





Probation & Parole Offices, Caseloads and Officers

(Numbers are as of April 2008 - Does not include 16 institutional probation and parole officers)
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[J Violation to Prison 20.7%18.2%|21.7%|21.9%|24.4% |25.1% | 19.1%| 24.7%| 24.9%|21.4%
O Violation to Alternate Placement 9.6% | 8.1% | 6.6% | 6.8% | 53% | 6.7% |11.6%|12.6%|13.2%|15.6%
m New Crime to Prison 7.3% | 5.6% | 7.4% | 9.0% | 8.2% | 5.3% | 4.0% | 5.2% | 4.9% | 3.8%
®m New Crime to Alternate Placement | 2.1% | 2.5% | 1.8% | 2.4% | 2.1% | 4.0% | 5.2% | 5.2% | 2.7% | 3.5%
Total Return Rate 39.7%34.4%|37.5%|39.1%|40.0%[41.1% | 39.9%|47.7% | 45.7%|44.3%
ACIS/PRO-Files data extracted 10/1/2008

The rate at which offenders come to correctional facil-
ities for any reason is one of the most comprehensive
measures of how a correctional system is working in
efforts to rehabilitate criminals. The return rate is dif-
ferent than the recidivism rate. While returns refer to
offenders entering or coming back to any correctional
institution, the recidivism rate tracks only those offend-
ers who return to prison.

In adopting these distinctive definitions in 2008, the
Department of Corrections became one of a growing
number of states joining an effort by the Association of
State Correctional Administrators to achieve a single
nationwide definition of recidivism.

In the past, the department reported “recidivism” as the
return to any correctional facility. Now that is the
defined as the return rate. Recidivism is a narrower
measure, tracking the movement of offenders who
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were once in prison and then did something to warrant
a return to prison — arguably the most problematic of
offenders. The department considers both rates to be
important measures and continues to track and report
both.

Return and recidivism rates are measured over a three-
year period following release because that time is con-
sidered adequate to determine offenders’ willingness to
obey laws and comply with conditions of their commu-
nity placement. The latest data on return rates, there-
fore, deals with offenders who were released in fiscal
year 2005 and returned in any of the following three
years through fiscal 2008.

As shown in the chart above, the return rates for male
offenders continued a two-year decline, reaching 44.3
percent for those released in 2005. The rate was 47.7
percent for those released two years earlier. More than



Female 3-Year Return Rate
FY1996-FY2005
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ACIS/PRO-Files data extracted 10/1/2008

eight out of every 10 male offenders returning to cor-
rectional facilities within three years (83 percent) did
so for a violation of conditions imposed on their com-
munity placement. Almost half of all returnees went to
prison for such violations and 35 percent went to an
alternative placement, such as a prerelease center or
treatment program.

Of all those offenders returning since 2005, nearly 57
percent went to prison.

Prison is the destination for a smaller portion of the
returning population. About 63 percent of those com-
ing back to correctional facilities between 2004 and
2007 went to prison. The latest number is 57 percent.

The return rate for female offenders (above) is lower
than for male offenders and reflects a two-year de-

crease similar to the trend for male offenders. The rate
was 38.8 percent for those women released in fiscal
2005, compared with a 44.6 percent rate just two years
earlier. Almost all women returning to a correctional
facility (96 percent) do so because of a technical viola-
tion of their community placement.

As with male offenders, these women usually have had
multiple violations before their placement is revoked.
Half of the returning women go to prison for a techni-
cal violation and about 45 percent go to an alternative
program for such a violation. Slightly less than 4
percent of the women who return do so for a new crime.

The proportion of returning women going to prison has
dropped significantly in the past two years. About 65
percent of women returning between 2004 and 2007
went to prison. The latest figure is about 53 percent.
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Male 3-Year Prison Recidivism Rate
FY1996 - FY2005
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The recidivism rate measures the pace at
which offenders who were once in prison
return to prison within three years of release
for any reason. Because of that three-year
time period, the latest data looks at the recidi-
vism rate for offenders released in fiscal 2005.

The chart on this page shows that about four
out of every 10 male offenders returns to
prison within three years. Montana’s male
recidivism rate is falling, from nearly 50 per-
cent for offenders released in 2003 to 41.9
percent for those released in 2005. That is a
nearly 15 percent decline during the two
years.

The rate is decreasing both for male offenders
returning due to new crimes and for those
returning because of technical violations of
the conditions imposed on their community
placement. The recidivism rate for those com-
mitting a new crime is 2.6 percent, compared
with 5.4 percent a decade before. The recidi-
vism rate for those with technical violations is
9.3 percent lower than it was for offenders
released in 1996. Offenders returned for such
violations usually have logged multiple inci-
dents before they are revoked.




Female 3-Year Prison Recidivism Rate

FY1998 - FY2005
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ACIS/PRO-Files data extracted 10/7/2008

Consistent female prison movement history was not recorded until 1998

Montana’s female recidivism rate, like that
for males, has improved. It dropped from
42.8 percent of those released in 2003 to 28.1
percent of those released in 2005. That
amounts to a 34 percent decline over two
years. As with male offenders, the recidivism
rate is down for females returning for any
reason.

The rate for those committing new crimes has
dropped to 1.8 percent from a high of 5 per-
cent as recently as 2001. The rate for women
returned for technical violations dropped the
most, from 40.5 percent for offenders re-

leased in 2003 to 26.3 percent for those re-
leased in 2005.

Comparing Montana’s recidivism rate with
other states and the nation is difficult because
states have a variety of definitions. A U.S.
Bureau of Justice Statistics report in 2002 is
the latest national data available. It sampled
15 states that accounted for two-thirds of all
inmates released in 1994 and found that 51.8
percent had returned to prison for any reason
within three years. That finding — although
based on dated data — most closely mirrors
Montana’s definition of recidivism.



Male Offender Return Rates:
When Do They Return?
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Female Offender Return Rates:
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Probation and Parole Revocations
FY2004 - FY2008
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Offenders on probation, parole, conditional
release or in the intensive supervision program
(ISP) can have their community placement re-
voked if they are convicted of a crime or violate
conditions of their supervision imposed by a
judge, the Department of Corrections or the
Board of Pardons and Parole. In most cases,
revocations are the result of a technical violation
rather than a new crime.

During the past five fiscal years, an average of
18 percent of offenders on probation or parole
were revoked. Eighty-five percent of all revoca-
tions were because of violations. That percent-
age gradually increased from 82 percent to 89
percent between 2004 and 2008. This trend was
expected due mostly to the increased ability to

supervise offenders created by additional proba-
tion and parole officers hired in that time.

Overall, the number of revocations declined
from a high of 1,565 in 2005 to 1,435 in 2008.
Most of those offenders — almost two out of
every three — were on probation. That’s not
surprising since about 60 percent of all offend-
ers supervised by the Department of Corrections
are on probation.

The chart also shows that the number of offend-
ers on parole or probation at year’s end has
increased by 1,734 (24 percent) in the five years.
The annual growth has ranged from 2.9 percent
in 2008 to 8 percent in 2006.
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(Source: ACIS/PRO-Files data from 6/30/2004)

Distribution of Probation and Parole Caseload

7197 Offenders on 6/30/2004 8931 Offenders on 6/30/2008

(Source: ACIS/PRO-Files data from 6/30/2008)
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With probation and parole accounting for two-
thirds of all offenders supervised by the Depart-
ment of Corrections, this group is a significant
focus of the agency’s management efforts.

These charts show the population on probation,
parole or the intensive supervision program
(ISP) grew by 24 percent, or 1,734 offenders,
during the past four years. This is only a
slightly slower growth rate than the 26 percent
increase seen between 2002 and 2006.

Probation continues to make up the vast major-
ity of those at this level of community supervi-

sion. But it is representing a bigger piece of the
pie. In mid-2004, probationers accounted for 84
percent of those on probation or parole. That
proportion increased to 88 percent four years
later. The number of probationers jumped by
1,731 in that time.

Parolees are a shrinking portion, declining from
12 percent to 9 percent. The number of parolees
dropped by 49. Participation in the intensive
supervision program (ISP) has remained rela-
tively constant at about 3-4 percent, although
the number of offenders in the program in-
creased by 52.




(WATCh) 4™ DUI Treatment Program

West Campus (Male) — Warm Springs / East Campus (Male/Female) -- Glendive
From 8/30/2002 to 6/30/2008 There Were 1807* Discharges from WATCh
1625 Offenders Completed the Program

Source: ACIS/PRO-Files data, WATCh Outcome Statistics Report from 6/30/2008
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*Some offenders were admitted for treatment more than once.
Some offenders received an Intervention due to alcohol or drug use but were not revoked.

The Warm Springs Addictions Treatment and
Change program (WATCh) started in March 2002 to
deal with the large number of felony drunken driving
convictions that had clogged the prison system. The
program, operated by a private non-profit company
under contract with the state, provides intensive
treatment for those convicted of a fourth or subse-
quent instance of driving under the influence (DUI).
A second WATCh program, located in Glendive,
opened in late 2005. The two programs have a com-
bined capacity of 151.

The latest statistics for WATCh are similar to those
from two years ago.

WATCh has had 1,807 offenders participate since it
opened and 90 percent of those men and women
(1,625) completed the six-month program. Of all
those treated at WATCh, 59 percent (1,066) were
either under supervision of the department in the
community or had completed their sentences by
mid-2008.

Another 31 percent (561) completed the program,
but had problems after leaving. About three-fourths
of this group saw their community supervision re-
voked after violating the conditions of their place-
ment. Just 6 percent (109) of those discharged from
WATCh had a new DUI conviction and 1 percent
had a conviction for a different offense.
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Missoula Assessment & Sanction Center (MASC)

Placements for 3091 Male Offenders

FY 2004 to FY 2008
Updated 10/1/2008
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The Missoula Assessment and Sanction Center
(MASC) deals with male offenders who judges
sentence to supervision of the Department of
Corrections. These “DOC commits” are evalu-
ated for possible placement in community cor-
rections programs rather than sending them
directly to prison. The offenders are subjected to
mental health, chemical dependency and sex
offender assessment. Placement decisions are
based on the needs and risks of the offenders.

During the past five fiscal years, MASC has
processed nearly 3,100 offenders and diverted

about three-fourths of them from prison. In all,
26 percent (2,288) were sent to programs other
than prison. Twenty-two percent (680) were
placed in prerelease centers and an equal number
were sent to the Connections Corrections pro-
gram for substance-abuse treatment.

Sixteen percent (495) were placed at Treasure
State Correctional Training Center, or boot
camp, and 11 percent (340) went to the treatment
program for those convicted of felony drunken
driving.




Passages Assessment, Sanction & Revocation Center

Placements for 367 Female Offenders
1/19/2007 to 9/12/2008
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Passages Assessment, Sanction and Revocation
Center (ASRC) is part of awomen’s correctional
facility in Billings that includes a substance-
abuse treatment program and a prerelease center.
Passages ASRC, successor to the Billings As-
sessment and Sanction Center, is the female
counterpart to two programs for males: the Mis-
soula Assessment and Sanction Center (Page
I-12) and START (Page 1-16) .

In its first 20 months of operation, Passages
ASRC processed 367 offenders and diverted

almost nine out of every 10 from prison. In all,
87 percent (320) were sent to programs other
than prison. Thirty-five percent (130) were sent
to the drug treatment program at Passages, 15
percent (56) were placed in prerelease centers
and 12 percent (44) went to the Elkhorn metham-
phetamine treatment program in Boulder. About
9.5 percent (35) of the women entered the
WATCh treatment program for those convicted
of felony drunken driving.
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In the past six years, 3,232 offenders were
released from prison and community correc-
tions programs as part of a “conditional re-
lease” program. This practice, originally used
to reduce the prison population in the face of
a severe lack of space, has since developed
into a process that applies only to offenders
in certain community programs.

Conditional release is another option — in
addition to probation and parole — for moving
offenders into community supervision. Of-
fenders are released into the community un-
der auspices of the Department of
Corrections and subject to its rules. The
agency applies conditional releases to select
offenders who are in a treatment program,
prerelease center or the intensive supervision
program.

This is not parole, and offenders are not
eligible for parole consideration while on
conditional release. While probationers and
parolees who violate conditions of their re-
lease are subject to action by a judge or state
Board of Pardons and Parole, offenders on
conditional release answer to the department.

Those conditionally released offenders who
violate conditions of their release and are sent
to prison become eligible for parole when
prison records show they have served their
minimum sentence.

The department has tracked these individuals
— 2,469 men and 763 women — and the charts
on the following page illustrate what has
happened to these offenders. Overall, 64 per-
cent have either successfully discharged their
sentences or remain on conditional release.
Females have had a slightly higher success
rate than males, with 30 percent returning to
prison for a new crime or violation of the
conditions of their release. Men had a 38
percent return rate. In all, 1,153 (35 percent)
of the conditionally released offenders have
returned to prison.

For each gender, about one out of every three
has successfully discharged their sentences
and is no longer under department supervi-
sion. About 37 percent of the women and 30
percent of men — a total of 1,108 offenders —
continue to live in communities under the
program. For men and women alike, only
about 1 percent (12 offenders) are considered
to have absconded.



Male Conditional Release Status

2469 Male Inmates were Conditionally Released from June 2002 to June 2008
Status Updated 10/8/2008

Successful
Discharge
(797)

Returns to Prison
Technical Violation 37%

(897)

On Conditional
Release
(736)

1% Absconders (10)

04 Prison - New Crimes (29)
1%

Female Conditional Release Status

763 Female Inmates were Conditionally Released from June 2002 to June 2008
Status Updated 10/1/2008
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Source: START Program Files — Updated 9/30/2008

Sanction Treatment Assessment Revocation and Transition

(START) Discharges
12/12/2005 to 9/30/2008

Felony Warrant Issued -
To MSP
1%

Community Placement
73%

START (Sanction Treatment Assessment Revo-
cation and Transition) is a program started as a
pilot project in December 2005 to provide an
alternative to prison for male offenders who
violate conditions of their community place-
ment. They are assessed and provided needed
counseling and treatment in order to return them
to their communities after a short stay at the
center.

The goal of START is to divert offenders from
longer and more expensive stays in prison with
the hope that the program provides a sufficient
“wake-up call” to encourage offenders to live in
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their communities as productive, law-abiding
citizens.

Since it began operation, START has handled
1,205 offenders. Of those, nearly three out of
every four (73 percent) were returned to the
community. The remaining 324 offenders
reached prison. The state Board of Pardons and
Parole ordered 200 of those to prison, 83 others
were removed from the program to prison, 25
refused placement in the boot camp, and 16
others were imprisoned after being arrested for a
new crime.







General Fund Expenditures — FY06
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The charts on the facing page illustrate that 92% cents
of every dollar spent by the Department of Corrections
in fiscal year 2008 paid for programs that provide
services directly to adult and juvenile offenders. That
is almost identical to the spending pattern found in
fiscal 2006.

The biggest change from 2006 to 2008 was in the
distribution of spending between secure custody pro-
grams and community corrections. In 2006, secure
custody accounted for more than 48 percent of general
fund spending; in 2008, that figure dropped to 42.5
percent. At the same time, community corrections used
a larger proportion of the budget, increasing from
about 25 percent to 33.3 percent. That change reflects

the department’s increased emphasis on programs that
offer alternatives to prison, such as methamphetamine
treatment and creation of a sanction and assessment
center.

Montana Correctional Enterprises, which offers work
and job-training opportunities to prison inmates, ac-
counted for 1.3 percent of general fund spending, less
than half the proportion in 2006 when money was spent
on a new license plate issue. Youth Services Division
spent 12.3 percent of the budget, down slightly from
12.7 percent two years earlier, and outside medical
costs accounted for 2.9 percent of spending, an small
increase from 2.6 percent in 2006. Administrative
spending increased from 6.4 percent to 7.4 percent.

The charts on pages J-4 and J-5 provide information on
the average costs of managing nearly 13,000 offenders
in various correctional programs and facilities. In the
case of facilities housing relatively small numbers of
offenders, the economy of scale available at facilities
with large populations is not available. The youth
correctional facilities and the Montana Women’s Pris-
on are examples of this. Because of this variable, direct
comparison of costs among the programs is not possi-
ble.

The first chart is a summary of the second, showing
graphically the various rates. Probation and parole
remains the least-expensive form of offender supervi-
sion at $4.63 a day.

The second chart provides detail on costs. The top half
summarizes $62.9 million in costs of facilities and
programs for which the department contracts with
private or public providers. The “adult secure contract-
ed beds male” category includes the two regional pris-

ons in Great Falls and Glendive and the private prison
at Shelby. The bottom half of the chart shows $86
million spent on state-operated facilities and programs.

The department spent about $4.5 million, or 3 percent
of the total $148.9 million, on outside medical care for
offenders. Fifty-three percent of that was spent by
Montana State Prison, which houses most offenders
requiring chronic medical care. The department’s ad-
ministrative support expenses are included in the cost-
per-day figures. Those costs account for $18.3 million,
or 12.3 percent, of total spending.

The total of $148.9 million does not include $8.5
million in spending in other categories, such as $5.5
million for juvenile probation placements, $2 million
by Montana Correctional Enterprises, $693,000 for the
administratively attached Board of Pardons and Parole,
and $305,254 for the probation work of juvenile fiscal
officers.
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Offender Cost Per Day FY2008

$48.26 Juvenile Parole
$337.01 IIIIII Pine Hills Youth Facility
$342.88 IIII Riverside Youth Facility
$223(34 Youth Transition Centers
Adult ISP
Adult Probation & Parole
$110.49 WATCh (female)
$90.02 WATCh (male)
$79.80 START
$137.68 Meth Treatment
$74.32 MASC
$87.26 Passages ADT/ASRC
$63.43 Probation Jail Sanctions
mf“ Transitional Living/ESP
$94.69 Prerelease (female)
$54.67 Prerelease (male)
$73/45 Connections Corrections
$100.55 TSCTC (boot camp)
$6B.77 County Jails (female)
$73]94 County Jails (male)
$70.25 Contracted Prison Beds (male)
$121(50 Montana Women's Prison
$91.97 Montana State Prison
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Offender Cost Per Day FY2008

Facility/Program
Adult Secure Contracted Beds Male *

County Jail Male
County Jail Female
Connections Corrections Male/Female
Passages ADT/ASC
MASC
Prerelease Male
Prerelease Female
Prerelease Transitional Living Male/Female
Probation Jail Sanctions
START Male
Meth Treatment
WATCh Female
WATCh Male
Totals

Contracted Facilities

General Fund Qutside Medical ~ Administrative Costs
$17,823,435.43 $584,207.53 $1,570,646.88
$1,715,248.16 $244,000.48 $151,152.07
$338,504.55 $13,369.90 $29,829.89
$2,241,674.29 $0.00 $235,373.22
$1,628,987.15 $0.00 $171,041.77
$3,369,813.13 $812.10 $353,826.50
$11,423,146.11 $373,726.94 $1,199,417.18
$4,226,011.85 $117,299.46 $443,726.38
$897,262.76 $0.00 $94,211.56
$142,476.19 $0.00 $14,959.84
$2,174,662.95 $0.00 $228,337.10
$5,480,715.08 $4,309.27 $575,468.77
$730,960.72 $11,001.43 $76,750.03
$3,704,320.45 $138,932.48 $388,949.38
$55,897,218.82 $1,487,659.59 $5,533,690.58

Total Costs
$19,978,289.84
$2,110,400.71
$381,704.34
$2,477,047 51
$1,800,028.92
$3,724,451.73
$12,996,290.23
$4,787,037.69
$991,474.32
$157,436.03
$2,403,000.05
$6,060,493.12
$818,712.18
$4,232,202.31
$62,918,568.99

*Adult Secure Contracted Beds for men include Dawson County Regional Prison, Cascade County Regional Prison, and CCAin Shelby.

Facility/Program
Montana State Prison

Montana Womens Prison

Treasure State Correctional Training Center

Adult Probation and Parole

Adult Intensive Supervision Program (ISP)

Youth Transition Center

Riverside Youth Correctional Facility

Pine Hills Youth Correctional Facility

Juvenile Parole (Including Parole Placement)
Totals

S-C

State Facilities

General Fund Outside Medical ~ Administrative Costs
$40,696,629.01 $2,402,901.97 $3,586,291.41
$6,277,910.35 $473,136.35 $553,225.58
$1,749,243.86 $56,323.01 $183,668.59
$12,912,453.57 $0.00 $1,355,792.75
$905,023.00 $0.00 $95,026.37
$917,317.28 $0.00 $100,868.68
$1,961,320.49 $30,657.88 $215,667.82
$7,580,275.44 $110,784.07 $833,531.02
$2,718,006.29 $0.00 $329,549.64
$75,718,179.29 $3,073,803.28 $7,253,621.86

Total Costs
$46,685,822.39
$7,304,272.28
$1,989,235.46
$14,268,246.32
$1,000,049.37
$1,018,185.96
$2,207,646.19
$8,524,590.53
$3,047,555.93
$86,045,604.43

ADP
779
78
16
92
57
137
651
139
167

83
121
20
129
2,475

ADP
1,301
165
54
8,451
309
12
18
69
173
10,642

Cost Per Day W/o Admin
$70.25 $64.73
$73.94 $68.64
$63.77 $58.78
$73.45 $66.47
$87.28 $78.99
$74.32 $67.26
$54.67 $49.62
$94.69 $85.92
$16.30 $14.76
$63.43 $57.40
$79.80 $72.22
$137.68 $124.61
$110.49 $100.14
$90.02 $81.75

Cost per Day W/o Admin
$91.97 $84.91
$121.50 $112.30
$100.55 $91.27

$4.63 $4.19

$8.88 $8.03
$223.34 $201.22
$342.88 $309.38
$337.01 $304.06
$48.26 $43.04
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In October 2003, the Department of Corrections
assumed responsibility for collecting from of-
fenders and disbursing to victims court-ordered
restitution payments. State law moved the func-
tion from clerks of District Court and some coun-
ty attorneys to the department.

Since then, the department’ Collections Unit has
disbursed a total of $10.5 million in restitution to
victims, part of the agency’s effort to comply with
its mission to support victims of crime.

This chart shows the annual amounts distributed
to victims during the past five fiscal years, includ-
ing the nine months of 2004 after the department

took over the duty. The amounts vary somewhat
depending on the number of offenders paying
restitution from year to year. The amount has
gradually increased from $1.2 million in 2004 to
almost $2.8 million in 2008. The collection pro-
cess is self-supporting, funded through a 10 per-
cent fee assessed by the courts when ordering
offenders to pay restitution.

The fee allowed the department to hire three addi-
tional employees in the Collections Unit, resulting
in a significant increase in disbursements in 2007.
Payments jumped nearly 76 percent ($1.25 mil-
lion) from 2006.




Restitution & Supervision Fees Collected

$800,000

$700,000

$600,000

$500,000

$400,000

$300,000

$200,000

$100,000

FY2004-FY2008

i

2004

2005
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H Restitution Fees

$111,405

$203,374

$142,609

$275,191

$275,637

Osupervision Fees

$523,361

$600,144

$779,103

B Supervision Admin Fees

$131,216

$157,520

$194,967

The Department of Corrections is authorized by
law to collect a fee for handling victim restitution
payments and a fee for the supervision of offend-
ers on probation and parole. The fees allow the
collections unit to operate without general fund
support.

The restitution fee is 10 percent and has raised $1
million since it was started in 2004. The money
is used to operate the agency’s collection unit
and to purchase and maintain the computer soft-
ware necessary to manage the restitution records
of hundreds of offenders. The amount collected
has increased from $111,405 to $275,637 during
the past five years.

The supervision fee, which is at least $21 a
month, had been collected by District Court

clerks until the Legislature transferred the func-
tion to the department in October 2005. The fee
has raised $1.9 million in the two years and nine
months it has been collected. The amount in-
creased from $523,621 to $779,103 during that
time. Eighty percent of the money is used to
provide training and equipment to the probation
and parole officers responsible for supervising
offenders in communities. The remainder helps
support the collections unit operations.

The administrative supervision fee has raised
almost $484,000 since it was started in fiscal
2006. Annual revenue from the fee, which in-
creased from $131,216 to $194,967 since then,
helps finance the collections unit.
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Chemical Dependency/Sex
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Offender Programming* $575,656

Office Space Leases

County Jail Hold $2,195,029

Health Services** $5,425,572

Youth Services $5,560,406

Drug/Alcohol Treatment

Prerelease Centers (including
START)

Regional/Private Prisons

Other Services*** $1,427,115

Service Contracts with Private Providers
FY2008

$12,892,

$18,171,054

$19,891,748

$0 $5,000,000
Figures may reflect both contracted rates and actual expenditures

**Does not include outside medical claims paid
***|ncludes education, legal, information technology, one-time services

$10,000,000

$15,000,000 $20,000,000 $25,000,000

*Provided in secure facilities; contracted amounts and actual expenditures may vary slightly

The Department of Corrections relies on partnerships
with local governments; private, nonprofit companies;
and one private, for-profit corporation to provide ser-
vices for offenders in Montana.

In fiscal year 2008, those partners operated the private
prison at Shelby, regional prisons at Great Falls and
Glendive, the Missoula Assessment and Sanction Cen-
ter (MASC), six prerelease centers and various drug
and alcohol treatment programs.

The department has 225 contracts with a value of
about $61.7 million. This figure represents actual fis-
cal 2008 payments for secure care and contracted
services paid at a fixed rate.

This chart shows how the money was spent. The
pattern of spending changed little from two years
earlier. About 30 cents out of every dollar in contract
costs was spent on providers of secure care — MASC
and the private and regional prisons — and 27 cents of
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every dollar went to the nonprofit companies operat-
ing prerelease centers and the START (Sanction,
Treatment, Assessment, Revocation and Transition)
center for offenders who violate conditions of their
community placement.

About 19 percent of the total was paid under contracts
for treatment programs, such as those serving offend-
ers with drug addictions and felony drunken-driving
convictions.

Contracts with private health care providers each ac-
counted for about 8 percent of all spending, and pay-
ments to counties holding state offenders in their jails
represented about 3 percent. Office space leases and
contracts with private providers for chemical depen-
dency and sex offender treatment at secure facilities
together were 2.3 percent of all contract spending. A
mixture of education, legal, information technology
and various one-time services accounted for 2 percent.






