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PREFACE

Cost analysis which has been undertaken by the Standards and
Goals Project has had two purposes:

o To analyze and estimate the costs of implementing
Standards of the Corrections Report, issued in 1973
by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal
Justice Standards and Goals (policy-oriented purpose);

° To provide cost guidelines and cost estimation tech-
niques for use by jurisdictions in assessing costs of
their own ongoing or contemplated activities (technical
purpose).

To achieve both purposes, the Project is presenting the results
of its analysis of institutional-based programs and parole in two
volumes, of which this is the second. In focusing on the Project's
technical purpose, this second volume provides more detailed discussion
of cost implirations of the Standards and demonstrates techniques
applicable to estimating costs of alternative correctional programs
for a particular jurisdiction. It is intended for use by staff
analysts responsible for providing cost and cost-related information
on correctional programs for criminal justice policy-makers, iacluding:

e  State criminal justice planning agencies
. State correctional administrators
° State budget officers
® .State legislatérs
Y ] Similar planners and administrators at the local level.

It is assumed that such analysts are familiar with some economic' concepts
and statistics, but that they are not necessarily economists,

1

U.S., National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals, Corrections (Washingtqn, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1973); hereafter referred to as Corrections.

¥

-
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N~ gsummary is included with this volume, since Volume I hasg
been prepared as a companion summary and as a separate document to be
used by criminal justice policy-makers in need of a reference to the
policy issues surrounding institutional-based programs and parole,
particularly those related to cost and implementing correctional
standards.

In making decisions regarding standards for or changes in
institutional-based programs or parole, ii is important that the
policy-maker consider not only standards and costs and benefits
associated with these two programs, but also similar aspects of other
correctionai alternatives (such as halfway houses and other community-
based activities) and other parts of the criminal justice system
(such as the police and courts). 1In a subsequent summary report,
information presented in this report will be related to analysis of
other correctional programs being prepared by the Standards and Goals
Project, in a more comprehensive report on the cost and resource
implications of the Corrections Report for criminal justice systems.

Dr. Neil M. Singer, Cons'ltant Economist to the Standards and
Goals Project, prepared the initial analysis for all topics covered
in this report and was the sole author for parts two and three. Dr.
Virginia B. Wright, Research Director for all of the Project's activities,
developed and expanded the analysis of custodial and basic support serv-—
ices in part one, particularly chapters II through IV, and prepared
information on alternative total institutional-~based programs for use
in the Project's subsequent system analysis. Ann M. Watking, Research
Associate, assisted in the writing of chapter IV. Barbara Bland,
Administrative Assistant, served as designer and supervisor for the
production process surrounding the preparation of this and earlier
draft reports. ' '

This report has been reviewed by selected members of the
Project's Advisory Board and other state and local officials with
interest or expertise in institutional-based programs or parole,

Guided in part by their comments;, the report was prepared for final
publication. The authors are particularly grateful for the asgistance
and advice given by Richard McGee, President of the American Justice
Institute and former Director of the California Department of Correc—
tions; Sylvia McCollum, Education Administrator of the U.S. Bureau of
Prisons; Robert Montilla, President of Washington Justice Association,
Inc., and fermer Deputy Director of the D.C. Department of Corrections; .
Linda R. Singer, Director of the Center for Correctional Justice; and
Melvin T. Axilbund, Staff Director for the American Bar Association's
Commission on Correciional Facilities and Services. The Project would
also like to extend special thanks to Dawn Nelson of the U.S. Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration's National Criminal Justice Information
and Statistics Service for her help in securing statistical data used in
this report.

i0
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CHAPTER I

GENERAL METHODOLOGY AND PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS

In the course of preparing this report, it has been necessary
to consider, relaie and build on the following:

The comprehensive coverage of the Corrections Report
(including its general thrusts and its specific Standards),

The very limited systematic cost analysis which had been
completed by other analysts prior to the preparation of
this report,

Major data limitations and problems,

Economic approache. to efficient resource allocation,

which incorporate several different types of cost
(including public expenditures and external and opportunity
costs, defined belcw) and which relate costs of public
programs to their benefits, outputs or effects. . '

Because the methodological choices which were made on how best
to deal with the factors listed above affect not only findings in this
report but zlso how they and the report's guidelines for estimating costs
should be used and interpreted by other analysts, these choices are
briefly delineated and discussed at the beginning of this report. " More
specific analytical techniques which concern.only a limited portion of’
the analysis are discussed later, as the findings with which they are
associated are presented.

The general methodology used in this report is discussed below
in four sections: ’

Separate Analysis of Standards for Offender Management,
New and Expanded Programs, and Offenders' Rights

Typology of Costs Used in tne Analysis
More Specific Features of the Report's Cost Estimates

Relationships Between Costs of Institutional-Based and
Parole Programs and Their Benefits, Outputs and Effects.

z e =

1 e

Just as this réport was being completed, the Correctional
Economics Center was beginning another project to estimate the costs of
compliance with ja}l standards set by Washington state's Jail Services

Commission.

This effort, which uses some different analytical techniques,

resulted in a réport to the Washington State Department of Social and
Health Services, prepared by B.L. Wayson, Gail S. Monkman, and Sally T.
Familton, "The Cost of Jail Standards Compliance in Washington State,"
submitted December 31, 1975. . o ’

1;1— 1 - _ ‘. ’
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SEPARATE_ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS FOR OFFENDER MANAGEMENT, NEW
AND EXPANDED PROGRAMS, AND OFFENDERS' RIGHTS

The recommendations of the Corrections Task Force Report dealing
with.institutional‘programs and parole include suggestions for both
ameliorating conditions in existing programs and creating new alter-
natives for institutionalized offenders and parolees. 1In the Report,
these recommendations are found in several locations: chapters 9, 11,
and 12, dealing with local aud major institutions and parole; chapters
2 and 4, dealing with_offenders'-rights and pretrial procedures; and
chapters 13, 14, and 15, which are concerned with system-wide admin-
istratiosn, employment, and research,

P

For purposeés--of cost™and resource analysis, recommendations
contained in the Report can be Elassified according to whether they
relate to management of offenderév new and expanded programs, or rights
of offenders. Separate analysis of Standards in the Report associated
with each of these three areas is presented in this report. More
specific topics covered under each of these broad areas are briefly
outlined below. No analysis of alternative programs which cover all
three areas is presented in Volume II, but is included in the summary
information in Volume I.1 A special effort has been made in preparing
separate- cost estimate§ within and across the three major areas to
avoid double-courting. " )

Part One: Management of Offenders

Part one of this report deals only with the Task Force recom~-
mendatiorns that refer to the menagement of offender populations.
Standards dealing explicitly with the management of offenders fall
into two groups. One group discusses the physical aspects of the insti-
tutional environment, including pretrial, misdemeanant and felon incar-
ceration. These Standards address the process of planning new- institu-
tions, and the characteristics that institutions should possess. Some
examples of these characteristics are Standards for cell size, institu-
tional population, inmate privacy and internal security. These Standards
are addressed in chapter II on costs of custodial facilities.

The second group of Standards relates to staff characteristics
and size, and levels of provision of various custodial services. In-
cluded here are staff training and credentials, recruitment, and target
staff/inmate ratios for different staff positions. The services

lThere is also only limited information in Volume I1I which
brings together the several chapters in the same area. For this kind
of information (for examj;ie, a total criminal justice system cost
estimate for custody and support which includes capital and operating
costs), Volume I should be consulted. - |

2"Double-—co’uni&ing" wvould occur if, for example, all of the wages,

for a particular staff position were included in estimating custody and
basic support cost's, and then again in estimating program expenditures. .

12

- o
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examined in part one are those that do not relate to of fender rehabili:
tation: medical care,l religious facilities, recreation, and institu-
tional maintenance. These Standards are addressed ‘below in chapters IT1
and V, for institutions and parole, respectively.

T .he criminal justice system costs analyzed in
chapter: .ere are also external and oppeo~tunity costs
as -..la o ~ in institutions which shou’ . considered by
the criw.. = _e planner or administrator. Ti a1clude such

things as increased public assistance support to former dependents of
inmates and foregone productivity of incarcerated persons. These costs

 and how they are measured and related to Standards in the Corrections
Report are discussed in chapter IV. . : ¢

Part Two: New and Expanded Programs'

; The, Standards in the ggrrébtions Report constitute an exhaustive
review of existing and proposed programs in the areas of prison, jail
and parole. Part two of this report is.an eclectic examination of some
of these proposed Standards. The recommendations singled out for analysis
" are those for which economic significance can plausibly be assumed and ’
for which data are available to estimate economic ‘impacts. - ‘

These recommendations fall into three groups. Chapter VI dis-
cusses the Standards for academic education, vocational training, and
_library services. In chapter VII the focus is on prison work experiences:
industries, maintenance activities, and, the question of wage rates. v
Chapter VIII is concerned with extra-institutional programs: work
furlough, study release, and services for parolees.

The common characteristic of all of the activities examined in
part ‘two.is that they avoid what is sometimes called the ''treatment
modal" of corrections. Traditional counseling, transactional analysis,
reality. therapy, forms of behavior modification, psychotherapy, and
other approaches to corrections are discussed and advocated at some

" points in the Corrections Report. They are not examined here because
of an absence of conclusive analysis of their impact on the post-release
economic behavior of offenders. In contrast, the programs analyzed "in

1'Medical care discussed in part one is intended to exclude
medical programs that are themselves treatment modalities. Detoxifica-
tion and psychiatric counseling, for example, are mnot incorporated in
the cost éstimates in part:-one except to the extent that 'data are
insufficiently detailed to permit their exclusion. (When highly aggre-
. gated data are used, ‘allowance for possible overestimation of cost is
discussed in the text.) For most institutions, the bulk of medical
expenses probably is related to inmate maintenance rather than treatment

wremrenmrOL-ehabilitations exceptions would be institutions such as Patuxent in
‘Maryland where psychiatric freatment 18 extendedto-all-inmates ;= OTeruomrsimmsm

fa;il}ties with sizeable drug offender populations and medical treatment
programs. o i3 ' ‘ :
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this section all have undeniable resource requirements and all are

alleged to return significant and measurable economic benefits to 1
the correctional $ystem, the offender himself, or society at large.

Part Three: Righ;s of Offenders

Throughout the Corrections Report runs the strain that offenders
and ex-offenders should not be permanently stigmatized nor set apart
from the rest of societv hv reason of their offense. In particular,

chapter 2 of the .., » with the rights of offenders vis-a-vig Y
penal institutions, paro! boards, and correctional bureaucracies at
large. The theme of : recommendations in the Report is that constitu-

tional guarantees apply to offenders and ex-offenders just as to other
members of society, and that the relatively powerless position of inmates \

and parolees places a greater onus on society to safeguard these guarantees.
L~

]

To a' great extent, implementation of these Standards 1is a matter
of law; economic considerations are at most secondary. But some of the
Standards have economic repercussions that have caused institutions

.and corrections departments to delay or oppose implementing them. The
task of part three is to assay the economics--costs and benefits,. where

. possible--of these Standards. As in the other sections of this report,
the analysis extends to only those Standards for which data are avail-
able to permit at least tentative conclusions to be drawn, and for
which resource implications appear to be significant.

I

TYPOLOGY OF COSTS USED IN THE ANALYSIS

For the purpose of estimating the cost and resource implications
of the Corrections Report and its Standards, the Standards and Goals ¢
Project has developed a tripartite cost typology composed of criminal
justice system, external and opportunity costs. Definitions and examples

, for each of these three types of costs are presented below. This typo-
logy allows for analysis of mary costs, such as those borne by non-. A
criminal justice agencies or the clients of correctional ‘programs, which

* are frequéntly_ignofed when administrators and planners consider or
justify their programs in terms of their own budgetary costs alone. .
The Project's reports also consider all three types of costs because
many of the recommendations in the Report would significantly affect

- .
M

lIn part two, discussion of new and expanded programs foecuses
on activities which are assumed to be administered, financed and
primarily performed by the criminal justice system and its personnel. e
To the extent that activities similar'to those described in part two:
(such as education and vocational training programs) are financed by
other public or private agencies or include the use of volunteer o
workers, the informatiocn on identifying and measuring external costs, ‘
Presented in chapter IV of part one, is applicable. ‘ :

e
PR et nese Yoot w N g pe A e

.
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non-criminal justice costs or involve shifts between criminal justice
and the other two types of costs.

Criminal Justice System Costs

Criminal justice system costs include direct outlays for, or
the imputed value of, goods and services provided by: :

e Law enforcement agencies

] Courts .
Legal services agencies; bureaus or firﬁs

e Other'agencies, organizations or individuals whose
stated miesion could not pe carried out if there

were no crime.

o . Activities or organizational units or indi§iﬁuals
financed by any of the above.

The criminal justice system thus is defined to compriée the activities.
and agencies listed above. * ' :

Criminal justice system costs may be subdivided in the
following way: . L

o Pubiic expeﬁditures-—direct outlays for, or the imputed
~value of, goods and services provided or financeq by ’
governmental agenciles or units. o :

° Private expenditures--direct outlays for, or the imputed
© value of, goods and services provided or financed by
non-governmental agencies or units.l

Criminal justice costs are also gubdivided in some sectioms of
this report into capital and operating ‘costs. Capital costs are a very
gsignificant component of criminal justice system costs for institutional-
based programs, and sorare given ex;ensive treatment in this report.

More specific discussion of distinctions between capital and operating
costs and their measurement is presented in chapters II and VII, which
present the results of analysis of costs of custodial facilities and’
prison industries, respectively. '

lThere will be cases in which goods or services are financed
through governmental as well as private sources. The ratio of such
financing will determine whether they should be classified as
"private" or "public' expenditures.
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External Costs

External costs include direct outlays for, or the imputed value-

 of, goods and services previded by all agencles, organizations or

individuals exterﬁal‘to the criminal justice system.l External costs,
like the previous classification, may be further subdivided into:

° Public Expenditures~-~direct outlays for, or the imputed
value ‘of, goods and services provided or financed by
governmental agencies or units. For example, these
would include: welfare, health, and mental health
departments or facilities; employment and training
.programs, puh'i{c schools and departments of education.

® Private Expenditures--diregt outlays for, or the
imputed value of, goods and services provided or
financed by non-governmental agencies or units. For
example,’ these might include: private employment
agencies or day care centers, private mental health
practitioners (not paid under government contract).

This report will be concerned only with those external costs
that are associated -with institutional-based program or parole, or with
a change in either of those activities recommended in- the Corrections
Report. For'example, though the analysis is ndt concerned with alli of
the costs of providing educational services to adults, it i1s conce-ned
with the costs of educationa’ #rograms for adults in corre::-onal
institutions or on parole. :

Opportunity Costs

In"addition to crimini:  4-stice system and externz. coscs
described above, another type «ost 1s considered in this report.
Opportunity cost is a measure the cost which results from the fact

that when one activity:-is unde:zcaken another activity must ba foregone.

Opportunity cost.can be viewed from the perspective. of many
different levels of resource aggregation, that 1is, there is an
opportunity cost associated with:

1 : N .
The "criminal justice system" 1s defined to include the
“agencies or individuals listec under "criminal justice system costs"

above. -

. ZIn the case of activities financed through governmental and
private sources, the financing ratio will determine the classification,
as explained above for criminal justice system costs. )
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° A single resource which could be used in different ways
(such as a person who can hold different jobs);

® A se+ of resources which could be used in alternative
post-adjudication activities (such as $10,000 for
institutional or parole activities);

] A set of resources which could be used in alternative
criminal justice program areas -(such as an educational
program for police or incarcerated persons);

[ ] A set oF resources which could be used in alternative
public’ activities (such as government doctors for
criminal justice or mental health programs);

i .

° A set of resources which could be used in public or

private activities (such as $10 million in loans to

build a correctional institution or private- homeés).
. From the perspective of a single resource which could be used
in different ways, one measure of the opportunity cost of an inmate in
an institution is the productivity of his labor that is foregone. As
-nother example, the opportunity cost of using a person to teach inmates
-s the tezcning (or other tasks) he or she might have performed elsewhere: .
2t the leval of alternative post~adjudication activities, the opportunity
-ost of using a set of resources™ to petform one particular-.activity (for
2xample, incarceration) is the result or pr:- uct that could be obtained
“rom using those same (or smaller) resources in other typ=s of activities
‘such as probation or parcle). At other levels of resource use suggested
in the list above, institutional-based activities, or post-adjudication
activities as a group, can be compared to other criminal justice activi- "
zies, other non-criminal justice governmental activities, or non-
governmental activities.

In all of these comparisons, if the opportunity cost (that is
the product of the activity foregone) is greater than the product of
the activity undertaken, there is a loss or "cost" to society above and
beyond the criminal justice and external costs described earlier.. This
loss to society is a soctal cost to be allocated to undertaking the
activity whose productzity ié lower. The question~of how to define’ and
measure productivity (or =ven relative productivity) becomes a major
problem when the analysit moves from the level of individual resources
to criminal justice acti- -ties whose "products" are differentially
defined as deterrence, re:zabilitation and so forth, by policy-makers
and. analysts. . ) '

\,

1 .
Their "value" has previously been tomputed by the cost
calculations described above.
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For the cost analysis of institutional-based programs and parole, the
first two types of opportunity cost are explored. Opportunity costs associ-
ated with some of the other types of comparisons identified above are discus-
briefly in the Project's summary repert,

MORE SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE REPORT'S COST ESTIMATES

There are several more specific features of cost estimates
Presented in this report which relate to more than one topic and which
it is important for the analyst to note at the outset. Discussed below
are: ' :

° The. focus on average as distinct from marginal cost,

. The presentation of national ‘averages for most types of cost,
.‘ The use of different classifications of institutions for

/ calculating specific cost components,

] The source and nature of population statistics used in

deriving total national expenditure requirements for
specific activities.

Focus on average cost. The decision to use average cost per,
client (dinmate) year as the basis for much of the analysis in this
Teport was based primarily on the Project's interest in cost estimates
For institutional-based gnd parole programs which could subsequently
be compared with similar estimates for other activities (for example,
lialfway houses and pretrial diversion) in a summary report on criminal
justice systems.” The emphasis in this report on average cost makes it
important to note the distinction between such measures and other
measures of marginal cost. The marginal cost for,an institutional-based
Program, for example, ig the addition to total cost of that program as

. one more inmate is provided with the programs's services. Over an
" extended period of time (several years), as capital and labor resources
can be shifted to. meet changing demands for different types of services
(correctional, criminal justice or other), marginal and average cost.
approach each other in value. However, over a shorter period of time
(such as the correctional administrator's fiscal year), capital and
labor resources are much less flexible and so marginal and average
costs can be expected to be quite different. More specifically, because
So many correctional costs are fixed, marginal cost is much lower than
average cost. The addition or subtraction of one inmate year' for an
Institutional-based program's output will not increase or decrease the
amount of the institution’s total -costs by an amount equal to average
cost per inmate year, but by considerably less than that amount. (And,
" 1f too many inmates are added but most of the resources remain fixed,
the nature or "quality" of . the institution's services is also altered.)

/ lFor an approach which ufilizes marginal cost analysiS'and

Aot
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_ Presentation of national averages. Most of the cost estimates
discussed in this report are the best approximations for national
averazzs (in 1974 dollars) which could be derived, given data and
resource limitations? It is expected that these estimates will need .
to 1« sdjusted to reflect local conditions (such as salary levels) and
{nflation since 1974. Several guidelines on how such adjustments can .
be made are contained in the text of this report. Assumptions and
statistics underlying the estimates are indicated, so that if the
analyst or policy-maker does not agree with the assumptions or has
local statistics he thinks more suitable, he can modify the analytical
approach for his own jurisdiction. Both incremental costs associated
with bringing existing activities up to the Standards, and aggreea
costs of activities meeting the Standards are Taeurend

Use of different classifications of- institutions. Several
different characteristics are used in classifying institutions for
different types of cost estimates (security, location, level of govern~
ment and so forth). For example, operating.costs are estimated sor
existing state nonjuvenile and existing local nonjuvenile institutions
while capital costs are calculated for high, mixed and low security
institutions and jails. The characteristics used for particular costs
are based on the nature of the source data used to calculate ‘them. Any
reason for expecting that a cost estimate might be biased in a particular
di-ection or magnitude because of differences between the types of insti-
tution covered by the source data and the types of institutions for
which costs are being estimated in this report (both existing and
proposed) are discussed as the analysis is presented.

Population statistics used for national expenditure estimates.
Statistics included in this report which are estimates of the.total.:
nz-ional expenditure required to meet specific Standards are based on
tr.= most recent daily population statistics which were available at the
time the report was being/prepared. For state institutioms, this was
an estimate of 181,534 inmates on December 31, 1973, which included all

Is

allows some operating costs of institutions to remain fixed while others
vary with pepulation changes, see Mickael Block, Cost, Scale Economies
and Other Economic Concepts: A Case Study (Washington, D.C.: American
. Bar Association, Correctional Economics Center, 1975). Other factors
which arise in developing and interpreting average cost estimates,

such as whether the estimates are based on actual or design capacity
and how allowances are made fcr differences in turnover rates (turnover
and associated processing coszs are particularly important in the case
of jail costs) will be considzred in the Project's summary report on
criminal justice systems. Fc- more information on factors to be con-
sidered, see the section on inmate population estimates and character-
istics in Hans W. Mattick, '"The Contemporary Jails of the United States:
An Unknown and Neglected Area of Justice," in Handbook of Criminology,
ed. Daniel Glaser (Chicago: Rand McNally College Publishing Co., 1974),
pp. 777-848. '

-
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Prisoners who had been sentenced as adults or youthful offenders and
whose maximum sentence length was a year and a day or longer, from
National Prisoner Statistics prepared by the U.S. Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration. For local institutions (jails), this was
an estimate of 136,388 inmates in mid-year 1972, which included all
inmates 18 and older from the 1972 Survey of -Inmates of Local Jails
conducted by the U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the
U.S. Bureau of the Census. If there has been an increase in instit
tionalized populations since ‘that time, as some late st _gties

to indicate, national cost estinr ted in this report pneed to
be adjusted according?, .

lThe Corrections Report and its Standards are specifically con-
cerned with state and local criminal justice systems. Federal programs
are considered only when they suggest models which states or localities
might follow. Therefore inmates in-federal institutions are not included
in the population statistics used to derive national expenditure estimates.
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CHab e
COST3 OF CUSTODIAL FACILITIES

# major chem of :he Corrections Report is the inadequacy of
existing :orrectional fozilities. In discussing local institutions,
for example, the Report states:

The physical setting supportive of contemporary
program activities will not be found by examining
past models. Replicating such models has only

. produced failure and will continue to do so.l

And in its chapter on major institutions, the Repoft comments::

From the standpoint of rehabilitation and reintegra-
tion, the major adult institutions operated by the
States represent the least promising component of
corrections. . . . Nevertheless, the nature of .
imprisonment doés not have to be as destructive in
the future as it has been. 2

Some of the Standards that deal explicitly with the charsacteristics
of institutions are listed in figure 1.

ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS FOR CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Analysis of the cost implications of the Standards described
above must tuild on estimates of the capital stock associated with
custodial instituticns. Unfortunately, these data are extremely
difficult to obtain. The best set of estimates which the Standards
and Goals Project could develop (within the time and resources
allocated to this particular part of the project) is presented in
the subsection on construction costs for recently built or planned

1

Corrections, o. 288.
5

Ibid., p. 349.

- 11 -
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Tigure .

Standards in the Correct¥i§§ Report
Relatzd to Institutionmal Design

2.5 Healthful Surroundings
4.2 Construction Policy for Pretrial Detention Facilities
8.3 Juvenile_Deten;ion Center Planning
9.1 Total Systen Planning
/ 2.10 Local Facility Evaluation and Planning
‘11.1 Planning New Correctiorl Institutions
11.2 * Modification of Existing Institutions

- 11.3 Social Envi;onment of Institutions

institutions which follows.1 These estimates serve as a frame of
reference for subsequent sections in this report which analyze Standards
for jail design and major institutional facilities. Ag introductory °
information prior to presenting these construction cost estimates,

the meaning and importance of capital stock for institutional-basged
corrections and problems associated with using other data gources

and estimating techniques for capital costs of institutions are
discussed. '

~

Meaning and Importance of Capital Stock

. Any productive activity, including the provision of services
and facilities for inmates of institutions, requires the use of resources,
Some resources, such as zan~-hours of labor or the .raw materials used
in prison imdustries, are completely expended during the period of .uge
and must be replaced if productive activity 1s to continue. These

lIt is assumed that construction costs include.relatively'
little, if any, expenditures for capital items specific to a '
particular kind ‘of correctional pProgram, such as prison industries
or secondary education. Therefore these capital costs are discussed
in sections of this report which deal with srch programs, and
included in program (not cusitody and basic smpport) cost estimates.
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resources appear in budgets as operating expenses, and it is entirely
correct to include sll expenditures on them in the year in which they
are employed. Other resources, however, may not be entirely used up
in the year in which they are purchased and initially used. Equipment
and structures are the most important examples of such resources.
Their special characteristic is that they conuiribute to the productive
activity of an institution long after the expenditure that is made to
purchase them.

Capital outlays such as these, however, are rarely made uni-
formly over time. Instead, the typical pattern of capital outlays is
very uneven, with very large expenditures occurring during the con-
struction, expansion, and modernization of facilities, and smaller
expenditures arising sporadically when equipment is purchased. Capital
expenditures become necessary because capital items are not’ of limitless
durability. Equipment may be useful for five or ten years, on the ’
average; beyond that time, either maintenance expenditures must be
included in operating costs, the item must be replaced with an attendant
capital expenditdge, or the services that the item provides as a
contributor to the. institution's productive activity must be lost.

The same process aﬁplies to structures, except that the productive
lifetime of corrections buildings probably is._considerabily-longer than
five or ten-years. \ e - :

_ If the productive activity at an institution is examined in

any particular year, the operating costs in that year are those of the
.expendable resources included in the budget. But during that 'year the
institution's activities use the capital facilities and equipment - that
were purchased over a mulf@—year period. It is this total amount of
capital facilities and equipment that is referred to as the capital
stock of the institution during that year. This capital stock generally
does not bear any close relaﬁion to capital outlays during the same year,
except .that the capital stock\usually is much larger than current
_capital outlays. \\- ; .

_ Since the capital stock‘of an institution wears out during its
use (or, equivalently, has to beimaintained to provide the same pro-
ductive services), some Pro rata\share of the purchase costs of capital
items must be included during each year that those items yield productive
services. TFor example, one way to\treat the cost of a laundry facilicy
that has a five-year expected life &s to charge off one-fifth of the
laundry's purchase price in each year of its operation, This procedure
obviously yilelds a vary different coét'series over the five-year lifetime
of the laundry from the technique of ‘treating all the cost as a current
expense in the first year and ignoring the capital services of the
laundry during the next four years. \

To carry this example a step funther, it is necessary to recog-
nize that the capital stock represented by the laundry declines from
100 percenf of the purchase price in the first year to zero after five
years. That is, after five years the laundry is completely worn out
(if its expected life is its actual one) aad it has no further ability
Y TN AT T I TINT R L AT L L I T ST ¢ A bRy L TR o R et st A1 A
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to provide productive services. In general, the capital stock repre-
sented by any resource~—~facility or item of equipment--~is equal to the
value of the remaining services that it can provide. Over the five-~
year lifetime, therefore, the fraction of the laundry's purchase price-
that is included in the institution's capital stock is 100 percent in
the first year, 80 percent in the second, and so on down to 20 percent -
in the fifth year and zero thereafter. - !

Obviously different ngital items have different lifetimes,

and therefore must be replaced at different intervals. These different
replacement cycles are what cause annual capital expenditures to be so
variable from one year to the next. But the capital stock of an
institution should vary much less\ than its capital expenditures from
one year to the next.. In the fifth year of the laundry's life, for
example, the capital stock of the i stitution-declines by one~fifth

of the laundry's purchase price. Bu capital outlays on the laundry

go from zero at the beginning of the 1fth year to 100 percent of the
purchase price at the end of the fifth\year. During the sixth year

the capital stock again declines by oune~fifth of the (new) laundry's =
purchase price. But now capital outlays\decline from 100 percent of the
purchase price to zero. '\\ '

R For the institution, the true costs\of providing laundry
services are the operating costs (utilities, labor, materials, and
so forth) and the annual costs associated witﬁsthe deterioration. of
the capital stock. Examining the operating costs alone obviously
understates true costs. Looking at total outlays in any one year is
equally incorrect. Instead, to the annual operating costs must be"
added an allowance for the fraction of the, institution's capital stock
used up each year. And this'must be done for each capital item--equip-
ment and structures-~used by the institution. Y :

Capital Stock of Correctional Institutions

For some correctional activities, the size of capital stock
almost certainly is very small. In parole, for examplé} virtually
all costs are labor-related. Community correctional'prdgrams do
involve some capital expenditures, but they typically are small relative
to operating (labor) costs because neither extensive equi@ment nor
special structures are required. - Costs of administration ‘for correc-
tional systems similarly may be treated as consisting almoéﬁ entirely
of labor and other operating expenditures. k

_ For institutional programs, however, capital costs aﬁe likely
to represent a large component of long-run (or "life~cycle") total
budgetary outlays. State institutions, f0r;example,’typicalli\aré
locat’ed in areas remote from population centers for security reaasons.
They thus require the construction of entire physical plants, ihcluding
proﬁision for utilities, water supply, and even housing for the Vnstitu-
tional staff. 1In addition, the nature of institutions themselves may
Increase the capital costs of construction or renovation. Materials

must often be comsistent with security réquirements....Low~densitw-:
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development and the attendant high costs of land result from the desire
for internal security and isolatiocn from the external environment.
Q

In examining different kinds of institutions, some variation
should be expected in capital stocks. Large, high-security institu-
tions offering a wide variety of treatment, education, and vocational
programs in locations distant from cities or towns should have high
capital stocks because they must provide all the kinds of capital in-
puts listed above. Low security camps and farms should have lower .
capital stocks because their physical plants are not elaborate, their
construction is not costly, and the land they occupy usually is in~
inexpensive rural areas. : .

Similar considerations apply to local jails. Physical durability

and security are often mure important considerations than for state

.

institutions, but isolation and provision of "infrastructure''--housing,
utilities, and so forth--is less important. Jails typically have higher

~densities than prisons and provide fewer collateral services, such as
. recreation or industrial facilities, that occupy space and require

additional construction. Land costs of jails are, however, likely to
be higher per acre due to metropolitan location. Based on these con-
siderations, it is likely that the capital costs of jails are signifi-
cant, but smaller than the capital costs of prisons (both calculated -
on a per bed basis).

Data Sources for Estimating the Capital Stock of Torrectional Institutions

_ One way to calculate a correctional institution's capital costs
would be to itemize every capital good in 1it, figure out the annual
proportion of:each good used up by the institution's activities, and

-pro-rate the acquisition costs of the different items. The pro-rated -

costs could then be summed to estimate the total annual capital costs
for the institution. This is essentially the process followed by an
industrial accountant in computing the annual depreciation allowances
for a private business. Any institution could do the same, if it had
acceptable data on its items of capital stock, their cost, and their
estimated lifetimes. But these data are not available for use in this
study. Instead, inferences must be drawn about the capital’stock used
in different correctional programs.

Data on budgetary costs of correctional programs, whether ob-
tained from individual state budgetary sources or aggregate compilations

_such as LEAA's series on Expenditure and Employment Data for. the —~

Criminal Justice System, universally present current Costs only.
Usually the data are limited to operating costs, although in sSome

_cases data include current outlays for capital equipment and structures.

In Expenditure and Employment Data, for example, there are some capital
data in tables 39, 41, 43 (all references are to the 1972-1973 volume),
but they refer only to expenditures made in the. year under consideration.
As another example, the California Correctional System Study poimts to
the large costs of expanding jail capacity ($49 million in projected

29
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construction costs in 1971).l But this figure simply represents the
one-time expenditures - ‘:templated in Los Angeles and Alameda Counties
on large new jails. '* ' the seven-year period 1966-1972 the probation
subsidy program is claimed to have obviated_$95 million in planned
construction outlays, but there is no indication as to whether the
average of about $13.5 million annually is a valid long-term figure.
What is lacking is a comprehensive_series on the capital stock used

in correctional programs, or the annual capital costs which- the use of
this stock incurs. Thus it is not possible directly to estimate the
average costs of institutions, which would require combining capital
with operating costs.

Another problem is that many jails and major institutions

are so old that their construction cost bears little relationship to

current costs of either modification or replacement. According to the

1970 jail census, 25 percent of the cells in use in 1970 yere built .
_before 1920.2 The American Correctional Association's tabulation of

maximum security -prisons in 1971 shows that the modal period of con-

struction was 1871-1900, and about: 70 percent of all institutions in

use in 1971 were more than 40 years old.

By and large the physical characteristics of old institutions
are incompatible with the Corrections Standards. ..The major institutions
are too large and their plans are.oriented to custody and security rather
than the delivery of services. Jails are not necessarily too large, . i
but their designs also serve the purpose of confinement and facilitating | .
the provision ef different kinds of services. To the extent that. current’ _]
budgetary outlays on capital equipment and structures are related to the
maintenance and modification of these old institutions, therefore, the
data provide no indication of the costs of meeting the Standards for
institutions enunciated in the Report. Eveil when budgetary data refer
to the construction of new faciiities, vonstruction periods generally .
extend past a single year and outlays are combined with other current
. expenditures on capital account. As a result, budgetary.data do not
provide adequate information on the value of capital stock used in

correctional programs,

lCalifornia, Board of Corrections, California Correctional
System Study, Final Report (Sacramento, Ca.: California Board of
Corrections, 1971). ’ :

U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, National Jail Census, 1970: A Report on the Nation's
Local Jails and Types of Inmates (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1971), p. 4. . '

°

3American Correctional Association, Directory of Correctional
Institutions.and Agencies of Ameftica (College Park, Md.: American
Correctional, Association, 1971). o r

4As of 1972, the average number of inmates per._jail was only 36, .-
and the median size of jails was less than 21 inmates. U.S., Department ‘
of Justice, Law Enforcemert .Assistance. - Administration; The NatToH S Ja1TE "

TTTT(WASRIAEES, D.C.:  Government Printing Officeé, 1975), p. 1.
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In the absence of comprehensive data on capital stock for any
entire correctional system, total correctional capital stock and the
capital costs associated with it must be estimated on the basis of the
fragmentary data available. Data collected for recently built or
planned institutions in several states provide the basis for direct
estimates of capital stock in different kinds of-institutions presented
in the subsection which follows.

A Frame of Reference: Construction Costs for Recently Built or
Planned Institutions

Construction cost estimatas for recently opened institutions,
as well as others now under construction or in the planning stages,
provide the best source currently available for deriving capital cost
estimates for institutions. For this report, construction cost estimates
for 19 such institutions were collected. Institutions were selected to
give broad representation geographically and by ‘type of institutiom.

4 Eﬂqst and related data for the 19 institutions in the sample are presented

in an appendix. Per bed cost information, by type ‘of institution, is
summarized in figure 2. ) .

Eight high-security major institutions, seven of which opened
after. 1973 or are currently in construction’or planning, have per hed
capital costs ranging from $23,750 to $57,052.l (The other institution,
opened in 1971; its cost per bed was $44,000.) Six mixed-security
institutions during the same period had a range of capital costs per bed
of $22,587 to $36,177. Five jails had per bed capital costs of $12,438
to $48,828. The average (mean) cost per bed for the high security =
institutions was $41,014; that for the mixed institutions was $31,470;
and that for the jaiis was $27,342. Because the opening dates for these
institutions range from 1973 to 1976 and beyond, an average cost in 1974
dollars has also been estimated for each of these three types of insti-
tutions. It is $37,117 and $28,480 for high-and mixed-security insti-
tutions, respectively, and $27,342 for jails. :

To go from the per bed cost estimates for the three types of
institutions shown in figure 2 to the annual capital cost estimates
shown in figure 3, two further conceptual-statistical transitions have,
been made. The first involves the derivation of a per bed cost estimate
for "low-security' institutions. The second relates to the calculation

of an estimated annual capital cost-per bed.

©

1No distinction was made in collecting and averaging ‘these
construction cost statistics betwéen "maximum" and . ''medium" security
(here referred to as "high-security") institutions, which are assumed
to be similar in physical plant. :

2

2More recent. architectural cost estimates for new jail construc-
tion in Washington state (not available when this report was written)
average $27,473 per bed, very close to the $27,342 average mentioned above.
These estimates are based on Washington Jail Services Commission standards
on size of living quarters and other spaces, as well as the inclusion of
recreation and education space, kitchen facilities, and the like. They
include architectural fees and state sales taxes, but qxclude contingency
fees and site acquisition and preparation. Wayson et al., "Jail Standards
Compliance," pp. 76 and 88. o : : : T
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Figure 2

 Summary Data on Construction Cost Per Bed, by Type of Institution,
for a Sample of Nineteen Recently Constructed or Planned
Institutions (Current and 1974 Dollars)*

Number of Per Bed Construction Cost
Type of Institution Institutions -__Current Dollars © Average
E in Sample High Low Average Do
High-Security Institution 8 §57,052 §23,750 541,014 - 83
Mixed-Security Institution 6 . 36,177 2,581 31,470 2

Jail 5 8,828 12,438 27,32° K

. and then the nation, can be analyzed. The text of this report should be- consulted for analysis of

¥These statistics relate to recently completed or planned institutions, and so are not intended to
capital costs for institutions meeting all of the Standards in the Corrections Report. Rather they
sented here as a frame of reference from which the implications of particular Standards, for partic

Standards.) See an appendix to this report for more detailed information from which these estimates
calculated. .

*The current and 1974 dollar estinates for jail costs do not vary because the average construction
jails in the sample was 1974, S




Figure 2

Sumnary Data on Construction Cost Per Bed, by Type of Institution,
for a Sample of Nineteen Recently Constructed or Plamned
Institutions (Current and 197 Dollars)*

- Number of _Per Bed Construction.Cost ‘_ﬂ':_
Institutions Curtent Dollars dverage in 1974
____inSamle High Low Average ___Dollars
ition 8 - §57,052 WL s s
tution  § 36,177 21,587 31,470 28,480
3 48,828 12,438 27,342° 27,3428

—

o, S

Late to recently completed or plamned institutions, and so are pot intended to reflect the
titutions meeting all of the Standards. in the Corrections Report,

e of reference from which the implications of particular Standards ;
can be analyzed. The text of this

pendix to this report for more deta

Rather they are.pre-

for particular places
report should be consulted for analysis of particular
iled information from which these estimates were

 dollar estimates for jail costs do not vary because the average construction date for
as 1974, - |

/.
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No current dzta on ' w-security" institution cons: .ction
costs were obtained from the :‘nstitutions szmpled. The $2- 480 figure
is the estimated 1974 capitz’ cost per inmate of an instiz. .iow
housing a —ixt :re of nigh-an. " securizr inmates. - ti: ab ence
of zny dzta. -.sume T it two-t v 2f th: inmates i~  -ixe . Ir.ititu-
tion -ir  aigh-se surity cos o o If FL2.480 is oo averT.
capi.... .co= v bed .n mixec -is _-utions znd $37,1.7 is ch. average
for those - : 'ring ! _-gh-secur: "\ custody, the remainicg cne—chird must
be using I .- curitr facilitiss with per bzd capital costs of $11,206

| in 1974 pr.: s. This figure ¢° 11.206 pe: bed capital cos. for low-
security fi-ilities, derived £ the est®nazes.for high-ar: 2ixed-
security fzcilities in the sar . 1.3 user. in average uost :: zimates
for low-security institutions ser=ed i= figure 3. Tt is oconsistent
with the observation that the ~Zecml ¢ _zm=s of low-g.:cur? institu-
tiors zre ~uch less :laborate z- costl chun those of oth. correctional
instituti- . s.
7.: calculations of ar: ualizad capizal cost in fig. : 3 are

based on . ten perceat annual cost cf capitzl. For any statc-, the
annual cost of capital depends on interest costs and amortizzzion
periods. Borrowing rates in recent years have been in the rmnge of
séven to nine percent for most states. Adding an amortizati.n factor
and providing a small margin for uncertainty makes ten perce:t a very
reasonable annual cost of capital. - '

For example, suppose a state finances a $10 million institution
with 30-year, eight percent bonds. The interest cost over the life of
the bonds is roughly $17 million, so the total cost over 30 years is
about $27 million, or nine percent per annum of the‘origlnal capital
cost.l Lower interest rates or shorter terms would Léad to smaller
/annual capltal costs, but ten percent.is a reasonable average from the -
state's. viewpoint, given current economic conditions. Should economic
conditions change and interest rates fall substantially, annual capital
costs should be adjusted downward.? ™ :

“

lContinuation'of this particular debt beyond the eriginal
30-year period, or financing interest payments on this debt with .
, further debt, could make costs even hlgher. 5
2 \
5 In more technical economic terms, the social cost of such AN
borrowing is higher because state bond interest rates are subsidized "
through the exclusion of such interest from federal income tax \
‘1iability. Instead of nine percent, the social cost of state borrowing \
at eight percent is roughly equal to nine percent divided by (1-ty), where?
tm 1s the marginal tax rate of buyers of state bonds. Even 1if tp is as \
low as 50 percent--and most studies conclude that it is higher, because
) state bonds appeal principally to the very wealthy——the social cost
| of borrowing would be about 17 percent.

3
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Figure 3
Estimate. - al Capital Cost 7..r 3ed,.
wy Type titution (1974 Dr: rs)
=i.aual Cost
e of Institution in 1974 D_liars
“i.h-Security Institution 3,712
:ed-Secu=itx Institution > 2,848
- -Security Institution 1,121

2,734

~zce: Estimated from constructior cost data for nineteen
recently built or planned institutions presented in
an appendix. See the text for details on estimating
techniques used.

In all of these estimates, average costs are assumed ro be
:onstant for different sizes of institutions. That is, there are
issumed to be no significant economies of scale. Stated another way,
it is assumed that large institutions are not more efficient than
smaller ones. Fragmentary support for this content:on is found in
3lock's analysis of California instituticns. He indicates that "based
ot 2n informal review of some capital appropriations information, it
"1 22rs thz? capital costs are proportional to output.”l But Block's

vsis oI onartial data on jail capital costs does not enable him to

2ct the vpothesis that there are economies of -:ale. There is no
..rong evidemce to refute it, but the assumption of constant avzrage
17FIs must te regarded as unproven.?-

lBlock, Scale Economies, p. 27.

2Mattick makes the argumefit that small jails have higher capital
costs per inmzte than large jails because of tha greater proportion of
"aicess capacity" required to handle peak loads ("Contemporary Jails,"
pp. 798-80C). Because all of the capital cost estimates derived in this
“zport assume institutfons are operating at design capacity, this
factor does not arise. It will, however, be discussed in the Stzndards
and Goals Project's summary report on criminal justice systems which
~ooks at planning for and cost comparisons between institutional-based
and other programs. : ' ’

Standards for segregating jail inmates (by pre- or post-trial,
type of security, and so forth), which lead to greater use of individual
cells in small jails, may be associated with economies of scale. See
Wayson et al., "Jail Standards Compliance."

51 -



Obviously, care should © . ~ in -~ _ ing these z2stimates

to ir iividual states. Ideally, = - strat - 2nd planners should
make direct estimates of capitz: .. : per .n—.ate year in different
types of instituticns, thus mak:  ’f unnece- .ry U2 use ~he infer-
ences and darivaticns in this r=p Howev. . corrections technole o
is b-oadly similar across jurisdi :tir-al boun.aries, and the capita‘
cost estimazes derived here shou: = differ -oo widely Zrom these
in most states. - In adjusting the -~  timates Ior their own use,
officials should take account of . al di:. ferences in constructic:
costs and other prices. Estimates 1ld 2l:0 be updated zo the
current year by multiplying by thz : .lo of .urrent price indices t
those of 1974. Where price indicz= __‘fer fcr ~various goods, as in
the price index for state and local ~ernmenz zonstruction and the
- (difZarent., index for other state - local gcvarnment purchases,
diffarent indices should be used qe dififer=ent cost components.
Ideally, lccal data should be use. - tead »f —ational ‘aggregates.
The overall methodology, :. . er, is transferable to any

jurisdiction for which adequate da.. .re availacle. The principal

analytical element in this chapter is the manrer in which an

annualized cdpital cost is estimated from lifetime capital expenditures.
In using a ten percent annual cost oI capital (or, alternatively,
estimating capital stock as ten times anauzl capital costs), it is
simply being recognized that capital expenditures on correctional
institutions require the use of capital funds t=:at alternatively

could be used for other public and private sect.or expenditures.

The changes envisioned and recommended in the Standards of the

National Advisory Commission require modification of institutions'
physical plants in many cases. Such state and local expenditures
normally require bond flotation, currently at interest rates of eight
percent and more. Were these funds not used. for corrections, they
could be applied to the cons*ruction of schools. hospitals or public
transportation systems, or management information systems, or a host

of other capital projects. Were they not borrcwed at all, they could
earn rates of return in other uses ranging from seven percent or =ore on
U.S. Government bills to ten to fifteen nercent on corporate stock. In

contrast to these rates of return, 30-y::r zmortization implies an
annual cost of about three percent. Tc zlculacze capital costs using
such an amortization rate only would z- - sly understate the long-run
jmpact of correctional systems on statz :ad _ocal budgetary expenditures.

STANDARDS FOR JAIL DESIGN

In evaluating the Corrections Rerort 's recommendations concerning
local institutional facilities, the pr->_ez zhat immediately arises is
that the Report's vision differs from currenz reality by so much that
the cuvrent characteristics and costs - jails are virtually unrelated
to the Report's Standards. For example, a _az=ge proportion of the
4,000~-plus jails are superannuated., Man a== overcrowded. Inmate.

~populations are heterogeneous, but differen= :lasses of inmates are
grouped together often without regard for age or legal status. Jails
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are alm:st ely _u 00 21, with few if o . rograms desigrad for
reinteg rac or r=hatll .zation. As a r: - ! point, szaff:qz is
often v onp :ssic 1 . at low ratios {f to inmates.

Un. - pres-.. “vositions. r ug Lf of all *ai inmates
are awaitir  2ithe- +— .- :nment or tri.! Correctiors :p -t, 1_k:
mar> cIaer :rces T - Trends excensive . *ion znd pret: 2. rele:is:
procrams tc ._ter ..:.s oroportion. But proportion o: pratriz_
detzineas dces not ::manze. or for those .ot i ses not releasa=d nde-
other progrem=, th. Rep-=-: recommends se..rv:a~ion from other irmates

and the avzilcbili- of - variety of sarvic- -ograms,l Operating
costs for n=w and :svpanial programs will be c-nsidered in part two of
this resorc. This s2cticn will concentraze or facility costs implici:
in the Repcr: s Stzmdards.

A iur .3diction planning a new jai. te  nform to the St_ndards
in the Report night star: with the 2ail c.st -scimate in figure 2 of
£27,342 per bed. The problem with using -his zstimate is that the
services and functions implicit in these or:*riction costs sur=1ly
conflict in at least some cases with the cz - 2sign implicit in

Corrections. The Repor: actually suppor: .. _::ft from more tradi~
Zional 5zils to local! institutions more ilike --ose classified as
"mixed institutions" in calculating capitsl ¢ . estimates in figures

2 and 3. Such local institutions are to ¥TO . ie more extensive intake,
diagnostic and prerelease services than jails. 2nd to serve a more
varied group of inm=tes, including some Tyr=2s ¢ offenders now in
major institutions who can be expezted to =anef-t from incarceration
closer to family anc¢ community ties.?2 TIf th: capital cost astimate
derivec from construction costs for six moxed institutions is used as
a starzing point, it is $28,480, slightly hi:cher per bed than the
$27,342 jail figure. The estimate for a fa2ilizy designed for Rhode
Island, described in detail below, is $20,-11, considerabl- lower

than the jail figu-rz.

1

According to .EAA's 1372 Survey of Inm-tes of Loc.l Jails,
pretri- | detainees ar: segregated from septcnce. inmat. ~ “n 1400
(41 pe:-_-ent) of the 3 .08 jails reporting. istice, Na:z. :'s Jails,

p. 6.

2
Fcr more inf-rmation on how izstituricns in the srandards and
Goa.: “rojz : sample were classified, see Zootnote a o0 —he construction cost

tab_« n the sppendix of this report. TFor sections of -—a= Zorrections Report
whizh suppe” . shift Zrom more traditZona’ jails to m—==ad (community-based)

institution::. s=ze the Introductory ter:t tu Standards oz 'Local Adult Institu-

tions" (Charzer 9), p==ticularly pages 281 thwough 288. S== also
Ronald L. Guildfarb, J=—1s: The Ultimste Giztto of the -Tizminal Justice
System {New York: Domtleday, 1975), Chapte- 8. Goldfar> advocates
"detention centers" with different "fuacti:n and archit=cture and
administration" from jails (p. 450; italics added)..
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0no itudy of tnae cost oI building a jail whose functions w uld
conforr tc thaose recormended by che Corrections Task Forcs has bes .

complec=: v the Plencing and Dasign Institute for Rhode Island.l

¢This fzzi. - is classified as a "oixed institution” in this repoct's
construsti.or cost estimetes.) The Planning and Design Institute fore-
sees thTz= aparate components 1I a correctional facilit:- serving chs
Zunctic=. -. the ja: !z envisionad by the Task Force:

An Intzke Service Center would provide a mix of
counseling, classification, anc medical services
similar to those recommended in Standards 9.4 ard
9,5 of Corrections.

A Community Correctional Certer would eccourage
w.munitv interaction with inmates, stimulate

ro_unteer parti:ipation, provide for service

jeiivery from czher agencies, and facilztate

visits from inmates' friends and relatives.

"Special problems, high security risk parso=s

and individuals on minimum security are removec

from this community co=rectional populazicn™

that is, the facility is designed to house sifsmders

able to interact with the civilian popu.atzcn.:

L A Partial Releaze Centar would provide res=dential
accommodations for off=nders in various stzges of
release to the populatzon. This function woulc
parallel that in Standard 9.9 dezling with jai:Z
programs.

The three types of correctional centers analyzed ty the Flanning

anc¢ Zzsign Institute all have different capital costs per bed. . Not

su -~ sing’y the mos= costly is e Intake Service Center, cue to the
15 . “‘agnostic ané¢ administrazis components of its function.-?

1 N

National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planniz and
+—hizecture. Planning and Design Institute, thode Island T --Deszzr
(C sampe-zn, Z11.: 7Planning and Design Institute, 1974).

~The PDI Community Correcti:ns Center is not pr=cisely a iaii,
‘n that its offender population mignt include felons as well as mis-
dsmeanants. But the discussion in the PDI report suggests that the
1.7ex8 of security, community involvement, and program availability
would coincide closely with those in the Corrections Standards and
other proposals such as Goldfarb's.

, ~‘Compare Goldfarb, Jails, p. 434: "To provide such services and
cire, th—s wing . . . must have new equipment and larger medical budgets
anZ the space and materials medical .employees nweal to work,"

P. 437: "The medical wing . . . would provide for tesspiizal wards,
gecrre individual rooms and Jormitories, interview :ziteas, physicians’
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Significzrtl less expensive p=- bded are the Community Correctional
Center == . Fzrzial Release Ceat=r. Capital costs For the three
facilit:zes: z-:= estima=zed =% zbcuz 323,000, $20,000, and $19,000 per bed,
respect: :1v =25 shovn in Zigurz 4. The fact that slightly wmcre zhan
half of .1 .il inmzzes ave expectzd tc be in pretrial dispesitions
resu. ts ... & zverage for 211 thre- ‘unc .ons cf appreximately $23,500
per =ad

.~iwuze of trhe moltople rol :s tha% jails arz envisioned to
ser- . 1n %: _orrections Renort, it is wcTth speciZying capital costs
separat=1l- Z:- these zhree Zunctio-:. Nc peripheral expenditures,
suc.' as 27 =cc2ss roads znd utilit..:s plants, are duilt into the
estimazss In figure 4. Tizither th Planning acd Dasign Institute
estimates uor those Zn figure 4 ir. _ude land acquisition costs.
Thus. thzsz estimates shculd be tascr as thoge ol co=mstructing a
new *ail “=z:11ity, to specsificatior: consistenr with the Corrections
Stan.iards. -n an exlsti-y site.

izure 4

Jail Functioms and Estimated Capitzl
CZosts Pe: Bed (1974 Doliars)*

In-zke servires, clasgificati-n acd

metria’ cetention 523,249
?:';:ceratian\(prima:ilt bwz not

‘1= .y m.sdemeanan:) $19,748

Pr-  :ad partial;release dormitry $19,185

e ©vzmiziemns $20,441

*E.zimetes for _$75 froz. 2 =tudy by the F :nring and Design
nz' .tuze 3ee text) have been c:’l:ted =0 1974 ¢ . 1lz—s using the
Grr ief_atcr for investment in nc-residential str —u—es for the
£ir:t gzarzer of 1975 (110.5, if %73 = 100), so .z1a=- these estimates
will be more closely comparable :. other 1974 dolliar =stimates in this
rep:rt,

cffices, mzdical laburatories, = wel  as office -pace for repre-
santativer of community program:
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The fact that “ne -lanned Rhode _slzad facility is estinated
tc be less ocxpensive tun zhe more trac .ziom.l jails surveyed does
qot indicare that the ail envisioned ia the Standards would be less
costlvy ¢t »ui'i than m .. jails dosigned to more traditional standards.
The PLI prcposal offer: owily cne observation, and does mnot include
lané acquisition costs -r other loczl Zactors that influence jail cost
and desiza. Neverthel.::z, this proposzi suggests that the cost of
complyinc with the Stamiz-ds for jail d=sigs may well be negligible
in view the very hi-- :apital costs :hzrzcteristic of more tradi-~
tionzl cilities.,

STANDAE. = TOR MAJOR INST. "JTIONAL F-CZILITIES

is difficulz t translats che Standards for major institu-
tione i~ zne Corre-tions -eport intc the context of contemporary insti-

tutionz_ iz2sion because T2 vision of +'- Standards bears so little
relation t- today's pracc..ce. The ¢ iz:.-is call for even highly
secu~ ¥ariliries to =& < ::ll, and .for --sm zo be located near the
commuziriss of —esidenz: .. cheir immari-z.. The physical design of
these imst-rtutions is . iinclude axtanszve us - of glass; decentraliza-
tion inco vary smal’ 1. .oz units oo 1P - - X0 inmates; facilities for
madical cave. racreiticn. ~s=l_gicus ziprssicm, education and industry;
and provismien for immates | Frivacs.  Inccvizual rooms (not cells) are

to De pr. . iiz:  corczitizmy 4t lemst 0 -quaTe feet of space.

ir ca=s of Zheir general th—.:z c-owzrd community correctional
zmx.e reductions in institu-

orograms, -2 Staniaris ivwviszon ax

riongzlized corwxlat=zons. For zha: —z==scz. they discourage the con-
structior I zny maw imrostutIons un.as. existing institutions are

listad zbr-—-=. Pri-ons ot cannct o= re<tructured to meet these
specifics: .ms shcu.d =-¢ opandonsd. 1Ir -ractice, the majority of con-
temporar- .=stitutions camaot meet zne: . Stzndards, if only because
they are ‘o-ated too f:r ~way from the: irzates' communities. (In

a2 survey .. 23 new ins:it:zions for mer agel found that they average
172 miles “rom their s-at:z" larges: c_ -es. are located in towns
averaging :=ly 9,97 -@sicants, and nou-2» inmates nearly half of whon
are mez: Tz of ethinic =i~orities 1) )

incapabl: = modif zz= i to zonfo-m wi:n the design characteristics

r _zdi~iorn e .s3Ixng fazil: -ie. often are wmuch too large and
mucn . .- c.. tc be .dswoidlia to the o c:ctions Standards. Only 20 of

113 mortmem secmwitw ——ztitations o:-zri.iing in 1971 were less than

ten years old. The z erase size of m=mse 113 institutions was 1,100
inmates, with some rz—girng up to 4,80U. Even many new institutions are
vars large. Th= new ins’ itutions v: sived by Nagel had an average size
of 770 inmates and the ¢ zht recent..y -uilt or planned high security
institurions in the Staz--xrds and Gaial: “roject survey have design
capacities aver=mging 79« :inmates.

-

lWilliam G. Hage , The New “ec¢ Barn: A Critical Look at the

Mozie™: aAmerican Jri:za | dew Tork: aike:- and Company, 1973), p. 48.

e
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For these reasons, implementation of the institutional design
Standards in the Corrections Report would require extensive new comn-
Struction, predominantly in new locations. The radical difference in
size, from rhe 750 to 1,000 inmates housed in even many new institutions
to the decentralized facilities totaling at most a few hundred inmates
that are proposed in the Report, wmeans that existing estimates of con-
struction cost are relevant only if capital costs per bed are unrelated
to the overall size of an institution.l This is discussed in the previous
section on construction costs, where it is concluded that there is no
evidence to refute the contention that capital costs per bed are constant
for different-~sized facilities. :

These findings permit the estimates in figure 3 to be used to
generate estimated capital costs for new state facilities that would
satisfy the Corrections Standards. For several reasons, state faci~
lities to be constructed are expected to be high-rather than low -or
mixed-security? institutions: E

] In lieu of large, isolated, low-security facilities
such as most of those now in use, the Standards
advocate small, decentralized'community correctional
facilities not properly described as "institutions."
(Halfway houses were analyzed in another Standards
and Goals Project report.) )

3 Many low-security facilities now in use are physically
less confining and more decentralized than more
secure institutions. Rather than new construction,
modification (at lower cost) is a viable option for
low-security facilities.

o

o Existing low-security institutions.are currently
under-used. The fact that some of these facilities
are incapable of conforming to the Standards there-
fcre does not generate an automatic requirement
for new construction, even if there is no reduction
in total inmate population. And only about 15
Ppercent of the institutionalized population 1is now

hcused in these institutions; the remaining. 85 percent
of the inmate population is in high-security institutions.3

lThe only size Standard in the;BEport‘adypcates-that "the
institution should be small enough to enable ‘the -superintendent to
know every inmate's name “and to relate personally to each person in
his charge." Correctionms, p. 355, SRR

2§i§ggusechrity isstitutions are discugsedjiﬁ'the'previous{
section on jail Standards. AR Y

3Correctiuns, P. 344. Estimates are baéed<on the 1971 Directory
of the American Correctional Association and a poll taken by the American
Foundation's Institute of Corrections, which contacted the head of
every state department of corrections. : : ‘
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Two factors suggest that the cost per bed of high-security
facilities complying with the Standards is likely to be no greater
than the average capital cost of the major institutions surveyed and
shown in an appenaix, despite the smaller “size of the institutions
recommended by the Standards. First, the Standards advocate placing
institutions. in community settings to increase community access and
reduce institutional size. In terms of construction cost, location
in communities has the collateral advantage of permitting institutions
to draw upon capital facilities already present rather than requiring
the construction of new utilities systems, housing for staff, trans-
portation access, and so forth. Although land costs are higher in
metropolitan areas, the small institutions suggested in the Standards
would not require large parcels of land to be assembled.

A related bit of evidence is the correctional proposal for

Rhode Island prepared by the Planning and Design Institute. The portion
of the Rhode Island facility intended principally to supplement com—
munity-oriented correctionsl programs with.a high-security facility

for the residual fraction of the offender population not suitable for
release has a per bed cost of about $20,000 in 1974 dollars. Nonethe-
less, the Rhode lzland proposal conforms quite closely to the institu-
tional design in the Corrections Report. Individual bedrooms are pro-
vided, with floor space of 80 square feet. Day rooms are planned for
each twelve inmates. Architectural commentary on the proposal makes it
clear that the Rgport's call for "provision of privacy, reduction of
sensory deprivation, and reduction in size of inmate activity spaces

to facilitate constructive inmate-staff relationships' has been heeded. -

The conclusion that follows from this comparison between current
replacement costs and new design costs is that small institutions con-
forming to the Standards appear not to be more expensive than large
facilities built in the mode of contemporary high-security institutions.
Since construction costs obvidusly vary widely among jurisdictions, the
average capital cost of $37,117 in figure 2 could be greatly abive or
below the a ctual experience of any particular state government. But
the evidence indicates that the cost of replacing outmoded institutions
with new ones should roughly be the same, whether the new facility is a
contemporary duplicate of the (large, highly secure, impersonal and
even dehumanizing) original or a departure from traditional design
along the.lines recommended by the Corrections Task Force.

lThe U.S. Department of Commerce publishes construction cost
indices by region (North, East, South, West) of the United States.
Although these indices apply to all construction activity, the bulk
of which is private, they can be used to supplement the national public
construction cost index. U.S., Department of Commerce, -Survey of
Current Business (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
monthly). ’ '
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CHAPTER III

OPERATING COSTS FOR CUSTODIAL AND

SUPPORT SERVICES

» According to the Corrections Report, staff/inmate ratios and
. qualifications are a major problem in corrections. 1In jails, "curren
patterns of jail staffing are sadly deficient. Amelioration of the
basic 1lls requires immediate action to provide enough trained and
qualified staff . . ."l Institutional staff are seen as overly
militaristic, poorly educated, and isolated from inmates by ethnic
differences. The employment of professionals from other discip. ines,
such as psychology and psychiatry, is viewed as too little to provide
adequate services to offenders.

The-Standards addressed in this chapter deal with staff quality
and size and the services oifered to offenders for reasons other than
"treatment" or ''rehabilitation." In other words, the analysis concerns
only those staff persons involved in custody and basic support "services
and doazs not cover 'program" personnel. The most important of the# o
specific Standards discussed are listed in figure 5. ’ )

Analysis of the cost implications of these Standards must be
related to operating costs (particularly persomnnel costs) associated -
with custodial and support services already being provided by institu-
tions. A set of estimates for such costs in state and local nonjuvenile
institutions is presented in the next section. Subsequent sections
discuss how Standards in the Report might affect such costs, nationwide
or for specific institutions. '

A FRAME OF REFERENCE: RECENT OPERATING COSTS FOR CORRECTIONAL
INSTITUTIONS '

Estimated operating costs per inmate year (in 1974 dollars)
for providing custodial and basic support services in state and local
nonjuvenile institutions are presented in figure 6. The estimated
$5,011 for support and custody for omne inmate for a year in a state
institution is over $1,000 greater than the $3,874 estimated to be the

- ¢y

Corrections, p. 301.
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Figure 5

Standards in the Ccrrections Report Related
to Institutional S:zaff

2.6 ‘ Medical Care
9.6 Staffing Patterns {(dn Jails)
11.3 Social Environment of {Major)
Institutions
14.1 Recruitment of Correctional Staff
14.11 Staff Development
‘\
\
x(
)
_Figure 6 \

Escimated Average Operating Cost for Custodial
and Support Services Provided by\Corractional
Institutions (1974 Dollaks)*

7

/_/ —~—

- Type of Institution
State Local

Type of Average Cost Nonjuvenile Nonjuvenile (Jail)
Wages and Salaries $3,381 ‘ $2,583
Fringe Benefits ' 507 ) 387
Other Operating Costs 1,123 904
All Operating Costs $5,011 $3;874

*Operating cost estimates shown here are associated with the
level and types of custodial and support services recently being pro-
vided by the nation's institutions. For more complete .information on
how these estimates were derived, see the text and figures -7 and 8.
These estimates are not intended to reflect the -costs of custodial and
support services for institutions meeting the Standards in ‘the
Corrections Report. .The text of this report should be consulted for
analysis of the cost implications of these .Standards.

[*3
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cost for the same service in a local jail. These-estimates are derived
from the most recent Expenditure and Employment data (for the 1973
fiscal year) published by LEAA and the Bureau of the Census. Special
allowances have been made to adjust for inflation since 1973, add
fringe benefits for institutional personnel and exclude costs not
associated with custody or basic support. More detailed information

on how the estimates in figures 6 were derived is presented in the

text which follows and in figures 7, and 8

Figure 7 presents the general methodology and actual numbers
used in calculating operating costs for custody and support for state
nonjuvenile institutions, Figure 8 presents similar information for
jails (local monjuvenile instltutlons) All expenditure data used in
deriving these estimates are from the most recent set of national
statistics collected by the Census Bureau and published with LEAA in
Expenditure and Employment Data for the Criminal Justice System, 1972-73
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1975). e

¢

. /
In the jail (local nonjuvenile institution) estimates, it was

necessary to include expenditures for all county and city institutions,
except those county institutions spec1fically designated as servicing
juveniles only, because of the way the data were collected by the

Census Bureau. It was also necessary to “assume that the ratios of
dinstitutional to noninstitutional local expenditure for smaller counties
and cities were the same as those for the largér counties and cities

for which more detailed data were presented to derive estimates of
institutional expenditures for smaller jurisdictions (as distinguished
from other types of correctional expenditure, such as that for probation).

By far the largest portion of institutional operating costs are
related to custody rather than treatment (rehabilitation). In California,
for example; staffing patterns suggest that the ratio of custody to
treatment expenditures/in institutions is about 5.3:1, so about 85
_percent of total operating costs are custody related. i In Maryland
‘and Vermont, partial evidence suggests that custody costs account for
about 90 percent of total institutional expenditures.2 The estimated
- proportion of .875 for custodial and support services in institutions
used in computing estimates shown in figure 7 was chosen because it is
bout midway -between statistics for California and Vermorit and Maryland
cited above. The .90 estimated proportion for custodial and support
services in jails similarly reflects analysis of staffing patterns, in
this case staffing patterns reflected in national data from LEAA's 1972
Survey of Inmates of Local Jails. (See figure 9 and the text surrounding
it for more ‘detailed. discussion of these jail staffing patterns ).

lFor California in Fiscal 1976 3,992 personnel man-~-years are
bUdgeted for- 'security," 1,056 for "inmate support,”" and 985 for .
treatment ‘California, Department of Corrections, Budget for the
Department of Health and Welfare, 1975, p. 775. RN

2Maryland Department of Public Safety and Correctional
Services, Five Year Plan (October, 1974); Vermont, ercutive Budget,
FY 1975

/




Figure 7

Derivation of Estimate of Operating Cost Per lnmate Year To Provide Custodial and
Support Services, for Inmates in State Nonjuvenile Institutions (1974 Dollars)#

T e e ——

—

Type of Operating Cost Amount in 1*

e e e e e e vme o

e e e ety & ey e o

T e o L eyt i

. ) , . ! ‘
Total Wages and Salaries ‘ -
Anhuql Payroll for Estimate of Proportion Allowance for Price
Nonjuvenile State X of Payroll Associated — Increases from October
Institutions (12 - with Custodial and 1973 to Calendar 1974
" October 1973 Payroll) ‘ Support Services
$632,400 (thousandQ) o 875 - 9 = . §589,8
Total Pryjfljgggjlts
Total Wages and Salaries { ‘Fringe Benefit Rate of ' ‘ : g
{from previoys calculation) " 15 percent
| ’ ‘ :
W $589,925 (thousands) X A5 o = § 88,4
N ) .
! Total Other Operating Costs
iTocal Direct Current Payroll Costs 'j Estimate of Proportivn | Mlovance for
|Expenditure for Non- (Annual Estimate: of Other Costs Associ-  Price Increases
| juvenile State Insti~ ~— Based o October| X ated with Custodial  ~— from Fiscal 1973
‘tutions in Fiscal 1973 Adjusted to and Support Services ' g Calendar 1974
| 1973 Fiscal 1973) o ’
o lTLON (thousants) —  (s12,000) (93] 875 ) = 51958
(thousands) : o —
Total Operating Costs o 58742
Operating Cost Per Inmate Year
Total Operating 6osts . Number of Tnmates in State Nonjuvenile Tnstitutions
~ (from previous calculation) ' on December 31, 1977
4‘ $874,278, 000 | — F174,470 = § 5,01

[ Y

*See text for sources and rat{onale. These estimates are for operating costs associated with services recently beit
by the nation's institutions, not those suggested by Standards in the Corrections Report.
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Flgure 8

Derivation of Estimate of Operacing Cost Per Inmate Year
To Provide Custodial and Support Services, for Inmates in Jaf}s (1974 Dollars)*

!

—

~ Type of Operating Cost | | Amount in ]

Total Wages and Salaries v

Annual Payroll for Estimate of Proportion Allovance for Price

Local Nonjuvenile X of Payroll Associated - Increagses from October
Institutions (12 x with Custodial and ' 1973 to Calendar 1974

October 1973 Payroll) Support Services.

$381,120 (chousands) X /.90 —~ 93 a3,

Total Fringe Benefits

Total Wages and Salaries Fringe Benefit Rate of
| (from previous calculation) X 15 percent ‘
W : ' | .
w $365,680 (thousands) X 15 = $ 54,6
| ' .
Total Other Qperating Costs i
Total Direct Current Payrol] Costs Estimate of Proportion -  Allowance for
Expenditure for Non- (Annual Estimate of Other Costs Associ- . Price Increases
juvenile Local Insti- -— Based on October| X ated with Custodial ~- from Fiscal 1973
tution in Fiscal 1973 Adjusted to and Support Services " . to Calendar 1974
1573 Fiscal 1973)
463,100 (thousands) —  ($%81,120) (.9%9) .90 ~ = s
- f ; (thousands) | .‘ —
' ' Total Operating Costs = $548,4
Operating Cost Per Inmate Year ‘ i
Total Operating Costs | o Number of Inmates in
(from previous calculation) + Local Jails, Midyear 1972
$548, 461 S~ 141,588 = 5 3,4

*See text for sources and rationale, These estimates are for operating costs associated with services recentgy bef
by the nation s institutions, not those suggested by Standards in the Corrections Report..
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Figure 8

Derivation of Estimate of Operating Cost Per Inmate Year
To Provide Custodial and Support Services, for Inmates in Jails (1974 Dollars)*

St Amount in 1974 Dollars
Estimate of Proportion Allowance for Price.
X of Payroll Associated — Increases from October
with Custodial and ) 1973 to Calendar 1974
* Support Services ’
X .90 — .938 = $365,680 (thousands)
les Fringe Benefit Rate of
ation) X 15 percent
X 15 = § 54,852 (thousands)
ts
Payroll Costs Estimate of Proportion Allowance for
(Annual Estimate] = of Other Costs Associ- _ Price Increases
~ Based on October X ated with Custodial —— from Fiscal 1973
1973 Adjusted to and Support Services " to Calendar 1974
Fiscal 1973) '
— (5381,120) (.939) .90 — .881 = $127,929
(thousands) . : (thousands) -
Total Operating Costs = $548,461
Year '
o Number of Inmates in
ation) . Local Jails, Midyear 1972
L = " 141,588 = 0§ 3,874

Frationale. These estimates are for operating costs associated with services recently being provided
ons, not those suggested by Standards in the Corrections Report.
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Adjustments in both payroll and other operating costs are based on
these .875 and .90 ratios for institutions and jails, respectively.

Because personnel costs are such a high proportion of total
operating costs of institutions, it is important that complete per-
sonnel costs, including fringe benefits, be included in institutional
cost estimates. This is particularly important for this Standards
and Goals Project report, since estimates developed here will be
used subsequently in comparing instituticnal programs with other pro-
grams (such a6 pretrial diversion and halfway houses) for which fringe
benefits will be included in personnel and operating cost estimates.

It is assumed that payroll expenditure data from Expenditure and
Employment covers payments to employees for sick and annual leave,

and holidays, since these benefits do come to the employee in his regu-
lar paychecks and are traditionally paid from payroll accounts. The
additional fringe benefit rate of 15 percent presented in figures 7

and 8 is to cover other fringe benefits paid for by employer contribu-
tions, such as their contributions to payroll taxes, retirement benefits
and insurance, which are specifically not covered in Expenditure and
Employment data. A 15 percent rate is slightly lower than the most
recent estimate of a 16.4 rate for the —onfa - zrivate economy in 1972i
and the federal government's estimated rate =i _5.0 for the same year.

The indexes used to inflate payr 1X anc¢ other operating cost

estimates from earlier periods (specifica’.l- Gctober, 1973, and fiscal
1973) to calendar 1974 dollars are derive: “rom the GNP deflator series

for purchases of state and local governme: ., prepared by the Bureau of
Economic Analysis of the U.S. Department Commerce. Like state and local
governrent as a whole, most corrections ¢xp nditures are for wages and
salaries, so this is the best index available. (Although there is a

separate index of state and local wages and salaries, it had not yet
been calculated for periods recent enough to be used in the Standards -
and Goals Project.) -

Inmate population statistics used to estimate average costs
are from the National Prisoner Statistics and the Survey of Inmates
of \Local Jails, 1972, published by LEAA and the Census Bureau, for
institutions and jails, respectively. The best estimates available,
to correlate with the fiscal year 1973 expenditure data, are the
December 31, 1972 estimates of adult and youthful inmates from
National Prisoner Statistics and the midyear 1972 estimate of jail
inmates from The Nation's Jails. Average daily population estimates

1Nonfarm and federal rates are.calculated from information in
U.S., Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, ''Changes in
Compensation Structure of Federal Government and Private Industry,
1970~72," Summary from Supplementary Compensation in the PATC Industry
Survey, Publication #419 (Washington, D.C.: Department of Labor,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1973).
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for the fiscal year covered would have been preferable, but a
national set of such statistics is not available.l

The source data do not distinguish between high~ and low-:
security institutions and so one set of estimates is shown for all
state. nonjuvenile institutions in figures 6 and 7. There wus also
no evidence in other sources reviewed to indicate that there were
any systematic variations in operating costs which could be
associated with the size of an institution, so the estimates in
figure 6 are also assumed to apply to & broad range of institu-
tional sizes,. )

Although there is no evidence that operating ~s vary
systematically with size, there is evidence that the range of
operating costs for institutions across and even within states is
rather large. The National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice
Plar=ing and Architecture recently survayed 13 inst=thtions contain-
ing —nmates in high security settimgs and found operating costs per
inmz=e ranging from $3,100 to $10,500.2 In Ohio, tke Department of
Rehezilitation estimated $4,659 in annual costs for incarcerating
a mz_e offender in fiscal 1973; bur after adjusting “or abnormally
high-cost operation in two cases, the residual estirate was $3,307
to $3,847 per year.3 A survey by the Bureau of Social Science
Research for 1971 indicated average operating costs >f $3,650,
with a very large variance; Vermont, Hawaii and Montana -had operating
© costs more than twice the average, and Texas, California and
Mississippi had costs less than one-third of the average.% 1974
budget data for Maryland show average operating costs to be $4,799
per inmate, varying from $8,800 in the Women's Institution down to
$3,637 in correctional camps,5 Also, according to the Planning
and Design Institute, the operating cost per offender in Rhode
Island was about $3,600 in 1974.6 The American Bar Association's

lThe population statistics used to estimate average cost per
inmate year for state institutions is slightly different from the
one used to project national expenditure requirements for different
actjvities, 174,470 as compared with 181,534, because in the latter
case the most recent statistic, rather than the one most closely
corrz=lated with fiscal 1973, was chosen.

2Letter to Neil Singer from John T. Duffin, National

Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture,
March 12, 1975. , '

3Ohio, Department of Rehabilitation, "Newsletter," n.d.

4Kenneth J. Lenihan, The Financial Resources of Released
Prisoners (Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc.,
1974), pp. 17-19. .

5Maryland, Five Year Plan,

6Planning and Design Institute, Pre-Design. ' 4ﬂ7l
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Commission on Correctional Facilities and Services estimated the
range of costs at $3,500 to $6,500 in 1974.1

There 1is no way to derive estimates from the sources
mentioned in the preceding paragraphs which are directly comparable
with the estimates shown in figure 6 (that is, estimates which
include fringe benefits and exclude services not associated with
custody or basic support). However, the range of estimates
described suggests that many states and particular institutions
{n many states are experiencing operating and personnel costs per
inmate year abqve and below the levels estimated in figure 6.

By far the greatest portion of operating costs for custodial
and szpport services are personnel costs, as the estimates shown in
figurs 6 illustrate. Wages, salaries and fringe benefits account
for a- estimated 77 per cent of institutional costs and 78 per cent
of ja:.> costs. Thus the analysis of cost implications of Standards
in the Corrections Report discussed in the remainder of this chapter
concerns two persomnnel-related topics--staffing patterns for correc-
tiona_ institutions, and selectirg and training correctional employees.

STANDARDS FOR STAFFING CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS

The preparation-and presentation of the following analysis
of the implications of” Standards in the Corrections Repcrt on
custodial and basic support staffing for correctional institutions

-has been complicated by the need to consider: :

2 General as well as specific thrusts of the Report,
such as the recommendation that there be increased
use of community-based institutions serving clients
in a mix of security settings and activities as
compared with the recommendation that there be at
least one custodian for every six inmates in local
adult institutions; and y ’

o Changes in existing institutions, as well as new or
greatly modified community-based and state institutions..

In order to incorporate these considerations in the analysis, this
section is divided into three subsections:

o Staffing Local Jails discusses how both specific
and general Standards are likely to affect the
staffing patterns and costs of existing local jails.

1 . )

Donald M. McIntyre, Herman Goldstein, and Daniel L. Skoler,
Criminal Justice in the United States (Chicago: American Bar
Foundation, 1974), p. 34.
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® Staffing State Instituticus analyzes how general
recommendations in the Report compare with staffing
patterns and costs of existing state instituticns.

® Staffing Commgqggy—Based Institutions presents staffing
and cost estimates for residential-based activities of
a community-based institution of the type proposed for

increased use in the Report.

. StaZffing Local Jails

According to the Corrections Report, local adult institutions:
should have "at least cne correctional worker . . . for every six
inmates in the average daily population, with the specific number <n
duty adjusted to fit the.relative requirements for three shifts"
(Standard 9.6, section 11). The term 'correctional worker" used in
this Standard refers to staff members who perform primarily custodial
roles, as the text following Standard 9.5 indicates that "correctional
workers should be supported by administrators, secretarial and main-
tenance personnel, volunteer workers, and a wide variety of profes-'
sionals as well as provide direct services when needed.”l The most
comprehensive and reliable information on recent jail staffing pat-

. terns, with which an analysis of the impllcations of these staffing
recommendations can begin, is contained in data obtained in the
1972 Survey of Inmates of Local Jails shown in figure 9.2

Inmate to staff ratios for different occupational groupings,
derived from " me uitals for ull jails shown in figure 9, are shown
in figure 10. Nationwide, o move from the existing inmate to custodial
staff ratio of 7.2/1 to the 6/1 ratio recommenmded in the Report would
mean the hiring of 3,866 additional correctiomal workers. If these
workers were paid the average salary for local institutional ,workers,
they would receive $10,982 ner worker, for a total annual salary
expenditure of $42.5 million in 1974 dollars.3 Approximately $345

lCorrections, p. 301.

2According to the LEAA Information and Statistics Division,
which worked with the Census Bureau on the design and publication of
information from this and the 1970 jail census, staff information from
the 1972 cencus 1s more complete than the 1970 data, because .an extra
effort was made to include all jail staff, not just those performing
custodial functions. Special care has also been taken in collecting,
this data to count only the time of sworn police officers spent in
correctional duties.

3The average salary for local institutional workers used here
is an estimate derived from October, 1973 payroll data shown in ‘the
1972-1973 Expenditures and Emglqyment volume. It includes an allowance
_for price increases from October, 1973 to calendar 1974, based on the
GNP deflator for purchases of state and, local governments;-‘

49.




Figure 9

Numbér o: Jail Emp .oyees, by Type . Gimployee and Size of Jail, 1972
Jails with Jails with Jails with’
Type of Employee All Jails Fewer Than 21-249 250 =t More

: 21 Inmates Inmates _ . Inmatas

Total Employees 44,298 12,127 15,837 16,334
Fulltime 39,627 9,570 14,218 15,839

Parttime 4,671 2,558 1,619 494
-Administrative 12,107 5,512 4,057 2,539
Fulltime 11,188 4,811 3,842 2,536
Parttime 919 701 215 3
Custodial 20,338 2,425 7,976 9,937
Fulltime 19,127 1,681 7,598 , 9,848
Parttime - ' 1,210 744 377 , 89
Clerical/Maintenance 7,439 3,058 2,105 2,276
Fulltime 6,673 2,465 1,953 2,254
Parttime - 766 592 151 22
.Academic Teacher 367 20 ¢ 181 166
> Fulltime < 177 9 45 123
Parttime 190 11 1346 43
.Vocational Teacher 2n9 36 93 80
‘Fulltime 144 1 55 71
Parttime 65 18 38 9
social Worker 487 88 169 229
Fulltime 321 45 91 . 185
Parttime 166 43 78 Y
Psychologi. - 137 22 s 64
Fulltime 69 5 18 45
Parttime 68 17 32 18
Psychiatrist 166 39 77 50
Fulltime - - 45 13 ©20 - 12
Parttime 121 26 57 38
Medical Doctor 1,063 354 417 ©293
Fulltime 366 109 140 117
Parctime ' 697 245 276 176
Nurse 747 86 213 448
Fulltime 592 bl 129 T422

. - Parttime ' 155 44 84 26
Other 1,239 487 - 500 : 252
Fulltime 925 372 : 326 227
Parttime _ 315 115 174 . 25

Note: Detail may not add to total shown because ofvrounding.
. o "/ ‘
Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, The Nation's
Jails (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1975), Table 12.
- 38 ~
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would be added (for salaries and fringe benefits) to the national
average operating costs of jails per inmate year. Based on the
statistics for different sizes of jails shown in figure 9, most of

the increase in correctional workers would be required in smaller jails.

Another recommendation in Standard 9.6 is that "law enforcement
. personnel should not be assigned to the staffs of local correctional-
centers." According to the 1972 census, all custodial officers in
approximately 43 percent of the local jails in the United States
reporting this information are sworn police gfficers; some are sworn
police officers in an additional 11 percent. Because these police
officers are included as jail employees in deriving the inmate/staff
ratios shown in - figure 10, in proportion to the time they spend in
custodial roles, this shift should not affect the staff or cost
estimates made here.2

The Corrections Report does not offer much guidance on target
ratios for other jail support staff positions. Its overall recommenda-~
. tions, however, are broadly consistent with those of the 1967 Task
Force on Correction's proposals in the area of staffing.3 Figure 11
presents the Task Force target ratios for various "non-treatment"
staff positions in correctional institutions. - '

Because the turnover in jails is higher than it is for state
institutions, it may not be possible to use as much inmate labor to
provide support services in jails. Therefore these targets may be
conservative, particularly for clerical/maintenance persomnel. Comparing
these targets with recent inmate/staff ratios shown in figure 10 suggests
a possible surplus of administrative personnel and a potential defdicit
in social workers (case managers) and medical personnel.

1U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, The Nation's Jails (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1975), Table 13. -

2Accordlng to LEAA and the Census Bureau, every effort was made
to include full or proportlonal payroll costs and employees time for.
police officers serving full- or part-time, respectively, in the estimates
of institutional expenditures in Expenditure and Employment (and in 1972
jail census statistics). Personnel and payroll costs associated with
operating fdcilities holding persons 48 hours or less are included as
police department functions in Expenditures and Employment and also have"
been excluded from the 1970 and 1972 jail censuses.

3 ‘ A.
U.S., President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra-

tion of Justice, Task Force on Corrections, Task Force Report:
Corrections (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1967),
pp. 95-98.

Sl
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Figure 10

Number of Jail Employees and Estimated Inmate/
Staff Ratios, by Type of Employee, 1972

Number of Employees Estimated
Type of Jail Employee (Estimated Fulltime Inmate/Staff
Equivalent)?2 Ratio?
All Employees - 41,962 3.37
Administrative 11,647 12.2
Custodial - 19,732 7.2
. Clerical/Maintenance 7{056 20.1
Social Workersd 404 . 350.5
Medical Doctorsb 714 . 198.3
Nurses® 669 : 211,6
Other® : : 1,739 ' 81.4

Source: The Nation's Jails. See figure 9 for data by size of jail.

aTo get an estimate of '"total" employees (fulltime equivalent), it was assumed
that parttime employees worked halftime, on the average.. No separate payroll
data for parttime workers was available for use in making a more precise estimate.

bSoc1a1 workers, doctors and nurses are 1nc1uded here as béing Primarily "support"
(non-treatment) staff. The small number of such personnel in local jails, relative
to the targets shown in figure 11 means that even if some of the personnel counted
here are now serving in "program’ roles in some jails, nationwide they would need

to be balanced by newly hired support personnel to reach the targets for non-

program services shown in figure 9.

“Includes academic teachers,, vocational teachers, psychologists, psychiatrists,
and other employees not included in other categories. - These positions are assumed
to be associated with "treatment" activities analyzed in this report under part

- two. Only custodial and support services are being analyzed in part one.

- 40 - .
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Figure 11

Target Staffing Ratios for Institutions

Custodial Personnel . 6/1
Case Managsrs' 150/1
Technicians and Service Personnel ' 50/1
Correctional Managers 36/1

Source: President's Commissioﬁ, Corrections (1967), PP. 95—98;

The statistics on employees for jails of different sizes, shown
in figure 9, suggest that the application of Standards for custodial
and support staffs in jails are likely to have the greatest impacts
on smaller jails. Ninety per cent of jail employees were either
administrative, custodial, or clerical and maintenance personnel, a
fraction that was stable among jails of different sizes. However, - -
in small jails (with fewer than 21 inmates),..fully 45 per cent of
employees were listed by LEAA as "administrative,” compared to only
25 per cent in jails with 21 to 50 inmates and 16 per cent in large
jails. Custodial personnel comprised only 20 per cent of staffing
in small jails, compared with 50 and 61 per cent in larger ones. ~Part-
time employees were 21 per cent of the staff in small jails, 10 per cent
in medium-~sized institutions; and only 3 per cent in large jails.
Because inmate data are not available by size of jail, it is not
possible to estimate inmate/staff ratios for jails of different
sizes. However, the data on staffing’patterns by size of jail
noted above, suggest that smaller jails would at least need to make
major reallocations of staff, by type of positionm, and probably also
some additions to staff, to meet target ratios presented in figure 1l.

The analysis presented in preceding paragraphs suggests that
the nationwide application of the target staffing ratios shown in
figure 11 would result in an increase in national jail costs (if the
‘jail population were held constant). However, a somewhat different
analytical technique based on the same set of target ratios, dis--.
cussed in the next paragraphs, suggests that the ‘application of such
ratios nationwide could actually reduce operating costs in jails for
custodial and support services. The analysis described in subsequent
paragraphs was initially undertaken to study the Report's possible
implications for operating costs of state institutions, but suggests
comparisons with local jails as well. (See figure 13 and related
discussion. ) : '
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Staffing State Institutions

The Corrections Report does not provide specific guidance as
o targets for any custodial and support staff positions in state
Znstitutions, not even the targets for '"correctional officers" recom-
mended for jails.,  However, the Report's recommendations here, as for
jails, are consistent with the 1967 Task Force's staffing proposals
which were also to be generally applicable -to—loeal and state insti-
tirions. The Task Force's inmate/staff ratios, shown in figure 11,
can be translated into a set of wage/salary expeuditure estimates
for a national system of "model' state institutions such as those
shown in figure 12. The system is designed to serve the same number
of inmates as were in state institutions on December 31, 1972. 1Inmates
are also assumed to be distributed among the states as they were at
that time. These characteristics of the national estimates, combined
with the adjustments of the estimates to 1974 dollars, make it possible
to compare the costs of these '"model" institutions with similar wage/
salary estimates for custodial and support services in existing state
institutions shown in figure 6. The most useful statistics'associated
with such a comparison are summarized im figure 13. -- ~ :

As shown in figure 13, the estimated per inmate year wage and
salary costs for the average state institution greatly exceed those of
an, average ''model" institution staffed according to the ratios pro-
posed by the 1967 Task Force.- They are $%,314 greater per inmate year.
Even jails (local nonjuvenile institutions), which are generally
assumed to be much further from being staffed according to recommended
patterns than state institutions, have estimated average- wage/salary
expenditures per inmate year which are $514 greater than those asso-
ciated with the "model." Thus it may be that a redistribution of
correctional personnel among existing institutions, rather than in-
creased expenditures for correctional institutions nationwide, may be
required to meet staffing targets. If, however, this redistribution
shifts many employees from states with low salary, levels relative to
the national average to states with high salaries, this too could
result in higher national expenditures.

In-addition to wage and salary cost estimates, figure 13 also
presents estimates of average operating costs for custodial and
support services for the '"model" and existing state and local non-
juvenile institutions. The average cost of $3,453 for the "model"
institution is not. tco far from the $3,874 estimate for r jails, but
considerably lower than the $5,011 estimate for state institutions.

Staffing Communi:y—Based Institutions

In discussing its target staffing ratios, the Corrections
Task Force notes that’ its custodial staffing patterns may be

=
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Figure 12

Estimated Wage/Salary Expenditures in 1974 Dollars for a National System
of "Model" State Institutions Following 1967 Task Force Guidelines

e e e

\‘E
Estimated Total
Patio of Average Annual Wages/Salaries
Tvae of Staf{ Suiher stafl/lnmagesd Ma e/Salarﬁi_ (thousands)
Custodial Personne] 29,078 1/6 § 9,084 §264,145
Case Managers® 1,163 1/150 9,738 11,325
Techniciaas and
service Personnel 3,489 1/50 10,054 ‘ 15,078

Correctional Hanagers 5,84 1/36 10,403 S04
M1 Custodial and T

- Support Services 18,576 L5 | §9, 757 §360,961

———————

.These (cost estimates are for a "model" system of state institutions serving the same number of inmates,
C174,470, as there were in state institutions on December 31, 1972, Only. the costs of custodial and support

services provided by correctional staff are estimated. For analvsis of the costs assoclated with maintenance
and support services provided by inmate labor, see the sections in part two on institutional maintenance

work and work experience in institutions, ' ' '

a ‘ " . :

Guldelines presented in U.S., Prosident's Comnission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, Task
Force om Corrections, Task FQEﬂijﬁﬂﬁliﬁiiJBKEEQEEiﬁﬂﬁv 1967, pp. 95-98.

bSalary estimates are based on state-by-state salary data for correctional and other state service positions
presented in State Salary Survey, August 1, 1973, published by the U.S. Civi) service Commission's Bureau of
Intergovernmental Personnel Programs, and payroll datain Expenditure and Fmnlovment Data (for fiscal 1473),
published by the U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and the U.S, Rureas of the Census. Data rrom

these two sources have been adjusted for inflation, the geographical distribution of inmates among state- cor-

rectional institutions and estimated proportions of staff having supervisory vesponsibilities, according to

" procedures outlined in more detail in an appendiz to this repore,

“At a ratio of 150 inmates per case manager, it is assumed that case managers spend most of their time handling
administrative matters rathers than being involved in intensive counseling services or correctional "programs. "
They are therefore included as part of basic support and management of offender costs, rather than as "progranm"

- Costs, for this set of .cost estimates,

dweighted average,
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Figure 13

Estimated Wage/Salavv Expenditures and Operating Costs for Custodial
and Support Services Per lnmate Year in 1974 Dollars, for a "Model" Institution
Following 1967 Task Force Staffing Guidelines and Existing State and Local Institutions

| Es:imated Custodial and Support Expenditure Per Inmate Year
- Type of Institution Wages/ Fringe Other Total
salaries Benefits? Costs Operating Co

————

"odel" with 1967 | '
Task Force Staffing §2,069° $310 §1,074° §3,453

Existing Local
Nonjuvenile (Jail)® $2,583 §387 S 904 $3,874

Existing State . .
Nonjuvenile ' $3,383 $507 : - 8L $5,011 -

Components may not add exactly to operating cost totals because of rounding.

aDerived from data in figure 12.

bFor sources and estlmatlng procedures for all estimates for existing state and local institutions she
thlb figure, see figures 7 and 8 and accompanving text,

cEstlmated -to be the same as for existing state 1nst1tut10ns after $39 per capita for payments to in
for work in institutional maintenance activities and $10 per capita for offenders' rights activities I
been excluded. (This exclusion has been made to avoid double- -counting when this estimate is incorpor;
in the cost estimates for proposed state and community-based institutions shown in figure 1 in Volume
this report.)

I :
dEstimated at 15 percent of wages/salaries.
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conservative, particularly for smaller institutions.l What this
implies is that there are cconomics of scale associated with the
custodial function in correctional institutions. However, the
limited research that has been completed or this topic te date is
inconclusive, and so the "model” estimites shown in figures 12 and
13 are assumed to apply over a broad range of institutional size.?

There is, however, a basis for expecting the '"'model" staffing
patterns shown in figure 12 to be conservative for custodial -and
support services provided in a low-security setting. This is based
on a comparison of the ¢stimates shown in figures 12 and 13 with similar
information for "halfway houses.” An exploration ¢f these differences
is important to this analysis because of the significance the Corrections
Report gives to the increased use of communitv-based institutions which
are to serve residents in a mix of high- and low-security settings.

Halfway houses usually serve between 15 and 25 persons in a
community-based, low-security setting. Sraffing patterns and associated
cost estimates from a separate report on halfway houses preparsd by
the Standards and Goals Project are shown in figure 14.3 Cost estimates
and staffing patterns are based on information from a sample of 30
houses throughout the country, selected to represent a mix of houses,
both geographically and by services to clients. Only staff o~ other
costs associated with custody and basic support services are included
in the cost estimates shown in figure 14. Rental (facility) costs
have also been excluded, to make the estimates in figure 14 comparable
with estimates for the Task Force "model" and existing institutions
shown in figure 13, which exclude capital (facility) costs discussed
earlier in chapter II[.

The estimated cost of custodial and support services for
halfway houses is considerablv higher than the same cost estimate
for the Task Force model, $4,935 per client vear as compared with
$3,453 per inmate year. Figure 15 shows how a "combination' operating
cost estimate, incorporating both Task Force and halfway house staf-
fing patterns, can be calculated. The proportions of .667 and .333
specified for those in high- and low-security settings, respectiveiy,
are similar to guidelines being used in planning new community-based
facilities. The estimated overating cost of $3,946 per client year
shown in figure 15 is the most appropriate estimate developed in

lPresident's Commission, Corrections (1967), p. 96.

2See Block, Scale Economies, for the most complete analysis
of economies of scale to date. HMattick finds conflicting evidence re-
garding scale economies in custodial and support serwvices (operating
costs) for jails. 1Illinois statistics tend to confirm the presence
of scale economies, whjle North Carolina data do not (''Contemporary
Jails," pp. 809-10). .John L. Mikesell finds some support for scale econ-
omies in jails in counties in Indiana with no cities over 25,000 popula-~
tion ("Local Jail Operating Cost and Economic Analysis: Scale Economies
in Local Jail Operation,' paper presented at the Southern Economic .
Association meeting, Atlanta, November 15, 1974).

3Donald J. Thalheimer, Cost Analysis of Correctional Standards:
Halfway Houses (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, Correctional™”
Economics Center, 1975). 5 9 :

.
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Figure 14

Estinated Staff and Average Operating Costs for Custodial and Basic Support Services
in the Section of a Community-Based Institution Which Serves Eighteen Resident
Clients as a "Halfway Houge"

| . Ratio of Estimated Total
Type of Staff Number ‘ Staff/Clients ‘Average Annual Wages/Salaries
| Wage/Salary
Correctional Managers 2 1/9 $12,640 $25,280 -
Counselors® .50 1/12 £,835 13,282
Technicians and Service .
Personnel 2 1/9 6,553 12,110

B ———

Total Wages and Sa -+ias  $§51,672

Fringe Benefite a¢ 435  § 7,751

_ Other Operating vos.: $29,408C

Total Operating Costs for Custodial and Support Services  $88,831

Estimated Average Cost Per Client Year  § 4,935 ”

-

- Statistics shown in this figure are taken from a separate Standards and Goals Project report on nalfway house
prepared simultaneously with this report, Staffing patterns and cost estimates are based on information col-
lected from a nationwide sample of 30 halfway houses.

"aHalfway House counselors perform functions associated with both case managers and custodial personnel in tha
Task Force staffing classification shown in figure 12,

In order to include only those staff members who perform custody and basic support services, the number of e
selors shown here is one less than the number shown for a sample house which provides "basic in-house service
(;() in the Standards and Goals\Project’s report on halfway houses. This is to allow for the amount of time house
counselors in such a sample house are devoting to personal counseling or employment assistance services, incl
as a part of an institution's "program" and therefore covered in this report under part two.
. Rental costs have'been excluded from this estimate, to make j: appropriate to add capital cost estimates to -
, operating cost estiuate, as is done later in this report,
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Figure 15
Estimated Average Operating Costs for Custodial and Support Services

for a Community~Based Institution Serving Two-Thirds High-Security
and One~Third Low-Security Resident Clients

- — Y

Estimated Average Proportion of
Type of Client Operating Cost Institution Weighted ¢
Per Client Year Clients
High-Security $3,453 667 52,303
Low-Security . $4,9352 1333 | 51,643

— s e
et .

Weighted Estimated Average Operating Cost  §3,946

*Based on staffing patterns, sources and estimating techniques shown in figures 12 and 13,

bBased on staffing patte{?s, sources and estimating techniques shown in figure 14.

62




Figure 15
stimated Average Operating Costs for Custodial and Support Services
for a Community-Baseq Institution Serving Two-Thirds High-Security

and One~Third Low-Security Resident (lients

e s e s g™

e et ettt e g e,

Estimated Average

Proporticn of
Operating Cost

Institution Weighted Cost
Per Client Year Clients '
S — e -
$3,4532 667 §2,303
$4,935° 333 §1,643

e
e e ety e,

Weighted Estimated iverage Operating Cost 43,946

T e e g b e,

&T1S, sources and estimating techniques shown in figures 12 and 13,

€Ins, sources and estimating techniques shown in figure 14,
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this analysis for use in estimating the cperating cost for custedial
and support services for residential-based activities in a community~-
based institution. In Volume I of this rveport, this operating cost
estimate ($3,946 per client year) is combined with cost estimates
discussed in other parts of this report (concerned with capital costs,
new and expanded programs, and so forth) to arrive at an estimate of
the criminal justice system public expenditures per client year
required to support a community-based institution's program.

STANDARDS FOR SELECTING AND TRAINING CORRECTIONAL EMPLOYEES

Historically, correctional employment has been restricted
primarily to males able to meet a variety of arbitrary requirements
for physical condition, education, and training. The Ccrrections
Report (Standard 14.1) recommends replacing these gqualifications with
job-related tests, particularly in order to broaden recruitment to
members of minority groups, women, and young workers. As with broader
recruitment ‘and more flexible requirements for parole officers, there
is no reason to believe that meeting these Standards would impose
additional costs on any jurisdiction. 1Instead, net benefits might
flow from the larger and more highly motivated pool of potential
employees eligible under broader standards.

The Standards also call for ongoing training for correctional
employees. Standard 14.11 on staff development, advocates 40 hours
a year of training of different kinds for all correctional personnel,
and an additional 60 hours for first—-year staff. The costs of com
plying with these standards have two components:

¢ Total staffing requirements are increased by the
release of roughly two per cent of staff time to training;2

° Corrections departments incur direct costs of the
training programs.

The first of these costs can be calculated fer any staffing
level and structure by a local or state government. The second cost
depends on the type of training involved. For most kinds of training,
financial support from the Law Enforcement Administraticn has been
available to defray or replace state and local expenses.3

lThe costs of activities which do not require "residency," which
may or may not be operated in conjunction with a community-based insti-
tution (community correctional center), are analvzed separately by the
Standards and Goals project. For analysis of these activitiez, see
discussion of parole costs in this report and other reports on pretrial
activities and probation and other community-based nonresidential acti-
vities. The findings of all of these reports will be brought together
in the Project's summary report on criminal justice systems.

240 hours is two per cent of the 2,000 hours a full-time
employee works per year. .

31n fiscal 1973, LEAA granted $900,000 to states for training
programs on a wide variety of criminal justice subjects (LEAA Apnual
Report, FY 1973). ’

61
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CHAPTER 1V
OTHER COSTS OF CUSTODY AND BASIC SUPPORT

From an economic perspective, there are many costs other than
the capital and operating costs discussed iu the previous two chapters
which are incurred by placing a person in the custody of a correctional
institution and providing for his or her basic support while s/he is in
the institution. The nature and magnitude of these costs is the subject
of this chapter. These costs are also referred to in subsequent chapters,
particularly when comparisons between the costs of parole and incarcera-
tion are being made. They will also be important considerations in
comparisons between institutional~basad and other programs in the Pro-
ject's summary report on criminal justice systems.

Costs discussed in this chapter are of two types:

@ Opportunity costs, such as foregone inmate productivity,
that are "side-effects" of incarceration borne by
society and uhie inmate;

® External costs for inmate services, incurred by public
or private agencies and volunteers outside the criminal
justice system.l

OPPORTUNITY COSTS

The economist uses the term "opportunity cost' to refer to
goods and services which are given up by engaging in one particular
activity rather than another. Topics covered in this section on
opportunity costs are treated as '"costs" because of the Standards
and Goals Project's general objective of identifying, and measuring
when possible, all of the costs associated with different types of
correctional activities. For certain analytical techniques applicable
to criminal justice planning, such as cost/benefit analysis, topics
examined in this chapter may be measured cn the "benefit" side of the
analysis.  For example, reducing the foregone productivity of correce-
tional clients may be included as a "social benefit" of a halfway

l . .
For more introduction to the meaning of the terms "external

costs' and "opportunity costs' see the section on the cost typology
used in this report in chapter I.

- 49 <
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house, when it is being compared to a state institution within a
benefit/cost framework. This distinction in no way makes it less
important to identify, and if possible measure, factors discussed

in this chapter as costs of incarceration. 1In fact, within the
Corrections Report itself, some of the opportunity costs examined
here, such as the stigma attached to being an ex-offender or family
disruption caused by incarceration, are included as major justifica-
tions for shifts from state to community-based institutions or other
non-residential types of correctional activities.

Because they are the types of opportunity costs about which
the economist has the most specialized knowledge and because they
are most frequently considered, foregone productivity and related
costs are analyzed first in this section. A brief identification and
analysis of other types of opportunity costs follows.

Foregone Productivity and Related Costs

Most inmates, if they are employed at all, are employed in
occupations for which they do not use their most productive skills
and/or are paid at lower rates than they would have been, had they
not been in prison or jail. From society's perspective, this means
goods and services which are not produced and taxes which are not
paid, and sometimes additional support for an inmate's dependents.
From the inmate's perspective, it means a lower income.

Based on their education and occupational levels, Singer
estlmated the potential productivity of adult inmates in state and
federal institutions to be approximately $8,038 per inmate in 1972.
He also estimated that over half of the potential productivity of
inmates in these institutions was not being utilized in productive
activities. Assuming that approximately 25 percent of total pro-
ductivity was being used in institutional maintenance and ahother
33 percent in prison industries, vocational training, and work
release programs, Singer's data can be used to estimate that the
foregone. productivity of labor in state and federal institutions
in 1972 had a value of $911 million natlonally, or over $4,380
per inmate year.

1

lNei‘l M. Singer, The Value of Inmate Manpower (Washington,
D.C.: American Bar Association, Correctional Economics Center,
November, 1973), p. 11. Sing=2r also notes that further adjustments
for racial characteristics of inmates would reduce this productivity
estimate by about $1,062 per inmate. Since such adjustments may
reflect social and monetary factors rather than real productivity
differentials, they are not included in estimates in th;s Teport.

2These two estimates assume that the time of the 33 percent
of the inmates in prison industries, work release, or vocational
training is worth an average of $5,000 per inmate year, rather than
the full potential of $8,038, based on other statistics associated
with these activities (such as participation of less than eight
hours per day). 2 s
. S o ()b

’
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Comparing participation rates underlying Singer's earlier
estimates with information presented later in this report, some of
which was not available at the time Singer's work was completed,
suggests a higher estimate of foregone productivity may be justified.
The 33 percent estimate for participation in prison industries,
vocational training and work release is consistent with estimates
for existing state institutions discussed later in this report.1
However, ten rather than 25 percent of the inmate population
productively employed may be sufficient for performing institu-
tional maintenance.?2 Adjusting for this difference would raise the
foregone productivity estimate for 1972 about $1,200, to approxi-
mately $5,587 per inmate year.

Because jail inmates had slightly different educational and
occupational backgrounds, Singer estimated the potential productivity
of adult inmates in jails to be approximately $8,349 in 1972. He
also estimated that a somewhat smaller proportion, perhaps 20 per-
cent, would be required for institutional maintenance and that very
few inmates were participating in prison industries, work release
or vocational training, so that the foregone productivity of jail
labor in 1972 approached 75 percent of potential productivity. Using
the $8,349 estimate, this amounted to $6,262 per inmate.

Comparing participation rates underlying Singer's earlier
data with information reviewed for and presented later in this
report suggests that ten percent of the jail population could
productively perform institutional maintenance work and that, on
the average, it is reasonable to assume that the proportion of
inmates currently participating in work rel=ase or vocational
training activities in jails is so small that it can be ignored
in an average (national) estimate of foregone productivity.3 There~
fore a slightly higher $7,514 per inmate year may be a better esti-
mate of foregome productivity in jails in 1972, using the earlier
Singer data and technique.

. Not all of the productivity loss discussed above ($5,587
and $7,514 per inmate year in 1972, for state institutions and
jails, respectively) can be counted as an opportunity cost of
incarceration. Inmates would actually produce less if they were
to seek employment in the private econocmy, because of unemployment

A 15 percent participation rate for vocatiomnsl training
is discussed in chapter VI. Adding 8 percent for prison industries
(chapter VI) and 10 percent for work release (chapter VIII) leads
to a total of 33 percent. .

2See discussion of instiﬁutioﬁal maintenance work in
chapter VII.

3 . - s
The most important source used in arriving at this .
conclusion was Mattick, "Contemporary Jails." _ —

6.7 . :
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rates which are particularly high among the socioeconomic groups from
which they come. A set of foregone productivity estimates for 1974
which account for unemployment in 1974 and inflation from 1Y72 to
1974 can be calculated using Singer's technique. The components for
and the results of such a calculation are shown in the estimates fer
state institutions and jails presented in figure 16. A 15 per-

cent rate of unemployment is assumed because of the high rates for
groups with socioeconomic characteristics similar to theose of inmates.l
Foregor= productivity is estimated at almost $2 billion nationwide,
$946 —:i lion for state institutions and $972 million for jails.
Forezc-: productivity per inmate year is estimated at $5,212 and

$7,125, for state institutions and jails, respectively.

The only other national statistic against which the genersl
magnitude of these estimates can be checked is a set of -inmate reports
on their own incomes prior to incarceration, from LEAA's 1972 Survey
of Inmates of Local Jails, discussed in the paragraphs which follow.

Responses of inmates to the following question from the 1972
survey are tabulated in figure 17: ‘

What was your total income during the 12 months
before you were imprisoned for the present offense(s)?

Because of the wording of this question, the income reported by inmates
could have come from either legal or illegal sources. It could also
have been earned or unearned (unearned income, such as welfare or
unemployment insurance payments, should not be associated with pro-
ductivity loss), and before or after taxes (before taxes is preferable
for productivity estimation). WNo procedures were included in tke
survey to check any of the reported amounts for accuracy. Thus this
amount of reported income can be considered only a very rough approxi-
mation, but is useful for comparison with the estimates discussed above
since it is the only national data on inmate incomes available.

Based on the response statistics shown in figure 17, a weighted
average estimate of previous income for jails inmates has been cal-
culated at $3,453.80. An inflation factor is then used to bring the

1See footnote b of figure 16 for more details on the basis
for using 15 percent. :

B 2U.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Survey of

Inmates of Local Jails, Inmate Questionnaire, p. 7, question 45.

3Foregoing income gained from illegal activities repfes;nts an

‘income loss to the individual, but not a productivity loss to gociety,

according to procedures for measuring national productivity accepted by
economists. In particular, the business of crime is specifically
not included in estimates of the U.S. Gross Natdional Product.

63



rigure 10

Estimated Foregone Prodactivity Associated with Incarceration
in State Institutions and Jailsy Per Inmate Year and Nationwide,
if Indate Unemployment Would Have Been 15 Percent (1974 Dollars)

State Inetitutions' ] :

A. Potential Productivitv Per Inmate Year (Assuming Znro

Unemployment)® _ . $ 9,150
. . N “
B. Unemployment Allowance (A x .lS)b : $ 1,473
C. Allowance for{lnmate Employment in Institutional
Maintenance Work (A x .10) ) - . § 915
D. Allowance for Inmate Involvement in Prison Industries, ! '
Vocational Training.and Work Release (85,000 x .33) $ 1,650
£ .
E. Estimated Foregone Productivity Per Inmate Year
[A- (B+C+D)] . . § 5,212 -
- . . .
F. Estimated Foregone Productivity, Nationwide : , '
(E x 181,534)¢ . $946,155,200
Jails : L "
A. Potential Productivity Per Inmate Year (Assuming Zero
Unemployment)® . % 9,500
. ~
B. Unemployment Allowance (A x .15)P $.1,425 \

C. Allowence for Inmate Employment in Instituticnal R N .
Maintenance Work (A x .10) ‘S 950
CD. Estimated Foregone Productivity Per Tnmate §eer
[A - (B+ C)] . “§ 7,125

E. Estimated.Foregone Productivity, Nationwide -
(D x 136 388)¢ : $971,764,500

v
. . . . -
. ~

See the text of this report for ‘the rationale undeflying this estimating technique
and specific numBers not covered in the: footnotes below. . J

8This estimate is based on occupational backgrounds and educational levels’

-  of inmates, ‘and is derived by Anflating an eerlier eetimate fronxSinger Value of”
Adult Inmate Manpower (p. 11) to 1974 ‘prices. The total ‘GNP deflator estimated N
by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the U.S. Department cf Gommerce is’ used to
get from 1972 to.1974 price levels (1972 = 85.5. 1f 1974 = 100): .+ * - .

bThe unemployment rate if April, 1974, was-4.3 percent of all workera and
8.3 percent of nonwhite workers, according to the U.$. Bureau of Labor, Statistics. ™
[U.S. .Dgpartment of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract.of the
United States, 1974 (Washington, D.€.:- Government Printing Office, 19747, hTable ]
555.] Because young nonwhite workers, the group from which many “inmates com: , had
even higher unemployment rates, the higher rate of 15 percent is.used in deriving
the foregone producrivity estimates shown in this table. (Becauw2 the 4.8 and 15
' percent unemployment rates used in deriving these estimatee seemed very low to one
reviewer, a telephone call was made te the Bureau of Labor Statistics in January,
1976, to obtain more recent, revised unemployment estimates for calendar 1974. s
Unemployment rates were estimated at 5.6 and 9,9 percent, -for all.and nonwhite workers,
respectively. Differences between these and the earlier {April, 1974] figures did
B . not seem large enough to justify lasst-minute changes in the estimates.presented in this
table, which are.only first approximations of productivity loss because of data limita-
tions associated with all of the variables used in the egtimates [discussed in the
text].) . B )

- CSee the paragraph in chapter I on population statistics used in national
estimates, for information on the source and use of this statistic.

- 53 -
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Figure 17

Reported Ihcome of Jail Inmates in Year Prior to Incarceration, 1972

n

- Income Percent in Midpoint in Welghted

Range Range Range Compq

§ 0 - § 999 29,4 § 450 $
$1,000 ~ $1,999 15.6 $ 1,500 §
§ 2,000 - § 2,999 11.7 $ 2,500 §

§ 3,000 ~ $ 3,999 10,1 | § 3,500 §

§ 4,000 ~ § 4,999 - 8.8 $ 4,500 §
§5,000 ~ § 5,999 6.9 § 5,500 §

§ 6,000 ~ §$ 7,499 6.5 § 6,750 $

§ 7,50 - §9,999 5.1 $ 8,750 §
$10,000 ~ $14,999 4,2 : $12,500 §
§15,000 ~ Over 1.7 ©§15,000

100.0 (1974 dollars)®
| - (1974 dollarg)?

_ Source: U.S., Department of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Adminietration, National Criminal
Informaticn and Statistics Service, pre~publication statistics from the 1972 Survey of In
Local Jails. - “

e first weighted income estimate of §$3,452.80 (1971 dollars) 1s based on previous.

reports of inmates in jail in mid-1972, Therefore the median point in time during which such inc

_was received was probably in the last half of 1971. Other Standards ‘and Goals Project cost estima

have been calculated for correctional activities taking place in calendar 1974, Associated with i

in jail in nid-1974 would be previous income received mostly in 1973. However, an accurate forego

income estimate should measure not what a person received before he was incarcerated, but what he

have received had he not been incarcerated. Therafore the GNP deflator used to bring the estimate‘

income received in 1971 up to income which would have been received in 1974 is 83.1 (the indexwfor

- 1f 1974 = 100), This index is for all components of GNP, since inmates ‘could have received income
public or private activities before incarceration, :

bRecause §15,000 is counted as the bottom and top of its income range, this weighted
[IR\}C’ lightly underestimated. '
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Figure 17

Reported Income of Jail Inmates In Year Prior to Incarceration, 1972

—————

T W Py o il o ottt vemcisig

Percent in Midpoint in Welghtad Average

Range Range Coxonent
99 29.4 § 450 $ 132,30
99 15.6 $ 1,500 § 234.00
99 11.7 $ 2,500 § 292,50
39 10.1 $ 3,500 § 353.50
)9 8.8 $ 4,500 3 396.00
9 6.9 $ 5,500 § 379.50.
9 6.5 $ 6,750 § 438,75
)9 5.1 § 8,750 § 446,25
9 4.2 $12,500 © o §.525.00

1.7 $15,000b 255.00°

100.0

(1974 dollars)? $3,452.80
(1974 dollars)® $4,154.99
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estimated 1971 income up to an estimated foregone income per inmate

of $4,155 in 1974. ~Allowing for ten percent of jail inmates to be
productively employed and assuming that the $4,155 income estimate is
an approximation for inmate productivity, the jail productivity loss
based on this set or statistics can be estimated at $3,740 per inmate
year ($4,155 times .10). The previous incomes reported by many inmates
were associated with considerable unempioyment; only 57 percent of the
inmates were employed at the time they were incarcerated, according to
the survey. :

- Some of the $3,385 difference between these two different
estimates of ‘productivity loss can be explained by lower earnings
(income) for nonwhite workers which are not necessarily associated
with productivity differentials. These would reduce the actual in-
comes report by nonwhite jail inmates, who were approximately 44
percent of the inmates at the time the survey was taken, and would
also reduce the average for all inmates by about $1,000.2

Another possible explanation is that unemployment prior to
1ncarcerat10n was even higher among 1972 jail inmates than the 15
percent assumed in deriving the foregone productivity estimate
using 1974 unemployment rates. Unemployment in 1971, when the
incomes reported were being received, was somewhat higher for all workers
than in 1974, 5.9 as contrasted with 5.6 percent, but the .ame, 9.9 per-
cent, for nonwhite workers. Thus such a difference can not explain the
large gap remaining, after allowing for the earnings (monetary) dif-
ferential of perhaps sliightly over $1,000 per inmate.

One other comparison suggests that the unemployment rate
used in estimating productivity loss (15 percernt) is not too far off.
A rate of 15 percent (almost three times the national average) is
almost as relatively high as the unemployment rate of thre% times the
‘national average which. Pownall found for parolees in 1964.

U.S., Department of sttice, Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration, National Criminal Justjce Information and Statistics
Service, pre-publication statlstics from the 1972 Survey of Inmates
of Local Jails.
2As explained earlier, such earnings differences were speci~
fically not taken into account in the potential productivity estimates
for this report, because the intent of this section is to measure the
value of society's loss of goods and services in real terms, not the
monetatz loss of inmate income. Singer estimated that adjustments
for racial characteristics (more-specifically, that approximately 40
percent of the inmate population was black) would reduce the earnings
estimates for all inmates by about $1,062 (Value of Inmate Manpower,
p. 14). °

3See discussion of Pownall's study in the section on gate'
money” in chapter VIII.

-~
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Unemployment for parolees would include any "stigma" asso:-iated
with beirg an ex-offender, while about half of the jail inmates are
pretrial (of course, some will have previously been convicted of
crimes).

Based on all of the above, which is the only information
available at this time to estimate the foregone productivity cost
of incarceration, an estimate of $5,000 per inmate year, slightly
less than but close to the estimate for state institutions shov. in
figure 16, is used in subsequent sections’of this report in which
the estimated costs of incarceration, including foregone productivity,
are compared with expected parole costs. Changes in the unemployment
rate (which can be expected to have more dramatic imapcts on less
skilled workers, including most inmates), or changes in the composi-
tion of the inmate population, will require revisions in foregone
productivity estimates. Foregone productivity estimates for
particular states will also be substantially different from the
national average, if the state differs much from the nation as a
whole as to unemployment, socioeconomic characteristics of its
inmate population, or how inmates are currently being used in

Productive activities within state institutionsdér jails. \

In addition to foregoing the products derived from an
inmate's labor, society also incurs other costs related to an
inmate's loss of income. Loss of inmate income means a loss to
society in both federal and state taxes. The state tax loss in
Texas, for example, was estimated at $75 per inmate year .in 1970.
A feasibility study for paying fair wages in South Carolina cor-
rectional industries estimated that if inmate workers were to be
paid $2.50 per hour, or $5,250 a year, the state could expect to
receive $100 and the fedeval government $500 ir. taxes. 2

Another related cost to society is any increase in state
support of the inmate's dependents resulting from incarceration.
The Texas study estimated that 21 percent of the inmates' families
received Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and AFDC
payments to ipmates' families were estimated at $271 per inmate
year in 1970.3 To this should be added the costs of other forms of
public assistance received, such as Medicaid and Food Stamps.
Actual opportunity costs to society associated with incarceration

lRobert Frazier et al., Incarceration and Adult Felon
Probation in Texas: A Cost Comparison, Criminal Justice Monograph
"IV, 3 (Huntsville, Texas: Institute of Contemporary Corrections and
the Behavioral Sciences, 1970), pp. 31-38. T

2Rbbért L. Sanders, Jr., "Correctional Industries Feasibility
~ Study," Correctional Industries Association Newsletter, October, 1974,
pP- 5.

%Tazier et al., Incarceration and Adult “Felon Probation,.pp. 31-38.

!'13
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would be equal only to the cost of public assistance to inmates'
families added to the welfare roles subsequent to the breadwinner's
incarceration. (The Texas figures discussed above are total, not
added costs.) For example, a California study found that all but a
small percentage of the many inmates' families on welfare had been
receiving public assistance -before the inmates' incarceration.l
This opportunity cost to society also may not be as high as one
would expect because many inmates in U.S. jails have no dependents;
only 43 percent did have dependents in a 1972 survey. When asked
if dependents they had supported were now on welfare or receiving
public assistance, 42 percent of these inmates said yes.2

Other Types of Opportunity Costs

Not all opportunity costs are easily quantified, or measured
in terms of dollars. The price of discriminating against ex-offenders
seeking jobs, the disruption of the inmate's family, and some of the
" crimes committed by ex—offenders are among phenomena associated with
the opportunity costs of custody incurred by society which are at
this point unquantified. 'Similar costs of custody borne by the
inmate include any stigma he or she suffers as a result of incarcera-
tion and losdes of Jeisure time.

That there is discrimination against the employment of ex-
offenders is well documented.? Society pays a price or opportunity
cost for such discrimination. The magnitude of this cost is deter-
mined, in -the language of the economist, by the degree to which the
value of an ex-offender's potential marginal productivity exceeds
the marginzl cost incurred by his or her actual employment.4 This
opportunity cost to society is thus raduced if the ex-offender

lSerapio R. Zalba, Women Prisoners and Their Families,
California Department of Social Welfare and Corrections, June 1964,
p. 61, cited in Community Programs for Women Offenders: Cost wind
Economic Cousiderations (Washington, D.C.:  American Bar Associatlon,
Correctional Economics Center, June, 1975), p. 22. ’

“Pre-publication statistics from LEAA's 1972 Survey of
Tnmates of Local Jails.

3See American Bar Association, National Clearinghouse on
Offender Employment Restrictions, Laws, Licenses and the Of fender's.
Right to Work (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, Commission
on ngiectional Facilities and Services, 1973).

For more detailed economic analysis, see Gary S. Becker,
The Economics of Discrimiuation, 2rd ed. (Chicago: Chicago
University Press, 1971). '
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produces less than the average employee, or requires more training than
the average job~seeker, or when the employer incurs more than the
average risk in employing ex-offenders.

Another cpportunity cost . is the disruption of the family that
occurs when one member, especially a parent, is incarcerated. To the
extent prisoners' marital difficulties result from being incarcerated
and deprived a normal conjugal relationship, this cost is borne by the
individual. To the extent prisoners' children get into conflict with

" the law or have school problems at ga higher rate than would have

occurred had there been ng family disruption, this cost is borne by
society. The maladjustment of children of the incarcerated is espe-~
cially evident for children whose mothers are incarcerated. A study
in Los Angeles, for example, found 50 percent of the children had been
Separated from one or more of their siblings when their mothers were
incarcerated.l When the disruption of the family necessitates placing
the children in state homes either because there is no one to care for
the child or because the child of the inmate is a delinquent, society
incurs a measurable opportunity cost. Texas, for example, estimates a
cost of $54 per inmate year to care for inmates' children.2 As in the
case of other state aid to inmates' dependents, only the incremental
cost can be counted here. For example, the costs of institutionglizing

‘the inmates' delinquent child is an opportunity cost of the inmate's"

incarceration only if the child's delinquency was subsequent to and
associated with the parent's incarceration.

, Society bears yet another Opportunity cost measured in terms
of crimes committed by ex-offenders. Their recidivism is a cest of
custody to the extent that it can be blamed on their jail or Prison
experience. Two theories suggest incarceration leads to future
crimes. One is that jails and prisons are schools of crime in which
the cffender learns techuiques, makes. contacts and plans future
crimes.3 The second is the labelling theory: ex~convicts are
stigmatized, denied legitimate means of income, and so are forced
into a subcultyre of crime.™*. Difficultieg in measuring thig

lDonald P. Schneller, "Some Social and Psychological Effects

-of Incarceration on the Families of Negro Prisoners," American Journal
——=:-tan ~Journal

of Corrections (January—February, 1975):  29-32.

2 .
Frazier et al., Incarceration and Adult Felon Probation.,

: 3Peter Letkemann, Crime as Work (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice~Hall, Inc., 1973), pp. 122-729.

See A. K. Cohen, "The Sociology of the Deviant Act: Anomie
Theory and Beyond,' American Sociological Review 30 (1965): 5-14;
D. Matza, Delinquency and Drift (New York: J. Wiley, 1964); and
C. Wertman, "The Function of Social Defintious in the Development
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opportunity cost arise because of the unreliability of recidivism
rates and the lack of data on recidivism reduction associated with
non-custody sentences (for example, to a halfway house).

The stigma of being an ex-offender is not the same for all
individuals who have been incarcerated. On one hand, the average
white middle class ex-offender is often ostracized by some of his or her
peers and all ex-offenders to some extent suffer from this stigma
when they attempt to get legitimate work.l On the other hand, within
minorities and certain subcultures the stigma of being incarcerated
was Socially acceptable among middle and lower class blacks because
incarceration is accepted as a type of racial discrimination and as
a part of being black in America. And among '"rounders,' the indi-
viduals committed to an illegitimate life style, prison experience
provides position and status.

Since an inmate's leisure opportunities are restricted, there
is an cpportunity’cost to that individual equal to the loss in value
(to that individual) of his or‘her leisure opportunities. In th=
language of an economist, the opportunity cost to the individual is
the loss in utility, that is, in satisfaction which would have been’
derived had leisure opportunities not been restricted. Providing
recreational and other leisure time services to inmates reduces
this opportunity cost of individual leisure time. '

EXTERNAL COSTS

One of the major thrusts of the Corrections Report, expressed
in many individual Standards,-is the encouragement of and increased
reliance on the use of social-services provided by non-criminal justice
agencies and volunteers. To the extent that such recommendations -are
implemented, external costs will become an even more significant
component of the costs of correctional programs than they are at the
present time. It is therefore essential that cost analysis of the
Report consider what such costs are, or might be if the Standards
were implemented, as well as how they can be measured.

of Delinquent Careers,'" in Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency
and Youth Crime, U.S., President's Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice (Washington, D.C.: Zovernment Printing
Office, 1967), pp. 155-70.

1
Robert Taggart, :[II, The Prison of Unemployment: Manpower
Programs For Offenders (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1972).

2Schneller, "Social and Psychological Effects," pp. 29~32.

3Letkemann, Crime as Work, pp. 37-40.
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If the following services to inmates or parolees are provided
by agencies outside the criminal justice system or by volunteers,
eXternal costs are incurred:

° Medical care provided by the public health service
or by volunteer physicians;

e  Recreational activities such as picnics and-softball
games sponsored by a Rotary organization;

® Educational services such as literary training by
volunteers or preparation for the Graduate Equivalency
Diploma by the local public school System;

e -Programs that match inmates or parolees wit’ citizens
cn the outside to provide needed companionship and to
facilitate reentry into society;

° Treatment and counseling required by inma*2s cr parolees,
but provided by the criwinal justice sys' -, such as
drug treatment, alcohol treatment, marriusge counseling, .
and so forth;l :

° Religious services sponsored by local churches.

~Most of the above examples relate to institutional or parole
Programs rather than custody or basic support and so are related to
topics discussed in part two of this report. Medical services, however,
are an example of a potential external cost that is a component of cus-
todial and support services. If medical services are provided to
Prisoners by the public health service or on a voluntary basis br
Private physicians at no expense to the criminal justice system, the
medical services are external costs. The costs of public health
services which can justifiably be allocated to custody or basic

Support will depend on:

° The extent to which prisoners would have used public
health facilities if they had not been incarcerated;

® The extent to which public health services must be
adapted to meet special needs of the incarcerated; and

° The extent to which public health services for the
general public are reduced 'qualitatively because of the
demands of the prisoners.

lFor a discussion of guch costs, see Ann M. Watkins, Cost -
Analysis of Correctional Standards: Pretrial Diversion (Washington,
D.C.: American Bar Association, Correctional Economics Center, 1975),
Vol. T1, pp. 49-55, and information from an on-~going LEAA study at
Pennsylvania State University entitled "National Jail Resources Study."
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The value of medical services provided by volunteer physicians
can be estimated in two ways. TFirst, the physician's time can be valued
at the rate the imstitution would pay for such services absent volunteers.
Alternatively, the physician's services can be valued in terms of the
actual expenses they bear for such items as travel to and from the
institution and supplies, plus the cost of recruiting and any special
training and supervision provided to volunteers,® However, training,
"supervision and recruiting of volunteers are external costs only to

the extent that they are performed by non-institutional personnel.

The choice between valuing the inputs or valuing- the outputs of

volunteer services depends upon the supply and demand for the services,
both from the viewpoint of the institution and of the volunteer. In

this example, medical services for inmates are something the institu-
tion wants; such services are dear in the market place. The physicians
volunteering are likely to be donating professional time they would
otherwise use to treat paying patients. Thus the first way of estimating
the imputed value of the outnut would be preferable for this example.

In a 1972 study of correctional volunteer services using both
methods of valuing the services, inputs to voluntary programs were
estimated to cost between $0.10 and $0.25 per volunteer hour for
material support {printing, mailing, travel and so forth) plus $1.00
to $1.50 per volunteer hour for staff supervisicn, for a total of °
approximately $100 to $150 per year per volunteer. The_value of
velunteer services measured by outputs is more dependent upon the
type of service rendered than upon the skills of the volunteer (a
person may or may not be utilizing the same skills he was using in his
regular job when s/he does volunteer work):. For example, in a program
of volunteers for juveniles, the cost of services ranged from $2
per hour for tutoring to $30 per hour for psychological consultations.

lSee Ivan H. Scheier et al., Guidelines and Stanaards for the
Use of Volunteers in Correctional Programs (Washington, D.C.: Derart-
ment of Justice, Law Enforcement Acsistance Administration, August,
1372), pp. 135-50.

2Ibid., pp. 136-39, 149. 73
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CHAPTER V
PAROLE COSTS

Standards related to basic management of parolees are analyzed
in this chapter. They include Standards related to the composition of
parole boards and their staffs, the qualifications of parole caseworkers .
and the use of functional workload systems in providing parole super-—
vision. Standards related to new and expanded programs for parolees,
such as those dealing with increased access to community services and
increased stipends (‘'gate money') are deferred to chapter VIII of this
report. Parolee rights are discussed in chapter X.

STANDARDS FOR STAFF QUALITY

Recommendations in the Report dealing with parole staffing
refer to both the compositicn of parole boards and staffs and the
.qualifications of parole caseworkers. Standard 12.2 on parole authority
personnel recommends: ' ’

® Academic training in fields related to parole board
functions,

) Fixed six-year terms,

° Compensation equal to that of the judiciary, and
) Professionally trained examiners.

futher than fixed caselcads and qualifications for parole‘caseworkers,
Standavd 12.8 suggests:

o  Workloads related to different categories of parolees, '

® Education equal to a bachelor's degree for parole
cofficers,

® Promotion and career ladders for less well~trajned

personuel, and

® Recruitment of ethnic minorities and ex-offenders.

- 63 -
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_ About one-third of all parole boards have part—-time members,
and eight states have specific requirem=nts for membership. In terms
of 1974 prices, salaries range from about $45,000 for chairmen and
$41,000 for associate members, down to about $15,000. The median for
chairmen and associates is about 523,000. Some parole boards supple-
ment their members with hearing examiners who are empowered to decide
most cases and are paid around $25,000. In addition to the salaries of
board members and hearing examiners, parole board expenditures include
the costs of staffing board functions with clerks, caseworkers, and '
secretarial staff. The fraction of total parole board expenditures
consisting of board members' salaries can vary from nearly 100 percent
(in Colorado) to less than 20 percent (in California, where members
are only 15 percent of the Adult Authority'emplqyees)r.l

Most states that use hearing examiners appear to meet the
Staw irds +: aling with their qualifications. The composition and com-
pensation of parole boards, however, varies considerably among states.
The Report calls for a three- or five-member board, meeting the quali-
fications listed above and paid according to standards for judges.
Taking judicial salaries to be $33,000,“ the annual members' salary
cost of a'five-member board would be $165,000. Additional board
employees needed to support the work of a full-time board might result
in an average board's expenditures reaching $400,000. Judges' salaries -
vary among states, of course, so high-income states should expect higher
costs of conforming to the Standards.

On balance, the additional costs of structuring parole boards’
to conform to the Standards seem likely to be low compared to the gain
from more consistent and informed parole policies. 'The annual cost of
incarceraticn is currently estimated at $9,439 for state institutions
(in 1974 dollars).3 If a state now has a part-time parole board costing
$200,000 per year, it should expect to break even financiallly if a
full-time board costing an additional $200,000 is aple to shorten 127
inmates' terms by ounly two months each.% Apart from the improved

lCalifornié, Department of Corrections, Budget, p. 778.

2In 1974-75, the average judicial salary for 50 states and
the District of Columbia was $33,266. In'calCUlating the total budget-
ary costs of both current parcle boards and those conforming to the
Standards, states should expand the numbers in the text and in current
budgets by fringe “unefit costs. Taking ‘fringe benefits to be 15 per-
cent of salaries 1l xds to the conclusion that judicial personnel costs
averaged over $38,000. See Council of State Governments, The.Book
of the St ‘es, 1974-75 (Lexington, Ky.: Council of State Governments
1974), table 4.

3See figure 1 in Volume I of this report.

4This is a long-term, break-even éomparison, since there is a
capital cost component in the estimated cost of incarceration.
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quality of parole grant decisions that should accompany a full-time,
professionally qualified board, a full-time board can simply hold
hearings more often and thus release inmates (who are '"ready") ‘earlier.
(In most jurisdictions, hearings are held by either the .ull board cr

a majority of members, rather than by examiners.) Since the Standards
recommend no more than 20 hearings per day (Standard 12.3) and most
boards appear to hold 15 to 25, improved decisions in 127 cases per
year seems to be a very modest expectation. In practice, parole boards
hear many more than 127 cases. 1In California the annual number of
hearings is 50,000. These large numbers arise because boards hold
revocation as well as grant hearings; improved decisions in both

cases can reduce incarceration costs.

For parole officers, the education and experience recommenda-
tions of the Standards conform to current practice in most states. The
basic requirement is for a bachelor's degree, to which some states add
a year of graduate study in the social or behavioral sciences or
equivalent professional experience. Relevant experience can be in
teaching, counseling, or personnel supervision 1 To the extent that
the Standards are not met by current parole officer personnel, the
probable reason is that standards promulgated by other organizations,
such as the American Correctional Associat on, permit experience to
substitute for education.?2 1In some cases, experience elsewhere in
corrections is considered to be" adequate training for parole officers;
for example,  the California: system encourages the transition from '
prison officer to parole caseworker. .

Promotion ladders and salaries generally appear to be con-
sistent with the quality of personnel desired, although pay schedules
are rather compressed compared to other occupatinns. 3 Training
specific to the offdcer's duties is usually encuuraged, either by
specialized courses offered by parole departments cr by graduate-level-

lInternational Personnel Management Association, Pay Rates in
the Public Service (Washington, D.C. International Personnei
Management Association, 1974).

ZSee American Correctional Associatiun, Manual of Correctional
-Standards (College Park, Md.: American Correctional Association, 1969},
p. 121. '

3In 1974 prices, entry-level parole officers can expect to
earn $9,500 to $12,200, and senior parole officers (with more than two
years of experience) have average earnings of-$11,7¢0 to $15,200. The
ranges among the states -are somewhat wider. 1In 1973, for example, the
range of entry-level salaries was from $5,554 (Puerto Rico) and $6, 996
(Wyoming and Kentucky) to $13,996 (District of Columbia) and $13,406
(New York). See U.S., Civil Service Commission, State Salary Survey,
August 1, 1973 (Washington, D.C.: Civil Service Commission, Bureau
of Intergovernmental Personnel Programs, 1973). :
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study in the social sciences or, occasionally, law. Parole officers’
ethnicity is rarely a condition either for employment or fer assign-~
ment to individual offenders {(althcugh more selective assignment could
conceivably improve the cperation of parole). Ex-offenders usually are
diequalified because of educaticral deficiencies, if for no other
reason.

The cost of implementing the Standards dealing with parole
officers appears to be minimal. Salaries are competitive with those in
other occupations requiring similar education and training, and the
education and training demanded by most states is substantially in
conformance with the Standards. Expanding recruitment to broaden the
ethnic diversity of parole officers, or introducing new career ladders
to open the door for ex-offeuders, would not increase the costs of any
parole staff of constant size. (In fact, there might be some budgetary
savings if beginning salaries for ex-offenders were lower than for
officers on the standard career ladder.) The benefits to the state
and society-would be of two kinds: - . o .

P}

e By broa’sning the pool of potential parole cfficers,

the state would be able to upgrade the competence
of its parole staff. ' '

] Some benefits might accrue from more seiective
assignment of officers to offenders, particularly
if based on ethnicity or common experiences (in -
the case of ex-offender parole officers). These
benefits cannot be quantified, but the possibility
of receiving them at no cost offers a reason for
states to implement the recommendations of the
Corrections Report.

s

STANDARDS FOR PAROLE SUPERVISION - /‘

In calling ggr a "functignél workload .system'" that would result
in different parole officer caselcads for different categories of
parolees, the Correctiors Report cites as a model the Work Unit
Program in the California Department of Corrections. The basig for
the Work Unit Program is the classification of parolees into three '
types, according to their previous histories and base expectancies of
success on parole. Different categories of. parolees then are assigned
to parole officers with some recognition of the fact that pa.olees in
different classifications place different demands on the officer in
terms of supervision. Specifically, special siipervision is credited
at 4.5 work,units per case; regular supervision.is counted at 3 work
units per case; aud conditional supervision, for parolees who require
a minimal amount of officer attention, is credited at 1 unit per case.
The target numver of work units per officer is 12C. A parole officer
with only regular cases thus would have a target caseload of 40. In
fact, work units per officer are slightly fewer than 120, and the
effective caseload accordingly is slightly less.
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The Work Unit Program has been in operation for ten years, but
it still applies to fewer than half of all parolees. Part of the
problem is that the program is expensive in terms of officers' time, .
compared to caseloads under conventional parole of 100 or more. To
justify this added expense, parolees assigned to the Work Unit Program
often are those with low probabilities of success on conventional

" parole. California data indicate that the percentage of prison
returns under thes Work Unit Program fell steadily from 1965 through
1970,, but has turned upward since then, perhaps as a result of the
"labeling' aspect of assigning parolees to ‘the program.l

) Against tie higher cost of such high-intensity parole super-
vision should be placed the cost of incarceration. Annual operating
costs per inmate (excluding capital costs) are roughly eight times as
large as the cost per parolee un the Work Unit Program, according to
the Califo~nia Department of Corrections.? Not included in this calcu-
lation are <he costs of incarceration that do not appear in the budget

- of the Department of Corrections: the inmate's lost income, compared
to what he could earn on parole; the added cost to society of supporting- -
his dependents; and perhaps additional taxes paid by the parolee.3 The
overall cost of incarcaration clearly is much greater than the cost of
even an intensive par«.e supervision program.

Nonetheless, intensive supervision is justified:only if it
produces better results than conventioral, high-caseload parcle.

* "Better" is usually taken to mean "fewer parole-revocations' Of new
offenses,'" and by that standard the evidence is’ conflicting. The
problem is that the standard for revocations varies among parole,
officers and parolees.  In some cases, closer supervision gives the
officer more opportunity to’ catch the parolee in'violations. In

<

lPlacing parolees in the Work Unit Program ''labels" them as
:ndividuals for whom comnventional parole is. unlikely to work. They
thus are subtly induced tu view tiiemselves as unlikely to succeed on
parole, and their supervisors similarly are encouraged to view them
as subject to higher probabilities of revocation. In practice,
parolee return rates fell in Califcrnia from 25 to 30 percent annually
‘through 1964 to 9.7 percent in 1970, but rose after that and.had
reached 14.8 percent by 1972.

California, Department of Coqrections, "Work Unit Parole
Program,' Memorandum, Sacramento, Ca., 1974. '

3See chapter IV of this report.

13

4qu a cost model of probation programs leading to estimates
of cost pér probationev similar to the parolee cost estimates-in. ..
the text, see Frazier et al., Incarceration and Adult Felon Probation.
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others, the officer is better able to help the parolee avoid situa-
tions that could result in revocation. Studies to date provide
neither clear support nor refutation for the proposition that
intensive parolee supervision represents a productive use of
resources compared to coaventional programs.l

An additional complication in analyzing the financial implica-
tions of. parolee offenses arises from the possibility of parole perhaps
resulring in revocation. One cost, difficult to quantify but foremost
in the minds of correctional administrators, is the cou. of crimes
commi.tted by parolees. Quantification may be possible if -roperty
crimes are involved. 1In addition to the social cost of ofrenses,
parolees can impose budgetary costs on corrections departments or other
government agencies related to their rearrest and recoaviction. Even
if new crimes are not committed, the budgetary gains of parole can be
lost if technical offenses lead to parole revocation.

Under these circumstances, -state departments should compare the
budgetary costs of incarceration with the expected-costs of parole.

The expected costs are the sum of:

° Caseload costs associated with the parole grant
hearing and parolee supervision; -

° Quantifiable costs of offenses multiplied by the
probability of parolees committing offenses including
costs of 'police and court costs of rearrest and
reconviction; and

. ]

@  The probability of revocatioén multiplied by the

‘budgetary cost of expected reimprisonment.

It is clear that the expected parole costs are greater than caseload
costs alone, but the magnitude of the - -difference depends .on individual
states' parole procedures and experiences.

Despite these inconciusive results, advisory groups such as the
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice regularly call for small caseloads and intensive supervision.

-The reason seems to be common sense applied to statistics about parole

officers’' use of their time. ‘According to a study of federal parole

. officers, each of the 80 or sc parolees comprising an average caseload

can expect -~ven minutes per week of supervision.?2 Even more startiing,

N ~

) M. G.ANeithercutt and D. M. Gottfredson, Case Load Size Varia~
tion and Difference in Probation/Parolee Performance (Davis, Ca.:

1

National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Researcﬁ:Cencer,\l973);
R. M. Carcer, D. Glaser, E. K. Nelson, Probation, and Parole Supervision:
The Dilemma of Caseload Size (Los Angeles: University o7 -Southern

California, Center for the Administration of Justice, 1973).

2y.S., Federal Judicial Center, '"Probation Time Study," 1973.
(Mimeographed.) : '
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only about 2 third of that time--two or three minutes per week--can be

in the form of face-to-face contact. Parolees who require less intensive
supervision than weekly meetings still would average only a ten-
minute interview each month. Similar findings result from a study

of Georgia parole officers with average caseloads of 100, who average
eight minutes per week in supervision of each parolee.

+ These studies suggest that conventional parole is largely a
random process in terms vf the impact of supervision on parolee
success. Compared ro these time allocations, the intensive Work Unit
Program would provide about 30 minutes per weck for supervision of
"special'' cases, and 20 minutes per week for "regular' cases. Although
the case for intensive supervision compared to conventional parole is
unproved, the tremendous gap between the costs of incarceration and
those of even intensive parole supervision provides a strong justifica-
tion for sharply reduced average caseloads. The call in the Corrections
Report for flexible caseload assignments is meaningless at current
conventional caseload levels.

For s correctional system currently operating prisons with
average costs and conventional parole programs, the ratio of average
cost per inmate year to average cust per parolee (based on the California
data) probably is in the neighborhood of 20 to 1 or 25 to 1. Reducing
parole officer caseloads to permit the sort of flexible workload assign-
ments recommended by the Report would roughly triple parolee costs,
reducing the ratio of inmate to parolee costs to, 7 to 1 or 8 to 1.

Even ignoring the non-budgetary costs of incarceration, the discussion
in this section implies that high parole of ficer caseloads are a poor
way for a correctional department ;b save money, compared to the

potential cost savings resulting from lower instirutional populations.

1 .

Susi Megathalin, Probation/Parole Cas~ioad Review
(Atlanta, Ga.: Georgia Department of Offender :=habilitation,
1973). . .
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CP*PTER VI
EDUCATION AND TRAINING WITHIN INSTITUTIONS

Academic and vocational education in jaile and prisons has
been the subject c¢f analysis and exhortation for many vears. At the
conclusion of a 1927-28 survey of all American prisons and reformatories,
MacZormick concluded: o

Not a single complete nnd well--osunded educational
program, adequately financed and staffed, was
encountered in all the prisons in the country.l

He also noted:

NHo prison in the country has a program of
vocational education worthy of the name and ir
no prison is the industrial and maintenance
work definitely organized to provide vocational
training. :

Fort:~five vuvars later, the Corrections Report is reiterating

‘the call for educational and vocational training in jails (Standard.9.8)

and majovr institutions (Standard 11.4). Unlike the case with some other
Standards, those dealing with education and vocational training are
quite specific. In education, "particular emphasis should be given to
self-paced learning programs, packaged insftructional materials, and
utilization of volunteers and para-professionals as instructors."3

In vecational training, "werk sampling and tool technology programs
should be completed before assignment to a training program" and 4

" ‘lass size should be based on z ratio of 12 students to 1 teacher.”

1 : .
Austin H., MacCormick, The Education of Adult Prisoners

(New York: National Society-of Pennl Information, 1931), p. 38.

2
Ibid., p. 100.

Corrections, p. 304.
zo-rections

“Ipid., p. 369.

-7 -
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In practice, institutional education and training progr-ms
appear to be deficient rather than nonexistent.l 1In 1966 the National
Council on Crime and Delinqu-ncy found that 88 percent of all adult
institutions offered academic education, and 70 percent reported making
some effort at vocational training. 1In all, 893 academic teachers and
761 vocational instructors were employed.2 The National Prisoner
Statistics report that 32,000 inmates, or approximately 15 percent of
the prison population, were involved in vocational training as of .
mid-1972.7 Taggart nctes that formal vocational training was offered
by 55 institutions enr-lliag 5,000 inmates.# The difference between
these estimates may r-,1"t from the prevalence of informal traini . or
from the blurring of . nes between "academic and vocationzl educution.
Of the institutions or: ° ,; vocational programs funded under the Manpower
Development end Trainiug ..ct (MDTA,, only thre - percent did not also
provide academic education. But these programs were not pursued by
a majority of inmates, and the number of participants fell as the
level of education rose.

SECONDARY EDUCATIUN® '

Standards 9.8 and 11.4 of Corrections call for educational
programs to be available to a:l inmates of jails and major institutions.
The need for such programs is well-documented. According to the 1970
Census of Population, for example, 75 percent of prison inmates and
70 percent of jail inmates had less than a high-school education. Forty-
one percent of prisoners and 37 percent of jail inmates had no education

— i —

1 .
See Sylvia D. Feldman, "Trends in Offender YV :ationa' ai.c

Education Programs: A Literature Search," Washingtor, D.C., U.S5. Office
of Educetion, Grant #O0EG-0-74-92064, n.d. (Xeroxed.)

2 .
President's Commission, Corrections (1967), p. 183.

JU.S., Department of Justice, Bureau of Prisons, National
Prisoner Statistics: Prisoners in State and Federal Institutions for
Adult Felons, 1272 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, n.d.).

4
Taggart, Prison of Unemployment.

SIbid., p. 50.
6Services_provided by activities discussed-in this section
are called ''secondary" education because their ultimate objective
is to help students secure General Educationail Developmen: (GED),. or
high school equivalency) certificates. Some stude .ts parv.cipating
will not have completed elementary school.
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past elementary school, and 25 percent in each category had less than
an eighth-~grade education.l

The issue is not the need for providing basic education nor
the importance of offering it to all inmates. Instead, the level of
provision and the cost of educational services are at issue. The
Report recognizes, for example, that:

A major educational effort requires attention to
cost, which will be higher than in the regular
educational system owing to technical expertise
required, additional training, and use of learning
laborator‘=s and skill centers.

In contrast, the 1966 NCCD survey found an average of one teacher per
225 inmates.3 The 1975-76 California Department of Corrections budget
provides one teacher per 269 inmates.# These statistics are not
indicators of class Size because most inmates do not enroll in academic
programs. Nonetheless, the California budget implies a student to

‘teacher ratio of 76 to one.5 In Texas, the student to teacher ratio

is even higher at 125 to one.®

Ratios as high as these obviously preclude much student-
teacher interactiou in the educational process. In public elementary
and secondary education, in contrast, class sizes of 25 or 30 students
are generally felt to be the maximum beyond which the quality o educa-
tion deteriorates rapidly. There is some evidence that class size
must be even smaller if education is to be effective for the populations
of educational system dropouts, slow leayners, and culturally disad-
vantaged inmates often found in jails and prisons. At the Draper

"Correctional Center in Alabama, significant student attainment has

been frund with intensive basic educaticnal programs, teaching machines,
and s student to teacher ratio of 12 to one.’

lU.S., Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Persons
in Tneg+itucions and Other Group Quarters (Washington, D.C.: Government

Priar,;” Office, 1973), table 24. .

.2Corrections, p. 370.
3Pregidentrs'Commission, Corrections (1967), p. 183.

4Califofnia, Denartment of Corrections, Budgét, p. 776.

5
Ibid.

6Texas, Educatio:n igency, Report of Accreditation Visit,
Windham Schools, January 2--24, 1973, p. 4.

' 7John McKee, The Draper Pfqiﬁct, MDTA Experimental and Demonstra-
tion Findings, No. 6 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1973), p. 24. . . :
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The more usual practice is to spread the available resources
over the existing student population. The student to teacher ratio of
125 to one in Texas obviously would create unmanageable classes, so the
student population is broken intn groups of 25, each of which is taught
one day per week.l The result 1. that students receive six hours weekly
of instruction rather ghan ten and have a week to "unlearn'" the school-
ing that they receive.”

Near the other end of the prison education spectrum is Florida,
where over 35 percent of the inmate population was enrolled in education
programs as of 1970.3 This high p.rcentage apparently resulted from a
special effort to improve educational programs beginning in 1968. The
number of academic teachers was increased to 77. and the addition of
vocational instructors, librarians, and many other professional positions
raised the number of educational staff positions to 133. But the local
inmate population in 1970 was 8,250, and 2,900 inmates were enrolled in
academic programs. Class size therefore was still 38, and the number
of inmates per clas room teacher was over 107. Even this model program
cannot be considered to provide adequate levels of staffing or funding
for academic educatiomn.

As an indication of expenditure levels on institutional basic
education, the Zalifornia budget for 1975-1976 proj «t.. outlays of
aprroximately $45,000 per staff-year, up about ten .%. “ent since 1973
due to price inflation.% Obviously the bulk of this amount is instruc-

" tional salaries, but perhaps half is allowances for materials, support
staff, and instructional equipment. The cost: per student for the
California system is about $600 per year, % ..ch also is up about- ten
percent from 1973 levels. This amount is roughly half of expenditure
levels in public secondary schools.

As the Corrections Report recognizes, however, the cost of
educating inmates should be higher than the cost per pupil in uormal
academic environments.? The class size in the apparently successful
Draper experiment is less than half of that prevailing in most public
schools, one-third the Florida level of 1970, one-sixth the California
level of 1975, :ad one-tenth the Texas level of .1973. The use of

Texas Education Agency, Accreditation Visit, p. 4.
, =

5
Ten hours per week is the amount of instruction Zn the

Draper Correc*ional Center Project.

3 )
‘Data in this paragraph are from Albert R. Rgberts, Sourcebook

on Prison Education (Springfield, I11.: Charles C. Thomas, Inc., 1971),

pp. 51-56. -

o . 4Calif0rnia, Department of Corrections, Budget, p. 74.

o

5Corre.ctions, P- 3707

.
8 by
.
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cezching machines in the Draper project and the presence of a college
student aide for each claszroom instructort suggests that the cost
per staff position at Draper was at leas. equal to that in the
California system, or $40,000 to $50,000 per teacher.

Based on the foregoing comparisons, it secms clear that
effective academic education in a prison or jail environment is a very
costly proposition. A cost of $48,000 per teacher and an average class
size of 12 implies a cost per student of 4,000 per annum. Coupling
the fact that the basic Draper course lasted only six months with the
estimate that 1t may take the average inmate two courses to prepare
for the GED {see subsequent discussion of the bernefits for these
activities) makes this $4,000 per vear an appropriate cost estimate
for the tenure of one participant (on the average).

Using the Flcrida statistic of 35 percent participation as an
effective maximum and allowing for some participation in earlier or
subsequent years, a participation rate of 25 percent was selected for
use in deriving the ccst estimate shown in figure 18. Total national
expenditures are estimates! at about $182 million and $136 million,
for state institutions and jails, respectively.

The $1,000 expenditure per inmate year shown in figure 18 is
not all additional expenditure for a jail or prison. Curreat expenses
should be subtracted in calculating the cost of the Standard. Local
enrollment experience may differ greatly from that of Florida; if
fewer than 25 percent of all inmates enroll at any one time, the cost
per inmate clearly would be less than the estimated $1,000. Costs can
be defrayed to some extent by the use of volunteers or paraprofessionals
as instructors, as suggested in the Report.2 High turnover rates in
jails may serve to hold costs down by limiting enrollment.

Other factors, however, may work to raise costs to even
higher levels. The Report stresses flexibility and diversity in
educational programs:

Educational programming should bhe geared to -.he
variety of eduational attainment levels, more
advanced age levels, and diversity of individual
problems.3 P )

Non-traditional courses such as consumer education, family life, and
other social educational subjects are advocated.% On balance, it
seems likely that the educaticnal programs proposed in the Standards

lTaggart, Prison of Unemployment, p. 51.

3

2Corrections, p . 304,

3.
Ibid., p. 305.

, 4Ibid., p. 370. 90 o
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Figure 18

Estimated Criminel Justice System Public Expenditure Tegquired
To Provide Secondary Fducation Services to Tnmates in State
and 1~cal Instituriens, Per Inmate Year and Nationwidex

tate Institutions

A. Total Number c. Inmate Years? 183,534
B. Proportion of Inmates Participating in

Secondary Educarion Activities at Any

One Time .25

C. Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 45,384

D. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year of

Participation $ 4,000
£. Total Expenditure Nationwide (C X D)€ - $181,534,000
F. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year (E<A) $ 1,000

Local Institutions (Jails)

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 136,388

B. Proportion of Inmates Participating in
Secondary Education Activities at Any

One Time .25
C. Number of Inmate Years of'Participation (A X B) 34,097

" D. Average Expénditure Per Inmate Year of .
ParticipationP $ 4,000
~ E. Total Expenditure Nationwide (C X D)€ | $136,388,9000
F. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year (E+A) $ 1,000

*Services provided by activities with which these cost estimates are associated
are called "secondary" education because their ultimate objective is to help
students secure General Education Development (GED, or high school.equivalency)
certificates. Some students participating will not have completed elementary
school.,

A 3See the paragraph in chapter.l on population statistics used in
national expenditure estimates, forv information on the source and use of this
statistic. ° )

bBecaq§e the average client is estimated t: participate in a secc ry
education activity for one year, this estimate is for services for one per:c n.

CThis is an estimate of the total cviminal justice system public expen-

Adituré for an activity consistent with Standards in the Corrections Report, not

the incremental expenditure necessary to upgrade existiné activities to meet
the Standards. ’ :

= 76 —-
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would raise the operatiung cost per inmate of most correctional
institvtions by at least 1% percent.t

There is :onsiderable disagreement about tl'.e economic vsalue
of academic education pregrams in correctional institutions, but there
appears to be no budgetary offset tc the additional costs that insti-~
tutions would have to incur. A Jecision sbout the merits of imple-
menting the Standards thus depends on the benefits to the inmate and
to society at large. Two' kinds of benefits are hypothesized: direct
income benefits to the inmate from his improved educationa?l rredential
and higher probability of employment, and the possibilit: lower
recidivism rates and crimez reduction of value to society.

Whether any .. these benefits are realized appears to depend
on tha inmate's crossing the GED threshhold and obtaining the labor
market credential .f a high school equivalency diploma.2 ‘The Draper
project reportedly raiséd the post-training salaries of GED students
by $144 monthly, compared to an increase of only $39 monthly for non-
GED students. In essence, institutional academic education appears to
be of negligible eccnomic value to the student unless it results in a
GED certificate.

In thg Draper project, 19 percent of the inmates enrolled did

~ pass the GED. Extrapolating, the expected economic benrfit tc

participating inmates can be estimated at £76 monthly cr $300 annually
(assuming that all of the income increase for GED inmates was attributable
to their education, and none of the income increase for other students

was related to their course werk), in 1970 prices. Inflating to 1974

at a conservative five percent, the expected benefit per inmate per

year is about $365. ’

lOne thousand dollars is approximately 17 percent of the
operating cost per inmate year for state institutions in fiscal 1973,
adjusted to calendar 1974 dollars. ._sils have somewhat lower costs,
but enrollment can be expected to be lower in jails than in prisons,
if the Report's recommendations for release and diversion are imple- -
mented and have a disproportionate effect on potential inmates with

- less than a high school education. .Thus, the cost per inmate year

for such educational programs in jails could be less than $1,000
per inmate year. L

210 an earlier study of thé returns to education,tﬂansen
estimated that investment in a high school education produced a rate
of return of 15 to 20 percent. See W. Lee Hansen, "Total |and Private
Rates of Return to Investment in Schooling," Jourral of Political
Economy 71 (April 1963): 128-40. *

N

31n California, for 1973, 1974 and 1975 ‘the percentages of
enrollees receiving high school diplomas were 17, 16 and 16, respectively.
California, Department of Corrections, Budget, p. 776. )

G
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In tne Draper experiment, inmates gained an average of 1.4
s,rades per six-month ceoursce. Since the wedian educational attainment
of jai’ and grison inmates is about one vear of high school, two such
courses probably would be required for the average inmate to pass the
;Euil Against the outlay of about $4,000 (estimated above) stands the
inmate's expected income gain of $365 annually, plus whatever collateral
Benefltc accrue to society in the form of reduced crime rates, lower
incarceration costs, and decreasea public assistance costs. Using a
distount rate orf ten percent and assuming that the $365 increment
accrues to the inmate indefinitely, the invome gain nearly justi-
fies the costs of institutional educat:on. This is a rather tenuous
conclusion since it res's on fairly optimistic assessments about
inmate performance and income. But the conclusion is strengthened
by the possibility of benfits to society, such as reduced costs of
incarceration.

This analysis suggests that complying with the Standards for
academ. : education may well be desirable from society's viewpoint, but
that it will be expensive for correctional administrators. The absence
of large budgetary offsets to defray the large costs of improved
education means that correctional expenditures must be evaluated in
terms of their impacts outside institutions if these programs are to
be justified. TIf it were possible to document lower recidivism rates,
correctional officials might also be able to point to lower institu-
tional populations as a ¢ urce .f budgetary savings.

POST-SECONDARY EDU..i[ION

College~level instruction receives only a brief mention in the
Corrections Report,z but it also appears nonethlieless to be an expanding

program in mar isons. In 1970, college courses were offered in
prisons iu !° s and the District of Columbia.3 Correspondence
ceurses and "». .y release'” ‘discussed in chanter VIII) also appear

to be growing in popularity. According to a 1973 Survey, 71 percent
of all ianstitutions offer some type of post-secondary education.%

t

| . : .

This conclusion assumes that the group of inmates enrolled in
the Draper project has the same distribution of educational backgrounds
as ‘the inmate population nationwide.

2Corrections, p. 368: '"Each educational department should make
arrangements for education programs at local colleges where possible,
using educational opportunities programs, work—study programs for con-
tinuing education, and work-furlough programs." |

I

2 . k
“Roberts, Sourcebook on Prison Fducation, p. 62\

4See Sylvia G. McCoilum, "College Programs for Prisoners - Some
Critical ‘Issues," paper prepared for National Conference on Higher
Education, Amerlcan Association for Higher Education, Chlcago,
March 25, 1975, 6. 9:}
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None of these programs seems to have imposed much of a budgetary
drain upon institutions, largelv because the number of inmates enrolled
remains small. Adams estimated in 1968 that perhaps one percent of all
priscn inmates were enrolled in college ccurses given in their insti-
tutions, and approximately 850 others (a little less than .5 percent)
were taking correspondence courses.l ihe largest programs were in
Texas (with 615 inmates enrolled) and Florida (160 to 180 participants).
Adams suggested that the ten percent of all Texzs inmates enrolled in

college programs could be used to project nat’ .zl enrollment.3 A
1973, survey found college enrollment among in. :.=2s to have risen to
about six percent. An expansion of college enrollments to ten percent

of all inmates c.carly is possible on the basis of past trends. Such
a gr-vsth in enrollment would be in keeping wirh the spirit of the
Corrzctions Report, so an assessment of its cost implications is
germane to this study.

In 1967 Adams found that the predominant mode S college
instruction for prison inmates was correspondence courses in which the
cost was ocrne by the student. At that time there seemed to be a trend
toward more traditional classroom instruction in prisons, with the
costs paid by state departments of education or by corrections depart-
ments. This trend has continued into the 13 jurisdictions tabulated
by Roberts, in most of whic¢h prison college courses are offered in
cooperation with local two- and four-year public colleges. In Texas,
for example, junior colleges have established programs in six institu-
tions. California college programs in San Quentin and Folsom State
Frisons are operated by Marin ."mnior College and Sacramento City College.
Lake City Jjunior College in Florida offers courses at four covrrectional
institutions. Kentucky, Maryland, Ill'nois, and \ew Jersay are other
states following the same model. For the most part, these college
programs offer courses in traditional subjects leading tc either an
associate (A.A.) or a bachelor's degree.

Many econometric studies have examined the rate of return to
formal education, and most conclude that investment in even post-
secondary education is efficient in the sense that the value of the
training émeasured by the increase in future income) more than equals
the cost. Since the principal component of cost in these studies

lStuart.Adams, College- cvel Instruction in U.S. Prisons, An
Exploratory Survey (Berkeley, Ca.: School of Criminology, University
of California, 1968).

2Roberts, Sourcebook on Prison Educétion, pp. 62-66.

3

Adams, College-Level Instruction. .

by, Dell'Apa, Educational Programs in Adult Correctional Institutions—-

A SdegX (Boulder, Colo.: Western Interstate Commission for
Higher Education, 1973).

5In Hansen, ''Returns to Investment in Schooling," the rate of

. : G -
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‘s oghe Lest ocarnings of the cent Jdurin the period of education,
and siace fnmates have much lower earning “zntial while in priscn
than tile popuiation at iarge,] it is very privable that college educa-
tion of inmates ofZers net returns to sociery.  The probability of a

positive return would be even greater i: there were no employment
discrimination acainst ex-cffenders.

As with basic education programs, however, -these benefits to
inmates Je not appear in the budgets of correctional institutions.
Since prisen cnllege coyrses are similar to other college instruction,
it can be hvpc:.hesized thatinmates who enroll in them are similar to
other ¢ollege students in «ptitude and =2ven career expectations follow-
ing release.? The costs of sarving this population with college
courses therefore should te borne primarily Ly the colleges offering
the degree credit, with perhaps some contribution by correctional
instittions to lefray the additicnal cousts of an extension program
{(such as travel by instructors or duplicate llbrarV facilities).

In practice, the cost of post~secondaryv education in prison
usuallv falls at least in part or the inmate. According to McCollum
practices vary by state, but even in the federal system costs are
paid by the correctional irstitution only "where budget resources
per it and ithe course cf study is an established program goal."

The problem of cost to the inmatb is compounded by fee schedules
that distinguish between in-state and out-of- -state students. Where
institutional buurets‘do not provlce for tuitiom charges, federal
rants or loans sometimes areé available. Some of thé relevant
nrograms inglude Basic¢ Education Opportunity Grants, veterans'

wefits, and federally insured loans, as well as private scholar-
ships or yrants. Grants and veterans' benefits in particular are
significant sources of funds. Higher education programs can also
be funded in some instances by sup ort from the federal Vocational
Rehabilitat:on Administration.

return for a bachelor's degree is estimated at 12 to 15 percent;
for a graduate degree it is six percant. For another approach,
which compares investing in a college education with other types
of investment, sce Caroline Bird, The Case Against College (New V
York: David M:Kay Company, Inc., 1975), pp. 62-74.

lThis lower earning potential could be substantially offset
bv better prison industries and pzyment of prevailing wages for
employment in prison induztries and institutional maintenance work.
See chapter VII.

2See Roberts, Sourcebook on Frigon Education, p. €3, for a
sscription of the San Quentin Associate Degree Program. The
curricular. requirements are virtually identical te those in any
junior college degree program outside an instituvtion.

3Informatlon in this paragraph is from McCovlilum, ”Col]ege
. . Programs for PrLsoners,' pp. 10-13 9~—
R Ry )
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If the e is a substantial impa«t on correctional budgets from
the expansion of prison college instructie: it will probably arise
ir the form o7 tviction charges. Students have mnany sources of funds,
but @ major ore in junior colleges is the students' own earnings.
Frison inmates rzrely have much access to income-earning activities,
altbough scme of the other recommendations of the Corrections Report
(discussed in the fsilowing chapter) would lead te greatly esbanced
possibilities of earning income in prison. Tuition and fee charges in
two-year community colleges averaged $287 for the 1974~75 acadewic year
for a fulltime_ student; for a four-year public college the same charges
averaged $541. Assuming that fully ten percent or an institution's
inmates enrolled fulltime in ccllege, the additional budgetary cost to
an institution that financed all their tuition payments would he $37
per inmate year, or less than one percent of current operating costs.
(For more specific aspects of this calculation, see figure 19.) This
estimate appears to be an upper bound on th2 costs to correctional
administrators of proviging free college instruction fox all eligible
ind interested inmates.

VOCATIONAL TRAINING

Vocational trainiﬂ% ic a well-established feature of most
prison activities; as noted above, roughly 15 percent of all inmates
are engaged in vccational education of an intformal or formal (classroom)
nature.> The Corrections Repert assumes that this emphasis on vccupa-—

. tional traiﬁing is well-placed, and deals with improving the delivery

of vocatiosnal education rather than assessing the value of guch train-
ing. In Standard 9.8 on jail programming, the only question is how
&o provide training: ‘

Cost estimates for the two types of colleges are from College
Schelarship Sexvice, Student Expenses at Postsecrondary Instituticr.s
(Princeton, N. J.: College Encrance Examinarion Board, 1973). The
Service comput--i its cost estimates for public and private colleges
from cost information received from ‘over 2,200 instirutions.

2In the set of estimates for proposed institutional-based
programs presented in figure 1 of Voluwe I of this report, it ig'

assumed that approximately 50 percent ($19 per inmate year) of the
coets for post-seccendary education would be offset by inmate payments.
This assumption is related to the fact that spportunities for inmates
to earn prevailing wages are also provided for in the proposed Programs. .

RS

3Fo_r'an extensive listing of contemporavry wncational education
in prisons, -sc2 New England Resource Center for Occupational Education

“and Far West Laboratory of Educational Research and Development,
Jhe First Natiomal Sourceabocuk, A Guide tc Correctional.Vocational

Training (Newton, Mass. and San Francisco, Ca.: New England Resource
Center for Occupational Rducation and Far West Laboratory of
Educational Research, 1973).

: ‘e
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Figure 19

Estimated Criminal Justice System Public Expenditure Required
Te Provide Post-Secondary Education Services to Irmates in State
and Local Institutions, Per Inmate Year and Nationwide

.State Institutions

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 181,534
B. Proportion of Inmates Participating in Pcst-

Secondary Education Activities at Any One

Time .10
C. Number of Inmate Years of Participation’ (A X B) 18,153
D. Average Fxpenditure Per Innate Year of §371

Participation
E. Total Expenditure Natiomwide (C X x D)€ $6,734,763
F. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year (E+-A) $ 37

Local Institutions (Jails)

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 136,388
B. Proportion of Inmates Participating in Post-

Secondary Education Activities at Any Ome

Time / .10
. Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 13,639
D. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year of

Participation $ 371
E. Total Expenditure Nationwide (C X D)€ $5,060,069
F. Average Expenditure Per Irmate Year (E<-A) $ 37

a . . . .
See the paragraph in chapter I on population statistics used in national ex~
penditure estimates, for information on the source and use of this statistic.

bThls estimate assumes that two-thirds of the population is in two-year community
colleges (with average costs per academic year for tuition and fees of $287) and one-third
is in four—year public colleges (with average costs per academic year of $541 for tuition
and fees). Inmate year equals academic year (September~June) for this calculation. Cost
estimates for the two types of colleges are from College Scholarship Servlces, Student
Expenses' at Posc-Seconda:y Institutions (Princeton, N.J. College Entrance Examlnatipn
Board 1974)

C€This is an estimate of the total criminal justice system public expenditure for
activities consistent with Standards in the Corrections Report, not the incremental expen—
diture pecessary to upgrade existing activities te meet the Standards. No allowances have
been made for inmate payments to defray any of the activities' costs. See the accompanying
text for more discussion. : .
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3. Vecational programs should be provided by the
appropriate State agency. It is desirable that
overall direction be provided on the State level
to allow variety and to permit inmates to transfer
among institutions in order to take advantage of
training opportunities.l

Standard 11.4 includes a very long list of detailed characteristics
that vocational education programs should possess, ranging from basic
philosophy2 to curricular content3 and teaching methods.

In addition to specifications about vocational education on the
classrcom model, Standard 11.4 endorses the use of other vocational
training programs. 1In particular, federally-funded model programs
including Job Corps, Neighborhood Youth Corps, and Manpower Development
and Training Act (MTDA) projects are suggested as appropriate prison
training programs. These programs all were developed during the
mid-1960"s, and all have been cut back in terms of funding levels
since about 1872. Of them, only MDTA has ever provided funding for
Prison vocational training. Taggart notes that more than 60 prison
projects vere funded under MDTA from 1966 through 1970, when the legis-
lative authority lapsed. Many of these programs continued after 1970
with state funds.”

Whether in special programs such as Job Corps and MDTA or in
classroom or on-the~job settings, vocational education is expensive.
Materials and equipment costs are high for many occupations. Salaries
paid to instructors may be lower in some cases than those paid to
academic teachers, but costs per student may be higher since skill
training often wmust proceed on a one-to-one basis. Analysis -of the
California vocational education program from 1973 to 1975 confirms

1
Corrections, p. 304.

2Ibid., p. 369: "The vocational training program should be

part of a reintegrative continuum. . . . Vocational programs for
offenders should be intended to meet their individual needs.
Individual programs should be developed in cooperation with each
inmate."

3Ibid.: "The vocational training curriculum should be designed -
ig\short,.intensive training modules. . . . Programs of study about
the work world and job readiness should be included in prevocational
or orientation courses."

41bid.: "An incentive pay scale should be a part of all on-the-
job training programs for inmates. . . . Use of vocational skill clusters,
which provide the student with the opportunity to obtain basic skills and
‘knowledge for job entry into several related occupations, should be
incorporated into vocational training programs."

STaggart, Prisoh of Unemployment, pp. 40-41.
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these statements. Although capital costs are largely ignored, outlays
per vocatiomal student are over $1,000, nearly double the level in the
academic education program. The student to teacher ratio is lower,

25 to onre compared with 76 to one, as is expenditure per personnel
man-year, at $26,000 compared to $48,000 in the academic program.
Because only 17 percent of the inmate population is earolled, the cost
per inmate of vocational education is $180 per inmate or. less than_three
percent of the total operating budget for California institutions.:

This California cost experience is not very different from that

of non-prison vocational education programs. Corazzini estimated that

= vocational high schools in Worcester, Massachusetts cost 351,266 per
pupil in 1963-64 .2 Operating cost was $964, a figure comparable to the
California institutional cost of $1,043 projected for 1975-76. Taussig -
concluded that vocational high schools in New York City in 1964~65 cost
$1,697 per pupil, of which $1,391 was operating cost.3 Mangum estimated
the cost of institutional (non-prison) MDTA programs in fiscal 1967 to
be $1,900 per enrollee and $2,040 for each student completing the pro-
gram.% According to 0'Neill, the cost per month per Job Corps student
was agproximately $550 in fiscal 1968, and about the same for fiscal
1972. The Job, Corps cost per enrollee was $3,300, and the cost per
completer wzs $6,800 in fiscal 1971, including an allowance for
capital expenditures.

With the exception of the Job Corps finding, the range of
costs per vocational trainee from the above studies is in the
$1,000-52,000 range. A sample of 25 MDTA prison projects funded in
1968-69 had costs per trainee in the same range, between $1,000
and $l,500.6 The Job Corps discrepancy probably results from two

1
California, Department cf Corrections, Budget, pp. 772~76.

2Arthur J. Corazzini, "The Decision to Invest in Vocational
Education: An Analysis of Costs and Benefits," Journal of Human
Resources 3 (1968 Supplement): 102, table 4.

3Michae_l K. Taussig, "An Economic Analysis of Vocational Education
in the New York City High Schools," Journal of Human Resources 3
(1968 Supplement): 78, table 2.

4Garth L. Manguﬁ, Contributions and Costs of Manpower Develop-

ment and Training (Washington, D.C.: National Manpower Policy Task
Force, 1967). ' '

5Dave M. O'Neiil, The Federal Government and Manpower
(Washington: American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy

Research, 1273).

6

Taggart, Prison of Unemployment, pp. 44-45.
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factors: a more intensive educational program than in the other
models, with extensive supplementation of basic academic education;
and residential allowances for participants at many Job Corps centers,
Since most of the other cost estimates are pre-1970, allowances for
price inflation make $2,000 per participant a reasonable estimate of
currerit vocational training costs under a variety of programs and
models.l

Two thousand dollars per trainee also seems to be a good esti-
mate of' complying with the Standards for an institutional vocational
education course such as that in the California Department of Corrections.
Standard 11.4 advocates limiting class size to 12 students ver teacher,
on the average, which is almost exactly half that in the California
system. 2 Assuming that the California program were otherwise abla to
comply with the Standards at little or no cost, $2,0856 per trainee
would be the cost of prison wocational educartion.

In the discussion above, $2,000 per client is estimated to
approximate the cost of a set of vocational training activities which
" ‘serve clients over different timwe periods. Tenure for a single partici-~
pant in an MDTA actiwvity averages about three months, while tenure for

a single student in « vocational school is for an academic year, or
nine months. Assuming that for approximately the same cost of $2,000
per client, either a concentrated, three-month or a less intensive, one-~
year vocational training service can te provided to a single client,
participation rates at any one time and expenditure per year of
participation can be combined in many different ways, to arrive at

the same total expenditure or expenditure per inmate year for voca-
tional training in correctional institutions. In figure 20, items

B, C and D in the cost estimates for state institutions and jails are
combined to illustrate two alternative approaches. Because of the
shorter tenure of jail inmates, on the average, the more intensive,
three-month per client activity is assumed iu the jail cost estimate.
A year-long tenure is assumed for participation in the state institu-
tion's voca ional training. 1Ir both caseé, however, participation in
vocational training activities for all inmates, over the course of the
year, will approximate the 15 percent rate estimated earlier for state
and federal institutions.

As figure.20 indicates, the aggregate cost of complying with
Standards 9.8 and '11.4 for vocational training, at current enrollment
rates of 15 percent and a cost per participating inmate of $2,000, is
about $54 million and $41 million, for state institutions and jails,
respectively. This is about five and seven percent of their respective

linflation at five percent from 1968 to 1974 would increase
$1,500 in 1968 to $2,000 in 1974.

The estimate above of an average class size of 25 was based
on the probably generous assumption that z11 personnel man-~years result
in instruction. With any allowance at all for program administration,
average class size would exceed 25. :
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Figure 20

Estimated Criminal Justice System Pubilc Expenditure Required
Tc Provide Vocational Training Services to Inmates in State

and Lecal Institutions, Per Inmate Year and Mationwide

State Institutions

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? . 181,534

B. Proportion of Inmates Participating in Vocational

Training Activities at Any One Time .15
C. Number of Inmate Years of.Participation (A X B) 27,230
D. Average Exﬁenditure Per Inmate Year of

Participationb $ 2,000
E. Total Expenditure Natiorwide (C X D) $54, 460,000
F. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year (E+A) $ 300

Local Institutions (Jails)

A. Total Nomber of lnmate Years? 136,388 o
B. Proportion of Inmatés Participating in Vocational

Training Activities at Any One Time ' .0375
C. Number of Inmate Years of Participation (A X B) 5,115
D. Average Expenditure Pef Inmaie Year of

Participationb » $ 8,000
E. Total Expenditure Nationwide (C X D)€ : $40,920,000
F. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year (E+A) o $ 300

35ee the paragraph in chapter I on population statistics used in
national expenditure estimates, for information on the source and use of

this statistic.

bThe differences in participation rates at any one time and

expenditure per inmate year, shown for state institutions and jails

figure, 1llustrate how these differences can be associated with the
per client and per inmate year. They are also associated with less

average
in this
‘same cost
and more

intensive training activities which may be better suited to state institutions

and jails, respectively. See the %text for more discussion.

] CThis is an estimate of the total criminal justice system public expen-
diture for activities consistent with Standards in the Corrections Report, not
the incremental expenditure necessary to upgrade existing activities to meet

the Standards.
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- 86 -



- 87 ~

current operating costs. The cost of vocational training might actually
exceed these estimates if additional offenders were drawn into the
program by evidence of successful training (thet is, training that
inproved offenders' skills and employability).

There are some reasons for expecting that $2,000 per client
may not be a high enough estimate for vocational programs in correc-
tional institutions. More than a third of the prison MDTA programs
had serious equipment inadequacies or other problems, according to
field investigators.l Over half the trainees in the MDTA programs re-
ceived counseling and job development and placement assistance, as
called for in Standard 11.4, but many received no such help.2 Pro-
viding these additional services would almost certainly raise the cost
per trainee above the $1,000 to $1,500 of 1968, and (adjusting for
inflation) over $2,000 for 1974.

For most institutions, the incremental cost of complying with
the Standards for vocational education should fall short of the average
total cost of $2,000 or more per trainee. In California, for example,
current expenditures in state institutions are roughly $1,000 per
participant; additional costs therefore should not exceed another
$1,000 or slightly more per inmate enrolled in the program. Costs of
complying obviously will be greatest in institutions that currentliy
have no vocational training, or in which vocational education is
offered to only a small fraction of the inmate population. In many
jails the cost of complying with the Standard might approximate the
full $2,000 or more per inmate, since '"vocational training”™ is often
limited to sweeping floors and performing other menial maintenance tasks
of little or no market value.3

Whatever the aggregate costs of vocational training in institu-
tions, it is important to assess the benefits derived from such
training. It seems clear that little if any benefit appears in
institutional budgets. Some training may take place in prison

lTaggafrt, Prison of Unemployment, p. &43.

2Ibid., p. 45. Standard 11.4 states in part: "Individual
prescriptions for vocational training programs should include integra-
tion of academic work . . . and strong emphasis on the socialization
of the individual. . . . An active job placement program should be
established . - . Corrections, p. 369.

3For discussion of work and vocational training experiences
in jails nationwide, sée Mattick, "Contemporary Jails," pp. 802-03,
819-20. For a detailed analysis of work experiences of jail inmates
in one state. see Hans W. Mattick and Ronald P. Sweet, Illinois Jails:
Challenge and Opportunity for the 1970's {Chicago: Iilinois Law
Enforcement Commission, 1970), pp. 227-35. 1In practice, 15 percent
might be an unrealistically high participation rate for jail inmates,
about half of whom are in pretrial detention of a presumably temporary

nature. .
102




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~88_

industries, through on-the-job experience that results in marketable
output; and some vocational courses may turn out saleable goods as
byproducts of training. But these items are not likely to be
significant budgetary offsets. In an evaluation of Job Corps train-
ing, Taylor estimated that the value of goods produced was equal to
only eight percent of direct operating costs.l If training led to-
higher employment rates and reduced recidivism, lower incarceration
costs might also be reflected in institutional budgets over the long
run.

- . .

As with basic education, the principal benefit from vocational
training is usually assumed by economists to accrue to the trainee in
the form of additional income. Society at large may also derive some
benefits, such as reduced costs of public assistance and additional
taxes paid by employed workers, but most studies find these benefits
to be small compared to the trainee's increased income. (Indeed, in
many studies social benefits are ignored entirely.)

Studies of the private (trainee) benefits from prison vocational
education do not demonstrate that incremental income is commensurate

- with the cost of training. Instead, training frequently is found to

be unrelated to the offender's post-release work experience. TFor
example, Wines and Belasco found in 1962 that fewer than one-third

of releasees from California institutions were employed in the industry
for which they had been trained, or in an allied arza.? The Rehabilita-
tion Research Foundation had an even more pessimistic appraisal of
training programs at the Draper Correctional Center. The percentage

of released offenders working in jobs related to their training was

17 to 33, varying according to the type of training program. Conven-
tional training school education was found to be as successful as the
MDTA model program in terms of both the probability that an offender
would work in an area related to his training, and the average wage
that offenders received. Perhaps the least hopeful finding was that

an untrained control group performed as well as any trainee group

in terms of both employment and income.3

Graeme M. Taylor, "Office of Economic Opportunity: Evaluation
of Training Programs,'" in Program Budgeting and Benefit-Cost Analysis,
Harley B. Hinrichs and Graeme M. Taylor, eds. (Pacific Palisades, Ca.: .
Goodyear Publishing Co., 1969), p. 326

L. G. Wines and A. Belasco, Method for Evaluating Institutional

Vocational Trqining, Research Department Publication No. & {Sacramento,
Ca.: California Department of Corrections, 1962).

3 ' .
Rehabilitation Research Foundation,'Egggrimental,Maqpower
Laboratory for Corrections, Phase III Final Report (Washington, D.C.:

Department of Labor, Manpower Administration, February, 1973).
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To some extent these diszppointing results undoubtedly stem
‘from barriers t> offender emplcymeut rather than deficiencies in
either vocational training programs or job placement activities.
Since the Standards include varicus recommendztions designed to improve
the employment prospects cf ex-offenders,l the benefits of institutional
vocational education programs might be expected to approach those of
training offered to non-offenders. Benefit/cost ratios approximating
zero for prison training programs may be replaced by benefit/cost ratios
more nearly typical of MDTA, Job Corps, Neighborhood Youth Corps, and
other labor training models utilized outside correctional institutions.

The trouble is that these benefit/cost ratios, too, are subject
to considerable uncertainty. There is a very large literature of
economic analyses of training programs, most of which concludes bene-
fits on trainees in excess of the cost of training.2 But virtually
every one of the studies can be subjected to damaging criticism.

The most frequent charge leveled against these studies is that they

fa1l to control adequately for factors other than vocational training
that affect trainees' incomes. Technical shortcomings are also alleged,
such as too small sample size, misspecification of statistical models,
and failure to test the right hypotheses. '

In non-technical terms, the problem is identifying the flow
of additional trainee income that can be attributed to the training
program, as opposed to other .factors such as age, intelligence, skill,
aptitude and motivation. After Surveying a large number of studies as
to precisely this question, Barsby concludes: ‘ '

Pata from the majority of cost-benefit studies
examined . . . suggest that social benefits of
programs examined exceeded social costs. Thus,
manpower programs designed to enhance the '
employability and income of their participants

. may have returned net economic benefits
to society.

lIn addition to job placement (Standard 11.4), Standard 14.4
deals with employing ex-offenders in corrections and Standard 16.17
disau§ses licensing and other restrictions imposed by law.
Corrections, pp. 47?, 592.

Most of these studies are discussed by Steve L. Barsby in
Cost-Benefit-Analysis and Manpower Programs (Lexington, Mass.:

3See 0'Neill, The Federal Government ard Manpower, for a o
study~by-study critique of most of the major items discussed by Barsby.

4 .
Barsby, Cost-Benefit and Manpower, p. 147.
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He finds benefit/cost ratios for vocational education in high schools
to average 10.1. Institutional retraining benefit/cost ratios vary
from 3.8 to 16.8.2 Ratios for on-the-job training range from 3.7 to
31.0.3 Neighborhood Youth Corps and MDTA non-prison projects have
ratios between 3.0 and 15.7.% Even the Job Corps, the most expensive
of all the manpdwer programs, is found to have a benefit/cost ratio
of about 1.5.7 :

O0'Neill comes to virtually the opposite conclusions.6 Due to
deficiencies in studies of the wage gain derived from MDTA projects,
he argues that MDTA should be treated as an elaborate and mildly
productive job placement program. The most productive training
program is found to be the Job Corps, with rates of return varying
from 6 to 16 percent, depending on the employment rate for partici-
pants. While this rate of return‘is not high compared to the pro~
ductivity of capital formation, it does suggest that intensive voca-
tional training is superior to other programs (such as public assist-
ance) in terms of raising trainees' incomes.

This controversy is 1mp0551ble to resolve in this report.
But the wide range of estimated benefit/cost ratios reported by both
Barsby and O'Neill implies that vecational training can generate
significant benefits in terms of the additional income of the trainee.
This finding is relevant for correctional administrators in the same
manner as the conclusion that academic education can generate signi-
ficant benefits if it leads the student to obtain his GED certifica“e.
In both cases, the additional institutional budgetary costs imposed by
complying with the Standards are offset, at least in part, by benefits
to inmates and society at large. Vocational training in institutions
should be evaluated on the same terms as other vocational training,
and the .absence of budgetary offsets should not be viewed as an
absence of benefits that may well be large enough to justify the -
costs of institutional vocational education.

LIBRARIES -

The availability of an appropriate law library at each correc-
tional facility with a design capacity of 100 or more is advocated in
Standard 2.3 of the Corrections Report. Provision for an adequate

L1pid., p. 149, table 6-1.

-, 2Ibid., p. 149, table 6-2.

/- 31bid., p. 150, table 6-3.
A1bid., p, 151, table 6-4.

5Ibid., p. 152. . 5

6O'Neill, The Federal Goernment and Manpower .
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law library has been recognized by the Supreme Court as one of the
means whereby inmates can exercise their constitutional right of
access to courts.l But a library should also. function is an adjunct
to institutional education and as a recreation resource. These func-
tions are implicit in the Standards, although specific levels of
library resources are not proposed.?2

Standards for library services do exist, howevar. The
Committee on Library Services for New York State proposes that the
minimum size for a correctional library should be 6,000 volumes, with
a standard of ten books per inmate. If the inmate pobulation consists
of long-term offenders, the library should have 15 to 20 volumes per
person.3 This level of library service is not unheard of in institu-
tions; for example, the Portland, Oregon, county jai. contains a
3,000-volume librery for its population of 320 inmates.4 Deuel Voca-
tional Institution in California has a library of 30,000 volumes for
its 1,700 inmates.

The cost of providing these services sometimes is rather low
because public libraries cooperate in making collections available to
inmates and private individuals make book donaticns to institutions.
The collection in the Portland jail, for example, belongs to and is
serviced by the Multnomah County Library, with the assistance of an’
inmate library assistant.> Use of the library, in contrast, can be
very high. A survey of libraries in the federzl prison system showed
that 75 percen® of all inmates used the facilicies, and that the
average user read 70 books per year.

If the library is funded through the correctional institu-
tion's budget, however, it may constitute 2 major claim on total
resources. At Deuel, for example, the large library required annual

1
See Standard 2.3, Corrections, p. 29.

2

Standard 9.8: "Other leisure activities should be supported
by access to library materials, . . ." (Corrections, p. 304.) Standard
11.4: "A variety of instructional materials——including audio tapes,

teaching machines, books, computers, and television--should be used . . ."

(Corrections, p. 369.)

3New York, Committee on Library Services, A Plan to Provide

Library Service to People in New York State Institutions (Albany, N.Y.:
Committee on Library Services, May 25, 1965), p. 19. o

4Roberts, Sourcebook on Prison Education, p. 167.

3Tbid., p. 167.

b1hid., p. 163.
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expenditures of $3,000 for maintenénce of the collection; significant
expansion was possible only with a one-time federal grant of $14,000.
In addition, the cost of the library included the salary of a part-time
librarian and the implicit capital (construction and utilities) cost

associated with the reading room and shelf space occupying well over
2,500 square feet.

If the cost of providing general library collections is low.
because of the cooperation of public libraries, the same cannot be
said for legal library collections. Standard 2.3 notes that a 1971
Supreme Court decision requires legal materials to be available to
inmates in all institutions housing more than 100 offenders. Virtually
all prisons and some 500 jails are included in this specification.
In addition, the Court's notion of what constitutes an adequate law
library appears to be rather costly. Standard 2.3 comments .that one
publisher's estimate of the cost is $6,000 to $10,000 initially and
another 10 to 12 percent annually for updating and replacement. To
this cost must be added an allowance for the space to be occupied by
the library. At $50 a square foot,l a modest 400~-square foot room
would raise the cost of g library to $26,000 to $30,000, plus annual
maintenance costs for the collection.

Since this expenditure consists largely of capital .items
(the library facility and the initial collection), it should not be .
treated as a continuing budgetary outlay. Instead, an annualized cost
of ten percent? plus maintenance costs should be used, resulting in a
legal library cost per institution per year of $3,200 to $4,000. Aggre—~
gating to the nearly 1,000 institutions covered by the 1971 decision,
the total cost of legal materials and library facilities would be
$3.2 to $4 million annually. This total does not include the costs
of whatever professional personnel are required to operate and main-
tain the library collection.

In practice, library costs probably will exceed this amount.
Materials other than the legal collection also occupy space, even if
they are contributed by public libraries or charities. Professional
iibrarian assistance is required on at least a parttime basis. A
halftime professional alone.could add $10,000 annually to library
costs. The implicit cost of a 1,000-square foot library, on an
annual basis, is $5,000. Annual library costs for a moderate~sized
institution thus could exceed $20,000.3

lThis is a rough construction cost estimated used by Planning
and Design Institute. ° See chapter II of this report for more detailed
analysis of one of their designs for an institution in Rhode Island.

For a justification of an annual capital cost of ten percent,
see chapter II of this report. :

3Tb'arrive at the $100 per inmate year cost estimate for 1ibrary‘

services shown in figure 1 of Volume I of this report, $20,000 was
divided by an estimated inmate population of 200.
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Other than the questionable value of bibliotherapy and the
unquant:ifiable impact that books might have on some inmates, these
costs of libraries must be viewed as net drains on institutional
budgets. 1 aAs with academic and even vocational training programs,
the justification for these expenditures-cannot be found in their
impact within insti;utions. Instead, administrators should defend
.these additions to their hudgetary requests as the costs of providing
to prisoners at least those services that society makes available
to persons outside of institutions, with special allowances (and thus
law books) for the legal status of inmates.

1 .
For some anecdotes indicating that inmates derive benefits

from library services, see Roberts, Sourcebook on Prison Education,
PP. 166-69. :
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CHAPTER VII

WORK EXPERIENCE 1IN INSTITUTIONS

‘rections Report makes two h- recommendations regard-
pcrience in institutions. Fir mates are to be given
de . .o meaningful employment experiencec.. ., an aid to inculcating

socially desirable values as well as reducing idleness. Second, insti-
tutional work experiences are to be expanded and altered according to
some specific proposals concerning types of industrial activity and
inmate pay. As a related matter, the legal and historical strictures
on prlson industries are to be relaxed. More specific Standards are °
discussed in the text which follows.

HISTORICAL AND LEGAL CONSTRAINTS . o ’

Work experiences have beén part of prison life for inmates
since the foundation of the earliest American institutions. Together
with reading the Bible and medltatlng, working in isolation was the
principal occupation of inmates of the Quaker penitentiaries. The
nearly contemporaneous Auburn system required long work days of in-

. mates, though “in comaunal facilities rather than solitary cells.

Extensions of these early work experiences are notorious in American
penal history: sentences to hard labor, road work on.chain gangs, * -
and espectially the system of '"contracting out." ‘Under the latter
practice, inmates were assigned to work for private employers, often i
under the surveillance of armed prison officers. The contract price-
paid by the employer, Wwhile less than the value of employing the labor
generally was considerably greater than the cost of surveillance and
was used to defray prison expenses. Inmates typically received no
remuneration. = . o '

‘To’ end these abuses, prison reformers advocated the develop-
ment of prison industries. 'Contracting out" was considered to abuse
the inmates without securing any advantages for 'society. Inmates did
not benefit financially from their work, and the jobs they performed

‘generally had no value as vocational training that could be used

after release. The financial offset to institutional budgetary costs
was felt to be Jess than the amount that could be received from the
most productlve employment of inmates. The alternative was to expand
and modernize productive facilities within prison walls in order to

.occupy inmates while producing marketable goods: whose sale could

generate more than enough revenue to defray production costs.

r-Despite some.. thexent disadvantages..of. productionminuan
institutional setting that will be discussed below, prison industries
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were rather successful in the decades before 1930. 'They were so
successful that they generated a crescendo of criticism from private
business and labor unions who complained of production subsidized by #
the states and unfair competition that was denying jobs to -persons
who had not been convicted of crimes. The culmination of these
attacks, of course, was the passage of the Hawes-Cooper Act and
companion pieces such as the Ashurst-Summers and Walsh-Healey Acts.
The thrust of - these statutes was to remove prison-made goods from
the constitutional protection afforded to interstate commerce and
thus t sermi "es to protect their private industries from
prison compe-ii un. .

These statutory restrictions were not the only factor affect-
ing prison industries in the decades before 1940. American industry
in general benefited from changing technology to become much more.
productive The principal factor in this advance in productivity
was capital accumulation, 1ncluding the development of capital-
intensive production techniques {such as Henry Ford's assembly'line)
and increased endowments of "human capital," that is, the education .
and training-of the labor force. .

Against this background, the competitive position of prison
industries deteriorated. Structures became outmoded, as can be seen
from the construction dates of many institutions still in use. (See
chapter IT of this report.) 1In the early tweatieth century the

"spread" between inmates' educational backgrounds and the average .
of the population not in institutionds was not great, chiefly because
that of the total population was not high. Over the past 50 or 60 years,
"however, the educational and skill backgrounds of inmates have not
kept pace with the.growth of "human capital" in the rest of the
economy. Finally, the productivity of prison industries seems to
have fallen for a number of reasons: reliance on technologically
inefficient labor-intensive produntion to reduce inmate idleness,
use of the proceeds of prison industries to support other programs
rather. than to upgrade and replace capital equipment, and retention
of processes produc1ng obsolete goods rather than responsiveness ’
to changlng consumer demands. . , !
» These developing problems with prison industries have not
been solved by the state use system that has emerged since 1940.
Under this. approach, prison industries manufacture - -goods in demand
by state agencies, and state agencies obtain their goods first from
prison industries. While the protected market thus created is of
some value to both the prison suppliers and ‘the state agency cqn-
sumeTsy there are serious drawbacks that are discussed below. (A
similar market characterizes Federal Prison Industries, Inc., and
agencies of the federal government. )

A statistic indlcating the severity of the constraint 4m=

posed by the state use system and the dynamics of the national
economy is .that the percentage of inmates enployeo productively
‘ell from 75 percent in 1885 to 44 percent in 1940, after the

. '
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passage of restrictive legislation.l In fact, the percentage of
inmates employed productively in prison industries in 1940 probably
was considerably lower than 44 percent for two reasons: '

- (1) The statistic included many inmates who performed
institutional maintenance tasks, and

(2) There apparently is now and was then considerable
"disguised unemployment" in prison industries,
as discussed below.

Nevertheless, these 75 and 44 percent estimates are useful in
tnterpreting the economic implications of Standard 16.13, which refers
to the legal constraints imposed on prison industries. The Standard
calls for states to end their prohibitions of specific types of
industrial activity, the sale of prison-made goods on the open market,
the transportation of prison-made goods, and the employment of offend-
ers at market wages either by private employers or correctional
industries. .The passage of legislation, of course, is relatively
costless in financial terms. The arguments for or against passage
relate to the effects of the legislation on different portions of
society. ) ‘ -
It is highly probable that the 44 percent statistic cited
above overstates the current econdmic employment of prison inhmates’
by a sizeable amount, particularly for state institutions. According
to a 1972 survey by the Institute of Criminal Law and Procedure:

Of a total inmate population of 208,618 in the
state correctional systems in the Institute survey,
only 17,215, or 8.3 percent of the prison popula-
tion, were employed in prison industries programs.
Through assignment changes and admissions and
releases, however, in-the course of a year as 4
many as three times that number may be’exposed
" to prison industries work experience.?
b -
A higher proportion, 27 percent of the men and 25 percent of the
women, work in prison industries in federal institutions, according

"lU.S., Congress, House, Select Committee on Crime, Reform
of Our-gprrectional Systems (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, 1973), p. 27. ~

Georgetown University Law Center, Institute of Crim+nal
Law and Procedure, The Role of Prison Industries Now and iz the

o PUEHEET A PTARN TG SEGAY  (WASHIngF A, D.C.:  INSELtUte 8f Trlaminal™™ " ™

law and Procedure, August, 1975), p. 21. Forty-eight states =
the District of Columbia responded to the survey.
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to another recent survey.l If the 75 percent employment statistic
from 1885 represents the level of emplovment in the absence of legal
constraints, the implementa:zion of Standard 16.13 would lead to the
productive employment of an additional 67 percent of the adult inmate
population in staté prisons, or about 122,000 offenders nationwide.

In practice, implementation of Standard 16.13 probably would
lead to fewer additional employees than this estimate. One factor is
that non-employment .programs are more common (and more valuable) today"’
than they were in 1885. 1In particular, the academic and vocational
education programs discussed in the preceding chapter are more likely
to occupy inmates today, so that the maximum inmate labor force today
is probably less than 75 percent of the institutionalized offender
- population. A si:ghtly lower potential of 65 percent of the inmate
population is assumed in making the cost estimates for proposed state
institutions presented in figure 1 cf Volume I of this report.+

The Corrections Report does not mention prison industries as
a part of the recommended programs for coymunity-based institutions.
JHowever, since'it is assumed that some offenders now in state insti-
tutions would be relocated in community-based facilities and because:
this economic analysis of alternative institutional based programs
provides support for better and expanded prison industries, a prison
industries component is incorporated in the cost ‘estimates for a
proposed community-based institution shown in figurs 1 of Volume I
of this report. It is assumed that therz is some prison ° "ndustry
ct1v1ty for approximaztely one-third of a commun:ztr-basec institu-

. tion's inmates. T@ ifference in participation -ztes fcr state and
community-based fa zies (65 and 32 percent, reszactively) allows
for the alternative >loyment of one~third of & community-based

institution's resi¢ s in the community. It is nct possible to
estimate how many a:: .tional offenders (beyond the 122,000 estimated
earlier) might be i:» -rison industries because of prison industries
in community-based i ..:utions, since some of tzese inmates would
have been in state i titutions and some would have been in local
institutions (jails) under the former system.

lJean Dempsey Wolf, Inmate Employment Programs in Federal and
State Correctional Institutions (Washington, D.C.: Congressional
Research Service, October, 1973), p. CRS-5.

21n some of the numerical examples and cost estimates presented
in the remainder of this chapter (Volume II), incremental.changes in
existing institutio=s are being discussed, and so cost analysis is
applied to the 17,21% positions in prison industries in state institu-
tions found in the 1972 survey cited above, or to .an individual estab-

~-14ishment~--Relationships--between: productivity;“Sales"wagés afgrgeT T

forth discussed in these examples would also textend to the prison
industries for a larger portion of an institution's inmates, envi-
sioned for the proposed institutions discussed in Volume I.
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Nevertheless, it is clear that anywhere from 100,000 to 200,000
potential new workers is a small number compared to the national laborx
force of some 91 million. It is this comparison that relates to the
social (political) costs of implementing Standard 16.13. Employment
of 100,000 to 200,000 persons would result in changes in total national
employment ranging from 1/10 to 2/10 of 1 percent, which is less than
the frequent monthly oscillations in the employment rate due to seasonal
variations or other factors.l

The threat from prison industries may vary from state to state
and from industry to industry. To minimize the threat to specific
sectors of private business, prison industrial activity could be
diversified or private employer and labor interests could be inte-
grated into prison industries in the manners discussed below. In any
state, the competitive threat posed by prison industries to private
business or labor depends on the extent and efficiency of current
prison industrial activity and the size of the institutionalized
offender population relative to the private sector.labor forge. The
more extensive and efficient are current prisecn industries, the smaller
is the potential that exists for increases in prison industrial output
by expansion or more efficient use of resources. Prison industries
‘are already in de facto (and unfair) competition with private companies
for the business of state agencies. Permitting prison industries to -
2=_1 goods or services to the public might therefore reduce purchases
from private firms, but purchases by state agencies would increase.

On balance, the effect of ending the state-use system would be to
alter established patterns of sales but the net impact on private
business and labor would be small or negligible.

These considerations’ suggest that removal of legal restrictions
on prison industries is not likely to have major economic implications -~
outside thé institutions themselves. But these arguments do not deal
with the costs or benefits of implementing the Standards for the
operation of prison industries and inmate work =xperience. As these
costs and benefits are analyzed in the remainder of the chapter, the
conclusion of this section is used as the basis for ignoring economic - =/
impacts outside the correctional system. -

0

REFORMING PRISTNS INDUSTRIES

From its seginnings in Penns¥lvania and Auburn, work experience
in prison has be 1 intended to aid in the rehabilitation or reintegra-
tion of offender . This orientation remains to the present day, ‘and is
likely to govern the development of prison in@dstries in the future.

L

s e d B s Syment “aHA - Tdbor- force estimates used - in these comparisonsy
87 and 91 million, respectively, are for 1973, to correlate with the

data of the most recent: population estimates for state institutions
(December, 1973) used in this report. .
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For example, the California Department of Corrections views the
objectives of its correctional industries ag aiding the '"overall
departmental rehabilitation programs by providing work . . . for ,
inmates who would benefit -+ « to provide training in work habitg
and attitudes and in work skills to assist in employment after
release . . ."l Standard 11.10 of Corrections includes the follow-
‘ing condition as being of first priority:

1. Prison industries should be diversified and
job specifications defined to fit work assign-
ments to offenders' needs as determined by
release plannjug.2

Historically, this objective of preparing the inmate for
release by improving his work attitudes and skills has conflicted
with other objectives of correctional administrators. The California
budget includes two other objectives: "to provide constructive
employment to inmates as an alternative to idleness . . . to reduce
costs of maintaining the correctional program by the sale of products
and services to public agencies."3 The Corrections Report does not
.deal ‘explicitly with the profitability aspect of prison industries,
but it does specify that prison jobs should be "productive," "effi~
cient,” and "closely related to skills in demand outside the prison."
These requirements seem to imply that the "industry" aspect of prison
industries should have importance at least commensurate with that of
the Tprison" aspect.

Of the 52 jurisdictions that incarcerate felons in the

United States, 50 currently operate industrial plants within their
prisons. (Alaska and Arkansas do not have industries; the federal
government and the District of Columbia are added to the list of
states to reach the total of 52.) The consensus regarding these

¢ industrial operations is thact -they are inefficient, their capital
equipment and physical plants are frequently technologically obso-
lete, and the skills that they impart to workers often bear little
relationship to private industry's demands for trained employees.4

JhCalifornia, Department of Corrections, Overview of Caigférnia
Correctional Industries (Sacramento, Ca.: California Department of
-~ Corrections, March 14, 1967), p. 1. :

2Corrections, p. 387.

3California, Departmen; of Cdf;ectionq, Buaget, p. 774.

mMMMWthmﬁEQtuexample,mseewRTuLwwGoldfarb»and”ﬁf*Rr“Singétj*AIféf"”"““_
Conviction (New York: - Simon and Schuster, 1973), p. 627; S. McCollum,
"Education and Training of Youthful Offenders," in Princeton Univer-
sity Manpower Symposium, The Transition from School to Work (Princeton,
N. J.: Princeton University Press. 1968), pp. 108, 113-114; and

114




- 101 ~

More precise documentation of the condition of prison
industries is extremely difficult. Data on the value of capital
equipment, like that on the value of institutional capital stock,
is, essentially non-existent. Institutions tabulate the number of
inmates employed, but as noted above the tabulation often includes
those employed in maintenance activities; moreover, inmates need not
work full eight-hour .days to be counted as employees. Information on
the value of goods produced is subject to bias for several reasons:

® Capital facilities and equipment are not accurately
included in the cost of production; '

® Labor is not valued at anything approximatin:
market rates and labnr LA Gresponding |
is far below the produci.. 7 oL workers not in
institutions; ’

® The preference given by state agencies to prison~

made goods devorces prison industries from the need
to be competitive with private industry.

Prison industries in practice depart from the ideal of
productivity, efficiency, and skill training related to the private
sector largely because of the constraints of the state—use system ™
ari the conflicting objectives of correctional administrators.

Since prison-made goods can be sold only to state agencies, the
level and composition of demand is limited.. Rather than permit
_idleness and its destructive consequences for the prison environment,
administrators use overly labor-intensive production techniques. In
addition, the typical inmate's workday may be only four or six hours.

President's Commission. Corrections (1967), p. 55. For a recent
detailed survey of the types of industxies being operated in prisons,
which was conducted as a part of a national survey of vocational
training in federal and state institutions funded by the Department
of Labor, see G. W. Levy, R. A. Abram, and D. LaDow, Vocational
Preparation in U.S. Correctional Institutions: A 1974 Survey,

Report to the U.S. Department of Labor (Columbus, Ohio: Battelle
Columbus Laboratories, March, 1975).

lNeal Miller =-nd Walter Jensen, Jr.,! "Reform of Federal Prison
Industries: New Opportunities for Public Offenders," Justice System
Jéurnal, 1974, pp. 1-27; Daniel Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison

and Parole System (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., Inc., 1964), p. 225.

21ngtitute of Criminal Law and'Prbcedure, B}énning,Stuéz;
p. 30; Ralph W. England, Jr., "New Departures in Prison Labor,"
Prison Journal 41: 21. ' ' :
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Since administrators have no incentive to increase output, they certaihly
do' not care to increase labor productivity; besides, raising productivity
would require the purchase of new capital equipment out of strained in-
stitutional budgets.l The use of obsolete, low-productivity capital
equipment satisfies a number of objectives: it saves on institutional
budgets, it raises the number of inmates employed in producing a
specified level of output, aud it even reduces the cost of training
institutional staff in new production technologies. Its major draw-

back is that the inmates who use the equipment learn littlm of rr -
vance to post-release employment. But thi- sh- Ccoming e

many administrators ar f1'° ‘0 accepi it view C¢. Uthe:r advantages
they derive.

_ This discussion of current conditions and incentivgs in prison
industries strongly suggests that a prerequisite for F&FoEm is the
removal of legal restrictions on the sale of prison-made goods. -Based
on the analysis in the preceding section, it appears that the social.
(political) cost of removing these barriers is small, largely because
the economic costs are not great. The Corrections Report concurs in
this hopeful assessment: -

organized lahor and other business interests
may no longer be concerned about prison preducts
competing in the free market. There is evidence
that free labor and industry are willing to become
involved in planning, ugdating,-and evaluating prison
industry programs , .

Minnesota and Illinois have recently introdﬁéed slight liberalizations
of the traditional prohibition against the free-market sale of
Prison-made goods.4 Against this background, it is appropriate to

-lInstitute of Criminal’ Law and Pfocedure, Planning Study, p. 27.

3

. California, Legislature, Assembly Office of Research,

- Report on the Economic Status and Rehabilitative Value of California
Correctional Industries (Sacramento: Assembly Office of Research,
February, 1969), pp. 6-7. According to California Correctional
Industries: " . we must. balance our need to provide employment
for inmates and the need to provide a working environment similar to
that which the inmates will find on the outside..- As a result, our
operations must stress training in basic skills' and we can make only
limited use of automated labor-saving devices." (Ibid., n. 11, p. 7.)

-N—QCorrections,~pf 388 e

) 4Millér and Jensen, "Reform of Federal Prison Industries,”
p. 11.  The{Minnesota statute authorized the establishment of private
industry establishments on prison grounds. Illinois permits non-profit
corporations'to purchase prison-made goods.- '
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consider the economics of the restructuring of prison industries
called for in Corrections.

The most direct modification of prison ' lnustries would be
simply to upgrade the lev-. .l techn. v of - ctior. to standards
existing 'n private enter. . To ~ .. ~ize tr >litical acceptability
ol sueh step. irnstitution: wld - v . . large number of small

indusi. ia. cperations; to meet the call in the Report Zor work programs
"closely related to skills in demand outside the prison," such in-
dustries should be similar to zhose currently operatinz in each
institution's stat

In theory the diversification of industrial activity could
conilict with the objectives of technological efficiency and pro-
ductive employmen- for inmates. In many industries, large-scale
production involv=s hundreds of employees and millions of dollars
of capital equipment if costs of production are to be kept down to
competitive levels. Examples of such industries are basic metals,
petroleum refining, and manufacturing of machinery anc machine tools.
Fortunately for prison industries, there are many other activities
in which labor and capital requirements are much smaller. Service-
industries such as equipment repairing, painting, and electrical work
do not require large work forces or capitalization. Computer services
such as keypunching and equipment maintenance are a growing industry
in some institutions. And light manufacturing--woodworking, metal-
working, plastics, and so forth--is fairly well-suited to institutional
operations. ‘ '

The requirement for diversification is already being-met to
some extent. The Institute of Criminal Law and Procedure tabulated
360 industries in 49 jurisdictions (excluding federal prisons). The-
average ‘median) state had seven different types of industries.l ‘The
Congress:onal Research Service survey of state and federal institutions
survey found 504 industries (not including institutional maintenance)
in 31 Standard Industrial Code classifications.2 . The Battelle survey
of state and federal institutions found 407 industries in 132 institu-.
tions. The most common industries were auto license and garment
making (40 institutions each), furniture manufacture.and repair
(31 institutions) »nd printing (25 institutions). Some industries--
such as basket-making, foundry, paint brush manufacture, plastic
factory, and a guarry--were reported only once. Also according to
this study, the average state prison industry employed 42 inmates,
with the number employed ranging from 1 to 475.3 /

1
oeeen e e .. Institute-of .Criainal .aw..and.Procedure,.Planning SEudyi. ....ocowcvosioom
pp. 16-20. : : » '

2 . .
Wolf, Inmate Employment, Appendix D.

Levy, Abram, and LaDow, Vocational Preparation.
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Withou ta on the pital equipment and’ facilities in each oi
these many sma itrial _st.. ishments, it is not possible to
estimate the ¢ . upgrading theu to the standards of private industry.

4 method can bz provided, howeve., to permit states and institutions to
estimate the c»st for any particular operation. In the United States
economy there is approximately $4 of capital stock (equipment, facilities,
inventories, and so forth) for each $1 of labor productivity. This ratio
‘'is somewhat lower in the light manufacturing and service sectors, whose
output is similar to that produced in most prison industries. In these
cases a capital to labor ratio of three to one can be used to approxi-
mate the eificient production technology. The best available estimate
of the potential value of adult inmate labor is about $8,000 per year
in 1972 prices; inflating to 1974 prices yields an estimate of about
$9,150, Efficient priscn industrial operations would therefore require
- an average capital stock of about $27,500 per employee. Using the

- estimated size of 42 inmates for the average state prison industry
from the Battelle survey, the total capital stock per establishment
should average a little cver $1 million.

0f course, not all of this estimated .$27,500 per employee

should represent an add-on cost for most institutions. Included in
this total are items such as utilities, transportation access, and
structur2s that are already being provided for most prison industries.
In addition, many industries should be able to retain much of their
capital equipment, although the description of prison industries
earlier in this section snggests that additional new capital equipment
would be required in a majority of cases. Perhaps $10,000 to $15,000
per employee represents a reasonable estimate of the additional
capitalization necessary to upgrade most prison industries to the
standards of private industry. Expanding this estimate to the number
of potential employees in state institutions (developed in the pre-

- ceding section), the incremental capital cost of upgrading state
prison industries might be $1.2 to $1.8 billion. (See figure 21 for

- more details on how this estimate was derived.) ‘

The theoretically desirable combination of capital and labor
described above. can be compared to the experience of California
Correctional Industries.Z As of 1975, industrial plants were operated
in ten California state institutions. -The average number of inmates
assigned to industrial operat:ons during 1966 to 1975 was 2,516,
with a markec downward trend (from 3,178 in 1968-69 to 1,885 in
1973-74). Each industrial plant paid rént into the state's general
fund at rates ranging from $0.30 to $1.00 per square foot per year.

1 )
e vere ot S,ing‘ez:,. Nalue. . of. Adult. Iamate- .Manpower R s B S P
Data on California corr=ctional industries were obtained

from unpublished tabulations comoiled by the staff of California
Correctional Industries, Inc. .
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These reutal figures constitute a major subsidy, since the annual-
jzed capital cost of construction is estimated to be about $5.00
per square foot per year.l

Figure 21

Estimated Incremental Capital Expenditure Required to Make
Prison Industries in State Institutions Self-Supporting

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 181,534

B. Proportion of Inmates Participating

in Prison Industries at Any One Time S .65,
C. Number of ‘Inmates Participating in

Prison Industries at Any One Time '

(A X B) " . 117,997

D. incremental Capital Expenditure
Required Per Participating Inmate

Dl' Estimate 1 $10,000
Dy. Estimate 2 . ’ $15,000

E. Increhental Capital Expenditure
Required for All State Institutions

E,. Estimate 1 (C X Dp) | $1,179,970,000
E;. Estimate 2 (C X Do) - _ : $‘1,7'69,955,000

qgee paragraph invchapter I on population statistics used io
national expenditure estimates, for information on the source and use
of . this statistic. : : :

P :
wwwamwwwmﬂmmwww£rhemPlanningﬂ4ndmpg§iggﬂln§titute of the National Clearing-
house for Criminal Justice Planning and AfchitecEdre currently uses—
$50 per square foot as-a rough estimate of the average: cost for .
constructing a correctional institution meeting its standards.
The rationale for applying a ten percent rate to derive an
annualized capital cost is explained in chapter II of this report.
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In addition to 'nominal rental costs, California Correctional

Industries incurred equipment costs and expenses for building
improvements. The average book value of capital equipment during

the 1966-1975 period was $6.090 million. Annual average expenditures
for building improvements were $527,537. Assuming a ten-year amortiza-
tion period for building improvements, the average capital stock

during the nine-year period can be estimated at $11.365 million

(56.090 million in equipment and $5.275 million in structures). The
average capital stock per inmate employee then was $4,517. Inflating
from 1970-71 (the midpoint of the sample period) to 1974-75 at 5 percent
yields an average capital stock per employee of about $5,500, or 20
percent of the theoretical optimum of $27,500. -

Productivity and sales experience was consistent with this

low capital stock per worker. Average sales per employee in 1975
prices were only $5,711. Value added per employee was much lower,
since the $5,711 figure had to cover not only capital costs and .wages
but also the costs of purchases of raw materials. (The California
Correctional Industries revolving fund operates at no cost to the
state.) Value added per worker in the private economy, in contrast,

is about $15,000, perhaps 500 percent of that for inmate employees.

Within the correctional industries, the use of resources
corresponds fairly well to the efficient combinations used in the
private sector. Agerage inmate earnings for 1974~75 were $232, or
$445,000 in total. Staff personnel totaling 253.2 man-years were
assigned to the program. Assuming an average staff-salary of $15,000,
total labor costs were therefore $4.2 million or $1,686 per inmate
employee. The capital to labor ratio derived from these estimates
is 3.26 ‘to 1, remarkably close to the 3 to 1' hypothesized for prison
industries. : '

., +  Nonetheless, even within these undercapitalized industrial
- plants there appears to be a substantial potential for upgrading
inmate earnings and output. At Deuel Vocational Institution in
California, an incentive pay scheme has been in effect for about
18 menths. Officials report that the average inmate wage has
roughly doubled during that time, and that the value of goods '

produced has.also doubled.3 The wage rate is still low~-about

p - N .

lThere are offsetting biases in this $5,500 estimate. The
capital stock associated with rental costs is ignored due to the
absence of data., Conversely, the capital stock value of building
improvements is understated by assuming only a ten-year lifetime
———_..xather than the more.-usual-20-.0 r-30-year-ldfetimes~associated with """
moSt structures. . : ’ '

zEarnings and salary data are from California, Department
.~ of Corrections, Budget, p. 777. '

) 3N. Singer, discussions witﬁ'administrators of the prison
industries program, Deuel Vocational Institution; Tracy, California,
« June 27, 1975. " \ ‘
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35 cents per hour~-but the experiment shows that perate sector
economic incentives can be translated tc a prison setting, and
that higher wages need not bankrupt industrial funds.
a0

To refine these rather gross estimates of capital costs for
prison industries, states should obtain data on capital costs for
the types of industrial establishments they wish to operate. One
source of such data is simply to survey private businesses, naturally
guaranteeing confidentiality. This approach offers the collateral
benefit of integrating experienced business and labor interests more,
¢losely into correctional planning. A related possibility is to use’
industrial consultants and accountants in planning prison industry
modernization and expansion. Unfortunately, published data on capital
stock are not generally available due to the difficulty of measuring

/ the value of capital items.

The most important thing to realize about the foregoing esti-
mates of incremental capital costs for upgrading prison industries is
that the costs should not. represent a drain on correctional institu-
tions' budgets. The derivation of the cost estimates rests on the
premise that prison industries' output can be produced efficiently,
in a manner and quality comparable to that of private businesses. If
private firms can use $27,500 per employee (assuming employees have

. skills comparable to those of prison inmates) and produce goods at a
profit, the same profit must be available for prison-made goods. Fre-
tax rates of return in private enterprise average 15 to 20 percent
per year. Even allowing for lower productivity in-prisons due to
weaker incentives, the income generated by efficient prison industries
should amortize” the costs of improved capital equipment within a five-

" to ten-year period. If inmates are paid less than prevailing wages,
the net cash flow to the institution will be correspondingly greétef
and the amortization period for capital equipment will be shorter.

As an illustration, a typical modernized prison industriai

establishment can be compared with a private company employing 42
workérs at an average wage of $9,150. The total capitalization of
this typical private company is about $1.155 million, and its payroll

, : is $384,300. Net sales of $615,195 are usef'to compensate employees
(payroll pius 15 percent in fringe benefits’). and provide a 15 percent
gross rate of return to capital.~ 'This entire tabulation is net of
purchases from other companies. (1f the private firm has a"high -
turnover ratio, such as a supermarket does, its gross sales would be

much greater than $615,195.)

If a prison industry patterns its activities after  this
_private company, it too will have Egs-séles of $615,195. Should
‘prison inmates' productivity be lower than that of private employees
(despite the similarities of educational attainment and occupational

[

Lt sos e oo ir . amesm bt arr « ns e e £ e v g o ..

A 15 percent fringe bene FIt Fate approximares-the-most-recent—- —
rate estimated for the private nonfarm economy, See text and footnote

on page 34.

25 simple 15 percenﬁ rate of return on $1.155 million is

$l73,i§0 annually. .
/ -
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affiliation that are implicit in the $9,150 estimate), net sales may
not reach $615,195. But ijnmates' coupensation also may fall short

of $441,945, especially if the-prison industry does not pay prevailing
wages or fringe benefits approximating 15 percent. On balance, there

"1s ne reason to believe that ‘efficiently capitalized prison industries

cannot generate sufficient revenue to amortize theit capital costs,
if the legal restrictions on sales of prison-made goods are removed.

Nevertheless, even efficient prison industries expose admin-
istrators to the business's risk of unprofitable operations. One way
of avoiding this risk, and at the same time upgrading prison work
experiences in the manner called for in the Standards, is to adopt a
"contracting in" system with private businesses. This is the approach
taken by Minnesota in its legislation authorizing private industry to
locate establishments on the grounds of correctional institutions and
to employ inmates in producing goods for sale in private markets.
Parallel legislation, introduced by Senacor Charles Percy as the
Offender Employment and Training Act, would apply to federal prisons.

Although the enabling Minnesé;a legislation was passed in 1973,
the contracting-in program has had a lengthy start-up time. The first
such operation was established at the low-security Lino Lakes institu-
tion in May, 1975. As of August, 1975, at least 20 separate companies
had expressed varying degrees of interest in the Minnesota program. A
computer programming consortium is on the verge of establishment, and

. other operations are being planned. Approval of the plan has been ob-

tained from major unions, subject to the expected conditions of union
membership, dues checkoff, and competitive wage scales. 3

The Minnesota plaﬁ provides dnly one financial inducement to

Aprivate employers: subsidized rental of production facilities. The

rent charged at Lino Lakes is $1.00 per square foot per year, only a
little higher than the average charged to California Correctional
Industries. 1In the case of Minnespota, however, these rents are recog-
nized to 'be a nominal charge. As with the California prison industries,
all costs of developing the space for production--remodeling, wiring,
ventilation, and so forth--are borne by the industg}al plagp.
‘Prevailing Qages in the case of Minnesota mean that inmates
are receiving more than $3.00 per hour in one piecework shop. 'Emplby;
ment is arranged by the company; the corrections department and the
institution do not screen inmates or recommend that certain ones be _
hired. Inmates also perform staff and-supervisory functions for which
they receive commensurate pay. Annual wages range from $8,000 to $11,000,

1Adding a8 15 percent fringe benefit rate to inmate wages can
be viewed as an extension of ti.: notion of paying prevailing wages to
paying "prevailing compensatior” “covering wages and fringes. See dis-
cussion in the later section ¢- sayment of ‘prevailing wages.

Py X 1T

"“““””“""ZUTSTT”éHHE?EEET“EZSEEETWEHEw%gaéral Criminal Justice System
Reorganization Act, S. 2161, 93rd Cong., 1st sess., 1973. S,
s ’ . ° A

3Information about the status of the Minnesota program was .ob-
tained from various unpublished materials provided by the Director of
Private Industry, M%ynesota Department of Corrections.
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flgures that compare favorably with the estimated $9,150 potentlal
inmate productivity cited earlier.

The financial benefit to the institution is derived from
subsistence charges that are withheld from imnmates' paychecks. The
state has negotiated a flat amount of $121 montkly with inmate workers.
In addition, the state has proposed a set of other charges for optional
services: alternative food arrangements, personal laundry services,
"outside" medical care, adult education, and even counseling. The
characteristic of all these charges is that they would fully support
the services involved; thus, the institution would provide a variety
and quality of services far beyond the capabilities of current budgets,
and yet no financial cost would be incurred by the state.

The advantages of this ‘approach, from the standpoint of correc-

tional administrators, are numerous. By bringing industrial specialists
“into institutions to operate industries, correctional staffs would be
relieved of a responsibility unrelated to other correctional functions.
The liaison between prison employment and employment in the private
economy would be tightened, increasing the likelihood that inmates
would find stable employment after release. Employment that inmates
viewed as productlve (and remunerative) might reduce institutional
tensions. The current drain on institutional budgets cdused by °
acquisition of capital equipment would be eased. Contracts with
private companies could provide a stable source of income to institu-
tions to a1d in defraying other budgetary costs.

From the standpoint of private business and labor, the _
advantages of this program are more obscure. Labor unions' sanction
presumably could be obtained only at the price of union membership
for inmates and the attendant payment of, prevailing wages. (Such a
provision is incorporated in the Senate bill and. the Minnesota legis-
lation.) The willingness of business to participate presumably would
be reduced by any of the following factors: general weakness in the

_economy or slackness in labor markets, locations of correctional insti-
tutions distant from other productive facilities and markets for goods,
unacceptably high labor turnover rates due to short prison terms, and
general reluctance to employ ex-offenders. While these factors should’
not deter every business from participating in institutional employment
programs, they will reinforce any existing unwillingness to expand
plant operations in an unfamiliar milieu.

One way to overcome such misgivings is through subsidies.
_Sensibly, the Senate bill provides for a very limited subsidy" for
participating businesses in the form of federal loans at a maximum
interest rate of six percent. At the time the bifl was introduced;
this ceiling was about five percentage points below market rates.
Assuming that the five-point subsidy were offered regardless of the
level of private market rates, the cost to an institution would be
five percent of the incremental capital cost of upgrading prison
iudustries. As a limiting case, suppose that an industry were to be
established in a new building, without the benefit of any previously
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"used equipment or facilities. The estimate developed above is that
capital costs would total $27,500 per employee. The subsidy thus
would be $1,375 per inmate employed in the new industry. In most
cases, the cost per inmate to the institution should be less because
existing capital facilities should be usable.

To estimate the national costs of upgrading prison employment
through this approach of subsidies to private industry, the assumption
made earlier can be used; that is, incremental investment equal to
$10,000 to $15,000 per employee can be assumed. For the 117,997
inmates who can be considered eligible for prison work experiences
(see figure 20) the aggregate subsidy would then be $500 to $750 per
employee or approximately $59 to $88 million. To put these amounts
~in perspective, they are approximately six to nine percent of the operating’
costs for state correctional institutions in fiscal 1973, adjusted to ’
calendar 1974 dollars,

As in the case of institutional expenditures to upgrade prison
industries, these subsidies to private employers should yield net
economic benefits to institutions.  The benefits in this case result
from the requirement in the Senate bill that employers pay prevailing
wages, from which institutions are allowed to deduct "reasonable
costs incidental to . . . confinement."l It is estimated later in
this chapter (see the section on institutional maintenance work) that
such deductions might reasonably average $1,200 per inmate year,
nationwide, if allowances are.included for paying inmates minimum
wages for institutional maintenance work. As noted above, Minnesota
has negotiated a subsistence payment of $1,452 annually with those i
inmates emplcyed in its industrial program. On balance, it seems
likely that the "contracting in" method can be self-financing, from
the standpoint of an institution, as long as the subsidy per- employed
inmate is not greater than five or six percent of the employer's
incremental capital costs. ' ) \

The conclusion of this section is ‘that the Standards concern-
ing prison industries can be met without any budgetary drain upon .
institutions,. under either internal upgrading or the "contracting in"
method. For institutions to expand and modernize prison industries,
however, would require the repeal of restrictive legislation dealing
with prison-made goods and abandonment of the "state-use" system.
"Contracting in" also would require new legislation. The only states
that do not currently mandate state use are Alaska, Delaware, Maine,
Massachugetts, Mississippi and Nevada (and Illinois to a very limited
extent).“ Only Minnesota permits "contracting in." Either approach
is consistent with Standard 11.10. Which one is preferable for a
given state depends on local conditions, including the current state

/

1 : .
Miller and Jensen, "Reform of Federal Prison Industries,"

p- 16.

2Ibid., p. 11. 124
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of prison industries, the effectiveness of post-release offer ier employ-
ment programs, and the willingness of tusiness and labor to .:rt- -ipate
in "contracting in." For the state (but not correctional sys=e"
contracting in offers further advantages in that capital equi==- ~,
inventories, sales, and payrolls may all be subject to taratiz. This
tax yield might offset much or all of any subsidy require: tc an..Ze
businesses to participate.

As a final point on this issue, it is worth notin; that
conclusion does not depend on the value to the inmate of : .isQp W
experiences. The Corrections Report clearly views work expe
as of major value in rehabilitating and reintegrating offend: ==
indeed, this view is so widely held that it approaches the szzmfus
folk wisdom. Unfortunately, there is little empirical verificat
of it. For every study that shows the value of employment in .ng
recidivism, there is annther demonstrating that prison work exper .ce
is virtually unrelated to post-release activity. This issue does .ot
have to be settled before the economic value of improved priszr - Hrk
experience can be demonstrated. Instead, the foregoing analyszs: shows
that even if the inmate derives no benefit from prison work that teaches
him marketable skills, there can be some net benefit for institutional
budgets.

e
s

)
4
Gy Fy

PAYMENT OF PREVAILING WAGES

“According to the Congressional Research Service survey of prison
industries in 1973, the average minimum wage rate in state men's insti-
tutions is 4.4 cents per hour, while the average maximum wage in the
same prisons is 17.4 cents per hour. The range in state women's insti-
tutions is 5.6 to 12.6 cents per hour. As a result, the average monthly

earnings of men in state institutions are $10.85 and those of women are
$10.10.1

Even: these figures exaggerate ‘the pay scales in some institu-
tions. In Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming the lowest wage rate is only
1 cent per hour; in Wyoming that is also the highest wage rate, with
the result that the average monthly earnings per inmate in Wyoming are
only $2.00--or the equivalent of the federal minimum hourly wage rate.
In fifteen states, the maximum inmate wage rate is 10 cents per hour
or less. In Iowd men can earn as much as $1.10 per hour, but no other
state has a maximum wage rate as high as 40 cents per hour for either
men Or women.

These wage rates clearly are at variance with the Corrections
Report. Standard 11.10 specifies in part: -

1
Wolf, Inmate Employment, Appendix C.
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6. In ites shoulc he compensated for a.’ wor

perfor :d that is of economic benefit : .he
correc._.onal authority or znother publ! or
pPrivat: ‘entity. As a lcng-ranygc oF jec. .o
be img  werod by 1673, such come -iar. s ould
by at -z N “resent .ng -he pre Adn. w=zz s for
work o . m2 type 10 the vie: -y + — .
correct e Loiliev -
inter: sting tha: _-2 ¢ -andar: includes &ll inm2r  work. Not
amployrment in pro-n izdustri=s, but also emplo-anat in institutional
. ..:t2nance activitie: horld be —enumerated at pre- "ing wzze rates.
is also worth noti: \at prevailing wa<ces, not mi::-~um wa, as, are
irecified irn the Stan. . The $92.150 average y-oduc ity imputed to
inmates in the preced. ‘eczion 1plies zi. aver-ige w- of $4.40 based
on a 40-hour week and T-waek o ozT
Administrator. - . s¢ many ar-uments agdipst pa g inmates pre-
-iling wages, or eve- « fwderal minimum wage.*~ Sc-- arguments are
:sed on the philosop: sf izcarcera-ion and Prisnn w < experience:

‘ork expericnces are ¢:.lv part of the large effort of -chabilZtation and
oney wages are an unimportamt rewarc compared to prom._=ion and increased
responsibility for successful inmates. Some are based - equity: inmates
assigned to prison industries cannot practically be pai® at a scale greatly
different from that applied to maintenance workers, and skilled employees
cannot be paid at reasonable skill differentials withou: bankrupting the
industrial funds. Finally there are the carguments from administrative
considerations: inmate wages are legally considered gratuities rather than
income, and chahging their status would require considerably more bookkeeping;
besides, net sales from prison industries are used to subsidize other pro-
grams such as vocational education, and budgets could not be expanded if the
subsidy for these other programs were used to pay prevailing wages.

In terms of cash flow, the difference between the Report's recom~
mendations and current practice is substantial. The average annual income
for employed male inmates in state institutions is $130.20, while that for

‘employed women is only $121.20. Earlier in this chapter the figure of

$9,150 was cited as the average productivity for inmates in federal and state
institutions. Applying the difference ($9,020) to the 63,432 inmate employees

'in state institutions counted in the Congressional Research Service survey,

the gap between current inmate wages and the wages called for in the Standards
is $572 million. $572 million annually is thus the cost of meeting the Stan-
dard for prevailing wages in state institutions. A fringe benefit rate of 15
percent would raise the cost by .$86 million.3 ’

.

1Corrections, p.. 387.

iFor a cogent statement of these arguments, see T. Wade Markley,
"Statement Against the Paying of Minimum Wages to Inmates," Correctional
Industries Association Newsletter, May, 1974. ’ -

3Adding a 15 percent fringe benefit rate to inmate wages can be
viewed as an extension of the notion of paying "prevailing wages" to the con-
cept of paying '"prevailing compensation" covering wages and fringes. A 15
percent fringe rate approximates the most recent estimate (for 1972) of a

16.4 rate for the private nonfarm economy (Bureau of Labor Statistics,

Supplementary Compensation). Covered in the 16.4 percent are employer con-
tributions to the following: retirement (including social security), 9.7

120
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.f insti:ticnal maintenance v vk . rs arc¢ -° . .=, .Tom ~“he discus-
sirn, the gap be. 'me. somewhat smaller. e 63,.;0 ~mzss cou: ted by the
Comgr=ssional Re: ' .. Service survey a:; zmaployec =~ .. :z=. in u—determined
nucber working on - -itutional maintez:anc 2. Ass.w .- o° .he nimber of
state innates in T 2 industries is th»~ -wumber Jo: 'd . zhe I-stitute of
Criminz. Law and :'- :dure survey; then 17,215 pors e n oan. womfn) in o
state I~nstitutions - the current wor:x - =ce for prisom industries. ince
maintenznce workars -obably receive lowe:r wages than Zmrustry workzrs,
assume fuarther that ~ese 17,215 immatss all earn at the Taximu~ waze rates
for wen in their ins::itutions. Then thev earn an average of $£341.52 an-
nually (based in both cases on the ove-. generous assum:tion =~ 40-~hour
wark weeks). The gar per inmate betwe:: urrent and c—esvailirz wag= rates

\

ten is $8,788 annually, or $151 milli-z. and adding = 1I percznc a-lowance
far Iringe benefits increases the gap cto =174 millior. '

For severa. :=asons, the $174 =il lion estimats: trobatl  understates
the true cost of tt Standard just as cthe $658 milliorn :stimz:: overstates
it

& Inmates 4o not work 40-hour weeks, 57 wszills annc.__ly.

° Not all inmates earn the maximum wages :r=vailing in
their institutions.

° The 17,215 estimated employees would c=ziv be 9.5 parcent -
of state inmates in December, 1973. The number of state
. prison industry employees mzy actually o=« greater than
17,215, and the gap therefore may be larger than $174
million.

Whether the cost of meeting the Standard is .74 or $658 million

or somewhere in between, it is clearly a large expenditure relative to cur-
rent funding levels. An-additional expenditure of $174 million for prison
industries would raise operating costs fc: state institutioms by approximately
17 percent. Alternatively, other institutional activities cesting almost
$200 million would have to be curtailed or eliminated. The wage plus fringe
::nefit gap of $10,353 per worker is much greater than the operating cost per

tmaté year for existing state institutions, $5,727, and signiZicantly higher
rtan the $9,439 per inmate year estimate which includes an allowance for
capital costs as well.

percent; life, accident and health insurance, 4.7 percent; unemployment
programs, 1.3 percent; workmen's compensation, 0.7 percent. Since 1972,
contributions to social security ha: = risen, so the retirement rate would be
slightly higher for 1974. Medical services regularly provided to inmates

by the institution might reduce the costs of comparable health insurance
benafits. For the private nonfarm rate calculation, sick and annual leave
znd holidays are included in the wage/salar\ base, for which the 16.4 percent
rate for employer fringe contributions has ‘hzen calculated.

lInstitute of Criminal Law and Procedure, Planning Study, p. 21.

2Markley, "Statement Against Minimum Wages'": 'There is already a
considerable gap between industrial workers and maintenance workers in most
systems, which I believe 1ig essential to- succassful industrial operations.

3see figure 1 in Volume I of this report.
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“he reason tha: *__  szimes: . ~-ap is so lerge is that
it reflects the econom. =:-:s 'z of z:- - :rrent struc ture of pri 1
industries. For examp>. " ider n2 juestion of closing the g
under a widespread sys=. ‘contrz _ing in." Private employ- s
would enter institurion: .. struct oroductive facilities, hir
inmates to produce gool: ‘°r sale on e open market, and pay
“age commensurate with ‘zuiic 5! produizivity. Inmaces therefo-c
would have to produce go: is w-ose mar..2t value was at least .ec
to their wage. (In fact pr uctivit would have to be higher -
crder to permit capital : i -ent to oe amortizad and to-provii ax
zllowance for profit an¢ : .. = benefits.)

" The $9,150 inmat: - uctivit- estimate coupled with & iF jercent

fringe rate and the thresz tc -me capizal to labor ratio implie: =znnual
gross output of nearly $3x2 :_“lion_for an inmate work force of 27,215
(approximately $14,000 per < -==er).t This potential productitviz+ is con-
siderably greater than th:= za-fringe gzp of $174 million thz: was esti-

mated above for a work fco- $17,215 icmates.

Efficient prison in_cswiries zlexrly could operate in thz same
manner as efficient priva: . -.as. Eaplevment of the inmate prison
industry labor force of 17, . at thzir maximum productivity, coupled
with adequate capital equipzerz, could generate goods and services
worth $242 million. Obviouslv this cash flow would be more than ade-~
quate to compensate inmates on a prevailing wage basis, while providing
funds to amortize the costs of capital facilities. With either effi-
cient prison industries or "contracting in," a further benefit o
institutions would be annual %harges of anproximately $1,200 pe-
inmate for subsistence costs. -

1%

To administrators familiar with rrison induszrial operz :1sns,
this potential productivity of $242 million seems wildly unreaiiszic.
Fedjeral Prison Industries, Inc., with 3,519 employees, generates
arnual gross,/sales of about $10,000 per employee and average ''profits"
of about $1,100.3 State prison industries are generally concedad to
be less efficient and productive than the federal system; yet Federal
Prison Indystries, Inc. apparently cannot generate enough profits to
amortize more than $10,000 per worker. The estimated capital require-
ment of $27,500 clearly is out of reach. And even the profitability
of federal industries is attained only wich & wage gap estimated to
be $8,503 per worker.% Most state prison indust-ies currentl: cannot

1 (89,150 ¥ §1,373) = .21z L

.75

$241.537 million.

2See the later section :irn this chapter on institutional maintenance
work for the basis of this estimmus=,

3Derived from Taggart, Fzison of Unemployment, p. 55. TFor more infor~
mation on federal prison industries, =me the yearly issues of U.S., Federal
Prison Industries, Inc., Board o Jirsctors, Annual Report. (Washington, D.C.:
Bureau.of Prisons). ' : i

~brhis estimated gap is slightiw lower than the one estimated for
state industries, because federal ‘nm==—=s earn more than state inmites,

about $647 annually based on data in wiZf, Inmate Employment.

S
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terazs .o 5 sales of more 21z 55,000 or so rer worker
Jnz -zason that sales or-ductivity ore so loi- probably is
ie le.” - zzrictions or pri wdustries impese ! by £ - state-use
wstem. . - ont prison i:rlus . operations cr anuot gen rate $242
i1lio~ .a 1ez sales b=cauvse . zrket for the - wutput is not large
~ough . in a S1.30 ¢ri. aconomy, 5742 4iliom ~nn .rison
industr wzles is hardly not .ce - 2 (less than J2 perczzc .
Apa— from the restr _:.:o—3 imposed by —he state-use system,
there =-= r-=:zons o0 expect _z>: asroductivity -n prison Zandustries tc
£z11 stert ©F labor productivity 2 the private eccuomy. Administrators:

s-metizes a-rue that priscn iak»r productivity canrot be _nferred from
‘mpar=sons of the demographic .hiracteristics -f :amates with those of

_her workers;3 after all, thke d. f-:rence betwesn - -mates and other

I :horers 1is oroved by the fac: th. the former zre _uy prisor. There

ara also undzniable differencss “z:ween the work environments in and
out of prison. Because'of tt: absence of a cash eccnomy ip most insti-
tutions, inmates may be moti- 't r> work less by woney wages than by
non-monetary remuneration th: - eiated more to participation in

prison industries than to pr.cuc. ity.

Depending on the str_zctr £ these forces znd other factors
affecting inmate productivit:, t.:. potential net output of prison
industries might fall short of $247 million. In trat case, inmates
certair_y would not receive ws.es veraging $4.40 per hour implicit in
annual vroductivity of $9,150; inscead, inmate wages would be those
commensurate with actual product:.v:ity. Frcm e viewpoint of insti-
tutionzl administrators, the we linkage is batween inmate pay and

1
According to the Assumbly Office of Fesearch, California
Legislzture, sales per inmate by Californ-.a C-rrectional Industries
were $3,4%9 for the year ending June 30, _96¢. 1Inflatin: to 1974

at 5 perc at yields a figure of $4,608. Trof ts in the same year
were $71,2.00, or 0.7 percent o: sal .2s. §:e R.¢port on Cor-rectional
Industrie: , pp. 3, 1l4. Unpublishe. data “u- California Correctiona:
Industries show that salas per lama-e averz:z .. $4,475 from 1966 to

1975, or $5,439 in 1574 prices.

“Notice that the $242 million is z zZetr sales figure, after
~urchases from other supp_iers are deductez. The 3242 million 1is mor=
::mparable to the Federal Prison Industriez. Inc. "profits’ figure
of $6.3 ==1lion.than to tae "sales" figurs of 352.4 millioﬁ, because
the "salss" figure incluzas puruhases from other firms. To be com-
pletely c=mparable to .the $24Z2 million fig:re. Federal Prison Industries,
Inc. pro=irs would have to be ipcreased by thz amount of wages paid
to inmates, roughly $3.5 @ill_on. Thus, productivity per employee in
Federal Prison Industries, Inc. appears tc be about $1,800.

3This is the technique used by Singer to derive the
previously cited $9,150 producrivity estimare. =

+29
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sre¢ ntivity. \s long :s they are related, higher wages ir ..:2 no
drain on institutional budgets because the additizzal wage: =va
Zizz.oced by edcitional sales.

A collateral benefit of paying inmates przvailing wzges is
t1z:. todernization of prison industries is encourzged and iuzmates zve
=7, experienca wich the kind of equipment in use in the vrivac-e
s27t r. If sales are not restricted by the state-use svszswm, the
cc—__ict betwsen idleness and procuctivity cited above neec not arise.
in  =at case, administrators have incentives to install modern labor-
sar.xg technologies; and the skills inmates learn whil:= using such
terhrologies are more nearly transferable to private _.idustry 3
ca”led for in Standard 11.10. ’

Mo othar issues raised by the payment of pre ailing

ar  “he treatment of maintenance workers and admini- - -ative c :
The ‘cilowing section of this chapter discusses inst_.: ational
mai- znance worl:. Where administrative practize iz czcacerted. i=

is ¢ _ear that prevailing wages in Prison induszries wculd necsssitate
some changes. Inmate wages could no longer be treztec az grazuities:
inst=:ad, ZIncome and social sezurity taxes woulc have 3 be wi-nheld ac
the cost of some additional institutional bookeering  Some zaduc~
tions from inmatz wages would be applied to instizuticaal subsistence
costs, and further withholdinz for familv support oaymants might be
used for inmates with dz2pendents. 1In that event, zlos= liadiscas
betvzen institutional staffs =znd public assistance agenciss wculd

be r2quired. 1In this era of computerized personne_ opsrations. it

is nard to imagine that any of these costs would be more than aegli~
gible, especially when compared to the estimated $1,200 per emjpioyed
irmate of funds rebated to defray institutional budg: ::.l

_NSTITUTIONAL MAINTENANCE .. .RK

Institurional budgzsts understate the true cost of provicing
z23tody and basic suppor: services because of the unreiz-bursecd

=intenance services providec< by inmates. (See chapte- TII o~ this
~olume and figure 1 in Volume II of this report.) It .. dif&icult to
Jbtain zn accurzste estimate of the number of inmates w7 aged in {nsti-

tut—onal maintenance activities. The Institute of Cr-om-mal _aw and
Proczzdur= guesses that 30 perc at of all inmates a—=z so employes, and
asstmes that ten percent actua.ly are required to m=2rform these tasks.
Mattick asserts that at least two out of three jai~ maintenance inmate
workers are superfluous. This is the same conclusion as that drawn

1See the foilwwigg section on institutionaZ maintenance
work for the basis for the $1,200 per employed inmace estimate.

2Unpublished estimates,

i

3"Such jail prisoner work as there is usu.z. '~ oc.upied only a
tew nours a day, three men are assigned to do wark —hat could not keep
2ne man busy, and sometimes it is done only to m=cupy time . . ."
¥Mattick, "'Contemporary Jaiis," p. 819.
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oy the Instizute of C:iminal Law and Procedure for »rison maintenance
10r<ers. Since the tzsss invoived zre nct very differemt, it is
al-:sible that ten percent of the jzil and prisom inmate populations
ar  czpcble oI purforming =1l necessarv ~aintenance work.. 1

The Congzressional “esear:ch Servize survey indicates that state
5T. -7n jobs are -urventis “emun:ré .2d in tae range of -.4 to 17.- cents
e cour.* Tt ‘3 lausit . thaz maintenance employees zre paid less
v-un industzZal workers, o> average earningzs per inmate year are probably
gss than the 2130 and $1__ thz:t are the =means for men and women inmates
.= szate icstirutions.3  _otentzal earnimgs of these inmates may also be

sz than the $9J, 130 usec 2bove if the skill levels or educational
,bzxorounds of meintenan. : work=rs are lower than those of industrial

..... ~’ployees. Ratzer than . e $4.-0 per hour implicit in the $9,150 pro-
cuctivity estimsce, the _cderal minimur .. 2 of $2.00 per hour™ (with
zm implied anausi produc:_x tv of $4.1€J) may be & more appropriate

~dicator c¢f trz2 value of inmats labor ip maincenzncz activities.

“he -cst of pavini minimum weges tc meintenance workers depends
— the numbs— of inmzcrszcs so employad. If the Imnstitute of Criminal Law
:id Procedur= assumption of 30 percent is used, the number of inmates
s approximzrely 54,4 ). The cost of paving winimum wages plus a fringe
venefit rate >f 15 percent would be $261 miil<on annually.

Unlike tle prz:ztice of »a-in  :vavailing wages to industrial
~sloyees, the payment of minimum wages to msintenance work=rs is not

“The zasks of inmat:s employed i1 inscitutional maimtenance -in
orisons are ces :ribed in WelZ, Tacate Impinvzent, Appendix C, as:
"cooking and cleaning Jor inmatzs and srtaff . ;rcunds maintenance work,
end ~the- work ::zsociz=a=d =ith the upker: ¢ k= institutiom--for example,

pzir: ng, plumt _=z, czxwenTT~ znd Zechz =z repairs within the prison

commiex.”  Such jobs i- jalls zre deser ted in Mattick, "Contemporary

: "p. 81%, as " m: ping tne c2ll~b. ck floors or picking up

paper in the vard . . jemitorial, mai enznce, laundry and culinary work."”
2

Wolf, Inmate Zizpioyment.

3 . ;
Markley, "Statzwent Against Minimun Wages'': ''There is already a
considerable gap betweer industrial and mzintenance workers in most

systems . . ." i

4Accordiug to th- ‘.epartmen' .. Labor, the federal minimum wage
for the ovarwhelwing ma Ti:y of em’icv.>. was $1.60 from January 1°
until May 1, 1974, whern It -ent to <Z.09D. t then rose again to $2.10

on Janvary 1., -975, an. zo = .30 on Jamuary 1, 1976.

rkley, "Stzzzmen Against Mizigum Wages,' also states: 'The
“ifferential (between odus rial and mzz=tenance workers) must be main-
-ained, but it should -~»t b- at a razio cf 50 to 1 or nigher." The
ratio in the case of *~2 minimum wag=z ic a moderate 2.2 to 1.
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associstec th .dditicnal -e-uue from product sales outside the
instizution.  Tho possidilicy of ¢ “fsetting cash flow arises only if
ther= are al:arnative types o errloyment available for maintenance
amployees, or i .mates earning higher wages are charged for sub-
fis.cnce ser- ... s provide. bv the institution.

The - ==~ 'ipel emp.oymznt alternative is in prison industries.
IZ the Imstiz .2 of lriminal _aw znd Procedure assumption that about
10 percent of “r= inwmate popuiticm in a typical institution can be
zmployed proc¢ . :ively in inst_tuc-<cnal maintenance is valid, other
mz lntenance w. . 12rs could be -ransferred to industrial operations (and
naid the minimiz wage or some othar amount related to their productivitv),
I current rest .ctions on the level of prison production were removed.
“he cost of pav. :z mininwr vzzes and the 15 percent in fringes for ten
“2rcent cf the @ itiea's irnmzzes would then be the cost of employing
23 immate: - : meinta2nzce wwork. This amount would be $87 million,

23,

o g

pproximatsl- eight percermr f current state institutional operating
Irsos
Althoor .mstituzicas ald in fact incur additional budgetary
c::lays for mn ..renance worker. it should be remembered that this
crange in wag s oosually we 00 uo smoany the development of productive
Prisoi. ind sooo:s i T na. maintenance work. Thus, the addi-

tio: 31 our .avse
ave il deduczic
cow o theis st
imforxatisn 1o~ =d
9

‘ulz occur at the same time as additional
~rcezved frem all employed inmates to
Based on the three different types of
es~imated that $1,200 per inmatel is a
tnat might reasonably be withheld from
costs, in 1974 dollars and as a

no.cicomal fwerso: o

i

« = re paymen: 3f :revailing wages to inmates
~7Towyed im Iz-wir tionezl maintenance, the

< .fornia Der . i -t of Corrections estimated
e cerage arnue ces- for food2 medical care
¢ .othing to b ‘07, in 1970;

e “uae =T oinmul. e - associated with paying inmates
aploed in in ci - ional maintenance a minimum wage
o "D pes b oar .1 2 40-hour week 52 weeks a year,
-Z percer 1 “ringe benefits, would be $478
T4 2 10):
1

of this report, the average cost estimate
of $90C pex szd because it is assumed that only = .

75 percent oI t. proposed :n: :itution's inmates are earning incomes
which make ther —iigible fc- ¢ .ch withholdings.

Th's e: imete is ~or _n unpublished draft prepared by
the Institu.e o Criminal L. zz: Procedure.

o
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- e  The Minnesota Department of Corrections withholds
‘ $1,452 annually for subsistence costs irom paychecks
of inmates who work in prison industries.

With a prison industry lsbor force of 17,215 and 18,153 main-
tenance workers employed productivelv, pavroll deductions would total
€42 million, approximately half of the cost of paying minimum wages and
fringe benefits to productive maintenance workers. As the percentage
of inmates employed in prison industries rises beyond the eight percent
level associated with the 17,215 labor force used above? (a potential)
of employing 65 percent of the inmates in »rison industries, which
allows 10 percent being employed in institutional maintenance work,
is estimated at the beginning of this chapter), inmate payments could
actually exceed the costs of inmate services and begin to cover staff
and other institutional subsistence-related costs. Other cost offsets
could also result from rapid capital amortization ('profit")- earned by
productive prison industries (associated with shifts of inmates from
unproductive institutional maintenance work) . -

Turning to jails, the net cost per inmate year of paying
minimum wages for maintenance work may be somewhat greater than in |
prisons. :High turnover rates and erratic capacity utilization probably
preclude the development of extensive industrial programs except in a
relatively small number of large jails. -Nationwide, payroll deduc-
tions of $1,200 for subsistence costs for only the ten percent of jail
inmates who would be productively employed in institutional maintenance
could reduce the initial cost of $65 million for paying minimum wages
and fringes to a net cost of $49 million. Other benefits could, how-
ever, also be associated with such a plar.. The sometimes capricious
and dehumanizing use of labor by jail administrators would be deterred.
More important, if the cost of jail inmates' labor appeared in jail
administrators' budgets, some of the latter's resistance to_jail re-
form might soften. Increasing reliance on releasé programs could
create a productive alternative use for jail labor outside institu-
tions even though no such use were available inside.® This last

lSee discussion of this Minnesota plan under the earlier discussion
of the "contracting in" system for prison industries. -

2This number of 17,215 workers is approximately 9.5 percent of the
inmate population of 181,534 in 1973 (the number used most frequently in this
report), but 8.3 percent of the population surveyed to get the original estimate.

3For example, the following was reported in New York: " . . avery
bright shine of the cement floor was noted. Inmate minors are assigned to
polish and buff these floors three times a day, producing a mirrorlike finish.
So meticulous is the superintendent about the condition of these floors that
other prisoners are assigned to follow each buffing wachine on their hands
and knees and fljck the dust out of the cracks between the blocks of cement."
New York State, Commission of Investigation, County Jails and Penitentiaries
in New York State (Albany, N.Y.: State Printing Office, 1966), p. 36.

4See_Mattick, "Contemporary Jails," p. 828.
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possibility assumes increasing importance in light of the recommenda-
tion in the Report and in other proposals for jail reform that a much
larger fraction of jail inmates be assigned te programs such as mis-
demeanant probation, release on recognizance, and diversion for
victimless offenses.

The Report advocates a shift from jails to community-based
institutions, which would serve some  inmates who would have been in
jails and some who would have been in state institutions. A set of .
cost estimates for a proposed community-based institution, which
incorporate provisions for 32 percent of the inmates being employed
in industries within the institution, 33 percent being employed in the
community, and 10 percent being productively employed in institutional
maintenance (and associated payroll deductions from 75 percent of the
inmate population), is shown in figure 1 of Volume I of this report.

CONCLUSTIONS

The recommendations of the Corrections Report concerning the
operation of prison industries and the compensation paid to prison

workers have enormous economic implications for institutional budgets.

Upgrading prison industries could require capital expenditures of

between $1 and $2 billion. Paying industrial workers prevailing wages
and offering minimum wages to institutional maintenance workers could
add several hundred million more. '

These cost implications of the Report's recommendation are
widely recognized, qualitatively at least, by correctional admin-
istrators. What is not generally noticed is the economic benefit
that institutional budgets would derive from concomitant reforms of
prison and jail work experiences. The added production of prison
industries resulting from the removal of legal restrictions and
improving capital equipment would generate additional net sales and
income (including deductions from inmate checks for subsistence costs)
to offset the higher wage costs of inmate labor and the added capital
costs of new equipment and facilities. Paying minimum wages to
prison and jail maintenance workers would encourage administrators
to assign them to more productive activities either inside institu-
tions (prison industries, for example) or outside them (work release,
for example).

Further benefits could accrue to inmates and to society at
large. Inmates would receive higher incomes from their labor, and
would learn the kinds of skills in demand in labor markets outside

l .
Sea Neil Singer, "Incentives and the Use of Prison Labor,"

Crime and Delinquency 19 (April 1973): 200-211, for more discussion

of thesge benefits.
|
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institutions. The "contracting in'" approach would further reinforce
linkages between inmate workers and private employers. The added
income earned by workers could be a source of support for dependents and
general tax revenues for society, as well as subsistence charges to
defray institutional budgetary costs.

State and local correctional administrators should base their
evaluations of the Standards on the combinations of costs and benefits
summarized above, rather than on frightening but irrelevant gross
dollar amounts. '
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CHAPTER VIII
SERVICES FOR RELEASED OFFENDEKS

For offenders who remain in the traditional dispositions of
imprisonment and parole rather than the newer community correctional
alternatives, the Corrections Report proposes increased reliance on
various forms of furlough and interim release programs, and improved
service delivery for parolees. Standard 11.4 states in part:

On-the~job training and work release or work
furloughs should be used to the fullest extent
possible.l

Each educational department shkould make
arrangements for education programs at local
colleges where possible, using educational
opportunity programs, work-study programs for
continuing education, and work-furlough programs.2

Standard 9.9 advocates jail release programs,for work, education, and

family visits.3 Standard 12.6 discusses the specific community services
that the Report proposes for parolees.

WORK RTLEASE

The terms "work release” and "work furlough" can describe any
program in which an inmate is discharged temporarily from the custody
and routine of a prison or jail for purposes of work, and in which
he returns to custody when his work ‘experience is completed. If there
is a systematic difference in usage, then "work release' refers to
short-term discharge (no more than 8 to 12 hours at a time) while
"work furlough" can describe periods of release lasting weeks or even
months at a time. Although the inmate usually leaves the instditution
physically during these periods, responsibility for his custody

1 -
Corrections, p. 369. : oo i

2Ibid., p. 368.

31bid., p. 306. - - :
41bid., p. 430.

-
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formally remains with the institution. 1In some cases the institution
can delegate this responsibility; for example, a prison can assign
inmates to a local jail for work release and transfer the custody
responsibility to the jail officials, or local parole officers may:
accept supervision of inmates- on work furloughs. :

’ Work release is generally v1ewed by correctional off1c1als
as an intermediate step between full detention and full ‘release.
Forty-one states and the District of Columbia have legislative
authority for the program, and federal prisoners have had this
alternative since 1965.1 1In very few jurisdictions does the program
. occupy more than a very small fraction of the inmate population.
In addition, prison authorities, generally have discretion over which
inmates to allow out on work release, with the result that certain
types of offenders are automatically excluded from participation in
many states.3 )

v One objective of work release as a transitional program is to

ease the offender's reintegration by exposing him to society in small
_doses. Another is to enhance his post-release employment opportuni-
ties by placing him in a job, that can continue after his release.
‘There is often some benefit for the institution in the form of pay-
check deductions for the cost of the offender's room and board.
Incremental costs associated with transportation to and from the

job can also be defrayed by paycheck 'deductions. Finally, the
offender may be able to support his dependents or build himself &
post-release nest egg with what remains of hls paycheck after taxes
and institutional costs are ‘deducted.

In practice, work release can fail to live up to these
expectations. According to Mitford, offenders' jobs are often
menial, their living conditions while on work release may be worse
than in the prisons they have left, and the deductions for institu-
tional costs can eat up virtually their entire earnings.4 There is

lE. H. Johnson and K. E. Kotch, "Two Factors in Development

of Work Release: Size and Location of Prisons,' Journal of Criminal
Justice 1 (March 1973): 43-50. - ' :

2 ., : :
~ Taggart, Prison of Unemployment, p. 61. Only three of 25
prograuns surveyed had more than ten percent of the inmate population
on work release.

3Lawrence S. Root, "State Work Release Programs: An Analysis
of Operational Policies," Federal Probaticn 37 (December 1973): 52-58.

: 4Jessmanltford Kind and Usual Punishment (New York:
A. A. Knopf, 1973), pp. 215ff.
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no conclusive evidence that work releasees have higher post-release
earnings than other offenders, or that their recidivism rates are
different.l Offenders who are released daily and return to their
institutions at the end of the work day are subjected to stresses
characteristic of both prison and free environments; in addition,
their fellow inmates can press them to serve as conduits for
_contraband. A

The Corrections Report makes no specific recommendations
about the number or proportion of inmates who should be assigned to
work release. Existing statutes, however. limit the number of
inmates who are eligible. The most commoii restrictions exclude those
with either more than six months to serve before expected release,
or those with more than a specified fraction remaining of their
original sentences.~ ‘The effect of these restrictions is to exclude
inmates with more than 6 to 12 months remaining before.expected
parole.3 Aside from other restrictions relating to the type of )
offense or other offender characteristics, the time limit for work
release serves to exclude roughly 75 percent of the felon population.a

lNonetheless, several studies suggest that work release can
be a positive factor in .offender readjustment. For a favorable evalua-
tion of work release in Wisconsin, see Wisconsin, Department of Correc-
tions, Work Release-Study Release Program: 1970 and First Five~Year
Trends, Statistical Bulletin C-63 (Madison, Wis.: Department of
Corrections, April, 1972). A study of California work release showing
lower recidivism rates for work release parolees than for parolees in
general is California, Department of Corrections, A Report to the
Legislature on the Work and Training Furlough.Program (Sacramento, Ca.:
Department of Corrections, December, 1971). For similar conclusions
pertaining to Alabama, see Rehabilitation Research Foundation,
Experimental Manpower Laboratory for Corrections, Final Interim
Report on Phase IV (Montgomery, Ala.: Rehabilitation Research
Foundation, May, 1974). A report dealing with North Carolina is
less laudatory; see E. H. Johnson, Highlights-~Work Release: Factors
in Selection and Results (Carbondale, Ill.: Center for the Study of
Crime, Delinquency and Corrections, Southern Illinois University,
December, 1968). : : ) :

2Root, "State Work Release Programs," pp. 54-55.
31bid.

v 4The median time served for felons was roughly 17 months,
according to an NCCD survey for 1965-70. Allowing for the fact that
younger offenders serving shorter sentences are sometimes assigned
to juvenile institutions not covered in this report, the median time
served by adult offenders is still less than 24 months. D. M.
Gottfredson, et al., Four Thousand Lifetimes: A Study of Time Served
‘and Parole Qutcomes (Davis, Ca.: Natiog;i)gouncil on Crime and
Delinquency, Research Center, June, 1973J~ -
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For those who are left and for jail inmates, the cost of
offering work release should not be a major burden upon institu-—
tional budgets. At best, an institution can completely recover the
incremental costs of work releasces--supervision outside the insti-
tutions, transportation cost, and perhaps charges of other authori-
ties such as jails or parole departments for job development and
placement services and supervision of released offenders. Mitford
claims that institutions over-recover costs by siphonifig off some
inmate earnings for "inmate benefit funds.'! At the other extreme,
an institution may accept some additional costs of work release if it
has confidence in the rehabilitative value of the program. The range
cf deductions from inmate earnings seems to be $2 to $4 daily, or $40
to $80 monthly. 1In one®work release program with high costs; the
estimated average daily cost per release is $8, or $160 per menth.2’

. These estimates imply that. the cost of work relcase for the
population of major institutions is not likely to be great. Assume
that 25 percent of the felon population is eligible for work release
programs whose incremental cost (in excess of normal imstitutional
expenditures) is $6 per offender day, or $120 monthly. If inmates
are placed in jobs paying minimum wages, they will still earn $80
weekly or over $300 monthly before deductions. Thus, an adequate
base exists for defraying incremental costs. If an institution agrees
to subsidize the releasee by deducting only $2 daily, the net monthly
cost of work release in excess of the cost normally assoc’ v.ed with
incarceration is $4 daily or $80 per month. 1If a steady 2. percent
of all felons were in work release programs having these character-
istics, the cost for all institutions would be about $1,000 annually
per inmate in“the program, or an average of $250 fcr all inmateés
(assuming all, or nearly all, are felons). This amount is less than
five percent of the average operating cost of major institutions.

It should be stressed that the cost of work release to the
institution should be much less than this amourit, and might be negative
in many cases. If inmates are placed in stable jobs at reasonable
wages, there is no reason why their income should not ba adequate to
defray all the additional costs of work release and to compensate the
institution for food, medical care, shelter, and other inmate main-
tenance costs. If subsidies for work releasees are paid (in the form
of deductions that are less than the incremental costs of the program),
these subsidies should be viewed as a program or rehabilitative cost
comparable to the cost of counseling, education, or vocational training.

- Comparing the $250 per inmate above with the cost estimates for academic

lMitford, Kind and Usual Punishment,

2Based on discussion with P. Graves of the work furlodgh
program at the DeWitt Nelson Training Facility, California Youth
Authority, Stockton, California, June 27, 1975; based on a 20-workday

"month.
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and vocational training made in chapter VI indicates. that work
release is an inexpensive program,

Aside from the possibility that work release might place a
financial burden on institutional budgets, correctional officials are
reluctant to expand ‘work release because of the escape problem and due
to the difficulty of placing inmates in suitable jobs. The location
of many major facilities, distant form population centers, maKes it
difficult to find jobs, especially jobs with any rehabilitative value,

and adds to the cost of transportation for those in the program.

Neither of these problems is as acute for jails as for prisons.:
Misdemeanants generally are thought to present less of a danger to the
communities than felons in prisons; moreover, many jail inmates are
detained awaiting trial for lack of bond. :Statistically, the escape
risk for these inmates is very low,l and the time that they will be
absent from the.community is less than for prison inmates. Work release
thus offers them several advantages: continued ties to their communi-
ties, continuing maintenance of their dependents, and retention of their
jobs pending trial or release. . For jail administrators, wori release
is not costly if public transportation is available, and requires no
elaborate placement activities for inmates who can simply keep the
jobs they held before arrest. Work release also offers a solution
to the vexing problem of inmate idleness without the budgetary costs
and administrative problems of 1ndustr1al operatlons

The conclusion of this discussion is that as a traditional
program. between institution and community, work release is more likely
to be useful to jail than to prison administrators. Costs of admin-
istering the program in jails should be low enough so that no net
costs (after paycheck deductions) are imposed on the institutions.

The eligible population, defined by prevailing statutes that dis-
qualify inmates with long sentences still to serve, is larger in
jails than in prlsons.

An alternative .use of work release is as a long~term activity
for inmates during their terms in institutions. This is the model
envisioned by Singer,Z but it is difficult to implement because of
the legal restrictions and 1nst1tutional pressures associated with
work release. The best (and perhaps the only) example of this model
in operation is in the Minnesota prison system, where technical
assignment of inmates to work release is a necessary aspect of

lsee the discussion of bail reform alternatives in another
Standards and Goals Project report on comprehensive pretrial programs.

Neil M. Singer, "Incentives and the Use of Prison Labor."
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implementing the sale of inmate~manufactured goods on the private
market. In encouraging the entry of private firms into prisons
(the "contracting in" approach discussed above in chapter VIE),
Minnesota has sidestepped the traditional restrictions on the sale
of inmate-produced goods by technically assigning inmates to work
release. They are then ''released'" daily to their jobs with the
private fifms operating the prison industrial plants, where they
work full days comparable to those of workers’ outside institutions
and are paid commensurate wages. Inmates' paychecks contain an entry
for the institution's deductions, currently $121 monthly. X
‘This sort of "work release'" can be a stable aspect of prison
life; estimates are that inmates may continue in this assignment for
18 to 24 months, or even longer. There is an element of the community
aspect of work release in this program to the extent that working
conditions in the prison plants are different from those in traditional
prison industries, and in so far as some employees are not inmates.
This program gives evidence of being highly successful in budgetary
terms, and therefore of conferring financial benefits on the Minnesota
institution. But it clearly is not a work release program quite com-~
parable to the transitional programs used in other jurisdictions.
Although 50 to 75 percent of all inmates may eventually be assigned
to this program, its special characteristics prevent this proportion
from being an indicator of the potential expan51on of other work
release programs. , :

Longer~term work furlough programs also are advocated by the
Corrections Report. As distinguished from work release, these pro-
grams reduce institutional populations and therefore institutional
costs. These programs should be viewed as a quasi-parole activity,
since the offender is physically out of the institution at all times
and is supervised as a condition of continued residence in the com-
munity. As noted in chapter V of this report, even intensive parole
supervision is much less expensive than incarceration. Thus, even
if institutions have to bear the full cost of supervising inmates on

" work furlough or have to compensate parole departments for the costs

of supervision, there should be a net saving on’ 1nstitut10nal budgets.
Based on the tost estimates in chapter V, the saving per inmate per
year should be several thousand dollars, even ignoring the additional
income earned by the inmate and the social costs of supporting his
dependents. This cost saving should be more than adequate to com-
pensate institutions for the cost of even elaborate JOb placement
programs.

EDUCATION RELEASE AND FAMILY FURLOUGHS

Part of the Corrections Report's emphasis on relating
offenders to their communities is its advocacy of programs other
than work release that will strengthen community ties. Standard il1.3
(Social Environment of Institutions) argues for "institutionally based

141



work-release and study-release programs with an emphasis on community
involvement," and recommends that "offenders should be able to
‘participate in educational programs in the community . "' Moreover,
"offenders should have opportunities to travel to and to participate
in worship services of local churches . . ."l1 Standard 9.9 (Jail Re-
lease Programs) proposes that "weekend visits and home furloughs
should be planned regularly ." and "educational or study release
should be available to all inmates (pretrial and convicted) who do not
present a serious threat to others. Arrangements . . . should allow
participation at any level required (literacy training, adult basic
education, high school or general educational development equivalency,
and college level).'"Z2

For instltutions, the budgetary costs of offering these programs
should be negligible. Inmates released for study in community schools
or colleges become part of the enrollment statistics that are used in
calculating patterns of public expenditures on education.3 Unlike
academic or vocational education in institutions, these programs of
community educational release impose no costs on institutions for
staff, classroom space, equipment or materials. As noted in chapter VI
on post-secondary education. few .zstitutions pay tuition costs for
inmates (although Zunds are somezim=s available for inmates through
grants from LEAA, the U.S. Office c¢f Education, or other agencies).

The major budgetary cost is ln~a-es’ transportation, and even this item is
matched when institutions pay :z=:e expenses of college instructors who
come to the institutions to :;v; courses for inmates.

Other community releas. and furlough programs similarly can be
expected to impose virtually no budgetary costs on institutions. The
costs, if they occur, are imposed on society in the form of offenses
committed by inmates while on release, or perhaps in the form of
expenses of recapturing thdse inmates who take advantage of the
release programs to escape. Although incidents of this sort do
occur, usually only a few percent of the offenders on release

Corrections, p. 363.
2_ .
Ibid., p. 306.

3Legislation was introduced in California in 1974 to permit

community colleges to claim felons as part of their average daily
_attendance for purposes of state reimbursement. Without such legis~
lation, the full expenses of college courses in institutions must be
borne by institutions or inmates. When felons attend classes in
colleges, however, there is no question about their constituting

part of . the college s student body. Such education costs not covered
by tuition and fees would be another type of "external cost" in the
Standards and Goals Project typology.
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or furlough are involved.

The Corrections Report obviously considers these non-monetary
costs to be less than the benefits that society derives from release
programs. The Report's view of the benefits appears most clearly in
the commentary to Standard 11.3:

The historical stance of institutions . . . has
implied acceptance of responsibility for the
community behavior of those released. . .

Efforts should be made to shift responsibility
back to its rightful place--the community. If

the offender is to be successfully reintegrated,
his community cannot abdica.. sponsibility or.
withhold resources. To discharge its respon-
sibility, ~he ¢ mmunity must not allow the
offeader t> be cut off frow it. The correc-
tional ins-itution must be oart of the community's
criminal Zustics system, nc:z a place of banishment.

There appears to be no reascna for financ.al or budgetary considerations

to stand in the way of community or inst—tutional acceptance of this
philosophy. :

SERVICES FOR PAROLEES

To an extent, Standard 12.6 dealing with community services
for parolees simply poses a problem of coordinating parole officers'
activities with those of other governmental agencies. The costs of
such coordination should be small,2 and the creation of new programs
in other agencies is not the substance of the Report's recommendations.
In particular, the Report advocates better coordination with state-or
local employment agencies and vocational training programs.

Of course, it is possible that the added workload represcutred
by parolees could add significantly to "external costs" of other
agencies providing servires. In addition, there is some evidence
that the services required by parolees are qualitatively different
from those needed by the population at large and that agencies are.
sometimes unwilling to provide these different services.

lCorrections, p. 365.

v 2See another Standards and Goals Project report on probation
for more cost analysis of such coordination, associated with the
Report's recommendation that probation officers become '"community
resource managers.'

3Seé Taégart, Prison of Unemployment, pp. 74, 76, for a
discussion of job placement services. :
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One area in which the Standards are specific concerns the avail-
ability of funds for parolees. '"Gate money," clothing and transportation
generally are inadequate for more than a few days' parsonzl maintenance.

The Report recommends that funds be made available for parolees without
interest charges, and that waiver of repayment be permitted. 1In addition,
stipends analogous to unemployment compensation are advoczted for un-
employed parolees (Standard 12.6). From a broader economic perspective,

a cash payment to an ex-offender increases the opportunity cost associated
with potentially committing a/crimé, as the ex-offender nas a certain sourcs

of income with which to contrast the expected income which could be gained
illegally in criminal activities.l

On the average, unemployment rates among parolees are roughly
three times as high as theose for the population at large.2 Barriers
to ex-offender employment are high, wide, and well-documented.3 Against
this problem, only eighteen states offer loan funds and only two (Michigan
and Wisconsin) use them extensively, Experience with loans indicates
that about 20 percent are repaid.4 Five states have tried stipend programs.
Washington offered parolees up to $1,430 over six months.? California
provided average stipends of $61 per week, or $735 per parolee. In
Connecticut, an experimental group received stipends of $470. 7 1n

lf¥or presentation of an economic model of criminal choice which
develops this notion of the potential criminal's choices between
criminal and noncriminal activities, see Gary S. Becker, "Crime and
Punishment: An Economic Approach,” Journal of Political Economy
(April-May, 1968): . 169-217. ' ’ '

. 2See National Clearinghouse on Offender Employment T-xsta"'tionsx,
Laws, Licences and the Offender’'s Right to Work.

~

3George A. Pownall, Employment Problems of Released Offenders

(College Park, Md.: University of Maryland, 1969). Pownall's data is
for 1964, a period of rising national employment. In a slack =conomy,
employers' unwillingness to hire ex-offenders may be even greater than
in Pownall's study.

bKenneth J. Lenihan, xinancial Resources of Releasgqvﬁtigpners, .
pPp. 4-6. . '

5C.R. Dightman and D.R. Johns, "The Adult Correction Release
Stipend Program in Washington," State Government 47 (Winter 1974, p. 32

6Scientific Analysis Corporation, "Direct Financial Assistance
to Parolees Project,' July, 1973, pp. 22-24.

"Malcolm M. Feeley, 'The Effects of Increased Gate Money,"

Final Report on the Parolee Reintegration Project for the Connecticut
Department of Correction, CDC #75-01, December 10, 1974.
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Oregon, subsidy payments to ex—otffenders averaged $155.1 The ex~
perimental "LIFE" project in Maryland (supported by _the U.S. Manpower
Administration) paid $60 per week for three months.2 A followup ex-
perimental project extending many features of the LIFE project to two
states, Georgia and Texas, began in 1975,

In Washington, California and Coanecticut, revocation experi-
ences were not different from those of the parolee population at largec
In Maryland, financial aid was found to reduce the re-arrest rate for
theft by a statistically significant amount. '

- In evaluating these programs, it is necessary to return to
earlier discussion of the relative costs of incarceration and parole.
Stipend programs such as these would roughly double or triple the
cost of intensive supervision parole programs. Stipends of, for example,
$1,000 per parolee must be compared to imprisonment costs of approxi-
mately $9,400 for the criminal justice system and -at least $14,000
for soclety (if only foregone productivity is added). - And the dif-
ferentials would be greater 1f stipends were used with conventional
parole programs. Stipends therefore are afficient from the stanQpOinE«“
of the criminal ju@tice system 1f they reduce the probability of revo-
cation by 11 percent (or less, depending on_ the particular jurisdiction's
cost per inmate). From the viewpoint- of society, stipends are desirable
if they reduce the probability cof revocation by even eight percent.

- . &
Studies of parolee ;hccess generally show that continued
employment is highly correlated with the absence of revocations-and
nex 0i:zuses. To overcome the specilal obstacles faced by parolees,

l"Subsidy Payments to Ex-Offenders from January 1, 1972 to
September 30, 1975," State of Oregon, Interoffice Memo from Dale J.
Dodds, Program Manager, Offender Subsidy Support Program, December 2,
1975. '

2kenneth J. Lenihan, "Some Preliminary Results of the LIFE
Project," Bureau of Social Scilence Research, January, 1975, p. 9.
s/
3For -more information, see American Bar Association, Commisseion
on Correctional Facilities and Services, Transitional Aid Research
Project (Washington; D.C.: American Bar Assoclation, Commission on
Correctional Facilities and Services, forthcoming).

4For example, see Daniel Glaser and Vincent O'Leary, Personal
Characteristics and Parole Outcome (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing
Office, l966),7vBelton M. Fleischer, "The Effect of Unemployment on
Juvenile Delinquency, Journal of Political Economy (December, 1963):
543~55. ' ‘
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experimantal _ob placement --ograms have been operated in several
Juriscictions. The U.S. De-artment of Labor found favorable job
retention and recidivism rz=2s at a cost of $361 per job placement.1
LEAA projects in Maine and __.adiana have included job placement

among a mix of services inc _iding general orientation and counseling.2
Job retention averaged abou:r 50 percent, much higher than for
parolees at large, at an av-~rage cost of $550 to $780. A similar
program in New York cost nea=ly $900 per placement. But job placement
is no panacea. In discussi' the placement services offered in

the LIFE project, Lenihan :z=zes: " . . . there were no important
differences between the tw  groups),” one control and one recipient
group; ''one can only conc:i:ie that our Service simply did not work.,"
Despite the discouraging c=ra, however, Lenihan~adds:., "My own view

+ « - 1s that job income zuc stability do make a contribution” to low

" recidivism rates.? -~

The costs of job placement programs, though substantial, are
below the costs of the parole stipend program in Washington, California
and Maryland. The job placement programs do not cost much more than
“intensive parolee supervision (which adds about $450 to the annual cost
per parolee). In discussing these other programs it was suggested
that the Standards shoul: be implemented on the basis ‘of the much lower
cost of parale xompared te imprisonment, despite the questionable impact
of the program: =n _parole success. Job placement, in comparison, costs
little or mo mare per parolez and has been associated with lower recom-
mitment rates in some places

lU.S.,'Department of Labor, "The Model Ex-Offender Program,"
Office of Policy, cducation, and Research, Manpower Administration,
internal evaluation reports, Washington, D.C., 1970-72.

2Palmer/Paulson Associates, Inc., "Analysis '72" and "EXCEL

“ in Indiana," Chicago, 1972.

3Leonard R. Witt, "Final Report on Project DEVELOP," n.d.,
pp. 39-42. ) :

o

“Lenihan, "LIFE Project,” pp. 3, 8.



CHAPTER IX
RIGHTS OF INMATES

Several groups of Standards apply to the rights of institu-
tionalized offenders. One disausses.their access to facilities and
services denied to them by reason of their imprisonment, especially
with regard to legal proceedings or appeals of conviction or sentence.
Standards 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 recommend that inmates be provided with
access to courts, attorneys, and legal materials. Another group
deals with the relations between inmates and the correctional system,
especially with respect to institutional procedures and discipline.
Standards 2.12 and 2.13 discuss disciplinary procedures and non-—
disciplinary classification and transfer decisions. Standard 2.14
proposes characteristics for institutional grievance procedures.
These Standards are analyzed in the sections which foéllow.

Other Standards pertinent to offenders' rights apply to the:
physical and programmatic aspects of institutions and to the reten-
tion of constitutional guarantees in institutions. With respect to
the first set of Standards, the analysis in parts one and two of
this report speaks to the costs and benefits of complying with the
recommendations for physical design' and education, vocational train-
ing, and work experiences. With respect to the second set of Stan~
dards, the rights under discussion (free speech, religious freedom,
and access to the public) constitute significant changes in the. mode
of operation for many institutions, but should not impose significant
costs on any. Aside from the intangible quality of institutional
1life, the benefit to be derived from complying with these Standards
is identical to the benefit of extending them to any other member of
society. Although-the value of these rights cannot be quantified,
the negligible cost of compliance should be considered as institu-
tions weigh implementation of the Standards.

iy

ACCESS TO THE LEGAL SYSTEM

As Standard 2.1 acknowledges, the principle of prisoners' énd
of fenders' right to access to courts and legal processes is well
established in precedent.l In reaffirming that right with specific

1see the commentary to the Standard for some legal precedent.
Corrections, p. 24. Ovér 18,000 prisoner petitions were filed in
federal courts in fiscal 1974. American Bar Association, Journal 60
(November 1974): 1404. ' '
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reference to legal and administrative procedures that affect inmates'’
access, the Standard does not impose significant resource require-

mepts on correctional administrators. The proposals of this Standard
are:

° That procedures for inmates to appeal their convic-
tions be simplified;

. , \
® That prisoners retain the right to enter into
civil action unrelated to their imprisonment;

o That correctional administrators not screen or
ctherwise limit inmates' petitions;

e That administrative remedies be exhausted in
the event of complaints against the correctional
, system.

Of these specific proposals, the only one that has obvious
resource ‘implications is the admonition not to screen prisoners'
petitions. Simplification of appeal procedures is largely a legis-—
lative matter. The recommendation for continued civil filings im-—-
poses no resource requirements on the corrections systein, and the

"proposal that administrative remedies be used before court challenges
to correctional procedures are admitted is subject to the caveat that
"where no such reasonable administrative mechanism exists, the exhaus-
tion principle should not apply."l The Standard also notes that numer-
ous cases have established the impropriety of correctional officials
restricting inmatas' access;“ even this recommendation, therefore,
should affect only a minority of institutions. And compliance with
this recommendation should actually reduce institutional costs by
releasing staff time from the activity of screening petitions.

Standard 2.2, however, is considerably more far-reaching in
its cost implicatioﬁs.g The Standard specifically rejects the position
that the costs of providing legal services for a wide variety of '
inmate cases are unacceptably high.3 Instead, attorneys' services
(or those of law students, if a court rule provides for such services)
are advocated for all proceedings related to inmates' appeals of con-
viction or sentence, inmates' challenges to institutional rules or
procedures, or hearings on parole grant or revocation.# Counsel
substitutes (including law students, paralegals, inmate paraprofes-
sionals, or even correctional staff)vare advocated for other matters

lCorrections,-p. 24.
21bid. _ . -
3Ibid., p. 27. . -

4Ibid., p.'26. Other costs implicit in the Standards dealing
.. with parole grant and revocation proceedings are analyzed in chapter X.

-
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such as-disciElinary proceedings or civil actions unrelated to
imprisonment.

The view taken in the Standard is in effect a liberal
interpretation of the requirement that counsel be provided whenever
imprisonment is a possible outcome of the legal process. 2 The Standard
adds to the usual instances of deprivation of liberty various insti-
tutional deprivations or penalties such as loss of 'good time," trans-
fer of program, assignment to isolation, fines or forfeiture of earn-
ings, and other sanctions.3 1In effect, the Standard would require
counsel for inmates in virtually all internal disciplinary proceedings
and many appeals to outside legal authorities. ''Governmental authority
should furnish adequate attorney representation . . . to meet the needs
of offenders without the financial resources to obtain such assistance

privately."4 Clearly, major resource requlrements are implicit in
thlS recommendation.

Considerable experience exists in many. states with programs
providing legal services to inmates. At least 13 states and the
District of Columbia provide free legal representation to at least
some inmates in state institutions.> Coverage in most of these
jurisdictions is similar to that recommended in Standard 2.2.

lIbid pp. 26-27. The use of counsel substitutes is a bow

to the high costs of providing attorneys' services for the wide
range of inmate legal problems.

2Ibid., p. 27: "If the criminal justice system must provide

- legal counsel in every instance where a man's liberty may be jcopardized,

a clear reading of Argersinger v. Hamlin . . . would indicate that its
duty should not end there."

3

Ibid., p. 26.
4

Ibid.

The 13 states are: Florida, Georgia, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, New York, Ohio, South Carolina, Texas, Vermont, Washington
and Wisconsin, ‘and California which has a proposal near funding.

See American Bar Association, Resource Center on Correctional

“Law and Legal Services, Providing Legal Services to Prisoners

(Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, Commission on Correc-—
tional Facilities and Services, May, 1973), Appendix D.
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The cost experience of these programs varies rather widely.l
The largest program of those sampled was in Texas, financed by a
$402,000 grant from the U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration.
Vermont's program, in contrast, cost only $30,720. 1In part, these
differences arise from the number of inmatés covered (15,000 in
Texas, 450 in Vermont). Ranked by average cost per covered inmate,
the most expensive program was one in Massachusetts ($117.31 per
inmate), while Ohio had the least costly program ($10.00 per
offender). In general, small :programs in the sample are the more
costly ones (650 inmates at ,$117.31 per inmate; 850 at $88.24; 450
at $68.26) while larger programs are reldtively inexpensive (15,000
offenders at $26.80 per inmate; 13,000 -at $15.08; 9,000 at $10.00).
A weighted average using the number of inmates in each program thus
yields an estimate of only $28.36 per offender, while the simple
(unweighted) average of cost in all programs is much higher at $47.75.

There are three reasons, discussed below, which suggest that
the "true" costs of providing the comprehensive legal services to
inmates proposed in the Standards may be at the upper-end of the.
range of average (per inmate) costs for the programs sampled. The .
first has to do with the potentially high costs of coverage in
"civil-:cases. Unlike the other programs, the D. C. Public Defender
Service program excluded offenders' civil cases, referring them
instead to other agencies such as Neighborhood Legal Services.
According to the American Bar Association's Resource Center on
Correctional Law and Legal Services, roughly 30 percent cf the
caseload of offender legal services programs can be expected to
consist of civil cases. Nonetheless, the ABA regort concludes that
"the workload will probably not be significant."¢ The Minnesota
program, in contrast, handles only civil cases and civil rights
matters, and leaves all criminal cases to the jurisdiction of the
local Public Defenders Service. Minnesota's experience deviates:
greatly from the norm of the other jurisdictions; the average cost
per inmate for civil cases alone is $59:88, and the caseload is
correspondingly much heavier than the civil caseload of other
projects. It is dangerous to generalize from one observation,
but the Minnesota experience coupled with the ABA.analysis of the
cost of civil cases compared to that of criminal cases implies that
the cost experience in other jurlsdictions virtually ignongs the
resource cost of handling offenders' civil problems. If so, the

[

lCost: data were obtained from the American Bar Association,
ibid., and unpublished information supplied by the Consortium Center
of States tc Furnish Legal Services to Iiimates, and the Center for
Correctional Justice, both of Washington, D.C.

2
Resource Center, Providing LegaL Services pp. 10-14,
Appendix A, and n. 51.
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"true'" cost of praviding legal services adequate for all offenders'’
legal problems might be roughly double the $28 to $48 average, or
$50 to $100 per inmate year.

)

The second reason for expecting that the '"true' costs of
making comprehensive legal services available to all inmctes may be
on the high side of the range for the programs sampled is related
to the finding that programs serving few inmates are.more costly.
It is very possible that the higher costs associated with smaller
programs occur because the need to cover fewer offenders makes it
possible to provide better and more complete legal services.

The third factor that lends support to a higher cost esti-
mate is the cost experience of existing group and prepaid legal
service plans. Depending on the type of delivery system, such plans
cost from $30 to $75 per year in 1975, and provided very limited, if
any, coverage for felony matters. 1

Based on the above, a medium high cost of $75 per inmate
year is used in estimating the nationwide costs of implementing
Standard 2.2 and providing inmates in state institutions and jails
with comprehensive legal services covering criminal appeals, civil
rights and disciplinary procedures as well as more routine civil
matters.? As figure 22 shows, the aggregate costs for state insti-
tutions are thus estimated at $13.6 million annually, while serving
jail inmates would cost another $10.3 million.

Although these costs are significant, neither aggregate
is large compared to the current costs of incarceration. The
estimated $75 per inmate year is 1.3 percent of the current -
operating costs of state institutions and 1.7 percent of the same
costs for local institutions (jails). Not all of this cost is an
incremental expenditure, since many jurisdictions are already in
partial or substantjial compliance with the Standard. Based on
1973-74 data, nearly 60,000 prison inmates were covered by existing
programs funded at -$1.70 million.

lFutures Group and National Consumer Center for Legal Services,
.Prepaid Legal Services: .How to Start a Plan (Glastonbury, Conn. and
Washington, D.C.: Futures Group and National Consumer €Center for
Legal Services, 1975). '

This- $75 per inmate year is.an estimated national average.
It is expected that there will be considerable differences in the
costs of legal services in different parts of the country. For
‘information on the extent of such differences based on an informal
national survey, see Barbara Quint, "The Mysterious Case of Lawyers'
" Fees," Money, March, 1974, pp. 46-47.
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Figure 22
Estimated Criminal Justice System Public Expenditure .
Required to Provide Inmates in State and Local
Institutions with Access to the Legal System,
Per Inmate Year and Naticnwide

State Institutions

A. Total Number of Inmate Years® - , 181,534
B. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year $ 75
C. Total Expenditure Nationwide (AXB) ) $13,615,050£

Local Institutions (Jails)

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 136,388
B. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year $ 75

C. Total Expenditure Nationwide (AXB) : $10,229,100

A . : ) |

See the paragraph in chapter I or population statistics used
in national expenditure estimates, for information on the source and
use of this statistic.

An interesting attempt to estimate cost savings constituting
offsets to the costs of legal services is the catalbgue by the 1
Graterford (Pennsylvania) Paraprofessional Law Clinic of its activities.
Many of these categories of saving resulted from the voluntary nature
of the clinic, but the clinic also claimed the s&vings resulting from
shorter prison terms due to the crediting of pre—conviction time served
by offenders, as well as various costs of court administration allegedly
obviated by the clinic's activities. Of these categories of cost’
savings, the credit for time previously served is by far the most
significant item. :

1

Resource Center, Providing Legal Services, Appendix G.
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The clinic's estimates—-$2,173.70 per offender, resulting from
154.6 days credited toward his sentence--cannot be accepted at face
value. It is plausible that some or all oi this time served would
have been credited as the result of other appeals by inmates, or that
noriral court procedures would have led to the granting of time credits.
But the poscibility clearly exists of estimating the dollar value of
at least some of the benefits to the correctional system from free
legal services for inmates. Since the costs of these services appear
to be not too great, even marginal cost savings could offset large
portions of their budgetary impact on the correctional system.

INSTITUTIONAL DISCIPLINARY AND GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES

Standards 2.11 through 2.14 discuss the promulgation of insti-
tutional rules of conduct and procedures to be followed when these
rules are broken. The common principle in both Standard 2.11 (Rules
of Conduct) and Standard 2.13 (Procedures for Nondisciplinary Changes
of Status) is full information and disclosure. Inmates are to receive
written statements of rules and procedures, and penalties for infrac-
tions are to be stated in advance. Offender participation is encouraged
in developing these rules. Standard 2.11 also advocates ''least drastic
means" in the promulgation of rules of conduct; that is, only those
rules should be written that are necessary to achieve the important
interests cf correctional facilities or programs. This recommendation
might reduce some administrative costs of enforcing rules of conduct.

Another aspect of Standard 2.11 that might reduce institutional
costs is the proposal that institutions not preempt legal action:

Acts of violence or other serious misconduct should
be prosecuted criminally and not be. the subject of
administrative sanction. Where the State intends

to prosecute, disciplinary action should be deferred.
Where the State prosecutes and the offender is found
not guilty, che correctional authority should not
take further punitive action.l

Any cost reduction to institutions from these recommendations might
be offset by increased costs of prosecuting inmates imposed on other
agencies of the criminal justice system.

The principal resourcefimplications of this group of Standards
lie in the recommended procedures to be followed in the event of
~disciplinary infractions, changes of status, or inmate grievances.
Standard 2.12 (Disciplinary Procedures) is the most specific. Major
violations (roughly, those whose penalties require inmate counsel
under Standard 2.2) should first be investigated by a third party
(other than the inmate or reporting officer) to determine probable

' 1§grrectiggg, p. 49. s
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cause; then a formal hearing is held, " “th written notification of
the offender, legal assistance for the vifender in preparing for .the
hearing, and various due process provisions. According to the
Standard, even minor violations should receive a review by 'an
impartial officer or board" if the offender requests it.

Similar procedures are consistent with Standards 2.13 and 2.14,
although not explicitly required by them. Standard 2.13 states:

3. VWhere reviews involving substantially
adverse changes . . . are conducted, an
administrative hearing should be held, involv-
ing notice to the offender, an opportunity to
be heard, and a written report . . .

Standard 2.14 (Grievance Procedure) is more general, perhaps to permit
institutions to implement any of a variety of grievance procedure
models. The person or board receiving a grievance should be independent
of the correctional institution. Written reports of findings should

be prepared for both institution and grlevant, and the correctional
authority should respond.

According to a survey of disciplinary procedures conducted by
the American Bar Association, many of the recommendations of the
Standards are alreadv in operation in most states.3 Approximately 98
percent of the states responding to the ABA query claimed that the
following aspects of disciplinary procedures were already in operation
written rules of conduct, distribution of rules to inmates, written
notification of inmates before hearing, prior notice of time of
hearing, impartial tribunal, and personal appearance by inmate to
hear evidence and make statement. Representation by counsel substitute
was permitted in 89 percent of the jurisdictions, but only 37 percent
permitted counsel. Appeal was permitted in 96 percent of the jurisdic-
tions, and 91 percent recorded the hearing proceedings. In 85 percent
of the jurisdictions, the board's decision was claimed to rest solely
on the evidence presented at the hearing. Decisions were rendered
in writing by 88 percent of all boards. S

Other proposals of the Standards appear to be less widely
accepted. Only 79 percent of reporting jurisdictions allow an
inmate a continuance to prepare his defense. He or she can call a witness
in only 59 percent, and confront an adverse witness in 64 percent of
the jurisdictions. Cross examination is permitted only in 57 percent.
If the offender is adjudged not guilty, only 35 percent of the
jurisdictions expunge the charge from his or her record.

libid., p. 54.

2Ibid., p. 56.

American Bar Association, Resource Center on Correctional
Law and Legal Services, Survey of Prison Disciplinary Practices and

Procedures (Washington, D.C.: American Bar Association, Commission
on Correctional Facilities and Services, Malch 1974), p. 11.
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Despite the widespread use of hearings that substantially con-~
form to the recommendations of the Standards, the ABA survey finds a
number of areas in which current procedures are deficient.l Perhaps
the most serious gap is the faiiure to link violations to penalties;
in only 25 percent of the responding states are specific sanctions
provided for violations. Moreover, the violations sometimes are not
well defined, and there is scme evidence that mere receipt of a
written procedure does not imply that the inmate has assimilated
the information it contains.? :

But the deficiencies in existing disciplinary procedures,
compared to the recommendations of the Standards, do not appear f.o
be costly to remedy. With the exception of the Standard's call for
counsel in all hearings on major violations, the common deficiencies
are all remediable by changes in institutional procedures at negli-
gible resource cost. The costs of providing attorneys for hearings
on major violations are incorporated in the estimates in the preceding
section of this chapter.

The Standards for nondisciplinary procedures and inmate
grievance procedures do not specify as many requ.rements as the
disc1glinary procedures, but the resource cost of implementation
might be greater due to the relative infrequency of such procedures
in current institutional programs. According to a 1973 survey of
209 adult institutions, formal grievance procedures exist in a
majority of cases; but the content of these procedures varies so
widely that in some instances they are of no practical value.
Because the Standards for nondisciplinary and grievance procedures
are so broad, it is appropriate to consider costs of implementation
for a variety of models.

Three forms of grievance mechanism are identified by Keating and
others: the ombudsman, the grievance committee, and the inmate council.

libid., pp. 12-13.

2J. M. Keating, Jr. et al., Toward a Greater Measure of
Justice: Grievance Mechanisms in Correctional Institutions
(Washington, D.C.: Center for Correctional Justice,.May 1, 1975), p. 26.

3For the survey, see V. McArthur, "Inmate Grievance Mechanisms:
A Survey of 209 American Prisons," Federal Probation (December 1974): 41.
For discussion of the effectiveness of some of these procedures, see
Keating, et al., Grievance Mechanisms, pp. 27-33 and table 1, p. 28.

4Standard 2.13 specifies only the minimal pfocedures quoted
above. Standard 2.14 specifies no procedures, although it advocates
outside review, written reports, and prompt action. Corrections, pp.
54, 56. -

5’l'he data in this paragraph are derived from Keating et 'al.,
© Grievance Mechanisms, Appendix A, and Wolf, Inmate E@quyment,

Appendix C.
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Cost information and popula+tion served are available for ten of these
procedures from a survey in i973. The five ombudsman procedures had
an average cost per inmate of $27.04 annually, and a range of $5.00 to
$71.75. The four grievance committee models had an average cost per
inmate year of $31.32, and a range of $9.33 to $62.80. The one inmate
council model for which cost data-were available was Rhode Island,
where grievance activities were intermingled with other services

for inmates and ex-offenders. The average cost per inmate for this
model was in extess of $156 annually.

In the main, these costs represent the salaries «f ewnudsren,
attorneys, arbitrators, and other staff positions. The remark: I«
similarity of costs acrcss a fairly wide range of models suggests i=av
no grievance mechanism is likely to be expensive, compared to Gth.-
costs of institutional operation. The diversity in the methods of
operation of these models suggests that the costs of other procedws:s,
such as nondisciplinary changes in status, are likely to be simflas
to the costs of grievance mechanisms.l

A caveat on these estimates is that they refer to cost per
inmate, not cost per grievance. There appears to be considerable
variation in offenders' propensity to file grievances, based in lasge
part upon their perceptions of the responsiveness or effectiveness of
institutional grievance mechanisms. The principal requirements fos:

a grievance procedure to be "effective" appear to be: -that offenders
take a participatory role in judging the merit of the complaint
(rather than simply filing grievances for the attention of some
grievance hearing panel, such as an ombudsman, consisting entirely

of non-offenders); that there be some form of outside review; and
that complaints be answered speedily.2

Since the cost of a grievance procedure depends heavily on
the number of cases filed, a "good" mechanism would be expected
to cost more per inmate (but not necessarily per grievance) than
an ineffective or "lip service" procedure. 1In view of this argu-
ment, the data on grievance committees are noteworthy. Keating and
others ‘identify five effective grievance committee and inmate council
procedures, and no effective ombusdman models. The finding that
effective grievance committees are no more costly per inmate, not-
withstanding the higher frequency of complaints filed, suggests that
Standard 2.14 will not be expensive to implement even if institutions
follow the spirit rather than merely the letter .of its recommendations.
An estimate of $60 per inmate year (at thewtop of the cost range for
effective grievance procedures in the sample to assure that allowances
are included for extensive use) is used in the national cost estimates
shown in figure 23. (Nondisciplinary and grievance procedures for

1 : .
Keating et al., Grievance Mechanisms. For example, hearings
are held in Maryland, Ohio, and South Carolina.

21bid.
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state institutions would cost approximately $13 million per year;
for local institutions (jails) the cost would be $10 million.

Figure 23

Estimated Criminal Justice System Public Expenditure
Required to Provide Inmates in State and Local
Institutions with Nondisciplinary and Grievance

Procedures, Per lnmate Year and Nationwide

State Institutions

A. Total Number of Inmate Years? 181,534
B. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year $ 70
C. Total Expenditure Nationwide (AXB) $12,707,380

Local Institutions (Jails)

A. Total Number of Inmate Year_sa 136,388
B. Average Expenditure Per Inmate Year $ 70
C. Total Expenditure Nationwide (AXB) $9,547,160

35ee the paragraph in chapter I on population statistics used
in national expenditure estimates, for information on the source and
use of this statistic. E

Against the small cost of complying with the Standards for
codified and extended institutional procedures and hearings can be
placed the possibility of substantial institutional benefits. The
American Correctional Association has expressed the belief that
prison riots stem in_part from the absence of mnon-viclent channels
for inmate protests. As noted above in discussing Standard 2.1,

1
American Correctional Association, Riots and Disturbances

in Correctional Institutions (College Park, Md.: American
Correctional Association, 1970}, p. 66.
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internal administrative procedures provide an alternative to court
challenges of prison rules. Although these benefits cannot be
quantified with existing data, it should be recognized that the

costs of obtaining them appear to be low: virtually zero in the

case of disciplinary procedures that comply with the Standards, and
about $60 per inmate year for nondisciplinary and grievance procedures.
Thus the cost of implementing Staundards in the Corrections Report
related to disciplinary and nondisciplinary and grievance procedures
and access to the legal system (about $135 per inmate year) are esti-
mated at only 2.4 and 3.1 percent of the current operating costs of
state institutions and jailis, respectively.

Standard 2.1 calls for administrative”remedigs to be operative
within 30 days. Exhaustion of these remedies thus would not disqualify
an inmate from seeking court redress. In fact, the Standard states:

" . . . where past practice demonstrates the futility of such means,
the doctrine of exhaustion should not apply." Corrections, p. 23.



CHAPTER X

RIGHTS OF PAROLEES

Two Standards are especially relewvant to the question of parolees'
rights. Standard 12.3 (The Parole Grant Hearing) proposes "hearings that

include . . . participation by the inmates . . . procedural guidelines to
insure proper, fair and thorough consideration . . . prompt decisions 1
and personal nmotification . . . and provision for accurate records . . .'""

Standard 12.4 (Revocation Hearings) emphasizes 'careful controls,
methods of fact-finding, and possible alternatives vo keep as many
offenders as possible in the community."2 Implicit in both Standards
is Standard 2.2 (Access to Legal Services) which states: '"Attorney
representation should be required for all proceedings or matters re-
lated (to parole grant and revocation proceedings) . . ."3 Standard
2.2 also advocates public provision of attorneys for the indigent .4

PAROLE GRANT HEARINGS

Some of the issues that arise over parole grant hearings are
similar to those in institutional disciplinary proceedings. Histerically
inmates have not had access to legal representation, due process, and
other characteristics of the constitutional legal system. Instead,
parole has been viewed by correctional authorities as a privilege
extended to worthy inmates and denied to others; the criteria of
worthiness generally are not-codified; and inmates who do not qualify
are not usually told the reasons for their disqualification or the
steps they must take to win parole.

The Corrections Report proposes simplification of this process,
as well as improving its equity. Standard 12.3 suggests that parole
presumptively be granted when an inmate first becomes eligible
(generally at the expiratioén of his minimum sentence) unless therve
is a specific finding that the inmate is not qualified; that is, the
purden of the parole decision shifts from the inmate's need to
demonstrate affirmative qualification, to the examining becard's
requirement to demonstrate negative qualification. Any inmate thus

lCorrections, p. 422,
2Tbid., p. 425.°
31bid., p. 25. -

41bid.
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.denied parole should receive a further hearing within a year.
Hearings should be conducted initially by a single board member or
examiner, with appellate hearings (by the full board) only in the
event that the initial decision is appealed by either tle inmate
or the institution within five days. The Standard also provides
-for immediate personal notification of the inmate, with reasons
given in writing and generally being made avallable to the inwmate.
As noted, counsel is to be provided. The Standard also Spec1f1es
that no more than 20 hearings be held daily; but as noted in chapter
V of this report, most parole bvards currently appear not to hold
more than 20 hearings a day.

Significant implications for the level of correctional
resources are 1mp11cit in the hearing/appeal process. At present,
most boards conduct hearings with three to five members present. 1
The Standard thus should reduce the personnel costs of the parole
grant hearings. For illustration, suppose that a three-member
board whose salaries total $105,000 annually hears 20 cases per day,
of which 70 percent are parole grant hearings and 30 percent are
revocations. At 100 cases weekly, or 5,000 per year, the personnel
cost per hearing is $21. Reducing the number of examiners from
three to one permits the board to hear 15,000 cases annually, at a
cost of only $7 per case. Suppose that parole a year eatrly is
granted in 25 percent of the additional hearings, or 1,750 cases.
The saving in incarceration operating costs at $5,727 per inmate
year is $10,022,250, against which additional costs of parole super-
vision are incurred. Even if parole costs $750 per case (the
estimate for intensive supervision suggested iu chapter V), the
net savings from the reduced number of examiners is nearly $8.7
million.

The point of this fllustration is that the costs of the
parole grant hearing itself are nearly negligible compared to the
implications of the parole grant decision. In practice, the number
of cases heard would not triple, and the budgetary costs of the
parole board probably would increase if additional examiners were
hired. Some additional costs would stem from the appellate hearings
proposed by the Standard. But the budgetary savings alone from
reducing the institutional population by five inmates per year
would pay the salary of each examiner. And as noted in part omne,
institutional operating costs dre a third of the total social costs of
incarceration under existing programs (including lost inmate pro-
ductivity and the social cost of supporting dependents and capital
costs).

1 ‘
V. O'Leary and J. Nuffield, The Organization of Parole

Systems in the United States (Davis, Ca.: National Council on
Crime and Delinquercy, Research Center, 1972).
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Not all jurisdictions would reap the financial savings esti-
mated above from implementing the Standard. In some jurisdictions,
a single examiner or two parole board members comprise the hearing
panel. The cost savings in these cases would be smaller, and might
be offset by the additional costs of the appellate process. Some
jurisdictions already hold parole grant hearings annually for every
inmate, and in these cases presumably the institutional population
would not be reduced by the opportunity to hear more applications.
When a jurisdiction's procedures for parole grant hearings are already
in substantial compliance with the Standard in terms of the composi-
tion of the hearing panel and the frequency of hearings, implementa-
tion of the Standard in these respects simply does not have major
implications for either parole costs or correctional system benefits.

Further cost savings should result from the presumption that
an inmate is eligible for parole after serving his minimum sentence,
unless there is an explicit finding to the contrary. Since inmates
currently are not eligible for consideration for parole until after
expiration of the minimum sentence. implementation of the Standard
must reduce the time served for many inmates. The number of inmates
thus affected is hard to determine, since many inmates currently
receive hearings and are granted parole at their minimum sentences,
while many of those who are not now paroled might be found ineligible
even under the Standard. Nonetheless, it is plausible that some
inmates would be paroled earlier under the Standard and that none
would be detained longer.

To estimate the impact of the Standard, a state might
obtain the following data: proportion of inmates now paroled at
their first hearing, average time served, and average minimum
sentence. (Assume that sentences are Specified in months.) Then
the impact of the Standard can be estimated as the proportion of
all offenders who are paroled at the first opportunity, multiplied
by the difference between the average actual and the average
minimum sentence. For example, if 60 percent of all offencers
are paroled at the first opportunity and the average parolee serves
four months more than his minimum sentence, the effect of the Stan-
dard would be to reduce the average time served by 2.4 months.
Suppose further that the average sentence 1s now 24 months. Then
the Standard would reduce institutional populations by about ten
percent, and presumably would lower institutional .operating costs
proportionately over the long run. Conversely, costs of parole
supervision would rise by ten percent.

Other provisions of Standard 12.3 would work to increase
costs of the parole granting process. For example, annual hearings
for all inmates would raise parole staff costs above current levels.
Written records would be more expensive than eurrent, less formal
procedures. But these costs are likely to be small compared to the
cost savings from smaller institutional populations. The average
cost per case (including all staff and overhead.expenses) for the
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California Adult Authority was only $42 in 1975-76.1 The requirement
for written reasons for parole denial to be provided to inmates was
estimated to add ten percent, or $4.28 per case, to Adult Authority
costs.2 These magnitudes are insignificant compared to costs

of either imprisonment or parole supervisicn.

PAROLE REVOCATION HEARINGS

Standard 12.4 stresses the notion that revocation hearings
should cause parolees to be returned to institutions only as a last
Tesort, and that the hearing process should be structured to minimize
the possibility of that occurrence. Thus detention of parolees should
be used only rarely and after express consideration by parole board
. Members; parolees generally should have access to bail pending the
Tesolution of charges against them; preliminary hearings on alleged
Violations should be held by uninvolved third parties {(other than the
Parolee and his parole officer); and final decisions on revocation
should be made only by the full parole board. Written records and
Statements of findings, due process, and counsel should be provided
to- the parolee. The Standard proposes alternative sanctions other
thar returning the-parolee to the institution, and recommends that
if indeed he is returned, the revocation should not interfere with
future parole grant hearings on the schedule established by Standard
12.3.

To a substantial extent, the Standard simply codifies the
Supreme Court's concerns expressed in the 1972 Morrissey decision.
There is no question that the added procedural requirements imposed
on parole boards will significantly increase the-costs of parole
Tevocation proceedings; the issues are how much the cost will increase
and whether there will be any systematic change in the outcome of
Tevocation hearings.

A reasonably good estlilmate of the costs of implementing the
Standard (and the Morrissey decision) is provided by the Bye decision
in California. Nonfelon narcotic addicts are subject to the Narcotic
Addict Evaluation Authority, a board akin to the Adult Authority,
which can assign patients to outpatient status, the equivalerit of
pParole. The Bye decision requires that an addict not be removed
from the outpatient status without a revocation hearing modeled e
after the Morrissey decision.3 1In effect, the Bye decisicn and ity

lCalifornia, Department of Corrections, Budget, pp. 774, 778.

21bid. The requirement, implicit in the Sturm decision, is
estimated to cost 8 man-years and $215,334 to implement.

31bid., p. 774.
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implementation by the Narcotic Addict Evaluation Authority is a model
for larger-scale implementation of the Morrissey decision as
incorporated in Standard 12.4.

Tn 1974-75, the Narcotic Addict Evaluation Authority conducted
695 revecation hearings for outpatient addicts. as required by the
Bye decision.l The estimated number of hearings for 1975-76 was 655.
The cost of complying with the Bye decision 1s stated by the Department
of Corrections to be $348,157 and 15 man-years for fiscal 1975-76.
Assuming that this cost is based on the average numbeT of Bye hearings
for 1974-76, the cost per hearing is $516. (If only the 1975-76 number
of hearings is involved, the average cost is $532,) This cost estimate
appears to be the incremental cost of the Bye decision; the base cost
of the Narcotic Addict Evaluation Authority, $114,143 fox 1975-76,
represents only the salaries of the board members and a staff member.
The additional costs thus refer to preparatlons for hearings, staff
time, and perhaps the services of additional hearing examiners as
specified in- the Standard. o

The cost of prerevocation hearings as called for by Standard
12.4 can also be estimated.from California data. The La Croix and
Valrie decisions of the California Supreme Court extend the mandate
of the Morrissey decision to prerevocation hearings for parolees
awaiting criminal procegdings.z’ Forecast for California for 1975-76
are 1,125 such hearings, at an implementation cost of nine man-years
and $218,052.3 The cost per hearing of complying with the Standard
in this regard can thus be estimated at $193.

Comparéd to the costs of traditional parole board practices,
these implefientation costs are substantial. Including the costs of
prerevocation hearings, the avérage cost per case for the California

_.-.Adulf Authority in 1975-76 was only $42. Revocation cases comprised

/’;f ut 37 percent of the board's workload, and prerevocation hearings

/ :)were held in only five percent of those cases. Complying with the
Standard with respect to prerevocation proceedings thus would increase
the cost per case roughly 500 percent, even assuming that the revoca-
tion hearings themselves already satisfy the Standard. - The earlier
discussion of the Bye decision in this section suggests that the cost
of conducting revocation hearings in compliance with the Standard is
more than ten times the cost of current practice. Thus,  the full
sequence of hearings as recommended by Standard 12.4 could cost
$700 or more per case, compared with around $40 under traditional

1 :
1bid., p. 778.

2 -
Standard 12.4: "A preliminary hearing . . . should be held -

promptly on all alleged parole violations, including convictions of

new crimes, . . ." Corrections, p. 425,

3california, Department of Corrections, Budget, pp. 774, 778.
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practices. And these estimates do not include the cost of counsel
for the parolee, although Standard 2.2 would require that the state
provide such counsel for indigent parolees.

Aside from the intrinsic value to society of providing equal
rights to all citizens, it is not clear whether implementation of -
these Standards and court decisions is of any value to either parolees
or the correctional system. It is at least possible that the outcome
of revocation hearings conducted in full compliance with the Standards
and court mandates might be identical to the cutcome of traditional
hearings, in which case the substantial incremental cost of the Stand-
ards would have to be viewed as part of the "social overhead" cost of
the legal system. But it seenms likely that tipping the scales of
revocation proceedings in favor of parolées by granting them due
process, counsel, and other rights will result in a smaller proportion
of revocations. Of course, this is the end advocated-by the Standard:
"Return to the institution should be used as a last resort, even when
a factual basis for revocation can be demonstrated."l

Consider the following example, which combines California
revocation statistics with national cost estimates developed in this
report. Parvle is revoked in about 25 percent of the cases heard by
the Adult Authority and Women's Board. The cost of revocation to
the correctional system is the difference between the cost of incag—
ceration and that of parole supervision,; or about $8,689 annually;
in addition, costs of at least $5,000 are imposed on the offender and
society in the form of lost productivity and additional support costs.,
The expected cost to the correctional System per revocation hearing
thus is about $2,172 ($8,689 times .25). Suppose that as the result
of the procedural changes in the Standards, the proportion of revoca-
tions fell to 15 percent. The expected cost would then be $1,303, a
saving of $869 irrespective of the costs that imprisonment imposes
outside the correctional system. Thus the net result for the system
of cowplying with the Standards would be a benefit of about $169 per
case rather than the cost of $700 per case estimated above. If the
perspective were broadened to include the costs that prison imposes
beyond the correctional system, it seems clear that the proceduresg
of the Standards would corfer even greater net economic benefits, if
the proportion of revocations were reduced.

These calculations are only illustrative, and do not purport
to represent tie impact of the Standards on actual revocation deci-’
sions. The point is that no part of the correctional system can be
analyzed in isolation, and that resources allocated to one stage
of the system have impacts on the resource requirements in other
stages. .In the present example, a very large percentage increment

1 .
Corrections, p. 425. . 'f

R

2Tﬁis difference includes allowances for capital costs of
incarceration, so it is calculated as $9,439 minus $750.
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in parole board expenditures is seen to be justified in economic terms

under plausible hypotheses about the impact of these expenditures on
the population of correctional institutions. Even in the narrow
perspective of the correctional system rather chan the broader one

of society, significant cost offsets to additional parole board costs
appear to be available in the form of reduced prison expenditures. In
analyzinz the recommendations of the Standards, states should develop
the detailed data to permit themselves to make these kinds of calcula-
tions. Only then can the economic implications of the recommendations
of the Corrections Report be accurately assessed..

[
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APPENDIX 4
Firare Y%

Constructlon Cost Estimates for Aecently Buist or Planned Institutions

Type of Facility & | . ~
Major Comuniiy- ' Estipated Total  Source of '
Jail / Institution [ Bosed High/Mixed/ Pederal/State/ Construction Cost (Currenc  Total Cost  Desfg
Location Institution low/Security  County/City Status P Dollars) Estimte  Capaci
Facilities / '
{n User ' ' - '
Leesburg, '
Hew Jersey Major Institut: .o Righ State Opened in 922,000,000 _ Corrections . 500
| , 1911 Hagazine, '
Noveaber -De-

camber, 1974

Columoia, South

I Carolina Major Institution Nixed f State Opened in $3,596,200 96
" (Women) 197 South Caro-
o lina Depart-
1 Columbia, South o C 4 mant of ,
Carolina Major Tmstitution © Righ State Oponed {n $11,771,805  Corrections - 448
1975 : -
Lucasville,
hio Major Institution : High State Opened in $38,000, 000 Ohio Depart- 1,6
: 1973 ment of Rehab-
- 11{tation and
Correct{ons
 Bridgewater, ] . . |
Massachugetts Mejor Institution High ~ State Opened i $18,200,000°  Massachumetts 45
(Rospital for the 197 : Department of
Crininally Innane? : Corrections
\
| . v ‘
See footnotes at the end of the table, :
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Figure 24

Conctruction Cost Fstimates for Recently Built or Planned Ingtitutions

I

— Type of Pacility =
Ma for Commnity-

Eatimated Total  Source of

Joil / Tnstiturion | Based High/Mixed/ Pederal/State/ Comstruction Cost (Current  Total Cost  Deaign  Eatimared Cost
— Institution Low/§aturity County/City - Status® Dollars) Estimste Capacity Per Bed ©
|
Major Institution High State Opened 4n $22,000,000 Corractions 500 $44,000
1971 . Magacine,
Hoveaber -De-
cepbar, 1974
. £ . _ : :
Major Institution Mixed State Opened in $3,596,200 .. 96 $37,460
(Women) 1974 South Caro-
: . lHnt Depart-
: mnt of .
Major Institution High State Opened {n $11,771,805 Corrections 448 $26,276
- 1975 -
Major Institution High ‘ State Opened in $38,000,000 Ohfo Depart-. 1,600 -  $23,750
1973 went of Rehab- '
ilitation gnd
Corrections
* Mo tstteution Bgh  State®  Opemsddn 918,200,000  Messschomerts 450" 40, 444°
(Hospital for the : ' 1974 ¢ Department of
Criminally Insane) | Corrections
: (cont'd) -
"the end of the table, '
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Construction Cost Estimates (cont'd)

Tpe oF FasUIey s

-

, Major Comnunity- Estimated Total  Source of
Jail / Institution [ 1lased High/Mixed/ Federal/State/ Construction Cost (Current  Total Cost  Design
location _ Institution _ Low/Security  County/City Statush Dollars) Zstimate Copacity :
[
Pacilities in Use {cont 'd)k , B
Char Lottesville, nil High County/City  Opaned dn  §1,306,000  Albecarle 105
Virginia ' 1975 County Ex-
ecutive's
Office _ i
| i
Worchester, ‘ i
Massachuyetts © il High . County Opened o §12,500,000  Msasachusetts 256 |
: - . 1913 Department of ;
¢ Corrections ;
Colorado Springs, Jail High County Opened in  $4,205,000 . B1 Paso County 296 'g
Colorado ' 1974 Public Works :
, Depar tment |
| : ' -
" |
8] i
™ i
! :
I
Chicago, Illinofa Community-Based Mixed Federal Oponed {o 311,550,000 400 é
‘ Institution 1975 Prasidential i
Budget for the ;
, Bureau of Pri- ;
New York, New York Community-Based Mixed Paderal Openéd in 815,300,000~  sons for Piscal 450 .
Tnatitution 1975 1976 :
i
*—d

See footnotes at the end of the table,




on Cost Estimates (cont'd)

S,
it

T8 O T Iy 7

Major Conmunity-

Joil / Tnstiturion, [ Based

Bstimated Total

High/Mixed/ Federal/St#te/ Construction Cost (Current

Source of

‘Total Cost  Design

Estimated Cost

— Institution Low/Security  County/City Statush * pollars) stimate  Copacity Peg_gpdc'l
) (cont'd)v
Jail High County/City Opaned in 81,306,000 Albemarle 105 §$12,438
1975 County Bx-
ecutive's
Office
il Bigh . County Opened n  $12,500,000  Massachuratts 2% 348,828
) - 1973 Departoent of
Corractions
, Jail *Bigh " County Opensd fn 9,205,000 L Paso County 296 $14,206
1974 Public Works
Department
' Cougnni ty-Basad Mixed Puderal Opened {n $11,550,000 400, ‘ ‘3'28.875
Institueion ‘ - 1975 . Prasidential
Budgat for the
Bureau of Pri.
Tk Comaunity-Based Mixed federal Opendd {n 815,300,000~  sons for Plecsl 450 $34,000
Institution 1975 1976

t the end:of the table,

(cont'd)
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Construction Cost Estimstes (cont'd)

Type of Facilityd | :
Major Comrunity- Estimated Total  Souree of
Jail / lnostitution ./ Based Righ/M{xed/ Yederel/State/ Construction Cost (Current Total Cost  Desig
~reatien : Institucion Low/Security Ceunty/Cty Status b Dollars) Sstimats Capaci:

Facilities Under
Construetion *

Clevalaad, Ohio Jail High City/County Under con- $35, 800,000 Projuct 1,016
. struction, to Manager,
open 1n 1976 Turoer Cone
: struction, Ine,
District of \ Jail High State/County/  Undar construc- $26,000, 000 Corrections 1,000
Columbie N Ciey tion, to open Mapazioe,
| in 197 Narch-spril,
b o | S (1L I
m L -.-‘._A_._,,‘,.‘...,.w,‘ . h S '
l T -
. Geneva, I1linots Comunity-Based Mixed Couxity To opén in 94,538, 2508 Kaue Couaty 126
' Iostitution 1975. Criming! Jus-

tice Commission

See footnotes at the end of the table,
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Estimates (cont'd)

L Type of Fac{lity s ,
Hajor Coznonity- : Estimated Total  Sowvee of
all / Institution [ Based High/Mixed/ Yederel/State/ Construction Cost {Curyent Total Cogt  Pesign  Pstiwated Cost
___ Institution  low/Security County/City Statusd _—_Dollars) Estinara  Capacity Pe: Bed®
Jail High ~ City/County Under con- $35,600,000 Project 1,016 $35,236
. struction, to Mapager, '
open {n 1976 Turnar Con-
' struction, Inc,
Jajl . Blgh 8tate/County/  Undar construc- $26,000,000 Corractions 1,000 826,000 .
City tion, to-open lhgazine,
in 1976 March-April,
1975 . ‘
Comunity-Based Mixed County Toopeain  $4,358,2508  pene Comty 126 $36,1778
Institution ‘ ' 1975 Cririnal Jus-

tice Commfasion

a——

(cont'd)
he end of the table. .

172




Construction Cost Estimates (cont'd)

Wype of Facllity:

Ha jor Community- Estimated Total  Source of
Jaii / Institution [ Based High/Mixed/ Pederal/State/ Construction Cost {Curreat Total Cost  Desi

Location Institution Low/Security  County/City Status ® Dollars) Eatimate  Capaci

Fecilities for Which Preliwisary Plans Hzve Bean Nade#

Northoastern Hajor Institution High Pederal Site not yat  $23,200,000 Buresu of 5
United States selected Pricons Pres-
(probably idantial Budget
Orisville, K.Y.) for 1976

Kentucky Major Tnstitution Bigh State  $ite not yer 815,000,000  Divieonof 3¢

stlected Planning, Ken-
tucky Dapart-
mnt of Justice
District of Major Institutica High State/County/ Punds re- 310;275,120d D.C. Depart- 20
I Columbis City  ceived from want of Cot-
. Congreas rectiona
0
I paltimore, .
Haryland Major Institution Righ State Request for 422,821,000  Maryland De- A
' bids for de- partment of
teilod dasfgn Correcti ona
sent out
May 9, 1975
California Major Institution High State Request for  $70,000,000 Calif.Dept, 2,
design funde of Corrections
in 1976 budget

San Diego, Comﬁmity-Based . .

California In titution Mixed Pederal  Comstruction  $14,859,000 Bureau of 50
: to begla in Prisons Presi~
1975 dential Budget
for Fiscal 1976

Compunity-Based Mixed State  Crelininary  $12,536,000  Plamning and 55

Rhode Island

Institution

design proposed .

Design Institute

See footnotes on the next page.
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- Estimates (cont'd)

] ~ Type of Faciliey®
Major Community- Estimgted Total  Source of
a1l / Iostitution | Based High/Mixed/ Federal/State/ Construction Cost (Curvest  Total Cost  Design  Estimated Cost
— Institution Low/Security  County/City Status ° Dollars). Fstimate Capacity Per Bed”
¢h Praliwivary Plans Bave Bean Madet
Major Institution High Pederal  Site not yet  $23,200,000 Bureau of 500 $46,500
selected Prisons Pres-
fdentiel Budget
for 1976
Major Institution Bigh State Site nof yet  $15,000,000 Division of 300 -$50,000
. selecred Plapning, len-
tucky Dapart- -
ment of Justice
Major Institution High State/County/ Munds re- 810,273,120 0.C, Depart- 2009 351,366d.
City ceived frow went of Cor-
Congraas ractions
Major Imstitution High State Request for 322,811,000 Maryland De- 400 $57,052
bide for de- partuent of '
talled design Correcti ons "
fent out '
May 9, 1975
Major Institution High State Request for $70,000,000 Calif,Dept. 2,400 $29,167
design funds of Cotrections «
in 1976 budget
Community-Baged "‘ , ‘
Ingtitution Mixed Pederal Cnngtruction  $14,859,000 Bureay of 500 §29,718
to begin in Prisons Prusi~ ‘
1975 deatial Budget
for Fiscal 1976
/
Community~Based Mixed State Preliminary  $12,536,000  Plamning end 555 §22,581

Institution

design proposed

Design Institute

he next page.
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This institution {s fncluded {n this teble cnly for comparison with other correctional factlities Though 1t {a

 Footnotes

¥The purpuse of this table {s to present s set of sctyal construction cost estimg
coxts {n the text of this report Pacilitjes are grouped by construction
can be expected wore closely to approximate scty:! construction costs for that facility as construction nears ¢ :
facilities included in this table was based on staff knovledge about particular facilizies, availability o; pubtritzst::st iﬁ:::::::
tions of other criminal justice analysts or officials 28 to facilities which should be included, An effort was made to secure cost :
related information for a cross-section of institutions, based ou characteristics-shown in the table (including geographical locatia
possible for the Project, with ita limited time and staft resources, to a8sess- indlvidunlly each of these facilities: for the extent .
with the Standards. Nor was it possible ta go to orfginal sources to check each cost estimate for comprehensiveness ({pclusion of o
costs, extent of tnmate labor used fn construction, support services provided in other facilities,ete.), More specific considerutioﬁ

getting an accurate cost estimate for a particular facility meeting the Standards, including allovances for {nflation and {nteres” o
cunsed in the text of this report. :

tes which can be {ncorporated {n the more detniledf
status (as of May, 1975), since a cost estimate for o it

? Bach facility Listed in this table was clapgified a8 to general types, level of security and level of government reaponsibility, b
Standards and Goals Project staff, based on discussions with persons familiar with each facility's vesign and activities, Not {ncly

‘this table.or this progran analysis are facilities which provide correctional services in a "nongecure” commnity secting.’ These fa

ase onalyzed in another report on halfvay houses. InsLitutions classified {n this table as "lov-security" mst therefore have some,
not necessarily all, clients. The distiction between "major! and “community-baged" {nstitutions is based prinarily on geographical
scale, and security mix, with comunity-based fnstitutions in or near population centers from which the majority of their clients cof
serving fewer clients as fulltine residents, and housing fumates in a mix of high and low security settings, (Community-based fnsty:
ngy sctually be {nvolved in the delivery of services to more total clients, if non-residential activities are included.) The distin
between "jails" and "community-based institutions" is based primarily on types of services provided, dith commynity-baged instituti;
MmeMWmmmmmmm“mMMmHMMMMhm.MHmmmmMMhmﬂmmumumm
to affect operating costs, i.e., staffing patterns, but vill also have some {mpact on facility design snd costs,) Standards present;
Corrections Report envision a shift away from major {nsticutions and-jails toward community-based imstitutions, (See the text for n
discussion,). : '

. ) o
Sources for these items fnclude published waterials and discussions with persons familiar with the particular insc{tugion's design.

. ‘ .
Estinated cost per bed 15 calcylatad by dividing the total cost estimate by the design capacity.

hverage cost for three 200-bed {natiturions, two of which are extensible to 400 beds snd therefore slightly more coatly.

aow being opersted
Department of Corrections, the Corrections Report rewmends exclusion of sociomedical cases ({ncluding the nentally 411) from the cq

The cost estimate for this facility includes $2.2 nillion for support service facilities b dded
%mumummuummuhwwanmmum&mjmcMLMem‘eummﬁmmwumm&

Because this {e South Carolina's only facility for women, it contains persons {ncarcerated under high and low securdty conditionlli

"'.

g lncludes residential facility snd diagoostic canter, which cost $4,200,000 and $358,250, ragpectively.

\



i

fch can be incorporated in the more detailed analysis of capical
a8 of May, 1975), since a cont estimate for a particular faci lity
{11ty a8 conmtruction nears completion Selection of the parcicylar
cilities, availability of published cost fnformation, and recomoendq-
d be included, An effort vas made to secure cost estinates gnd

3¢ of thia table is to present a set of actual construction cost estimates.vh
e text of this report  Facilities qre grouped by conatruction status (
2cted aote losely to approximate actual comstruction costs for that fac
facjuded {n chis table vas baved on staff knowledge about particular fa
ther crindng] justice analysts or officials as to facilities which shoul

fotngtion for a cross-section of lnstitutions, based on characteristics shown {n the table (including geographical location). It was not

¥ the Project, vith ts linited tie and seaff resources, to assees {ndividuslly each of these factlities: for the extent of thelr compliance
andards.  Nor was it possible ta go to original sources to check each cost estimte for comprehensiveness (inclusion of site and planning
0t of {tmgre labor éed in construction, support services provided in other facilities,etc.), More speciflc conafderations associated with

BCcurate cost estimite for a particular facility weeting the Standards, including allowances for {nflation and {nterest charges, are dis.
he text of this report, '

| Uty 1i8teq {n this table was classified as to general types, level of security and level of givernment ;esponsﬁbility. by the

and Goals Project staff, based on discussions with persons familiar with each factlity's design and activities, .Not included in

ot this program analysis are facilities which provide correctional services {n g "nonsecure cgmmunity getting,” These facilities

d {n another report on halfway houses, Inglitutions classified jn this table ag "low-security" oust therefore have some, though. ,
rily all, clients, The distictiou betveen "major” and "community-based" {nstitytions is based primarily on geographical location,
security uix, with Coumnity-based institutions in or near populstion canters from which the uajority of thelr clients come, usually
mum"“mmmmmmdmmmummmamumwmmHmmummmwmmwmwmmmm

y be {nvolyed in the delivery of services to more total clients, if non-residentisl sctivities are included,) The distinction

18" and “comunicy-based institutions” is based primarily on types of services provided, dith comunity-based inatitutions pro-
 extensive fntake, dlagnos.lc and prerelease services than jails, (Ihe cost {mplications of this difference sre expected primarily
Perating costs, i.e.) staffing patterns, but will also have scme impact on facility design and costs.) Standards presented in the

) Report eavisicn s shift avay-from major institations and jails towsrd comunity-based inltitution!. (See the text for more

?m these {temt {nclude published materials and discussions with persons familisr with the particular {nstitusion's design and activities.

| coat per bed is calculated by dlviding the total cost estimate by the design capacity
08t for three 200-bed institutions, two of which are extensible to 400 beds and therefore slightly more costly.

Ltuton {a fncluded in this table only for comparison with other correctional facilities Theugh {t {s now belng operated by tie Massachusetts
of Qorrectigns, the Qgggggtionl Report remmmends exclusion of soniomedical capes (including the mentally {11) from the-correctionsl evaten.

thmte for ghis ficility {ncludes $2.2 willdun for support service facilities befng added zince the facility was opened fn 1974. (This fnatitu-
Included in deriving capital cost estimates in text tables,) : ‘

his {s South Cavolin's only factlity for women, it contains persons fncarcerated under high and lov security conditions.

# regidentisl facility and diagnostic center, which coat 84,200,000 and $158,250, respectively.
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APPENDIX B

Data Sources and Estimating Procedures Used in
Calculating Salary Estimates for a System of "Model"
State Institutions
‘ (Figure 12 in the Text)

The following general sources or procedures apply- to more thar one
of the salary-estimates for occupational grouplngs which are dlscussed
below:

e Adjustments to calendar 1974 dollars weré based on the GNP
deflator for state and local governmént purchases estimated
by the J S. Department of Commerce.

e State Sala;XASury_y, August 1, 1973, is a publicaticn of the
U.S. Civil Service Commission's Bureau of Intergovernmental
Personnel Programs which presents state-by-state sa'ary data
for 100 state occupational. groupings.

® »Adjustments for the geographical distribution of inmates in
state institutions (more specifically, the fact that a high
proportion -of the nation's inmates in state institutions are
in states with relativeiy low salary levels compared to the
national average) were ba<ed on National Prisoner Statistics
for December 31, 1972, coilected by ﬁhe\y.s. Law Enforcement
_ Assistance Administration and .the Bureau of-theCénsus. Using
a State Salary Survey data, a weighted mean salary for the 'cor-
rectional officer'" grouping (weighted by the proportion of the
nation's inmates in each state) was calculated to be $8,312,
compared with an.unweighted average of $8,924 (over 77 higher
than $8,312), calculated by giving each of the 50 states the
same weight. Assuming that salary level differences across the
states are similar for all other occupational groupings, all
unweighted averages have been reduced by 7.4% to arrive at the
estimates shown for the naticnal system of "model" institutions.

Spec1f¢c salary estimates for the occupatlonal groupings shown in
figure 12 in the text were calculated as foilows:

H
Custodial Personnel. This salary estimate of $9,084 is based on

the unweighted average salary of $8,924 for the "correctional officer"
grouping in State Salary Surveyg adjusted as noted above.
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Cese Managers. This salary estimate of $9,738 is based on the

. State Salary Survey averages for three groupings--social service
workers"at $8,948; graduate social workers at $10,493; and social

service supervisors at $12,118--weighted at 65%, 30% and 5%,

respectively, of the total case manager grouping, an«u further

adjusted as noted above.

Correctional Managers. This salary estimate of $10,403 is based
on State Salary Survey averages for two groupings—-correctional
sergeants at $9,307 and correctional superintendents ‘at $18,463--
weighted at 90% and 10%; respectively, of the total correctional
manager grouping, and further adjusted as noted above.

Technluians and Service Personnel. This diverse jroup ircludes such
staff members as electricians, farm managers, foremen of industrial
shops, secretaries and medical personnel. Some of the group (for
example, doctors) would be expected to have salaries above the average
for all correctional employees; others (for example, secretaries)
would be eXpected to have salaries below the average. Because there
were no data on which to base estimates 0f the proportions of this
group which might fall above or below the average for all correctional
employees, or salary estimates in the State Sala:y Survey for all
groups which might be inecluded, the average wage/salary for this

group was estimated at $10,129, 12 times the average October; 1973,
payroll per institutional employee (from Expenditure and Employment
data for fiscal 1973, published by the U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration and the Bureau of the Census), adjusted as noted above.
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