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Drug Related Convictions

FY 2009-2019
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POSSESSION OF A CONTROLLED
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INGESTION OF A CONTROLLED

SUBSTANCE
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Individuals With Both Possession and

Ingestion Convictions on a Case

This data set represents
CONVICTIONS individuals that appear on both

180 of the prior two charts
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Possession v. Ingestion-

Charging Practices




Cases Where Ingestion of a Controlled Substance Was Not the Highest
Charged Offense on a Case But the Defendant Ultimately Pled Guilty to
Ingestion of a Controlled Substance and the Higher Offense was Dismissed

Ingestion Guilty Pleas Following Dismissal of
Higher Charged Offense
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NOTE: There were
194 cases where
ingestion was the
highest charged
offense sent to the
penitentiary without
probation in FY 19.



FY 19- DATA SNARSHO
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Dispositions

For those 93 cases
statewide during FY 19 the
sentences following the
guilty plea are depicted as
follows:

Pen

See Handout

Sentences for Pled Cases

25

58

Probation

A

Pen = Other

Probation

" “Other” includes cases where the sentence
doesn’t include probation or penitentiary
supervision such as a county jail sentence or fine.
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HOPE Probation Employment

Employment

37%
81

221 Hope Probationers
Employment Status on
September 10, 2019

140

Employed Unemployed



Drug Court Budgets

19 Problem-Solving Courts Statewide

FY 20 Total Operating Budget- $4.6 million dollars
37.0 FTE's

Clients Served in FY 19 was 594

Cost per client for FY 19 was $8,015



