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Introduction  

The Illinois State Commission on Criminal Justice and Sentencing Reform was formed to study 

the criminal justice system and make recommendations for amending state laws, policies and 

ǇǊƻŎŜŘǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŜƭǇ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǇǊƛǎƻƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ нр҈ ōȅ the year 2025, while 

at the same time maintaining public safety. One of the goals of the Commission is to develop an 

evidence based corrections system that will allow them to develop a vigorous risk-assessment 

model to drive intervention decisions.  

In order to reach an understanding of the current corrections programs and practices, the 

Survey Research Office at the University of Illinois Springfield, with the aid of a grant by the 

Institute of International Education, developed a series of surveys for the Illinois State 

Commission on Criminal Justice and Sentencing Reform. Four separate survey instruments were 

sent to members of specific populations involved in corrections in Illinois: correctional officers, 

parole agents, judges, and probation officers. Questions were largely developed by the Survey 

Research Office with input from Commission members. 

The report contains the analysis of the data obtained from the series of surveys described 

above. A brief methodology section is followed by individual chapters containing analysis of the 

surveys taken by correctional officers, parole agents, judges and probation officers. Some of the 

comments made by members of each group in the open ended section of the questionnaire are 

included in these sections and all of the open ended responses, categorized by group are 

included in the topline report. 

The last three sections of the report look at the attitudes of respondents towards current 

sentencing statuses, their opinion of the sentencing reform process carried out by the 

Commission and their reaction to several policy proposals brought forth by the Commission in 

order to achieve the goal to reduce the prison population of the State of Illinois by a quarter in 

the next decade.  

The study finds that the level of support for current sentencing statuses is relatively low across 

all surveyed populations. There is also a pervasive feeling from respondents from all groups 

that the Commission did not seek enough of their input when developing the sentencing reform 

processes and that the members of the Commission do not have an understanding of the 

perspectives of each group regarding sentencing issues. A large majority of respondents do not 

believe that the current community correction system is adequate to reduce the prison 

population by 25% by 2025. 

When it comes to policy proposals, an overwhelming majority of respondents across all groups 

support some proposals, like reducing the length of sentences for first time non-violent 

offenders. On the other hand, policies such as amending truth in sentencing statutes so that 

prisoners can receive more credit for time served than is currently allowed  have mostly 

negative reactions.  
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Project Methodology  

The University of Illinois Survey Research Office is 

dedicated to the principles of transparency in 

research and is a founding member of the 

American Association for Public Opinion Research 

(AAPOR) Transparency Initiative. Membership 

entails adherence to A!thwΩǎ ŎƻŘŜ ƻŦ ŜǘƘƛŎǎ1 as 

well as a commitment to promoting understanding of 

survey methodology and how it relates to survey quality. 

The Survey Research Office worked in coordination with members of the Illinois Commission on 

Criminal Justice and Sentencing Reform to develop four separate survey instruments to be sent 

to members of specific populations involved in corrections in Illinois: correctional officers, 

parole agents, judges, and probation officers. Questions were largely developed by the Survey 

Research Office with input from Commission members. There are two notable exceptions. First, 

in the Survey of Correctional Officers there are ten items which are adapted from the Prison 

Social Climate Survey, developed by the Federal Bureau of Prisons.2 Second, in all of the 

surveys, respondents were asked whether they supported specific policy proposals aimed at 

reducing the prison population in Illinois. These question were developed from a presentation 

to the Commission by one of its members.3  

The data in this report is drawn from the four surveys which were administered to the four 

targeted populations. For reference purposes, we refer to these surveys as follows: The Survey 

for Correctional Officers; the Survey for Parole Agents; the Survey for Judges; and the Survey 

for Probation Officers and Managers.4 Each of the surveys have a slightly different methodology 

which we discuss below. For the Correctional Officers survey and the Parole Agents survey, SRO 

calculated response rates, cooperation rates, refusal rates, and the margin of error at the 95 

percent confidence level.5  

                                                           
1
 The American Association for Public Opinion Research. (2015). The code of professional ethics and practices. 

Retrieved from: http://www.aapor.org/Standards-Ethics/AAPOR-Code-of-
Ethics/AAPOR_Code_Accepted_Version_11302015.aspx  
2
 {ŀȅƭƻǊΣ ²ΦDΦΣ DƛƭƳŀƴΣ 9Φ.ΦΣ /ŀƳǇΣ {Φ5Φ όмффсύΦ άtǊƛǎƻƴ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎƭƛƳŀǘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅΥ wŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
ǿƻǊƪ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘǎΦέ ¢ƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛn the Survey of Correctional Officers are adapted from the 
Institutional/Organizational Operations scale. 
3
 For the Prison Social Climate Survey items see: For the presentation on reducing the prison population see: 
hƭǎƻƴΣ 5Φ9Φ όнлмрύΦ άDŜǘǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ нр҈ ōȅ нлнрΦέ wŜǇƻǊǘ tǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ Lƭƭƛƴƻƛǎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻƴ /ǊƛƳƛƴŀƭ WǳǎǘƛŎŜ ŀƴŘ 
Sentencing Reform [PDF].   
4
 ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ǿŜ ǊŜŦŜǊ ǘƻ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ά{ǳǊǾŜȅ ŦƻǊ WǳŘƎŜǎέ ǿŀǎ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƧǳŘƎŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ά{ǳǊǾŜȅ ŦƻǊ /ƛǊŎǳƛǘ /ƻǳǊǘ 
WǳŘƎŜǎΦέ   
5
 For more information on how these rates are calculated please see: The American Association for Public Opinion 

Research. (2016). Standard definitions: Final dispositions of case codes and outcome rates for surveys. 9
th

 edition. 
AAPOR. Retrieved from: http://www.aapor.org/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-
Definitions20169theditionfinal.pdf  

http://www.aapor.org/Standards-Ethics/AAPOR-Code-of-Ethics/AAPOR_Code_Accepted_Version_11302015.aspx
http://www.aapor.org/Standards-Ethics/AAPOR-Code-of-Ethics/AAPOR_Code_Accepted_Version_11302015.aspx
http://www.aapor.org/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-Definitions20169theditionfinal.pdf
http://www.aapor.org/AAPOR_Main/media/publications/Standard-Definitions20169theditionfinal.pdf
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Correctional Officers: On February 9, 2016, researchers sent out a survey to 2,000 correctional 

officers. These 2,000 individuals were selected via simple random sampling out of a population 

of 6,858 correctional officers provided to the Survey Research Office. To increase response rate, 

researchers drew another simple random sample of 2,000 correctional officers from the 

remaining 4,858 correctional officers in the population and sent the survey out to these 

individuals on March 21, 2016. Correctional officers were provided with two options to 

complete the survey: return the survey to the Survey Research Office via a prepaid envelope or 

complete the survey via the web using their assigned project ID printed on the mail survey 

instrument. A total of 240 correctional officers (237 via mail and 3 via web) completed the 

survey. In addition, 53 envelopes were returned as undeliverable and 14 responses came back 

after the acceptable return date. The response rate for this survey is 6% (AAPOR Response Rate 

3), the cooperation rate is 100% (AAPOR Cooperation Rate 3), and the refusal rate is 0% (AAPOR 

Refusal Rate 3). The margin of error is +6.2 percentage points at the 95% confidence level.  

Parole Agents: The methodology for the Survey for Parole Agents is similar to the survey for 

Correctional Officers survey. The Survey Research Office possessed a list of all parole agents 

working for the Illinois Department of Corrections (IDOC). On February 9, 2016, researchers 

sent out a mail survey to 344 correctional parole agents and correctional senior parole agents 

asking them to participate in the survey either by mailing the survey back to SRO or by 

completing the survey via the web using their assigned project ID number. A second survey was 

sent out on March 21, 2016 to all respondents who did not complete the survey and had valid 

addresses (i.e. the envelope was not returned as undeliverable). A total of 40 individuals 

completed the survey (35 via mail and 5 via web). In addition, 13 envelopes were returned as 

undeliverable and one individual returned the survey indicating he did not wish to participate 

(which constitutes a refusal). The response rate for the Parole Agents survey is 11.6% (AAPOR 

Response Rate 3), the cooperation rate is 97.6% (AAPOR Cooperation Rate 3), and the Contact 

Rate is 95.3% (AAPOR Contact Rate 3). The margin of error for the survey is +14.6 percentage 

points at the 95% confidence level.  

Judges: A link to the survey along with an introductory email was provided by SRO to the 

Administrative Office of the Illinois Courts (AOIC). This link was then sent to chief judges at the 

circuit courts throughout Illinois who distributed it to all of the judges in their circuit courts. 

Lacking data on population parameters, it is not possible to calculate a response rate, a 

cooperation rate, a refusal rate, or a margin of error.  

Probation Officers and Managers: The AOIC provided the Survey Research Office with a list of 

individuals to administer the survey to via the web. These individuals were either the director 

of probation, the chief probation officer, the director of court services, or some other individual 

capable of distributing the survey to colleagues. An introductory email along with a link to take 

the survey on Qualtrics was provided to these individuals who then shared the link with their 

colleagues. Again, because the population parameters are unknown, it is not possible to 

calculate a response rate, a cooperation rate, a refusal rate, or a margin of error.  
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Data collection stopped on all surveys at 5:00pm CST on April 5, 2016. Mail and web 

questionnaires are available in Appendix 1. Data entry was conducted using the Qualtrics 

Research Suite and data analysis in this report was conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 23 and 

StataSE 14. The data in this survey are unweighted. 
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Section 1: Survey for Correctional Officers  

One of the groups targeted for this research project was correctional officers. Out of the 6,858 

correctional officers in the state of Illinois for whom the Survey Research Office was provided 

information, 4,000 were invited to take the survey. Of these, 240 completed the survey. On 

average, the officers who completed the survey have been working in corrections for eleven 

years; and more than half (52%) of all the correctional officers that participated have been on 

the job for more than 10 years.  

The survey finds that roughly a quarter (24%) of the COs that took the survey are located in 

northern Illinois; 36% work in facilities located in the southern region of the state and 40% are 

work in the central region of the state. A plurality of the COs who participated (44%) work in 

medium security facilities, compared with 28% who work in maximum security facilities and 

23% who work in minimum security facilities. Of all of the respondents, only four identified as 

supervisors while the rest identify as correctional officers.  

When asked what was the reason they chose corrections as their career, half of the 

respondents (50%) in this group indicated some financial reason such as salary or benefits. 

Respondents also cited the need or desire for steady work (14%) and a desire to work in law 

enforcement (10%). Some respondents reflected on how their career has worked out so far. 

One in particular said the reason for becoming a CO was to get a fast start in the criminal justice 

profession. Over time, this individual felt that the job,  

άΧbecame a way to learn more than any text book or classroom could ever teach someone 

about the criminal mind, gangs (STG's), or the end result after sentencing.έ 

However, not everyone has had positive experiences in their career. Another respondent said 

this about their career choice: 

 ά¢ƻŘŀȅ L ǿƻǳƭŘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎƭȅ ǳǊƎŜ ŀ ȅƻǳƴƎ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ ǘƻ ŎƘƻƻǎŜ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŎŀǊŜŜǊΣ ǿŜ ŀǊŜ 

merely adult baby sitters. Our world is repetition, uncertainty, divorce, suicide, depression, 

alcoholism, drug abuse and paranoia with early death.έ 
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ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE WORKPLACE ENVIRONMENT 

Survey respondents were asked to read through several statements regarding their workplace 

environment and answer whether they strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor 

disagree, somewhat disagree or strongly disagree with the statements. As mentioned above, 

these items were adapted from a previously validated scale, the prison climate survey. The full 

battery of questions, adapted from the prison social climate survey Institutional/Organizational 

Operations scale, is listed below. As the figure shows, the scale contains questions to which an 

ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƻŦ άŀƎǊŜŜέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƻǊ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

 Strongly 
agree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

The information I get through formal 
communication channels helps me to 
perform my job effectively. 

     

In the IDOC, it is often unclear who has the 
formal authority to make a decision. 

     

LǘΩǎ ǊŜŀƭƭȅ ƴƻǘ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƻ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ 
institution. 

     

I am told promptly when there is a change in 
policy, rules, or regulations that affects me. 

     

I have the authority I need to accomplish my 
work objectives. 

     

Employees do not have much opportunity to 
influence what goes on in IDOC. 

     

Under the present system, promotions are 
seldom related to employee performance. 

     

Management at this institution is flexible 
enough to make changes when necessary. 

     

In the IDOC, authority is clearly delegated.      

In general, this institution is run very well.      

Figure 1. Battery of questions adapted from Prison Social Climate Scale Institutional/Organizational 

Operations scale  
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Figure 2. Percentage of correctional officers that agree with 
positive statements about their workplace 

Figure 2 shows the percentage of correctional officers ǘƘŀǘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ 

άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ǿƛǘƘ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪǇƭŀŎŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ άL 

have the authority I need to accoƳǇƭƛǎƘ Ƴȅ ǿƻǊƪ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎέ ƻǊ άƛn general, this institution is 

run very well.  The graph shows that, overall, less than half of the COs that took the survey 

agree with any of these positive statements about their workplace. The statement with the 

highest degree of agreement (45%) ƛǎ άL ŀƳ ǘƻƭŘ ǇǊƻƳǇǘƭȅ ŀōƻǳǘ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ƳŜ.έ 

Similarly, 43% say that authority in the IDOC is clearly delegated. Just more than a third of 

respondents (34%) agree with the statement that management is flexible enough to make 

changes when necessary. Only 37% of COs say that they have the authority they need to 

accomplish their work objectives, and roughly four in ten claim that information through official 

channels is effective or that the institutions where they serve are run very well.  
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Figure 3. Percentage of correctional officers that agree with 
negative statements about their workplace 

 

Figure 3 shows the percentage of correctional officers ǘƘŀǘ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŜȅ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ 

άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ǿƛǘƘ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǿƻǊƪǇƭŀŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜ figure shows that an 

overwhelming majority (81%) of respondents agree with the statement that they do not have 

much opportunity to change what goes on in IDOC. The study finds that roughly three out of 

four (74%) of correctional officers claim that, under the present system, promotions are seldom 

related to employee performance. The data also show that two thirds (67%) of the correctional 

officers who took the survey say that it is unclear who has the formal authority to make a 

decision in IDOC. The only negative statement with which a majority of COs did not agree is that 

it is not possible to change things in the institution where they serve. In this case, less than half 

(44%) of those who took the survey agree. 

OFFENDER MENTAL HEALTH ISSUES 

Mental health issues have gained significant recognition and relevance in the past decade. 

Therefore, the survey of correctional officers included a small battery of questions regarding 

offender mental health training for correctional officers. When asked if they received sufficient 

training on offender mental health issues in order to effectively meet the needs of the prison 

population, two out of every three (66%) COs say that they have not received enough training. 

Almost half of the COs who took the survey do not even recall the number of training hours 

spent on this issue. Of those who do, 65% say they have spent less than 10 hours of training in 

offender mental health issues and only 27% say that they have between 11 and 25 hours of 

training. Only four COs say that they have over 100 hours of training in offender mental health 

issues.   

The opinions of correction officers regarding mental health in general are varied. A few COs are 

adamant that mental health patients should be in separate facilities, because they may pose a 

danger to other inmates as well as staff: 
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άMentally ill offenders need to be placed appropriately, severely mentally ill offenders should be 

placed in facilities that solely deal with needs of severely mentally ill. A great number of 

improperly placed severely mentally ill pose a great risk to staff and other offenders. 

Overcrowding means it is much harder to focus on a handful of offenders when there are 100's 

more a CO is responsible for.έ 

Another respondent claims that COs should not receive any mental health training: 

άI should not be trained at all on mental health issues. That's the job of the mental health staff. 

My job is a ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊΦέ 

Finally, some corrections officers are concerned that offenders use mental health issues to get 

around the system: 

άLƴƳŀǘŜǎ ǳǎŜ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǿǊƻƴƎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎΦ, i.e. to get what they want, to get out of 

trouble. If the court does not deem them mentally ill, they shouldn't be able to use ƛǘ ƭŀǘŜǊΦέ 
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Section 2: Survey for Parole Agents 

Parole agents make up the smallest sample in the report. A total of 344 agents were contacted 

for the survey and only 40 agreed to participate. On average, respondents have worked in 

parole for an average of 13 years; and a large majority (70%) of parole agents that participated 

have been on the job for between 12 and 24 years. Most respondents say that in a typical year, 

they handle cases that are drug related, have some type of violence involved or include 

property. About 10% of the parole agents who answered this survey say that they also deal 

with sex crimes. 

Regarding case load, the average parole agent in this survey handles over 500 parole or 

mandatory supervised release cases in a year.  The survey also finds that parole agents have to 

handle over 200 cases per year in which offenders violate conditions of their parole or 

mandatory supervised release. However, only an average of 40 cases end in with a revocation 

of parole.  

ATTITUDES ABOUT PAROLE CONDITIONS 

Parole agents were asked to read through several statements about parole and answer 

whether they strongly agree, somewhat agree, neither agree nor disagree, somewhat disagree 

or strongly disagree with them. The full battery of questions is listed below: 

 Strongly 
agree 

Somewhat 
agree 

Neither 
agree nor 
disagree 

Somewhat 
disagree 

Strongly 
disagree 

The length of time spent on parole could be 
reduced in some cases without jeopardizing 
public safety. 

     

Too many offenders are returned to prison 
because they cannot find housing which 
meets the requirements of their parole. 

     

The current parole revocation process is 
fair to offenders. 

     

Generally, when parole is revoked, it is out 
of concern for public safety. 

     

 Risk-assessment tools should be used to 
determine parole conditions  

     

Figure 4. Battery of questions on parole in Illinois  
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Figure 5 shows how parole agents reacted to the statements. The graph shows the percentage 

ƻŦ ǇŀǊƻƭŜ ŀƎŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ǎŀȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

statements. The survey finds that at least 70% of the parole agents who agreed to participate in 

the survey agree with four out of the five statement. A large majority of parole agents believe 

that the length of parole could be reduced in some cases without jeopardizing public safety 

(73%), that the current parole revocation process is fair to offenders (70%), that when parole is 

revoked it is out of concern for public safety (73%), and that risk-assessment tools should be 

used to determine parole conditions (73%). When asked about offenders who are returned to 

prison because they cannot find housing that meets the requirements of their parole, only 33% 

of respondents see this as a problem.  

 

  

73% 

33% 

70% 

73% 

73% 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Length of parole could be reduced without jeopardizing
public safety

Too many offenders go back to prison because they can't
find housing

Current parole revocation process is fair to offenders

Generally, when parole is revoked it is out of concern for
public safety

Risk-assessment tools should be used to determine parole
conditions

Figure 5. Attitudes of parole agents regarding several statements 
about parole 
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Section 3: Survey for Circuit Court Judges 

A total of 80 judges took part in the 

research. The sample contains 

respondents from across Illinois and 

possessing differing levels of time on 

the bench in Illinois. Seventy-two 

(90%) of the judges surveyed provided 

the county in which their court is 

located. As figure 6 shows, 21% of the 

judges surveyed report their court 

location as Cook County, whereas 

about a quarter (26%) report their 

court location as a Collar County 

(DuPage, Lake, Kane, McHenry and 

Will counties). About half of 

respondents report their court 

location as a county not within the 

Chicago metro area. Judges in the 

survey have served as a judge in 

Illinois an average of 12 years. 

Seventy-three percent of judges have 

served for at least five years.  

Respondents indicate they are 

assigned different felony dockets; 

though over three-quarters (76%) 

indicate they are assigned all felony 

cases in a typical year, 13% indicate 

they are assigned a specialized docket 

such as drug cases or mental health 

cases, and 25% indicate they are assigned some other docket (e.g., DUI).6 Judges sentence an 

average of 223 defendants per year; this figure ranges from a low of zero to a high of 1200 

defendants sentenced per year. The majority of judges in the survey indicate handling five of 

the six felony offense classes in a typical year (see figure 7). All of the judges surveyed (100%) 

indicate handling Class 4 felonies, whereas nearly all report handling Class 3 felonies (99%), 

Class 2 felonies (98%), Class 1 felonies (95%), and Class X felonies (91%). About half (48%) of 

judges surveyed indicated they handle Class M felonies. 

 

                                                           
6
 The question asked respondents to select all choices that apply.  
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CHARACTERISTICS OF SENTENCING 

The survey asked judges what percentage of sentences include defendants previously 

committed to IDOC. Almost half (49%) indicate that between 25 percent and 50 percent of their 

sentences include such defendants whereas about a third (34%) indicate this figure is between 

10 percent and 25 percent. When asked, in a typical year, what percentage of the cases they 

handle that they find offenders violated conditions of probation or supervision  nearly half 

(49%) report this occurs between 25 percent and 50 percent of the time whereas a third (33%) 

indicate this occurs between 10 percent and 25 percent of the time.  

When asked, for the percentage of probationers who violated the conditions of their probation, 

41% of the judges surveyed report that probationers violate the conditions of their probation 

between 10 percent and 25 percent of the time whereas 37% indicate this occurs between 25 

percent and 50 percent of the time. Only 4% of judges surveyed report this occurs less than 

10% of the time. 
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FACTORS INVOLVED IN SENTENCING 

¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŀǎƪŜŘ ƧǳŘƎŜǎ ǘƻ άƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƘŀǘ ȅƻǳ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ƛƴ ŘŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

type or ƭŜƴƎǘƘ ƻŦ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƻǎŜΦέ WǳŘƎŜǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ ǎƛȄ ƛǘŜƳǎ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ŀƴ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ƛǘŜƳύ ŦǊƻƳ 

first to last. Table 1. shows how each factor was ranked by respondents. Slightly over half (52%) 

ƻŦ ƧǳŘƎŜǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ άǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊƛƻǳǎness ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻŦŦŜƴǎŜέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ 

consideration in deciding upon a sentence and 35% ranked this consideration second. Forty 

ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƧǳŘƎŜǎ Ǌŀƴƪ ǘƘŜ άǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊƛƭȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ мо҈ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŦŀŎǘƻǊ ǎŜŎƻƴŘΦ ²ƘƛƭŜ Ƨǳǎǘ р҈ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǊŀƴƪŜŘ άŀƴ 

ƻŦŦŜƴŘŜǊΩǎ ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅέ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŘŜŎƛŘƛƴƎ ǳǇƻƴ ŀ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜΣ 

45% ranked this factor second and 41% ranked this factor third.  

Table 1. Ranking of factors involved in sentencing  

 Rank 
1 

Rank 
2 

Rank 
3 

Rank 
4 

Rank 
5 

Rank 
6 

The nature and seriousness of the 
offense 

52% 35% 12% 0% 0% 1% 

An offender's criminal history 5% 45% 41% 5% 4% 0% 

Statutorily required sentence 40% 13% 10% 30% 6% 1% 

An offender's life history and personal 
characteristics 

1% 6% 35% 51% 6% 0% 

Collateral consequences of the conviction 0% 0% 3% 9% 68% 19% 

Other consideration 0% 0% 0% 9% 32% 59% 

 

Other considerations provided by judges related to potential resources or services available, 

ǘƘŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻǊ ƘŀǊŘǎƘƛǇ ǘƘŜ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ƻƴ ƻǘƘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŦŜƴŘŀƴǘΩǎ άŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜŘ 

ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǘŜǊƳ ƻŦ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴΦέ WǳŘƎŜǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ of services available in 

the open-ended comments section at the end of the survey. According to respondents, there 

simply are not enough resources available to provide the necessary services: 

ά²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴŎŜ ŀōǳǎŜ ǘreatment. FUND OUR DRUG 

/h¦w¢ Dw!b¢Η ²Ŝ ƴŜŜŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ Ŏŀƴ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜ ƳƻǊŜ ƭƛƪŜ ŘǊǳƎ ŎƻǳǊǘΦέ 

άwŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǎƻƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ ƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ǘǊŜŀǘƳŜƴǘΣ ŘǊǳƎ 

programs, enhanced monitoring, anger management, ŜǘŎΦ ƛǎ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŦǊŀƴƪƭȅ ŀ ǿŀǎǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƛƳŜΦέ 
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IMPACT OF STATUTORY RESTRICTIONS 

The survey asked judges whether there have been occasions in which they would have 

preferred to have imposed a concurrent, rather than a consecutive, sentence but were unable 

to do because of statues in place. Slightly over half of respondents (51%) indicated there had 

been at least one occasion whereas as 49% indicated there had not. Judges who answered 

άȅŜǎέ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎƪŜŘ Ƙƻǿ Ƴŀƴȅ ǘƛƳŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ ǘǿŜƭǾŜ ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ǘƘƛǎ Ƙŀǎ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜŘΦ WǳŘges 

reported a median number of 3 times over the past year. Judges were also asked whether, due 

to statutory restrictions, they were forced to issue a stricter sentence than they would have had 

limitations not been in place. Three quarters (75%) of respondents indicated this occurred 

whereas 25% indicated this has not occurred. Judges who answered yes were asked how many 

times this has occurred over the past twelve months. Judges indicated a median of 4 times over 

the past year.  

Judges possess different attitudes regarding sentencing reform. For instance, one judge 

commented that, while he is in favor of increased discretion he can see how others may not be. 

ά!ǎ ŀ ƧǳŘƎŜΣ L ŀƳ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƛƴ ŦŀǾƻǊ ƻŦ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ƧǳŘƛŎƛŀƭ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ L ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ 

ǿƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƧǳŘƎŜǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊΣ ŀǎ ƛƳǇƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άƳŀȄƛƳǳƳέ ǘŜǊƳǎΣ ƻǊ ƴƻƴ-discretionary terms, makes 

our jobs much easier, and also reduces our (as judges) ultimate responsibility on the outcomes ς 

ŀǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜΦέ  

Others provided specific instances of laws which mandate stricter sentences and how these 

harms lead to negative outcomes:  

άEnhancing offenses based on a location near a school or religious structure is stupid, and 

causes police to arrange undercover drug sŀƭŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜΧAll it really does is 

allow a politician to claim he is doing something about crime.έ 
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Section 4: Survey for Probation Officers and Managers 

One hundred eighty-four respondents 

completed the survey for probation 

officers and managers. The survey 

limited participation to those 

probation officers who handle at least 

some adult felony probation cases. As 

noted above in the methodology 

section, this survey was distributed via 

email to individuals identified to the 

Survey Research Office as either the 

director of probation, the chief 

probation officer, director of court 

services, or some other responsible 

individual with the capacity to 

distribute the survey to probation 

officers in his or her department. Respondents were asked to identify as either a probation 

officer or as a manager in a probation department and how many years they have worked in 

probation in Illinois. Of the 184 probation professionals who completed the survey, 118 (66%) 

identified as probation officers and 62 (34%) identified as managers in a probation department. 

On average, respondents have worked in probation for 18 years. This figure is higher for 

managers (23 years) than for probation officers.  

TYPES OF CASES HANDLED BY PROBATION 

OFFICERS  

Probation officers were asked to 

provide their primary assignment. 

Slightly more than half (56%) 

ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀ άǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ŎŀǎŜƭƻŀŘΣέ 

whereas 29% indicated a specialized 

caseload. Smaller percentages of 

probation officers indicated their 

primary assignment as handling an 

άƛƴǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ŎŀǎŜƭƻŀŘέ όу҈ύ or as serving 

as a probation officer in a problem 

solving court (8%).  
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Almost all (93%) of respondents in 

the survey indicate that they handle 

cases involving drug crime (93%), 

property crime (81%), and violent 

crime (79%). Slightly more than one-

third (37%) indicate they handle 

cases involving sex crime (see figure 

10).  

The average number of felony 

probation cases a probation officer 

supervising in a typical year varies 

across respondents. Of the 96 

respondents who answered the 

question 37% reported supervising less than 50 cases, 26% reported supervising between 51 

and 100 cases, an additional 26% reported supervising between 101 and 200 cases, while 11% 

supervise more than 200 cases. 

 

 

The survey asked probation officers, of the cases they supervise, how many have one of two 

negative outcomes: offenders violate the conditions of their  probation or offenders have their  

probation revoked. The survey differentiated between technical violations and new offense 

violations in both cases. Question wording differed for managers who were asked to list how 

many of the felony cases officers in their department supervise have these negative outcomes. 

Figure 11 shows the average percentage of cases in which probation officers and managers 
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report these outcomes occurring. As the figure shows, the figures reported by probation 

officers and managers are similar. For instance, most common negative outcome for both 

groups is a technical violation of  probation conditions (38% for officers vs. 40% for managers). 

One of the goals of the probation survey was to investigate the relationship between the 

number of cases a probation officer handles and the number of instances in which offenders 

either violate the conditions of their probation or have their probation revoked. If officers are 

burdened by excessive caseloads then perhaps more negative outcomes would occur. The 

survey found no statistically significant differences between the number of cases a probation 

officer handles and the number of instances in which offenders violate the conditions of their 

probation or have their probation revoked. However, several respondents in the survey 

commented upon caseload pressure as well as the effect of reducing the prison population in 

Illinois. One probation officer commented:   

ά/ŀǎŜƭƻŀŘǎ ǿƛƭƭ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǿƛƭƭ ƘŀǾŜ to go towards probation departments to 

support the increase in numbers. Also, with the additional increase in requirements AOIC is 

ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎΧǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ ƭƻǘ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊΩǎ ǘƛƳŜΣ 

ǘƘŜǊŜŦƻǊŜ ƴƻǘ ŀƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊ ǘƻ ǘŀƪŜ ƻƴ ŀǎ Ƴŀƴȅ ŎƭƛŜƴǘǎ ŀǎ ƘŜ ƻǊ ǎƘŜ ƻƴŎŜ ƘŀŘΦέ   

 Similarily managers voiced concerns about the impact of reducing the prison population:  

άLŦ ȅƻǳ ƛƴǘŜƴŘ ƻƴ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǎƻƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǾŜǊǘƛƴƎ ŎǊƛƳƛƴŀƭǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴΣ C¦b5 ¢I9 

SYSTEM! ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ Ƴǳǎǘ ƛƴǾŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǳǎ ǘƻ Řƻ ƻǳǊ ƧƻōǎΧΦ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŎŀƴΩǘ ŜȄǇŜŎǘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊ 

supervision of excessive caseloads. Reducing the prison population will require the  state to hire 

ƳƻǊŜ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΦέ   

Open-ended responses from both probation officers and managers highlight the necessity of 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎΦ hƴŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜǊ ǿǊƻǘŜΣ άLŦ ȅƻǳ ǿŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜƳƻǾŜ 

the number of people in the prison system and put more people on probation then must 

ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦǳƴŘǎΧέ A probation officer wrote: άǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƛƴ ƴŜŜŘ ƻŦ ƳƻǊŜ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ōŜ 

effective. If we are to utilize community supervision more often that incarceration, more 

training and work will need to be put into the probation system.  
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Section 5: Attitudes towards Current Sentencing Structures 

Some questions in the study were designed for specific populations, like judges or correction 

officers. Other questions, however, were asked of everyone in the survey. The questionnaire 

included a battery of questions designed to understand how correctional officers, parole 

agents, judges, and probation officers evaluate current sentencing statutes in Illinois. Table 2 

(p. 20) shows the list of statements as well as the percentage of respondents across each 

ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƻ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎΦ 

The survey finds that, overall, attitudes toward current sentencing statuses vary significantly 

across populations. For example, two thirds (66%) of all surveyed probation officers think that 

current statutory requirements regarding sentence terms are good for the sentencing process, 

compared to only 42% among parole agents. Similarly, while 67% of the judges who took the 

survey think that current sentencing statuses make it certain that violent offenders will go to 

prison, only a small minority of probation officers (28%) agree with that assessment.  

One issue that highlights the difference of opinions across populations is that of non-

probationable offenses.  Roughly three quarters (76%) of all judges and a slight majority (54%) 

agree that άǘƘŜǊŜ ŀǊŜ ǎƻƳŜ ƴƻƴ-probationable offenses which should allow for probationΦέ 

Conversely, only a third (33%) of probation officers believe that some offenses should allow for 

probation. 

Attitudes also vary on questions about specific populations. For instance, a majority of the 

ƧǳŘƎŜǎ ǿƘƻ ǘƻƻƪ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ όрс҈ύ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ άƧǳŘƎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǎŜƴǘŜƴŎŜ 

offenders fairly within tƘŜ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǘŀǘǳǘƻǊȅ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΣέ compared with 27% among parole 

agents and 37% among correction officers.  

There are two statements, however, that seem to bring together all four populations. The study 

finds that minorities across all populations (31% of correction officers, 20% of parole agents, 

27% of judges and 21% of probation officers) agree that current sentencing statuses facilitate 

the effective use of correctional resources. Also, less than half of respondents in all four groups 

agree with the statement that they are generally favorable towards the current sentencing 

structure.  

The reasons some respondents gave for their answers are as varied as the answers themselves, 

but there are some issues that came up more than once. A correctional officer mentioned that, 

in his view, they do not receive enough support from their superiors.  

άL ǘƘƛƴƪ ȅƻǳ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ Řƻ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǳǇǇŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƛǎ ŀƭǿŀȅǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƳŀǘŜΦ 

UǇǇŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊΧ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǎƻƴŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƎŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǇƻǿŜǊ ōŀŎƪΦ ȅƻǳ 

don't want that. You have to punish the inmates when they break tƘŜ ǊǳƭŜǎέΦ 
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Another correctional officer was more specific in his disagreement with current sentencing 

statuses: 

άDƻƛƴƎ ƭƛƎƘǘ on ŦƛǊǎǘ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦŦŜƴŘŜǊǎ ŘƻŜǎƴϥǘ ǿƻǊƪΣ ƛǘϥǎ ōŜŜƴ ǇǊƻǾŜƴ ƻǾŜǊ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊΦ LŦ ȅƻǳΩǊŜ ƎƻƛƴƎ 

to let someone out early the inmate who's done 22 years on their 25-year sentence and hasn't 

had a ticket in years. Let them out. They are not coming back. First timers who got out under the 

old 61-day program hadn't learned these lesson or been away from their environment to make a 

ŎƘŀƴƎŜέΦ 

In the view of one parole agent, sentencing reform needs to be a priority: 

ά¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ƘŜƭǇ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛǎƻƴ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ōǳǘ ǎǘƛƭƭ ŀllow parole agents to do our jobs. If the 

public had any idea that so many parolees are violating the conditions of parole, they would be 

ƻǳǘǊŀƎŜŘΗ tŀǊƻƭŜŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ƴƻ ŦŜŀǊ ƻŦ ǇŀǊƻƭŜ Ǿƛƻƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŦŀƛƭŜŘ ŘǊǳƎ ǘŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎǊƛƳŜǎέΦ 

  

Table 2. Attitudes toward current sentencing structures (% agreement)  

 Correctional 
Officers 

Parole 
Agents 

Judges Probation 
Officers 

Current statutory requirements 
regarding sentence terms are good 
for sentencing process 

51% 42% 55% 66% 

Current sentencing statuses are fair 41% 35% 51% 59% 

It is difficult to act in the best interest 
of the offender under current 
sentencing statuses 

20% 35% 45% 35% 

Current sentencing statuses make it 
certain that violent offenders will go 
to prison 

55% 44% 67% 28% 

Current sentencing statuses facilitate 
the effective use of correctional 
resources 

31% 20% 27% 21% 

(Insert group) are generally favorable 
towards our sentencing structure 

29% 32% 45% 45% 

There are some non-probationable 
offenses which should  allow for 
probation 

41% 54% 76% 33% 

Judges are able to sentence offenders 
fairly within the current statutory 
framework 

37% 27% 56% 54% 
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Section 6: Attitudes Toward the Illinois State Commission on Criminal Justice 

and Sentencing Reform 

Respondents in all four groups were asked to evaluate whether the Illinois State Commission on 

Criminal Justice and Sentencing Reform had sought their input throughout the process of 

sentencing reform and whether the Commission understands their perspective. Table 3 shows 

the list of statements as well as the percentage of respondents across each population who said 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳents. 

The results show that there is dissatisfaction across all groups regarding the amount of input 

sought by the Commission and a pervasive opinion that the Commission does not understand 

the perspectives of correction officers, parole agents, judges and probation officers.  Only 5% of 

parole agents say that the commission understands their perspective on sentencing issues, 

while 18% agree with the statement that the commission sought their input throughout the 

process of sentencing reform.  

Likewise, 16% of correctional officers say that their input was sought during the process of 

sentencing reform and 8% believes that the commission understands their perspective on 

sentencing issues. Perhaps unsurprisingly, large majorities in all four groups say that they 

should have had more input throughout the sentencing reform process. 

¢ƘŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀƭǎƻ ǎƘƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ōǊƻŀŘ ŀƎǊŜŜƳŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 

prison population by a quarter by 2025. 

 

 

Table 3. Attitudes Toward the Illinois State Commission on Criminal Justice and Sentencing 
Reform (% Agreement) 

 Correctional 
Officers 

Parole 
Agents 

Judges Probation 
Officers 

The Commission has sought the input 
of  (insert group) throughout the 
process of sentencing reform 

16% 18% 27% 20% 

The members of the Commission 
understand the perspectives of (insert 
group) on sentencing issues 

8% 5% 22% 18% 

(Insert group) should have more input 
throughout the process of sentencing 
reform 

76% 84% 82% 89% 

How important, if at all is reducing the 
Illinois prison population by 25% by 
2025? 

70% 82% 78% 85% 
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Figure 12. Percentage who believe that the current community 
corrections system is adequate to reduce the prison population 

by 25% by 2025 

Yes No Don't Know

Finally, all respondents were asked whether they believe that the current community 

corrections system is adequate to reduce the prison population by 25% by 2025. Figure 12 

shows that less than 20% across all groups of respondents believe that the current system is not 

adequate to achieve the prison population reduction goal. The graph shows that only 8% of 

correction officers, 15% of parole agents, 16% of probation officers and 18% of judges believe 

that the goal of reducing prison population by a quarter in the next decade can be achieved 

with the current community corrections system. 
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Section 7: Attitudes towards Policy Proposals 

The survey asked all groups their level of support on eight different policy proposals. The 

proposals were adapted from ideas presented to the Commission.  Table 4  shows the 

percentage of respondents who support7 the proposed policy broken down by group.  

 

 

The survey found statistically significant differences among the groups for all of the eight 

proposed policies. Some of these differences stand out. Probation officers indicate higher levels 

of support than other groups on three of the four policies: limiting the length of prison 

sentences for first time non-violent offenders (84% support), requiring probation to be the 

                                                           
7
 Respondents arŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƛŦ ǘƘŜȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜŘ άǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ŀƎǊŜŜέ ƻǊ άǎƻƳŜǿƘŀǘ 
ŀƎǊŜŜΦέ  

Table 4. Attitudes Toward Proposes Policies  (% Support) 

Proposed Policy  Correction
al Officers 

Parole 
Agents 

Judges Probation 
Officers 

Limiting the length of prison sentences for 
first time non-violent offenders 

76% 78% 74% 84% 

Offenders who participate in rehabilitative 
programs should receive credit towards 
their prison sentence 

60% 68% 77% 76% 

Requiring probation to be the presumptive 
sentence for offenders with non-violent 
Class 3-4 felonies who have not previously 
been sentenced to probation 

59% 68% 63% 84% 

Requiring probation to be the presumptive 
sentence for offenders with non-violent 
Class 3-4 felonies with no prior violent 
conviction 

60% 74% 61% 80% 

Reclassifying Class X drug offenses to Class 1 
offenses, thereby reducing the sentencing 
range for such offenses from 6-30 years to 
4-15 years 

61% 68% 62% 56% 

Diverting non-violent Class 3 and Class 4 
inmates from the Illinois Department of 
Corrections 

39% 58% 65% 58% 

Amending truth in sentencing statutes so 
that prisoners can receive more credit for 
time served than is currently allowed 

30% 42% 34% 29% 

Limiting the length of prison sentences for 
first-time violent offenders 

16% 11% 28% 30% 
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presumptive sentence for offenders with non-violent Class 3 and 4 felonies who have not been 

previously sentenced to probation (84%) and who have no prior violent conviction (80%). 

Probation officers (76%) are also more supportive of the proposal that offenders who 

participate in rehabilitative programs should receive credit towards their prison sentence than 

either correctional officers (60%) or parole agents (68%) but not judges (77%). It is not 

immediately clear why probation officers are more supportive of some of these policies than 

other groups. It is possible, however, that probation officers are more supportive of requiring 

probation to be the presumptive sentence of a select number of non-violent offenders because 

they believe they have the capacity to help these offenders. 

Correctional officers are less likely than other groups to support certain policies. Only 39% of 

correctional ƻŦŦƛŎŜǊǎΩ support diverting non-violent Class 3 and Class 4 inmates from IDOC as 

compared to 58% of probation officers, 58% of parole agents, and 65% of judges. Similarly, 

correctional officers were less supportive (30% support) of amending truth in sentencing 

statutes so that prisoners can receive more credit for time served than is currently allowed than 

parole agents (42%) and judges (34%) but not probation officers (29%).  
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Section 8: Current Non-Probationable Offenses 

All respondents were asked to liǎǘ άŀƴȅ ƴƻƴ-probationable offenses, for which you think 

ǇǊƻōŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƭƭƻǿŀōƭŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƭƛǎǘ ǳǇ ǘƻ ŦƛǾŜ ƻŦŦŜƴǎŜǎΦ Lƴ 

total, respondents provided 207 offenses. Researchers categorized the open-ended responses 

into categories which are displayed in table 5. By far, the greatest number of responses are 

drug offenses (sale, delivery, etc.). The next largest category are burglary and theft offenses 

(residential burglary specifically came up often especially among judges). Eight percent 

mentioned DUIs as a non-probationable offense they would like to see allowable for probation 

whereas 5 percent specifically referenced non-violent offenses. Smaller percentages mentioned 

Class 2 felonies (4%) and firearm (3%). Three percent indicate they would like to see each 

offense reviewed and 18% provided some other response.   

Responses vary by respondent type. 

For instance, whereas 35% of 

responses from judges pertained 

burglary or theft, only 3% of 

responses by correctional officers 

mentioned these offenses. A smaller 

percentage of responses from 

probation officers (28%) pertained to 

drug offenses than judges (34%), 

correctional officers (38%) and parole 

agents (43%).   

  

Table 5. Non-probationable offenses by response 

Offense type  Percentage  

Drug 35% 

Burglary/theft  23% 

Other 18% 

DUI 8% 

Non-violent 5% 

Class 2 4% 

Firearms 3% 

Review each offense 3% 
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Appendix 1. Survey Instruments
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