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Statistical Summary

As of June 30, 2022

Supervision Summary

- # Of Active  # Of Inactive Total by Type

Supervision Type Offenders Offenders Offen{je?/sp % Of Total Offenders
Probation 16,576 17,495 34,071 77%

Parole & Dual 4,397 1,496 5,893 13%
Mandatory Supervision 673 810 1,483 3%

Other 2 4 6 0%
Investigation 27 2,569 2,596 6%

Total 21,675 22,374 44,049 100%

Interstate Compact Offenders

Supervision Type # Of Active  # Of Inactive T;)_t;l):y
Offenders Offenders
Offenders
Probation 2,497 1,311 3,808
Parole & Dual 719 495 1,214
Mandatory Supervision 1 11 12
Other 0 1 1
Investigation 9 14 23
Total 3,226 1,832 5,058
Special Population Offenders
Supervision Type # Of Active  # Of Inactive Tg_t;‘l):y
Offenders Offenders
Offenders
DRC Participants 420 229 649
Probation 112 74 186
Parole & Dual 253 80 333
Other 0 0 0
Mandatory Supervision 55 75 130
Investigation 0 0 0
ACES Clients 67 62 129
Probation 67 62 129
Parole & Dual 0 0 0
Mandatory Supervision 0 0 0
Investigation 0 0 0
Total 487 291 778
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Statistical Summary

As of June 30, 2022 (continued)

Supervision Type # Of Active # Of Inactive  Total by Type % Of Total
Offenders Offenders Offenders Offenders
Probation 16,576 17,495 34,071 77%
Violent 5,374 5,877 11,251 33.0%
Non-Violent 11,202 11,618 22,820 67.0%
Drug 6,791 7,394 14,185 41.6%
Sex 583 443 1,026 3.0%
Property 5,024 7,770 12,794 37.6%
Personal Injury 3,156 3,257 6,413 18.8%
Other 2,474 2,981 5,455 16.0%
Parole & Dual 4,397 1,496 5,893 13%
Violent 2,637 848 3,485 59.1%
Non-Violent 1,760 648 2,408 40.9%
Drug 1,314 393 1,707 29.0%
Sex 67 20 87 1.5%
Property 987 444 1,431 24.3%
Personal Injury 1,810 549 2,359 40.0%
Other 339 148 487 8.3%
Mandatory Supervision 673 810 1,483 3%
Violent 304 345 649 43.8%
Non-Violent 369 465 834 56.2%
Drug 299 255 554 37.4%
Sex 13 9 22 1.5%
Property 293 245 538 36.3%
Personal Injury 142 98 240 16.2%
Other 133 96 229 15.4%
Other 2 4 6 0%
Violent 1 1 2 33%
Non-Violent 1 3 4 67%
Investigation 27 2,569 2,596 6%
Violent 7 422 429 16.5%
Non-Violent 20 2,147 2,167 83.5%
Total Population Comparison Violent vs. Non-Violent
# Of Active # Of Inactive  Total by Type
Offenders Offenders Offen):ielysp % Of Total Offenders
Total Violent Population 8,323 7,493 15,816 36%
Total Non-Violent 13,352 14,881 28,233 64%
Total Population 21,675 22,374 44,049 100%
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Statistical Summary

Demographic Summary (By Race and Gender)

o o
% of Total % of Total 4 Of % Of Total By
Race Male Male Female Female
. . Offenders Race
Population Population
White 17,234 49.5% 6,384 69.3% 23,618 53.7%
Black or AA 16,733 48.1% 2,719 29.5% 19,452 44.2%
Native American 46 0.1% 15 0.2% 61 0.1%
Hispanic 654 1.9% 60 0.7% 714 1.6%
Asian or other 67 0.2% 13 0.1% 80 0.2%
Pacific Islander 6 0.0% 2 0.0% 8 0.0%
Unknown 70 0.2% 14 0.2% 84 0.2%
Total By 34,810 79% 9,207 21% 44,017 100.0%
Gender
*Excludes 32 offenders whose gender or race is unknown
Revocations by Type
120
100
80
60
40
19
20 9
0

Parole Probation Mandatory

m Revoked-Techincal m Revoked-New m Revoked-New & Tech
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Board Action Yearly Trends

Parole and Mandatory Release Supervision
Parole Revocations by Offense Mandatory Release Revocations by
Offense
Technical Offense N 27 i
Only Technical Offense Only 10

New Offense and L 27 i

¢ Offense New Offense and Technical L o

New Offense A 36 New Offense L 1o

Parole Revocations

New Offense New Offense and Technical Technical Offense Only Jun-22 Fiscal Year*
Revoked 36 27 27 90 683
Reinstated 39 291
Continued 0 13
Remanded 5 41
Total Hearings 134 1028

Mandatory Release Revocations
New Offense New Offense and Technical Technical Offense Only Jun-22 Fiscal Year*
[Revocations [ 19] 9] 10] 38] 268|

Probation Revocations
New Offense New Offense and Technical Technical Offense Only Jun-22 Fiscal Year*
[Probation Revocations | 104] 48] 58] 210] 1697]

Probation Revocations by Offense

Technical Offense Only R 53
New Offense and Technical MM 3
New Offense o AN 104

*Fiscal Year denotes October 1% thru September 30"

REVOCATIONS BY OFFENDER TYPE

FY22
Parole
26%
REVOCATIONS BY OFFENDER TYPE FY22
Parole 683 Probation
Mandatory Release 268 64% ! = Parole
Probation 1697 » Mandatory Release
Total 2648 Ancators,
Release = Probation

10%

REVOCATIONS BY OFFENDER TYPE

June - 22
REVOCATIONS BY OFFENDER TYPE

Parole 134 Pg;;le
Mandatory Release 38 Probation

Probation 210 55%

Total 382
Mandatory
Release

10%

EParole ®Mandatory Release ®Probation
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Field Operations Staffing Report | June 2022

Total palected Parole
District Office Location #Officers assigned | Total Active i Caseload Officer in Charge ¥ New Hires | Specialists
Inactive | /New Hires Officers
1A Chatom\Butler 3 119 158 40 1 2 0 1
1A Mobile 19 1560 1455 82 4 15 0 5
1B Andalusia 3 300 353 100 1 2 0 2
1B Bay Minette 12 757 1190 63 3 9 0 2
1B Brewton 4 362 517 91 1 8 0 0
1B Evergreen 1 71 43 71 0 1 0 1
1B Greenville 4 285 217 71 1 3 0 0
1B Grove Hill 2 157 161 79 1 1 0 1
1B Monroeville 2 103 70 52 1 1 0 1
Abbeville 1 111 88 111 0 1 0 0
Dothan 11 787 751 72 2 9 0 3
Enterprise 4 242 199 61 1 3 0 1
Geneva 2 206 101 103 1 1 0 1
Ozark 3 280 158 93 1 2 0 1
Clayton 3 151 116 50 1 2 0 0
Opelika 8 507 694 63 2 6 0 2
Phenix City B 357 402 71 1 4 0 2
Troy 2 191 183 96 1 1 0 1
Tuskegee 2 94 70 47 1 1 0 0
Anniston 10 874 828 87 2 8 0 1
Lafayette 3 166 104 55 1 2 0 1
Wedowee 2 103 135 52 1 1 0 1
Division Total 106 7783 7993 73 28 78 0 27
2A Montgomery 10 1046 1010 105 2 7 1 3
2B Alexander City 1 101 79 101 1 0 0 1
2B Ashland 2 152 139 76 1 1 0 1
2B Ashville 3 169 151 56 1 1 1 1
2B Dadeville 2 89 62 45 1 1 0 1
2B Pell City 3 206 274 69 1 2 0 1
2B Sylacauga 3 195 219 65 1 2 0 2
2B Talladega 2 262 255 131 1 1 0 1
2C Bessemer 9 595 382 66 2 7 0 2
2C Cullman 5 308 301 62 1 4 0 1
2C Oneonta 2 203 135 102 1 1 0 1
2D Birmingham 27 1987 1097 74 8 19 0 5
Centre 3 199 212 66 1 2 0 1
Fort Payne 3 242 242 81 1 2 0 1
Gadsden 7 593 511 85 1 6 0 2
Guntersville 6 343 457 57 2 4 0 1
Scottsboro 4 289 375 72 1 2 1 1
Division Total 92 6979 5901 76 27 62 3 26
3A Calera 8 600 1194 75 3 5 0 2
3A Centreville 1 130 115 130 1 0 0 1
3A Clanton 2 265 246 133 1 1 0 2
3A Prattville 3 188 168 63 1 2 0 2
3A Selma/Camden 2 122 175 61 1 1 0 1
3A Wetumpka 5 280 383 56 2 3 0 2
3B Carrollton 2 76 92 38 1 1 0 1
3B Fayette 3 106 153 35 1 2 0 1
3B Jasper 3 249 147 83 1 2 0 1
3B Demopolis 2 140 111 70 1 1 0 1
3B Tuscaloosa 14 970 1616 69 4 10 0 4
3B Vernon 2 109 121 55 0 2 0 1
3C Decatur 6 547 372 91 2 4 0 2
3C Double Springs 2 123 130 62 1 1 0 0
3C Florence 3 225 326 75 1 2 0 1
3C Hamilton 3 259 239 86 1 2 0 0
3C Moulton 3 271 157 90 1 2 0 1
3C Russellville 2 132 143 66 1 1 0 0
3C Sheffield 2 132 21 66 1 1 0 1
Athens 3 202 63 67 1 2 0 0
Huntsville 15 1356 1051 90 5 10 0 5
Division Total 86 6482 7023 75 31 55 0 29
Headquarters 11 1228
FIELD OPERATIONS
TOTAL 284 21255 22145 75 86 195 3 82
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Special Population Staffing Report | June 2022

. Projected
Office Code Office Location #Of_flcers To?al Inactive Casleload *OICs Pa_role N_ew Specialists
assigned Active . Officers | Hires
w/New Hires
R06 Birmingham DRC 6 80 49 13 1 5 0 1
R74 Mobile DRC 4 41 31 10 1 3 0 1
R75 Montgomery DRC 4 74 21 19 1 3 0 1
R78 Huntsville DRC 5 43 20 9 1 4 0 0
R79 Tuscaloosa DRC 2 70 32 35 1 1 0 1
Y69 Thomasville TRDRC 1 3 9 8 0 1 0 1
DRC TOTAL 22 311 162 14 5 17 0 5
* Officers in Charge at full Day Reporting Centers do not typically carry a caseload.
1B Bay Minette 2 26 21 13 1 1 0 0
Fort Payne 2 22 12 11 1 1 0 0
Sand Mountain 2 18 16 9 1 1 0 0
I Jasper 3 14 8 5 1 2 0 0
Opelika 1 29 10 29 1 0 0 0
DRC LITE TOTAL 10 109 67 11 5 5 0 0
STATEWIDE DRC TOTAL 32 420 229 13 10 22 0 5

* The DRC Lites staff a social service caseworker or equivalent to assist with treatment.
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Board Action Yearly Trends-Parole

FY2015 - FY 2022 Grant Rates

54% 53%

FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 YTD FY 2022

FY2015 2270 3782 6052 38%
FY2016 3107 3350 6457 48%
FY2017 3847 3151 6998 54%
FY2018 3730 3263 6993 53%
FY2019 1368 3078 4446 31%
FY2020 548 2160 2708 20%
FY 2021 648 3584 4232 15%
YTD FY 2022 323 2472 2795 12%

Board Action Yearly Trends-Pardons

FY2015 - FY 2022 Grant Rates

o 80% 79%
76% 76% 73% ’

55%

FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 YTD FY 2022

FY2015 538 171 709 76%
FY2016 290 90 380 76%
FY2017 571 211 782 73%
FY2018 830 208 1038 80%
FY2019 889 239 1128 79%
FY2020 210 299 509 41%
FY2021 353 944 1297 27%
YTD FY 2022 523 432 955 55%
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Parole Decisions and Guideline Tracking by Month

84% 83% 82%
81% 0
79% 259, 80% ° 77% 79%
35% 9 0
31% ’ 31% oo 34% 30% 30% i 33%
o 17%
1 01/0—1qu&/\“)% 1 2% 1 1 % 120/0
Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 May-22 Jun-22 Jul-22 Aug-22 Sep-22 YTD
Grant Rate *Recommended Grant Rate **Conformance Rate
Total Parole Hearings 447 247 288 369 232 238 292 306 376
Total Granted 44 25 42 B 39 24 B9 35 46
Total Denied 403 222 246 336 193 214 257 271 330
Grant Rate 10% 10% 15% 9% 17% 10% 12% 11% 12%
*R
g‘;‘;ﬂ’gﬁged 79% 75% 84%  81%  83% 80% 82% 77% 79%
**Conformance Rate 31% 35% 31% 28% 34% 30% 30% 35% 33%

* Parole Guidelines were adopted in July 2020 and data collection began immediately. As data are not yet available for analysis, guidelines have not been
validated and therefore do not indicate an individuals likelihood to be successful if paroled. Planning for validation of parole guidelines includes initial
assessment in 2022. After validation of the guidelines more information will be available on the actual predictive nature of this tool and therefore revisions may

be necessary.
** A conformance rate indicates the percentage of cases where the Board's decisions matched that of the recommendation from the Parole Guidelines. The

Board maintains descretion on all parole decisions.
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Year to Date Decisions Grant Deny Rate Conform
Totals 2795 323 2472 12% 32%
Male 2538 241 2297 9% 30%
Female 257 82 175 32% 8%
Black 1427 112 1315 8% 32%
White 1331 208 1123 16% 32%
Unknown 37 3 34 8% 22%
YO 0 0 0 N/A N/A
18-29 297 27 270 9% 33%
30-39 920 112 808 12% 35%
40-49 837 101 736 12% 32%
50-59 503 60 443 12% 28%
60-69 204 21 183 10% 22%
70-79 31 1 30 3% 10%
80+ 3 1 2 33% 33%
Low 895 107 788 12% 15%
Moderate 1198 194 1004 16% 33%
High 538 21 517 4% 41%
Very High 164 1 163 1% 80%
Low 533 154 379 29% 35%
Moderate 446 73 373 16% 36%
High 1816 96 1720 5% 30%
0 Disc wiin last 12 2094 312 1782 15% 27%
months
1 or more non- 515 11 504 2% 34%
violent disc
1 violent disc 147 0 147 0% 71%
2 + violent disc 39 0 39 0% 100%
Completed Req. 2073 239 1834 12% 29%
Programs
Reasonable Effort 543 82 461 15% 27%
Made
No Reasonable o o
Effort Made 145 2 143 1% 69%
Unacceptable 34 0 34 0% 91%
Compliance
Violent 1794 107 1687 6% 30%
Non-violent 1001 216 785 22% 34%

*A conformance rate indicates the percentage of cases where the Board's decisions matched that of the recommendation
from the Parole Guidelines. The Board maintains descretion on all parole decisions.
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June-22 Decisions Grant Deny Rate Grant Deny Rate Conform
Totals 376 46 330 12% 297 79 79% 33%
Male 357 40 317 11% 278 79 78% 33%
Female 19 6 13 32% 19 0 100% 32%
Black 200 22 178 11% 148 52 74% 37%
White 169 24 145 14% 143 26 85% 28%
Unknown 7 0 7 0% 6 1 86% 14%
YO 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A
18-29 29 0 29 0% 20 9 69% 31%
30-39 104 9 95 9% 80 24 77% 32%
40-49 118 15 103 13% 92 26 78% 33%
50-59 76 14 62 18% 64 12 84% 34%
60-69 46 8 38 17% 38 8 83% 35%
70-79 3 0 3 0% 3 0 100% 0%
80+ 0 0 0 N/A 0 0 N/A N/A
Low 131 19 112 15% 130 1 99% 15%
Moderate 148 22 126 15% 118 30 80% 34%
High 77 5 72 6% 43 29 62% 44%
Very High 20 0 20 0% 1 19 5% 95%
Low 61 17 44 28% 56 5 92% 37%
Moderate 56 8 48 14% 47 9 84% 30%
High 259 21 238 8% 194 65 75% 32%
0 Disc w/in last 12 282 44 238 16% 244 38 87% 29%
months
Tor morziggn'v'o'em 75 2 73 3% 48 27 64% 36%
1 violent disc 15 0 15 0% 5 10 33% 67%
2 or more violent disc 4 0 4 0% 4 0% 100%
Completion of 294 38 256 13% 244 50 83% 29%
Required Programs
Reasol\r;lzl:j': Effort 59 7 52 12% 48 11 81% 31%
No Reasﬁ;‘j:'e Effort 18 1 17 6% 5 13 28% 78%
Unacceptable 5 0 5 0% 0 5 0% 100%
Compliance
Violent 245 20 225 8% 182 63 74% 33%
Non-violent 131 26 105 20% 115 16 88% 32%

* Parole Guidelines were adopted in July 2020 and data collection began immediately. As data are not yet available for analysis, guidelines have not

been validated and therefore do not indicate an individuals likelihood to be successful if paroled. Planning for validation of parole guidelines includes
initial assessment in 2022. After validation of the guidelines more information will be available on the actual predictive nature of this tool and therefore
revisions may be necessary.

** A conformance rate indicates the percentage of cases where the Board's decisions matched that of the recommendation from the Parole Guidelines.
The Board maintains descretion on all parole decisions.
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Overall Metrics

Year to Date

FY2021
15%

10%

Yearly Totals Parole Decision Outcomes

Nov-21
10%

Dec-21
15%

Jan-22
9%

Feb-22 Mar-22
17% 10%

Apr-22 May-22

12% 11% 12%

FY2022 to
Date
12%

Gender Profile FY2021 Nov-21 Dec-21 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 May-22 FYZDZ‘Z 10
Male 13% 8% 8% 11% 7% 12% 8% 10% 9% 11% 9%
Female 40% 26% 30% 50% 24% 59% 24% 30% 27% 32% 32%
Race Profile FY2021 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Jun-22 FYZDZ‘Z g
Black 9% 6% 7% 7% 6% 13% 7% 9% 7% 11% 8%
White 23% 15% 14% 24% 12% 20% 13% 15% 16% 14% 16%
Unknown 4% 0% 0% 20% 17% 0% 0% 13% N/A 0% 8%

: : FY2022 to
Age at Hearing Profile FY2021 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 May-22 Jun-22 Date
18-29 15% 7% 5% 15% 10% 14% 5% 7% 21% 0% 9%
30-39 15% 11% 14% 19% 9% 22% 10% 9% 8% 9% 12%
40-49 19% 12% 9% 15% 10% 11% 11% 13% 15% 13% 12%
50-59 14% 10% 7% 9% 7% 11% 13% 23% 9% 18% 12%
60-69 9% 2% 13% 6% 9% 36% 9% 12% 0% 17% 10%
70-79 6% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0% 3%
80+ 0% N/A N/A N/A 0% N/A N/A N/A 50% N/A 33%

Risk Profile

FY2021

Oct-21

Nov-21

Dec-21

Jan-22

Feb-22 Mar-22

Apr-22 May-22 | Jun-22 | Jul-22

Aug-22 Sep-22

FY2022 to
Date

Approval Rate for Low-

High-Risk Individuals

T 0% | 9% | 12% | 1% | 8% | 17% | 14% | 17% | 1% | 15% 12%
:\A%Z?;?Lﬁtsimwi uals | 25% | 15% | 15% | 21% | 13% | 24% | 12% | 15% | 18% | 15% 16%
Q?S‘I’:‘I’r‘]’;'vzitaelfr High- 5% | 4% | 2% 9% | 2% | 4% | 4% | 2% | 0% | 6% 4%
Approval Rate for Very 1% | 0% | 0% | o% | 4% | o% | o% | o% | o% | 0% 1%

Offense Profile

Approval Rate for Low-

FY2021

Nov-21

Mar-22

FY2022 to
Date

Offense Individuals

- 41% 37% 26% 42% 21% 28% 22% 22% 39% 28% 29%
Offense Individuals
Approval Rate for
Moderate-Offense 31% 16% 19% 24% 11% 11% 10% 20% 20% 14% 16%
Individuals
ARSI 5% | 2% | 5% | 5% | 5% | 12% | 6% | 4% | 4% | 8% 5%

Institutional Behavior
Profile
0 Disc w/in Last 12 Months

FY2021

Oct-21

Nov-21

Dec-21

Jan-22

Feb-22 Mar-22

Jun-22  Jul-22

FY2022 to
Date

1 or More Non-violent Disc 2% 1% 0% 2% 1% 8% 6% 0% 1% 3% 2%
1 Violent disc 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
2 or More Violent Disc 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Programming Profile

FY2021

Oct-21

Jan-22

Mar-22

Jun-22 | Jul-22

FY2022 to
Date

gggfggn of Required 15% | 10% | 10% | 17% | 9% | 15% | 9% | 12% | 10% | 13% 12%
Reasonable Effort Made 21% 14% 13% 10% 12% 28% 15% 14% 20% 12% 15%
No Reasonable Effort Made 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% 6% 1%
Unacceptable Compliance 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% N/A 0% 0% 0% 0%

violent

Offense Type Profile FY2021 Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 | Feb-22 Mar-22 Jun-22  Jul-22 FYE‘Z: i
Approval Rate for Violent 7% 6% 6% 6% 5% 10% 4% 8% 3% 8% 6%
Approval Rate for Non- 31% | 21% | 18% | 30% | 17% | 25% | 20% | 17% | 27% | 20% 22%
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Day Reporting Center Report

DRCs Birmingham Mobile Montgomery Huntsville Tuscaloosa Thomasville @ DRC

DRC DRC DRC DRC DRC DRC Totals
Offender Types
E Male 73 35 67 35 58 2 270
<]
o Female 7 6 7 8 12 1 41
@ Black 58 23 59 21 41 1 203
;é White 22 18 15 20 29 2 106
Unknown 0 0 0 2 0 0 2
YO 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A
18-29 11 4 6 4 17 0 42
30-39 21 15 26 13 21 1 97
%}] 40-49 21 14 26 13 14 2 90
< 50-59 10 6 12 11 13 0 52
60-69 12 2 2 4 0 23
70-79 4 0 1 0 0 6
80+ 1 0 0 0 0 1
& Phase 1
é Phase 2
W Phase 3
~ Completed 2 4 1 4 0 0 11
?f) % Closed-Failure 1 3 1 4 0 1 10
o <
=~ O Closed-
o 3
= Administrative 3 0 0 0 0 0
a Completed 16 16 5 17 6 0 60
> Closed-Failure 21 19 10 21 6 1 78
e}
d
2 Closed- 12 2 0 0 0 0 14
) Administrative

* DRCs offer treatment services to offenders who have high criminogenic needs and are availible to judges as a
form of alternate sentencing. The three-phase, evidence-based program helps clients assimilate back into society
after incarceration. Although these facilities have only existed in Alabama since 2015, the Bureau has already
seen evidence to their impact on individuals who complete programming. YTD indicates Oct 2021 through Sept
2022.

*Phase level will be included at a later date.
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DRC Lite Active offenders as of June 30, 2022

Bay Fort Sand

DRC Lites
! Minnette Payne Mountain

Jasper Opelika
Offender Types

Male

Gender

Female
Black
White

Unknown
YO
18-29
30-39
40-49
50-59
60-69
70-79
80+

Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Completed

Race
DO
[\]
—
-3
—
[\V)]

olo|v|alalo|~]o|o
olo|lw|la|w|la|o]|lo|~
olololr|wlals]o|o
olo|lolw|u|lw|~]lo|o
olo|~|a|w|la|alo]|o

Phases

Closed-Failure

Closed-
Administrative

Closed
Monthly

Completed

Closed-Failure

Closed-
Administrative

Closed YTD

*Alabama consists of many rural communities, presenting challenges to delivering the type and scope of
services that offenders typically receive in full Day Reporting Centers. Therefore, the Bureau has adopted
the DRC Lites model for smaller, more rural offices. DRC Lites are condensed versions of DRCs and offer
similar programming but are limited to focusing on cognitive behavioral treatment, substance
dependence assistance and educational/job training.

*Phase level will be included at a later date.
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2022 Active Populati ends by Location

Field Offices

FY 21 Avg.

FYTD 22 A:

Jun 22 Totals

Counties

Field Offices Cont.

Offices

Jun 22 Totals

Counties

Offices

DRCs

June 22 Totals

FY 21 Avg. FYTD 22 Avg.

Fy 21 Avg.

FYTD 22 Avg.
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Autauga Prattville 204 190 188 Lamar Vernon 121 108 109 Clarke Thomasville 0 4 3
Baldwin Bay Minette [793 753 757 Lauderdale Florence 259 236 225 Jefferson Birmingham 68 68 80
Barbour Clayton 155 150 151 Lawrence Moulton 247 267 271 Madison Huntsville 43 47 43
Bibb Centreville [142 136 130 Lee Opelika 580 509 507 Mobile Mobile 55 44 41
Blount Oneonta 183 203 203 Limestone Athens 201 197 202 Montgomery |Montgomery 73 70 74
Butler Greenville 353 311 285 Macon Tuskegee 110 98 94 Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa 32 62 70
Calhoun Anniston 963 877 874 Madison Huntsville 1492 1338 1356 DRC Lites

Chambers |LaFayette 230 189 166 Marengo Demopolis 142 131 140 FYTD 22 A
Cherokee |Centre 224 208 199 Marion Hamilton 264 251 259 Baldwin Baldwin 30 27 26
Chilton Clanton 246 269 265 Marshall Guntersville 388 347 343 DeKalb Fort Payne 8 18 22
Clarke Grove Hill 119 140 157 Mobile Mobile 1796 1580 1560 Walker Jasper 4 14 14
Clay Ashland 166 148 152 Monroe Monroeville 117 99 103 Lee Opelika 8 19 29
Coffee Enterprise [272 246 242 Montgomery |Montgomery 1117 1038 1046 Masrhall Sand Mountain |8 13 18
Colbert Sheffield 134 130 132 Morgan Decatur 577 559 547

Conecuh  |Evergreen |83 70 71 Pickens Carrollton 94 87 76

Covington |Andalusia 383 319 300 Pike Troy 216 192 191

Cullman Cullman 318 310 308 Randolph Wedowee 108 98 103

Dale Ozark 274 271 280 Russell Phenix City 406 369 357

DeKalb Fort Payne [265 255 242 Shelby Calera 644 542 600

Elmore Wetumpka 302 298 280 St. Clair Pell City 222 212 206

Escambia [Brewton 416 366 362 St. Clair Ashville 167 178 169

Etowah Gadsden 680 596 593 Talladega Talladega 251 254 262

Fayette Fayette 127 112 106 Talladega Sylacauga 216 204 195

Franklin Russellville [132 135 132 Tallapoosa Alexander City 103 98 101

Geneva Geneva 229 212 206 Tallapoosa Dadeville 106 99 89

Henry Abbeville 109 109 111 Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa 1096 992 970

Houston Dothan 977 806 787 Walker Jasper 314 270 249

Jackson Scottsboro 333 311 289 Washington Chatom/Butler 120 127 119

Jefferson [Bessemer 674 607 595 Wilcox Selma/Camden 146 119 122

Jefferson |Birmingham |2089 2012 1987 Winston Double Springs 129 129 123




Population Trends Cont.

Supervision Types FY 2022
Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 May-22 Jun-22  Jul-22  Aug-22 Sep-22
Probation 16536 16629 16615 16387 16373 16209 16415 16585 16576

Parole | ases| asos| aroe] ame| aesr]  owo|  as0s] aam| aser | |

*Offenders serving probation and parole count as parole. Offenders serving MR and probation are counted as MR.

Risk Levels FY 2022

Oct-21 Nov-21 Dec-21 Jan-22 Feb-22 Mar-22 Apr-22 May-22 Jun-22  Jul-22  Aug-22 Sep-22
Very High 705 746 790 783 762 762 774 793 771
1486 1550 1421 1371 1425 1405 1480 1510 sl | | ]
13567|  13622| 13675 13573] 13536 13459 13482 13573 13512 [ | ]

Banked Caseload 1782 1769 1770 1701 1679 1626 1613 1568 1579

* Risk levels include Very High, Moderate, Low and BCL. Levels are determined by a validated risk and needs assessment tool.

June-22 Supervision Types June-22 Risk Levels

m Probation ®Parole mMandatory Release B Very High ®High ®Moderate ®Low B Banked Caseload

Page 17 of 18



22

Electronic Monitoring Participants F

Field Offices Field Offices Cont. DRCs and DRC Lites

Monthly Counties Offices I\Iv(mthly
Total Total

nthly

FYTD

Counties

Anniston |Calhoun 0 Jefferson Bessemer 0 2 Clarke Thomasville DRC 4 31
Autauga Prattville 1 Jefferson Birmingham |1 1 Jefferson Birmingham DRC 0 3
Baldwin Bay Minette |1 LaFayette [Chambers 0 0 Madison Huntsville DRC 17 45
Barbour Clayton 0 Lamar Vernon 0 0 Mobile Mobile DRC 0 0
Bibb Centreville 1 Lauderdale |Florence 0 4 Montgomery Montgomery DRC 18 48
Blount Oneonta 0 Lawrence |Moulton 0 7 Tuscaloosa Tuscaloosa DRC 39 181
Cherokee |[Centre 0 Lee Opelika 15 114 Baldwin f:?; Minette DRC 15 35
Chilton Clanton 2 13 Limestone |Athens 1 1 DeKalb Fort Payne DRC Lite (19 49
Clarke Grove Hill 1 1 Lowndes Greenville 0 0 Lee Opelika DRC Lite 0 0
Clay Ashland 0 0 Macon Tuskegee 0 0 Marshall i?tzd Wlomizziin IDIHC 0 6
Cleburne | Anniston 0 0 Madison Huntsville 0 5 Walker Jasper DRC Lite 13 37
Coffee Enterprise 0 0 Marengo Demopolis 0 2
Colbert Sheffield 2 13 Marion Hamilton 2 12 *Total Number of Electronic Monitoring Participants in Offender Tracking Program
Conecuh | Evergreen |0 0 Marshall ~ [Guntersville |1 9 Offender Types Class A TR N v e [
Coosa Ashland 0 0 Mobile Mobile 2 4 Male 20 50 43 60 16 24 143
Covington | Andalusia 0 0 Monroe Monroeville 0 0 Female 0 0 12 8 5 5 30
Crenshaw | Greenville 0 0 Montgomery|Montgomery 0 0 Black 15 17 20 26 11 13 70
Cullman |Cullman 1 2 Morgan Decatur 0 7 White 5 33 32 42 10 16 100
Dale Ozark 2 18 Pickens Carrollton 2 5 Unknown 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
DeKalb Fort Payne 1 25 Pike Troy 0 0 YO 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Elmore Wetumpka 0 0 Randolph |Wedowee 0 0 18-29 0 6 9 11 5 3 28
Escambia | Brewton 0 0 Russell Phenix City 2 2 30-39 9 16 15 24 7 12 58
Etowah Gadsden 0 19 Shelby Calera 0 0 40-49 6 12 20 16 5 10 51
Fayette Fayette 0 0 St. Clair Pell City 1 0 50-59 3 11 7 12 4 3 26
Franklin | Russellville |0 1 St. Clair Ashville 0 3 60-69 1 2 3 3 0 0 6
Geneva Geneva 0 0 Talladega |Talladega 1 1 70-79 1 3 1 2 0 1 4
Henry Abbeville 0 0 Talladega |Sylacauga 0 0 80+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Houston  |Dothan 2 14 Tallapoosa |Alexander City (0 0 Monthly Totals |20 50 55 68 21 29 173
Jackson Scottsboro 1 8 Tallapoosa |Dadeville 1 8 FYTD AVG 11 38 16 38 22 13 89
Tuscaloosa |Tuscaloosa 2 13 ¢ 2019 ABPP established the Electronic Monitoring Offender Tracking Program. When an
Wilcox Selma/Camden |0 3 ffender the criteria and een approved for GPS, a specailized GPS O: installs the moniter,
Winston Double Springs |2 12
Walker Jasper 0 8
Washington |Chatom/Butler [0 0

Funding Type Monthly Total

|Grant GPS **+* |

** Funding by the Le;
that meet the following criteria: Cle

ek

Funding for electronic monitoring of Moderate to Very High risk has been provided by the Department
of Justice through a §
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