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FOREWORD

As the American criminal justice system moves into what some have called an era of
intermediate sanctions, it becomes critical to define more clearly what is meant by that term.
It becomes increasingly important to understand the resources already in place in our
communities that might begin to provide a continuum of sanctions.

This document provides a major step forward in understanding one important
segment of the continuum of sanctions--those resources we have come to call residential
community corrections facilities. It represents a reanalysis of a major survey of these
facilities, supplemented by case study information on a limited number of them. The
findings of the analysis are presented and augmented by a discussion of policy issues.

We hope the information and insights provided in this document will be useful to
policymakers at all levels as they plan the role residential community corrections facilities
will play in the future of American corrections.

/7 ! -
/Uty fofo
Vil
M. Wayne Huggins, Director

National Institute of Corrections
August 1992
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INTRODUCTION

The survey and case studies upon which this report is based were chartered by the
National Institute of Corrections (NIC) because of an increasing interest within the
corrections community regarding residential community corrections facilities.

The general knowledge regarding residential community corrections programs has
been extremely limited. Even a cursory review of the literature reveals little in the way of
comprehensive information about what types of programs fall under the general rubric of
residential community corrections facilities. Descriptions or evaluations of individual
programs tend to be extremely weak methodologically (Latessa and Travis 1991). Existing
surveys tend to focus only on halfway houses and are very dated (Seiter et al. 1977).
Perhaps some of the most useful information from a policy perspective is that coming out
of states such as Colorado as they begin the process of examining their own initiatives in the
community corrections area (English and Mande 1991). However, this work focuses upon
the experience of a single state.

A good description is needed as a foundation for policy analysis and direction. We
need to understand what types of programs fall under the general category of residential
community corrections facilities. How many facilities are there? Whom do they serve?
What services do they provide, at what cost, and over what period of time?

Residential community corrections facilities are attractive sanctioning options because
they are perceived to provide high levels of both surveillance and treatment. Both of these
features are direct results of their residential component. The fact of twenty-four-hour
residency makes these facilities the community sanction closest to the total institutional
setting of a prison or jail. While most residential community corrections facilities lack secure
perimeters and therefore are not strictly incapacitative, the movements, behavior, and mood
of residents can be continuously monitored. Because of the relatively high ratio of staff to
residents, close monitoring can be coupled with timely intervention. Some programs, such
as in-depth therapeutic communities, can only be established in a residential setting.

The cost of residential community corrections programs reflects that high level of
surveillance and service. Their appeal coupled with their cost suggests that these programs
will continue to be a valued, if limited, resource for the criminal justice system. As with all
costly and limited resources, it is important to discuss issues of access and use.

BASIS FOR THIS REPORT

Survey Data. This report is based upon a reanalysis of survey data on residential
community corrections facilities collected in 1989 and upon case studies of eight residential
facilities conducted in 1991. The original work is published as Survey of Residential

Community Corrections Facilities in the United States by Mary Foote and June Sivilli and

has a companion document, Directory of Residential Community Corrections Facilities in
the United States. For purposes of this survey, a residential community corrections facility

was defined as a facility 1) housing adult offenders; 2) with at least 70% of its residents
placed by federal, state, or local criminal justice authorities; 3) operated independently from
the detention operation of a jail, prison, or other corrections institution; and 4) that
permitted clients to leave the premises during the day for work, education, or community
programs. The 1989 study attempted to survey the population of residential community
corrections facilities in operation at that time. Responses were obtained from 647 of the 839
facilities identified as serving primarily adult corrections populations. We have reanalyzed




the data collected in that earlier study and supplemented that analysis with case studies of
eight programs.

There are four significant limitations regarding the survey data. First, the survey was
conducted in 1989 and therefore the information is dated. Second, the response rate for the
survey was 77%, resulting in 647 completed surveys. While 77% is a respectable response
rate for some sampling methodologies, that response rate is problematic for research
involving a clearly defined and limited population of cases. Facilities that chose to respond
might not be representative of the sizable number of facilities that did not respond. A third
limitation is that the reliability and validity of this self-reported survey data were not
adequately verified There was no independent verification that services reported are
actually provided or whether facilities interpreted the provision of services similarly. The
fourth and major limitation of the data set is that much of the survey data collected are
aggregate, or summary, data. These limitations are substantial, and we have been sensitive
to those limitations in our reanalysis of the data. A more extensive discussion of these
limitations and the original survey design, implementation, and analysis is included in
Appendix A.

Perhaps the most distinctive aspect of the survey data at first glance is that they
reveal substantial diversity among the universe of residential community corrections facilities.
Residential community corrections facilities are found in both the public and private sectors
and, within the public sector, at all levels of government and as creatures of special purpose
agencies created to provide community corrections services. Figure 1 illustrates their
distribution by operating agency. The largest number of programs are operated by private
non-profit corporations. The next largest group is run by state government, followed by
county government, profit-making corporations, and "other." Almost as many residential
community corrections facilities are operated by private sector agencies as are operated by
governmental entities.

Any stereotype regarding the size of community corrections facilities is quickly
dispelled by the data as well. They range in size from fewer than 10 beds to more than 200
beds. As indicated in Figure 2, just over half (51%) are small, reporting fewer than 50 beds.
Another 28% of the facilities are classified as medium in size, reportmg 50 to 100 beds,
while 20% are large, reporting over 100 beds.

The population served by residential community corrections agencies is also diverse
in terms of gender and age. As illustrated in Figure 3, the programs responding to the
survey indicated that 52% serve only men, 8% serve only women, while 40% serve both men
and women.

A dimension of great interest to policymakers is the method by which offenders are
placed or channeled into residential community corrections facilities. The survey data
indicate that the point of access to such programs from the criminal justice system is also
quite diverse. Access can come at pre-trial, pre-sentence, direct sentence, probation, pre-
release from prison or jail, or after conditional release from prison and violation of
conditions. This means that access to such programs is influenced by numerous and diverse
decisionmakers including sentencing judges, probation officers, community corrections
boards, jail administrators, state departments of corrections, paroling authorities, and
offenders themselves. Figure 4 illustrates the distribution of programs represented in the
survey data according to their primary source of referrals. "Front door" (147 facilities)
indicates that the majority of referrals to the program came from probation or the court.
"Jail" (62 facilities) indicates that the majority of referrals to the program came from a local
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No. of Facilities

institution. "Prison" indicates that the majority of referrals to the program came from a state
(272 facilities) or federal (54 facilities) institution or a majority of referrals came from a
parole board (38 facilities). "Mixed" (74 facilities) indicates that the facility’s referral sources
varied so widely that no single type of referral source is primary.
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Case Studies. In addition to the reanalysis of the survey data, we conducted case
studies of eight residential community corrections facilities. The eight programs selected for
case study are listed in Figure 5. Arrayed along with the names of the programs are four
of the characteristics considered in their selection. One significant factor is the type of
operating agency (public - state or local, private - for-profit or non-profit) as displayed in
Figure 1. A second factor is the size of the facility, displayed in Figure 2. Another factor
is the gender of clients in facilities, shown in Figure 3. A fourth facter is whether the facility
primarily serves front-door or back-door clients as displayed in Figure 4. In addition, we
looked at the geographical diversity of the case studies and whether an advisory board
provided oversight to the facility.

Figure 5§
Case Study Sites

Prison State Large Male
Court Public Smaill Males &
Local Females
Jail County Large Males &
Females
Mixed Private Small Male
for-profit
Court Private Smaill Female
Non-profit
Mixed Private Small Male
Non-profit
Prison State Large Male
Mixed Private Medium | Males &
Non-profit Females

Our goal in selecting these programs was to capture as much diversity as possible
along these dimensions and to ensure a broad geographic distribution as well. The case
studies were not intended to be representative in any statistical sense of the larger
population of residential community corrections facilities. However, they do provide
diversity along the cited dimensions, selected because of their relevance to policymakers.
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We conducted the case studies to help overcome one of the limitations inherent in
a large-scale survey, which is the limited understanding such a survey provides of the
personality or character of programs. The case studies assist in developing a feel for the
range and diversity of programs included in the universe of residential community corrections
programs. What do these programs look like? What is the daily routine for offenders who
reside in them on a day-to-day basis? How are services delivered and funded? How is
security handled? What about relationships with the community? What are some of the
issues their staff confront in working with offenders? What policy issues do their staff see
emerging from current practice? These were some of the questions raised and answered in
the course of completing case studies of eight residential community corrections facilities.
Seven of the eight case studies were conducted through on-site interviews and observations
of the programs. The eighth was comp!eted through telephone interviews. Summaries of
the case studies are contained in Appendix B.

ISSUES FOR ANALYSIS

The survey and case study data on residential community corrections facilities can be
used to inform a discussion on five key issues regarding the use of residential community
corrections facilities. The selection and organization of the issues in this report are dictated
by the data available for analysis from the original survey. One key issue is their role in the
criminal justice system. Some placements in residential facilities result from pre-trial
placements from jail. Some offenders are sentenced directly to residential community
corrections facilities by the court. Still others are placed in a facility after sentencing as part
of a probationary sentence or in response to probation violations. In addition to these
"front-door" placements, residential community corrections facilities are used for "back-door"
placements. Offenders are placed in these facilities from prison or jail, often retaining their
inmate status. Offenders are also released from prison into residential community
corrections facilities as a condition of parole or administrative release.

Other issues involve geographical and structural varistion. Are there regional
differences of interest? Do programs operating in community corrections act states differ
from those in states without acts? Another issue involves type of operating agency. Do
privately run facilities differ in other ways from publicly run facilities? Are there differences
between private facilities that are run for-profit and those that are non-profit? Another
important area is funding and financial issues. There is a great diversity from state to state
on the funding structures that have developed over time. Do the various funding structures
affect facility operation and organization in identifiable ways?

Another key issue is gender. Do female offenders have access to these programs?
Do programs designed for women differ from those designed for men or those designed for
co-corrections use? Finally, policy issues and directions for the future are discussed.

The following sections of this report will address each of these issues, both in the
context of the survey data, and with case studies that provide relevant illustrations of these
issues.

ROLE IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

The first cut at facilities is to differentiate the roles these programs play in the
criminal justice system. The two primary roles played by residential community corrections
facilities in the sentencing process are as front-door sanctioning options and as back-door




sanctioning options. From a criminal justice system perspective, this is an important
distinction. We will examine front-door and back-door programs with respect to target
populations, facility size, operating agency, staffing, and age of the program.

Front-door referrals of sentenced offenders generally occur in one of two ways. In
the first, the judge sentences the offender to a residential community corrections facility
directly from the court, usually as a condition of probation. In the second, a post-conviction
referral is made, often by a probation officer or other corrections administrator. Case
Summary 1 describes the Community Corrections Center in Cedar Rapids, Iowa. This
summary, found in Appendix B, illustrates a program primarily used for front-door
sanctioning.

For those programs utilized as direct sentencing options or as a condition of
probation, the apparent focus is on stabilization The typical client of such a program, as
reported by program staff interviewed during the course of the case studies, has had some
criminal involvement, perhaps an earlier failure on probation, an unstable employment
history, and drug or alcohol involvement. Stabilization, therefore, focuses heavily upon
working or participating in some sort of training, establishing responsible patterns in
accounting for whereabouts, developing financial stability by saving, budgeting, and accepting
responsibility for some of the costs of their residence in the program.

The majority of offenders in 23% of the 647 facilities (147 facilities) are referred via
the front door. In 61 of the 147 facilities, all of the participants result from front-door
referrals. Figure 4 above displays the primary referral sources for the 647 facilities.

Back-door referrals also generally occur in one of two ways. The first is release from
state prison to a residential community corrections facility by prison administrators. The
second is release from state prison to a facility by a parole board. The legal status of
offenders might vary with the two types of referrals. With the first type of referral, the
offender is often still classified as an inmate. In the latter type of referral, the offender is
generally classified as a parolee.

Residential community corrections facilities at what we have termed the "back door"
of the system--those servicing offenders being released from prison--are primarily focused
upon easing éransition. This means a major focus is on finding and securing a residence and
employment. It also means establishing acceptable patterns of work, financial responsibility,
and life skills. Various levels of security and control are directed at ensuring community
safety while transition occurs. These programs may be particularly susceptible to conditions
of prison crowding since decisions about admission criteria, length of stay, and so forth are
often under the direct control of prison authorities.

The majority of offenders in almost half of the facilities (310 facilities) are referred
via the back door from state prison by corrections administrators (272 facilities) or paroie
boards (38 facilities). In 219 of the 310 facilities, all of the offenders in the facility were
back-door referrals. Case Summary 2 describes the Southern Arizona Correctional Release
Center, a facility in Tucson, Arizona, used for offenders released from state prison.

An additional 54 facilities were primarily populated through back-door referrals from
federal prison. Added to the 310 facilities with a majority of back-door referrals from state
prisons, 364 of the facilities (56% of all facilities) had a majority of offenders exiting from
prison.

While these 364 facilities are similar in that they serve offenders leaving prison, there
are substantial differences among facilities that serve state prison referrals as compared to
facilities serving federal or parole referrals. Facilities serving state prison referrals are often
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run by state departments of corrections rather than by private providers. Those facilities
also tend to be much larger than facilities serving federal or parole referrals. Because
facilities serving back-door populations predominantly serve state prison referrals, and
because those facilities differ in important respects from facilities serving federal or parole
populations, we will often focus exclusively on back-door facilities serving referrals from state
prison, rather than grouping all back-door facilities together.

There is a third, increasing role played by residential community corrections facilities
in the sentencing process, which is as a jail release mechanism. This is similar to the back-
door referrals noted above in that an offender is released from a local jail to a residential
community corrections facility. It differs from prison back-door referrals in that the referral
itself is generally made by local officials (including judges) rather than state corrections and
parole officials. It also differs from prison back-door referrals in that referrals from jail are
generally funded by local government either through county run programs or through
services bought from privately run facilities. A third difference is that the jail terms are
often short, and the focus tends to be on stabilization as well as transition. The majority of
offenders in 10% of the facilities (62 facilities) were referred from local jail. The Fairfax
Pre-Release Center in Virginia, described in Case Summary 3 in Appendix B, illustrates this
type of program. .

The remaining 74 facilities received a mixture of offenders in which neither front-door
nor back-door referrals predominated. Some of these facilities include a considerable
number of referrals from pre-trial status. Others included referrals from non-criminal justice
sources and self-referrals. One concern expressed in Iowa by state officials trying to develop
some beds for probation/parole violators was having mixed populations--different rules for
different populations. These data indicate that such mixing is fairly standard. Many
jurisdictions obviously have accommodated this. Case Summary 4 describes Volunteers of
America in Sacramento, California, a facility with a mixed population.

The various roles that these programs play in the criminal justice system is their most
basic feature. We will continue with our examination of front-door and back-door programs
along a number of dimensions, the most important of which is the target population.

Target Populations. The survey data do not specifically address the make-up of the
offender populations in the programs. However, several items in the survey indicate
exclusionary criteria for program participation. These items relate to the nature of the
offense, habitual offender status, drug and alcohol abuse, mental and physical disabilities,
and illness.

Before reviewing the survey information on offender types excluded from the
programs, a brief discussion of issues related to targeting offenders for these programs is in
order. Targeting is the process--achieved through specific policy guidance or through
standard practice--of matching specific offenders with specific programs in order to achieve
specific criminal justice or sanctioning objectives. Hence, targeting begins with a program’s
mission. The specific mission that each residential community corrections facility has with
its clients is, among the case study programs, fairly clear. For the back-door programs--those
serving individuals on their way back to the community after a jail or prison term--the
mission involves easing the transition by securing employment and residence, and by
establishing acceptable patterns of family support and financial savings, all within the context
of ensuring public safety.




For those programs at the front end of the system, that is, those that are direct
sentencing options or those that serve as conditions of probation, the mission often involves
stabilizing an offender who has had more than one encounter with the criminal justice
system and who has an uneven employment or drug use history. Many such programs also
play the role of brokers--referring offenders to other, more specialized services in the
community. These might include mental health or drug treatment services.

From a systems perspective, it is difficult to find evidence of much targeting. On the
program level, there is a clear sense of mission. Among service providers and program staff,
that sense of mission involves a commitment to the notion of community residential facilities
as a less-intrusive, more rehabilitative resource for offenders. From a policy and funding
perspective, however, the mission that seems to emerge is the need to deal with prison
crowding and the need to create lower-cost alternatives in the community that are acceptable
to those concerned about community safety. This pressure creates a certain coherence to
the legislative and funding structures that has contributed to the growth of residential
community corrections facilities. This alliance between funding bodies in search of lower-
cost, safe alternatives and service providers in search of "better" services for offenders may
actually militate against clear targeting of offenders. By focusing attention on the areas of
agreement--more residential community corrections facilities--the two groups can avoid the
more fractious issues--who really belongs in such facilities and how we can assure ourselves
that the resources are targeted to those offenders for whom they are most appropriate.

Acknowledging this pressure, however, it would seem sensible for the criminal justice
system, through the choices of individual decisionmakers, to target those offenders most
appropriate for each community alternative--especially the relatively more costly and scarce
residential beds available in the community. With the possible exception of Schwert AODA,
none of the case study programs reported explicit, written criteria used by the court, by
probation/parole officers, or by the department of corrections specifying exactly what type
of offender the program and/or its services was designed to serve and to what end. Nor did
we find any explicit statements of the specific sanctioning purposes that such programs are
expected to serve by the sentencing process (e.g., punishment, incapacitation, deterrence, or
rehabilitation). There is little evidence of such targeting in the form of policy guiding or
advising decisionmakers. As individual decisionmakers make choices that affect what
offenders are placed in residential community corrections facilities, there is little evidence
of implicit policy. How are offenders placed in such facilities, who makes the decision, what
goals does the system wish to achieve overall by such placements? In fact, the placement
decisions are made or are influenced by a large number of decisionmakers, with widely
varying information. This variation is accompanied by strong pressure on providers to fill
beds. It is hard to conclude that decisions so numerous made by such divergent
decisionmakers are made with explicit, shared goals in mind.

Targeting by criminal justice decisionmakers should be distinguished from program
or admission criteria. All facilities in the case studies reported admission criteria. And the
lack of articulated targeting policy should not be interpreted to mean that placements are
not carefully scrutinized. They are. The scrutiny takes several forms. In Colorado, for
instance, a sub-committee of the county corrections board (required by state law to be a
representative of the criminal justice system and the community at large) reviews all
admissions recommendations, and the vendor who operates the program has ultimate
authority to accept or not to accept any offender recommended to the program. Such
review is handled on an individual decisionmaking basis, however, guided by individual
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judgment. Except for rather broad categories of eligible offenders, the process is not guided
by any over-arching policy or explicit consensus among decisionmakers about precisely what
offenders the program is best suited to serve.

Such practice raises several serious problems. First, it confirms a lack of targeting
of these resources. Residential community corrections facilities are among the most costly
community resources for corrections populations. In spite of the fact that community
facilities are often considered to be less expensive than prisons or jail, per-day costs for
community facilities often extend into the range of per-day costs for prisons and jails. If
these resources are being allocated by individual decisionmakers, unguided by specific policy,
and uninformed by sound information about what programs are appropriate for what kinds
of offenders, then our most costly community corrections resource is being expended--and
expanded--without focus or direction.

Targeting - Drug and Alcohol Abuse. When we look at the survey data on
criteria used to exclude offenders from programs, we find a great deal of consistency. The
most consistent and predictable finding across all types of programs is that alcohol and drug
abuse does not exclude offenders from residential community corrections programs. Only
3% of programs exclude those who abuse drugs and 2% exclude offenders who abuse
alcohol. Almost 90% of the programs provide alcohol and/or drug abuse services. There
is only a slight difference between front-door programs (91%) and back-door programs
serving state prison referrals (86%).

The case studies reinforce these findings. Residential community corrections facilities
are responding to the widespread drug and alcohol involvement of offenders referred to the
programs. These programs typically address these problems with four tools. The first is the
establishment of a drug-free living environment. The second is the use of selective or
comprehensive drug and alcohol screening. The third is education or counseling provided
within the facility itself. This counseling may be part of the general counseling support
which involves life skill development, developing individual case plans, and some group
counseling. A fourth is referral to more specialized drug and alcohol treatment programs
elsewhere in the community. Although one might expect to find a great deal of therapeutic
specialization--directed at offenders with special problems who cannot successfully be
handled in a non-residential setting, but who do not require the security of a prison--such
is not the case. Survey data, case study interviews, literature reviews, and interviews with
experienced practitioners indicate that this intense therapeutic program design is
characteristic of only a small percentage of residential community corrections facilities.
Schwert AODA Treatment Center in Wisconsin, which is described in Case Summary 5, is
an exception to this general approach to dealing with drug and alcohol involvement. The
entire program at Schwert AODA is designed to provide an intensive, residential,
therapeutic environment for drug-involved offenders. The other seven case summaries are
more typical of the ways in which programs provide drug treatment services to offenders.

Targeting - Violent and Sex Offenders. Almost half of the programs exclude
violent offenders. Programs primarily serving front-door clients are particularly prone to
exclude violent offenders--67% of those programs exclude violent offenders. Back-door
programs serving state prison referrals are less likely to exclude violent offenders (40%).
"Violent offender” is an ambiguous concept and it is not clear what reference programs
might have been using when responding to that query. This is illustrated when we examine
exclusion policies for specific offense types. While 67% of the programs serving front-door
clients report that they exclude violent offenders, only 50% of the front-door programs
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report that they exclude sex offenders. This is contrasted with back-door facilities where the
opposite pattern prevails. While 40% of the programs serving offenders referred by state
administrators report that they exclude violent offenders, 61% of these back-door programs
report that they exclude sex offenders.

This pattern is repeated among programs exclusively serving front-door and back-door
populations. Over 77% of the programs used exclusively for front-door populations report
that they exclude violent offenders and 66% of those same programs report that they
exclude sex offenders. Just under 39% of the programs used exclusively for back-door state
prison referrals report that they exclude violent offenders, but 71% of those same programs
report that they exclude sex offenders. Figure 6 displays the targeting practices of programs
in their exclusion of violent and sex offenders.

Figure 6
Targeting Offenders
Violent and Sex Offenders Excluded

Percent of Faciiities

Mixed Front-door Jail Prison

X Exclude Violent Off JJiJj Exclude Sex Off

It appears that programs serving the front of the sentencing system use considerably
different referents for "violent" and "sex" offenders than programs serving the back of the
sentencing system. The referent for sex offenders at the front is probably an incest or
molestation case and the referent for sex offenders at the back is probably a stranger rape.
The viclence inherent in each type of case takes a very different form.

Targeting - Race. Because the survey data regarding race are aggregate in
nature, we are limited in the kind of analysis that we can do regarding this important
variable. Minority offenders are overwhelmingly over-represented in prisons relative to their
numbers in the general population. Despite this, most front-door programs actually were
predominantly white. Indeed, in a front-door program, it was twice as likely that the
population would be 75% or more white than it was that it would be 75% or more minority.
Similarly, programs serving jail populations were 3 times more likely to be 75% or more
white than to be 75% or more minority.
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In contrast, a minority (albeit, a narrow one) of prison release programs were
dominated by minorities, and the percentage of such programs with a 75% or more white
population was just slightly more than the percentage with a 75% or more minority
population.

Facility Size. Not only are twice as many residential community corrections facilities
used predominantly for back-door rather than for front-door placements, but the facilities
used primarily for back-door placements tend to be larger than those for front-door
placements. This is particularly true for facilities primarily serving state prison offenders
referred by prison administrators. Of the 272 such facilities, 73 (27%) have 100 or more
beds. Only 11% (16 of 147) of the facilities primarily serving front-door referrals have 100
or more beds. Not only are there fewer large facilities among front-door oriented programs,
there are more small facilities. Of the 147 front-door facilities, 81 (55%) have less than 50
beds. Among the 272 back-door facilities, 126 (46%) have less than 50 beds. Facilities
without a predominant front- or back-door orientation closely resemble back-door facilities.
Almost 30% are large facilities (100 or more beds), perhaps reflecting the larger target
population from which mixed facilities draw (although many of the predominantly front-door
and back-door facilities also draw from a wider target population). Figure 7 displays various
referral sources by facility size.

Figure 7
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Facilities used primarily for placements from federal prisons tend to be small. Almost
75% (40 of 54) of those facilities have fewer than 50 beds. Only one has 100 or more beds.

Facilities used primarily for placements from local jails are more likely to be medium
in size (50 to 99 beds) than facilities serving prison populations. Almost 40% of the 62
facilities primarily serving clientele from local jails are of medium size. An equal proportion
are small, and just over 20% are large.
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When we separate out facilities that are used exclusively for front-door placements,
back-door state prison placement, or placement from local jail, the findings are similar.
Almost 36% of facilities used exclusively for back-door placements from state prison are
large (100 or more beds), compared to 13% of facilities used exclusively for front-door
placements. Approximately 17% of the facilities used exclusively for placements from local
jails are large.

Operating Agencies. Facilities that are used primarily for front-door placements are
almost equally likely to be operated by the state (34%), the county (29%), or a private non-
profit organization (29%).

Facilities used primarily for placements from state prison by prison administrators are
more likely to be operated by the state (54%) than by a private non-profit (34%). Several
indicators suggest that state run facilities for back-door placements have a lot in common
with traditional, albeit minimum security, institutions. As noted above, state run facilities
tend to be relatively large. Over 70% of the state run back-door facilities have 50 or more
beds--42% have 100 or more beds. The operating state agency also runs prisons in 90% of
these cases. To further indicate the institutional setting out of which these facilities come,
the operating state agencies operate additional non-residential community programs in only
22% of the cases. Figure 8 shows the various operating agencies for each of the
predominant types of referral source.

Figure 8
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Security is strongly emphasized in these state run back-door programs. In almost
70% of these facilities, a majority of staff serve security functions. By contrast, across all
facilities, only 43% have a majority of staff serving security functions. When we look at
privately run facilities serving back-door state prison populations, just over 40% of the
facilities dedicate a majority of their staffs to security functions. The security orientation of
state run back-door facilities is not just a function of running larger facilities. The security
orientation of small and medium size state run back-door facilities is even stronger than for
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large state run facilities. Almost 90% of small facilities dedicate a majority of staff to
security and 72% of medium size facilities assign a majority of the staff to security functions.

Most facilities that are used primarily for back-door parole placements are private
non-profits (79%). That is true also for facilities used primarily for back-door placements
from federal prisons, 67% of which are operated by private non-profit organizations and
28% of which are operated by private for-profit organizations.

Facilities used primarily for back-door placements from local jails tend to be operated
by the county (66%). Just under 10% of the jail placement facilities are operated by the
city, 7% by private for-profit organizations, and 15% by private non-profit organizations.

Facilities that serve mixed clientele are most likely to be operated by private non-
profit organizations (41%). Approximately 20% of facilities serving mixed clientele are
operated by the state and 20% are operated by the county, with 13% operated by private
for-profit organizations.

Age of Programs. The oldest residential community corrections programs are those
currently serving primarily back-door placements from state prison by prison administrators.
Of the six programs begun prior to 1961, five serve primarily placements from state prison,
with the sixth program serving a mixed clientele. We do not know whether these programs
have consistently served the same clientele over the years.

Thirty-one programs that are still operating were added during the 1960’s. The 1970’s
saw a great growth in programs that are still in operation. Almost half (130) of the
programs serving offenders released from state prison by prison administrators were started
in the 1970’s (130 of 270 programs). Case Summary 6 describes the Blue Ridge Work/Pre-
Release Center, a state run back-door program started in the 1970s.

Almost half of the programs with mixed clientele (30 of 64), federal prison
placements (29 of 54), and parole placements (17 of 38) were also started in the 1970’s.
About a third of programs serving front-door placements (48 of 147) and of those serving
local jails (22 of 62) were started in the 1970’s. There were obviously many other facilities
begun during that decade that are no longer operating.

The 1980’s witnessed another surge in residential community corrections facilities.
Growth was particularly strong for programs primarily serving front-door placements (96 of
the 147 programs). It was also strong for programs serving offenders released from local
jail (34 of 61 programs). In fact, almost half (17 out of 40 facilities) of the county run
facilities that primarily serve offenders in jail were started between 1985 and 1989.

The 1980’s also saw a growth in programs serving offenders released from prison via
parole (20 of 38). While the absolute number of programs primarily serving placements
from state prison that were started in the 1980’s was relatively large (112 facilities), that
number represents only 41% of the 272 facilities serving primarily referrals from state prison.
This is similar to the growth pattern for facilities serving offenders released from federal
prison. Of the 54 facilities serving primarily federal offenders, 25 or 46% were started in
the 1980’s.

Staffing. A key issue relating to service delivery and also relating to cost is the ratio
of staff to offenders. Unfortunately, it is difficult to relate data on staff to the client
population with the survey data. The staffs of some programs (such as some Salvation Army
facilities and programs run by the county jail) work with both residential and non-residential
or institutionalized clients. The entire program staff, whether residential or not, was
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obviously reported in the survey for some of these programs, which significantly distorted the
staff to client ratio in these programs. We attempted to eliminate those programs from the
staffing analysis of the survey data, but it was not always easy to determine when that had
occurred. The resulting analysis indicates that private non-profit operating agencies had
higher ratios of staff to clients than other types of operating agencies. In addition, small
facilities had significantly higher ratios of staff to clients than medium and large facilities.
There is obviously a great deal of correlation between type of operating agency and facility
size. Private non-profit agencies tend to be small. When we control for facility size, we
continue to find that private non-profit operated facilities have higher staff to client ratios
than other operating agencies, particularly when compared to private for-profit agencies.
This pattern is found for small, medium, and large facilities. There are differences between
private non-profit and state run facilities, but they are smaller than the differences between
private non-profit and private for-profit facilities.

When we examine staff to client ratios in relation to the role facilities played in the
criminal justice system, we found that facilities serving offenders leaving state prison had a
lower staff to client ratio than facilities serving front-door or parole clients. When we
controlled for facility size, that difference disappeared for small facilities, but it remained for
medium and large facilities. Many small facilities serving offenders released from prison are
either operated by the state or by private non-profit organizations. As a result, when we
examine small facilities playing different roles, we are primarily comparing private non-profit
facilities with each other, with some small state run facilities added. As noted above, the
staff to client ratio is higher for small non-profits than for small state run facilities, but it is
relatively high for each compared with private for-profit facilities. When we look at medium
and large facilities, we find the staff to client ratio is substantially lower for facilities serving
referrals from state prison than for facilities serving front-door and parole referrals.

When we couple staffing ratio information with the ratio of security staff to service
staff, the following picture emerges: private non-profit facilities are relatively heavily staffed
and they dedicate that staff to service provision. This pattern emerges for front-door and
back-door facilities and for all sizes of facilities, although security is emphasized somewhat
more for back-door facilities and for larger facilities. Private for-profit facilities are
significantly less heavily staffed, but they also dedicate their staffs to providing service,
regardless of whether the facility serves primarily front-door or back-door clientele and
regardless of size. State run facilities are moderate in their staffing levels, but their staffs
are much more likely to be dedicated to security. Staffs of state run facilities serving back-
door clientele are overwhelmingly dedicated to security, regardless of facility size. Staffs of
state run facilities serving primarily front-door populations emphasize security significantly
less than those serving back-door populations, but they still emphasize security more than
private agencies.

GEOGRAPHICAL AND STRUCTURAL VARIATION

There is great diversity from state to state on the organizational and funding
structures that have developed over time. It is clear from the case study analysis that this
diversity is a direct outgrowth of the particular legislative and funding strategies adopted by
each jurisdiction. For instance, in Iowa, all community corrections services--including
residential community corrections facilities--are provided or funded by a single entity at the
judicial district level. And in the case of Iowa, residential community corrections facilities
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are actually agencies of the Regional Judicial Districts. These district entities are creatures
of the state’s community corrections legislation. By contrast, Colorado’s community
corrections initiative has provided contract funds for the provision of residential services.
There, residential facilities are more typically operated by private agencies under contract
to county-level community corrections boards that are required by the Colorado legislation
in order for the counties to receive funding.

It is important for policymakers to understand this diversity. Residential community
corrections facilities are not a homogeneous category that can be influenced, utilized, or
funded through simple means. It is also clear that much of this diversity is the direct
outgrowth of policy decisions made at the state and county level about funding mechanisms
and governing structures for community corrections services.

While there are substantial similarities among residential community corrections
facilities in different parts of the country, the survey reveals some regional differences. Five
regions were differentiated: 1) Northeast/Mid-Atlantic, 2) Southeast/Border, 3) South, 4)
Midwest, and 5) West.! Figure 9 displays the facilities’ operating agencies by region.

Figure 9
Region and Operating Agencies
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IFive regions were differentiated for this analysis. Northeast/Mid-Atlanticincludes Connecticut, Delaware,
District of Columbia, Main«, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, and Vermont; Southeast/Border includes Florida, Georgia, Keniucky, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and West Virginia; South includes Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi,
Oklahoma and Texas; Midwest includes Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri,
Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin; West includes Alaska, Arizona, California,
Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming.
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Facilities in the South and Southeast/Border regions are much more likely to be
operated by the state (43% and 55% respectively) than are facilities in the West (13%). In
the Midwest and Northeast/Mid-Atlantic regions, 29% and 32% of the facilities were
respectively operated by the state.

Facilities in the South and Southeast/Border regions were much less likely to be
operated by the county (7% and 9% respectively) than in the Northeast/Mid-Atlantic (23%),
Midwest (20%), or West (21%). As noted above, county run facilities tend to be more
recently established than other programs. It is possible that the trend has moved to the
South and Southeast/Border regions and is not identified in the dated survey data. States
with relatively early community corrections acts are particularly prone to county run
residential community corrections facilities.

Almost 25% of the facilities in the West (37 facilities) are operated by private for-
profit organizations. This constitutes the vast majority of the private for-profit run facilities
identified in the survey (37 of 58 private for-profit facilities). Most of the other private for-
profit facilities are in the South and Southeast/Border regions.

Private non-profits constitute the largest operational component of residential
community corrections facilities and they are found throughout the country. These types of
programs are particularly prominent in the Northeast/Mid-Atlantic (40% of the region’s
facilities) and Midwest (46% of the region’s facilities).

It is difficult to categorize states according to important funding structures such as
community corrections acts or other community corrections funding mechanisms. The
diversity in structures that carry the name "community corrections act" (CCA) is substantial.
It is also difficult to anticipate when impacts from such legislation might filter down to affect
residential facilities. Minnesota, Iowa, Oregon, and Kansas have had state-funded
community corrections acts for significant periods. The 46 residential facilities in those four
states are substantially less likely to be run by the state (22% compared with 34% for
facilities in other states) and more likely to be run by the county (28% compared with 16%
for facilities in other states). The facilities in these four CCA states are more likely to be
small (67% compared with 50% of facilities in other states) and are less likely to be large
(7% compared with 21% for facilities in other states). Facilities in the four CCA states are
much more likely to be used for front-door referrals (48% are front-door type facilities) than
are such facilities in other states (21% are front-door type facilities).

It appears that structure and region affect the operation of residential facilities. The
data are not sufficient to sort out the interactions between funding structures, state size, and
criminal justice traditions. However, state policymakers should be sensitive to the impact
that various funding structures might have on the nature of service delivery.

OPERATING AGENCIES

More facilities are operated by private non-profit organizations (236 facilities) than
by any other organizational type. Private non-profits are closely followed by the state (214
facilities) as an operating agency. Private for-profit organizations are found much less
frequently (58 facilities). Case Summary 7 describes Longmont Community Treatment
Center in Colorado, a program run by a private for-profit organization. Figure 10 displays
the size of facilities by operating agency.
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As we have previously discussed, state run facilities tend to be larger than facilities
run by other organizations. We also noted the staff security orientation of all state run
facilities, especially with respect to facilities serving back-door populations. In fact, that
security orientation exists with county run facilities as well. There is a clear contrast between
government run facilities and privately run facilities, whether for profit or non-profit. Figure
11 displays the proportion of facilities for each type of operating agency for small, medium,
and large facilities in which a majority of the total staff is dedicated to security functions.
Among state run facilities across front-door, back-door, and mixed programs, the majority
of the staff in 63% of the facilities served security functions. That is true for 59% of the
facilities run by the county. It is true of only 32% of the private for-profit facilities and only
22% of the private non-profit facilities. The pattern weakens somewhat but holds across
different size facilities.

One issue related to operating agencies is the power that is accorded private
contractors in determining length of stay in the program. In most instances, the private
contractor has a great deal of say over how long an offender actually remains in the
community treatment center. Sometimes that decision is shared with a probation officer.
However, in some states residential facilities fall outside the purview of probation. Length
of stay is essentially an authoritative sanctioning decision, which in the larger scheme of
things is generally determined by public officials. Investing private contractors with
sanctioning authority is somewhat problematic. Length of stay not only affects the level of
sanction imposed, but it also has program operational implications, such as filling beds.
Since keeping beds filled often has economic incentives, one might consider the possibility
that decisions about length of stay may not be totally impartial or motivated by concerns for
the offender’s "readiness." This sounds, in fact, like a discretionary parole release decision
under an indeterminate sentencing structure, with the decision in the hands of the body that
runs the prison. There is no substitute for solid targeting policy grounded in clear
sanctioning purposes to help guide length of stay as well as placement decisions.
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FUNDING AND FINANCIAL ISSUES

As with staff ratio issues, the survey data are not as valid or reliable as is necessary
for a thorough analysis of these issues. The survey requested information on total operating
budget, but it is not clear that all facilities included the same functions under operating
budget. Over 150 of the 647 facilities surveyed failed to provide any information on total
operating budget.

Per diem costs are calculated with a wide range of methodologies. The case study
facilities illustrate the costs of residential facilities. Figure 12 displays the facility, bed
capacity, and reported per diem for the eight case studies. The per diem ranges from $15.33
to $70.12. Both the size of the facility and the level of treatment provided affects the per
diem rate.

Residential community corrections facilities obtain funds from five main sources
including the federal government (almost 30% of the facilities), state government including
funds from the department of corrections (almost 75% of the facilities), local government
(just over 25% of the facilities), private sources and organizations like the United Way
(20%), and clients (over 80% of the facilities). Half of the programs rely upon a single type
of source, such as federal, state, or local governments for funding. Approximately 25% of
the facilities rely on two types of sources, and the remaining receive funds from three or
more types of sources. Small, private non-profit residential community corrections facilities
clearly receive funds from the most sources--10% of the facilities receive funds from all five
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Figure 12

Reported Costs for Case Study Facilities
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types of funding sources, 18% receive funds from four of the five, 20% from three of the
five, almost 30% from two of the five, and 22% from a single source type. By contrast,
almost half of the private for-profit facilities obtain funds from a single type of source. Also
in contrast, almost 80% of the state run facilities have a single type of funding source.

Not only does state government contribute some funding to almost 75% of the
facilities, the amount of funding from state government is considerable. Almost half of the
facilities rely upon state government for 75% or more of their funding. Only 10% of the
facilities receive most of their funding from local government and 7% receive most of their
funding from the federal government, primarily via the Federal Bureau of Prisons.

Although over 80% of the facilities collect money from clients, those funds generally
represent less than 15% of the operating budget. Over half of the facilities that charge
client fees base those fees on a percentage of the client’s earnings. Most of the other
facilities have an established daily rate.
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GENDER

Some residential community corrections facilities are operated exclusively for male
offenders (337 or 52% of facilities) and others are operated exclusively for female offenders
(53 or 8.2% of the facilities).> The remaining 255 facilities included beds for both men and
women.* Males were the majori*y, and generally the overwhelming majority, in all but five
of these co-corrections programs. Not surprisingly given their make-up, the co-corrections
facilities resemble male facilities more than female facilities. Figure 3 on page 3 displays the
facilities by the gender of their population.

The fact that some facilities are exclusively male and some are exclusively female
means that analysis of gender differences can be done in spite of the fact that data on
gender within facilities are summary or aggregate data. An analysis of gender differences
is undertaken not only because it is feasible to do, but also because it is important in its own
right. Differences between men and women offenders, and differences in their sentences,
have been observed anecdotally for decades. Because of the volume of male offenders
relative to female offenders, corrections institutions and programs are generally designed for
men. For the past 10 to 15 years, a growing cadre of corrections workers around the
country has focused on issues related to women offenders. Current interest in intermediate
sanctions has further spurred efforts to systematically examine the situation and needs of
women offenders. In 1991 the National Institute of Corrections established an Intermediate
Sanctions for Female Offenders Project with grants to three jurisdictions. The program was
initiated tc stimulate purposeful development of a range of intermediate sanctions and
services for female offenders. The survey data on residential community corrections facilities
provide historical data on the use of this most intensive intermediate sanction for women.
Case Summary 8 describes Reentry Metro, a residential community corrections facility in
Minnesota that serves female offenders.

Role in the Criminal Justice System. There is little difference in the roles that male
and female facilities play in the criminal justice system. Just over 20% of the facilities
serving only men and those serving only women were primarily front-door programs. Just
under 60% of each gender specific type of facility were used for back-door release from
state prison via prison administrators or paroling authority. Just under 6% of facilities for
each gender were used for offenders released from local jail. Co-corrections facilities were
notable only in that the facilities primarily used for federal prisoners are more likely to be
co-corrections facilities (39 out of 54 facilities) than male facilities (14 of 54 facilities) or
female facilities (1 facility).

Target Populations. Residential community corrections programs serving women
offenders tend not to have criteria which exclude offenders on the basis of offense type or
criminal record. Only 8% of the programs for women exclude violent offenders compared

Data on the gender and the numbers of clients were missing for 2 of the 647 facilities included in the
survey. The variable indicating whether beds were designated for males only, for females only, or for both was
mis-coded for four of the cases in the original analysis. The coding was corrected for this analysis.

30One facility did not designate any beds for female offenders but did have three women in the program
at the time of the survey. That facility is included in the male only group.
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to 48% of programs serving men. Few offenses committed by females are violent, relative
to male offenders, and the violent offenses committed by women are more likely to involve
acquaintance victims. The only significant exclusionary criteria are for psychiatric disorders
(49% of the facilities), mental retardation (45% of the facilities), and physical disabilities
(34% of the facilities).

Facility Size. Residential community corrections facilities for women tend to be
smaller than those for men. Over 90% of the female facilities have less than 50 beds,
whereas less than 50% of male facilities have less than 50 beds. Almost 25% of male
facilities are large (100 beds or more) whereas only 2% of female facilities are large.

Operating Agencies. The difference in facility size is probably explained in part by
the different sizes of the male and female offender populations from which the facility
populations are drawn. It is also probably a function of organizational structure. Female
facilities are almost twice as likely to be run by private non-profit organizations than are
male facilities (59% to 32%). Private non-profit facilities tend to be smaller than facilities
run under organizational structures regardless of client gender. Among the 107 private non-
profit male facilities, 86 (80% of the facilities) are small. Of the 31 private non-profit female
facilities, 29 (94% of the facilities) are small.

Location. Facilities for females are more likely to be found in a large city than
facilities for males. Over 70% of the female facilities are in cities of 250,000 or greater
porulation. Less than 50% of the male facilities are in large cities. As with facility size,
location for female facilities is probably a function of accessing an adequate target
population. ;

Female facilities are twice as likely to be located in residential neighborhoods than
are male facilities (47% to 22%). Male facilities are substantially more likely to be located
in a business or commercial setting (25% to 2%). Male and female facilities are more

similar in their rate of locatica in mixed residential and business settings (respectively 42%
and 51%).

Physical Facilities. Female facilities are more likely than male facilities to be single
or multiple family dwellings (55% to 22%). This is a function of both facility size and
neighborhood. Male facilities are more likely to be an institution such as a hospital or
school (37% to 8%). The more institutional setting for male facilities is not simply a
function of facility size. Of the 125 male facilities in an institutional setting, 28% are small,
34% are medium, and 38% are large.

Buildings for male facilities are more likely than buildings for female facilities to have
been designed and built for program use (22% and 6% respectively). Buildings used for
female programs are somewhat more likely to have been renovated than buildings for male
programs {74% and 60% respectively). Female facilities are much more likely than male
facilities to have been occupied without renovation or other improvements (21% and 2%
respectively).

Organizations operating male facilities own the building in 58% of the cases and rent
or lease the building in 39% of the cases. Organizations operating female facilities own the
building in 57% of the cases and rent or lease the building in 43% of the cases.

21




Staffing. The staff to client ratio is much higher for female facilities than for male
facilities. Almost all of the female facilities are small, but the differences between facilities
for males and for females remain when we look only at small facilities.

As noted above, surveillance is a large component of residential community
corrections facilities, particularly when they are state run. It is a larger component of male
facilities than it is of female facilities. We looked at the proportion of full-time staff
designated as security staff. Only 23% of male facilities had less than 20% of the staff
devoted to security, compared to 43% of female facilities. Differences were lessened, but
remained, when part-time staff were entered into the equation.

One of the biggest programming differences between male and female facilities is the
attention given to parenting. In 87% of the female facilities, programming includes
parenting skills compared to 46% of male facilities. There is no other area of service
programming with such large differences between male and female facilities, although it
appears that female facilities are more likely to access a wider array of services than male
facilities. For example, female facilities are more likely to provide family counseling (72%
compared with 65% for male facilities), vocational training (85% compared with 75%), high
school courses (77% compared with 58%), college courses (79% compared with 58%),
English as a second language (49% compared with 35%), life management skills (94%
compared with 79%), and welfare services (77% compared with 54%). Male facilities were
more likely than female facilities to offer programming in only two areas--sex offender
treatment (36% for male facilities compared with 28% for female facilities) and selected
alcohol and drug rehabilitation programs (59% for male facilities compared with 47% for
female facilities). In other service areas, such as health, medical, and employment
counseling, there were no differences between male and female facilities.

Co-corrections Facilities. Data from the survey and case studies reveal significant
differences between facilities exclusively devoted to female clients compared to facilities
exclusively devoted to male clients. Facilities with female clients tend to be smaller, less
security oriented, and more service oriented than facilities with male clients.

However, as noted above there are 255 facilities with both male and female residents.
Those facilities resemble male facilities more than female facilities. This important point
offers a challenge to those who provide services to female populations. On the one hand,
the female target pool for criminal justice residential facilities is relatively small compared
to the male pool. Thus, operating facilities designed exclusively for female offenders can be
difficult economically, especially in smaller population centers. On the other hand,
expanding the target pool to include male offenders might result in program changes that
are less advantageous to female offenders. Almost all of the co-corrections facilities
included in this survey had a majority of male offenders. There are very few instances of
co-corrections facilities (5 facilities) as represented in the survey in which the female
population dominates. It is possible that under that scenario the attributes that serve female
populations might be retained.
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POLICY ISSUES AND DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE

The five most important policy issues that have emerged from the analysis of the
survey data, case studies, and literature review regarding residential community corrections
facilities are:

e the need to define more clearly their role in the criminal justice
system,

° the importance of targeting this scarce resource to appropriate
offenders;

® the need to manage growth, not simply encourage it;

° the need to think carefully about the appropriate responses to

technical violations by offenders residing in these programs; and

® the need for appropriate monitoring and evaluation of these
programs.

Role in the Criminal Justice System. The number of residential community
corrections facilities has grown over the last 20 years as more states have enacted community
corrections legislation and others have made funding available for such facilities through
other means. Aside from the need for generating less-costly community alternatives to
prison, there has been little consensus about what roles such facilities can best play for the
system. At present they are found at all points in the system from pre-trial to post-prison
and they are viewed as punitive, incapacitative, and rehabilitative depending on the point
of view. It will become increasingly important for jurisdictions to define more clearly the
role these facilities are expected to play in order to ensure appropriate utilization and to
evaluate their effectiveness.

Targeting. As the number and variety of residential community corrections facilities
continue to grow, it becomes ever more important to clarify precisely what offenders can
best be served and how appropriate populations can be targeted for those facilities. With
the driving pressure created by prison population growth, the tendency of the system is to
move populations as quickly as possible, often without regard to how best to target scarce
and costly resources. The consequences may well be residential community corrections
facilities filled to capacity, pressure to build and fund more such facilities, and a lack of
knowledge as to what population is being served and how well. Since residential community
corrections facilities are our most scarce and costly community resource, it is incumbent
upon policymakers at every level to ensure that their use is carefully targeted. Clear policy
as well as an understanding of the capabilities of these various facilities should guide the use
of these resources.

Because residential community corrections facilities appear suited to meet a variety
of sanctioning purposes--from public safety to intensive rehabilitation--the interest in their
increased expansion will continue. One risk is that expansion will proceed without clear
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thought to what populations are best served. As relatively program-rich residential capacity
expands in the community, it may create incentives to place offenders in residential settings
who might best be handled through traditional probation, or other community resources.
We may run the risk of expanding costly capacity, and using it for offenders who might well
be handled in less-costly and more appropriate community alternatives. There is clear
precedent for this to be found in past extensive expansion of prison capacity.

The Need to Manage Growth, Not Simply Encourage It. Each program reviewed as
part of the case study effort is experiencing a demand for residential capacity that it cannot
meet. The waiting list for residential space in Cedar Rapids, Iowa, is several months long.
In Colorado, offenders sentenced to the Community Treatment Center for driving while
intoxicated often have to wait--residing in their own homes--for months prior to serving their
sentences at the Center. In Arizona, offenders coming out of prison are now transferred to
the pre-release center as soon as possible and moved through the program as quickly as
possible to make room for more prison releases. Program administrators there feel this
hampers their ability to provide the services and transition support they feel it is their
mission to provide. In St. Paul, the facility for women is always filled to capacity and more
capacity would be easily used.

This growth in population is also reflected by increasing funding for community
corrections in some states. In Colorado, for example, funding for community corrections has
increased dramatically in the last few years. This growth in population and funding is
consistent with the general growth in corrections populations and funding nationwide, and
with a greater interest in intermediate sanctions.

As has been learned with the demand for and growth of prison capacity, however, the
ability of the system to absorb such growth and to locate resources to support it is limited.
Residential community corrections facilities remain the most costly community resources.
The relatively intense support they provide cannot reasonably be made available to all
corrections clients. How then, can policymakers focus and direct such resources and the
demand for them in a sensible manner? A failure to do so will likely have negative
consequences for residential community corrections facilities themselves and for the criminal
justice system as a whole. If excessive numbers of offenders--and/or excessive resources--are
inappropriately directed to residential community corrections facilities, expectations for them
cannot possibly be met.

Responses to Technical Violations. The case studies reveal that technical violations
are an important issue, especially with respect to program failure. As is the case with other
community sanctions, we are now learning that failure in these sanctions is often a quick
route to prison or jail. More and more admissions to prison and jail are as a result of
revocation of some sort of community supervision. Because residential community
corrections facilities are almost by definition very high on the spectrum of intrusiveness,
punishment, control, and/or treatment, failure in such a program seems to ensure that the
only available response to violation is incarceration. This places an added burden upon
targeting efforts in order to ensure that those who fail in such a setting are, indeed,
appropriate candidates for incarceration. This also suggests that careful attention must be
paid to the administration of such facilities with regard to those violations and rule-breaking
behavior for which revocation might be warranted.
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Evaluating Residential Community Corrections Facilities. The cther face of such
expansions is that with such broad expectations for residential community corrections
facilities, they cannot possibly meet all expectations. If capacity continues to increase and
a mix of populations with a range of needs, undifferentiated by careful policy, is referred to
community corrections facilities, facilities will be virtually impossible to evaluate and will be
virtually certain to fail, at least on some dimensions. Community corrections practitioners,
as eager supporters of the concept of less-intrusive, treatment-oriented, community facilities,
may engineer their inevitable failure.

Policymakers must begin to ask and answer a range of questions regarding the target
populations for such facilities, the structuring of discretion in placing offenders in such
facilities, the desired outcomes for individual offenders and the criminal justice system, and
the effectiveness of such facilities in achieving their goals. The discipline imposed by sound
evaluation approaches will go a long way to encouraging policymakers to ask and answer
these questions.
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As noted in the text, there are several limitations regarding the survey data. The data
are now three years old and therefore are dated. In addition we have no information about
the 192 facilities that did not respond. We do not know how well the cases we do have
represent the cases we do not have. The 647 cases for which we have information may
represent the entire population of residential community corrections facilities well or it may
not represent it well. We simply do not know and we have no way of knowing. We wish
the original researchers had gathered limited, but critical, information on the missing
facilities, such as the primary referral sources, organization type, and size. This information
could have been estimated by state contacts who would have had some knowledge of the
facilities. These data could have been used to better understand how accurate a portrayal
the 647 cases gave of the entire population. It was not practical to conduct such an
investigation two to three years following the original survey. Collecting contemporary
survey data is difficult. Collecting historical survey data is extremely problematic.

The method of data collection was self-report. The researchers apparently checked
on some items for some cases by calling facilities as the survey data were being analyzed.
Data were checked, however, only when the analysis yielded relatively startling or
inconsistent results. There was no random checking of the accuracy of the self-report data
by using other, independent sources. A related problem with the self-report methodology
is that there was no one readily available to turn to when a survey question was not clear
to a respondent. For example, a survey question involving accreditation might have been
misinterpreted as including certification for licensing, depending on who completed the
survey instrument. Over one-fourth of the facilities that reported accreditation cite their
state department of corrections as the accrediting agency. While some state departments
of corrections, like that in Iowa, accredit residential community corrections facilities, most
do not. Instead, state departments of corrections almost invariably certify for licensing.
Facilities reporting accreditation by their state department of corrections are scattered across
numerous states, reinforcing the appearance that many of the respondents misinterpreted
the question.

A major limitation of the survey data is that they are aggregate, or summary, data.
This is a significant point, and further discussion of this issue is warranted in order to better
explicate what can and what cannot be learned from this data set.

When we discuss aggregate data collected for the survey, we are referring to items
such as referral source, where the percentage or total numbers of offenders referred by a
particular source was recorded for each facility. Another example is race, where the total
number of white, black, Hispanic, Native American, Asian, and Other clients was recorded
for each facility. In other words, the data were collected in summary form. Other
aggregated items include client age, staffing patterns, length of stay, and reasons for
discharge. Another more difficult and more expensive data collection strategy would have
been to collect micro-level data, in other words, to collect data on each offender for these
variables. With micro-level data we would be able to tell, for example, that a particular
client was black, was 18-21 years of age, was referred to the facility by state probation,
stayed in the program for 185 days, and was discharged upon successfully completing the
program. With micro-level data on offenders we could not only summarize the facility with
respect to race, age, referral source, length in facility, and reasons for discharge, but we
could also cross reference or relate those variables and determine the proportion of blacks
referred from particular sources, or the relationship between race and reasons for discharge.
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With aggregate data, we can only know the sum of those variables across the facility
and we are extremely limited in our ability to demonstrate any relationships between or
among them. Assume, for example, that the data show that facilities with relatively low
average lengths of stay have relatively low rates of successful program completion. We could
speculate that these facilities are designed for long-term demanding programs, and that the
failure rate is very high with many offenders serving only short periods of time, thus
depressing the average stay. Or we might speculate that the facilities are designed for short-
term programming but have little control over program admission, and are required to
accept clients inappropriate to the program and therefore have a high failure rate.
Essentially we want to draw inferences about individual level characteristics--client length of
stay and reason for client discharge--but we only have aggregate data at the facility level.
Making assertions about one unit of analysis (individuals) based on the examination of
another unit (residential community corrections facilities) is a concept called "ecological
fallacy."
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APPENDIX B

CASE SUMMARIES

Cedar Rapids Community Corrections Center (Iowa)
Southern Arizona Correctional Release Center (Arizona)
Fairfax Pre-Release Center (Virginia)

Volunteers of America, Sacramento (California)

Schwert AODA Treatment Center (Wisconsin)

Blue Ridge Work/Pre-Release Center (South Carolina)
Longmont Community Treatment Center (Colorado)
Reentry Metro (Minnesota)
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