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South Dakota's prison population has grown from just a few hundred inmates in the 1970s;; to more 
than 3,600 in 2012. Absent a change in approach, South Dakota should expect to have more than 4,500 
inmates by 2022. This growth is estimated to cost the state $224 mi llion over the next 10 years, 
including the construction of two new prison faci lities. 

From March until June 2012, Governor Dennis Daugaard and Chief Justice David Gilbertson sought 
stakeholder input regarding the state of South Dakota's criminal justice system. Over 400 stakeholders 
were consu lted in 36 meetings across the state. Following the se meetings, Governor Daugaard, Chief 
Justice Gilbertson, Senate Majority Leader Russell Olson, and House Majority Leader David Lust created 
the South Dakota Crimina l Justi ce Initiative Work Group in order to achieve a better publ ic safety return 
on the state's corrections spend ing. Starting in Ju ly 2012, the work group analyzed the state's crim ina l 
justice system, including an exhaustive review of sentencing, co rrections, probation and parole data. It 
has developed policy recommendations that meet the goals of improving public safety, holding 
offenders more accountable, and reduc ing corrections spending by focusing resources on violent, 
chronic and career crim ina ls. 

The package of policy recommendations is estimated to save between $197 and $212 mi ll ion in averted 
prison construction and operating expenses th rough 2022i j1 By avoiding the expansion of between 596 
and 755 prison beds, state taxpayers will avert the enti re cost of construct ion and between 72 and 87 
percent of the operating cost s over the next 10 years ."' 

THE PROBLEM 

Following national trends, South Dakota's prison population and correct ions spending grew substantially 
during the past th ree decades. Since 1977, the stat e's prison populati on has increased by more than 
500 percent, outpacing the national growth rate.v The population grew from 546 in 1977 and surpassed 
3,600 inmates in July 2012. Since 2000, the number of inmates in South Dakota has increased 41 
percent, and the number of female inmates has more than doubled. South Dakota has the 23'd highest 
imprisonment ra te in the nation, and the highest of its neighboring states, with 416 inmates per 100,000 
residents. And the state's female imprisonment rate of 100 inmates per 100,000 female residents is 
sign ificantly higher than the national ra te of 59 per 100,000."; 
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Not surpr isingly, the growth in t he prison population has been accompanied by an increase in 

correct ions spending. State general fund spend ing on adult correct ions tripled dur ing t he past 20 

years.'"1 In fiscal year 1990, the percentage of general f unds used for all of corrections"111 in South Dakot a 
was 4 percen t . By 2010, it w as 6.8 percent}' For f iscal year 2013, the budget for all of correction s was 

more than $100 mi ll ion, w ith general fund spending of $82 mill ion, including near ly $60 mill ion for 

administra t ion and adult faci lit ies.' 

Despite t his continued growth in correct ions spending, South Dakota has not received a commensurat e 
publ ic safety retu rn as measured by crime and recidivism rates. From 2000 to 2010, South Dakota's 
impr isonment rate rose fast er than the nation al average while its crime rate fa iled t o decline at the 
same pace as t he nationa l red uction. 

2000-2010 

Overal l Crime Rate Imprisonment 
Rate 

us -19% +1.6% 

SD -9% +18% 
S01,.1 rce: Dep.artm ent of Justice, Burea u of Ju5tice Stati s.tic5, P,is,one r Series. Federal Bureau of Investigation, Unifo rm Crime Report5,. Overall 
crime ra te is the violent cri me rate plus t he property crime ra te . 

During the past 10 years, 17 states lowered t he ir imprisonment rates, and each of t hem also lowered 
t heir crime rates by an average of 18 percent . South Dakota was not one of them.'; A 2011 study 

reported tha t the recidivism rate in South Dakota was approximately 45 percent, meaning that more 
t han four in 10 exit ing prisoners returned w ithin th ree years.•li 
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If state policy does not change, projections indicate that South Dakota's pri son population wil l grow 25 
percent in the next 10 years from 3,673 in 2012 to 4,580 in 2022. This would be an increase of 924 
inmates, reach ing the female system capacity of 498 beds by 2015 and reaching over 95 percent of the 
men system capacity before t he end of the decade. The increased cost to t axpayers is estimated to be 
$224 mil lion over the next 10 years - $126 mi ll ion for const ruct ion of two new prisons and $98 mill ion 
for additional opera ti ng costs. 

THE SOUTH DAKOTA CRIMINAL JUSTICE INITIATIVE WORK GROUP 

Following budget cuts to address a structural deficit in the state budget, South Dakota's leaders began 
scrutinizing major budget items. Substantial growth in corrections expenditures prompted stat e leaders 
to ask whether conti nued prison growth would provide t axpayers the best public safety outcomes. 

Seeking a better return on the state's investmen t in correct ions, Governor Daugaard, Chief Justice 
Gilbertson, Senate Majority Leader Olson, and House Majority Leader Lust established the Criminal 
Justice Initiat ive (CJI) Work Group. The work group was compri sed of 18 stakeholders from the 
execut ive branch, the legislature, the judiciary as well as from law enforcement, treat ment providers, 
prosecutors, and defense attorneys. 

The four leaders cha rged the work group with establishing a pat h to meet the following goals of the CJI : 

1. Improve public sa fety by investing in progra ms, practices, and policies tha t have been proven to 
reduce recidivism. 

2. Hold offenders more accountable by strengthening community supervision. 

3. Reduce correct ions spending and focus prison space on v iolent, chronic, and ca reer crimina ls. 

The work group reviewed extensive analyses of state cr iminal justice data including prison, parole, 
probation, and sentencing information; discussed the programs, policies, and practices of the criminal 
justice system; examined practices proven to reduce recidivism; and assessed policy options for South 
Dakot a. Throughout th is process, the work group's key findings and policy options were reviewed and 
guided by a Council of Advisors. The Council was composed of former Attorneys General, a former 
Supreme Court Justice, a law professor, former legislators, the State Ba r Associat ion President, and a 
Presiding Circuit Court Judge. In add ition, a vict im, survivor and advocate roundtab le was held, and the 
attendees provided the work group with policy ideas and key priorit ies from the vict im perspective. 
Chaired by Secretary of Tribal Relations, J.R. LaPlante, a Nat ive American Subcommittee was formed to 
analyze data and provide the CJI Work Group with recommendations and feedback. Outreach and 
meetings were conducted with tri bal representat ives across South Dakota, including representatives 
from the t ribal judiciary and lega l community, Native American behaviora l health and treat ment experts, 
and tribal law enforcement. 

Throughout the summer and fa ll, the CJI Work Group analyzed data from South Dakota's criminal just ice 
system, focusi ng on the major fa cto rs contributing to the prison population. 
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KEY FINDINGS 

Two key factors shaping the pri son popu lat ion are the types of offenses an inmate is incarcerated fo r 
(e.g., drug, property or violent ) and the source of the prison admission (e.g. , a new court commitment or 
a revocation of parole su pervision). For South Dakota, the work group found t hat: (1) nonviolent 
offenders constitute the majority of the prison population, with drug possession offenders the most 
frequent offense type, and (2) the number of prlson beds used by offenders who entered prison 
because of parole violations as opposed to new criminal convictions grew by more than 100 percent 
between 2000 and 2012. 

Most Pri soners were Sentenced f or Nonviolent Cri mes, and Drug Possession is the 
Number One Type of Offense 
To understand the stand ing popu lation (a snapshot of the offenders who are incarcerated on a 
particular day), the work group exam ined the offenders who entered prison in previous years 
(admissions) combined with how long they stayed. 

In 2012, 81 percent of new comm itment admissions to prison were for nonviolent crimes. Fifty-th ree 
percent of new commitment admissions were for DUI and controlled substance offenses (22 percent for 
DU I and 31 percent for drugs). 

Oth er 
5% 

FYOO Admissions for New 
Commitments 
1,033 offenders 

FY12 Admissions for New 
Commitments 
1,186 offenders 

Nonviolent 
Pers.on 

1% 

Note: Nonviolent person offenses are those offen ses t.hat are not namect in statute as. violent but are c.onsidered crimes aga inst persons. 

The growth in new commitment adm issions from 2000 to 2012 was characterized by an over 70 percent 
increase in the number of offenders admitted for drug offenses from about 200 to about 360. While 
there are more nonviolent offenders than violent offenders entering prison each year, nonviolent 
inmates stay fo r less t ime than vio lent inmates. 

However, after accounting fo r t he shorter length of stay, nonviolent offenders remained the majority of 
the stand ing populat ion in 2012, making up 61 percent of all inmates. In today's prison population, six 
of the top 10 offenses are nonviolent: drug possession (111), grand theft (#2), DU I 3rd (114), bu rglary 3 rd 

(#6), DUI 41h (#7) and forgery (#8).'11 i These six crimes make up almost 40 percent of the prison 
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population. Close to one in three South Dakota prisoners is incarcerated for a drug or alcohol offense 
(28 percent of males, 55 percent of fema les) . 

The most common reason for an offender being in prison in South Dakota is drug possess ion . The vast 
majority of inmates serving time for controlled substance crimes were convicted of possess ion offenses 
rather than manufacturing or distribution/del ivery offenses. Department of Corrections analysis 
showed that in 2011 more than 71 percent of drug offenders were servi ng time for drug possession and 
29 percent were serving t ime for di5tribution or manufacturing. In North Dakota, by contrast, only 34 
percent of drug offenders were incarcerated for possession, with 66 percent servi ng time for delivery or 
manufact uring. 

Increasing Number of Prison Beds Used for Offenders Entering Through Revocations 
The work group found that parole vio lators grew as a share of the prison population from 18 percent in 
2000 to 25 percent in 2012. Parole violators are those who are readmitted to pr ison because their 
parole su pervis ion has been revoked.'1

" 

Prison Population by Admission Type, 
July 2000 

2558 offenders 

Prison Population by Admission Type, 
July 2012 

Other 
S% 

3611 offenders 

The work group focused on several key f indings about the parole population. First, in 2000, 270 parole 
violators were admit ted into prison. By 2012, this number had almost tripled, growing to 768. Second, 
since 2000, the amount of t ime inmates se rve on parole supervision while under suspended t ime"" has 
tripled for DUI, drug, and prope rty crimes. Also during that period, the average length of t ime on parole 
(i.e. fo llowing re lease from prison) for al l offenses has increased from 1.6 years to 2.3. Third, despite the 
increase in time on parole, most offenders who are revoked to prison are revoked in the first two yea rs 
on parole. For offenders who were released in fiscal year 2005 and have been revoked back to prison, 
65 percent first returned within one year and 84 percent within two years. 

Separately from the parole violators described above who fa iled on supervision after being re leased 
from prison, more than 270 people were admitted to prison in 2012 for fa iling on probation supervision . 
About 40 percent of these admissions had violated a condition of probation such as consuming alcohol 
or other substances or fa iling to go to treatment, pay restitution or report to their probation officer. 
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Criminal Justice Ini t ia t ive's policy recommendations are grounded in key data findings and seek to 
answer these important questions: 

• How can South Dakota avert growth in prison beds for non-violent offenders and individuals 
with substance use issues while also improving pub I ic safety? What statutory changes may be 
needed? 

• What practice improvements and investments are needed to supervise and hold offenders more 
accountable in the community? 

• What can be done to reduce violations of conditions of supervision tha t lead to inca rceration? 

To answer these questions, t he work group considered policy opt ions that have been tested in other 
states and proven to both conta in pri son populations and increase public safety. Taken together, these 
research-based solutions will focus prison space on violent and career criminals., slow inmate popu lation 
growth through recidivism reduct ion efforts and, in turn, allow investments that wi ll strengthen 
community supervision and t hereby improve public safety. 

The proposed reforms are est imated to avert between 64 and 82 percent of South Dakota's projected 
prison population growth in the next 10 years. This equates to between 596 and 755 fewer prison beds 
in 2022 than otherwise anticipated and is projected to save South Dakota taxpayers $126 mill ion in new 
prison construction cost s"" as wel l as $71 to $86 mill ion in averted operat ional cost s. 
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The projected options take Into account the chang<>s liste<J In policy recomm endations H. t K, and L. Since recommendation H has thr<>e 
options, t ile impact pro'J'ided is a range ba.sed on the variance of policy options. Hl {Option l }, H2 {Optio n 2}, and H3 (Option 3)_ 
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The work group recommends that the state make targeted investments as part of the implementation 
of these policy changes to reduce rec idivism and improve safety in South Dakota's communities. Some 
policies will require existing staff time to be rededicated, while others will require seed funding for pilot 
programs, and still others wil l benefit from ongoing re investment of savings from the package of 
reforms in future years. The work group fe lt that a significant investment made now cou ld improve 
public safety and help eliminate the need for additional prisons to be built in the next 10 years. 

In order to improve public safety, hold offenders more accountable, and reduce corrections spending, 
the CJI Work Group recommends policy changes be implemented that wil l: Strengthen Supervision and 
In tervention; Focus Prison Space on Violent and Career Criminals; and Ensure Quality and Sustainabil ity 
of Reforms. 

Strengthen Supervision and Intervention 

A. Authorize eorned discharge from probation and parole supervision to focus resources on those most 
at risk to reoffend. 
(1) Develop and implement formal, standardized discharge policies that encourage offenders to 

comply with supervision terms and allow the Unified Judicial System (UJS) and Department of 
Corrections (DOC) to focus their supervision resou rces on those who are most at risk to 
reoffend . 

o Probation: Allow probationers to earn 15 to 30 days off the ir term of supervision for 
every month of ful l compliance with their conditions of supervision. 

o Parole : Allow paro lees to earn 30 days off their term of supervision for every month of 
full compliance with their conditions of supervision. 

(2) In months during which the probationer or parolee is non-compliant, the days are not earned. If 
a sufficient number of days are earned for discharge but the probationer or parolee still owes 
restitution, move the offender to a restitution-only monitor ing and sanctioning system shared 
by UJS and DOC. 

(3) Currently, there are approximately 2,700 people under parole supervision. A preliminary 
estimate indicates that the long-term impact of the program would reduce the parole 
populat ion by 37 percent.""" 

B. Enhance and expand alternative courts. 
(1) Expand existing drug and DUI courts in areas of the state where the need is greatest and 

establ ish new drug courts in areas where there is a demonstrated need to reduce the rate of 
admissions to prison for alcohol and drug offenses. 

(2) Change the statutes to provide for the identification and consideration of available options for a 
defendant who ls currently serving in or who is a veteran of the armed forces of the United 
States. 

(3) Optimize the effectiveness of alternative courts through pol icies consistently applied and 
admission criteria that ensure that the resources are focused on those offenders who need this 
level of supervision and intervent ion. 
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(4) Restrict the use of preliminary hearings in certain Class 1 misdemeanor cases in order to crea te 
additional capacity for prosecutors, court personnel, and law enforcement to participate in 
alternative courts and other activities. 

C. Create a supervision option based on Hawaii's Opportunity Probation with Enforcement {HOPE) 
model. 
(1) The 24/7 program holds alcohol offenders accountable while keeping them out of ja il and in the 

community. Th is proposal brings a similar approach to drug-re lated offenders. The model 
invo lves random and frequent substance abuse test ing for those on supervision, backed-up by 
swift and certain jail sanctions fo r those who violate as well as treatment for those who need it. 

(2) Establish two pilot prog rams, one rura l and one urban, based on the HOPE model to assess the 
feasib ility of the model to provide increased supervision and accountability in different 
geographies. 

(3) Consider statewide implementation after assessment of pilots to provide additional supervision 
and accountability opt ions. 

D. Enhance probation and parole supervision through evidence-based practice~ ". 
(1) Define evidence-based pract ices in statute, and require use of va lidated risk and needs 

assessments. Develop case plans for a;II moderate- to high-risk proba t ioners and parolees that 
address the risk factors ident ified by the assessments, and target those risk factors through 
supervision and inte rvention. 

(2) Ensure that judges have information on behaviora l health assessment and risk and needs 
assessment to assist in decision making and in setting conditions of supervision. 

(3) Require probation and parole to: (1) use proven methods to encourage compliance with 
conditions, participat ion in interventions, and positive behavior change, (2) stay inform ed of 
offenders' conduct, compliance with conditions, and progre ss in community-based interventions 
th rough visitation and required reporting with a frequency consistent with ri sk level, col latera l 
contacts and information sharing, and other proven methods, and (3) create and ut ili ze a system 
of swift and certain graduated sanct ions (to include a community corrections program) and 
incentives to boost compliance with supervision. 

(4) Evaluate fide lity to evidence-based practices th rough ongoing ana lysis and review of 
performance measures and a system of observation and c.ase revi ew by trained eva luators. 

(5) Require UJS and DOC-Parole to establish standards that meet these recommendations by July 1, 
2013 . Require an assessment and report on the ir ability to ach ieve the standards. 

E In coordination with enhanced supervision practices, identify and implement community-based 
interventions that match the needs of the probation and po role populotions, and are proven to 
reduce recidivi5m. 
(1) Determine intervention needs based upon ana lysis of the assessed criminogen ic needs and 

responsivity factors' of the probationer and parolee populations and identify community-based 
interventions proven to reduce recidivism. 

(2) In conjunction with the Behavioral Health Services Workgroup, expand capacity for access to 
community-based interventions aimed at recidivism reduction. 
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(3) Require semi-annual reports on intervention expenditu res. Expand behaviora l health 
intervention investment and require an increasing portion of t he investment be proven to 
reduce recidivism. 

(4) Evaluate the f idelity of commun ity-based intervent ions and assess annuall y. 

F. Create a community supervision pilot program tailored for Tribal Communities. 
(1) Create one to two pilot progra ms to establish a speciali zed on-reservat ion supervis ion caseload 

of Native Americans on parole and improve the cross-jurisd ictional coordination. Currently 
Native Americans comprise 44 percent of the parole violators who are returned to prison. 

G. Improve outcomes through a housing option for offenders released to parole. 
(1) Add a transit ional housing program to provide housing fo r two groups of paro lees: (1) those 

released to the Community Transition Program for whom ho LI sing is an obstacle, and (2) those 
for whom housing is the primary obstacle to parole re lease. 

Focus Pr ison Space on Violent and Career Criminals 

H. Consider the following three options to create a tiered controlled substance statute to differentiate 
among levels of criminal conduct, including increasing penalties for the most serious offenders: 
(1) Option 1: Create a structured punishment statute based on the weight of a control led 

substance, the seriousness of the crimina l conduct, and crimina l history. Penalties would range 
from a Class 1 misdemeanor (up to one year in jail ) for ingestion/internal possession of a 
cont rol led substance to a Class 2 fe lony (u p to 25 years) for manufacturi ng or distribution of 
more than 14 grams. Crea te a possession w ith intent to distribute offense characterized by 
additional factors such as ca rrying large amounts of cash, customer lists, or scales. 

(2) Opti on 2: Create a structured punishment statute based on the seriousness of crim ina l conduct. 
Penalties wou ld range from a Class 6 fe lony (up to two yea rs) for ingestion/internal possess ion 
of a controlled substa nce and possession of Schedu le Ill and IV drugs to a Class 3 fe lony (up to 
15 years) for an aggravated manufacturing offense. The exist ing habitual cr iminal enhancement 
structure would apply. Create a separate offense defin ition for ingestion/internal possession of 
a control led substance and exem pt th is offense f rom t he misprision of a fe lony offense. 

(3) Option 3: Create a structured punishment statute based on the seriousness of criminal conduct. 
Penalties wou Id range from a Class 5 fe lony ( up to five years) for possession to a Class 3 fe lony 
(up to 15 years) for manufacturi ng, distr ibution and possess ion with intent. The existing 
habitual criminal enhancement st ructure would apply. 

I. Create more targeted punishments for grand theft, including increasing penalties for the most 
serious offenders. 
(1) Differentiate punishments for grand theft based on the following dollar amounts: $1,000-$2,499 

as a Class 6 fe lony (u p to two years), $2,500-$4,999 as a Class 5 fe lony (up to five yea rs). $5,000-
$99,999 as a Class 4 felony (up to 10 years), $100,000 to $499,999 as a Class 3 fe lony (up to 15 
years), and $500,000 or more as a Class 2 fe lony (up to 25 years). 

J. Enhance ovoiloble penalties for Driving Under the Influence (DUI) offenders. 
(1) Create an Aggravated DUI 5th offense defined as having a DU I 5ch and five additiona l DUls within 

the past 25 years. Upon re lease from prison, the offender wou ld be subject to 10 years of a 
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condition such as supervision modeled after the HOPE program, Community Correct ions, 24/7 
Sobr iety Program, ignition inter lock or breath alcohol ignition interlock or alcoho l monitori ng 
bracelet, with the possibi lity of short jai l stays for violations. 

(2) Standardize the DU I 2"d curriculum and make it a mandatory condit ion for t hose who the risk 
and needs assessment indicates should complete this program. 

(3) For DUI 4th,, increase the available jail sentence to allow Judges the discretion to impose up to 
365 days in ja il on a suspended execution of sentence. The current al lowance is up to 180 days. 

K. Create greater penalty differentiation for burglary. 
(1) Change the penalty for a base offense of burglary 3rd from a Class 4 fe lony (up to 10 years) to up 

to a Class 5 felony (u p to f ive years) . The existing habitual offender enhancement sta tute would 
apply. 

L. Create presumptive probation for Class 5 and 6 felonies. 
( 1) Offenders convicted of Class 5 and 6 fe lonies shou ld be placed on probation absent overriding 

public safety concerns, excluding cr imes of vio lence, sex offender registry offenses, hit and run 
with injury, simple assau lt on law enforcement and distri bution of marijuana to a minor. 

(2) To overcome the presumption, t he find ings of why presumptive probation is not granted must 
be made on record. 

M. Change the 180 day sanction for suspended imposition of sentence (SIS) and suspended execution of 
sentence (SES) offenders. 
(1) Recommend in statute that judges use the 180 days available for jai l or prison for offenders on 

SIS and SES in increments not to exceed 60 days. Stays less than 45 days should be served in Jai l. 

(2) This policy would encourage judges to use incarceration days in ways that al ign with swift and 
certain sanctions for probation vio lations. 

Ensure Quality and Su stainability of Reforms 

N. Assign a group to be responsible for monitoring and evaluation of evidence-based practices and 
require data collection and reporting on performance and outcome measures. 
(1) Require that a designated group of stakeho lders monitor and eva luate the policies set forth in 

the Criminal Justice Initiative. 

(2) Require DOC and UJS to develop performance measures related to implementation of Criminal 
Just ice Initiative reforms. Reports on the measures shall be submitted to the designated group 
responsib le for monitoring and evaluating evidence based practices. Agencies shall review 
reports monthly for quality improvement purposes. 

0. Ensure policy makers are aware of the impact of all legislative proposals or public policy questions 
posed to voters that could affect prison populations. 
(1) Require fiscal notes be placed on bil ls and ballot initiatives impacting the prison population. 

P. Enhance training for decision makers and offender supervision officers. 
(1) Establish an annual training schedule and provide evidence-based practices training for parole 

board members based on guidelines set by nationally recognized organ iza ti ons. 

10 



      

(2) Provide training to judges on the use of risk and needs assessments and behavioral health 
assessments in decision making and ot her evidence-based pract ices. 

(3) Require annual tra ining for probation and parole officers and supervisors, including risk factors, 
how to t arget them, and how to support and encourage compliance and behavior change. 

Q. Hold offenders accountable through enhanced victim notification and improved collection of 
restitution. 
(1) Create a statewide automated victim information and noti fica tion (SAVIN) system to increase 

vict im safety through the development of policies, practices, and technologica l solutions to 
disseminate information about offenders in an accurate and timely way. 

(2) Create a restitution monitori ng and sanctioning approach that would allow offenders who have 
discharged from probation or parole (either after completing their sentence or as part of an 
early discharge policy) to continue to be monitored and sanctioned by the crimina l justice 
system in order to compel the payment of restitution. Technologica l solutions will be the 
primary methods of monitoring, and sanct ions can include time in jai l but cannot include prison 
t ime. 

R. Create a reinvestment fund to align incentives and pay for potential new costs to local jurisdictions. 
(1) Establish a fund and payment mechanism to ensure: (1) j udicial circuits are incentivized and 

have the resources needed to comply wi th presum ptive probation and graduated sanctions on 
probation, and (2) counties, including sheriffs, have resou rces needed for electronic monitoring, 
t ransportation and probation holds. 

(2) Establish a mechanism to ensure sav ings from the Criminal Justice Initiative t ransfer back into 
the established re investment fund t o replenish it. 

IN CONCLUSION 

Since the 1970s, South Da kota's prison population has grown by more than 500 percent,"' reach ing over 
3,600 inmates in 2012. The inmate population is projected to grow another 25 percent in t he next 10 
years to over 4,500. This increase in prison population is estimated to cost state taxpayers an additional 
$224 million. 

A review of the da ta by the Crim ina l Justice Init iati ve Work Group found that 81 percent of prison 
admissions in 2012 were for nonviolent convictions, and offenders in pri son for drug possess ion 
outnumber every other type of offense. In addition, offenders who have failed on supervision - as 
opposed to picking up a new criminal conviction - are taking up increasing space in the prison system. 
The number of parole vio lators being admitted to prison has grown to over 750 in 2012, up from 270 in 
2000. 

The Crimi nal Justice Init ia tive Work Group recommends the package of policies included in this repo rt to 
Governor Daugaard, Chief Justice Gilbertson, Senate Majority Leader Russell Olson, and House Majority 
Leader David Lust. The work group encourages t hese leaders to introduce a Sout h Dakota Public Safety 
Improvement Act based on these recommendat ions in order meet the goals of improving public safety, 
holding offenders more accountable, and reducing corrections spending by focusing resources on 
vio lent, chronic and career cr iminals. 
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1 Unless otherw ise cited, the analyses in th is report were conducted for t he Criminal Justice Initiative Working 
Group by the Pew Center on the States using data provided by t he South Dakota Department of Corrections. 
;; Department of Just ice, Bureau of Justice Statist ics, Prisoner Series. 
;;; The impact takes into account th e changes listed in policy recommendat ions H, I, I<, and L. Since recommendation 
H has three options, the impact provided is a range based on the variance of policy options Hl. H2, and H3. 
"' The averted cost savings assume the avoidance of a $36 mill ion women's fac ility being bui lt in 2015 and a $90 
million men's facili ty being bu ilt in 2020. The costs of these facilities are l ikely to be about $202 mill ion due to the 
need t o issue a bond. The pri ncipal and interest costs wou ld be spread out over 25 years. 
• Department of Justice, Bureau of Just ice Statistics, Prisoner Series . 
• ; Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Stat istics, Prisoner Series . 
• ;; Budget data comes from the South Dakota Bu reau of Finance and Management, State Budget 
(http://bfm.sd.gov/budget/) . 
vm Includes adult and juvenile facil ities, as well as administration costs. 

National Associa t ion of State Budget Offi cers. State Expend iture Report. 1991, 2010. 
• Budget data comes from t he South Dakota Bureau of Finance and Management, State Budget 

(http://bfm.sd.gov/budget/) . 
"' Crime data co mes from t he Federal Bureau of Invest igat ion's Uniform Crime Reports 
(http://ucrdatatool.gov).lncarceration data comes from the Bureau of Justice Statist ic's Prisoner Series 
{http://bjs.oip.usdo j.gov/index.dm?ty,,pbse&.sid=40). The 17 states are NY., NJ, MA, DE, GA, TX, MD, NV, CA, Ml, 
SC, UT, CT, OK, WI, AK, MS. 
" 1 Pew Center on the States, State of Rec idivis m: The Revolving Door of America's Prisons 
(Washington, DC: The Pew Charitable Trusts, Apri l 2011). 
,;;; The oth er crimes in the top 10 offenses in prison are : aggravated assau lt (#3), sex. cont. w/ ch ild.<16 (#5), 
robbery, 1" degree (#9), and rape, 1" degree (1#10) . 
x1v This category of offender includes parolees who broke the ru les of their supervision, such as fai ling drug tests or 
being arrested, but does not include parolees who we re co nvicted of a new cri me while on parole or those who 
return for very short stays and are designated as a parole detainee or a relapser from the Community Tra nsit ion 
Program. For refe rence, pa ro le new crime viola tors were 3.8% of t he total number of admissions in 2012 
compa red with the remaining parole vio lato rs at 28%. 
"Suspended time is part of an offende r's sentence and when an offender exits prison with suspended t ime 
remaining, DOC-Parole supervises the offender. 
" 1 The averted cost savings assume the avoidance of a $36 mill ion women's facility being bu ilt in 2015 and a $90 
million men's facili ty being bu ilt in 2020. The costs of these facilities are l ikely to be about $202 mill ion due to the 
need to issue a bond. The pri ncipa l and interest costs wou ld be spread out over 25 years . 
.vii This estimate assumes that credits are non-revocable, that cred its can be awarded in the fi rst month, and that 
paying off restitu t ion is not a require ment for discharge. 
,.;;; Evidence-based practices are supervis ion policies, procedures, programs and practices that scienti fic research 
demonstrates reduce recidivism among individuals on probation, parole, or post-release supervision. 
xix Criminogenic needs are dynamic qualit ies of an offender that are directly linked to crimina l behavior and 

recidivism such as ant i-socia l behavior or substance abuse. Responsivity factors are characteri st ics of an offender 
that influence his or her ability to ch ange. 
" Department of Just ice, Bureau of Justice Stat istics, Prisoner Series. 
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