16 3 percent) in FY 1991.

Table 2 shows only the number ofpersons
sentenced to prison for drug crimes in 14
of the 16 states for the same time period.
Whereas drug commitments grew by 95.5
percent between FY 1988 and 1990, they
declined by nearly 10.2 percent in FY
1991 States reporting the largest declines
were Kansas ( 15 percent), Oklahoma
( 15 8 percent), Flonda (24.6 percent) and
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State
Arkansasi
California
Florida
Illinois
K.,11sas
Massachusetts 1.2.3

Michigani'i
Mississippi
Ohio
Oklahoma
0,·egon
Tenliessee-
Texas-
Virginia
'rcitals

1988
435

8.135
8.450
1,298

351
777

1,668
406

1.813
948
472
792

6,430
826

32,801

TABLEl
NEW COURT COMMITMENTS TO PRISONS

FY 1988-1991

State 1988 1989
Arkansas 2,385 2,611
California 29.500 34,226
Florida 29,760 39,006
Illinois 8.480 9,397
Kansas 2.090 2.442
Massachusetts"• 1.950 2,670
Michigan' 8,088 9,758
Mississippi 2,745 3,129
Nevada' 2,320 2,722
Ohio 10,484 13,421
Oklahoma 5,326 6,201
Oregon 2,688 2.948.
Rhode Island' 1,233 1,734
Tennessee 5,263 5,737
Texas 33.816 33,303
Virginia 5,868 7,400
T 036bls 151,996 176,705

Note: All States arc fiscal year ending June 30 unless otherwise noted
' Calendar year figures. 1991 intakes ore projected
2 Male new conunitments only

1990
2,668

39,272
42.976
12.397
2.686
2.765
9,398
3,563
2,691

16,918
6.396
2.950
2,109
6.536

46,290
9.647

209,262

1991
3.132

41.282
35,989
14.052
2.678
3,147
9,300
3,729
2,690

16.679
6,351
3.034
2,240
6,401

54.803
9,397

214,908

TABLE 2
DRUG NEW COURT COMMITMENTS TO PRISONS

1988-1991

Note: Fiscal years endmg June 30 unless otherwise noted
" Calendar year data
2 1991 data noi available
3 Male commitments only
4 Based on ten states for which 1991 data are available

1989
603

1 1.927
13,335

1.926
551

1.132
2.768

489
3,228
1,352

572 -
1,375
7,327
1.480

48,065

1990
772

13.857
16,093
3.539

681
1.232
2.782

654
5,161
1.620

694
2.502

11.786
2.755

64,128

1991
N/A

13.162
12,132
4,345

579
N/A
N/A
656

5.242
1,364

486
N/A
N/A

2.490
40,456

Annualized
% Change
1988-1990

5.9
16.6
22.2
23.1
14.3
20.9

8.1
14.9
8.0

30.7
10.0
4.9

35.5
12.1
18.4
32.2
18.8

Annualized
% Change
1988-1990

38.7
35.2
45.2
86.3
47.0
29.3
33.4
30.5
92.3
35.4
23.5

108.0
41.6

116.7
47.8

% Change
1990-1991

% Change
1990-1991

N/A
-5.0

-24.6
22.8

-15.0
N/A
N/A
0.3
1.6

-15.8
-30.0
N/A
N/A
-9.6

-11'.24

17.4
4.7

-16.3
13.4
-0.3
13.8
-1.0
4.7
0.0

-1.4
-0.7
2.8
6.2

-2.1
18.4
-2.6
2.7
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State
Arkansas
California•
Florida
Illinois
Kansas'
Massachusetts-
Michigan4
Mississippi
Nevada'
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon-•
Rhode Island'J
Tennessee
'rexas
Virginia
Totals

1992
3.276

37,075
40.859
14.835
2,549
3,217
9,350
3,818
2.924

21,049
6,528
3.316
2.339
6.700

59,751
7,476

218,038

1993
3,432

38,579
43.326
15,583
2.632
3,240
9,350
3,812
3,044

22.4()3
6,9()0
3.230
2,465
6,850

63,377
7.933

228,562

1994
3,708

40,394
45,942
16.359
2.717
3.264
9,350
3,869
3.167

22,220
7,272
3,327
2,573
6,900

67,016
8.391

238,059

TABLE 3

1992-1996
PROJECTED NEW COURT COMMITMENTS TO PRISONS

1995
3,996

42,210
48,820
17.163
2,805
3,286
9.350
3,926
3.289

21,480
7,672
3.427
2.661
6,950

70.815
8.848

247,222

1996
3,996

44,024
50,823
17,848
2.897
3.306
9,350
3.985
3.413

20.753
8.072
3.530
2.724
7,050

74.996
9.305

256.405

Note: Projections are for fiscal years ending June 30 unless otherwise noted
' Not official state projections 4 Official calendar year projections through 1994 only
2 Male calendar year new commitments only 3 Male fclon admissions
3 Calendar year projections

Average Annual
% Change

5.5
4.7
6.1
5.1
3.4
0.7
0.0
1.1
4.2

-0.3
5.9
1.6
4.1
1.3
6.4
6.1
4.4

Total
% Change

22.0
18.7
24.4
20.3
13.7
2.8
0.0
4.4

16.7
-1.4
23.7

6.5
16.5
5.2

25.5
24.5
17.6

Oregon (30.0 percent). The only state re- IMPACT ON PRISON increase m new court commitments for
porting a significant increase was Illinois POPULATION GROWTH Florida, its prison population will in-
(22.8 percent). Despite a significant reduction in the rate crease by 47.9 percent even with the con-
The downturn in prison commitments has of growth for projected new court com- tinued use of early release on a massive

scale.led many states to lower their five year mitments, prison populations will con-
admission projections. Table 3 sunima- tinue to rise (Table 4). Specifically, the It should also be emphasized that these
rizes these estimates and shows an overall states we are analyzing are projecting an official forecasts assume continued use of
expected increase of only 17.6 percent overall increase of 35.4 percent over the well established early release practices in
over the next five years, or an average next five years (or an annual rate of in- five states (Florida, Illinois, Oklahoma,
aiinual rate of 4.4 percent. Several states crease of 7.1 percent). This rate of in- Tennessee and Texas). Were these release
(Massachusetts, Michigan, Mississippi, crease is significantly lower than the 1989 practices discontinued, these population
Oregon, Ohio and Tennessee) are project- estimates that showed a five year increase estimates would be considerably higher.
ing increases of less than 2 percent per of nearly 60 percent (or an annual rate of In particular Florida's forecast would
year. 12 percent). reach 91,000 inmates by 1996 if it were

These new admission projections repre- Populations will increase fuster than ad- to discontinue the use of early release in
sent a strong departure from previous es- missions due to growing lengths-of-stay 1991
timates. Should they prove to be accurate, for certain classes of offenders sentenced
iinmediate relief will be provided to state for specific crimes. Forexample, as noted IMPACT ON PAROLE
correctional systems that have been expe- in a previous NCCD FOCUS (June 1991 ) POPULATION GROWTH
riencing dramatic increases over the past on Florida's prison crowding situation, Of the 16 states, 10 provided information
decade. However, as will be shown below, we pointed out the long-term impact of on parole population growth. Overall,
tliese decreases in prison admissions will mandatory minimum sentences which re- these states are projecting a 41.9 percent
not end but simply slow growth in prison quire persons convicted of certain crimes increase which is slightly above the
populations. to receive lengthy prison terms and be prison rate of growth (Table 5). In five of

ineligible for good-time credits. Conse- these states ( Illinois, Massachusetts,
quently, despite a projected 24.4 percent
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TABLE 4
FIVE YEAR PROJECTED PRISON POPULATIONS

1991-1996

State 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 % Change
Arkansas 7,291 7.703 8,226 8,797 9.419 9.792 34.3
Calituni i,i 101,995 105,992 111,393 117.268 125,807 132,972 30.4
Florid.4 46.233 49,623 53,5()7 58.553 65.095 71,760 47.9
Illinois' 28.941 30,603 32,265 33.902 36,021 37,849 30.8
Katisasl 5.615 5.639 5,678 5.940 6.170 6,444 14.8
Massachusetts 7,98() 8,389 8,614 8.866 9,114 9,188 15.1
Michigan 35.228 37.305 38.892 40,374 41,909 43,500 23.5.,Missishippl 8.694 9,319 9,817 10.308 10.737 11.193 28.8
Nevada 6,072 6,824 7,589 8.414 9.164 9.917 63.3
Ohio 33,700 35,736 38.045 40.() 18 41.275 42,117 25.()
Oklahoma ' 13.059 14.()25 14.933 15.954 16.946 17.945 37.4
Oregon 6.985 7.569 8,3()7 8.908 9,365 10,123 44.9
Rhode Island2.4 2,267 2.508 2.606 2.743 2,879 2.966 30.8
Tennessee' 13,976 15.106 16.002 16.584 17.126 17,714 26.7
Texas' 59,466 65,488 73,394 77,806 81.807 86,943 46.2
Virginia 17.734 18.863 20.2(17 21,594 23,136 24.595 38.7
Totals 395,236 420,692 449,475 476,009 505,970 535,018 35.4

Note: Projections arc for fiscal years ending Junc 30 unless otherwise noted
1 3Assuming continued use of early release mechanisms Official projections through 1994 only, 1995-1996 are extmpolation of official state projection2 4Not official state projections Calendar year projectiom

TABLE 5
FIVE YEAR PROJECTED PAROLE POPULATIONS

JUNE ALL YEARS

State 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 % Change
Arkansas 5.050 5.27() 5,547 5.845 6.39() 6.874 36.1
California 74,997 83.981 91,614 99.392 104.216 108.772 45.0
Illinois 17.245 20.695 23.125 25,428 26,603 28.107 63.0
Kans,10 1 3.680 3,795 3.91() 3,988 3.957 3,967 7.8
Michigani 11.068 11.189 11,963 12,380 12.813 13.261 19.8
Nevada 2,664 2.266 2.140 2.313 2.582 2.717 2.0
Oklahoma 4,000 4,531 5,171 5.722 6.124 6,361 59.0
Oregon 6,829 8.481 9,574 10.170 10,695 11.()49 61.8
Tennessee 10.305 10,685 11.549 12.857 13.992 14,911 44.7
Texas 77,054 76,459 81,277 91,341 100.121 106,022 37.6
Totals 212.892 227,352 245,870 269,436 287,493 302,041 41.9

' Not official state pn,jeclions
2 Official state projections through 1994 only. 1995-1996 are extrapolations ot' 01'licial projections
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FIGURE 3

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED U.S. PRISON POPULATION

1980-1996
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Oklahoma Oregon and Tennessee) pa prison terms parolees who previously
rc,le populations will grow considerably were discharged in 12 to 24 months may
faster than their prisons population• Sev ,,pend as long d,, five years under supervi-
eral of these states are relying heavily sion and are beginning to "stack up" on
u i,on accelerated release mechani• ms parole supervision caseloads.
which will increase the numbers of per
sons teleased from prison to parole as

SUMMARYptison telease and parole eligibility dates
are accelerated For example m Illinois Recent declines in drug arrests have pro-
the parole population is proJected to grow vided a • mall level of relief to local and
by 63 0 percent compared to its proJected ,,tate correctional Gy,,tenis. Whether this
pi*ison population growth ot 30 8 percent trend ot slower or declining growth rates
as inmates are dwarded increawng m prison admissions will continue de-
ainounts of meritorious good time pends largely upon future law enforce-
awards Similarly Tennes• ee s parole ment policies toward drug crimes and the
population will grow by 447 percent fiscal well being oflocal units ofgovern-
c<,mpared to a plison growth rate of only ment However even it these trends con-
26.7 percent as it continuei to expedite tinue into the future prison populations
releases from prison to parole will continue to grow albeit at a slower

rate a, the cumulative effects of manda-
In other states incteases in parole popula tory minimum and longer prison sen-
tions are triggered by longer periods of tences increase lengths of-stay in prison
supervision For example Oregon pa• sed for many offender• Furthermore, many
legislation m the past requiring tar longer states will have to maintain current early
periods of parole supervision Similat to release practice• to maintain the lower
the phenomenon of pnsoners with lengthy

rate of growth. If such practices were to
be discontinued, states would experi-
encearapidgrowth in theirprison popu-
lations.

Assuming that these 16 states are repre-
sentative of trends that are on-going in
other states and the Federal Prison Sys-
tem, the nation's prison population will
reach 1 million inmates by 1994 (Figure 3).

' See NCCD FOCUS, "America's Growing Cor-
rectic,Iial lildilstrial Ccimpler" atid "The NCCD
Prisoit Popitlation Fc,recast: Tlie li,ipact <in the
War mi Drugs. "
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