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Objective: Enhance Programs and Services 
for Those Under Community Supervision 
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The state bears the full fiscal burden of probationers' supervision costs, removing any incentive 
for counties to share responsibility for the success of offenders from their jurisdictions. Developing 
a cost-sharing formula could reduce the state's General Fund appropriation to NPP by $515,000 
to $6.4 million annually, potentially reduce the probationer revocation rate and associated costs 
to counties, and equitably share supervision costs of probationers with counties. 

The probationer population has, on average, increased 2.4% per calendar year. The supervision 
budget has increased, on average, 8.7% annually over the ?ame period. Counties are statutorily 
required to reimburse NPP for most Presentence Investigation (PSI) costs, but do not share 
probationer supervision costs. The legislature's intent, as expressed in the cost-share 
requirement for PSI costs, could also be applied to probationer supervision costs. 

Individualized community supervision is a best practice that could be enhanced through local 
participation. Conditions of probationers are ordered by the district court judges that generally 
conform to county borders. Shared responsibility ensures local communities are vested in the 
success of probationers. Other states - Arizona, Nebraska, and Colorado - share costs with 
counties. Community supervision programs and services could benefit from a cost-sharing 
formula. Unsuccessful community supervision efforts have a fiscal impact on counties, which 
incur an estimated incarceration cost of $28 million for probationers awaiting revocation 
hearings. Modest reductions in probation revocations derived from engaged interest at the 
county level would result in savings to the county. 
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