If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

NN N AN o 0 AR AN A ™ N Dl A g
S A R R A R R N R R R AR

iﬁ

PLAN FOR A
COST ANALYSIS
OF THE
CORRECTIONS REPORT

N T A s e e N N N A N T PN N o TN N N N AN A N T TN N NN

GG GGG NG MO R0 GG Y0 N

X IR

S - .
f‘.\;gx.. Rt

5 STANDARDS AND GOALS PROJECT

CORRECTIONAL ECONOMICS CENTER ,
& or T /B\

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION

COMMISSION ON CORRECTIONAL FACILITIES & SERVICES

January, 1975

R o oy Yoy T o N N QTN P N O R A A T A O

AT AY AT AT A N A NI NI AR NI NS RIAC e A A N N N N N R N AN R A A AN A e N R A N N A A N N A NS RN A AN IR AL RN A AN A NN A NI,

NG

% o~

o

Tt

RN RRIR IR T ORE FFRFRRRF PR RIRRRRRFH,




SR oot A g,

>

L —

PLAN FOR A COST ANALYSIS OF THE

GORRECTTONS REPORT

Prepared for
the National Institute
of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice

Standards and Goals Project
Correctional Economics Center
American Bar Association
170% DeSales Street, N.W., Suite 501
Washington, D.C. 20036
January, 1975

The fact that the National Institute of Law Enforcement

and Criminal Justice furnished financial support to the

activities described in this publication dous not neces-
sarily indicate the concurrence of the Institute in the

statements or conclusions contained therelin.




T

STAFF

Billy L. Wayson
Director

Gail S. Monkman
Assistant Director

Dr. Virginia Wright
Research Director

Ann. M. Watkins
Research Associate

Yvonne Mitchell
Administrative Assistant

Barbara Bland
Administrative Assistant

ADVISORY BOARD
Henry Aaron, Washington, D.C.

Sylvia Bacon, Washington, D.C.
Alfred J. Blumstein, Pa.

Norman Carlson, Washington, D.C.

Ronald E. W. Crisman, Vt.
John R. Dunne, N.Y,
Thomas Gilmore, Pa.
Robert Gruensfelder, Mo.
George Hall, Washington, D.C.
Donald J. Horowitz, Wa.
Richard A. McGee, Ca.
Peter Preiser, N.Y.

Louis Randall, TIll.

Donna Shalala, N.Y,
Allyn R. Sielaff, I11.
Neil M. Singer, Md,

ADVISORY BOARD

Sylvia Bacon, Washington, D.C.
Alfred J. Blumstein, Pa.

Lee S, Friedman, Ca.

George Hall, Washington, D.C.
Robert J. Kutalk, Neb,

Richard A. McGee, Ca.

Donna Shalala, N.Y.

Allyn R, Sielaff, Il11,.

CORRECTIONAL ECONOMICS CENTER

STANDARDS

The Correctional Economlcs Center is a project

of the ABA Commission on Correctional Facilities and .

Services which has been joined by the Associatilon

of State Correctional Aduilnistrators, Council of
State Governments and National Conference of State
Criminal Justice Planning Agency Administrators as
covperating organizations. Initiated in December,
1973, the Center is supported by a discretionary
grant from the Edna McConnell Clark Foundation of
New York City. The overall goal of the Center is to
demonstrate how economic concepts and analysis can
be applied to the corrections sector of the criminal
Justice system,

Implementation of innovations and system reform
will require sound economic and cost analysis to
help correctional systems and administrators employ
limited budget resources to translate proposed in-
novations into fiscal reality. The Center offers
assistance to correctional administrators analyzing
the economic and budgetary implications of major
policy decisions and seeks to promote economic an-
alysis within corrections by stimulating evaluation
by economists, correctional researchers and others.
This 1s achieved through personal contacts, public
appearances and publications.

Center staff have participated in workshops
and presented papers on correctional economics at
the annual meeting of the American Correctional As-
sociation, the Second National Workshop on Correc~
tions and Parole Administration, and the California
Probation, Parole and Correctional Association's
annual meeting. The Center responds to numerous
requests for data, information and recommendations
from federal, state and local agencies, legislative
committees, specilal commissions, private organiza-
tions and independent research projects,

AND GOALS PROJECT

The Correctional Economics Center has been
granted funds from the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration to undertake a Standards and Goals
Project. The purpose of this project is to perform
a cost analysis of the Corrections Report of the
National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals, and present it in a form which
will aid state and local decision-makers as they
set and implement their own standards and goals for
corrections., Included in the Report are priorities
and standards for upgrading corrections and other
criminal justice functions impacting on that process,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The 600~page Corrections Report of the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, formally
issued in October, 1973, presents a comprehensive set of standards
and goals for corrections and other criminal justice functions
impacting on that process. In operational terms, the Report
envisions changes which can be classified into two types:
programmatic and systemic., Programmatic changes affect one of five
gpeclfic program arecas: pretrial programs, institutional-based
corrections, parole, probation, and other community-based corrections.
They include such changes as the development of a complete range of
communlty-based activities or the provision of legal services for
institutionalized offenders. Systemic changes are not uniquely
concerned with any one of the five areas identified above. They
include such changes as the increased use of pretrial diversion
programs which affects the number and types of people in post-
conviction programs, system-wide planning and management, and the
use of sentencing instiltutes.

Analysie presented in the Report deals primarily with how
these changes will concribute to a more equitable, just, and humane
criminal justice system. From an economle perspective, such changes
may also affect the costs of corrections and associated activities in
three ways: (1) they may involve an increase in the level of public
expenditure required to support a particular activity, such as an
educational program in a prison; (2) they may change the opportunity
costs assoclated with a given program, such as the wages iInecarcerated
pergons could earn if they had not been imprisoned; and (3) they ;
may impact on the external costs of a particular activity, such as
welfare payments to famillies of incarcerated persons, It is therefore
the purpose of the elghteen-month Standards and Goals Project of the
Correctional Economics Center to supplement the Report with a study
of the Report's cost implications, More detalled information on the
Project's purpose, analytical framework, and activity schedule is
provided in the accompanying plan.

Following inltial organization and planning, which will be
completed when this plan is submitted to the National Institute of
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice in January, 1975, the first set
of Project activities are directed at the preparation of cost and
resource analysis in the form of separate program analyses for each
of the following activity groupings:




e Pretrial Programs

e Institutional~Based Corrections and Parole

e Probation and Other Community-Based Corrections.
These program analyses are to be published at the end of August, 1975.
Subsequent activities will be directed at cost analysis of systemic
changes. Project products presenting the results of this analysils are
to be published at the end of the Project in February, 1976,

All of the Project's analysis and reports are to be written
to serve as guldes to state and local officials setting and implementing
thelr own standards and goals for corrections. The following officilals
are viewed as the primary audience for the Project's analysis:

e State criminal justice planning agenciles

e State correctional administrators and staffs

e State budget office staffs

e State legislatures and staffs

e Similar planners, administrators, and staffs
at the local level,

.

INTRODUCTION

TR ST Y A Yt S s

This plan deacribes the purpose, analytical framework, and :
activity schedule for an eighteen-month cost and resource analysis of ‘
the Corrections Report to be performed by the Correctional Economics

Conter of the American Bar Associlation's Commission on Correctilonal

Facilities and Services. All of the Project's analysis and reports

are to be written to serve ss guildes to state and local officlals

setting and implementing their own atandards and goals for corrections,

The first part of this plan therefore delineates in more detaill which

state and local officials the Project is addressing and how they might

be expected to use the Project's products. The following offlelals

are viewed as the primary audience for the Project's analysia:

e  State criminal justice plannirg agencies

e State correctional administrators and staffs
e  State budget office staffs

e State legislatures and staffs

e Similar planners, administrators, and
staffs at the local level.

The sccond part of this plan defines a framework for the
Project's cost analysis in four sections:

e Correctional Cuidelines: The Corrections Report

¢ Economice Concepté: Covernment Activities as Producers
e Typology for Changes Suggasted by the Report

e Cost and Resoursne Analysis of Corrections and
Implementing the Corrections Report ,

The first two sections focus on guidelines for the Project's analysis
from corrections and economics, respectively. In the last two
sections, economlc concepts and correctional reform are Joined in an
approach which provides for cost analysis of programmatic and systemic
changes envisioned in the Correctilons Report.




In the third and final part of this plan a schedule and
description of Project activities is presented. After organization
and planning, the filrst set of activities is directed at the
preparation of cost and resource analysis in the form of separate
program analyses for each of the following activity groupings:

e Pretrial Programs
o Institutlonal-Based Corrections and Parole
s Probation and Other Community~Based Corrections.

These program analyses are to be published at the end of August, 1975.
Subsequent activities will be directed at the cost and resource
implications of features of the Report which ilnvolve system-wide
changes in the flow of persons through the criminal justice process,
as well as changes in such activitiles as research and planning and
management for correctlions. Project products presenting the

results of this analysis are to be published at the end of the
Project. in February, 1976.

A Glossary of the most important terms used in developing the
Project's analytical framework and activity schedule is included as an
appendix.

PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT

The purpose of the Standards and Goals Project is to
perform a cost and resource analysis of the Corrections Report,
and to present it in a form which will aid state and local decision-
makers as they set and implement thelr own standards and goals for
corrections., The Project's written products are to supplement
analysils in the Corrections Report of the National Advisory Commission
on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, prepared by a task force of
representatives from law enforcement, prosecution, judiciary'and
corrections agenciles and formally issued in October, 1973. The Report
reconmends priorities e&nd standards for upgrading corrections and other
criminal justice functions impacting on that process.}/

The Corrections Report is the most extensive compendium of
potential reform of the American correctional system. Because of its
complexity, scope, and frequent ambigulty, most have viewed this
document as a starting poilnt. The U.S. Law Enforcement Assistance
Administretion (LEAA), which sponsored the preparation of the Report,
is also sponsoring standards and goals processes in each of the fifty
states to consider adopting the essence of the Corrections Report at
the state level.

The Standards and Goals Project concurrently supported by
LEAA is directed at filling a gap in the supporting analysis presented
in the Report. Examination of the Corrections Report reveals a document
that builds policy guldelines primarily on the basis of the need to
reform. TFor example, a policy of applying the concept of "least
drastic means" is assumed to be valid essentially because in a humane,
ethical society, reliance on incarceration as a "treatment" is not
consistent with '"reform-oriented" thought. As the Report points out,
this 1s especially true when current research indicates that at least
treatment modalities make little or no difference in a rehabilitative
sense, Little attention is pald, however, to differences in the cost

1/Because the Corrections Report does make recommendations for
upgrading corrections and other criminal justice funetlons impacting
on that process, the term "corrections" is generally used very
broadly in this plan to refer to a system of activities including
pretrial detention and release, sentencing, post-conviction detention,
probation, parole and other community-based programs. When the term
is used to refer to a narrower set of post-conviection activities, it
is so specified.
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of alternatives to institutional-based corrections. Important implica-
tions of the Report for state and local decision-makers, over and
above accepting the Report's Standards as the "right" thing to do,

are the "price-tag" effects.

In keeping with its purpose of ailding state and local
officilals, one of the Project's first tasks has been to specify
potential state and local users of its products and, given these users,
to identify types of products sultable to their needs. A great varlety
of state and local officilals, each with different needs and functions
relative to correctilonal decision-making, will be involved in
setting and implementing correctional standards and goals. Consider,
for example, the interests and needs of the director of a state criminal
justice planning agency as compared with those of the administrator
of a local jail.

Given the contents of the Corrections Report, the following
groups seem to be those to which the work of the Standards and
Goals Project should be addressed:

e State criminal justice planning agencies

e State correctional administrators and staffs
e State budget office staffs

e State legislatures and staffs

e Similar planners, administrators and staffs at the
local level.

The Project's products are intended to encourage state and
local decision-mskers to make correctional decisions after giving
appropriate attention to economic issues. Work of this Project should
provide a frame of refarence that illustrates how economics can be
applied to viewing the changes proposed by the Corrections Report.
Since the audience the Project hopes to reach has been, and will
probably continue to be, primarily concerned with differences in
public expenditure costs, the products of this Project will be illus-
trating how the Standards may lead to differences in these costs.
Additionally, the work of this Project will stress other important
economic concepts that are very significant in viewing costs.

These include economies of scale, opportunity costs and external costs
which are extremely important in conceptualizing changes in an estab-
lished system of corrections. The aim of the Project in this respect

is to supgest, by description and illustration, how these concepts should
be utilized in considering and implementing the Standards.

The Project's first aim is to provide a general frame of
reference, particularly for state and local offiecials considering
establishing standards which will gulde thelr own future activities.

At the same time, the cost analysis provided by the Project should also
be of use to administrators seeking to implement standards set at

the state level. For example, consider a state correctional adminis-
trator who is seeking to justify to the state legislature the estab-
lishment of a new or substantially revised work-release program, in

the spirit of the Report. He would have avallable in the Project's
reports information concerning the costs of such a move, This information
would be based principally on data associated with similar experiences
elsewhere in the natdion,

The Project's reports would also provide guidance to that
administrator's staff in analyzing the costs of their own state's
program changes, by suggesting types of data to be collected and by
illustrating procedures for cost estimation designed to yield more
comprehensive cost estimates, Such estimates would include other
social costs in addition to the direct public expenditures for work
release programs,

The ultimate goal of this Project is thus to provide those
responsible for setting standards and implementing the changes
suggested by the Corrections Report with supplementary cost analysis.
At the same time, the Project should expand this audience's notion
of "cost'" so that future decisions will be based on sounder economic
theory. It is evident upon close examination of the Corrections Report
that a complete cost and resource analysis of all 129 Standards will
not be possible given time and resources. WNevertheless, the results
of this Project can significantly improve the chances for successful
and thoughtful implementation of correctional standards by providing
an appreciation for the issues and a proper perspective for more
specific analysis at the implementation level.

ey




ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK FOR THE PROJECT

The analytical framework for the Standards and Goals Project g
is essentially an integration of correctional guidelines and economic
concepts., This framework ils described below in four sections: e

e Correctional Guldelines: The Corrections Report, This \
section describes the source and nature of correctional !
guldelines in the Report that the Project is using to i
identify activities and changes for cost and resource
analysis.

e Economic Concepts: Government Activities as Producers.
Thils section describes the economlic view of corrections
and other governmental activities as producers using
scarce resources (and therefore generating costs) to 3
produce specilfied outputs (benefits). Soclal costs, :
which include opportunity and external costs as well as i
direct public expenditures, are also explained.

o Typology for Changes Suggested by the Report. This
section presents a method for classifying correctional
guidelines with potential cost impacts into programmatic
and systemic changes. Such a classification provides a
framework for cost analysls of individual corrections
programs at different stages in the criminal justice
process and system-wlde effects of correctional guidelines.

e Cost and Resource Analysis of Corrections and Implementing
the Corrections Report. This section describes differences
between program and system analysis of corrections costs,
as well as Project procedures for determining priorities
for analysis, given limited Project resources and the very
broad scope of the Corrections Report.




Figure 1

Standard 5.2

Sentencing the
Nondangerous Offender

State penal code revislons should Inclade a pro.
vislon that the mnaximum sentence for any offender
not specifically found to represent a substantial
danger to others should not exceed 5 ycars for felons
ks other than murder, No minlinuzm sentence should
te authorized by the legislature,

The seatencing court should be authorized to tm.
pose » maximum senience less thart thal provided by
dalule

Criterta should be cstablished for sentencing of.
{eaders, Such criterin should Include:

1. A requirement that the least drastic sentenclng
sltermative be Imposed that ts consistent with publie
salelye The court should {mpose the first of the
{oflawing allernatives thut will reasonably protect
the public salety?

2. Unconditlonal release,
b, Conditional release,

[ ) A ﬁnQA
d. Release under supervision In the come
muaity,

e Sentence to a haltway house or other
residential facitlty locnted tn' the community,
{. Sentence to partlal confinement with
liberty to work or participate In truining or
education during all but lelsure iime.
g Total confinement In a correctional
2 A provision against the use of confinement
w8 sn sppropriate disposition unless afirmative
Rtifieation is shown en the tecord, Factors that
*ould fustity confinement may includer
& There is undue risk that the offender
will commlt enother crime it not confined,
be The offer:der is In need of correctional
services that can be provided effectively only
n an institational setting, and such services are
reasonably available,
¢ Any other aliemative will depreciate
the serfousness of the offense.
3. Welghting of the following in favor of wiih.
ding » disposition of incarceration:
8 ‘The ofiender’s ceiminal conduct nelther
Ctased nor aclually threatened serfous harm,

- 10 -

LY

b, The offender dld not contemplate of
Iniend that his criminal conduct would cause
or threaten serious harm,
¢ The offender acted under strong prov
ocutlon,

d. There were substantia) Jrounds tend®
Ing to excuse or usiily the ofender’s eriminal
conduct, though falling to estublish defense,

¢ The offender had led n law.ublding
e for a substantial period of time before
commisslon of the present crime,

L. The offender is likely to respand aflinm.
stively to probationary or ofker community
supervision,

# The vicim of the erime induced or
facllitated its commission,

h. The offender hay made or will muke
restitution or reparation {0 the vietlm of his
crime for the damage or Injury which was suse
tained,

I, ‘The offender's conduct was the result
of circumstanecs unlikely to recnr,

)o The character, history, and sttitudes of
the offender Indicate that he is unlikely to come
mit another crime,

ko Impriconment of the offender would
entail unduce hardship to dependents,

L. The offender Is clderdy or in poor
health,

m, The correctlonal programs within the
institutions to which the offender would he sent
are Inappropriale (o his partleular needs or
would not likely be of benefit to him,

Related Standards

The following standards may be applicable in
implenienting Standard 5.2.

5.3 Sentencing to Extended Terms.

5.4 Probalion,

5.5 Fines,

6.3 Community Classification Teams,

16,7 Sentencing l.egislation.

16.8 Sentencing Alternatives,

16,10 Presentence Reports,

16.81 Probation Legislation.

16,12 Commitment Legislation,

16.14 Community-Based Treatment Progeams,




Figure 2

Standard 11.6

Women in Major Institutions

Fich State correctional agency opernting Insthiue
tons fo which wonien offenders sre committed
should reexnmine Immedintely its policies, proces
dures, and progrinns tor women offenders, and muke
such adjustments us riay be londicated {0 moke
these policles, procedures, und progeams more rels
evant to the problems and needs of women,

1, Facllitles for women offenders should be eone
sidered an Integral purt of the overnll correctlons
gysterny rather than an Isolated nctivity or the respons
sibility of an unrelated ngency,

2. Comprehensive evaluation of the woman ofs
{ender should be developed through research, Each
State should detenmine differences In the needs
betireen male wnd femnle offenders and Implement
differentinl progmmming,

3. Approptinte vocational tralning  programs
should be Implemenied, Vocational progeamy that
promote dependency nnd exist solely for ndminie
stratlve ense should be abolished, A comprehensive
reseacch effor{ should be Initiated to deternmine the
apilttades and nbllitles of the fomale Institutlonnl
population, This information should be coordinnted
with Iabor stutlstics predicting job avallability, From
data so oblained, creative voeational tealning should
be developed which will provide o woman with skitls
neeessary to allow Independetice,

4, Clnssifieation systems should be Investigated
to determine thele applicubllity to the femnle of.
fender, 10 necessory, systems should be modified
or completely restructared to provide information
hecessary for an ndequate program,

5. Adequate diverstonary methods for female
offenders should he Impleniented. Communll{ pro-
gramg shiould be avallable to women, Special ote
tempts should tr miade fo create altemative pro-
grams In comnnwity centers and halfway houses
or other mreavscs sonts, allowlng the woman fo keep
her family whil dxs

6. Sinte corrcctional agericles with such small
nuinbers of women Inmates ns to make adequate
fachiities wnd programuming uneconomleal should
make every effort to find alternatives to lmprisone
ment foe them, including parole and loeal residen.
thal facithies. For those wamen Intnates for whom
such alternatives cannot be employed, contractunl
arrangements should be wade with neacby States
with more wdequate Tucilities and programs,

7. Ax a S«year objectlve, male and female Instl-
tutions of adaptable desipn and compamble popu.
lx;tions should be converted (o coeducational facili-
ties,

A In cocducntional fucilitles, classificas
tlon and dingnostle procedures nlso should glve
conslderation {o offenders’ problems with ves
lotlon to the opposite sex, und cocducationn)
frageams should be provided to mect those
needs,

be Programs within the facllity should be
open (o hoth sexes,

¢ Staft of both sexes should be hired who
have Interest, ubility, und teafning In coping
with the problems of both male nad female
offenders, Assignments of stall und offenders
fo programs nnd activities should not be bused
on the sex of either.

Related Standards

The following standards may be npplicable in
implementing Standard 11.5.

2.12.18 Rights of Offenders.

6.1  Comprshensive Classification Systeins.

14.3 Employment of Women.

16.4 Unifying Correctional Progtams.

A theme running throughout the Report is that a person's
penetration into the criminal justice system should be as limited as
possible, with imprisonment used only in cases where it is justified by
soclety's need for protection. In any decision affecting an offender's
placement or length of stay in a corrections program, the "least
drastic means" is te be the rule. For example, Standard 5.2 on

"Sentencing the Nondangerous Offender" states that courts "should impose

the first of the following alternatives that will reasonably protect
the public safety:

e Unconditional release.

¢ Conditional release.

o A fine.

e Release under supervision in the community.

e Sentence to a halfway house or other residentilal
facility located in the community.

e Sentence to partial confinement with liberty to work
or participate in training or education during all
but lelsure time.

e Total confinement in a correctional facility."

The Standards vary significantly in specifying what types of
activities or what changes in practices would be required to bring
state or local governments into compliance., The generality of key
phrases, such as using the. "least drastic means" in sentencing and
subsequent decisions regarding offenders, make the Standards subject
to a wide range of interpretation by judicial and administrative
officials.

Economic Concepts: Government Activitles as Producers

From an economlc perspective, all governmental activities,
including corrections, can be viewed as productive activities which
use scarce resources and therefore incur costs to produce a set of
outputs, frequently termed 'social benefits" in the case of govern-
mental soclal programs. Corrections is distinect from other govern-
mental activities because it produces different outputs such as
protection to soclety, crime reduction, and rehabilitation of offenders.

LT




In general, the Corxections Report is more concerned with
outputs of corrections, such as the unquantifiable benefits of justice,
equity and humanity, than it is with thelr costs, Section 5 of
Standard 4.8 on "Rights of Pretrial Detainees' states that cost is not
to be a factor:

Administrative cost or convenience should not be
considered a justification for failure to comply with
any of the above enumerated rights of persons detained
awailting trial.

On the other hand, cost considerations ave explicitly recognized as
factors to be considered in Standard 4.l on '"Comprehensive Pretrial
Process Planning" which states that:

Each criminal justice jurisdiction lmmediately should
begin to develop a comprehensive plan for improving the
pretrial process. In the planning process, the following
information should be collected: . . . . 2. The cost of
pretrial release programs and detention.

Nevertheless, the Report envisions changes in corrections, such
as improved services and the upgrading of personnel, which are likely
to have significant impacts on the costs of correctional activities.
Likewise, because of many interrelationships which exist between
corrections and activities dn different stages of the criminal justice

process, such as pretrial detention and sentencing, the Corrections Report

also suggests standards for those activities which are likely to have
significant cost impacts. From an economic perspective, these cost
Impacts may be of three types:

e Public expenditures--Direct public outlays for personnel,
facilities, equipment, supplies, or purchase of goods and
sexrvices, associated with providing services to persons
in a particular activity, such as wages for guards and
soclal workers and expenditures for construction.

e Opportunity costs-~Costs associated with alternatives
foregone because a particular public activity is undexr-
taken. TFor example, the opportunity cost of a correctional
activity which incarcerates a person and makes it impossible
for him to earn wages is the income (opportunity) foregone
from working. On the other hand, the opportunity cost for
a community-based activity includes the costs (such as
government processing and harm to other persons) assoclated
with any increase in crime attributable to acts by a person
who alternatively might have been incarcerated.

- 14 -

o  External costs-~Costs involved in providing or utilizing
a service provided by a partlcular activity, which must
be incurred for the activity's outputs to be produced.
Examples of such costs would be the costs incurred by
volunteers (such as transportation and lelsure time
foregone) in community-ralated correctional activities, and
welfare payments to families of incarcerated persons.

Changes in costs resulting from implementation of recommendations

_dn the Correctilons Report must be considered within the context of

outputs correctional activities are expected to produce. For example,

it is important to consider separately the costs of activitiles designed

to protect soclety from dangerous persons (institutional-based corrections)
from those designed primarily to "rehabilitate" and "reintegrate"
convicted offenders into soclety (community-based corrections). One wvay
%n which this can be accomplished is by analyzing the costs of individual
programs," where each program is detined as a set of activities serving
the same or similar functions and therefore having similar objectives.

Correctional activities can be grouped into functional programs
by their stage in the criminal justice process. The result is the
program structure shown below:

e Pretrial Programs
e Institutionsl-Based Corrections
e Probation

e Parole

e Other Community-Based Corrections.l/

1/ This five-part program structure 1s used in the Standards and Goals

Project to distinguish between programmatic and systemic changes,
defined in the next section. In subsequent analysis and cost
estimation, the Project will also be using a subclassification
of activities within these five program areas as a framework for

providing separate cost estimates for activities with significantly
different unit costs.
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In addition to more traditional corxrrectional activities,
such as parole and pretrial detention, this program structure can be
defined to include decriminalization and diversion within the pretrial
grouping. The Corrections Report recommends that certain behavior now
consldered to be criminal in most states be decriminalized, This
recommendation includes both victimless "crimes" (such as drunkenness,
drug addiction, mental illness, and vagrancy) and juvenile status
offenses (such as truancy). Decriminalization would involve changing
laws 80 that such behavior is no longer considered criminal and
therefore 1s outside the scope of corrections. Untill that recommendation
is implemented, however, the Report recommends that diversion programs
be avallable for the addict, the alcoholic, or the truant. "Diversion"
1s the process of halting or suspending formal criminal proceedings
prior to adjudication for someone charged with violating a statute,
The Report also recommends that diversion programs should be available
for certain criminal offenses, such as misdemeanors committed by first
offenders, From an economic perspective, decriminalization and diversion
will mean transferring some of the costs of correctional programs to
other governmental agencles, such as drug treatment centers. Such
transfers need to be included in an economie analysis of the
Corrections Report.

Typology for Chanpes Suggested by the Report

Bacause of the characteristics of the Corrections Report and
its individual Standards described in the introductory section on
"Oorrectional Guldelines,"”the individual Standards, by themselves, cannot
be used as the components of a design for systematle¢ cost and resource
analyais. However, it is possible to identify types of changes
envisioned in the Report, assoclate one or more Standards or parts
of Standards with these changes, develop guldelines for estimating the
impacts of the identified changes (and associated Standards) on the
costs of corrections, and calculate cost estimates using these
guidelines,

Two general types of changes are suggested by the Corrections
Report, programmatic changes and systemlc changes. Programmatic
changes affect the activitiles within one stage of the criminal justice
process. TFor the purpose of this study the stages are defined as the
following:

- 16 -

¢ Pretrial programs
¢ Institutlonal-based corrections
# DParole
s Probation
s  Other community-based corrections,
Several kinds of programmatic changes advocated by the Standards are:

e Development of a full range of alternative activities within
a program area (for example, educational, vocdtional, and
counseling services in institutional-based programs);

o Flexibility iIn assigning persons within any one
program to the varlous avallable activitiles;

¢ Administrative improvements within each program,
including the recognition of offenders' rights;

¢ Improved scrvices for persons served by or working
in the program (for example, manpower training for
prison guards).

Systemic changes are of two types. The first type affect the
flow of people through the criminal justice system, either by changing
the pattern or the speed of that flow. For example, to the extent that
the Standard advocating pretrial diversion programs is implemented, the
number of people who are candidates for community corrections will be
affected. Similarly, if Standards on communilty corrections are
implemented, the number and types of offenders assigned to institutional-
based programs may be altered.

The second type of systemic changes are those which are not
uniquely concerned with any one program area, and typically affect two
or more program areas simultanecusly. Examples of such changes are
centralized ranagement, planning, and research and judiclal visits.

This typology of programmatic and systemic changes provides a
framework for the Project's cost and resource analysis and is used to
clasalfy the changes recommended by the Standards in the Corrections
Report. While the classification has necessarily involved some inter-
pretation of the Standards by the Project staff, every effort has been
made to be objective and to maintain the apirit of the Report.

-
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Because of the purpose and the scope of this Project, only the
changes suggested by the Standards which are likely to have signi-
ficant cost implications have been selected for analysls and
classified as programmatic or systemic.

Those changes inltially selected for further study are listed

in Figures 3A, 3B, and 4, Figures 3A and 3B present the programmatic )
changes. Figure 3A is limited to program-specific changes, classified
by stages in the criminal justice process and by program area. Figure 3B ]

lists changes which are applicable to more than one program area and
dIndicates to which program(s) they apply.

Flgure 4 lists systemic changes divided into two groups. The
first group of systemic changes are those which affect the flow of
pecple through the criminal justice process. Typically, these changes
result from the dnterrelationships of programs and include sentencing.
The second group are the systemic changes such as research and centralized
planning that could affect several program areas fimultaneously.

There are some Standards whieh incorporvate both programmatic
and systemic changes, as they have been defined above. Some program-
matic changes are also very closely linked with systemic changes. For
example, implementation of formal diversion programs (a programmatic
change) 1s a prerequisite to changes in the number entering the criminal
Justice system due to diversion programs (a systemic change)., Therefore,
some Standards are listed more than once in Figures 3A, 3B, and 4., The
Standards and Goals Project has planned its activities (program and
gystem analysis discussed in detall in the third part of this plan) so
as to provide for separate analysls of both types of changes while also
developing guldes for state and local officials which recognize both
types of changes and theilr interrelationships.

The Corrections Report defines correctlons as "the community's
official reactions to the convicted offender, whether adult or
juvenile." The use of "convicted offender" in this definition would
seem to exclude juveniles who pass through noncriminal court processes
from which no conviction can be recelved. However, recognizing the
fact that "corrections has accepted the role of 'treating' and
'helping' juveniles," the Report also discusses '"the diversion of
juveniles from the criminal justice system, juvenile intake and detention,
juvenile institutions, and community programs for youth," as well as
the long range objective of removing juveniles not tried as adults from
the purview of corrections. OCoust analysls for the Standards and Goals
Project will focus on programs for adults (including youths and

juveniles tried and sentenced as adults). However, in some cases )

juvenile programs may be used as "models" for estimating the costs of

Figure 3A

Programmatic Changes Suggested by the Corrections Report

Which are Program-Specific

Programmatic Change Groupings,

by Stage in the Criminal Associated Standards
Justice Process in the
Corrections Report
Program Area Change
Pretrial Implementation of For- 3.1
mal Diversion Progranms
Use of Alternatives to 4.3
Arrest:
-~ Citation Instead
of Arrest
- Summons Instead of
Warrant
Use of Alternatives to 4.4

Pretrial Detention, e.g.,
Release on Recognizance
(ROR), Assuring Appearance
at Trial with Fewest Pos-
sible Restrictions

Recognition of Pretrial 4.5
Detainees' Rights To Ap~

pear Before a Judicial

Officer and To Challenge

His Detention

Least Restrictive Confine~ 4.8
ment of Pretrial Detaineces

While Assuring Appearance

at Trial

Education, Recreation, 4.9
Counselling and Treatment.

of Special Problems for

Detainees

Speedier Trials 4,10
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Figure 3A (cont'd)

Figure 3A (cont'd)

Programmatic Change Groupings,
by Stage in the Criminal
Justice Process

Program Area

Change

in

Associated Standards

the

Corrections Report

Programmatic Change Groupings,

by Stage in the Criminal ' Assoclated Standards

Justice Process

in the

Corrections Report

Pretrial (cont'd)

Institutional-
Based Corrections

e Local In-
stitutions

e Major In-
stitutions

Swift, Humane Intake
Processing of Detainees

Decriminalization of
Mental Illness, Drug
Addiction, Alcoholism;
Provision of Treatment
Outside Criminal Justice
System

Development of ROR Pro-
grams by Probation
Officers in Large Cities

Central Coordination
of Adult Intake Services

Improvement in Staffing
Patterns

Changes in Visitation,
Medical Services, Meals,
etc,

Improvement of Facilities
and Services

Use of Furloughs, Work
and Study Release

Improvement of Facilities
to:

- If New Institutions Are
Justified, Plan Them To
Provide Services and

. Privacy

- Modify Existing Insti-
tutions To Provide Ser-
vices and Privacy

- Improve Social Environ-
ment To Stimulate
Behavioral Change

9.5

9.7

10.5

9.4

9.6

9.7

9.8

9'9

11.1

11.2

11.3
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(cont'd)

Progiam Area Change
e Major Insti- Improvement of Services in:
tutions - Education and Voca- 11.4
(cont 'd) tional Training
- Religious Programs 11.7
- Recreation Programs 11,8
- Counselling 11.9
‘ - Prison Lahor and 11.10
Industries
Use of Work and Study 11.4
Fur loughs 11,10
Probation Implementation of Re- 5.4
vised Probation Policies
with Written Conditions
and Revocation Procedures
Statewide Organization 10.1
of Probation
Provision of Wide Range 10.2
of Probation Services;
Purchases of Other Services
from Outside Agencies
Use of Probation for 10.3
Misdemeanor Convictions in
All Appropriate Cases
Development of Manpower 10.4
for Probation Programs
Parole Establishment of Parole 12,1
Boards Independent of
Correctional Institutions
Improvement in Qualifica- 12,2
tions of Parole Board
Members
Implementation of Parole 12.3

Hearing Procednyes With
Offender Participation,
Prompt Decisions and
Writtemr Records

- 20 =
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Figure 3A (cont'd)

| Programmatic Change Groupings,

Propram Area

by Stage in the Criminal

Justice Process

Change

Assoclated Standards
in the
Corrections Report

Other

Lo ey

Community-
Based

Corrections

Parcle (cont'd)

Implementation of Revo-
cation Hearing Procedu es
Providing Offender Rights
to Counsel and to Chal-
lenge Allegations

Improvement of Community
Services for Parolees

Reduction of Limitations
on Parolees

Improvement of Staffing
in Parole Programs

Use of Community Cor-
rections for:
- Nonresidential
Supervision
- Residential Alterna-
tives to Parole,
Probation, and In-
c¢arceration
- Prerelease
- Reentry

Establishment of Working
Relationship for Correc-
tions with Community
Services in:

- Employment

- BEducation

- Social Welfare

- Law Enforcement

Citizen Involvement in
Community~Based
Corrections

Inmate Involvement in
Community Programs

Redistribution of Cor-
rectonal Manpower From
Institutional to Com-
munity-Based Programs

12.4

12.6

12.7

12.8

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

14.8

Figure 3B

Programmatic Changes Suggested by the Corrections Report
Which Apply to More Than One Program

e Indicates Programs
to Which Changes
Are fpplicable
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Recognition of Offenders
Rights to:
e Courts 2.1 e ] e »
e Legal Services" 2.2 o |o e [o e
e Legal Materials 2.3 o o |e e ]oe
e Protection from 2.4 ale
Physical Abuse
e Healthful 2.5 ¢]e
Surroundings
o Medical Services 2.6 o] e
o Reasonable Searches 2.7 ol e
o Nondisc¢riminatory 2.8 e | e
Services
o Rehabilitation If 2.9 e | o ]le | ]a
Sentenced
® Retention or 2.10 o | o |eoe |o | e
Restoration of Civil
Rights, Including
Emp loyment
¢ Rules of Conduct 2.11 L 2RI
Employing ''Least
Drastic Means™
e Reasonable Disci- 2.12 o | e
plinary Procedures

Ll/Persons in the criminal justice system prior to trial are

not "“offenders."

(cont'd)




Figure 3B (cont'd) Figure 3B (cont'd) -

® Indicates Programs e Indicates Programs
to Which Changes to Which Changes
Are Applicable . Are Applicable
D 4
o ) 0w -
Associated ‘rém% v § § 9
Standards 49 't o Associated O D 3
Change in the 589 0 Standards 258 Iy
* | Corrections il g oy Change in the omh e
Report .g ) '§ " Corretctions - g2 38 E
- G Report = L2 o g g
! § g3 w o o
H Oou
o ol O o 0w 0
vl Ulow 3] LA~ R EERE-EER]
Slw 8|29 ad ‘ a |3 (2|8 |2 (gH
™~y 0 H o2
IR - I NI O i A3 S a 8|88
A2 |83 B|ee
e Written Proc?dures 2.11 el e Participation of Man~ 14.7 e |le le .‘ e | e
for Non-Disciplin- agers, Staff and
ary Changes in Offenders in Agency
Offender Status Management
e Grievance 2,14 o o N
Procedures Implementation of Work- 14,10 e e e e |0 e
e Free Expression and 2,15 o o Study Programs as At~
Association ' traction to Careers in
e Religious Freedom 2,16 o o Corrections
¢ Access to Public 2.17 o o
225052212811’ Visits Implementation of Staff 14,11 oloflololofo
P
¢ Remedies for Viola- 2.18 el s Development Plans
tion of the Above
Rights
Train Professional Cor- 13.1 . o of o! o] o
rectional Managers
Short~, Intermediate-, 13.2 » o] o o] w| ®
and Long-Range Agency
Planning
Development of Labor- 13.3 [ e of ol @ o
Offendexr-Management
Negotiations
Plan for Agency Em- 13.4 ) o| o] o] e o
ployee Strikes
Improvement in Staff 14.1 ) o] o o] @] o
Recruitment
Recruitment and Use of 14.5 . el o| o] @] o
Volunteers
Revision of Personnel 14.6 e | o ol o ol @
Practices To Retain - 24 -
Staff
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Figure 4

Systemic Changes Suggested by the Corrections Report

Agsoclated Standards in the

Ghange Corrections Report

I. Systemic Changes Affect- :
ing Flows Through the §
Crimingl Justice System

Change in Number Entering
Criminal Justice System

Due to:
e Diversion Programs 3.1
¢ Decriminalization 3.1
Y © Use of Citations and 4,3
Summons Instead of
Arrests
& Alternatives to Pre- 4.4, 10.5
trial Detention
@ Increased Use of Fines 5.5 M
When Appropriate
Change im Time Served
Due to:
e Use of Least Drastic 5.2

Sentencing Alterna-
tives for Nondangerous
Offenders. Maximum
Term, 5 Years. 5.3

o Maximum Term 25 Years
for Persistent, Pro-
fesional or Dangerous
Offenders (excluding |
Murderers)

e Revision of Probation 5.4
Policles with Written
Statement of Condi-
ti ons

o Maximums on Consecu~ 5.6
tive Sentences;
Increased Use of Con-
current Sentences

- 25 - (cont'd)




Figure 4 (cont'd)

Change

Associated Standards in the
Corrections Report

Keaping Official Rucords
of Sentencing, Including
Judges' Reasons for Par-
ticular Sentence

Comprehensive Needs Eval-
uation for Local Facility
Planning

Gathering Information for
and Developing Comprehen-
sive Plan of the Pretrial
Process

Consolidation of Institu-
tional and Parole Field
Serviece in State Depart-
ment of Corrections

Development of State Cor-
rectional Information
System and Data Base

Provision of Staff to
Analyze Correctional
Information

Success of Criminal Juse
tice System Measured by
Reecidivism

Incorporation of Local
Detention and Correctiona
Function Within State
System

State and Local Coopera-
tion in Planuning Community
Corrections

Reorganization of Cor-
rectional Personnel Among
Jurisdictions

State Planning to Assure
Academic Training of Cor-
rectional Personnel

5.19

9.10

4.1

15.1, 15.3, 15.4

15.2

15.5

9.1

9.6

14.9
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adult programg which would provide similar kinds of services (for example,
diversion programs with a variety of counseling and educational

services). In addition, where the analysis also suggests how simllar

or related programs for Jjuvenlles might be affected by changes

envisioned in the Report, these will be noted in descriptive material
accompanying the Project's cost estimates, For these reasons,

Standards in the Corrections Report relating specifically to juveniles
(chapter 8) are not included in Figures 3A, 3B, or 4,

Cost and Resource Analysis of Corrections and Implementing the Corrections

Report

Building on the typology of programmatic and systémic changes
presented in the previous section, two complementary approaches~-
program and system analysis~-can be used to analyze the cost and
resource implications of implementing the Corrections Report, More
detalled information on how the Standards and Goals Project plans to
undertake such analysis is presented later in thils plan under "PROJECT
ACTIVITIES AND SCHEDULE" and so will not be repeated here. In all
of thig analysis it will be necessary to "operationalize" the
Standards, that is to associate them with changes in the operations of
a system of correctional and related activities that will occur if the
Standards are implemented. TFor the purposes of such an analysis,
implementation is assumed to go beyond the process of passing leglslation
or issuing administrative guidelines to the development and carrying
out of a serles of changes in the amounts and types of services provided
to persons in correctional and related programs, as specified by the
Report and its Standaxds.

The Project anticipates that it will not be possible to
analyze the cost implications of all of the changes envisioned in the
Corrections Report within the time and resources avallable., It also
recognizes that some changes are more easlly analyzed for cost
implications (for example, the increased use of judicial visits) and
others are more important to correctional reform (for example, the
redistribution of corrections personnel to community-based programs).
To aid the Project in determining priorities for analysis, in its
early activities (literature search, identification of prototypical
projects, and so forth) and in later stages in which.more detalled
cost estimates will be made, the Project is conducting an informal
survey of state and local officlals and corrections analysts, In
this survey, respondents are being asked to rate changes suggested in
the Report as to feasibility of cost analysis and importance for
correctional reform. The list of changes used in this survey
includes the lists shogn in Figures 3A, 3B, and 4.

o~
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PROJECT ACTIVITIES AND SCHEDULE

The Standards and Goals Project..plans to prepare:

Three program analyses of the cost and resource
implications of the Corrections Report for

(1) pretrial programs, (2) ingtitutional-baged
vorrections and parole,and (3) probation and
otlier community-based correctilons;

A cost analysis of systemlc changes suggested in
the Report, to include analysis of costs asepciated
with changes in the flow of persons through the
criminal justice process and other changes, such as
research and management innovations, not covered in
the three program analyses listed above;

A final report.

All of the Project's annlyses and reporta are to be written
to serve as guldes to state and local offiecials on factors to be con~
sldered and techniques for estimating costs associuted with developing
new corrections programs or revising old ones so &8 to be in accordance
with the implementation priorities and specific Standards of the
Corrections Report. It is assumed that these guides will be at a level

L]

*

of clarity and sophistication which will make them most useful to:

State criminal justice planning agencies
State correctional administrators and staffs
State budget office staffs

State legislatures and staffs

Similar planners, administrators and staffs
at the local level.

- 29 -
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Although the Project's analyses will be guided by specific Standards
and goals presented in the NAG Report, the wording of these Standards
and goals 1s general enough that the Project's analysis should be
useful to states or localities consildering other correctional standards
and gosgls.

More detail on how the Project has selected an analytical
framework and developed plans for future activities, as well as how
it plans to proceed in the next fourteen months, are presented in

Figure 5 and described below. The Project's activities can be divided
into four parts:

I, Organization and Planning (September, 1974 -
January, 1975)

II. Program Analysis (November, 1974 -
August, 1975)

III. System Analysis (November, 1974 -
February, 1976)

IV. Preparation of Final Report (November, 1975 -
February, 1976).

Part One: Organization and Planning

The Standards and Goals Project began on September 1, 1974,
under the general direction of Billy L. Wayson, Director of the
Correctional Economics Center (CEC). Four fulltime staff members have
been hired and are now working on the Project:

Dr. Virginia Wright, Research Director
Michael Fischel, Research Associate
Ann Watkins, Research Associate

Barbara Bland, Administrative Assistant

Dr. Nell Singer, Associate Professor of Economics at the University of
Maryland, has also been hired as a consultant and is participating in
Project planning and analysis.

“
.
i

12

11

10
Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug

Project Month

s v e s e e i e e v
————

Figure 5

Activity Schedule for the Standards and Goals Project
(September 1, 1974 — February 29, 1976)

W Administrative Reports (Progress and Financial)

B cuides for State and Local Officials
@ Advisory Board Meetings

Program Analysis

Activity
Construction of Standards Cross—Reference Matrix

Office Rental and Equipment Purchases
Initiation of Literature and Data Search
Development of Preliminary Program Structure
Development of Standards Classification System
Preliminary Selection of Standards for Analysis
Preparation of Detailed Project Plan

Advisory Board Review of Detailed Project Plan

Advisory Board Selection
Lliterature and Statistical Survey

Field Research
Completion of Program Analyses
Final Review of Program Analyses

Recruitment and Hiring
Writing of First Drafts
Review of First Drafts

Part One: Organization and Planning

{
(¥
}—l
t
Part Two:




S RPN

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

Project Month

11

10
Jan Feb Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb

(continued)

Activity Schedule for the Standards and Goals Project
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An eight-member Advigory Board which will review and make
I recommendations regarding the Project's analysls and activities has
. been selected. They are:

[P -
-

Judge Sylvia Bacon, Superior Court for the District
of Columbia, Washington, D.C.

Dr. Alfred J, Blumstein, Professor and Director of

! . the Urban Systems Institute, Carnegle-Mellon

? University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

Mr. George Hall, Statistical Poliey Division,

Office of the President, Office of Management
and Budget, Washington, D.C.

Mr. Richard McGee, President, American Justice
Institute, Sacramento, California

Dr. Domna Shalala, Assoclate Professor of Politics
Teacher's College, Columbia University,
New York, New York

Mr. Allyn R. Stelaff, Director, Illinols Department of
Correctlons, Springfleld, Illinols

Mr. Robert J. Rutak of Kutak, Rock, Cohen, Campbell,
Garfinkle and Woodward, Omaha, Nebraska

Dr. Lee S. Friedman, Assistant Professor, University
of California at Berkeley, Berkeley, California

P

The first six members listed are also on the Correctional Economics
Center's Advisory Board; the two other members were selected
speclfically for the Standards and Goals Project.

Activities during the f£irst four months have been directed at
the development of an analytical framework and a detailed work plan to
gulde the Project's activities. The product of these efforts is this
plan for a cost and resource analysis of the Corrections Report and
its standards.

The first major event in the development of this plan was a

W Administrative Reports (Progress and Financial)
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Following the planning meeting, the staff developed the approach
chosen into a wore detailed framework for a systematic analysis of the
cost and resou!ce implications of the Report for a typilcal state system
of correctional and related activities. A draft plan incorporating
this systematlc approach was reviewed by members of the Project and CEC
Advisory Boards in Williamsburg, Virginia, on December 9 and 10.

In accordance with discussion and recommendations made by
several Advisory Board members at this meeting, major changes in the
plan's style and some revisions in the way the staff will conduct and
present its cost analysils were made. The purpose of these changes has
been to clarify and represent the dual concerns of the Project to (1)
analyze the complexity of the effects of system~wide changes encompassed
in the Report, and (2) develeop products which state and local officilals
are likely to find useful in setting and implementing their own
corractional standazds and goals. The final Project plan, entitled
Plan for a Cost Apnalysis of the Corrections Report will be published

in January, 1975.
Organization and planning for the Project will be completed

when this plan is submitted to the Natilonal Institute of Law
Enforeement and Criminal Justlce in January, 1975.

Part Two: Program Analysis

Work on three program analyses to be prepared by the
Standards and Goals Project began in November, 1974. These three
analyses will focus on the cost and resource implications of the
Corrections Report for activities in the following broad program groupings:

¢ Pretrial Programs (Ann Watkins)

o Institutional-Based Corrections and Parole
(Nell Singer)

¢ Probatlion and Other Community-Based Corrections
(Michael Fischel).

The name shown with each grouping is the person who has primary respon-
sibility for preparing that program analysis. General coordination and
analytical direction will be the task of Dr. Virginia Wright, Research

Director of the Project.

g T A 1] A 3

- 35 -

Each program analysis is to include the following:

e A system (program structure) for subclassifying
activities within the broad activity groupings being
studied, by types of services provided, degree of
supervision, and so forthi

s An examination and analysis of the costs of existing
prototypes of different types of actilvities
(including public expenditures, opportunity costs and
external costs);

s An analysils of the extent to which existing proto-
types are likely to be replicable and theig costs,
therefore, representative;

o An analysis of how procedural changes associated with
activities in the program areas being studied may have
significant cost implications 1/;

e A discussion of the relationships of actlvities in one
program area (for example, diversion) to other programs
in the criminal justice system (for example, community
corrections), and the effects these interrelationships
have on opportunity costs and externalities;

e Suggestlons to states and localities as to what types of
statistical information they need to collect for their
ownt programs, in order to be able to make useful and
accurate cost estimates;

¢ Other illustrations to guilde decislon-makers in assessing
the cost of implementing a new program or revising an old
one in a particular locality, such as marginal versus
average cost considerations.

For some changes, such as unified probation, it may be impossible
or impractical to find cost data which can be assoclated with
changes called for in the Standards. 1In such cases, it may be
posaible only to provide a prescription for how a particular
locality might go about estimating the cost impacts for a change
belng considered.




R AT N

- 36 -

To secure information for these analyses, the Project will
rely primarily on a survey of correctional and related research and
project and government reports (local, state and federal) and
supplementary field work (to be performed by telephone as much as
possible), to study projects and places with "typical" and "advanced"

programs. Examples of more specific types of information sources currently

being studied are the following:
® LEAA comprehensive state plans;

® Project and program evaluations for activities
supported by LEAA and other government agencies (such
as ABT Assoclates' studies of diversion programs and
Levitan's work on manpower training programs);

o Cost and cost-benefit studles of corrections and other
government programs (for example, Holahan's analysis of
"Project Crossroads" and Block's work on scale economies
for correctional institutions);

e General program analysis of specific types of criminal
justice activities (such as Coates' study of community-
based corrections and Nimmer's analysis of diversion
programs)

e Descriptive information prepared by associations of
persons or groups involved in particular types of
criminal justice activities (such as the International
Halfway House Association and the National Association
of Countiles). )

Given the wide scope of the Report and the limited time and
resources of the Standards and Goals Project, it will not be possible
for the Project to collect primary data, such as offender statistics.
It is expected, however, that it will be necessary for the Project to
supplement published or aggregated statistics, such as budget data
for inappropriate activity or resource groupings, with additional
analysis and field work. Both actual and hypothetical data may be used
to 1llustrate how a particular locality might go about: estimating the

cost and resource implications of setting and implementing a particular
correctional standard or goal.
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A draft of each of these three analyses is to be completed
by April 1, 1975. At that time, some parts of the analysis should
be completed while other parts may only be in outline form. Each
draft will be reviewed for content and style by selected members of
the Advisory Board and other state and local officials with interest
or expertise in the program area. The three program analyses are to
be ready for publication by the end of August, 1975.

Part Three: System Analysis

Analysis of the ways in which activities and changes in
activities in any one stage in the criminal justice process are likely
to affect activities (and thus public expenditures and other social
costs) in a subsiequent stage of the criminal justilce process (or
another activity in the same stage) is one component of the program
analyses whose preparation has been described in the previous section.
Thus the program analyses will be concerned with system analysis, from
the perspective of a particular type of program (such as community-
based corrections), and therefore will be considering, to a limited
extent, systemic changes envisioned in the Corrections Report.

(These changes are listed in Figure 4.)

In additlon to what is presented in its program analyses,
the Project plans to develop supplementary analysis of the cost and
resource implications of systemic changes proposed in the Report from
a broader "total system" perspective. As in its program analyses,
however, the Project does not have the time nor the resources to
develop a complete system model, and so will be building on models
prepared by other research. What is envisioned is the possibility of
introducing the Project's analysis of programmatic and systemic changes
(and associated cost estimates) into a system model, such as JUSSIM
developed at Carnegie~Mellon University, to derive estimates of total
system effects of systemic changes which can result from implementing
changes proposed in the Corrections Report. Preliminary study of how
the Project might make use of such a model(and statistical data on the
criminal justice process prepared for a jurisdiction already utilizing
the model)is the responsibility of Dr. Virginia Wright, Research
Director. While the program analyses are being prepared (under her
direction and coordination), Dr. Wright will be reviewing system models
(such as JUSSIM) for possible use at a later stage in the Project.

In addition to exploring the possibilities of more detailed
analysis of systemic changes of the "flow" type described above,
Dr, Wright will also be doing research for the Project's cost analysis
of other systemic changes in Figure 4, such as research and development
of information systems. As in other parts of the Project, this cost
analysis will consist primarily of relating and applying concepts and
statistics from research and prototypical projects on topics relevant
to the Standards and changes suggested by the Corrections Report.
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It is not possible to specify at this early stage in the
Project how far the Project will be able to go with its analysis of
systemic changes envisioned in the Report, nor to speclfy exactly how
the results of the Project's cost analysis of systemlc changes will
be published. After completion of the program analyses in August, 1975,
detailed plans for the remainder of the Project, including how the
Project plans to proceed with and publish its cost analysis of systemic
changes, will be developed, with assistance from the Advisory Board at
its second meeting in the fall of 1975. As for all Project products,
any guldes developed will be reviewed by state and local officials
and analysts before publication for content and style. Some type of
publication incorporating the Project's system analysis is to be
completed at the end of the Project in February, 1976.

Part Four: Preparation of Tinal Report

As with Project activities associated with system analysis
deseribed in the previous section, it is not possible to specify
exactly what the contents of the Project's final report will be until
after the three program analyses have becen completed in August, 1975.
Depending on thelr length, the full text of the program analyses may
be included in the final report, or their contents may be synthesized
and supplemented with additional system analysis, Plans for a final
report will be developed concurrently with plans for additional systenm
analysis, with the assistance of the Project's Advisory Board at its
second meeting in the fall of 1975. Four months have been allocated
to preparation and review of the final report, to be completed at the
end of the Project in February, 1976.

The initial grant application for this Project mentioned the
preparation of a planning guide for state and local officials, in
addition to a series of analytical reports. As pl-ons for this Project
have developed, all of the Project's reports are now to be written as
guldes for state and local officilals, and so there is no longer any
one document specifically viewed as the planning gulde from the Project.

GLOSSARY

community-based corrections - post-conviction correctional activities

that are bascd primarily in a "non-secure" community setting, which
either constitute alternative sentencing dispositions to secure
institutional inearceration or alternative pvograms for offenders
upon release from a secure institution (while both probation and
parole activities are the major existing components of communilty-
based corrections as it 1s defined here, these two actlvities will
be analyzed independently in the Standards and Goals Project) .

community-related activities - pre-conviction and post-conviction

activities, residential or non-residential, which provide persons
in the criminal justice system with opportunities for contact with
a community during work or ledsure.

corrections - because the Corrections Report does make recommendations
for upgrading correcctions and other criminal justice functions
impacting on that process, corrections is generally used very broadly
in this study to refer to a similar system of activities, including
pretrial detention and release, sentencing, post—conviction detentilon,
probation, parole and other community-based programs; when the term
is used to refer to a narrower set of post-conviction activities, it
is s0 specified.

decriminalization programs - activities for persons who would have
been accused or convicted of eriminal behavior for acts no longer
considered criminal after implementation of the Standards, such

as drunkenness, drug addietion, mental illness, vagraney and truancy.

diversion proprams - activitles persons, such as alleged mis-
demeanants accused of a first criminal act, for whom formal criminal
proceedings have been halted or suspended prior to adjudication
following being charged with violating a statute.

external costs - costs involved in providing or utilizing a service
provided by a particular activity, which must be incurred for the
activitiy's outputs to be produced. Examples of such costs would be
the costs incurred by volunteers (such as transportation and leisure
time foregone) in community-related correctional activities, and
welfare payments to families of incarcerated persons.
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lustiltutional=baged corrections - post-conviction correctional
activities that are based primarily in "secure" facllities concerned
essentially with isolating offenders from the community, but also
include programs which allow for limited community contact for
offenders with a regular return to a "secure' institution (such as
work release and furlough programs).

opportunity costs - costs associated with alternatives foregone
because a particular public activity is undertaken. For example,
the opportunity cost of a correctional activity which incarcerates
a person and makes it impossible for him to earn wages is the
income (opportunity) foregone f£rom working. On the other hand,
the opportunity cost for a community-basad activity includes the
costs (such as government processing and karm to other persons)
assoclated with any increcase in crime attributable to acts by a
person who alternatively might have been incarcerated.

program - a set of activities serving the same or similar function.

programmatic changes = changes which affect the activitigs within
one stage of the criminal justice process, such as manpower training
for prison guaxds or counseling services for inmates (for the
purpose of this study, stages in the criminal justice process are
defined as the following: pretrial programs, institutional-based
corrections, parole, probation, other community-based corrections).

program gtructure - a classification of correctional and related

activities into functional groupings for the purpose of comparing
costs and outputs of alternative sets of activities.

public expenditures - direct public outlays for personnel, facil-
itles, equipment, supplies or purchase of goods and services,
associated with providing services to persons in a particular
activity, such as wages for guards and social workers and expenditures
for construction.

gsocial costs - public expenditures, opportunity costs and external
costs of correctional activities.
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Standard - one of the 129 standards for correctional and related

-

activities presented in the 1973 Corrections Report of the National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals.

systemic changes - changes not uniquely concerned with any one of

five program arcas (pretrial programs, institutional-based corrections,
parole, probation, and othex communi.ty-based corrections), such as

the increased use of pretrial diverslon programs which affects the
numbers and types of people in post-~conviction programs of any type,
system-wide planning and management, and the use of sentencing
institutes.
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