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INTRODUCTION 
State government aid for local corrections 

programs is one of the fastest growing 
categories of state aid to local governments, 
but there is little analysis examining it. This 
report places corrections aid in perspective, 
describing its magnitude, how it varies among 
states, and the purposes of the aid provided 
in the states with the largest aid programs. It 
concludes with a brief description of four model 
programs and a framework for analyzing cor­
rections aid programs. 

In fiscal 1987, the last year for which data 
are available, states provided $932.5 million 
of corrections aid to local governments. This 
represents nearly four times as much correc­
tions aid as was provided in 1980. The in­
crease was significant in each of the first 
six years of the decade, as these figures 
demonstrate: 

V,.r 
1980 
198'/ 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 

Amount 
(millions of $) 

$236.7 
276.7 
365.6 
455.9 
571.2 
801.2 
915.5 
932.5 

Percentage 
Increase 

16.9% 
32.1 
24.7 
25.3 
40.3 
14.3 
1.9 

1. DEFINITIONS AND CONCEPTS 
This report uses the U.S. Census Bureau's 

data on corrections expenditures. The Census 
definition of corrections is "the confinement 
and correction of adults and minors convicted 
of offenses against the law, and pardon, pro­
bation, and parole activities." [2, p. 114] Note 
that this definition excludes the operation of jails 
that house persons arrested for but not con­
victed of crimes. The cost of such facilities is 
reported by the Census Bureau as police 
expenditures rather than as corrections 
spending. 

The sillall increase in 1987 results from an 
unusual situation in New York, the state with 
the third largest aid program. In 1987 correc­
tions aid decreased $62 million in New York. 
This followed an unusually large increase the 
previous year, however, when corrections aid 
in New York had jumped $93 million (88.8 per­
cent). The reason for the jump was an es­
pecially large capital grant program and an 
appropriation to the Division for Youth to cover 
payments owed to localities from prior years: 
Even with the 1987 decrease, corrections aid 
in New York was $31 million (29.4 percent) 
higher than it had been in 1985. 

The 294 percent corrections aid increase 
from 1980 to 1987 far outstrips the growth of 
related categories of spending during this 
period: [1] 

Total state aid to localities 
Total state general spending 
Total state corrections 
spending 
Total local corrections 

spending 

67.9% 
77.0 

177.9 

164.9 

Data on state aid and corrections spending 
are from the U.S. Census Bureau, State Gov­
ernment Finances in 1987 and Government 
Finances in 1986-87. Several additional statis-
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Because intergovernmental relations are 
complex, it is important to avoid certain mis­
understandings that may arise. Levels of state 
aid to localities cannot be understood without 
considering how responsibilities for corrections 
are assigned between a state and its localities. 
The polar case is one in which the state oper­
ates all the correctional facilities and programs 
within a state. In this Situation, of course; no 
role for state aid exists, since local govern­
ments are not responsible for corrections. 

tics help to place aid for corrections into 
perspective: 

1 

• • • It represents less than 1 percent of total • 
state aid to local governments (including • 
schools), whicti was $139 billion in 1987. • 
Excluding school aid (which is more than • 
60 percent of all state aid), corrections • 
accounts for about 1.8 percent of aid. • 

• Total state spending for corrections was 
$11.7 billion in 1987, so aid is 8.0 percent 
of all state corrections expenditures, 
Excluding aid provided to localities, state 
corrections spending was $10.8 billion. 

I Local governments spent $5.9 billion on 
corrections in 1987, so state aid covered 
15.7 percent of local outlays. Because 
counties accounted for 78.4 percent of 
local spending, they were the major 
beneficiaries of state aid. 

While there are only six states where virtu­
ally all corrections spending is done by the 
state government (Alaska, Connecticut, Dela­
ware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Vermont), 
wide differences exist among the other 44 in 
terms of how responsibilities for particular 
functions are assigned. For example, some 
prisoners who would be held in state prisons 
in some states may be housed in local jails in 
others. Probation programs also might be oper­
ated by either state or local officials. 
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An important issue to consider is the extent 
to which state prisoners are incarcerated in 
local facilities, a situation that has occurred in 
many places because of a shortage of state 
prison beds. If a state reimburses localities for 
taking care of these prisoners, that. is counted 
as state aid, even though it may be merely 
reimbursement for services rendered. 

In other words, one cannot conclude much 
from figures on state aid taken by themselves. 
They do, however, provide important informa­
tion that, together with other data, define key 
intergovernmental relationships in the field of 
corrections. 

Another qualification of this analysis is that 
n deals with a relatively small part of the entire 
intergovernmental system. Even if a state prcr 
vides relatively little aid for corrections (or no 
aid at all), it may compensate in other ways. 
Nationally, general purpose state aid is more 
than 15 times as great as corrections aid. In 
the interest of keeping intergovernmental rela­
tions simple, some states may provide aid with 
no strings attached rather than categorical aid 
for a large number of purposes. 

I • I I • I • I 

2. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF STATE-LOCAL CORRECTIONS SPENDING 
State and local governments spent $17.6 bi~ 

Ion on corrections in 1987, with states spend­
ing $11.7 billion and local governments $5.9 
billion. State and local expenditures add up to 
more than their combined outlays because 
state aid to local governments is counted twice 
in the disaggregated figures-once when the 
state provides it and then again when the loca~ 
ity spends it. This double counting is eliminated 
in the combined total of $17.6 billion. If aid is 
not counted, states spent $10.8 billion; this is 
referred to as direct spending. 

More detail is available on the compoSition 
of state corrections spending than local spend­
ing. Here is a breakdown of state expenditures 
in 1987: 

Total 
I. Intergovernmental 
U. Direct spending 

A. Correctional institutions 
1. Current operation 
2. Capital outlay 

B. Other corrections 
1. Current operation 
2. Capital outlay 

$11.7 billion 
0.9 billion 

8.8 billion 
7.6 billion 
1.2 billion 
1.9 billion 
1.7 billion 
0.2 billion 

TABLE 1. 
PERCENTAGE OF DIRECT CORRECnONS SPENDING 

ACCOUNTED FOR BY STATE GOVERNMENT, 1887 

" percent or tlighlf (8 ...... ) 
Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, Rhode Island, V~t 

10 to .... I*CInt (2 ...... ) . 
Oklahoma, South carolina 

10 to au percent (7 ...... ) 
Arkansas, Kansas. Massachusetts, Mississippi. Montana, North Carolina. Utah 

70 to 7 •• ' percent (1' ...... ) 
Alabama. Arizona, Georgia, Idaho, illinoiS. Indiana. Iowa, Louisiana,Malne, Maryland. 
Michigan, Missouri. Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, 
Tennessee, Wyoming 

10 to au percent (I ...... ) 
Colorado, Kentucky, New Hnpshire, New Jersey, VIr~1a, Washington, Wisconsin, 
West Virginia 

LMa thin 10 perclnt (I ...... ) 
California, Florida. Minnesota, Nevada, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas 

Per capita state-local corrections spending 
varies widely among the states. as the Appen-

dix shows. At one extreme, in 1987 there were 
four states where it exceeded $1 00 per 

... 



TABLE 2. 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS 

FOR CORRECTIONS, FISCAL YEARS 1983·1987 
(thousands of dollars) 

capita-Alaska ($171), Nevada ($125), New State 1987 1986 1985 1984 1983 • York ($120), and California ($111). Maryland New Engllnd • ($99.99) and Arizona ($99.40) spent just under Connecticut $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $' 0 S 0 3 Maine 0 0 0 0 0 
, $100 per capita in 1987, and the other states Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 0 • ... in the top 10 were Hawaii ($80), Michigan New Hampshire 0 75 0 165 0 • ($78), Florida ($77), and Delaware ($77). Rhode Island 0 0 0 0 0 • Vermont 0 0 0 0 0 • 

Another common way of comparing expen- Middle Atlantic • 
ditures is by relating them to personal income. Delaware 0 0 0 0 0 • The top 10 states in state-local spending per 

Maryland 14,844 9,952 1,559 7,611 2,568 • New Jersey 34,232 19,272 12,831 12,831 20,185 
$1 00 of personal income according to this New York 135,609 197,756 104,743 100,903 60,063 • measure in 1987 were Alaska, Nevada, Ari- Pennsylvania 10,852 8,991 5,702 5,442 2,929 • 
zona, New York, California, New Mexico, arlit Llk .. • Maryland, South Carolina, Utah, and Hawaii. illinOis 25,080 17,411 14,419 8,692 6,394 • The differences between the two lists of the Indiana 2,915 2,272 1,428 0 291 • 
top 10 spenders are that South Carolina, Utah, Michigan 1,806 2,836 1,840 2,284 887 • Ohio 29,696 28,034 26,228 25,305 26,456 
and New Mexico replaced Michigan, Florida, Wisconsin 0 0 1,429 0 0 • 
and Delaware on the second list. It is unusual Plains • 
for there to be so little difference between rank- Iowa 18,741 16,826 16,863 14,188 12,696 • 
ings based on population and personal Income. Kansas 3,714 3,748 3,050 2,992 2,823 • 
The high degree of consistency between the Minnesota 15,575 14,682 14,414 16,072 11,500 • 
two lists exists because the leading states Missouri 724 624 569 461 384 • Nebraska 1 4 3 155 ·177 
spend so much more on corrections than most North Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 • 
other states. South Dakota 0 0 0 0 0 • 

Southust • 
Alabama 2,921 2,585 2,541 2,803 2,985 • As noted above, corrections aid should be Arkansas 848 1,322 636 409 204 • viewed in relation to the assignment of respon- Florida 0 0 0 0 0 • sibilities for corrections. As Table 1 shows, Georgia 13,728 12,036 . 10,091 11,035 10,402 Ii Kentucky 27,874 21,895 15,899 14,238 0 

there is a wide difference among states in the Louisiana 26,103 21,359 19,299 6,539 16,623 • state government's proportion of direct state- Mississippi 4,400 3,438 5,042 4,104 3,473 • local corrections spending. In eight states, the North Carolina 9,591 8,156 6,867 5,239 4,881 • state accounts directly for at least 90 percent South Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 • Tennessee 39,770 18,789 16,340 15,205 14,773 
of corrections spending; in these states, there Virginia 171,450 158,613 112,257 97,993 31,033 • is little aid provided because local governments West Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 • have little if any responsibility for corrections Southwest • spending. By contrast, in eight other states, the Arizona 11,881 9,556 2,314 1,651 633 • state share is between 45 percent and 60 per- New Mexico 1,052 1,141 0 0 514 • cent. Since local governments conduct such Oklahoma 1,228 76 675 77 0 • Texas 50,922 53,494 61,044 53,112 29,657 
a large proportion of corrections programs in • - those states, there could be a significant role Rocky Mountain • Colorado 0 0 0 0 0 
for state aid in them. Idaho 0 0 0 0 0 • Montana 0 0 0 0 0 • .:~ Utah 1,430 81 52 0 0 • Wyoming 0 0 0 0 0 • Fir West • Alaska 2,661 3,284 0 0 0 • California 258,314 233,076 267,095 84,416 93,394 • Hawaii 0 0 0 0 0 

Nevada 825 818 782 752 791 • Oregon 13,677 12,885 11,600 12,014 10,Q78 • Washington 0 30,388 41,621 64,502 89,111 • U.S. Total $832,465 $815,475 $101,188 $571,190 $455,905 • 
, tL,,!d a EIi;;:.iSi .. ) 



3. A CLOSER ANALYSIS OF CORRECTIONS AID 
• Table 2 shows each state's intergov-
• ernmental aid for corrections for fiscal years 
• 1983 to 1987. The number of states that pro-
4 vide no corrections aid fell from 22 in 1983 to 
• 19 in 1987. Anhough there were some notable 
• ftuctuations in aid levels from year to year, the 
• overall pattern is a strongly rising trend. The 
• table demonstrates that aid increases have 
• been widespread, with 16 states doubling the 
• amount of aid provided between 1983 and 
• 1987 or else initiating new aid programs where 
• none previously existed. 

• • In 1987, seven states (Alaska, Arkansas, 
• Kansas, Michigan, Nebraska, New Mexico, and 
• New York) decreased their intergovernmental 
• ' aid from the previous year's level. New York 
• had the most significant decrease (more than 
• $60 million). As already mentioned, this is 
• explained by the extr~ordinarily high amount 
• of aid provided in 1986 for construction of new 
• facilities. Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
• Maryland, New Jersey, Tennessee, and Vir-
• ginia all increased their aid significantly in 1987. 
• New Jersey nearly doubled ns intergovernmen-
• tal aid for corrections in 1987. 

• • TIile 19 states that did not provide any aid 
• in 1 ~G7 are shown in Figure 1 , which demon· 
• strates that some regional patterns exist, with 
• four out of five Rocky Mountain states and all 
• the New England states giving no aid. In the 
• other six regions of the country, a majority of 
• states offered some aid. States with no aid pro-
• grams are as follows: 

• • • • • • -. 
• • '. ., • • • • .' • 

New England (6 of 6): 
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and 
Vermont. 

Middle Atlantic (1 of 5): 
Delaware. 

Great Lakes (1 of 5): 
Wisconsin. 

Plains (2 of 7): 
North Dakota and South Dakota. 

Southeast (3 of 12): 
Florida, South Carolina, and West 
Virginia. 

Rocky Mountain (4 of 5): 
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, and 
Wyoming. 

Southwest (0 of 4) . 
Far West (2 of 6): 

Hawaii and Washington. 

Table 3 shows how much corrections aid 
was provided by each state in 1987. The 10 
states with the largest aid outlays were Califor­
nia ($258 million), Virginia ($171 million), New 
York ($136 million), Texas ($51 million), Ten­
nessee ($40 million), New Jersey ($34 million), 
Ohio ($30 million), Kentucky ($28 million), Lou~ 
siana ($26 million), and Illinois ($25 million). 
These states account for 85 percent of the total 
aid reported. 

Another way of comparing corrections aid 
expenditures is in per capita terms. That 
California and New York are among the states 
with the largest outlays is not surprising in view 
of their large populations. But how do their pro­
grams appear when population is taken into 
account? They still have two of the four biggest 
programs. Twenty states spent at least one 
dollar per capita for corrections aid in 1987: 

FIGURE 1. 
STATES PROVIDING NO AID FOR CORRECTIONS, 1987 

States with no state aid to corrections 

D States with aid to Corrections 
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1. Virginia 
2. California 
3. Tennessee 
4. New York 
5. Kentucky 
6. Iowa 
7. Louisiana 
8. Oregon 
9. Alaska 

10. New Jersey 
11 . Minnesota 
12. Arizona 
13. Maryland 
14. Texas 
15. Ohio 
16. Georgia 
17. Illinois 
18. Mississippi 
19. Kansas 
20. North Carolina 

$27.37 
9.57 
8.29 
7.62 
7.48 
6.58 
5.80 
5.06 
5.00 
4.49 
3.70 
3.52 
3.33 
3.06 
2.76 
2.25 
2.17 
1.68 
1.51 
1.51 

Since the aid pro~rams in these 20 states 
account for more than 97 percent of the total 
state corrections aid in the nation, they merit 
thu ~Iosest analysis. Therefore, the remainder 
ofthis report will focus on them. 

There is considerable similarity between the 
lists of the 1 0 top states in total dollars and in 
per capita dollars. Alaska, Iowa, and Oregon 
are the only three states that are among the 
10 highest states in per capita terms while not 
ranking among the 1 0 highest in total dollars. 

Table 4 shows the regional patterns in per 
capita corrections aid. The Southeast is a 

leader, with seven of'12 states having pro­
grams with more than $1 of aid per capita. The 
other three regions where at least half of the 
states have programs of that size are the 
Middle Atlantic, Southwest, and Far West. 

There is considerable difference between 
the 1 0 highest states in per capita aid and per 
capita state-local corrections spending. Alaska, 
California, and New York are the only three 
states to appear on both lists. Virginia had the 
highest aid but ranked only 12th in spending, 
and five other states that are leaders in provid­
ing aid-Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Oregon, 
and Tennessee-fell short of the list of the top 
spenders; their spending is not even close to 
the top 20 in most cases. In other words, their 
high level of aid is due to something other than 
simply high corrections spending in general. 

One hypothesis is that states might provide 
a relatively large amount of aid when local 
governments have relatively large responsibi~ 
ities for corrections. This is true in California, 
New York, and Oregon but not-as can be 
seen by comparing Table 1 and Table 3-in 
the other five states with the lowest proportion 
of corrections spending by the state (Florida, 
Minnesota, Nevada, Pennsylvania, and Texas). 
In fact, none of the five ranks among the 20 
highest states in per capita aid. 

• • • • • • • • • 

4. GEr~~!ERAL DESCRIPTION OF CATEGORIES OF STATE AID PROGRAMS 
This report contains two breakdowns that 

show the compoSition of corrections aid. Table 
5, which is based on a special unpublished 
tabulation by the U.S. Census Bureau for 1985, 
divides 2i~ into three categories-institutions, 
probation and parole, and other corrections. 
Aid tor institutions includes programs to assist 

in constructing and operating prisons as well 
as payments for housing-state prisoners. Table 
5 shows that the majority of aid was for insti­
Mions (61.3 percent of total aid, with 27 states 
providing some aid in this category). Probation 
and parole aid was provided in only 15 states 
and constituted 20.7 percent of total correc-

TABLE 3. 
STATE AID FOR CORRECTIONS 

PROGRAMS, 1987 

State 

NtwEngland 
Connecticut 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 

Middle Atlantic 
Delaware 
Maryland 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 

o .... t Laus 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Michigan 
Ohio 
Wisconsin 

Plains 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North Dakota 
South Dakota 

Southeast 
Alabama 
Arkansas. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Virginia 
West Virginia 

Southwest 
Arizona 
New Mexico 
Oklahoma 
Texas 

Rocky Mountain 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Montana 
Utah 
Wyoming 

Far West 
Alaska 
California 
Hawaii 
Nevada 
Oregon 
Washington 

U.s. Total 

Tota' 
(thousands 
of dollars) 

s 0 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
14,844 
34,232 

135,609 
10,852 

25,080 
2,915 
1,806 

29,696 
o 

18,741 
3,714 

15,575 
724 

1 
o 
o 

2,921 
848 

o 
13,728 
27,874 
26,103 
4,400 
9,591 

o 
39,770 

158,613 
o 

11,881 
1,052 
1,228 

50,922 

o 
o 
o 

1,430 
o 

2,661 
258,314 

o 
825 

13,677 
o 

$132,485 

S 0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
3.33 
4.49 
7.62 
0.91 

2.17 
0.53 
0.20 
2.76 
0.00 

6.58 
1.51 
3.70 
0.14 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.72 
0.36 
0.00 
2.25 
7.48 
5.80 
1.68 
1.51 
0:00 
8.29 

27.37 
0.00 

3.52 
0.71 
0.37 
3.06 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.86 
0.00 

5.00 
9.57 
0.00 
0.85 
5.06 
0.00 

$3.11 

• • • • 5 
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tions aid. The third category of miscellaneous 
programs accounted for 17.9 percent of the 
assistance provided. 

The composition of aid varied widely from 
one state to another. In 19 states, aid for inst~ 
Mons was the dominant category of aid. In 
nine states, probation and parole accounted 
for the majority of aid (Arkansas, Illinois, Iowa, 
Michigan, Nebrasks, Nevada, Ohio, Pennsy~ 
vania, and Texas), and other programs ac­
counted for more than half of aid in nine states 
(Arizona, Colorado, Georgia, Kansas, Minne­
sota, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Oregon, and 
Virginia). 

Additional detailS about the nature of state 
corrections aid were obtained for this study 
from two sources: (1) Legislative or executive 
branch staff in the 20 states with the highest 
per capita aid, and (2) the source documents 
underlying the Census Bureau's reports. Table 
6 shows the seven major categories of correc­
tions aid identified by this research and their 
frequency in each of the 20 states with the 
largest per capita aid programs: 

" 

Prisoner Reimbursement-Many states 
reimburse localities for holding state 
prisoners in their jails. This type of program 
is found in 15 of the 20 states with the 
highest levels of per capita aid. This 
approach also can be viewed not as state 
aid but rather as reimbursement for services 
rendered. 

TABLE 4. 
PER CAPITA AID FOR 

CORRECnONS BY REGION, 
FISCAL YEAR 1887 

Len .... 
Than Than 

Region None $1 $1 

New England 6 0 0 
Middle Atlantic 1 1 3 
Great Lakes 1 2 2 
Plains 3 1 3 
Southeast 3 2 7 
Rocky Mountain 4 1 0 
Southwest 0 2 2 
Far West 2 1 3 
U.s. TOIII 20 10 20 

5. STATE-BY -STATE ANALYSIS OF STATE AID FOR CORRECTIONS 
The top 20 states in spending per capita on 

intergovernmental aid for corrections provide 
examples of the variety of corrections pro­
grams offered in all states. The states are listed 
in order of their per capita aid e)(penditures. 

Vlrglnl' (127.37) 
Virginia has five separate programs: 
• The compensation board pays the sala­

ries of local correctional officers and cor­
rections operating costs ($65 million in 
fiscal 1988). The board also pays sala­
ries of sheriffs, but those outlays are not 
counted as corrections expenses. 

• Under the utilization formula, reimburse­
ments are made at a rate of $8 per day 

per prisoner, except that the rate is $14 
per day for state felons with more than 
six months remaining in their sentences 
($34 million in fiscal 1988). 

• Grants of up to $800,000 per facility are 
provided for construction of new jails 
($7.2 million in fiscal 1988). 

• Grants are given for operating the com­
munity diversion incentive service ($7 
million in fiscal 1988). 

• Under the miscellaneous category, for 
example, the state pays for all electronic 
monitoring offender bracelets ($200,000 
in fiscal 1987, $60,000 in.fiscaI1988). 

In addition, probation/parole expenses are 

Probation-T en states provide aid for pro­
bation programs. 

Community Co"ections-Nine states pro­
vide support for local community correc'lions 
programs. The aim of community correc­
tions programs is to promote the use of 
community-based alternatives to incar­
ceration. 

Juvenile Programs-Eight states provide 
local governments with assistance for their 
juvenile programs. 

Parole-Seven states re:mburse local 
governments for parole services. 

ConstructiGn Programs-Five states offer a 
construction program to build new faciliti~s 
or to bring existing facilities up to standards 
set by the courts or by the state. 

Technica/ Assistance and Training-Five 
states provide jails with technical assistance 
programs. 

considered the state's responsibility. All pro­
bation/parole officers are considered state 
employees. 

e,'lfornl, (19.57) 
California offers four programs: 
• Jails are reimbursed at $18.50 per day 

per prisoner. 
• The Department of Corrections was 

budgeted at $34 million in fiscal year 
1986. 

• The Board of Corrections was re­
imbursed at $129 million in fiscal year 
1986. 

• County jail capital expenses were $23 
million in fiscal 1986. 



TABLE 5. 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS 

FOR CORRECiIONS, BY STATE AND SUBFUNCTION, 
FISCAL YEAR 1985 (thousands of dollars) 

T,nf7fSIH ($B.2') Probation Other 
I Stall Togi Inmllyl12nl In~ Plroll Correction! 

1 

Tennessee had two programs in fiscal year 
New Engllnd I 

1988: 
,,:,~ 

I Connecticut $ 49 $ 49 S 0 S O~ 
) The County Incentive Act, which prcr Maine 0 0 0 0 I 

vided $42.5 million for housing state Massachusetts 0 0 0 0 I 
prisoners in local facilities. New Hampshire 0 0 0 0 I 

J Miscellaneous costs, which include ra- Rhode Island 0 0 0 0 
7 Vermont 0 0 0 0 

imbursement for local corrections costs, I 
such as clerk fees, sheriffs office fees, Middle Atlantic 

I Delaware 0 0 0 0 
emergency hospitalization and related Maryland 0 0 0 0 I 
transportation and guard costs, jury New Jersey 13,998 12,457 0 1,541 I 
boarding costs, witness fees, mental New York 109,524 72,208 37,316 0 I 
evaluation and treatment, and certain Pennsylvania 5,701 0 5,701 0 

I 
travel costs. GrMt LU .. I Illinois 14,524 110 14,414 0 

Indiana 1,910 1,910 0 O· I 
In fiscal year 1989, Tennessee changed to Michigan 2,536 211 2,325 0 I 

a flat grant program for counties. Tennessee Ohio 27,071 6,142 20,929 0 I 
doubled the assistance that was provided in Wisconsin 1,429 1,429 0 0 I 
fiscal 1987, and counties cannot ask for any Plains I 
further assistance over that amount. Iowa 18,727 6,626 10,268 1.333 I Kansas 3,409 0 0 3,409 

Minnesota 14,419 390 1,519 12,510 I 
IN" Ycri ($7.62) Missouri 525 525 0 0 I 

New Yark provides 12 different programs for . Nebraska 23 3 20 0 I 
localities: North Dakota 0 0 0 0 I 

I The Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prcr South Dakota 0 0 0 0 
I 

gram ($1.7 million in fiscal 1988). South .. at I 
I The Juvenile Assistance Act ($0.9 mil- Alabama 4,416 2,541 1,875 I) 

I Arkansas 672 231 441 0 
fion in fiscal 1988). Florida 0 0 0 0 I 

I Indigent Parole Program ($1.6 million in Georgia 10,063 3,101 181 6,781 .. I 
fiscal 1988). Kentucky 16,510 15,889 0 621 .~ 

I 
I Local Probation Department ($47 million 

Louisiana 19,152 19,152 0 0 
MiSSissippi 5,042 5,042 0 0 I 

in fiscal 1988). North Carolina 2,059 2,059 0 0" I 
I Intensive Supervision Program ($10 mil- South Carolina 0 0 0 0 I 

fion in fiscal 1988). Tennessee 13,690 13,690 0 0 I Virginia 113,113 21,750 2,231 89,132 
I Local Alternatives to Incarceration ($8.7 West Virginia 0 0 0 0 I 

million in fiscal 1988). Southwest I 
I Board of Prisoners ($37 million in fiscal Arizona 5,419 0 1,573 3,846 I 

1988). New Mexico 521 0 0 521 I 
I Youth Delinquency Program ($26 million Oklahoma 794 239 0 555 I 

in fiscal 1988). Texas 66,655 0 66,655 0 
I 

{ . I Runaway and Homeless Youth Program Rocky Mountain , I 
($4 million in fiscal 1988). Colorado 1,560 0 0 1,5604 

I Idaho 0 0 0 0;: 

; I Detention Program ($13 million in fiscal Montana 0 0 0 o .~ I 
1988). Utah 835 835 0 0 I 

I Nonsecure Detention ($9 million in fiscal Wyoming 0 0 0 0 I 
1988). Far West I· 

I Target Crime Initiatives Program ($6.3 Alaska 4,940 4,940 0 0 I 
million in fiscal 1988). California 269,805 259,212 0 10,593 

I Hawaii 0 0 0 0 
Nevada 782 0 782 0 I 
Oregon 11,457 369 0 11,088 I 
Washington 41,621 41,621 0 0 I 
U.s. Total $102,951 $492,731 $1",230 $143,990 , I 



• K,ntucky ('7.48) • Jailer training. Ibryl,nd ($3.33) 

• Kentucky offers six different programs: • Seventy percent of the construction State assistance is divided into three main 

• .' ~,14 million for local facilities based on costs for new jails is provided by the categories: 

• $16 per day per inmate. state, with the remaining 30 percent • Reimbllrsement for inmates housed in 

• • $8.7 million for probation and parole covered by localities. local jails for the 90th day through the 

• districts. • State Grant Aid Program. 365th day of their confinement. 

• • $2.5 million for local supervision. • Technical assistance for "state team • Formula-based reimbursement for 
8 • $300 per month expense allowance for building" to provide management and prisoners serving their time in a local 

• training jailers. information systems, for example. facility. 

• • Matching grant program for local jail con- • Reimbursement for inmates sentenced 

• struction, funded by a $10 service fee Oregon ('5.06) to the state prisons and awaiting transfer 

• included in state court costs. Oregon has three programs: to the Division of Corrections. 

• • Reimbursements to local jurisdictions for • Community corrections program. 

• juvenile detention services after • Juvenile Service Commission. T,x,s ('3.06) 

• adjudication. • Filed Services grants for parole/pro- Texas provides three aid programs for local 

• bation. governments: 

• low, ('6.58) • Juvenile probation. 

• Iowa has six different agencies involved in A/,sk. ('5.00) • Adult probation-The combined outlay 

• intergovernmental aid: Alaska provides monetary support to the for juvenile and adult probation in fiscal 

• • The Department of Public Safety pro- Department of Public Safety and also funds year 1988 was $48.6 million. The 

• vides support to counties by assisting in construction. The Census Bureau may have amount for fiscal year 1989 is $53.7 

• criminal investigations. erred in classifying certain funding as aid million. 

• • The Iowa Law Enforcement Academy because there are no local jails in Alaska. All • The Commission on Jail Standards pro-

• provides jailer training, basiC training for 11 institutions housing prisoners are operated vides technical assistance. Its funding 

• peace officers, and psychological by the state government. was $345,000 per year in fiscal years 

• testing. 1988 and 1989. 

• • Over the past five years, Iowa has been INw Jtrssy ('4.49) 

• reorganizing its judicial system, transfer- New Jersey reimburses localities $45 per Ohio ('2.76) 

• ring funding of the courts from the coun- day for state prisoners through the Division of Ohio provides assistance through the Divi-

• ties to the state. Some of the funding may Corrections ($40.6 million) and also provides sion of Corrections for adult probation. Ohio 

• incorporate corrections programs. funds for parole services to the counties ($7 also funds the Ohio Youth Commission and 

• • In the Department of Justice, the office million). supports a community corrections program 

• of the Attorney General provides tech- ($1.5 million). 

• nical assistance to county attorneys and Mlnn,sot. ('3.70) 

• prosecutes crimlnal convictions on Minnesota has three separate programs. It Georgi, ('2.25) 

• appeal. provides assistance to counties and localities Georgia has several state assistance pro-

• • The Department of Corrections provides through a community corrections program ($28 grams for localities: 

• jail inspections for all counties and pro- million). It also has a federal pass-through pro- • Georgia has a reimbursement rate of $15 

• vides reimbursements to counties for gram and a health program for prisoners. per prisoner held in a jail. 

• temporary confinement of work release • Localities are reimbursed at $10 per day 

• and parole violators. The department AriZOil' ('3.52) per prisoner held in a county work camp. 

• also runs the Community-Based Correc- In Arizona, aid to localities is divided into • The state will provide the work force if 

• tions Program ($22.5 million). three main parts: the county government enlarges existing 

• • The Department of Human Services pro- • Support for county prisoners after con- jailS. The county is responsible for 

• vides care, treatment, and transportation. viction until accepted into the state materials. 

• system. 

• Loulsl.n, ('5.80) • Training and improvement of local cor- illinois ('2.17) 

• Louisiana offers five programs: rections officials. Illinois currently provides assistance to 11 

• • A rate of $18.25 per day for housing • Probation assistance. community correction centers. In addition, it 

• state prisoners. helps support three work camps. Aid· is also 

• provided through the Probation Department. 

• 



Mississippi ($1.68) 
Mississippi offers two local assistance pro­

grams for localities: 
• It reimburses local govemments $10 per 

day for each state inmate housed in a jail. 
This program received $3.5 million in 
fiscal year 1988 and will receive $4.5 mi~ 
lion in fiscal year 1989. 

• Its community corrections program 
received $11 million in fiscal year 1988 
and $12 million in fiscal year 1989. 

K,nas ($1.51) 
Kansas provides assistance to local gov­

ernments through a community corrections 
program that is modeled after Minnesota's pro­
gram. It also reimburses localities for state 
prisoners held. 

North C,ro/ln, ($1.51) 
The state has three programs to assist local 

governments: 
• Reimbursement for housing prisoners 

Includes two programs. One is a formula­
drtven program providing $12.50 per day 
per inmate, and the other provides $6.00 
per day if the prisoner is on work release. 

• The Division of Youth Services also 
assists counties. 

TABLE 6. 
DIFFERENT TYPES OF LOCAL CORRECTIONS AID IN 20 STATES 

WITH HIGHEST PER CAPITA AID 
(Listed from Highest to Lowest) 

Prisoner Technical 
R.imbur... Community Juv.nil. Conltruc- AlSistlnc.' 

Stlt.s mant Prob.ltiol1 CorrtCtions Programs Plrole tlon Trlining Miscellineous 

Virginia 

California 
Tennessee 
New York 

Kentucky 
Iowa 
Louisiana 
Oregon 
Alaska 
New Jersey 
Minnesota 
Arizona 
Maryland 
Texas 

Ohio 
Georgia 

illinois 

x 

x 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 

Mississippi X 
Kansas 
"North Carolina X 

TOIII 15 

x 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

10 

x 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

II 

• • • • • • • • • 

X 

x 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

X 

X 

7 

x 

X 

X 

X 

X 

5 

1. Grant 
programs for 
community 
diversion 

2. Pay for 
electronic 
offender 
bracelets 

X 1 .Inlensive 

X 

supervision 
programs 

X 1 . Court cosls 
X 

X 

5 

1 . Commission 
on Jail 
Standards 

1 . County work 
camps 

6. FOUR STATE CORRECTIONS AID MODELS 
This section discusses innovative programs 

in Georgia, Minnesota. Tennessee, and Virginia 
that may merit consideration in other states. 
The four programs are diverse in their nature, 

• dealing wHh financing local jail improvements, 
funding community corrections, counting state 
prisoners, and reimbursing for pre-trial 
services. 

aMHgI,-Loul Jlllimpro"",.nt, 
Georgia has instituted a new program for 

improving county jails. If a county can provide 

funds for constructionJimprovement of an exist­
ing facility, the state will provide the work force. 
This option is also available for the construc­
tion of community work camps. 

Mlnflfsot,-Th, Community Corrections 
Act Option 

The Community Corrections Act of 1973 is 
a block grant program that provides funds to 
certain counties for local correctional services. 
One of the act's primary goals is to offer an 
incentive to counties to reduce their reliance 

on state correctional institutions. 

The objectives of the act are to improve the 
management and planning of local correctional 
systems; encourage uniformity of standards for 
delivery of local correctional services; stimu­
late local, community-based sentencing alter­
natives or programs; and decrease reliance on 
state correctional facilities.[3J 

Counties or contiguous groups of counties 
are eligible under the Community Corrections 

• • • • • • • • 
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Act to receive s~;l'r,idies if they have a popu­
lation of at least 30,000, establish a corrections 
advisory board of representatives from the 
criminal justice system and the general com­
munity, and prepare a comprehensive plan for 
the operation of local correctional services. 

Statutorily, grants are made to counties for 
the development, implementation, and 
operation of community based corrections 
programs including, but not limited to 
preventive or diversionary correctional 
programs, probation, parole, community 
corrections centers, and facilities for the 
detention or confinement, care and treat­
ment of persons convicted of crime or 
adjudicated delinquent. 

These services include local administration, 
jails and workhouses, restitution and c-ammu­
nily service work programs, juvenile detention 
centers, day treatment programs, prevention! 
diversion programs, work release, sex offender 
treatment programs, and domestic relations. 

T,nntssH-Counting State Prisoners 
One of the major difficulties that states 

encounter in dealing with state aid for correc­
tions is to determine how many state prisoners 
are being housed in local facilities and, there­
fore, how much each facility should be re­
Imbursed. In 1987 Tennessee instituted a 
program whereby detailed corrections popu­
lations are being tallied. The populations are 
broken down into stale felons and local jail 
populations. Table 7 is an example of the 
detailed reporting in Tennessee. 

T ennessae also provides a breakdown of 
certified days for work releases, felons, and 
detainees; and shows how much each county 
will receive from the state. These figures are 
updated continually. This detailed accounting 
provides the legislature with tools for making 
more accurate, fair intergovernmental aid 
payments. 

Vlrglnla-R,lmbursem,nt for Pre·Trlal 
S.fYlces 

Pre-trial services were implemented initially 
through a federal grant in the City of Richmond 
in 1986. The governor announced the funding 
of the additional pilot programs to ease jail 
overcrowding in June 1986. 

I I I I I I • I I 

Currently, five pilot programs are operating 
in the state. The contractors screen offenders 
who are in a pre-trial status and perform com­
munity surveillance for those released. Each 
of the programs receives approximately 
$200,000 per year for its services. 

Each program is expected to: 
I Provide liaison services with appropriate 

pfficials in the processing of the pre-trial 
offenders before release; 

I Provide adequate community super­
vision of the individuals released into this 
program and implement guidelines es­
tablished by the Department of 
Corrections; 

I Provide trained and experienced staff; 
I Provide drug and alcohol testing for 

offenders requiring such testing; 
I Document program activity in a secure 

manner; and 
I Provide the Department of Corrections 

with data and reports as requested. 

7. A FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYZING INTERGOVERNMENTAL AID FOR CORRECTIONS 
The recommendations of NCSL's Task 

Force on State-Local Relations provide a 
number of perspectives for viewing corrections 
aid. The recommendations, developed in 1986 
by a group of legislators and legislative staff 
from throughout the country, call upon states 
to reconsider their policies toward local govern­
ments because of the changes taking place in 
the federal system. Three of the recommen­
dations are directly relevant to the programs 
discussed here, dealing with sorting out 
responSibilities, mandates, and state aid. 

Sorting Out Responslbilltl,s 
The task force called upon states to reevalu­

ate which services are provided at the state 

and local levels and the extent, if any, to which 
local services should receive state financial aid. 

[S~ates should move toward rationalizing 
the intergovernmental system that has 
developed incrementally over time, often 
with confusing results. In the process, 
some programs may be shifted from the 
state to the local level while others are 
transferred in the other direction. 

Two principles of "sorting out" endorsed by 
the task force were: (1) thatresponsibility 
should be kept at the lowest level of govern­
ment unless there is an important reason to do 
otherwise, and (2) that services whose costs 

depend significantly on the number of poor per­
sons in a community should be financed at the 
highest level of government possible. It 
specifically recommended that "states should 
move in the direction of assuming major 
poverty-related costs from local governments." 

These prinCiples imply that to the extent that 
corrections expenses are closely tied to the 
prevalence of poverty, corrections is a strong 
candidate for state funding. On the other hand, 
to the extent that corrections expenses are 
independent of the prevalence of poverty but 
rather depend on local preferences about strict 
law enforcement and sentencing, corrections 
probably should be funded locally. Since cor-



TABLE 7. 
TENNESSEE'S TOTAL CORRECTIONAL POPULATION AS OF JUNE 30,1988 

STATE FELONS 

COMMUNITY 
SUPERVISION 

________ ..;:,LO.:,.C:..;,A.:.:.,.L J,AIL POPULATION 

INCARCERATED 
FELONS 

DOC DOC Local 

PRE-TRIAL 

Convlcttd 
Community Inlll- Local F.lon. MI.. Mis. Totll! 

Jails 
P.rc.nt Syst.m P.rc.nt 
Changt Total Change V.a, Probltlon Correction. Parol. tullon. Jail. Jail. mllnants mt.n~nt. F.lons 

1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 

12,588 
13,561 
13,214 
14,083 
14,748 
15,624 

316 
688 

3,667 
5,268 
7,292 
7,434 
8,371 
8,668 

rections expenses (1) are closely related to 
crime rates, which in turn are strongly in­
fluenced by the prevalence of poverty, and 
(2) are strongly influenced by state law rather 
than loeal ordinances, the case for state fund­
ing is strengthened. In fact, there has been a 
strong trend for states to assume the cost of 
court operations,[4] but this trend has not been 
as pronounced for corrections, even though the 
courts and corrections are closely related. 

A third rationale for state support of local cor­
rections programs relates to benefit spillovers. 
Whether the role of corrections programs is 
viewed as rehabil"ating dangerous individuals, 
punishing them on behalf of society, or keep­
ing them out of contact with law-abiding 
citizens, the benefits of corrections programs 
are not limited to the city or county where they 
might be imprir,onea, on parole, or on proba­
tion. Since corrections programs usually bene­
fit the residents of a relatively brogd geographic 
area, the case for statewide financing is 
strengthened. 

Mlndl,,, 
The task force recommended that states 

reconsider the mandates that they impose on 
local governments, that they consider relaxing 
or efiminating those requirements, and in some 
cases that they assume the cost of complying 
with them. 

If state prisons are overcrowded whife there 
is excess capacity in local correctional facifi­
ties, " makes sense for the prisoners to be con­
fined in local jails, at least as a temporary 

8,274 
7,533 
7,444 
7,076 
7,241 
7,381 

1,060 1,650 
1,227 1,787 
2,085 2,132 

1,786 
2,290 
2,523 

678 
527 
654 

stopgap measure. However, when states re­
quire that local governments house state 
prisoners, the spirit of the task force's recom­
mendation implies that states should pay the 
full cost incurred by the localities. As the infor­
mation in this report has shown, this is not the 
practice in many states. 

S,." Aid 
The task force recommended that states 

reconsider their aid poliCies and develop 
sophisticated formulas for distributing aid. It 
also recommended targeting assistance to 
jurisdictions with relatively low fiscal capacity. 

Aid programs can have significantly differ­
ent effects' depending on how they are struc­
tured. For example, a matching grant (one that 
conditions the level of state support on the 
amount that the local government spends) is 
likely to have a stronger stimulative effect on 
local spending than a nonmatching grant (one 
that does not depend on what the local govern­
ment spends). 

The design of aid formulas can have a major 
influence on their effectiveness. According to 
Donald Murray, legislative director for justice 
and public safety of the National Association 
of Counties, a Michigan program used to pro­
vide aid in proportion to the number of juveniles 
who were institutionalized, implying an incen­
tive against deinstitutionalization. A Pennsyl­
vania program, in contrast, provides aid on a 
sliding scale, with greater aid if juveniles are 
dealt with in ways that involve them in the com­
munity rather than hold them in institutions. 

1,963 7,137 
2,586 8,417 17.9% 
2,832 10,230 21.5" 

35,730 
39,093 
42,591 

9.4% 
8.9" 

The information this report provides does not 
answer how states should spend their correc­
tions dollars but rather helps bring critical cor­
rections issues to light. Key points that should 
be considered before corrections funding is 
undertaken include: 

(1) Responsibility-Is the state or locality 
responsible for state prisoners held in 
local jails? Who is responsible for parole 
violators? 

(2) Consistency-IS the policy consistent in 
all facifities? Are all local governments 
able to provide adequate levels of 
service? 

(3) Accountability-Are states aware of 
how many state prisoners are held in 
local facilities? 

• • • • • • I • • 

SUMMARY 
State aid for local corrections programs has 

been one of the fastest growing categories of 
state aid to local governments in the 1980s, 
nearly quadrupling in the period from 1980 to 
1987. States provided $932.5 million of cor­
rections aid in fiscal year 1987. 

State aid must be viewed in relation to the 
manner in which responsibility for corrections 
programs is aSSigned between state and local 
government~. In six states, for example, the 
state directly conducts virtually all corrections 
programs, so there is no possibility of provid-

I 
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APPENDIX. 
STATISTICS ON STATE CORRECTIONS SPENDING AND AID, 

FISCAL YEAR 1987 
Spending 

State's Total Plr $100 

• ing aid to local governments for corrections. Plrclntlge of Spending of PlrlOnll Aid Per 

• This report shows that responsibility for cor· Stlte Total S(!!ndlng Per CI~1t1 Incoml CI~lta 

• rections programs is shared in widely differ· New Engllnd 
Connecticut 99.9% $49.93 $2.55 $0.00 • ing ways from one state to another. Likewise, Maine 75.8 41.59 3.25 0.00 

• state-local corrections spending per capita also Massachusetts 80.5 59.57 3.36 0.00 

• varies considerably from state to state, and that New Hampshire 65.1 36.28 2.28 0.00 

• has a bearing on state aid programs. Rhode Island 100.0 45.03 3.09 0.00 
Vermont 99.8 34.60 2.59 0.00 • Middle Atllntlc • State corrections aid per capita is provided Delaware 100.0 76.69 5.11 0.00 • at different levels in various states. Twenty Maryland 77.8 99.99 5.93 3.33 

• states provide at least one dollar of aid per New Jersey 65.8 73.19 3.93 4.49 

12 capita, with Virginia providing the most aid, New York 54.6 119.79 7.01 7.62 

• more than $27 per capita. On the other hand, 
Pennsylvania 51.2 47.79 3.36 0.91 

• 19 states provided no corrections aid in 1987. G .... t Lakl. 

• Illinois 75.5 4B.00 3.0B 2.17 
Indiana 78.6 39.39 3.00 0.53 • The most common type of aid program re- Michigan 78.8 77.86 5.27 0.20 

• imburses localities for holding state prisoners. Ohio 75.4 63.59 4.56 2.76 

• Other major aid programs, in declining order Wisconsin 65.B 45.00 3.23 0.00 
:~. • of frequency, are for community corrections, Pilins 

• probation, parole, juvenile programs, construe· Iowa 76.1 36.35 2.72 6.58 

• tion programs, and technical assistance and 
Kansas 82.7 40.58 2.77 1.51 
Minnesota 45.2 47.76 3.18 3.70 • training. Missouri 72.3 46.99 3.41 0.14 

• Nebraska 72.8 37.94 2.76 0.00 

• Model aid programs in Georgia, Minnesota, North Dakota 71.0 23.27 1.87 0.00 

• Tennessee, and Virginia may merit consider· 
South Dakota 79.2 35.65 3.02 0.00 

• ation in other states. Sout ...... 

• Alabama 75.7 41.25 3.64 0.72 
Arkansas 83.2 29.43 2.66 0.36 

• The recommendations of NCSL's Task Florida 56.8 76.51 5.23 0.00 

• Force on State-Local Relations provide a Georgia 74.5 65.49 4.87 2.25 

• framework for analyzing state corrections aid. Kentucky 68.5 40.08 3.56 7.4B 

• They suggest that states should provide as· 
Louisiana 78.1 50.62 4.52 5.80 
Mississippi 83.4 29.34 3.02 1.68 

• sistance to local corrections programs, that North Carolina 89.8 64.33 5.17 1.51 

• states should pay the full cost of housing state South Carolina 90.7 65.38 5.79 0.00 

• prisoners in local correctional facilities, and that Tennessee 73.3 51.62 4.30 8.29 
Virginia 69.1 69.52 4.52 27.37 • states should consider the incentives provided West Virginia 65.3 20.98 1.98 0.00 

• by aid programs. Southwest • Arizona 70.8 99.40 7.51 3.52 

• • • • • • • New Mexico 74.5 70.60 6.18 0.71 
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF 
STATE LEGISLATURES 

The National Conference of State Legisla­
tures serves the legislator~ and staffs of the 
nation's 50 states, its commonwealths and 
territories. 

NCSL was created in January 1975 from the 
merger of three organizations that served or 
represented state legislatures. NCSL is a non­
partisan organization with Jhree objectives: 

• To improve the quality and effectiveness 
of state legislatures; 

• To foster interstate communication and 
cooperation; and 

• To ensure states a strong, cohesive 
voice in the federal system. 

The Conference has offices in Denver, 
Colorado, and Washington, D.C. 

• • • • • • • • 

CRIMINAL JUSTICE PAPERS 
This series addresses state criminal justice 

policy issues and is prepared for legislators. 
State Aid to Local Governments for Correc­
tions Programs is the first in this series. Other 
papers planned for 1989 will examine commu­
nity corrections, prison industries, sentencing 
guidelines, drug treatment in a correctional 
setting, and states' corrections policies. 

• • • • • • • • 

HOW TO ORDER 
The following paper may be ordered from: 

Marketing Department, National Conference of 
State Legislatures, 1050 Seventeenth Street, 
Suite 2100, Denver, Colorado 80265, 3031 
623-7800. 

1. State Aid to Local Governments for Correc­
tions Programs, $10. 
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