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PART I.

INTRODUCTION, REVIEW OF LITERATURE, AND RESEARCH METHODS

Chapter 1. Introduction

A. Purpose of the Study

One of the recommendations made by the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice was that separate treatment be provided
to special offender groups, "through pooling or sharing among jurisdictions.”

The influence of that Commission has spurred much action, this project, perhaps,
being one result.

The general purpose of this project is to ascertain the feasibility of
implementing a regional concept as a solution to problems often shared by cor-
rectional systems in contiguous states. The specific states involved in this
study are Floride, Georgia, North Carolina and South Carolina.

At present there are many problems in corrections regarding the need for
better rehabilitative programs and the means through which administrative
efficiency can be enhanced. In regard to both of these issues, there is a dig-
tinet possibility that a regional approach might be a solution to some of the
problems encountered by various state correctional systems. There is an immediate
need to ascertain the extent to which common problems can be effectively resolved
through an inter-state cooperative approach.

This project atiempts to determine the need of a regional facility for
(1) women, (2) the criminally insane offender, (3) the "hard-core" criminal, and
(4) the mentally retarded criminal. The "hard-core" criminal category was later

subdivided into two categories, the "persistent" offender and the "prison
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troublemaker" for the purpose of clarity. In addilion, the need for a regional
program creating an "inmate exchange system" with the main purpose being the
return of the inmate to his home state was to be studied.

From the outset we were cognizant of a basic contradiction in the concept
of a multi-state cooperative venture such as that being studied. On the one hand
we were examining the possibility of an "inmate exchange system" for the express
purpose of determinirig the feasibility of returning an inmate who had teen
arrested and incarcerated "out of state" to his home state. This would appear
to be consistent with recent trends in corrections which have stressed the im-
portance of keeping the inmate as close to his home community as possible which
permits & "graduated release" process to occur. The inmate could eventually be
placed on work release in his home community or have home furloughs in an attempt
to integrate iInstitutional programs with the environment to which the inmate
would soon return.

At the same time, however, we were also studylng the feasibility of
establishing a multi-state institution for a special category of inmates which
cowld result in an inmate being sent to another state and heing even furthor
removed from his local community. With the four states involved in this project,
it would be possible, although highly improbable, for an inmate to be placed in
an institution over 1,000 miles from his home community. This is obviously in
direct opposition to a community corrections approach.

This contradiction might be more apparent than real, however, since most
of the inmates who fall into one of the categories involved in this study are
seldom candidates for community programs and a person may be no more isolated
from his community at a distance of 1,000 miles than he is at 10 miles if he is
unable to have contact with people and activities within the community. The

argument can be made that the inmate would be better off participating in a
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special program designed for his needs in an institution geographically iocated
at considerable distence from his home than he would be in his own community if
the proper treatment facilities were not available. Specialized multi-state
facilities might be used as the first step in the treatment program of an inmate,
with the latter stages of his individualized program calling for his return to

the home community and a graduated release program.

B. Specialized Programs and
the Concept of "Regionalism"

According to Ancel and Herzog, the principle of penitentiary treatment
implies the increasing specialization of the establishments required to apply
different methods, and insofar as social rehabilitation is an adoptation to life
in conditions of liberty, open establishments are tending to become the essential
organs of penitentiary policy (Ancel and Herzog, 196): 46-85). The major thrust
is an attempt to separate the notion of discipline from that of detention so
that the prisoners agree to comply with it without any feeling of humiliation.
Ragen and Finston of the Joliet Prison say that an ideal prison would have a
clacsification center and a diagnostic depot, which would serve as a receiving
and distriduting agency as it does now, but with this difference: segregztion
would be greatly facilitated (Ragen and Finston, 1962). Each prison would have
only a certain type of offender ~-- the incorrigibles would be separated from the
improvables, the first-timers from the habituals, and so on. In concurrence with
this position, Donald J. West believes that the presence of so many mentally
disturbed individuels is a strong argument in favor of careful psychiatric
screening of habitual offenders (West, 1963).

Correctional administrators are often confronted with a dilemma gen-
erated as much by the volume of offenders constituting the correctional caseload

as by its heterogeneity in terms of treatment specifications. The sheer number
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of inmates placed in the charge of most correctional systems creates problems of
overcrowding physical facilities and over extending the personnel (administrative,
treatment, and custodial) in the functions they are expected to perform.

The immediate recourse, and at times the only alternative, is to modify
the stated goals such that they are consistent with a realistic assessment of the
institution's capabilities. This often means that the correctional effort must
be generalized to the lowest common denominator of treatment according to the
base needs of the inmate population as a whole. That diverse treatment categories
exist is elther unrecognized or irreconciliable, given the available resources.
Consequently, many treatment categories such as the criminally insane, mentally
retarded, persistent offenders, and "prison troublemakers," are often not
afforded the benefits of individualized or specialized treatment according to
their particular needs.

A pattern of organization for treatment that does not take into considera-
tion the varied specialized treatment needs of the diverse groups in the inmate
population falls short of the mandate to rehabilitate all of the clients of the
correctional system. A rational approach to treatment, therefore ' mugt taeke into
account not the base level of correctional needs of the total inmate population,
but at least the base needs of the individuals in specific treatment categories.
This would necessitate the development of specialized programs for various
types of offenders.

This type of expansion and diversification is frequently not possible in
most states, inasmuch as dealing with the problems of population density takes
precedence over attempting to cope with problems of inmate diversity. In view
of this, a plausible solution might be for several states with a commﬁnity of
interests in problems of correction to attempt to redress collectively the ascute

deficiencies within their systems. This could lead to the establishment of varied



programs and/or facilities which normally are far beyond the capabilities of any
single state. A regional facility might be the only means through which indi-
viduals requiring special programs could hope for constructive, specialized,
rehabilitational programs.

The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of

Justice in The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society, made several recommendations

which are specifically related to the concept of regionalism. Some of these are:

1. Federal and state governments should finance the estab-
lishment of model, small-unit correctional institutions
for flexible, community-oriented treatment.

2. Screening and diagnostic resources should be strengthened,
with federal support, at every point of significant de-
cision. Jurisdictions should classify and assign
offenders according to their needs and problems, giving
special treatment to all special offender groups wihen this
is desirable. They should Jjoin together to operate Joint
regional facilities or make use of neighboring facilities
on a contract basis where necessary to achieve these ends.

3. Reciprocal arrangements between governments should be de-
veloped to permit flexible use of resources. Regional
sharing of insgtitutionsl facilities and community programs
should be greatly increased.

4, Large governmental units should take responsibility for a
variety of forms of indirect service to smaller and less
financially able units, helping them develop and strengthen
their correctional services [President's Commission, 1967:
133-134].

The relationship between specisl institutions for special offenders and

regionalism is quite desirable and highly recommended, as we can see from the

following quote from the TaskrForce Report: Corrections:

+ « one approach which does hold general promise of providing
a better basis for resolving these problems is the pooling or
Joint operation of facilities for them. Already a few small
states, for example, send their female prisoners to adjoining
states. Other minority offender groups, notably the mentally
disordered and retarded, could also profit from the more
specialized handling which pooling facilitates. Retarded of-
fenders, for example, could be provided with a program in which
they did not have to compete with normal offenders and could be
brought gradually to levels of ability to care for themselves
that would permit their release to the community.
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Long-term prisoners, who tend to vegetate under traditional
maximum-security conditions, might also be transferred to
special institutions. This would permit states with few offen-
ders to concentrate on rehabilitation and employ institutional
facilities on the community-oriented model. Tt might also en-
courage the development of sgpecial industries, perhaps greater
independence and self-sufficiency with the confines of a secure
institution [President's Commission, 1967].

In & similar manner, the Report of the President's Task Force on Prisoner
Rehabilitation in April, 1970, made several guite pertinent recommendations con-
cerning regionalism and special offenders. Among their recommendations were the
following:

1. The Federal Government should establish centers in selected
metropolitan areas for the purpose of providing diagnostic
clinical services to both Federal and State courts, and to
offenders on probation and parole.

2. The Federal Government should establish regiocnal mental
health programs and institutions for offenders, in which
the states should be permitted to board prisoners needing

such care at one-half the per capita operating costs, in-
cluding treatment.

3. The Federal prison system, . . . should accept long term
tractable prisoners from the states on a low-coszt basis.

Lk, The Federal Bureau of Prisons should study the need for
establishing, in appropriate locations, regional institu-
tions for female prisoners to accomodate such prisoners
in institutions with a capacity not to exceed 300 each
[President's Task Force, 1970].

The abcve are just a few of the many recommendations that have been made
advocating change in the prison system now in operation. There are many more
recommendations available in the literature and many more sources reaffirming
the above recommendations. This overview, howevar, should give a fairly concise
picture of the potential relationship between regionalism and specialized pro-
grams. While many general recommendations have been made, what is necessery at
this point is documentation of their feasibility for a particular region of the

country.
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C. Categories to be
Included in the Present Study

(1) The Criminally Insane (or Mentally Disturbed) Offender. The offender

who is adjudicated "criminally insane" or ruled "incompetent to stand trial" in a
case involving a dangerous and violent crime constitutes a serious Judicial di-
lemma and an administrative problem. Frequently the judge is forced to decide
between treatment or confinement. Regardless of his decision, problems are
created for the institution to which the offender is remanded. Mental hospitals
can usually provide some sort of appropriate treatment, but they are ill-equipped
to cope with inmates requiring meximum security and maximum treatment. The con-
cern for security cannot be taken too lightly, for, at times, they receive
"patients' who are threats to their own safety and to the safety of treatment and
custody personnel and even other patients.

On the other hand, confinement of the criminally insane in a correctional
institution also creates a problematical situation. The correctional facility
can probably reduce the Jeopardy to all conéerned with the inmate, but they are
severely limited in tﬁe ﬁreatment that can be extended to the emotionaily dis-
turbed inmates.

This is the predicament that Judges and other authorities face each time
they must render a decision involving a criminally dangerous offender. Usually,
they are cognizant of the possibility that a criminally insane offender committed
to a correctional institution may ultimately be released without ever having been
treated. Again, they realize the danger inherent in consigning this type of
offender to a mental hospital, where, in some cases, it is tantamount to a life
sentence, despite the treatment that is rendered and the progress that is aéhieved.
In either case a choice must be made from unacceptable alternatives.

In most states, persons officially labelled as "criminally insane" are

sent to the custodial unit of the state mental hospital. Unfortunately, however,
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all correctional systems have some inmates that are considered "mentally dis-
turbed."” The present study, while being concerned with the general category of
the "criminally insane,” is more directly concerned with those inmates in the
correctional system who are "mentally disturbed.” For this reason the concept
is changed to "mentally disturbed" for the remainder of this report.

While it can be argued that the mentally disturbed do not fare too well
in mental institutions, it is probably equally true that they fare even worse in
correctional institutions. However, the institutions are not always to be
faulted for neglecting or failing to give due consideration to the "mentally dis-
turbed" within their population. In most organizations a hierarchy of prioiities
and programs must be created according to the available resources (manpower and
capital). Any administrator in a correctional institution must apportion his
resources to meet the greatest caseload demands and to benefit the greatest
number. Bearing this in mind, it is understandable that the mentally disturbed
as & minority group in the institutional community might fare badly in the hier-
archy of priorities.

One possible way to mitigate this shortcoming is to relegate these of-
fenders to a special regional facility accomodating the mentally disturbed case-
load of several states. In this way, tﬁeée offenders would have access to
treatment and to conditions amenable to their recovery and ultimate rehabilite-
tion. A facility that would be expressly designed for the.mentally disturbed
offender could make provisions for appropriate treatment and security that'are
far beyond those generally available either in a hospital or a prison. This
study will attempt to answer questions as to the feasibility of a regional center

for the treatment and confinement of the mentally disturbed.
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(2) Women. Women inmates pose very basic problems for most departments
of corrections. States often have too few women inmates to Justify the provision
of the same opportunities made available for men, since programs provided must
benefit the greatest number of inmates possible. The degree of specialization
is a function of the number of female inmates in a éystem.

Practicality necessitates confining women inmates usually in one central
state facility. Additionally, the educational and vocational programs in central
female prisons are often inadequately designed to meet the needs of women, or are
so few that individual needs must be overlooked. Women are not as s rule viewed
as security risks nor as a major problem in terms of violent behavior, conse-
guently male units are frequently given priority for the services of limited
clinical treatment staff.

Regional facilities for women might serve to better provide for the in-
stitutional needs of women inmates through more diversified programming, better

staffing, and more appropriate physical facilities.

(3) The Mentally Retarded Criminal. Several studies have shown that in-

mate populations do not drastically distinguish themselves from the average free
world population in terms of their mental and intellectual capacities. But
there are sufficient numbers of inmates who are mentally retarded to pose a
significant problem for treatment programs. When we examine the problems re-
lated to working with the mentally retarded offender we realize they are even
greater than those posed by the "average” offender.

In this regard, experience gained from schools for the mentally retarded
has accentuated the need for extraordinary treatment and educational programs
for their clients. Further, they have found that it is equally important to

buttress their programs with highly competent personnel, if they are to maximize
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the efficacy of their measures to help the mentally retarded individual. We
can abstract from their experience that special programs and exceptional per~
sonnel are of greater importance in the treatment of the mentally retarded in
correctional settings.

Because there is a probability that mentally retarded inmates are not
receiving the treatment and consideration they must have if they are to make
progress toward their rehabilitation, it is necessary to seek a suitable al-
ternative to traditional imprisonment whereby mentally retarded inmates can
receive the type of treatment necessary for their rehabilitation. A regional
facility, designed with the mentally retarded client in mind, might be the al-
ternative to conventional imprisonment that is needed. TFor this reason, this
study has attempted to determine whether such a regional facility would, in
fact, offer a better alternative means of treatment for the mentally retarded

inmate.

(4) The "Hard-Core Criminal" (the Persistent Offender and the "Prison

Troublemaker'" ). The category of "hard-core offender" created considerable dif-

fulty and confusion in trying to communicate with various respondents. It was
determined that people were interpreting this category to include two different
types of inmates: (1) persistent or "habitual" offenders who are the '"revolving
door” types found in correctional systems, and (2) "prison troublemakers” who
are constantly involved in trouble while in prison and account for a large por-
tion of the disciplinary reports that are prepared. Although the latter cate-
gory was the one which we originally planned to study, we decided to include
both categories in the project.
(a) The Persistent Offender
The persistent offender is one who returns to the correctional

system shortly after his release. Recidivism is, of course, the basic
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characteristic and he is sometimes called the "habitual" offender. If he is old
enough, he usually has a continuous record of imprisonment and release so that the
"revolving door'" concept is quite descriptive.

(b) The "Prison Troublemaker'

The category we now refer to as the "prison troublemsker” is
basically what was originally intended by the concept of the "hard-core offender."
This is an inmate who is constantly involved in difficulties with other inmates
and staff. He may be a serious physical threat to other inmates who has on
occasion while in prison been involved in aggravated assault, sexual assault, or
homicide. On the other hand, he may be constantly involved in moderately serious
institutional infractions such that he demands a disproportionate amount of staff
time. He is an inmate who is regarded as a chronic threat to prison society,
both correctional officers and other inmates. This is the inmate who is ad-
ministratively designated as a "dangerous security risk" and relegated to the
maximum security units of correctional institutions. He is the apotheosis of
the criminal stereotype society has created and traditionally feared.

Many of cur existing prisons were designed and constructed to provide
society with optimal protection from the worst of its criminal offenders. The
elaborate security features of many prisons are meant to secure the worse of
offenders where extra-ordinary measures are commensurate with the society's
abhorrence and fear of the perpetrator of particularly atrocious crimes.
Accordingly, often exorbitant amounts of nmoney are expended mainly to allay
society's fears that dangerous, hardened criminals can escape custody and again
menace the law-abiding community.

But we may be ill-apportioning our limited correctional resources if
undue amounts of money are spent to build structures that are in excess of the

security needs of the majority of the inmate population. Maximum security
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institutions are not only expehsive to build, but expensive to operate and main-
tain. For this reason it is easily possible to allow these institutions to
overdraw on resources in s manner that is disproportionate to the actual need
and to the actual number of inmates that legitimately require such confinement.
It is not to be denied that it is incumbent upon the correctional ap-
paratus to provide society with appropriate protection from its criminals. But
the correctional system can discharge this obligation more satisfactorily
through a variety of institutional facilities providing appropriate security in
gradation from minimum to maximum. A full range of security alternatives must
be exercised according to the danger that the inmate poses to society and yet
are conducive to the rehabilitation of the offender. A gross and expensive
error would be committed if inmates were secured and restricted beyond need,
and society would be insufficiently protected if actually dangerous criminals

were not appropriastely confined.

The question that is raised in this regard is whether each state has
sufficient need of an independent maximum security facility to house the "prison
troublemaker?" ‘That is, are some states being forced to provide total control
facilities even when the expense is poorly Justified by the actual number of

inmates who require these structures?

(5) An Inmate Exchange System. A basic consideration in the institution

of an "inmate exchange system" is that the inmate be able to maintain familial
and social ties. The maintenance of contact with these "meaningful others" hes
often been regarded as a crucial factor in the rehabilitation of the inmate -- a
sine qua non of rebuilding a constructive law-abiding life upon sentence com-
pletion. These ties with the free community are the avenues for reintegration,
employment, security and positive reinforcement of the inmate as he attempts to

return to the free world.
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With this in mind, it would appear of obvious value to transfer inmates,
whenever possible, to institutions or facilities propinquitous to the inmate's
home, family, and occupational opportunity, even though this might involve
crossing state boundaries. By doing this, other rehabilitative measures might
have greater relevance because they would then be implemented in the context of
the inmate's home environment. Specifically, we speak here of such things as
pre-release, work release, and parole, which usually restrict the inmate to a
relatively foreign setting (Jjurisdiction of the supervising agency). Under such
restrictions, it is difficult for the inmate to begin rebuilding his life and

make long range plans for his future.

D. The Interstate Corrections Compact

Central to the implementation of multi-state correctional cooperation is
the establishment of legal authority for that purpose in the participating states.
Fortunately, there exists a uniform statute designed specifically for that pur-
pose. Sponsored by the Council of State Governments, several states have already
passed the Compact. In addition, other states have ratified the Western Inter-
state Corrections Compact or the New England Corrections Compact. (Some of the
states involved in these regional compacts are among those who have ratified the
Model Interstate Corrections Compact.) The major difference between the Model
Compact and the Western and New England Compacts is that the Model Compact does
not include the provisions found in the two regional compacts for Joint con-
struction of correcticnal institutions.

The following quotation from an explanatory memorandum succinctly details
the purposes of the Compact:

The Interstate Corrections Compact is an enabling device. When

it has been enacted, the party states will have the necessary
legal framework for the cooperative care, treatment and
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rehabilitation of offenders sentenced to or confined in prisons
or other correctional institutions. However, the extent of
operations under the Compact will be determined by each party
state for itself -~ by the acts of its officials in making con-
tracts, and by the acts of its judges and administrators in
deciding whether to place offenders in institutions in other
party states or confine them in facilities which may be avail-
able within the territory of their own state. The use to be
made of the Compact will vary from state to state and from time
to time depending on need. It is clear that with the Compact
available and ratified, each party state will be ablie to secure
the use of additional or improved correctional facilities by
appropriate cooperative action under it. A party state will
utilize the Compact to the extent it desires. In fact, enact-
ment of the Compact does not bind a state to any action until
it adopts a contract under the provisions of that agreement.
Nor does the Compact prevent any state from making interstate
arrangements pursuant to other statutes it may have for this
purpose.

Adoption of the Interstate Corrections Compact and execution of
the contracts provided for in Article III thereof, will permit
states to avail themselves of increased correctional facilities
and will enable them to improve their quality. A party state
will be able to send such of its inmates of the groups covered
by contract as it deems appropriate to institutions in other
states. It will also be able to maintain correctional facilities
that might be uneconomic if used only by its own inmates but
which can become practicable when pert of the cost is derived
from remittances made by other states using the facilities.
Each party state will determine the extent of the use which it
makes of the Compact machinery by the number and nature of con-
tracts which it executes.

From the legal point of view, confinement pursuant to the Compact
will be the same as the more familiar confinement in local in-
stitutions except that the out-of-state feature makes it
necessary to provide for certain jurisdictional and administra-
tive contingencies. This memorandum is designed to provide a
concise explanation of these considerations and the Compact
provisions which supply a firm basis for confinement on an
interstate basis [Council of Stite Governments, 1967].

More specific ramifications of the Compact to this report are treated
where applicable in the answers to specific questions. There is also a separate
section of the report, "The Effect of the Interstate Compact," devoted to the
major implications of the Compact. The complete Comﬁact is reproduced in the

appendices.
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It should be noted at the outset that all four of the directors of the

departments of corrections were in favor of the passage of the Interstate Compact.
South Carolina passed the Ccmpact in 1970 and Georgia and Florida passed the
Compact during the course of this project. The Penal Reform Committee in North
Carolina favorably recommended the Compact in bill form, but as of this writing
the legislature has not passed it. It should be noted, however, that mere
passage of an enabling act does not guarantee its usage. For this reason, dili-

gence was maintained in the study to ascertain the probability and scope of usage

of the Compact, once passed.



Chapter 2. Review of Literature

A. Needs of Corrections

Before ascertaining the feasibility of an interstate program it is first
necessary to survey some of the needs of corrections in order to better under-
stand the role that specialized regional programs would play in solving some of
the problems which plague correctional systems.

During the last five years, the cries for correctional change have be~-
come progressively stronger. Correctional officials, whose perpetual task has
been to decry the state of correctional affairs, have been Joined by lawyers,
Judges, attorney generasls, presidents, and not surprisingly, inmates. Generally,
these parties are in sgreement concerning necessities for correctional progress.
Perhaps the NCCD survey (Task Force Report, 1967: 202) of correctiocnal officials
concerning their needs provides the most comprehensive list of main issues re-
quiring attention and change:

Pervasive problems requiring long-term planning:

1. The need for across~the~board strengthening of probation

and parole;

2. The need for greater, broader funding of correctional

servlices;

3. The need for a clearer correctional philosophy;

k. The need for better public understanding of the correc-

tional task;

5. The need for more manpower with which to handle crime

and delinguency;

6. The need for increased state-level coordination of

correctional services;

T. The need for general improvement in the administration

of Justice.

~16-
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Specific issues for immediate attention:

Training and education;

Diagnostic services;

Detention;

Special services. (More alternatives for control and

treatment);

. Diversification. (Special kinds of physical facilities
and programs to meet different needs);

. Statistical system;

. Regionalization,

. Pre-sentence reports;

. Research.

Eog UV VI

OV oOI0N W

"While the institution is unquestionably necessary for the small per-
centage of offenders whose removal from the free community is required, its
place in the correctional spectrum, rather than its utilization as a correctional
gseive net, needs immediate reexamining and restructuring" (Rachin, 1970: 3).
Indeed, the blatant failure of institutions for the purpose of crime control is
forcing experts to look elsewhere in their quest for effective rehabilitation.
As the search goes on, the institutions remain and correctional interest and
attention has been elsewhere, along with the funds. ''Few states planned to do
anything at all for their prisons with their 1969 LEAA money. Is it that they
share our society’'s traditional habit of giving corrections only the crumbs of
the state budget?" (Velde, 1969: 2T). Regardless of the alternatives found,

however, few envision the complete eradication of the correctional institution.

Maximizing Participation in Treatment. Prisons traditionally provide

an extremely aversive and humiliating experience for inmates. The tasks of
security and maintenance with limited funds and personnel require standardiza-
tion and regimentation of inmate activities to the point of creating alienation,
indifference, and hostility in the inmate toward most correctionsl activities
and personnel. This depersonalization deters inmates from becoming interested
or involved in rehabilitative programs. Efforts to overcome the problem require

that personnel at all levels communicate and interact with immates on a personal
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level, physical facilities be constructed in such a way as to promote individu-
alization and maintain the dignity of the inmate, and regimentation of activity
be minimized. Such are the prerequisites for attempts to involve the inmate in
any treatment program which is seriously undertaken. Smaller institutions, with
greater staff/inmate ratios and a fundamental philosophy of corrective inter-
vention are needed to maximize inmate participation (Task Force Report, 1967).

Progressive correctional agencies, with some foresight, do not terminste
their efforts once inmate participation is achieved. It is becoming increasingly
obvious to correctionel officials that the test of their program is taking place
in a setting far removed from the one to which inmates had favorably adjusted
before parole. Concern and participation of community ager.cies and individuals
have high priority in the list of necessities for work camps, probation and
parole, half-way houses, etc. But inmates in institutions whose behavior and
problems are most severe and in greatest need of change are the very ones who
are denied interaction with the normal environment to which they will ultimately
be returned. The programming, policies, and even structure of traditional in-
stitutiions prohibit any such interchange. Yet, if rehabilitation is in fact
to be the purpose of corrections, then "the community cannot afford to look
upon prison as an 'out-of-sight, out-of-mind' junkyard for human failures
[Sard, 1967: 31."

Such interchange for correctional instituticns can and should take a
multitude of forms. Inmates may be allowed to go into the community for a
variety of reasons; work, classes, visit relatives, provide concerts before
community audiences, etc. Community organizations, schools, professionals can
be invited to structure voiunteer programs in institutions (Sard, 1967: 5).
Perhaps the greatest resources yet to be tapped are the other state and com-

munity health, education, and welfare agencies. The agencies are replete with
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highly trained personnel gqualified to cope with the major problems facing inmates:
lack of education and vocational skills, mental or emotional problems, inadequate
medical care. State universities, state departments of mental health, vocatlonal
rehabilitation, mental retardation, public health have appropriate expertise. Yet
their participation in corrections is almost non-existant for a number of reasons:
(1) the social stigma of corrections in the community, (2) corrections' low success
rate in dealing with difficult populations, (3) lack of funds and resources, (L)
the self-sufficient orientation of corrections, (5) poor staff training and status
in corrections, (6) communications difficulties, (7) resentment against other
agencies, (8) defensiveness about criticism (Mandell, 1971).

Despite professional hysteria toward the traditional priscn, the correc-
tional institution obviously will not be replaced in the near future, nor perhaps
should it be. There will always be those whose problems cannot be met by immediate
reintegrative programs designed for most offenders (Task Force Report, 1967: 5T)
and those vhose presence in the community threatens public safety. Therefore,
efforts to reorganize and restructure the institution to conform to a rehabilita-
tive philosophy must concentrate on maximizing participation of the inmate, staff,
and society at large. Maximum participation additionally, will serve a vital role

in fostering a better understanding of the correctional task.

Diversification and Differential Handling. If any sort of rehabilitative

intervention is to become inherent in prisons, attention must be given the inmate
characteristics which require change to effect rehabilitation. Obviously, such
characteristics, problems or needs will vary. Mass handling, the rule today, must
give way to "individualized and systematically differentiated" treatment (Task
Force Report, p. 4). Even mere custodial needs vary, so the redesign of physical
facilities and programs is in order. Practicality, however, and the reality of

limited resources intervene. The Task Force Report: Corrections spells out the

problem (1967: 57):
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Management of Special Offender Groups

Despite the importance of greater utilizetion of community treat-
ment and noncriminal alternatives for many of the special offender
types discussed in chapter 1, many of these individuals must con-
tinue to be handled in institutions. In addition to these groups
-~ the mentally disordered and retarded, sex offenders, violent
offenders, and women -- there are offenders who are 'special' in
the sense that they pose problems that cannot be resolved by the
integrative programs applicable to most offepders. Long-term
prisoners, organized crime members and white-collar criminals,
those under sentence of death, hostile or aggressive inmates --
what, if anything can be done to improve their correctional treat-
ment? The problems of dealing with the main run of offenders have
been s0 urgent that corrections has as yet given comparatively
little attention to special groups.

Problems in Institutional Handling

Most special offender groups in correctional institutions are
treated much like other offenders except as they pose unique
custodial problems, as for example do prisoners under sentence of
death, women, and those with extreme mental illness or retardation.
One explanation for the situation is lack of rescurces. This is
perhaps most drametic in the case of mentally disturbed offenders,
where the shortege of clinical personnel even for the treatment of
the general population has meant that offenders, who generally come
at the end of the line of social priorities, have received few of
the benefits of recent advances in the treatment of mental illness.

Referral to civil mental hospitals is often attempted by correc-
tional officials who are unable to undertake treatment themselves
and for whom the mentally disordered offeniesr often creates severe
disruptions in handling other offenders. But to the mental hospital
the criminal offender may present unwanted custodial problems, and
in some cases treatment there may be nearly nonexistent.

Many spezial offenders present problems which society does not know
much alout solving, quite apart from their criminal manifestations.
This is true to a large extent with mental illness and also with
alcoholism and narcotic addiction. Ignorance about treatment
methods has indeed been one of the reasons why offenders such ag
drunks and sexual psychopaths have been brought into the criminal
system in the first place. Without means of cure, soclety has been
interested chiefly in securing custody of these people who are --
or at least are thought to be -- a threat to the peace. This has
been provided by corrections, but unfortunately simple incapacita-
tion has come in meny cases into direct conflict with newer know-
ledge and theories about treatment.

Much of mental illness and retardation, for example, is now viewed
outside corrections as best treated in a normal community setting
as far as possible. In the late 19th and early 20th centuries,
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intense correctional interest in retardation as a probable major cause
of crime, resulted in the building of a number of special institutions
for 'defective delinquents' and permanent incarceration of large
numbers of retarded persons. But these facilities, and the theories
they represent, are very much at odds with modern belief that most
retarded persons can be trained to do useful menial tasks and care

for themselves in sheltered surroundings in the community.

Similar evolution in mndical thought has occurrsd with respect to
many sexual psychopaths. Yet public fear of the acts which such
versons may indeed commit has hindered corrections in resorting to
such new treatment methods. And with respect to the large number of
offenders wvith mental problems who are legally responsible for
criminal acts they have committed, pensl purposes have restricted
copmunity treatment as they have in the case of other offenders.

The small numbers of many special offender groups add to the problem
of handling them. This is especially apparent with a group like
female offenders, who usually either receive no rehabilitative
treatment or are placed under a regime adapted for the quite different
needs of male prisoners. The problem of accommodating special
offender groups within general institutional programs is illustrated
by the remarks of an institutional superintendent interviewed in a
1963 survey of programs for retarded offenders:

As we see it, an institution such as ours has a choice of

alternative operational policies. First is the possibility

of pitching our program to the needs of the two-thirds

majority of normal inmates, in which case the one~third

minority of retarded inmates would suffer. A second alter-

native is to lower our standards and alter our program as

required by the one~third minority, which would deprive the

majority group. The third alternative would be to run two

separate programs in the same institution, which would re-

quire at least a 50 per cent increase in budgeted staff if

we are to do Justice to both segments of our population.
But undifferentiated handling has generally resulted in neglect or
positive deteriment to special groups. Women exposed to institu-
tional conditions reflecting the needs of male offenders are often
drawn even further away from a normal adjustment to domestic life.
Retarded offenders required to conform to standard rules and share
workdetail assignments with normal inmetes tend to react by with-
drawing from competition completely -~ thus making it harder to
prepare them for life on the outside -- and by becoming more erratic
and difficult to manage.

The aggressive inmate is usuali; h2ndled either by running an entire
institution on lines adapted t his demands, in which case repressive
measures interfere with the rehabilitation of other inmates, or by
segregating him completely, which prevents his adjustment to the de-
mands of living among others in society. Many correctional authorities
nov advocate scattering aggressive inmates throughout an institution,
but often sufficient personnel are not available to provide the
supervision necessary to prevent harm to, or exploitation of, other
inmates. And those staff members who are available often lack training




DD

in the causes of aggressive behavior and approaches to counseling

that may prevent it.

Manpower. A staff report of the Joint Commission on Correctional Manpower
and Training specifically addresses itself to manpower considerations in the
planning of correctional institutions. It gives top priority to effective
planning in these areas:

Coherent programs for the control, care, and social restoration of

offenders; engineering of correcticnal jobs that are specifically

designed to implement proposed programs; useful and attractive

career ladders in corrections; qualification standards and personnel

orientation and development to fit the job and career designs [Galvin,

Karacki, 1969: 40].

Additionally the report advises recognition that many of the tasks of
corrections require expertise and personnel from noncorrectional areas such as
law, medicine, social work, psychology, management, and public administration, and
that consultants from these areas be employed not only to perform specialized
tasks, but to teach correctional personnel the skills needed to meet the needs
of the correctional task. Yet, some administrators and other officials cling to
the belief that work‘experience in corrections is the primary requisite for
effective performance (Heyns, 1969). Performance of what? Correctional admin-
istrators must recognize what kinds of personnel and what qualities are required
to meet correctional goals and take steps to recruit and retain them. Young,
well-educated specialists, sorely needed in corrections, are frustrated and dis-
illusioned by the failure to clarify correctional gcals (Heyns, 1969).

Specifically, specialists:

. + tend to focus their displeasure on correctional administra-

tors. They feel that these administrators, among other short-

comings, have failed to adopt a treatment model rather than a

punishment model, have refused to promote vigorously a community-

centered correctional system, and have not given specialized man-

pover a significant role in the formulation of policy [Fels,
1970: 31].
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The traditional conflict that hes existed between custodial staff and treatment
staff is notorious (Garabedian, 1969), and obviously aggravates the dissatisfaction,

The need for adequate, competent manpower must be met with a clarification

of and demonstrated adherence to rehabilitative philosophy. Then, aggressive
recruitment programs and attractive career opportunities must be made available.
Extensive training programs are needed to teach custodial personnel skills essen-
tial in a climate of social change. Training programs can with effort serve as
effective agents for change in corrections (Brown, Sisson, 1971). The Bureau of
Prisons is giving thought to regional centers designed to teach selected person-
nel from various correctional agencies the skills necessary to organize and ad-

minister effective training programs in their respective agencies.

Research. Although research has achieved legitimacy as an essential
element of corrections, it has not yet been fully utilized (Waldo, 1971).
Traditionally, correctional administrators have not been hald accountable for the
failure of their program in alleviating the crime problem. Institutions were
built and staffed for effective isolation. Even now "Administrators everywhere
are beset by immediate, harrassing, complex problems which often involve not pro-
gram advances, but rather survival and maintenance of the program" (Gottfredson,
1971: 11). Correctional failure has been so monumental and planning so inadequate
that the changes which are instituted are more often the result of overcrowding,
humanitatianism or public outrage than rational, empirically based direction.
Evaluations of correctional programs regarding recidivism indicate that it prob-
ably makes little difference whether criminals are locked up, locked up for longer
periods of time, dealt with by some means while incarcerated, supervised more
carefully afterward, or officially released (Robison and Smith, 1971).

If corrections is to honestly espouse a philosophy of rehabilitation,

research must be dbuilt into correctional programs, and the programs must be
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flexible enough to be realigned in the directions indicated by research. Pro-

gramming, however, should not be the sole subject of research. Garabedian concludes

that organizational research is vital, with the overall obj)ective of changing
"those existing organizations and processes that are sustained by petrified

bureaucracies and traditionalism" (Garabedian, 19T1: 49).

Broader Funding. State corrections in the United States has a history of

development on financial shoestrings. When questioned about the inadequacy of
their correctional programs in curbing crime, correcticnal officials inevitably
cite the lack of adequate financisl resources made available to them. When
generous funding is made available to corrections, it is generally directed toward
innovative community or juvenile programs. Such has been the case in the distri-
bution of Law Enforcement Assistance Administration funds. However, society's
concern for crime control is usually manifested in the strengthening of police
agencies, not corrections (Velde, 1969).

That the public is ignorant of the realities of correctional philosophy,
policy and practice is a well documented fact. Tax~payers have little knowledge
of or confidence in corrections, and additionally have highly unfavorable attitu-
des teward offenders, which combined result in low priorities for corrections in
the scramble for limited state funds (Garabedian, 1969).

Increasingly, states look toward the federal government for augmentation
of correctional budgets. Massive federal funding is currently being made avail-
able to state criminal justice planning agencies through a regional network
organization of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. Acquisition of
federal funds for correctional institutions requires initial supplementary state
matching funds to be invested. If the project involves a permanent program such
as an institution, the state must eventually assume total financial responsibility

for its continuance.
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The President's Task Force on Prisoner Rehabilitation (1970) expresses
skepticism toward state assumption of the financial burden. For example, it
recommends federal provision of regional mental health programs for offenders at
one-half the per capita operating costs, including treatment. "The fifty-fifty
figure for cost-sharing is arbitrary, but the principle behind it is not. In our
opinion, even if Federal regional mental health facilities were vastly superior
to state ones, no state would make use of them unless lodging a patient in one
cost it no more than keeping him in the state" (President's Task Force, 1970: 18).

However, that four states have embarked on this study is evidence of
responsibility. A multi-state program for special categories of offenders of
which each state has too few to financially justify extensive programs, could
meet the need for broader funding called for by correctional officials in an

NCCD survey (Task Force Report: Corrections, 1967). The weight of the financial

burden would be diffused among the participant states, and the limited state
funds would be used more efficiently than in a single state program. Addition-
ally, federal LEAA funds could be sought. Indeed, the President's Task Force on
Prisoner Rehsbilitation recommends: "The Federal government should withhold all
subsidies for conversion or construction of correctional facilities of any kind
in any state that fails to initiate a program for the establishment of regiodél

short-term institutions where needed" (President's Task Force, 1970: 16).

B. Trends in Correctional Institutions

The role of the institution is changing. Reliance upon institutionali-
zation as effective means of social control is diminishing for a number of reasons.
Alternatives to confinement are being sought in part as a reflection of social
concern over the condition of the "poor, the less-educated, and ethnically 'dif-

ferent' groups" (Galvin and Karachi, 1969: 2). This movement is facilitating
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acceptance of the role of corrections as one of social restoration., Publie
acceptance of this role for corrections is far from complete but it has forced a
critical assessment of the institution as a corrective device revealing that (1)
institutions designed for effective confinement and efficient management of masses,
are ill-equipped for purposes of rehabilitation; and (2) institutions can in fact,
damage inmate potential for rehabilitation.

Meanwhile, the clinical approach to eveluation and treatment of offenders
regquiring institutionalization, is being abandoned in favor of emphasis on social
action, education, environmental manipulation and training which requires the use
of community settings and resources (Galvin and Karachi, 1969: 71i). ". . . is
the institution attempting to deal with neurosis or psychoses, or to reduce
anxiety, or to modify illegal patterns? These goals are not necessarily related'
(Haskell and Yablonsky, 1970: 503). Institutional 'treatment' is being exposed
as a myth (Halleck, 1967). In addition, institutions are expensive. In view of
the overwhelming arguments against institutionslization, the search for alterna-
tives is being conducted on a national scale., To effect such a trend, institu-
tions come last on a list of correctional funding priorities of the federal
government (Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1970).

The exodus of the offender from the institution to community release is
changing the complexion of the traditional prison. The President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice provided the beginning of national
scale efforts to provide leadership and direction in corrections. Toward this
end, it proposed a "model" upon which innovative institutions are being patterned.
Basically, the model implements a collaborative approach in which all aspects of
the institution are designed to facilitate a rehabilitative function, including
physical facilities, staffing, and programming, etc. Some of the most obvious
changes in the correctional institution center around the inmate population, the

physical facility, and the location.
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Nature of Inmate Population. Despite a "last-resort" commitment policy

evolving in corrections, community placement will not totally replace the insti-
tution. Perhaps there will always be (1) those committed for exemplary punish-
ment; (2) those defined as beyond salvage; (3) those not responsive to other
available programs; (U4) those whose presence in the community is a threat to
public safety; (5) those inevitable cases who do not appear to require confinement
(Galvin and Karachi, 1969). As community alternatives claim increasing numbers of
offenders, those who remain committed will increasingly be those whose problems
cannot be met by conventional measures, and pose difficult management and treat-

ment problems for corrections.

Facility. The physical facility can have a considerable influence upon
the efforts of corrections to involve the inmate in rehabilitative programs.
Traditional massive structures, designed to effectively confine thousands, facili-
tated the development of alienation, isolation, hostility, fear, and have re-
peatedly proven to be perfect breeding grounds for violence.

Guidelines have been developed for use in institutional planning.
According to the guidelines, the physical facility and environmental setting for
institutions of the future must (1) support interaction and involvement of the
treatment programs with community resources and volunteers; (2) support a re-
ceptive attitude on the part of the offender toward the correctional program; (3)
fit into the external environment in order to reinforce integration; (4) be de-
signed in such & way to ease communication and the development of interpersonal
relationships.

Large institutions, over 400, fail to meet these requirements because (1)
they "necessitate administrative and management processes that are antithetical to
the individualized trestment approach in corrections, which has come to be recog-

nized as the key to behavioral change.”” (2) They require "routinization and
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regimentation, since scheduling of such events as feeding, recreation, work,
treatment, and allocation of personnel and resources cannot be left to the vari-
ability of individual decisions but must be planned in rational ways. As such,
organizational necessities of coordination, scheduling and integration, conflict
hopelessly with the desired goals of corrections.” (3) They "convey an atmosphere
of anonymity to the individual client, and tend to engulf him in feelings of
powerlessness, meaninglessness, isolation and self-estrangement." (U4) They promote
"informed inmate cultures” not conducive to resocialization. (5) They reinforce
societal isolation and rejection. In larger size regional institutions, "popula-
tions in excess of 300 is not recommended" (Moyer and Flynn, 1971).

To implement a collaborative philosophy, an institution should consist of
small residential units and single rooms which permit greater individual discretion
for schedule and use of leisure time, and reduce time spent preoccupied with the
orientations of other inmates toward the individual (President's Commission, 1967).
Such trends promote more normal living conditions by affording privacy, individual

dignity and the opportunity for personal interaction on an individual and group

level.

location. In keeping with the trend toward reducing the distance between
the inmate and society, the institution is moving to the community. The isolated,
rural institution is & thing of the past. »Increasingly, corrections must rely
upon resources not within reach of an autonomous correctional structure.

Few people today would challenge the necessity of placing correctional
institutions in large urban centers. The resources most needed can be most
easily found and used in urban areas, and location in communities more readily
facilitates the reintegration of the offender.

One of the key determinants of facility location is the availability of

the following resources: (a) family ties; (b) availability of land on which to
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build; (c) leasable space for minimum or non-security programs; (d) availability
of Junior, senior, and technical colleges for educational and vocational programs;
(e) availability of medical and psychiatric services; (f) availability of pro-
fessional, paraprofessional, and volunteer staff and of sufficient amenities to
attract staff; (g) employment opportunities, including both work release and con-
tracting industries operating in-house, both opportunities providing on-the-job
training; (h) easy accessibility for visiting, work release, contracted treatment
programs, and staff" (Moyer and Flynn, 1971: D3.2d).

Public acceptance is another key determinant in location of an institu-
tion. Placement in a community generally meets with resistance which can be over-
come through (1) public understanding of the economic advantages and (2) not
locating in the heart of a residential area (Moyer and Flynn, 1971: D3.6d).
Increasing placement of facilities in population centers facilitates greater
acceptance of social responsibility on the part of the inmate and general public,
in addition to better providing for the increasingly specialized skills and

services needed to deal more directly with the problems of incarcerated offenders.

C. Interstate Cooperation in
Non-Correctional Areas

1. Introduction. Fundamental to interstate cooperation in corrections

is the passage of enabling legislation in the form of an interstate compact in
each of the participating states. Because of the traditional "adversary" rela-
tionship between corrections and its clients, it is essential that procedures
regarding inmates have sound basis in statutory and constitutional law, since
officials must assume that at some time such practices will be challenged. The
compact can best provide for such assurance in interstate dealings, therefore,
it is important that persons engaged in correctional planning and administration

be familiar with the characteristics of an interstate compact.
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The interstate compact is a legal tool which facilitates cooperation be=-
tween states on matters of mutual interest. Particularly, the compact provides
a means of resolving problems which transcend state lines, and which cannot be
effectively resolved through separate efforts.

To delineate the essence of the interstate compact, it may be

emphasized that it has the following characteristics: 1. It

is formal and contractual. 2. It is an agreement between the

states themselves, similar in content, form, and wording to an

international treaty and usually embodied in state law in an

identifiable and separate document called the "compact." 3.

It is enacted in substantially identical words by the legisla-

ture of each compacting state. 4. At least in certain cases,

consent of Congress must be obtained; in all cases Congress

may forbid the compact by specific enactment. 5. It can be

enforced by suit in the Supreme Court of the United States if

necessary. 6. It takes precedence over an ordinary state

statute [Zimmerman and Wendell, 1951: L42].

The compact has been used for a variety of purposes including permanent
interstate arrangements, jJurisdictional questions, uniformity, determination of
rights and responsibilities, cooperative services, channels of intergovernmental
relations, establishment of joint agencies, and multi-level integration (Zimmerman
and Wendell, 1961). More specifically, compacts have been applied to the prob-
lems of boundary disputes; river pollution; interstate settlement of debt; con-
versation and use of natural resources such as oil, water and forests; control
and improvement of navigation; utility regulation; civil defense, regional edu-
cation; and crime control (Thursby, 1953).

Technically, the U. S. Constitution states that all interstate compacts
require Congressional consent, in order to maintain a balance of political power
and to safeguard national interests.l Judicial opinion and administrative prac-
tice, however, have tempered the consent issue, so that generally only those

agreements which may affect political balance require Congressional consent.

Congress mey prohibit any compact, whether or not consent was solicited. 1In

1lclause 3 of section 10 of Article 1: "No state shall, without the consent
of Congress, . . . enter into any agreement or compact with another state or
foreign power . . . ."
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addition to the negative influence of Congress, it may exert a positive influence
by encouraging the development of compacts dealing with certain pervasive, nation-
wide problems. This is done by enacting consent-in-advance for interstate agree-
ments for target areas of difficulty.

Crime control is one such target area for which Congress has granted
consent-in-advance for interstate compacts:

. for cooperative effort end mutual assistance in the

prevention of crime and in the enforcement of their respective

criminal laws and policies, and to establish such agencies,

Joint or otherwise, as they may deem desirable for making

effective such agreements and compacts.
This Crime Control Act of 1934 came ". . . in recognition of the fact that de-
velopment of rapid means of transportation made enforcement of its criminal laws
much more difficult for the individual state" (Thursby, 1953: 99). Subsequent to
Congressional provision of blanket consent in the area of crime control, inter-
state arrangements were made concerning interstate and intrastate fresh pursuit,
extradition, out-of-state witnesses, probation and parole supervision, law of
arrest, firearms, narcotic drugs, jJuvenile supervision, mentally disordered of-

fender, and out-of-state correctional confinement. Such arrangements included

compacts and uniform legislation (Thursby, 1953).

2. Interstate Compact for the Supervision of Parolees and Probationers.

The Parcle and Probation Compact developed soon after passage of the Crime Control
Consent Act by the Interstate Commission on Crime, is the first compact to achieve
complete national participation. Originally, it served to "discourage the prac-
tice of 'sundown probation and parole,' i.e., release conditioned upon leaving

the jurisdiction, never to return and without thought given to supervision'
(Council of State Governments and Parole and Probation Compact Administrators
Association, 1970). The Compact provides for out-of-state supervision to facili-
tate empioyment, reunion of family, or other opportunities related to rehabilitation

and provides for the return of those violating conditions of supervision.
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Each participaent state appoints a Compact Administrator to oversee compact
operations. The administrators form the Interstate Probation and Parole Compact
Administrators Association which meets annually to discuss policy and develop
administrative regulations. No financisl arrangements are made although the com-

pact does not rely on one-for-one reciprocity.

3. Interstate Compact on Juveniles. The plight of the runaway was given

considerable publicity in 1954 in a national magazine. Subsequently, many orgsni-
zations attempted to develop procedures "to permit the return of non-delinquent
Juveniles who ran awey from home and went to other states, and also for a system
under which juvenile offenders could be supervised in other states” (Floridas
Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services, 1970: 112). The Council of
State Governments drafted e compact to provide such channels in 1955.
In summary, the purposes of the compact are as follows:
1. To provide for the return to their home state of runaways
who have not as yet been adjudicated delinquent.
2. To provide for the return of absconders and escapees to
the state from which they absconded or escaped.
3. To permit out-of-state supervision of a delinguent juvenile
who should be sent to some other state than where he got in
trouble, and who is eligible for probation or parole.
4. To authorize agreements for the cooperative institutionali-
zation of special types of delinquent Juveniles such as
psychotics and defective delinquents when such institu-
tionalization will improve the facilities or programs
available for the care, treatment, or rehabilitation of
such juveniles [Council of State Governments, 1966: 53].
Additionally, there are three optional clsuses which (1) require home state
authorization for the return of a juvenile within five days at its own expense,
(2) permit the return of juveniles to states in which they are charged with being
delinquent for violation of a criminal law, (3) permit institutionalization of

parolees, probationers, escapees, and absconders in states in which they are

being supervised or in which they are found (Council of State Governments, 1966).
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At this time, forty-eight states are party to the Interstate Compact on

Juveniles. The non-member states are Georgia and New Mexico.

4. Interstate Compact on the Mentally Disordered Offender. As a result

of a resolution at a conference of Midwestern Governors, this compact was developed
by persons from the fields of mental health and corrections who dealt with mentally
ill offenders in 1966. This type of offender, because of his legal status and
mental condition, is often not adequately served by either mental health or cor-
rectional agencies. The compact was based upon realization that:

. « no state now has a program for mentally disordered offenders

which can be called adequate. Perhaps, in the large sense, an

adequate progrem is impossible, given the level of professional

and scientific knowledge in the fields of psychiatry, psychology,

corrections, and social work. However, it seems virtually certain

that proper development and implementation of cooperative programs

among the states could make available funds and personnel yield

greater results in the care, treatment, aftercare, and rehabilita-

tion of mentally disordered offenders, and could produce a con-

comitant benefit for the public safety. Indeed, such cooperation,

in those aspects of the problem which promise better results

through joint efforts than through the separate programs of single

states, could add to the resources available for handling mentally

disordered offenders [Council of State Governments, 1967: C-3].

Those defined as mentally disordered offenders under the compact are those
offenders not subject to conviction due to their mental condition and those whose
illness becomes manifest in prison. The explanatory memorandum of the suggested
legislation (1966: 64) identifies four areas of potential participation: "(1)
cooperative institutionalization; (2) cooperative aftercare; (3) cooperative
research and training of personnel; and (4) interjurisdictional procedures for the

early disposition of criminal cherges pending against persons already adjudicated

as mentally disordered offenders."

D. Potential Programs for the Inmate
Categories Examined in this Study

Comparisons will be made here between what is typically done with these

categories of offenders, and the recommendations for change that exist in our



«3k4-
literature. There is an abundance of literature describing the plight of the
retarded, the insane, the woman, and the incorrigible. However, the literature
available which makes viable recommendations is sparce, indeed. For the most part
(and there are a few notable exceptiqns), these offenders are treated no dif-
ferently from the total prison pcpulation unless their behavior becomes too dis-

ruptive of the prison system.

1. Mentally Retarded Offender. The President's Panel on Mental Retar-

dation has quite adequately surveyed the problem of the mentally retarded in-
dividual. A synthesis cf the study indicates three summery points: (1) mental
retardates must be assumed to have full human and legal rights and privileges;
(2) there should be clinical evaluation bw appropriate personnel at all levels
of the jJudicial process; snd (3) each state should establish a protective service
for the retarded in an appropriate state agency (President's Panel on Mental Re-
tardation, 1962). 1In the third point, the key word is "appropriate.” The im-
plication is that for a mentally retarded individual who commits a crime, con-
finement should be in an appropriste institution; that is, one in which he may
receive proper treatment for his problem. This same idea is indicated by the
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, which
states:

Procedures are needed to identify and divert from the criminal

process mentally disordered or deficient persons. Not all

members of this group are legally insane or incompetent to

stand trial under traditional legal definitions . . . . The

Commission recommends: early identification and diversion to

other community resources of those offenders in need of treat-

ment, for whom full criminal disposition does not appear

required [President's Commission, 1967: 133-134].

These same kinds of recommendations are being made in the British penal system

(West, 1963).
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The retarded offender is different from the common retardate in that he
is also criminal, thus his problems and his needs are somewhat different. In
this case, an institution for the retarded offender can offer specialized programs
that other institutions may not be able to offer. One of the foremost institutions
in this country for the retarded offender is the Patuxent Institution in Jessup,
Maryland. A description of that institution can give much insight into the way
many of these recommendations have already been utilized.

Patuxent Institution, established in 1954, was Maryland's attempt to
utilize the concepts of mental health and forensic medicine in the area of crime
and delinquency. For this institution a defective delinquent is defined as:

.+ » an individual who, by the demonstration of persistent

aggravated anti-social or criminal behavior, evidences a pro-

pensity to criminal activity, and who is found to have either

such intellectual deficiency or emotional unbaslance, or both,

as to clearly demonstrate an actual danger to society so as

to require such confinement and treatment, when appropriate,

as may make it reasonably safe for society to terminate the

confinement and treatment [Boslow and Manne, 1966: 23].

Once an offender is found by the court to be guilty, he is sentenced to one of
Maryland's penal institutions, but may be referred by court order to Patuxent
for evaluation as a defective delinquent. Once at Patuxent, he is examined in-
dependently by a physician, a psychologist, and a psychiatrist. If he is found
to be a defective delinquent, these findings are forwarded to the court and the
patient is arrsigned, and a civil charge of defective delinquency is instituted.

The purpose of the defective delinquency statute being civil rather than
criminal is to remove the stigma of punishment for behavior for which the in-
dividual was not entirely responsible. Upon commitment to Patuxent as a defective
delinquent, he is re-examined by a psychiatrist and a psychologist. The sentence
for a defective delinquent is always indeterminate. However, Patuxent acts as

its own paroling agency and can place men on various categories of parole such

as holiday leaves, monthly leaves, limited time paroles, as well as unconditional
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parole. After examination, the patient is placed in the graded tier system which
provides rewards and responsibilities for the varying levels of accomplishments.
The higher one's tier, the greater one's privileges, but the greater one's respon-
sibilities. The goal of Patuxent is simply to "create a personality change that
will permit the patient to return to society as a productive member" (Boslow and

Menne, 1966).

2. Mentally I11 Offender. As with the mentally retarded, recommendations
for the mentally ill offender begin from the premise that the individual must still
be assumed to have full human and legal rights and privileges at all stages of the
Judicial process. However, the case of the mentally ill offender is more deli-
cate than that of the retardate. Prior to trial, two practices are highly de-
sirable: (1) psychiatric patients should not be held in jJail while awaiting
trial, they should be admitted to local hospitals; (2) those ruled incompetent to
stand trial should be returned to the court as soon as they are competent
(Florida Mental Health Advisory Planning Council, 1965). Upon conviction, psy-
chotic inmates should continue to be transferred to the state mental hospitals.
However, temporary treatment for psychotics should be provided in the prison while
they are awaiting transfer. In addition, a psychiatric unit with a full-time
staff should be established in the state prison system to provide a better de-
tection of psychosis, better care during the receiving and evaluation periods,
preventive services, and diagnosis and treatment of non-psychotic, emotionally
disturbed inmates. This would consist of a centralized unit or units, and in-
mates rgquiring these services would be transferred from the other institutions.
Also, sufficient staff to do research is desirable. It should be remembered that
unless the individual is dangerous to the community, the psychiatrist's first

responsibility is to the individual, rather than the institution (Halleck, 1967).
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There are several states which have developed programs and treatment
institutions based on these principles. To mention just two: Patuxent and the
California Medical Facility. As mentioned earlier, Patuxent is for defective
delinquents; this includes not only the mentally retarded, buﬁ_also offers the
same programs for the mentally ill offender.

The California Medical Facility was begun in 1950 in accord with Section
6102 of the California Penal Code to be the ". . . receiving, segregation, con-
finement, treatment, and care" center for the mentslly ill, mentally defective,
epileptic, narcotic, and sex offenders (California Department of Corrections,
1970). 1In 1955, the facility (which was originally located at the Navy Disci-
plinary Barracks un Terminal Island) was moved to Vacaville, California. The
California Medical Facility at Vacaville is a Psychiatric Prison Hospital (for
males only), and is operated by the California Department of Corrections. Those
inmates fitting the criteria mentioned above (as diagnosed by the classification
center) are placed in the facility for an indeterminate sentence. At Vacaville
they receive psychotherapy, somatic and drug therapy, occupational, recreational,
and milieu therapy or whatever their needs demand. At present the facility has
400 beds for those with acute mental illness, 100 beds for those undergoing

90~day observation and diagnostic studies, and 550 beds for the psychotherapy

patients.

3. Persistent Offender. The literature tends not to isolate the per-
sistent offender, as he -- after all -- represents a large number of felons.
Thus, prison programs designed to treat prisoners in general are ususlly con-

sidered applicable to the persistent offender.

L. Prison Troublemaker. There is much speculation as to what should be

done with the prison troublemaker, or "incorrigible" inmate. Two of the more



-38-
widely accepted positions are that custody should be the first concern and the
incorrigible should be separated from other inmates (Ragen and Finston, 1962).
Once we have separated the incorrigible in a custodial institution, there is not
much agreement as to what should be done next. Manfred Guttmacher indicates that
"The greatest hope for effective treatment of the dangerously disturted offender
lies in the creation of a distinctive type of correctional institution, one which
is therapeutically oriented and employs specialized methods" (Guttmacher, 1963:
381-390). At the 96th Congress of the American Correction Association, Allen
Cook, Norman Fenton, and Rob:rt Heinze proposed an eight-point program for
handling the severely recalcitrant:

l. an overall atmosphere of adjustment instead of harsh,
punitive conditions so often found in prison facilities
for disturbed inmates;

2. individusl psychotherapy as & necessary and essential
factor;

3. as adjustment advances, group psychotherapy by psychi-
atrists, psychologists, and sociologists should be added
to the inmates' program;

k. selected correctional officers to be assigned there who
are able to learn how to use information of a clinical
nature;

5. occupation should be available for all responsive inmates,
such as housekeeping duties, education (including corre-~
spondence courses), and arts and crafts or instruction in
hobby work or in the general shop. Occupational therapy
under a trained technician is highly desirable. If
possible, custodial approved employment in some industrial
project shouid be considered. If the latter is carried
out, the inmate nmay be paid according to his status in the
work;

6. among the resources should be individual counseling by
clinicians, chaplains, correctional officers, institutional
parole officers and others. Not isolation from the treat-
ment staff, but the contrary is indicated in these cases;

T. the institutional caseworkers and others may wish to elicit
the help of relatives and friends in the adjustment of the
problem inmate. If possible, an interested staff member
should talk to relatives or friends who come to the insti-
tution and try to elicit their help in the program for the
inmate's adjustment;
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8. the customary services from outside social agencies
evailable at the institution may be afforded inmates of
the Adjustment Center, when indicated in their cases and
practical from the custodial standpoint [Cook, Fenton and
Heinze, 1966: L1-46].

Also a very integral part of the handling and treatment of the incorrigiblg
is the type of institution we place him into. Here the reference is to the physi-
cal plant. 1. B. Simpson has outlined a plan for maximum security units which he
considers "humane,” yet sufficiently custodial:

1. inmates should be reasonably small groupings, whether in
the cell blocks or whether in inmate training spaces such
as exercise halls. No congregation of inmates at any one
time should exceed between 50 and 60 inmates;

2. as far as possible, inmate training spaces other than shops
should be provided close to the cell unit in order to cut
down on the need of inmate movement;

3. vherever possible, spaces provided for the use of inmates
should be multi-purpose -~ as an example, spaces used in
daytime for one purpose should be available for use in
out-of-working hour activity;

4. as far as possible, officers should be protected from un-
provoked attack, and should be provided with a comprehen-
sive communications network whereby all movements and all
instances and happenings could readily be reported to con-
trol officers in secure control positions;

5. corridors should be specifically for inmate movement and
no spaces should be accessible off a corridor unless the

location is such that the space is at the end of a corri-
dor;

6. relatiocnship of the various institutional elements should

be such that whole areas can be shut off at the end of
the program use of such areas [Simpson, 1955: 41-L6].

Even though custodial institutions are necessary, many feel that more
people are being placed in maximum security units than is necessary (with detri-
mental results). One research project found that more than half of the respondents
(people involved with corrections) felt that at least 40% of the inmates in

maximum security units could safely be housed in minimum security conditions

(Morris, 1967). The strict custodial conditions limits the ability of the
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correctional staff to offer educational and vocational programs for the inmates
who need it most. Most correctional officials in Italy -- as opposed to the
United States -- feel that such programs as work release are more necessary for
the hebitual offender than for the first offender (Ancel and Herzog, 1961: 46-85).
Their fear is the habitual offenders might adapt themselves too easily to the
lack of responsibility characteristic of the regime of the closed prisons. If
this occurs, then the inmate has regressed in his ability to accept the respon-

sibilities of the larger society.

5. Women Offenders. Women offenders pose a different kind of problem

in terms of institutional treatment. For the women offender., the "problem"
cannot easily be traced back to some cause such as mental illness or mental re-
tardation. Institutions for women must be different from institutions for men
and treatment procedures for women must be different from treatment for men.

In the Manual of Correctional Standards, the American Correctional Association

indicates that within the women's institution disciplinary methods that minimize
regimentation are desirable as they aim at the development of self-control and
self-discipline (American Correctional Association, 1966: 526-578). Reliance
should be on counseling rather than threats, and rewards rather than punishment
in order to maintain discipline. The educational system must also be individu-
alized to the needs of the women offender. A program of education should encompass
academic, vocational, and social education to meet the needs of the varied age
groups, abilities, and personalities. The program should be well staffed with
trained personnel oriented to the program and the individuals served. The vo=-
cational training program should be divorced from the maintenance needs of the
institution and should be under qualified instructors; the training should be in
as many as practicable of the varied industrial, commercial, and service occu-

pations in which women are engaged today.



Chapter 3. Research Methods

A, Operational Definitions of Concepts

One of the first tasks in this project was to operationally define each
of the five categories which were to be the object of our study. Considerable
thought was given to the definition of each category. Several rather esoteric
definitions were originally promulgated, however, as the planning process evolved,
and as more practitioners were consulted, it became apparent that a looser
“working definition" of each category was mandatory. The rationale behind such
definitions was to be as consistent as possible with the definitions of the cate~
gories in each of the four departments of corrections, and yet to be broad emough
in the description so as to include certain commonalities of each category in all B
four states. Because of the wide range of respondents to be interviewed, sim-
pliciiy in the definitions was essentiel. Women offenders presented no difficulty
in defining. The other four categories proved to be more elusive. Criminelly
insane offenders was a second group which was to be considered for specialized
treatment. Beceause the term "criminally insane" created much confusion, we
changed the term to "mentally disturbed" which we defined operationslly as
follows: "Those inmates whom the prison psychiatrist deems to be in need of re-
moval from the general inmate population for special treatment for mental or
emotional disorders." In a similar menner the third category of special offenders,
the mentally retarded offender, was defined as: '"Those inmates whose IQ scores

fall in the range of the moderately and severely retarded categories of American
Psychological Association Standards."

U1~
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The final type of offender to be studied was the "hard-core" criminal.
However, this term was found to be too imprecise for practical application. Thus,
the fourth and the fifth categories were formed to represeni: this offender. The
persistent offender was defined as: '"Those inmates who are serving at least the
third term in a state institution, excluding terms for parole violations."
Finally, the prison troublemaker operationally was defined as: "Those inmates
whom the warden deems to pose serious discipline problems by virtue of continuous

obstruction of the orderly operation of the inztitution, such as escapees, riot

ringleaders, etc."

B. Selection of Response CGroups

The response groups that were selected were the result of the prior de-
cisions concerning what information we needed to obtain to successfully complete
our study. In our earlier formulations we had anticipated interviewing bvoth in-
mates and the families of inmates, as well as a wide range of correctional staff
members., However, we finally decided that interviews with inmates or their
families would not add appreciably to our understanding of the feagibility of
these institutions. In a similar fashion we felt that lower ranking correctional
officers (guards, etc.) would not be able to give information as adequate as we
could get by interviewing the upper-level correctional personnel (such as prison
administrators). Thus, we finally wound up with seven different response groups.
They were: Judges, correctional personnel, legislators, mental health personnel,
mental retardation, vocational rehabilitation, and personnel in probation and
parole. We felt that through interviews or questionnaire information from these
groups we would be able to adequately evaluate the feasibility of specialized
multi-state facilities.
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1. Departments of Corrections. The response groups included as priority

number one the departments of corrections in each of the four states. Since these
agencies are responsible for the control and treatment of each of the categories
as defined in the study, their data and opinions are the first importance. Inter-
views conducted with each of the respondents in the departments of corrections,
except in rare instances. As explained below, unusual circumstances dictate con-
fidentiality of some of the responses.

The data gathered from the Division (or Department) of Corrections in the
four states came from & variety of personnel. Interviews were conducted with
wardens, classification officers, psychologists, directors of educational and
vocational programs, work release officiasls, as well as other high-level admini-
strative personnel, including the directors of the Departments of Corrections in
the various states.

Interview schedules designed for use with the departments of corrections
were semi-structured to try to keep the responses uniform enough to correlate.
Several drafts of the schedules were devised by the entire project staff, working
as a committee of the whole. A semi-final revision was then pre-tested on five
individuals knowledgeable in the field of corrections, but not connected with the
Research Center. One more semi-finel draft was then pre-tested on coopérative
Division of Corrections leaders. This draft was revised and duplicated in suf-
ficient quantities to interview as many as 35 individuals in each division of
corrections.

Several conferences were held with top administrators in each division
of corrections to establish pertinent ground rules. In addition, preliminary
choices were made regerding individuals and/or classes of individuals to be inter-
viewed.

As expected, the mechanics of transferring inmates across state lines for

treatment purposes were not universally known to the respondents. To provide the
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framework through which to pose the questions, it was at first decided to provide
each respondent with a summary of an interstate corrections compact. It was found
in actual practice, however, that the Model Interstate Corrections Compact as pro-
vided by the Council of State Governments was the most efficient and thorough
method of acquainting each respondent with the possibilities of interstate cor=-
rectional cooperation.

In almost every case, the respondent received a letter requesting the
interview. The letter, which was accompanied by a copy of the Compact, summarized
the purposes of the interview. After sufficient elapsed time, usually two to

three weeks, the interview was conducted.

2. The Legislatures. In order to ascertain the political feasibility of

initiating multi-state correctional institutions, legislators from Florida, North
Carolina, and South Carolina were contacted. Due to the request of the Director
of the Department of Offender Rehabilitation in Georgia, legislators were not
queried in that state. Recognizing the importance of certain key members and
committees in each lawmaking body, we interviewed the chairman and vice-chairman
of committees whose chief influence and interests lay in the field of criminal
Justice. In addition, some of the leaders to be interviewed were jdentified by

a question on each questionnaire designed to ascertain ccnsensus legislative
leaders in the field.

The legislature in each state was treated as a whole population. Each
legislature was in session during the dats gathering portion of the study. In
each case, a preliminary letter with a copy of the Interstate Corrections Com-
pact was mailed. Approximately two weeks later, the questionnaire itself was
mailed along with another explanatory letter and copy of the Compact. Another

mailing was accomplished about one month after the initial questionnaires had

been mailed.
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Five hundred twenty-three legislators from relevant committees (i.e.,
Interstate Cooperation, Judiciary, Corrections and Penology, Mental Health,
Federal Cooperation, etc.) in both the House of Representatives and Senate were
contacted. Of the 523 legislators contacted either by mailed questionnaire or
direct interview, 120 questionnaires were completed. In addition, approximately

20 letters were received from legislators who stated that they did not feel quali-

fied to respond.

3. Mental Health and Vocational Rehabilitation. Mental health officials

and vocational rehabilitation chiefs in all four states were interviewed. The
techniques for interview schedule development, initial contacts, and interviews
themselves did not differ from that used with corrections officials. Cooperative
experts in these fields assisted in pre-testing the instruments. The highly
specialized nature of the queries, as related to the mental health field, forced
a significant reduction in number of respondents for these categories. By and
large, only top administrators of these groups were interviewed.

Florida, North Carolina, and South Carolina have stete departments of
mental retardation which are administratively housed in the state Departments of
Mental Health. The Georgia Department of Mental Health employs a Community
Services Coordinator who oversees the state involvement with the problems of
retardation. The divisions or coordinators might serve as a most useful and
accessible reservoir of expertise and cooperative programming for a multi-state
correctional institution for retarded inmates. Administrators in this aree were
questioned in order to acquire expert opinion on the advisability of initiating
&8 multi-state correctional program for retardates.

One of the goverumental departments involved in the rehabilitation of

offenders is the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. Their participation is
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especially noted in the after-care or post-release period of an inmate's life.
Thus, to discuss the feasibility of multi-state treatment facilities, it was
essential that these people be involved in the evaluative process.

Top-level personnel in vocational rehabilitation were interviewed in all
four states. For the most part, these individuals were familiar with the treat-
ment facilities within the Department of Corrections in their own state. More
important to this study, however, was a determination of the extent to which the
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation is involved in the treatment of prison in-

mates, especially the mentally retarded.

4. Probetion and Parole. Probation and parcle administrators were

studied in a fashion similar to that used with the vocational rehabilitation and
mental health officials. Their responses were solicited for these reasoms: (1)
It is necessary to ascertain what efforts are being made in probation and parole
to provide treatment for the special types of offenders; (2) the ideas and
opinions of such administrators, who are experts in correction, will be influ-
ential in any decision concerning involvement in multi-state programs; and (3)
the operations of these agencies will be directly affected by the creation of a

multi-state correctional program.

5. Criminal Court Judges. Criminal court judges in all four states were

mailed questionnaires designed to elicit their knowledge of sentencing alterna-
tives presently available, and to ascertain their opinion of the effect multi-
state institutions might have on the sentencing decisions. The total possible
response from the four states was 261, with by-state breakdowns as follows:
Florida, 118; Georgia, 68; South Carolina, 26; and North Carolina, 49. As of
July 1, 1971, the total number of returned questionnaires was 119 or approximately

45% of the total possible response. The final response figure included 42 completed
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questionnaires from Florida, 22 from Georgia, 27 from North Carolina, and 10 from
South Carolina. Letters declining to complete the questionnaire, usually for
reasons based on inadequate knowledge of the subject or retirement from the bench
vere received from 9 judges in Florida, 1 in Georgia, and 1 in South Carolina.

An additional seven judges returned uncompleted gquestionnaires.

C. Development of Data Collection Instruments

A separate questionnaire was developed for each of the seven response
groups. The questions that were placed on each questionnaire were the result of
many "skull sessions' where all of the staff members got together to consider the
merits of each question. Two major questions were foremost in our minds during
the questionnaire construction process: (1) Will the question provide us with
information necessary to answer our research project, and (2) are there areas to
which we will need answers for which we have not created questions?

Because of the large number of Judges and legislators in the four state
area, the decision was made to obtain information from them through mailed

questionnaires rather than personal interviews. Persons in the other five groups

received interviews.

D. Problems in Data Collection

Most research projects encounter problems in data collection and this
project was no exception. One of our biggest problems was in finding those in-
dividuals that had the information for which we were looking. In addition,
current data appeared not to be available with regard to some aspects of our
investigation (for example, the number of retarded offenders in each state). A
second problem relates to the amount of cooperation that was received (or not

received) from the various governmentsl agencies. Although most respondents were
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more than willing to permit an interview, many were quite hesitant to speak freely
concerning several issues. This often was attributed to the fear of reprimands
from superiors if they were critical. It could often be attributed to the fact
that the various state legislatures were in session during the interviewing stage
of the project and persons attempting to get appropriations from the state do not,
at that time, generally want to say anything critical about the state bureau-
cracy. A third problem resulted from internal restrictions. 1In one state, for
example, it was requested that we not interview or send questionnaires to members
of the state legislature because the Director of Corrections did not want to run
the risk of our project endangering the rapport that he was trying to establish
with his state legislature. A fourth problem in the collection of data was an
extremely poor response rate from the judges and the legislators who were sent

mailed questionnaires and follow-up questionnaires.

E. Procedures in Data Analysis

The task of initial analysis of an entire recorded response group was
assigned to the staff member with the greatest expertise in that particular area.
For exemple, one of the lawyers was given the assignment of preliminary analysis
of the criminal court judge responses, while a staff member with expertise in
mental health institutions was given the task of analyzing the mental health
questionnaires.

All staff members were then required to read and critique, with appro-
priate additions and deletions, each of the other analyses. The revised analyses
were then redistributed for cross-analysis rind summations. After consultations,
one staff member then completed the analysis phase.

Once we were satisfied what the generalized responses were for each item

on the questionnaires, the next step was to determine how these summations answered
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the issues being posed in the overall project. This was achieved by listing the
issues to be considered and the questions which needed to be answered which are
subsumed under each issue. The answers to these questions were derived by amal-
gamating the responses from the relevant questions from each set of questionnaires.
For example, to determine the feasibility of multi-state facilities for the men-
tally disturbed, informastion wes drawn from the questionnaires administered to
both the personnel in the division of corrections and the division of mental

health as well as all other relevant sources.




Chapter 4. Findings

Inasmuch as the questiohs posed to each of the response groups were =

with several exceptions -- specially designed for particular respondents, or classei

of respondents, the data from different response groups frequenitly speak to dis-
parate, though important, questions. As & result, the findings are organized by
response groups for the purpose of isolating and highlighting the gpecific input
of each source to the questions of feasibility raised by this research. After

presenting these data from the several response groups, a summary of several im~
portant questions will attempt to unify as many independent strands of argument,

pro and con, as possibdble.

A, Departments of Corrections Analysis

The data gathered from the Division (or Department) of Corrections in the
four states came from a variety of personnel. Interviews were conducted with
vardens, classification officers, psychologists, directors of educational and
vocational programs, top security personnel, resgearch directors, directorskof
prison industries, work release officisls, as well as other high-level adminis-
trative personnel, including the directors of the Division of Corrections in the
various states. The data from these sources address a variety of questions, ime-
portant among them being a determination of how many inmates from each state
could be identified as persistent offenders, meﬁtal retardates, ete,

There eppeared to be very little consensus regarding the number of per-
sistent offrnders imprisoned in the four states. Estimates by correctional

~50-
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personnel placed the proportion.of persistent~offenders'at~from~20%"t0“80%Aof“fhew*
total ;gmate‘population. The more common estimates, however, were in the neigh-
.bo;;éod of ho-EB%, In terms of sbsolute numbers, this refers to about 10,000 to
13,000 inmates. Tﬁere is a clear consensus that a single institution for that
many inmates would be an absurdity. From numbers alone, it would appear that for
the persistent offender, the feasibility of a multi-state facility is contrain-
dicated.

Estimates of the size of the prison troublemaker population varied from
about 2% to as high as 15%. In absolute numbers, this represents an estimated
four-state population of about 2,000 inmates. Again in terms of size, a single
institution would appear to be undesirable. However, the creation of two or
three institutions to serve the four states vemains a possibility.

There was & wide range of estimates concerning the proportion of inmates
who could be classified as mentally disturbed. The range wes from 1% to 45%.

One explanation for this large difference in estimates is the fact that many
different categories of respondents were being used, some of which had access to
more reliable information than others. A second explanation is that "mentally
disturbed" is not a clearly defined category in prison classifications and there
is no authoritative information to which we can refer. 12re was also a great
deal of variation in the estimates between the various states. This, probably,
is due to the variety of available alternatives (such as state hospitals, etc.)
that exist within each state. It appears that realistic estimates would place
the proportion of mentally disturbed inmates at around 5-10%, or 1,300 to 2,600
persons for all the states combined. In addition to this number, one must also
consider the number of persons that are presently in state hospitals that would
be "eligible" for a special facility for the mentally disturbed offender. Thus,
more than one facllity appears mandatory on the basis of size alone, assuming that

mentally disturbed offenders are going to be brought together.
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If the estimates for the mentally retarded offenders are correct (257 to
35%, or probably about 3,000-4,000 people), each of the states should have a large
enough number of mentally retarded offenders to warrant the operation of their own
specialized institution. Of course, the IQ level employed in the determination of
mental retardation could be flexible enough to create institutions of appropriate
size.

Fairly precise figures (subject to day-to-day fluctuations, etc.) were '
available for women inmates. In the four states there are a total of about 1,100
women inmates. As in all of the other cases, this number, if brought together,
wvould require an institution too large to he consistent with present correctional
philosophy and practice.

In addition to estimates of offender parameters, the correctional respon-
dents were able to provide important information concerning existing programs to
deal with each category of offender within existing correctional institutions.
With regard to the persistent offender, however, the respondents indicated that
virtually no effort is made in any of the four states to provide any kind of
special treatment program. Essentially, the persistent offender has existed as
an undifferentiated group as far as existing prison programs are concerned.

The prison troublemaker is similar to the persistent offender in that no
specific treatment progrems were mentioned which focused on these inmates. How-
ever, it must be recognized that, unlike the persistent offender, the prison
troublemaker does receive special attention. This spocial attention consists of
segregation, loss of privileges, elimination from current vocational or educa-
tional programs, and a variety of other deprivations. Thus, the prison trouble-
maker does receive specialized handling although it frequently tends to be puni-
tive rather than therapeutic.

The mentally disturbed offender is not likely to receive adequate treat-

ment within the four systems, either. The extreme cases are usually transferred
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to a state mental hospital, but many inmates in need of this kind of facility do
not have it available to them. Special treatment for the mentally disturbgd
generally consists of segregation, drug therapy, end a very limited amount of
psychiatric counseling. In one state the division of corrections has one full-
time psychiatrist for the entire prison population of more than 9,000 inmates.

As with the mentally disturbed offender, treatment for the mentally re-
tarded is also lacking for the majority of the retarded population. Again, |
according to the respondents, the most severe cases of retardation among convicted
criminals are diverted from prison and institutionalized in other types of in-
stitutions. However, the majority remain within the confines of the prison.
Several of the states are currently operating specialized units now for the re-
tarded. For example, the Maury Unit in North Carolins houses 80-100 youthful
retardates. This unit, however, in no way fulfills needs of the entire system
in that one state.

Based on the responses received, "treatment" of women offenders have
followed a more discernible path. There appears to be a distinct trend away
from the traditional employment of female inmates in such "work programs" as the
prison leundry, the germent factory, etc. Currently, the correctional training
progrems for women have increasingly emphasized such marketable vocational skills
as cosmotology, nursing, and key punching. However, it was pointed out repegtedly
that the variety of programs that any single institution can offer is often
limited by the size of the inmate population and the ability level of the inmates,
as well as available resources., For many of the programs inmate ability does not
appear to be lacking. TFor example, officials at the women's prison at Lowell,
Florida, seem to be quite pleased at the abilities and accomplishments of the
vomen completing the key-panch training program at that institution.

Going hand in hand with specialized treatment programs is the presence of

employees specially trained to handle the various special types of offenders.
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Only 207 (N=11) of the people interviewed within the divisions of correcticns felt
that their division had any personnel specially trained to handle the persistent
offender. Similarly, only 40% (N=20) felt that they had any personnel trained to
deal with the prison troublemaker. A greater percentage of respondents claimed
that special personnel existed for handling mentally disturbed (65%, N=33), men-
tally retarded (58%, N=29), and women offenders (60%, N=2T).

Specialists are being used, however. Often a particular correctional system
will utilize the services of other sgencies within state and federal government.
Assistance from outside governmental agencies typically comes in connection with
the treatment of the mentally disturbed offender and the mentally retarded offen-
der. In this regard, the agencies utilized most often tend to be the departments
of mentel health, mental retardation, and vocational rehabilitation. Also, to &
lesser degree, educational systems, consulting psychiatrists, and social workers
are utilized,

There is more to be considered than whether or not facilities or programs
are available for inmates, however. Another question to be raised concerns the
extent to which various types of inmates are excluded from participation in ex-
isting educational or training programs. If a particular treining progrem exists,
but the troublemaker is not allowed to participate, then for all intents and
purposes the troublemaker is not being treated. This is essentially what has
happened. As a general rule in all four states, the prison troublemaker 1s ex-
cluded from all educational, vocational, and work release programs, and only
occasionally is psychological counseling available to him. His exclusion is
required because he is typically being punished (in segregation, etc.) and because
his presence might be detrimental to the progress and continuity of the work of
other inmates.

The condition of the persistent offender is not quite as bYad. He generally

is not excluded from most prison progrems. In several of the states, the persistent



55—
offender is not eligible for work release because of the presumed escape risk
and/or other reasons. Quite frequently restrictions are placed on the participa-
tion of the mentally disturbed offender and the mentally retarded offender in
educational or vocational programs. However, this is not an across-the-board
exclusion. Participation in programs by these inmates is usually determined or
limited by their own capabilities. For example, the retardate would not be put
into a college-level education course, nor would & mentally disturbed offender be
placed in a vocational training program which might be stressful. Thus, the ex-
clusion of these offenders from prison programs is made on the basis of what they
are and are not capable of doing -- the same procedure used for placing all in-
mates (ideally) into educational or vocational programs.

The issue of prison programs is somewhat different for women offenders.
The question is no longer whether they are excluded because they are women, rather
vhether vocational and educational programs are eliminated from the women's prisons
because of the smaller size of the unit in comparison with the male institutions.
Nearly two-thirds of those persons interviewed responded that they felt the
smaller size of the institutions did 1limit the scope of potential programs in the
women's prisons. Though reasons were somewhat varied, the consistent theme of
economic necessity seemed central to discussions of limited programs for women
offenders. One person stated that institutional financing was based primarily on
bed count, thus the masses (the male institutions) received funding priority.
Another indicated that progrsms are more cxpensive when operated for a smaller
number of people. In addition, often there are not enough participants in a pro-
gram to Justify the purchase of equipment. One individual argued that desirable
programs are not considered because they would inhibit housekeeping and industrial
enterprises (such as meking prison garments). The latter programs are, in several
instances, essential to the operation of the prison system because they help to

balance the budget.
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The remaining third of the respondents generally felt that the facilities
and programs in the women's prisons have the same if not better programs than the
men's prisons. It is interesting to note that almost all of these respondents
come from the two more populated states which operate the larger women's prisons.

A general question which must be raised in this kind of research is
whether or not these special offenders (persistent offender, prison troublemaker,
mentally disturbed, and mentally retarded) should for any reason be removed from
the general prison population. Responses to this question split almost 50-50
with regard to the persistent offender. Those advocating separation stressed the
value of isolating youthful and first offenders from the persistent offender.
Those arguing against separation stress that, however desirable the separation,
the actual proportion of inmates who are "persistent" is too large to accomplish
this kind of separation. Some further believe that the persistent offender would
be too difficult to manage when grouped together with other persistent offenders.
One respondent argued that this kind of separation would likely reinforce those
attitudes and dispositions which underlis the undesirable behavior of persistent
offenders. One of the most frequently recurring arguments against separation,
however, was the contention that persistence alone is not a sound basis for special
treatment programs.

There was a much greater consensus among correctional respondents con-
cerning the prison troublemaker; eighty percent of those interviewed found it
desirable to separate him from the remsinder of the prison population. Reasons
for separation were numerous. One respondent argued for the punitive utility of
geparation. Others felt that troublemakers would be easier to treat if they were
isolated. Still others felt that there are simply no real practical alternatives
to segregation. One who voiced an opinion against segregation of troublemakers

stated that the troublemaker ought to be forced to learn to get along with other
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people. Another felt that the troublemaker was too tough to manage when grouped
with other troublemakers.

More than 90% of the respondents advocated the separation of the mentally
disturbed inmate from the remainder of the prison population. The consensus of
those favoring separation was that specialized treatment would be more likely in
segregated as opposed to traditional prison settings. It was further argued that
the mentally disturbed offender creates problems in the prison that most officials
and correctional personnel are incapable of handling. The few who argued against
this separation generally felt that the mentally disturbed offender might better
respond to treatment in a predominantly "normal" population, or that separation
could reinforce feelings of isolation.

Finally, the percentage of respondents favoring the separation of the
mentally retarded from the remainder of the prison populetion was approximately
80%. Reasons for this position centered around the expectation that educational
and vocational programs could be geared more specifically for retardates in
specialized institutions. Another humanitarian argument noted that with sepsra-
tion, retardates would no longer be ridiculed and would not be forced into the
game kind of competition as currently exists within the general population. A
third argument for separation stressed the presumption that the retarded inmate
is overly susceptible to influence by sophisticated criminals. Those opposed to
the segregation of the mentally retarded offenders tended to believe either that
separation would limit their development or that the retarded offender can learn
more when he continually comes into contact with "normal" inmates.

In addition to the benefits that might accrue to these special offenders
in a special institution, one need also consider the benefits to be derived by
the basic prison unit}if these special offender types are removed. For example,
if the persistent offender is removed, what effect would this have on those inmates

who remain? Many respondents indicated that the process of learning a criminal
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career might be significantly impeded for many if prison contact with persistent
offenders was made impossible. Others argued that prison morale would improve
with the removal of persistent offenders, as well as the chances of treatment
"success" for the remaining offenders.

If the prison troublemaker were removed, most of the respondents stated
that the emphasgis of the system could be more strongly shifted to prison programs
and treatment as opposed to custody; the rules and reguletions could be relaxed,
and there could be greater flexibility among existing prison programs (such as
expanding work release, etc.)., As with the persistent offenders, many felt that
separation of troublemakers would enhance the morale of the remainder of the popu-
lation and decrease the likelihood that troublemekers could serve as role models
for the rest.

It was generally felt that the removal of the mentally disturbed would
have minimal impact on the remaining prison environment. Several reasons were
advanced to support this assertion. The first argued that mentally disturbed in-
mates comprise a small proportion of the total inmate population, and further
that many of these are already segregated from the remaining inmates. Another
argument contends that mentally disturbed inmates are currently not much of a
burden to the remainder of the prison population. Those arguing for separation
seem to presume that such inmates are currently problematic to other inmates and
staff, stressing that the staff and facilities currently tied up by the mentally
disturbed offender could be re-allocated to other uses. Another presumed benefit
was seen in the removal of an essentially depressing set of stimuli (disturbed
inmates) from the dominant prison environment.

As with the mentally disturbed, the mentally retarded offender is seen
as causing fewer problems for the prison community. Consequently, their removal
would auger few, if any, major changes. The greatest change that would occur,

according to most officials, would be a general up-lifting of the academic and
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vocational programs to the level of the new population. Another change relates
to the inmate status system or pecking order. The mentally retarded offender
typically is at the bottom of any pecking order among prison inmates and he is
frequently the scapegoat for things that go wrong. With his removel, the "pre-
dators," as one person calls them, will be forced to find a new scapegoat. Until
this new class of scapegoats is found, the prison might witness an increase in
inmate attacks.

In addition to the five basic types of offenders being considered, respon-
dents were asked to indicate any perceived need for special institutions to handle
other types of offenders. The vast majority of correctional respondents (45 out
of 55 responding to this question) specified other types of offenders which should
be given some consideration. The most frequently mentioned offender types in this
regard were drug offenders, sex deviates, geriatrics, cripples, "college types,"
those serving long sentences, those serving life sentences, alcoholics, homo-
sexuals, and informers. Even though a great diversity of special offender types
were mentioned, there was close to a consensus belief that the drug offender
should receive special treatment. Almost as consensual was the expressed concern
for special treatment of the alcoholic and the geriatric offender.

In only one state was there any real opposition to the consideration of
other offender types. Those opposed argued against the idea of special treatment
for certain types because expenditures for such small groups could not be justified
and because effective treatment programs did not exist.

If multi-ctate facilities were to be constructed, an important question to
be resolved would concern the physical location of these institutions. The people
within the divisions of corrections were asked whether they would consider treating
out-of-state inmates of a particular kind if their state had the best facilities

for treating that category of inmates. With regard to all five types of special
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offenders, there was general agreement. Forty-one cut of fifty respondents indicated
that if their facilities for the persistent offender were the best, they would
accept this type of offender from the other states. The responses for the other
categories were as follows: prison troublemaker, 42 out~of 49 indicated yes; men-
tally disturbed, 43 out of 49 indicated yes; mentally retarded, 46 out of 52 in-
dicated yes; and women inmates, 41 out of 50 indicated yes.

These "yes" responses were not entirely unqualified, however. Generally,
the responses were yes if it were reciprocal, if facilities were available, if
such an arrangement were best for the inmate, and if all financial considerations
were met. Those responding ''no" were not necessarily opposed to the idea of
special facilities, nor were they necessarily opposed to multi-gtate facilities.
What seemed to be the principal reasons for answering the question in the negative
were that their particular state did not have adequate facilities to accomodate
others, or that small institutions were, generally, most desirable and that size
would be difficult to restrict in multi-state facilities or progranms.

Another set of questions sought suggestions for specialized programs that
might be implemented in specialized institutions of the sort under consideration
herein. For the persistent offender, of the many innovations suggested, perhaps
three have the greatest potential. The first is to initiate within the institu-~
tion for persistent offenders vocational programs which require a longer amount of
time to complete. The typical prison today is forced to shy away from vocational
programs which require a long time to complete because they would be useful to but
a small percentage of the prison populace. However, it is reasoned that most per-
sistent offenders are serving longer sentences, and a more complex vocational (or
educational) program could therefore be instituted. Similarly, more complex prison
industries could be implemented. Instead of making license plates, a job which

requires little skill, the prison industry within the institution for the persistent
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offender could allow inmates to produce a much wider range of office furniture for
use in state offices and for other public institutions. This would not only pro-
vide revenue for the prison system, but would also train inmates more realistically
for profitable occupations upon release. A second suggested innovation is to
group the persistent offender according to age and to provide individual programs
for the different age groups. The rationale is simple. Whereas a twenty year-old
may benefit greatly from a vocational program, an inmate who is fifty would prob-
ably receive much less benefit. This type of classification, according to age,
would be a useful tool in any institution. Of course, this is being done to some
extent now with the development of prisons for first offenders, prisons for youth-
ful offenders, etc. However, there is very little segregation by age done in the
maximum security prisons. A third innovation suggested for a special institution
for persistent offenders is to build into the institution a comprehensive research
department. This department would keep track of the pertinent date on all inmates
prior to, during, and after incarceration. On the basis of this research, valu-
able information relating to the persistent offender would be obtained.

The innovations offered for the prison troublemaker suggested some form
of therapy, such as aversion therapy, behavior modification programs, resociali-
zation seminars, group therapy, or individual counseling. FEach of these imply
that the prison troublemaker has some personality problem, However, there were
also innovations suggested which imply that the troublemaking inmate may be the
product of the prison. One such proposed innovation is small cottage living to
avoid the problems of alienation which occur when men are treated on a group level
rather than on & more individual level. Another suggestion was to increase the
number of constructive activities so that idleness is reduced.

Separation from the remainder of the prison population was considered by

most of the respondents as essential for innovations among the mentally disturbed
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offenders. Programs suggested for implementation in such an institution presume
a more comprehensive diagnostic ¢.oamination than is customarily available at pre-
sent. This would be followed by a variety of treatment programs (psychotherapy,
guided group interaction, psychodrama, etc.). It was indicated that the approach
of the institution as a whole should emphasize the treatment rather than the
custodial aspects of institutionalization. Chain link fences, guard towers, and
other manifestations of extreme custody should be avoided if possible; hcwever,
the benefits to the inmate of removing these symbols of harsh custody should be
balanced ageinst the risk of escape.

Most respondents agreed that the special facility for the mentally retarded
inmate should be similar to the one for the mentally disturbed in that the fa-
cility should be of minimum security, inasmuch as retarded offenders are not gen-
erally known for their escape attempts. The basic structure of this institution
should be somewhat similar to present institutions, but operated on a different
plane. The educational programs should also emphasize those occupations in which
a highly technical skill or aﬁility is not required. In addition, a great deal of
emphasis should be placed on the more commonplace aspects of life, such as personal
hygiene, everyday skills such as answering the telephone, and interpersonal rela-
tions. It was generally agreed that associated with this specielized institution
should be attempts at community involvement, limited work release, &nd an inten-
sive after-care progranm.

Innovative ideas for special women's institutions were in short supply,
perhaps because these types of institutions now exist in each of the four states.
Recommendations basically urged expansion of current programs of personal hygiene,
personality development, community~based treatment, work release, better psycho-
logical testing, and greater access to dental care and plastic surgery.

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they could anticipate any par=-

ticular difficulties in the development or operation of these specialized
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institutions. One frequently anticipated problem in the operation of multi-state
facilities concerned the transportation of immates. For the most part, however,
respondents within the divisions of corrections did not perceive this as being a
majcr problem. Many of the questions raised related to legal issues, such as:
Who has Jurisdiction? What about extradiction? Who transports and who :ays for
the trensporting? Does the inmate have legal rights that would prohibit such
transportation? These types of problems can be handled quite adequately through
the adoption of the Model Interstate Corrections Compact recommended by the State
Council of Governments,

A second perceived problem was the potential burden pleced on family,
relatives, and friends who are trying to visit the inmate regularly. By trans-
porting the inmate to another state, visitation is usually more difficult. A
third problem mentioned was the increased probability of escape during the period
of transportation. In addition to these, several lesser problems were anticipated
by correctional respondents. These include the difficulty of scheduling transfers
and providing escorts; the question of post-release residence; compensation when
using a stop-over jail facility, ard other minor administrative problems.

The question of who should make the decision to transfer inmates to multi-
state institutions prompted a variety of responses. The Director from South
Caroline stated that the final decision should rest with the Director of the
Department of Corrections of the sending state, taking intoc account recommendations
of the "Classification Committee." The Administrative Assistant to the Director
from Florida felt that the decision must be jointly determined by officials from
the receiving and sending states. Two Deputy Commissioners from North Carolina
responded alternatively (1) that jurisdiction should be within the sending state;
and (2) that one person should be designated to handle the program. The Georgia

Assistant Deputy Commissioner felt the decision should rest with a regional control

board.
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Most of those suggestions were repeated by correctional respondents with
research positions. For example, a Georgian researcher stated that the decision
should be left with the Director of the Board of Corrections of the sending state.
Another Georgian said the Director as well as a Placement Committee would be the
best alternative. North Carolina researchers suggested that decisions be made
through the classification system with the ultimate decision, based on advice from
this team, resting with the Commissioner or Deputy. South Carolina researchers
suggested also that a classification board should decide with final review by the
sending state's Director or his appointed agent. Also suggested was that a re=-
gional board could be appointed which would be composed of correctional repre-
sentatives from each of the states comprising the region. This board could de-
velop policies concerning characteristics of offenders and institutions best suited
to an inmate's particular needs.

Thus, three basic alternatives to the question of who decides on regionsal
transfers were suggested by the respondents. The first would be that the decision
to transfer should lie with the sending state. Within the sending state the de-
cision could be made by the director, deputy director, the medical staff or the
classification team at the reception diagnostic center of the department of cor-
réctions. A second alternative would be to locate the transfer decision within
the receiving state ~- the decision being based on the availability of space with,
perhaps, & set amount of space allotted to each state. The third alternative
suggested that the decision to transfer should be made by a centralized board made
up of representatives from each of the four states. An overall analysis indicates
that perhaps the most workable system would be as follows: Each state would de-
velop criteria for recommending that inmates be transferred to a multi-state
facility. These recommendations‘would be forwarded to a centralized screening com-
mittee, composed of representatives from all of the states. Their decision to

approve the transfer would be based on two prime factors: availability of space
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and whether or not the sending state was using its "quota" of facilities already.
The exception might be that the state which operates a given special facility is
not bound by the quota restrictions. The question that remains unanswered is
whether or not a state has the right to refuse particular inmates.

A closely related problem involves the decision to return the inmate from
a multi-state facility back to his original state of jurisdiction.

The Department of Corrections Director from South Carolina noted that the
final decision should rest with the director of the department of corrections of
the sending state, taking into account the recommendations of the administration
of the multi-state institution. A North Carolina Deputy Commissioner responded
that the decision should rest with personnel from the receiving state because they
are most in touch with the inmate's current behavior. Georgian Assistant Deputy
Director felt the decision should rest with a regional board.

Research associates from Georgia felt the Director of the Board of Correc-
tions from the sending state should make the decision, whereas North Carolina
researchers saw the utility of resting this decision with a regional board.
Research staff in South Carolina stated that if it were for treatment purposes,
the transfer would best be initiated by a policy board. If, however, the inmate's
behavior and general disciplinary record were essentially negative and interferring
with the rehabilitative potential of the facility, the supervisor of the facility
should have the option of requesting an emergency transfer for the inmate in
question.

Among other correctional respondents the most prevalent suggestion was that
the decision to return an inmate to the original jurisdiction should rest with the
administration of the specific multi-state institution. The function of the multi-
state facilities is to afford better treatment. Once the individual no longer
needs the treatment that is being provided or if it becomes ols'ious that the in-

dividual is not amenable to treatment, then to prolong his stay there is not
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functional. However, the process of sending an individual to a multi-state fa-~
cility and the process of returning him to the sending state should not be viewed
as a means of "dumping" undesirable inmates on another system.

In the process of transferring inmates from one prison to another and from
one state to another, it was pointed out that consideration should be given to the
desirés of the inmate himself. Of course, this in itself is an issue: should the
inmate have any voice in the determination of his place of incarceration; and how
could he be expected to react to regional transfers? The majority of the people
interviewed in the departments of corrections felt that the inmate would react
negatively to the transfer to a special multi-state facility. The most common
expectation was that the inmate would be against the transfer because (in nearly
all cases) this would result in moving the inmate further away from his family.
The magnitude of this problem is obviously affected by the frequency with which
an inmate receives vigits from relatives and friends. A second perceived objection
is the fear of unfair tfeatment given by the receiving state to their out-of-state
inmates. This fear would be coupled somewhat with a general fear of the unknown
(e new prison). A third problem might involve resentment on the part of the in-
mate toward the sending state -- which could be prompted by the perception that
the state is trying to get rid of him. If such predictions proved accurate, the
net effect upon the multi-~state facility could be a very severe problem of inmate
morale, which could render whatever treatment might be aveilable as ineffective.

On the other hand, some of the respondents feel that inmates might not
necessarily react negatively -- some may be indifferent and some may look forward
to it. Those inmates who rarely receive visits would probably be more indifferent
to the change. Those who have had troubles within the local prison system (over a
long period of time) might look forward to getting away from their antagonists.

Earlier, the issue was raised concerning the return of the inmate to the

sending state for reassignment. Another way in which an individual chenges
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residence is by parole. This raises the question: how is parole to be administered
in multi-state institutions?

The Director of the South Carolina Department of Corrections stated that
unless parole authority is changed, recommendations of administrators of the
multi-state institution would have to be sent to parole boards in the sending states.
In cases of relocation within a different state from the sending state, the two
respective parole boards would have to concur. Ultimately, the parole board in the
sending state would have the responsibility. Another suggestion was to have a
separate parole board for the multi-state institutions. Problems may be encountered
if a separate parole authority were established, among them being the possible
necessity of a constitutional amendment to establish such authority.

A North Carclina Deputy Commissioner responded that there should be a
representative for all states on a parole board. Problems would be "'no more than
presently exist,” and it was felt that an agreement to handle the whole job by
the receiving state, supervised by the sending state, could be developed. The
Assistant Deputy Director from Georgia suggested that parole be administered by a
regional and state office, though problems of "visitation and communication' could
be foreseen. A Florida administrative official voiced the opinion that individual
state parole authorities should rely on reports from multi-state institution
officials.

Overall, there was little consensus among correctional respondents con-
cerning the problems of parole decision-making. A common resolution suggested an
independent parole board composed of representatives from each state which would
arrange parole for all inmstes from the multi-state facility. Another alternative
would grant the sending state complete authority in matters of parole. A third
approach would put the decision to parole in the hands of both the sending and

receiving states. A fourth alternative would locate parole authority exclusively
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with the parole board of the receiving state. The probable reason for such a lack
of consensus could be the diversity of legal systems in the four states. At the
present time, only two states (South Carolina and Georgia) permits the proposed
form of inmute exchange discsssed herein. Thus, the type of parole system which
can become operational depends largely on the legislatures of the four states and
their willingness to enact the Model Interstate Corrections Compact. It should be
noted that passage of the Compact would uniformly alleviate the problems foreseen
in the foregoing analysis.

Another series of questions which prompted diverse responses from correc-
tional experts concerned the following issues: What priorities should be set
among the offender categories for development of such regional facilities, in terms
of (a) relative need; (b) ease of implementation; and (c) political feasibility?

The South Carolina Director felt that treatment priority should go first
to the mentally disturbed offender because present programs were inadequate; second
to the mentally retarded for the same reason; third, to the prison troublemaker;
fourth, to the persistent offender; and last, the woman inmate, inasmuch as they
are now relatively well taken care of and their recidivism rates are relatively
low. However, a multi-state institution was thought easiest to implement for the
woman because this category is small in number and would not require as much pro-
fessional staff. In terms of political feasibility, the South Carolina Director
felt that the legislature would probably fsvor an institution for the mentally
retarded or mentally disturbed inmate because of sympathetic feelings toward these
categories and clear need of treatment facilities.

Top level administrators in Florida stated that first priority need-wise
would likely involve the mentally disturbed offender, with easiest implementation
for the persistent offender. Politically speaking, it was felt the most feasible

category would be the mentally disturbed.
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The Assistant Deputy Director from Georgia felt the need to be greatest for
regional facilities to handle prison troublemakers. On the other hand, it was felt
that public reaction would favor specialized regional treatment of the mentally
retarded and disturbed, and for this reason new facilities for these categories
would be the easiest to implement as well as most politically feasible.

The variation in priority from state to state can perhaps be attributed to
differences in the facilities that are currently available. That is, if a state
currently has adequate facilities for a particular type of offender (e.g., women),
a high priority rating for that type of offender would be less likely. Another
variable affecting priorities is the size of the population of the special offender
group in question. If a state has only & small group of one type of offender, that
type of facility might receive a lower priority, with higher priority being given
to a facility which might accomodate more inmates. Finally, the priority rating
might be affected by the overall philosophy of treatment and custody of the de-
partment of corrections or the state itself.

When all correctional respondents are considered, the overall trend within
the four states suggests that the greatest priority of need is perceived for
special facilities to accomodate the mentally disturbed offender and the mentally
retarded offender. Need for regional treatment of the prison troublemaker ranked
a poor third, with special facilities for the persistent offender and women offen-
der ranking at the bottom of the priority list. The low priority given to special-
ized facilities for women is likely due to the fact that all four states now have
such facilities. Perlhaps the low priority assigned to the persistent offender
lies in the fact that the persistent offender has never traditionally been seen
as a group to be differentiated from other offenders for purposes of treatment

and vocational programs, especially since he comprises a majority of felons in

each state system.
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Responses to the second dimension along which priorities can be based =~
ease of development -- prompted a similar ordering among the offender categories.
Specifically, correctional respondents indicated that facilities for the mentally
disturbed, mentally retarded, and women offenders would be the most easily imple-
mented. The likely rationale for such a response should be fairly clear. Special
facilities for women have existed for a long time. All that would be necessary to
accomplish a special multi-state institution would be the enactment of enabling
legislation in the four states. The treatment programs, etc., would not change
significantly. Facilities for the mentally disturbed offender are in the latter
phases of planning in several states now. Thus, to construct a special multi-
state program of this type would likely involve little additional planning. In
addition, at the present time the more acute cases of mental disturbances are
transferred to state hogpitals which have special facilities. These facilities
could also serve as a model. At the present time there are no special facilities
within the divisions of corrections or elsewhere for the mentally retarded offen-
der. However, there is enough knowledge about retardation in general, such that
the "know~how" for treatment programs in a special institution pose few problems.
Also, the fact that retarded offenders are generally neither violent nor prone to
escape reduces the problem of constructing or maintaining a highly secure institu-
tion.

Far behind these offender types on the "ease of implementation" priority
scale ig the persistent offender. Concei;ably, the reason for the low priority
for the persistent offender is that no one knows what kind of programs should be
put into a special facility for this type of offender. Perhaps as important is
the fact that little attention has really been given tc specialized programs for
the persistent offender. To be sure, the troublemaker, the retardate, and the
mentally disturbed offender get more of the limited publicity accruing to cor-

rectional issues.
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Falling easily into the bottom of the priority list in terms of ease of
implementation is the prison troublemaker. Perhaps the greatest reason for the
troublemaker's low priority is that he requires maximum security custody. This
requires a much more expensive physical plant, as well as a higher ratio of guards
to inmates than is generally true of a traditional prison. However, a few who in-
ficated that this type of program should go on a high priority list did so because
the states are currently separating the troublemaker, and currently have maximum
security units where they are housing additional categories of inmates along with
the prison troublemsker.

The question of the feasibility of specialized multi-state programs for
special offenders really entails two propositions. The first considers the
feasibility of special institutions for particular offender categories. That
question has been addressed in the discussion to this point. The second considers
the feasibility of multi-state institutions, generally. Assuming the enabling
legislation were passed by all of the state legislatures, there would still be
required a tremendous amount of cooperation before such a venture could be
successful. Although the four states currently cooperate in parcle compacts,
mental health compacts, etc., the smount of cooperation that has actually been
reguired in the past concerning the interstate transfer of inmates has been
negligible. Significant cooperation would have to overcome differences in
policies, philosophies, and financial structures. However, despite these and
additional obstacles, there persists a great deal of confidence among correctional
respondents that the four states could achieve the requisite cooperation for the
succesafullimplementation of a multi-state facility. Of the 61 correctional
respondents from the four states, only four seriously doubted the ultimate
feasibility of multi-state cooperation.

Although most respondents from the departments of corrections favor the
idea of multi-state specialized facilities and programs, they concurrently recog-

nize that special problems can be expected from such a system.
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In response to guestions dealing with foreseeable problems, the South Caro-
lina Director was particularly concerned that problems could occur if families of
inmates reacted adversely to having a family member sent out of state. Such a re-
action could result in legislative pressure from several sources. Florida's
Administrative Assistant to the Director responded that funding was the major
problem in developing multi-state correctional programs. Deputy Commissioners of
North Carolina foresaw no significant problems for the department of corrections
should multi-state cooperation be attempted, while respondents from Georgia felt
that their most pressing problems might come from legislative opposition.

Among the other problems noted was that of control, or as one person put
it, "who is Big Daddy?" 1In this regard, consolidation necessarily means that a
shift in power must occur. That is, with someone gaining power, someone else will
likely lose power. A second problem often mentioned relates to visitation. As
discussed earlier, if an individual is to be moved to an out-of-state institution,
the probability is that he will be further removed from his home and family. A
third problem relastes to prison morale in general. Because of differences in the
various state laws, some inmates will be less eligible for such things as work
release, study release¢, etc., creating a sense of relative deprivation; that is,
one inmate being discriminated against because his offense was committed in one
state rather than in another. Another problem foreseen was that such a system
would detract from the trend toward community-based treatment. In addition, it
was argued that multi-state progrems give the appearance of warehousing or dumping
inmates, which is not only bad for the morale of the offender, but is bad publicity
for the entire correctional system. Among other problems mentioned were those re-
lated to transportation, duplication of facilities, and different philosophies.
However, most indicated that they did not feel that these problems were insur-

mountable.
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A final question presented to respondents from the departments of correc-
tions concerned itself directly with whether or not they felt it feasible to de-
velop multi-state correctional institutions. This question sought a summation of
all the perceived advantages and disadvantages in relation to specialized multi-

state correctional institutions.

B. Probation and Parole Analysis

Top~level administrators and policymakers from the probation and parole
commissions in the four states were‘interviewed on the question of multi-state
correctional programs. Their responses were solicited for several reasons.
First, it was desirable to ascertain those efforts presently being made within
probation and parole to provide treatment for the types of offenders considered
herein. Second, the ideas and opinions of such administrators, who are themselves
experts in criminal correction, could be expected to influence any decisions con-
cerning implementation of muiti—state programs. Finally, the operations of these
agencies would be directly affected by the creation of a multi-state correctional
program.

Since providing prison troublemskers and women with special facilities is
an institutional problem, and since no specific effective treatment has been
found for the pervasive and therefore imprecise category of recidivist, the in-
sights of probation and parole specialists were particularly sought with regard
to the handling of mentally ill and retarded offenders.

Many of the questions sought to determine whether or not probation and
parole boards were equipped to identify or recognize speciel offender problems
and how such problems as retardation or mental illness could affect the handling
of a case. Indeed, it would seem that probation departments have the ideal op-
portunity to identify speciasl problems that offenders might have through the use

of the pre-sentence investigation (PSI). The PSI is a universal tool of probation
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departments; however, as indicated by the respondents, this tool is not univer-
sally employed with all offenders. The PSI is generally conducted only upon the
request of the judge, and at his own discretion. Some judges ask for the inves-
tigaﬁion only in serious felony offenses; others use it only when they are un-
decided about a sentence, regardless of the severity of the offense. Some judges
never request a PSI if an FBI record is available. Therefore, the PSI is not
systematically applied or withheld for any of the offender types with which this
study is concerned.

To ascertain whether or not PSI's were structured in such a way that they
serve to identify problems such as mental illness or retardation, the administra-
tors were asked what tests, if any, are routinely administered to the defendant
during the course of the PSI. Three of the four states administer no tests at
all. In South Carolina, the tests to be administered are determined by a sus-
pected disability in which case the disability must be obvious. We must assume
that some retarded and mentally ill offenders are identified through other records
or date in the course of the PSI. However, since IQ tests and personality tests
are rarely administered in PSI's and since PSI's are not universally conducted,
it can be assumed that retardation or mental illness is not adequately being
identified by use of the PSI.

Assuming, however, that in some cases the retardation of the offender may
be known, probetion agency respondents were asked if the IQ of the retarded de-
fendant influences the recommendation of the investigating officer concerning
dispositionel alternatives. Floride and North Carolina agencies generally do not
make recommendations to the court, but rather present only the data collected in
the PSI. All states were in agreement that the IQ would or could influence the
recommendation only when it represents a very obvious impediment to rehabilitation.
It must be reiterated, however, that the IQ is rarely known to the investigating

officer as a result of the PSI.
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The conclusion can be drawn that the PSI as presently structured and im-
plemented cannot serve as a screening mechanism to identify retarded or mentally
i1l offenders upon entrance into the criminal Justice system. It might, however,
be somewhat successful in that task if adequate tests were routinely administered,
and if the PSI were universally applied.

Before discussing probation and parole programs for special offenders, it
was essential to note whether existing arrangements are built into the correctional
system that might regularly prevent the transfer of retarded or mentally i1l of-
fenders into the custody of probation or parole authorities. In one important
respect the mentally ill are systematically kept out of parole programs, inasmuch
a5 those convicts whose mental illness is severe will likely be committed to state
hospitals for treatment. Regardless of the length of term, such offenders cannot
be paroled until treatment is "completed," and at that point they are returned to
the custody of the correctional department, thereby effectively screening most
seriously disturbed offenders from parole programs. In addition, retardation
and mental illness can greatly influence the institutional behavior of inmates
which in turn effects paroling decisions. Such "de facto" screening is somewhat
countered by a current trend to invoke what Florida has termed "mandatory condi-
tional release." This program provides compulsory community supervision for high
risk offenders who cannot be paroled, but who are approaching the expiration of
sentence.

However, despite built-in screening devices, parole and probation agencies
continue to supervise great numbers of persons who are either retarded or mentally
ill. Therefore, it is of some benefit to consider the resources used by probation
and parole agencies to provide specialized treatment for those offenders. Such

resolrces or lack thereof should be considered in any plans for multi-state

treatment programs.
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In all four states the probation and parole departments take adventage of
a variety of community resources that can help retarded or mentally ill offenders.
For example, the Florida Commission uses the assistance of the Department of Mental
Health, Vocational Rehabilitation, county psychiatric clinics, and university
faculty. The Georgia Probation Board and Farole Board is assisted by the State
Education Department, Alcoholics Anonymous, Health Department, Salvation Army,
Division of Family and Children Services, Vocational Rehabilitation, private schoolg
for retarded, Central State Hospitael at Milledgeville, citizen volunteers, local
private clinics, University of Georgie Psychology Clinic, and locel medical associ-
ations. North Carolina utilizes the Department of Correction, welfare agencies,
Social Service, Mental Health Department, and Vocational Rehabilitation.

These services, however, are solicited on a case-by-case basis in all
four states. None of the probation and parole agencies have structured special
programs on a group basis for the mentally ill or reterded offenders. Special
programs, which are seldom used, are individually tailored.

None of the agencies reported employment of supervisory staff who have
special training in the problems of mental illness or retardation. Florida does
afford special training for staff supervision of alcoholics and narcotics offen-
ders, so a trend may be estsblished which may eventually lead to specialization
in other disabilities. None of these agencies employ consultants who have
speclalized training in retardation and mental illness.

The decision concerning involvement in multi-state correctional programs
for special offenders requires consideration of all current state-based efforts
at treatment, of which probation and parole programs are part. It can be stated
at this time that there are no organized, well-structured treatment programs for

retarded and mentally ill under the auspices of probation and parcl: in the four

-states encompassed by this research, although almost all respondents considered

such organized programs desirable and necessazy.
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The idea of establishing multi-state correctional programs for special

types of offenders was presente? to the respondents in probation and parole agencies.

They were asked to pame categories of offenders which should be included in such a
multi-state program. The three most frequently mentioned categories were narcotics
addicts, sex offenders and alcohclics. Other suggestions included youthful offen-
ders, first offenders, psychopaths, the severely handicapped, security risks and
armed robbers. South Carolina resgpondents suggested only those guilty of federal
cffenses. |

Since multi-state programs would directly affect the organization and
opcrati&n of parole agenciés, respondents were asked to enumerate problems which
would be encountered in administering parole from a multi-state facility.

Florida respondents foresaw few, if any, problems; perhaps only a slight
delay in communications and a little more paperwork. The Interstate Compact on
Probation and Parole has proven successful and trouble-free for Florida and the
res@ondents agreed that any problems would be minor.

Georgia respondents listed a considerable number of problems which they
might encounter: agrecment upon rules by states, maintaining standerds acceptable
to all participating states, the necessity for organiéational change, opposing
or varying philosophies, expectation that paroling agencies must reach a common
denominator in paroling inmates, communication, and evaluation. North Carolina
cited the tesk of coordination, and the trend away from centralization as counter
to multi-state programs but believed that there would be no great problems for
their agency. South Carolina enumerated the rcmoval of individuals from the
local atmosphere, family, and community, and many other related problems for the
parole board. Thus, Florida and North Carolina saw no great impediments for their

agencies in the implementation of an interstate program, while Georgia and South

Carolina foresaw a number of problems.
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The respondents were asked if they would support the establishment of
multi-state correctionial programs. There was no consensus among the probation and
parole boards on this question. All the states had both favorable and unfavorable
responses except South Carolina. The South Carolina Probation and Parole Board
opposed any such facility unless it were a federal institution for federal offen-
ders. Objections centered on the trend to smaller community-based institutions,
which would be countered by multi-state facilities, as well as the appearance
that such fe-ilities could become an easily employed "dumping ground" for a state's
problems.

Among the other states, some respondents refused to commit themselves on
the question of supporting multi-state programs until they become more familiar
with the program to be offered. Favorable respcnses were qualified; if resources
were not available locally; if states could agree on a plany if used only on a
very limited basis; if it involved a preliminery pilot project; if it éould be
s0ld to the public; if it could reduce crime; if it were more; and if it were
proven effective.

Respondents who would not support the establishment of multi-state pro-
grams reagonzd that the money would be better spent on state institutions, that
community-based programs were more vital, and that the individual states would
first need‘to bring their standards up to a uniform level.

Finally, the respondents were asked to render an opinion on the feasi-
bility of initiating multi-state correctional programs. A few respondents
hesitsted to answer without further study. Most, however, had definite opinions.
Flerida respondents for the most part believed the programs to be feasible and
that all criminal justice agencies should be able to cooperate. The South
Carolina Parole and Probation Board, on the other hand, did not consider the pro-
posal feasible due to the priority placed on local correctional progrems: Hiorgia

and North Carolina were ambivalent, with both positive and negative responses.
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C. Divisions of Vocational Rehabilitation Analysis

One of the governmental departments involved in the rehabilitation of offen-
ders is the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. It's participation is particu-
larly noted in the after-care or post-release period of an inmate's life. Thus,
to consider the feasibility of multi-state treatment facilities it is essential
that these peuple be involved in the evaluative process.

Top~-level personnel in vocational rehabilitation were interviewed in all
four states. For the most part, these individuals were familiar with the treat-
ment facilities within the Department of Corrections in their own state. More
important to this study, however, was a determination of the extent to which the
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation is involved in the treatment of convicted
offenders, especially the mentally retarded.

The kinds of services offered by Vocational Rehabilitation agencies cgn
be grouped into three categories. The first group of services involve dlagnos-
tic evaluations which make it possible to place the individual into the most
appropriate and beneficial training programs. The second type of service involves
the evaluation of an individual's training achievements. More specifically, in
prison this means an evaluation of an inmate's performsnce on work assignments.
The third basic type of service offered by Vocational Rehabilitation agencies
involves the provision of community-based counselors to work with individual
offenders after they have been released from prison. Such a counselor may
actually serve many of the same functions as the parole or probation officer.

In looking toward the future, the vast majority of vocational rehabili-
tation personnel responded that their division had no specific plans for the men-
tally retarded and the mentally disturbed offender. Several, however, stated
that there were new programs plenned which are aimed at additional research and

at establishing e more intense community orientation in the treatment of the re-

tarded and disturbed offender.
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At present, the Divisions of Vocational Rehabdilitation do not utilize any
kind of systematic interstate transfer of clients. However, interstate cooperation
does exist. If an individual moves from one state to another, the state of prior
residence will send that person's files to the new state on the request of the
client. Also, the vocational rehabilitation people may be called upon to recom-
mend rehabilitation programs thaﬁ might be available in other states. Such
arrangements are, however, informal and not established in law.

From the standpoint of vocatiénal rehabilitation respondents, it appears
that the types of offenders that could best be treated in a multi~-state facility
are the mentally retarded and the méntally disturbed offenders. The types of
innovative programs that were suggested for these specialized facilities involve
work evaluation, special education, and behavior modification programs.

It is worth noting that the above selection of offender groups for inter-
state treatment may well reflect something of a professional bias, in that voca-
tional rehabilitation programs are often centered around thé retarded and the
mentally disturbed individual. The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation has no
specialized programs for the persistent offender and the prison troublemaker and
are thus unaware of particular advantages that a special institution might have to
offer then.

A nmulti-state facility for any of these special offender types should
ideally involve not only the divisions of corrections in the coope:ating states,
but should elso involve other state sgencies such as the Division of Vocational
Rehabilitation. However, the persons interviewed within Vocational Rehabilitation
overvhelmingly felt that they could not serve a multi-state facility. The basic
reason underlying this position was funding uncertainty. Present shortages in
Vocational Rehabilitation budgets make it impossible for an expansion of services
to be reasonably foreseen without drastic changes in legislative funding prior-

ities.
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An additional problem mentioned by vocational rehabilitation respondents
related to the matrix of difficulties involved in the administration of multi-
state facilities by single-state agencies. Thus, even if an Interstate Correc-
tions Compact were passed, the Divisions of Vocational Rehabilitution would have
to be shown proof of the advisability and feasibility of their cooperation.

A question posed to all of our respondent groups asked whether or not
thege offender types should be separated from the rest of the prison population.
With regard to the mentally disturbed and the uentally retarded, personnel in
vocational rehabilitation were almost unanimous in their bellef that separate
facilities should be provided. Concerning the other two categories, the persis-
tent offender and the prison troublemaker, opinions again favored separation, with
this view expressed by about seventy-five percent of those responding.

Presuming separation of these specisl offenders from the remainder of the
prison population, the question of supervisional Jurisdiction over a new facility
remains to be answered. This problem is most saliegt vith regard to the custody
and treatment of the mentally disturbed offender. Such an offender could right-
fully be under control of a division of corrections because he has been convicted
of a criminal offense. However, he could also be remanded to the authority of a
division of mental health once he is determined to be mentally disturbed. Thus,
the question persists, should his confinement be based upon behavior (criminal) or
upon his mental state (disturbed)?

Nearly all those interviewed within the Divisions of Vocational Rehabili-
tation (which probebly have no strong vasted interests in either direction) indi-
cate that placing the mentally disturbed offender under the control of one agency
is not the best solution to the problem. The most frequent suggestion was that
mentally disturbed offenders be handled by a combination of correctional and

mental health personnel. Under such an arrangement, corrections would be primarily
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responsible for the custody and safety of the offender (and society) and the
division of mental health would be responsible for his treatment. In addition,
it was suggested that other agencies such as Vocational Rehabilitation should be
used as extensively as necessary.

Asked if they were opposed to multi-state facilities, the majority of
vocationsal rehabilitétion respondents indicated that they are not. However, the
lack of opposition seems to be heavily qualified. They are not opposed if treat-
ment were more effective, if it were not more expensive, if cooperation were pos-
sible, etc. Those who do oppose multi-state programs use essentially the same
rationale as those from other agencies who opposéamulti-state programs. The three
reasons most often cited for opposition are: (1) problems created by distance;
(2) problems created by the possibility of "warehousing;" and.(3) the belief that
the "best" direction to take is toward community oriented facilities, rather than
regional facilities.

A final question directed toward this rzsponse group related to the poten-
tial for cooperation among the Divisions of Vocational Rehabilitation in the four
states. The majority felt that sufficient cooperation is possible to mske the
multi-state facilities for special offenders feasible. This is an interesting
position given the fact that the maj)ority had earlier stated that they did not

feel that their division would be able to participate in such an arrangement. Too

little elaboration was received on this last question to resolve this apparent con-

tradiction.

On balance, the Divisions of Vocational Rehabilitation gave qualified
support to the idea of multi-state treatment. The newness of the concept bothered
many who cited problems connected with any new program. The difficulties perceived
by the respondents do not seem to be of such magnitude and nature that they could

not be resclved by passage of the Interstate Corrections Compact.
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D. Divisions of Mental Health Analysis

Adninistrators and other pertinent representatives of the four state depart-
ments of mental health were interviewed in an endeavor to shed light on the special
problems of the mentally ill and mentally retarded inmate and the feasibility of
multi-state facilities for their treatment.

The majority of mental health respondents acknowledged familiarity with
correctional facilities and/or programs for these special inmates. Since correc-
tions directly handles the inmate, whether disturbed or retarded because of the

criminality involved, and the state departments of mental health and/or mental

- retardation are responsible for mentally ill and retarded persons, these two agencies

Jointly cooperate to care for these special types of inmates. Inevitably, there
are complications involved in attempting to meet this overwhelming responsibility.
One such complication, from the perspective of mental health specialists, is pre-
sented by the security considerations that must be taken into account when handling
mentally ill criminals. Treatment of inmates in a psychiatric setting is currently
in a state of limbo because legalities involved are ambiguous, and such ambiguities
are not conducive towards action.

Although some states have made improvements in the treatment and rehabili-
tation of mentally disturbed and mentally retarded inmaetes, there is no doubt that
present alternatives (facilities, programs) in the four states are inadequate.

State facilities and/or programs for the mentally disturbed inmate vary
from one state to another. 1In several states there are psychiatric units within
the main correctional institution for mentally disturbed inmates. All the states
provide for sending those deemed not guilty by reason of insanity to state mental
hospitals for purposes of diagnosis and evaluation.

As indicated earlier, correctional care for the mentally disturbed inmate

consists of housing in special cells and, in some cases, access to counseling




-

-84
(group and/or individual) or somatic therapy. 1In addition, limited consulting
staff (psychologists, psychiatrists, etc.) from state mental health departments
offer evaluation, diagnostic and treatment services to corrections in the states.
Generally, transfer of the most severe cases from a correctional facility to a
state psychiatric hospital is possible. Also, partly because of the trends towards

communityFbased mental health treatment, local community mental health centers are

increasingly being used for treatment of some mentally disturbed inmates.

In addition to the complications previously mentioned in handling the men-
tally disturbed inmate, both mental health and correctional agencies suffer basi-
cally from lack of funds, facilities, and staff to adequately meet the needs of
these special inmates.

Although it is estimated that there are relatively large numbers of men-
tally retarded inmates in the corfectionalusystem, it appears that the refardate
receives even less special attention than the mertally disturbed inmates. Specisal

treatment for the mentally retarded in the four states ranges from extremely in-

~ adequate and limited programs to virtually nonexistent treatment programs (refer

to Mental Retardation section on description and treatment which might exist for
mentally retarded inmates under the Department of Mental Retardation).

In order to ascertain the extent of cooperation between mental health
agencies and probation and parole departments, the mental health respondents were
asked what assistance was requested of them in handling probationers and parolees,
particularly those who were reterded or mentally ill.

Respondents from all four states acknowledged some use of mental health
services by probationers and parolees, though the type and extent of the service
varied according to location within each state. The most common usege made of
mental health services appeared to involve the probationer or parolee who was

referred to a local mental health clinic for out-patient services.
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Most of the mental health respondents did not feel qualified to comment on
whether or not mentally retarded inmates are more likely to be denied parole than
more "normally" intelligent inmates. The minority who did comment felt that re-
tardates probably do have more problems in obtaining parole and are denied parole
more often than the "normal" inmate.

A frequently perceived reason for guch discrimination was that parole pre-
requisites often specify that a parolee ve able to handle a job; and unless
specially job trained, many retarded inmates have trouble meeting this qualification.
At the same time, the mentally.retarded inmate may be perceived by some as likely
having a hard time adjusting to parole, and as being less able to integrate into
successful community life without special out-patient facilities or programs geared
towards the needs of the mentally retarded.

Part of the difficulty in meeting the needs of these inmates is that men-
tally ill and retarded inmates do not fall directly under the jurisdiction of one
state department, but rather in the middle of two or more. To clarify this compli~-
cation, the mental health respondents were asked their opinions about which division
could b;st handle the mentally disturbed inmate.

Responses varied widely with no emerging consensus. Among the alternatives
mentioned was the suggestion that mental health departments should have primary
responsibility for the mentally ill inmate because they have the resources needed
for treatment of the mentally ill, whereas if the departments of corrections
created their own mental health facility, costly duplication of mental health
services would result. Despite such reasoning, others favored the ides that cor-
rections should develop its own mental health program, while still others responded
that both corrections and the departments of mental health should be able to cooper-
ate in handling the mentally ill inmate. Another respondent favored the "umbrella'

concept, with corrections, mental health, vocational rehabilitation, and perhaps




\

~86-
other agencies each playing & role and cooperating under a centralized agency such
as a "Department of Human Services."

Since mental health agency plans for additional programs which could be
used for mentally ill or retarded inmates would have a direct bearing on whether
the alternative of multi-state institutions might be more or less desirable, mental
health respondents were asked to relate such plans.

The trend towards community-based mental health treatment was evident in
the expansion plans expressed by the four agencies examined. In North Carolina,
for example, 41 area mental health units offering a full range of psychiatric
tregtment services and four regional hospitals are being developed. It is generally
felt that if inmates were given increased access to such facilities, the traditiona}
problems of overcrowding and staff limitations would become intolerable. Most re-
spondents refer to limitations of funds as being a primary hindrance to future
mental health endeavors from which the special inmates concerned might benefit.

Before the feasibility of multi-state ihstitutions can be ascertained, one
must address the question of desirability of separating the retarded and mentally
i1l from the general prison population. In discussing the treatment aspects of
such a question, most mental health respondents felt that whatever the mental dis-
ability, a person should be evaluated and treated according to his individual
problems and needs, and not grouped and labeled by inoperably broad categories.

For example, there are hundreds of diagnostic categories of mental illness, some
of which might profit from segregation from the general prison population for
treatment, and others which might not.

The respondents who felt that separation of the mentally disturbed inmate
from the general inmate population is necessary for purposes of treatment reasoned
that 2 more homogeneous group would facilitate flexibility of treatment. Those who

felt that such segregation is necessary for the mentally retarded inmate, observed
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that he was less likely to be manipulated and taken advantage of by other inmates

if segregated, and would be more likely to benefit from some special treatment.

One respondent argued that under the proper conditions -- separation and specialized
programs -- the mentally retarded inmate has the greatest potential for response to
corrective therapeutic techniques.

Reasons given by those respondents who favor keeping the mentally ill inmate
within the general prison population are: (15 the inmate has to learn to adjust to
his environment if he hopes to re-enter society successfully; (2) segregation should
only be used for short-term crisis treatment in order to facilitate immediate return
to the general population.

Similar reasoning in reference to the mentally retarded inmate was commonly
expressed: if the mental retardate is ever to learn to adjust to society, he should
learn to handle himself within the general population; and further, specialized
programs should not necessarily be cause for total segregation from the general in-
mate population.

Comments concerning the benefit to the remainder of the inmate population
if separated from these special offenders were similarly varied. Many responded
that separation would lower security problems and create more homogeneity. Others
observed that no one should be separated, rather the entire prison population
should be treated together. Still others responded that the general inmate popula-
tion is not negatively affected by the presence of mentally ill and mentally re-
tarded inmates, while, on the other hand, no one benefits from being mede to feel
different and isolated.

Another pertinent consideration wiich has direct bearing on the feasibility
of multi-state institutions is the existence of current agency participation in
interstate programs. Two of the states, North Caroline and South Caroline, are

members of the Interstate Compact on Mental Health, which enables states to cooperate
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in confinement and treatment of mentally ill persons when crossing state lines.

The respondents who felt that establishment of a multi-state institution for men-
tally ill and retarded offenders would be advisable espoused the following rationale:
a multi-state unit is desirable because it is not economically feasible to build a
number of small units throughout one state and the professional staff needed for
such units are not available. According to this view, a multi-state operation

would be more likely to be economically feasible than efforts by a singie state
which try to create programs for special offenders.

Additional advantages of a multi-state facility cited by mental health
respondents included the following: such an institution would attract a wide
variety of expertise in the mental health field; a more diverse and experimental
range of treatment could be employed, and individualized treatment might be more
probable; a multi-state unit could most feasibly perform a valuable research func-
tion in these mental health areas.

Many mental health respondents indicated that they would favor establishment
of a multi-state institution only under certain specified conditions. One condition
noted was the factor of size. If there are sufficient numbers of mentally disturbed
or retarded inmates within one state to warrant handling the problem within that
state, many expressed the hope that in-state programs might be developed. On the
other hand, if the numbers of such inmates warrant a multi-state progrem, then that
would be preferred to no program at all. Part of the reasoning behind this idea
suggests ﬁhat as size of institution increases, treatment decreases. One respondent
noted that multi-state institutions should only be used for a very specific and
specialized problem -- for example, for those inmates who require permanent custody
due to severe mental retardation. Others feel that a multi-state institution would
not be worthwhile unless firm guidelines existed between sending and receiving states
to assure continuous and reliable linkage between the specisl facility and resources

from the home state.
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2 majority of the mental health respondents were opposed to the multi-state
concept for a variety of reasons. A ‘*asic consideration appeared to be the trend
of both mental health and corrections to use the community-based treatment concept.
Community treatment is based on the premise that problems which started in the
community should be corrected there. By basing rehabilitation and treatment in-
state, it is felt that the resources of community and family can be put to maximmm
use. Many felt that proximity to community and especially family is vital to po-
tential treatment success. In essence, those rejecting the multi-state idea felt
that reduction of family and Eommunity contact implied by such an idea would have
extremely negative effects on these special inmates. It should be noted that these
respondents were acting on the assumption that most of the inmates in a multi-state
program would perforce be housed outside their state of domicile. A contrary
opinion would have been voiced by the same respondents it the inmates under dis-
cussion were to be transferred across state lines for the purpose of allowing them
to be treated in communities in or near their place of residence. A contrary con-
sideration was raised by one mental health respondent who observed that in the realm
of his experience, the community treatment approach is over-idealized. That is,
often when a mentally retarded or mentally disturbed person is returned to the
community after a long period of institutionalization there is nowhere for him to
go -- relatives usually do not know what to do with them.

Another objection voiced by the respondents to the multi-state institutional
concept is that it is based on a medical model rather than sociological or cultural
models of treatment. While there are relevant medical factors in some cases, it
is widely felt that an inmate cannot be simply sent away for a "cure.'

A related comment frequently received from mental health respondents was
that re-entry from a multi-state institution would be most complicated. Tﬁe inmate

involved would suffer not only as a result of being labeled a criminal, but also as
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a result of being labeled mentslly disturbed or mentally retarded. This, coupled
with separation from community and family, could cause severe readjustment problems.
Many respondents made reference to the fact that the multi-state concept
puts emphasis on institutional treatment, whereas institutionalization should be
only a limited part of the whole treatment process. To summarize this point of
view, these respondents felt that maximization of resources does not insure a
successful treatment venture. In this regafd, épecialized treatment facilities
were viewed as less complicated and more valuable if initiated on an individual
state basis.
Questions were raised when respondents were asked if the departments of

mental health as presently administered and funded could adequately serve their

_state's immates in a multi~-state institution. In general, the respondents ques-

tioned the fundiﬁé aspect of such an establishment and felt that funding would be
a primary problem, given the inadequate funds existing for present in-state mental
health programs.

Administratively, the respondents expressed the view that their departments
of mental health are flexible. They could possibly furnish consultative services
to such a multi-state institution and could, perhaps, handle in-state pre-~ and
post-institutionalization of mentally disturbed inmates (i.e., helping in evalua-
tion, diagnosis and recommendation of usage of the multi-state facility as well as
assisting in inmate re-entry into the community).

When queried as to the kinds of offenders that might be most effectively
handled in a multi-state institution, most mental health respondents reiterated
that they could not suggest types because they either do not favor the establish-
ment of a multi-state institution or do not feel sufficiently familiar with such
an idea to suggest types.

Respondents we?e also asked to suggest innovative treatment programs for

mentally disturbed and mentally retarded inmates. There are many different causes
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and levels of mental retardation and many categories of mental illness, a fact which
the respondents relied on to reiterate only that treatment should be individualized.
Respondents further suggested that the mentally retarded inmate could profit from
special educa’ion, socialization training, and vocational training if applicable.
Some suggested that operant conditioning techniques be employed. Also, the re-
tardate might benefit from '"sheltered community" or '"sheltered workshop' treatment.
For the mentally disturbed, suggested programs included all forms of psychotherapy,
somatic therapy, forms of group therapy, behavior modification techniques, "thera-
peutic community" usage, and related techniques.

The respondents were also asked their opinions concerning the feasibility
of interstate cooperation, generally, in the establishment of multi-state institu-
tions. Three main problems were mentioned: political, fiscal, and philosophical.
It was noted that political considerations can create problems in interstate co=-
operation in several ways. Among those problems were: location of the institution;
fear that one state might get more personnel positions than another state; and
concern fof who will administer the institution. With regard to funding problems,
many respondents felt that individual states might not always be able to share the
costs even with federal backing for the project. Finally, it was suggested that
the states might be too diverse to attempt to achieve a program satisfactory to
all. On balance, however, the view was expressed that although problems among the

states would likely occur, they would likely be insufficient to hinder interstate

cooperation on this issue.

E. Divisions of Mental Retardation Analysis

Florida, North Carolina, and South Carolina have state departments of
mental retardation which are administratively housed in the state Departments of

Mental Health. The Georgia Department of Mental Health employs a Community Services
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Coordinator who oversees the state involvement with the problems of retardation.
These divisions or coordinators were thought to represent a useful and accessible
reservoir of expertise as well as & source of cooperative programming for any
multi-state correctional institution for retarded inmates. Administrators in this
area were questioned in order to acquire expert opinion on the advisability of
initiating a multi-state correcticnal program for retardates.

The survey first attempted to gauge present involvement of these state
agencies in programs for the retarded inmate. Georgis and North Carolina divisions
presently have no facilities or programs for the adult offender. Although the
Florida Division of Retardation has no programs in the correctional gystem at this
time, the director was recently approached by the director of the Division of
Corrections to study the needs of retarded inmates. Ideas for a cooperative pro-
gram are being considered.

The South Carolina.Department of Retardation cooperates with the South
Carolina Law Enforcement Division to provide an orientation program to acquaint
law enforcement officers with characteristics of the mentally retarded, and alter-
native means of handling such persons to avoid incarceration. Such a program can
reduce the number of retardates entering a correctional system and render special
programs for the retarded better able to provide individuslized attention. 1In
addition to the law enforcement program, the South Carolina Department of Retar-
dation sponsors a program in which retarded inmates from Manning Correctional In-
stitution attend Midlands School for the Retarded, both for day care and special
classes. Eventually, the inmates are permitted to reside at Midlands. The inmates
chosen for participation in this prolect are approaching their date of release and
are considered by Vocational Rehabilitation and the Department of Corrections to
have good potential.

If a multi-state program for retardates were developed, it can reasonably

be asserted that_theée state agencies would be called upon for advice and assistance.
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Interstate cooperation between retardation offices would help facilitate development
of a correctional program for retardates. The present research indicates that the
several departments already experience some interstate contact with each other
through a regional Health, Education, and Welfare organization. The retardation
division in Florida responds that it actively participates in HEW Region 4 inter-
state training, planning, and research projects. North Carolina and South Carolina
are participants in the Mental Health Interstate Compact which facilitates the in-
terstate transfer of retardates for treatment. A multi-state correctional program
could take advantage of and build upon these existing channels of communication.
Interviews with retardation experts provided little consensus on the ques-
tion of which innovative programs should be provided for the retarded offender in
such a multi-state institution. North Carolina retardation respondents found the
entire multi-state concept undesirable for treatment and stressed that family-
oriented treatment should be developed instead. The Georgia coordingtor suggested
that the institution be entirely rehabilitation §riented. South Carolina officials
suggested vocational rehabilitation, special education, the develorment of sociali-
zation skills, sheltered workshops, an evaluation program to determine individual
interests and abilities, and opportunities for the retardate to contribute as a
working wmember of a community. The Florida respondent provided more detailed sug-
gestions for treatment innovations. First, it wa's noted that educational and vo-
cational programs should be geared to the retardate's leérning level. In addition,
reading should be stressed since it is az psychological necessity. Further, pro-
grammed instruction and tutors could be used, and very basic programs for the
systematic learning of life tasks should be included since retardates often get
into trouble simply because they have not learned ordinary tasks like paying the
nilkman. Also to be included should be a mandatory program of sports, beginning
with the fundamentals of the game. This is an essential part of social education

which retardates are largely denied due to slow learning rates. Such a program
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provides values and skills necessary for acceptable and satisfying group inter-
action, from which they are often excluded.

An important question to be answered in studying the feasibility of multi-.
state correctional programs for retarded inmates is whether separate programs are
necessary and desirable. Respondents in all four states felt that treatment pro-
grams for retardates could be incorporated in regular institutions. One replied
that retardates are not so different that they require separation; they could be
handled with special classes. However, he recommended the Track educational system
in which retardates are mixed with normals yet progress at individual rates.
Another replied that no one benefits from being made to feel different; and it does
not hurt the prison population to be exposed to the mentally ill and retarded as
long as this contact does not lead to exploitation. In this respect, other inmates
can be a potential help to development by subjecting retardates to problems they

will face upon return to open society. All agree that complete separation is

generally unnecessary and undesirable.

In addition to the problem of separate treatment, respondents noted other
factors which might deter their participation. Most suggested that their agencies,
as presently administered and funded, would be unable to adequately serve their
inmates in an out-of-state institution. 1In Florida, funding would be a primary
problem. Georgia Community Services could not provide substantial aid at this time
due to understaffing. The South Carolina Department of Retardation could lend its
expertise but budget problems would exist. The North Carolina agency was not at all
interested in becoming involved in such a project.

Respondents in all four states believe that interstate coouperation as
presented is feasible. However, their personal enthusiasm for such a project was
minimal. One Florida respondent indicate@ that he would support a separate pro-
gram for reterdates who could not cope with a normel inmaete environment. A Georgia

administrator gquestioned the validity of the multi-state treatment concept since it
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is much easier to implement programs in already existing organizations within each
state and each state has a sufficient number of its own to provide a program in
state. North Carolina respondents found the multi-state concept disagreeable due
to segregation, which would stimulate the feeling of being different, and aggravate
the loss of family and community contact. South Carolina support of a multi-state
retardation program was greatly qualified by the need to overcome such problems as
the effects of being labeled upon the inmate, and the lack of assurance that their
philosophy rather than 'correctional philosophy' would prevail. Finally, South
Carolina respondents also considered in-state programs to be the better approach
to this problemn.

The opinion of these professionals, in summary, is that a separate multi-
state institution would not be in the best interests of the retarded inmate. He
could best be served by incorporating a special program into the existing state

systems.

F. Legislative Analysis

In order to ascertain the political feasibility of initiating multi-state
correctional institutions, legislators from Florida, North Carolina, and South
Carolina were contacted. Due to the request of the Director of the Division of
Corrections in Georgia, legislators from that state were not questioned. A total
of 523 legislators from relevant committees (i.e., Interstate Cooperation, Judiciary,
Corrections and Penology, Mental Health, Federal Cooperation, etc.) in both the
House of Representatives and Senate were contacted. Of the 523 legislators contacted
either by mailed questionnaires or direct interview, 120 questionnaires were com-
pleted. In addition, approximately 20 letters were received from legislators who
stated that they did not feel qualified to respond.

An important question raised with legislators concerned their familiarity

with correctional facilities or programs for the special offender types studied
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(mentally ill, mentally retarded, female offender, persistent offender, and prison
troublemaker). In all three states familiarity was greatest with programs for the
mentally ill offender, the mentally retarded, and the female offender. The last
two categories, persistent offender and prison troublemaker, were accorded the
least recognition by the legislators.

To determine & further degree of familiarity, the legislators were asked
vhich correctional insbtitutions they had visited, as well ss how recently. Re-~
sponses indicated thet the main correctional institution of the respective states
was the one which more legislators had visited than any other, however, less than
half of the respondents had actually visited that institution. In answer to the
query of how recently they had visited correctional institutions, a large number
of respondents made no comment. However, of the number who had visited correc-
tional facilities, most had been there within the ''past year." Generally, re-
sponses indicated that the respondents were not wholly familiar with correctional
facilities and programs. However, it must be noted that there are in this group
of respondents individuals who are exceptionally aware of such programs and who
focus much of their legislative attention on corrections.

Several questions asked were for the purpose of ascertaining the political
feasibility of interstate exchange of prisoners and the current legislative desire
for new rehabilitative programs fer certain types of inmates. Approximately 90%
of the legislators who responded were not opposed to transporting inmates to
specialized institutions for rehabilitative treatment in other states. Of the
minority who objected to the idea, several reasons were given. Come felt that
each individual state should have responsibility for its own inmates and should
develop its own special treatment programs. Others indicated that the advantage
of veing within close proximity to community resources and family contacts far
outweighed any advantages a multi-state facility might provide. In addition,

some respondents felt that until such a program was actually in existence, there
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was no assurance that a multi-state program would be more adequate or effective
than present, in-state programs. As expected, the cost factor played a major role
in the negative or conditional responses of some legislators.

Each respondent was asked whether he favored sending all of one type of
inmate to another state, if that state had superior facilities geared to treat a
specific offender type. The majority answered "yes," conditionaliy. The condi-
tions were chiefly finaﬁcial in nature. If the cost were more economical than
individual, in-state programs and if the cost were commensurate with benefits de-
rived, then such a move might be regarded as favorable. Another condition men-
tioned was that a multi-state program would be beneficial only if eventually in-
dividuasl states provided their own treatment facilities. Among the more insightful
comments made was the suggestion that it might be more harmful to stereotype and
group people in order to transfer them to a special facility than to continue
handling them as at present.

A majority of the legislastors were willing to bring in out-of-state inmates
if their state had superior facilities for a gparticular type. Again, there were
few unconditional "yes'" responses. Generally, respondents were willing only if
the program were worked out on a reciprocal basis. Those who were opposed again
reiterated that each individual state should handle its own inmates, or stated that
the cost might be excessive. Some felt it relevant to note that most states'
correctional facilities are presently overcrowded and did not have sufficient
facilities and services to accommodate out-of-state inmates.

Legislators were asked to estimate their constituents' opinions concerning
specialized offender treatment. As s general rule, the legislative respondents
noted that their constituents were only somewhat concerned about the problems of
inmates, and that this concern was most likely to be expressed negatively. In sum,
legislators perceived voters to be concerned when some correctional issue was per-
ceived as a threat to the community, and relatively unconcerned with action focused

on better rehabilitative programs for inmates.
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As expected, a large majJority of legislators would readily favor sending
any of the offender types out of state. On the other hand, many stated that con-
stituents would prcbably object to having certain types of inmates brought in from
other states. It seemed that those offenders who are considered reletively harm-
less and who attract public interest and concern -- such as the mentally ill,
mentally retarded, and female offenders ~- would probably be the most acceptable
to bring into a state. The responses indica’e that those who seem potentially
dangerous and who are considered misfits or societal outcasts -- such as the per-
sistent offender and prison troublemaker -~ would probahly not be acceptable to
bring into a given state.

It would seem from these and previous opinions that if a multi-state cor-
rectional institution were considered feasible, it would receive most support if
established to treat the mentally ill or mentally retarded offender.

Legislators were also asked to rate the relative priority of the offender
types with regard to new treatment facilities. The majority of respondents felt
the mentally ill offender deserved top priority for treatment; second priority
was for the mentally retarded offender; third, the female offender; fourth, the
persistent offender; and, fifth, the prison troublemaker. Apparently, the feeling
was prevalent that mentally ill and retarded offenders were not as responsible for
their criminal acts as other offenders, due to mental defectiveness.

This conclusion was further reinforced by responses elicited in reaction
to the idea of removing mentally disturbed and mentally retarded offenders from
the correctional system. The majority of the legislators responded that they
felt that these two types of offenders did not belong in the correctional system
atball. Many respondents qualified their answers to the effect that it was not
necessary to remove all mentally disturbed -~ prefgrably only those insane by the
M'Naghton Rule, or only when the illness definiteiy called for removal. Others

responded that the mentally disturbed offender should remain under correctional
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Jurisdiction because of violation of the law; however, they should be separated
from the general prison population and have access to psychiatric treatment.

The minority who did not want to see these offenders removed from the juris-
diction of a state department other than the department of corrections stated that
the mentally i1l offender should not be transferred under a blanket policy because
many of them would teke advantage of that option in order to be removed from the
correctional system. These respondents therefore stressed that they should be
handled according to individual needs.

Among other types of offenders who could benefit from being removed from
the correctional system, legislators suggested: youthful offenders, first offen-
ders, alcoholics, drug sddicts, sex offenders and homosexuals. It appears that
these latter types not only are persons who have comnitted a crime, but who also
have primary disorders which in the opinion of the respondents, require treatment.

More than half of the legislators suggested that consideration be given to
interstate institutions for treating other types of offenders. It was repeatedly
suggested that an institution for the narcotics addict was desperately needed.
Other inmate types suggested for consideration were the alcoholic, sex offender,
and youthful offender, those with life or death sentences, and perhaps the
"political prisoner." Generally, however, the "political prisoner" is rare in
these four states and may not be perceived as an immediate problem. In fact,
several legislators seemed ignorant of the meaning of the term "political prisoner."

In an effort to determine legislative philosophies concerning the correc-
tional process, legislators were asked whether they felt the main goal of correc-
tions should be protection of society, punishment of offenders, deterrence, or
rehabilitation. Responses were evenly divided between protection of society and
rehabilitation. Many felt that they could not easily stress one philosophy over
another, rather they preferred multiple goals -- usually protection of society and

rehabilitation.
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Since the financial problem has been repeatedly mentioned by other respon-
dents concerned with creating new correctional programs or facilities, legislators
vere agked if they thought the legislaeture would help finance any new and better
rehabilitution programs which might cost more than current ones. Seventy-five
percent of the Florida legislators assumed that the legislature would be willing
if there were new revenue sources available, and if the new programs were proven
better than present ones at rehabilitation. Others commented that it "would take
a big selling jJob" to achieve the desired funding. The minority of Florida legis-
iators who did net think the legislature would be willing to help finance new
rehabilitation programs stressed the general unavailability of new funds.

Just over half the North Carolina respondents replied that eppropriate
legislation could be passed, under conditions similar to those expressed by
Florida legislators. It was again stressed that establishment of new programs
would require a "selling job" to the legislature, as well as new sources of
revenue, One lawmaker commented that the legislature had already placed high
priority on corrections for the next few years, and that new ideas would be care-
fully considered and possibly accepted.

South Carolina respondents felt that the legislature was presently hard
pressed to fund programs which have priority over corrections. New projects in-
volving corrections would, in such a climate, almost certainly not receive funding.

It was generally felt in all three states that the legislature would be
somewhat willing to help establish new correctional programs if federal funds
were available to assist the states in the establishment of those progrems. Some
legislators commented that even if 75% of the cost were paid federally, some states
might have trouble raising the other 25% -~ "'you can go broke by trying to match
the federal government.' Wariness of federal government power wes also expressed.

Approximately 64% of the legislative respondents stated that they per-

sonally would be very willing to support added funding for more effective

LU



-101-
rehabilitation programs. On balance, it appears that legislators would vote for
the creation of a multi-state program -- erpecially if it were designed for men-
tally disturbed or mentally retarded offenders.

Location is an important factor in establishing a multi-state institution.
Legislators were asked if they would be willing to place a new correctional insti-
tution near a populated area. The rationale for the question 1s based upon the
assumption that professional services within an urban area could be highly bene-
ficial to such a program. Although the majority of legislators who answered stated
that they would approve construction in or near an urban area, the strongest com-
ments were made by those who objected. The most common objections were that con-
stituents would not want criminals in close proximity; the cost of land and property
taxes would be too high; and that surrounding land would lose value. There is some
possibility, however, that the legislators may be overstating the hazards of con-
structing correctional facilities near existing population centers.

In order to establish multi-state institutions to assume interstate ex-
change of inmates, the enabling legislation, or the Interstate Corrections Compact,
must be passed. To date, the Interstate Corrections Compact has been passed in
South Carolina, Georgia, and Florida. When asked if any complications could be
foreseen in implementation of the Compact, one-third of the legislators replied
affirmatively. As in previous respunses, the primary problem appeared to be
funding.

When asked if interstate exchange of prisoners would be politically feasible
at this time, many responded with the hesitations and questions mentioned pre-
viously in this section. Two-thirds of the legislators responded that exchange
was feasible at this time, but they desired to know more about the operation of
specific facilities and programs before committing themselves. Questicns often
repeated were: What are the costs? Would the benefits be worth it? How many in-

mates would be transferred? What degree of federal control would there bhe?
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Thus, based on the responses of legislators to the questionnasire, it would
appear that multi-state correctional cooperation is politically feasible. Many of.
the lawmakers said that they would sponsor an interstate corrections bill. These

positive responses make it seem possible that such a bill might achieve legislative

approval.

G. Criminal Court Judges' Analysis

A letter describing the research project with a description of the offender
categories and a copy of the Interstate Corrections Compact was mailed to the
Circuit Court Judges in Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, and South Carolina. Two
weeks later a questionnaire was mailed to the same group of respondents. Six
weeks later a second, jdentical questionnaire was mailed to the respondents who
had not yet returned the initial questionnaire.

The total possible response from the four states was 261 -- Florida, 118;
Georgia, 68; South Carolina, 26; and North Carolina, 49. The total response was
119 or approximately 45% of the possible response. The total response figure in-
cludes completed questionnaires -- Florida, 42 of 118; Georgia, 22 of 68; North
Carolina, 27 of 49; and South Carolina, 10 of 26.

Several guestions were designed to indicate the judges' familiarity with
the present correctional facilities and programs within their respective states.
The first question asked whether the judge had visited any of his state's correc-~
tional institutions and if so how recently? About T0% of the judges completing
the questionnaire had?}isited one or more facility within their state, but the
great majority of these judges had visited only one institution. For example, the
judges in North Carolina had a meeting in Central Prison within the past year, but
nost had not visited any other facility prior to or after this one visit.

A second question specifically asked if the judges were familiar with fa-

cilities and programs in their state for the categories of offenders involved in
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the study. In asking this question, no provision was made to show how a judge be-
came familiar with the correctional programs. His familiarity could be gained
through visitation, the media or general public knowledge.

The highest level of familiarity with programs for all the categories was
shown by the North Carolina judges. A majority of the judges in North Carolina
who responded indicated that they were familiar with programs and facilities for
all categories of offenders within their state. The Georgia and South Carolina
judges were most familiar with offerings for the mentally disturbed. In Florida,
the majority of the judges were not familiar with programs for any of the cate-
gories. The categories in which all the judges eppeared to be most knowledgeable
was the mentally disturbed, and the category of least familiarity was the mentally
retarded.

In summary, then, the degree of familiarity with facilities and programs
for the categories involved does not seem to be related to whether or not a Judge
has visited correctional institutions within his state. OFf special significance
here is the fact that a majority of all those judges responding to the first two
questions presented were generally unaware of the present correctional structures
within their states. The lack of contemporary knowledge about the correctional
system definitely needs to be remedied, and several Jjudges admitted that they
would like to know more and should know more about the_correctional process.

Two additional questions were asked in conjunction with the attempt to
establish the degree of judges' familiarity with the total correctional pfdcess.
The first of these additional questions was: "Who decides to which institutions
inmates are sent?" The second quéstion asked: "What influence do you have in the
choice of an appropriate institution for a sentenced offender?"

‘ : Asrto the first question, the Ju&ges were generally aware that once a man
is sentenced to confinement, the ultimate placement within the institutional sys-

tem is left to the respective department of corrections, usually through a reception
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or classification unit. The second question, aimed at perceived influence in
placement, was divided into three possible responses -~ slight, strong or none.
The great majority of the judges acknowledged that they had slight or no influence
in the choice of an appropriate institution for a sentenced offender. Most of the
Judges did recognize that they had some influence on eventual placement through
their own recommendations in the commitment papers, and more strongly, through the
length of sentence which they imposed.

Since the offender cgtegories of the present research include the prison
troublemaker and the retarded inmate, judges were asked whether or not they used
prior institutional conduct as a factor in sentencing, and whether or ﬁot the IQ
of the defendant was known by the judge prior to sentencing.

The overwhelming majority of the Jjudges indicated that they do use prior
institutional conduct as a sentencing factor. Some judges, however, did mention
that gsometimes this information is not available to them through normal channels
prior to disposition. The importance of this factor in sentencing lies in the
fact that judges are concerned with the prison troublemaker prior to dispcsition,
and a past behavioral record can be presumably used as a factor in a present
dispositién. How this inféfmatian is used ﬁas not asked of the judges, however,
one inference might be that in most cases when the judge is made aware of such
information, the chaﬁces for.a:harsher seﬁfehce are ihcreased.

“ More than two-thirdé of the judges stated that they were made aware of
the IQ of the defendaﬁt prior to sentencing. The methods for providing this in-
formation were somewhat varied. Many times a defendant's IQ is included in the
pre—éentence investigation; cccasionally the judge requests a psychiatric or
social test, and some merely infer an IQ from discussion with the defendant or
from his past formal education. Despite the inadequacies of IQ testing, it could
be generally concluded that the judges do have reasonable knowledge of retardation

or a possibility of it prior to sentencing.
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Judges were further asked to indicate what special dispositional alternative
they would consider when it was brought to their attention that a defendant was
retarded. Among the broad range of responses were included the following: proba-
tion, probation with close supervision, probation with special training, prison
with special recommendation for training, private medical treatment, and special
community treatment in a school for the retarded. Several judges included volun-
tary commitment to a mental institution in their list of alternatives, while a few
indicated that their final disposition would depend on the crime involved.

The Judges were further asked if the mentally disturbed or retarded offender
should be treated by the department of corrections or by some other agency. The
responses were overwhelming in favor of having these categories treated by some
other agency. Some judges qualified their response by noting that the type of
crime committed would have to be considered before custody of these offenders could
be granted to another agency. Despite the occasional expression of concern for
matters of custody, the general willingness of Judges to give these itypes of of-
fenders to an agency other than corrections suggests that the Jjudiciary may, in
this regard, be primarily concerned with adequate rehabilitation as opposed to
simple warehousing. No doubt other agencies could provide for close custody,
thereby fulfilling the public's need for safety. To be sure, the judges responding
to this question revealed a certain degree of dissatisfaction with present alter-
natives and a willingness to try a new approach.

Another question intended to reflect judicial dissatisfaction with present
correctional programs asked: '"Are correctional facilities and programs for women
in your state such that you are more likely to place a woman on probation than a
man?" This question also provided judges with a forum tc discuss their rationale
for sentencing female offenders. However, with the exception of judges in Georgia,
most responding judges indicated that they were not more likely to place female

offenders on probation.
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Although most of the above questions hinted at the fact that jJjudges might
feel restricted by dispositional alternatives for the offender categories in the
present study, & specific question to cdeal with that issue was asked. As a gen-
eral rule, the judges indicated that they did, in fact, feel restricted, although
less often in the sentencing of females and persistent offenders. Most of the
Judges expressed dissatisfaction with the available alternatives for the sentencing
of mentally disturbed and retarded offenders.

As dispositional alternatives, the Jjudges recommended special institutions
and facilities, therapy and training, community facilities, and reirral to a
special agency. For the persistent offender, some judges sought the sentencing
alternative of specifying "close custody” and indefinite confinement. Only a few
Judges actually suggested that multi-state programs would be a desirable alternative.
More frequently mentioned were community facilities and referral to a special
agency. In general, multi-state correctional facilities and programs were contra-
indicated by the responses to thié question.

When asked specifically if they would be more or less inclined to incar-
cerate a woman, a retarded or mentally disturbed offender if there existed a
specialized institution in another state, a majority of the judges replied affir-
matively. On its face, 'such a response suggests a willingness to utilize special
institutions if they were available. However, it must be pointed out that under
present law the sentencing Judge cannot control the place of confinement after
sentencing -- he can only make recommendations. So, whether or not the defendant
ended up in the special institution would be determined by someone other than the
sentencing Jjudge. Many Judges observed that their inclination to incarcerate would
depend more on the effectiveness of programs available in the specialized multi-
state facility than upon its location. The implication of responses to this ques-
tion suggests that Judges would be inclined to incarcerate in another state if the

special institution could provide effective treatment, but if an institution were
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local in nature, they may be even more inclined to incarcerate, providing the treat-
ment was effective. The key, then, appears to be treatment more than location. If
anything can be generalized from this and the preceeding questions, it is that the
Judges responding are not happy with the correctional process as it is and are
willing to try new approaches which may or mey not necessarily include regional
planning.

To establish with some specificity the degree to which out-of-state incar-
ceration would affect the sentencing process, the judges were asked if visiting
problems created by out-of-state incarceration would affect their sentence decision
and, if so, how. By a better than three to one margin, the judges responding felt
that such considerations would not have any affect per se upon their sentencing.
Those Judges frequently noted that if the treatment offered at an out-of-state
facility was better than that available in-state, such factors would outweigh the
vigitation hardships imposed. Many emphasized that the location of the present
institutions frequently precluded family visits for many inmates.

The Judges were alsoc asked to rank the several offender types with regard
to priorities for new treatment efforts. The question itself was not conditioned
on the possible establishment of multi-state facilities or programs, so it can be
assumed that the priorities established would be the same regardless of any re-
gional developments. The priorities for treatment established by jJudges were as
follows: (1) mentally disturbed, (2) mentally retarded, (3) female offenders, (4)
persistent offenders, and (5) prison troublemakers. These responses conform
closely to those of other respondent groups eand suggest that judges are unhappy
with the programs available, especially programs for mentally disturbed and men-
tally retarded offenders. In terms of generalized concern for treatment which
could or could not be met by the establishment of multi-state programs, the judges
would then be more likely to support a program geared for the disturbed or retarded

than for the persistent offender or prison troublemaker.
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To summarize, then, in the érea of dispositional alternatives, the Judges
are not pleased with the present system, are willing to support a change if it
might work, even a change that would result in multi-state treatment. FEuat there is
no consensus that a multi-state program would be better -- only a consensus that
new programs must be tried, which may or may not include regional treatment.

A final group of questions asked the judges to deal more specifically with
multi-state institutions and programs. The questions were structured to get at
the degree of support or opposition to the creation of multi-~state programs, in-
terest in correctional legislation in general, and an attempt to delineate how
multi-state programs might affect a change in the present structure of the correc-
tional system.

"Are your colleagues interested in correctional legislation?" and "Are
you interested in correctional legislation?" were the initial questions in this
section of the questionnaire. The replies to these questions were as expected.
Of the 98 jJudges responding to the second question, dealing with their own interest
in legislation, 97 said "yes." The single negative answer to this question provided
no explanation. As to whether their colleagues were interested, T6 responded "yes,"

1) "
4 "no,

and several declined comment or conjecture. Of course, one might infer
some lack of interest on the part of Jjudges from the lack-luster response rate of
the total judge sample. Those who completed the cuestionnaire (119 of 261 sampled)
were no doubt more interested than the majority of their colleagues who did not.
Assuming the establishment of an interstate institution, the Judges were
asked how such a program would affect their handling of the special offenders.
The responses ranged from "a great deal" to "not at all." Also included were
"depends on institution, location, effectiveness of program, increased use of

' and "any additional tool is appreciated.” One discerning judge commented

prison,’
that it would not affect him at all since institutional placement is an executive

function over which he has no control.
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In addition to the offender categories principally involved in this feasi-
bility study, judges were asked whether specialized state programs should be con-
sidered for other offender types. Most frequently suggested for special consider-
etion were narcotics offenders, political prisoners, alcoholics, sex offenders,
psychopaths, and first offenders.

The tandem questions of "Would you favor the establishment of a multi-state
institution?" and "Are you opposed in any way to multi-state treatment of inmates?"
were asked toward the end of the questionnaire. The judges favored the establish-
ment of multi-state institutions and were not opposed to the multi-state treatment
of inmates by a seven to one margin. The reasons given were closely similar to
those given by other response groups previously discussed herein.

To conclude, there is among those judges who answered the questionnaire
support for a multi-state approach, but there is still no answer to the question of
whether such multi-state programming would actually work. It appears that support
for the multi-state approach might, in fact, not be as strong as the support for a
change in the present system. Among the changes may be included a try at inter-

state treatment of certain offenders.




Chapter 5. Summary: Some of the Major Questions
Addressed in this Study

This section serves as a summary and also focuses attention on some of the
major issues addressed in the preceding section as well as some not previously dis-
cussed. This chapter organizes the data from all of the relevant sources as they
pertain to a specific issue. BEach issue is stated in the form of a question which
is followed by the data which help to provide the answers. Only those issues

deemed to be of major importance are examined in this chapter.

A. What are the program needs
for each category of inmate?

1. Persistent Offender. Due to the broadness of the category of "persis-

tent offenders’ as well as lack of research in this particular area, it is extremely
difficult to specify program needs for this category. Research is vital to deter-
mine rehabilitative or treatment methods which are of value in combating rec¢idivism.
However, even with research studies in this area, the category of "persistent offen-
der" contains a group of persons who have committed crimes of quite different origins
which may preclude any worthwhile grouping. Thus, it must be emphasized that to the

extent possible, individualization is the key to any treatment methods whether

oriented to the "persistent offender” or another category.

In line with program needs, an extremely difficult question which must be
considered is whether or not the persistent offender should be removed from the
general prison population. The complexity of this issue is illustrated by the fact
that the responses from the Departments of Corrections in all four states are split
almost 50-50 on this subject. Running through these responses are concerns for the
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best treatment of the persistent offender, the best treatment of other inmates, and
the adnministrative practicality of such a separation.

Those respondents advocating separation indicate that it would be desirable
for youthful and first offenders to have more complete isolation from the persistent
offender. Those arguing against separation feel that the proportion of inmates who
are persistent is too large to accomplish this kind of separation in a realistic
menner. Some believe that considerable menagement problems would be created because
the persistent offender would be too tough to manage when grouped together with othe;
persistent offenders. By grouping the recidivist, undesirable characteristics of
the recidivist might be further reinforced by virtue of a labelling process and a
self-fulfiliing prophecy. One of the.most recurring arguments against separation
is the contention that "persistence" is not a sound basis for special treatment
programs.

Benefits which might be derived by the general inmate population if the
"persistent offenders’ were removed must alsc be considered. The respondents from
the four state departments of corrections indicated that removal would reduce the
cyclical process of learning a criminal career hecause the persistent offender would
no longer serve as a role model for youthful and first offenders. In other words,
perhaps the "school for crime' aspect present in most prisons today would be
significantly reduced. Also, the chance of rehabilitative program success for
members of both the general population and 'persistent offenders’ should be enhanced
due to increased motivation on the part of these offenders.

Corrections respondents were queried about innovative programs if a special
institution were considered for persistent offenders. Of the many innovations
suggested, perhaps three have the greatest potential. The first is to institute
within the institution for persistent offenders vocational programs which require
a longer amount of time to complete. The typical prison today is forced to shy

away from vocational programs which require a long time to complete because it would
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be useful to but a very small percentage of the prison population. However, it is
reasoned that most persistent offenders are serving longer sentences, and a more
complex vocational or educational program could therefore be instituted. Similarly,
more complex prison industrics could be implemented. Instead of making license
plates, for excmple, a Jjob which requires little training and fails to provide a
marketable skill, the prison industry within the institution for the persistent
offender could allow inmates to produce a much wider range of office furniture for
use in state offices and for other public institutions. This would not only prb—
vide revenue for the prison system, but would also train inmates more realistically
for profitable occupations upon release.

A second suggested innovation might be to group the persistent offender
according to age and to provide individual programs for the different age groups.
The rationale is simple ~- whereas a twenty year old may benefit greatly from a
vocational program, an inmate who is fifty would probably receive much less bene-
fit. This type of classification, according to age, would be a useful tool in any
institution. Of course, this is being done to some extent now with the development
of prisons for first offenders, prisons for youthful offenders, etc. However, there
is very little segregation by age done in maximum security prisons.

A third innovation suggested for a special institution for persistent offen-
ders would be to build into the institution a comprehensive research department.
This department would keep track of the pertinent data on all inmates prior to,
during, and after incarceration. On the basis of this research, criminologists

should be able to gain valuable information relating to the persistent offender.

2. Prison Troublemaker. As noted esrlier, the most severe prison trouble-

mekers are separated (usually for short terms) from the general population; however,
special trcatment is more oriented towards control rather than therapeutic goals.
Basic psychological principles indicate that punishment alone does not deter un-
desirable behavior successfully. Better treatment methods of the troublemsker

would involve more use of rehabilitative, therapeutic techniques.
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Eighty per cent of the corrections respondents indicated that separation of .
the troublemakers from the general inmate population was necessary. Reasons given
for separation were the obvious, expected ones: (1) for control purposes, and (2)
grouping would enable easier treatment. Those who objected to separation voiced
the opinion that troublemakers would generate extreme management problems when
grouped. Also, isolation of troublemakers reinforced similar behavior because the
troublemakers no longer had to bother to adjust and learn how to get along with the
vast majority of their peers (general inmate population).

The majority of the corrections respondents referred to positive benefits
which would accrue to the remainder of the prison population if the troublemakers
were removed. These respondents stated that the emphasis of the system could be
placed more on treatment rather than on custody, the rules and regulations could
be relaxed, and more flexibility in prison programs (such as expansion of work
release) could be achieved. Also, there would be less "contamination" or influence
of the "undesirables" on the remainder of the prison population.

Various program innovations were suggested by corrections respondents.

More use of therapeutic treatment is needed; group and individual therapy; be-~
havior modification techniques; and resocialization methods are all examples of
such broad orientation treatment methods.

It must also be emphasized that the prison troublemaker is often the pro-
duct of the prison environmenﬁ. One respondent suggested that if "small cottage
living" were possible, perhaps problems of alienation, etc., which occurs when men
are treated on a group level rather than on a more individual level, could be
avoided.

It should be mentioned that just as with the "persistent offender" category,
the '"prison troublemaker" category includes an extremely wide range of persons with
very ecletic characteristics and problems. This consideration as well as the number
of troublemakers from four states might preclude development of a multi-state in-

stitution specifically for this category. On the other hand, individualization
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is the key to any specialized treatment approach, and if this would be more likely
to occur in a special institution devoted to treatment of the prison troublemaker,

such an institution would definitely be worthwhile.

3. Mentally Disturbed. When discussing the mentally ill criminal we are

referring to three types of offenders: those charged with crime who are mentally
incompetent to stand trial; those who have been acquitted of crime on the grounds
that they were mentally irrespensible at the time of the act; and convicts, who,
while serving sentence in prison, become or are found to be so mentally disordered
or defective that they require psychiatric care. All three of these offenders have
in common being taken into custody under the states law enforcement and correctionsl
program and because of mental condition could be handled more properly in a
therapeutic institution.

In the first two categories, either mental irresponsibility at the time
of the criminal act or mental unfitness to stand trial, causes the accused to be
sent to a mental institution instead of a prison and consequently represent a
minimal problem to the respective departments of corrections. However, those in-
mates (category three) who are found to be mentally ill while serving a sentence
in prison present unusual disposition problems.

Many mentally disturbed persons are sent to the correctional institution
because they do not satisfy the legal test for non-responsibility. In most
states the test of mental irresponsibility is incapacity to understand the nature
and quality of the criminal act, or incapacity to think that it is wrong
(M'Naghten ruie). A person may be aware enough to understand the criminel pro-
ceedings he is going through and thus not satisfy the test for non-responsibility;
yet, at the same time, be clearly suffering from a definable mental disorder.
Other mentally ill persons found in the correctional institution are those who
suffer mental decompensation while serving a sentence in prison. Thus, there are
a considerable number of mentally disturbed inmates who are misfits in the correc-

tional system.
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Although all Jurisdictions provide a procedure for transferring prisoners
to & state mental hospital or special institutions or wards for the criminally in-
sane, due to many complications, disposition of the mentally disturbed inmate is
not a simple matter. The phenomena of insanity and crime is ambiguous, obscure
and causes problems in attempting to care for the mentally ill criminal.

In the first place, the very terms "insanity" and "sanity" are relative
and connote ambiguous definitions, thus causing confusion. For example, "in-
sanity" is commonly used indiscriminately to include any type or degree of mental
disorder or defect; this definition can mean various things depending on the in-
terpreter (doctor, lawyer, etc.).

In addition, becuuse the mentally disturbed criminal suffers both a cor-
rectional and mental health problem, often he does not fall under the Jurisdiction
of one state agency but two or maybe more (i.e., corrections, mental health, voca-
tional rehabilitation, etc.). Conflicts caused hy such split-supervision result
in disposition problems. In many cases, the mentally disturbed inmate suffers
from lack of or inadequate evaluation and diegnosis services. Pre-~-sentence as
well as post-sentence evaluation and diagnosis could aid in placing the mentally
ill inmate in a psychiatric unit.

However, too often the person who is mentally disturbed upon entering
prison, yet not enough so as to have legal affect, becomes more seriously ill as
a result of the prison environment. Thus, by the time attention is given to such
a person, the traumatic jail experience has had enough negative effect to present
difficult treatment problems. This situation might be avoided if the inmate could
have been sent promptly to a psychiatric hospital.

Another problem encountered in treating the mentally disturbed inmate is
the conflict between treatment and security. Any type of institutionalization,
even in the best hospitals, militates against therapeutic goals. Ideally, there

should be opportunity for the kinds of experience which make for psychological
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growth . . . thgre should be contact with relatives, members of the opposite sex,
opportunities for limited periods of freedom, opportunities to take responsibility
for making decisions. However, few institutions meet this ideal.

The situation is further complicated when the institution is one which
handles the mentally ill offender. Because the individual is considered a crimi-
nal, he is treated as one and appropriate security measures are taken. At the
same time, he is mentally ill and requires psychiatric treatment. Security
measures naturally hinder treatment flexibility and impede therapeutic goals which
call for allowing increasing responsibility for actions and judgements with dimin-
ishing restrictions and controls. Thus, therapy and security are largely incom-
patible objectives. For example, in a psychiatric unit for the vriminal mentally
disturbed, aggressive behavior might be punished as an offense, whereas looked at
from the therapeutic perspective such behavior might indicate a positi&e step to-
wards emotional rehabilitation.

Since treatment and security are incompatible objectives, too often mental
health is subordinated to considerations of custody. In the middle of this con-
flict is the psychiatrist who is faced with the problem of securely restraining
dangerous patients and at the same time doing something about treating them.

Security measures in such a psychiatric unit exist mainly as a result of
public concern and critism -~ much of which is unwarranted. Many studies report
that mentally ill persons who have committed violent and serious offenses against
society are not a group apart from other mentally ill persons who have not trans-
lated their emotional conflicts into overt assault upon others. They tend to run
the same gémut of psychiatric disorders as psychiatric patients in general, and
respond to the same methods of care and treatment &s do other mental health
patients.

Another factor to be considered is that seriously disturbed individuals
are frequently too disordered to consider escape and too involved with themselves

to cooperate with others in order to escape. Thus, Just because the person is a
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criminal and mentslly ill does not justifiably indicate implementation of security
measures. Rather, just as in {he total population of mentally ill persons, some
require security due to the nature of their illness, and others do not.

Another unique problem encountered by the mentally disturbed inmate with
regard to treatment is incentive to improve. Since some inmates in a psychiatric
institution face return to the correctional setting if they improve before sen=-
tence is expired, incentive to respond to treatment is obviously affected in these
cases. Many develop a negative incentive to imprové.

Reentry or release from a psychiatric institution, whether to the correc-
tional institution or into society, presents complications. Indeterminate sen-
tencing provides an especially supportive background to psychotherapeutic efforts
since the offender's motivations to improve or recover would be increased in a
situation where release was dependent upon psychological improvement. However,
there are complications in the implementation of indeterminate sentencing. For
example, the inmate might concentrate more on manifesting healthy behavior in an
effort to be released than actually developing the necessary therapeutic alliance
between psychiatrist and patient.

Another problem encountered when an inmate is kept in a psychiatric unit
or hospital is loss of good time. In many states good time credit is not allowed
in a psychiatric institution and the inmate whe is transferred to a hospital soon
after conviction and not returned can be kept there for unreduced maximum time of
his sentence. Eligibility for parcle might also be affeéted whent the inmate has
been treated in a psychiatric unit,.

Release from the hospital enviionment causes other complications. As
previously mentioned, "sanity" is a relative term and there is no sure prediction
of future conduct of the released patient. The mentally disturbed inmate faces
stronger reentry hindrance than the general psychiatric patient because he carries

the additional stigma of criminality. In order to be considered for release from
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a psychiatric unit, often the mentally disturbed inmate must exhibit more sanity,
self-control and character strength than is possessed by many people who have
never been in a mental hospital.

Naturally, release of a criminal who is also labelled mentally disturbed
is open to public criticism. This concern is understandable since release too
soon can result in tragedy. Yet, an overly restrictive policy can have negative
consequences too. Basic research is needed for the development and validation of
clinical criteria for release. If the mentally disturbed inmate is released from
the psychiatric environment into society, he faces reentry problems. Reentering
society after time spent in a correctional institution as well as a mental insti-
tution requires special transitionary help. To assure that the patient will make
a good Judgement and be able to further avoid criminal behavior depends not only
on hospital therapy, release procedures, but also on aftercare supervision and
treatment.

Since problems of labeling, reentry and readjustment from an institution
are prevalent, perhaps the most feasible alternative solution to the problem of
disposition of the mentally disturbed offender is an institution for crisis,
short-term psychiatric treatment. Since most of the breakdowns that occur among
inmates are of the episodic type, it should often be possible with short treatment
to enable the patient to make a recovery sufficient for return to his routine
work.

‘Thus, if an’ ifinate who develops a mental diSturbance has access to early
evaluation services, he could profit from a short term treatment in a psychiatric
unit and perhaps be returned to the correctional setting; this might alleviate to
some extent the stigme which results from residing in a mental hospital for -long
periods or all of his sentence.

There seems to be little question according to corrections respondents

that the "mentally disturbed" inmate needs to be separated from the general
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population in order to respond to treatment with the highest degree of potential
positive response. One of the benefits of separation that would occur, according
to a majority of the respondents, is that the staff and facilities that are
currently tied up by the mentally disturbed offender could be reallocated to
other uses.

Mental health administrators were also asked their opinions about the
desirability of separating the mentally disturbed from the general inmate popu-
lation from the standpoint of treatment as well as benefits to the general popu-
lation. In discussing the treatment aspects of this question, most respondents
felt that whatever the mental health desirability, a person should be evaluated
and treated according to individual problems and needs, not grouped and labelled
by inoperably broad cetegories. For example, there are hundreds of diagnocstic
categories of mental illness, some of which might profit from segregation from the
general prison population for treatment and others who might not. In addition,
some theorists stress that rationale can be given to class all offenders as dis-
turbed in some way.

Those respondents who felt that separation of the mentally disturbed from
the general population necessary for treatment purposes reasoned that a more
homogeneous group would facilitate flexibility of treatment. Reasons given by
those who favored keeping the mentally ill inmate within the genereal population
were: the inmate has to learn to adjust to his enviromment (by living with peers)
if he is to reenter society successfully; segregation should only be used for
short-term crisis treatment in order to facilitate immediate return to the general
population.

As noted above, part of the difficulty in meeting the needs of the mentally
disturbed inmate is that this category does not fall directly under the Jurisdictiop
of cne state department, but rather in the middle of two or more. To clarify this

complication, the mental health respondents were asked their opinions about which
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state agency could best handle the mentally disturbed inmate. Responses vary
widely, with no consensus. Some alternatives mentioned are: the mental health
departments should have primary responsibility for the mentally ill, whereas if
the divisions of corrections create their own mental health facility, costly
duplication of mental health services would result. Despite that reasoning,
others favor the idea that corrections should develop its own mental health pro-~
gram, while others respond that both corrections and the depertments of mental
health should be able to cooperate in handling the mentally ill inmate. Another
respondent favored the "umbrella' concept in which corrections, mental health,
vocational rehabilitation, and other agencies played a role and cooperated under
& centralized agency, perhaps a "Department of Human Services."

Vocational Rehabilitation respondents indicated that the mentally dis-
turbed inmate could best be handled by a combination of a division of corrections
and a division of mental health, with the division of corrections being primarily
responsible for the custody and safety of the offender (and society) and the
division of mental health being responsible for the treatment cf the offender.

In addition, other agencies such as Vocational Rehabilitation should be used as
extensively as necessary.

Criminal court jJjudges were also interviewed in relation to this topiec:
the judges were asked if the mentally disturbed should be treated by the division
of corrections or some other agency. The response was overwhelmingly in favor of
having this category treated by some other agency. Some judges did quality their
responses by saying that the type of crime committed would be & factor to be dealt
with before "giving" this type to another agency. This, of course, evidences a
concern for custody and the protection of society on the part on the part of the
Judges in conjunction with the realization that the division of corrections can
provide for this correctional‘t&pe, but not for the actual treatment of the

mentally disturbed. However, the vast response indicating a need to "give" the
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mentally ill offender to another agency reveals that the Judiciary may really be
thinking in terms of adequate rehabilitation as opposed to werehousing, even at
the cost of some custody. No doubt another agency could provide for close custody
as a safety factor. To be sure, the judges through this question evidenced a
strong degree of dissatisfaction with present alternatives and a willingness to
try a new approach. Most judges indicated that they did feel restricted by the
present dispositional alternatives available for cases involving mentally dis-
turbed inmates.

As alternatives, the judges recommended special institutions and facilities,
therapy and training, community facilities, referral to a specicl agency. Only a
few Judges actually suggested that multi-state programs would be a possible alter-
native. Most frequently mentioned were community facilities and referral for
handling to a special agency. Multi-state correctional facilities and programs
vere contra-indicated by the responses to this question.

Legislative respondents were queried along this line also. They were asked;
"Would you favor removing mentally disturbed offenders from the correctional sys- |
tem?" The majority of the legislators responded that they felt that the mentally
disturbed offender did not belong in the correctional system at all. Many re~
spondents qualified their answers to the effect that it was not necessary to re-
move all mentally disturbed -- preferably only these insane by the M'Naughton Rule,
or only when illness definitely called for removal. Others responded that the
mentally disturbed offenders should remain under correctional jurisdiction because
of violation of the law; however, they should be separated from the generasl prison
population and have access to psychiatric treatment,

The minority who did not want to see these offenders removed to the juris-
diction of a state department other than corrections stated that the mentally ill
offender should not be transferred under a blanket policy because many of them

would take advantage of that option in order to be removed from the correctional
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system. These respondents stressed that the inmate should be handled according to

individual needs.

k. Mentally Retarded, As previously emphasized in the "program needs"

for other categories, an individualized treatment approach is the most valuable
key to meeting the needs of these special offenders. This is especially true in
treatment of the mentally retarded inmate.

Eighty per cent of the corrections respondents favored separation of the
mentally retarded from the remainder of the prison population. Reasons for this
position centered around the fact that educational and vocational programs could
be geared more specifically for them. Also advanced was the idea that they would
no longer be ridiculed and would not be forced into the same kind of competition
that they currently receive among the general population. A third argument was
the idea that the retarded are overly influenced by sophisticated criminals.
Those oppused to the segregation of the mentally retarded offenders tended to be-
lieve either that separation would limit their development or that the retarded
offender can learn more when he continually comes into contact with "normal" in-
mates.

In reference to benefits which would accrue to the remainder of the popu-
lation if the retarded inmates were removed, correctional respondents felt their
removal would not cause major changes. The greatest change that would occur,
according to most officials, would be a general up-lifting of the academic and
vocational programs to the level of the new population. Another change relates
to the pecking order. The mentally retarded offender typically is at the bottom
of the pecking order of prison inmates -- he is made the scapegoat for everything

that goes wrong. With his removal, the "predators,”

a5 one person calls them,
would be forced to find a new scapegoat.
If a multi-state institution for the mentally retarded offender were to be

considered feasible an important suggestion from corrections respondents was the
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development of more comprehensive diagnostic services. It was indicated that a
special facility for the mentally retarded offender should especially emphasize
the treatment aspect rather than the custodial aspects of institutionalization.
Since retarded offenders are not generally known for their escape attempts,
minimum security might be possible.

Special education classes, special vocational programs and basic sociali-
zation skills are "musts' in an institution for the mentally retarded inmate.
Respondents suggested that ideally such an institution should be closely linked to
community resources in order to facilitate limited work release and access to
sheltered workshops. Also, an intensive supportive after-care program which would
serve as a link from institution to home community is of vital importance when
planning a comprehensive treatment approach for the mentally retarded.

Mental retardation respondents suggested various program implementations.
North Carolina retardation respondents found the entire multi-state concept un-
desirable for treatment and stressed that family-oriented treatment should be
developed instead. The Georgia coordinator suggested that the institution be en-
tirely rehabilitation oriented. South Carolina officials suggested vocationsal
rehabilitation, special education, the development of socialization skills,
sheltered workshops, an evaluation program to determine individual interests and
abilities, and opportunities for the retardate to contribute as a working member
of a community. The Florida respondent provided more detailed suggestions for
treatment innovations: educational and vocational programs should be geared to
the retardate's learning level. Reading should be stressed since it is a psy-
chological necessity. Programmed instruction and tutors could be used. A very
basic program for the systematic learning of life tasks should be included since
retardates often get into trouble simply because they have not learned ordinary
tasks. Also to be included should be a mandetory program of sports, beginning

with the fundamentals of the game. This is an essential part of social education
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vhich retardates are largely denied due to slow learning rates. Such a program
provides values and skills necessary for acceptable and satisfying group inter-
action, from which they are often excluded.

An important question to be answered in studying the feasibility of multi~
state correctional programs for retarded inmates is whether separate programs are
necessary and desiraeble. Respondents in all four states felt that treatment pro-
grams for retardates could be incorporated in reguler institutions. One replied
that retardates are not so different that they require separation; they could be
handled with special classes. However, he recommended the "track educational
system"” in which retardates are mixed with normals yet progress at individual
rates, Another replied that no one benefits from being made to feel different;
and it does not hurt the prison population to be exposed to the mentally iil and
retarded as long as they are not exploited. The other inmates can actually help
by subjecting retardates to problems they will face upon return to open society.
All agree that complete separation is generally unnecessary and undesirable.

As mentioned previously, there is the question of whether the mentally
retarded offender belongs within the correctional system at all. Legislators and
Judges responded to this query. The majority of the legislators responded that
they felt that the mentally retarded offender did not belong in the correctional
system, Others felt that the mentally retarded offender should remain under
correctional Jurisdiction due to violation of the law; however, separation from
the general inmate population was advocated as well as access to special treatment
geared towards their particular disability.

Criminal court judges were also interviewed in relation to this topic.

The judges were asked if the retarded should be treated by the division of correc-
tions or some other agency. The response was overwhelmingly in favor of having
this category treated by some other agency. Some Judges did qualify their responses

by saying that the type of crime committed would be a factor to be dealt with before
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granting jurisdiction of the mentally retarded inmate to another agency. Thus, most
Judges feel restricted by the present dispositional alternatives available for men-
tally retarded inmates.

As alternatives, judges recommended special institutions and facilities,
therapy and training, community facilities and referral to a specisl agency. Only
a few judges actually suggested that multi-state programs would be a possible al-
ternative. Most frequently mentioned were community facilities and referral for
hendling to a special agency. Multi-state correctional facilities were contra-

indicated by responses to this question.

5. Women. In many ways women in the correctional system are treated
better than men because of society's more lenient attitude toward women offenders
as well as the relatively small number of women. Based on the overall responses
of corrections administrators and other pertinent personnel, there appears to be
a distinct trend away from the traditional vocational and work programs and more
relevent programs are being emphasized.

Because of the small number of women in some states, women have suffered
from lack of a variety of vocational programs to enter into -~ this is especially
true in states where access to community training progrems is blocked. On the
other hand, in some states the small number of women offenders has enabled more
individualization in meeting program needs.

Nearly two-thirds of the correctional respondents interviewed felt that
the smaller size of women's institutions did limit the potential programs in the
women's prisons. The reasons were somewhat varied; however, many seemed to be
related to economic issues. One person stated that institutional financing was
based primarily on bed count, thus the masses (the male institutions) received
funding priorig;; Another indicated that programs are more expensive when operated

for a smaller number of people. In addition, often there are not enough partici-

pants in a program to justify the purchase of equipment. One individual argued
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that desirable programs are not considered because they would inhibit housekeeping
and industrial enterprises (such as making prison garmets). The latter programs
are essential to the operation of the prison system because they help to balance
the budget.

The reminaing third of the respondents generally felt that the facilities
and programs in the women's prisons have the same if not better programs than the
men's prisons. It is interesting to note that 80% of this remaining one-third
comes from the two more populated states which cperate the larger women's prisons.
Consequently, they are facing a rather dissimilar situation to those people in the
two remeining states with a smaller population of women inmates.

Corrections respondents indicated relatively few innovative ideas for
specialized institutions for women, perhaps because women's institutions now
exist in each of the four states. Recommendations basically urged expansion of
current programs of personal hygiene, personality development, community-based
treatment, work release, better psychological testing, énd greater access to dental
care and plastic surgery. Many respondents felt that due to family conhections,
most women would not profit from the rehabilitative standpoint if they wére removed

far enough to hinder family visitation.

B, What priorities should be estab-
lished among the five inmate categories?

In an endeavor to determine where the offender categories (persistent,
prison troublemaker, mentally ill, mentally retarded, women) stood in terms of
priority, the various respondents were questioned.

Corrections respondents were asked:

For which of these types would multi-state facilities or programs be
most needed at this time? Why?

If the Interstate Corrections Compact were established today, for
wvhich type of inmates would the program be easiest to implement?

Why?
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The overall trend of the four states' departments of corrections indicates
that the mentally disturbed offender and the mentally retarded offender rank almost
equal as top priority in terms of need of special treatment. The prison trouble-
meker ranks third in need of treatment according to the overall corrections re-
sponse in the four states. Finally, in terms of need, treatment for the persistent
offender and women rank at the bottom of the priority list, far behind the other
categories.

The low rank for women's facilities and treatment probably is due to the
fact that all states now have these facilities. Perhaps the low rank for the
persistent offender lies in the fact that he has never really been seen as a group
to be differentiated from other offenders in terms of specialized treatment pro-
grams, especially since the recidivist represents a majority of the felons in
each state system.

The second means of determining priorities, that of ease of development,
follows a somewhat similar pattern. Individuals within the departments of cor-
rections felt that the facility for the mentally disturbed, mentally retarded, and
women would be the most easily implemented. The reasons for these ranked prior-
ities in terms of ease of program development should be somewhat obvious. Special
facilities for women have existed for a long time. All that would be necessary to
accomplish a special multi-state facility would be to enact the enabling legisla-
tion in the four states to make it legal.

The treatment programs, etc., would not change significantly. Facilities
for the mentally disturbed offender are in the latter phases of planning in several
states now. Thus, to construct a special multi-state program of this type would
not involve too much additional planning. In addition, at the present time the
more acute cases of mental disturbances are transferred to state hospitals which

have special facilities. These facilities could also serve as a model.
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At the present time there are no special facilities within the departments
of corrections for the mentally retarded offender. However, there is enocugh
available research and knowledge about retardation in general, such that the
knowledge for initial treatment programs in special institutions pose relatively
few problems. KAlso, the fact that retarded offenders are generally neither violent
nor prone to escape reduces the problem of constructing or maintaining a highly
secure institution.

Far behind these offender types on the ''ease of implementation' priority
list is the persistent offender. Conceivably, the reason for the low priority of
the persistent offender is that no one knows what kind of programs should be put
into & special facility for this type of offender. Probably more important, how-
ever, in the low priority is that no one has really given much attention to
specialized programs for the persistent offender.

The prison troublemaker rated last on this priority list. Perhaps the
greatest reason for the troublemaker's low priority is that this type of offender
requires maximum security custody. This implies a relatively expensive physical
plant as well as a relatively large number of prison guards. However, those
respondents who did indicate that specialized treatment for this category of offen-
ders would be relatively easy to implement responded that the states are currently
separating the troublemakers, and currently have maximum security units.

The upper administrative level (director, assistant directors, research
personnel -- comparable titles in all states) corrections responses to the ques-
tions above are especially significant. The majority of Florida respondents
answered that in terms of need, the mentally disturbed rated first priority. 1In
terms of ease of implementation, it was felt that both the mentally retarded and
women would rate highest. Georgia upper level respondents gave no significant
consensus on which category rated first priority in terms of.need. As for ease of

v

implementation, it was felt that the mentally retarded and women would rate highest.
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North Carolina respondents felt in terms of need, priority was highest for the
mentally disfurbed and mentally retarded. Reasons were mainly because of present
lack of adequate treatment programs and facilities. In terms of eese of implemen-
tation, respondents indicated that because the mentally retarded inmate is easy to
identify, not likely to cause trouble, and in many cases has the potential to be-
come a functional member of society, this category would be easiest to implement
programs. South Carolina respondents indicated need was greatest for the mentally
disturbed and retarded. It was indicated that in terms of ease of implementation,
an institution for women would be most likely because of the small number involved
and programs already available. Also, relatively speaking women's programs do not
fequire much professionalization of staff.

Legislators were also asked to rate priority of the offender types. The
majority of respondents felt the mentally ill offender deserved top priority for
treatment; second priority was for the mentally retarded offender; third, the fe-
mele offender; fourth, the persistent offender; and fifth, the prison troublemaker.
Apparently, the feeling is prevalent that mentally ill and retarded offenders are
not as responsible for their criminal acts as other offenders. This attitude is
further reinforced by responses elicited in reaction to the idea of removing
mentally disturbed and mentally retarded offenders from the correctional system.

The Judges were asked to rank the mentally disturbed, female offenders,
mentally retarded, persistent offenders, and prison troublemakers on a treatment
priority basis. The question itself was not conditioned on the possible estab-
lishment of multi-state facilities or programs, so it can be assumed that the
priorities established would be the same regardless of any regional development.
The priorities as rated by the respondents were: (1) mentally disturbed, (2)
mentally retarded, (3) female offenders, (4) persistent offenders, and (5) prison
troublemakers. These conform to previous responses, in that the judges are un-

happy with the programs available for the number one and two categories and feel
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the persistent offender and prison troublemaker should be treated in a more punitive
fashion (indefinite confinement). In terms of the ultimate establishment of multi-
state programs, the judges would then be more likely to support a program geared to
the disturbed or retarded, as cpposed to a category of offenders who are such
through choice rather than through a medical, psychological, social or educational
problem. This priority ranking may also indicate that on a practical level there
would be a more widely based support for the "sick" as opposed to the more free-

will recalcitrent offender.

C. What degree of inter-agency
cooperation can be expected?

The degree of cooperation between the four departmentsvof corrections in a
multi-state program will be greatiy dependent upon a number of rather unpredictable
variables. The first and foremost variable is the passage of the Interst;te Cor-
rections Compact by the North Carolina legislature. During the period of this
study South Carolina, Georgia and Florida have enacted the Compact. Secondly,
although some federal funds will probably be available initially, the state legis-
latures must allocate additional funds to assist in the development and maintenance
of the program. It would be quite unrealistic to assume that maeintaining inmates
in a special out-of-state treatment program would cost little more than is presently
being spent. For legislators to allocate money for an out-of-state institution

could become a controversial issue. Such an issue might be avoided by adjusting

inmate per diem payments to cover construction and maintenance shares ¢f the cost.

D. What are the administrative responsi-
bilities which must be kept separste?

The Interstate Corrections Compact assures retention of Jurisdiction of the
sending state. The receiving state acts solely as an agent of the sending state in

providing custody and treatment services for inmates received from other states.
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The sending state must, under the terms of the Compact, assume responsi-
bility for the following: (1) the decision to incarcerate out-of-state; (2) in-
spection of multi-state facilities; (3) decision to transfer; (k) release on parole;
(5) discharge; (6) provide regular hearings or authorize receiving state to hold
them; (7) other alteration of status as a result of hearings; (8) effect transfer.

The receiving state assumes normal control over the administration and
operation of its institutions and inmates, with the exception of the aforementioned
decision~-making regarding inmates received from out-of-state. Additionally, the
receiving state must supply regular conduct reports and provide for hearings for
out-of-state inmates as authorized by the sending state.

In summary, the sending state is responsible for inspection, change of
status decisions, and transportation. The Compact does not otherwise affect the

administration of an institution by the receiving state.

E. 1Is it fessible to consider the entire population of
any of the categories being studied in each state for
possible or mandatory participation in the program?

This question is extremely important since each of the four states under
consideration has enough inmates of each type being studied to justify treatment
programs for that category to be established within the state. All inmates from
the four states in any one category constitute a group that would be much too large
for any one institution by current correctional standards. Also, federal assistance
cannot be expected for an institution housing more than four hundred inmates.

This dilemma might be resolved by refining the classification guidelines
so that greater selectivity could be used in placing inmates. For example, a pro-
gram for retardates might take only the most seriously retarded inmates, whose
literacy, social skills, and validly tested IQ were helow minimal levels. There
is some question, however, that this strategy would really meet the needs of the
states. In fact, some regpondents felt this might delay the state from developing

the kinds of facilities that were needed.
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F. Have other multi-state correctional programs
encountered major administrative difficulties?

Numerous states, particularly those in the New England and Western Compacts,
were asked what legal, administrative and operational problems were encountered in
their interstate correctional programs. Administrators in the four southeastern
states were understandably apprehensive about the difficulties to be overcome, and
the impediments which would arise. The states queried each responded that they had
encountered no legal, administrative or operational problems at all. It should be
noted, however, that their programs all involve the use of previously existing
facilities. No attempts have been made for the joint construction of a multi-state
facility and most respondents felt that this would introduce considerably more

difficulties.

G. What solutions can be applied to the problems of
inevitable differences among classification systems
and the determination of inmaste selection criteria?

The current status of the classification systems in the four states is
such that the types of inmates with which we are most concerned cannot be adequately
identified. Inadequate data preclude determining exactly how many inmates fall into
the various categories by our or any definition. Much information required in
classification for our purposes is not available to data systems due to inadequacies
in testing programs, clinical staff, and psychiatric diagnosis facilities for
collecting such date. Furthermore, in cases where such information as IQ, disci~
plinary status, mental condition is adequately confirmed, officials sometimes
hesitate to rescord such information in a permanent file. Doing so more often re-
sults in labelling the inmate for life rather than cﬁannelling him into an appro-
priate treatment program. Thus, resolving differences in classification systems

would not necessarily resolve the problem of identifying inmetes in need of special

treatment.
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It is anticipated that selection guidelines will be constructed to govern
screening applicants before transfer to a special institution. Each state might
have an individual responsible for determining which inmates referred to him (by
reception center or institutional officials) meet the criteria set forth in the
guidelines. This screening agent role might be filled by designated specialists in
eacﬁ state or by a roving specialist who will screen referrals in all participant
states. At times, guidelines might be adjusted by refining or broadening them to
accomodate a regular flow of inmates through the program.

The provision of guidelines and a special agent to screen referrals at this
time appears to be the most realistic solution to the problem of identifying in-
mates in need of special treatment, and reducing the hetergeneity in inmate popu-~
lation of a special treatment program.

0f course, high degree of homogeneity is impossible to achieve when dealing
with mental discrder and retardation, which incompass an almost infinite variety of
types and degrees. The guidelines will establish boundaries, but the special pro-
grams must be broad enough and flexible enough to accomodate an inevitable variety,
such as various degrees and types of retardation.

Ultimately, the size of the institution, the number of state participants,
and the number of inmates in the target group in each state will determine the

extent to which selection criteria in the guidelines must be refined.

H. What additional personnel
burdens must be assumed?

Personnel burdens will increase proporticnally to the extent that the
states involve themselves in multi-state programming. If simple transfer to home
state is the only use made of the Compact, then initially no additional staff will
be required unless the transfers are made on a massive scale. No more than two
correctional officers, a car and expenses would be needed for simple transfer, even

i? used extensively.
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Upon passage of the Compact each state will want to appoint a staff member
to the functions of Compact Administration, but at the outset this job would not
require additional manpower, only an added responsibility for one man presently in
the system.
If multi-state facilities are eventually established, then the states in

which these facilities are located will have the burden of staffing.

I. What additional personnel
training is necessary?

In the simple transfer situation only normal custodial training will be
required even assuming an addition of one or two officers.

The man who is given the duties of Compact Administrator will have to be-
come familiar with the Compact. He should also spend some time with a Compact
Administrator who has had this function in a state that has been using the Compact.
Scheduled meetings with other Compact Administrators in the adjoining states should
be done routinely.

If multi-state facilities are established for special offender categories
such as for the mentally retarded, then the persomnel in those facilities will
have to have the training commensurate with the objectives of the institution.
There would appear to be only minimal personnel training related to the multi-
state facility per se. Some additional records and bookkeeping problems would arise,

but these appear minimal.

J. What are the problems to be encountered
in staffing an inter-state program?

Assuming the institution would be operated exclusively by the state in which
it was located, the multi-state services offered would not seem to create any
particular staffing problems. However, the normal internal difficulties in estab-

lishing and running any institution will be incurred. Of a specific nature, the
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location of the institution, salary schedules and personnel qualifications are

considered to be the most important staff related problems.

K. What kinds of technical arrangements
are necessary for transportation of inmates?

Assuming that the inmate being transferred from one state to another cannot
be transported in one day, some type of overnight housing will be required. The
most logical housing would be in a county jail or within one of the institutions
run by the department of corrections within a state of passage. The financing of
the room and board could be based on a contract agreement pursuant to the Inter-
state Compact or could be simply handled on a one-to-one reciprocal basis.

Additional costs for transportation will also be incurred by the depart-
ment of corrections or the local sheriffs (in the case of direct out-of-state
commitment) due to the extended time taken in transport. No exact cost figures
can be given since the extent of transfer may or may not be significant, depending
upon how extensive the party states become involved in interstate treatment.

In any event, logistical problems are not of such magnitude as to be be-

yond solution by the party states.

L. How would the "home state" be reimbursed by
the transferring state when a one-for one exchange
would not be possible, due to differences in
numbers to be transferred and sentence length, etc.?

In accordance with the Interstate Ccmpact, the receiving state Administrator
accepts the transfer by executing and forwarding ar addendum which provides: the
institution and its location, amount of reimbursement or, for reciprocal transfers,
provisions thereto. In addition, expenses of extraordinary medical, dental or any
and ell expenses related to treatment, etc., not normally related to a rehabilita-
tive program are agreed to be paid by the sending state. The contract with the

individual states sets the rate of payment. The parties to the Western Compact,
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for instance, charge or pay $9.65 per inmate per day. This fee is reconsidered

every two years. Delivery and return of the inmate is paid for by the sending

state.

M. What problems would be encountered related
to the inmate's family?

The major problem faced by the immate's family with the use of multi-state
facilities is that of visitation. Currently there is a great deal of variation in
the number of visits an inmate receives from his family. Some inmates receive
visits at almost every opportunity while others seldom receive visits from their
family. One of the reasons for this variation is the distance that an individual
is incarcerated from his home. At present, some inmates are incarcerated so far
from their homes that it becomes extremely difficult, if not impossible, for their
family to visit. If an inmate is to be sent to a multi-state facility, the prob-
ability is high that it will be further from his home than if he is sent to an
institution in his own state. Thus, the problem of vigsitation, which for some
families is very difficult at the present time, is going to be made even more
difficult.

This problem of reduced visitation is critical. From interviews
with people within the Departments of Corrections, Divisions of Mental Health,
etc., we fould almost total agreement with the idea that family visits are ex-
tremely important in any rehabilitation program. This is especially true with re-
gard to the retarded, disturbed, and women inmates. The ability of these offenders
to maintain their ties with their family seems to be a significant factor in their
prison adjustment and the possibility of "success' upon their release.

A small portion of the persons interviewed, however, indicated that if
specialized multi~state institutions were really going to be offering better and
more efficient treatment, then the bvenefits of this treatment might be greater than

the liabilities caused by reduced family visitations.
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The essential question then becomes "how much treatment will be available
and how much will visitation be limited?" Unfortunately, this guestion can only

be answered by the implementation of the multi-state system.

N. Have other interstate correctional ventures
encountered problems related to the inmate's family?

The problem of visitation resulting from interstate transfer of inmates
apparently has not been a problem for other étates using interstate transfer.
However, to stop here might be misleading. Most states using the Interstate Cor-
rections Compact transfers inmates from one state to another to get him closer to
home. In only a few instances have inmates been sent out of state for the purpose
of treatment. For example, South Dakota sends mentally disturbed inmates to
Nebraska and Nebraska sends women inmates to South Dakota, but as of this writing

this has involved a small number of cases.

0. What legislation must be changed and/or
enacted to implement the program?

In order to implement a multi-state corrections program, facility or multi-
state transfer of inmates, all that is legally necessuary is for each state legis-
lature to enact the Model Interstate Corrections Compact as proposed by the Council
of State Governments. Of the four states involved in our study, South Carolina,
Georgia, and Florida have adopted the Compact during the course of this study. At
present, there are no conflicting statutes in North Carolina that would prohibit

the enactment of the Compact and legislation is currently being considered.

P. What are the legal and judicial
ramifications of the program?

Assuming that each of the states included in this project passed the Model
Compact, the legal ramifications would be provided for and the legal framework

would be correctly established. As pointed out in the explanatory memorandum set
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out herein, the Compact itself is merely an enabling device. The extent of each
state's participation with other states pursuant to the Compact "will be determined
by each party state for itself -~ by the acts of its officials in making contrsacts,
and by the acts of its judges and administrators in deciding whether to place of-
fenders in institutions in other party states or confine them in facilities which
may be available within the territory of their own state.™

The Compact becomes effective when it is ratified by any two states. No
additional steps are needed to make the Compact effective except for the conclu-

sion of contracts under it. Under the doctrine of Virginia vs. Tennessee,

148 U.S. 503 (1893), the Compact does not require Congressional consent. However,
even if such consent were necessary, it has already been provided by the Crime

Control Act of 1934 (Title 4, USC 111).

Q. What is the expected reaction of the state
legislatures in terms of supporting and
funding a multi-state program?

The survey of state legislators indicated a positive attitude tcward the
concept of multi-state programs, but the total support is not great.

Pursuant to a request of the Georgia director of corrections, Georgia
legislators were not polled, therefore, only three of the states were surveyed
and the response was small. Of the 523 questionnaires mailed to both senators
and representatives, only 120 were completed and returned.

The overwhelming majority of legislators said they would favor sending
all of one type of inmate out of the state if another state had superior facilities
and services to treat that type of offender. Asked if they were opposed in any

way to sending immates to an out-of-state institution, only a small number were

opposed. The few objections centered around the questionable assumption of increased

effectiveness, the diversion from the community treatment trend, and the assumption
of a state's own responsibility. Along the same lines, only a few legislators in-

dicated they would be unwilling to accept inmates from other states.
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In spite of the apparent optimism that the legislators indicated to this
point, when asked if they would vote for a corrections compact bill, less than
half indicated that they would definitely vote for it. When asked if interstate
exchange of prisoners was politically feasible at this time, most said yes (69
out of 110). Legislators from South Carolina responded most favorably (14 out of
17). These questionnaires were administered before the Interstate Corrections
Compact was passed in that state. In North Carolina, acceptance of interstate ex-
change was much more lukewarm. Only 20 out of 37 legislators thought this exchange
to be politically feasible.

Another important aspect of éolitical feasibility is whether or not the
legislature is willing to provide the funds to operationalize the multi-state

correctional programs. Legislators were asked: Do you think the legislature

would be willing to help finance any new and better rehabilitation programs which
may cost more than current programs?” A majority of the legislators responded
"yes;" however, many, perhaps most, of the positive responses were qualified to the
point that they become of little value in making any statistical argument. Scme of
these qualifications were: 1if proven to be better rehabilitation; if funds are
available; if there is a big selling job; if programs are limited; yes -- but not
this year; etc.

In summary, the legislature seems to favor regional corrections in prin-
ciple, but questions the practical implications. They must be shown the benefits
-- mainly financial benefits -~ in black and white before definite endorsement
could be forthcoming. Such attitudes indicate that multi-state programs on a
reciprocal basis (we establish a program for this type; you establish a program
for that type) would have the greatest probability of achieving legislative
support, since concern for the taxpayers' dollar supercedes all other considera-

tions.
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R. Will there by any problems in coordinating
the activities of the Departments of
Corrections with other agencies?

The difficulties in coordinating the divisions of vocational rehabilitation
and the departments of corrections should be minimal. There is no present inter-
state compact for vocational rehabilitation, but they do transfer files from one
state to another when requested. Thus, mechanisms for cooperation between the
divisions of vocational rehabilitation does exist. The major difficulty to be en~
countered in the participation of vocational rehabilitation is distance. The
greater the distance that an inmate is moved from his home, the greater the diffi-
culty created for vocational rehabilitation. This is true because they, unlike
some of the other governmental agencies, must keep in close contact with the
individual's home town enviromment. In addition to training people for Jobs, vo=-
cational rehabilitation is also responsible for trying to obtain jobs for inmates
when they are released (cr arrange a job for them prior to their release). The
consequence, then, of multi-state facilities is that the job of the vocational
rehabilitation counselor is spread out over a much larger geographical area. One
additional potential problem is the legal questions that might arise concerning a
vocational rehabilitation counselor working in a state other than the one which
pays his salary.

Perhaps the major problem in participation, as seen by the personnel in
vocational rehabilitation, is an inability created by a lack of financisl re-
sources. In all four states the responses tended to be "we cannot expand our
present programs or start new ones for lack of funds."

Whereas the divisions of vocational rehabilitation could be coordinated
into a multi-state correctional system if funds were made available, the near con-
sensus of people within the divisions of mental health was that such a systgm
would not be desirable even if it were possible. The three basic reasons related

to treatment, legal, and financial concerns.
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From the point of view of treatment, such a program is undesirable for
several reasons. First, it would involve transporting patients a greater distance,
and transporting mental patients is often a very difficult and trying operation.
Second, the patient, for maximum recovery potential, needs to be located as near as
possible to his home. Multi-state facilities, by removing him further from his
home, reduces the benefits that might accrue from visits with family and friends.
Third, in the words of the superintendent of the state hospital in Chattahoochee,
Florida, "as the size of the hospital increases, treatment decreases."” 1In his
view, a multi-state facility for the mentally disturbed would be much too large
to afford adequate treatment. This same sentiment has been voiced by the head of
the Division of Mental Health in Florida, as well as other mental health personnel
in other states.

From the point of view of legal problems, cooperation ig difficult because
of the licensing of physicians and psychiatrists. These people are licensed by
the state and can legally operate in the state in which they have a license. Thus,
psychiatrists, etc., would have difficulty in crossing state lines to work with a
multi-state facility. This problem may not be quite as difficult as it seems,
however. The Florida State Hospital at Chattahoochee is located on the Floridg..
Georgia border and actually extends into the state of Georgia. However, the pro-
fessional staff, being licensed in Florida, does not have to worry about practicing
medicine in the state of Georgia.

From the point of view of financial concerns, the mental health position is
essentially the same as that of vocational rehabilitation -- an inability to co-
operate because of lack of financial resources.

The problems connected with the coordination of parole agencies with multi-
state facilities appear to be minimal. Since the parole agencies have been using
inter-state compacts for years, the multi-state nature of these facilities creates
no problems. Also, the fact that the parole agencies have minimal contact with the
individual until his parcle and the fact that he might be out of state poses no

real problems.
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The basic problem to be resolved relates to the distances involved that
parole officials would have to travel to interview inmates eligible for parole.
In reality, however, this is not a new problem either. The state of Florida is
more than 600 miles long and North Carolina is more than 500 miles wide. Thus,
a Floridian might remain closer to his home if he were to be institutionalized
somewhere in Georgia, or a North Carolinian might be closer to home if institu-
tionalized in South Carolina or Georgia. However, within multi-state facilities
in the four states involved in this study, the possibility remains that a person
could be institutionalized as far as 1000 miles from his home. Having inmates from
one state scattered out over a four state area means that parole officials must
spend much more time in the process of traveling rather than interviewing poten-
tial parolees. This problz=m could be eliminated, however, if inmates were to be
returned to an institution in their home state once they became eligible for parole.

The difficulties with the judiciary would seem to lie more in the area of
éducation rather than coordiration. The judiciary has very little influence in
the determination of the placement of the criminal. His authority does not ex-
tend to the placement of the individual except in two ways. First, he may have
the laternative of deciding if the individual will receive probation or imprison-
ment. Second, in cases where incarceration is required by law, he may somewhat
determine which institution the individual will be sent by the length of the sen-
tence imposed.

In spite of the inability of the judiciary to commit to specific institu-
tions, it is quite desirable that they be made aware of the various facilities
that are available and what kinds of inmates are eligible for those institutions.
This is desirable so that a judge will not, for example, incarcerate a fifteen-
year-old boy thinking that he will go to a minimum security youthful offender
institution when in reality he may have to be placed in a maximum security institu-
tion because of the offense that was committed. Although the judge's intentions

in this example might have been honorable, the results could have been disastrous.



Chapter 6. Conclusions and Recommendations

The major conclusion to be reached from this study is that it is possible
to establish regional institutions and programs that involve these four south-

eastern states, but it may not be desirable or feasible. At the abstract level

of "multi-state cooperation in corrections," there tended to be general support

and enthusiasm among the variocus persons and agencies involved., Most of the re~
spondents were basically positive at this abstract level of the problem. Among
those who were not supportive, or less enthusiastic in their support, the most
frequent negative reaction in terms of the general issue of multi-state cooperatioq
concerned the fact that it was extremely difficult to discuss or visualize this
cooperation without having a very specifie, detailed and concrete program or
facility in mind. Most of those who failed to support the concept at the abstract
level seemed to be indicating that each program or facility would have to be vieweq
on its own merits rather than in terms of an abstract acceptance of "multi-state
cooperation."

At the more concrete level concerning the specific offender types included
in this study -- mentally disturbed, mentally retarded, persistent offenders,
prison troublemakers, and women -- there was less agreement among the respondents
than at the abstract level. Since there was a wide divergency among the different
types of respanse groups, it would be unrealistic to expect a consensus of opinions
concerning the multitude of issues and problems addressed in this study. However,
the wide range of views that were obtained and presented in the earlier chapters
of this report were not anticipated. Even within the same sgencies and among

~1k43-
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people having similar concerns, diverse opinions were held. While diversity can
be good under many circumstances, in this situation it seems to indicate that a
multitude of problems still remain in the field of corrections, particularly con-
cerning interagency cooperation within states, not to mention the problems that
would be inherent across states.

The conclusions reached and tne recommendations made need to be evaluated
in terms of the problems noted above. The recommendations, which are not as con-
clusive or as far-reaching as originally anticipated, are not a result of a eclear
consensus or agreement among the various sources of data, but rather an attempt to

glean from the diversity of opinions and problems the most consistent and logical

conclusions.

A. Recommendations

1. Each of the four states should implement the necessary legislation to

establish the interstate compact.

This recommendation requires very little since three of the four gtates
have passed such legislation during the course of this study. This response
from the states was partly in anticipation of this recommendation based on verbal
reports to the states, but it was more importantly a result of the fact that the
states were already moving in this direction. North Carolina, the only state
which had not passed the enabling legislation at the time of this writing, has

had bills introduced and will likely have the necessary legislation scon.

2. Encourage all other states in the U.S. that have not done so to pass

the legislation required for the interstate compact.

There is no logical reason for limiting multi-state cooperation in the
southeast to the four states involved in this study. While adjacent states may

be those most likely to utilize interstate transfer, there are other states that
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are geographically propinquious to these four states that might find it beneficial
to participate in such a plan. In addition, while coast to coast cooperation may
prove uncommon, tﬁere may be occasions when states that are far removed might find

it convenient to have such enabling legislation.

3. Begin implementation of interstate transfer, among all states currently

havirg the necessary legislation, for all inmates incarcerated out of their home

state.

The logic for this recommendation is a simple extension of the concept of
community corrections in which an attempt is made to gradually reintegrate the
offender into his community. Each of the states in this study currently attempts
to locate the inmate as close to his home community as possible rather than sending
him to the opposite end of the state. This recommendation recognizes that for an
offender incarcerated away from his home community that the first logical step
towards community reintegration is transfer to his home state. In rare instances
where an inmate might be closer to home by being in an institution outside of his
home state, this form of transfer should be considered as well.

It should be recognized that as simple as this recommendation sounds, its
complete implementation would either call for additional staff attached to the
department of corrections or considerable cooperation with other agencies such as
Parole and Probation to carry out the «ommunity investigations that would be neces-
sary in order for it to be a meaningful program. Some federal assistance in this
regard wouid probably be required because these agencies are currently under-
staffed and overworked end the additional burden may lead to the program being
met with resistance if no new funds are available. If federal support is available

it is likely that it would be accepted more enthusiastically.
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4, Malti-state facilities for the treatment of the offender categories

included in this study should NOT be constructed at this time.

This recommendation, which is perhaps the crucial recommendation of the
study since it runs counter to our original expectations, is based on the vast
array of conflicting material examined and involves considerably more issues than
can be summarized here. One cf the main factors that leads to this conclusion
is the sheer number of inmates that would be involved in any of these categories.
If a four-state facility were established for any of these categories it would
require a facility of considerable size, with the smallest estimated number in
any one category being approximately 1100, Since this is the category of female
offenders, and since each of the states currently have existing facilities for
females (some being recently constructed), there would be very little enthusiasm
for building a multi-state facility for this category.

While it was extremely difficult getting accurate estimates of the number
of inmates that would be involved in each of the other four categories, it is
clear that the numbers would be prohibitive for the establishment of a multi-
state facility involving four states. Depending on whiéh estimates are used and
the type of selection criteria involved, it would appear that the smallest four-
state facility would need to house 1500-2000 inmates. For the category of
"persistent offender," the estimates ranged from 10,000-13,000 making any form
of multi-state facility an absurdity, even if the definition were extremely re-
stricted. Since the proportion of inmates in some of these categories (particu—
larly persistent offender and prison troublemaker) is likely to increase as more
community-based programs drain off the "better' inmates, it is probably that the
numbers in these categories will increase rather than decrease in the near future.

A second factor that was crucial in arriving at this recommendation was
the lack of support for multi-state facilities for the mentally disturbed or re-

tarded from the professional, in the related agencies concerned with these
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offender types. There seemed to be considerable agreement among respondents in
corrections. although far from a consensus, that the categories of mentally dis-
turbed and mentally retarded were those most in need of special facilities and
those most readily implemented. Among the professionals in the mental heslth
field there was general support for establishing special facilities for these
offenders, but there was considerable opposition to the idea of multi-state
facilities.

In essence, if special facilities are required for any of these categories
of offenders, there are sufficient numbers in each category in all four of the
states involved in this study to Justify a facility within each state. The
question of multi-state cooperation in establishing programs and facilities for
special offender categories, which was the major purpose of this study, would
appear to be less crucial than the gquestion of what kinds of programs could be

established for these offenders within a particular state.

5. Individual states should be encouraged, through federal agsigtance, to

develop more and better programs and facilities for special offender categories.

This recommendation, which was not anticipated from the original focus of
the study, is considered extremely important at this time. Since reccmmendation
L runs counter to the original expectations, it might be considereﬁ a negative
statement in that it is a "do-nothing" recommendation. Conversely, recommendation
5 can be considered a positive statement because it concerns something which should
be done and in this sense might be considered the most important recommendation of
the study.

While there are few programs that exist which can serve as viable models
for some of these categories of offenders, efforts should be mede in this directioq.
Federal funds should be used to encourage the development of special facilities
within a state. Planning funds should be allocated so that a state could develop
viable programs for special categories of offenders before construction funds are

made available.
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One thing is clear. Several of the offender types included in this study
exist in sufficient numbers in each of the states to warrant special programs and
facilities. Additionally, the numbers in these categories are increasing at a
fairly rapid rate and require that the problems of treating special offender types
be addressed immediately. LEAA should consider funding of several different ex-

perimental models for programs to work with these offenders.

6. The concept of "multi-state facilities" may still be feasible in other

regions of the country and should be explored.

Although many difficulties exist in the establishment of multi-state
programs, the magnitude of the problems uncovered in this study do not make the
idea of multi-state facilities or programs untenable at an abstract level. This
study was concerned with four specific states and, as noted above, the sheer number
of inmates in the categories made multi-state facilities less desirable. In a
smaller state maintaining fewer inmates in a department of corrections there would
still be many possible advantages in working out an arrangement with a contiguous

larger state or with several smaller states to house specific categories of

of fenders.

T. Some VERY specialized facilities might be feasible within the four

states in this study (or other states) at a future date and should be explored.

One idea that came through on several occasions in talking with higher
level administrators in corrections was that perhaps the special offender cate-
gories being used were too broad and general and that if we were talking about
very restricted categories that the numbers would be less and the degree of
specialization required within a facility would be even greater. Under these
circumstances, a multi-state facility might be more feasible since no one state
could support the specialized facility.

The logic of this position is consistent with the original focus and pur-~

pose of the study, however, it may be premature. Until the individual states have
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programs to adequately work with the offender categories discussed in this report,
it does not seem feasible to try to develop multi-state facilities for categories
of offenders that are even more specialized. One reason this kind of propossl for
facilities for very specialized categories is suggested by administrators is the
likelihood of getting funds for an "innovative”" program because it is multi-state
in focus when the support may not be there for a facility to be developed completely
within one state. If recommendation number 5 is implemented, then the more
specialized programs might be logical outcomes of the better classification and
diagnosis procedures that would be developed in relation to the programs for the

offender categories discussed in this report.

8. Personnel in agencies and organizations functionally related to cor-

rections, such as thoge interviewed in this study, should be better informed about

the problems and goals of corrections.

One thing that ceme out consistently in our interviews with personnel in
the agencies related to corrections was the very limited krowledge of the field of
corrections that existed. Whereas this is not a new or startling finding to those
who have worked in the criminal justice system, it reinforces the need to better
inform people who operate in other agencies of the problems and goals of correctioﬁs,

particularly when they are in positions that directly effect the operations orf the

field of corrections.
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CORRECTIONAL ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

How does-the Division of Correction define these types of inmates?

- A, Persistent offender

B, Prison troublemaker
¢, Mentally disturbed inmate
D. Mentally retarded inmate

What steps would you have to take to identify the following categoties
of inmates within your correctional system?

A, Pergistent offender

B, Prison troublemaker

‘C, Mentally disturbed inmate

D, Mentally retarded inmate .
How many inmates in your state could be classified in each category? (Estimate)
A. Persistent offender

B, Prison troublemaker

C. Mentally disturbed inmate

D, Mentally retarded inmate

E. Women inmates

What programs do you have for these inmates in your state?
A, Persistenc offender

B, Prison troublemaker

C. Mentally disﬁurbed inmates

D, Mentally retarded inmates

E., Women inmates’ ‘ ’ o A
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7.

8.

9.
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. Mentally retarded inmate

*

Do you have specifiééily trained employees'to handle these types of inmates?

. YES
Persigtent offender '

Prison troublemaker

Mentally distrubed inmate

o

Women inmates

Do outside aspecialists assist you in handling the following:

YES NO .. WHAT SPECIALISTS?
Persistent offenders

Prison troublemakers

Mentally disturbed inmates

Mentally retarded inmates

Women inmates

Are the following types of inmates ever excluded from participation in
educational or training programs?

YES WHY?
Persistent offenders

Prison troublemakers

Mentally distrubed inmates

Mentally retarded inmates

Women inmates

Should the inmates under consideration be isolated from the general inmate
population for special treatment?

YES NO WHY?
Persistent offenders :

Prison troulbemakers

Mentally disturbed inmates

Mentally retarded inmates

Does the small number of women inmates in the correctional system limit the
kinds of training programs available to them? How?
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11,

12,

13,

14,
15,

16,
17,

180

19,

. Mentally retarded inmates

A3

What benefits would accrue to the remainder of the prison population if
the following were removed?

A, Persistent offenders

B, Prison troulbemakers

C. Mentally disturbed inmates
D, Mentally retarded inmates

Should we congider interstate handling of other types of offenders, such
as self-avowed political prisoners, narcotics addicts, etc., in this study?

Excluding financial considerations, 1if your state has the best facilities
for treating a certain category of inmates, would you consider treating

" out-of-state inmates of this type?

YES ) NO WHY?
Persistent offender

Prison troublemaker

Mentally disturbed inmates

Women inmates

What innovative programs should be included 4in a multi-state facility for:
A. Persistent offenders

B. Prison troublemakers

C. Mentally disturbed inmates

D, Mentally retarded inmates

E., Women inmates

What problems would be involved with transportation of inmates across
state lines?

If the Interstate Corrections Compact were being used, who would make
the decision to transfer inmates to multi-state institutions?

What criteria are used for institutional placement of inmates?

What would you anticipate to be the reaction of the inmates concerned

‘to transfer to a special out-of-state institution?

Who would make the &ecision to transfer an inmate to another jurisdiction
from a multi-state institution? '

How is parole arranged for immates who have been transferred to
psychiatric institutions for treatment or custody?
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23.
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25.
26,

27A.

B.

c.

Mentally retarded inmates

Al

How would you suggest that parole be administered for a multi-state
ingtitution?

Can you foresee any problems?

Do you see any trends in the nature of the inmate population that would
influerce your decision to participate in a multi-gtate institution?

Are you in favor of the habitual offender legislation?

In which of the states should multi-state institutions be established?
Why?

Which‘legislaCOre would you single out as being interested in correc~
tional programs?

Do you think the legislature would be willing to finance aﬁy new reha-
bilitation programs which may cost more than current, less effective
programs?

What other agencies, organizations, or individuals do you think should
be contacted in order to ascertain the feasibility of this program?
(omitted in analysis)

For which of these types would multi~state facilitiee or programs be

most needed at this time? .
: ‘ CHECK WHY?

Persistent offenders '

Prison troublemakers

Mentally disturbed inmates

1]

Women inmates

LR

If the Interstate Corrections Compact were established today, for which
type of inmates would the program be easiest to implement?

 CHECK WHY?
Persistent offenders

Prison troublemakers

Mentally disturbed inmates

1]

Mentally retarded inmates

Women inmates

In terms of political feasiﬁility, assuming you were able to establish
a multi-state facility, for which type, of inmates would you initiate the
first program? Why?




28,

29,
30,

34,

A5

Considering their diversity in policies, financing, and philosophies,
do you think the four Divisions of Correction involved could achieve
the necessary degree of cooperation for successful administration of a
multi-state institution?

Do you forsee any apecial problems for your agency in participating in
multi-state correctional programs?

Are you opposed in any way to multi-state treatment of offenders? If so,

~ why?

Do you think it feasible to develop multi-state correctional institutions?
Why?
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CRIMINAL COURT JUDGE QUESTIONNAIRE
Have you visited any of your state's correctional institutions? How recently?
yes

no

Are you familiar with facilitles and programs for any of the aforementioned
inmates. in your own state?

yes

no If your answer to this question was "yes", which ones?

Mentally disturbed
Female offender
Mental retardate
Persistent offender
Prison troublemaker

Do you foresee any complications in the implementation of an Interstate
Corrections Compact?

yes

no If your answer to this question was'yes'", what are the major
complications you foresee?

How would the establishment of such an institution affect your handling of
these special types of offenders in court?

Among these five kinds of inmates, which type should be given treatment
priority over the others., (assign a "l1" to the top priority group, a "2"
to the next highest group, and so on. The lowest priority should receive
a "5!"

Mentally disturbed
Female offender
—____Mental retardate
Perasistent offender
Prison troublemaker

Should we consider providing interstate programs for treating other types
of offenders, such as "self-avowed political prisoners', narcotics addicts,
etc, in our study? '

—Tes

no If your answer to this question was '

'ves", which ones?.
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9.

10.

11,

12.

13,

14,

. Mentally disturbed

AT

Do you use prior institutional conduc: as a factor i your sentencing deci-
sion? .

yes

no

Are you made aware of the I.Q., of the defendant prior to sentencing? If not
do you ever ask for it?

yes

no o)

When it is brought to your attention that an inmate is retarded, what special
alternatives do you consider for disposition?

What percentage of your cases involve cirminal insanity? (Please estimate)
(Omitted in analysis)

Would you be more or less inclined to incarcerate a woman, retardate or
mentally disturbed person 1f there were a specialized institution in another
state? More inclined Less inclined

to incarcerate to incarcerate
Woman offender

Mental retardate

Are correctional facilities and programs for women in your state such that

. you are more likely to place a woman on probation than a man?

yes |

no

How do you dispose of cases in which an individual is adjudged criminally
insane? (Omitted in analysis)

Should the mentally disturbed or retarded be treated by the Division of
Corrections or some other agency?
Division
of Corrections Other Agency

Mentally disturbed

Mentaily retarded
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15.

16,

17,

18.

19,

20.

A8

Do you feel restricted by the dispositional alternatives available for
cases involving women, retardates, the mentally disturbed, and persistent
offenders? What other alternatives would you propose?

Yes Alternatives

Women offenders

Mental retardates

Mentally disturbed

Persistent offender

Who decides to which institutions inmates are sent?

What influence do you have in the choice of an appropriate institution for
a sentenced offender?
.
Slight
Strong

None

Do you think the public will react advesely to interstate exchange of
prisoners.

—yes

no

Why?

Do you think that the visiting problems caused by out-of-state incarceration
would affect your sentence decision?

yes

no

Why?
Are your colleaguee interested in correctional legialationf

yes

no.

Are you interested in correctional legislation?

. yes -

no
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22.

23,

24,

25,

26,

27.

28.

29,

/" Why?

A9

: What legislators would you gingle out as being particularly interested

in correctional programs? (omitted in analysis)

What individuals or organizations do you think might cooperate in the
development of a multi-state correctional program? (omitted in analysis)

Would you be willing to serve on an advisory board established to create

new multi-state institutions? (omitted in analysis)

—ves

-‘——-no

Which of the following do you think should be the main goal of cotrections?
___protection of society

____punishing offender

____deterring offender

rehabilitation ’ ‘

Are you in favor of increasing the use of probation as an alternative k
to incarceration? .

yes

no

Would you favor the establishment of a multi-state institution?

yes

no

Why?

Do you think in:erstate cooperation of the type deecribed has much
probability of sucess?

. yes

no

Why?
Are you opposed in any way to multi-state treatment of inmates?

yes

no 1
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6.

7.

8.

9,

10,

11,
12.

A,

B.

13.

- Persistant Offenders

Prison Troublemakers

Appendix A-3 Al0

MENTAL HEALTH, RETARDATION, AND VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION
v ' ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
Are you familiar with Division of Correction treatment facilities or
programs for mentally disturbed inmates?

What facilities does your division have for mentally i1ll and retarded in-
mates?

. Does the division have any plans for additional programs or facilities

which might be used for mentally disturbed or retarded inmates?

Does your organization participate in any interstate programs?

" What services of the division are asked for to assist in the handling of
probationers and parolees, particularly those whc are retarded or mentally

unstable?

What kinds of offenders do you think could be more effectively treated in
a multi-state correctional institution?

What innovative programs would you suggest for mentally disturbed and
mentally retarded inmates in a multi-state institution?

Would these require special separate programs?
Would your agency (as it is presently administered and funded) be able to

adequately serve the state's inmates in a multi-gtate iwusgtitution such as
the one presented? What special preoblems do you forsee? ‘

i Should persistent offenders, prison troublemakers, retarded and mentally 111

inmates be separated for special treatment form the general inmate population?
Yes - "No "~ Comment

Retardates

“Mentally I11

What division could best cere:for mentally 111 inmates? Why?

Is it desirable to separate ‘the retarded and mentally ill from the remainder

~ of the prison population’

" From the standpoint of treatment?

From the standpoint of benefits for the. remainder of the prison popuiétion?

Are retardates denied parole more often than inmates ‘of normal intelligence?
‘If yes, pleaee explain. ‘ : : '

Ty

~ 0 ot
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15, .
16,

17,
. this type? (Omitted in analysis)

All

Are you opposed in any way to multi-state treatment of mentally disturbed
and retarded inmates?

Would you favor the establishment of a multi-state institution for mentally

" disturbed and retarded offenders?

Do you think interstate cooperation of the type described is feasible?

What other individuals should we contact regarding proposed legislation of
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5,

6.

7.

Appendix A-h Al2

LEGISLATOR QUELY v AIRE
Are you familiar with facilities and programs for any of the following
inmates &n your own state? '
_-=__ Mentally disturbed '
Female offender
Mental retardate
Persistent offender
Prison troublemaker
Which correctional institutions have you visited in you state? How recently?

Do you foresee any complications in the implementation of an Interstate
Corrections Compact? '

yes

no If your answer to this question was "yes", what are the
major complications you foresee?

Are you opposed in any way to transporting inmates to epecialized institu=-
tions in other states for rehabllitative treatment?

yes

no If your answer to this question was "yes", please explain.

.Would you favor sending all of one type of inmate out of the state if an~-

other state has superior facilities and services to treat that type of
offender?

yes

no If your answer to this question was '"no", why?

If your statevhas superior facilities and services for a particular type of
offender, would you be willing to accept out-of-state inmates for treatment
in your state?

yes

no ~ If your answer to this question was "no", why?

Among these five kinds of inmates, which type should be given treatment
priority over the others? (assign a "l1" to the top priority group, a "2"

to the next highest group, and so on. The lowest priority should receive
a "5")

Mentally disturbed Mental retardate Prison troublemaker

Female offender Persistent offender
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8, Would you favor removing mentally disturbed offenders from the correctional

system
yves
no
—————
a,
b,
C,

If your answer to this question was ‘uo", Why?

Would you favor removing mentally retarded offenders from the
correctional system? If '"no", why?

Are there any other type of offenders which you would remove
from the correctional system?

9., Should we consider providing interstate for treating other types of offenders,
such as "gelf-avowed political prisoners', narcotics addicts, etec. in our

atudy?

—ves

no

1f your answer to this question was "yes", which ones?

10,  What legislators would you single out as being particularly interested in
correctional programs? (Ommited in analysis) '

'11.' Do you think the legislature would be willing to help finance any new and

better rehabilitation programs which may cost more than current programs?

A, If federal funds were available to agsist the gtates in the establishment
of new facilities or programs (about 75% of the costs), how willing would

the legislature be to establish these facilities or programs?

y Very willing

Somewhat willing

Not very willing

Very unwilling

L

B. How willing would you be under these circumstances?

NI Very willing

Somewhat willing

Not very willing

Very uhwilling

12, What individuals or organizations do you think might cooperate in the
development of a multi-state correctional program? (Ommited in analysis)

13. W Which of the following best represents the concern of your constituents

Y with inmates?

They are very concerned about them,

They are somewhat concerned, but it isn't a burning issue,

- They are somewhat unconcerned.

They are very unconcerned about inmates.



'~—illl-—llI!~4~lllll~wlllliif!IIl-—Illl~*—llllw~<llliA—Illl:ﬂ - D - G N = S ..

14,

B,

15.

16.

AL

17,

ALk

Do you think your constituents would object to having any of these offender
types sent into your state for special treatment?

Yes No
Mentally disturbed '

Female offender
Mental retardate
Persistent offender

Prison troublemaker
Do you think yéur constituents would object to having any of these offender
types sent out of your state for special treatment?

Yes = No

' Mentally disturbed

Female offender-:
Mentsal retardate
Persisgstent offender

Prison troublemaker

If a new correctional institution were built, would you be willing to
place it near a populated area in your state where professional services
are readily available?

yes

no . If your answer to this question was "no", please explain,

Which of the following do you think should be the main goal of corrections?

" _____protection of society

punishing offender
deterring‘offender
rehabilitation

In terms of cost, how effective do you think your state's correctional
system is in achieving this goal?

What 1s the best method to disseminate information about the recommendations
of our study to the legislature? /(Omitted in analysis)
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As far as the interstate correctional program is concerned, which of the
following would you be willing to do? (You may check as many as you wish,)

' Sponser the bill

- Co-sponser the bill

e Actively support the bill
Serve on an Advisory Board

____Vote for the bill

Do you think interstate exchange of prisoners is politically feasible at
this time?

' yes
no . . If your answer to this question was "no", please explain,
B
‘
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Appendix A-5 A6

PROBATION and PAROLE QUESTIONNAIRE

What other agencies are called upon to assist in the handling of pro-
bationers and parolees, particularly those who are retarded or mentally 111?

Does the parole commission employ supervisory personnel who have special
training in the problems of mental illness and retardation?

If no, do they emplov consultants who do?

Is the decision to place on probation and parole at all dependent upon the
availability of supervisory staff?

How is parole arranged for inmates who have been transferred to psychiatric |
institutions for treatment or custody?

What impact does the criminal record and past institutional behavior have on
the investigating officer's recommendation to the court?

Are retardates denied parole more often than inmates of normal intelligence
Explain, )

, Does the Probation and Parole Commission arrange special programs for

retarded or mentally unstable parolees and probationers?

Does the Probation and Parole Commission call upon other agencies for
programs or assistance?

Do you think special programs are necessgsary?

Are correctional facilities for women in your state such that you are more
likely to recommend probation for women than men?

What problems do you think would be encountered in administering parole for
a multi-state institution?

Who does not receive the benefit of a pre-sentence investigation?

What tests, if any, are routinely administered to the defendant in the
courge of the pre-sentence investigation?

Does the I.Q, of the defendant influence the recommendation of the investi-
gating officer to the court?

What categories of offenders do you think should be included in such a
multi-state program?

Do you think the public will react adversely to interstate exchange of
prisoners? . .

What private 1ddividuals. legislators or organizations do vou think might
cooperate in the development of an interstatz correctional program?
(Omitted in analysis)
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16, Would you support the extablishment of multi-gtate correctional programs?
17. Are you in favor of multi-state treatment of inmates?

18. Do you think multi-state correctional programs are feasible?

‘
'
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SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO
CORRECTIONAL ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
1. DELETED

2, DELETED

3. HOW MANY INMATES IN YOUR STATE COULD BE CLASSIFIED IN EACH CATEGORY?

FLORIDA: Range

20%-67%

Yersigtent Offender

Prison Troublemaker - 27-157%
Mentally Disturbed =" 27-25%
Mentally Retarded =~ 67%=35%
1500-2000
Women Inmates - 47%=5%
350
GEORGIA:
Persistent Offender = 337%-60%
2000-4500
Prison Troublemaker ~ 2%-<10%
200-~900
Mentally Disturbed =~ 57-40%
150-1500
Mentally Retarded =~ 107%-25%
250-1000
Women Inmates - *260

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender - 40%-807

(50%)
Prison Troublemaker - 77%-15%
100-600
Mentally Disturbed = 47=457
500-5000
Mentally Retarded - 600-2000
Women Inmates - 350-600
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3. (Continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA:

NOTE: Many of the S.C. questlions were answered by institutlon, rather than statewlde,

Perasistent Offender -~ 15%-20%

Prison Troublemaker - 100

Mentally Disturbed - 5%-12%
Mentally Retarded - 5%-10%
Women Inmates - 100~110
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4. WHAT PROGRAMS DO YOU HAVE FOR THESE INMATES IN YOUR STATE?

FLORIDA:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

GEORGIA:

Persistent Offender
Prison Troublemaker
Mentally Disturbeq
Mentally Retarded.

Women Inmates

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Basically, all categories are involved in same programs. No
special treatment.

usual vocational, academic, work, recreation, religious pro-
grams avallable to all inmates. No gpecilal program for pex-
sistent offenders.

nothing special except for segregation, extra work, loss of
gain time.

uge of tranquilizers under doctor's care, limited group and
individual counseling; very selective and limited psychiatric
treatment.

gpeclal educatlon programs now in planning stages.
regular academic, religious, recreational activities. Vo-

cational training geared for women's jobs; garment construction,
key punch, cosmetology, etc.

No special programs designed specifically for categories, except
speclal vocational training for women.

academic, vocational training, work detail, limited counseling,
limited vocational rehabilitation, limited work release.

SAME - and solitary confinement and transfer to different
institution.

SAME - some transfers to Central State Hospiltal for short~term
treatment.

SAME - some remedial education.

SAME ~ new small group institution belng constructed, voca-
tional training designed for women; cosmetology, nurses aide, etc.

no programs specifically for persistent offenders.

youthful troublemakers sent to Odum - maximum security institu-
tion. Older ones to Central, special cell blocks. There is an
experimental program under Charles Wheeler (8CCRC) at Central
Prison attempting to teach ex-incorrigibles to control and
influence current troublemakers.

special cell blocks at Central for disturbed inmates, and new
hospital at Central to be completed late 1971. There is a
Mental Health Clinic at Central; has 2 full-time, 3-4 part-
time psychiatrists, and 8 psychologists; offers beth group and
individual counseling. Transfer to Mental Health for severe

cases.




i

-

4., (Continued)

N.C.

Mentally Retarded -

Women Inmates -

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender -

Prisgon Troublemaker ~

Mentally Disturbed -

T

Mentally Retarded =~

Women Inmates -

Maury Unit (Greene County) 80-100 men offers 2 pilot program
for youthful retardates; primarily staffed by Vocational Rehab.
people; also offers basic eduration. There are proposals. for
adult units, but no special programs at this time.

basic educatlon program, vocational training, courses in sex
education and humdn relations, some work release, study release.
Half-way house being set up in Charlotte, more pre-release pro-
grams proposed.

none syecific to this-categbry.

meet handled by individually determined disclplinary measures,
of which segregation i1s common. There 1s a Maximum Detention
and Retraining Center in CCl which offers group therapv. A

500~man maximum security institutlon has recently been funded.

generally sent to Cell Block #2 or Stoney Psychiatric Center
(CCI) whereby they are removed from the general population, seen
by psychilatrist, soclal worker, and some are given drug therapy.
This treatment i1s generally afforded only those who aggressively
"act out." Some out-patient referrals are made to the state
hospital and mental health centers. Division has received LEAA
funds to provide a more comprehensive program for the mentally
disturbed.

D of C cooperate with Dir. of Retardation, Referrals are made
to Midlands Center and Babcock Center on out-patient basis for
3 months. TFew become residents. There 1ls one special class
for educable retardates at Manning C. I. for 20 inmates.

Women are given opportunities to work "out" in Governor's
Mansion, Division of Corrections, Data Processing Division (CCI),
library, canteen, etc.

A 100-woman institution was recently funded.




5. DO YOU HAVE SPECII “CALLY TRAINED EMPLOYEES TO HANDLE THESE TYPES OF INMATES?

FLORIDA:

Persistent Offender

Mentally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded

Women Iunmates

GEORGIA:

Persistent Offender
Prison Troubleméker
Mentally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender
Prison Troublemaker
Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

. Women Inmates

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender
Prison Troublemaker
Mentally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

N

14
14

12

10

10

yves

yes

yes

yes .

yes

yes

yes

yes

yes
yes
yes
yes

yes

yes

yes

ves

yes

yes

13

no

3
0

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

A2

2




6. DO OUTSIDE SPECIALISTS ASSIST YOU IN HANDLING THE FOLLOWING:

FLORIDA:
Persistent Offender - 2 yes 9 no Vocational Rehabilitation
Prison Troublemaker = 2 yes 9 no Vocational Rehabilitation
Mentally Disturbed -~ 8 yes 4 no Vocational Pehabilitation
Contract psychiatrists
Mentally Retarded - 5 yes 6 no Vocational Rehabilitation
Women Inmates - 3 ves 7 no IBM consultant
Vocational Rehabilitation
GEORGIA:
Persisten* Offender =~ 1 yes 8 no Contract psychlatrists
Prigson Troublemaker - 1 yes 8 no Consultant psychiatrists
Mentally Disturbed - 6 yes 2 mo Consultant psychlatrists
Psychologists
Mentally Retarded - 3yes 6 no Consultant psychiatrists
Vocational Rehabilitation
Women Inmates - 1 vyes 6 no Labor department
NORTH CAROLINA:
Persistent Offender -~ 3 yes 12 no Psychiatrist
Speclalists in alcohollsm
Prison Troub.emaker -~ 3 yas 11 no Dr. Charles Smith (UNC) pswchiatrist
Researchers (Charlie Wheeler, et. al)
Mentally Disturbed =~ 14 yes 1 no Psychiatrists
: State hospital staff
Unlversity psychologists
Mental Health specilalists
Mentally Retarded - l4 yes 1 no Students from ECU
Voc. Rehab., Dept. Pub. Instructlon people
Special ed. teachers |
_WOmén Inmates - 3 yes 10 no Doctors, psychiatrist, Voc. Rehab.’




6. {(Continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender 8 yes 4 no

Prison Troublemaker 5 yes 7 no

Mentally Disturbed ~ 12 yes 1 no

Mentally Retarded 12 yes 3 no

- Women Inmates -« 3yes 1 mno

A2l

Volunteers and Social Workers
Vocational Rehabilitation
Student Attorneys

Mental Health clinic and gtaff
Volunteers
Vocational Rehabilitation *

Mental Health clinilc staff

Volunteers

Vocational Rehabillitation

Ph.D. counselors, 1 M.A. psychologist,
part-time psychlatrists *

Mental Health clinilec staff
Volunteers '
Vocational Rehabilitation
Special education teacher *

Volunteers
Vocational Rehabilitation *

*Some inmates seen on out~patient basis at Babcock and Midland

in South Carolina.
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7. ARE THE FOLLOWING TYPES OF INMATES EVER EXCLUDED FROM PARTICIPATION IN
EDUCATIONAL OR TRAINING PROGRAMS?

FLORIDA:

Persistent Offender - 0 yes

Prison Troublemaker -~ 7 yes Work release not possible, lack of trust,
etc,; lock-up

Mentally Disturbed =~ 6 yes Excluded, but not systematically "if severe"
while under care of psychiatrist

Mentally Retarded - 5 yes not intellectually qualified

Women Inmates - 0 yes

GEORGIA:

Persigtent Offender =~ 6 yes Escape risk. Work release - not eligible;
punishment for rules Infraction; programs
geared toward first offender

Prison Troublemaker =~ 6 ves Escape risk. Beha'ior patterns; punishment
for rules infraction; programs used as
privilege - not right

Mentally Disturbed = 5 ves "Our'" limitations; disrupt classes; punizh-
ment for rules infraction

Mentally Retarded - 5 yes Punishment for rules Infraction

Women Inmates - 1 yes Punishment for rules infraction

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender =~ 2 yes ——

Prigson Troublemaker - 9 yes In certain situations to aveidd riots, sit down
strikes, etc,; lose out 1 competition for
desirable program; individual situations of
discipline; disruptive influence; security
requirements; self-exclusion.

Mentally Disturbed =~ 11 yes On individual basls; have own program§ in-

stability may lead to failure experience;

paucity of programs; danger of escape; when

mental state keeps him from profiting from
. program; they ''drop out" if not successful.



7. (Continued)

N.C.

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

8 yes

2 yes

1 ves

.8 yes

10 vyes

5 yes

0 yes

ARG

Inability to keep up pace of program; abllity
level low; whenever his intelligence level
doesn't permit him to profit; when program
not geared to thelr level; humiliating to
include in GED or trades requiring reading
skills; fallure to pass aptitude tests re-
gquired for many programs.

Not enough women to keep the ilndustries
going to pay for the programs; work release
not universally availlable.

Deniad work release

Shtort~term punitive treatment "in certain
areas' :

Lack of specialists; incapable; incompatibility
with-general population; if in Stony or CB#2;
incapable of group counseling.

Incapable




8. SHOULD THE INMATES UNDER CONSIDERATION BE ISOLATED FROM THE GENERAL INMATE
POPULATION FOR SPECIAL TREATMENT?

FLORIDA:

Persistent Offender - & ves
Prison Troublemaker = 8§ yes
Mentally Disturbed =12 yes

Mentally Retarded ~ & yes

Women Inmates - 0 yes
GEORGIA:
Persistent Offender - 9 yes

!
~
"<
w
[

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed = 8 yes
Mentally Retarded - 8 yes
NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender =~ 8 yes

no

> 1o

no

no

no

1o

no

no

no

no

(yes)
(yes)
(no)

(yes)
(yes)
(yes)
(ves)
(a0)

Quality and gquantity could be
improved

Isolate from younger and/ox first
offenders

Too tough to manage

Easier to work with when isolated
Lack of altermnatives

Own protection

Effect on rest of population

Too tough to manage

"depends upon level of disturbance"

(yes)

(yes)
(yes)
(yes)
(no)

- (no)

(yes)
(yes)

(yes)
(no)

(yes)
(yes)
(yes)

(yes)
(yes)

(yes)
(yes)
(yes)
(yes)

(no)

(no)
(no)

Individualized treatment

No ridicule

More meaningful competition
Selectively for speclal programs
Can learn more from contact with
"normal' population

Would limit development

Specialized treatment
Separate from first offenders

Specialized treatment
Must be taught to get along with others

Specialized treatment

Abuse from others

Isolation would benefit staff, ergo
program

Specialized treatment
Abuse from others

To isolate from first offender

If separate treatment were effective

To inhibit instruction of crime
Persistance not sound basis (not
definite) for special treatment program
Lack of positive influence from more’
advantaged prisoners ;

Should be treated as individuals

Persistance not sound basis for special
treatment program




‘ Persistent Offender -~

8. (Continued)
N.C.

Prison Troublemaker - 16 yes

- Mentally Disturbed ~ 14 yes

Mentally Retarded - 15 yes

SOUTH CAROLINA:

5 yes

Prison Troublemaker = 12 yes

2 no

3 no

3 no

5 no

0 no

(yes)
(yes)
(yes)
(no)

(no)
(yes)

(yes)
(yes)

 (yes)

(no)
(no)
(no)
(no)

(no)

(yes)

(yes)
(yes)

(yes)

(yes)
(no)

(yes)

(no)

(no)
(no)

(yes)
(yes)
(yes)
(yes)
(ves)

To maintain order, safety of others
Keep from influencing others

Overall institution behavior improves
Other inmates can modify the
troublemakers' behavior

There are few, 1f any, treatment
programs for troublemakers

So that psychiatric work can be done
Are victimized in open population
Cannot cope with normal situation;
needs supportive environment

More humane

Fewer incidences of abnormal behavior
when Iin midst of normals

Disturbed act more disturbed in like
company

Respond to treatment better in mixed
population ’

Behavior can be controlled

Isolation will reinforce rejection

Fasily taken advantage of and abused
and pressured, especlally by homo-
sexuals - own protection

Need constant supervision

Are overly iInfluenced by sophisticated
criminals ’

Easier to develop educational and
training program 1f isolated 1f cannot
cope in regular program

More humane

Eventually have to cope in a hetero-
geneous soclety so must learn to Interact
with those not sharing theilr handicap

Negative {influence on first offenders
Perform well in closely structured
environment, 1.e,, a prison

Isolation reinforces theilr behavior

Too large a percentage of population to
isolate

They aggravate ''mormal" inmates
Punitive

Individualized treatment
Improve general morale

Too disruptive




8. (Continued)

SI,C.

Mentally Disturbed =~ 13 yes

Mentally Retarded - 13 yes

0 no

1l no

(yes)
(yes)
(yes)

(yes)
(yes)

AZY

Specialized treatment
Should not be Iin correctlons system
To work on cause of problem behavior

Abuse from other inmates
Specialized treatment




9. DOES THE SMALL NUMBER OF WOMEN INMATES IN THE CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM LIMIT THE
KINDS OF TRAINING PROGRAMS AVAILABLE TO THEM? HOW?

FLORIDA:

5 yes 6 no

GEORGIA:

9 yes 1 no

NORTH CAROLINA:

9 yes 6 no

SOUTH CAROLINA:

o

5 yes 2 no

(yes)

(no)

(yes)

(yes)

(no)

(yes)

(no)

=limits vocational training

-programs are more expensive

-institutional financing based
primarily on bed count

-most active educational program
at dnstitutions

~goaod vocational rehabilitation
program

-number of qualified staff
-lack of control (under Health Dept.)
-masses get funding prilority
-not visible enough
-expensive to operate programs fo
250 people '
-not enough participants to justify
purchase of equipment

-gpeclalized programs reduce participation of
an already small group

-don't have a range of abilities or interests
for diversification with small povoulation

~work release is of limited value with one unit

-no community involvement

-not enough inmates to justify diversified,
skilled staff or programs for so few

~women have to be involved in housekeeping and
industries to balance the budget, thus are
removed from education programs

-overall, they have same (if not better) oppoxr-
tunities that males have

~are better able to profit from programs due to
small number

~limitation on number of vocational rehabilitation

programs
~gee Research Staff questionnaire for programs
in progress

-they have key punch,'clerical classes, educa-
tional opportunities



CONTINUED
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10. WHAT BENEFITS WOULD ACCRUE TO THE REMAINDER OF THE PRISON POPULATION IF THE
FOLLOWING VERE REMOVED?

FLORIDA:

Persistent Offender ~

Prison Troublemaker =

Mentally Disturbed =~

Mentally Retarded -

GEORGTA:

Persistent Offender -

Prison Troublemaker

s

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded -

NORTH CAROLINA:

Peraistent Offender -

less contamination, especially of first offenders, better
morale, more emphasis on 'mormal" population needs, better
acceptance of parole conditions, chance of treatment "success'
enhanced, better staff/inmate ratio. NONE

t

less contamination, better staff/inmate ratio, better morale,
more time to work with "normal' population, more relaxed
atmosphere, fewer guards, smoother operation, less personal
danger, more emphasis on rehabilitation. NONE

financlal savings can be applied to 'mormal' population,
better staff/inmate ratio, more benefit to those removed,
reduction in likelihood of injury to other inmates. NONE

financial savings can be applied to ''mormal" population,

better staff/inmate ratio, greater efficiency for '"normal'

programs, retardates would benefilt most by removal. NONE

less contamination of remainder, especilally first offenders,
better related types of rehabilitation programs for the
remainder.

better atmosphere for cure and treatment, reduction of negative
influence, smoother operation, better treatment for remailnder,
learning atmosphere improved.

better atmosphere for cure and treatment of the remainder,

less chance of injury to '"normal" population, better rehabilita-
tion efforts to be directed toward remainder, disruptive inci-
dents could be minimized. They should not be removed.

better atmosphere for treatment of remainder, more rehabilita-
tive efforts could be directed to remainder, good for retardates.
They should not be removed,

none; decrease fear in rest of population; break cycle of crime
learning by keeping first offenders from being exposed to sophis-
ticated criminals; more homogeneous atmosphere may engender
better motivation; keeps multiple losers from becoming idols;
more individual attention for the rest.



10, (Continued

N.C.

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

SOUTH _CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

more emphasis on treatment, less on security; custodial staff
would be less hostile and defensive; keep from involving others

in trouble; more humane and individual treatment for the others;
greater flexibility in programming; less rigid rules and policies;
more positive inmate response; more tranquil atmosphere; reduce
cost of security, more for staffing.

would not greatly affect population; would permit gtaff to
better deal with programs for normal inmate; clamer population;
more individuzlized attention for others; smoother, less fre-
quently disrupted programs,

remove targets of abuse by other inmates; permit academic pro-
grams to progress more rapldly,

less contamination, especlally of filrst offenders, more money
freed to train other inmates, NONE

less contamination, less aggravation for majority, legs dig-
ruption, would improve morale of dnstitutions, more money
avallable to train other inmates,

NONE ~ not enough of them to be a problem here (just constructed
a l44-bed capacity institution for this group), MD is often
frightening to normal inmate, often 1s a hazard, a depressing
effect on others, for inmates' own protection, more efficient
operation, improve morale.

Not a problem to rest of population, would be fewer '"predators,"
less people being abused, for inmates' own protection, programs
for “normal' inmates could he conducted on higher level.
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11. SHOULD WE CONSIDER INTERSTATE HANDLING OF OTHER TYPES OF OFFENDERS, SUCH AS
SELF-AVOWED POLITICAL PRISONERS, NARCOTICS ADDICTS, ETC., IN THIS STUDY?

FLORIDA:

9 ves 2 no-

GEORGIA:

10 yes 0 no

NORTH CAROLINA:

10 yes 8 no

SCUTH CAROLINA:

16 yes 0 no

CONSENSUS (near)

drug offenders

sex deviates
alcoholics
geriatrices

~drug offenders
-sex deviates
~geriatrics
-cripples
~college types
-long sentences
~life sentences

-narcotics offenders
~others

Many respondents.dislike the idea of specilal
treatment or handling of certain types mainly
because expendltures for such small groups
can't be justified and treatment programs
(effective) just don't exist.

However, those mentioned - addicts, political
prisoners, sex offenders, alcoholics, informers,
long termers, homosexuals,

~drug offenders
~alcoholics
-geriatries
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EXCLUDING FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS, IF YOUR STATE HAS THE BEST FACILITIES

FOR TREATING A CERTAIN CATEGORY OF INMATES, WOULD YOU CONSIDER TREATING OUT=-

12,

OF~STATE INMATES OF THIS TYPE?
FLORIDA:
NOTE: Florida respondents answered
Persistent Offender -~ 11l yes 5
Prison Troublemaker = 10 yes 6
Mentally Disturbed - 11 vyes 5
Mentally Retarded - 11 yes 5
Women Inmates - 1l yes 5
GEORGIA:
Persistent Offender - 9 ves O
Prison Troublemaker - 9 yes 0
Mentally Disturbed - 9 yes 0
Mentally Retarded - 9 yes O
Women Inmates - 8 yes 1
NORTH CAROLINA:
Persistent Offender - 12 yes 4
Prison Troublemaker = 14 yes 1
Mentally Disturbed - 13 yes 1
Mentally Retarded - 1l5yes 1
Women Inmates - 12 yes 2

lla"

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

no

through "e'" as a whole, rather than separately.

(yes)

(no)

(yes)

(no)

(yes)

(no)

-if reciprocal and other states
had qualified expertise

~1f facilities were available

-better way to study recidivist

~-"for the treatment of a human
being"

-better treatment could be offered

-small institution better
(prison troublemaker)

-interchange
~for best treatment ,
-penal reform should be universal
-altrulstic reasons

same

same

same

-inadequate visiting

~1f money, staff, space are no
problem then the inmates should
be afforded the best treatment,
if each state took some of the
burden.

-those saying no objected to special
treatment for specific categories
or were more in favor of community
treatment.

same
gsame

same

same




12, (Continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Peragaistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker
Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

i

9 yes

9 yes
10 yes

11 vyes

10 yes

no

no

no

no

no

A35

(good reglonal feeling)
(yes) -1if room available

(yes) -1if for short term treatment
(cites community/family ties)

(no) -new women's iInstitution




13. WHAT INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS SHOULD BE INCLUDED IN A MULTI-STATE FACILITY FOR:

FLORIDA:

The following suggestions pertain to all categories from Florida respondents:

Pergistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

GEORGIA:

community based treatment for all

good staff

more individualized treatment

none, not doing what we know how to do now
involve family in individual rehabilitation

concentrate on first offenders
work programs to save taxpayers' money

extensive paychilatric services
mandatory counseling, aversion therapy-

extensive psychilatric services and educational
services

paychiatric treatment in place of confinement
designed specifically for that purpose

extensive educational services
development of job skills to limit of ability

The following suggestion pertains to all categories from Georgia respondents:

Persigtent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

family therapy

individualized treatment

job training; sensitivity sessdions
establish behavior modification center
public speaking-personal grooming course
group therapy

must teach marketable skills
psychotherapy treatment

resocialization seminars

economlc seminars

small cottage living

programs involving entire nuclear family
aftercare, possibly halfway houses

better atmosphere

job training, sensitivity training; counseling
psychiatric examination

behavior modification program, 1f needad
public speaking-personal grooming course
resoclalization seminar

small cottage living

"continuous' group therapy



13, (Continued)

GA.

——

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

psychotherapy

special institution with trained speciallsts
extensive personalized care and therapy
more comprehensive dlagnostic examination

elementary job trailning
special dnstitution with trained speclalists
continuous aftercare-halfway houses

job training and psychological evaluations geared
to special needs of women

personal grooming course

better variety of vocational education

basic household and job skills

generally, more and better of everything

job skill education and placement service

maximize community based programs, advancement centers
individual problem~solving

use volunteers from community

operant conditioning

chemotherapy, mass hypnotism

glve chance to vent energies and aggression through
sports and drama, etc. ’

rigorous behavior modification schemes

more emphasls on rehabdilitation than custody

mental health supervision

more constructive activities, reduce idleness

group therapy

psychodrama behavior modificatlon, sensitivity
training

more facilities and staff to implement present.
programs

more community involvement

keep all disturbed out of state hospital and in
prison population; use confrontation techniques;
requlre acceptance of responsibility even if
psychotic; staff to reward and reinforce acceptable
behavior (head of Psychological Services)

"How much more innovation can they stand?"




13. (Continued)

N.C.

HMentally Retarded

Women Inmates

SOUTH CAROLINA:

A38

-~ vocational training geared to thelr level

~ close supervision and individual attention

- less emphasis on academlcs

- transition unit from prison to sheltered workshop
- community involvement

- personal hyglene

- more emphasis on social skills

~ teach every-day skills like using telephone,

catching a bus, avplying for a job, opening
a bank account '

- more emphasis on personal and social adjustment
- more opportunity to learn job skills

- plastic surgery, dental care

~- co-ed activities

- vocational training which will open more doors

than usual woman's work

- stay away from developing housewife role

- personal hygilene

- community involvement

- more work release

- more home leave ~ currently limited for fear of

pregnancy

- use inmates to staff mental hospital-mental health

training beneficial to them

- more use of incentives

- more decislon-making to avoid dependency

The following suggestion pertains to all cztegories from S5.C., respondents:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

- more compreiiensive volunteer service

- research on how to prevent recidivism

- recommends age grouping for treatment: 15-25;
25=45; 45+

= individual counseling and staff to do it

- treatment teams, group counseling

- more vocational programs

- dncreased use of pre-release centers

- community based treatment

- need specialists in dealing with violent offenders
- group leaders for group therapy sessions

~ counselors for individual counseling

= specialists in drug therapy

- more academic programs

- more dindustrial programs

- more research on personality syndrome

- behavior modification program
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S.C.

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

A39

need psychlatrists, social workers.
drug treatment speclalists
individualized treatment

family therapy; legal aid counselors
use of occupatilonal therapy
behavior modification program

need specialists to treat
better individualized treatment
more counselors

gupportive aftercare

more vocational programs
occupational therapy

community based

personnel to deal with unique problems of women
community based
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14, WHAT PROBLEMS WOULD BE INVOLVED WITH TRANSFORTATION OF INMATES ACROSS STATE

LINES?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

none
state agreement as to responsibility
cost and security during transportation
visitation by relatives

legal?

distances, schedules

none

legal problems

who provides transpovtation, cost

minor administrative

vigitation primarily

compensation and administrative agreements
wlth intermediate stop-over jalls

A considerable number of respondents agreed that no problems would arise because
considerable transportation already takes place. The ICC would take care of any

problems. Others mentioned:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

legal responsibility or liability
visitation

destruction of family ties

financial responsibility for medical care
egcapes

extradition

post release residence

providing escorts

none
security



15, IF THE INTERSTATE CORRECTIONS COMPACT WERE BEING USED, WHO WOULD MAXE THE

Al

DECISION TO TRANSFER INMATES TO MULTI-STATE INSTITUTIONS?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

Many did not respond,

SOUTH CAROLINA:

medical staff

Director

Deputy Director for Inmate Treatment

classification team at Reception Diagnostic
Center or at separate prisons

joint decision between sending and receiving
officlals

central office

central administration with advice of field
staff

Reglonal Diagnostic Board consisting of
correctional workers from each state

Director

cooperating states should establish guidelines
for this

Deputy Director

concuryence of participating states

placement committee

Corrections Director of home state with advice
of special committee

The most frequent tesponse was:

Other

-

Central Classification Committee with OK from

Commissioner (sending state) and acceptance by

multi-~state personnel or recelving state

regponses:

judges
independent psychiatrists

sending state

Director in sending state with advice of
classification committee

Assistant Director with multi-state committee

classification committee

Director and Board of Directors
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16, WHAT CRITERIA ARE USED FOR INSTITUTIONAL PLACEMENT OF INMATES?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SQUTH_CAROLINA:

interests
vocational aptitude
experience
education

custody

medical

available program
crime

crime

1Q

background of offender

age

length of sentence

educational needs

sex

security

medical and psycho=:
logical needs

home location
treatment needs
age, sex

physical condition

location of home

age

bed space

length of sentence

1Q

institution needs

attitude

general Iinformatlon plus
proximity to home

NOTE: Location of family universally mentioned

work he can do

sexual preference
previous crimes

family location
attitude

specilal skills

space avallable
work~release potential

vocational needs and desires

custody level required
needs of state
skills

- vacancies In programs

Same as other states
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17. WHAT WOULD YOU ANTICIPATE TO BE THE REACTION OF THE INMATES CONCERNED TO
TRANSFER TO A SPECIAL OUT-CF~-STATE INSTITUTION?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

depends on whether he has visitors
adverse,,,the further he gets away from home
- may be afrald of hard=-time in another state
visitation problems

favorable

NOTE: Most thought reactlion to be unfavorable
because of visltation.

~ willing

- reslgned acceptance

- adverse,..based on visitation

- animosity until they become familiar with
better program

-.run the gamut

NOTE: Opindon almost equally divided.

Most respondents indicated that inmate reaction would
be greatly negative (fear, resentment, hostility),
especially 1f the transfer were for a long term. It
would greatly depend on efforts made by staff to pre-
pare him and assure him that the benefits to him will
outwelgh the drawbacks. Thus, a multi-state fnstitu-
tion may have a hugh morale problem, and many legal
complaints.

If inmates do not have strong famlly or community ties,
he may react indifferently, or positively if unhappy
in present state.

- visitation problems especlally for women

- visitation problems

- family separation

- adverse in case of younger inmates; no
problem with older inmates

- animosity until they become familiar with
better program

- mixed reaction

- mentally disturbed would probably not be
bothered, others would

NOTE: Almost all thoupht reaction to be
unfavorable because of visitation.
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18, WHO WOULD MAKE THE DECISION TO TRANSFER AN INMATE TO ANOTHER JURISDICTION
FROM A MULTI-STATE INSTITUTION?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

then!

SOUTH_CAROLINA:

Director

Classification officer

Board of interstate officials
Administration of holding institution

NOTE: Very few answers, most had no ldea.

Regional board

Director of State Division
Daputy Director State Division
The Director State Division

Many just had no idea. Most frequent response (after
"don't know') was:

gtaff of multi-state institution

sending state
both sending and recelving state
recelving state

NOTE: All greatly concerned with problem of
"dumping."

- Director of institution

- Director of sending state, with recommendation
of multi-state classification committes

- Director of State Division of Correctious,
with approval of Board
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19, HOW IS PAROLE ARRANGED FOR INMATES WHO HAVE BEEN TRANSFERRED TO PSYCHIATRIC
TNSTITUTIONS FOR TREATMENT OR CUSTCDY?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

return to Division of Corrections prior to parole
board of appointed state officials

game as other Inmates
return to sending state Divislon of Corrections

No one in position of authority responded to this
question.

Only two (2) responses of all Division of Corrections
questionnaires:

Tnmate must be released from mental hospital and
returned to normal population before consideration
for parole.

parole board asks for opinion from psychiatric
facility

sometimes the inmate is paroled to a psychiatrie
facility or VA hospital

like any other case if they are still under sentence




20a, HOW WOULD YOU SUGGEST THAT PAROLE BE ADMINISTERED FOR A MULTI-STATE

INSTITUTION?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

- parole authority should rely on written reports
of institutions

- gee compact

-~ reclprocal recommendations

- board of appointed state officlals

- in~house parole teams, in cooperation with
sending states' parole office

- parole authorities of both states

- regional parole board from recommendations from
state where Iinmate 1s located

- multi-gtate institution should have 1its own parole
board

- same as present interstate compact of parolees

11 of 21 did not respond. Of those who did respond,
there was no consensus,

~ parole board of representatives from all states;
cross~section of people from states, courts, soclal
agencies, community

- parole from individuals' own state parole board

-~ local parole board

- coordinated parole boards

- multi-state board

-~ use parole compact already in existence

~ by sending state

- recommendations from multi-state Institution to
sending state parole board; two respective parole
boards would have to concur; separate parole board
for multi-state institution (NOTE: check on legal
ram{fications)

- committee of all four paroling authorities with final
decision made by sending state
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20b, CAN YOU FORESEE ANY PROBLEMS? L

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

personal parole interviews may not be possible
no

distance from inmates' homes

bickering between states and departments
ves...legal...extradition

distances will prohibit employment interviews
many

only political, not professional

no

visitation

communication

personal interview may be difficult
negative public reaction possibly

Most said there would be no problem or few, which
could be worked out. -

polities :
individual states losing parole rights over state
inmate
communication between state parole board and
multi-state institution
legal problems
parole will be even more difficult for inmate
without family or community ties 1f he 1s out
of state
disagreement between state and multi-state systems

yes...no explanation

minor

separate parole authority might run into
constitutional or other legal problems

no

yes...adequately trained staff
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21, DO YOU SEE ANY TRENDS IN THE NATURE OF THE INMATE POPULATION THAT WOULD
INFLUENCE YOUR DECISION TO PARTICIPATE IN A MULTI~-STATE INSTITUTION?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

o,

no

yes, we need more prisons here to take care of the
growing population

more flrst time disadvantaged

more literates, middle class

more young people, higher education, higher I1Q,
require more sophisticated programs

more pot, more drug users

alcoholism being treated more as a disease

yes, more emphasis on youthful first offenders
drug abusers

first offenders with no job skills

increase in Inmate population dictates need for
multl-state Ingtitutions

no

saw no trends
sald influx of drug offenders might give rise to
multi-state program for addicts or drug offenders,

rise In hostility of blacks and their refusal to

yileld to authority of white officlals

rise in number of people in correctional system
as military releases great number of men

younger population trend, More with soclal type
problems than hardened Majia type criminal background

model prisoners go out in community programs, study
release, work release; so a more difficult popula-
tion remains

growing number of drug addicts, need special
facility for this type of offender

younger inmates ’

more aged and handicapped

no

growing number of violent offenders

increase 1in silze of entire inmate population

higher percentage of commitments, therefore,
more diversified inmate population
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NORTH CAROLINA: 3 vyes 13 no

SOUTH CAROLINA: NOTE:

NOTE:

ALg

respondents seemed to know
what the question means,

22,  ARE YOU IN FAVOR OF THE HABITUAL OFFENDER LEGISLATION? .
FLORIDA: 3 yes 12 no
GEORGIA: 1 yes 1 no NOTE: Only one of the Georgia

Most did not have opinion
and/or did not know what the
term means.

Several 'yeses'" indicated

that a differentiation should
be made among the various types
of offenders,
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23, IN WHICH OF THE STATES SHOULD MULTI-STATE INSTITUTIONS BE ESTABLISHED?

FLORIDA:

2 None 0 All

2 Ga. 0 N.C.

GEORGIA:

0 None 3 ALl

NORTH CAROLINA:

3 None 2 All

SOUTH CAROLINA:

jo

j—=

I

o

Fla.

S.C.

Tla,

s.c.

FLA:

COMMENTS :

- centrally located

- doesn't matter

- near population center

- states bordering on Florida

-~ centrally located
- resource located

- progressivé state
- training in forestry

¢ = central location

¢ - most progressive D of C

- educational facilities

- most expertise

~ Research Triangle~-Medical Center

- more 1nvolvement with Voec, Rehab, and
Mental Health

- according to results of a study

- §.C., for aged and handicapped

- must consider, need for new facility,
possibility of converting old facility,
availability of land, distance problems

- resource located, e.g., clese to unilversity

- near population center
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24, WHICH LEGISLATORS WOULD YOU SINGLE OUT AS BEING INTERESTED IN CORRECTIONAL

PROGRAMS?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Myers
Randall
Shaw

Hodes

Baker
Sackett

De la Parte
Weisenborn
Hazelton

Asa Kelley

Cy Chapman
Edwards

Jack Stephens

. Joe Kennedy

Roy Cappell
Phil Chandler

Howard Twiggs
Sam Johnson

Lt. Gov. Taylor
Julian Allbrook
Giles Coggins
John Henley

Wm, Staton
Willis Whichard

Walter J. Bristow
.John Drummond
James Cuttino, Jr.

Jim Harper
Travis Medlock
S0l Blatt
Francis Hiatt
James Felden

Shevin
Harris
Pettigrew
Firestone
Yancey
Tillman
Whitworth
Kirshaw

George Busbee

Mike Padgett

Levitas

Townsend

Johnson

Bond

the "more liberal legislators"

Bob Wynne

John Burney
Henry Frye
Hargrove Bowles
Lamar Gudger
Ralph Scott

Sam Davidson
Eugene Snyder



25, DO YOU THINK THE LEGISLATURE WOULD BE WILLING TO FINANCE ANY NEW REHABILITATIVE
PROGRAMS WHICH MAY COST MORE THAN CURRENT, LESS EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS?

FLORIDA:

"CEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

- No

No, new programs would have to be more economical
Don't know, would have to do selling job

Yes, 1f they could be convinced it was more effective
Yes, 1f 1t were matched by federal money

Yes, public ig ready for change

NOTE: Evenly divided between 'no" and others

- No

- No, public sentiment is not ripe

~ Possibly, with big educational campalgn
- Probably, with big educational campaign
- Yes, with big educational campalgn

- Don't know. .0 ol

-YeS .nolS
- No response,..3
"‘No 00.-2

NOTE: Overwhelmingly '"yes," Department of Corrections is
high priority in leglslature due to great amount of
publicity, public relatilons, and progressive people
bent on reform.

- No

- Doubt it

- No money available

-~ Yes, possibly

- Yes, with right selling program
- Yes,; 1if funds were available

- Yes
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26. WHAT OTHER AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS OR INDIVIDUALS DO YOU THINK SHOULD BE
CONTACTED IN ORDER TO ASCERTAIN THE FEASIBILITY OF THIS PROGRAM?

FLORIDA: - universities
- Federal Bureau of Prisons
~ Florida Bar Association
- Public Defenders
- Florida Association of Clinical Psychologists
- Ex-offenders
- Inmates
-~ Youth Services, Division of
- Welfare
- None, enough confusion as it is
- NCCD, FDDC
~ ACA

GEORGIA: ~ Health Department (Ga.)
- Labor Department (Ga.)
-~ Bureau of Prisons
- universities
~ State Planning Agenciles
- ACA
- Department of Family and Children's Services
~ Noted criminologists
- Administrators of similar programs

NORTH CARQLINA: - community agencies, leaders, volunteers
- welfare departments
- Operation Breakthrough
- OEOQ representatives
- attorney general
- Public Health people
- communilty colleges
- Probation and Parole Board
- urban planners
- Mental Health
- Vocational Rehabilitation
- Board of Public Instruction
- legislative committee on law and order
-~ Rar Association ‘
- J.C. Committee studying corrections
- N.C. Mental Retardation Association
~ Junior Chamber of Commerce
- National Council of Churches
- private psychiatrists
- Seymour Halleck...Univ. of Wis. Health Service
~ Department of Juvenile Correction
~ state hospitals
- State Board of Investigation
- Superior Court Judges
- Henry Vermillion...N.C. Council Crime & Delinquency
-~ Bill Julian...Governor's Law & Order Committee
~ Dr. Charles Smith
- Bill Linquist... Youth Services Bureau

= Bill Finletter... Baptist minimter




26, (Continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA:

ASh

Alcoholic Commission

Other agencies concerned with alcoholism
Bureau of Alcoholism

Jaycee Club

Gavel Club

Drug addiction agencles

Alston Wilkes Socilety

Members of Penitentlary Committee
Employment Security Commission

Bi1ll Meyers, counselor at Manning

T. V. Smith, State Mental Hospital

Dr. Tobin, part-time psychiatrist at Stoney




27a. FOR WHICH OF THESE TYPES WOULD MULTI-STATE FACILITIES OR PROGRAMS BE MOST
NEEDED AT THIS TIME?*

*Where respondent ranked, first two priorities were recorded.

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded
Women Inmates
Persistent Offender
Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

‘Women Inmates

Persistent Offender '

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmatas

most neglected
most perplexing

inadequate facilities, treatment
most difficult to handle

most costly

need most specialized treatment

need help and can be helped
inadequate treatment now

cost
no programs now

emergency
increasing numbers
no program nNow

specialized training needs

so few (250)
to bring closer to family
neglected

high failure rate
greater number

they interrupt treatment of others
high failure rate

currently warehoused

would like to get rid of them
need to develop means of teaching

multi-gstate would allow more compre=-
hensive treatment

great number of this type

currently warehoused

present facilities inadequate

allow more comprehensive treatment
are manipulated & victimized by
other inmates

present facilities inadequate



27a, (Continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Pergistent Offender
Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

i ]
N | ad

1
~

1
=
o

A58

would help remainder

need help
inadequate programs

don't belong in correction
neglected, inadequate programs
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275, IF THE INTERSTATE CORRECTIONS COMPACT WERE ESTABLISHED &ODAY, FOR WHICH TYPE
OF INMATES WOULD THE PROGRAM BE EASIEST TO IMPLEMENT?#*

*Where ranking used, first two cholces recorded,.

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker
Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

Persistent Offender
(Don't Know)

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded
Women Inmates

Persistent Offender
Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

1 [
N

industrlal programs, can use money
adapts to institutional life

easiest, easiest politically
already dev, program

least expensive _
programs already developed
not many people

use existing program
greater avallability of records

use exlsting program

few
sal up institute

public receptive
less complex program

few, easy to ddentify

great need
programs already developed
staff available

there is already adequate training
to render them functional

public more receptive to mental
defective

gtaff is available

won't cause trouble

know how to handle them

facilities established, easy to improv
there aren't many
they aren't hostile



27b. (Continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Persiatent Offender
Prison Troublemaker
Mentally Retarded

Mentally Disturbed

Women Inmates

4

already isolated

exlsting program

more amenable to treatment
uge existing program

inadequate program

few in number
existing programs
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27c, IN TERMS OF POLITICAL FEASIBILITY, ASSUMING YOU WERE ABLE TO ESTABLISH A MULTI=-
STATE FACILITY, FOR WHICH TYPE OF INMATE WOULD YOU INITIATE THE FIRST PROGRAM?

WHY?

FLORIDA:

CEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

Persistent Offender
Prison Troublemake£
Mentally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates
Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker
Mé%tally Disturbed
Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

" Women Inmates

less resistance from legislature
more expertise availlable

cost

fallures
costly

costly
easier to identify
closer to families

present situation
easlest to identify

(5 answered "don't know'")
most costly to state

these are legislator's idea of
prison inmates

these are in the news

would like to get rid of them

easier to sell

more public concern

treatment will pay off

strong Mental Health Dept, in N,C,

more concern in legislation and public
treatment will pay off

no elaborate new program needed, have
basics

do not threaten -~~laty

no public hostil'ty

more normal inmates
not troublemakers
there aren't many
they aren't hostile




27¢. (Continued)

SOUTH _CAROLINA:

Parsistent Offender
Prison Troublemaker
Mentally Disturbed

Mentally Retarded

Women Inmates

AGO

needs research

need special treatment

public sympathy
need speclal treatment
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28, CONSIDERING THRIR DIVERSITY IN POLICIES, FINANCING, AND PHILOSOPHIES, DO YOU
THINK THE FOUR DIVISIONS OF CORRECTIONS INVOLVED COULD ACHIEVE THE NECESSARY
DEGREE OF COOPERATION FOR SUCCESSFUL ADMINISTRATION OF A MULTI~-STATE INSTITUTION?

FLORIDA:

14 Yes 1 No 2 Possibly 0 Don't Know

GEORGIA:

5 Yes 0 No 2 Possibly 2 Don't Know

NORTH CAROLINA:

10 Yes 3 No 7 Possibly 1 Don't Know

SOUTH CAROLINA:

14 Yes 0 No 0 Possedlbly 0 Don't Know
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29, DO YOU FORESEE ANY SPECIAL PROBLEMS FOR YOUR AGENCY IN PARTICIPATING IN
MULTI-STATE CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH_CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Majority agreed that problems could be solved without too
much difficulty, but salary scales and Jjoint funding problems
were gingled out, as was posslble adverse reactlon from
legislature,

Similar reaction in Georgla.

responded =~ no insurmountable problems

difficulty in coordination and control

conjugal rights

family visitation

transportation

differential sentencing

duplication

morale problems

use of work release, study release, community volunteers

community acceptance of out-of-gtate prisoners

more feasible to work on existing facilities

direction of states 1s different

don't need multi-state facilities

uniformity in pay and working conditlions for staff between
local and multi-state units

reporting systems

mechanismg for transfer

Problems of implementing work release in such an institution
mentioned. Funding seen as blg problem, as were problems of
visitation. Also, administration - who is "Big Daddy?"
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30. ARE YOU OPPOSED IN ANY WAY TO MULTI-STATE TREATMENT OF OFFENDERS? IF SO,

WHY?

FLORIDA:

GEORGIA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

The great majority (12 to 4) answered "no.' However, several

had reservations based on problems based on family contacts,
visitation, and/or distance from home,

Almost all were not opposed (10 "votes'). Same reservations
ag railsed above,

No Response =~ 2
Ne- - 13
Yea -5

Reasons why opposed:

- detracts from trend toward community treatment
- danger of warehousing, dumping
- effectiveness must first be established
- family contact is an important rehabilitative tool
- don't buy concept of speclalized facilities and would
be hypocritical to say they could be effectively treated
- only interested if local facilitles aren't avallable

Same result,
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31, DO YOU THINK IT FEASIBLE TO DEVELOP MULTI-STATE CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS?

WHY ?

FLORIDA:

1l Yes 2 No 4 Possibly

GEORGIA:

lL Yes

jo

No 0 Possibly

NORTH CAROLINA:

1l Yes 6 No 3 Possibly

SOUTH CAROLINA:

13 Yes 0O No O Possibly

COMMENTS

(yes) recommend Task Force to create it
(no) reverse of community-based trend
-legal problems
-administration, practical, economic
~blgness

(yes) increase efficlency and economy

(yes) there 1s a great need and no insur-
mountable problems
(no) would only be useful for research
purposes
-reasonable size for any institution
precludes multi-state use
-no treatment programg avallable
that are better than current N.C., ones
-too much support for community trend
-requires too much of a selling job
-too much coordination and administrative
red tape to be feasible
-many sald N.C, just doesn't need it
-too political

(yes) economics, better staff, better programs
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Appendix C ) A5S
LEGISLATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

1. ARE YOU FAMILIAR WITH FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS FOR ANY OF THE FOLLOWING INMATES
IN YOUR OWN STATE?. '

FLORIDA: 56 (resp'onses NOTE: 3 were vaguely familiar with all
Mentally Disturbed - 36 Yes 13 No
Female Offender - 38 Yes 13 No
Mental Retardate - 2_@_‘Yes 13 No
Persistent Offender - 22 Yes 13 No
Prison Troublemaker - 21 Yes 13 No
NORTH .CAROLINA: 37 . responses
! Mentally Disturbed = 24 Yes 11 No
. Female Offender - 15 Yes . 18 Yo
Mental Retardate - 20 Yes 14 No
Persistent Offender - 14 Yes 18 No
Prison Troublemaker - 13 Yes 20 No
| SOUTH CAROLINA: | 27 responses
| bieﬁtélly Disturbed ' - 21 Yes . 3 No
Female Offender - 17 Yes .. 3 No
Mental Retardate - 18 Yes 3 No
Persistent Offender - 16 Yes 4 No
Prison Troublemaker - 15 Yes 4 No
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2. WHICH CORRECTIONAL

FLORIDA:
19
11
16
9
10
7
6
4
3
3
2
2
1
1
9
9
3
HOW RECENTLY: 24
9
18
NORTH CAROQLINA:
19
7
6
5
5
5
3
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
HOW RECENTLY: 10
5

18

INSTITUTIONS HAVE YOU VISITED IN YOUR STATE?

) - Florida State Prison at Raiford

- Florida Correctional Institution at Lowell
= Youth Service Facility

- Lake Butler Reception Center

- Apalachee Correctional Institution
- a state hospital (for mentally 111)
~ a Sunland Center for Retarded

- Local jail

~ Avon Park Correctional Institution
- a road camp '

- Sumter Correctional Institution

- Glades Correctional Institution

- DeSoto Correctional Institution

- Santa Fe Correctional TFarm

- All

~ None

- No response

- Within the last year
- More than one (1) year ago
- No response

= Central Prison

- Dillon

- Women's Prison

- Butner

- Polk

- County prisons-

- Dix Hospital

~ 0'Berry-Goldsboro"
- Broughton Hospital
~ State prison Units:
- Cherry at Goldsboro:
- Umstead at Butner
- Morrison

- Hudson

~ Samarkand

- Training schools

-~ Within the last year
- More than one (1) year ago
- No response

A66

HOW RECENTLY?
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2, (Continued)

SOUTH CAROLINA:

HOW RECENTLY:

HRMMOONDHEEPENFEDNDW

£~ n

Central Correctional Institution
Columbia Pre-Release Center
Wateree

Juvenile Correctlons Department
County prison camp

All institutions for retarded
State Mental Hospital

Harbison Correctional Institution
All

Almost All

None

Within last year
More than one (1) year ago
No response

A6T
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3, DO YOU FORESEE ANY COMPLICATIONS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF AN INTERSTATE
CORRECTIONS COMPACT? (If your answer to this question was 'yes," what

major complications?)

FLORIDA:
14 Yes 37 No 5 Don't Know

——

1 No Response

NORTH CAROLINA:

10 Yes 23 No 4 Don't Know
or Can't Say

SOUTH CAROLINA:

7 Yes 18 No 2 No response

getting program funded

major institutions reduce effectiveness
of rehabilitative efforts

need does not justify program

red tape

people will not buy the program
differential treatment and attitudes

in various states

deciding state's share of cost, location,
who will control, and number to be admitted
from each state

funding ~ mutual and equal cooperation
conflict with North Carolina laws

returning escapees

determining which North Carolina really
needs

public acceptance

admission of short=-comings by state agencles

family ties and irritation

resistance to prison reform

petty jealousy

money

cooperation between states

proper classification

none other than usual complications with
implementation of any law

in anything this comprehensive there will
be problems ~ cooperation between the states
will all depend on how it is funded
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4, ARE YOU OPPOSED IN ANY WAY TO TRANSPORTING INMATES TO SPECIALIZED INSTITUTIONS.
IN OTHER STATES FOR REHABILITATIVE TREATMENT? (If your answer was ''yes," please
explain.)

FLORIDA:

3 Yes 49 Yo 3 Don't Xnow: - our own system should be developed to pro-

vide gsuch treatment

- advantage of being in or near one's own
community outweighs advantages of this
program

- cost

- have no assurance that this will be more
adequate or effective than present programs

NORTH CAROLINA:

6 Yes 31 No 0 Don't Know - no assurance inmates will be rehabilitated
- "just getting more of same at extra expense;
ridiculous"

- problems with visiting, and travel for sick-
ness, emergenciles

SOUTH CAROLINA:

1 Yes 25 No 1 No response- - care of inmates 1s a state's responsibility
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5. WOULD YOU FAVOR SENDING ALL OF ONE TYPE OF INMATE OUT OF THE STATE IF ANOTHER
STATE HAS SUPERIOR FACILITIES AND SERVICES TO TREAT THAT TYPE OF OFFENDER? (If

your answer was ''mo,'" why?)

FLORIDA:
44 Yes 6 No 4 Don't Know NO:

2 No Response

YES:
NORTH CAROLINA:
27 Yes 8 No 2 Don't Know NO:
YES:
SOUTH CAROLINA:
25 Yes 1 Maybe 1 No Response
MAYRE:

‘Florida should provide its own

facllitdies

revenue for program is doubtful

other states do not have facilitiles
superior to those in Florilda

costs and results are questionable
differences In attilitudes of the various
states

.each state should take care of its own

visiting problems too great

many stipulated conditions:

if reveaue is made avatlable, which 1s
doubtful

if advantages of program outwelgh being
near own community

only i1f state intends to work toward
eventually providing for its own
providing cost is commensurate with
benefits derived

visiting problems-

states should provide thelr own programs
who will decide which 1s superior?
rather send on individual case basis
rather than based on type

1f more economical than a program in
North Carolina
if actually better at rehabilitation

/

all depends upon financlal arrangement
would have to be much superior to instate
or would not prefer to send them out




. -

R R R S —————

ATl

6. IF YOUR STATE HAS SUPERIOR FACILITIES AND SERVICES FOR A PARTICULAR TYPE OF
OFFENDER, WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO ACCEPT OUT-OF-STATE INMATES FOR TREATMENT
IN YOUR STATE? (If your answer was 'no," why?)

FLORIDA:

47 Yes 6 No 3 Don't Know"

NORTH CAROLINA:

29 Yes 7 No 1 Don't Know

SOUTH CAROLINA:

24 Yes 2 No 1 No Response’

YES:

YES:

have too many problems with own inmates
cogt too great

doubtful 1if Florilda would be fully
recompensed

each state should provide for 1ts own
Florida hasn't facilitiles and services
to accomodate out-of-state inmates

1f there were reciprocal programs
if not financtfal burder on Florida
if on limited basls only

depending on cost and conuitions

provided they pay proportion of cost

of course, reciprocity ldea

provided it would not cost additional
money to come from South Carolina
providing i1t did not interfere with

South Carolina inmates obtailning the

best possible facilities and rehabllitation
all this would have to be worked out on a
reciprocity basis
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7. AMONG THESE FIVE KINDS OF INMATES, WHICH TYPE SHOULD BE GIVEN TREATMENT PRIORITY
OVER THE OTHERS? (Assign a '"1" to the top priority, etc.; the lowest priority
should receive a "5.")

FLORIDA: 8 No Response-

Mentally Disturbed - 30 (1) 11 (2) 4 (3) 2 (&) 0 (5)
Female Offender - 3 B 21 6 6 |
Mental Retardate -3 21 7 10 S
Persistent Offender - 8 3 9 15 11
Prison Troublemaker -~ 1 3 S 12 23
NORTH CAROLINA: 4 No Response.

Mentally Disturbed - 24 (1) 7 (2) 1 (3 1 0 (5)
Female Offender - 0 3 | 17 S 3,
Mental Retardate - 6 18 4 2 2
Persistent Offender - 2 1 6 20 2
Prison Troublemaker = _1_ 1 4 3 22
SOUTH CAROLINA: 1 Uncertain

Mentally Disturbed - 17 (1) 10 (2) 2 (3 1 (4) 0 (5)
Female Offender -1 2 13 3 4
Mental Retardate - 9 8 2 4 1
Percistent Offender - 35 1 4 9 2
Prison Troublemaker - O 3 3 3 16
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8a, WOULD YOU FAVOR REMOVING MENTALLY DISTURBED OFFENDERS FROM THE CORRECTIONAL
SYSTEM? (If your.answer was ''mo," why?)

FLORIDA:

52 Yes 2 No 2 No Reépon.se

NORTH CAROLINA:

31 Yes 4 No 1 Don't Know-

SOUTH CAROLINA:

21 Yes 4 No 2 No Response.

- not after seeing what happens to them
in Division of Mental Health
- not all of them under blanket policy

- only when necessary

Several said ''yes" -~ remove them and place
in separate correctional institution not

under Mental Health,

- most are disturbed; will use it as
alibi for misdeeds

- they should be provided for in prison

- only if insane by M'Naughton rule

-~ prison is the only place they can be
effectively treated - shouldn't remove
as blanket policy

- better control

- differentiates disturbed from psychotic
or insane ' .

- the offender, whether mentally 111 or not,
should still be under the jurisdiction of
the correctlional system because of viola-
tion of the law. However, within this
system there should be treatment geared
toward the individual's mental illness.

=~ should have special treatment within
cuorrectional system separated from general
population

- mentally disturbed should be separated
from general inmate population for specific
treatment not necessarily out of the correc-
tional system




AT

8b. WOULD YOU FAVOR REMOVING MENTALLY RETARDED OFFENDERS FROM THE CORRECTIONAL
SYSTEM? (If "no," why?) ,

B3

FLORIDA:

41 Yes 1 No 12 No Response! - the one "no" said they do not normally
_ cause trouble
1 Don't Xnow 1 Possibly

- many ''yes' responses depended on the
degree of retardation

NORTH CAROLINA:

-

16 Yes 4 No 15 No Response’ -« should be provided for in prison

1 Maybe - must be taken care of somewhere - the correc=
tional system serves purpose well

SOUTH CAROLINA:

14 Yes 4 No 9 No Response: ~ better control

!

- speclal classes could take care of "em

- depending on how retarded

- the offender, whether mentally 11l or not,
should still be under the jurisdiction of
the correctional system because of violation
of the law. However, within this system they
should be treated geared toward the individual's
mental i1llness or retardation.
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8c. ARE THERE ANY OTHER TYPE OF OFFENDERS WHICH YOU WOULD REMOVE FROM THE

CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM?

FLORIDA: 21 No response.

6 Youthful offenders.

1 Alcoholies

15 No, there are no
other types

NORTH CAROLINA: 19 No response

Don't Xnow
Youthful offenders

L
2
1 "Perverts"
L

‘First offenders

SOUTH CAROLINA: 14 No response

2 Alcoholics

1

No

2 First offenders should
be separated from hardened.

crimiqals

8 Sex offenders ("preverts" [sic)
peeping toms, crimes of passion)

3 Drug abusers and addicty

1 Homosexuals

—

No

ln

3,Alcohollces

2 Drug offenders

1 Homosexuals

1 Those with death sentence

removed by carrying out
sentence

1 Children under 18 years of

age
_1_ Youth

1 Sex offenders
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9., SHOULD WE CONSIDER PROVIDING INTERSTATE INSTITUTIONS FOR TREATING OTHER TYPES
OF OFFENDERS SUCH AS ''SELF-AVOWED POLITICAL PRISONERS," NARCOTIC ADDICTS, ETC.,
IN OUR STUDY? (If "yes,'" which ones?)

FLORIDA:

34 Yes 15 No 1 No Response

NORTH CAROLINA:

21 Yes 8 No 4 No Response

5 Don't Know

SOQUTH _CAROLINA:

21 Yes S No L No Response

" = narcotics addicts (19)

- sexual offenders (4)

- ‘self-avowed political prisoners (2)
advocating overthrow or treason (1)

- youthful offenders (2)

--1ife sentences

~ death sentences ,

- many ''mo' responses; sald categories should
be limited in beginning of program

= addicts (13)
- political prisoners (1)

Comments: "I thought the system was doing
away with grouping.'

Political prisoners should be in
Federal institutions.

- narcotics addicts (21)

- alcoholies (4)

- self-avowed political prisoners (13)

~ sex offenders

- women

- No, I would favor beefing up the federal
narcotics institution first
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10. WHAT LEGISLATORS WOULD YOU SINGLE OUT AS BEING PARTICULARLY INTERESTED IN

CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS?

FLORIDA:
Yancey (14)
Hodes (5)
Baker (5)
Sayler (1)
Gunter (1)
Shaw (9)
Earle (2)

Santora (2)

McKnight (2)
Chase (1)
Knox (1)
Britt (1)
Harris (1)
Milgrom (1)
Blake (1)
Kincaid (1)

Miller (1)

9 No Response. 2 All

Ken Myers (18) 
De la Parte (13)
G. Lewis (2)
Welssenborn (3)
Beaufort (1)
Randall (8)
Hazelton (6)

Woodward (2)

Whittworth (1) Mandry (1)
NORTH CAROLINA: ;é.No.Response' 3 All
Wynne (9) Stricklana (7)
Twiggs (4) Falls (4)
Whichard (2) Frye (2)
“Auman (2) Gudger (2)

Coggins (1)
Messer (1)
Allsbrook (1)
Combs (1)
Larkins (1)
Clark (1)
Haynes (1)
Rogers (1)

Farmer (1)

1 None

2 None:

1 Most 1 Don't Know !

Tillman (7)

Lane (1)

Cherry (2)

Barrow (1)
Hollingsworth (1)
Tobiassen (1)
Tibbs (1)

Gorman (2)

0 Most 3 Don't Know
Rhyne (4)
Campbell (2)
Allen (2)
Murrow (2)
Holshouse (1)
Smith (1)
Bowles (1)
Deane (1)
McGeachy (1)
Soles (1)
Johnson (1)
Webater (1)

Lilly (1)




10. Continued

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Walter Bristow (4)
Eugene Seilgler (1)
Gordon Garrett (1)
Dan Marrett (1)

Travis Medlock (5)
John Drummond (1)

H. Riley (1)

AT8

James Stevens (2)
Miﬁe Ziegler (3) °
Claymon Grimes (1)
James Felden (1)
James Cuttino (1)

Brockington (1)
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11. DO YOU THINK THE LEGISLATURE WOULD BE WILLING TO HELP FINANCE ANY NEW AND
BETTER REHABILITATION PROGRAMS WHICH MAY COST MORE THAN. CURRENT PROGRAMS?

FLORIDA:
43 Yes 7 No 5 No Response

1 Maybe

NORTH CAROLINA: -

21 Yes 8 No 2 No Response

6 Maybe

SOUTH CAROLINA:

13 Yes 2 Yes, but not this year

2 To a degree 6 No

2 Maybe 2 No Response,

with new revenue sources

provided 1t was proven better at rehabilitation!!!
yes, but not at present!!

would take big selling job

not at present
funds not available

will require a selling job

1f Ilimited

1f such could be justified and revenue were
available

not until courts decide to impose just penalties
no funds at present

legislature and Gov, Scott already placed high
priority on corrections program for 1971-73
biennieum and placed more than $81 millicn in
the budget., New i1deas for the next biennium
would be carefully consldered and possibly
accepted (Strickland)

only with prodding
1f need can be'sold to legislature

I think so ~ this has been demonstrated over

the past 10-20 years where we have shown vast
improvements in prison facilities - have done
the best we could with what little we have had
yes, however South Carolina faces money problems =
will be very hard

ves, providing money is available...the issue
although not top priority, should stand high...
answver depends on how much money legislature has
at that time

ves, would conzider any reasonable proposal

no, South Carolina is having money problems and
is not anxlous to spend more money for anything
no, we are extremely hard pressed for money for
programs which have priority over corrections -
for example - educatlon.
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1la. IF FEDERAL FUNDS WERE AVAILABLE TG ASSIST THE STATES-IN THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
NEW FACILITIES OR PROGRAMS (ABOUT 757 OF THE COSTS), HOW WILLING WOULD THE
LEGISLATURE BE TO ESTABLISH THESE FACILITIES OR PROGRAMS?

FLORIDA: :
Very Willing
Somewhat Willing
Not Very Willing
Very Unwilling

No Response.

N
B A N e

NORTH CAROLINA:

jon

Very Willing

N
~

Somewhat Willing
Not Very Willing
Very Unwilling

No Response

o e e

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Very Willing (1 in 1972)
Somewhat Willing

Not Very Willing

pa =
o i+ W jw

Very Unwilling



11b, HOW WILLING WOULD YOU BE UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES?

FLORIDA:

TP ol K

NORTH CAROLINA:

| Ex i (O k; k:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

' n
| Ear B L ST B LD

Very Willing
Somewhat Willing
Not Very Willing
Very Unwilling

No Response

Very Willing
Somewhat Willing
Not Very Willing

Very Unwilling

Very Willing
Somewhat Willing
Not Very Willing

No Response

ABL
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12, WHAT INDIVIDUALS OR ORGANIZATIONS DO YOU THINK MIGHT COOPERATE IN THE DEVELOPMENT

OF A MULTI-STATE CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM?

FLORIDA:

Dept. of Health & Rehabilitative Services
Att. General Robert Shevin
James Bax
Dade Co. Corrections & Rehab. Dept.
Civic Clubs
Kiwanie
Jr. Chamber of Commerce
Rotary
Law Enforcement
Dr. Fox, FSU
John Birch Soclety .
Other state dept. of corrections
Fla. Department of Correctilons
League of Women Voters
Florida Sheriffs Agsoclation

NORTH CAROLINA: 14 No Response

Volunteer groups

Civic groups

Bar Associlation

Board of Trustees of Institutions

American Leglon

"all the good people that have no
expertise, naive people"

League of Women Voters

Law & Order Committee

Att. General's office

Governor's .

Social Services officilals

Bounds with Gov. & Legils.

Department of Mental Health

Lions Club

YDC

SOUTH CAROLINA:

Corrections & Penology Committee of South Carolina

YWCA

Civinettes

Alston Wilkes

Coastal Plains Reg. Committee
Zeus

B11l Leeke

SLED Administrators

Ken Myers-

0.J. Keller

Louls Wainwright.

Chamber of Commerce

De la Parte

Beth Johnson

Gov. Askew

Senate Comm, Health, Welfare & Inst,
Amerdican Civil Liberties Union
HEW

Federal Government

Bar Association

Medical Association

10 Don't Know

Church groups

Police organizatlons
Christian League

Bob Wynne

Inter-Church Councll
Jaycees

Women's Club

State Board of Instruction
Strickland

Prison Directors

Law Enforcement offlcilals
Department of Corrections
Department of Juvenile Correction
Masons

YRR

Senate

Church organizations:

Department of Mental Health
Department of Mental Retardatlsu
Welfare Department

Governor
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NORTH CAROLINA:
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13, WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING BEST REPRESENTS THE CONCERN OF YOUR CONSTITUENTS WITH
INMATES?
FLORIDA: " 4 Very Concerned

7  Somewhat Concerned

o

Somewhat Unconcerned

j

. Very Unconcerned

J—=

No Response

Don't Know

i

| L

Very Concerned

SOUTH CAROLINA:-

Somewhat Concerned

Somewhat Unconcerned

j& l?: ]8

Yery Unconcerned

Iro

Very Concerned

Somewhat Concerned
Somewhat Unconcerned

Very Unconcerned

’—l
TP |

No Response
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l4a. DO YOU THINK YOUR CONSTITUENTS WOULD OBJECT TO HAVING ANY OF THESE OFFENDER
TYPES SENT INTO YOUR STATE FOR SPECIAL TREATMENT?

Mentally Disturbed =~

Female Offender -

Mental Retardate

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

NORTH CAROLINA: 3

Mentally Disturbed =

Female Of fender

Mental Retardate

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

SOUTH_CAROLINA: 1

Mentally Disturbed

Female Offender -

Mental Retardate

Persistent Offender

Prison Troublemaker

FLORIDA: 2 No Responge

14 Yes 38 No

8 Yes 38 No
1l Yes 39 No
27 Yes 25 No
28 Yes 23 No
Can't Say

9 Yes 24 No
10 Yes 23 No

8 Yes 25 No
22 Yes- 11 No
25 Yes 8 No
Unconcerned

3 Yes 23 No

3 Yes 23 No

4 Yes 22 No
13 Yes 13 No
18 Yes 13 No

YES:

NQ:

citizens would object to
increased costs

they see advantages of
communlity treatment

however, 1t all depends on

how close an institution for

a type of offender 1s to them =~
probably would not want it in
the city they lived in
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14b. DO YOU THINK YOUR CONSTITUENTS WOULD OBJECT TO HAVING ANY OF THESE OFFENDER
TYPES SENT OUT OF YOUR STATE FOR SPECIAL TREATMENT?

4
n .

FLORIDA: 2 No Response
Mentally Disturbed - 4 Yes . _5_(_}_ No
Female Offender - 3 _§_Q_
Mental Retardate - 3 51
Persistent Offender - 4 30
Prison Troublemaker =~ 3 51
NORTH CAROLINA: 3 Can't Say
Mentally Disturbed - b6 Yes 28 No
Female Offender - 7 27
Mental Retardate - 6 28
Persistent Offender = 7 27
Prison Troublemaker =~ 7 27
SOUTH CAROLINA: 1 Don't Know 1 Unconcerned
Mentally Digturbed - 3 Yes 21 No
Female Offender - 2 22
Mental Retardate - 3 21
Persistent Offender =~ 2 20
Prison Troublemaker =~ 2 20
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15. TIF A NEW CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTION WERE-BUILT, WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO PLACE
IT NEAR A POPULATED AREA IN YOUR STATE WHERE PROFESSIONA} SERVICES ARE READILY

AVATLABLE? (If "no," please explain.)

FLORIDA:

i~ |2

j

NORTH_CAROLINA: 33
2

1

LY

SOUTH CAROLINA: 23
3

L1

Yes

No

- No Response

Yes
No
No Response

Possibly

Yes
No

No Response

nature of’peoﬁle'in ingtitution indicates
i1t should be isolated

constituents not interested in having
criminals nearby

cost of land and property taxes too high

surrounding land would lose value

not willing to bulld new one any place

people do not want penal institutions
located near them

yes, but have run into objections on
previcus occasilons

ves, although not in a resident:..al area
yes, but there will be public objections

no, that 1s the trouble with CCI - it is i
jammed up into Columbia. Such institutions
would be better placed outside the crowded
inner city.

no, have too many complaints about the
correctional facilities located in Columbia
as 1t is.
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16. WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING DO YOU THINK SHOULD BE THE MAIN GOAL OF CORRECTIONS?

FLORIDA: 27

o
8

31

—

NORTH CAROLINA:

B 1o =

SOUTH CAROLINA:

RNV | pS T T Y

- Protection of Bociety.
-~ Punishing Offenders
‘= Deterring Offenders -

= Rehabilitation

18 - Protection of Soclety

- Punishing Offenders
- Deterring Offenders

~ Rehabilitation

Protection of Soclety.

Punishing Offenders

Deterring Offenders

Rehabilitation

No Response

Multiple Goals = Protectlon of Soclety and Rehabllitation
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16a. TIN TERMS OF COST, HOW EFFECTIVE DO YOU THINK YOUR STATE'S CORRECTIONAL SYSTEM
IS IN ACHIEVING THIS GOAL?

FLORIDA: Protection of Soclety: poor or ineffective (15)
- fair (5)
- good (4)

- very effactive (2)

Deterring Offenders: - ineffective (4)
- fair (1)

Rehabilitation: - poor or ineffective (14)
- average or falr (6)

NORTH CAROLINA: Protection of Soclety: - ineffective (3)
: - falr-good (8)
- very effective (1)
-~ don't know (3)
- no response (1)

Punishing Offenders: ~ fair (1)

Rehabilitation: - ineffective (3)
- good-fair (10)
- very effective (2)
~ don't know (1)
- no response (4)

SOUTH CAROLINA: Protection of Society: - exceptionally good job (1)
- good (4)
- very effective (2)

Punishing Offenders: -~ ineffective (1)
' Deterring Offenders: - ineffective (1)

Rehabilitation: - very good (4)
- effective (3)
- falr or average (5)
- no response (1)

Multiple Goals (Pro-

tection of Socilety &

Rehabilitation): - excellent (1)
- good (1)
- fair (1)

Protection, Punish-~
ment & Rehabilitation:

good (1)



FLORIDA:

NORTH CAROLINA:

SOUTH CAROLINA:

1.

17, WHAT IS THE BEST METHOD TO DISSEMINATE INFORMATION ABOUT THE RECOMMENDATIONS
OF OUR STUDY TO THE LEGISLATURE?

Give report and presentation to appropriate committees,
governor, '

- Send concise report and conclusions to all members of

legislature,

Get press coverage.

Brief report with factual data to all legislators,
Personal contact with legislators,
Detailed personal presentatlon at committee hearings,

News media coverage.

- Citizen involvement,

Mail report to all legislators, -

Personal contact in hearings,

- Press coverage.

- Have director of corrections present it,
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FOLLOWING WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO DO?

I
l 18, AS FAR AS THE INTERSTATE CORRECTIONAL PROGRAM IS CONCERNED, WHICH OF THE
. FLORIDA: NOTE: Many legislators checked all boxes.’

| - Sponsor the bill
|
\

~ Co-sponsor the bill

- Actively support the bill

- Vote for the billt

13
16
18
13 - Serve on an advisory board
_g_l_;_
1 - None of the above

14

- Can't say or no response

NORTH CAROLINA: 3 -~ Sponsor the bill

- Co-sponsor the bill
~ Actively support the bill

3

16

8 - Serve on an advisory board
15 = Vote for the bill

3 - None of the above

10 - Can't say or no response

SOUTH CAROLINA: -~ Sponsor the bill

-~ Co-sponsor the bill

11
16
18 - Actively support the bill
13 - Serve on an advisory board
17 - Vote for the bill

2

- None of the above
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19, DO YOU THINK INTERSTATE EXCHANGE OF PRISONERS IS POLITICALLY FEASIBLE AT

THIS TIME? (If "no," please explain.)

FLORIDA:

35 Yes

I

No

9 No response; don't know
or can't tell at this time

NORTH CAROLINA:

gg Yes
15 No

2 Don't Know

SOUTH CAROLINA:

21 Yes, '"but difficult”

No

Jw

|~

"Apolitical issue"

2 No Response

not enough known about program costs,
location, number of inmates involved,
needs more debate

funds not availahle; financial condition
of the states

other states and Florida don't have
exceptional programs to share

do not believe in shipping community
problems to someone else

must stay in community for any real help
legislature and public not well enough
educated on subject

each state ghould care for its own

nothing to be accomplished by 1t;
prisoners need to be treated as prisoners
have enough of our own inmates without
borrowing from other states

machinery needs to be set up first

"We have enough involvement as it is

with bums and criminals."

no plan at this time; do not know how

it would work -~ what are costs - what
benefit to N.C. -~ when effective - how
many to be transferred - what degree
Federal control

not until further ground work is completed
legislature not likely to finance; too many
other needs '
too much to overcome pattern of each state
being responsible for own violators
concept too new for public acceptance

federal grant seeker

accepting another state's problem

one state would have more power than other
yes, provided it 1s done with economic
equality

apolitical issue - do not know 1if there is
really any concern about the issue - the
general populous 1is indifferent



Appendix D
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Appendix D ‘
INTERSTATE CORRECTIONS COMPACT

Section 1, Title. -- This chapter may be cited as the Interstate
Corrections Compact.

Section 2. Interstate Correctlons Compact., =-- The Intergtate Cor-
rections Compact is hereby enacted into law and entered Into by this
state with any other states legally joining therein Iin the form sub-
stantially as follows:

INTERSTATE CORRéCTIONS COMPACT
ARTICLE I
Purpose and Policy

The party states, desiring by common action to fully utilize and
improve thelr institutional facilltles and provide adequate programs for
the confinement, treatment‘and rehabilitation of various types of offend-
ers,'declare that 1t 1s the policy of each of the party states to provide
s;c;.facilities and programs on a basls of cooperation with one another,
tﬁéf;by serving the best interests of such offenders and of society and
effecting economies in capital expenditures and operational costs. The
purpose of this coﬁpact 1s to provide for the mutual development aad
execution of such programs of cooperationlfor the confinement, treatment
and rehabilitatlon of offenders with the mosﬁ economical use of human and
material resources.

~ ARTICLE II
'Definitions

As used in this»éompact, unless the context clearly requires other-
wise: '

(a) 'State" means a state of the United States; the Unitgd States

of Amerilca; a territory or possession of the United States; the District

of Columbia; the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
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(b). "Sending state' means a state party to this compact in which
cénviction or court commltment was had.

(c) '"Recelving state' means a state party to this compact to which
an Inmate is sént for confinement other than a state In‘'which conviction
or court commitment was had.

(d) "Inmate'" means a male or female offender wﬂo\is committed,.under
gentence to or confined in a penal or correctional institution,

(e) "Institution' means any penal or correctional facility, including
but not limited to a facility for the mentally 111 or mentally defective,
in which inmates as defined in (d) above may lawfully be confined.

ARTICLE III
Contracts

{a) Each party state may. make one or more contracts with any one or
more-of the other party states for the confinement of Inmates on behalf of
a sending state in institutions situated within recelving states, Any such
contract shall provide for:

1. Its duration.

2, Payments to be made to the recelving state by the sending state
for inmate mailntenance, extréordinary medical and dental expenses, and
any participation in or receipt by Inmates of rehabllitative or correc-
tional services, facilities; programs oY treatmegt not reasonably included
as part of normal maintenance,

3. Particilpation in programs-éf.inmate>employment, if any; the dis-
position or crediting of any payments received by inmates on account thereof;
and the crediting éf proceeds from or, dilsposal of any products resulting
therefrom,

4. Dellvery and retaking of inmates.

5., Such other matters as may be necessary and appropriate to fix the

obligations, responsibilities and rights of the sending and receiving states,
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(b) The terms and provisions of this compact shall be a part of any
contract entered into by the authority of or pursuant thereto, and nothing
in any such contract shall be inconsistent therewith.

ARTICLE IV
Procedures and Rights

(a) Whenever the duly constituted authorities in a state party to
this compact, and which has entered into a contract pursuant to Article
I1I, shall decide that confinement In, or transfer of an Inmate to, an
instlitution wilthin the territory of another part& state 1s necessary or

degirable in order to provide adequate quarters and care or an appropriéte

‘program of rehabillitatlon or treatment, sald officials may direct that the

confinement be within an institution within the territory of said other
party state, the recelving state to act In that regard solely as agent %or
the sending state.

(b) The appropriate officials of any state party to this compact shall
have access, at all reasonable times, to any institution in which it has a
contractual right to confine Iinmates for the purpose of inspecting the
facilitles thereof and visiting such of 1ts inmates as may be confiﬁed in
the dnstitution.

(c) Inmates confined in an institution pursuant to the terms of this
compact shall at all times be subject to the jurisdiction of the sending
state and may at any time be removed therefrom for transfer to a prison or
other Institution within the sending state, for transfer to another institu-
tion Iin which the sending state may have a contractual or other right to
confine inmates; for release on probation or parole, fcr discharge, or for
any other purpose permitted by. the laws of the sending state; provided that
the sending state shall continue to be obligated to such payments as may be
required pursuant to the éerms of any contract entered into under the terms

of article III.
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(d) Each receiving state shall provide regular reports to each.
sending state on the inmates of that sending state in institutions
pursuant to this compact including a conduct record of each inmate and
certify said reéord to the offi;ial designated by the\sending state, in
order that 2zach Iinmate may have officlal review of his or her record in
determining and altering the disposition of sald inmate in accordance
with the law which may obtain in the sending state and in order that the
same may be a source of Information for the sending state.

(e) All ipmates who may be confined in an Institution pursuent to
the provisions of this compact shall be treated in a reasonable and humane
manner and shall be treated equally with such similar inmates of the re-
celving state as may be confined in the same institution, The fact of
confinement in a recelving state shall not deprive any inmate so confined
of any legal rights which said inﬁate would have had if confined in an
appropriate dnstitution of the sending state.

(£) Any hearing or hearings to which an inmate confined pursuant to
this compact may be entitled by the laws of the sending state may be had
before the appropriate authorities of the sending state, or of the re-
celving state 1f authorized by the sending state,: The receiving state
shall provide adequate facilitles for such hearings as may be conductedv‘
by the appropriaﬁe officlals of a sending state, In the event such hear-
ing or hearings are had before officials of the receiving state, the
governing law shall be that of the sending gtate and a recofd of the
hearing or hearings as prescribed by the sending state shall be made,
Saild record together with any recommendations of the hearing officlals
shall be transmitted forthwith to the official or officials before whom

the hearing would have been had 1f it had taken place. in the sending state,

" In any and all proceedings had pursuant to the provisions of this sub-

division, the officlals of the receiving state shall act solely as agents

of the sending state and no final determination shall be made in any mattey
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except by.;he appropriate offlcials of the sending state.

(g) 4ny inmate confined pursuant to thils compact shall bé releaéed
within the territory of the sendiﬁg state unless the inmate, and the send=-
ing and recelving atates, shall agree upon release in some other place,

The sending state shall bear the cost of such return to its territory.

(h) Any inmate confined pursuant to the terms of this compact shall
have any and all rights to participate in and derive any benefits or incur
or be relieved of any obligations or have such obligations modifiled or his
gtatug changed on account of any action or proceeding in which he could
have pérticipgted 1f confined in any appropriate institution of the sending
state located within such state,

(1) The parent, guardiaﬁ, trugstee, or other person or persons entitled
under the laws of the sending state to act for, advise, or otherwise function
with respect to any imnmate shall not be deprived of or restricted in his
. exerclse of any power Iin respect of any inmage confined pursuant to the
termg of thils compact |

ARTICLE V
Acts Not Reviewzble In Receiving State: Extradition

(a) Any decision of the sending state in respect of any ﬁatter over
which it retains jurisdiction pursuant to this compact shall be conclusive
upon and not reviewable within the receiving state, but 1f at the time the
sending state geeks to reﬁove an inmate from an institutlon In the receiving
state there is pending against the inmate within such state any criminal
charge or 1f the Inmate is formally accused of Having committed within such
state a criminal offense, the inmate shall not be‘returned without the con-
sent of the receiving state untll discharged from prosecution or other form
of proceeding, imprisonment or detentlon for such offense, The duly accredited
officers of the sending state shall be permitted to transport inmates pursuant
to this compact through any and all states party to this compact without

interference.
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(b). An inmate who escapes from an Institution Iin which he 1s con-

fined pursuant to thils compact shall ‘be deemed a fugitive from the sending
state and from the state in which the institution is situated. In the
case of an escape to a jurisdiction other than the sending or receiving
gtate, the responsibility for institution of extradition or rendition
proceedings shall be that of the sending state, but nothing contained
herein shall be construed to prevent or affect the activities of officers
and agencies of any jurisdiction directed toward the apprehension and
return of an escapee.

ARTICLE VI

Federal Aid

Any state party to this compact may accept federal ald for use in

connection with any institution or program, the use of which is or may
be affected by this compact or any-contract pursuant hereto and any in-
mate in a receiving state pursuant to this compact may participate in any
such federally aided program or activity for which the sending and re-
celving, states have made contractual provision, provided that if such
program or activity 1s not part of the customary correctional regimen,
the express consent of the appropriate official of the sending state shall
be required therefor.

ARTICLE VII

Entry Into: Force

~ This compact shall entef into force and ‘become effective and binding
upon the states so acting when 1t has been enacted into law by any two
states, Thereafter, thils compact shall enter into force and becomé effectlve
and binding as to any other of said states upon similar action by such state.
ARTICLE VIII
** Withdrawal and Termination
This compact shall continue in force and remain'binding upon a party

state until 1t shall have enacted a statute repealing the same and providing
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fqr the sending of formal written rotice of withdrawal from the compact
to the appropriate officials of all other party states, An actual with-
drawal shall not take effect untll one year after the notices provided
in said astatute have been sent: Such withdrawal shall not relleve the

withdrawing state from its obligations assumed hereunder prior to the

.effective date of withdrawal, Before the effective date of withdrawal,

a withdrawing state shall remove to Its territory, at 1lts own expense,

" such inmates as it may have confined pursuant to the provisions of this

compact.
' ,. ARTICLE IX
Other Arrangemenﬁs Unaffected
Notﬁing contained in this compact shall be const%ued to aSrogate or
impalr any agreement or other arrangemené which a party state may have
with a non-party state for the confinement, ?ehabilitation or treatment
of dinmates noxr to repeal any other laws of a party state authorizing the
making of cooperative institutional arraigements,
ARTICLE X
Constfuc;ion and Severability
The provisions of this compact shall be liberally construved and
shall be severable. If any phrase, clause, sentence or provision of
thls compact is declaredito.be contrary to the constitution of any
partlcipating state or of the United States or the applicability thereof
to any government, agency, person or‘circumstance 1s held invalid, the
validity of the remainder of this compact and the applicadbllity thereof
to any government, agency, person or clrcumstance shall not be affected
thereby, If this compact shall be held contrary to the constitution of
any state particlpating therein, the compact shall remain in full force

and effect as to the remaining states and in full force and effect as to

the state affected as to all severable matters.
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Section 3. Powers. == The [insert title of head of state correc-
tional agency) is hereby authorized and directed to do all things
necessary or incidental to the carrying out of the compact in every
particular and he may in his discretion delegate this authority to
the [insert title of assistant commissioper or other appropriate
officlal].

Section 4. This act shall take effect [insert date] and all acts

and parts of acts inconsistent herewlth are hereby repealed.
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WESTERN INTERSTATE CORRECTIONS COMPACT
ARTICLE 1
PURPOSE AND POLICY
_The\party states, desiring by common action to improve their
institutional facillitles and provide programs of sufficlently high
quallty for the confinement, treatment and rehabilitation of various
types of offenders, declare thaﬁ 1t 1s the policy of each of the
party states to provide such facilities and programs on a basis of
cooperation with one another, théreby serving the best interests of
such offenders and of soclety: The purpose of this compact is to
provide for the development and execution of such programs of coop-
eration for the confinement, treatment and rehabllitatlon of offenders.
ARTICLE 1I |
DEFINITIONS
As used 1In this compact, unless the context clearly raqulres
otherwise:
(a) "State“ means a state of the United States, the Terfitory
of Hawaii, or, subject t0‘theAlimitation contained in Article VII, Guam.
(b) "Sending state' means a state party to this compact in which
conviction was had.
(c) "Recelving state' means a state party to this compact to
whlch an inmate is sent for confinement other thaﬁ a state‘in which

conviction was had. ot

(d) "Inmate'" means a male or female offender who 1s under sen-
tence to oxr confined in a prison or other correctlonal institution. .

(e) "Institution" means an§‘prison, reformatory or other cor=-
rectional facility (including but“nét limited to a facility for the
mentally 111 or mentally defective) i; which inmates may lawfully be

confined.
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ARTICLE III

CONTRACTS

(a) Each‘;arty.state may make one'or more_cont;acts with any
one or more of the other party séates for the confinement of inmates
on behalf of a sending state in institutions sltuated within re-
celving states. Any such contract shall provide for:

1., Its duration.

2. Payments to be made to the receilving state by the sending
state for inmate maintenance, extraordinary medical and dental ex-
penses, and any participation in or receipt by inmates of rehabili-~
tative or correctional services, facilities, programs or treatment
not reasonably included as part of normal maintenance,

3. Participation in programs of Inmate employment, 1f any: the
ddsposition or crediting of any payments receivea by‘inmates on ac-
count thereof; and the crediting of proceeds from or disposal of any:
products resulting therefrom,

4., Delivery and retaking of inmates.

5. Such other matters as may. be necessary and appropriate to
fix the obligations, responsibilities and rights of the sending and
receiving states.

(b) Prior to the construction or,completion of construction

of any institution or addition thereto by a party state, any other

. party state or states may contract therewith for the enlargement of .

the planned capacity of the Institution or addition thereto, or for
the iﬁclusion therein of particular equipment or structures, and for
the reservation of a specific percentum of the capaclity of the insti--
tution to be kept a&ailable for use by Inmates of the sending state
or states so contracting. Any sending state so contracting may, to
the extent that monies are legally available therefor, pay to the

recelving state, a reasonable sum as consideration for such enlarge-
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ment of capacity, or provision of equipment or structures, and reser-
vatlon of capacity. Such payment may be in a lump sum or Iin install-
ments as provided in the contract.

(¢) The terms and provisions of thils-compact shall be a part
of any contract entered into by the authority of or pursuant thereto,
and nothing in‘any such contract shall be inconsistent therewith,

ARTICLE IV
PROCEDURES AND RIGHTS

(a) Whenever the ‘dvly constituted judicial or administrative
auth;rities in a state party to this compact, and which has entered
into a contract pursuant to Article III, shall decide that confine-
ment in, or transfer of an Inmate to, an institution within ' the
territory of another party state 1is necessary in oxder to provide
adequate quarters and care or desirable in order to pfovide an
appropriate program of rehabilitation or treatmeﬁt, said officials
may direct that the confinement by within an institutlon within
the territory of sald other party state, the recelving state to act.
in that regard solely-as agent for the sending state.

(b) The appropriate officials of any state party to this
compact shall have access, at all reasonable times, to any insti-
tution in which 1t has a contractual right to confine Inmates for
the purpose of Inspecting the facllities thereof and visiting such
of 1ts inmates as may be cénfined in the institution.

(c) Inmates confined in an institution pursuant to the terms.
of this compact shall at all times be subject to the jurisdiction

rof,thg gsending state and may at any time be removed therefrom for
transfer to a prison or other institution within the sending state;
for transfer to another institutien in which the sending state may
have a contractual or other right to confine inmates, for relegse

on p: ~hation or parole, for .discharge, or for any other purpose per-
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mi;;ed by. the laws of the sending state; provided that the sending
state shall con&inue to be obligated to such payments‘ae may be re=-
quired pursuant to the terms of any contract entered;into under the:
terms of Article III.

(d) Each receilving state shall provide regular ¥aports to each
sending state on the inmates of that sending state in institutions
pursuant to this compéct including a conduct record of each inmate
and certify said record to the offilclal designated by the sending
state, dn order that each Iinmate may have the benefit of his or her
record in determining and altering the disposition of said inmate in
accordanée with the law which may obtain in the sending state and in
order that the same may~be.a gource of Information for the sending
state,

(e) All inmates who may-be confined in an institution pursuant
to the p}ovisions of this compact shall be treated in a reasonable
and humane manner. and shall be cared for and treated equally with
such similar inmates of the receiving state as may be confingd in the
same institution. The fact of confinement.in a recelving state
shall not deprive any inmate so confined of any.legal rights which

said inmate would have had if confined in an appropriate Institution

- of the sending state.

(£) Any hearing or hearings to which an inmate confined pur-

suant to %thls compact may'be entitled by the laws of the sending

state may be had before the appropriate authorities of the sending

state, or of the recelving state if authorized by the sending state.
The recelving state shall provide adequate facllities for such
hearings as may be conducted by the appropriate officlals of a sending
state, In the event such hearing or hearingS'are had before offilcials:
of the receilving state, the governing law shall be that of the sending

state and a record of the heéring or hearings as. prescribed by the
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sending state shall be made. Said record together with any recommenda-=
tions of the hgaring officilals shall be transmitted forthwith to the
officlal or of?icials before whom the hearing would ﬁave been had
1f 1t had taken place in the sending state., In any.and all proceed-
ings gfd pursuant to the provilsions of this subdivislon, the officlals:
of the recelving state shall act solely as agents of the sending state
and no final deterﬁination shall be made in any matter except by the
appropriate officlials of the sending state. Costs of records made
pursuant to this subdivision shall be borne by the sending state.

(g) Any inmate confined pursuant to this compact shall be re-
leased within the territory of the sending state unless the inmate,
and the sending and recelving states, shall agree upon release in
gome other place, The sending state shall bear the cost of such re-
turn to its territory.

(h) Any inmate confined pursuant to the terms of this compact
shall have any and all rights-to participate In and derive any bene-
fits or incur or be relieved of any obligatioﬁs or have such obli-
gatlions modified or his status changed on account of any action
or proceeding Iin which he could have participated 1if confined in
any approprilate Institutlion of the sending state located within such
state,

(1) The parent, guardian, trustee, or other‘pérson or persons
entitled under the laws of the sending state to act for, advise, or
otherwise function with respect to any inmate sﬁall not be deprived
of or restricted Iin his exercise of any power in respect of any in=-
mate confined pursuant to the terms of this compact,

ARTICLE V
ACTS NOT REVIEWABLE IN RECEIVING STATE; EXTRADITION
(a) Any decision of the sending state in respect of any matter

over which it retains jJjurisdiction pursuant to this comnuct shall be
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cqnclusivg upon and not reviewable within the recelving state, but
1f at the tiﬁe the sending state seeks to remove an inmate from an
institution in the recelving state there I1s pending against the
inmate within such state any criminal charge or 1f the inmate 1s
suspected of having committed within such state a criminal offense,
the inmate shall not be returned without the consent of the receiviﬁg
state until discharged from prosecution or other form of proceeding,
imprisonment or detentlon for such offense. The duly accredited
officers of the sending state shall be permitted to transport in-
mates pursuant to this compact through any and all states party to
this coﬁpact without interference, |

(b) An inmate who escapes from an institution in which he 1s
confined pursuant to thils compact shall be deemed a fugltive from
the sending state and from the state in which the institution is
situvated. In the case of an escape to a jurisdiction other than the
sending ox receiving stats, the fesponsibility for institution of
extradition proceedings shall be that of the sending state, but
nothing contained herein shall be construed to prevent or affect the
activities of officers and agencies of any jurisdiction directed
toward the apprehension and return of an escapee.

ARTICLE VI
FEDERAL AID

Any state paréy to this coépaét may accépt‘federal ajd for use
in connection with any dnstitution or program, the use of which i1sg
of may be affected by this compact'or any contract pursuant hereto
and any inmate in a receilving state pursuant to thils compact may par-
ticipate in any such federally aided program or activity for which
the'sending and receilving states have made contractual provis;on
provided that 1f such program or actlvity is not part of the customary

correctional regimen the express consent of the approprilate official
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of the sending state shall be required therefor,,
ARTICLE VII
ENTRY INTQ FORCE

This compactvshall eﬁter into force and become'effective and
binding upon the states so acting when 1t has béen enacted into law
by any two contiguous states from among the states of Alaska, Arizona,
California, Colorado, Hawa“"i, Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New
Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington and Wyoming. For the purposes of
this articlg, Alaska and Hawalil shall be deemed contiguous to each
other; to any and all of the states of California, Oregon and Wash-
ington; and to Guam. Thereafter, this compact shall enter into force
and become effective and binding as to any other of sald states, or
any other state contiguous to at -least one party state upon similar
actlon by such state. Guam may become'party to thils compact by taking
action simllar to that provided for joinder by any other eligible
party state and upon the consent of Congress to such joinder, For
the purposes of this article, Guam shall be deemed contiguous to
Alaska, Hawalil, California, Oregon and Washington.

ARTICLE VIII
WITHDRAWAL AND TERMINATION

This compact shall continue in force and remain binding upon a
party state until 1t shall have enacted a statute repealing the same
and provliding for the sending of formal written notice of withdrawal
from the compact to the approprlate officlals of all other party
states. An actual withdrawal shall not take effect until two years:
after the notilces provided in said statute have been sent, Such
wlthdrawal shall not relieve the withdrawing state from 1ts obligations
agsumed hereunder prior to the effective date of withdrawal. Before,
the effective date of withdéawal, a withdrawing state shall remove

to its territory, at 1ts own expense, such inmates as 1t may have
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confined pursuant to the provisions of this compact.

ARTICLE IX
OTHER ARRANGEMENTS UNAFFECTED

Nothing contained in this compact shall be construed to abrogate
or impalr any agreement or other arrangement which a party state may
have with a non-party state for the confinement, rehabilitation or
treatment of inmates nor to repeal any other laws of a party state
authorizing the making of cooperative dnstilitutional arrangements,

ARTICLE X
CONSTRUCTION AND SEVERABILITY

The provisions of this compact shall be liberally construed and
shall be severable, If any phrase, clause, sentence or provision
of this compact Is declared to be contrary to the constitution of
any participating state or of the United States or the applicability
thereof to any government, agency, person or clrcumstance 1s held
invalid, the validity of the remainder of this coﬁpact and the appli=-
cabllity thereof to any government, agency, person or clrcumstance
shall not be affected thereby. If thls compact shall be held con~
trary to the constitution of any state participating therein, the
compéct shall remain in full force and effect as to the remaining
states and in full force and effect ags to the state affected as to

all severable matters.
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Appendix F
NEW. ENGLAND INTERSTATE CORRECTIONS COMPACT

ARTICLE I
o PURPOSE AND POLICY

The party states, desiring by common action to fully utilize and
improve their institutional facilitles and provide adequate programs
for the confinement, treatment and rehabilitation‘of varlous types of
offenders, declare that 1t ls the policy of each of the party states
to provide such facilitles and programs on a basis of cooperation with
one another, thereby serving the best intefests of such offenders and
of soclety and effecting economies in capital expenditures and opera-
tional costs. The purpose of this compact 1s to provide for the mutual
development and execution of such programs of cooperation for the con-
finement, treatment and rehabllitation of offenders with the most econom=-
{cal use of human and material resources.

ARTICLE IT
DEFINITIONS

As 'used in thils compact, unless the context clearly.requires éther-
wlse:

(1) Inmate., "Inmate'" means-a male or female offender who is.
committed, under sentence to or confined in a penal or correctional
institution.

(2) ingtitution. "Institution" means any penal or correctional
facility, including but not limited to a facility for the mentally 111
or mentally defective, in which inmates as defined in subsection 1 may
lawfully be confined.

(3) Receiving state. '"Recelving state' means a state party to this
compact to which an inmate'is sent for confinement other than a state in

which convictlon or court commitment was had,
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(4) . Sending state. "Sending state' means a state party.to this
compact in which conviction or ccurt commitment was had,

(5) State. 'State" means a state of the United States, located
in New England, to wit, Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
Connectlicut, Rhode Island.’

ARTICLE III
CONTRACTS

Each party state may make nne or more contracts with any one or
more of the other party states for the confinement of inmates on behalf
of a sending state in institutions situated within receiving states. Any
such contract shall provide for: |

(1) Duration, Its duration;:

(2) Payments. Payments to be'made to the recelving state by the
sending state for inmate maintenance, extraordinary medical and dental
expenses, and any participatlon in or receipt by inmates of rehabilitative
or correctional services, faclilitles, programs or treatment not reasonably
included as part ot nofmal maintenance;

(3) Employment. Participation in programs of inmate employment, 1f
any; the disposition or crediting of any payments received by inmates on
account thereof; and the crediting of proceeds from or disposal of any
products resulting therefrom;

(4) Inmate delivery, Delivery and retaking of inmates; and

(5) Other matters. Such other matters as may be necessary and appro-
priate to fix the obligations, responsibilities and rights of the sending
and receilving states,

Subject to legislative approval by the states concerned and prior to
the construction or completion of construction of any ingtitution or addi-
tion thereto by a party state, any other party state or states may contréct-
therewlth for the enlargement of the planned capacity of the institution

or addition thereto, or for the inclusion therein of particular equipment
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or structures, and for the reservation of a specific percentum of the

capacity of the institution to be kept avallable for use by inmates of
the sending state or states so contracting. Any sending state so con-
tracting may, to the extent that moneys are legally available therefor,
pay to the receiving state, a reasonable sum as consideration for such
enlargement of capaclty, or provision of equipment or structures, and
regservation of: capaclty. Such payment may be in a lump sum or in install-
ments as provided in the contract,

The terms and provisions of thils compact shall be a part ¢f any con-
tract entered into by the authority of or pursuant thereto, and nothing
in any such contract shall be inconsisternt therewilth,

ARTICLE IV
PROCEDURES AND RIGHTS

Whenever the ‘duly constituted authorities in a state party to this
compact, and which has entered into a contr;ct'pursuant to Article III,
shall decide that confinement in, or transfer of an inmate to, an institu-
tion within the territory of another party state 1s necessary or desirable
in order to provide adequate quarters and care or an approprilate program
of rehabilitation or treatment, sald officials may direct that the con-
finement by within an institution within the territory of sald other party
state, the receiving state to act in that regard solely as agent for the
sending state,

The appropriate officials of any state party to this compact shall
have access, at all reasonable times, to any institution in which it has
a contractual right to confine Iinmates for the purpose of inspecting the
facilities thereof and visiting such of its inmates as may be confined in
the institution.

Inmates confined in an institution pursuant to the terms of this com-
pact shall at all times be subject to the jurisdiction of the sending state

and may at any time be removed therefrom for transfer to a prison or other
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institution within the sending state, for transfer to another institu-
tion in which the sending state may have a contractual or other right
to confine inmates, for release on probation or parole, for discharge,
or for any other purpose pefmitted by the laws of the sending state,
provided that the sending state shall continue.to be obligated to‘such
payments as may be required pursuant to the terms of any contract ente?gd
into under the terms of Article III,

Each receivimg state shall provide regular reports to each sending
gtate on the inmates of that sending state in institutions pursuant to
this compact including a conduct record of each inmate and certify said

record to the offilicial designated by the sending state, in order that each

~lnmate may have offilclal review of his or her record in determining :.d

altering the disposition of sald inmate in accordance with the law which
may obtain in the sending state and in order that the same may be a source
of information for the sending state,

All inmates who may be confined in an institution pursuant to thie

compact shall be treated in a reasonable and humane manner and shall bé

. treated equally with such similar inmates of the receiving state as may

be confined in the same institution, The fact of confinement in a re-
celving state shall not-deprivé any Inmate so confined of any legal rights
which sald inmate would have had 1f confined in an appropriate institution
of the sending state,

Any hearing or hearings to which an inmate confined pursuant to this
compact may be entitled by the laws of the sending state may be had before

the approprlate authorities of the sending state, or of the recelving state

: 1f authorized by the sending state. The receiving state shall provide

adequate facilities for such hearings as may be conducted by the appropriate
officlals of a sending state. In the event such hearing or hearings are
had before offlcials of the receiving state, the zoverning law shall %e

that of the sending state and a record of the hearing or hearings as pre-
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scribed by the sending state ghall be made. ~Said.fecord together with

any recommendations of the hearing.officlals shall be transmitted forth~
with to the officlal or officials before whom the hearing would have been
had 1f 1t had taken place in the sending state. In any and all proceedings
had pursuant to this paragraph, thé officials of the recelving state shall
act solely as agents of the sending state and no final determination shall
be made in any matter except by the appropriate officials of the sending
state.

Any inmaté confined pursuant to this compact shall be released within
the territory of the sending state unl.: the inmate, and the gending and
recelving states; shall agree‘upon relﬁase'in_some othef plaée. The send-
ing state shall bear the cost of such return té its té;ritorf.

Any inmate confined pursuant to the terms of this compact shall have
any-and all rights to participate in and derive'any benefits or incur or
be relieved of any-obligations or have such obligatibns modified or hi$
status changed on account of any action or proceeding in which he could
have participated 1f confined in any approprilate Institution of the send-
ing state located within such state, |

The parent, guardlan, trustee or other person or persons entitled
under the lawsvof the sending state to act for, advise or otherwise func-
tion with respect to any inmate shéll not be deprived of or restricted in
his exercilse of aﬁy'power in resjact of any inmate confined pursuant to the
terms of this compact.

ARTICLE V
ACTS‘NOT'REVIEWABLE;IN RECEIVING STATE; EXTRADITION

Any decision of the sending state in respect of any matter over which
it retains jurisdiction pursuant-to this compact ghall be conclusive upon
and not reviewable within the receiving state, but if at the time the send-
ing state seeks to remove an Inmate from an Iinstitution In the recelving state

" ‘there 1is pending against the Iinmate within such state any criminal cliarge or
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1f the inmate is formally accused of having.committegbwithin such state
a ;riminal offense, the inmate shall not be returned without the consent
of the recelving state untll discharged from prosecution or other form of
proceeding, imprisonment or detention for such offense, The duly accred-
ited officers of the sending state shall be permitted to transport inmates
pursuant to thils compact through any and all states party to thls compact
wlthout dnterference.

An inmate who escapes'from en institution Iin which he 1s confined
pursuant to this compact shall be deemed a fugltive from the sending
gtate and from the state in which the Institution Is situated, In the
case of an escape to a juri;diction other than the sending or receiving
state, the responsibility for instiﬁution of extradition or rendition
proc::dings shall be that of the sending state, but nothing contained
herein shall be construed to prevent or affect the activities of officers
and agenciles of any jurisgdiction directed toward the apprehension and re=-
turn of an escapee.

ARTICLE VI
FEDERAL AID

Any state party.to this compact may accept federal ald for use in
connection with any institution or program, the use of which is or may
be atfected by this compact or any contract pursuant hereto and any in—
mate In a recelving state pursuant to this compact may particlpate in any.
such federally aided program or activity for which the sending and re-
ceiving states have made contractual provision, provided that i1f such
program or activity 1s not part of the customary correctional regimen-
the express consent of the approprilate official of the sending state shall‘
be required therefor.

ARTICLE VII.
ENTRY INTO FORCE

This compact shall enter into force and become effective and binding
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upon the states so acting when it has been enacted into law by any 2 states
from-among the states of New England. Thereafter, this compact shall enter

into force and become effective and binding as to any other of saild states

upon similar action by such state,

ARTICLE VIII
WITHDﬁAWAL AND TERMINATION
This‘compgcﬁ shall continue in force and remain binding upon a party
gtate untll 1t shall have enacted a statute repealing the same and pro-
viding for the sending of formal written notice of withdrawal from the
compact to the appropriate officlals of all other party states. An actual
withdrawal shali'not take effect until one year after the notices provided
in saild statute have been sent, Such withdrawal shall not relieve the with-
drawing state from its obligations assumed hereunder prior to the effective
date of withdrawal., Before the effective date of withdrawal, a withdrawing
state shall remove to 1ts territory, at 1ts own expense, such inmates as
it may have confined pursuant ‘to this compact.
ARTICLE IX
OTHER AﬁRANGEMENTS UNAFFECTED-
Nothing contained in thils compact shall be construed to abrogate or
impair any agreement or other arrangement which 'a party state may have
with a nonparty state for the confinement, rehabilitatlion or treatment of

inmates nor to repeal any .other laws of a party state authorizing the making

. of cooperative Institutional arrangements,

ARTICLE X
CONSTRUCTION AND SEVERABILITY
.The provielons of this compact shall be liberally construed and shall
be severable, If any phrase, clause, sentence or provision of this compact
is declared to be contrary to the constitution éf any participating state

or of the United States or the applicability thereof .to any government, agency,
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person or circumstance 1s held invalid, the validity of the remainder

of this compact and the applicability thereof to any government, agency,
person or circumstance shall not be affected thereby.t If this compact
shall be held contrary to the constitution o¢f any state participating
therein, the compact shall remain In full force and effect as to the
remaining states and in full force and effect as to the state affected
as to all severable matters,
DISPOSITION OF DETAINERS
Procedure
Whenever a person has entered upon a term of imﬁrisonment in a penal
or correctional institutlion of this State, and whénevér during tﬁe con=-
tinuance of the term of imprisonment there 1s pending in this State an
untried indictment, information or complaint against the prisonér, he
shall be brought to trial within 180 days after he shall have caused to
be delivered to the prosecuting official of the county in which the indict-
ment, information or complaint dis pending,vand the appropriate., . .,wriltten
notice of the place of hils Imprisonment and his request for a final disposi-
tion to be made of the indictment, information or complaint, For éood
cause shown in open court, the prisoner or hils counsel belng present, the
court having jurisdictlon of the matter may grant any necessary or reason=-
able continuance, The request of the prisoner shall be accompanied by a
certificate of the warden, Commisslioner of Mental Health and Corrections
or other official having custody of the prisoner, stating the term of
commitment under which the prisoner is beingkheld, the time already served,
the time remaining to be served on the sentence, the amount of good time
earned, the time of parole eligibllity of the prisoner and any decilslons
of the State. . .and Parole Board relating to the prisoner,
The written notice éﬂd réquest for final disposition shall be given. . .
by the prisoner to the warden, commissioner or other officlal having custody

of him, who shall promptly forward it, togethe~ with the certificate, to

L
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the approprilate prosecuting officfal and court by registered or certified
mall, return receilpt requested,

The warden, commissioner or other officilal having custody of the
prisoner shall promptly inform him in writing of the source and contents
of any untried indictment, information or complaint against him concerning |
.‘. +.which the warden, commissioner or other official has knowledge and
of his right to make a request for final disposition thereof.

Egcape from custody by the prisoner subsequent to his execution of
the request for final disposition shall void the request,
Limitations

In the event that the action is not brought to trial within the period
of time provided,’no court of this State shall any longer have jgrisdiction
thereof, nor shall the untried indictment, information or complaint be of
an§ further force sr effect, and the court ghall enter an Qrder dismiseing
the same with prejudice.

Application To Mentally 11l Persons

This chapter shall not apply to any person adjudged to be mentally

111,
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Appendix G
CONTRACT

STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE ~ STATE OF MAINE

IMPLEMENTING THE NEW ENGLAND INTERSTATE CORRECTIONS COMPACT

This agreement entered into this day of » 19 s

by and between the State of New Hampshire hereinafter called the sending

state, and the State of Maine herelnafter called the receiving state, by

_the Warden of the New Hampshire State Prison and by the Commissioner of

Mengal Health and Corrections of the State of Maine, duly empowered and
acting pursuant to the authority vested in them by the New England Inter-
etéte Corrwctions Compact (adopted by the State of New Hampshire by RSA

622~A as inserted by 1961, 10l:1 and by the State of Maine by Chapter 27-C
Revised étatutee of 1954 as enacted by Chap;er 197, Public'Laws'of 1961)

is for the purpose of enabling the Qending state for a consideration (Sec-
tian VIIIL) to transfer inmates confined in or sentenced to the New Hampshire
State Prison at Concord, New Hampshire to the State of Maine Reformatory for
Women at Skowhegan, Maine, 1f female, and to the Maine State Prison at Thomas=-
ton, Malne, 1f male, fo: confinement, treatment and rehabilitation. By its
terms the New England Interstate Cérrectiohs'Compact is a part of this agree-
ment,

The parties hereto coVenant and agree that:

I. TERMINOLOGY. The terms sending state and receiving state, when used in
this agreement shall be construed to-include'gnd refer to the appropriate.

officlals or agencies thereof, when such constructlon is applicable.,

II. TERMS OF TRANSFER. Transfers under this agreement may be made when

needed on the part of the sénding state requires such transfer and when
.vacancles in the receiving state will. permit the receipt of transferred

inmates,

N
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When the WArden.of.the}New Hampshire State Prison finds it necessary
or desirable to transfer an inmate confined in or sentenced to the New
Hampshire State Prison to the State of Maine Reformatory for Women or to
the Maine State Prison, he shall apply therefor to the Commissioner of the
Department of Mental Health and Corrections and shall accompany such applica=-
tién with a statement setting forth the release date of the Ilnmate as computed
under the laws and regulatlions of the sending state applicable to the sentence,
a statement as to the particular treatment and/or specilal facilities believed
by the sending state to be necessary for the inmate and all available informa=-
tion as to his/her offense,'his/ﬁer record while in the custody 6f the sending
state, and his/her previous criminal record. Upon recelpt of such application
and accompanying data, the Commissioner of the Department of Mental Health and
Corrections shall determipe the availability of the required facilities with
a view to custody, care, subsistence, education, treatment, and training of
such inmate, If through his evaluation of the‘application and accompanying
data sald Commissioner shall find that proper and adequate treatment facilities
and personnel are available, he shall in writing authorize the Superintendent
of the Reformatory for Women or the Warden of the Maine State Prison to receilve
and detain the inmate, when transferred, subject to the terms and conditions
of ﬁhis agreement. Said Commissioner shall, in writing, notify the Warden
of the New Hampshire State Prison of his acceptance or non-acceptance of the

proposed transferee,

. III. DELIVERY OF INMATE. 'Upon recelpt of the acceptance of the application,

the sending state shall, at 1ts own expense, deliver the inmate to the State
of Maine Reformatory for Women or to the Maine State Prison, together with
the original or authenticated copy of the commitment papers or the mittimus

whereby he/she is held.

'
1
[
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Iv. . RIGH? or RFCFIVING STA?E TO RETURN AN INMATE. Any inmate transferred
from the sending state sﬁall be returned thereto when requested by the
Commissioner of the Department of Mental Health and Corrections. The re-
ceiving state shall send a written request and briefly state the reasons
for such request. Said request shall be honored witﬁin seven days by the

sending state,

V. ESCAPE., In cas=2 an inmate shall escape, the receilving state shall notilfy
the sending state thereof and shall use a reasonable means to recapture such

escaped inmate,

VI. DEATH OF INMATE. In case.of the death of any inmate while in the

custody of the receiving state, the sending state shall be provided with a
certified death certificate and the expense of his/her interﬁent oy déliVery
of his/her body to the place of interment shall be at the expense of the

sending state.

VII. MISCONDUCT OF INMATE, The sending state shall reimburse the receiving

state for any damage to property of the recelving state resulting from the
misconduct of such inmate, and shall reimburse the receiving state for all
damaggs for which it may be liable elther because of personal injuries or
property damages to thir& parties as a result of the misconduct of such

inmate.

. VIII, REIMBURSEMENT FOR SUPPORT AND MAINTENANCE. A, In the event that an

.inmate is transferred under this agreement, the partles hereto shall agree

in writing as to the mode and amount of reimbursement to be payable to the
feceiving state for the maintenance and support of the transferred Iinmate.

. B. In all cases of tranéfer under this agreemeh;, the sending state
éhall reimburse the receiving state for the expenses of all extraordinary

medical and dental care provided a transferred inmate and for any expense ' l
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incurred because of any participaticn in or receipt by inmates of rehabllita=-

tive or correctional services, facilities, programs, or treatment not reason=-

ably incurred as part of normal maintenance,

IX. DEFEND ANY ACTION, The sending state shall defend any action involving

the custody, care, subsistence, education, treatment or tralning of such

. inmate, and the receiving state shall be reimbursed for any expense it may

incur in connection therewith.

X. EMPLOYMENT OF INMATE, A. Any male inmate transferred under this agree~

ment to the receiving state and wholis eligible for employment in any of the
industrial, farm or maintenance activities of the Maine State Prison shall
recelve compensaticn commensurate to that received by those 1ﬁmates serving
sentences in the prison of the sending state és is authorized in accordance
with the laws of the State of New Hampshire.

B, The sending state shall reimbﬁrse the recelving state any amount
of payment of coﬁpensation to the inmate which exceeds thé amount of compensa~

tion authorized by the Department of Mental Health and Corrections of the

. receiving state.

XI. RIGHTS OF INMATES. Throughout the perlod of conflnement in the recéiving

state of any {inmate transferred under this agreement, such inmate shall be
under the exclusive control and jurisdiction of the Commissioner of Mental
Health and Corrections of the State of Maine and the officials of the institu-
tion in which such inmate 1s confined, except as to terms of sentence and
parole, Any transferred inmate shall be subject to the same rules and regula~
tiods, the same discipline, treatment and privileges as are other Iinmates,

except as otherwise provided in the terms of this agreement, He/she shall-

further have the same advantages of rehabilitation, vocational guidance,

educational activities, religious participation as are granted to other in=~- -

mates.,
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XIL. RELEASE OF INMATES, Upon release or upon re-transfer to the sending

state or elsewhere under the authority of the sending state, the necessary
1
and suitable articles of wearing apparel and transportation or a sum suffi=-

clent for transportation shall be furnished by the sending state,

XII1. TEMPORARY. REMOVAL. Any inmate transferred under this agreement may

be temporarily removed from the institution in which he/she is confined in

* accordance with New Hampshire RSA 623.1.

X1v. TERMINATION OF AGREEMENT, This agreement shall reﬁain in effect until

terminated by either party hereto., Notice of intention to terminate thils
agreement shall be glven in writing by registered or certified mail ninety

days prior to sald date of termination,

o
e

Signed . this : day of 19 ’

The State of New Hampshire

By

Warden of the State Prison
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Appendix H
SAMPLE CONTRACT

CONTRACT BETWEEN THE STATE OF ALASKA AND THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
' FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE WESTERN INTERSTATE CORRECTIONS COMPACT

In conside?ation of the cooperative relationship herewith undertaken
in the confinement, care, éreatment, and rehabilitation of inmates on an
interstate basis and in further consideration of éervices to be performed
and benefits derived by each of the parties hereto in the strengthening
of their reépective correctional programs, the undersigned states of
Alaska and Washington acting by thelr duly constituted authorities, and
pursuant to and to implement the Western Interstate Corxrections Compact
enacted by each of the parties as follows:

Alaska

Revised Code of Washington, Section 72.70.010 et seq. do hereby

covenant and agree as follows:

1. Western Interstate Corrections Compact

The provislons of the Western Interstate Corrections Compact are
hereby made an integral part of this contract and no provision of this

contract shall be construed in any manner inconsistent with said Compact,

2. Governing Law

Except where expressly otherwise provided, the laws and administrative
rules and regulations of the sending state shall govern in‘any matter re-
lating to an inmate confined pursuant to this contract and the Western

Interstate Corrections Compact.

3. Terminology

All terms defined in the Western Interstate Corrections Compact and

used in this contract shall have the same meanings in this contract as said

"

Compact. The terms '"sending state'" and '"recelving state'" shall be construed
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to include and referred to the appropriate official or agency. thereof

in each particular case.
1

-~

4. Duration

This contract shall enter into full force and effect on July 1, 1971

and shall terminate on June 30, 1973. It may be renewed by the party states

under such terms and conditions and for such additional perilod as they may

determine.

5., Termination
This agreement may be terminated by notice of elther party. That
termination shall become effective ninety (90) days after receipt of said

notice., Within a reasonable time of recelpt of saild notice, the sending

state shall accept delivery of its inmates at the Iinstitution designated

. by the recelving state,.

6. Other Arrangements Unaffected

Nothing contained in this contract shall be construed to ébrogate or
impalr any agreement or contract for the confinement, rehabilitation or

treatment of inmates now in effect between the parties to thils contract.

7. Mailing Addresses

All notices, reports, billing and correspondence to, the respective
states to this contract shall be sent to the following:

Alaska Department of Health and Welfare
Pouch "H"
Health and Welfare Building
Juneau, Alaska 99801

Washington Department of Socilal and Health Services
Division of Imnstditutions’
Post Office Box 768
Olympia, Washington 98501

8. Right of Inspection
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The .sending state shall have the right to inspect, at all reasonable

times, any institution of the recelving state in which {nmates of the

éending state are confined in order to determine . 1f that institution

maintains standards of care and discipline not incompatible with those
of the sending state and that all inmates therein are treated equitably,

regardless of race, religlon, color, creed or national'origin.

9., Vacanciles

The receiving state hereby uﬁdertakes to make available to the send- -
ing state such places for inmates as may be vacant from time to time in
any and all institutions of the receilving state made available for such

confinement by the laws of the recéiving state.

10. Agglication

The sending state will submit a separate application to the receiving
state for each individual inmate proposed for commitment.

Sald application shall consist of the following:

Full information and all necessary documents relating to the case
history, physical and clinical record, judicial and administrative rulings
and orders relating or pertinent to the inmate and the sentence or sen-
tences pursuant to which confinement is to be had or to continue, and

"

reasons for the requested transfer.

Commitment will be deferred until approved by the receiving state.-

11. Delivery of Inmate

Upon recelpt of the acceptance of the application the sending state
at its expense will deliver the inmate to the Institution Iin the recelving
state designated by the reéeiving state, together with the original or a
duly authenticated cépy of his commitment, and any other official papers

or documents authorizing detention. Whenever there is to be a mutual

- exchange of inmates between the parties of this contract, the authorities
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of one of the states may act as the agent of the other state for purposes
of transferring its inmates so that the expenses to both states may be

mindmized.

12, Transfer of Funds-

Funds due transferred inmates shall be provided by the sending state
to be credited to the account of the transferred inmate in the receiving
state, Upon return of the inmate to the sending state the recelving state

shall provide funds in the amount due the inmate at the time of return.

13. Resgponsibility for Offenders Custody

It shall be the responsibility of the administration of the institution
in the receiving state to confine inmates from a sending state; to give
them care and treatment, including the furnishing of subsistence and all
necessary medical and hospital services and supplies; to provide for their
physical needs; to make available to them the programs of training and treat~
ment which are consistent with their individual needs; to retain them in
safe custody; to supervise them; 'to maintain proper discipline and control;
to meke certain that they receilve no special privileges and that the sen-
tences and orders of the committing court in the sending state are failth-
fully executed, But nothing herein contained shall be construed to require
the recelving state or any of its institutions to provide treatment, facilitiles
or program for any inmate confined pursuant to the Western Interstate Cor-
rectlons Compact which it does not provide for simllar inmates not confined

pursuani to said Compact.

14, Medlcal Services

(a) Inmates from the sending state shall receive such medical, psy-
chiatric and dental treatment as may be necessary to safeguard their health
and promote theilr adjustment as self supvorting members of the community

upon release. Unless an emergency i1s involved, the receiving state shall
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contac; the sending state for advance authority in writing before in-
curring medical, psychiatric, or dental expense for which the sending
state 18 responsible under the terms of this contract’ In &n emergency,
the recelving state may proceed with the necessary treatment without prior
authority, but in every such case the recelving state shall nopify the
sending state immediately and furnish full information regarding the
nature of the jllness, the type of treatment to be provided and the
estimated cost thereof,

(b) When medical, psychilatric or dental care or treatment requilres
the removal of the inmate from the institution, the inmate shall be re-
moved only after notification to tﬁe sending state, In the event of an
emergency which does not permit prior notification, the institutions
shall notify the sending state as promptly thereafter as practicable,
All necessary precautions shall be taken to assure the safekeeping of
the inmate while he 1s absent from the normal place of confinement.
Necegsary custodial supervision shall be provided by the receiving state.

(¢) Any costs of medical, psychiatric or dental service shall be
considered normal costs incidental to the operation of the institution
in the recelving state 1f the service is rendered by staff personnel and
in regularly maintained facllities operated or utilized by the institu-
tion as part of the health or correctional program théreof and 1f the
inmate requlres no special medication, drugs, equipment, anesthetics,
surgery or nursing care in additlon to that commonly a§ailable on an
infirmary basis. The cost of any specilal services, medication, equip-

ment, surgical, or nursing care shall be chargeable to the sending state.

15. Training or Employment.

(a) Inmates from the sending state shall be afforded the opportunity
and shall be required to participate in programs of occﬁpational training

and industrlal or other work on the same basis as inmates of the receiving



state, Compensation in connection with any such. participation (whether

as payment, incentive, or for any other therapeutic or rehabillitative
reason) shall bé pald to inmates of the sending state on the same basis

as to Ilnmates of the receiving state. Any such inmatés of the sending
state shall be subject to the regular work discipliﬁe imposed upon other
inmate participants in the particular program. However, nothing contained
hereln shall be construed to permlt or requlre any immate of a sending
atate to participate in any training, industrial or other work program
contrary to the laws of the sending state.

(b) The recelving state shall have the right to dispose of.all pro-
ducts produced by an Inmate, shall retain all proceeds therefrom, and
shall bear all costs of sald program.

{(c) In the case of héndicraft or hobbycraft prog;ams,-the inmate
shall have the right to dispose of the product of his labor and to retain

the proceeds of any sale of his work in accordance with the rules of the

recelving state,

16. Discipline

The recelving state, as -agent for the sending state, shall have
pﬁysical control over and power to exercise disciplinary authority over
all {nmates from sending states. However, nothing contained herein shall
be construed to éuthorize or permit the imposition of a type of disqipline

prohibited by the laws of the sending state,

17. Laws and Regulations.

Inmates while in the custody of a receiving state shall be subject
to all the provisions of law and regulatlions applicable to persons commltted
for violatlons of law of the receilving state not inconsistent with the sen-

tence imposed,

18. Records and Reports from Recelving State:
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(a) Wi;hin ninety (90) days following the receipt of an inmate
from the sending state, the receiving state-shall furnish an admission
classification'report outlining the inmate's socilal background, medical,
psychiatric, education and vocational findings and indicating the insti-
tutional program which has been recommended. Thereafter, preferably
at intervals of six months, but at least annually, the receiving state
shall furnish the sending state a report giving a summary of the inmate's
progress and adjustment since the last report, including a recommendation
for retention or return. All such reports shall be forwarded to the send-
ing state.

(b) The superintendent oxr other administrative head of an institu-
tion in which inmates from sending states are confined shall keep all
necessary. and pertinent records concerning such inmates Iin a manner
agreed between the sending and receiving states. During the inmate's
continuance in the insgtitution, the sending state shall be entitled
to receive, and upon reguest shall be furnished, with coples of any
such record or records. Upon termination of confinement in the insti-
tution, the sending state shall receive the complete file of the inmate.
But nothing herein contained shall be construed to prevent the receiving
state or any institution thereof from keeping coples of any such record

or records upon and after termination of confinement.

19. Removal from Institution

An inmate from the sending state legally confined in the institu-
tions of the receiving state shall not be removed therein by any person
without an order from the sending state. This subdivision shall not
apply to an emergency necassitating the immediate removal of the inmate
for medical, dental or psychiatric treatment or to a removal made neces=
sary by fire, flood, earthquake or other catastrophy or condition pre=-

senting imminent danger to the safety of the inmate. In the case of any
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removal for such emergency cause, the receiving state ghall inform

the sending state of the whereabouts of the inmate or inmates so re-
moved at the earliest practicable time, and shall exercise all reason-

able care for the safekeeping and custody of such inmate or inmates.

20. Heardings:

The recelving state shall provide adequate facilitles for any
hearing by authoritles of the sending state, to which an inmate may
bé entitled by the laws of the sending state. Upon the request of the
sending state, the authorities of the receiving state wlll be authorized
to and will conduct eny such hearings, prepare and submit the record of
sald hearings, together with any recommendations of the hearing officiéls,
to thé officer or officers of the sending state before whom the hearing

would have been had if it had taken place 1in the sending state,

21. Inter-Institutional Transfers

Notwithstanding any provision herein to the contrary, the .receilving
state may transfer an inmate from one institution under its control to
another whenever it deems such action appropriate. Notlce of such transfer

shall immediately be sent to the sending state.

22, Escape
In case any such inmate shall escape from custody in the recelving

state, that receiving state will use all reasonable means to recapture

~ the inmate. The escape shall be reported immediately to the sending state.

The recelving state shall have the primary responsibility for and authority
to direct the pursuit and retaking of inmates within its own territory.
Any costs in connectlon therewith shall be chargeable to and borne by the

recelving state.

23. Death of Inmate-

(a) In the event of the death of an inmate from a sending state, the
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mgdical examiner, coroner or other officilal having the duties of such an
officer in the jurisdiction shall be notified. The sending state shall
recelve copiles of any records made at or in connectifon with such notifica-
tion.

(b) The institution in the receiving state shall immediatély notify
the sending state of the death of an inmate, furnish information as re=-
quested, and follow the instructions of the sending state with regard to
the disposition of the body. The body shall not be released except on
order of the appropriate officials of the sending state. All expenses
relative to any necessary preparatlion of the body and shipment or express
charges shall be paid by the sending state. The sending and veceiving
states may arrange to have the recelving state take care of the burial and
all matters related or incidental thereto and all‘such expenses shall be
pald by the sending state. The provisions of this paragraph shall govern
only rhe relations between or among the party states and shall not affect
the llability of any relative or other person’ for the disposition of the
deceased or for any expenses conneéted therewith,.

(¢) The sending state shall receive a certified copy of the death
certificate for any of its inmates who have dled while Iin the recelving

state.

24, Gratulties and Expenses Attendant Upon Release

The provision of clothing, gratuities and any other supplies upon
release of an Iinmate shall be at the expense of the sendling state and

shall be in accordance with its laws.

25, Retaking of Inmates -

The recelving state will deliver any of said inmates to the proper

officials of the sending state upon demand made to the receiving state and

“ pregentation of official written authority to recelve said inmate.
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The sending state will retake any inmate, upon the request of Fhe
recelving state, within thirty (30) days after recelpt of the request to
retake,
In case the commitment under which any of said inmates is terminated
for any reason, the sending state agrees to accept delivery of the prisoner
at the institution of the recelving state, and at its expense return him

to the jurisdiction of the sending state,

26. Photographing and Publicity

Institutional or other officials of the receiving state shall not be
authorized to release publicity concerning inmates from the sending state.
They shall not release persoﬁal histories or photographs of such inmates
or information concerning thelr arrival or departure or permit reporters
or photographers to interview or photograph such inmates, Requests for
information regarding inmates of sending state shall be referred to the
sending state. However, information of public record, such as sentence
data or information concerning the escape of an inmate may be given directly
to the press by the recelving state. The receiving state may photograph
inmates from the sending state as a means of ldentification for official

use only.

27. Cost and Reimbursement

Because of the varying costs of operation of.the several Washington
State correctlonal Institutions the following schedule of éharges, per
day, per inmate, will prevail until August 31, 1971. These charges are
subject to renegotiation for the subsequent fiscal year. The charges per
day, per inmate, shall not exceed the actual daily costs for the preceding

fiscal year.

Washington State Penitentiary. $ 9.47
Washington State Reformatory" 12.92
Washington Corrections Center 16.36 -
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Purdy Treatment Center for Women $32.00 (not. available until July 1,
: 1971)

Larch Mountain Honor Camp _ 8.35

Washougal Honor Camp 8.56 .

Clearwater Honor Camp 9.05

The receiving state agrees to-'notify the sending state of any Increased

costs not less than thirty (30) days prior to August 31, 1971.

28, Transportation

Any and all costs of transportation incurred prior to admission to an
Institution in the receiving state, and transportation at the time of, or
as an incldent to release or discharge, condition or otherwise shall be

charged to the sending state,

29, Billing and Pavment

The recelving state will bill the sending state monthly and reimburse-

ment will be made within thirty (30) days of receipt of billing.

30. Responsibllity for‘Legal Proceedings

The sending state undertakes to defend any action or proceeding involv-

' 4ng the custody of any'of its inmates., The receiving state shall be relm-

bursed for any expense it may incur in connection therewith.

31. Internal Relations

Nothing in this contract shall be construed to affect the internal
relationships between or among the party states and thelr éubdivisions,
offlcers, departments or agenciles, but each party undertakes and acknowledges
liability and responsibility for making each other party state whole in
respect of any obligation imposed on it by or pursuant to this contract.

IN WITNESS WHEREQOF, the undersigned duly authorized officers have
subseribed thelr names on behalf of the State of Alaska and the State of

Washington.
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Director, Department of Health and Welfare
State of Alaska

DATED:

Acting Assistant Secretary
State of Washington
Department of Social and Health Services

I, STEPHEN C.‘WAYN Assistant Attorney General of the State of Washing=-
ton, .de hereby certify that THOMAS G. PINNOCK, the person whose signature
appears on the within and foregoing agreement, and whose signature is famillar
to me, 1s the duly appointed, qualified and Acting Assistant Secretary of
the Department of Soclal and Health Services, Division of Institutions, State
of Washington and 1s legally empowered to execute sald agreement and obligate

the State of Washington to its terms and conditions.

STEPHEN C. WAY
Assistant Attorney General
for the State of Washington
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Appendix I
INTERSTATE COMPACT ON MENTAL HEALTH

The contracting states solemnly agree that:
Article I

The party states find that the proper and expeditious treatment of the

mentally ill and mentally deficient can be facilitated by cooperative action,

to the benefit of the patients, their families, and society as a whole. Further,

the party states find that the necessity of and desirability for furnishing such
care and treatment bears no primary relation to the residence or citizenship of
the patient but that, on the contrary, the controlling factors of community
safety and humanitarianism require that facilities and services be made avail-
able for all who are in need of them. Consequently, it is the purpose of this
compact and of the party states to provide the necessary legal basis for the
institutionalization or other appropriate care and treatment of the mentally
1ll and mentally deficient under a system that recognizes the paramount im-
portance of patient welfare and to establish the.responsibilities of the party

states in terms of such welfare.
Article II

As used in this compact:
(a) '"Sending state" shall mean a party state from which a patient is
transported pursuant to the provisions of the compact or from which it is con-

templated that a patient be so sent.
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(b) '"Receiving state" shall mean a party state to which a patient is
transported pursuant to the provisions of the compact oxr to which it is con-

templated that a patient may be so sent.

(¢) MInstitution'" shall mean any hospital or.other facility maintained
by a party state or political subdivision thereof for the care and treatment of

mental illness or mental deficiency.

(d) "Patient' shall mean any person subject to or eligible as determined
by the laws of the sending state, for institutionalization or other care, treat-

ment, or supervision pursuant to the provisions of this compact,

(e) "After-care' shall mean care, treatment and services provided a

patient, as defined herein, on convalescent status or conditional release.

(f) '"Mental illness" shall mean mental disease to such extent that a
person so afflicted requires care and treatment for his own welfare, or the

welfare of others, or of the community.

(g) '"Mental deficiency' shall mean mental deficiency as defined by
appropriate clinical authorities to such extent that a person so afflicted is
incapable of managing himself and his affairs, but shall not include mental

illness as defined herein.

‘(h) "State" shall mean any state, territory or possession of the

United States, the District of Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.
Article XII

(a) Whenever a person physically present in any party state shall be
in need of institutionalization by reason of mental illness or mental deficiency,
he shall be eligible for care and treatment in an institution in that state irre-

spective of his residence, settlement or citizenship qualificationms.
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(b) The provisions of paragraph (a) of this article to the contrary
notwithstanding, any patlent may be transferred to an institution in another
state whenever there are factors based upon clinical determinations indicating
that the care and treatment of said patient would be facllitated or improved
thereby. Any such institutionalization may be for the entire period of care
and treatment or for any portion or portions thereof, The factors referred to
in this paragraph shall include the patient's full record with due regard for
the location of the patient's family, character of the illness and probable

duration thereof, and such other factors as shall be considered appropriate.

(¢) No state shall be obliged to receive any patilent pursuant to the
provisions of paragraph (b) of this article unless the sending state has given
advance notice of its intention to send the patient; furnished all available
medical and other pertinent records concerning the patient; given the qualified
medical or other appropriate clinical authorities of the receiving state an
opportunity to examine the patient if said authorities so wish; and unless the

receiving state shall agree to accept the patient.

(d) In the event that the laws of the receiving state establish a
system of priorities for the admission of patients, an interstate patient under
this compact shall receive the same priority as a local patient and shall be
taken in the same order and at the same time that he would be taken 1f he were

a local patient.

{e) Pursuant to this compact, the determination as to the suiltable
place of institutionalization for a patient may be reviewed at any time and such
further transfer of the patient may be made as seems likely to be in the best

interest of the patient,

“




A136

Article IV

(a) Whenever, pursuant to the laws of the state in which a patient is
physically present, it shall be determined that the patient should receive
after-care or supervision, such care of supervision may be provided in a re-
celving state, If the medical or other appropriate clinical authorities having
responsibility for the care and treatment of the patient in the sending state
shall have reason to believe that after-care in another state would be in the
best Interest of the patient and would not jeopardizé the public safety, the&
shall request the‘appropriate authorities in the receiving state to investig;:e
the desirability of affording the patient such after-care in said receiving
state and such investlgation shall be made with all reasonable speed. The re=~
quest for investigation shall be accompanied by complete information concerning
the patient's intended place of residence and the identity of the person in
whose charge it is proposed to place the patient, the complete medical history

of the patient, and such other documents as may be pertinent,

(b) If the medical or other appropriate clinical authorities having
responslbility for the care and treatment of the patient in the sending state
and the appropriate authorities in the receiving state finﬂ that tﬁe best
interest of the patient would be served thereby, aﬁd 1f the public safety
would not be jeopardized thereby, the patient may receive after-care or super-

vision in the receiving state.

(c) 1In supervising, treating, or caring for a patient on after-care
pursuant to the terms of this article, a receiving state shall employ the same

standards of visitation, examination, care, and treatment that it employs for

similar local patients.
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Article V

Whenever a dangerous or potentially dangerous patlent escapes from an
institution in any party state, that state shall promptly notify all appro-
priate authorities within and without the jurisdiction of the escape in a
manner reasonably calculated to facilitate the speedy apﬁrehension of ghe
escapee., Immediately upon the apprehension and identification of any such
dangerous or potentially dangerous patient, he shall be detained in the state

where found pending disposition in accordance with law,
Article VI

The duly accredited officers of any state party to this compact, upon
the establishment of their authority and the identity of the patient, shall be
permitted to transport any patlent being moved pursuant to this compact through

any and all states party to this compact, without interference..
Article VII

(a) No person shall be deemed a patient of more than one institution

at any given time. Completion of transfer of any patient to an institution in

+ a recelving state shall have the effect of making the person a patient of the

institution in the receiving state.

(b) The sending state shall pay all costs of and incidental to the

‘transportation of any patient pursuant to this compact, but any two or more

party states may, by making‘a specific agreement for that purpose, arrange for

a different allocation of costs as among theniselves.,

{(c) No provision of this compact shall be construed to alter or

affect any internal relationships among the departments, agencies and officers
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of and in the government of a party state, or between a party state and its

subdivisions, as to the payment of costs, or responsibilities therefore.

(d) Nothing in this compact shall be construed to prevent any party
state or subdivisions thereof from asserting any right against any person,

agency or other entity in regard to costs for which such party state or sub-

"division thereof may be responsible pursuant to any provision of this compact.

(e) Nothing in this compact shall be construed to invalidate any
reciprocal agreement between a party state and a non-party state relating to
institutionalization, care or treatment of thé mentally ill or mentally'de—
ficient, or any statutory authority pursuant to which such agreements may be

made.
Article VIII

(a) Nothing in this compact shall be construed to abridge, diminish,
or inlany way impair the rights, duties, and responsibilities of any patient's
guardian on his own behalf or in respect of any patient for whom he may serve,
except that where the transfer of any patient to another jurisdiction makes
advisable the appointment of a supplemental or substitute guardian, any court
of competent jurisdiction in the receiving state may make such supplemental
or substitute appointment and the court which appointed the previous guardian
shall upon being duly advised of the new appointment, and upon the satisfactory
completion of such accounting and other acts as such court may by law require,
relieve the previous guardian of power and responsibility to whatever extent
shall be appropriate in the circumstances; provided, however, that in the case
of any patient having settlement in the sending state, the court of competent

jurisdiction in the sending state shall have the sole discretion to relieve a
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guardian éppointed by.1it or continue his power and responsibility, whichever
it shall deem advisable. The court in the receiving statg may, in its dis-
cretion, confirm or reappoint the person or persons previously serving as
guardian in the sending state'in lieu of making a supplemental or substitute

appointment,

(b) The term 'guardian" as used in paragraph (a) of this article shall
include any guardian, trustee, legal committee, conservator, or other person or
agency however denominated who 1s charged by law with power to act for or

responsibility for the person or property of a patient,
Article IX

(a) No provision of this compact except Article V shall apply to any
person institutionalized while under sentence in a penal or corréctional insti-
tution or while subject to trial on a criminal charge, or whose institution-
alization 1s due to the commission of an offense fo% which, in the absence of
mental 1llness or mental deficiency, said person would be subject to incar=--

ceration in a penal or correctional instditution.

(b) To every extent possible, it shall be the policy of states party
to this compact that no patient shall be placed or detained in any prison,
jail or lockup, but such patient shall, with all expedition, he taken to a

suitable institutional facility for mental illness or mental deficiency.
Article X

(a) Each party state shall appoint a '"compact administrator" who, on
behalf of his state, shall act as general coordinator of activities under the
compact in his state and who shall receive copies of all resports, corres-

pondence, and other. documents relating to any patient processed under the
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compact by his state either in the capacity of sending or receilving state.
The compact administrator or his duly designated representative shall be the
official with whom other party states shall deal in any matter relating to-

the compact or any patient processed thereunder.

(b) The compact administrators of the respective party states shall
have power to promulgate reasonable rules and regulations to carry out more

effectively the terms and provisions of this compact.
Article XI

The duly constituted administrative authorities of any two or more
party states may enter iInto supplementary agreements for the provision of any
service or facility or for the maintenance of any institution on a joint or
coopgrative basis whenever the states concerned shall find that such agree-
ments will Improve services, facjlities, or Iinstitutional care and treatment
in the fields of mental illness or mental deficlency. No such supplementary
agreement shall be construed so as to relieve any party state of any obligation

which 1t otherwise would have under other provisions.of this compact.
' Article XII

This compact shall enter into full force.and effect as to any state
when enacted by it into law and such state shall thereafter be a party thereto

with any and all states legally joining therein.
Article XIIIX

(a) A state party to this compact may withdraw therefrom by enacting
a statute repealing the same. Such withdrawal shall take effect one year after

notice thereof has been communicated officially and in writing to the governors
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and compact administrators of all other party states. However, the with<

v ' ?
drawal of any state shall not change the status of any patient who has been .
sent to said state or sent out of sald state pursuant to the provisions of ‘.

the compact.

(b) Withdrawal from any agreement permitted by Article VII(b) as to
costs or from any supplementary agreement made pursuant to Article XI shall be

\

in accordance with the terms of such agreement.
Article XIV

This compagt shall be liberally construed so as to effectuate the
purposes thereof., The provisions of this compact shall be severable and if
any phrase, clause, sentence or provisions of this compact is declared to be
contrary to thg~cbnstitution of any party state or .of the United States or the
applicability thereof to any government,'égency, person or circumstance is
held invalid, thé validity o? the remainder of this compact and the applica-
bility theredflto an§ éovernment, agency, person or circumstance shall not Be
affected thereby. If this compact shall be held contrary to .the constitution
of any state p;rty thereto, the compact éhall remain in full force and effect
as to the remaining states and in fqll force and effect as to the state affected

1

as to all severable matters.
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Appendix J
AN INTERSTATE COMPACT

for the , : ‘

Supervislon of Parolees and Probationers

Entered into by and between all the States Signatory hereto, with the
consent of the Congress of the Unilted States of America, granted by
an act entitled "An Act granting the consent of Congress to any two
or more states to entex into agreements or compacts for cooperative
effort and mutual‘assistance in the prevention of crime and for other

purposes,' effective June 6, 1934,

The contracting states solemnly agree:

(1) That it shall be competent for the duly constituted judicial
and administrative authorities of a state party to this compact, (herein
called "sending state') to ﬁermit any person convicted of an offetuise
within such state and placed on probation or released on parole to re-
side in any other state party to this compact, (herein call '"receiving
state') while on probation or parole, if

(a) Such person is in fact a resident of or has his family residing
within the receiving staﬁe and can obtain employment there;

(b) Though not a resident of the receiving state and not having his
family residing there, the recelving state consents to such person's
being sent there,

Before granting such permission, opportunity shall be granted to the
receiving state to investligate.the home and prospective employment of such
person,

A resident of the recelving state, within the meaning of this section,
is .one who has been an actual inhabitant of such state continuously for

more than one year prlor to his coming to the sending state and has not
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reeidéd withintthe sending state more than six continuo&s months im-
mediately preceding the commission of the offense for which he has
been convicted.

(2) That each recelving state will assume the duties of visitation

of and supervision over probationers or paroleeé of any sending state

and in the exercise of those dutles wlll be governed by the same stand=-
ards that prevail for I1ts own probatloners and parolees.

(3) That duly accredited officers of a sending state may at all
times enter a recelving state and there apprehend and retake any person
on probation or parole. For éhat purpose no formalities will be required
other than establishing the authority of the officer and the identity of
the person to be retaken. All legal requlrements to obtain extradition
of fugitives from justice are hereby expressly waived on the part of the
gtates party hereto, as to such persbgé. The decision of the sending
state to retake a person on probation or parole shall be conclusive upon
and not reviewable within the receiving state: Provided, however, That if
at the time when a state seeks to retake a probationer or parolee there
should be pending agailnst him within the recelving state any criminal
charge, or he should be suspected of having committed within such a state
a criminal offense, he shall not be retaken without the consent of the
receiving state untill discharged from prosecution or from imprisonment
for such offense.

(4) That the duly accredited officers of the sending state will be
permitted to transport prisoners being retaken throughvany-and all states
parties to this compact, Qithout interference.

(5) That the governor of each state may designate an officer who,
acting jointly with like officers of other contracting states, i1f and
when appointed, shall promulgate such rules and regulations as may be

deemed necessary to more effectively carry out the terms of this compact.
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(6) That this compact shall become operative immédiately upon its
execution by any state as between it and any other stéte or states so
executing. When executed it shall have the full forcé and effect of law
wlthin such state, the form of execution to be in acc&rdance with the
laws of the executing state,

(7) That this compact shall continue in force and remain binding
upon each executing state until renounced by it, The duties and obliga-
tions hereunder of a renouncing state shall continue as to parolees or
probationers reslding therein at the time of withdrawal until retaken
or finally discharged by the sending state. Renunéiation of thils compact
shall be by the same authority which executed it, by sending six months'

notice in writing of its intention to withdraw from the compact to the

other states party hereto.
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. - Appendix X : ’
INTERSTATE COMPACT ON MENTALLY DISORDERED OFFENDERS

ARTICLE X

Purpose and .Policy.

| (a) The party states, desiring by common action to improve their
programs for the care and treatment of mentally disordered offenders,
declare that it is the policy of each of the party states to:

1. Strengthen their own programs and laws for the care‘and treat~-
ment of the mentally disordered offender.

'2' Encourage and provide for such care and treatment in the most.
appropriate locations, giving due recognition to the need to achieve ade-
quacy of diagnosis, care, treatment, after-care and auxiliary services
and facilities and, to avery extent practicable, to do so in geographic
locations convenient for providing a therapeutic environment.

3. Authorize coopération among the party states in providing services
and facilities, when it is found that cooperative programs can be more
effective agd efficiént than programs separately pursued.

4, 7Place each mentally disordered offender in a legal status whicﬂ‘
will facilitate his care, treatment and rehabilitation.

5. Authorize research and training of personnel on a cooperative
basis, in order to improve the quality or quantity of personnel available
for the proper staffing of programs, services and facilities for mentally
disordered offenders. . |

6. Care for and treat mentally disorderedvoffenders under conditions
which will improve the public safety,.

(b) Within the policies set forth in this Article, it 1s the purpose
of this compact to: .

1. Authorize negotiation, entry'into, and operations under contractual

arrangements among any two or more of the ‘party states for the establishment
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and maintenance of cooperative programs in any one or more of the fields

~ for which specific provision is made in the several articles of this compact.,

2, Set the limits within which such contracts may operate, so as to
assure protection of the civil rights of mentaliy disordered offenders and
protectioh of thé'righta and obligations of.the public and of the barty
states, |

3. Facllitate the proper disposition of criminal charges peﬁding
against mentally disorderédvoffenders, so that programs for their care,

reatment and rehabilitation may.be carried on efficiently.

ARTICEE II
Definitions

As-used in, this compact:

(a). "Mentally disordered offender" means.a person who‘has been deter=-
mined, by adjudication or other method legally sufficieut for the purpose
in the party state where the determination is made, to be mentall? i1l and:

1., 1is under sentence for the commission of crime; or

2, who 1s confined or committed on account of the commission of
an offense for which, in the absence of mental illness, said person would be
subject to incarceration in a penal or correctional facility,

(b) "Patient" means a mentally disordefed offender who is cared for,
treated, or transferred pursuant to this compact.

(c) "Sending state" means a state party to thils compact in which the
mentally disordered offender was convicted; or the state in which he would
be' subject to ﬁrial on or conviction of an offense, except for his mental
conditio;; or, within the meaning of Article V of this compact, the state
whose authorities have filed a petition in connectlon with an untriéd indict=
meﬁt,Ainformation ar complaint.

(d) "Recelving state' means a state party to this compact to which a

mentally disordered offender is sent for care, after-care, treatment or
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rehabilitation, or within the meaning of Article V of this compact, the
state in which a petition in connection with an untried indictment, Iinforma-

tion or complaint has been filed.

ARTICLE III
Contracts

(a) Each party state may'make one or more contracts with any one or
more of the other party states for the care and treatment of mentally dis=-
ordered offenders on behalf of a sending state in facilities situated in
receiving states, or for the participation of such mentally disordered
offenders in programs of after=-care on conditional release administered
by the receiving state., Any such contract shall provide for:

1. Its duration.

2, Payments to be made to the receiving state by the sending

state for patient care, treatment, and extraordinary services, 1if any.

3. Determination of responsibility for ordering or permitting
the furnishing of extraordinary services, if any.

4. Participation in compensated activitieé, 1f any, available
to patlents; the disposition or crediting of any payment received by patients
on account thereof; and the crediting oﬁ proceeds from or disposal of any
products resulting therefrom.

5. Delilvery and retaking of mentally disordered offenders.

6, Such other matters as may be necessary and appropriate to fix
the obligations, responsibilities and rights of the sending and receiving
states, .
| (b) Prior to the construction or completion of construction of any
facility for mentally disordered offenders or addition to such facility by
a party state, any other party state or states may contract therewith for
the 'enlargement of the planned capacity of the facility or aadimion thereto,

or for the inclusion therein of particular equipment or structures, and for
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;he reserva;ign of a specific percentum of the capacity of the facility
to be kept available‘for use by patients of the sending state or states
§0 contracting. Any sending state so contracting may, to the extent that

monies are legally available therefor, pay to the recelving state, a reason=-

able sum as consideration for such enlargement of capacity, or provision of

equlpment or structures, and reservation of capacity. Such payment may be
ip a lump sum or in installments as provided in the contract.

(c) A party state may contract with any one or more other party states
for the training of professional or other personnel whose services, by reason
of such training, would become'avaiiable for or be improved in respect of
ability to participate in the care and treatment of mentally disordered
offenders. Such contracts may. provide for such training to take place a;
any facility heing operated or to be operated for the care and treatment of
mentally digcrdered offenders; at any institution or facility having resources
suitable for the offering of such training; or may provide for the separate

establishment of training facilitiles, provided that no such separate establish-

'ment shall be undertaken, unless it is determined that an appropriate existing

facility of institution cannot be found at which to conduct the contemplated
program. Any contract entered into pursuant to this paragraph shali provide
fof:
1. The administration, financing, and precise nature of the program.
2. The status aﬁd employment or other rights of the trainees.
3. All other necessary matters.
(d) No contract entered into pursuant to this compact shall be incon-

sistent with any provision thereof.’

ARTICLE IV
Procedures and Rights
(a) Whenever. the duly constituted judiéial or administrative authorities

in a state party to this compact, and which has entered into a contract pursuant
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;o Ar;icle,III, shall decide that custody, care and treatment in, or
transfer of a patient to, a facility within the territory of another
party state, or conditional release for after~care in another party state
is necessary in order to provide adequate care and treatment or is de-
sirable in order to provide an appropriate program of therapy or other

treatment, or is desirable for clinical reasons, said officials may direct

. that the custody, care and treatment be within a facility or in a program

of after-care within the territory of said other party state, the receiv-~
ing state to act in that regard solely as agent for the sending state,

(b) The appropriate officials of any state party to this compact
shall have access, at all reasonable times, to any facility in which it
has a contractual right to secure care or treatment of patients for the
purpose of inspection and visiting such of its patients as may be in the
facility or served by 1it,

(e) Except as otherwise provided in Article VI, patients in a facil~
ity pursuant to the terms of this compact shall at all times be subject
to the jurisdiction of éhe sending state and may.at any time be removed
for transfer to a facility yithin the sending state, for transfer to
another facility in which the sending state may have a contraétual or
other right to secure care and treatment of patients, for release on
after-care or other conditional status, for discharge, or for any other
purpose permitted by the.laws of the sending state: provided that the
sending state shall continue to be obligated to such payments as may be
required pursuanﬁ to the terms of any contract entered into under the
terms of Article III.

(d) Each receiving state shall provide regular reports to each send-
ing state on?the patients of that éending state in facilities pursuant to
this compact including a psychiatric and behavioral record of each patient

and certify said record to the official designated by the sending state, in

order that each'patieﬁt»may have ‘the benefit of his or her record in deter=-
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the law which may obtain in the sending state and in order that the same
may be a source of information for the sending state.

(e) All patients who may.be in a facility or receiving after-care
from a facility pursuant to the provisions of this compact shall be treated
in a réasonable and humane manner and shall be cared for, treated and super-
vised in accordance with the standards pertaining to the program administered
at the facility. The fact of presence in a receiving state shall not deprive
any patient of any legal rights which said patient would have had if in cus-
tody or recelving care, treatment or supervision as appropriate in the send-
ing state. |

(f) Any hearing or hearings tov which a patient present in a receiving
state pursuant to this compact may be entitled by the laws of the sending
state shall be had before the appropriate authorities of the sending state,
or of the receiving state if authorized by the sending state. The receiving
state shall provide adequate facilities for such hearings as may be conducted
by the appropriate officials of a sending state, In the event such hearing
or hearings are had before officials of the receiving state, the governing
law shall be that of the sending state and a record of the hearing or hear-
ings -as prescribed by the sending state shall be made. Saild record together
with any recommendations ‘of the hearing officials shall be transmitted forth-
with to the official or officials before whom the hearing would have been had
if it had taken place in the sending state. In any and all proceedings had
pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph, the officials of the receiving
state shall act solely as agents. of the sending state and no final determina-
tion shall be made in any matter except by the appropriate officials of the
sending state. Costs of records made pursuant to this paragraph shall be
borne by the sending state.

(g) Any patient confined pursuant to this compact shall be released

within the territory of the sending state unless the patient, and the sending




aud receiving states, sha%l agiee upuii release in some other place.
The sending state shall bear the cost of such return to its territory.

(h) Any patient pursuant to the terms of this compact shall be
subject to civil process and shall have any and all rights to sue, be
sued and participate in and derive any benefits or incur or be relieved
of any obligations or have such obligations modified or his status changed
on account of any action or proceeding in which he could have participated
if in any appropriate facility of the sending state or bging supervised
therefrom, as the case may be, located within such state,

(1) The parent, guardian, trustee, or other person or persons en=
titled under the laws of the sending state to aét for, advise, or other-
wise function with respect to any patient shall not be deprived of or
restricted in his exercise of any power in respect of any patient pursuant

to the terms of this compact,

ARTICLE V
Disposition of Charges

(a) Whenever the authorities responsible for the care and treatment
of a mentally disordered offender, whether convicted or adjudicated in the
state or subject to care, after-care, treatmenﬁ or rehabillitation pursuant
to a contract, are of the opipion'that charges based on untried indictments,
informations or complaints in another party state present obstacles to the
proper care and treatment of a mentally disordered offender or to the plan-
ning or execution of a suitable program for him, such authorities may petition
the appropriate court in the state where the untried indictment, information
or complaint is pendipg for prompt disposition thereof. If the mentally dis-
ordered offender 1s a patient in a receiving state, the appropriate authorities
of the sending state, upon recommendation of the appropriate authorities in
the receiving state, shall, 1f they concur in the recommendation, file the

petition contemplated by this paragraph.
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(b). Th? court shail holu & heaviuy on the petition within thirty
days of the filing thereof. Such hearing shall be only to determine
whether the proper safeguarding and advancement of the public interest;
the condition of the mentally disordered offender; and the prospects for
more satisfactory care, treatment and rehabilitation of him warrant dis-
position of the untried indictment, information or complaint prior to
termination of the defendant's status as a mentally disordered offender
in the sending state. The prosecuting officer of the jurisdiction from
which the untried indictment, information or complaiﬁt 1s pending, the

petitioning authorities, and such other persons as the court may. determine
shall be entitled to be heard. g

(c) VUpon any hearing pursuant to this Article, the court may order
such adjournments or continuances as may be necessary for the examination
or observation of the mentally disordered offender or for the seéuring of
necessary evidence. In granting or denying any such adjournment or con-
tinuance, the court shall give primary consideration to the purposes of
this compact, and more particularly to the need for expeditious determina-
tion of the legal and mental status of a mentally disordered offender so
that his care, treatment and discharge to the community only under condigions
which‘will be consonant with the public safety may be implemented,

(d) The presence of a mentally disordered offender within a state
wherein a petition is pending or being heard pursuant to this Article, or
his presence within any other state through which he 1s being transported
in connection with such petition or hearing, shall be only for the purposes
of this compact, and no court, agency or person shall have or obtain juris-
diction over such mentally disordered offende; for any other purpose by
reason of his presence pursuant to this Article. The mentally disordered’
offender shall, at all times, remain in the custody of the sending state.

Any acts of officers, employees, or agencies of the receiving state in

providing or facilitating detention, housing or transportation for the
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mentally disordered offender shall be only as agents for the sending
gtate.-

(e) Promptly upon conclusion of the hearing the court shall dis- !
mise the untried indictment, information or complaint, 1f it finds that
the purposes enumerated in paragraph (b) of this Article would be served
thereby, Otherwise, the court shall make such order wiﬁh respect to the
petition and the untried indictment, information or complaint as may be
appropriate in the circumstances and consistent with the status of the
defendant as a mentally disordered offender in the custody of and subject
to the jurisdiction of the sending state.

(£) No fact or other -matter established or adjudicated at any hear-
ing pursuant to this Article, or in connection therewith, shall be deemed
eatablished or adjudicated, nor shall the same be admissible in evidence,
in any subsequent prosecution of the untried indictment, {information or
complaint concerned in a petition filed pursuant to this Article unless:

1. The defendant or his duly empowered legal representative
requested ox expressly acquiesced in the making of the petition, and was
afforded an opportunity to participate in person in the hearing; or

2, The defendant himself offers or consents to the introduction

of the determination or adjudication at such subsequent proceedings.

ARTICLE VI
Acts Not Reviewable in Recelving State; Return '

(a) Any decision of the sending state in respect of any matter over
which it retains jurisdiction pursuant to this compact shall be conclusive
upon and not reviewable within the receiving state, but if at the time the
sending state seeks to remove a patient from the receiving state there is
pending agalnst the patient within such state any criminal charge or if the
patient is suspected of having committed within such state a criminal offense,

the patient shall not be returned without the consent of the receiving state
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uuFiL divenarged from prusecution vl venel torw of proceediug, imprison-
ment or detention for such offense. The duly accredited officers of the
sending state shall be permitted to transport patients pursuant to this
compact through any and all states party to this compact without inter-
ference.,

(b) A patient who escapes while receiving care and treatment or
who violates provisions of after-care by leaving the jurisdicticn, or
while being detained or transported pursuant to this compact shall be
deemed an escapee from thg sending state and from the state in which the
facility i1s situated or the after-care was being provided. In the case
of an escape to a jurlsdiction other than the sending or recelving state,
the responsibility for return shall be that of the sending state, but
nothing contained herein shall be construed to prevent or affect the
activities of officers and agenpies of any Jjurisdiction directed toward

the apprehension and return of an escapee.

ARTICLE VII
Federal Aid
Any state party to this compact may accept federal aild for use

in connection with any facility or program, the use of which is or may.
be affected by this compact or any contract pursuént thereto and any
patient in a receilving state pursuant to this compact may participate
in any such federally alded program or activity for which the sending
and receiving states have made contractual provision: provided that 1if
such program or activity 1s not part of the customary regimen of the
facility or program the express consent of the appropriate official of

the sending state shall be required therefor.:

ARTICLE VIII '
Entry Into Force

This compact shall enter into force and become effective and bindihg
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upon the states so acting when it has been enacted lito law by any two
states from among the states of Illinois, Indiana, Iows, Kangas, Michigan,
Minnesota. Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota and Wisconsin.
Thereafter, this compact shall enter into force and become effective and
bindiﬁg as to any other of sald states, or any other state upon similar

action by such state.

ARTICLE IX
Withdrawal and Termination
. This compact shall continue in force and remain binding upon a party
gtate until 1t shall have enacted a statute repealing the same and pro-

viding for the sending of formal written notice of withdrawal from the

" compact to the appropriate officials of all other party states., An actual

withdrawal shall not take effect until two years after the notices provided
in said statute have been sent., Such withdrawal shall not relieve the with=-
drawing state from its obligatlons assumed hereunder prior to the effective
date of withdrawal. Before the effective date of withdrawal, a withdrawing
gtate shall remove to its territory, at its own expense, such patients as it

may have in other party states pursuant to the provisions of this compact.

ARTICLE X
Other Arrangements Unaffegted
Nothing contained in this compact shall be construed to abroéate or
lmpair any agreement or other arrangement which a party state may have with
a nonparty atate‘for the custody, care, treatment, rehabilitation or after-
care of patients nor to repeal any other laws of a party state authorizing

the making of cooperative arrangements.

ARTICLE XI
Construction and Severability

The provisions of this compact shall be liberally construed and shall
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be severable, if'any phrase, clause, sentence or provision of this com-
pact is declared to be contrary to the constitution of any participating
state or of the United States or the applicability thereof to any govern=-
ment, agency, person or circumstance is held invalid, the validity of the
remainder of this compact and the applicability thereof: to any government,
agency, person or circumstance shall not be affected thereby, If this
compact shall be held contrary to the constitution of any state participating
therein, the compact shall remain in full force and effect as to the remain-
ing states and in full force and effect as to the state affected as to all

severable matters,
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Appendix L \ .
SAMPLE COMMENTS «.Prom Letters of Legislators.and Judges Who Declined

to Answer the Questionnaire
"Whenever possible, I try:-to avoid making statements and giving
opinions on matters on which I am not informed. Therefore, I.do not
feel that I can respond to your questionnaire, unless I have a better

understanding of the proposed program and listen to the proponents and

opponents to the measure."

* ok k k%

"This will acknowledge receipt of your questionnaire concerning
ﬁrisons and prisoners, Frankly, this is not an area of my special
interést. and I am not one to complete a lot of questionnaires. In
the event that you are taking a random sampling, I hope that my fail-
ure or refusal to complete the questionnaire will not ruin your sample,"

* k k hk k %

"The questionnaire smacks bureaucracy, building basis for budget

increase and, perhaps, political overtones. , ."

X k k k Kk *

"Although I do not profess to be well versed in the problehs of
detention and prison reform, it 18 my opinion that the suggested regional
detention facilities for certain offenders would not be practicable. It
is my theory that each state should handle its own problems unless the
matter becomes a federal problem, and then the parties involved would be
subject to federal jurisdiction."

| k Kk ok k ok k.

"I like the concept of inter-state cooperation for prisoner treatment
but d; not feel the southeastern states are in a pogition to take advan~
tage of such a program. We are not able to adequately house, train, or

provide treatment for offenders in the institutions we now have in Florida.
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Thie is the most heabily ﬁopulated and has therlérgesc land area of the.
states considered for the compact, and has a higher national crime rating;
It does not seem likely that we could build a treatmént facility that
would not be immediately crowded with offenders sentenced by Florida
courts,

"I feel Florida should develop expertise and facilities to treat
offenders within the state, and available moneys for‘treatment programs -
ghould be directed toward accomplishing that aim, It would be preferable
to use the state prisons as speclalized treatmen; centers; for the types
of offenders yoﬁ mention, and for drug abusers and offenders between the
ages 17 and 24, with emphasis on educational and vocational training
and any new congtruction to be for community-based treatment and work
release centers on a statewide regional basis,

"I would be interested in knowing the results of your sampling of
state legislators, and would like to recelve any legislative recommenda=-

tions developed as the result of your study."
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