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Introeduction

The Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA) is pleased to present the Compendium
of Correctional Research in the States: 1986-91, the first such compilation of research information

from the States. The Compendium includes research conducted from 1986 to 1991 and covers topics
such as sentencing guidelines, crowding, population forecasting, correctional treatment programs, jail
issues, and risk assessment. The Compendi.m was compiled by the State Statistical Analysis Centers

(SAC’s) and JRSA to share information on correctional research that is useful, but that often does
not reach beyond a State’s boundaries. A special section with submissions from Canada follows
the States’ abstracts.

The abstracts represent the important contributions being made by States in their efforts to research
and evaluate correctional policies and programs. In addition to the wide range of topics covered,
readers will find a rich variety of methods and techniques being used in policy development.

The Compendium is organized alphabetically by State, and the abstracts are alphabetized by title
within each State. Each abstract includes the following information: project title, objectives of
the research, research methodology, findings of the research, policy impact or implications based
on the research findings, prior instate studies, timeframe of the study, agencies involved, and cost
of the study. Missing headings indicate that the information was not available. Names, addresses,
and phone numbers have also been provided as a resource for obtaining more information on

the projects.

In June 1991, JRSA announced the Compendium project and sent a letter to the State SAC’s
requesting abstracts on correctional research conducted from 1986 to 1991 in universiiies, agencies,
and organizations in their States. Followup phone calls were made to ensure broad representation
of States’ rescarch efforts, and a format for submitting the abstracts was provided. The abstracts
were then reviewed by JRSA staff and the JRSA Research Committee. Ninety abstracts from

19 States and Canada are included in this Compendium, representing the information submitted

by the State SAC’s and other agencies that responded to the request for abstracts.

This report is the first attempt to gather information about State-based corrections research.
It does not present information from all States, nor does it represent the full range of correctional
research conducted in the States over the past 6 years. Although much important research could

not be included in this first report, the Compendium provides a solid base of useful information about

State-based correctional research, one that will be built upon in the future. Readers are encouraged

to contact the National Criminal Justice Reference Service at 1-800-732-3277 or the Justice Research

and Statistics Association at 202-624-8560 for further information about correctional research being
conducted in the States.

ix



Alaska

Alaska Correctional Requirements: A Forecast of Prison Population
Through the Year 2000

Allan R. Barnes, Ph.D., and Richard McCleary, Ph.D.
Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage

3211 Providence Drive

Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1811

Objectives of the research: To provide a forecast of the prison population as part of a wider
study that will determine the feasibility of constructing a prison on Fire Island in Cook Inlet.

Research methodology: The model used in the population forecasts was developed by Richard
McCleary, who has developed similar models that have been successfully used to predict prison
population growth. The McCleary model is constructed from factors that (1) historically have had
an impact on the prison population in a statistically significant manner (for example, length of
sentences) and (2) have shown a statistically significant relationship with the prison population (for
example, unemployment rates). Various assumptions about past and future State population growth,
unemployment rates, and historic prison growth were also incorporated within the model. Those
assumptions about future prison population growth that presume only a continuation of current
socioeconomic patterns and existing influential factors are referred to as status quc assumptions.

Findings of the research: The number of prisoners incarcerated by Alaska nearly tripled between
1980 and 1985, from approximately 750 in 1980 to approximately 2,200 in 1985. At the time

of the study, correctional facilities in Alaska were overcrowded, and construction and renovation
projects had been initiated in an effort to relieve the situation. As a basis for long-range programs
and capital planning, officials of the Alaska Department of Corrections sought to obtain reliable
forecasts of the size and makeup of the population who would be under custody in future years.

Table 1. Alaska Prison Population Forecasts, 1985 through 2000*

Year Total Unsentenced Sentenced
1985 2,084 521 1,563
1990 4,080 863 3,217
1995 6,421 1,158 5,263
2000 8,914 1,429 7,485

*Based on status quo assumptions. Forecasts are rmean yearly populations.
Includes Federal Bureau of Prisons population.




Status quo forecasts

The forecast of the most probable yearly prison population of Alaska that is presented in Table 1
was derived from a model based on status quo assumptions (that is, assumptions that no structural or
substantially disruptive change such as a code revision, an unanticipated population shift, or a major
policy change in the criminal justice system will occur). In other words, these forecasts were based
on the assumption that, aside from normal evolution and growth, the situation in Alaska would be
more or less the same through the year 2000. Without changes from the status quo, Alaska’s total
long-range prison population, both sentenced and unsentenced, would total nearly 9,000 inmates by
the year 200Q. The larger portion of the corrections population, those actually sentenced to a prison
term, would increase almost fivefold from 1985 levels.

Status quo assumptions were also used to forecast the expected characteristics of the prison
population by type of offense (felony or misdemeanor), sex of prisoners, and region of incarceration
in the State. Overall, the largest increases would occur in the male sentenced-felon category within
the south-central region. Throughout the State, the number of sentenced female felons would also
continue to increase, to over 400 females by the year 2000.

The status quo model included three factors that have been identified as affecting prison population
growth. Foremost among these factors were the criminal code revisions of the early 1980’s. These
revisions, which affected the length of sentences (by an average increase of 1.35 years), parole
eligibility, and prosecutorial prioritization of crimes, accelerated corrections population growth

in almost all areas. Perhaps the most dramatic example of this growth was the increase in
sentenced sexual abuse offenders since 1982, from approximately 50 to nearly 500.

The other two factors found to have a statistically significant effect on Alaska priscn population
levels were the State’s unemployment and armed robbery rates. Increases in these rates resulted
in an almost immediate increase in the prison population; however, decreases in these rates were
followed by only a gradual reduction in prison population.

Alternative scenarios impact

The study also explored the effects of certain hypothetical scenarios upon the future Alaska
Department of Corrections population. These scenarios involved changes in criminal codes,
unemployment, and armed robbery. One scenario, requiring complete repeal of the 1980 code
revisions and substantial reductions in both the unemployment and armed robbery rates, would result
in a corrections population of more than 3,000 inmates by the end of the century. The likelihood of
such substantial changes in Alaska was very low. At the other extreme, the scenario indicated that
if the code were neither repealed nor significantly altered, or its effects on the corrections population
mitigated in some substantial fashion, and if the unemployment and armed robbery rates increased
significantly, the Department could have over 20,000 prisoners and an extremely serious facilities
deficit by the year 2000. The probability of this scenario being realized was also low because the
State could probably not afford to maintain such an enormous correctional population and because
policy and administrative officials would be forced by economic realities to develop methods for
deinstitutionalizing many potential prisoners.




Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: The status quo forecast, which was
used to generate the most likely future prison population situation in Alaska, lies between the best-
and worst-case scenarios illustrated above. The researchers were confident of the accuracy of this
"most likely" forecast as long as there were no major changes in the assumed patterns of the State’s
overall population, economic situation, or crime rates. However, it was very likely that some
changes would occur, and in planning for future bedspace needs, the Alaska Department of
Corrections might want to consider other possible futures from the range of scenarios presented

in this report.

Timeframe of the study: 1985-86

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Alaska at Anchorage; Alaska Department
of Corrections

Alaska’s Participation in the Interstate Compact
for Probation and Parole

N.E. Schafer, Leslie Wenderoff, and Peter Mirc
Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage

3211 Providence Drive

Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: To assess the impact upon caseloads of those requiring supervision
under the compact.

Research methodology: The Interstate Compact for the supervision of parolees and probationers

is an agreement whereby one State agrees to provide supervision for offenders on community release
from other States. Participants in the Interstate Compact agree that any State will accept supervision
of a parolee or probationer providing that the offender is either a resident of that State or has family
who are residents and that he or she is able to find employment. If these conditions are not met, the
receiving State can choose not to accept the offender. The supervising, or receiving, State must use
the same standards of supervision for interstate cases as it does for its own parolees and probationers.

Major increases in Alaska’s prison population have been accompanied by corresponding increases in
the number of persons under probation or parole supervision. Between 1976 and 1986, the number
of offenders under community supervision by the Division of Probation rose from an annualized
figure of 1,010 to 2,153. This dramatic growth in the total population has resulted in proportional
increases in the caseloads of individual probation officers. A perception among many officers that
there has been an increase in the number of offenders requiring supervision under the Interstate
Compact led to an interest in assessing the impact upon average caseloads of participation

in the compact.




Clearly, a number of factors must be considered in assessing Alaska’s involvement in the Interstate
Compact. This preliminary assessment was hampered by inadequate historical data; no records of
interstate transactions have been kept by either the Department of Corrections or its former parent
agency, Health and Social Services. Because a major change in computer information systems was
undertaken in 1984, much-needed information from prior years is no longer retrievable.

Fortunately, a printout of all persons under the jurisdiction of the Department of Corrections prior to
1983 was available for this research. The data were maintained for case management purposes and
did not include information that was considered crucial to a thorough assessment of the impact of the
State’s participation in the Interstate Compact. Nevertheless, this was the only information available,
and it was used to draw some preliminary conclusions that were based on aggregate numbers and
could not, for the most part, be refined. The information available included State of original
jurisdiction (sending State), destination (receiving State), date of birth, date supervision ends,

sex, age, race, and status (probation or parole).

Data on interstate transfers were extracted from the printout and processed by computer. Several
pertinent questions could not be answered by the available data. Intake date and instant offense
were not available and are essential for a detailed impact study. Knowledge of the intake date
would allow a determination of the length of supervision by subtracting it from the supervision
end date. Without knowing the length of supervision for each offender under the compact, it

is impossible to get an accurate picture of the changes in interstate caseloads on an annual basis.
Length of supervision is also a factor in determining the caseload of the Division of Probation.

Findings of the research: Between 1975 and 1984, Alaska processed 1,551 offenders through the
Interstate Compact; 999 were received for supervision (64.4% of the total) and 552 (35.6%) were
sent to other States. It is significant that 45% more offenders entered the State than left it.

An effort was made to compare this figure with the total field supervision cases for the same years,
but similar data were not maintained. Although aggregate annual caseload data for these years are
available from the Department of Corrections, there is no way to break down this information into
a count of individuals. The data collected for the present study involved information on 1,551
individuals. Because length of supervision varies from 2 years to as many as 20, the yearly overlap
of individuals on the annualized caseload is considerable. At the same time, because the case
management information for the study did not contain intake dates, annualized caseloads could

not be measured.

The researchers expected that the outgoing transfers would tend to be on parole rather than on
probation. A current investigation of case records indicated that a substantial number of State
offenders who were incarcerated in Federal prisons chose to be on parole in the States where

they had been incarcerated. In fact, parolees constituted fewer than 25% of the total sample and
proportionally fewer of the outgoing offenders than of the incoming ones. Probationers were more
likely to have been first offenders or to have been involved in less serious crimes than parolees;
therefore, this proportion might be viewed as positive in assessing impacts on total caseloads.




The movement of Interstate Compact offenders to and from Alaska was largely a regional one.

The major exchange was with States on the West Coast. Of the 999 offenders received by the

State, more than half (50.8%) were from the States of Washington, California, and Oregon. Of those
sent out of Alaska (N = 552), 51.8% went to these same three States. Five States—Washington,
California, Oregon, Texas, and Florida—appear as both States of original jurisdiction and as States of
destination in the same order and in approximately the same proportion. The regional nature of the
exchange was not unexpected. Movement between Alaska and Washington, California, and Oregon
is common for persons other than offenders. Many jobs in Alaska require skills that can be acquired
in these States (for example, forestry, fishing, and construction). Many Alaskans go to these States
for education and training, and many have relatives in these States. The inclusion of Texas among
the top five exchange States is not surprising either; during the period under study, the oil fields
were being developed and the trans-Alaska pipeline was under construction.

The ratio of males to females in the sample was 9:1 and held constant for both incoming and
outgoing offenders. The proportion is different for the State’s incarcerated population, in which
females constitute closer to 6% of the total, but comparison with supervised populations cannot
be made for reasons already noted.

Racially, the offenders in the sample are overwhelmingly white, which reflects the total urban
population of the State. It was expected that Alaska Natives would constitute the largest minority
in the sample because this group represents 33% of the incarcerated population in Alaska. Alaska
Natives include both Eskimos and several Indian groups (Athabascan, Tlingit, and others), but even
when these two groups are combined they constitute a smaller percentage of the totals than do
blacks. Some Alaska Natives prefer not to label themselves Indian and may be included as others.
However, this group is so undefined that we cannot make this an assumption.

It is interesting that the number of blacks in the incoming group is identical to that in the
outgoing group. As a proportion of the totals, twice as many blacks leave the State as enter
it under the compact.

The average age of Interstate Compact offenders during the 7-year data collection period was 30.5
years; the mode was 23. A small number of offenders were born before 1920 (N = 26); therefore,
during supervision they ranged from age 58 to 80. The oldest offender was born in 1902, and the
youngest in 1964. The largest percent of offenders (55.5) were in their twenties, and the next
largest percent (28) were in their thirties. The remainder were older, except for 2% who were
younger than 20.

The impact of compact participation by Alaska cities is of special interest. As Alaska’s largest city,
Anchorage processed the largest number of Interstate Compact participants: 482 incoming and 258
outgoing. Anchorage had a larger number of employment opportunities than most other cities and,
with the largest population, the greatest possibility that an incoming offender would have relatives
residing there. The ratio of incoming to outgoing offenders in Anchorage during the course of this
study was 1.86:1.




Fairbanks is the second largest city in Alaska and had the second largest number of incoming

(N = 772) and outgoing (N = 111) offenders. During the years encompassed by this study, the city
of Fairbanks experienced rapid growth in both population and development because it was a hub of
pipeline activity.

Other cities experiencing a high rate of flux were Juneau, Kenai, Ketchikan, and Kodiak. The draw
to these cities was likely due to job opportunities in commercial fishing, refineries, canneries, and
timber industries.

Based on our data, the Interstate Compact has not yet been an equitable arrangement for any city
in Alaska. Each city has seen a greater number of incoming than of outgoing transfers.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: If the addition of Interstate
Compact transfers to caseloads has a significant impact on the cost and quality of supervision in
the State, more careful processing of transfer requests might be undertaken to reduce the inflow.

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Alaska at Anchorage; Alaska Department
of Corrections

An Analysis of Offense Patterns, Recidivism, and Emergency Detention of Children
Accused of Delinquent Acts in Alaska in 1985

David L. Parry

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: To provide information on juvenile offense patterns, recidivism,
and emergency detention practices.

Research methodology: The report presents the results of an analysis of juvenile delinquency
referrals handled by the Division of Family and Youth Services (DFYS) and the Alaska Department
of Health and Social Services in 1985, the first year in which DFYS was responsible for provision
of intake services in juvenile delinquency cases on a statewide basis. Baseline data for this research
were derived from intake logs and case files maintained by the Division. The principal findings
and recommendations are highlighted below.

Findings of the research: Intake logs maintained by DFYS revealed that 4,800 children, or about
3% of all children in the State, were arrested at least once in 1985 for an act that would be a crime
if committed by an adult. Of these, 1,002 (21% of all children arrested, or less than 1% of all
children in the State) were arrested more than once, bringing the total number of juvenile arrests

in 1985 to 6,464.
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Nearly two-thirds of all referrals were for minor property offenses or liquor violations. - Misdemeanor
thefts accounted for 29% of all offenses reported to DFYS in 1985. Another 19% of all offenses
were liquor violations. Other misdemeanor property offenses contributed another 17% to the total.
About 18% of referrals were for felonies, but only 159 referrals, or about 2.5% of all referrals,

were for violent felonies.

Based on these figures, there were 3,818 arrests per 100,000 children in 1985. This is about 36%
higher than the comparable national rate, which was computed to be 2,801 per 100,000 children in
1684, the last year for which complete statistics are available. The arrest rate for violent felonies,
however, was only 94 per 100,000 children in Alaska, 44% lower than the estimated national rate
of about 135 such arrests per 100,000 children. The rate of arrest for all felonies combined was
calculated at 692 per 100,000 children in Alaska, but because no comparable national figures are
available, comparison with rates of arrest for all felony-level offenses among juveniles nationally
was not possible.

Using a weighted sample of 648 children referred to DFYS intake officers between January 1 and
June 30, 1985, to assess the probability of rearrest for children whose cases were handled informally
(that is, without filing a petition for delinquency adjudication), it was found that 6% of these children
were arrested for new offenses within 30 days and 23% were arrested within 6 months following a
base period referral. In both cases, more than one-third of all rearrests were for the offense of a
minor consuming alcohol.

Children in the districts served by the field offices in Barrow and Ketchikan were more likely than
those in other districts to commit new offenses during both tracking periods. Districts with low
rearrest rates during both periods included Anchorage, Fairbanks, Palmer, and Kodiak.

Base-period offenses differed very little between children who were subsequently rearrested and
those who were not. Similarly, none of the demographic characteristics examined—age, sex, and
race—differed substantially between reoffenders and others. Factors that did differ somewhat
between children who were subsequently rearrested and those who were not, included the number

of offenses or counts with which the child was charged, the number of times the child had previously
been arrested, and the use of 48-hour detention or emergency placement following initial screening
by an intake officer for the base-period offense. However, while these factors all differed noticeably
between reoffenders and others during both tracking periods, in no case was the difference an
especially large one.

Using a sample of 618 children detained at the discretion of intake officers to assess compliance with
detention criteria mandated by DFYS, it was found that 29% of such detentions statewide were in
compliance with a narrow interpretation of the detention policy, with compliance levels in individual
districts ranging from 10% in Ketchikan and Juneau to 48% in Anchorage and Kenai. Forty-one
percent of discretionary detentions statewide (18%-76% in individual districts) were found to be in
compliance with an expanded interpretation of the policy under which a larger range of offenses

was encompassed within the definition of detainable offenses than in the initial analysis.




Forty percent of all children detained at intake officer discretion, and more than half of all children
who were detained in violation of the policy, were charged with liquor violations. If all of these
cases had been in compliance with the policy, 74% of detentions overall would have satisfied the
expanded version of the criteria, and 64% would have satisfied the more restrictive interpretation as
well.

In one-third of discretionary detentions in Anchorage, Fairbanks, and Juneau, the child’s parent could
not be located or, when located, refused to accept custody of the child. Had these cases been in
compliance with the detention criteria, the overall level of compliance with the narrow interpretation
of the policy in these districts would have been 54%, and compliance with the expanded interpreta-
tion would have been 64%. If these cases and also those involving liquor violations had been
consistent with the policy, overall compliance in these districts would have been 78% with the
expanded interpretation and 70% with the narrow version of the policy.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: The study made the following
recommendations: State resources would be most effectively utilized by continuing the DFYS policy
of diverting minor offenders out of the juvenile justice system and concentrating available services
on those children who commit serious or multiple offenses or repeatedly come to the attention of
intake officers.

It is recommended that detention policy be revised as follows:

e The meaning of the terms "serious offense” and "serious property offenses" should
be clarified.

» Specific provisions should be made for responding to situations in which detention criteria
are not satisfied, but less restrictive alternatives have been determined to be unavailable or
inappropriate.

» Specific instruction in interpretation and application of detention standards should
be incorporated into intake officer training.

Further efforts to standardize intake records and upgrade the quality and accessibility of case
information are needed. Specific recommendations are as follows:

» A standardized format should be used in all districts to record basic information about
client characteristics (for example, age, sex, race, current residence, and living situation),
offenses, detention, dispositions, current probation status, and so forth, in case files.

 Standardized procedures for recording case information, including the kinds of information
to be included in intake logs and case files, as well as the terminology to be employed,
should be explained in detail to each intake officer as a routine component of his or her
training.

* A central, computerized system for maintenance of information currently recorded on
intake logs and in card files should be adopted. A network of microcomputers connected
to a central unit by modem would be sufficient for this purpose.




There appears to be a critical need to develop viable alternatives to detention of children
who do not meet mandated detention criteria.

Agencies involved: Alaska Division of Family and Youth Services

Department of Corrections Personnel Survey: Final Report

N.E. Schafer

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: (1) To compile educational profiles of employees, (2) to assess
educational goals and needs of personnel, (3) to gather information about the type and extent of
corrections experience, and (4) to compare personnel profiles with stipulated State job qualifications.

Research methodology: A personnel survey that sought self-reported data on education, experience,
and training was developed and distributed with the cooperation of the Alaska Department of
Corrections (DOC). The survey forms were distributed by the Department in October, November,
and December 1984 to all employees in institutions and agencies throughout the State in all position
categories, from clerk to commissioner. Coding and analysis were later completed by the Justice
Center.

To assess the response rate, official figures from the most up-to-date personnel report (June 1984)
were used as a base. These figures were neither more nor less accurate than those for the following
June because personnel recruitment continued during the fiscal year as prison populations grew.
There were 816 employees in June 1985. Among corrections officers the response rate was 75.6%
(N = 353), and among probation officers, 85.7% (N = 72).

Findings of the research: Approximately 66% of all DOC employees participated in the survey

(N = 636). Of this number, 47.8% reported having at least a 2-year college degree, and 35.1% had
4-year degrees. The categories of correctional officer, probation officer, administrator, and treatment
personnel were considered corrections-specific employees. Their numbers totaled 475; nearly half
(48%) had at least an associate’s degree, while more than a third (N = 170) had a bachelor’s degree.

Twe items were considered indicative of commitment to education: intent to continue and current
enrollment. Results seem to indicate that Department of Corrections employees place a high
premium on education: more than two-thirds (69.3%) of all employees hoped to continue their
educations. Among correctional officer respondents, 73% planned more education; among probation
officer respondents, 77%. However, this seemed to be a long-term rather than an immediate goal.
Only 5% of the respondents were enrolled in college classes at the time of the survey (N = 29).

It was concluded that a combination of access and scheduling made class attendance difficult.




Data were assembled on the prior experience of respondents in only corrections-specific employee
classifications. More than 40% of the 475 corrections-specific respondents reported having prior
experience in other justice agencies. The type of prior experience was especially interesting.

It was assumed that the respondents would report prior correctional experience and prior military
experience. Military experience was the least reported, while prior experience in law enforcement
was nearly as common as prior experience in corrections. Among correctional officers, corrections
was the least frequently reported, while prior experience and law enforcement were most frequently
reported.

Because of changes in the Department of Corrections training operation, indepth analysis of the
training was not attempted. Sixty percent of all personnel received training provided by the
Department of Corrections. Seventy-five percent of correctional officer respondents reported
attending such training.

A comparison of survey responses with position descriptions shows that a substantial proportion
of Department of Corrections employees have more than the minimum qualifications required.
This suggests that staff are highly qualified.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: Education, experience, and training
of personnel are frequently used as measures of quality in correctional agencies. The use of the
survey to assess corrections in Alaska would lead to the conclusion that Alaska ranks high nationally
in these measures of personnel quality.

Timeframe of the study: 1984-85

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Anchorage at Alaska; Alaska Department
of Corrections

A Descriptive Study of Alaska Correctional Officers
and Their Attitudes Toward Inmates

Cheryl A. Easley

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: (1) To describe the correctional officer population and (2) to determine

whether a relationship exists between individual workers’ attributes or organizational factors and the
attitudes toward inmates.
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Research methodology: Data were collected from 1986 to 1988 at every adult correctional facility
in the State. These institutions together housed 2,069 adult inmates and employed 518 correctional
officers. Arrangements were made for researchers to visit as many facilities as possible and
personally distribute the surveys. Before the questionnaires were distributed to officers, the
researcher attended shift orientation meetings at each facility to explain the purpose of the survey,
answer questions, and assure confidentiality of the responses. Initially, there was a great deal of
mistrust on the part of most officers because the study was being conducted by an outsider. Most
wanted assurances that the researcher was not an employee of the Department of Corrections and that
their comments and responses would remain confidential. Once reassured, most participants became
very interested in the project and were willing to cooperate.

After discussion with the superintendents, it was decided that officers who wished to participate
would have more free time to complete a survey during early morning hours. Consequently, surveys
were distributed at the beginning of the evening shift. Because correctional officers work a rotating
shift of 1 week of nights followed by a week off, then a week of days followed by a week off, it
required 1 month to complete survey distribution.

Facilities located in rural areas (Nome, Bethel, Juneau, and Ketchikan) were not visited because
funding was not available for transportation. Instead, a letter of introduction and questionnaires
were mailed to these facilities. Each survey included a self-addressed, stamped envelope that
officers individually sealed and returned to the researcher. Two weeks after the initial mailing
of the surveys, a letter was sent encouraging participation in the study.

At each of the seven facilities visited (Cook Inlet, Wildwood, Palmer, Goose Bay, Fairbanks, Sixth
Avenue, and Hiland Mountain/Meadow Creek), the researcher spent time with officers on the job.
Informal conversations and participant observation provided much of the descriptive data for this
study.

Findings of the research: The research questions were based on two opposing theories found in
the literature on corrections and in the sociology of work. The first is the belief of many prison
reformers that changing the demographic composition of the correctional officer work force to more
closely reflect that of the inmate population will result in improved officer-inmate relationships.

If relationships between officers and inmates improve, the rehabilitation process for inmates will

be more effective. The opposing perspective is that organizational factors are more powerful than
personnel changes in determining officers’ attitudes toward inmates.

The results of this analysis do not lend support to either of these theories. Explanations for attitudes
toward inmates were found neither in the individual characteristics of the correctional officer work
force nor in the organizational factors of the work environment.

Minority officers did not have more positive attitudes toward inmates. In two Alaskan facilities
where the majority of officers and the majority of inmates were Alaska Natives, the same number
of Native and non-Native officers had negative attitudes toward inmates. The findings, then, do
not support the theory that racial integration of the correctional officer work force will, in itself,
bridge the gap between inmates and officers. Even though there was a slight tendency for officers
with education beyond a 4-year college degree to have more positive attitudes toward inmates, this
variable was not statistically related to attitudes toward inmates. While many have suggested
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increased education for officers, these findings suggest that more education is not related to more
positive attitudes toward inmates.

Sex was not related to positive attitudes toward inmates. Females in this sample exhibited largely
the same attitudes toward inmates as male officers.

A large portion (65%) of correctional officers in this sample had experience in the military, and it
was assumed that this background characteristic would negatively influence attitudes toward inmates.
The analysis, however, did not support this conclusion. The attitudes of these former military
personnel toward inmates were as positive as those of officers who had not spent time in the service.

Age was the only personal attribute that approached statistical significance when compared with the
index that measured attitudes toward inmates. However, the results were the opposite of what was
expected: the hypothesis that younger officers would have more positive attitudes toward inmates
was not supported.

Organizational factors did not appear to have the predicted effect on officers’ attitudes toward
inmates. Slightly more officers employed less than 3 years had positive attitudes toward inmates,
but the relationship was not statistically significant. These findings suggest that continued work
in the prison environment produces or attracts those officers who view inmates more negatively.

No relationship was found between the type of facility and attitudes toward inmates. When grouped
together, officers employed at custodial facilities were as likely to have positive attitudes toward
inmates as officers employed at treatment facilities. These findings do not correspond with those

of previous researchers, which suggested that the staff tend to conform to the organizational goals
(rehabilitative versus custodial) of their superiors.

Differences in the composition of the work force and organizational variables considered unique
to the Department of Corrections in Alaska do not appear to be related to attitudes toward inmates
among correctional officers.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: The lack of statistical support for
the hypotheses, most of which were rooted in conventional wisdom as well as in the correctional
literature, does not necessarily mean that the hiring of minorities or women, the need for educated
officers, military experience, or the age of the applicant is irrelevant. The assumptions surrounding
the hiring practices and retention of correctional officers need to be given more thought and
examined more closely by those in policymaking roles.

Timeframe of the study: The survey was conducted in 1986.

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Anchorage at Alaska; Alaska Department
of Cogrections
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Discretion, Due Process, and the Prison Discipline Committee

N.E. Schafer

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: To determine the degree to which the discretion of one prison
disciplinary committee (PDC) has been affected by court rulings.

Research methodology: Data were collected from daily reports of the prison disciplinary committee
of a maximum security facility in Indiana over an 11-month period from July 1980 to June 1981.
The data included prisoner identifiers, prisoner housing unit, the violation, the date of the violation,
the plea, and the disposition.

Findings of the research: Prison discipline received considerable attention from both the courts
and professional organizations during the decade of the 1970’s. It was widely assumed that the due
process requirements that resulted from judicial review, coupled with the promulgation of model
discipline standards and procedures, would limit the broad discretionary authority traditional in the
prison discipline process. A case study of the activities of one prison discipline committee suggests
that these external pressures have had less impact on decisionmaking than such internal pressures as
overcrowding. Due process requirements have not greatly inhibited the exercise of discretion in the
prison discipline process.

The prison discipline process has been characterized as arbitrary and capricious and a suitable area
for court intervention. Federal courts have mandated minimal due process requirements for prison
discipline proceedings but have not dealt with the nature of prison rules and regulations or the
appropriateness of the sanctions for violations. The discretionary decisionmaking power of the
PDC has not been weakened by these court decisions, although an appeal process may alter their
decisions.

The PDC under study clearly retained broad discretion in the exercise of its power. The dispositions
available, the possibility of combining dispositions, and the authority to set the duration of each
sanction provided a broad base for the exercise of discretion. The data reflect this, but do not
provide proof that the change in the use of substantial penalties was impacted by court decisions.

Because the PDC under study had not been directly affected by judicial review, that is, had not been
part of any suit related to prison discipline, it seems more likely that the change can be attributed to
institutional realities—the pressure of major population increases. A major question raised by such
a conclusion is whether disposition patterns will change when the crowding problem is resolved.
Crowding is not desirable, and few prison employees would object to actions designed to relieve

it. If a major reduction in population were to occur, there might be an increase in the use of the
"substantial penalties" of extension of release date and punitive segregation. The creative use

of alternative dispositions demonstrated in Figures 1 and 2 suggests this possibility.
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Figure 1. Dispesitions Imposed by Category of Offense

P
Dispositiens Ranked by Severity Class A Class B Class C Class D Total
Extension of release date 61 134 49 6 250

A. (Change of credit class) (53) 12y (46) (€)) (223)

B. (Loss of time earned) (8) (13) 3 3 27)
Punitive segregation 127 389 128 193 837
Restriction with loss of privileges 4 38 27 41 110
Restriction 49 523 418 718 1,708
Loss of privileges 4 112 139 297 552
Restitution/pay damages 1 38 13 12 64
Time served' 3 6 3 2 14
Warning,? reprimand 0 137 133 377 647
Acquittal® 1 21 48 87 157
Total 250 1,398 958 1,733 4,339

'Detention time served awaiting disciplinary court was equivalent to disposition time.
*There may be an overlap here. Many acquittals were accompanied by verbal warnings or reprimands
that led to coding confusion.

The PDC made broad use of sanctions that did not require additional space and used its discretion

to combine these sanctions to increase their severity. The double sanction of in-cell resiriction

with loss of privileges appears to be an effort to assign a penalty as severe as punitive segregation.
Reassignment to the maximum restraint unit restricted prisoner movement but did not include loss

of privileges. Confinement to one’s cell (or dormitory) also restricted movement; when combined
with loss of privileges, this disposition is quite substantial. This combined disposition often included
separate lengths for each part, with restriction being the longer portion of the sanction. For this
reason, and because there were only 110 cases of double penalty, these were coded under in-cell
restriction in Figure 2. The maximum length was coded, and the 110 double-sanction cases have
been included in the duration table (Figure 2) under the in-cell restriction category.
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Figure 2. Length (in Days) by Disposition and Type of Offense

Disposition Number Departmental
and Type of Offense of Cases Range Mean Guidelines
Punitive segregation
Class A 127 30-1,095 392.32 365-1,095
Class B 389 1-365 98.53 30-180
Class C 128 2-180 40.07 15-45
Class D 193 1-1,095 61.28 1-30
In-cell restriction
Class A 53 2-60 35.57 Not suggested
Class B 560 1-90 22,70 15-60
Class C 443 1-60 16.33 15-30
Class D 761 1-60 9.41 1-30
Loss of privileges'
Class A 4 7-60 21.75 NA
Class B 112 1-90 25.71 NA
Class C 139 1-60 24.38 NA
Class D 297 1-30 18.09 NA

'Loss of privileges is not included in the Disciplinary Procedures Manual.

It should also be noted from Figure 2 that what is considered the mildest penalty (loss of privileges)
is imposed for considerably longer periods than in-cell restriction for all but Class A violations.
Although there is a hierarchy of penalties, ranging from substantial to mild, the duration assigned
implies an effort to equalize the lesser penalties. The duration data thus reflect broad use of
discretionary authority and are a very useful means of assessing the discretion exercised by PDC’s.
Future studies of the prison discipline process should include this measure. The discretion data
collected in the study cannot indicate the basis of each kind of discretion exercised by the PDC,

but they do demonstrate that discretion was being exercised and was intended to increase the
penalty in some cases and to mitigate the harshness of prescribed penalties in others.

For nearly every category of violation, the range of durations assigned has a lower minimum than
that prescribed by the departmental guidelines (Figure 2). The differentials at both ends of the
ranges suggest decisionmaking on a case-by-case basis. Not all discipline cases are simple and
straightforward; many require careful consideration, and some charges require interpretation.
Assault, a Class A violation, serves as an example.

The charge of assault is entered whether the victim was a prisoner or a staff member, but the
disposition may not be the same. The initial charge is entered regardless of the outcome of the
hearing. It may be determined from witnesses that what an officer saw as an assault was actually
the end of an unequal fight (a Class B violation), and sanctions must be altered accordingly. Where
the assault occurred adds another dimension to the complexity of the case. In this study, assaults
occurred in cell blocks and dormitories, the school, and the infirmary. One occurred at a discipline
hearing, and another in the superintendent’s office. Disposition decisions will take intc account a
variety of factors.
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Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: The PDC at the Indiana
Reformatory operated under procedures that went beyond the minimum due process mandated by
court decisions. All violators, not just those in danger of substantial penaliies, had the opportunity
for a hearing. None of the committee members interviewed could recall a case where security

had been invoked to prevent the calling of witnesses as Wolff v. McDonnell (1974) permits. The
procedures as written in the Department of Corrections Manual (1982) fully conformed to the model
discipline procedures specified by professional organizations. While conformance to court decisions
and published standards did provide procedural safeguards, they did not greatly limit the broad
discretionary authority of this prison discipline committee as evidenced by the duration data. These
data suggest that the committee was impacted to a greater degree by the internal institutional reality
of increased population than by external pressures to provide a "just" disciplinary process.

Evaluation of the Alaska Pre-Trial Intervention (PTI) Program

N.E. Schafer

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Ancherage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: (1) To examine extralegal and legal characteristics of program clients;
(2) to analyze program conditions, compliance, and dispositions; and (3) to analyze achievement of
program goals.

Research methodology: The pretrial data base was collected over a 4-year period (1983 to 1986)
from specially designed self-duplicating admission and release forms. The duplicated page was
designed to obliterate personal identifiers (name, address, and so on) and provide only codable data
for the project.

The admission data included legal, personal, and treatment requirement information for all clients.
The legal data included the instant offense, type of offense, prior record, type of attorney, type

of victim, jurisdiction, and so forth. Personal information included such demographic data as age,
sex, race, marital status, length of residence, and education and employment histories as well as
information gleaned from the intake interview: whether the client had been a victim of physical

or sexual abuse, whether he or she had problems with alcohol or drugs, whether he or she had
attempted suicide, and so forth. Elements of the treatment plan were also included on the admission
form: the amount of monetary restitution owed, the number of hours of community service required,
the designation of a counseling program, the requirements to attend school or to seek or maintain
employment, and the requirements to remain in contact with the PTI counselor.

The release forms addressed the extent to which the client had complied with the requirements of his

or her treatment plan: restitution dollars paid, service performed, completion of ¢ nseling program,
and so forth. The release form included final disposition of the client—satisfactory or unsatisfactory
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compliance with the program contract—as well as any charge filed against clients arrested during
program participation.

The addition of criminal histories to the data base was accomplished with the cooperation and
assistance of the Alaska Department of Public Safety, whose crime files were searched for arrest
data for all PTI clients. Care was taken in matching privacy guidelines specified in Alaska
Administrative Code 6.60.090, "Research Use of Criminal Justice Information," which were strictly
followed in this process. Complete criminal histories were obtained, including the pretrial intake
offense as well as any previous arrests. Arrest charge, arrest date, conviction charge, and conviction
date were included as well as a total count of all arrests for each client. Recidivism was defined as
an arrest subsequent to the client’s intake date; thus, clients could be counted as recidivists whether
they reoffended while still in the PTI Program or after termination. PTI admission data were
recoded to conform to the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) criminal history data.

Findings of the research: The Alaska PTI Program operated successfully based on a variety of
measurements throughout the period of its existence. It met intake goals and was available to a
broad spectrum of Alaska citizens; two-thirds of the clients admitted to the program have no record
of any subsequent law violations.

A basic policy governing the program was to admit only prosecutable offenders, and available
evidence snows this policy was followed; the PTI Program did not increase the number of persons
caught in the criminal justice net. In this regard, it achieved a goal of "minimum penetration" and
avoided potential strain at further points in the Alaska criminal justice system.

One of the keys to successful avoidance of net widening was that the program operated under the
same agency that governs prosecution throughout the State. Because the program was a part of their
own organization, Alaska prosecutors tended to view PTI as an alternative rather than as a program
to which nonprosecutable cases could be referred. This is a major difference between the Alaska PTI
Program and those reported in the literature: most were operated by agencies with no direct links to
the prosecutors’ offices, and as a result, prosecutor referrals were not governed by program policies,
but were dependent on prosecutor perceptions of the utility of the program.

The Alaska program was successful in providing alternatives to more severe sanctions for nearly
1,900 Alaskans throughout the State. The opportunity to avoid a criminal conviction was not
directed at specific population groups, but was available to a variety of Alaskans of all ages, races,
and socioeconomic levels as long as their offenses were not violent or, in the case of property
crimes, not of a serious or threatening nature.

PTI clients were as young as 17 and as old as 66 at intake date, with an average age of 26 years.
One-fourth of the clients (25.2%) had not completed high school—ilthough some were quite well
educated—454 (24.3%) had been to college, and 34 had advanced degrees. At intake, 31.9% of
the clients (N = 595) were unemployed, and 40.9% (N = 763) were employed full-time.

A substantial proportion of the men and women in the program were long-term Alaska residents;
their average length of time in residence was 13.8 years. The program was, however, also available
to newcomers; approximately a quarter of the clients had been in residence for less than 4 years.
While whites constituted the overwhelming majority of PTI clients (69.5%), the program served
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a substantial number of Alaska Natives. Their representation in the sample (21.3%) was greater than
their representation in the general population (16%), as was the representation of blacks (5% in the
program, compared to 3.3% in the general population).

This heterogeneity of PTI clients reveals that admission to the program was not based on a
determination that some people are more deserving of an opportunity to avoid a criminal conviction
than others, but rather on published guidelines regarding offense eligibility and case quality.

More than a third of the program’s participants had been charged as felons (36.8%) and almost as
many (36.3%) were not first offenders. All of the charges were within the Department of Law’s
established policies for PTI Program eligibility. Program guidelines required that, except for
domestic violence offenses, eligible clients would be charged with less serious property or public
order offenses. The data show that theft, drug offenses, burglary/trespass, assault, and minor
consuming were the most frequent offenses charged to clients in the program, but there were several
offenses that appeared more rarely—some only once, others as many as 76 times. The appearance
of some of these offenses in the data base indicates that local prosecutors were free to make referrals
based on local problems and needs.

The statewide nature of the program permitted a variety of Alaskans to take advantage of this
alternative sanction. Participation in the program permitted them to remain in their communities,

to the benefit of those communities. Community needs that would otherwise have gone unmet

were fulfilled through the community service requirements of the PTI Program. Placement into
work service depended upon client abilities and community needs. Placement included youth work,
janitorial work, work for nonprofit agencies, hospitals, and so forth. The work performed could not
be work normally done by someone in a paid position. Statewide PTI participants completed 65,302
hours of community service between 1983 and mid-1986. In addition, the 1,864 clients paid a total
of $435,081 in monetary restitution to victims.

PTI clients also participated in a number of treatment programs to which they were referred,
including alcohol, psychological, and domestic violence counseling as well as career counseling.
A substantial portion of them were apparently helped by these programs because 65% of the PTI
clients had not been rearrested 2-4%% years after entering the program.

All available evidence from this complete and detailed data base shows that the Alaska PTI Program
operated successfully for more than 3 years—1983 to mid-1986. Ironically, this program, which
provided a desirable and cost-effective disposition to a broad spectrum of the State’s citizens, was
phased out when Alaska’s economy began to falter.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings:

 The office of the prosecutor should be a cosponsor or partner in pretrial diversion
programs, with the responsibility to ensure that only prosecutable cases are referred for
admission. While the centralization of the Alaska program under a State prosecutorial
agency resulted from a special feature of the organization of Alaska’s criminal justice
system not seen elsewhere, its advantages could be incorporated into local programs.
Adding nonprosecutable cases to the criminal justice system is not cost effective.
Only the office of the prosecutor can ensure that net-widening is avoided.
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« Eligibility guidelines should be clear and specific and should be based primarily on offense
behavior and defendant record, rather than on personal or social characteristics. Because
participants are assured that charges will be dropped upon completion of their diversion
contracts, pretrial diversion is viewed as a mild sanction that allows offenders to avoid the
stigma of a criminal conviction. Personal and social characteristics may be used to decide
whether a conviction is inappropriate. While this is an acceptable function of diversion
programs, attention to legal variables will help ensure that all erring citizens have access
to the program and that diversion is a true alternative to more severe penal sanctions.

» Because minorities are overrepresented in the Nation’s jail and prison populations, minority
clients should also be overrepresented in diversion populations. Attention to the minority
composition of diversion clients can help ensure that the program is serving as an
alternative disposition, and that legal as well as social variables are included in the
referral decision.

 Rates of client recidivism should be used to assess adherence to program guidelines as well
as program effectiveness. Diversion programs that serve nonprosecutable offenders will
have artificially low recidivism rates; diversion programs that serve only prosecutable
offenders will have recidivism rates comparable to other community-based programs.

» Ongoing evaluation research by an independent agency should be incorporated into the
program at its initiation. Both researchers and staff should be involved in the design of the
evaluation and in data collection. The model developed by the Department of Law and the
Justice Center can ensure an accurate basis for program decisions, including policy changes
and changes in priorities.

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Alaska at Anchorage; Alaska Department
of Public Safety

Jails and Judicial Review: Special Problems for Local Facilities

N.E. Schafer

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: To examine the compliance history of one Indiana jail in light of jail
officials’ responses.

Research methodology: Case analysis
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Findings of the research: The local character of county jails leaves them more susceptible to

court intervention than State prisons, yet less prepared to respond. Their participation in remedy
formulation tends to be reactive rather than proactive, and their compliance with court orders is often
marked by delay and confusion. A case study of the jail suit brought against Marion County Jail in
Indiana in 1972 illustrates the problems caused by the jail’s local perspective and isolation from
other corrections systems. (See "Partial Chronology of Events" below.)

Partial Chronology of Events

Date

Court Action

Compliance Activity

September 1972
November 1972

March 1973
1974-75
June 1975
March 1976
April 1976
June 1977

January 1978
February 1978
August 1978
September 1978
April 1979
Fall 1979

December 1979
January 1980
February 1980
May 1980
July 1980
August 1980
April 1981

March 1982

June 1982
July 1982
December 1982
April 1983
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Suit filed
Amended complaint
Order to proceed as class action suit

Consent Decree and Partial Judgment—
contact visiting out of cell;
block recreation overcrowding

Court order

Mayor’s memorandum regarding compliance
Sheriff’s memorandum regarding compliance
Plaintiffs’ interrogatories to sheriff
Sheriff’s response to interrogatories

Motion for order to show cause;
motion to appoint special master;
motion to restrain further incarceration

Stipulation and order programs ordered;
commissioners appointed

Stipulation and order 1979 motions
held in abeyance until July 1982

Commission report filed

New jail rules formulated for submission
to court resulting in Consent Decree
and Partial Judgment

Steering Committee appointed
to select consultants
Consultants’ report submitted

Consolidation of jail and city/county lockup
Jail sends letters to facilities around the country
seeking assistance and advice

Ad Hoc Jail Committee recruited

New classification system in operation

GIPC begins to monitor the appointed
compliance commission

Contact visits begin

Indoor recreation area opened; outdoor exercise
begins; TV’s installed; cubicles for attorney-
client conferences

City-County Special Resolution to commence
expansion of jail

Architect’s drawings

Jail addition construction contracts signed
Construction begins




Remedy formulation in judicial orders vis-a-vis prisons and jails includes remedial abstention, court
imposition, court selection, master-supervised formulation, and negotiation. The first of these is the
most common and reflects the judge’s willingness to rely on the defendant institution to formulate
remedies to correct the problems established in the suit. In effect, the court retains jurisdiction and
orders responsible officials to submit plans that address the facts of the suit.

In the Marion County suit, remedial abstention was the first of three methods of remedy formulation
attempted by the court. The only response by jail officials was a new set of jail rules based
specifically on the facts of the case that they submitted to the court in 1975. No plan for
implementation of the rules was included. Personnel involved in the submission state that the intent
was to mollify the court and persuade the judge to terminate the case. The process of putting the
new rules into practice was never considered. Although the submission of new rules resulted in a
consent decree and partial judgment, the court retained jurisdiction. By 1979, so little had been done
by way of implementation that the court turned to two other judicial prerogatives: a special master
was appointed, and negotiations between defendants’ and plaintiffs’ counsels were ordered. These
methods of remedy formulation began to produce results. Probably one or the other should have
been tried much earlier in the process.

While defendants in all jail or prison lawsuits may be unwilling to cooperate in remedy formulation,
defendants in jail units may be unwilling and unable to cooperate. Lawsuits rise, after all, out of
conditions in the defendant jail, and the defendant officials’ expertise in jail management is usually
based on experience in that jail alone. Participation in the formulation of remedies requires the
defendant sheriff to criticize his own prior performance and to do so in isolation, because he has
seldom had an opportunity to compare his facility with others. Prison officials, on the other hand,
have traditionally had access to a network of information and expertise that has enabled them to
respond rapidly and rationally to court orders and to participate knowledgeably in remedy
formulation.

In jail suits, very soon after the plaintiff’s need for relief has been established, the court should
consider appointment of a special master to assist jail officials in remedy formulation. In the suit
studied here, there was confusion over expectations. For example, the court ordered contact visiting
at least equal in quality and frequency to that provided for convicted felons in a nearby State prison.
Jail personnel were unfamiliar with these visiting facilities, and some were unaware that contact
visitation was not a euphemism for conjugal visitation. The search for advice from other defendant
jails, which was undertaken in 1979, illustrated the sheriff’s uncertainty about how to deal with
judicial review. It also reflected the new realization that this suit was not a local quarrel with the
Federal court but part of a national trend.

In the case of Marion County, the initial resentment and outright antagonism engendered by the suit
made negotiation an unacceptable early method of remedy formulation. However, a special master
could have been ordered to negotiate remedies between counsels for the plaintiffs and defendants.
Early appointment of such a master might have kept the attention of jail personnel focused on the
suit even during the transition between changing administrations.

The master finally appointed in 1980 was a person of such prestige in the community that he might
have been able to influence the local governing body to appropriate funds for at least partial
compliance. No requests for compliance funds were included in the sheriffs’ budgets until 1979.
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Earlier budget requests, even though denied, might ultimately have underscored the need for
compliance and resulted in earlier acquiescence by the City-County Council. This is, of course,
speculation. Because the Council officially inserted the word "reluctantly” into its approval of new
jail construction in 1981, it was clearly resistant to the idea of allocating funds for improvement

of the jail. The Council might have been moved to action only by the threat of contempt-of-court
citations or an imposed moratorium on acceptance of prisoners at the jail.

Pclicy impact or implications based on the research findings: Judicial intervention on behalf
of pretrial prisoners has helped to focus national attention on county jails. The result has been

a growing professionalism among jail administrators and increasing interest among local sheriffs
in quality jail management. The National Sheriffs’ Association published a jail administration
manual in 1974. The American Correctional Association and the National Institute of Corrections
offer assistance and training to local facilities, and more and more jails have taken advantage of
these opportunities.

The jail that was studied remained outside this opportunity network for many years after the suit

was filed. Some jails continue to operate in isolation; if they fall under judicial review, they will

be unabie to formulate remedies. Courts should consider defendant jails’ involvement in professional
networks before deciding on a method of remedy formulation.

In Marion County, defendants were plagued by handicaps to compliance caused by isolation and
were, in large measure, unable to find ways to comply with the orders of the court. For some of
the defendants, the compliance process was a learning experience. They moved through several
responses: defiance and anger, "sitting-tight," and finally, active involvement. According to one of
the originally named defendants, the hardest part about responding to the court order was changing
attitudes, "including my own." Pleased with the new professionalism among jail personnel and
anticipating completion of the new jail extension, he acknowledged that the court order "may

have been the best thing that ever happened to us."”

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Alaska at Anchorage

Juvenile Detention Monitoring

David L. Parry, N.E. Schafer, and Emily E. Read
Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage

3211 Providence Drive

Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: (1) To design a State monitoring plan and (2) to perform annual
monitoring activities.
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Research methodology: The project design for annual monitoring of juvenile detention throughout
the State includes on-site visitation and inspection as well as verification of logs at facilities in which
juveniles might be detained, with the use of statistical projection for missing or unavailable data.

Findings of the research: The State of Alaska has made substantial progress in meeting the
requirements of the Federal Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act of 1974
regarding incarceration of juveniles. The act authorized the distribution of funds through the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (OJJDP) to States that have made progress toward
certain goals: the deinstitutionalization of status offenders and sight-and-sound separation of all
types of juveniles from adults in adult correctional faciiities. A more recent goal, removal of all
juveniles from adult facilities, was mandated by the 1980 continuation of the act.

To ensure compliance with the provisions of the act, the OJIDP requires monitoring of all secure
facilities in which juveniles might be detained. The Justice Center, under contract with the Alaska
Division of Family and Youth Services, developed the Alaska monitoring plan and since 1988 has
carried out compliance monitoring activities. Data for 1987-89, collected from 114 jails, lockups,
and juvenile institutions, revealed marked progress toward the goals of the act.

Three types of juveniles were defined under the act: status offenders who engage in behaviors
that would not be criminal if committed by adults; accused criminal-type offenders who are
facing criminal charges; and adjudicated criminal offenders whose cases have been through
the court process.

Legislation mandated that status offenders not be held in any form of secure confinement.

A 24-hour grace period is permitted. As Table 1 illustrates, recorded violations of the
deinstitutionalization of status offender (DSQO) mandate have decreased dramatically with each year’s
monitoring. In a 1976 baseline study, 486 DSO violations were recorded in Alaska. By 1987, the
first year of the Justice Center’s monitoring, the statewide total of DSO violations was only 41, a
91.6% decline. By 1988, the statewide number had been further reduced to nine, and by the next
year, only three DSO violations were recorded in Alaska—altogether a 99.59% decrease from the
baseline figure.

Table 1. Total Annual JJDP Violations in Alaska

Deinstitutionalization Separation Jail Removal
Baseline 1976 485 824 —
Baseline 1980 — — 864
1987 32 806 601
1908 9 564 409
1989 3 336 249
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Regardless of their offender status, juveniles detained in any type of facility that houses adults must
be separated from the adults by both sight and sound. This standard allows for nothing more than
haphazard contact between adults and juveniles; adhering to it can be difficult in small jails and
lockups because of the facility design. Currently, there are two adult jails and no adult lockups
designed to provide sight-and-sound separation.

Nevertheless, Alaska shows a significant decline in the number of sight-and-sound separation
violations. Since 1976, when 824 violations were noted, there has been a 59% decrease, to 336
violations in 1989. :

Whereas the deinstitutionalization provision of the act addresses the handling of status offenders
and nonoffenders, the jail removal provision also covers the treatment of juveniles accused of,

or adjudicated on, criminal offenses. The essence of the jail removal mandate is also similar to the
sight-and-sound mandate: juveniles will not be placed in secure detention in adult facilities. There
is one exception to this provision—a grace period of 6 hours is allowed for the secure detention in
adult facilities of juveniles accused of criminal offenses. (The jail removal standard overlaps the
sight-and-sound standard because nearly all jail removal violations are also separation violations.
Thus, in Table 1 the separation data also include most of the jail removal data.)

The baseline study of Alaska’s jail removal violations, completed in 1980, showed 864 cases
involving juveniles held in adult facilities. Appreciable and consistent declines in the occurrence of
this type of violation have been demonstrated in each of the 3 years of Justice Center monitoring. In
1987, when the next measure was taken to chart Alaska’s compliance with the removal mandate, the
statewide total of jail removal violations stood at 601; by 1988, the number was 409. From the 1988
level, an additional 39.1% decline was recorded in the 1989 monitoring results, with 249 of these
violations. By 1989, jail removal violations in Alaska had declined by 71.2% from the 1980
baseline.

In assessing jail removal violations in 1989, data were collected from, or projected for, two
Department of Corrections pretrial facilities, 17 contract jails, and 87 lockups. Table 2 illustrates
1989 jail removal violations by type of offender and type of facility. The status offender/
nonoffender category of violations constituted 42.6% of all jail removal violations for 1989.

More than 95% of the juveniles in this category were in jail because of violations of alcohol laws.
Federal guidelines include the offense of a minor consuming alcohol as a status offense, while the
State of Alaska has defined it as a criminal offense. (Underage drinking is a Class A misdemeanor
under Alaska Statute 04.16.050.) This difference in definition creates problems in achieving
compliance with the jail removal goal because juveniles detained for the criminal offense of a minor
consuming alcohol are recorded for monitoring purposes as detained status offenders. An additional
complication is presented by the protective custody statute (AS 47.37.170), which requires police to
take inebriates into custody for their own safety. Juvenile inebriates are included under this statute.
Most nonoffenders included with status offenders in Table 2 were protective custody cases who
could have been charged as minors consuming alcohol.
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Table 2. 1980 Jail Removal Violations in Alaska

Status Offender/ Adjudicated Accused
Nonoffender Criminal Criminal Total
Adult jails 79 25 68 172
Department of Corrections 1 15 14 30
Adult lockups 26 0 21 47
Total 106 40 103 249

Table 2 also shows that 40 of the 1989 jail removal violations were caused by confining juveniles

on probation violations of various types, and 103 violations resulted from detaining accused criminal-
type offenders for periods in excess of 6 hours. The crimes with which these juveniles were charged
varied widely and included person, property, and public-order offenses.

Because the three types of violations overlap, it is common for a single instance of juvenile detention
to result in simultaneous deinstitutionalization, separation, and jail removal violations. For example,
a juvenile arrested for consuming alcohol and subsequently detained in an adult jail or lockup for

24 hours would result in three violations, one of each provision. Even when an instance of secure
confinement does not result in a jail removal or deinstitutionalization violation, if the confinement
takes place in an adult facility that does not adequately separate juveniles, a separation violation is
recorded. The interrelationship among types of violations also compounds difficulties in achieving
compliance with the act.

While a 70% decrease in jail removal violations is impressive, it has been suggested that Alaska may
never achieve 100% compliance with this goal. Unpredictable weather and vast distances combine
to make it difficult to remove juveniles to acceptable facilities from communities where there is

no alternative to the jail or lockup for their detention.

Most small Alaska communities previously had no alternative to the jail or lockup for detaining
minors taken into custody. Department of Public Safety and municipal buildings are unlikely to
have places other than cells where juvenile inebriates can stay until they are sober or where
youths accused of crimes can await air transport to juvenile detention centers.

Even those that do have such facilities cannot ensure sight-and-sound separation from adult
offenders. In villages, where nonsecure shelters for juveniles do not exist, Village Public Safety
Officers are now routinely finding community members to look after juveniles needing supervision or
hiring guards to stay with juveniles in reception areas or living rooms until they have become sober
or until air transportation is available. This alternative is often workable for the remote locations.
Nonetheless, achieving full compliance with the goals of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention Act will remain extremely difficult in Alaska.

Prior instate studies: 1976 baseline study

Timeframe of the study: 1987 to the present
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Agencies involved: Alaska Division of Family and Youth Services; Justice Center, University
of Alaska at Anchorage

Prison Visiting: Is It Time To Review the Rules?

N.E. Schafer

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: To assess visiting in American prisons through an analysis of visiting
rules.

Research methodology: Several sets of prison visiting rules were collected in conjunction with a
1987 survey of visiting policies and practices in State-operated, long-term adult facilities. The letter
that accompanied the survey requested copies of the prison’s visiting rules. Seventy-one of the 252
responding prisons complied with this request. The collection includes rules from 31 of the 46
States represented in the survey. Rules for private family visits (conjugal visits) were received from
one State, but they are not included in the following discussion.

Findings of the research: Most of the rules assembled reflect concerns about security and order,
and many of them are specifically related to contraband. In addition to visiting hours, days, and
so forth, there are five main areas covered in the sample collection of rules:
1. Becoming a visito—Who may visit and how that person gains prior approval for visiting.
2. Visitor processing—What constitutes proper identification, how one gains admittance to
the visiting room, rules on searches, and what goods and materials may be left for the

inmate.

3. Contraband—Special rules often include the specification of items permitted in the visiting
room.

4. Conduct—Grounds for denial of the visit and grounds for visit termination.

5. Dress codes—Appropriate attire in the visiting area.
Not all of these areas are covered in every set of rules. Some prisons permit families to bring
lunches for "picnics," while others prohibit any food not purchased from visiting-room vending

machines. The differences sometimes appear to be related to the custody level of the institution
and sometimes to State guidelines.
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Becoming a visitor

Most institutions defined family members for purposes of visitation. Although some institutions
do not require an application from defined family members, most of them do.

Every institution in the sample specified that visiting children must be accompanied by an adult.
Some placed the age limit at 18 for an unaccompanied visitor; others had a limit of 16 years.
Friends must usually complete an application to be placed on the prisoner’s approved visitor list.
In 80% of the institutions, family members must also complete the application.

Visitors who are on parole or who are former prisoners usually need special permission to visit
unless they are members of the immediate family. While the directions for applications to visit
implied that the information nrovided would be checked, the survey conducted at the same time these
rules were collected found that 45% of the 252 responding institutions did not conduct background
checks of visitors. Once a visitor is placed on the prisoner’s visiting list, a visit is permitted.

Visitor processing

Identification was required of visitors at all of the prisons in the sample. Although acceptable
identification was needed for admittance to the visiting area, many of the institutions suggested
that purses or other forbidden items be locked in the visitor’s car; others provided lockers. Nearly
one-third of the institutions (32.3%) had a written rule stating that persons who are "conspicuously
inebriated" will be refused admission to the visiting area.

Some prisons permitted items left at the processing desk to be delivered to the inmate after the visit.
A list of acceptable items was often included in the rules.

All of the rules specified that visitors and their belongings would be searched. In most, a metal
detector was used on the visitors, but a few indicated that a body search may be required. All
suggested that refusal to be searched would result in denial of the visit. This processing clearly
reflected a concern for institutional security and a need to detect any effort at bringing contraband
into the institution.

Contraband

Every set of rules dealt with contraband. More than 80% defined contraband and referred to legal
penalties. Some reprinted the relevant statutes from their State’s penal code. State statutes
specifically address felony charges associated with attempts to bring drugs and weapons into State
penal facilities. Although the responding institutions specified weapons and drugs, they were also
concerned with other contraband items. The most frequently mentioned was money, but cameras
and tape recorders were also on many lists.

To control contraband, prisons in 23 of the 31 States either listed items that are allowed in the
visiting room or listed items that are forbidden. The lists often suggested previous institutional
experience with efforts to smuggle forbidden items; for example, infant items. While a few indicated
that diaper bags are permitted (although subject to search), many expressly forbid them. Of those
that forbid them, three allow "infant items" of an unspecified nature, and the remainder make it very
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clear exactly what infant items are permitted; some specify the type of item. Four institutions
expressly prohibited quilted baby blankets. Clearly, money or drugs could be concealed in the
stuffing of such blankets. Infant seats are specifically permitted in some institutions and specifically
prohibited in others.

The differences in the number of items permitted are directly related to the permitted length
of the visit. Requiring plastic rather than glass baby bottles is related to security and perhaps
to prior institutional experience.

Money is contraband in most facilities in the country, yet most visiting rooms have vending
machines from which visitors can purchase sodas, food, and so forth. Several of the rules state
that prisoners may not handle money. Most indicate that change for vending machines is allowed.
Several indicate an amount that ranges from $2 to $25.

It would seem that those prisons that actually specify the items that can be carried into the visiting
room would have fewer problems with visitors bringing in items that visiting room supervisors would
prefer to ban. Such specifications reduce the need for arbitrary decisions, which lead to negative
feelings on the part of both prisoner and visitor.

Conduct

There are two categories of conduct covered in the visiting rules: one category deals with general
behavior, the other with physical contact or decorum. Improper conduct can lead, in most of the
facilities, to termination of the visit. In some, repeated failure to abide by the rules can lead to
termination of the visiting privilege.

The rules of behavior are similar across institutions. The most frequently mentioned rule regards
control or management of children (46.4% of the sample). Another common rule regards moving
around in the visiting room, changing seats, moving chairs, or "cross-visiting" (chatting with other
prisoners or visitors).

One-fourth of the sample rules mentioned this activity as potential grounds for termination of the
visit. Loud voices, abusive behavior, and profanity were mentioned in several rule books, as were
keeping the visiting area clean and exchanging objects between visitor and inmate. Conduct
"detrimental to security" was mentioned by seven facilities. One simply said that visitors must "obey
the rules." The most interesting rule was a directive not to "leave animals or children unattended."

The rules of decorum in the sample were even more similar. Almost 40% of the responding
institutions stipulated that a kiss or an embrace were permitted at the beginning and end of the
visit. Nearly all of the 28 institutions with this rule permitted hand-holding during the visit.

Some facilities did not specify when embraces or kisses could be exchanged and used such terms
as "orderly conduct," "respectable conduct," "good moral conduct," "good judgment," or "avoiding
embarrassment."

Several, probably reflecting prior experience, specified forbidden behaviors. These included: no
petting; no sitting on laps; no prolonged kissing; no sexually stimulating activity; no necking; no
hands under clothing; no touching or stroking of breasts, buttocks, genitalia, or thighs; keeping
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both feet on the floor; and no intertwining legs. One institution warns visitors about being "overly
emotional," but it is not clear whether this relates to what has here been called "decorum" or to
the general rules of behavior.

Physical contact during visits appears to be of great concern to prison officials. Although the
standards for contact visits suggested by the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals mention visiting facilities that provide "ease and informality of communication"
and "a natural environment," the visiting rooms of some of the sample institutions are arranged in
such a way that physical contact during the visit is minimal. Many direct that prisoners and visitors
sit across a table from one another. Such a seating arrangement makes specific rules about touching,
petting, lap-sitting, and so forth unnecessary. These rules are more likely to be required when the
visiting room is arranged to permit prisoner and visitor to sit side by side. The furnishings,
therefore, have an impact on the rules of decorum.

Dress codes

The responding institutions in only three States did not mention attire in their rules for visitors;
90.3% made at least some reference to visitor dress. Five of the thirty-one States included general
references to good judgment, appropriate dress, reasonable attire, or discretion. One mentioned only
that male visitors could not wear blue jeans, obviously reflecting a concern about visitors dressing
like prisoners. The 22 that remained dealt very specifically with dress, and nearly all prohibited

1o

"provocative," "indecent," or "suggestive" attire.
=]

All references to dress were collated by State rather than by institution. Thus, even if only one of
several responding institutions in the State specified forbidden or required items of apparel, the State
was included among the 22 with specific dress codes.

Outer garments, other than hats, tended to be forbidden in other sections of the rules than those
dealing with "appropriate dress." Most institutions mentioned them in conjunction with instructions
for lockers or in those portions of the rules that specified what items were or were not permitted in
the visiting area.

The central issue in dress codes, other than the footwear requirement, was attire that might result in
sexual stimulation or invite behavior banned in the rules of conduct; for example, fondling, hands
under clothing, and so forth. Included in the "see-through" category was a ban on net/mesh shirts
for visitors to a women’s institution. Another article banned in one institution—wrap skirts—can be
specifically related to conduct rules.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: In most prisons, the rules will fall
into the categories already described. The discussion that follows deals with those categories and is
intended to assist prison officials in examining rules at their institutions.

Because most prisons request completion of a visitor form for persons named by prisoners as
potential visitors, it seems elementary to include the visiting rules in any packet mailed to
prospective visitors, but many institutions do not do so; they rely on the prisoner to inform his
family of the rules and regulations. At a minimum, the institution should specify the kinds of
identification required for admission, any items that are not permitted in the visiting room, and
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any activities or apparel for which the visit can be denied. A visitor who is turned away is unlikely
to return.

Most prisons are not located in easily accessible areas, and most prisoners’ families are from the
lower socioeconomic levels. After arranging transportation and spending hours traveling, they should
not be turned away because they did not have prior notice of the rules. They should also not be
expected to stand in long lines awaiting processing. This is especially difficult for visitors with
small children. On days with particularly heavy visitor volume, a take-a-number system might be
utilized. Visitors leaving packages might be processed in a different line from those who are only
visiting because the paperwork involved in processing packages may slow down the processing

of visitors.

Penalties for bringing illegal items to the visit should be included in the rules sent to prospective
visitors, and they should also be notified in advance of any items considered institutional contraband.

Proscriptions against cameras and tape recorders are based on both the ease with which contraband
can be concealed in them and a concern about maintaining control over information about the
institution. Prior permission or special arrangements might be built into the rules so that pictures
could be taken on special occasions.

Searches of items carried to the visiting area should be conducted with care. Contraband is a special
concern of correctional institutions and must be controlled, but people’s belongings can be handled
with consideration and explanation even while a very thorough search of them is conducted.

Visiting room rules should be prominently posted in the visiting area, and a conscientious effort

to enforce them should be made. One person’s unruly or disruptive behavior can spoil the visiting
experience for everyone. The extent to which quiet displays of affection are disruptive might,
however, be reassessed. The visiting room supervisor obviously cannot permit openly sexual
activity; some institutions, however, are able to permit exchanges of kisses during the visit (without
resulting problems), while others permit kisses only at the beginning and end of the visit. While
such differences may be based on the size of the visiting area, on its furnishings, or on the custody
level of the institution, it does seem that more facilities might be able to relax such rules.

Dress codes might also be reassessed. Except for a concern with attire that is too like that of the
prison population (a security hazard), most of the dress codes in the sample are concerned with
provocative or sexually stimulating apparel. "Provocative" is, after all, in the eye of the beholder
and is a subjective judgment. Shorts, sleeveless blouses, and dresses with spaghetti straps are
acceptable streetwear in most American cities and are not usually considered sexually stimulating.

An additional question that might require research is the effect of provocative dress on the operation
of the institution. Is there evidence that exposure to women wearing shorts is detrimental to
security? Do prisoners "act out" after seeing women with bare shoulders? Is sexual frustration

in a prison population a measurable phenomenon brought about by visual stimuli?

A ban on dress that invites sexually explicit conduct or that makes it difficult to enforce rules about

hands under clothing is justified. Those facilities that limit physical contact during the visit to hand-
holding (and they are the majority) do not need to be as concerned with sexual behavior as those that
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permit side-by-side contact. Dress codes in these facilities seem to be addressed at limiting visual
pleasure. These prisons might reconsider their dress codes.

Rule changes should not be made without thought, but consideration should be given to changing
some regulations. Prisons should consider the effect of the rules on encouraging or discouraging
visitors and assess the reasons for each rule as well as the need to retain it or the consequences of
changing it. Unless there is a substantial risk to security, rules governing visits and visitors should
be designed to encourage visitors to return frequently.

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Alaska at Anchorage

Prison Visiting Policies and Practices

N.E. Schafer

Justice Center

University of Alaska at Anchorage
3211 Providence Drive
Anchorage, AK 99508

(907) 786-1810

Objectives of the research: To assess the degree to which prisons have increased efforts to make
visiting a priority.

Research methodology: While the importance of family relationships to rehabilitation efforts has
been widely recognized, there have been no recent attempts to examine, on a national basis, the
extent to which prisons encourage visits through visiting policies and practices. Maximizing of
opportunities to maintain family ties bears a direct relationship to the institution’s understanding of,
and commitment to, the rehabilitative effect of maintaining a "natural support system" on which the
prisoner can rely upon release. This research reports the results of a new national survey of visiting
policies and practices designed to determine to what extent prison officials have implemented their
new view of visiting as rehabilitative.

The most recent prior national survey of prison visiting was conducted by the author in 1976. That
survey found that visiting opportunities as indicated by visiting schedules had expanded considerably
since earlier research had reported that the dominant visiting pattern was twice a month for no more
than 4 hours. The 1976 survey, which was broader in scope, found the dominant visiting pattern
nationally was once a week for more than 4 hours.

A decade ago there was wide variation in the number of hours per week available for visiting: the
range was from a low of 3% hours to a high of 89 hours. A number of factors were associated with
this variation, including overcrowding, location, type of facility, and visiting room capacity. The
study found a high correlation between visiting room capacity and the age of the facility, with older
facilities tending to have visiting rooms that were quite small relative to the prison’s total population.
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Because the last decade has seen a major increase in prison construction, it was thought that visiting
room capacities and visiting rules and regulations might also have undergone a change.

In the summer of 1987, a survey was mailed to 370 institutions from the American Correctional
Association’s list of State-operated, long-term adult facilities. Federal facilities were not included
for geographic reasons; each of these may draw its population from any State in the Union, making
comparisons difficult. Local and county facilities were excluded from the survey because they are
so numerous and varied. Surveys were mailed to individual institutions rather than to "headquarters”
because schedules tend to vary within States. By September, 237 responses had been received from
46 States, a response rate of 64%. Two States, Illinois and New York, required the researcher to get
clearance from the State Department of Corrections before surveys could be completed, but prisons
in other States either completed the surveys or settled the permission issue internally without
correspondence from the researcher.

Of the 237 surveys returned, 24 were not processed either because they had been mistakenly included
on the mailing list (that is, were not long-term adult facilities) or because they did not include the
most important information. The sample, therefore, consisted of 213 institutions located in 45 States.

The survey asked for standard information related to visiting: visiting schedule, institutional
population, and visit length. It also included a request for information, probably available only
where records are computerized. Such information was rarely known by the 1976 respondents
but was reported by a substantial number of 1987 respondents.

Findings of the research: The results suggest that there is a trend toward maximization of
opportunities for prisoners to maintain family relationships. Comparisons cannot be precisely
made with the 1976 survey because different institutions responded, but gross measures document
this trend. There are proportionally more facilities with 40 or more visiting hours per week

and proportionally more with 7-day visiting schedules.

The survey data show a definite increase in the kind and number of opportunities available for

the maintenance of prisoner-family relationships. Contact visits are the norm among 95% of the
responding institutions. Only 2 out of the 213 facilities did not offer any contact visits, exceptions
so rare as to require a remark. Opportunities for private/extended family visits are more widely
available today than they were a decade ago, and both the permitted length of visit and the number
of visits permitted per resident per month have increased since 1976.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: The new survey reflects increased
interest in visiting as well as a movement toward increased visiting opportunities. The response rate
to the survey was high and a substantial number of respondents requested information on survey
results. This reflects an interest in comparing policies elsewhere with policies at one’s own
institution and curiosity about what other prisons are doing to encourage visits.

One way to encourage visitors and to assure their best possible treatment is to designate a specific
staff member to be in charge of visiting at the institution. A substantial portion of respondents
(72.6%) reported that their institutions have a single staff member in charge of visiting. No
information was requested about the duties and responsibilities of the visiting "director." In the best
of all possible worlds, this person would review rules and procedures, initiate suggestions for change,
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monitor visitor volume, and collect suggestions from staff, visitors, and inmates on ways to improve
visits. While he or she need not monitor the visiting room during all visiting hours, he or she should
be there frequently to assist visiting room staff and might have input into the selection of personnel
for visiting room duty or for visitor processing. The director should be in charge of visitor lists and
background checks of visitors and be responsible for maintaining visiting records. He or she would
arrange special visits and work with volunteer groups interested in visiting prisoners.

While visiting policies and practices are always bound by schedule, State statute, centralized policies,
personnel considerations, geography, and space, there should be room for change in nearly all of
these limiting factors. Facilities should be encouraged to experiment with expanded schedules where
location and visitor volume appear to warrant it. In States where hours are set for all institutions,
authorities might consider making these minimum schedules and encouraging prisons to find ways to
go beyond the minimum. Evening hours, for example, would require minimal changes in personnel
assignments that need not be costly. Evening visiting hours would not, however, be practical at
geographically isolated facilities. At the same time, isolated institutions should be able to offer
longer visits to make up for what is lost in frequency.

By and large, State prisons in this country have acted to take advantage of the relationship between
visits and postrelease success and have implemented policies that encourage visits. Although the
new survey reflects a substantial increase in the number and kinds of visiting opportunities available
to prisoners and their families nationally, there is room for improvement. Visiting should be
considered a priority, and policies and practices should be continuously reviewed to maximize

the maintenance of prisoner-family relationships.

Agencies involved: Justice Center, University of Alaska at Anchorage
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Arizona

Arizona Mandatory Sentencing Study

Daryl R. Fischer, M.S., Ph.D., and
Andy Thaker, M.Com., M.B.A., LL.B.

Arizona Department of Corrections

1601 West Jefferson

Phoenix, AZ 85007

(602) 542-3691

Objectives of the research: (1) To establish the extent to which mandatory sentencing as enacted
under the 1978 code revision has contributed to the higher growth rate of the prison population and
(2) to develop a numerical estimate of the long-term impact of the State’s mandatory sentencing
statutes on the prison population in Arizona. The principal audience for this research was the
Arizona Legislature.

Research methodology: Multivariate Statistical Simulation Model

Findings of the research: Between June 1972 and December 1980, the adult prison population in
Arizona grew by an average of 23 per month. Between December 1980 and June 1991, following
the enactment of a new criminal code in October 1978, the prison population grew by an average
of 88 per month.

As of June 30, 1991, there were 29 separate statutes in the Arizona criminal code establishing
mandatory penalties of one type or another. Mandatory sentencing statutes (1) mandate the
imposition of a prison term, (2) set a higher range of available penalties than would apply to
the typical offender, (3) require that a mandatory minimum sentence be served prior to release,
or (4) require that the sentence imposed be consecutive to any other sentence imposed.

Mandatory sentencing in Arizona targets selected types of offenders in the following categories:
violent offenders, sex offenders, repeat offenders, drug traffickers, drunken drivers, and escapees.

As of June 30, 1991, there were 7,914 inmates in the Arizona prison system serving mandatory
sentences, constituting 52.2% of the active population as of that date. Of this number, 637 were
felony drunken drivers sentenced to a minimum of 6 months in prison. The report systematically
excludes this group from closer scrutiny as well as from shock incarceration participants and old
code inmates. For the mainstream population (excluding the above categories), the average (mean)
maximum term was 11.3 years, the average minimum term 7.4 years, and the expected (projected)
term to release 8.6 years.

Comparable figures for mainstream inmates admitted from the court during the preceding 3 years

are as follows: average maximum term, 6.9 years; average minimum term, 4.3 years; and average
expected term, 5.1 years. Excluding life and death sentences, the average maximum term in Arizona
(6.4 years) is comparable to the national average of 6.3 years, as established by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics study Felony Sentences in State Courts, 1988. However, the composite percentage of

34




sentence served prior to release is much higher for Arizona (74.6%) than for the Nation
as a whole (31.6%).

The report establishes that the high average expected term for Arizona inmates is due primarily to
the severity of existing mandatory sentence statutes, which impose much longer penalties than would
apply to comparable offenders not subjected to them. Previous studies have demonstrated that only
about 15% of inmates eligible for mandatory sentences actually receive them, primarily because of
changing discretion and plea bargaining practices. Coupled with the much longer term lengths
associated with mandatory sentencing, this pattern results in a vast inequity in time served for
comparable offenders.

The present study demonstrates that, on average, an inmate sentenced pursuant to mandatory
sentencing can expect to do 2.7 times as much prison time to release as a comparable inmate who
avoids such sentencing. A sophisticated multivariate simulation model was developed and applied
to sentencing data to establish this result. Specifically, offenders sentenced under one or more
mandatory sentencing statutes (excluding the highest class of felony) can expect to do an average
of 3.7 years, which would have applied to this group absent mandatory sentencing.

In all, the differential in expected terms associated with mandatory sentencing accounts for 32.6%
of the total bedspace investment of sentences imposed during the 3-year period studied. This result
implies, in turn, that in the long run mandatory sentencing statutes inflate prison population in
Arizona by approximately 48%.

An analysis of historical trends in average time served to release for selected categories of offenses
demonstrates conclusively that term lengths have increased dramatically since the enactment of the
new criminal code in 1978. For example, inmates sentenced for burglary or robbery are now (the
early nineties) serving roughly twice as much time under the new code (and mandatory sentencing)
as under the old code, while those sentenced for homicide, sexual assault, or aggravated assault are
serving roughly 50% more time under the new code. Because of the extreme lengths of mandatory
sentences, insufficient time has passed since enactment of the new code and of mandatory sentencing
statutes for mandatory sentencing to have had anywhere near its eventual impact on the prison
population. In the future, the differential in term lengths will begin impacting time served more
noticeably for the more serious offenses, including homicide, sexual assault, and child sex crimes.

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: As of January 1, 1992, there were
14,999 beds available to house 15,464 inmates in Arizona. Of the total population, 3,866 inmates, or
25% of the population, were estimated to be in prison solely because of the longer terms associated
with mandatory sentencing. Unless countermeasures are taken, the Department projects that the
prison population will grow by approximately 6,000 inmates, to 21,464, by January 1, 1997. At that
time, an estimated 6,911 inmates, or 32.2% of the population, will be in prison for no other reason
than mandatory sentencing. Accordingly, of the 6,470 additional beds required by that date to house
the projected population, 3,045 must be provided solely to accommodate the State’s current policy
on mandatory sentencing.
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Prior instate studies:

* Block, Michael K. Felony Sentencing Study. Arizona Prosecuting Attorneys’
Advisory Council, September 1991.

* Knapp, Kay A. Arizona Criminal Code and Corrections Study, Final Report
to the Legislature Council. Institute for Rational Public Policy, Inc., June 1991.

Timeframe of the study: July 1988 to June 1991

Agencies involved: Planning Bureau, Arizona Department of Corrections
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California

Blue Ribbon Commission on Inmate Population Management:
Final Report

Blue Ribbon Commission on Inmate Population Management
California Department of Justice

Statistical Analysis Center

Post Office Box 903427

Sacramento, CA 94203-4270

Objectives of the research: To determine viable strategies to deal with problems of prison
overcrowding without reducing public safety.

Research methodology: The California Legislature convened a group of subject matter experts and
criminal justice officials (known as the Blue Ribbon Commission on Inmate Population Management)
to interpret and perhaps implement a new direction for criminal justice policymaking in light of the
recent and unprecedented growth of correctional populations. Additional information was solicited
through a series of hearings, each of which highlighted a specific segment of the problem.

Findings of the research: The predominant conclusion was that California’s criminal justice system
is "out of balance and will remain so unless the entire State and local criminal justice system is
addressed from prevention through discharge of jurisdiction. Judges and parole authorities lack
sufficient intermediate sanctions to make balanced public safety decisions."

Policy impact or implications based on the research findings: Major recommendations made
to the legislature included the expansion of intermediate sanctions at the State and local levels,

the creation of a sentencing review commission, and the development of a "substance abuse strategy"
in all correctional facilities.

Timeframe of the study: 1980°s

Agencies involved: Blue Ribbon Commission on Inmate Population Management, California
Department of Corrections
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Colorado

Classification for Custody and the Assessment of Risk
in the Colorade Department of Corrections

Ellen F. Chayet, Ph.D., Todd R. Clear, Ph.D.,
Matthew Clune, and A. Rajendran

School of Criminal Justice

Program Resources Center

Rutgers University

15 Washington Street

Newark, NJ 07102

Objectives of the research: (1) To establish the context of Colorado’s prior experience with,

and present expectations for, prison classification; (2) to present the results of simulation and

other analyses performed on a sample of Colorado’s inmates, including the application of current,
prospective, and National Institute of Corrections (NIC) models, policy analyses, analysis of risk, and
examination of overrides under the current system; (3) to make recommendations about custody level
and classification needs in the State of Colorado; and (4) to describe the experience of Illinois and
Wisconsin with "objective" classification systems.

Research methodology: The research design for this study involved manual collection of data for
the purpose of developing a profile of selected characteristics of inmates and for performing risk and
custody level simulation analyses. The study sample consisted of a random selection of 880 inmates
in Colorado’s prison population as of December 4, 1987. Data sources included Department of
Corrections (DOC) offender fields and, to a limited extent, DOC computer-generated variable
selection.

A major caveat pertaining to the combined data base is that the data collected by DOC were
compiled approximately 2 months after DOC completed its data collection. This had implications for
the consistency of variables from the two data sources and the applicability of selected variables for
analysis since two different snapshots were represented. Research therefore relied almost exclusively
on the data collected by DOC that contained nearly all the information necessary to perform risk and
custody level simulation analyses.

Approximately 350 variables were produced, excluding those calculated by Rutgers researchers

to complete the analysis. Data included information on the current offense, prior criminal history,
institutional experience and adjustment, social and personal background of the inmates, and details
of classification and reclassification.

Colorado’s inmate population is described along a number of dimensions, starting with a profile of
selected characteristics of these inmates. In addition, overrides at the initial and reclassification stage
are examined by their frequency, by scored custody level, and by the reason cited for each override.
Current classification custody levels are compared with other options: the current scored custody
level of Colorado inmates, as determined from the classification model in use, is contrasted with
custody levels resulting from simulating two other models, the NIC classification scale(s) and the
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new, soon-to-be-implemented Colorado classification model. Also examined is the impact of making
two policy assumptions: (1) that many more minimum-security beds are necessary and (2) that fewer
minimum-security beds are desirable. Finally, risk is simulated using three scales: the Iowa Risk
Assessment Scale, the Michigan Assault Risk Scale, and the Colorado Risk Scale.

Findings of the research: The findings on overrides show an overreliance on t