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I N T ROD U C T ION ------------

The Task Force analysis of the corrections services of the state of 

Washington revealed multiple problems and/or deficiencies. Three 

can be stated as urgent and critical from the standpoint of public 

safety and service to clients. 

First, probation/parole services are overloaded to such an extent· 

that, after initial pre-sentence study and pre-parole hearings, little 

more than a head count of offenders is possible. Departmental per­

sonnel, judges, the Parole Board and law enforcement all acknowledge 

that this segment of the system has critical needs that cannot be 

ignored if an acceptable level of offender supervision is to be achieved. 

Second, the state corrections institutions house 2,850 inma~es. 29.4% 

of this population is adequately housed at the Washington Corrections 

Center and Purdy Treatment Center for Wom~n. The remaining 70.6% is 

housed in the ill-designed and antiquated facilities at the Washington 

State Penitentiary and the Washington State Reformatory. These con­

ditions in Walla Walla and Monroe are lethal, and adminstratively very 

difficult to manage. The recent problems of escape, near-riots, and 

the taking of hostages stand as documentation of the explosiveness of 

the present situation. Staffing patterns are critically low~ and 

populations are growing at both instit~tions. Because of the situ-

ati on at the Penitenti ary and the Reforma tory, the Correcti ons Center 

cannot adequately carry out the fUncti ons for wh'i ch it was intended. 

Third, there is not an explicitly stated working linkage between state 
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and local corrections programs. Not only is there only a partial working 

relationship, but there is, in fact, considerable confusion and few 

mechan; sms for coordi nati on. Thi s problem must be addressed to facil ita te 

any meaningful attempt to provide service, ~llocate funds or build a 

system of coherent services to provide safety and opportunity. 

This report looks objectively at the problems of offender management within 

the framework of the total criminal justice system and the overall society 

which that system serves. 

Given the present trends in violent crime, the indications are that there 

will be a continuing need for institutional care for a sUbstantial number 

of offenders. This does NOT mean that institutionalization, especially 

in mass setti ngs, shou1 d be the only, or even .the major, component of the 

cOI~rections system. 11 The Task Force has explored alternatives to 

large~ mass settings and traditional probation and parole. The result is 

not a new system, but a complete system of corrections services, offering 

a greater range of options for disposition, better opportunity for mean­

ingful classification, and provisions for implementing graduated r~lease 

rather than direct parole from secure institutions. 

Composed of five major service areas (Community Resource Programs, Pro­

bation and Parole services, Work/Training Release, Moderate Security 

Facilities, and Secure Corrections Facilities), this proposed system will 

provide a basis for improved corrections in Washington, with maximum 

flexibility for adaptation to changes in service demands dictated by the 

rate of commitments, type of commitments, or policy. 
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The broad principles upon which the Task Force has based its consider-

ations are: 

1. Protection of the public as the first goal of a correction 

system. Humane, and efficient management of offenders is and 

must continue to be consistent with public safety. 

2. The correctional process must be a system requiring joint' 

efforts of local and state agencies, law enforcement, the 

judiciary, local jails, state institutions, and a variety 

of other community resources and rehabilitative service agencies. 

Senate Resolution 244, 1st Extraordinary Session 1974, requested that an 

analysis of the present corrections system be initiated and a study be 

implemented to investigate alternatives to large, insulated institutions. 

This study is mandated by the increasing amount of violent behavior within 

such institutions, manifested in assaults on both inmates and staff. 

Traditional prison settings and operations are not only of questionable 

effectiveness in dealing with these problems, but may enhance the possibility 

of their occurrence. £/ 

The Corrections Development Task Force was created under this reso-

1ution, funded by a grant to the Department of Social and Health Services 

from the state LRw and Justice Planning Office. 

The selection criteria for Task Force composition made possible broad 

input of varying expertise and perspective without creating a. dys­

functionally large group. Eight appointed members served with the 

Legislative and Executive branch representatives. 
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The Task Force membership is: 

Stanley C. Soderland, Presiding Judge, King County Superior Court (Chairman) 

Lenore M. Lambert, Yakima. County Commissioner (Vice-Chairman) 

A. A. Adams, Washington State House of Representatives 

Donald C. Brockett, Spokane County Prosecuting Attorney 

Eugene A. Cotton, Sheriff, Clark County 

John M. Darrah, Attorney at Law 

William S. Day, Washington State Senate 

8ruce Johnson,' Chairman, Board of Prison Terms and Paroles 

Charles R. r~orris, Secretary, Department of Social and Health Services 

Charles Z. Smith, Associate Dean, University of Washington School of Law 

Lyle E. Smith, Chief, Tacoma Police Department 

Douglas H. Vinzant, Project Director 

This report represents eight months of intensive investigation and 

discussion of corrections theory, problems and possible alternative 

solutions. While the main objective has been to assess the needs and 

potential of Washington State, the Task Force has attempted to achieve 

that objective by examination of current theory, operational practice 

and projected direction elsewhere in the United States and Canada. 1/ 

A review of literature in the areas of architectural alternatives, program 

evaluation, the effects on crime rates of various corrections practices, 

and alternative organizational structures was accomplished. Consultations 

have been held with the Department of Social and Health Services Advisory 

Committee and heads of every major project in criminal justice in the 
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state. Most have been in t~e form of pres~ntations to the Task Force. 

Special input has been provided by representatives of administration, 

labor, i0stitution residents, the private sector, and other special 

interest groups. This, combined with the various expertise of government 

and the professions rep~esented in the Task Force membership, has pro­

vided an extremely diverse and solid base of information and input upon 

whi ch thi s report is founded. (Appendi x I) 

The major policy positions embodied in the Task Force plan are the 

foll owi ng: 

1. In the future allocation of resources, primary emphasis shou'ld 

be given to the l',nprovement of public safety and the building of 

confidence in the corrections system by more effective management 

of institutional populations and the strengthening of probation/ 

parole services. 

2. Fiscal resources should follow the client, independently of 

jurisdictional responsibility. Local government must be given 

technical and financial assistance by the state if a true system 

of corrections services is to be achieved. 

3. To effectively manage criminal commitments within a comprehen­

sive criminal justice system, complimentary structures for state and 

county organization of services must be accomplished. 

4. The state must assume greater responsibility as the problems 
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of cl i ent groups intensify because of its greater abil ity 

to generate financial support for specialized services. 

5. A working system of standarc-setting and enforcement 

(monitoring) should be an integral part of funding assistance. 

6. The formal system of corrections service cannot furnish 

all services to all levels required to answer the problems of 

crime and its effects. Only the resources of support in edu­

cation, work, and social acceptance of the larger community 

can provid~ this. 
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SUM MAR Y R E COM MEN 0 A T ION S ------- ---------------

The recommendations of the Task Force represent the consensus priority 

concerns of a group comprising the major criminal justice and 

political/citizen constituencies of Washington. These reconmendations 

follow a lengthy process ·of gathering, reviewing and evaluation of , 

different ideas and proposals from within the state and throughout the 

country. Search and report of the literature was exhaustive.-

The range of proposals could have included large and extensive areas 

of concern. We chose to focus upQn the very few major elements which 

we agreed were absolutely essential for improvement, in the interest 

of public protection and the best possible opportunities for productive 

community functioning of offenders. 

Another point is tremendously important. In all the literature, the 

only strongly documented findings of clear validity are: 

1. It is clear that, for decision-makers (primarily judges and boards), 

to have confidence for their decisions, they demand strong supportive 

diagnostic and follow-up service resources on which to base their actions. 

2. It is possible to safely change decision-making patterns affecting 

length of confinement without endangering public protection. 

3. There is not global proof of program improvements resulting in 

major reductions in total recidivism rates. There are some specific 
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studies which show success with certain types of individuals in 

specific settings. Progress is slow and fragmented in the deter-

mination of effectiveness of the rehabilitation dimension, but can 

be more quickly exhibited in the safety dimensi0~. 

With those factors in mind, the Task Force chose to make its recommendations, 

which follow. 

The summary recommendations which are necessary for successful implement-

ation of this design are: 

I. The state corrections system should implement the following: 

A. Probation and parole services should be increased to a level 

which provides a reasonable assurance to the public that 

offenders released to the community are under proper super­

vision. This means that there must be a substantial increase 

in qualified parole officers so that their caseloads are 

reasonable. 

B. When any new -institutions for housing state committed felons 

are built, none should exceed 150 residents, total capacity. 

Within such facilities, housing units should not exceed 25 beds. 

C. As new l5D-resident facilities become available, the large 

populations at Walla Walla and Monroe should be reduced to 

facilitate safer management and control of offenders. 
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D. Small, specialized units should be established to better 

address the extreme problem portions of the prison populations. 

This would provide better handling of maximum risk residents, 

those with psychiatric problems, those with patterns of violent 

or aggressive behavior, etc. 

E. The direction of the Division of Adult Corrections should be 
\ 

toward an overall system of services composed of the follow~ng 

SUb-systems: 

1. Community resource programs 

2. Support/supervision services (probation/parole) 

3. Work/Training Release 

4. Minimum to moderate security correction centers 
(50-resident capacity) 

5. Secure corrections facilities 
(15D-resident capacity) 

6. Specialized units for such populations as: 
(15D-resident cap'acity) 

a. mentally disturbed 

b. severely drug-dependent 

c. violent/aggressive behavior 

F. Local agencies performing such functions as housing and 

transportation of state prisoners should be reimbursed by 

the state. 

II. The creation of a greater range of county and local options for 

disposition of offenders: 

-9-
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This can be accomplished only by providing state support for 

local programs. So that joint support of local government 

and the Department of Social and Health Services will be 

assured, legislation will be required to disburse these funds. if 

Any local program offering post-conviction services to felons 

should be the financial responsibility of the state. This will 

also require legislation. 

A. The state should, through a cost-sharing formula (revenue 

sharing, subsidy, purchase of service contracts, across­

the-board percentage based on the number of persons par­

ticipating, etc.), and by direct'services, provide compre­

hensive corrections services to all jurisdictions. Services 

of detention and holding should be local obligations, with 

service levels enforced (monitored) by the state. 

B. ~/here adequate services can be provided through a county 

system, the state may provide only financial assistance and 

program monitoring. 

c. A local community group should have a recognized voice in 

program structure and selection of participants for these 

programs. 

D. Graduated release should become the rule as such facilities 

-10-

become available, replacing the practice of direct 

parole from maximum security facilities. This means 

going to a moderate security institution, then a min­

imum security facility, or to a work release program. 

Through these transitions, appropriate training must 

be provided so that an inmate will be ready to be paroled. 

III. The state should be responsible for setting all standards and 

enforcing corrections programs of all jurisdictions. By doing this with 

state funded or subsidized programs, coordination of services can re­

duce duplication and friction which now exists between state and local 

agencies. 

IV. State technical assistance to and official use of supportive or­

ganizations such as churches, service clubs, and similar resources in the 

handling of offenders is necessary for the formal system to function properly. 

Appendix VI contains recommendations of the Task Force on pend~ng legis­

lation concerning statutory changes and current appropriations bills. 
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fQfl!1.AIIQi! PRO'FILE -------

Basic to the operation of ~ system of facilities and community super­

vision is the underlying premise of what kinds of offenders require what 

types of security and programs. 

Throughout this report, references are made to estimated segments of the 

present and incoming prisoner population. These are stated in percentages 3 

e.g., "not more than 10% of the population requires maximum security 

housing. 11 These estimates were established from a detailed sample study of 

the prison population done by experienced clinical, research, and adminis­

trative staff of the Department of Social and Health Services in January, 

1974. A summary of that study and its findings are attached as Appendix II. 

'Findings indicated the following: Parole directly from the reception center 

was viewed as a viable alternative for 21% of the 138 persons included in 

this study. Transfer from the reception center to a facility with moder-

ate security provisions was viewed as realistic for 31% of the residents. 

Transfer to a secure, regional prison or training setting was 

recommended for 41%, and transfer to a secure, specialized treatment unit 

was recommended for the remaining 8%. 

An earlier survey of incoming prisoners in July, 1971 done by a group of 

consultants indicated that approximately 20 to 30 percent of the intake 

could safely be paroled to supervision directly from the reception center. ~/ 

Because rates of commitment to probation as an alternative to institution­

alization have not changed greatly (74.7% in 1971 and 77.5% in 1974), the 
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THE PRO P 0 SED S Y S T E M 

An explanation of the major components of the proposed design furnishes 

a perspective of their interrelationships as contributing elements in 

achieving the stated principles upon which this report is based. 

Public protection can be afforded by cor'rections services that are compre-

hensive, that provide continuity of program process, and that work toward .' 
a common goal. At the very least, this system must provide the capabilities 

to place offenders according to the seriousness of risk to the community, 

to others, and to themselves. 

Seriously mentally disturbed and/or deficient persons must be provided 

treatment. Hardcore offenders should be segregated from younger, and 

first offenders. Violent-assaultive persons must not be allowed to prey 

on the general prison population as in the present system. 

The objectives of public safety and humane management of offenders, and 

provision of opportunity for rehabilitation are compatible and possible 

within the framework of this basic system. To accomplish this, provision 

is made for both high security settings and avenues of reintegration and 

community support for offenders committed to state and local authorities. 

The major characteristics of this design are adequacy to provide the 

needed services, and the flexibility to adjust to changes in operations, 

depa rtmenta 1 pol i cy, and commitment rates and types. Effecti veness of the 
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system and control of populations can be improved; the possibility of 

positivp. behavior change/treatment can be enhanced. §j 
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S C R E E N I N G AND P LAC E MEN T --------- --- ---------

This function is presently a post-conviction process, performed at the 

Washington Corrections Center in Shelton and in the pilot diagnostic 

project in Seattle. 

The idea of centralized reception study and initial institutional place­

ment services probably has two main strengths - theoretically. , One is' 

consistency of recommendations and the other is economy. In geographically 

small systems, these probably override other considerations but in geo­

graphically large systems, combined with even a moderate system popula-

tion, they become inadequate as a basis for maintaining central services. 

Washington is a state with marked sectional characteristics that should be 

addressed in offender placement. It is also large enough geographically 

that the follow-through and follow-up on original placement recommendations 

is very difficult to achieve from a central facility. One major liability 

of a centralized facility for diagnostic services is that staff has a 

tendency to become "locked-in" to certain types and patterns of offender 

classification. Regionalization helps to reduce this, especially if 

staff is rotated at intervals. Regional facilities would generally give 

a more personal picture of offenders by virtue of these points: 1) he 

is closer to home; 2) staff is more familiar with local setting and 

3) there are smaller numbers of offenders to provide services for. 

Regional centers, properly staffed, could also relieve some of the bur­

den of pre-sentence reports and provide diagnostic recommendations to 
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the courts. The pilot project in Seattle, which performs this function, 

has been very successful. Cost factors are favorable for this project 
\. 

as reflected in the progress reports submitted during the first year of 

operation. 

Should the increase in the use of intensive supervision of specialized 

parole caseloads become a reality, regional placement services would make 

more relevant information available for this selection and placement. 

Establishment of at least one (preferrably, two) additional centers would 

lend itself to the objective of more accurate placement of offenders in 

the corrections system. Services at Shelton could be utilized for more 

intensive screening of very difficult cases as well as serving as the 

regional receiving center for adult corrections. These services could be 

housed in existing facilities by contract with local authorities or in­

cluded in plans for projected state regional institutions. 

The need for pre-probation investigations would be continued by the courts 

except in very difficult cases. The state regional facilities would be 

available to provide assistance when requested. 
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~QffQRI ~IR'il~I~- Probation and Parole 

These programs serve the adult offender population that is handled in 

the open community. Regular probation and parole supervision, special­

ized caseloads of intensely supervised parolees and strong, locally­

operated programs in the community are the main components. 

An examination of research literature regarding probation and parole 

practices provides strong support for their use. The California data 

indicates that the use of probation as a condition of sentence has not 

been accompanied by a related rise in crime. ]j Data suggests a 

reasonable conclusion that the general crime s i tuati on in California 

has not deteriorated since the initiation of probation su bs i dy in 1 966. §/ 

Wisconsin is now handling 90% of its felon population outside institutions 

and maintains one of the lowest crime rates in the nation. 2/ 

Given the present use of probation and parole in Washington, it is most 

important that services of supervision and provision for offender 

accountability be improved. Present active caseloads average 110-115. 

Under this condition, adequate, direct supervision of offenders is minimal. 

The adult probation and parole program of the Division of Adult Corrections 

is seriously understaffed at the present time and unable to meet its 

legally mandated responsibilities. The program is charged with providing 

supervision, control, and support services for approximately 70% of adult 

felony offenders under the jurisdiction of the Division. The most 

critical program needs at present are: 
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1. Adequate staffing 

2. An ongoing and comprehensive training program 

3. Research capabilities and a reliable computerized data 
collection system 

4. Funds to parchase support services in the community 

In order to accomplish a reasonable level of service, probation and parole 

caseloads should be limited to half their present size, or an average of 

55 persons per caseload. Work unit load should determine caseload rather 

than body count. This method is more flexible for creating more special­

ized caseloads and equalizing the workloads of all officers. 19J Based 

on National Council on Crime and Delinquency Standards for Caseloads, 

this will require an addition of approximately 120 field positions. The 

numbers are based on an exhaustive study of actual, practical working 

conditions and requirements imposed upon probation and parole officers. 

The project was supervised by a corporation specializing in work assess-

ments. (Append i x I V) 

In addition to normal probation supervision, increased use of community 

services through intensive supervision of parolees is recorrnnended. These 

caseloads would average 20 per officer. This strategy would make it 

possible to parole, at the end of three months of imprisonment, approx­

imately 15% of the present annual intake of the prison system. (Annual 

intake: 1500) The additional staff required would be approximately 

10 positions. The data in support of this program decision is the extens­

ive research in California in this area. (Appendix III) 
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County and local programs for the increased 'support and diversion of 

felony offenders and for improved treatment of misdemeanant offenders 

will require state support. Should this subsidy not be forthcoming 

to supplement these local efforts, the state must be prepared to carry 

the full costs of such services through its own agencies. In juris­

dictions with limited revenue, this will be the case. To generate a 

greater flow of offenders to the street without subsidy or provision 

for local support programs would be irresponsible. Subsidy could pro­

vide assistance and regulation of quality without administrative con: 

trol of the programs. These programs should supplement probation and 

parole services by being available for referrals from officers who act 

as brokers of services as well as direct supervisors of clients. The 

adequacy and effectiveness of probation and parole would be positively 

affected by such an arrangement. ll/ 

The administrative organization for all programs should provide ample 

flexibility to allow those local operations which have effective programs 

to continue without duplication of effort or overlapping of administra­

tive authority. A system of "mixed" provision of services, in which 

funding follows the client regardless of jurisdiction a110ws this. The 

state must provide operations monitoring and service level standards in 

all jurisdictions. Where necessary to achieve an acceptable level, the 

state must financially subsidize local programs or furnish those services 

tota lly. 

Some persons tend to receive less benefit from community or less structured 

programs and should not be imposed upon the public ,'n these programs except 

when being considered for regular parole. 
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!'!. Q R .15/1 R Alii Iii Q R E LEA S E -------

Such programs constitute the highest level of responsibility afforded 

the offender who has incarceration as a condition of his sentence. The 

rationale for this component of the system is: Persons who have had 

an opportunity to work and become acclimated to the community and work 

responsibilities b~fore release on parole should be less risk to public 

safety than persons released directly from a secure facil ity. ,The 

additional benefit of job skills, job placement, and the strengthening 

or creation of personal ties are critical to success on parole.12/ 

Provision for high interaction opportunities with the surrounding comm-

unity during work and free time address these problems. While present 
l; 

hard research data is scanty on the subject of work/training release and 

specific recidivism rates, there is data showing correlation between 

job success and parole completion. There is obvious rationale, therefore, 

for strengthening job/training opportunities for all offenders. 

At present, approximately 40% of the parole population moves through 

work/training release, prior to release. The Task Force recommends that 

approximately 80-90% of all persons placed on parole should move through 

one of these programs, prior to parole consideration. To accomplish this, 

a turnover rate of 3-4 months would be anticipated. It is stressed that 

the Task Force was especially strong in their consensual conclusion about 

the urgent need to strengthen work/training release. 

These units would provide for a common residency with supervision. Men 
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would move in and out of the residence to education or work release 

programs. A limited amount of program activity would be carried on 

within the residence proper. Programs of the individual residents 

within such a facility may be highly diversified or have a central 

program, where apprqpriate. The following points emphasize program 

outline or structure: 

1. To provide 300-400 beds in facilities no larger than 50 

beds per facility. Living units within such facilities should 

not exceed 25 beds, which as nearly as possible allows a 

normal relationship within the community (This would require 

an additional 200 beds over present capacity.) 

2. Provide opportunities for interaction within the community. 

3. Strengthen or create personal ties with the community. 

4. Acquisition of education and/or job skills. 

Types of facilities which may be utilized and administrative alternatives 

which may be considered fall into these basic categories: 

l. Contracts wi th sheriffs and county jai 1 s to r .. fovide residence 

base for work/training release programs. 

2. State facilities.which are owned or leased by.the state, and 

staffed through state funding. 

-24-

3. 

4. 

5. 

Facilities funded and operated by local jurisdictions with 

state supplementation and monitoring. 

Contracts with public or private agenc,'es h h 1 sue as a fway 

houses or state educational institutions. 

Minimum security units which are based at major institutions. 

(Ex: the honor farm at Monroe; the Bridge project at 

Walla Walla) 
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M 1 N I MUM TOM ODE RAT ESE CUR I T Y 

Programs and facilities at this level should have static bed space to 

house 30 to 40 percent of the present prison population. (Appendix II) 

These facilities should not exceed a capacity of 50 beds at anyone lo­

cation. Eighty to ninety percent of all offenders should move through 

this status prior to release to minimum custody programs or parole. 

Employment opportunities at this level would be group employment sit- . 

uations with supervision and supervised transportation to and from work 

or training programs. Internal industrial or vocational skill training 

would be provided in some facilities of this type. 

The present system has, in most instances, two alternatives: a secure 

facility or the street. Little of a real gradation of release exists. 

Probation and parole caseloads are such that they perform limited, if 

any support service to offenders or protection through supervision to 

society. Maximum security institutional behavior is an extremely weak 

criteria for predicting success or failure in the community. 

Work/training release may provide a portion of the answer to transitional 

problems. However, at present these programs receive cases who have 

not had ample opportunity to demonstrate their readiness to accept the 

responsibility of this type of program. Moderate custody (residency under 

supervision with supervised work or training opportunity and controlled 

access to the community) can provide a positive gradation in custody, 

prior to minimum custody work/training release programs. This additional 
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increment in the system would also provide the Parole Board with a 

valuable assessment tool when considering release. The present 

practice of direct parole from maximum security institutions is a 

growing issue. Low-level security facilities could provide a 

greater range of activity to serve as assessment tools in the de-

cision-to-release process. The Parole Board would be able to 

evaluate an individual, based on a progression of custody levels 

rather than in one static situation. 

Basic program structure for these units will be to provide a common 

required residence with custodial supervision at locations which pro­

vide greater utilization of community resources. Internal programming 

would generally be of a vocational nature. Outside placement in work 

or training situations would generally be a group employment or training 

situation, with supervision. A controlled opportunity for interaction 

with the community would be possible. Free time or time not specifically 

designated as work or training time would be spent within the facility. 

Because of this security requirement, capabilities for some recreation 

and recreational direction should be provided. The objectives of 

this type of program would be: 

1. To provide a small group setting for programming toward minimum 

security classification. 

2. To provide greater opportunity for community participation 

in corrections program. 
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3. 

4. 

To reduce the liability to the public of parole to the 

street directly from a high-security institutional setting. 

Maintenance of some long-term, minimum-risk offenders. 

These units would normally be state owned and operated. The Task Force 

discussed the option of contracting with agencies that wish to provide' 

these services to the state or subsidy of such programs. The facilities 

required for these programs would call for 90% new construction. 
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SEC U R E COR R E C T ION S F A elL I TIE S 

Within the designation "secure facilities", there must be a definite 

division between medium security and maximum security. 

Medium security facilities should provide perimeter security which 

prevents escape from/out of the facil ity. Withi n that security, the 

population may be involved in a high level of program activity.- In 

essence, a secure perimeter with a mobile population within. 

Maximum security facilities should provide security to prevent escape 

from/out of the facility and tightly controlled movement within the unit. 

supervision of all activities, single occupancy housing and highly 

individualized opportunities for activities and/or treatment. 

Forty to fifty percent of the present and projected prison population should 

be housed in secure facilities~ This population is now housed in the 

large, congregate prisons broadly designated as maximum security. The 

operational classifications are general population, segregation and 

protective custody. The architecture of these physical plants, combined 

with the "mixture" of problems in the population dictates or creates an 

operation of .. ,"Plan for the worst, and let the rest make it." 

Many factors contribute to the prison as it exists: expensive, dis­

appointing, and frustrating; a major concern to citizens, administrative 

officials, and the inmates. In an attempt to analyze the specific problem 

of collective violence throughout American prisons, a national study presents 

the following data: 
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Security Classification and Riots: 

IIThere was a positi ve associ ati on between the security c 1 a~s ifi ca ti on 
of the prison and riot occurrence. ~early.56 percen~ of r:ots reported 
by wardens in thi s study took pl ace 1 n maXlmum secUrl ty prl sons. 

... However, maximum security institutions generally are densely popu­
lated' additionally; the term Ilmaximum security" may refer only to the 
desig~ of the building not to the actual social separation of inmates 
from each other. II 

Building and Riots: 

11 ••• There is a positive association between the planned capacity of a 
prison and a recent history of riots -- the ~arger the ~risonls pla~­
ned capacity, the greater probability of.a rlot. Of prlson~ reportlng 
riots in this study, 82 percent were deslgned for over 300 lnmates ... 

However, it is not just population size or the capacity of a prison 
that determines a prison's propensity toward a riot. Other factors, 
related tn the size (but not measured in this study), may influence 
the probability of riots. For example, provi~ing secur~ty and ~ro-. 
grams for large numbers of men where interactlon among lnmates lS hlgh 
may be impossible. 

AGE There is a positive association between age of the prisons in 
this study and a recent history of riots ... The older the facility, 
the higher the incidence of riots ... Many old buildings are also 
overpopulated. Programs are o~ten difficult to admini~t~r to such 
large populations where space lS barely adequate for llvlng, much 
less for social, academic, or vocational programs ... 

... As previously noted, the data show that old or highly populated 
structures are positively associated with riot occurrence. II 

Warden-Inmate Contact and Riots: 

II Wardens in riot prisons surveyed reported spending significantly 
less time with inmates than wardens in non-riot prisons. 

... A common complaint heard in interviews with inmates is that the 
warden or the administrator does not know what is happening within 
the prison community." 

Education and Riots: 

"Education of both correctional officers ... and inmates ... surveyed was 
higher in prisons reporting riots than in those prisons reporting no 
ri ots .... 

.•. In a static prison system the more tLighly educated correctional 
officers and inmates may become frustrated and attempt to bring 
about change that disrupts the routine ... " 
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Job Assignment and Riots: 

" ... When fewer meaningful and productive work assignments are 
available in medium and minimum security prisons, incidence of 
riots is highe'r" ... " 

Recreation and Riots: 

"~nmate~ in riot rrisons more frequently report dissatisfaction 
wlth belng unable to participate in active recreational programs 
as much as they want to ... 

Recreation, especially in organized sports such as football, 
b~seball, a~d basketball,.has alway~ ~een a problem for prisons 
wlth large lnmate populatlons and llmlted indoor or outdoor 
space for sports areas ... " 

Administrative/Punitive Segregation and Riots: 

"Th~ ?ata .. :show that prisons that report a history of riots have 
admlnlstra~lve and/or punitive segregation facilities more often 
than do prlsons t~at do not report a history of riots ... It can 
be argued t~at ~rlson staffs ~hat emphasize rewards (meaningful 
and productlve.Jobs) ove~ pun1shment (segregation) will have 
~reater control over thelr inmate population and as indicated 
1n the data, a lower incidence of riot.ll/ ' 

While this survey has acknowledged weaknesses in methodology, the data 

collected giVes strong indications of underlying causes of riots -_ all 

of which, with the exception of one (educational level of staff and in­

mates) are dictated or directly affected by the size and obsolecence of 

the institution. 

William Nagel surveyed over one hundred American correctional facilities 

of every type in 1973. The one common, if not unanimous, comment by the 

administrators was ... "If I could build it over, lid make it smaller." 11/ 

These statements and the experience of many others, we feel, establishes 

size as perhaps the most important factor in considering a new corrections 

system and especially in the design of the high security component. This 

assumption underlies the recommendations on secure facilities. 
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---------- --- ----

M E 0 I U M SEC URI T Y 

While much of the present prison populations are serious and hardcore 

offenders, two facts are apparent: 10% require complete maximum security 

housing, almost all (95%) will return to open society. The dilemma of 

most large prisons is stated by inmates who say ... "Don't treat us all like 

the worst are treated." They are expressing a very basic fact that must 

be addressed by the corrections system: all offenders are not 'guilty of 

the same offense, or degree of offense. True medium security facil ities 

can afford a partial answer by providing an environmental setting con­

dusive to positive activity, without sacrificing perimeter security. 

There are distinct populations of prisoners which must be served who 

fall within the security level of medium risk: shorter-term prisoners 

with a need for vocational training/skills, long-term, medium-risk 

offenders who could benefit the public and themselves from meaningful 

work/training opportunities, and extremely long-term offenders with 

few or no free world personal relationships. 

To address these problems, heavy emphasis should be placed on voca­

tional and individualized education programs, which have direct "ties" 

with job opportunities that exist in local program centers and on the 

open job market. Work opportunities should pay meaningful wages to 

allow residents to earn money needed to make parole plans or contribute 

to the support of the resident's family. Traditional prison industries 

are not sufficient.li/ Perhaps, private industry could be brought into 

institutional employment possibilities. l~ 
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With flexible facilities of small populations and varying programs, 

re-integration through furlough possibility and sponsored outside 

activities can be initiated and whatever positive motion or initiative 

that may be present in a particular individual, has maximum opportunity 

to be sustained. Although these re-integrative tools become available 

to individuals at this level of security, the programs should be largely 

of an internal nature. 

The facilities would be small, institutional settings of 150 beds. They 

would be regionalized to facilitate handling of a majority of the offenders 

"closer to home". The units would provide close coordination of programs 

a t the faci1 i ty with programs in communi ty centers and with general job 

markets. These facil iti es coul d act as "feeders" for the mi nimum to 

moderate security and work/training release centers. The facilities 

would be new construction, and state operated. 
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SEC URI T Y --------

This term falls within the general heading of "secure facilities". We 

estimate that not more than 10% of the prison population are maximum 

security risks. lZ/ Only those people who pose an extremely high risk 

to the welfare of themselves or others should be designated as "~lAXIMUM". 

This should not be a static typology into which a person is placed and 

forgotten. It should co 't f / nS1S 0 program treatment criteria which allows 

for movement to lower custody when possl'ble. S h uc a program can only 

be provided in a very small group or on an individual basis. For th'j s 

reason, specialized units to meet such needs as the extremely difficult 

cases of mental disorder, severely drug-dependent, and aggressive/assaultive 

behavior should be provided. A very small percentage (1-5%) must be 

handled in totally segregated programs for undeterminable lengths of time. 

This must not be abusive but should be highly individualized care. The 

architecture s houl d refl ect thi s, not an attitude of "caged II and 

"discarded". To achieve this type of program, institutional capacity 

should not exceed 150 beds. Equally, or more important, is the living­

unit size. To create groups of 150 would do little to change the 

experience of prison; therefore, the recommended maximum number of men 

in a living-unit should not exceed 25. The Canadian Penitentiary 

Service, "Working Group on Maximum Security Prisons", recommends 12 as 

the maximum number. 

The programs should be exclusively internal. Residents would not be 

eligible for unescorted (officer escort required) outside activities. 
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Highly individualized opportunities of client's own choosing would be 

available to develop needed skills and tolerances necessary to live 

in a less controlled situation, Education, counseling, and visitation 

programs would be designed to broaden the scope of their understanding 

of society in general, Also, it would provide access by residents to 

persons "outside" the formal circle of counselors, officers, and admin-

istrators through carefully selected volunteers, 

Considerations in the location of such units should not be on a geo­

graphic or economic base, They must be located where specialized staff 

can be recruited from the surrounding area, 

Proper management of this difficult offender group is the immediate 

objective, with an anticipated long-range effect on recidivism rates 

and lower care costs, hopefully by interruption of the criminal career 

cycle which now exists, 
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~Q1i1i!LIilTY RESOURCES ---------

The offender population described herein is inclusive of persons in the 

fringes of the criminal justice system. Persons who have not yet been 

placed under official commitment to probation and those who have been dis­

charged from probation, institutions, or parole must be provided supportive 

services. The assumption that the system can address the needs of only 

those people under its' official supervision and disregard the needs of . 
those being totally discharged and those who have not yet entered it is 

not valid. This statement addresses the need for a mechanism to provide 

o en er just leaving a suitable avenue of re-entry and acceptance of the ff d 

the system and the ex-offend~r who is in the community, We feel that the 

only complete answer to this problem lies in the creation and strengthening 

of community resource programs, many of which now exist in the form of 

churches, service clubs, and similar organizations. 

The tlcorrections system" of institutions, training programs and therapy 

modalities can only be v1'ewed as learn1'ng 't t' f -Sl ua 10ns 0 a very concentrated 

nature, not as lifetime inoculation against criminal behavior. If this 

official system is to serve as other than a recycling system for offenders, 

these informal organizations must be uti112:t.1d to provide a "real" re-inte­

gration or acceptance of the offender. I h t h n s or , t e system must facili-

tate entry INTO society, not just d1~charge TO it. Official notice of 

these programs is not sufficient. They must be used, strengthened 

(through technical assistance), and where nec.essary subsidized by govern­

mental agencit:!s. To reconstruct or modify the official system without 

setting a high priority for this assimilation process through informal 
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organizations is an exercise in futility. Xhe need for these programs 

is based on the assumption that ... The formal system cannot furnish 

all services required by all offenders and that the larger society, 

thr'ough local communities, must ultimately assist the individual offender. 

The role of the formal system in dealing with this segment of the offender 

population is not one of direct service. It is one of organization, 

?ducation, and faci1itation through supplemental funding to provide: 

1) creation of access for offenders and ex-offenders to self-help and 

other community programs to prevent deeper penetration into the system; 

2) to furnish supplemental support to state and local probationers/ 

parolees and discharges; 3) a brokerage service for service organi­

zations in the community (churches, service club~, other governmen'Jal 

and private agencies and volunteers). 

Tk~52 services should be made available to any offender or ex-offender 

who is on the street, whether a misdemeanant or felon, without regard to 

his present legal status. 

Non-governmental agencies can perform these functions effectively. The 

requirements of fiscal and program control as they exist in private or­

ganizations have the flexibility to meet individual requirements; i.e., 

handling varying amounts of cash money. The state must provide assistance 

in planning and in reducing blockages to services caused by policy, 

regulations or statutory l(lw, thereby facilitating the operation and 

creation of these resources. 
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IAfl1.lll CAP A CIT I E S 

AND 

SIT ESE L E C T ION C R I T E R I A 
-:---- --------- --------

WORK/TRAINING RELEASE PROGRAMS: 

Appropriate job placement potential is critical. Both private and 

public transportation should be available. Educational programs 

may be housed on the campus of the institution furnishing the services. 

The facilities, in most cases, should be within 30 minutes of a person's 

home or family. 

Facilities Required: 

Approximately 400 beds are projected. These would vary in size from 

5 residents to 50. The total increase over the present capacity ~"ould 

be approximately 200. Most work release programs do not require new 

construction but can be contracted for or housed in remodeled, 

existing facilities. Education release programs are generally 

housed on the campus of the educational institution. The work re­

lease program residence should be no characteristics that set it 

apart from the surrounding buildings. Nationally, housing of these 

programs has been in YMCA's, hotels, private residences, local or 

county jails and newly constructed facilities. 

MINIMUM TO MODERATE SECURITY PROGRAMS: 

These 50-resident units should be located in major urban areas and medium-

sized cities. Opportunities of group employment in light or heavy industries 
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should be available. Sufficient land must be available to construct 

self-co~ta;ned units. Provision should be made for supervised trans­

portation to and from work. Ideally, these units should be within a 

convenient drive of the resident's family or home. Because of the 

importance of family and community relationships in minimum custody 

programs, public transportation should be readily available. 

Facilities Required: 

Nine facilities of this type are projected. Some use may be 

made of abandoned state facilities in opening these centers if 

they meet location criteria. Most units will require new con­

struction. The cost will vary, according to what programs are 

to be made available (i.e., self-contained vocational training 

programs). Estimated construction cost is $10-15,000 per resident. 

SECURE FACILITIES: 

The fi ve medi urn security facil iti es to house the general pri son popul a-

tion should be located on service demand or catchment area basis. As a 

general rule, within an arc of 75-100 miles of a majority of the popu­

lation's home or family. Accessibility of supplemental services from 

hospitals, educational institutions, and citizen participation should 

receive heavy consideration. 

In the three very specialized units (mentally disturbed, severely 

drug-dependent, and extremely violent/aggressive (these are possible 

examples)), the recruiting and supplementation of staff with expertise 
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from the surrounding area sho~ld be major considerations. In these 

units, the provision of intensive care by h' hl k 19 Y silled staff and pri-

vate practitioners should be paramount. 

Facilities Required: 

A total of eight facilities of this type are projected. Three 

would be of a very specialized nature to deal with extremely 
l 

difficult groups of commitments. A projected construction cost. 

of $24-26,000 per resident is anticipated. Maximum size of 

any of these facilities is 150 beds. 

Because of Washington's extreme d' . 1vers1ty of climate, all-season access-

ibility should be considered in the location of any new institution. 
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Fiscal considerations have been a major concern of the Task Force through­

out our deliberations. 

Because of the lack of reliable devices to predict the future patterns of 

cOllimitments, types of offenders committed, and costs of services, the Task 

Force has a restricted base upon which to make hard cost/benefit co~pari­

sons about the proposed system. Given that a major variation in these 

factors can have a significant impact, we have reCOlmlended a course of action 

which will not be rendered obsolete if required to accomodate changes. 

One concern is to reduce the overall cost of a major system change by 

avoiding unnecessary spending during the design, planning, and transi­

tional periods. The present system must operate. Any action must pro­

vide for that operation as dictated by current statute and service 

demands. System change proposals, together with present operational 

needs, can be phased toward cOllimon objectives. Specifically, it would 

not be wise to invest large sums to accomplish a major physical overhaul 

of the present, outmoded prison plants. However, staffing improvements 

are priority needs to better manage the present operations. The sallie 

staff improvement is compatible with new designs. 

Through this approach, we have examined present practices (i.e., the 

caseload size or work load/time spent by agents in various activities) 

and existing facilities, physical plants and operations. Possibilities 

of modification through additional institutional or division of existing 
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have been 

explored on a national basis through examination of literature and on­

site v;si.ts by the project director to Texas and California. (Appendix 1) 

This examination resulted in a recommendation to establish a wider range 

of dispositional alternatives for decision-makers by proposing the con­

struction of small (150-resident and 50 resident) units that would 

supplement present facilities, serve as prototypes as they are phased into 

operation, and ultimately replace and/or allow for more specialized use 

of existing facilities. The strengthening of support services through 

probation/parole is critical to provision of minimum acceptable services 

by the present system and fi ts well into the long-term proposa l . 

The Task Force did not undertake separate fiscal projections. The 

accompanying charts show anticipated costs of implementation, as pro­

jected by the Division of Adult Corrections, for the probation/parole 

and institutional services elements of the proposed system. The figures 

attached are based on the current biennial budget request. The average 

annual increase over the full time frame of implementation is 12%. The 

final net increase for system operation is 11.6%. Refer to Appendix IV 

for the budget requests of the Division of Adult Corrections which have 

been recommended for legislative approval by the Task Force. 

The Task Force did not attempt a cost projection on state subsidy of 

county/local programs because of inadequate data and time constraints. 

The Department of Social and Health Services is gathering the necessary 

data for such a projection. This should be available by June, 1975. 
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USE 

A number of existing facilities could be used in an expanded capacity 

as work/training release program bases. 

JAILS: 

Could become program bases for work/traintng release programs. 

Under a purchase of services arrangement, standards for program , 

structure and supervision uniformity should be set to assure the 

total system operating toward a common objective. The financial 

aspect of the operation could be worked through a state subsidy 

program or by state control and operation of the program within 

the jail facility. The administration of such a program cannot 

be intelligently addressed until the Legislature acts on the 

Jail Comrni ss i on recommendations to create a statewi de jai 1 

commission. The criteria and process of selection of program 

participants must be developed and strictly adhered to by both 

the sending and receiving components of the program. 

STATE FACILITIES: 

Washington Corrections Center 

Would basically remain as it is, with a reduction in the static 

population by the initiation of intensive supervision caseloads 

combined with minor alterations to the physical plant to provide 

a greater division of living units, Housing units and the general 

layout of the facility are conducive to a small facility type of 

operation. 
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PJ~r.:JY. JrJ~Atm~l!.tj;:lYl~~ .. r. 
H()u1d ba.sical1y remain as is, No changes vlould be made in the 

fJhY~J'i(.al plant, but the program and/or population could be 

altered for greater utilization of the plant. The work release 

un; t coul d be expanded from 'i ts r present capaci ty of 30. 

vI !1,SJ1Jl~91(m.,~~:~~1~BftLo..nu§J~!Y.. 
Nust receive pr;orHy consideration in any futurf~ planning. The 

== 

construction is of a nature that demands major alterations if any 

prov rill1l other tllan dangerous Vlarehousi ng "i s to be accompl i shed. 

Tile cost of such alterations wou1 d be very hi gh and the useful ness 

ld b t t a 'to'tal loss', at best a of the end result wou e, a" wors , ' 

sub.dividad cellblock} providing traditional housing and demanding 

hmre staff. Utilization, for detention only, by one or more 

counties may be feasible. Continued use of the present support 

pl :mt to se\~v; ce a new instituti on constructed on the property to 

house a Il1Gdi um s8cud ty ri sk popul ati on ina l50-resi dent secure 

fuci1ity is recommended as feasible. 

w,~ .sJJ.5J \9.~~f.Ww"§~~t;.~_,1lllIl.i§ll t; a r y.. 
Could possibly be sub-divided to segregate various populations within 

t LlovJever. can separate units of a smaller the present struc' ure. I • 

size) within the existing institution really FUNCTION as small units? 

1ho 'Sup€n~i ntendents thi nk lI['l.OlI. The imp 1 ementati on of ;architectura 1 

cht1l19~S to the ~xisting structU\"6 \~ould be extensive and difficult 

becduse of thQ 10cation of the housing units. With modifications to 
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create smaller housing units, nothing else is gained. Cell 

~ousing, on an individual basis, is the best that could be 

hoped for. The necessary duplir.ation of service areas, to 

maintain unit segregation, would be expensive. 

To utilize the eXisting facilities at Walla Walla, it would 

be necessary to devi se a system pl an that wi 11 reduce the total 

population by large numbers within the next few years. Such 

a plan would include the utilization of the best parts of the 

present p'lant: the minimum security building, the 'industries 

plant, the reception unit, a maximum security block and, poss­

ibly, one other small cell block. The minimum security build­

ing could be used as is, or it could be modified to a medium 

securi ty (with secure perimeter) unit, and be util i zed as the 

main living unit. 

In order to facilitate the population reduction, approximately 

450 secure beds would have to be constructed throughout the 

state. This could consist of three 15o-resident medium secure 

units and three 50-resident minimum security units. COflstruction 

costs would be approximately $24,000 per resident for the medium 

security units, and $10,000 per resident for the minimum security 

units. 
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S Y S T E M COM P 0 N E N T 

The Program Decision System Budget has been adopted by the Department 

of Social and Health Services. Within that systenl, there is a ~~mpon-

ent to evaluate program effectiveness. The Task Force has review~d 

outlines of this system and the criteria which would be used in the 

evaluation and monituring of the Division of Adult Corrections. It 

wi 11 serve the purposes of determi ni ng effi cacy as to program effect- . 
.. 

iveness and cost benefit analysis of the system over an extended period 

of time. 

The adoption of this evaluation component provides for the gathering 

of basic data which will allow such program determinations to be made 

in the areas of probation/parole services and institutional care. It 

does not provide for data collection or evaluation of the state-county 

relationship that is proposed. However, if monies are appropriated 

for state subsidy of local programs, criteria can be developed and 

plugged in to the Program Decision System to accomplish those purposes. 

The process could also be extended to include local program under the 

monitoring responsibility of the state. The result should be a better 

statewide data base, with greater consistency and the utilization of 

the state's computer capabilities. 

The decision to recommend that the proposal of the Department of 

Social and Health Services be incorporated into this report was 

based.on the review of the material and recognition of organizational 
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requirements already in existence. To recommend a system for evalu­

ation of a sub-division of a larger body which is not compatible 

with the evaluation plans of the parent organization would constitute 

futility, if not foolishne'1s. 

The prepared criteria to be used by the Division of Adult Corrections 

are attached as Appendix V. 
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CON TEN T 

The stated function of the Task Force has been to assimilate and formu-

late information, not to generate basic research data. Any group or 

individual is hard-pressed to state an original or new concept.concerning 

human behavior; specifically, crime and its causes, or an effective, 

legitimate, humane and proven technique of managing and/or correcting 

those designated as "criminal". The literature in these and related areas 

is of such volume that a total source search is futile. There is, how-

ever, a constantly evolving body of literature by highly regarded 

practitioners and theorists which constitutes a refinement of this compre-

hensive material. The Task Force has chosen to use this most current body 

of material in its considerations of the formulation of a proposed 

corrections system. We have not attempted to trace each recommended 

segment to its original source or genesis; e.g., work release probably 

first existed in Pennsylvania under the Act of September 15, 1786 and 

the indenture system in England in the mid-nineteenth century. Another 

example is the "new'l concept of handling socially deviant persons in the 

community, rather than in centraliz.ed state facilities. Prior to 1850, 

and the advent of the medical model, the most common practice was that 

persons mentally afflicted 0';' disturbed were cared for within the immediate 

family circle (with better results than our ~odern technique seems to 

show). Further examples of the evolving body of literature is the report 

from the California Youth Authority, Impact of Living Unit Size in Youth 

Training Schools, published in 1971. The report is 37 pages long, but is 
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based on a working bibliography of 5 pages. This report also points 

up the fact that the most current analyses of correctional programs 

and comprehensive literature reviews are found, in most instances, in 

fugitive materials. 

The bibliography of this report reflects a search of these types of 

sources. The attachments in the various appendices are items which are 

intended to give some insight and support into the basis upon which the 

recommendations of this Task Force are made. 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, A Report by the President's 

Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. (1967) 

2. Report of the Working Group on Federal Maximum Security Institutions 

Design, Department of the Solicitor General of Canada, November 30, 1971. 

p. 10. 

3. See Report of the Working Group on Federal Maximum Security Institutions 

Design; Final Report to the Governor of the Citizen's Study Committee on 

Offender Rehabilitation, State of Wisconsin; Analysis of Comprehensive 

Plans to Develop a Statewide Community Corrections System, State of 

Maryland; Comprehensive Master, Plan for CorrectiQ..~s, State of Hawaii; 

Final Report from the Se1ect Corrmittee on Minnesota Correc;tional Institutions, 

State of Minnesota~ General Laws of Rhode Island, 1956; Delaware ~ode 

Annotated, Volume 7, Title 11; Alaska Statutes, Title 33; Vermont Statutes 

Annotated, Volume 8, Title 28 through 31; Connecticut General Statutes 

Annotated, Volume 10, Titles 17 to 18. 

4. State of Washington House Bill 303-Special Adult SuperVision Program. 

5. Report and Recommendations of Special Survey Team on Programs of the Division 

of Adult Corrections for the State of Washington. 

6. Impact of Living-Unit Size in Youth Training Schools, California Youth 

Authority, 1971, Doug Knight 

7. Preliminary Report on the Costs and Effects of the California Criminal 

Justice System and Recommendations for Legislation to Increase Support of 

Local Police and Corrections Programs, California State Assembly, January, 

1969; Crime and Delinquency in California, ·California Department of 

J~stice/Division of Criminal Investigation and Information, Bureau of 

Criminal Statistics, 1970. 
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Enforcement and AdlU'inistration of Justice, 1967~ p. xi. 

Manpower Research Monograph No. 28, U. S. Department of Labor-Manpower 
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A Search for C~, 

South Caro1inu Departnent of Corrections, 1973, pp. 24-27. 
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APPENDIX I 

The following made presentations to the full membership of the Task Force: 

Washington State Jail Commission, Washington State Law Enfo)"cement Training 

Commission; Standards and Goals Committee, Task Force on Decision-Making 

Models in Corrections, Board of Prison Terms and Paroles, State Coordinator 

of Volunte~r Programs for Adult Corrections. 

lndividuals ~ho contributed by appearance before the Task Force, or m~t with 

the project director are: 

Jack Tomulty - Vocational Meatcutting Program, Washington State Reformatory 

Pat Holm and Jack Reade - King County Diagnostic Centt::r 

Steve Chadek 
Union Representatives, Washington State Penitentiary 

Paul Dever ? 

Jerry Clune ) 
) 

Wayne Price ) 
) Union Representatives, Washington State Reformatory 

Cecil Davis ) 
) 

Jack Tomulty ) 

Dennis Paulsen, Union Representative, Washington Corrections Center 

Pat OINeill, Union Representative, Purdy Treatment Center 

Residents at the Washington State Penitentiary 

Residents of the Spokane Work/Training Release facility 

Donald Bunch, Supervisor, Yakima Work/Training Release facility 

Leslie Allen, Director, Futures Clear 

Citizen members of Futures Clear 

Washington Association of Counties: Eastern, Central and Western Districts 

Walla Walla Columbia County Law and Justice Planning Council 

Benton Frankl~n Community Action Council 

Clark County Commissioners and Law and Justice Planning Commission 
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Yakima County Commissioners and Law and Justice Planning Commission 

Seattle Crime Commission 

Nathan G. Williams, ATTICA Corporat.or. 

Spokane Chamber 9f Commerce 

Washington Council of Churches 

Washington State Bar Association 

. B. J. Rhay, Superintendent, Washington State Penitentiary 

Dale E. Swenson, Superintendent, Washington State Reformatory 

Richard A. Vernon, Superintendent, Washington Corrections Center 

Edna Goodrich, Superintendent, Purdy Treatment Center 

Donald Look, Superintendent; Indian Ridge Treatment Center 

Robert M. Giger, Superintendent, La ch Mountain Honor Camp 

OUT-OF-STATE VISITS BY PROJECT DIRECTOR: 

Federal Metropolitan Corrections Center, San Diego, California 
,. 

Federal Correctional Institution, Fort Worth, Texas 

Texas State School for Boys, Gatesville, Texas 

Correctional Training Facility, Soledad, California 
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RESOURCE PERSONS: 

George H. Bohlinger III, Consultant 
National Institute for Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
Washington, D. C. 

Harold B. Bradley, Director 
Division of Adult Corrections, Department of Social and Health Serv1ces 
Ol~mpfa, Was.hi ngton . ... 
John W. Braithwaite, Director 
Canadian Penitentiary Service 
Ottowa. Canada 

Mi lton Burdman, Deputy Secretary 
Department of Social and Health Services 
Olympia, Washington 

Dr. Robert M. Carter, Director 
Center for the Administration of Justice, University of Southern California 
Los Angeles, California 

Dr. Donald R. Johns, Assistant Supervisor of Planning 
Division of Adult Corrections, Department of Social and Health Services 
Olympia, Washington 

Clinton Kersey, Deputy Executive Director 
Texas Youth "counci 1 
Austin, Texas 

Richard A. McGee, Director 
American Justice Institute 
Sacramento, California 

William E. Nagel, Director 
The American Foundation 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

Dr. Lloyd E. Ohlin, Professor 
Harvard School of Law 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 

Raymond S. Olsen, Assistant to Director 
American Corrections Association 
College Park, Maryland 
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Raymond S. Procunier, Chairman 
Ca 1 i forni a Adul t Authority 
Sacramento, California 

Dr. Ezra Stotland, Director 
Society and Justice Program, University of Hashington 
Seattle, Washington 

Ellis Stout, Assistant Director 5 Division of Adult Corrections 
Adult Probation and Parole 
Department of Social and Health Services 
Olympia, Hashington 

Robert Tropp, Deputy Director 
Division of Adult Corrections, Department of Social and Health Services 
Olympia. Hashington 

Dr. David A. Ward, Professor 
Criminal Justice Studies 
University of Minnesota 
St. Paul) Minnesota 

Dr. Alvin Zander, Professor and Director 
Research Center for Group Dynamics 
Un; versity of ~l'i chi gan 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 
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APPENDIX II 

ADULT. OFFENDER PLACEMENT EVALUATION STUDY 

The Department of Social and Health Services has just completed a project aimed at 

producing coarse estimates of the proportion of admisslons to the Washington 

Corrections Center - Reception Center that could be served by a range of facilities 

and programs that are presently in the planning stage. Selected staff from the 

Adult Corrections and Planning and Research Division pal'ticipated in this study. 

It was decided to accomplish the objective of this project - estimating the number 

of residents who might be appropriately served by programs of four general types _ 

by case reading records to categorize recent admissions on three major variables: 

(1) type ofoffense/pattern of criminal behavior, (2) personality pattern, and 

(3) responsiveness to rehabilitation programs. Each of these characteristics was 

rated on a three-point scale, resulting in a grid containing 27 possible combin­

ations of the three characteristics. 

Two sociologists at the reception center first independently rated the same 24 cases 

in order to develop consistency in their ratings on the characteristics. They 

subsequently independently rated an additional 114 cases. A brief examination 

of the consistency of their independent observaitons suggests that, while the 

raters tended to rate some characteristics differently, the consistency of their 

rating was adequate for purposes of this study. 

In addition, five central office staff members associated with the Adult Corrections 

program area independently - and without knowledge of the distribution of residents 

into the cells - indicated which of the 27 cells would contain persons who could be 

reasonably placed in the four following dispositions: 1) parole directly from 

the Reception Center, 2) release from Reception ~er.ter d'irectly to community 

based residential program (WIT release; structured supervision program), 
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3) confinement in prison, 4) confinement in a secure special setting for those 

with severe pathology (e.g.) Mental Health Unit), 

Results of the case-readi ng acti vi ty and the facil i ty /program recomrrendati ons 

combined to prod~ce ~h8 following: parole directly from the reception center was 

viewed as a viable alternative for 21% of the 138 persons included in this study, 

transfer from the reception center to a community treatment program was viewed as 

realistic for 31% of the residents, transfer to a secure, confined prison or 

"mini-prison" setting was recommended for 41%, and transfer to a secure specialized 

treatment unit was recommended for the remaining 8%, 

In the 12 months ending October 30, 1973, there were 1,569 admissions to the 

Reception Center. Based upon the percentages developed in this study, it can 

1 "j d d "t'nat - ,'f 'fac,'l,'t,'ps and programs were available - 330 be tentative y cone u e -

residents could be paroled from the reception center, 477 could be transferred 

to cornrnLmity corr8ctional programs, 637 should be transferred to secure "prison" 

settings and 125 should he transferred to secure specialized treatment programs. 

Prepared by: Office of Research 
Planning hnd Research Divisioo 

Date: January 25, 1974 
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APPENDIX III 

DISCUSSION 

"It is perhaps premature to attempt a definitive summing 
up of the results of the foregoing projects. Nevertheless, 
there should be much value in trying to define some of the 
major consequences of the research and to state some of the 
most plausible implications for the future. 

Most readily evident are several operational consequences. 
As a result of the favorable findings in SIPU III and SIPU IV, 
the Department of Corrections was authorized staff increases 
that reduced caseloads to an average of 36 parolees across 
one-half of the Department's .12,000 parolee population. As . 
a result of TOPS, the Los Angeles County Probation DepartmJ~nt 
was permitted substantial modification of its juvenile case­
load yardstick. As a result of t~e Intensive Supervision 
Caseload Project, the Probatio~ Department has won budgetarY 
support for caseloads of 15 "hard to place" boys and girls. 
And as a result of the WHISP, the Probation Department appears 
to have accepted the use of intensive supervision in the co~n­
unity as an alternative to forestry-camp placement. 

Probably the most impressive operational consequence is 
in the Youth Authority. As a result of the Community Treat­
ment Project, caseloads of 12 and 15 have won firm departmental 
and legislative support, and treatment in the community as 
an alternative to institutionalization is now fully accepted. 
The fact that about 10 percent of institutional committments 
have been returned immediately to the community for intensive 
supervision is important, but this appears to be only a 
beginning. If we accept the findings of the Community Treat­
ment Project that the vast majority of youthful offenders 
ordinarily placed in California training schools are suitable 
candidates for intensive treatment in the community, the 
implications for state-level juvenile corrections not only in 
California but also nationwide are far-reaching. 

In addition to operational consequences, the research on 
caseloads has had its effects on legislation. The Community 
Treatment Project and the Delinquency Control Project were 
instrumental in the formulation and adoption of the California 
Probation Subsidy Act of 1965. The Act proposed that State 
subvention be used to strengthen community correctional processes, 
particularly noninstitutional kinds, for both adults and 
juveniles. Preliminary estimates suggest that the Act has " 
had remarkable effects, holding in the community many offenders 
who would ordinarily have gone to the Youth Authority or to 
the Department of Corrections. From these estimates it has 
bee predicted that 1,800 offenders will stay in the community 
under intensive treatment rather than be sent to state prisons 
or training schools in 1967. For a subsidy outlay of 7 million, 
the State appears likely to save a much larger amount. 
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There also have been consequences for probation procedure. 
New ideas in caseload design and management and in unit super­
vision have begun to proliferate. Also conspicuously evident 
are new procedures for the classification of offenders as a 
basis for assignment to supervisiDn or to treatment. The 
Youth Authority moved decisively into this area by experi­
menting with the I-level typology for caseload and treatment 
assignment. The Department of Corrections followed with 
its "special", "regular", and IIconditional li parolee types, 
and the Los Angeles County Probation Department came after 
with its ")'ehabilitative", "control", and IIminimal service" 
types. In the tvlO latter agencies, classification was 
accomplished by relatively gross judgments. The San Fran­
dseo Project with its four critical factc""s and its 54 
profiles now proposes to make the classification process 
more systematic and objective. 

The caseload studies of the past 15 years contain much of 
interest when viewed primarily as research enterprises. One 
is struck, first of all, by the apparent fruitlessness of 
most of the first-phase projects. Despite preliminary 
indications of superior performance of the experimentals in 
the early months of the CDC and CYA studies, these indications 
eventually vanished. The San Francisco Project now finds 
itself reporting the same nonsignificant performance differentials. 

The TOPS Project proved an exception in the first-phase 
studi es. It showed superi ori ty for the small caseloads for 
reasons that are not yet clear although worthy of speculation. 
At least two points come to mind. First, TOPS started as 
something more than small caseloads against large. There was 
perception of a need to employ effectively the anticipated 
disposable time, so caseworkers were given orientation in 
case management and in the dynamics of case behavior. Second, 
the TOPS project dealt with youngsters who had not yet left 
the community. It was concerned with relatively amenable 
material in a situation better endowed with treatment resources 
than the world of the adult prisoner or the juvenile who has 
reached the state training school. 

Still viewing these projects as research enterprises, it is 
impressive how quickly results began to emerge when emphasis 
turned from sheer numbers to treatment concepts: community 
versus institutional treatment, group and family therapy 
versus conventional probation supervision, and assignment 
to treatment by offender type. This aspect of caseload 
research give point to one of the frequently voiced criticisms 
of the early research: We have reduced caseloads, but we 
haven't told parole agents what to do with the extra time. In 
that kind of procedural vacuum, there arose the possibility 
that the agent would use the free time to increase the number 
of technical Violations. From several of the study reports, 
it is evident that this possibility frequently became reality. 
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A poin~ of interest n~w arises as to whether the sharpening 
focus on offender types wlll be e~ually as productive as the 
recent focus on treatment content and format. The Use of an 
offen?er typo~ogy proved disappointing in SIPU IV, and possibly 
also In the flrst phase of the Community Treatment Project. 
However, there remains a vast field for exploration in offender 
types, and the San Franc; sco Project, the vJork Unit Program, and 
the Workload Determination Project may have set some useful new 
directions. 

. Another aspect of the foregOing studies that deserves comment 
1S the SUccess of the ultrasmall caseload with juveniles but 
its apparent failure with adults. The Youth Authority and the 
Los Angeles County Probation Department found caseloads of 
~2 an? 15 to be economically and behaviorally advantageous, with 
Juven11es. At the same time, the Department of Corrections. 
and the San Francisco Project discovered that performance in 
15 and 25-man caseloads was r,\.J better than in those twice 
as large. Does this mean that small caseloads are inherently 
advantageous for juveniles but not for adults? Or does it 
merely mean that thus far our design of small caseload programs 
for ad~lts has been too uninformed, our management too in­
effect1ve, our measurement to imprecise? 

As a final point of interest, one is impressed by the fact 
that all the reduced caseload projects of the Los Angeles 
County Probation Department have shown small caseloads to be 
more effective. All have shown the experimentals to have 
significantly lower failure rates or to produce cost reductions 
sufficient to justify the heavier staffing. 

~'hy. thi s total success for the Probati on Department in 
contrast with the initial difficulties for the three other 
agencies? Is it that probation departments deal with intrin­
sically more promising material? Is probation staff better 
trained or more dedicated? Do probation departments have 
better command of treatment resources at the community level? 
Is the community an inherently better setting for treatment? 

If, in fact, probation departments are at an advantage in 
the.correctional process, this has important long-term impli­
cat10ns. Corrections might conceivably be about to retrace 
the s~eps of mental health. which for a long time moved mal­
adaptlVe people out of the community into large "warehouses" 
and is now in the process of returning treatment to the 
community. 

Whether this will occur in corrections will depend ultimately 
on where corrections proves more effective, assuming that 
social effectiveness continues as a value in American society. 
The ability of probation to show more consistent gains through 
the reduction of caseloads is interesting evidence. More to 
the point, perhaps, is a recent study within a cost-effectiveness 
framework of a continuum of correctional treatments. These 
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Table 1 CaliforNia Correctional Caseload Studies 

Department and Projt!ct 

California Department of Corrections 
SIPUl 15vs.90cll,es 
SlPU II 30 vs. 90 
SIPUllI 35 vs. 72 
srpu IVa IS vs. 72 
SIPU IVb 30 vs. 72 
NTCP I 30 VS. 70 
NTCP II 30 "S. 70 
NTCl'llJa 15 VS. 70 
NTCP IIlb 45 VS. 70 
pWUP I 36 VS. 72 
PWUP J I 36 vs. 72 

Dales 

1953-1955 
1955-1957 
1957-1959 

1959-1963 

1959-1961 
1959-1961 

1962-1964 

1965-1966 
1966-

Los ;\ngeles County Probation Department 
TOPS 74 vs. 107 units 1957-1959 
IS(' IS VS. 50 ellses 1963-1964 
\\/1'1 lSI' 16vs.65 1964-1965 
WDP.Juv 50 VS. 62 1964-
WDP.;\c!ult 90 \'$. 210 1964-

California Youth Authority 
RCP 36 vs. 72 cases 
CTP 12 vs. 72 
CDCP 15 \IS. 72 

Federal Probation and Parole 
SFPa 'I vs. 100 units 
SFPb 50 vs. 100 
SFPc 25 vS. 100 

1959-1961 
\961-
1964-

1964-
1964-
1964-

Remarks 

Experimentals transferred to regular cascio ads after 90 days 
Experimentals transferred to regular caseJoa.~s after I SO da~s 
Experimentals transferred to regular caseloaos after one ye,u 

(No difference in results between 15- and 30·man caseloads) 

Experimental project for narco.tic ca.ses 
Higher degree of control than 10 N1 CP I 

(No difference in results between 15- and 45-man caseloads) 

First 6 months were transitional 

Juvenil-cs: reduced caseloads versus regular field services 
Juveniles: intensive versus regular piacement easeloads 
Juveniles: intensive community treatmen.t vs regular camp 
Juveniles: WDP versus regular field serv~ces 
Adults'. 'NOP versus regular field services 

Reduced caseloads versus regular parol~ se;vices 
Intensive community vs. traditional institution & parole 
Intensive purole vs. regular institution and parole 

Minimum versus regular caseloads 
Ideal (ACA Standard) versus regular 
Intensive versus regular 

. f ee between cxpcrimentais and controls; 
1\ ns indicates no signiI1cant difference 111 ~er orma~ 't' b~hwiors or evidence of cost benefits. 
+ -I- + indicates stntistically significant difference 111 crt coon , 
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range from individual psychothercipy within a prison to informal 
group work with delinquent gangs. The data from the study 
suggest that the earlier in the continuum one makes an 
expenditure on well-designed treatment, the greater the 
economic return on the treatment. They also seem to imply 
that the earlier in the career of an offGnder a unit of 
treatment effort is applied, the grea.ter the return on the 
effort. 

Two interpretations of the foregoing data might reason­
ably be made at this point. First, it would be logical to 
expect that probation would be the correctional activity 
best able to make an effective showing with a procedure such 
as reduced caseloads. Second, one of the most promising 
areas for the expansion of effort in the wide spectr~m of 
corrections is the area of community treatment, particularly 
the area now defined as probation. 

CONCLUSION 

This review of correctional caseload research in 
California has disclosed a number of significant informational 
and operational breakthroughs. Some of the findings, especially 
in the earlier or first-phase studies, were disappointing 
and perplexing. Nevertheless, it is easy to conclude that 
more has been learned than is generally recognized. It also 
appears likely that much additional will be learned, since 
there is much unfinished business in the area of caseload 
research. 

Some general concepts that have emerged froln the past 
years of research will undoubtedly serve as guides in future 
years. It will 'continue to be important to attempt to classify 
offenders in ways that are relevant to treatment content and 
form. There will continue to be concern for the appropriate 
kind of treatment for particular typ~$ of clients. ThGre will 
be concern about the qualifications and characteristics of 
treatment staff and the possibi'lity of interaction between 
therapist type and offender type. Some interest will be 
centered on appropriate duration and intensity of treatment. 
Finally, there will be much attention to the locus of treat­
ment, with increasing focus on the possibility that probation 
and other open-community procedures will play far more import­
ant roles in the total correctional process. 

It seems reasonable to assume that for a long time to come 
the crucial research in corrections will continue to be that 
which focuses on the treatment workload. This seems to be the 
heart of corrections -- the defining situation for the continu­
ing interaction between the agent or therapist and the client. 
It is an endless field of inquiry, in part because of the 
variety of factors involved, and in part because of the complex­
ity of the interaction among these factors. BUit it is 
unquestionably a valuable field of inquiry, and progress in 
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corrections will depend largely on how rapidly this field 
is mastered. 

The forogoing remarks are taken from Stuart Adams I a~ticle, somelFind~n~s {r~m 
correctional Caseload Research, published in "Probatl~n ~nd Paro e - e ec e 
Readings", edited by Robert M. Carter and LeslieT. Wllklns, 1970. 
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APPENDIX IV 

The figures attached in Table III are the projections of the Division of 

Adult Corrections, based on 50-resident, moderate security facilities and 

lOO-resident secure corrections facilities. These figures contain a phasing 

in of construction and operations costs. The percentage increments from 

year to year l'epresent net increases in cost. Possible savings which may be 
l 

realized through reductions in populations of eXisting institutions, ~ther 

than Washington State Penitentiary and Washington State Reformatory, have 

not been included, because these remain too uncertain to yield creditable 

estimates. 

Shoul d th/? Task Force recol11mendations be adopted the 50-reside 1t, moderate 

security facilities projections would remain the sal11e. The secure corrections 

facilities would be increased to a l11aximum capacity of 150 residents. The 

figures in Table I reflect projected one-year operating_costs for a lSD-resident 

facil ity. 

Further, should the recommendation be adopted to increase the capacity of the 

secure facilities to 150, the total number of projected facilities of this 

type would be reduced from 8 to 6 . 
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PROJECTED ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS FOR A SECURE 

CORRECTIONS FACILITY 

(150 resident capacity) 

ITEM 

01 

07 @ 18% 

Table IV 

COST 

1,027,000 

'184,860 

615,300 
~-'--------

Other Operating Costs 

1,827,160 TOTAL 

This figures include a 5% inflation factor but do not include offsetting costs 

reductions. Construction costs are not included in these figures. 
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BACKGROUND STAT~MENT 

ADULT CORRECTIONS DIVISION 

1975-77 BUDGET REVIEW 

The primary goals of the Adult Corrections Division are to maintain 
public safety and to provide for the resocialization of the offender. 

In order to attain these goals the division must meet the following 
objectives: 

1. Safely keep the offender for the term prescribed by law; 
safely keep in terms of protection of the public, pro- • 
tection of the staff, and protection of the offenders 
from each other. 

2. Provide for reintegration of the offender \'Jithin the community 
as soon as possible but with due regard for the safety of all 
concerned. 

3. Accomplish these objectives with optimal cost/benefit per­
formance; both cost and benefit measured in human values 
as well as dollars. 

The division is not now well equipped to meet these goals and 
objectives. To remedy this situation we propose gradual system change in 
three essential areas: 

1. We should upgrade·the present system. 

2. We should "decongregate 'l the present system; reloc:ate those 
offenders who will continue to require secure housing (about 
50 percent by conservative estimate) in small facilities which 
will permit a much higher level of control and treatment than 
is now possible in our large, congregate, and too often 
dangerous prisons. 

3. Where possible we should "deinstitutionalize" th.€> present 
system; provide well controlled alternatives to incarcera­
tion a~ both the local and state levels. 

These changes should take place over a period of six to ten years. 
Our planning has been optimistic in terms of the time required to accomplish 
change and is therefore largely keyed to the six year figure. It probably 
will not be possible to accomplish the proposed changes in anything less than 
six years while it definitely will be possible, and in fact probable, that on 
the basis of early experience our planning will be revised to a longer time 
frame. 
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Three elements of the plan deserve special attention in terms of 
background information. These are 1 caseload diversion proposal, an Adult 
Probation and Parole workload staffing proposal, and a long-range facilities 
development proposal. The flow chart on page 3 is intended as a visual 
fran~ of reference for discussion of these proposals. It depicts only the 
major elements of and ~ajor routes of movement through the criminal justice 
system. Solid lines depict the system as it now exists. Broken lines repre­
sent the proposed new elements. ~he diagram is a general schematic only. 

CASS.LOAD DIVERSION: 

The caseload diversion strategy is based on the assumption that a 
significant proportion of the offenders now going into our prisons may be 
sa fely control 1 ad ; n the communi ty Erovi dad they are carefully sel ected from 
the intake population and provided there is a significantly increased capacity 
for supervising them in the community. The division's proposal is to provide 
for the early return to the community (within three months or less) of approxi­
mately 200 offenders per year in the next biennium. Because of start-up time 
and because the individuals will be in the reception and evaluation process on 
the order of three months, the estimated net reduction in average daily popula­
tion will be 80 the first year and 200 thereafter. 

Estimates based on review of over 100 successive cases received at 
the Washington Corrections Center suggest that approximately 20 percent of 
intake could be released on parole vlithin three months, given the capacity for 
intensive supervision in the community. \lie are proposing to divert 200 persons 
per year. This is approximately 13 percent of current annual intake, a figure 
which is deliberately conservative in order to allow both for error in our 
estimates and to reduce the problem of marginal selection early in the program's 
existence. 

Individuals will be carefully evaluated in the reception process and 
those deemed suitable will be recommended to the Board of Prison Terms and 
Paroles for early ~'elease to parole. If approved, they will be p.laced in 
special caseloads averaging 20 per parole officer. Ten intensive supervision 
parole officers will be placed in two special organizational units so that 
their supervision and training will be closely coordinated and monitored. These 
special caseloads will be distributed throughout the state on a population basis 
insofar as possible. The opportunity for involvement in the program vlill be 
available to both male and female offenders. . 

The caseload diversion project has the most immediate potential impact 
upon the current system of any of the division's proposals. Start-up time, 
compared with faeil ity rel ated programs, is mi nima 1 so a s i gni fi cant reducti on 
in prison population will be realized within the first biennium. Even if there 
proves to be no improvement in the parole violation rate of the selected group 
(which improvement can reasonably be anticipated because we will be dealing with 
the Ubetter risks'l) the savings can be impressive. The average per person cost 
of institutionalization is at least fifteen times higher than the cost of parole 
supervision. Even with a higher cost for intensive caseload supervision, the 
cost savings will be significant. 
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It is proposed that the caseload diversion project be funded by a 
blQck grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The 1975-77 
requirement will be $336,683 in federal funds and $40~000 in state matching 
funds. In order to meet federal requirements the project will have an evalua­
tion component which will compare outcomes on various performa~ce measures 
between the diverted population and the regular parole populatlon. If the 
project proves successful, total state funding will be requested no later than 
the second year of the 1977-79 biennium. 

WORKLOAD STAFFING: 

Past budget requests for Adult Probation and Parole have been based 
on only two workload factors: the number of offenders that were expected to 
be under supervision during the biennium ~nd th~ pr~jec~ed nLlmb~r of pre­
sentence investigations. (A presentence lnvestlgatlon l~ made ln nearly a~l 
cases of persons convicted of felony crimes i~ the superlor cour~s of.~ashlngton. 
The investigation covers the criminal, educatlonal, wo~k and soclal ~lstory.o~ 
the convicted offender and forms an important element ln the sentenclng decls10n 
of the court.) The total of cases under supervision wa~ added to the number of 
presentence investigations multiplied by seven. (~xper1~nce.her~ and ~lsewhere 
indicated that the work involved in a presenten~e lnvestlgat10n 1S equlvalent 
to the task of supervising seven persons per month.) 

Using this approach, the Adult Probation and Parole wor~l?ad at the 
end of 1974 was 14,621 Ilunits"; that is, 12,129 cases under superV1S10n plus 
356 presentence i nvesti gati ons (2,492 "un its II) for the m?nth of De~ember. 
This workload, against which was deployed 128 case-carry1ng probat10n and parole 
officers, gave us a client-to-offi·cer ratio of 114:1. 

Workload continues to increase at a rate of approximately 200 "units ll 
per month and exceeds the ability of staff to provide adequate co~trol and 
supervision of felony offenders. On June 30, 1975, the workload 1S expected to 
be 15,075 "unitsll or more than 118 per officer. 

The "case unit" approach as outlined above is inadequate. It fai~s 
to account for all of the work required of staff in their role as parole ?fflcers) 
the amount of time it takes to complete specific tasks, and does not provlde a 
means by which the available time can be allocated most efficien~ly. 

To more precisely determine the number of staff required to bring the 
Adult Probation and Parole program to an acceptable level, a work measurement 
study was conducted by Wofac Company, ~ managemen~ con~u~ting firm. ~he major 
activities of probation and parole offlcers were ldentlfled and the tlme re­
quired to complete the various tasks within each activity was measured. The 
study revealed that by the end of the current bien~iu~ a total of 19~456 hours 
per month will be required to perform the work as lt 1S presently belr.g done. 

To do the work as it is currently being done (which by any reasonable 
standard is inadequate), 23 additional probation and parole officers ~re ~e-
qui red to handle the projected workload increase during the 1975-77 blennlum. 
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T~ble I on the.fo11owi~g page shows the expected workload growth and the 
tlmes now requ1red per month for each major activity. Based on the standards 
~eve1o~ed ~y Wofac, three additional officers are required for presentence 
l~vestlga~lons? two f?r.o~her investigatio~s, twelve for case supervision and 
SlX for vlolatlon actlvlt1es, for a total 1ncrease of 23 line positions. 

Because we recognize that our present level of service is inadequate, 
our budget request includes provision for program improvement over and above the 
n~ed based o~ workload mea~ure. Study findings were that presentence investiga­
tlOns state\'Jlde are now belng completed in 6.2 hours. The quality of these 
investigations, however, does not always meet the need of the courts. Pre­
sentence reports done in the specialized Presentence Unit in Seattle do meet 
these needs but require seven hours. The additional time is used for a more 
e~tensive in~erview with,the offender and for medical or psychiatric consulta­
tlon. To bnng the qua11ty of all presentence repor~ts up to the ,standar"d of 
the Seattle unit, four additional officers are required. 

Pre-parole investigations are now being made in an average of 1.4 
hou:s. rhi s does not a 1 h;w time for face-to-face contact with employers, 
fam11y members, other community resources, law enforcement agencies, victims 
and tile institution resident. Information vital to public safety and to the 
deCision to parole is frequently not discovered by the parole officer prior to 
the resident1s release. By applying the time-per-task results of the Wofac 
study to these tasks which are not now accomplished, we find that an adequate 
pre-parole investigation will require 3.7 hours, on the average. This figure 
is the basis for our recommended staffing. Because of the importance of 
thorough pre-parole investigations, three additional positions are requested 
for this activity. 

At present only 36 percent of the parole officer1s time, or .57 hours 
per month per case, is available for case supervision. This activity includes 
surveillance, cou~seling and guidance, job development, liaison and contact with 
criminal justice system officials, employers, family and other Significant 
individuals and organizations. While the average time spent on each case is 
.57 hours per month, in current practice parole off4cers service cases on a 
demand or crisis basis. Some offenders receive more than .57 hours, others 
receive less or no time at all. The result is that a large number of parolees 
and probationers are unsupervis~d. The public is not protected and the offender 
does not receive the help he needs. 

As a first step to remedy this condition, a case classification system 
has been developed to provide four levels of control and supportive services 
based on the type of offender, time under supervision, and individual case needs. 
As each offender progresses through the normal course of supervision, the amount 
of tim~ required of the parole officer is decreased. Based on classification 
criteria, the amount of time per month available for offenders in each category 
is as follows: 
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Catego.!::L Percent of Total Caseload 
Hours Per ~lonth 

Per Case 

A 
B 
C 
D 

8% - 1,193 cases 
19% - 2,833 cases 
35% - 5,218 cases 
38% - 5,665 cases 

3.3 
2.3 

.5 

.3 

A schematic of the classification system together with the case 
contact requirements will be found on page 11. Implementation of the scheme 
will require 41 additional probation and parole officer positions. 

Tab'le II, page 12, shows the adjusted times required in the' activities 
of presentence investigations, pre-parole investigations, and case supervision 
in order to better accomplish the objectives of those activities. As a matter of 
productivity improvement, the amount of time cUrl'ently being spent in "all other 
activities" will be reduced in order to allow more time for case supervision. 

In addition to the line staff shown in Table II, the following 
supervision and support positions will be required. 

Eight District Supervisors (pPO Ill's) to provide casework 
supervision and administrative direction for the additional 
officers. 

Four Secretary lis to provide clerical support for the 
eight supervisors. 

Twenty-three Clerk Typist IIIls to provide clerical support 
for the additional officers . 

and 
In summary, the additional staff required to bring 

Parole to a reasonable level of service is as follows: 
Adu 1t Proba t ion 

PPO's Su~ervisors Secretaries T~~i s ts Total 
Workload Change 23 2 7 33 
Program Improvement 48 6 3 16 73 
Totals 71 8 4 23 106 

The proposed staff increase, along with the classification scheme, will 
enable the Adult Probation and Parole program to: 
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1. Provide differential levels of supervision and support 
services for parolees and probationers based on con­
siderations of public safety and individual case needs. 

2. Improve the qua 1 i ty of .presentence reports and shorten 
the time required for their completion. 

3. Provide the Parole Board and institution staff with more 
timely and comprehensive pre-parole investigations. 

4. Reinstate quarterly progress reports to the courts and 
the Parole Board on individual cases. 

FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT: 

The proposal of the Adult Corrections Division is to reduce gradually 
the population of the major correct~onal institutions. This wil~ be acco~p~i~hed 
through the construction and operat10n of several secure correctlonal fac1l1t1es 
and moderate security correctional facilities, and through the caseload diversion 
strategy mentioned earlier. 

The purpose of the secure correctional facility is to implement the 
objective of the department in "decongregating" the state correctional system. 
A series of such facilities (tentatively eight) is planned in order to re-house 
approximately half of the institutional residents now located in t~e.Wash~ngton 
State Penitentiary-and the Washington State Reformatory. Each facll1ty \t1l11 
number approximately 100 beds, ranging from medium security to maximum security 
restraint. 

Programs vlithin each facility will vary according to population needs. 
In general, such programs will vary from usual educational and vocational train­
ing to small, service-oriented industrial operations. Normal casework and 
counseling services will be provided. 

The major system contri but; on to the secure faci 1 ity wi 11 be to 
reduce current populations to manageable proportions. Large and complex insti­
tutions make safe management most difficult. Small facilities will provide for 
increased public safety as well as safety to the staff and to tbe residents. 

The location and final configuration of these facilities remains to 
be determined by detailed analysis of the distribution and nature of the 
criminogenic population statewide and classification of current institutional 
population. Program requirements will be determined by security considerations, 
individual needs, and the desirability of placing the offender as close as 
possible to his home community. 

The primary purpose of the moderate security facil ity is the "de­
institutionalization" of the correctional process. A series of residential 
centers (tentatively seven) is proposed in order to make it possible to divert 

-76-

that element.of curren~ p~ison population which can safely be housed in relatively 
non-secure ~lrcumstances 1nto facilities located as closely as possible to their' 
home commun1ty. These centers are intended to capitalize upon the available 
~esources of their base community (in terms of purchase of service and volunteer 
lnvolvement) and to deal with the correctional population in an environment more 
like the "real world." 

Each .f~ci 1 ity wi ~ 1 number approximately 50 beds and wi 11 provi de 
24-h?ur superv1s1on at var1able levels ranging from medium to minimum security 
requ1rem~nts o~ our present facilities. Ability to vary the level of custodial 
control 1S an.1mporta~t.f~atu~e of the concept. Facilities must be designed in 
order to prov1de flex1b1l1ty 1n the degree of supervision and control brought to 
bear upon each individual resident. 

. I~ ~ddition to traditional counseling and casework, the centers will 
prov1 ~e. t~a llll ng an~ deve 1 opmenta 1 programs either in the cOnlmunJ ty itself or 
by ut111z1ng commumty resources within the center. As individuals move tOl-/ard 
f~ll parole status, local parole staff will become involved in their program­
m:ng to encourage a.smooth transition from facility to full community living 
c1rcumstances. Med1cal services, specific training needs and other resources 
will be provided under contract through local sources. 

. . . In es~imating the operating cost impact of bringing these new 
fac1l1t1es ?n llne an~ of the caseload diversion strategy we have assumed that 
the populat1on reductlon in existing institutions will be realized at the 
Reforma~o~y.and Pen~tentiary o~ly. Because of.the lead time necessary to bring 
n~w f~c111t1es on 11ne there w1l1 be no operatlng cost impact during the 1975-77 
bl~nnlum. The 1975-77 budget request was therefore used as the base point from 
~hlC~ to.calculate offsets. Further, we have assumed no cost reduction in 
lns~ltut10n budgets during that biennium as a result of the caseload diversion 
proJect. We are presently unable.to predict total division population with 
reasona~le accuracy and our plannlng has therefore been based on the arbitrary 
assumpt10n that there would be no overall increase in institutional population. 
To assume that C?st ?ffsets can be realized from institution population reduction 
:n the 1975-77 ~lenn1um could very well result in severe operating expense deficits 
~f ~hat assumpt10n proves false. Experience in the past six months strongly 
lndlcates that population will, in fact, increase. 

~i~e~ the above as~umptions and based on development of eight 100-bed 
secure facllltles and seven 50-bed moderate security facilities Table III 
summarizes the facility activation schedule, population movement 'and net and 
per~entag~ in~rease in operating cost over a ten-year period, by fiscal year. 
An lnfl~t10~ 1ncrement of five percent per year has been factored throughout. 
Proceedl~g In.accordanc~ with.thi~ schedule will result in increased operating 
costs WhlCh r1se to a hlgh pOlnt 1n 1980-81 and then drop significantly. This 
phenomenon reflects the cost of transition from the present system to·the new 
system. 

The i~crea~ed.cost during the period of transition would average 
approximately f1ve m11110n dollars per year, with a low point in 1977-78 of 
approximately 1.3 million and a high point in 1980-81 of approximately 7.9 
million. It appears that the percentage increase in the division's total 
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operati ng cost as compared w.ith the 1975-77 base peri od wi 11 stabi 1 i ze at 
eleven or tvlelve percent beginning in 1982-83 fiscal year. The increase 
during the period of transition will range from a low of 4.0 percent to a 
high of 20.2 percent. 

LOCAL DIVERSION: 
The flow chart on page 3 shows a diversion component of the proposed 

new system encornpass'ing both pre-trial and post-trial diversion at the local 
level. This feature of the overall proposal is not part of the division's 
budget request, but a btief explanation is necessary as it does represent a 
major background issue televant to that budget. 

It is proposed to encourage the development of the local diversion 
programs through revision of the Probation Subsidy Act of 1973. In substance, 
the recommended amendment would provide a state subsidy to local jurisdictions 
in support of diversion programs. Such programs can have a significant effect 
upon prison commitment rates and, provided they are well designed, funded and 
administered, are an important element of an integrated criminal justice 
system. It is clearly in the best interest of the state to encourage their 
development. . 

The proposed amendment to the Probation Subsidy Act carries with it 
a $600,000 appropriation. This will be sufficient to continue those programs 
currently funded and will provide the mechanism for funding of future programs 
based on their effectiveness in controll ing offenders in the community "Jith a 
concomitant reducti on in pr'i son commitments. 

Taken together, the proposals outlined above v/ill represent the first 
and most critical steps in the long-range development of an integrated criminal 
justice system for the state of Washington. 
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CASE CLASSIFICATIO:N SYSTEM 

18 Months 

6 Months 6 ___ !;Y'J ___ 1\_1_o_n_tl..:,.ls=-__ > 

Probation -------~ 

--

= Normal Course: PPO decision 

- - - - - = Exception: Supervisors permission after staffing 

Primary Classification C't . rl erla and Minimum Contact Requirements. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

Probationers and parolees with prior heavy drug usage, etc. felony convictions, crimes of violence, 

Minimum of four contacts per .month: n'lo must be offender h f' - '- face-to-face wi th the , ome or leld; two may be f"ace-to-face collateral. 

Probationers and exceptional parolee . h . 
cases from category A who complet t~ w~~ out ca~egory A elements or those 
clean time prior to reclass i e e lme requlrement and have 90 days 
factorily meeting the conditio~~'~fhapvebnto~ been arrested and are satis-ro a lon or parole. 

Minimum of two contacts per month: 0 
offender, home or field,' one may ne must be face-to-face with the be face-to-face collateral. 

E~ception~l probation cases and cases from c ' 
t1me requlrement and have 90 days clean time~tegory B who complete the 

Mini~um of two contacts per quarter: One mu t be 
offender; one may be face-to-face collateral~ face-to-face with the 

C
caleSaenS ft~Om ca~egory C W~lO complete the time requirement 1me prlor to reclass. and have 90 days 

Minimum service: Contacts primarily by mail (monthly reports). 
and cQllateral contacts are needed. Offender 
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Act· . PSI 

Time Re-

TABLE II 

Service Improvement 
Estimated Probation and Parole Workload on June 30, 1975 

Times Required by Improved Standards Per r~onth in Each t1ajor Activity, And 

Pre-Parol 

Projected Workload Increase in Fiscal Years 1975-76~ 1976-77 

Other 
I nvestl-
ations "A" Cases 

CASE SUPERVISION Violate 

liB" Cases "C" Cases "0" Ca~es 

All 
Oth 

.32 hrs. 

Total PPO' 

@152 hrs 
qui red 7.0 hrs. 3.7 hrs. 1.9 hrs. 3.3 hrs. 2.3 hrs. .5 hrs. .3 hrs. 7.4 hrs. Per Hour Per t-10. 

FY 351 PSIs 121 Y'pts. 457 rpts. 1009 2397 4416 4795 421 inves- 6199 hrs. 
cases cases cases cases tigations 

74-75 2457 hrs. 448 hrs. 863 hrs. 
3330 hrs. 5513 hrs. 2208 hrs. 1438 hrs. 3115 hrs. 

FY 385 PSIs 133 rpts. 501 rpts. 1107 2630 4845 5260 462 inves- 6804 hrs. 
cases cases cases cases tigations 

75-76 2695 hrs. 492 hrs. 952 hrs. 
3653 hrs. 6049 hrs. 2423 hrs. 1578 hrs. 3419 hrs. 

FY 415 PSIs 143 rpts. 540 rpts. 1193 2833 5218 5665 498 inves- 7330 hrs. 
-- cases ,cases cases I ~ases tigations 

76-77 2905 hrs. 529 hrs. 1026 hrs. 
3937 hrs. 6516 hrs. 2609 hrs. 1700 hrs. 3685 hrs. 

% of 8% 19% 35% 38% 
I caseload 00 

0 
I 

TABLE III 

ESTIMATED COST INCREASES ASSOCIATED WITH 
NEW CORRECTIONS FACILITIES AND CASELOAD DIVERSION 

1975-77 1977-79 1979-81 1981-83 

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 
;!('\1 Faci lities 

Secure Correctional Facilities 1 3 4 ~ 7 8 r~oderate Security Facilities 3 4 6 7 7 7 

Average Daily Population 

~;e\,1 Facil i ti es 130 405 '630 705 1,030 1,130 Specialized Caseload Diversion 
Project 80 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 Current Facilities 2.547 2,427 2,302 2,027 1) 1,802 Y 1,727 ~ 1,402 ~ '1,302 §j 

Tetal Average Daily Population 2,627 

Net Increase 

Percentage Increase from 1975-77 
B;Gnnium Base 

1/ Close one cell house at the Reformatory 
2/ Close the Reformatory 
3i Close one cell block at the Penitentiary 

2,627 2,632 

1,330,682 

4.0% 

4/ Ciose a second cell block at the Penitentiary 
~ Convert th~ Penitentiary to a secure correctional facility 

2,632 2,632 2,632 2,632 2',632 

3,761,901 4,136,414 7,919,243 7,710.823 4,895,560 

10.9% 11.4% 20.2% 19.3% 11.6% 

25~571 168 
hours 

28~065 185 
hours 

30~237 199 
hours 

1 

1983-85 

1983-84 1984-85 

8 8 
7 7 

1,130 1,130 

200 200 
1,302 1,302 

2,632 2,632 

5,139,368 5,399,493 

11.6% 11.6% 

, 
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CODE TlilE 

3 PROGRAM V Social Services & Income Haintenance 

4 CATEGORY 8 Adult Rehabilitation 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

SUBCATEGORY &. ELEMENT GENERAL JUSTIFICATION MATERIAL 
BIENNIAL PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDGH REQUEST 

'-010,1.,\ 
PDS-l 
fO 4.7A 

NUMBER TITLE 

1 AGENCY 
300 Department of Social & Health Services 5 SUBCATEGORY 2 Ins titutional Rehabilitation 

2 
73·75 AGENCY 

PROGRAM 6 ELEMENT 
-~~- -- -- -

171 General Justification and Explanation 

~~rrectional institutions a~e charged with responsibility to safely and securely keep those persons committed by the Superior Courts to the State 
until they are released from confinement by the State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles. During confinement, efforts must be made to preserve the 
henlth, well-being, and competence which individual offenders brin?, to the institution; that is, to prevent deterioration, and to enhance those 
positive qualities in ways which may be expected to improve their abilities to function effectively and responsibly after release. 

Actual performance after release from confinement, hO\~ever, is a proper responsihility of the correctional institution to only a limited degree. 
That is, the correctibnal institution is properly expected to help offenders prepare for community responsibilities. Increasing the offender's 
competence, personal stability, and motivation to assume an acceptable and appropriately productive role in life are proper tasks for the 
correctional institut:!.on. Ideally, each individual should leave the correcti.onal institution ~7ith substantially greater competence and "'ith 
adequately increased ~Jillingness to live within prescribed legal codes of conduct than Hhen he entered. His actual performance upon release is 
inev:ltably a combined function of such preparation ~lith actual opportunities and environmental circumstances faced in the post-confinement period. 
In this sense, post-confinement behavior is obviously not a function of correctional effort alone. Hence, parole performance is at best a poor 
measure of correctional program effectiveness. A more proper measure, in chis respect, .muld be the indivil.dual's CClpactty to succeed at the time 
of release rather than his actual subsequent success. The latter depends, again, on the opportunity to succeed as well as on the individual's 
capabil1.ty and/or readiness~ual (parole) success also denends on situational variables other than those well-subsumed under the term 
"opportunity." Efforts to increase parole success rates, then, must take such variables into account if significant gains are to be expected. 
The importance of this point to Institutional Rehabilitation efforts is simply that attention must be focused more on readiness than on performance 
if this aspect of institutional rehabilitation is to be placed in proper perspective from a program evaluation point of view. 

Traditional reliance on recidivism rates as the primary measure of correctional program effectiveness has also resulted in ne~lect of a number 
of other measures which are relevant. Institutional safety provides a ready examnle. It is expected, for instance, that sentenced offenders will 
survive their confinement t.erms (normal risk of premature death acknowledged). HOI~ever, the conditionR of imprisonment are such that risk of death 
by violent means is :enormously greater in the supposed "safety" of the prisor, than it is in the community at large. 

For the more complete context of evaluation of correctional programs, see also the Adult Corrections Community Rehabilitation section (Subcategory 1) 
and those of the State Board of Prison Terms and Paroles ("Reintegration of the Adult Offender." Subcategory 3). These sections, taken together, 
should provide a more nearly comprehensive outlir.e of correctional program evaluation available at this tim~. 
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7fc::tJ I STATE Of WASHINGTON 

;/., t. ~ SUBCATEGORY STATEMENT 
'?-~'J1ENNIAl nOGRAM DECISION SHTEh'. BUDGET ~EOUEST 

2 j P~C-GRAM 
COO~ "'HTlE 

V Social Services & Income Maintenance 

3 CATEGORY 
8 Adult Rehabilitation 

TITLE 
4 

Department of Social & Health Services 
SUBCATEGORY 

1 Community Rehabilit;ative Services o SU=CATEGO?Y OBJECTIVE STATEMENT 

The primary objectives of Co~~unity Rehabilitative Services are: (1) to identify, establish, and sustain the conditions under which individua1 
offenders can function acceptably and responsibly (vlithout serious violations of criminal law) in the community, and (2) in those instances in 
which such conditions cannot be identified, established, or sustained, to recommend removal from the community (confinement in an appropriately 
secure environment), as is deemed necessary in the interests of community safety_ 

r- 11) 1121 131 I', I'>' ,-, 
IMPACT INDICATOR STATEMENTS CURRENT BIENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 

6 RAW: RANK IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE IDENTIfY UNITS USED ACTU .... t fY 7~ ESlIMATEO fY 1S PROPOSED fY 76 PROPOSED fY n 
UNITS 

1 Number of persons under supervision 'aho are fUnctioning acceptably and 
responsibly at any given point in time (e.g. , at time of surveyor report). PERCENT ,: " " 6a 

CHANGE r. " " 
UNITS 

2 Duration of favorable performance in corwnunity supervision, as defined-' 
PERCENT r. 6b sbove. r. '{. 

CHANGE ~ , " 
3 Number of serious violations of criminal law committed by persons under the UNITS 

6< superVision of the agency (Division of Adult Probation and Pr~~e). This is PERCENT 1- '{. 1-
a negative indicator_ CHANGE "/. ;( ~ 

UNITS 
4 Number of appropriate actions taken in response to discovery of v~olations PERCENT '{. l 6d described above in item 1. (positive indicator) 

'{. 

CHANGE X " 
, 

.Number of preventative actions taken to guard against violations of law UNITS 
5 1 ("here violations of formal conditionf.; of parole are deemed indicators of PERCENT ,: ~ ~ 6. 

"such risk). This is a positiv~ indicator, but one which requires careful CHANGE ~ % " I study and examination of subi.e~_tive iudement: v"lriahle"l 
UNITS 

" " 
1-

" 

" " 
1-

~ 

1-
~ 

I 
61 . . PERCENT '{. " ~ ~ CHANGE 

, 'f. ~ , 
UNITS i 

69 PERCENT '{. % % ~ 

CHANGE ;I '{. ~ 11 

DATE COMPlETED 

1 
.PAGI Of-

7 ! '. 2 18 I - . 

/j 

r~ II ~- '"'' 0' w.,"'"~O" ~ CODE TITLE rORf.\ 

2 PROGRAM Social Services and Income Maint~p&nce 
PDS·3 ··/"U" ELEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT V £0 1..74 .p~, BIENNIM PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDGET HOUEST r-- -'-_0· 

J CATEGORY 8 Adult Rehabilitation rr= I NUMm I TIllE 

J I AGENCY 300 Department of Social and Health Services 4 SUBCATEGORY 1 Community Rehabilitative Services 
I 

I 
5 ElEMENT 

463 Work and Training Release 
III 

CURReNT BIENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 6 OUTPUT STATEMENTS 
121 PI 'toll 151 

ACTUAL FY 74 ESTIMATED F'f 7'5 PROPOSED fY 76 PiOPOSto fY 77 OUTPUT 

Number of persons released from work and training release to parole. OUTPUT UNITS 
, 60 

UeeD AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS S S $ $ Number of persons eligible for work and/or training release programs. 

NEED and/or DEMAND 

OUTPUT ESTIMATOR UNITS 

Number of persons employed at release from work and/or training release units. OUTPUT UNITS 
6b 

N(£D AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR OUTPUT OPERATING 

Same as 6a above. 
COSTS $ $ $ S 

NEEO and/ or DEMAND 

OUIFUT ESTIMATOR UNITS 

--
Number of persons completing specific training or educational programs. OUTPUT UNITS 

6< 
NHO ANDIOR DEMAND ESTIMATOR OUTPUT OPERATING 

COSTS S S S S , 
Number of persons seeking admission to training release programs, who are found 

NEED and/ar DEMAND eli9:ible. 
ESTIMATOR UNITS OUiPUT 

-
Number of persons trained who are subsequently employed in the area of training OUTPur UNITS 

.. 6d l:f.r<llri.dP--<i .n T.'\-'" llT:.Q"p rurt:hpr f' .... A;n;no- ; n..1::llJl t- ArPA 
OUTPUT OPERATING HE(D A.NO/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR 

COSTS $ $ S $ Number of participants in training release programs. 
NEED and/or DEMAND 

OUTPUT ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 
6. 

NHO ""O/OR ""MAND ESTIMATO~ OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS .$ - S S .$ 

NEED ana/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

I . 
/s 

.. 
~ TOTAL ELEMENT OPERATING COSTS 

Jl .$ $ $ n 
.;. DATE COMPLETED 

J PAGE OF ~ L .1 J 3 f 18 J 

f 
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~ .. 
." .. 
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I 

,,~ ~I STATE OF WASHINGTON 

I PDS-3 • ELEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT 
.• J 

C{)4·74 ~~ BIENNIAL PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDGET REOUEST 
I ,l'JJ 

I-I AGENCY 
I NUMBER I TIllE 

300 Department of Social and Health Services I 
II) 

6 OUTPUT STAT~MENTS 

OUTPUT 

Number of persons receiving one-time release payments at the institution. 

60 
uEED ANO/Olt. OE"MAND (STf#ATOR 

Number of persons determined to have adequate resources for support except for 
immediate transnortation and one-week exnense monies 

OUTPUT 

Number of persons receiving weekly stipends (tabulated by number of weeks payments 

6b Bre actlla]]¥ ~a~':" 
Nt£D AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOIt 

Number of persons determined lacking in resources, and needing ongoing·but short-
term (maximum 26 weeks) financial assistance while seeking work. 

OUTPUT 

Number of persons, initially found ineligible, who later become eligible (e.g., 
6e~~I:S..QIl" for wbom other resources such as sup-p-ort by familif's fail to materializf') 

NEED AND/OR: DEMAND ESTIMATOR 

Same as output statement. Those persons found eligible on redete~.ination by parole 
officer are then given the assistance. The assistance is the output. 

OUTPUT 

Number of persons terminated from stipend assistance, reported by status at 

6d 
tennination (e.g .• eIDEloyed, eligibility expired, etc.) 

NEED AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR 

Number of persons in program (receiving assistance) from week to week. 

OUTPUT 

6. 
N[(D AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR , 

7 TOTAL ELEMENT OPERATING COSTS 

DATE COMPLETED I 8 
I I 

----~--.-.. - ... ~~. 

'f~W f017::.\ STATE Of WASHINGTOIl 

PDS·3 ELEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT 
CD 4·74 6'~ BIENNIAL PROGRAM DECISION SYSl"EM BUDGET uEOUEST 

I AGENCY I 
NUMBER I TITlE 
300 Department of Social and Health Services I 

III 

6 OUTPUT STAEMENTS 

OUTPUT 

Number of persons under supervision. 

60 
rJEED AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR: 

Ntmber of court cornmittments to probation; number of releases to parole. 

OUTPUT 

Reports generated during supervision. 
6b 

"ffD AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMAtOR 

Same as 6a above. 

outPUT 

Number of social seLvices provided by probation/parole officers 
6e 

NEED AND/OR: OEMAND ESTIMATOJ{ 

Number of probationers and parolees requiring various services. 

OUTPUT 

Number of persons successfully terminated from probation or parole status. 

6d 
N(f.O ANO:OR: DEMAND ESTlMAJOi 

Number of persons in caseload. 

OUTPUT 

6_ 
NHD AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR 

7 'TOTAL elEMENT DPERATING COSTS 

DATE COMPLETED I 8 
I J 

---. 
COOE TITlE I 

2 PROGRAM V Social Services and Income Main~enance I - --- .. ~ 
3 CATEGORY 8 Adult Rehabilitation 

.4 SUBCATEGORY 1 Community Social Services 

5 ELEMENT 464 Stipend payments 

CUR,ENT BIENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 

121 01 141 151 

ACTUAL FY 7< I ESTIMATED FY 75 PROPOSED FY 76 PROPOSED FY 77 

OUTPUT UNITS I 
OUTPUT OPERA ilNG 

COSTS S $ $ $ 

NEED and/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPeRATING 
COSTS S $ $ $ 

NEED and/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING \s COSTS $ S $ 
).-. 

NEED end/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPU r UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS $ $ $ s 

NEED and/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS --
OUTPUT OPERATING 

COSTS $ $ $ $ 

NEED and/ar DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

S $ 1$ $ 
-

PAGE OF 

4 I 18 

coo!: TITlE 

2 PROGRAM V So(~ial Services and Income Maintenance 
- - .. -
3 CATEGORY 8 Adult Rehabilitation 

A SUBCA'!EGORY 1 Community Rehabilitative Services 

5 ELEMENT 465 Parole and Probation Supervision and 
Pre-Sentence IEvestigation 

CURRENT BIENNIUM ENSUING 81ENNIUM 
121 131 1'1 151 

ACTUAL FY 74 ESTIMATED FY 75 PROPO~ED FY 76 PROPOSED FY 77 

, 
OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING -COSTS S $ ~ s -
NEED end/ cr DEMAN!) 

ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OrtRATING 
COSTS S $ 5 S 

NEED end/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING , 
COSTS $ $ $ s 

NEED end / or DEMAND 
ESIIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPU r UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS $ $ s $ 

NEW and f or DEMANDI 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS $ 

~ 

$ $ $ 
--

NEED ond / or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS , 

S $ Is S 
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r-------~~~~~~~t-------------------------------------------------, 
fe"," (f ~ ij STATE OF WASHINGTON 

~DS:3 V'/u 1" ELEMENT OUT?UT STATEMENT 
,D '·7. &~I BIENNIA~ PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDGET REOUEST 

NU!· ... SER I HUE 
AGENCY 300 Department of Social and Health Services I 

111 
outPUT STAtEMENTS 

I 
OUTPUT 
Number of persons served by Adult Probation Subsidy progr$l~s.who otherwise would 

60~a~~9-Yia (1) probation or (2) igvrisonment 
HEED ANDJO~ DEMAND ESTIMATO~ 

Number of referrals from courts where intermediate levels bf program structture 
l_--!~et'7een probation and confinement) are deemed appropriB"e 

DU1F-Ol 

Reductions in commit·tment rate to atate inatitutions. 

6bl 
NHO A"tJO/OR DEMANO ESTIMATOR 

; 
I Same as 6a above. 

6c C 
NEED AND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR 

OUTPUT 

6dL 
NEED AND/OR: DEMAND ESTIMATOR. 

OUTPUT 

6.L 
NHO ~NO/Oa. OEMAND ES-lIMATOR. 

7 'TOTAL ELEMENT OPERATING COSTS 

DATE COMPLETED I B 

r------~Jr--~ ,'1-4----------------------------_ 71 ~:;:--. 1\ STATE OF WASHINGTON 

)'~. JJ fl SUBCATEGORY STATEMENT 
l6r~<~:lIENNIM P~OGIIAM OECISION SYSOEM BUDGET REQUEST 

ro~t.\ 

PDS-2 
ED J·74 

TITlE 

Department of Social & Health Services 

,.-::, ", 

CODE TITLE 

2 IPROGRAM v Social Services and Income Maintenance 

3 (CATEGORY 
8 Adult Rehabilitation 

4 I SUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 

\,hich institution residents display at admission; (2) to increase productivity, skills and personal capacities for independent and responsible 
J SUBCATEGORY OBJECTIVE STATEMENT Institutional Rehabilitation objectives are: (1) at minimum, to preserve the levels of health, well-being and competence 

adaptation to life circumstances; (3) to minimize damage to persons and property caused by correctional clients; and (4) to provide secure, humane, 

I 
co 
(Xl 
I 

I 

6 

60 

6b 

6< 

6d 

t. 

6f 

6g 

7 

and productive containment of those felony offenders deemed unsafe in non-institutional settings. 

III 121 131 '" IMPACT INDICATOR STATEMENTS CURRENT BIENNIUM 

RANK RANK IN ORDER OF IMPORTANCE IDENTIFY UNITS USED ACTUA.l fY 7.4 ESTIMAUD fY 75 

I 
Rates of serious injury or death inflicted by prisoners on citizens - UNITS 

at lar!!;e ("Thile on escape. furlough, etc.). PERCENT 1-

CHANGE 1-

Rates of death and serious injury inflicted by prisoner on prisoner UNITS 

2 (self-injury and suicidf.! included). Data by institution and staffing PERCENT "/. 
levels. CHANGE 1-

Rates of serious injury or death inflicted by prisoner on staff: same for UNITS 

3 staff injury to prisoners. Data by institution and staffing levels. PEP-CENT r. 
CHANGE 1-

Escape rates from correctional instituions analyzed by seriousness UNITS 

4 (security classification of escapees and actual da~age occurring~) PERCENT "/. 

CHANGE 1-

UNITS 

PERCENT ,: 
- CHANGE 1-

UNITS 

PERCENT ~ 1-

CHANGE ;( 

UNITS . 
PERCENT ';(. 

CHANGE ',.. 
DATE COMPLETeO j 

I ~ 

< 

11>1 101 

ENSUING BIENNIUM 

~.OI'OSED FY 76 PROPOSED fY 77 

~ 1-
Yo ,:. 

i'. ,:. 

"" 
,:. 

, 
"/. ,:. 
Yo ,:. 

~ 1-

~ 1-
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STATE OF WASHINGTON rl ceDE TlT~E 

13 !Pi<OGIWA V Social Services & Income Haintenance fO'M SUBCATEGORY & ELEMENT GENERAL JUSTiFICATION MATERIAL 
BIENNIAl PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDCE! REQUE$T 

I ! 
1 PDS-l /~l 

tD A·71. ,f~- <I !CATEGORY Adult Reh~bilitation 8 

SJSUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 

\ 
I> i ElEMENT 

Nl1MBEO!: TITlE 

1 
AGENCY Departmenc of Social & Health Services 300 

2 
73-75 AGENCt 

PROGRAM 

~ 

8 Impact indicators for such objectives as preservation of competence, productivity, and personal capacities for independence and responsibility 
are not included, though' important to correctional program evaluation, because adequately sound data are not available at this time. Baseline 
data, in terms of admission summary evaluations, for example, are available (but are of variable quality and reliability). Re-testing at discharge 
using similar or identical instruments would provide reasonably sound assessments of stated objectives. The agency is not staffed, at present, nor 
is it entirely suitably organized, to perform such comparative admission/discharge evaluations. Such comparisons, when developed, would be a 
combination of reasonably "hard" data (e.g., achievement test scores and other performance measures) and "soft" data (e.g., subjective ratings by 
staff of client competence, "attitude," motivation, etc.). The time frame in which such measures could be provided will vary directly with 
adequacy of funding (and resultant staff increases) in two areas: (1) clinical services and (2) program evaluation services. 

\ DATE COMPLEtED 

8 I J 
t P;E 

OF 

I 18 

.-/fcu1 
CODE TITlE 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 
2 fORM 

ElEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT PROGRAM PDS-3 ~.... f V Social Servi~es & _J~~g~~t~iEtenaJlce fD 4·7. 
BIENNIAL PROGRAM DECISION SYS-IEM BUDGET REOUEST q--

3 CATEGORY 
8 Adult Rehabilitation 

~l 

I NUMBER I TITlE 
4 SUBCATEGORY 

2 Institutional Rehabilitation 1 AGENCY 
300 Department._9f §9.£.ial and Health Services 

none* 5 ELEMENT General productivity of prisoners 

111 CURRENT BIENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 

6 ourpUT STA:~MENTS 121 131 14, IS, 
ACTUAL FY 7d ESTIMATED FY 7S PROPOSED f'( 76 PROPOSED FY 77 

I OUTPUT Average number of hours per week that "able-bodied" prisoners are (1) assigned OUTPUT UNITS 
to and (2) reportedly actually engaged in productive work or in other pro-

60 ductive assignments OUTPUT OPERATING 
$ COSTS S $ S NEED AND/OR O(MAND iSH/.\ATOR • 

in system, by institution, 'Hho are considered able to Number of prisoners 
NEED and I or DEMAND participate in rehabilitative activities. ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT Program completion measures (number/percent of "graduates" from various 
OUTPUT UNITS 

institutional program assignments). Analysis by institution ane program. 
6b OUTPUT OPcRATlNG 

NEED ANDIOR DEMAND ESTIMATOR COSTS $ $ $ $ 

Same as 6a above. NEED ond I or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UN};S 

OUTPUT 
OUTPUT UNITS *This area is not identified as an element in the current program 

structure ~ue-is important enough that evalu~ve attention should , 
6e OUTPUT OPERATING 

NEED ANDIOR DEMAND ESTIMATOR be given, Bnd the priority assigned this attention should COSTS $ $ $ $ 

be high. NEED cndlar DEMAND 
eSIiMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT 
ourpu r UNITS 

6d OUTPUT OPERATING 
NEED ANOlOR DEMAND ESTIMATOR COSTS $ $ $ S 

NEED and I or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTpUT 
OUTPUT UNITS 

6e OUTPUT t:)PERATING ~ 

NHD ANOIOR DEMAND E$TIMA TOR (~STS S S S S 

NEED and/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS . 

1$ 
. 

7 TOTAL ELEMENT OPERATING COSTS 
S S 5 - Of DATE COMPLETED L;CE U 
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r c",-' 11 STA1E OF WASHINGTON 
?gs~J k ... lH~ SUBCATEGORY & ElEMENT GENERAL JUSTIFICATION MATERIAL 
[0 '·7. ~·~l EIENNIAl PROGY<M DECISION SYSTEM BUDGET REQUEST 

o AGENCY 
I i 

I I ,:'·75 AGENCY 
2 PROGPP!,\ 

r..:UM8ER TITlE 

300 Department of Social & Health Services 

f:J Ou,pu' 6a. Adul' Corra,"oo, - Sub,a,a,ory 2 (Ins"'u,'onal Rahab"i'a,'on) 

CODE TITlE 

3 I PROGRAM v Social Services & Income Mainteqance 

4 'CATEGORY 8 Adult Rehabilitation 

5 'SUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 

6 I ELEN.ENT Inone General productivity 

Data regardin~ prisoner productivity involve greater complexity than can be accurately represented in singular output units called for on PDS 3 

forms. Several output units and their interactions are required. Probably the most reasonable approach to this issue, given current limitatiom 

on data collection. would be a sampling study of prisoner productivity. Such a study s:lould take into account at least the following variables: 

(1) ability of prisoners to engage in various forms of productive activity (work, education. etc.); (2) Willingness to participate;-

(3) available incentives (pay, favorable consideration by Parole Board. etc.); (4) opportunity structure of the institution (number of job open-

ings in relation to number of prisoners. etc.); (5) occupational and related interest areas of prisoners; (6) relevance of institutional acti-

vi ties to post-release opportunities (e.g., job market, opportunities for further training). The relationship between institutional produc--, 

tivity and post-confinement adjustment should be studied in a more thorough manner than has occurred to date. Federal funding for such a study 

might well be sought. Probability of securing federal funds for such a study appears good. Preliminary data might be available within the 

1975-77 biennium, ?ut probably little in the first year. The relationship beoveen pr}soner productivity and prisoner safety (during confinemen~ 

should also be examined. 

Of I PAGE 
L 10 I 

18 
81 DATE COMP:EI: 

(I~Jjl CODE TITLE (ORM 
" .. , 0' .''","'0" ~ PDS·3 ElEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT 2 PROGRAM 

V Social and Health Services 
ro 4.7 .. 

'-- - - ----
,...:.- BIENNIAL PROG~AM O£CISION SYSTEM auDGEr REQUEST ,i' 

3 CATEGORY 
8 Adult Rehabilitation 

I 
NUMBER I TITlE 

I 4 SUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 
I AGENCY 

300 Department of Social & Health Services 

~---/, ... -~~:--------~--------------

5 ElEMENT 470 Reception. diagnosis & placement 111 

0 OUTPUT STA~:: ..... ENTS CURRENT BIENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 
121 PI 141 151 

ACTUAL FY 7' ESTIMA TEO fY 75 PROPOSED FY 76 PROPOSED FY n OUTPUT 

, Number of intake-diagnostic work-ups completed. OUTPUT UNITS 
00 

uEED ANDJO't DEMAND fSTl/lIAiOR OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS S S S s ~umber of newly-admitted residents (proportion admitted with pre-sentence 

NEED and I or DEMAND investigation reports completed \dll impact workload of intake staff). ESTIMATOR UNITS OUTPUT 

OUTPUT UNITS 
6b 

NHd AND/OR DEMAND fS!lMATOR OUTPUT OPeRATING 
COSTS S S $ $ 

NEED and I or DEMAND 
OUTPUT ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 
Oe 

OUTPUT OPERATING , !o!'HG ANDIOR. DEMAND ESTIMATOR 

COSTS $ $ $ S 
NEED ond/or DEMAND 

OUTPUT ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 
od 

NnD AND,'OR DEMAND £STIMATOR. OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS $ $ $ S 

NEED ond I or DEMAND 
OUTPUT ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 
6. 

NEEO AND/OR CfM,r.t~D ESTIMATOR OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS S - $ S $ 

NEED and I Of DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

.. 
~ .. 7 TOTAL ELEMENT OPERATING COSTS : $ $ $ $ 
::i DATE COMPLETED 

I PAGE Of f 8 

11 18 E I I 
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\ 
CODE TITLE 

V Social and Health Services STATE Of YlASHIt..:crON 3IPROG?.AM 

I 
8 Adult Rehabilitation 

roRM ],'ci,dl PDS-l / < ,I 
[Q '.7' ,..". JJ \~ 

SUBCATEGORY & ElEMENT GENERAL JUSTIFICATION MATERIAL 
8lENNIAL PROGP.AM DECIS!ON SYSTEM BUDC'ET REOUEST 

~_1'''':;'''';'''''1 4 CATEGORY 

5 SUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 
NUMaE~ TITlE 

1 
AGENCY' 300 Department of Social and Health Services 

73.75 AGENCY 
6 ElEMENT 

',7() Reception Dia"nosis and Placement 
2 PROGRAM 

~ (Ele~::t 470) More definitive study of the usefulness of intake-diagnostic work-ups is needed than the simple output unit will provide. The 

most pressing questions are whether those work-ups are: (1) efficient in terms of nroviding relevant information (and avoiding irrelevant 

information); (2) productively related to subse~uent events (e.g., actual program assignments, program completion, subsequesnt success or 

failure of participants). Special studies should be performed in relation to these questions, but resources are not currently nvailable to do 

so. Geographic location of intake work should be examined also. For example, time delay in securing information from local communities ~vill 
significantly influence 'costs of a centralized intake unit in that clients must be maintained in the unit on a waiting basis while information 

~ I is collected, transmitted, assembled, and presented to decision-makers (e.g., Parole Board) for action. Cost-effectiveness studies are needed 

comparing (1) community-based in~ake, (2) centralized intake, and (3) institution-based intake. Resources needed to perform such studies are 

not presently available. 

.\' DATE COMPl:Hlll '-I 
8 I I 

fOll.'.t 
STATE OF WASHINC,TON 

f'DS·3 .. i~i'i' 
If. "Tt! 
W-'---

ELEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT 
£0 ".1 .. BIENNIAL PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDGET REQUEST 

fll -1-- -·1 NUMBER TITLE 

AGENCY 300 Department of Social & Health Services 

III 

6 OUTPUT STATEMENTS 

OUTPUT 

l 

6brIN~E~(=D~AN~D~/=O=~~O~E~M~A=N7.0~ES=T~IM-A~1=0=R~-----------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

OUlPUT 

~umber of courses completed (apart from graduation). 

6dl NEED ANO!OIt DEMAN:> £STl/MTOR 

Numbers of resident:s 'enrolled in varic;,us courses of study. 

OUff UT 

6°1 N£!D AND/OR orMAND fSllMATOR ~ 

7 TOTAL ELEMENT OPERATING COSTS 

DATE COMPLEHD J 8 

-rPAGE Of 

12 1_18 

CODE TITlE 

21 PROGRAM V Social Services & Income Maintenance 

3 I CATEGORY 8 ~dult Rehabilitation 

41 SUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 

51 ElEMENT 1.71 Academic Training 

CURRENT BIENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 

!11 PI 141 151 
ACTUAL FY 74 ESTIMATED FY 75 PROPOSED FY 76 P~OPOSED FY 77 

r\IITOIIT UNITS 

~ 
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STATE Of WASHINGTON 

(0::'.\ 

PDS·3 ELEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT 
[04·]4 BIENNIAL PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDGET R!QUE5T 

// 

1 I AGENCY I NUV,BER I TITlE 

300 Department of Social & Health Services I 
6111l 

OUTPUT STATEMENTS 

OUIPUT 

Certificates of completion of various courses of study 

60 
HEED AND lOP. O£MAfW ESTIMATOR 

Resident requests, staff referrals, Parole Board referral~ for vocational training 
in various areas. 

OUTPUT 
Hours completed in various courses of study (whether or not course was completed). 

6b 
HELD A"ND/OR DEMAND ESTIMATOR: 

·Same as 6a above. 

OUTPUT 

6c 
NEEO ANOIOR. OEMAND.ESTIMATOR. 

OOTPUT 

6d 
NHO ANO:OR. DEMAND ESTIMATOR 

OUTPUT 

6. 
NEEO "NO/Olt DEMAND ESTIMATOR -

7 TOTAL elEMENT O?ERATING COSTS 

DATE COMPLETED 

I B 
I I 

.• '~~{'":'l~.'!-~7,~"'-~-_-;:---·~"'''''-'''-:'t_~~'''_'1-~ __ ~---:,~,'''''w-,,''''_'''''''_,"'''''''''_v"--"'-~_''''_r' __ ~'-'''''~'b_''_~ ___ '::-_'''_'~_ 

l~"I'lfJ (c?.·.\ STATE OF WASHINGTON 
PDS·3 ELEMENT OUTPUT STATEMENT CD ..t..,4 ./ /fJ,! 

,,'l--'i BIENNIAL PROGRAM DECISION SYSTEM BUDGET REQUEST 

I AGENCY 1 NUMB,. 1 TITlE' 

300 Department of Social & Health Services j 
1II1 

61 OUTPUT STAT.:J.IENrs 

OUtPUT 

Number of reports prepared (psychiatric and psychological evaluations, progress 
60 

rel)OrtS., parole plans) 

CODE TITlE 

2 PROGRAM 
V Social Services and Income Maintenance 

f- ---. 
3 CATEGORY 8 Adult Rehabilitation 

.J SUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 

51 elEMENT 472 Vocational 'J.'raining 

CURRENT 61ENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 
121 IJI 141 lSI 

ACTUAL fY 7~ ESTIMATED, fY 7S PROPOSED fY 76· PROPOSED fY 71 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS S $ S $ 

NEED and I or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS S $ $ S 

NEED and I or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR \JNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS S $ $ $ 

NEED cind/ar DEMAND 
ESflMATOR UNITS 

OUTPur UNITS 

OUTP\JT OPERATING 
COSTS $ $ $ $ 

N~ED and/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

OUTPUT UNITS 

OUTPUT OPERATING 
COSTS $ $ $ $ 

NEED and/or DEMAND 
ESTIMATOR UNITS 

$ $ 1$ $ 

PAGE OF 

14 ,18 

ceDE TITLE 

2 PROGRA/.\ 
V Social Services and Income Haintenance . r- - --_ .. 

3 CATEGORY 8 Adulc Rehabilitation 

.. SUBCATEGORY 2 Institutional Rehabilitation 

5 ElEl~ENT 473 Counselin~ and Psychiatric 

CURRENT BIENNIUM ENSUING BIENNIUM 
121 131 /[41 151 
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